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Abstract 

 
 

This exploratory study sought to understand the role of volume crime investigators in 

the modern era. It attempted to gain officers` perceptions on the attributes required to 

be a successful at the role. In addition, the research sought to understand how modern 

investigators thought success should be defined and measured in relation to individual 

investigator performance. Chapter One explored previous research relating to police 

investigators and success, and identified the main research questions that define the 

programme of research.  Key considerations were whether success could be 

identified, how it could be measured and whether high performers could be 

distinguished from their peers. Thirty attributes were identified from previous 

research to form part of Studies One and Two. Study One examined volume crime 

investigators` perceptions of their role, success and the skills and abilities required to 

be successful were identified using a questionnaire. Findings were consistent with 

previous research, as respondents ranked areas such as communication skills, 

commitment, dedication, decision-making and motivation highly. Surprisingly, areas 

such as education, stability, empathy, training and intelligence ranked lower than 

expected. Respondents appeared consistent in suggesting detections as a measure of 

success but with a caveat that it was not utilised as the sole measurement of success.  

Study Two asked investigators to identify successful investigators from amongst their 

peers. Respondents appeared to choose peers who were older, more experienced and 

trained in investigation and various themes were explored as to why this may have 

been the case. Respondents also ranked the thirty attributes on the basis of how 

prevalent they were in successful peers. These rankings were not entirely consistent 

with Study One rankings. Areas such as experience and persistence ranked higher, 
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although stability, education, training, empathy and intelligence still ranked low. In 

Study Three high and low performers were identified by objective means. Several 

obstacles were encountered in trying to obtain relevant data from the participating 

forces. The range of data available was surprisingly low in the modern era. High and 

low detection sets were compared to each other, as well as to the high and low choice 

sets identified from Study Two. Age and length of service reduced, and the high 

detection set contained only a third of the high choice set, suggesting that respondents 

ability to distinguish high performers was far from foolproof, and may have been 

rooted in cultural beliefs about effectiveness. High and low performing groups were 

identified and compared.  In Study Four, high and low performers were compared in 

relation to mean scores achieved on the NEO personality inventory. This measured 

respondents in five personality domains and thirty individual facets. There were no 

significant differences between the groups in relation to the domains, and there was 

only one significant difference in relation to the facet of gregariousness. This relates 

to a persons sociability and is part of the domain of Extraversion. No correlations 

were found between scores achieved and objective and subjective measures of 

success. Training stood out as a significant difference between the groups, with 

almost all those in the high performing group being trained in the national investigator 

programme as opposed to fewer trained in the low performing group. Various reasons 

were posited for this difference, but it is possible that this result demonstrates the 

effectiveness of investigator training. Study Five compared each group in relation to 

critical thinking skills, as respondents in previous studies had ranked reasoning, 

judgment and decision-making as important to success. There were no significant 

differences in relation to overall scores or individual subset scores. Correlations were 

found between overall test scores, individual subset scores and manager performance 
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ratings, suggesting that a relationship exists. Various reasons were explored for the 

lack of difference between the groups, and it was posited that dispositional factors 

might make a difference as to whether an investigator used their innate skills. Study 

Six compared each group in relation to scores achieved on Ravens Standard 

Progressive Matrices  (a test designed to measure intellectual capacity), as well as the 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index (designed to measure multiple dimensions of 

empathy). Both of these areas ranked low in respondents rankings in previous studies. 

No significant differences were discovered in relation to either intelligence or 

empathy, nor were any correlations found with objective or subjective measures of 

success. The SPM measures fluid intelligence. It does not measure crystallised 

intelligence or indeed other forms of intelligence. Whilst it might be tempting to 

suggest that intelligence plays no part in the success or otherwise of investigations 

because of the negative finding here, caution is needed. This study does not explore 

other forms of intelligence, nor does it explore dispositional factors that might make a 

difference as to whether an individual uses their abilities.  Chapter Eight discusses the 

programme of research, considers methodological issues, and makes suggestions for 

further research. 
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Chapter One 

 

What makes a successful volume crime investigator? - The literature 

 

1.1. Chapter overview 

 

This chapter looks at the traditional role of detectives in policing and how the role 

became shrouded in mystery, essentially due to a lack of knowledge and 

understanding of the processes and procedures carried out by investigators in real life 

investigations. The chapter will discuss how that lack of knowledge of the realities of 

investigation became fuelled by detective fiction and famous detective memoirs. It 

will then discuss the role of a volume crime investigator in the modern era and look at 

previous research into the detective task. Issues of investigative success will also be 

discussed, together with relevant research studies in that area. Finally, a set of 

research questions will be advanced to provide focus for the forthcoming studies 

within the thesis.   

 

1.2. Introduction 

 

When it comes to the definition of the role of an investigator, as well as the qualities 

required to be good at the job it is very important to separate fact from fiction, myth 

and legend. The super sleuths of folklore exist to satiate the public’s need for the great 

detective tale, where the intuitive, brilliant mind of the detective pits his or her wits 

against the clever criminal, and unravels the mystery at hand to the amazement of 

everyone else. Characters such as Colombo, Morse, Miss Marple and Poirot (to name 
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but a few) all share the characteristics of being highly intelligent, observant, 

meticulous, thorough, creative thinkers, able to put the jigsaw together as if only they 

possess the picture on the front of the box. What is consistent amongst this venerable 

group is that they all solve their individual `whodunits,’ which are usually of the most 

serious kind (murder). Invariably they also almost always have the advantage of 

dealing with one case at a time, which is unlike real life (Bayley, 2002; Reiner, 2000). 

Also, many real investigators would relish the amount of time the fictional characters 

have to investigate each case (this is an issue that will be discussed further in Chapter 

Two).  Much police investigative work within volume crime has been characterised as 

mundane (Ericson, 1993; Maguire, Hobbs, Noaks and Brearley, 1993), and some 

studies suggest that crimes are more often solved by information provided to the 

police as opposed to brilliant detective effort (Burrows et al. 2005; Greenwood, 

Chaiken & Petersilia, 1977; Maguire & Norris, 1992; Tong & Bowling, 2006). (A 

definition of volume crime will be provided later in this document, to add context to 

the discussion).  

 

The existence of the mythology of the intuitive investigator, whilst fuelled by fiction, 

also attained kudos in the early years of the growth of the role of detective. Very little 

was known about what detectives actually did. Famous real life detectives would 

publish accounts of their past careers seemingly pandering to what the public would 

want and expect to read (Fabian, 1953; Slipper, 1981). Individuals reading such 

accounts might discern a more exciting career than perhaps the reality would suggest 

(Manning, 1979). It was not until the early 1970s that empirical studies began to 

emerge about detectives and their task.  Some of these studies tore into the mythology 

and created debate around the true worth of detective effort (Bottomley & Coleman, 
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1980; Greenwood et al., 1977). The complexities of the role together with the 

multitude of variables that affect success (for instance, forensic capture, lack of 

witness evidence and crime screening) are arguably at least two reasons why research 

on investigators within volume crime investigation is scant.  

 

As a result of the mythology and mystery that has surrounded criminal investigation, 

as well as the limited research, common ideas have developed about the nature of 

detective work, even in relation to crimes of a less serious nature (Emsley & Shpayer-

Makov, 2006; Morgan, 1990). Detective work has been characterised variously as an 

art (Ericson, 1993; Sanders, 1977; Simon, 1991), a craft (Hobbs, 1988), a science 

(Bayley & Bittner, 1989; Greenwood, et al., 1977), a mixture of craft and science 

(Innes, 2003), or a mixture of all three (Repetto, 1978; Tong & Bowling, 2006).  Tong 

and Bowling (2006) suggested that such diverse opinions exist about the nature of 

investigative work because there is little modern research into such an important area 

of police work. They encouraged further research into how investigators learn the art 

craft and science of investigation.  What are modern investigators` views around these 

issues?  

 

Criminal investigation work comes under the spotlight frequently, particularly when 

there have been high profile miscarriages of justice or where perceived investigative 

failings have led to ineffective action by the police (Tong & Bowling, 2006). The 

latter types of cases are themselves, of course, forms of miscarriages of justice (see 

Savage & Milne, 2007). Successive Royal Commissions (Philips, 1981, Runciman, 

1993) have researched facets of the investigative task such as detention, investigative 

interviewing, arrest, and supervision, and developed new legislation to complement 
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and enhance such activities, whilst all the while seeking to protect the rights of 

suspects. The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE), the Criminal 

Procedure and Investigations Act 1997 (CPIA) and the Regulation of Investigatory 

Powers Act 2000 (RIPA) are just three examples of legislative intervention into 

investigative activity.   

 

As with detective fiction, the cases that tend to spark interest or provide impetus for 

change are frequently the more serious crimes such as murder. Little interest is shown 

in the allegedly more mundane area of volume crime investigation where so-called 

‘run of the mill’ cases such as burglary and vehicle crime are often encountered. Yet 

the investigators dealing with these crimes are the potential senior investigating 

officers (SIOs) of serious crimes or homicides of the future. Indeed it could be argued 

that they are already mini SIOs, investigating high volume crimes as they do. They 

need to engage resources, set strategic direction for the investigation and deal with 

information in just the same way as an SIO, only without the readily available 

resources and public attention that a major investigation attracts. It is at the level of 

volume crime investigation that most investigators would obtain their experience and 

knowledge in order to graduate to the more serious investigations (if they choose to 

move up, that is). It is at this point, relatively early in investigative careers, that the 

‘office culture’ seems to embed the folklore, myths and legends that surround 

detective work to the extent that many investigators may still see successful detective 

work as some intuitive ability that cannot be taught, although allied to a more 

systematic approach (Innes, 2003). Arguably it is within these early years and beyond 

where common myths are perpetuated and the predominant cultural beliefs are 

embedded (Skolnick, 1966).  
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A variety of studies have been carried out examining detective work, some of which 

concentrate upon homicide investigation (Innes, 2003; Smith & Flanagan, 2000). 

What is striking is the relatively small body of research at the level of volume crime 

investigation, into the investigative task and investigators themselves (Tong & 

Bowling, 2006). What do volume crime investigators do in the modern era?  How do 

they perceive their role? What is success within volume crime investigation? How is 

success measured? What makes a good or successful investigator? Using the familiar 

nature/nurture battleground, can successful investigators be taught or are they 

possessed of some innate qualities that others are not? The following review looks at 

how the current literature can help us try to answer these very important questions. 

Before looking at that literature, it is necessary to try to clarify exactly what the term 

“volume crime” means in relation to modern policing and to try to identify who 

volume crime investigators are in the modern era. Volume crime investigation within 

the UK is no longer the sole province of detectives. Many different types of police 

officers with varied experience and skills now make up volume crime investigation 

teams (Chatterton, 2008). (This topic will be re-visited later in the discussion.) 

 

1.3. What is volume crime? 

 

The Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) “Volume Crime Investigation  

Manual” (2001) (VCIM) identified the following crimes as “volume crime offences”: 

street robbery, burglary dwelling, burglary non-dwelling, theft (including shoplifting), 

vehicle crime, criminal damage and drugs. In its introduction, Deputy Chief Constable 

(DCC) Paul Garvin (2001, ACPO Crime Committee) made it clear that these are the 
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majority of crimes committed within the UK and as such are very important, 

particularly to members of the public who suffer them daily. As an example, Jansson 

(2005) identified that in 2004/5 just under a third of all crime amounted to volume 

property crime consisting of burglary, robbery, and thefts of and from motor vehicles. 

DCC Garvin went on to stress that ‘effectiveness’ in volume crime investigation was 

crucial and he saw the VCIM as important to that aim. The manual provides guidance 

in relation to the process of volume crime investigation and management from start to 

finish. 

 

1.3.1. Who are volume crime investigators? 

 

Traditionally, volume crime offices did not exist; they used to be called Criminal 

Investigation Departments (CID). Personnel within CID offices were invariably 

qualified detectives who had undertaken CID training, and aspiring detectives who 

were undertaking an attachment to CID (sometimes called a trainee investigator (TI)) 

or trainee DC (TDC)). Occasionally such offices might contain a few uniformed 

officers working on a short attachment trying to discover whether a CID career was 

for them (Chatterton, 2008). In the modern era, volume crime units are more and 

more being made up of a mixture of CID officers, TIs or TDCs who wish to become 

CID officers, officers on attachment and ‘uniformed officers’ working ‘in plain 

clothes’ as volume crime investigators (Chatterton, 2008). Each of the 43 police 

forces in England and Wales has teams of individuals who investigate volume crime. 

Each force devises the teams according to local priorities and resources. It is certain 

however, that there is a hierarchy of rank within the volume crime investigation 

teams. Those at PC or DC level will be supervised by sergeants, who in turn will be 
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managed by an inspector. For the purpose of the current research, the term ‘volume 

crime investigator’ will be utilised to describe all of the above roles within volume 

crime investigation. Whilst officers within volume crime investigation may perceive a 

difference between themselves, all have the responsibility of investigating volume 

crime regardless of their detective status or otherwise. As Chatterton (2008) observed, 

once in the role there is little working difference between a detective and a trainee 

detective. However, questions will be asked in Study One to ascertain precisely what 

investigators’ views are around this distinction. 

 

1.3.2. What do volume crime investigators do in the modern era? How do they 

perceive their role? 

 

Little modern research has been undertaken into the work of the volume crime 

detective or investigator in general crime units up and down the country. Recent 

studies of volume crime investigation reflect the structures applied by Basic 

Command Units (BCU) in order to investigate volume crime (Burrows et al., 2005).  

(BCUs are geographical area divisions of police forces that range in size. HMIC 

(2004) report that there are over 300 BCUs in the country. Usually individual police 

forces have a number of these units, each headed by a Chief Superintendent 

responsible for policing local needs). As an example, Burrows (2008) (echoing 

previous studies such as Greenwood et al. 1977; Maguire et al. 1991; and Maguire & 

Norris, 1992) suggested that much of volume crime detection is determined not only 

by crime mix but also by the structures put in place by the particular force involved 

(such as proactive initiatives), together with the resources made available to 

investigate. The fewer resources available the more a force relies upon gate keeping 
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or screening functions to identify ‘self-solving’ cases and to allocate them to 

investigators (for example, where the police already have a named offender, readily 

available evidence and need to apprehend and process them). Pessimistically, this can 

lead to a state of affairs where little investigative effort is required, other than to 

marshal such cases through the Criminal Justice process, where `easy to solve’ cases 

take priority over more serious cases (Burrows, 2005). However, nothing in Burrows’ 

study identifies individual investigative effort as being effective in solving volume 

crime cases, other than a reference to how proactive work has been proven to be 

effective where it has been utilised. (Proactive work connotes the opposite to reactive 

work, where resources are allocated to pursue intelligence leads and sometimes target 

offenders in a covert manner.)   

 

Burrows also claimed that the majority of detected cases are solved where the police 

already have a suspect identified to them through witness evidence or intelligence. Is 

this the case in reality? Does the modern investigator just process suspects, without 

needing to utilise investigative skill? Are they now clerks rather than detectives 

(Thornton & Harper, 1991)? Are there any differences amongst individual volume 

crime investigators in relation to how many cases they deal with and detect within a 

given space of time?   Some of these topics will be returned to later in Study One, as 

will the eight BCU study identified above (Burrows, 2005). It is important to explore 

this area, particularly as the strategies employed by a particular Force or BCU may 

have a significant impact upon the manner in which an investigators skills are utilised. 

Dealing reactively with a stream of easy to solve cases does not necessarily allow 

individual investigative flair to shine, although investigators will still need to utilise a 

range of skills to process a case. In addition, case numbers will be high because of the 
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constant stream. Dealing with cases in a more proactive fashion may allow for other 

investigative skills to shine, yet the number of detected cases may be less in proactive 

work, relying as it may upon surveillance, observations and greater resource 

allocation to particular cases.   

 

In contrast, Jansson (2005) modified Eck`s (1983) triadic theory relating to different 

types of volume crimes investigated. She suggests three types of volume crimes 

reported to police: those that are easy to solve, those that require investigation to 

follow up leads and those that will not be solved regardless of the investigative effort 

put into them. Jansson  (2005) suggested that those that require investigative follow-

up are ripe for improvement in investigative activities in order to improve detections. 

Arguably, it is in these types of cases (as well as in the easier to solve cases) that 

investigative skills and abilities do play an important role in detecting crime. Dealing 

with a suspect who has been arrested for a crime and getting a case successfully to 

court nowadays demands that investigators use many of the investigative skills that 

they possess (Chatterton, 2008; Horvath & Meesig, 1998; Maguire et al., 1993; 

Stelfox, 2007). Simply having a named suspect does not guarantee that a case is 

solved, and it is unwise to suggest that ‘the job is done’ and that little investigative 

effort is required to deal with it. Admittedly, such effort is worlds away from 

detective fiction (Horvath & Meesig, 1998). However, if a crime management system 

only screens in easy to solve cases then cases that require some investigative enquiries 

may fall off of the radar for investigators, irrespective of the investigators abilities and 

skills to solve them. 

Some of the major studies of investigators derive from both the USA and the UK. For 

instance, research has concentrated upon effective major crime SIO`s (Smith & 
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Flanagan, 2000), homicide investigators (Innes, 2003) and detectives in general 

(Cohen and Chaiken, 1987; Greenwood, et al. 1977; Maguire et al. 1991; McGurk, 

Platton & Gibson, 1992). However, few of these studies are modern. In fact only one 

represents a study of investigators in the 21st Century, and this concentrates upon 

homicide detectives and their role as part of homicide teams (Innes, 2003). There are 

some important differences between the role of the homicide detective and a volume 

crime investigator. Homicide detectives do not regularly manage their own caseloads 

but become important cogs in the larger wheel of murder investigation. Volume crime 

investigators in the modern era manage their own caseloads and investigate numerous 

crimes simultaneously, many of which require them to in effect be mini SIOs of each 

case they deal with.  Whilst some of their tasks are similar, homicide detectives 

secede strategic thinking to the SIO in any major crime investigation, while volume 

crime investigators ‘own’ each of their investigations in their entirety. Thus, research 

has much to gain from a study of volume crime investigators in the modern era. 

Indeed volume crime investigation can be seen as the training ground for future major 

and serious crime SIO`s (although some SIO`s can potentially bypass such grounding 

via the promotion system). 

 

1.3.3. The traditional role of the detective and previous research 

 

In the late 1960s and early 1970s in the USA, studies began to focus on detective 

effort within successful cases. However the results of these studies did not meet 

expectations in relation to the mythological role of the detective. The studies (e.g. 

Greenwood, 1970; Isaacs, 1967) attempted to examine how crimes were solved and 

discovered that much detective work was routine, many cases were solved by 
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information provided by victims of crime, that police routinely followed up 

investigations where they were unlikely ever to succeed and that the success or 

otherwise of investigations relied to a large extent upon the actions and activities 

carried out by the officer who initially responded to the incident. This would usually 

be a patrol officer, not a detective. Greenwood (1970) concluded that the individual 

characteristics of a case were therefore the major factor in whether a case was solved 

or not. If it was a case where there were no leads at all it was unlikely to be solved by 

detective effort at all (and in some ways could be seen as wasted effort!). On the other 

hand, a large number of solved cases were those where witnesses were able to name a 

suspect. In such cases, according to Greenwood et al. (1977), very little detective 

effort was required in order to solve them. In other situations, it was found that 

detectives often conducted routine enquiries in order to detect crime. As an example, 

Matza (1969) distinguished two different types of suspicion detectives used in cases 

where a suspect was not readily apparent. The first, methodic suspicion, focussed 

upon rounding up what can be termed ‘the usual suspects’ in a case. Whilst this type 

of activity might have within it the seeds of targeting persistent offenders, this has its 

drawbacks in terms of potentially focussing on the wrong people. Secondly, Matza 

(1969) identified incidental suspicion, where investigative focus would concentrate 

upon individuals linked in some way to the incident itself. This too has its potential 

drawbacks. Such a distinction leads detective work open to the accusation of throwing 

the dice in a gambling manner rather than being engaged in a systematic search for 

the suspect. 

 

In their study, Greenwood et al. (1977) examined the investigative process in the 

USA. They studied over 150 police departments in detail, comparing their individual 
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characteristics, their arrest rates and their clearance rates. They found, in support of 

previous studies, that the majority of cases were solved not by investigative work per 

se, but by members of the public coming forward to assist (Bayley, 1998; Greenwood, 

1970; Isaacs, 1967; Morgan, 1990). Commonly known as the Rand study, this much-

debated report seemed also to severely dent the myth that cases were solved by 

brilliant and intuitive detective work. Greenwood et al. (1977) criticised the fact that 

many reported crimes (felonies) received only superficial attention from investigators 

and that most minor crimes were not investigated at all. Alarmingly it was found that 

investigators’ time was spent primarily on reviewing reports, documenting files, and 

trying to locate and interview victims. The idea of the super - sleuth conducting varied 

enquiries in order to find the perpetrator could not have been further from the truth. 

Greenwood et al. (1977) also contended that arrest and clearance rates were unreliable 

measures of effectiveness of investigations. Unsurprisingly, disparity of statistics 

between the different departments participating in the study was found. Not only was 

this in relation to geographical area but also due to variations in department size, 

region and workload. Investigators in larger departments were criticised for not being 

thorough in relation to investigations, but the researchers were only able tentatively to 

suggest that such lack of thoroughness might have adversely affected cases in relation 

to dismissals at court. Other topics identified within the study were the wishes of 

victims to be updated on the progress of their cases, the lack of ability of departments 

to process physical evidence and the value of proactive investigations to departments 

providing that they were utilised for that purpose. Whilst the Greenwood et al. (1977) 

study provided valuable insight into the process of criminal investigation, identifying 

as it does a walk through of the process of investigation from start to finish, it does 

little to suggest what makes an effective or successful investigator. Since its 
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publication, this study has also been criticised for the methods it employed in 

gathering data, as well as the way in which the data were ultimately analysed (Tong, 

2004). One of the major criticisms surrounded the representativeness of the study and 

the generalisations that were drawn by the authors from what they found. The nature 

of policing in the US was (and still is) diverse, and the number of individual police 

forces and agencies significantly high. As a result, there were differences in systems, 

processes and numbers of officers within and between most of them. The study 

derived most of its data from large municipal forces and did not derive any from over 

10,000 other state agencies. Of the 300 municipal forces who took part in the study, 

only a handful were actually visited, and the study has been further criticised for 

deriving most of its detailed data from only one of the municipal forces (Gates & 

Knowles, 1976; Horvath, Meesig and Lee, 2001). Despite the criticisms, the Rand 

study it is seen as a seminal piece of work in relation to understanding detectives and 

the criminal investigation process.  

 

In the UK in 1977, as a result of the miscarriage of justice in the Maxwell Confait 

case (Fisher, 1977), attention was beginning to turn to the role of the detective within 

the Criminal Justice System. That case brought to public attention an over-reliance by 

the police on confession evidence and the uses - and abuses - made by officers of their 

investigative powers. The resultant Royal Commission (Philips, 1981), like the 

Greenwood et al. (1977) study in the USA, identified that many offenders were 

discovered for reasons other than detective skills. As a direct result of the 1981 Royal 

Commission, PACE 1984 was enacted to ensure that suspect’s rights were 

safeguarded in England and Wales. Subsequent legislative enactments have attempted 
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to safeguard further the rights of suspects (for instance CPIA 1997 and the Human 

Rights Act (HRA) 1998). 

 

Was this discovery of a potential difference between the myth and reality of detective 

work in both the USA and the UK really that surprising? Given that public perception 

of the detective’s role was fed by fiction and detective memoirs, little was known of 

the mundane nature of the work in terms of carrying out routine enquiries, 

interviewing suspects and witnesses, and the essential function of producing case files 

for the criminal justice system. That type of work, which perhaps forms the basis of 

detective work, was seldom reported either in criminal investigation textbooks 

(Horvath and Meesig, 1998), by police officers themselves (Fabian, 1953; Slipper, 

1981), or in popular media.   

Is it really surprising that the majority of cases are solved by information about 

suspects provided by victims or witnesses? It is surely important that the evidence is 

(a) discovered in the first place (perhaps by routine police work); (b) that an 

investigator is able to elicit all of that information from potential witnesses; (c) that an 

investigator is able to then record that information in an evidential format; (d) that an 

investigator then has to act upon that evidence and arrest, interview and process 

potential suspects; and (e) that the investigator can then provide a cogent evidential 

file to the CPS and marshal the case to a successful conclusion. All of this appears to 

be fairly mundane and routine and worlds away from the work of the super - sleuth. 

But this appears to be what these early studies were identifying - that the reality of 

detective work was not what was originally thought. The danger in these studies is 

that there appears to be an assumption that once a suspect’s name is provided to an 

investigator it is `plain sailing’ from thereon in and that investigative skills and 
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abilities matter little. Modern investigators might suggest that the point at which a 

suspect is named is where some of the real investigative work begins (Horvath and 

Meesig, 1998; Stelfox, 2011). Thereafter, is it not the case that investigative 

interviewing alone, when conducted properly, combines a multitude of skills? (See 

Cherryman and Bull, 2000; Milne and Bull, 2001.) 

 

One cannot ignore in this discussion the importance of culture in embedding the 

myths and legends of detective effectiveness. Hobbs (1988) demonstrated how 

detectives were socialised into the culture and mores of detective work and, once 

practising their art were accepted or rejected as full-blown detectives based upon their 

resemblance to the archetypal practitioner. In the 1980’s, this would generally mean 

the opportunistic, entrepreneurial, male drinker able to bend the rules to ‘get the job 

done’. Success in these terms appeared to have been measured by how well an 

individual was capable of matching up to this characterisation, whilst being able to 

bring in their fair share of successful ‘collars’ (Hobbs, 1988).   

 

McGurk et al. (1992) studied the role of detectives and conducted a training needs 

analysis. They aimed to produce a skills directory for experienced and competent 

detective trainers to utilise for the planning of detective training. The proposed 

method was to utilise a Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ). This used job 

descriptions and phrases compiled from a number of occupations in the past that had 

been previously analysed. The phrases used, for instance, included ‘dealing with the 

public’ and ‘dealing with people in strained situations’. Fifteen detectives from four 

different forces were provided with the questionnaire. The questionnaire also asked 

detectives to provide data relating to the difficulty, importance and frequency of their 
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particular tasks within investigations. Respondents were asked to consider what tasks 

were most relevant to detective work. Table 1.1 outlines the detective’s answers in the 

form of percentiles. This demonstrates the extent to which the detectives interviewed 

suggested that each particular item was relevant to their role. As an example, in 

relation to the first item ‘dealing with the public’, a percentile of 98 is recorded. This 

figure indicates that detectives felt that their work involved that activity to a greater 

extent than 98% of all other tasks. Table 1.1 outlines those features of the role that 

detectives felt were most relevant to detective work. Unsurprisingly, areas such as 

interviewing, dealing with the public and dealing with victims of crime were present. 

However, because of some of the phrases utilised for the study, it is difficult to 

identify the exact nature of the detective role or the important relevant tasks that they 

perform. Tong (2004) criticised the findings of McGurk et al. (1992), contending that 

the items used were ambiguous and described little about the actual skills required for 

the work of detectives. Another potential shortfall of the analysis was to utilise a PAQ 

from other occupations. Whilst, according to Tong (2004), the phrases and tasks 

utilised in the PAQ were valid to some extent, they were imported tasks and phrases 

from other occupations. Instead, much is to be said for eliciting such material from 

detectives themselves. It is surprising, for instance, that tasks such as paperwork or 

case file construction do not appear within the list of most relevant tasks. These are 

often highlighted by officers as some of their most significant reasons for being 

unable to investigate more crimes and ultimately spend more time within the 

community that they serve.   
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Table 1.1 

Past Detective Perceptions of Most Relevant Detective Tasks 

Item Percentile 

Dealing with the public 98 

Interviewing  98 

Dealing with people in strained situations 96 

Tolerating frustrating situations 91 

Dealing with victims of crime 90 

Interpersonal conflict situations 88 

Observing the behaviour of others 88 

Personal sacrifice 86 

Having low job structure 85 

Engaging in non job required social contact 84 

Amount of training required 83 

Observing internal features of building 83 

 

Such mundane work, including paperwork, is part and parcel of the detective’s 

working life (Chatterton, 1976; Ericson, 1993; Greenwood et al., 1977), and the 

bureaucratic yet systematic nature of the work has been identified and recognised as a 

distinct phenomenon (Ericson, 1993). In the modern era, cases are unlikely to succeed 

without a properly built evidential case put together by an investigator, thus any skills 

necessary to perform such tasks must also be taken into account when identifying the 

attributes of success (Stelfox, 2010). Phrases in Table 1.1 above, such as “observing 

internal features of building” and “Engaging in non job required social contact” mean 

little without context, and this was missing from the McGurk et al.(1992) study.  
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Innes (2003) looked specifically at the investigation of homicides. He conducted 

interviews with homicide detectives, examined their files and observed them in the 

performance of their tasks. He suggested that detectives do not simply find, marshal 

and compile facts. Rather he concluded that detectives conduct an altogether more 

complex social construction of meaning (Innes, 2003). However, he did note that 

many criminal investigations consisted of fairly routine and mundane tasks, thus 

confirming findings of previous research (Burrows and Tarling, 1987; Chatterton, 

1976; Greenwood et al. 1977; Zander, 1977). Importantly, the detectives he 

interviewed saw their role in a particularly interesting light, in view of the arguments 

about whether detective work can be characterised as an art, craft or science. They 

saw their role as a kind of synthesis between craft and science where the intuitive and 

the rational blended together (Innes, 2003). As part of the craft of detective work, 

homicide detectives utilised abductive reasoning within investigations in order to 

make sense of information gathered. Innes (2003, p.179) describes abduction as 

“inferring to the best explanation”.  Such a process was part of the craft of detectives 

in being capable of inferring meaning from any piece of information, however small; 

meaning that will lead the investigation towards further investigative activity. Much 

of this craft was considered to be naturally occurring or learnt through experience.  

Innes (2003) found that such traditional views and beliefs still pervaded detective 

culture. Officers viewed their role in terms of a blend of skills or abilities that were 

‘naturally’ present and became honed by on the job experience. They seemed to be 

unable to express the nature of their `craft’ in other than these terms but still placed 

emphasis upon a methodical, logical and systematic approach to their investigations. 

Innes did say that detective work in homicide investigations, much like any 

investigative plain-clothes role in the police service, is still characterised by greater 
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autonomy than uniformed work (Maguire & Norris, 1992; Tong, 2004). One could 

argue that this is extremely likely given that the nature of uniformed work would 

seem, at face value, to be more reactive than is detective work, although it could now 

be argued that most investigative work is almost exclusively reactive (Burrows, 

2005). As well as this, detectives traditionally are not in uniform, enhancing the 

mythology of a difference between them and their uniformed colleagues. As a result 

of their decreased visibility detectives were and are able to potentially go about their 

business more covertly (Tong, 2004). In the past, this could involve meeting 

informants in public, and sometimes even in public houses. Many police forces in the 

modern era now have specialist intelligence units who deal with such sources of 

intelligence. Because of this intelligence function, the modern investigator rarely 

deals directly with the intelligence world unless they are specially trained to do so.  

 

A further interesting perspective on detective work was identified by Roycroft (2009). 

As part of his programme of research, Roycroft examined the management styles of 

SIO`s. He identified several styles, but the essential difference revolved around 

whether the manager was creative in their investigations or systematic. Roycroft 

(2009 identified two types of innovators: those who made decisions in an autocratic 

fashion and those who did so in a more democratic way. These approaches essentially 

relied upon novel approaches to given investigations whereas the more systematic 

approach relied upon utilising the same replicated responses in every case. 

Statistically, the most successful type of management style appeared to be the 

innovative autocrat, although this was not to a statistically significant degree. What 

the study does not tell us is how the innovators react to major investigations at the 

outset of an enquiry. It is submitted that routine investigations will have already been 
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actioned, sometimes prior to an SIO becoming involved in an investigation. 

Innovation and creativity have their place within investigations but these cannot be 

divorced from some of the routine work carried out in the immediate aftermath of a 

crime. Despite these comments, what the study does is highlight the potential 

importance of flair, innovation and creativity to investigations. It does not appear to 

be replicating the old myths of intuitive detection either, as it asserts that the most 

successful investigators are the innovative democrats as opposed to innovator 

autocrats. 

 

In the largest study of volume crime investigation of its kind, Burrows et al. (2005) 

conducted an eight BCU study aimed at answering some important questions such as: 

“what solves volume crime?”; “what accounts for the variation in detection rates 

between BCUs?”; and “why is the attrition rate of volume crime cases so high?”  

Their study examined 3,000 cases within the BCUs, half of which were detected, the 

other half of which were undetected. They attempted to identify what factors 

contributed to success. They found firstly that many volume crime cases simply have 

no leads to allow investigators to solve them. Because of the frequency of volume 

crime offences and the need for the police to use resources effectively, some such 

cases did not get any investigative attention, were filed and remained undetected. 

Their study identified the types of information provided to police that enabled cases to 

be detected. ‘Suspect caught at or close to the scene’ accounted for the largest 

percentage of direct detections in the volume crimes studied (33.7%). The ‘obtaining 

of physical evidence’ was second (26.8%), whilst ‘found with stolen property’ 

accounted for 11.8%, ‘witness identification’ accounted for 10.1% and ‘victim 

identification’ accounted for 8% of detections. ‘Informant activity’ accounted for only 
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0.5% of detections. One could argue that yet again the idea of detective effectiveness 

is countered by statistics that seem to show that crimes are detected for reasons other 

than detective action. This is not the whole picture, however. The study made the 

distinction between direct detections and indirect detections. Direct detections were 

sanction detections that excluded offences taken into consideration (TICs), whilst 

indirect detections were TICs plus non-sanction detections. (For a discussion of 

sanctioned and non-sanctioned detected crime, see below). Interestingly, when 

analysing both direct and indirect detections together, the overall picture changed 

significantly.  

 

‘TICs’ and ‘admissions’ was the principal type of information that enabled offences to 

be detected (39%). Investigative work, in whatever guise at this stage, made some 

fairly major differences to the detection figures within volume crime.  The study went 

on to identify that differences in detection rates and attrition rates across BCUs were 

more likely to be explained by: 

1) the greater importance that the particular BCU management attached to 

investigations;  

2) whether they adopted regimes to measure success in detections; 

3) where officers had ownership of cases through the criminal justice process; 

4) where there was a greater emphasis on police officer and scenes of crime 

officer attendance at crime scenes; 

5) where there was greater emphasis upon active investigation of a higher 

number of cases; 

6) where there was a greater emphasis upon the obtaining of TICs from suspects.  
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The study contextualised this by highlighting two key topics that were related to 

detection rates amongst BCUs. Firstly, they identified that resources played an 

important role in relation to detection rates. They particularly related this to numbers 

of officers compared to the number of crimes committed, experience of officers to 

carry out investigations, and supervisory capacity (Burrows et al. 2005). The second 

key topic related to what effect having regimes for managing volume crime could 

have on the detection rate. Alarmingly, the study found a wide variation in policies 

and practices across the eight BCUs. All of the above issues demonstrate once again 

how influential the strategic management of crime in a particular area can make a 

significant difference to the environment within which an investigator works, and this 

may have an effect upon their perceived effectiveness on paper. 

 

It is clear, then, that some of the folklore surrounding detective work has to a certain 

extent been unravelled by research. Yet culturally some of the myths still pervade. In 

essence, it appears from the Rand study and the other studies cited, that detective 

work is mundane and repetitive (Burrows & Tarling, 1987; Chatterton, 1976; 

Greenwood et al. 1977; Innes, 2003; Zander, 1977). Many hours are spent routinely 

completing paperwork and administrative tasks. This suggests a different perspective 

from the stories of the intuitive thief taker of folklore, fiction and mythology. In 

summary, Greenwood et al. (1977) found that a majority of cases were solved not by 

detective work or inspiration but by members of the public coming forward as 

witnesses.  McGurk et al. (1992) gave us some insight into the most relevant detective 

tasks in England and Wales, but their findings were ambiguous. Burrows et al. (2005) 

provided us with the most modern insight into the investigation of volume crime, but 

their focus was on BCU performance and not on individual investigative performance 
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or skills. Their study demonstrates how the investigative landscape can be shaped by 

systems and processes.  

Having looked at the investigative task and associated research, we will now look at 

the area of investigative success that has already been alluded to. This thesis will 

attempt to identify any skills, abilities or characteristics of a successful volume crime 

investigator. Before looking at the attributes required, it is important to look at the 

notion of success within criminal investigation.  

 

1.4. Success - what is it and how could it be measured? 

 

Traditional measurement of police effectiveness has been the detection rate or clear-

up rate in relation to crime. Sometimes this can be misleading. Members of the public 

might assume that a crime is cleared up or detected if an offender is caught, charged 

with a crime and found guilty of it at court. However, the reality has for many years 

been a lot more complicated than that. Home Office Circular 17/1993 made it clear 

that there were at least 12 ways in which a crime could be detected or cleared up 

(Tong, 2004). These included: where an offender has been charged or summonsed for 

a criminal offence; where an individual has taken an offence into consideration (TIC) 

at court; where an offender has been proceeded against in another force area or court 

for an offence on that area; where an offender has been cautioned for an offence, 

where an offender has committed the offence but is either dead or mentally ill; where 

an essential witness or the complainant is dead and cannot therefore attend court as a 

witness; where a victim or witness refuses or is unable to attend court; where the 

suspect admits the offence but it is considered that there would be no useful purpose 

in taking the case to court; or where the offence has been committed by a person 
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under the age of criminal responsibility.   It can be seen immediately that there are 

many ways to ‘detect’ a crime, and of course these figures do not take into account 

actual convictions at court. As Tong (2004) remarked, this measure is based purely 

upon the outcome of a case. It takes little account of the process used by an 

investigator, nor does it take account of the complexity of the case or indeed its 

seriousness.  In Home Office statistics a theft of a bar of chocolate counts as one 

detection as does a murder, yet the resources required to investigate each crime are 

completely different. 

 

Since the Home Office Circular in 1993, the criteria for measuring success have been 

redefined. The National Policing Plan (2004-2008) made it clear that forces would be 

assessed on a variety of issues, not merely detection rate. By utilising the Policing 

Performance Assessment Framework (PPAF), forces were assessed on key areas such 

as: user satisfaction/citizen focus, public confidence, performance in fairness and 

diversity, crime levels (taken from national statistics), offences brought to justice, 

sanctioned detections, domestic violence, traffic, quality of life of members of the 

public, frontline policing and use of resources.  These criteria were set through ‘best 

value` legislation and were capable of being changed annually. The framework 

attempted to compare forces that were geographically and socially similar in order to 

compare ‘like for like’. Even this framework fell into disrepute because of doubts 

relating to the comparisons that were being made. Were they really comparing like for 

like when each police Force might have different policing needs and priorities based 

upon its unique make up?   
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‘Sanction detections’ include where a suspect has been charged, cautioned, 

reprimanded, is given a final warning or has offences taken into consideration (TIC). 

‘Non-sanction’ detections include where a victim or witness is unable or unwilling to 

give testimony, where a case is not in the public interest to proceed or the offender is 

doli incapax (under the age of criminal responsibility). ‘Brought to Justice’ (BTJ) 

criteria include where a suspect has been convicted at court, cautioned, reprimanded 

etc. as well as having taken offences into consideration at court. It can be seen that the 

issue of convictions has been included.    

 

It is worthy of note that the issues discussed relate to the performance of forces as a 

whole.  Nothing so far discusses the success of an individual investigation or indeed 

an individual investigator. Utilising purely quantitative measures such as the above to 

assess the success or otherwise of criminal investigations has been criticised for many 

reasons, which will be discussed shortly. Also, all of the measurements so far 

considered relate to the outcome of investigations. So far little has been discussed 

about the process of investigation as a measure or potential measure of success. We 

will now look at previous research on the issue of the measurement of success. 

 

Clearance rates alone are generally unreliable as a measure of investigative 

effectiveness, as figures can easily be manipulated (Greenberg et al. 1972; 

Greenwood, 1970; Greenwood et al. 1977; Skolnick, 1966).  In addition, Greenwood 

et al. (1977) found that arrest and clearance rates varied according to many issues 

other than just investigative training, staffing, procedures and the organisation. 

Rather, the rates were determined by size of department, regional variations and 

workload. According to the Greenwood et al. study (1977), variations in clearance 



 

26 
 
 
  

rates could be explained by the characteristics of each area, not necessarily by 

organisation and deployment of investigators.  

 

Cohen and Chaiken (1987) conducted research in the USA to try to discover the best 

means of selecting investigators and evaluating their performance. The main focus of 

their research was to identify individuals working as a ‘uniformed response’ who 

would be more likely to be successful as detectives. It is worth remembering that this 

research did not suggest means of measuring the success of individual detectives, but 

the principles can be utilised for that purpose. Cohen and Chaiken (1987) conducted a 

thorough review of the research literature as well as conducting interviews with many 

different police departments. They identified from the relevant literature that written 

civil service examinations were the best predictors of investigative success. These 

tests measured cognitive ability linked to specific areas such as intelligence and 

abstract reasoning. The study went on to discuss other potential predictors of 

investigative success; for instance, linking it to arrests made by investigators. 

 

According to Cohen and Chaiken (1987), simply determining the quantity of arrests 

was not sufficient when trying to discover whether or not an investigator was 

successful. They identified quality of arrests as an indicator of success as opposed to 

the purely quantitative measure of number of arrests. Quantity of arrests alone did not 

give an indication of an officer’s discerning behaviour in identifying the successful 

cases, whereas quality of arrests did. Successful cases in the context of quality of 

arrests concerned cases that led eventually to prosecutions. Cohen and Chaiken also 

identified other factors that could potentially predict good investigator performance. 

These factors included demonstrable and proven ability in the field, daily work 
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behaviours (such as absenteeism, complaints and awards), qualifications (such as 

education and experience) and finally a set of subjective traits that could be identified 

by a supervisory appraisal system (such as motivation, stability and persistence).  

Other studies have explored ways of measuring success within criminal 

investigations. Forst (1980) suggested that quality of arrests was more significant for 

predicting future successful detective candidates. Forst (1980) analysed data from 

several different police agencies and suggested that arrest convictability was a better 

determinant for assessing police performance rather than just simple arrest figures, for 

the following reasons. He suggested two productivity measures: the number of 

convictions and conviction rate. (The number of convictions denotes the number of 

convictions an investigator has obtained, regardless of the number of arrests they have 

made). In Forst’s view this could be a more accurate measure of investigator 

productivity than arrests. He considered that the conviction rate (dividing the total 

number of arrests ending in conviction by the total number of arrests) was a more 

appropriate measure because it distinguished an officer’s discerning behaviour in not 

making unwarranted arrests.  The disadvantage of Forst’s proposed measure was that 

it was devised primarily for patrol officers by individuals interested in selecting them 

for detective work. Forst accepted this limitation but did insist that this was a useful 

measure in two respects. Firstly, he suggested it had its uses for selecting patrol 

officers to go on to become detectives. Secondly, he suggested that it was a useful 

tool for promoting detectives. 

