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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

Organi zations nust adapt to survive. Like al
organi zati ons, police departnments nust adjust their
adm ni strative arrangenents to accommodate shifts in social,
econonmic, and political conditions. Adjustnents are ordinarily
i ncrenmental ; however, there are tines when change is dramatic.
At two points in the history of Anerican policing, according to
Kelling and Moore (1991), extraordi nary change occurred; in
both instances a dramatic and far-reaching transformation in
police admnistration followed. The first shift cane in the
early 20'" century, when the professional nodel appeared. The
second can be traced to the m d-1980s, when the idea of
community policing began to attract serious attention.

Even the casual observer of police adm nistration is
struck by the remarkabl e diffusion of community policing.
Ki ngdon (1984) mumintained that there are tinmes when ideas sweep
through a policy comunity |like fads. A strong consensus
devel ops, often between fornmer adversaries. Elected officials
at all levels, police executives, and academ cs had al
historically held quite different views about the role of the
police in a denocracy and about how the police should be
organi zed. Yet, when it canme to community policing, distrust
seened to have slowy given way to col |l aboration. The “idea”

hel d enough power to produce a striking consensus anong



pol i cymakers who shape Anerican policing. One area of police
operations that has been particularly affected by the shift to
community policing is information processing.

Communi ty policing does not break from professiona
pol i ci ng because it demands i nformation; obviously, both nodels
rely on the acquisition and analysis of information to nake
i nformed decisions. Comunity policing can be distingui shed
from professional policing because it calls for informtion
from domains that had previously been either ignored or
negl ected. New or expanded i nfornmation donains are a byproduct
of fundanental philosophical differences between professiona
and community policing.

Reduci ng corruption is an inportant ai mof professional
policing. Refornmers at the turn of the century believed that
to do so it was necessary to separate the adm nistration of
police frompolitics. Under the professional nodel, the police
di stance thensel ves from corrupting influences, especially
el ected officials, and to a | esser degree the general public
(just the facts, ma’an). The police systemis for al
practical purposes closed. Community policing takes a contrary
position: denocratic principles demand that the police actively
formulate policy that reflects the interests of external
st akehol ders (e.g., elected officials, citizens, agencies
related to the police mssion, etc.). Aggregating these

interests and translating theminto police policy places



greater demands on the information processing operations of the
depart nent.

Under professional policing, vertical interactions between
hi erarchical |levels of the organization are also strictly
limted. Communication is primarily one direction.

Departnental policy is formed at the top and is filtered
downward in the formof standard operating procedures.

Pol i cymaki ng power is not shared, it is centralized at the top.
Here too, the community policing nodel calls for an open
system all nenbers of the organization at all |evels
participate in the policymaking process. Conmmunity policing
operations that follow fromthese philosophical shifts (e.g.
partici patory managenent, custoner and officer surveys,

per formance nmeasures, community partnerships, strategic

pl anning, etc.) require substantially nore data from
substantially nore sources.

Finally, when it comes to day-to-day field operations, the
pr of essi onal nodel concentrates on tactics that are intended to
maxi m ze the police response to crinme. Police react to 911
calls and their performance is neasured by response tines,
cases cleared, and arrests. Crine control is the overriding
goal of the police service under the professional nodel.
Community policing, on the other hand, places a high value on
proactive policing. Oficers are encouraged to systematically

scan the police data, analyze it to discover problens and their



causes, design responses, and assess the responses. The
ultimate goal is to go beyond crinme control and deliver a broad
range of services that inprove the community’s general quality
of life. Here, again, the demand for data is substantially
I ncr eased.

Pol i ce executives are acutely aware of the additional
i nformati on demands created by comunity oriented policing.
Fortunately, support has cone in several fornms. Federa
authorities have actively supported conunity policing,
especially when it cones to information processing. For
exanple, since the Ofice of Conmmunity Oriented Policing
Services (COPS) was forned in 1994, information technol ogy
awards to state and | ocal |aw enforcenent agencies have
exceeded one billion dollars (Apt Associates, 2000). Also,
over the past fifteen years, conputer hardware and software
technol ogy has inproved considerably. Systens currently are
| ess expensive to purchase and operate, their operation
requires less technical skill, the data are nore accessi bl e,
and the output is nore intuitive (e.g., crinme maps). The
conbi nati on of noney and i nproved technol ogy has vastly
i nproved the information processing capacity of police
depart nents.

Pol i ce operations generally associated with information
processing (e.g., crinme counts and trends, pattern and series

i dentification, nmanpower allocation, beat configuration,



intelligence, crime mapping, etc.) are customarily referred to
as crinme analysis. Police crine analysis operations consist of
three essential functions: (1) to assess the nature, extent,
and distribution of crine in order to efficiently and
effectively all ocate resources and depl oy personnel; (2) to
identify crinme-suspect correlations to assist investigations;
and (3) to identify the conditions that facilitate crine and
incivility so that policynmakers nmay meke inforned deci sions
about prevention approaches (Reul and, 1997).

The tasks that we now associate with crine anal ysis have
been an integral part of policing since the first municipal
police force was formed in the early 19'" century. Sir Robert
Peel , the person who many regard as the architect of nodern
muni ci pal policing, proposed a set of essential elenents of
policing. One of Peel’s principles called for the police to
keep records, both to informthe public of crime conditions and
to direct the allocation of police resources (Gaines, Kappeler
and Vaughn, 1999). Since Peel’s tine the technol ogy and the
i nformati on demands have changed; however, the essence of
records managenent renmains the sane: collect, collate, analyze,
and di ssem nate data to facilitate informed decision nmaking.

Few researchers have concentrated exclusively on the crine
anal ysis function. There is, however, some literature devoted
to the subject. Several works describe the basic operations of

police crinme analysis in a howto manual format (Reul and, 1997;



CGottlieb, Arenson and Singh, 1994; Peterson, 1994, Austin et
al ., 1973, MCual ey, 1975). A few researchers have exam ned
the mechanics of crine pattern recognition, a task that sone
suggest is the heart of crinme analysis (Goldsmth et al., 2000;
O Shea, 1998). Crinme mappi ng has devel oped into a najor too
for crime analysis and has been studied and reported
extensively (Bl ock, Dabdoub and Fregly, 1995; Harries, 1999;
Wei sburd and McEwen, 1998). Sone work, albeit very little, has
been done to critically assess the quality of analytic out put
(Spel man, 1988). A small section of the Law Enforcenent
Managenent and Adm nistrative Statistics (LEMAS) report
addresses a handful of crine analysis issues (Reaves and Hart,
2000). National-level data are currently not available to
descri be a broad spectrum of personnel, technol ogical,
training, analytic, data, functions, and product utilization
aspects of crime analysis operations. W report here the
findings of a recent study that describes key aspects of the
crime anal ysis function, and provides a baseline that may be
used to nmeasure trends over tine.

The remai nder of the report is divided into three
sections. The second section reports the findings of two
national surveys. The first survey was mailed to all |aw
enforcenent agencies in the United States with 100 or nore
sworn personnel. Nearly 65% of the 859 agencies responded to

the survey. There were 95 itens on the survey that addressed



six categories of crine analysis. In the second survey we drew
a random stratified (by size and region) sanple of 800 |aw
enforcenent agencies froma sanpling franme of just over 17,000
| aw enforcenment agencies with | ess than 100 sworn personnel .
The survey was adm ni stered via tel ephone. The categories of
questions were simlar to those asked in the mail survey;
however, because of resource l[imtations there were fewer
questions. W report the findings of the surveys and exam ne
factors that help to explain the variance in the quality of
crinme analysis in these two popul ations. The third section of
the report takes an in-depth | ook at crinme anal ysis operations
across the country in the larger departnments. Data were drawn
fromtel ephone interviews with crine analysts and site visits
to nine crine analysis units that denonstrated high | evel s of
crime analysis. The final section of the report attenpts to
explore the policy inplications that the findings suggest.

W believe that nmuch of what we found will conme as no
surprise to experienced | aw enforcenent personnel. Those of us
who have worked in this field for any length of tinme will find
that the results reported here support many | ong-held beliefs
about the general state of crinme analysis in Anerican |aw
enforcenent agencies. One may, fromtine to tine, find the
results surprising and counter-intuitive. It was not our
intent to expose aspects of policing that have been conceal ed;

nor was it our intent to extol the wonders of nobdern crine



anal ysis. The overall goal of this project was to
systematically and rigorously explore crine anal ysis operations
in Anerican | aw enforcenent. W sincerely hope that the reader
will walk away fromthis report nore informed about the state
of crinme analysis in Anerica. For |aw enforcenent

pol i cymakers, we woul d hope that the findings that we report
here will serve to informdecisions that affect crine analysis

oper ati ons.



1. CRIME ANALYSI S I N AMERI CA: A BROAD OVERVI EW

| NTRODUCTI ON

In exploring a conpl ex operational phenonenon |ike crine
analysis, it is useful to begin by devel oping a broad
understanding of its various relevant aspects. This is the
| ogical starting point. One nust first acquire a sense of the
subj ect’s general characteristics and the patterns that those
characteristics form In the process we begin to confront many
of the intuitions and anecdotal evidence that form our current
under st andi ng about the subject. A panoram c view al so
provi des a sound foundati on upon which to frame the questions
necessary to open a deeper, nore insightful inquiry. W chose
to administer a survey to | aw enforcenent agencies to satisfy
this first step in the process.

Only about 5% of all |aw enforcenent agencies (state,
county, nmunicipal, and special purpose) have nore than 100
sworn personnel; yet nearly 50% of all American |aw enforcenent
of ficers are enployed by those departnments. In other words,
nore than 95% of all Anmerican | aw enforcenent agencies can be
considered small. Few would disagree that there is a
di fference between big and small departnments. That woul d seem
uncontroversial. To avoid |unping together targets of our
inquiry that are different, we separate big from snmal

departnments and study themindividually. The nore



controversial issue is the criteria that we use to nmake the big
and smal |l distinction. This is somewhat arbitrary. W follow
the Bureau of Justice Statistic’s classification systemthat
uses 100 sworn personnel as the break point for its LEMAS
report. This section reports on the findings of two surveys,
one of departments with 100 or nore sworn personnel, and the

ot her of departnents with fewer than 100 or fewer sworn

per sonnel .

POLI CE DEPARTMENTS W TH MORE THAN 100 SWORN PERSONNEL
Met hod
Target and Response

The data used in this analysis are derived froma nationa
survey of | aw enforcenent agencies. Questionnaires were mailed
to all municipal police, sheriff’s offices, and state | aw
enf orcenent agencies with 100 or nore sworn personnel. Two
cover letters acconpani ed the questionnaire and were sent to
t he agencies chief executive. One letter was drafted by the
sponsor, COPS, and the second letter was drafted by University
of South Al abama (USA) researchers. Both letters assured the
partici pants of confidentiality and encouraged participation.
The USA | etter described the survey process, the expected
del i verabl es, and the person to whomthe questionnaire should
be directed (soneone know edgeabl e about crine anal ysis

operations).
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There are 859 | aw enforcenent agencies that fit the target
criteria. The first mailing, to all 859 agencies, was sent
April 2000. One followup nmailing was sent to nonrespondents
July 2000. Overall, 544 (63% conpleted surveys were received.
There were no systematic differences between respondents and
nonr espondents according to state, size of departnent, and type

of departnent.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of 95 itenms. |Itens were coded
in two ways: First, we coded sinple presence or absence of
some feature of crine analysis (e.g., do you have a CAD systen?
yes/no). Second, itens were coded for scal ed responses (e.g.,
How woul d you rate crine analysis training? None offered, poor,
only fair, good, excellent). 1In all, there were six categories
of questi ons.

The first category of questions, personnel, consisted of a
single itemthat sinply asked how many people in the departnent
are assigned to crinme analysis as their primary responsibility.
This question was recoded to reflect the nunber of crine
anal ysts per 100 sworn enpl oyees.

The second category of questions, hardware/software,
consi sted of twenty-six itenms. Questions exam ned aut omati on,

I nter-agency data sharing, and software utilization.

Respondents were asked which reports they entered into

11



aut omat ed systens, what sorts of formal data sharing
arrangenents they participated in, and what types of
speci ali zed software prograns they used.

The third category, training, consisted of eight itens
that neasured the quality of training. Questions addressed the
foll owi ng areas of training: hardware and software, data
processi ng, statistical analysis, crinme analysis, geographical
i nformati on systens, graphics, and report witing.

The fourth questionnaire category, data, exam ned the
quality, sources, and utilization of data collected by the
departnment. It consisted of twenty-three itens.

The fifth category, statistics, consisted of seven itens
that exam ned the statistical nmethods that crinme anal ysts use
to uncover patterns and rel ationships in the data. Respondents
were asked to comment on the extent to which they used the
followi ng statistical nethods: frequencies; nean, nedi an, node;
standard devi ati on; crosstabs; correlation; regression; and
cluster analysis (e.g., hierarchical and K-Means).

The final category of questions, functions/targets
consisted of thirty itenms. The questions exam ned the types of
operations crime analysts engage in (e.g., link analysis,
wor kl oad distribution, etc.) and the extent to which different
potential targets use the crine analysis product (e.g.,

command- | evel managers, patrol officers, etc.).

12



Fi ndi ngs
Per sonnel

We asked departnents to tell us how many people in their
organi zati on were assigned primarily to conduct crine analysis
operations. Nearly 3 out of 4 (74% departnents had at | east
one nmenber whose prinmary duties were crinme analysis. |In order
to conpare different size departnents, we standardi zed the
vari able to the nunber of crine analysts per 100 sworn
officers. |f departnents are excluded that have no people
assigned primarily to the crime analysis function (139), then
t he average nunber of crinme anal ysts per 100 sworn personnel is
just under 1 (.92).%' The distribution of crime anal ysts per 100
sworn officers is skewed to the right. This is due to an
unusual Iy hi gh nunber of crinme analysts per 100 sworn personnel
in one departnment (10.65). |If not for this one outlier, the
di stribution woul d be reasonably normal (skewness=1.71).
Renoving this outlier would not, however, substantially change
the average nunber of crinme anal ysts per 100 sworn personne
(down from.92 to .89).

Civilianization of police services is a controversi al

I ssue that has touched the crine analysis function. Mny

"W do not nean to suggest that these 139 departnents do not engage
in crime analysis activities. That is sinply not so. Departnents
have engaged in crinme analysis |ong before the position of “crine

anal yst” appeared. |t goes w thout saying that every menber of a
pol i ce departnent, in sone form at sone point, engages in crine
analysis. In this question, however, we are exploring the structura

aspect of specialization. Qur concern is only with those departnents
that have opted to formally specialize the crime analysis function.
13



departnents, over the past ten to fifteen years, have hired
civilian crine analysts. There are two conpelling reasons for
this trend: (1) economc: civilians tend to receive | ower

sal aries than sworn personnel; and (2) organizational: crine
analysis units tend to be nore stable with civilian workers,
since sworn nenbers are nore likely to nove out of the unit due
to pronotion or reassignnent. As shown in table 1, of the 409
departnents that said they have personnel primarily assigned to
crinme analysis functions, nearly 8 out of 10 (78% had at | east

one civilian crinme anal yst.

Tabl e 1: Structure

N Yes No

I f you assign personnel 409 78% 12%
exclusively to crinme analysis
are any civilians?

N Separate Unit O her
How are these peopl e whose 382 72% 28%
primary jobs is crine analysis
organi zed i n your departnent?

N |[Adm nistrati Patro |Detectiv | O her
on I e

If crime analysis is a separate 336 44% 8% 27% 21%
unit where on the organizational
chart does it fall

Adm ni strators have di sagreed about whether crinme analysis
shoul d be a separate function (specialization), and where in
the organi zation crine analysis should be pl aced
(centralization). There are sound argunents on both sides of
these issues. Many argue that crinme analysis is a legitimte
speci alization and thus should have a separate unit. Qhers

argue that crime analysis is sinply part of the suite of tasks
14




that police officers performand therefore it warrants no
speci al i zed desi gnation. Sonme argue for a centralized crine
analysis unit. Those who support this approach insist that
decentralized crinme analysis invariably thwarts the m ssion of
crime analysis. Wen crine analysts are assigned to field unit
commands, they are inundated with trivial requests (e.qg.,
maki ng a conputer banner for the retirenment party). Ohers
suggest that crime anal ysis should be decentralized. The needs
of different functional units differ, the argunment goes, and a
decentralized structure facilitates varied crinme anal ysis
activity that is responsive to individual unit needs. Table 1
addresses the police response to these issues.

More than seven out of 10 (72% departnents said they have
separate crine analysis units. Wen a specialized unit does
exist, in about half (44% of the departnents it falls under
adm nistration (centralized), and about one-quarter (27% of
the units are under investigations (decentralized). 1In only
about 1 out of 10 (8% departnents the crime analysis unit was
| ocated in the patrol division (decentralized). It would
appear that crine analysis is considered a specialized function
and is primarily centralized under the authority of

adm ni stration.
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Har dwar e/ Sof t war e Technol ogy

The quality of crime analysis is a function of how well a
| aw enf orcenent agency can store and access data. Law
enf orcenent has enjoyed an unprecedented opportunity to advance
its informati on processing capacity as a result of cheaper and
better hardware and software technol ogy. Aspects of hardware
and software technol ogy worth considering are as follows: (1)
the extent to which formal reports are entered into autonated
i nformation systens; (2) the types of software used to support
crinme analysis; and (3) the degree to which police departnents
utilize their automated systens to facilitate the exchange of
i nformation, both intra- and inter-agency. Table 2
illustrates the range of reports that police departnents
conmputerize. Wen it cones to automated data bases, nearly 9
out of 10 agencies that responded use automated systens to
store primary data (i.e., initial case report, calls for
service, and the arrest report). Nearly three-quarters of the
departnments conputerize data that is arguably less critical
(i.e., investigative, traffic, and evidence). This is not
especially surprising; we would expect nost departnments to
store these reports in conputers. Qher types of reports,
however, are less likely to turn up in automted systens.
Field interviews, pawn shop, nicknane, nodus operandi,
intelligence, and vice data are entered into conputers by

nearly half of the respondents. Wiile these data are

16



unquesti onably useful for analytic purposes, they are data that
hi storically have not been systematically collected, nuch |ess
stored in a conputer. Automating this set of data inplies an

I mpressive breadth of automati on.

Table 2 : Reports that Departnent
Conput eri zes
VWi ch of the foll ow ng
reports and information are N Yes No
entered into a conmputerized
I nformation systenf

Initial Case 529 | 94% | 6%
Arrest 532 | 90% | 10%
Cal l s For Service 528 | 87% | 13%
| nvestigative 525 | 75% | 25%
Evi dence 524 | 73% | 27%
Traffic Accident 531 | 72% | 18%
Ni ckname 528 | 65% | 35%
Field Interview 532 | 65% | 35%
Pawn Shop 511 | 54% | 46%
Vi ce Case 508 | 50% | 50%
Intelligence 513 | 42% | 58%
MO Fil es 505 | 47% | 53%

Does your departnent have a 531 | 14% | 86%
paper| ess information system
totally online?

Does your departnent have a 542 | 91% | 9%
formal records nanagenent
syst enf

Tabl e 2 al so provides an indication of the overal
sophi stication of automated systens. A fornmal records
managenment system suggests that rational thought went into the
pl anni ng, design, and execution of the overall data processing
operations of the departnent. A paperless information system
totally online (PISTOL) woul d suggest, given current
technol ogy, a full-scale automated system More than 9 out of

10 (91% respondents said their departnment had a formal records
17



managenent systent however, only about 1 out of 10 (86%
respondents said they have a totally paperl ess system

Tabl e 3 sumari zes software usage by the respondi ng
departnents. Crine mappi ng and spreadsheet are the nost
commonly used software of the choices offered. Nearly 6 out of
10 (65% and 60% respectively) departnents that responded use
that type of software. Intelligence? and operations anal ysis
software is used far | ess, and sophisticated statistical
software is used by only 2 out of 10 (20% of the respondents.?3
This indicates that departnents are not engaging in nore
sophi sticated statistical -based nethods of analysis. W wll
consider this in nore detail when statistical nethods and crine

anal ysis functions are discussed bel ow

2 Areviewer pointed out that intelligence analysis shoul d be
di stingui shed fromcrine analysis. W recognize that others may
agree with this position. For purposes of this report we define
crime analysis broadly to include intelligence analysis.
® W recogni ze that using sophisticated statistical software (e.g.
SPSS) does not necessarily permt one to conclude that sophisticated
statistical analysis is being done by anal ysts. W seek to tease out
that information through follow up questions that will be discussed
bel ow.

18



Table 3. Software
I ndi cate which type of specialized software N |Ye No
prograns your departnent currently uses. S
G S (Mappi ng) 544 |61 |40%
%
Crime Anal ysis 544 | 45 | 55%
%
Intelligence 544 |35 | 65%
%
Qperations Anal ysis 544 127 | 73%
%
Does your departnent use a spreadsheet 537 | 65 | 35%
software for crine analysis (Excel, Lotus, %
Quattro Pro, etc.)?
Does your departnent use a statistical package| 536 |20 |80%
for crine analysis (SPSS, SAS, etc.)? %
Trai ni ng

The quality of crinme analysis operations is closely
connected to the quality of training. Wth the advances in
har dwar e and software technol ogy, police departnents are
capabl e of processing data nore efficiently and effectively.
More data and better technol ogy, however, requires considerably
nore training for crime analysts than before: for data
collection and entry, for data analysis, and for generating
intuitively useful output. How and how well analysts transform
data into useful strategic and tactical information is a
function of how well they are trained.

Tabl e 4 depi cts respondent opi ni ons about the departnent’s

efforts to provide training in eight key areas. Overall, it is
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clear that the great majority of respondents feel that training
isin the mddle range (fair to good). Relatively few
respondents rated training at the extrenes, either excellent or
poor. Wen it cones to training areas that appear to be

negl ected, three stand out: crinme mapping, graphics, and

statistics.

Tabl e 4: Training

How woul d you rate N | Excell e | Goo Only | Poo None

your departnent's nt d Fair r O fered

efforts when it cones

to training in each

area?

Crinme Anal ysis 52 13% 34% 25% 11% 17%
6

Conput er Software 53 12% 43% 31% 9% 6%
0

G S (Mappi ng) 52 12% 23% 20% | 12% 34%
4

Report writing 52 11% 47% | 21% 6% 15%
5

Statistical Analysis 52 9% 30% 25% 15% 22%
9

Conmput er Har dwar e 52 8% 37% 28% 9% 17%
8

Processi ng Data 52 8% 40% 31% 9% 12%
9

Gr aphi cs 52 6% 23% 23% 14% 34%
8

Data Quality and Sources

Equi pnent is purchased and personnel are hired and
trained. Next, it is inportant to exam ne aspects of the data:
how they are collected, how they are entered into conputers and
utilized; and from what sources they are derived. Table 5

presents the results of this category of questions.
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Table 5: Data Quality, Sources and Utilization

Pl ease indicate whether each of the following is a Major problem M nor problem N Maj or M nor Not
or Not a problemwhen it comes to generating quality data.
Case report does not ask for enough relevant data. 535 12% 44% 44%
Data val ues are not uniform (e.g., blue, blu, bl) 533 21% 41% 39%
Data entry is slow and not accessible in a tinely nanner 533 26% 39% 35%
Peopl e who key the data in are carel ess 532 10% 60% 30%
Officers that take the initial reports are carel ess 531 20% 66% 14%
Pl ease indicate the extent to which data fromeach of these sources are utilized N Not Uilized Hi ghly
for crime analysis. Utilized Sorre Utilized
Corrections data for:
Par ol e 525 57% 33% 11%
Pr obat i on 523 60% 34% 7%
I nmate rel ease 526 61% 30% 9%
Crime data from
Nei ghboring police 529 37% 51% 12%
Federal |aw enforcenent (FBlI, DEA, ATF, etc.) 523 45% 50% 6%
State police 523 48% 45% 8%
Non- | aw enf or cenent
Local city sources (building dept., school, etc.) 528 36% 56% 18%
Local county sources (highways, tax assessor, etc.) 525 46% 48% 6%
State sources (welfare, highways, etc.) 525 60% 37% 3%
Federal sources (Social Sec., Veterans, etc.) 525 67% 32% 1%
M scel | aneous sources
State Dept. of Mdtor Vehicle 527 36% 40% 24%
Courts (dispositions, pending cases, etc.) 528 39% 51% 10%
Which of these three terns best describes your department's utilization of each
of the follow ng types of data:
Count- We basically keep track of the nunber of occurrences
Analyze- In addition to counting, we look for trends and relationships in the
data
Neither- We don't' utilize that type of data N Count Anal yze Nei t her
Crime totals 530 33% 66% 2%
Arrest totals 529 59% 38% 2%
Call's for service 527 40% 56% 5%
Cl earance rates 527 59% 33% 8%
Traffic accidents 572 40% 50% 10%
Citizen conplaints 516 46% 40% 14%
When it cones to data collection and entry, the findings

reveal that in both areas about half of the responding

departnents find some problem Overall,

t he bi ggest probl em

areas were as follows: officers who are careless in taking

reports, data values that are not uniform (nmeking data queries

difficult) and slow turnaround tinme between data collection and
data entry. At least two out of 10 (20% 21% and 26%
respectively) departments said these are nmjor problem areas.

If the conmmunity policing nodel demands information from
nore domai ns, then we should see police departnents coll ecting
data from outside sources. Table 5 shows that about half of

t he respondi ng departnments do use data from outside sources to
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some degree. Few highly utilize any of the sources identified.
The other side of this coin, however, suggests that nearly half
of the respondent departnments do not utilize outside data. The
question that these itens raise is whether the data are not
utilized because they have |little strategic or tactica
utility, whether the data are not utilized because departnents
| ack the technol ogi cal capacity, or whether the data are not
utilized because departnents |lack the analytic skills to
exploit the data sources. The data do not permt us to address
t hat questi on.

