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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-

velopment, 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 discrimina~ors of the two 

types of officers were identified: (a) background and demo­

grarhic characteristics, including career patterns and exper­

ience; (b) general attitudes toward job and career, including 

level of satisfaction and perceived improvement or deteriora­

tion in job satisfaction; (c) perceptions of the organizational 

context within whi~h 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 officer'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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To identify and explicate the special techniques 

HCR officers when the make arrests and erform 

activities ancillary to making arrests. From a wide-ranging 
review of investigative activitl'es, fl've d' emerge as lnterview 
topics: (a) collecting physical evidence; (b) locating 

witnesses and maintaining witness cooperation; (c) interro­

gating/interviewing suspects; (d) working wl'th the prosecutor; 
and (e) working with informants. 

The goals of the surveys were dell'berately b r.oad-ranging. 

Since the phenomenon under study is relatl'vely unexplored, its 

investigation required an approach with considerable breadth 

rather than one that sharply focused on a few issues. The 

purpose of this general line of inquiry was to produce 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 h' h was 19 ly structured, 

designed for self-administratl'on, and' 1 ln a most all instances, 

required that respondents gl've short, d'l rea 1 y 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 officers engage in 

before, dUring, and after making arrests. (C ' oples of the ques-

tionnaires are included as Appendl'xes A d B an , respectively.) 
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Development 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-

tOI'l, D.C. , a sUbstantial literature dealing Although there 1S 

with the attitudes of police officers, there is, nevertheless, 

a dearth of 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, D.C., 

Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) aided the development of 

both questionna1res. , These interviews r which lasted almost two 

hours each and were tape recorded, were relatively unstructured 

and sought to determine the officers' attitudes about such 

h ' J'ob, their fellow officers, and their general issues as t e1r 

as the specific procedures and techniques supervisors, as well 

they employed during various arrest and arrest-related 

activities.** 

rev1'ew of this literature appears in Katzell, * A comprehensive 
et ale (1975). 

** In addition, a battery of items was develoP7d that t~pped 
, knowled e of routine procedures by adapt1ng quest1~ns, ~~~~cIITrainin~ Keys" provided by the Il!ternationhal As~0~~at1on 
hiefs of Police (IACP). A set of 7tems on t e,re a l~e ~!l~e of particular pieces of testimonlal and PhYS1Ca~ ~Vldence 

was created by consulting prosecutors and then pretes e on a 
small sample of prosecutors. 
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Various drafts of the questionnaires were reviewed by 

project consultants. The final draft of each was pretested on 

12 officers drawn from the Metropolitan Police Departmen't 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 questionnaire and to 

note any difficulties they encountered. The sup~rvisor of the 

pretest then reviewed the questionnaire with the respondent, 

probing for problems in the four areas noted above. Next, 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 question­

naire. A subsequent pretest assessed the quality of those 
revisions. 

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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FIGURE IV. 1. SOME HYPOTHETICAL DETERMINI\NTS OF POLICE PERFORMANCE 
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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 ~scertain the officer's 
knowledge of the law and of pollce procedure~. 

Arrest characteristics were measured in terms of,the nature 
of the arrests officers make and whether the offlcers 
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 ~ 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 

Hhat 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, 
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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 

final set of questions asked each offiGer 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 

in 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 i~ortant that 

interviewers probe respondents, yet do so in a way that did not 

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

addition, we antiCipated that interviewer-respondent rapport 

might be partiCUlarly difficult to establish. Some officers 

might be relUctant to di.close elements of their behavior for 

fear they may be giving away secr~ts 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 e~erience. Inter­

Viewers attended a tWO-day training session just prior to the 

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

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 wa3 gen­

erated. Selection of an initial group of 100 respondents was 

based on a "blocking" technique, whereby officers with the most 

similar adju~ted conviction rates were paired; from each pair, 

one was randomly selected for inclusion in the study. Each 

officer who decllned to par lClpa . t' . t 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 an per ormance. d f 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 basls 0 a a ln . . f d t . 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 

integrated 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 completely exhausted. 

Even though sampling was done in differE~nt 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 HeR and LCR groups 

were not only different from each other, but from the middle 

group as well. In 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 HCP 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 recruiting 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. Interviews 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 contact and rescheduling, 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 ~hem with alternates were unsuccessful. 
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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), ref!lSals 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 questionnaires 

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. If, at this point, the officer agreed to participate, 
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he or she was asked to sign a master ledger and was then es­

corted to a desk to complete the self-administered question­

naire. Once done with this task, the officer was then randomly 

assigned to an available interviewer who administered the 

second questionnaire. Upon completion of the interview, the 

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, 

although they were told that we were hoping to learn about 

officers' attitudes toward police work and methods they em­

ployed in performing their jobs. Neither the interviewer nor 

the 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. In 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-
lenging problems. 

The responses to the interview questions 

were quite varied. This necessitated use of an elaborate 

coding technique to reduce the responses to an analyzable di-
mension. Fl'rst ' , we examlned 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. F 11 ' 
o oWlng the code building, 

we trained two coders to go through each of the interviews and 

translate the varied responses l'nto 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 d' lscrepancies as possi-

ble. Following that, they met with the project analyst who 

reviewed all of th d' , 
e lscrepancles (including those already re-

solved) and made a rUling or interpretation for each one. 
The 

aim of this pro 
cess was to ensure consistency and correctness 

in the coding. After the first 50 intervl'ews 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 wl'th th 

e analyst ensured that the 

coding results were consistent and correct • 

Coded data were then entered into the computer. 
A computer 

program was used to ensure that the data entered were 
logically 

consistent. When t h' 
ypograp lcal errors were detected, data were 

corrected manually by going back to the Codl'ng 
instruments; if 
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a coding error was detected, the data were corrected by refer­

ring back to the questionnaire. This was followed by a 10 per­

cent check of the finished data base against the coding instru-

ment, which revealed virtually no remaining entry errors. 

* * * 
In the chapters that follow, we describe the analyses per-

formed on the information obtained through these surveys. In 

Chapters V and VI, we detail the results of the self-

administered qUestionnaires from Washington, D.C., and Manhat­

tan. In Chapter VII, we examine the information obtained in 

the interviews. Study conclusions are presented in Chapter 
VIII. 
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V. WRITTEN QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS: WASHINGTON, D.C. 

This chapter presents the findings from the written 

questionnaires completed by 34 HeR officers and 35 LCR officers 

from the District of Columbia's Metropolitan Police Depart-

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

two groups of officers, we used appropriate tests of statis-

tical significance to determine whether the differences ob­

served were large enough for us to infer that HCR and LCR 

officers in general (not just those whom we had sampled) differ 

with regard to that characteristic. The reader should note, 

however, that the number of officers included in these analyses 

is small and that only large differences observed between the 

two groups approach a conventional level of statistical sig-

nificance. Because of the exploratory nature of this research 

and the reduced power of the statistical tests, we set our 

significance criterion at P~.lO 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. 

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

had received at least some College education. A higher 

* The remaining 26 officers were in the middle conviction rate 
(MCR) group and are not discussed in this analysis . 
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Table V.I 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS, 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Officer Characteristic HCR Offi cers LCR Officers 
(N = 34) (N = 35) 

Sex: 
Male 97%* 91%* 
Female 3 9 

Age: 
18-25 9% 9% 
26-30 32 43 
31-34 24 17 
35-44 35 31 

Race: 
Black 27% 29% 
White 73 71 

Education: 
Less than high school 3~' {O 0°/ /0 

High school graduate 29 37 
Some college 41 51 
College graduate 24 9 
Graduate degree 3 3 

Marital status: 
6% 14% Single 

Divorced/separated 29 11 
Married 65 75 

*Percents rounde~. 
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proportion of HCR officers (27 percent) had completed college 

than LCR officers (12 percent). 

The majority of both HCR and LCR officers had been members 

of the Metropolitan Police Department for at least six years. 

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, 

almost all of the officers had policed only in the D.C. 

department. One HCR and one LCR officer indicated that they 

had previously been police officers in another police 

department. 

The majority of both HCR and LCR officers currently held 

the rank of patrolman, and two-thirds of them indicated that 

their current assignments allowed them substantial opportunity 

for making arrests. Thus, these officers presumably had 

substantial experience to draw on in completing the 

questionnaire. 

Officers in the HCR group were more likely to have earned a 

degree in a police-related field, and LCR officers were more 

apt to be currently seeking a degree in a police-related field 

or to have taken nondegree courses. For both groups, courses 

tended to be in the social sciences or the humanities. About 

one-half of the HCR and LCR officers indicated that they had 

taken classes at the police academy beyond those that were 

reg uired. 

Despite the fact that the two groups of officers were 

chosen because of their differing conviction rates, officers of 

both groups indicated that they had received commendations or 

awards w~thin the last two years. Moreover, the types of 
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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 Offi cers 
(N = 34) 

Years in the D.C. Police 
Department 

3-5 
6-10 
11-15 

Currt:!nt rank 
Patrolman 
Detective 
Unknown 

Received an award or com-
mendation in last two years 

Degree in field relevant to 
police work 

Is seeking degree in field 
relevant to police work 

Has taken nondegree courses/ 
classes relevant to 
police work 

*Percents rounded 
**P<.05 

V-4 

(N = 35) 

. 

13%* 12%* 56 71 
31 18 

53% 60% 
38 23 
9 17 

797t 74~; 

24% 145; 

601 
Iv 2m~ 

15%** 43%** 

D 

-------------------.---------------.~---.--.--. 

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. This could mean that LCR officers were 

perceived by their department to be functioning as well as HCR 

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. On the other hand, these f~ndings may also 

indicate a lack of additional recognition for officers who 

attain higher conviction rates. This issue will be addressed 

later when we look at officers' perceptions of the consequences 

for officers who make good or poor arrests. 

B. OFFICERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD SELVES AND JOB 

1. Satisfaction with Job 

We had hypothesized that HeR 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-quarters 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 

among LCR officers, but the actual number of officers was quite 

small • 

We also asked the officers whether their job satisfaction 

had increased, decreased, or remained about the same over the 
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Table V.3 

JOB SATISFACTION OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS, 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

t-

HCR Officers LCR Officers 

Satisfaction with job as 
a police officer: % ( 34) % (35) 

Very/mostly satisfied 
A little more satisfied 

74 77 

than dissatisfied 18 17 
A little more dissatisfied 

than satisfied 6 --
Very/mostly dissatisfied 3 6 -

101%* 100% 

Satisfaction with current 
assi gnment: % (33) % (33) 

Very/mostly satisfied 91 73 
A little more satisfied 

than dissatisfied 3 6 
A little more dissatisfied 

than satisfied 3 6 
Very/mostly dissatisfied 3 15 - -

100% 100% 

*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. 

~--~--------------------------------------------------------------------------
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last few years. Eighty-two percent of the HCR officers and 69 

percent of the LCR officers reported that their job satis­

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

increased and the rest reported a decrease. 

A final question in this series asked officers to estimate 

how satisfied they would be if they were working in a nonpolice 

job. Approximately one-half of each group said they would be 

less satisfied, and approximately 40 percent of each group said 

they did not know how satisfied they would be. 

We conclude, therefore, that most MPD officers studied were 

relatively satisfied with thp.ir jobs. No significant 

differences were found between HCR and LCR officers with regard 

to job satisfaction. 

2. Ratings of Job Quality 

Next, we asked the officers to rate the quality of differ­

ent aspects of their jobs on a five-point scale (from poor to 

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

officerz. We found considerable similarity in the ratings of 

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 
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Table V. 4 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' RATINGS OF THE QUALITY 
OF ASPECTS OF THEIR JOB, 

D.C. Metropolitan Police Departm~nt 

ITEM RATED MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS. 
(Presented In (Scale: 1· Poor. 2 • Fair. 3 • Good, 
Descend i ng Order 4 • Very Good. 5 • Excellent)K 
Of HCR Officers' 
Ratings) 

HeR Officers LCR Offtters 
p* (N • 34)*- (N = 35)** 

The quality of the work 
done by evidence tech-
nicians and the crime 
lab 3.66 3.41 > .10 

The quality of the arrests 
made by the police in this 
department 3.29 2.97 > .10 

Your immediate supervisor 3.24 2.91 ,>.10 

The quality of the job that 
uniformed officers in this 
department are doing 3.1B 3.03 >.10 

The number of evidence 
technicians in this 
pepartment 3.04 3.04 >: 10 

The quality of the formal 
police training you re-

3.03 2.91 >.10 ceived 
I The degree to which your 
I job uses your skills and 

2.97 2.94 >.10 talents 

The quality of the job 
that deteCtives in the 
department are doing 2.75 2.91 >.10 

The ability of the police 
to control crime 2.6B 2.BO >.10 

The prosecutor's office's 
general ability to get 
convictions 2.6B 2.74 >.10 

The quality of police 
eqUi~ent (cars. radios. 
etc. 2.65 2.49 >.10 

The quality of the feed-
bac~ you receive from your 
supervisor on how good a 
job yo~ are doing 2.59 2.34 > .10 

The quality of the job 
that prosecutors in this 
city are doin9 2.44 2.50 > .10 

The quality of the job that 
higher criminal courts in 
this city are doing 2.36 2.33 ,..10 

Your salary 2.34 2.39 ~.10 

The quality of the 
administration of this 
department 2.06 1.97 >.10 

Community support for 
the police 2.03 2.0~ >.10 
The quality of the job 
that l~er criminal courts 
in this city are doing 1.72 l.BB ~.10 

*By T-test 

**N's vary slightly from item to item because of miSSing responses. 

'Spearman rank o~der correlation of the relative ordering of HCR and LCR 
officers' ratings of the items = +.95. 
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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.S presents the 

responses, broken down into two categories: characteristics 

relat.ed to perfotii''J.nce, 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 frequently given response of HCR 

officers, but it was the most frequent 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<.OS 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 clnd 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 other s" 

After the officers described the characteristics of an 

extremely successful officer, they were asked to rate their 
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Table V.S 

ND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF AN HCE~:REMELY SUCCESSFUL ~OLICE OF~~~~Rt 
D.C. Metropolitan Pollce Depar 

Percent of Officers Who Said This=f 

HeR Officers LCR Offi cers Characteristics of an a 
(N = 34) (N = 35) Extremely Successful Officer 

Performance related: 

Knows the job 29 29 

Sensitive to the corrmunity 24** 54** 

Has ability to handle 
difficulties/crises 18 20 

Knows the law 18 9 

Has ability to adapt to 
routine situations 15 20 

Has knowledge of the community 12 11 

Personalit~ related: 

Has good general attitude 
or morale 35 29 

Dedicated 29* 9* 

Team work/able to work with 
fell ow officers 12 0 

-
alnc1udes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR 

officers. than 100 because of multiple responses per ~ercents total more 
officer. 
**P<.05. 
*P<.lO. 
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""". own SUccess as an officer on a six-point scale (from extremely 

sUccessful to extremely unsuccessful). Three-quarters of the 

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

selves to be very or extremely successful, compared with about 

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

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

were about twice as likely as HCR officers to call themselves 
IIsomewhat sUccessful. 1I 

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. Our finding that 

HCR officers perceived themselves to be mOre sUccessful in 

their jobs than did LCR officers seemed to imply that job 

satisfaction was unrelated to an officer's perception of his 

success, for if sUccessful officers were more satisfied with 

their jobs we would have found greater satisfaction among HCR 

officers. We tested this possibility 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 

his satisfaction with his 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 
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within the Metropolitan Police Department is not primarily 

dependent on personal perceptions of success at the job. 

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

Perceived Success and Status 

Officers who reported they were: 

very/Extremely 
Successful 

Less 
Successful 

Officer Group 

HCR officers 
LCR officers 

(N) 

(26 ) 
(19) 

C. JOB PRIORITIES AND EVALUATION CRITERIA 

% 

73 
79 

1. Importance of Impressing Various Persons 

(N) 

(8 ) 
(16 ) 

We asked the police officers to rate how important it was 

to them that each of eight groups of persons have a favorable 

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

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

% 

75 
75 

Table V.6 shows how the officers rated each of the eight groups. 

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 

least "somewhat important" that each of these groups have a 

favorable impression of them. In addition, we found con-

siderable similarity in the way officers rated each of the 

groups. None of the differences between the mean ratings of 

HCR and LCR officers was statistically significant at p<.lO, 

although one rating, the importancce of impressing citizens, 
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Table V.6 

I HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
MPORTA~C~ TO THEM O~ IMPRES~ING VARIOUS PERSONS 

•• Metropol~tan Pol~ce Department ' 

MEAN RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 
IMPRESSING PERSONS AT LEFT 

j~~~~i~nt~~io:~~;~a~!p~;t:~~; t~~~9htlY 
mportant; 5-Extremely Important y 

TO IMPRESS: 

Uniformed officers 
yoU wOI'k wi th 

Your supervisor(s) 

Citizens 

Prosecutors 

Detectives you work 
with 

Judges 

EVidence technicians/ 
Crime Lab personnel 

Officers of higher rank 
than your own (who are 
not your supervisors) 

*By T-Test. 

HCR OFFICERS 
(N= 34 l** 

4.29 

4.15 

[4.03*** 

4.00 

3.82 

3.65 

3.36 

3.15 

LCR OFFICERS 
(N=35)** 

4.20*** 

4.00 

4.40 :I 

3.74 

3.91 

3.91 

3.51 

3.14 

**N's vary slightly from 't 
1 em to item because of missing responses. 

***1 n a separate task officers were k d t . 
groups of persons were most im or~~n~ o.lndicate wh!ch of the eight 
chosen by the greatest percent~ge of O;~i~~~~~ss. ThlS was the group 
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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 

officers 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 

express sensitivity to the community than HCR officers. 

V·~14 

\: .' 

, i 

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 way 

the two groups of officers rated the items. In only 2 of the 

16 items were the mean ratings of the HCR and LCR officers 

sufficiently different so as to be statistically significant at 

the p~.lO 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~.OS, and because they both indicate that LCR officers 

ascribe greater importance to issues related to the public than 

do HCR officers, we suspect that the two types of officers may 

in fact differ with regard to their sensitivity to the public. 

