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The report following is designed to facilitate the two
functions served by the statistics gathered: to provide an
accurate assessﬁent in quotable terms of the effects of the
monitoring experiment upon the various persons subjected %o
police interrogation, and to provide where ‘appropriates
the questions for further consideration that have evolved from
the statistical analysis.

The Monitored Interrogations Project was conducted for
a six-month period, April to October, 1967. Records were
kept on every interrogation conducted under monitored con=~
ditions during that period. In addition, a parallel study
of interrogations conducted under non-monitored conditlions
in the remaining twenty-two Manhattan precincts was performed
during the one-month period, 15 August 1967 to 15 September
1967,

The format of the following report reflects the results
of statistical analysis of monitored interrogations, of
analysis of results of the study of non-monitored interrogations,
and of comparison analysis of interrogations conducted under
monitored or non-monitored conditions.

The Manhattan Survey of Interrogations, the study of
interrogations conducted under non-monitored conditions, com-
prises the first section of the report. I% is initially
evaluated without regard to the results of monitored interro-
gations because it constitutes an accurate study of what is

since the Miranda v. Arizona decision. As a research product,

it is a valuable assessment of what police interrogations are

accomplishing, under routine circumstances, since the Miranda



INTRODUCTION

While final evaluation of the effects and effective-

ness of the Monitored Interrogations Project conducted in the
20th Precinet from 3 April 1967 to 3 October 1967 must necessarily
consist of analysis of factors other than and in addition to
the results of statistical studies conducted during the Project
period, the statistics compiled nevertheless represent a precise
and logical point of embarkation into that final evaluation.
The staistics, as numerical representations of diverse and
complicated factual occurrences, present initially as "objective"
an appraisal of some twenty-two hundred interrogations con-
ducted under monitored and non-monitored conditions as can be
reasonably accomplished. Inasmuch as results of interrogations
are numericized they are objectified.

But, additionally, besides performing as objects of guo-
tation, the various statistical compilations prepared during
the Project serve as the context for evaluation of the other
factors upon which determination of the value of monitoring
interrogations may depend. The statistics gathered provide
some answers, but, significantly, they raise some important
questions -- questions that may be addressed to analysis of
the tape recordings of the interrogations -~ questions that
may require additional research in order to be answered -
questions that may possibly never be resolved but the existence

of which will be known and appreciated.
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decision. Unfortunately, there exist no parallel studles of
what interrogations were accomplishing before the Supreme
Court laid down its mandate in Miranda.

Evaluation of the results of six months of monitoring
the interrogations of one Manhattan precinct comprises the
second section of the report. This evaluation is accomplished
without regard or relation to the results of the Manhattan
Survey of Interrogations. The purpose of the evaluation in
this section is not to determine the effects of monitoring
as compared to no=-monitoring of interrogations, but rather
to independently analyze what has occurred during six months
of monitoring as that occurrance 1s statistically reflected.
Analysis of the monitored interrogations does, however, pro-
ceed generally along the same lines employed in analysis of
non-monifored interrogations.

The third section of the report is that section to which
the first two sections are ultimately directed: comparison
of statistics compiled under monitoring conditions with those
gathered under non-monitoring conditions 1n order to determine
the comparative effects monitoring has had.

The fourth section of the report summarizes the findings
of the first three sections, and presents the general con-
clusions drawn and questions evolved from the comparative

and individual analyses made in preceding sectilons.

It must be borne in mind at the outset that the Manhattan
Survey of Interrogations does not provide a "control" study

for the 20th Precinct monitored interrogations; rather, it is



Page &

a parallel study. It encompasses interrogations in twenty-
two dispardte precincts for a one-month period as compared

to the six-month period employed by the Monitored Interro-
gations Project. It embraces equal periods of sixteen days
under the o0ld and the revised New York Penal Laws while the
Monitored Interrogation Project embraces five months when

the o0ld Pensd Law was in effect and one month when the révised
Penal Law controlled. Procedures employed in the various
precincts participating in the Manhattan Survey concerning
interrogations differ widely from the more formalized pro=-
cedure practiced in the 20th Precinect. A number of the
detectives in the 20th Precinct were especially selected for
that assighment due to the experimental nature of that precinct;
this is not the case in the remaining Manhattan precincts par-
ticipating in the Manhattan Survey. While the 20th Precinct
was selected for purposes of experimentation because the
population within its boundaries proportionately reflected in
rough terms the overall population of Manhattan that has some
contact with police, it does not reflect that certain at-
mosphere that prevails in a Harlem or a Wall Street precinct,
regardless of how well proportioned its population.

But because 1ts assignation is "parallel" rather than
"control" study, the usefulness of the Manhattan Survey results
in comparison with those of the 20th Precinet should in no way
be discounted. While limited to a one-month period, the Manhattan
Survey compiled figures on almost twice as many interrogations
as were conducted in the 20th Precinct during its six-month

period of experimentation with monitoring. The charges reflected
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by the various Manhattan Survey interrogations generally
proportionately approximate those charges made against in-
terrogated subjects in the 20th Precinct during the Project
period. Differences in charges occasioned by the two different
penal laws are accomodated for in both the Manhattan Survey

and the 20th Precinct figures by special treatment of certain
charges. And the problem of uniform reporting of interrogation
results, a problem of minimum significance in the 20th precinct
but one that is intensified when twenty-two different precincts
participate, was resolved in the Manhattan Survey of Interro=-
gations by way of an intricate but effective "reguest for
clarification" system wherein reporting discrepancies were
immediately upon receipt made known to the commanding offlcer
of the precinct involved, accompanied by instructions and rew
quests for clarified reports. 1In addition, an unofficlal
pre-test period of fifteen days was employed in the Manhattan
Survey of Interrogations in order to determine and identify
reporting problems and to gear further instructions to the
participating precincts in order to assure the resolution of

those problems.
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I. MANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS
In order to determine (1) whether monitoring of interro-
gations has had any effect upon suspects' willingness to make
statements to police after being advised of their right to
remain silent, and (2) what police interrogations since the

Supreme Court dedsibn in Miranda v. Arizbna routinely accom-

plish, a survey of interrogations conducted in all Manhattan
precincts (with the exception of the 20th Precinct) was initi-
ated on August 15, 1967 and terminated on September 15, 1967.
The twenty-two Manhattan precincts involved in the Survey con-
sisted of the 1st, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7tk, 9th, 10th, 13th, 1kth,
16th, 17th, 18th, 19th, 22nd, 23rd, oLhth, 25th, 26th, 28th,
30th, 32nd and 34th precinets. During this thirty-two day survey
period, each detective squad in the twenty-two precints report-
ed daily on all interrogations conducted during the nreceding
twenty-four hour period. These reports consisted of the
following information about each interrogation: the suspect's
name, the name and assignment of the interrogating officer, the
crime with which the subject was charged, the elapsed time of
interrogation and the nature of the suspect's response if,
after being advised of his right to remain silent, the gubject
elected to make a statement.

A totzl of 1718 reports were received, 132 of which con-
cerned interrogations of suspects charged with offenses other
than felonies and finger-printable misdemeanors, and an additicnal

51 of which were either duplicate reports of the same interro-
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gation or reports concerning questioning of witnesses and com=
plainants.

1535 reported interrogations concerned subjects charged
with felonies or finger-printable misdemeanors, and,-of these,
75 contained reporting discrepancies that were not rectified,
Thus, the Manhattan Survey produced a total of 160 fully
rectified interrogations of subjects charged with felonies or
finger-printable misdemeanors, and, inasmuch as the Survey was
directed at ascertaining information only on those interrogated
for felonies or finger-printable misdemeanors, the figuTe 1460
is employed in most of the tables that follow as the total
number of interrogations reported and evaluated during the
Survey period. (Table I)

TABLE I

VANEATTAN BURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTS
RECEIVED

Rectified Reports on Felonies & 552~Misdemeancrs 1460

Felony & 552-Misdemeanor Reports Bearing Discrepancies 75
Subtotal 1535

Reports on Other Than Felonies & 552-Misdemeanors 132

Duplicate Reports; Reports on Questioning of Witnesses

and Complainants __ 51

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPORTS RECEIVED 1718

As the reports from each precinct were received, the infor-
mation they bore was transcribed to a series of charis whereon
each interrogation was classified according to precinct where
conducted, nature of offense charged, and nature of statement

made, if any. In addition, the disposition in each case was
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recorded as it became available.

A, STATEMENT RATE: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS AWD CONCLUSIONS.

The methodology employed in classifying the nature of the
subject's statement and in determining whether or not the subject
did in fact make a statement was outlined in instructions for-
warded to each precinct's detective squad at the beginning of
the survey.

If the subject did make a statement after being advised

of his rights, the interrogating officer was requested to
classify that statement as either a confession to the crime
charged, an admission of a material fact connecting the subject
to the crime charged, an admission of a material fact linking
the subject to other uncleared crimes, or as a denial. If the
subject made a partial admission and partial denial,¥ the in-
terrogating officer was instructed to classify the subject's
response as an admission., Similarly, if a subject was charged
with two or more offenses and admitted or confessed to one
while denying commission of the other(s), the subject's response
was classified as an admission or confession.

In determining whether the subject did in fact make =
statement following advice of his right to remain silent, the
officer was instructed to classify as statements only those
responses of the subject that clearly followed in time the ad-

vising of the subject concerning his rights. Thus, statements

* Such an occasion would arise, for example, where the suspect
admits a material fact connecting him to the offense charged,
but denies commission of the offense.
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of denial made at the time of arrest or in transit to the
stationhouse were not to be considered statements for purposes
of the survey uﬁless, after receiving the Miranda warnings,
the subject repeated or continued his dendals. If, after the
Miranda warnings were given, the subject stated that he had
done nothing wrong and that he would state nothing further,
the officer was instructed to classify that situation as a
"non-statement" interrogation.*

Clearly such a methodology in classification suffers
lack of uniformity to a degree, for it leaves to each interro=-
gating officer the decision as to what characterization should
be assigned to a given factual situation. While he is provided
with a list of general directives concerning how to classify
for reporting purposes the nature of a statement, it 1s he alone
who detefmines whether a given statement is a confession or
merely an admission of a material faect ~~ he alone who decides
whether a subject who does not employ easily-classifiable lan-
guage is in fact admitting to or denying commission of an
offense. BSimilarly, while the denial that includes an admission
of material fact was to be classified as an admission, it was
the interrogating officer alone who decided whether a given
denial possessed such an admission, In this regard, the Survey
made no distinctions between "useful'" and non-useful denials.
Thus, a denial that on its face was patently and obviously
false (for example, the absurd alibl or the absurd explanation

of the activity in question), but that did not inciude an ad-

¥ The denial here is considered %too general to constitute a

statement made; it bears more the characterisrics of a protest
accompanying refusal to walve the right to remain silent,
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mission but was nonetheless evidentiarily useful to police be-
cause of its obvious falsity, could only be classified as a
denial. And thefe is a thin and perhans inperceivable line
between this "useful" denial and a denial possessing an admission
-- a 1line the markings of which was left to the individual
detective's judgment.

This lack of uniformity in classification is not con-
sidered a detriment to the validity of the statistics that have
been compiled, however. First, it is estimated that a consider-
ably large percentage of interrogations and the subjects' responses
thereto are easily classifiable. Secondly, possible differences
among interrogating officers in subjective evaluation of the
nature of statements made to them will generally be confined
to admicssions and confessions, where the distinction between
the two classifications is most difficult to discern and where
difficulties in distinction would arise most frequently. These
possible differences among police officers in classifying state-
ments that may be either admissions or confessions can be fairly
controlled by combining the figures recorded for each classifi-

cation.

The survey revealed that, of 1460 interrogations, 68.3
per cent of the subjects refused to make statements after re-
ceiving thelr Miranda warnings. (Table II) Of the 31.7 per
cent that did make statements, Ll,5 per cent of these made
denials and 59.5 per cent made either confessions, admissions
to the crime charged, or admissions to other uncleared crimes.

(Table IV) It must be noted that, of the 1460 suspects interro-
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gated, only 12, or 00.8 per cent, made statements of admission
connecting them to other uncleared crimes, an indication that
interrogations are fairly ineffective means for solving past
uncleared crimes. (Table III) It is also interesting to note
TABLE I1

bbb da —— e —
VATHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF INTERRO-
GATIONS BY WILLINGNESS OF SUBJECTS TO MAKE STATEMENTS

Absolute Percenta;e
Total Number of Interrogations Reported 1H60 100.0%
Total Number Making Statements 463 31.7%
Total Number Refusing to Make Statements 997 68,37
TARLE IIT

ViANOATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF INTERRO-
GATIONS BY WATURE OF SUBJECT'S RESPONSE
Absolute Percentage
T Lercelltage

Total Humber of Interrogatiocns Reported 1460 100.0%
Total Number Refusing to Make Statements 997 68.3%
Total Humber Making Confessions L5 03.1%
Total Humber Making Admissions 200 13.7%
Total Number Meking Admissions Re: Other Crimes 12 00.8%
Total Number Making Denials 206 14,19

that the confession rate remains a fairly low 3.1 per cent,
accounting for only 45 of the 1460 interrogations.

TABLE IV
28D N e — e
MANHATTAN SURVEY OF LNTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF STATEMENTS

MADE BY NATURE THEREOF
Absolute Percentage

Total Number of Statements Made T LE3 100. 0%
Total Number Making Confessions Ly 09.7%
Total Number Making Admissions 200 43,29
Total Number of Admissions Re: Other Crimes 12 02.6%

Total Number Making Denials 206 L4, 59
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B., RELATIONSHIP OF STATEMENT-RATE TO CFFENSE CHARGED

Tn order ito determine the relationship, if any, of the
subject's williﬁgness to speak and the nature of his response
to the type of offense with which he was charged, the 1460
reported interrogations were classified according to specific
and "type" offense. The 1460 reported interrogations concerned
questioning only of suspects charged either with a felony or
with one of the finger-printable misdemeanors enumerated in
Section 552 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. O0f these
felonies and 552-misdemeanors, the 1460 interrogations reflected
forty-five specific offenses, ranging from homicide and forcible

rape to jostling and sodomy.

The methodology employed in relating a specific offense
to the statement-rate involved a number of complications.

1, . The arresting officer was, of course, responsible
for charging the suspect with a crime, and responsible for
determination of which crime and of which section of the Penal
Law the suspect had allegedly viclated. In a considerable
number of cases, however, the suspect was charged by the
arresting officer with commission of more than one offense
(for example, with burglary and with possession of burglar's
tools), and this necessitated a determination, by Vera per-
sonnel, of which of those offenses to assign to a given in-
terrogated subject for statistical purposes.

Consequently, where a suspect was charged with two or

more offenses, the more or most serlous of those offenses was

assigned to that suspect's interrogation for purposes of
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correlation betwsen crime charged and statement made. Serious-
ness of offense was determined by the following scheme:

a. a felony is more serious than a misdemeanor, regard-
less of the nature of each;

b. a charge that may be either a felony or & misdemeanor*
is more serious than a charge that can be only a misdemeanorj

c. crimes against the person (such as assault, robbery,
etc.) are more serious than crimes against property (Eagey
grand larceny);

8. crimes against property are in turn more serious
than erimes against public order (e.g., incitement to riot,
disorderly conduct);

e. crimes against public order are more serious than con-
sumptive offenses (e.g., narcotics offenses, both sale and use);

f. consumptive crimes are more serious than activities
that are proscribed because they are deemed to be instruments
for the commission of other offenses; these instrumentality
crimes include possession of a dangerous weapon and possession
of burglar's tools.

It is clear that the above classifications of "type"
offense and the hierarchy of seriousness to which they are

assigned can be considered only as working classificatlons.

¥  This situation may occur because the interrogating officer
did not specify whether he was charging the suspect with a
felony or misdemeanor (e.g., possession of a dangerous weapon
can be eiiher a felony or misdemeanor depending on the nature
of the weapon) or because determination of seriousness could
not be made at the time of interrogation.
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The arguments could be endless as to whether sale of narcotics
should be classified as a consumptive offense or whether it
should fall under the heading of crime against the person or
crime azgsinst public order. Similarly, whether some crimes
against public order (such as rioting) should be considered
more serious than offenses against property while other public
order offenses (such as loitering) should be deemed less serious
than property offenses is a gquestion that is best left to
another study at another time. For the purpose of assigning
an offense in the case of multiple charges, the scheme out-
iined on page 13 is sufficient, and its defects are far
outweighed by the consistency engendered by its simplicity.