An exam nation of what police do with the data they
coll ect raises a fundanental issue that surrounds crine
anal ysis. Spelman (1988) and others criticize |aw enforcenent
i nformati on processing operations, arguing that too rnuch
attention is devoted to counting crinme, rather than anal yzing
crinme. Goldstein (1990) insists that the police nust nove past
sinmply counting crine; rather, they nust pursue the root causes
of crinme and incivility. This calls for a nore thoughtful,
systematic, and rigorous analysis of the data. Table 5
sunmari zes the results of questions that exam ne this inportant
ar ea.

Most departnents utilize critical data (i.e., crine,
arrests, calls for service, and cl earance rates) to sone
degree. Only about 1 out of 20 departnents conpletely ignore

these data. The nunber of departnments that ignore traffic and
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citizen conplaints increases slightly (10% and 14%
respectively). The vast majority of departnments do utilize the
data they collect sonewhat. It is nore interesting, however,
to ask how the data are utilized (i.e., do they count it or
analyze it?). Crinmes and calls for service are analyzed by
about 6 out of 10 departnents responding (66% and 56%
respectively). Wen it cones to arrests and cl earance rates,

| ess than 4 out of 10 (38% and 33% respectively) departnents
anal yze. A sizeable nunber of departnents, even in critical
areas like crime and calls for service, continue only to count

dat a.

Statistical Methods

When it conmes to the use of statistics, crine analysts
have a range of nethods at their disposal, from sinple nethods
(e.g., frequencies) to relatively conplex ones (e.g.,
regression and cluster analysis). Asking how often a
departnent’s crinme anal yst uses various statistical nethods is
straightforward. Interpreting the results is not quite as
obvi ous.

It is a mstake to conclude that departnments that claimto
use higher-level statistical nethods “very often” are nore
advanced than departnents that say they use those nethods
“sonmetinmes.” Advanced crine analysis is not necessarily a

function of how frequently one or another nethod is used,;
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rather, it is a function of how well the product contributes to
sonme objective performance standard (e.g., the nunmber of cases
cl eared, problens solved, etc.). It is nore useful to consider
the extent to which respondent departnents “never” use one or
anot her statistical nethod.

Al'l of the nethods we |ist should be in the crinme anal ysts
“statistical tool bag.” The frequency with which each tool is
used may vary based on size of departnent, the nature and
extent of crinme, etc. Nevertheless, all of the tools are
necessary at one tinme or another to performthe full range of
crime analysis. If we are told that a carpenter works w thout
a hamer, we m ght reasonably deduce that he/she is working at
a suboptimal level. The sane can be said of a crine anal yst
who never uses one or nore of the basic statistical nethods.

Table 6 presents itens that exam ne the use of statistica
nmet hods. Consider first frequencies. One would expect that
nost | aw enforcenent agencies utilize frequencies. After all,
as we noted above, | aw enforcenent agenci es have been
criticized for their over-reliance on “bean counting.” Mre
than 8 out of 10 (82% departnents use frequencies. The nunber
of departnments that use nmeans, nedi ans, and nodes; correl ation;
and cluster analysis drops to about 6 out of 10 (64% 58% and
60% respectively). Even fewer departnents said they use
hi gher-1 evel statistical nethods: standard devi ati on,

crosstabs, and regression (49% 40% and 36% respectively).
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Thus, the findings show that better than one-half of the
departnents that responded do not use any statistical nethods

beyond t he nost basic ones (i.e., sinple counting).

Tabl e 6: Statistical Mthods

Pl ease i ndicate how often N | Never | Sonmetinme | Often Very
your departnent uses each S O ten
of the followng in crinme
anal ysi s?
Frequenci es 49 18% 28% 30% 24%
3
Mean, Medi an, Mbde 48 34% 34% 19% 11%
6
Cluster analysis 48 40% 28% 20% 12%
4
Correl ation 48 42% 37% 17% 4%
4
St andard Devi ation 48 51% 32% 12% 5%
3
Cr osst abs 48 60% 24% 12% 4%
0
Regr essi on 48 64% 28% 16% 2%
2

Crinme Anal ysis Functions and Targets

The types of activities that a crine anal yst engages in
can be broken into two tenporally-based categories: strategic
and tactical. Strategic crine analysis supports
adm ni strative, |ong-range planning. Tactical analysis
supports short-term day-to-day field operations. Wile this
is not a perfect typology, it does help to organize the
exam nation of crine analysis functions. It is also, by the
way, the kind of distinction that many crinme anal ysts use to

descri be the type of unit that their departnment has forned.
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Tabl e 7 presents findings that reflect the level of activity

t hat respondents devote to various crine analysis functions.

Table 7: Crime Analysis Functions and Targets

How often does your departnent undertake N Never Sonet i mes Often Very

the followi ng types of analysis? Often
Target profile analysis 508 25% 44% 20% 11%
Victim anal ysi s 509 30% 53% 14% 4%
Link analysis 499 34% 43% 18% 5%
Tenporal analysis 495 42% 27% 20% 12%
Spatial anal ysis 492 36% 27% 20% 16%
Fi nanci al anal ysis 505 38% 47% 12% 4%
Fl owcharting 506 34% 51% 13% 2%
Program eval uati on 506 35% 43% 18% 4%
Case managenent 508 17% 37% 32% 15%
Crinme scene profiling 505 33% 50% 17% 4%
Crime forecasting 508 31% 47% 16% 6%
Crime trends 518 11% 37% 34% 18%
Citizen surveys 509 35% 51% 10% 4%
Victim surveys 503 48% 43% 6% 3%
Enpl oyee surveys 505 49% 45% 5% 1%
Envi ronnment al surveys 504 73% 24% 2% 1%
Intelligence analysis 508 20% 50% 21% 9%
Productivity analysis 510 34% 45% 15% 6%
Civil litigation analysis 503 75% 22% 3% 1%
Patrol strategy analysis 510 22% 46% 25% 7%
Wor kil oad di stribution 511 24% 46% 24% 6%
Di spl acenent/di f fusi on anal ysi s 500 61% 31% 6% 1%

To what degree are the results of your

crime analysis efforts utilized by each

of the followi ng potential internal

users? N Not Utilized Utilized Some Highly Utilized
Command | evel ngrs. 519 9% 54% 37%
Mddle nmgrs. (Lieuts., up) 521 7% 59% 34%
First-line ngrs. (Sgts.) 522 12% 61% 28%
Det ecti ves 521 10% 54% 34%
Patrol Officers 518 16% 63% 21%
Speci alized unit officers 515 14% 57% 29%
Traffic officers 508 35% 56% 9%
Training unit 507 48% 48% 5%

When we consider the activities that nost departnents
engage in to sone extent (i.e., either sonetinmes, often, or
very often), they are prinmarily tactical, with the exception of
a single strategic-based function. Target profile analysis
(75% , case managenent (83%, patrol strategy analysis (78%,
and workload distribution (76% are all areas that involve
decisions related directly to day-to-day field operations.
Crime trend analysis (89%, while arguably having tacti cal
inplications, is primarily concerned with projecting the nature
and extent of crinme in the foreseeable future. This is nore
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useful for long-range planning than it is for daily tacti cal
oper ati ons.

Wien we | ook at activities that sonewhat fewer agencies
engage in (6-7 out of 10), nore strategic activities appear.
Victimanalysis (70%, link analysis (66%, spatial analysis
(649, flowharting (66%, and crinme scene profiling (67%
support tactical patrol and investigations operations.

Fi nanci al anal ysis (62%, program eval uation (65%, crine
forecasting (69%, citizen surveys (65%, and productivity
anal ysis (66% are all exanples of strategic analysis.

When it cones to the type of activities departnents engage
in least, they tend to be strategic. About 5 out of 10
departnents, or |less, engage in victim enployee, or
envi ronnental surveys (53% 51% and 27% respectively) and
di spl acenent/di ffusion analysis (39%.

Overall, the respondi ng agencies engage in a wi de variety
of analytic activity: The top-level of activity is primarily
tactical, the md-level is mxed, and the | ower |evel of
activity is primarily strategic.

Anot her way of determning the mx of strategic and
tactical analysis is to exam ne by whom and to what degree the
product is utilized. Table 7 describes the degree to which
various internal targets use crime analysis product. 1In 8-9
out of 10 police departnents that responded, command | evel

managers (91%, m ddl e managers (93%, first |ine managers
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(88% , detectives (909, patrol officers (84%, and specialized
unit officers (86% utilize crine analysis product either
sonmewhat or highly. Products were used |least by traffic and
training. About 6 out of 10 departnents said traffic officers
(65% use the product and about 5 out of 10 said training units
(52% wused crine analysis product. Wen it cones to targets,

it woul d appear that personnel at all levels of the hierarchy
make use of crime analysis product, suggesting a m x of

strategic and tactical demand.

Expl anatory Factors

The response frequencies give us a general idea about
vari ous aspects of crinme analysis operations in police
departnments with nore than 100 sworn personnel. Even a cursory
exam nation of the findings tells us what we al ready knew, but
had no systematic evidence to support: Police departnments, when
it cones to crime analysis operations, are not all the sane;
they vary. This raises an obvious question: Wat factors
explain the differences in crime analysis operations in police
departnents with nore than 100 sworn personnel? W address

that question in this section.

Met hod and vari abl es
A crinme analysis unit varies along several critical

di mensions: 1) the quality of its hardware and software
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inventory; 2) the training of its personnel; 3) the quality,
sources, and utilization of its data; 4) the degree of
sophistication of its statistical nethods; and, 5) the varied
types of its operational nmethods. These di nensions of crine
anal ysis conformto the major categories within which the
survey questions were ordered. To determne if and to what
degree the respondents varied al ong these dinensions of crine
anal ysis, we constructed a summated i ndex for each of the
di nensi ons. Question choices were assigned nunerical val ues.
For exanpl e, one question asked the respondent to rate the
training a departnent provided for crinme mapping. Five options
were offered, ranging fromnone offered to excellent. None
of fered was assigned 0 points, poor, 1 point, only fair, 2
poi nts, good, 3 points, and excellent was assigned 4 points.
Al'l question options were simlarly assigned point scores.
Points for all the questions within each di nensi on were sumed.
Using this nmethod we were able to determne the relative scores
of each respondent al ong each crine analysis dinension. W
found that the departnents that responded to the survey did
vary along these dinensions. This raises the question, How can
we explain the differences between departnents?

There are, of course, many possible factors that together
explain the differences in the five index scores. The object

of this section is to propose several factors that woul d appear
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to influence the quality of crime analysis. These explanatory
factors (or independent variables) are as follows:

Nunber of sworn personnel : One m ght reasonably expect
that |larger departnents will have greater crine anal ysis
capacity. The larger the departnent is, the greater the
popul ation, thus the greater the crine, and thus the greater
the calls for service. Larger jurisdictions would be expected
to have | arger budgets and thus be able to afford a nore
sophi sticated crine analysis operation. 1In all, the
conmbi nati on of need and avail abl e resources woul d predict that
| arger departnments woul d have hi gher crinme anal ysis scores.

Pl ease note that other variables nentioned here (i.e.,

popul ation, crime, and calls for service) are highly correl ated
to nunmber of sworn personnel. Because this is so, any one of
the variables would predict the outcone to the sanme degree. As
a result, we onmt population, nunber of index crines, and total
nunber of calls for service as predictor variables.

Crines per 1000 popul ation: The raw nunber of sworn
personnel, or for that matter the raw nunber of crines (highly
correlated to nunber of sworn personnel), are only rough
nmeasures of police demand. A nore accurate neasure of the
demand for police services, and thus the demand for crine
anal ysis, is the nunber of crimes per 1000 citizens. Using
this standardi zed neasure, the size of a jurisdiction is

rendered irrelevant. W are able to conpare cities of any size
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and focus on the extent of crine. It is a far nore accurate
measure of crine and thus the demand for crine analysis. W
woul d expect that the higher the crines per 1000 people, the
greater the demand for police services, thus the greater the
demand for crine analysis. Crinme analysis scores should be
higher in cities with higher crimes per 1000 people.

Per capita expenditures: The anount of resources a
jurisdictionis willing to devote to the police service should
be related to a | aw enforcenent agency’ s capacity to conduct
crinme analysis operations. The total anmount spent by a
jurisdiction is less indicative of its commtnent to the police
service as is the ratio of expenditures for police service to
its population. The greater the per capita expenditure devoted
to police resources, the higher we woul d expect the di nension
scores to be.

Community policing: As we noted above, departnents that
adopt community policing, alnost by definition, substantially
i ncrease the demand for information processing. The heart of
the nodel’s political and adm nistrative dinensions are driven
by the need for efficient, effective data collection,
collation, analysis, and dissenm nation. The Law Enforcenent
Managenent and Adm nistrative Statistics (LEMAS) survey
coll ects informati on about comrunity policing operations in
pol i ce departnents over 100 sworn personnel. W nerged that

data with the mail survey data. Six questions in the LEMAS
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survey were used to create a community policing index in a
fashion simlar to those indices we created to neasure various
aspects of crine analysis. The degree to which a departnent
engages in conmunity policing activities should be related to
the departnment’s crine analysis functions. Specifically, the
hi gher the index score for conmunity policing, the higher we
woul d expect the crinme anal ysis di nension scores.

Managenment demand: |f police managers hol d back crine
anal ysts from producing the quality of output they feel they
are capable of, then it is likely that the product will be
substandard and thus the unit as a whole will suffer. Three
questions on the mail survey tapped into this area.
Respondents were asked if managers required crine analysts to
produce a variety of superficial irrelevant products instead of
nore tactically useful ones. W created a sumuated index to
nmeasure this variable. One mght expect that the greater the
demand for quality analysis, the greater the dinension scores.

Target appreciation: Wien a unit is valued, it is likely
that the unit will flourish. W rkers who feel that they are
valued will be nore productive. Also, nmanagenent will be nore
likely to provide resources to a valued unit. W asked four
guestions about the degree to which command staff, mddle
managers, patrol officers, and detectives appreciated the crine
analysis unit’s work. The questions were used to form an index

to measure target appreciation. W would expect that the nore
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a unit was appreciated (i.e., the higher the appreciation index
score), the higher the crine anal ysis dinension scores should
be.

Speci alized crine analysts: Wrkers who specialize in a
particul ar function should attain a higher proficiency at
perform ng the task. W would expect that crine anal ysis
capacity in departnents that have specialized crine anal yst
positions should be greater than in those departnents that have
not specialized this function. Police departnents that assign
people to specialized crine analysis positions should have
hi gher crime anal ysis index scores.

Regi on: The quality of the crinme analysis produced may be
a function of the region (northeast, south, m dwest, and west)
of the country in which the departnment is |ocated. W created
three dummy vari ables (reference northeast) to neasure the
i npact of this variable.

Type of departnment: The type of departnent may have a
bearing on the quality of crinme analysis that it produces.
Three types of | aw enforcenent agencies responded to the nai
survey: nmunicipal, sheriff, and state. Two dunmy vari abl es
(reference municipal) were created to neasure the inpact of
this variabl e.

Each of the five dinmensions of crinme analysis
(hardwar e/ software, training, data, analysis, and, operations)

were regressed on the nine factors (# sworn, crines/ 1000, per
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capita expenditures, community policing, nmanagenent demand,

appreci ation, specialized crine anal ysts, region, and

departnent type).

Fi ndi ngs and concl usi ons

Tabl e 8 portrays the findings.

fol | ow ng:

They

i ndi cate the

Table 8: OLS Standardi zed Coefficients (and Standard Errors) for Variables Predicting Crinme Analysis Capacity: Departnents
with 100 or More Sworn Personnel

I ndependent Trai ni ng Har dwar e/ Sof t war e Statistical Method Crime Analysis Dat a
Vari abl e Functi ons

NSP . 033 (.000) . 083 (.000)* . 039 (.000)*** .172 (.000) *** .010 (.000)
CI00K —. 022 (.008) ~. 054 (.006) 030 (.009) 7000 (.012) —. 074 (.007)
PCE 028 (.000) =123 (.000)** =, 022 (.000) 004 (.000) ~. 042 (.000)
P 139 (.237)** 103 (.166)* 026 (.152) _030 (.337) _201 (. 056)
D 100 (.125)* 113 112 (.082)* 142 (. 194)** 218 (.109)***
TA 179 (. 111)*** 780 (.078) 7133 (.071)** 214 (.162)%** 7259 (.094)***
SCA 232 (.927)%** 245 (.667) %% 331 (.602)%** 277 (1.33)%** 139 (.793)*%
M dwest (ref, ne) 026 (1.272) 129 (.917)* -, 033 (.830) =, 067 (1.87) _031 (1.07)
South (ref, ne) 024 (1.18) 273 (.866)*** . 064 (.788) _045 (1.72) _142 (.992)*
Vst (ref, ne) T, 015 (1.262) 204 (.907) %% 135 (.815)* =, 002 (1.80) 115 (1.06)
TYPE 069 (.926) 097 (.656)°* 029 062 (1.33) 042 (.796)
R .17 .24 .24 .26 .23
F 6. 506* ** 9. 579*** 9. 734*** 10. 451*** 9. 231***
N 369 348 352 339 354
*p < .05
** p < .01
* ok k p < . 001

Si ze of the departnent is a weak predictor of crine

anal ysis capacity. It does have a significant effect on

operations. The |arger departnents appear to engage in a

wi der variety of crinme analysis operations than their

smal | er counterparts.

Crinme does not matter. The amount of crine has no bearing

on hardware/software, quality and utilization of data,

training, statistical methods, and types of analytic

oper ati ons engaged in.
The anobunt of resources that are devoted to police

operations does inpact the quality of hardware/software
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i nventory; however, otherwise it has no effect on any

ot her crime anal ysis di nension.

Whet her or not a departnent has adopted conmunity policing
practices seens only mninally related to how wel | it

anal yzes crinme. It does affect training and

har dwar e/ sof tware i nventories, but otherw se does not
predict the quality of crine analysis.

When managers demand sophisticated |evels of crine

anal ysis output, the quality tends to follow al ong
accordingly. This variable affected all dinmensions of
crime anal ysis. The higher the demand, the better the

har dwar e/ sof tware, training, data, analysis, and breadth
of net hods enpl oyed.

The degree to which targets appreciate crinme anal ysis

out put was also a strong predictor of the quality of crine
anal ysis operations. In every category except

har dwar e/ software inventory, the greater the appreciation,
the higher the levels of crinme analysis.*

Crinme anal ysis across all dinensions is superior in
departnents that designate a specialized crine analysis
posi tion.

The region of the country in which a departnent is |ocated

Is a significant predictor of crime analysis operations in

“ W caution the reader that the opposite may al so be true; that is,

the higher the levels of crine analysis, the greater the

appreciation. Qur analysis cannot say which way these are rel ated.
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several dinensions. Wen it comes to hardware/software

i nventories, the west ranks first, followed by the south,
followed by the mdwest, with the northeast placing |ast.
The west stands out ahead of the other regions (although
not substantially so) when it cones to the use of

sophi sticated statistical nmethods. The south finished
first when it cones to data issues. |In all other areas

there are no significant differences between regions.

DEPARTMENTS W TH LESS THAN 100 SWORN PERSONNEL
Met hod
The Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of 60 questions requiring 146
responses.® Mbst itens were coded to determine sinple presence
or absence of sone feature of crinme analysis (e.g., do you have
a CAD systenf? (yes/no). Several questions were coded for
scal ed responses (e.g., on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being
t he highest, how would you rate your crine analysis unit?). In
all, there were six categories of questions.

The first category of questions, personnel, sinply asked
i f the departnent assigned anyone to crinme analysis as a
primary responsibility and the degree to which civilians were

utilized in that capacity.

> W do not discuss the responses to all questions. For those
interested in the conplete survey instrument and the responses to al
guesti ons see Appendi x A
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The second category of itens, hardware/software, exam ned
aut omation, inter-agency data sharing, and software
utilization. Respondents were asked if they used conputers,
what sort of data they entered into conmputers, what sorts of
data sharing arrangenents they participated in, whether they
possessed a formal records managenent system and general
opi ni ons about the quality of their hardware and software
i nventory.

The third category, training, neasured the extent of
formal training in various crinme analysis areas.

The fourth category, data, exam ned how the coll ected data
were utilized, either counted, analyzed, or neither.

The fifth category of questions, functions, asked
respondents what types of analytic operations the department
performed (e.g., link analysis, workload distribution, surveys,
etc.).

The final category of questions, targets, exam ned the
extent to which different potential targets used the crine

anal ysi s product.

Fi ndi ngs
I ntroduction

Recal | that “big” departnents are distinguished from
“smal | ” departnents by the nunber of sworn personnel. One

hundred or nore sworn personnel constitute a “big” departnent.
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When appropriate in this section, we will point out the

di fferences, according to our findings, between the “big” and
“smal | 7 departnents. W also intend to point out differences
within the “smal|” departnent group according to size. This
may |lead to a confused narrative when we begin to tal k about
the “smaller” (or “bigger”) of the “small” departnments. W
propose to avoid this potential confusion by referring to the
departnments with 100 or nore sworn personnel as Type |, and the
departnents with less than 100 sworn nenbers as Type Il. This

shoul d make the di scussi on sonewhat less difficult to foll ow

Per sonnel

As table 9 shows, just over 2 out of 10 (23% Type |
departnments surveyed had at | east one person whose prinary
responsibility is crine analysis. O those departnments that
have a crinme anal yst specialist, nearly 5 out of 10 (47% of
them had at |east one civilian in the position. W find that
size of the Type Il departnents has a significant effect on
both the nunber of departnents that have specialized crine
anal ysts and that use civilians for the position. As Type |
departnments get bigger, the proportion of those that have
speci ali zed positions, as well as the nunber of departnents
that utilize civilians for the position, increases. For
exanple, only about 1 in 10 (14% departnents with between 1-24

sworn officers have a specialized crinme analyst position, while
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in departnents with between 75-99 sworn officers nore than 4

out of 10 (419% have at | east one person assigned primarily to

crinme anal ysis.

Tabl e 9: Personnel

Per cent of personnel

answering yes

N 1-24 | 25-49 [ 50-74|75-99| Tot al
Is there anyone in your 777 14% | 26% | 35% | 41% | 23%
depart ment whose primary job
responsibility is crinme
anal ysi s?
Are any of the persons 176 29% | 52% | 53% | 68% | 47%

responsi ble for crine
anal ysis civilian enpl oyees?

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent

vari abl e

Har dwar e/ Sof t war e Technol ogy

As table 10 shows, regardl ess of size,

nearly every Type

Il departnent has at |east one conputer. While this
information is useful, it tells us nothing about how t hese
machi nes are being used. Nearly all of the Type Il departnents

in the sanple, about 8 out of 10,

reported having a formal

records managenent system This suggests that nost Type ||

departnents exerci se a reasonabl e degree of

rati ona

pl anni ng

in the design and construction of their information systens.

The smal | est departnents surveyed were less likely to have a

connection to the internet or

e-mail ;

however ,

is mnimal. Even in the smallest Type I

than ei ght out of 10 (81% have internet connections and about

6 out of 10 (62% have e-nuail.
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Tabl e 10: Har dwar e/ Sof t war e

Percent of personnel answering yes

N |1-24 | 25- 50- 75- | Tot al
49 74 99

Does your departnent have at 777 | 95% | 99% | 100% | 100% | 97%
| east one conputer?

Recor ds Managenent System 633 | 80% | 84% 80% 76% 80%
good or excellent?

|s software out of date? 753 | 37% | 37% | 35% | 29% | 36%
| s hardware out of date? 753 | 29% | 24% 15% | 12% | 23%
Does your departnent use a 777 | 44% | 66% 88% 92% | 61%

conput er - ai ded di spatch
system ( CAD) ?

Does your departnent have at 753 | 81% | 93% | 99% | 97% | 88%

| east one conputer with
access to the Internet?

For how many enpl oyees does 753 | 62% | 78% | 91% | 96% | 73%
your departnent provide E-
mai | accounts?

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent
vari abl e

The size of the departnent makes no difference when it
conmes to opinions about the quality of software. Nearly 4 out
of 10 of the Type Il departnents surveyed said they felt that
their software was out-of-date. There was | ess agreenent
across departnents when hardware was considered. As the size
of the Type Il departnent increases, the hardware inventory
woul d appear to inprove. Only about one out of ten of the
bi gger Type Il departnents felt that their hardware was out - of -
date, while nearly three out of ten of the smaller Type |
departnments were dissatisfied with their hardware.

We see in table 11 that |i ke Type | departnents, nost of

the Type Il departnents, about 9 out of 10, store primary data
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(initial case report, arrest,

service) in conputers. The depth of autonmated reports,

i nvesti gati ons,

found in the Type | departnents,

departnents. On average, around 6 out of 10 of the Type II

and calls for

li ke we

is inpressive in these snaller

departnents surveyed said they enter secondary data (traffic,

intelligence, field interviews,

into conputers. Larger Type |

Vi ce,

evi dence,

and ni cknane)

enter these data, but the differences due to size are not

substanti al .

departnents are nore likely to

Tabl e 11: Conputerized Data

Per cent of personnel

answeri ng yes

N |1-24 | 25-49|50-74| 75-99 | Tot al

Wi ch of the follow ng

reports and information are

entered into the departnent’s

conput er .
Initial Case reports 692 | 93% | 99% | 97% 99% | 95%
Arrests Reports 692 | 94% | 96% | 91% 99% | 96%
Traffic Acci dent Reports 692 | 66% | 76% | 78% 78% | 71%
Intelligence Reports 692 | 59% | 63% | 65% 57% | 61%
Field Interview Reports 692 | 50%| 60% | 65% | 62% | 56%
Vi ce Case Reports 692 | 57% | 69% 78% 81% | 65%
Calls For Service 692 | 77% | 90% | 90% | 95% | 83%
I nvestigative Reports 692 | 90% | 90% | 91% | 87% | 90%
Evi dence Reports 692 | 76% | 86% | 92% | 87% | 82%
Pawn Shop Fil e 692 | 20% | 43% 52% 59% | 35%
Ni cknanme File 692 | 48% | 61% | 79% 81% | 619%
MO Fil es 692 | 35% | 56% | 61% | 57% | 45%

Does your depart nent 753 | 62% | 10% | 73% | 73% | 67%

participate in a fornmal

regi onal information-sharing

progr anf

Does your departnent use 753 | 9% 9% 23% | 33% | 15%

crime mappi ng software?

