
irAD—A032 235 RAND CORP SANTA MONICA CALIF FIG 5/SI
THE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION PROCESS: A SUMMARY REPORT, (U) -JUN 76 .1 M CHAIKEN. P W GREENWOOD LEAA—73—NI—99—0037— G

UNCLASSIFIED P—5628—I ML 

_rut rq_____
flLMED

L. _ _ _ _ _ _



~
/‘ THE

~cRrMINAL JNVESTIGATION~~ROCESS :
A SUMMARY REPORT

J
/

~

‘ /~
) Jan M./Chajken1

~~~~~~ Peter W./Greenwood /
/ Joan Peterejija

—~~ 
_________ — — 

—( // Jun~~~~76 ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
:)

- .  
—-—

~~~~~~~~~~ .— — . ~~

~~~~~E

‘
I

D D C

NOV 18 1976 1

~tU~~~m~U

~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~j~~~~~28-1

I Appruv d to~ pu~~1c 
,qe~~s~

L D authut u Uai~~~t d
k...— - -~ (,(Jc~j

~ ~



~
- —

~~‘.
————.—------- .~-~~-~

—.-
~~~- - - .._ . ‘— -- —-,.-—‘_ ~•‘

__ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-— .  — ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~

)
The Rand Paper Series

Papers are issued by The Rand Corporation as a service to its professional staff.
Their purpose is to facilitate the exchange of ideas among those who share the
author’s research interests; Papers are not reports prepared in fulfillment of
Rand’s contracts or grants. Views expressed in a Paper are the author’s own, and
are not necessari ly shared by Rand or its research sponsors.

1~~~
’