2. A second conplicating factor involved in deterw-
mining the relationship of statement to charge results from the
interaction between the process of determining the nature of
the statement made (described on pages 8 and 9, supra) and the
process of assigning to the suspect for statistical purposes
the most serious of the charges against him (outlined, supra,
page 13). In certain cases this interaction between the two
classification procedures can result in a distorted record of
what did in fact occur during interrogation. The distortion
can best be explained by reference to the following example:

Suspect A is charged with both burglary (a

felony) and possession of burglar's tools (a mis-
demeanor).

When interrogated, A admits to possession of

burglar's tools, but denies commission of burglary.
Since the interrogation has produced an admission

to one offense and a denial to the other, the
arresting officer, pursuant to the instructions

outlined on page 8, supra, records the nature
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of A's statement as an admission.
When the interrogation is charted for

statistical purposes, the felony charged,

burglary, is assigned to A's interrogation

pursuant to the scheme outlined on page 13,

SUpTa.

- Thus, A's interrogation is recorded as

being one for the crime of burglary to which

an admission was made, while in reality A

made no admission to the charge of burglary,

but, on the contrary, denied that charge.

This variation between the charge-statement relationship
in reallty and the charge-statement relationship appearing
in the statistical tables following 1s a disadvantage inherent
in the recording process employed by the survey. Its adverse
effect upon the overall validity of statistlcal results, how-
ever, is fairly minimal. While, in the tables that follow,
the relationship between the nature of the statement and the
erime charged must be viewed only as an approximation of what
did in fact occur, the relationship between the fact of a
statement made and the crime charged accurately reflects what
did in fact occur during interrogation. In other words, in
the case of burglary the tables following indicate that 17.2
per cent of all persons interrogated made admissions. In
1ight of the interactlon between classification procedures,
this figure must necessarily be viewed as a close approximation

of the eetual admission rate for the charge of burglary. How-

ever, the variations discussed above will have no effect upon

the statement-no statement relationship with the crime charged,
and thus the tables' indication that 34%.4t per cent of all per-
sons charged with burglary made statements accurately reflects

the actual statement rate.

3. A third coumplication involved in determining



ADDENDUM:

Page 16: Delete first full paragraph and substitute in its place the
followings

Thus, "Grand Larceny-Auto", which under the old Penal Law was &
violation of Section 1293=a, Unauthorized Use of Airplanes or Motor
Vehicles, was 2 larceny and almost always a felony (depending upon the
value of the vehicle) is, under the Revised Penal Law, either:

1, grand lerceny (violation of section 155,30 or 155,35 P.L.)
or petdt larceny (violation of section 155,25 P.L,) depending upon the
velue of the vehicle; or

2, wunauthorized use of a motor vehicle (violation of section
165,05)

According to Police Department interpretation of the new Penal
Lav (T.0.P. 414, 12 October 1967}, aute theft wowld be classified as
wnauthorized use of a motor vehicle only in cases vhere the taking is
temporary rather than z permanent eppropriation. Exemples of such
temporary taking (see T0,P, 414, attached) are vhere a chauffeur tekes
his employer's vehicle without his consent or where a garage mechanic
operates enother's vehicle for his own use, In all other cases, the
theft is to be classified in the same manner as larceny of other
property,

Consequently, the seperate charge of grand larceny of auto appear-
ing in the o0ld Penal Law in section 1293=a is in the routine case come
bined with other larceny under the heading "Grand Larceny" in the new
Pengl Lew, and thus no separate figures have been compiled after 1
September 1967 for such routine auto theft, Additionally, those thefts
vhich £al11 within the classification of uneuthorized use will not appear

in the tables following because the offense of unauthorized use is
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the relationship between crime charged and statement made

1s the fact that the survey period consisted of sixteen days
when the old New York Penal Law was 1ln effect and sixteen

days when the revised New York Penal Law controlled.
Correlation of offenses under the two different codes necessi-
tated special treatment of certain charges which are treated
differently under each code.

Thus, "Grand Larceny-Auto", which under the old Penal
Law was a violation of Section 1293-a, Unauthorized Use of
Airplanes or Motor Vehicles, was a larceny and almost always
a felony (depending upon the value of the automobile) is,
under the Revised Penal Law, a violation of section 165.05,
Unauthorized Use of Vehicle, is misapplicaton of property
rather than larceny, and is a Grade A Misdemeanor and a mis-
demeanor that is not finger-printable and not listed in the
(reviged) Section 552 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. Con-
sequently, the figures that appear in the tables following for
auto theft reflect information on interrogations conducted only
during the period when the old Penal Law controlled.

Also, under the old Penal Law, violations of sections
722-6 and 722-8, Disorderly Conduct, were fingerprintable mis-
demeanors, while under the revised Penal Law, while the activi-
ties proscribed in sections 722-6 and 722-8 remaln finger-
printable, they are no longer classified as Disorderly Conduct,
no longer considered variations of the same offense, and are
proscribed in separate sections as Jostling and Loitering, re-
spectively. Thus, in the tables that follow, disorderly con-

duct is not listed as a charge, but 1s, instead, listed as
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either Jostling or Loitering. In this manner, figures listed
for loitering and jostling reflect all interrogations for
those proscribed activities for the entire survey period,

15 August to 15 Sepetmber, 1967.

Correlation of most other offenses between old and re-
vised penal laws required only a minimum of approximation;
that i1s, the language of sections in each penal law dealing
with the same activity was different but the import of each
penal law section was essentlially the same. Four charges
under the Revised Penal Law, however, escape this minimal
degree of approximation, and, in the tables that follow,
are listed separately, reflecting offenses committed only
during the period September 1, 1967 to September 15, 1967.
The first of these offenses is sexual abuse, which may be
either a felony or misdemeanor depending upon degree. While
it is similar to rape in the lst, 2nd and 3rd degrees, sexual

abuse - - in all of its three degrees involves gexual contact

rather than sexual intercourse with the vietlm, and conse-
quently is treated in the statistical tables following as an
offense distinet from rape. Similarly, sexual misconduct,

a Class A Misdemeanor in the revised Penal Law, contains ele-
ments similar to those contained in charges of rape in the
second degree, non-consensual sodomy and necrophilia in the
0ld Penal Law and is charaeterized by lack of the victim's
consent on the one hand and lack of forcible compulsion on
the other. It too has no counterpart in the old Penal Law.

The two remaining chargres, fraudulent accosting and reckless
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endangerment, suffer a similar fate of lacking comfortable
coincidence with_charges proscribing such activities under
the old Penal Law.

In the tables that follow, those charges which reflect
interrogations only for the perilod 15 August to 31 August,
1967 are identified by use of a single asterisk (*); those
charges that reflect interrogations only for the periecd 1
September to 15 September, 1967 are identified by a double-
asterisk (**); and those charges which embrace proscribed
activity for the entire survey period but which are denoted
by use of terminology and classification peculiar to the

revised Penal Law are ldentified by a eross (4).

B-1l. Relationship of Statement-Rate to "Type" Offense.

The survey revealed little difference in the skatement~
rate between interrogations for crimes against the person and
interrogations for crimes against property. Thirty~six per
cent of all persons interrogated for crimes against the person
(e.g., assault, robbery, sexual offenses) made statements, while
approximately thirty-five per cent of all persons interrogated
for crimes agalnst property (e.g., arson, burglary, larceny)
made statements. (Table V)

However, while the statement-rate was the same for both
"iype" offenses, the percentage making admissions of some
sort (confessions, admissions to the charge, admissions to
participation in other uncleared crimes) differed consliderably
for interrogations in each type offense. While 47.8 per cent

of those making statements in crimes against the person made
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IABLE V — I— -
MANHATTAN SURVEY OF LNIBRROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF SUBJECT'S
WILLINGNESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED

: Percentage Percentage Refusing
Type of Offense Making Statements to Make Statements
Against Person 36,0% 6. 0%
Against Property 34.9% 65.1%
Consumptive 27.2% 72.8%
Public Order 10.6% 89.4%
Instrumentality 22.4% 77.6%
Fugitive 12.5% 87.5%

some sort of admission, the percentage of those making statements
that made admissions in crimes against property was considerably
higher: 60.4 per cent. Whether this higher admission rate in
property offenses is related to the nature of the offense re~
mains a question. A priori, property offenses probably involve
a larger Quantity of real, as distinguished from testimonial,
proof that is available at the time of interrogation. However,
inasmuch as the Survey did not distinguish between suspects
apprehended "in the act" and those arrested later, nor distin-
guish between interrogaions for offenses where witnesses were
present and those wherein there were no witnesses, it would

be presumptuous to conclude from an empirical study that there
exlsts any certain relationship bhetween type-offense and type-
statement that would account for the higher admission rate in
property offenses. After all, the subject caught in the act

of assaulting another in the presence of three witnesses would
probably be inclined to admit his guilt just as quickly as

the subject apprehended on the street with a television set

which subsequently ls traced to a recently burglarized residence.
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The statement-rate in crimes of consumption, instrumental-
ity and agalnst public order was considerably lower than that
in crimes against person and property. Of those charged with
consumptive (i.e., narcoties) offenses, 27.2 per cent made
statements, while 22.% per cent of the suspects charged with
instrumentality crimes made statements. Analysis in sectlons
II and III of this report will add appreciably to an under-
standing of the reasons for the low statement rate in con=-
sumptive offenses, but little explanation can be conjured for
the low statement rate in instrumentality offenses., It is
assumed that in most interrogations for instrumentality crimes
the subject will have been apprehended while possessing the
instrument proscribed. The only question that will remain
unresolved at the time of interrogation will generally be
whether the instrument possessed is actually one which 1s
proscribed by law. The proof exists, only the explanation
is lacking., Thus, in the case of the subject apprehended on
the street with a meat cleaver in his possession or the subject
arrested for carrying wrenches on his person, ke has the d4isad-
vantage at interrogation of clear proof of possession. In
both cases, pragmatically although not procedurally, the burden
of explanation would logically fall upon the suspect. It would
be expected then, & priori, that such suspects would make
statements, and that the nature of these statements would gener=-
23ly be denials. Yet the results of the Survey indicate a
low statement-rate.and a low denlal-rate.

Only 10.6 per cent of all suspects charged with crimes
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against public order (e.g., riot, public lewdness) made state-
ments, and of eight interrogated fugltives from other authorities
the statement-rate was a mere 12.5 per cent. (Table )

TABLE VI

MANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIPLCATION OF NATURE OF
STATEMENTS MADE BY TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED

Total Per cent

Making Per cent Per cent Admitting Per cent
Type of Offense Statements Confessing Admitting Other Crimes Denying
Against Person 180 09.4% 35.1% 03.3% 52,2%
Against Property 163 i4.2% 45,5% 01.1% 39.3%
Consumptive 30 05.5% L7,0% 03.3% AT 1% 4
Public Order 5 00.0% 60.0% 00.0% 40,04
Instrumentallty 2k 00.0% 66.7% 08.3% 25.0%
Fugitive 1 00, 0% 100.0% 00. 0% 00.0%
TOTAL 463

0f those meking statements to crimes of consumption, fifty-
five per cent made some sort of admlssion, while the admlssion
rate in instrumentality crimes was a high seventy-five per cent.
Admissions also exceeded denials in crimes against public order,
with sixty per cent of those meking statements making admissions,
and only forty per cent making denials.

The confession~rate was highest in crimes against property,
reflecting the higher overall admisslon rate for property offenses
discussed on page 19, supra. Crimes against the person followed
with a confession rate equalling nine per cent of all statements
mede. It is interesting to note that in instrumentality and

public order offenses, while the admission rate was high, no

confessions were proferred.
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B-2. Relationship of Statement-Rate to Specific Offense.
With regard to specific offense, the Survey revealed the

following information of note:

1. In the more serious specific offenses, the percentage
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making statements was considerably higher than that in com-
paratively less serious offenses. Thus, of the sixteen ine
terrogations for Homiclde, 81.2 per cent made statements, and
51.4% per cent of the thiriy-seven interrogations for forcible
rape were cases in which statements were made. Both of these
figures are considerably higher than the 31.7 per cent overall
statement rate (page 10, supra), and considerably higher than
the statement rates in interrogations for burglary (34.4 per
cent made statements) and for grand larceny (25.7 per cent
making statements). 4nd, while the statement rate in burglary
cases was 34.4 per cent, the percentage making statements in the
lesser offense of possession of burglar'!s tools was only 17.6
per cent. (Table IX)

2., While the statement rate in interrogations for narcotilcs
misdemeanor offenses (possession and use of narcotics) was
approximately the same as the 31.7 per cent total statement rate,
the percentage making statements in felony drug cases (possesslon
of narcotics with intent to sell) was considerably lower: 2k.2
per cent. (Table IX)

3. While the statement rate in cases of felonious assault
was 35.6 per cent, in cases in which the suspect was charged with
both felonious assault and possession of a dangerous weapon
the statement rate rose to 54%.5 per cent. And this is contrasted
to the 24.7 per cent statement rate in cases where the suspect

was charged solely with possesslon of a dangerous weapon.
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TABLE IX

MAMIATTAY SURVEY OF INTERROGATIORS: CLASSIFICATION OF SUSPECTS' WILLING-
NESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED
Percentage Re-

Crime Charged Total Percentase Makine Statements fusing to make
Statements

Homicide 16 81, 2% 18, 8%
Felonious Assault 236 35, 6% 64, 4%
Felonious Asslt/

Dangerous Weapon 22 54, 5% 45, 5%
Poss, Dangerovs

Weapon 73 28, 7% 75, 3%
Burglary 157 34, 45 65, 6%
Attempted Burglary 5 20, 0% 80, 0%
inlawiul Entry 12 50, 0% 50, 0%
Burglary tools 34 17, 6% 82,4%
Forcible Rape 37 51, 4% 48, 63
Statutory Rape & 33, 3% G&, 7%
Attempted Rape 3 00, 0% 100. 0%
Assault & Robbery 64 21, 9% 78, 1%
Attempted ASD 3 00, 0% 100, 0%
Robbery 77 20, 9% 70,1%
Attempnted Robbhery 5 60, 0% £0, 0%
Forgery 2e 25,0% 75.0%
Uttering Torged

Instruments 8 62, 3% 37, 5%
Grand Larceny 132 25, 7% 74, 3%
ttempted Gr. Lar. 6 00, 0% 100, 0%
Grand Lar., {(Auto)® 21 10, 0% a0, 0%
Foss, /Rec, Stolen

Goods 86 54, T# 45, 3%

Bringing steclen zoods

into the state 2 00, 0% 100, 0%
Incite to Riot 3 66, 7% 33, 3%
Ziot 1 100, 0% 00, 0%
Lbhandonment 2 100, 0% 00, 0%
Endanger welfare of

a child 7 42, 9% 57.1%
Drugs-Felony 160 24,27 75, 8%
Drugs«iiisdemeanor 141 31,2% 63, 84
Sodomy 7 00. 0% 100, 0%
Promoting Prostitution 3 00, 0% 100, 0%
Indecent Exposure 8 00, 0% 100, 0%
Extortion 2 100, 0% 00, 0%
Arson 10 70, 0% 30, 0%
loitering + 7 00, 0% 100, 0%
Jostling 24 08, 3% 91, 7%

#%Recklegs Endangerment & 50, 0% 50, 0%

#*Fraudulent Accosting 3 00, 0% 100, 0%

*#*Sexual Abuse 1 00,07 100, 0%
Bribery 1 00, 0% 100, 0%
Kidnapping 1 00, 0% 100, 0%
Atrtempted Kidnapring 2 00, 0% 100, 0%

**Jevual Hisconduct 2 50, 0% 50, 0%
Fugitive 8 12, 5% 87, 3%
TOTAL 1460
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L, 1In cases where the subject was charged with possession
and/or receiving of stolen goods, cases in which, presumably,
the police already possess the fruits of the crime at the time
of interrogation, the statement rate was a conslderably high
54,7 per cent. In these cases, over half of the statements
‘made were confessions or admissions. (Table X)

5. The statement rate in the two "disorderly conduct"
offenses, jostling and loitering, was extremely low. 0f twenty-
four suspects interrogated for jostling, only 8.3 per cent made
statements, and none of the seven suspects charged with loitering
made statements. (Table IX)

6. Of 132 non-552-misdemeanor interrogations reported, the
statement rate was considerably lower than the total statement
rate (31.7 per cent) for felony and 552-misdemeanor interrogations.
In non-552-misdemeanor cases, only 21.8 per cent made statements,
lending credence to the proposition that the less serious the
offense, the lower the percentage of suspects willing to make
statements.