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

order of the mean ratings of the HCR officers. Thus, "making 
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Table V.7 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE 
TO THEM OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVAI,UATING 

THEIR OWN PERFORMANCE 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERSM 
(SCALE: l-Not At All Important, 2-
Slightly Important, 3-Somewhat Impor­
tant, 4-Very Important, 5-Extremely 
Important) 

Importance To The 
Officer Of: 

Making good arrests 

Your ability to testify 
in court 

How thoroughly and care~ 
fully you complete your 
arrest and offense re­
ports 

Your ability to locate 
evidence at the scene of the 
crime 

Obtaining the cooperation of 
the witnesses 

Maintaining the cooperation of 
witnesses 

Locating witnesses to crimes 

Your ability to WDrk well witn 
the prosecutor after an arrest 
has been made 

Arriving quickly at the scene 
of a crime 

How well you get along with your 
fellow officers 

HCR Officers 
(N=34)** 

4.76 

4.73 

4.44 

4.41 

4.38 

4.32 

4.29 

4.18 

4.06 

3.88 

LCR Officers 
(N=35)** 

4.63 

4.77 

4.54 

4.66 

4.57 

4.34 

4.46 

4.17 

4.37 

3.91 

p*** 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

> .10 

> .10 

> .10 

> .10 

The number of arrests you make 
that result in conviction 3.79 3.BO > .10 

Avoiding antagonizing the public 

Being available for calls 
~lO!:2~.~9~=========~4=. 0~9-=--=--=--=--=--=--=_-< _. 0-,5 

The number of your cases that 
get cleared by arrest'll 

The number of felony arrests 
that you make 

Being highly visible to the public 
when you're on patrol 

3.59 3.60 

3.28 3.31 

3.12 3.00 

12.45 3.51 

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR N=lB. for LCR N=13: .. . 
**N's vary slightly for individual items because of mlsslng lnformatlon. 
***By t-test. . . f h't t' QS *Spearman ran~ order correlation of the relatlve orderlng 0 tel em ra In. 
for HeR and LCR officers c+.94. 
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good arrests" was the behavior given the highest overall rating 

of importance by the HCR officers. The mean rating for this 

item (4.76) indicates that HCR officers tended to rate "making 

good arrests" to be extremely important when they evaluate 

their own performance. Officers in the LCR group also rated 

this behavior highly, although it was the third highest item 

for them. * 

There was considerable similarity in the rank ordering of 

the mean ratings of the 16 items for the two groups of 

officers. The five items that received the highest rankings 

from HCR officers were also among the top five for the LCR 

officers, although the actual rankings did not always agree 

exactly. Similarly, the three behaviors that received the 

lowest ratings from HCR officers were also among the three 

lowest rated items for the LCR officers. This overall 

similarity in the relative importance of these items for the 

two groups of officers is indicated by the Spearman rank order 

correlation of +.94. 

*These ratings could have been influenced by the officers' 
knowledge that the study concerned officers who make good 
arrests. 
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We conclude that both groups of officers tend to ascribe 

similat 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 HeR 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 supervisor~ 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 W?S statistically significant. In 

addition, the rank order of the importance of the factors was 

similar in the two groups (Spearman rank order correlation, 

+.90). 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 rating of, importance from both HCR 

and LCR officers. 

The two groups of officers also agreed on the behavior that 

they believed was least important (of the 16) to their 

supervisors. They indicated that an officer's arrest 

convictability success is only slightly or somewhat important 

to supervisors. This is somewhat surprising, in view of the 
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f i 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: I-Not At All Important, 2-
Slightly Important, 3-Somewhat Impor-
tant, 4-Very Important, 5-Extremely 
Iml:!ortant} 

Importance To The HCR Officers LCR Officers 
SUl:!ervisor Of: {N=34)** {N=35)** 

Avoiding antagonizing 
the public 4.42 4.24 

Being available for calls 4.18 3.76 

How thoroughly and carefully 
you complete your arrest and 
offense reports 4.09 4.18 

Arriving quickly at the scene 
of a crime 4.06 3.84 

The number of felony arrests 
that yo~ make 3.91 3.70 

The relative number of your 
cases that get cleared by 
arrest* 3.89 4.00 

Your ability to locate evidence 
at the stene of the crime 3.66 3 32 

Locating witnesses to crimes 3.62 3.30 

Obtaining the cooperation 
of witnesses 3.59 3.21 

How well you get along with 
your fellow officers 3,59 3.31 

Making good arrests 3.53 3.45 

Your ability to be highly 
visible to the public when 
you're on patrol 3.23 3.31 

Matntaining the cooperation 
of witnesses 3.03 2.90 

Your ability to testify in 
court 2.85 2.91 

Your ability to work with the 
prosecutor after an arrest has 
been made 2.68 2.58 

The number of arrests you make 
that result in conviction 2.45 2.53 

*Asked only of detectives. for HCR N = 18i for LCR N = 14. 
**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information. 
***By t- tes t. 
'Spearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings 
for HCR and LCR officers 2 +.90. 
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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 importan~e of the 

16 items to themselves and to their supervisors. For example, 

"making good arrests" was the most ~mportant 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 importance of these items differently for their 

supervisors than for themselves. In 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 r~D precincts in the 

District of Columbia.* 

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 

had held supervisory positions for at least 4 years (mean = 8.0 

years). Five were lieutenants and 8 were sergeants. 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 

various 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 supervisorsi ratings.) The mean ratings of the 

*The interviewer explained the purpose of the study and 
req uested permission 'co conduct the interv iew. Nonsuperv isory 
personnel and persons who worked primarily in the office were 
excluded from the survey. Cooperation was enhanced by the fact 
that INSLAW had 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 sunrey may not be representative of all MPD 
supervisory personnel in the District of Columbia. 
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importa~ce of each item to 12 of the supervisors are presented 

in Table V.9.* 

All of the items were considered to be at least somewhat 

important (on the average) to the supervisors. The most 

important item was tile officer's ability to testify in court. 

This was followed by items concerned with the officer's making 

good arrests and with the thorough completion of arrest and 

offense reports. The items of least importance to the 

supervisors were the number of arrests that an officer makes 

and the number of a detective's cases that are cleared by 

arrest.** Table V.lO compares the officers' ratings of the 

importance of the items to themselves and to their supervisors 

and the supervisors' ratings. To facilitate comparison among 

the ratings, only the rank order of the mean importance of each 

item is presented. The mean ratings for each of the items have 

been presented in the prior tables. It should be noted that we 

do not know how many of the 12 supervisors actually supervised 

the police officers who completed questionnaires. 

It is clear from Table V.lD that the police officers' 

perceptions of the importance of these factors to supervisors 

do not agree with the supervisors' ratings of the items. For 

*One supervisor was dropped from study because he indicated 
that the criteria did not apply to the type of officers he 
supervised. 

**Since supervisors knew the present study was concerned with 
arrest and convictability, it is not surprising that they rated 
the quantity of arrests to be of low priority. 

V-22 

1 ' 

\ ' 
[ , 

i 

~ i 
I [ 
11 

! 

\ I 
I 

Table V.9 

SUPERVISORS' OPINIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 
VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE, 

D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Importance To The 
Supervisor Of: 

Their ability to testify in 
court 

Their making good arrests 

How thoroughly and carefully 
they complete their arrest 
and offense reports 

Their ability to locate evi­
dence at the scene of the 
crime 

Their obtaining the coop­
eration of witnesses 

Their maintaining the coop­
eration of witnesses 

Their ability to work with 
the prosecutor after an 
arrest has been made 

Their locating witnesses 
t", crimes . 

Avoiding antagonizing the 
public 

The number of arrests they 
make that result in convic­
tion 

Their arriving quickly at 
the scene of a crime 

How well they get along 
with their fellow officers 

Being highly visible to 
the public when they are 
on patrol 

Their being available for 
calls 

The number of arrests that 
they make 

The number of their cases 
that get cleared by arrest 

MEAN RATING OF SUPERVISORS (N=12)* 
(Scale: I-Not At All Important, 
2-Slightly Important, 3-Somewhat 
Important, 4-Very Important, 5-
Extremely Important) 

4.75 

4.58 

4.58 

4.50 

4.42 

4.33 

4.33 

4.17 

3.83 

3.75 

3.67 

3.58 

3.50 

3.42 

3.33 

3.17 

*Onl six supervisors responded to the item, "The Number Of Their Cases That 
Ge/Cleared By Arrest." This item was applicable only to p~rsons who 
supervised detectives. All 12 supervisors rated the other ,tems. 
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Table V.10 

COMPARISON OF THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS 
FACTORS TO HCR AND LCR OFFICERS AND TO 

THEIR SUPERVISORS WHEN THEY EVALUATE 
OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE, 

D. C. Metropolitan Police Department 

(Each column presents the rank order of 16 items. according to the 
mean rating ~f'importance': I-item which received the highest mean 
rating. The average rank is presented for tied 1tcrn~.: 

i J!l;K U~ ~ ~ KA lI1b_~ ~uill.) ~UK~ K/I lNl:i~ .I.K .~ ~tKS RATiNGS 
(1) . F) (3) (4) (5) 

Importance To Importance Perceived Importance Officer's Ability Importance Perce1ved mportance 
To Supervisor To Officer To Supervisor Supervisor To Officer Or Perfonnance 

Making good arrests 1 11 2.5 3 8 

Ability to testify in 
court 2 14 1 1 13 

How thoroughly and 
carefully the officer 
co~pletes arrest and 
offense reports 3 3 2.5 5 2 

Ability to locate 
evidence at the scene 
of the crime 4 7 4 2 5 

Obtaining the cooperation 
of the witnesses 5 9.5 5 4 12 

Maintaining the cooperation 
of the wi tnesses 6 13 6.5 8 14 

Locating witn(sses to 
crimes 7 8 8 6 11 

Ability to work well with 
the prosecutor after an 
arrest has been made 8 15 6.5 9 15 

Arriving ouickly at the 
sc'ene of a crime 9 4 11 7 4 

How well officer gets 
along with fello~ 
officers 10 9.5 12 11 9.5 

The number of arrests 
16 10 12 16 that result in conviction 11 

IAvOiding antagonizing the 
10 1 12.5 1 9 I publ1' 

I I 6 
I 

14 13 ~eing available for calls I 12.5 2 I I i I 
I , 'The number of cases that get 

15 
, 3 16 I cleared by arrest 14 6 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

The number of felony arrests 
5 15 16 

:~ 
that officer makes 15 

Being highly visible to the 
12 13 14 public when on patrol 16 

I I 

. t d The item ranked 16th in each column received t,,~ ·Caution should be utilized in interpretlng the ranks pre5~~ eSlgnify that this item was of no importance to the ~ 
ll)west mea~ rating of importance. This does not ~e~essa~1 ~e given to an item. the reader should consult Tal'les •• 
rl~spondent~. To discover the actual mean level 0 mpor an 
~:i and~. 

SP(~RMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF THE RANK ORDER OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ITEMS 

Importance to Officer vs. Perceived Importance to Supervisor: 
(Column 4 vs. 5) = -.10. 

HCR Officers (Column 1 vs. 2) ~ -.24; LCR Officer5 

i . HCR Officers (Column 1 vs. 3) = +.94; LCR Officers Importance to Officer vs. Actual Importance to Superv sors. 
(Column 4 vs. 3) = +.93. 

Perceived Importance to Supervisor vs. Actual Importance to Supervisor: 
lCR Officers (Column 4 vs. 3) = -.22. 
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example, both HCR and LCR officers indicated that supervisors 

were most concerned with avoiding antagonizing the public. In 

contrast, this item was ranked ninth by the supervisors. 

Similarly, supervisors indicated that an officer's ability to 

testify in Court was very important (this received the highest 

mean rating of importance), but HCR and LCR officers indicated 

that this factor was of relatively less importance to the 

Supervisor (this item was ranked fourteenth and thirteenth by 

HCR and LCR officers, respectively, when they rated importance 

to their supervisors). Thus, not only was there little 

agreement between the officers' perceptions of what was 

important to their supervisors and what the supervisors said 

was important, but there often was a tendency for the two sets 

of ratings to be opposite to each other. This inverse 

relationship is reflected in the negative Spearman rank order 

correlations of the two sets of rankings (-.31 for HCR 

officers: -.22 for LCR officers) . 

This discrepancy between officers' views of their 

supervisors and supervisors' views of themselves takes on added 

significance when one looks at the officers' ratings of the 

importance of these factors to themselves. As can be seen in 

Table V.10, officers' self-ratings agree substaintally with 

supervisors' self-ratings. The same five items that received 

the highest mean ratings of importance from HCR and LCR 

officers were also among the top five items rated by the 

supervisors. Similarly, the four lowest rated items for the 

three groups is the same, although the rankings did not always 
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agree exactly. This similarity in the self-ratings of officers 

and supervisors' ratings is underscored 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 police officers. (Had we expected these 

results, we would have asked police supervisors to rate the 

importance of these items to their officers in order to 

discover whether supervisors accurately perceive their 

officers.) Both police officers and their supervisors tend to 

assign similar degrees of importance to these factors for 

evaluating officers' performance. However: police officers 

perceive that their supervisors evaluate their performance 

differently than they do, and often in a manner antithetical to 

their own. 

A number of theories in the field of social psychology hold 

that confusion can cause tension in individuals (Festinger, 

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

theories to suggest that police officer morale could be 

adversely affected by the types of disparities we have 

uncovered. We know from other areas of our survey that 

officers indicated general satisfaction with their jobs. 

However, we did not ask them extensively about their feelings 

toward their supervisors. Further research could indicate 

whether communication problems do in fact exist between police 

officers and their supervisors in the District of Columbia and 

the steps that could be taken to reduce them. Unfortunately, 
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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 equally valuable 

(4) Don't know. 

The HCR and LCR officers answered the nine questions 

similarly, and there were no statistically significant 

differences between theJ.'r responses. I tt n an a empt to examine 

whether the two groups of officers differed in terms of their 

responses to a group of these questions, we presented these 
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same questions to a group of 16 prosecutors in the District of 

Columbia. There were six questions for which at least 80 

percent of the prosecutors had selected the same response. We 

arbitrarily called an officer's answer "correct" if it agreed 

with the answer chosen by 80 percent of the prosecutors. We 

found no differences between HCR and LCR officers when we 

counted the number of questions that had been answered 

"correctly" (HCR officers had a mean score of 3.9; LCR 

officers, 3.5). 

To obtain an index of the job-related knowledge of the 

officers, we adapted 10 questions for our questionnaire from 

IACP "Tr aining Keys. II • The questions covered such topics as 

the existence of probable cause, police procedures, crime 

definitions, and the admissibility of evidence in court. We 

found that both groups of officers answered the items 

similarly, and each question was answered correctly by at least 

half of each group. When we counted the total number of 

questions answered correctly by HCR and LCR officers, we again 

found no differences. Listed below is the distribution of the 

officers' scores on the test. 

Number of Correct 
answers (of 10) 

2-4 
5-7 
8-10 

Mean number correct: 

*Percentages rounded 

HCR officers 
(N = 34) 

3%* 
41 
56 

7.7 

1 R officers 
N = 35) 

3% 
29 
69 

8.0 

We conclude that HCR and LCR officers did not differ signi-

ficantly from each other with regard to their ability to answer 
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these 10 questions correctly. Of course, it is possible that 

the two groups might d1'ffer l'n th' k e1r nowledge of other areas 

not covered in our brief teste Moreover, it is conceivable 

that both HCR and LCR officers do possess t' ne same degree of 

knowledge but behave differently in the field. Police 

behaviors are examined in Chapter VII. 

E. ARREST CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Definition of Good and Poor Arrests 

One factor that might differentiate HCR officers from LCR 

officers would be their conception of a good arrest. We 

therefore asked the officers to specify in their own words 

their understanding of the terms "good arrest" and "poor 

arrest." Table V.Il presents the officers' characterizations 

of a good arrest. 

Table V.1I 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTION OF A "GOOD ARREST" 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Percent of Officers Who Said This. 

A Good Arrest Isa HCR Offi cers LCR Offi cers 
(N=34) (N=35) 

Obtaining a conviction 38 20 
Collecting physical evidence 29 32 
Lawful-has probable cause 29 32 
Arresting the right person 29 29 
Lawful 12 11 
Locating witnesses 9 11 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR ~ LCR officers. 

·Percents total more than 100 because of multiple respo.1ses per officer. 
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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 

conviction. Although th~s difference was not statistically 

significant, it is in the direction one would predict, given 

the fact that the two groups were defined by their differing 

conviction rates. 

Both groups of officers were about equally likely to list 

the five other items appearing in Table V.ll. Almost one-third 

said that collecting physical evidence, having probable 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 was unlawful. Most of the characteristics 

of poor arrests are the obverse of the characteristics of good 

arrests already presented. Although not obtaining a conviction 

was perceived to be an indicator of a poor arrest, only 12 

percent of the HCR officers 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. 
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Table V.12 

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

Percent of Officers Who Said Thisf 

A Poor Arrest Isa HCR Offi cers lCR Officers 
(N=34) (N=35) 

Unlawful 47 46 
Not collecting physical evidence 21 17 
Arresting the wrong person 15 20 
Complainant not willing to . 

foll ow through 12 14 
Arrest serves officer's 

self-interest 12 20 . 
Not obtaining a conviction 12 6 
There is no such thing 12 a 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers - . 
~Percents total more than 100 because of mult,'ple responses per officer. 

2. Consequences of Good/Poor Arrest 

One reason why HCR officers have higher conviction rates 

may be that they perceive different consequences for making 

good or poor arrests than do LCR off;cers. 
• We therefore asked 

each officer to indicate the " 
pos~t~ve and negative consequences 

for officers who generally make good or poor arrests. 
As shown in Table V.13, the most frequently listed positive 

consequence of a good arrest was the self-satisfaction that 

officers said they get from making 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 
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recognition received from superiors, followed by the 

recognition received from fellow officers. The LCR officers 

were twice as likely as HCR officers to list "recognition by 

the commun i ty:: again showing a heightened sensi tivi ty to 

citizens' responses. A small percentage of both groups of 

officers (15 to 20 percent) indicated that there were no 

positive consequences for making a good arrest or that they did 

not know of any. For the most part, both groups of officers 

perceived similar types of positive consequences stemming from 

good arrests. 