 

Other potential disadvantages of Forst’s suggestion are firstly that it is based upon US 

style policing. Secondly, even assuming that his proposal had some merits within the 

UK, it is somewhat dated and modern policing may not work in the same way. 
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Modern volume crime investigation might mean that investigators do not arrest 

suspects as often as they once did. For instance, some volume crime departments have 

investigators purely dealing with persons who have already been arrested. Some 

investigators may spend their time interviewing suspects and not dealing with the 

consequent charge and file completion. All these issues need to be taken into account 

when trying to assess investigative success. Despite the disadvantages mentioned, the 

main advantage of using Forst’s measure is that it is a measure designed to measure 

the performance of individual investigators, although again it is based upon 

quantitative measures of output. 

 

Eck (1983) devised a formula for giving cases a numerical score based upon the level 

of difficulty of the case. If, for instance, a case had very limited information to go on 

at the time of its allocation to the investigator, it would be given a relatively low 

percentage number (The percentage number it is given will depend upon the 

percentage probability of solving the crime with such limited information). Each 

investigator’s workload could be scrutinised over any period of time and an ‘expected 

solvability level’ calculated for each individual (based on the average difficulty level 

of cases).  For instance, an investigator might receive a solvability level of three for 

ten assigned cases. He or she would be expected to solve at least three of these 

allocated cases. An investigator solving three is performing to expected levels, an 

investigator solving one is performing below expected levels, whilst an investigator 

solving more than three is operating above expectations.  

 

Maguire et al. (1993) were commissioned by the Home Office to identify alternatives 

to the ‘clear-up rate’ as a standard measure of investigative effectiveness. They 
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conducted fieldwork within six different police forces and sampled investigative files, 

conducted interviews with staff, conducted informal conversations with participants, 

attended CID courses and observed detectives carrying out their tasks. They found 

much grass root dissatisfaction with clear-up rates as a measure of effectiveness. 

Instead, many detectives favoured peer assessment and victim and public surveys as 

other measures of effectiveness. Overwhelmingly, they favoured line manager 

appraisal. Some of them commented that this was because their line manager was the 

person who “knew them best”. Within the study, Maguire et al. (1993) also 

considered other potential means of assessing investigative performance. Similar to 

Eck (1983), they suggested a distinction between high detectability offences and low 

detectability offences. In essence, high detectability offences were those crimes 

reported to the police where there was already a named suspect or good leads 

available. In these types of cases, the probability of a successful outcome was 

increased because it was more readily solvable. Low detectability offences 

encompassed investigations where at the time of report there were no obvious leads or 

offenders. By analysing cases in these two categories, they were able to compare 

investigative success across different police areas (their gathering of the data was 

resource intensive as they had to analyse each separate case from the beginning to 

ascertain whether it was a low detectability or high detectability case). They 

identified, not surprisingly, that a large proportion of low detectability cases were 

made up of volume crime offences such as burglary, theft of pedal cycle, theft from 

motor vehicle, theft of motor vehicle and other theft. In essence, when they compared 

success across areas they found that differences could be explained by a complex set 

of factors such as the type of community policed, the crime mix (in terms of the 

prevalence of high and low detectability offences), relationship between CID and the 
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uniform branch, specific local practices (i.e. proactive work, focus upon particular 

offending) and crime screening practices.  

 

However, the issue of low detectability offences being used as a measure of success 

within investigations may cause problems in the modern era. Many crime offices 

throughout the country now have screening of cases by dedicated crime management 

units before cases ever get to investigators. Many cases where there is little to go on 

are screened out and are never investigated (Burrows, 2005). They are merely 

recorded, routine questions are asked and they are then filed unless and until further 

information or evidence comes to light. It is arguable then that due to structural and 

procedural changes brought about by the sheer volume of reported crime, low 

detectability offences are routinely filed and investigators only receive higher 

detectability offences to investigate (an interesting notion that merits further attention 

- see Chapter Four of this thesis). Maguire et al. (1993) focused upon BCU and force 

performance, not individual effectiveness. The new research in this thesis is aimed at 

trying to assess individual investigative effectiveness and success. 

 

In his research on homicide detectives within the UK, Innes (2003) noted how, 

traditionally, detectives (unlike their uniformed counterparts) had been expected to 

produce results in terms of detections. He cites the tension between wanting to catch 

hard-core criminals and the need to continue to gain a ‘decent number’ of detections. 

Unfortunately, such tension can lead to exactly the kind of detection-driven culture 

that can cultivate corrupt practices (Walker, 1992) and miscarriages of justice (Savage 

& Milne, 2007). Interestingly, Innes is not just talking about homicide investigators 
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here, because the pressure for ‘volume’ detection figures is probably less in major 

crime departments than it is in general crime investigation offices. 

 

The use of purely outcome measures to identify effectiveness, whether on a force 

wide basis or at an individual level, is extremely problematic (Tong, 2004). Firstly 

such a focus may lead investigators to chase detections and deal with cases thought to 

require the minimum of effort in order to achieve the desired outcome. In this sense, 

all of the high ideals of professional practice are potentially sacrificed in order to 

achieve detections (Maguire & Norris, 1994). Important parts of the investigative 

process may be ignored, with investigators cutting corners in an effort to get a result. 

Culturally the chase for quantitative figures potentially leads not only to 

unprofessional practice but also to corrupt practices (Reiner, 2000; Walker, 1992). As 

Maguire et al. (1993) identified, the drive for performance in the form of detections 

can take precedence over quality of investigation. Secondly, measuring investigative 

performance purely by detections alone fails to address the variety of investigations in 

which volume crime investigators become involved that do not have a positive 

disposal outcome. These will be dealt with in more detail in Chapter Four, but an 

example will suffice at this point.  

 

An officer may be allocated a crime to investigate. He or she spends valuable time 

investigating, but soon uncovers evidence that suggests that the victim’s account is 

false. The victim is challenged, and they admit that they made up the allegation in 

order to claim on their insurance. The investigating officer will be able to reclassify 

the crime as ’no crime’. In this sense, the investigation has been successful inasmuch 

as it has identified the truth and deleted a false crime statistic from the records. 
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However, this does not materialise as a positive disposal. In this sense detection 

figures do not provide the whole picture. Thirdly, quantitative measures alone fail to 

measure the contribution of highly motivated, competent and productive officers who 

are regularly called upon to assist colleagues without adding to their own detection 

figures. What this discussion does raise however is a further issue in relation to 

individual investigative effectiveness. Shouldn’t some measures be in place to ensure 

investigator accountability? Wouldn’t this further erode public confidence if there are 

no means of measuring individual effectiveness? Doesn’t the taxpayer have a right to 

know that there are measures in place to ensure that investigators are doing the job 

they are expected to do?  

 

Let us now turn to the topic of what attributes may affect investigators’ success at an 

individual level. 

 

1.5. Skills, abilities and characteristics required for success 

 

This section will look at four potential sources for gleaning the skills, abilities and 

characteristics required for investigative success. It will firstly look at detective 

memoirs, then criminal investigation textbooks, guidance issued to investigators by 

National Police bodies, and finally relevant published research.  
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1.5.1. A glimpse at the sources 

 

A. Detective memoirs 

 

Books about criminal investigations (aside from the genre of crime fiction) usually 

fall into three main areas. Firstly, there are the detectives’ memoirs (Fabian, 1953; 

Slipper, 1981; Taylor, 2003). Amongst the most notable of these are, for instance, the 

memoirs of Bob Taylor, a retired detective from North Yorkshire who reports to have 

detected every major crime case he was in charge of (Taylor, 2003). There has been 

little examination of this or any of the other texts in order to try to discern what skills, 

abilities and characteristics such venerable detectives of the past view as being 

necessary for success. Such research might provide some valuable insight into the 

investigative process, although it is natural to assume that whilst such recollections 

may be factual, they may have been ‘sexed up’ for public consumption (Emsley, 

2006). 

 

B. Criminal investigation textbooks 

 

There exist a wide range of criminal investigation textbooks, all of which profess to 

provide insight into necessary attributes of an investigator, and outline investigative 

method. These have taken different guises over time and are too various to mention 

individually. A brief description of some will suffice. As Greenwood et al. (1977) 

noted in the Rand study, criminal investigation textbooks usually concentrate upon 

particular crimes or facets of investigation. Over 40 years ago, Thorwald (1965) 

detailed the ‘new’ scientific breakthroughs that might assist investigators 
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(fingerprints, etc.). Other texts try to aid the investigator ‘every step of the way’ by 

discussing a crime investigation and all of its perceived facets (Dienstein, 1968; 

O’Hara, 1970; Osterburgh & Ward, 2000; Svensson & Wendel, 1954; Swanson, 

Chamelin and Territo, 2003). The O’Hara text, whilst recognised as a leader in its 

field, was criticised by Greenwood et al. (1977) as having “serious drawbacks”. They 

were critical that the text continued to identify criminal investigation as an art where 

individual intuition should be the guiding principle rather than thinking allied to 

scientific methodology. Horvath and Meesig (1998) conducted a content analysis of 

textbooks on criminal investigation and found them to be too heavily reliant upon the 

importance of forensic evidence, whilst underplaying the important role of police 

officers from patrol to detective officer. Little focus was given to post arrest activities 

by investigators, perhaps emphasising that even textbook authors have a ‘sexed up’ 

view of what real detective work is.  Horvath and Meesig (1998) suggested that 

criminal investigation textbooks fail to take account of empirical research and to 

reflect such findings within their texts. 

 

Most textbooks of this genre appear to be written by former police officers and 

detectives, either alone or in conjunction with academics. Those written by former 

police officers usually display that person’s particular biases and usually concentrate 

upon the chase for the suspect rather than the process of criminal investigation itself 

(Greenwood et al., 1977). At best, whether they are correct or not, these textbooks all 

have a fundamental flaw: what is written within them is not based upon any wide 

ranging research but upon the limited experience and assumptions of individual 

investigators, or casual non-structured conversations with police personnel. As an 

example, Osterburgh and Ward (2000) noted how their ideas about desirable traits for 
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detectives were informed through classroom discussions and ‘conferring’ with police 

administrators.  Experience and assumption alone cannot fully inform as to the nature 

of the detective task or the required skills, abilities and characteristics necessary to be 

successful at it. Nevertheless, despite such identified criticisms and flaws, it is useful 

to examine what skills, abilities and characteristics were identified by these textbooks 

as being essential for investigative success (These posited traits will provide some 

informative sources for the new studies to be presented later in this thesis).  

 

Jackson (1962) identified the following characteristics as being necessary for effective 

performance: abundant energy, ingenuity, vigilant, tactful, courageous, and must 

“know” man (e.g. understand man’s motivations). Deinstein (1968) cited intellectual 

ability to learn, face obstacles, withstand physical, emotional and material temptation, 

understand people, withstand prejudice, use scientific aids, reach conclusions based 

on evidence, and await judgement until evidence is available. Osterburgh and Ward 

(2000) identified the following abilities and skills: conduct a proper crime scene, 

question complainants, witnesses and suspects, know how to recognise and collect 

evidence and know how to use interview techniques. In addition, they identified a 

whole range of desirable traits such as intelligence, reasoning ability, curiosity of 

imagination, observation and memory, knowledge of life and people, possession of 

technical know-how, perseverance, ability to recognise and control bias and prejudice, 

sensitivity to people’s feelings, honesty and courage, not to be overzealous in 

testifying, and possession of miscellaneous skills such as report-writing. They 

concluded by suggesting that proof of (and a predictor) future success is past work 

product (i.e. whether or not the officer was a good ‘thief-taker’).   
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Swanson, Chamelin and Territo (2003) describe someone as having: strong 

professional training, solid experience, self discipline, legally approved methods, an 

ability to win people’s confidence, the ability to learn from everyone, and an 

uncynical view (e.g. untainted by frequently dealing with the criminal elements). 

They also describe them as being: ethical, unbiased, able to use initiative, resourceful, 

able to make many contacts, able to utilise experts, able to use inductive and 

deductive reasoning, and sensitive and compassionate.  

 
 
 

 

C. Guidance issued centrally to police investigators. 

 

Traditionally, much discretion has been left to individual police forces to determine 

their policing priorities, based upon the presumption that they all have local policing 

issues unique to their particular areas (Tong, 2004). However, over time various 

products emerged on a national level designed to ensure that in some areas of policing 

a level of consistency existed in terms of minimum standards that could be expected 

in training or performance. In the 1980s National Police Training (NPT) designed a 

detective training course (Tong, 2004). The 14-week course was trained on a regional 

basis by police forces given authority to train other forces at their training centres. 

The ethos of the course was that officers trained as detectives throughout the country 

had a similar minimum grounding in the same areas of investigation. As such, this 

allowed for improved mutual aid between forces, as everyone would be trained to the 

same standard. In addition, staff transferring to another police force had the same 

training as their counterparts, irrespective of where in the country they were trained. 
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Inspection regimes were put in place to ensure that consistent standards were achieved 

within the training centres. This course has been criticised in the past for 

concentrating upon legal knowledge rather than investigative skills (Morgan, 1990; 

MaGuire, 1993), and was derived from training needs analyses and discussions with 

practitioners. Over time (and as a result of various training needs analyses), the 14-

week detective course gradually evolved into an investigative programme. In its 

current format, the Initial Crime Investigator Development Programme (ICIDP) has 

three phases. The first phase represents the knowledge acquisition phase, where 

students are given time to learn aspects of the law that relate to investigation.  Phase 

two represents the skills acquisition phase where students attend six weeks of training 

at an approved training centre. Phase three involves students completing a workplace 

assessment where their skills are monitored within the workplace, and students are 

encouraged to develop their own reflective practice to enable them to improve. 

Officers must provide evidence of competence by completing a portfolio of evidence. 

Following successful completion of the programme, investigators are expected to 

undergo continuing professional development and prove their competence annually in 

the workplace. All of the above is under the auspices of the Professionalising the 

Investigative Process (PIP) (ACPO Professionalising investigation, 2003).  

 

In addition to investigator training, it is surprising that it was not until 1998 that 

guidance was issued to detectives around how to investigate any forms of crime. It 

became apparent that after years of detective work, no guidance was ever issued to 

detectives in terms of ‘how to do it’. The ethos appeared to be that detectives learnt 

their trade ‘on the job’. The problems with this were that detectives either learnt from 

training, textbooks on the subject, detective memoirs or from colleagues. There is 
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much to be said from a mixture of all of these approaches, although some of them 

have inherent flaws. Picking up the practice of peers would leave an investigator just 

as likely to pick up the bad habits as well as good. In addition, conducting training 

needs analyses by asking investigators themselves what they need also has its inherent 

dangers. What if they do not know what they need? There is a danger of perpetuating 

the same flawed methods as before.  

It was recognised that a large number of senior homicide detectives were due to retire 

in the late 1990s, and consideration was given to distilling from them good practice in 

such investigations (Murder Investigation Manual (MIM), 2006). As a consequence, 

new homicide SIOs would not have to begin their investigative experience from 

scratch, but could utilise a manual that could be a starting point for their 

considerations. As a result, the ACPO MIM was written (ACPO Murder Investigation 

Manual, 1998). The document has since been refined on several occasions, and now 

represents an outline of the strategic management of a major crime investigation 

ACPO MIM, 2006). The manual provided detailed strategic guidance in relation to 

the management of major crime investigations, such as murder, manslaughter and 

infanticide. Whilst identifying that decision-making was one of the key aspects of 

such investigations, the document spent limited time discussing the exact nature of 

investigative thought required to manage a major crime investigation. It cited an 

idealised decision-making model (ACPO MIM, 1998), but did little to expand upon 

how this related to a difficult investigation such as a major crime. The 2006 version 

made specific reference to hypothesis forming but suggested that this should be done 

in limited circumstances, and encouraged investigators to utilise investigative mindset 

and investigative evaluations in line with the Core Investigative Docrtine (another 

guidance document published in 2005 by Centrex (now NPIA).  Nowhere in the 



 

39 
 
 
  

document does it discuss the attributes required of a successful investigator, but it 

does provide detailed tactical guidance for practicing SIO`s and investigators involved 

in major crime investigations.  

 

1n 2005, Centrex produced Core Investigative Doctrine (ironically with the Acronym 

CID). The doctrine was divided into two parts. Part One aimed to describe underlying 

principles and legislation in relation to investigations. Part Two aimed to describe the 

criminal investigation process and associated good practice. Like the MIM before it, 

the Doctrine was derived from practitioners, academics and other literature in order to 

attempt to distil important areas of good practice. Part One outlined the role of the 

investigator within investigations, the importance of underpinning knowledge as well 

as the legal framework within which police investigators work.  The relationship 

between knowledge and experience was discussed, and it was made abundantly clear 

that motivated investigators were more likely to learn (CID, 2005). Part One 

discussed also the importance of ethics within investigations and encouraged 

investigators to utilise the doctrine to enhance their investigative performance.  

 

Part two began by identifying key stages within an investigation from instigation 

through to initial investigation, suspect management, charging, case management and 

court. One of its most important contributions was in recognising that there are key 

stages at which investigators should evaluate what they have in order to determine 

further investigative focus. The investigative evaluation stages within an investigation 

are when investigators are encouraged to identify gaps in knowledge, and create 

actions and strategies in order to fill them. By conducting such thought processes it is 
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considered less likely that key information will be missed, and a more thorough 

approach will become routine. 

 

Unlike the MIM (1998, 2006), the Core Investigative Doctrine (2005) specifically 

identified different types of flawed decision-making and how these might have a 

detrimental effect upon investigations. Having identified areas such as individual bias, 

attribution error and verification bias, the doctrine suggested that adherence to an 

‘investigative mindset’ would ensure that most types of flawed thinking could be 

eliminated. They suggested that when scrutinising material in an investigation, 

officers should understand the nature of the material they are going to examine, plan 

and prepare for the examination, examine, record the process and evaluate the 

material in the context of the investigation as a whole. The doctrine suggested this 

method would allow investigators to identify further lines of enquiry and might 

eliminate flawed thinking evident in previous high profile cases, where investigators 

have assumed the importance of material without scrutinising its value properly (CID, 

2005). 

 

The implementation of core investigative doctrine was intended to signal the 

professionalising of the investigative process. The science of investigation was meant 

to herald a new paradigm for investigations within the police service. The doctrine 

was intended to be a starting point. Because the doctrine derived from practice and 

published material, it was not a tried and tested model. A research agenda was meant 

to underpin its inception so that as the doctrine became embedded into practice, 

research would be able to identify its actual utility and hone it where necessary. 

Arguably the research agenda has failed to materialise and there are doubts whether in 
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the age of austerity this will ever occur. In addition, the doctrine represents a 

wholesale culture change in relation to investigations and early indications suggest 

that it has not been sufficiently embedded into practice. Whilst the doctrine hints at 

some desirable elements of good practice within investigations, it does not identify 

specifically any particular skills or abilities that a successful investigator might 

possess, although it is possible to derive areas such as integrity, honesty, objectivity, 

thoroughness, knowledge, and systematic from the text.   

  

D. Research publications 

 

Finally, there exist a number of research publications that attempt to identify the work 

of a detective and go some way towards answering fundamental questions relating to 

issues of role, skill and measurement of success. Cohen and Chaiken (1987) 

concentrated entirely upon the issue of investigator effectiveness. The study, 

commissioned by the US Department of Justice, conducted wide ranging interviews 

with existing investigators and police staff, collected data and materials relating to 

detective selection procedures and observed police psychologists and selection 

personnel. It was found that police administrators could identify better performing 

investigators and the authors noted that a small proportion of officers were actually 

responsible for the majority of successful convictions. 

 

These authors also identified personal traits that were believed, both by interviewees 

and enforcement agencies, to identify good investigative performance. These were: 

motivation, stability, persistence, intelligence, perseverance, initiative, judgement, 

teamwork, involvement and dedication. They went further and considered that, for 
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good performance as an investigator, officers required qualities in the following areas: 

gathering information, field operation, arrests, public and victim satisfaction, 

prosecution, personal performance and qualifications. They suggested that it was 

important, as part of success, that the individual possessed certain qualifications in 

terms of education, training and previous assignments within the department (i.e. 

experience). Cohen and Chaiken (1987, p.17) noted that: 

 

“The most striking finding is that written civil service examinations best predicted 

arrest activity and investigative skills, including gathering evidence and crime scene 

management.”  

 

They went on to state: 

 

“The civil service tests are designed to measure cognitive abilities or the capacity to 

know, perceive, and think. These traits lead in turn to creativity, abstract reasoning, 

memory and intelligence, all of which are considered vital for recreating crime 

scenes, pursuing crime leads, and organising crime information logically and 

clearly.”       

 

In concluding their report, the authors suggested key indicators of future detective 

performance. These were: numbers of arrests, investigation skills, supervisory rating, 

and communication ability. They contended that these could themselves be predicted 

by performance in the civil service exam, verbal ability tests, academy scores, and 

oral interviews. Prior work experience, age, education and IQ should, in their view, 

also be taken into account.  They also identified unfavourable performance predictors, 
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such as disciplinary charges, low education, unsatisfactory probation and prior work 

discipline. They concluded (p.20):    

 

“On balance, our reanalysis of validity studies concerning police selection suggests 

that a meaningful detective selection process should incorporate a test to measure 

cognitive capacity and include screening procedures for identifying officers with 

positive employment histories and at least some college”.   

 

In addition to the cognitive tests identified (i.e. the civil service tests in the USA) 

Cohen and Chaiken (1987) went on to discuss other complementary methods of 

measuring whether individuals possessed the required traits for successful detective 

performance. They suggested Behaviourally Anchored Rating scales, peer 

assessment, peer review, assessment centres, personal interviews, arrest quality and 

expected case outcomes. 

 

In the UK, Morgan (1990) conducted a study in an attempt to answer the question 

“How do detectives solve crimes and what can be done to improve performance?”.  

He interviewed fifty-two police officers by way of group discussions and 

questionnaire. The series of questions he asked related to crime investigation and in 

particular volume crime investigations such as burglary, thefts and assaults. Firstly, he 

asked detectives: “How are crimes actually solved?” A large percentage responded by 

stating that information from victims, witnesses and the public was most important to 

the successful outcome of a case. “Spadework” was given as an example in a small 

number of responses, with little definition of the term. Local knowledge, 

communication of information, personal qualities of the detective, time to pursue 
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investigations and luck were also highlighted by some detectives as reasons why 

crimes are solved. Detectives were asked: “What skills are necessary for an 

investigator to solve crime?” Responses included: an ability to communicate, being 

approachable, knowledge of the local area, patience, persistence, tenacity, objectivity, 

time to pursue enquiries and gut feelings.  Morgan (1990, p.66) stated: 

 

“The individual interviews of police officers and detectives in the previous chapter 

showed little or no identification of discernible individual skills in the process of 

criminal investigation. Attributes identified were more concerned with organisational 

skills, the ability to seek and obtain information. The ability to communicate was the 

most frequently identifiable attribute.”    

 

Results from this 1990 study are useful in formulating a picture of what detectives 

thought in those days. However, the results need to be viewed with caution. Much of 

the data gathered was from only one police force (Devon and Cornwall). Bearing in 

mind some of the conclusions from the study by Greenwood et al. (1977), relying 

upon only such data to generalise to the UK might be misleading because of the UK’s 

regional, organisational and administrative variations. Despite this, it is interesting to 

note that the ability to communicate was cited as most important by practitioners. 

(This was also found in a study by Sonkara, Bull and Vrij, 2002, and see also 

Cherryman & Bull, 2000.) 

 

Maguire et al. (1993) asked CID officers to define the special skills that characterise a 

good investigator. They received a variety of responses, most of which were similar to 

those described above. For example their study identified that good detectives were 
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thought to possess a complex set of personal qualities such as: intelligence, common 

sense, initiative, inquisitiveness, independence of thought, commitment, persistence, 

ability to talk to people and an innate ability such as a ‘nose’ for the job or ‘thief-

taking ability’.  

 

According to Maguire et al. (1993), and consistent with Morgan’s study (1990), the 

most frequently mentioned ability was to be able to communicate.  As well as 

identifying personal qualities, Maguire et al. (1993) went on to list a set of (possibly) 

learned skills that detectives also felt contributed to being a good investigator. These 

were: knowledge of the law, local knowledge, communication skills, interview 

techniques, file construction skills, cultivating informants, presenting evidence and 

the ability to recognise and extract relevant information from documents (Maguire et 

al., 1993).  

 

Whilst this 1993 study is undoubtedly useful, its findings also need to be viewed with 

caution. Its questionnaire was administered to only a relatively small number of 

detective officers (26). Much of the other data were reportedly gleaned from group 

discussions with detectives at the six main research sites. Despite these limitations, 

the resultant findings provide a flavour of what detectives then thought made a good 

detective. Whilst it is from a relatively recent time period (20 years ago), the changes 

in investigative work in the UK since then are vast. Legislation, new policies and 

practices, as well as additional administrative support, have all moved on in the 

modern era. Little is known about the nature of investigative work in the 21st century.  

For example, early studies showed what little use police made of forensic material at 

crime scenes and thus within investigations (Greenwood et al., 1975; Steer, 1980). 
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Because of the changing face of forensic evidence, particularly in the use of new 

techniques such as DNA, the use of forensic evidence to solve cases has increased 

greatly (Bradbury & Feist, 2005; Burrows et al, 2005). Police investigations have 

benefited from automated recognition systems, scientific developments and a greater 

emphasis upon crime scene investigators attending more potential scenes. Resultant 

attitudes are that forensic evidence may solve cases alone rather than act as 

corroboration of other evidence (Bradbury & Feist, 2005), and as a result forensic 

strategies within all types of investigations are routinely considered in detail. It would 

be interesting to discover whether the changing attitudes to forensic evidence work 

also in a negative fashion in the modern era. Are attitudes to a case more negative in 

terms of success when there is no forensic evidence? Alternatively, do investigators 

give too much credence to forensic evidence, assuming that it proves the case (Innes, 

2003)? Evidentially, forensic evidence is, without more, strong circumstantial 

evidence.  

 

McGurk et al. (1992) identified a list of detectives’ beliefs of what personal 

characteristics were required for detective work. The most identified areas were: 

coping with separation for long periods of time from family and home; working with 

people for their benefit; interpreting feelings, ideas and facts; empathy - seeing 

matters from another’s viewpoint; tolerating/evaluating uncertain and conflicting 

information, influencing other people’s behaviour, ideas and opinions, and dealing 

with people. Their study also provided a list of the most identified specific abilities 

required for detective work, which included being able to: produce ideas, produce 

unusual or clever responses to a problem, generate new solutions to problems, 

communicating ideas in a spoken or written format, selecting the most appropriate 
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solution to specific problems, articulate ideas fluently, listen to what is said, 

understand the meaning of words and ideas, and organise and unify disorganised 

information.   Finally, their study identified attributes identified by detectives as 

required for the investigation of critical incidents. These consisted of: getting 

information, appraising information critically, combining information, organisational 

skills, practical problem solving, applying specialist knowledge, personality attributes, 

remembering and doing clerical work.  

 

Smith and Flanagan (2000) set out to try to establish what skills, abilities and personal 

characteristics an effective SIO ought to possess. The principal role of an SIO is to 

investigate stranger rapes, murders and abductions. The researchers interviewed forty 

officers from ten different forces. Thirty of the officers were working on major crime 

investigations at various levels, distributed across the forces, which were chosen in 

order to give a representative range of characteristics across the country. When 

interviewed, respondents were also asked to identify effective SIOs. Ten SIOs were 

identified in this manner and were then interviewed themselves. This research 

understandably identified that the role of the SIO was a complex one requiring a wide 

range of skills, abilities and personal characteristics.  From the information obtained, 

Smith and Flanagan (2000) identified twenty-two core attributes required by SIOs in 

order for them to be able to perform their role effectively. The twenty-two skills were 

then organised into three clusters: Investigative ability, knowledge and management 

skills. The findings of this research strongly suggest that effectiveness at the level of 

SIO demanded a combination of all these areas. The twenty-two skills identified 

were: adaptation, administrative competence, appraisal of information, appropriate 

delegation, awareness of future developments, optimising knowledge of the team 
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through appropriate consultation, decision-making, handling expert advice, innovative 

investigative style, interpersonal skills, investigative competence, leadership, 

integrity, managing communications, organising the mechanics of the investigation, 

planning, resource management, staff development, staff support, strategic awareness, 

team building and knowledge. The report states: 

 

“An initial comparison with previous research suggests that our 22 skill categories 

differ somewhat from those indicated by earlier studies. However, when we examine 

the detail of skills and abilities that other studies have assigned to particular skill 

headings, it is clear that the skills identified for SIOs and those identified for other 

ranks and roles share similar characteristics. What often differs is the way that 

studies have attempted to classify skills under different headings.”  

(Smith & Flanagan, 2000, p.7)  

 

The fact that the different investigative roles and ranks seemed to share similar 

characteristics enhances the relevance of their research to the present study.  

 

In Innes’ study of homicide detectives (2003), good detectives were thought of (by 

their peers) as having a particular flair for their work. These individuals were thought 

of as developing their skills through natural instinct and experience. Experience was 

in fact considered the most pivotal area, although the detectives also valued streetwise 

intelligence, the ability to interpret information quickly and draw inferences from it, 

creative thinking, adroitness in using and manipulating information, integrity and a 

reasonable working knowledge of technical and legal requirements. This provides 

more information as to what working detectives consider are attributes of good 
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detectives. Innes’ research, of course, only details interviews with detectives working 

within the field of homicide and as such is not representative of detectives who work 

within other spheres, including the topic of this thesis, volume crime (although a large 

amount, if not all, will have investigated volume crime in the past as part of their 

investigative development). Nevertheless, it is evidence of what detectives think from 

this specialised sphere and can assist future research.  

 

Sanders (2008) attempted to examined personality tests designed to select good police 

officers. She identified that age and attitude were better predictors than personality 

traits. Crucially, Sanders identified the difficulty of establishing some form of 

consensus on what makes a good police officer. In her study she developed 

performance criteria together with participating police departments, based upon 

appraisal systems ratings. The areas scored were quality of work, quantity of work, 

interaction with the public, dependability, initiative, cooperation, responsibility and 

job knowledge. These ratings were supplemented by manager ratings of value to the 

organisation, plus the ability to produce a cumulative score of the eight performance 

criteria (Sanders, 2008).  

 

As a result of the foregoing, below are two lists highlighting what main traits or 

characteristics emerge from some of the literature reviewed above. Detective memoirs 

and police guidance have not been included as without further detailed research, they 

add little to the debate in terms of skills abilities and characteristics identified as 

important for investigative success.  

 

List 1 (text-books) 
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Intelligence, energy, training, ingenuity, experience, self-discipline, reasoning ability, 

objectivity, vigilance, curiosity, courage, memory, observation, tact, communication, 

knowledge of people, resourcefulness, perseverance, sensitivity, ethical, honest, report 

writing skills, good thief taker. 

 

List 2 (research) 

 

Intelligence, approachable, stable, persistent, reasoning ability, patient, motivated, 

teamwork, objectivity, initiative, empathy, independent of thought, creative, 

tenacious, decision-making, good judgement, communication skills, commitment, 

dedication, leadership, experienced, training, listening, knowledge of legal 

requirements, education, street intelligence, nose for the job, planning, integrity, 

strategic awareness. 

 

Common themes that seem to emerge from both literature are: intelligence, training, 

experience, decision-making/reasoning ability, motivation, perseverance, 

communication skills/ability, empathy, integrity, nose for the job/good thief taker, 

experience, creativity/ingenuity.  

 

1.6. Conclusion  

 

This Chapter has examined the existing literature on detective work and, where 

appropriate, linked it to modern day volume crime investigation. As stated above, 

little research exists on the investigative tasks and the skills, abilities and 
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characteristics required to achieve success in volume crime investigation and in 

relation to individual volume crime investigators. Studies that do exist are either from 

jurisdictions different from the UK, or they are from the UK but are outdated or 

concentrated upon one particular facet of investigation (such as homicide).  Many 

concentrate upon the detective tasks with little cognisance being given to the changing 

make-up of tasks that were traditionally only dealt with by CID officers. In a sense the 

questions cited at the beginning of this chapter therefore remain unanswered. No 

research currently seems to exist that identifies the skills, abilities and characteristics 

of a successful volume crime investigator in the modern era. Almost nothing is known 

about the main activities of volume crime investigators and what they do on a day-to-

day basis. The studies identified above have helped identify important questions that 

informed the questionnaire in Study One. How do modern investigators perceive their 

role? What do they consider amounts to success within volume crime investigations? 

How do they think success should be measured? What, in their view, makes a good or 

successful volume crime investigator? All of these important questions remain as yet 

unanswered.  

 

In relation to success, how do modern forces measure the success of their individual 

volume crime investigators? Has any heed been taken of previous research in relation 

to the use of purely quantitative measures and the consequent dangers of being driven 

purely to clear up crime? (Maguire et al. 1993; Walker, 1992; McGurk et al. 1992; 

Tong, 2004) In relation to the skills, abilities and characteristics required to be 

successful, what do volume crime investigators in the modern era think? Previous 

research and textbooks give us an understanding of what is possibly required to be a 

successful investigator, but are these areas still relevant today?  
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Subsequent chapters in this thesis include six new empirical studies. Study One asks 

current volume crime investigators what they think in relation to the questions 

mentioned in this chapter. Within Study One, respondents were also asked to identify 

what attributes they felt characterised a successful volume crime investigator without 

prompting them with the findings of previous research. Study Two identified 

successful investigators using peer nominations. Study Three examined success by 

objective means. The results from Studies One and Two were then combined in order 

to produce high and low performing groups. These groups are then compared. Study 

Four examines personality differences between the high and low performing groups. 

Study Five examines the topic of critical thinking, and Study Six examines 

intelligence and empathy. The final chapter discusses the findings of the studies, links 

these to previous findings, overviews relevant theories, comments on the limitations 

of the six new studies, and makes suggestions for further research. 
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Chapter Two 

 
 
Study One: Modern investigators` perceptions on the role of investigator within 

volume crime 

 
 

2.1. Introduction  

In Chapter One, the literature review noted that research into the investigative task did 

not gain momentum until the late 1960s and early 1970s (Greenwood et al., 1977; 

Greenwood, 1970; Isaacs, 1967). Guesswork, fiction, criminal investigation textbooks 

and detective memoirs seemed to be the main media that fuelled public perception of 

the detective task. Part of the perception was exacerbated by the lack of transparency 

in the role and the relative secrecy with which the police closely guarded their craft. 

Inroads were made when research in both the USA and the UK began to identify that 

crimes were not necessarily solved by detective effort alone.  In fact, much of crime 

was solved (a) by suspects being named by witnesses or (b) where suspects in custody 

for one offence admitted further offences (Greenwood et al., 1977; Philips, 1981). The 

surprise reaction to the discovery that detective work was not as ‘sexy’ as first thought 

can be explained by the public acceptance of the myth of detective work. Little was 

known until research uncovered that the investigative task is often made up of fairly 

mundane and routine tasks requiring skills different from those possessed by Sherlock 

Holmes (Ericson, 1993; Greenwood et al. 1977).  Some past research on detective 

work concentrated upon the detective in particular roles such as homicide 

investigations (Innes, 2003; Smith & Flanagan, 2000), whereas other research looked 

at the detective function as a specialist entity distinct from other areas of policing 

(McGurk et al., 1992).  (Little research appeared to be directed at modern 
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investigators at a local level and on an individual basis). Nowadays in the UK, crime 

departments have within their midst a mixture of detectives and uniformed 

investigators working in plain clothes. These officers investigate daily volume crimes 

such as vehicle crime and burglary. Little is known about the make-up of these 

volume crime teams or about their beliefs regarding investigative work. The most 

extensive study of volume crime investigation indicated that how a police force chose 

to investigate volume crime, and the context within which investigators worked, made 

a difference to how much crime was solved (Burrows et al., 2005). We have also seen 

how scientific developments define and redefine working practices (Bradbury & 

Feist, 2005). But does the ability of individual investigators make a difference to how 

well they investigate? Can their individual qualities enable them to detect more crimes 

than their peers? Is it possible to identify better investigators? These are some 

important questions that will be addressed later in this thesis. Before attempting to 

answer these questions, we must first identify the volume crime investigator and 

determine their beliefs concerning the issues pertinent to this enquiry.  

 

The aim of this first study was to try to answer these questions, and more, by asking 

volume crime investigators for their views. Specifically, what do volume crime 

investigators do in the modern era?  What activities do they perform? How do they 

perceive their role? What is success and how should it be measured?  What makes a 

successful investigator? How important are the thirty skills, abilities and 

characteristics, derived from the research, to success? Can investigation be taught? Is 

it an art, craft, science or a mixture of these? What structures or models do 

respondents use when investigating? Why do investigations go wrong? And why do 

miscarriages of justice occur? 
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2.2. Method 

 

2.2.1. Participants  

 
Police Forces 
 
 
Police forces in England and Wales were asked to participate in the research. Those 

which agreed were Kent, Thames Valley, Lancashire, Devon and Cornwall, West 

Midlands and North Wales. They were asked to allow the researcher access to one of 

their BCU volume crime investigation teams so that a number of potential 

respondents could participate. Each participating force then allocated one of its 

volume crime teams for the research. This (as hoped) resulted in teams of various 

sizes, responsibilities and personnel being nominated. All allocated teams contained a 

mixture of plain clothed police constables and detective constables, supervised by 

police sergeants and detective sergeants, and managed by either an inspector or 

detective inspector. For Study One, each force was visited for a week in 2008. The 

descriptions below represent the structure of these crime groups at that time. It was 

clear from the outset that each force within the study allocated resources to the 

investigation of volume crime differently. What follows is a pen picture of each of the 

forces together with the geographical areas they volunteered for the study. 

 

Kent Police is a medium sized force operating in the South East of England. It covers 

an area of 1,509 square miles, 343 miles of coastline and serves a population 

estimated to be in the region of 1.4 million people (Census, 2001). It has 3,718 police 

officers and approximately 2,250 members of civilian staff. It is divided into six 

policing areas, each headed by a chief superintendent. The station nominated for 
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inclusion is one of twenty-two within the Kent Police area. This station has an 

estimated population of 268,000 people (approximately 108,000 households) and 

deals with approximately 18,000 crimes per year. The crime group consisted of a 

large Area Crime Unit, plus a group of detectives dealing with serious and series 

crime (known as the TAC team). (Other functions within the crime group included 

public and child protection and domestic abuse investigation). The current research 

was allocated the Area Crime Unit (ACU). This unit was made up of qualified 

detectives who had undergone national detective training, as well as investigators not 

yet qualified and those on attachment from the uniformed branch. The unit dealt 

primarily with volume crime cases.  

 

West Midlands Police is a metropolitan force. It is the second largest force in 

England, covering 348 square miles and serving a population of almost 2.6 million 

people (Census, 2001). It has 8,412 police officers (Home Office, 2008) and 

approximately 4,133 civilian members of staff. It is divided into 21 Operational 

Command Units (OCU) each of which is headed by a Chief Superintendent. The OCU 

nominated by the force for this study served a population of 150,000 people (with an 

estimated 52,000 households). It has some large residential areas, which are made up 

of council estates, privately owned homes and homes letting landlords. The area is a 

multi-cultural area with a small night-time economy based upon restaurants and retail 

business. Annually this OCU dealt with approximately 18,000 crimes. It had a range 

of separate units to deal with volume crime such as a burglary unit, robbery unit and 

general crime office. The whole of this crime group was made available for the 

purpose of this study. 
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Lancashire Police is a north-western police force that covers 2,000 square miles of 

land and has 124 miles of coast. It is divided into six large divisions, each of which is 

headed by a divisional commander, with an average of six police stations per division. 

The population of Lancashire is 1.3 million (Census, 2001). The establishment of the 

force is approximately 3,000 officers and 500 civilians. The station nominated had an 

estimated population of 89,542 (Census, 2001). Typically, the station would deal with 

12,000 crimes per year. Interestingly, this station had divided their crime group 

responses into proactive and reactive. They allocated a number of officers to deal 

proactively with burglary and vehicle crime within their own and neighbouring areas, 

whilst a team was allocated to deal with the more serious crime. The proactive team 

dealing with burglaries and vehicle crime were allocated to this study. 

 

Thames Valley Police is the largest non-Metropolitan force in England. It covers 

2,200 square miles. The population that Thames Valley Police serve is approximately 

2.1 million people (Census, 2001). Thames Valley Police has 4,165 police officers 

and 3,150 civilian staff. The force nominated one of its forty-eight police stations to 

participate in the research. The station was situated in a busy, large town with 

residential areas, a large student population and a flourishing night-time economy. It 

was also an area that attracted a high number of tourists in the holiday season, adding 

to its crime rate. It had a population of over 135,000 people (Census, 2001). Annually 

this particular OCU dealt with approximately 14,000 crimes. The crime group was 

divided into several units that dealt specifically with different aspects of crime. For 

instance it had a team dedicated to burglaries and robberies alone (known as the 

priority crime team). The rest of the department dealt with the remaining volume 
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crime offences. The researcher was allowed access to those who investigated general 

crime and the priority crime team for the purposes of the current study. 

 

North Wales Police covers an area of 2,400 miles. It has an estimated population of 

670,000 people (Census, 2001), and is divided into three divisions. North Wales 

Police has an establishment of approximately 1,600 police officers and 500 civilian 

members of staff. From its established twenty-six police stations, the force nominated 

one of its busiest stations to take part in the research. The town had a population of 

approximately 68,000. Typically it dealt with about 10,000 crimes per year. The 

researcher was allocated the whole of the volume crime team for this study.  

 

Devon and Cornwall Police has the largest geographical area to cover in the country. 

The area extends over 180 miles from the Isle of Scilly through to its borders with 

Somerset and Dorset. It has a population of 1.5 million people (Census, 2001). The 

force has approximately 3,500 police officers and 2,200 civilians. Devon and 

Cornwall Police have three BCUs, but these are divided into 16 local policing areas. 

The force has forty-nine police stations. The local policing area chosen by the force to 

participate in the research had a population of 129,706 (Census, 2001). The particular 

division in question consisted of three towns. However, the force chose only two of 

the towns to participate in the study. The division deals with approximately 14,000 

crimes annually. The crime investigation teams (CIT) in the relevant areas dealt with 

all volume crime, and there was a separate team that dealt with burglaries and motor 

vehicle crime in the area. The researcher was allocated all of the aforementioned 

crime teams for this study. 
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Thus, the variance in the structures across forces was marked and reflected similar 

issues found in the Rand study over a larger geographical area in the USA 

(Greenwood et al., 1977). Table 2.1 identifies each participating force together with 

staff numbers allocated to the study, and the main make-up of its volume crime team. 