7. Specific offenses having statement-rates less than the
31.7 per cent overall statement rate include: (a) robbery and
assault and robbery and attempts to commlt each; (b) grand larceny
and attempted grand larceny, lncluding theft of auto; (¢) all
sexual offenses with the exception of forcible rape and sexual
misconduct; (d) narcotics offenses, felony and misdemeanor;

(e) possession of a dangerous weapon and possession of burglar's

tools; and (f) such miscellaneous offenses as bribery, kidnapping,

promoting prostitution, loitering, jostling and fraudulent



TABLE X

MAMUATTAN SURVEY OF INTERRCCATIONS:

Crime Charged

llomicide

Felonious Assault

Fel, Assit/Dangerous Weap.
Poss, of Dangerous Weapon
Burglary

Attempted Burglary
Unlawful Entry
Possession: Burglary tools
Forcible Rape

Attempted Rape

Statutory Rape

**Gaxual Abuse
#%Sexual Misconduct

Sodomy

Assault & Robbery

Attempted Asslt & Robbery
Robbery

Attempted Robbery

Forgery

Uttering Forged Instrmments

Grand Larceny

Attempted Grand Larceny

*Grand Larceny-Auto

Poss, fRec, Stolen Goods

Bringing stolen goods into
the stakte

Incite Riot

Riot

Abandonment

Endanger child's welfare

Drugs-Felony

Drugs-tisdemeanor

Promoting Prostitution
Indecent Exposure
Extortion

Arson

+loitering

+Jostling

“*Reckless LEndangerment
##:Fraudulent Accosting

Total

i6
236
22
73
157
5
12
34
37

6

WPy s O

132

21
86

~ Pl N

CLASSIFICATION OF NATURE OF STATEMENTS BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGLD

Nonstatement Confession Admission Admission-0C Dental

Abs Per Abs Per Abs Per Abs Per Abs Per
3 18, 8% 2 12, 5% 5 31, 2% o 00, 0% 6 37.5%
152 64, 4% 3 03,4% 30 12.8% 2 00, 8% 4L 18.6%
10 45, 57 1 0b, 5% 5 22, 8% 2 09, 0% 4 18, 2%
55 75, 3% O 00, 0% 12 16, 4% 2 02, 7% 4 05, 6%
103 65, 6% 6 03, 8% 27 17, 2% 0 00, 0% 21 13.4%
4 80, 0% 1 20, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
5] 50, 0% 0 00, 0% 6 50, 0% 0 00, 0% o 00, 0%
28 82, 4% 0 00, 0% 4 11, 8% G 00, 0% 2 05, 84
18 48, 6% 1 02, 7% 3 21, 7% 0 00, 0% 10 27.0%
3 100.0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 Q0, O% 0 00, 0%
& 66, 74 1 16,65% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 1 16, 65%
1 100,0% O 00, 0% 0 a0, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
1 50, 0% 0 00, 0% 1 50, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
7 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% o 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
50 78.1% 2 03,14 3 04, T4 1 01, 6% 8 12,5%
3 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 G0, 0% 0 00, 6%
54 70.0% 1 01, 3% 9 11.8% 0 00, G% 13 16, 9%
2 4G, 0% 0 00, 0% G 00, 0% G 00, 0% 3 60, 0%
21 75.0% 1 03,6% 2 07.1% 1 03.6% 3 10, 7%
3 37.5% 2 25, 0% 2 25.0% 0 00, 0% 1 12, 5%
98 T4, 37, 5 03, 8% 13 09, 8% 0 00, 0% 16 12,1%
6 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
i9 90, 0% 1 05, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 1 05,0%
39 45, 3% 7 08, 1% i9 22, 2% 0 00, 0% 21 24, 47,
2 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
1 33, 3% 0 00, 0% 2 66, 774 0 00,0% 0 00, 0%
0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 1 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 2 100. 0%
4 57.1% 1 14, 3% 0 00, 0% 1 14, 3% 1 14, 3%
144 75.8% & 02.1% 19 10,0% 2 01, 0% 21 11,1%
97 68, 3% 1 00, 7% 23 16, 3% 1 00, 74 19 13,5%
3 100,0% ¢ 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
8 100,0% 0 00, 0% a 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 2 100, 0%
3 30, 0% 0 00, 0% 6 66, 0% 0 00. 0% i 10. 0%
7 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%
22 91, 74 0 060, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 2 08, 3%
2 5@, 0% H 00, 0% 2 50, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00. 0%
3 100,0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0% 0 00, 0%



neither & felony nor & 552-misdemeanor,

The figures that appear in the tables following for suto=theft thus

reflect information on interrogations conducted only during the period when the

old Pepal Lew controlleds



T.0.P. 414
POLICE DEPARTIMENT
CITY OF NEW YORK

October 12, 1967

TO ALL COMMANDS:
Subject: PROPER CLASSIFICATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE THEFTS.

1, Examination by the Central Records Office of U.F. 61 reports
in motor vehicle theft cases indicates that some confusion has arisen
over the proper classification of such crimes. since the effective date
of the new Penal Law, September 1, 1967. Due to misinterpretation of
the new statutes, some commands have been classifying motor vehicle
thefts as unauthorized use of motor vehicle (Section 165.05 P.L.)
instead of either grand larceny (Section 155.30 or 155.35 P.L.) or
petit larceny (Section 155.25 P.L.), depending on the value of the
vehicle. -~

2, Except in certain unusual cases, e.g., where a chauffeur
takes his employer's vehicle without his consent or a garage mechanic
operates another's vehicle for his own use, all cases of motor vehicle
theft must be classified as either grand or petdt larceny at the time
the theft is reported. Even in the above cited cases, it cannot be
determined, unless the vehicle has already been returned, whether the
taking was for the purpose of merely using the vehicle temporarily or
for permanently appropriating the vehicle for the taker's own use, -
Therefore, even in these isolated cases, excepl where the car has
already been returned, the proper classification at the time the theft
is reported is either grand or petit larceny. If subsequent investi-
gation indicates that the proper classification is unauthorized use of
the vehicle, the follow-up U.F. 61 or a D.D. 5 can indicate this fact
and the classification will be changed by the Central Records Office.

3. In arrest cases, where the perpetrator is arrested in pos-~
session of the vehicle, unless the investigation indicates that this
is clearly a case of unauthorized use of the motor vehicle, the proper
charge should be either grand or petit larceny depending, again, on
the monetary value of the vehicle at the time of the theft.

L, Commanding officers are directed to give this matter their
personal attention. All members of their commands shall be properly
instructed in the contents of this order. Commanding officers shall
cause file copies of U.F. 61 reports to be examined in order to
determine if compliance with this order is being ocbtained.

BY DIRECTION OF THE ACTING POLICE COMMISSIONER.

SANFORD D. GARELIK
Chief Inspector
JBM/m2 .

DISTRIBUTION: All commands

Inactive Date: June 30, 1968
. T.0.P. li-lll» f".-‘:ﬁq



accosting. (Table XI) Those offenses having
statement rates higher than the overall 31.7
per cent rate include: (a) homicilde;
(b) felonious assault, with and without a
dangerous weapon; (c) burglary and unlewful
entry; (d) possession of stolen goods;
(e5 riot and incitement thereto; and (f) the
miscellaneous offenses of arsen, extoriion,
abandonment, endangering the welfare of a
child, and reckless endamgerment. (Table XI)
It is interesting to note that the three
offenses generally involving police possession
of evidence at the time of interrogation w--
possession of stolen goods on the one hand
and possession of a dangerous weapon oT burglar's
tools on the other -- fall on different sides
of the overall 31.7 per cent statement rate.
54,7 per cent of the suspects lnterrogated for
possession of stolen goods made statements,
while the statement rate in offenses involving
possession of a dangerous weapon was only 24.7
per cent and in cases involving possession of
burglar's tools, only 17.6 per cent. This
variance in statement rates may be due to the
nature of the item found in the possession of
the suspect and to that item's evidentlary

value. In other words, 2 wrench found in
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TABLE XI. MANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: STATEMENT-RATES
FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES AS MEASURED BY THE OVERALL STATEMENT RATE
OF 31.7 PER CENT
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may or may not have much evidentiary value, may or may not

act as inducement to that subject to speak. On the other hand,
stolen goods discovered in the possession of a suspect tend to
be overwhelmingly more incriminating. It is questionable, of
course, how far this analysis can be pushed -- the explanation
is admittedly weak -- and, without information as to the precise
nature of each item found in the possession of each interrogated
subject, correlation of statement rate with type of possession-

offense can proceed at best as reasoned guessing.

B-3. Relationship of Statement-Rate to Offense Charged: General
Conclusions.

What emerges from analysis of the statistics compiled during
the Manhattan Survey of Interrogations is a notorious inverse
relationship between seriousness or heinousness of offense on the
one hand and exercise of constitutional rights to remain silent
on the other. The more serious "type" offenses are characterized
by high statement ratesj; the more serious specific offenses are
generally similarly characterized. In addition, certain generic
offenses bear a visible relationship to statement rates, indicative
more of a relationship between the type of offender and the
statement rate than between the type of offense and the willing-
ness to make statements., With the exception of these con-
clusions, little can be sald of the relationship between specific
offense and statement-rate. For instance, it is unlikely that
any meaningful conclusion can be drawn from the fact that 15.7
per cent fewer suspects made statements to charges of grand

larceny for auto theft than to charges of grand larceny for
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theft of other property. 4nd, concerning a number of the
specific offenses, the number of suspects interrogated for
them is so small that reliance upon them for general con-
clusions would be folly.

Thus, analysis of the information recorded during the
survey period results in the following conclusionss

1. There is a general but notorious relationship between
heinousness of offense and willingness to make statements., This
is evidenced by the high statement-rates in interrogations for
homicide (81.2 per cent) and forcible rape (51.% per cent).
Both of these charges embrace activities that are both serious
in terms of legal consequences and heinous in terms of the high
degree of opprobrium that soclety attaches to their commission.

2. On the other hand, seriousness of offense is affected
by frequency of commission with regard to its relationship to
statement-rate. The more common a sSerious offense 1s, the
comparatively less is the statement rate. Thus, felonlious
assault, a grave offense agalnst the person (indeed, only
homicide and perhaps forelble rape are more serious), 1s more
frequently committed than homicide and rape and has a consider-
ably lower percentage of suspects willing to make statements.
Felonious assault, which constituted 16 per cent of all charges
made during the survey period, had a statement rate of only
35.6 per cent, while homicide, which accounted for only one
per cent of all charges brought, and forcible rape, which
accounted for only 2.5 per cent of all charges, had statement

rates of 81.2 per cent and 51.14 per cent, respectively. Similar-
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1y, robbery, which accounted for twice as many interrogations

as did forcible rape, had a statement rate of only 29.9 per
cent. While frequency of commission negates somewhat the effect
heinousness of offense has on statement rates, it does not do

so proportionately, however. That is, the more freguently
committed serious offenses generally have lower statement rates
than the less frequently committed serious offenses, but thelr
rates do not necessarily decline in exact proportion to their
higher frequency.

3. In the case of the offense of possession oT recelpt of
stolen goods, an offense that generally produces the fruits there-
of at the time the suspect is interrogated, the statement rate
is considerably higher than in those cases where less evidence
ig available. Viewing this offense alone, its high statement
rate would seem to confirm the validity of the proposition that
there is a correlation between the amount of evidence against
a suspect at the time he is interrcogated and his willingness to
make a statement. However, two other offenses bearing the
neyidentiary by nature" characteristics of the stolen goods
offense -~ possession of a dangerous weapon and possession of
burglar's tools -- possess comparatively low statement-rates.
Whether, in correlating available evidenve with willingness to
make statements, "amount" of evidence i1s to be qualified by
"nature" and "evidentiary impact" of evidence, and whether there
is a difference in the statement-indiicement effects of instru-
mentality offenses on the one hand and the possession of stolen

goods offense on the other remain unresolved questions.
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L, Persons charged with use of narcotids are no less
willing to make statements than those charged wlth non-
narcotics offensés, but persons charged with sale or intent
to sell narcotics refused to speak in seventy-five per cent
of the cases. While 1t is difficult, if not impossible, to
describe the typical felonlous assaulter, the type of of fender
involved in narcotics-sale offenses 1s more subject to general
characterization. The narcotics felon is both more homogeneous
and more predictable. By making a statement to police, he runs
not only the risk of conviction and imprisonment; if he con-
sciously or inadvertently implicates those with whom he has
done business, he risks retaliation from his criminal contacits
as well as punishment by law. He is notoriously. disinclined
o cooperate with police, and, consequently, in drug felony
cases, the correlation between offense and statement-rate is
more appropriately a correlation between "type' offender and
statement~rate.

5, Similarly, sexual offenses (with the exception of
forcible rape) and offenses involving sexual deviation have a
low statement~rate, and this again is probably more indicative
of a relationship between the “type" offender (although here
the group is less homogenous than the felony drug group) and
the statement-rate. In darges of loltering, sexual abuse,
sexual misconduct, statutory rape, sodomy and public lewdness,
the aggregate statement-rate was a mere 11.9 per cent,

6. Interrogations appear to be an extremely inefficient

method of solving past crimes. Only twelve of the 1460 interro-
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gations resulted in admissions to other crimes, and one-half

of these concerned crimes against the person. (One of these
offenses against the person involved an admission to an uncleared
crime of endangering the welfare of a childj; four involved
assaults; and one concerned an assault and robbery.)

7. Concerning the nature of the statement-rate, admissions
of some sort exceeded denials in the following offenses: possess-
ion of burglar's tools; possession of a dangerous weapon;
possession of stolen goods; mnarcotics offenses, felony and
misdemeanor; burglary; grand larceny; and the multiple charge
of felonious assault and possession of a dangerous weapol.

Indeed, in possession of burglar's tools, twice as many admissions
were made than denlals; in possession of a dangerous weapon
cases, there were almost four tlmes as many admissions as denials.
Offenses in which denials exceeded admissions include felonious
assault, assault and robbery, robbery and forcible rape. It

is clear from cursory examination of the above lists that
admissions exceed denials in three "type" offenses: instrumentallty,
narcotics, and against-property offenses -~ all of which, by

their nature, tend to produce, generally, some real evidence

by the time of interrogation. Those offenses wherein denials
exceeded admissions are solely offenses agalnst the person --
cases in which generally the evidence against the suspect is
testimonlal rather than real., Thus, while correlation between
amount of evidence available at the time of interrogation

and statement-rate is, as noted in conclusion 3, page 31, supra,

subject to question, there does appear to be a relationship be-
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tween amount of evidence available at interrogation and the
willingness of supjects to make admissions rather than denlals.
In other words: (a) one the one hand, it is difficult to
demonstrate that available real evidence (as distinguished

from testimonial evidence) at the time of interrogation general-
ly and consistently lnduces subjects to make statements; yet

(b) on the other hand, it appears that, of those subjecis willing
to make statements, the ones confronted by real evidence tend

to admit rather than deny, whereas those confronted with testi-

monial evidence tend to deny commission of the offense charged.

We speak here, of course, of real and testimonial evidence, not
in terms of what any given suspect encounters at interrogation,
but in terms of the type-evidence normally expected to follow
from the nature of the offense involved, (The discussion of p. 19
cautions against reading too much certainty into this relationship.)
C. RELATIONSHIP OF PLACE OF ARREST T0 STATEMENT-RATE,

As noted earlier (supra, page 7), reports from each de-
tective squad were classified, not only by offense charged, but
by the precinct in which the interrogation was conducted.

While it is difficult to Srmulate general descriptions of
the populace within any precinct's boundaries, it is clear that
a precinct encompassing central Harlem has a significantly
different type of population than one embracing the Wall Street
area, One can fairly assume, for instance, that the average
person interrogated in the 28th Precinct (central Harlem) will
be less-educated and less economically advantaged than a person

interrogated in the 17th precinet (encompassing the midtown
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East Slde area of Manhattan).

Yet, while different precinct boundaries may encompass
different populations, it is unlikely that they do so -~ af
least in the borough of Manhattan -- to a degree that would
permit too-detailed a comparison of statement-rates among
various precincts. The fact that place of interrogation is
not necessarily place of residence, and the fact that felonious
assaults can oceur in expensive nightclubs as well &s in neigh-
borhood bars militate against too heavy a reliance on precinct
boundaries in analyzing statement-rates. 1t can be sald with
fair accuracy that Harlem has 1ts scphisticates as Manhattan's
East Side residential area has its morons.

Comparison of statement-rates by precinet in which the
interrogations are conducted, then, must necessarlly proceed in
the most general of terms.

Three precincts have been selected for purposes of analysis
of the subject's willingness to make statements: the 1kth
Precinct, embracing the Times Square area and south; the 17th
Precinct, encompassing the East 30s, 40s and 50s; and the 28th
Precinct, embracing central Harlem. The three were selected
because they cover widely different areas. The population
that has intercourse with the police in tThe 14th Precinct 1s
generally a non-resident population; the ik4th Precinct embraces
an area where people "go" as well as one where people live.

The 17th Precinct embraces both a middle~income resident

population and a populatlon that is attracted to its businesses

and places of entertainment from other parts of the city. The
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28th Precinct generally encompasses a lower-income residential
area, These descriptions, of course, are generalized.