Table V.l3 

HeR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE 
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS, 

D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Percent of Officers Who Said This~ 

Positive Consequencea HCR Offi cers LCR Officers 
(N=34) (N=35) 

Self satisfaction 41 46 
Recognition by superiors . 

24 26 
Recognition by fellow officers 15 20 
Reputation 12 3 
Recognition by conrnunity 9 20 
There are no positive 

consequences or does not 
know of any. 15 20 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR ..Q!. LCR officers. 

*Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 
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Table V.14 presents officers' perceptions of the negative 

consequences for officers who make poor arrests. Each group 

tended to perceive similar consequences, except that the HCR 

officers were somewhat more sensitive to the effect of poor 

arrests on their reputations. Again, LCR officers evidenced a 

slightly higher sensitivity to the community than did HCR 

officers. Between one-fourth and one-third of the officers 

indicated that there were no negative conseguences or they did 

not know of any. 

Table V.l4 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE 
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRRSTS 

M . , 
D.C. etropolltan Police Department 

. 
Percent of Officers Who Said This* 

Negative Consequencea HCR Offi cers LCR Officers 
(N=34) (N=35) 

Reputation suffers 21 3 
Officer may be liable for 

damages 18 23 
Held in low esteem by fellow . 

offi cers 18 26 
Held in low esteem by supervisor 12 23 
Held in low esteem by 

prosecutor 
9 17 

Held in low esteem by 
conrnuni ty 6 14 

There are no negative 
consequences or does 
know of any . 

not 33 26 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR ..Q!. LCR officers. 

'Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 
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After the officers specified their conception of a good 

arrest and a poor arrest, they were asked to rate the quality 

of their own arrests over the past several years. (A six-point 

scale, with one repres~nting "poor arrests" and six 

representing IIgood 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.ll 

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 2 = 6.86, significant at p < .01) indicated that 

virtually none of the arrests made in their units were poor. 

This is consistent with our finding, reported above, that HCR 

officers 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 subsequent section.) 

Location 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 investigations over the past several 

years and to estimate how often they collected physical 

evidence or located witnesses. The majority of both groups of 

officers (HCR, 88 percent; LCR, 79 percent) indicated that 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 

percent compared with 64 percent, significant at p .10) to 

indicate that they located witnesses half the time or more. 

Thus, one of the factors that might contribute to HCR officers' 

higher conviction rates may be that they more often locate 

witnesses. 

It seemed reasonable to us that some officer.s might 

perceive positive consequences of making poor arrests and 

negative consequences 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.1S 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 frequently reported positive 

consequence concerned the receipt of better assignments or 

supervisor approval, usually from an increased quantity of 

arrests. This is consistent with findings, presented earlier, 
, 

that indicated that officers perceive that their supervisors 

place more importance on the number of arrests that officers 

make than on the number of arrests that result in conviction. 

Other benefits noted by a small group of officers were 

increased overtime (usually resulting from more court time) and 

the fact that poor arrests often would be settled without the 

officer having to go to court. The results of Table V.1S do 
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not indicate, however, that LCR officers differ significantly 

from HCR officers in this regard. 

I 
I 

Table V.1S 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE CONSEQUENCES 
FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS, 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Percent of Officers Who Said This: b 

Positive Consequencea 
HCR Officers LCR Officers 

(N=34) 

Better assignments, supervisor 21'% 
approval, higher ,arrests 

Increased overtime 9 

Avoid dealing with court 6 
system 

. 
There are none or does not 65 

know of any 

-

altems noted by 6 percent or more of HCR or LCR officers. 

bpercents total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 

(N=35) 

26% 

11 

0 

66 

Table V.16 presents officers' perceptions of the negative 

conseguences for officers who make good arrests. Contrary to 

what one might expect, HCR officers were more likely to 

indicate that tnere were negative conseguences, which might 

attest to the candor of this group of o~ficers, although this 

difference was not statistically significant. A frequently 

cited negative consequence was the problem that officers face 
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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 

indicated that HCR and LCR officers rated the quality 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 consequences cited by a few officers were loss of 

leisure time, that good arrests take more time and reduce one's 

quantity 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 number 

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. Sevency-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 

it suggested that HCR officers may start with a "hard line" 

view toward offenders and believe that officers' actions are 

usually correct. We therefore looked at whether agreement with 

this statement was related to the officer's opinion that there 
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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 Police Department 

Percent of Officers Who Said This 
Negative Consequencea 

HCR Officers LCR Officers 
(N=34 ) (N=35 ) 

Problems of dealing with 
court systemb 18% 9% 

Loss of leisure time 12 11 
Hake fewer arrests 6 6 

Envy. jealousy or department 
personnel 3 9 

There are none or does not 29 49 know of any. 

a1tems noted by 6 percent or more of HeR or LCR officers. 

brime spent in court. dissatisfa~tion 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 poor 

arrests. We found that the four HeR 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." In 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 ABOUT POLICE PERFORMANCE 
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

STATEMENT ABOUT POLICE PERFORMANCE MEAN AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENT 
(Scale: 1· Strongly Disagree, 2 • Dis­
agree, 3 • Neither Agree or Disagree, 
4 a 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 a large numbe:' of arrests 
that result in convictions 

,It's not necessary to give a lot 
of detailed information when 
filling out an arrest report 

If I 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 

If 1 make a lot of arrests, I'm 
lOre likely to get promoted 

Police officers shouldn't con­
cern themselves with what 
happen~ after arrest--that's 
the busines~ of the prosecutor 
and the courts 

Arresting ~lmeone usually 
scares t!" :ft~ flot cOf111:itting 
crimes f "l'" "~~IlI"1 

The arr':}!.! I'i, un1'irmed officer 
really {~:'l'l't havl'! a responsi­
bilfty ;i, r~lcate wItnesses 

There 'i.n' t much that pollee 
offic~~s can do to help the 
prose':utor get convictions for 
the l)eo~le they arrest 

Arreat reports are a ~aste of 
tiftte 

Oncrl 1 ftlake an arrest and the 
flffender has been booked, my 
~le 1n the case should end 

Realistically speaking, physical 
evidence has little value in 
court 

*By T-test 

HeR Officers 
eN • 34)*" 

4,12 

3.97 

3,29 

3.26 

2.82 

2.38 

2.29 

2.26 

2.21 

2.00 

1.91 

1.85 

1.68 

1.65 

1.56 

1.32 

LCR Offi cers 
eN • 35)*" 

4.29 

3.60 

3.20 

3.29 

2.76 

2.03 

2.49 

1.97 

2.63 

2.17 

1.91 

1.77 

1. 71 

1.60 

1.54 

1.46 

"N's vary slightly from item to item beCAuse of missinq responses. 

ISpe.~n rank order correlation of the relative ordering of HCR and LCR 
officers' ratings of the items. +.96. 
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officers (6S 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 value of 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 SO 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 whether 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.IS presents these findings. 
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Table V.IS 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS ABOUT HOW OFTEN CERTAIN 
DISPOSITIONS SHOULD OCCUR FOR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, 

D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Opinion Regarding Disposition of 
Adult Felony Arrests 

More cases should: 
Result in conviction and 
imprisonment 

Have trials that result in 
a gui lty verdi ct 

Fewer cases should: 
Plea bargain for a reduced 
sentence 

Plea bargain for a reduced 
charge 

Have trials that result in a 
not guilty verdict 

Be dismissed immediately 

Percent of Officers Who Said This 

HCR Officers LCR Officers 
(N) % (N) % 

(30) 83 ( 33) 85 

(31 ) 77 (30) 80 

(31) 84 (34) 74 

( 32) 75 (34) 79 

(28) 75 ( 30) 77 

(31) 68 (30) 67 

The responses of the two groups of officers were again quite 

similar. Most officers indicated that more cases should result in 

trials that end in a guilty verdict, and in convictions that are 

accompanied by imprisonment of the arrestee. The officers wanted to 

see fewer cases in which plea bargaining resulted in a reduced 

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 techniques. We 

therefore asked the officers to respond to a set of questions 

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. Mor~over, two-thirds 
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of each group of officers reported that they almost always 

learn the outcome of 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 

Percent of Officers Who Said This: 

Dismissals would be reduced: 

if citizens more often called 
the police immediately after a 
crime wa~ committed 

if there were more prosecutors 
to handle the case load 

if detectives did a better job 
interviewing witnesses 

if arresting officers did a bet­
ter job locating witnesses 

if prosecutors were more skilled 
and better qualified 

if uniformed officers did a bet­
ter job searching for evidence 
when they made arrests 

if the prosecutor's office were 
better organized 

if officers' and detectives did 
a better job interrogating subjects 

if judges had more sympathy for 
victims of crimes 

if judges were less concerned 
with legal technicalities 

if detectives did a better job 
searching for evidence 

if uniformed officers did a bet­
ter job interviewing victims/ 
witnesses 

if responding officers did a more 
thorough and accurate job in filling 
out crime reports 

if the responding officers did a bet­
ter job preserving the crime scene 

if there were more judges on the 
bench 

if dete~tives and uniformed officers 
cooperated more with each other at 
and around the time of arrest 

if crime lab technicians did a better 
job processing evidence 

HCR Officers 
(N = 34)* 

91 

91 

89 

82 

79 

78 

77 

76 

76 

75 

74 

70 

70 

70 

70 

66 

61 

lCR Officers 
(N .. 35)* 

86 

73 

77 

82 

81 

71 

73 

76 

71 

62 

76 

80 

79 

76 

74 

68 

63 

*N's vary slightly for eat.tl item because of missing information. 
**By T-test 
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TABLE V.20 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' INTEREST IN LEARNING THE 
OF THEIR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS 

D.C. Metropolitan Police Depart;ent 

OUTCOME 

Officer's Response 

Interest in knowing the outcome 
of arrests/cases: 

Extremely/very interested 

Somewhat interested 

Slightly or not at all inter­
ested . 

Interest in knowinq the reasons 
for outcome of cases/arrests: 

Extremely/very interested 

Somewhat interested 

Slightly/not at all interested 

Actual17 learns the outcome of 
~.rres ts cases: 

Usually/almost always 

About half the time or less 
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Percent of Officers Who Said This 

HCR Officers 
(N=34) 

85 

9 

6 

91 

6 

3 

68 

32 

LCR Officers 
(N=35) 

89 

11 

o 

89 

6 

5 

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 

D~partment (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.l 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 backgrounds 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 

arrests. 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 .. l 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS, 
New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

qfficer Characteristic HCR Offi cers 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 

Education: 
High school graduate 26 21 Some co 11 t~ge 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. 
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criterion for judging officers' performance. For both groups, 

. '1 f arrest-related events, such as these awards were prlmarl y or 

, a person wl'th a gun, rather than for performing apprehendl.ng 

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 Police 
Department 

3%* O~~* 3-5 . 
6-10 42 42 11-15 45 45 Unknown 10 12 

Current rank 
77% 61% Patrolman 

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 
55% 55~b work 

*Percentages rounded. 
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B. ATTITUDES TOWARD SELVES AND JOB 

1. Satisfaction with Job 

Table VI.3 prese~ts the officers' rating of their 

sptisfaction with their jobs and current assignments. The HCR 

officers were almost twice as likely as LCH 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. 

Table VI.3 

JOB SATISFACTION OF HCR AND LCR POLICE OFFICERS, 
New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

HCR Off; c~rs LCR Offi cers 
• 

Satisfaction with job as 
% (31} % (332 

---a-pol ice officer: 

Very/mostly satisfied 68** 36** A little more satisfied 
than dissatisfied 19 30 A little more dissatisfied 
than satisfied 3 9 Very/mostly dissatisfied 10 24 

Satisfaction with current 
% (31) % ( 32) 

assi gnment: . 
Very/mostly satisfied 81 63 A little more satisfied 

25 than dissatisfied 13 
A little more dissatisfied 

6 than satisfied 3 
Very/mostly dissatisfied 3 6 

*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. 
**P<.05. VI-4 
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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. 

Similarly, 83 percent of the LCR officers who experienced a 

change in satisfaction said that it had decreased. Thus, 

although HCR officers were more satisfied with their jobs than 

LCR officers at the time they completed the questionnaire, 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 w~re working in a 

nonpo1ice job (55 percent and 42 percent, respectively). 

However, 24 percent of the LCR officers said they would be more 

satisfied working in a nonpo1ice 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 

nonpo1ice 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 

both their reduced performance and their job dissatisfaction. 

However, we do know from results to be presented in the next 

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 

the specific sources of the LCR officers' dissatisfaction, the 

fact that a majority of both groups of officers reported a 

decrease in their job dissatisfaction over the past several 

years suggests that the morale of New York police officers 

should receive further study. 

2. Ratings of Job Qua1it~ 

Table VI.4 presents the officers' mean ratings of the 

quality of different aspects of their jobs. The HCR and LCR 

officers rated the items similarly. The quality 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 

bQth groups of officers. Items rated lowest included the 

officer's salary, the quality of the job done by lower courts, 

and the quality of the administration of the police department. 

Only one difference between the mean ratings of HCR and LCR 

officers was statistically significarlt. 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 
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Table VI.4 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' RATINGS OF THE QUALITY OF 
ASPECTS OF THEIR JOB, 

New York City police Department (Manhattan) 

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS 
(Scale: 1· Poor, 2 • Fair, ~ • Good, 
4 • Very Good, 5 • Excellent) 

ITEM RATED 
LCR Officers (Presented In De~cend~ng HCR Offi cers p* Order of HCR Off1cers (H • 31 )** (N • 33)** 

Ratings) 

The quality of th~ ~ork done 
3.94 >.10 by evidence techn1c1ans and 3.Bl the crime 1 ab 

The quality of the job t~at 
3.39 > .10 uniformed oificer~ in th1S 3.6B department are d01ng 
3.13 > .10 

Your immediate supervisor 3.43 

The quality of th~ formal police 3.27 > .10 
trainin9 you recelved 3.40 

The quality of the arrests made :3.21 >.10 
by the police in this department 3.27 

The quality of the job that 
2.69 > .10 detectives in the department 2.BO are d01ng 

The ability of the police to 2.65 2.15 < .05 
control crime 

The quality of the feedb~ck you 
receive frorr. your superv1~or on 2.65 2.16 >.10 
ho~ good a job you are d01ng 

The degree to which your job 2.55 2.1B > .10 
uses your skills and talents 

The prosecutor's office's 
2.25 > .10 general abllity to get con- 2.20 vict10ns 

The quality of the job ~hat . 
2.19 , .10 h1ghe- criminal courts 1n th1S 2.19 city are doi n9 

The number of evidence techni- 2.37 >.10 
cians in th1S department 2.1B 

The quality of the job that 
1.BB > .10 prosecutors in this city are 2.00 dOlng 

Community support for the 1. 75 > .10 2.00 police 

The quality of police equip- 1.BS > .10 
ment (cars, 'radios, etc.) 2.00 

The quality of the administra- l.B2 '.10 
tion of this department 1.90 

The quality of the job.that. 
'.10 lower criminal courts 1n th,S 1.48 1.42 

tlty are doing 
1.45 '.10 

Your salary 1.45 

*By t-test . b se of missinn information. . 
**N's vary slightly for indiv~dual items ~c~~ ordering of tleR and LCR officers 
'Spearman rank nrder correlatl0n of the re a lye 
ratings of·the items· +.92. 
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Table VI.S 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OP AN 
EXTREMELY SUCCESSFUL POLICE OFFICER, 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

Percentage of Officers Who Said This1 

Characteristics OfaAn Extremely HCR Officers LeR Officers Successful Officer (N = 31) (N = 33) 

Performance related: 
Sensitive to the community 32** 61** 
Has knowledge of the I 
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 
Personalit~ related: 
Has good general attitude/ 
mora 1 e 32 27 

Dedicated 19 24 
Teamwork/able to work with 
fe 11 ow off; cers 13 6 
Honest 10 9 
Ca 1m and lreasonab 1 e 6 21 
Even-handed 3 12 

!!ncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers. 
'I~ercentages total more than 100 percent because of multiple responses . 
**p<.05. 
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LCR officers were almost twice as 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 

finding 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 Mhaving a good attitude or 

morale." This was indicat.ed 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 LCR officers were more likely to say that an 

extremely successful officer was calm or reasonable, but 

neither this difference nor those involving any of the other 

personality-related responses was large enough to approach 

statistical significance. 

After listing the characteristics of an extremely 

successful police officer, each officer rated his perception of 

his own success. Similar proportions of HCR and LCR officers 

(58 percent and 45 percent, respectively) rated themselves to 

be very or extremely successful officers. Most of the 

remaining officers rated themselves to be somewhat successful. 
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This contrasts with the results for Washl'ngton, 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 
Success::ul 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 sUGcessful 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 ~ 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 
. 
(as 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 of the 

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 
relatively 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 VARIOUS PERSONS, 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

To Impress: 

Citizens 

Your supervisor(s) 

Uniformed officers you work 
with 

Prosecutors 

Judges 

Detectives you work with 

Officers of higher rank than 
your own (who are not your 
supervisors) 

Evidence technicians/crime 
lab personnel 

*By t-test. 

MEAN RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 
IMPRESSING PERSONS AT LEFT (Scale: 
1 = Not Important At All, 2 = Slightly 
Important, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = 
Very Im2ortant, 5 = Extremely Important) 

HCR Officers 
(N = 31)** 

LCR Officers 
(N = 33}** .Jt. 

4.19 4.03 > .10 

4.16 4.03 > .10 

4.07*** 3.97*** > .10 

3.77 3.45 > .10 

3.61 3.33 > .10 

3.60 3.59 > .10 

/3.35 2.91 < .10 

/3.10 2.52/ < .10 

~*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 impor~ant to impress. This was the group chosen by the 
greatest percentage of offlcers. 

