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ABSTRACT

Concerns have been}]ong existent with respect to the
efficacy of criminal statist{cs. One of the major difficulties in
conducting criminological reéearch is that it is not known th
representative the number of offences known to the police is of
the total crfme universe. Traditional efforts to substantiate the
veracity of official data have come from a comparison of
statistical information to such things as victimization surveys,
self-report studies, and so forth. It has been found that,
notwithstanding 4imitat%ons to ofﬁdcial data, alternate study
methods contribute 1ittle more to bur knowledge of crime than do
the.more accessible criminal_statistics. Clearly, the statistics
submitted on crime by the police community are extremely |
‘important. “i |
»iThis_thesis attempts to examine the historical problem

of the accuracy of criminal statistics from a much different
)

—~—~

perspective. It examines the accuracy of statistical reports
completed by the police on crime that is known to them.

The rules and procedureskto be followed in coding

offence information are dictated by the Uniform Crime Reporting
- Manual. -This document contains coding rules which are vague,
.inconsistent, and contradictory. Further, in some cases much
needed direction and information on how to properly code offence
information has been omitted. Research into how much and how
often crime gets reported is necessary, but jf no attention is
directed at these coding rules then the value of conducting

research on the broader issues is questionable E\especia]ly if



these rules jeopardize the accuracy of the data that are being

O

submitted.

This research outlines the history of uniform crime
reporting in Canada and then goes on to highlight areas in the
reporting of crime that‘have traditionally occupied researchers.
Virtually no attention has been paid to the specific rules and
regulations governing the coding of crime that are dictated by

this Uniform Crime Reporting Manual.

A close examination is conductéd of selected uniform
crime reporting rules and procedures. Sections which are vague,
inconsistent, or contradictory, are identified as are areas
Tacking necessary coding direction. On the basis of these areas,
nine offence descriptions were formulated. Two additional offence
descriptions were included which were based on UCR instructions
felt to be clear and concise. These eleven coding exercises were
then distributed to some 35 RCMP Detachments throughout Alberta.

The results of this survey revealed that those
exercises based on clear, concise coding requirements were coded
by respondents with greater accuracy and consistency than were
the exercises based on rules which were not as clear. This
variation suggests that criminal statistics submitted by a major °
Alberta police agency are extremely inaccurate and that the

Uniform Crime Reporting Manual contributes to this inaccuracy.

On the basis of this research, fifteen recommendations
for change were made to the coding manual. If adopted, these
changes would serve to correct some fundamental problems with.

this coding document. The result will be greater accuracy and

vi



cBmparabthy in criminal statistics.



e

s A ‘/ sy A
Acmoucfussmf \
N\

"\\ \ \

This research wou1dmnot have bggn possible without the
co-operation of those men and women of the RCMP who took the time
‘to complete the questionnaires. 1 am grateful to them for their
afforts. The chapter on the history of crime reporting in eanada
could not have been written without assfstance from the Judicial
Statistics Division of Statistics Canada and in particular
Mrs. Helen Lacey. Their co-operation was invaluable.

The guidance received from the members of my committee
was exceptional. The efforts of Doctors T. Hartnagel, R.A.
Silverman, and R. MaclLeod was greatly appreciated. Finally, I
would be remiss {f I did not acknowledge thehvalue of the moral
~support and encouragement I ha?e received since entering Graduate
Studies. Staff Sergeant Stanley E. Pixley of the Planning
Branch, "K" Division RCMP, deserves my special thanks along with
Mr. A. Sangadasa and Dr. P. Saram. To these people I am deeply

indebted.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER Page
I. The Problem .....oiiuiiiiiiiiiii ittt iiiiiieenann. 1
A. 'Purpose ............................................ 9

II. The History of Crime Reportin_g in Canada ............... 11
A, Form "A" (AdMiniStration) .........eeeeiensennenen., 21

B. Form "C" (Crifminal Statistics) ............evvvnn.. 21

C. Form "D" (Drugs) «uvuiiinnnineiiiererernennnnansn, 22

D. Form "F" (Fire Statistics) ........... PR 24

E. Form "T" (Traffic Statistics) ......ovvvevnnnunn. eee. 26

F. Homicide Return ...................... s L.29

G. Adjustment Form .................. Y 29

H. Conclusion ................ e s eeet it 31

III. Literature Review .............. e tee e, 33
A. Introduction ...... et reeateateaeteiatteeaaa SUPINN 34

B. "Dark F'igur;e" of Crime .......iiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn, 34

C. Vvalidity of criminal stat'ist'ics .................... 37

D. Qualitative measures of c;'im 39

| E. Index Offences ............ccviiiiiiiiinian, Caesees 41

F. Crime Rates....................; .................... 43

G. Uses of criminal statistics ..................... - 46

1. Official Agencies .........ceveunivnennninnnn.s 46

2. Academ'ic Community .......ccovvevnnnnn. feeraeans 49~

3. Media ......... e eeeeeieneaan et eerieee e, 50

H. Uniform Crime Reporting .......covvevenvnnn.. RRRERR 51

I. New Directions ............coiieiiiinnnn. feeriancas 56

. 1. Consumer Orientation ..... ........... 56
N 2. Centralized information SYSEOM v v iranninnnnns 57

<

ix



CHAPTER | \ Page
J. Conclusion ...........cceivvunnnn.. O 59
Iv. Mg;hodo]ogy .......... EERREEE EEREE )2444;4: .............. 63
A. Historical ... i, 64
Review of UCR Manual ...l 64
C. Sampling .............cvoinal... N ettt 67
Do AUGTES +eererraree ettt ee e 69
E. File Selection ..... .ottt 72

F. Operational Definitions ............. R eee. T8
V. Analysis of Unifbrm Crime Reporting Mgnua] Cieee e 76
A. Introduction ......... e e, 77
B. Paragraph 1.6 - Sources of Information ............. 80
C. Paragraph 1.8 ...ttt ittt i, 81
D. Paragraph 1.9 ........... TS ST .. 88
5 E. Paragraph 1.70 ..ottt ieeeinnnennn, 92
. 94
G. Unfounding ....ovvvviniininiiiiiiiiiiiiiiannnnn, 99
H. Paragraph 3.7 .. cininiiiiiiini ittt 112
I. Multiple offences ................ et 115
1. Coding Exercise #1 ....c.oiviiiiienennnnnnnnnnn. 122
J. jParag;aph 3.13 (e, R eereetretatettonennaan. 129
K.//Coding exercises based on no clear authorities ..... 133
1. iConspiraqy ............................ heenaeas 133
2. "Buys of Opportunity" .......ceviiiiinnnnnnnnn.. 137.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L. Adjustment to Returns et et eeenee et e e 14]



A 3

. .}
¢ TABLE OF CUNTENTS
CHAPTER Page
- M. Cortrol Questions ........ ‘, ................. REREREE 144
N.  Coding Example #3 .......coooueonronn... SO 145
VI. Conclusion ............... U . TR 150
A. Traditional Research e —‘ 151
' B. Consisten.cy and a‘cc‘_gracy of coding ...... e . 154
1. Inplications'..;....i‘;..............:./. .......... 156
C. Theoretical Implications ............: e sa.
D. Conclusion ...... e e s 163
E. Future Uses of UCR data ;..,., .......... \\ ....... v: 165
1. Narrative explana;ioﬁ coveesiaraas e, 166
: 2. Aggregation v ............... ..... s 167
Summary of Recowmendations ‘,, ..... 189
FOOtNOtES L. ittt ittt i i it et 172
Bibliography ..............%... N b ettt eanetenaotntasaneeans ' .\1 74
APPENAT RS . ..ueueuenenanniins., e 180"




CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM



CHAPTER 1: THE PROBLEM

Imagine studying chemistry, physics, or geometry
without devices of measurement. Similarly, imagine tennis,
hockey, or football without statistics. Statistics and
meésurement‘are equally vital to the study of crime. Their role
is becoming increasingly more important within the decision-making
of the criminal justice system in the face of an ever-widening
range of uncertainty and public concern.

Donald Newman (1965:163) Has indicated that "Probably
no aspeét of Criminology is easier to criticize, and consequently
has received more criticism, thaﬁ statistical descriptions of the
crime problem. Whether statistics are used to indicate the extent
oficrime or the representativeness of criminal samples, or are
quoted in any context, denunciations of the statistical base
quickly follow." Canadians, unfortunately, find themselves in a
similar situation: "So many papers have been written about the
poor state of criminal statistics....in Canada that it seems almost
worthless to add something again on the topic...A complete
inventory of the gaps in our crime statistics would be long,
tedious to compose or review, and a wearisome belabouring of the

obvious. It has been done again and again the last few years."

-

(Normandeau, 1970:198)
It seems clear from these quotes that concerns have
been long existent with réspect to the efficacy of criminal data.

L]
Traditionally, efforts to substantiate the veracity of criminal



data or "official counts of crime" (Nettler, 1978) have come from
compéring statistical data gleaned from contributing agencies to
such things as Se]f-report studies, observations of criminal
activity, surveys of victims, or other measures designed to explore
the dimensions of "hidden criminality". In addition, examinations
of "reported” crime have explored what was dubbed "the dark figure"
of crime by»European Criminologists (Skqgan,1977:42) i.e.
occurrences that are called crime by some criteria and yet are not
registered statistically in any criminal data. Further, Skogan
(1977) refers to a "doubly dark" figure of crime or those offences
which are reported neither to the police nor to an interviewer.
The existence of a "dark" and "doubly dark" area in the reporting
of crime has resulted in researchers not knowing just how
representative the number of offences known to the police is of the
total crime universe. This fact, according to Ferracuti,
Hernandez, and Wolfgang (1962:113) "has been clearly recognized as
one of the major difficulties of scientific research in
criminology.”

To further complicate matters, several factors serve
in a selective and unpredictable way to reduce the numbers of
offences reported to -public agencies. Ferracuti, Hernandez, and
W"féang (1962: 113) identify several possibilities for this |
phenomenon:

a. MWillingness of the victim or of other citizens to
report the crime, including fear of consequences
of reporting;

b. Expectation of effective police action on the



j.
k.

part of the public;

Opinion of the public regarding the level of
police services; ‘
Physical facilities for reporting;

Accuracy and reliability of the police in
classifying reports;

Investigative efficiency of the police;
Escape and evasive behavior on the part of the
criminal;

Arrest action;

Administration of justice, especially
prosecution;

Probability of conviction;

Application of measures such as probation and

pardons.”

In addition to these, McClintock (1970:22) identifies additional

reasons for a lack of reporting offences:

a. trivial crimes in which the trouble of reporting

it is not worth it to the victim;

b. crimes which may be "tolerated" by society.e.g.

underage drinking, pornography, etc.

While the importance of these areas to our knowledge of

crime is vital, it is equally important to properly assess crime as

it proceeds through what has been described as a "crime funnel™.

(President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration

of Justice, 1967;

Silverman and Teevan, 1975, 1980) As one moves

~
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through this funnel, the number of crimes decrease as does our
knowledge about them.. Because of this,.the crime statistics
reported by police contributors are often considered a more‘valid
source of information on the amount and variéty of crime in our
society. On this subject, Sellin (1951:64) has stated that "the
=value of criminal statistics as a basis for the measurement of
criminality in geographic areas decreases as the procedure takes us
farther away from the offence itself." Further, Zay (1963:78)
indicates that offences "known to the police are the closest
available indiﬁation on the prevailing volume of crime and
delinquency at the local, provincial, and national levels... The
police force deals with more offences than does any other law
enforcement agency." ' ,

As has been.demonstrated, no pauéity exists in the
literature describing empirical explorations of "reported"crime.
Concurrently, it seems that the gata gleaned from poliée records
arelof tremendous va]Ue.”fwkﬁ}g millions of scarce research dollars
have beén expended in empiriéa] investigations of the etiology and
ecology éf crime, criminogenic conditions and their correlates, and
a whole host of other seemingly pertinent, scholarly efforts,
Iitple empirical attention has been directed at perhaps the most
important element of all - the stétistica] accuracy in the .

N R —
recording of offences by police agencies. The data become what
might be described as the "raw material" for the academic and

professional community - core ingredients that are the product of -

many complexities seldom exposed to public view. The accuracy of



statistical reporting by police departments will be the subject of

this thesis with specific emphasis on the rules (as contained in

the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual) describing the various
procedures to be used in the scoring or recording of offences by
statistica1<contributing agencies. Indeed, the entire uniform
crime reporting system is poorly understood in Canada. Thisg thesis
will, hopefully, provide greafer insight into.the complexities and
intricacies of this system.

Unlike the more general subject of whaf gets reported
(or for what reasons), literature in the more specific area of the
uniform crime reporting rules and their use by contributing police
agencies s character1zed by-an unfortunate drought. This
deplorable lack of comment is surpr1s1ng in the sense that so much
effort has been expended research1ng the broader issues, yet how
offences are treated statistically by the police has been largely
ignored. Anyone who has dealt with this issue has provided either
a mere description of the system in very general terms or has
treated the rules of scoring and the accuracy of data as something

almost incidental to "more important" concerns. The Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual has changed very little over the years, a fact

that may well reflect the little interest it has received.
Continuous research can (and no doubt will be) conducted on how

‘much and how often crime gets reported but if no attention is

directed to inconsistent or prohibitive scoring rules in this
Manual then the value of conducting research on the broader issues

beeomes moot - especially if these inconsistencies Jeopardize the



accufacy of the data that are being submitted. It is not realistic
to expect a high, positive corre]atioﬁ, for example, between
confessfoﬁs of criminality and official statistics when clearly the
police department may not be permitted by virtue of restrictive
scoring rules to score foencés even ifithe police are aware of
‘them.

The research of R.A. Silverman (1977), while of rather
lTimited £gope, is a rare éxception to comments made above. In his

1977 study, Silvermah, examined reporting disparities for crime

rates between the Calgary\and Edmonton police departments. Some

crimes (e.g. robbery, rape,~and assaults) showed congfstent
differences befween these twd cities whi]e.offences in other
categories were consistent from year to year. Further, differences
(whiéh could not be explained by chance alone) between these two
agencies were apparent in that the Calgary Police Department
"cleared otherwise" about 30% of its offences while this clearance
method was twice as great in the case of the Edmonton agency.
Finally, '~e proportion of offences "unfounded" was some four times
greater i.. _aamonton than in Calgary. Again, chance alone would not
explain these¢ results.

Se- .ral mejor findings emerged from this 1977 study
which are pertirenc to this research. According to Silverman
(1977:68):

> i. There is a high degree of re]iabiiitx in the
coding of offences done in Calgary and Edmonton.

2. There is high inter-city offence coding

reliability.



3. Some coders are more consistent than others in
coding offences.

4. The uniform crime reporting system designed by
Statistics Canada does not necessarily result in
uniform crime reporting.

5. [If Calgary and Edmonton po]iée departments
utilized the same procedures in recording
assaults and robberies, it is likely that the two
cities would be shown to have similar crime rates
for these two crimeﬁ.

6. As presently constituted, statistics purporting to
compare crime rates in Calgary and Edmonton are
not comparabie.

7. There is a need for the development of a more
accurate Uniform Crime Reporting System for the
Province of Alberta than the one now provided by

Statistics Canada.

8. There is a need for further study in several areas
touched on by this researéh.

One implication of this research (which Silverman
identifies) is that differences in the recording procedures used in
the two police departments explain the differences found in the
recorded criminal statistics. From data gleaned from interviews it
would appear such differences are not unique to the Calgary and
Edmonton departments. Similar recording anomalies might well‘
surface if other Fontjibuting agencies were examined. The

suggestion is made (p.64) that the Statistics Canada reports are



comparing apples and oranges when they compare some crime
statistics in cities across Canada. As Silverman (1977:64)

suggests, "The Uniform Crime Reporting Methodology outlined by

Statistics Canada does not result in uniform crime reporting."

(emphasis original)

While empirical research in the area of crime coding
is vital and welcome, this research by Silverman makes only the
beginning of necessary intrusions into this area. Silverman merely

suggests that there may be a problem with the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual so that uniformity in the resulting criminal

statistics is not or cannot be ensured. While it is recognized that
a detailed examination of the UCR Manual was outside the scope of
his research, it is apparent that a much more comprehensive and
systematic examination is required.

The uniform crime reporting system is genera]]y‘
assumed to generate uniform crime statistics. This thesis will
undertake an examination of the accuracy of crime recording within
. R.C.M.P. Jurisdictions in the Province of Alberta - jurisdictions
that account for approximately half of the total reported crime in
this Province. Emphasis will be placed on the specific rules and/

procedures dictated by the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. By

examining the types of errors found, it may be possible to relate
them to inconsistencies or vague areas in the UCR Manual itself.
A. PURPOSE |

The purpose of this thesis will be to critically
examine uniform crime reporting in Alberta with specific emphasis

on the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. Selected areas will also be
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examined: - ‘

(1) The history of crime repdrting (recording) in M
Canada. ‘
(2) A review of available pertinent Yiterature.

(3) A critical review of the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual.

(4) The accuracy of crime recording in Alberta. ,
(5) Recommendations for changes to (3), above.

The primary thrust of this research will beggirected{at
items (3) and (4), above. It is susbected that'the UCR Manual
contains inherent inconsistencies which pose serious dilemmas for .
those agencies contr1but1ng criminal statistics :)d11emmas whic .
in fact may perpetuate the 1nc1dence of error in the statistica’
submissions.

A thorough examination of the UCR Manual will be
undertaken. During the course of this scrutiny, any deficiencies,
contradictions, or vague areas in the‘scoring rules will be
itemized along with the reasons specified for the perceived
deficiency. Ur the basis of these apparent deficient areas of the

-Manual, realistic offence illustrations will be propounded to (as
closely as possible) simulate offence situations which require the

crime coder to appeal to these specific rules for scoring (to

support the particu]af scoring decision). By following this ;i
procedure, it should be possible to relate coding deficiencies to Tﬁ
the Manual itself. This strategy might culminate in some specific, . gg

concrete recommendations for positive change to the UCR Manual.
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CHAPTER II: The History of Crime Reporting in Canada

The implications and ramifications of police
statistics for society as a whole (and certainly for present and
future research) are profound. No use, however, can be made of

po]ice data nor can they be understood and interpreted without

~some basic understanding of what is available and, just as

important, how our present system evo]vgq}//No”ﬁFétense is made

7 ;ﬁggﬂgny,typemeffexhaﬁifTVéﬂE;;hination will be forthcoming.

Rather, only the highlights 2pd broad philoscphies underlying.
existing police:statistical recording systems will be examined.
While many modern Canadian police departments have developed
highly sophisticated computerized data collection systems these
are invariably for internal use oﬁ]y. |

A much moré pervasive statistical reporting system
exists on a national scale under the auspices of the Jgstfce

Statistics Division of Statistics Canada. It is this agency that

regulates and dictates reporting requirements for virtually all

Canadian police agencies regardless of their computef

capabi]itieé or sophistication in data processing. This National

Uniform Crime Reporting System fdrms the basisuqf published .- -~ --veenees

information on crime in this cdgﬁtry. It is this uniform crime
reporting system thét wi]] reééive the attention of this Chapter..
Not only will it be ihportant to ékamine what exists but also to
encourage a greater understandfng of present systems by exploring:

the evolution, in Canada, of the Uniform Crime Reports.

- The history of crime reporting in Canada is somewhat

12



shorter than in other countries. At the time of confederafion
the résponsibi]ity for "the census and statistics" became the
mandate of the Domin .n under the British North America Act.
Chapter 13 of,}he Statutes of 1867 required schedules of criminal
statfstics be completed on an annual basis and be turned over to

court officials. These people, in turn, conveyed this /

information to the Minister of~Agricu1tbre on forms furnished by

v

him. (Morrow, 1968)

Progress in the collection of Canadian criminal data
progressed at a very modest'faté. In 1905, the ﬁfnistry of
Agriculture created a permanent Census and Statistic§ office - an
office which was to be the forerunner of the Dominion Bureau of
Statistics and later still, Statistics Canada. In 1912 a-
Commission was éppointed to inquire into the statistical programs
of the time and reéommended the organization of a central

statistical office for the coordination, unification, extension

13

and improvements in statistics. These general improvements ..o

resulted iny;hér;;%i¥ﬁ§msfhfﬁé'Statistics’Act and the subsequent

Wad

crea@jon“af the Dominion Bureau of Statistics. (Morrow, 1968)

B At this time;- the courts were mainly responsible for
inputting e;isting statistical systems. In 1920, the Bureau
re-orgénized somewhat‘and begah to haﬁd]e statiStics of crime
from vé]unteerigg police departments. In 1921, police statistics

|
were first published in Canada as a Section of Criminal -

Statistics, 1920. (Reed, 1979) Since the progfam was. Taunched

on a voluntary basis, onl* a very small number of municipal

police forces were contributing. Over the next 40 years, both
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the number of reporting police departments and the numb?rjof
crime categories were expanded. The data provided at this time
was a very poor indicator of the amount of crime and the
statistics were not comparable from one year to the next. In
1920, a véry modest crime reporting effort was undertaken.
Cities and towns with a pobulation of over 4,000 (104 of, them)
were to submit returns. Of this number only 88 complied with
records that were even remotely satisfactory. Even thougﬁ
standard forms were be used to collect the data, standardized
definitions and, indeed, expectations were not provided. vﬁiih
the different police departments interpreting differentlj'th;ir
crime, uniform statistics could not possibly exist. Standard
units of count were required. (Morrow, 1968)

In 1949, = Domihion-Provincia] Conference was held
between red}esentatives of_;hg“provinéfdl and federal governments
““F§§ponsible~fdf‘tﬁé‘é&ﬁ%gistrationvof Justice. Police
representatives from various depaftments also attended.  The .
importance of aécurate and ;;1*able crime statistics was |
qnderscored. At this meeting it was suggeSféd that the Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police be requested to promote among its
members a better understanding of crime reporting and the
importance of co-operation with the Dominion Buﬁeag of Statistics
in collecting the requjsite information. Despite this effort,
ittle was accomplished at this time. Ip 1956, thettACP

e

1
appointed a &ommittee on the Uniform Recording of Police

Activities or the Uniform Crime Reporting Committee as it was now

AN



known. This CACP subcommittee was comprised of representatives of
Federal, Provincial, and Municipal police departments and members
of the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Justice Section. (Morrow,
1968) The years following proved to be critical to the
deye]opment the Uniform Crime Reporling System. Most of what
exists today in the realm of police crime data owes its genesis
to the years.following 1956. (1)

At the meeting held on June 27th and 28th, 1956, the
Chief of the Judicial Section of the Dominion Bureau of
Statistics, Mr. W. Magill, indicated that some 285 police
departments in centers of 4,000 population and over, the
RTC.M.P., and Ontario Provincial Police reported data to the
Bureau. The DBS then compiled and published an annual report
showing the various activities of its contributqrs. According to
Mr. Magill, two main problems plagued police statistics:

(1) There was a lack of uniformjty in the reporting of

N

information, and- 2

,,' (?} Coverage was less than complete especially
. in thosé communities with a‘popu1at16n less than 5}
4,000 peoéle that were not policed by either
the R.C.M.P. or the Ontario Provincial Police.
Similar problems were identified with the Quebec
Provincial Police.
(Minutes of the U.C.R. meeting held on June
27-28, 1956.) o
It is very clear that at the onset, the DBS

adopted the posture that crime ?tatistics were one important

e _;ﬁww;mMﬂiEmwmmw.mw%_mm;u.ﬁmMM::;::mgia




16

by-product of ﬁhe record system maintained by the crime reporting
contributors. It was arqued that the adoption of a uniform

record system would facilitate uniformity in crime reporting.
Interestingly enough, the CACP sub-committee felt thé emphasis
shou]d be on developing uniformity through police stat- ical
returns of a more immediate nature rather than concentrating on
the records System - an area felt to take much more time to
standardize. At this time, police returns were being submitted on
an annual basis.

Froh the earliest meetings, it is apparent that the
crime reporting systems in place in England, Wales,.and especially
the United States had a profound impact on the genesis and
structure of crime reporting in this country. .For example, up to
this point.fanada had been using the phrase "offence cleared by
afrestt in conjunc*‘on with the crime returns. This terminology
was considered inadequate for our use since there were ‘‘ner
lTegitimate ways to clear an offence. The phraseology was changed
to "offence concluded" based on the methods of clearance used in
England and Wales. The lessons learned from our more experienced
neighbours to the South were far more useful to us
however. Considerable effort was made to standardize the
definitions of offences.and any other counting rule. At this
time, 17 Criminal Code categories, Federal, Provincial, and

Municipal data was collected.

Various proposed drafts of the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual (similar to the one in use in the United
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States) were reviewed. Further, various discussions ensued in
which the frequency of the various submissions was discussed.
The DBS was mostvinﬁerested in receiving crime data annually
although they did entertain thoughts of having only the more
serious offences reported on a monthly basis. No firm decisions
~were made one way or the other at this meeting.

As mentioned, the United States influence was felt
throughout the eérly stages of uniform crime reporting in Canada.
The Americans have a Tonger history of crime reporting than has
this Country. During the 1920's, a great deal of concern surfaced
in the United States with respect to crime and its
administration. Several surveys weré undertaken demonstrating
that ghe statistical information on the activities of police,
courts, and the various correctional institutions could be
developed which would throw a great deal of light on the problem
of crime and its control. Between 1926 and 1933, three Basic
co]]ectfons of data were commenced under two different federal
bdreaus for the purpose of establishing a uniform, nationwide
data collection service. (Beattie, 1955) The first develobment
concerned the collection of data on prisoners in state andl
federal prisons and reformatories. The second development (in
1930) occurred when a system of reporting was inaugurated which
requested all police departménts in the country to furnish
monthly data fe]ating to offences known to the police and the
number cleared by arrest. Finally, summary information for each

state had been published yearly but for a variety of reasons
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had not bgen successful. In 1930, an act of Congress gave the
Federal Bureau of Investigation the responsibility of carrying on
this monthly collection of data known as the Uniform Crime
Reports. This collection of data has continued uninterrupted to
the present. (Beattie, 1955)

While it is not the purpose of this chapter to enter
in a long and involved comparison of the crime reporting systems
used in the United States and Canada, one particular feature is
worthy of note - a feature which wi]l bé discussed in more detail
later. "If was the technical opinion of experts from the
fntefnationa] Assocfation of Chiefs of Police. (an American
organizatibn), more than 40 years .ago, that the following seven
offences had a high probability of being reported among police
departments in a uniform manner | '

(1
(2

Murder and non-negligent manslaughter
Forcible rape

(3) Robbery
Burglary

6

)
)
)

4) Aggravated Assault
)
) Larceny ($50 and over)
)

(
(5
(
(7) Auto Theft"

(Taft, 1973)
‘These offences have become known as "index offences", or sometimes
as the “Majof Serious Offences". One of the major functions of
these "index" crimes is to serve as a uniform indicator of the
extent and volume of crime. "Because of their uniformity, they

can represent an index of change in volume from year to year."



(Taft,1973: 328)

The feasibility of establishing "index" offences in
Canada similar to those of the United States apparently was the
subject of a good deal of debate. (This is very important since
the "index" used in the U.S. has been severely criticized). In.
part, this discussion is reflected in the minutes of the meeting
held on September 19, 1960. At this time, no distinction (in
terms of reporting procedures or the tybe 6f information required
for the Index offenceé) would be made in Canada-between the major
and more minor.offences. The information required for each type
i.e. "clearance information" and "persons charged" data, was
identical ir contrast to the American system. Several reasons
were offered for this Canadian position. Firstly, American
police departments found tﬁat their various contributors placed
more emphasis on reporting the re]ative]yAserious'crimes
accurately while being much less diligent with the processing of
the more "insignificant” crimes. Secondly, American police
departments were severely criticized (especially by Sociologists)
for considering some offences to be "major" or "index" offences
while other offences were delegated the "minor" adjective.
Apparently there had been a good deal of concern expressed in

that drug offences were considered "minor" - or at least this was

‘implicit since drug offences were not considered among the

"index" offences. A final reason for Canada not incorporating
the "index" notion is that American police agencies collected

more detailed information on their more serious offences while
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not as much on the Jess serioys ones. In designing our Canadian
system officials had the benefit of some thirty years of crime
reporting experience in the United States. Although debated
extensively, the creation of a crime "index" seemed to serve no
positive purpose.

In April of 1961, D;minion Bureau of Statistics Forms,
Tally sheets, and the proposed Uniform Crime Reporting Manual
were presented to the U.C.R. Committee for close examination. It
was felt that during the early stages-of this developing system,
a minimum of detail on Form "C" ("Crime" form) was essential for

'the sake of simplicity. In September of that same year, the

Uniform Crime Reporting Manual was approved by the U.C.R. working

committee and was forma]ly accepted by the CACP convention. The
new manual was adopted by all police forces throughout - Canada
' effective January 1lst, 1962. It was also recommended at this time
that in furtherance of ﬁniform crime reporting, that the CACP
sub-committee on the Uniform Recording of Police Activities be
established on a permanent basis. When the Uniform Crime
, &eporting System went "on-stream" in Canada, there were 698 urban
communities in Canada with a popuiation over 750 0pérating their
own police forces. Reports were received from 91.4% of these
comunities. (Reed, 1979) |

Five main statistical areas formed the Basis of the
crim! report‘i‘ng system that was to follow. Because of the diverse
statistical systems discussed and employed, a brief examination

of each statistical form is required.



A. Form "A" (Administration)

Administrative statistics have been submitted by
co-operating police departments for many years. As is the case
with criminal statistics, the format has éeen considerable
change. Initfal]y; police administrgtive statistics were
essentially to deal with the internal working; of the police
department and were felt to be of great merit in assessing
resource requirements, workloads, and so forth. It was felt that
the police administrative statistics would assist in providing a
sfandard “of the basic requirements for a police department for
various populations and areas. Alﬁo, in times of local or
national emergency, it will show Canadian police strength and
resources in any given district that may be called upon." (U.C.R.
minutes of 31 August, 1959)

At the present time, Form A is still required albeit
in somewhat modified format. It is required annually by the end
of January incorporating informatiqn as of the last day in
December of the preceding year. A copy of the Form A presently in
use is attached as Appendix "A". The information not ;haded
Iidentifies information requirements as they presently exist.

B. FORM "C" (CRIMINAL STATISTICS)

Form C statistics were originally intended to be
very brief and simple. It was hoped that this would streamline
and facilitate accurate and complete submission of data.