Table 2.1 

Possible Participant Distribution by Force Together With Teams Studied 

Force Team 

numbers 

Volume crime structure 

Kent 42 One Area Crime Unit dealing with the majority of 

volume crime 

Thames Valley 39 Separate units dealing with general crime and 

priority crime 

North Wales 32 Two units dealing with all volume crime 

Lancashire 28 One proactive unit dealing with burglaries and 

vehicle crime 

Devon and 

Cornwall 

30 One unit dealing with all volume crime, plus 

burglary and motor vehicle unit 

West Midlands 42 Separate units dealing with motor vehicle crime, 

burglaries, robberies and general crime 

 
 
It can be seen from Table 2.1 that potentially a total of 213 individuals could have 

participated. Some early demographic details were obtained in relation to the 213 

potential respondents. Firstly, the gender distribution was 58 females (27.2%), and 

155 males (72.8%). Secondly, in terms of ethnicity, one officer (0.46%) was non-

white. Thirdly, the rank distribution was 169 at police constable or detective constable 
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level (79.3%), 35 at sergeant or detective sergeant level (16.4%), 8 at inspector or 

detective inspector level (3.8%) and 1 civilian (0.5%). Finally, 111 (52.1%) had 

attended an ICIDP course or equivalent, whilst 102 (47.9%) had not. 

 

Individuals 

 

A total of 64 questionnaires were obtained from the site visits (out of a possible 213). 

No questionnaires were returned that had been left for respondents to fill in and send 

through the post. Thus the overall response rate was 30%. This response rate may 

have been low due to the length of the questionnaire, coupled with the amount of time 

it would take to complete it. This was not assisted by the high workload and time 

constraints upon the officers. Whilst each force generously stated that it would allow 

officers to fill in the questionnaires in duty time, many insisted that due to workload 

this was impractical and, in some cases, impossible. The nature of volume crime 

investigative work (and indeed any kind of investigative work) is that planned events 

often have to come second to responding to new incidents, arrests and situations. The 

distribution of returned questionnaires by force is in Table 2.2: 
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Table 2.2 

Distribution of Completed Questionnaires per Force 

Rank Force Distributed Returned Percent  

1. Kent 38 20 52.6 

2. Thames Valley  39 6 15.3 

3. North Wales 30 7 23.3 

4. Lancashire 28 16 57.1 

5. Devon & Cornwall 31 8 25.8 

6. West Midlands  42 7 16.3 

 

The age range of the respondents was from 25 to 64 years, with the mean age of 36.58 

(N=64, SD=8.0).  The gender distribution was 73.4% male and 26.6% female.  Of the 

213 potential respondents, this resulting percentage compares favourably with the 

number to whom questionnaires were distributed (72.8% male, 27.2% female), and 

with the male to female ratio in police forces within the UK, this currently being 76% 

male and 24% female (Home Office Statistical Bulletin, 2008).  In terms of current 

rank of respondents, 68.8% (N=44) were police constables or detective constables, 

26.6% (N=17) were of police sergeant or detective sergeant rank, 3.1% (N=2) were of 

inspector or detective inspector rank and 1.6% (N=1) was a civilian employee 

working within the volume crime environment.  Thus, as expected, a large proportion 

of the respondents were of constable rank. Respondents were asked to indicate their 

lengths of service in years, which ranged between 3 years and 33 years. (Mean 12.0, 

SD=7.4). Almost every length of service was represented by at least one individual, 

thus yielding a representative sample in this regard. 
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In terms of educational level, respondents were asked to state their educational level 

upon leaving full-time education. The distribution of educational levels was: 4.7% 

CSE level or equivalent (N=3), 31.3% GCSE/O level or equivalent (N=20), 28.1% A 

level or equivalent (N=18), 29.7% degree level (N=19), 1.6% postgraduate level 

(N=1) and 3.1% other (City and Guilds etc.) (N=2). One person reported no 

qualifications upon leaving school (N=1). A few respondents indicated that they had 

achieved only CSE level or lower (i.e. none) at school, but nevertheless were able to 

obtain entry to the police service. It is not known whether these individuals later went 

on to achieve the minimum police entry standards (believed to be five GCSE/O levels 

or equivalent), or whether passing the entry examination alone was sufficient.  The 

distribution of respondents in terms of having received detective training was: 40 

(62.5%) trained detectives and 23 (35.9%) non-trained detectives (including the one 

civilian member of staff). 

 

2.2.2. Materials  

 

A questionnaire was designed which contained a mixture of closed and open-ended 

questions. The contents of this questionnaire were informed by studies reviewed in 

Chapter One (Greenwood et al., 1975; Innes, 2003; MaGuire et al. 1993; McGurk, 

1992; Sanders, 2008). The questionnaire was designed in six sections. Section One 

asked respondents for their views on the role and aims of a volume crime investigator. 

It also asked respondents to list their main activities and rate them in relation to 

frequency of occurrence. Section Two asked respondents questions about the 

investigation of crime. These included whether they utilised any kind of process or 

structure within their investigations, whether they felt that investigation could be 
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taught and whether they felt investigation was an art, craft, or science, a mixture of 

them all, or something else. Section Three asked respondents to consider investigative 

success. What did they think amounted to success? Did they feel that it could be 

measured? What were their thoughts on the best ways in which to measure success? 

In the final part of this section they were also asked their views on why some 

investigations were sub-standard as well as why they felt that miscarriages of justice 

occur. Section Four asked them to consider the skills, abilities or characteristics of a 

successful investigator. They were firstly asked to identify the top ten skills, abilities 

or characteristics that they felt were needed in order to be successful. They were then 

asked to identify how important they felt some of the attributes identified by previous 

research were to being a successful investigator. Thirty attributes were provided from 

the research in Study One. Section Five asked investigators to consider the selection 

and training of investigators, specifically how they felt investigators should be 

selected, how they should be trained and whether they felt training could contribute to 

success.  Section Six asked investigators to respond to demographic questions 

regarding age, gender, ethnicity, length of service, previous experience, current rank, 

educational level, previous letters of satisfaction or letters of appreciation, and 

national investigator training (Questionnaire A is at Appendix A). 

 

2.2.3. Procedure 

 

A total of 213 questionnaires were distributed amongst the six representative forces. 

The researcher visited each of the forces for a week in order to administer the 

questionnaires personally to as many of the designated staff as possible. Forces were 

asked to permit their staff to spend time filling in the questionnaire in small groups. 



 

64 
 
 
  

The intention was for the researcher to explain personally the nature of the research, 

obtain informed consent and then administer the questionnaire. It was felt that the 

personal touch would yield a greater response rate than sending out the questionnaires 

to designated representatives. Some officers were absent through sickness, on leave or 

were too busy to attend some of the times and dates identified. New times and dates 

were scheduled for some, accepting that work priorities took precedence over the 

research. Those who were sick, on leave or unable to set aside time during the week 

were left questionnaires to fill in and send to the researcher at a specified address. 

Each participating respondent was provided with a unique code in order to protect 

their identity and the confidentiality of the information provided. All participants were 

informed of the anonymous nature of the questionnaire, and the fact that the answers 

given would only form part of this research dissertation and future publications. Each 

questionnaire included instructions and request for consent prior to the respondent 

completing the questionnaire (see Appendix A). (Response rates are presented on the 

following pages.) 

 

2.3. Results  

 

The findings are reported utilising statistical analysis of the quantitative data and 

content analysis of the answers to open questions, the latter of which yielded some 

further quantitative data (See Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). The content 

analysis was conducted in order to identify the main themes that were evident within 

the responses. The results are presented below in sections that deal with: what 

respondents think about modern volume crime investigation; how they perceive their 

role; what they view as success; how they think success should be measured; what 
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attributes are required to be successful; what factors make cases fail; and their 

perceptions as to why miscarriages of justice occur. 

 

2.3.1. Investigators’ perceptions regarding role  

 

Respondents were asked: “What is a crime group detective/investigator?” (to which 

they could provide more than one answer). The most reported answers were: 36 

(56%) stated that such people investigated volume crime, 10 (15.6%) stated that they 

arrested and interviewed offenders, 10 (15.6%) stated such people were responsible 

and had ownership regarding an offence, 8 (12.5%) stated that they were people who 

were allocated investigations, 8 (12.5%) stated that they were responsible for 

gathering evidence and 5 (7.8%) felt that such people were responsible also for 

proactive targeting of offenders.  Some of the respondents’ full responses are 

highlighted here: 

 

“A person who follows an investigation from start to finish, deals with prisoners 

brought in by response officers. A detective does all of the above but in more serious 

or complicated offences.”   

“Someone who investigates serious/volume crime offences properly.”  

“Someone who is responsible for the direction and outcome of an investigation.” 

“Investigates reported crime and other non crime, or actions intelligence with a view 

to detecting, reducing and preventing crime.” 

 “A proactive police officer who studies crime patterns, gathers intelligence to 

identify offenders, acts on forensic evidence to build cases against offenders, usually 

multiple offences. They target and disrupt offenders to prevent crime.”  
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“A police officer who investigates best value crime with a view to gaining evidence, 

taking statements, arresting and interviewing offenders, liaising with CPS to charge 

the offender, and submitting a file of evidence, going to court and achieving a 

conviction.”  

Respondents were asked what the main differences were between a detective and an 

investigator (within volume crime investigation).  A number, 24 (37.5%), felt that 

there was no difference in the role each performed, but many qualified this by adding 

that the only differences were that detectives had received more training and were 

qualified `on paper’ as opposed to investigators who may not have been (N=18: 

28.1%), and that detectives tended to be given more serious crime to deal with 

because of their status within the particular office (N=15: 23.4%). Only one person 

felt that detectives were more knowledgeable, and only four (N=4: 6.25%) felt that 

detectives were more experienced. Four respondents felt that the role of investigator 

could be a civilian one (not only a police officer) and four felt that investigators were 

given the simpler investigations to deal with.  

 

Respondents were asked to identify the main aims of a volume crime investigator by 

listing them freely in an open text box. Table 2.3 identifies their top ten choices. 
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Table 2.3 

Officers’ Perceptions of a Volume Crime Investigator’s Main Aims  

Rank  Main aims Frequency Percentage 

1. Detect crime 45 70.3 

2. Investigate crime 22 34.3 

3. Obtain evidence 16 25.0 

4. Obtain convictions 13 20.3 

5. Reassure victims 10 15.6 

6. Submit case files 10 15.6 

7. Crime reduction 10 15.6 

8. Identify offenders 9 14.0 

9. Investigate thoroughly 8 12.5 

10. Prevent crime 8 12.5 

 

It appears that the respondents saw the primary role as that of detecting crime. The 

second most frequent answer given was to investigate crime. The difference between 

“investigate crime” and “investigate thoroughly” appeared to be one of quality. Some 

respondents demonstrated that they felt that it is sometimes impossible to investigate 

all cases thoroughly due to high workload and high turnover of cases. They appeared 

to feel that sometimes it was a process of putting out fires and moving on to the next 

investigation: basically doing as much as possible but perhaps not being able to do 

everything they would like. Others saw their role as the antithesis of this. They felt 

that their role was to investigate volume crimes allocated to them thoroughly. This 

issue highlights a tension between organisational and professional aspirations. 
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Investigators want to investigate thoroughly but feel frustrated that they are unable to 

do this due to reduced resources and heavy workloads.    

 

Respondents were asked to provide a list of the most frequent activities they 

performed, in no particular order. Table 2.4 identifies the top ten activities identified 

by respondents as most frequently carried out by investigators. 

Table 2.4 

Most Frequent Volume Crime Investigator Activities by Rank Order 

Rank Activity Number Percentage 

1. Interviewing suspects 35 54.6 

2. Case file preparation 31 48.4 

3. Attending scenes 28 43.7 

4. Attending court 28 43.7 

5. Interviewing witnesses  16 25.0 

6. Statement taking  16 25.0 

7. Meetings  10 15.6 

8. Administration  10 15.6 

9. Research  9 14.0 

10. Proactive targeting 9 14.0 

 

Interviewing suspects ranked first. Unsurprisingly, case file preparation ranked 

second. In contrast to interviewing suspects, interviewing witnesses ranked fifth. 

Statement taking ranked sixth, whilst administration was only mentioned by a small 

percentage of respondents. Proactive targeting (i.e. targeting prolific offenders, 

sometimes using covert methods) ranked tenth.  
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2.3.2 Investigative structure and process 

 

Respondents were asked whether they used any kind of process or structure within 

their investigations. Of the 64 responses, 50 (78%) indicated “yes”. Of these, 32 

(64%) were trained investigators. However, not one individual answering “yes” to the 

question identified ‘core investigative doctrine’ as the source of their investigative 

structure. (Core investigative doctrine (ACPO, Centrex, 2005) detailed a structure of a 

typical investigation, interspersed with key decision-making stages. It also 

recommended that investigators apply an investigative mindset to their enquiries, 

citing objectivity, thought and assessment as important considerations.) When asked 

where they got their structure from, the most frequent responses were (in order of 

frequency mentioned): experience, training and common sense.  

 

Asked whether they felt that a model of investigation was useful, 52 respondents 

(81%) answered “yes”, 10 (15%) answered “no” and two (3%) answered “could be”/ 

“sometimes.” Some of the “yes” responses were elaborated, such as the following: 

 
“But needs to be flexible, understood and used by the whole team. It is an aid to 

ensuring the obvious is not forgotten as well as the detail.”  

“If a model, however simple, is adhered to it focuses your mind on the investigation 

and its potential outcome.”  

“It gives you a process with which to apply to each investigation so that nothing gets 

forgotten, like a good checklist which is generic.”  

“It gives you a basis to work from. Then you adapt it to how you work.”  

“You need some sort of structure, a certain way of doing things.”  
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“Structured, step by step format when followed ensures a complete investigation, 

minimum use of police resources, maximum result.”   

 

Among those indicating that they felt a model was not useful were these comments:  

 

“Every crime is different”  

“People will just tend to follow that line and won’t think outside the box.”  

 

One officer answered: “sometimes” to the question of whether a model of 

investigation would be useful to investigations, and went on to state:  

 

“No model can be prescriptive and become an academic exercise and encourage lazy 

policing.”   

 

Respondents were also asked to consider whether they felt investigation could be 

taught. 56 (87.5%) answered “yes”, eight (12.5%) answered “no”, and one answered 

“maybe”. Many answering “yes” to this question went on to qualify their answers. 

Some responses were: 

 

“You can set out a structure and plan to pass on to other officers and tell people the 

basics. And teach them the various methods that can be adopted to assist their 

investigation.”  

“Not in a classroom. But elements can be taught. I think it is instinctive but 

experience is the best teaching.”  

“To the level we’re looking for, yes - if someone’s got the aptitude first.”  
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“The framework and basics can be shown to someone but it’s a skill you have either 

got or you haven’t.”  

“You learn as you gain more experience. But you have to have a bit of natural 

ability.”  

“It’s not something that can be written down, it’s a way of speaking to people, a way 

of seeing what does or doesn’t make sense and a way of seeing if something is right or 

wrong. It can be taught but it has to be demonstrated to be seen. Also, making 

mistakes is essential to learning how to investigate. Understanding consequences of 

decisions is essential.”  

 

Some of those answering “no” to the question went on to explain: 

 

“You learn from experience. By doing as opposed to being told how to do it. You take 

good bits of practice from others.”  

“If you are not naturally good at it or competent you can’t be taught the basic skills 

you need.”  

 

2.3.3 The art, craft or science debate 

 

In relation to whether or not investigative work can be characterised as an art, craft, 

science or a mixture of all three, respondents were asked to choose what they felt 

investigation could be characterised as. A large percentage (62%) considered that 

investigation was a mixture of all three. Investigation was considered to be an art by 

7.8%, a craft by 3.12% and a science by 6.25%. 13% felt that it was something other 

than the above choices. The majority of people who fell into the “other” category 
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identified investigation as being a mixture of craft and science. Those considering it to 

be such a mixture explained: 

 

“You need a wide base. There are different ways to investigate things - use a bit of 

everything.”  

“The science is the forensic stuff. That is a niche market. There’s an art and a craft in 

speaking to people.”  

“A good investigator will need a combination of skills. People have different ideas 

and different models to follow however they will still end up at the same conclusion. 

Neither is wrong. Being an investigator you need to have a certain flair but also an 

understanding about being methodical so you don’t miss anything.”  

 

2.3.4. Success in volume crime investigation 

 

What is Success? 

 

Respondents were asked to state what in their view amounted to success in volume 

crime investigation. This was an open question designed to yield rich and 

uninfluenced data from the respondents. A content analysis was conducted on the 

subsequent responses. The different responses were classified, counted and identified 

into most frequently recurring themes. Table 2.5 represents the most frequent 

responses to the question. It can be seen that victim satisfaction was most frequently 

mentioned, whilst conviction, detections and thoroughness ranked second, third and 

fourth respectively. Getting to the truth ranked joint fifth with justice. 
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Table 2.5 

Officer Perceptions of What Success Means 
 
Rank What amounts to success? Frequency  Percentage 

1. Victim satisfaction 25 39.0 

2. Convictions 19 29.6 

3. Detections 16 25.0 

4. Thoroughness 15 23.4 

5= Getting to the truth 9 14.0 

5= Justice 9 14.0 

7= Arresting/identifying offender 7 10.9 

7= Ensuring all leads pursued 7 10.9 

9= Good case papers 5 7.8 

9= Appropriate sentence 5 7.8 

9= Crime reduction 5 7.8 

 
Interestingly, there are a mixture here of areas that arguably can be achieved on an 

individual basis (for instance arrest or good case papers) interspersed with areas that 

an individual alone is less likely to be able to control (for instance convictions or 

justice). 

 

Measurement of success  

 

Respondents were then asked whether they felt it was possible to measure the success 

of investigative work. Of the total responses to this question, 43 (66%) indicated 

“yes” and 17 (26%) indicated “no”, whilst 5 (8%) indicated both “yes” and “no”. 

Those answering this question were then asked to elaborate on their response to the 
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question, and to discuss what they felt the best measures were. All of those who 

indicated “yes” to the question identified a number of different measures that should 

and could be used to measure investigative success. Table 2.6 identifies the measures 

indicated and the frequency with which they were chosen. Detections were ranked 

first, convictions second, victim satisfaction third and thoroughness fourth. 

 

Table 2.6 

Officer Perceptions of how Best to Measure Success 

Rank Measure identified Frequency chosen Percentage  

1. Detections  27 42.1 

2. Convictions 12 18.7 

3. Victim satisfaction 7 10.9 

4. Thoroughness  6 9.3 

5. Crime reduction 4 6.2 

6. Team detections 3 4.6 

  

 

Respondents were also asked what they felt the best ways to measure the success of 

an individual investigator were. Table 2.7 shows the responses in order of frequency.  
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Table 2.7 

Officer Perception of how Best to Measure Success of Individuals    
 

Rank Measurement Frequency Percentage 

1. Detections 29 45.3 

2. Convictions 16 25.0 

3. Victim satisfaction 15 23.4 

4. Tutor/Supervisor assess 11 17.1 

5. Qualitative Review 9 14.0 

6. Arrest rate 6 9.3 

7= Thoroughness 5 7.8 

7= All RLEs followed 5 7.8 

9. Teamwork 4 6.2 

10= Types of investigations 3 4.6 

10= Interview skills 3 4.6 

 
 
Detections ranked first, whilst convictions, victim satisfaction and tutor or supervisor 

assessment ranked second, third and fourth respectively.  

 

Respondents were then asked what they felt the best ways to measure the success of 

an individual investigation were. The results are summarised in Table 2.8, where any 

one of the potential measures received at least four nominations. All the other 

measures received only one or two nominations. These were job satisfaction (1 

nomination), timeliness of files (1 nomination), organisation/structure of the 

investigation (2 nominations) and file quality (2 nominations). Detection again ranked 

first, thoroughness ranked second, convictions ranked third and victim satisfaction 
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fourth. Supervisor assessment ranked only sixth. Tables 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 revealed that 

detections were identified most frequently when considering the most appropriate 

ways to measure success of either individual investigations or individual 

investigators. Respondents choosing this method of measurement appeared to be 

sceptical of its reliability if used in isolation, and felt that in reality this was a fairly 

crude and unreliable measure. 

Table 2.8 

Officer Perceptions on how Best to Measure Success of Investigations 
 
Rank Measure Frequency Percentage 

1. Detections 26 40.6 

2. Thoroughness 16 25.0 

3. Convictions 13 20.3 

4. Victim satisfaction 12 18.7 

5. Review 7 10.9 

6. Supervisor assessment 6 9.3 

7. Amount of effort expended 4 6.2 

8. Meets expectation of all parties 4 6.2 

 
 

Many respondents were clear that they felt that detections alone did not provide the 

whole picture relating to investigative success. This can be seen in some of the 

responses below.   

 

Of the respondents who answered the question concerning what measure or measures 

they felt would be able to adequately measure success, over 50% identified more than 

just detections rates alone as being the most appropriate method to use. Respondents 
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answering “yes” to the question of whether it was possible to measure success were 

asked to identify in what ways it was possible to measure it. Some of the qualitative 

responses were:  

 

“The amount of offences that are detected, linking pattern to crimes, and digging 

deeper by researching the crimes.”  

“Detections, convictions, cases disproved/no crimed, and witness satisfaction” 

“However, not by statistics alone. Each investigation would have to be marked or 

graded by an independent reviewer who reviewed the investigation, not the end 

result.” 

(The same person had ticked both “yes” and “no” boxes). They went on to explain:  

“I have ticked both as although it is theoretically possible as outlined above, it is not 

practicable.”  

“I think it can be measured but it is not black and white. It should not be measured on 

charge/conviction but to measure the investigation is to check everything that could 

be done was done.”  

“Quantity is easier to measure than gathering quality as you can see how many 

crimes/prisoners a person has dealt with and compare against their peers. But this 

does not always reflect the effort and time that may have been put in by another or on 

a particular job.”  

“Detection.” “1. Detections 2. Positive action against offenders 3. Victim satisfaction 

4. Public perception 5. Crime reduction.”  

“1. Detections, 2. Intelligence. Again only to a certain degree - we will never know 

how much crime investigations have prevented.”  
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“People can get by with statistics not revealing their performance, but overall things 

show. If you take the medium to long-term view you can rely on statistics. Conviction 

rates are a good indicator but they are not the be all and end all.”  

 

And finally: “The only way to measure this would be for the investigation to be read 

through. Success should not be measured on detected rate alone as this paints a false 

picture. You could have one officer dealing with very simple investigations with a 

high-detected rate and an officer dealing with more complex, serious jobs with a 

lower detected figure. Both working equally hard and well but the nature of the 

investigation must always be considered.”    

 

For those people who indicated that they felt it was not possible to measure 

investigative success, some of the explanations were:  

“One case may be successful in a way you can’t monitor in terms of performance.” 

“You can’t detect an undetectable crime.”  

“Statistics can be manipulated.”  

“Success usually is seen as number of detections achieved which does not always 

reflect reality of investigations carried out.”  

“An £88,000 robbery is exactly the same performance indicator as a schoolboy who 

has been robbed of his phone.”  

“I gather statistics for each of the six teams that I am responsible for. A high 

detection rate does not always equate to a good investigation. Even with a thorough 

professional investigation, one might be left with nothing as sometimes the evidence 

just is not there.”  
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2.3.5 Personality and the successful investigator 

 

Respondents were asked what type of personality is most suited to being a successful 

investigator. The highest number of respondents (N=25, 37%) felt that no one 

personality type reflected a successful investigator, explaining that it took all sorts of 

personalities to work within volume crime investigations and that this would also be 

reflected in successful volume crime investigators. Of those who did not suggest all 

types of personality would be appropriate for successful volume crime investigation, 

some (N=11, 17%) highlighted committed and motivated people as the types of 

personality most likely to be successful within volume crime investigation. Other 

themes emerging were confident people (N=2, 3%), not extravert or introvert (N=2, 

3%), and open-minded people (N=2, 3%) 

 

2.3.6. Skills, abilities and characteristics of successful investigators 

 

Respondents were asked to identify the top ten skills, abilities or characteristics they 

felt an investigator would need to possess in order to be successful at volume crime 

investigation (they were asked to do so prior to having sight of the list of 30 qualities 

identified by previous research combined with detective and investigative textbooks). 

The top fifteen responses to the question are listed in Table 2.9, where more than 20% 

of respondents chose them. Table 2.9 presents the popularity of each choice, together 

with the percentage of respondents who chose them. Choices such as intelligence, 

empathy, “nose for the job” and “street intelligence” received little support. 

(Intelligence received five nominations (7.8%), whilst empathy and “street 
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intelligence” received only three nominations (4.68%). “Nose for the job” received 

just two nominations (3.12%)).     

Table 2.9 

Top Skills, Abilities and Characteristics of a Successful Investigator 
  

Rank Skill, Ability or Characteristic  Frequency Percentage 

1. Communication  48 75.0 

2. Enthusiasm/motivation 35 54.6 

3. Tenacity  22 34.3 

4. Teamwork 21 32.8 

5. Objectivity  21 32.8 

6. Organisational  19 29.6 

7. Knowledge of the law 18 28.1 

8. Honesty and integrity  17 26.5 

9. Decision-making  15 23.4 

10. Listening  14 21.8 

11. Creativity 14 21.8 

12. Thoroughness 13 20.3 

13. Paperwork  13 20.3 

14. Flexibility 13 20.3 

15. Experience 13 20.3 

 

 

Respondents were then provided with a list of the 30 skills, abilities and 

characteristics identified as being important qualities for an investigator to possess in 
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order to be successful. Alongside each quality was a scale ranging from 1 to 5 (See 

Table 2.10).  

 

Respondents were asked to rate each of the qualities in terms of how important they 

felt them to be in order for an investigator to be successful. The mean score is 

presented for each quality, at the right hand side of the Table. Respondents (in terms 

of the mean scores) felt that education, strategic awareness, leadership and empathy 

were not as important to success as were good communication skills, motivation, 

commitment, dedication, and persistence.  

Table 2.10  

Officers’ Ratings of Previous Research Attributes 

 
Rank 

 
Attribute 

1 
Not very 

2 
Not too 

3 
Moderate 

4 
Quite 

5 
Very 

Mean 
(SD) 

1. Communication  0.0 1.6 4.7 25.0 68.8 4.6 
(0.6) 

2. Motivation  0.0 1.6 4.7 29.7 64.1 4.5 
(0.6) 

3. Commitment  0.0 0.0 6.3 31.3 60.9 4.4 
(0.8) 

4. Dedication  0.0 0.0 7.8 31.3 59.4 4.4 
(0.8) 

5. Persistence  0.0 0.0 14.1 32.8 53.1 4.3 
(0.7) 

6. Initiative  0.0 3.1 6.3 43.8 46.9 4.3 
(0.7) 

7. Decision-
making 

0.0 1.6 6.3 48.4 43.8 4.3 
(0.6) 

8. Reasoning  0.0 1.6 10.9 46.9 40.6 4.2 
(0.7) 

9. Listening skills 0.0 3.1 17.2 31.3 48.4 4.2 
(0.8) 

10. Integrity  0.0 9.4 9.4 20.3 59.4 4.2 
(1.1) 

11. Judgement  1.6 1.6 10.9 46.9 39.1 4.2 
(0.8) 

12. Tenacity  0.0 3.1 20.3 43.8 32.8 4.0 
(0.8) 

13. Legal 
knowledge 

0.0 3.1 23.4 37.5 35.9 4.0 
(0.8) 
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14. Teamwork  0.0 4.7 21.9 37.5 35.9 4.0 
(0.8) 

15. Approachable  1.6 7.8 15.6 39.1 35.9 4.0 
(0.9) 

16. Objectivity  0.0 1.6 21.9 54.7 21.9 3.9 
(0.7) 

17. Patience  1.6 3.1 28.1 43.8 23.4 3.8 
(0.8) 

18. Independence of 
thought 

0.0 3.1 31.3 37.5 26.6 3.8 
(0.9) 

19. Street 
intelligence 

0.0 9.4 23.4 42.2 25.0 3.8 
(0.9) 

20. Planning  0.0 1.6 21.9 60.9 14.1 3.8 
(0.8) 

21. Creativity  0.0 6.3 35.9 35.9 21.9 3.7 
(0.8) 

22. Experience  1.6 9.4 32.8 28.1 28.1 3.7 
(1.0) 

23. Nose for the job 1.6 6.3 32.8 37.5 21.9 3.7 
(0.9) 

24. Intelligence  1.6 4.7 25.0 48.0 20.3 3.6 
(1.0) 

25. Stability  4.7 9.4 29.7 34.4 21.9 3.5 
(1.0) 

26. Empathy  0.0 10.9 45.3 31.3 12.5 3.4 
(0.8) 

27. Training  1.6 10.9 43.8 31.3 12.5 3.4 
(0.9) 

28. Leadership  6.3 6.3 40.6 39.1 7.8 3.3 
(0.9) 

29. Strategic 
awareness 

3.1 21.9 35.9 34.4 4.7 3.1 
(0.9) 

30. Education  6.3 28.1 45.3 20.3 0.0 2.8 
(0.8) 

  

 In relation to the areas of communication, motivation, commitment, dedication, 

initiative and decision-making, all were ranked quite important or very important by 

at least 90% of respondents. In contrast, in the areas of education, strategic awareness, 

training, empathy and leadership, over 50% of respondents felt they were moderately 

important or lower. 
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A Kendal coefficient of concordance showed that officers were consistent with their 

use of the rankings (W (29, N=64) =.249, p<.001), although the effect is only weak to 

moderate. This demonstrates that whilst there was some agreement, this was by no 

means strong agreement. 

 

2.3.7 When things go wrong 

 

Respondents were asked the question, “What stops investigations going wrong?” The 

top responses are detailed in Table 2.11. 

Table 2.11 

Officer Perceptions on What Prevents Failure 
 

Rank Area identified Frequency Percentage 

1. Good supervision 23 36.0 

2. Thoroughness 12 19.0 

3. Structure 10 16.0 

4. Sufficient time to deal 9 14.0 

5. Good teamwork 9 14.0 

6. Keeping victim updated 8 12.5 

7. Reviews 7 11.0 

8. Good planning 6 9.0 

9. Good communication 6 9.0 

10. Efficiency  5 7.0 

 

Respondents seemed to feel that good supervision was the most important factor that 

could prevent failure of cases. Whilst sufficient time, thoroughness and structure were 
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cited along with planning and efficiency, keeping the victim updated ranked sixth in 

the list, indicating that some respondents appreciate that such practices could 

significantly affect the attrition rate of cases in a positive way.  

  

Respondents were then asked to consider what makes an investigation go wrong. 

Table 2.12 identifies the topics most commonly cited. 

Table 2.12 

Officer Perceptions on why Cases Fail 

Rank Problem Frequency Percentage 

1. Lack of time  12 19.0 

2. Heavy workload  9 14.0 

3. Lazy investigator  9 14.0 

4. Time/organisation poor  8 12.5 

5. Lack of attention to detail  5 8.0 

6. Poor communication  5 8.0 

7. Lack of witness cooperation  5 8.0 

8. Poor supervision  4 6.2 

9. Lack of motivation 4 6.2 

10. Poor case files  3 4.5 

 

Whilst lack of time and heavy workload were the most cited causes, the choices of 

laziness, lack of organisation, lack of attention to detail and lack of motivation 

demonstrate that the officers were not afraid to criticise the working practices of 

themselves and their peers.  
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Asked why some investigations were sub-standard, respondents displayed further 

frankness of opinion. Table 2.13 sets out respondents’ choices, in order of frequency. 

Table 2.13 

Officer Perceptions on Why Some Cases are Sub-standard 

Rank Reason Frequency Percentage 

1. Inexperience  20 30.7 

2. Lack of time to carry out investigations 20 30.7 

3. Lack of, or poor, supervision 18 27.6 

4. Lack of resources 16 24.6 

5. Lack of motivation 14 21.5 

6. High workload 13 20.0 

7. Laziness 12 18.4 

8. Officer incompetence 9 13.8 

 

Finally, officers were asked to consider why miscarriages of justice occur. The 

responses are detailed in Table 2.14. 

Table 2.14 

Officer Perceptions on Why Miscarriages of Justice Occur 

Rank Reason Frequency Percentage 

1. Detection culture 14 21.5 

2. Corrupt practices 13 20.0 

3. Investigator mistakes 11 16.9 

4. Poor investigation 9 14.0 

5. Lying witnesses 9 14.0 



 

86 
 
 
  

6. They do not occur nowadays 9 14.0 

7. Forensic issues 6 9.0 

8. Because of juries 6 9.0 

9. Lack of investigator objectivity 5 8.0 

10. Flawed expert evidence 4 6.2 

 

Again, respondents were not afraid to identify internal pressures and failings as 

contributory factors to miscarriages of justice. Some respondents (14%) felt that 

miscarriages of justice do not and could not occur in the modern era. They seemed to 

feel that they were a product of the past. With the advent of PACE and other 

safeguards for suspects they felt that miscarriages of justice simply would not occur. 

 

2.4. Discussion 

 

An overview of the 213 officers within the participating crime groups identified a 

gender distribution not dissimilar to that within police forces nationally. Interestingly, 

only one officer reported ethnicity other than white, representing not even half a per 

cent of officers. This may not of course paint a true picture of the ethnicity of officers 

investigating volume crime as some forces allowed the researcher access to only parts 

of their volume crime groups. It does raise an interesting question as to what is the 

true representation of minority ethnic groups within crime investigation departments 

within the UK. Finally, almost half of the 213 had not passed the national investigator 

course or equivalent. This adds some support to the observations of Chatterton (2008) 

who laments the lack of trained detectives in general CID offices around the country.     
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As described above, respondents were asked to complete a lengthy and detailed 

questionnaire, designed to elicit their views on the role of modern investigators within 

volume crime investigation, together with their opinions on what amounts to success 

and the skills, abilities and characteristics required of a successful investigator. 

Respondents seemed fairly clear on what a volume crime investigator was. Whilst it 

was probably obvious that they would say they investigate volume crime, it was 

interesting to see that they seemed to feel there was little difference between the roles 

of volume crime investigator and volume crime detective. They were clear that the 

only real differences between volume crime investigators and detectives were that 

detectives were qualified to perform their role and had received more training in order 

to do so (again providing some support to Chatterton, 2008). The detectives were, 

according to a large percentage of respondents, given the more serious crimes to 

investigate. Surprisingly only a very small percentage felt that detectives were more 

experienced, and only one respondent felt that they had greater knowledge than 

volume crime investigators.  

 

When asked what they felt the main aims were, over 70% of respondents felt that it 

was to detect crime. The second and third most frequent choices were investigate 

crime and obtain evidence respectively. This raises some interesting questions. Is 

volume crime work dominated by the requirement to detect crime ‘for the sake of the 

figures’, or is there a requirement to investigate crime and obtain any evidence 

available, after which detections become a priority? Is it a search for the truth or a 

conveyor belt where the priority is to deal with an investigation as quickly as possible, 

whilst obtaining simple detections? A detection-driven culture has its well-

documented disadvantages, not merely in terms of investigators trying to produce a 
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speedy result by whatever means at their disposal, but also because of its potential to 

encourage officers to channel investigations toward easier to solve cases (Chatterton, 

1987; Reiner, 1988; Mackenzie & Hamilton-Smith, 2011), inspire corrupt practices 

(Maguire & Norris, 1994; Tong, 2008) and create miscarriages of justice (see Savage 

& Milne, 2008). Miscarriages of justice surely do not just occur in high profile cases, 

but at volume crime level as well. 

 

Respondents identified their main activities without the structure provided by 

McGurk’s (1992) study. As a result, only a tentative claim can be made that the top 

ten activities produced reflect practice, but the results are unhindered by task labels 

from other occupations. As Tong (2004) identified, the McGurk et al. study (1992) 

was conducted a considerable number of years ago, and it is likely that investigator 

activities and priorities have changed (and do change) over time.  

 

Interviewing suspects ranked highest, as did case preparation. In terms of 

interviewing suspects it is no surprise that it was rated the most frequent activity 

(Burrows & Tarling, 1987). With regard to case file preparation, whilst it has been a 

constant feature that police officers have a negative attitude towards paperwork and 

administration (Ericson, 1993; Sanders, 1977), as it is seen as being the bane of their 

professional lives that takes them away from `proper’ investigative work (Baldwin, 

1994; Sanders, 1977), it has repeatedly been evident that case file preparation is an 

essential element in successfully bringing an offender to justice (Hobbs, 1988; Smith, 

1997; Stelfox, 2009).  Once again, it is not surprising that respondents rated this area a 

frequent activity. 
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Attending court ranked as the fourth most frequent activity, and this area along with 

interviewing suspects, interviewing witnesses and preparing files also appeared in the 

list of tasks identified as being the most difficult and important by the McGurk et al. 

(1992) study. Administration ranked low, as did attending meetings. Issues such as 

completing pocket books, driving, giving advice to colleagues, typing tape transcripts 

and reading documents that appeared in the McGurk study (1992) were replaced with 

areas such as attending crime scenes, statement taking meetings, administration, 

research, and proactive targeting. In relation to administration, this could of course 

replace in respondents’ minds the categories of reading, completing diaries and 

perhaps even liaison with colleagues (although this is not evident in the responses). 

However, the fact that typing tape transcripts is no longer among the top activities 

could be due to the fact that many forces now have administrative units able to 

perform such functions (Tong, 2004). The absence of driving may be indicative of the 

fact that investigators are less able to conduct outside enquiries, or it is possible that 

respondents in Study One simply did not perceive driving as a task to note in their list 

of most frequent activities. Interviewing witnesses and taking statements ranked fifth 

and sixth respectively.  This could represent a further change in working practices 

where administrative staff (such as civilian investigators) regularly conduct statement-

taking duties on behalf of investigators. They would also interview witnesses when 

tasked to do so. Respondents still felt, however, that both these tasks were frequent 

activities undertaken by modern investigators. Tong (2004) appears correct when he 

suggests that roles and activities may very well change over time, with the caveat that 

some activities (such as interviewing suspects and witnesses) could remain constant in 

terms of frequency.  
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Finally, the choice of proactive targeting in the top ten should be treated with some 

caution. Whilst this could be a characteristic of modern volume crime investigation, 

this appears unlikely, due to the disparity in working practices between the different 

forces plus the high response rate for the questionnaire from one particular force. 

Most of the forces visited consisted of investigative teams made up of reactive 

investigators. Only one force, Lancashire, had a team that had a specific remit to 

investigate proactively. A large number of those individuals identified proactive 

targeting as one of their main activities, providing a potentially misleading 

impression.  

 

Investigative structure 

 

Respondents identified that a majority of them utilised a structure when investigating 

crime. Interestingly, no trained investigator in the sample identified the ‘core 

investigative doctrine’ as the structure they followed. When asked to elaborate where 

they derived their structure from, the largest number indicated `experience’, the 

second largest indicated `training’ and the third largest mentioned `common sense’. 

Since 2005, investigators have been trained to investigate crime utilising a structure 

and thought process outlined within the ACPO CID (2005), a product of Centrex 

(now the National Policing Improvement Agency (NPIA, 2005). Do respondents’ 

answers tell us anything about whether investigators follow and/or use the ‘core 

investigative doctrine’ within their everyday investigations? Face value would seem 

to indicate that the answer to this question is “yes”, and that it tells us that officers do 

not use the doctrine. Were this to be true, the high level aims and objectives of the 

doctrine could be deemed to have failed to leave their impression with practitioners. 
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This conclusion however is perhaps a little hasty. Do people need to use the word 

“doctrine” in order to be complying with its strictures? Just because respondents do 

not use the words ‘core investigative doctrine’ does not necessarily mean that 

investigators do not follow it in practice. Respondents mentioned training as a source 

of model or structure, and it might be reasonable to suggest that this is what they 

meant. Nevertheless, the absence of any mention of the `doctrine’ does leave it open 

as a potential area for future research. Do trained investigators actually use the ‘core 

investigative doctrine’ once they have been trained in it? This question becomes even 

more interesting when respondents answered the question that asked them whether 

they felt a model of investigation was useful. As seen from some of the qualitative 

responses, investigators felt it added some structure to their work provided that it did 

not become a straightjacket to investigative thought and action. 

 
 
The nature or nurture debate 

 
 
A majority of investigators seemed to feel that investigation could be taught, but went 

on to qualify their answers. A sizeable number felt that although it was possible to 

teach ‘investigation’ to a certain extent, the people taught had to have some kind of 

innate or natural ability to investigate to start with. This raised the possibility that 

some investigators still had in their minds the idea that investigation was still a kind 

of art or craft as opposed to something more tangible (consistent, to a certain extent, 

with Innes, 2003).  
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Art, craft or science 

 

Respondents were asked whether they felt criminal investigation was an art, craft, 

science, a mixture of them all or something else. The majority of respondents felt that 

it was a mixture of all three. Whether this means that investigators are beginning to 

feel that the old art or craft is dead, and that the service is moving towards a more 

scientific approach to investigation, is difficult to say with any certainty. The 

qualitative answers seem to suggest that investigators still felt that successful peers 

possessed some innate qualities and traits that others did not, but that they also felt 

there was a mixture of this traditional view with a more modern approach. The 

officers’ perceptions suggest that criminal investigation is a mixture of all three 

facets, supporting previous assertions (Repetto, 1978; Tong & Bowling, 2006). 

 

Investigative success 

 

Respondents seemed to view success in terms of a top four list of victim satisfaction, 

convictions, detections and thoroughness. They were asked a series of questions 

relating to success. Firstly they were asked whether they felt that success could be 

measured at all. If they answered this first question affirmatively they were asked to 

describe how it could best be measured. They were then asked the best ways in which 

to measure the success of individual investigators and individual investigations 

(separate questions). It is sometimes dangerous to try to compare results, but the 

identified themes from the answers to all of these questions were that the top four 

measures identified consistently were detections, convictions, victim satisfaction and 

thoroughness. Further analysis of the qualitative responses, however, found that 
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whilst some participants appeared to be pragmatic and accept that detection figures 

alone could identify success (perhaps over a long period of time), many others 

identified detection figures as one of a number of measures to be utilised to identify 

success, not simply to be used as a measure on its own.   This perhaps echoes the 

dissatisfaction with the clear-up rate alone as a measure of success identified in 

previous studies (Maguire et al., 1992; Tong, 2004). One respondent felt that cases 

no-crimed should also be a measure of success. A case is usually given a crime 

number when someone reports a crime to the police. When police investigate, they 

may reveal that the report was not a crime at all, either because the behaviour 

complained of did not amount to the commission of an offence or because the crime 

did not occur. The most likely scenario for the latter example is where someone 

falsely reports a crime and the investigation reveals that it was a false claim. In these 

circumstances, an investigator would have investigated the case to a successful 

conclusion, yet this does not appear on objective measurements of success if one is 

looking at detection rates alone (further discussion of objective measurements of 

success will take place in Chapter Four). 

 

Respondents suggesting that it was not possible to measure investigative success 

raised some important issues in their qualitative responses. If detection rates alone are 

measured, there has always been a problem relating to seriousness of a crime verses 

complexity. The Home Office Counting Rules have never distinguished crimes in this 

way. Each crime gets one individual reference number. As was highlighted by one of 

the respondents, an £88,000 robbery has the same detected score as a robbery of a 

phone. Every murder, based purely upon clear up figures, counts exactly the same as 

the theft of a bar of chocolate. Investigators felt that the complexity, time and effort 



 

94 
 
 
  

required for the more serious cases deserves more recognition within the figures. This 

creates another issue for discussion later in this thesis in relation to identifying 

success objectively. If officer A has dealt with 30 cases and detected them all, and 

officer B has dealt with 60 and detected them all, who is more successful? On paper, 

it will of course be officer B. Our opinion might change when we find out that officer 

B deals only with shoplifters, whilst officer A deals with assaults, burglaries and 

sexual offences. Such latter cases will indeed be more serious, complex and time 

consuming than almost all of the shoplifting cases. Finally it was identified that an 

investigator could conduct a thorough, meticulous investigation, but have little to 

show for it in the end due to lack of evidence. Detection figures do not describe the 

amount of work and effort put into cases that do not obtain a positive disposal, nor do 

they identify the quality of the investigation. Other issues identified in relation to the 

dangers of utilising detections as a measure of success will be dealt with in Chapter 

Four.   