28 responding HCR officers and 50 percent of the 30 LCR 

bfficers said this. "Citizens" was the next most frequently 

chosen group, selected by 29 perce11t 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 

rated differently enough by the two groups of officers to meet 

our criterion of statistical significance. The HCR officers 

placed 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 werp 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 HCR 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 sup~rvisors 

place 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) 

MEAN RATING OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS# 
(Scale: 1 ~ Not at All Important. 2 = 
Slightly Important. 3 = Somewhat Impor-
tant, 4 = Very Important, 5 = Extremely 
Jm~ortant) 

I~ortance To The HCR Officers LCR Officers 
Officer Of (N = 31)** -ill. = 35) ** ~*** 

Arriving quickly at the scene 
of a crime 4.61 4.36 >.10 

Your ability to testify in 
court 4.52 4.42 >.10 

How thoroughly and carefully 
you complete your arrest and 
offense reports 4.35 4.06 >.10 

Your ability to locate 
evidence at the scene of 
the crime 4.29 4.36 >.10 

Obtaining the cooperation 
of witnesses 4.06 3.88 >.10 

Your ability to work well 
with the prosecutor. after 

1 4.06 <.10 I an arrest has been made 3.64 

Making good arrests 4.03 4.18 >.10 

Locating witnesses to crime 4.03 3.85 >.10 

The number of your cases that 
get cleared by arrest 4.00 3.38 >.10 

How well you get along with 
your fellow officers 3.97 3.97 > .10 

Maintaining the cooperation 
of witnesses 3.94 3.76 >.10 

Being available for calls 3.94 3.85 >.10 

Avoiding antagonizing the 
public 1 3.94 3.30 <. 05 1 

Being highly visible to the 
public when you're on p~trol 3.74 3.33 :-.10 

The number of arrests you 
make that result in conviction 3.52 3.55 > .10 

The number of felony arrests 
that you make 2.81 2.97 :> .10 

*Asked only of detectives, for HCR N = 37, for LCR N = 8. 
**N's vary slightly for individual items because of missing information. 
***By t-test 
NSpearman rank order correlation of the relative ordering of the item ratings for 

HCR and LCR officers & +.82. 
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Table VI.S 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' PERCPPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE 
OF VARIOUS FACTORS TO THEIR SUPERVISORS 

IN EVALUATING OFFICER PERFORMANCE 
New York City Policy Department (Manhattan) 

fI MEAN RATlNG OF HCR AND LCR OFFICERS 
(Scale: 1 E Not At All Important. 2 E 

Slightly Important. 3 = Somewhat Important. 
4 = Verl ImEortant z 5 = Extremell ImEortant} 

Importance To the HCR Officers LCR Officers 
p*** SUEervisor Of: (N = 31}** (N = 33}** 

How thoroughly and carefully 
you complete your arrest and 

4.03 3.84 >.10 offense reports 

Arriving quickly at the scene 
4.03 4.29 > .10 of a crime 

Your ability to testify in 
4.00 3.52 >.10 court 

The relative number of your 
cases that get cleared by 
arrest 4.00 4.29 > .10 

Avoiding antagonizing the 
3.97 3.70 > .10 public 

Your ability to be highly 
> .10 visible to the public when 

3.93 3.50 you're on patrol 

Being available for calls 3.90 4.16 > .10 

Your ability to locate 
> .10 evidence at the scene of 

3.83 3.74 the crime 

Making good arrests 3.77 3.77 > .10 

The number of felony arrests 
3.73 3.81 >.Hl that you make 

Obtaining the cooperation 
3.63 3.19 > .10 of witnesses 

How well you get along with 
your fellow officers 3.53 3.19 > .10 

Locating witnesses to crimes 3.50 3.29 > .10 

Your ability to work with 
the prosecutor after an 
arrest has been made 3.43 3.17 > .10 

Maintaining the cooperation 
3.37 3.00 > .10 of witnesses 

The number of arr~sts yo~ 
make that result 1n convlction 3.27 3.07 > .10 

~Asked only °l~ dhettlecfto"vres"n'dr~~d~~~ ~t:m~'b:~~u;;Ro~ :i~~ing information. **N's vary s 19 y 
***By t-test. 1 ti of the relative ordering of the item ratings for ,Spearman task order corre a on 

HCR and LCR officers = +.82. 
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at the scene of a crime. "Maintaining the cooperation of 

~- witnesses" and "the number of arrests you make that result in 

(r) 
. ....: ...... 

conviction" received the lowest ratings from both HCR and LeR 

officers. Thus, as we found in Washington, D.C., HCR officers 

were not performing better because they perceived ~heir 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 

the crime was very important to themselves and to their 

supervisors. The number of arrests that result in conviction 

was rated next to the lowest in importance to HCR officers and 

it was rated the lowest for their supervisors. The Spearman 

rank order correlation between HCR officers' self-ratings and 

their perceptions of their supervisorst ratings was +.45. We 

found less of an association between LeR officers' ratings of 

the importance of these factors to themselves and to thejr 

supervisors. This is reflected in the Spearman rank order 

correlation of +.16. 

Using the same procedures described in Chapter V, we 

conducted an informal survey of police department field 

supervisors in Manhattan. Twenty-one supervisors answered our 
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questions 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.lO 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 quickly 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-

sistencies 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 
VARIOUS FACTORS IN EVALUATING 

OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE, 
New York City Police Department (Mnnhattan) 

Importance To the,Supervisor Of: 

Their arriving quickly at the scene of 
a crime 

Their making good arrests 

Their obtaining the cooperation of witnesses 

Their being available for calls 

Their ability to testify in court 

Avo~ding antagonizing the public 

Their maintaining the cooperation of witnesses 

The nurrber of their cases that get cleared 
by arrest 

Their ability to locate evidence at the 
scene of the crime 

Their ability to work well with the 
prosecutor after an arrest has been made 

Being highly visible'to the public when 
they are on patrol . 

How thoroughly anq carefully they 
complete their arrest and offense 
reports 

Their locating witnesses the crimes 

The number of arrests they make that 
result in conviction 

How well they get along with their 
fellow officers 

The number of arrests that they 
make 

MEAN RATING OF SUPERVISORS (N = 21)* 
(Scale: 1 = Not At All Important, 
2 = S11~htly Important, 3 = Some­
what Important, 4 = Very Important, 
5 = Extremely Important) 

4.57 

4,38 

4.14 

4.14 

4.10 

4.05 

4.00 

4.00 

3.95 

3.95 

3.86 

3.86 

3.71 

3.52 

3.29 

3.05 
*Only 11 supervisors responded to the item, liThe Number of Tht:ir Cases That 
Get Cleared By Arrest." This item was applicable only to persons who super­
vised detectives, All 21 supervisors rated the other items. 
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Table VI.lO 

COMPARISON OF THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS 
FACTORS TO HCR AND LCR OFFICERS AND TO THEIR 
SUPERVISORS WHEN THEY EVALUATE PERFORMANCE, 
New York City Police D~partment (Manhattan) 

(Each column presents the rank order of 16 items according to the 
~an rating of importanceH: 1 c items which received the highest 
mean rating. The average rank is presented for tied items.) 

SUPERVISORS' RATINGS LCR OFFICERS' RATINGS I HCR OFFICERS' RATINGS 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Officer's Ability Importance Perceived Importance Importance To Importance Percei ved Importance I 
or Perfonnan~e 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 

~our ability to testify 
in court 2 3.5 5 1 9 

How thoroughly and vlre-
fully you complete your 
arrest and offense 
reports 3 1.5 11.5 :3 4 

Your ability to locate 
evidence at the scene 
of the crime 4 8 9.5 2.5 7 . 
Obtainin9 the coopera-
tion of witnesses 5.5 11 3.5 7 12.5 

Your ability to work 
we 11 wi th tht' orosecu-
tor after an arrest has 
been made 5.5 14 9.5 11 14 

Making good arrests 7.5 9 2 4 6 

Locating witnesses to 
crimes 7.5 • 13 ~.l 8.5 11 

The number of your 
cases that get cleared 
by arrest 9 3.5 7.5 13 l.S 

How well you get along 
wi th your fellow offi cers 10 12 15 6 12.5 

Maintaining the coopera-
tion of witnesses 12 15 7.5 10 16 

Being available for 
call s 12 7 3.5 B.5 3 

Avoiding antagonizing 
12 5 6 15 8 the public 

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-

16 ! 14 ~2 15 viction 15 
I 

The number of fe1Gny I 

arrests that you make 16 10 I 16 16 5 

'Caution should be util ized in interpreting the ranks presente1. T~e! tern ranked 16th in .:~c~ col umn received 
the lowest m'an rating or importance. This does not necessarlly slgnlfy that this item ~~~ ~f,no i~poftance 1t 
to the respo~dent~. To discover the actual mean level of importance given to an item, the rea~er S ou d consu 
Tablfs 30, 31 and 32. 

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF THE RANR O~DER OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ITE~S 

Columns 1 vs. 2 • +.45 
Columns 1 vs. 3 • +.4B 
Columns 2 vs. 3 c +.42 

Columns 4 vs. 5" +.16 
Columns 5 vs. 4 c +.44 
Col~s S vs. 5 • +.35 
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We also found a positive correlation between the officers' 

ratings of the importance of these factors to t.hemselves and 

the supervisors' ratings. Thus, both supervisors and officers 

believed that arriving quickly at the scene of a crime was 

relatively important. Similarly, officers and supervisors 

indicated that the number of felony arrests made was the least 

important of the items rated. The Spearman rank order 

correlations between the supervisors' ratings and the officers' 

ratings were +.48 for HCR officers and +.44 for LCR officers. 

Thus, both groups tended to assign similar weights to these 

factors, although the similarity in the ratings was not as 

great as we found for officers and supervisors in the District 

of Columbia. 

D. KNOWLEDGE OF EVIDENCE AND THE LAW 

We compared HCR and LCR officers' opinions of the value of 

evidence by pr~senting them with the same 9 situations that we 

presented to D.C. officers. We found no statistically 

significant differences between the choices of the HCR officers 

and the LCR officers. We administered tbe 9 questions to 23 

prosecutors in New York and found that there were 6 questions 

for which at least 80 percent of the prosecutors chose the same 

response. Arbitrarily labeling these respo~ses 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 questions~ compared with a mean of 

4.0 correct responses for tCR officers. 
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Listed next are the number of correct answers for New York 

officers to 10 questions on job-related knowledge adapted frum 

IACP "Training Keys." 

N.umber of correct HCR officers LCR officers answers (of 10) (N=3l) (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 questions. 

E. 

1. 

ARREST CHARACTERISTICS 

Definitions of Good and Poor Arrests 

Table VI.ll presents officers' conceptions of the term 

"good arrest." Over all, there was considerable similarity in 

the way 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 

than HCR officers to cite the latter characteristic, but this 

difference was not statistically Significant. 

Table VT.12 presents the officers' conceptions of a poor 

arrest. Again, we found considerable Similarity b~tween the 

two groups of officers. Many of the characteristics were 
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Simply the opposit~ 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.II 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF A "GOOD ARREST," 
New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

Percent of Officers Who Said This:f: 
~ 

Isa HCR Officers LCR Officers A Good Arrest 
(N = 31) (N = 33) 

Collecting physical evidence 
29 27 

Obtaining a conviction 
23 30 

Lawful-has probable cause 13 3 
Arresting the ri ght person 13 24 
Lawful 

10 3 
., 

~nc1udes 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 defin~ng good and poor arrests, each officer rated 

the quality of nis arreshs 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.l2 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' CONCEPTIONS OF A "POOR ARREST," 
New York City POlice Pepartment (Manhattan) 

Percent of Officers Who Said Thist 

HeR Offi cers LCR Officers a 
(N = 31) (N = 33) A Poot~ Arrest Is 

Not collecting physical evidence 29 21 
Unlawful-no probable cause 16 21 
Arrest serves officer's self-

interest 16 18 
Not obtaining a conviction 1:3 9 
Witness problems 10 9 

Arresting the wrong person 0* 15* 

aIncludes 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 

officers 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 2S 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 indicate 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-half 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. Whether HCR officers do in fact locate 

witnesses more often than LCR officers is prQ~ably worthy of 

further study • 
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2. Conseguences of Good and Poor Arrests 

We asked each officer to indicate the positive and negative 

consequences of making good and poor arrests. As with D.C. 

officers, the most likely positive consequence noted for making 

a good arrest was the self-satisfaction that resulted. As 

Table VI.l3 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 recog~ition 

received from superiors and fellow officers. Similar 

proportions of each group of officers indicated that there were 

no positive consequences 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) 

Positive Consequencea 

Self-satisfaction 

Good assignments 

Promotions more likely 

Recognition by superiors 

Re~ognition by fellow officers 

There are no positive con-
sequences or does not know 
Clf any 

. Percent of Officers 

HCR Offi cers 
(N = 31) 

32 

10 

10 

3 

3 

45 

Who Said This* 

LCR Officers 
(N = 33) 

27 

6 

12 

15 

15 

35 
L-_______________________ . __ ~ _________________ ~~ ______________ ~ 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of HCR or LCR officers. 
fpercentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 

VI-25 

~.':-r.r-~---:-:"'-;- _~'-~-.--~-."'~-- 'Q-"-"'--~ _. _. 
~, I ~-~. '~--~----.---~-~-'-; ,r-~'----~~---:--~ •• ~~-··r---~--·-·-~-~-:-,-_·, ---~"-'11~"-""-"""~-'''''- .. . " 

I 
1 

Table VI.14 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE 
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS, 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

Percent Of Officers Who Said Thi~ 

Negative Consequencea HCR Officers LCR Offi cers 
(N " 31) (N = 33) 

Held in low esteem by fellow 
officer 13 

Held in low esteem by the 
cOl1l1lunity 13* 

Officer may be liable for 
damages 10 

Held in low esteem by 
supervisor 6 

There are no negative con-
sequences or does not know 
of any 55 

alncludes all items listed by at least 10 percent of the HCR or LCR 
:+, officers. 

Percentages total more than 100 bec~use of multiple responses per 
officer. 

·p<.05, by Fisher's exact test. 

12 

0* 

3 

21 

60 

Table VI.14 presents officers' opinions of the negative 

consequences 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 consequences or that they 

did not know of any. When a negative consequence was cited, it 

was Ij~ely to be that the officer would be held in lower esteem 

by the supervisor or fellow offlcers. We did find, however, 

that HCR officers were more likely than LCR officers (13 

peLcent compared with 0 percent, p<.05) to indicate that the 

community would hold them in lower esteem, although this was 

suggested by only a minority of HCR officers. This is further 

evidence that LCR officers in New York do not show the 

heightened sensitivity to the community that we found among LCR 

officers in Washington, D.C. 
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The HCR officers were more likely than LCR officers to 

state that there were no positive consequences for officers who 

t As Table VI.lS shows, 90 percent generally made poor arres s. 

of the HCR officers indicated that there were no positive 

. d with 61 percent of LCR ~onsequences for such offlcers, compare 

officers, a difference significant at the p<.03 level. Almost 

'd' t d that officers who make one-fourth of the LCR officers In lca e 

poor arrests benefit from receiving more overtime money. 

Another small proportion of officers also indicated that by 

th offl'cer could gain better assignments. making such arrests e 

Table VI.IS 

'HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE POSITIVE 
CONSEQUENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE POOR ARRESTS, 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

Percent of Officers Saying Thisa 

HCR Offi cers LCR Officers 
Positive Consequence (N = 31) ~N = 33) 

Increases overtime 6% 24~b 

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** 

-
a ttl more than 100 percent of multiple responses. 
Percentages may 0 a that the off,'cer woul d be transferred or *Includes four officers who said 

receive advanced training, 
**p<.03. 
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In order to examine whether LCR officers who perceived 

positive consequences 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 questions 

about the frequency with which they obtained evidence or 

located witnesses dUring tb~ir investigations. The 13 LCR 

officers who perceived positive consequences were more likely 

than the other 20 LCR officers tc report that they obtained 

evidence one-half the time or more (91 percent and 6S percent, 

respectively, significant at p .10), but they were less likely 

to indicate that they located witness, .3 one-half the time or 

more (zero percent and 42 percent, respectively, significant at 

p .01). The fact that the likelihood 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 consequences 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 

consequences for officers who make poor arrests, it seemed 

plausible that they might also be more likely to see negative 

consequen~es for officers who make good arrests. Table VI.16 

indicated that this was the case. Seventy-one percent of HCR 

officers indicated that they knew of no negative consequences 

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 consequences 

VI-28 

, . 
I 

I 



,...~ .. 

(~ 

.. 

• I 

for officers who made good arrests. Some said that the officer 

dl.'sappointments in the court process and case would experience 

outcome, and others ~ men~l.'oned the resulting civilian complaints 

fo r officers who make gon~ and the lack of recognition 

arrests. The jealousy and envy of fellow officers were also 

cited as negative consequences. 

Table VI.16 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEGATIVE 
ENCES FOR OFFICERS WHO MAKE GOOD ARRESTS, CO~:wQ~ork City Police Department (Manhattan) 

, Percent of Officers Who Said Thisa 

Negative Consequences 
HCR Officers 

(N = 31) 
LCR Officers 

(N = 33) 

Court-related problems b 3% 18 

Overtime produces problems 13 15 

Civilian Complaints 3 12 

No recognition 0 15 

Envy of department personnel a 9 

Job-related injuries 6 0 

Other negative consequences 10 9 

There are none* or does not 
know of any 71* 36* 

L-________ ~ _______________ -,------____ ~------____ ~ 

apercentages may total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 
blncludes 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 

I ways that maximize the positive consequences of their behavior 

and minimize the negative consequences. The fact that LCR 

officers were more likely to report positive consequences for . 
making poor arrests and negative consequences 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 consequences for officers who 

make arrests. For example, enhanoed 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 

quality of the officers' arrests. 