The number of crime categories included on this form
varied both in number and content. Originally some 17 offences

were of concern - offences ranging from murder to sex offences,
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some property offences through to and including a "catch-all"
category of “"other criminal code". A small amount of other data
relating to traffic, accidents, Provincial, Federal and Municipal
enforcement activities were also included as was a small amount

S—

of "miscellaneous data". -
Since 1962, a series of expansione/have‘taken place
with U.C.R. categohies. At the present time, 107 _Crime categor1es
are being utilized. There has been only‘a minimal amount of
change in the rules for scoring these offences over the years. A

copy of the present Form C is attached as Appendix "B",

C. FORM “D" (Drugs)

Prior to the implementation of the new U.C.R.
manual in danuary of 1962, a special meeiing was held on October
25th, 1961. In attendance were representat%ves of the R.C.M.P.,
the Ontario Provincial Police, and the Quebec Provincial PoTice'
as well as three members of Judicial Section of the D.B.S. The
purpose of the gather1ng was to get the three police forces
responsible for the provincial police work in Canada together. A
- discussion ensued over the spec1a1 problems of obtaining an
unduplicated count of crime and trafflc enforcement statistics in
rural areas and municipalities policed by these agencies under
contract. Among several points of agreement between these police
agencies, the'following also met with‘a consensus: "the R.C.M.P.
will acceptbthe responsibility of reporting a1l offences under
the Narcotic Control Act regardless of other police forces being

involved". (U.C.R. minutes, October 25th, 1961, PP. 2) Since the

R.C.M.P. is the national police force with a mandate to enforce
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Federal statute offences, it was felt that this ageﬁcy should
solely report the occurrence of these offences. (Municipal
police departments at this time also had to turp seized narcotics
over to this federal agency as wei].)

For several years, the R.C.M.P. submit the drug
statistics in a format consistent with Appendix "C" *ta »d. By
1970 the incidence of Narcotic Control Act infractions “ad 4o OWn
tremendously in Canada. Many larger municipal police depar‘men:s
had become directly involved in.drug.enforcement activities
independent of their fedéra] counterpart. It was felt that this
involvement had reached such significant proportions that it
would be in the best interests of the U.C.R. program and the
various contributors if everyone was required to submit their own
Form D. Further, the stat}stical daté was seriously inflating
data needed for R.C.M.P. managemeﬁt and planning purposes in the
area of drug enforcement. Some injection of error was probable,
as well, since circumstances had to be passed on from the
Municipal to the Fedefa] agency for scoring and submis#ion to
Ottawa. Early in 1972 the matter was reviewed by Ken Holt, the'
Acting Director of the Judicial Division. A questionnaire was
sent to many municipal police agencies soliciting their views on
implications and ramificatibhs of the proposed chang;.

On December 12, 1972, Statistics Canada published a
news bulletin instructing police departments to report their own
drug offences on Form D. This new policy became effective on the
lst of January, 1973. On January 1lst, 1974, an expanded U.C.R.

Form C accommodated more detailed drug ihformétion rendering the

R
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Form D obsolete. linfortunately the‘foregoing policy decision did
not rectify the problem of drug reporting in Canada. Statistics
Canada requires that statistical submissions ihc]ude only those
cases occurring in a partfcular geographical area. After R.C.M.P.
drug units ceased to‘submitlForms D, their statistical
submissions had to be an accurate reflection of the geographical
areas in which they worked. (Drug squads were strategically
located thrbughout Alberta and in view o?\theip—Eeggggl mandate
had to generate crime statistics in thg areas of other municipal
police forces and R.C.M.P detachment a;:as.) The result was‘that
the R.C.M.P. had to turn over statistics to whichever police
department had jurisdiction. This system seemed to work well]
until the Spring of 1978 when it was learned that statistics
generated (by near1y half the full-time narcotics enforcement
persqnne] in Alberta) were not being réported by a major Alberta

’

police department and‘hence were not being submitted to
Statistics Canada. Published crime data respecting’the Narcotic
Control Act is highly questionable therefore. The result was that
the'R.C.M.P. still turn statistics over to other R.C.M.P.
detachments where applicable but do not turn over this‘data to
municipal police agencies in Alberta. These offences are scdred
on their own U.C.R. returns. While this anomaly relates to the
Province of Alberta it is qu{te 15kely this situation exists in

other Provinces as well. A copy of the now obsolete Form D is

attached as Appendix "C".

D. FORM "F" [{Fire Statistics)

v

The keeping of statistics by police agencies on fire
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crime offences was the object of a good dea1‘of discussion during
the early stages of U.C.R. Initially, arson offences were Tumped
in with "Other Criminal Codé" offences. Several meetings were
held between the Association of Canadian Fire Marshalls, the |
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police and D.B.S. personnel to
resolve this undesirable situigiﬂp. At this particular time, some
statistical information was kept by the various insurance
companies, Provincial Fire Marshallé, and so forth. Of concern
was the number of arson cases not only within the various h
Provincial jurisdictions but also between the Provinces. There
was no central agenéy involved which.could coordinate reports or
organize much needed informational exchanges. This
responsibility was requested of the Dominion Bureau of
Statistics. It was quite apparent that for the purposes of the
Association of Canadian Fire Marshalls having arson offencés
included in "Other Criminal Code" along with a multitude of both
minor and major criminal code offences was hardly adequate for .
the purposes of this special interest group.

Effective January lst, 1963, Provincial Fire
Marshalls and Fire Commissioners became responsible for the
collection and reporting of all offences of arson and attempted
arson. Instfuctions were issued- that each police contributor
refrain from\inc]u&}né‘fhf e statistics on Form C. Rather,
police departments were to notify a fire marshall in the event of
a reported offence who, then, reported the provincial statistics

to the Dominion Bureau of Statistics. ‘At a June, 1963 meeting of
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the Association of Canadian Fire Marshalls, Mr. R.W. Switzer, the
Dominjon,Fire Commissioner, feported the progress made to date:
“The discussion which followed the preSentation of your report
indicated to me that there was complete satisfaction with the
present system used to collect these (ffre),statistics from the
provinces and with the progress that is being made to @gke the
project of,presenting a cbmp]ete statistical report on fire
crimes a reality." (Minutes of September 9th, 1963, U.C.R.
meeting) X |
Form F was used -to record fire data until 1974 at which
time the number of U.C.R. cétegbries'were expanded to inc]ude‘the;

offence of arson.

~

E. FORM "T" (Traffic Statistics)
‘ One of the major police responsibilities is to
;egforpe laws and to investigate motor vehic]e accidents of
va}y;hg'sevérity. Form T is an attempt to‘measure traffic data in
as uniform a manner as is possible. fn a situation analogov to
Form C offences, traffic figures prior to 1962 were quite
incomplete and incomparable for the same}reasons as were Form C -
offences - a pronounced lack of clear deﬂinitions. While some
traffic infractions are set out in the Criminal Code (and are
Fherefore consistent throughout the Provinces) many infractions
are determined by Provincia]\Statutes and hence can be slightly’
different from one Proyince to the next. This difficulty is

certainly not unique since the American U.C.R. system MﬂEE/fry to

‘accommodate some 50 different State jurisdictions.
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One of the main difficulties with the definitions of
Fofm T offences was that Provinciai departments had been set up
to handle transportation, safety, and traffic problems within the
Provinces. An assortment of definitional inconsistencies had
crept into existence. At the same time, evidence is that the

United States National Safety Council had written a manual for

use by American police agencies entitled “Classification of Motor

Vehicle Accidents". After much‘discussion it was decided that .in

the interests of uniformity and comparison between-Cahada and the
ﬁnited States, that the traffic definitions being utilized by the
National Safety Council be used in Canada and that steps be taken
to publish a Canadian edition of this manual.

On May Qtﬁ, 1963, correspondence from the National
Safety Council indicafed that there were no objectibns to the
pub]lcat1on of a Canadian edition of their manual prov1ded a
proper acknowledgement was made and the copyright l1ne retained.
[t was further agreed that additional changes could be made in
the content to adopt Canadian requirements but the changes shou]d
be properly noted for the gu1dance of the reader and user. {
Poss1b1e conflict would have to be resolved between the various
Provincial and Federal agencies with regards to definitional
cons1stency, and further, an examination was requxred to ensure
. that there was no conf]ictvbetween any-def1n1t1ons agreed to and
" the World Health Organization manual‘on the International
. Statistical Classification of‘diseases, injuries, and causes of
death. | _
" At aﬁmeeting on September 12th, 1965, Mr. Cassidy of



the D.B.S. advised committee members that things were ngt going
smoothly with regards to the Canadian edftion of this National
Safety Council Manual. As an interim measure, some 4,000 copies
of this American manual had been copied and distributed to
Canadian police agencies. If %as agreed that this manual would be
used for a trial period to de#ermine its short-comings and to see
how it cou}d be improved‘befo%e a Canadian edition was published.
Eventually the traffic instru&tions came to be included in the
Canadian U.C.R. Manual. | |

"In the chronolog} of traffic accidents in Canada,
several interesting items may be cited. In 1876, the first year
of nationally published judiciél statistics, there is no
reference to offences of a traffic nqture. In 1900, there waé a
statistical record of convictions and sentences fbr offences
relating to highways. Figures for 1920 provide more specific
détai]s as to breaches of various street and traffic regulations
- by motor vehicles, by bicjcles, by cabs and drays, and by
‘obstructing street and sidewalk. Further included in 1922 figures
were breaches of street and trafffc regufations by wxehicles
- exceeding the speed limit, and in 1923,:by vehicles overloadi?g,
and in 1924, by driving a motor vehicle whilé drunk. In 1938,
~driving while drunk was statisticélly recorded asvan'indictab1e
offence.” (Reed, 1979:21)

A copy of the\existing Form T is attached as

Appendix -"“D".



F. Homicide Return

Since 1961, homicide statistics have been the object
of special attention by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics and
police forces throughout Canada. Any offence of either first or
second degree‘murder{.mans]aughter, or infanticide becomes the
object of a special Judicial Division return (exhibited as
Appendix "E"). This form is required in addition to the usual
entries in detail lines 002 to 005 of the U.C.R. Form C. One
murder is counted for each victim and in incidents ha 'ng more
than one victim as many offences would be counted as there were
victims. |

It is common for police agencies throughout Canada
to receive calls from Statistics Canada to enquire as to the
reason a particular homicide went unreported. The mysterious
informant is probably a newspaper clipping service that provides
Statistics Canada information on suspected or actual casés that
fall into the classification mentioned previously. Since offences
of this typé are under almost -constant scrutiny every effort is
1made to ensure the accuracy of data. One difficulty is that not

all tiy information provided by the various police contributors

S pubtished by Statistics Canada. For example, ethnicity,

alcohol “involvement, and so forth can be obtained only by special

computer programs run by this Federal agency and are not

published as a matter of routine. \ ) z

G. ADJUSTMENT FORM

No statistical reporting system would be complete

- . - 3’
without some mechanism whereby entries or corrections to the data

1
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system could be made. According to Paragraph 8.2 of the Uniform

Crime Reporting Manual, "These (adjustment) forms are solely for

the correction of errors or omissions in returns previously
submitted. DO NOT submit an Adjustment Form to report previously
unsolved offences as 'cleared' or additional ‘persons data'.
\Such data are to be included in your reports for the month in
which the offence is 'c]earedf and the 'persons are charged'."
Further, Paragraph 8.6 states that "In cases where the police
uncover further evidence in connection with an offence which has
been previously classified, scored and reported to Statistics
Canada in a less serious classification the fo]]ow1ng will apply:
Nhere the evidence supports a change in classification, (upward)
the offence and persons charged data are to be deleted from the
original c]ass1f1cat1on and scored in the more serious one.
(Always report the most serious offence.)"

Adjustment Forms are completed by filling in the
correct detéi] line (i.e. that specific offence line which is
unshaded) the way it is actually supposed to read. The Total
Lines (those lines whiZh are shaded and which include the offence
of Attempted Murder) are automatically adjusted. As of June,
1979,. Adjustment Forms are no longer accepted by Statistics
Canada after the end of March of the following calendar year.
While this change has been challenged as promoting>inatcuracies
with data, Statistics Canada maintains that the advantage of

héving stable data (i.e. data which are not in a state of minor

but continual adjustment) outweighs the inaccuracies fostered.




The Adjustment Form was first drafted and presented
by the R.CfM.P. at a sub-committee meeting on September 7, 1964.
It was designed to facilitate any chahges that were required
without theﬂexchange of telephone calls or correspondence which
was requ{re& at that time. This form was introduced for use with
Forms C, D, F, and T, and was accepted uhanimous]y. A copy of the

Adjustment Form is attached as Appendix "F".

H. CONCLUSION

At present "the duties and responsibilities of
Statistics Canada to collect and compile statistics in a variety
of fields are contained in the Statistics Act, R.S.C. 1970-71,
Chapter 15 amended by 1976-77, C28. The Statistics Act
accordingly constitutes the authority of the bureau to operate a
national police statistics system. The specific authority for
this operation is as follows: ‘'without limiting the duties of
Statistics Canada under section 3 or affecting any of its-powers
or duties in respect of any specific statistics that may
otherwise be authorized or required under this Act, the Chief
Statistician shall, under the direction of the Minister, collect,
compile, gnalyse, abstract and publish statistics in relation to
511 or any of the following matters in Canada: -~ S.21(d) law
enforcement, the administration of Justice and corrections. (iv)
further, pursuant to sec 7 of the said Statistics Act, the
Minister may, by order, prescribe such rules, instructions,
schedules and forms as‘he deems requisite fof conducting the work
and business of Statistics Canada, the collecting, compiling and

publishing of statistics and other information and by taking of
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any census authorized by this Act;" (U.C.R. Manual, 1979) while
the potential obviously exists for legal sanctions to be imposed
on non-conforming police agencies, Statistics Canada has adopted
a more positive approach in their solicitations of co-operation
from the police community. In many cases informal approaches are
made to non-contributing agencies either by Statistics Canada
personnel ‘themselves or by other police agencies having
represenfation on the C.A.C.P. sub-committee.

The statistical requirements of contemporary
Caﬁadian police agencies have been examined. As mentioned, many
sophisticated agencies accumulate their.own additional data for
Tocal purposes. This local information is then synthesized in
such a way so as to meet Statistics Canada requirements. It is
this information that is ultimately used by the vast majdrity of'
Canadians. To understand the eJolution of ﬁhe present system

is to better comprehend crime reporting in Canada.
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CHAPTER III: LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Introduction

Concerns have b:2n G oexioiant with respec£ to the
efficacy of criminal data. To unccertake : . wpreheisive review
of existing literature in this area i. to assume a task of
tremendous proportions. To tﬁén attempt to present these
concerns in ény'kind of informative, coherent manner is to
further compound the problem. Issues raised about the reporting
of crime have been quite general in some cases wﬁi1e in chef
instances they have been very specific.' Organizational
difficulties ensue.

This chapter will undertake a review of existing

, Titerature on the broad subject of the reporting and recording

) (coding) of criminal statistics and the use of same. No pretense

‘will be made that the plethora of contributions on the subject
will be exhausted. Rather, for the sake of coherence, only the
génera] thrusts of these contributions can be considered. Where
possible, the weight accorded this examination will refleet that
of these various contribqtions on the subject - especially those

contributions touching upon uniform crime reporting.

B. "Dark Figure" of Crime

The area of "counting crime - officially" (Nettler,
1978) that has undoubtedly received the greatest amount of

attention is that crime which is never reported to the police. A

-

corollary concern is the fact that even when events are reported

to the police, for one reasoh or another, they are not made the

i
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subject of an official report and no official counting procedure

; fo]]ows - @ situation often referred to as the 'dark figure' of

crime. (Skogan, 1977:42) V1rtua11y every discussion of the
inherent problems of criminal measurement systems ventures into
this area eijther explicitly or implicitly. Some of the more
comprehensive considerations of this subject have been
undertakeniby Biderman and Reiss 1967; Black, 1972; Conrad,
1968; Ferracuti, Hernandez, a. * ing  1962; McClintock, 1970;

Natienal Institute of Mental He~lth, Center for Studies of Crime

and Delinquency, 1972; Nettler, 1978; Newman, 1965; Pittman and

Handy, 1965; Quinney, 1975; Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964; Silverman
and Teevan, 1975, 1980; Skogan, 1977; and Wolfgang, 1973.

The fact that the amount‘of crime coming to the
attention of the pol1ce represents only a portion of the tota]
universe of crime is not a recent discovery. In his earliest
research, for example, the«Belg1an statistician Adolphe Quetelet
concluded:

"our ebservations car. only refer to a certain number

of crimes known‘énd adjudicated, out of a ﬁotal

number of unknown crimes committed. Since this total

sum will probably always remain unknown, all con-
clusions based upon it will be more’ or less erroneous;

I'do not hesitate to say that all we possess of

statistics of crimes and misdemeanors would have no

_utility if we did not tacitly assume that there is
‘o a nearly invariable relationship between offenses

known and adjudicated and the total unknown sum of
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offences committed.....One appreciafes therefore how
important it is to validate such a relationship and can
only be astonished that no one has been occupied 1in |
doing so up to the present time."
(Quetelet, quoted in Sellin and WO]fgang,
1964:25) |
Quetelet believed that a constant ratio existed between
"hidden criminality" and adjudicated crime. This belief led him
to accept that the statistics of prosecuted crime formed a sound
basis for the measurement of crime‘groviding he could comfortably
assume that penal law and adminiséﬁgtion and the social
conditions of a country had remained completely unchanged during
the period studied. (Se1]1n and Wolfgang, 1964)

Sohe argue (Cressey, 1957; Wolfgang, 1963) that the
damage done to crime reporting by the "dark" or "hidden" figures
1S surpassed only. by the damage done to crime reporting by the
police not recording all offences that are actually known to
. the#% According to Cressey (1957) the police have a vested
interest in protecting the reputation of their c1t1es Ji
protection that is sometimes accomplished by manipuléting their
statistical picture. Evidence is cited of a case in New York
(Institute of Public Administration, 1952) where the statistical
recording of offences was removed from the precinct level and
centralized. A tremendous surge (statistically antificial) in
crime Eesulted. This type of political interest in crime rates

will be addressed in more detail later. Black (1972) discusses
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the principal mechanisms by which the poliée produce official

rates of crime in their field encounters with citizens. He finds =
(p. 333) that the decision to give official status to a crime
ordinarily is an outéome of face-to-face interaction between the
police and the complainant rather than a programmed police

response to a bureaucratic or legal formula. Whether or not an
official report is written affects not only the profile of

official crime rates, it also largely determines whether police

follow-up will be undertaken.

C. Validity of criminal statistics _

Primarily in responsg'to perceived deficiencies in "counting
crime - officially" and especially because of the "dark figure" of
crime, social scientists pegan to explore (lternate techniques to

\

determine the size of the crime universe (énd hence to assess the
validity of official data.) The President's Commission on Law
Enforcement began to fund studies usiﬁg survey techniques. The extent
to which sample populations had either engaged in cir-minality n*:had
been the victim of crime was of concern. Whils ¢ survey methods
employed are not without their methodological we.. -2sses (Biderman,
196f§181derman and Reiss, 1967; Bridges, 1977; Hackle. and Lautt,
1969; Howard, 1975; McClintock, 1970; Nettler, 1978; Petersilia, 1977;
Silverman and Teevan, 1975, 1980; Skogan, 1974, 1975, 1977; United
States Department qf Justice, 1975) the ggsumption was made that if

these quite different approaches to crime yield essentially the same

or very similar results, then the more accessible official
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statistics could be more confidently employed. Millions of
research dollars have been expended in this area so obviously it
will be impossible to do anything but conduct a shallow review of
the results. Only the studies typifying the work in this area
will be considered.

| In his article "The Validity of Official Crime
Statistics: Empirical Investigation”, Wesley Skogan (1974)
compared survey and official (statistical) estimates of crime in
‘ten major American cities. He found that (p.32 - 33) "official
statistics do not appear to lead us to make radically incorrect
Jjudgments.. .P xrn. in the data generally are invqriént across
measurement tec .y ...This study suggests that official
statistics may be wocthy of confidence." In conclusion (p.37 -
38) this author indicates that "It is commonly suggested that
official measures of crime are of limited uti]ity‘in meésuring
victimization, and largely reflect measurement aftifacts produced
on both the citizen and police sides of the official

crime-measurement process. A direct comparison of survey

estimates of crime and official reports of crimes known to the

police suggest a more optimistic picture of the status of crime

statistics as social science data." (emphasis added)

Similar conclusions were reached by Katherine quard
(1975) in her examination of the relationship between the CAPER
system of the San Jose Police Department and the results of
victimizafiqn studies. Further, according to Nettler (1978:75),

"It cannot be said that these optional study methods drastically
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revise official tallies, however. Some of these observations open

our eyes to new forms of criminal enterprise, but they do not

change markedly the maps of criminal conduct drawn from official

statistics......Fortunately for theories of criminogenesis,

official and unofficial counts of crime are in gdneral agreement

in _mapping the social locations of serious offenLes." (emphasis

added)

Certainly official police statisticg of crime are

imperfect indicators of the true extent of criminality. At the
same time, survey methods are hampered by the{r own special
problems. If different methods yielded different results the
criminologist would be even more seriously impaired Qith respect
to crime theory. This, fortunately is not the case. Even this
very brief examination makes it clear that the value of “"counting
crime - offfcially" cannot be relegated to some position of

diminished importance. For the moment, there does not seem to be

ahy better way known to describe the extent of crime than official

statistics.

D. Qualitative measures of crime

[t has been argued that in addition to providing a
measure of the quantitative aspects o? criminology, crime
statistics should also address qualitative aspects i.e. the
~ seriousness of crimes in terms of the objective damage. (Akman
:'and Normandeau, 1967) The need for this refinement is not new.

In 1898, von Mayr wrote in Moralstatistik:

"Another manner of grouping offenses and their offenders
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into materially important classes of offense gravity is
a worthy future task‘for moral statistics. One would,
then, have to differentiate the officially labeled’ crimes
into those, on the one hand,wthat are régarded by public
social ethics as very serious and serious attacks on
the social equilibrium from, on the other hand, those
that are from expedience defined by the state but are
less serious from the socio-éthica] point of view.
The number of -adations must not be too great but such
a classification of the mass of criminal statistical
data is obviously essential.”
(von Mayr, quoted in Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:43)
Despite this idea being around for over 80 years, it
has received comparative]y little scholarly attention. Notable
exceptioné, however, do exist. (Akman and Normandeau, 1966, 1967;
Akman, Normandeau, an&y?a;;EF: 1966; Nettler, 1978;‘President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,
1967; Sellin, 1951; Sellin and\wolfgang, 1963,.1964; Vaz and
Lodhi, 1979; and Wolfgang, 1963.) For purposes of this thesis, a
review of this literature would be inappropriate and would serve
only to obsfucate an already complex issue.
( The review thus far has centered around some of thé
more general issues with crimipal statistics. More specific
issues have also Been raised. One of these more narrow avenues
is the "index" of criminal offences used in the United States.

When Canada was in the very early stages of its uniform crime

reporting system, serious consideration was given to formulating
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a similar system. For reasons discussed in the historical
portion of this thesis, the notion was rejected. Criticiéms,
therefore, aimed at such an "“index" are applicable to the

American UCR rather than the system used in Canada.

E. Index offences

. The "index" offences are comprised of non- negligent
homicide, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny over,
auto theft and rape. The rationale for using these specific
offences first appeared in the original work of the Comm1ttee on,
Uniform Crime Records:

“The total number of criminal acts that occur is
unknown, but those that are|reported to tﬁé police
provide the first means of a'count. Not all crimes
come readi]y to the attention of the police; not
all crimes are of sufficient importance to be
significant in an indexiand not all important
crimes occur with enough regu]arlty\kb be meaningful
1; an index. With these considerations in mind, the
above crimes‘(l.e. the index crimes) were selected
as a group to furnish an abbreviated and convenient
measure of the crime problem.”
(Committee on Uniform Crime Records, reprinted in
Holfgang, 1963: 709 - 710)
This group of seven offences (called "Part I Offences") was
selected to act as a crime “barometer" -vpresumab1y because they
‘were offences which, when committed, would be reported in nearly

every ‘instance to police agencies by the victim or others having
, . 1
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knowledge of such offences. (Beattie, 1960)

Wolfgang (1963) provides an insightful review of many
problems with the uniform crime reports. In his discussion he
analyzes the need to revise the classification of offeqfes in the
"index" becausqgof the serious distortions that.result. As he
indicates, "Offences against the person constitute only 8 percent
of all the .index crimes; offences against property éomprise 92
percent. It is obvious that because burglary makes up 44 percent
of the c¢rime index, a slight increase in burglary offences wfﬂl
substantially affect that total, regardless of the trends for the
other six offences." (Wolfgang, 1963:721) Although a most
damaging arguhent to the ¢rime index, adverse comments ha?e noF
stopped here. Sophia Robison (1966) indicates that aithough tﬁe
crime captions Osed fn this “index" appear mutually exclusive,\
there is no assurance that either these or the other offence
categories are always uniformly applied. Further, she argues,
there is no §35urance that all jurisdictions affix the same
labels to similar offences. A third expressed concern relates to
the use of "catch-all" categories for miscellaneous offences -
categories which are %o bé considered highly suspect. (This
criticism is not always directed specifically_to index offences.)

A final attack is that “attempted" offences are included with
the crime categories as though the particular-crimiﬁal act had

been completed. Because of these sorts of concerns, Beattie

(1960:58) suggests a further refinement -of offences within this:

index.

Pittman and Handy (1962:185) provide the dissent that

7
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is.predictable. While recommending some improvement to uniform
crime reporting, they state ".....the current FBI crime
classification scheme is composed of seven Index Crimes and .
twenty Other Crimes. This classificationvscheme is still
satisfactory....." While stating the system is satisfactory,
however, they do acknowledge the problems ai;eady ident}fied with
this crime index and, like Beattie, call for a refirement in
these "index" offences (i.e. into "Persons" and "Property"

Crimes).

F. Crime Rates

"Absolute statistical numbers are of little value for
the measurement of criminality. Crimfnalityiis conduct that
violates the criminal law and it t;keﬁ peoplé to violate the law.
If we are concerned with setting ﬁp measurements, we must
therefore relate the number of recorded offences to the size and
character of the population in the area or population gEoup
involved." (Sellin, 1951:125) Disapproval with existing methods
of relating crime'fé a population has come under scathing attack
from many other researchers. (Beattie, 1960; Black, 1972;
Giffen, 1976; Quinney, 1975; Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964; Silverman
and Teevan, 1975, 1980; and Wolfgang, 1963.)

The computation of crimes Igjgé (often based on a
population per 100,000) is referred to as a Crude rate. It is
based on the unstated assumption that everyone is equa]iy»capagi?

-

of committing crimes. (Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:51). Since it 4%

an established fact that not every member of a commdnity is
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capable of criminality (e.g. small children defined by law as
being incapable), this basic assumption therefore, seems
incorrect. As Nettler (1978:72) indicated "To increase the
accuracy of forecasts, a rate should be ‘refine'' so that it

includes in its denominator all those persons and only those

persons who are at risk of whatever kind of event is being

tallied in the numerator." (emphasis original) It is impbrtant
then that to refine the rate beyond the crude form some knowledge 3
must exist about those at risk. This position has also been
taken by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice (1967).

Other articles d{;o call for a refinement of crude

crime rates. (Nettler, 1978; National Institute of Mental

Hea]th,‘Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, 1972;

L5

become more accurate between populations when this refinement is

Pittman and Handy, 1962; Robison, 1966; Sellin, 1951; and’SeI]in
and Wolfgang, 1964) Since the crude approximations are useful
only in cases where criminality occurs with equal frequency
throughout the population, any increase or decrease in crime can
be determiqu only after the age and sex structure is ex < -d.
(Sellin, 1951) ﬁettler (1978) suggests that a very minimal
“aquirement be éstablished whereby crime rates are controlled for

‘ge, sex, and density of populations. Comparisons, he suggests,

provided. He also gives consideration to class, race, and
occupational variables.

The final-area concerning crime rates that has

received the brunt of criticism is the .inaccuracy of the
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population data itself, that is, the population bases used to
compute these rates. Generally, two different areas have been
singled out for adverse comment. Firstly, Sellin and Wolfgang
(1964:53) articulate their displeasure over inaccuracies
resu]tjng from being unable to separate offences committed by
residents versus non-residents of a metropolitan area.

Presently, available census data provide figures on the numbers
of people residing in certain geographical areas. These figures
do not take into accéunt satellite communities $urrounding these
geographical areas. The result of course is that the number of
persons during the year capable of becoming involved in crimes
within that City is much larger than the permahent population. A
rate of crime emerges which is badly distorted..(This problem is

: also experiénced in resorf areas of this Province when local
res%dents are inundated with tourists.) As these authors point
out, since no satisfactory statistical procedure can deal with D
this phenomenon, .it remains problematic.

The second general criticism relates to the use of

LA e

badly dated population figures. (Wolfgang, 1963) Crime rates in

BESYE

the United States were calculated on the basis of decennial u,é%
census figures. This meant that those areas incurring population ;g

g
shifts were at variance with the "real” crime picture during the %

years immediately preceding a4 new census. The result was that

every ten years the crime-rate dropped. Without intercensus

years population data the rates not only reflected the lower

1

population base of the preceding ten years, but rates did not

take into account these population shifts. Since th#:1950's when
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this problem was identified, population eétimates began to be
used thus alleviating many (but certainly not all) of these

difficulties.

G. Uses of criminal statistics

The use and presentation of crime rates and other .
forms of criminal statistics has received considerable adverse
comment in three spec%fic areas - (1) the use of data by official
agencies, (2) by the academic communiiy, and (3) by the media.
(Beattie, 1960; Biderman and Reiss, 1967; Isaacs, 1961; Nationa}
Institute of Mental Health, Ceﬁtér for Studies of Crime and
Delinquency, 1972; Quinney, 1975; Robison, 1966; Wolfgang, 1963.)
The problems have been described in various ways at various
times.

1. As mentioned previously, police departments and the
politieal systems controlling them are extre.-ly sensitive tb
crime statistics. The extent to which the resultart data can be
trusted is therefore highly questionable. (Bidcrman and Reiss,
1§67) A54Quinney (1975:23) explains: “In the final analysis
crime rates have to be understood as political devices. It is
for political purpoées that criminal statistics are gathered. 8
And likewise, it is according to pq]itica] needs that criminal
staf}gfics are recorded and interpreted. For that reason,
American crime rates are subject to great manipulation, from
their inception to their use. It is impossible to know from any
statistic the 'true' rate of crime. Whether crime is increasing

or decreasing in American society is a question that can never be
[ N
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objectively answered without considering the politics of the times."