 

Skills, abilities and characteristics of a successful investigator 

 

Respondents were asked to identify what they felt were the top ten skills, abilities and 

characteristics that a successful investigator should possess. Analysis revealed the top 

fifteen areas most frequently identified. The most frequently highlighted trait was 

good communication skills, again consistent with previous studies (Cohen & Chaiken, 

1987; Maguire et al. 1993; McGurk et al., 1992; Morgan, 1990). Motivation was close 

behind in second. This finding is also consistent with previous studies (Morgan et al., 

1990; McGurk et al. 1992). It is interesting to note that the old favourites such as 

‘nose for the job’ and ‘street intelligence’ were not at the forefront of investigators’ 
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minds when asked to describe their top ten. Creativity also ranked surprisingly low 

considering recent research that suggests its importance to investigation (Fahsing & 

Gottschalk, 2008). It must be remembered that this part of the questionnaire was 

undertaken without giving respondents sight of the top 30 traits identified by previous 

research and textbooks. Is it the case that new investigators are more practical in their 

considerations of the skills, abilities and characteristics that are required in order to be 

successful in the modern era?  

 

Respondents were then provided with a list of 30 skills, abilities and characteristics 

identified by previous research and asked to rate them in terms of importance. 

Interestingly, respondents felt that education, strategic awareness, leadership and 

empathy were not as important to success as topics such as good communication 

skills, motivation, commitment, dedication and persistence. In fact, education 

received the lowest mean score, indicating that investigators do not believe that 

educational level of the investigator is as important to success as some of the other 

traits, contrary to previous research (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Greenwood et al. 1977; 

Smith & Aomodt, 1997). Respondents’ answers were consistent with the previous 

open question, as good communication skills and motivation were the top two choices 

in both. Whilst this might have been an expected outcome, bearing in mind previous 

research, these are clearly topics at the forefront of modern investigators’ thoughts. 

Other areas receiving a mean score of four or over were: commitment, dedication, 

integrity, listening skills, good judgement, decision-making ability, tenacity, initiative, 

teamwork, reasoning ability and persistence. Other old favourites such as creativity 

rested between 3 and 4 on the scale. Empathy scores were surprisingly low. Previous 

studies have identified the importance of empathy to investigators (McGurk et al. 
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1992), and to interviewers (Griffiths & Milne, 2006; Holmberg & Christianson, 

2002). Intelligence also ranked low on respondents’ scores. This too is somewhat 

surprising given previous research describing how intelligence might link to 

investigator success (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Maguire et al., 1991), as well as 

previous textbooks (Deinstein, 1968; Osterburgh & Ward, 2000). Is it possible to 

utilise the overall respondents’ rating scale as a profile of a successful investigator? 

This research will try to do exactly that. In Study Two, investigators will be asked to 

identify their top five investigators from amongst their peers. Once they have chosen 

them, they will be asked to assess those individuals based upon the same 30 skills. 

Comparisons can then be made between the results obtained in Studies One and Two. 

In addition, the fact that intelligence and empathy ranked low in officers’ perceptions 

around success will be investigated further later in this thesis. 

 

Investigative failure and miscarriages of justice 

 

Consistent themes were identified when respondents answered the questions 

concerning what makes an investigation go wrong and why some investigations are 

sub-standard. Issues such as lack of time, high workload, lack of motivation, poor 

supervision and laziness appeared in both lists. Lack of time is an area that has been 

identified in the past as a contributory factor in poor police interviews (Fisher, 

Geiselman and Raymond, 1987; Kebbell & Milne, 1998) and for investigations as a 

whole (Maguire et al. 1993). In terms of what makes an investigation go wrong, 

issues such as poor organisational skills, lack of attention to detail and poor 

communications featured near the top of officers’ perceptions. 
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Finally, respondents were asked why they felt miscarriages of justice occur. It was not 

surprising that detection culture and corrupt practices featured as the most frequent 

responses. It was somewhat reassuring that officer mistakes also featured in the top 

three. Again this may identify that the respondents were willing to accept that some 

miscarriages of justice were due to mistakes made by investigators. It was quite 

striking that some respondents felt that miscarriages of justice were a thing of the past 

and simply did not occur in the modern era. This is contrary to the evidence that is 

emerging. For example, the Taylor sisters, 1993; Sally Clarke, 1995; Donna Anthony 

(1998); David Carrington-Jones (2000); Angela Cannings (2002) and Suzanne 

Holdsworth (2005). One could argue that this displays a rather naive view of the 

criminal justice system or, on a more positive note, that such things are not even 

within the contemplation of modern investigators because old assumptions, biases and 

value systems have gone. A final, more sobering, possibility is that those officers 

simply do not understand exactly what miscarriages of justice are; adding power to a 

recent argument that suggested investigative training should include training on 

miscarriages of justice (Savage & Milne, 2007).  

 

Some respondents cited lack of objectivity as a reason why miscarriages of justice 

occur. Without further exploration, it is difficult to assess whether this encompasses 

the premature closure type situations identified by Shepherd and Milne (1999), where 

officers come to their own pre-emptive conclusions either prior to interview or at any 

time during an investigation, in effect closing their mind to any other possibilities. 

Such a state of mind can lead to potential miscarriages of justice. Either way, there is 

scope for consideration as to whether investigative training includes enough training 

in areas such as where cases go wrong, and hypothesis testing. Whilst Core 
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Investigative Doctrine (2005) discusses hypotheses, it does so somewhat negatively, 

and suggesting they should be utilised only when all information is known. More 

detailed training on their usefulness might be beneficial. 

 

2.5 Conclusion 

 

Study One demonstrates some consistency with previous research in relation to 

officer perceptions of the attributes required for success (Maguire et al. 1993) 

although some interesting anomalies have presented themselves. Respondents appear 

to value areas such as education, training, stability and intelligence less than areas 

such as communication, motivation, and decision-making. In fact, respondents were 

asked to list the top ten attributes required for success. Intelligence, stability, 

education and training were rarely mentioned.  When asked to rank the 30 skills from 

previous research, similar results occurred. Does this reflect a pragmatic approach to 

volume crime investigation, highlighting practical skills and positive traits that 

determine success? Or are there more cultural issues at play here? Why do areas such 

as education, training, intelligence and stability rate so low? We will see later within 

this programme of study how each of these areas has previously been seen as 

important to success within a range of occupations (Barrick & Mount, 1981).  There 

would be little reason to think that this would be any different amongst police 

investigators.  

 

The findings from Study One will provide focus to later studies within this 

programme of research. Before revisiting some of the interesting issues that have 

arisen, however, the issue of investigative success will be considered in more detail. 
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Respondents have given an indication of the qualities they believe are important to 

success. This next study asks respondents to identify successful peers from amongst 

their own crime investigation teams. Can volume crime investigators agree amongst 

themselves about who the most successful investigators are? What qualities do those 

identified people possess in the eyes of their peers? How do those chosen rank in 

terms of the 30 skills set? What comparisons can be made between the results of 

studies One and Two? Study Two will endeavour to answer these and many other 

questions. Based upon the results Study One, it is hypothesised that investigators will 

choose investigators who they believe to possess better communication skills, be more 

highly motivated, with better reasoning and decision-making skills, and that areas 

such as stability, education, intelligence and empathy will rate lower in respondents’ 

scoring than most of the other traits identified. 
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Chapter Three 
 
 

Study Two: Identifying successful investigators using peer nominations 
 
 
 

3.1. Introduction  

 
Officers’ perceptions of success were examined in Study One. Current volume crime 

investigators were asked to identify what they felt success was in relation to volume 

crime investigation and also to consider what the best ways of measuring success 

were. Many of the respondents felt that success revolved around detections and 

convictions, with a number also identifying victim satisfaction and thoroughness as 

relevant. Respondents were also asked to identify the top ten skills, abilities and 

characteristics that a successful investigator would possess, unencumbered by 

knowledge of what previous research had identified. They identified the following 

traits unaided by any of the characteristics identified by previous research: 

Communication skills, motivation and enthusiasm, tenacity, teamwork, objectivity, 

organisational skills, knowledge, honesty and integrity, decision-making skills, 

listening skills, creativity, thoroughness, paperwork skills, flexibility and experience.  

 

The top fifteen areas were surprisingly consistent with some of the previous research 

cited (see table 2.9, above). Good communication skills were again the most frequent 

choice of respondents, echoing some previous research (Maguire et al. 1993; McGurk 

et al. 1992; Morgan, 1990; Smith & Flanagan, 2000). Areas such as intelligence, 

stability, empathy, education and training did not appear on the list at all. Respondents 

were also asked to rate the 30 skills, abilities and characteristics identified by previous 

research in terms of how important they felt they were to success within volume crime 
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investigations. Interestingly, respondents (from the mean scores) felt that intelligence, 

education, strategic awareness, leadership, empathy, stability and training were not as 

important to success as other areas. Intelligence did not rate as highly as perhaps 

expected, as it had been identified as important in previous research conducted some 

while ago (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987) and has often been held out as one of the central 

aspects of investigative ability that predict success (Osterberg & Ward, 2000). Areas 

considered important to success included good communication skills, motivation, 

commitment, dedication, persistence and decision-making. All of these have received 

support in previous research studies (McGurk et al. 1992, Maguire et al. 1993). 

Additionally, previous studies have identified the potential for areas such as 

commendations or letters of appreciation to be indicators of investigative success 

(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987). One of the aims of Study Two was to determine whether 

any of these issues distinguished the high and low choice sets. 

 

The most important aim of Study Two was to try to identify successful volume crime 

investigators by using peer nomination. This method was utilised successfully by 

Smith and Flanagan (2000) when attempting to study the skills, abilities and 

characteristics of an effective SIO within major crime investigations. In that study the 

researchers asked officers to nominate effective SIOs. As a result, ten were 

nominated. They were then interviewed in conjunction with other officers. Smith and 

Flanagan (2000) were able to compare perceptions of the general group against those 

of the peer nominated group in order to identify consistent themes. There are of 

course drawbacks to using subjective nominations. Firstly, there is little to prevent 

respondents choosing people for inappropriate reasons (i.e. friendship, popularity). 

Secondly their choice might be influenced by incorrect knowledge of the person, or 
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little knowledge of their professional practices. Despite these potential drawbacks, it 

has been highlighted how useful peer nominations can be (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; 

Smith & Flanagan, 2000).  Indeed, police officers themselves have often cited peer 

assessment as one of the best methods to determine success (Maguire et al. 1993).  

Peer assessment has been found to be both accurate and consistent (Cohen & Chaiken, 

1987). In addition, peer assessment has been found to provide the most reliable 

results, and results demonstrate that personal affiliations do not taint assessments 

(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987).  When they refer to reliability of results, Cohen and 

Chaiken (1987) are referring to selecting patrol officers to become detectives. Peer 

nominations, according to Cohen and Chaiken (1987), produce the best results.  

 

As a result, it was considered appropriate within this programme of research to gauge 

who current volume crime investigators identified as successful from within their 

midst.  Can officers agree on who the successful investigators are?   Can a high choice 

and low choice set be distinguished? If the two sets can be distinguished, what can 

comparisons between the two sets tell us about officers’ perceptions? Are there any 

significant differences between the two groups? How does the high choice set rate 

against the 30-skill set derived from research? All these questions informed the main 

aims of Study Two. As a result, the main aims were:  

1) To obtain a list of the top five peer nominations in each police force by 

combining respondents’ choices. 

2) To combine the results of peer nominations and distinguish a ‘high choice’ set 

of 30 individuals from the nominations. 

3) To combine the results of peer nominations and distinguish a ‘low choice’ set 

of 30 individuals from the nominations. 



 

103 
 
 
  

4) To compare the ‘high choice’ and ‘low choice, sets and, finally, to 

5) Compare results from this study with results from Study One in relation to the 

30 skill areas identified by previous research. 

 

Study One’s results suggested that investigators would choose investigators whom 

they believed to possess better communication skills, be more highly motivated, with 

better reasoning and decision-making skills, and that areas such as training, education, 

intelligence, empathy and stability would rate lower in respondents’ scoring than most 

of the other traits identified. Only a high choice set will be identified and rated by 

peers in relation to the thirty areas from previous research. As a result, only ratings of 

the high choice set can be compared to the results of Study One.  

 

Hypotheses 

 

As a result of the foregoing, it is hypothesised that: 

 

1) Those considered to be successful by their peers will be rated highly in areas such 

as communication skills, motivation, and decision-making skills, whilst areas such as 

education, empathy, training, intelligence and stability would rank lowest in 

respondents views of the presence of these traits in the high choice set.   

2) The high and low choice sets can be compared in relation to areas such as training, 

education, previous experience, length of service, age and commendations or letters of 

appreciation. As a result, it is further hypothesised that: 
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a) respondents will choose people in the high choice set who are older, and more 

experienced than those in the low choice set, and the difference will be 

statistically significant.    

b) There will be significant differences between the high and low choice sets in 

relation to previous experience, training and commendations or letters of 

appreciation.   

3) It is further hypothesised that there will be a significant difference between the high 

and low choice sets in relation to educational background. Despite the fact that 

respondents in Study One felt this made little difference to investigative success, 

research has often suggested otherwise (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Greenwood et al. 

1977; Smith & Aomodt, 1997). 

 

3.2. Method 

 
 
3.2.1 Design  

 

A questionnaire was designed for the study. It was felt that the best means if gathering 

respondents thoughts on good and bad practice, plus their ratings of chosen successful 

peers would be in the form of a brief questionnaire. The questionnaire was piloted to a 

small group of investigators and following minor amendment took the form of open-

ended questions for good and bad practice, and scale ratings for the 30 attributes 

found in previous research. The results of the questionnaire were analysed in two 

ways. The one open-ended question was scrutinised for main themes, whilst all other 

data were entered onto SPSS and analysed.  Independent sample t tests were utilised 

to analyse mean differences between high and low choice sets.  
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3.2.2. Participants   

 
The same forces and crime departments utilised for Study One took part in this study. 

The size of the participating volume crime teams and their make-up is shown in more 

detail in Table 2.1, above.  For the purpose of this study, 213 officers from the rank of 

PC up to Detective Inspector (DI) could potentially take part and be considered as a 

candidate for success within criminal investigations. All individuals approached to 

take part in the study were working within their respective volume crime teams at the 

time, and were likely to have known of and worked regularly with their peers. This 

was an important aspect of the study: that participants would be able to identify 

successful investigators from within their midst.  

 

Of the 213 questionnaires distributed, a total of 121 were completed and returned. 

Thus, compared to that in Study One, an overall response rate of 56.8% was recorded. 

The difference in response rate can potentially be explained by the lesser amount of 

time required to fill in this questionnaire compared to that questionnaire. The response 

rates per force are itemised in Table 3.1. Interestingly the researcher’s own force 

yielded the least returns of questionnaire B (perhaps an unfortunate product of being 

known to potential respondents). 

Table 3.1 

Questionnaire B Response Rates by Force 

Rank  Force Distributed  Returned  Percentage  

1. Kent  38 17 44.7 

2. Thames Valley  39 29 74.3 

3. North Wales 30 19 63.3 
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4. Lancashire 28 16 57.1 

5. Devon and Cornwall 31 16 51.6 

6. West Midlands  42 24 57.1 

 
 
Of the 121 respondents, 85 (70.2%) were male and 36 (29.7%) were female (N=121, 

SD=0.459). In terms of age, the respondents ranged from 22 years to 64 years (Mean 

35.83, SD= 7.728). The length of service of the respondents ranged from 3 years to 33 

years (Mean 11.455, SD= 7.1098). In terms of rank distribution, 70.2% were PC/DC 

rank, 25.6% were PS/DS rank and 3.3% were Insp/DI rank, whilst 0.8% were civilian 

staff.  

 

The distribution of rank was heavily in favour of the PC/DC level, second was the 

sergeant rank (either PS or DS), third was the inspector level (either inspector or DI) 

and fourth was the civilian role. This was the expected outcome bearing in mind that 

forces were asked to provide a whole volume crime investigation team for the study. 

Each team would be expected to have a number of investigators supervised by a 

number of sergeants who in turn would be managed by one or two inspectors. The 

distribution in terms of educational levels was 4.1% CSE, 28.1% GCSE/O level, 

27.3% A level, 28.9% degree level, 5% postgraduate level, 5.8% other, and 0.8% no 

qualifications at all. The largest group represented by educational level was that of 

degree level, closely followed by GCSE or O level or equivalent. This too was closely 

followed by A level. In this sense there was a broad representation of different levels 

of education. There was also representation from postgraduate level as well as CSE 

level. “Other” represented people who had obtained qualifications such as City and 
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Guilds, NVQ and HNC/D. in relation to national investigator training, 50 (41%) had 

not received it, whilst 71 (58%) had. 

 

3.2.3 Materials 

 

A questionnaire was designed specifically for this study, as no existing one was 

appropriate. Also, this was thought to be the most effective way of gaining assistance 

from the respondents, as the study encroached upon their busy working environments. 

The questionnaire was designed in two sections. Section one asked respondents to 

describe examples of good and poor practice within volume crime investigations. It 

then asked respondents to identify the five people in their volume crime investigation 

teams who in their opinion were the most successful. Finally within section one 

respondents were asked to rate each of their individual choices according to the 30 

qualities identified by research as being essential to investigative success. Section two 

asked respondents to provide some of their own personal details, such as age, gender, 

length of service, previous experience, current rank, educational level, previous letters 

of satisfaction or letters of appreciation, and whether they had received national 

training in the form of an investigator course or equivalent. The written introduction 

to the questionnaire stressed the confidentiality of the process. This questionnaire 

(Questionnaire B) is at Appendix B. 

 

3.2.4 Procedure  

 

A total of 213 questionnaires were distributed to the volume crime groups within the 

study. Because of the sensitive nature of the questionnaire and the fact that it asked 
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respondents to identify peers who in their view were successful, it was again felt that 

a personal introduction of the questionnaire by the researcher was crucial in order to 

allay any fears concerning the reasons for the study. It is well documented that the 

culture of detectives can include being suspicious of outsiders (Skolnick, 1966; 

Herbert 1997; Innes, 2003). There was little reason to suggest that the culture of 

volume crime investigation teams, mixed as they were with detectives and non-

detectives, would be any different.  It was felt that the best way in which to approach 

the situation was with the personal touch: attending each crime group personally and 

demonstrating within introductions that the researcher himself was a serving police 

officer genuinely interested in researching issues important to them. It was hoped that 

this might help to allay any potential fears and encourage more people to participate. 

It was stressed that the study was for the purposes of doctoral research and that as 

such strict confidentiality rules and procedures were in place. Respondents were 

informed that what they wrote within the questionnaire was anonymous, and that any 

subsequent written report would not be able to identify participants by name. It was 

explained that each individual would be given a separate code to ensure anonymity. 

From the introductions, conducted at each force site, it was clear that there was a 

degree of mistrust concerning potential motives regarding the project. Once the 

research was described to individuals, including the fact that the researcher was an 

`insider’, many accepted that there was no hidden agenda and willingly participated. 

Only one person throughout the visits to all of the forces actually refused to be 

involved at all.  

 

Respondents were asked to find somewhere quiet, away from distractions, in order to 

complete the questionnaire. They were told that the instructions were self-
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explanatory, but that they could ask questions at any stage. They were informed that it 

would take them around 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. In terms of choice 

of the five most successful investigators, the only restrictions upon respondents’ 

choices were that the individuals chosen had to be from the list of officers provided. 

Each participant was provided with a list of officers currently working within that 

crime group (obtained by the researcher from the crime manager of each individual 

station, usually of detective chief inspector rank) who were potentially within the 

scope of the study. No restrictions were placed upon their choices of the successful 

five in relation to rank, role or experience level. Officers were told that they were 

required to actually name their choices. It was appreciated that how people felt they 

were viewed might cause them some distress, particularly if they found that 

colleagues did not hold them in high esteem. Consequently, respondents were asked 

not to discuss their choices with their peers. The importance of having named 

individuals was in order for the researcher to be able to identify them from this study 

and later subject a number of them to further research and analysis. It was stressed 

within the introduction and within the questionnaire itself that choices were restricted 

to performance as an investigator, and should not be determined by popularity or 

friendship, as this would defeat the objective of the nominations. Respondents were 

only asked to choose investigators based upon whether they felt they were successful 

investigators. No definition of successful was provided to respondents. Thus, in effect 

their decisions were based upon their own opinions of what success meant. 

 

An ethical issue arose at this point in relation to the ranking of individuals in relation 

to their perceived skills, abilities and characteristics, particularly in relation to those in 

any low choice set. The researcher originally intended to ask respondents to rate both 
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their top five and bottom five in order to be able to compare ratings on the 30 

identified skills. It was felt that this was inappropriate and could cause potential 

distress to officers if they felt that they were being identified by their peers as being in 

the low choice set. As a result of these considerations, respondents were not asked to 

provide a list of peers they considered to be unsuccessful. It was felt that the 

nomination system itself would be adequate to identify a low choice set by the 

absence of nominations from peers. Additionally, no ratings were sought for 

unsuccessful performers in relation to the 30 skills identified in previous research. 

Respondents were only asked to rate their successful peers against the attributes. A 

low choice set was determined (by the researcher) following analysis of the results 

(see below). 

 

Once the questionnaire stage of the research was complete, a high choice set was 

identified within each force by means of rankings. Those with the most peer 

nominations were given rankings based upon the number of peer nominations 

received. Comparisons were then made between the ‘high choice’ set and the ‘low 

choice’ set. Further analysis was conducted upon peer nominations of the successful 

investigators’ attributes. 

 

Each of the individual respondents within participating crime groups were allocated a 

unique reference number to ensure anonymity. Only the researcher was aware of the 

codings and thus the identity of the individuals involved. Those with the most votes 

were placed in ascending order and a percentage allocated to them based upon the 

number of people who could have chosen them against the number of people who did 

choose them. Each league table represents the results from the individual force taking 
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part in the study.  The study intended to isolate a high choice set of individuals (thirty) 

and low choice set (thirty) in the study (from those who responded to the 

questionnaires). In some cases, individuals chosen in the top five did not take part in 

this study due to annual leave, sickness or an unwillingness to do so. As a result, the 

top five choices participating in this study were selected from each force. In two 

forces, because of frequencies of choices, it was impossible to choose between 

officers scoring the same frequency of votes. Six individuals were therefore selected 

from those forces instead of five. The ‘low choice’ five in each force were similarly 

selected. As a result, the high choice set was comprised of 32 individuals, whilst the 

low choice set, for the purpose of balance, was also comprised of 32 individuals, all of 

whom had taken part in the study thus far. 

 

The open-ended question was analysed by identifying and categorising answers into 

main themes. These were then analysed and pertinent examples extracted that 

provided the essence of what respondents were saying. Respondents` ratings of the 

presence of the 30 attributes in successful peers were entered into SPSS and analysed. 

The results are set out below, firstly by outlining the responses to the section asking 

for examples of good and poor practice. This is followed by an overview of the high 

and low choice sets plus a comparison between the two. The results of the ratings of 

the attributes are also presented, followed by a comparison with the ratings from 

Study One.  
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3.3. Results 

 

3.3.1 Examples of good and poor practice  

 

This question was set to try to gauge respondents’ perceptions of what exactly they 

saw as good and bad practice. Results would identify key themes and these could be 

matched against findings within studies to see if there were any recurring themes 

throughout.   

 

Not all respondents completed the open-ended questions relating to examples of good 

and poor practice within volume crime investigations. Various reasons are posited for 

this. Firstly, in relation to evidence of poor practice, a concern from respondents that 

they did not want to discuss real cases dealt with by peers, thus potentially exposing 

them to embarrassment. Secondly, not being able to think of examples readily, and 

suffering from time pressures at the time of completion of the questionnaire. Thirdly, 

in relation to evidence of good practice, not knowing enough detail about cases dealt 

with by peers to form an opinion as to why a case was particularly successful.  

 

Of the 121 responses, 75 (61.9%) responded to the question asking for examples of 

good practice, whilst 47 (38.8%) responded to the question asking for examples of 

poor practice. An analysis was conducted on the answers to each question, in order to 

identify themes. Broadly speaking, responses to the question around examples of 

good practice surrounded the following:  
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The early capture of evidence within what the core investigative doctrine (ACPO, 

Centrex, 2005) calls the ‘golden hour’. In particular, issues centred upon finding and 

seizing CCTV evidence, finding and seizing other forensic evidence, identifying and 

capturing important witness evidence, good victim care, good intelligence work 

coupled with good interviewing of suspects. Respondents provided examples that 

demonstrated time and again evidence of thoroughness, hard work, commitment, 

persistence and teamwork. In relation to examples of good investigative work, below 

are extracts of some of the comments: 

 

“CCTV evidence obtained from a house several streets away from the burgled 

address allowed identification of suspects”;  

“Investigating a rape the officer was very thorough in collating 17 statements, 43 

exhibits and 117 pieces of unused material. It was the thoroughness of the 

investigation that was so impressive”;  

“An investigator who collated a number of assault logs against the same offender. 

His hard work and tenacity led to a number of charges being brought against the 

offender”;  

“The perseverance of a detective who worked continually with a victim of historic 

sexual abuse. Her hard work and persistence led to an unlikely statement and arrest 

of the offender”;  

“Crime series - theft of charity boxes. Lots of investigation, intelligence gathering. 

Good team effort”;  

“Kidnap of Polish victim, DC conducted a thorough investigation into a kidnap/false 

imprisonment of a young female leading to a conviction”;  
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“Recent case gathered expert evidence from numerous banks to secure conviction on 

offender for numerous frauds with stolen credit cards. It was persistence and hard 

work that secured the charge gathering the necessary evidence.”  

 

In relation to examples of poor practice, respondents identified themes such as: 

missing evidence, or investigators not capturing evidence within the golden hour, 

laziness on the part of investigators, lack of thoroughness within investigations, poor 

victim care, failing to follow obvious leads, poor supervision, too much focus on 

detections, ineffective and leading victim interviews, arrest focus rather than evidence 

focus, and investigator mindset. Overall, many of the examples given identified poor 

practice on the part of the investigator as a direct contributor to failure of an 

investigation. In addition, officer mindset was also highlighted as problematic. In 

relation to examples of poor investigative work provided by respondents, below are 

extracts of some of the comments: 

 

“ In a drugs case the officer in the case could not be bothered to pursue all lines of 

enquiry for supply offence, and cautioned for possession. A bit of forensic work and 

further interviews could have resulted in more serious charges”;  

“Not checking CCTV properly”;  

“Officers not preserving crime scenes”;  

“Officers recently dealt with a prolific offender for shoplifting and burglary. When 

interviewed they only asked questions in relation to the offences he had been arrested 

for. No crime research was carried out in relation to the other similar offences. 

Footwear was not seized from the offender. Enquiries by other officers revealed that 

footwear offender was wearing when brought into custody matched other crime 
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scenes. When he was visited later, the footwear had been disposed of and the evidence 

lost.” 

“Recent rape enquiry which looked on outset to be a good job, however on reviewing 

the ABE interview with victim the whole interview was full of leading questions by the 

interviewer ... hugely disappointing”;  

“Allegation of rape of female. As the female had made a similar allegation in the 

past, officers approached the allegation with scepticism and bias.” 

 

In relation to pressures to get detections, one respondent wrote: 

“Poor detective work: pressure to get detections including deal with detainees, 

remand applications, instead of building case files. Pressure from the supervisors to 

deal with the now. As soon as remanded, forgotten about (in the eyes of the 

supervisor) but still have court taskings as well as new jobs. This causes mistakes to 

be made. Fault of the new CIT scenario.” 

 

3.3.2. The High Choice set 

 

The distribution of gender in the high choice set was 25 males (78.1%) compared to 7 

females (21.9%). The mean age was 39.41 years (SD=7.05). In terms of length of 

service, eleven people were chosen with under 10 years service. The mean length of 

service was 15.35 years (SD=7.57). Eleven people were chosen with a service length 

of between 10 and 20 years, whilst nine were chosen with a service length between 20 

and 30 years. This is a fairly even balance between the three ranges. One anomaly 

existed in the form of one officer who had continued in the police service beyond 30-

years. In the high choice set, 21 investigators (65.6%) were from constable level (PC 
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or DC). Ten (31.3%) were from the sergeant level (PS or DS), whilst one (3.1%) was 

from the inspector level (DI or Inspector). A large proportion therefore, were from the 

sergeant level. The distribution of educational levels is detailed in Table 3.2. The high 

choice set were represented thus: 

 
 
Table 3.2 
 
High Choice Set Educational Level Upon Leaving School 
 

Educational level Frequency Percent Cumulative 

CSE 3 9.4 9.4 

GCSE/O level 15 46.9 56.3 

A level 7 21.9 78.1 

Degree 3 9.4 87.5 

Post grad 1 3.1 90.6 

Other 3 9.4 100.0 

Total 32 100.0  

 

As can be seen from the above table, nearly half of the high choice set (46.9%) were 

from an educational level of GCSE or O level equivalent upon leaving school. The 

second largest representation was at A level upon leaving school (21.9%). 

Respondents were asked to provide details of previous experience prior to joining the 

police service in order to establish whether there were any trends in investigators’ 

backgrounds that linked to future investigative work.  In response to this question, 

3.1% reported no experience prior to joining, 9.4% described working within the 

leisure industry as their main employment, 15.6% were in sales, 18.8% had a military 
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background, 12.5% were students, 12.5% were in management and 12.5% identified a 

legal background (including a police cadet).  

 

Respondents were asked to identify whether they had received any commendations or 

letters of appreciation from members of the public within the last two years. The high 

choice set had a mean of 1.84 per officer (SD=1.50). As part of Study Three (see 

Chapter Four, below) detection rates were calculated for all individuals working in 

each crime group. This allowed for further analysis of the number of assigned cases 

and detections within the high and low choice sets. The high choice set had a 

detection mean of 50.53 (SD=59.33). This was from a case mean of 96.75 

(SD=100.08). All but five (13.5%) of those chosen by their peers as successful 

investigators had undertaken national investigator training.  

 

3.3.3. The Low Choice set 

 

The distribution of males to females in the low choice set was 19 (59.4%) males and 

13 (40.6%) females. The mean age of the low choice set was 33.80 (SD=6.53). The 

mean length of service was 7.40 years (SD=4.61). In the low choice set, it appears that 

a larger proportion of those present were younger in service than those chosen in the 

high choice set. Only four of the thirty-two had a length of service over 15 years, 

whilst the remaining 28 had less than 15 years service. 24 of those had less than 10 

years service. In terms of rank, in the low choice set, 26 (81.3%) were from the 

constable level whilst 5 (15.6%) were from the sergeant level. One (3.1%) was from 

inspector level. In terms of educational level, the low choice set were represented 

thus: 
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Table 3.3  

Low Choice Set Educational Level Upon Leaving School 

Educational level Frequency Percent Cumulative 

GCSE/O level 9 28.1 28.1 

A level 9 28.1 56.3 

Degree 13 40.6 96.9 

Other 1 3.1 100.0 

Total 32 100.0  

 
As can be seen from Table 3.3, none of the low choice set came from a CSE 

educational level upon leaving school. The largest percentage educational level 

represented in the low choice set was degree level (40.6%). The second largest 

represented areas were GCSE or O level equivalent and A level (both 28.1%). In 

response to the questions relating to experience prior to joining the police, 6.3% 

reported no experience prior to joining, 12.5% described the business industry as their 

main employment, 9.4% had a military background, 15.6% were students, 25% were 

in management and 9.4% identified a legal background (including a police cadet). 

 

Respondents were asked to identify whether they had received any commendations or 

letters of appreciation from members of the public within the last two years. The low 

choice set had a mean of 1.87 per officer (SD=2.53). Detection rates were calculated 

for all individuals from each crime group. The low choice set had a detection mean of 

38.00 cases (SD=38.70). This was from 94.44 cases (SD=134.23). In terms of national 

investigative training, 68.8% (N=22) had not received the training, whilst 31.3% 

(N=10) had received the training. 
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3.3.4. Comparison between high choice and low choice sets 
 
 

The mean scores relating to length of service, age, commendations (or letters of 

appreciation), case numbers and detections were calculated. These figures are outlined 

in Table 3.4. 

 

Independent sample t tests were conducted in order to examine whether there was a 

significant difference between the high and low choice sets in relation to the criteria 

set out in the table above. The test revealed no significant difference between the high 

and low choice sets in relation to: commendations, case numbers or detections. 

However there were statistically significant differences in relation to length of service  

(t (51.68) = 5.02, p = <0.01) and age (t (60) = 3.24, p = <0.01). An adjusted alpha 

level of 0.01 was utilised for this analysis (Bonferroni correction), as multiple 

independent sample t tests were employed. 

Table 3.4  

Mean Scores for High and low Choice Groups 

Variable  Choice N Mean SD 

Length of service 

 

Low 

High 

32 

32 

7.40b 

15.35a 

4.61 

7.57 

Age Low 

High 

32 

32 

33.80b 

39.41a 

6.53 

7.05 

Commendations Low 

High 

32 

32 

1.87 

1.84 

2.53 

1.50 

Case numbers Low 

High 

32 

32 

94.44 

96.75 

134.23 

100.08 



 

120 
 
 
  

Detections Low 

High 

32 

32 

38.00 

50.53 

38.70 

59.33 

a is significantly greater than b at the p<0.01 level of significance 

 

In relation to gender between the two groups, a Chi Square test was performed which 

identified that, whilst the association of gender and group appeared marked, this was 

not statistically significant. A Chi Square test was also performed in relation to the 

distribution of trained and untrained officers. This revealed that there was a 

significant association between groups and whether the officers had been trained on 

the National Investigator Programme (ICIDP) or equivalent. The result is 

demonstrated in Table 3.5.  Respondents chose successful investigators and by default 

identified a low choice set. The high choice set contained significantly more trained 

investigators. This may indicate that officers are considered to be less experienced 

and knowledgeable by peers unless and until they have completed their national 

investigator training. 

Table 3.5 

ICIDP Trained Officer Distribution Between High and low Choice Sets 

 
Group 

 

ICIDP 

Yes 

 
 
 
No 

High  27 5 

Low  10 22 

x2=18.51, p<.001 

 

A Chi Square test on the differences regarding the groups in relation to previous 

occupations or experience or educational levels revealed no statistically significant 
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associations.  Case numbers dealt with by each investigator, plus detection figures, 

were collected for each officer within the study. These figures were broken down into 

the total number of cases assigned to and detected by the 213 officers within the study 

and further broken down into specific types of cases dealt with by each officer 

together with detections. Table 3.6 represents the total number of cases and the 

individual crime categories, together with detection figures. 

Table 3.6 

Total Cases and Detections Between High and low Choice Sets 

Case type Total cases and 

detections 

(N=213) 

High choice  

(N=32) 

Low choice 

(N=32) 

Assault  4113 759 733 

Assault detected 2461 440 400 

Sexual offences  480 146 58 

Sexual detected 138 28 16 

Robbery 614 238 39 

Robbery detected 197 67 21 

Burglary  3756 711 496 

Burglary detected 1008 210 114 

Drugs  1634 270 169 

Drugs detected 1385 234 147 

Theft from m/v 1055 161 163 

Theft from m/v detected 462 67 40 

Theft of m/v 787 77 164 

Theft of m/v detected 338 23 55 

Theft/handling 2278 340 373 

Theft/handling detected 1278 175 192 

Fraud  673 134 147 

Fraud detected 354 93 43 

Arson  119 35 17 
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Arson detected 29 6 6 

Criminal damage 1836 196 493 

Criminal damage detected 798 83 162 

Other  1601 139 388 

Other detected 990 93 180 

A comparison was made between the high choice and low choice sets in order to 

identify whether there were any significant differences between the groups in relation 

to the mean numbers of cases assigned and detected. 

Table 3.7 identifies the differences between the high and low choice sets in relation to 

cases assigned and detections. 

Table 3.7 

Mean Cases and Detections Between High and low Choice Sets 

Case type Total 

Mean 

(N=213) 

Set 

(N=64) 

Mean 

(N=64) 

SD 

(N=64) 

Assault  19.31 High  

Low  

23.71 

22.90 

39.95 

40.81 

Assault detected 11.55 High  

Low  

13.75 

12.50 

27.42 

22.01 

Sexual offences 2.25 High  

Low 

4.56 

1.81 

5.31 

2.68 

Sexual detected .65 High  

Low  

.87 

.50 

1.51 

1.24 

Robbery 2.88 High  

Low  

7.43 

1.21 

12.57 

2.49 

Robbery detected .92 High  

Low  

2.09 

.65 

4.03 

2.16 

Burglary  17.63 High  

Low  

22.21 

15.50 

56.93 

39.58 

Burglary detected 4.73 High  

Low  

6.56 

3.56 

10.51 

6.19 
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Drugs  7.67 High  

Low  

8.43 

5.28 

19.01 

8.66 

Drugs detected 6.50 High  

Low  

7.59 

4.38 

17.56 

8.26 

Theft from m/v 4.95 High  

Low  

5.03 

5.09 

8.32 

10.59 

Theft from m/v detected 2.17 High  

Low  

2.09 

1.25 

3.63 

3.31 

Theft of m/v 3.69 High  

Low  

2.40 

5.12 

3.90 

11.00 

Theft of m/v detected 1.59 High  

Low  

.71 

1.71 

1.32 

3.69 

Theft/handling 10.69 High  

Low  

10.62 

9.61 

11.65 

12.55 

Theft/handling detected 6.00 High  

Low  

5.46 

5.54 

7.67 

7.50 

Fraud  3.16 High  

Low  

4.18 

2.00 

9.57 

4.01 

Fraud detected 1.66 High  

Low  

2.90 

1.06 

8.43 

3.46 

Arson  0.56 High  

Low  

1.09 

.45 

2.24 

.72 

Arson detected 0.14 High  

Low  

.18 

.19 

.47 

.544 

Criminal damage 8.62 High  

Low  

6.12 

9.19 

10.31 

13.88 

Criminal damage 

detected 

3.75 High  

Low  

2.59 

3.93 

4.47 

5.93 

Other  7.52 High  

Low  

4.34 

10.19 

3.97 

16.54 

Other detected 4.65 High  

Low  

2.90 

5.51 

3.26 

6.13 
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Bonferroni corrections were applied because of the high number of independent 

sample t tests utilised on the data. The adjusted alpha level was 0.002. No statistically 

significant differences were found. In addition, a MANOVA was performed in order 

to establish whether membership of the high or low choice sets revealed a significant 

effect upon cases assigned or detected. No significant effects were found. 

 

3.3.5. The thirty skills, abilities and characteristics identified in previous research 

 

Respondents were asked to rate their chosen peers according to the thirty skills, 

abilities and characteristics identified in previous research. As discussed, this process 

was only carried out for choices of successful investigators (respondents were not 

asked to complete the same process for poor investigators). Thus, Table 3.8 lists the 

percentage of responses only for people chosen by their peers as successful. The 

Table also shows a final mean score of those qualities or attributes in the right hand 

column, and each attribute is listed in mean rank order to assist understanding. When 

making their choices and scoring the areas below, respondents were asked only to 

score areas they felt able to from personal knowledge of the individuals chosen. 

Where they had little knowledge, they were asked to leave that particular area blank. 

As a result, scores for each of the attributes were calculated individually, according to 

the frequency with which respondents scored them. The Table represents the 

frequency with which respondents felt their successful peers demonstrated the 

presence of those attributes. For the purposes of this Table, `independent’ represents 

independence of thought, `streetwise represents’ street intelligence, and `strategic’ 

represents strategic awareness. From the Table, it appears that the following areas 

scored the higher means, indicating that respondents found them to be dominant 
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attributes of successful volume crime investigators that they had identified: 

persistence (Rank 1; M=4.61), integrity (Rank 2; M=4.37), commitment (Rank 3; 

M=4.35), decision-making skills (Rank 4; M=4.34), nose for the job (Rank 5; 

M=4.33), good judgement (Rank 4.30; M=4.30), dedication (Rank 7; M=4.30), 

experience (Rank 8; M=4.30), motivation (Rank 9; M=4.27) and teamwork (Rank 10; 

M=4.17). 

Table 3.8 

Officer Perceptions of the Presence of the Thirty Attributes in Peers  

Rank Attribute Never Rare Sometimes Frequent Always Mean 

1. Persistence  0.00 0.73 8.82 40.80 49.63 4.39 

2. Integrity  0.00 1.12 14.23 30.71 53.93 4.37 

3. Commitment  0.00 0.74 10.48 40.82 47.94 4.35 

4. Decision-making 0.00 0.73 7.32 49.08 42.85 4.34 

5. Nose for the job 0.00 1.12 13.53 36.46 48.87 4.33 

6. Judgement  0.00 0.73 9.52 48.35 41.39 4.30 

7. Dedication  0.00 0.72 12.04 43.43 43.79 4.30 

8. Experience  0.36 3.64 13.86 30.65 51.45 4.29 

9. Motivation  0.00 2.52 12.27 40.43 44.76 4.27 

10. Teamwork  0.00 7.35 18.75 22.79 51.10 4.17 

11. Independent  0.00 2.57 16.91 41.17 39.33 4.17 

12. Streetwise 0.37 1.85 16.35 42.75 38.66 4.17 

13. Reasoning  0.36 2.18 14.96 47.81 34.67 4.14 

14. Communication  1.09 5.09 17.45 37.45 40.00 4.13 

15. Tenacity  0.00 1.48 17.77 47.03 33.70 4.12 

16. Initiative  0.00 1.86 15.29 51.11 31.71 4.12 
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17. Approachable 2.93 6.95 14.65 27.10 48.35 4.10 

18. Legal knowledge 0.00 2.91 17.91 51.23 27.91 4.04 

19. Planning 0.00 3.28 21.16 46.35 29.19 4.01 

20. Stability  1.11 7.03 17.03 39.25 35.55 4.01 

21. Intelligence  0.36 4.34 17.75 53.98 23.55 3.96 

22. Patience  0.36 4.34 18.11 54.34 22.82 3.94 

23. Objectivity  0.36 4.37 20.43 51.09 23.72 3.93 

24. Listening skills 1.10 3.67 23.89 43.75 27.57 3.93 

25. Leadership  0.72 8.30 24.18 37.90 28.88 3.85 

26. Creativity  0.00 4.90 35.09 36.98 23.01 3.78 

27. Strategic  3.06 9.57 27.96 33.71 25.67 3.69 

28. Training  0.40 12.1 35.36 37.80 14.22 3.53 

29. Empathy  4.46 12.2 26.76 39.03 17.47 3.52 

30. Education  2.32 13.4 38.13 37.20 8.83 3.36 

 
 
 
The following areas scored the lowest mean: education (Rank 30; M=3.36), empathy 

(Rank 29; M=3.52), training (Rank 28; M=3.53), strategic awareness (Rank 27; 

M=3.69), creativity (Rank 26; M=3.78), leadership (Rank 25; M=3.85), listening 

skills (Rank 24; M=3.93), objectivity (Rank 23; M=3.93), patience (Rank 22; 

M=3.94) and intelligence (Rank 21, M=3.96).  Table 3.9 compares the mean ranking 

of the importance of the 30 skills from Study One, with the mean ranking of their 

presence within perceived successful investigators. 