3. Officers' Arrest-related Attitudes 

Table VI.17 presents the officers' mean ratings of 

agreement with stateme~ts about arrest procedures. We found 

considerable similarity between the responses of HCR and ~CR 

officers. The LCR offic:ers agreed more with the statement that 

it was important that the uniformed officer look for physical 
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Table VI.17 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' AGREEMENT WITH VARIOUS 
STATEMENTS ABOUT ARRESTS, 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) 

STATEMENT ABOUT ARRESTS MEAN AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENT 
(Sclle: 1· Strongly Disigree. 2 • Dis­
agree. 3 • Neither Agree or Dfs.gree, 
4 • Agree. 5 • Strongly Agree) 

HCR Offfcers LCR Officers 
_,N • 31)" (N • 33).... .Eo 

It's important that the uni­
formed officer look for physical 
evidence whenever he/she makes 
an arrest 

Host adults arrested for felonies 
are guilty of the offense 

The people in the community 
expect the pol ice to make a 
lot of arrJ\'sts 

This department eXgects officers 
to make a large ;I!:,nber 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 
filling out an arrest report 

Police officers shouldn't c~n­
cern themselves with what 
happens after arrest--that's the 
business of the prosecutor and 
the courts 

If 1 gp~erally make good arrests, 
I'm more likely to get promoted 

Rules atld regulations really don't 
hel~ when you arrive at a crime 
scene and make an arrest 

The arrestjn~ uniformed officer 
really doesnit have a responsi­
billty to locate witnesses 

If I make a lot of arrests, I'm 
MOre likely to get promoted 

Arresting someone usually scares 
therr into not committlng crImes 
in the future 

There isn't much that police 
officers can do to help the 
prosecutor get convictions 

Arrest reports are II waste of time 

Once I make an arrest and the 
offender has been booked. my I'ole 
in the else should end 

Realistically speakfn9. physical 
eVIdence has little vnlue in co~rt 

*By t-test . 

I L.. 3_.8_7 _____ ~ 

3.65 

3.23 

2.90 

2.71 

2.42 

i:.19 

2.19 

2.16 

2.06 

2.03 

1.94 

1.94 

1.68 

1.68 

1.57 

3.55 

3.48 

2.82 

2.67 

2.36 

2.30 

1.85 

2.48 

?.oo 

1.79 

2.00 

1.88 

1.70 

1.72 

1.52 

<.01 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

>.10 

> .10 

:.10 

>.10 

> .10 

) .10 

>.10 

> .10 

•• 10 

>.10 

, .10 

....N's vary ~lightly for indlvidual iteMS because of missin9 informatIon. 
'Spearman rank order correlation Of the re1atlve ordertn~ of the it~~ tattnos for 

HeR and lCR officers • +.93. . 

VI-3l 

- -~- ----------~ 

~!II----------~--~----------------~~!~------------

• ! 

evidence when making an arr~st. It should be noted r 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 

stQtement even more strongly than the LCR officers, although the 

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 

role for the officer after the arrest was made and a limited 

value for obtaining evidence and locating witnesses. In 

addition, 84 petcent of HCR officers and 85 percent of LCR 

officers disagreed wtb the statement that "arresting someone 

usually scares them into not committing crimes in the future. 1I 

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.18 presents these findings. As we found for officers 

in Washington, D.C., HCR and LCR officers h~ld ~imilar opinions 

of the attractiveness of various possible dispositions. Both 

groups of officers wanted to see more cases ending in guilty 

verdicts at trial and more cases that result in conviction and 

imprisonment. Similarly, both HCR and LCR officers w~nted to 

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 HeR Officers lCR Offi cers 
(N) % (N) % 

More cases should: 
Have trials that result'in a 
gUil ty. verd i ct (28) 86 (28) 71 

Result in conviction and 
imprisonment ( 31 ) 81 (32) 8E 

Fewer cases should: 
Be dismissed immediately (28) 89 (29) 83 

Have trials that result in a 
not guil ty verdict (27) 85 (25) 64 

Plea bargain for a reduced 
charge (31 ) 74 (32) 91 

Plea bargain for a reduced 
sentence (30) 73 ( 31) 90 

When asked about the effect of various measures on the 

npmber 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.19). The HCR officers were ~ littl~ more likely to indicate 
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Table VI.19 

EVENTS THAT HCR AND LCR OFFICERS BELIEVE WOULD REDUCE 
THE NUMBER OF DISMISSALS FOR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS 

New York City Police Department (Manhattan) , 

Percent of Officers Who Said This: 

D1s~1ss.ls WDuld be reduced: 
HCR Offfcers 

IN • 34l* 
LCR Officers 

iN • 35l* r 
If there were more prosecutors to 
handle the case load 89 76 >, JO 

If prosecutors were more skilled 
and better qualified 86 88 > .10 

If .judges were less concerned with I 85 legal technicalities 
70 I <.05 

If citizens. more often called the 
police immediately after a crime 
wa.-, e'JlTIlli tted 84 76 > .10 

If the responding officers did a 
better job preserving the crime 
scene 83 ,82 > .10 

If detectives did a better job 
interviewing witnesses ' 81 !i8 > .10 

If arresting officers did a better 
job locating witnesses 80 88 >.10 

If the prosecutors' office were 
better organized 75 68 > .10 

If detectives did a better job 
searching for evidence 75 77 > .10 

If uniformed officers did a better 
jOb interviewing victims/witnesses 74 72 > .10 

If uri formed officers did a better 
jot searc~in~ for evidence when they 
made arrests ' 74 79 > .10 

If officers and detectives did a 
better job Interrogating suspects 74 63 ' .10 

If dete,~ives and uniformed officers 
cooperated more with each other at 
and around the time of arrest 68 79 > .10 

IT judges hac more sympathv for 
victiwi of crimes - 66 81 > .10 

If .there were more detectives 65 50 > .10 

If there were more judge:. on 
the Bene" 64 73 > .10 

If responding officers did a more 
thoro~g' and accurate job in filling 
out crime reports 61 70 , >.10 

If crilllE' l,ab technicians did a better 
jot proc.i,;!Sing evidence 56 57 > .10 

i( 

·By t·tes t. 
'*N's vary slightly for each item 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 

number of dismissals (47 percent of HCR officers and 52 percent 

of LCR officers) • 

As Table VI.20 indicates, 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 some 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.2l 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 officers were more like­

ly to spend more time locating witnesses than were LCR officers. 

Although 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 

sugge~ts that the effort expended in locating witnesses may be 

VI-35 

.... )' 

j 

, , 

, , 
I 

/' 
/ 

o 

o 

Table VI. 20 

HCR AND LCR OFFICERS' INTEREST IN LEARNING THE 
OUTCOME OF THEIR ADULT FELONY ARRESTS 

New York City Police Department (Manhatt~n) 

. 
Officer's Response 

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 

Actual17 learns the outcome of 
arre~ts cases: 

Usually/almost always 

About half the time or less 

*Percentages rounded 

Percent of Officers Who Said This* 

HCR Officers 
(N=34) 
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26 

3 

77 

16 

6 

48 

52 

LCR Officers 
(N=35) 

64 

27 

9 

67 

27 

6 

58 

42 
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BACKGROUND 
CHARACTERISTICS 

ATTITUDES TOWARD 
SELF liND JOB 

KNOWLEDGE OF 
EVIDENCE AND LAW 

ARREST 
CHARACTER I STI CS 

ARREST/CASE 
OIJTCOME 

Table VI.21 

i~ \.l1J 

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OBTAINED FROM THE SELF-ADMINISTERED 
QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED BY POLICE OFFICERS FROM 

WASHINGTON, D.C. AND MANHATTAN 

OFF! CERS FR~JI~.S.HI.NGJ.O~.!....~. C. 

• HCR and LCR officers similar in sex, age, 
marital status, education, police experience, 
and receipt of department awards. 

• HCR and lCR officers both satisfied with their 
jobs. 

• HCR officers more likely to view selves as very 
or extremely successful. 
Both HCR and LCR officers tended to misperceive 
the relative importance to supervisors of various 
factors for evaluating officers' performance. 
LCR officers tended to show greater sensitivity 
to the community than HCR officers. 

No differences between HCR and lCR officers. 

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. 

o 
. If~ / 

OFFICERS FR~ MA"~ATTA!! 

• HCR and lCR officers similar in sex, age, 
marital status, education, police experience, 
and receipt of department awards. 

• HCR officers more satisfied with jobs than lCR 
officers, but both groups reported decreasing 
satisfaction. 

• Similar proportions of HCR and lCR officers 
tended to view themselves as very or extremely 
successful. 

• Misperception of supervisors not found 
• Findings regarding lCR and HCR officers' sensi­

tivity to the community were mixed. 

• No differences between HCR and lCR officers. 

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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a key behavior that differentiates officers with high conviction 

rates from those ~ith low rates. 

The HCR and LCR officers from both cities had similar back­

grounds, comparable knowledge of the law and the value of evi­

dence, and strong interests in learning the outcomes of their 

cases. Our findings thus suggest that implementing differential 

recruitment practices, special education programs, and efforts 

to encourage officers to learn case outcomes would probably not 

have 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 on the 

largely attitudinal dimensions that were measured. This should 

not be too surprising, howev~r, given the extensive research 

that indicates that a person's attitudes are oft~n not asso-
/::/ 

ciated with his or her actual behavior. In the next chapter, 

we continue our quest for facto'rs that might accou~t for the 

differential conviction rates of the officers by f~ri':.~:..~ing on 

d 'ff between HCR and LCR officers. potential behavioral 1 erences 

() 
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VII. ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW DATA: 
WASHINGTON, D.C., AND MANHATTAN 

In this chapter w~ examine officer responses during the 
1\ 

1\ 

iritensive interviews that were conducted after the officers 

cpmpleted the self-administered questionnaire. We address a 

number of questions 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 techniques" or procedures identified by officers 

durilT-)' 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 sentences produced by the officers, and in New York, 

it explained 89 percent. Much of the variation among officers 
(:1 

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 

r~duction. The result of this was, as shown in the analyses of 

the self-administered questionnaire, 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- quently, in 

both interview sites, the ability of the interviews to fUrther 

identify factors significantly related to these differences was 

r ather small. 

() 

C) 

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 questions to be 

addressed in the interviews. Specifically, we examined 

differences between HCR and LCR officers if I regard to the 

following: 

(1) Use of various department resources (information and 
services from specialized units). 

(2) Special techniques 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 '\tividence, (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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(8) 

Obtaining additional information leading to the 
collection of physical evidence. 

Getting reluctant witnesses to cooperate. 

A. THE ANALYSIS 

The goal in the aLalysis 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.l. (The final selection of officers to 

be interviewed was discussed in Chapter IV.) 

Table VII.l 

INTERVIEW SAMPLE SIZES FOR WASHINGTON, D.C., 
AND MANHA'I'TAN 

-------------------------'",--
Washington Manhattan 

HCR 34 27 
MCR 26 20 
LCR 35 26 

Total 95 73 

In the analysis, we sought to i~entify two dimensions with 

respect to officer responses: quantity and content. The first 

dimension, quantity, tests $imply whether one group is more or 

less able than the other to provide responses to the questions 

presented ~nd whether particular areas of inquiry 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 question 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 

techniques" officers could identify and (by looking at who said 

what) to assess whether such techniques 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. 

1. 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, e~idence technician0 

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 equal, 

obtain more convictions than officers who do not make such an 

effort. 

'In the interviews, officers w~re asked whether they had 

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 desoribe 

those situations and the procedures they used to obtain the 

evidence. They were asked further to describe circumstances in 

which the collection of evidence was p~rticularly difficult and 

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 frequency with which officers were providing 

responses. Table VII.2 shows the gross frequency of procedures 

identified by the officers to deal with evidence problems. 

Table VII.2 

INCIDENCE OF EVIDENCE COLLECTION BY TYPE OF EVIDENCE 
Mean Number of Mentions Per Officer 

------------- --------- --------- ---------
Proves: 

Crime Committed 247 7.26 174 6.69 185 5.29 
Suspect at Scene 95 2.79 97 3.73 9:3 2.80 
Contact \-li th Victim 65 1. ':/1 60 2. j 1 57 1. 63 

- --------------------------~~~b~~-~f-Off~~~~~--------34--------- - 26 35 
-----------------------------------------------------------------
)\ 

Ev~dence that Proves: 5.9j' 07 3.35 141 5.~2 
Crime Committed 160 ~ r::? 2 00 
Suspect at Scene 52 1.93 9 .4? ~r ',~ o Con tac t wi th Vi c tirn 29 ,. 1 :~.~ _______ ~ _____ :~~ ______ :~ _____ ::: 

------------------------------ 6 
Number of Officers 21 20 2' 
------~-------------------~-------~------------------- -----------
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In both Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, the most 

noteworthy difference between the HCR and LCR groups was within 

the category of evidence that proves a crime was committed. 

Counting 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 more notable for Washington, 

D.C. For the category of evidence that proves that the victim 

was at the scene (or that the suspect and victim carne into 

contact), there was considerably less difference between the 

HCR and LCR groups; the HCR officers in both cities listed 

slightly more techniques 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 quantity 

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 a~tempt 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 f 

officers to the above questions 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 ~hat helps 

prove a crime was committed, the LCR officers in Washington, 

D.C., were significantly (p=.IO, chi-square test) more likely 

to say "preserve the scene" than HeR officers. In contrast, 

HeR officers were significantly more likely to say "search the 

surrounding area," "locate and/or probe witnesses," and "locate 

and/or probe the victim." These differences were not borne out 

by the New York interviews, however. In New York, the only 

significant difference was that the HCR group was more likely 

than the LCR group to list "investigate or follow-up" as a 

procedure for obtaining evidence that proves the crime was 

committed. 

Table VII. 3 

PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE 
A CRnIE WAS COML\lI1~TED, FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF 

OFFICERS WHO MENTIONED ITEM AT LE1AST ONCE 

D.C. Manhattan 
HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) HCR(27) MCR(20) LCR(26) 

PROCEDURE f 

arrive quickly 4 
preserve scene 1 4 
canvass general area 
search surrounding area 2 

3 
8 

search for specifics 
locate/probe witness 
locate/probe victim 
locdte/probe suspect 
survei 11 ance 
interview first officers 
investlgate/followup 
measure/diagram 
other 
nothing 

1 1 
18 
1 2 
8 

4 
27 
27 
10 
1 
5 

% 

12 
41 
38 
82 
32 
53 
35 
24 
12 
79 
79 
29 

3 

15 

f % f 

0 0 3 
14 54 23 
7 27 15 

18 69 19 
8 31 7 
9 35 7 
9 35 5 
6 23 6 
4 15 1 

19 73 27 
19 73 27 
7 27 10 
2 8 0 
0 0 2 

VII-7 

% f % f . '}; f • 

9 3 11 1 ~, 

" 0 0 
66 13 48 8 40 9 35 
43 8 30 2 10 6 23 
54 17 63 9 45 16 62 
20 4 15 3 15 7 27 
20 5 19 4 20 10 38 
14 12 44 4, 20 6 23 
17 10 37, 3 15 6 23 
3 8 30 1 5 9 35 

77 22 81 11 55 13 50 

77 22 81 11 55 13 50 
/) 29 . 6 22 5 25 3 12 

0 0 0 0 0 3 12 

6 0 0 2 10 
., 

2~' 

J 

I 
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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. In Washington, D.C., LCR officers 0 

I,' 

were more likely to say that they searched for specific itic:rns 

(such as clothes, blood, and debris) that would link the 
i) 

suspect with the scene. (See Table VII.4.) In the third 
,.i 

category (e~idence that proves the victim was at the scene, or 

that shows that the victim and suspect came into cODtact) , 

there were no significant differences. (See Table VII.5.) 

, Table VII. 4 

PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE THAT PROVE THAT 
THE SUSPECT WAS AT THE SCENE OF THE CRIME:<i FREQUENCY 

AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS WHO MENTIONED ITEM (-riT LEAST ONCE 

D.C. r~anhattan 

HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) HCR(27) MCR(20) LCR(26) 

PROCEDURE f 

arri ve qui ckly 1, 

preserve scene 1 
canvass general area 5 
search su'rrounding area, 11 
search for specifics 4 
locate/probe witness 4 
locate/probe victim 9 
locate/probe suspect 6 

" surveillance 1 
interview first officers 0 
investigate/fol1owup 10 

% f 

3 2 

3 0 

15 2 
32 8 

12 6 

12 6 

26 4 
18 7 
3 3 
o ,p 0 

% f 

8 0 

a 1 

8 1 

31 11 

23 12 
23 5 
15 4 

27 7 

12 0 

a 0 

46 11 

% f % 

Q~~ 0 0 

3., 0 0 

327 

31 5 1(~ 

34 2 7 

14 5 19 

11 2 7 

20 1 4 
o 
o 

5 

1 

f % 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

1 5 
o 0 

a 0 

a 0 

o 0 

o 0 

f % 

4 
4 

4 

35 
8 

15 
15 
19 
12 
o 

"'" measure/di agram 3 

29 12 
9 2 

o 4 
3 II 

8 3 

31 

9 

3 

9 

12 
3 

o 
o 

19 " 

4 

44 
11 

o a 
2 \)10 

1 £; 

1 

1 

1 

9 

l' 
4 
4 
5 

3 

o 
8 

2 

1 

2 

~1 

8 

4 

8 

" 

other 0 
1 \\ nothi n9 

'~, '-) " 

15 1 

15 3 

VII-8 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

{) 

I • . 

, ' 

o 

\ 

o 

t) 

Table VII.5 
II 

II 

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 

arri ve qui ckly 
preserve scene 
canvass general area 
search surrounding area 
search for specifics 
locate/probe witness 
locate/probe victim 
locate/probe suspect 

D.C. 
HCR(34) MCR(26) LCR(35) 

f % 

1 3 
1 3 

4 12 
6 18 
5 15 

4 12 
4 12 
5 15 

f 

2 

1 

2 

6 

4 

2 

5 

3 

% f 

8 0 

4 0 

8 2 

23 ~ 7 

15 5 
8 4 

19 5 
12 6 

% 

o 
o 
6 

20 

14 
11 

14 
17 

surveillance 2 6 0 0 o 0 

i ntervi ew fi rs t off; cers 0 0 0 0 
investigate/followup 9 26 10 38 
measure/diagram 1 3 0 a 
other 0 0 1 4 

nothing 1 3 1 4 

() 

VII-9 

o 0 

7 20 
2 6 

o 0 

2 6 

Manhattan 
HCR(27) MCR(20) 

f % 

o 0 

o 0 

a a 
1 4 

1 4 

1 4 

4 15 
1 4 

1 4 

o 0 

5 19 

o 0 

1 4 
o 0 

[l 

f % 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 
1 5 
o 0 

1 5 
o a 
a a 
1 

o 
1 

1 

o 
o 

5 

o 
5 

5 

o 
o 

LCR(26) 

f % 

o 0 

2 8 

1 4 
2 8 

1 4 

2 8 

3 12 
3 12 
1 4 

a 0 
3 12 

1 4 
a 0 

3 12 
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In some questions, 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. However, given the small number of . 
officers~~nd the open-ended nature of the interviews, the 

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 so, 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. As above, 
"II 

the result~ were not very revealing. For each category of 

evidence,{the circumstances described by the officers fell into 
ii 

six distihct groups; in a seventh group only the offense was 
1\ 
\ 

"\ 

mentioned. These are shown, with th~ proportion of officers 

listing those circumstances at least once, in Tables VII;t 

through VII.S. 

