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INTRODUCTION

Of the many crime control tools available to the police,
the arrest--the decision to invoke the criminal process~-is
perhaps the most visible and the most controvefsial. The
arrest has long been used to measure police performance. This
has been done in terms of both arrest frequency and the rate at

which offenses are cleared by arrest. These measures, however,
have come under sharp attack, principally because they ignore

arrest quality and related due process considerations.

According to Murphy (1975):

Many of the arrests police make are of poor quality.

This is the natural result when too much stress is
laid upon number of arrests and not quality. In far
too many instances, police arrests fail to pass the
court's determination of probable cause at arraign-
ment.

A similar point has been made by the American Bar Association

(1973):

Even though the prevention of crime and the apprehen-
sion of offenders must be a primary ‘responsibility of
the police, the use of arrest as a measurement of per-
formance without inguiring into the quality of the
arrest or the ultimate disposition of the case is
improper. To measure the quality of police perfor-
mance based upon the number of arrests made is anal-
ogous to measuring the performance of a doctor on the
basis of the number 'of operations performed--without
any regard for the need for the operation or for its
success.

The close relationship between arrest guality and the
objective of due process has been described in a Rand (1970)
report:

Within the criminal justice system, the police

function %s to identify and arrest suspected offenders and
gather evidence for the final determination of legal
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innocence or guilt. A supporter of the Due Process Model
would hold that, all other factors being equal, an arrest
that leads to conviction is more valuable tham an arrest

that does not, since only in the former is legal gu?lt

established and the criminal sanction properly applled. A

more extreme proponent of the Due Process Model.mlght even

argue that an arrest that does not lead tq conv1ct19n
inflicts a net cost on society since the defendant is _
liable to feel some undesirable effects even though he is
not legally guilty.

A common, but clearly unacceptable, rejoinder to these
criticisms is that the police are responsible for the arrest
and the prosecutor for the conviction, i.e., the police cannot
materially influence conviction rates. It is evident that the
goals of the police and prosecutor are as similar as those of
any two components of the criminal justice system. Both aim to
remove the offender from the street, deter others from
committing crime, and preserve public order.

Yet it is all too clear that the police and prosecutor are
not as closely aligned in pursuit of their common goals as they
could be. The police have traditionally viewed their crime
control responsibilities in terms of simply making arrests,
rather than in terms of making arrests that hold up in court.
And the prosecutors, often burdened with enormous case loads,
have viewed their responsibilities in terms of convicting only

those defendants whose cases survive the mass-dismissal

phehomenon that occurs between arrest and adjudication.

A, FINDINGS FROM INSLAW'S EARLIER STUDY

What Happens After Arrest?, an INSLAW study of police

operations in the District of Columbia, found that the police

can be a crucial determinant of what happens after the arrest.

The study analyzed 14,865 adult arrests made by the District of
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Columbia's Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) and presented
for prosecution to the Superior Court Division of the United
States Attorney's Office in 1974. (In the Distriet of

p
Columbia, the U.S. Attdrney is the prosecutor of common law
offenses--all felonies and most serious misdemeanors.)

The data source was the Prosecutor's Management Information
System (PROMIS), which has been operating in the U.S.
Attorney's Office since 1971 and which records up to 250 pieces
of information on each arrest from the time the arrest is
pPresented for screening until it is disposed of by some means.
A focal point of the analysis was the impact on arrest convict-

ability of three items recorded in PROMIS: the recovery of

tangible evidence, the securing of witnesses, and the span of

time that elapses between the offense and the arrest.

One of the principal findings of the study was that when
the arresting officer manages to recover tangible evidence, the

prosecution is more likely to convict the defendant:

We find that the arrests that wash out of the

court tend to be supported by less evidence at the
time the case is brought to the prosecutor than those
that end in conviction. When tangible evidence, such
as stolen property and weapons, is recovered by the
police, the number of convictions per 100 arrests is
60 percent higher in robberies ..., 25 percent higher
in other violent crimes ..., and 36 percent higher in
nonviolent property offenses.... (p. 42)

Another finding concerned the value of witnesses: "When
the police manage to bring more cooperative witnesses to the
prosecutor, the probability of conviction is significantly
enhanced for both violeht and property crimes" (p. 42). A
related finding concerned the relationship of the victim and
the arrestee, i.e., whether they were strangers, related, or

otherwise known to one another.
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Related to the role of witnesses is our finding
that a conviction was much more likely to occur in an
arrest in which the victim and arrestee did not know
one another prior to the occurrence of the offense.
This holds for robberies, other violent crimes, and
nonviolent property offenses.... A deeper insight
into this result can be obtained by examining the rate
at which the prosecutor rejected or dismissed cases
due to witness problems; we find the rate of rejection
due specifically to witness problems, such as failure
to appear in court, to be substantially higher for
offenses that were not recorded as stranger-to-
stranger episodes.... (p. 43)

A third major finding concerned the length of time
between the offense and the arrest: "When the police are
able to make the arrest soon after the offense--especially
in robberies, larcenies and burglaries--tangible evidence
is more often recovered and conviction is ... more likely"
(p. 89). This finding is more complex and more qualified
than the other two:

We find that another feature of the arrest
influences the likelihood that the arrestee will be
convicted--the length of the delay between the time of
the offense and the time of the arrest. We find this
delay to be longest in robberies, with 55 percent of
the arrests made more than 30 minutes after the
offense. The conviction rate for robbery arrests--
especially the stranger-to-stranger arrests--declines
steadily as the delay grows longer. In stranger-to-
stranger robbery episodes, 40 percent of all persons
arrested within 30 minutes of the offense were con-
victed; for the suspects apprehended between 30 min-
utes and 24 hours after the occurrence of the cffense,
the conviction rate was 32 percent; for arrests that
followed the occurrence of the crime by at least 24
hours, the conviction rate was only 23 percent....

To the extent that arrest promptness does
increase the conviction rate, it appears to do so
largely out of the enhanced ability of the police to
recover tangible evidence when the delay is short. 1In
stranger-to-stranger robbery episodes, recovery of
evidence is more than twice as likely when the arrest
is made within 30 minutes of the occurrence of the
offense than when it is made at least 24 hours
later.... This pattern is similar for violent
offenses other than robbery ... and somewhat less
extreme in the case of nonviolent property offenses....

L L I e
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While prompt arrest may sometimes yield more
witnesses, the data indicate that more witnesses are
especially common in those arrests in which the delay
between the offense and the arrest is longer than five
minutes.... This is likely to reflect the faect that
crimes are usually committed without many witnesses;
prompt arrests are primarily a result of the proximity
of the police, not the existence of several wit~
nesses. When an offender does commit an offense in
the presence of two or more withesses, he is more
likely to be apprehended, but rarely within five
minutes. The additional support of witnesses in cases
involving longer delay was reflected also by our
finding that in arrests for violent offenses
(including robbery) the prosecutor rejected or dis-
missed cases due to witness problems at a signifi-
cantly lower rate when the delay was long.... (p. 43)

The study also looked at a number of police officer
characteristics in an effort to determine whether differences
in performance among officers were influenced by officers'
personal characteristics.

The data set included the following characteristics: age,
sex, years of experience on the force, marital status, and
residence (within or outside of the District). The principal
finding concerned officers' experience:

While more experienced officers tend to produce

more convictions and have higher conviction rates than

officers with less time on the force ... the other

characteristics in the data~--age, sex, residence, and
marital status--are, at best, only mild predictors of

an officer's ability to produce arrests that become

convictions. (p. 55)°

Despite this finding of little association between officer
characteristics and conviction rates, the analysis did reveal
another kind of association between officers and conviction
rates:  "Over half of the 4,347 MPD arrests [adult felonieé and
serious misdemeanors] made in 1974 that ended in conviction

were made by as few as 368 officers--15 percent of all the

officers who made arrests, and 8 percent of the entire force"
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(p. 48). (Thirty-one percent of all MPD officers who made
arrests [the total number of arresting officers was 2,418] made
no arrests that led to conviction.) The finding for felony
arrests only was equally compelling: over half of those 2,047
arrests that ended in conviction were made by "a handful of 249
officers" (p. 48).

Regarding the concern about quantity of arrests versus
quality, noted above, the conviction rate for the arrests made
by the 368 high arrest-convictability officers was 36 percent,
considerably higher than the 24 percent averaged by the other
MPD officers who made arrests in 1974. The study concluded:
"It is evident that the officers who produced the most

convictions did not do so merely by making numerous arrests"

(p. 48).

B. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to replicate in
other jurisdictions the basic aspects of the earlier study of
police operations in the District of Columbia, which found that
seme officers make adult felony and serious misdemeanor arrests
that are systematically more likely to lead to conviction than
the arrests of other officers; and (2) to conduct further
research--largely through intensive interviews in two
sites--into the extent to which officer characteristics and
special work-related techniques influence the performance of
individual police officers--in particular their ability to
recover physical evidence and to locate and maintain the

cooperation of lay witnesses.
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One part of the study is a straightforward replication.
The other is an effort to go beyond the earlier study in an
attempt to uncover which factors contribute to hiéher rates of
arrest convictability or, said another way, arres; qguality.

Perhaps the most interesting finding that emerged from What

Happens After Arrest? was that a small number of police

officers made a majority of the arrests that ended in convic-
tion. As noted above, 15 percent of officers making arreSts (8
percent of the force) made in excess of 50 percent of thoég
arrests that ended in conviction. Conversely, 31 percent bf
officers making arrests made nc¢ arrests that led to con- |
viction. Our hypothesis is that there may very well be diffet—
ences between these two groups--differences that could be miti-
gated by changes in policy or procedures. Thus, the overali
goal of the study is to identify those policies that might Qg
altered so as to increase the quality of arrests made by police
officers. Candidate areas include police recruitment, orienﬁa-
tion, training, assignment, career development, and pre-arreét,

arrest, and post-arrest policies, procedures, and support ser-

vices.

1. The Replication Analyses

In Part One of the study we replicate the basic aspects of

the analysis described in What Happens After Arrest? and re-

examine its principal findings. 1In essence, we want to know
whether the findings from the District of Columbia are
generalizable. Do a small number of officers make a majority
of the arrests in Los Angeles and New Orleans as they do in

Washington, D.C.? Is evidence as important to conviction in
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Manhattan or Cobb County (Georgia) as it is in Washington,
D.C.? How important are witnesses in Indianapolis and Salt
Lake County? ’

It may be that the findings of the earlier research can be
generalized to éther jurisdictions. It may also be the case
that, for example, variations in arrest quality across
individual officers generally are greater in Washington, D.C.,
than in other jurisdictons, or less, or about the same.

One police observer cautions against overgeneralizing about

police departments. In his book, Police: Street Corner

Politicians, Muir (1977) states: "The peculiar characteristic

of police departments in the United States is that they are
local and very different one from the other. An observer of a
single police department must constantly check against a
tendency to overgeneralize."

The replication analysis was conducted for seven
jurisdictions, including Washington, D.C., using 1977-1978
data. The jurisdictions were selected on the basis of three

criteria.

(1) PROMIS user--to permit empirical tracking of criminal
cases from arrest to sentencing;

(2) Geographic and demographic factors--to ensure a range
of jurisdictions from all areas of the country; and

(3) Willingness of the jurisdiction to cooperate--
including not only the District Attorney, who would have to
make the data available for analysis, but also the police
departments whose arrests would be analyzed. (In several
sites, the police departments supplied personnel data.

From approximately 12 PROMIS jurisdictions that had been

operational for more than a year, seven were chosen for study.
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The seven provide an interesting mix of large- and medium-size
jurisdictions, and they represent each major area of the
country. The participating jurisdictions are identified below:

L

-~ Cobb County, Georgia--a small, southeastern juris-

diction--more suburban than rural;

-- Indianapolis, Indiana (Marion County)--a large, mid-
western jurisdiction, essentially urban and suburban;

-- Los Angeles County, California--West Coast, the nation's

largest county in terms of population;

-- Manhattan (New York County, New York)--the most densely
populated jurisdiction in the country, completely urbanized,

eastern;

-~ New Orleans (Orleans Parish)--a mostly urbanized,

southern city;

-~ Salt Lake County--a less urbanized county in the Rocky

Mountains;

-~ Washington, D.C.--the Federal City, a medium-size city

in the mid-Atlantic area and the site of the earlier study.

In both Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, we decided to look
only at arrests presented by the largest police department--the
New York Police Department and the Washington Metropolitan
Police Department, respéctively. In Los Angeles, we decided to
look only at the Los Angeles Police Department. For New
Orleans, esséntially all of the arrests presented to the prose-
cutor were made by the New Orleans Police Department. For Cobb
County, Salt Lake, and Indianapolis, however, we looked at
arrests brought by both the sheriff and police departments. 1In

general, our decisions about which departments from any given




PROMIS jurisdiction to include in the study were based on the
department's willingness to cooperate with the stqdy,
manageability, and which departments were respons}ble for most
of the arrests showing up in PROMIS.

2. The Analysis of Police Officer Interview Data

Part Two of the study involved the conduct of in-depth in-
terviews with police officers who had high rates of arrest
convictability and those with low rates of arrest convictabil-
ity. Our purpbse was to determine whether there are differ-
ences betweeh the two groups, in terms of personal character-
istics and other factors, that help to explain differences in
arrest convictability.

In October 1979, nearly 100 sworn members of Washington,
D.C.'s, Metropolitan Police Department were interviewed. And
in December 1979, approximately 80 members of the New York City
Police Department were interviewed.

From the interviews we sought, first, to describe officers
with high convictability rates (HCR) and those with low con-
victability rates (LCR) in their attitudinal and behavioral as-
pects. To what extent and in what ways are HCR officers
different from or similar to LCR officers?

Second, we sought to determine whether attitudes, percep-
tions, and basic knowledge of police practices account for high
arrest convictability rates. To this end, a self-administered
written guestionnaire was developed (see Appendix A for a copy:
of the questionnaire).

Seven sets of variables that might be

related to the HCR phenomenon were covered in the guestionnaire:
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- st S e i S b s vy R T T i My TR
o N AT P SR VL "

4

; ",”

s

. Officer background/demographic characteristics;

+ General attitudes toward job and career;

. Perceptions of the organizational context--the depart-

R .
ment, prosecutor, courts, and community--and the reward
system;

. Role concepts;
. Attitudes toward arrests;

. Perceptions of the vealue of physical and testimonial
evidence; and

. Basic knowledge of police procedures.

Third, we sought to explicate any special technigues

employed by the high achieving officers. To this end, a second

guestionnaire was developed and administered by INSLAW staff
and interviewers employed and trained for this purpose. (A

copy of this questionnaire is included as Appendix B.)

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Part One, which consists of Chapters I, II, and III,

reports on the "Replication Analyses." Chapter I is a brief

exposition on the seven replication sites. Following general

comments about the PROMIS data bases in the seven

jurisdictions, we present a discussion of arrest disposition

patterns in each jurisdiction. (Additional narrative detail

for each jurisdiction is contained in Appendix C.)
In Chapter II, we first discuss factors affecting arrest

convictability over which the police have no control. This in-

cludes the inherent convictability of certain types of crime,

as well as the relationship between the victim and the

defendant. Next, we examine factors that are somewhat niore

under the control of the police: lay witnesses, recovery of

-11-
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evidence, elapsed time from offense to arrest, and inter-
actions among time, evidence, and witnesses. The ‘concluding
section summarizes the findings from the seven ju}isdictions
and compares them with those of the earlier study.

In Chapter III, we address officer-felated factors
affecting arrest convictability. Here, we report ¢n whether,
as in Washington, D.C., a small number of officers make a
majority of the arrests that end in conviction. Next, we look
at high achievers in terms of their assignment. (One of the
recurring criticisms of the earlier study was that it did not
take "arrest opportunity" into account.) Next, we look at the
impaét of a series of police officer characteristics: officer
ége, length of service, race, sex, education, and marital |
status. A concluding section contains a summary of findings
from this part of the analysis.

Part Two describes the analysis of the interview data.
Chapter IV provides basic information about how the interviews
were conducted. Chapters V and VI document analyses of the
written questionnaire administered in Washington, D.C., and in
New York City (Manhattan), respectively. Chapter VII is a
report of findings from the personal interviews that attempted
to uncover special technigues employed by arresting officers.

Part Three (Chapter VIII) contains a discussion of the

conclusions that emerge from the study.

-]12-
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I. THE REPLICATION SITES

@g The seven replication jurisdictions are diverse in most
4

aspects: physical size, total population, population compo-

sition, crime and arrest dimensions, criminal justice expen-

ditures and employment, police and prosecutor organization and

functioning, steps in the judicial process, and disposition of
arrests in the replication year. (Table I.l presents an
overview of these jurisdictional characteristics; additional
details are provided in Appendix C.) The number of juris-
dictions and their diVersity are important in terms of lending
credibility to the findings that either support or conflict
with the earlier findings from the District of Columbia.
Much of the analysis in this report reflects differences in
the way police and prosecutors perform their work. Some of
(:} these differences stem from the fact that we are dealing with
different people performing similar activities. Other differ-
ences, however, result from the fact that the scope of activi-
ties differs. This includes the number and type of offenses
handled 5y the police and the prosecutor, available manpower,
véé and the range of procedures that the police and the prosecutor
i have at their disposal. Sociodemographic factors may also lead
to variations in how law enforcement agencies operate.

It is the purpose of this chapter, starting with the prose-

cutor's office, to identify the range of differences among the

jurisdictions. It is important to remember that what follows

S is not an evaluation of the operations of the various agencies.
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JURISDICTION
REPLICATION PERIO!

. Cobb County, GA
Calerdar 1977

Indianapolis, IN

i~ {Marion County)
October 1, 1977 -
September 30, 1978

Los Angeles, CA
duly 1, 1977 -
June 30, 1978

Manfattan, NY

SPECIAL
NOTES

Smaller jurisdiction
than others; in the
Atlanta SMSA; urban,
suburban, and rural

Large midwestgrn
jurisdiction; consoli-
dated city/county
except for law en-
forcemsent

Study includes orily
arrests made by tos
Angeles Police Depart-
ment; West Coast juris-
diction

Highest population

it e T 2

x Table I.1 )
. OVERVIEW OF JURISDICTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
CRIME AND
DEMOGRAPHIC ARREST )
DATA DIMENSIONS THL POLICE THE PROSECUTOR
County -- As the smallest Three police sgencies  Uisteapt Attorney,

area: 343 sq. mi.
pop: 240,000
Marietta --
pop: 31,300

County -=

area: 392 sq. mi,
pop: - 782,000

“0ld City* of
Indianapolis --
pop: 485,000 (est)

County --

area: 4,069 sq. mi.
pop: 6,987,000
City --

area: 464 sq. mi.
pop: 2,727,000

area: 23 sq. mi.

jurisdiction, Cobb

had fewer total

crimes and lowest

rate per 100,000

(1975)

Arrest data unavailable

Comparative data for
1975 indicates highest
crime rate of seven
Jurisdictions

Arrest data incomplete;
10P P + | arrests in
1977 = 5057

L.A. City reported
217,800 Index Crimes to
FBI; rate of 7987 in line
with other large cities

1978 police data lists

included: Cobb Co.
Police Department;
C.C.Sheriff's Dept.;
Marietta Police Dept.

Two police agencies
included: Indianapolis
P.D. (1,368 employees)
and M.C. Sheriff’'s
Dept. (523 employees)

LAPD, with 7000
members, is small in
terms of officers
per 1,090 population,
Very forward looking
dept.

A portion of the

eight sssistants, and

support staff handle
about 4,000 cases
per year

County prosecutor,
with a staff of 150
(half attorneys),
handles 4,000 fel-
onies and 45,000
misdemeanor arrests
per year

County Prosecutor
has staff of 2,000;
of that total 1,000
handle criminal
prosecutions. Office
is decentralized

District Attorney of

POLICE~PROSECUTOR THE
INTERFACE ARREST MIX

An investigator - Adult felonies only
usually brings case in the data base; office
to the prosecutor does handle juvenile
rather than arresting prosecution

+officer

IPD's automated re- Adult felonies in
porting system Speeds the PROMIS data
arrest data to DA's base

office. Arresting

officer usually

appears too

lnves:i!ga;m‘ b[i_ngs 46,438 adult felony
arrest inforwation s i a

to DA within 24 hours; arrests in dat
arresting officer sel-

dom called for info

Arresting officer

Data base includes

3 : (New York County) density; highly pop: 1,429,000 150,900 Index Crime. Crime NYCPD provides law New York has a large will present arrest  felonies, misdemeanors
(;." ! Calendar 1978 urbanized; eastern; density: 62,000 per  a very serious problem. enforcement services staff; converted to within 8 to 24 hours  3nd traffic offenses;
: ; part of a single police sq. ai. 1978 arrests ~ 36,287 to the borough of vertical prosecution to one of six trial arrest selection done
; department Manhattan before replication bureaus to mirror Washington;
: year including 40,333 closed
cases
" ; New Orleans, LA Mostly urbanized, area: 197 sq. mi. KOPD reported 39,900 A single police A staff of 179, in- Arresting officer Data base included many
i (Orleans Parish) southern city with a pop: 560,000 Index Crimes to FBI in department of 2000 cludes 59 attorneys brings arrest re- minor crimes; selection
P Calendar 1977 single police depart- density is third 1977. Crime rate for 1975 employees (1600 sworn) .and 120 support per- rt to prosecutor's Similar to Manhattan's
: ment behind Manhattan and  second lowest of seven'sites. provide service to the sonnel. Also, 23 office within 10 to mirror Washington;
Washington 10,800 arrests reported city and parish. NOPD officers serve days of arrest 10,286 arrests examined
—_— to Bl in 1977 as investigators
] Salt Lake County A less urbanized County -- . 1975 comparative data Two agencies in- A staff of 23 includes An investigator Data base very
! Utah county in the Rocky area: 764 sq. mi. indicates a fairly cluded: Salt Lake 15 who handle felony usually brings comparable ta
: Calendar 1977 Mountains, includes pop: 512,000 high crime rate among City P.D. (475 em- prosecution . arrest report to Washington's. All
o Salt Lake City City -- , seven jurisdictions. ployees) and Salt prosecutor 3451 arrests in-
q area: 59 sq. mi. Two depts. reported Lake County Sheriff's cluded in analysis
; i pop: 170,000 6400 Pt. -1 arrests Dept. (456 employees)
§ (1977)
O Washington, D.C. The Federal City, area: 61 sq. mi, 1975 comparative data Washington's . Appointed U.S. Atty. Arresting officer This was the controlling
' . : Calendar 1977 urban, medium size-- pop: 712,000 futs Wash,, D.C. third HEITOPO““"_PUHCE is federal and local presents arrest Jurisdiction in terms of
£ ; location of the density in excess lL.ehind Indianapolis Department, is a prosecutor for the data to screening arrest mix--adult tel-
) T original study of 11,600/sq. mi. - and Manhattan in crime large, well-equipped District of Coluabia upit within 18 to onies and serious mis-
rate. urbdn furce. Abuut 24 hours of arrest demeanors
- MPD reported 10,704 4,000 of ficers/500
- - arrests civilians
. | 1-2
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The purpose is to describe and, through analysis, to explain
the differences so as to provide an appropriate cqntext for the
analyses in Chapters II and III. ,
In this chapter we present an arrest disposition "tree" for
the replication period in each jurisdiction and comment on the
information presented. We begin by repeating the 1974 arrest

disposition information for Washington, D.C., that appeared in

What Happens After Arrest? and then contrast the dispositions

of arrests in the various jurisdictions in 1977-1978.

Before turning to the arrest disposition trees, several
points should be noted. First, the analysis looks only at
arrests that reached a final disposition--even if the dispo-
sition was reached between the end of the study period and the
time the data were extracted from the data base. This has
several implications: arrests and dispositions will tend to be
fewer than the number of arrests reported by the police or the
prosecutor, and there will be minor variations in case dispo-
sition totals and diséosition percentages from those published
by the several district attorneys. These minor variations,
however, should have little or no impact on findings and con-
clusions drawn from the data bases.

Second, we regard disposition as the formal (and final)
éction of the court or the court's representative, the prose-
cutor, regarding a person who was placed under arrest. The
PROMIS system does not track érrests that are not presented to

the prosecutor.

e 7 s e e 2 = b B v Wiy & AR R

Third, in interpreting arrest disposition infoémation for a
given prbsecutor's office, one must be mindful of ,the overall
context within which the prosecutor operates. This includes
the type of arrests handled (i.e., only felonies, some -
misdemeanors and all felonies, or all misdemeanors and
felonies), whether the police have the power (or assume the
power) to pre-screen arrests, and the extent to which prose-
cutors are able to refer cases for alternative prosecution or
non-adjudicated disposition.

As pointed out below, a substantial amount of variation
exists in the number and types of arrests presented for prose-
cution. Variation also exists due to the fact that police in
some jurisdictions are more likely to pre-screen arrests than
police in others. Among some jurisdictions, acceptance rates
may appear quite disparate. In certain instances, a low
acceptance rate reflects a statutory requirement that all
arrests, regardless of police~-perceived merit, be presented for
prosecution. In other instances, a high acceptance rate may
reflect considerable prior screening by the police-=-in which-
case the average arrest presented may have greater prosecutive
potential.

The distribution of final dispositions may also vary
because of the range of alternatives that are available to the
prosecutor. The resources of some prosecutors' offices con-
strain them simply to accept or reject a case; others may be
able to make a decision among prosecution, referral for other
prbsecutibn, diversion, or rejection. This will greatly

impinge on the interpretation of final disposition rates. The
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acceptance rate for Los Angeles, for example, is roughly half
that for Washington, D.C. Many of the arrests not accepted,
however, are not outright rejections, but referra}s for other
prosecution, the ultimate disposition of which are not tracked
by PROMIS.

A number of additional factors may also contribute to vari-
ations in the distribution of dispositions among the different
jurisdictions. These include the prosecutor's work load, the
court®s work load, the availability of correctional facilities,
community standards, and a host of other factors.

Consequently, one should not look at the data presented as
providing evidence of the relative efficiency of the various
prosecutors' offices. The differences that occur do present
interesting contrasts, but they are by no means sufficient to

permit interjurisdictional evaluations.

A, WASHINGTON, D.C.

PROMIS provides tracking of all arrests presented to the
Superior Court Division of the U.s. Attorney's Office. Those
cases consist of all felonies and many major misdemeanors
(primarily those that carry a potential maximum sentence of at
least six months incarceration). Figures I.1 and I.2 show the
disposition of cases in 1974 and 1977, respectively.

For ca%endar 1977, 14,841 cases presented to the U.S.
Attorney are recorded as having reached a final disposition.
This is approximately 1,700 fewer cases than were in the data
base in 1974. The case "acceptance" rate has remained fairly

stable, with 77 percent of the cases presented being accepted

for prosecution. Since 1974, there has been a shift in case
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Figure I.1 ’
DISPOSITION OF FELONY AND
MISDEMEANOR CASES PRESENTED
TO THE SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION

WaShifgton, b.c.o 1994
100%

Cases
Pre:.unted

22% o* 78%
Rejected at Referred for Accepted at
Screening Other Prosecution .__SCFLenin{

7% T — 1% 31% --..._____1 22%
Evidence ‘——"’———’— Plea Bargain/ Rejected cr.—-""‘—‘—1 Jea to

Problems

Immunity for
Testimony

Nolled by
Prosecutor

Actual Charge

6% _——"'—’—’-‘~.-~“~0 0* 9% 3%
Witness iversion Disnissed_.——“"—’“_ lea to

Problems

Procecutive
kerit

Violation of

6% \ 1% 1% /.\\G 6%
Lacks her or Hejected ullty by

by Judge lLeeser Charge

Unspecified by
HeJjection

Court or Jury
Crand Jury Trial

4% o*
Acquittal ‘__———“'——‘—.-.""‘--Umher Finding

Due Procesa at Trial of Guilt
Based on 16,580 closed arrests for felonies 1%
and major misdemeanors Other or _———"’—_’_
*Less than .5% Unspecified

Final Disposition
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disposition patterns; "pleas to actual" charges rose ¥rom 22 to
30 percent, and there was a consequent reduction in court dis-
ii} missals, nolles, grand jury rejections, and court trials. Of
L4
q;‘ . ' . all cases presented, approximately 38 percent resulted in some
finding of guilty, as opposed to 31 percent in 1974. Of all
——— Figure I.2 cases accepted for prosecution, just under half, 49 percent,
: DISPOSITION OF FELONY AND V
MISDEMEANOR CASES PRESENTED . | resulted in a guilty finding.
TO THE SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION -
U.S. ATTORNEY'S OFFICE A ' Compared with median values for all jurisdictions, Wash-
Washington, D.C. 1877 , . A
Jooz, ) ington shows a lower rejection rate at screening (22 percent vs
Prewuented
31 percent), but the percentage of subseguent rejections or
2% ! , 0* 77% ’ . nolles is considerably higher (30 percent vs 7 percent). Court
Rejected at Referred for Aggupte? ft T
Screening Other Prosecution il ' ' dismissals are also higher than the median (7 percent vs 4 per-
cent). Prosecutor nolles plus judicial dismissals (30 percent
plus 7 percent), together with acquittals (2 percent), total 39
30% - 30%
Evi&ﬁice .,———“"'——--"“‘-plaa AZEEain, Rejected “""'—”—’— upiaiocnar is i i i
Evidence _ Tmmunity for Nolled by Act ge . ‘ percent. This is more than twice the median (14 percent). On
Testimony Prosecutor C}
(:4 : : the other hand, the guilty subtotal (38 percent) is just under
o o* 7% —— 3% ‘
: ~© 1 to 3
#:35.:& /\oivarsion lg;s::‘g::d/ Le::er Chares o | | the median (39 percent).
o ; . B. COBB COUNTY
9% 3% 0* . | |
‘ Lecks /\ther or };.J.ct.d /.Q\"‘g:ﬁ:yo:"luy : The District Attorney of Cobb County screens arrests
Prosecutive Unspecifi Y Trial '
: G J
herit KeJjection rand Jury presented for felony prosecution. For 1977, we found 2,078
§~ 2% _n/a o ' closed felony arrests Of t t t
| vmhg;n o /  acqubttal /\U}héﬁiﬁndme _ Yy r . hat total, 55 percent were accepted
Due Process at Trial e . i
: . - . ; for felony prosecution, 5 percent were referred for other
3 o B prosecution, and the remainder were turned down. Of those
4 " Based on 14,841 closed arrests for felonies Other of ——"" 7
and major misdemeanors Unspecified T presented to the prosecutor, 39 percent ended in some kind of
*Less than .5% Final Disposition - |
; guilty disposition; nearly 71 percent of those cases accepted
i

resulted in a conviction. (See Figure I.3.) Interestingly,

nearly all of these convictions were through pleas--the dis-

H
|
i
|
H ﬁ

tribution of pleas to actual or leésser charges is not known,
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9%
Evidence
Probleas

26%
Witness
Prohlenms

4%
Lacks
Prosecutive
Merit

1%
Violation of
Due Process

Figure I.3 ‘
DISPOSITIONS OF FELONY ARRESTS
PRESENTED TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
Cobb County, Georgia 1977

Cases
Prednented
_40% 5% 55%
Rejected at Referred for Accepted at
Screening Other Prosecution Screend -

—
/

/

\ o*
Plea Bargain/

Igmunity for
Testimony

Aversion

o*
----~..other or

Unspecified
Hejection

.—"'——————‘

Based on 2,078 closed arrests made in 1977

*Less than .5%

**Actual and Lesser combined, not available separately

7%
Rejected c:—"'——‘——‘
Nolled by
Prosecutor

0*
Disnissed._——“'—————

by Judge

0*
Acquittal e |

at Trial

38%**

Actual Charge

Q**

Lesser Charge

uilty by

Court or Jury
Trial

0*
\“‘-~ouwrrnmnu

of Guilt

6%

Other or __.-———"'——

Unspecified
Final Disposition

woor

however. Less than 2 percent of all cases presented were

disposed by bench or jurv trial, acquittals and convictions
included. ’

Compared with median values from the seven jurisdictions,
Cobb County rejects more cases than average (40 percent vs 31
percent). Sixty-five percent of all rejections (26 percent of
the arrests) were attributed to witness problems. Acceptances
(55 percent) were at the median; other figures are approxi-
mately at or near the median. Pleas and findings of quilt
match the median (39 percent); other dispositions (rejections,
nolles, dismissals, and acguittals) are also at the median (14

percent).

C. INDIANAPOLIS

The Marion County prosecutor screens both felonies and
misdemeanors presented by the police. Only felonies, however,
are tracked by PROMIS. Those misdemeanors screened as "po-
tential felonies" are recorded in PROMIS. Some of these are
eventually referred for prosecution as misdemeanors in Muni-
cipal,Court, and others are sent to Municipal Court for bind-
over and are later re-presented for prosacution as felonies.
Consequently, a large propertion of arrests presented to the
prosecutor are listed as "referred for misdemeanor or other
prosecution”--about half. For most of these, PROMIS tracking
ends at that point. A very small number of the "bindovers"
eventually end up as being re-presented for felony prosecution.
Consequently, some double counting occurs; the result is a
small inflation of rejections and corresponding deflation of

acceptances.
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Keeping this in mind, the data show 4,904 arrests presented ‘ s : ' ?
for felony prosecution. Of these, 31 percent were accepted for

@Z, felony prosecution, and 19 percent were rejected for prosecu- R : {:} )

. 3 : [
tion altogether. The remainder were referred for other prose- i

cution. Of those cases presented, 23 percent actually resulted Figure I.4

DISPOSITION OF ARRESTS
PRESENTED FOR FELONY PROSECUTION

. . . . . . , Indianapolis (Marion County), Indiana
prosecuted as felonies resulted in a felony conviction (see _ October, 1977 - September, 1978

in a felony prosecution and conviction; 74 percent of the cases

Figure I.4).

100%
Because 50 percent of arrests are referred for other prose- ’ i ' h&iﬁ;d

cution, it is virtually meaningless to compare disposition

o
L] » [3 ] L] . B . ’ N ] % 50% 3] M
rates in Indianapolis with median values for other jurisdic- . megﬁdat Referred for Accepted at
‘ Screening Other Prosecution Screcniy
tions. ) i etuiniich et e

D. LOS ANGELES

’ , é ' 16%
‘ - Fiea Bargain/ Rejected iea to
Of the 53,055 adult felony arrests presented by the Los u Tridence / Tmnunity for Nolled by Actual Charge
' i Testimony Prosecutor
(:f Angeles Police Department (LAPD), 46 percent were accepted for (w)
' . . . . . . 0* 2% i
prosecution as felonies, 35 percent were rejected for prosecu- o unj;s ,ff”"-~“-an£;mn DBnMsm,w/””d‘--~‘?hatO
Problens by Judge Lesser Charge

tion, and 19 percent were referred for either misdemeanor or
other prosecution. Approximately 31 percent of all cases pre-

sented resulted in a felony conviction, while 67 percent of all o Prosecutive

5% \\Ot 2% n/a /\ 5% o
Lacks her or Rejected uilty by
Unspecified by Court or Jury
kerit Rejection Grand Jury Trial
cases accepted resulted in some kind of conviction (see Figure /
I.5). ' : Violation of / Acquittal T~~~ Other Finding

Due Process at Trial of Guilt
Compared with median values from the other jurisdictions,

Based on 4,904 arrests

. B . *
Los Angeles rejects more cases (35 percent vs 31 percent) and : *lass than .5% mn£¢n "__,——‘

‘ - ' ; Unspecified .
refers more (19 percent vs 5 percent). Only Indianapolis (at o ; Final Disposition

50 percent) refers a significant part of its case load; all

other jurisdictions refer less than 6 percent. As a result,

acceptances are rower than average (46 percent vs 55 percent).
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Figure I.5
DISPOSITION OF FELONY ARRESTS
PRESENTED TO THF :DISTRICT ATTORNEY
Los Angeles County
July, 1977 - June, 1978

100%
Cases
Pre.ented

35% 19% 46%
Rejected at Referred for Accepted at
Screening Other Prosecution Lereend g

Evideunce Plea Bargain/ Rejected 1ea to

Problems Immunity for

Testimony
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6% \ 4 » / \f "
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Problems by Judge
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S &S

6% \ 3% ! 7% /
Lacks her or Rejected

1%
Acquittal /

at Trial
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4%
\\Guilty by

Court or Jury
Trial

-0-

[T~~~ Other Finding
of Guilt

Based on 53,055 closed felony arrests 2%
other or /
Unspecified

Final Disposition

T
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Once a case is accepted, rejections or nolles are less fregquent

(2 percent vs 7 percent).

E. MANHATTAN .

The data reveal that of the 40,393 closed cases in the 1978
DANY (District Attorney of New York County) PROMIS data base,
only 16 percent were not accepted for prosecution. Of those
cases presented, 68 percent resulted in some finding of guilt,
and Bl percent of the cases accepted for prosecution resulted
in a conviction. (SeebFigure I.6.)

New York's low rate of rejection (16 percent) makes com-

parison with other jurisdictions virtually meaningless.

F. NEW ORLEANS

We examined 10,286 arrests presented to the District
Attorney during 1977. Based on that total, we found that 52
percent were accepted for prosecution, 2 percent were referred
for other prosecution, and the remainder were turned down. Of
the cases presented, 40 percent resulted in some finding of
guilt, while 77 percent of the cases actually prosecuted by the
District Attorney resulted in conviction. (See Figure I.7.)

Compared with medians for all the jurisdictions, New Or-
leans rejects more céses (46 percent vs 31 percent). A ma-

jority of the rejections are attributed to problems related to

evidence and witnesses. Surprisingly, "violation of due

process" shows up as a significant percentage (6 percent in New

Orleans vs 2 percent as the next highest percentage). Another
noteworthy item is the percentage of arrestees who were di-

verted (6 percent vs 2 percent for one jurisdiction and 1
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' % Figure I.6 R LT . - Figure.I.7
| ) DISPOSITION OF FELONY AND T £ DISPOSITION OF FELONY AND
MISDEMEANOR CASES PRESENTED MISDEMEANOR CASES PRESENTED [
~ TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY . g
Manhattan (New York County), New York 1978 New Orleans, Louisiana 1977

-

100% ~ SRR ' 100%

Cases ) R Cases i

Pre:.unted - & . Pre: ented

16% 0 84% : R 463 , 2% 52%
Rejected at Referred for Accepted at . . . Rejected at Referred for Accepled at !
Screening Other Prosecution Loricendy _ T Screening ) Other Prosecution Lereendn: %

I i R R e i

6% —~——_ o* 10% —— 25% 17% /\ n/a 6% 30%
: Evidence / Plea Bargain/ Rejected / den to Evidence . Plea Bargain/ Rejected Q/\‘I&a to
- Probleas : Inmpunity for Nolled by Actual Chaxge Problems : Inmunity for Nolled by Actual Charge
. Testimony Prosecutor Testimony Prosecutor
- T ~— 3% 432 12% ~—~——,.O o* 2%
Witness / iversion Disllssed/\ﬂea to 1 ¥itness iversion Disnissed/\lea to
Problems by Judge Lesser Charge . ‘ Probleas by Judge Lesser Charge

. e : aniy
o n/a n/f / o* - ( ’l 12 \‘)t ol ‘ o / 6%
Lacks /\Oth“ ‘or Rejected \“ﬁuilty by -7 Lacks her or Hejected \Suilty by

[

Prosecutive Unspecified by Court or Jury ARSI A Prosecutive " Unspecified by Court or Jury
herit Hejection Grand Jury Trial ’ R o Merit : Hejection Crand Jury Trial
* o* n/a v EEE. 6% 3% ,y, 29
Viollotion of / Acquittal /\ Other Finding . ‘ : Violation of Acquittal / \Other Finding il
i Due FProcess at Trial of Guilt : o , Due Process at Trial of Guilt
R .
i1
| S :
i Based on 40,393 closed arrests for felonies 39 o e Based on 10,286 closed arrests for felonies 2%
,‘i and major misdemeanors Other or / ) o . and major misdemeanors. Other or /
*Less than .5% Unspecified : ‘ *less than .5% Unspecified

Final Disposition e ' Final Disposition
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percent for another).

Several jurisdictions noted diversion of
less than 1 percent. Other percentages are in line with the

medians for all the jurisdictions.

G. SALT LAKE

Of the 3,431 arrests in the data base, 66 percent were
accepted for prosecution, 3 percent were referred to some other
jurisdiction for prosecution, and the remainder (31 percent)
were turned down. Of tﬁose arrests presented, 40 percent
resulted in conviction, while 61 percent of thosz accepted for
prosecution fesulted in conviction. (See Figure I.8.)

Salt Lake County is at the median for all jurisdictions
studied in terms of rejections (31 percent). The leading cause
for rejection.was witness problems (18 percent vs a 9 percent
median); this was the only jurisdiction wherein witness-related
rejections exceeded 50 percent of the total rejections. Accept-
tances are higher than the median (66 percent vs 55 percent),
as are subseguent rejections or nolles (20 percent wvs 7
percent).

Pleas to actual charges are somewhat less than the median
(20 percent vs 25 percent), and pleas to a lesser charge were
considerably higher (15 percent vs 4 percent).

Overall conviction rate (noted above as 40 percent) was

abcut at the median--39 percent.

* %%

Reviewing briefly, the acceptance rates in the study

~jurisdictions varied from 31 to 84 percent, which accounted for

~much of the variation in overall conviction rates (probability
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Figure I.8
DISPOSITION OF FELONY AND
MISDEMEANOR CASES PRESENTED .
TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
Salt Lake County, Utah
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of conviction, given arrest). This relationship is evidenced

Table I.2

(‘:’; )
Ciror

by the smaller amount of variation in prosecution'conviction
’
rates (probability of conviction, given acceptance for

prosecution). More detailed results are shown in summary in

<

PROSECUTION ACCE

CROSS—JURISDICTIONAL COMPARISON OF

PTANCE RATE AND SELECTED CONVICTION RATES

T —

Table I.2.
For the most part, variation in acceptance rates results - Jurisq A
Urisdiction Prosecution . -
from the arrest mix, as well as arrest volumes, screening Acceptance gggziétion Eggsicgzlon gerious Crime
Ratea ction onviction
Criteria, and other local factors. Our observations indicated e cccaaas - ————————— e ffff_ Rate® Rat‘,eéi
Washington, D.c. 77% 55; --------------------
that the arrest mix is the dominant factor. Some prosecutors :Oshungeles §09% 271 gg; 489
anhattan 84% 69%
are charged with handling both felonies and misdemeanors, some ) f New_Orleans 529 Sg; 81% T4%
co Indlanapolis 31% 231 77% 82%
just felonies, and others all felonies and a limited number of ga%t Lake 661 4501 g?z T7%
Z20b County 553 39% 714 oe%

misdemeanors. Even though we have taken measures to limit the
noncomparability of cases being considered, a substantial
amount of variation remains. As shown in the table, however,
if we limit the examination to simply those crimes that are
prosecuted, or to the FBI's UCR Part I type crimes that are
prosecuted, there is considerably less variation among the
jurisdictions.