Table 3.9 

Ranking Comparison of Attribute Importance vs Presence in Peers 
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Study One rankings (N=64) Study Two presence (N=605) Overall 

1. Communication  1. Persistence  1. Commitment  

2. Motivation  2. Integrity  1. Persistence 

3. Commitment  3. Commitment  3. Decision-making 

4. Dedication  4. Decision-making 3. Dedication  

5. Persistence  5. Nose for the job 3. Motivation 

6. Initiative  6. Judgement  6. Integrity 

7. Decision-making 7. Dedication  7. Communication 

8. Reasoning  8. Experience  8. Judgement 

9. Listening skills 9. Motivation  9. Reasoning 

10. Integrity  10. Teamwork  10. Initiative 

11. Judgement  11. Independence of thought 11. Teamwork 

12. Tenacity  12. Street intelligence 12. Tenacity 

13. Legal knowledge 13. Reasoning  13. Nose for the job 

14. Teamwork  14. Communication  13. Independent thought  

15. Approachable  15. Tenacity  15. Street intelligence 

16. Objectivity  16. Initiative  15. Experience 

17. Patience  17. Approachable 15. Legal knowledge 

18. Independent thought 18. Legal knowledge 18. Approachable 

19. Street intelligence 19. Planning 19. Listening skills 

20. Planning  20. Stability  20. Planning 

21. Intelligence  21. Intelligence  20. Objectivity 

22. Creativity  22. Patience  20. Patience 

23. Experience  23. Objectivity  23. Intelligence 

24. Nose for the job 24. Listening skills 24. Stability 
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25. Stability  25. Leadership  25. Creativity 

26. Empathy  26. Creativity  26. Leadership 

27. Training  27. Strategic awareness 27. Training 

28. Leadership  28. Training  27. Empathy 

29. Strategic awareness 29. Empathy  29. Strategic awareness 

30. Education  30. Education  30. Education  

 

It is clear that the following areas are rated in both studies as important and more 

evident amongst successful practitioners: commitment, persistence, decision-making, 

motivation, dedication, judgment, reasoning, initiative, teamwork and tenacity. Those 

seemingly less important and less evident were: patience, planning, intelligence, 

stability, creativity, leadership, training, empathy, strategic awareness and education. 

 
3.4. Discussion 

 
 
Examples of good and poor practice 
 
 

Themes were identified when respondents gave examples of good practice within 

volume crime investigations. Respondents’ examples stressed the importance of 

capturing evidence early, whether it was in the form of physical evidence (i.e. forensic 

material, CCTV evidence) or in terms of identifying witnesses and obtaining suitable 

evidence from them. These actions seemed more likely to be at or around the time of 

the offence taking place, stressing once again the importance of what has been termed 

the golden hour and the need quickly to capture as much evidence as possible (ACPO, 

Centrex, 2005). In terms of investigator activity, examples stressed the importance of 

persistence on the part of the investigator as well as thoroughness and a commitment 
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to pursue the case to a successful conclusion, suggesting here that respondents felt 

that individual actions can make a significant contribution to the outcome of cases. 

 

The presence in abundance of examples of commitment, persistence, determination 

and motivation also echoed respondents’ ratings of the traits that they felt were 

evident in successful peers. These areas were high in a combined ranking list (see 

Table 3.9). Other examples stressed the importance of witness care to success. 

Examples provided identified how building rapport, particularly with victims, ensured 

that the victim felt supported and as a consequence the case was more likely to have a 

positive outcome within the Criminal Justice System. Respondents stressed the 

importance of obtaining good intelligence, linking this to good interviewing of 

suspects. Examples of poor practice identified cases where officers failed to complete 

thorough interviews through laziness, coupled with poor planning and preparation, 

stressing once again the importance of interviewing to successful outcomes 

(Cherryman & Bull, 2000).    

 

In terms of other evidence of poor practice, unsurprisingly, examples were the 

antithesis of the good examples, demonstrating some convergence in responses. 

Failing to capture important information early was cited often, with examples 

provided of officers failing to follow simple leads and not checking relevant evidence 

thoroughly (i.e. CCTV).  Lack of thoroughness as well as laziness appeared to be 

constant themes. Numerous occasions were cited where officers failed to complete 

background checks on suspects, leading to incomplete interviews, or failed to follow 

up forensic opportunities, leading to lesser charges being preferred against a suspect. 

The use of leading questions was also highlighted as an area of poor practice, but this 
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did not appear to be widespread in the examples provided by respondents. One last 

theme to emerge as evidence of poor practice revolved around investigative mindset. 

There were examples given, some in rape cases, where officers approached 

investigations with scepticism if, for instance, a victim had made similar reports in the 

past. This is an important issue. Core investigative doctrine (ACPO, Centrex, 2005) 

encourages officers to approach investigations with an open mind. Officers are taught 

to utilise investigative mindset in order to approach their cases with active 

professionalism (Stelfox, 2010; Tong et al., 2010). However, recent research suggests 

that a form of institutionalised cynicism still exists in rape investigations (Kelly, 

Lovett and Regan, 2005). Whilst there was no suggestion that this had a detrimental 

effect upon the investigation in the example cited, a cynical approach to such an 

investigation may determine the success or otherwise of the case, because choice of 

investigative actions, depth of evidence gathering and level of resource allocation are 

all determined by investigators with the wrong mindset. Such blinkered approach has 

been demonstrated to have a detrimental effect upon several recent and notable cases 

(Shipman, 2005; Worboys, 2010), and is a significant factor in miscarriages of justice 

(Savage and Milne, 2009). 

 

Comparison between High Choice and Low Choice sets  
 
 

The distribution of gender in the high choice set (78.1% male; 21.9% female) is 

roughly equivalent to the national distribution of gender within the 43 UK Police 

forces of roughly 3 to 1 in favour of males (76% males, 24% females, Home Office, 

2008). However, when one looks at the low choice set the number of females rises to 

40.6%.  Does this represent a continuation of the male dominated environment of 
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policing, where females are seen to be second-class professionals by men? (Chan, 

1997) The likely answer to this is “no”, although it cannot be ruled out entirely. What 

suggests that the answer is “no” is the willingness of current investigators within 

volume crime teams to select females amongst their top five investigators. In at least 

two forces, respondents chose a female officer from amongst their peers as one of the 

most successful investigators. The mean age of the high choice set was higher than 

the mean age of the low choice set. This appears to be significant, particularly when 

linked to work experience. The mean length of service of the high choice set was also 

higher than the mean length of service of the low choice set. Both of these differences 

were statistically significant. It appears that respondents were identifying with the 

older and more experienced investigators when considering the issue of investigative 

success.  

 

Whilst this is not surprising in relation to age, it is quite surprising in relation to 

experience, given that respondents in Study One rated experience low in terms of how 

important it was to success. On the other hand, traditionally the police are known to 

prefer the notion of experience as fundamental to police work, as that is where 

investigative ‘craft’ is perceived to develop (Bayley & Bittner, 1994; Innes, 2003). It 

appears that respondents in Study Two, when identifying success were nominating 

officers who were older and more experienced.  This was consistent with respondent 

ratings of the presence of the attributes within successful investigators. There, 

experience was ranked eighth, suggesting that it still carries some importance in 

respondents perceptions. Are these results demonstrating something about the 

prevailing culture of investigative work? Is it the case that investigators assume that 



 

132 
 
 
  

age and experience equal ability and therefore success (Bayley & Bittner, 1994; Innes, 

2003)?  

As a result of this part of the discussion, it was hypothesised that respondents would 

choose people who were older than in the low choice set. This was indeed the case. In 

addition, it was hypothesised that they would choose people who were more 

experienced. They chose people who had a greater length of service than those who 

were in the low choice set. What is unclear is the amount of knowledge that each 

respondent had relating to the experience or length of service of his or her peers. 

Sometimes this can be identified by detailed working knowledge, or simply by 

looking at an officers force number. This might give peers an indication of length of 

service, although an officer could be a transferee and have more experience than their 

force number might suggest.  

 

When one then looks at the rank distribution between the high choice set and the low 

choice set, one can also see a difference between them. More sergeants are 

represented in the high choice set than in the low choice set. This tends to suggest that 

respondents are more likely to identify lack of success in the constable rank than any 

other, although they may also identify that some supervisors have the skills necessary 

for successful investigation. This may be a consequence of the specific relationship 

between the investigator and their supervisor (Maguire et al. 1993). Usually the 

supervisor will provide advice on investigative cases and development of appropriate 

lines of enquiry, and as such will be seen as a more capable and knowledgeable 

investigator. In addition, it is possible that respondents either chose supervisors 

because of their perceived experience as investigators or because of the specific 

working relationships they have developed (Maguire & Norris, 1992).  
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In the high choice set, the largest proportion of educational level was that of GCSE or 

O level equivalent. This represented nearly half of those chosen.  The second highest 

was A level. In comparison, the largest proportion of educational level in the low 

choice set was degree level, with A level and GCSE or O level equivalent. This seems 

to be consistent with one of the findings of Study One in relation to officers’ 

perceptions. Officers were asked to rate how important they felt education was to 

achievement of investigative success. ‘Education’ recorded the lowest mean of all the 

30 attributes, indicating that officers felt that educational level was least important to 

investigative success. Nearly half of the high choice set achieved O level or 

equivalent upon leaving school. In the low choice set, the choice of 40.6% of 

individuals with higher academic background could possibly be taken to suggest that 

officers believe that those with a lower educational level are more practical and able 

to investigate more successfully. For a number of reasons, this is not clear however, 

as it is unknown to what extent they were aware of their peers’ educational 

backgrounds. Of those responding to questionnaire B (N=121), 28.1% achieved O 

level or equivalent, 27.3% achieved A level, whilst 28.9% were from degree level. 

This was a fairly representative spread of the main educational levels. It seems 

unlikely that officers were identifying success based solely upon educational levels, 

particularly as they seemed to feel that educational level was unimportant to achieving 

success. What appears more likely is that they were again making their choices based 

upon perceived experience. Age, of course, may be linked to experience. Once again, 

officers’ perceptions of the importance of education to investigative success were that 

it made little difference. The result seems to contradict previous research which 

suggested that at least some college education would be suggestive of future success 
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(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Smith & Aomodt, 1997), and that lower educational levels 

are more likely to lead to more disciplinary problems within the service (Cohen & 

Chaiken, 1987). 

 

There appeared to be a difference between the high and low choice sets in terms of 

educational success, but this was not statistically significant. Prior to Study Two, it 

was hypothesized that there would be a difference between the high and low sets. This 

hypothesis is rejected in favour of the null hypothesis that there is no significant 

difference between the two sets, although some interesting trends emerged within the 

data.   

 

There was a significant difference between the groups in relation to national 

investigator training. In the high choice set, almost all of those chosen had been 

trained. The picture was different in the low choice set with the distribution more 

even, but just in favour of untrained officers (N=19 untrained; N=13 trained).  An 

hypothesis prior to this study suggested that there would be a significant difference 

between the high and low choice sets in relation to national investigator training. 

Despite the fact that respondents in Study One rated training very low in terms of 

importance to investigative success, it has been established in other studies that it was 

potentially important (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987). The statistically significant 

difference leads to the conclusion that that the hypothesis has in fact been proven and 

there was a significant difference in training between the two sets.  Did respondents 

choose peers with this knowledge in mind? If so there could again be a link to 

perceived experience, not just in the police service but also in terms of the 

investigator role. Perhaps they see their peers as more capable if they have passed the 
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national investigator course: in a sense, having earned their right to be in the role 

(Innes, 2003). Once officers pass the course they have traditionally been able to call 

themselves ‘detective’, thus marking them out from their peers. On the other hand, is 

it because those trained demonstrate superior investigative ability? Unfortunately 

there is insufficient evidence in the responses to point to any particular possibility 

here.  

 

Analysis of previous experience prior to joining the police service revealed no 

significant difference between the high and low sets. It was hypothesized that there 

would be a significant difference between the two sets, but the result rejects this 

hypothesis in favour of the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in 

relation to previous experience prior to joining the police. This area will be further 

examined once high and low performing groups are identified later in the programme 

of research.  

 

Previous studies (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Greenwood et al. 1977) have suggested 

that one potential signifier of successful investigators relates to how often they have 

received good work reports or letters of satisfaction from victims of crime. There was 

no significant difference in the mean number of commendations and letters of 

appreciation between the high choice set and the low choice set, although 

interestingly the low choice set had a slightly higher mean score. The hypothesis that 

there would be a difference between the high and low choice sets in relation to 

commendations or letters of appreciation must is rejected in favour of the null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the two sets. 
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Finally, it was possible to isolate the difference in detection figures between the high 

choice and low choice sets. The high choice set dealt with more cases and detected 

more of them than the low choice set, and it seemed that they dealt with more of the 

most serious crimes such as sexual offences and robbery. These types of cases can 

attract media attention, are generally considered more serious and are usually 

allocated to investigators considered more capable of dealing with them.  

Interestingly, those in the low choice set appeared to be dealing with the more high 

volume cases that attract less attention than the higher profile sexual offences and 

robberies, such as criminal damage, theft of motor vehicle and other offences. This 

suggests that cases might be being assigned to investigators based upon perceived 

experience, ability and training, and thus the more serious cases appear to be assigned 

to the high choice group. However, a MANOVA was conducted on the data. No 

significant effect was found between membership of the high or low choice sets and 

the numbers of cases assigned or detected. 

 

The 30 skills and the high choice set 

 

Both Studies One and Two ranked the 30 skills, abilities and characteristics identified 

by previous research, but from different perspectives. Study One asked respondents 

how important respondents felt these were to investigative success. Study Two asked 

them to rate the skills in terms of how frequently they were observed in their 

nominated peers. ‘Education’ scored the lowest in both mean rankings. This is 

surprising, bearing in mind the link between education and success and the fact that it 

had been identified in previous studies as a key indicator of potential investigator 

success (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987).  
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Also, somewhat surprisingly, empathy scored low in terms of overall mean in both 

studies, indicating firstly (as in Study One) that respondents did not feel that empathy 

was as important to investigative success as other attributes, and secondly (as in Study 

Two) that empathy was an attribute that was less present in successful investigators 

than might be imagined (Holmberg & Christiannson, 2008; McGurk et al., 2004). It 

appears to be the case that respondents didn’t feel it was critical to success, perhaps 

because they do not see the attribute present in officers they identify as being 

successful. There are two important questions that arise from this analysis. It has been 

suggested that empathy is important for a range of activities within criminal 

investigation, such as interviewing victims and witnesses, and that it is an important 

quality for an officer to possess (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Holmberg & Christiansson, 

2002; Holmberg, 2004; McGurk et al., 1992). Is it the case that the respondents in this 

study underestimate the importance of empathy to the investigative role? Is it also 

possible that officers within the high choice set simply do not display that particular 

quality in front of their peers but merely use it where it is necessary - when dealing 

with victims or witnesses? As an example, in many of the force areas officers found it 

amusing that those particular individuals they had chosen in their top five did not 

display some of the qualities listed such as stability, intelligence and approachability 

to a great extent. Yet some of those same individuals were the first to offer assistance, 

guidance and even the odd mug of tea for the researcher. Is it possible that these 

officers do not display all of their qualities in the presence of their peers (and 

consequently their peers do not identify them with that quality), yet they do display 

them when in contact with victims, witnesses and potential suspects? 
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Stability scored low in both studies. In fact in Study One a quarter of respondents felt 

that stability was only moderately important to success or lower. In the present study, 

over 40% felt that stability was demonstrated sometimes, rarely or never. It is 

interesting that some respondents feel that stability is not extremely important to 

success, as this too appears to contrast with previous studies (Cohen & Chaiken, 

1987). Stability is rooted in the general area of personality. It will be recalled that in 

Study One, respondents felt that it took different types of personality to be successful 

within volume crime investigation. Personality is an area that will be explored later 

within in this programme of research.  

 

Leadership and strategic awareness also scored low in both studies, suggesting that (a) 

investigators did not feel that they were as important to success within volume crime 

investigation as other attributes, and (b) that people they identified as successful did 

not possess those attributes in a strong way but were nevertheless successful. 

Interestingly both of theses qualities emanated from the study into the skills, abilities 

and characteristics of an effective SIO (Smith & Flanagan, 2000). As these were 

highlighted as important qualities for an effective manager of major and serious crime 

investigations, it may not be too surprising that respondents did not feel they were 

important for success in volume crime investigations, nor did they see those traits as 

apparent in successful peers. Whether they are in fact important at the level of volume 

crime investigations is another question that remains unanswered. A volume crime 

investigator has to manage an investigation irrespective of its seriousness, and as such 

may need to display qualities similar to an SIO in a major crime investigation. 

Somewhat surprisingly, listening skills and objectivity scored low in Study Two, 

suggesting that some identified successful volume crime investigators do not possess 
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these skills to any great extent to the point that they are dominant traits, even though 

they scored highly in officers’ perceptions of the top ten skills, abilities and 

characteristics of a successful volume crime investigator (objectivity was ranked 5th, 

listening skills ranked 10th). Lack of objectivity would be a surprising deficiency in 

successful investigators. Core investigative doctrine (ACPO, Centrex, 2005) 

encourages officers to be objective by developing an investigative mindset, and lack 

of objectivity can lead to miscarriages of justice (Milne & Bull, 2008). Intelligence 

and creativity were similarly low scoring (under a mean of 4.0). Both of these results 

were surprising. Intelligence has been highlighted as an important indicator of success 

in previous studies (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987, Maguire, 1994) and in textbooks on 

criminal investigation (Osterberg & Ward, 2000).  It appears that, like education, 

respondents do not feel that intelligence is as important to success as some of the 

other attributes identified. However, this finding is consistent with Study One, where 

intelligence ranked fairly low when respondents were asked to list the top ten skills, 

abilities and characteristics of a successful volume crime investigator. Regarding 

creativity, investigators in Study One felt that this was important to success when 

asked to rate a top ten without knowledge of previous research.  Creativity was also 

ranked as the most important attribute of an effective detective in a recent Norwegian 

study (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008). Is it possible that the same question mentioned 

on the previous page could be asked here? Do those identified as successful not 

possess these attributes at all, or do they just not display them in front of their peers?  

 

Top scoring attributes from both studies were: commitment, persistence, decision-

making, motivation, dedication, judgment, reasoning, initiative, teamwork and 

tenacity. In Study Two, respondents also identified areas such as experience, good 
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judgement and decision-making skills as important characteristics of the high choice 

set. Experience seemed to fare well when asking respondents to mark their peers as 

successful (Rank 8; M=4.29), yet in Study One respondents did not feel that it was as 

important to success (Rank 23; M=3.72). Interestingly, respondents identified nose for 

the job and street intelligence as important attributes in the individuals they chose. 

This too was inconsistent with Study One where these areas were low scoring. 

 

Surprisingly, whilst respondents in Study One chose communication skills as the most 

important of the 30 skills, abilities and characteristics, this did not fare as well in 

Study Two when respondents were asked to identify their top five investigators and 

mark them according to those skills. Communication skills came midway in the list of 

results (rank 14; M=4.13). It should be remembered, however, that the numbers of 

respondents from each study are different (N=64 for Study One, N=121 for Study 

Two), and that each set of respondents was asked a different question. Study One 

asked respondents to identify the skills etc. by their importance to success, whilst 

respondents in Study Two were asked to mark individuals they had picked in terms of 

how frequently those traits were demonstrated by them. For these reasons, no 

effective statistical comparison can be made between the two, other than to identify 

areas of interest from such results.   As a result, an hypothesis was advanced prior to 

this study that respondents would rank areas such as communication, decision-making 

and motivation highly, and areas such as education, training, empathy intelligence and 

stability would rate at the lower in terms of presence in successful investigators. This 

hypothesis was borne out by the results of the study.  
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3.5. Conclusion 
 
 

This chapter has looked at identifying successful volume crime investigators utilising 

peer nominations. This is a tried and tested method that has been used successfully by 

previous research. It has been used in the policing context to help identify effective 

SIOs (Smith & Flanagan, 2000). The use of this method within Study Two has 

allowed for a comparison between two groups - those identified in the high choice set 

against those in a low choice set. The low choice set comprised those individuals who 

were either not nominated by their peers at all as successful or those who were 

nominated rarely by their peers as successful. It must be stressed at this stage that this 

does not mean that those in the low choice set are poor investigators or were 

considered as such. It merely means that they did not come to the forefront of the 

minds of respondents when they were asked to nominate a top five of their own. 

There are all sorts of reasons as to why they may not have been nominated. Firstly 

they may have been new to the team and consequently had not had the opportunity to 

work with peers long enough for them to be familiar with their work. Secondly, they 

may work in smaller teams where the likelihood of working with everyone else is less 

than in a traditional CID office. For these reasons, some individuals may not have 

received nominations from peers. It is to be expected in research such as this, when a 

snapshot is taken of a department at any given time, that consideration must be given 

to these issues.  

 

Various hypotheses were posited at the beginning of the study and the results 

provided evidence that respondents chose older and more experienced colleagues as 

successful. They also chose people who had been trained in the national investigator 
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programme or equivalent, although it is not clear whether they would have known this 

when they made their choices or whether this made a difference to their choices. No 

significant differences were found between the high and low choice sets in relation to 

educational background, previous experience prior to joining the police, cases 

assigned and detections, or commendations or letters of appreciation. In addition, it 

was demonstrated, consistent with original hypotheses, that respondents ranked areas 

such as communication, motivation and decision-making higher than areas such as 

stability, intelligence, empathy, training and education. Education ranked lowest in 

both Studies One and Two.    

 

Finally, it needs to be stressed that this chapter has dealt with peer nominations, which 

is a very subjective area. It is to be hoped that individuals responding to the 

questionnaire would have put aside their ‘personal biases’ and nominated individuals 

based upon their perceptions of their investigative abilities. This does not rule out the 

possibility that people can and will be influenced by friendships, biases and other 

irrelevant considerations. It is for these reasons that this programme of research now 

seeks to identify successful volume crime investigators by using objective measures 

(such as arrest convictability (Forst, 1977), high and low detectability (Maguire et al., 

1993) identified in previous research, and arrests, detections and convictions). Which 

investigators will make up high and low detection sets? Will they be the same as those 

identified in the high and low choice sets within this study? What characteristics will 

they have? How will the sets differ, if at all? All of these questions and many more 

will hopefully be answered in the forthcoming chapter. 

 
 
 
 



 

143 
 
 
  

Chapter Four 
 
 

Study Three : Identifying successful investigators using objective methods 
 
 
 
 

4.1 Introduction  

 

In Chapter One, it was stated that prior research had looked at traditional measures 

used to determine success of individual forces. The detection rate, or clear up rate, 

was used most commonly to do this. Home Office Circular 17/1993 (1993) made it 

clear that there were a number of ways in which crimes could be cleared up, even if 

this did not mean that a culprit was ever brought before the courts. Previous research 

had identified that there was widespread dissatisfaction with the clear up rate as the 

sole measurement of success within investigations (Burrows & Tarling, 1987; 

Chatterton, 1987; Maguire et al. 1993). Such research cited the main reason for this 

dissatisfaction as being that detection figures could potentially (and easily) be 

manipulated and form a false picture of the reality of investigative work (Greenberg et 

al., 1972; Greenwood, 1970; Greenwood et al., 1977; Skolnick, 1966). In addition, 

solely using the clear up rate as a measure of success might lead to investigations 

merely chasing the `result’ as opposed to investigating the crime and searching for the 

truth - increasing the potential of `noble cause corruption’ and miscarriages of justice 

(Savage & Milne, 2007; Tong, 2004). Little previous research discussed the clear up 

rate in terms of measurement of the success of individual investigators, in that much 

of the research deals with this area in relation to the clear up rate as a measure of 

success of BCU`s or forces as a whole.  Those studies, which do discuss individuals 

and individual performance, suggest that the clear up rate alone is insufficient as a 
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measure of success for an individual investigator (Cohen & Chaiken, 1977; Maguire 

et al., 1992). 

 

Interestingly, in Study One (Chapter Two) investigators were asked a number of 

questions relating to what success was in volume crime investigation and their views 

on how it should be measured in relation to individual investigators and individual 

investigations. Detections ranked highest in answer to all of these questions. It must 

be stressed, however, that respondents invariably felt that the clear up rates alone 

should not be the sole indicator of success, but should be one of a number of different 

criteria. Common areas of measurement cited were conviction rates, victim 

satisfaction and thoroughness (see Chapter Two). Even on a geographical basis, there 

appears to be a shift away from using the clear up rate as a measure of success. The 

National Policing Plan (Home Office, 2004-2008) identifies that forces will be judged 

on several criteria, not just the clear up rate. Modern forces are measured on areas 

such as: user satisfaction/citizen focus, public confidence, performance in fairness and 

diversity, crime levels (taken from national statistics), offences brought to justice, 

sanctioned detections, domestic violence, traffic, quality of life, frontline policing and 

use of resources.   

 

In 2009 forces such as Essex Police announced that they would no longer consider 

their clear up rate as a measure for success but would instead consider citizen focus as 

the main criterion for success.  Despite the above, when considering objective 

measures of success in terms of an individual investigator, detection figures cannot be 

ignored completely. At present, they are still utilised as a measure of success by the 
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majority of forces on a strategic level, and Study One indicates that respondents feel 

they are important as one of a number of measures of success. 

    

Previous studies have also identified ways in which the success or otherwise of 

individual investigators could be identified. As discussed in Chapter One, these 

include the following: Forst (1980), who discussed calculating the arrest 

convictability rate and suggested dividing the total number of arrests by the total 

number of cases ending in conviction, and Eck (1983), who suggested a formula for 

working out whether an individual investigator was performing successfully utilising 

expected case outcomes. Maguire et al. (1993) suggested looking at the distinction 

between high detectability cases and low detectability cases (High detectability cases 

were those where there was a likelihood of success because there was good 

information relating to the suspect from the beginning of the investigation). These 

cases were much more likely to succeed and, according to Maguire et al. (1993), took 

little investigative effort to bring to a successful conclusion. The low detectability 

crimes however, involved little or no available information and were harder to 

investigate to a successful conclusion. Maguire et al. (1993) suggested that success 

could be measured by how well a force did in investigating these latter types of 

crimes as opposed to the high detectability crimes. Whilst these suggestions were 

made in relation to the success of forces and not individuals, this could be useful in 

measuring the success or otherwise of individual investigators. The only moot point 

was whether modern volume crime officers were ever given low detectability crimes 

to investigate or whether such crimes were filed at source because of the lack of 

information available from the outset.  
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In light of the above, the aims of Study Three were: 
 
 

1. To subject the work of the 213 volume crime investigators to objective 

measurements provided by previous research in order to determine a list of top 

30 successful investigators. Specifically, the study attempted to obtain relevant 

data from the six forces relating to detections, arrests, case files, convictions 

and solvability factors for each of the volume crime investigators with a view 

to identifying a group of 30 individuals in a high detection set and a group of 

30 individuals in a low detection set. 

2. To compare high and low detection sets, in order to assess whether there are 

any significant differences, and to draw relevant conclusions from the data. 

3. To compare high and low choice sets with high and low detection sets, and 

draw relevant conclusions. 

4. Identify groups of high and low performers by combining results from both 

Study One and Study Two. Each of these groups will then be compared to the 

high and low choice and detection sets to identify any consistent themes. In 

later studies the high and low performing groups will then be subjected to a 

series of tests in order to assess whether there are characteristics they possess 

that peers in another group do not. 

 

All of this will be undertaken with a view to exploring some of the main questions 

posited at the beginning of this research programme. Firstly, can a mixture of 

objective measures identified by previous research distinguish successful volume 

crime investigators? The initial notion is that they can. Secondly, in relation to 

utilising high detectability and low detectability offences to measure individual 
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success, it this possible in the modern era or are low detectability offences routinely 

filed at source? These issues were explored in the following Chapter. 

 

Hypotheses: 

 

1) It is hypothesised that those in the high detection set will be older and have a 

greater length of service than those in the low detection set and that this will 

be to a statistically significant level. 

2) Additionally, it is hypothesised that those in the high detection set will have 

more commendations and letters of appreciation than their low detection 

counterparts, to a statistically significant level. 

3) There will be significant differences between the high and low detection sets 

in relation to educational background, previous experience and training. 

4) The high performing group will be contrasted with the low performing group. 

There will be significant differences between these groups in relation to age, 

education, training, length of service, previous experience and commendations 

or letters of appreciation. 

 

4.2. Method 

 

4.2.1. Design 

 

Each of the participating forces was asked to provide objective data in relation to all 

of the potential 213 members of the crime groups taking part in the study. The 

information was analysed in order to identify any objective and consistent data that 
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could be used to discriminate successful investigators from less successful 

investigators. Data were counted and entered into SPSS and subjected to statistical 

analysis. A high detection set was identified as well as a low detection set. These were 

compared to the high and low choice sets from Study Two. Finally, high and low 

performing groups were identified by combining the detection and choice sets. These 

groups were then compared to the high/low choice sets and the high/low detection 

sets. The data were examined using independent sample t tests to see if there were any 

significant differences between the mean scores for each of the sets and groups 

identified. The results are outlined below. 

 

4.2.2. Participants 

 

The sample consisted of 213 officers. These were the total numbers working within 

the relevant crime teams volunteered by the forces for the study. What was known 

about potential participants has already been discussed in Chapter Three (above). 

 

4.2.3. Materials 

 

The information required for the data collection was identified in advance. Forces 

were asked to provide information falling into the following categories, in relation to 

each member of the designated crime group, up to and including the rank of Detective 

Inspector: Arrests since 01.01.06, Case files since 01.01.06, convictions (at court) 

since 01.01.06, crime reports allocated since 01.01.06, crime reports detected since 

01.01.06, low detectability cases since 01.01.06 (allocated and detected) and high 
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detectability cases since 01.01.06 (allocated and detected). It was of course 

anticipated that each officer would have a varying workload.  

 

4.2.4. Procedure  

 

Each participating force was approached for assistance in collecting the data required 

for the study. As the data were covered by the Data Protection Act 1998 (DPA) and 

each force had its own rules and regulations about access, the researcher was acutely 

aware that collection of the required data was very much at the mercy of individual 

force practices, procedures and protocols. It was also not known at this stage whether 

each force actually held all of the required data. 

 
The six participating forces were asked to provide objective criteria relating to the 213 

officers working within their nominated volume crime group. It was a requirement of 

the study that the same crime groups were used (as in Study Two) because the 

ultimate goal was to try to identify successful investigators from within each crime 

group by combining both the subjective and objective data generated. Therefore, 

crime data were requested in relation to officers within the relevant crime groups. 

Each of the six participating forces was asked to provide objective figures for 

individual officers in the following categories: crimes dealt with by each officer 

between January 2006 and June 2008, indicating the disposal of that case (i.e. 

detected, undetected and the relevant BTJ criteria), case files dealt with over the same 

period of time, arrests made over the same period of time together with disposals (i.e. 

charge, BTJ criteria or refused charge) and conviction rates per officer. Finally, and 

somewhat optimistically, forces were asked to provide any detail they could 

concerning the solvability of the crimes that their officers had successfully detected.  
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All 213 investigators were capable of being part of both Studies Two and Three. In 

Study Two officers provided subjective opinions concerning who they felt were 

successful and nominated their top five from amongst their peers. A ranking list was 

compiled of all the officers in each of the six participating crime groups, together with 

their subjective percentage of nominations. In this third study objective figures were 

obtained for the same individuals, specifically the number of cases dealt with 

including detections.  These were also compiled in the form of a ranking list. Simply, 

an officer was allotted points depending upon where they ranked on each of the 

subjective and objective lists. For instance, an officer with a 100% subjective vote 

would score one point for being ranked first in the subjective list. That same officer 

might detect 60 crimes within the specified period and thus might be ranked thirteenth 

in the objective list. Both the scores were added together to produce a final score. In 

the example given this officer would score fourteen points (1+13=14). The lower an 

individual officer’s score, the nearer to the top of a final ranking position they would 

be in their individual force. This calculation was repeated for every one of the 

potential officers from each crime group, and a final ranking list compiled. As a result 

of this process, a combined top set of thirty was identified, after factoring out officers 

who did not take part in the study.  

 
Once the data had been received, the intention was to analyse the data in the following 

manner. Firstly, simple counting of crimes that each investigator had dealt with over a 

two and a half year period together with detection rate, types of crimes investigated 

and means of disposal. Current brought to justice criteria include methods of disposal 

additional to the obvious one of charging a suspect. These could be recorded as any of 

the following: Detected - Brought to justice criteria - charge, caution, reprimand; 
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Detected - No Further Action (NFA) (victim does not wish to pursue, offender 

deceased, etc.); Detected - TIC (Taken into consideration); Undetected - NFA (filed, 

no further action) 

 

An important aspiration of this study was to isolate a top set of investigators in terms 

of these objective measures and compare these to the high choice set identified within 

Study Two. Forces were again assured that the material would be treated in the 

strictest confidence, and that individuals would not be identified from the research 

findings. The researcher visited each force in order to discuss the requirements. Each 

of the forces provided a single point of contact to provide the required material. In 

some forces, such as West Midlands Police, this was a fairly easy request that was 

searchable on the force’s separate databases from a central location. In other forces, 

such as Lancashire, the data were accessible only on an area basis by searching each 

individual database available with the officer’s name and collar number. Where 

possible, in Lancashire, the researcher was granted access to various computer 

systems in order gather the relevant data. 

 

4.3. Results 
 

4.3.1 Sample 

 

Table 4.1 indicates what relevant data the six forces were able to provide. No single 

police force was able to provide all of the data required. It was interesting to see the 

disparity of computer systems between the different forces. Not all of the forces, for 

example, had linked data systems where all of these criteria could be searched on one 

database. Obtaining each form of data meant utilising different databases within each 
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force. Kent Police had a database for crime reports (including disposal data), a 

separate database for custody (to find arrest information) and a case track system for 

any case file data. Conviction rates could be gleaned for each officer by searching 

each individual crime report and looking for ultimate disposal, or by checking each 

arrested person’s criminal record to see whether a record had been made of the 

disposal.   

Table 4.1 

Objective Data Supplied by Individual Forces 

Force Detections Arrests Case 

files 

Convictions Solvability 

factors 

Kent  � � � � X 

Thames valley � � X X X 

North Wales � (Not 

disposals) 

� (Not 

disposals) 

X X X 

Lancashire � � � � X 

Devon & 

Cornwall 

� � X X X 

West Midlands � � X X � 

(01/01/08) 

 

There appeared to be no consistency in relation to whether an individual’s record had 

been updated with a conviction in the internal force computers. The only record 

consistently updated would have been the Police National Computer (PNC). Many of 

the forces did not have any specific data relating to solvability factors. These had to 

be searched separately, tracking each individual crime or case. Thames Valley Police 

provided material relating to detections and arrests, but had no case track system in 

place. The same force could not provide detail relating to convictions or solvability 

factors. North Wales could only provide details of detections per officer. They 
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provided arrest statistics per officer but these did not give indications of disposals. 

Lancashire Police provided most of the criteria required, except solvability factors. 

Devon and Cornwall Police could only provide detection and arrest information. West 

Midlands Police provided details of detections and arrests but could not provide 

details of officers’ caseloads. West Midlands Police were the only force that had 

recently begun to record solvability factors for detected crimes. In their crime 

database, information around solvability factors was recorded in addition to the usual 

detail. From January 2008, detected crimes will show what led to the positive disposal 

of the case such as witness information; whether the offender was caught at or near 

the scene; whether they were caught by forensic evidence or whether they were 

caught by investigative activity independent of the above criteria (it is not known 

whether this initiative survives today).  

 

As a result of the above, for the purpose of identifying a set of investigators from 

objective measures, this study concentrated only upon detections, as this was the only 

consistent measure available for each individual investigator from the participating 

forces. A ranking list was compiled from the detection figures over the 30-month 

period. The top five and bottom five were identified from within each of the 

participating volume crime teams. Below is a breakdown of the high and low 

detection sets, followed by a comparison between the two. Following this, 

comparisons will be made between the high and low detection sets and the high and 

low choice sets from Study Two.   
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4.3.2  Comparing high and low detection sets 

 

The high detection set 

 

The distribution of gender in the high detection set was 20 males (66.7%) compared 

to 10 females (33.3%). The mean age was 33.2 years (SD=7.34). In terms of length of 

service, the mean length of service of the high detection set was 9.05 years 

(SD=5.80). In the high detection set, 28 investigators (93.3%) were from constable 

level (PC or DC). Two (6.7%) were from the sergeant level (PS or DS). None were 

from the level of detective inspector.  

 

In terms of educational level, 1 person (3.3%%) was from the level of CSE, 9 (30%) 

were from GCSE or O level equivalent, 11 (36.7%) were from A level, 7 (23.3%) 

were from degree level, 1 (3.3%) were from postgraduate level and 1 (3.3%) was 

from the level designated ‘other’ (other in this instance indicated a level of HND or 

HNC). In terms of previous experience prior to joining the police force, 2 (6.7%) of 

the high detection set had no previous experience, 2 (6.7%) had primarily business 

experience, 3 (10%) had experience of working primarily in the leisure industry, 2 

(6.7%) had primarily a sales background, 4 (13.3%) had primarily a military 

background, 5 (16.7%) had previously been students, 4 (13.3%) had primarily 

management experience, 2 (6.7%) had primarily childcare experience, 1 (3.3%) had 

primarily a media background,  2 (6.7%) had previous government experience, 1 

(3.3%) had a background in construction,  and  2 (6.7%) other. The mean of 

commendations or letters of appreciation within the high detection set was 1.90 
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(SD=2.51). The mean of assigned cases dealt with by the high detection set was 

159.93 (SD=137.02). The mean number of detections for the high detection set was 

96.63 (SD=65.56). The distribution of people trained in national investigator training 

showed that 40% had not been trained (N=12), whilst 60% had been trained (N=18). 

 

The low detection set  

 

Detection rate calculations revealed a set of 30 individuals who had the lowest 

detection rates amongst each volume crime team. Over half (56%) were from the 

sergeant or detective inspector rank. This would be an expected outcome considering 

that the main role of the supervisors and managers would be to advise their 

subordinates on their cases and only deal with the more serious investigations (i.e. 

rape) (Stelfox, 2011). Forces appeared to leave it to the discretion of each supervisor 

or manager as to how much involvement they had in day-to-day criminal 

investigations. In some volume crime teams, supervisors took on roles overseeing 

particular high volume crimes such as motor vehicle crime. In other areas supervisors 

kept the traditional role of advising other officers in the majority of investigations 

whilst only investigating serious cases themselves. As a result of the above, any 

supervisors or managers appearing in the low detection set were factored out as their 

presence in the set was expected. Keeping them in the set would have been likely to 

skew results. The adjusted low detection set comprised 5 officers from each crime 

group not in a supervisory or management rank who recorded the lowest detection 

figures in the 30-month period. Also factored out were reduced hours workers and 

those who had not been working within that crime group for the 30-month period. 

Those supervisors appearing in the high set were kept in on the basis that if they were 



 

156 
 
 
  

high performing investigators they should not be excluded from the data. 

Consideration was given to removing all supervisors but this would mean that 

important data concerning the make-up of a high detection set might be lost.  

 

The distribution of gender in the adjusted low detection set was 17 males (56.7%) 

compared to 13 females (43.3%). The mean age was 35.47 years (SD=7.13). In terms 

of length of service, the mean length of service of the low detection set was 10.47 

years (SD=7.34). All officers were from the rank of PC or DC. In terms of educational 

level, 9 (30%) were from GCSE/O level, 10 (33%) were from A level, 10 (33%), were 

from degree level and 1 (3,3%) was from postgraduate level. In terms of previous 

experience prior to joining the police force, 2 of the low detection set (6.7%) had no 

previous experience, 4 (13.3%) had primarily business experience, 1 (3.3%) had 

previous experience in the leisure industry, 2 (6.7%) had a sales background, 2 (6.7%) 

had a military background, 7 (23.3%) had primarily a student background, 5 (16.7%) 

had primarily management experience, 1 (3.3%) had a healthcare background, 2 

(6.7%) had a research background, 3 (10%) had a legal background and 1 (3.3%) had 

primarily an engineering background. The mean of commendations or letters of 

appreciation within the low detection set was 1.97 (SD=2.89). The mean of assigned 

cases dealt with by the low detection set was 57.77 (SD=60.49). The mean number of 

detections for the low detection set was 25.63 (SD=30.93). The distribution of people 

trained in national investigator training showed that 46% had not been trained (N=14), 

whilst 54% had been trained (N=16). 
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Comparison 

 

Table 4.2 sets out the mean differences between the high and low detection sets in 

relation to length of service, age, commendations, assigned cases, and detections. 

Table 4.2 

Compared Means of High and Low Detection Sets 

 Group N Mean SD 

Length of service High 

Low 

30 

30 

9.05 

10.47 

5.80 

7.34 

Age  High 

Low 

30 

30 

33.20 

35.47 

7.34 

7.13 

Commendations  High 

Low 

30 

30 

1.90 

1.97 

2.51 

2.89 

Cases assigned High 

Low 

30 

30 

159.93a 

57.77b 

137.02 

60.49 

Cases detected High 

Low 

30 

30 

96.63a 

25.63b 

65.56 

30.93 

a is significantly greater than b at the p>0.01 level of significance 

Five independent sample t tests were conducted in order to examine whether there 

was a significant difference between the high and low detection sets in relation to 

each of five criteria set out in Table 4.2. With Bonferroni corrections applied, the 

adjusted alpha of 0.01 was utilised. There was a significant difference between the 

two groups in relation to assigned cases (t (38.89) = 3.736, p = <0.01) and detected 

cases (t (41.30) = 5.364, p = <0.01). Chi Square tests were performed in relation to 

gender, educational levels, previous experience and national investigator training, in 
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order to explore whether any variance was significant. No statistically significant 

results were found. 

 

Case numbers dealt with by each investigator, plus detection figures, were collected 

for each officer within the study. These figures were broken down into the total 

number of cases assigned to and detected by the 213 officers within the study and 

further broken down into specific types of cases dealt with by each officer together 

with detections. Table 4.3 represents the total number of cases and the individual 

crime categories, together with detection figures. 