Again, as with the procedures used, there, were few 

differences. In fact, th,e only statistically significant 

difference between tbe circumstances identified by HCR and LCR 

officers 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 o CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH OFFICERS FIND IT DIFFICULT TO 
COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE ~ CRIME WA~ C~MMITTED 

Number and Percentage of Offlcers Mentlonlng 
A Circumstance at Least Once 

Washinc;ton, D.C. HCR I~CR LCR 
---------------------------------------,-----------------------------;---
Circumstance Citeo Freq. % Freq. ~ Freq. ~ 

------------------ _0 ___ ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Contaminated evidence 24 71 ~l * 6 2'J "i .J /. 10 29% 
Crime Scene 11 32;) 7 27% S 23% 
Victim problems ~ 1 5 ~J :; 1 ~n 4 1 H; 
Wi tn'2SS proble:ns ~ 6;.., 2 c· ~ 

u " 
1 y' rJ 

Suspect problems 
~, 

9 ~J 4 15,~ 1 3 ~; ,) 

Pnysical location of 
evidence 0 24 ~~ 10 3 0~; 8 2 3~~ 

Other 2 6 i: 0 2 Gio 

---------~-------------------------------------------- ------------------
:Jumber of officers 34 26 35 

-----------------------------lj~~---------------~~R--- -----------IcR------
!·l a nil a t tan .... r, I I J 

, - -01 ~~~~~~~~~~- ~ ~ t~;----- ;;~~ ~ ~ -----: -------F~;~.~-- -- -%------F~ ~~ ~--- --J~I -

Contaminated evidenoe 
C r i rn eSc e n e 
Victim problei:Js 
~l i t n e s s pr 0 b 1 em s 
SUSPl'Jct problc.ns 
Physical location of 

eviJenc2 
Oth,::r 

6 2~;'.1 

5 1 ~ ,~; 
0 
4 15% 
LI 15;, 

.! 3(j~ J 

4 1 r:. ' oJfJ 

----- ----- ----- --~--

3 
2 
1 
0 
I) 

., 
) 

3 

1 5 ~{ 
1 U';:' 

5:i> 

1 ,); 
1 ~ 'I' 

8 31~ 
... 

23~, 0 

1 4 ~~ 
0 
2 i3~ 

8 31", 
2 81. 

-----\~----------------------------------------------- -------------------?7 2(\ 26 !'!ulIlber of officers... .; 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
* p= • 1 J 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table VII.7 

CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH OFFICERS FIND IT DIFFICULT TO 
COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT HELPS PROVE THAT SUSPECT WAS AT SCENE 

OF CRIME 

Washington, D.C. 

Number and Percentage of Officers Mentioning 
A Circumstance at Least Once . 

HCR 1'1CR LCR 
-----------------_._-----------------------------------------------------
Circumstance Cited 

Conta~inated evidence 
Crime Scene 
Victim problems 
',v i t n e ssp rob 1 em s 
~)us~ect proble.lIs 
P~ysical location of 

evidence 

Freq. 

13 
8 
3 
o 
o 

2 

Freq. 
-----
10 

8 
2 
0 
0 

C' 
/, 

-----
30% 
31% 

81-

4 " I· 

Freq. % 
----- ------

10 2~;' 
5 14:: 
2 ,. " Or 

2 6io 
1 "'1,,1 

,),. 

2 Co i~ 
---------------------------------------------------------.---------------
:iu:-nbE-1' of officers 34 26 35 
------------------------------------------------ ______ ---1---------------

HCR :~CR LCT; 
,I --------------------------------------------------------.----------------

Circu~st3nce Cited Freq. ;1 Freq. 'I., Freq. % 
C" ----- ----- ----- ---_ .... ----- -----J~~~~;~~~~~d-~~id~nce 2 '('/0 0 7 27~ 

Crime Scene 7 2e~ 1 50' 4 15 ';~ I; 

Vi (:! ti 1.1 probler::s 3 11% 0 2 f. I~ 
~oJi t t1 e s s pr obler') oS 0 0 () 

Suspect problelTis 0 U J 
Physical location of 

evidenc2 0 5% 0 

------------------------------------------------------------------------i; u m b e r 0 f CI f fie e r s 27 20 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

,I 
I( 
U 

11 

:1 () 
i:l 
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Table VII.8 
tr'i,\ 
V. 

CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH OFFICERS' FIND IT DIFFICULT TO 
COLLECT EVIDENCE THAT PROVES THE VICTIM AND SUSPECT 

CAME INTO CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER 
Number and P~rcentage of Officers Mentioning 

A Circumstance at Least Once 

~ashington, D.C. HCR !~CR LCF: 

Circumstnncc Cited Freq. '" IJ Freq. % Freq. 
------------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Contaminnted evidence 7 21~ 4 1 t" ., Jp 2 
Crime Scene 2 6 ~; 1 4 'i; 2 

Victim problems 4 12 ~i 4 15'P 5 
~':i tness problems 0 1 41> 1 
SUSP'2Ct problems 3 9h 2 8,J 0 
Physical location of 

evider.ce 2 6% 2 8e: ,: 6 
Otl1er 0 a 0 

~u~ber of officers 26 35 

C" 
IJ 

-----
6;' 
OL .. 

I' 

14 ,: 
-, , 
J IJ 

1 '( ,';, 

<=):~~=:::~-------------------~~~---------------~~~--------------:~~------
Circu~stance CiteJ Freq. % Froq. % Freq. ~ 

~----------------- ----- ----- ----- . .----- -----
'':ontciflinatel.1 evidence 1 4 ';" ,. 1 3 12,:· 
Crime Scene 2 7'~ 0 3 12;, 
Victim problems 2 7/0 0 0 
''': i tness problems 1 4 ~J 0 2 C. ~, 
Suspect problems 1 4 :; 0 1 l;~ 
Physical location of 

evidence 1 4~ 1 1 l.j r' 

Other 1 4% 1 1 4% 
------------------~------------------------------------------------~-----
:iumber of officers 27 20 26 
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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 Lca officers (10 out of 35) mentioned such 

circumstances (Table Vll.6). This was found only for 

Washingto~, b.C. None of the differences in Manhattan was 

significant. ~or 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 

question. The first question 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 frequency of methods and 

procedures that the officers werec able to provide. For both 

Washington, D.C., and Manhattan, officers in the HCR groups 

provided more information than officers in the LCR groups. 
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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 i~dicators, and 

t~e application of statistical tests of significance is 
)1 

inappropriate. They do indicate, however, an overall tendency 

for high conviction rate officers to provide more information 

than low conviction rate officers. Whether this is a 

reflection of overall ability, however, would require 

inferences we are not prepared to draw. The results of this 

analysis are shown in Table VII.9 

Table VII.9 

PROCEDURES FOR LOCATING WITNESSES AND WAYS OF 
OBTAINING WITNESS COOPERATION 

"a",111' "1 t ,. ~ ri _, nQ on, ~'. \.; • 

~itness P~rsuasion 
Techniq...les 

Proceaures for 
Locating WitnessJs 

Number of Responses Per Officer 

!-iC h 

4.(:; 1S2 - ('-
J. ~'d 

14 1 4 • 1:> 101 

LCH 

143 

1\)4 

it.O:) 

2.9"f 

~;~~;~~~~---------------~;~-------------~~~-------------~~~----­

p~~~~~~~~-ci~~~---F~~~~~~~~--RPO--F~;~~~~~~--HP;--F~~;~~~~~--RP; 

Witness Persuasion 
Tec!1niques 

Proced ur es for 
Locatina ~itnesses 56 

3. 15 

2. 0'1 

47 

22 

2.35 

1. 10 

71 

43 

2.25 

-------------~--~------------------------------------- ----------
Hllmber of officers 2'( 20 
----------------------------------------------------------------
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c 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. No 

additional counting of duplicate or repetitive replies (unlike 

the 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." In 

Washington, D.C., HCR officers were significantly less likely 

than LCR officers to say "nothing can be done." (See Table 

VII.1D.) 

Those responses were provided with respect to specific 

circumstances (see below). In breaking the responses down by 

circumstances, 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 tha,most part, no sharp 

differences emerged in the methods listed by HCR and LCR 

otJicers. One interesting difference is that LCR officers were 

more inclined to try to appeal to the witness's sense of civic 

responsibiliity than were HCR offices. (See Table VII .11.) 

Similarly, officers were asked to describe circumstances in 

which witness cooperation was especially difficult to obtain. 
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Table VIL10 

\ ", 

\ ) , 

~1J::THODS OF LOCATIIW' 'WITNESSES 
NU~1!3ER AND PERCEIJT OF OFFICERS ~mtJTIOiJItJG AT LEAST OlleE 

Hanhattan HeR :~CR LCR 
--~--------------------------------------------------------------------~ Mett10d Cited Freq. .1 Freq. 7> Freq. f" /0 I" ------------ ----- ----- . ----- ----- ----- -----
Arrive quickly 0 0 :J 
Preserve Sccne 0 0 2 8 
Cunvass gen2ral arca 5 19 3 15 5 19 
Search surrounding area 1 4 0 1 4 
Locnte/probe witn~sses 9 33 5 25 1(J 31:; 
Loc a te /pr obe v iG,ii:n 2 ? 1 5 a 
Locate/probe sus?ect 0 0 1 4 
Surveillance 0 1 5 ~ 
Investigate/followup 15 56 4 20 10 38 
Other 1 4 • 5 2 & I 
II Noth i n6 can be done" 3 1 1 4 20 4 15 
-----------------------------------------------~~----- ------------------
Ilumber of officers 2'( 2G 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------r-------------------------------------------------··--------------------N<.;shington, D.C. He; ~ ;,1CR Le~ 

--------~-------------------------------------~-------------------------
l';e~:lOd Citeu Freq. % Freq. ,'/ Freq. " ,l iJ 
------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Arrive quicxly 1 j 2 u J 
Preserve Scene 0 1 4 0 
CGnVaSS [1eneral arc& 15 4 <j 9 35 1 4 4 f' 

" Search surrounding area 4 12 5 19 .:) 9 
Locate/pro!)e \.Ji tne sse s 21 62 1 G 62 1 J 51 
Looate/probe victim 4 12 6 .) 'J 5 14 t:;.J 

Locate/probe suspect 1 j 0 0 
::Jurveillance 0 J :l 
I tl V es t i g at c / fo 11 0 vJU p 26 7b 20 77 20 ~ rl 

JI 
Other 1 S 2 8 2 t-
"l-ioth i ng can be done" 4 12 5 19 , 1 31* 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
lJumber of officer:s 26 
;~:~1;------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table VII.ll 

PROCEDURE~ FOR OBTAINING WITNESS COOPERATION 
NUI~BEH AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS ~1ENTIpNIIJG AT LEAST OIJCE 

.: 

Washingto~, D.C. HCR HCR LCR 

~----------------------------------------------------- ------------------
Procedure Cited Freq. % Freq. ~ Freq. ~ 

Seek Court Assistance 5 15 G 31 
Use "psychology" 30 88 22 a5 
Ease burden (nfs) 15 44 8 31 
Provide protection 2 6 9 35 
Place on phone alert 3 9 5 19 
Provide transportation 4 12 7 27 
Compensate witness 12 35 12 46 
Contact employer 1 3 3 12 
Stress civic resp. 1J 29 9 35 
Threaten subpoena U 24 5 19 
Be pcrsistant 7 21 3 12 
Tactical harassment 3 9 3 12 
"IJot much you can do" 7 21 3 12 

4 
27 

Lj 

6 
1 ., 
.) 

13 
2 

15 
5 
2 

1 1 
77 
15 
1 7 

j 
9 

~7 
\) 

4.:; 
11.; 

o the rOll 1 5 3 
-------~----------------------------------------------------------------

~~ ~ ~: ~ - ~.~ -~: : : : : ~: --------- --~ ~ ---- ------------: ~ .. -----------_ .. -~ ~ ---,---, .' 
~~----------------------------------------------------------------------
!lanhattan HCH MeR LCR 
--------------------------~----------------------------------~----------
Procedure Cited Freq. ~ Freq. ~ Freq. ~, 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- --------------------
Seek Court Assi~t.anc\? 5 19 2 10 0 

Use "psychology" 16 59 7 35 15 5~ 

Ease burden (71 fs) :, 15 1 5 2 (; 

Provide protection g 3'0 5 25 9 3 :> 
Place on phone alert 1 LI 2 10 0 

Provide transportation 2 7 0 1 4 
Compensate witness 1 LI 0 1 4 

Contact employer 1 4 0 '1 4 

Stress civi::: resp. 5 1 9 6 30 8 31 
4 1 .. 

Threaten so bpoen a 3 11 5 25 '" 

Be persistant 1 lj 0 1 4 
Tactical harassment 2 7 1 5 1 Lf 

il:wt much you cnn do" 2 "I 2 10 ::: 12 

Other 1 4 1 5 0 

---------~---------------------.----------------------------~~~----------
lJumber of Officers 2'( 2J 26 
------------------------------------------------------------------------

VlI-l8 > \\ ;, 
__ u_ •. ~ ______ ~,:~ __ ~ ____ ~~-~---~------

() 

0 

() 

.. 
Again, no sharp differences emerged between the two groups in 

either city. (See Table VII.l2.) Officers cited a variety of 

reasons, many of which were related to problems of witness 

reluctance--due to fear, apathy, criminal involvement, or 

sympathy with the offender. An analysis of the sp'ecific 

methods that officers used to cope with these circumstances was 

not very revealing in that the number of observations was so 

small. Shown in Table VII.l3, we selected the largest general 

category for both Washington and Manhattan--reluctant witnesses. 

Table VII.l2 

C I He Ul lST fd,':E ~ CITE D AS REAse:J S FO H '''; IT:l ES~ D1 FF IC UL T I E~: 
r:U,-.3ER All;) PE:RCE:1T JF OFFICEHS :~EnTIONIIlG AT LEA~T O~i::E 

hos!linbton, D.C. lie R '~C Ii LCk 
---------------~-------------------------------------- ------------------
C i r c U::I s t a n c a Cited Freq. ,. Freq. p Freq. '\!~ 

------------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
ilo obvious h'i 'Cn~ss(?s 1~ ::is 1 1 42 7 2J 
l'lon-cooperc::tivc 1 Lj 4 1 11 42 1 ::; 37 
C r 0 ',JQ situation 1 

,\ 

j 1 4 4 11 
k~luctb:1r. witn8!J38S 23 tj2 2J 8" 'U 23 66 
Time lnpse 2 D 1 4 4 1 1 
Other 2 

,. 
2 t) b 1 '( a 

-----------------------------------------------~------ ------------------
r;u,nber of cffic~rs "'I!I 

oJ " 2u 35 

ilCH LCR 

Circuillst'-l:1ce Citt"J Frecl • -;, Freq. .' Freq. fJ 

------------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----~ 

:~o ol>vious \Ji t!1 e sse ,:j S 19 3 15 LI 
Hon-cooperative b 30 3 15 Lj 

Cro\'Jd situation 2 '( 0 
.,\ 12 ,j 

Reluctant ',Ii tness~s 10 ":;'1 5 25 7 21 
Ti m.e lapse 1 4 0 0 
Other !I 15 4 20 1 4 

IJulllber of officers 27 

VlI-l9 
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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 
. S 

the amouQt 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 interviews 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 ~hey 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 sought more explicit responses to 

questions about how they dealt with it. 

Again, we began by looking at the gross response rates for 

HCR and LCR officers in Washington and in Manhattan. Unlike 

t~e questions conce'rning evidence and witnesses, however, in 

both 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.14.) We should point 
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Table VII .13 

Frequency of hesponses to 
" 110 W d 0 yo u at t C ill P t to per sua d ere 1 u c t an t wit n e sse s " 

dashington, L.C. 

lie H e 
,'i C 11 Lcn 

R 'I 'espons~ freq. "Ia freq. , " freq. tJ 'J -------- ____ 1.uI. 