Oyer the past 10 years the two most visible, and perhaps
most popular, views of crime among Western scholars have been the
ideas of radical criminologists and those of "labeling" theorists.
[t is this latter perspective that is of concern here. The labeling
approach is known by several other names including "societal
reaction", "societal definition", and the “interéctionist theory of
deviance". The assumptiohs common to these js the causal power of
response - both verbal and nonverbal to classes of people and
classes of acts. (Nettler, 1978: 275) Such things as "crime" and
“deviance" are defined by individuals within a social system. This
theory is of theoretical significance to the use of official
statistics. |

Kitsuse and Cicourel (1963), for example, argue that
“the question of the theoretical significance of the officiaf
statistics can be re-phrased by shifting the focus 6f

investigation from the processes by which certain forms of

behavior are socially and culturally generated to the processes

by which rates of deviant behavior are produced...... Implicit

in this proposal is the assumption that an explanation of the
behavior-producing processes is also an explanatioﬁ of the rate-
producing processes." (Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963:134, emphasis
original) Rather than focusing on the content of deviant
behavior, these authors shift the focus to tﬁe "societaT
reactions" which define various forms of behavior as deviant.

Accordingly, "rates of deviant behavior are produced by

the actions taken by peréons in the social system which define,




classify, and record certain behaviors as deviant." (Kitsuse and
Cicourel, 1963:135, emphasis original) Viewed from this
perspective then, behavior which is deviant is organizationally
defined by the personnel in the system producing that rate. A

denial of the notion of reporting error follows since criminal

statistics are a measure not of deviant behavior but of the
actions taken by actors within the particular social system.
rThis posture is not unlike that adopted by Skogan
(1975). He suggests (p. 23) that error can be injected into
criminal statistics by organizational and political influences.
To support this contention he éftes a 1966 study conducted by
Wolfgang (1970). An audit was undertgken of New York City Police
Department station-houses which disclosed a 20 to 90 percent
under-reporting of events in their files. This suggests that
police agencies are, in fact, highly sensitive to criminal
statistics since this study took into conside}ation the -
concurrence of this phenomenon with reorganization within this
police agency. In addition to the above, Seidman and Couéens

(1974) suggest that when commanders are evaluated on their

ability to reduce crime, a consistent tendency to under-report . or |

down- grade crime can be an unfortunate consequence.

The situation with the New York Police Department
referred to previously, as well as the theoretical contr1but1ons
of Kitsuse and Cicourel (1963) and Seidman and Couzens (1974)
will be important to any examination of un}form crime reporting.
Police agencwes requ1re a whole plethora of stat1st1ca1 data for

-

their management purposes - data taken from uniform crime

48
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reports. Hence, vital police needs are served by these criminal

statistics - needs which may or may not be consistent with the
iegé1, social, or political requirements. The fact then that
crime rates are up may coincide with requests for additional man-
power. An increase in offences involving firearms may coincide
with Federal legislation concerning gun control. While no
suggestion is being made that such "phenomena" are deliberate or
are, in fact, happening, these types of considerations have

received virtually no examination by scholars.

2. Cr;;inologists and other nesearcheré have been cited
as being guilty of paying only lip service to t-- ’ﬁherent
inaccuracies of crime data while drawing some rather profound
conclusions as a result of their use. According to Qdinney
(1975:17) statistics about crime and delinquency are probably the
most unreliable and difficult of all social statistics.
Criminologists (and the general pgb]ic) are on rather thin ice
whén they attempt to use criminal statistics as accurate measures
of “actual crime" in any given geographical area. He suggests
it's just not possible to accurately determine the amount of
criminality since a large proportion of crime is unreported and
some actors will be labeled criminals while others will not.

Beattie (1960) provides further support for the idea
that crime data is tenuous in some of its uses. "Even though some
of these writers recognize the limitations of the data, they show
little reticence in making extensive use of these kinds of

" published statistics. Phrases such as, 'The assumption is known
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to be somewhat invalid', or 'These are the best available data',
are exceedinéiy weak justifications for the particular
conclusions made when such material is cited." (Beattie, 1960:61)
Similarly, Wolfgang (1963:717) indicates “there are some problems
in using these statistics safely for scientific research.
Although it is suggested that the repofts also provide meaningful
data for social scientists and other scholars there are many

difficulties involved in trying to interpret table titles, locate

the data used in trying to interpret table titles, locate the
data used in various kinds of tables, and discover what raw data
were used in presenting certain kinds of statistical analyses of

crime trends." It is imperative that scholars learn for
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themselves the various intricacies and limitations intrinsic to

the data they seem to regard as being "cast in stone". While some
~empirical conclusions may well be Justified on the basis of the

statistics used, others are learly not. It is myopic (but com-

fortable) to suggest otherwise.

3. ‘Norman Isaacs, in his article entitled "The Crime of
Preseni Day Crime Reporting" (1961) attacks the news media for
their presentation of crime data. While generally commending
f/"improvements over the yea}s, this author'rebukes American newsmen
and editors for the present tfeatment accorded criminal
"statistics. Heradvances the argument that there is a tremendous
need for crime coverage that is sens;tive to the sociology of
crime - an approach which will educate the public about such

things as racial inequalities and the costs involved (financial
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and human) with an outmoded penal system.

H. Uniform crime reporting

It should be apparent to this point that ﬁhere is no
shortage of articles on the nature of criminal statistics -
especially in terms of the uses and abuses to which the data are
put. It is surprising, however, that little comment has been

forthcoming with respect to specific rules for the coding of

¢rime. As mentioned in Chapter I, tremendous research efforts
have been devofed to broader issues (such as the "dark figure"
and the circumstances surrounding the official recording of
incidents) and yet the specifics of how offences are treated
statistically has received very little attention.

The Uniform Crime Reporting Manual has received only

minimal change over the years. For a document that is so
important to the field of crime statistics this is amazing. While
legislators are frequently amending the Criminal Code to keep pace

with chang1ng social conditions, similar changes have not been |
forth- com1n; with respect to this Manual. \

: A tremendous reluctance exists to incorporate Jhanges
to the rules of scor1ng. Change, it 1s‘frgued, would rende#

incomparable all historical data. Further, since the UCR system
in Canada was formulated along the lines of the American system,
any unilateral change would render even more difficult compafisons
between Canada and the United States vis-a-vis crime. For
example,rstudies such as those undertaken by Radczinowicz and

King (1977), it is argued, would no longer be possible. This

argument is rather shallow, however, since the type of

P SRtk
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examination undertaken by these researchers concerned many
countries with different methods of reporting and scoring crime.
In addition, P.J. Giffen (1966:53) discusses a comparison
undertaken between the United States and Canada in which Canadian

offences were grouped into classes approximating U.S. "index"

offences in an effort to compare crime statistics. This "fit"

was very imperfect since difficulties were encountered in

relating Canadian data on "assault (not indecent)" and the

offence of "assad]t causing bodily harm" to American UCR

categories. This particular data, therefore, could not be used.

Both offenée classifications used in the Canadian system would

qﬁa]ify as "aggravated assault" in the American statistics.

Given the type of arguments advanced above, then, this result fs

paradoxical. Such changes unilaterally undertaken Qou1d not

preclude . future studies of the sort traditionally undertaken in %%\$

this area. ( to
Some exp]onLtion of scoring rules (however

superficial) cah be fbund in Akman, Normandeau, and Turner, 1966;

- Cassidy and Hopkinson, 1974; Matthews, 1972; Nettler, 1978;

Stlverman, 1977; Silverman and Teevan, 1975, 1980; Taft, 1956,

and Wolfgang, 1963. As mentioned, a mere explanation of existing

rules is usually all that is provided rather .than a detailed

presentation of areas within the Manual (either the U.S. or

;
4
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Canadian) thgt may be contr?buting to serious inaccuracies and
distortions in the overall system of crime recording.
" Perhaps the best Canadian efforts to examine

specific scoring rules have been undertaken by Cassidy and

42\
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Hopkinson in the CANJUS Project Report #12 ("Information and
Statistics on the Canadian Criminal Justice System: éroblems and

Recommendations) and by Silverman (1977). The formeﬁ

, . .
R, |

Mimist ryd "if.citon General, utilizes a systematic approach

) certavn problims m1th the way in whlch offender information is
presently co]lected and aggregated. This report high]ights the
need for uniformity and consis 'ncy and promulgates severa]
recommendat1ons in pursuit of these goals. | -

This CANJUS report provides insight 1nto three maJor
descriptive problems of the Canadian Criminal Just1ce process.

' First, ex1st1ng statistics reflect only the numben/of offences
in a part1cu1ar type of crime. Second, the number of counts per.
flow differs among the component agents of this system and
finally, there is not a uniform class1f1cat1on of crime types.

The report examines the specific offences of Break and Enter,

Theft, Prostitution, Offensive Weapons, Fraud, and "Other" crime

et AR AR AR &

categories. While this type of examination is crucial it only

el
.
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hints at the real problem in this area - the Uniform Crime

" Reporting Manual.

As indicated in Chapter I, Silverman (1977) examined
the disparities in crime reporting reffected between the Ca]gary
and Edmonton Police Beésrtments. Some crimes showed consistent
differences between the two cities while others showed
consisiency from:yeam to year. Of major concern in this study

* “were difficulties in scoring robberies and sex offences although
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other areas were q1so analyzed. The possibility of systematic
variation between police departments in the use of the data
reporting device provided by Statistics Canada or through the
coding done after this instrument was utilized, was also
- examined. (Silverman, 1977:3) Further, this author along with .
Teevan (1975, 1980) examine definitional idiosyncracies in the
way "aftempted“ offences are scored and the manner in which crime
types (i.e. "Persons” or "Property" offences) are defined. A
brief look at the "Multiple€=0ffence Rule" is also. afforded.

Several less easily “classified" problems have been
.cited with the uniform crime reports. Pittman and Handy
(1962:183) describe several limitations of UCR data. Among the
problem areas, they indicate that certain data obtained from
co~operating agencies by the FBI are not published in the uniform
crime reports. This criticism{'és has already been pointed out,
is equally valid in terms of the Homicide Returns submitted by
contributing agencies here in Canada. Further, since co-operation
with the system may reflect the'c1imate'of relations with the FBI
it may be that reporting will be irregular, incomplete, and
different from year to year.

This situation is equally app]icable in Canada.
As has been indicated, Statistics Canada has a mandate to collect
and compile statistics in a yafie;y of fields in accordance with
the Statistics Act. (R.S.C. 1970-1971, Chapter 15 amended by
1976-77, C.28) While the potential obviously exists for legal
sanctions to be imposed om non-conforming po]icé agencies,

Statistics Canada has addpted a more positive approach in their
’ H
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solicitations of co-operation from the police communfty. In many
cases informal approaches are made to non-contributing agencies
gither by Statistics Canada personnel themselves or by other
police agencies having representation on the CACP sub-committee.
Biderman and Reiss (]967) suggest that any set of
crime statistics includes some evaluative, institutional
processing of reports. Events in our society, they argue, are
not some obJect1ve1y observable universe of "cr1m1na1 acts" but
rather those events defined, captured, and processed as such by .
the various mechanisms of society. As they conclude, "In
exp]oring the dark figure of crine°~the primary question is not
‘how much of 1t\becomes Lexg\led but rather what will be the
’select1ve properties of any part1cu]ar innovation for its .
; illumination. As in many other problems of scientific
l\observataon, the\use~of approaches and apparatuses with different

\kropert1es of error has been a means of approaching truer
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approxlmaf‘an\nf phenomena that are d1ff1cu1t to measure.”

(Biderman and Re1ss 1967: 14)

:

Ho]fgané\(1963) Criticizes the UCR classification as
being constructed witnﬁut an underlying criminological theory.
Rather than being des1g¥ed with theory, with the testing of
hypotheéggyﬁﬁfa research prOJect w@th operational definitions
for empirical analysis, it was n;;ed on assumed administrative
utility and presumed uniformity. Much crime actually known to the
police is hidden because offences are obscured by generic terms

and by the techniques required in scor1ng. The notion that

organizational processes contribute considerably to error in




police-recorded crime statistics is reinforced by Kitsuse and
Cicourel, 1963; the National Institute of Mental Health, Center )
w

for Studies of Crime and Délinquency, 1972; and Skogan, 1975.°

I. New Directions

It is evident from the maze of scattered literature
on uniform crime reporting that a need exists for a renewed
Jook at the manner in which criﬁinal-statistics are accumulated
and used. It is relatively easy to be critical without providing
ideas for a more viable alternative. Many writers have adopted
this abprdach. Not all available literature, however, is

completely negative. Some new directions have emerged. '

~1. Consumer-orientation.

Cognizant of the many short-comings of criminai data’
(including its unfe]iabi1ity and lack of uniformity) in making
inferences about crime, Stanton Wheeler (1967:50) indicates “"the
case for pessimism, therefore, ddgs not lie wit? the absence of
intelligent critical work. Rather, there is an Qbsence of any
follow-through that attempts td‘sotye the problems pointed up
(sic) in the various critiques.ﬁ fie assumes tha't our inability
to utilize and adequately interpret criminal statistics is not a
result of technical deficiencies previously‘arpSIulated but
rather is due to the original manner in whicﬁft problem has
been stated. A reformulation of the problem is }herefore

necessary rather than further refinements in the technology of

crime reporting. What Wheeler essentially proposes is that the '




x

B4

- -~
most udefu] way of reportdng crime data (p. 57) "...would be to
use as a denominator not some character1st1c that m1ght descr1be
offenders, -but one that will describe their v1ct1m$ Such ~

consumer-oriented statistics (emphasis added) would seem to be

more important as a public service than are offender-oriented

statistics sucn”as those we now produce." He feels that it is
timeTy that collection agencies concern themselves with

>

co]lecting}data on the complaining witness, the social »
characteristics of the communitv, the -eporcing or arresting
officer, and the nature of the oolice system as a whole. (The
difficultiesvin attempting to quantif;&some of these;ﬁlements are
obvious.) Theseefactors, he contends, would permit a g;eater
understanding of other possible sources of variation in crime ,
rates. This emphasis on consumer statistics of crime and
criminality is alco advocdted bylaeattie, 1960; )
Macnaughten-Smith, 1970; National Institute of Mental Hea{ch,
'Center for Studies of Crime and De]inguency, 1972, Nonmandeau,
1970; and Wolfgang, 1963.

R i s ..
A ) R

2. Centralized information systew. )

Several authors have cal]ed for the estab]1shment of

Lo

.. a centrallzed information system for use by all police
. departments. (Beatt1e, 1960, 1968; Conrad, 1968; Giffen, 1976;
" Glaser, 1967; Matthews, 1972; and Silverman, 1977.) The 1977

"study into the Calgary and Edmonton police departments undertaken

by Silverman, formu]ated this recommendation largely as a result

1

of the 1nterv1eus conducted ‘with police off1cers and other

: observatfons made at the police agencies involved. A further

A
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(and certainly related) suggestion calls for the -stablishment of
a police commission on uniform erime reporting with a mandate to
construct a uniform crime reporting séftemythat meets the needs
of poiic1ng qn A]berta. ”

’m~ MW*’;. Upon Teoking at this same judicial jurisdiction,

- Mdt{hems (1972'66) remarked ".....data are collected by each
duwiSion w1thin the 1egai Justice system without coordination or
lsharing It is impossible to foiiow an individuai through the
tsystem as he is transferred from one agency to another; and the
necessary information for monitoring the legal justice system is
both extremely tardy am}'cannot answer the problems which m:st be

considered in evaluating the effectiveness of the sysdem, for

each of the ma - agencies base their statistics upon a different

unit of ana]ysis."' Matthew's. recommendation for developing a
centrai registry for the compilation, anaiysis; and dissemination
of iega]-justice statistics w?uhd address these concerns. Rather
than introduCing whqlesale chande, the present criminal justice
system would 51mp1y be used more efficiently.

w&gnaid Beattie (1955 1960, 1968) has been a strong
advocate of a centraiitid statistical reporting system for the

United States. This single agency, he argues, should be

established at the state level. He attributes the large number
]

- of independent sovereign criminai jurisdictions (with Vo

a 3

dec%ntraiization within ‘each) as being one of the chief reasons ®
rD

why the gathering of accurate and comparabie criminal statistics
has proved to be so difficult.. As in the work of Matthews,
information from various actors within the judicial system

. R R " L
relating to the same miscreant requires a centrahzemregation

|} s



. of data.

e

oy
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J. Conclusion . : P

1

It has not been possible, obviously, to undertake a
complete and exhaustive review of all suggested avenue% of
pursuit respecting uniform crime reporting. Only major and
recurrent themes could be addressed, The raw material of the
criminal justice system begins with the policeman on the street.

He is the ' ‘gate keeper" of criminal statistics by virtue ofsdis

l‘\'.l

tremendodg,discretion. With this in mind, it is imperative thatJ
a realistic attitude be adopted towards the uniform crime ” 9
reporting system.

In pursuit of science and understanding it is
tempting to forget about the source:@ﬁ'Uﬁs data - be it the cop
on a beat, a clerk of fhe court, or a correction§,pfticial. Any
future system must be simple if it is to gycceed. Any system
designed which is too cumbersome wil] serve only to exacerbate
and amplify éxisting deficiencies in criminal statistics. Few
1{terary contributions advocating change seem to acknowledge this
responsibility. Silverman (1977:}]) is one of the exceptions
when he indicates the importance of Eonstructing an offence
report thaf is not only amenable to police needs and
computerization, but that ".....the report form should be made as
s1mp1e as possible for pol1ce officers who have to fill it out."
Th15 conclus1on could apply equa]1y to other areas of the

cr1m1nal justice system as well. ;f;

-

M e

Th1s latter p01nt intends no ref]ect1on whatsoever

S



on the intelligence of the police commdnity. This group is
understandably apt to interpret their primary responsibility as
being a peace-keeping role, which is as it should be. The
statistjcs generated tend often to”be seen as bothersoéé and
unpalatable to the police community. Their concern is not with
the generation-of detail suitable for direct analysis by the
scholar and to expect otherwise is to be naive. It caqﬁb;‘be

v
argued that it is undesirable to further encroach into the bowels
.of “hidden criminality" and to learn more about the vidtims bfA,;‘t
crime. To say the actors within the criminal justice system
would be unwilling or unable tp co-operate is ynjustifiab]y
pessimistic. These areas must be subjected to‘%urther rigorous
examination. As in the past, the po]icencommun1ty will continue
to def;he'that which is criminal. It is of vital impo#%ance that
these necessary intrusions be undertaken with administrative

devices tempered to facilitate and not obstrugt the accuracy of

the data. A system which is too cumbersome will receive poor
support - support crucial to the success of social planning.
Available literature contains no shortage of
criticisms of the criminal statistical systemé. However, Tittle
1969:411-412) has indicated that :.....the unreliability of crimes

statistics is well known, but the lack of other sSources of data

precludes alternative approaches. (emphasis‘added) We must

continue to work with these records and alter the conclusions if
necessary when more reliable information becomes availat!-
?

C]eac%géﬁhe uniform crime reporting system cannot be r’iegata& to

inferior importance as it represents the foundation upon which

K
ol

60

[ 23

’
Sem



criminal statistics are promulgated.

Literature on criminal statistics focuses on the
broad condbrns only w1th little evidence of any systematic
micro-examination of the rules that determine not only what is to
be scored but how. Theréf?%’ﬁ@“doubt a tremendous amount of crime
that never gets reported and that much reported crime is never
made the subject of officfa] reports. In short, there are no
arguments presented against the philosophy and use of the "crime
funnel". While continued research in these areas is important,_it
is equally important that the drought bebended in relation to
specific rules of scoring. It seems unlikely that a scoring
ifbtem universally acceptablé could be designed. It does seem
probable that contentious, vague, and inconsistent scoripdrules
may be promoting error within this already imperfect systém and
hence, it is incredible that so little effort has been expended
in this direction. .

A close scrutiny of the specific rules for scoring
offences is long overdue. This subJect should not be treate&'as
though 1t.uere ah area 1nc1denta] to the study of cr1me..Concrete
and rea]ﬁ§¥tc,so]ut1ons to many scoring dilemmas are urgently
refuired. Acqprd1ng to SelYin (1951:129) "There is, of course,
both a physical and a fﬁnanc1a] limit to the scope of official
reports but in view of the tremendous funds spent by any modeyn
State on its machinery of law -enforcement broadly conceived, and
the even greater social costs of criminality, the comparative]y
1ns1gn1f1cant cost of good stat1st1cs that offer a maximum of

data useful for the study of criminality ought ta be considered



not merely a wise
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but also a necessary ijnvestment."
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CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY

A. Historical

A better understanding of the present complexities of
‘crime reporting in Canada can only be understood when placed in
perspective with the evolution of this system. A search of
available literature revealed that no efforts had ever been made to
elucidate the history of crime reporting in Canada. To write a .
comprehensive treati§e on the evolution of the UCR process when
nothing presently exists in current literature has been no small"’
task.

[t is known that theVpreSent National crime reporting
system began on January 1st, 1962, under the auspices of the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics.,Meétings were condugﬁed in order to
establish the parameters and naturé of crime repbrting in Canada.
The minutes of afi meetings held between the DBS and
represen;atives of the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police
have beenyobtained from Statistics Canada. To obtain any kind of
meaningful chronology of events it was necessary to synthesize the
data acquired. Further, any inconsistencies in these minutes
required that both past and present members of the Uniform Crime
Reporting Sub-Committee be contacted for the necessary

J
clarification.

-

B. Review of UCR Manual 53?-‘

The first phase of this intended research will require

-a complete review of the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. This

phase will require the identification of deficiencies from not only

64



available literature, but also by closely examining the extent to
which various sections of the Manual are either vague,
inconsistent, or contradictory. In addition, a critical
examination will be required to determine areas lacking adequate
scoring direction in terms of practicél police problems.

Once these alleged deficiencies have been documented a
discussion will follow each one identifying the reason for its
inclusion in this particular list. On the basis of these
contentious recording areas, realistic offence circum: nces
will be formulated to depict these “"trouble spots". Great care
will be.requiréd to ensure these illustrations require an appeal to
the disputed section or sections of the UCR Manual.

These scoring (coding) examples will be fyped up on
official-looking police comp1a1nt forms. It should be emphasized,
however, that despite these examples being placed on these ety
official-looking forms, they will not be in the form of
official-Tooking police complaints. The offence descriptions will

place the officer at the scene instead of being descriptions which

might have come from an officer who was at the scene. This will be

necessary in order to condense what, in many cases, would likely
be a lengthy repbrt or reports. Great care will be required to
preserve those details which would be important to police in the
'cod1ng of each offence description. Additionally, these examples
did not have file numbers on them since this would disrupt and be
inconsistent w1th,the sequential numbering'systems used by the
.RCMP. Further, since this coding “package" was distributed

throughout Alberta (see Sampling) it will not be practical to

65
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change the names of locations or communities. It should also be
mentioned that by virtue of the geographical distribution of police
detachments throughout Alberta, it will not be feasible to
surreptitiously have these occurrences coded.

As a result of these practical constraints, the coding
examples will be sent out by mail in accordance with a sampling
technique which will be discussed in greater detail shortly. These
coding examples will have a covering letter which will
communicate the fact that the recipient has been randomly selected
to participate in research into uniform crime reporting. This
letter will state that the research w;s undertaken as part ®f the
requirements for an M.A. Because some of fhe recipients would no
doubt recognize the author's name and some perhaps wouldn't, the
covering letter w111 indicate that the author is, in fact, a member
of the RCMP. In th1s way ‘the injection of bias by virtue of those
recipiénts that might 1d those that might not recognize the name
of the author should be eliminated. Further, any bias that might
result from having such a request made "officially" (i.e. from
Division Headquarters ofﬁthe RCMP) should also be eliminated. It
will be requested that the coding situations be completed with the
proper authority (i.e. the specific rule that “legitimates" each
individgal séoring choice for that coder) bging provided from the
UCR M§;;§: Once completed, it will hs requested that the scoring
examples be returned to the author's resi%%?ce. A copy of the
covering letter that will be disseminated, as well as the coding

examples, is attached as Appendix "G". Further, a reminder letter

is also included.
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C. Sampling

Since RCMP Detachments are scattered throughout
Alberta, serious sampling problems emerge. RCMP units that reflect
a variety not only of locations, but also of policing
responsibilities (i.e. rural and municipal policing) will be
selected from throughout Alberta. There are approximately 60
Municipal, and 105 Rural policing locations. for the RCMP_throughout
this Province. They are organized into ten administ/y
divi§f%ns called Sub-Divisions. Many of the Detachmeﬁfs within
these Sub-Divisions are combined’ administratively in such a way
tpat one coder would do the scoring of offences for both the Rural
and Municipa] unfts.5 Accor?ing]y, two lists will be prepared - one
1ist ndicating.all those units within each RCMP Sub-Divis{on that
are a&ministrative]y combineq, and one list of those not so
combfﬁed. From these lists, a stratified random sample will be |
. taken to {dentify the specific units to be surveyed. If this
procedure were not used, the result would be that in many cases an
individual coder would be completing two identical scoring
; questionnaires - one for the Rural and one for the Municipal unit
since both could be‘selected through sampling. A 1ist' of the
specific Detachments to be sampled is attaghed as Appendix H.

d In tota],'22 questionnaires we#e returned. This
represents ‘a response rate of 63&. Of‘th, 22 received, 2 were
returned but Qefe not comp1etedQ A memoﬁéndum was attached iq both
cases wﬁ%ch stated that the recipient was simply too busy to
accommﬁdatguthfgrrequest.\ i;yeral other recipients telephoned to

]gdvfse thatf:he§lhad no intention of completing this document

o -
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statistics may be unpalatable to some

because it was a "waste of time" and was just another

administrative task being asked of them which would serve no

purpose. In brief then, 20 questionnaires (57%) were completed in
sufficient detail that they cogld be used in the analysis that will
follow. Observations respecting these questivnic - eg Q}ll be
presented in the next Chapter.

Several factors should per ;s be'lonsidered at this
point in qualification of this resronse rate. By virtue of the type

of work performed, the police community may well be a suspicious

group. When a document such as this questionnaire is presented to

{‘}fhgm for comp]etion‘the law enforcement community may be concerned

with the existence of an ulterior motive. .While assurances can be
made respecting such things an anonymity, concerns may still
linger. Police departments cannot be sure of the uses to which the
results will be put. Several questionnaires were received back,
for example; which requested that some idea be given certain

respondents as to “how they did". The implication that is clear is

that at least some of the respondents felt they were being "graded"

on their replies. This type of concern inquates that law
enforcement personnel may susbect that the intention of this
questionnaire may be different from that stated in the.covering
letter of March 28th. Furthef most of the recipients would ‘have
little or no egggr1ence w1th the methodological requ1rements of an
empirical endea?our such as this.

As has_ been mentioned throughout this thesis, UCR and

ers af the police

commuhity. They may have little ing]

o

" the. uses of such data
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with the exception that it is somehow used in :s<essing their
resource requirements. Further, police rsonnel may be inclined
to feel that they joined a particular agency tq do police work and
not to shuff]g paper. Accordingly, this questionnaire might be
viewéd h§ some in the police world as simply another administrative
task which would be of no immediat;‘benefit to them or the
policemen at their Detachment. If the above speculation has any
veracity then a dilemma may we]f-exist. On the one hand, a usable
response rate oé 57% should be considered extremely good.

, Concurrent1y, however, this attitude may have implications
vis-a-vis the validity of the responses to the questionnaire. By
virtue of conducting this research as a private citizen as opposed
to through official RCMP channels, there can be no guarantee that
coders completed the questionnaire in the same way they would have
completed actual scoring problems arising from their Detachment
activities. It has been mentioned previously, however; that had
official RCMP channels been utilized this may also have resulted in
the injection of bias.

It is important to remember that the questionnaires
were summarized in terms of the consistency of ,responses and not in
terms of'being "right” or “wrong". By dealing with the responses in
this way_any adverse reflection on the validity of ;he?resu]ts due

to the chos thodology wild be hopefully minimized./

. ‘w
D. Audits : . Tt

- Do
In addition to the methodology specified above, a

series of "audits" (or visits) will be undertaken. The purpose of
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this is two-fold:
\ (1) to accumulate data for use in the critical review
of the UCR Manual which is unavailable by any,
- other means, and,
(2) " to critically discuss difficulties which are
inherent in assessing the "accuracy" of official

police statistics.

(1) Perhaps one of the most controvcrsial areas of
the UCR Manual relates to the efficacy of the‘Mubtip]e_Offence
Rule. It is regarded as restrictive and prohibitive by fhe police
. community byt essential for Statistics Canada purboses.
Confidentia] pclice files had to be’examined to, determine the
frequency of Multiple Offence situations. Of conéern was not only

the fregggncz but the number of offences that ire involved in these

situations. This examinat1on was nacessarx in ofler to fully
discuss ardas of concern in this Manual and. zn-form a basis upon

"'4
which meaningful recommendatfons for change could be formulated.

&

(2) The use of the word “accuracy” in connection'witn
police statistics may be not only inappropqiate;ﬂht also ‘
meaningless. According to Paragraph 1.10 of the UCR Manual,
"Statistics Canada eonducts a continuing program of quality ) ﬁ
'c0nprols and editing procedures to ensure the accuracy of fhe \
reported data...." It is known that Statistics Canada personnel &
"audit" or examine police f1les to determlne the consistency of a&i

coding with the UCR rules, Quest1ons arfte however, as to the -

merit of this approach - especfal)y if conflict1ng advice is 2




i}

-~

apparent in the coding manual. Who is right - the coder or the - &

auditor in circumstances of conflict? The use of what may be a-

weak codipg manual would seem to have serious jﬁblicatibns for any

effort to assess the "accuracy" of what is coded with the UCR

Manual as a guide.

purpose of an audit:

&«

" Grand Center Rural .

" . The fgllowing-Detachments will be visited for the

Grand Center Municipal - |
o )

Bonnyville Municipal
Bannyville Rural_

. . » Sy .

Red Deer Rural . . .
Rocky ;;aﬁ?ngluouse Mun1c1pa1
Calgary fural qetachment

Banff Detachment’ . .
Va]]eyQieNNMunicipal"
Valleyview Rural

St. Albert Municipal

'St. Albert Rural ) .