Table 4.3 

 Total Cases and Detections Between High and low Detection Sets 

Case type Total cases and 

detections 

(N=213) 

High 

detection  

(N=30) 

Low detection 

(N=30) 

Assault  4113 1028 560 

Assault detected 2461 676 333 

Sexual offences 480 75 113 

Sexual detected 138 19 28 

Robbery 614 130 111 

Robbery detected 197 50 37 

Burglary  3756 870 228 

Burglary detected 1008 356 62 

Drugs  1634 399 92 

Drugs detected 1385 368 70 

Theft from m/v 1055 443 44 

Theft from m/v detected 462 223 9 

Theft of m/v 787 242 43 

Theft of m/v detected 338 133 16 

Theft/handling 2278 626 230 
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Theft/handling detected 1278 426 104 

Fraud  673 172 136 

Fraud detected 354 82 88 

Arson  119 22 14 

Arson detected 29 4 5 

Criminal damage 1836 535 254 

Criminal damage detected 798 217 115 

Other  1601 397 103 

Other detected 990 232 69 

TOTAL assigned 18946 4939 1928 

TOTAL detected 9438 2786 936 

 

Unsurprisingly, the high detection set dealt with more cases and detected more cases 

than the low detection set in almost all of the volume crime categories identified. In 

sexual offences, however, those in the low detection set dealt with and detected more 

cases than the high detection set. 

 

The mean distribution of cases between the high and low detection sets is set out in 

Table 4.4. In total, the high detection set dealt with 4939 crimes, detecting 2786 of 

them (56.41%). The low detection set dealt with 1928 crimes and detected 936 of 

them (48.55%). 

Table 4.4  

Mean Cases and Detections Between High and Low Detection Sets 

Case type Total 

Mean 

(N=213) 

Detection Set 

(N=60) 

Mean 

(N=64) 

SD 

(N=64) 

Assault  19.31 High  

Low  

34.26 

18.66 

49.17 

30.21 
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Assault detected 11.55 High  

Low  

22.53 

11.10 

31.62 

22.47 

Sexual offences 2.25 High  

Low 

2.50 

3.76 

2.67 

5.37 

Sexual detected .65 High  

Low  

.633 

.933 

1.06 

1.85 

Robbery 2.88 High  

Low  

4.33 

3.70 

8.23 

8.56 

Robbery detected .92 High  

Low  

1.66 

1.23 

3.19 

3.02 

Burglary  17.63 High  

Low  

29.00 

7.60 

57.64 

14.50 

Burglary detected 4.73 High  

Low  

11.86 

2.06 

15.21 

4.66 

Drugs  7.67 High  

Low  

13.30 

3.06 

22.19 

3.30 

Drugs detected 6.50 High  

Low  

12.26 

2.33 

20.63 

3.16 

Theft from m/v 4.95 High  

Low  

14.76 

1.46 

22.70 

3.89 

Theft from m/v detected 2.17 High  

Low  

7.43 

.300 

13.56 

.702 

Theft of m/v 3.69 High  

Low  

8.06 

1.43 

12.59 

1.83 

Theft of m/v detected 1.59 High  

Low  

4.43 

.533 

8.61 

.899 

Theft/handling 10.69 High  

Low  

19.00 

7.66 

18.25 

11.94 

Theft/handling detected 6.00 High  

Low  

14.00 

3.46 

15.27 

5.80 

Fraud  3.16 High  

Low  

3.00 

4.53 

4.92 

10.17 

Fraud detected 1.66 High  2.48 4.48 
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Low  2.93 9.14 

Arson  0.56 High  

Low  

.655 

.466 

1.11 

.730 

Arson detected 0.14 High  

Low  

.137 

.166 

.441 

.461 

Criminal damage 8.62 High  

Low  

11.27 

8.46 

11.81 

16.91 

Criminal damage 

detected 

3.75 High  

Low  

6.10 

3.83 

6.29 

8.18 

Other  7.52 High  

Low  

11.20 

3.43 

12.34 

5.47 

Other detected 4.65 High  

Low  

7.68 

2.30 

7.00 

3.35 

 

Twenty-four independent sample t tests were performed on the mean detections 

between the high and low detection sets to explore whether there were any 

statistically significant differences between the two groups.  With Bonferroni 

corrections an Alpha level of 0.002 was applied. There were statistically significant 

differences in relation to the number of cases those in the high detection set dealt with 

in relation to: thefts from motor vehicles (t (58) = 3.16, p = < 0.002), and theft and 

handling (t (58) = 3.03, p = < 0.002). There were also significant differences in 

relation to detections for burglary (t (58) = 3.37, p = < 0.002), theft and handling (t 

(58) = 3.64, p = < 0.002) and ‘other’ crimes (t (58) = 3.88, p = < 0.002). Comparisons 

will now be discussed between the high choice and high detection sets, and the low 

choice and low detection sets. 
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4.3.3 Comparing subjective and objective sets 

 

Comparison between high choice and high detection sets 

 

A comparison was made between the high choice set distinguished in Study Two and 

the high detection set distinguished in this study. Table 4.5 describes the comparison 

based upon factors such as gender, age, length of service and educational level. 

Table 4.5 

Comparison Between High Choice Set and High Detection Set 

Criteria High Choice Set (N=32) High Detection Set 

(N=30) 

Gender 25 male (78.1%), 7 female 

(21.9%)  

20 male (66.7%), 10 

female (33.3%) 

Mean age 39.41 (SD=7.05) 33.20 (SD=7.34) 

Mean length of service 15.40 (SD=7.88) 9.05 (SD=5.80) 

Educational level (main)  

A level 21.9% 

O level 46.9%  

Degree level 22.2% 

A level 37%  

O level 29.6% 

Mean cases assigned 95.59 (SD=99.26) 159.93 (SD=137.02) 

Mean cases detected 47.06 (SD=48.79) 96.63 (SD=65.56) 

Commendations/letters  1.87 (2.53) 1.90 (SD=2.51) 

 

The Table suggests that more females are represented in the high detection set than in 

the high choice set. The mean age of those in the high detection set is six years lower 

than in the high choice set. The mean length of service of those in the high detection 
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set is significantly lower than the mean length of service of those in the high choice 

set. Several independent sample t tests were undertaken and Bonferroni corrections 

were applied accordingly. The adjusted alpha level of 0.01 was applied for these tests. 

The results revealed statistically significant differences between the two high sets in 

relation to age (t (60) = 3.39, p = < 0.01) and length of service (t (60) = 3.66, p = 

<0.01).   

 

In relation to experience prior to joining the police force, the high choice set 

contained a predominance of individuals from the following backgrounds: military (6, 

18.8%), management (5, 15.6%) sales (4, 12.5%) and student (4, 12.5%). The high 

detection set contained a predominance of student (6, 20%), military (4, 13.3%), and 

management (3, 10%). Whereas the majority of people in the high choice set had 

educational levels from both O and A levels, the distribution in the high detection set 

included A level, O level and degree level. Those in the high detection set had a mean 

case assignment of 159.33, whilst those in the high choice set had a mean case 

assignment of 95.59. In terms of detections, those in the high detection set had mean 

detections of 96.63, almost double that of those in the high choice set (47.06). 

Independent sample t tests found statistically significant differences between the two 

high sets in relation to detections (t (60) = 2.90, p = < 0.01).  

 

Chi Square tests were performed to assess the variations between groups in relation to 

education, previous work experience and whether the members of each group had 

been trained in the national investigator programme or equivalent. No significance 

was identified in relation to education and previous experience. However, there was a 

significant variation between the high choice set and the high detection set in relation 
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to how many investigators had been trained in the national investigator training 

programme or equivalent. In the high choice set only 2 were not trained, whilst 30 

were trained. In the high detection set, however, 12 were not trained whilst 18 were 

trained. Those in the high choice set contained significantly more trained investigators 

than in the high detection set.  

 

Comparison of the two low sets 

 

A comparison was made between the low choice set distinguished in Study Two and 

the low detection set distinguished in this study. Table 4.6 indicates the main 

differences between the two in relation to the identified criteria. 

Table 4.6 

Comparison Between Low Choice Set and Low Detection Set 

Criteria Low Choice Set (N=32) Low Detection Set (N=30) 

Gender  19 male (59.4%), 13 female 

(40.6%) 

17 male (56%), 13 female 

(44%) 

Mean age 33.80 (SD=6.53) 35.47 (SD=7.13) 

Mean length of service 7.48 (SD=4.61) 10.19 (SD=7.24) 

Educational level 40.6% Degree level 

25% A level 

25% O level 

33.3% Degree level 

33.3% A level 

30% O level 

Mean cases assigned 94.44 (SD=134.23) 81.00 (SD=68.62) 

Mean cases detected 38.00 (SD=38.25) 35.36 (SD=32.21) 

Commendations/letters 1.87 (SD=2.54) 1.97 (SD=2.89) 
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As can be seen from the above Table, there is little difference in relation to gender in 

each of the low choice and low detection sets. In terms of mean age, those in the low 

choice set had a slightly lower age than those in the low detection set. They also had a 

lower mean length of service than those in the low detection set. Independent sample t 

tests were undertaken on age, length of service, commendations, assigned cases and 

detected cases. Bonferroni corrections were applied, and the alpha level adjusted to 

0.01 as a result. There were no significant differences between the groups in relation 

to any of the criteria.  

 

The low choice set contained 19 investigators who had not been trained in the national 

investigator training course, as opposed to 13 who had been trained. In contrast, the 

low detection set contained 14 investigators who had not been trained in the national 

investigator course or equivalent compared to 16 investigators who had received the 

training. A Chi Square test revealed that there was no significant variations between 

the two groups in this respect, other than to note that there were more trained 

investigators in the low detection set than in the low choice set. 

 

Both high sets contained the same 11 individuals, representing 33% of those chosen 

as successful in investigation who were actually present in the list of high detections. 

In contrast, this means that 67% of the high choice set did not appear in the high 

detection set. Both low sets contained the same 11 individuals, representing 33% of 

those who were in the low choice set and were also present in the low detection set. 

Interestingly, no-one from the low choice set appeared in the high detection set. 
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4.3.4 Distinguishing the high and low performing groups  

 

The high performing group   

 

As discussed in the procedure section, a high performing group was identified by 

adding together rankings achieved in both subjective and objective tables. The 

distribution of gender in the high performing group was 22 males (73.3%) compared 

to 8 females (26.7%). The mean age was 34.00 (SD=7.98). In terms of length of 

service, the mean length of service of the high performing group was 10.75 

(SD=6.80). Officers were from the rank of PC or DC (N=28, 93.3%) or sergeant 

(N=2, 6.7%).  

 

The educational level of the high performing group comprised of 1 (3.3%) from CSE 

level, 13 (43.3%) from GCSE or O level equivalent, 9 (30%) from A level, 4 (13.3%) 

from degree level, with 2 (6.7%) from the category other. In terms of previous 

experience prior to joining the police force, one of the high performing group (3.3%) 

had no previous experience, 1 (3.3%) had primarily business experience, 2 (6.7%) had 

previous experience in the leisure industry, 2 (6.7%) had a sales background, 5 

(16.7%) had a military background, 6 (20%) had primarily a student background, 4 

(13.3%) had primarily management experience, 1 (3.3%) had a healthcare 

background, 2 (6.7%) had a legal background, 1 (3.3%) had a media background, 1 

(3.3%) worked in government, 1 (3.3%) worked in the construction industry, whilst 3 

(10%) had worked in other occupations. The mean of commendations or letters of 

appreciation within the high performing group was 1.97 (SD=1.80). The mean of 

subjective votes recorded for the high performing group was 29.44 (SD=20.11). The 
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mean of assigned cases dealt with by the high performing group was 131.00 

(SD=93.31). The mean number of detections for the high performing group was 89.06 

(SD=61.15). In relation to national investigator training, the high performing group 

contained 26 trained investigators and 5 non-trained investigators. 

 

The low performing group 

 

The distribution of gender in the low performing group was 15 males (50%), 

compared to 15 females (50%). The mean age was 34.73 (SD=6.95). In terms of 

length of service, the mean length of service of the low performing group was 8.99 

(SD=5.45). Officers were all from the rank of PC or DC.  

 

The educational level of the low performing group comprised 13 (23.3%) from GCSE 

or O level equivalent, 9 (36.7%) from A level and 4 (36.7%) from degree level. In 

terms of previous experience prior to joining the police force, 2 (6.7%), of the low 

performing group had no previous experience, 2 (6.7%) had a health background, 4 

(13.3%), had a military background and 12 (40%), had a student background. The 

mean of commendations or letters of appreciation within the low performing group 

was 1.17 (SD=1.78). The mean of subjective votes recorded for the low performing 

group was 29.44 (SD=20.11). The mean of assigned cases dealt with by the low 

performing group was 56.07 (SD=65.88). The mean number of detections for the low 

performing group was 26.60 (SD=27.84). In relation to national investigator training, 

the low performing group contained 12 trained investigators and 18 non-trained 

investigators. 
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Comparing the high and low performing groups 

 

A comparison between the high and low performing groups can be helpfully 

represented in Table 4.7: 

Table 4.7 

Comparison Between High and Low Performing Groups 

Criteria  Group N Mean SD 

Age High 

Low 

32 

32 

34.00 

34.73 

7.98 

6.95 

Length of service  High 

Low 

32 

32 

10.75 

8.99 

6.80 

5.45 

Commendations  High 

Low 

32 

32 

1.97 

1.17 

1.80 

1.78 

Assigned cases  High 

Low 

32 

32 

131.00 

56.07 

93.31 

65.88 

Detected cases High 

Low 

32 

32 

89.06 

26.60 

61.15 

27.85 

 

Five independent sample t tests were conducted in relation to length of service, age, 

commendations, assigned cases and detections. Bonferroni corrections adjusted the 

alpha level to 0.01. There were no significant differences in relation to length of 

service, age and commendations. However there were significant differences in 

relation to cases assigned (t (60) = 3.63, p = < 0.01) and detections (t (43.92) = 5.022, 

p = < 0.01). Bearing in mind how the sets were derived, however, the difference in 

relation to detections is not surprising because the high and low performing groups 
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were derived by distinguishing between those with high and low detection figures. 

Table 4.8 identifies the case differences between the high and low performing groups. 

Table 4.8 

Case Comparison Between High and Low Performing Groups 

Case type Set N Mean SD 

Assault  High  

Low  

32 

30 

27.59 

12.43 

39.28 

16.34 

Assault detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

19.78 

7.83 

30.78 

11.29 

Sexual offences High  

Low 

32 

30 

2.71 

1.83 

3.38 

2.76 

Sexual detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

.84 

.63 

1.27 

1.37 

Robbery High  

Low  

32 

30 

5.12 

2.50 

11.08 

8.27 

Robbery detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

2.12 

.66 

4.30 

1.93 

Burglary  High  

Low  

32 

30 

33.09 

15.00 

62.32 

43.64 

Burglary detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

12.93 

2.66 

15.19 

4.71 

Drugs  High  

Low  

32 

30 

16.65 

3.33 

24.71 

4.12 

Drugs detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

15.12 

2.63 

22.89 

3.25 

Theft from m/v High  

Low  

32 

30 

9.21 

3.40 

14.12 

7.81 

Theft from m/v detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

5.53 

1.20 

10.46 

3.06 

Theft of m/v High  

Low  

32 

30 

5.93 

1.60 

11.05 

2.90 

Theft of m/v detected High  32 3.53 8.19 
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Low  30 .86 2.11 

Theft/handling High  

Low  

32 

30 

17.12 

5.73 

17.24 

5.51 

Theft/handling detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

11.65 

3.06 

14.87 

3.15 

Fraud  High  

Low  

32 

30 

3.59 

1.43 

4.79 

2.81 

Fraud detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

2.81 

.66 

4.29 

1.68 

Arson  High  

Low  

32 

30 

.59 

.56 

1.10 

.81 

Arson detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

.25 

.20 

.56 

.55 

Criminal damage High  

Low  

32 

30 

9.65 

6.63 

12.05 

12.01 

Criminal damage 

detected 

High  

Low  

32 

30 

5.25 

2.60 

6.23 

4.17 

Other  High  

Low  

32 

30 

8.87 

6.16 

8.80 

11.18 

Other detected High  

Low  

32 

30 

6.96 

3.00 

7.09 

3.36 

 

Twenty-four independent sample t tests were utilised to identify whether there were 

any statistically significant differences between the two groups in relation to mean 

cases and detections. Bonferroni corrections were applied because of the large number 

of tests, adjusting the alpha level to 0.002. There were significant differences in 

relation to drugs cases  (t (58) = 2.64, p = < 0.002) and theft and handling cases (t (58) 

= 2.96, p = < 0.002). There were also significant differences in detections in relation 

to burglary (t (58) = 3.05, p = < 0.002) and drugs (t (58) = 2.70, p = <0.002). In each 

case, the high performing group scored higher than the poor performing group.   
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4.3.5 Comparing all high and all low findings   

  

A final comparison can be made between the high performing group and both high 

choice and high detection sets. Table 4.9 presents the comparisons of the high sets. 

Table 4.9 

Comparison Between High Choice, High Detection and High Performers  

Criteria High Group 

(N=32) 

High Choice Set 

(N=32) 

High Detection Set 

(N=30) 

Gender  23 male (71.9%), 

9 female (26.7%)  

25 male (78.1%), 7 

female (21.9%) 

20 male (66.7%) 

10 female (33.3%) 

Age 34.00 (SD=7.98) 39.41 (SD=7.05) 33.20 (SD=7.34) 

Length of service 10.75 (SD=6.80) 15.40 (SD=7.88) 9.05 (SD=5.80) 

Educational level Degree level 18% 

A level 28%  

O level 40.6% 

 

A level 21.9% 

O level 46.9% 

Degree level 22.2% 

A level 37% 

O level, 29.6%  

Cases assigned 131.33 

(SD=93.31) 

95.59 (SD=97.26) 159.93 

(SD=137.02) 

Cases detected 89.06 (SD=61.15) 47.06 (SD=48.79) 96.63 (SD=65.56) 

 

ANOVA were performed on the data to establish whether there were any significant 

differences between the three groups. Whilst the mean age of the high performing 

group was lower than the high choice set and closer to that of the high detection set, 

and the mean length of service in the high performing group was lower than the high 

choice set, none of these differences were statistically significant. The high 
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performing group contained 17 people from the high choice set (representing 56%) 

and 20 people from the high detection set (representing 66.6%).  

Table 4.10 compares the three low sets. 

Table 4.10 

Comparison Between Low Choice, Low Detection and Low Performers  

Criteria Low Group Low Choice Set Low Detection Set 

Gender  15 male (50%) 

15 female (50%) 

19 male (59.4%), 

13 female 

(40.6%) 

17 male (56%), 

13 female (44%) 

Age 34.73 (SD=6.95) 33.91 (SD=6.86) 35.47 (SD=7.13) 

Length of service 8.99 (SD=5.45) 8.73 (SD=6.35) 10.19 (SD=7.24) 

Educational level 36.7% Degree 

36.7% A level 

23.3% O level  

40.6% Degree 

25% A level 

25% O level 

33.3% Degree 

33% A level 

30% O level 

Cases assigned 56.07 (SD=65.88) 87.50 

(SD=121.63) 

81.00 (SD=68.62) 

Cases detected 26.60 (SD=27.84) 36.72 (SD=39.75) 35.36 (SD=32.21) 

 

There were no statistically significant findings between the low sets and low 

performing group. 

 

4.4. Discussion 

 
The objective measures utilised by police forces to measure individual success are 

surprisingly unsophisticated. As can be seen from Table 4.1 the only measurement 

that all the forces actually kept on a searchable system was that of detection figures. 
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Where most kept details of arresting officers, one (North Wales) did not keep details 

of the disposals of these arrests without needing to search individual custody records. 

Similarly, most forces, if they utilised a form of case tracking, either used a separate 

database or had no means of finding out at all. In terms of conviction rates the 

recording of these would sometimes show on the case record, but most times it would 

need to be checked against the details of the person arrested in order to find out what 

the disposal may have been. Solvability factors were being utilised only by West 

Midlands Police, but these had not been fully operational until January 2008.  

 

Unfortunately, because of the lack of consistency in recording across the forces, the 

researcher was left in the position of only being able to utilise the traditional method 

of assessing police success - that of detection figures. Previous research had of course 

identified the difficulty of finding some of the information sought in this study 

(Burrows et al. 2005). Burrows et al. (2005, p. 80) later state: 

 

“The data to hand about detection do not permit a very fine-grained account of the 

role played by different types of evidence. Each case is unique and unravelling what 

led to its detection is complex. Tracking down leads obtained, their pursuit and then 

gauging their relative role in detecting cases is difficult. The paper trail from the 

investigative process involves many components and can - even for volume crime 

cases that are undetected - be substantial.”   

 

It has frequently been highlighted that the crude measure of detections as a signifier of 

investigative effectiveness or success concentrates too heavily upon an outcome; 

which takes little account of any qualitative data that link to the process of 
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investigation and the search for the truth (Carson, 2008; Forst et al. 1977; Reiner, 

1998; Tong 2009).  Reliance on detection figures has also been linked to potential 

corruption, miscarriages of justice and an over-reliance on investigating ‘easier to 

solve’ crimes (Chatterton, 1987; Maguire et al. 1993).  

 

Detections were of course identified by respondents in Study One as the best measure 

of success of an individual investigator, but it was felt that these utilised alone did not 

provide a full enough picture. Some respondents highlighted, as an example, the need 

to look at victim satisfaction as a potential measure of success. This area of 

measurement is relatively new in policing circles and only became prevalent as a 

measure relatively recently. Victim satisfaction surveys have become fashionable; 

however they rarely deal with the success or otherwise of an individual officer deal 

predominantly with the victim’s interaction with the police as a whole. They may be 

useful to gauge overall performance in relation to public reassurance, but it could be 

potentially misleading for individual investigator performance. Eck (1979) for 

instance suggested that victim satisfaction measures might merely demonstrate how 

investigators perform in trying to appease the public rather than how they actually 

perform their investigative duties.  

 
 
In addition to academic views around the utility of detection figures in order to assess 

investigative performance, respondents from Study One detailed some of their 

concerns over using the detection rate as a measure of investigative success alone. 

Firstly, some forces do not allocate detected crimes to the designated officer in the 

case. As an example, in the West Midlands police the researcher was provided with a 

scenario where a uniformed officer arrested a burglar in the act of committing a 
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burglary. That suspect was arrested and placed in police cells. Usually the case would 

have then been allocated to someone from the volume crime team to deal with. In the 

West Midlands this would in all likelihood be an officer on a burglary investigation 

team. The arresting officer would then provide a handover package containing an 

arrest statement, as well as any other statements and evidence obtained, to the 

designated officer in the case (OIC).  The OIC (from a volume crime investigation 

team) would then be responsible for interviewing the offender, obtaining any further 

evidence if necessary, as well as processing the offender, liaising with CPS and 

compiling case papers for court if necessary.  

 

Traditionally the detection of the crime became that of the investigator taking over as 

OIC. The positive disposal of the detection would appear on the figures of the OIC. In 

addition, the arresting officer on uniformed response would have had the positive 

arrest figure of the burglar on his work record, although his contribution to detections 

would not show up in any recorded medium if one were to take the detection figures 

at face value. In West Midlands Police a move has been made away from assigning 

the detection to the OIC, by leaving the detection of the crime to the officer who 

caught the burglar in the act. Who in reality has detected that crime?  

 

In the West Midlands, in the particular area visited, they suggest that it is the 

uniformed response officer. Although this was not a county-wide policy, clearly this 

would have an impact on the detection figures for any of the investigators within 

volume crime. Under such a ‘policy’ the crime group investigator would have no 

positive disposal appearing on his/her record at all. However he/she has spent a good 

deal of time, skill and energy on marshalling the case through the rest of the criminal 
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justice process. Of course, this issue depends upon perspective. Organisationally, the 

crime is detected. The only issue now is how this is recorded for the purpose of 

individual success and effectiveness. This also raises the issue yet again around what 

exactly is the nature of investigative work in the modern era? If it is not to be 

intuitively solving `whodunnits’ with investigative skill and flair, but something more 

mundane, what type of person is best suited to the role? To return to victim 

satisfaction, the victim in the above burglary case might have interaction with the 

detective/investigator not necessarily the arresting officer. Would the victim see the 

investigator in a positive light because the offender was caught? Might they be 

satisfied even though the investigator isn’t the one who `solved’ the case?  

 

Secondly, in Devon and Cornwall, the researcher was present when a volume crime 

investigator discussed a ‘live’ case where an individual had reported that he had been 

robbed of some property. An investigation by the officer (taking up some of her 

valuable time) culminated in the investigator challenging the individual with regard to 

flaws and inconsistencies in his version of events. That `victim’ admitted that the 

report had been falsely made to claim insurance benefits. In terms of the work of the 

volume crime investigator, this initial report had already been ‘crimed’ with a unique 

reference (thus showing on the computer system initially as an unsolved crime). The 

officer would need to provide a written report in order to ensure that the crime was 

then re-recorded as ‘no crime’.  There would be no positive disposal record of a case 

such as this, and rarely is it sought when trying to identify whether or not an officer 

has been effective in their role.  The outcome here is not seen as positive even though 

arguably the process of investigation uncovered the truth (it should be noted, 
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however, that since 2007 the officer would be able to consider a case of fraud against 

the false claimant under the revised Fraud Act 2006). 

 

Thirdly, in Lancashire, officers discussed with the researcher an issue in relation to 

the obtaining of TICs from a suspect (where a suspect readily admitted to any number 

of crimes they have previously committed in order to `clear them up’). Two 

investigators arrested a suspect and, working in tandem, solved 60 previously reported 

vehicle and property crimes.  The results of the TICs were communicated to the crime 

recording department by a third officer on the team, but were recorded as `detected’ 

against that officer’s collar number as opposed to the collar numbers of those who had 

detected the crimes. As a result, the figures for detection rates for at least three of 

those officers were incorrect and, if viewed in isolation, provided a different picture 

from the reality of the situation. Also in Lancashire, only the number of crimes 

detected seem to appear on the records of the officers within the unit studied. Nothing 

appears in relation to the number of crimes investigated in order to provide an idea of 

the volume of work that each officer undertakes in order to achieve those successes. 

Again, there are hidden dangers in accepting the detection figures at face value. 

 

As with the subjective choices, some individuals will not have been working in the 

crime team long enough to have accrued a high detection rate. Similarly some 

individuals may have been absent for a considerable time and thus have lower 

detection rates than others. (For instance absence for maternity leave or long term 

sickness.) As a result some officers’ true abilities might not be reflected within the 

figures. 
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Despite such drawbacks in using objective measures on their own to identify 

successful volume crime investigators, the advantage of this research is that the 

findings from the objective figures have been combined with the findings from the 

subjective figures in order to identify high and low performing groups. Neither 

subjective nor objective measures alone would provide a justifiable and viable means 

of identifying successful investigators, but combined they potentially have greater 

validity and reliability than using each on their own. On their own both the subjective 

and objective approaches have drawbacks, however in combination, it is less likely 

that an error will be made to assume that just because someone has more detections 

they are a high performer or vice-versa. In order to be a high performer in this study 

one needs to perform well in terms of detections and be identified as successful by 

some of their peers.  

 

The historical accent upon arrest rates and arrest convictability rates (Forst et al. 

1977) do not appear to work well with the modern era. As can be seen from the make-

up of some of the participating crime groups, many investigators react to the crimes 

that they are given to investigate. In a large majority of cases, many deal with 

prisoners already arrested by their operational peers. Many of the cases now assigned 

to officers to investigate now relate to high detectability crimes. Many low 

detectability volume crimes are filed at source because they fail any relevant 

screening criteria that determine whether or not investigative resources should be 

directed at them (Burrows, et al. 2005).  Some of the sets and derived groups will now 

be compared in order to identify key themes. Firstly, the high detection set will be 

compared to the low detection set . 
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High detection set compared to the low detection set 

 

Various hypotheses were posited in relation to differences that would be found 

between the high and low detection sets in relation to age, length of service, previous 

experience, education and training. No statistically significant differences were found 

in relation to any of these criteria, leading to a rejection of the hypotheses with an 

acceptance of the null hypotheses of no significant differences between the sets in 

relation to them. There was a significant difference in relation to cases assigned and 

detections but this was to be expected; as these were the distinguishing features 

between the sets. However, there were differences between the high choice set and the 

high detection sets. Interestingly, some of the significant differences from the choice 

sets disappeared  in the high detection sets.  

 

High choice investigators compared to high detection investigators 

 

Respondents nominating successful peers appeared to choose officers who happened 

to have longer lengths of service and higher ages. When analysing detection figures 

between the high choice and low choice sets, it was also apparent that the high choice 

sets included people with less of an educational background than those who were in 

the lower choice set. Whilst it is not clear that respondents knew the educational 

backgrounds of their chosen peers, there seemed to be a trend that points towards 

respondents rating experience highly. This could suggest that respondents favour the 

craft view of investigative work, where on the job experience moulds the detective 

craft (Hobbs, 1988; Tong & Bowling, 2006). Experience has also been linked to 

investigative productivity such as arrests in the past, although results can be 
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confounded by the fact that cases could have been assigned based upon the same 

criteria (Forst et al. 1977). Whether they knew or not when making their nominations, 

respondents’ choices appeared to be consistent with perceptions in Study One where 

officers appeared to feel that educational background was less important to 

investigative success than all other attributes. A large percentage of investigators with 

degrees were in the low choice set. Does this represent the reality of the situation, or 

do peers know of educational background and have a cynical view about the value of 

education to investigative success? 

 

High and low choice compared to high and low detections. 

 

Having identified the high and low sets in relation to detections, a comparison was 

made between the high/low choice sets and the high/low detection sets. The high 

detection set contained more women than the high choice set, indicating that perhaps 

some inequality still exists where some officers may not be viewing their female 

counterparts for their real worth. Respondents may well have underestimated the 

value of female investigators to detecting crime, potentially signalling the continued 

existence of male dominated police culture (Chan, 1997; Skolnick, 1966; Smith & 

Gray, 1983;). The mean age in the high detection set was lower than the mean age in 

the high choice set. In addition, the mean length of service of the high detection set 

was significantly lower than the mean length of service of the high choice set.  Added 

together do these two criteria indicate that the respondents were wrong to identify 

with peers who were older and had more experience as an indication of investigative 

success? Perhaps there exists an assumption that experience equals success; an 

assumption that is not borne out by the reality of the situation. To balance these 
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questions, it must be borne in mind that the high detection set contains a number of 

investigators (over a third) who appear in the high choice set. This tends to indicate 

that respondents can identify some of their peers as successful investigators, but the 

majority of time they may not be able to do so without more relevant data.  

The cases assigned and number of cases detected between the two high sets was also 

of interest. The high detection set appeared to be assigned a significantly higher 

number of cases than the high choice set, and as a result detected a larger number. The 

high detection set had a higher success rate than the high choice set. Does this mean 

that the high detection set deal with more cases and detect more crime than the high 

choice set?  Another issue to consider here is that detection figures might hide the 

difference in complexity of case that cannot be revealed by analysing just the figures 

alone. Is it possible that the high detection set deal with easier to solve cases? 

 

Low choice investigators compared to low detection investigators 

 

There seems to be little distinguishable difference between the people in the low 

choice and low detection sets. This is so until one looks at the mean number of cases 

assigned and the mean number of detections. The low choice set have over 50% more 

cases assigned than the low detection set, and the low choice set has a mean detection 

rate significantly higher than the low detection set. This may support the view that 

subjective assessment from peers underestimates the detective success of other 

investigators, or suggests that they consider other aspects of investigation more 

important than detection rates to inform their decision making into what makes a 

successful investigator.  
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Comparing High performers and low performers 

 

It was hypothesised that there would be significant differences found between the 

high and low performing groups in relation to a range of criteria such as age, length of 

service, education, previous experience, and training. No significant differences were 

found. 

 

Comparing the combined high set with the high choice set and the high detection set 

 

The high performing group contained 17 investigators from the high choice set, 

representing over 50% chosen by their peers as successful investigators. However, 

nearly 50% were not included in the high choice set in Study One. The high 

performing group contained more females than the high choice set, but less than the 

high detection set. The mean age was lower than the high choice age, but similar to 

the high detection set. The high performing group included people with a wide range 

of educational backgrounds, including degree, whereas the high choice set included 

no-one with a degree. This might represent an unwillingness of respondents to accept 

that investigators need a good education in order to be successful at investigation; 

however it is not known whether respondents knew of peers’ educational 

backgrounds, so no solid conclusions can be drawn from this. Mean cases assigned 

and detected by the high detection set are significantly higher than the high choice set, 

indicating that respondents in Study Two either do not put credence upon a high 

workload, or (unsurprisingly) distinguish between the types of crime being 

investigated by their peers. The picture emerging suggests that respondents place 

credence upon age and experience but that this is not borne out when compared 
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against the detection figures utilised for this study. This could suggest that 

respondents are valuing attributes that are irrelevant to actual success. such a 

conclusion might fail to take into account the real possibility that peers are also 

identifying areas of performance that cannot readily be demonstrated in detection 

figures alone, such as teamwork (Chatterton, 2008). Comparison between the low sets 

revealed no significant differences. 

 

4.5 Conclusion  

 
 

Quite surprisingly the forces were unable to provide data relating to all of the relevant 

criteria. The only consistent data available were the detection figures for each 

particular individual. Whilst unsatisfactory as the sole measure of success, the data 

were analysed in relation to all 213 members of the volume crime teams. The high 

detection set and the low detection set were compared. This revealed little difference 

between the groups other than significant differences in numbers of cases assigned 

and detections in certain cases. Unfortunately no conviction figures were available 

from any of the participating forces, which meant that the crude detection figures 

alone were utilised as the objective measure of success.  

 

Finally the high detection and low detection sets were compared with the high choice 

and low choice sets from Study Two. This revealed that only a third of those chosen 

in the high choice set from Study Two were present in the high detection set. 

Similarly only a third of those in the low choice set from Study Two were present in 

the low detection set. To progress the research, each of the 213 volume crime 

investigators were then ranked against their peers in terms of how they fared in both 
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the subjective study and the objective study. The data were then combined to produce 

a high performing group of thirty investigators, consisting of those people who ranked 

highly both subjectively and objectively. Similarly a low performing group of thirty 

investigators was identified who ranked poorly in both studies. There were no 

significant differences between the high and low performing groups in relation to age, 

length of service, educational background, commendations or letters of appreciation, 

and previous experience prior to joining the police.  

 

The two groups were then analysed and compared to the outcomes of the subjective 

and objective studies. This revealed that over half of those chosen in the high choice 

set were present in the high performing group. Two thirds of those in the high 

detection set were present in the high performing group. This appears to suggest that 

respondents are less able to distinguish successful peers by choice rather than by a 

simple counting of successful detections. This tentative suggestion needs to be 

balanced, however, against the real issue of whether detections alone provide the 

whole picture about investigative success. We have seen in Study One how 

investigators themselves see detections as a crude measure of success and suggest 

other assessment criteria to complement detection figures.  

 

The high and low performing groups will now form the major part of the rest of this 

thesis. The two groups have been identified based upon the material at the disposal of 

the researcher, and based upon both subjective and objective measures combined. The 

following chapters will now attempt to revisit the participating forces and ask 

investigators to undergo a series of tests in order to ascertain whether there are 

significant differences between those in the high and low performing groups. Do high 
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and low performers have any particular skills, abilities or characteristics that 

discriminate them from their peers?    

 

As a result of the foregoing, previous parts of this study have identified the following 

areas of interest. Respondents have suggested that it takes all different kinds of 

personality to make a successful investigator. In a sense, they are suggesting that you 

don’t have to be a particular type of person to be good at volume crime investigation. 

In addition, results suggest that respondents feel that stability is not important to 

success. In the following chapter a personality test will be utilised to compare 

differences between the high and low performers to ascertain whether this is indeed 

the case.  
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Chapter Five 

 
 
Study Four: Exploring personality differences between high and low performers. 

Is personality relevant to success? 

 
 
 

5.1. Introduction 

 

It would be common sense to believe that personalities would differ across high and 

low performing investigators. But what is personality? The field of psychology 

remained divided for many years about the exact nature of personality and as a result 

approaches to its study were also divided (McCrae & John, 1992). As far back as the 

1960s, Tupes and Christal (1961) found five factors of personality by analysing a 

number of different samples. Norman (1963) went on to replicate what became 

known as the Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality, suggesting that there were 

indeed five domains of personality. For example, at this early stage the domains were 

labelled differently from today. Tupes and Christal (1961) labelled them: Surgency, 

Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, Dependability and Culture, whilst Norman 

(1963) later labelled them: Extraversion, Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness and Culture. However, support for the FFM was not widespread, 

and it faded into the background throughout the 1960s and 1970s (Barrick & Mount, 

1991; McCrae & John, 1992). It was not until the 1980s that there was a resurgence of 

support for the FFM, as many studies in the 1980s were able to replicate its existence, 

thereby raising interest in the area once again and providing some consensus (Barrick 

& Mount, 1991; Digman, 1990; Sanders, 2008). Despite the resurgence, criticisms of 
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the FFM still exist. Some have criticised the FFM as having too many domains 

(Eysenck, 1994), whilst some have argued that it should include intelligence as a 

domain separate from Openness (Hogan, 1992). Some have even argued that there are 

too few domains (Block, 1995). For the purposes of this research, the theoretical 

framework of the FFM will be utilised in order to identify whether there are any 

significant differences across high and low performing groups in relation to any of the 

domains or facets that arguably make up each domain (for a complete historical 

perspective on the FFM, see Goldberg, 1993 and Wiggins & Trapnell, 2000). 

 

Today, the FFM domains are usually classified and labelled in the following fashion: 

Neuroticism, Openness to experience, Agreeableness, Extraversion and 

Conscientiousness (sometimes labelled OCEAN to assist memory recall) (Costa, 

1995).  The Neuroticism domain equates to a person’s emotional state, and is 

sometimes referred to as emotional stability. This domain has often been identified as 

a predictor of poor occupational performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 

1997; Sanders, 2008). Extraversion relates to a person’s interpersonal style, and is 

generally seen as a positive trait akin to sociability. This domain has been linked to 

success in occupations such as sales but has not been shown to have a positive 

correlation with success across all occupations (Barrick & Mount. 1991). Openness to 

experience is perhaps the domain where there is the least consensus. It can be 

characterised as a willingness to experience the world, or receptiveness, and has links 

to imagination, originality, creativity and curiosity (Lord, 2003; McCrae & Costa, 

1987).  Whilst this domain has been linked to intelligence, there is a lack of consensus 

around whether this is indeed the case (Sanders, 2008). Research suggests that whilst 

higher intelligence might predispose a person to be more open to experience, or 
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people more open to experience might be more intelligent, openness and intelligence 

are distinct entities (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Agreeableness is linked to attitudinal 

style, and can be characterised as how a person responds to the perceptions and 

concerns of others. Agreeableness has been likened to a continuum from compassion 

to antagonism. The further along the scale one is towards compassion, the more 

agreeable one is (Lord, 2003; McCrae & Costa, 1987). Both Openness and 

Agreeableness have rarely been linked to occupational success (Barrick & Mount, 

1991). The Conscientiousness domain characterises a person’s motivational style. It is 

the domain most strongly associated with occupational success, connoting a 

willingness to achieve goals, persistence, thoroughness, organisational skills and 

motivation (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa, 1995).   

 

Costa and McCrae (1992) identified six facets that make up each domain, all of which 

contribute to the overall domain. Table 5.1 identifies the facets that relate to each 

domain. 

Table 5.1 

Domains and Facets of Personality  

Domain Facets 

Neuroticism  Anxiety, depression, self-consciousness, 

impulsiveness, vulnerability 

Extraversion  Warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, 

activity, excitement seeking, positive 

emotions 

Openness  Fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, 

values 
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Agreeableness  Trust, straightforwardness, altruism, 

compliance, modesty, tender-mindedness 

Conscientiousness  Competence, order, dutifulness, achievement 

striving, self discipline, deliberation 

 
The identification of individual facets allows for finer distinctions to be made within 

each domain, making it possible to identify individual characteristics. As an example, 

a person may score low on the overall domain of Conscientiousness, yet have a high 

score on the facet of achievement striving. This might tell us something about an 

individual’s will to succeed, matched against the other facets of the same domain 

where they might achieve a lower score. Costa and McCrae (1995) designed the NEO 

PI R UK, a self-report inventory designed to measure the domains and individual 

facets described in Table 5.1. This questionnaire is currently widely utilised in the 

field of personality testing.  

 

Having briefly looked at current thinking around personality and indeed a means of 

measuring it, some previous research will be examined in order to ascertain whether 

particular domains or facets have been identified as important to investigative success. 

The next section will endeavour to answer the following question: What do previous 

studies within the police tell us about police officer personalities?  

 

5.1.1. Personality and the police 

 
 
Costa, McCrae and Holland (1984) conducted a wide-ranging study of personality and 

vocational interests utilising Holland’s theory of vocational interest and an early 

version of the NEO described above. Holland (1966, 1973) categorised occupations 
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into six separate groups, arguing that each category represented both occupational 

styles and occupational environments. Essentially Holland (1966, 1973) argued that 

people gravitate to occupations or work environments that correspond to their specific 

personality traits. The different categories identified were: artistic, conventional, 

enterprising, investigative, realistic and social. Holland (1966, 1973) identified 

specific occupations that were typical of each category. Interestingly, police officers, 

and specifically detectives, were listed within the social category, whilst the 

investigative category included scientists, mathematicians, professors and lawyers. It 

is perhaps understandable why police officers were placed within the social category. 

 

According to Holland, people within this category are typified as warm, empathic, 

friendly, helpful and idealistic individuals who gravitate to work environments that 

reflect these dispositions (Holland, 1985). The category is typified by occupations that 

involve helping others such as counsellor, teacher, police officer, nurse and parole 

officer. The traditional view of the operational, uniformed police officer explains the 

categorisation. What of the modern volume crime investigator? Whilst the role of 

police detective has its roots in the social category, is not a good deal of their work 

characterised by thinking in the sense of investigating? It seems that there may be an 

overlap between these two categories where police investigators and detectives are 

concerned.  

 

Costa, McCrae and Holland (1984) attempted to establish whether Holland’s theory 

adhered to established personality domains. They found that people high on the 

Openness scale would be more likely to choose to engage in investigative and artistic 

occupations and people high on the Extraversion scale were more likely to have social 
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and enterprising occupational interests. Costa, McCrae and Kay (1995) further 

distinguished artistic and investigative preferences amongst the Openness facets. They 

suggested that the high scores on the facet of aesthetic sensitivity would most likely 

suggest artistic preferences, whilst high scores on intellectual curiosity would most 

likely suggest investigative preferences. 

 

Whilst these studies were not aimed specifically at police officers or indeed 

detectives, it gives some potential insight into the types of personalities attracted to 

different pursuits. Comparison with police investigators is somewhat more difficult, 

however. There is a tacit assumption underlying the above research - that people have 

a choice regarding their chosen careers. Indeed that is the nature of career choice in 

the majority of cases. People choose to be police officers and to a great extent choose 

their own career path (within the police service) once they have completed a 

mandatory probationary period (two years). However, in the modern era some police 

officers are placed into investigative roles without wanting to be there, mainly due to 

problems that police forces have in filling such vacancies with volunteers.  Despite 

these misgivings, it is fair to assume that if the contention is that people will gravitate 

to roles within these categories that are akin to their personalities, it is likely that 

volume crime investigators will score highly on either the Openness domain, if their 

role can arguably be described as investigative, or high on the Extraversion domain if 

their role can be characterised as social. Even if some investigators have been `forced’ 

into their role (and thus may not be high performers), it is reasonable to expect that 

the high performers will achieve high scores on either the Openness domain or the 

Extraversion domain.  In addition, a recent study has suggested that the most 

important trait of a successful investigator is creativity (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008). 
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The Openness domain is closely associated with creativity (McCrae & Costa, 1987). 