During the Survey period, 128 felony and 552-misdemeanor
jinterrogations were conducted in the 1lkth Precinet; 25 of the
same were conducted during the Survey period in the 17th Pre-
cinct; and 130 felony and 552-misdemeanor interrogations were
condueted in the 28th Precinct.

The survey revealed that the statement-rates in the ikth
and 17th Precincts were approximately the same: roughly 33
per cent of all subjects interrogated were willing to make
statements. Op the other hand, the statement-rate in the
Harlem precinct was markedly higher; 63.8 per cent of the
suspects in the 28th Precinct made statements to the police.
(Table XII) This statement-rate for the 28th Precinct almost
TABLE XTI

MANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: COMPARLISON OF SUBJECTS!

WILLINGNESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY PRECINCT IN WHICH INTERROGATION
CONDUCTED

Per cent Willing to Per cent Refusing
Precinct Make Statements to Make Statements
ikth 33.6% 66.4%
17th 32,0% 68, 0%
28th 63.8% 32.0%

doubled that of the two other precincts, Of those subjects
making statements in-each of the three precincts, a higher
percentage made denials than made admissions, and in the 14+th
and 28th precincts the confession-rate was markedly low. The

confession~rate in the 17th Precinet, on the other hand, was
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a high 12.0 per cent, although it must be borne in mind that
the total number of interrogations conducted in the 17th
Precinct was significantly lower than that conducted in the
14th and 28th Precinets. (Table XIII)

TABLE XIII

AADLE ALl e - S ——
FANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS: COMPARISON OF NATURE OF
STATEMENTS BY PRECINCT IN WHICH MADE

Admission
No to Other
Precinet Total Statement Confession Admission Crimes Denial
Abs Per Wbs Per IAbs Per IAbs Per 'Abs Per
$

i {
! i 1 I
14th 1128 185 66.4%! 0 00.0% 17 13.3% ! 2 01.5% 2% 18.8%
- . : ! !
17th .25 117 68.0% | 3 12.0% ;1 O%.0% ! 0O 00.0%: 4 16.0%
28th 130 147 36.2%' 1 00.7% 33 25.4% % 03.1% 45 34.6%

Concerning admissions connecting the interrogated subject to
participation in other unsolved crimes, the 28th Precinct had the
highest percentage of these -~ three per cent of all interrogations
conducted in the 28th Precinet -- and accounted for one-third of
all such admissions made in the borough of Manhattan during the
Survey period. .

If the generalized precinci-populace descriptions outlined
on page 35, supra, are valid, it would appear then that generally
less-educated, less-economically-advantaged suspects residing in
and apprehended in a precinct embracing a low-income residentilal
area are more prone to make statements to police than those
subjects who: get into trouble in the less-residential area of
Times Square and south; oY are interrogated in an upper- and

middle~ income residential and business area.
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II. MDNITbBED INTERROGATIONS: 20th PRECINCT

As indicated earlier (supra, page 2), each ménitored in-
terrogation conducted in the 20th Precinct during the Monitoring
Experimai period was recorded on a series of charts, the infor-
mation reflected thereon consisting of the name of the interro-
gated subject, the name of the interrogating officer, the charge
against the subject, the elapsed time of interrogation, and the
nature of the subject's response, if any. Unlike the situation
existing in the Manhattan Survey of Interrogations, however, the
interrogating officer in the 20th Precinct was instructed to
classify the nature of the subject's statement only as an ad-
mission or as a denial. Within the classification of "admission"
the interrogating officer would include confessions, admissions
of material fact linking the subject to the offense charged, and
admissions of material fact connecting the subject to other un-
cleared crimes. Cbnsequently, the separate classifications of
"eonfession" and "admlssion to other erimes" employed in the
Manhattan Survey do not appear in the statistical tables for
monltored interrogations.

In all other respects the instructions for classification of
statement in the 20th Precinct were the same as those given in
the twenty-two precincts participating in the Manhattan Survey
of Interrogations (supra, pages 8,9).

Similarly, the procedures employed by the Manhattan Survey

of Interrogations for assigning an offense to an interrogation
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in the case of multiple charges against a subject (outlined

on pages 12, 13, supra) were employed in classifying monitored
interrogations acéordimg to offense charged. The Monitoring
Experiment was conducted during approximately five months when

the 0ld Penal Law was in effect and one month when the revised
Penal Law controlled. Conseguently, the special treatment accord-
ed to certain charges in the Manhattan Survey of Interrogations
tables 1s employed in the statistilcal tables for ménitored in-
terrogations as well,

A total of 806 monitored interrogations were recorded during
the period, April 3, 1967 to October 3, 1967. Of these, seventeen
concerned interrogations for offenses other than felonies and
552-misdemeanors, and twenty-one involved questioning of com-
plainants or witnesses. The remaining 768 monitored interro-
gations concerned subjects charged with felonies or 552-misde-
meanors, and this figure is employed in most of the tables that
follow as the total number of interrogations monitored and re~
ported.

TABLE XIV

20th PRECINCT MONITORRED LNTERROGATIONS: CLAGSSIFICATION OF LINTERRO-
GATIONS CONDUCTED

Total Monitored Felony & 552-~-Misdemeanor Interrogations 768
Interrogations For Other Than Felonles and 552~Misdemeahors 17
Interrogations of Witnesses and Complainants 21
TOTAL NUMBER OF INTERROGATIONS MONITORED AND REPORTED 806

A, STATEMENT-RATE: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS.

The reported 768 monitored interrogations indicated that 41.1
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per cent of all subjects interrogated in the 20th Precinct
during the Project period were willing to and did in fact make
statements after being advised of thelr right to remain silent,
while 58.9 per cent refused to make statements. (Table XV)

of the 41.1 per cent making statements, 57.6 per cent made ad-
missions, 37.0 per cent made denials, and 5.4 per cent made
statements that are presently unclassifiable*. (Table XVII)
It is of interest to note that this relationship of admissions
to denials is approximately three-to-two; that is, for every
two suspects making denials, approximately three suspects made
admissions.

TABLE XV

o0th PRECINGT MONITORED INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF INTERRO-
GATIONS BY WILLINGNESS OF SUBJECTS TO MAKE STATEMENTS

Absolute  Percentage

Total Number of Interrogations Monitored 768 100.0%
Total Number Making Statements 316 41.1%
Total Number Refusing to Make Statements L52 58.9%

With reference to total figures, then, the 768 monitored
interrogations were characterized by the followlng percentages:
58,9 per cent refused to make statements; 23.7 per fent made
admissions of some sort (i.e., confessions, admissions to the
offense charged or admissions to other uncleared erimes); 15.2
per cent made denials; and 2.2 per cent made statements that

are presently unclassifiable. (Table XVI)

During the rirst few weeks of the Monitoring Experiment, seven-

*
tegg interrogations were recorded only as “statements", with no
indjcation made concerning the nature thereof.
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TABLE XVI . _ A R
20th PRECINGT MONITORED INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF INTERRO-
GATIONS BY NATURE OF SUBJECT'S RESPONSE

T

Absolute Percentage

Total Number of Interrogations Reported 768 100.0%
Total Number Refusing to Make Statements 452 58.9%
Total Number Making Admissions 182 23.7%
Total Number Making Denials 117 15.2%
Total Making Presently Unclassified Statements 17 02.2%
TABLE XVI1

50th PRECINCT MONITORED INTERROGATLIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF STATE-
MENTS MADE BY NATURE THEREOF

Absolute Percentage

Total Number of Statements Made 316 100.0%
Total Number Making Admissions 182 57.6%
Total Number Making Denials 117 37.0%
Total Making Presently Unclassified Statements 17 05.4%

B. RELATIONSHIP OF STATEMENT-RATE TQ "TYPE" OFFENSE CHARGED.

The reports of the 768 monitored interrogations revealed
little significant difference in the statement rates among crimes
against the person, crimes against property, crimes against public
order and instrumentality offenses, All four "type" offenses were
characterized by statement rates higher than the overall state-
ment rate of 4l.l per cent, and the statement-rates for crimes
against person and property and instrumentality offenses were
all approximately 50 per cent statement-rates., (Table XVIII)

On the other hand, the statement-rate in consumptive
offenses was a mere 23.7 per cent, considerably lower than

the overall 41.1 per cent statement-rate, and in actuality the
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TABLE XVIII - _
50th DRECINGT MONITORED INTERHOGATIONS: CLAGSIFICATION OF SUBJECIT'S
WILLINGNESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED

Percentage Percentage Refusing
Type of Offense Making Statements to Make Statements
Against Person 48,94 51.1%
Against Property 50.7% 49,3%
Consumptive 23.7% 76.3%
Public Order L, 49 55.6%
Instrumentality 49, 2% 50.89
Fugitive 100.0% 00.0%

sole reason why the overall 4l.1 per cent rate was not higher.
In fact, were the 249 interrogations for consumptive offenses
excluded from the compilation of Monitoring Experiment statistices,
the remaining 519 interrogations would reflect an overall state-
ment rate of 49.6 per cent, or close to one~half of all monitored
interrogations.

0f those making statements to each type-offense, admissions
far exceeded denials. (Tables XIX, XX) In offenses against
the person and against property, the proportion of admissions to
denials was approximately three-to-two. Of those making state-
ments, 57.1 per cent made admissions to offenses against the
person, and 58.3 per cent made admissions to property crimes.
(Table XIX) Even in consumptive offenses, where the statement
rate was lowest among the various type offenses, over fifty
per cent of those who did make statements made admissions rather
than denials.

Surprisingly, while the statement-rate for property

offenses was highest among the statement rates for the various
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TABLE XI1X e
20th PRECINCT MONITORED INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF NATURE
OF STATEMENTS BY TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED

Per cent

Total Making Per cent Per cent Making Un-
Type Offense Statements Admitting Denying class., Statements
Against Person 119 57.1% 37.8% 05.1%
Against Property 103 58.3% 35.9% 05.8%
Consumptive 59 52.5% L2 .49 05.1%
Public Order 4 75.0% 25.0% 00, 0%
Instrumentality 30 63.3% 30.0% 06.7%
Fugitive 1 100, 0% 00,05 00.0%

type offenses, instrumentality crimes had a higher admission-rate.
50.7 per cent of the suspects charged with property offenses made
statements as compared with the 49.2 per cent statement rate in
consumptive offenses; but only 58.3 per cent of those making
statements to property offenses made admissions, while 63.3 per

cent of those making statements to instrumentality charges made

admissions,

LABLE XX - N - S —
20th PRECINCT MONITORED LWIERROGATLONS: CLASSIFICATION OF INIERRO-
GATIONS BY TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED

No Unclassi-~
Type Offense Total Statement Admission Denial fied
‘ abs per Eabs per ,abs per abs per

A ——ay o

¥ :

; .
Against Person | 2i4 : 125 51,2% . 68 27 .9% i L5 18.4%5 6 02.5%
bgainst Property 204 1101 k9.2 ! 60 29.4% ! 37 18.28)6 02.9%
Consumptive 29 1190 76.3% |31 12.5% ) 25 10.0%; 3 0l.2%
Public Order | 9 | 5 55.6%, 3 33.3% E 1 11.1% 0 00.0%
Instrumentality E 61 ! 31 50.8% 119 31.1% ' 9 147912 03.4%
Fugitive . 1 ! 0 00,03 i 1 100,05 ? 0 oo.o%: 0 00.0%
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C. RELATIONSHIP OF STATEMENT-RATE TO SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED,

Evaluation of the reports of the 768 monitored interro-
gations revealed.the following information of note concerning
the relationship of statement-rate to specific offense.

1. Of the seven interrogations for homicide, all of the
seven made statements, five of which were admissions.

2, In the more serious offenses the statement-rate was
considerably higher than in cases where the charge was compara-
tively less serious. Thus, in felonious assault cases 48,6 per
cent made statements; in cases involving the multiple charge
of felonious assault and possession of a dangerous weapon 53.0
per cent made statements; in forcible rape cases 52.3 per cent
made statements; and in cases of assault and robbery L4, 5 per
cent made statements and in cases of robbery 48.0 per cent of
the suspects interrogated made statements. In all of these more
serious offenses the statement rate was higher than the k1.1
per cent overall statement rate. (Table XXI)

3. A notably low percentage of suspects made staterents in
drug-offense interrogations. In cases where the subject was
charged with a narcotics misdemeanor only 29.3 per cent of the
interrogated persons made statements; in cases where the suspect
was charged with a narcoties felony, the statement rate fell to
a mere 14,8 per cent.

4, A higher percentage of suspects made statements %o the
misdemeanor charge of unlawful entry (62.5 per cent) than to
the felony charge of burglary (56.4 per cent), while a lower

percentage made statements to the mlsdemeanor charge of possession
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TABLE XXI L
50th PRECTNCT MONTTORED INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFICATION OF SUSPECTS'
WILLINGNESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED

Percentage Percentage Refusing
Crime Charged Total Making Statements to Make Statements
Homicide 7 100.0% 00.0%
Felonious Assault 115 48.7% 51.3%
Fel. Asslt/Poss. of
Dangerous Weapon 17 53.0% L7,0%
Poss. of Dagngercus
Weapon 40 50.0% 50, 0%
Burglary 55 56.4% 43,6%
Attempted Burglary 3 66.7% 33.3%
Unlawful Entry 8 62.5% 37.5%
Poss., Burglar Tools 21 47, 6% 52 . L
Foreible Rape 15 52.3% L6 ,7%
Statutory Rape 3 100.0% 00.0%
Assault & Robbery L5 Ll 5% 55.5%
Att., Assault & Robbery 1 00.0% 100.0%
Robbery 25 48.0% 52,07
Attempted Robbery L 25.0% 75.0%
Grand Larceny 48 41.7% 58.&%
Att. Grand Larceny 9 55.6% Ly, L4
Grand Lar. from Auto 2 00.0% 100.0%
*Grand Larceny (Auto) 29 62.1% 37.9%
*Att. Grand Lar (Auto) 1 00, 0% 100.0%
Poss/Rec Stolen Goods 33 42,4% 57 .6%
Abandonment 1 100.07% 00. 0%
Endangering the Welfare
of a Child 2 50.0% 50. 0%
Drugs~Felony 95 14, 8% 85.2%
Drugs-Misdemeanor 15k 29.3% 70.7%
Sodomy 3 33.3% 66.7%
Indecent Exposure 5 40.0% 60.0%
+Loltering 2 50.0% 50.0%
+Jostling 3 00.0% 100.0%
Arson 3 33.3% 66.7%
**xSexual Abuse 1 00.0% 100, 0%
**Fraudulent Accosting 2 00.0% 100.0%
Gambling (felony) 1 00.0% 100.0
Attempted Bribery 1 100.0% 00. 0!
Fugitive 1 100. 0% 00.0%
TOTAL 768

of burglar's tools (47.6 per cent) than to the felony charge of
burglary. (Table XXI)

5. Only 42.2 per cent of those subjects charged with possess-

lon or receipt of stolen goods made statements (Table XXI), but of
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those making statements, three out of every five made admissions.
(Table XXII)