-
~

These units were selected because they inc1ude a

var1ety of policing respog$1b111ties in coomunities of varying size

throughout Alberta. -In addition, personal reﬂationships have

!

been established at these units.
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- E. Fije Sélection )

7" ¥ .
Several file “categories" exist within the records \

':system Qf the RCMP. No detailed description need be provided here

except that since police agencies typica]]y use Criminal Code
o SR

dents as a "barometer" of policing activities-and since this

- category of crime compr}ses a 1arg§§segment of poiicing work]oads,
, this pd?tféular file group was monitoé%u JIn addition, St 1s this
cat®ory which isiused most oftenﬂby aé%%tmics;?;he media, and O

forth ) There ‘is absolute]y :uﬁreason to specufate that the coding
or scoring of o?fences wou]d beaany diffErenuﬂin this category than
B . in any -other such as ”Federa]"'ori"Prov1nc1a1 éléﬁnte“ matters.ﬂhln
“fact, all units that were ;isiged pad many Criminal Code files

R
Y - N
( v a

whereas this. was not the case>"

A

':&5 B g _.\Acsystematic rang@fflmole with “a random spart will be 4
used. This will be app1ied by examining the Egggers main®ained, at
each Detachment which Tist the file numbers of each investigation.

~ The total number of Crimiral Code offences cdn therefore be ™
tallied. This total will then be diyided. by whatever fidure is
required to reduce this sample'51ze to about 100 fiies which take

/approximately tup\days to thoroughiy examine. [Mbst of the files
wiil.involve offences occuring throughout calendar year 1979. »

(There is no reason to expect that the frequency Jof Multiple

e s b S

-

offence situations is any different from one year to the next nor :i
// would the number of offences "masked" by. this rule be contingent on ' ///§

the year, season, etg.) The total volume of files will vary with

-

7
the particular unit. °It may be feasible to examine all files at
some units whﬂe others may. requ&a reduction in total volume. by
'one-half one-six;h, and so on iﬁ“order to ‘reduce the sample size =

.

At



‘every fourth flle thereafter w111 be examined. ). Because the

sufficiently.

Once the necessary skip interval has beeﬁghetermfhed,

it will then be. necessary to randomize the selection of specific

files. That isg on& it has‘abeen decided to select 1 file in 3, it

a0

will then 'Be necessary to deterMne the specific fﬂe to be
« i g

‘h$€}1n a ‘random ‘fashion a number

exam1ned. In order to ac

w111 befseTgcted at ran 1den§!fy the beg1nn1ng p051t1on in

rthe ‘ledger. ff every fourth file (as lisked in thei?edger ig to

Be selected then a random Wimber between 1rand 4 w11Y“be selected

- tq;identify the startﬁng,point. f?‘ for examp]e, ﬁﬁe number 3

T e o
were to be sg1hcted then the file listed*Th the 3rd'position, and

¢$ ¥

4'.
-t

f]edgers are ma1nta1ned by Cr1m1naLaCode category, by monthq%f

'"reportmg, this will also en%selectwn of fﬂes

[N

r entaﬁ;ve of the ent1re year or port1on thereof to the date of
the vas1€' Th1s should serve to minimize any contam1nat1on of
results that might surface if all files were ;:lected trom a more
narrow period of time:

| On the basis of this sampling procedure, some 1,058
files were examined. tach file was judged in terms of its
tonsistency with. UCR scoring rules. Those coding situations which
seemed to be'at variance with coding requiremehts were discussed at
a meetingiheld with thevspecffic coder"or’his superior. In order
for a file to have been considered in error, a consensus was
required that, indeed, the, coding decision was in clear violation
of existihé‘ueﬂ rules. In cases where the eﬁficacy of a coding

decision was less clear then the file‘:as deemed to have been coded

g

e
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c - >ctly. An overall error f‘f' s then calculated for each

t. (n this way, estimations of error were established throughout
the entire samb]e and throughout all RCMP contcibutors in Alberta.
It is important to remember that any absolute concept of error in
UCR is very difficult to define because of a lack of clear rules.

What is eventually required are rules which are so clear there can

be little doubt as to thebproper manner in-which incidents shqd]d ‘ g
be coded. The RCMP generate app&oxilgfely half the cr1m1na] 'iﬁ

stat1st1cs in this Prov#nceaand hencé exert a. s;zeab]e 1anI!nce on

the accuracy of the overall: stat1st1ea1 informatjon avajlable about

1he\Province. - s o )
[ .
.o -
- It is important to rea11ze that no hard an¢ fast- :

o

rata/cf error” can or will be ass1gneg3 The” aud#ts were conducted
in this fashion to assess traditional ‘methods of determ1n1ng j

.
- accuracy in crime stat1stﬁcs (e.g. the Statistics Canada audits

mentioned bhev16asly) -and NOT to attempt “to duplicate such

methods. In addi‘ion, an as§essment will be made of the Multiple
e 0ffenc$'Ru1e in ghis fashion. . . - ’

a ‘ . ) .y t : ' .

F. Operational Definitions - . o
1) %ile-F throughout this thesis "file" Wf11 be-used ;ii?“

| synonymously with “investigation" i.e. a formal
< or official -examination undertaken by theupolice
r agency. : ] | . .

2) Error ; will include mistakes in.coding, - improper N \

. categorization of offences in terms of the UCR

~process, a lack of suffitient detail on the

1




N?r

Y

i e
Sl

5)

investigation to support -the scoring choices'!
available, or any other entry or omission
which is not consistent with the UCR rules.

Error Rage - the numbé? of files identified as being
incqpsistent With existing scoring rules divided
by the $ample size and converted to a percentaée.

Scoring - will refer to the entire process of examining
information received by the police with a view to

redud?gé this d®atl in order to comply with UCR

W

] requweqts. - w o
AUd‘t - the readhg.s of pohce reports to become Wr‘ e

with the nature and cxrcumstances of Lan a]]eged
-crime and compar1ng,;he recording of the

P .
stat1st1ca] sequences with the UCR rules to.

)
determ1ne cons1stency

T L -
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%HAPTER V: ANALYSIS OF UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING MANUAL

) I Gow ;
A. Introduction v I S

,

In the discussion that fo]]ow§: selected areas of the
Uniform Grime REport1ng Martual w111 be dfscussgd Only critical’

areas will be addressed: - areas fhat from a c]ose exam1nat1on of

s 3. '

" the Manua], appear to be 1mpract1ca1, anUe, 1nconsfstent or

L %3
contrad1ctory. Obviously man¥ of the scoring rules must be

: omﬁttéd Thf% ChaBter w111 rePy heav1]y on. the results of the

quest1onnafre adm1n1stered, As 1nd1cated imthe prev1ous Chapter,
a respdnse rate of 63% was obtained with some 57% overall be1ng
suitable for use. Inathe questionnaire~disseminated the request"
was made that 1n the completion of same_ the single best authority
paragraph be c1ted from the UCR Mahual which best SUpportS the

,;p@rtzcylar coding decision of the respondent. In making this

.«

kd
request it was felt that this information would be particularly

helpful in the analysis of the coding‘manua]. Specificgtly, this

4

detail was considered vital in those areas where contradictions dg.-

\cod1ng rules are appanent. In such areas the questlonna1re results

would be vital. Meéh\gological problems do exist, however, with. =

™

the author1ty paragraph portion of this questionnaire. What has

become apparent is that in many cases respondents cited virtually

every UCR paragraph which touches an issue as their authority.

whale this does not destroy the value of the responses 1t does

PR

restrzct the use of this aspect of thé resul®s. ‘hpresent all of
the authorlty paragraphs used by all respondents for 2ach coding

exercise would be a mammoth task which would result in an .

2 7
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incomprehensible drf,uss1on. Thii task does not seem Just1f1ed

What is 1mportant is that in those discussions where this

information is vital the data is of sufficient quality that the

results will be shown in the appropriate Appehdix and will be

discussed in the narrat1ve that follows. For example, Cod1ng

exercise #7 descr1bes an offence of impaired driving. As

instructions in the Manual (Paragraph 5.15) seem to be concise and
easily followed this exercise was formulated as a control question.

It ie impor,

ot

frequently%

\ therefore that this author1ty paragraph ﬁh‘

;?%d by respondents as the "single best". The
reason for this over-~specification of authorities is not clear.

One. can only speculate. Citing several authorities for a coding . .

P

decision may well demonstrate a lack of famiiiarity with the
Manual, itse]f}‘As'respondents began to'go through this 'document
-any reference that seemed to perta1n to the cod1ng exercise was
noted. By the time reSponde;?i had- gone through the document they
may have found severa1 refereh;es that seemed even vaguely
v&ﬂﬁropr1ate. Because of the .extra time involved Lo identify the R
best ahthor?ty,-many of the respondents may have felt their efforts
here sufffcient. Again, because of their lack of understanding.
about the methodological ctonstraints involved together with I
concerns about the possible use ef the research results théy may
have felt they should "cover,d]l the bases". If respondents did
feel that they were being "testzh“ Qy Y is questionnaire then this
will have implications for the va11d1ty of th1s research. As
tpreviously mentloned houpver the ﬁata was summar1zed in terms of

the consfsfencz or nconsigtehcg of'cedﬁng results among the

~
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respondents. Again, this should serve to minimize negative

ramifications for tMe Xa]idﬁty . Clearly, serious methodological :

issues would emerge had\the data been summarized in terms of
“right" and "wrong" responses. ' :dgg

‘{ A second possible explanation is that the respondents
simply did not read the instructions. Thfs possibility does not
seem h1ghly probab]e however, since most of the questionnaires
were, in fact, properly completed. This possibility can therefore
be dismissed with a fair degree of confidence.

The final possibi]ity seemsfto oe the most probable.
ed S T~

The way the UCR Manual is structured general scoring rules are
located near the beginning with more specific rules located near
the back. For example, Paragraph 3.10 provides genéral direction
for processing statistically a "persons” offence and a "property"
offence. This provides 5 fundamental and basic 1irection to police
coders. Concurrent]y, paragraph 3.}l out]lnes tne procedure to be ¢
 fotlowed 1n coding Multiple offences. Finally, paragraph 5.5 deals
with tne mu]t}ple offence rule as it app]iés to Form "T" offences.
~In many of the coding exercises one or all of these sections could
be propqr]y used to Justlfy a coding cho1ce stnce to determine the

single best ‘wou'ld be a]most completely arbitrary. In many cases
then, it may be d1ff1cult if‘not impossible to identify the,sing]e

best authority. NN - "t
\ . . E

S
¥ This difficulty is certainly hot fatal to this research
since in areas whére authorities are particularly criticaf’Zhe
research results, as wea;explained earlier, can be used with

confidence. No effort will be made however, to-summarize\ is

A

&
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" diverse and sundry information in some of the Appendices nor will
specific discussjons be undertaken in the merrative that follows.
Lt does, however, demonstrate the difficulty in conducting research
{ﬁ the aréa of Uniform Crime Reporting.

‘ &

B. Paragraph 1.6 - Sources of Information

"As police are made aware of offences in several ways,

procedoreé shou?d allow for the recording of data from all sources

wf* e prose‘ons of a criminal nature hand1ed

completely by tﬂ dats concern1ng offences occurrfhg ﬁith1n your

such as:

QM

C . 1
Jurisdiction of which the police are made aware, even though they
may not be involved in the investigation; for example, by serving

a sumhons or executing a warrant as the result of the laying of a
' . ¥ ar
Private Information." , 8

*

In effect, th1s df&%%tet am?& the-po]1ce must

"

vitiate their data system - an idea that is not likely to bet

encouraged by senior management of police G@encies. Secondly, the
4 .

<

example used i. e. "serving a summons .or executing a warrant" is . 3

ﬂqs}eadggg. The simple act of serv1ng a summons or executing a

3

warrant 1s not the, type of att1v1ty that a police force can -score

or record on theTg\Un1form Cr1me Report. There is no category| ' ;

! ) :

B

Statistics Canaqa is try1ng to convey the message that if a po}ice
-~ i o

which can be used‘to identify this act1v1ty. Presumably,




u&yﬂ ~
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This expectation on the part of Statistics Canada is Dot realistic.
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The above paragraph is also related to section 1.6 (3)
which states that "As police are made aware of offences in several
ways, procedures should alloy for the recording of data from all
sources such as (3) offences coming to the attention of Ythe police
on the beat or on patrol, either from their own observation or asu

reported to them."

3

It, 1s 1mportant in this: sﬁ?tnon that due welght be g1ven

&~
-l

to the word "offences". It is co@mﬁﬁ’that pol1cemen perform1ng

PR

beat duties come upgg.many s1tua*1  " .

“the scoring of a series of self-gen a
&

, teiw For examp]e, it

: 5
is quite common to find the door of a business premise has been

left open only to be discovered by a policeman .on the beat, An . /:;}
¥,
mvestlgatmn is conducted but nothmg 1s fo@!o be m1ss1ng.iﬁm/(

door appears simply to have been 1e§§ unlocked. The stdre manager

-

will be contacted and the premise secured. INO offence has been . | E
committed agéqhence canqptv1egif' tely be scored oan.C.R. it is f
,ﬁqite common to record these sitégg%ons as 1 bréak an& enter
"réported“, and 1 "unfounded" . 0hv10us1y,*these _self-generated
non- offence matters will lead to an xpf]at1on of criminal - ‘

, L )
statistics if scored ’ o -

14

. ’
s ena Seves S

3

C. Paragraph 1.8

.
T B
s i

According to this section, "Some municipalities are
v

excluded from reporting as they have no organized full-time poiice
force’enforcing all laws. Where this occurs, the data are reported -
by the provincial police force having Jur1sd1ction.?

‘4

Ch . ‘ -

,
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Sub-paragraph (vi) on page 1B indicates that "the editing,
compilation and publication of the data by Statistics Canada are f*

helpful to police administrators.......in the interpretation of

- crime trends at the national,” provincial and municipal levels." It
is clearly recognized (and even'suggested) then that U.C.R.
statistics are available to aid the police adm1n1strator At the
same t1me, po]1ce administrators are be1ng}asked to record offences

as though they were their own i. eigrecord these offences n w1th

their- own data. The obv10us consequence will be that 11tt1e or no
EQ,‘Q ‘ /
effort will be made to obtain statistics from any other agency

since'fo do so will pq]lute the data baeevso despdrately needed to § ..
form the basis of the tactical police problems of the parg1cu]ar
agency. - s . :
A @ \
To render concrete the above point, several s1gn1f1cant .
examples can be used. Po11ce agenc1es tend to have d1ffer1ng
formu1as to compute workToad tndicators” wh1ch pred1cate any
assessment of manpower requ1rements~ One way in which th1s is done £
~can be to divide tota] cr1m1na1 code matters by the number f peace
off1cers available to respond to it. If efforts are made tg\heep a
balance of workload between policemen (throughout the Rrovince) -
then the 1n3ect1on of several hundred criminal code cases in: a
geograph1ca] location will serve only to d1srupt a data base which
WIIT'be Jjealously protected. A common example of what _happens ‘
- involves offences of *heft of Telecommun1cat1on Service (Section
; 287 of the Criminal Code). Invest1gat1ons of this sort are nOrmally
(1n Alberta at least) conducted by security personnel from the_

telephone company but for statistical purposes should prgperly be
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‘ e
scored.by the po]ice force in whose area the offences occurred. [f '
a smal] palice department or RCMP Detachment of 3 men 1nvest1gate a
tota1 of 300 cr1mipal code matters then each individual can be ‘
assumed to have hundled 300 divided by 3=100 criminal codes cases . "

per man per year, 'In the tase‘of thefts of communications it is
not' uncommon to Mage 200 or 300 separate and dlstlggt/offences as
these phone cal]s (which is the usual sitgat1%n) are often billed
to someone elses numben and happen at d1fferent times and places.
Therefore, 1f th1s smal] agency were to score say 200 offences of .”

this nature that occurred in their area, the consequence would be

~%gpf:’290 500 d14ad§d by 3 = 166.7 cr1miﬁ§T‘code cases BEr\xear
) per man. This w111 have profound 1mp11cations for resourc1ng ‘V'\\ee% ”t’f‘;

v

because of the 111usory imbalance in work]oads which result. )
s / ’ft is prec1se1y for th1s reason that senior management of“
B ~u~pol1ce agencaes.wou{d not likely endorse th1s Statistrics Canada
po]1cy.‘ wh11e no d1rect1ve ¢an be published by that po]ice agency -
proh1b1t1ng the scor1ng of such information, little effort wou]d ' -

’ fence 1nformat1on.‘

11kely be made to recoyer statistically such

This action is easily rationalized by the oolice for It is easy -
o -

to assume that Stat¥stics Canada are well aware of the® lack of \\\\c\\\:\‘gcffa
. . - H ki . . *:

. . v Y N
oL stk VL R Y i st 4R e e e el e Al et

rea]ism demonstrated by this policy and hence must tacif1y'agree.
A further concern is that if one po?1ce administrator actively ' .
so]1c1ts these types of statist1cs he will be able to inflate h1s
volume of crime substant1ally vrsda~v1§ other police agenc1es. )
-Police departments that perform policing services to a Province |

e under,FO"tVGCt (e.g. “the RCMP, Ontario Provincial Police,.and,the




Quebec Palice Force) are in an even more difficuit position since
these agencies have police detachments dispersed throughout the |

Provinces. [tompetition traditionally unfolds detween these various

Oetachmen over scarce human resources. Some of these Detachments

may in ugde data from other investigative bodies with their own in
der to agguire sourcing benefits at tbegexpense of another

Detacﬁﬁbnt whose xtﬁagé demons?rateS'iess initiative in securing
statistics from these fther, agencies. Clearly,fthere is a serious

T R

he requirements of Statistics Canada and the

conflict betwee

Q%Iice communiéy with the resuit-tth sections such as the above = o E
L o o . MRS IR <
receive what might euphemistically be described as a *5" < - L & T
"de-emphasis". . ;f - d B v |

v - . ! . —

~e

The amount "of knouiedge about .Crime rendered unavaiiable

P

because of the types of contingenCies d15cussed above, “cannot be
IR

determined with precision. The unfortunate part ys that '

fragment&tio;'exists so that |in some areas statistics from some’

g
1nvestigat1ve bodies may be g]eaned while others/may not. In many
' cases the loss of statistical information can/be substantia] With

. our knowiedge of crime and its location decreasing o _ B
s s

according]y.- o | - . i
| Good examp]es of this are 1nstances in which Miiilary'
Poiice are to be found on armed forces bases. Canadian- Forces ‘Base
Med]gy“?q;abxﬁrand Center, Alberta) is comprised of some 10,000
military ﬁersonnel and their families. Police service is" proVided
by the Military Police who are not contributors under the uniform " -o
| crime reporting system. Technically, the investigation of serfous /
:‘offences is the responsibility of,phe,RCHP Ddtachuent stationedl ‘ |

-~ - .
1
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only a few miles away in Grand Center. In practiee, however, most
serious crime is handled by the Military Police. Consequently;
this crime never gets reported since the.RCMP are not encouraged to
. place offences which were not fnvestigated by thefr own personnel
on their UCR returns since this data is used for manpower and
resourcing purposes. Ne estimates are available as to the extent
and serfousness of crime occurring on this military base. This
situation Jikely occurs at’ other military establlshments as well.

Add1t1ona] examples exist of investigative bodies which
generate. criminal statistics. In Alberta, these are: ’

a. Ministry of Transport Aeronautics Act investigators

b. Revenue ‘Canada

C. Alberta Government Telephones

d. Solicitor General's Highway Patrol

e. Military Police
. f. County police

g. Consumer and Corporate Affairs

h. Indian Triba]yPolice

i. Unemployment insurance investigators
As in the ease of the military police, no estimates are available
as to the number ~f offences processed by the above agencies. It
can be speculated, however, -that collecti}ely the statistical
impact would be substantial. ‘ |

Clearly, the po]ice contributor sits on the horns of a

dilemma when asked to submit statistics on behalf of a

non-contributing agency. On the one hand, he feels compelled to
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comply with Statistics Canada requirements while on the other he is

aware that to do so will render his statistical data virtually

meaningless for resource management. *u repori ng process is

either suggested or-in place which w ul = - thi?'provincia]
. , . . N

police forces having jurisdiction are _dtific. by other

investigative bodies, of offences being investigated by these
non-contributors. This then leaves a Detachment commander in a
position where, if he were to comply with Statistics Canada rules,

he must actively solicit this criminal- information - a process few

field policemen would admit to having time for. These commanders
could feel they are already over-worked and to burden them with
additional responsibilities may be a most diffféu]t thing to sell.

Two possible solutions seem to exist with respect to this
reporting dilemma. The first is to have Statistics Canada expand
the number of contributors to UCR to include .the types of
investigative bodies mentioned above. This would remove the onus
for securing such data from the provincial police force. One
serious problem, however, is that it will be difficult to
specifica]]y idgntify the geographical area in which the offence
occurred. A more complete discussion of this w%]] be undertaken
shortly. This will be necessary iﬁ order that this data be added
to other statistical information received from the police
deparfment to ensure accuracy in the computation of crime rates.
"It is important to remember that many of the investigative units
mentioned above may be based out of regional or provincial offices
and cover huge areas of the Province. It is'conceivable,

however, that a sequence of sub-codes could be used on these

86
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statistical contributions’identifying the specific area in which
offences occurred thus satisfying the requirement df geographical
reporting of offence information.

A second alternative to the noted dilemna would be for
these non-contributing agencies to complete some type of
"supplementary" UCR form. This would be done on a monthly basis in
accordance with Statistics Canada requirements and would identify
the offences investigated within the geographical jurisdiction of
another police agency. This document could then be forwarded to
the police agency having jurisdiction to be appended to their own
UCR submission. This supplementary data could then be included in
. with the information réceived from the police agency for
appropriate submission and could be easily separated (by'autbmated
meanS)’eliminating any concern about a vitiation of management
daté.

| The above suggestions are only two of séveral feasible
ways to maximize the amount of data on crime that is available.
Indeed, complete coverage may never be achieved. The examples
mentioned above suggest glaring omissions in the statistical

coverage of crime that is known to an investigative body but which

are never recovered statistically. The problem seems clear (as do
possible solutions). Remedial action requires this issue be

addressed. The following recommendation results:

Recommendation #1: The uniform crime reporting system

in Canada should be _expanded to include investigative

bodies which, at present, do not contribute criminal

statistics.
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D. Paragraph 1.9

According to this instruction, “Ouplication of reporting
statistical data must be avoided. Report only those cases
occurring in your geographical jurisdiction. Cases involving
assistance to the police of another geograhhic51 Jjurisdiction must
not be reported in yoﬁr returns as they will be counted by the

police department concerned. Similarly, arrests made or summonses

served for another police force are not to be counted in your f
' !

returns. Offences arising in one geographical jurisdiction which ’
are resolved by the arre2t of the offender in another geographical
jurisdiction are dealt with in Paragraph 3.45 (a),(b), and (c)."

The above instruction conspicuously omits defining
“geographical jurisdiction". In most; cases the woéding of this
paragraph seems clear but, in fact, 'it is totally inadequate from a
practical, working perspective.

Municipa] police departments would normally have little
difficulty in adhering to the requirements as specified above.
Provincial police forces are not so fortunate, however. Typically,
such departments have sections that concentrate on investigations
of a highfy specialized type of crime e.g. large business frauds,
customs or exci§§3act offences, offences related to the Immigration -
Act, and so qufﬁi Because of the specialized nature of their work
it is mosf b;actica1 and cost effective to locate these specialized

squads 9n strategic areas throughout the Province. Many of these
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unitg_contribute their own statistical information under the UCR

program: The ﬁroblem arises in that they often have a "geographical

jurfsdiction" which includes a large segment of the Province. Th1s

jurisdiction then may well include numerous different police agencies

or many, many Detachments of the Provincial police force. The

question then arises as to what “geographica] Jurisdiction" are they

to be responsive to vis-a-vis crime statistics? Technically, such’

units can legitimately code (on their own UCR forms) all criminal

data within’their own “geographical jurisdiction" i.e. within the

segment of the Province they are responsible for. This practice, ?
howevef, Ccreates fragmentation of thQVUCR system in that it will ) y
preclude the calculation of accurate crime rates for specific areas.
In other'words, while it would still be possible to determine with A;

reasonable precision how much crime occurred within an entire ' E

Province, thre will be serious gaps in rates of crime calculated for
pOrtions.of the Province or for Municipal areas.

\ As in preceding_discussions, a dilemma is presented to
UCR contributors. Senior pdlicé officials try to evaluate and
monitor the activities, efficiency, and effectiveness of personnel
under their command. ‘Any available output criteria forms the basis
of this appraisal. ‘31nce the UCR system has been in place for many
years, police agencies are inclined to use the statistica] results

that accrue from this program rather than establishing an additiona]

reporting system that might better meet their administrative needs.
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Tremendous pressures are exerted on police manageés to‘be
accountable for the money and resources being expended on policing
programs - programs that rely on‘public funds. Increasingly,

'government spending in Canada has been questioned. There is no
reason to expect anything but an increase jn this philosophy of
accountability. The result, of course, is an increasing reliance
upon available statistical data bases of which the UCR system is an
integral part.

The dilemma facing the police agency, :heﬁ, is whether
compliance with Statistics Canada policy in relation to ‘
reporting jurisdictions should be endorsed thereby precluding
meaningful workload indicators (i.e. assuming that Statistics
Canada wish crime informationlthat is accurate to the community
or local level) or whether this nebulous coding requirement \
should be ignored (and this cﬂuld be easily rationalized since
“reporting jurisdiction" is vague, at best) in favour of what is
perceived to be a meaningfuT workload statistic.

An additional complication is injgcted inqo this .«
situation when different P}ovincial po]iciegnare examined. In
some provinces (e.g. those that are policed by the RCMP) most
specialized units submit their UCR data on their own forms while
in other Provinces, very few of these spe;ialized sections
submit. The implication of this is that in some Provintes

reasonably accurate crime information is available to the Jlocal

level while in other Provinces, accurate data are available only
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with respect to that entire Province. Apart from the obvious

problems this creates in*using the data, a more subtle problem

~

ensues. This particutar situation never becomes apparenf‘j\\.e.

it is not possible to identify reporting policies within \
geographical jurisdictions when this resultant data is

published. Further, in trying to use this statistical

information, the user is often unaware of. even the types of

!
.
‘i
3
:
]
]
1
1
i
i
¥
3

anomai ies that can creep into data. Traditionally, such data
are accepted at face value as being a reflection of valid

criminal information.

On the basis of the foregoing, the following

recommendation must result:

Recommendation #2: The instruction contained in

Parggraph 1.9 should be clarified to indicate that

, _geographical jurisdiction" refers to the smallest

geographic area possible. Normally, this will be to

the local police detachment or municipal level.

This recommendation will obviously require that in
some cases, polfte departments will be required to relinquish
data that are available to them and which they use for
resourcfng purposes. While this change will be of concern to
- such agencies, it is essential for the collection of meaningful
criminal statistics that poliée needs and desires be made
subordinate to interests of municipal, provincial, and federal
authorities - authorities normally charged with the

responsibi]i;y of monitoring the crime situation and
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subsequently to establish and administer appropriate policies.

E. Paragraph 1.10 - Control and Editing

“Statistics Canada conducts a continuing program of ’
quality controls and editing procedures to ensure the accuracy
of the reported data. Correspondence is exchanged with
contributors to clarify data and to ensure that returns are
submitted on time". '

An automated edit procedure is used by Statistics
Canada in the quality control of input documents. This program
is designed in such a way that obvious errors and errors in
logic are "flagged" (i.e. they can be printed out by the
computer after having been identified as being illogical, etc.).
For example, if a contributor identifies one injury rctor
vehicle accident on Form T but does not include information on
this same form with respect to how many people were injured then
this discrepancy will be identified. In theory, this edit
procedure sounds extremely efficient. In practice, however,‘
nothing could be further from the truth. While the softwear
design permits a print out of the number of errors it can only
identify the more obvious mistakes in each submission. Only a
few of them are actually printed out to be followed up on by the

contributing department. The remainder of the errors are

permitted to pass with the knowledge of their existence.

The proportion of errors that are printed out compared
with the total number of errors identified is not known

precisely but it is known that this proportion is quite small.

]
i
p
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To-reiterate, this situation applies only to the more obvious
mistakes. A tremendous number of more subtle errors and
omissions can be made on each statistical form which go
undetected despite the most rigorous editing process. It seems
reasonable to assume that errors will exist in these various
submissions from field contributors (this will bé discussed in
greater detail shortly) which are sufficiently subtle to go
undetectéq. Hence, the more obvious errors and errors in logic
should certainly be challenged. Only the naive would suggest
that statist1ca1 submissions should be completely error-free.
Given the number of contributors to this system this is 2$£
realistic. The technology exists (and is in place) however,
which wohld permit the elimination of much of this error but is,
unfortunately, not being pursued.(2) '

A second problem exists with the edit program of
Statistics Canada. Occasionally data will be published on crime
statistics for the Province of Alberta allegedly for all
contributors for the entire calendar year. In some cases, for
example the 1978 crime data for the Province of Alberta, it has
Jater been learned that the published data did not include any
information on crime from a particular contributor (in this case
it was the'Calgary City Police for the entire month of
September). Given the volume of offences that would have been
scored by this agency, published da:a on Alberta for 1978 would be
extremely distorted. Crime decreases for Alberta may have been
shown whereas an increase would be more realistic. It is. not

kmown whether this problem is uniéue to Alberta or not.
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Accordingly, the following recOhmendgé?bQ\\§§t be made:

-5 ;,N . “, \\w .
"\-g\\ NN

Recommendatio 113 The e&ig;package available for use

by Statj‘54g§7Canada shoiild be used to its fullest extent.

This applies not only to the edit package used in the
verification of dat& received from the contributor but also to
verifications that all contributed information has been included in
published information. Failure to do this results in tremendous

discrepancies in the data with obvious confusion in its use.

F. AUDITS
Qualif?jcontrol procedures utilized by Statistics
Canada personnel involve visits to contributing police
departments with the exprets purpose ;} examining the coding on
police reports for consistency with the rules of scoring as

dictated by the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. wWhile this

approach is noble in intent, it is disastrous in practice.

No written methodology eiists which explains the audit
procedures used by Statistics Canada. No consistency from one
audit’ to the next is the likely result. It is readily apparent
that the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police and Statistics
Canada have not come to grips with this problem.

In the United States, first attempts to develop an
audit/verification capability were begun in 1974. Resolutions

passed St the International Assocjation of Chiefs of Police

94
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(IACP) meetings began American UCR efforts in this direction.