----- -----Ctll1VCiSS general are<J j I.j~ 4 1S~ ~ 1 1 ;.:, Locc:tc add i tionc..J. 
~v i t r; (! sse s ~ 2 b~~ 10 j~,u '/' 2'J;' Prolle v 10 tilll J 1 I.j~ 3 jJ .:. li v \.. S tit; at G , folloi'iup, 
USt. CXp01'\..S 1u ~ 3i~ 1 J 501'> 1 :> it :i IJ Jt.JCr U 0 1 

.) " ";.utdin:.; c ".' be done ll .) 1 :) IJ 2 ' , <.1" , 5 1 ~ ,; VI) 

--------------------------------------------~--------- ---

l\';.·1:.:J,)n~l,' 

--------

F r e que n c y 0 f 1\ 0. S po n :3 est 0 

Y0..l utte.'ljJt to p:zt'suc,...it.:! raluctul1t 
j ; u Ii,) u l., 'v [.:1 I litHJ Yo r l: 

liCh :·ICi-\ 

freq. ,t, err e q • IJ 

-""'--- -----
L,)JuLt: ao:1i \.1011:11 

\; i t n 'i:: s:; \: s J 1::1i.> ,4 ~J'p t"ro!)~ v iCL';" I 1 4/~ 'I :>iJ II , \,' (. 3 t i ~; t.- ~ to , 1'011oh'u,J, 
..,)S,_ ': X ~'''~ r t. 3 ~ 1 ~" " 1 iJ I' t! /I 

"Qt •• i n~~ Cot •. be (: o !'I ::" v J 1\ 01' --

LCt\ 

freq. 
" -----

..... ; 
J 

U :! j. 
I.l i ---------------------------------------------------------

c.,) 
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out~ however, that the "difference" is rather small and is only 

noteworthy because of its consistency across both jurisdictions. 
1,'1 

\1 

Table VII.14 

HETHODS FOR ItJTERR'JGATING AI1D HlTERVIEWItW SUSPECT~ 
~1ETHODS CITED--TOTAL AnD NU:-~I3ER PER OFFICER 

-----------------------------------------
-------------------------- ~.ICl'~ ~CR LeR H 8 S :1 i n G ton, D • C 

------------------------
N~~b~~-~f-M;t~~d;-cit~;----------22;------- 1c5 232 

6 • l.j'( 7 • 1 2 6 • (; 3 IJu:uber of ;':cthods Per Officer 3!!, 26 35 
NLl~nber of Officers 
-----------------------~~----------------------------- -------------
~;~~;~~~~------------------------~~~------------~c~------------~c~-

---------------------------------~--------------------~---------:7-
127 ~~ 1~n /! U !,1 b e r 0 f t-1 e t i1 0 d sCi ted .J :.J 

. 4.'('0 0 no ~.~S /lumt..3r of H€:thods P(!r Offlcer ,-,.1 
~'1 20 2~ Number of Officers ~ 

-~---------------------------------------------------- -------------

Looking ,at Table VII.lS, 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 difference 

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; howe~er, there 

it'is not statistically significant. Also not significant, b0t 

wort~ 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 method for getting them to 
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talk. W~ cannot, however, infer from this that it is a "bad" 

tactic--more information would be necessary to evaluate 

specific tactics. 

Table VII. IS 

r'1 E T tl u D SCI T E J FOR HIT E H R 0 GAT I N G AND I f1 T E R V I E \oJI N G SUS P ~ C'T ~; 
lJUI'iBER Pd:D PEHCE!lT OF OFFICERS ~'lErJTIONII1G AT Lr:AST O;!,:E 

~f!psi1ing ton, D. C. 

------------
J 3 cPs y dn) log y 
Direct qu,~stion.s 
Instinct/play by 2~r 
Confront with evidence 
Provide incentives 
Ot:ler 

20 
22 
12 

G 

1 '( 

HCR· 

02 
6) 
35 
1 c. 

9 

23 
1 (1 

7 
o 
4 

15 

~,.~ C H 

ee 
62 
27 
31 
15 
56 

32 
19 

7 
12 

5 
16 

LC H 

91 
5Ll 
2~) 

34 
1 II 
4b 

------------------------------------------------------ ---~--------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------

:-1CR 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------ ~~~~-

U.3 ':: PoSy c h 01 .) t; Y 1'( . 
Direct qU03tion~ 13 
I 11 S 1:. i r: c t / r 1 iJ Y t; Y t:': r j 

CO:lfront. ::itL ::'JL,,'.:-n:.::c 2 
Provide ince~tivc~ 5 
C:' .", -: r 11 

(.1 j 

5C 
1 1 
1 1 
1 S' 
I~ 1 

Free:. 

1 1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
7 

55 
15 

5 
11.1 
1 ~', 

Fteq. 

22 
'{ 

:2 
I, 
"1 

3 
1 ~ 

'f 

C 
?" ". , 

E, 

J ... 
------------------------------------------------------------------------

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 

examine 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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Table VI1.16 

c: CIRCUi'lSTAlICES IN ~\'IIICH INTERROGATION OF SUSPECT IS PR03LE:1ATIS 
IJU:-1l3ER AIW PERCENT OF OFFICERS MEI4TrONING AT LEAST OtJCE 

~: "I 

ilss:1ing ton, D. C. / IICR MCR, LCR --___ -_0- _________ ":1 ______________________________________ .. ___________ ; __ _ 

C i r c U,n s tan c e Cit e·j F r e q • 7; F r e q • % ~ F r e q • " 
-----~------------
Suspect is street wise 13 
Suspect is incapacitated 5 
Suspect hostile or 

c 1 () i !Il S no k now 1 E.' j g e 1 3 
:.: \l 1 tip leo run ide r: t i fie c 

suspects 5 
;,., 2 fen J D n t - vic t i ':l 

interpl8Y 0 
In t.er pI,} Y amant; 
cefendants 1 

Crow~ si:uation 12 
F~cts unc~rt2in 0 
vt.ner 3 

.. , ,,, 

.)0 

1 5 

30 

1 5 

3 
:)5 

9 

'13, 
\f/'" 

8 

3 

o 

4 
'( 
1 
5 

12 

15 
27 

4 
19 

18 
5 

13 

4 

o 

3 
111 
o 
2 

51 
14 

37 

11 

c 
'" 4" v 

6 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
~;~~~~~;~-------------------HCR---------------MCR--------------L~R------

<:1 =i~~~~;~;~~~-ci~~J-----F~~;~-----~-------F~~;~-----%------F~~~~-----~---
:--------l·-s--s~-r:.~-t-\Jise --~~- --37- ---;- --~;- ---7- --27-
~uspect w • - J ~ 12 
jus~e~t is i~:&p8citated 4 15 4 2. .) 
~uspect h:stilc or 

c I [) i:n oS n ~ ;.: no· . ..; 1 cd:; (' 
:. : ~ 1 tip 1 t: 0 r U :l ide n t i fie d ,~ 

S·:.lSPt.?C!;S 

~~fE~jGn~-victi~ 
i!'l ter p1 C:l Y 

lnt:::rploy a:;lOnG 
aef~nQC!r.ts 

Cr~\J~ 5i tu:.tion 
Facts J:1ccr~.::ir; 

.) 

o 

.) 

3 
o 
J 

]J 

1 1 

1 1 
11 

1 5 

5 

o 

o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

5 

1 1 

J 

2 
4 

42 

4 

1 S 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Finally, we looked at the goals cited by officers as their 

purpose in conducting the interrogation (Table VII.17). Here, 

. G£) both HCR and LCR officers in Washington and Manhattan tended to 

say that their goal was to "establish the guilt or innocence" 

0" .. -' .. 

of the suspect. In 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 

of stressing the "legality of the process," which LCR officers 

never mentioned as a goal. We note this with interest only, 

however, in that the contrasts are not statistically 

significant. 

Table VII.17. 

G)j1LS CITED A~ OSJ;:rTIVE:S OF I!JTEP.R()GATIO:~ 
I~UH~;·Et; AiD PEHCE:n OF OFFICEH~: ~jEl;TIO!;I!JG AT LEA~;T Ol;:t: 

Wa~hington, D.C. liC R LeE ----------------------------------------.,-------------------------------Goal Ci:.ed Freq. 
----------
ObtDin :~ta on suspect 
Establish rapport 2 
Prove guilt or innocence 30 
Obtain details of CriT.E 10 
Iden~ify witnesses 
Maintdin leg~lity 

17 

2 

50 
6 

3(5 
2S* 

6 
~I 

Freq. 

1 1 
3 

20 
5 
1 
o 

i,1 

42 
12 
77 
19 

Free;. 

.) ... _J 

3 

." i' 

57 

36 
9 
" j ~ 

o 

3J 
:3 
1 
o J ------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------
HCK L ·...,t:' 

u" ------------------------------------------------------------------------uoal Cited Frc-q. 
----------
Obtnin a~ta on suspect 12 
Establish rapport 6 
Prove guilt or innocence 17 
Obtai'n deti::lils of crime 12 
Identify witnesses 0 
Maintain legulity 1 

~4 

lj 

Freq. 

7 
2 

11 
3 
o 
1 

rr. 

" 

35 
10 
55 
15 

Fr·: q. 

1 4 

.' 
..' 
54 

ii31 
:'>J 
1S 

J 
o ------------------------------------------------------------------------* p= • 10 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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4. Working with the Prosecutor 

The fourth area of inquiry was about how police officers 

work with prosecutors. Given that a high proportion of arrests 

accepted for prosecution result in conviction, the ability of 

,a'n officer to prevent rejection of an arrest can contribute 

substantially to the overall likelihood of conviction. Aside 

t ' an arrest that is well founded, an officer who from presen lng 

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 

1,. able to "shop" for a prosecutor--i.e., find whether tlley are 

one that is more sympathetic to their particular situation~ 

Those who had "shopped" for prosecutors were asked how they go 

~bout 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 

a~ked0&0 tell about what they accomplished, and hoW. Finally, 
\\ 

they we'te asked to tell us whether their work with the 

piosecutor had ever turned up additional evidence or witnesses, 

VII-26 

() 

() 
.... ' 

, , 

/ , ,~ 

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 were 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 had 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 "professionalism" and 

"competency" were the most important attributes (Table 

VII.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 $imilarly 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 Manhattan. 

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 have consisted of requesting that the 

case be assigned to a specific attorney, looking for a 
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Table VII.lS 

HAYS Il~ HHICH POLICE OFFICERS flORi( ~·JITH PROSECUTORS 
NU>'l3ER AiJD PERCHIT OF OFFICEfiS I+EliTIO;lIliG AT LEAST OHCE 

~Jashington, D.C.. !lCR :-lcn Let-< 
-------------------------------------------~~ti~it;-~it~~---------F~~;~- % Freq. % Freq. % 

Prctri~l (hearings, 
Grana Jury, etc.) 4 

T r i u 1 (t cst i :n 0 ny, t ria 1 
preparation, etc.) 2 

Witness investigation 17 
Evidence investig~tion 13 
Defendanc. invcstig<1tion 3 
Paperwork 9 
Talkin~ with prosecutor 4 
Other 5 

-----

12 

5 
50 
j~ 

9 
2G 
12 
1 5 

-----

7 

6 
1 G 
11~ 

3 
'( 
2 
c-
:;> 

----- ----- -----

27 4 11 

23 ", :> 
62 1 C 51 
54 9 26 
12 3 9 
27 12 34 
e 2 G 

19 3 (; 
-' 

~~~b~~-~~-~~;i~~~~-----------;4-----------------;0---------------35-----

------~----------------------------------------------- ------------------
~~~h~~t~~-------------------~CR---------------~~R--------------LCR------

------------------------------------------------------ --------------~---

F '/~ Freq. % Freq. ~ reC). Activity Cited 

Pre t r i 81 ( he a r in.:; s , 'J 

ura!1:l Jury, et.c.) ..) 15 
T r i 81 (t e .3 :. i m 0 ny, T~ r i 8! 1 
~rcpar~tio!1, etc.) ?( 

~itness investig~tion 4 ~~ 1~ 

?".' 
-,) 

LI 

58 
1 9 Eviden~e investib~c.iou 'I 

. . D v Defendant investIgat.Ion 2 10 3 12 
PU:J. erwor;'~ r' 1 c 
Tal l.:i n b wit r. pro sec u t. 0 r j 1 S l) :) 3 
Other 3 11 0 2 

----------------------------------------------------
~~;;;~-~~-~~~i~;;;-- 27 20 2( 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table VI I.19 

ATTRIBUTES OF A GOOD PROSECUTOR-POLICE WORKIllG RELATIONSHIP 
NU:'IBER AtlD PEHCEI'JT OF OFFICERS MEHTIONH1G AT LEAST ONCE 

WaShinGton, D.C. HCR t·ICR ---------- --------------------------------------------------------------ilttr4.bute Cited Freq. ~.~ 

LCB 

Freq. .' Freq. Of 10 
" --------------- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----!,;u tua 1 unuerstandin b honesty c:.:nd cancor 1 b 53 19 73 2l.J 69 'Jp'2n lines of 

C 0;':11:. U:1 i C3 t i on 2 6 :3 12 7 2(' Experien2e 3 (' 0 j 1 "" 9 Prcfessio:1Dl J 