The Rand Corporation
Santa Monica, California 90406

.iru—m -

.4. ~~~~~~ --~~~ ~ 4



-.~~ --~~.--—~-~~~~ — - - .  -~~~~~~~~- -~~~-——-- ‘— ~1~ 
-

~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 1~~~~~~~

— 

.-  

-1-
ins W~i:~ Se:~I~ tP’l
oct E l t  ~~~~~ 0

0
THE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION PROCESS:iU~~h.~AHOi

A SUMMARY REPORT

- -
D i E ~T~U~ 

.A ~A I L ~~ ~ - . . by
~~~ L~- Jan M. Chaiken

A 

Peter 14. Greenwood
Joan Petersilia

______________ - 

Th e Rand Corp ora tion
1700 Main Street

Santa Monica , California 90406

June 1976

) ABSTRACT

The criminal investigation process In municipal and county police

depar tmen ts was studied by survey , interviews and observations, and

special data collection . Investigators spend ahout -7 percent of their

time on activities that lead to solving crimes. Case solutions reflect

activities of pa trol off icers , members of the public , and rou tine cler ical

process ing more than inves tiga tive techniques. Nearly half of investi-

gators ’ case—related activities are devoted to post—arrest processing;

these activities are inadequately responsive to the needs of prosecutors .

Collecting physical evidence at crime scenes does no t help solve crimes

) unless evidence processing capabilities are adequate. Policy imp lica tions

are disc’issed .

Th i s  paper summarizes work performed under grant J3—NI—99—0037—G from
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice , Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), Department of Justice.
Point s of view or opinions stated here do not necessarily represen t
the official position or policies of the Department of Justice . 
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The crimina l investigation process is one of the more impor tan t

f u n c t i o n s  of mun ic i pal and coun ty  poli ce dep artments. Yet  many police

administrators know lit tle about the nature or effectiveness of  the i r

own depar tment ’s i n v e s t i g a t i v e  opera t ions  and even less about o ther

departments.

At the request of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and

Criminal Justice , The Rand Corporation undertook a nationwide study to

f ill som e or these knowledge gaps.’ The objectives of the two—year

• study were :

o To describe , on a national scale , current investigative

organization and practice.

o To assess the contribution that police investigation makes

: 1 ( to the achievement of criminal justice goals.

o To ascertain the effectiveness of new technology and systems

being adopted to enhance investigative performance .

o To reveal  how investigative effectiveness is related to . -

• differences in organizational form , staffing, procedures ,

etc.

While the objectives were broad , many questions of potential

interest had to be excluded from consideration in order to have a study

of manageable size. In particular , the study was focused on investi ga-

tions of Part I crines ,
2 

thereby excluding analysis of how misdemeanors

and vice , narcotics , and gambling offenses are investigated . Also ,

1ittle attention was paid to personnel practices such as selection ,

promotion , and motivation of investigators .
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Several principles guided our design of  the study. First , it had

to he conducted with the participation and oversight of experienced

police officials from around the country . Second , informa tion had to

be collec ted from many police departments , since single—city studies

had already been conducted and failed to be pers uas ive by virtue of

the possibility that the host department was unique in some way . Third ,

in as many departments asp. possible , information had to be obtained by

direct on— site interviews and observations.

Partici pa t ion by the law en forcement community was acc omplished

by appointing an advisory hoard ,
3 re taining a prosec utor and re tired

federal and local investigators as consultants ,
4 

and assembling a panel

of cu r ren t ly  working inves t igators. The advisory board reviewed and

vigorously criticized our research approach , data—collection instruments ,

findings , and interpretations of the findings. The consultants assisted

in desi gning da t a  i n s t rumen t s  and pa r t i c ipa ted  w i t h  Rand s t a f f  in on—

site interviews in many locations . The panel of working investigators

commented on the validity of our observations in other cities , by com-

paring them with the i r  own dai l y exper iences , and highlighted important

issues that could not be captured by numerical data.

) Collection of data from a large number of departments was accom-

plished by develop ing a comprehensive survey questionnaire and distrib—

uting it to all munici pal or county law enforcemen t depar tments that

had 150 or more full—time emp loyees or that served a lurisdic.tion whose

1970 p o p u l a t i o n  exceeded 100,000. This survey produced extensive in—

- 
. formation from 153 jurisdictions (of the 300 solicited ) on such top ics

as department characteristics , investigator dep loyment , investigator

______ - - -- -, 4 - - 
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training and status , use of evidence technicians , nature of speclal fza—

t ion , evaluation criteria , prosecutorial interaction , case assignment ,

use of computer f iles , and crime , clearance , and arrest rates.
5 For

example, the number of officers assigned to investigative units was

found to average 17.3 percent of the police force. Thus , the investi-

gative function Costs about $1 billion per year in the United States ,

• approxima tely the same as the entire court system .6

On—site interviews were conducted in more than 25 of the 153 police

agencies. Many of these were selected because they were known to have

implemented novel investigative practices that were reportedly success—

ful , while others were selected based on their survey responses. Project

~ staff and consultants visited each of these departments , observing and

par ticipating in the operations of the investiga tive units and discussing

their procedures with personnel at various departmental levels. In some

cities , Rand staff monitored individual investigators and their super—

visors continuously over a period of several days to obtain realistic

prOfiles of their activities.

From some departments we obtained written evaluations of their

investigative programs . In addition , several departments cooperated

closely with the Rand staff and provided access to data that were sub-

sequently used in one of the Component studies .

- 4  One useful data source located during t1-e course of the survey and

made available was the Kansas City (Missouri) Detec t ive Case Assignment

Fi le, whi ch had been maintained fr i  that department since 1971. On the

basis of daily information submitted by individual detectives , this corn—

pu ter file permitted us to determine , for each investigator and each
4~~-~~~
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inves tiga tiv e uni t , a descri ption of the time spent on various activities ,

the number of cases handled , and the number of arres ts and clearances

produced . This unique information source greatly facilitated the anal-

yses of how detectives spend their time and to what purposes and effects.

Additional sources of information used in the study included a

computer—readable file of 1972 Uniform Crime Reporting data pravided by

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

ARREST AND CLEARANCE RATES

Several earlier studies , each conduc ted in a single city or a

small number of nearby cities , had shown that department—wide clearance
7

and arrest statistics are not suitable measures of the effectiveness of

investigative operations. Our own study , using da ta from cities across

the coun try,  confirmed this observation in several different ways. The —

implication is that measures of effectiveness related to solving crimes

mus t be defined carefully and can only be interpreted in conjunction

— with other information related to prosecution of arres-tees , public satis—

faction with the police , deterrence ef fec ts, and so forth.

In a study in New York City published in 1970, Greenwood8 found

) that the average number of clearances claimed for each burglary arrest

varied from 1 to 20 across the ci ty ’s precinc ts , depending on how fre—

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

-

• S imilarly, Greenberg ’s 1972 study 9 in six California departments found
4. 

8

wide variations in clearance rates that arose from differences among

departments in the strictness of their application of FBI “exceptional

Pt clearance” guidel ines. Our own study,1° using 1972 da ta from all de—

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

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

a low of 0.38 to a high of 4.04, a fac tor of over 10. The rat io f r om

high to low was even larger for each individual crime type , such as

robbery or auto theft. Some departments claim a clearance for an auto

thef t whenever the vehicle i~ recovered , while others will not claim a

clearance unless the perpetrator is arrested and charged for the instant

offense . Clearance statistics are also affected by the amount of effort

devo ted to class if ying repor ted crimes as “unfounded” (i.e., the police

find there is no evidence that a cr im e was actua l l y committed). This

practice reduces reported crime rates as well as increasing reported

clearance rates.

Wi th adm inis tra tive discre tion playing such a large role in deter—

mining a depar tmen t’s clearance ra tes , any attemp t to compare effective—

ness among depar tmen ts using clearance rates is eviden tly meaningless.

Even comparisons over time within a single department are unreliable

unless steps are taken to assure that no change occurs in administrative

practices concerning clearances and classification of crimes . Arrest

ra tes are also unrel iable measures of e f f e c tiveness , since arrests can

11
be made without resulting in any clearance. The frequency of such

events can be judged from the fact that in half of all departments the

J number of arrests for Part I crimes exceeds the number of clearances.

Quite apart from the unreliability of arrest and clearance rates

is the fact that they reflect activities of patrol officers and mem—

bers of the public more than they reflect activities of investigators.

Isaacs ,13 Conklin ,14 
and our own study showed that approxima tely 30

percent of all clearances are produced by pickup arrests by patrol

officers who respond to the scene of the crime .’5 In rough ly another

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •
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50 percent of cleared crimes (less for homicide and auto theft), the

perpetrator is known when the crime report is first taken , and the main

jobs for the investi gator are to locate the perpetrator , take him or

her into custody,  and assemble the f acts needed to present charges in

court. (See Table 1.) This means that around 20 percent of cleared

crimes could possibl y be att ribu ted to inves tiga tive work , bu t we

f ound ’6 that most of these were also solved by patrol officers , members

of the public who spon taneousl y provide further information , or routine

investigative practices that could also have been followed by clerical

personnel.

In fac t, we estimate that at most 2.7 percent of all Part I crime

clearances can be attributed to special techniques used by investigators.

(These are called “special ac tion cases” in Table 2.) The remaining

97.3 percent of cleared crimes will be cleared no matter what the

investigators do , as long as the obvious routfne follow—up steps are

taken. Of course , Included in the 2.7 percent are the most interesting

and publicly visible crimes reported to the department , especially homi-

cides and commercial burg laries. But the thrust of our analysis is that

all the time spent by investigators on difficult cases where the perpe—

) trator is unknown results in only 2 .7  percent of the clearances.

This finding has now been established for a sufficiently large

number of departments that there can be little doubt of Its general