6. Concerning sexual offenses (excluding forcible rape),
44,7 per cent of the suspects made statementis, and of those

ABLE XXI11

O0th PRECINCT MONITOREBD INTERROGATIONG: Gl
MENTS MADE BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED
Total
Making ;
Crime Charged Statements Admissions Denials Unclass, |
abs per abs per abs per !
Homiclde 7 5  71.4% 0 00.0% 2 2B.6%
Felonious Assault 56 37 66,1% 18 32.1% 1 01.8%
Fel., Asslt/Poss of ]
Dangerous Weapon 9 6 66.7% i 33.3% 0 00.0%
Poss.-Dangerous Weapon 20 ik 70.0% 20.0% 2 10.0%
Burglary 31 o2 71,04 7 22.6% 2 06.4%
Attempted Burglary 2 0 00.0% 2 100.0%2 0O 00.0%
Unlawful Entry 5 3 60,04 2 40.0% 0O 00.0%
Poss.-Burglar's Tools 10 5 50,04 5 50.0% 0O 00.0%
Forcible Rape 8 5 62.5%° 2 25,07 1 12.5%
Statutory Rape 3 2 66,74 1 33.3% 0O 00.0%
x%Sexual Abuse 0 0 00,04 © 00.0% O oo.qﬁ
Sodomy 0 0O 00.0¢ O 00.04 0 00.0%
Assault & Robbery 20 8 40,04 10 50.0% 2 10.0%
Attempted Asslt & Robbery O 0 00,04 0 00.04 0O 00.0%
Robbery 12 3 25,04 9 75.0% O 00.0%
Attempted Robbery 1 1 100,04 O 00.0%4 0 00.0%
Forgery 7 5 w147 0 00.0% 2 28.6f
Grand Larceny 20 11 55.04 8 40.04 1 05.0%
Attempted Grand Larceny 5 5> 40,04 3 60.0%4 O oo.oﬁ
*Grand Larceny (Auto) 18 8 L4y4.4% 10 55.6% 0 00.0
*Att. Grand Larceny (Auto) 0 0 00.04 0 00,04 O O0.0%
Grand Larceny from Auto 0 0 00.0% 0O 00.04 0O 00.0
Poss/Rec Stolen Goods 1k 8 57,14 5 35.74 1 07.2%
Abandonment 1 1 100.0%4 O ©00:04 0 00.0%
Endanger Child's Welfare 1 0 00.04 1 100.04 0 00.0
DPrugs-Felony 1k 7 50,04 7 50.02 0O 00.07
Drugs-Misdemeanor 45 2k 53,39 18 40,07 3 06.7%
Indecent Exposure 2 1 50.04 1 50.04 0O 00.07
Arson 1 1 100.04 0O 00.0% 0O 00.0%
4loitering 1 1 100.04 O 00.0¢4 0O 00,0%
+Jostling 0 0 00,04 O 00.0%4 0 00.0%
**Fraudulent Accosting 0 0 00.04 O 00.04 0 00.0%
Attempted Bribery 1 1 100.0% O 00.04 O 00.0%
Gambling (Felony) 0 0 00.04 0 00.04 0O 00.0%
i 1 1..100,0%2 o 00.0% 0O 00.0%

making statements a surprisingly high 27.3 per cent made ad-
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TABLE XXILI - -
50th PRECINGT MONITORED INTERROGATIONS: CLASSIFLCATION OF NATURE
OF STATEMENTS BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED

Per cent

Making No Per cent Per cent Per cent
Crime Charged Statements Admitting Denying Unclass,
Homicide (7) 00.0% 71.0% 00.0% 29.0%
Felonious Assault (115) 51.b% 32.2% 15.7% 00.7%
Fel, Asslt/Dang. Weap (17) u&7.0% 35.4% 17.6% 00.0%
Poss.-Dangerous Weap (40) 50.0% 5.0% 10.0% 05.0%
Burglary (55) £3.6% 0.0% 12.8% 03.6%
Attempted Burglary (3) 33.3% 00.0% 66.7% 00.0%
Unlawful Entry (8) 37.5% 37.5% 25.0% 00.0%
Poss.-Burglar's Tools (21) 52.4% 23,89 23.8% 00.0%
Forcible Rape (15) 46 ,7% 33.3% 13.3§ 06.7§
Statutory Rape (3) 00.0% 66.7% 33.3% 00. 0%
Assault & Robbery (45) 55.5% 17.7% 22.3% Ok, 59
Attempted Asslt/Robbery (1)100.0% 00. 0% 00. 0% 00.0%
Robbery (25) 52.0% 12.0% 36.0% 00.0%
Attempted Robbery (&) 75.0% 25.0% 00.0% 00.0%
Forgery {(13) L6.1% 38.5% 00.0% 15.4%
Grand Larceny (48) 58.3% 22.9% 16.7% 02.1%
Grand Lar from Auto (2) 100.0% 00.0% 00. 0% 00.0%
Attempted Grand Lar(9) L, 5% 22,29 33.3% 00.0%
*Grand Larceny (Auto)(29) 37.9% 27.5% 34,69 00.0%
*Att. Grand Lar (Auto)(l)  100.0% 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%
Poss/Rec Stolen Goods (33) 57.6% 24, 2% 15.1% 03.1%
Abandonment (1) 00.0% 100. 0% 090. 0% 00.0%

Endangering Child's
Welfare (2) 50.0% 00. 0% 50, 0% 00, 0%
Drugs-Felony (95) 85.29 07.4% 07. 4% 00.0%
Drugs-Misdemeanor (154%) 70.7% 15.6% 11.79 01.9%
Sodomy (3) 66.7% 00. 0% 33.3% 00.0%
Indecent Exposure (5) 60, 0% 20.0% 20,09 00.0%
+Loitering (2) 50.0% 50.0% 00.0% 00.0%
4+Jostling (3) 100.0% 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%
Arson (3) 66.7% 33.3% 00.0% 00.0%
**Sexual Abuse (1) 100, 0% 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%
**Fraudulent Accosting (2) 100.0% 00.0% 00.,0% 00.0%
Gambling (felony) (1) 100.0% 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%
Attempted Bribery (1) 00.0% 100.0% 00.0% 00, 0%
Fugitive (1) 00. 0% 100.0% 00. 0% 00.0%

missions,

7. Admissions exceeded denials in most offenses, with the
following exceptions: (1) possession of burglar's tools (50 per
cent of those making statements denied); (2) robbery (75 per cent

of those making statements made denials); (3) attempted grand
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larceny (60 per cent of those making statements denied); (&)
grand larceny-auto theft (55.6 per cent of statements made
were denials); and (5) felony narcotics cases (50 per cent of
those making statements made denials}. (Table XXII)

8. Offenses wherein the statement rate was less than the
overall rate of 41.1 per cent include the following: attempted
robbery; narcotics offenses, both felony and misdemeanor;
sodomy; loitering; jostling; and arson. Most other offenses
had statement-rates in excess of the overall 41.1 per cent

statement rate. (Table XXIV)

D, RELATIOQISHIP OF STATEMENT-RATE T0 OFFENSE: GENERAL COI-
CLUSIONS,

With regard to interrogations conducted under monitoring
conditions, the following patterns emerge from analysis of
statement-rates in light of the offense charged:

1. The more or most serious offenses are characterized
by high~statement rates comprising near~to or over fifty per
cent of the interrogations for eachsrious offense, This is
evidenced by the high statement-percentage for the following
offenses: homicide (100 per cent making statements); felonious
assault (48.7 per cent making statements); forcible rape (52.3
per cent making statements); the multiple charge of felonious
assault and possession of a dangerous weapon (53 per cent making
statements); and robbery and assault and robbery (48 and 44.5

per cent making statements, respectively).

2. In almost all offenses charged, admissions exceeded
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TABLE XXIV. 20th PRECINCT MONITORED INTERROGATIONS: STATEMENT-
RATES FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES AS. MEASURED BY THE OVERALL STATEMENT-
RATE OF 41.1 PER CENT

denials among those willing to make statements, and exceptionally
high admission-rates were in no way confined to a certain type or
class of offenses. Thus, in homicide the proportion between
sdmissions and denials was 5 to O3 in felonious assault it was

2 to 1; 4in burglary it was 3 to 1; in forgery it was 5 to 03

in narcotics misdemeanors it was 4 to 33 in foreible rape, 5 to

2; in possession of stolen goods, 8 to 5; and in possession of
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a dangerous weapon it was 7 to 2.

3. Statementfrates among narcotics offenders were exception-
ally low under monitoring conditions. While the aggregate overall
statement-rate for offenses against the person, property offenses,
public order and instrumentality offenses was 49,6 per cent, the
statement-rate for narcotics offenses, felony and misdemeanor,
was a low 23.7 per cent. Additionally, narcotics felons made
even fewer statements: only 14.8 per cent of the 95 suspects
interrogated for narcotics felonies made statements, while a
comparatively higher 29.3 per cent of those suspects interro-
gated for narcotics misdemeanors made statements. Of those
making statements to narcotles-felony offenses, 50 per cent
made admissions and 50 per cent made denials. In misdemeanor
narcotics charges the admissions rate was slightly higher: of
those making statements, 53.3 per cent made admissions.

L., There is little significant difference in the statement-
and admission-rates among the various type offenses, with the
exception of consumptive offenses noted above. And adl three
of the "possessory" crimes -~ possession of a dangerous weapon,
possession of burglar's tools, possession of stolen goods ==
were characterized by statement-rates higher than the 41.1 per
cent overall statement-rate. In all three of the "possessory"
offenses, the admission-rate was higher than the overall 23.7
admission-rate for the 768 interrogations. Of all those lnterro-
gated for each "possessory" offense, 35 per cent made admissions
to possession of & dangerous weaponj 23.8 per cent made admissions

to possession of burglar's tools; and 24.2 per cent made

admissions to possession of stolen goods.
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ITI. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: MANHATTAN SURVEY AND 20th PRE-
CINCT INTERROGATIONS.

In order to compare the results of the Manhattan Survey
of (non-monitored) Interrogations with the reports of moni-
tored 20th Precinct interrogations, the three classifications
of nature of response employed in the Manhattan Survey -- con-
fession, admission of material fact connecting the subject to
the crime charged and admission of material fact implicating
the subject in other uncleared crimes -- had to be consolidated
under the single classification heading of "admission” in order
to correspond to the statement categories employed in the com-
piled reports of 20th Precinct interrogations.

Comparison of results under monitored conditions on the
one hand and non-monitored conditions on the other proceeded
along the same lines by which each group of interrogations was
analyzed in the preceding two sections of this report:

1. analysis of total statement-rates and the nature thereof;

2, analysis of statement-rates and the nature thereof as
related to type-offense charged;

3. analysis of fact of and nature of statements in re-
lation to specific offense charged.

In addition, the 20th Precinct interrogations conducted during
the period 15 August 1967 to 15 September 1967 were isolated
from the total 20th Precinct figures and compared with non-
monitored interrogation results from the 1Xth, 17th and 28th

precincts for the same one-month period.
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The purpose of comparative analysis is, of course, to
determine in apprqximate terms the effects that monitoring has
had on subjects interrogated by police as those effects are re-
flected statistically. That there is a difference in statement
rate between monitored and non-monitored interrogations is a
fact immediately apparent from cursory examination of the
corresponding tables in the two preceding sections of this re-
port. That this difference possesses real significance, however,
and that this difference can be causally traced to the fact
of monitoring, are determinations that require a comparison
analysis that penetrates beyond compared arithmetic compilations.
They are debterminations that require an analysis that discovers
explanations only while exercising extreme caution and one that
leaves to question all but the most obvious conclusions. The
analysis following possesses that degree of caution, perhaps to

2XCes5S.

A. Comparative Statement-Rates: General Considerations and
Conclusions.

A higher percentage of suspects were willing to make state-
ments when interrogated under monitored conditions than of those
interrogated under routine, non-monitored circumstances. k1.1
per cent of all suspects charged with felonies and 522-misdemean-
ors in the 20th Precinct made statements, while only 31.7 per cent
of the suspects interrogated in precinctis participating in the
Manhattan Survey made statements. (Table XXV) Of those meking

statements in the 20th Precinct, 57.6 per cent made admissions of

some sort, while 55.% per cent of those making statements under
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TABLE XXV I — e et
COMPARATIVE ANALYSI1S: COMPARISON OF INTERROGATIONS BY WILLINGNESS
OF SUBJECTS TO MAKE STAIEMENTS

Manhattan 20th Precinct
Absolute Percentage Absolute Percentage

Total Number of
Interrogations 1460 100, 0% 768 100.0%

Total Number Making
Statements 463 31.7% 316 41,1%

Total Number Refusing
to Make Statements 997 68.3% 452 58, 9%

non-monitored conditions made admissions. (Table XXVII)

Thus, while there is a nine-percentage-point difference be-
tween monitored and non-monitored interrogations as regards over-
all statement-rates, the percentage-point difference between moni-
tored and non-monitored interrogations is substantially less as
regards the percentage of statement-makers making admissions.
(Table XXVII) On the other hand, overall admission-rates (l.e.,
percentage of all interrogated subjects making admissions as dis-
tinguished from percentage of all subjects who made statements
making admissions) are separated by a slx-percentage-point
difference between monitored and non-monitored interrogations,
reflecting to some extent the different overall statement-rates.
0f 1460 interrogated subjects in the Manhattan Survey, 17.6 per
cent made admissions, while of 768 interrogated subjects in the
20th Precinct, 23.7 per cent made admissions. (Table XXVI)

The comparison reveals, therefore:

1. that there exists a higher statement-rate in monitored
interrogations than in non-monitored interrogations; but

2. at the the same time, that, of those subjects making
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TABLE XXVI
COMPARATIVE ANALYS1S: COMPARISON OF INTERROGATIONS BY NATURE OF
RESPONSE

Manhattan 20th Precinct
Absolute Percentage Absolute Percentage

Total Number of

Interrogations 1460 100.0% 768 100.0%
Total Number Mzking

Admissions 257 17,6% 182 23.7%
Total Number Making

Denials 206 14.1% 117 15.2%
Total Making Unclassi-

fied Statements - - 17 02,2%
Total Number Refusing

to Make Statements 997 68.3% 452 58.9%

statements in both monltored and non-monitored interrogations, the
percentage making admissions in both is relatively the same for
monitored and non-monitored interrogations: approximately 56

per cent,
TABLE XXVIT

gg%ggﬂ%TIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF STATEMENTS MADE BY NATURE
0

Maphattan 20th Precinect
Absolute Percentage Absolute Percentage

Total Number Making

Statements 463 100,0% 316 100.0%
Total Number Making

Admissions 257 55 e 4% 182 57.6%
Total Number Mpking

Denials 206 L, 59 117 37.0%

Total Making Unclassi-
_fied Statements - = 17 05.4%
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B. Statement-Rates and Nature Thereof Compared In Relation to
0ffense Charged.

As indicated earlier (page ¥, supra), charges made against
subjects participating in the Manhattan Survey of Interrogations
and in the 20th Precinct were proportionately approximate in
terms of frequency between the two statlstical studies. Thus,
for example, felonious assault accounted for 16 per cent of all
felony and 522-misdemeanor charges brought against interrogated
subjects in the Manhattan Survey, and 15 per cent of all felony
and 522-misdemeanor charges brought against subjects in the
20th Precinct during the Monitoring Project.

Certain charges, however, were characterized by disproportion-
ate frequency-rates among monitored and non-monitored interro-
gations., For example, in the Manhattan Survey narcotics misde-
meanors accounted for 9.6 per cent of all charges brought, while
in the 20th Precinet they accounted for 20 per cent of all eharges.
In the Manhattan Survey burglary and attempted burglary together
accounted for 11 per cent of all felony and 522-misdemeanor
charges brought against interrogated subjects, while in the 20th
Precinet burglary and attempted burglary accounted for only 7.6
per cent of all charges. (Table XXVIII)

In order to determine whether the frequency-rate of a given
offense or type offense bore any relation to the statement-rate
of subjects interrogated for that offense or type offense, the
frequency-rate of and statement-rate to all crimes accounting

for more than 00.5 per cent of all charges brought for both
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TABLE XXVIII - _

TOMPARATIVE ANAIVSIS: COVMPARISON OF FREQUENCY-O0F-COMMISSION-RATES
OF ALL SPECIFIC OFFENSES ACCOUNTING FOR MORE THAN ONE-HALF PER
CENT OF ALL CHARGES BROUGHT

Manhattan 20th Precinct
Absolute Percentage Absolute Percentage

Total Number of

Charges Brought 1460 100.0% 768 100. 0%
Total Number of:
Homlicldes 16 01.0% 7 00.9%
Felonious Assaults 236 16.0% 115 15.0%
Fel Asslt/Dang Weaps 22 01l.5% 17 02.2%
Poss-Dangerous Weapons 73 05.0% L0 05.2%
Burglaries (& attempt) 162 11.0% 58 07.6%
Unlawful Entries 12 00.8% 8 01.0%
Burglary Tools 34 02.3% 21 02.7%
Forecible Rapes (and

attempt) 40 02.7% 15 01, 9%
Assault & Robberles

(and attempt) 67 o4.5% L6 05.9%
Robberies (& attempt) 82 05.6% 29 03.7%
Grand Larcenies (and

attempt) 138 09.4% 59 07.6%
grand Lar-Auto (and

attempt) 21 01.4% 30 03.9%
Poss-stolen goods 88 06, 0% 33 ok, 2%
Drugs-Felony 190 13.0% 95 12.3%
Drugs~Misdemeanor 141 09.6% 154 20.0%
Indecent Exposure 8 00.5% 5 00.6%

monitored and non-monitored interrogations were charted and com-
pared. (Tables XXIX, XXX). Evaluation of these charts revealed:
1. that, with regard to frequently-committed serious offenses

(felonious assault, assault and robbery), the statement-rates



Page 57

were generally less than those obtained for less-frequently-
committed serious offenses (homicide, forcible rape).* Whether
this lower statement;rate is due to higher frequency-of-commission
or to differing degrees of reprehensibleness among serious
offenses** remains a question lacking statistical resolutions

2. that, with the possible exceptlon of the considerations
indicated in paragraph 1 above, no discernible relationship be-
tween frequency of commission and statement-rate for any glven
offense exlsts.