Many of the differences shown in the table are further
compounded by real differences among the jurisdictions. These
include real differences in the kinds and guantity of arrests
that are made, differing policies regarding the prosecution of
particular offenses (particularly with respect to "victimless"

crimes), and variations in the extent of prosecution necessary

to meet the community's standards and expectations.

g

a. acceptances/arrests,
b. convictions/arrests

LR S~

c. convictions/acceptances
d. UCR Part T Offenses,.
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II. FACTORS AFFECTING CASE DISPOSITION

As is frequently the case in adapting managemgnt data for
research purposes, some problems were encountered in preparing
the data base for analysis. These ranged from dissimilarities
in the way PROMIS terminology is used to omission of particular
data elements. Table II.l summarizes the availability and

reliability of data elements used in the replication.
Table IX.1l. AVAILABILITY AND RELIABILITY OF DATA ELEMENTS

Evidence Lay Vic/Def Elapsed Declination
Jurisdiction Indicator Witnesses Relation Time Reason
Cobb County 2 2 2 2 2
Indianapolis 4 1 1 3 1l
Los Angeles 5 1 5 5 2
Manhattan 1 2 5 1 1
New Orleans 5 1 1 3 1
Salt Lake 5 1 5 1 1
Washington, D.C. 4 1 1 1 1

Key:

l--Available and reliable . '

2--Available and reliable, but limited either numerically or in the
range of information

3--Available, but does not appear relisble

4--Sparsely available and highly unreliable

5--Unavailable

In Cobb County, very few of the data elements of interest
were recorded in the PROMIS data base. Because of this, we
manually collected data about 1977 arresits from arrest and
prosecutioh reports. Unfortunately, the files that were
availsble to us represent a skewed sample in that many of the
cases that résulted in pleas were omitted.

The Los Angeles data presented different problems. Not
only were several of the key indicators absent from the data

base, much of what was generally there was not available for
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cases that were rejected by the prosecutor. The arrest date,
for example, was not entered for over 90 Percent of the
declinations. Witness information was lacking as-well.
Consequently, what we can say about Los Angeles is limited.*
For Manhattan, the integrity of the data appears to be
quite good, but a key variable--witnesses--was not recorded in
the same way it was for the other jurisdictions. We are able
to say only "yes" or "no" regarding the existence of witnesses,
rather than being able to count them. Conseguently, the
"multiple witness" hypothesis could not be tested in Manhattan.
In Indianapolis, while all arrests presented to the felony
branch of the prosecutor's office are logged into PROMIS, those
that are referred for non-felony prosecution are not tracked
once they are so referred. For purposes of this study, we do
not have final dispositions on those cases, except for a few
that come back as "bindovers." Cases that are sent to Munici-
pal Court for bindover and that do come back for felony prose-
tion are handled as new cases. Consequently, to eliminate
double-counting of such cases, and to eliminate cases for which
we do not have final dispositions ("referral®™ is not
necessarily a non-conviction), cases referred in this way were
dropped from the analysis. Such referrals were much less
frequent in other jurisdictions; however, where appropriate,
they were similarly excluded. The end result is uncertain. If
those deleted cases result in convictions, then the analysis

underestimates the conviction rates of officers. 1If they are

*gecause of this limitation, for example, the officer-based
file, referred to later, does not contain a representative
sample of arrests.
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subseguently declined, dismissed, or acguitted, then this
analysis overstates the conviction rates. Either.way, these

! i i iewi sis.
exclusions should be kgpt in mind in reviewing th? analy

A. DEFINITION OF "CONVICTIbN"

For purposes of this study, the term conviction means a
finding or plea of guilty to at least one charge presented to
the prosecutor. A non-conviction occurs any time none of the
charges in a case ends in a guilty disposition. The latter
includes cases that are not prosecuted (declinations and
referrals, except those noted above), nolles, cases turned down
by the grand jury (where applicable), cases dismissed by the
court, as well as acquittals.

It has been asserted by some that perhaps this definition
of conviction is inappropriate and should not be applied to the
police. This objection points to the fact that many of these
processes-~court, prosecutor, and grand jury dismissals, for
example--are beyond police control. This argument is not
without merit.

Much that the police officer does prior to presenting the
case to the prosecutor, however, may in fact have a direct
bearing on how far a case is processed, as well as on what the
final disposition will be. Witnesses vital to the
prosecution's case may have been obtained because of police
action. Without the proper recovery and handling of evidence,
certain cases may not be strong enough to convince a grand jury
that indictment is warranted. In a limited number of cases,

the testimony of the police officer may itself play a crucial

role in determining whether a conviction is obtained.
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In any event, to the extent these processes are beyond the
control of the police, they affect the outcome of‘all arrests
and do not bias the outcome with respect to any p;rticular
group of officers. The case may be helped or hurt by
prosecutor, court, or defense counsel handling; however, cases
enhanced by police action will still, on average, fare better
than cases that are not so enhanced, if only due to greater
longevity in the criminal justice process.

Given our definition of conviction, we can begin to answer
the question: For those cases that are presented to the
prosecutor, what factors tend to be related to the probability
of conviction? More specifically, what is there that is
related to police work or arrest handling that can affect the
likelihood of conviction? Additionally, what factors intervene
in these relationships, further increasing or decreasing the

probability of conviction?

B. INHERENT CONVICTABILITY

The most obvious factor that determines the likelihood of
conviction is the nature of the crime itself. Soﬁe crimes are
inherently more difficult to convict. This difficulty is
related to what is legally necessary to establish guilt, the
pProsecutor's view of the offense and the imperative to convict,
the public's view of the offense, the defendant's perception of
the availability of pPlea bargaining and other alternatives, as
well as the judge's perception of the crime, the accused, and
justice as a whole.

Much of what we ascribe to the “inherent" convictability of

a crime is not so much a part of the crime itself, as it is a
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part of what the crime typically involves. Such crimes as
assault, rape, and auto theft, for example, tehd to be harder
to convict because they freguently involve victime and
defendants who are known or related to each other. The
existence of such relationships makes it difficult to enlist
and to maintain the support of witnesses, who may be torn by
loyalty, fear, or other emotional responses to their personal
involvement with the defendant. Other crimes, such as
homicide, through their social importance and relevance, i.e.,
salience, make witnesses more likely to cooperate. Homicide
also produces more deliberate and careful handling throughout
the criminal justice process, thus increasing its chances for
conviction.

Additionally, some crimes involve a combination of factors,
which further compounds the difficulty of obtaining a convic-
tion. Rape, for example, not only frequently involves a victim
and defendant who are nonstrangers, it is also technically
difficult to convict, more so in some jurisdictions than in
others. The chain of evidence is extremely difficult to
maintain, given the nature of the offense, the victim's psy-
chological and physical trauma, and the victim's desire to
expunge reminders of the offense as quickly as possible. Even
the most skilled police officers have difficulty obtaining and
maintaining victim cooperation in such instances.

The inherent convictability of the offenses in our data
base is reflected in the overall conviction rates for felonies
and serious misdemeanors in the study sites. ‘This is shown in
Tables II.2a thtough IT.2g. As shown later, inherent con-

victability may vary even within a crime category--some types
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Table II.2b

; | Table TI.2a DISPOSITION BY CRIM
. DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPE CRIME TYPE

H

N

: Indianapolis
i Cobb County °
i - CRIME # of Arrests Guilty
} CRIME # OF ARRESTS GUILTY
s
' i VIOLENT 242 108 VIOLENT 298 183
- ! homicide 5 603 homicide 8o 68%
¢ i sexual assault 21 29% sexual assault 81 41
1 eggravated assault 188 St aggravated assault 87 40%
4 simple asgault 5 20%
\é other 23 92% Bimple assault 6 0%
% PROPERTY 739 423 other 44 39%
; larceny 256 323 PROPERTY 1208 a6%
E ~
% i;( burglary 177 53% larceny 393 35%
: ;@ unlawful entry N burglary 523 | 58%
. . | auto theft 67 4%
: : i other 235 463 unlawful entry 1 0%
ST o i VICTIMLESS . 135 P auto theft 178 41%
Kb ; : i :
AN o sex , 1 0% i other 103 43%
-’ , § drugs 126 59% VICTIMLESS 478 363
» | ganbling 8 100% sex 2 0%
. - i .
- ; OTHER 122 294 drugs 471 168
,"
? weapons 5 40% gambling 5 . . 20%
o bail 29 76%
; . other 88 138 OTHER 110 22%
ALL 1,276 37% weapons ) 65 14%
S bail 14 64%
RS other 31 19%
AR . ALL 2394 a4%
o R o N
o A MMW_L: - i o T ; ) . ” . . " - ’ - L : .
:E.? . - . - . Y - . " n
) - < A _‘ {. :
Dy sy g ~ ’ ) “ - i
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t Table II.2c
DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPE
' Los Angeles
1 CRIME # ‘of Arrests Guilty Table II.2d
: DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPE
s Manhattan
ROBBERY 863 69%
; CRIME # OF ARRESTS GUILTY
VIOLENT 1065 64%
homicide 192 70% ROBBERY 1306 52%
sexual assault 201 68% VIOLENT 3297 393
% aggravated assault 561 61% homicide 166 50%
; ) sexual assault 227 37%
i simple assault 0 -
i aggravated assault 1538 46%
other 111 65% - simple assault 1012 21%
! PROPERTY 1835 72% other 354 54%
larceny 370 67% PROPERTY 9332 632
Y
in burglary 964 734 larceny 5773 63%
}\l' _ burglary 1795 70%
unlawful entry 1 1o0% unlawful entry 473 50%
j auto theft 310 72% auto theft 67 k7.}4
’ other . 190 78% other 1224 60%
i VICTIMLESS 1631 514 VICTIMLESS 14034 81%
? sex 8452 92%
sex 31 61% drugs 3972 56%
? drugs 1296 59% gamb1ing 1610 871
alcohol 33 73% OTHER 2252 55%
sé gambling 261 1lo% weapons 1034 54%
e bail 102 52%
i OTHER 143 65¢% other 1116 563
weapons 100 62% ALL 30221 68%
’ bail 2 100%
L other 41 71%
. ALL 5527 643
o
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Table II.2e Table II.2f
DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPI DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPE
New Orleans Salt Lake
CRIME ¥ of Arrests » Guilty CRIME # of Arrests Guilty
ROBBERY 824 323 ROBBERY 200 36%
VIOLENT 1651 24% VIOLENT 507 32%
homicide 396 23% homicide 79 40%
sexual assault 188 23% sexual assault 99 39%
aggravated assault 751 19% aggrévated assault 214 24%
simple assault 227 47% simple assault 79 34%
other 89 25% other 36 39%
PROPERTY 3753 47% PROPERTY 1397 49%
larceny 1078 29% larceny 442 44%
burglary 880 47% burglary 497 55%
unlawful entry 5 100% unlawful entry 10 20%
auto theft 34 o 41% auto theft 200 444
other 1756 57% othe; 248 51%
VICTIMLESS 2709 45% VICTIMLESS 898 39%
sex 192 67% sex 13 31%
drugs 2446 44% drugs 829 39%
alcohol 1 0% ) alcohoi 38 53%
gambling 70 21% gambling 18 83%
OTHER 833 424 OTHER 449 26%
weapons 489 50% A weapons 82 38%
bail 125 463 bail 185 13%
other 219 ‘ .21% other 182 34
TOTAL 9770 41s TOTAL 3451 408
. ' . ? . oo
. = - N .o .
_ ;h . = om - . .

M
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8 Table II.2g
: DISPOSITION BY CRIME TYPE
/ Washington, D.C.
|
: CRIME # OF ARRESTS GUILTY
, L ROBBERY 1,572 412
‘ g VIOLENT 2,724 25%
. homicide 120 63%
sexual assault 282 29%
aggravated assault 1,525 24%
: simple assault 739 21%
I3 other 58 19%
. PROPERTY 5,320 37%
':, larceny 2,606 35%
; 5 burglary 1,038 51%
r unlawful entry 482 17%
' i auto theft 476 29
. : j other 718 39%
gL i VICTIMLESS 3,111 458
) : sex 1,576 4%
s b drugs 1,155 464
” . gambling 380 45%
‘ : OTHER 2,053 39%
SN weapons B21 483
R bail 918 34%
g other 314 31%
3 . 8 ALL 14,780 37%
* - N r
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of sexual assault, for example, are much more difficult to
convict than others. Consequently, great care must be taken in
interpreting these rates. The implications of th}s are dis-
cussed more fully later. For the present, the reader should
bear in mind that the inherent convictability of an offense is
a multidimensional concept that reflects the relative ease or
difficulty in obtaining a conviction, having to do with wit-
nesses, evidence, and judicial and police policies and pro-
cedures.

The relationship between the victim and the defendant is a
less nebulous variable. The existence of a prior relationship
between victim and defendant affects the extent to which such
offenses are reported to the police, pursued in an investiga-
tive'sense by the police, and accepted for prosecution by
prosecutors, grand duries, and judges. Almost always the data
show that a prior relationship on ther part of the victim and
the defendant is related to lower conviction rates and lower
sentence severity.

As shown in Tables II.3a through I1.3d, offenses in which
the victim and defendant were "friends or acguaintances" were
convicted from half as often to 60 percent as vften as offenses
in which they were strangers. When a family relationship
existed, such offenses were convicted from less than a quarter
as often to just under half as often as offenses involving
strangers, This finding, which holds across most categories of
crime, has been well documented in other studies, not only in
regard to the conviction outcome, but in related processes as

well, such as witness cooperation (Forst, et al., 1977;

~Cannavale7 1976; Vera,, 1977).
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%; Table II.3a
P . CONVICTION RATE, BY RELATIONSHIP AND CRIME GROUP
v Cobb County
t
. NON_STRANGER STRANGER UNKNOWN NOT_INDICATED
CRIME GROUP of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate! & of Arrests Rate} # of Arrests Rate
» ROBBERY 3 0% 6 67% 10 50% 19 47%
¢ VIOLENT m 9% 26 8% 53 1% 52 14%
‘ PROPERTY 130 20% 136 59% 253 37x 220 491
,n’: !
A ! VICTIMLESS 2 50% 13 54% 84 63% 36 58%
|
* ALL OTHER 44 2% 4 75% 32 47% 42 38%
’ ? ALL OFFENSES 290 13% 185 53 432 40% 369 44%
L]
[
1
]
-
N i Table II.3b
‘ f’ CONVICTION RATE, BY RELATIONSHIP AND CRIME GROUP
e ' » : Indianapolis
- o : . g ; , Family Friend/Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Not Indicated*
s . . : CRIME GROUP # of Arrests  Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate
' ' - -
, S ROBBERY 1 100% 16 56% - 178 73% 54 65% 51 0%
S VIOLENT 28 7% 53 64% 83 % 46 631 88 0%
‘ j\; PROPERTY 2 100% 26 69% 186 83 | 460 82y 534 0%
o — S o8 VICTIMLESS 0 --- 1 1003 22 86% 227 66% 228 0
o T ALL OTHER 0 - 1 0% 6 831 26 /33 7 0%
o T ALL OFFENSES 31 74% 97 64% 475 774 813 75¢ 978 0z
e * The absence of conviction for this group of cases reflects the fact that prosecut]on was
. o declined and additional data on these cases were not entered into PROMIS.
o P ) ~ . . ’
' ’ k¢ tal - ’ " “ X ‘l -
R4 - . - -
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Table II.3c
CONVICTION RATE, BY RELATIONSHIP AND CRIME GROUP
' New Orleans
FAMILY FRIEND/ACQUAINTANCE STRANGER UNKNOWN NOT INDICATED VICTIMLESS
CRIME GROUP ¥ of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests Rate | F of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests Rate [ # of Arrests Rate
ROBBERY 14 7% 142 21% 446 37% 180 26% 16 38% 26 62%
VIOLENT 200 16% 616 19% 456 35% 273 25% 55 9% 51 35%
PROPERTY 88 19% 603 37% 1,709 53% 1,040 45% 95 37% 218 50%
VICTIMLESS 18 72% 107 56% 367 52% 535 43% 68 28% 1,613 44y
ALL OTHER 42 14% 79 35% 183 50% 200 47% 26 19% 304 40%
ALL OFFENSES 362 19% 1,547 30% 3,161 48% 2,228 413 260 27% 2,212 449
- Table II.3d
T CONVICTION RATE, RY RFELATIONSHIP AND CRIME GROUP
S Washington, D.C,
FAMILY FRIEND/ACQUAINTANCE STRANGER OTHER NOT INDICATED
CRIME GROUP # of Arrests ~ Rate | # of Arrests Rate| # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests Rate
ROBBERY 14 297 178 30% 933 459% 249 39% 198 34y
VIOLENT 300 17% 1,028 20% 762 35% 324 29% 310 26%
PROPERTY 88 26% 575 32% 2,762 39% 1,022 36% 873 36%
VICTIMLESS 18 28% 37 22% 1,642 443 480 42% 934 49%
ALL OTHER 25 20% 90 39% n7 39% 518 34% 703 . 44%
ALL OFFENSES 445 20% 1,908 25% 6,816 41% 2,593 36% 3,018 41%
LN » S -

U’



This confirmation of past findings reinforces what we
already know--that our means for handling offenses that involve
acquainted or related victims and defendants are }nadequate.
This does not necessarily mean that it is desirable to increase
the conviction rates for such offenses--there are valid reasons
why attrition is appropriate. The real guestion concerns why
such cases are handled by the prosecutor rather than being
referred for other action. Some jurisdictions do have special
procedures for handling such cases, but most do not.
Prosecution often does little to insure that the specific
problems that led to the arresgt will not recur. Given that,
perhaps more attention should be paid to subjecting such cases
to some process other than criminal prosecution, such as those
offered by a special arbitration unit, citizen complaint

center, or other non-criminal justice entity.

C. FACTORS WITHIN REACH OF THE POLICE

In this section, we focus our attention on three factors
over which the police tend to have some control: witnesses,
recovery of evidence, and the time that elapses between the
offense and the arrest.
1. Witnesses

In discussing the importance of lay witnesses, we are
referring both to victims and to other lay witnesses. Their
cooperation is necessary in reporting the offense, verifying to
the police and prosecutor that the offense took place, and

demonstrating to the court the defendant's culpability. Very

often the police officer represents a lay witness's first

; contact with the criminal justice system. The treatment
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witnesses receive plays a significant role in determining
whethgr they will cooperate with the authorities, 'as well as
theﬁéﬁount of satisfaction and confidence they will have with
reaﬁéct to the police and others in the criminal justice
community. Consequently, it is incumbent upon the police
officer to ensure that the first contact does not add to any
sense of doubt or insecurity that witnesses may have about
becoming involved in a case.

The opportunity for a significant police role in this
regard has been demonstrated in the literature. Cannavale
(1976) , for example, found many instances in which witnesses
were questioned in front of the suspect. C(Conseguently,
witnesses often gave false names and addresses to prevent the
suspect from knowing their identities and where they could be
located. Additional problems may exist in that the police do
not give other potential witnesses an opportunity to
contribute--by leaving the scene too soon or by neglecting to
canvass the immediate area for additional witnesses. The
greatest opportunity for obtaining information about an offense
exists immediately after the offense has occurred--before
witnesses have an opportunity to disappear or to forget. Thus,
the police play a vital role in seeing to it that witnesses are
located and their cooperation is obtained.

The findings of this study are indeed consistent with the
notion that witnesses greatly enhance the probability of con-
viction. The data suggest that having witnesses usually was
significantly better than no witnesses at all. 1In the aggre-

gate, cases having at least one withess were significantly more

II-14

il

o i B
Caa M .




e

ge

enough to convict.

likely to result in conviction than cases recording no wit-
nesses at all--in Cobb County, Indianapolis, Los Angeles, and
New Orleans. In the aggregate, cases having at least two wit-
nesses were significantly more likely to result in conviction
than cases having fewer than two witnesses, with the exception
of Manhattan. In Manhattan, having at least one witness was
significantly better than having no witnesses at all, except
for victimless crimes.

However, as shown in Tables 1I.4a through Il.4g, there are
a number of exceptions. For victimless crimes in Manhattan,
Salt Lake, Los Angeles, and Wdshington, having one (one or more
for Manhattan) witness was associated wiﬁh lower conviction
rates than having no witnesses at all. 1In Salt Lake, all spe-
cific offense categories (i.e., excluding the "all other" cate-
gory) showed arrests with a single witness as being less likely
tb result in conviction than arfests with no witnesses at all.
In Washington, D.C.; in addition to victimless crimes, violent
crimes with one witness result in conviction less often than
vioclent crimes with no witnesses. There are a:pgmber of other
instances for which the primary effect {i.e., witﬁesses
enhancing the probability of conviction) does not occur--the
differences were insignificant.

We infer, tﬁerefore, that the value of witnesses is not
uniformly related to their presence or absence. Rather, it
would appéar that their value lies more in their ability to
corroborate the facts about the offense, as supported by other
witnesses.

The testimony of a single witnesses is not always

Many cases that have only a single witness
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are deemed insufficient for prosecution and are rejected. 1In
fact, that one person testifies about an offense may be worse

than no lay witnesses at all. One lay witness may cloud the

facts about the case, causing doubt in the minds ;f those
evaluating the merit of the case. With two witnesses saying
similar things, the necessary element of corroboration is
present and enhances the probability both that the case will be
prosecuted and that it will end in conviction.

We look next at the relationship between number of
witnesses and conviction rates, by crime group, in each of the

jurisdictions.

Cobb County With one exception (violent

(Table II.4a).

crimes), having one witness appears better than having no

witness. With one witness, conviction rates are significantly

enhanced, especially in property offenses; for the other
offenses, the number of cases was too small to warrant such
inferences.

Indianapolis (Table II.4b). This jurisdiction shows a

virtually consistent pattern: one witness is better than none,
and two or more enhance conviction even more (with the ex-
ception of "all other" crimes). However, as with Cobb County,
the fact that a large proportion of cases had no reported
witnesses casts some doubt on the precise reliability of the
numbers.

Los Angeles (Table II.4c). For the aggregate of all

offenses, the rate of conviction increases from 61 percent (no
witness) to 66 percent (one witness), to 70 percent (two or

more witnesses). But, taking the various crime categories
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individually, there is no-clear-cut pattern, with the exception
 of victimless crimes, in having one witness or more than one.
@%ﬁ » ‘ ’ ‘ j} @3§ In the victimless crime category it does; a 48 percent rate

L

(one witness) increases to 67 percent (two or more witnesses).

Table II.4a ' ’ ' 5 ) Again, the large number of arrests reported to have no
CCNVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP : ; ;
Cobb County : R ¢ Witnesses raises questions about the precise accuracy of the
NO_REPORTED WITNESSES ONE_WITNESS TWO OR MORE o ‘ f | numbers here. . ‘ | : .
CRIME GROUP # OF ARRESTS ~ RATE |# OF ARRESTS ~ RATE  |# OF ARRESTS  RATE . R . .
‘ ‘ : Manhattan (Table II.4d). The data base for Manhattan
ROBBERY 14 21% 8 63% 16 63% ’ ' on - R ., : _ .
S ; indicates whether there were or were not witnesses, but not the
VIOLENT ) 168 3% 16 0% . 58 35% ) |
PROPERTY 398 19% 89 52 252 73 - o H : number of witnesses involved. In four of the five categories,
~ VICTIMLESS 122 57% 6 83% 7 100% ‘ PRI | the conviction rate increases with one or more witnesses:
96 25% 7 43% 19 42% . . _

ALL OTHER ‘ . robbery (31 to 54 percent); violent crime (31 to 44 percent):
ALL OFFENSES 798 22% 126 47% 352 65%

property crime (48 to 72 percent), and all others (54 to 57

percent). 1In victimless crime cases, the rate declines from 82
percent to 76 percent. Inasmuch as "victimless" is the most
numerous crime category, the rate for all offenses declines

from 70 to 63 percent.

New Orleans (Table II.4e). Given one witnéss, conviction

Table II.4b
CONVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP
Indianapolis '

rates jump dramatically, although the large number of reported

arrests for robbery without witnesses leads one to view these

NO REPORTED WITNESSES ONE WITNESS TWO OR MORE ) - » numbers with some suspicion. For all offenses, the rate
CRIME GROUP # of Arrests Rate |# of Arrests Rate |# of Arrests Rate ‘ )

increases from 22 percent to 81 percent--almost 60 percent.

ROBBERY 36 6% 84 52% 180 723 ' The influence of two or more witnesses is systematic but not 1

-VIOLENT n % 69 48 ) 158 6% large for each of the major crime categories: robbery (7 j

PROPERTY 394 R 35 ° 56% 464 75% ‘

ercent other violent (3 percent other property (1 ’

VICTIMLESS a46 33 8 672 14 79% P )y (3 p ) property (
ALL OTHER % 14 9 18 61% percent), and victimless (7 percent). 1

ALL OFFENSES 1025 7% 538 55% 8\ 7z Salt Lake County (Table II-4f). In Salt Lake, the number i

' A : : 3

g*) of cases with no witnesses reported was small, especially for ¢
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Table II.A4c

. CONVICTION RATE,

Los Angeles

BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP

i

Reoort:g Witnesses One Witness Iwo or More
CRIME GROUP # of Arrests Rate # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate
ROBBERY 525 67% 218 70% 120 68%
VIOLENT 476 61% 295 642 294 70%
PROPERTY 1053 73% 467 72% 315 nz
VICTIMLESS 1314 50% 188 48% 86 67%
ALL OTHER 17 64% 36 72% 23 70%
ALL OFFENSES | 3485 61% 1204 66% 838 70%

Table II.4d
CONVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP

Manhattan
NO REPORTED WITNESSES ONE OR MORE WITNESSES*

CRIME GROUP # OF ARRESTS  RATE # OF ARRESTS RATE
ROBBERY 126 31% 1180 54%
VIOLENT 1266 31% 2031 447
PROPERTY 3565 48% 5767 72%
VICTIMLESS 13756 82% 278 76%

. ALL OTHER 1714 54% 538 57%
ALL OFFENSES 20427 70% 9794 63%
«Detail unavailable for further refinement.
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Table II.4e

CONVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP

New Orleans

. . NO REPORTED WITMESSES ONE WITNESS - - TWO OR MORE :
CRIME GROUP # OF ARRESTS _RATE |# OF ARRESTS RATE {# OF ARRESTS  RATE
ROBBERY 526 6% 81 72% 217 79%
VIOLENT 1196 7% 122 68% 333 71%
PROPERTY . 1910 10% 666 84% 1177 85%
VICTIMLESS 2367 40% 169 81% 172 88%
ALL OTHER 629 29% 79 82% 126 77%
ALL OFFENSES 6628 22% 1117 81% 2025 82%

Table II.4f

CONVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GROUP
Salt Lake
NO REPORTED WITMESSES ONE WITNESS TWO OR MORE
CRIME GROUP # OF ARRESTS RATE | # OF ARRESTS RATE # OF ARRESTS  RATE
ROBBERY 20 40% 66 8% 114 52%
VIOLENT 34 38% 247 10% 226 55%
PROPERTY 93 ©41% 548 22% 756 69%
VICTIMLESS 86 33% 404 19% 370 63%
ALL OTHER 196 12% 172 16% 119 63%
ALL OFFENSES 429 26% 1437 18% 1585 64%
II-20
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robbery and other violent crime categories. 1In each of the
five major categories, the probability of conviction jumps by
about 45 percentage points when the number of witnesses

L

increases from one to two or more.

Washington, D.C. (Table II-4g). With two exceptions,

having one witness does not enhance the probability of
conviction. Conviction rates for property crime and the "all
other" category appear to be enhanced with one witness, but the
other categories show decreases of from 1 to 6 percent. With
the exception of the "all other" category, having two or more
witnesses enhances the probability of conviction.

2. Physical Evidence

The question of the effect of physical evidence is more
difficult to assess. PROMIS does provide for an indicator of
whether evidence was recovered. However, as indicated in an
earlier section, these data were available from only two
jurisdictions in a useful form. They were available from two
others, but in a form so limited as to make its value
guestionable.

For Cobb County (Table II.5a), evidence was indicated as
present if the case jacket on file at the District Attorney's
office contained reference to evidence recovered by the police
at or near the scene of the crime. For Manhattan (Table
II.5b), evidence was indicated as present if the PROMIS case
record showed a property registration number (used for owner-
ship tracking of property recovered by the police). While we
do draw inferences from the existence of an evidence indicator,

we should point out that, except in Cobb County, where that
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Table II.d4g
CONVICTION RATE, BY WITNESSES AND CRIME GRbUP
Washington, D,(.

NO_REPORTED WITNESSES ONE_WITNESS TWO OR MORE
CRIME GROuP # OF ARRESTS  RATE | # OF ARRESTS RATE # OF ARRESTS  RATE
ROBBERY 2N 37% 685 36% 676 47%
VIOLENT 536 24% 922 18% 1266 32%
PROPERTY 1594 312 1898 36% 1828 432
VICTIMLESS 2906 45% 145 39% 60 53%
ALL OTHER 1589 38% 271 45% 183 43%
ALL OFFENSES 6836 38% 3921 33% 4023 40z
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@r Table II.5a )
L CONVICTION RATE, BY EVIDENCE AND CRIME GROUP
Cobb County ,
EVIDENCE NO_EVIDENCE NOT INDICATED
CRIME GROUP # OF ARRESTS RATE | # OF ARRESTS RATE | # OF ARRESTS RATE
ROBBERY 11 64% 8 25% 21 43%
VIOLENT k] 16% 152 8% 53 13%
PROPERTY 242 55% 278 25% 246 48%
VICTIMLESS 89 62% 10 60% 39 56%
ALL OTHER 13 46% 69 19% 47 34%
ALL OFFENSES 393 53% 517 20% 406 423

Table II.5b

CONVICTION RATE, BY EVIDENCE

AND CRIME GROUP

Manhattan
EVIDENCE NO EVIDENCE
CRIME GROUP {/ OF ARRESTS  RATE # OF ARRESTS  RATE
ROBBERY 642 56% 664 472
VIOLENT 893 50% 2404 35%
PROPERTY 5384 68% 3948 56%
VICTIMLESS 4911 65% 9123 90%
ALL OTHER 1232 59% 1020 51%
ALL OFFENSES 13,062 65% 17,159 712
C
II-23
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information was hand collected, such physical evidence may not
have been recovered by the arresting officer(s). Here we are
more able to say whether having evidence, regardlgss of the
source, is associated with the likelihood of conviction.

For Cobb County, we found that cases with evidence were
more likely to be convicted than cases without--overall, more
than two and one-half times as likely. For Manhattan, in cases
of robbery, violent, and property crimes, physical evidence was
associated with higher conviction rates. Also in Manhattan,
cases of victimless crimes with evidence were significantly
less likely to be convicted.

We found this latter result to be most peculiar, and
proceeded to examine it more carefully. We partitioned
"victimless" crime into its three major constituents--
consensual sex (pornography and prostitution), drug offenses,
and gambling. As expected, evidence does enhance the
probability of conviction for gambling offenses. However,
evidence was not found to be related to conviction rate for
drug offenses, and it showed a negative relationship with
conviction rate for consensual sex offenses. Two interesting
things were happening, both due to an interaction between crime
and evidence.

For drug offenses, evidence is almost always associated
with the case (for 85 percent of the drug arrests in Manhattan
evidence was indicated as having been collected). It is not

the presence of evidence that helps get a conviction, rather it

is the quality of that evidence, as well as the manner by which
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it was obtained. Were there no evidence, there probably would
not have been an arrest in most instances. Consequently, ;
evidence does not affect the conviction rate for drug'offcnses
in a way that is measurable within this study.

Consensual sex offenses, on the other hand, showed a
negative relationship with evidence--those with evidence were
less likely to be convicted. This category, however, is not
completely homogeneous. It was noted that for pornography
cases, which have a relatively lower inherent convictability,
evidence is almost always a regquisite. For soliciting, which
has a higher inherent rate of conviction, evidence is almost
never a consideration. Consegquently, we have a coincidence of
low convictability cases that almost always occur with evidence
and high convictability cases that almost never involve
evidence. This coincidence combines to weight the opposite
cells in a contingency table and makes it appear that there is
a scrong negative evidence effect. 1If, in fact, evidence
contributes in pornography cases, it would have to be guali~
tatively assessed within such cases to determine the wvalue,
given that, by the measure we are using it always occurs (i.e.,
there is no variation on which to stratify). Thus, the
apparent effect of evidence in the case of "victimless" crimes
is an artifact of the data--disguised due to the heterogeneity
of that crime cateqgory.

3. Response Time

A third factor that is at least somewhat within the control

of the police is the elapsed time between the offense and the
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arrest; Here, as well, there are problems of measurement. We
found, for example, in many jurisdictions that it.was common
practice to list the same time for both the arrest and the
offense. Clearly, such should be the case only if the officer
is at the scene at the time of the offense. We kriow that, in
general, arrests do not result from such proactive discovery,
but rather from reacting to calls for assistance. (Black,

1967) Consequently, the "no delay" category listed in Tables
II.6a through II.6e is somewhat ambiguous. Based on this, it
would be rather tenuous to infer much significance from
differences between a "no delay" and a "1-5 minute" delay.
Considerably more believable are those cases that list delays
of other than zero. Moreover, we should also be mindful that
cases that take longer than a day for an arrest to occur are
more likely to be warrant arrests--situations in which the case
is investigated, a warrant is obtained, and an arrest is made.
In such cases, a longer delay may represent more processing and
the existence of a stronger case. Consequently, for purposes
of comparison here, we will examing only cases wherein delay is
likely to represent actual delay rather than an opportunity for
other kinds of enhancement--e.g., investigation and the
issuance of a warrant.

The discussion that follows focuses ¢n cases in which there
were measured delays of 1 to 5 minutes, 6 to 30 minutes, cr
between one-half and 24 hours. We have these data for five of
the seven jurisdictions. Cobb County's data are subject to the

time~reporting caveat noted above.
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With the exception of Indianapolis, all of the data show
arrests made between 1 and 30 minutes to be more Iikely to
result in conviction than arrests made later (one:half to 24
hours). 1Individual and isolated exceptions were discovered;
however, in general, arrests made within 5 minutes were even
more likely to result in conviction than arrests takihg

longer. Comments on response time in the five jurisdictions

follow.

Cqbb County (Table II.6a). The numbers are too small to

draw any reliable inferences.

Indianapolis (Table II.6b). As noted above, Indianapolis

departs from the norm with arrests made within 30 minutes. For
the three categories within 30 minutes, the rate of conviction
is 41 percent. For the two categories over 30 minutes, the
rate is 50 percent.

Manhattan (Table II.6c). Conviction rates in Manhattan
decline for each major crime group as the delay grows long.
The sharpest drop is in violent crimes: the conviction rate
declines from 50 percent when the arrest is made within five
minutes of the offense to 28 percent when the arrest follows
the offense by at least 24 hours.

Salt Lake (Table I1I.6d). For Salt Lake, the numbef of
arrests that were reported to have been made with no delay, or
with the delaywunknown, amounted to 67 percent of all arrests.
For the 1,123 fémaining arrests spread across the five prime
categories and:ﬁéur remaining delay categories, no clear

pattern emerged for the effect of delay on conviction rates.
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Table II.6a

CONVICTION RATE, BY TIME AND CRIME GRCUP

Cobb County

NO DELAY# 1-5 MINUTES 6-30 MINUTES %-24 Hours 1 0AY + UNKNOWN
CRIME GROUE # of Arrests. Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests - Rate | # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate
ROBBERY 0 - 0 - 2 100% 6 50% 1 36% 19 47%
VIOLENT 4 25% 0 -- 1 0% 62 13% 83 10% 92 9%
PROPERTY 8 63% 1 0% 8 25% 85 49% 403 39% 234 443
VICTIMLESS 20 55% 0 -- 3 100% 21 43% 23 78% 68 60%
ALL OTHER 1 100% 0 -- 1 0% 16 25% 51 33% 53 25%
ALL OFFENSES 33 55% 1* 0% 15* 47% 190 35% 571 36% 466 37%
*The number of arrests is too small to be meaningful.
+"No Delay" category is subject to question due to measurement problems; see accompanying text for comments.
-
[
1
N . e,
e ]
Table II.6b
CONVICTION RATE, BY TIME AND CRIME GROUP
Indianapolis
NO DELAY 1-5 MINUTES 6-30 MINUTES 35-24 Hours 1 DAY +
CRIME GROUP # of Arrests Rate # of Arrests - Rate # of Arrests Rate f of Arrests Rate # of Arrests Rate -
ROBBERY 68 56% 1 64% 23 65% 46 54% 125 60%
VIOLENT 93 a6% 5 20% 20 20% 56 413 9 60%
PROPERTY 553 46% 45 449 80 49% 190 34 207 60%
VICTIMLESS 384 34% 9 11% 11 18% 22 36% 15 40%
ALL OTHER 76 18% 2 0% 3 33% 11 9% 7 86%
ALL OFFENSES 1174 41y 72 409 137 45y 325 37% 445 603
+"No Delay" categovy is subject to questions due to measurement problems; see accompanying text for comments. .
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: Table II.6cC
CONVICTION RATE, BY TIME AND CRIME GROUP
Manhattan
NO DELAY* 1-5 MINUTES 6~30 MINUTES %-24 Hours 1 DAY + UNKNOWN
CRIME GROUP # of Arrests  Rate [ # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate
ROBBERY 359 59% 161 57% 220 a7y | 288  50% 197 47% 81 40%
VIOLENT 951 50% 195 49% 474 37% 802 31z 689 28% 186 47%
PROPERTY 4,907 67% 668 " 66% 1,236 60% 1,300 57% 668 48% 553 65%
VICTIMLESS 10,147 81% 746 77% 1,139 85% 930 86% 254 80% 818 832
ALL OTHER 1,472 55% 169 63% 187 62% 198 47% 108 377 118 64%
ALL OFFENSES 17, 836 73% 1,939 68% 3,256 65% 3,518 58% 1,916 44% 1,756 70%
+"No Delay" category is subject to questions due to measurement problems; see accompanying text for comments.
H
H
!
N
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Table II.6d
CONVICTION RATE, BY TIME AND CRIME GROUP
Salt Lake
l NO DELAY+ 1-5 MINUTES 6-30 MINUTES %-24 Hours 1 DAY + UNKNOWN
CRIME_GROUP # of Arrests Rate | # of Arrests Rate| # of Arrests Rate| # of Arrests Rate[ # of Arrests = Rate | # of Arrests Ratd
ROBBERY 25 8% 5 40% 15 332 45 40% 49 53% 61 314
VIOLENT 139 20% 6 17% 24 ., 71% 87 28% 65 55% b 186 309
PROPERTY 310 43% 34 65% 71 65% . 130 53% 256 62% 596 43i
VICTIMLESS 486 31% 9 56% 13 39% 15 53% 74 51% . 263 514
ALL OTHER 124 27% n 55% 18 50% 27 33% 169 14% 138 337
ALL OFFENSES 1,084 327 65 56% M 58% 304 42z 613 46% 1,244 1

+"No Delay" category is subject to questions due to measurement problems; see accompanying text for comments.
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Washington, D.C. (Table II.6e). A mixed pattern emerges

in the District of Columbia: in the aggregate, higher
conviction rates for arrests made in less than 30, minutes,
followed by a lower rate for arrests made from 30 minutes to 24
hourskafter the offense. Over 24 hours, the rate increases.

4. Response Time and Witnesses and Evidence

The high rate of conviction for arrests made within five
minutes of the offense led us to theorize a relationship
between response time and the likelihood of recovering evidence

and obtaining witnesses. It was hypothesized that the sooner
the officer arrives at the scene, the more likely it is that
witnesses will still be available or that evidence useful in
establishing the necessary elements of the offense will not
have been disturbed. Whether this is empirically the case is
examined below.

Data on time and witnesses were available for Cobb County,
Indianapolis, Manhattan, Salt Lake, and Washington, D.C. (See
Tables II.7a through II.7e.) Data on time and evidence were
sufficient for our purposes only for Cobb County and Manhattan
(Tables II.8a and II.8b). In each instance, we looked at the
relationship between these factors in the aggregate, as well as
across crime categories. That analysis found several data
artifacts (discussed below) that yielded some counterintuitive
findings. 1In general, however, the aggregate and detailed data
led consistently to the same conclusions. Because the multiple
crossings of variables yielded meaningless tables (when
controlling for crime),‘the data presented here have been
aggregated. Where required, aggregate data are supplemented by

a discussion of detailed findings.
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Table II.b6e

CONVICTION RATE, BY TIME AND CRIME GROUP

Washington, D.C.