According to the IACP Audit/ Evaluation Manual (1976, p.2)

"While various resolutions have been passed at several IACP

Annual Conference.......be it further resolved, that the IACP
reaffirm to the Department of Justice the wholehearted support

and cooperation of the Police Chiefs of the Nation in carrying

on this work.....and that their reports to the Department of |
Justice may be made in increasing numbers and with increasing
accuracy.....(1930).....be it resolved that the IACP ...take
immediate steps toward the establishment of a staff to work in
conjunction with and under the supervision of the UCR committee,

and ....that such staff and Cowunftee accept responsibility for the
accuracy of the data forwarded by the members of the Association to
the FBI for publication.....and...visit periodically reporting
agéncies and audit reports submitted....(1957)
«ee.Further,....whereas, accurate crime statistics are essential to
a1l components of the Criminal Justice System....it is hereby
resolved by the IACP that...all local law enforceﬁent agencies
dkye]op effective internal management controls to insure the accurate
and reliable recording and reporting of all crime known to
them....(1972)".

"The first attempts to develop an audit/verification
capability were begun in 1974. Under arr LEAA grant....an audit
technique was developed and subsequently pretested in five law
enforéement agencies....the IACP Audit/Evaluation pfocedure

-consists of a preliminary evaluation, an inspection of the
v [t
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primary data or information sburces, and a post-audit
analysis.....The audit procedure itse]f\is based on the
principles of probab1]ity sampling and is conducted by drawing a
random sample of items at vulnerabl stages in the incident
reporting system." (;ACP Manual, 1976: 4)
Unfortunately, no similar effdrts have/been undertaken
by UCR-CACP personnel in this country. Auditing pfocedures have —

gl gl

not been formalized with the obvious lack of standardization f’fdﬂ,

resulting. Each auditor has been left ta his own 1ﬁ§enu1ty whén
it comes to such problems: as se]ectiqg the units to be audited
and in deéiding what files to be selected and over what period
of time.

This lack of standardization has serious implications
for the UCR process- in Canada: Obviously, audits conducted at
one time and in one place by one individual will not have any
comparative value to audits undertaken at another time and -place
by a different auditor since no standard methodology
(e.g. sampling procedures) has been used. )

A second difficulty that arises with auditing relates
to the question as to who fs right - the auditor or the coder in
situations where a good deal of Judgment is involved in the
interpretation of scor1n9 rules as contained in the Manual?
Indeed, many crime situations are extremely complex rendering the
scoring of same a matter of judgment. In many places the UCR manual
(ag will be demonstrated shortly) requires a good deal of
interpretation. In areas which are ambiguous or vague who is right -

the auditor or the police coder?
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Care should be taken that one does not become confused
by the po1nts raised in this. discussion. No sugges;ion is being
made that standardizing the Can;glan audif proceaone&wfll
directly contribute to such a clarity in 1nterpretatlon. It
does seem reasonable, howeyer, that by prov1d1ng a stsndardlzed
audit orocedure, greater c]arity would be forth-comfng as to -

what, in fact,” const1tutes an error. Presumab‘;, some latitude

would be given the coder in areas which are.hlghly Judgmental.
but the question which begs an. answer is how much latitude wou?d
be granted before variance would Be\cons1dered in error? |
The lack of standard12at1on 1s a ser1ous short- -coming

in. the Canadian UCR system generally and with the UCR audit
"program specifically, Many different ‘file categorles could. be
selected for audit purposes. For example one aud1tor tould
Took at Cr1mfnal Code, Federa] Traff1c Mun1c1pal and .
Prov1nc1a] File categor1es whlle another auditor could choose to
examine only one or two of these offence categories. what
normally occurs is that the number of flles examined uh1ch
contain apparent inconswstenc1es (with the cod]ng rules) L3
divided by the total number of files examined and’ th1s is then
converted to.a per cent. The result of this simple calculat1on

then becomes - the ‘error rate + A tremendous drfference exists,
however, in the particuher file category utilized in th1s |
calculation. For examp]e, if a Provinc1a1 category were to be
examined, a tremendous number of straightforward coding examples

be found since a disproportionate number of liquor and traffic

can
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offences will emerge. These offences typwca]]y involve only one
offence with a single offender thus e11m1nat1ng many complicated
coding situations. Indeed, the UCR Manual requires only that traffic
tickets issued be added together and shown as a grand total’ under
Classification Code 120 on the Form T. Obv:ously, an error rate can
be diluted if this category were to be used.

Another simple way to keep error rates at a minimum is
to select files which are strictly "assistence" cases.
Genenally, a]]yclassifications of files mentioned above (i.e.
Criminal Code, Federal, etc.) can be c]assified broadly as those
which are reportable on UCR and those -which are not - j.e.
matters strictly invodving "assistance". An example of this
latter type would infolve a case where‘h summons is served for
another jurisdiction or a‘Warrant executed. Selecting files
from the "assistence" category (and considering it to be correct
in terms of the eudit if it hasﬂnot been coded on UCR) will
decrease th: er-or rate. Conversely, if all files audited were
sé]ected f-om Criminal Code or Federal Statute tategories a
substantiali; dif‘erent error rate will emerge.

It follows, therefore, that the following recommendation

be made:

Recommendation #4: A high priority should be given to

the development of a formal audit/evaluation Manual

which would standardize the auditing procedure in

Canada for Uniform Crime Reporting.

As has been shown, the lack of such a document renders the



$

value of assigning rates of error to UCR coding moot. The oniy
time such as assignment does make sense is if the basis of the
ca]cu]étion is made exg]icitf

Several different levels of audits exist. Not’only do
Stafistics Canada personnel éonduct them, but virtually every
police agency in Cdnéda has a department (or at least one
individual) whose concern it is to ensure the accurate
submission of data by members of that organization. In thé case
of many police departments it is the mandate of a Planning
Section. It seems reasonable to assume that the sampling
. procedures may be fairlx consistent within such a section,
‘ﬂ'although tremendous variétion will probably exist between

sections.

G. Unfounding

In the discussion that follows, reference will be made
to several Paragraphs from the UCR Manual. These paragraphs

will be quoted for easy reference:

i) Paragraph 3.4:- Column 2 - 'Reported or Known to

Police'~(include unfounded offences). Subject to the following
rules score: (1) Offences, (2) alleged offences, and (3)
Attempted offences. These offences are to be reported in the
month they become known to the police (See Paras. Assistance
Cases -and 3.45 (a) (b) and (c), Geographical Jurisdiction
Reporting).

ii) Paragraph 3.5: “As citizens are not genera&]y

qualified to define the iype of crime committed, care should be

) L)
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taken in scoring the  “ence in the appropriate category. For
instance, assaults or domestic quarrels are sometimes reported to
police as murders or attempted murders."

iii) Paragraph 3.6: "In these situations the proper

offence classification should only be determined by the police
through an on the scene abpraisal, or assessment of the
circumstances as described by the complainant. An example of
this is a telephone complaint that a robbery has occurred.
Police investigation establishes the offence was not a robbery
but rather a theft or a break and enter. The offence classified
and scored would be the theft or the break and enter.

iv) Paragraph 3.15: "Column 3 - Unfounded, Unfounded

means that the police investigation has established a crime did

not happen or was not attempted e.g. you receive a report of

house-breaking. Investigation indicates that a man climbed
through a window in his own home. He had locked himself out by
mistake. A neighbour thought he was a burglar and called the
police."

v) Paragraph 3.16: "Do not 'unfound' an.offence

.because property reported stolen is not located, is of little
-
value, or a victim of any crime refuses to prosecute."

vi) Paragraph 3.17: "Do not classify, score, and

'unfound' incidents solely on the basis of information received,

particularly when the complaint is received by telephone."

vii) Paragraph 3.18: “Column 4 - ‘Actual Number' By

‘subtracting figures in column 3 from those in column 2, the

actual number of offences is determined."
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Because of their relationship to each other, each of
the above paragraphs will be considered concurrently.

Perhaps no area of the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual is as

vague as the paragraphs quoted above. The reason for this may not be .
immediately apparent but as soon as the requirement exists to appeal
to these authorities, complex problems quickly emerge.-

It will be shown that "reported” crime is felt to be a
useful indicator of criminality. It represents a position
relatively high on the “"crime funnel", Additionally, to the
police community it is belijeved to be one of the.best indicators
of workload requirements. Since "Actual" offences (Paragraph
3.18 above) are the result of subtracting "Unfounded" incidents
from "Reported" crime, it has traditionally been argued that
crime "Reported" is the best indicator of workload since, on
occasion a good deal of investigative time is consumed in
"Unfounding" incidents. This suggestion has often been accorded
‘the status of a truism and has rarely been challenged. This
fact is further reinforced when major Canadian Police forces .use
“Reported” Criminal Code offences divided by the manpower, to
establish a caseload per man.

Paragraph 3.4 suggests that offences, alleged
offences, and attempted offences are to be reported in the month
they become known. At the same time, a caution is issued that
care should be taken in scoring the offence to the proper
category since citizens are not generally dua]ified to define

the type of crime committed. Further, Paragraph 3.6 suggests
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that the appropriate offence classification can only be
‘determined after an on the scene appraisal has been made or an
- -assessment is conducted of the circumstances as described by the
| Complainant.

The dilemma presented then is that, on the one_ hand,
alleged offences are to be scored while, on the other, these
allegations may be incorrect and should be verified. By examining a

* few plausible offence situations the difficulties with this advice
will become apparent:

(i) A telephone call is received at a local police
station to the éffect that an automobile has been stolen from in
front of a residence. The police notify all of their personnel
to watch for this vehicle and a description is afforded. An
hour later the complainant calls baek to state that khe vehicle

»had not been stolen at all but that his wife had been using
same.

How then, given the benefit of UCR advice, would this
incident be coded? Certainly it is an alleged offence and
accordiqg to Paragraph 3.4 should be scored. The situagﬁgn is
comp]ica¥ed, however, by virtue of Paragraph 3.5 wheréiﬁiié
states thét citizens are not generally qualified to define the
type of offence committea. Further, an on the scene appraisal
was not undertaken and would have revealed only that no car was
in front of the residence. This would certainly not
substantiate the commission of an offence.

Consider a second example:
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(ii) A telephone call is received from an irate
citizen complaining that his valuable pocket watch was stolen.
A policeman attends and discusses the situation with this
individual. He insists that he left the watch 1y1ng on his
kitchen table and when he came home from the store a short time
ago he noticed the watch was missing. He admits that he left
the door of his residence unlocked during his absence.

Statistics Canada seem to be suggesting that in many
cases some on the scene investigation must be made to confirm the
offence. In the first example, no on the scene éppraisal was
undertaken whereas 1in tﬁe second instance it was. In both cases
above, even if the police do attend they will hardly be able to
assess whether an offence actually did occur. In the case of this
second s1tuation for example we do not know if this c1t1zen ever
had such a watch or if he simply lost same. He may SE report1ng the
matter to the police simply to c]arm replacement costs on his
insurance policy. The suggestion that an on the scene appraisal must
be made to confirm the commission of an offence is both unrealistic
and ludicrous. -In the first place it is simply not possible for the
police to attend all such complaints to verify them. Secondly, in‘
many instances little purpose would be served by this verification.
[f the police did attend they could not possibly know whether the
watch or the car had, in fact, been stolen. In many cases,
therefore, the credibility of a complainant is of vital importance in

the statistical recording of crime. Intuition is required when it
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is stated that an on the scene appraisal will somehow contribute
to accur x,in the assessment and subsequent recording of crime
statistics. "

In the case of the watch gited above, it would seem as
though a police investigation is requirgd in order to "Unfound"
this incident. At the same time, it is doubtful that this
~matter could legitimately be “Unfoundeq" since the police may
have every reason to believe that -an offence had occurred.
Concurrently, no criterion is afforded by the UCR Manual
respecting what an “Actual" offence is except for Paragraph
3.18. This reference states that an "Actual" offence is the
difference between the number "Reported to Police" and
the number of offences "Unfounded". Unfortunately, this type of
circularity in the scoring rules does not assist the police |
contributor. -

Questions emerge from the previous discussion. Is an
on the sce;e appraisal by the police necessary to score an
incident? Under what situations is it necessary? It would seem
that v e UCR Manual encourages this appraisal before an incident
is scorec t does seem reasonable to encourage police
departmen+ . assess crime reports before they are made subject
to any stet1s-"ca. process. As in the example provided under
Paragraph 3.6, ° ‘oe- seem to be a responsible approach to
crime reporting. The question tren is if an appraisal is
required, how lonc should an incident be left uncoded while an

investigation is being conduc-zed? Secondly, if some type of police

initiative is required to "get to the bottom" of an allegation
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—befo;E a crime is recorded, then there Is no need to have an
"Unfounded" column since an investigation will have determined the
veracity of an incident.

There are no easy answers to the questions and issues
raised above. Statistics Canada has the onerous mandate of
trying to provide guidelines for a broad spectrum of situations.
In some places they have done a commendable job but in this area
of “Unfounding" their efforts have been less than satisfactory.

In an effort to determine the consistency in scoring
given very common complaint situations, Coding examples #4 and
#10 were formulated. They are detailed in Appendices 1 and J
respectively.

Coding example #4 describes an incident in which a
female alleges she has been physically assaulted by her
common-law husband. He apparently punched her causing her eye to be
blackened. She is informed that since all police personnel are tied
up that she should attend at the police station the next day. The
complainant does not show up nor does she further contact the
police.

The majority of respondents to this exercise (8 or
40%) indicated that this incident would not be coded on their UCR

. return. The remainder indicated that this incident should, in fact,
be scored (i.e. 60%). Of those respondents indicating this incident
would have been coded, 6 would have used classification 017 (Other
Assaults) and reflected 1 "Reported" offence, 1 "Actual", and 1

cleared "otherwise". One other respondent would have coded this
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similarly but would not have cleared this alleged offence. Four
respondents (20%) would have coded this to classification 014
(Assault causing bodily harm) with three of them indicating 1
“Reported"” crime, 1 "Actual", and 1 cleared "Otherwise". The
remaining respondent using classification 014 would have "Unfounded"
this incident. Finally, the last respondent used classification code
012 which is the "Total" line for offences of assault and hence is
completely inappropriate. Clearly, the results seem dichotomized
with 60% coding this incident and 40% irdicating it would not be
scored.

In the case of Coding example #10, a situation is
described in which a comp]éint is received that a disturbance is
in progress at a particular address. A patrol is made but no
evidence of a disturbance could be found. In coding this
incident a good deal would depend on the credibility of the
complainant - a complainant who if likely unknown to the police
coder. Of those completing the questionnaire, 10 (50%) of them
would NOT have scored this situationlon the Uniform Crime Report. Of
the remaining respondents, 20% would have scored such a situation byt
would have "Unfounded" same. In all of these latter cases, UCR
classification code 063 (Disturb the Peace under the Criminal Code)
would have been uti]izgd. Of the remaining 30% (6 respondents) 5 of
them would have scored this as an "Actual" offence with 3 of them
using classification code 063 (as above); 1 using 071 (Wilful Damage
Private) and 073 (Other Criminal Code offences). Additionally, one

of these respondents cleared this offence as "Otherwise" and



1 respondent indicated that classification Code 107 (Municipal
By-Laws) would be used.

Clearly, these examples suggest that a tremendous
amount of confusion and inconsfstency exists in the way that a
very common type of complaint is handled statistically. While
differences in the UCR classifications used can hardly be blamed
on the rules of scoring that deal with “Unfounding", these data
strongly suggest that the UCR Manual is of lTittle assistance to
the police community in cases<§ﬁéh as these. (learly, the
police respondents were quite divided in the responses ®o these
coding paradigms. It is rare, for example, that a police
detachment does not reteive a call at least weekly from an
individual reportingwa car full of teenagers drinking liquor in
a motor vehicle. whén a peace officer attends, the vehicle has
left the area and cannot be located. As is the/tzte in coding
exercises #4 and #10, how are the police to properly respond
statistically to such matters?

Police agencies, as mentioned, have undertaken
studies into criteria which will provide an effective,
efficient, and equitable indicator of police workloads. Many
departments have settled on using "Reported" Criminal Code matters as
a workload barometer. The assumption being made is that if

activities which are self-generated were to be used (e.g. Tliquor or

traffic) then units that have an excessive number of men will appear
to be extremely busy because they will have the time to generate

these statistics. Obviously, other police detachments or units
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who can barely keep pace with non-discretionary demand activities
will have little time to "inf]atei their workload picture. By using
reported Criminal Code activity ﬁf is assumed that incidents being
measured are not subject to any type of deliberate manipulation on A
the part of police managers. This assumption appears highly tenuous
as will be shown presently.

In recent times, governmental restraints have resulted
in claims that police agencies are desperately short of )
manpower. Provincial Police Forces (including the RCMP who
po1ice‘most of the Provinces under contract) which have
traditionally been given 100 or 200 additional positions each
year have, in recent times, had to settle for only 20 or 30.
Obviously if such limited resources are available with a hundred
or two hundred police detachments requesting further increases
in their establishments, then the competition over these scarce
resources can be fierce. Since ihe units that can demonstrate
the greatest need (i.e. normally the greatest statistical need)
for these resources will usually be awarded them, it follows
that a tremendous amount of emphasis is placed on Reported
Criminal Code activities.

The assumption that "Reported" crime is not easfly
manipulated is, at best, tenuous. Further, the vagueness of the
UCR Manual técit]y permits this despite all efforts to monitor police
coding through such efforts as auditing. A sufficient lack of
specificity exists in the rulés goverring the “Cgporting“ and the

"unfounding” of crimes that police mar:gers are given virtually a
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v
blank cheque in terms of their ability to present any desired case

load they want as long as resources are bases on “reported" crime.

Appendix K depicts the percentage of "“reported"”
Criminal Code offences that were "Unfounded" in 1977, 1978; and
1979 in RCMP Divisions across Canada. The data are broken down
into Criminal Code Persons, Criminal Code Property, Other
Criminal Code, and finally, figures for Total Criminal Code
representing the sum total of these three sub-categories. This
information is then presented in conjunction with data for the
entire RCMP which is represented by "Total Force". Given the
volumes of offences, tremendous differences emerge in the
proportion of offences "unfounded" - not only by year but also
by Criminal Code category. For example, the lower mainland
of British Columbia (RCM? Division E#1) "U.founded" only 9.9% of all
Criminal Code offences in 1979. This compares with 16.7% for the
RCMP in "G" Division (Nérth West Territories) which should be
compared to some 11.8% for the entire RCMP in that year. While this
same Division\(i.e. “E"#1) "Unfounded" 8.9% of its Property Offences
in 1978, "D" Division (Manitoba RCMP) "Unfounded" some 16.2% of the
incidents in the same offence category. Many other comparisons can,
of course, be made. My intention here is not to provide an in-depth
analysis of this data but rather to simply show the wide
variation that exists with respect to practices concerning the
“Unfounding” of crime. Given the tremendous volume of offences

even a very small difference in the overall percentage of



incidents "Unfounded" represents many, many crime situations.

Because o the difficulties associated with (1)
arriving at a clearly articulated rule or series of rules
governing the “Unfounding" of Reported crime, (2) substantially
different rates of "Unfounding" and (3) because “Reported" crime
s so easily manipu}ated (both consciously and unconsciously),

the following recommendation must result:

RECOMMENDATION #5: The measurement of "Reported"

crime be abandoned by the Uniform Crime Reporting

System in Canada. Instead, only "Actual® crime should

be recorded.

| The dbove recommendation will no doubt be viewed as highly
offensive to anyone familiar with Uniform Crime‘Reporting and its
uses. Some might argue that such a4 recommendation constitutes nothihg
more than a “cop out" = .d recommendation urged simpﬁy because of the
complexity of the issue. Others would argue that it would make more’
sense to simply have police departments cthange the cr1ter1a thal’they
use in thelr determination of case loads. It will be demonstrated
presently that this change in criteria is the only viable solution to

a.highly problematic issue.

According to Paragraph 3.15 of the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual “Unfounded means that the police investigation

has establlshed a crime did not happen or was not attempted...".

By virtue of this deffnit}gn, an *Unfounded" incident is one that
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simply DID NOT HAPPEN. Regardless of the nature of the ﬁfiginal

complaint to the police, if an offence did not occur then who is

really interested in it? All that this figure really represents is a

police workload statistic. If such an “Unfounded" incident means

nothing then ceftainly néither Statistics Canada, government

agencies, nor the professional or academic community should be

concerned with any loss of information. Uniform Crime Repprting

seems to be one of the few areas of government statistics that “

attempts’to measure nothing. The attention of all agencies should be |

on thé crime that does occur. .
It would appear that no one is concerned about crime

that did not happen i.e. "Reported” crime. The exception to

this would be the police community who would Vio]ent]y oppose

&

such a radical so]ugjon. They would be deprived of their key
resourcing tool. Certainly, their argument for the retention of
existing rules would be a difficult obstacle hindering the
proposed change.- . -

To abolish measures of “Reported" crime will not,
fortunately, deprive police management of an indicator of
workloads. If police agenc}es utilized “Actual" c¢rime in the
calculation of manpower requirements an almosﬁ identical picture
will emerge. "Reported” Criminal Code incidents in RCMP |
Jurisdictions in Alberta were correlated (by means of a Pearson

+~coefficient of corre]atiqn) with all "Actual™ incidents for the
entire calendar year of 1979. A resultant correlation of .99

was obtained. Therefore, if all RCMP Detachments were listed
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according to perceived resource requiremeﬁts on the basis of
"Reportedf crime, this list would be virtually identsical to the one
that would be obtained if the less easily manipulated indicator of
"Actual" crime was used. It could perhaps be hypothesized that a
perfect correlation did noP emerge because of inconsistencies in the

“Unfounding" of offences.

It should be mentioned at this point that many people

have the impression that clearance rates used by the police are

calculated by dividing the offences which are cleared, by the number
of offences reported in that category and converted to a percentage.

This concept of how this calculation is performed is entirely false.

Clearance rates are calculated by dividing offences cleared by actual
~offences and then converting to a percentage. Clearly it would make
absolutely no sense to cémpute this important indicator in any other
way. Accordingly no argument for the retention of reported crime
could be correctly premised on the notion that to abolish "Reported"
crime would be to disrupt traditional methods of performing this
calculation. —

In summation then, the abolition of "Reported"
crime wou]d-do absolutely no perceived disservice to any user.
Clearly, uniformity and simplification in the recording of crime
statistically would be the result.

-

H. Paragraph 3.7

According to this edict, "Do not score as offences
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(1) alarms which have been accidentally set off through carelessness
g; mechanical failure, (2) complaints of persons acting in a
suspicious manner, and (3) routine preventative police searches of
vehicles, vessels or premises for contraband, liquor, etc."

The above instruction seems to be extremely
(straightforward. Based on this rule, Coding Example #8 was
formulated. This exercise describes a situation in which a peace
officer on a ;outine patrol notices that a burglar alarm located on
the exterior of the local bank is ringing. Subsequent investigation
revealed the alarm had been activated by a power surge and that no
robbery had taken place. As has been mentioned, it was hypothesized
that those coding situations that required an appeal to a clear
coding rule should result in greater.consistency of coding results
than those based on more difficult areas of the Manual.

The results of this coding exercise are illustrated in
Appendix L. Of the 20 respondents to this question, 18 of them
(90%) -indicated that they would not code this incident. 1"is ijs
a high rate of consistency. A1l of those so indicating cited
Paragraph 3.7 as the single best authority for their particule-
deéision. Two of the respondents indicated that they would code
this incihent. As can be seen from Appendix L, both the |
authority paragraphs used and the UCR classification differ with
these respondents.

Coding example #2 was developed to ascertain whether

the manner in which a false bank alarm comes to the attention of



114

the police has any bearing upon coding decisions. This coding
exercise suggested that during banking business hours a telephone
call was received at the police station from an alarm company
indicating that a bank alarm was indicated at the local bank. Upon
investigating it was learned that the alarm had been.set off
accfdenta]]y. Hence, in this paradius the esseﬁtial difference is
that instead of the police coming across the false bank alarm, the
complaint is received by them from a third party - in this case the
alarm ﬁompany. By changing the original circumstances slightly, a
difference does emerge with respect to the proportion that coded this
incident (albeit not a large difference). By having such a false
bank alarm reported to the police by a third parfy some 25% (5
respondents) indicated they would code this incident. This compares
with 10% in the preceding circumstances. Of the 15 indicating that
they would not code this, 12 used Paragraph 3.7 (quoted above) as
their authority with the remainder using various authorities. It is
interesting to note that 1 respondent indicated that this situation
would be classified as 018 (Total Robbéry - which is simply the total
line for Robbery offences and hence completely inappropriate) while 1
other respondent suggested the proper classification was UCR coce ¢21
(Other Robbery). Apbendix M illustrates the results of this
quesfionnaire coding exercise.

‘ In summation then, in the case of 3rd party
involvement, 5 respondents indicated that they would code this
incident while in the case of a policeman responding to this,

only 2 respondents coded same. Hence, by changing the
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circumstances to alter the manner in which a false bank alarm is
reported to the police, a difference emerges with respect to the
number of respondents coding this incident. Accordingly, the

following recommendation seems appropriate:

RECOMMENDATION #6: Paragraph 3.7 should be amended

to include wording to the effect that "alarms which

have been accidentally set off through carelessness or

mechanical failure are not to be coded on UCR

regardless of the manner in which they become known to

the éolice".

This recommendation, of course, assumes that it is
Statistics Canada's contention that they do not want any bank
alarms coded. Certainly if a decision was made that in cases
where a third party report of a bank alarm (which subsequently
turns out to be false) should be coded then of course the

appropriate change should be made to Paragraph 3.7.

I. Multiple Offences

Paragraph 3.11: "MULTIPLE OFFENCES" - Where several

offences occur in one incident, score the most serious offence. The
most serious offence is defined as:

(a) the most serious one as measured by the maximum penalty

allowed by law;

(b) the offence which is considered the most serious by the

police when the penalties are the same;

(c) if you cannot classify by (a) ggr(b) use the offence
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which appears first in the offence classifications."

Paragraph 3.12:

(a) "An example of the use of the mu]tip]e_offence rule
would be a circumstance where a peace officer at the scene of two men
céusing a disturbance attempts to break up the disturbance and is
attacked by one of the participants. Only the assault on po]ice, item
015 should be reported. Or in an incident where several privately
owned motor vehicles parked in one block are afT sprayed with what
appeared to be paint from the same spray can, only one offence of
wilful damage, item 071 should be reported.

(b) An examb]e of several separate incidents would involve
a fraudulent cheque passer committing a series of offences at
different stores in a:shipping centre on the same day. Each separate
offence should be reported."

Perhaps none of the scoring rules in the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual are as contentious as is this particular rule.

Further, it is one of the most confusing.AThe original reason for the
inclusion of this rule is not clear. It is suspected that it was
incorporated from the UCR system in the United States and presumably
was designed to prevent police agencies from inflating their
statistics (although this is mere specu]afion). By utilizing this
rule police agencies would not be allowed to inflate their
statistical picture by coding each offence encountered and presumably
this would standardize coding ‘across Canada. For this reason, the
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police Uniform Crime Reporting

Sub-Committee is apxious that it be retained for use in the Canadian
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system.
As was indicated in the first chapter of this thesis, efforts
\{3 substantiate the veracity of ériminal data or "official counts of
crime" (Nettler, 1978) have traditionally come from comparing
statistical data gleaned from contributing agencies to such things as
self-report studies, observations of criminal activity, surveys of
victims, or other measures designed to explore the dimensions of "hidden
«

criminality". Traditional research along this line has not considered

one very important point - it js NOT realistic to expect a high,

positive correlation between confessions of criminality and official

statistics when clearly the police department may not be permitted by

virtue of this multiple offence rule to score offences even if they are

aware of them.

It is understandable that this rule receives very poor
acceptance among the police community - i.e. at the working level of
these agencies. Multiple offence situations can involve a tremendous
expenditure of resources.(3) Police agencies, as has been
mentioned repeatedly throughout this thesis, are in keen competition
for manpower. The allocation of resources is generally controlled
centrally within these agencies and is distributed (ideally) on the
basis of need. Police detachments or precincts, therefore, are
extremely concerned that they get "credit" for the work being done.
In the case of an agency relying on an index of reported crime, this
index will take into consideration only the host serious crime with
no awareness of any remaining offences. |

According to Paragraph (vi) of the UCR Manual (page 18),

“The editing, compilation and publicatign of the data by Statistics

Canada are he]hfu] to police administrators, persons engaged in law



enforcement, administration of Justice, and others interested in the
interpretation of crime trends at national, provincial, and municipal
levels." Further, (vii) "Statistics as a management device for police
administrators can be useful to delineate the nature, extent, and
seriousness of the crime and traffic problems facing the department,
pinpointing these problems in time and place to provide the
information required for the proper allocation of manpower ., "

It is apparent, then, that Statistics Canada feels UCR data
has important uses for a variety of important decision-making bodies.
The unfortunéte thing is, however, that decisidn-maker§ anq policy
planners are required (by virtue of this prohfbitive rule) to make
their decisions and plans on the best available statistical
information. The multiple offence rule prohibits them from having at

their disposal éll information which is known to the police.

Planning studies are undertaken and important decisions made on the
basis of criminal data which has been edited.

According to Statistics Canada Crime and traffic

enforcement statisfics : 1978 (Catalogue 85-205:12), "Because the

Toronto Metropolitan Police Force does not apply the multiple offence
rule when reporting crime, data comparisons between the Toronto
Metropolitan Police Force and other police forces could be
misleading." For reasons not made explicit, one of the largest police
agencies in Canada has been submitting criminal data to Statistics
Canada (for an unspecified period of time) :hich has nbt been made

subject to such a multiple offence rule - a sad commentary on the

uniformity of crime stafistics in this country. At least, on this
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occasion, the user-community has been warned of this inconsistency by
Statistics Canada.

On the basis of the foregoing discussion one would have to
be impressed with the significance of the multiple offence rule. It
must play an integral and vital role in the uniformity of coding and
offence reporting. If it didn't then why would the CACP UCR
sub-committee be so insistent that it be used? Why would the police
community feel they Qefe not getting “credit" for work being done?
Obviously, it is felt this rule plays a significant role in the
uniformity of crime reporting in this Country.

In the pages that follow an effort will be made to
demonstrate that traditional arguments used for the retention of the-
multiple offence rule have little merit.

In the Methodology portion of this thesis it was pointed
out that a series of audits were conducted of RCMP fi]es}throughout‘
the Province. During the course of ;onducting these audits, specific
attention was paid to the freguencx'of offence situations which would
require the invocation of the multiple offence rule. This obviously
required that all of the narrative provided about the offence had to
be thoroughly read. Out of the sample 1,058 files examined, only 10

investigations were of a multiple offence variety i.e. that could be

classified as involving situations where several offences occurred in
1 incident! 1In other words, .94% of all occurrences in the sample
depicted a multiple offence situation. Of these 10 investigations, a
total of 27 sebarate offences were noted. It shquld be reiterated at
this point that the sample was drawn from Criminal Code categories

and did not include traffic matters. There is no doubt that the
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frequency of multiple offence situations would have beenvhfgher
(because of the volume of combined offences of impaired driving and
refusing the breathalyzer) ﬁad traffic categories been utilized.