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent

vari abl e

Tabl e 11 shows that far fewer Type I

geographical information systens than the Type |
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On average, about 2 out of 10 have nmapping prograns. |In this
case, significantly and substantially nore of the |arger Type
Il departnents in the survey had mappi ng software: about 1 out
of 10 of the smallest (49 or fewer nenbers) departnents
conpared with about 1 out of 3 of the larger ones (75-99
menbers). Regardless of size, all the Type Il departnents
surveyed that used mappi ng software geocoded data in
essentially the sanme proportions. Mst, about 9 out of 10,
departnments geocoded part | crinmes. Nearly 7 out of 10
geocoded part |1, arrests, and calls for service. Only about 2
out of 10 geocoded corrections data. Very few Type I|I

departnments, less than 1 out of 10, used hotspot software.

Table 12: Crime Mappi ng

Per cent of personnel answering yes

N |1-24 | 25- 50- 75- | Tot al
49 74 99

Wi ch of the follow ng
types of data does your
depart ment map?

Part | Crines 112 | 85% | 75% | 89% 97% 88%
Part Il Crines 112 | 72% | 63% | 71% 83% 74%
Arrests 112 69% | 63% | 54% 73% 65%
Calls for Service 112 | 64% | 75% | 63% 80% 69%
Corrections 112 | 13% | 25% 17% 30% 20%
Traffic 112 64% | 75% | 63% 63% 64%
Do you use “hotspot” 112 3% 13% 6% 7% 5%

software such as STAC?

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and
dependent vari abl e

Trai ni ng
Tabl e 13 depicts training issues. Nearly half of the Type

Il departnents surveyed provide crine analysis training to its
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menbers. There is little variance between Type Il departnents
according to size. Nearly all of them about 9 out of 10,
provide report witing training. About 6 out of 10 of the
departnments surveyed deliver software training to it nenbers;
sonewhat fewer, on average, about half, train nenbers in

har dware operations. Few of themtrain nmenbers in statistical

nmet hods, graphics, and geographical information systens.

Tabl e 13: Training

Per cent of personnel answering yes

Does your N 1-24 25-49 50- 74 75-99 Tot al

departnent provide

training in the

foll ow ng areas:
Crinme Anal ysis 777 47% 55% 61% 52% 519%
Report Witing 777 88% 93% 88% 81% 88%
G S Mappi ng 753 10% 22% 33% 36% 199
Conput er Har dwar e 753 39% 53% 65% 50% 479
Conput er Sof twar e 753 57% 75% 80% 73% 6695
Statistical 753 24% 39% 45% 46% 33%

Anal ysi s
G aphi cs 753 15% 25% 32% 37% 229

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent vari abl e

Dat a

The itens in this category were intended to nmeasure the
degree to which the Type Il departnents anal yze the data that
they collect. As we pointed out in the survey of Type |
departnents, sonme have criticized themfor devoting too nuch
energy to sinply counting crime, rather than analyzing it. As
tabl e 14 shows, we found that counting does dom nate crine
anal ysis operations in the Type Il departnents, |ike we found

with the Type | departnents.
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Table 14: Data Utilization

Count, Analyze, Percent of personnel answering yes Percent of personnel answering yes Percent of personnel answering yes Percent of personnel answering yes
Jr not _utilize 1-24 25-49 50-74 75-99
ollowing data Count Analyze Not Count | Analyze Not Count | Analyze Not Count | Analyze Not
N Utilize Utilize Utilize Utilize
Crimetotals 777 62% 21% 16% 58% 36% 6% 57% 40% 3% 53% 44% 1%
Arrest totals 777 70% 18% 11% 66% 30% 3% 70% 29% 1% 72% 24% 2%
Clearance rates 77 59% 17% 23% 51% 35% 11% 62% 30% 7% 58% 34% 6%
Callsfor service | 777 64% 22% 13% 56% 38% 6% 60% 40% 0% 48% 49% 2%
Traffic accidents | 777 59% 27% 13% 44% 47% 8% 48% 45% 6% 36% 53% 9%
Citizen 777 57% 29% 14% 46% 46% 8% 41% 50% 7% 38% 56% 4%
somplaints

About 6 out of 10 of the Type Il departnents, regardl ess
of size, count crime, arrests, clearance rates, calls for
service, traffic accidents, and citizen conplaints. Wen it
cones to analyzing data, of the Type Il departnments surveyed,
as the size category increased, the proportion that analyzed
the various data increased from about 2 out of 10 in the
departments with 1-24 nenbers to about 4 out of 10 in the
departnents with 75-99 nenbers. Very few of the |arger
departnments (50-99 nenbers) said that they do not utilize data
(either count or analyze). Mre of the smallest Type |
departnents (1-24 nenbers) said that they do not utilize data.
For exanple, nore than 2 out of 10 of these departnents said
that they do not utilize clearance rate data. Although we did
not specifically ask respondents to describe their analytic
operations, these data suggest that |little sophisticated
statistical analysis is perforned. This finding is simlar to

what we found in the Type | departnents.
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Functi ons

In keeping with the survey of Type |I departnents, we
di stinguish crinme analysis functions (e.g., target profiling,
spatial analysis, surveys, etc.) according to whether they are
primarily strategic or tactical. As table 15 illustrates, when
it comes to the kind of functions that Type Il departnents do,
we found the followi ng: Type | departnents engage in a w der
range of functions. However, when we | ook at the m x between
tactical and strategic functions, the Type Il departnents
engage in a greater proportion of strategic functions than

their Type | counterparts. Table 15 depicts these findings.

Tabl e 15: Functions

Wiich of the following crine analysis Percent of personnel answering yes

functions does your departnent enpl oy? N 1-24 25-49 50- 74 75-99 Tot al
Gtizen surveys 777 45% 58% 66% 71% 54%
Wor kl oad di stribution 777 38% 59% 68% 68% 509
Program eval uati on 777 36% 56% 65% 67% A7%
Enpl oyee surveys 777 40% 49% 59% 57% 479
Spati al 777 33% 63% 61% 67% 4698
Pat rol Strategy 777 39% 60% 50% 53% A5%
Crine trends 777 33% 53% 63% 68% 45%
Tenpor al 777 31% 55% 55% 58% 429
Productivity 777 35% 52% 52% 52% 4298
Victi msurveys 777 32% 40% 46% 53% 38%
Intelligence 777 30% 47% 52% 44% 38%
Crinme scene profiling 777 28% 40% 39% 42% 33%
Fl oncharti ng 777 16% 28% 44% 46% 26%
Victim 777 20% 28% 30% 31% 24%
Li nk 777 13% 28% 22% 31% 19%
Crine forecasting 777 13% 23% 28% 32% 19%
Fi nanci al 777 13% 19% 24% 23% 17%
Target profile 777 8% 18% 21% 29% 1498
Di spl acenent and diffusion 777 12% 17% 18% 17% 14%
Cuvil litigation 777 9% 6% 14% 6% 9%
Envi ronnental survey 777 6% 3% 11% 10% 7%

* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent variabl e

These di stinctions, however, evaporate when we break down

Type Il departnents by size. The bigger of the Type |
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departnents are very sinmlar to the Type | departnents when it
conmes to range of functions and the m x of tactical and
strategic functions. The significant and substanti al

di fferences enmerge when we conpare Type | departnments with the

Type Il departnments of 1-24 nenbers.

Targets

The worl dwi de web is an efficient and effective way for
police departnents of any size to comunicate with the public.
As table 16 points out, when the larger (25 nmenbers or greater)
of the Type Il departnents is distinguished fromthe smaller
ones (less than 25 nenbers), we find that over 6 out of 10 of
the bi gger ones have a formal web page. Only about 3 out of 10
of the smaller Type |l departnments have one. But for those
departnents that do have a web page, nore than 8 out of 10
utilize it to facilitate infornmation exchange between the
departnment and the public. There is no significant difference
based on size of Type Il departnents when it conmes to access to
crime maps. O those Type Il departnents that produce crine

maps, about 6 out of 10 allow the public to view them
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Tabl e 16: Targets

Percent of personnel answering yes
N 1-24 25-49 50- 74 75-99 | Total

Depart nent have an official web page 753 34% 59% 74% 2% 52%
Citizens allowed to view web 112 49% 63% 7% 67% 63%
Means for publishing communications via the web 342 82% 79% 80% 87% 82%
Are crime anal ysis products provided to the
foll ow ng

Communi ty 777 40% 57% 58% 56% A7%

Prosecut ors 777 49% 46% 54% 42% 49%

Qut si de | aw enf or cenment 777 49% 48% 60% 60% 529%

El ected officials 777 57% 55% 65% 59% 58%
* significant relationship (p < .05) between size and dependent variable

El ected officials tend to be the dom nant external target
for crinme analysis products. About 6 out of 10 of the Type |
departnments surveyed provide crinme analysis output to el ected
officials. The size of the departnment nakes no difference in
this area. There is also no significant size difference
bet ween Type Il departnents when it cones to providing analytic
output to prosecutors. Nearly 5 out of 10 departnents surveyed
said that prosecutors are targets of their crinme analysis
products. As the size of the Type Il departnents increases,
the nunber of departnents that said they provide output to the
community and to outside | aw enforcenent agencies tended to
I ncrease; however, the differences were not substantial.
Overall, about 5 out of 10 Type Il departnents surveyed deliver

product to these two targets.
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Expl anat ory Factors
As we did with the Type | departnents, we explore in this
section factors that m ght help explain the variance in the

quality of crine analysis operations in Type Il departnents.

Met hod and vari abl es

We examined crine analysis in Type Il departnents al ong
four primary dinensions: 1) the quality of hardware and
software inventory; 2) the training of its personnel; 3) the
quality, sources, and utilization of its data; and, 4) the
varied types of operational nethods. To determ ne the extent
of variance between respondents we constructed four sumrated
indices, like we did for the Type | departnents (refer to the
precedi ng section for a discussion of the nethod). W found
that the respondents did vary along the four dinensions,
rai sing the sane question that we addressed in the previous
section: How can we explain the differences between
departnents? The explanatory factors that we propose are as
fol | ows:

Popul ati on: The size of the city should help to explain
the quality of service delivery within its public
organi zations. Larger cities should be expected to have access
to nore resources, both human and fiscal. One would expect
that the larger the city, the greater the crinme anal ysis index

Scores.
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Crime: The armount of crine a jurisdiction suffers should
be related to the nature and extent of operations that it
engages in. Geater levels of crine should translate into a
greater need for crinme analysis operations. W would expect
that as crine increases, crinme analysis operations
correspondingly increase to neet the need.

Regi on: The quality of crine anal ysis produced nmay be a
function of the region of the country (northeast, south,

M dwest, and west) in which the departnent is |ocated. W
created three dummy vari abl es (reference northeast) to neasure
the inpact of this variable.

Type of departnment: The type of departnent may have a
bearing on the quality of crine analysis that it produces. Two
types of |aw enforcenent agencies were included in the phone
survey: nunicipal and sheriff. One dummy variable (reference
muni ci pal) was created to neasure the inpact of this variable.

Crinme anal yst specialization: Wether or not a departnent
has designated a specialized crinme analyst position should
i nfluence the departnent’s crinme anal ysis operations. Every
| aw enf orcenent agency, regardl ess of whether or not they
speci alize the function, engage in crine analysis; however,
those that designate a specialized crinme analysis function w |l
be likely to take a greater interest in crime analysis
operations, and the resources dedicated to those operations,

than a departnent wi thout a specialized function. W would
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t herefore expect that departnents with a specialized crine

anal ysis function wl|
Each of the four dinmensions of crinme analysis
(har dwar e/ sof t war e,

regressed on the four factors (popul ation,

type of departnent).

Fi ndi ngs and concl usi ons

have hi gher

training,

Table 17 portrays the findings.

fol | owi ng:

i ndex scores.

crime,

data, and operations) was

regi on, and

They indicate the

Tabl e 17: OLS Standardi zed Coefficients (and Standard Errors) for Variables Predicting Crine
Anal ysis Capacity: Departnments with Fewer than 100 Sworn Personnel

| ndependent Har dwar e/ Traini ng Crine Analysis Dat a
Vari abl e Sof t war e Functi ons
POP . 259 (. 059)*** . 402 (.272)*** . 359 (.156)*** . 263 (. 110)***
I NDEX -.010 (.000) . 085 (.000)** -.026 (.000) . 001 (.000)
M dwest (ref, ne) -. 043 (.214) -. 132 (.988)** -.008 (.568) -. 152 (. 401)**
Sout h (ref, ne) -.042 (. 216) -.189 (.999)*** . 027 (.575) -. 121 (. 406)**
West (ref, ne) -. 042 (.254) -. 059 (1.175) -. 025 (.676) -.043 (.477)*

TYPE . 148 (.179)*** . 143 (.827)*** .184 (.476)*** . 158 (.336)***
CAS 257 (.166) %% 202 (.765)*** 279 (.440)*** 165 (.311)***
R .17 .29 .22 .12

F 19. 438*** 38. 972*** 28. 465* ** 14. 454***

N 686 686 686 686

*p < .05

** p < .01

The popul ation that the agency serves is a significant

predi ctor of crinme analysis operations. 1In all four

di mensi ons we found that the larger the city, the higher

the i ndex scores.

The extent of crinme only inpacted hardware and software

inventories. The higher the crine rates, the better the

har dwar e and sof t war e.

Regi on was a significant predictor in both

har dwar e/ sof tware i nventory and the quality, source, and
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utilization of data. Wen it canme to hardware/ software,
nort heastern agenci es were superior to agencies in the

m dwest, west, and the south, although the differences
were not substantial. Wen it canme to data quality,
sources, and utilization, the northeast and west were
about the sane and significantly, albeit not
substantially, better than the m dwest and sout h;

ot herwi se, region had no inpact on crine anal ysis.

The type of agency was a significant predictor in all four
di mensi ons. Muni ci pal agencies consistently exhibited

hi gher, al though only noderately so, dinmension scores than
sheriff’'s departnents.

Agenci es that have crine anal ysis specialists have
significantly higher scores across all four dinensions of
crinme analysis than their counterparts that do designate

speci alized crinme anal ysts.

Di scussi on

When it comes to structure, in departnments with over 100
sworn personnel, we see a primarily specialized, centralized,
and civilianized function. 1In these departnents, when
departments choose to designate a specialized crine anal ysis
function, the ratio of analysts to sworn personnel is nearly 1
crinme anal yst per 100 sworn officers. Hardware, software, and

training support for crime analysis are generally good in big

51



departnments. In departnents with | ess than 100 sworn
personnel, training is provided by nost departnents in a w de
range of crine anlaysis-related tasks. For the nost part, data
managenent is rationally planned in both big and snal
departnments. The vast majority of collected data is stored in
aut omat ed data bases across all sizes of departnents. Most
departnments seek data from outsi de sources. In big
departnents, although crine analysis is normally centralized
and under adm nistrative authority, actual operations tend to
be nore tactical than adm nistrative; neverthel ess, the
products are utilized by personnel at all levels, fromthe beat
of ficer to command staff.

When conpared to crine anal ysis operations of, say, fifty
years ago, we woul d expect dramatic advances in anal ytic
met hods and output. And in many respects this is so. There is
no question that we store and access data nore efficiently and
effectively than we did fifty years ago. Analytic software is
now avail able to greatly enhance the analyst’s ability to
di scover the nyriad patterns and relationships in the police
data set. Yet, with all the advances in technol ogy, regardless
of the size of the departnment, the findings here indicate that
“bean counting” continues to dom nate crine anal ysis
operations. Ganted, they are counted faster, and there are

beans counted that were not counted fifty years ago, but the
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evidence is clear: counting is the primary nethod when it cones
to working with police data.

The reason that counting dom nates analysis is unclear.
The findings, however, point to sone signs that warrant a
cl oser | ook. Most big departnents reported problens wth data
collection. Data that are inconsistently coded, or data that
are not captured because the reports sinply do not ask for the
data, would substantially obstruct analysis. There is sone
evidence that training may be partially responsible for the
enphasi s on counting. Respondents in both big and smal
departnents said overall that training in analytic-type
software (G@S) and in basic statistics were deficient.

It is inportant to | ook at issues |ike data collection,
report configuration, and hardware and software inventories to
assess crine analysis. But | would suggest that if we demand a
nore sophisticated utilization of the data that |aw enforcenent
collects, then it may be nore productive to | ook at the denmand
side of the equation. Like it or not, policing in Arerica
confornms to the bureaucratic, hierarchical nodel. Policies are
formed at the executive level of the organization and are
conmuni cated to subordinates in the formof direct orders and
standard operating procedures. Crine analysts count crine in
response to the demand established by executive policynmakers.
So, the interesting question is not why do crinme anal ysts

continue to essentially count crinme, but why does the denmand
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from police executives continue to enphasize crine counts? The
findings we report here sinply do not permt an answer to this
very inportant question.

We do feel obligated to point out the weaknesses of both
the mail and phone surveys. First and nost inportant, there is
the problem of self-reporting bias. In nost cases, one person
conpl eted the survey. W cannot know with certainty whet her
the respondent was entirely honest and objective in his/her
responses. Respondents may have slanted their responses one
way or the other based on sone unknown notivation. Based on
foll owup phone interviews with a random sel ecti on of
respondents that we discuss below, we are reasonably confident
that this bias was mnimal. W feel a nore inportant concern
is that our findings neasure conditions at one point in tine.
We cannot know how the crine analysis function has changed over
time. We therefore offer these findings as a baseline from
whi ch changes in the crinme analysis function can be neasured in

the future.

54



[11. CRIME ANALYSIS I N AVERI CA: A CLOSER LOCK

| NTRODUCTI ON

We now have sone general sense of the state of crine
analysis in Arerica. The results of the mail and phone surveys
hel ped to devel op a broader understanding of various inportant
aspects of crine analysis; however, in many ways, the survey
rai sed as many questions as it answered. The aimof this
section is to probe crine analysis operations in |arge Anerican
police departnents a bit nore deeply.

A cursory review of the mail and phone survey results
suggests that the quality of crime analysis operations varies
bet ween departnents. Not all police departnents are equal when
it conmes to crinme analysis. W intend | ook nore carefully at
the departnents that, by our cal cul ations, excel in the area.
By singling out the departnments that by all indications are
anong the nost advanced, we can feel nore confortable in
drawi ng concl usi ons about the current state of the art. W may
all have sonme rough idea about what a crinme analysis unit
should be. In this section we exanine what it currently is, at
its best. In the process, not only the strengths energe, but
t he weaknesses al so cone into focus.

W first had to create sone nethod to rank mail survey
respondents. To do so we constructed a single summated index.
A subset of survey questions were sel ected and coded so that

t he hi gher val ues represented conditions favorable for crine
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analysis. In all, there were 110 questions selected for the

i ndex. The higher the sumis, the higher the level of crine
analysis is. For a variety of reasons, this is a crude neasure
of a departnent’s crine anal ysis conpetency, but for our

pur poses it does provide a rough, objective way to rank order

t he respondents.

Qur first objective, after ranking the respondents, was to
find out nore about their analytic nethods. The mail survey
appeared to indicate that analysts were “counting” crine nore
than they were “analyzing” crine. This in itself was
Interesting and informative; however, it is nore useful and
practical to determ ne what sort of activities the higher-|evel
departnments are conducting that constitutes nore sophisticated
analysis. To do this we identified the top 100 departnents
according to their rank on the summated i ndex. O these
departnments we | ooked for the ones that reported using the nost
sophi sticated software and further reported engagi ng in higher
| evel s and frequencies of the nore sophisticated anal ytic
operations. W then conducted tel ephone interviews with the
crime anal ysts fromthese departnents. In all, we interviewed
thirty crime analysts in police departnents of all sizes,
types, and regions of the country.

Qur second objective was to delve nore deeply into the
details of the operations and managenent of a crine anal ysis

unit. We drew a sanple of nine departnments fromthe top
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twenty-five departnents on the summated index list. This
sel ection was not random Departnents were sel ected based on a
conbi nation of factors: convenience, region, and reputation.
Each of these sites was visited. 1In all of the departnents
that we sel ected, the analyst who conpleted the mail survey
acted as the contact person. Menbers of each unit were
Interviewed, as well as other rel evant nenbers of the
departnment that had an organi zati onal connection to the crine
anal ysis function. W should point out that we do not nean to
inmply that the departnents sel ected represent the “best” crine
analysis units in the country; however, we are confident that
they are representative of the “best” crine analysis units in
the country.

In this section we sumrari ze the findings of those phone

interviews and site visits.

ORGANI ZATI ONAL DYNAM CS AND BEHAVI OR
Di vi sion of Labor

Organi zati ons increase efficiency when different types of
wor k are distingui shed and when the various types of work are
assigned functional units with clearly defined jurisdictions.
The overall goal is to mlitate against overlap and duplication
of effort. W found fromthe mail survey that nost departnents

(74% reported having specialized crinme analysts and of those
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nearly the same proportion (72% said that they assigned their
crinme anal ysts to separate units.

In every departnent that we visited the crinme anal yst
position was formally differentiated from other specialized
police tasks; in addition, in all the departnents that we
visited the unit was functionally differentiated from ot her
units. In nost departnents, the specialization of the crine
anal ysis function can be traced to a time when technical
ability was necessary to extract data fromthe departnent,
city, or county information system and translate that stored
data into useful strategic or tactical information. Comand
staff managers, to fulfill their obligations to report the
nature and extent of crinme in their jurisdiction, had to rely
on soneone with the technical knowl edge to access and generate
reports fromdata sources that denmanded sone neasure of
techni cal expertise. As police organizations nmoved from
storing data on the “police blotter” to storing data in
sophi sticated automated systens, the need for a specialized
function arose.

Several of the departnents we visited can trace the
formati on of a specialized crinme analysis unit to the early
1970s. These departnents, |ike many others at that tinme, had
torely on city or county informati on systens to nanage their
data. Police departnents have traditionally been somewhat

territorial when it comes to their information. As such, there

58



was a strong incentive to seek nore control of access to data
and the generation of reports.

For sone departnents, the federal governnent provided a
means for the police to secure tighter control over their data.
The 1968 Omi bus Crine Control Act provided substantial funding
for | aw enforcenent agencies to devel op formal planning
operations. Many of the grants required the creation of crinme
anal ysis units to support planning functions. This is
essentially what we found in three departnents (i.e.,
specialized units were forned that were dedicated to taking
control of the data and to generating reports for managers).

As one of the crine analysts in a site we visited said:
The chief wanted soneone in the
departnment to be able to get
reports to hi mwhen he wanted
them Qur technical people at
the city were giving us a set of
reports but the chief sonetines
wanted things that it took too
long to get fromthe city.

Current hardware and software technol ogy has substantially
i nproved access to police data when conpared to thirty years
ago. G aphical user interfaces have reduced the need for
programm ng skills. But there is another side to that coin.
Sof twar e devel opers have been devel oping a w de range of
software to support crime analysis. Consider the advances in

crime mapping and the potential data sharing capabilities of

the web. Wiile overall the software and hardware may be nore
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user friendly, it still takes some neasure of technica

knowl edge to operate these new and advanced systens. Several
departnments that we visited have fornmed their crine analysis
units within the past ten to fifteen years. The success of
these units is directly related to the technical skills that
the crinme analysts either brought with themto the job (e.g.,
speci al academ c credentials) or devel oped while they were with
the units. Baltinore County, MD, illustrates this point.
Through the efforts of that departnent’s crine analysis
supervisor, the unit has one of the npbst advanced mappi ng
operations in the country. The skills that were required to
build that unit were clearly outside of the skills typically
associated with traditional police work.

This is likely to continue into the future. Software and
har dwar e devel opers are produci ng nore advanced net hods for
police departnents to store, share, analyze, and dissemni nate
data. Taking full advantage of these advances are likely to
require skills not commonly held by the typical police officer.
Speci alization and functional differentiation are not always a
matter of efficiency, as nuch as they are a matter of
necessity. Specializing the crinme analysis function nmay be
driven by the need to identify and concentrate scarce or
previ ously unavail abl e specialized skills, not by the need to

avoi d duplication, at least for the tine being.
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Li ne and St aff

Noti ons about |ine and staff have changed sonewhat over
ti me; however, the essence of the distinction between the two
types of functions remains the sane. Line personnel perform
tasks that directly inpact the organization’s prinmary nmandate
(e.g., wite tickets, nake arrests, etc.). Staff personnel, on
t he ot her hand, support and advise the activities of the line
in an effort to facilitate the execution of their activities
(e.g., law unit, planning, etc.). Crinme analysis historically,
that is prior to the early 1970s, was one of many tasks that
i ne personnel perforned. Beat officers and detectives
searched for patterns and relationships in the data as a part
of their regular routine. As the tools to store and retrieve
the data grew nore sophisticated and correspondi ngly nore
conpl ex, crinme analysis evolved into a specialized function.
The crime anal yst ideally used his/her technical expertise to
nore efficiently access |larger data sets and di scover a w der
range of patterns and rel ati onshi ps.