O

NO_DELAY+ 1-5 MINUTES 6~30 MINUTES s-24 Hours 1 DAY + UNKNOWN
CRIME GROU® # of Arrests  Rate] # of Arrests ~ Rate| ¥ of Arrests Rate] # of Arrests Rate | ¥ of Arrests  Rate | ¥ of Arrests  Rate
ROBBERY 108 Nz 237 46% 294 45% 353 422 556 372 24 Kis>)
VIOLENT CRIME 304 21% 332 24% 634 24% 824 22% 560 33% 70 ’ 40%
PROPERTY CRIME 915 28% 1,033 38% 1,165 392 1,072 36% 1,028 43% 107 32%
VICTIMLESS CRIME 892 447 1,331 447 473 51% 259 39% 128 1) 4 28 50%
ALL OTHER 608 40% 305 a7% 161 37% 224 34% 715 37% 40 48%
ALL OFFENSES 2,827 35% 3,238 41% 2,727 38% 2,732 332 2,987 39% 263 35%

t+"No Delay" category is subject to question due to measurement problems;

see accompanying text for comments.
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‘ QZ; Table II.7a Q:§
o WITNESSES, BY TIME . r 4
‘ Cobb County Table II.74d
WITNESSES, BY TIME
# of Witnesses No Delay 1-5 Minutes | 6-30 Minutes | %-24 Hours | 1 Day+ | Unknown A Manhattan
Sl No Witnesses 73% 100% 40% 58% 60% 68% © # of Witnesses No Delay* | 1-5 Minutes 6-30 Minutes %-24 Hours | 1Day + Unknown .
‘ One Witness 12% -- 20% 13% 11% 7%
Two or More 15% == 40% 25% 29% 25% No Witnesses 80% 61% 56% 5
: One or More Wit~ 0% q6% 70%
S N 33 1 15 190 573 469 nesses 20% 39% 443 50% 54% 30%
. N 19302 2115 3664 3856 2165 1897
3 * “No Delay" category is subject to question due to measurement problem
: Table II.7b
2 WITNESSES, BY TIME
. Indianapolis
# of Witnesses No Detay 1-5 Minutes 6-30 Minutes 3-24 Hours |1 Day + | Unknown
f i No Witnesses 58% 35% 33% 31% 5% 433 C-> Table II.7e
5 - , . WITNESSES, BY TIME
% One Witness 20% 24% 28% 28% 21% 15% Washington, D.C.
o Two or Mcre 223 424 39% 413 58% 42% -
o —— - # of Witnesses No De'lay* 1-5 Minutes 6-30 Minutes %-24 Hours | 1 Day + ‘| Unknown
sy N 1174 72 137 325 445 241 ' 1
s : No Witnesses 692 64% 38% 25% 33% 423
One Witness 20% 20% 29% 33z 30% 30%
B . . ‘ Two or More 1% 16% 33% 42% 37% 20% .
o Table II.7cC N 3258 3753 2197 3148 3470 308
* WITNESSES, BY TIME * “No Belay" category is subject to question due to measurement problem.
. Salt Lake
# of Witnesses No Delay 1-5 Minutes | 6-30 Minutes | %-24 Hours {1 Day+ | Unknown
No HWitnesses 9% 13% 5% 8% 29% 9%
e - | One Witness 56% 243 3% 39 16% | 41z
T Two or More 35% 632 61% 53% 55¢ | 502
i | N | 1134 68 148 314 646 (1435
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Table II.8a
EVIDENCE, BY TIME
Cobb County

Tangible Evidence | No Delay 1-5 Minutes | 6-30 Minutes | %24 Hours | 1 Day+ |Unknown
Eviidence 70% 100% 73% 47% 31% 19%
N¢’ Evidence 30% 0% 27% 53% a4y 32%
Not Indicated -- -- -~ - 25% 49%
N ' 33 1 15 190 573 469
Table IT.8b
Q EVIDENCE, BY TIME
/ Manhattan
Tangible Evidence | No Delay 1-5 Minutes | 6-30 Minutes a;gs:gi&surs 1 Day+ | Unknown
Evidence 43% 60% 45% 41% 19% 41%
No Evidence 57% a0% 55% 59% 81% 505
N 19302 2115 3564 3856 2165 1857
! . Ty
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In Cobb”County and Salt Lake, shorter delays between
offense and arrest time were aésociated with a higher,incidence
of multiple witnesses, ignoring (as indicated aboye) time
categories that involved measurement problems. This tended to
support our hypothesis that shorter delays lead to a higher
incidence of witness availability. 1In Manhattan, the aggregate
data iﬁdicated that longer delays were more likely to produce
witnesses. However, that result was produced as an artifact of
aggregation--controlling for crime eliminated the apparent
contradiction. 1In Washington, D.C., however, there existed a
counterintuitive relationship that persisted even when
controlling for crime. 1In contrast to Cobb County and Salt
Lake, especially for violent and property offenses, ionger
periods of elapsed time between the offense and the arrest wers
associated with a greater incidence of multiple witnesses in
Washington, D.C. This finding bears out what was found using

the 1974 data, as reported in What Happens After Arrest? The

results for Ipdianapolis were mixed; two or more witnesses were
significantléimore likeiy after 24 hours, but there were no
differences among the 1-5 minutes, 6-30 minutes, and 1/2-24
hour intervals.

As before, we speculate that the posiﬁive association
between time and witnesses is an indication that arrests tend

not to be made in the first Place when witness shpport is

lacking. Arrests made after a longer period of time may be

~ made in many instances precisely because more than one witness

) Sl
was available.

We were able to look at evidence and time only for Cobb

County and Manhattan--the quality of the evidence variable was

A7 ﬁ«‘ ; .
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too poor for inferences about other jurisdictions. In both

Jjurisdictions, ignoring the "no delay" category, there was a

strong relationship between time and evidence--th? shorter the
delay, the more likely evidence was to be recovered. This
strongly supports the 1974 finding from Washington, D.C.

In short, we infer that time's influence on the ccenviction
rate exists primarily because a shorter delay increases the
probability of evidence recovery. Additional evidence (Salt
Lake and Cobb County) would indicate that some of time's effect
also exists because it enhances the probability of obtaining

witnesses. Because of the strong witness effeet in Washington,

D.C., however, a time-witness interaction does not necessarily
result in the expected findings. Because of the difficulty in

establishing cause and effect, we could not test to determine

‘whether some marginal effect of time on witnesses existed.

This does not mean, however, that longer delays lead to more
witnesses, but rather that, in the case of longer delays,

arrests will be made only if witnesses are available.

D. COMPARATIVE FINDINGS
In this section, by way of a summary, we juxtapose the

major findings from What Happens After Arrest? and the replica-

tion analyses.

l. Witnesses and Convictability

- When the police manage to bring more cooperative
witnesses to the prosecutcr, the probability of conviction
..+ 1s significantly enhanced.

3 2
This finding was confirmed by our data for Cobb County,

Indianapolis, Los Angeles, Manhattan (except for victimless
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crimes), and New Orleans. The mixed findings in Salt Lake
County and Washington, D.C., regarding having only one witness,
should be noted in passing. The value of two or pore witnesses
was, however, confirmed in these two jurisdictions.

2. Physical Evidence and Convictability

When the arresting officer manages to recover tangible

evidence, the prosecutor is considerably more likely to
convict the defendant. :

The above effect was found to be 60 percent higher in
robberies, 25 percent higher in other violent crimes, and 36
percent higher in nonviolent property offenses.

For Cobb County, we found that, for each crime category,
cases with evidence were more likely to be convicted than cases
without--overall, more than two and one-half times as likely.

For Manhattan, evidence was associated with higher
c@nviction rates for robbery, violent crimes, and property
dffenses.

3. Response Time and Convictability

When the police are able to make the arrest soon after
the offense--especially in robberies, larcenies and
burglaries~--tangible evidence is more often recovered and
conviction is ... more likely.

In the replication analyses for Cobb County, Manhattan,
Salt Lake County, and Washington, D.C., arrests made between 1
and 30 minutes after the crime was committed were more likely
to result in conviction than arrests made later (1/2 to 24
hours). In Indianapolis the results were mixed. In general,

however, arrests made within 5 minutes of the offense were more

likely to result in conviction than arrests taking longer.
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4. Response Time and Witnesses
More witnesses tend to be associated with cases in

which the duration between offense and arrest .is longer ...
[because] arrests made after longer delays were frequently
a product of the support of multiple witnesses.

In Washington, D.C. (during the replication period), longer
amounts of elapsed time between the arrest and the offense were
associated with a greater incidence of multiple witnesses.

In Cobb County, Salt Lake, and Manhattan (the latter only
when controlling for crime type), the findings were contrary.
Prompt arrest was significantly related to a higher incidence
of multiple witnesses (or a greater likelihood of having any
witnesses, in Manbattan).

5. Response Time and Evidence

Prompt arrest in violent offenses ... does appear to
influence the retrieval of tangible evidence [but it was
not] a sufficient force to cause prompt arrest to be a sub-
stantial influence on the conviction rates....

For Cobb County and Manhattan, we found support for the
il
conclusion that prompt arrest increases the likelihood of ob-
taining physical evidence. Arrests made soon after the offense
occurred were systematically more likely to have evidence than

arrests taking longer.
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1977-78 data.

III. THE POLICE OFFICER AND ARREST CONVICTABILITY

In the 1974 study of Washington, D.C., arrests, we found
that 15 percent of the arresting officers accounted for just
over half of the arrests that resulted in conviction, and that
31 percent of the arresting officers accounted for no |
convictions at all. The fact that so many officers produced no
convictions and that a small proportion of the department
produced so many raised questions concerning arrest-conviction
productivity. Is that kind of distribution unigue to Washing-
ton, D.C., or does it exist elsewhere? 1Is the distribution
significant, or could it have resulted bectause of chance? 1If
not the latter, is the coexistence of exceptionally high and
low arrest-conviction productivity related to something that
the officers are doing, or is it more a matter of assignment

and factors beyond the officers' control?

A. ARREST AND CONVICTION PROBABILITIES AND HYPOTHESES

Tb address the guestions above, we began by analyzing
arrest and conviction distributions for each jurisdiction using
In each of the replication sites, we found
distributions that were similar, but with varying amounts of
concentration at the bottom and top. Table III.l summarizes
those findings. To address the gquestion whether these distri-
butions were the result of random process, a Monte Catlo tech-

nigue was used to distribute both arrests and convictions among

the arresting officers.* The results of that analysis provide

*The rgal numbers of arrests that ended in conviction and those
that did not were randomly distributed among the actual number
of officers. s ‘ ‘ ‘ :

CIII-1
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a picture of how the concentrations would look if they had

occurred entirely due to "chance."

Table III.1

ACTUAL AND RANDOM DISTRIBUTIONS OF
ARRESTS AND CONVICTIONS

Fraction With

Jurisdiction Fraction With 50% 1 Wi

Name Of the Convictions No Convictions |
Actual Random Actual Random

Cobb County 12.3% 22.4% 29.2%  23.3%

Indianapolis 17.0% 21.9% : 3?.“% 31.6%

Los Angeles 19.1% 23.1% 2{.0% 22.0?

Manhattan 7.9% 33.9% 1§.2? 0.0%

New Orleans 10.8%  29.3% aﬁ.é; 4.7%

Salt Lake 14.0% 25.3% 25.1% 16.13

Washington 12. 4%  27.6% 2@.9% 10.5%

;L

——

In each jurisdiction, the proportion of officers making
Just over half of the arrests that resulted in conviction is
lower than if the distribution process had been random. Simi-
larly, the proportion of officers making arrests that resulted
in no conviétions is higher than that from a random process,
except for Los Angeles. For jurisdictions other than Los
Angeles and Indianapolis, the differences between actual and
random officér distributions are significant‘at the .05
level.* We infer from this that some process or phenomenon
other than randomness underlies the fact that so few officers

account for so much of the arrest-conviction productivity, as

~defined above.

"In Los Angeles, as pointed out earlier, all arrests

rejected at screening are excluded from our officer data base.

*Statistically, the probability that items ideptified as
"different" were taken from the same distributions, or salq
another way, the probability that they are not different, is
+05 or 5 percent. . ‘ .

CIII-2

The result is that a number of officers" conviction rates are
Overestimated, and a number of officers whose arrests were all
rejected at screening are excluded from the analysis. Because
most non-convictions result from rejection at Screening, this
has the dual effect of overestimating the pProportion getting
half of the convictions and of underestimating the proportion
receiving no convictions. Similar exclusions were made for
Indianapolis as noted on page II-2, Therefore,vinterpretation
of the Los Angeles and Indianapolis data should be approached
with these factors in mind.

The purpose of this part of the analysis was to attempt to
uncover the processes that explain why the distributions take

the forms that they do., Wwe considered several hypotheses:

-Particular officers are more adept in obtaining arrests

that lead to conviction, due to special skills, training,
or the use of special techniques.

-Police departments are structured in such a way that a
disproportionate amount of opportunity to make arrests that
result in conviction falls heavily upon a small but well-
defined portion of the department. These officers might be
defined by rank (detective, for example) , geographical
assignment, or by some other Structural pattern that
determines arrest productivity.

-Particular officers are able to select their arrests so as
to maximize their individual conviction rates--i.e., by

easier to convict, and by choosing not to make arrests for
crimes that are not as likely to result in conviction.

-Specific sets of attitudes toward police work are

distributed in such a way that some officers are "high

achievers" and others are "low achievers."

These four hypotheses summarize different pPossible explana-
tions for the kinds of distributions identified. They relate

“to skiii, opportunity; discretion, motivation. There are, of
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course, a variety of combinations of these hypotheses. It is
by no means necessary that these are even competing hypotheses
--elements of each may play a role in any given officer's sit-
uation. The purpose of this analysis, then, is to measure
those factors, where possible, and to determine whether they
can e#plain variation in arrest convictability performance.
For each jurisdictioﬁ, we first identified all of the
arresting officers, tallying the numbers of arrests, convic-
tions, and witnesses for each arrest. We also produced
‘weighted indicators of the quality of those arrests and con-
wvictions and measured the opportunity to make arrests. For

each jurisdiction, the basic factors available for analysis

were as follows:

-Number of arrests
-Number of convictions

-Weighted number of convictions (sum of maximum sentences
for each conviction)

-Weighted number of arrests (sum of maximum sentences for
each arrest)

-Inherent convictability (weighted average conviction rate
for each officer*s mix of arrests)

-Unit arrest rate (average number of arrests per officer
within officer's unit of assignment)

-Average number of lay witnesses per arrest

Addiﬁionally,‘for the Washington, D.C., Metropolitan Pélice
Department, the Indianapolis Police Department; and the Salt
Laké Police Department and Sheriff'g(bffice,jwe were able to
'obtain the age, sex, department entry date, education, and

marital;Status for each officer.

III-4

i

bt SN

B. MEASUREMENTS OF ARREST PRODUCTIVITY

Police productivity can be measured by many criteria; these
might include the number of arrests, the number of convictions,
the conviction rate, citations, supervisory ratings, or citizen
complaints against officers. The measure oné chooses is
largely determined by the nature of the topic being addressed.
In this study, we are concerned with arrest convictability,
which can be measured in several ways.

This study considers two ways of looking at arrest
convictability--conviction rate (the simple conviction rate and
a weighted conviction rate) and the weighted and unweighted
number of convictions. The conviction rate is simply the pro-
portion of an officer's arrests that results in a plea or
finding of guilty to any charge. Even if an arrest consists of
seven charges, only one of which (and perhaps the least
serious) results in a conviction, that arrest is counted as a
conviction. Thus, the simple conviction rate is the number of
arrests that have any charges convicted divided by the total
number of arrests. The weighted conviction rate is the total
number of months of sentence the arrestees could receive (based
on the top charges at conviction) divided by the total number
of months of sentence the defendants could receive (based on
the top charges‘at arrest). The weighted conviction rate takes
into account both the seriocusness of the charges and the
incidence of cohviction. Using the first measure, two officers
with 50 percent conviction rates would be identical, regardless
of ;he natﬁre of the convicted charge. Using the weighted |

measure, an officer with one serious felony conviction
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resulting from two serious felony arrests would be rated sub-
stantially higher than an officer with one less serious felony
conviction resulting from the same two serious felony arrests.

Thus, the second measure tells us not only how many, but also

how "good" the convictions were.

In our analysis, both ratio and nonratio measures of arrest

productivity are used. Ratio measures are useful in that they

automatically control for a range of variation by specifying

the amount of potential that is realized. Less useful, non-

ratio measures take on more or less significance depending upon

the universe from which they are selected. Several other

used the number of arrests as a measure Of arrest

performance. They have been criticized in that they fail to

take account of the quality of those arrests. Similarly, the
number of convictions taken by itseif is not complete in that
it does not reflect how many opportunities for conviction

actually existed (compare, for example, an officer with 5 con-
victibns and 6 arrests with an officer with 10‘c0nvictions and
50 arrests: which one is more "successful"?). This study

deals with that problem by using ratios and by controlling for

the number of arrests when looking at convictions.

'The conviction rate (weighted and unweighted), however,

does not necessarily reflect the opportunity to make arrests,

nor does it reflect the success of a given officer's arrests

relative to that of other officers with arrests for similar

offenses. Two measures generally available within this study

were calculated to alleviate this gap: a uniﬁkarrest rate (the

average number of arrests per officer within a given unit of

III-6
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assignment) and the inherent convictability of an arrest (how
often a particular offense is convicted). The unit arrest rate
reflects the actual average arrest experience, allowing us to
control for the opportunity to make arrests. This measure was
available for most jurisdictions. The inherent convictability
measure reflects the average convictability of an ¢fficer's mix

of arrests, which is a suitable control in testing perfor-

mance variation among officers.

1. Factors Related to Assignment

Here, we were interested in determining the extent to which
variation in performance among officers was related to factors
beyond the officer's control-~such as assignment and the

associated opportunity to make arrests, and the opportunity to

make arrests for particular offenses.

The earlier study did not control for assignment in any
rigorous manner. This study uses the unit of assignment
indicated in PROMIS to test whether particular asSignments were

S

likely to yield greater numbers of arrests, which we use as a

proxy for arrest opportunity. Almost universally, where such

an indicator was available, different assignments showed con-

siderably different opportunities for arrest--in terms of both
guantity and quality (conviction number and rate). Taken by
itself, the unit arrest rate was negatively correlated with
conviction rate in New Orleans, éélt Lake, and Iﬁdianapolis.
It was positively correlated with conviction rate in Manbhattan
and Washington, D.C. In each of these five cities, the

correlation was significant (P .05). 1In Los'Angeles the
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correlation was negative but it was no£ statistically
significant. A unit arrest rate was not available for Cobb
County, because police units were not indicated ié the data.

Controlling for inherent convictability (Table III.Z2), the
unit arrest was significant (P .05) in Indianapolis, New
Orleans, Salt Lake, and Manhattan. In each of the six
juris@ictions except Manhattan, controlling for inherent
convictability, the unit arrest rate was negatively correlated
with conviction rate. From these varied findings, we draw
several.inferences.

First, being in a "high arrest" unit does not guarantee a
high conviction rate--in fact, controlling for the arrest mix
(via inherent convictability), officers in high arrest units in
Indianapolis, Salt Lake and New Orleans hadylower conviction

rates. The degree to which the unit arrest rate determines an

Table III.Z2

CONVICTION RATE AS A FUNCTION OF UNIT ARREST RATE
AND INHERENT CONVICTABILITY

CITY UAR EASE R-SQUARE

Indianapolis <.001 (=) <.001 (+) <.001 (.19)
Los Angeles <.423 (=) <.001 (+) <.001 (.07)
Manhattan <,001 (+) <.001  (+) . <.001 (.13)
New Orleans <.001  (-) <.001 (+) <.001 (.12)
Salt Lake <.001 (=) <.029 (+) <.001 (.05)
Washington, D.C. <, 1260 (=) <.001 (+) <.001 (.19)

UAR= Unit Arrest Rate EASE= Inherent Convictability

I1I-8
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officer's conviction rate largely depends upon the implications
of "more versus less" arrest activity for the jurisdiction in
guestion. That is, does "more" mean more of the same kinds of
arrests, or does "more" mean a larger volume of arrests that
are easier to convict?

In New York, where units are primarily geographical rather
than functional, officers in "high arrest" units coincidentally
are in units that have arrests for offenses that are highly
convictable. Beyond this, however, controlling for offense

mix, officers still tend to get higher conviction rates than

‘expected. As shown later, officers with more arrests tend to

have more convictions, at the margin. <Consequently, in Man-
hattan, having more arrests and being in a high arrest unit are
associated with higher conviction rates. Apparently, the more
active officers are indeed more successful in obtaining arrests
that lead to conviction.

Second, there appears to be a work load effect in New
Orleans, where we found a negative correlation between unit
arrest rate and conviction rate, units identified in PROMIS
were based on both geographical area and function (such as the
vice squad). Officers with fewer arrests, other things being
equal, tend to get higher conviction rates. 1In Salt Lake,
where units are organized primarily around function, the same
thing occurs. We would infer that officers with a narrower
range and lower volume of arrest activity have more time and
attention to devote to each arrest, the result being a greater

probability of conviction.
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This contrasts with Manhattan where, apparently, more

@Z active officers seem to have established a method ,of achieving

higher conviction rates. Such may be due to the mature of
'fhose highly convictable arrests~-consensual sex or
gambling--wherein the offender usually pleads guilty. In such
cases, arrest handling by an experienced officer may have an
impact on whether the arrestee pleads guilty.  Such officers
may have established routines that are effective in convincing
an offender that a plea is the easiest route. Without the
benefit of a special class of highly convictable offenses,
findings for Indianapolis, Salt Lake and New Orleans would
indicate that a lighter work load, rather than the experience

gained from a high volume of arrests, is a better index of

arrest convictability.

(:@ Third, arrest mix is a significant determinant of con-
F

viction rate. As measured by inherent convictability it was
always positively correlated with the conviction rate. Table
II1.3 shows the R-square between (unweighted) conviction rate
and inherent convictability and number of arrests. Only in
Cobb County did we fail to find a significant relationship
between conviction rate and inherent convictability (both from
zerq-order correlation and when controlling for other
factors). We can conclude, however, that, in general, part of
the variation in conviction rate among officers is explained by

‘variation in their mix of arrests--those with an "easier" mix
tend to have significantly higher cbnviction rates.

An additional way of testing whether variation in con-

ﬁi} viction rate is explained by the opportunity to make arrests

ITI-10

e eI BT T e TR i ey B

O

. Table III.3
SIMPLE CORRELATION BETWEEN CONVICTION RATE AND
INHERENT CONVICTABILITY AND ARREST ACTIVITY

JURISDICTION INHERENT CONVICTABILITY NUMBER OF ARRESTS
Cobb County <.01 <.01
Indianapolis JHTH .05%

Los Angeles .05% <.01
Manhattan .19% .03*

New Orleans ST <.01

Salt Lake .31% -.31%
Washington, D.C. .18% <.01

is to test for a correlation between the conviction rate for
individual officers and their own number of arrests. As shown
in Table III.3, even though the correlation was significant in
three jurisdictions, it was so small that there does not appear
to be enough evidence to warrant discussion of any real effect.
Again, when tested in a multivariate analysis, the sign of the
coefficient for arrest was usually negative (though usually
insignificant), which is consistent with the findings about

unit arrest rates presented above.

k2. Factors Related to Officer Characteristics

Using personnel data from four law enforcement agencies
(Metropolitan Police Department, wWashington, D.C.; Salt Lake
Police and Sheriffis Departments; and Indianapolis Police
Department), we were able to examine officer arrest convict-
ability performance by personal characteristics, including age,
sex, education, rank, marital status, and length of service

within the particular agency.
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'Thekprimary method used here was analyéis of variance.*
The dependent variable was the simple conviction rate (which
was highly correlated with weighted conviction rage, and
weighted and unweighted convictions). Officers were pléced
into groups within each of the six independent variables (sex,
age, education, experience, rank, and marital status). The
results of that analysis are shown in Tables III.4 through
III.9. Where indicated by an asterisk, significance beyond
P .05 was found. The analysis of variance was further
supplemented by multiple regression analysis. We also looked
at the numbers of arrests, convictions, and lay witnesses, as
well as the average level of inherent convictability.

Note that in Tables III.4 through III.9, the aggregate
inherent convictability need not egqual the aggregate conviction
rate. Inherent convictability was based on all arrests (e.g.,
3,451 in Salt Lake), inciuding those for which we have no
officer information. Conviction rate was calculated only for
arrests for which we knew the arresting officer (2,400 arrests

made by 487 officers in Salt Lake). The calculation was
similarly performed for the other jurisdictions. However, for
Salt‘Lake, the occurrence of missing information was not evenly
distributed with respect to case disposition. A
disproportionate number of cases rejected at screening were
missing police officer information. The result is that the

conviction rate among cases with a known police officer is

*A statistical technique

to estimate relationships between
variables. : ;
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greater than the conviction rate among all cases (the latter of
which includes arrests for which the officer is unknown and
which have a lower than average conviction rate)., Thus, the

inherent convictability measure reflects the probability of

1
conviction regardless of the identity of the arresting f
|

officer--i.e., the probability of conviction given that the

arrest was made in the jurisdiction by the police department(s)
being considered. The conviction rate, on the other hand, is

the probability of conviction given that the arrest was made

within the particular group of officers that have been
identified. The result is that the latter is probably biased
upwards for Salt Lake, since it is likely that many of the
unaccounted for arrests were made by these rather than by an

(as yet) unidentified group of officers. We hasten to add,

however, that it is unlikely that the bias exists in a way that
is correlated with the other measures being identifed in this

study. Since this data limitation prevented us from estimating

the "real" conviction rates of the officers, we performed the

same analysis using an inherent convictability score based only

on the officers who were identified. We performed that

analysis for two jurisdictions (New Orleans and Salt Lake). In

both’instances, all of the conclusions reported here were

identical. So, even when we used the biased data set to form

the measure of inherent convictability, the same conclusions

were reached. For the analysis, however, we decided to use the

"real" inherent convictability, so that each officer's actual

performance was measured against the true probability of

conviction, given arrest. A
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a. Officer Age. Officers were grouped by age into two

.~ categories~-under 30 and 30 or older. The analysié'revealed
that, for the Indianapolis Police Department and the
Washington, D.C., Metropolitan Police Depattment, older
officers tended to have higher conviction rates. (See Table

III.4) In both jurisdictions, the younger officers tended to

get about the same number of convictions as the older officers,

but with an average of about 1 to 1.5 more arrests, which
result in lower conviction rates. Additionally, perhaps re-
lated to officer performance, the younger officers' average

number of lay witnesses was significantly lower. However, when

we controlled for experience, we found no separate effect due

Table III.4
TABLE OF MEANS BY OFFICER AGE

C UNDER 30 30 OR OLDER  UNKNOWN  TOTAL :-
INDIAKAPOLIS
ARRESTS 4.1209 3.1186  =mem-=- 3.3976
CONVICTIONS 1.2198 1.2500  ===--- 1.2&;6
CONVICTION RATE  0.3003 0.4037  ===m=- 0.32 %
INHERENT GCONV. 0. 4488 0.4696  emm--- 0. 626
LAY WITNESSES 0.9210 1.1227  cmmm-- 1.27
OFFICERS 91 236 mme-es 327
SALT LAKE
ARRESTS 5.6061 7.7966 2.6639 u.923;0
CONVICTIONS 3. 2879 2.3559 1.3033 1.22“1
CONVICTION RATE L6450 -51306 5672 '3382
INHERENT CONV. 4308 L4131 R 4302
LAY WITNESSES 1.6705 1.5121 1.6197 1&g
OFF ICERS 66 177 240 - T
WASHINGTON, D.C.
ARRESTS 6.4942 5.3609 = =—-=--- 6.0722
CONVICTIONS 2.3882 2.1338 mee—e- 2.§2§7
CONVICTION RATE .3587 T S — 3687
INBERENT COMNV. ©3702 .3797 i 3131
LAY WITHESSES 1.2065 1.3422 ememee 257
OFFICERS 1123 665 o a7es
ITI-14
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to age. The experience factor exhibited nearly identiCal
relationships with the dependent variables as did .age. There
is considerable guestion about what the exact natpre of the
relationship is, however. The problems of confounding have
been discussed Ly Forst (1977), Cohen and Chaiken (1972), and
Hale and Wilson (1974). Here, while we are able to recognize
the problem, as exhibited by the correlations among age, exX-
perience, and conviction rate, we cannot determine whetherkan
effect is due to age (i.e., young aggressive officers vs. older
less aggressive officers), assignment (younger officers having
a mix of arrests that is different from older officers), or
experience.

In Salt Lake, bowever, the younger officers tended to have
a much higher conviction rate than the older officers (65 per-
cent as contrasted with 43 percent). This finding held true
for both the police and sheriff's departments. The younger
officers (in both departments) made fewer arrests and had more
convictions. The inherent convictability of their arrest mixes
was different but not enough to explain the difference in con-
viction rate. Additionally, the two groups did not differ sig-
nificantly in the number of lay witnesses each had associated
with its arrests.

Unfortunately, these findings do little to shed light on
the question of confounding factors. However, Webwould specu-
late that there are some effects that are registered different-
ly in different kinds of socio-demographic settings. Alter-
natively, from the data, it appears that there may be an

optimal level of arrest activity that is associated with high

III-15
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arrest convictability performanace. 1In Washingtdn, D.C., and
Indianapolis, younger officers are making more arrests than the
olaer ones and are not faring as well in terms of,conviction
rate. 1In Salt Lake, where the younger officers make fewer
arrests, the conviction rate is higher for them.

With respect to age, consequently, our conclusions are
mixed. In the two larger jurisdictions, older officers had
slightly higher conviction rates. 1In the smaller jurisdiction,
Salt Lake, the younger officers of both law enforcement
agencies made fewer arrests and had more convictions, which
resulted in substantially higher conviction rates. The
standard reasoning seems to fail in the case of the latter--
i.e., that experience and rank, associated with age, would lead
to higher arrest convictability productivity. For these two
agencies, as shown below, experience also is inversely
correlated with conviction rate. Whatever the case, perhaps
work load is an important consideration as a factor that is
related to age and/or experience, depending on how a police
department is organized.

b. Officer Sex. Officers were grouped by sex as well.

Here, the results were somewhat less ambiguous. In Washington,
D.C., in the study using 1974 data, we found an effect due to
sex, but one that was substantially reduced or eliminated when
we controlled for specific crimes and level of experience.
Again, in 1977, for Washington, D.C., male officers had
conviction rates that were significantly higher than females,

but the controls led to different conclusions than in 1974 (See

Table ITII.5). These results compare interestingly with earlier
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findings. Bloch and Anderson (1974) found that female officers

made fewer arrests than male officers. Sherman (1975), Sichel

(1977), and Bartell Associates (1977) reported similar

findings. Melchionne (1974), however, found no difference.

Table III.5
TABLE OF MEANS BY SEX

FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN

Indianapolis

Arrests 2.60 3.44

Convictions .93 1.26

Conviction Rate .38 <37

Inherent Conv. . 47 <46

Lay Witnesses 1.06 1.07

Officers 15 312
Salt Lake

Arrests 3.17 7.30 2.66

Convictions 1.17 2.65 1.30

Conviction Rate .31 .49 .57

Inherent Conv. LUy L U2 44

Lay Witnesses 1.24 1.56 1.62

Officers 6 237 244
Washington, D.C.

Arrests . 7.43 5.99

Convictions 1,43 2.34

Conviction Rate .25 .38

Inherent Conv. . 36 « 37

Lay Witnesses .99 1.27

Officers . 97 1691

Here, for Washington, D.C., in 1977, we found‘females
making significantly more arrests than male officers, while in

Indianapolis and Salt Lake the reverse was true. In éalt Lake,
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male officers had higher conviction rates, but not signifi-
cantly, and the number of female officers was too .small to
permit additional tests. In Indianapolis, also insignificant,

the reverse was true. In each of the three jurisdictions, the
number of females amounted to a small fraction of the police
department (2 percent in Salt Lake, 4.6 percent in Indian-
apolis, and 5.5 percent in Washington).

Multivariate analyses were performed to control for other
factors, thought to be related to sex (experience, rank,
inherent convictability, and age), that might tend to explain
the effect of sex on conviction rate. 1In Washington, D.C.,
female officers tend to be younger and to have less experience
and rank than male officers. Moreover, on average, the mix of
arrests made by female officers tendes to be slightly less
convictable than that for male of ficers. As a result, their
conviction rate is significéntly lower than that for male
officers. Controlling for these other factors, however, the
effect of sex persisted. Apparently, something other than
inherent convictability, age, expefience, and rank--guite
possibly, assignment--accounts for the fact that female
officers in Washington, D.C., have lower conviction rates than
male officers.

As an additional test, noting the relationship between
witnesses and conviction rate and that female officers have
lower rates of witness recovery, we tested to see whether
including witnesses would explain the sex effect. To a small

extent, as was with the other factors, it did; however, even

taken all at the same time, a seX effect persisted. Female
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officers in Washington, D.C., tend to make more arrests and
produce fewer convictions than male officers, controlling for
age, rank, experience, arrest mix, and the average number of
lay witnesses associated with those arrests. We might
speculate that arrests presented by female oificers are
received differently by prosecutors and judges than cases
presented by male officers. 1If, for example, prosecutors are
more likely to reject cases presented by females, other things
being equal, the observed effect would be obtained. While such
is the case, i.e., such arrests are more likely to be rejected,
we have no way of determining from our data whether such
rejections are due to a systematic bias against women or to

some other factors not identified in this study.

C. Officer Education. Several studies have looked at the

relationship between officer education and performance--though
none at the primary performance measure being considered here.
Bozza (1973) found that education was positively related to the
number of arrests officers make. - Cohen and Chaiken (1972) and
Cascio (1977) found college education to be associated with
lower rates of citizen complaints against officers.

For education, we grouped the officers into three

categories: ' i i i
g no college, some college (including associate's

"degree), and at least four years of college. There does not

appear to be any consistent relationship between education and
conviction rate (Table III.G). In Washington, D.C., those with
some education beyond high school have higher conviction

rates-~but not significantly so. This result persists as well
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when controlling for arrest mix and rank, two factors that tend
to produce confounding effects in the analysis of wther factors.
In Salt Lake, officers with some college educAtion have

significantly higher conviction rates than officers with only a

Table III.6
TABLE OF MEANS BY YEARS OF COLLEGE EDUCATION

NONE 1 TO 3 4 OR MORE UNKNOWN
ianapolis

Ini;igsgsl 3.42 3.22 3.78 2.69
Convictions 1.27 1.17 1.26 1.23
Conviction Rate .38 .35 .34 U6
Inherent Conv. .43 .45 .4y .u;
Lay Witnesses 1.12 .95 1.00 1.3
Officers 187 77 50 _1%_

alt Lake

s A:rests 6.76 3.98 5.12 2.65
Convictions 2.57 2.31 2.83 1.30
Conviction Rate .46 .58 .55 .SZ
Inherent Conv. .43 .38 40 .22
Lay Witnesses 1.57 1.55 1.50 1.L”I
Officers 178 13 52 2

ington, D.C :

N et 6.01 5.92 7.26 ——
Convictions 2.27 2.16 2.99 ————
Conviction Rate .36 LU0 LU0 -
Inherent Conv. .37 .39 .39 ———-
Lay Witnesses 1.26 1.22 1.24 ————
Officers 1476 212 100 0

- - D @ - -
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high school education. However, in Indianapolis, officers with
some college (or more) tend to have slightly 1ower»conviction
rates, though not significantly. Given the conflicting
directions, the significance we find in one jurisdiction does

not warrant concluding that an effect exists due to education.

ITT-20

o

This is consistent with multivariate tests that indicate no

significant effect due to education.

d. Officer Rank. Rank was somewhat more difficult to
deal with. The intention was to divide the officers into
uniformed patrol and detectives. Only in Washington, D.C.,
however, was the partition that straightforward. 1In Washing-
ton, th&re was a rank effect--detectives had significantly
higher conviction rates than uniformed patrolmen (Table I1I.7).
However, the rank effect seems to be entirely due to the in-
herent convictability of the mix of arrests.

Controlling for
that factor, no rank effect was found.

Table III.7
TABLE OF MEANS BY OFFICER RANK

Washington, D.C. Private Detective
Convictions 2.15 2.91
nrrests 5.93 6.69
Convietion Rate 0.35 0.4y
Inherent Convictability 0.36 0.43
Lay Witnesses 1e24 1.33
Officers 1451 337
e. Officers' Marital Status. There was no consistent

pattern in the relationship between marital status and

conviction rate (Table III.8). 1In no instance was there a
significant difference associated with marital status.
Additionally, the small and insignificant differences were in
different directions (higher for married officers in two

jurisdictions and lower for married officers in a third).

Consequently, marital status does not appear to contribute to

arrest conviction performance.
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Table I1I.S8
TABLE OF MEANS BY MARITAL STATUS

- - - =GR S e W DGR W GRS G D G S e G e S e TR S G D T S S SIS G B W ) ML T e G R R S e R G T A G O e G e

Single Other
Indianapolis
Arrests 3.32 3.49 3.19
Conviestions 1.20 1.24 1.29
Conviction Rate .36 . 37 41
Inherent Convictability 45 U7 . U5
Lay Witnesses .96 1.07 1.07
Officers 59 199 69
Salt Lake :
Arrests 7.52 7.27 2.70
Convictions 2.96 2.58 1.30
Conviction Rate .50 .49 .56
Inherent Convictability .38 <43 .44
Lay Witnesses 1.47 1.59 1.61
Officers 43 187 252
Washington, D.C.
Arrests 6.10 5.60 7.07
Convictiocns 2.36 3.03 2.59
Conviction Rate .37 .36 _ <37
Inherent Convictability .38 .36 .38
Lay Witnesses 1.27 1.21 1.23
Officers 1263 355 170

Other includes divorced, separated, and unknown marital
status. Accurate comparisons only for married vs. single.

f£. L.ength of Service. There have been several attempts

to address’the effect of officer experience on performance.
Friedrich (1977) and Forst (1977) both found that less

experienced officers were more active than more experienced
officers. However, Forst found that more experienced officers
were more likely to bring their (fewer) arrests to conviction.

Sherman (1980) spécmlated that the difference may be due to

generational differences and early socialization intoc police

work.
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The findings here, however, suggest that the relationship

may be somewhat less complicated than that. As was also the
case with officer age for Salt Lake, we have an ipstance in
which more experienced officers are making more arrests than
younger officers and have correspondingly lower conviction
rates. This suggests an effect due to work load.

Length of service was divided into three categories--less
than one year, one to five years, and six or more years. Here
as well, mixed results were obtained (Table III.9). In
Indianapolis, conviction rates were highest at the extreme
levels of experience. 1In Washington, D.C., there was a weak
positive relationship between conviction rate and experience;
officers having six or more years of experience had conviction
rates that, on average, were 5 percent higher than the convic-
tion rates for officers with less than one year of experience.
Because of the mixed findings, there would appear to be
substantial evidence for attributing at least part of the
difference to work load, rather than experience. The uni-
formity of that dimension is striking, especially in that it

coincides with the reversal of the expected effect due to

experience.

g. Comparative Findings. 1In What Happens After Arrest?

we found that "while more experienced officers tend to produce
more convictions and have higher conviction rates than officers
with less time on the force, the other characteristics in the
data~-age, sex, residence, and marital status--are; at best,

only mild predictors of an officer's ability to produce arrests
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that become convictions." The effect of age, for example, was
%E: - found to be insignificant within given experience éroups; the

y | e
reverse was significant. This led us to the conclusion that

the important effect was due to experience.

Table III.9 ,
TABLE OF MEANS BY LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE -

Indianapolis

Arrests 4,00 3.81 3.07
Convictions 2.27 1.15 1.§7
Conviction Rate LU0 «33 .uO
Inherent Convictability .50 .45 CAUT
Lay Witnesses 1.00 .98 1.13
Officers 10 133 184
Salt Lake
Arrests 2.33 4,68 9.26
Convictions 1.67 2.74 2.22 .
(: Conviction Rate .69 .57 B .
s Inherent Convictability .38 LUy .40
Lay Witnesses 1.69 1.60 1.52
. Officers 6 99 137
i e o e e e e e e e e e = e e e = e o e e e - - - - -
g Washington, D.C.
1 Arrests | 3.20 7.13 5.50
i Convictions .98 2.50 2.22
b Conviction Rate .34 .Bﬁ . .39
- Inherent Convictability .36 W3 .28
G Lay Witnesses 1.15 1.25 1.27
L Officers 46 704 1033
;: For 1977-1978, we found that experience appears to mean
ﬂ? different things in different jurisdictions. Having the
7f:§ benefit of a cross~jurisdictional data set, we observed that
i# experience does not necessarily coincide with more arrests that

lead to conviction. Experienced officers bhad lower conviction

rates in Salt Lake, but higher rates in Washington, D.C. The

effect of experience was not consistent. Rather,«work load (as

measured by numbers of arrests), which tended to be relatively
heavier for more experienced officers in Salt Lake (than for
less experienced officers), and relatively lighter in Washing-
ton, D.C., tended to be a more consistent predictor of convic-
tion performance. Officers with a heavier work load tend to
have a lower proportion of their arrests end in conviction.
Consequently, experience was not seen as being a good predictor

of performance,Aas measured here. Work load, which may vary

directly or inversely with experience, depending on policé

agency structure, was a more consistent indicator.

There does not appear to be substantial evidence for
attributing variation in officer performance to personal

demographic characteristics, such as age and education. There

does, however, appear to be an effect associated with officers’

sex. Nothing in the data could explain away this effect due to

sex--neither rank, experience, age, nor assignment to the

extent that assignments could be measured. While the

subseguent analyses (concerning the interviews with officers)
may help to shed light on these relationships, the sample does
not contain a statistically significant number of female

officers to allow us to draw inferences. Consequently, while

we may speculate about potential bias against arrests presented

by female officers, the available data do not permit us to go

any further.
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In short, we can go only so far in using personal charac-
teristics to explain variation in officer arrest convictability
performance. Officer sex and rank do tend to expiain part of
the difference; however, they are hardly useful in the applica-
tion of specific policies. Our findings also reflect on the
extent to which inherent convictability and witness and
evidence skills explain performance variation among officers.
However, these only point to the importance of not jumping to
conclusions based only on conviction rates. Work load, also,
helps determine the context within which officer performance
comparisons must be made. Work load may provide some useful
insights to those responsible for the allocation of manpcwer.

None of this, however, tells us specifically what it is
that officers are doing differently. The aim of this section
has been to go as far as possible in explaining those differ-
ences, and then to take the officers who are different (even
controlling for what we can explain) and interview them.
Through that next step (Part Two), we hope to further isolate
and identify factors that can significantly explain variation
in performance among officers.

In the following section, we detail the multivariate
analyses that yield the selection of our sample. ‘Further, we
try to shed more light on the dynamics of arrest convictability

and its correlates.

C. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

Given that the replication had in fact confirmed the
existence of an officer effect-~-i.e., that particular officers

do tend to‘Substantially outperform or underperform others with
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respect to the identified measure‘(arrest convictability), the
next step was to identify those officers at the extremes and to
interview them. The purpose of the interviews was to gain
~additional information and to attempt to explain why their
performance was so systematically different from that of other
officers.

Several criteria guided the development of the sampling
frame for interview. The selection had to be designed so as to
maximize the opportunity for gathering information--i.e., from
extremely different groups at the top and bottom.’ We also had
to be sure that such officers would not be selected for inter-
view if their position in the performance ranking was an
artifact of assignment.

To incorporate these criteria, we used a curvilinear
regression model. The basic idea was to select cfficers whose
performancé was significantly bhigher or lower than we could
expect based on what we already knew about their assignment,
mix of arrests, and the quality of their convictions and
arrests. Several alternative forms were tried. The basic form

that accomplished the controls we sought to impose was as
follows:
CONSEN = B(0) + B(1l)ARRSEN + B(2)EASE

where

CONSEN = number of convictions weighted by their
seriousness,*

s

*The maximum sentence possible, within the particular juris-
diction, was used as a weight for seriousness. Conseguently, a
conviction for homicide receives relatively more weight than a
larceny conviction. This provides a contrel that down weights
officers whose convictions result from charge attrition after

~overcharging or plea bargaining.
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ARRSEN = number of arrests weighted by their seriousness,

‘EASE = inherent convictability of the officer's mix of
arrests.

This specification has several problems, howe&er. One of
the criteria for inclusion in this study was that officers must
have made arrests. Consequently, there is a tendency in the
scattergrams (Figures III.1 and III.2) for clusters of points -
to be on a series of Planes parallel to or on the independent

(X) axis. The result is that the estimated regression plane
passes through the X-axis rather than the origin (since there

are no (0,0,0) points in the space. As a result, for small

real values of ARRSEN, the expected value of CONSEN was

negative. This problem had serious implications for the sample

selection procedures that were to be followed.