Typical circumstances of these multiple offence situations
were as follows:

(1) A youth was intoxicated in a public place led a
knife on a clerk in a store and assaulted him.

(2) An individual was arrested for impaired drivi 1. He was
returned to the police station wherevhe,refused to comply with -
demand to take a breath test. He then tipped over the breathalyzer
resulting in his being charged with Obstruction.

(3) A female was dragged into some bushes and raped. She
was later kidnabped.

(4) RCMP members responded to a disturbance. When they
arrived an individual was arrested but duriné the course of effecting
this arrest he was charged with resiéting arrest and a second person
(a friend) was charged with obstruction. During the coursé of the
1nvé§tigation two other people were found to be responsible for some
damage caused during this disturbance. Une of these individuals.was
responsible for extricating his friend from lawful RCMP custody and
was accordingly charged. In tdtal, 6 criminal charges were preferred
against 4.peop1e.

The last example was a rare situation in terms of
complexity compared to other multiple offence situations. The
average number of occurrences per multiple offence situation was
2.7.

On the basis of this information it follows that both



Statistics Canada and the CACP have grossly exaggerated the
importance of the Multiple Offence Rule. Admittedly, only Criminal
Code (non-traffic) files were used. Had traffic files been examined
the incidence of multiple offence situations may havé been slightly
higher because of the numbers of offences involving both impaired
driving and refusing the breathalyzer. In terms of Provincial Statute
and Federal Statute infractions, however, there is no reason to

suspect the frequency of these s1tuat1ons\1s any greater than in the

Criminal Code (non-traffic) areas.

Given the insignificant numbers of multiple offence

ngnsituations why have those involved in Uniform Crime Reporting been

]

ﬁ‘ufso adamant in terms of its use? One . can only speculate. Given the

reluctance on the part of the police community to accept the use of
this rule, its retention could not be justified on the sole basis of
the statistical probability of its use. Certainly there has been
little research of this sort undertaken in an effort to identify just
how often these occcurrences arise.

Another factor which must be considered is that scoring
rules are formulated and modified by people who are removed from the
day to day operational demands of pglité personnel. These individuals
are not (and cannot) be expected to be well acquainted with the

intricacies of crime recording. They generally have support -people to

Took after matters such as UCR. Their obvious concern must be that they

not jeopardize historical statistical data - data they mﬁst use in their

day to day operational decisions.
Since the police community, Statistics Canada, the media,

etc., use Criminal Code categories as an indicator of crime in

4
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society, little seems to be served by the retention of the multiple
offence rule. Indeed, if less than li of occurrences fall within the
parameters of this rule, little effect would be felt if its use was
abolished entirely. In short, there should be no serious disruption
of data but certainly, greater consistency and uniformity would
ensue.

It was mentioned earlier that decision-makers must use data
which is constrained by the multiple offence‘ru1e; Sinqe less than 1%
of the incidents fall into this category, tﬁere are few crimes they
will be denied statistical access to. No contradiction exists
between the fact that policy makers are being denied access to
criminal statistics and the fact théf only a very small proportion of
offences are unknown to them by virtue of this rule. The point being
made is that these people deserve to be in possession of all
information respecting crime. While the amount of information being
lTost to them is not great it is still important. Further, as
mentioned, the—freguency of this type of situation may well be
greater in those categories which include Criminal Code traffic.i h

l. Coding Exercise #1

Coding exercise #1 was formulated £o depict an example of a
multiple offence situation but one that was not the sahe as the
example provided in Paragraph 3.12 of the UCR Manual.This example
describes a situation in which a disturbance has occurred in the
lobby -of the local hotel. Twe uiales are arrested for fighting. The
desk clerk informs the police that during the course of the
disturbance two females ripped a pay phone off the wall. The women

are also arrested but put up considerable resistance. This exercise
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provides an excellent example of what was referred to in the
Introduction to this Chapter wherein the citation of numerous
authority paragraphs was discussed. Of the 20 respondents completing
this exercise, a total of 34 authorities were used - virtually all of
which differed. This effectively renderé a coherent and meaningful
discussion of this aspect of the survey results nearly impossible. ‘ I
Accordingly, this brief analysis will center on (1) the specific UCR )
classifications used in coding this incident and (2) the number of |
offences coded by ihe respondents. (The results of this are e
presented in Appendix N.)
The following UCR classifications were used by the
respondents to this question: (4)
16 used 063 (Disturb the Peace) \&
7 used 073 (Other Criminal Code) ;
> used 071 (Wilful Damage - Private)
4 used 072" (Wilful Damage - Public)
3 used 068 (Obstruct public peace officer)
2 used 017 (Other Assaults)
2 used 015 (Assault Police)
1 used 059 (Other Criminal ¢ode - Total)
This.coding example was ca]chated to be fairly specific
during its’formu]ation stage. The respondents were told that both men ' «
were charged with causing a disturbance while the two females were

charged with both wilful damage and resisting arrest. With one

ot -t e

exception, the variety of UCR classifications used is. astounding. The

%
B

exception here relates to the offence of wilful damage i.e. the

females ripping a pay phone off the wall. The responses indicate a

»
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virtual split in classification choices between wilfyl damage private
and wilful damage public. Obviously the respondents were unable to
decide if such a phone WS private property (i.e. belonging to the
hotel) or if it was public property. In order to assess the propriety
of these cla551f1cat1ons, the UCR Manual was consulted., According to
Paragraph 4.75, "Wilfy] Damage Private - s, 387 CC., 388 c.c.
(Include Mischief) Code 071", Paragraph 4.76 on the other hand
ini;cates "Wilful Damage Pub]ic - s. 387 C.C., 388 C.cC. (Include
Mischief). Code 072." Clearly, thfa nanual does not assist the coder
to any extent at all in understanding (for statistical purposes) the
difference between damage to personal property versus pr1vate
property and the Criminal Code does not make any such distinction.
Conceivably this lack of direction will have serious implications for
other coding decisions involving damage to property such a§ schools,
government and public buildings, office structures, and so forth.
Paragraph 4.14 of the Manual provides a clear authority in
beallng with cases of resisting arrest. This rule states that
'Assau]t - Police Officer s. 246(2)(a) C.C. - Code 015, (To be all-
inclusive" regardless of degree, i.e. wound, bodily harm; assault and
resist arrest)," On the basis of this‘authdrity, then, clasaification
code 015 should have been used by any respondent cdding this
particular offence. It can e observed that on]y 2 respondents used
this c]ass1f1cat1on. It is interesting that of the numerous "
authorities cited by the respondents_gggg of them used Paragraph 4.14 -
even the two who dfd use classification code 015. It is clear that the
majority of the respondents used such c1a551f1c3t1ons as 073 (Other

Criminal Code); 068 (Obstruct public peace officer); 017 (Other

2,




— et e g L L

# ' 125

Assaults) and finally 059 (Other Criminal Code Total).
This latter response invites specific comment.
Classification code 059 is a "Total Line", i.e. it represents the

summation only of specific offences recorded in the various detail

lines immediately below it. Offences are not to be coded fo any
"Total Line".

Apart from clear differences in the classifications used,
substantial differences also exist in the humber of offences coded.
As has been indicated, thi? coding example was formulated as a
multiple offence situation in accordance with Paragraph 3.11. It was
felt that by placing the words "You interview the desk clerk who

advises that during the course of this disturbance....” that this

3
would impress upon the respondents that only 1 larger disturbance had )

taken place. The number of offences coded can fherefore be summarized \
as follows:

Three respondents (15%) coded only 1 offence. These would
be the individuals who did perceive this to be a multiple offence
situation. There was no agreement, however, on which offence would

~

represent the most serious in accordance with Paragraph 3.11.;9ne

respondent felt that 068 (Obstruct public peacehpfficer) was the most
serious. Another felt 017 (Other Assaults) was the most serious
offence while the third felt 063 (Disturb the Peace) was the most
serious. None of the respondents coding only 1 offence scored this-
incident to 015 (Assault Police) which would be consistent with
Paragraph 4.14 quoted above.

Ten of the respondents (50%) coded two iﬁcidents. Two each

utilized classification codes 063 and 015, 063-071; and 063-068. The T
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4
remaining respondents coding two offences used classification codes

063-059; 063-073; 063-01/; and 063-072.

The remainder of the respondents (7 or 35%) coded 3
offences. Of these, 3 utilized codes 063, 072, dnd 073; 2 used 063,
071 and 073; and 1 used 063, 068, and 071 with the remaining
respondent using 073, 072, and 073. (It will be noted that this
individual used classifidation code 073 twice in coding this
incident.)

Even the most superficial exam1nat10n of Appendix N will
reveal that even further alarming d1fferences exist - thijs ie with

respect to the coding sequence. It is imperative that this sequence .

be looked at to determine the specific number of charges that wou]d
have been preferred by the respondents. This detail would certa1n1y
e of 1nterest to any user of criminal statistics.

Those- 3 respondents viewing this situation -as a multiple

offence (15%) only showed a total of 1 "Reported"'offence which is

- not surprising. However, 8 of the respondents {40%) coded 2

"Reported" offences while 6 respondents ( (30%) coded 3 separate
"Reportab]e" offences under the Criminal Code. Of the remaining 3
respondgnts, 1 indicated he wou]d code 4 separate offences while 10%
(or the remaining 2 respondents) would have codéd a@ total of 6
separate offences arising out of this incident.

After reading the above summary and exaﬁining Appendix N,
it goes without saying that there is a shocking difference in the
coding apparent in virtually every area - from the- classification

chosen to the total number of offences that would have been coded.

- While coding exercise #1 is very similar to the Multiple Offence
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example in Parag h 3.12(a) and while it seems to fall within the

definition of a Multiple Offence in Paragraph 3.11, only 3 of the

respondents coded it as such. Of those who did, there was no

agreement as to which was the most serious. .
This léck‘of consistency appears throughout the entire

spectrum of responses to this coding exercise. The reason for this is

quite unclear given efforts to ensure the similarity of this example

with the multiple offence example in the Uniform Crime Reporting

“Manual. It is possible, howgver, that given this smé]] probability of
a multiple offence situatio; occurring, respondents may lack
‘experience in the recognition of and the coding of such incidents.
This may also explain some of the diversity found in the coding
resmlts. Given this sma]] probability of a multiple offence situation
from the auditing undertaken, and G*ver the diversity with which
respondents coded this'examp]e, it is perhaps most fortunate that
such occurrences do not occur more frequently. To any user of
criminal statistics, the results of this coding exercise will be
extremely disturbing.

As a result of the above discussion and accompanying coding

exercise, the following recommendations must be made:

RECOMMENDATION #7: Greater specificity is required in the

Uniform Crime Reporting Manual with respect to the coding

of offences of wilful damage.

Based on the results of this coding exercise, there seems
to be confusion as to what constitutes an offence of w11ful damage

pr1vate and wilful damage public. The direction given p011ce coders

Vs
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is wholly inadequate since no differentiation is made in the Criminal

Code with respect to such a difference.

RECOMMENDATION #8: Greater specificity is required in

the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual with respect to the

proper coding of resisting arrest.

While Paragraph 4.14 is quite concise in its direction, it
is émazing that none of the respondents utilized it. Most qf those
responding to this coding example apr2-ently scored this 1n:Sdent to
either Other Criminal Code (073) or to Code 068 (Obstruct public
peace officer). It 1§ therefore recommended that if Statistics
Canada wish to collect this information under Code 015 then the
direction in the UCR Manua] for the coding of 073 and 068 should

cross-reference thé user to Paragraph 4.14.

RECOMMENDATION #9: The use of the Multiple Offence Rule

should be abandoned in Canadian crime reporting; It should,

instead be substituted with a rule which requires that

every offence be scored which results in a charge being

preferred.

Pragmatically, it makes very little sense to incorporate a

rule suchias this one for less than 1% of coding incidents. This

rule, as th/Qeen mentioned, is extremely contentious. No doubt

poliéé agencies are unaware of the very low incident of multiple
offence situations byt they would undoubtedly continue to demand
"credit” for all offences that they investigate. Further, it has

been demonstrated that even with the existence of this rule. verv few
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police contributors utilize it. It was shown that the Toronto
Metropolitan Police Force do not. Further, it would appear from the
police sample coding example #1 only 3 of them viewed this as a

multiple offence situation and even then they all chose a different

offence classification as being the most serious.

By formulating the recommendation in this way, it would
limit the possibility of coding all offences which might be a danger
if the rule were to be lifted altogether, Some confidence must exist
with respect to the efficacy of a charge if 3 peace officer is to
take circumstances before a Justice of the Peace or a Magisfrate to
Swear out a charge. Accordingly, it is probably not realistic to ‘
suggest that the investigator or fhe police department will want to
jeopardjze their reputation by léying charges which would serve only

to inflate their statistical picture.

J. Paragraph 3.13

Considerable d;scussion was undertaken concerning the
Multiple Offence Rule. Related to this rule js the one contained in
the above-noted Paragraph. According to 3.13, "Where offences which
are scored on separate forms (Form C & T) become known to the police
at the same time, the most serious offence is to be classifiew on
each form. Offences listed on Form C, Crime Statistics and Form T,
Traffic Enforcement Statistics are scored separgte]y and in
accordance with the multiple offence rule. fhe ﬁost sarious offence
is to be classified on each form e.g. an impaired offender found to
be in possession of a stolen credit card is arrested while driving a
stolen automobile. The theft of the automobile only should be scored

on Form C. Driving while impaired should be scored on Form T."
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This section appears to be quite clear and straightforward.
The difficulty with it, however, is that the relationship between
this section and the multiple offence rule is not clear. The Uniform

Crime Reporting Manual unfortunately does not provide any type of

“hierarchy" of coding rules so that user requirements would be
facilitated. Further, this section is not cross-referenced in any way
with Paragraph.3.11 nor is 3.13 identified as any type of exception
to the more general multiple offence rule. Without these features, a
contradiction in coding rules is the consequence. Paragraph 3.11
indicates that only the most serious offence should be scored in
instances where several offences occur with a common set of
circumstances. A couple of paragraphs later, this manual states jus?x
the opposite i.e. that two offences can be scored albeit on different
UCR Forms. It is thié type of situation that would make the auditing
of UCR files for accuracy impossible.

An effort was\made via coding example #6 to assess the &
extent, if any, of confusion between the provisions of Paragraphs
3.11 and 3.13. This exercise describes d situation in which a vehicle
is followed at a speed in excess of 160 kilometers per hour. The
driver of. the offending vehicle forces several vehicles off the road.
When the vehicle is stopped a loaded revolver is found under the
frqnt séat. Subsequent checks reveal this weapon is not registered.
Further, the vehicle being operated in this case has been stolen. It
was originally hypothesized that if an appea]\was made to Paragraph
3.11 then only one offence in total would be recorded statistically. On

the other hand, if authority paragraph 3.13 was used, then the most

serious offence would be coded on each of Form Cand T.




As mentioned in the Introduction to this Chapter, in most
cases rather than a single best authority being provided by the
respondent, many were given. Wh°  in most ns this does not
constitute an insurmountable prudole.. -~ th. summar n and
tabulation of the survey results, this 1s parti.. rly unfortunate in
the case of this coding example. This methodological difficulty will
severely limit any summarization of this data.

From an examination of Append1x 0, it appears as though
only 1 Respondent (5%) appealed to authority Paragraph 3.11 and coded
only 1 incident. In this case, the Possession of Stolen Property was
scored (041), which is the most serious offence. The largest
majority of those responding (12 or 60%) coded two offences. The
outhority paragraph 3.13 was used by 8 (40%) of the respondents,
hoﬁgyer, as will become apparent from an examination of the noted
Appendix, this authority was often used in conjunction with Paragraph
3.11. Only an inference can be made that Paragraph 3.13 constituted
the best autnority. It is interesting to note that 3 respondents
(15%) used authority paragraph 3.11 (Multiple offenoe rule) with no

mention of Paragraph 3.13 and still coded 2 offences. f

It would be extremely risky to comment much further on this
coding situation given the importance to this particular example of
specifying a single authority paragraph. It is possible, however, to
summarize the proportion of respondents coding given volumes of
offences. As mentioned, only 1 respondent coded a‘sdngle offence. A
further 12 (60%) respondents coded two offences with substantial
d1fferences in them. For example, 7 respondents (35%) coded the

offence of Stolen Property (041) on the Form C and Code 113
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(Dangerous Driving) on the Form T. Four pther respondents coding 2
offences used the following c]assificapions: ’ y Hj | g
1 used 041 and 114 (Dangerous Driving - Provincial Statute) ;
1 used 057 (Restricted Weapons)and 114 A ;
1 used 057 and 116 (Impaired Driving) - :S
1 used 027 (Theft of an Automobile) and 113 (Dangerous é

Driving)

Finally, 7 (35%) of the respor~ents coded 3 offences which
is contrary to both Paragraph 3.11 an’ he "'CR classificatipns
used are the same as the ones above i.e. 041, 057, 027, and 113.

This represents a very mixed set of responses to either
summarize, draw inferenges from, or on whicﬁ to make recommendations.
[t does seem clear, however, that tremendouslconfusion exists with
respect to the uSé of Paragraph 3.13. It is most difficult to assess
whether the problem lies in the Manual itself, with the particular
authority paragraph, or, indeed with the apparent lack of fami]iafity

on the part of the police coder. with the Uniform Crime Reporting

Manual. The diverse results obtained should not preclude the

~ formulation, however; of the following recommendation:

RECOMMENDATION #10: A hierarchy of‘coding rules is

required in order to alleviate the contradiction that

presently exists between Paragraphs 3.11 and 3.13 of

the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual.

Even if Paragraph 3.13 could be identified (Nin the
explanation that is provided in 3.11) as being an exceptional

situatiog the user community would be in a much better position to
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both understand and ensure compliance with existing rules of scoring.

K. Coding exercises based on no clear authorities

1. Conspiracy

The incident depicted in coding example #5 was based on an -
offence which occurred in the Province of Alberta in 1979. It
de{tribes & situation in which two male adults are attempting to have
a Gh§iness,pgrtner murdered. Subsequently they are charged with
conspiraéy to commit murder. For purposes of this example, hdwever,
the circumsténces have been altered slightly.

As a result of this intident, the problem surfaced that the
UCR Manual contained no specific instguctidns on how the Criminal 'gi
Code offence of "Conspiracy" was‘to be codég; i.e. to which
classification. According to Paragraph 4.77 of the Manual, "Other
Criminal Code offences.” Code 073. Include all other offences under
the Criminal Code that are not specified in offence listing, eicept
traffic offences." The list provided does not mention conspiracies
therefore it woq]d seem that the appropriate classification would be
under UCR code 073 - Other Criminal Code.

.« Statistics Canada was subsequently quéf%ed and their
advice sought respecting the proper coding. It Was indicated verbally
that the offence of conspiracy was to be scored in accordance with
the rule for "Attempted" offences.‘That is, Paragraph 374 states
"Column 2 - 'Reported or Known to Po]ice} ( include unfounded
offences) Subject to the fo]]owing‘fules score: (1) Offences, (2)
Alleged offences, and (3) Attempted offences. These offences are to °

t
be reported in the month they become known to the police....” In
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other words, an attempted break and enter would be coded as a break
and enter or an attempted rape would be coded as a rape, and so
forth. It is not known if this advice has ever become an offjcialw
Statistics Canada policy since no written direction was ever
forwarded to the police community in this ihstance. Without the
benefit of Stétistics Canada verbal advice, the appropriate
classification code would be 073. With the benefit of their verbal
opinion, however, the proper classification would be 006 - Attempted
Murder. When it comes time to undertake an interpretation of criminal
data the possession of this verbal opinion would make a subst
difference.

In terms of the responses to this example (which are
summarized in Appendix P), 12 respondents (60%) coded this incident
to classification 073 - Other Criminal Code Offences. Of this group,
'S cited Paragraph 4.77 (qupted above) as.the single best authority
~while 4 indicated that the}icou]d not find any authority. Two other
respondents used different authorities to arrive at this coding
decision while a lone respondent indicated that he woul nc attempt
to code this situation. This was the only coding examrle
individual did not attempt. Classification Code Quo - ctempted
Murder. was used by 7 of the respondents (35%). Various
authorities were uti]jzed in this coding decision. Clearly, a
dichotomy exists in the way respondents coded this incident.

Two of the respondents used Paragraph 3.10(a) as their
single best authority This states that "Offences are scored either
by V%étim or by incident i.e. (a) Offenceé against the person e.g.

homicide, sexual offences, assaults, etc. (offence classification
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codes 001-017) and kidnapping (offence classification code 066) -
COUNT ONE OFFENCE FOR EACH VICTIM. e.g. Where one person murders
three persons, count three murders; however, where three persons
murder one person, count one murder." ‘

The foregoing is a very general rule but does hot, of
course, provide specific direction as to how a conspiracy should be
coded. Additionally, while there is not a large volume of conspiracies
“to commit murder, the merit of placing such incidents into a category
with offences of Attempted murder (i.e. where an overt act was committed
with serious injury to a victim) seems inappropriate and intuitively
wrong. |

Two resporn -5 ysed Paragraph 4.6 as their authority for
classifying this * den , 006. This particular paragraph simply
describes and provides an authority for the cod{ng of Attempted
Murder but there is no mention whatsoever of an offence of
conspiracy. Addikionally, one of these respondents coded 2
offences with‘2 people charged.

It is interesting to note that two respondents to this
question used the Tdenticals authority (Paragraph 3.23) but coded this
incident to two different classifications (073 and 006). This
Paragraph suggests that "When scoring offences 'cleared by charge',
it will be helpful to remember: |

(1) a number of offences may be 'cleared by charge’ when

only ONE PERSON is charged; |
(2) SEVERAL PERSONS may be charged with one offence."

While this Paragraph is certainly appropriate to the coding example

under discdssion it is hardly the most specific as is evidenced by
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the two different classifications resulting from its use.

[t is clear that respondents to this question are divided
in the offence classification they used. Additionally, some 6
respondents (30%) either did not code this incident or coded it to
the classification they felt appropriate simply on the basis of
intuition. It seems only reasonable therefore to infer from this that
the lack of an existent clear instruction on conspiracies may be a
contributing factor to thlS lack of certainty.

As a result of the foregoing discussion, the following

recommendation is made:

RECOMMENDATION #11: Specific instructions should be

incorporated into the UCR Manual respecting the proper

offence classification to be used in the case of an

offence of conspiracy.

Conspiracy to commit murder is only one of several types of — ~

conspiracy referred to in the Criminal Code of Canada. It is contrary

to criminal law to conspire to commit any indictable offence, to
induce a woman into committing adultery,- to import narcotics, and so
forth. While the offence of conspiracy to commit murder is regarded
as very serious under the law, one should not take too narrow an
approach to this issue. That is, it seems desirable to find an
equitable solution as to how!gll offences of conspiracy should be
coded .an&y not just conspiracy to commit murder. Because of the
tremendously broad scope of this offence, an additional suggestion is

herewith being made:
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RECOMMENDATION #12: A careful examination is required to

assess the efficacy of incorporating & special detail line

Jnder each appropriate offence classification for the

purpose of measuring offences of conspiracy.

Implicit in this }ecommendation is the suggestion that from
a methodological perspective some idea must fifst ?e obtained with
respect to the volume of such offences. At the preﬁent time there is
.simply no way of knowing this information since, as has been shown,
respondents are divided on how to/classify tﬁis offence. If existing
rules of scoring were to be fbllowed then such offences would be ;
placed in the "Other Criminal Code - 073" category and it would be
impossible to identify them among all the other offences also éoded
here. Certainly for only a few offences nationally the merit of this
recommendation would be reduced; but on the other hand, many offence | :5;
cétegories (such as drugs) would Tikely have a substantial number of 5;
such inéidents. Before any iptel]igent decisions cduld be made one

way or the other some idea is first required as to the specific

volumes involved. - <

&
S
.

2. "Buys of Opportunity"

The above expression is used to signify purchases of
narcotfcs by an undercover policeman "when the opportunity arises".
That is, it may be suspected that narcotics are being sold out of é
particular residence. An undercover policeman will subsequently
present himself at the dbor to determine if he can purchase drugs.
This particular‘operational requirement represents a great deal of |
difficulty iﬁ the coding of narcotic offences - difficulties that

have definite implications for the eventual use of published criminal
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statistics. . .

According to the Uniform Crime Reportind{;anua1, each

individual purchase of a marcotic would constituJ; a separate and
distinct operation. According to Paragraph 3.9 of this Manual,
#Offencés not directly occurring in a single incident should be
counted separately". In order to be consistent with this rule each
individual purchase of a narcotic should be counted and scored if
these purchases occurred on different times and days.

Difficulty is encountered in the coding of these incidents,
however, since a decision is usually made to proceed 'with only 1 such
purchase fdr court purposes while the other "buys" are used to :
corroborate the incident that is processed in the coqrté. Th@;
efficacy of the scoring rules in a case like this has been challenged
by the poli:+ community with the major concerﬁ being that there may
be an unconscious effort on the part of police personnel to “run-up"
the statistical appearance of their unit. That is, more "buys of
opportunity" may be made than are necesséry for this corroboration
simply to reflect a mqre "desirable" sfatistical picture. This would
have serious implications for resourcing réquirements.

With knowledge as to the anomilous nature of this
procedure in terms of statistical coding, scoring example #9 was
formulated. This example describes a situatioﬁfin which an undercover
policeman purchases narcotics from a known drug‘dealer. Two separate
purchases were made but the police charge this individual with only 1
offence of trafficking in cannabis. The results are illustrated in
Appendix Q. Based on this data it appears as thOUQh confusion does

‘éi?Etnip the coding of such incidents. It may be that the UCR rules
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are confusing to toders in that according to the rules governing
“Property" offences, each offence should be coded 7f different times
and places are involved. On the other hand, many of those coding
this incident seemed to‘ihterpret this as being a Mu]ti;le Offence
situatipn. Of the respondents to this question, 10 (50%) coded 3
affences while the remainder only coded 1 offence. The specific
manner in which these offences were scored, however, does differ.
All of the respondents used the same classification code (088) with
the exception of 2 who indicated code 084 (Trafficking in Other
Drugs) as being proper. Why this particular classification was used
is not clear since 088 (Trafficking in Cannabis) is certainly the
most specific. |

This error in classification can easily be overlooked as

some type of recording error. Before this assumption is made,

~ however, some consideration should be given to an additional possible

explanation. In some years the RCMP has used a "weighting" mechanism
in assessing crime for resourcing purposes. This system is }ather
simple and-consists of mu]tiplyfng the number of total offences in
given categories by an assigned weight; For example; the total
homicides in a*year might be multiplied by 9, the total liquor 0
infractions by 1, and so forth. The lower the UCR c]assification,
the higher the point value assigned reflect1ng the add1t10nal work
time required on more serious offences. A total "weIghted" index. is
arrived at which was then divided by the available manpower-. Theﬁg
figures were then rank-ordered in a l1st with the Detachments
appearing near the top beind accorded pr1ortty

vis~a-vﬁs manpower requirements.

'd
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As a result, there may be a tendency for errors in
reporting to be consistently made in Jower UCR c]assifigations i.e.
in categories which will be multiplied by a larger figure in an
veffort to secure additional resources. No suggestion can, of course,
be made that this is what is being witnessed here.

Great differences also exist in the way in which
respondents cleared offences - either "by charge" or "otherwise" an-
the manner in which "persons charged” data was handled. It is
interesting to note that while the coding example specifiéa]]y stated
that the female charged was juvenile, some 25% of the respondents (5)'
coded this™ information under the "Adult-female" category. .

On the basis of the detail in Appendix Q, a perfect
dichotomy exists in the manner in which respondents handled this
coding example statistically. In order to‘facilitate uniformity and

"consistency in this regard the following recommendation is réquired:
v ) ‘

RECOMMENDATION # 13: Specific instructions are required

in the coding manual with respect to the proper procedure

to be followed when statistically recording "buys of

opportunity.”

The Manual seems clear in its application to "buys of
opportunity” i.e. if an offence occurs at different times and places,
each offence shou]d be coded. On the other hand the respondents to
the qUestionnaire were divided in their appréach. A brief paragraph
should be added to the Manual which states that "buys of opportunity"
'should be treated no differently than any other property offenée'in éi.

terms of coding. s
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L. Adjustments to Returns

Paragraph 3.2 of the Manual indicates that “The original
offenceustands even though the offender is subsequently charged with
or convicted of a lesser offence". On the other hand, "aragraph 8.6
suggests that "In cases where the police uncover further evidence in
connection with an offence which has been previously classified,
scored and reported to Statistics Canada iﬁ a less serious
classification the following will apply:

Where the evidence supports a change in classification, the
offence énd persons charged data are to be deleted from the original
classification and scored in the more serious one. (Always report the
most serious offence.)"

In brief then what these two rules dictate is that if a
chagge is reduced in court, the original scoring remains. On the
other Band, if a charge is increased then the original entry must be
deleted and replaced by the more serious.

These two rules when placed together seem to be quite
clear. It was originally hypothesized, however, that by Virtue of
their placement in the Manual (i.e. at complete opposite ends)
sone cdnfusion may result.

In an effort to assess the degree of confusion, if any,

o nyg example #11 was formulated. In this example, an individual has
been injured in a fight in the tavern. The:berpetrator is taken into
custody and is charged with Assault Occasioning Bodi]y Harm. A few
weeks later (after the originai U.C.R. data has been reported to

Statistics Canada) the victim of this assault dies. The results are
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presented in Appendix R. Unfortunate]y,_the physical < -ucture of the
questionnaire itself did not facilitate any categorical assessment of
the level of understanding on the part of the police coders. The
format of the first'ten coding exercises was identical. A narrative
description was provided at the top of each page while the bottom
contained a portion‘of Form C and 7. No narrative was required of
the cod;r except for the entry of the appropriate detail.

In the case of example 11, however, to properly assess the
coders' understanding of the requirements, a brief explanation would
have been required. Thi3 complication was anticipated at the outset.
However, it was thought to be most desirable to retain a consistent
format with all the questions, but in the case of the final one,
additional care would be required in the interpretation of the
results. This fiaal exercise, for example, would héve required a
blank "Adjustment" Form at the bottom of the éxercise similar to the
Form T"and C. Additionally, a Homicide Return would also have been
required in this instance. As in the case of the Adjustment Form,
this was s;mply not»included in order that consistency of format be
maintained: To do so would ultimately have injected bias into the
exercise in any event.