In a broad sense, the crine anal ysis personnel that we
spoke with at the nine sites viewed their role as staff. The
anal ysts that we spoke with saw a distinction between the
skills that they possessed and the skills that sworn personnel
possess. In their mnds they perforned different tasks and the

tasks that the crine analysts perforned were designed to
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facilitate the work of the sworn officer. As one crine anal yst

put it:
We're here to support the sworn
people. Sonmetines it’s hard to
get sonme of ny people to accept
that. It’s hard not to want to
be nore involved in the
I nvestigations, but we have to
know where our role stops and the
detective's begins. W are
supposed to nmake getting the
informati on easier for the sworn
people and try to put things
together for them That’'s what
we do.

Al t hough crine analysts view their overall role as staff,
they are quick to offer the views on the preferred target of
support. In nost cases, the analysts that we spoke with
di sti ngui sh between tactical and strategic analysis. Recal
that tactical and strategic analysis is distinguished
essentially by the tinme horizon: Tactical analysis seeks to
support daily operations; strategic analysis seeks to support
| ong-range planning. Analysts that we spoke with place a high
val ue on supporting |line operations; however, they somewhat
narrowl y define |line operations as those associated with the
wor k of beat officers and detectives. Activities that support
the work of m ddle and executive | evel managers are viewed as
less legitimate by the anal ysts that we spoke with. 1In a
manner akin to the beat officer feeling that issuing traffic

tickets is not “real” police work, the crine anal yst appears to

view activities that support |ong-range planning as not “real”
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crinme analysis. The comments of one crine analyst point this

out :

| just hate the annual report. |

know its sonething the chief

wants and | do it, but it just

seens |i ke such a waste of tine.

How the unit views its role (i.e., staff or line) is

i nfluenced by its history and organi zational placenment. In
nost departnents that we visited, the unit was situated in
operations and had its closest links with patrol and
i nvestigations. One unit was situated under adm nistration and
this unit placed a higher value on support for adm nistration.
This unit has al ways been under the supervision of a civilian
and that person has always reported directly to the chief. O
the three staff nmenbers that performanal ytic tasks, two are
assigned to adm nistrative duties and one to tactical. Their
output reflects this structural context. Mich of their work is
centered on activities that support |ong-range planning. That
arrangenent (i.e., support for strategies planning) is clearly

the exception in the departnents that we visited.

Centralization

Centralization is an issue that managers have had to
addr ess when designing the structural arrangenents for a crine
analysis unit. The substance of the issue was described in the

previ ous section. Sone argue that centralization is necessary
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to insure that the unit stays focused on the unit and

organi zati on m ssion; others argue that centralization inhibits
the unit’s flexibility to provide services to a diverse set of
internal clienteles.

We found both types of structural arrangenents in the
sites visited. W also found that centralization is not a
settled i ssue anong practicing crine analysts. One crine
anal yst in a departnent that had a decentralized arrangenent
sai d:

"’ mnot sure which
[decentralization v.
centralization] is better. Qurs
is decentralized. 1It’s good
because we get to know t he

of ficers and the commander
better. But it’s not so good
because we’'re asked to do things
that crime anal ysts probably
shouldn’t. The commander knows
that we know how to operate the
comput er, so when anything cones
up that can be done with the
conputer, he comes to us. He's
starting to do his reports [to
the conmand staff] in powerpoint
now that he knows | can do it for
him That takes tine away from
what | think |’ m supposed to do,
but you can’t say no.

One departnent designed an arrangenent that conbi ned
el ements of both centralization and decentralization. Units
were physically located in renote stations and had a | oose
wor ki ng relationship within the substation chain of conmand;

however, they were formally within a centralized chai n of
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command with their supervisor |ocated under investigations.
The supervisor of this unit maintained:

You can’t have a decentralized
unit. Analysts are being asked
to do things that really aren’t
crinme analysis. But you don’'t
want to | oose the support of the
station commanders. So the way
we do it is if the station crinme
anal yst is asked to do sonething
that they think they shouldn’t be
doing they give ne a call and |
tell themnot to do it and if the
commander wants to know why, he
can call nme. That takes the
crime analyst off the hook. It’'s
wor ked for us. W’ ve been able
to avoid getting into things that
really waste our tine.

Regardl ess of structural arrangenent, analysts in al
sites conplained that they were frequently being asked to
performtasks that have nothing, in their view, to do with
crinme analysis. Cine analyst famliarity with hardware and
software technol ogy works as nmuch to their disadvantage as to
their advantage. As the excerpts above point out, analysts are
often asked to engage in activities that the anal ysts deem
outside of their job description. According to one analyst:
When they find out what the
software can do you get,

i ke, “Hey, how about a
banner: Lordy, Lordy, Sgt.

so and so is forty.” It’s
hard to say no, but 1'd like
to.

Structure can and has been used to overcone this problem

Yet the nore inportant concern nay be to establish, with sone
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certainty, a nore explicit crine analyst job description. W

wll address this issue in nore detail bel ow

Conmruni cat i on

Formal and i nformal conmunication provides a useful
conceptual distinction to explain organi zati onal comruni cati on
(Berlo, 1960). Formal communication is normally witten,
originates with sone organi zational authority, follows the
chain of command, is directed at sone specific individual/s,
and is part of the process by which the organi zation's
policies, mssion, strategy, tactics, etc. are inplenented.
The primary advantage of formal comrunication is that it
fosters accountability. The primary di sadvantage of formnal
communi cation is that the organi zati on can becone swanped in
docunentation. Informal comunication is normally verbal, may
originate fromvarious sources, nay or nay not be directed at
sonme specific audi ence, may or may not follow norma
comruni cation channels, and it reflects a broader range of
concerns than formal conmunication. |Informal conmunication can
overcone sone of the disadvantages of formal comrunication
Most inportantly, it tends to facilitate practical solutions to
probl ens that are aggravated by the rigidity of fornal
bureaucrati c arrangenents.

Ef fecti ve comunication is vital to the operations of a

staff function. Crine analysis units nust devel op sound
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comuni cation channels with their targets in order to carry out
their mssion. In all the sites that we visited, crine
anal ysts, to varying degrees, conplained of problens in this
area. Information overload was especially evident in sone of
t hese departnents. Sone units produce a vast array of
different types of bulletins, notices, sumary reports, etc.
Targets engage in a cost/benefit analysis when it cones to
processing information. Wen the costs of processing the
out put exceed the expected benefits, the information will be
i gnored. Comrents of one of the analysts interviewed are
illustrative:

We provide information to

of ficers al nost case-by-case. W

do have sone[forns] that are

formatted, but there are just too

many different types of requests.

You try to get it all to the

briefing room bulletin boards but

it gets pretty cluttered.

Much of the communi cati on between crinme anal ysts and their
targets is informal. Mst crine anal ysts we spoke with seened
to feel that this formof comrunication was nost effective.

Al of the analysts believed that they had to “sell”

thensel ves, and the unit, to targets. This adds to the ad hoc
nature of the output. Part of the reason for this struggle
seens to be connected to the civilianization of the crine

anal ysis function. Nearly 8 out of 10 departnents that had a

crinme anal ysis function (see above) had at | east one civilian
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crinme analyst. Seattle PD s unit was sworn and Lincoln PD s
unit’s first-1ine supervisor was a sworn nmenber; in all the
ot her departnents the analysts and first-1line supervisors were
civilian. Several of the civilian analysts clained that they
have experienced sone difficulties in gaining the trust of
sworn nenbers. As one civilian analyst put it:

You have to work at selling

yourself to the officers. You

have to prove that what you do

can help them Once you do that

they’'re sold, but it’s not so

easy sonetines. You have to work

at it. 1’malways |ooking for

ways to get themto see we can

make their jobs easier. Most of

the tinme, it’s up to ne to nake

the first nove.

This is to be expected. The police culture literature
(Crank, 1998) describes a belief system anong police officers
that creates resistance to anyone they consider an “outsider.”
Sworn officers, particularly at the patrol |level, tend to have
a world-view that is distrustful of those outside of their
particul ar functional responsibility: Patrol doesn't trust
detectives; detectives don't trust the specialized units; sworn
menbers at the street level don’t trust their superiors, and so
on. Civilians are truly considered outsiders and are held up
to special scrutiny by all nenbers. It is entirely
under st andabl e that civilians that enter this world would find

it difficult to gain acceptance. To overcone this obstacle,

i nformal conmuni cation patterns proliferate, especially between
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anal ysts and first-line officers; in their efforts to overcone
target resistance, the ad hoc nature of comunication is
aggr avat ed.

It is inmportant for crine analysts to build trust and
credibility with targets. It is, |likewise, inportant for crine
anal ysts to be responsive to the infornmation needs of a w de
audi ence. To acconplish these ends, crine analysts wll have
to generate a wide range of output. But the crinme analysts
must insure that each product reaches the w dest possible
audi ence. The benefit of formatted reports is that it reduces
processing tinme for the reader. The format all ows the reader
to quickly determine if the information is relevant to their
needs. Unformatted, individualized output inplies the
di ffusion of information and thus constrains effective
conmuni cati on between crine analysts and targets. Categorizing
out put and creating a manageabl e set of well-organized,
formatted reports would i nprove comruni cati on between anal ysts
and targets.

We found that conmmunication between functional units al so
tended to be informal. Mst of the departnents that we visited
had sonme form of comunity policing, problemoriented policing,
crime prevention, or command accountability (COVSTAT) policies.
Si nce each one of these policies is highly information-
dependent, one m ght reasonably assune that crinme analysis

woul d be formally linked with those functions (forns, staff
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neetings, etc.). W found that normally this was not so.
Al t hough sone of the units interviewed did have informal |inks
Wi th these operations, formal comuni cati on nmechanisnms were for
the nost part absent. There were exceptions. Departnents that
had a command accountability policy formally integrated crine
anal ysis output into the regular neetings. As a conmand staff
of ficer in Lincoln, Nebraska, explained:

Crinme anal ysis provides all the

information that we use to talk

about at our neetings[conmmand

accountability]. Crinme maps.

Statistics. W put the naps up

and pass around the statistics

and tal k about the problens that

we find. Commanders tell us what

they intend to do about them

The neetings are held once a

nont h and commuanders from al

sections attend. The whol e thing

depends on the crinme anal ysis
peopl e.

Coor di nati on

Coordination is, for practical purposes, the opposite of
di vision of labor. It is the process by which specialized or
di vi ded | abor is brought together (WIlianms, 1980; Seidman,
1986). It is the nechanism by which the organi zati on seeks to
keep its separate parts focused on the common nission. The
nore conpl ex and speci alized an organi zati on becones, the nore
it requires coordination. Coordination is closely akin to and
dependent upon effective comunication channels. Coordination

is likely to neet with resistance. Those who seek to
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coordi nate often advance interests that may be at odds with
those that are the targets of coordination

Even though the creation of a crine analysis unit
i ncreases speci alization, because it serves a staff function,
it should facilitate coordination. This is what we found in
those departnments that built formal |inks between crine
anal ysi s and command accountability operations. These
departnents provided reports that facilitated |inks between
vari ous specialized units. Coments of several crinme analysts
illustrate how this worked:

When it works, it’s a way to get
different units working toward
solving the problem W found a
robbery series. The way we
descri bed the series showed how
other units had to get involved.
It all began with our unit
finding and describing the

probl em

Qur neetings [command
accountability] are actually

di scussi ons about what the crine
anal ysi s peopl e put together for
us. Wen we decide how different
units can work together to solve
a problemthat crine analysis
finds, it’s fromwhat the crine
anal ysis people tell us.

Simlar to what we found in comuni cati on channel s,

coordination with relevant units was | oose and informal in nobst

of the departnents that we visited. There was little evidence

of formal links with crinme prevention, community policing, and
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probl em ori ented policing when these operations were
formalized. Crinme analysts said that they work with these
units nmuch in the sanme way that they work with other sworn
officers (i.e., on a primarily ad hoc basis). Wat’'s nore, it
was very common, when we viewed the organi zational charts, to
find crime analysis located in functionally different sections
of the hierarchy. This in sonme cases aggravated the
difficulties in coordinating | ogically connected functions.
According to one crinme anal yst:

W work with the CPTED [crine

prevention through environnental

desi gn] person, but there is no

formal relationship. They're

even under another division. |

made it a point to make a

connection. W should work nore
closely with CPTED

Crinme Anal ysis Performnce Measures

According to Amons (1995), performance nmeasurenment is
essential to the following critical functions of an
organi zati on: accountability, budgeting, planning, operational
i nprovenent, evaluation, and, allocation of resources. It is
necessary for a specialized unit, Iike crinme analysis, to
design a clearly defined set of objective, and ordinarily
quantifiabl e, measures of performance.

Per f or mance neasures should respond to a unit’s overal

m ssion, goals, and objectives, and ultimtely should be driven
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by sone | arger organi zation mssion or vision. W did not find
formal unit-specific performance neasures in the departnents
that we visited. Units did not have clearly and formally
stated unit goals and objectives that could be easily
translated into quantifiable, nmeasurable indicators of
performance. This should not be m sconstrued to suggest sone
criticismof the work product of crinme analysts; it does not.
It sinply suggests that we found that crinme analysis units in
our sanple were not designing rational nmethods to assess the
efficiency and effectiveness of their output. This should not
come as any great surprise. Police departnents have not been
particul arly successful at devel opi ng useful performance
measures, nor for that matter, have they been particularly
successful at adopting formal rational planning. One m ght
reasonably expect that units within a police departnent woul d
i kewi se be somewhat deficient in this area.

It should be noted that sone departnents that we observed
were maeking an effort to overcone this weakness. Sone of the
departnents were either constructing or have constructed a unit
m ssion statenent and are | ooking at general unit goals and
obj ecti ves. Several departnents adm nister surveys to targets
of their analytic output. These surveys, however, were only
sporadi cally adm ni stered and were at best weak indicators of
the demand for and the quality and useful ness of the unit’s

out put. Anal yst supervisors that we spoke with, for the npst
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part, were aware of the need for evaluating their products and
nearly all were westling with a solution. According to one
anal yst:

We have a survey that we give

officers. It is supposed to tell

us how we’re doing, but it

doesn’t always get to themand it

probably doesn’t tell us enough

W’'re trying to put one together

but honestly it’s not high on the

list of things to do. W’re kind
of busy here.

Pl anni ng

The Law Enforcenent Assistance Administration (LEAA), a
federal agency created by the Omibus Crine Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, awarded substantial funds to state,
county, and municipal police departnents to support rational
pl anni ng (Hudzi k and Cordner, 1985). 1In a phone survey
recently conducted by the University of South Al abanma Center
for Public Policy, nearly one-third of a sanple of police
departnments with 100 or nore sworn personnel said that they
engage in formal strategic planning. The planning process
requires that an organi zation gather data that inforns planners
about both the external and internal environnent. The crine
analysis unit is a logical place for the collection, collation,
anal ysis, and distribution of these data for planning purposes
(e.g., nature, extent, and location of crine; crime trend

predi ctions; citizen and enpl oyee surveys; etc.). W discussed
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crinme anal ysis involvenent in the formal planning process with
the anal ysts that we intervi ewed.

Al of the departnents that we visited do sone form of
strategic planning. Nearly all the anal ysts that we tal ked
Wi th provide reports to superiors that are in sone fashion
i ntended to support planning. Mostly, crine analysis units
provi de data about the nature and extent of crinme in the
departnment’s jurisdiction. In a few departnents, the anal ysts
were asked to provide estimtes of future trends. One
departnent is analyzing data in a manner that seeks to predict
t he novenent of crine over tinme in an effort to help planners
esti mate future nmanpower needs and distribution. However,
crime anal ysts are not currently assisting planners in
sophi sticated anal ysis that one m ght associate with the needs
of strategic planners (e.g., forecasting, stakehol der
assessnents, etc.). This is due in large part to the current
enphasis on tactical analysis. Sone of the departnents that we
vi sited designated nenbers of the unit for admnistrative
duties, which is a formof analysis that m ght be expected to
support strategic planning. But the dom nant view anbng
anal ysts and police executives calls for an enphasis on
tactical analysis. This formof analysis may be conpati bl e
with providing nature and extent of crine data to planners, but

it is not the type of analysis that we would expect to find
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that woul d support the nore sophisticated needs of strategic

pl anni ng t eans.

HUVMAN RESOURCES
Job Description

Al'l but two of the departnents that we visited had fornal
j ob descriptions (see appendix B). Job descriptions were
normal Iy found in the job announcenents that were distributed
to the public. One departnment had a job description inits
unit manual and another departnment had its job description in a
standard operating procedure. W al so expanded our search by
vi ewi ng job descriptions of other police departnments that
posted j ob announcenents on their web sites. O the job
descriptions that we reviewed, they generally called for the
followi ng set of skill categories: hardware and software
operati on; data nmanagenent and anal ysis; operations pl anning;
and verbal and witten comunication. As a rule, the m ninum
educati on requi renent qualification was an undergraduate
degree, although several allowed experience to substitute for
education. Judging fromwhat we were able to determ ne, job
descriptions for hiring purposes seemrelatively simlar

bet ween departnents.
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Sel ection

The sel ection process depends upon whet her the analyst is
a civilian or a sworn nenber of the departnent. For a sworn
menber, selection to a crinme analysis unit is normally a
tenporary assignment and represents an opportunity for the
of ficer (at whatever rank | evel) to broaden his/her police
experience. Wen the unit is staff to command staff, this
position can provide an opportunity for a sworn nenber to be
noticed by superiors. As one sworn crine anal yst said:

It’s a good assignnent. It gives
you sone good experience in

anot her unit and since we do a
lot for the chief, it gives you
the chance to show what you can
do.

For civilian crime analysts, the selection nethod varied
across departnents that we visited. As a rule, applicants were
asked to conplete a formal application form the pool was
reduced to sone nmanageabl e nunber based on the application
oral interviews were conducted to a short-1list of candi dates;
and a final decision was reached. In some cases, the
departnment adm nistered a witten exam nation that covered
basic analytic skills. The primary sel ection nethod appeared
to be the oral interview. This provided the opportunity for
interviewers to determine a candidate’s qualifications for the

position. All departnents conducted sone form of background

i nvestigation; a few departnents included a pol ygraph
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exam nation. Wile there were variations in the nethods used
to select personnel, it can be said that all the departnents we
visited did have sone formalized sel ection process in place.
When we asked about probl ens associated with the sel ection

process, analysts nost often nentioned was the |ong application
processing time. One analyst’s comments illustrate this
pr obl em

It just takes too long to process

an applicant. W have |ost a

coupl e good peopl e because when

we finally get around to offering

thema job they ve found
sonet hi ng el se.

Career Path

Li ke the selection process, the career path for a crine
anal yst depends upon whether the position is civilian or sworn.
For a sworn menber, assignhment to a crinme analysis unit, |ike
any assignnent, should not affect advancenent in the norma
mlitary-like rank structure. For a civilian, rank structure
ordinarily is confined to whatever rank structure exists within
the relatively small unit. In general, career path for a
civilian analyst, both vertical and lateral, is extrenely
limted. The vertical path for civilians, in the departnents
that we visited, was linmted to two and sonetinmes three tiers.
Every civilian-staffed unit that we observed ultimtely

reported to a sworn police nanager; this was the ceiling into
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which a civilian was confined. Except in departnents where the
civilian crinme anal yst position shared a job classification

Wi th ot her municipal departnents, |ateral novenent (i.e., out
of the crinme analysis unit and into another specialization of
the departnent) was not a career option. For exanple, in
several California departnments the crine anal yst position was
filled through the city’s personnel departnent; when openi ngs
occurred in other city departnments for this position, crimne

anal ysts were eligible to apply.

Trai ni ng

The mail survey (see above) indicated that training was
not a problemoverall. Respondents reported that training was
adequate. Analysts we interviewed during the site visits
echoed this opinion. None of the departnents offered a forma
entry-level training for crinme analysts. The sel ection process
was normally intended to insure that new hires had the required
basic skills. Wen it cane to famliarizing new hires with the
specific operations of the unit, training for all departnents
was on-the-job. On-the-job training is especially inportant
for civilian hires. They nust becone famliar with the sort of
anal ysis that has practical value. They nust becone famli ar
with the police culture if they expect to gain the confidence
and trust of the sworn nenbers. As one analyst put it:

It was hard at first. Hel | ,
its still hard. | knew how
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to operate the conputer and
software, | even knew
sonet hi ng about the crim nal
justice system But |
didn’t know anyt hi ng,

real ly, about what it was
like to work for a police
departnent or what a crine
anal yst did.

Sonme departnents took advantage of advanced training
of fered by the nunicipal or county personnel departnent. One
anal yst sai d:

The departnent doesn’t provide
training at the acadeny for crine
anal ysis. But city personnel has
courses that we can use for our
peopl e, |ike word processing,
spreadsheet and data base. That
hel ps, since our budget isn't big
enough for specialized training
for crine anal ysts.

Every departnent budgeted sonething for training. Mst
said that the anpbunt was adequate, but they could use nore,
especially for advanced training in crime mapping. Sone
departnents al so took advantage of grant funding to provide in-
service training. Sone departnents viewed attendance at the
I nternational Association of Crime Analysts (1 ACA) as a good
training vehicle. Mny of the analysts that we intervi ewed
were menbers of | ACA and felt that the annual conference

provi ded useful skill-building workshops and panel s t hat

i mproved their performance.
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Conpensati on

This is anot her aspect of the crime analysis function in
whi ch the distinction between civilian and sworn enpl oyee is
relevant. Historically, civilianization of police operations
(e.g., station desk personnel, |ock-up keepers, dispatchers,
etc.) has been used as a nmeans to cut costs: civilians can be
hired in sonme positions for wages that are | ess (sonetines
substantially so) than for sworn nenbers. This is clearly the
case when it cones to crinme analysts. At the departnents that
we visited, civilian crine anal ysts earned substantially |ess
than their sworn counterparts. For exanple, according to one
civilian anal yst who supervises a staff of eight:

|’ mdoing the sane work as a

i eutenant but |1’ m maki ng about
$35, 000 | ess[per year]. A
starting anal yst starts out for
about $10, 000[ per year] |ess than
a new police officer.

This sort of salary disparity, to a greater or |esser
degree, was simlar at all the sites we visited. And it should
be added that these disparities do not go unnoticed by the
anal ysts that we interviewed. Oher benefits that civilian
enpl oyees enjoy (e.g., health insurance) woul d appear to be
simlar to their sworn officer counterparts, that is, except
for pension benefits. Gvilian nmenbers did not enjoy the sane

pensi on benefits, although nost were offered sone form of

retirement security (e.g., deferred conpensation, 401K, etc.).
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When it cones to a variety of conpensation issues, sworn and

civilian nenbers are not treated alike.

Tur nover

Turnover (i.e., the percentage of workers that separate
froman organi zati on over a year) is an inportant factor for
managers to consi der when assessing the general condition of an
organi zation or unit. Some neasure of turnover is to be
expected and what’s nore is desirable. Fresh ideas prevent an
organi zation or unit from beconing inflexible and unresponsive
toits external environnent. Turnover, however, can, at sone
poi nt, beconme dysfunctional. Longer-tenured enpl oyees
facilitate a process by which know edge gai ned from experience
is passed on to newconers. Frequent turnover creates
di scontinuity and sonme neasure of unpredictability in relations
with other organi zations or units, thereby adversely affecting
coordi nation. High turnover, nost inportantly, inplies job
di ssatisfaction, which is, in turn, related to productivity.
Al'l of the sites that we visited reported, to varyi ng degrees,
sone problemw th anal yst turnover. It would appear that the
trend toward civilianization and the manner in which civilians
are integrated into policing may help to explain the condition.

Crinme analysis units are clearly a function that police
managers have targeted for civilianization. Those who support

civilians as crine analysts argue the follow ng: Typically,
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sworn officers do not have the hardware and software training
and background to performthe tasks associated with current
crime analysis practices; civilians can be paid | ess than sworn
menbers; turnover when anal ysts are sworn nenbers is nore
frequent because of pronotion and transfer; and, the nunber of
sworn officers that performprimary patrol and investigative
functions can be increased when crine analysis is perforned by
civilians. Al of these argunments for civilianization nmay be
true; however, fromthe findings that we report here, there
appears to be a cost associated with civilianization.
Currently, in conbination, pay scal es and career

opportunities for civilian crinme analysts conpare unfavorably
with sworn nenbers. |In the departnents that we visited where
the crime analysts were civilian, we were told that this
di sparity accounts for high turnover. As one analyst put it:

The pay here is lower than it

should be. W get nuch | ess than

conmi ssi oned officers. Wen a

better job conmes along, crine

anal ysts | eave. W | ose soneone
every coupl e years.

OPERATI ONS
Backgr ound

Over its existence, LEAA provided substantial support to
prof essionalize all sectors of the crimnal justice system

LEAA was especially interested in facilitating rationa
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planning. 1In the early 1970s formal planning agenci es were
created in all fifty states (Hudzi k and Cordner, 1985) to
assist LEAA in admnistering its fiscal responsibilities, as
wel |l as to assist county and municipal crimnal justice
agencies in their planning efforts.

Grants were awarded to nunerous police agencies to create
pl anni ng units; frequently LEAA required the funded agency to
create a formal crinme analysis function. Evaluation reports
submtted by the grant recipients tell us a good deal about the
structure, managenent, and operations of these initial efforts
to formalize crine analysis (e.g., Austin et al.). In reading
these reports, one is struck by how rmuch, and how little, crine
anal ysi s has changed over the past three decades. 1In this
section, we use these reports as a frane of reference to
devel op sone sense of the evolution of crime analysis

oper ati ons.