‘The next step was to pPlot a confidence contour about the
regression plane. Officers would be selected if they fell
significantly above or below the regression plane (as bounded
by the confidence contour). With the above specification, it
was possible for an officer with a very low ARRSEN value to

have an expected CONSEN that was negative. In fact, using this

specification, several officers with no convictions would have
selected as high achievers because, given a difficult mix of

arrests, their expected performance was negative--zero was
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substantially higher. Consequently, although the specification

does provide the general controls we sought, the predictive

rezults were not acceptable. Additional constrainmts were

necessary.

The alternative specification had two requirements--
positive values of ARRSEN should not yYield negative expected
values for CONSEN, and zero values of ARRSEN (although no such

Points existed for this data set) must yield an expected value

of zero for CONSEN. These criteria were met by changing the

specification in two ways. First, the intercept was supressed

to force the regression plane through the origin. Conse-

quently, only negative ARRSEN values could yield negative

values for CONSEN. As shown in the scattergram for

CONSEN=f(ARRSEN) (Figure III.l), the heavy concentration of

Figure III.1.
APPROXIMATE SCATTERGRAM FOR CONSEN=F(ARRSEN)

CONSEN

nRESEN
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points with CONSEN close to or equal to zero, while ARRSEN

~varies over a wider range would usually lead to a negative

y-intercept, at Y'. Consequently, low values for+ARR or ARRSEN
quld predict negative values for CON. By forcing the line
through the origin, C', all positive'values of ARR or ARRSEN
yield positive values for CON and CONSEN, respectively.

Second, ARRSEN was included in each term on the right side
of the equation. Thus, when ARRSEN is zero, the expected value
of CONSEN is zéro, because each of the terms on the right side

of the eguation contains a multiplication by ARRSEN:

CONSEN = B (1)ARRSEN + B(2) (ARRSEN) (EASE) .

The result is a curvilinear regression plane. Note the
possibility for multicollinearity exists in that ARRSEN is
contained in each of the right-hand terms. This is especially
so if a éorrelation exists between ARRSEN and EASE (seldom the
case). However, given that the specification is not intended
to be structurally complete but is designed instead to yield
spécific types of predictions, the structural integrity of the
model should not be a major issue. In fact, more complete
structural multivariate specifications are discussed in the
following section. For the purposes of interview selection and
for stratification 9@ the groups selected, the model is
entirely appropriaté:

To expand a little more. The aim here was to use available
data to predict the expected performance of officers and then

to select a sample of upper and lower outlyers and a small
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group near the middle. Note that EASE is the population's
expected conviction rate for a given mix of arrests.
Consequently, EASE multiplied by the number of arpests is the

expected number of convictions:

E (CONSEN) = (EASE) x (ARRSEN) .

The selection model included ARRSEN as a separate factor
because, when we did not control for factors deemed inappro-
priate here but not elsewhere, there appeared to be a separate
effect from ARRSEN, apart from its interaction with EASE.

For Washington, D.C., the first specification was used for
the original sample selection. The result was that a certain
proportion of those selected was not characteristically
different from the middle group when the second specification
was applied. As a result, for analysis, the second speci-
fication was applied and the interview respondents were
trichotomized--high, medium, and low performers, by the
dimension in the model. Note that this yielded a third group
with central characteristics so that "linearity" could be
tested with respect to attitudes or other factors identified in
the interview. That is, this allowed us to test whether a
group that falls in the middle on arrest convictability alsc
falls in the middle for some other dimension.

For Manhattan, the identical technique was applied so that
the results would be comparable. Knowing the implications of
the selection method, however, allowed us to obtain high and

low groups that were more extreme than in Washington, D.C., and
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a middle group with an overall lower variance from the popu-
lation mean. The second specification again was used to
trichotomize once the sample was complete. d

The method used to trichotomize the sample is an adaptation
of a method described by Kmenta (1971). A confidence interval
is constructed around each of the estimated points from the
regression. They are then joined to form a confidence band.
In order to get a large enough sample in each group, it was
necessary to draw the confidence band at the 20 percent level
on either tail of the distribution. This is shown in Figure

IIT.2. Officers significantly higher than the expected value

for CONSEN (ceatrolling for the independent factors) at the 20

\percent level were placed in the high group. Officers

Figure III.Z.
CONFIDENCE BAND FOR CONSEN=F(ARRSEN,ARRSEN*EASE)

CONSER

E (CONSEN)

sigAificantly lower than expected at the 20 peréent level were
placed in the low group. The remaining officers (non-outlyers)
were placed in the middle group. This trichotomization scheme
was applied to the entire population. Wherever the officer

fell in the overall population determined his position in the
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sample. Conseguently, officers in each of the groups within
the interview sample are statistically representative of
similar groups within the population, which will facilitate our
ability to generalize about them.

For purposes of comparison, the same kind of trichotomiza-
tion technigue was applied to each of the jurisdictions being
studied. The groups were tested for variation in convictions,
arrests, conviction rate, inherent cgnvictability, and witness
productivity. This allowed the validation of the technigue
across the seven jurisdictions. We were thus able to verify
that the resultant groups were different with respect to
conviction rates and the number of convictions, that the
extreme groups had similar levels of arrest activity, and that
the inherent convictability had been effectively controlled for
(i.e., did not vary across groups). The regressions used to
form the trichotomies are shown in Table III.10, and the

subseguent tri-part analysis is shown in Table III.1ll.

Table III.1l0
REGRESSIONS USED FOR SAMPLE SELECTION AND TRICHOTOMY

ARRSEHN QSEN
JURISDICTION R-SQUARE Coeff. P(2-Tail) Coeff. P(2-Tail)
Cobb County .63 49 <.001 .40 <.001
Indianapeolis .64 -. 40 <.D01 1.51 <.001
Los Angeles .80 .14 .002 1.03 <.001
Manhattan .89 -.07 018 1.11 <.001
New Orleans .90 .02 .723 1.25 <,001
Salt Lake .13 -. 71 <.001 2.59 <.001
Washington, D.C. .72 -. 15 <.001 1.40 <.001
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\ One additional test was also permitted within this
‘ framework, that of witness productivity. If the ability to
Table TTIT.11 @ . _ , _
@: TABLE OF MEANS BY ARREST CONVICTABILITY TRICHOTOMY 1 obtain witnesses was a substantial contributor to, the success
d or lack thereof of particular officers, then, controlling for
LCR MCR HCR ‘ALL B & the other factors, the high achievers should have higher
Cobb Count . . . .
Arrests Y 3.32 1.67 7.1 2.47 ‘ numbers of lay witnesses associated with their cases. In fact,
gonvictions 0.55 1,17 6.42 1.20 o A '
onviction rate 0.1 0.71 0.95 0.61 : - N X ~ ] i .
Inherent convictability 0.42 0.39 0.38 0.39 - ‘ the results were somewhat mixed
Lay witnesses 1.26 1.92 2. 41 1.83 o i ) ] . .
Number of officers 44,00 156,00 15.00 215.00 . In all jurisdictions except Los Angeles, the top group of
1"2;?:252115 4. 82 240 4,77 2.80 . SO | officers did average more witnesses than the bottom group, this
Convictions 1.21 0.90 2.89 1.12 . ¢
Conviction rate 0.36 0.4 0.75 0.u4 fi i i ifi . .
Inherent conyietability o 38 0" s N 0 de , i inding was 51gn1flcant‘ above the .08 level (alpha above .05
: ' Lay witnesses 1.23 1.15 1.62 1.20 1 . . R .
: Number of officers 34.00 419,00 53.00 509.00 ‘ i are considered unacceptable in this part of the analysis).
Los Angeles . " " . . s s
Arrests 2.97 2.04 3.28 2.u17 Only in Salt Lake was the "effect" linear (significant at the
Convictions 1.31 1.31 2.67 1.55 !
Conviction rate © 0.34 0.65 0.88 0.£3 , .03 level), that is H M L (where H, M, and L are the three
inherent convictability 0.44 0.39 0.22 O.g?- g
ay Witnesses 0.64 0.56 0.62 3.6 § . . . . . .
Number of officers 368.00  1405.00 371.00  214%.¢% respective officer groupings--high, medium and low) with
! Manhattan ] FRE ‘m} respect to witnesses. In Cobb County, the effect was also
i ‘ Arrests 13.59 7.38 11.31 7.8 - "
: i Convicti .72 .0 8.3% . 35 . C g v
Cf} Conviotion rate ne12 3 7 0,73 333 linear, but was not significant at the .05 level. 1In
inherent convictability 0.64 0.63 0.59 D.£2 '
ay witnesses 0.50 0.49 0.59 0.53 - c - : 3 C.
Nambar oes s cers 206.00 345400 163,00 383505 ; Indianapolis, Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, a H L M
New Orleams CTTTTTTTTTTTTTTmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmTT pattern was discovered, where the top and bottom have the
Arre;ts. 15.03 4,85 1b.§3 5.62
E‘éﬂi’i‘éii‘;’,‘,srate 812?, ‘3328 18:%; 33? correct relationship but the middle group does not fit in
Inherent convictability 0.43 0.42 0.4 0,42 .
Lay witnesses 0.79 0.98 0.89 0.9 linearly. Here, the relationship was significant beyond the
Number of officers 30.00 1101.00 35.00 122¢6.00
Salt Lake o TTTTTTTTTTTTTTmmTTmmmmmoTmosmmmmomoommommmemet S .005 level. In New Orleans, again the highs were above the
Arrests 16.54 3.64 11.37 4,93 i
Convictions 1.27 1.56 5.89 1.95 1o i i i - .
Comviotions e Tt "2 "o 23 ) . ; w, but the middle group was higher than either--but we hasten
Inherent convictability U5 43 . 39 U3 . . . g
Lay Witnesses 1.23 1.59 1.85 1.59 to add that this relation was nowhere near significant. 1In Los
Number of officers 26 423 38 &7
;;;;;;;2;;:‘5‘:5: """""""""""""""""""""" s Angeles, the LCR group was slightly (but insignificantly)
Arrests 9.3& 5.56 2.28 6.07 -
‘ Convictions 1,85 2.11 .69 2.25 i u while both the low and high groups
Conviction rate 0.17 0.36 0.61 9,37 . higher than the HCR group, gh group
Inherent ictabilit 0.4 “0. 0.40 0.3 . s s . .
Lgyef,‘;';,,egg”;:“’ aniity 145 13; 1.49 ,g'{, L were significantly higher than the middle group.
Number of officers 117.00 1530.00 141,00 177800 :
------------------------------------------------- In view of this, it appears that obtaining lay witnesses,
{ while related to conviction rate in general, is not a dimension
IIT-34 CITII-35
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that is measuring the same thing as our grouping trichotomy--
@F only convictions and conviction rate parallel the grouping
7
dimension. This obtains despite the fact that witnesses and

convictions and conviction rate are correlated, before being

associated with particular officers. This lends support to our

earlier suggestion that there may be more than one underlying

dimension that explains arrest convictability performance.

D. ADDITIONAL MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

As indicated previously, the technique used for trichot-
omizing the sample was not necessarily the best structural
specification of the relationship between conviction rate and
independent factors. Using factors identified in the zero-
order correlation tests, we sought to explain as much of the
variation in conviction rate as possible using availabie data.
In several jurisdictions, it was possible to use additional
factors available from personnel records. We will begin by
describing the specifications that could be tested for all
seven jurisdictions.

For purposes of multivariate analysis, we considered two
basic concepts--a conviction rate, and the number of
convictions with the number of arrests as a contrgl. A further
variation of these two was produced by weighting either with
the maximum possible sentence associated with a given arrest or

conviction offense. This provided us with four different

dependent variables to consider:

RATE = simple unweighted conviction rate,

RATSEN = weighted conviction rate,
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CON = number ©o£ conVictions, and

CONSEN = weighted number of convictions.

’

The basic data available for all seven jurisdictions was
quite limited. Consequently, the purpose here is not to
explore numerous recombinations of the variables, but to
provide a multivariate test of the independent variables
identified above to explain jurisdictional exceptions, and to
discuss additional factors that might have improved our ability
to explain the dynamics of arrest convictability. Highlights
of this analysis are discussed below.

Using the unweighted convicﬁion rate (RATE) as the

dependent measure, we tested:
RATE = B(l) + B(2)EASE + B(3)WIT.

This specification was significant above the .00l level in
each of the seven jurisdictions. Both of the independent
variables were significant above the .01 level for all
jurisdictions except for WIT (average number of lay witnesses
per arrest) for both Manhattan and Los Angeles, and except for
EASE for Cobb County. All significant coefficients had the
expected sign--positive--indicating that higher values for both
EASE and WIT increase the conviction rate. The multiple
R-square (which tells the proportion of variance in the
dependent variable explained by variation in the independent
variables) varied from .05 in Loé Angeles to .46 in
Indianapolis. The inherent convictability of the mix of

arrests, combined with the number of lay witnesses, appears to
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be able to explain a moderate amount of variation in conviction
rate in most instances. For Manhattan, as indicated earlier,
the lack of significance of WIT can be attributed.to the
dichotomous nature of the variable. 1In 70s Angeles,
controlling for other factors, it appears that (keeping in mind
that declined prosecutions are excluded from our Los Angeles
data) the number of lay witnesses does not contribute to an
officer's conviction rate. As shown in an earlier chapter, the
number of lay witnesses generally is more important in
agetermining acceptance for prosecution than in determining the
probability of conviction given acceptance. Given that the Los
Angeles data exclude cases rejected at screening, we would
expect the effect of witnesses to be small, if significant at
all., Similar data limitations would explain‘tbe lack of
significance of EASE for Cobb County, where numerous cases that
were pled but not indicted were excluded from the data base.
The same two variables were tested using the weighted
conviction rate (RATSEN) as a dependent variable. The eguation

estimated here is:

RATSEN = B(l) + B(2)EASE + B(3)WIT.

Again, as for RATE, equations for all jurisdictions were
significant above the .00l level, and all coefficients were
significant, with the exception of WIT in Manhattan and Los
Angeles, and EASE in Cobb County.

The rationale for including EASE and WIT for explaining the
conviction rate is relatively straightforward--the more |

witnesses one obtains, and the "easier" the mix of arrests, the
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higher one's conviction rate. On the other hand, one
hypothesis called for including the number of arrests as an
independent factor--that more arrest activity wou}d lead to
highér levels of "success" (or, alternatively, that more arrest
activity dilutes the effectiveness an officer can have, which
results in a lower conviction rate). Contrary to either of
these alternative hypotheses, in this model there was no
significant relationship between conviction rate and the number
of arrests.

The third dependent measure identified was the number of
convictions (CON), and the fourth was that used for the'sample
selection, the weighted number of convictions (CONSEN). On
average, the expected value of CON is determined by the

interaction of EASE and ARR. That is,

E(CON) = (EASE) (ARR), unweighted and

E (CONSEN) = (EASE) (ARRSEN), weighted.

If a given officer experiences the expected incidence of
conviction for his particular arrest mix, then his number of
convictions will be the inherent convictability of his mix
multiplied by the number of arrests. For the sample selection

model, the specification was
CONSEN = B(l)ARRSEN + B(2) (ARRSEN) (EASE), where

the value of CONSEN was set by some fraction of the weighted
arrests plus the product of weighted arrests (ARRSEN) and the
expected rate of conviction (EASE). Empirically, both terms

were usually significant; bhowever, in order to control the
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characteristics of the equation, it was necessary to constrain
the model in two ways that limited the range of its theoretical
utiiity. First, we suppressed the constant in order to force
only positive values of CONSEN for real values of ARRSEN.
Second, we eliminated EASE, except in combination with ARRSEN,
so as to force the right side of the eguation to always egual
zero for cases in which ARRSEN=0.

Consequently, for our sample selection, we allowed the
expected value of CONSEN to be the theoretical expectation plus
any additional effect from maximum possible sentence
variation. A more complete test of the relationship, analogous
to an analysis of variance with main terms and one interaction

term, was performed using multiple regression:

CONSEN = B(l) + B(2)ARRSEN + B(3)EASE + B(4) (ARRSEN) (EASE) ,
and

CON = B(l) + B(2)ARR + B(3)EASE + B(4) (ARR) (EASE).

These two forms were tested for each jurisdiction.‘ The

~ interaction term was significant each time, as was expected,
since E(CON)=EASE x ARR. However, it was not always true that
additional variation in convictions could be attributed to the
level of arrests or to the level of inherent convictability
(also the expected conviction rate). 1In two jurisdictions, ARR
and ARRSEN were not significant, and in three jurisdictions
(four for CONSEN) EASE was not significant. This was most
likely due to multicollinearity between each of the pairs of
independent factors (except, usually, ARR and EASE). Even so,

we took the process one step further, using the residuals from
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CON=F((EASE)(ARR)) (weighted and unweighted) regressed on
arrests and EASE. Here, there was some additional effect from
EASE, but not from arrests. .

In the final iteration, having discovered a low probability
of an independent effect from arrests, we estimated the forms
as:

CON = B(l) + B(2)EASE + B (3) (ARR) (EASE) + B(4)WIT, and

CONSEN = B(l) + B(2)EASE + B(3) (ARRSEN) (EASE) + B(4)WIT.

Again, all of the equations were significant above the .00l
level, as was the interaction term. However, WIT was
significant (above the .05 level) in only four jurisdictions,
and EASE was significant in only five jurisdictions (both for
CON and CONSEN). Apparently, once the expected number of
convictions is calculated, there is little additional effect
from other factors, although in some jurisdictions there
clearly are additional effects.

Interestingly, the sign of EASE was negative for all of the

sites, except Washington, D.C. This means that once most of

the variation in conviction rates has been explained usinthhe

expected rate (EASE) multiplied by the number of arrests {ARR
or ARRSEN), higher values for EASE lead to lower values of CON
and CONSEN. That is, departure from the expected number (or
weighted number) of convictions is negatively related to the
inherent convictability of an officer's mix of arrests. The
easier that mix, the more likely an officer is to fall below
his theoreticalkexpectation. The more difficult the mix, the

more likely an officer is to exceed his theoretical
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expectation. We could posit two possibie explanations for
this. One is that more experienced officers may handle the
more difficult cases. Here, the department's tragk record
would indicate lower expected performance. The fact that, at
the margiﬁ, a case is more difficult to convict, promotes the
probability that it will be handled by someone more likely to
receive a conviction. Thus, while the linear effect of EASE is
clearly positive, the marginal effect is negative. Alterna-
tively, the additional EASE component may simply be the product
of indexing. That is, for any given value of EASE that is
higher than the population mean, the probability is relatively
higher that any given individual will be below it. For values
of EASE lower than the population mean, the probability‘is
relatively greater that the individual will be above it. Put
another way, the lower the expectation, the easier it is to
exceed it, and the higher the expectation, the more likely it
is that an individual will fall short.

The effect of WIT was relatively straightforward. For
those cases in which it was significant, the presence of
additional lay witnesses serves to enhance the convictability
of an arrest. Usually, increasing the average number of lay
witnesses per case by one would lead to an increase in
convictions of about .3 to .4 (thereby necessitating an
increase in witnesses by 2.5 or 3 to yield a one-unit increase
Putting this into perspective, in Indian-

in convictions).

apolis, which has the largest witness effect, holding EASE and

expected convictions constant, adding an average of one witness
€ ant, ;

per arrest would increase an average conviction rate from 42 to
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48 percent (about 14 percent of the total). Considering that

the average number of witnesses obtained in Indianapolis is
less than one per arrest, this small increase in gonviction
rate would require that officers double their witness efforts

(provided that witness cooperation is related to officer

performance). From the standpoint of sentencing, each

additional witness per case would yield an additional 20 months
maximum sentence. We hasten to add that this is the maximum
one would expect from these jurisdictions, in that Indianapolis

has the largest witness coefficient.

* * *®

Reviewing briefly, we have identified a number of factors
that are associated with and tend to help explain variation

among officers in their ability to get convictions. The most

important factors tend to be the inherent convictability of
their mix of arrests, how many lay witnesses are associated
with each arrest, and the officer's sex, rank and experience.
Even so, there appears to be a certain amount of variation that
is not explained.

Most -of the factors so far identified are not easily

addressed through police department policy. A department could

emphasize obtaining and working with witnesses as a means of

increasing the productivity of arrests. However, holding the

mix of arrests and total potential conviction product (EASE and

ARRSEN) constant, the remaining variation does not appear to be

explained entirely by witnesses. As well, additional gains

that might result from increasing the number of lay witnesses

per arrest seem to be small.
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Rather, it appears that something associated with
particular types of experience is more likely to account for
ﬁhis additional variation. Perhaps there are differences in
the way police officers think, approach problems, or carry out
their arrest and follow-through activities that tend to account
for differing case outcomes. As expected, a certain amount of
those differences are understandable by examining other case
and officer variables available through PROMIS and personnel
records. Incongruities in these findings, however, call for
additional analyses of officer attitudes and practices.

These

are examined in the sections that follow.
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IV. SURVEY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes key elements of the survey design
and methodology: the goals of the surveys, questionnaire de-
vglopment, questionnaire content, interviewer recruitment and
training, respondent selection and recruitment, interviewing,

protocol, and data preparation and coding procedures. Chapter

III describes the statistical process by which officers to be

surveyed were selected.

A. GOALS OF THE SURVEYS

The surveys of police officers had two principal goals:

(1) To determine the attitudinal and perceptual variables

that discriminate LCR officers from HCR officers. Seven sets

of variables that were potential discriminators of the two
types of officers were identified: (a) background and demo-
graphic characteristics, including career patterns and exper-
ience; (b) general attitudes toward job and career, including
level of satisfaction and perceived imprdvement or deteriora-
tion in job satisfaction; (c) perceptions of the organizational
context within which the officer operates and processes his or

her arrests, e.g., support from the department, the prosecu-

" tor's office, the courts, and the community, and the reward

system generated by each of these components; (d) the expan-
siveness or narrowness of the officef's role concept, most no-
tably, whether the officer believes that making arrests that
result in conviction is important; (e) attitudes toward ar-
rests; (f) perceptions of the value of physical and testimonial

evidence; and (g) level of knowledge about routine procedures.
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(2) To identify and explicate the special techniques

employed by HCR officers when they make arrests and perform

activities ancillary to making arrests. From a wide-ranging

review of investigative activities, five emerged as interview
tepics: (a) collecting physical evidence; (b) locating
witnesses and maintaining witness cooperation; (c) interro-
gating/interviewing suspects; (d) working with the prosecutor;
and (e) working with informants.

The goals of the surveys were deliberately broad-ranging.
Since the phenomenon under study is relatively unexplored, its
investigation required an approach with considerable breadth
rather than one that sharply focused on a few issuazs. The
purpose of this general line of inquiry was to prbduce informa-
.tion for training programs regarding procedures that might

enhance the quality of arrests.

B. QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

Two questionnaires were developed. The first (Part A)
addressed the attitudinal and perceptual issues included under
the first goal discussed above. It was highly structured,
designed for self-administration, and in almost all instances,
required that respondents give short, readily codable replies.
The second questionnaire (Part B) probed the techniques
employed by the officers in arrest and related activities.
This instrument consisted mostly of open-ended questions and
was designed to be administered by an interviewer eliciting
in-depth descriptions of the activities that otfficers engage in
before, during, and after making arrests. (Copies of the ques-

tionnaires are included as Appendixes A and B, respectively.)

IV-2
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Developmeht of the two questionnaires was based on both a
literature review and in-depth exploratory interviews with a
small, carefully drawn sample of police officers from Washing—
ton} D.C. Although there is a substantial literature dealing
with the attitudes of police officers, there is, nevertheless,
a dearﬁh 0f empirical studies of the relationship between
officers' attitudes and their performance or productivity.
Thus, the overall conceptual framework for the questionnaire on
attitudes and perceptions was derived primarily from the
social-psychological literature on work, job satisfaction, and
job performance.*

Exploratory in-depth interviews with 10 police officers
(both detectives and patrolmen) from the Washington, b.cC.,
Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) aided the development of
both questionnaires. These interviews, which lasted almost two
hours each and were tape recorded, were relatively unstructured
and sought to determine the officers' attitudes about such
general issues as their job, their fellow officers, and their
supervisors, as well as the specific procedures and techniques

they employed during various arrest and arrest-related

activities.**

* A comprehensive review of this literature appears in Katzell,
et al. (1975).

** Tn addition, a battery of items was developed that tapped
basic knowledge of routine procedures by adapting questions
from "Training Keys" provided by the International Association
of Chiefs of Police (IACP). A set of items on the relative
value of particular pieces of testimonial and physical evidence

was created by consulting prosecutors and then pretested on a
small sample of prosecutors.

IV-3

it

s e

g —

i s
B N e I N ST




e gt e oy i gty i g

vVarious drafts of the questionnaires were reviewed by
project consultants. The final draft of each was pretested on
12 officers drawn from the Metropolitan Police Deparfment and a
neighboring suburban police force (Arlington County, Virginia).
The objective of the pretest was to assess the comprehensi-
bility of the wording of the questions, the organization of the
questionnaires, the adequacy of the format, and whether the
perceived content of each item was the content intended. Each
pretest was conducted in two sessions, which reflected the
manner in which the actual field work would be conducted. Re-
spondents were asked to complete the first questionnaiée and to
note any difficulties they encountered. The supervisor of the
pretest then reviewed the guestionnaire with the respondent,
probing for problems in the four areas noted above. MNext, re-
spondents were interviewed using the second, largely open-ended
instrument. Interviewers noted any problems encountered either
by the respondent or themselves in the course of the interview.
The second session concluded with respondent commentary on the
questionnaire, after which the interviewer and the pretest
supervisor reviewed and evaluated the instrument. Pretests
were conducted in two stages. After eight pretests,
appropriate revisions were incorporated into the guestion-
naire. A subsequent pretest assessed the quality of those
reyisions.

The self-administered questionnaire contained questions
about a wide range of factors that might influence an officer's
conviction rate. Figure IV.l presents an overview of the vari-

ables inquired about, grouped into three categories: those
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concerning the officer, the arrest, and the arrest/case

outcome. Each is discussed below.

Regarding officer characteristics, we obtained information
about various aspects of each officer's background: age,
sex, race, education, and training. We also measured

officers' attitudes toward their job and their department
. and their overall satisfaction with their own performance.

Officers were asked to specify their own and their super-

visors' criteria for evaluating police performance.

Finally, we asked questions to ascertain the officer's
knowledge of the law and of police procedures.

Arrest characteristics were measured in terms of‘the nature
of the arrests officers make and whether the officers

routinely collect evidence or locate witnesses. We also
asked the officers to define the characteristics of a "good
arrest" and a "poor arrest," to indicate how often they
make good arrests, and to describe the positive and

negative consequences of making good arrests and poor
arrests.

The arrest or case outcome, i.e., whether an officer's
arrests usually end in a conviction and sentence or reach
some other disposition, may have important consequences for
the officer's motivation and morale. Consequently, we
asked officers a number of questions about the means they
have for learning the outcomes of their arrests.

As noted above, the open-ended questionnaire was developed
through intensive interviews with police and prosecutors to
establish what they viewed as important in doing their jobs and
what factors were crucial to bringing good cases to the prose-
cutor. Analysis of those interviews revealed the five basic
areas of police work noted in Section A above. Thus, the in-
strument was designed to elicit responses to questions bearing

on those five areas.

In each instance, officers were asked to recall whether
they had ever engaged in certain activities relating to those
areas, the exact nature of the circumstances, and how they had

proceeded. The purpose of the questions was to determine what

‘kinds of circumstances the officers perceived as difficult)‘

IvV-6

what they did to deal with those difficulties, and what their

specific goals and procedures are in doing their jobs.

Further, officers were asked to distinguish between what they

usually do and what they do in "special® circumstances. A

ftnal set of questions asked each officer to relate, in each

area of work, what it was, if anything, that he or she did

differently from other officers.

C.‘ INTERVIEWER RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING

The quality of interviewers is always an important factor

1n the success of a survey, and particularly so in this study.

The activities that the officers were asked to describe in the

face-to-face interviews encompassed behaviors that were apt to

be "second nature" to them and thus difficult to discuss beyond

citation of surface details. Therefore, it was important that

interviewers pProbe respondents, yet do so in a way that d4id not

lead them or make them feel they were being pressed. 1In

addition, we .anticipated that interviewer-respondent rapport

might be particularly difficult to establish. Some officers

might be reluctant to disclose elements of their behavior for

fear they may be giving away secrets or revealing procedures

that the interviewer might not fully understand or approve of.

For these and related reasons, we assembled a team of eight

interviewers who had prior police experience at the local,

state, or federal level and prior interview experience. Inter-

viewers attended a two-day training session just prior to the

start of field work, during which each interviewer did a "dry

" . . ‘vc 0 v )
run” interview with a police officer, which was then critiqued

by the field supervisor.
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D.  RESPONDENT SELECTION

Using the statistical technique described in Chapter III,
we identified officers whose conviction rates were signifi-
cantly above and below expected levels, controlling‘for charge
seriousness, charge reduction, and the inherent convictability
of the arrest mix. The officers were then arranged in a
stratified listing.

For Washington, D.C., a sample of 200 respondents was gen-
erated. Selection of an initial group of 100 respondents was
based on a "blocking" technique, whereby officers with the most
similar adjusted conviction rates were paired; from each pair,
one was randomly selected for inclusion in the study. Each
officer who declined to participate was replaced with his or
her paired counterpart. The purpose of this procedure was to
eliminate the potential for bias due to a correlation between

nonresponse and performance. If both members of a pair

declined to participate, they were replaced with an "unused"

officer from a pair of officers whose adjusted conviction rates
were most similar to those of the pair that declined.

For Manhattan, it was more difficult to identify and locate
officers on the basis of data in PROMIS. Therefore, from the
stratified sample, we selected the 200 officers with the
highest adjusted conviction rates and the 200 with the lowest,
double the number selected in Washington. The lists were then
inEegrated into two new lists so that is was impossible for
those contacting the officers to distinguish between HCR and
LCR officers. The lists were arranged so that sequential

extraction beginning at the top would yield a representative
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selection of the HCR and LCR officers. The second list was to
be used only after the first was completel& exhausted.

Even though sampling was done in different ways, a subse-
quent comparison of the officers actually interviewed revealed
that comparable groups were obtained from Washington, D.C., and
Manhattan. There were, aside from refusals, no detectable
induced sampling biases.

The refusals did not change the sample in any significant
way. However, because so large a sampling frame was necessary
(20 percent in each tail of the distribution, both in Washing-
ton, D.C., and in Manhattan), we were concerned that some of
the officers in the sample might not be statistically different
from those in the middle, unsampled, group. Using the more
rigorous specification described in Chapter III, the respon-
dents were then restratified into three, rather than two,
groups for analysis. This insured that the HCR and LCR groups
were not only different from each other, but from the middle
group as well. 1In the analysis, we make reference to the
middle group (MCR) only when necessary to expand or explicate
findings. In general, however, in the self-administered ques-
tionnaire portion, for example, significant differences between
the HCR and LCR groups were so few that reference to the middle

group (i.e., for testing linearity) was not appropriate.

E." RESPONDENT RECRUITMENT

The procedure for recruitihg selected respondents varied
owing to differences in the nature of participation from the

two police departments.
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In Washington, D.C., we were not permitted to conduct
interviews during on-duty time. 1Interviews were arranged for
off-duty time and the officers were compensated accordingly.
Through a grant from the Washington, D.C., Office of Criminal
Justice Plans and Analysis, we were able to compensate each
officer at the rate of $35 per interview. To a certain extent,
we attribute the high response rate in Washington to the fact
that payment was involved.

When arrangements for the payment were completed, a bulle-
tin was circulated to the entire force, with the cooperation of
the Chief of Police, announcing the survey and encouraging
cooperation among all officers who were asked to participate.
Letters were then sent to the 100 officers (at their police
department unit addresses), asking them to contact INSLAW to
make an appointment to be interviewed. Anyone who did not call

for an appointment within four days of receipt of the letter

‘was re-contacted by mail. Further failure to contact INSLAW

within two days prompted a phone call to the officer to urge
his or her participation. It was only after direct refusal
over the telephone that a respondent was categorized as a
"refuser" and replaced. Replacement officers were recruited by
telephoning them at their precincts.

Through persistent contéct and reécheduling, we were able
to obtain 99 interviews in Washington, D.C.” Of the 99 offi-

cers, four were removed from the sample.* Interviewing of MPD

*For reasons inherent in the data base {(the apparent re-assign-
ment of badge numbers or misidentification in PROMIS), we de-
termined that four officers had been selected mistakenly. In
the case of several, the interviews were curtailed shortly
after their initiation when the error was realized. Subsequent
efforts to replace them with alternates were unsuccessful.

Iv-10
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officers was conducted from September 28, 1979, to October 19,
1979, in the Washington, D.C., offices of INSLAW.

For the Manhattan sample, with the cooperation of the New
York City Police Department (NYCPD), INSLAW staff verified the
identities of officers (beginning with the highest HCR and the
lowest LCR officer). The department then ordered the officers
to report to the auditorium at Police Headquarters at an
appointed time. Upon arrival, the officers were given the
option of participating or not. Due to time contraints (one
week on-site and not three as in Washington), refusals and no-
shows, 83 written questionnaires were completed and 73 personal
interviews were conducted.

An effort was made to reach 100 interviewees with the self-
administered questionnaire. Approximately 30 questionnaires
were mailed to the NYCPD coordinator who distributed them, a
letter of request from INSLAW, and an addressed, postage paid
envelope. By this technique an additional 13 gquestionnaires
were returned (of the 13 only 10 were included in the anal-
ysis); 93 self-administered questionnaires were eventually

subjected to analysis.

F, INTERVIEWING PROTOCOL
The essential features of the interviewing protocol were
identical for both Washington, D.C., and Manhattan. Respon-

dents arrived at the interview site and were greeted by a staff

member who described the exercise they were about to partici-

pate in, emphasized the need for them to be totally candid in‘

their responses, and stressed the confidentiality of their

‘replies. 1If, at this point, the officer agreed to participate,
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he or she was asked tc sign a master ledger and was thenves—
corted to a desk to complete the self—adminiéteredbquestion-
naire. Once done with this task, the officer was then réndomly
assigned to an availabie interviewer who administered the
sécond guestionnaire. Upon completicn of the interview,kthe
respondent was asked not to divulge the content of the
questionnaire to fellow officers, as some of them might be
among the study's respondents. At no time were respondents
apprised of the specific research objectives of the project,
élthough they were told that we were hhoping to learn about
officers' attitudes toward police work and methods they em-
ployed in performing their jobs. Neither the interviewer nor
;he respondent was told whether the respondent was a high or
low conviction rate officer.

The average duration of the self-administered questionnaire
was 60 minutes. On average, the personal interviews lasted 1
to 2 hours; some were as short as 30 minutes and some lasted
longer than 3 hours. One of the drawbacks of the interview
guide was that, through our desire to probe the officers’
responses, many of the questions touched on the same subject.
A number of officers voiced discontent at this aspect, and some

clearly were anxious to terminate the interview as quickly as

possible. 1In general, however, cooperation was quite good.

G.. DATA PREPARATION AND CODING
Data entry for most of the written questionnaire was rela-
tively straightforward in'that the responses were a number

from, say, one to five or a yes or no. The few open-ended
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questions were coded independently by coders who did not know
the officers' HCR/LCR status.

The interview guide, however, presented a number of chal-
lenying problems. The responses to the interview questions
wére qguite varied. Thisg hecessitated use of an elaborate
ceding technique to reduce the responses to an analyzable di-
mensionf First, we examined a large number of questionnaires
and compiled lists of the responses that were being provided.
Next, we collapsed similar responses into categories and asso-
ciated codes with each category. Following the code building,
we trained two coders to go through each of the interviews and
translate the varied responses into analyzable codes. For
approximately 50 of the interviews, both coders coded the same
questionnaires. At the conclusion of a coding session, they
compared results and resolved as many discrepancies as possi-
ble. Following that, they met with the project analyst who
reviewed all of the discrepancies (including those already re-
solved) and made a ruling or interpretation for each one. The
aim of this process was to ensure consistency and correctness
in the coding. After the first 50 interviews were coded, the
number of differences had been reduced to well below 5 percent.
Following that, the coders worked separately. Periodic spot
checks and open consultation with the analyst ensured that the
coding results were consistent andch;rect.

Coded data were then entered intéfthe computer. A computer

program was used to ensure that the data entered were logically

consistent. When typographical errors were detected, data were

corrected manually by going back to the édding instruments; if
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a coding error was detected, the data were corrected by refer- V. WRITTEN QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS: WASHINGTON, D.C.
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(:? ring back to the questionnaire. This was followed by a 10 per- This chapter presents the findings from the written

cent check of the finished data base against the coding instru- guestionneires compieted by 34 HCR officers and 35 LCR officers

ment, which revealed virtually no remaining entry errors. from the District of Columbia's Metropolitan Police Depart-

-

N * . ment.* When we found differences between the responses of the

two groups of officers, we used appropriate tests of statis-
In the chapters that follow, we describe the analyses per- g P ! pprop

) : ) tical significance to determine whether the differences ob-
formed on the information obtained through these surveys. 1In

\ o @ ‘ . served were large enough for us to infer that HCR and LCR
Chapters V and VI, we detail the results of the self- o K

. . . ) officers in general (not just those whom we had sampled) differ
administered questionnaires from Washington, D.C., and Manhat-

with regard to that characteristic. The reader should note,
tan. In Chapter VII, we examine the information obtained in

; however, that the number of officers included in these analyses
the interviews. Study conclusions are presented in Chapter

is small and that only large differences observed between the
VIII. .

two groups approach a conventional level of statistical sig-

(ﬁ ' nificance. Because of the exploratory nature of this research

Mok

and the reduced power of the statistical tests, we set our
significance criterion at p<.10 and will discuss trends that

are of interest even if they fail to meet this criterion.

A. OFFICERS' BACKGROUNDS

Table V.l presents demographic characteristics of the HCR
and LCR officers. There were few differences between the two
groups, and none was statistically significant. Most of the
officers were white males between the ages ©of 26 and 44; the

HCR officers were slightly older than the LCR officers.

TSI,
27
RS

Approximately two-thirds of them were married, and a majority

[

bad received at le&st some college education. A higher

8

i D

;,;f“‘ ‘ * The‘remaining 26 officers were in the middle conviction rate
e éz} (MCR) group and are not discussed in this analysis.
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Table V.1 |
; o l
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS, | proportion of HCR officers (27 percent) had completed college
(iz D.C. Metropolitan Police Department . ‘
L than LCR officers (12 percent).
: The majority of both HCR and LCR officers phad been members
. of the Metropolitan Police Department for at least six years.
Officer Characteristic HCR Officers LCR Officers -
(N = 34) (N = 35) S ' As seen in Table V.2, less than 15 percent of the officers had
served in the department for five or fewer years. In addition,
Sex: o
Male 97%* 91%* - : almost all of the officers had policed only in the D.C.
Female 3 9 . .
' department. One HCR and one LCR cfficer indicated that they
Age: : ,
18-25 9% 9% PR -+ had previously been police officers in another police
26-30 32 43 a A P
31-34 24 . 17 . 1 i department.
35-44 35 31 : ‘ S
: L The majority of both HCR and LCR officers currently held
Race: -
Black T 27% 29% . B the rank of patrolman, and two-thirds of them indicated that
White 73 71 ‘ '
their current assignments allowed them substantial opportunity
Education: -
. - Less than high school 3% 0% (j} for making arrests. Thus, these officers presumably had
ny? ‘ High school graduate 29 37 Dot o . )
- Some college 41 51 1 } substantial experience to draw on in completing the
College graduate 24 9 LTI ) _
Graduate degree 3 3 U guestionnaire.
Marital status: . | B Officers in the HCR group were more likely to have earned a _
Single 6% 149 : L
Divorced/separated 29 : 11 e degree in a police-related field, and LCR officers were more
Married 65 75 : o
~ apt to be currently seeking a degree in a police-related field
*Rnténtsrounded. : S b or to have taken nondegree courses. For both groups, courses
tended to be in the social sciences or the bumanities. About
one-half of the HCR and LCR officers indicated that they bhad
L b taken classes at the police academy beyond those that were
reguired.
Despitewtbe fact that the two groups of officers were , % =
chosen because of their differing conviction rates, officers of %~
(i?l both groups indicated that they had received commendations or i%’
awards within the last two years. Moreover, the types of 0
V-2
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Table V.2

EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS,

D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

Officer Characteristic HCR Officers LCR Officers
(N = 34) (N = 339)
Years in the D.C. Police
Department ‘
3-5 13%* 12%*
6-10 56 71
11-15 31 18
Current rank
Patrolman 53% 60%
Detective 38 23
Unknown 9 17
Received an award or com- .
mendation in last two years 79% 74%
Degree in field relevant to
police work 24% 14%
Is seeking degree in field
relevant to police work 6% 20%
Has taken nondegree courses/
classes relevant to
police work 15%** 43%%*
*Percents rounded
**p<.,05
v-4
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awards given to HCR and LCR officers were the same; most were
for outstanding police work--closing cases and making
arrests-~rather than for rescuing persons or other types of
community service.

perceived by their department to be functioning as well as HCR

This could mean that LCR officers were

officers or that criteria other than conviction rate are used
to select recipients of these awards. We know, for example,
that some awards are given to entire units for their
performance. Onvthe other hand, these findings may also
indicate a lack of additional recognition for officers who
attain bigher convictiun rates. This issue will be addressed

later when we look at officers' perceptions of the conseguences

for officers who make good or poor arrests.

B. OFFICERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD SELVES AND JOB

l. Satisfaction with Job

We had hypothesized that HCR officers might be more
satisfied with their jobs as police officers than LCR officers.
We found, however, that both HCR and LCR officers tended to be
satisfied with their jobs. As shown in Table V.3, approxi-
mately three-guarters of both groups reported that they were
mostly satisfied with their jobs. Both groups were also likely
to report satisfaction with their current assignment. Dis-
satisfaction with current assignment was a little more likely
aﬁong LCR officers, but the actual number of officers was guite
small. |

We also asked the officers whether their job satisfaction

had increased, decreased, or remained about the same over the

V-5
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Table V.3 last few years. Eighty-two percent of the HCR officers and 69

JOB SATISFACTION OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS, 3 ¥ percent of the LCR officers reported that their job satis-
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department o . S

faction had changed; in each group about half said it had

increased and the rest reported a decrease.