correctness , with some variation , in all departments. By establishing

a restricted interpretation of what constitutes “routine processing ,”

a department might find that investigative skill or “special ac t ion”

contributes to as much as 10 percent of all its clearances. Even so,

the bash t oncluslon remains the came Only in cases of homicide ,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~-•- . — -  - • ~~
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~~ - -. —~~~~~~~~~ -- - - - -~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- I



V .- •— - —.—- -—~~~~ ~~~~~ •!_,-,~~_,._••,-•~-,•- -__,-.,-,---.~______ . - ____________• --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

—8—

Tabl e 1

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

Kansas City Total
Comp lete Initial ID

Arrest ID by Uniquely Total From Five
at Victim or Linking initial Other

) Crime Type Scene Witness Evidence
a 

ID Departmentsb

Forgery/fraud 30.6 20.0 39.7 90.3 90.9
Auto theft 38.5 12.7 <7.8 ~Sl.2a 47.4
Theft 48.4 8.6 17.2 74.2 70 .0
Commerc ial burg lary 24.4 lb.9 16.9 58.2 80.0
Residential burgla ry 26.7 42.7 <6.2 ,81•7a 80.0
Robbery 28.4 20.9 10.6 59.9 53.4
Felony morals 25.8 27.8 27.8 81.4 72 .8

• Aggravated assault 28.6 63.4 7.9 ,94.la 100.0
Homicide 28.3 34.8 10.9 74.0 42.9

NOTE: Numbers may not add to total because of rounding error.
a
1~ no cases of uniquely linking evidence were found in the samp le ,

or no cases other than initial identification , 95~ confidence points
ar e shown .

bBerkeley, Long Beach and Los Angeles , Ca.; Miami , Fla .,
Wash ing ton , D.C.

J
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Tabl e 2

SPECIAL ACTION CASES
(Percent of all cleared cases)

Kan sas C ity F ive 0 t her De par t men t sa

Maximum Maximum
Estimate Estimate

Sample at 95% Sample at 95%

Crime Type Estimate Confidence Estimate Confidence

Forgery/fraud 0 5.7 0 12.7

-

• Auto theft 0 6.9 0 14.6

Theft 0 3.2 0 25.9

Commercial burglary 4.9 12.4 10 39.4

Residen tial burg lary 0 3.5 0 13.9

Robbery 7.1 16.6 9.5 15.6

Felony morals 0 14.5 9.1 36.4

Aggravated assault 0 5.9 0 25.9
• Homicide 10.2 37.3 0 34.8

All types
b 1.3 2.7

~
‘Berkeley, Long Beach and Los Angeles , Ca.; Miami, Fla.,

Washington , D.C.
b
Thjs figure is shown for Kansas City only and reflects the

relative numbers of cleared cases of each type in that city . The
maximum estimate for the total is lower than the estimate for any

single cr ime type because the sample size is larger .

I’
) 
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robbery , and commercial theft did we find that the quality of investi—

gative efforts could affect the clearance rate to any substantial extent.

Conversely, the contribution of victims , witnesses , and patrol officers

is most important to the identification and apprehension of criminal t

off enders.

• •

~ VARIATIONS WITH DEPARTMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

- Once the nature of investigators ’ contributions to arrest and

j clearance rates is understood , it must be anticipated that variations

- I in these rates among departments are explained pr imar ily by character-

istics that have nothing to do with the organization and dep loyment of

investigators. This is in fact what we found from our survey data.
17

- The three most important determinants of a department ’s arrest and

clearance rates are its size , the region of the country it is located

in , and its crime workload .
I

Large departments (measured by number of employees , budget , or

population of the jurisdiction) claim more clearances per arrest in

all crime categories than do smaller departments. However , the arrest

rates of large departments do not differ from those in small departments.

Departments in the South Central states claim higher clearance

) rates than those in other regions , which follow in the order North

J Central , South Atlantic , Northeast , and West. However , arrest rates

vary in almost exactly the reverse order. Evidentl y these differences

• reflect administrative practices or patterns of crime commission rather

than differences in effectiveness.

In regard to crime workl oad , we found that departments havin~ a

large number of reported crimes per police officer have lower arrest 

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

1mg way . The number of arrests per police officer in a year was found

to rise nearly (but not quite) in direct proportion to the number of

reported crimes per police officer until a certain threshold was reached .

Beyond this threshold , increasing workload is associated with very small

increases in the number of arrests per police officer. The thresholds

are at approximately 35 Part I crimes per police officer per year and

3.5 crimes against persons per police officer per year . These thresholds

are fairly high , as only abou t 20 percent of departments have greater

workload levels.

These findings are consistent with the assumption that a city can

increase its number of arrests or decrease the number of crimes (or both)

by increasing the size of its police for ce , bu t the e f f e c t of added

resources would be greatest for cities above the threshold.

In regard to clearance rates , the da ta showed tha t depar tments

wi th high crime workload tend to claim mor e clearances per arres t than

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

sensitive to workload than arrest rates . Although clearance rates for

every crime type were found to decrease with increasing workload , the

) decreases were not significant for some types of crimes.

Th ese workload rela tionsh ips app ly to all police o f f i cers , not

just investigators . Although investigators are known to make more ar—

rests per year than pa trol of f icers , and our data confirmed this , the

effect was not large enough that we could find a significant variation

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

words , if the total number of officers in a department is kept fixed ,
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switching some of them Into or out of investigative units is not likely

to have a substantial effect on arrest or clearance rates.

Aside from the effects of size , region of the country , and work—

load on clearance and arrest rates , we did f ind a few smaller effects

of possible interest. Departments that assign a major investigative

role to patrolmen have lower clearance rates , but not arrest rates , than

other departments. This appears to reflect the fact that patrolmen can—

not carry files around with them and therefore do not clear old crimes

with new arrests. Departments with specialized units (concentrating on

a single crime such as robbery) were found to have lower arrest rates ,

hut not clearance rates , for the types of crimes in which they special—

ize , as compared with departments having generalist investigators.

Departments in which investigators work in pairs had lower numbers of

arrests per officer than those in which they work singly . Since we did

not collect data permitting a comparison of the quality of arrests pro-

duced by solo and paired investigators , this finding must be interpreted

with caution . The practice of pairing investigators , which is common

only in the Northeast , is nonetheless brought into sufficient question

that further research appears warranted.

) Most other characteristics of investigators were found to be unre-

lated to arrest and clearance rates . These include the nature and exten t

of training for investigators , their civil service rank or rate of pay ,

• and the nature of the -jr interactions with prosecutors. However , this

absen ce o f corre la t ion s p robab ly indicates more about the inadequacies

• of arrest and clearance rates as measures of effectiveness than about

the inherent value of training and other characteristics .

~
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HOW INVESTIGATORS ’ T1ME IS SPENT

From an analysis of the computer—readable case assignmen t f i l e

maintained by the Kansas City (Missouri) Police Department , and obser-

vations during site visits , it was determined that although a large

pr opor tion of repor ted crimes are assigned to an investigator , many of

these receive no more attention than the reading of the Initial crime

incident report; that is, many cases are suspended at once. The data

show that homicide., rape , and suicide invariably resulted in investi—

gative activity ; while other serious types of cases received significant

attention (i.e., at least a half—hour of a detective ’s time) in a t leas t

60 percent of the instances . Overall , however , less than half of all

reported crimes receive any serious attention by an investigator , and

• the great majority of cases that are actively investigated receive less

than one day ’s attention. Table 3 shows, for several crime types , the

percentage of cases that detectives worked on during the study period

(May 1, l~ 73 , to April 30 , 1974) .

The net result is that the average detective does not actually

work on a large number of cases each mon th , even thoug h he may have a

backlog of hundreds or thousands of cases tha t were assigned to him at

some time in the past and are still theoretically his responsibility .

Table 4 shows the number of worked—on cases per detective per month in

the various units of the Kansas City Police Department.’~
8 

The number

- • of worked—on cases per detective is generally under one per day , wi th

the exception of the Missing Persons Unit. If we imagine that each

-~~~~ case is assigned to a particular investigator as his responsibility,

the table shows the average number of cases that an investigator would

he responsible for and work on in a month.
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T~ hle 3

PERCENT OF REPORTED CASES THAT
DETECTIVES WORKED ON

Type of Inciden t Perce nt

Homicide 100.0
Rape 100.0
Suicide 100.0
Forgery/counterfeit 90.4
K idnapp ing 73 .3
Arson 70 .4
Auto theft 65.5
Aggravated assault 64.4
Robbery
Fraud/embezzlement  59.6
Felony sex crimes 59.0
Common assault  41.8
Nonres iden t ia l  burglary 36.3
Dead body 35.7
Residential burg lary 30.0
Larceny 18.4
Vandalism 6.8
Lost property 0.9

All above types together 32.4

SOURCE : Kansas City Case Assign-
men t File , cases reported May—Novem-
ber 1973.

‘II
’.
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Table 4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF WORKED—ON CASES
PER DETECTIVE PER MONTH

Number of
Uni t Cases

Crimes against persons 9.2
Homicide 11.2
Robbery 7.7
Sex crimes 6.2

Crimes against property 16.9
Auto theft 19.5
Nçnresidential burglary 9.4
Residential burglary/larceny 22.9

General assignment 18.6
Incendiary 7.8
Forgery/fraud/bunco 10.4
Shoplifting/pickpocket 20.9

Youth and women ’s 26.0

Missing persons 88.4

SOURCE: Kansas City Case Assignment
File.

I

)
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Our data revealed that an Investigator ’s t ime is preponderant ly

consumed in reviewing reports , documen ti ng f i l e s , and attempting to

locate and interview victims on cases that experience shows will not

be solved . For cases that are solved (i.e., a suspect has h~ en iden—

• tified), an investigator spends more time in post—clearance processing

tha n he does ‘n identifying the perpetrator.

In Kansas City , the breakdown of investigators ’ t ime was as fol—

lows. About 45 percent was spent on activities not attributable to

individual cases. This includes administrative assignments , sp&-c. hcs ,

travel , reading teletypes , general surveillance of junkyards , pawnshops ,

gather ing spots for juveniles , and the like , as well as sl a - k t ime (for

example , in a unit that is on duty at night to respond to r~ hhe ries

and homicides). The remaining 55 percent of the time is spent in  case

work. Of this , 40 percent (or 22 percent of the total) is spent in v ” --

tiga t ing crimes tha t are never solved , just over 12 percent (r  7 per cOt

of the total) is spen t inves tigating crimes that are event ii. ll v solved ,

and nearly 48 percent (or 26 percent of the total) is spent on clea red

cases after they have been solved . While these figures app ly onl y to

— 
Kansas Ci ty,  we reviewed them , as well as more detailed tabulations ,

I 