Har dwar e Technol ogy

We found that nearly every department (of all sizes) has
automated their information systens. Myre than 9 out of 10
departnments that were surveyed have at | east one conputer
(mai nframe, m niconputer, or PC/Mac); nearly 9 out of 10
departnents who have conputers al so have a formal records
managenent system This represents a truly remarkabl e

i nprovenent over the way data were managed thirty years ago.
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Si nce autonated data storage was limted to a nainfrane
platformin the 1970s, only the | arger departnents could
justify the expense. And of those departnents, nost were
all otted space on the city or county mai nfrane. Accessing the
data was virtually inpossible for police personnel. Reports
were limted to standard crinme counts and some crude time
conpari sons that were provided by city or county data systens
personnel according to a regular schedule (e.g., nmonthly crine
totals). Ad hoc queries were nearly inpossible, since the
anal yst would have to be famliar with the data base managenent
systens arcane programm ng | anguage. Even when soneone in the
department could wite the code to query the system getting
time on the mainframe was often difficult. |In short, the data
were nearly inpossible to access for tinely tactical or
strategi c purposes.

Beginning in the 1970s, frequently with the hel p of LEAA,
sonme departnents were not only automating their data, but were
integrating it with crinme data from other | aw enforcenent
agencies in their region, and were providing access to a broad
audi ence of police personnel. For exanple, in Eugene, O egon,
the police departnent entered into an agreenent with six |aw
enf orcenment agencies in the region to share each others crine
data through a single mainframe conputer. San Diego police
entered into a simlar arrangenment with fifteen other regional

| aw enf orcenent agencies. |In both cases, data systens
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personnel designed user-friendly term nal screens that provided
nost sworn nenbers the wherewi thal to execute basic queries of
the data. These were ground-breaki ng agenci es who were
bui l ding the foundation for integrated justice information
systens (1JIS). Nearly thirty years later, we are stil
pushing for data sharing between | aw enforcenent agencies,
frequently w thout success.
There is no question that hardware inventories have

i nproved dramatically over the past thirty years. Every
departnent that we visited could point to a reasonably
sophi sticated sel ection of hardware: conputers (mainfrane,
m ni conput er, and PC/ Mac), printers, CAD systens, digital
I maging, etc. Al of the departnents visited were pleased with
advances in intra-departnmental hardware integration (e.g.,
| ocal area networks) and the opportunity that it provided to
facilitate comruni cation. Most analysts also said that they
were al nost constantly in the process of assessing and
i nproving the overall system According to one anal yst:

W seemto get the noney from

somewhere. Grants have hel ped a

lot. 1’ve been here for seven

years and | can’t renmenber a tine

when we weren’'t doi ng sonet hi ng

with the system W just changed

the mainfrane, we just got the

plotter. When you ask us about

our hardware, it depends on what

day you ask

Anal ysts that we interviewed prided thensel ves on being

famliar with the state of technology. Wen there were
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conpl ai nts about hardware, it usually centered on the anal ysts
desire to be nore current. The nore pressing problem one that
had less to do with quantity or quality of the hardware
inventory, is typical of information technol ogy weaknesses in
many public organi zations. There seens, in many cases, to be a
| ack of rational planning. Systens are built increnentally,
wi t hout a cl ear and conprehensive overall plan. The comments
of one anal yst highlight this point;

Wal k around the units and you' |l

see plenty of equipnent, a |ot of

it right out of the box. But we

just don’t use all of it in a way

that gets the nost out of it.
It’s kind of |ike a patchwork.

Sof t war e Technol ogy

Pl anni ng probl ens show up even nore clearly when one
considers the software inventories. As we noted above,
har dwar e systens overall have inproved dramatically. Every
departnment that we visited had reasonably sophisticated
automated systens. The mail survey and the phone survey
reveal ed that a wide range of data are stored in conputers.
Site visits supported the mail and phone survey findings.
However, a closer |ook at these state-of-the-art departnents
reveal ed sone rather significant weaknesses. Two such probl ens
stand out in particular: 1) There are still departnents that
rely on a primary case report that do not docunent the basic

characteristics of the incident (e.g., type of weapon) through
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f orced-choi ce check boxes; instead, much of the incident detai
is left to be described in the narrative section of the case
report. 2) There are still departnents that do not enter al
rel evant data into the conputer system W found that sone of
the departnents that we visited have had to design off-the-
shel f data bases (e.g., Access) to key in inportant case report
data and then use that data base for anal ysis purposes. In
these departnents, crine anal ysts may spend several hours of
their work day keying data into the “homemade” system?® This
represents a serious deficiency. One of these analysts
conpl ai ned:

| spend a couple hours a day

putting data into the conputer

On a Monday, after a busy

weekend, it’s even worse. |

don’t think I’m being used as

well as | should when I'm

spendi ng so nmuch tine entering

dat a.

Anot her problemthat every departnent that we visited
conpl ai ned of, to varying degrees, concerned various data
conversion routines. Several analysts said that the
conversions from say, the conputer aided dispatch to the SQ
server, were awkward and in many cases the data were not
entirely accurate. The root cause of software deficiencies,

according to sone analysts, is simlar to the root cause of

har dwar e defici encies: software applications are designed and

® 1t should be noted that there is an upside to this. Even though
the data entry by analysts is tine consum ng and unfortunate data
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i mpl enented increnmentally and there is an apparent weakness in
overal |l software planning and integration. Again, this is not
a problemspecific to policing, but is comon to nost public
organi zations. The problens that we found in information

t echnol ogy planning, both with respect to hardware and
software, are discussed at |length by Dunworth et al. (Abt
Associ ates, 2000).

When it comes to the types of software that are nost
comonly used by crine analysts in the site visit departnents,
first and forenost were data base managenent systens, ranging
from sophi sticated departnent-w de ones to smaller off-the-
shel f suppl enmental and specialized data bases. As we noted
above, sonme of these supplenents are designed to overcone
shortcom ngs in the departnment-w de data managenent systens.
Spreadsheet software is al so used extensively to suppl enent
| arger data base managenent systens. Easily, crime mapping
software is the nost dom nant analytic tool, used extensively
by all the departnents that we visited. W rd processing
prograns and publishing prograns are al so used widely to aid in
the preparation of the nyriad of notices, bulletins, alerts,
etc. that crinme analyst units provide. One departnent in
particul ar has devel oped special skills in devel opi ng graphics
to support presentations in court. Like the nmail survey

I ndicated, we found very little use of statistical software.

entry tends to be nore consistent since it is entered by few instead
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When units do engage in sone basic forns of statistical

anal ysis, they usually rely on spreadsheet prograns. SPSS and
SAS were rarely found to be used. Sone of the units we visited
were beginning to famliarize thenselves wi th publishing
various reports to the web. Sone departnents were al so using,
to alimted extent, manpower allocation software; however,
these were clearly exceptions. It is safe to say that the nost
sophisticated crine analysis units tend to rely al nost
exclusively on the basic suite of office software, with primry

enphasi s on geographi cal information systens.

Anal ytic Qutput: Tactica

Thirty years ago, many departnents had no aut omat ed
information systems. |In those departnents, and even in the
departnents that did have sone formof conputerized records
managenent, officers discovered patterns by crude and highly
i nefficient neans (O Shea, 1998). Scanni ng hardcopy case
reports, manual pin maps, and word-of -nmouth were the basic
means of discovering patterns and rel ati onships in the data.
The primary role of crine analysis units that were forned in
the early 1970s was to search for patterns, but nore
inmportantly their role was to dissem nate a range of formatted
reports to relevant targets, both for tactical and for

strategi c purposes. The idea, in short, was to provide

of many.
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statistical output to a broad audi ence, one that m ght be
likely to make use of the analyzed information, but would not
be likely to generate it thensel ves. The kinds of reports that
crime anal ysts produced were for the nost part crinme counts and
a w de range of neno-like bulletins to give officers
i nformati on about identified patterns, wanted subjects, officer
safety issues, etc.

When we | ooked at the hardcopy output of the crine
anal ysis units that we visited, we were struck by how siml ar
t he substance of those products were to the sorts of output
that crinme analysis units generated nearly thirty years ago.
Due in large part to advances in software technol ogy, the style
of the products may be different; however, the substance is
fundanmental |y the sane. Appendix Cillustrates exanples of
some of the older fornms of reports.

The ad hoc nature of the relationship between crine
anal ysts and their targets is reflected in the type of tactical
out put that these units generate. Every departnent that we
visited nade sone effort to organi ze the tactical analysis that
they produce. None, however, had successfully devel oped a
conpr ehensi ve system of categorizing their products. Analysts
had a difficult tinme in articulating a typology of reports that
they create. W found literally hundreds of different types of
reports that are produced by the nine sites that we visited.

When output is posted in places where detectives and beat
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of fi cers/deputies can view them (e.g., the briefing room
bulletin board), it is conmmon to find several formatted reports
(e.g., pattern alert and wanted person) and a vast array of
apparently unrel ated docunents. Targets would clearly find it
difficult to assimlate this endl ess sweep of information. The
problemis further aggravated when out put from nei ghboring
departnents is added to the m x. The coments of one anal yst
illustrate this problem

W have a | ot of different types

of reports. W don’t have but a

few standard reports that we put

in the nunbers for according to

the time it’s made up. You can

see the board is organi zed by

patrol assignnments, but each

board has a |l ot of different

information. An officer has to

spend sone tine to get it all

They seemto | ook at the wanted

and pattern ones nore than sone

of the others.

Lack of apparent standardization of report fornmats
notw t hst andi ng, we do feel that the tactical report sanples
that we received, both through site visits and through foll ow
up phone interviews, do in fact forma rather clear set of
categories. Although they are not entirely inclusive and
excl usive, the categories we suggest provide a rough sense of
the types of tactical reports that crime analysis units are

producing. It mght be useful to describe tactical output from

the sites we visited and fromthe departnents that we spoke
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with by tel ephone using these categories as an organi zi ng

f ranewor k.

Crinme and Incivility Conditions

Crine series and crine patterns are the nost inportant
output that crime analysis units produce. The style and | ayout
of these reports vary greatly between departnents; however,
they all provide a narrative description of the series or
pattern and rel evant incident information (date, tine,
| ocation, suspect, proceeds taken, vehicle used by offender,
etc) about the linked incidents. |In nearly every departnent
that we spoke with, this type of report also contains a digital
map to illustrate the geographical aspects of the pattern or
seri es.

The mail survey and interviews with anal ysts indicate that
t he net hods used to discover series and patterns are simlar to
those used in the past. Many series and patterns are
di scovered through word of nouth. Beat officers/deputies and
detectives take reports and investigate incidents and over tine
begin to devel op a hunch that a series is energing. |Infornmal
conversations with other sworn nmenbers either confirmor reject
the officer’s hunch. Using sone formof a matrix, or table, is
anot her popul ar method of discrimnating series or patterns
fromthe data. This systematic nethod has been used by police

departnments for years; the first published account of the
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nmet hod can be traced to Yanmada and Spice (1979). A table is
created with general incident characteristics (date, tineg,
point of entry, point of exit, weapon used, proceeds taken,
etc.) formng the columms and individual incidents (the report
nunber) formng the rows. Exam ning the boxes provides a neans
of identifying incidents that are |inked according to patterns
that checks formin the boxes (see appendix D). Building these
matrices nmanually is tinme-consumng. Wth the querying
capabilities of automated data bases, matrices can now be
easily constructed. This was a popul ar nethod of series and
pattern recognition used by the departnents that we visited.
Mappi ng crines i s another popul ar nethod of series and
pattern recognition. Manual pin maps have been a mainstay of
police crinme analysis for sone tinme. Mapping has benefited
from technol ogi cal advances nuch in the same way that matrix
construction has. Judging fromour site visits and phone
interviews of |arge departnents, mapping is the primary nethod
for identifying series and patterns. Discrimnating a series
or pattern froma map i s considerably easier than doing so from
a matrix. Wien incidents cluster on a map, they are easily
grouped (see appendix D). The weakness of mapping, and the
reason that it is so nuch sinpler than a matrix to discrimnate
series and patterns, is that it groups incidents by a single

di mension (i.e., location).
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Hot spots or general problens are another form of report
that falls under this category. This type of report differs
fromthe pattern or series: a pattern or series involves
multiple crimnal events that share a few or many
characteristics (M) ; hot spots involve nultiple incidents that
share |l ocation as the dom nant unifying characteristics; a
probl em i nvol ves an ongoi ng event or series of events that may
i nclude matters of incivility. The problemreport is the
product of a systematic analysis of the root causes of a
problem it also inplies a specific tactical response. For
exanpl e, the analyst may discover in reviewng calls for
service that nunerous calls have been received conpl ai ni ng of
teens drinking in a |ocal park or possibly disturbances around
a local bar at closing time. O an analyst, in cooperation
with the crine prevention unit, may discover that a theft from
vehi cle pattern around a housing conplex is related to lighting
and traffic patterns.

When it conmes to hot spot identification, nost departnents
rely on mappi ng software. Al though hot spot software is
available to aid in this process, it is rarely used by the
departnents that we visited, nor is it used by the vast
majority of departnments in which we conducted foll ow up phone
interviews. In the nmail survey of big departnents, 60% said
that they use mapping software, but only 24% of those said that

they use hot spot software. W discovered that the respondents
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on the mail survey who said that they were using hot spot
software ordinarily neant that they were identifying hot spots
by visually discrimnating dot clusters, not by utilizing
software that automatically identifies (through conpl ex
al gorithns) the groups of incidents that conprise the hot spot.
Al t hough probl ens may be di scovered by a crine analyst, in

the departnments that we spoke with the dom nant form of
identifying a problem especially in those departnents that
have formalized problemoriented policing, is through the beat
officer. The crine analysis unit often acts as the nedi um for
di ssem nating the information. One analyst, from a departnent
that has adopted a problemoriented policing nodel described
this type of report:

W’ ve designed a report that

hel ps our POP program \Wen an

of ficer works on a probl em and

conmes up with a solution, we make

up a report to let others know

what the officer did. It gets

the word out to other officers

who m ght have sonething like

it[the problem going on in their

ar ea.

Activity Reports provide sunmary information to targets.

The 24-hr activity report is used by nost departnents. It
inforns officers about crimnal activity over a 24-hr period in
the precinct/district/substation, usually by sonme snaller

subdi vision within the precinct/district/substation (e.g., beat

or sector). The report consists of a brief summary (e.qg.,
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i ncident type; date, tine, location of incident; suspect or
want ed subj ects, vehicle used, etc.) of incidents over the |ast
three watches (see appendix D). The 24-hr activity report is a
useful tool to informofficers of events on their beat while
they were off-duty. The weekly and nonthly activity reports
were found less frequently at the field level, but were

routi nely produced for managers at the sites we visited. The
format of the weekly and nonthly reports is |less detailed than
the 24-hr activity report; it is generally a sumary crine
count broken out by precinct/district/substation, sector, or
beat (see appendi x D).

Finally, under crinme and incivility, some departnents
continue to produce the hot sheet. This is alist of stolen
vehi cl es by license nunber. Many departnments have done away
with the hot sheet because of the advances in electronic
conmuni cations that allow al nost i mediate |icense checks via

nobi | e conputers.

General O fender: Detain

The wanted poster is as old as | aw enforcenent in Anerica.
Years ago, the larger departnents (e.g., New York, Chicago, and
Los Angel es) forned specialized units to produce in-house
publ i shed materials. These units were normally within the
identification sections of the departnent. Many of the

departnents that we visited, and departnents that we spoke with
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by tel ephone, have assigned these duties to crine anal ysts,
thanks in large part to digital photo reproduction and desktop
publ i shing software. Once again, this task has fallen to the
crime analysis unit because they are the ones famliar with
conputer applications. These types of reports notify field

of ficers of wanted subjects, sonetines with and soneti nes

W t hout arrest warrants, but at |east with probable cause to
arrest. In nearly every case a narrative description of the
want ed person is acconpanied by a digital photo/s and the
appropriate unit to notify when the offender is apprehended

(see appendi x E).

Ceneral O fender: Information Only

These types of reports are simlar in format to the
general offender: detain reports (see appendix E). They differ
because the persons named are not subject to arrest. The
primary purpose of the report is to informfield personnel of
the presence of the naned individuals within the departnent’s
jurisdiction.

Corrections agencies, both custodial and community, now
routinely provide inmate information to |ocal |aw enforcenent
agencies. |In sone states, corrections departnents are required
to notify local |aw enforcenent of released sex offenders, for

exanple. Many of the departnents that we spoke with produced
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reports that informed officers of penitentiary mandatory
rel eases, parolees, and probationers (see appendi x E).

A common formof report that nearly every departnent in
our sanpl e produced could be generally terned alerts. These
are reports of known offenders that engage in various crim nal
activities, but are not at present wanted by authorities. For
exanple, a gang unit may want to advise patrol officers of
known street drug peddlers working in their area. The reports
consi st of information about the subjects and include digital

photo/s (see appendi x E)

Anal ytic Qutput: Strategic

Strategi c anal ysis supports |ong-range planning. Like
tactical analysis, this type of analysis consists of both
formatted reports produced at regular intervals and reports of
a nore ad hoc nature. In the nmail survey we found that nore
than 75% of the respondents engaged in various forns of
strategic analysis. Only two of the departnents that we
visited specifically designated crinme analysts for non-tactical
activities. That is not to say that the analysts in the other
departnents did not engage in non-tactical analysis; they, of

course, did.
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Nat ure and Extent of Crine

This type of activity reports are the nost comon form of
strategic analysis. At a mninmum they describe crine totals
broken down by jurisdiction, fromthe snmallest (e.g., beat) to
the biggest (e.g., the city, county, or state, depending on the
departnments jurisdiction) (see appendix D and F). They nay
al so be broken down by other rel evant geographical areas (e.g.,
housi ng conpl ex, apartnents, industrial area, etc.). The
reports may al so include information about cleared cases,
nunber of arrests, victimdenographics, tines and seasonal
vari ations, and conpari sons between tinme periods (e.g., this
nonth this year v. this nonth last year). Al of the
departnents that we visited and spoke with produced sone
variation of this type of report, usually on a nonthly and/or
yearly basis. The reports are presented in sone conbination of
narrative, graphs, and charts. |In sonme departnments the reports
are automatically generated by the records managenent system
In sone departnents they are rather el aborate docunents with
prof essional -1i ke graphics, suitable for distribution to a w de

audi ence (see appendi x F).

Pl anni ng
Wth the introduction and diffusion of conmunity policing,
formal rational planning has becone nore conmon in police

adm nistration. In a recent survey, conducted in 2000, O Shea
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(2000) found that nearly 1 out of 3 police departnments with
over 100 sworn personnel engaged in formal strategic planning.
Dependi ng on the | evel of sophistication with which a

depart nent engages in strategic planning, the demands for

i nformati on are correspondingly increased. Collection,

coll ation, analysis, and dissem nation of this information have
been viewed as a crine analysis function. This was clearly the
i ntent of LEAA when they chose to link crinme analysis funding
with the effort to diffuse formal planning. |If this is so,
then the outcome is an increase in the denmands nmade upon the
crime analysis unit. W found that in nost of the departnents
that we visited and spoke with in tel ephone interviews, the
crinme analysis units were normally asked to contribute, albeit
toalimted extent, to the formal planning process.

Most departnents that we spoke with contributed in sone
fashion to the budget preparation process. Nearly every
departnment that is involved in the budget process subnits the
activity reports (see imedi ately precedi ng section). However,
in sone instances, the analytic process was a bit nore
sophi sticated. The nethod that one departnment used illustrates
this type of report:

We have been asked to estimte
crime in the city for the budget
people. [|’ve done sone sinple
regression analysis in Excel to
project crime trends. They use

the nunbers when they go to the
Counci | .
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Several departnents that we visited engaged in a forma
strategi c planning process. In sone cases, the crinme analysis
units were asked to provide information to planners. Usually,
this informati on consisted of crine counts found in the
activity reports (see above). None of the crine analysis units
that we visited or that we interviewed by phone were fornally
integrated into the planning process. None of the departnents
conducted a formal analysis of departnent strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT). Sone
departnents did admi nister surveys (normally citizen, but in
some cases sworn personnel and victin). Sone departnents have
conpl eted surveys that are loosely linked to the initiation of
community policing (either formation or evaluation), and sone
have begun to utilize citizen surveys as a conponent of their
per f ormance measurenent system For exanpl e:

W randoniy sel ect and send
surveys to the public. They' re
taken every quarter and broken
into precincts. W get the
percent satisfaction. The
results are shared with
commanders so they can work on
i mproving them They're

per f ormance eval uators.

Surveys are anonynous and
randomy sel ected fromvictins.
W use them as part of our

performance neasures and they are
i ncluded in the annual report.
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Resource Al location
Several crime analysis units that we spoke with are the

primary staff resource to departnent planners who are charged
wi th assessing the beat boundaries and manpower all ocati on,
both by shift and by beat. Many of the departnents that we
visited and that we interviewed by phone said that they are
utilizing their mapping software to help in manpower all ocation
deci sions. Several nethods were described by anal ysts:

Based on our call volune we

realign and redraw the county

precincts and zones within

precincts. The areas with the

nost calls get the nost deputies.

We study call frequencies in

zones and add staff to stations

wher e needed.

W conduct sem -annual review of

reports and the outcone of each.

That’'s how we determ ne workl oad

di stribution.

We use software that goes through

the calls for service and | ays

out how many officers we should

have wor ki ng at each station and

on each shift. The Chief and his

staff |love the program (see
appendi x F).

Pol i cy Research

Over the past twenty or so years the police nandate has
substantially broadened. The professional nodel of policing
was driven by crinme control and its proponents di scouraged

police activity outside of that nmandate. Too nuch interaction
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with the conmunity, the logic went, set the stage for corrupt
practices. The mandate for comunity policing is grounded in
service delivery, broadly defined, and includes activities that
are likely to facilitate not only crine control, but also
quality of life. This inplies that police executives wll be
forced to devel op a worki ng know edge of social policies that
are vastly nore conplex and varied than those associated with

t he professional nodel of policing.

In many departnents, the crine anal yst has been charged
wi th gat hering background i nformation in various policy areas
to informpolice executives. W found that nost of the
departnments that we visited or spoke with by phone were from
time to tinme asked to engage in this formof analysis. Several
exanpl es of this type of product are illustrative:

We are always getting asked by
the chief to research sonething.
It’s part of our job and |
personally like it. | know nost
crime analysts that | talk to
don’t. They think it’s not crine
analysis. But | like it. It
gives nme a chance to do sonet hi ng
i nteresting.

We’ ve been working on a report
for the chief on racial

profiling. He wants it for the
city council.

The probl em has been to figure
out what to do with honel ess
people. It’s one that a |ot of

pl aces have trouble wth and they
asked us to look into it.
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Last year they [crime prevention
unit] asked us to do sone
research in howto get the city
to condemm property. It was
interesting and the crine
prevention people were happy.

The departnent is thinking about
changing the way it neasures
performance. The deputy chief
asked us to find out what other
departnments are doing and to try
to figure out if our data base
coul d be changed to support a
better performance neasurenent
system

It’s been tough to get comunity
groups fornmed and to get themto
wor k t oget her once they are.
Tough to keep theminterested and
to get themto attend neetings
when there’s no big problemright
then. W' ve been | ooking around
to figure out how ot her places
have been doing in that sort of

t hi ng.
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I'V. POLI CY | MPLI CATI ONS

| NTRODUCTI ON

The surveys that we administered to |arge and snal
departnents provided a panoram c view of crinme analysis
operations. Sonme of our intuitions, as well as sonme of the
anecdot al evi dence about crine analysis were confirnmed by the
findings; some were rejected. Most inportant, the findings
stimul ated a deeper, nore critical set of questions that
provi ded the framework for the second phase of this project,
the foll owup phone interviews and site visits. The deeper
probe reveal ed a nore detail ed view of the crine anal ysis
function and a better understanding of the conplex set of
interrelated characteristics that affect its operations. In
this section we briefly review those characteristics and

propose the policies that they inply.

ORGANI ZATI ON
Speci al i zed Function
Brief: Division of labor is the cornerstone of
Weber’ s ideal bureaucratic organization. 1In a
conpl ex organi zation, the rational manager breaks
down the work of the organization into its conponent
parts; each part is assigned to a separate departnent

that perfornms a specialized function. In the end,
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structure becones the neans by which an organi zation
achi eves techni cal and econom c advant ages associ at ed
Wi th specialization. Sonme tasks are not appropriate
for specialization. Wen a specialized unit is
created unnecessarily, the inefficiencies associated
wi th redundancy are created. It is also particularly
I nportant for managers to realize that the conditions
that initially justify a specialized function can
change over tine. Oganizational paradi gns change,

t echnol ogi es change, the characteristics of personnel
change, etc. The crinme analysis function has evol ved
into a specialized unit in American policing, or so
the findings that we report here seemto indicate.
Sonme have argued that greater efforts should be

di rected toward pushing data to the end users (i.e.,
beat officers and detectives) in a fashion that
facilitates analysis at the |lowest |evels; others
argue that pulling data to a specialized unit and
conducting the analysis there is nore efficient and
nore effective. This is a legitimate issue for
pol i ce executives to consider; it has generally not
been one that police policymkers have addressed.
Policy Inplication: The appropriateness of
functionally differentiated crinme anal ysis should not

be assuned. Academni cs and practitioners should work
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toward constructing a clear understandi ng of what we
mean by crinme analysis and what its appropriate place
in the organization is and shoul d be.