--co.npctel1cy 27 79 19 7J 23 65 Jtnlir 1 ., 
r. 2 4 11 

.) 0 

;~~;~~-~~-~~~~~;~;-----------;~-----------------~~---------------~;-----
------------------------------------------------------------------------
~;~~~~;:~-------------------U~~---------------~~R--------------L~R-----­
~~~~~~~~;-~i~~;--------;;~~~-----~-------F-r-e~q--.-----~------:---------~---

4 IoJ '" r r ~ q • I~ --------------- ----- ----- ----- ---~- ----- -----;';u tUJ 1 t.l ~1 ~ cr s t <3 n din g 
}"~onesty U~lJ CanJor 1 U 50 ::l 40 1 S 6:; Opr:-n lines of 
C 0 ~n;n u ~I i ~ a t ion ~ j5 4 20 -, 

27 I EXJ.;eriC::1~e .( 2(; 1 5 5 1 ~ Proft.:szio~~l co .. ;;::>.:: ten cy 21 70 12 60 1 S 6~ .) t t: C'r 0 1 5 1 !I 
~-----------------------------------------------------------------------nUilib'2r of officers ~ ., 

~ ( 
") " 
'-I ------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table VII.20 

PRCJCEDUHES USED BY OFFICERS TO "SHOP" FOR PIWSECUTOR8 
NUt·lEER AliD PERCENT OF OFFICEHS ~1E!'JTIOIJING AT LEAST O~ICE 

\~ <:\ S h i n g ton, D. C . HCR ~1CR 

Prodecure Cited Freq. t! 
I~ Freq. "I 

/0 Freq. 
--------------- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Go to unit chief 0 4 0 
Request th~t case be 

assigned to specific 
prosecutor 0 2 8 

Loo:< for so:neon (; 
you :< no;,,' 4 12 5 19 2 

As:< specific attorn:=y to 
l'\:~qul~st/pDpC'r the c as(~ ,'~ 12 1 4 ~ 

t.):h-2r 1 3 0 () 

; ; U ::lU era f 0 f' ric 0 r s 34 26 

Lcn 

" /J 

-----

'. ,) 

6 

35 
------------------------------------------------------------------------

1-' r 0 oj :-. cur e Cited Freq. 
--------------- -----
GJ t.:J In i r- chief 0 
~\.JqJ::st :':lut. ct)s~ be 

assignc:J to specific 
prosecutor 0 

Loc.: for sO;':j eDon e 

you :'L:)·~~ 
" ~ . rOo o:;},: ... st;eeific 8ttorney to 
r('quest/ptJper t!1e esse 2 

~thr;r 0 

:iJ::.t,'2r 01' off::'ccrs 

HCR 

.,.. Frcq. 
----- -----

0 

0 

4 

7 a 
1 

2'7 
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r' 
/0 

-----

:;) 

5 

20 

Fr~"q . 
-----

Cl 

J 

r, 
~ 
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v: ;.. 
r 
I' 

-----

') 7 
{!;., 

\ 

" 

I ...---""'-----------..... -------....;..---------'-----........... "--'---"---~-~~~--------~~---.' ~- -

(» 

"familiar face," or requesting that a particular attorney 

screen the case. The numbers of responses were too small, 

however, to determine whether the HCR and LCR officers 

proceeded in different ways. 

Finally, of those who had "shopped" for a prosecutor, we 

asked about the attributes they sought. Again, there was a 

strong emphasis on mutual understanding and professional 

competency (Table VII.21). 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.21 

ATT~IBUTEJ TH~1 POLICE OFFICERS LOOX FOR IN PROSECUT0~S 
,~IU.~lnEu At,/'l" ~~RC-JT ~ 
i - 11 ..,. Co ::.; GF OFFICER3 ~'~EUTIO!JI:JG AT LE.n,ST ONCE 

~ashington, D.:. HCH ~CR LCR 
----------------------------------------------------
Projecurc Citcj Freq. 1 Freq. %------;;~~~-----~---
---------------
~utual undcrstanJin~ 

C) 

Ex per i ence 
Professional compentcncy 
Oth'2r 

7 
j .., 
j 

,) 

----- -----
21 6 

(' 
';) 1 
(' r 
';) u 
9 2 

----- ----- -----
?:: " 1 1 ... ..J 'j 

LI 0 
~ " -,) 2 t 

f:: U -----------
I!uln be r 0 f 0 ffi~~~ ~--- --------3~-----------------2G---------------~~ -----
------------------------------------------------------------------------
~-----------------------------------------------------------------------,11 a n 11 a t t Ci n 1.1." R v r t" .... ,~V" LCR ----------------------Projeeure Cited -;;~-c;~-----%-------i;~-q~---~-~,:--------------------

:req. ---------------
Mutu3l understnndinJ 
EXperience 
Professionnl cOI"t,0tency 
Other 

3 
2 
2 
J 

11 
7 
" I 

-----
2 
1 
2 
(J 

----- ----- -----
1;) J 
5 0 

10 J 
0 

N~;bi~-~f-~ffi~~~~-----------27-----------------20---------------;~-----
•. I --------------------------------------------------------------_._--------
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5. Working with Informants 

A final area of inquiry 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 

jobs. 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 were then asked 

how they generally go about getting the cooperation of those 

people, what specific problems they had encountered in dealing 

with informants, and how they went about dealing with those 

problems. 

In Washington and Manhattan, 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. 1I 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 how they usually go about getting 

the cooperation of informants. In 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 

TYPES OF PEOPLE HHO MA KE THE "BEST" INFOR:~ANTS 
NUMBER AND PERCEr!T OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST ONCE 

~ashington, D.C. 

Type Cited 
----.!-----
Crimin8ls/ persons 

facing ch3r~es or iD 
need of favors 

Those who have 8n 
interest in the 
community 

People with grudges 
People who associate 
wit h c r i :n ina 1 s 

Police buffs 
Friends or relDtives of 
th~ suspect 

People that \Iorl~ on 
the streets (such as 
moil carriers) 

People who n2cd money 
No particular tltypos" 
Jther 

:;um1.ler of officers 

Type Cit~d 

Cri::Jin,ils/ persons 
facine charges or in 

Freq. 

20 

3 
2 

2 

3 
3 
1 
1 

Freq. 

need of favors 13 
Those who have an 

int;:)rest in tl'H~ 
COITllriun i t Y ~ 

People with grudges l.! 
People who associate 
with criminals 3 

Police buffs 5 
Friends or relntiv~s of 

the suspect 0 
People that ~ork on 
th~ streets (such as 
m~il oarriers) 0 

Peo pl e who need :non ey 7 
Ho pnrticulc:r "types" 0 
Other U 

HC H 

HeR 

59 

t' 
t 

9 
6 

6 

3 

5li 

30 
1:3 

1 1 
19 

26 

Freq. 

18 

l.! 
6 

3 
4 

2 

3 
" 
.) 

o 
o 

Free;. 

3 
2 

2 
Q 

o 

1 
1 
o 
o 

~1CH 

:·lCH 

% 

69 

15 
23 

3 1 
15 

8 

12 
12 

40 

15 
10 

10 

5 
5 

Freq. 

13 

:3 
6 

2 

3 
6 
J 
1 

Frc:; . 

t 
J 

3 

LCR 

35 

L"r;-v, 

rt 
/: 

3'1 

1 4 
17 

29 
3 

6 

Cl 
.I 

1 7 

3 

r" .1 ~ 

19 
12 

')7 
~I 

15 

1 ; .. 
" 4 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
IJull1t~r of officers 27 2Q 

----~------------------------------------------------- ------------------
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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 

who 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 him 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 the 

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. 

Finally, officers were asked what techniques they employ to 

deal with informant problems (Table VII.25). Again, the 

similarity of responses in New York and 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 ca8e). 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 €!xamination of the difference. 
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Table VII.23 

"lI::THODS CITED l~S WAYS TO SECURE INFORMANT COOPERATIOtJ 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF OFFICERS MENTIONING AT LEAST ONCE 

'tJ8shineton, D.C. nCR MCH ______________ I LCR 

Method Cited -----~~--~~;~:-----~-------~~;~:-----i------~~~~:-----;---
---_ .... _------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ," 
Payment 3 9 6 ----- -----
Offer assistnncc 5 15 2 2~ 6 17 
Use psychology 18 29 12 4~ 1~ 17 
Voluntnry (method not 31 

needod) 4 12 7 27 
Cocrcl'on ( 1 0 06 17 e.g. threat) 3 
Other 21 G2 20 77 2J ~7 
"Nothins can be done" 1 '\ 8 .? 

~ 31 2 )6 ---------------I;umber of Offic;~;-----------;~-------------~-~-2:;----------------------
u 35 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Ma~!latt3n -----------------~~~---------------~~~--------------~;~------
-------------------------------

--~------------------~-------------------
," F rea . '/~ l:" ret' Freq. 

------------ I ~ '--1 • I' 

P .... ymellt 
Offer assistance 
Use psycholo;:;y 
Vol un t ~ r y ('~J e til 0 d not 

9 
5 

1 S 
3 ... 
1 ~. 

2 
3 
!~ 

-' .. ----
10 
15 
20 

2 
? 

J 
27 
35 

neede~) 4 0 S F:: 
Cocr:::ion (e.g. thrcut) 3 11 15 3 ;J 

Other 21 7J § 45 12 
"r:othing can be don-::" 3 11 2·;) 77 _______ 2 10 ~ 12 
11 u!O be r ~ f-~ff ~ ~~ ~~ --------- --2:;- ----------------20--------- ------;~ -----
---6.- -Ad-d-i-t-i·;~-a-I--An-a-I-is-e~- ---- - -- ------ ------ ---- --- ---- - -- .. - - - - -: - _. - - --

The final section of the interview questionnaire asked the 

officers to tell what they do that is different from what other 

officers do with respect tdiwitnesses, evidence, prosecutors, 

suspects, and informants. Many officers tended to say 

"nothing" or to give responses that were iimilarly coded. This 

coding, coupled with the large number of officers saying 

"nothing," rendered this part of~the analysis particularly 

difficult--espec~ally within the empiridal constraints that 

were imposed (i.e., level of significance). 

VII-35 

I 

I I ~ 



\;~ 

'.1 , I 
"~ ;\ 

! 

,j 
l 
"! 

(i 

, IJ 

Table VII.24 

PH03LE:·1S POLICE OFFICEHS HAVE \'-lITH INFOR;~1Al!TS 
NUMBER [dID PE HCfrNT OF OFF ICE RS l"iEtJTION I NG AT LEAST ONC E 

WashinJton, D.C. 

Problem Cited Freq. 
-----:--------
Unreliable 
Difficult to verify 
Protect confidenliality 
Credibility at tricl 
Unable to cffer money 
Maintaining relslio~ship 
HavinG nothin8 "on" thcr.1 

I i:0 reDl prolJlerqs 

~u~ber of offic2rs 

16 
2 
2 
3 
e 
0. 
\J 

IICH 

4? 
6 
6 
Y 

2~ 
24 

Y 
15 

, 

Freq. 

13 
6 
o 
S 

15 
4 
3 
5 

i-1CR 

2( 

50 
23 

19 
50 
15 
12 
1 Y 

Freq. 

1 1 
6 
3 
3 

10 
3 
6 
4 

LCR 

35 

31 
1 '1 

9 
(', 

"' 2Y 
Q 
"' 1 '( 

11 

-----------------------------------~~-----------------------------------

:.; a n !1 :J t t 3 n 

Pro b 1 '2 :n Cit e d Frt:q. 

tJnreliable 
bifficult to verify 
Protect co~fidenliality 
Credibility at triGl 
Un.::l~lc to offer luoney 
M8inteinin3 relQtio~3hip 
H a v i rl C; n 0 ~ ~l i n ~ II 0 nil:' h e<n 
;40 real pr .JblC':~;G 

14 
2 
(: 

.) 
'7 
I 

~. 

1 
.2 

HC~, 

52 
't 

11 
26 
3') 

4 
7 

Freq. 

7 
o 
o 
2 
3 
" .) 

u 
:5 

35 

10 
15 
1:; 

1S 

Frcq. 

1!.l 
4 
o 
4 
7 
Ii 

5 
'') 
oJ 

:'7 
(. 

5 1' 
'1 

15 

1 '" :;. 

'1:) 

10 
12 

-----~------------------------------------------------------------------
IL":::lber of offic;:rs 27 20 ?" - ( 

------------------------------------------------------ -~----------------

consequently, for this section, we departe~ from a 

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' responses to determine whether some 

nuance or "variation in theme" could be detected. This 
,) 

procedure, however, constrasts with that used elsewhere in that 
Ii"""" 
() 

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 

!·iETHOu:.) LJSED TO DEflL \·JITll SPE C IF IC INFOR:'.A IlT PR03LEM S 
IlJt'E3ER AHD PERCEIlT OF OFFICERS MEIlTIONIHG AT LEAST ONCE 

Jashington, D.C. 

;,', =thod Ci tcj 

Offer l';lOn2Y 
0ffer ussist:nae 
Coercion 
Use psychJloGY 
:>cller 

1,Jtn;,;cr of officers 

Freq. 

10 
10 

5 
10 

2 

HCR 

2~! 

29 
15 
29 

G 

Freq. 

12 
9 
2 

14 
1 

~1CR 

26 

'" I' 

116 
35 

8 
54 

4 

Freq. 

12 
7 
4 

15 
1 

, 

LCR 

,I 
i~ 

j!.l 
2'J 
11 
4::3 

3 

------------------------------------------~----------- ------------------

J f f (; r lfJO n e y 
Cffer uS3istunce 
:0" rc i or, 

:.Js-s j)s~'cr,)loGY 
:' .~ ~1 e r 

:iJ:nb'2r of officers 

Freq. 

9 

2 
c 
"' 
2 

HeR 

27 

·i 
to 

33 
40 

7 , ., 
j.) 

6 
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Frcq. 

2 
5 
1 
3 
1 

20 

10 
25 

5 
lj 

4 

Freq. 

Q 
v 

10 
J.j 

13 
1 

LCR 

j 1 

27 

I 
I 

f

\ 
\ 
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The questionnaires were arranged into two groups--HCR and 

LCR. The 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 anatysis~-few concrete differences. How­

ever,~ some differences worth mentioning were noted. The HCR 

officers were consistently more likely to say that they are 

:ef!ore 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 support. 

While we offer these as findings, we hasten to point out 

the ,subjective manner of their discovery. $till, that does not 

diminish their potential importance. 

Some additional tendencies were also noted in this 

examination. Based on these, we performed one ~dditional test 
o 

to determine whether the inferences that might be drawn were 

correct. 
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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 questions 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 
I 

the officer appeared to exert to interrogate and interview 

suspects; the extent to which the officer stressed the use of 

direct questions 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) 

somewha t, (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 

allow our questions to be addressed. Omitting "insufficient 

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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I ten, 

and LCR officers were being rated differently. The results of 

that analysis are shown in Table VII.26. At the p=.l level, we 

found no differences between HCR and LCR officers in 

Washington, D.C. In New York, however, HCR officers were 

rated as exerting more effort than LCR officers in locating and 

obtaining witnesses and their cooperation and in interrogating 

and i\_Jerviewing 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 question 

concerning effort in questioning suspects was not significant 

above the .05 level (p=.06 for that question) . 

Table VII.26 
MEAN RESPONSE TO SELEC'I'ED ITEMS 

New Yod Washington 
HCR n LCF: n HCF: rl LCP 

------------------------------
Effort to locate wi trlesses 3.35* (13 ) 2.61 ( 14) 3.44 (33) 3.27 

Effort to set wit. coo F- e T' a t i 0 rl 3.65* (13 ) 2.86 ( 14 ) 3.69 ( 31> 3.45 

Sensltivit':l ~o wi l. welfare 3.! 9* (13 ) 2.32 ( 14) 2.37 ( 31 ) :2 • 71 

Effort to ouestion slJsl"ects 3.58* (13 ) 3.00 ( 14 ) 3.68 ( 31) 3.55 

USE> of dlrect olJesiions 1. 96 ( 13) 1.89 ( 14) 1. 95 (2~' > 2.20 

At tenlF- t to establish rSl"l"oT't 3.00 ( 13 ) 2.57 ( 1 4 ) 3.13 ( .... ..,' 3.0::! 
- I 

n 

(32) 
(:9 ) 
(:!9) 
(29 ) 
( :!8 ) 
( .... ~' .... I I 

------------------------------------------------------------------------

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 

o 

o 
,', 

psychological approach to establish rapport more than HCR 

officers. 

B. SUMMARY OF THE SIGNIFICANT FINDJ,NGS 
We find only sporadic evidence Of strong or systematic . 

differences between HCR and LCR of~icers 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 
hav: been so iden~ified due largely to circumstances beyond 
the~r control durlng the sample period. A longer sample 
perlod would lessen these "luck-of-the-draw" instances. 

(2) Many of the officers interviewed may in fact behave 
quite ~ifferently from the way they reported in the 
lntervlew. Many of these officers may not even be awara!of 
these differences. 

(3) . Many of the factors that separate the HCR and LCR 
offlcers 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 t~at.remain may be such difficult-to-identify 
character 7stlcs as common sense, instinct, ability to 
reason qUlckly 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. 

1. 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 questions witnesses, and locate 

and question the victim. In New York, HCR officers were more 

likely 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 frequently 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 officers 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 
I) 

LCR offil:ers more often draw a blank. This hypothesis, 

however, could not be fully addressed here. 
VII-42 

..... ' 

() 

, 

o 

o 

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 frequently 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 underst~nding" 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 

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 questions 

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. (Recall that neither the interviewer 

nor the respondent was given this information.) Finally, they 

were asked to indicate the degree to which they were confident 

of 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 ~bo offer~d 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 olficers were not 

high con~iction rate officers than they were to determine that 

HeR officers were in fact high conviction rate officers. 
c 

Interviewers whose certainty about their judgments was high 

were not more likely to be right than those who were less 

certain. Noneo.f the interviewers expressed low certainty 
" 

about their guesses. As shown in the table, those who were 

highly certain about thei~ guesses were right an equal 
VII-44 
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Table VII.27 

INTERVIEWERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT HCR/LCR STATUS 
OF POLICE OFFICER RESPONDENTS 

Perc~nt GIJE:!ssins Ri~ht: 
Washin~ton, D.C. All n Hi!::lhl\:l n liE:!dilJRI n 

HCR 
LCR 
All Combined 

Manhattan 

HCR 
LCR 
All Combined 

44/': 27 
57/.: 30 
51/.: 57 

43/.: 23 
57/.: 21 
50/.: 44 

Cel'tain 

43/.: 
61/.: 
51/.: 

44/': 
33/.: 
39/.: 

........ 

23 
18 
41 

16 
12 
28 

Ceriairl 

50/.: 4 
50/.: 12 
50/.: 16 

43/.: 7 
8S/.: 8 
67~ 15 

amount of time as those whose certainty was in the medium 

range, in Wa.shington, D.C. ' Interviewers with medium certainty 

about the officers in Manhattan, 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 shown in 

Table VII.28, these other dimensions tended to be related to 

interviewer p~rceptions of HCR/LCR status but not to the actual 

status. 

F'e rfo rmarlce 
StatlJs 
-----------
PerceivGd 
Actual 

Table VII.28 

CORRELATES FOR PERCEIVED AND ACTUAL OFFICrR 
PERFORMANCE STATUS 

Hor,es t':l F'Jllness UnderslanrJins Art i C' u lot 1 c, r I 
R R R r~ 

------- -------- ------------- ---------._ ..... 
.35 .59 .53 .51 

-.04 -.12 .00 -.17 
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It appears clear from this analysis that, whatever their 

criteria, the interviewers' perc~ptions 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 

wer~ 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/LCRstatus. It is clear that 

their own perceptions correlate well with their perceptions of 

the other dimensions--honesty, fullness of response, 

understanding, and 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 ~ 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 that, guided by these other 

perceptions, the judgment of the interviewer need not be highly 

J) 
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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 equate those other dime~sions with 

those relating to arrest convictability. In that case, then 

their subjective impressions about what leads to high or low 

arrest convictability are not borne out by the empirical 

artalysis, 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. Perhaps 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, having the police academy as a common 

denominator, they will all say the same thing. 

Second, the respondents must be forthright and articulate 

about what they do and must understand the questions put to 

them. 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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auestions, 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 

t"he interviewer is unable to discern between fine differences 

(differences that appear minor may ~e really quit. important), 

then, in the process of transcribing the comments, be may tend 

to lump different answers together. To the extent that the 

interviewer summarizes or embellishes, we encounter measurement 

error. 

Fourth, t~e 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 efforts with 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 

questionnaires and converting similar ~nswers into the same 

coded responses--must x~sult in correct interpretation of the 

answers. Again, the tendency to generalize can render answers 
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similar that are in fact different. Even it all of the other 

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 of 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 

only significant, but consistent with other elements of the 

study. That they would emerge despite the imperfect process 

may lend credence to them. 

With the benefit of hindsight, of course~ there are a 

number of things that might have been done differently that 

could have yielded a more precise means for measuring variation 

among the officeri. These relate to the reduction of the 

filters discussed above, to the lengthening of the period used 

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 

i~\S own, each one introducing new objections. .The reality is 

th~t, given the scope of the research question, there is no 

perfectW'~YJto measure police a61ivity. We have taken one 

approach. Alternative app~oaches are likely to encounter 

additional problems while producing additional and perhaps 

cumulative insights that add to what we know about police 
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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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VIII. CONCLUSION 

Contrary to a common public perception, the police do not 

spend most of their time apprehending criminals. Officers in 

positions 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 frequently--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 jurisdiction 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 half of all the arrests that 

led to conviction: 19 pe~cent of all arresting officers 

studied in Los Angeles County accounted for half 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 9rata presented in the FBI's Un~ 
Crime Reports. In 1978 thete were 542,000 law ~nforcement 
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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Manhattan. At the other extreme, 699 (18 percent) of the 3,835 

officers who made arrests in Manhattan produced Q£ arrests that 

ended in conviction, despite Manhattan's tigh conviction rate 

(over 60 percent of all arrests) and the large number of 

arrests per officer (8). In Indianapolis, 189 (37 percent) of 

the 506 officers who made arrests made none that ended in 

conviction. For the seven juri~dictions 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 unique 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 $elf-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 

(HCR and LCR, respectively) may have just happened to have had 

a high or low rate du~ing the sample period due to luck; 

officers interviewed may in fact behave quite differently from 

the way ,they reported in the interview, and many of these 

officers may not even be aware of the difference; many 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 sense, keen instinct, ability to reason 

quickly and calmly under duress, self-confidence on the street, 

ability 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. The 

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. The 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 examined the responses given by officers with high 

conviction 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 

importance of persistence or "follow-through" in various 

aspects of post-arrest activity--collectl'ng d ' an proCesslng 

physical evidence, locating and maintaining contact with 

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 with 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 

acquiring 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. 

Thus, it may be remarkable that the police are able to make 

the difference that they do, in terms of what happens after 

arrest. We found many officers in this study who make 

convictable arrests consistently, despite limited means for 

obtaining feedback about what happens after the arrest, despite 

limited incentives for making an arrest that will be easier for 
JI~ " 

the p(osecutor to work with, and despite the fact' tha t 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 

administration, and so on. 

It remains to determine how to bring about conditions that 

will improve the quality 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 th=t too f . - many 0 f1cers 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 

quality of their arrests is for every police officer--from the 

commissioner or chief to the patrolman--to b e more aggressive 

in requesting feedback from the prosecutor about the court 
I 

outcomes of cases brought earlier. The officer can ask: How 

did my arrests tUrn out? Was the evidence adequate? Were the 

witnesses cooperative? Were there any technical problems in 

the way that evidence was obtained? Did I provide sufficient 

post-arrest support 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 

departmen~ dOing as a whole, as compared with previous perjlds 
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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 

exist, in terms of obtaining and processing physical evidence, 

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 quality is, of course, not the only issue that 

police departments have to concern themselves with. By the 

same token, imptoving the quality 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 qua,lity of arrests, the police should 

be able to slow down the "reVolving door" that enables many 

offenders to continue to pla9ue 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~9 
.', 

longer make the arrest thinking 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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