l with investigators from other cities and compared them with our obser-

vational notes. We concluded they are approx imately correct for other

ci ties , with variations primarily in the areas of slack time (if inves—

t iga tors are not on du ty a t ni ght) and t ime spent in conference with

prosecutors .

Thus , investigators spend about 93 percent of their t ime on act iv—

ities that do not lead directly to solving previously reported crimes.

I
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How are they to be judged on the quality of these activities? The time

they spend on cases after they have been cleared serves the important

purpose of preparing cases for court; this activity will be discussed

below. The time they spend on noncasework activities serves a general

support function for casework activities and therefore may be useful in

ways that are difficult to quantify. The time they spend on crimes that

are never solved can only be judged in terms of its public relations

value and a possible deterrent value , because most of these crimes can
/

be easily recognized at the start. (They are primarily the ones for

which there is no. positive identification of the perpetrator available

at the scene of the crime.) Police administrators must ask themselves

whether the efforts devoted to investigating crimes that are initially

unsolved are justified by either the small number of case solutions

produced by these activities or the associated public relations benefits.

¶ 
- COLLECTING AND PROCESSING PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

The abil ity of a police agency to collect and process the physical

evidence at crime scenes is thought to be an important component of the

criminal investigation process. However , in our study we focused on

) the role of physical evidence in con tr ibut ing to the solu tion of crimes .,

as distinguished from its value in proving guilt once the crime is

solved .

Earlier studies showed that in only a small number of felony of-

fenses were evidence technicians requested to process the crime scene ,’9

and even when the crime scene was processed a significant portion of

the available evidence might not he retrieved .
20 Police administra tors ,

aware of these deficiencies , have begun to experimen t with a variety of

i~
• .
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organizational changes designed to increase the number of crime sites

processed for physical evidence.

Our anal ysis of the physical evidence collection and processing

activities of six police departments which employ different procedures
21

confirmed that a department can assure a relativel y high recovery ra te

of latent prints from crime scenes by a sufficient investmen t in evi-

dence technicians and by rou tinely dispa tching technicians to the scene

j of felonies. The latent print recovery rate is also increased by pro—

cessing the crime scene immediately following the report of the incident

rather than at a later time. Some of our data supporting these conclu-

sions are shown in the first three lines of Table 5.

However , the last line of Table 5 shows that the rate at which

f ingerprin ts were used to iden t if y the perpe tra tor of a burglary was

essentially unrelated to the print recovery rate. In fact , 1 to 2 per-

cent of the burglary cases in each of three depar tmen ts were c leared

by iden tification from a laten t prin t , despite substintial differences

in operating procedures. In Richmond , evidence technicians are dis—

patcned to nearly 90 percen t of the repor ted burg lar ies  and recover

prints from 70 percent of the scenes they process , bu t the f rac tion of

burg laries solved by fingerprints is about the same as in Long Beach or

Berkeley where evidence technicians are dispatched to the scene less

frequen tly and lift prints less often.

• 
. The most p lausible exp lana tion as to why l i f t ing more pr in ts does

not ac tuall y resul t in a h igher ra te of iden t i f i ca tions appear s to he

that the fingerprint file searching capabilities of poli ce departments

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

~~4~~
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Table 5

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

Item Long Beach Berkeley Richmond

. Percentage of cases in which
technicians were requested 58.0 76.6 87.6

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

I
,

• 
Cases in which print recovery was

made , as percentage of total
cases 

. 
29.4 32.2 60.5

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

a200 randomly selected residential burglary cases from each of
three departments (cleared or uncleared).

I
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in comparing his prints with latent prints that have been collected .

Thus, latent prints may help to confirm suspect identifications obtained

in other ways. But in the absence of an effective means to perform

“cold searches” (where the suspect is unknown), the ava i lab i l ity of a

latent print cannot help to solve the crime .

From a comparison of the fingerprint identification sections in

Washing ton , Los Angeles , Miami , and Richmond , we de termined tha t 4 to

9 percen t of all retrieved prin ts are even tually matched with those of

a suspect in each of the departments. However , the number of “cold—

search” matches produced per man—year differed substantially among

-: 
- departments , according to the size of their inked print files and the

attention devoted to this activity. In some departments , technicians

performing cold searches produced far more case solutions per man—year

than investigators.

The inference we reached was that an improved fingerprint identi—

fication capability will be more productive of identifications than a

more intensive print collection effort. Although some techniq ues and

equi pment curren t ly available to police departments were found to enhance H
identification capability , the technology needed to match sing le la ten t

prints to inked prints is not fully developed and appears to us to be

a high—prior ity item for research.

PREPARING THE CASE FOR PROSECUTION

Police inves tiga t ion , whether or not it can be regarded as con—

tributing sign i f i can t ly to the identification of perpe tra tors , is a

necessary police function because it is the principal means by which

all relevant evidence is gathered and presented to the court so that 

- 
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a criminal prosecution can be made. Thus , police investigators can be

viewed as serving a support function for prosecutors.

Prosecutors have frequently contended that a high rate of case

dism issal s, excess ive p lea barga in ing , and overl y len ien t sen tences are

c ommon consequences of inadequate police investi gations. The police ,

in response , often claim that even when they conduc t thorough investi-

gations , case dispositions are not significantly affected . We undertook

a stud y to illuminate the issues surrounding the controversy between

poli ce and prosecutor about responsibilities for prosecutorial failures.

A da ta form con taining 39 ques tions tha t a prosecu tor m ight want

the police to address in conducting a robbery investigation was de—

veloped on the basis of discussions with pr osecutors , de tectives , and

police supervisors. When this form was used to analyze the comp le teness

of robbery investiga tions in two Cal i fornia pr osecu tors ’ off ices , chosen

to reflect contrasting prosecutorial practices concerning fel ony case

screen ing , but similar workload and case characteristics ,
22 it was

found that the department confronted by a stringent prosecutorial fil-

ing policy (called Jurisdiction A) was significantl y more thorough in

reporting follow—on investigative work than the department whose cases

were more perm issively filed (Jurisdic tion B). Yet , even the former

department fell short of supp lying the prosecutor with all of the infor-

mation he desired; the data show that each of 39 evidentiary questions

considered by a prosecutor to be necessary for effective case presenta—

tion ‘-.‘as , on the average , covered in 45 percent of the cases in Juris—

diction A , w h i l e  26 percent were addressed by the department in Juris—

diction B.
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Table 6 lists questions tha t experienced prosecutors Informed us

should be addressed by a police investigation to facilitate the presen-

tation of a robbery case. The summary entries indicate the percentage

of cases where a question could be answered from information in the

documen ts provided by the police to the prosecutor.

We then determined whether the degree of thorough documentation

of the police investigation was related to the disposition of cases ,

spec if ically to the ra te of dismissals , the heaviness of plea bargain—

ing , and the type of sentence imposed . Our analysis  showed d i f f erenc es

between the two jurisdictions. For examp le , none of the sampled cases

was dismissed in Jurisdiction A ; furthermore, 60 percent of the defen-

dan ts p led guilty to the charges as filed . By comparison , in Juris—

• d ic t ion  B about one—quar t e r  of the sampled cases were dismissed a f t e r

f i l i n g , and onl y one— third of the defendants pled guilty to the charges

as filed .

A comparison between the two offices concerning the heaviness of

plea bargaining is shown in Table 7. Al though p lea barga in ing appe ars

li ghter in Jurisdiction A , this may simp ly reflect tha t the gravity of

criminal conduct in the A cases was less than in the B cases , i . e

specia l allegations were considerably more frequent to begin with in B.

One cannot conclude that only the quality of documentation of the police

investigation accounted for the difference.

A similar conclusion was reached with respect to sentence imposed .

That is , d i f f e r e n c e s in sentenc ing were f ound , hut in light of varia—

tions in other case characteristics these differences might n*it nec

sar i l y be related to thoroughness of documentation . This analysis leads

- - 
- - 

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ j
--- : :~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

•



_ _ _ _ _ _ _  - ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
. - ~ - .

—23—

Table 6

PRESENCE OF INFORNATION IN POLICE REPORTS
(In percent)

Jurisdiction A
a 

J~,risdict~~,i
Information In1ormati~.-n

From ,t l e i sr , From at
Case intorniation Desirable for Prosecution One Source b__-— One Source°

1. What INTERVIEWS were conducted? 100.0 100.0

O f f e nse
2. Is there a verbatim report of the instant OFFENSE? 90.4 95.2
3. Is there a verbatim report of the FORCE USED? 95.2 36.5
4 - What was the PHYSICAL H ARM to the victim? 47.6 18.5
5. Is there a detailcd de~~ ri pt1~-oi of t h e  PROPERTY tak~~ ? 90.4 27.2 - :

6. What was th e method of S(uspect)’s ESCAPE. 71.4 57 ~~ Y 227. What type of VEHICLE was used by 5? 38.0 45.4 ~~
‘

8. What type of WEAPON was used by 5? 85.7 63.6
~~ 9. If a gun was used , was it LOADED~ 19.0 13.5

10. If a gun was used , when was it ACQUIRED? - 28.4 .0
— 11. Where is the LOCATION of the.weapon now? 9.5 18.1

Suspect
12. Was S UNDER THE INFLUENCE of alcohol or drugs? 42.8 22.7
13. What are the details of S s  DEFENSE? 18.9 .0
14. What is S’s ECONO~iIC STATUS? 14.2 4.5
15. Was S advised of CONST1TUTION~L RIGHTS? 100.0 63.6
16. If multiple suspects , what is their RELATIONSHIP? 42.7 .0
17. Is there evidence of PRIOR OFFENSES by S? 66.6 39.3% 9.0 l.~.O%
18. Is there evIdence of S’s MOTIVES? 47.6 13.1
19. Is there evidence of past PSYCHIATRIC TREATMENT of 1? 9.5 4.5
20. What is S’s PAROLE OR PROBATION status? 37.8 18.1
21. Does S have an alcohol or drug ABUSE HISTORY ? 23.8 9.0
22. Where is S EtO’LOYED? 28.5 4.5

Victim/Witnesses
23. What is the RELATIONSHIP between S and V(ictim)? 4.7 9.0
24. What is the CREDIBILITY of the W(itnesses)? 9.5 .0
25. Can the W make a CONTRIBUTION to the case prosecution? 23.8 13.5
26. Were MUG SHOTS shown to V or W? - 51.7 4.5
27. If shown , are the PROCEDURES and RESULTS adequately described? 30.0 .0
28. Was a LINE—UP conducted? 53.0 .0
29. If conducted , are the PROCEDURES and RESULTS adequately described? 40.0 31.1% .0 3.4~
30. Was an effort made to LIET FINGERPRINTS at the scene? 41.0 4.5