Li ne/ St af f
Brief: The role a functionally differentiated unit
shoul d play, either staff or line, is an inportant
aspect of organi zational dynam cs. Police executives
consider crine analysis a staff function. Crine
anal ysis units are viewed by executives, as well as
menbers of the unit, as a support and advi sory
function to |ine menbers. This is clear and
uncontroversial. The question is not whether crine
anal ysis should be a staff function; the question is
rather to whomthe staff function should be directed.
The findings suggest that crinme anal ysts val ue
tactical analysis over strategic analysis. Mnagers
seemto share that view, even though nost crine
anal ysis units are under the authority of
adm ni strative divisions. Enphasis on tactical
anal ysis is troubl esone when one considers the
following: (1) Tactical crime analysis is a
speci al i zati on because it requires technical skills
and training that the ordinary sworn nmenber does not
have. After all, organi zational conplexity is what

drives specialization. Hardware and software
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technol ogy is nmoving toward nore user-friendly
applications. Education levels and famliarity with
conputers anong police recruits is increasing. These
changes shoul d reduce the need for tactical analysis
to be perfornmed by “experts” (consider, e.g., Chicago
PDs user-friendly mapping program |ICAM. As the
need for support decreases, so does the need for a
functionally differentiated unit, that is, if it
limts its efforts to tactical analysis; (2) Current
t hi nki ng about police admnistration stresses the

I nportance of strategi c managenent, which demands
substantially higher |evels of strategic intelligence
(e.g., stakehol der assessnents, forecasting, policy
eval uati on, performance neasurenent, organizati onal
intelligence, citizen surveys, etc.). The necessary
technical skills and training to support these
activities parallel those that we associate with the
crinme anal yst. Overenphasis on tactical analysis
draws the anal ysts skills away fromareas in which it
can be useful.

Policy Inplication: Managers should carefully
reconsi der the target audience for crine analysis
operations. Overenphasis on tactical analysis should

be avoi ded.
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Centralization
Brief: The question of centralization in the crine
anal ysis context arises when the follow ng occurs: a
functionally differentiated unit is formed; the unit
has nultiple nenbers; and, there are nultiple
di spersed units that are the targets for crine
anal ysis support. At issue is whether crime analysis
operations shoul d have an i ndependent and di stinct
chain of command (centralized), or whether its
menbers shoul d be enbedded in the chain of command
within the dispersed units that they support and are
physi cal ly assigned (decentralized). For exanple,
should a crinme anal yst assigned to support a precinct
station fall within the precinct station chain of
command, and thereby under its authority, or should
the crime analyst fall within a departnent-w de crine
anal ysis unit chain of command and ultimtely be
responsible to the crine anal ysis operations superior
officer? Regardless of which arrangenment, frequently
when the unit is decentralized, a central crinme
anal ysis authority remains; thus, the principle of
unity of conmmand is violated. Many of the
departnents that we visited and interviewed by phone
followed this practice, arguing that there was need

for a centralized line of authority, but it was
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i npossible to ignore the local one. To do so, they
i nsisted, would damage the rel ationship between crine
analysis and target. O ten, according to
respondents, this hybrid decentralization arrangenent
| eads to situations in which the crine analysis unit
m ssion is subordinated to a variety of questionabl e,
and at times trivial, needs of the target superior.
Policy Inplication: The crinme analysis unit, when it
is multi-menber and when it supports nulti-targets,
shoul d be structured with a single, distinct unit
chain of command.

Coor di nati on
Brief: As organizations becone nore conplex it is
necessary to divide |abor. The benefits of the
di vi si on of |abor have been discussed above. There
are, at the sanme tine, costs associated with the
di vision of |labor. Functionally differentiated units
tend to devel op i ndependent, unit-level m ssions that
may or may not conformto the overall mssion of the
organi zation. Managenent nust seek to coordinate
inter-unit operations to insure that all units remain
focused on the organi zation’s strategic mssion. 1In
its staff capacity, the crinme analysis unit should
serve as a structural nmeans to facilitate inter-unit

coordination. Crine analysts, as the departnent’s
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i nformati on specialists, should be the prinmary center
for identifying tactical and strategic problens, and
ultimately for generating alternative responses. To
do so, however, the unit nust devel op sound, forma
links with other units. W found that this was not
the case. Links with other units are informal;
i nteracti ons between units are primarily ad hoc.
Al though it appears that nearly three-quarters of
| arge police departnments have chosen to specialize
the crinme analysis function, the operations of the
function seemto be, at best, loosely integrated into
the fabric of the organization. One is struck by the
perception of many crinme anal ysts that they nust
“sell” the unit to others in the departnent. Unit
menbers appear insecure, reluctant to assert
t hensel ves, and generally unwilling to take their
pl ace in the organizati on.
Policy Inplication: Law enforcenment executives should
consi der designing formal, structural arrangenents to
link the crinme analysis unit with logically connected
operations and units (e.g., crine prevention, POP,
pl anni ng, COMVSTAT, etc.).

Per f ormance Measures
Brief: Measuring individual, unit, and organi zati onal

performance is critical to the managenent function.
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W found little evidence of formal perfornance
measurenent in the crine analysis units that we
visited and spoke with in phone interviews. This
deficiency appears to be linked to the overall ad hoc
nature of the relationship between crine analysis and
the targets to which they provide support. This

rel ati onship coul d best be described as tentative.
Crine anal ysts, as noted above, feel the need to
“sell” their product to other nmenbers of the
departnment. Anal ysts have no clear sense about which
products are considered useful to the target. They
produce, deliver, and through anecdotal evidence draw
concl usi ons about the value of their work. Neither

t he anal ysts, nor the anal ysts’ nmamnagers are cl ear
about how and how wel| targets use their product.

I ndi vi dual -1 evel quantifiable neasures (e.g., nunber
of patterns identified, alerts generated, forecast
accuracy, etc.) cannot be established until managers
know what products the crinme analysis unit should be
producing. And this has to cone through a systematic
assessnent of crinme analysis output. Mst units that
we visited and spoke with by phone interview were
aware of this deficiency and have made efforts to

remedy it, but with only m nor success.
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Policy Inplication: Managers shoul d design fornal
mechani snms (e.g., surveys, focus groups, interviews,
etc.) to discover the relative value that end-users
place in their products and thus begin the process to
devel op useful performance neasures. Managers should
al so | ook to outside sources (e.g., COPS,
I nternational Association of Crine Analysts, etc.)
for guidance in establishing the value of various
crime anal ytic output.

Or gani zati onal Demand
Brief: The performance of a unit is a function of the
demands nade upon it by the organi zati on and of the
appreciation with which its output is received by
col | eagues. This was supported by our findings.
Agenci es in which managers demanded nore
sophi sti cated products and agencies in which the work
of the anal ysts were appreciated scored hi gher on al
di mensions. The findings that we reported here were
di sappoi nting on several levels. The nost striking
finding was that wwth all the advances in technol ogy,
crime anal ysts continue to “count” crine rather than
“anal yze” it. Analysts rarely perform sophisticated
tactical or strategic analysis. The products that
dom nate are primarily crinme counts, sinple digital

maps, and notices to alert officers about offenders
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or suspects. Lowlevel output may well correspond to
current demand and target response. |If nmanagers are
sinply not aware of the range of possible support
products that a fully-functioning crine analysis unit
is capable of, then low | evel demand is |ikely and
thus lowlevel output is to be expected. Also, we
estimate that at least 6 out of 10 l|larger |aw

enf orcenent agenci es do not engage in strategic

pl anning. This suggests that many departnents are
unlikely to place a high value on strategic anal ysis,
again, creating an environnent of |ow demand for this
nore sophi sticated form of anal ysis.

Policy Inplication: O ganizations should devel op
formal inservice curriculumto increase the |evel of
manager awar eness about the potential applications of
tactical and strategic analysis. Crine analyst units
should “sell” thenselves, in a sense, but in a nore
formal, effective manner. This of course assunes
that crime anal ysts nust first thensel ves understand
what an “ideal” crinme analysis unit is capable of.
Here, too, police departnents nmay have to look to
out si de sources (e.g., COPS, Police Foundation,

I nternational Association of Crime Anal ysts, acadenic

institutions, etc.) for assistance.
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PERSONNEL

Staffing

Brief: Wo found that the ratio of analysts to sworn
menbers was slightly less than 1 per 100. Wile we
have no evi dence to suggest that this is an optinum
ratio, it would appear to conformto standards
currently recomrended by professionals working in the
area. The staffing issue becones rel evant only when
one considers smaller departnents, those with | ess
than 100 sworn personnel. Sone have suggested t hat
smal | er departments probably cannot justify dedicated
crime analysts. Since integrated justice information
systens are now nore affordable and thus a realistic
option for snmall departnents, the crine anal ysis
function can be constructed in a manner that woul d
permt smaller departnments to share a unit between
mul tiple jurisdictions.

Policy Inplication: Crinme analysis units should be
staffed at a | evel of 1 analyst per 100 sworn
personnel. Small departnents should consider either
contracting out for crine analysis or formng
agreenents w th nei ghboring agencies to integrate
their information systenms and share the services of a

crime anal yst/s.
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Job Description
Brief: Formal job descriptions were routinely found
in the departnents that we visited and spoke with in
phone interviews. Odinarily, they were drafted to
be used for job announcenents. W also found them
contai ned in departnental general orders. The entry-
| evel position generally called for a person with an
under graduate degree in one of the social sciences’,
famliarity wwth basic office software, and good
verbal and witten comunication skills. Basic
entry-level requirements for job announcenent
pur poses seemto be reasonably well descri bed.
However, when it cones to articulating the routine,
daily activities of a crinme analyst, the findings
were | ess encouraging. W found that only one of the
departnments that we visited or spoke with had a
formal job manual for the crinme anal yst position.
Several were in the process of drafting one. Nearly
every anal yst that we spoke with believed that a
manual was necessary, but they al so pointed out that
drafting one was a conplex and difficult task that
required a col |l aborative effort between anal ysts and
managers. The general absence of a fornmal nanua

further illustrates the ad hoc nature of crine

117



anal ysis in American | aw enforcenent and is a further
i ndication that the function has not been given the
careful, deliberate consideration that a
differentiated function shoul d.
Policy Inplication: Managers with a specialized crine
anal ysis function should construct a formal crine
anal ysi s position manual .

Tr ai ni ng
Brief: Wien it cones to crine analysis, training does
not appear to be a high priority issue. This is
partially explained by the mssion, either explicitly
or inplicitly articulated by managers and anal ysts.
The tendency is to enphasize tactical analysis. Most
anal ysts that we spoke with resented engaging in
activities that cannot be directly linked to the
identification and apprehension of offenders. To
this end, managers and anal ysts have pl aced great
val ue in data nmanipul ati on (data bases and
spreadsheet) and various presentation tools (e.g.,
word processing, graphics, digital imging, etc.).
In many instances, training has been unnecessary, or
negl ect ed, because the people that have been drawn to
t he anal yst position have acquired the val ued skills

on their own. \Wen training is offered in crine

"W use the term*“called for” as distinct from“required.” Many
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anal ysis, according to the anal ysts we interviewed,
the courses that are provided are elenentary and as a
rule geared toward the entry-Ievel person

Rel atively little energy or inclination has been
directed toward hi gher-level data analysis. This
type of training is especially necessary if the

anal ysis function is going to becone nore

sophi sticated, considering that the entry-Ievel

requi renent for analysts requires only the nost basic
under st andi ng of statistical nethods. The overal
crime analysis function has advanced greatly in the
storage, access, and di ssem nation of data. However,
the fact remmins: according to our findings, crine
anal ysis continues to “count” crine far nore
effectively than it “analyzes” it. The training

i nplications are obvious.

Policy Inplication: Inservice training curricul um
shoul d be developed to train crinme analysts to
conduct sophisticated anal ytic operations. Police
departnents may al so consider requiring nore advanced
statistical training as a requirenment for hiring
(e.g., graduate-l|level research design and nethods
coursewor k), thereby reducing some of the need for

I nservice training. This, of course, carries with it

departnments may call for a degree, but many will substitute
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human resources inplications (e.g., nore attractive
pay, benefits, and career path). If police
departnments choose to train in-house, then
arrangenments will have to be nade to contract with
trainers with a background in statistical nethods
(e.g., partnerships with |Iocal academ c
institutions).

Sel ection
Brief: Selecting a civilian crinme analyst is
substantially different fromselecting a sworn crine
analyst. \When it comes to civilians, nost of the
departnments that we visited or spoke with began the
process by posting a job announcenent, often via the
city or departnment web site. Some departnments hired
civilians fromwithin the city personnel system In
those that hired fromoutside the city system the
pattern generally consisted of sone conbi nati on of
basic witten exam oral board interview, and
background i nvestigation. Wen selecting civilians,
t he nost common conpl aint was the | ong processing
time. Wth sworn nenbers, the selection issues are
different. One could reasonably assune that when a
civilian applies for a non-sworn position he/she has

an interest in the work. This nay not be the case

experience for the acadenic credential
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when the sel ection pool consists of sworn nenbers.
Because the position is specialized, it requires
skills and training that may not be conmonly found
anong the sworn population. |If the position falls

wi thin the boundaries of a collective bargaining
agreenent, the selection process may be driven by
standards that are unrelated to the job description
(e.g., seniority). The appeal of the assignnent may
be unrelated to the work (e.g., steady watch,

strai ght days, weekends off, etc.). This was the
case in several of the departnents that we spoke with
i n phone interviews. Menbers of the unit who did not
have the desirable qualifications were sel ected
because they bid successfully. Unit productivity
suffered dramatically in these departnments. Another
sel ection issue, especially inmportant for agencies
formng a crinme analysis unit, concerns selection of
the unit | eader. The departnents that we visited and
spoke with in phone interviews, all of which scored
high in all domains of crinme anal ysis, agreed that
the unit’s success was directly related to the energy
of the unit’s |eader, particularly its first |eader.
The idea that the success of a crine analysis unit is
linked to a | eader, or “policy entrepreneur,” is

supported by our findings. A comon characteristic
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of the outstanding units that we visited was a
dynam c | eader who was a powerful influence on the
unit’s success.
Policy Inplication: The sel ection process for
civilian crime anal ysts should be as brief as
possi ble to avoid | oosing qualified people to other
jobs. Sworn crime anal ysts should be exenpt from
col | ective bargaining requirenents for position
assi gnnents. Departnents should carefully consider
unit | eadership, especially when a new unit is being
formed. A “policy entrepreneur” is vital to a new
unit success.

Career Path
Brief: Like the selection process, the career path
depends upon whether the crime analyst is a civilian
or sworn menber. A sworn nenber’s assignment to the
crime analysis unit, in a technical sense, has no
effect on his/her career path. Vertical novenent for
a sworn officer is strictly a function of how wel |
the officer perforns on a pronotion exam Previous
assignnents have little, if anything, to do with
pronotion decisions. |In the civilian’s case, the
career path is very limted when conpared to a sworn
menber. Odinarily, for civilian crine anal ysts,

there is little opportunity for vertical novenent and
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in alnost all cases none for lateral novenent. There
are exceptions: In several California departnents the
crime anal yst position allows for Iimted |lateral and
vertical novenent to other nunicipal departnents that
have simlarly defined positions. |In one departnent,
the crinme anal yst has been eligible for advancenent
to higher-ranking civilian adm nistrative positions
within the departnent. The consequence of the |ack
of nmobility, according to sone anal ysts that we spoke
wi th, has been high turnover. This is sonewhat
Ironic: according to proponents of civilianization,
turnover is reduced when sworn nenbers are replaced
by civilians. The tenure for sworn nenbers in a
crime analysis unit, the argunent goes, is shortened
t hrough frequent transfers and pronotions. W found
that the absence of lateral and vertical opportunity
may, at the other extreme, also result in high
turnover.

Policy Inplication: Managers will have to weigh the
benefits of civilian crinme anal ysts against the costs
of high turnover due to a narrow career path. |If the
benefits are sufficiently high, then policynmakers
shoul d consi der openi ng opportunities for civilian
menbers, both laterally and vertically.

Conpensati on
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Bri ef: Conpensation and career path policy issues are
simlar. Wen the crine analyst is a sworn nmenber
we found that conpensati on was not an issue that
demanded admi ni strative attention. Conpensation for
sworn nenbers is solely a function of vertical
novenment. A nove to crine analysis for a sworn
nmenber is always either a |ateral transfer or a new
assi gnnment upon pronotion. It has no bearing on
conpensation. \Wien it cones to civilian nmenbers,
conpensati on does becone an administrative issue and
is closely tied to career path. The limts in
vertical novenent obviously limt conpensation

i ncreases for civilians. In addition, however, we
found that when conpared to sworn nenbers, civilians
with simlar responsibility and who performsimlar
tasks (when conpared both within and between
departnments) are paid substantially less. This is a
condition that does not go unnoticed by civilian
menbers. It woul d appear that, |ike career path, an
uni nt ended consequence of cost savi ngs associ at ed
with civilianization is high turnover.

Policy Inplication: Managers will have to weigh the
benefits of civilian crinme anal ysts agai nst the costs
of high turnover due to conpensation disparities. |If

the benefits are sufficiently high, then policymakers
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shoul d consi der pay schedul es that correspond to
sworn positions with simlar responsibilities and

t asks.

OPERATI ONS
Har dwar e and Sof t ware Technol ogy

Brief: Law enforcenent agencies have inproved their
har dware and software i nventories considerably over
the past twenty years, due in part to nore
sophi sticated nanagers and in part to renarkabl e
advances in and affordability of the technol ogy.
Nearly every | aw enforcenent agency, both big and
smal |, has autonmated systens that are capabl e of
storing and processing |large data sets. Judging from
the surveys (mail and phone) and our interviews with
crinme anal ysis personnel across the country, we found
that city, county, and federal governnent are
provi di ng | aw enforcenent managers with the necessary
financial resources to equip their departnents with
basi ¢ automated systens. These encouragi ng findings
aside, we did discover that when it cones to hardware
and software, system planning is weak. Many of the
departnents that we visited and the anal ysts that we
spoke with conpl ai ned of poorly planned systens that

have been devel oped pi eceneal over tine. Many
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departments that we surveyed said they did not have a
formal records nmanagenent system suggesting very |ow
| evel s of planning. This is not a problem confined
to law enforcenent; information systemplanning is a
probl em faced by a wi de range of public and private
sector organi zations. The fact remains, however,
that the overall weaknesses of |aw enforcenent
agencies to engage in strategic planning aggravates

i nformati on systens planning. Rational,

conpr ehensi ve strategi ¢ planni ng has not been a part
of the police admnistrative culture. Wen this is
found in any organi zation, public or private,
weaknesses in adapting to changi ng technol ogy are
likely to foll ow

Policy Inplication: Law enforcenent agencies should
construct a conprehensive, tinme-bounded rational
informati on systens plan. |f the departnent is
engaging in strategic planning, then the information
systens plan should be specifically assigned to an
action plan team |f the departnent does not engage
in formal strategic planning, then a distinct

i nformation systens plan should be devel oped,
including an articul ated m ssion, goals, objectives,

and tasks. A team should be fornmed, including a
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representation fromcrinme analysis, to construct the

pl an and oversee its inplenentation.
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CQut put :

Tacti cal

Brief: As we have noted several tines throughout this
report, analysts and managers place a high val ue on
tactical analysis. Crine analysis personnel appear
to believe that their first priority is to provide
support for field officers, whose primary
responsibility is to identify and apprehend

of fenders. This belief is consistent wth an
enphasis on crinme control, indicative of the

prof essi onal nodel of policing. Those who have been
responsi bl e for charting the course for crine

anal ysis have directed the depl oynment of resources to
that end. Owing and using advanced hardware and
software has been held up by crinme anal ysts as

evi dence of a nore sophisticated, professional,

speci alized function. Few would di sagree that data
are managed substantially nore efficiently and
effectively than, say, twenty years ago. |If the
ultimate aimis to be able to collect nore data,
access it nore easily, and count it better, then we
have arrived. |If, however, the aimis to “analyze”
the data using nore sophisticated nethodol ogi es, that
i's, making the best use of the analytic tools

avail able, then we clearly have not arrived. 1In the

end, the substance of tactical output that crine
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anal ysis units currently produce is renmarkably
simlar to what was produced twenty years ago. Mbst
of what we found on briefing roombulletin boards
were various notices directed toward patrol and

i nvestigative units about individual offenders

(want ed, known to be working, recently rel eased,
etc). The turnaround time for rel ease of these
notices is faster than twenty years ago because of
deskt op publishing software and digital photography,
but the substance is essentially the sane. W also
found pin maps in various places, also distributed
primarily to line officers. These also are nore
easi |y produced and noticeably nore current than
twenty years ago because of the advances in
geographi cal information systens, but they too are
essentially the sane. And lastly, we saw an

occasi onal pattern or series notice, sonetines

di scovered by the crinme analysis unit and sonetines
di scovered by a field unit, nornmally an investigative
unit. There was sporadi c evidence of nore

sophi sticated analysis (e.g., geographic profiling,
poi nt-pattern anal ysis, standard devi ati on-based
early warning systens, etc.). Applied researchers
are wor ki ng on advanced net hodol ogi es (particularly

crime mapping applications) directed toward tactical
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anal ysis. However, the evidence denonstrated that

t hese advanced nethods were nore often the exception
than the rule. As we have noted above, counting
crime dom nates current tactical analysis. Analysts
are expected to either know or have the capacity to

| earn basic PC skills sufficient to operate the

machi ne, nmanage data sets (data file construction and
mani pul ati on, querying, report construction, etc.),
generate digital maps (and work with data in that
context), and publish notices and alerts. Higher-

| evel research design and nethodol ogi es, including
intermedi ate-1evel statistics, are not demanded, nor
are they currently performed by crine analysts. In
short, crine analysis is, by all appearances,
underutilizing the vastly inproved data sets that are
now avai l abl e.

Policy Inplication: Law enforcenent policynmakers
shoul d demand hi gher-1|evel preservice and inservice
training for crinme analysts that will equip themwth
hi gher-order analytic skills. Law enforcenent

pol i cymakers shoul d enter into partnerships with
academ c institutions, especially applied
researchers, to devel op approaches and nethods to
utilize |law enforcenent data sets for tactica

pur poses.
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Qutput: Strategic
Brief: Law Enforcenment Assistance Adm nistration
funding in the 1970s provided the first concentrated
effort to support the creation of formal crine
analysis units. Crinme analysis was viewed as a
necessary adjunct to the fulfillment of LEAA' s
primary goal (i.e., to encourage and facilitate
formal, conprehensive, rational planning in the
crimnal justice system). The need for rational
pl anni ng has not changed. |If anything, the current
nodel of policing stresses the value of forma
strategi c planning nore strongly than ever.
Strategic planning requires the support of
speci al i zed personnel that are skilled in research
design and nethods. Site visits and phone interviews
i ndicated that strategic analysis of the sort that
supports strategic planning is rarely conducted.
Several of the sites that we visited did dedicate
crime analysts to strategic analysis tasks, but this
was normally limted to annual reporting and manpower
allocation. We rarely found crine analysis personnel
formally linked to the departnent’s | ong-range
pl anni ng process. The data do not permt us to
specul ate the reasons for this apparent

underutilization of the crine analysis unit; however,
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several possibilities occur as possible explanations.
First, the enphasis on tactical crinme analysis is
consistent with the professional policing nodel, the
m ssion of which is driven by crine control and

of f ender apprehensi on. Second, |ong-range, strategic
pl anni ng has not been part of the organizati onal
fabric of policing. Al though the current nodel of
pol i ci ng encourages police managers to enbrace
strategic planning, it has sinply not taken hold as
yet. Therefore, since the demand for strategic
analysis is low, we would expect to find it

subordi nated to tactical crinme analysis, which we

di d.