In some cases, of course, frequency-of-commission rates will
have an effect upon evaluation of compared statement-rates, but
these are cases in which a crime is commltted with some frequency
in one group of interrogations and with such infrequency in the
other group so as to preclude effective comparison. For example,
comparison of statement-rates for the offense of jostling was
severely impeded by the fact that, while 24 Manhattan Survey in-
terrogations concerned the offense of jostling, only 3 of the
20th Precinect interrogations involved jostling.

Therefore, with the exceptions noted above, in the comparison
analysis following, frequency of commission has been omitted as a

variable.

% See, in this regard, the discussion on pages 30, 31, supra.

** Here, it might be argued that while homicide, forcible rape,
felonlous assault and assaunlt and robbery are all gravely serilous
crimes, there is a difference in both ~ . nature and gravity
between homicide and foreible rape on the one hand and felonlous
assault and assault and robbery on the other -~ a difference
that itself would account for the comparatively higher state~
ment-rates to the former offenses.
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TABLE XXIX. CORRELATION OF STATEMENT-RATES AND FREQUENCY~RATES FOR
OFFENSES ACCOUNTING FOR MORE THAN 00.5 PER CENT OF ALL CHARGES
BROUGHT: 20th PRECINCT INTERROGATIONS

The bold 1line represents the statement-rate for each offense;
the narrow line represents the rate of commission of each offenses
For example, the above table indicates a statement~-rate of 29.3
per cent an& a frequency-rate of 20.0 per cent for narcotics
misdemeanors.

Specific offenses are coded for the above table as follows:

H - homicide; FA - felonious assault; FA-DW - felonious assault/
possession of a dangerous weaponj DW - possession of a dangerous
weapon; UE - unlawful entry; BT - burglar's tools; FR - forcible
rape; A/R - assault and robbery; R - Robbery; B - burglary;
GL - grand larceny; GLA - grand larceny(auto); SG - stolen goodss
DF - narcotics felony; DM - narcotics misdemeanor; IE - indecent
exposure. :
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TABLE XXX. CORRELATION OF STATEMENT~RATES AND FREQUENCY-RATES FOR
OFFENSES ACCOUNTING FOR MORE THAN 00.5 PER CENT OF ALL CHARGES
BROUGHT: MANHATTAN SURVEY OF INTERROGATIONS

The bold line represents the statement-rate for each
offense; the narrovw line represents the rate of commission
of each offense as that rate is reflected by interrogations
reported.

Specific offenses are coded in the same manner as in
Table XXIX, page 58, supra.
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B-1l. Comparison of Statement-Rates as Related to Type Offense
Charged.

Comparison of sfatement—rates for various type offense bew
tween monitored and non-monitored interrogations revealed that
in all but consumptive offenses statement-rates were considerably
higher in the monitored group than in the non-monitored group.
(Table XXXI) This difference in willingness %o make statements
was extremely acute in both instrumentality offenses and crimes
against public order, wherein the statement-rate difference be-
+ween monitored and non-monitored interrogations was a high 4 to
1 and 5 to 2, respectlvely.

TABLE XXXT oo N — —
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF SUBJECT-WILLINGNESS TO MAKE

STATEMENTS IN RELATION TO TYPE OF OFFENSE FCR WHICH INTERROGAT ION
CONDUCTED

Percentage Percentage Refusing
Against Person 36.0% 48,9% 64, 0% 51.1%
Against Property 3%, 9% 50.7% 65.1% 49,3%
Consumptive 27.2% 23.7% 72.8% 76.3%
Public Order 10.6% Wl 14 89.4% 55 . 6%
Instrumentality 22.4% 49,2% 77.6% 50.8%
Fugitive 12.5% 100.0% 87.5% 00, 0%

Consumptive offenses, on the other hand, were characterized
by a slightly-bigher statement-rate in non-monitored interrogations
than in monitored interrogations, with 27.2 per cent of all nar-
cotics suspects making dtatements in non-monitored interrogations

and 23,7 per cent making statements in interrogations conducted

with monitoring.
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of those making statements to each type offense, subjects
interrogated under monitored conditions were inclined %o make
admissions more readily than subjects interrogated without moni-
toring to crimes against the person and offenses against public
order. On the other hand, subjects makling statements in non-
monitored interrogations made admissions more readily than those
interrogated under monitoring conditions in crimes against
property, consumptive offenses and instrumentality crimes. (Table
XXXII)
TABLE XXXIT

e T e e et ™yt oy~ PAR Lt e g g g st T g gy

COMPABATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF NATURE OF STATEMENTS MADE IN
RELATION TO TYPE OFFENSE CHARGED

Total Making Per cent Per cent Per cent
Statements Admitting Denving Oneclass.
Pype of Offense Man 20th | Man Z0th ! Man 50th ¢ 20th
{
Against Person 180 119 | 47.8% < 57.1% | 52,29 37.8% ! 05.1%
. § !
Against Property 163 103 | 60.7% > 58.3% }39.3% 35.9% . 05.8%
Consumptive 90 59 \ 55.6% > 52.5% :hh.h% wv2.4% | 05.1%
l 3
Public Order 5 k| 60.0% < 75.0% (40.0% 25.0% : 00.0%
]
Instrumentality 2l 30 E 75.08 > 63.3% 125.0%  30.0% b 06.7%
' ]
1

Fugitive 1 1 1100.0% =100.0% ;00.0% _00.0% * 00.0%

From these observations, and specifically from analysis of

Table XXXII above, two rather interesting facts flow., First, sub-
jects interrogated under monitored conditions more readily make
statements than subjects interrogated in the absence of monitoring
to all type-offenses except narcotic offenses; 1in the latter type
offense subjects questioned in the presence of monitoring make
fewer statements than those interrogated in non-monitored clrcum-
stances. (While consumptive offenses comprise the lowest statement-

making type offense in the monitored group, they rank third among
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the various type~offenses in the non-monitored group in percentage
willing to make statements.)

Secondly, in ali type offenses except crimes against the
person and crimes against public order, of those subjects willing
to make statements, suspects interrogated under non~monitored con-
ditions are more inclined to make admissions than subjects question-
ed under monitoring. Those offenses in which the non-monitored
admlssion-rate exceeds that of the monitored group are peculiarly
offenses apt to produce more real than testimonlal evidence
against the suspect. Those offenses wherein monitoring resukts
in a higher degree of willingness to admit than interrogations
without monitoring are pecullarly offenses from which testimonial
pather than real evidence would be expected to flow.

While both of these facts are no doubt interesting, both
result from comparison of groups of specific offenses rather than
of the specific offenses themselves. And, while some reliance
may be comfortably placed upon these faects, 1t is unlikely, in
light of the analysis of specific offenses in the following
section, that conclusions based on such facts will accurately
guage the effect monitoring has had upon statement- and admission-

rates.

B-2. Comparison of Statement-Rates as Related to Specific Offense
Charged.

If anything cen be sald about statement- and admission- rates
as they relate to specific offenses charged in comparison between

monitored and non-monitored interrogations, it is that no dis-
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cernible patterns or relationships emerge from comparative anal-
ysis.

Most offenses wére characterized by higher statement~rates
among monitored than awmong non-monitored interrogations. On the
other hand, most offenses were characterized by higher admission-
rates among subjects making statements in non-monitored as com-
pared to monitored interrogations.

50th Precinct monitored interrogations were characterized by
higher statement-rates than Manhattan Survey interrogations in
questioning for the following offenses: homicide, felonious
assault, possession of a dangerous weapon, burglary, attempted
burglary, unlawful entry, possession of burglar's tools, statutory
rape, assault and robbery, robbery, grand larceny, grand larceny -
auto, endangering the welfare of a child, sodomy and indecent
exposure. (Tables XXXIII, XXXIV) Statement-rates for the 20th
Precinct and the Manhattan Survey interrogations were approxi-
mately the same (within three percentage points of each other)
in interrogations for: the multiple charge of felonilous assault
and possession of a dangerous weapon, forcible rape aund narcotics
misdemeanors. Manhattan Survey interrogations had statement-rates
higher than 20th Precinct interrogations in questioning for:
attempted robbery, possesslion of stolen goods, narcotics felonies
and arson. {(Tables XXXIII, XXXIV)

0f those making statements to each offense, a higher per-
centage made admissions in monitoted interrogations than in non-
monitored interrogations when gquestioned for: homicilde, felonious

assault, burglary, forcible rape and statutory rape. (Tables XXXV,
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TABLE XXXIII

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF SUSPECTS' WILLINGNESS TO MAKE STATEMENTS BY
SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED

Percentage Willing Percentage Refusing

Total to Make Statements to Make Statements
CRIME CHARGED Man  20th Men 20th  Man 20th
Homicide 16 7 81.2% - .100,0% 18,872 00 ,.0%
Felonious Assault 236 115 35.6% 48, 7% 64,47 51.3%
Felonious Assault/
Dangercus Weapon 22 17 54 ,5% 53.0% 45 5% 47,07
Possess i on=-Dangarous
Weapon 73 40 2677 50.0% 75.3% 50,0%
Burglary 157 35 34,.3% 56.4% 65.6% 43 ,6%
Attempted Burglary 5 3 20,074 66,7 80.0% 33.3%
Unlawful Entry 12 8 50.0% 62.5% 50,.0% 37.5%
Possession-Burglar's
Tools 34 21 17.6% 47.6% 82 .4% 52.4%
Forcible Rape 37 15 51.4% 52,3% 48,6% 46.77%
Statutory Rape 6 3 33.3% 100,.0% 66.7% 00.0%
Attempted Rape 3 0 00.0% - 100.0% -
Assault & Robbery 64 45 21.9% 44,57 78.1% 55.5%
Attempted Asslt/Robbery 3 1 00.0% 00.0%2 100.0% 100,0%
Robhery 77 25 29.9% 48,07 70.1% 52.0%
Attempted Robbery 5 4 60,0% 25.0% 40.0% 75 .07%
Forgery 28 0 25,07 - 75.0% -
Uttering Forged
Instruments 8 0 62,.5% - 37.5% -
Grand Larceny 132 48 25,7 41 .7% 74.3% 58,3%
Attempted Gr Larceny 6 9 00.0%Z 55,64 100,0% o4 47,
¢rand Larceny from Auto O 2 - 00.0% - 100,0%
#Grand Larceny (Auto) 21 29 10,.0% 62.1% 90.0% 37.9%
*pttempted Grand
Larceny (Auto) 0 1 - 00,07 - 100,02
Poss./Rec. Stolen
Goods 86 33 54.7 42 4% 45,37 57.6%
Bringing stolen Goods
Into State 2 0 00-% 100.07;
InCite to Riot 3 0 6697% 33.3%
Riot ! 0 100.0% - 00.% -
Ab&ndo‘n.ment 2 1 1000% 100.0% 00-0% 00.0%
Endanger Welfare of
Child 7 2 42 ,9% 50,0% 57.1% 50,07
Drugs-Felony 190 95 24,2% 14,87 75.8% 85.2%
Drugs=Misdemeanor 141 154 31.2% 29.3% 68.8% 70.7%
Sodomy 7 3 00.0% 33.32  100.0% 66.7%
Propoting Prostitution 3 0 00.0% - 100,07 -
Indecent Exposure 8 5 00.0% 40,042 100.0% 60.0%
Extortion 2 0 100.0% - 00,0% -
Arson 10 3 70.0% 33.3% 30.0% 66.7%
+Loitering 7 2 00,04 50.06 100.0% 50,0%
+Jostling 24 3 08.3% 00,07 91.7% 100.,0%
#**Reckless Endangerment 4 o 50,0% - 50,0% -
**Praundulent Accosting 3 2 00,04 00.04 100,07 100,0%
**Sexual Abuse 1 i 00.0% 00,02 100,07 100,07
**gexual Misconduct 2 0 50.0% - 50.0% -
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Percentage Willing Percentage Refusing

Total to Make Statements to Make Statements
Crime Charged Man  20th Man 20th Man 20th
Gambling (Felony) 0 1 - 00,04 - 100.0%
Bribel‘y ) 1 0 00 QWG - 100 .0% -
Attempted Bribery 0 1 - 100,07 - 00.0%
Kidnapping 1 0 00,04 - 100,0% -
Attempted Kidnapping 2 0 50.0% - 50,0% -
Fugitive 8 1 12.5% 100,07 B7.5% 00,04
TOTAL 1460 768

XXXVI) Of subjects willing to make statements, the percentage
making admissions was approximately the same for monitored and
non-monitored interrogations in charges of: the multiple charge
TABLE XXXIV

STATEMEN T-RATRS FOR OPECIFLC OFFENGES COMPARED: MANHATTAN SURVEX
AND 20th PRECINCT INTERROGATIONS

0ffenses to which Offense in which Offenses in which
Statement-Rates Higher Statement-Rates Higher statement-rates in
in Manhattan Survey in 20th Precinct than Manhattan Survey
than in 20th Precinct in Manhattan Survey and 20th Precinct
the: same
Attempted Robbery Homlcide Forelble Rape
Possession-stolen goods Felonlous Assault Drugs~Misdemeanor
Narcotics felonies Possession~weapon Felonilous Assault/
Arson Burglary Dangerous Weapon

Attempted Burglary
Unlawful Entiry
Possession-Burglar's tools
Statutory Rape
Assault and Robbery
Robbery

Grand Larceny

Grand Larceny-Auto
Endangering Welfare
Sodomy

Indecent Exposure

of felonious assault and possession of a dangerous weapon,
assault and robbery, grand larceny and possession of stolen goods.
Admissions were more frequent among non-monitored interrogated
snbjects than among subjects questioned under monitored con-
ditions in cases involving: possession of a dangerous weapon,

unlawful entry, possession of burglar's tools, robbery, grand



Page 66

TABLE XXXV

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF STATEMENTS MADE BY NATURE THERECF AS RELATED TO SPECIFIC

COFFENSE CHARGED
Per cent
Total Number per cent Par cent Making Unclassi=-
Crime Charged Making Statements Making Admissions Making Denials fied Statements
Man 20th Man 20th Man 20th 20¢h
Homicide 13 7 53.8%  71.4% 46,2%  00,0% 28,67
Felonious Assault 84 56 47.6%  6O,.1% 52,45 32,14 01.8%
Felonious Asslt/Dangerous Weap 12 9 66,7 66,7% 33,32 33,3z 00,07
Posseesion-Dangerous Weapon 18 20 77.82  70,0% 22,24  20.0% 10.0%
Burglary 54 31 61.1% 71.0% 38,9% 22,67 06 4%
Attempted Burglary 1 2 100.0%4 00.0% 00,07 100.0% 00,.0%
ﬁnﬂﬂ.ﬂﬂmﬁﬂ m..u.—ﬂ"mw O .m MOOOS 60 OA&N QQ.OR bc 05 00 o§
Possession - Burglar's Tools 6 10 66,72 50.0% 33,32 50.0% 00.0%
Forcible Rape 19 8 47,47  62.5% 52,60  25.0% 12.5%
Attempted Rape 0 - 00,0% - 00,0% - -
Statutory Rape 2 3 50,0%Z 66.7% 50,0%  33,3% 00,07
*%3exual Abuse 0 4] 00.0% 00,07 00,074 00, 0% 00,074
**Gaxual Misconduct 1 - 100,0% - ¢o.0% - -
Sodomy 0 1 00,04 00.0% 00,0% 100.0% 00.0%
Assault & Robbery 14 20 42,9 40,04 57.14 50,0% 10,04
Attempted Assault & Robbery 0 -0 00,07 00,0% 00,02 00,02 00,0%
Robbery 23 12 43,54 25,04 56,54 75.0% 00,0%
Attempted Robbery 3 1 00.07% 100.,0% 100,04 CO0.0% 00.0%
Forgary 7 = 57.1% - 42,9% - -
Uttering Forged Instruments 5 - 80,074 - 20,0% - -
mﬂ.gnw H;ﬂﬂ-ﬁ@ud% NN' NO WNO§ WW oQN N—.NU.—.R 40 QON Qw lQN
Attempted Grand Larceny 0 5 00,072 40,4 00.04 60,02 00 0%
Grand Larceny from Auto - 0 - 00,0% - 00,0% 00.0%
*Grand Larceny (Auto) 2 18 50.0% 44.4% 50,06 55.6% 00,0%
*Attempted Grand Larceny (Auto) - 0 - 00.07% - 00,0% 00.0%
Poss/Rec. Stolen Goods 47 14 55.3%2 57.1% Ga, 7 35, 07.2%
Bringing Stolen Goods Into State 0 - 00,0% - 00,07 - -
Incite to Riot 2 - 100,0% - 00,07 - -
Riot 1 - 100,07 - 00.07% - “
Abandonment: 2 3 00,0% 100,07 100,04 00.0% 00,07
Endanger Welfare of Child 3 1 66,1 00.0% 33,372 100,04 00.0%
Drugs-Felony 46 14 54,32 50.0% 45,7  50.04 00.0%
Drugs=Misdemeanor (73 45 56,80 53,3% 43,2 40,.0% 06,7%
Promoting Prostitution a - 00,07 - 00,0% - 00,0%
Extortion 2 - 00.07% - 100,0% - -
Arson
sL5itering 8 ! 8:4% 0%  eFk %% 0%