~~~ 31. If made , were USABLE FINGERPRINTS OBTAINED? 59.0 9.0
32. Were PHOTOS TAKEN at the crime scene? 35.0 4.5 —

33. Is the EXACT LOCATION from where the photos and prints were taken given? 29.0 .0
34. Did V VERIFY his statements in the crime report? • 24.0 .0
35. Did V have IMP ROPER NOTIVES in reporting the oifense? 4.7 .0

Arrest
36. What was the legal BASIS FOR SEARCH AND SEIZURE? 23.8 36.3
37 . How was the LOCATION OF EVIDENCE learned? 33.3 52 3% 32.0 52 2%38. How was the LOCATION OF S learned? 66.6 68.1
39. How wag the ARREST OF S made? 85.7 72.7

Overall 45.0% Overall 26.4%

NOTE: The percentages w ith in the matrix refer only to the presence of information the police choce to record :
they may not represent r r ~p l e t~ picture of the information ~ithered hy the police in the course of the inve stig a—
tion . It i’ possible that certain police olficer . record onl y “po it ive ” information and assume that an omission of
information a u t o m a t i c a l l y  imp lies tha t  the inh ( , r m a t ioTl  is either not applicable or inappropriate in a specific ca se.

cases in each sample.

~‘Pe r ce s t . 1 g e  of cases that presenteo thi, Information (re. at lea st one sou rce.
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Tabh~ 7

A CO~~ ARISON BETWEEN A AND B OF DTSI’OSITlONS
BY PLEAS OF GUILTY

Percentage Percentage
Disposi tion in A Samp le in B Sample

Plea of guilty to original charges 61.1 31.8

• Plea of guilty to original charges
but wi th special allega t ions
stricken or not considered 27.7 22.7

Plea of guilty to 2nd degree robbery
red uced f r om 1st degree robbery 5 .5  18.1

Plea of guilty to other lesser offense 5.5 4.5
Cases dismissed — — 22.7

NOTE: Columns do not add to 100 percent due to rounding .
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us to sug~~ st that police failure to document a case investigation

thor ough ly !~1~~ have contributed to a higher case dismissal rate and a

weakening of the prosecu tor ’s plea bargaining position .

RELATIONS BETWEEN VICTIMS AND POLICE

Many investigators , as well as top—ranking police officials , have

defended the investigative function , not because it con tribu tes signif—

icantly to the identification of perp etra tors , but because it is one

of the principal contacts the police maintain with the victims of

serious crimes. But although the police verbally espouse the public

service function as an important part of the investigative role , our

observations in- departments across the country indica’e that most police

merely respond initially to the crime scene and file a cursory report;

subsequent police contacts with the victims concerning the progress of

the case are rare. This is understandable given the rising number of

reported crimes and relatively stable police budgets.

If the public ’s conf iden ce in their local police department is

to be strengthened , it seems reasonable that when the perpetrator has

been identified , the victim should be notified . However, a policy of

) routinely providing case information feedback to crime victims poses

some risk of being self—defeating . For example, if a victim is in-

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

charged with his offense and is being prosecuted on another , the victim ,

rather than feeling more confident in the police or the criminal justice

sys tem, may in fact be disillusioned by such information . A resentful

victim also could become highly vt~cal about his dissatisfactions and

cause other citizens to be negative about police performance.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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How much in fo rma t ion  to g ive  the  v i c t i m  and when i t  is  appr opri alt-

to convey it were the quest ions behind a te lephone ~oirvev t aken  of rob-

bery and burglary victims . This study must be rigarded as exploratory ;

the survey was conducted simpl y as an initial attempt to exp lore how

victims feel about receiving information feedback rt-ga rding their spe—

cific case, and which types of information they feel are most important.

The inquiry summarized by Table 8 was accompanied by two pa i r s  of

) questions , with the first question of each pair addressing the victim ’s

desire to have feedback on a specific matter and the second eliciting

his probable reac tion if the feedback occu rred .  T a b l e  9 disp lays the

responses on whether  or not the v ic t im desired to be told of a police

decision to suspend or drop inves t iga t ive  e f f o r t  on his case if such

a decision were made . These suggest a consis tent  p re fe rence  for  knowl-

edge about this police decision , but with an observable tendency in

cleared robbery cases (a r e l a t i ve ly small segment of the under ly ing

populat ion) to the contrary .

Table 10 exhibits the responses that the victims made when asked

what their reactions would be if they had been told that no further

investigation was intended on their cases. We note that approximately

El 
i one—third of our sample would react negatively to unfavorable feedback

(and the proportion would be higher if the data  were we igh t ed  to r e f l e c t

the  r e la t ive  numbers of each crime type).
-3 -

To the extent that our survey results may reach beyond t h e  con-

f ines of our small samp le , they br oadl y underscore the belief that thcr~

exists a strong market for information feedback to victims from the

.4 police. But they also tend to confirm the view that giving unfavorable

~ 
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Tabl e 8

KIND OF INFORMATION DESIRED BY VICTIMS

Survey Question : If Your Answer Was “Yes”
As a Victim , Did You How Important Was It to

Want the Police Indif- You to Be I nf o r m e d ?
to Inform You? Yes No ferent Very Somewhat

If  your case was solved? 32 (89%) 1 (3%) 3 (8%) 26 6
If a suspect was arrested? 30 (83%) 5 (14%) 1 (3%) 22 8
If a defend ant was tried? 27 (75%) 4 (11%) 5 (14%) 15 12
If  a defendant was sentenced? 27 (75%) 4 (11%) 5 (14%) 16 11

) What sentence was imposed? 27 (75~/ )  4 (1 1%) 5 (14%) 16 11
-

- If the defendant was released
from cus tod y? 18 (50%) 11 (31%) 7 (19%) 11 7

- I
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- Table 9

- 

RESPONDENT ’S DESIRE TO BE TOLD OF POLICE DECISION
TO SUSPEND INVESTI(;ATTON OF HIS CASE

Victim ’s
Response Burg lary  Robb ery Total

Yes 16 10 26 (72%)
No 3 4 7 (19%)
Indifferent or

no answer 1 2 3 (8%)

) To tal 20 16 36 (100%)

. 1
‘
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Tabl e 10

VT (-- 1 - IN ’ g PREDICTED REACTIONS TO INFORMATION THAT POLICE
INVEST iGAT ION OF HIS CASE WOULI) BE SUSPENDED

Vi ct im ’s Prediction
of h i -~ Rc~~ t ion Burglacy Robbery Total

Apprec l it ive of being
told and agreeable to
police decision 3 1 4 (12%)

Understand ing and
resigned 11 7 18 (53%)

Disturbed and resistant 4 1 5 (15%)
Angry and resentful 2 5 7 (21%)

~~() victims were omitted : the response to one was
not applicable and the other declined to answer.
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information to victims creates undesirable reactions in attitude toward

the p o l i c e  in some of these victims . Finall y, our results sugges t tha t

other  repercussions from information feedback , of which the police are

some t imes apprehensive , are of slight significance. Few victims , no

mat ter how much distressed by informat ion coming to them from the poli ce ,

— indicated they would act inimicall y to police interests.

PROACTIVE INVES TIGATION METHODS

In contrast to the typicall y reac tive mode (so called , because

the inves tigator does not focus on the case until after a crime has

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

departments have shifted a small number of their investigators to more

— proac t ive investigation tactics . These units are usually established

to deal wi th a particular type of offender such as known burglars ,

robbery teams , or active fences . A number of such units have been sup-

ported on an experimental basis with LEA.A funds.
2

The proactive team members often work quite closely with other

investiga tors , but unlike regular investigators they are not assigned

a caseload of reported crimes, Instead they are expected to generate

) other sources of information to identif y serious offenders. These

other sources may include inf orman ts they have developed , intelligence

data fr om surveillance ac t ivitie s , or undercover fencing operations

~ 
~ which the police operate themselves.

The primary objective in establishing these units Is to reduce

the incidence of the target crime. The reduction is supposed to result

from the containment effect of successf ull y arresting and pros ecuting

offenders and the deterrent effect w h i c h  t he  pu h1ic ~~tv civen t h e s e
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programs is expected to have on others. Therefore , the arrest produc-

t ivit y of these uni ts is typ i ca l ly used as a measure of their primary

effect. Changes in the incidence rate for the target crime type is

also cited for this purpose. The chief problem in using these two

measures is the difficulties in isolating the unique effects of the

proactive units from either other activities of the police department

or external factors affecting crime or arrest rates.

In the course of our study we looked at several such units by

either examining evaluation reports or direct observation . In general ,

they all seemed to result in a much higher number of arrests for the

off icers assigned than other types of patrol or investigative activities.

Consistent effects on targeted crime rates could not be identified .

In order to determine which activities of these units actually

resul ted in arres ts, we examined a samp le of cases fr om two of them in

considerable detail. Thvse units were the Miami Stop Robbery Unit and

the Long Beach (California) Suppression of Burglary unit.

By exam ining a samp le of robbery cases in Miami , we determined

that although the Stop officers averaged 4 arrests per man—month , half

of wh ich were for robbery , in 10 out of 11 of these arrests the Stop

o f f i cer was simply execu ting a warrant obtained by some other unit or

accompany ing another officer to make the arrest.