Policy Inplication: Managers who have adopted fornal
| ong-range pl anni ng shoul d consi der creating forma
links with their crime analysis unit and devel op

practices that will stinulate strategic analysis.
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APPENDI X A

MAI L SURVEY FREQUENCI ES
PHONE SURVEY QUESTI ONNAI RE

PHONE SURVEY FREQUENCI ES
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Mail Survey Frequencies
Frequency Tables

How crime analysts organized?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid dispersed 71 131 18.6 18.6
separate unit 276 50.7 72.3 90.8
some dispersed,
Some Sep‘;rate 35 6.4 9.2 100.0
Total 382 70.2 100.0
Missing  System 162 29.8
Total 544 100.0
Where on org. chart crime analysis unit?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Administration 148 27.2 44.0 44.0
Patrol 27 5.0 8.0 52.1
Investigations 92 16.9 27.4 79.5
other 69 12.7 20.5 100.0
Total 336 61.8 100.0
Missing  System 208 38.2
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - computer hardware
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 92 16.9 174 174
poor 48 8.8 9.1 26.5
only fair 149 274 28.2 54.7
good 195 35.8 36.9 91.7
excellent 44 8.1 8.3 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - computer software
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 32 5.9 6.0 6.0
poor 47 8.6 89 149
only fair 162 29.8 30.6 455
good 227 41.7 42.8 88.3
excellent 62 11.4 11.7 100.0
Total 530 97.4 100.0
Missing  System 14 2.6
Total 544 100.0
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How rate efforts in training? - processing data

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 64 11.8 121 121
poor 45 8.3 85 20.6
only fair 164 30.1 31.0 51.6
good 213 39.2 40.3 91.9
excellent 43 7.9 8.1 100.0
Total 529 97.2 100.0
Missing  System 15 28
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - statistical analysis
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 114 21.0 216 216
poor 77 14.2 14.6 36.1
only fair 132 24.3 25.0 61.1
good 160 29.4 30.2 91.3
excellent 46 8.5 8.7 100.0
Total 529 97.2 100.0
Missing  System 15 28
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - crime analysis
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 91 16.7 17.3 17.3
poor 58 10.7 11.0 28.3
only fair 133 24.4 25.3 53.6
good 178 32.7 33.8 87.5
excellent 66 12.1 125 100.0
Total 526 96.7 100.0
Missing  System 18 33
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - GIS (mapping)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 176 32.4 33.6 33.6
poor 64 11.8 12.2 45.8
only fair 103 18.9 19.7 65.5
good 119 219 22.7 88.2
excellent 62 11.4 11.8 100.0
Total 524 96.3 100.0
Missing  System 20 37
Total 544 100.0
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How rate efforts in training? - graphics

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 178 32.7 33.7 33.7
poor 75 13.8 14.2 47.9
only fair 121 22.2 229 70.8
good 123 22.6 23.3 94.1
excellent 31 57 5.9 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
How rate efforts in training? - report writing
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none offered 80 14.7 15.2 15.2
poor 33 6.1 6.3 215
only fair 108 19.9 20.6 42.1
good 246 45.2 46.9 89.0
excellent 58 10.7 11.0 100.0
Total 525 96.5 100.0
Missing  System 19 35
Total 544 100.0
Connected to state/region violent crimes info. dbase?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 288 52.9 545 54.5
yes 240 44.1 455 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
Member of formal 1JIS?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 359 66.0 69.7 69.7
yes 156 28.7 30.3 100.0
Total 515 94.7 100.0
Missing  System 29 53
Total 544 100.0
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Participate in formal info sharing program?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 227 41.7 43.1 43.1
yes 300 55.1 56.9 100.0
Total 527 96.9 100.0
Missing  System 17 31
Total 544 100.0
Paperless info system, totally online?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 459 84.4 86.4 86.4
yes 72 13.2 13.6 100.0
Total 531 97.6 100.0
Missing  System 13 24
Total 544 100.0
How many police reports entered into system?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none 22 4.0 41 4.1
some 56 10.3 10.4 14.6
most 122 224 22.8 37.3
all 336 61.8 62.7 100.0
Total 536 98.5 100.0
Missing  System 8 15
Total 544 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Initial case
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 60 11.0 11.0 11.0
yes 484 89.0 89.0 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Arrest
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 57 105 105 105
yes 487 89.5 89.5 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
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Entered into computer info system? - Traffic accident

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 172 31.6 316 316
yes 372 68.4 68.4 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Intelligence
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 326 59.9 59.9 59.9
yes 218 40.1 40.1 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Field interview
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 210 38.6 38.6 38.6
yes 334 61.4 61.4 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Vice case
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 287 52.8 52.8 52.8
yes 257 47.2 47.2 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Calls for service
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 93 17.1 17.1 17.1
yes 451 82.9 82.9 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Investigative
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 159 29.2 29.2 29.2
yes 385 70.8 70.8 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
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Entered into computer info system? - Evidence

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 169 311 311 311
yes 375 68.9 68.9 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Pawn shop
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 264 48.5 48.5 48.5
yes 280 51.5 51.5 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - Nickname
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 211 38.8 38.8 38.8
yes 333 61.2 61.2 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Entered into computer info system? - MO files
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 304 55.9 55.9 55.9
yes 240 44.1 44.1 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Use for database management? - Mainframe
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 158 29.0 30.8 30.8
yes 355 65.3 69.2 100.0
Total 513 94.3 100.0
Missing  System 31 5.7
Total 544 100.0
Use for database management? - Minicomputer
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 364 66.9 711 711
yes 148 27.2 28.9 100.0
Total 512 94.1 100.0
Missing  System 32 5.9
Total 544 100.0
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Use for database management? - PC/Mac

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 231 425 45.0 45.0
yes 282 51.8 55.0 100.0
Total 513 94.3 100.0
Missing  System 31 5.7
Total 544 100.0
Use spreadsheet software for crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 189 34.7 35.2 35.2
yes 348 64.0 64.8 100.0
Total 537 98.7 100.0
Missing  System 7 13
Total 544 100.0
Use statistical package for crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 429 78.9 80.0 80.0
yes 107 19.7 20.0 100.0
Total 536 98.5 100.0
Missing  System 8 15
Total 544 100.0
Extent of informally created and managed crime analysis applications?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid g;onr(r)r:aelx?gtpllcatlons 86 15.8 16.2 16.2
I‘fsr{;fg’vtf;%eg‘fet but 157 28.9 29.6 458
moderate number, not
uncommon, but not 240 44.1 45.2 91.0
everywhere
almost every unit has
at least one 48 8.8 9.0 100.0
Total 531 97.6 100.0
Missing  System 13 24
Total 544 100.0
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How many crime analysts have departement Internet access?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none 62 11.4 11.7 11.7
some 92 16.9 17.4 29.2
most 49 9.0 9.3 384
all 325 59.7 61.6 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
Specialized software department uses? - Crime analysis
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 326 59.9 59.9 59.9
yes 218 40.1 40.1 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Specialized software department uses? - Intelligence
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 381 70.0 70.0 70.0
yes 163 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0

Specialized software department uses? - Operations analysis

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 423 77.8 77.8 77.8
yes 121 22.2 222 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Specialized software department uses? - GIS (mapping)
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 243 44.7 4.7 4.7
yes 301 55.3 55.3 100.0
Total 544 100.0 100.0
Specialized software department uses? - Other
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 153 28.1 63.2 63.2
yes 89 16.4 36.8 100.0
Total 242 445 100.0
Missing  System 302 55.5
Total 544 100.0
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Which data does department geocode and map? - Any Part | crimes

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 36 6.6 115 115
yes 276 50.7 88.5 100.0
Total 312 574 100.0
Missing  System 232 42.6
Total 544 100.0
Which data does department geocode and map? - Any Part Il crimes
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 95 175 30.7 30.7
yes 214 39.3 69.3 100.0
Total 309 56.8 100.0
Missing  System 235 43.2
Total 544 100.0
Which data does department geocode and map? - Arrests
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 124 22.8 40.3 40.3
yes 184 33.8 59.7 100.0
Total 308 56.6 100.0
Missing  System 236 434
Total 544 100.0

Which data does department geocode and map? - Calls for service

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 90 16.5 29.2 29.2
yes 218 40.1 70.8 100.0
Total 308 56.6 100.0
Missing  System 236 434
Total 544 100.0

Which data does department geocode and map? - Prison release

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 262 48.2 85.3 85.3
yes 45 8.3 14.7 100.0
Total 307 56.4 100.0
Missing  System 237 43.6
Total 544 100.0
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Which data does department geocode and map? - Parole/probation

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 233 42.8 75.9 75.9
yes 74 136 241 100.0
Total 307 56.4 100.0
Missing  System 237 43.6
Total 544 100.0
Which data does department geocode and map? - Traffic
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 164 30.1 53.2 53.2
yes 144 26.5 46.8 100.0
Total 308 56.6 100.0
Missing  System 236 434
Total 544 100.0
Citizens allowed to view crime maps?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 143 26.3 42.6 42.6
yes 193 35.5 574 100.0
Total 336 61.8 100.0
Missing  System 208 38.2
Total 544 100.0
Who allowed to generate GIS maps?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
valid 82:?’3:2323? 281 517 87.3 873
any sworn officer 41 75 12.7 100.0
Total 322 59.2 100.0
Missing  System 222 40.8
Total 544 100.0
Use 'hotspot' software?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 262 48.2 76.4 76.4
yes 81 14.9 23.6 100.0
Total 343 63.1 100.0
Missing  System 201 36.9
Total 544 100.0
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Department have official webpage?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 68 125 12.8 12.8
yes 462 84.9 87.2 100.0
Total 530 974 100.0
Missing  System 14 2.6
Total 544 100.0
Provide crime stats for public to view?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 230 42.3 46.8 46.8
yes 261 48.0 53.2 100.0
Total 491 90.3 100.0
Missing  System 53 9.7
Total 544 100.0
Provide means for public to communicate via web?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 97 17.8 19.9 19.9
yes 391 71.9 80.1 100.0
Total 488 89.7 100.0
Missing  System 56 10.3
Total 544 100.0

How many employees does department provide E-mail accounts?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none 34 6.3 6.4 6.4
some 194 35.7 36.3 42.7
most 150 27.6 28.1 70.8
all 156 28.7 29.2 100.0
Total 534 98.2 100.0
Missing  System 10 18
Total 544 100.0
Does department have CAD system?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 59 10.8 10.9 10.9
yes 480 88.2 89.1 100.0
Total 539 99.1 100.0
Missing  System 5 9
Total 544 100.0
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How many of department's PC's networked?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid none 7 13 13 13
some 53 9.7 9.8 111
most 222 40.8 41.1 52.2
all 258 47.4 47.8 100.0
Total 540 99.3 100.0
Missing  System 4 7
Total 544 100.0
Does department have formal records management system?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 46 8.5 8.5 85
yes 495 91.0 91.3 99.8
3 1 2 2 100.0
Total 542 99.6 100.0
Missing  System 2 4
Total 544 100.0
Best describes RMS?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid dept pers 102 18.8 20.6 20.6
consultant 154 28.3 311 51.7
comm software 239 43.9 48.3 100.0
Total 495 91.0 100.0
Missing  System 49 9.0
Total 544 100.0
Rate you departmen's records management system?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid poor 53 9.7 10.8 10.8
fair 165 30.3 335 44.3
good 212 39.0 43.1 874
excellent 62 114 12.6 100.0
Total 492 90.4 100.0
Missing  System 52 9.6
Total 544 100.0
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Technical support?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid do best we can 28 51 52 5.2
city/county 115 211 21.2 26.4
dept. support 214 39.3 39.5 65.9
comb tech and
best we can 185 34.0 341 100.0
Total 542 99.6 100.0
Missing  System 2 4
Total 544 100.0
Problems in generating quality data?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid major 108 199 20.2 20.2
minor 355 65.3 66.4 86.5
not 72 13.2 135 100.0
Total 535 98.3 100.0
Missing  System 9 17
Total 544 100.0
Problems in generating quality data?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid major 52 9.6 9.8 9.8
minor 322 59.2 60.4 70.2
not 159 29.2 29.8 100.0
Total 533 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 11 20
Total 544 100.0
Problems in generating quality data?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid major 109 20.0 205 205
minor 218 40.1 40.9 61.4
not 206 37.9 38.6 100.0
Total 533 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 11 20
Total 544 100.0
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Problems in generating quality data?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid major 62 114 11.7 11.7
minor 234 43.0 44.0 55.6
not 236 434 444 100.0
Total 532 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 12 2.2
Total 544 100.0
Problems in generating quality data?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid major 137 252 25.8 25.8
minor 207 38.1 39.0 64.8
not 187 344 35.2 100.0
Total 531 97.6 100.0
Missing  System 13 24
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (inmate release?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 323 59.4 61.4 61.4
utilized some 155 28.5 29.5 90.9
highly utilized 48 8.8 9.1 100.0
Total 526 96.7 100.0
Missing  System 18 33
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (parole?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 297 54.6 56.6 56.6
utilized some 173 318 33.0 89.5
highly utilized 55 10.1 10.5 100.0
Total 525 96.5 100.0
Missing  System 19 35
Total 544 100.0
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Extent utilized (probation?)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 311 57.2 59.5 59.5
utilized some 175 32.2 335 92.9
highly utilized 37 6.8 7.1 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 3.9
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilzed (neighboring police?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 193 355 36.5 36.5
utilized some 271 49.8 51.2 87.7
highly utilized 65 11.9 12.3 100.0
Total 529 97.2 100.0
Missing  System 15 28
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (state police?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 251 46.1 48.0 48.0
utilized some 233 42.8 44.6 92.5
highly utilized 39 7.2 75 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 3.9
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (federal law enforcement?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 234 43.0 447 447
utilized some 260 47.8 49.7 94.5
highly utilized 29 53 55 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 39
Total 544 100.0
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Extent utilized (local city sources?)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 192 35.3 36.4 36.4
utilized some 293 53.9 55.5 91.9
highly utilized 43 7.9 8.1 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (local county sources?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 240 44.1 45.7 45.7
utilized some 252 46.3 48.0 93.7
highly utilized 33 6.1 6.3 100.0
Total 525 96.5 100.0
Missing  System 19 35
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (state sources?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 316 58.1 60.2 60.2
utilized some 194 35.7 37.0 97.1
highly utilized 14 26 2.7 99.8
3 1 2 2 100.0
Total 525 96.5 100.0
Missing  System 19 35
Total 544 100.0
Extent utlilized (federal sources?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 350 64.3 66.7 66.7
utilized some 168 30.9 32.0 98.7
highly utilized 7 13 13 100.0
Total 525 96.5 100.0
Missing  System 19 35
Total 544 100.0
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Extent utilized (courts?)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 205 37.7 38.8 38.8
utilized some 271 49.8 51.3 90.2
highly utilized 52 9.6 9.8 100.0
Total 528 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 16 29
Total 544 100.0
Extent utilized (state dept. of motor vehicle?)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid not utilized 192 35.3 36.4 36.4
utilized some 210 38.6 39.8 76.3
highly utilized 125 23.0 23.7 100.0
Total 527 96.9 100.0
Missing  System 17 31
Total 544 100.0
How often department uses frequencies?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 87 16.0 17.6 17.6
sometimes 138 25.4 28.0 45.6
often 149 27.4 30.2 75.9
very often 119 219 241 100.0
Total 493 90.6 100.0
Missing  System 51 94
Total 544 100.0
How often department uses mean, median, mode?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 177 325 36.4 36.4
sometimes 165 30.3 34.0 704
often 92 16.9 18.9 89.3
very often 52 9.6 10.7 100.0
Total 486 89.3 100.0
Missing  System 58 10.7
Total 544 100.0
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How often departments uses standart deviation?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 246 45.2 50.9 50.9
sometimes 154 28.3 31.9 82.8
often 59 10.8 122 95.0
very often 24 4.4 5.0 100.0
Total 483 88.8 100.0
Missing  System 61 11.2
Total 544 100.0
How often department uses crosstabs?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 288 52.9 60.0 60.0
sometimes 117 215 244 84.4
often 55 101 115 95.8
very often 20 37 4.2 100.0
Total 480 88.2 100.0
Missing  System 64 11.8
Total 544 100.0
How often department uses correlation?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 204 375 42.1 42.1
sometimes 178 32.7 36.8 78.9
often 84 154 174 96.3
very often 18 33 3.7 100.0
Total 484 89.0 100.0
Missing  System 60 11.0
Total 544 100.0
How often department uses regression?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 310 57.0 64.3 64.3
sometimes 133 24.4 27.6 91.9
often 28 51 5.8 97.7
very often 11 20 23 100.0
Total 482 88.6 100.0
Missing  System 62 11.4
Total 544 100.0
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How often deparment uses cluster analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 193 355 39.9 39.9
sometimes 136 25.0 28.1 68.0
often 97 17.8 20.0 88.0
very often 58 10.7 12.0 100.0
Total 484 89.0 100.0
Missing  System 60 11.0
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes target profile analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 127 23.3 25.0 250
sometimes 225 41.4 44.3 69.3
often 102 18.8 20.1 89.4
very often 54 9.9 10.6 100.0
Total 508 934 100.0
Missing  System 36 6.6
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes victim analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 152 27.9 29.9 29.9
sometimes 267 49.1 52.5 82.3
often 72 13.2 141 96.5
very often 18 33 35 100.0
Total 509 93.6 100.0
Missing  System 35 6.4
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes link analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 167 30.7 335 335
sometimes 216 39.7 43.3 76.8
often 92 16.9 184 95.2
very often 24 44 48 100.0
Total 499 91.7 100.0
Missing  System 45 8.3
Total 544 100.0
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How often department undertakes temporal analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 206 37.9 41.6 41.6
sometimes 133 24.4 26.9 68.5
often 97 17.8 19.6 88.1
very often 59 10.8 11.9 100.0
Total 495 91.0 100.0
Missing  System 49 9.0
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes spatial analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 180 33.1 36.2 36.2
sometimes 135 24.8 27.2 63.4
often 103 18.9 20.7 84.1
very often 79 145 15.9 100.0
Total 497 914 100.0
Missing  System 47 8.6
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes financial analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 190 34.9 37.6 37.6
sometimes 237 43.6 46.9 84.6
often 60 11.0 119 96.4
very often 18 33 3.6 100.0
Total 505 92.8 100.0
Missing  System 39 7.2
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes flowcharting?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 173 318 34.2 34.2
sometimes 259 47.6 51.2 85.4
often 65 119 12.8 98.2
very often 9 1.7 18 100.0
Total 506 93.0 100.0
Missing  System 38 7.0
Total 544 100.0
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How often department undertakes program evaluation?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 177 325 35.0 35.0
sometimes 218 40.1 43.1 78.1
often 92 16.9 18.2 96.2
very often 19 35 3.8 100.0
Total 506 93.0 100.0
Missing  System 38 7.0
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes case management?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 88 16.2 17.3 17.3
sometimes 186 34.2 36.6 53.9
often 160 294 315 85.4
very often 74 13.6 14.6 100.0
Total 508 934 100.0
Missing  System 36 6.6
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes crime scene profiling?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 167 30.7 33.1 331
sometimes 253 46.5 50.1 83.2
often 66 121 131 96.2
very often 19 35 38 100.0
Total 505 92.8 100.0
Missing  System 39 7.2
Total 544 100.0
How often does department undertake crime forcasting?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 157 28.9 30.9 30.9
sometimes 241 44.3 47.4 78.3
often 81 14.9 15.9 94.3
very often 29 53 5.7 100.0
Total 508 93.4 100.0
Missing  System 36 6.6
Total 544 100.0
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How ofen department undertakes crime trends?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 58 10.7 11.2 11.2
sometimes 191 35.1 36.9 48.1
often 178 32.7 344 824
very often 91 16.7 17.6 100.0
Total 518 95.2 100.0
Missing  System 26 4.8
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes citizen surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 178 32.7 35.0 35.0
sometimes 260 47.8 511 86.1
often 52 9.6 10.2 96.3
very often 19 35 37 100.0
Total 509 93.6 100.0
Missing  System 35 6.4
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes victim surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 243 44.7 48.3 48.3
sometimes 216 39.7 429 91.3
often 31 5.7 6.2 97.4
very often 13 24 2.6 100.0
Total 503 92.5 100.0
Missing  System 41 75
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes employee surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 246 45.2 48.7 48.7
sometimes 226 41.5 44.8 935
often 27 5.0 5.3 98.8
very often 6 11 12 100.0
Total 505 92.8 100.0
Missing  System 39 7.2
Total 544 100.0
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How often department undertakes enviromental surveys?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 366 67.3 72.6 72.6
sometimes 123 22.6 244 97.0
often 9 17 1.8 98.8
very often 6 11 12 100.0
Total 504 92.6 100.0
Missing  System 40 7.4
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes intelligence analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 103 18.9 20.3 20.3
sometimes 253 46.5 49.8 70.1
often 105 19.3 20.7 90.7
very often a7 8.6 9.3 100.0
Total 508 93.4 100.0
Missing  System 36 6.6
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes productivity analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 174 32.0 34.1 34.1
sometimes 229 42.1 44.9 79.0
often 75 13.8 147 93.7
very often 32 5.9 6.3 100.0
Total 510 93.8 100.0
Missing  System 34 6.3
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes civil litigation analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 376 69.1 74.8 74.8
sometimes 110 20.2 21.9 96.6
often 14 2.6 2.8 99.4
very often 3 6 6 100.0
Total 503 92.5 100.0
Missing  System 41 75
Total 544 100.0
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How often department undertakes patrol strategy analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 113 20.8 22.2 222
sometimes 235 43.2 46.1 68.2
often 127 23.3 249 93.1
very often 35 6.4 6.9 100.0
Total 510 93.8 100.0
Missing  System 34 6.3
Total 544 100.0
How often department undertakes workload distribution?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid never 121 222 23.7 23.7
sometimes 236 43.4 46.2 69.9
often 124 22.8 243 94.1
very often 30 55 5.9 100.0
Total 511 93.9 100.0
Missing  System 33 6.1
Total 544 100.0

How often department undertakes displacement/diffusion analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid never 306 56.3 61.2 61.2
sometimes 157 28.9 31.4 92.6
often 30 55 6.0 98.6
very often 7 13 14 100.0
Total 500 91.9 100.0

Missing  System 44 8.1

Total 544 100.0
Best describe department's utilization of crime totals

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid neither 8 15 15 15
count 174 32.0 32.8 34.3
analyze 348 64.0 65.7 100.0
Total 530 97.4 100.0

Missing  System 14 2.6

Total 544 100.0
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Best describe department's utilization of arrest toatls?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid neither 12 2.2 23 2.3
count 314 57.7 59.4 61.6
analyze 203 37.3 38.4 100.0
Total 529 97.2 100.0
Missing  System 15 28
Total 544 100.0
Best describe department's utilization of clearance rates?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid neither 42 7.7 8.0 8.0
count 310 57.0 58.8 66.8
analyze 175 322 33.2 100.0
Total 527 96.9 100.0
Missing  System 17 31
Total 544 100.0
Best describe department's utilization of calls for service?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid neither 26 4.8 4.9 4.9
count 208 38.2 39.5 444
analyze 293 53.9 55.6 100.0
Total 527 96.9 100.0
Missing  System 17 31
Total 544 100.0
Best describe department's utilization of traffic accidents?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid neither 51 94 9.8 9.8
count 210 38.6 40.2 50.0
analyze 261 48.0 50.0 100.0
Total 522 96.0 100.0
Missing  System 22 4.0
Total 544 100.0
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Best describe department's utilization of citizen complaints?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid neither 73 134 141 141
count 235 43.2 455 59.7
analyze 208 38.2 40.3 100.0
Total 516 94.9 100.0

Missing  System 28 51

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by command level mgrs.?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 48 8.8 9.2 9.2
utilized some 280 515 53.9 63.2
highly utilized 191 35.1 36.8 100.0
Total 519 95.4 100.0

Missing  System 25 4.6

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by middle mgrs.?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 36 6.6 6.9 6.9
utilized some 307 56.4 58.9 65.8
highly utilized 178 32.7 34.2 100.0
Total 521 95.8 100.0

Missing  System 23 4.2

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analy

sis efforts utilized by first-line mgrs.?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 60 11.0 115 115
utilized some 316 58.1 60.5 72.0
highly utilized 146 26.8 28.0 100.0
Total 522 96.0 100.0

Missing  System 22 4.0

Total 544 100.0
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Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by detectives?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 53 9.7 10.2 10.2
utilized some 283 52.0 54.3 64.5
highly utilized 185 34.0 35.5 100.0
Total 521 95.8 100.0

Missing  System 23 4.2

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by patrol officers?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 83 15.3 16.0 16.0
utilized some 326 59.9 62.9 79.0
highly utilized 109 20.0 21.0 100.0
Total 518 95.2 100.0

Missing  System 26 4.8

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by specialized unit officers?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 72 13.2 14.0 14.0
utilized some 293 53.9 56.9 70.9
highly utilized 150 27.6 29.1 100.0
Total 515 94.7 100.0

Missing  System 29 53

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by traffic officers?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 180 33.1 354 354
utilized some 282 51.8 55.5 90.9
highly utilized 46 85 9.1 100.0
Total 508 934 100.0

Missing  System 36 6.6

Total 544 100.0
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Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by training unit?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 241 44.3 475 475
utilized some 241 44.3 475 95.1
highly utilized 25 4.6 4.9 100.0
Total 507 93.2 100.0

Missing  System 37 6.8

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by elected officials?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 143 26.3 29.1 29.1
utilized some 307 56.4 62.5 91.6
highly utilized 41 75 84 100.0
Total 491 90.3 100.0

Missing  System 53 9.7

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by community at large?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 154 28.3 314 314
utilized some 288 52.9 58.7 90.0
highly utilized 49 9.0 10.0 100.0
Total 491 90.3 100.0

Missing  System 53 9.7

Total 544 100.0

Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized

by outside law enforcement?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 145 26.7 295 295
utilized some 294 54.0 59.8 89.2
highly utilized 53 9.7 10.8 100.0
Total 492 90.4 100.0

Missing  System 52 9.6

Total 544 100.0
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Degree the results of crime analysis efforts utilized by prosecutors?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid not utilized 261 48.0 53.5 535
utilized some 203 37.3 41.6 95.1
highly utilized 24 4.4 49 100.0
Total 488 89.7 100.0

Missing  System 56 10.3

Total 544 100.0

Spend too much time counting crime and not enough time analyzing it?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly agree 123 22.6 23.6 23.6
agree 225 41.4 43.1 66.7
neutral 73 134 14.0 80.7
disagree 79 145 15.1 95.8
strongly disagree 22 4.0 4.2 100.0
Total 522 96.0 100.0

Missing  System 22 4.0

Total 544 100.0

Spend too much time producing administrative reports and not enough time analyzing

crime?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly agree 83 15.3 15.9 15.9
agree 202 37.1 38.6 54.5
neutral 121 222 231 77.6
disagree 108 19.9 20.7 98.3
strongly disagree 9 1.7 17 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 3.9
Total 544 100.0

Spend too much time constructing notices, alerts, etc. and not enough time analyzing

crime?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly agree 34 6.3 6.5 6.5
agree 102 18.8 19.6 26.1
neutral 188 34.6 36.1 62.2
disagree 172 316 33.0 95.2
strongly disagree 25 4.6 4.8 100.0
Total 521 95.8 100.0
Missing  System 23 4.2
Total 544 100.0
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Command staff appreciate calue of crime analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly disagree 21 3.9 4.0 4.0
disagree 71 131 13.7 17.7
neutral 101 18.6 19.4 37.1
agree 257 47.2 49.4 86.5
strongly agree 70 12.9 135 100.0
Total 520 95.6 100.0
Missing  System 24 44
Total 544 100.0
Middle managers appreciate value of crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly disagree 13 24 25 25
disagree 83 15.3 15.9 184
neutral 104 19.1 19.9 38.2
agree 255 46.9 48.8 87.0
stongly agree 68 125 13.0 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 39
Total 544 100.0
Patrol oficers appreciate value of crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly disagree 21 3.9 4.0 4.0
disagree 103 18.9 19.7 23.7
neutral 152 27.9 29.1 52.8
agree 204 375 39.0 91.8
strongly agree 43 7.9 8.2 100.0
Total 523 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 21 39
Total 544 100.0
Detectives appreciate value of crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly disagree 8 15 15 15
disagree 61 11.2 11.8 13.3
neutral 83 15.3 16.0 29.3
agree 286 52.6 55.1 84.4
strongly agree 81 14.9 15.6 100.0
Total 519 95.4 100.0
Missing  System 25 4.6
Total 544 100.0
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Technical support for crime analysis is substandard?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly agree 114 21.0 21.8 21.8
agree 156 28.7 29.9 51.7
neutral 109 20.0 20.9 72.6
disagree 117 215 224 95.0
strongly disagree 26 48 5.0 100.0
Total 522 96.0 100.0
Missing  System 22 4.0
Total 544 100.0
Computer software used for crime analysis is inferior?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly agree 99 18.2 19.0 19.0
agree 123 22.6 23.7 42.7
neutral 102 18.8 19.6 62.3
disagree 147 27.0 28.3 90.6
strongly disagree 49 9.0 94 100.0
Total 520 95.6 100.0
Missing  System 24 44
Total 544 100.0

Computer hardware used for crime analysis is unacceptably out-of-date?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly agree 53 9.7 10.2 10.2
agree 63 11.6 12.1 224
neutral 119 219 22.9 45.3
disagree 176 324 33.9 79.2
strongly disagree 108 19.9 20.8 100.0
Total 519 95.4 100.0

Missing  System 25 4.6

Total 544 100.0

Department provide sufficent incentives to attract good crime analysts?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly disagree 100 184 19.2 19.2
disagree 155 28.5 29.8 49.0
neutral 168 30.9 32.3 813
agree 82 15.1 15.8 97.1
strongly agree 15 2.8 29 100.0
Total 520 95.6 100.0

Missing  System 24 4.4

Total 544 100.0
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Department provides sufficient incentives to retain good crime analysts?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly disagree 99 18.2 19.1 19.1
disagree 142 26.1 275 46.6
neutral 179 32.9 34.6 81.2
agree 83 15.3 16.1 97.3
strongly agree 14 2.6 2.7 100.0
Total 517 95.0 100.0

Missing  System 27 5.0

Total 544 100.0

There are effective feedback channels in the deaprtment to inform crime analysts

about how useful (or not) their products are to field officers?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly disagree 60 11.0 11.6 11.6
disagree 167 30.7 32.4 44.0
neutral 157 28.9 30.4 744
agree 119 21.9 23.1 97.5
strongly agree 13 24 25 100.0
Total 516 94.9 100.0

Missing  System 28 51

Total 544 100.0
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COPS Crime Analysis USAPG 00-30
Phone Questionnaire

Question#1 Page#1
Hello, my nameis and I'm calling from the University of South Alabama on

behalf of the Department of Justice COPS Office (Community Oriented Policing). Could |

please speak with “Title”?