HCR Officers LCR Officers A final guestion in this series asked officers to estimate

el

how satisfied they would be if they were working in a nonpolice
Satisfaction with job as

Police officer: % (34 % (35) ‘ job. Approximately one-half of each group said they would be
a . ( )
Very/mostly satisfied 74 77 ' less satisfied, and approximately 40 percent of each group said
A 1;:?31222322131:“‘1 18 17 o they did not know how satisfied they would be.
A l;g?gargggiicei;ssaﬁsﬁed 6 -- » L We conclude; therefore, that most MPD officers studied were
Very/mostly dissatisfied 3 - relatively satisfied with their jobs. No significant
101%* 100%
differences were found between HCR and LCR officers with regard
Satisfaction with current ) . .
assignment: % (33 ‘ 9 (33 to job satisfaction.
ery/mostly satisfied 91 73 i ; - o |
Xe?i/‘/ct]e mére satisfied 6 (u) 2. Ratings of Job Quality
. o - 3
A ﬁig]gﬁgi:]zg:gtisﬁed ‘ - Next, we asked the officers to rate the gquality of differ-
[% A .
. 3 6 R
Vet;%ozi%}sgjii:atisﬁed 3 15 ent aspects of their jobs on a five-point scale (from poor to
100% 100%

excellent). Table V.4 presents the mean ratings of HCR and LCR

- . officers. We found considerable similarity in the ratings of
*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
the two groups. Moreover, the Spearman correlation of the rank
order of the ratings by the two groups of officers was +.95,
which indicates that items rated highly by HCR officers were
also rated‘highly by LCR officers.
Both groups of officers rated aspects of their own

performance, that of their supervisors, and that of evidence

technicians most highly. The courts, the prosecutors, and

police administrators were rated lowest. Both groups also




HCR AND LCR OFFICERS'

Table V.4

OF ASPECTS OF THEIR JOB,
D.C, Metropolitan Police Department

RATINGS OF THE QUALITY

ITEM RATED
(Presented In
Descending Order
0f HCR Officers'
Ratings)

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS.

(Scale:

1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Good;

4 = Very Good, 5 = Excellent)#

HCR Officers
(N = 34)**

LCR OFfiters
(N = 35)%+

44

The quality of the work
done by evidence tech-
nicians and the crime
Tab

The quality of the arrests
made by the police in this
department

Your immediate supervisor

The quality of the job that
uniformed officers in this
department are doing

The number of evidence
technicians in this
department

The quality of the formal
police training you re-
ceived

The degree to which your
job uses your skills and
talents

The quality of the job
that detectives in the
department are doing

The ability of the police
to control crime

The prosecutor’s office's
general ability to get
convictions

The quality of police
equipment (cars, radios,
etc.) -

The quality of the feed-
back you receive from your
supervisor on how good a
Jjob you are doing

The quality of the job
that prosecutors in this
city are doing

The quality of the job that
higher criminal courts in
this city are doing

Your salary

The quality of the
administration of this
department

Community support for
the police

The quality of the job
that lower criminal courts
in this city are doing

3.66

3.29
3.24

3.04

2.68

2.44

3.41

2.97
2.91

3.03

3.04

2.9

2.94

2.49

1.97

2.03

1.88

> .10

> .10

.10

>.10

>:10

*By T-test

**N's vary slightly from item to item because of missing responses,

#Spearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of HCR and LCR
officers' ratings of the items = +.95.

i g,
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rated support of the community for the police to be, on the

average, poor.

3. Definition of a Successful Officer

We asked each officer to describe the qualities of an

extremely successful police officer. Table V.5 Presents the

responses, broken down into two categories: characteristics

related to performance, and those related to the officer's

personality.

Knowledge of the job was the performance characteristic

most frequently cited by HCR officers. A little less than

one-third of both groups listed this as a characteristic of an

extremely successful police officer. Sensitivity to the

community was the second most freguently given response of HCR

officers, but it was the most fregquent response made by LCR

officers. The latter were twice as likely to list this

characteristic as were HCR officers, and this difference was

Significant at the p«<.05 level. One important aspect of this

finding is its consistency; in several other aspects of the

written questionnaire, to be Presented, we found a heightened

sensitivity among LCR officers to community and citizen-related
issues.

About one-third of HCR and LCR officers stated that an
extremely successful officer has a good attitude or morale.
Officers in the HCR group were more likely than LCR officers to
describe successful officers as being dedicated and able to

work with others.

After the officers described the characteristics of an

extremely successful officer, they were asked to rate their

V-9
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Table V.5

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF AN
EXTREMELY SUCCESSFUL POLICE OFFICER,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

. Percent of Officers Who Said Thig*
Characteristics of an HCR Officers LCR Officers

Extremely Successful Officer® (N = 34) (N = 35)

Performance related:

j 9
Knows the job - 2? 2
’ *k
Sensitive to the community 24** 54
Has ability to haqd1e 18 20
difficulties/crises
> 9
Knows the law 18 |
Has ability to a@apt to 15 20
routine situations |
i 11
Has knowledge of the community 12

Personality related:

Has good general attitude

> 29
or morale . 35 .
* 9*
Dedicated 29
Team work/able to work with 12 .
fellow officers

%Includes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR

Of§;§$226ts total more than 100 because of multiple responses per
officer. :

**P<,05.

.*P<.10.
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Own success as an officer On a six-point scale (from extremely

successful to extremely unsuccessful) . Three-gquarters of the

HCR officers (76 bercent) stated that they considered them-

selves to be very or extre

>

one~half (54 percent) of the LCR officers, a difference that

mely successful, compared with about

was significant at the P .10 level. Officers in the LCR group

were about twice as likely as HCR officers to call themselves
"somewhat successful."

We noted above that HCR officers and'LCR officers were
about equally likely to say that they were very or mostly
satisfied with their jobs as police officers. oOur finding that
HCR officers perceived themselves to be more successful in
their jobs than dig LCR officers seemed to imply that job
satisfaction was unrelated to an officer's perception of hisg
Success, for if successful officers were more satisfied with
their jobs we would bave found greater satisfaction among HCR
officers. We tested this pPossibility by dividing each group of
officers according to whether they had stated that they were
very/extremely Successful or that they were less successful,
and then looked at the percentage of each subgroup who said
they were very or mostly satisfied with their jobs as police
officers. The results appear on the page. We found no
association between an officer's perception of his success and

bis satisfaction with bhis job. Officers who believed they were

very or extremely successful were as likely to be very or

mostly satisfied with their job as officers who believed they

were less successful. Apparently, an officer's job satisfaction

L —
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within the Metropolitan Police Department is not primarily Table V.6

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE
IMPORTANCE TO THEM OF IMPRESSING VARIOUS PERSONS,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

€f dependent on personal perceptions of success at the job. A

Ca

Percentage of Officers Who Reported They Were
Very/Mostly Satisfied with Their Jobs, by

Perceived Success and Status MEAN RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF

. (s ]IMPRESSING PERSONS AT LEFT
. . ; cale: 1-Not Important at All; 2-Slightly
Officers who reported they were: | o _ . Important; 3-Somewhat Important; 4-Very
Very/Extremely Less B Important; 5-Extremely Important
s sful St ful |
| uccesstu uccess'u ' HCR OFFICERS LCR OFFICERS
Officer Group (N) . (N) N TO IMPRESS: (N=34)** (N=35)** _ p*
HOR oFfleais (26) 73 (8) g . wﬁfommﬂ 9fﬁcers .
LCR officers (19) 79 (16) 75 | , you work with 4.29 4.20% >-10 ’
' S : Your supervisor(s) 4.15 4.00 >.10
C. JOB PRIORITIES AND EVALUATION CRITERIA Citizens [4.03%F 4,00 ] .10
: Prosecutors 4.00 3.74 >.10

1. 1Importance c¢f Impressing Various Persons

We asked the police officers to rate how important it was - : | v5$€ﬁcmves you work 3.82 3.91 . 10

oy i o
Q N to them that each of eight groups of persons have a favorable ”;fx | ‘v (;} Judges 3.65 3.91 10

Evidence technicians/
Crime Lab personnel 3.36 3.51 >.10

impression of them. The ratings were made on a five-point

scale (from "not important at all" to "extremely important").

Officers of higher rank
than your own {(who are

Table V.6 shows how the officers rated each of the eight groupsu' :
oo not your supervisors) 3.15 3.14 >.10

The first thing that should be noted is that all groups of

persons received a mean rating of 3.00 or higher, which

indicates that police officers tended to believe *that it was at *By T-Test.

least "somewhat important" that each of these groups have a **N's vary slightly from item to item because of missing responses.

) L . : ***In a separate task officers were asked to indicate which of the eight
of ion, - - : : ; A 9
favorable impression of them. In addition, we found con TR groups of persons were most important to impress. This was the group

siderable similarity in the way officers rated each of the chosen by the greatest percentage of officers.

groups. None of the differences between the mean ratings of “;m”

‘ -,,x.'..u. ¥ f’.""

HCR and LCR officers was statistically significant at p<.l10, ‘w, R

although one rating, the importancce of impressing citizens,

g prm——
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was close to~statistical significance at the .10 level.
(Normally, we would dismiss this finding because of the large
number of statistical tests performed. However, additional
information to be presented, plus the finding above that LCR
&fficers were more likely to say that sensitivity to the
community was an indication of officer success, leads us to
believe that there may be a systematic difference here between
HCR and LCR officers). |

Both HCR and LCR officers rated uniformed officers they
work with, their supervisor, and citizens to be persons whose
favorable impression was very important to them.

After each officer rated each of the eight groups of
persons, he or she was asked to select the one group of the
eight whose favorable impression was most important. The group
selected by the most LCR officers was citizens. Thirty-eight
percent of the 34 responding LCR officers chose this group.

The next most important group was their supervisors, chosen by
24 percent of the LCR officers. officers in the HCR group were
most likely to indicate that the uniformed officers they worked

with were the persons they most wanted to have a favorable

impression of them. This group was chosen by 44 percent of the

32 responding HCR officers, as. compared with 18 percent of the

34 responding LCR officers. Citizens were the second most

important group, selected by 19 percent of the HCR officers.
Thus, we find again the tendency for more LCR officers to

expréss sensitivity to the community than HCR officers.

o

2. Factors Important to Police Officers In Evaluating Their
Performance

We presented HCR and LCR officers with a list of 16 factors
that could be used to evaluate a police officer's job perform-
ance and asked them to rate the importance of each factor when
they evaluate their own performance. Ratings were again made
on a five-point scale (from "not at all important" to
"extremely important").

Table V.7 indicates there were few differences in the wéy
the two groups of officers rated the items. 1In only 2 of the
16 ivedms were the mean ratings of the HCR and LCR officers
sufficiently different so as to be statistically significant at
the pe.10 level. Officers in the LCR group rated the items
"avoiding antagonizing the public" and "being highly visible to
the public when you're on patrol” as more important than did
HCR officers.

We would normally dismiss the importance of these two
differences, because with the larger number of statistical
tests we conducted, we would expect to find one or two statis-
tically significant differences to occur just by chance.
However, because the probability levels for these differences
were both«.05, and because they both indicate that LCR officers
ascribe greater importance to issues related to the public thaﬁ
do HCR officers,; we suspect that the two types of officers may
iﬁ fact differ with régard to their sensitivity to the public.

The 16 factors in Table V.7 are presehted in descending

order of the mean ratings of the HCR officers. Thus, "making

T e AP
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Table V.7 | good arrests" was the bebavior given the highest overall rating
- HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE - . . , .
-~ : : of ort . i
{;/ ; TO THEM OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING importance by the HCR officers The mean rating for this

THEIR OWN PERFORMANCE : : : item (4.76) indicat th i " i
D.C. Metropolitan elice Department o ( ) indicates at HCR officers tended to rate "making

ATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS# good arrests" to be extremely important when they evaluate
MEAN R A

(SCALE: 1-Not At A1l Important, 2-

. §5ohtly Inportant, 3-Somewhat impor- : E their own performance. Officers in the LCR gruup also rated
tant, 4-Very Important, 5-Extremely ) ) . .
Important) ‘ K ; N this behavior highly, although it was the third highest item
- Imsortance To The HCR Officers LCR Officers ‘ R o .
) (‘"0f¥1‘cer 0f: (N=34)** {N=35)** prix ’ - ‘ for them.
Making good arrests 4.76 4,63 >.10

There was considerable similarity in the rank ordering of

“'Your ability to testif = L ' + i
i?{£r11y o testify 4.73 4.77 >.10 , ~ the mean ratings of the 16 items for the two groups of

How thoroughly and care- , JE officers.
fully you complete your

The five items that received the highest rankings
arrest and offense re-

ports 4.44 4.54 >.10 L from HCR officers were also among the top five for the LCR
:Sgge?;tg;];iytﬁg lggzzeof the ‘ officers, although the actual rankings did not always agree
crime - 4,41 4.66 >.10 - : o
‘ ‘ : : exactly. Similarly, the three behaviors that received .the
Obtaining the cooperation of 4.38 4.57 5 10 ' , R
the witnesses . . : (:% lowest ratings from HCR officers were also among the three
- ‘Maintaining the cooperation of ‘ . # .
C witnesses 4.32 8.34 >.1 lowest rated items for the LCR officers. This overall

Locating witnesses to crimes 4.29 4. 46 >.10

similarity in the relative importance of these items for the
Your ability to wprk well with

the prosecutor after an arrest

has been made 4.18 4,17 >.10 o ) two groups of officers is indicated by the Spearman rank order
Arriving quickly at the scene ' e correlation of +.94.
of a crime. " 4.06 4.37 >.10 ,

How well you get along with your

fellow officers - 3.88 3.91 >.10

The number of arrests you make

that result in conviction . 3.79 3.80 >.10

Avoiding antzgonizing the public }3.59 " . 4.09 , <. 05,

Being available for calls 3.9 3.60 710 | *These ratings could have been influenced by the officers'
~The number of your cases that ) : knowledge that the study concerned officers who make good

get cleared by arrest* 3.28 3.31 >.10 ne y arrests.

The number of felony arrests . .
that you make 3.12 3.00 >.10

Being highly visible to the public : ,
when you're on patroi [2.45 3.51 <01

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR N=18, for LCR N=13. ) )

**N's vary slightly for individual jtems because of missing information.

. ***By t-test. - ) .

E ) #Spearman vank order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings
: ' .. for HCR and LCR officers =+,94.
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We conclude that both groups of officers tend to ascribe
similar degrees of importance to these factors when they
evaluate their own job performance. However, we did again find

some evidence that LCR officers may be a little more sensitive

to the public than HCR officers.

3. Police Officers’ Perceptions of Factors Important to
Their Supervisors

We presented the HCR and LCR officers with the same list of
16 items that could be used to evaluate an officer's job
performance. This time, however, we asked them to rate how
important each factor was to their supervisors in rating an
officer's job performance. Ratings were made on the same
five-point scale. Table V.8 presents these findings.

The two groups of officers rated their supervisors
similarly. None of the differences in the mean ratings of
importance of the 16 items was statistically significant. 1In
addition, the‘rank order of the importance of the factors was
similar in the two groups (Spearman rank order correlation,
+.20). Thus, both groups of officers indicated that it was
very or extremely important to their supervisors that the
police officer avoid antagonizing the public. This item
received the highest mean réting of importance from both HCR
and LCR officers.

The two grodps of officers also agreed on the behavior that
tﬁey believed was least important (of the 16) to their
supervisors. They indicated that an officer's arrest
convictability success is onl&qslightly or somewhat important

to supervisors. This is somewhat surprising, in view of the
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Table V.8

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE
OF VARIOUS FACTORS TO THEIR SUPERVISOR IN EVALUATIING

OFFICERS' PERFORMANCE,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS#

(SCALE: 1-Not At A1l Important, 2-

Slightly Important, 3-Somewhat Impor-

tant, 4-Very Important, 5-Extremely

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR' N = 18; for LCR N = 14,

**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information.
wwiBy t-test. ;

#Spearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings
for HCR and LCR officers = +.90.

Important)
Importance To The HCR Officers LCR Officers
Supervisor Of: (N=34)** {N=35)** pr*+

Avoiding antagonizing

the public 4.42 4.24 >.10

Being &vailable for calls 4.18 3.76 >.10

How thoroughly and carefully

you complete your arrest and

offense reports 4,09 4.18 >.10
- Arriving quickly at the scene

of a crime 4.06 3.84 >.10

The number of felony arrests

that you make 3.91 3.70 >.10

The relative number of your

cases that get cleared by

arrest* 3.89 4.00 >.10

Your ability to locate evidence

at the scene of the crime 3.66 3.82 >.10

Locating witnesses to crimes 3.62 3.30 >.10

Obtaining the cooperation .

of witnesses 3.59 3.21 >.10

How well you get along with .

your fellow officers 3.59 3.31 >.10

Making good arrests . 3.53 3.45 >.10

Your ability to be highly

visible to the public when

you're on patrol 3.23 3.31 >.10

Maintaining the cooperation

of witnesses 3.03 2.90 >.10

Your ability to testify in

court 2.85 2.91 >.10

Your ability to work with the

prosecutor after an arrest has

been made 2.68 2.58 >.10

The number of arrests you make ‘

that result in conviction 2.45 2.53 >.10
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fact that we had selected the two groups of officers
specifically because they differed with regard to their

conviction rates.

4. Comparison of Officers' Self-ratings With Their
Perceptions of Their Supervisors' Ratings

For both HCR and LCR officers, we found little similarity
between the rank order of the mean ratings of importance of the
16 items to themselves and to their supervisors. For example;-
"making good arrests" was the most important item to HCR

officers, but it was the eleventh item in their ratings of

their supervisors. Similarly, LCR officers rated "their

ability to testify in court™ first, but they rated it
thirteenth for their supervisors. The negative Spearman rank
order correlations for the rank order of officers' self-ratings
and their ratings of their supervisors (-.24 for HCR officers;
-.10 for LCR officers) illustrate this trend for officers to
rate the importarnce of these items differently for their
supervisors than for themselves. 1In the next section, we

present findings from a small survey of MPD field supervisors

and contrast these results with those obtained from the

officers.

5. Supervisors' Actual Ratings and Their Relationship
To Officers"' Ratings

During the week in which police officers were completing

the written questionnaire, we conducted telephone interviews
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with police supervisors in each of the MPD precincts in the
District of Columbié.*

Twelve of the 13 supervisors interviewed were men. All
were between the ages of 30 and 44 (mean = 38.6 years). They
had served in the department for an average of 15,7 years and
bad held supervisory positions for at least 4 years (mean = 8.0
Years). Five were lieutenants and 8 were sérgeants. Thus, the
Persons interviewed had considerable police experience on which
to draw in ansWering the interviewer's questions.

The structured telephone interview asked the supervisor for
information about (a) his or her ratings of the importance of
va%ioﬁs criteria for evaluating police officers! job
performance and (b) his or her experience in the police
department.

Each supervisor was asked to rate the importance of the 16
performance criteria when they evaluate their officers’ job

performance. These 16 items and the rating scales used were
identical to those that the police officers had employed.
(Minor changes in wording were made to convert the items from

self-ratings to supervisors' ratings.) The mean ratings of the

*The interviewer explained the purpose of the study and
requested permission to conduct the interview. Nonsupervisory
personnel and persons who worked primarily in the office were
excluded from the survey. Cooperation was enhanced by the fact
that INSLAW bhad circulated a memo throughout the department
describing the study and stressing the department's approval.

Because no formal sampling procedures were used, the
results of this survey may not be representative of all MPD
supervisory personnel in the District of Columbia.
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*; Table V.9
. esented o, SUPERVISORS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF
importance of each item to 12 of the supervisors are pr VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING OFFICERS ' JOB PERFORMANCE,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department
in Table V.9.*%* Ve BT ( )
EAN RATING OF SUPERVISORS N=12)*
. : t somewhat A
were considered to be at leas (Scale: 1-Not At A1l Important,
All of the items N I ¢ To Th ?-S‘thtiy Important, 3-Somewhat
vi . The mos mportance To The mportant, 4-Very Important, 5-
important (on the average) to the supervisors , Supervisor Of: Extremely Important)
. . icer" ility to testify in court. Their ability to testify in
important item was the officer's ability y | Their y y ore
, ; icer's making
This was followed by items concerned with the office Their making good arrests 4.58
; ompletion of arrest and How thoroughly and carefully
.good arrests and with the thorough comp they complete their arrest
. X to the and offense reports 4.58
. The items of least importance
offense reports ) ;Ij‘heir ability to locatehevi-
an officer makes ence at the scene of the
supervisors were the number of arrests that poitting 2.5
. by ’ ) -
's cases that are cleared Their obtaining the coop-
and the number of a detective eration of witnesses 4.42
; ' i he
arrest.** Table V.10 compares the officers' ratings of t Their maintaining the coop-
] isors eration of witnesses 4.33
: d to their superv
importance of the items to themselves an Their ability to work with
. o : the prosecutor after an
and the supervisors' ratings. To facilitate comparison among arrest has been made 4.33
=) importance of each ) Their locating witnesses
the ratings, only the rank order of the mean imp (;) to crimes - 4.17
. . ings for each of the items have Avoiding antagonizing the
item 1s presented. The mean ratings . mbhcg ? ? 3.83
: d that we ,
been presented in the prior tables. It should be note The number of arrests they
. d make that result in convic-
do not know how many of the 12 supervisors actually supervise ion 375
. . Their arriving quickly at
the peclice officers who completed guestionnaires. the scone ot g duick 3 67
. ice officers' How well they get along
It is clear from Table V.10 that the pol with their feliow officers 3.58
ervisors . . .
; i tance of these factors to sup Being highly visible to
perceptions of the impor the public when they are
do not agree with the supervisors' ratings of the items. For on patro] 350
Their being available for
calls 3.42
The number of arrests that
they make 3.33
. 3 4 ted . ‘?E‘
; from study because he indica , The number of their cases L
[hat thecritoria ad nEE coptynes UhT boed'se Beclodiciye «» B B
a i -
supervised. i -g
: Only six supervisors responded to the item, "The Number Of Their Cases That :
**Since supervisors knew the present study'wgs concerned Wltzed Get Cleared By Arrest." This item was applicable only to persons who i
k st and convictability, it is not surprising that they ra (ﬁib) supervised detectives. A1l 12 supervisors rated the other items. |
arre : , : .. & :
(:\ the guantity of arrests to be of low priority. -
- V=23
v-22 < / R
sz N . .
. W M TR / :
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Table V.10 , 3

COMPARISON OF THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS ; - F example
FACTORS TO HCR AND LCR OFFICERS AND TO f !
THEIR SUPERVISORS
?OR WHEN THEY EVALUATE g were most concerned with avoidi iz
OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE, i 1ding antagonizing the public. 1In

both HCR and LCR officers indicated that supervisors

D. C. Metropolitan Police Department : T
contrast, this item was ranked nintbh by the supervisors.
{Each co}umn presents the'l ranlk ?rder of #6 items, accord11ng to the Similarl
mean rating of ‘importancef: l=item which received the highest mean - . supervi j i : .
s rating. The average rank is presented for ticd ftems.) ! Y P sors 1ndlcated that an Offlcer 's abllity to
° i y , \
HCR_OFFICERS™ RATINGS SUPERVISORST RATINGS LCR OFFICERST RATINGS | tEStlfy in court was ver impo ! i 1
. rtant ; .
- Q) @ 3) ) () | Y important (this received the highest
Officer's Ability Importance Perceived lmportance Importance To Importance | Perceived Importance 1 mea : .
Or Performance To Officer To Supervisor Supervisor To Officer To Supervisor : n rating of impor tance), but HCR and LCR officers indicated
f lcate
Making good arrests 1 11 2.5 3 I 1

that this factor was of relatively less importance to the

Ability to testify in
court 2 14 1 1 13

Supervisor (this item was ranked fourteenth and thirteenth by

How thoroughly and ,
carefully the officer N

completes arrest and HCR and LCR officers, resPeCtiveer
offense reports 3 3 2.5 5 2 )

when they rated importance

o t : .
Ability to Jocate e © their supervisors). Thus, not only was there little

evidence at the scene

of the crime 4 7 4 2 5 agreement bet th
e ween 1 ! ~ 3

Obtaining the cooperation e officers perceptions of what was !

of ‘the witnesses 5 9.5 5 ‘ 4 12 important to thei

. o elir i .

Maintaining the cooperation Supervisors and what the supervisors said
of the witnesses 6 13 6.5 8 14 .

was important, but there often was a tender

Locating witnesses to 1Icy for the two 'sets

crimes 7 8 8 6 11 of rati N

- atings to i , .
ATty £ work well with k\ ( } g be opposite to each other. This inverse
the prosecutor after an 8 15 6.5 5 o relatio hi ,
arrest has been made . 9 1 lonship 1s reflected in th .

, € negative Spearman
Arriving quickly at the _ p rank order
scene of a crime 9 .8 11 7 4 - correlations of the two sets of rankings (-.31 for HC
How well officer gets £Fi ¢ r R
along with fellow o) 1 PR .
officers 10 9.5 12 1 9.5 cers; -.22 for LCR officers).
The number of arrests s . .
that result in conviction 11 16 10 12 16 _— This discrepancy between officers' views of their
Avoiding antagonizing the f e : . ,
public 12.5 1 9 10 1 supervisors and supervisors' views of themselves takes on added
3Being available for calls 12.5 2 14 ' 13 6 - . e
: o significance when on :
! ‘ e looks at th £ 1 :
‘The number of cases that get e officers rat
cleared by arrest 14 6 16 15 l 3 : i ings of the
. importance of these fact
The number of felony arrests Cow i ctors to themselves . A 3
that officer makes 15 5 15 16 7 Tabl S can be seen in
‘aole V.10, officers' ]

Being highly visible to the ’ S’ self-ratings agree s i : ;
public when on patro) 16 12 13 14 8.5 9 g Ubstalntally with

supervisors' self-ratings.

The same five items th i
. , . at re
#Caution should be utilized in interpreting the ranks presented. The item ranked 16th in each column received the ceived

Towest mean rating of importance. This does not necessarily signify that this item was of no importance to the - - the hi hest 1 .
respondents. To giscover the actual mean Jevel of importance given to an item, the reader should consult Tables §.7. g mean ratlngs of lmpor tance from HCR and LCR

£ and §-5.

officers were also among the top five items rated by the

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF THE RANK ORDER OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ITEMS ; . . .. i
_ R supervisors. Similarly, the four 1 ; 4
Importance to Officer vs, Perceived Importance to Supervisor: HCR Offjcers (Column I vs. 2) = -.24} LCR Officers . ‘ ’ owest rated items for the 3;
{Column. 4 vs, 5) = -.10. . . th . 5
i . ' ree groups is the s . . ) &
Importance to Officer vs. Actual Importance to Supervisors: HCR Officers {Column 1 vs. 3) = +.94; LCR Officers ame, although the rankings did not always §
(Column 4 vs. 3) = +.93. G \;
Perceived. Importance to Supervisor vs. Actual Importance to Supervisor: - HCR Officer (Column 2 vs, 3) = -.31; Po ! *
LCR Officers {(Column 4 vs. 3) = -, 22. = L
v-24 v V-25 :
e (S = e > 2oy i N 55 - “ t\w' 9
% v o7 ‘ - . P S : - . ‘ - S . o}
. ey — !
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agree exactly. This similarity in the self-ratings of officers
‘ éﬁd supervisors' ratings is underscéred by the Spearman rank

order correlations between the two sets of ratings, +.94 for

HCR officers, +.93 for LCR officers.

These findings present a picture of misperception of

supervisors by policé officers. (Had we expected these
resvits, we would have asked police supervisors to rate the
imp&rtance of these items to their officers in order to

discover whethér supervisors accurately perceive their

officers.) BOth police officers and their supervisors tend to

assign similar degrees of importance to these factors fort

evaluating officers' performance. However, police officers

perceive that their supervisors evaluate their performance

i

differently thaﬁ4they do, and often in a manner antithetical to

their own. o

e

A number of theories in the field of social psychology hold

i

' that confusioh can cause tension in individuals (Festinger,

1957; Aronson, 1968). It would be consistent with such

~ theories to suggest that'police officer morale could be
,-/ “\ 1 : . . “
FJadversely affected by the types of disparities we bhave

uncovered. We know from other areas of our survey that

i\ , o
officers indicated general satisfactien with their jobs.

Howevér, we did not ask them extensively about their feelings
_toward their supervisors. 'Eurther research could indicate
:'wheﬁher communibatibn‘problemskdo in fact exist between police

officers and their supervisors in the District of Columbia and

L ﬁ%thé steps that could be taken to reduce them.. Unfortunately,

P
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these findings apply to both HCR and LCR officers and do not,

therefore, shed light on why the two groups differ with regard

to their conviction rates.

D. KNOWLEDGE OF EVIDENCE AND LAW

We asked HCR and LCR officers to state their opinions about
the value of different types of evidence for obtaining a
conviction. We did this by presenting each officer with short
descriptions of nine cases. After each description, the
officer was asked to choose which of two types of evidence, if
available, would be more valuable to the prosecutor. The
officer could also indicate that it was impossible to choose
between the two alternatives or that he did not know the
answer. For example, after reading a brief description of an
assault case, officers were asked whether (1) or (2) below
would be more valuable evidence:

(1) Photographs of an assault victim'’s injuries

and wounds :
OR

(2) A written, signed statement from the victim,
giving the facts of the assault

(3) Impossible to choose--they're egually valuable

(4) Don't know.

The HCR and LCR officers answered“the nine questions
similarly, and there were no statistically significant

differences-between their responses. In‘ans§wtempt to examine
whether the two groups of officers differed in terms of their

responses to a groupfof these guestions, we presented these

Ly S v-27
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same guestions to a group of 16 prosecutors in the District of these 10 guestions correctly. Of course, it is possible that

%uf Columbia. There were six questions for which at ieast 80 : :" the two groups might differ in their knowledge of other areas
percent of the prosecutors had selected the same response. We 1 SR not covered in our brief test. Moreover, it is gonéeivable
arbitrarily called an officer's answer "correct" if it agreed | o Ehat both HCR and LCR officers do possess the same degree of
with the answer chosen by 80 percent of the prosecutors. We ﬁ, knowledge but behave differently in the field. Police

5 found no differences between HCR and LCR officers when we bebaviors are examined in Chapter VII.
; counted the number of guestions that héd been answered | : | - E. ARREST CHARACTERISTICS
"correctly" (HCR officers had a mean score of 3.9; LCR ;1" ) 1. Definition of Good and Poor Arrests

o ice D) . : .
i officers, 3.3) » : One factor that might differentiate HCR officers from LCR

To -obtain.an index of the job—related’knowledge of the 6fficers would be their conception of a good arrest. We

ficer dapted 10 questions for our questionnaire from , . ) . .
officers, we adapte d d therefore asked the officers to specify in their own words

IACP "Training Keys.". The guestions covered such topics as . .
-~ o d P their understanding of the terms "good arrest" and "poor

i
i
3
E
4
H

the existence of probable cause, police procedures, crime . .
’ P P P ! arrest." Table V.1l presents the officers' characterizations

T definiti t dmissibili i i . -  , :
(2} efinitions, and the admissibility of evidence in court We 1 (i} of a good arfrest.

found that both groups of officers answered the items
Table V.11

similarly, and earch question was answered correctly by at least

e HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTION OF A "GOOD ARREST"

half of each group. When we counted the total number of D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

guestions answered correctly by HCR and LCR officets, we again

ees ot
P . found no differences. Listed below is the distribution of the L Percent of Officers Who Said This
P , _ cL 2 | HCR Officers LCR Officers
officers' scores on the test. e A Good Arrest 1Is o (N=34) (N=35)
Number of Correct HCR officers LCR:officers : Obtaining a conviction 38 20
answers (of 10) B (N = 34) N = 35); Collecting physical evidence 29 32
: 24 : i 3+ ) 3% " Lawful—has- probable cause 29 32
5-7 41 29 Arresting the right person 29 29
g-10 | 56 ,l 69 |
E . ; ’ ; . Lawful 12 11 4
. ~ Mean number correct: = = 7.7 N 8.0 Locating witnesses 9 11
*Percentages rounded =

a'1nc1udes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers.

A 1‘% R’ i
S o

N T

We conclude that HCR and LCR officers did not differ signi- § ; . :
: E - - - "Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses per officer,
: ficantly from each other with regard to their ability to answer
i b e S y-28 " v-29
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The HCR officers were almost twice as likely as LCR
officers to characterize a good arrest as one that results in a
cqnviction. Although this difference was not statistically
significant, it is in the direction one woqld predict, given
t%e fact that the two groups were defined by their differing
conviction rates.

Both groups of officers were about equally iikely to list
the five other items appearing in Table V.l11l. Almost one-third
said that collecting physical evidence, having prcbable cause,

and arresting the right person were characteristics of a good

arrest. A smaller percentage of officers mentioned that the

arrest should be lawful (without specifying what this meant) or
one in which witnesses are located.

Table V.12 presents the officers' definitions of a poor
arrest., Almost one-half of both groups stated that a poor
arrest was one}that waséhnlawful. Most of the characteristics
of poor arreStsvare the obverse of the characteristics of good
arrests already presented. Although not obtaining a conviction
was perceived to be an indicgtor of a poor érrest, only l2'
percent of the HCR officeﬁs mentioned it. A small proportion
of the HCR officers indicated that ‘there was no such thing as a

poor arrest. None of the LCR officers stated this.*

*  We examined whether officers who defined a good arrest as

one that leads to a conviction were more likely to obtain
witnesses than officers who did not mention this criterion.
The two groups were equally likely to obtain witnesses.

e g
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Table V.12

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTION OF A POOR ARREST,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

Percent of Officers Who Said This*

HCR Officers LCR Officers

A Poor Arrest Is? (N=34) (N=35)
Unlawful | o 47 46
Not collecting physical evidence 21 17
Arresting the wrong person 15 20
Complainant not willing to ‘

follow through 12 14
Arrest serves officer's

self-interest 12 20
Not obtaining a conviction 12 6
There is no suéh thing 12 0

‘
1

®Includes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers,

4

Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses per officer.

2. Conseguences of Good/Poor Arrest

One reason why HCR officers have higher ceonviction rates
may be that they perceive different conseguences for mak ing
good or poor arrests than do LCR officers. We therefore askéd
each officer to indicate the positive and negative conseguences
for officers who generally make good or poor arrests.

As shown in Table V.13, the most freguently listed positive
conseguence of a good arrest wasvthe self-satisfaction that
officers said they get from mqking good arrests. Forty-one

percent of the HCR officers and 46 percent of the LCR officers

~said this. The next most frequently indicated response was

V-31
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recognition received from superiors, followed by the presents o 1ce§s perceptions of the negative

|

, o S . ) consequences for officers who make poor arrests.
recognition received from fellow officers. The LCR officers 9 p rests. Each group

i . . tended to perceive similar conseguences xcept tbh h CR
were twice as likely as HCR officers to list "recognition by e} 1 €Xcep F at the H

» . R officers were somewhat more sensiti
the community" again showing a heightened sensitivity to . t ve to the effect of poor

: arrests on their reputations. Again, LCR officers evid d
citizens' responses. A small percentage of both groups of , P J ! r vigenced a

i slightly higher sensitivity to the community th dic
officers (15 to 20 percent) indicated that there were no Y J Y et an did HCR

officers. Between one-fourth and one-third of the officers

’

positive consequehces for making a good arrest or tbaﬁithey did

- indicated that there were no negative conseguenc j
not know of any. For the most part, both groups of officers ? uences or they did

. s s = not know of any.
perceived similar types of positive conseguences stemming from

good arrests. :f o Table V.14
Table V.13 HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRRSTS,

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

‘ | S O Percent of Officers Who Said This?
C © Percent of Officers Who Said This' E N R HCR Officers LCR Officers
; C Negative Consequence (N=34) (N=35)
| 3 HCR Officers LCR Officers
Positive Consequence® (N=34) (N=35) Reputation suffers 21 | 3
Self satisfaction | 41 46 e Officer may be liable for
v B o damages - 18 ) 23
Recognition by superiors ’ 24 26 s ]
, o ' ‘ Sl Held in low esteem by fellow
Recognition by fellow officers 15 20 1 v T - officers : 18 26
~ Reputation . 12 3 ' R ?‘7M ; Held in low esteem by supervisor 12 23
Recognition by community 9 | 20 | R | S Held in low esteem by
‘ ; : L prosecutor ‘ 9 17
~There are no positive : , e , :
consequences or does not 15 20 . e R Held in Tow esteem by :
know of any, L , : , ERE R . community 6 - 14
R | | y " There are no negative .
consequences or does not 33 ' 26
; . - know of any. -
8Includes all items listed by at least 10 percent'of HCR or LCR cofficers. 5 ‘
qzzz o e f ‘e ' ‘ Includes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers.
e’ *oercents total more than 100 because of multiple responses. i - o ; o
o | ; » Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
V~-33
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After the officers specified their conception of a good
arrest and a poor arrest, they were asked to rate the guality
of their own arrests over the past several years. (A six-point
scale, with one representing "poor arrests" and six
representing "good arrests" was used). Ninety-four percent of
each group of officers indicated that their arrests rated a
five or a six. This is understandable given the variety of
conceptions of good and poor arrests presented in Tables V.11l
and V.12, respectively. We would expect the two groups of
officers to have different self-ratings only if most of the
officers defined good arrests in terms of the conviction rates
obtained. This clearly was not the case.

We also asked each officer to estimate how many adult
felony arrests made in his unit were poor arrests. Four
percent of the 28 responding LCR officers and 34 percent of HCR
officers (x* = 6.86, significant at p <.0l) indicated that
virtually none of the arrests made in their units were poor.
This is consistent with our finding, reported above, that HCR
officets tended to be more likely to state that there was no
 such thing as a poor arrest. (Both of these findings will be
related to an additional finding in a subseguent section.)

Locetion of witnesses and obtaining evidence were both
characteristics of good arrests indicated by HCR and LCR
officers alike. We asked the officers to think about their
adult felony arrests or 1nvestlgatlons over the past several
years and to estimate how often they collected physical
e&idencenor located witnesses. The majority of both groups of

* officers (HCR, 88 percent; LCRy, 79 percent) indicated tbat they
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collected physical evidence at least one-half of the time. The
HCR officers, however, were more likely than LCR officers (88
pPercent compared with 64 percent, significant at p .10) to
indicate thét they located witnesses half the time or more.
Thus, one of the factors that might contribute to HCR officers'
bigher convictiontrates may be that they more often locate
witnesses.

It scemed reasonable to us that some officers might
perceive positive consequences of making poor arrests and
negative conseguences of making good arrrests. Such
perceptions could hinder an officer's performance and might
explain why LCR officers had lower conviction rates than HCR
officers.

Table V.15 presents the officers' perceptions of the
positive consequences that exist for officers who generally
make poor arrests. Only about one-third of each group of
officers indicated that there were positive consequences of
making poor arrests. The most freguently reported positive
consequence concerned the receipt of better assignments or

supervisor approval, usually from an increased guantity of

iarrests. This is consistent with findings, presented earlier,

that indicated that officers perceive that their supervisors

lace more importance on the number of arrests that officers

@

make than on the number of arrests that result in conviction.
Other beneflts noted by a small group of officers were
1nct¢ased overtlme (usually resulting from more court time) and
the fact tbat poor arrests often would be settled without the

f:lcer having to go to court The results of Table V.15 do

V-35
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not indicate, however, that LCR officers differ significantly

from HCR officers in this regard.

Table V.15

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE CONSEQUENCES
FOR OFFICERS WEHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

Percent of Officers Who Said This:b
Positive Consequencea HCR Officers LCR Officers
(N=34) (N=35)

Better assignments, supervisor 21% 26%

approval, higher arrests
Increased overtime ' 9 11
Avoid dealing with court 6 0
system
There are none or does not 65 66

know of any

®Items noted by 6 percent or more of HCR or LCR officers.

-

bPercents tetal more than 100 because of multiple responses.

Table V.16 presents officers' perceptions 6f the negative
consejuences for officers who make gqu arrests. - Contrary to
what one might expect, HCR officers were more likely to
iﬁdicate that there were’negative>c0nsequences,'Whiéh might

attest to the candor of this group of officers, although this

difference was not statistically significant. A freguently

- zited negative consequence was the problem that officers face

R R T

ity it

Py

when they deal with the courts. They often centered on
dissatisfaction with case disposition and the penalties given.
This finding is consistent with those presented earlier that
%pdicated that HCR énd LCR officérs rated the guality of the
criminal courts relatively low. In addition, it is consistent
with a finding, to be presented in the next section, that
indicates that‘HCR officers tended to believe that most persons
arrested for felonies were guilty of the offense. Other
negative conseguences cited by a few officers were loss of
leisure time, that good arrests take more time and reduce one's
guantity of arrests, and the resulting envy and jealousy of

peer and departmental personnel.

3. Officers' Arrest-related Attitudes

We asked each officer to rate his agreement with a numbér
of statements having to do with arrest procedures. Table V.17
presents the mean rankings of items by the groups of officers.
Only one of the items tended to be rated differently by HCR
officers than by LCR officers. The HCR officers were more
likely to agree with the statement that most adults arrested
for felonies are guilty of the offense. Seventy-one percent of
the HCR officers agreed with this statement, compared with 53
percent of LCR officers.

We thought that this was a finding”worth pursuing, because
iﬁ,suggested tbat HCR officers may start with a "bard line"
view toward offenders and believe that officers"actionskare

usually correct. We therefore looked at whether agreement with

this statement was related to the officer's opinion that there

v-37
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TABLE V.16

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES
FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS,
D.C. Metropolitan Pclice Department

Vo

i Percent of Officers Who Said This
. a
i Negative Consequence HCR Officers LCR Officers
; (N=34) (N=35)
Problems of dealing with 18% 9%
court systemb
Loss of leisure time 12 11
Make fewer arrests 6 6
Envy, jealousy or department 3 9
personnel
There are none or does not 29 49
know of any.
2Items noted by 6 percent or more of HCR or LCR officers.
- bTime spent in court, dissatisfagtion with disposition, dislikes going
( ; to court.
was "no such thing as a poor arrest" (see Table V.12) or that
virtually none of the arrests made in his department were poot
arrests. We found that the four HCR officers who said that
. there is "no such thing as a poor arrest" agreed with the
statement that "most adults arrested for felonies are guilty of

the offense." 1In addition, 9 of the 10 HCR officers who said

that virtually none of the arrests in their department were

poor agreed with this statement, compared with 13 of the 19
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TABLE V.17

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' AGREEMENT WITH VARIOUS
STATEMENTS ABQUT POLICE PERFORMANCE
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

STATEMENT ABOUT POLICE PERFORMANCE MEAN AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENT

(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Dis-
agree, 3 = Heither Agree or Disagree,
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

It's important that the uniformed
officer look for physical evidence
whenever he/she makes an arrest

Most adults arrested for felonies
are guilty of the offense

The people in the community expect
the police to make a lot of arrests

This department expects officers
to make a lot of arrests each year

This department expects officers
to make 2 large number of arrests
that result in convictions

JIt's not necessary to give 2 lot
of detailed information when
filling out an arrest report

If 1 generally make good arrests,
I'm more likely to get promoted

Rules and regulations really don't
help when you arrive at a crime
scene and make an arrest

17 1 make a lot of arrests, I'm
more likely to get promoted

Police officers shouldn't con-
cern themselves with what
happens after arrest--that's
the business of the prosecutor
and the courts

Arresting someone usually
scares ther into not committing
crimes in the future

The arresting uniformed officer
really doesn't have a responsi-
bility to locate witnesses

There isn't much that police
of ficers can do to help the
prosecutor get convictions for
the people they arrest

Arrest reports are a waste of
time

Once 1 make an arrest and the
cffender has been booked, my
role in the case should end

Realistically speaking, physical
evidence has little value in
court

*By T-test

HCR Officers
(N = 34)*=

4.12

2.82

2.00
1.9

1.85

1.65

1.56

1.32

LCR Officers
(N = 35)%+

3.29

2.76

2.03

."™N's vary slightly from {tem to {tem because of missing responses.

#Spearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of HCR and LCR

officers' ratings of the items = +,96.
V-39
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officers (68 percent) who indicated that a higher proportion of

the arrests made in their department were poor. Thus, some HCR
officers may hold beliefs that indicate that an officer is

always right when he makes an arrest.

Both groups of officers tended to disagree with statements
that indicated that a police officer's role in a case ends with
the arrest, as well as with statements that played down the
importance of obtaining witnesses, of the valuguof physical
evidence, or of completing arrest reports. Interestingly, the
officers also tended to disagree with the statement that
"arresting someone usually scares them into not committing

crimes in the future." Seventy-four percent of the LCR

officers and 80 percent of the HCR officers disagreed with this

statement. Thus, despite the fact that the officers indicated

that they make good arrests, they perceived little deterrent

effect. The overall similarity in the ratings of the two
groups of officers is reflected in the Spearman rank order

correlation of the ratings of +.96.

F. ARREST/CASE OUTCOME

We were also interested in determining whetbher HCR and LCR
officers differed with regard to their opinions on the relative

attractiveness of various dispositions for cases involving

adult felony arrests. The officers were asked to draw on their

experiences over the past several years and their feelings
about the guilt or innocence of adult arrestees to decide
whether more or fewer cases should result in certain

dispositions. Table V.18 presents these findings.
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% Table V.18
~ 3 :
ke o~ HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS ABOUT HOW OFTEN CERTAIN
¥ i; i., DISPOSITIONS SHOULD OCCUR FOR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS,
]“;M ¥ b D.C. Metropolitan Police Department
f ° Percent of Officers Who Said This
— | Opinion Regarding Disposition of .
; Adult Felony Arrests HCR Officers LCR Officers
f (N) % (N) %
} More cases should:
% Result in conviction and (30) 83 (33) 85
imprisonment
Have trials that result in (31 77 (30) 80
a guilty verdict
Fewer cases should:
Plea bargain for a reduced (31) 84 (34) 74
sentence
L N Plea bargain for a reduced (32) 75 (34) 79
g ( ! charge
g Have trials that result in a (28) 75 (30) 77
; not guilty verdict
Be dismissed immediately | (31) 68 (30) 67
-4
f el The responses of the two groups of officers were again quite
L e DR similar. Most officers indicated that more cases should result in
T REAER ' : T trials that end in a guilty verdict, and in convictions that are ”
q accompanied by imprisonment of the arrestee. The officers wanted to E
o ) L T ’ R Cwm see fewer cases in which plea bargaining resulted in a reduced 1,
LT e R ; - charge or sentence and fewer cases that were dismissed immediately. -
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We next gave the officers a list of factors that might

affect dismissal rates and asked whether each would increase or

decrease the number of dismissals. Table V.19 presents those

factors that 50 percent or more of either group of officers

indicated would reduce the number of dismissals.
Almost all officers indicated that dismissals could be

‘reduced if citizens more often called the police immediately

after a crime was committed. Other factors that were perceived

to reduce dismissals were prosecutors who were better skilled

and more organized and arresting officers who did a better job
locating witnesses.

Officers said that several factors would not decrease the

number of dismissals. A majority of each group of officers

indicated that having more uniformed officers, detectives, or

evidence technicians would not decrease dismissals. This

provides an element of contrast with the findings in Table V.19
that show that officers believed that increasing the number of
prosecutors or judges might lower the number of dismissals.

One reason why HCR officers have higher conviction rates

might be that they are more interested in learning the outcome

of the cases for their arrestees. They might use feedback on

their dispositions to improve and correct their technigues. We

therefore asked the officers to respond to a set of gquestions

about their interest and ability to learn the outcomes of their

arrests. As Table V.20 shows, 85 percent or more of HCR and

LCR officers indicated that they were very or extremely

interested in knowing the outcome of their arrests and/or in

knowing the reasons for those outcomes. Moreover, two-thirds

V=42
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of each group of officers reported that they almost always
Q? learn the outcome o0f their arrests.

Thus, we found no evidence
to support the possibility that HCR and LCR officers differ

with respect to the desire for feedback about case outcomes in
court.

On the other hand, most officers --74 percent of the
HCR and 80 percent of the LCR officers--indicated that they

knew of no formal procedures (or were unsure of their
existence)

in the department for routinely obtaining such
feedback.
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Table V.19

EVENTS THAT HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' BELIEVE WOULD REDUCE
THE NUMBER OF DISMISSALS FOR ADULT FELONY CASES,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

gﬁ%

Percent of Officers Who Said This:
HCR Officers LCR Officers

. Dismissals would be reduced: (N = 34)* (N = 35)* pe
if citizens more often called 9] 86 >,70
the police immediately after a
crime was committed
if there were more prosecutors 91 73 >.10
to handle the case locad
if detectives did a better job 89 77 >.10
interviewing witnesses
if arresting officers did a bet- 82 82 >, 10
ter job locating witnesses
if prosecutors were more skilled 79 81 >.10
and better qualified
if uniformed officers did a bet- 78 hal >.10
ter job searching for evidence
when they made arrests
if the prosecutor's office were 77 73 >.10
better organized

( ) if officers’and detectives did 76 76 >.10

L a better job interrogating subjects

if judges had more sympathy for 76 7 >.10
victims of crimes
if judges were less concerned 75 k 62 >.10
with legal technicalities
if detectives did a better job 74 76 >, 10
searching for evidence
if uniformed officers did a bet- 70 80 >.10
ter job interviewing victims/
witnesses
if responding officers did a more 70 79 >, 10
thorough and accurate job in filling
out crime reports
if the responding officers did a bet- 70 76 >.10
ter job preserving the crime scene
if there were more judges on the 70 74 >, 10
bench
if detectives and uniformed officers 66 68 >.10
cooperated more with each other at
and around the time of arrest
if ¢rime lab technicians did a better 61 63 >.10
job processing evidence

(i } *N's vary slightly for each item because of missing information.

**By T-test
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HCR AND LCR OFFICERS'

TABLE V.20

INTEREST IN LEARNING THE OUTCOME

OF THEIR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS,
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

Officer's Response

Percent of Officers Who Said This

HCR Officers
(N=34)

LCR Officers
(N=35)

Interest in knowing the outcome

of arrests/cases:

Extremely/very interested

Somewhat interested

Slightly or not at all inter-
ested -

Interest in knowing the reasons
for outcome of cases/arrests:

Extremely/very interested

Somewhat interested

Slightly/not at all interested

Actually learns the outcome of

arrests/cases:

Usually/almost always

Abcut half the time or less

85

91

68
32

89
11

89

66
34
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VI. WRITTEN QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS: MANHATTAN

In this chapter, we present findings obtained from 31 HCR
officers and 33 LCR officers from the New York City Police
Department (NYCPD). Because the size of the sample of officers
from New York is similar to that from the District of Columbia,

the same significance criterion and approach used for the

analysis of the D.C. officers' responses will be used here.

A. OFFICERS' BACKGROUNDS

Table VI.1l presents some demographic characteristics of the
HCR and LCR officers. Most of the officers from both groups
were between the ages of 26 and 44, but HCR officers were
somewhat older than LCR officers. All officers but one were
male, and most were married. The educational backgrpunds of
the two groups were also similar, with about three-fourths
having attended college. Sixteen percent of the HCR officers,
and 15 percent of the LCR officers were college graduates.

The training and experience of HCR and LCR officers were
also very similar (see Table VI.2). Eighty-seven percent of
each group of officers had spent between 6 and 15 years in the
New York City Police Department; only one officer in each group
had ever served in another police department. Most officers
held the rank of patrolman, and they indicated that their
current assignments provided substantial opportunities to make
a;rests. A majority of both groups of officers had received a
commendation or award within the last two years, which suggests

that, as in Washington, D.C., conviction rate is not a
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Table VI.1l

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Officer Characteristic HCR Qfficers LCR Officers
- (N = 31) (N = 33)
Sex:
Male 97%* : 100%*
Female 3 . 0
Age:
18-25 0 0
26-30 13 15
31-34 32 52
35-44 45 27
45-54 10 6
Race: ’
Black 13 21
White 81 67
Other 6 12
(j? Education:
. High school graduate 26 21
Some college 55 64
College graduate 13 9
Graduate degree 3 6
Not recorded . 3 0
Marital status:
Single 13 3
Divorced/separated 10 3
Married 74 94
Not recorded 3 0
*Percentages rounded.
Q
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criterion for judging officers' performance. For both groups,

these awards were primarily for arrest-related events, such as

£ 3
s

apprehending a person with a gun, rather than for performing
special services, like preventing a suicide.

TABLE VI.2

EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Officer Characteristic HCR Officers LCR Officers
(N = 31) (N = 33)
Years in the Poiice
Department
3-5 - 3%* 0%*
6-10 42 42
11-15 45 45
Unknown 10 12
(fk Current rank
L Patrolman 77% 61%
Detective 12 12
Unknown 10 27
Received an award or com- '
mendation in last two years 77% 91%
Degree in field relevant to
police work 16% 19%
Is seeking degree in field
relevant to police work 19% 24%
Has taken nondegree courses/
classes relevant to police
work 55% 55%
. *Percentages rounded.
&
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B. ATTITUDES TOWARD SELVES AND JOB

l. Satisfaction with Job

Table VI.3 presents the officers' rating of their
satisfaction with their jobs and current assignments. The HCR
officers were almost twice as likely as LCR officers to report
that they were very or mostly satisfied with their job as
police officers (significant at p .05). Looked at slightly
differently, one-third of the LCR officers expressed
dissatisfaction with their jobs, compared with only 13 percent
of the HCR officers. The HCR officers also tended to be more

satisfied with their current assignments than were LCR officers.
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Table VI.3

JOB SATISFACTION OF HCR AND LCR POLICE OFFICERS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

HCR Officers LCR Offjcers
Satisfaction with job as
a police officer: % (31) % (33)
Very/mostly satisfied 68** 36%**
A little more satisfied
than dissatisfied 19 30
A little more dissatisfied
than satisfied 3 8
Very/mostly dissatisfied 10 24
Satjsfaction with current
assignment: Z_iill ZLiggl
Very/mostly satisfied 81 63
A little more satisfied 25
than dissatisfied 13
A 1ittle more dissatisfied : 6
than satisfied 3
Very/mostly dissatisfied 3 6

*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

**P<.05.
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Approximately two-thirds of both groups indicated that
<;; their satisfaction with their jobs had changed in the past

several years. Of the HCR officers who reported a change, 90
percent indicated that their satisfaction had decreased.
éimilarly, 83 percent of the LCR officers who experienced a
change in satisfaction said that it bad decreased. Thus,
ailthough HCR officers were more satisfied with their jobs than
LCR officers at the time they completed the guestionnaire, both
groups of officers were experiencing a decline in their job
satisfaction.

Both groups of officers were about equally likely to report
that they would be less satisfied if they were working in a

nonpolice job (55 percent and 42 percent, respectively).

However, 24 percent of the LCR officers said they would be more

e

satisfied working in a nonpolice job, compared with only 3
percent of the HCR officers (significant at p .05 by Fisher's
exact test. About one-third of both groups of officers did not
know whether their satisfaction would be different in a
nonpolice job.

Caution should be used in ferreting the reasons behind the
job dissatisfaction found among LCR officers. It is possible
that the fact that the LCR officers made arrests that were less
likely to result in a conviction contributed to their job
dissatisfaction or that some unmeasured factor precipitated
béth their reduced performance and their job dissatisfaction.

However, we do know from results to be presented in the next

I SIS A

ARSI
it

(jg section that both HCR and LCR officers placed relatively less
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importance on conviction rates than on other factors in
evaluating their own performance. This may indicate that an
officer's perception of his lower conviction rate would not
necessarily lead to reduced job satisfaction. Regardless of
g%e specific sources of the LCR officers' dissatisfaction, the
fact that a majority of both groups of officers reported a
decrease in their Jjob dissatisfaction over the past several
years suggests that the morale of New York police officers

should receive further study.

2. Ratings of Job Quality

Table VI.4 presents the officers' mean ratings of the
guality of different aspects of their jobs. The HCR and LCR
officers rated the items similarly. The guality of the work
done by evidence technicians and the crime lab and the job done
by uniformed officers in the department were rated highest by
both groups of officers. 1Items rated lowest included the
officer's salary, the guality of the job done by lower courts,
and the quality of the administration of the police department.

Only one difference between the Jnean ratings of HCR and LCR
officers was statistically significart. The HCR officers rated
the ability of the police to control crime somewhat higher than
did LCR officers. The similarity of most of the ratings of the
two groups of officers is reflected in the Spearman rank order
correlation of +.92.

3. Definition of an Extremely Successful Officer

Table VI.5 presents HCR and LCR officers' opinions of the

characteristics of an extremely successful police officer. The

VIi-6
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Table VI.4

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS'

ASPECTS OF THEIR JOB,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

RATINGS OF THE QUALITY OF

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS

(Scate: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair.); = Good,

4 = Very Good, 5 = Excellent

ITEM RATED

(Presented In Descending
Order of HCR Officers' HCR Officers LCR Officers

Ratings) (N = 31)e* (N = 33)%+ p*
The quality of the work done

by evidence technicians and

the crime lab 3.81 3.94 >, 10
The quality of the job that

uniformed officers in this

department are doing 3.68 3.39 >.10
Your immediate supervisor 3.43 3.13 >.10
The quality of the formal police

training you received 3.40 3.27 >.10
The quality of the arrests made

by the police in this department 3.27 3.21 >.10
The quality of the job that

detectives in the department .
are doing 2.80 2.69 >.10
The ability of the police to

control crime 2.65 2.15 <.05
The quality of the feedback you

receive from your supervisor on

how good & job you are doing 2.65 2.16 >.10
The degree to which your job

uses your skills and talents 2.55 2.18 >.10
The prosecutor's office's

general ability to get con-

victions 2.20 2.25 5.0
The quality of the job that

higher criminal courts in this

city are doing 2.19 2.19 >0
The number of evidence techni-

cians in this department 2.18 2.37 >.10
The quality of the job that

prosecutors in this city are

doing 2.00 1.88 >.10
Community support for the

police 2.00 1.75 >.10
The quality of police equip-

ment {cars, radios, etc.) 2.00 1.85 >.10
The quality of the administra-

tion of this department 1.90 1.82 ».10
The quality of the job that

lower criminal courts in this

city are doing 1.48 1.42 ~ 10
Your salary 1.45 1.45 >0

*By t-test

**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missinqg information.
#Spearman rank order correlation of ‘the relative ordering of HCR and LCR officers’

ratings of the items = +.92.

VI-7

‘(



‘ 1
‘,, o o
R S

B Gt .

i ol

]

Table VI.5

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF AN
EXTREMELY SUCCESSFUL POLICE OFFICER,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Percentage of Officers Who Said Th1's=T

Characteristics OfaAn Extremely HCR Offirers LCR Officers
Successful Officer (N = 31) (N = 33)

Performance related:

Sensitive to the community 32%* 61**
Has knowledge of the

community 32 33
Knows the job, 16 18

Has the ability to handle
difficulties/crises 13 18

Has ability to adapt to
routine situations 13 18

Personality related:
Has good general attitude/

morale 32 27
Dedicated | 19 24
Teamwork/able to work with

fellow officers 13 6
Honest 10 9
Calm and reasonable 6 2]
Even-handed 3 12

aInc]udes all items Tisted by at least 10 percent o HCR or LCR officers.
ercentages total more than 100 percent because of multiple responses.

* %k
p<.05.
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LCR officers were almost twice asg likely as HCR officers (61
percent and 32 Percent, respectively; significant at P .05) to
indicate that "sensitivity to the community" was a
characteristic of an extremely successful police officer. This
flnding is similar to that reported in Chapter V for MPD
officers and suggests that the greater Sensitivity toward
community-related issues found among LCR officers in
Washington, D.C., might also exist among LCR officers in New
York. One should note, however, that both groups of New York
officers were equally likely to state that "knowledge of the
community" was a Characteristic of an extremely successful
police officer.

The most frequently cited personality Characteristic of an
extremely successful officer was "having a good attitude or
morale." This was indicated by between one~fourth and
one-third of both groups of officers. Dedication to the job
was also cited by a substantial minority of both groups of
officers. The LCRr officers were more likely to say that an
eéxtremely successful cfficer was calm or reasonable, but
neither this difference nor those involving any of the other
bPersonality-related responses was large enough to approach
statistical significance.

After listing the Characteristics of an extremely

successful police officer, each officer rated bis perception of

his own success. Similar proportions of HCR and LCR officers
(58 percent ang 45 percent, respectively) rated themselves to
(”3 be very or extremely successful officers. Most of the
remaining officers rated themselves to be somewhat successful.
VIi-9
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This contrasts with the results for Washington, D.C., where HCR
officers rated themselves to be more successful than did LCR
officers. We also found that police officers in the District
of Columbia seemed to be satisfied with their jobs, regardless
of how successful they perceived themselves to be. The
relationship between job satisfaction and perceived success
among New York officers was considerably different. The
results are displayed below.
Percentage of NYCPD Officers Who Reported
They were Very/Mostly Satisfied With Their Jobs,
By Perceived Success and Status

Percent of officers who said they were
very or extremely satisfied

Officers who thought they were:

Very/extremely Less
Successful Successful
Officer Status (N} % {N) %
HCR officers (18) 67 {(13) 69
LCR officers (15) 60%* (18) 17*

*p .05

The HCR officers tended to be satisfied with their jobs,
regardless of how successful they perceived themselves to be.
In addition, LCR officers who believed themselves to be very or
extremely successful were about as likely to be satisfied with
their jobs as were HCR officers. It was officers who had low
conviction rates and perceived themselves to be relatively less
successful who were unlikely to be very satisfied with their

jobs. Only 17 percent of such LCR officers said they were very

-
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or extremely satisfied with their jobs.* Thus, the lower job
satisfaction that we found for LCR officers is present only
among those who perceived themselves to be relatively less
successful at their jobs. Both a lower level of performance
(;s indicated by a reduced conviction rate) and a self-
perception of limited success may be necessary to produce
dissatisfaction with one's job. It should be noted, however,
that the data do not permit us to determine whether the dis-
satisfaction preceded or followed the LCR officers' lower level

of performance.

C. JOB PRIORITIES AND EVALUATION CRITERIA

Table VI.6 presents the officers' mean ratings ofbthe
importance to them of impressing various persons. The ratings
of the HCR and LCR officers were similar. Both groups
indicated that it was very important to them to impress
citizens and their supervisors. The HCR officers did ascribe
more importance than LCR officers to impressing higher ranking
officers and evidence technicians and lab personnel. However,
these items were rated lowest by both groups of officers. When
asked to specify the one group that it was most important to
impress, HCR and LCR officers were most likely to indicate the

"uniformed officers you work with." Forty-three percent of the

*The 55 percent of the LCR officers who said they were
relgtively less successful accounted for 71 percent of all LCR
officers who were not very/extremely satisfied with their jobs.
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Table VI.6

{?, HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE
TO THEM OF IMPRESSING VARIOQUS PERSONS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

MEAN RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF

- IMPRESSING PERSONS AT LEFT (Scale:
1 = Not Important At All, 2 = Slightly
Important, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 =
Very Important, 5 = Extremely Important)

HCR Officers LCR Officers

To Impress: (N = 31)** (N = 33)** _pt

Citizens 4,19 4.03 > .10

Your supervisor(s) 4.16 4.03 > .10

Uniformed officers you work

with 4 .Q7*** 3.97*%* > .10

Prosecutors 3.77 3.45 > .10

Judges 3.61 3.33 > .10
(v'sDetectives you work with 3.60 3.59 > .10

Officers of higher rank than

your own (who are not your

supervisors) 3.3 2.91 < .10

Evidence technicians/crime

lab personnel 3.10 2.52 < .10

*By t-test.

**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information

***In a separate task officers were asked to indicate which of the eight groups
of persons were most important to impress. This was the group chosen by the
greatest percentage of officers.

28 responding HCR officers and 50 percent of the 30 LCR
officers said this. "Citizens" was the next most frequently
chosen group, selected by 29 percent of responding HCR officers

and 20 percent of LCR officers, followed by "supervisors."
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Table VI.7 presents officers' opinions of the importance to
themselves of various factors when they evaluate their own job
performance. We found considerable similarity in the way HCR
and LCR officers rated the items. Only 2 of the 16 items were
rgted differently enough by the two groups of officers to meet
our criterion of statistical significance. The HCR officers
pPlaced more importance on their ability to work well with the
prosecutor after an arrest is made and on avoiding antagonizing
the public than did LCR officers. The latter difference was in
the_opposite direction of that found for officers in the
District of Columbia: LCR officers in the District placed more
importance on avoiding antagonizing the public than did HCR
officers.

Arriving quickly at the scene of a crime and the officer's
ability to testify in court were among the highest rated items
for both groups of officers. The number of felony arrests that
the officer makes and the number of arrests that result in
conviction were among the lowest rated items, although the mean
ratings indicated that officers did ascribe some importance to
both of those factors. The Spearman rank order correlation for
the rank order of the ratings of HCR and LCR officers was +.82.

Table VI.8 presents Ht.. and LCR officers' perceptions of
the importance of the same 16 factors to their supervisors when
they evaluate officer performance. No statistically
significant differences were found between the ratings of the
two groups of officers. Both groups thought that supervisors

~lace considerable importance on an officer's arriving quickly
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Table VI.7

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE TO
THEM OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING THEIR

OWN PERFORMANCE,

New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Importance To The
Officer Of

Arriving quickly at the scene
of a crime

Your ability to testify in
court

How thoroughly and carefully
you complete your arrest and
offense reports

Your ability to locate
evidence at the scene of

the crime

Obtaining the cooperation
of witnesses

Your ability to work well
with the prosecutor after
an arrest has bzzn made
Making good arrests
Locating witnesses to crime

The number of your cases that
get cleared by arrest

How weil you get along with
your fellow officers

Maintaining the cooperation
of witnesses

Being available for calls

Avoiding antagonizing the
public

Being highly visible fo the
public when you're on patrol

The number of arrests you
make that result in conviction

The number of felony arrests
that you make

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR N = 37, for LCR N = 8.
**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information.

**kBy t-test

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS#
(Scale: 1 = Not at A1l Important, 2 =
Slightly Important, 3 = Somewhat Impor-
tant, 4 = Very Important, 5 = Extremely
Important)

HCR Officers

LCR Officers

LN = 31)* N = 35)%* pr*
4.6 4.36 >.10
4.52 4.42 >.10
4.35 4.06 >.10
4.29 4.36 5,10
4.06 3.88 5,10
4.06 3.64 <.10
4.03 4.18 >.10
4.03 3.85 >.10
4.00 3.38 5,10
3.97 3.97 >.10
3.94 3.76 5.10
3.94 3.85 >.10
3.94 3.30 <.05J
3.74 3.33 >.10
3.5 3.55 >.10
2.81 2.97 >.10

#Spearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings for

HCR and LCR officers = +.82,
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Table VI.8

7 {f; HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCFPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE
OF VARIOUS FACTORS TN THEIR SUPERVISORS b
; IN EVALUATING OFFICER PERFORMANCE

; New York City Policy Department (Manhattan)

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS# £
. {Scale: 1 = Not At A1l Impurtant, 2 = g
Slightly Important, 3 = Somewhat Important, '
4 = Yery Important, 5 = Extremely Important)

Importance To the HCR Officers LCR Officers
! Supervisor Of: (N = 31)%* (N = 33)** prr

i How thoroughly and carefully
you complete your arrest and

i offense reports 4.03 3.84 >.10
; Arriving quickly at the scene

j of a crime 4.03 4.29 >.10
|

; Your ability to testify in

§ court 4.00 3.52 >.10

The relative number of your
cases that get cleared by

arrest 4.00 4.24 >.10
Avoiding antagonizing the

: public 3.97 3.70 >.10
P Your ability to be highly
f (; ! visible to the public when

7 you're on patrol 3.93 3.50 >.10

Being available for calls 3.90 4,16 >.10

Your ability to locate
evidence at the scene of

the crime . 3.83 3.74 >.10
Making good arrests 3.77 3.77 >.10
The number of felony arrests

that you make 3.73 3.81 >.10
Obtaining the cooperation

ef witnesses 3.63 3.19 >.10
How well you get along with

your fellow officers 3.53 3.19 >.10
Locating witnesses to crimes 3.50 3.29 >.10

N Your ability to work with
o the prosecutor after an
arrest has been made 3.43 3.17 >.10

Maintaining the cooperation
of witnesses 3.37 3.00 >.10

The number of arrests you
make that result in conviction 3.27 3.07 ' >.10

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR N = 6, for LCR N = 7.

**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information.

**%By t-test.

#Spearman task order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings for
HCR and LCR officers = +.82.
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at the scene of a crime. "Maintaining the cooperation of §
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i (wh witnesses" and "the number of arrests you make that result in | v
conviction" received the lowest ratings from both HCR and LCR zzzﬁ
officers. Thus, as we found in Washington, D.C., HCR officers
w;re not performing better because they perceived their super-
visors to place more importance on conviction rates. The
similarity in the ratings of the two groups of officers is

reflected in the Spearman rank order correlation of +.82.

In contrast to the results obtained for Washington, D.C.,

police officers, we did find some similarity, although small,
between the officers’ ratings of the importance of these
factors to themselves and their perceptions of the importance -

of the factors to their supervisors. The HCR officers

. indicated, for example, that arriving quickly at the scene of

<:g the crime was very important to themselves and to their
supervisors. The number of arrests that result in conviction I
was rated next to the lowest in importance to HCR officers and
it was rated the lowest for their supervisors. The Spearman N ' -
rank order correlation between HCR officers' self-ratings and
their perceptions of their supervisors' ratings was +.45. We
found less of an association between LCR officers' ratings of ' ‘ ) ‘ ' f‘
the importance of these factors to themselves and to their
supervisors. This is reflected in the Spearman rank order

i correlation of +.16.

Using,the same procedures described in Chapter V, we

conducted an informal survey of police department field ’ - o . v \

(23 supervisors in Manhattan. Twenty-one supervisors answered our
LA ‘
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guestions about the relative importance of the 16 items when
they evaluate officers' job performance. Table VI.9 presents

those results.

The supervisors indicated that each of the items was, on

the average, at least "somewhat important." The highest rated

item was "arriving quickly at the scene of the crime." Making
good arrests, obtaining the cooperation of witnesses, and being

available for calls were also rated highly. The number of

arrests made that result in conviction, how well the officer
gets along with others, and the number of arrests that the
officer makes were least important'to the supervisors.

Table VI.10 presents the comparisons of the officers'
ratings of the importance of these items to themselves and to
their supervisors, and the supervisors' actual ratings. As we
did for the D.C. officers' results, we present the rank order
of the mean ratings that have been proVided in prior tables.
We found that HCR and LCR officers' perceptions of their
supervisors were positively correlated with‘the supervisors'
actual ratings (Spearman rank order correlations = +.42 and

+.35, respectively). For example, HCR and LCR officers

perceived supervisors to place relatively great importance on

arriving guickly at the scene of the crime. This factor

received the highest rating of importance by the supervisors.
One should note also, however, that there were some incon-
sigtencies in the two types of ratings. . For example, both

groups of officers thought that supervisors place more

importance on the number of arrests than supervisors indicated

they do.
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TABLE VI.9

SUPERVISORS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF
VARIQUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING
OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE,

New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Importance To the Supervisor 0Of:

Their arriving quickly at the scene of

MEAN RATING OF SUPERVISORS (N = 21)*
(Scale: 1 = Not At A1l Important,

2 = Slightly Important, 3 = Some-
what Important, 4 = Very Important,
5 = Extremely Important)

a crime 4.57
Their making good arrests 4,38
Their obtaining the cooperation of witnesses 4.14
Their being available for calls 4.4
Their ability to testify in court 4,10 -
Avoiding antagonizing the public 4.05
Their maintaining the cooperation of witnesses 4.00
The number of their cases that get cleared

by arrest 4,00
Their ability to locate evidence at the

scene of the crime 3.95
Their ability to work well with the

prosecutor after an arrest has been made 3.95
Being highly visible to the public when_

they are on patrol 3.86
How thoroughly and carefully they

complete their arrest and offense

reports 3.86
Their locating witnesses the crimes 3.7
The number of arrests they make that

result in conviction 3.52
How well they get along with their

fellow officers 3.29
The number of arrests that they

make 3.05

*Only 11 supervisors responded to the item, "The Number of Their Cases That
Get Cleared By Arrest." This item was applicable only to persons who super-
vised detectives. All 21 supervisors rated the other jtems.

VI-18

# it

‘\‘4



vt e e

B R o

P ey,

O

S

Table VI.10

COMPARISON OF THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOQUS

FACTORS TO HCR AND LCR OFFICERS AND TO THEIR
SUPERVISORS WHEN THEY EVALUATE PERFORMANCE,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

(Each column presents the rank order of 16 {tems according to the

mean rating of importance#:

mean rating. The average rank 15 presented for tied items.)

1 = jtems which received the highest

1?CR OFFICERS' RATINGS SUPERVISO?Si RATINGS %CR OFFICERS' ?ATINGS
2 3 4 5

Officer's Ability Importance: Perceived Importance Importance To Importance Perceived Importance
or Performance To Officer To Supervisor Supervisor To Officer To Supervisor
Arriving quickly at the
scene of a crime 1 1.5 1 2.5 1.5
Your ability to testify
in court 2 3.5 5 1 9
How thoroughly and care-
fully you complete your
arrest and offense
reports 3 1.5 n.s 5 4
Your ability to locate

evidence at tHe scene
of the crime 4 8 9.5 2.5 7
Obtaining the coopera-
tion of witnesses 5.5 1 3.5 7 12.5
Your ability to work

well with the prosecu-
tor after an arrest has
beer made 5.5 14 9.5 n 14
Making good arrests 7.5 9 2 ] 6
Locating witnesses to
crimes 7.5 + 13 13 8.5 N
The number of your
cases that get cleared
by ‘arrest 9 3.5 7.5 13 1.5
How well you get along
with your fellow officers 10 12 15 6 12.5
Maintaining the coopera-
tion of witnesses 12 15 7.5 10 16
Being available for
calls 12 7 3.5 8.5 3
Avoiding antagonizing
the public 12 5 6 15 8
Being highly visible to
the public when you're
on patrol 14 6 11.5 14 10
The number of arrests you

_make that result in con-
viction 15 16 14 12 15

' The number of felony
arrests that you make 16 10 16 16 5

#Caution should be utilized {n interpreting the ranks presented.

the lowest mean rating of importance,

The item ranked )6th in each column received

This does not necessarily signify that this {tem was of no importance

to the respondents, To discover the actual mean level of importance given to an jtem, the reader should consult

Tables 30, 31 and 32,

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF THE RANK ORDER OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ITEMS

Columns 1 vs., 2 = +.45
Columns 1 vs, 3 = +,46
Columns 2 vs, 3 = 4,42

Columns 4 vs, 5.= +,16
Columns & vs. 4 = +,44
Columns 3 vs, 5 = +.35
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correlation between the officers'
cmpoytanee of Jlese factors to themselves and
ratings. Thus, ioth supervisors and officers
©iving quickly at the scene of a grime was
c2nt. Similarly, officers and supervisors
EERREE TN = number of felony arrests made was the least
Coviant o items rated. The Spearman rank order
crelaticons lgeen the supervisors' ratings and the officers'
Coings were w.48 for HCR officers and +.44 for LCR officers.
ik, Pobb groups tended to assign similar weights to these
factore, altbough the similarity in the ratings was not as
great as we found for officers and supervisors in the District

of Columbia.

s« KNOWLEDGE OF EVIDENCE AND THE LAW

We compared HCR and LCR officers' opinions of the value of
‘widence by presenting them with the same 9 situations that we
wresented to D.C. officers. We found no statistically
significant differences between the choices of the HCR officers
and the LCR officers. We administered the 9 guestions to 23
prosecutors in New York and found that there were 6 gquestions
for which at least 80 percent of the prosecutors chose the same
response. Arbitrarily labeling these responses to be correct,
we computed the total number of "correct" answers that each
officer made. We again found no differences between the two
groups of officers. The HCR officers answered "correctly," on
the average, 3.6 of the 6 guestions, compared with a mean of

4.0 correct responses for LCR officers.
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Listed next are the number of correct answers for New York

officers to 10 guestions on job-related knowledge adapted from

IACP "Training Keys."

Number of correct HCR officers LCR officers

answers (of 10) (N=31) (N=33)
2-4 6% 3%
5-7 55 45
8-10 39 52
Mean Number Correct: 6.9 7.4

As was the case for officers in the District of Columbia, we
found that HCR and LCR officers did not differ significantly

from each other in their ability to answer these guestions.

E. ARREST CHARACTERISTICS

l. Definitions of Good and Poor Arrests

Table VI.1ll presents officers' conceptions of the term
"good arrest." Over all, there was considerable similarity in
the wéy the two groups of officers defined a good arrest. Both
groups were most likely to indicate that a good arrest is one
in which physical evidence is collected or one that results in
a conviction. Smaller proportions of officers indicated that a
good arrest is one that is lawful or one in which the right
person is arrested. The LCR officers were a little more likely
Ehan HCR officers to cite the latter characteristic, but this
difference was not statistically significant.

Table VI.12 presents the officers' conceptions of a poor
arrest. . Again, we found considerable siﬁilarity between the

two groups of officers. Many of the characteristics were
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simply the opposite of those indicative of a good arrest.

Thus, not collecting physical evidence or not obtaining a

conviction were v.ewed as characteristics of a poor arrest.

Additional definitions of a poor arrest were those made to

“further the officer's self-interest or those that had problems

with witnesses.

Table VI.1ll

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF A "GOOD ARREST,"
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

s o bt e

Pert ¢ of Officers Who Said Thish
. HCR OFficers LCR Officers
A Good Arrest Is (N = 31) (N = 33)
(t} Collecting physical evidence 29 27
Obtaining a conviction 23 30
Lawful-has probable cause 13 3
Arresting the right person 13 24
Lawful 10 3

;%ncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers.
ercentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses per

officer.

After defining good and poor arrests, each officer rated

the quality of nis arrests over the past several years on a

six-point scale identical to that used by the D.C. officers.
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Table VI.12

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF A "POOR ARREST,"
New York City POlice Department (Manhattan)

A Poor Arrest Is?

Percent of Officers Who Said This

HCR Officers

LCR Officers

(N = 31) (N = 33)

Not collecting physical evidence 29 21
Unlawful-no probable cause 16 21
Arrest serves officer's self-

interest 16 18
Not obtaining a conviction 13 S
Witness problems 10 9
Arresting the wrong person 0* 15*

a

TInc]udes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers.

Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses per

officer.
*p<.05.
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Seventy-seven percent of the 30 responding HCR officers and 88
percent of the LCR officers rated their arrests as being five
or six. All but one of the remaining officers rated their

arrests as fours. Thus, the majority of both groups of

éfficers believe they are making good arrests.

Each officer also rated the quality of the arrests made in
his unit. Thirty-six percent of the 22 HCR officers who made
an estimate indicated that very few or virtually none of the
adult felony arrests made by officers in their unit were poor,
compared with 16 percent of the 25 responding LCR officers.
Although this difference was not statistically significant, it
is in the same direction found for D.C. officers.

Officers were also asked to indicaté how often over the
past several years they collected physical evidence or called
in an evidence technician and how often they located one or
more lay witnesses. As we found for D.C. officers, the
majority of both groups of officers (HCR, 67 percent; LCR, 58
percent) indicated that they collected evidence more than
one-half of the time. However, 27 percent of 26 responding HCR
officers indicated that they located a witness more than
one-kalf of the time, compared with 19 percent of 31 responding
LCR officers. This difference was not statistically
significant, but was in the same direction that we found for
D.C. officers. iWhether HCR officers do in fact locate

witnesses more often than LCR officers is probably worthy of

further study.
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2. Consequences of Good and Poor Arrests

We asked each officer to indicate the positive and negative
conseguences of making good and poor arrests. Aé with D.C.
officers, the most likely positive conseguence noted for mak ing
a good arrest was the self-satisfaction that resulted. As
Table VI.13 shows, 32 percent of the HCR officers and 27
percent of LCR officers indicated this. Other positive
consequences mentioned by both groups of officers included
obtaining good assignments and promotions and the recogrition
received from superiors and fellow officers. Similar

proportions of each group of officers indicated that there were

no positive conseguences or that they did not know of any.

Table VI.13

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

* Percent of Officers Who Said Thi§¢
HCR Officers LCR Officers
Positive Consequence? (N = 31) (N = 33)
Self-satisfaction 32 27
Good assignments 10 6
Promotions more likely 10 12
Recognition by superijors 3 15
Recognition by fellow officers 3 15
There are no positive corn-
sequences or does not know
of any 45 35

g™

;Includes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers.

Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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Table VI.14 —n
Q: HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE &
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS, i
New York City Police Department (Manbattan)
Percent Of Officers Who Said This'
° a HCR Officers LCR Officers ——
Negative Consequence (N = 31) (N = 33) ‘ -
Held in low esteem by fellow
officer 13 ’ 12 v
Held in low esteem by the
community 13* o*
Officer may be 1iable for
damages 10 3
Held in low esteem by
supervisor 6 21
There are no negative con- -
sequences or does not know .
of any . 55 60
qncludes all items listed by at teast 10 percent of the HCR or LCR
+ officers.
Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses per .
_— officer. . .
(jhg *p<.05, by Fisher's exact test.
- Table VI.1l4 presents officers' opinions of the negative i
conseguences for officers who make poor arrests. First, it -, ‘
should be noted that a majority of both groups of officers .
indicated that there were no negative conseguences or that they
did not know of any. When a negative conseguence was cited, it
was likely to be that the officer would be held in lower esteem Y \ -
by the supervisor or fellow officers. We did find, however, )
that HCR officers were more likely than LCR officers (13
percent compared with 0 percent, p<.05) to indicate that the t
community would bold them in lower esteem, although this was o’ u . .
sdggested by only a minority of HCR officers. This is further , . \
evidence that LCR officers in New York do not show the
6:3 heightened sensitivity to the community that we found among LCR ‘ '
officers in Washington, D.C. ) *wﬁﬁr e
" W
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The HCR officers were more likely than LCR officers to
{i‘ state that there were no positive consequences for officers who
generally madeé poor arrests. As Table VI.15 shows, 90 percent

of the H’R officers indicated that there were no positive

consequences for such officers, compared with 61 percent of LCR
officers, a differeqce significant at the p<.03 level. Almost
one-fourth of the LCR officers indicated that officers who make
i poor arrests benefit from receiving more overtime money.
Another small proportion of officers also indicated that by

making such arrests the officer could gain better assignments.

! ‘ Table VI.15

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

[«

(1 i
Percent of Officers Saying This?
HCR_ Officers LCR Officers
Positive Consequence (N = 31) (N = 33)
Increases overtime 6% 24%
Better assignments or
impresses supervisor 3 15
Don't go to trial or court 0 6
Other positive consequences 0 6
There are none* or does not know
- of any 90** 61**

aPer‘cent‘ages may total more than 100 percent of multiple responses.
*Includes four officers who said that the officer would be transferred or

receive advancec¢ training.
**p<.03.
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In order to examine whether LCR officers who perceived
positive conseqguences for officers who make poor arrests behave
differently than do LCR officers who did not perceive positive
consequences, we looked at their responses to two guestions
égout the freguency with which they obtained evidence or
located witnesses during their investigations. The.13 LCR
officers who perceived positive consequences were more likely
than the other 20 LCR officers to report that they obtained
evidence one-half the time or more (91 percent and 65 percent,
respectively, significant at p .10), but they were less likely
to indicate that they located witnesses one-half the time or
more (zero percent and 42 percent, respectively, significant at
p .01). The fact that the likelibood of locating witnesses
tended to be higher among HCR than LCR officers in Washington,
D.C., and to a lesser extent in New York, suggests that their
perception of positive conseguences for poor arrests might be
one reason why LCR officers in New York had lower conviction
rates.

If LCR officers were more likely to perceive positive
conseguences for officers who make poor arrests, it seemed
plausible that they might also be more likely to see negative
consequences for officers whq make good arrests. Table VI.1l6
indicated that this was the case. Seventy-one percent of HCR
officers indicated that they knew of no negative conseqguences
for officers who make good arrests, compared with 36 percent of
LCR officers, a difference significant at the p .03 level. The

LCR officers tended to list a number of negative conseguences
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for officers who made good arrests. Some said that the officer
would experience disappointments in the court process and case
outéome, and others mentioned the resulting civilian complaints
and the lack of recognition for officers who make good

arrests. The jealousy and envy of fellow officers were also

cited as negative conseguences.

Table VI.l6

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Percent of Officers Who Said This®
HCR Officers LCR Officers
Negative Consequences (N = 31) (N = 33)

Court-related prob1emsb 3% 18
Overtime produces problems 13 15
Civilian Complaints 3 12
No recognition 0 15
Envy of department personnel 0 9
Job-related injuries ) 0
Other negative consequences 10 g
There are none* or does not
know of any 7i* 36*

a

bPercentages may total more than 100 because of multiple responses.

Includes too much time spent in court, and dissatisfaction with

dispositions.

*P<.03.
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It has been well established that persons tend to act in
ways that maximize the positive conseguences of their behavior
and minimize the negative conseguences. The fact that LCR
officers were more likely to report positive consequences for
ﬁéking poor arrests and negative conseguences for making good
arrests suggests a possible rationale for why those officers
have lower conviction rates. Unfortunately, our data do not
permit us to discern whether LCR officers' beliefs contributed
to their lower conviction rates or if their statements are a
form of "sour grapes" over their lower performance, assuming
that they are aware of such performance. Regardless, the
perceptions of the two groups of officers are so different that
the New York City Police Department might wish to take steps to
clarify and perhaps alter the conseguences for officers who
make arrests. For example, enhanced communication and
cooperation between the police and the courts might eliminate
officers' apparent disenchantment with this phase of the
criminal justice system and reduce their aversion to appearance
in court. Similarly, regulations regarding eligibility for
promotions might be changed so that they are tied to the

guality of the officers' arrests.