In Long Beach , the Suppression of Burglary officers averaged 2.4

• arrests per man—month , half of which were for burg lary or receiving - 
-

stolen property. An analysis of 27 of their arrests disclosed that

just half (13) resulted from their own work , with the remainder repre—

sentlng referral arrests or routine investigation which any other unit

could have handled .
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Our general conclusion from these observations was that proactive

techniques can be productive in making arrests , garticularl y for bur-

glary and fencing . To be effective , such units must be staffed with

highly motivated and innovative personnel . Their efforts must also be

carefully monitored to ensure that they do not become diverted to mak—

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

aggressive so as to infringe on individual liberties.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

We have identified several distinguishable functions performed

by investigators: preparing cases for prosecution after the suspects

are in cus tody, apprehending known suspec ts , performing cer ta in rout ine

tasks that may lead to identif ying unknown suspec ts , engaging in in-

tensive investigations when there are no suspects or it is not ~!ear

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

addit ion, inves tigators engage in various administrative and paperwork

tasks related to these functions .

The information we obtained about the effectiveness of each func-

tion is adequate to begin asking whether the function should be performed

) at all and, if so , who should do it. The notion that all these func—

tions must be performed by a single individual , or by officers having

similar ranks or capabilities, does not stand up to scrutiny , and in

fact many police departments have begun to assign distinguishable func—

tions to separate units. Our own suggestions , to be presen ted be low ,

support this development and extend it in certain ways. If a function

now assigned to investigators can be performed as well or better , hut

at lower cost , by patrol officers , cler i cal personnel , or Information

j
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-~vstems , i t should be removed from investigators; if it serves the ob—

jt - -t iv es of the prosecutor , then it should be responsive to the needs

of t h e  prosecutor ; and if especially competent investigators are re—

quired , the function should be assigned to a unit composed of such

officers.

‘ In this section we describe the implications of our findings for

needed changes in the organiza t ion of the investigat ive func tion, the

processing of physical evidence , and the role of the public. 24

t
Preparing Cases for Prosecution

Post—arrest investigative activity is not only important for prose-

cution but is also one of the major activities now performed by inves—

tigators. This activity can perhaps be performed in a less costly or

more effective manner.

From our observations , the current coordination, or lack thereof ,

between the police and prosecutorial agencies does not support a healthy

working relationship. It allows a situation where each can blame the

other for outcomes in court that they view as unfavorable.

Most prosecutors do not have investigators on their staff. If

they do , these investigators are usually occupied with “white— collar ”

J 
offenses rather than street crime. Generally, then , the prosecu tor

relies on police investigators to provide the evidence needed to prose—

cute and convict arrestees. But this situation contains an inherent
I

conflict between prosecutor and police. An arrest is justified by

probable cause——i.e., an articulatable, reasonable belief that a crime

was committed and that the arrestee was the offender. Often, the police

are s a t i s f i e d  to document  t h e  j u s t i f i c a ti o n  for the arres t ra ther than
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expending further investigative efforts to strengthen the evidence in

the case. The prosecutor , on the other hand , may be reluctan t to file

the charges preferred by the police , or to file at all , if he believes

the evidence would not suffice for a conviction , i.e., proof beyond a

reasonable doub t. Many cases appear to be affected by the conflicting

incentives of police and prosec utor , as reflec ted in failures to file ,

lenient filing , early dismissals , or unbalanced bargaining .

J One way of ameliora ting this problem is to make explic it the types

of information the prosecutor and police agree are appropr iate to col— -;

lec t and document , given the nature of the crime. The form we designed

r 
- 

for robbery cases (summarized in Table 6) gives an example of how such

information can be made explicit. Each jurisdiction should develop

appropriate forms for major categories of crimes. Such written docu-

ments would assist the police in becoming more knowledgeable about the

type and amount of information that a prosecutor requires to establish

guilt for each type of offense and in allocating their investigative

eff orts to provide t~.is information .
25

We observed that the strictness of the prosecutor with respect to

filing decisions can affect the thoroughness of case preparation . In

J 
turn , the thoroughness of documen tation may affec t the perc entage of

cases subsequently dismissed and the degree of plea bargaining. Given

this finding , we suggest that prosecutors be mindful of the level of

investigative documentation in their jurisdictions , especially in

offices where the officer presenting the case may not have participated

in the investigation .

One ratiot~ale advanced in some police depar tments for minimizing

- 
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the factua l content of formal investigative reports is that these re-

por ts are subjec t to discovery by def ense counsel and thereby facilitate

the impeachmen t of prosecu tion witnesses , including policemen . Such

departments believe the results of detailed investigations are better

communica ted orally to the prosecutor ’s office. The results of our

research would tend to refu te this argument , although they are not con-

clusive. In the jurisdiction where detailed documentation is prepared ,

) no such negative consequences were noted , but in the jurisdiction having

less information in the documentation , oral communication f ai led in

some instances to reach all the prosecutors involved with the case.

Above and beyond merely improving coordination between police and

prosecutors, it is worthy of experimentation to assign the prosecutor

responsib ili ty for certain investigative efforts. We feel that a prom—

ising approach would be to place nearly all posc—arrest investigations

under the authority of the prosecutor , either by assigning police off i—

cers to his office or making investigators an integral part of his staff ,

depending on the local situation . A test of this arrangement would per— I -

mit determining whether it is an effective way of assuring that the

evidentiary needs for a successful prosecu t ion are met .

Apprehending Known Suspec ts

We have noted that in a substantial frac tion of cases ultimately

cleared , the perpetrator is known from information available at the

scene of the crime. If he or she is already in custody, the case be—

comes a matter for post—arrest processing , as discussed above. If the

Jr perpetrator is not in custody, it is important for the responding offi—

cer(s), whether from investigative or patrol units , to obtain and make
H
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a record of the evidence identifying the suspect. This requires that

the responding officers be permitted adequate time to conduct an m i —

tial invest igat ion, including interviewing possible witnesses , and that

the crime—reporting form be designed in such a way that the presence

of information identifying a suspec t is unmis takably recorded .

Apprehending a known suspect may or may not be difficult. Assign-

ing all such apprehensions to investigators does not appear to be cost—

effec tive , especially if the investigators are headquar tered at some

) distance from the suspect ’s location and a patrol officer is nearby .

We believe that certain patrol officers , whom we shall call generalist—

• investigators, could be trained to handle this function in such a way

that the arres ts are legall y proper and a minimum number of innocent

persons are brought in for questioning. Only when apprehension proves

difficult should investigative units become involved .

Routine Investigative Actions

For crimes wi thout  an i n i t i a l  suspect i d e n t i f i c a t i o n, we found

that many of those eventually cleared are solved by routine investiga-

tive actions. These actions include listing a stolen automobile in the

“hot car” file , asking the victim to view a previously assembled col—

lection of mug shots for the crime in question , checking pawnshop slips ,

awaiting phone calls from the public , tracing ownership of a weapon , etc.

One implication of this finding is that any steps a police depart—

ment can take to convert investigative tasks into routine actions will

increase the number of crimes solved. Technological  improvemen ts , es—
4

pecially information systems , produced many of the clearances wejden—

Jr
tified as “routine.” Such clearances might never have occurred in the
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absence of such systems or m i g h t  have been d i f f i c u l t  to achieve.  The

a b i l i ty  of pa t ro l  o f f i c e r s  to  check rap idl y whether  a veh i c l e  is stolen

or , more impor t an t , whether  the  owner is wanted for questioning produced

numerous case so lu t ions  in our samp les . Wel l—organized  and main ta ined

mug shot , modus_op erandi , or pawn s l ip  f i l e s  also lead to clearances.

A second imp l i c a t i o n  is that  it may not be necessary fo r  invest i—

~~~tor s , who are u s u a l l y  paid more than p a t r o l  o f f i c e r s  or clerks , to

p e r f o r m  the f u n c t i o n s  t ha t  lead to r o u t i n e  c learances .  We believe an

experiment should be conducted to determine the cost and effectiveness

of lower—paid personnel performing these tasks.

Once c ler ical  processing is complete , some action by a police

o f f i c e r  may s t i l l  be needed (e . g . ,  apprehending the suspec t ) .  Such

F cases should be assigned to the gene ra l i s t—inves t i ga to r s .

Inves tigat ing  Crimes Without  Suspects

Bas ica l l y ,  two d i f f e r e n t  objectives are served by taking more than

rou t ine  invest igat ive ac t ion  when the suspect is unknown . One is a

genuine desire to solve the crime , and the other  is to perform a publ ic

service f u n c t i o n , demons t ra t ing  that  the police care about the cr ime

and the v i c t i m .  The l a t t e r  f u n c t i o n  can be per formed  by genera l i s t—

i n v e s t i g a tor s  who are responsible  to a local commander who is concerned

with all aspects of police—community relations. This type of investi—

T gative d u t y  doe.s not  r e q u i r e  spec ia l ized  skil ls  or centralized coordina—

t i on . The o f f i c e r s  p e r f o r m i n g  it could readi l y s h i f t  between pa t ro l

and i n v e — t i g a t i v e  d u t i e s .  In depar tments  with team pol ic ing , such

i n v e s t ig at i o n s  cou ld  he a duty rotated among team members.
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- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~~~~~~~~~ ‘- - - 
- - 

~~~~~~~~~~ 
-



-

~~~~~~~~~~~~

- -

~~~ 
• - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

—38—

If the objective is actually to solve the crime , police depart-

ments  must  realize tha t  the resu l t s  w i l l  r ar e l y be commensura te  w i th

the effort involved. An explicit decision must be made that the nature

of the crime itself or public concern about the crime warrants a full

fo l low—up investigat ion . A sign i f i can t  reduct ion in inves t iga t ive

efforts would be appropriate for all but the most serious offenses.