The above comments do not entirely preclude an assessment
of the degree of confusion that may exist due possibly to the
placement of these two sections. An examination of Appendix R
reveals that 12 respondents (60%) would have coded this incident
(after the individual died) ﬁs\éf;ssification 004 - Manslaughter and

they cited as their authority Paragraph 8.6 which is quoted above.

This is entirely consistent with the UCR Manual. None of the

«
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respondents cited Paragraph 3.2. While in geveral instances the
specific authority for the decision differed, all but two of the
respondents provided an identical coding sequénce and classified it
the same (i.e. to MansTaughter). Two exceptions have been.noted.
One respondent coded this incident to classification 003 - Second
Degree Murder. The authority for this was cited as Paragraph 2.41

which does not exist. The other respondent provided insufficient

detail to interpret what he had done.

By virtue of the placement of these parad;aphs, no
particular confusion is épbarent. It isAknown however that the RCMP
have issued an internal policy to draw ﬁo the attention of their
coders the 1llogicai placement of these two sections.bThis will no
doubt partially explain the conﬁistént results, as will the fact that
this issue is dealt Qith in any internal UCR training exercises
conducted by the RCMP. It seems entirely possible that quite
different responses to question 11 might have been forthcoming had a
different police agency been asked to complete the same coding
exercise. This can only be speculation, however.

Notwithstanding the results obtained, -he follcwing

recommendation will be made:

RECOMMENDATION #14: The Uniform Crime Reporting Manual

should be amended to provide for a more logical placement
b

of Paragraphs 3.2 and 8.6. such that 3.2 follows Paragraph

8.6.

Chapter VIII of the Manual is headed "Adjustment Form".

Comments respecting this Form are contained here. It seems only

»
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lTogical that Paragraph 3.2 be moved into this Chapter resulting in

all the appropriate references being placed together.

M. Control Questions

s. 236 C.C." The authority'$aragraph seems quite clear - code 116

In an effort to gauge the degree of consistency in the
Scoring of sample offences, two coding exercises were formulated
which appeal to what are considered clear and specific instructions
in the UCR Manual. One of these was coding example #8. This example
dealt with a peace officer coming across an alarm at a bank which was
ringing. This exercise was dealt with under Part H. of this Chapte}
which discussed Paragraph 3.7, It was demonstrated at that time that
some 90% of the respondents coded this incident in the same manner.
This represents a very high rate of consistency given results of .

other coding exercises.

The second codingAexample formulated to act as a contro]
question is coding example #7. This example deals with .an 1nd1v1dua1
who is charged after failing the breathalyzer. This is a very common
occurrence at any police detachment or station. According to |
Paragraph 5.15, (Driving while impaired - s. 234. Code 116. Inc]udés

offence of driving with more that 80 mgs. of alcohol in the blood .

should be used to record offences under both Section 234 C.cC.

(Impa1red Driving) and Section 236 C. C. (Failing the Breathalyzer)
The resu]ts of coding exercise #7 are shown in Appendix S.

95% of those responding to this question (19 out of 20) coded this

incident the same way and in accordance with the UCR Manual. It

should be noted, however, that t;i/gggg\authority indicated by the
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respondents did differ slightly. The one exception in this cage cited
Paragraph 5.15 as the best authority but then classified this

incident to code 016 - Assault other peace-public 'officer. While it
appears as though this might have been a simple error in transcript{on,
this entry would ultimately have become an erroneous statistic in a much
more serious category if undetected. Clearly a coding consensus to the
extent of 95% is very high - especially given<most of the divergent
results obtainéd to coding exercises based on less clear parts of the
Manual,

s

N. Coding example #3

In this particular coding example, an offence similar to
the previous one is described with the exception that in this case
the offence of failing the breathalyzer is combined with the offence
of refusing the breathalyzer. Paragraph 5.5 of the Manual stipulates
that “MULTIPLE OFFENCES - The multiple offence rule applies only to
offences codes 108 - 118. Report all offences 119 - 122." This
paragraph provides specific instructions as to the required cbding in
situations like that described in this example. That is, when Fhese
two offences are combined then by virtue of this paragraph, only the
most serious offence is to be statistically recorded.

An examination of Appendix T however suggests that this may
not be the case. It becomes clear that 5 (25%) of the respondents
coded both offences despite rather clear instructidns to the
contrary. Further, it is known that the RCMP in Alberta have internal

policy which points out the fact that both offences are not to be

coded - only the impaired driving matter should be scored. Of the

¥




remaining respondents, 11 coded the impaired driving (code 116) as
being the most serious offence while 3 coded the breathalyzer refusal
as being the most serious. One questipnnajre cou]d.hot be interpreted.
The 5 respondents that coded both offences seem to be clearly in error.
Questions must be raised, however, respecting the divergent results that
appear since 11 (55%) coded the impaired driving as the most serious and
15% (3) coded.the refusal. This anomaly seems to require further
examination.

The authority paragraph cited (i.e. 5.5) required the most

serious offence only to be coded. In the case of both impgired

driving and refusing the breathalyzer, both offences are equal in

terms of the penalties attached. Consequently, which offence should
be coded?

According to Paragraph 3.11, "Multipla Offences - Where
several offences occur in one incident, score the most serious
offence. The most serious offence is defined as:

(a) the most serious one as measured by the maximum penaTty
allowed by the law;

(b) the offence which is considered the most serious by the
police when the penalties are the same; )

(¢) if you cannot classify by (a) or (b) use the offence
which appears first in the offence classification."

In this particular coding example, Part (a) above provides
no assistance to the police coder since the penalties are the same.
The coder must then move on to Part (b) which is virtually a “carte
blanche" to him permitting subjectivé éva]uation. By virtue of (b)

part, those 3 (15%) respondents coding just the refusal are just as
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correct as those 11 (55%) who coded only the impaired driving. The
end result, of course, is that what appears in published crime
statistics reflect this subjectivity with local police policies
playing a substantial role in resultant statistics.

It is the opinion of a great many police administrators
that the offences of impaired driving and refusing the breathalyzer
are not a mu]tip]e_offénce situation as defined in Paragraph 3.11
since they happen ai different times and places. The offence of
impaired driving happens on a highway while the refusal occurs at a
police station some time later.(5) Hence, both offences should
properfy be scored.

As a result of the above discussion it is clear that it is
not realistically possible to ascertain with any precision how many
offences of impaired driving were committed in a jurisdiction nor how
many offences of either imbaired driving or refusing the breathalyzer
were cbmmitted. Accurate figures for policy-makers are extremely
important in these categories a. this detail acts as a barometer of
public attitudes. Police departments genera]iy consider the impaired
driving matter to be the most serious and the precipitating incident
hence, the most important to measure. In fact, many police agencies
have iésued policy statements to their membership reflecting this (as
has been done the RCMP in Alberta.)The question that must be posed
then is that if this is tée case why do (1) some respondents still
code two offences; and (26 why do some respondents code offences of
refusing the breathalyzef?

From the above discussion it should become apparent that

confusion exists with respect to not only the coding of these

. et e e—
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incidents but more especially with the true meaning and
interpretation of the resultant statistical information. In the
coding example described here, police personnel are completely free
to code whichever incident they see -fit since to score either is

perfectly conéistent with the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. It is

therefore simply not possible to obtain accurate information
respecting the true voiumes of either offence since the general
public are not privy to what directions police personnel receive by
" way of internal policies. What becomes clear also is that even if
internal policies are known, the coding results apparent in this
example demonstrate the diyersity that is to be found.

The following recommendation must therefore be formulated:

RECOMMENDATION #15: Statistics Canada should forthwith

act to clarify which offence should be coded in instances

where offences of impaired driving and refusing the

breathalyzer are involved.

It is recognized that the problem must really be resolved

by the UCR Sub-Committee of the CACP since they have vested authority

over this Manual. It is also recognized, however, that Statistics
Canada has been given the mandate to effectively manage the UCR
program. ‘Additionally, Paragraph 1.11 suggests that this Federal
-;Government agency "will be pleased to answer your queries at any
‘time;"Since the great majority of police contributors have no access
to the CACP sub-committee it seems only reasonable to suggest that
this Federal Department should act1ve1y pursue this recommendatlon.

Even if a "Newsletter" were to be 1$§ued calling for someth1ng as

s
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simple as a reversal of Part (b) and (c) above, greater clarity would

be afforded published criminal statistics in Canada.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION




GHAPTER VI: CONCLUSION

A. Traditional Research

" ~As has been demonstrated, no paucity exists in the’
.iiterature describing empirical explorations of “reported"‘trime.
Traditional research, unfortunately, has been concerned largely
with thefbroader issues in any discussions of criminal
statistics. A tremendous amount of concern has existed, for
example, about such things as “counting crime-officially",
(Nettler, 1978), and the "dark figure" of crime (Skogan, 1977).
Such traditional research has concluded that the amount of crime
coming to the attention of the police represents only a portion
of the total universe of crime. Others would argue (Cressey,
1957, Wolfgang, 1963) that the damage done to crime reporting by
the “dark" or "hidden" figures is surpassed only by the damage
done to crime reporting by the police not recording all offences
that are actually known to them.
Ferracuti, Hernandez, and Wolfgang (1962) have

identified many factors which serve in a selectjve and .
-unpredictable way to reduce the numbers of offences reported
public agencies, as has McClintock (1970). It has been suggrsted
tﬁat the “dark" and "doubly" dark area of reported crime has
resulted in.researchers not knowing Jjust how representative the
number of offences known tof%%é police is of the total crime
universe. This fact, acéording to Ferracuti,'HernanQez, and
Wolfgang (1962:113) "has been clearly recognized as

one of the major difficulties of scientific research in

151

SRR RPN

3
E
¥

b
K]
B
N




AT DR AR W S gy TR R

criminology."

Ano£;;>\major concern has been with the validity of
criminal statistiés. As has been indicated, social scientists
began td explore alternate techniques to determine the size of
the crime universe thereby assessing the validity of official
data. These alternate avenues consisted of such things as
victimization studies, confessions of criminality and the like.
In commé%cing these studies the assumption was made that if these
different approaches to crime yield basically the same results
~then the more accessible statistics om crime could be more
'confidently employed. It was concluded that "It cannot be gaid
that these optional study methods drastically revise official
talligs, however. Some of these observations épen our eyes to new
forms of criminal edterprise, but'they do not change markedly the
maps of criminal conduct drawn from official statistics....."
(Nettler, 1978:75). Clearly, the statistics submitted on cri&e by
the police community are egﬁremely important - an importance that
is not reflected in the nature of the research that has been
trad1t1ona1ly undertaken.

Several other issues have tended to preoccupy
traditiohaT‘?%§§§rch. For example, much has beeg written about
such things as qualitative measures of crime (as opposed to
" quantitative measures) i.e. the seriousness of crime, and about
criminal “indexes". This latter subject has no relevance to
‘Canad1an UCR as has been pointed Out prev10us]y. It is clear as
lay, (1963) has indicated, that those offences known to the

police constitute the closest ava11able indication of the volume
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of crime and delinquency at the local, provincial, and national
levels. Consistent with their positiOn high up on the crime
t#nne], the police agency deals with more offencés than does any
other law enforcement agency. As the “gate- keepers“ of the
published criminal data their mandate is 1ndebd onerous.

While the observatlons dlscussed above are most
insightful, they serve only to art1cu]ate part of the problem.
Clearly these are serious issues that have been raised - issues
which defy any simpie solution. The coding results depicted in
the previous Chapter must be at least equa]ly’disturb1ng.
Certainly a good deal of crime evades or is not reported by the

poI1ce. What has become equally clear is that of the.crime that

is known to the police a tremendous variation exists (even within

-the Same police agency) as to how crime that is known is

processed stat1st1ca11y. It is both important and interesting to

know how much. crime goes unreported byt surely the scoring ' -
var1at1on/’v1dent in what does become reported is of equal_or

greater importance. Yet this matter has trad1t1o‘ally been

neglected in empirical efforts, Published StatIStICS are

utilized by a vast number of user"a!d form the basfs of

important and necessary dec1sions‘.i Clear]y, the Areceding -2
chapter has identified not only serious om1ss1ons,econstra1nts :
and ]1m1tat1ons respecting the acquisition of cr; nal statistics
in Canada but it also demonstrates serious problem§ with the

Uniform Crime Reporting Manual., i

This thesis has undertaken to examine uniform crime

5 -
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reporting from a substantigdly different and unique perspective.

g J . ) -
Rather than conducting research on the broader issues, a more

basic and focused approach was used. If the coding document

&
»

itself contains inconsistencies or vague areas then these shouidf
be identified and correctdd as a necessary fjrst step in any
research on crime reporting. Subsequent examinations of "the
larger issues will then become more meaningful.

Traditiona] users of criminal statistics have often
attached a meanjng]ess caution to their use of the data. This ;:
caution is worded in different ways in ¢ fferent circumstances
but warns the user about the limitations »f the data. In the
absence of a quantifiable estimate of v5$hance the datilmust be

used as though 1t was completely accurate. Important pragmatic

decisions must be made daily by the user-community in response t&

"

very real issues. Clearly, no better alternative exists. No

amount of rhetorical qualifications respecting data limitations

will diminish either their importancé or their use.

B. Consistency and Accuracy of Coding

.("1

As was mentioned in the Methodology Chaptév of this

N

thes1s, a-series: of "audits" was undertaken at some 13 RCMP

- Detachments throughout Alberta. In all cases the sampling

.ﬁ

: procedures used were 1dent1ca1 'as were the file categor1es R

exam1ned. Based on the actua] perusal of over 1,000 f11es

error rates were calcu]ated. These rates of error ranged from

“6% -.to 66% with the average be1ng 23%. Because of the problems :

identified earlier respecttng'audits, it stands to reason that

TR
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these rates of error must be regarded as approximations. After
each audit, a meeting was held with those responsible for the
coding. If a consensus could be reached that,‘iﬁ fac
particular coding sequences or classifications used were at

variance w1th the UCR. Manua] then the f1]e was considered to have

-~
'

been coded erronepus]y. ’

e variety of responses received to this questionnaire
oy

,wgwld'téﬁdm?o confirm what is apparent from these audits - that a

tremendgqé amount of error and variance is present in the coding
| qffofﬁehce reports. In many cases these errors can be directly

centributed to.an inadequate coding device. Clearly, much error

lTies with the individual coders but the responsibility for many
. -
of the difficulties with the coding of offences lies with the

Manual itself. ‘ ’
If this e r rate in fact dep1cts the overa]l rate of
error for the RCMP in th1s Province, then of some 78,726 reported

'cr1m1na1 code cases reported in Alberta for 1979 (within the

vjurisdiction of that Force) then over, 18,000 Criminal Code
i~ o ‘_,
incidents would have been coded erronéously It is 1mportant to

>

realize that tﬁese errors differ in thelr impact. In some cases

the UCR classifig jon may be wrong while in other cases too few p
or too many offences may havénbeen coded, etc. \

As a consequence of responses to the coding exekcises

together with the results of the audits, a great deal of concern
&
must exist with respect to the accuracy of what is really known ,
.} . I A
*about cr1he. The cod1ng exampYes formulated are common offence '
o

situations in the police world. Given this commonality and the-




fact that tremendous intra-agency variation was found, one can
speculate about the res-onsec< that would have resulted had this ‘
questionnaire been adm- -* -4 to other police departments."fﬁeiﬁé
RCMP is only one enforcement agency in Alberta. In this'Pro*9i§dt-
formal training in UCR has been conducted. In addition, this
department has issued formal, written policy on UCR in an effort

to ensure both accuracy and consistency in coding offeﬁces.

Their trainiﬁg program has been used as a model by other polife
agencies. Clearly, tremendous intra-agency differences still
result. Many police departments conduct no training nor do théy%}
have any formjz; written policies respecting UCR. It seems .

1ikely, therefore, that even greater variation would be found had .

these agencies been asked to participate in this research.

1. Implications L
p Aﬁs

It is often assumed that since the RCMP do not police
- ‘.r' . .
L

the large urban centers of Calgary and Edmontéﬂbthat the
statistical impact of such divergence'in coding results will only
minimally impact crime statistics for the entire Province of
Alberta. As evidenced by Appendix "U", this is far from the case.
For thé years 1962 to 1977 it is abun&antly clear that this
Federal agéncy acting under contract to this Province is
contributing an increasing share of crime statistics to this
Provincié] total. Additionally, Appendix “V" ‘demonstrates that in
1974, the RCMP -policed 41% of the total popu]afion of Alberta.
Conti;uai increases are apparenﬁ\up to 1979 -yincreases baséd on

& ‘
actual census data. This trend was subjected tqjggginear

L .

. .‘w"l
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Tegression technique which reveals d continued increase in the
proport1on of Alberta population which will fall within RCMP
Jurisdictions. Cities like Ft. McMurray, Red Deer, St.Albert and
the hamlet of Sherwood Park (population 30,000) are growing
quickly. Al] of these centers are peliced by the RCMP-, Further,
in recent years the Province of Alberta has established a policy
of de- -centralization. There is no reason to think that this
latter trend will cease. The obvious consequence of this . 15, of

f
course, that more and more influence on Provincial crime ”"

stat1st1és will be felt as a result of RCMP data’ ’ :>f-.;'-

Uniform Crime Reporting typifies what the police
éommunity most despises - additiona] paperwork with no clear and
1mmed1ate advantage in it for either them, then*%&tachment or
the RCMP. Police agencies may feel that they are !!h¥worked and
plagued with paper-work. Uniform Crime Reporting, further may
be viewed as being forced on them by a piece of Federal
Legislation. Few policemen hai@fbeen educated in the many uses to
which the statistica] data are put -apart from the very narrow
uses of which they may be vaguely familiar with at their own
Detachment.

It could perhaps be suggested thét the police
contributor merely requires additional tréihing in order to
jncrease the accurécy or consistency of coding. It woald seem
that this sug§éstion may be ;omewhat more complex than it
abpears. For example, Coding exercise #3 describes a situation in
which the offence of impaired driving is combined with the

L
offence of. refusing the<breatha1y;er. The UCR Manual was ;p o~

criticized Betause (1) it prevents both incidents from being
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coded (by virtue'of the Multiple Offence Rule), and (2) it does
not stipulate which of these offences should be coded. Despite
rather explicit instructions in the Manual that both offences not
be coded, together with internal RCMP policies which-feinforce
this, 25% of the respondents did code both 6ffences. It is also
known that this particular offence combination is dealt with in
internal training exercises ﬁ@}@ by-rthat Force. The most logical
conclusion that can be derived from this is that in many cases
contributors are simply not as familiar with the UCR Manual as
they might be. It is also clear, however, that no amount of

training will properly inform them which of these two offences

should be regarded as the most serious. This difficulty is_

a,

inherent to the coding document and no amount of traihing will
preclﬁﬁe the subjectivity involved in the coding of this offence

combination. : : _ 3.

Despite concerted efforts made by the RCMP in Alberta
to train their personnel in Uniform Crime Reporting, because of
the transfer policies of that agency this training must be

conducted on an on-going basis. Every Detachment commander can

},:have the benefit of a UCR seminar but because personnel are <«

.w:ontinﬁa]]y being transferred to more senior positions, new and
LY -
{nexperience@?(ﬁ%g_ inexperienced with UCR) personnel are

x;p’bhti;rmally being'pndve'd into pqsitionS‘ of greater responsibility.
‘This‘situation charqéteriie%'évery police force doing Provincial
Contract work and nof °Jf:t the RCMP.

While additional training is often regarded as a

panacea for any police malady, it's value with respect to UCR is

-
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clearly limited as was shown above. Certainly additional training
is desirable but realistically it will not be adequate in
isolation from necessary changes to fhe Manual itself. This
Manual, as has been demonstrated, is so }ull of inconsistent or
vague areas that little meaningful learning can result from
teaching exercises. Those individuals iﬁ a position to teach the
proper coding rules often find this Manual Just as cenfusing as
do their students. For example, a recent RCMP seminar for'UCR
instructors held in Ottawa met with the same sort o% variation
found in this research. While human error will, always exist, the

inherent problems with the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual

precludes meaningful instruction.

C. Theoretical Implications

Several,theorética] notions have been advanced by
researchers which should be discussed - albeit briefly. Kitsuse
and Cicourel (1963:134) have suggested that "“the question of the

theoretical significance of the official statistics can be

re-phrased by shifting the focus of investigation from the y

processes: by which certain forms of behavior are socially and

culturally generated to the pfocesses by which rates of deviant
behavfor are ﬁroduced;...lmplicit in this proposal is the
assumption that aﬁ_éxp&ination of the behavior-producing
processes is also an exflanation of‘the rate-prodbcing
processes." Rather than %chsing on the content of deviant
behavior, the focus is shifted to "societal reactions” which

define deviant behavior. Accordingly, "rates of deviant behavior

&
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are produced by the actions taken by persons in the social system

which define, classify, and record certain behaviors as deviant."
(Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963: 135, emphasis original). If viewed
in this manner, behavior which is deviant is organizationally
def1ned by the people in the system producing that rate. A denial
of the notion of reporting error follows since criminal
statistics are a measure not of deviant behavior but of the
actions taken by actors within the particular social system.

In addition to Kitsuse and Cicourel, Skogan (1975) and
Seidﬁan and Couzens (1974) suggest a similar position. In the
former case the suggest1on is made that error can be injected
into criminal statistics by organizational and po]itical
influences. Seidman and Couzens (1974) indicated similarly that
whén commanders (i.e. police commanders) are eQaluated on their
ability to reduce crime, a consistent tendency to under-report or
down-grade crime can result. -

Little evidence can be gleaned from the present
research which will provide either support for or refutation of

o
these theoretical notions. To venture into specific comments on

“th1s aspect would be to unjustifiably exceed the study .

parameters. Some observatlons and speculation can be advanced but
to dwell on this subqgct will be to leave serious negative
fnferences and innyendo which would be most unfair to the RCMP.

It has been emphasized,éhroughout this research that
all police agencies.invariably use UCR statisticc to fulfill
their own data needs. This is a very important use of thi§

information. The impractical and expensive alternative, of
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course, is for each police agency to establish a parallel
reporting structure. Perhaps one of the most important uses to
which these police agencies put this daté is as an indicator of
resource requirements. Once this occurs, there is always the
temptation for police personnel to attempt to gain statistical
"credit" for work done in order to secure additional resources.
}t would not be surprising then to see crime increase in volume
and seriousness preceding requests for manpower - but again, the
measurement of any such tendency was outside the scope of this
research.

It is tempting, for example, to speculate about the
implications that a high rate of "Unfoquing" offences (as
.depicted in Appendix K) would have on resourcing requests. It
seems only raasonable that if resources are a]]ocateﬁ&pn the
basis of "Reported" crime then those Divisions having.the highest
rate of "Unfounding" will theoretically secure a greater share of
the manpower than thej.wou]d normally be entitled to.

Sétohd]y,»it was demonstrated that some police agencies
use a "weighting"‘system in determining resource allocation. The
underlying assumption here is that the more serious'the offence
(and hence the lower the UCR classification) the more time
required to investigate a matter. Thig will translate into a
greater point score of "weight" being assigned. It could be
easily argued (but Wore difficult to substantiate empirically)
that such a resourciﬁg system encourages a prostitution of UCR
data. What in practice may hapben will be that suicides énd

sudden deaths will be scored as murders. Once the investigation

AL
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is completed the original entry will simply be "Unfounded" but
this process will still leave an/offehce of murder "reported“.
Further, many offences (e.g; a/disturbance in a licensed premise,
impaired driving, etc.) arerépecified under both the Criminal
Code and the appropriate Provincial Legislation. With the
weighting system described above, po]fcé coders are tacitly
"encouraged" to statistically record the incident under the more
serious statute, ‘

It is known that many police departments participate in
“Management by Objective" or MBO. According to this philoc “hy,
police personnel will estab]igh‘c1ear goals or objectives which
they hope t9 accomplish by the end of the year. The nature of
these objectives can cover many facets of policing but generally
include a statement to the effect that a concerted effort ‘'will be
made to control volumes of certain offences, or that volume
increasesTWill be held to a certain percentage increase. Becaus&
of the nature of police work, many of theée goals will be beyond
the control of that police detachment. For example, a particular
Detachment may set a goal to reduce the incidence of auto theft
in their_area to 6 offences from the ten they had last year. As
a result of a New Years drinkihg party, they may have 4 or 5
incidents of auto théft reported in the first week of the New
Year. This will have clear implications for whether or not they
wiTﬁ be able to achieve their goals for that year and hence this
will reffect on their perceived ability to manage their
Detachment. C]eéé]y, there is much room for. speculation. To

/

further pursue this line is unjustified since it transcends the i>

"
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bounds of the present research. It is clear,‘however, that this
could well be a future area of extremely fruitful research.

The foregoing will provide some insight into the ways
in which the various theoretical perspectives presented here
could (and perhaps do) impact criminal statistics. Given
orggnizatjona] constraints the temptation would indeed be great
to hake statistical reports subservient to qdministrativesdeeds
a5 opposed to fulfilling the function for which they were

intended.

D. Conclusion

This thesis has been concerned with Unifo:d Crime
Reporting in Alberta. The title, however, suggests that the
results of this research can somehow be general1zed to the
national situation. Indeed there should be a complete
transferrence of issues 4 problems raised about crime reporting
in Alberta to the Federal arena. As indicated previously, tde
Statistics Act establishes the authority for Uniform Crime
Reporting and this legislation is Federal. Further, the Uniform

) L
Crimg‘gggorting Manual is used across the entire country with

identical coding rules. The problems identified in this thesis
will po dgﬁbt be found to a greater or lesser extent elsewhere in

Canada. ack of a standardized audit manua] impacts all police
¢

cantributors, for example, regardless of the1r geographical
locatiogn. Clearly the research conducted using a sample of RCMP
Detachments in this Province has application on a much larger

SCa]e.



It is often easy to identify problems that might exist
in a process such as uniform crime reporting. As has been
demonstrated, many problems are inherent in Canadian UCR.

It has been shown that much has been overlooked in the
traditional examinations. This thesis has set out to explore a
problem which is even more fundamental but which has the
potential for resolution.

Uniform Crime Reporting in Canada does nﬁt have a long
history. This system really only goes back to 1962. Dy ” is

t1me veﬁy Tittle research has been conducted on the system itself.

Accordingly, there has been very little change apart from an
expaﬁsion of measurable crime categories in 1974. The present
resésrch clearly demonstrates that such concerted study is long
overdues Unlike tnaditipnal e;forts thch have been content to
simply list the prob]em;, this effort has undertaken the
formulation of recommendations. Whether éomplete uniformity in
crime reporting will ever exist is doubtful. What is clear from
the present effort,’ﬁgwever, s that a significant step can be
taken towards this ideal by adopting the recommendations as
stated. Many other aspects of the UCR Manual require a similar
examination. This effort was by no means exhaustive. The present
research was conducted on only one police agency in one province;
Ig‘is esséntia] that a similar study be undertaken on selected
other po]ice;department;'frgm acudss Canaga to better assess the
generalizability df the results obtained. Only with further
efforts.oflthis type will meaningful and important changes be

ﬁvincorporq;ed;;wghﬁpges which will serve only to enhance the
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consistency and accuracy in the coding of offences that are known

to the police. , R

E. Future Uses of UCR data .
| The research described iq this thesis dem nstrates

that there are tremendous inconsistencies i the coding of

offence situations. Clearly, much of this ergence ‘s Jdirectly ‘

attributable to inherent deficiencies in the Uniform Crime

Reporting Manual. In view of this inconsistency it would be

tempting to recommend agajnst the use of UCR data. However, sinée'
no better alternative to officié] police statistics exists, such
a recommendation would not be rea]istic; !

It seems reasonable to suggest that most users‘of
police statistics assume that since the UCR Manual dictates
coding procedures that resultant published data are indeed
unifonn..Most users.wou]d.have little, if any, understanding of
the types of issues and problems discussed in this thesis. Even
ff'an individual were to become thoroughly familiar with this
gbding‘document there are still sityations in whicﬁ varying
interpretations of the requirements exist. For example, the
instructions in the Manual seem clear vis-a-vis geographical
reporting requirementsQ and.yet;_tﬁis thesis demonstrated that
the issue is much more complex than it initially appeared.
Further, statistics on impaired driving and refusing the
breathalyzer are heavily used while the specific difficulties

encountered in coding these offences is not well known. It is -

appropriate, therefore, that (in the abse_. cessary change .
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to the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual,) some suggestions be

forthcoming as to future uses of official police statistics.
(1) There would appear to be a clear need to have some

type of narrative explanation of criminal statistics accompany

published data. Cdrrent]y, Statistics Canada publications contain
a very brief explanation of general séo;ing procedures. This is
totally inadequate. It should be recognized that crime recording
is not, in fact, uniform yith a brief dgscription being provided
which would serve to qualify the published data. It is simply not
enough for Statistics Canada to summarize some of the scoring
‘rules since'inﬁerpretations of these rules often differ with each
agency and/or regionally. Where this difference in interpretation
occurs, the user-community must be made aware of the specifics in
order that any potential impact arising from the use of official
data be minimizgd. By identifying existing deficiencies in

this way it‘would be possible in many cases to alcommodate this
identified variation. For example, if research were being

. canducted on the relatiohship between impaired driving and

refusing the breathalyzer, it is vital that the true extent of

offences of this nature be known. By being aware of the problems

in using UCR data a researcher could consider alternate avenues
of acquiring this information. On the other hand, some other
3ffenée categories may not suffer from these same conc;:ns
respe;ting validity. In fhe absence of this type gf detailed &
* qualification, it must be incumbent upon qhe ”S'€§§° familiarize
himself or herself wifh local intérpretations and to seek: oif® any

_regional variation that might exist. It is imperative that
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empirical conclusions be valid and not simply some artifact of
regional coding variation.
(2) A secind suggested approach for use in the

ial data involves agéregating sthtistical ‘ 3

information. Simply put this notion involves the accumulation of

utilization of offi

data into larger units to hopefully minimize any hegative impact
from smaller distUrbances in data. This aggregation could take
many forms with one of the most important ones being the
aggregation of crime into broader categories. For‘é*amp]e, wilful
: dsmage (privatg and public), thefts, break and enter, etc. would
'fal] into the mare gemeral category of "Property" ‘crimes.
Similarly, offences such as rape, assault, and so forth, would be
Considered to be “Persons” offences. These cffence j3 | %
_.Classifications could further be comb1ned lnto such categor1es as
“:”Total Cr1m1na1 Code". By aggregating offehces in th1s way,
some of the negative effects that would otheruisq'be encountered
in using data could be avoided. e
In addition tp_combiniﬁéfcrimg categorieg, similar ¥

negative influences caul&wg{;o be partially céafrol]éd if the

data were combined by specific police agency. For example, _

variation might exist within the coding of a small RCMP ) é
~Detachment but when combined with all such units it may be ? »
possfb]é to use this information with more confidence since SN
anomalous cod1ng practices will, at least partlally, be | i%i
compensated for. Similarly, it seems likely that similar efforts

would be poss1b1e if offence information were to be combined , L | ,

geographically. That is, by using crime information from a large
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geographical-area as opposed to only segments thereof. C1Ear1y,
this should eliminate some of the var1at1on in data that could

otherwise be ‘found. L P
N There is no- simple solution to the prob]em of usvng UCR

ot

data. Certa1n1y adherence to (1) and (2) above are; on]y temborary

: u,l)
solutions to a problem which requires a permanent answer.