If asked about purpose of call, say: We are gathering information for COPS regarding
crime analysis activities of law enforcement agencies around the nation. The
“Department” has been selected to participatein the study and your “Title’ has been
identified asthe person | need to talk to.

If “Title” is not available, ask: |sthe person second in command under the “ Title’
available? If not, ask: When would be a good timeto call back to talk tothe“Title”?

Once the appropriate person is on the phone, say:
Hello, my nameis and I'm calling from the University of South Alabama on

behalf of the Department of Justice COPS Office. We're conducting a brief survey regarding
crime analysis activities of law enforcement agencies around the nation. Y our responses are
fully confidential. We will not release any information that would alow you or your
department to be identified. The survey should take less than 10 minutes.

TEMPORARY QUESTION

-Check List- (Number of items: 1 Min: 1 Max: 1)
1 Start

Question#2 Page# 2
Isthere anyonein your department whose primary job responsibility is crime analysis?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q2

IFg2NE1 SKIPTO: 4
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Question#3 Page#3
Areany of the personsresponsible for crime analysis civilian employee?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question#4 Page#4
Doesyour department have at least one computer ?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q4

IFG4NE1 SKIPTO: 25

Question#5 Page#5
Does your department have at least one computer with accessto the Internet?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q5

IFg5NE1 SKIPTO: 9

Question#6 Page#6
Does your department have an official web page?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q6

IFg6NE1 SKIPTO: 9
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Question#7 Page#7
Do you provide crime statistics on the web for the public to view?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question#8 Page# 8
Do you provide a meansfor the public to communicate to the department via the web?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question#9 Page#9
For how many employees does your department provide E-mail accounts? Would that be
... (read responses)

-Check List- (Number of items: 5 Min: 1 Max: 1)
None

Some

Most

All

DK/NA

b wNEF

Question # 10 Page# 10
How many police reports are entered into your department's computer? Would that be. .
. (read responses)

-Check List- (Number of items: 5 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 None
2 Some
3 Most
4 All
5 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q10

IF ql0=[15] SKIPTO: 12

Question # 11 Page# 11
Which of the following reports and infor mation are entered into the department's
computer? (read responses; mark all that apply)
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-Check List- (Number of items: 13 Min: 1 Max: 12)
Initial case reports
Arrest reports

Traffic accident reports
Intelligence reports
Field interview reports
Vice case reports
Callsfor service
Investigative reports
Evidence reports

10 Pawn shop file

11 Nickname file

12 MO files

13 None

©CoOo~NOoOUIThhWNPE

Question # 12 Page# 12
Isyour department connected to a state or regional violent crimes information database?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question # 13 Page # 13
Does your department participate in a formal regional information-sharing program?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/ NA

Question # 14 Page# 14
Isyour department a member of aformal Integrated Justice Information System (1J1S)?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question # 15 Page # 15
Does your department use crime mapping softwar e?
If yes, ask: What isthe name of the software? (Type answer in the space provided. If "Don't
know" type DK)

-Check List Open-  (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)
1 No
2 DK/NA
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3 Yes

SKIPS from Q15
IFqI5NE1 SKIPTO: 20

Question # 16 Page# 16
Which of the following types of data does your department geocode and map? (read
responses, mark all that apply)

(Part I crimes include homicides, rape, aggravated assault, burglary, theft, and vehicle theft)

-Check List Open-  (Number of items. 8 Min: 1 Max: 7)
Part | crimes

Part 11 crimes (all other crimes)

Arrests

Callsfor service

Corrections

Traffic

None

Any other types of data?

OoO~NOUTA~WDNPE

Question # 17 Page# 17
Arecitizens allowed to view crime maps?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question # 18 Page# 18
Who is allowed to generate crime maps? (read responses)

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)
1 Only designated unit personnel

2 Any sworn officer

3 DK/NA

Question # 19 Page # 19
Do you use " hotspot” softwar e such as STAC (pronounced: "stack™)?
If yes, ask: What isthe name of the softwar e? (Type answer in the space provided. If "Don't
know", type DK)

-Check List Open-  (Number of items. 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 No
2 DK/NA
3 Yes

Question # 20 Page# 20
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Does your department have a formal records management system?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA
SKIPS from Q20

IFQ20NE1 SKIPTO: 23

Question # 21 Page # 21

Which of the following best describes the sour ce of your system? (read responses)
If it isacommercial software package, ask: What is the name of the package? (Type answer
in the space provided. If "Don't know", type DK)

-Check List Open-  (Number of items. 5 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Provided by city or county MIS

Built by department personnel

Built by outside consultant

DK/NA

Commercia software package

OabhwWNE

Question # 22 Page # 22
How would you rate your department's records management system? (read responses)

-Check List- (Number of items: 5 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Excellent

Good

Only fair

Poor

DK/NA

ab~hwNPEF

Question # 23 Page # 23
Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with this statement.

The computer softwarewe usefor crime analysisisinferior. Do you strongly agree,
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?

-Check List- (Number of items:7 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Neither/neutral

ab~ wNE
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6 Don't do Computer Crime Analysis
7 DK/NA

Question # 24 Page# 24
What about this statement: The computer hardware we use for crime analysis is unacceptably

out-of-date. Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?

-Check List- (Number of items: 7 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Neither/neutral

Don't do Computer Crime Analysis

DK/NA

~NOoO ok~ WNE

Question # 25 Page # 25
The next few questions deal with the training of individualsin your department who are
responsiblefor crime analysis. Pleasetell me whether individualsin your department
receive either initial or in-servicetraining in either of the following areas: (read responses;
mark all that apply)

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 2)
Crime analysis

Report writing

Neither

DK/NA

A OWN PR

SKIPS from Q25
IFGANE1 SKIPTO: 27

Question # 26 Page # 26
What about training in these areas? (read responses; mark all that apply)

-Check List- (Number of items: 6 Min: 1 Max: 5)
GIS mapping

Computer hardware

Computer software

Statistical analysis

Graphics

None

OO~ WNE

Question # 27 Page# 27
A few departments may conduct very sophisticated types of crime analysis. Pleasetéell
me whether or not your department conducts the following types? (read responses; mark

all that apply) -



-Check List- (Number of items: 12 Min: 1 Max: 11)

Target profile analysis

Victim anaysis

Link analysis

Temporal analysis, dealing with times when crimes occur
Spatial analysis, dealing with places where crimes occur
Financia analysis

Intelligence analysis

Productivity analysis

Civil litigation analysis

Patrol strategy analysis

Displacement and diffusion analysis

None

©CoOoO~NOOUITAWNPE
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Question # 28 Page # 28
Please tell me whether or not your department conducts the following types of research?
(read responses;, mark al that apply)

-Check List- (Number of items: 8 Min: 1 Max: 7)
Flowcharting

Program evaluation

Case management

Crime scene profiling

Crime forecasting

Crime trends

Workload distribution

None

oO~NOOUITPh WN -

Question # 29 Page # 29
Please tell me whether or not your department conducts the following types of surveys?

(read responses;, mark al that apply)

-Check List- (Number of items: 5 Min: 1 Max: 4)
Citizen surveys

Victim surveys

Employee surveys

Environmenta surveys

None

ab~rwdNPRE

Question # 30 Page # 30
Next I'm going to give you two terms that describe how law enforcement agencies might

utilize certain types of data. The terms are "count” and "analyze". "Count” means basically
keeping track of the number of occurrences. "Anayze" means looking for trends and

relationships in the data. Please tell me which of the terms best describes your department's
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utilization of crime totals such as numbers of robberies, number of thefts, etc. Do you count or

analyze crime totals, or do you not utilize that type data?

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Count

2 Anadyze

3 Not utilize
4 DK/NA

Question # 31 Page# 31
What about arrest totals? Do you count, analyze, or not utilize arrest totals?

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Count

2 Anayze

3 Not utilize
4 DK/NA

Question # 32 Page # 32
What about clearancerates?

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Count

2 Anayze

3 Not utilize
4 DK/NA

Question # 33 Page # 33
Calls for service

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Count

Anadyze

Not utilize

DK/NA

A WN P

Question # 34 Page# 34
Traffic accidents

-Check List- (Number of items: 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)
1 Count
2 Anayze
3 Not utilize
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4 DK/NA

Question # 35 Page # 35
Citizen conplaints

-Check List- (Number of items. 4 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Count

2 Anayze

3 Not utilize
4 DK/NA

Question # 36 Page# 36
Please tell me whether or not theresults of your crime analysis efforts ar e utilized by
each of thefollowing? (read first 5 responses; mark all that apply)

-Check List Open-  (Number of items: 7 Min: 1 Max: 5)
Elected officials

Community at large

Outside law enforcement

Prosecutors

None

Don't do Crime Analysis

Are results used by any others?

~Noobh wWwdNE

Question # 37 Page# 37
Does your department use a computer-aided dispatch system (CAD) ?

-Check List- (Number of items: 3 Min: 1 Max: 1)

1 Yes
2 No
3 DK/NA

Question # 38 Page# 38
Please tell me the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement.

We spend too much time counting crime and not enough time analyzingit. Do you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?

-Check List- (Number of items: 6 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Neither/neutral

DK/NA

OO WN P
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Question # 39 Page # 39
On ascale of 0to 10 with zero being no effort to 10 being virtually perfect, how would you

rate your department's overall crime analysis effort?

-Check List- (Number of items: 12 Min: 1 Max: 1)

©OCo~NOOUITh~WDNPE
ooo~NOoOOOh~WNPEFO

10
11 10
12 DK/NA

Question # 40 Page# 40
What isthe population of thejurisdiction your department serves? (If DK/NA, prompt: Is
that under 10,000; Over 25, 000; etc.?)

-Check List- (Number of items: 6 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Under 5,000

5-9,999

10-24,999

25-49,999

50,000 or more

DK/NA

OO WNPE

Question # 41 Page# 41
What is your formal job title?

-Check List Open-  (Number of items: 7 Min: 1 Max: 1)
Chief of Police

Deputy Chief of Police

Sheriff

Chief Deputy Sheriff

Crime Analyst

ab~wdNE
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6 DK/NA
7 Other
SKIPS from Q41

|F q40=[3,4,5] SKIP TO: 43

Question # 42 Page# 42
Finally, | need to know the total number of Part | crimes which occurred in your jurisdiction in

1999. If thisinformation is not readily available, | can fax you aform to fill out and fax back

to us. Would you like to handle it that way?

-Check List Open-  (Number of items. 2 Min: 1 Max: 1)
0 Faxed
1 Number of Part 1 Crimes

Question # 43 Page# 43
That completes the survey. Thanks for your time; have a nice day, etc.

Enter the name of department, the city, and the state. Enter EXACTLY as they appear in the
Call Window.

-Dbase- (Number of items: 6)
Text:

Name of Department

Text:

City

Text:

State

Question # 44 Page# 44
Enter crime index total from master data list:
-Dbase- (Number of items: 2)

Crime index total
Integer: 0 _i _ 15,000
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Telephone Survey Frequencies
Frequency Table

Is there anyone in your department whose primary job responsibility is

crime analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Yes 194 23.8 23.8 238
No 620 76.2 76.2 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

Are any of the persons responsible for crime analysis civilian employees?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 94 115 48.5 48.5
No 100 12.3 515 100.0
Total 194 23.8 100.0
Missing  System 620 76.2
Total 814 100.0
Does your department have at least one computer?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 24 29 29 29
yes 790 97.1 97.1 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

Does your department have at least one computer with access to the

Internet?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 92 11.3 11.6 11.6
yes 698 85.7 88.4 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0
Does your department have an official web page?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 323 39.7 46.7 46.7
yes 369 453 53.3 100.0
Total 692 85.0 100.0
Missing  System 122 15.0
Total 814 100.0
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Do you provide crime statistics on the web for the public to view?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 235 28.9 67.0 67.0
yes 116 14.3 33.0 100.0
Total 351 43.1 100.0
Missing  System 463 56.9
Total 814 100.0

Do you provide a means for the public to communicate with the department

viathe web?

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid no 57 7.0 15.9 15.9

yes 301 37.0 84.1 100.0

Total 358 44.0 100.0

Missing  System 456 56.0
Total 814 100.0

For how many employees does your department provide E-mail accounts?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid none 207 254 26.2 26.2
some 337 414 42.7 68.9
most 73 9.0 9.2 78.1
all 170 20.9 215 99.6
DK/NA 3 4 A4 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0

Missing  System 24 29

Total 814 100.0

How many police reports are entered into your department's computer?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid none 63 7.7 8.0 8.0
some 29 3.6 37 11.6
most 87 10.7 11.0 227
all 610 74.9 77.2 99.9
DK/NA 1 1 1 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0

Missing  System 24 29

Total 814 100.0
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Are the initial case reports entered?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 36 44 5.0 5.0
yes 690 84.8 95.0 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are the arrest reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 33 4.1 45 45
yes 693 85.1 95.5 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are traffic accident reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 207 254 28.5 28.5
yes 519 63.8 715 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are intelligence reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 297 36.5 40.9 40.9
yes 429 52.7 59.1 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are field interview reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 328 40.3 45.2 45.2
yes 398 48.9 54.8 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
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Are vice case reports entered?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 260 31.9 35.8 35.8
yes 466 57.2 64.2 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are calls for service entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 119 14.6 16.4 16.4
yes 607 74.6 83.6 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are investigative reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 80 9.8 11.0 11.0
yes 646 79.4 89.0 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are evidence reports entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 139 171 191 19.1
yes 587 72.1 80.9 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are pawn shop files entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 478 58.7 65.8 65.8
yes 248 30.5 34.2 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
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Are nickname files entered?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 289 35.5 39.8 39.8
yes 437 53.7 60.2 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
Are MO files entered?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 410 50.4 56.5 56.5
yes 316 38.8 435 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0
No reports are entered.
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 720 88.5 99.2 99.2
yes 6 7 8 100.0
Total 726 89.2 100.0
Missing  System 88 10.8
Total 814 100.0

Is your department connected to a state or regional violent crimes
information database?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 351 43.1 46.2 46.2
yes 409 50.2 53.8 100.0
Total 760 934 100.0
Missing  System 54 6.6
Total 814 100.0

Does your department participate in a formal regional information-sharing

program?

Cumulative

Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid no 244 30.0 31.7 317

yes 525 64.5 68.3 100.0

Total 769 94.5 100.0

Missing  System 45 55
Total 814 100.0
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Is your department a member of a formal Integrated Justice Information
System (1J1S)?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 374 45.9 53.4 53.4
yes 326 40.0 46.6 100.0
Total 700 86.0 100.0
Missing  System 114 14.0
Total 814 100.0
Does your department use crime mapping software?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 648 79.6 82.0 82.0
DK/NA 23 2.8 29 84.9
yes 119 146 151 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0
Are part | crimes mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 14 17 11.8 11.8
yes 105 129 88.2 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Are part Il crimes mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 31 3.8 26.1 26.1
yes 88 10.8 73.9 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Are arrests mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 46 5.7 38.7 38.7
yes 73 9.0 61.3 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
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Are calls for service mapped?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 40 49 33.6 33.6
yes 79 9.7 66.4 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Are corrections data mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 97 11.9 815 815
yes 22 2.7 185 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Is traffic data mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 45 55 37.8 37.8
yes 74 9.1 62.2 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
No data are mapped?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 113 139 95.0 95.0
1 6 7 5.0 100.0
Total 119 146 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Are citizens allowed to view crime maps?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 74 9.1 62.2 62.2
No 36 4.4 30.3 924
DK/NA 9 11 7.6 100.0
Total 119 14.6 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
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Who is allowed to generate crime maps?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Only designated
unitypersc?nnel 88 108 73.9 73.9
Any sworn officer 25 31 21.0 95.0
DK/NA 6 7 5.0 100.0
Total 119 14.6 100.0
Missing  System 695 854
Total 814 100.0
Do you use "hotspot" software such as STAC
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 90 111 75.6 75.6
DK/NA 21 2.6 17.6 93.3
Yes 8 1.0 6.7 100.0
Total 119 14.6 100.0
Missing  System 695 85.4
Total 814 100.0
Does your department have a formal records management system?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 116 14.3 14.8 14.8
yes 667 81.9 85.2 100.0
Total 783 96.2 100.0
Missing  System 31 38
Total 814 100.0
Which of the following best describes the source of your system?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Provided by city or
county MIS 78 9.6 11.7 11.7
sg:ggzn‘l?partme”t 126 155 18.9 30.6
S::;El’;;;ts'de 155 19.0 232 53.8
DK/NA 15 18 2.2 56.1
Commercial
software package 293 36.0 43.9 100.0
Total 667 81.9 100.0
Missing  System 147 18.1
Total 814 100.0
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How would you rate your department's records management system?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid poor 21 2.6 3.2 3.2
only fair 111 13.6 16.8 20.0
good 359 44.1 54.4 744
excellent 169 20.8 25.6 100.0
Total 660 81.1 100.0

Missing  System 154 18.9

Total 814 100.0

The computer software we use for crime analysis is unacceptably out-of-date.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid strongly agree 56 6.9 8.6 8.6
agree 219 26.9 33.6 42.2
neutral 52 6.4 8.0 50.2
disagree 244 30.0 37.4 87.6
strongly disagree 81 10.0 12.4 100.0
Total 652 80.1 100.0

Missing  System 162 19.9

Total 814 100.0

The computer hardware we use for crime analysis is unacceptably out-of-date.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid strongly agree 39 4.8 5.9 5.9
agree 143 17.6 215 274
neutral 28 34 4.2 316
disagree 311 38.2 46.8 78.5
strongly disagree 143 17.6 215 100.0
Total 664 81.6 100.0
Missing  System 150 184
Total 814 100.0
Does your department provide training for crime analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 399 49.0 49.0 49.0
yes 415 51.0 51.0 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Doe your department provide training for report writing?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 121 14.9 14.9 14.9
yes 693 85.1 85.1 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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Does your department provide training for GIS mapping?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 642 78.9 813 81.3
yes 148 18.2 18.7 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0

Does your department provide training for computer hardware?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 425 52.2 53.8 53.8
yes 365 44.8 46.2 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0
Does your department provide training for computer software?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 284 34.9 35.9 35.9
yes 506 62.2 64.1 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0

Does your department provide training for statistical analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 534 65.6 67.6 67.6
yes 256 314 324 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0
Does your department provide training for graphics?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 618 75.9 78.2 78.2
yes 172 211 21.8 100.0
Total 790 97.1 100.0
Missing  System 24 29
Total 814 100.0
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Do you perform target profile analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 697 85.6 85.6 85.6
yes 117 14.4 144 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform victim analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 620 76.2 76.2 76.2
yes 194 23.8 23.8 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform link analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 663 81.4 814 814
yes 151 18.6 18.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform temporal analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 475 58.4 58.4 58.4
yes 339 41.6 41.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform spatial analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 443 54.4 54.4 54.4
yes 371 45.6 45.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform financial analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 679 834 834 834
yes 135 16.6 16.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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Do you perform intelligence analysis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 509 62.5 62.5 62.5
yes 305 375 375 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform productivity analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 475 58.4 58.4 58.4
yes 339 41.6 41.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform civil litigation analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 743 91.3 91.3 91.3
yes 71 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform patrol strategy analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 452 55.5 55.5 55.5
yes 362 44.5 445 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform displacement and diffusion analysis?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 703 86.4 86.4 86.4
yes 111 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform flowcharting?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 606 744 744 74.4
yes 208 25.6 25.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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Do you perform program evaluation?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 439 53.9 53.9 53.9
yes 375 46.1 46.1 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you engage in case management?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 259 318 318 318
yes 555 68.2 68.2 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you perform crime scene profiling?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 552 67.8 67.8 67.8
yes 262 32.2 32.2 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you do crime forecasting?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 657 80.7 80.7 80.7
yes 157 19.3 19.3 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you analyze crime trends?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 447 54.9 54.9 54.9
yes 367 45.1 45.1 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you analyze workload distribution?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 410 50.4 50.4 50.4
yes 404 49.6 49.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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Do you administer citizen surveys?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 380 46.7 46.7 46.7
yes 434 53.3 53.3 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you administer victim surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 509 62.5 62.5 62.5
yes 305 375 375 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you administer employee surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 445 54.7 54.7 54.7
yes 369 45.3 45.3 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you administer environmental surveys?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 756 92.9 92.9 92.9
yes 58 7.1 71 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you count, analyze, or not utilize arrest totals?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 84 10.3 104 104
Count 487 59.8 60.2 70.6
Analyze 238 29.2 29.4 100.0
Total 809 994 100.0
Missing  System 5 6
Total 814 100.0
Do you count, analyze, or not utilize arrest totals?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 55 6.8 6.8 6.8
Count 571 70.1 70.8 77.6
Analyze 181 22.2 224 100.0
Total 807 99.1 100.0
Missing  System 7 9
Total 814 100.0
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Do you count, analyze, or not utilize clearance rates?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 130 16.0 16.2 16.2
Count 483 59.3 60.3 76.5
Analyze 188 231 235 100.0
Total 801 98.4 100.0
Missing  System 13 16
Total 814 100.0
Do you count, analyze, or not utilize calls for service?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 67 8.2 8.3 8.3
Count 485 59.6 60.2 68.6
Analyze 253 311 314 100.0
Total 805 98.9 100.0
Missing  System 9 11
Total 814 100.0
Do you count, analyze, or not utilize traffic accidents?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 85 104 10.6 10.6
Count 421 51.7 52.3 62.9
Analyze 299 36.7 37.1 100.0
Total 805 98.9 100.0
Missing  System 9 11
Total 814 100.0
Do you count, analyze, or not utilize citizen complaints?
Cumulative
Freguency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not utilize 82 10.1 10.2 10.2
Count 405 49.8 50.5 60.7
Analyze 315 38.7 39.3 100.0
Total 802 98.5 100.0
Missing  System 12 15
Total 814 100.0
Do you provide analytic output to elected officials?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 345 42.4 42.4 42.4
yes 469 57.6 57.6 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

194




Do you provide analytic output to the community at large?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 434 53.3 53.3 53.3
yes 380 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

Do you provide analytic output to outside law enforcement?

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 395 48.5 48.5 48.5
yes 419 515 515 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
Do you provide analytic output to prosecutors?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid no 433 53.2 53.2 53.2
yes 381 46.8 46.8 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

Does your department use a computer-aided dispatch system (CAD) ?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid yes 501 61.5 61.5 61.5
no 298 36.6 36.6 98.2
DK/NA 15 18 18 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0

We spend too much time counting crime and not enough time analyzing it.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Strongly agree 91 11.2 11.2 11.2
Agree 342 42.0 42.0 53.2
Disagree 279 343 34.3 87.5
Strongly Disagree 32 39 3.9 91.4
Neither/neutral 54 6.6 6.6 98.0
DK/NA 16 20 2.0 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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On a scale of 0to 10 with zero being no effort to 10 being virtually
perfect, how would you rate your department's overall crime analytic

capacity?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid O 59 7.2 7.2 7.2
1 14 17 17 9.0
2 35 43 4.3 13.3
3 75 9.2 9.2 225
4 88 10.8 10.8 333
5 193 23.7 23.7 57.0
6 97 119 119 68.9
7 119 14.6 14.6 835
8 93 114 11.4 95.0
9 14 17 17 96.7
10 9 11 11 97.8
DK/NA 18 22 22 100.0
Total 814 100.0 100.0
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