If a thorough preliminary investigation fails to establish a suspect ’s

identity in a less serious offense , then the vic tim should be noti f ied

that active investigation is be ing suspended until new leads appear ,

for example , as a result of an arrest in another matter.

Serious crimes (homicide, rape , assault with great bodily injury,

robbery, or first—degree burglary) warrant special investigative efforts.

These e f f o r t s  can best be provided by a Major Offenses  Unit , manned by

investigators who are well—trained and experienced in examining crime

scenes , interpreting phys ical evidence, and interrogating hostile sus-

pects and fearful witnesses , and who are aided by modern inf orma t ion

systems. One reason to establish such a unit is to identify the inves-

tigative positions that require special skills and training and that

demand knowledge of citywide crime patterns and developments. Our

) observations suggest , by way of contrast , that with current staffing

patterns , most investigators rarely see these highly serious cases.

Therefore, when they arise, the investigators are frequentl y ill—

equipped to cope with them and unduly distracted by the burden of

paperwork on their routine cases.

The Major Offenses Unit would concentrate efforts on a few en—

solved serious felonies. The team would consist of a relativel y small 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ !L _ • __ J ,  -.,• ‘~~~~~  -~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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number of exper ienced inves t iga tors  who would be closely supervised by

a team commander. From our observations , the mos t serious impediment

to h i g h — q u a l i t y  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  work appears to us to be the traditional

method of case assignmen t and supervision. In nearly every department ,

cases are normally assigned to an individual  invest igator  and become

his sole responsi i l it y  whether he is a generalist , specialist, or

engaged in team policing . Supervisors do not normally review the deci-

sions he makes on how to pursue the case investigation——decisions that

are largely unrecorded in the case file. Consequently,  the relative

pr ior i ty  an inves t iga tor  gives to the tasks on one case assigned to

him results largely from the number and nature of his other case assign—

• inents and from his personal predilections and biases. It may frequently

turn out that caseload conflicts and personal predilec tions lead an

investigator to unduly postpone or improperly perform important elements

7 of a par ticular case assignment.

Assigning cases to investigative teams rather than to ind ividuals

could eliminate this impediment. For effective operations , this team

should number approximately s ix men and be led by a sen ior investigator

who is knowledgeable in the local crime situation , in criminal law ,

) and in police management. The leader ’s primary responsibility would

be to keep informed of progress on the eases assigned to his team and

maki- the broad tactical decisions on the team ’s expend iture of effort.

Each day th ~ s u b o r d i n a t e  i nves t i ga to r s  would pe r fo rm individual ly as—

signed tasks. A clerk delegated to the team would prepare progress

reports to document the daily accomplishment on open cases and assist

th e leader In making the allocation for the following day . These

~ 
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reports would also help the leader identif y which of his men was most

effective at which tasks . This approach should assure that significant

steps in an investigation are objectively direc ted by a senior experi—

enced investigator.

Proactive Investiga t ions

Our research into proactive investiga tions , or strike force opera—

tions , leads us to conclude that these units can be relatively produc—

tive . In instances where such units did achieve an advantage , the units

were manned by motivated and innovative personnel. The gain in employ—

ing them becomes illusory when mere quantity of arrests is emphasized ,

for then the efforts of this force tend to be diverted into making ar—

rests that are not the result of unique capabilities. We feel that

departments should employ strike forces selectively and judiciously.

The operation of strike forces necessitates careful procedural and legal

planning to protect the involved officers and to ensure that the defen—

dants they identify can be success fu l ly prosecuted.  They also require

close monitoring by senior officers to ensure that they do not become

overly aggressive and infringe on individual privacy . —

) In all likelihood , the relative advantage of strike force opera—

tions in a particular department will not pers i s t  over a long period

of time. The department must accustom itself to creating and then

terminat ing s t r i ke  forces , as c i rcumstances  may d i c t a t e .

Processing Physical Evidence

Most police departments collect far more evidence (primaril y fin—

gerprints) than they can productively process. Our work shows that 
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i o l d  searches  of inked I in ger p r  m t  f i l e s  cou ld  he f a r  mor e e-f f e c t  Ive

in inc  rca—i I ng t h e  a p p r e h e n s i o n  r a t e  t 1iai ~ r ‘ l i t  i l u -  t r , l I  ow—up i n v e s t  I ga—

t iOn S .

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  f i n g e r p r i n t — p r o c e s s i ng  c a p a b i l i ti e s  s h o u l d  be

s t r eng thened  as f o l l o w s . F i r s t , the  r e fe rence  p r i n t  f i l e s  should  he

organized by geographic  area , w i t h  a f i n g e r p r i n t  s p e cia l i s t  ass igned

to each area , of no more than 4000 to 5000 sets of inked p r i n t s .  See-

ond , to assure a l a rge  number  of “request  searches , ” w h i c h  impl y a

coopera t ive  e f f o r t  be tween i nves t i ga to r  and f i n g e r p r i n t  s p e c i a l i s t ,

some c o m m u n i c a t i o n  l i nks  s h o u l d  he devised  to hel p m o t i v a t e  and ~;~~ i l i —

tate the reciprocal exchange ol i n f o r m a t i o n  between these  two p a r t i e s .

And , t h i r d , the  persons pe r fo rming  thi c-  f u n ct i o n  should be hi ghly

t r a ined , h i g h ly  m o t i v a t e d , and not  over loaded  w i t h  o ther  tasks w h i c h

de t r ac t  from t h e i r  p r imary  function .

Several e x i s t i n g  systems fo r  st o r i n g  and r e t r i e v i n g  inked  p r i n t s

having spec i f i ed  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (of the l a t en t  p r i n t  or the  o f f e n d e r )

appear u s e f u l  and were wide ly praised by depar tments  t ha t  have them.

However , f u r t h e r  research might  con t r ibu te  a major  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  im—

provement in the c a p a b i l i t y  of p o l i c e  depa r tmen t s  to  match latent p r i n t s

w i t h  inked p r i n t s .

Role  of the P u b l i c

Our research persuaded  us t h a t  a c t i o n s  by members of the p u b l i c

can s t r o n g ly i n f l u e n c e  the outcome of cases.  Sometimes p r i v a t e  c i t i —

zens hold the perpetr ator r 3 t  the  scent- of the crime . Sometimes they

r e c o g n i z e  t h e  suspect  or s t o l en  p r o p e r ty  at a later time and call the
! •

~~

investigator. In other cases ,  the v i c t i m  or his relatives conduct a
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full—scale investigation on their own and eventuall y present the inves-

tigator with a solution . Collectively, these types of citizen involve—

-

‘ 
nient constitute a sizable fraction of cleared cases.

Police departments should initiate programs designed to increase

the vic tim’s desire to coopera te fully with the police. Resources

allocated to such programs may serve to increase apprehension rates as

well as improve the quality of prosecutions. Spec ifically , police de—

partments should announce , when major crimes are solved , the par ticular

contribution of members of the public , although of course their des ires

for anonymity should be respected . A realistic picture of how crimes

are solved will help eliminate the public ’s distorted image of detec-

tives and will impress on them the importance of their cooperation with

police in order to solve crimes .

Reallocation of Investigative Resources

If , af ter appropr ia te test and evaluat ion, the suggestions we have

made for improving the investigative function prove to be effective ,

the ult imate implication of our work would be a substantial shift of

police resources from investigative units to other units. First , most

) 
initial investigations would be assigned to patrol units under the

direction of local commanders. To improve the quality of initial in-

vestigations , the patrol force would have to be augmented with a large

number of generalist—investigators. These officers would also perform

certain follow—up work such as apprehending known suspec ts and improving

communications with victims and witnesses of crimes . The resources

needed to field generalist—investigators would be obtained by reducing

the number of investigators. 
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Addi tiona l major reallocations of resources away from “traditional”

reactive investigative units are imp lied by our sugges tions to have

clerical personnel and generalist—investigators perform routine pro-

cessing of cases , to increase the use of information systems, to enhance

capabilities for processing physical evidence , to increase the number

of proactive investigative units , and to assign investigative personnel

to the prosecutor for post—arrest preparation of cases. if all these

changes were made , the only remaining investigative units concerned

) with Part I crime would be the Major Offenses Units. The number of

investigators ass-igned to such units would ordinarily be well under

half the current number of investigators in most departments.