.m Per cent
o Total Number Per cent Per cent Making Unclassie.
I~ w Crime Charged Making Statements Making Admissions Making Denials fled Statements
o~ Man 20th Man 20th Man 20th 20th
Q .&..Homﬂu. u.n.—m N 0 Qo ss QO.& —.cocﬁ OQOR OOOQN
Wa W **Reckless Endangerment 2 - 100,0% - 00,0% - -
B **Fraudulent Accosting 0 4] 00,04 00,0% 00,02 00,0% 00.0%
w Bribery 0 - 00,0% - 00,.0% - -
3 Attempted Bribery -- 1 - 100.0% - 00,0% 00,0%
e Kidnapping 0 - 00.0% - 00.0% - -
Attempted Kidnapping 0 - 00.0% - 00.04 " -
Gambling (felony) - 0 - 00.0% - 00.0% 00.0%
Fugitive 1 1 1060,0% 100.0% 00,04 00,0% 00.0%
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larceny-auto, narcotics felonies and narcoties misdemeanors.
(Tables XXXV, XXXVI)
TABLE XXXVI

TABLE AAANL e NEp—
ADMISSION-RATES FOR SPBCIFLC OFFENSES COMPARED: MANHATTAN SURVEY
AND 20th PRECINCT INTERROGATIONS

Offenses in which

0ffenses in which 0ffenses in which Admission~Rates
Admission-Rates Higher Admission-Rates Higher in Manhattan Sur-
in Manhattan Survey in 20th Precinct than vey and 20th
than in 20th Precinct in Manhattan Survey Precinct the same
Possession-Weapon Homicide Assault & Robbery
Unlawful Entry Felonious Assault Grand Larceny
Possession-burglar's tools  Burglary Possession-stolen
Robbery Forcible Rape goods

Grand Larceny-Auto Statutory Rape Felonious Assult/
Narcotics felonies Dangerous
Narcotics Misdemeanors Weapon

Only four offenses were characterized by both higher admission
rates and higher statement-rates amohg monitored interrogations:
homicide (100 per cent making statements; of these 71l.k per cent
m&kihg admissions), felonious assault (48.7 per cent making
statements; of these 66.1 per cent making admissions), burglary
(56.4 per cent making statements; of these 71 per cent making
admissions) and statutory rape (100 per cent making statements;
of these 66.7 per cent making admissions). Narcotics felonles
accounted for both higher statement-rates and higher admission-
rates in monitored than in non-monitored interrogations. If
any pattern can be said to emerge from these comparisons (and,
as the discussion on pages 62, 63 indicate, the ground is weak
for such a smspicien) 1t is the following: serious offenses --
that is, homicide, foreible rape, felonious assault, the multiple
charge of felonious assault and possession of a dangerous weapol,

and assault and robbery (with robbery being a notable exception) --
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are characterized by greater than or at least the same state-
ment~ and admission-rates in monitored as in non-monitored in-
terrogations on the one hand; narcotics felonies are character-
ized by greater willingness to make statements and greater
willingness to confess or admit in non-monitored interrogations
than in monitored questioning.

The three possessory offenses fall variously on opposite
sides of the fence. As regards statement-rates, non-monitored
interrogations produced higher statement-rates in cases in-
volving possession of stolen goods, while monitored interro-
gations produced higher statement-rates in cases involving
possession of burglar's tools and possession of a dangerous
weapon. As regards willingness to admit among those making
statements, non-monitored interrogations produced more or
similar admission-willingness as compared to monitored interro-
gations. As regards narcotics misdemeanors -= poSSesSOry coffenses
but crimes charasterized by the element of "consumptive offense™
not present in the three listed possessory offenses -- the
statement-rate was approximately the same for monitored and non-
monitored interrogations, but the percentage of those making
statements who made admissions was higher among interrogated

subjects questioned in the absence of monitoring.

C. Comparison of 20th Precinct Interrogations With Those of
Three Non-Monitored Precincts During a One-Month Period.

As indicated on page 51, supra, monitored interrogatlons
conducted in the 20th Precinct during the period 15 August 1967

to 15 September 1967 were isolated from the total 20th Precinct
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS:

Crime Charged

Homicide
Felonious Assault
Felonious Assault/
Dangerous YWeapon
Possession-Dangerous
Weapon
Burglary
Attempted Burglary
Unlawful Entry
Pogsession«Burglar's
Tools
Forcible Rape
Attempted Rape
Statutory Rape
**Saxual Abuse
**Sexual Misconduct
Sodomy
Assault & Robhery
Attempted AssltfRobb,
Robbery
Attempted Robbery
Forgery
Uttering Forged
Instruments
Grand Larceny
Grand Larceny from
Auto
Attempted Gr Larceny
*Grand Larceny (Auto)
*pAttempted Grand
Larceny (Auto)
Poss./Rec. Stolen
Goods
Bringing stolen goods

Into State

TABLE XXXVII

COMPARISON OF NATURE OF STATEMENTS BY SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARGED

Total
Man 20th
16 7
236 115
22 17
73 40
157 55

5 3
12 8
34 21
37 15

3 0

6 3

1 1

2 0

7 3
64 45

3 1
77 25
5 4
28 0

8 0
132 48

0 2

6 9
21 29

4 1
86 33
2 0

Per cent
Making No Per cent Per cent Per cent
Statements Adnmitting Denying Unlcassified
Man 20th Man 20th Man 20¢h Man 20&h
_.momwu OOOOQ\O ﬂvwowﬁ nwm.oox “wﬂtwwh OO-§ - N@nox
64 4% 51 .4% 17.04  32.2% 18,62 15.7% - 00,72
45,57 &7,07% 36,3% 35.4% 18.22 17.6% - C0,0%
Mmomﬂn wo-ox HOlHN um lox Omcﬁﬂ —.QUQR - QM.Q“
@U.QN N—.W'@N NH 'QN m-.O‘Qh. .—.w.h—_ﬁ #NO@N - Qulmﬂu
m.O.QN ww n...wuﬂ NOoQ\ﬂ OO.QN OO.O& Omnﬂﬂ. - OO.O&.
motg WQOWN mc.g wﬂ.mﬁ COCS NW.Q{ - oo.&
mMONrN UNUN&.\Q —.ﬁ.w\\ﬂ NWQ@N OWIWN Nu.mﬂ - OOUQN
48.67% 46,7% 24,67 33.3% 27,04 13,37 - 06.7%
100.07% " 00.0% - 00,07% - - -
66.7% 00.07% 16,6572 66,77 16.,65% 33.3% - 00,0%
_.QODAW\U ﬂOO.Q\.ﬂ co.g OQDQ&- Q@IQ\ﬁ Octg - cc.g
30.0% - 30.0% - 00,07 - - -
100.0% 66.7% 00,04  00.0% 00,07  33.,3% - 00,07
Nmuﬁﬁ WUQWQ\» OOIN«Q\_B H.Nl.wﬂ ﬁN.mN NN.Wﬂ - OPOWQ\.
ﬂoaoow\n PQOD§ oo-g OO-QN QOUQN QO.QN- - OQQO“N
NOOQ“‘O U.N-O_“\o NU.”N HN.Q\b H0.0ﬁ W@lQN - QOIQN
po .Quh ﬂw .g OO DQ\G Nm D&- Oo Ig QO tON - OO.&-
75.07% - 14.3% - 10.7% - - -
37.5% - 50.0% - 12.5% - - -
.vaouwﬁw mmcwx ww.mﬁ\. NN-ON #Nch m.@o.wﬂ b ON.HN
- WOO oowu - 00 -QN - OO:QN - 00 OQ.N
Moo OQM va.omﬂ OOCON NN.N..N oo.av\c UU .uﬁ - oc !g
@OoOo\n UNO§ Omogﬁ Nﬂomu\ﬁ Qm lg Wboﬁﬂ - OO.S
- 100,0% - 00.0% - 00.0% - 00.0%
N«UOWN mﬂnmﬁ. UO.W@\.M NN—.DN-\.\O Nplmvo\. MW.—.ﬂ - ow.u.-\.ﬁ
H.OQOQ\“ - oo.cﬂ‘u - OODO



Page 71

PABLE XXXVII (Cont.)

Per cent

Making No Per cent Per cent Par cent
Total Stataments Admitting Denying Unclassified
Crime Charged Man  20th Man 20th Man 20th Man 20th Man 20th
¥ncite to Riot 3 4] 33,3% - 66,74 - 00.0% - - -
Riot 1 0 00.0% - 100.0% - 00,04 - - -
Abandonment . 2 1 00,.0% 00.0%  00,0% 100,0% 100.0% 00.,0% - 00.0%
Endangering Welfare
of Child 7 2 WHDN«N 50.0% chaﬁ. OOQON HN».WN Uonq\.ﬂ - 00,04
Drugs~Felony 190 95 75 .84 85.24 13.1% 07.4% 11.1% 07.4% - 00.0%
Drugs-Misdemeanor 141 154 68,874 70,7 17.7% 15.6% 13.5%2 1l1.7% - 01.9%
Promoting Prosti-
tution 3 0 100.0% - 00.0% - 00.0% - - -
Indecent Exposure 8 5 100.0% 60,04 00,072 20.0% 00.0% 20.0% - 00,04
Extortion 2 0 00,07 - 00.0% - 100,0% - - -
Arson 10 3 30,.0% 66,7 60,04 33,37 10,04 00,0% - 00.0%
+Loltering 7 2 100,07 50,04 00,07 50,0% 00,072 00,0% - 00.0%
+Jostling 24 3 91.7% 100,04 00,072 00.0% 08,3% 00.0% - 00,0
#*pecklags Endanger-
ment 4 0 50,0% - 50.07% - 00.0% - - -
#*%Fraudulent Accosting 3 2 100,04 100,072 00.02 00.0% 00,02 00,07 - 00.0%
Bribery 1 0 100.0% - 00.0% - 00,0% - - -
bﬂﬂmgmuﬂm& wﬂ.wamﬂ.g ) 1 . 00.0% - MOO..O«\..» - QC.& - OQ-QN
Kidnapping 1 0 100.0% - 00,0% - 00.0% - - -
Attampted Kidnapping 2 0 100.0% - 00.0% - 00,0% - - -
Fugitive 8 1 87.5% 00,07 12.5% 100,0% 00,0% 00,0% - 00,0%
TOTAL 1460 768
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figures for comparison with non-monitored interrogation re-
sults from the 1kth, 17th and 28th precincts for the same one-
month period. Unlike the comparison of the three non-moni-
tored precinets described on page 3% et. seg., however, and
unlike most of the statistical aézlyses and comparisons com-
prising other sectioms of this report, the comparison of the
20th Precinect interrogations with those of the three other Man-
hattan precinets included interrogations for offenses other
than felonies and 552-misdemeanors.

This inclusion of non=522-misdemeanor offenses in precinct-
comparison was based on a desire to present a broad description
of Miranda's effects on both monitored and non-monitored interro-
gations regardless of seriousness of offense in comparisons
wherein type of offense was irrelevant; such is the case
where the realtionship sought is between statement-rate and
place of interrogation. The desire, in turn, stemmed fom the
admitted limitations of too-detailed a precinct-comparison.
Because, in relating statement-rate to place of arrest, we are
necessarily confined to the gross statistic and broad general-
ity, it was felt that any limitsatlons upon this broadness of
generality would indeed@ be highly artificial.

The problem involved here is the fact that in the instruct-
ions forwarded to precincts participating in the Manhattan Sur-
vey, exclusion of non-5%2-misdemeanor:interrogations from Sur-
vey reports was explicitly mandated. Most of the twenty-two
precincts did in fact report on some fon-552-misdemeanors,
however. 4&nd, of these reports for interrogations in cases in-

volving offenses other than felonies and 552-misdemeanors, in
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each of the three Manhattan precincts the overwhelming majority
constituted interrogations in which the subject refused to
make a statement.

155 monitored interrogations were conducted in the 20th
Precinet during the period 15 August to 15 September, 1967.

141 non-monitored interrogations were conducted in the 14th
Precinet during the same one-month perlod; 29 non-monitored
interrogations were conducted in the 17th Precinct; and 145
non-monitored interrogations were conducted in the 28th Pre-
cinct. These figures for the latter three precincts are based
solely on those interrogations reported, and it is assumed that
a fair number of non-reported interrogations for non-=-552~-misde~
meanors were conducted in each., This fact, while it will
affect reliance on absolute figures recorded for each precinct,
should have 1ittle or no effect upon the percentages recorded
for each.

Comparison of statement-rates among the four precincts
indicated that the 28th Precinet (central Harlem) maintained
the highest statement-rate: 61.% per cent. 20th Precinct
monitored interrogations were characterized by the second-
highest statement-rate, however: 38.7 per cent., The 1hth
and 17th precinets had statement-rates of 32.7 and 31l.1 per
cent respectively. (Table XXXVIII)

0f those making statements, a higher percentage made
admissions in the 20th Precinct than in the non-monitored
precincts. 56.7 per cent of all suspects making statements

made admissions in the 20th Precinct, while only 48.3 per cent
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TABLE XXXVIII _
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARLSON OF SUBJECT'S WILLINGNESS TO
MAKE STATEMENTS BY PRECINCT IN WHICH INTERROGATION CONDUCTED

Precinct ggigegzzizmgiiiing * zgrﬁgggagiaﬁiigzigg
14th 32.7% 67.3%
17¢th 31.1% 68.9%
28th ‘ 61.4% 38.6%
20th 38.74 61.3%

of subjects making statements in the 28th Precinct made admissions.
In the 17th Precinct admissions and denials were equal with four
each., And 45.7 per cent of the 1lh4th Precinct statements consti-
tuted admissions. Thus, of the four precincts compared, in

only the 20th Precinct wherein interrogations were monitored

did the admission-rate exceed the rate of denial. (Table XXXIX)
TABLE XXXIX

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: COMPARISON OF NATURE OF STATREMENTS MADE
BY PRECINCT IN WHICH INTERROGATION CONDUCTED

Precinct g%ziémggﬁéng Eggi%igzg_ gzgzgggt
1hth L6 45.7% 54 3%
17th 8 50, 0% 50.0%
28th 89 18.3% 51.7%

20th 60 56.7% 43,39
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.

The preceding-sections of this report have proceeded in
essentially a puristically empirical manner, presenting
methodology, observations and, where approprlate, conclusions --
all within the framework of a number of possible relation-
ships. The presentation has been narrative, and geared more
to exposition of the statistical approach and findings than
to confirmation or refutation of various propositions re-
garding interrogations presently questioned or controverted.

The present section, summarizing and concluding the in-
formation derived from preceding sections, is an attempt at
a concise presentation of significant guestions and conclusions
derived from the myriad of observations made. It has been
formatted as a response to certain questions that have arisen
since the Supreme Court decision in Miranda v. Arizona in
1966, and represents an attempt to reconcile certain working

hypotheses with statistical survey results,

A. Interrogations in General.
1. Conduct of Interrogations Since Miranda.

Inasmich as they were directed toward ascertalnment
of interrogation results, the Manhattan Survey and the 20th
Preclnet reports reveal little information regarding the con-
duct of interrogations since Miranda. It has been assumed
that in each reported interrogation the Miranda mandate was
strictly complied with, but such an assumption is open to

serious question. In a considerable number of Manhattan
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Survey interrogations reported, the reporting officer indi-
cated: that the suspect had refused to waive his right to
remain silent and yet, that an elapsed time of interrogation,
ranglng from five minutes to one hour, had transpired.
Whether this is the result of reporting discrepancies or
vhether 1t indicates that questioning has often continued
after the subject has stated his refusal to speak cannot be
ascertained from reports compiled. Nor can statistics re-
veal the manner in which the Miranda warnings were given, the
atmosphere in which the interrogation took place, or whether
the interrogated subject understood the import of the warnings
given,

2. Interrogation Resuits.

&. Maiver of Miranda Rightss Of 1460 suspects in-
terrogated under routine, non-monitored conditions in twenty-
two precinects, 31.7 per cent were willing to waive their right
to remain silent and/or theilr right to presence of counsel.
It is understood that police practice is to discantinue
questioning if a subject elects to remain silent or if he re-
quests the presence of counsel; consequently, the 31.7 per
cent walver-rate can be assumed to comprise wailvers of both
rights, while the non-walver-rate of 68.3 per cent can be
assumed to comprise assertion of either or both of these
Miranda rights,

Waivers were far more frequent in interrogations for
crimes agalnst the person and crimes against property; 36

per cent of all suspects questioned for crimes against the
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person made statements, while 34.9 per cent of the suspects
interrogated in property offenses made statements. Narcotics,
public order and instrumentality offenses were marked by
lower waiver-rates.