As a result, it would be reasonable to expect, once again, that high performers 

identified in this study would score higher than the low performers in the Openness 

domain. 

 

Research has also studied police and personality from the perspective of success or 

failure in police selection processes. For instance, Costa et al. (1995) conducted a 

study of police applicants in the USA. They utilised psychologists to interview all 

participants, as well as providing them all with a personality inventory. They found 

that successful applicants scored higher on the entire Conscientiousness scale facets, 

and that unsuccessful applicants scored higher on the entire Neuroticism scale facets. 

Successful applicants also scored higher in the facets of altruism and warmth. What 

does this tell us? It tells us that people selected to be police officers have traits 

associated with the Conscientiousness scale such as achievement striving and 

competence. What it does not tell us is whether those same traits make a difference to 

job success in terms of performance after selection. Neither does it tell us whether 

these same traits remain consistent throughout a police officer’s career, or whether the 

process of occupational socialisation occurs (Chan, 1997; Skolnick, 1966). Hogan and 

Kurtines (1975) studied successful and unsuccessful police recruits. They found that 

successful applicants were more self confident, more assertive, had more intellectual 

efficiency, had higher need for achievement, higher empathy and more potential for 

social mobility than unsuccessful recruits. Tett, Jackson and Rothstein (1991) 

conducted a meta-analysis on the relationship between personality and performance. 

One job analysed was that of police officer. Tett et al. (1991) suggested that high 

scores on the Agreeableness scale were more predictive of job performance, although 
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this finding has not been replicated in further studies. Whilst their methods have 

subsequently been criticised (Ones, Mount, Barrick and Hunter, 1994) the potential 

importance of agreeableness to job performance cannot be excluded as a possible 

outcome of the present study. 

 

Forero, Gallardo-Puyol, Maydeu-Olivares and Andres-Pueyo (2009) attempted to 

study the effect of personality and job performance on police officers beyond training. 

They utilised supervisor ratings in a variety of work related areas as the measure of 

successful performance. They conducted a multi-phase study over a six-year period of 

2,000 police officers. They identified, consistent with previous studies, that successful 

police officers tended to be less anxious and more controlled than unsuccessful police 

officers. Previous studies had also identified that emotional vulnerability and high 

conscientiousness were predictive of police performance (Piedmont & Weinstein, 

1998).  

 

Whilst these studies are helpful in identifying personality traits that link to successful 

performance, very few touch upon the area of investigative success in relation to 

detectives or volume crime investigators. In addition, very few deal with areas of 

successful performance beyond training performance. This is in no small part due to 

the fact that there are considerable difficulties in attempting to discover whether there 

are any characteristics that link to success within policing. One of the main difficulties 

lies in the definition of success (Sanders, 2008). Many studies that revolve around 

policing concern successful and unsuccessful police recruits. These invariably 

consider success to mean examination scores following training, longevity in the force 

following graduation, and even just passing the training course (Sanders, 2008). Other 
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studies on occupational success consider such issues as higher pay, promotions and 

job satisfaction as indicators of both intrinsic and extrinsic success (Sanders, 2008). 

None of these measures appear to be appropriate for the present study, dealing as it 

does with volume crime investigators. Success within criminal investigation in the 

UK is not equated with higher financial reward, nor do promotions occur purely upon 

the basis of a job well done. Job satisfaction from the point of view of the investigator 

may make some difference to how they approach their role, and may determine the 

success or otherwise of their individual investigations. Previous research in 

organisational settings has usually centred on three criteria for occupational success: 

job proficiency, training proficiency and personnel data (Barrick & Mount, 1991). 

Training proficiency relates to training performance ratings and results, whilst 

personnel data relate to areas such as pay level, job status and longevity within the 

job. More relevant to the present study however was the area of job proficiency. This 

encompasses both subjective and objective measures of success such as performance 

ratings and productivity data. In relation to the present study, objective measurements 

of performance were collected in relation to all investigators in the form of detection 

numbers and numbers of commendations or letters of appreciation. In relation to 

subjective measures of performance, these were collected in relation to both 

supervisor ratings and peer nominations. 

 

This research therefore attempted to gain insight into the personality domains and 

facets of high performing volume crime investigators and compare them with low 

performing volume crime investigators. It is useful to identify the domains and facets 

alongside some of the areas that have previously been ranked by respondents in 

Studies One and Two. Each domain can be identified as linking to the following 
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areas: Firstly Neuroticism deals with emotional style, Extraversion deals with 

interpersonal style, Openness identifies with experiential style, Agreeableness 

identifies with attitudinal style and Conscientiousness with motivational style 

(McCrae & John, 1992). Table 5.2 identifies just some of the characteristics that can 

be mapped onto the domains in the FFM framework. These characteristics have been 

ranked in various ways by respondents in both Studies One and Two, and will be 

subject of analysis and discussion. 

Table 5.2 

Identified Characteristics by Personality Domain   

Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness 

Emotional 

stability 

Sociable  Openness  Sympathetic  Motivated 

  Curious  Helpful  Persistent  

  Creative  Organised  

     Thorough  

 

In relation to the above, it was clear that many of the characteristics of the 

Conscientious domain coincide with areas considered to be important by respondents 

in both Studies One and Two. Had they been aware of the FFM when responding to 

the questionnaires, they may have considered that successful investigators would at 

least score fairly high on the Conscientiousness domain. In addition, respondents in 

both studies One and Two ranked stability low in both importance and presence in 

successful peers. This is interesting, as it suggests contrary to research, that 

respondents feel that it makes little difference to success in investigative work. 
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Aims of Study Four  

 

The main aims of this study were therefore to establish whether there were any 

significant differences between the high and low performing groups in relation to the 

personality domains and facets. In addition, it was important to establish whether 

there were any correlations between personality and both subjective and objective 

measures of success.  

 

Hypotheses  

 

As a result of the foregoing, it is hypothesised that there will be a significant 

difference between the high and low performers in relation to the Conscientious 

domain and its individual facets. It is also hypothesised that the low performers will 

exhibit higher scores in the Neuroticism domain and its separate facets to a 

statistically significant level. Finally it is hypothesised that the high performers will 

score significantly higher in the Openness domain than low performers. In relation to 

subjective and objective measures of success, it is hypothesised that there will be 

correlations in the high performing group between the Conscientiousness domain and 

both subjective and objective measures of success, as well as negative correlations 

with the Neuroticism scale. This is expected to be reversed with the low performing 

group. 
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5.2. Method  

 

5.2.1. Design   

 

Two groups of high and low performers were administered the NEO personality 

measure to examine whether there were any differences between them. The data were 

examined using independent sample t tests to see if there were any significant 

differences between the mean scores for each group. Also, correlation analysis was 

conducted on the scores obtained in relation to both domains and facets, in order to 

identify any relationships between subjective and objective measures of success and 

personality. For these purposes the independent variables utilised in relation to 

personality were mean scores obtained by high and low performing groups in the five 

domains, and mean scores obtained by high and low performing groups in the thirty 

facets that make up each domain. In addition, dependent variables utilised from both 

objective and subjective success were mean numbers of commendations for both high 

and low performing groups, mean numbers of detections, mean subjective votes for 

both groups, as well as manager ratings. The results of these tests are outlined below. 

 

5.2.2. Participants  

 

Five high performers and five low performers were asked to participate from each of 

the six police forces. The total numbers of investigators from each group were 31 for 

the high performers and 30 from the low performers (31 high performers were 

selected due to the difficulty of being able to discriminate between two individuals 

with the same score within Thames Valley Police). The low performers contained 
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52% males and 48% females. The high performers contained 70% males and 30% 

females. The mean length of service of high performers was 11.38 years compared to 

8.99 years in the low performing group. The mean age of high performers was 35.48 

years compared to 34.73 years in the low performing group. In relation to educational 

level, low performers comprised the following: CSE level (N=1, 3.2%), GCSE level 

(N=7, 22.6%), A level (N=11, 35.5%), degree level (N=11, 35.5%) and none (N=1, 

3.2%). In relation to high performers, educational level was distributed in the 

following fashion: CSE level (N=1, 3.3%), GCSE level (N=13, 43%), A level (N=7, 

23%), degree level (N=5, 16%) and other (N=3, 10%). In relation to previous 

experience prior to joining the police, the largest reported in the high performing 

group were: student (N=6, 19.4%), management (N=6, 19.4%) and military (N=5, 

16.1%). Low performers reported the following largest percentages: student (N=12, 

40%), management (N=4, 13%) and military (N=4, 13%).  

 

5.2.3. Materials   

 

One of the most consistently validated personality instruments is the Revised NEO 

personality inventory (known as NEO PI-R). This was developed over time and its 

authors were responsible for developing the scales that measure all of the facets 

within each domain. As they suggest themselves, however (Costa & McCrae, 2006), 

whilst there is validation and agreement relating to the existence of the FFM, the 

identification of a complete range of facets that make up each domain is still ongoing. 

Costa and McCrae (2006) identified constructs from previous research to make up 

each facet. They report test re-test reliability at or above 0.90 in each domain, and at 

or above 0.76 in each facet. Also internal consistency (alpha) for each domain is at or 
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above 0.87, whilst it is at or above 0.58 for each facet. (For a complete list of the 

validity and reliability scores, see Costa & McCrae, 2006) This inventory was chosen 

because it has been validated in many studies, and has consistently been found to 

measure the five separate domains of personality as described by the FFM. The NEO 

PI-R UK version consists of 240 items designed to provide a score for each individual 

on five specific domains and thirty facets that make up each domain. The scores for 

the domains allow a global look at an individual’s personality, whilst the scores in 

individual facets allow for more specific discrimination of characteristics within the 

domains.  

 

Two forms were provided to managers for each volume crime group within the study. 

Form one consisted of two columns asking for ratings of value of the investigator to 

the organization. The ratings asked for 1 to 10, with 1 being low, 10 being the highest 

rating. Form two asked managers to rate officers in seven performance areas: Job 

knowledge, quality of work, interaction with the public, cooperation, dependability, 

responsibility, and initiative.  The ratings asked for ratings from 1 to 5 with 1 being 

low, 5 being high (both forms are at Appendix C, and derive from the work of 

Sanders (2008), with some slight differences. This study did not include `quantity of 

work’ as a measure, as this was already data that had been collected in Study Three. 

In addition, managers were asked to complete all of the ratings as it was felt that they 

might be more objective than immediate supervisors (Maguire & Norris, 2004).  
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5.2.4. Procedure 

 

Each participating force was visited again during 2009. Officers from each crime 

group were approached, depending upon whether they fell within the high or low 

performing groups. It became apparent that many people in the list had moved to a 

different role, moved to a different police force or even left the service. Some officers 

were reluctant or unable to take part in the study due to time constraints, whilst others 

were happy to manage their workload in order to assist. Consequently, the choice of 

those who participated in the study was limited by availability, and whether they 

could be categorised as either high or low performers. Because of the problems 

identified, the study attempted to obtain any five participants from within the top and 

bottom ten on the combined list, so that they could take part in the remainder of the 

research. Prior to taking part in the next three studies, respondents signed a consent 

form (an example consent form is provided at Appendix D).  

 

Each participant was provided with the NEO PI-R (UK version) and a full briefing as 

per the instructions in the NEO Manual (Costa & McCrae, 2006). The manual 

provides detail of the background and scoring mechanics. Each student was provided 

with form S, a self-report form consisting of 240 items. Each item is scored using a 

five-point scale. Each respondent was also provided with an item booklet, a hand 

scored response sheet and a pencil. The booklet contains the 240 items, and 

respondents were asked to circle the answer that best represented them on the answer 

grids provided. Upon completion of the questionnaire, respondents are asked to 

validate their answers by answering three questions. These relate to whether they have 

answered the questions truthfully and accurately, and whether they have correctly 
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entered their responses. Each subject who agreed to participate was made aware of the 

reasons for categorising the groups differently, but were not made aware of their own 

ranking as it was considered that this might affect their motivation to complete the 

tests.  They were asked to participate in the study and agreed to do so after signing a 

relevant consent form. Each respondent was given personal instructions concerning 

the materials and the nature of the NEO. Most inventories were administered 

individually due to the difficulty of having officers available at the same time during 

the days in question. Where possible some were carried out in groups (maximum of 

three at any one time).  

 

Respondents were told the purpose of the questionnaire. It was explained that the 

results were to be utilised purely for the purposes of the research, that results would 

be anonymised and that real identities would only be known to the researcher. All 

respondents were asked whether they had any special requirements for taking the test. 

No individual volunteered that they had any individual needs. Once this had been 

discussed, the protocols for filling in the questionnaire were then provided. 

Respondents were asked to read the instructions and were then given the opportunity 

to ask questions. Having done this, respondents were asked to begin filling in the 

questionnaire. A quiet room was provided for respondents to fill in their responses 

free from daily distractions. No time limit was given to complete the questionnaire, 

although the authors of the manual suggest that completion takes about 40 minutes 

(NEO Manual, 2006). The NEO response sheet consists of carbonated copies. Once 

completed by respondents, the top copy was removed to reveal individual scores for 

each of the 240 items. Scores were firstly calculated for each facet and entered onto 

the carbonated sheet in boxes provided. The facet scores for each domain were then 
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added together to provide a raw score for each domain. Each individual domain score 

and facet score was then converted into final t scores (adjusted by relevant tables). 

These were the scores utilised for analysis between individuals and groups (NEO 

Manual, 2006).  

 

Scores were compiled from the manager ratings. They included the overall rating of 

value to the organisation, individual performance ratings on the seven identified areas, 

and an overall score comprising the total score from the seven performance areas. The 

scores were calculated for all crime group members. In addition, peer votes were 

calculated, as well as objective measures of success in the form of detections and 

commendations. These were to form the basis of correlation analysis for Studies Five, 

Six and Seven.  

 

5.3. Results 

 

The results of this study are presented firstly by examining the differences between 

the high and low performers in relation to demographic information (i.e. age, gender, 

etc.) and secondly by examining differences in relation to subjective and objective 

measures of success (i.e. commendations, cases assigned, etc.). Correlation analysis 

was then undertaken to establish whether any associations existed in either group 

regarding commendations, cases assigned and detections. Further results are then 

presented in relation to the domains and facets of personality. Mean scores obtained 

by both groups in all domains and facets were analysed utilising independent sample t 

tests, in order to establish whether there were any significant differences between the 

groups (Bonferroni corrections applied where appropriate). Finally, correlation 
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analysis was conducted in order to establish whether there were any associations 

between scores, and subjective and objective measures of success.   

 

5.3.1. What are the differences between high and low performers in relation to 

background and both subjective and objective measures of success?   

 

Table 5.3 sets out the mean scores for both high and low performers in relation to 

some key variables such as age, length of service and cases detected. 

Table 5.3 

Comparing High and Low Performers in Background and Success Criteria  

Variable High performers Low performers 

Age  35.48 (SD=7.41) 34.73 (SD=6.95) 

Length of service 11.38 (SD=6.71) 8.99 (SD=5.43) 

Detections 84.84 (SD=68.78) 26.60 (SD=27.84) 

Commendations/letters  2.03 (SD=1.56) 1.17 (SD=1.78) 

Peer votes 5.64 (SD=4.15) .433 (SD=0.773) 

Manager ratings-value 7.53 (SD=1.02) 5.12 (SD=1.58) 

Job knowledge 4.19 (SD=0.49) 3.32 (SD=0.80) 

Quality of work 4.23 (SD=0.42) 3.16 (SD=0.74) 

Cooperation 4.11 (SD=0.58) 3.04 (SD=0.84) 

Responsibility 4.11 (SD=4.11) 3.16 (SD=0.85) 

Initiative 4.03 (SD=0.59) 3.00 (SD=0.81) 

Dependability 4.03 (SD=0.52) 3.08 (SD=0.81) 

Interaction with the public 4.15 (SD=0.61) 3.36 (SD=0.75) 

Overall rating 28.88 (SD=2.95) 22.12 (SD=4.98) 
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High performers scored higher means than low performers regarding all of the 

background variables. Independent sample t tests were performed on the differences 

between means in relation to length of service, age and number of commendations or 

letters of appreciation. Because of the high number of tests applied, Bonferroni 

corrections were applied, adjusting the alpha value to 0.003. Whilst the high 

performers had a higher mean age than low performers, the difference was not 

statistically significant (age: (t (59) = 0.407, p > 0.05ns). In addition, whilst a longer 

length of service was indicated in the high performing group, this too was not 

statistically significant (length of service: (t (59) = 1.527, p > 0.05ns). There was also 

no statistically significant difference between the high and low performers in relation 

to the number of commendations or letters of appreciation received (t (59) = 2.020, p  

> 0.05ns), where the high performers had a higher mean number of commendations or 

letters of appreciation than low performers. On average, high performers achieved 

two commendations or letters of appreciation, whilst low performers achieved just 

over one. Commendations or letters of appreciation usually occur in circumstances 

where either (1) a member of the public has been moved to write a letter of thanks 

based upon their perception of how well they felt they were dealt with by an officer or 

team in a particular case, or (2) where a supervising officer has been impressed 

enough by an officer’s work in an individual case or combination of cases to bring 

their performance to the attention of more senior officers so that their work can be 

formally recognised. 

 

In relation to cases detected, mean detections differed significantly, although this was 

to be expected bearing in mind how each group was identified utilising detection 

figures (t (39.83) = 4.36, p = <0.001). Clearly those in the high performing group 
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were going to have higher detection figures than those in the low performing group. 

In addition to having higher detection numbers, high performers had a higher number 

of assigned cases than low performers. High performers had a mean of 127 cases 

assigned (N=30, SD=97.49), with a mean detected number of 84.84 (N=30, 

SD=68.78). Low performers had a mean of 56 cases assigned (N=31, SD=65.88) with 

a mean of 26.6 detected (N=31, SD=27.84). The difference between the groups in 

relation to assigned cases was also statistically significant (t (52.8) = 3.37, p = 

<0.001). The mean number of subjective votes received by those in both groups was 

also calculated. Unsurprisingly, high performers had a higher mean (high performers: 

M=5.64, SD=4.15; low performers: M=.433, SD=.773). Again, it was unsurprising 

that the difference between the groups in relation to subjective votes was statistically 

significant (t (32.14) = 6.85, p = <0.000), bearing in mind how subjective success was 

used as an important indicator of overall success. In relation to the manager ratings, 

all of the differences were statistically significant (Manager valuation: (t (49) = 6.47, 

p = <0.001), Job knowledge: (t (39.51) = 4.68, p = <0.001), quality of work: (t (49) = 

6.31, p = <0.001), Cooperation: (t (49) = 5.31, p = <0.001), Responsibility: (t (49) = 

4.68, p = <0.001), Initiative: (t (49) = 5.19, p = <0.001), Dependability: (t (49) = 5.01, 

p = <0.001), Interaction with the public: (t (49) = 4.12, p = <0.001), and overall 

rating: (t (49) = 5.92, p = <0.001).  

 

In relation to educational levels of both high and low performing groups, a large 

percentage of investigators in the low performing group came from the educational 

levels of A level or degree (N=22, 70.5%), whilst a smaller percentage came from 

those educational levels in the high performing group (N=12, 39%). In addition, a 

large percentage of high performers came from the GCSE or lower educational levels 
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(N=14, 46.3%) compared to low performers (N=8, 25.8%). Whilst these differences 

were not statistically significant, it is interesting to note the high number of high 

performers who had low educational levels compared to low performers. One might 

expect such differences to be weighted in the opposite direction.  

 

An analysis of previous experience revealed that the largest difference related to the 

fact that 40% of those in the low performing group were formerly undergraduate 

students, whilst 20% were formerly undergraduate students in the high performing 

group. The data were analysed using a Chi-square test. The variation in scores was not 

significant. In relation to investigative training (ICIDP or equivalent), within the high 

performing group 5 (16.1%) had not received the training, whilst 26 (83.9%) had 

received the training. Within the low performing group, 18 (60%) had received the 

training, whilst 12 (40%) had not received the training. This information was analysed 

using a Chi-square test (Table 5.4). 

Table 5.4 

Distribution of Trained Officers in High and low Performing Groups 

 
ICIDP 

Yes  

 

No                         Total  

 

High performing group 

 

26 

 

5                                31 

 

Low performing group 

 

12 

 

18                              30 

Note: x2=12.49, p=>.001 
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The high performing group contained significantly more officers trained in the 

national investigator programme. A MANOVA was conducted to ascertain whether 

education and training (ICIDP training) had a significant effect upon objective or 

subjective measures of success. This combined test revealed no significant 

multivariate main effects in relation to either subjective or objective measures of 

success. In relation to ICIDP training alone, this revealed a significant main effect in 

relation to the subjective measures of success (Wilks λ =.858, F(7, 96.00) =2.267, 

p<.05, Partial Eta Squared=.142, Power to detect the effect was .813), but not 

objective measures of success such as detections or commendations or letters of 

appreciation.. This suggests that the fact that investigators are trained might make a 

difference to whether they are given high subjective ratings by their supervisors. What 

it does not demonstrate is whether the officers are indeed more effective, as there is 

no link to objective criterion of success such as commendations, letters of 

appreciation or detections. Did investigators in Study Two vote for successful 

colleagues based upon their knowledge of their previous training, or was it truly based 

upon performance? This is another issue that will be discussed later. Were 

investigators chosen to go onto the training programme because of perceived 

experience (for instance is it a reward for higher length of service)? This result 

appears to raise more questions than answers. 

 

Having looked at background differences between high and low performers, as well 

as differences in work output, one of the main questions of this study still remains. 

What are the personality differences between the high and low performers? The next 

section outlines the results of the NEO PI-R together with the statistical tests 

employed to establish whether there were any significant differences. 
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5.3.2. What are the personality differences between the high and low performing 

groups in relation to the five domains? 

 

The results in this section are broken down separately into domain scores and facet 

scores. The domains provide perspective on the overall scores obtained within the five 

major areas of personality. An examination of the facets allows for discrimination of 

the personality traits within and between each domain. For a reminder of the facets 

and domains, see Table 5.1 (above). 

 

Domain scores 

Table 5.5 presents the mean domain scores for both high and low performing groups. 

The table contains some interesting results. For example, the high performing group 

scored slightly lower mean scores on all the domains except the Conscientiousness 

domain. Links between scores on the Conscientiousness scale and occupational 

success were mentioned above. Higher scores on the Neuroticism scale may be 

detrimental to job performance (Costa et al., 1995). Both results therefore appear to 

be consistent with previous research.  In order to determine whether there were any 

statistically significant differences between the two groups, independent sample t tests 

were conducted on the scores achieved by each group in relation to the five domains 

(Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness). 

Bonferroni corrections were utilised because of the number of tests utilised, with an 

adjusted alpha level of 0.01 applied. There were no statistically significant differences 

across the groups in relation to any of the domains.  
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Table 5.5 

Mean Domain Scores Across High and Low Performing Groups Plus Norms 

The scores obtained for the domains were mapped onto a scale devised by the authors 

of the NEO for the purpose of determining whether there were any significant patterns 

emerging that were not apparent from the above statistical analysis. The scores were 

placed within the ranges of very low (scores under 35), low (scores between 35 and 

44), average (scores between 45 and 55), high (scores between 56 and 65) and very 

high (scores above 65). Rust (2005) reports that in general 38% of the population 

score in the average range, 24% score high or low respectively and 7% score very 

high or very low respectively. Table 5.6 identifies the ranges of the scores by group. 

 

 

Domain Mean SD Norm 

Neuroticism 

High Performing Group  

Low Performing Group  

 

55.33 

59.16 

 

8.86 

10.53 

 

49.8 

 

Extraversion   

High Performing Group  

Low Performing Group 

 

44.30 

46.56 

 

10.87 

9.61 

 

49.3 

 

Openness    

High Performing Group  

Low Performing Group 

 

37.36 

41.50 

 

9.83 

10.47 

 

49.8 

Agreeableness    

High Performing Group  

Low Performing Group 

 

44.46 

46.06 

 

13.27 

9.43 

 

51.0 

Conscientiousness    

High Performing Group  

Low Performing Group 

 

46.43 

43.40 

 

11.06 

7.60 

 

50.5 
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Table 5.6 

NEO Domain Ranges Across High and Low Performing Groups 

Domain High performers Low performers 

Neuroticism  Average High 

Extraversion  Low Average 

Openness  Low Low 

Agreeableness  Low Average 

Conscientiousness  Average Low 

 
What is striking about these results at first glance is how both groups score low in 

50% of the domains and average in another 40%. This aside, a glance at each domain 

reveals that low performers rated high on the Neuroticism scale whereas the high 

performers who rated average. Interestingly, high performers rated in the low range 

for Extraversion, Openness and Agreeableness, and average in the domain of 

Conscientiousness. Low performers scored within the average range for the domains 

of Extraversion and Agreeableness (thus higher than the high performers), and in the 

low range for Openness and Conscientiousness.  The Conscientiousness domain was 

the only domain where high performers rated in a higher range than low performers.   

In relation to Neuroticism, whilst the difference between the groups was not 

statistically significant, the low performing group’s score was in the high category, 

whilst that from the high performing group was in the average category.   

 

All scores were compared to norm scores derived from UK law enforcement 

personnel for the NEO standardisation study. The number of law enforcement 

personnel included was 117, consisting of some senior police officers (23), other 



 

211 
 
 
  

officers (45), and chief probation officers (49) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The 

comparison was to establish whether there were any patterns emerging from the 

results that demonstrated significant differences between the groups.  

 

Returning to Table 5.5, it can be seen that the scores regarding the Neuroticism 

domain for both groups was markedly higher than the group norms outlined in Table 

5.6 above. Each of the Neuroticism scores was compared to the group norms provided 

in order to establish whether any of the groups were significantly above the norms. 

One-sample t tests were calculated for both groups by comparing them with the norm 

data published (NEO Manual, 2006). In relation to Neuroticism, both groups scored 

significantly higher than the norm (high performing group (t (30) = 3.58, p <0.001), 

low performing group (t (28) = 4.766, p <0.001).  

 

The high performers scored in the low range in the domain of Extraversion, compared 

to the low performers who were in the average range, although the difference was 

small. One-sample t tests revealed that, whilst both scored below the norm, the high 

performing group’s score was significantly lower (t (30) = 2.788, p <0.05). This might 

why the two groups were represented in different range categories despite the small 

difference between them. High performers scored in the low range, significantly 

below the norm for law enforcement personnel. 

 

In relation to Openness, both groups scored in the low range, although the high 

performers again scored lower than the low performers. The mean scores for both 

groups in the Openness domain were noticeably below the norm group scores, as 

shown in the Table above. One-sample t tests demonstrated that these were below the 
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norm to a statistically significant degree (high performing group (t (30) = 7.166, p 

<0.001); low performing group (t (28) = 4.127, p = 0.001).  It appears that both high 

and low performing groups scored low (significantly below the norm for law 

enforcement personnel in the UK) in the Openness domain. 

 

In relation to Agreeableness, the high performers again scored slightly lower than the 

low performers, and were categorised in the low range, whilst the low performers 

were in the average range. One-sample t tests identified that both groups were 

significantly lower than the norm in relation to Agreeableness (high performing group 

(t (30) = 2.928, p  <0.05), low performing group (t (28) = 2.593, p  <0.05).  

 

Finally, in relation to Conscientiousness, this was the only area in which the high 

performers recorded a higher mean score than the low performers. The high 

performers ranked in the average range, whilst the low performers ranked in the low 

range. Whilst both groups were below the norm in relation to Conscientiousness, the 

low performing group were significantly lower (t (28) = 5.592, p <0.001). What do 

these comparisons with the norm data tell us? Firstly, it is clear that both high and low 

performers scored significantly below the norm in the areas of Openness and 

Agreeableness. Both groups scored significantly higher in the Neuroticism domain. 

Do these results link to police personality? Modern volume crime investigators 

demonstrate higher Neuroticism scores and appear to be less Open and Agreeable 

than the norm scores for law enforcement. In addition, high performers were below 

the norm for Extraversion to a statistically significant level. Finally, low performers 

were below the norm in relation to Conscientiousness to a statistically significant 
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level. Exactly how are these scores reflected when one looks at the individual facets 

that make up each domain? 

 
5.3.3 What are the personality differences between the high and low performing 

groups in relation to the NEO facets? 

 

Each of the thirty facet scores obtained by both groups are set out in Table 5.7. Each 

score was subjected to independent sample t tests in order to ascertain whether there 

were any significant differences across the high and low performing groups. 

Bonferroni corrections were utilised with an adjusted alpha level of 0.0083 applied, 

based upon the test repeated for the six facets in each domain seperately. One of the 

thirty facets returned a statistically significant difference between the two groups. In 

relation to the facet of gregariousness, low performers had a higher mean score 

(M=50.80, SD=10.22) than high performers (M=43.56, SD=12.34). The independent 

sample t test identified a significant difference between these scores (t (58) = 2.472, p 

= <0.001). Table 5.7 sets out the facet scores by groups. 

Table 5.7 

Mean NEO Facet Scores for High and Low Performing Groups 
 

Domain Facet High performing Low performing 

N Anxiety  51.64 (SD=9.32) 55.06 (SD=14.85) 

N Angry hostility 57.64 (SD=11.82) 60.10 (SD=9.43) 

N Depression  54.38 (SD=8.43) 57.79 (SD=10.62) 

N Self-consciousness 55.16 (SD=8.62) 56.20 (SD=10.80) 

N Impulsiveness  55.09 (SD=12.12) 56.96 (SD=9.71) 

N Vulnerability  53.38 (SD=7.93) 58.34 (SD=9.58) 

E Warmth  45.74 (SD=11.76) 48.79 (SD=10.85) 

E Gregariousness * 43.00 (SD=12.53) 51.65 (SD=9.25) 

E Assertiveness  44.16 (SD=8.67) 45.03 (SD=8.79) 
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E Activity  46.06 (SD=11.86) 43.37 (SD=8.66) 

E Excitement-seeking  51.51 (SD=11.45) 54.37 (SD=10.09) 

E Positive emotions 47.70 (SD=13.13) 50.13 (SD=9.83) 

O Fantasy  45.54 (SD=12.82) 50.06 (SD=11.00) 

O Aesthetics  40.22 (SD=10.26) 42.58 (SD=11.55) 

O Feelings  45.70 (SD=12.16) 48.96 (SD=10.70) 

O Actions  40.29 (SD=6.56) 43.27 (SD=8.48) 

O Ideas  40.51 (SD=10.06) 43.89 (SD=9.68) 

O Values  44.80 (SD=8.68) 43.55 (SD=8.38) 

A Trust  37.12 (SD=10.55) 38.72 (SD=9.07) 

A Straightforwardness  47.03 (SD=11.11) 53.31 (SD=7.70) 

A Altruism  49.87 (SD=11.79) 49.86 (SD=10.15) 

A Compliance  44.90 (SD=12.64) 46.72 (SD=9.71) 

A Modesty  57.19 (SD=11.99) 55.72 (SD=9.33) 

A Tender-mindedness 49.54 (SD=9.98) 47.93 (SD=10.39) 

C Competence  46.38 (SD=11.13) 42.06 (SD=6.54) 

C Order  51.25 (SD=9.56) 51.96 (SD=11.04) 

C Dutifulness  49.96 (SD=11.07) 48.51 (SD=8.78) 

C Achievement-striving  44.54 (SD=12.58) 39.93 (SD=8.95) 

C Self-discipline 49.38 (SD=10.26) 44.51 (SD=8.18) 

C Deliberation  49.67 (SD=11.13) 48.31 (SD=9.16) 

Note: * indicates p=<0.008 

 

The facet scores were placed into ranges in a similar fashion to the domain scores (see 

above). However, the ranges provided by the manual differ from the domain ranges. 

This time, scores were within the range of low (scores under 40), average (scores 

between 40 and 60) and high (scores above 60) (NEO Manual, 2005). Table 5.8 sets 

out ranges in relation to each facet. 

Table 5.8 

Mean Facet Ranges Across High and Low Performing Groups 
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Domain Facet High performing Low performing 

N Anxiety  Average  Average 

N Angry hostility Average High  

N Depression  Average Average 

N Self-consciousness Average Average 

N Impulsiveness  Average Average 

N Vulnerability  Average Average 

E Warmth  Average Average 

E Gregariousness  Average Average 

E Assertiveness  Average Average 

E Activity  Average Average 

E Excitement-seeking  Average Average 

E Positive emotions Average Average 

O Fantasy  Average Average 

O Aesthetics  Average Average 

O Feelings  Average Average 

O Actions  Average Average 

O Ideas  Average Average 

O Values  Average Average 

A Trust  Low  Low  

A Straightforwardness  Average Average 

A Altruism  Average Average 

A Compliance  Average Average 

A Modesty  Average Average 

A Tender-mindedness Average Average 

C Competence  Average Average 

C Order  Average Average 

C Dutifulness  Average Average 

C Achievement-striving  Average Low  

C Self-discipline Average Average 

C Deliberation  Average Average 



 

216 
 
 
  

 

All facet scores were in the average range except for the high performers on the facet 

of trust (scored low), and the low performers on the facets of angry hostility (scored 

high), trust (scored low) and achievement striving (scored low).  

 

5.3.4. Are there correlations between personality scores and objective and subjective 

measures of success? 

 

This study also involved a correlation analysis between high and low performing 

groups, NEO domains and facets, and a number of factors in order to establish 

whether there were any correlations between personality, the identified factors and 

membership of either the high or low performing groups. Factors identified as 

important to this analysis were success factors such as: number of detections, number 

of commendations or letters of appreciation, number of subjective votes obtained 

from peers, plus manager ratings. These could be divided into either objective or 

subjective measures of success. The subjective measures of success were the number 

of votes any investigator received from peers in Study Two, together with manager 

ratings. Objective measures of success were the number of detections identified in 

Study Three and the number of commendations or letters of appreciation over a given 

period of time as identified in Study One. The analysis was conducted separately for 

high and low performing groups, firstly by domain scores and secondly by facet 

scores. No correlations were identified. 

 

 

 



 

217 
 
 
  

5.4. Discussion 

 

Differences between the high and low performing groups 

 

Whilst the high performing group had a somewhat higher mean age and length of 

service than the low performing group, these were not statistically significant. This 

was in contrast to the difference between the high and low `choice’ sets in Study Two. 

It appears that whilst officers seem to identify officers who are older and have more 

experience with success, this is not borne out by the reality of the situation when 

objective measures such as detected crimes are involved (Sanders, 2008). This lends 

some support to respondents’ views in Study One, where experience did not rate 

highly in the list of important traits of a successful investigator. In terms of 

educational difference between the high and low performing groups, previous studies 

have suggested that educational background was important to investigative success 

(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987). However, in Study One respondents felt that it made little 

difference to investigative success. In Study Two, educational background ranked 

similarly low. The largest group represented within the high performing group were 

those at an educational level of GCSE/O level. This comprised 43% of high 

performers. The second largest group were those who had reached A level (23%) and 

the third highest were those who had reached degree level (16%). In the low 

performing group however, the educational levels represented the most were A level 

and degree level (35.5% each). The level of GCSE/O level (22.6%) came third. It is 

interesting therefore to note that many more individuals who reached a relatively low 

educational level before leaving school were represented by the high performers 

compared to the low performers. Because of the limited sample size it is difficult to 
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draw definite generalisations from this. However, it may be enough to suggest, 

tentatively, that respondents in Study One may have been correct when they 

suggested that educational background made little difference to success within 

volume crime investigation. Many people join the police service having gained entry 

with minimum educational requirements (these used to be a minimum of five GCE O 

levels). It seems likely that those who join with lower level qualifications may gain 

experience on the job (together with relevant training) that enables them to perform 

their roles successfully. The results here tend to suggest, contrary to previous 

research, that in terms of volume crime investigation higher educational level does not 

relate to investigative success. That is not to say, however, that without further 

exploration, intelligence does not play some part in investigative success. intelligence 

might not equate to educational success for many different reasons. This area will be 

discussed further in chapter seven. 

 

In relation to commendations or letters of appreciation, there was no statistically 

significant difference between the high and low performing groups. In this study, 

positive employment history of this type, identified as a potential indicator of future 

success in previous studies, failed to distinguish high and low performers (Cohen & 

Chaiken, 1987). However, there are many possibilities as to why this was the case. 

Firstly, this is based upon the measures of success applied within the present study. 

The criteria might be incorrect and not be distinguishing high and low performers at 

all. Alternatively, it could be argued that there simply is no distinguishing the two 

groups because there is not a great deal to differentiate them within volume crime 

investigation, bearing in mind that it may tend to be a high turnover investigative 

pool. Finally, it must not be forgotten that the level of commendations or letters of 
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appreciation are self reported with no way of being able to check the accuracy or 

otherwise of the claims made. There is potential for individuals to be able to 

`overplay’ their successes in order to `look good’ (whilst also knowing that their 

responses are confidential!). 

 

Eighteen investigators in the low performing group had not received any formal 

training. This represented over half of the group. In contrast, a majority of those in the 

high performing group had received some training in relation to the national 

investigator’s programme or equivalent. What conclusions can be drawn from this? 

Does this suggest that training is more important than previous educational 

achievement? Does it suggest that low performers would perform better if they had 

the training? Does it suggest that national police training works, because those in the 

high performing group are almost exclusively represented by people who have been 

trained on the national programme or equivalent? Does this represent evidence of 

application of investigative training to the workplace? Of course, one could argue that 

it is fairly obvious that those untrained are going to perform less well than those who 

are trained. Supervisors may distribute work based upon their knowledge of an 

officer’s previous investigative experience and training, and may very well give those 

who they perceive to be better trained the investigations that are either more serious or 

have greater potential to be detected. Nonetheless, these results raise interesting issues 

about the effectiveness of investigative training in the modern era. Interestingly, a 

MANOVA demonstrated a significant effect of training on subjective measures of 

success, but not objective measures. It is again difficult to know what is happening 

here. Are supervisors rating investigators highly because of their skills and abilities? 

If so, then this could demonstrate that the national investigator training programme 
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works. Alternatively, are they rating them highly because they are trained? No data 

exists in relation to how the supervisors distributed their ratings, although they were 

asked to mark their staff based upon their performance, and not upon any external 

factors. 

 

The most striking difference between the high and low performing groups related to 

the manager ratings. These consisted of manager ratings of investigator value to the 

organisation, and ratings by the same individual in relation to seven different 

performance criteria, such as quality of work, job knowledge and initiative. A final 

score for the job performance criteria is also computed by adding together the scores 

for the seven areas (These variables are derived from Sanders, 2008). In total there are 

thus nine separate scores. All of the high performing groups mean scores were 

significantly higher than the low performing groups mean scores to a statistically 

significant level (It must be remembered that managers were asked to rate every 

officer within their crime group. They were not aware of the make-up of the high and 

low performing groups at any stage of the process). Detectives have often cited 

supervisor ratings as a better means of determining investigative success rather than 

detection rates (Maguire et al. 1993).  

 

Personality differences 

 

Comparing the high performers and low performers in relation to the NEO domains 

revealed no statistically significant differences between the two groups, suggesting 

that no single personality domain was predominant in successful volume crime 

investigators. Several hypotheses were posited in relation to differences between the 
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high and low performing groups. It was hypothesised that the high performers would 

score significantly higher on the C scale and the O scale. The results lead to a 

rejection of these hypotheses in favour of the null- no significant differences between 

the two groups. Additionally, there was no difference between the groups in relation 

to N scale scores, leading to the conclusion that this hypothesis failed to be supported 

also. When the results were transformed into ranges a somewhat different picture 

emerged. Dealing firstly with the domain of Extraversion, this is described as how 

much energy a person directs into their external environment together with their need 

for external stimulation (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Extraversion and its facets have 

been shown to contribute to job performance, but usually in occupations such as sales 

and management (Barrick & Mount, 1991). High performers scored in the low range, 

whilst low performers scored in the average range. Interestingly low performers 

appeared to be more extraverted than high performers. Low performers scored higher 

than high performers in all of the Extraversion facets except activity. Although this 

difference was not significant, the activity facet is described in part as a need to keep 

busy. It is described as a facet that explains the amount of effort an individual might 

put into a task (Costa & McCrae, 2006). It is interesting that this is the only facet 

within the Extraversion domain where high performers scored higher than low 

performers.  

 

Low performers scored higher than high performers in relation to the facet of 

gregariousness. Whilst both groups scored within the average range for this facet, they 

were at rather opposite ends of this range. There was a statistically significant 

difference between the two groups. Gregariousness is defined as “the preference for 

other people’s company.” (NEO Manual, UK edition, 2005, p. 18). It is suggested that 
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gregarious people enjoy other people’s company more than lower scorers, and that 

low scorers tend to be loners. This suggests that high performers might be less 

gregarious than low performers. This finding allows us to ask some interesting 

questions.  Why would less gregarious people be more likely to achieve investigative 

success within volume crime investigations? One possibility is that volume crime 

investigation has a greater tendency to rely upon individual effort. Rarely in volume 

crime investigations do investigators work in pairs to investigate everyday volume 

crimes (Hobbs, 1988; Maguire et al. 1993), unless they are in a proactive team who 

work together (Maguire et al. 1993). If this is the case, then perhaps those who are 

less gregarious thrive on the individual nature of their investigations.   

 

In relation to the domain of Openness, both groups scored low. This was an 

interesting finding as both groups were significantly below the norm for the domain. 

Openness is described as receptivity to sources such as new information or inputs 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992). The fact that both groups scored low in this domain is 

surprising bearing in mind the investigative roles they undertake. The result runs 

contrary to established studies which suggest that those high in the Openness domain 

are more likely to be drawn to investigative or artistic occupations (Costa et al. 1984). 

In fact three of the high performing group scores for Openness facets scored on the 

borderline of below average (aesthetics, actions and ideas). High scorers on ideas tend 

to be characterised as possessing intellectual curiosity, although this is more akin to 

using their intellect for the sake of it rather than within an occupational setting. 

However Costa et al. (1995) suggested that high scores on this facet would most 

likely suggest investigative preferences. This is not evident within the investigators 

sampled, although reasons for this could be many. Firstly, perhaps respondents in 
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Study One are correct when they suggest that all types of personality are capable of 

being successful volume crime investigators. Secondly, it is possible that people may 

gravitate towards volume crime investigation roles within the police service for all 

kinds of reasons independent of purely investigative interest, contrary to Holland’s 

(1985) theory. As discussed above, they may have been told to perform the role 

without wishing to pursue that career path (in a sense press-ganged into the role). 

They may want to move away from patrol work in order to avoid the shift patterns. It 

cannot be assumed in the modern era that everyone in an investigative role wants to 

be there. 