Our study does not in any way suggest that total police resources

should be reduced . On the contrary, our analysis of FBI data suggests

that such a reduction might lower arrest and clearance rates. Reallo—

cating resources may lead to somewhat increased arrest and clearance

rates , but our suggestions are primarily intended to result in more

successful prosecution of arrestees and improved public relations .

Most of our suggestions for change are known to be practical ,

because we observed them in operation in one or more departments. For

examp le, a number of departi-ents have recently introduced “case screen—

ing, ” which means that each crime report is examined to determine

whether or not a follow—up investigation should be conducted. Our

find ings indicate that the decision rule for case screening can be

quite simple. If a suspect is known, the case should be pursued ; if

no suspec t is known af ter a thorough preliminary investigation, the

case should be assigned for routine clerical processing unless it is

-y
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serious enough to be assigned to the appropriate Major Offenses Unit.

The definition of “serious” must be de termined individually by each

department, since it is essentially a political decision .

Another current innovation is “team policing,” in which investi-

gators are assigned to work with patrol officers who cover a specified

• geographical area. While there are many organizational variations on

team policing,
26 

most forms would permit the introduction of generalist—

investigators having the functions we describe , and some already include

- ‘ 
such personnel.

We are not aware of any jurisdiction in which the prosecutor cur-

rently administers post—arrest investigations , al though investigators

- have been assigned to several prosecutor ’s offices (for examp le, in

Boston, New Orleans, and San Diego) to facilitate interactions with the

police . To determine the feasibility and effectiveness of prosecutor

responsibility for post—arrest investigations , a careful experiment

will be required.

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice

plans to fund the introduc tion of revised investigat ive procedures in

approximately ten jurisdictions . The experimental changes, which are

) based par tly on the findings of our study, w ill be caref ull y evalua ted

I to determine whether , to what extent , and under what circumstances they

V 
actually lead to improved effectiveness.

I~
.
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FOOTNOTES

1. This article summar izes the work of all the Rand research s taff

engaged in the study of crimina l investigation . In addition to the

authors , they are: Robert Castro , Konrad Kell en, Eugene Poggio,

Linda P ruso f f , and Sorrel Wildhorn .

2. Part I crimes are criminal homicide , forcible rape , robbery , aggra-

vated assaul t , burglary, larceny , and auto theft. The FBI defini-

tions of these crimes include attempts , except for homicide .

- 
V 

/ 3. The advisory board consisted of Cornelius (Neil) J. Behan (New York

Ci ty Police Department); James Fisk (member of the Los Angeles
V 

Police Commission); Thomas Hastings (Rochester , New York Police

Department); Jerry Wilson (former Chief , Washington, D.C. Police

Department); and Eugene Zoglio (professor , Prince George ’s Communi ty

College).

4. Consultants were Sydney Cooper , Carmine Motto , Albert Seedman ,

Seymour Silver , and Raymond Sinetar .

5. The complete results of the Rand survey are reported in Chaiken ,

Jan M ., The Criminal Investigation Process: Volume II. Survey

of Munic1~pal and County Police Departments, The Rand Corporation ,

R— 1777-  OOJ , October 1975.

6. See, for examp le, “Expend itu re and Emp loyment Data for the Criminal

Justice System ,” National Criminal Justice information and Statistics

Servi ce , U.S. Government Printing Office . Wash ington , D.C., upda ted

annuall y .

7. A crime is cleared when a perpetrator is apprehended or is identified

as tinapprehendable. The latter possibility is intended to appl y in

“exceptional” circumstances, such as when the perpetrator is dead.
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8. Greenwood , Peter W., An Analysis of the Apprehension Ac tivities of

The New York City Police Department, The New York City—Rand Institute ,

R—5 29—NY C , September 1970.

9. Greenberg , Bernard , et al., Enhancement of the Investi~ ative Function ,

Volume I: Analysis and Conclusions; Volume III: Investigative Pro-

cedures——Selec ted Task Evaluation; Volume IV: Burglary Investigative

Checklist and Handbook, Stanford Research institute , Menlo Park ,

California, 1972. (Volume II not available.)

10. The Criminal Investigation Process: Volume II, pp. 36,37.

11. In some jurisdictions, persons may be arrested “for investigation ,”

V without a cr ime being charged. In all jurisd ictions persons are

V 

occasionally arres ted by error and are subsequently released by a

prosecutor or magistrate without any clearance being claimed by the

police.

12. Instances in which several perpetrators are arres ted for a single

crime may also explain an arrest/clearance ratio over 1.

13. Isaacs , Herbert H., “A Study of Communications , Crimes , and Arres ts

in a M~tropolitan Police Department ,” Appendix B of Institute of

Defense Analyses Task Force Repor t: Science and Technology, A Report

to the Pres ident ’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration

of Justice, U.S. Government Printing Office , Washing ton, D.C., 1967 . 
V

14. Conklin , John, Robbery and the Criminal Justice System, J. B. Lippincott

Co., Philadelphia , 1972.

15. Af ter initial publica tion of the Rand study, this f inding was f urther

confirmed by a Police Foundation study, “Managing Investigations:

The Rochester System ,” by Peter B. Bloch and James Bell. While this
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study was primarily intended to compare team policing with non—

team p o l i c i n g ,  t he  repor t  presents data permitting a calculation

of the  r a t i o  of on—scene arrests  to all clearances by arrest for

three crimes. The data show that in Rochester 31.7 percen t of

burglary c learances by arrest , 31.1 percent of robbery clearances

by ar res t , and 28.7 percen t of larceny clearances by arres t were

the result of on—scene arrests.

16. See Chapter 6 in The Criminal Investigation Process: Volume III.

Observa tions and Analysis, by Peter W. Greenwood , Jan M. Chaiken ,

Joan Petersilia , Linda Prusoff , Bob Cas tro , Konrad Kellen , Eugene

Poggio , and Sorrel Wildhorn , The Rand Corporation , R—1778—DOJ ,

October 1975.

17. See The Criminal Investigation Process: Volume II, pp. 38—47.

18. “Worked—on” means that at least one—half hour was spent on the case.

The types of cases assigned to each unit are described in The Criminal

Investigation Process, Volume III, pp. 53—55. For example , the homi-

c ide unit handles suic ides and unattended deaths from natural causes

as well as homicides.

19. Parker , Brian , and Joseph Pe terson , Physical Evidence Utilization

in the Administration of Criminal Justice, School of Criminology ,

University of C~’1iforni a at Berkeley , 1972.

20. President ’s Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia , ~~~~~~

of t h e  P res iden t ’s Commiss ion  on Crime in the District of Columbia,

U.S. Governmen t Printing Office , Washing ton, D.C., 1966.

2 1 .  The study departments were Berkeley , Long Beach , Los Angeles , and
‘-V

Richmond , Californi a ; Miami , Flor ida ; and Washington , D.C. See

I
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Chap ter 7 of The Cr i m i n l i  i on Process. Volume III for

further detai ls.

22. Greenwood , Peter W., et al., Prosecution of Adult Fcloj~y Defendan ts

in Los Angeles County: A Policy Perspective, The Rand Corporation ,

R—ll27—DOJ , March 1973, led us to expect significant differences in

police inves tigati ve e f f ort and prosecutorial pos ture be tween the

two selected jurisdictions .

23. For a description of five antirobbery units of this type , see
- - / Richard H. Ward , et al., Pol ice Robbery Control Manual, National

Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice , 1975.

24. An expanded discussion of the policy implications is reported in

Greenwood , Peter W ., and Joan Petersil ia , The Criminal Investigation

Process: Voluffe I. Summary and Policy Implications, The Rand Cor—

poration , R—1776—DOJ , October 1975.

25. Other alternatives which might accomp lish some similar aims include

having the prosecutor provide the investigator with periodic eval-

uations of their case preparation efforts; training for new inves—

tigators in case preparation ; or on—call attorneys to assist in the

preparation of serious cases.

26. See, for examp le , Bloch , Peter 8., and David Specht , Neighborhood

Team Policin~g, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal

Justice , December 1973.
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