3. Officers' Arrest-related §EEEEE§35

Table VI.1l7 presents the officers' mean ratings of
agreement with statements about arrest procedures. We found
cbnsiderable similarity between the responses of HCR and LCR

officers. The LCR officers agreed more with the statement that

it was important that the uniformed officer look for physical
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Table VI.1l7

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' AGREEMENT WITH VARIOUS

STATEMENTS ABOUT ARRESTS,
New York City Police Department (Manbhattan)

STATEMENT ABOUT ARRESTS MEAN AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENT

(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 « Dis-
agree, 3 = Neither Agree or Disagree,
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

It's important that the uni-
formed officer look for physical
evidence whenever he/she makes
an arrest

Most adults arrested for felonies
are guilty of the offense

The people in the community
expect the police to mike a
lot of arrests

This department expects officers
to make 2 large number of arrests
that result in convictions

This department expects officers
to make a lot of arrests each year

It's not necessary to give a lot
of detailed information when
fi11ing out an arrest report

Police officers shouldn't con=
cern themselves with what
happens after arrest--that's the
business of the prosecutor and
the courts

If 1 generally make good arrests,
I'm more 1ikely to get promoted

Rules and regulations really don't
hely when you arrive at.a crime
scene and make an arrest

The arresting uniformed officer
really doesn't have a rasponsi-
bitity to Jocate witnesses

1f | make a lot of arrests, I'm
more likely to get promoted

Arresting someone usually scares
ther into not committing crimes
in the future

There isn't much that police
officers can do to help the
prosecutor get convictions

Arrest reports are a waste of time
Once 1 make an arrest and the
offender has been booked, my role
in the case should end

Realistically speaking, physical
evidence has little value in court

*By t-test,

HCR Officers
(N = 31)*

LCR Officers
(N = 33}»

3.87

4.33

2.06

2.03

1.94
1.68

1.68

1.57

3.48

2.82

2.67

2.30

1.85

2.48

2.00

2.00

1.88
1.70

1.72

1.82

**l's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information.
#Spearman rank order correlation of the relative orderinc of the item ratinos for

HCR and LCR officers: = +.93.
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evidence when making an arrest. It should be noted, however,
that this was the highest rated item for both groups of
officers. Both groups of officers also tended to agree with the
statement that most adults arrested for felonies are guilty of
the offense; HCR officers did appear to agree with that
statement even more strongly than the LCR officers, although the

r

difference was not significant, as it was in Washington, D.C.

As we found for D.C. officers, both groups of New York

officers tended to disagree with statements indicating a reduced
trole for the officer after the arrest was made and a limited

! value for obtaining evidence and locating witnesses. In

addition, 84 percent of HCR officers and 85 percent of LCR

4 officers disagreed wth the statement tﬁat "arresting someone

‘ (m} usually scares them into not committing crimes in the future."
‘ The Spearman rank order correlation for the relative importance

of these items to HCR and LCR officers was +.93.

F. ARREST/CASE OUTCOME

Drawing on his knowledge of the guilt or innocence of adult
arrestees over the past several years, each officer rated
whether more or fewer cases should reach various dispositions.
Table VI.1l8 presents these findings. As we found for officers
in Washington, D.C., HCR and LCR officers held similar opinions
of the attractiveness of various possible dispositions. Both
gfoups of officers wanted to see more cases ending in guiity
verdicts at trial and more cases that result in conviction and

} imprisonment. Similarly, both HCR and LCR officers wanted to

‘l‘" .}
o

see fewer cases dismissed immediately, end in not guilty
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verdicts, and be plea bargained for reduced charges or

sentences.

Table VI.18

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS ABOUT HOW OFTEN
CERTAIN DISPOSITIONS SHOULD OCCUR FOR
ADULT FELONY ARRESTS,

New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Percent of Officers Who Said This

. Opinion Regarding Disposition of
Adult Felony Arrests HCR Officers LCR Officers
(N) 2 (N) 4

More cases should:

Have trials that result in a
guilty, verdict (28) 86 (28) 71

Result 1in conviction and
imprisonment (31) 81 (32) 88

Fewer cases should:

Be dismissed immediately (28) 89 (29) 83
Have trials that result in a

not guilty verdict _ (27) 85 (25) 64
-Plea bargain for a reduced

charge (31) 74 (32) 9N
Plea bargain for a reduced

sentence (30) 73 (31) 90

When asked about the effect of various measures on the
number of dismissals, HCR and LCR officers responded
similarly. Most thought that dismissals would be reduced if
more prosecutors were available to handle the case load and if
prosecutors were better skilled and organized (See Table

vI.1l%). The HCR officers‘were a little more likely to indicate
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Table VI.19

EVENTS THAT HCR AND LCR OFFICERS BELIEVE WOULD REDUCE
THE NUMBER OF PISMISSALS FOR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS,
New York City Police Department (Manhattan)

Percent of Officers Who Said This:
HCR Officers LCR Officers

Dismissals would be reduced: N = 34)* (N = 35)* g

If there were more prosecutors to

handle the case load Bg 76 »>.10

1f prosecutors were more skilled

and better qualified 86 88 >.10

If .judges were less concerned with

legal technicalities [ 85 70 J <.05

1f citizens more often called the

police immediateiy after a crime

was committed 84 76 >.10

1f the responding officers did a

better job preserving the crime

scene ‘ 83 82 >.10
. If detectives did a better job

interviewing witnesses 81 88 >.10

If arresting officers did a better

job locating witnesses 80 B8 >. 10

I/ the prosecutors' office were

better organized 75 68 >. 10

1f detectives did a better job

searching for evidence 75 77 »>.10

If uniformed officers divd a better

jot interviewing victims/witnesses 74 72 >.10

If uriformed officers did a better

job searcrinc for evidence when they

made arrests ’ 74 79 >.10

If o¥ficers and detectives did a

better job interrogating suspects 74 63 ».10

1f deveztives and uniformed officers

cooperated npre with each other at

and around the time of arrest 68 79 >.10

1f judges had more sympathy for

victime of crimes 66 81 >0

1f there were more detectives 65 50 5,10

If there were more judget on

the Bencn 64 73 >.10

%f responding officers did a more

thorough and accurate jot in filling

out crime reports 61 70 »,10

1f crime lab technicians did a better

jot processing evidence 56 57 5.10

*By t-test, ; L .
*h*s vary slightly for each jtem because of missing information.
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that dismissals would be reduced if judges were less concerned
with legal technicalities. Moreover, as was found in
Washington, D.C., officers tended to believe that increasing
the number of uniformed officers would have no effect on the
nhmber of dismissals (47 percent of HCR officers and 52 percent
of LCR officers).

As Table VI.20 indicaées, most HCR and LCR officers
reported that they were extremely or very interested in
learning the outcomes of their arrests and the reasons for
them. Similar proportions of each group indicated that they
almost always do learn the outcome. However, most officers
indicated that it takes so&e effort to obtain information about
the outcome of a case and approximately three-fourths of each
group of officers said that either there was no formal

procedure in the department for obtaining such information or

they were unsure whether one existed.

G. SUMMARY COMPARISON OF FINDINGS FROM MANHATTAN AND
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Table VI.21 presents an overview of the principal findings
obtained from the self-administered questionnaires completed by
the police officers from Manhattan and the District of Colum-
bia. Perhaps the most significant finding exhibited by officers
in both police departments was that HCR officexrs were more like-
ly to spend more time locating witnesses than were LCR officers;
Aitbough the differences between HCR and LCR officers were not
as pronounced among officers from Manhattan as among officers
from Washington, the fact that similar trends’were detected

suggests that the effort expended in locating witnesses may be
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I Table VI .20
e HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' INTEREST IN LEARNING THE
i OUTCOME OF THEIR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS,
| New York City Police Department (Manhattan)
Percent of Officers Who Said This*
. I
Officer's Response HCR Officers LCR Officers
(N=34) (N=35)
g Interest in knowing the outcome
i of arrests/cases:
Extremely/very interested 71 64
g Somewhat interested 26 27
] Slightly or not at all inter-
‘ ested 3 9
Interest in knowing the reasons
(”g for outcome of cases/arrests:
Extremely/very interested 77 67
Somewhat interested 16 27
Slightly/not at all interested 6 6
Actually learns the outcome of
arrests/cases:
Usually/almost always 48 58
About half the time or less 52 42

T s gty e,

*Percentages rounded
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Table VI.21
; PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OBTAINED FROM THE SELF-ADMINISTERED
i ii QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED BY POLICE OFFICERS FROM .
}A ' WASHINGTON, D.C. AND MANHATTAN
3
Iy %“
;‘ TorIC OFFICERS FROM WASHINGTON, D.C. OFFICERS FROM MANHATTAN
e BACKGROUND « HCR and LCR officers similar in sex, age, - HCR and LCR officers similar in sex, age,
¢ CHARACTERISTICS marital status, education, police experience, marital status, education, police experience,
i and receipt of department awards. and receipt of department awards.
ATTITUDES TOWARD - HCR and LCR officers both satisfied with their - HCR officers more satisfied with jobs than LCR
7 SELF AND JOB jobs. offfcers.'but both groups reported decreasing
éﬁ + HCR officers more 1ikely to view selves as very satisfaction. )
" or extremely successful. - Similar proportions of HCR and LCR officers
; - Both HCR and LCR officers tended to misperceive tended to view themselves as very or extremely
O the relative importance - to supervisors of various SQCCESSfU]-
B factors- for evaluating officers' performance. - Misperception of supervisors not found
! 5 - LCR officers tended to show greater sensitivity - Findings regarding LCR and HCR officers' sensi-
i to the community than HCR officers. tivity to the community were mixed.
; <
;L H
I Jo KNOWLEDGE OF + No differences between HCR and LCR officers. + No differences between HCR and LCR officers.
: ~ EVIDENCE AND LAW

ARREST
CHARACTERISTICS

ARREST/CASE
. OUTCOME
; < %
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HCR officers tended to be more likely to define

a good arrest as one that leads to conviction.
Both groups of officers tended to perceive similar
consequences for making good or poor arrests.

* Both groups of officers rated the quality of their

own arrests highly.

HCR officers were likely to spend more time locating
witnesses,

HCR officers more likely to say most adults arrested
for felonies are guilty.

+ Both groups of officers valued similar dispositions

and were very interested in learning the outcome
of their cases.

HCR and LCR officers had similar definitions

of good and poor arrests.

LCR officers were more likely to perceive

positive consequences for making poor arrests.

and negative consequences for making good

arrests.

- Both groups of officers rated the quality of
their own arrests highly.

» HCR officers tended to spend more time locating
witnesses.

« Both groups of officers tended to believe

that most adults arrested for felonies are

guilty.

- Both groups of officers valued similar dispo-
sitions and were very interested in learning
the outcome of their cases.
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N a key bebavior that differentiates officers with high conviction
(;) rates from those with low rates.

The HCR and LCR officers from both cities had similar back-
grounds; comparable knowledge of the law and the value of evi-
dénce, and strong interests in learning the outcomes of their
cases. Our findings thus suggest that impleﬁenting differential
recruitment practices, special education programs, and efforts
to encoufége officeréfto iearn case outcomes would probably not
bave a significant impact on officers' conviction rates.

The overall conclusion to be reached from this phase of the
study is that HCR and LCR officers were quite similar ¢n the
largely attitudinal dimensions that were measured. This should
not be too surprising, however, given the extensive research

ﬁ that indicates that a person's attitudes are often not asso-
(:; Cciated with his or her actual behavior. In the next chapter,
we continue our guest for factors that might account for the
differential conviction rates of the officers by focusing on

potential ‘behavioral differences between HCR and LCR officers.

)
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VII. ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW DATA:
WASHINGTON, D.C., AND MANHATTAN

In this chapter we examine officer responses during the
intensive interviews that were conducted after the officers
completed the self-administered questionnaire. We address a
number of guestions raised in the research plan and reiterated
below. First, we discuss the analysis of interviews. This
includes examination of specific sections of the interviews.

In the final section, we review major findings and address
"special technigues" or procedures identified by officers
during the interviews.

As discussed in Chapter III, a multiple regression model
was used to determine which officers would be selected for the
interviews. The model also pointed up some findings that
should be reviewed at this time. First, the model explained a
significant amount of the variation among officers in terms of
their ability to bring convictable arrests to the prosecutor,
both in Washington, D.C., and in New York. In Washington,
D.C., the model explained 72 percent of the variance in total
conviction senténces produced by the officers, and in New York,
it explained 89 percent. Much of the variation among officers
was explained by such factors as the inherent convictability of
the mix of arrests, the number and seriousness of the arrests,
and the fact that many arrests were subject to charge
réduction. The result of this was, as shown in the analyses of
the self-administered guestionnaire, that few significant

differences were found between those identified as high and low
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conviction rate officers. (Recall that more significant
differences were found in Washington, D.C., than in New York,
bearing out the prediction of the model.) Conse- gquently, in
both interview sites, the ability of the interviews to further
iaentify factors significantly related to these differences was
rather small.

In the analysis that follows, we look at five areas of
police work in an attempt to identify additional factors
related to arrest convictability.* Throughout this discussion,
the reader should bear in mind the small amount of unexplained
variation that existed, especially in New York.

The research plan identified a number of guestions to be
addressed in the interviews. Specifically, we examined

differences between HCR and LCR officers in regard to the

following:

(1) Use of various department resources (information and
services from specialized units).

(2) Special technigues the officers can describe and
relate to arrest procedures.

(3) Amount of court experience.
(4) Adherence to legal and procedural rules.
(5) Obtaining additional information from offenders.

(6) Obtaining additional information from victims and
witnesses. ’

*As noted in Chapter IV, the five areas are (1) collecting
physical evidence, (2) locating witnesses and maintaining
witness cooperation, (3) interrogating/interviewing suspects,
(4) working with the prosecutor, and (5) working with
informants.
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(7) Obtaining additional information leading to the
collection of physical evidence. ‘ ‘

(8) Getting reluctant witnesses to cooperate.

A. THE ANALYSIS

The goal in the analysis of the interview information was
to assess how the HCR and LCR officers differed in the way they
responded. To do this, we grouped the officers according to
how they fell out in the trichotomy that was used to produce
the sample. The analysis was performed for the sample sizes

indicated in Table VII.1. (The final selection of officers to

be interviewed was discussed in Chapter 1IV.)

Table VII.1

INTERVIEW SAMPLE SIZES FOR WASHINGTON, b.C.,
AND MANHATTAN

Washington Manhattan
HCR 34 27
MCR 26 20
LCR 35 26
Total 95 73

In the analysis, we sought to identify two dimensions with
respect to officer responses: quantity and content. The first
dimension, guantity, tests simply whether one group is more or
less able than the other to provide‘responses to the guestions
presented and whether particular areas of inguiry produce more
analyzable information than others. The second, content or

diversity, seeks to measure the range of information that is
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provided by the respective groups of officers. This dimension
involves the questicn on how diverse the tools or methods are
upon which the officers draw. It looks at the specific types
of responses offered by the officers to determine which
solutions are¢ provided by the different groups. Through the
second dimension, also, we sought to determine what "special
technigues" officers could identify and (by looking at who said
what) to assess whether such technigues were likely to
contribute to or detract from high achievement with respect to
arrest convictability. In the subsections that follow, we look
at each of the five areas of officer activity and at the two
dimensions within them, to the extent that they can be

addressed.

l. Collection of Evidence

As indicated in the replication analysis, the existence of
physical evidence can have an impact on whether certain arrests
result in conviction. We were not, however, able to determine
from PROMIS data who was responsible for obtaining that
evidence--arresting officer, detective, evidence technician,
prosecutor, or some other person in the criminal justice
system. We do infer, however, that given the effect of
evidence on the probability of conviction, officers who make an
effort to obtain evidence will, other things remaining egual,
obtain more convictions than officers who do not make such an
effort.

In the interviews, officers were asked whether they bhad

ever collected physical evidence of three types: (1) evidence
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that proves a crime has been committed; (2) evidence that links
the suspect with the crime scene, and (3) evidence that links
the suspect and the victim. They were then asked to describe
tque situations and the procedures they used to ébtain the
evidence. They were asked further to describe circumstances in
which the collection of evidence was particularly difficult anad
how they dealt with those circumstances.

In each instance, the coding of responses allowed for up to
five or six distinct responses to be coded (even if two
distinct responses yielded identically coded values). First,
we assessed the freguency with which officers were providing
responses. Table VII.2 shows the gross freguency of procedures

identified by the officers to deal with evidence problems.

Table VII.Z2

INCIDENCE OF EVIDENCE COLLECTION BY TYPE OF EVIDENCE

Mean Number of Mentions Per Officer

- . e - e - G S N e — e e o G A e e T A e e e e e e e I M e e S S e e W W e e e Y - v e e

Wasnington, D.C HCR MCR LCR
Evidence Type Frequency RPO Frequency RPD Frequancy RP)
Proves:
Crime Committed 247 7.25 174 6.69 185 5.29
Suspect at Scene 95 2.79 a7 3.73 ¢3 2.80
Contact with Victim 65 1.91 50 2.31 57 1.€3
Number of Officers 34 26 35
Manhattan HCR MCR LCR
Zvidence Type Frequency RPD Frequency RPO Frequency FRPO
Evidence that Proves: ) _
Crime Committed 160 5.83 o7 3.35 147 5.42
. Suspect at Scene 52 1.93 9 .45 52 2.00
(7} Contact with Victim 29 1.07 3 N 24 92
Humber of Officers 27 2 26
VIiI-5
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In both Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, the most
noteworthyldifference between the HCR and LCR groups was within
the category of evidence that proves a crime was committed.
unnting duplicate responses, the HCR groups in both cities
were able to list more procedures for obtaining that type of
evidence. As might be expected from the model that produced
the sample, the difference is moré notable for Washington,
D:C. For the category of evidence that proves that the victim
was at the'sgéhe'Zor that the sdspect and victim came into
contact) , Ebere was considerably less difference between the
HCR and LCR groups; the HCR officers in both cities listed
slightly more technigues and procedures than the LCR officers.
For the category of evidence that proves that the suspect was
at the scene of the crime, there was virtually no difference
between the responses of the two groups. Of course, total
number of responses is only a gross indicator of the guantity
of information that was provided by the officers, since
duplicates are included. For this count, we listed only those
procedures that represented significant responses (i.e., other
than "nothing can be done") and made no attempt to differ-
entiate among the diverse answers that were given by the
officers. Nor was any attempt made at this point to apply
statistical tests to these gross figures.

Next we looked at the actual answers provided by the
officers to the above guestions about how they get evidence of

various types. As shown in Table VII.3, there were few
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significant differences in the way in which the HCR and LCR

groups responded.

For the category of evidence that helps
prove a crime was committed, the LCR officers in Washington,
D.C., were significantly (p=.10, chi-sguare test) more likely

to say "preserve the scene" than HCR officers.

i
3

In contrast,
§ HCR officers were significantly more likely to say "search the
§ surrounding area," "locate and/or probe witnesses," and "locate
g and/cr probe the victim." These differences were not borne out
? by the New York interviews, however. In New York, the only
b significant difference was that the HCR group was more likely
? than the LCK group to list "investigate or follow-up" as a
ﬁ procedure for obtaining evidence that proves the crime was
i committed.

: i Table VII.3
IS
% PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE
: A CRIME WAS COMMITTED, FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF
! OFFICERS WHO MENTIONED ITEM AT LEAST ONCE
§
| D.C. Manhattan
i HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) HCR(27) MCR(20) LCR(2&)
: PROCEDURE f % £ = £ % f % f & £ 2
3 arrive quickly 4 120 03 9913 1}1 5|0 O
preserve scene 14. 41 |14 54 |23 66 |13 48 | 8 40 9 35
canvass general area 13 38| 7 273715 43 {8 30| 2 10| 6 23
search surrounding area 28 82 |18 69 |19 54 (17 63 | 9 .45 |16 62
_search for specifics 11 32| 8 31| 7 20} 4 15} 3 15 27
locate/probe witness 18 53| 9 35 7 20 5 18| 4 2010 38
locate/probe victim 12 35 9 35 5 14 |12 44 4 20 6 23
$ locate/probe suspect 8 24 6 23 6 17 |10 37 3 15 6 23
e surveillance 4 1214 15} 1 3] 8 30| 1 5 35
interview first officers 27 79 {19 73|27 77 {22 81 {11 55|13 50
investigate/followup 27 79 |19 73 {27 77 {22 Bl |11 55|13 50
measure/diagram 10 29 7 27 {10 29 6 22 5 25 3 12
\ i other 1 3|2 80 00 0|0 O 12
oS nothing 5 15]0 o2z 6|0 2 10| 7
8 VII-7
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For the category of evidence that proves the suspect was at

the scene of the crime, we found only one significant
difference in either city. 1In Washington, D.C., LCR officers
were more likely to say that they searched for Qpecific items
isuch as clothes, blood, and debris) that would link the
suspect with the scene. (See Table VII.4.) 1In the third
category (evidence that proves the victim was at the scene, or

? that shows that the victim and suspect came into contact),

2 there were no significant differences. (See Table VII.5.)

Table VII.4

: PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE THAT PROVE THAT
i THE SUSPECT WAS AT THE SCENE OF THE CRIME, FREQUENCY
AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS WHO MENTIONED ITEM AT LEAST ONCE

| . D.C. Manhattan
%', (m; | HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) HCR(27) MCR(20) LCR(26)
PROCEDURE f % f 9 §£ 3 f g §£ ¢ £ g
arrive auickly 1 2 0 0 O 0o 0 1 4
é preserve scene 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
| canvass general area 5 15 2 1 2 0 0 1
search surrounding area 11 32 8 31 11 31 5 19 1 5 9 35
: search for specifics 4 12 6 23 12 34 2 7 0 0 2 8
3 locate/probe witness 4 12 6 23 5 14 5 19 0 0 4 15
locate/probe victim 9 26 4 15 4 11 2 7 0 0 4 15
lTocate/probe suspect 6 18 7 27 7 20 1 0 0 5 19
surveillance 1 3 12 0 5 19 0 0 3 12
: interview first officers O 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0
¥ investigate/followup 10 29 12 46 11 31 12 44 2 10 8 31
v measure/aiagram 3 S 2 8 3 3 11 1 5 2
other 0 0 4 15 1 3 0 0 0 0 1
nothing 1 3 4 15 3 9 0 0 0 2
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Table VII.5

PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE THAT PROVES THE VICTIM
WAS AT THE SCENE OF THE CRIME AND/OR CAME IN
CONTACT WITH THE SUSPECT, FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF
OFFICERS WHO MENTIONED ITEM AT LEAST ONCE

PROCEDURE

arrive quickly

preserve scene

canvass gereral area
search surrounding area
search for specifics
locate/probe witness
locate/probe victim
Tocate/probe suspect
surveillance

interview first officers
investigate/followup
measure/diagram

other

nothing

= O = W O N o1 oY D=

D.C. Manhattan
HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) HCR(27) MCR(20) LCR(26)
f % f % f % f % f % f %
2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8
12 2 8 2 6 0 0 0 0 1 4
18 6 23 7 20 1 4 1 5 2 8
15 4 15 5 14 1 4 0 0 1 4
12 2 8 4 11 1 4 1 5 2 8
12 5 19 5 14 4 15 0 0 3 12
15 3 12 6 17 1 4 0 0 3 12
6 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 5 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
26 10 38 7 20 5 19 1 5 3 12
3 0 0 2 0 0 1 5 1
0 1 4 0 1 4 0 0 0
3 1 4 2 0 0 0 0 3 12
VII-9
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In some guestions, the officers were asked to describe the
circumstances that were associated with those efforts to
collect evidence, as well as the procedures that applied in
particular circumstances.

officers and the open-ended nature of the interviews, the

However, given the small number of

number of different responses possible vastly exceeds the
number of police officers who were interviewed. Consequently,
significant variation in the way that officers deal with
specific circumstances did not exist to an extent that could be

tested. Even 50, we looked at a breakdown, by circumstance, of

methods and procedures used. We found no significant HCR-LCR

variation.

Although the Cross-categorization of circumstances and
Procedures did not lend itself to analysis, we did look at the
Circumstances that were identified by the officers. Aas above,
the results were not very revealing. For each category of
evidence, the circumstances described by the officers fell into
six distinct groups; in a seventh group only the offense was

mentioned. These are shown, with the proportion of officers

listing those circumstances at least once, in Tables VII.6

tbrough vII.S8.

Again, as with the procedures used, there were few

differences. 1In fact, the only statistically significant
dlfference between the circumstances identified by HCR and LCR
offlcers was that HCR officers were much more likely to say
that their problems in collecting evidence to prove that a

crime was committed involved the contamination of evidence.
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Table VII.6
CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH OFFICERS FIND IT DIFFICULT TO
COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE A CRIME WAS COMMITTED
Number and Percentage of Officers Mentioning
A Circumstance at Least Once

wWwashington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR
Circumstance Citec freq. b Freq. b Freq. %
Contaminated evidence 24 T15%% ) 237 10 25%
Crime Scene 11 320 7 27% 3 23%
Victim problems 5 15% 5 16% 4 1%
Witnass problens 2 0% 2 Er 1 3%
Suspect problems 3 Y 4 155 1 3%
Fnysical location of

evicence o 245 10 3uh 8 23%
Other 2 br 0 -- 2 O%w
dumber of officers 34 26 35
Mannattan TTnew MCR CTTTTTTTLCRTTTTTC
ircumstance Cited Freg. P Freq. % Freq. P
Contaminated cvidence 5] 22% 3 15% 8 314
Crimc Scene 5 15 2 10% b 23%
Victim protleus ) - 1 5% 1 43
Witness problems 4 15% 0 -- 0 -
Suspact problens Y 15, ) -- 2 Bl
Physical location of

evidancsa 3 304 3 15% 3 31
Other 4 P 3 15% 2 e
Kumber of officers 27 20 25
*p=.10

)
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Table VII.?
iiﬁ CIRCUMSTANCES IMN WHICH OFFICERS FIND IT DIFFICULT TO
- COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE THAT SUSPECT WAS AT SCENE .

OF CRIME
Number and Percentage of Officers Mentioning
A Circumstance at Least Once

washington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR
Circumstance Cited Freq. P Freq. % Freq. %
Contaminated evidence 13 38% 10 36% 10 2497
Crime Scene |, ! 247 3 3% 5 Th
Victim probleans 300 9% 2 87 2 ?%
Witness problems 0 -- 0 - 2 O
suspect problens 0 - 0 - 1 ¥
Paysical location of i }

evidence 2 6% 1 4y 2 R S
wumber of officers 34 2C 35
Manhattan HCR MCR LCE
Circunstance Cited Freq. h Freq. % Freq. %

Cﬂiontaminated evidence 2 5 0 -- 7 2Tr

Crime Scene 7 26% 1 % 4 15%
Vizctin problers 3 1% 0 -- 2 It
Witness problens 0 -- D - 0 --
Suspect problems 0 -- 0 - J -—
Phiysicsl location of '

evidenca 0 -- 1 5% 0 --
sumber of officers 27 20 2o

- — - — G M e e e S e G Em v e e e e W MR A e e SR W ek WS e M G G S G S G Em AR A G W M R e SR TR G W e e -
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Table VII.S8

CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH OFFICERS FIND IT DIFFICULT TO

COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT PROVES THE VICTIM AND SUSPECT

CAME INTO CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER

Number and Percentage of Officers Mentioning
A Circumstance at Least Once

- D e - e - T M e - e We et S S e S Em e S WS S S em En e L e WD e W N G e En A S G e D M dm M fer D e e R NN Ee e e e e e

- - - - - - -

Contaminated evidence
Crime &Gcena

Vietim problems

witness problenms

Suspect problems

Physicel loceation of
evidence

Cther

e - - - ;. = B e = A G - e D e S et e B T M G ML e e YR M W G e S e G e M G W M S e e e R e G mm e e

- ——— -~ — . —— . —— - - T e S e e e G e E GE e EE S AP M e e G e em R = = Ge e A S G e

Contaminatec evidence

Crinme Scene

Victim problems

Witness problems

Suspect problems

Physical location of
evidence

Other

. - . M A - G s e e e M W W P G W W M e e G M e e G A e G e e e o e S - S ——

Lhumber of officers

- — -

8, i
S
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Seventy-one percent of the HCR officers (24 out of 34) said
that they encountered that as a problem, whereas only 29
percent of the LCR officers (10 out of 35) mentioned such
circumstances (Table V11.6). This was found only for
ﬁ;shington, D.C. None of the differences in Manhattan was
significant. For both jurisdictions, the HCR officers did tend
more often to indicate circumstances in which it is difficult

to collect evidence proving a crime was committed.

2. Locating Witnesses and Maintaining Witness Cooperation

Officers were asked whether they had ever located or helped
to locate civilian witnesses in connection with an arrest. As
before, if they responded affirmatively, their answers were
coded into as many as five or six distinct responses for each
guestion. The first guestion asked the officers to describe
how they usually go about getting or finding witnesses. Next,
they were asked to identify the circumstances in which it was
difficult to obtain witnesses and to describe both the
circumstances and the procedures associated with them. One of
these circumstances was selected and further responses were
solicited about why the case was particularly challenging.
Finally, the officers were asked to talk about the specific
reasons why some witnesses usually fail to cooperate and to
tell how they go about gaining cooperation in such circum-
stances.

As before, we calculated the gross freguency of metbods and
procedures that the officers were able to provide. For both
Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, officers in the HCR groups

provided more information than officers in the LCR groups.

VII-14
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This was the case for procedures for locating witnesses as well
as for methods of obtaining witness cooperation. We do note
that, as before, these measures are only gross iqdicators, and
t?e application of statistical tests of significance is
inappropriate. They do indicate, however, an overall tendency
for bigh conviction rate officers to provide more information
than low conviction rate officers. Whether this is a
reflection of overall ability, however, would reqguire
inferences we are not prepared to draw. The results of this

analysis are shown in Table VII.O

Table VII.O9
PROCEDURES FOR LOCATING WITNESSES AND WAYS OF

OBTAINING WITNESS COOCPERATION
Number of Responses Per Officer

s v A e M ™ e e e e o e e e e e W T R S AR A G e e M e M S e S e e e G e e e e S S G e e e W e G w - W W

Witness Porsuasion ‘ i '
Technigques 153 4,€5 152 5.85 145 4, Gy

Proceaures for

Locating ¥Witnsssos 141 4,15 101 3,00 104 2.87

lsumber of officers 34 26 35

Manhiattan HCRK MCH LCR

Witness Persuasicn _
Techniques 55 3.15 u7 2.35 71 2.25
Procedures for -
Loeating Witnesses 56 2,07 22 1.10 3 1.058
Humber of officers 21 20 21
VII-15
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Next we looked at what was being said by the officers.
Here we calculated the percentage of officers in each group who
mentioned a given procedure or method at least once. NoO
additional counting of duplicate or repetitive replies (unlike
t%e gross measure above) was performed. As for our
investigation of evidence techniques, we found few differences
between the HCR and LCR groups.

Officers were asked to list and describe procedures for
locating witnesses. Of the substantive procedures provided in
response, no differences were found. The HCR and LCR officers
in both jurisdictions either replied in a non-specific way
(i.e., no more specific than "locate and probe witnesses") or
they tended to say "investigate and follow-up on leads." 1In
Washington, D.C., HCR officers were significantly less likely
than LCR officers to say "nothing can be done." (See Table
VII.10.)

Those responses were provided with respect to specific
circumstances (see below). In breaking the responses down by

¢ircumstances, however, there did not appear to be any pattern

related to HCR and LCR groupings.

Officers were also asked to list and describe methods of
persuading witnesses to cooperate. For the most part, no sharp
differences emerged in the methods listed by HCR and LCR
officers. One interesting difference is that LCR officers were
mére inclined to try to appeal to the witness's sense of civic
responsibiliity than were HCR offices. (See Table VII.1l.)

Similarly, officers were asked to describe circumstances in

which witness cooperation was especially difficult to obtain.
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Table VII.1O0

METHODS OF LOCATING WITNESSES
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST ONCE

Manhattan HCR MCR LCR
Method Cited Freq b Freq ) Freq c
Arrive quickly 0 -- 0 -- 4] -
Preserve Scene 0 - 0 - 2 8
Canvass general area 5 16 3 15 5 19
Search surrounding area 1 4y 0 -— 1 Y
Locate/probe witnesses 9 33 5 25 10 38
Locate/probe victin 2 T 1 5 0 -
Locate/probe suspect 0 - ) - 1 y
Surveillance 0 - 1 5 9] --
Investigate/followup 15 56 4 20 10 32
Other 1 ot 1 5 2 &
"Nothing can be done" 3 11 g 20 4 15
Humber of officers 2 20 20
Wwgshington, D.C HCR HMCR LC*
Metnod Citeu Fregq » Freq 5 Freg »
Arrive quickly 1 3 2 U J -
Prescrve Scene 0 - 1 y G --
Canvass gena2ral arca 15 g4 g 55 14 4z
Search surrounding area 4 12 5 19 3 G
Locate/probe witnesses 21 62 19 52 10 51
Locate/prebe vietim 4 12 b 23 5 14
Locete/probe suspect 1 3 0 -- C -=
Survelllance 0 -- J - 8] -
Investigate/followup 25 760 20 77 29 X
Other 1 3 2 8 2 €
"Wothing can be donea" Y 12 5 16 11 31%
Humber of officers 34 29 >
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PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS3 MENTIONING 7

Washington, D.C.

Seek Court Assistance
Use "psychology"

Ease burden (nfs)
Provide protection
Place on phone alert
Provide transportation
Compensate witnass
Contact employer
Stress civic resp.
Threaten subpoena

Be persistant
Tactical harassment

"Not much you can do"
Other

A — . G o O e S e G T M G e M Mm Em A A M G M G G e mm e e e A G W S R M WS e N R G e e G e S G e U S O e G - —

Fle e o o e oot i e e e e e e - e W e S S e e D R A M m e M e e e e G mm e M S R e S e e G e A e N e mm e G e G S A e e e

(%umber of Cfficers

e e W - e T S e P Y e G e mE e e e e e e e - e S W S W e G e G S e R W S e e e ey T M G e em S NS M S e S e S o S W e e -

- —— - - e e N . e G e e M e e e ey G T e e S G A e G G e G M M M G R e WS e - e G WS W = e e e

Seek Court Assistance
Use "psychology"

Ease burden (nfs)
Provide protection
Place on phone alert
Provide transportation
Compensate witness
Contact employer
Stress civiz resp.
Threzten subpoena

Be persistant
Tactical ‘harassment
"iot much you can do"
Other

e o - . - R G AP e R S e G - e N eh TR G G e e R G em e e e e Am GG e e e M e G GE S G e e e R T S e Gm TR e e - —

Y —y
CNw~Ncc o= REmwhovicou

Table VII.11
WITNESS COOPER
HCR MCR
e Freq
15 3
88 22
4y 8
) 9
9 5
12 7
35 12
3 3
29 9
24 5
21 3
9 3
21 3
-- T
34 26
HCR MCR
e Freg
16 2
59 7
15 1
30 5
y 2
7 0
4 0
y 0
19 6
11 5
4 0
7 ]
7 2
4 1
27 29
VII-18
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P Again, no sharp differences emerged between the two groups in :
: either city. (See Table VII.Jl2.) Officers cited a variety of %\ e
5 e““v“,
b @? reasons, many of which were related to problems of witness
e » ;
_L reluctance~~due to fear, apathy, criminal involvement, or !
.
R %i sympathy with the offender. An analysis of the specific
' 3 methods that officers used to cope with these circumstances was T »
i -
$
not very revealing in that the number of observations was so
small. Shown in Table VII.1l3, we selected the largest general '
Z category for both Washington and Manhattan--reluctant witnesses.
!
L
b Table VII.12
/ CIRCUNSTALCES CITED AS REASCHS FOR WITHESS DIFFICULTIEC >
: NUSBER AKED PZIRCENT OF OFFICEKS MENTIONING AT LEAST OWCE '
§
§ Washington, D.C. HCR “CR LCR
e e e e —c——— e — e ——————
E %
% Circuunstance Cited Freq. - Freg. : Freg. »
i ”':: ________________________________________________
(»’ iio obvious witnesses 12 35 11 b2 7 29 n
Hon-cooperative 14 41 11 42 13 37
Crowa situaticn 1 3 1 y ! 11
Reluctanc witnesses 29 52 25 83 23 55 ,
’ Time lapse 2 v 1 4 4 11 a -
Other 2 & 2 8 6 17 ¥
luamber of officzrs =4 2u 35
", ’ Manhattan HCR MCR LCR
g Circumstancs Citerd Freg. e Freq. A Freg. p
- "o obvicus witnesses 5 19 3 15 1 4
Y Hon-cooperative o) 30 3 15 1 ﬂ ko
Crowd situation 2 7 0 - 3 12 :
Reluctant witnessas 10 57 5 25 7 27 o
Time lapse 1 4 0 -— 0 --
: Other 4 15 4 20 1
R Humber of officers 27 20 2L
L L e el , \
y - U
& VII-19
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Table VII.13 illustrates a problem that existed throughout the
analysis of the interviews and that is generally associated
with content analysis. Although the form of the interviews was
highly structured, the content was not, so as not to inhibit
t%e amount of information provided by the officers. So diverse
were the answers and so small the number of interviewees that
looking at the data broken down into any detail becomes
statistically unreliable. The cells turn out to be too small
to allow us to detect from these interviéws whether HCR and LCR
officers are systematically dealing with reluctant witnesses in

different ways.

3. Interrogating and Interviewing Suspects

Officers were also asked about their experiences with
interviewing suspects. We asked them to tell us what their
goals are in conducting such interviews and how they usually go
about attaining them. Next, we sought responses about the
circumstances in which it was more difficult than usual for
them to achieve their goals in interrogating suspects and how
they dealt with those circumstances. Finally, we selected one
of those circumstances and socught more explicit responses to
guestions agout how they dealt with it.

Again, we began by looking at the gross response rates for
HCR and LCR officers in Washington and in Manbattan. Unlike
the guestions concerning evidence and witnesses, bowever, in
béth Washington and Manhattan, the gross number of substantive

responses per officer was marginally higher for the LCR group

than for the HCR group. (See Table VII.1l4.) We should point
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Table VII.13

Frequency of kesponses to
"liow do you attcmpt to persuade reluctant witnesses"
Washington, L.C.

HCR ACR LCR
Kesponse freq. » freq. % freq. 2
Cunvass general area 3 Yp i 15% 4 11%
Locate additional

witngesses J 204 10 3tw 7 2Ux
Probe vicetiuw J - 1 4% 1 3
investigate, followuyp,

UsSc experis Tu 53w 13 505, 15 bsu
Utiter J - J -- 1 5,
"hutaing cen be done" 1556 2 G 5 S
nuinber of Cfficers >4 20 35

Freguency of fesponses to N
"Low do you witeupt to parsusye reluctunt witaesses"
honaorien, wvew York
1nCh “CR LIH
hessonse freq. » ireq. » freg. “
Locuve agaitional

witnesses o) T9% 4 2Jd% 1 “
Frons vicuitwn 1 4% 1 9% J --
investigeve, 1'cllowuy,

JSL 2Yperis 5 19 . 2 10, N 23,
"Lhot.aing cen be wona' U - J - 1 Yy

T e e mm e e e e e W e e ST e T e S Ve M e = e - e A e A M v S e . e e e S A G s = G
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out, however, that the "difference" is rather small and is only

noteworthy because of its consistency across both jurisdictions.

Table VII.1l4

METHODS FOR INTERROGATING AND INTERVIEWING SUSPECTS
) METHODS CITED-~-TOTAL AND NUMBER PER OFFICER

O S A o o  — —  Gms ey e e E G e ) e e e e M e T W G Y R W R E e TR D AR N e e e s e M S T e MR ER GE GP W S MR SR ER e e e e e e

Washington, D.C HCR “CR LZR
lhumber of Methods Cited 229 125 ’232
linmber of Wethods Per Cfficer 5. 484 i.lg o.??
Number of Officers 3L 26 35
Manhattan HCR MCR LCR
Nuuber cof Metnods Cited 127 54 12?
Humbar of Methods Per Qfficer 4.79G 2.90 4.Ey
Number of Officer 2'f 20 cF

TR e - . @5 e S e i T - . NS M = —— - = e G e e G A M G WS e G A e G M e e e e e e

Looking at Table VII.15, we see that both HCR and LCR
officers in Manhattan and Washington say they use psychological
skills, tricks, or attempt to establish rapport with the
suspect in order to accomplish their goals or to deal with
particular circumstances. The only significant differenée
found in either city was that, in Manhattan, HCR officers tend
to stress just being straight with the suspect more often than
do LCR officers. The direction of this relationship is
supported by the difference shown in Washington; however, there
it'is not statistically significant. Also not significant, but
worth mentioning, is the fact that in Washington, LCR officers
tend to be more likely to confront suspects with whatever
evidence they have against them as a mefhod for getting them to

VII-=22
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talk. We cannot, however, infer from this that it is a "bagd"
tactic--more information would be necessary to evaluate

specific tactics.