As regards speciflic offenses, the more seriouns offenses
resulted in high walver-rates (with the notable exception of
assault and robbery). 81l.2 per cent of all suspects questioned
for homicide made statements; 54.7 per cent of all subjects
interrogated for forcible rape made statements; 35.6 per cent
of interrogations for felonious assault and 54%.5 per cent of
interrogations for the multiple charge of felonious assault and
possession of a dangerous weapon resulted in statements made to
police. Whlle the crime of possession of stolen goods possessed
a statement-rate of 54.7 per cent, other "possessory" offenses
were characterized by walver-rates of considerably less fre-
gquency. Only 17.6 per cent of the suspects gquestioned for
possession of burglar's tools made statements; 24%.7 per cent
of interrogations for possession of a dangerous weapon re-
sulted in statements; and 24%.2 and 31.2 per cent of interro-
gations for narcoties felonles and misdemeznors, respectively,
resulted in waivers of Miranda rights. Waiver-rates were also
exceptionally low 1in offenses involving sexual activity other
than forcible rape; the aggregate waiver-rate for such offenses
was a mere 11.9 per cent. No relationship between most other
offenses and waiver-rates could be discerned.

With regard to waivers in three precincts selected for

comparison, the central Harlem precinct was characterized by

& waiver-rate that nearly doubled that of the Times Sguare
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area precinct and the middle-class residential-area precinct.
63.8 per cent of all suspects interrogated in Harlem's 28th
Precinet were willing to make statements to police, (It must
be added here that other Harlem precincts were not character-
ized by such an exceptionally high statement-rate.)

b. Confessions: The confesslon-rate in Manhattan
Survey interrogations remained a low three per cent throughout
the Survey period; only 45 of the 1460 interrogations report-
ed resulted in confessions. Interrogations for four specific
offenses accounted in aggregate for more than one-half of all
confessions made: felonious assault (accounting for 17.8 per
cent of all confessions), possession of stolen goods (accounting
for 15.6 per cent of all confessions), burglary (accounting
for 13.3 per cent) and grand larceny (accounting for 11,1
per cent). There appears to be no clear relationship between
the type of offense for which the interrogation is conducted
and the confession-rate. Homiclide, forecible rape and assault
and robbery each accounted for less than five per cent of
the confession total, but all three crimes each accounted for
less than five per cent of all interrogations conducted.
Homicide, which ecomprised one percent of all offenses for which
interrogations were conducted, accounted for 4.4 per cent of
all confessions made. Similarliy, forcible rape accounted for
2.7 per cent of all charges brought and 2.2 per cent of all
confessions made., Assault and robbery had a frequency-rate

of 4.5 per cent and a confession-rate of 4.k per cent.

Frequency of commission of an offense does seem to bear
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some relationship to the confession-rate for that offense.
The four offenses gccounting in aggregate for more than half
of all confessions made (supra, page 78) accounted in aggre-
gate for 42.4 per cent of all interrogations conducted.

Surprisingly, 8.8 per cent of all confessions made re=-
sulted from interrogations in cases involving narcotics felonies.

Regarding type of offense, 89 percéent of all confessions
resulted from interrogations for crimes against person and
property, the remaining 11 per cent for narcotics offenses,
felony and misdemeancor.

Concerning place of interrogation, 20 per cent of all
confesslons were made in the 34%th Precinct, embracing the
Washington Heights area of Manhattan, while only 2.2 per cent
were made in Harlem's 28th Precinct. 13.3 per cent of the
confessions were made in the 13th Precinct, encompassing a
generally middle-class residential area; 6.7 per cent were
made in the East Side's 17th Precinct. Central Harlem's
32nd Precinct reported no confessions during the Survey
period, while the 26th Precinct, embracing both the academic
community in Morningside Heights and West Harlem, reported
six confessions, or 13.3 per cent of all confessions made,

c. Clearance of Other Crimes: On February 21,
1967, the New York Times reported a statement by Deputy
Commisslioner for Community Relations of the New York City
Police Department, Jacques Nevard, in which the Deputy
Commissioner attributed a ten per cent decrease in otherw

erime clearance to recent Supeme Court decisions. If such
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ten per cent decrease is an accurate estimate, and if the
Manhattan Survey's one-month figures are representative of
monthly police clearance, then 13 of every 1460 suspects

made statements clearing other crimes before Mlranda and 12
of every 1460 suspects make statements clearing other crimes
after the Miranda decision. Te¢ the Supreme Court, Bhen, must
be attributed a deérease.in admissions to other unsolved
¢rimes in Manhattan of approximately one per month.

Only 12 of the 1460 reported interrogations resulted in
admissions connecting the interrogated suspect to other un-
solved crimes. 1t mast, of course, be borne in mind that
the number of statements clearing other erimes is noi necessarily
the number of crimes cleared, for a given suspect may by making
statements to police clear a number of crimes otherwise un-
solved. However, it is unlikely that these twelve suspects
had any significant effect on crime clearance in Manhattan.

The study of New Haven interrogations conducted by the Yale

Law Quarterly revealed that three of 127 interrogated suspects
admitted committing other crimes, and that these three admissions
resulted in clearance of "approximately" one dozen cases.* If

we employ this ratio of four crimes cleared for every admission
to commission of other crimes, then the 12 Manhattan Survey
interrogations cleared only 48 offenses. Of 1535 felonies and
552-misdemeancrs for which interrogations were conducted, this
figure would represent only three per cent. And, inasmuch as

* 76 Yale L. J4. 1519, 1595, fn. 203.
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only 24%.6 per cent of all crimes reported in the United States
(based on the year 1965) are solved*, one can rest with some
confidence with the conclusion that the twelve reported ad-
mlssions to uncleared crimes caused not a ripfile in Manhattan's
clearance problem.

S1x of the twelve admissions to uncleared crimes were ad-
missions to crimes against the person; three, or 25 per cent,
were admissions to narcotics offenses.(two to narcotics felonles,
one to narcotics misdemeanors).

It is interesting to note that the two adjoining central
Harlem precincts =-- the 28th Precinet and the 32nd Precinct -
together accounted for more than half of the admissions clearing
unsolved crimes. (The 28th Precinct accounted for one-third of
all admissions to other unsolved crimes; the 32nd Precinct
accounted for one-fourth of all such admissions.)

d. Admissions versus Denials: Combining confessions,

admissions to the offense charged and admissions clearing other
crimes under the single heading of "admissions", it is clear
that, of all suspects who walve their Miranda rights, more make
admissions than denials. 55.4 per cent of the 463 suspects
making statements in Manhattan Survey interrogations made ad-
misslons, while only 4.5 per cent denied commission of the
offense charged.

In all type-offenses except crimes against the person

more than 50 per cent of those making statements made admissions.

* ??gé6?ﬁiform Crime Reports for the United States-1965, 18
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In erimes against property 60.7 per cent of subjects waiving
Miranda rights made admissions; in consumptive offenses

55.6 per cent admitted; in public order and instrumentality
offenses the percentage of suspects making statements who made
admissions was 60 and 75 per cent, respectively. In offenses
against the person this admission-rate fell to 47.8 per cent.

It is interesting that, of the serious offenses, in only
homicide and the multiple charge of felonious assault and
possession of a dangerous weapon did admissions execeed denials.
In cases involving foreible rape, 47.4+ per cent of those
meking statements made admissions; in felonious assault in-
terrogations 47.6 per cent of those making statements made
admissions. The admission~rates in assault znd robbery and
robbery interrogations were 42,9 per centt and 43.5 per cent,
regpectively.

In the possessory offenses (including both felony and
misdemeanor narcoties offenses) admissions consistently ex-
ceeded denials., 77.8 per cent of suspects making statements
to the charge of possession of a dangerous weapon made admissions;
66.7 per cent of the suspects making statements to the charge
of possession of burglar's tools made admissions; 55.3 per
cent of the suspects making statements to the charge of possess-
ion of stolen goods made admissions; and admission-rates to
harcotles felonies and misdemeanors were 5.3 per cent and 56,8
per cent, respectively.

With regard to the three Manhattan precincts selected

for comparison, in all three denials exceeded or were equal to
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admissions among statements made. 45.7 per cent of all
statements made in-the 1%th Precinct were admissions, while
48,3 per cent of all 28th Precinct statements were admissions.
Fifty per cent of the 17th Precinct statements were admissions,
but statistical rellance 1is hampered by the fact that only
eight statements were made in the 17th Precinct during the
entire survey periocd.

3. TUsefulness of Interrogations.

The usefulness of interrogations in acquisition of con~
fessions and admissions can be easily determined by reflection
upon admission~rates., Questioning resulted in 17.6 per cent
of the 1460 interrogated suspects making admissions of some
sort, 14,1 per cent making denials, and 68.3 per cent re-
fusing to make statements. What we do not know and can not
determine from present statistics, however, is whether the
17.6 per cent admissions obtained were themselves at all
useful. We do not know how extensive any glven admission was
(with the possible exception of confessions, which are assumed
to be admissions covering the breamith of the charge), nor do
we know whether it was necessary or useful in court dispo-
sition of the case., Indeed, the extent of plea bargaining
conducted in Manhattan militates against a finding that very
much of anything said to the police 1in the stationhouse is
determinative of disposition,

While we cannot know the guantum of evidence and its
evidentiary usefulness in any given case, a study of the
final afpositions of the 1460 cases attached as Appendix A
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willl reveal to some extent whether a relationship exists be-
tween the nature of statements made during interrogation and

the caset$ final disposition.

B. Monltored Interrogations.
1. Conduct of Interrogatilons.

Conduct of interrogations made under monitoring can
be fairly easily determined by analysis of the tape-recordings
of each interrogation. Of course, audio records will not
indicate the presence of non-audio elements, and a congenial
volice may well mislead the listenen who will not know whether
the detective's purr was accompanied by gritted teeth and in-
timidating gestures. It is assumed that awareness of the
presence of a monitor exerted some effect upon interrogating
officers, and that they conseguently followed the Miranda
mandate mere strictly than thelr colleagues in non-monitored
precincts who were spared the yoke of serutiny.

2, Results of Monitoring Interrogations.

a. Waiver of Miranda Rights: On a percentage
basis, more suspects were willing to make statements under
monitored conditions than under non-monitored conditions,
4%1.1 per cent of all suspects interrogated in the 20th Pre-
cinet for felonies or 552-misdemeanors waived their right
to silence, while only 31.7 per cent of interrogated subjects
in precincts operating without monitoring made statements,

In all but consumptive (narcoties) offenses, waiverw

rates were considerably higher in the monitored group than in
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the non-monitored group. u48.9 per cent of suspects questioned
for crimes against the person made statements under monitor-
ing, while only 36.0 per cent made statements to crimes against
the person in the non-monitored interrogations. Similarly,
the statement-rate for monitored interrogations in property
crimes was 50.7 per cent while in non-monitored interrogations
it was only 3%.9 per cent. The difference in waiver-rates
between monitored and non-monitored interrogations was most
striking in cases involving public order and instrumentality
offenses, In public order offenses, Wt.4 per cent made state-
ments under monitoring, while only 10.6 per cent made state=-
ments in the absence of monitoring. In instrumentality
offenses, 49,2 per cent of monitored interrogations resulted
in statements, while only 22.% per cent of the non-monitored
interrogations produced statements. In narcotics offenses,
this trend was reversed, with 27.2 per cent of non-monitored
interrogations resulting in statements and only 23.7 per cent
of monitored interrogations ending in statements made,
Statement-rates for most specific offenses were higher
in the monitored group, with two noteworthy exceptions:
both narcotics felonies and the offense of possession of stolen
goods had higher statement-rates among the non-monitored in-
terrogations than among the monitored. Forcible rape, nar-
cotles misdemeanors and the multiple charge of felonious assault
and possession of a dangerous weapon had approximately the
same statement-rates for both monitored and non~monitored in-

terrogations. In comparison of statement-rates between moni-
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tored and non~monitored interrogations, the specific offense
charged appears to be of little significance, but an interest-
ing question is poéed by the higher statement~rate in nonw
monltored interrogations for possession of stolen goods
offenses,

Waiver-rates in the 20th Precinct were higher than those
in both the 1lith and 17th Precincts, but considerably less
than the waiver-rate in Harlem's 28th Precinet. The average
walver-rate for the three non-monitored precincts is k1,7
per cent. (This figure includes interrogations for offenses
other than felonles and 552-misdemeanors.) The waiver-rate
for the 20th Precinct, on the other hand, is 38.7 per cent
for the same one-month period when offenses other than felonies
and 552-misdemeanors are included in compilation, and 41,1
per cent for the six-month Project period when offenses other
than felonies and 552-misdemeanors are excluded from compilation.

b. Admissions versus Denials: Admissions ex-

ceeded denials among monitored interrogations, and monitored
admissions exceeded non-monitored admissions when 20th Pre-
cinet and Manhattan Survey figures were compared., Of those
making statements under monitoring, 57.6 per cent made ad-
missions while 37 per cent denied. This 57.6 per cent rate
is higher than the 55.% per cent admission-rate among non-
monitored statements.

With regard to type of offense charged, of those subjects
making statements, higher admission-rates for monitored than

for non-monitored interrogations appeared in questioning for
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crimes against the person and public order offenses. Non-
monitored interrogations resulted in higher admission-rates

to property, Instrumentallty and consumptive offemses.

Whether this divergence is due to type of evidence flowing
from type of crime and whether one can state with any securitiy
that monitoring encourages admissions from suspects confronted
by testimonial evidence but somewhat discourages admlssions
from suspects confronted by real evidence remain guestions un-
resolved.

Non-monitored interrogations resulted in admissions to
more different specific offenses than did monitored interro-
gations. However, with the exception of robbery, all serious
offenses were characterized by higher or the same admission-
rates in monitored interrogations than in non-monitored in-
terrogations.

Non-monitored interrogations resulted in higher admission~
rates than monitored interrogations in questioning for narcotics
felonies and misdemeanors. Whether one can conclude from this
observation that monitoring has an adverse effect on subject
willingness to admit in drug offenses remains a question.

Iittle other relationships or patterns emerge from com-
parison of admission-rates between monitored and non-monitored
interrogations with regard to specific offense charged.

Compared with non-monitored interrogations for a one-
month period (comparison including offenses other than felonies
and 522-misdemeanors), 20th Precinet interrogations resulted

in a higher percentage of statements being admissions. Of
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sixty monitored statements in the 20th Precinct, 56.7 per
cent were admissions. This is contrasted with the 1l4th Pre~
cinet's 45.7 per cent of statements being admissions, the
17th Precinct's admission-rate of 50 per cent, and the 28th
Precinet's admission=-rate of 48.3 per cent.

3. Usefulness of Monitoring Interrogations.

As statlistically reflected, monitoring appears to result
in a generally higher willingness to subjeets to waive their
Miranda rights and a generally higher willlngness to make
admissions following such waiver. This is especially true
with regard to the gravely serious offenses. Less serious
offenses, on the other hand, are characterized by the same
high waiver-rate but by a generally lower admission-rate.
Whether this disinclination to make admissions on tape re=-
sults from an awareness on the part of the suspect that a
taped admisslion is more damaging than one that is not taped

cannot be determined.

C. Major Questions Left Unresolved.

1. What effect has Miranda and other contemporary
Supreme Couri cases had upon admission-rates and/or coanvietion
rates’when compared to the situation existing before Escobedo
and Miranda?

2, Do those subjects who wailve their right to silence
actually understand the warning they are given, and are they

given that warning at all and/or in a manner which would dis-

gulse itg importance?
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3. What is the relationship of amount and nature of evi-
dence available against a suspect at the time of interrogation
to hils willingness'or lack thereof to make a statement and to
his willingness to make an ineriminating statement?

4, In the average-case, does an admission obtained by
way of interrogation add appreciably to other evidence avail-
able against the suspect? What per cent of cases would result
in failure to conviet but for the admission obtained during
interrogations®?

5. What is the significance of admissions made during
interrogation in the plea negotiation process? In the routine
case, how well apprised of the existence of such admisslons is
the negotiating prosecutor, and what weight, if any, does he
place upon them in determining the amount of reduction he will

negotiate?

6. Fow many confessions and admissions are made by suspects

prior to initiation of any gquestioning by police?

A number of guestions evolve from the analysis on pre-
ceding pages of this report, but almost all of them consti-
tute some variation or specific application of one or more

of the above questions.
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