"
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4 Crime

e

| - redardless of the @anner .in which they become known to the pd]icq&.

: 7. Greater specificiny is required in the Uniform Criﬁé Réportindﬁi

Fes

L o -

. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENBATIONS

3

1. The uniform crime reporting system in Canada should be expanded
to include investigative: bodies which, at present, do not ‘
contribute crimifal statistics.
2. The instruction contained in Paragraph 1.9 should be clarified N
to indicate that "geographical jurisdiction” refers to the smallest
geographic area possifle. Normally, this will be.to the local
police detachment or munigipal 13291. )

-

e, . L .
3. The eQit‘pépk&%e available for ‘use by Statistics Canada should
be used to its_f'&lest extent. yu, , o

4. A high priority shoyld be gMaé‘\év'elopmént'of a formal
aliit/evaluation manual which QU AMdardize thé auditing .
procedure in.Caridda for Uniform €rime Réﬁ?rting« o
. 5. The méasurement 9f "Reported" crime be aband®hed by, ‘the Uniform
eforting System in anbnauhknstead, only "Actual" crime
~showld be tecorded. : . o
VR . S e, R ‘
26 Pragraph 3.7 should be imended to in&Tide wording to fhe effect *
that "alarms which, have been accidentally set 8%, through.
carelessness or metfanical failure are not to .be coded on UCR .

-

A%

Manual with respect to the coding of ofﬂgncgs of wilful damage.

8.;Gregter‘spec1ficity is peqdired he Uniform Crime Reporting
Manual wiarespsct £0 the proper coding of. resisting arrest.

-

J. The use of the Multiple Offence Rule should be abandoned in
Canadian Crime eporting. [t should, instead, be substitdted withey, .
rule which requires that every offence be scored whih results .in a
charge being preferred. '

%O. A hierarchy of coding rifles is required in order to alleviate
he contradiction'that presently exists between Paragraph 3.11. and
3.13 of the Uniform Crime Reporting Manual. _

11. Specifichinstructions should be incorporated into the UCR
Manual respecting the proper offence classification to be used in
the case of an offence of conspiracy.

12. A careful examination is required to assess the efficacy of

incorporating a special detail line -under each appropriate oeffence
classification for the purpose of measuring offences of conspiracy.
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13.

S

respe *
recor"ng "buys of opportunity"

‘ic instructions are TrequNis
0 the proper procedure to De

o

n the coding mandal with
1lowed when statistically

14. The Uniform Crime Report1ng Manual should be amended to provide
~for a more logical placement of Paragraph 3.2 and 8.6 such that 3.2

°follows -Paragraph 8.6.

15. Statistics Canada should forthwith act to clarify which offence

should be coded in instances where offences of impaired driving and “-

refusing the breathalyzer are involved.
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FOOTNOTES <o

(1) The Minutes of the many meetings held at thi£3tﬁne and in
subsequent years have been gracious]ywpropided by Statistics

Canada. Theyﬁwill be used éxtensivg]y in the examination phat
follows. - i V‘fv — o e
(2) fh1s information w&s kindly provided by Mon1tor1ng and
Analysis Branch RCMP Headquarters Ottawa.

(3 ) It w?l] he arg;:rimresent1y that wh11e the freguencx of these

.\’\“*" 2 Y

occurrences is not t at great, t%pﬁyc!n st111 1nvolve a
gt

L

treqendougramaLnt of work.
: )
(4) Since the respondents generally coded more than 1 offence in

codihg example #1, thé‘Suhmation of these classifications will

NOT total 20 as in many other examples.  _

(5) The Criminal Qg?e stipulates it must be within a two hour

f
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APPENDIX G

36 Markham Cres.,
Sherwood Park, Alta. TBA 3IT3
March 28th, 1980 ‘

s

Dear Sir:

I am a regular member of the R.C.M.P, posted to "K"
Division Headquarters in Edmonton. At the present time I am
completing a Masters degree in Arta (Sociology) at the University
of Alberta. 1In order to complete the degree requirements a
thesis is required and I have selected the uniform crime reporting
system as my research area. Your detachment has been randomly
selected to participate in this research.

>

Appended you will find a series of offences described
which you are being asked to score (code). Brief instructions

48 to what is required are contained on the next page. It is ’
requested that these situations be coded by the person on your
Detachment who is normall responsible for this function. I would
ask that the name of the unit responding to this survey NOT be
included since it is NO my intention to use the results of this
survey to in any way compare individual units. You can be assured
of complete confidentiality in your responses with the returns
being destroyed upon the tabulation of data. Individual coding
results will be aggregated with every other unit that is being asked
to participate. There is, further, no need to identify the name
of the coder but I would ask that the amount of experience with
coding unjiform crime reports be identified in the space provided.

I am aware that many of our Detachments are extremely
busy. 1 do hope, however, that you will take the time to
conscientiously complete what I feel is a very important exercise
in terms of the uniform Crime reporting process. It would be
very much appreciated if the attached exercises could be
completed and returfed to my residence by April 2lst. This
will permit ample time to properly complete the attached project.

Your co-operation is very much appreciated.

Yours truly,

190
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INSTRUCT%S

N -, »

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY ~
Please complete the following:
EXPERIENCE OF CODER WITH U.C.R.: YEARS MONTHS
! »
Aut t

In the exercises that follow choose the best single
paraqraph from the U <) Crime Re t Manual which acts as
your authority in arriving at your coding decision. If you think
2 or more paragraphs apply equally, these should be so indicated.
Indicate the paragraph number(s) in the space allotted on either
the Form C or Form T provided. Be sure to enter the coding
sequence in its entirety just as you normally would on the correct
C or T Form. If no authority exists or cannot be found in the
U.C.R. Manual please indicate this in the aﬁfhority column next
to the scoring sequence you have provided.

’

Class atjon

Indicate the proper UCR offence classification to
which you would code this incident adjacent to your entry in the
space provided.

Form C & T - .

Abbreviated duplications of UCR Forms C and T are
provided with each offence description. Ensure your entries are
made on the correct form. 1In some cases you may wish to enter
data on only 1 form while in other instances you may wish to code
" the circumstances on both or neither forms. Should you choose to
enter no-data on either Form, please draw a line through the
sample Form C and T and make a notation to .the effect that this
incident would not be coded on UCR, Again, if applicable, quote
the best UCR paragraph or paragraphs which support your decision.
This will ensure that the exercise was simply not missed. i

PLEASE RETURN TO: - B. Hawryluk,

36 Markham Cres.
Sherwood Park, Alta.
T8BA 3T3

BY: April 2lst, 1980
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Co Exercise # 1

A complaint is received that a disturbance is in
progress inside a local hotel. Upon your arrival two adult
Rmales are fighting in the lobby, Both are arrested and are
Placed in custody in the back of the police vehicle. You
interview the desk clerk who advises that during the course
of this disturbance, two. females (adults) standing nearby
ripped a pay phone offt tkg wall. As both women are highly
intoxicated they are arrested but both put up c’;sid.rablo
resistance. k

Later you decide to charge bath men with ciusing
& disturbance by fighting. 1In addjition, the two f{emales
are both charged with wilful damage and resisting arrest.

‘1f appropriate code this incident, and quote the

U.C.R. paragraph which would best serve as your authority
for any coding decisions You might make.

Fom °Cc*

IR Torwartes TTowe:
shorged | acley

AUTNORITY: CLASSTI- Undonadod
PARAGRAPH PICATION

Aewmad
wonbuy O thasge | Ovhovwice
4

-i'

romm “t°




- Coding Exercise # 2

During banking business hours a telephone call {s
received at the police station from an alarm company indicating
that a bank alarm is indicated at the local bank.

. Several police cars respond to_tis possible armed
robbery. An investigation reveals the alarm wvas inadvertently
set off by a new esmployee. . .

1f appropriate code this incid.nt and quote the
U.C.R. paragraph which would beat serve as your authority
for any coding decision you might make.

7/
\ , PORM °C*®
‘R:(b-ﬁ Povonns doca
AUTROATTY: CLASSI- o odonadeg | Moot S bl
PARAGRAT N @ pabee mbe | O chocgs | Ovtoveine Pt
PICATION . , ) , . | '?.a-"“

oMM *7°
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‘ . .

A8 a result of a complaiht of errytic drivué,
you ar/rolt an adult female for operating a motor vehicle
vhile impaired. She is returned to the police stytion where
she refuses to provide a'sample of breath for purposes of the
breathalyzer. She is charged both with Impaired Driving angd
refusing the breathalyzer. . :

1f appropriate:code this incident and quote the
U.C.R. paragraph which would best sarve as your authority
for any coding decision you might make. .

, 4
. - -
) . . .
.
\ <
romm c*
% » -
) ] [ ] dom
| AUTRORITY) CLASSI- & Vodosateg | Aewmi ‘ ol
PARAGRAPH PICATION | =obee B Mabimaell Bl Frees iy poum i
- ] ] 4 [ (Y /] 9 {19
|
Al
\
A.
rome °¢°
2
T
o 4 SN
. -:‘“ ‘ : .
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loding Exercise # 4

A telephone call is received at your Detachment
from a female who is obviously intoxicated. She alleges
she has been physically assaulted by her common-law husband.
He punched her once cau¥ing her eye to be blackened. You
learn that the common-law husband has gone to stay with
his cousin for the night so there is little chance of a
continuation of this assault. Since all available police
personnel are occupied on duties‘'of greater priority, she
is informed that if she wishes to pursue charges she is to
attend at the police station the following morning. The R\
complainant never shows up nor does she ever contact the
police to express the intent of pursuing formal charges.

1f appropriate code this incident, and quote the
U.C.R. paragraph which.would best serve as your authority
for any coding decisions you might make. - )

rom "c* '
- Ottescen cleared Prroams data (
M - R Aduli veas L
AUTHORITY, ciAsSI ST | vetted | At [T R R i
PARAGRAPN PICATION s puber - - Mate | Fem.| Mate | Fom.| 21"
1 ] 4 ) . ’ 2]y w| 1t

I

|
| 1

FORM °“T*
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Soding Exercise #5

1

During the course of an investigation into a
major business fraud you discover that 2 adult males involved
in a financial transaction are conspiring to have a third

partner (an adfit female) murdered. An under-caver policeman .

is employed and sufficient grounds exist to chatge these
two partners with conspiracy to commit murder. \
! A 'S ?
I1f appropriate code this incident and quote the
U.C.R. paragraph which would best serve as your authority

for any coding decision you might make.

rorm “c*
Offences ¢lraved Poreses desa
. AUTHORITY: ClASSI- :n-d Acsmal o ot N t‘:l’u -;:n.l-‘. Too
PARAGRAPH PICATION o pobce - - Nele | Fem.| Nute | #ra | 0]
S, - 1 3 4 3 [} T ) b 10 11

FORM °T*
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by this male juvenile has been stolen.
with charges for not only the Dangerous

on routine patrol y
speeds in excess of
g driver forces on-c¢gming traffic into the ditch

lt of his erratic drivin

N

have occasion to follow
0 Kph. On sever

ehaviour., On t
of whit you have witnessed, there Is sufficient evidence to
proceed with charges, under the
dri&j g- Upon stopping this vehicle and searching same, a
loaded revolver is found under the front seat. A c
this-revolver is not registered and the vehicle bei

You decide

al occasions

he basis

Criminal Code for dangerous

heck reveals
ng operated
to proceed

Driving put\also for
Possession of an Unregistered Weapon (the revolver)
Possession of stolen property (the car).

and

If appropriate code this incident and quote the

U.C.R. paragraph which would best se
for any coding decision you might ma

rve as your authority
ke.

FORM "C*"
[___Offeeces clearme ] Poroany dace
- d N CT™T3
AUTHORITY! CLASSY :-—- v Acrmel . Xdelre Ts '::-EII-_:T
PARAGRAPH TICATION b , y T T Tt | Pem] wate | Foa ] 1oV ]
4 b [3 v L] L 10 "

———
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Coding Exercise # 7

As a result of a routine traffic check, you have
occasion to arrest the operator of a motor vehicle for
impaired driving. He is returned to the police atation
where he blows 200 milligrads on the breathalyzer.

dent and quote the

If appropriate code this inci
your authority

U.C.R. paragraph which wbuld best serve as
for any coding decisions you might make.

| romm “c- .
AUTHORITY: CLASSI- Roporwd i [ Ofewcee civieed ) — M..I-. TS
it oo l ::'::[ MT“[ = l .'?"] T STl
’ ] i
I N
[ [T | [
) PORM S "

R

A e



-

ringing.

A peace officer on a routine patrol notices that a
burglar alarm located on the exteriorjof the local bank is
Since it is during busin hours the possibility
exists that the bank is the target of an armed robbery. An
investiqgation reveals the alarm was activated because of a
power surge and that no-robbery was in process.

If appropriate code this incident and quote. the

U.C.R. paragraph which would best serve as your authority
for any coding decision you might make.

\ . romRM *c*
\
\ | Otieaces ¢losred Pe 4
AUTHORITY: L CLASSI- Repersed " TR Tewak o]
PARAGRAPH : foronl s T Ve PGS Y ﬁ;:
\PXCA‘HON ! ete | Fen.| Mate | fou.| BT
3 4 3 3 1 [ [ 10 "
FORM “T°
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ding Ex se ¥ - ”

n under-cover policeman has been working in your

_area for/a week and has been concentrating on known drug

dealers Over the past few days he has made two seperate
narcotics purchases from a local juvenile (female). These
transactions occured at different times, different places
and on different days. -After a third “buy” thiagfemale,
is arrested and charged with 1 offence of trafficking in

cannabis.

If appropriate code this incident and quote the
U.C.R. paragraph which would best serve as your authority

, for any coding decision you might make.

POR™ ~C*
Otlearos ¢ loared Povesns dove
AUTHORITY: CLASST~ | | loporwd Scomat i T, [ Teseniles T
' - I abe
PARAGRAPK FICATION | | ke b O e Fom | ate | Fea] ST
; : 3 « 3 . : e v e u
| |
! |
3 | ! Il
!
y L l ] |
3 rory “T*
1
c T
ra {
\) .
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Codjing Exercise # 10 ) -

A complaint is received at the police sta?ion that. *
a disturbance is in progress at a particular address. A
house party has gotten out of hand with loud music and
shouting now coming from the street in front of the house.

A patrol is made to that address but no'evidence of
a ‘disturbance could be found since everyone had now gone from
this residence and the -lights were out.

" If appropriate code this incident and quote the
’ U.C.R. paraqgraph which would best sérve as your authority
for any coding decision you might make. ’

~ & .
) .
FORM “C* .
oo i T ]’ | Otieecve ciesrd ]
A RITY: | CLASST~ | Sepwws — . ks
PARAGRAP: I TICcATION | J Sy }u - [ Bt | Ortermuee F:ﬁc
2 (. 2 ) SCR N [ D)
! | ‘
— A I P
1 L |~ ]
roRM “~-
L 1 ﬂl_ N
A .
A, : 1
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Coding Exercise #1.

, A complajint is received from a local tavern that
a disturbance is in progress. You attend to learn that an

assault had occurred. One individual has been removed to the
hospital while the perpetrator {(an adult male) is taken into

custody.

From a discussion with the doctor at the hospital, it
is learned the injuries sustained by the victim are sufficient
to warrant a charge of Assault Occasioning Bodily Harm. The
charge is laid. ’

In accordance with Paragraph 3.10 of the UCR Manual,

this incident is coded on the monthly UCR return under Clasaification ~_

014 - "Bodily Harm" as 1 Reparted, 1 Actual, 1 By Charge and
1 Adult Male Charged.

A few weeks later (after the original U.C.R. data
has been reported to Statistics Canada) the victim of this assault
dies. The initial charge of Assault Occasioning is withdrawn and is
substituted by a charge of Manslaughter.

If appropriate code this recent development and quote
the U.C.R. paragraph which would best serve as your authority for
any coding decision you might make. .

- FORM *C*
., ‘[ Otben- -o cloared | Porosns dote
- [ IRTe Yeveniles TTave-
AUTHORITY: CLASSI :-'-': et - IO | siware | 'chor L-r_}L
PARAGRAPH FICATION Lad “ele | Fem.| Mate | Pow.| ]
2 ) ] )] 1] ? [ L4 " "
FORM *T°
"
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36 Markham Crescent
Sherwood Park, Alberta
T8BA 3T3

27 May 1980

Dear Sir:

) Several weeks ago I sent you a questionaire on
Uniform Crime Reporting. The results of this survey are
intended to form a vital part of my research in this area,
To dite, this questjonaire has not been received from
your Detachment.

Needless to say the completion of these coding
(scoring) examples are absolutely essential to me in
fulfilling the thesis requirements for a Master of Arts
degree. Additionally, this research may well have
important implications for the Uniform Crime Reporting -
process in Canada.

The questionaire should not take that long to
Ccomplete. While I am well aware that Detachments are
busy I very much hope you will take the time to : bl
conscientiously complete what is a very important exercise
in terms of the Uniform Crime Reporting Process.
. o\,
It would be appreciated, therefore, if the
questionaire could be -ompleted by’ June 6th, and returned
to my residence.

Your cooperation would be very much appreciated.

Yours truly,

! '
L



Separate

Jasper
Boyle
Viking
Breton
Thorsby
Beiseker
Lake Louise
Bow Isltand
Magrath
Nanton
Taber
Assumptidn
Faust
McLennan
Camrose
Forestburg
Sundre

Mannville

’,

J

- APPENDIX

IIH (1)

Detachments Surveyed

n=35
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Combined

Whitecourt
Morinville
Swan Hills

Bonnyville

St. Paul

Drayton Valley
Vermilion
Brooks
Drumheller
Okotoks
Cardston
Pincher Creek
Grande Prairie
High Prairie
Va]leyQiew
01ds

Ponoka



APPENDIX 1
Codingr xercise #4

Para  UCR o Adult  Juvenile
#Resp Auth Class Rep Unf Act’ Chg Oth M Fem M. Fem Inf
1 4,13 014 ] ] 1 .
] 3,27 017 1 1 1 |
3,28
3.29
2 e-- 0171 1
1 3.29 012 1 ] 1
1 4.16 017 1 1 -
3 4.16 017 1 1 1
1 4.16 014 1 1 1 -
1 4.13 014 1 1
1 3.17 014 1 1. ]
3.29
8 3.17  WOULD NOT CODE
2@’" ~
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APPENDIX J

Coding Exercise‘#lo

Para UCR Adult  Juvenile
#Resp  Auth C(Class Rep Unf Act Chg Oth ‘M Fem N Fem Inf

I 315 063 1
1 - 063 1
1 467 063 1

1 3.17 o071 1 1
1 \ 3.4 063 1 I

1 ---- 063 1 @ 1 \1
1 3.19 063 1 1 ’

1 3.4(2) 073 1 1

1 4.67 107 1 1

1 3.17 063 1 1

10 WOULD NOT CODE
ZU'n P
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APPENDIX K L S :
—— .
/ o) . \
‘ % UNFOUNDING BY MAJOR OFFENCE CATEGORY o
DIVISION . C.C. PERSON C.C. PROPERTY OTHER CXODE  TOTAL C. CODE',

- .

<

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979

: \\( PR
Newfoundland 9.0 10.4 11.3 10.0 11.6 12.7 7.4 9.4 8.9 9.0 10.6 11.1
Manitoba 16.7 17.8 17.6 15.1 16.2 16.2 14.1 Hw.m 14.0 14.9 13.7 15.5
B.C. (E-1) 11.8 12.3 11.0- 9.1 8.9 10.5 9.4 6.9 8.4 9.4 9.2 9.9 ~
[
B.C. (E-2) 14.4 13.6 12.0 12.7  12.5 12.1 11.7 12.5 10.1 12.5 12.6 11.4 ~

Saskatchewa15.9 15.243,2  14.4 13.6 14.510.2 9.4 9.7 13.3 12.4 12.8

NW.T. | 4.9 1804 15.2 1731887 18.8 13.4 14.5 13.7 15.5 17.2 16.7

Nova Scotia 10.0 9.2 11.6 11.0 13.6 13.0 9.2 10.1 10.5 10.1 11.7 11.8
N. Brunswick 17.#°14.9=14.4  13.7 12.0 11.9 13.4 12.0 10.9 13.9 12.

iz, -
Ny

\/ ) i
ALBERTA /° 14.2 12.4 12.0  14.5 -13.7 PR 0.

P.E. Island 24.8 17.9 9.9  15.7 13.7 13.5 167 11:8° 81 16.8 13.2 11.0 ! - i

~

Yukon 14.6 16.5 16.1  14.9 13.8 13.3 8.2 13.0 9.9 12.8 13.9

Total RCMP 14,0 13.8 12.6 - 12.5 12.4 12.6 11.0 11.1 0.1 12.1  12.1 1.8 (

A\ - .



APPENDIX L - ' e
Coding Exercise #8 . . ' //l;
?
Para UCR . ~ Adult  Juvenile
#Resp Auth Class. Rep Unf Act Chg Oth M Fem M Fem Inf
18 3.7 WOULD NOT COOE
1 1.6(3) 021 1 1 . “
1 3.7 018 1 1 ¢
20=n




APPENDIX M -
Coding Exercise #2

Para UCR 1 Adult  Juvenile
#Resp  Auth C(lass Rep Unf Act Chg 0th M  Fem M .Fem Inf

13 3.7 WOULD NOT CODE s

-3 3.15. 019 1 1
3.16
3.17
’ e
1 ----  WOULD NOT CODE
1 2.11 WOULD NOT CODE
1 4.20 021 1 1
1 3.7 018 1 1
" 20=n



APPENDIX N
Coding Exercise #1

Para UECR Adult  Juvenile
Auth Class Rep Unf Act Chq Oth M Fem M Tem Inf

——= 063 ] 1 ] 2 .

015 ] ] 1 2
-——= 068 ] 1 1 2
——= 063 1 1 1 2

059 2 2 1 2

-—- 063 2 2 2 2

068 2 2 2 2

071 2 2 2 2
-—— 063 ] 1 1 2

073 ] ] 1 2
——— 063 1 1 1 2

017 ] 1 1 2
——— 017 1 1 1 2
-——— 063 1 ] 1 2

071 1 ] 1 2
-——- 063 ; 1 2

072 1 1 1 2
- 063 1 1 ] 2
- 063 2 2 2 2

071 2 2 2 2
-— 073 1 1 2 2

072 1 1 2 : 2

073 1 1 2 2

063 2 2 2 2

071 2 2 2

073 2 2 2 - -

063 1 1 1 )

071 1 ] 1 2

073 1 1 1 - -
-——— 063 I 1 1 2

068 1 1 1 2
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APPENDIX N
Coding Exercise #1

Para  UCR ” Adult  Juvenile
#Resp Auth (Class Rep Unf Act Chg Oth M Fem M Fem Inf

1 --— 063 1 1 1 2
072 1 1 1 2
073 1 1 : 2
2 -—— 063 1 1 1 2
072 1 1 1 2
073 1 1 1 - -
1 -—-—- 063 1 1 1 2
068 1 1 1 2
ZU=n
L
r‘
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APPENDIX 0
Coding Exercise #6

Para\ UCR Adult  Juvenile
#Resp Auth’ Class Rep Unf Act Chg O0Oth M TFem M Fem Inf

] 3.11 041 1 1 1 ]
3.13 113 1 ] ] 1
1 3.11 041 1 ] ] 1
] 3.13 041 1 1 ] ]
5.1 113 ] 11 ]
1 3.11 041 . 1 ] ] 1
- 113 1 1 1 S -
1 3.11 041 ] 1 ] 1
5.5 114 1 . 1 1 1
1 3.11 057 1 1 ] o
3.13. 113 ] ] 1 ]
1 ————- 041 1 1 1 1
113 1 1 1 1
1 3.11 057 ] 1 1 Y
3.13 116 1 1 ] 1
2 3.13 041 ] ! 1 1
3.11° 057 1 1 1 1
3.13 113 1 1 1 1
2 3.11 041 1 1 1 1 ‘
3.13 113 1 1 1 1
i 3.13 027 ] 1 ] | 1
ceee 113 1 ' 1 ] 1
1 3.11 041 1 | 1 1
5.12 113 1 o 1 1
1 . 4.44 041 1 S ]
4.27b 057 1 ] 1 -
3.37 113 1 1 1 -
1 —--m 041 1 1 1 -
057 ] ] 1 1
113 1 1 1 1
1 ———- 041 1 1 1 1
| 057 1 1 1 -
113 1 11 -
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APPENDIX 0O
Coding Exercise #6

Juvenile

Para  UCR ) Adult
#Resp Auth Class Rep. Unf Act Chg  Oth M Fem M Fem Inf
1 3.37 041 1 1 '
3.37 057 1 1 1 -
5.13 113 1 1 1 1
. f?."s .
1 461 057 f. 1 -
4.43 041 1 1 1
'5.12 113 1 X 1 1 -
1 3.11 113 1 . 1 1 1
3.13 041 1 1 1 1
20=n
* .
3\
v
N
213



APPENDIX P
Coding Exercise #5

‘ Para UCR : Adult  Juvenile
#Resp Auth Class Rep Unf Act Chg Oth M Fem M Fem Inf

* 2 3.23 073 1 1 1 2
3.22 :
4 ——-- 073 1 1 1 2
5%  4.77 073 1 1 1 2
2 3.10a 006 1 11 2
1 4.6 006 2 2 2 2
1 323 oos 1 1 1 2
1 ——-- 006 1 1 1 2
1 3.32 073 1 ) 1 2
2 4.6 006 1 1 1 2

1 {not completed)
=n

- | 214 .



APPENDIX Q

Coding Exercise #9

Para UCR : Adult Juvenile
#Resp Auth Class Rep. Unf Act Chg Oth M Fem M Fem Inf
3 --- 088 1 11 1
' --- 088 1 11 1
1 - 088 1 1 1 2 1
1 --- 088 1 1 1 1
| 088 1 1. 1 1
088 1 1 1 1
2 --- 088 3 3 3 1
2 --- 088 1 1 1 1
1 --- 088 1 1 1 ‘ 1
088 1 1 : 1 1
088 1 1 1 1
1 --- 088 3. 3 1 2 1
1 - 088 3 31 2 1
1 - 088 3 3 1 2 1 B
1 - 088 3 3 3\ 1
2 --- 084 3 3 1 2 I
1 --- 088 1 1 1 1
1 --- 088 1 1 1 1
1 --- 088 3 3 1 2 1
“20=n
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APPENDIX R

Coding Exercise #11 .
. Para  UCR : | Adult ﬁJuveni]e
#Resp Auth Class Rep Unf Act Chg _Oth M Fem M Fem Inf
12 8.6 004 1 1 1 1 '

1 2.41 003 1 11

1 4.18 004 1 1 1 - 1

1 8.1 004 1 1 1 g

1 4.3 008 1 11 1

1 3.37 004 1 11 1

2 e 004 1 1 1 1

1 (could not be interpreted)

—20%n
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APPENDIX S

Coding Exercise #7

-

- -

Para UCR " Adult  Juvenile .
#Resp Auth Class Rep Unf Act Chg Oth M_Fem M Fem Inf
14 5;15 116 1 1 1 1 ‘
1 3.10 116 1 1 1 1
1 5.15 116 1 1.1, -
1 5.5 116 1 1 1 1
1 5.1 116 1 1 1 1
1 ---= 116 1 1 1 1
1 5.15 016 1 1 1 1
~20=n
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APPENDIX T -
Coding Exercise #3

Para UCR - Adult Juvenile
#Resp  Auth Class Rep Unf Act Chg Oth M Fem M Fem Inf

)

5 - 115 1 1 1 1
116 1 1 1 1
11 - 116 1 1 1 1
3 - 115 1 1 1 1
1 COULD NOT BE INTERPRETED 4 '
2”=n \
\\\ D =
)
v 8
® S
*
\

;\.‘A*//
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APPENDIX U
CRIMINAL CODE OFFENCES-
R.C:M.P. ACTIVITIES IN ALBERTA 1962-1977 (1)~

ACTUAL % OF CRIMINAL CODE WITHIN

YEAR NUMBER R.C.M.b. PORTION OF ALBERTA % CLEARED
1962 9,206 52,908 17.4% 49.5
1963 . 9,989 57,740 17.3% 44.9
1964 11,623 480,953 19.1% 41.7
1965 8,743 97,144 15.3% 51.0
1966 14,891 . 67,686 22.0% 45.0
1967 18,103 ° 75,429 24.0% 47.3
1968 20,178 83,726 24.1% 44.3
1969 24,243 93,242 26.0% ‘ 46.7
1970 29,648 109,402 27.1% 44.7
1971 32,501 116,075 28,0% 45.4
1972 35,648 117,881 . 30.2% _ 47.3
1973 39,791 124,627 31.9% 48.2
1974 45,769 127,650 35.9% - 44,0
1975 51,231 152,421 33.6% 45.0
1976 57,306 163,414 35.1% - 47.0
1977 63,383 166,797 38.0% 51.0

(1) Exclusive of Criminal Code Traffic
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APPENDIX V

'PROJECTED POPULATION

[

(By Linear Regression Analysis Method)

Total

2,062,188

2,124,699
2,187,209
2,249,720
2,312,230
2,374,741
2,687,294
3,312,400

R.C.M.P AREAS

900,959

936,180

971,401

1,006,622

1,041,843
1,077,064
1,253,170
1,605,382

* 220

% of Alberta
43.68
4,06
43.4]
44,74
45,06
45.36
46.63
48.47