Table VII. 15

. METHODS CITED FOR IHTERROGATINS AMD INTERVIEWINS SUSPECTS
NUMBEK AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LLCAST O:lCE

Weshington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR
vethod Cited Fr=qg. p Freq. B Fraq. p
Jse Psychinlozy 2s gz 23 8e 32 91
Direct quastions 22 &h 10 62 16 54
Instinct/play by cur 12 35 7 27 7 2"
Confront witn evidonce b 1¢ 8 31 12 34
Provide incentives 5 9 Yy 15 5 14
Ctuer 1 59 15 53 16 4
denhiattan HCi ACR LTR
wethod Citeu Freg. v Freg. . Freg ;
Usz Psychelogy 17 03 11 55 2z ‘o
Direct guastione 15 54 > 15 7 2
Insvirct/play by «:r 3 1 1 5 c L
Confront with o»vicoence 2 i1 2 19 b 5
Prcvide incertives 5 15 2 1. 3 17
L 11 41 7 35 13 I

Looking at the circumstances listed by officers, Table
VII.16, we find that HCR and LCR officers in both jurisdictions
tend to list a variety of circumstances, but there does not
appear to be any consistent pattern to those listed. No
significant differences in the number of officers mentioning
specific circumstances were found. Again, efforts to further
exaﬁine the circumstances--to determine whether HCR and LCR
officers offer similar solutions to similar problems--were
unsatisfactory due to the dispersion of the responses and the

small number of observations.
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CIRCUMSTAHCES IK WHICH

HUMBER AKD PERCENT OF OFFICER3 MENTIOWING AT LEAST ONCE

e S . T ee G mE G e G e e e T S e G G e G e T e T M S G W G S G W e e G U S Aa S G S W e S M R e e S G T G e G e e

Suspect is silreet wiss 13
Suspect is incapacitated 5
Suspect hostile or

claims no knowledge 13
sultiple or unidentifiec

suspects 5
vafendant-victin

interplay o
Interplay among

cefendants 1
Crowd situation 12
Facts uncertein 0
Jtner 3

- T G Rt e e - e e e M e R e G Ghe S S e em G gy SN G RS e M B G M G S SN W R G = e G e G e G e G T S e - G

M s o ——— e e S e S mm e R T e G R e e gt e G o e M G e e h G e W e S e e S M G G P ST G Om e T G Em e e - -

circunstance Cited Fregq
uepeect 1s strect wise 10
Suspect is incespecitated U
cuspect nzstile or

claims no xnowled:ie g
nultiple or unicentified
Su3pects 3
sefendeant-vicui

laterpleay 0
interpley among

cefznaants 3
Crowd situuntion 3
Facts ancerctzin 0
Jiasr 5

- e G e - G G S e S . - S G . e - st W e = B T e e e e e M W e M S G G G S e G AR SR e e e W G W e e e = - -

Table VII.1l6

INTERROGATION OF SUSPECT IS PROBLEMATIC
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{ b Finally, we looked at the goals cited by officers as their ? N
{7 ) . :
H “ E purpose in conducting the interrogation (Table VII.1l7). Here,
) § @f both HCR and LCR officers in Washington and Manhattan tended to ;
; L X :
% say that their goal was to "establish the guilt or innocence" ‘*ap
,L of the suspect. 1In Washington, significantly more HCR officers %
. than LCR officers said that one of their goals was to obtain
details about the crime. Additionally, a few of the HCR —
officers (3 in Washington and 1 in Manhattan) mentioned a goal -
ﬁ of stressing the "legality of the process," which LCR officers
i 14
i never mentioned as a goal. We note this with interest only,
i; however, in that the contrasts are not statistically
i} significant.
} i
: Table VII.1l7 -
: GOALS CITED AS OBJZCTIVES CF INTERROGATION
g WNUMEZER AWRD PEKCEHT COF OFFICERS MEKTIONIUG AT LEAST OhZE
i ) washington, L.C. liCR MCR LC:
E ————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
Goal Cised Freg > Freq e Freg ; n
R ,»" o ‘ Cbtain zzta on suspect 17 50 11 uz 23 =7 ‘ |
- I ! ' Estzblish rapport 2 0 3 12 3 G
p = . = o} Prove guilt or innocence 30 35 20 77 30 56 ’ -
S R S - Obrain details of crime 10 29% 5 16 3 9
, > - ) ' S L Identify witnesseas 2 6 1 y 1 3
‘ . , i i Maintain legezlity 3 E 0 0 y J
i ranhiattan HCR MCR LCR -
________________________________________________________________________ \
. ' g‘{ Goal Cited Freg b Freg T Frag
. ~ . - . J 4-—_—-..- ----------------------------------
: : TR SR Obtain dsta on suspact 12 4y 7 35 14 54
. BRI Establish rapport ) 22 2 10 S 37
. S o i o : Prove guilt or innocencz. 17 5 11 55 13 5J k.
i S e = e o Obtain details of crime 12 44 3 12 5 1¢ i
v e : “ BRI o Identify witnesses C -~ 0 -- J -- “
R ‘ S 2 Maintain legelity 1 4 1 5 J -- ,\
. v
. ;(’:, - - Ly % \
¢ - « B
) f’ L 5, P %i : by
/ . ?; )
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4. Working with the Prosecutor

The fourth area of inquiry wés about how police officers
work with prosecutors. Given that a high proportion of arrests
accepted for prosecution résult in conviction, the ability of
éh officer to prevent rejection of an arrest can contribute
substantially to the overall like;ihood of conviction. Aside
from presenting an arrest that is well founded, an officer who
is so motivated may be able to facilitate the prosecution of a
case by conducting further investigation, working with
witnesses, or by doing other tasks helpful to the prosecutor.
In so doing, he is likely to learn how to make better arrests
in the future, as well. A good working relationship with the
prosecutor can help toward these ends.

Officers were questioned in detail about their interactions
with prosecutors: the types of work that they generally do
with the prosecutor after arrest, what they consider important
for a successful working relationship with the prosecutor, and
whether they are able to "shop" for a prosecutor--i.e., find
one that is more sympathetic to their particular situation.
Those who had "shopped" for prosecutors were asked how they go
about it and what attributes they sought in so doing. Next, we
asked officers to focus on a particular case in which they
viewed their work with the prosecutor as essential to its
conviction. Those who could think of specific instances were
aéked to tell about what they accomplished, and how. Finally,
they were asked to tell us whether their work with the

prosecutor had ever turned up additional evidence or witnesses,
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or whether their efforts had helped to maintain the cooperation
of certain witnesses through the prosecution process.

In both jurisdictions, about half of the officers said that
they had worked with prosecutors. The HCR officers ware no
more likely than LCR officers to have done so. Officers listed
a range of activities they had engaged in in working with the
prosecutors, and most said that they bad worked in the areas of
seeking additional witnesses and evidence, along with seeking
to obtain the cooperation of witnesses. There was no
consistent or significant pattern, however, in the way in which
HCR and LCR officers responded. (See Table VII.18.)

Next we looked at what officers said was necessary for a
good working relationship between the police and the
prosecutor. Most tended to say that "professioconalism" and
"competency" were the most important attributes (Table
VIT.19). Nearly as many said that "mutual understanding" was
necessary as well. There was a slight tendency (though not
statistically significant) for LCR officers to view "mutual
understanding" as more important than did the HCR officers, and
for HCR officers to have a similarly weighted view of
professional competency. As before, however, this is only a
tendency and not a finding, but one that is consistent for both
Washington and Manbhattan.

For those who said that they had "shopped" for a
prosecutor, most claimed to have gone about it in similar ways
(Table VII.20). That may bave consisted of requesting that the

case be assigned to a specific attorney, looking for a
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Table VII.18 |

P ': (@Z WAYS IN WHICH POLICE OFFICERS WORK WITH PROSECUTORS
? NUMBER AND PERCEHT OF OFFICERS MENTIOHING AT LEAST OWNCE
j Washington, D.C. lCR MCR - LCR
— ] Activity Cited Freq. e Freq. A Freq. %
b Pretrial (hearings,
. Grana Jury, etc.) 4y 12 7 27 y 11
] Trial (testiwmony, trial )
- preparation, etc.) 2 5 6 23 1 3
3 Witness investigation 17 50 16 62 8 51
! Evidence investigwction 13 3% 14 54 9 26
! Defendant investigution 3 9 3 2 3 9
§ Paperwork g 26 7 27 12 34
L Talking with prosecutor 4 12 2 g 2 O
b ther 5 15 5 19 3 ¢
L e e e e e e k= e o e et o o i e e 2t = o o e e e o
L lumber of officers 34 20 35
T e e e e e e o e e e e o < e e e e = e m e
' ‘ Manhattan HCR MR LCR
’ Aotivity Cited Freg : Freg A Freqg. o
i (:7 Pretrizl (hearings, )
‘ Grand dJury, etc.) ut 15 3 15 6 23
Trial (testimony, trial A
preparation, etc.) 2 i 0 - 1 4
) witness investigetion 1% by 1 35 13 53
g Evidence investigcotion 7 2i y 20 5 19
Defendant investigation a -- 0 -- J --
: Paperwork 0 22 2 10 3 12
A Tzlking with prosecutor 5 15 0 -- 5 15
; Cther 3 11 0 -- 2 3
j - —
| humber of officers 27 20 2¢
%‘\wv {
sw !
, e . sk
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Table VII.19

ATTRIBUTES OF A GOOD PROSECUTOR-POLICE WORKING

RELATIOHSHIP

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST ONCE

wWwashington, D.C. HCR
Attribute Cited Freq.

nutuzl undersianding
honesty and cancor 10

. e e e e v S G v e e e e M e EE R S AN M e G e e G S G G e G e e G e e e e e R G R D M Rl G G e e e e me S A S s ey SO M e -

- " S e e . S e G T e S T G T T T G e G s e S SW G e et G T P A A G R B G G e A G Cy e e A e G M e e S e - me = e

S SV M Gl g g e S N EEa e e e e e e R et Kt

e . G e e e T M e N S T S G e G G e e e M e e e e Ap i T e G e G M e e e R G MG Am e G e e e e e e me T S TE S e

e s e G e T G v Sm G e Wm e e S e A S G e e S G e S ey M e e R e e MW Ge e G M G M G e Em e e M S M e G Sw Se G e e s -

- i - S Am R S N - S e M N T e e G e e e e e G e G e Lt Gm e S S G e S S W e e e e AR S R e B e e e T Tm e S M

LCR
Fregqg. %
24 B¢
7 2t
: 9
23 65
& 11
25
~
freg. p
1% 59
7 27
5 1%
1o P
1 J]
27

. — - - -t - —— - ———— - ——— - " G - e G S e b e W G e G e W e M AW e mm T e Em G M W T G G e e G G . S e e o e e

53
Jdnen linss of
Comuunication 2 6
Experience 3 S
Prcfessionzl coampetency 27 IE
Jiner 1 3
Jdunber of officers 34
lannsttan HCR
Actribure Cited Freg. P
sdtuzl undorstanding
honesty und candor 10 59
Opan lines of
Comrunication Y 33
Expericnce f 20
Proiessionusi coupetency 21 U
Jiher 0 -
nuater of officers «'f
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Table VII.20

USED BY OFFICERS TO
NUMBER AND PERCEHNT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING

Washington, D.C. HCK
Prodecure Cited Freq. )
Go to unit chief 0 -
Request that case be
assigned to specific
prosecutor 0 --
Leck for someonc
you «now 4 12
Ask specific attornay to
request/paper the case 4 12
J2iher 1 3
nuazber of officers 34
manaztuen HCR
Frouzcure Cited Freq. )
» Go to anit crnief J -
( ) na2guzst thot case be
gssigned to specific
prosccutor J -
Loc.: for someone
YOU Ki.Ow 1 4
~S. spzeific sttornzy to
reguest/paper the case 2 7
~ihar J -
dambvar ol officaers 27
O
VII-30
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MCR LCR
Freq. % Freq. %
T Ty T T

2 & 1 3

5 19 2 3)

1 4 J -

0 - g -
26 35

MCR L7ZF
Freq. % Freq. -
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"familiar face," or requesting that a particular attorney
screen the case. The numbers of responses were too small,

ﬁzf however, to determine whether the HCR and LCR officers
proceeded in different ways.

Finally, of thoselwho had "shopped" for a prosecutor, we
ask’ed about the attributes they sought. Again, there was a
strong emphasis on mutual understanding and professional
competency (Table VII.2l). Experience was also cited.
Interestingly, the HCR officers in both jurisdictions were
substantially more likely than the LCR officers to offer their
views of attributes they looked for in prosecutors.

Table VII.Z21

5 ATTKIBUTES THAT PCLICE OFFICERS LOOK FOR Il PROSECHUTCES
NUMBER ANL PERCZHT COF OFFICERS MENTIOHING AT LEAST ONCE

@ Cjé washington, D.C. HCk YCR LCR

! S S S R
Prodecurzs Cited Freq. 7 Freqg. x Fraqg. *

3 Mutual understanding 7 21 b 23 4 11
Experience 3 9 1 4 0 --
Professionzal coapentency 3 5] o 23 2 ¢
Other 5 5 2 & U --
Number of officers 34 25 30
Manihattan IICR MEE LCR
Procecure Cited Freg. e Freq. o Freg. o
Mutual understanding 3 11 2 1J J -
Experience 2 7 1 ) 0 -
Professional cowpetenc 2 7 2 19 J -~
Other 3 - 0 - D -
Humber of officers 27 24 27
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5. Working with Informants

A final area of inguiry focused on use of, or work with,
informants. Use of informants was hypothesized to be one of
the tools that officers could use effectively in doing their
j;bs. Officers were asked about whether they had ever worked
with informants. Next, they were asked about what kinds of
people make the best informants, and why. They ﬁere then asked
how they generally go about getting the cooperation of those
people, what specific problems they had encountered in dealing
withb informants, and how they went about dealing with those
problems.

In Washington and Manbhattan, HCR and LCR officers tended to
mention a wide variety of people as potentially good informants
(Table VII.22). The most common response was "people
(criminals) who need favors." A number of officers also said
that the "criminal element" also make good informants (apart
from those who are "in trouble" at the moment). Police "buffs"
and people who have a "stake" in the community were also
listed. The variety of responses, however, illustrates a
problem in analysis--there was no significant pattern to the
types of responses given.

Next, we asked officers bhow they usually go about getting
the cooperation of informants. 1In both jurisdictions, most
gave a variety of responses that could not be coded into a
similar category. The most common responses that could be put
into a single category included use of a psychological approach
and the offering of some kind of assistance to the informant.

Interestingly, the HCR officers in both jurisdictions were
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Table VII.22 j
TYPES OF PEOPLE WHO MAKE THE "BEST" INFORMANTS { -
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST OHCE ' \ f
ﬂ:ﬁv
Washington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR %
Type Cited Freq. p Freq. % Freq. ¥
Criminals/ persons
facing charges or in :
need of favers 20 56 16 69 13 37 % -
Those who have an 1 '
interest in the
commuriity 3 9 y 15 5 14 '
People with grudges 6 6 3 6 17 !
People who associzate
with criminals Y 20 3 31 14 25
Police buffs 2 6 Y 15 1 3
Friends or relstives of
the suspect 2 6 2 8 2 6
People that vorik on
the streets (such as
mcil carriers) 3 y 3 12 3 ¢ .
People who nz2ed money 3 ¢ 3 12 6 17 )
Ho particular "typos" 1 2 0 - J -
Jther 1 3 0 - 1 3
number of officers 54 22 35 .
Mannattan HCR “CR LCF ¥ .
Type Citea Freg. r Freg ) Frea 7
Crinmirasls/ persons
facing charges or in
~ead of favors 15 56 3 Ly 14 5L
Those who have an
intzrest in the .
comitunity & 30 2 15 £ 15
People with 3grudgss Y 15 2 10 3 12 . v -
People who associate o - -
with criminals 3 2 10 7 27 -
Police buffs 5 9 0 -~ 5 15
Friends or relatives of
the suspect 0 - 0 - ) --
People that work on
the streets (such as
mail carriers) 0 - 1 5 0 ~-— : - ' . ’
People who need meney 7 20 1 5 5 1 . R : \
o particular "typess" 0 -- 0 -- 2 < : :
Other 0 - 0 - 1 4
A
et l B ] g
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slightly (not significantly) less inclined to indicate use of
the psychological approach than were the LCR officers. Few
said that they used some form of coercion (such as the courts
or threatening with some kind of criminal charge) and of those
w%o did, there was no HCR-LCR pattern (Table VII.23).

Asked about the types of problems they usually have with
informants, officers tended to respond similarly, in both
groups and in both jurisdictions (Table VII.24). The most

commonly cited problem was that the informant or the

information provided by bim was unreliable and would not stand

up in court. Other frequently cited problems related to the

officer's not being able to offer the informant payment for che
information or to try to maintain a good relationship with the

informant. Again, however, there was no significant variation

in the way HCR and LCR officers responded.
Einally, officers were asked what technigues they employ to
deal with informant problems (Table VII.25). Again, the
similarity of responses in New Yorkkand Washington, as well as
across HCR and LCR groups, was more striking than any differ-
ences. Most tended to say that they offer the informant money
(to maintain cooperation), use a psychological approach,

or

offer assistance (especially in a criminal case). Again, there
was a marginal but insignificant tendency for LCR officers to
say that they use a psychological approach. However, the small

sample prevented further examination of the difference.
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Table VII.23
METHODS CITED AS WAYS TO SECURE INFORMANT COOPERATION
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST ONCE
Washington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR
Method Cited Fregq. % Freq. ) Freq %
Payment 3 9 6 23 8 17
Offer assistance 5 15 2 8 o 17
Use psychology 19 29 12 46 11 31
Voluntary (method not
needed) 4 12 7 27 3 17
Coercion (e.g. threat) 1 3 0 - 0 -
Other 21 ¢2 20 77 29 57
"Nothing can be done" 1 3 8 21 2 6
liumber of officers 34 26 35 .
Manhattan‘ HCR 4CR LCH X
Method Cited Freq o Freg % Fren i
Pzyment y 15 2 10 2 3
Offer assistance 9 3. 3 15 7 27 o
g _ Use psycholozy 5 1% i 20 o 35
B (zg Voluntary (method not
i 3 needec) 1 4 0 - 5 16
Coercion (e.g. threat) 3 11 3 15 3 12
Other 21 14 9 45 29 77
"llothing can be doneg" 3 11 2 10 3 12
ilumber of officers 27 20 2
6. Aégftighai.Agéliées | g
The final section of the interview guestionnaire asked the :
officers to tell what they do that is different from what other f
officers do with respect to witnesses, evidence, prosecutors, f
suspects, and informants. Many officers tended to say :
"nothing" or to give responses that were similarly coded. This f
coding, coupled with the large number of officers saying ;
"nothing," rendered this part of the analysis particularly f
difficult--especially within the empirical constraints that :
were imposed (i.e., level of significance). .
VII-35
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Table VII.24

PROBLE!S POLICE OFFICERS HAVE WITH INFORMANTS
NUMBER AlID PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIOMING AT LEAST ONCE

S e v " . - e e = e G e e e e e G e B e e . G G e S G A e S G G G W M e e e A R G G e e e G e N W e e e e e o -

washington, D.C.

Problem Cited Freq.
Unreliable 16
Difficult to verify 2
Protect confidentiiality 2
Credibility at trizl 3
Unabtle to cffor money &
Meintaining reletionship £
Having nothing "on" them 3
o real problems 5
dumber of officors

ASenhizttan

Problau Cifed Freg.
Unreliable 1

4
Jifficult to verifly 2
Protzct confidentiality C
Cregibilitvy at trial 5
Unztle to offer moncgy 7
Maintezining relotionsnip o
Having notning "on" them 1
No real problems 2

T - . - — - wp W M SN S g WS S e W e T e = A e e A G e R e e M e R S G AR G S e M G R A G W e M v (G e e T G M e v e en e a wm

e o . - - w— N e G - - S S - e . G m— - mm e SR AW e e e e W M 4 G W i M e S e S e ees Ww me G e mm

Consequently, for this section, we departed from a
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completely objective analysis in order to determine if some

important factors might have escaped the coding process. For

the final section of the questionnaire, an analyst carefully

read all of the officers'

nuance or "variation in theme"

responses to determine whether some

could be detected.

This

procedure, however, constrasts with that used elsewhere in that

is was not "blind"~--the analyst knew the source (i.e., whether

an HCR or LCR officer) of each questionnaire.
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| Table VII.25
W
. ‘} % METHODL USED TO DEAL WITiH SPECIFIC INFORMAUT PRO3LEMS
: HIMBER AND PERCENT CF OFFICERS MEUTIONIHG AT LEAST ONCE
%, “a2shington, D.C. HCR MCR LCR
— 3 mathod Citcd Freq. g Freq. ° Freq. A
| Offer monay 10 2¢ 12 45 12 34
{ Uffer ussistzncee 10 25 9 35 7 29
! coarcion 5 15 2 & 4 11
| Uss psychoalony 10 2% 14 54 15 b3
P Suher 2 5 1 4 1 3
L e i em - - o s = o e = o e e = e e e e S e e o e o o o o k7 o = et o e o — e o
? humber of officers 34 20 35
7 e e ot mm i e e o o S e e s e G e v MR e e W S Ta v M S A e e G W e WS R G v A S S s A W e G S @5 Wi e S . S S - — -
. annatien HCR MCR LCR
g nethicd Cited Freq. ] Freq. » Freq. v
< Jf'er wmoney g 33 2 10 § 31
. g Cffer assistance 13 by 5 25 10 3
i (y“vo reion 2 7 i 5 4 14
i U3z psycnology G 33 3 15 13 S50
{ Liher 2 & 1 4 1 :
% wdatezr of officars 27 20 27
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
i
N
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The guestionnaires were arranged into two groups--HCR and

LCR. he final section (dealing with officer-perceived

differences) was then read for all of the LCRs; consistent

themes and items that were either particularly unusual or

°

recurred within a group were noted. The same was done for the

HCR questionnaires. Following this, the two sets of notes were

compared to determine whether anything might have been

overlooked.

This subjective comparison tended to support the bulk of

the remainder of the analysis--few concrete differences. How-

ever, some differences worth mentioning were noted. The HCR

officers were consistently more likely to say that they are

more persistent than other officers and they they are more

likely to follow through on arrests they make. Not so

frequently, but worth mentioning, some HCR officers said that

they have a special way of obtaining the cooperation of

reluctant witnesses. That method consisted either of obtaining

additional witnesses to bolster the cooperativeness of

reluctant witnesses or of bringing reluctant witnesses together

to try to produce mutual
While we offer these
the subjective manner of

diminish their potential

support.
as findings, we hasten to point out
their discovery. Still, that does not

importance.

Some additional tendencies were also noted in this

examination. Based on these, we éerﬁormed one additional test

to determine whether the inferences that might be drawn were

correct.

VII-38

r.
2

&

JESST—Y

AY



ST e

x
P At

S i

Based on a number of tentative findings, we performed one
additional test to determine whether the inferences we were
drawing were correct. Two coders (other than those who did the
original coding upon which the above analysis is based) were
asked to read through certain sections of the interviews and to
answer a group of guestions about the officers' work with
suspects and witnesses. Based on the officer's responses, we
asked them to indicate the amount of effort the officer
appeared to exert to locate witnesses; the amount of effort
exerted to obtain the cooperation of witnesses; the officer's
sensitivity to the welfare of witnesses; the amount of effort
the officer appeared to exert to interrogate and interview
suspects; the extent to which the officer stressed the use of
direct guestions to obtain facts about the case; and the extent
to which the officer stressed the development of rapport with
the suspect.

The coders were asked to rate their responses on a
five-point scale: (1) not/none at all, (2) a little, (3)
somewhat, (4) much, (5) very much. In the event of blank
responses, the coders indicated that there was insufficient
information. Additional leeway was given as well to indicate

insufficient information when the officer's answer did not

addressed. Omitting "insufficient

(07}
Q2

allow our guestions to b

=

information" responses, we found considerable consistency
between the two coders (correlation between the coders on the
six items ranged between (r=.7 and r=.9).

Next, we took the mean coder responses and performed

one-way analysis of variance to determine if, in fact, the HCR
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and LCR officers were being rated differently. The results of
that analysis are shown in Table VII.26. At the p=.l1l level, we
found no differences between HCR and LCR officers in
Washington, D.C. In New York, however, HCR officers were
r;ted as exerting more effort than LCR officers in locating and
obtaining witnesses and their cooperation and in interrogating
and-interviewing suspects. They also appeared more sensitive
to the welfare of witnesses than LCR officers. These items
were all significant a the .1 level, and only the guestion

concerning effort in guestioning suspects was not significant

above the .05 level (p=.06 for that gquestion ).

Tahle VII.26
MEAN RESPONSE TO SELECTED ITEMS

. New Yortb Washington
Iten HCR r LCFR n HCR r LCF r

—— s m e A A - e e - - - —— - — - - - -

Effort to locate witriesses 3.,35% (13> 2.61 (14) 3,44 (33) 3,27 (32)
Effort to get wit., cooreration 3.63% (13) 2,86 (14) 3,69 (31) 3.4%T (%)
Sermcitivite to wit. welfare 3.19% (13) 2.32 (14) 2.37 (31) 2.71 (2%
Effort to cuestion susrects 3.98% (13) 3,00 (14) 3,68 (31) 3.90 (2%
Use of direct aeuestions 1.96 (13) 1.89 (14) 1,99 (2¢) 2.2
Attemrt tc ectablish rarrort 3,00 (13) 2.97 (14) 3,13 (27 3.0

e —— i — —— - o e = i tan e e M S e e W G e . S e . S e m e e e e e T e A e e e e e m e e o

By and large, these findings are consistent with what was
found elsewhere in this study. However, support for the direct
versus the indirect approach in dealing with suspects was not
found. In Washington, D.C., though not significant, we did
find the expected direction--HCR officers using a direct

approach more than LCR officers, and LCR officers using a more
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psychological approach to establish rapport more than HCR
officers.
B. SUMMARY OF THE SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

We find only sporadic evidence of strong or systematic
dEfferences between HCR’and LCR officers from the analysis of
the open-end interview data. This is not too.surprising in

view of at least three important considerations:

(1) Some officers identified as HCR or LCR officers may
have been so ‘identified due largely to circumstances beyond
their control during the sample period. A longer sample
period would lessen these "luck-of-the-draw" instances.

(2) Many of the officers interviewed may in fact behave

guite differently from the way they reported in the

interview. Many of these officers may not even be aware of
these differences.

(3) Many of the factors that separate the HCR and LCR
officers may not be identifiable in an interview. The
model used to draw the sample left little variation to be
explained by other factors to begin with. Among the
factors that remain may be such difficult-to-identify
characteristics as common sense, instinct, ability to
reason quickly under duress, and ability to communicate

with a variety of people.
In view of these considerations, it may be regarded as somewhat
remarkable that we found as many differences as we did, a
number of which were consistent across the two sites surveyed.
So as not to overlook the possibility of something that might
emerge as significant in an alternative context, we summarize
not only the statistically significant differences, but other

tendencies as well.

l. Major Differences Between HCR and LCR Officers

In obtaining evidence to support an arrest, LCR officers

sampled (in Washington) were more likely to say that it is
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necessary to preserve the crime scene. The HCR officers were
more likely to say that it is important to search the
surrounding area, locate and guestions witnesses, and locate
and question the victim. In New York, HCR officers were more
l&kely to stress the importance of investigative and follow-up
activities. Perhaps even appearing trite in that its language
has been popularized in the creative media, "preserving the
scene" may not be as important as leaving the scene in pursuit
of important clues. In the responses given us, there appeared
to be an almost mechanical adherence to this exact phrase. If
we can infer anything from the fact that this response is given
less freguently by the more "successful" officers, then perhaps
we can infer that a case is enhanced by paying more attention
to the total context of an offense than to its specifics.

This latter idea is supported by the finding that, in
looking for evidence that proves the suspect was at the scene
of the crime, LCR officers were much more likely to say that
they look for specific things--such as hairs, fibers, and
debris.

In a number of instances, we note that officers drew a
blank in responding to specific problems. In one instance
(that of revealing methods of locating witnesses, in Wash-
ington), we found that that LCR cfficers were significantly
more likely to say that "nothing could be done" than the HCR
officers. This is supported by a general tendency for LCR
officers to provide more answers of "nothing" than HCR
officers. It may be that, having solved few such problems, the
LCR officers more often draw a blank. This hypothesis,

howaver, could not be fully addressed here.
VII-42
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In dealing with suspects, we found that HCR officers in New

York were significantly more likely to attempt to get the

"straight story" from suspects. In contrast, we found a
tendency (though insignificant statistically) for LCR officers
to emphasize the use of psychology or establishing rapport with
the suspect. This is supported somewhat by the significant
finding in Washington that HCR officers more freguently cite
"getting the details of the crime" as an interrogation goal.
There was also a tendency for HCR officers to cite maintaining
the "legality of the process" as a goal more often than LCR
officers. Perhaps the more "down to business" replies of the
HCR officers indicate a greater commitment to professionalism.
Whether it is this attribute that contributes to their greater
success at getting convictions, however, can be inferred only
tenuously.

Paralleling this tenuous inference, we also detected, but
not statistically, a tendency for the HCR and LCR officers to
identify different aspects of a police-prosecutor working
relationship as being important to success. The LCR officers,
similar to their tendency to develop a rapport with suspects,
tended to stress reaching a "mutual understanding" with the
prosecutor. In contrast, HCR officers were relatively more
likely to cite professional competency as a desirable aspect.
Again, the "down to business" tone, the emphasis on
professionalism, notwithstanding the lack of statistical

significance, seems to emerge.
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2. Officer Variation and Perceptual Filters

Q; At the conclusion of the face-to-face interviews,

interviewers were asked to rate the respondents on four items:

. . honesty of response
. fullness of response
. understanding of guestions
. ability to articulate answers.

They were also asked to indicate whether they thought, based on
the interview, the respondent was an HCR officer or whether
they were unable to say. (Racall that neither the interviewer
nor the respondent was given this information.) Finally, they
were asked to indicate the degree to which they were confident
kof that perception. The analyses presented thus far have
seldom indicated statistically significant‘findings. The
purpose here was to determine whether the interviewers would be
able to discriminate between the HCR and LCR officers. Our
finding was that they were not. As shown in Table VII.27, of
the interviewers who offered a guess about the conviction
performance of respondents, they were right only about half of
the time. In both Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, inter-
viewers were more able to determine that LCR officers were not
bigh conviction rate officers than tﬁey were to determine that
HCR officers were in fact high conviction rate officers.
Interviewers whose certainty about their judgments was high
were not more likely to be right than those who were less
certain. None of the interviewers expressed low certainty
about their guesses. As shown in the table, those who were

highly certain about their guesses were right an egual
VII-44
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Table VII.27

INTERVIEWERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT HCR/LCR STATUS -
OF POLICE OFFICER RESPONDENTS \
Fercent Guessing Right! &
Washinmgtony D.C. A4ll n Hidhly i Mediun | , ?
Cevtasin " Certlsin
HCR 447 27 43% 23 0% 4 . '
LCR 97%Z 30 617 i8 5072 12 —
A1l Combined 51742 57 S51% 41 S0%Z 16 ' -
Manmhattan
HCR 437 23 447 164 437% 7
LLCR 974 21 33% 12 887% 8
All Combirned S0% 44 3% 28 &7% 1%

amount of time as those whose certainty was in the medium
range, in Washington, D.C. Interviewers with medium certainty
about the officers in Manbattan, however, were more likely to -
be correct than those expressing high certainty.

None of the other dimensions measured--honesty, fullness of
response, understanding, and articulation--tended to be
correlated with actual officer performance either. As sghown in "
Table VII.28, these other dimensions tended to be related to

interviewer perceptions of HCR/LCR status but not to the actual ) co s

status.

Table VII.28

CORRELATES FOR FERCEIVED AND ACTUAL QOFFICER | ' | TR A
FERFORMANCE STATUS VLA L

Ferformance Honesty Fullness Understanding Articulstion b N
Status R R R R { -
Ferceived ' ¢35 59 03 ol v %ag
Actusl -.04 -+12 + 00 =17 '

VII-45




sy

-

PETEI BIRAL Y AT NN NS 2

sttt

i e e

i ¥
gz

It appears clear from this analysis that, whatever their
criteria, the interviewers' perceptions of what does and does
not contribute to the performance measure used in this study

does not correlate well with the actual measurement.

Interviewers were told, in instruction sessions, the basis upon
which officers were identified and selected. However, they

were not told which officers were which. We are left with

several mutually compatible alternatives.

First, it is possible that, despite the instruction
sessions, some of the interviewers superimposed other criteria
onto their determination of HCR/LCR status. It is clear that
their own perceptions correlate well with their perceptions of
the other dimensions--honesty, fullness of response,
undetstanding, énd articulation. Therefore, it is possible
that these dimensions, rather than the one upon which the'
officers were chosen and grouped (arrest convictability),
formed the basis of the interviewers' perceptions. There is,
after all, no strong a priori reason to believe that HCR
officers, or conversely LCR officers, would, as a group, be
more honest, perceptive, or articulate within the context of an
interview than the other group. There is no reason to
presuppose that skills that lead an officer to high arrest
convictability performance would necessarily be highly
correlated with skills that help them do well in an interview.

Therefore, it is possible thét, guided by these other

perceptions, the judgment of the intervieﬁer need not be highly
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correlated with the actual HCR/LCR status of the

respondent--since the criteria may be very different.
Additionally, it is possible that at least some of .the

interviewers did in fact eguate those other dimensions with

those relating to arrest convictability. 1In that case, then

their subjective impressions about what leads to high or low

arrest convictability are not borne out by the empirical
analysis, i.e., they were wrong.

In any event, throughout this analysis, there has been a
general lack of strong correlation between particular responses
and the HCR/LCR groupings of officers. Perbaps this last
analysis can offer a clue as to why. The process of obtaining
information about procedures and activities using this process
is an imperfect one. For it to work properly,'a number of
conditions need to be met, most of which are met only
partially. First, the respondent must be aware of exactly what
procedures he or she follows--they must be able to discern
between what they are supposed to do and what they actually
do. If, for example, all of the officers, regardless of actual
HCR/LCR status, believe that they are doing what they are
supposed to do, then, bhaving the police academy as a cocmmon
denominator, they will all say the same thing.

Second, the respondents must be forthright and articulate
about what they do and must understand the guestions put to
tsem. If, regardless of what they believe, the respondents
tend to say that they do what they believe is right rather than

what they actually do, or if they tend to misunderstand the
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guestions, then their answers will tend to converge about a
common ground.

Third, the interviewer must be able to understand the
respondent and to draw out full explanations of procedures. If
the interviewer is unable to discern between fine differences
(differences that appear minor may be really qdite important),
then, in the process of transcribing the comments, he may tend
to lump different answers together. To the extent that the
interviewer summarizes or embellishes, we encounter measurement
error.

Fourth, the interviewer must not allow his impressions of
the respondent to guide his conduct of the interviews. Since
the interviewer obviously focuses on factors that appear
unrelated to measured officer performance, he may also tend to
exert varying amounts and types of effortgiwith respect to
different respondents. Drawn out differently, variation among
respondents may be distorted by variation within a single

interviewer's style, not to mention variation among
interviewers. This could be particularly troublesome in view
of the interviewers' general inability to figure out which were
the HCR officers and their tendency to attribute honesty,
articulateness, and so on, to the officers they perceived to be
in the HCR group.

Fifth, the coding process-~that of taking the written
qﬁestionnaires and converting similar answers into the same
coded reSponses--must result in correct interpretation of the

answers. Again, the tendency to generalize can render answers
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JPRNREE similar that are in fact different. Evén if all of the other
‘é? filters were benign, reductionism could eliminate much real
variation among respondents. Persons untrained in law
enforcement could easily fail to grasp a crucial distinction.
] Given all cof these filters, and given the other
considerations cited earlier (sampling error, elusive factors)
it is not surprising that a small sample of officers would
yield few statistically significant differences. More
; surprising, in fact, is that some of the differences appear not
b only significant, but consistent with other elements of the
study. That they would emerge despite the imperfect process

may lend credence to them.

e bt e s A

s With the benefit of hindsight, of course, there are a

(j‘ number of things that might have been done differently that
™

could bhave yielded a more precise means for measuring variation
among the officers. These relate to the reduction 9of the

. o ERE | filters discussed above, to the lengthening of the period used
| | 1 to draw the sample, and to combining the survey data with
observations of how the HCR and LCR officers actually conduct

themselves on the job.

Even so, each of these alternatives involves problems of

R R A if its own, each one introducing new objections. The reality is
‘ that, given the scope of the research question, there is no
, f’< n perfect way to measure police activity. We have taken one

T ' ‘ : approach. Alternative approaches are likely to encounter
' 7. / N . N

oo T 'v; additional problems while producing additional and perhaps

SREFE } (:% - cumulative insights that add to what we know about police

R

VII-49

preTeE—



e,

LN

™

™y

PO

e LV

rdn

RSP

i

work. The fact that problems have been and will be

encountered, however, should not negate the importance of such

research. There is still much that can be learned.
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PART THREE

CONCLUSIOCN

VIITI. CONCLUSION

Contrary to a common public perception, the police do not
spend most of their time apprehending criminals. Officers in
ébsitions to make arrests in this country average an arrest for
a serious offense only once every other month or so.*

Because arrests do not occur very freguently--certainly far
less frequently than offenses~--and because of the central
importance of arrests to the control of crime, it is essential
that when an arrest is made, it be made well. It is clear that
too many arrests are not made well.

For each jufisdiction that we examined using PROMIS data
for 1977-78, some police officers demonstrated substantially
more skill than others in producing arrests that lead to
conviction. A small fraction of the more than 10,000 officers
studied who made arrests in these jurisdictions--12
percent-~-accounted for more than bhalf of all the arrests that
led to conviction: 19 percent of all arresting officers
studied in Los Angeles County accounted for bhalf of the
convictions there; 17 percent in Indianapolis; 14 percent in

Salt Lake; 12 percent in Washington, D.C., and in Cobb County,

Georgia; 11 percent in New Orleans; and only 8 percent in

*This estimate is based on data presented in the FBI's Uniform
Crime Reports. 1In 1978 there were 542,000 law enforcement

employees on state, local, and federal payrolls, 431,000 of
whom were full-time law enforcement officers (p. 230). We
assume that the majority of full-time police officers are in
positions to make arrests. The FBI reports that 2.3 million
arrests were made in 1978 for serious offenses--homicide, rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and larceny (p. 186).
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Manbhattan. At the other extreme, 699 (18 percent) of the 3,835
officers who made arrests in Manhattan produced no arrests that
ended in conviction, despite Manhattan's high conviction rate
(over 60 percent of all arrests) and the large number of
a;rests per officer (8). In Indianapolis, 189 (3f‘percent) of
the 506 officers who made arrests made none that ended in
conviction. For the seven jurisdictions combined, 2,289 (22
percent) of the 10,205 officers who made arrests produced not a
single arrest that ended in’conviction.

And these findings do not result merely as a by-product of
the officer's assignment. Sharp differences remain. after
accounting for the officer's unit of assignment and the
inherent convictability of his or her unigque mix of cases.
Moreover, we find little systematic evidence that these
differences are related to the officer's age, sex, education,
rank, marital status, or length of Service.

Through self-administered and in-person interviews with
officers in Manhattan and Washington, D. C., we attempted to
obtain some insights into the differences between officers who
consistently make convictable arrests and those who do not.
The difficulties in obtaining such insights were legion: some
officers identified as high or low conviction rate officers
(HCRvand LCR, fespectively) may have just happened to have had

a high or low rate during the sample period due to luck:

- officers interviewed may in fact behave guite differently from

the way they reported in the interview, and many of these
officers may not even be aware of the difference; mény of the

factors that separate HCR and LCR officers may not lend
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themselves readily to articulation in an interview, factors
such as basic common serise, keen instinct, ability to reason
guickly and calmly under duress, self-confidence on the street,
i?ility to communicate effectively with a variety of people,
and so on. As a result of these difficulties, HCR and LCR
officers gave similar sets of responses to most of the
questions they were asked.

Despite these difficulties, however, some factors that
appear to lie beneath the differences between high and low
conviction rate officers did emerge from the interviews. ’Tbe
HCR officers indicated that they tended to focus greater
attention on locating and dealing with witnesses than did LCR
officers. The HCR officers were also somewhat more willing
than LCR officers to use a more direct, factual line of
questioning, in combination with a more psychological, indirect
approach; LCR officers tended to rely exclusively on the latter
approach. Tbe HCR officers expressed more interest in
follow-up investigation than did LCR officers, and they tended
to agree more strongly than LCR officers with the statement
that most adults arrested for felony offenses are guilty of the
offense. The LCR officers were more inclined to regard
sensitivity to the community as a trait of a successful officer.

We also examinéd the responses given by offiéers with bhigh
c?nviction rates to explore whether these officers use special
techniques that might contribute to their ability to make
consistently convictable arrests. While we cannot be certain

that any particular technique was really related to an

‘officer's high conviction rate, some potentially useful methods
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were nonetheless revealed. Several HCR officers reported
success in improving the cooperativeness of an existing witness
by locating additional witnesses in order to create an
atmosphere of mutual support. Several also emphasized the
fﬁportance of persistence or "follow-through" in various
aspects of post-arrest activity--collecting and processing
pbysical evidence, locating and maintaining contact witb
witnesses, and obtaining any evidence that proves that the
defendant committed the offense.

Some especially revealing survey results had to do not with
differences between HCR and LCR officers, but witbh areas of
agreement. Both groups of officers perceived limitations in
the means to make arrests that hold up in court, and few
incentives to do so as well. Both groups of officers expressed
difficulty in obtaining information about the outcome of a case
in court; the vast majority in both New York and Washington
indicated that they were aware of no formal procedure for
acguiring such information. Both groups of officers had
received approximately the same level of official recognition
for good performance in the form of commendations and awards.

Thug, it may be remarkable that the police are able to make
the diffetence that they do, in terms of what bappens after
arrest. We found many officers in this study who make
convictable arrests consistently, despite limited means for
oﬁtaining feedback about what happens after the arrest, despite
limited incentives for making an arrest that will be easier for

the prosecutor to work with, and despite the fact that these
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officers typically have primary responsibilities that lie
elsewhere~--provision of public services, maintenance of public
order, traffic control and safety, crowd control, community
relations, provision of public information, internal
ahministration, and so on.

It remains to determine how to bring about conditions that
will improve the guality of the more than two million arrests
for serious crimes made annually in the United States.
Clearly, this task begins with intention and with the
availability of needed information. Police officers will make
better arrests when the intent to do so is greater. The
results of this study indicate that too many officers show no
signs of having a strong intention to make arrests that lead to
conviction.

One potentially useful way for the police to improve the
guality of their arrests is for every police officer--from the
commissioner or chief to the patrolman--to be more aggressive
in reguesting feedback from the prosecutor about the court
outcomes of cases brought earlier. The officer can ask: How
did my arrests turn out? Was the evidence adeguate? Were the
witnesses cooperative? Were there any technical problems in
the way that evidence was obtained? Did I provide sufficient
post-arrest ;upport in terms of follow-up investigation,
witness contact, appearances in court, testimony, and so on?
Should I do things differently next time?

And the commissioner or chief can ask: How is my

department doing as a whole, as compared with previous periods
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and other departments? Which officers need the most help in
improving the quality of their arrests? Which officers are the
most successful, and what can we learn from them to pass on to
others in the department? Where do specific problem areas
é;ist, in terms of obtaining and processing physical évidencef
obtaining and maintaining witness support, and working with the
prosecutor after arrest? Can the district attorney help me in
interpreting the available information about what is happening
after arrest? Can he help me by providing more information?
Different information? What kind of information do I need most?

Arrest guality is, of course, not the only issue that
police departments have to concern themselves with. By tbhe
same token, improving the guality of arrests is a long
neglected area of police responsibility that need not come at
the expense of other important spheres of police responsi-
bility. Improvement in this area can even enhance the ability
of the police to meet those other responsibilities. For
example, by improving the gquality of arrests, the police should
be able to slow down the "revolving door" that enables many
ofﬁenders to continue to plague the community and undermine
respect for the entire justice system.

The police offer the first official line of defense against
criminal activity. When an arrest’is the appropriate police
response--and in many instances it is not--the police need no

longer make the arrest thinkirg that how it is made does not

matter much. There can be no doubt that the police do make a

difference--they determine largely what happens after arrest.
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