 

In relation to the domain of Agreeableness, high performers again scored in the low 

range whilst low performers scored in the average range. Agreeableness is described 

as: 

“The role a person adopts along a continuum from compassion to antagonism; the 

likelihood of a person taking on board, accepting and being influenced by the 

perspectives or concerns of other people.” (Lord, 2007, p.78) 

 

It would be reasonable to expect successful investigators to score well in terms of 

Agreeableness, as some of an investigator’s role requires interaction with many 

different players within the criminal justice system where they need to demonstrate 

some of the Agreeableness traits. Investigators frequently come into contact with 

crime victims, witnesses and even suspects, and their ability to show compassion may 

have a direct effect upon the quality of outcomes from these interactions (Holmberg et 

al. 2002; Holmberg, 2004).  
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In relation to the Agreeableness facets, both groups scored below average on trust and 

each score was significantly below the group norms established for the facet. This 

result is noteworthy because the scores are in the below average range, but is perhaps 

understandable bearing in mind the nature of police work in general and the existence 

of what is generally considered to be a police personality that includes suspicion of 

other people and their motives (Skolnick, 1966). In terms of the Conscientiousness 

domain, high performers scored in the average range, whilst low performers scored in 

the low range. This is surprising on many levels. Firstly, it was hypothesised that high 

performers would score higher than low performers in this domain. They did score 

higher, but not to a statistically significant extent. Low performers were significantly 

below the norms for law enforcement. This result is contrary to previous research, 

where it has been suggested that successful people would be most likely to score 

highly in the Conscientiousness domain, and that this was a valid predictor of job 

success (Barrick & Mount, 1991). The prediction, according to Barrick and Mount 

(1991), was valid across a range of occupations, not just law enforcement. Whilst not 

statistically significant in this study, the fact that the high performers scored higher 

than low performers only in this domain seems to point tentatively to this area as a 

potential determinant of success, although not statistically significant, and certainly 

not in isolation.  Looking at the differences between the groups in relation to the 

Conscientiousness facets, high performers scored higher on all of the facets except 

order where there was only a slight difference in favour of the low performing group. 

None of these results were statistically significant however. All facet scores for both 

groups were average, except that both groups scored low in trust, whilst the low 

performing group scored high in angry hostility and low on achievement striving. 
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Achievement striving has been described as the need for personal achievement and a 

sense of direction.   

 

It is widely recognised that high scores on the Neuroticism domain are not a valid 

predictor of job success (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Scores for the low performing 

group identified them in the high range, whilst scores for the high performing group 

identified them in the average range. However both scores were significantly above 

the norm, to statistical significance. When one examines the facet scores, low 

performers outscored high performers in all facets. Scores on these facets for both 

groups were all in the average range except for angry hostility for low performers that 

scored in the above average range. All average scores were in the high end of average, 

approaching high. Angry hostility is defined as “the feelings of anger, bitterness and 

hostility towards others” (Lord, 2007). Again, it may be possible to suggest 

tentatively that these traits are part and parcel of the police personality, and the high 

levels of scores on the Neuroticism scale reflect the stressful nature of the 

investigative task in the modern era.  

 

Correlations  

 

Correlations revealed some interesting results. In relation to correlations with 

detections, case numbers and subjective votes correlated significantly. This is 

unsurprising, as the high and low performing groups were distinguished by both 

subjective votes and detections. The domain of Agreeableness was negatively 

correlated to detections, indicating that low scorers in this domain appeared to have 

higher numbers of detections recorded. This appears to be borne out in the discussion 
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above in relation to domain and facet scores for Agreeableness. The facets of warmth, 

gregariousness (Extraversion) and feelings (Openness) were also negatively correlated 

with detections. In each case, low performers scored higher in the relevant facet. 

Warmth is characterised by interest in others and is associated with friendliness, 

gregariousness and means preferring other people’s company, whilst feelings is 

identifying with oneself and others’ emotions (Lord, 2007). Negative correlations here 

suggest that higher scorers on these facets have lower numbers of detections recorded. 

Do these results suggest that there is no place in volume crime work for these traits? 

Do modern volume crime investigators have little time for niceties in the real world of 

volume crime investigation?  

 

Study One suggested that officers still have issues with the time needed to complete 

investigations. In the volume crime world, where there is pressure to deal with a case 

quickly and effectively in order to then move on to another, does the new breed of 

investigator need to fit a particular profile that pays attention to effectiveness over all 

else? These are interesting questions raised by the results. In relation to 

commendations and letters of appreciation, this correlated positively with case 

numbers and subjective votes. This is interesting, suggesting that the higher the 

number of case files or subjective votes the more likely it is that the individual would 

receive commendations or letters of appreciation. However, there were no correlations 

here with numbers of detections. 

 

Hypotheses suggesting correlations between the high performing group with the C 

domain and facets as well as objective and subjective measures of success were not 
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supported, neither were those hypotheses that suggested correlations between the low 

performing groups, the N scale and measures of success.  

 

5.5. Conclusion  

 

Training stands out as a key difference between the high and low performing groups 

in this study. The groups were derived from a combination of subjective votes from 

peers (Study Two) and objective criteria such as detections and commendations or 

letters of appreciation (Study Three). What is not known is why peers chose their 

successful group of five investigators. They were asked to rate them based upon 

performance as an investigator. Did they choose them based upon their knowledge of 

their previous training? This seems unlikely, but it cannot be discounted. Similarly, 

there was a significant effect between training and supervisor ratings. Again, were the 

ratings high because the investigators had been trained? Was it the case that 

supervisors knew of their training and marked them highly because they felt if they 

had been trained they would be capable of performing the role? This too seems 

remote as a possibility, as the supervisor is unlikely to have had access to details of 

training at the time of providing the ratings. This leads to a potential conclusion that 

indeed something significant is being demonstrated here: that those who have been 

trained are indeed performing better than those who have not been trained. 

 

Having discussed the issues of personality and compared the results of the NEO 

personality inventory between high and low performers, it seems clear that there are 

few statistically significant differences between the two. There was a statistically 

significant difference in relation to the facet of gregariousness, but only tentative 
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conclusions can be drawn from this. In relation to stability, it was hypothesised that 

there would be a statistically significant difference between the two groups, despite 

the fact that respondents in Studies One and Two did not feel that this issue was 

important to investigative success. Previous research strongly points to the fact that 

instability and high scores on the Neuroticism scale are negative indicators for success 

across a range of occupations (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997; Sanders, 

2008). Whilst scores by both groups ranked high in the Neuroticism domain, there is 

nothing to suggest that there was enough of a difference to differentiate the 

performance of either group. This hypothesis was therefore not supported. It is 

interesting to note that respondents in Study One felt that it takes all kinds of 

personality to be successful at investigations. This appears to be borne out in the 

present study.  

 

Having looked into the area of personality and its relationship with success in this 

chapter, the next chapter will go on to consider whether or not there are any identified 

differences between the high and low performers in relation to critical thinking. 

Respondents demonstrated that they felt critical thinking and reasoning would be 

important to success within investigations, having ranked it highly in Studies One and 

Two in relation to firstly importance and secondly frequency with which these 

attributes were present within successful investigators. As a result, the main 

hypothesis in relation to this is that it would be expected that there would be a 

statistically significant difference between the high and low performers in that the 

high performers would be expected to have better overall critical thinking skills than 

the low performers.  
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Chapter Six 

 
 

Study Five: Comparing critical thinking skills of h igh performing and low 

performing investigators 

 
 

6.1. Introduction  

 

In Study One, respondent investigators identified the importance of reasoning and 

decision-making to potential success. These areas were ranked high amongst the list 

of traits identified within previous research and textbooks on criminal investigation. 

In Study Two, respondents were asked to choose successful peers, and at the same 

time rate them in relation to the frequency with which they displayed the thirty 

attributes. Decision-making ranked highly in both studies. It is common in detective 

fiction, textbooks and academic writing that people speak of the cognitive capacities 

and processes of the detective (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008; Innes, 2003; Sherlock 

Holmes; Smith & Flanagan, 2000; Swanson et al., 2003).  Inductive and deductive 

reasoning are just two types of thinking often referred to in the same breath as 

detectives (Bryant, 2009). There seems little doubt that when investigators try to solve 

crimes they engage in a myriad of tasks (Greenwood et al. 1977), at the same time 

engaging in thinking (reasoning), deciding and solving problems. A major part of an 

investigator’s role, at whatever level, will be to make sense of material they gather 

within an investigation. Good decisions can only be made however if the correct 

thought processes are engaged before actions and decisions are generated. Decision-

making, problem solving, reasoning and critical thinking are all distinct areas in the 

academic literature, and each has its own set of theoretical perspectives and a large 
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body of supporting literature. There is a distinct overlap between some of the 

perspectives, however, that will assist the present study.  Judgement and decision-

making itself is an area that has produced many different theoretical perspectives. For 

instance, naturalistic decision-making (NDM) concerns decision-making by 

practitioners in complex and demanding situations. Much work has been undertaken 

in relation to decisions made in the military context, as well as a policing context 

(such as critical incident management), to try to discover what cognitive processes are 

utilised by individuals in such high-pressure situations (Barrett, 2005). Another 

perspective, closely linked to NDM and perhaps responsible for its rise in the 

academic literature, is explanation - based decision-making (EBDM). A seminal paper 

on EBDM by Hastie and Pennington (2000) begins by identifying the way in which 

EBDM attempts to describe how people make important decisions in a range of 

formal and informal settings. Studies have shown that, as a prelude to making 

important decisions, people evaluate pieces of evidence before deciding upon an 

appropriate course of action (Hastie & Pennington, 2000). Hastie and Pennington 

(2000) describe how jurors tend to listen to the evidence and then construct a mental 

model (described as a story) from the evidence they have heard.  

 

The mental model represents an explanation of the evidence. Hastie and Pennington 

(2000) suggest that individuals then make their decisions based upon the mental 

model they have constructed, not based upon the evidence as it was originally 

received. Simultaneously, the individual also creates alternatives from which to 

choose an appropriate course of action.  
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Whilst this research was conducted in the field of jury decision-making, there is much 

to suggest that this is how all humans make decisions. What EBDM researchers 

suggest is that the actual decision should not be the main focus of research. What is 

most important is what happens in the construction of the mental models prior to the 

actual decision itself.  

 

Jones (2000) conducted a study of the decision-making process of investigators 

involved in a simulated serious crime investigation. He identified the process by 

which investigative decisions were made. He described an investigative decision-

making cycle that began with information, moved to interpretation, then to a decision 

which then determined investigative direction and focus. What both of the above 

approaches demonstrate is that much of what occurs within any decision-making 

context (including criminal investigation) begins with interpretation of incoming 

information. In the juror study, evidence is placed into a mental model. At this point 

inferences are being drawn, evaluations and judgements are being made about the 

reliability and quality of the evidence. Cognitive filters must be being applied in order 

to sort the good evidence from the bad to inform the mental model being formulated. 

In a similar fashion, investigators interpret the evidence at a point before making 

investigative decisions and prior to setting the goals and direction of the investigation 

(Innes, 2003; Jones, 2000). In fact, assuming rationality, it is arguable that some form 

of evaluation and making sense of available cues will have preceded every decision. 

The investigative task is no different at the volume crime level. Investigators must 

assess the value of information when it comes into an investigation and make sense of 

where and how it fits with other information and evidence.  
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At all stages of a criminal investigation, at whatever level, investigators will be 

drawing inferences from material, and engaging in different forms of reasoning for 

example inductive and deductive reasoning (or even abductive reasoning (Carson, 

2009; Innes, 2003)). They need to be alert to the potential for drawing conclusions 

based upon faulty logic, and be able to recognise assumptions (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 

2008). In order to be able to make effective decisions, investigators must go through a 

process of making sense of the material they have at hand. In this sense, the area of 

critical thinking appears to be a crucial forerunner to the important areas of decision-

making and problem solving. Critical thinking involves both drawing inferences from 

material as well as different kinds of reasoning, all as a precursor to making decisions. 

A definition of critical thinking will now be discussed, followed by an analysis of 

specific areas of critical thinking that relate to criminal investigations and research 

involving police investigators.  

 

6.1.1. Defining critical thinking 

 

Historically, definitions of critical thinking were varied, and it was difficult to find 

consensus amongst experts as to its precise meaning, together with the best ways in 

which to measure it. Two definitions in the late 1980s served to suggest that critical 

thinking was a type of thinking that was involved in decision-making and involved 

rationality, reason and an element of reflection (Ennis, 1989; Halpern, 1989). 

Attempts at definitional consensus brought together experts in the field. In 1990, the 

Delphi report was commissioned in the USA to try to find such consensus in the field 

of education. That definition is reproduced here: 
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"We understand critical thinking to be purposeful, self-regulatory judgment which 

results in interpretation, analysis, evaluation, and inference, as well as explanation of 

the evidential, conceptual, methodological, criteriological, or contextual 

considerations upon which that judgment is based ...” (Delphi report, 1990, p.2) 

 

Facione and Facione (1996) note that since then this definition has become the 

standard definition of critical thinking. In addition to identifying a workable 

definition, the Delphi report (1990) identified six cognitive skills that make up critical 

thinking. These were: interpretation, analysis, evaluation, inference, explanation and 

self-regulation. It is not difficult to see parallels here with the work of investigators at 

all levels of criminal investigation (although so far we have only discussed one 

research study (Jones, 2000). As a result of the Delphi report (1990), Facione and 

Facione (1997) suggested seven main characteristics of an ideal critical thinker. They 

suggested that the ideal critical thinker would be truth seeking, open minded, 

systematic, critical, self confident, inquisitive and have a maturity of judgment. 

 

Critical thinking research still appears divided as to whether critical thinking is a skill 

or an innate quality possessed only by certain individuals (Dowling, 1989; Halpern, 

1989).  Facione, Facione and Giancarlo (2000) suggest that it is an ability, but state 

that whether an individual uses this ability depends upon their disposition to do so. 

The following section will discuss some criminal investigation research, with a focus 

upon the use of cognitive skills that mirror critical thinking. 

 

On a more practical level, critical thinking can be described as the ability to actively 

take in information, process it, question it, and generally think about it in a reflective 
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manner rather than just passively receiving it and doing little else (Dewey, 1975; 

Fisher, 2001). For investigators, viewing information actively is to be encouraged as 

they should not accept information at face value, but should actively question it. 

 

6.1.2. Police investigations and critical thinking   

 

Adhami and Brown (1996) identify the need to analyse material when it comes into 

an investigation. Canter and Youngs (2003) identify the importance of making 

inferences from available material within criminal investigations. McGurk et al. 

(1992) identified the importance of evaluating information and interpreting facts, 

ideas and information. Some criminal investigation textbooks and research consider 

decision-making, reasoning and judgement to be important abilities of an investigator 

(Osterberg and Ward, 2000; Swanson et al. 1992). There are, however, three studies 

that consider in some detail the thinking and reasoning that takes place within 

criminal investigations. Whilst each piece of research concentrated upon homicide 

detectives, parallels can be seen in volume crime investigation.   

 

Smith and Flanagan (2000) examined the skills of an effective SIO. It has been 

generally accepted that most of the skills identified, except perhaps the management 

skills, are relevant to general investigators (Smith & Flanagan, 2001; Tong, 2004). 

Comparing an SIO to a volume crime investigator is useful at this point. An SIO is the 

lead investigator for a homicide or other designated major crime. In the modern era, 

this could encompass cases such as homicide, stranger rapes (where the victim does 

not know the offender) or any other crime designated as such by the relevant SIO. The 

SIO has responsibility to manage the investigation, hence the stipulation that they 
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need to be a senior officer of at least the rank of Chief Inspector (although in the 

modern era, some police forces have designated detective inspectors as SIOs). As 

Smith and Flanagan (2000) note, the range of skills required of an SIO relate to the 

three areas of management skills, investigative ability and knowledge. During a 

homicide investigation, an SIO will need to bring all of these skills and abilities to the 

fore, because they may well be engaged in a large-scale investigation with many 

investigators working under their guidance. They will be expected to manage their 

resources and determine investigative direction. They will ultimately be accountable 

for it. 

 

Compare this to an investigator within volume crime investigations. They will 

ultimately be responsible for every investigation they are assigned. They are 

responsible for the direction of the investigation and they will have to utilise their 

investigative abilities to bring the case to a positive conclusion. In a sense they will 

manage the individuals called upon to assist, although not within the official rank 

structure within a homicide investigation. They will need to possess and demonstrate 

knowledge relating to their specific investigation. In a sense the SIO will rarely work 

alone when making decisions. They will rarely evaluate material, generate 

hypotheses, assimilate information, infer, utilise deductive or inductive reasoning and 

attempt to recognise assumptions without the assistance of an investigative team. In 

contrast, because of the low level nature of most volume crimes, the volume crime 

investigator may well have to conduct those investigations alone, and utilise their 

critical thinking skills (or not) in isolation. This programme of research has already 

characterised the volume crime investigator as a mini SIO in all of the cases they deal 

with. This analysis is not intended to minimise the work of SIOs in very complex, 
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time consuming and crucial investigations. It merely points to the similarities inherent 

in the investigation of any crime (Innes, 2003).  

 

Understanding the similarity of some tasks between an SIO and a volume crime 

investigator is important before looking at some relevant research. Within their study, 

Smith and Flanagan (2001) identified that decision-making skills were important. As 

part of those skills, they identified that assimilating incoming information and 

drawing appropriate inferences from the material was important. They identified 

several elements of an investigation that were important, breaking homicide 

investigation down into key elements of the process. These elements of the process 

were: initial crime scene assessment, assessing incoming information, selecting 

appropriate lines of enquiry, case development and post-charge case management. 

Within each of these elements they identified the principal skill requirements using 

the headings of management skills, investigative ability and knowledge. Under each 

heading they identified some of the most important skills required of an effective 

detective. Decision-making appeared within `management skills’ in relation to the 

elements of assessing incoming information and selecting appropriate lines of 

enquiry. Within the category of `investigative ability’, however, more appeared in 

relation to critical thinking. 

 

Alongside `initial crime scene assessment’, under the heading `appraisal of 

information’, the research identified the importance of assimilation of information 

from scenes, the importance of not making assumptions and the fact that it is here 

where the interpretation of crime scenes begins (Smith & Flanagan, 2000). The 

second element is itself entitled `assessment of incoming information’, and it is no 
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surprise that whilst decision-making is identified yet again under the heading of 

`management skills’, the following areas are identified as important under the heading 

of `appraisal of information’: to demonstrate an ability to absorb incoming 

information, to establish the relevance of information, to establish the reliability and 

validity of information, to play devil’s advocate, to verify expert advice and to display 

objectivity. The third element also identifies decision-making as being important 

under the `management skills’ heading, whilst under the heading of `investigative 

ability’ the following relevant areas are identified. Firstly, under a sub-heading of 

`investigative competence’, the area of developing and testing hypotheses is 

identified. Also, under the sub-heading of `appraisal of incoming information’, twin 

facets of objectivity and continuing to evaluate incoming information are identified. 

Both of the final two elements identify evaluation, avoiding speculation, keeping an 

open mind and continued validation of information and evidence as important aspects 

of investigative ability (Smith & Flanagan, 2000). 

 

Whilst it is clear that Smith and Flanagan (2000) see effective detectives as 

demonstrating a combination of the three skill levels of management skills, 

investigative ability and knowledge, they note: 

  

“Investigative ability is particularly evident when performing tasks such as evaluating 

the relevance of information, inferring meaning, developing lines of enquiry and 

investigative hypotheses.” 

 

(Smith & Flanagan, 2000, p.42) 
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Innes (2003) identified homicide detectives as knowledge workers engaged in 

information work. He typified the work of homicide detectives as being engaged in 

the “identification, interpretation and ordering” of information in order to identify 

whether and what type of crime has been committed and who is responsible for it 

(Innes, 2003). He identifies the constructive nature of detective work and 

demonstrates how drawing inferences and interpreting information is central to the 

role of a homicide detective. Innes (2003) also identifies four different types of 

reasoning style that an investigator might employ when involved in constructing 

inferences within homicide investigations: common sense reasoning, indexical 

reasoning, analogical reasoning and legal reasoning. Common sense reasoning 

suggests that detectives utilise their own practical knowledge of the world to draw 

conclusions from particular circumstances. Innes (2003) provides an example where 

detectives try to make sense of a murder committed by a husband against his wife, 

and reason that the partner committed the crime because he did not want her to leave 

him. Analogical reasoning infers detectives using past experiences of cases not 

necessarily linked in order to produce investigative leads. Innes (2003) provides an 

example where officers utilise knowledge of an individual’s drug habits to formulate 

possible links with the murder under investigation. Indexical reasoning connotes 

making links between material and other material situated close to it. This is 

exemplified by an example where detectives consider a murder scene, identify where 

a search has taken place, isolate an area where a struggle has taken place and find 

another area where blood exists on a hand basin. Indexical reasoning serves to 

produce inferences that best describe what may have happened. In that case detectives 

reason that they potentially have a crime that is a burglary gone wrong (Innes, 2003).  

Legal reasoning describes how detectives make sense of the crime under investigation 
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by utilising their legal knowledge as a gauge for practice. It informs for instance 

whether the officers feel that a crime has been committed, whether they feel there is 

sufficient evidence to prove the case, and finally how they approach almost every 

task, knowing that they have to produce relevant information to CPS and the courts in 

an acceptable evidential format. Innes (2003) makes no claims that the same 

processes and reasoning styles are utilised in other types of investigation; he merely 

suspects that this might be the case. There is little to suggest that there is any 

difference in what investigators do within criminal investigations, other than the 

difference in scale, resource allocation and systems and processes utilised (i.e. major 

crime investigations and the use of major incident rooms). The essential nature of the 

task, demonstrated above, revolves around collecting information, making sense of it 

and deciding upon appropriate courses of action.  

 

Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008) see detectives as knowledge workers. They suggest 

that, as such, detectives are using cognitive processes to understand the information 

that is produced within an investigation. The authors define knowledge as information 

combined with interpretation, reflection and context, and they suggest that the process 

of turning information into knowledge within a criminal investigation is a cognitive 

one undertaken by the detective (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008). Dean, Fahsing and 

Gottschalk (2007) distinguish four thinking styles that investigators utilise within 

investigations. They suggest that the method style of thinking is the predominant style 

most used by investigators, as it is the one traditionally taught in investigative training 

environments. According to Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008), this style of thinking 

encompasses five procedural steps that turn information into evidence. These steps, 

labelled the five Cs, encompass collection, checking, considering, connecting and 
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constructing information that comes into an investigation, thereby evolving it into 

what would be described as evidence. The challenge style is characterised as the 

motivational intensity that experienced detectives bring to a particular investigation. 

The skill style is characterised by relatability: the particular personal abilities an 

individual detective has and how they utilise them to best effect in interactions with 

people such as witnesses, victims, suspects and the wider community. Finally, the risk 

style is characterised by the degree to which a detective is prepared to be creative and 

flexible in discovering and collecting evidence. It is suggested that some detectives 

often utilise a mixture of these thinking styles. Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008) found 

that detectives in Norway felt that the skill style of thinking was the most important 

style characteristic of an effective detective, but when asked which style they utilised 

most, they identified risk style. The authors suggest that there is a clear discrepancy 

here: detectives seem to know what the best style is to use, but they don’t appear to 

use it. Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008) suggest a set of characteristics that define the 

skill style of thinking. These are: objectivity, analytical skills, listening skills and 

communication skills. Interestingly, they conclude by characterising the method style 

as logical, methodical reasoning, suggesting that officers should not jump to 

conclusions and should be careful not to make unsupported inferences based on weak 

premise.    

 

It is clear that there are many different ways in which to view how detectives 

evaluate, reason and decide. There are equally as many different theoretical 

perspectives through which to view their work.  What all of the above studies do 

demonstrate, however, despite the differences in approach, are the importance of 

information and what investigators do with it to inform their perceptions of each case 
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and to assist in investigative direction. They draw inferences from what they find, and 

employ various styles and types of reasoning that utilise logic and reasoning. All of 

these tasks require them to use cognitive processes in order to come to what they 

believe to be an appropriate solution to the case at hand. Whilst none of the above 

research defines those skills as critical thinking, what investigators are doing is 

utilising some of the skills and reasoning styles commonly attributed to that field.  

 

Aims of Study Five  

 

The main aims of this study were therefore to establish whether there were any 

significant differences between the high and low performing groups in relation to 

critical thinking skills. In addition, it was important to establish whether there were 

any correlations between critical thinking skills identified and both subjective and 

objective measures of success.  

 

Hypotheses  

 

As a result of the foregoing, it is hypothesised that there will be a significant 

difference between the high and low performers in relation to critical thinking skills. 

High performers might be expected to have a better ability to draw inferences from 

material, to be able to deduce from given facts, recognise assumptions, develop 

hypotheses and interpret from facts, all skills and abilities considered important for 

investigative work. In relation to subjective and objective measures of success, it is 

hypothesised that there will be correlations in the high performing group between 
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scores achieved and both subjective and objective measures of success. This could be 

expected to be the opposite within the low performing group. 

 

6.2. Method 

 
6.2.1. Design   

 

Two groups of high and low performers were administered the Watson Glaser Critical 

Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA) to determine whether there were any significant 

differences between the groups in relation to critical thinking skills or abilities. The 

data were examined using independent sample t tests to see if there were any 

significant differences between the mean scores for each group. Also, correlation 

analysis was conducted on the scores obtained, in order to identify any relationships 

between subjective and objective measures of success and critical thinking scores. For 

these purposes the independent variables utilised in relation to critical thinking were 

mean scores obtained by high and low performing groups in the overall test, as well as 

those obtained in the five individual sub-sets. Additionally, dependent variables 

utilised from both objective and subjective success were mean numbers of 

commendations for both high and low performing groups, mean numbers of 

detections, mean subjective votes and supervisor ratings.  

 

6.2.2. Participants  

 

The participants were the same as described in Chapter Five (above), those from the 

high and low performing groups. The demographics of the participants are also the 

same as described in Chapter Five. 
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6.2.3. Materials   

 

The most widely used test for critical thinking is the Watson Glaser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal (WGCTA) (Fisher & Scriven, 1997). This measures critical thinking skills 

in five sub-sets: inference, deduction, evaluation of arguments, interpretation, and 

recognising assumptions (Watson Glaser, 2002). It is considered to be the current gold 

standard for testing critical thinking (Bennell, Corey, Taylor and Ecker, 2008). Test 

one, inference, measures the subject’s ability to make inference from a series of 

factual statements. Test two tests the ability of the subject to identify unstated 

assumptions from within a text. Test three tests the ability of the subject to discern 

whether statements provided allow for certain conclusions to be drawn. Test four 

measures the ability of the subject to decide the weighting of evidence and to consider 

whether conclusions derived from the material are justified. Test five tests the ability 

of the subject to distinguish between strong and weak arguments. Scores in each sub-

set are calculated, with a final overall score identified for each individual. The final 

score is usually the score that is reported for an individual, but it is possible to 

discriminate further by looking at the percentiles obtained as well as looking at scores 

obtained on the five sub-sets. The test is used in a variety of settings, but mostly in the 

fields of education and occupational selection. It has been validated in many countries 

and has consistently been proven to reliably and validly measure the constructs it 

claims. The test re-test reliability of the WGCTA is 0.73 (Watson and Glaser, 2002). 

The UK version of the test has been standardised against over 1,500 respondents 

within the UK, representing many different occupations and educational levels 

(Watson & Glaser, 2002). The WGCTA UK standardisation sample is reported to 

have a coefficient alpha of 0.81.  In relation to criterion-related validity, the WGCTA 
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has a proven record of predictive capability in a variety of settings, such as doctoral 

students course grade (Kooker, 1971) pre-service education seniors at university 

scores on GPA and English proficiency test scores (Holmgren & Covin, 1984) and 

nursing students enrolled at a baccalaureate programme with GPA, nursing GPA and 

NCLEX scores (Bauwens & Gerhard, 1987) (Watson and Glaser, 2002).   

 

6.2.4 Procedure   

 

High and low performers were approached in 2009 and asked to participate in the 

final stages of the research. As in Study Four, each subject who agreed to participate 

was made aware of the difference in the groups of individuals selected, and the 

research aims and objectives. However, none were made aware of their exact ranking 

as it was considered that this might affect motivation to complete the tests.  

Respondents were asked to participate in the study and agreed to do so and signed a 

relevant consent form. They were informed of the confidential nature of the research, 

together with the fact that only the researcher would know the identity of those 

participating, that they would never be identified in any published work and the fact 

that the researcher stored the material securely. 

 

Because of the nature of the participants’ roles, it was impossible to find times when 

all would be available in the individual force areas at the same time. As a result, the 

test was administered to each participant on an individual basis, at a convenient time 

during his or her working day.  The detail of the test was explained to each 

respondent, together with why this particular test was being utilised for the study. It 

was explained, in compliance with the test manual, that there was no rigid time limit 
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for the test, as it was not a test of speed but of power. Each participant took the test in 

a quiet room without distractions from their working environment or their peers. 

 

Respondents were provided with the test booklet, a record form, two pencils and a 

rubber. They were asked to complete the cover of the record form. Detailed, verbatim 

instructions were then provided to the respondents as outlined in the WGCTA Manual 

(Rust, 2002). Each of the test booklets contained detailed instructions on how to 

complete the test, including directions and examples at the start of each sub-set.  

 

The WGCTA Manual (Watson & Glaser, 2002) provides details of the scoring 

mechanics. The WGCTA Manual provides detailed guidance on how to score the 

responses. For the paper and pencil version, an acetate marking guide is provided. 

Responses are totalled in each of the five sub-sets, and then added together to provide 

an overall raw score for each respondent. The raw scores are then converted into 

standardised or t scores. These t scores are the scores recommended for reporting in 

the WGCTA Manual (Watson & Glaser, 2002). Once the t scores have been derived 

from the raw scores, comparisons can be made against appropriate norm groups. 

Scores can also be transformed into percentile rankings for comparison, utilising a 

simple table outline in the Manual (Watson & Glaser, 2002).     

 

6.3. Results  

 

A total of 61 investigators took the test. This represented 100 per cent of the 

respondents identified in the high and low performing groups prior to Study Four. The 
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demographic details of the two groups are the same as outlined in Chapter Five 

(above). 

 

6.3.1. Mean WGCTA scores 

 

Table 6.1 represents the mean difference between the high and low performing groups 

in relation to mean t scores achieved on the WGCTA overall. It was hypothesised that 

there would be significant differences between the high and low performing groups in 

relation to scores on the WGCTA. 

Table 6.1 

Overall Mean t Scores Achieved on WGCTA by High and Low Performers 

Group N Mean SD 

High  performers  31 47.58 9.21 

Low performers 30 47.23 10.13 

Norm 57 51.00 10.58 

 

It can be seen that there is little difference in the mean scores between the high and 

low performers in relation to overall scores. To confirm whether this was indeed the 

case statistically, an independent sample t test was conducted in order to examine 

whether there was a statistically significant difference between the groups in relation 

to the overall test scores. The test revealed no significant difference (t (51) = 0.310, p 

<0.718ns). Interestingly, both groups scored below the normative score of police 

investigators from the UK (Watson & Glaser, 2002, Appendix D). A one-sample t test 

was conducted to ascertain whether the scores obtained were significantly below the 
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norm. The results demonstrated that the high performing group were significantly 

below the norm (t (30) = -2.067, p <0.05), whilst the low performing group were not. 

This will be discussed below. 

 

The percentiles for each individual in the high and low performing groups were 

calculated. Table 6.2 identifies the distribution of percentiles. The distribution shows 

that a third of the officers participating scored at or below the 10th percentile (N=21, 

33%). A large proportion of respondents were at or below the 50th percentile (N=51, 

75%). In terms of differences between the groups, there was little difference other 

than four officers scored at or below the fifth percentile from the low performing 

group, whilst two were at the same level from the high performing group. The 

differences were analysed using a Chi Square test. The results were once again non-

significant. 

Table 6.2 

Distribution of WGCTA Percentiles by High and Low Performing Groups 

 5th 
Percentile 

10th 
Percentile 

25th 
Percentile 

50th 
Percentile 

75th 
Percentile 

90th 
Percentile 

95th 
Percentile 

High 

Number 

Percent 

 

3 

10% 

 

8 

26% 

 

8 

26% 

 

7 

22% 

 

2 

6% 

 

3 

10% 

 

0 

0% 

Low 

Number 

Percent 

 

3 

9.9% 

 

7 

23.1% 

 

10 

33% 

 

5 

16.5% 

 

3 

9.9% 

 

1 

3.3% 

 

1 

3.3% 

 

Results from the WGCTA five individual sub-sets were calculated and analysed 

separately. Again, it was hypothesised that there would be a significant difference 
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between the two groups in relation to scores on the individual sub-sets of the 

WGCTA, namely that those in the high performing group would be higher. The 

results are set out in Table 6.3 below. 

Table 6.3  

WGCTA Mean Subset Scores by High and Low Performing Group  

Sub-set Group N Mean SD 

Inference H 

L 

31 

30 

9.20 

8.83 

1.97 

2.46 

Recognising assumptions H 

L 

31 

30 

11.23 

11.06 

2.44 

2.48 

Deduction H 

L 

31 

30 

11.00 

9.96 

2.67 

2.96 

Interpretation H 

L 

31 

30 

12.30 

12.77 

2.39 

1.49 

Evaluation of arguments H 

L 

31 

30 

11.20 

11.54 

2.29 

2.48 

 

The high performers scored higher than the low performers in relation to the sub-sets 

of inference, recognising assumptions and deduction. The low performers scored 

higher than the high performers in relation to the areas of interpretation and 

evaluation of arguments. An independent sample t test was conducted in order to 

examine whether there were any significant differences between groups in relation to 

each of the identified sub-sets. The test revealed no significant difference between the 

groups in relation to inference, recognising assumptions, deduction, interpretation and 



 

249 
 
 
  

evaluation of arguments. At present there are no norm tables for the individual sub-

sets with which to be able to compare the results obtained. 

 
6.3.2. Correlations 
 

A correlation analysis was conducted to explore whether there were any statistically 

significant relationships between WGCTA scores (overall and by each of the five sub-

sets), and both subjective and objective measures of success. In relation to the 

objective measure of case detections, the analysis revealed no significant relationship 

in either high or low performing groups. A further analysis was conducted between 

the WGCTA scores and the objective measure of commendations. There were no 

significant relationships in either group. In relation to the subjective measures of 

success, there were no relationships found in relation to subjective votes. However, in 

relation to supervisor ratings, there were significant relationships in the high 

performing group between the WGCTA scores and the ratings. The correlations are 

set out in Table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 

Correlations Between WGCTA Scores and Supervisor Ratings 

WGCTA Man JK QW Coop Resp Init Dep Inter Sup 

Overall    .47** .56** .54**   .43* .42* 

Inference     .53** .47*    .41* 

Assumptions           

Deduction      .48*     

Interpretation           

Evaluation     .47*    .40*  

Note: * denotes p = < 0.05 level, ** denotes p = < 0.01 level 
 



 

250 
 
 
  

For the purposes of the table, ‘man’ represents manager ratings, where the manager 

was asked to give a rating between 1 and 10 of that persons value to the organisation, 

‘JK’ relates to job knowledge rating, ‘QW’ relates to quality of work rating, ‘Coop’ 

relates to the rating for cooperation, ‘Resp’ refers to responsibility rating (willingness 

to accept responsibility), ‘Init’ relates to initiative rating, ‘Dep’ relates to 

dependability rating, ‘Inter’ relates to interaction with the public, whilst ‘Sup’ relates 

to the combined rating achieved by totalling all of the ratings except manager rating. 

Table 6.4 demonstrates strong correlations between high performers scores on the 

WGCTA and supervisor ratings. The top line demonstrates the strongest correlations 

between overall scores on the WGCTA and supervisor ratings for quality of work, 

cooperation, responsibility, interaction with the public and overall combined 

supervisor rating. The first three ratings are significant to a greater degree than the 

others. In relation to the low performing group, there was one negative correlation 

between the overall WGCTA score and responsibility (r (25) = -.40, p = .04). 

 

6.4. Discussion 

 

Previous research and detective textbooks stressed the importance of critical thinking 

skills within police investigations (Adhami & Brown, 1996; Innes, 2003; McGurk, 

1993; Swanson et al., 2003), although without perhaps labelling the cognitive 

processes being used as critical thinking skills. We have seen how various studies of 

homicide detectives discuss how they must assess incoming information, evaluate its 

importance within investigations and ultimately decide upon an appropriate course of 

action based upon how they have evaluated it (Adhami & Brown, 1996; Innes, 2003; 

Smith & Flanagan, 2000;). Different forms of reasoning are employed throughout 
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cases in to order develop the investigative direction with a sound rationale. We have 

also seen how such activities can comfortably be mapped onto the role of a volume 

crime investigator as mini SIO, charged with investigating cases albeit at a lower level 

of seriousness, to a successful conclusion. In Studies One and Two, investigative 

reasoning and decision-making ranked highly in respondents’ thoughts as to what 

skills were important for success within volume crime investigations. This study 

identified the difference between critical thinking skills, decision-making and 

reasoning, but recognised the overlap between the three areas. The study intended to 

investigate whether there were differences in the critical thinking skills between high 

and low performing groups using the WGCTA to assess the abilities of both high and 

low performing groups.   

 

Overall scores   
 
 

There was little difference between the groups in relation to the overall scores on the 

WGCTA test, suggesting that critical thinking skills in isolation do not play a part in 

successful volume crime investigation, and also suggesting that it is not this area 

alone that distinguishes successful investigators from their peers. It was hypothesised 

that there would be a significant difference between the high and low performers in 

relation to the overall scores. It was reasonable to assume that (if critical thinking 

skills were what distinguished high and low performers) the high performers would 

score significantly higher than the low performers. This hypothesis was not supported 

by the results. There was no significant difference. Whilst this was the case, it was 

interesting to note that overall scores for both groups were below the norm group 

scores for law enforcement officers in the UK. High performers’ overall scores were 
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below the norm to a statistically significant level, whilst low performers scores were 

just outside being below the norm to a statistically significant level. However this 

result must be treated with a degree of caution.  The WGCTA Manual (Watson & 

Glaser, 2002) makes it clear that when differences between individuals are calculated 

each score has a standard error of measurement. In order for a difference between 

individual scores to be significant there would need to be a very large difference 

between them.  There was not a large enough difference between the investigator 

scores and the norm scores to merit consideration of statistical significance. 

 

Little difference was found between the groups in relation to the percentiles 

determined from overall scores. Indeed, there was also little difference between the 

groups in relation to mean scores on the five sub-sets. Once again, the hypothesis that 

high performers would score higher than low performers on the sub-set scores was not 

supported by the results. These results might suggest that the skills required of 

investigators to perform their role, such as inference, deduction, recognising 

assumptions etc. are not as evident in current practitioners as perhaps we might have 

previously thought. This can only be a tentative suggestion, however. Critics of the 

WGCTA would suggest that the test has no relevance to the realities and context of 

investigative work. The tests are not grounded in the realities of police work and do 

not test these very skills in context-related practical situations (Bennell et al., 2008; 

Williams, Oliver and Stockdale, 2004). In addition, it has been suggested that 

individuals may possess innate critical thinking skills but not the disposition to utilise 

them (Facione et al., 2000). Facione et al. (2000) suggest that if individuals do not 

have such a disposition (i.e. the motivation and willingness to do so), they will not 

utilise and demonstrate those abilities in practice. The WGCTA does not measure 
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disposition to utilise the skills. In addition, Yeh (2001) suggests that the WGCTA 

does not measure the practical facets of critical thinking such as weighing and 

selecting evidence.  

 

In defence of the WGCTA, the test is designed to measure the logical thinking of a 

wide range of individuals, whatever their occupation, and whatever the context. 

Generic abilities are measured, unencumbered by the context within which people 

work. It is for these reasons that the tests are general and not specific to any particular 

occupational group. In relation to the disposition argument, this is a valid 

consideration. However, for the present study, if people had the skill but not the 

disposition as Facione et al. (2000) suggest, there is a possibility that they would score 

higher on the tests but not put the skills into practice in the real world. This suggestion 

cannot of course be ruled out entirely. The fact that low performers scored higher than 

high performers could be for this very reason: they are low performers, they do not 

appear to be applying critical thinking skills in practice, yet their critical thinking 

abilities as measured by the WGCTA seem to be at least equal to their higher 

performing peers. Why this might be the case is difficult to ascertain.  A further 

consideration relates to the identification of a potentially misleading assumption - that 

the critical thinking skills tested by the WGCTA actually make a difference to the 

success or otherwise of criminal investigations. Some investigative textbooks suggest 

the importance of areas such as deduction, induction and even abduction to 

investigation (Swanson et al., 2003), as do research and academic papers (Carson, 

2009; Innes, 2003; Smith and Flanagan, 2000). Based upon previous research we 

think that having these critical thinking skills to a higher degree might improve 

investigative performance, and we suggest that logically they should improve 
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investigative performance. The problem is, we do not know that this is the case in 

volume crime investigation.  It was suggested as a hypothesis that the high performing 

group would outscore the low performing group significantly in the overall scores and 

in the individual facets, and that this would be to a statistically significant level. This 

study has demonstrated that this is not the case in either overall scores or individual 

sub-sets. 

 

It was hypothesised that there would be correlations between the high performers, 

scores on the WGCTA and objective and subjective measures of success. No 

significant correlations existed between WGCTA scores, detections, commendations 

and subjective success when analysed overall or separately by groups. However a 

different picture emerged in relation to correlations between the WGCTA scores and 

the manager ratings, particularly with the high performing group. In total the overall 

score on the WGCTA correlated with four of the seven performance criteria, that is 

quality of work, cooperation, responsibility, and interaction with the public. There 

was also a correlation between the overall score and the combined performance 

rating.  All of the relationships were positive in nature, suggesting that the higher the 

score on the WGCTA, the higher the score that was achieved in the manager and 

performance ratings. No such relationship was found between the overall score 

achieved by the low performing group and the subjective ratings other than a negative 

correlation between overall scores and responsibility. Positive correlations were also 

found between the high performers, and the following: inference correlated with 

cooperation, responsibility and overall rating; deduction with responsibility; and 

evaluation of arguments with cooperation and interaction with the public. All of these 

results suggest a modest link between the WGCTA and subjective ratings provided by 
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managers. The WGCTA has been used as a predictor of a large amount of criteria 

within many different spheres (Watson and Glaser, 2003). Notably it has been utilised 

to predict management performance within the field of law enforcement. How are 

supervisors able to distinguish better critical thinkers with their subjective ratings? Is 

this because they know their staff better than anyone else? Investigators in Study One 

felt that supervisor ratings were a good indicator of investigator success, and this has 

been identified in previous research as key to identifying successful investigators 

(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Maguire et al., 1993). Some cautionary notes have often 

been cited because of the closeness of the relationship between sergeants and their 

staff, yet these results suggest an interesting level of knowledge of staff. This area is 

noteworthy and is ripe for further elucidation and study. 

 

6.5 Conclusion  

 

Despite the suggestion that it takes good reasoning and decision making skills to be 

successful at volume crime investigation, or even crime investigation in general, there 

was little difference in critical thinking skills between the high and low performing 

groups in relation to either the overall WGCTA score or the five subsets of the test - 

inference, deduction, recognising assumptions, evaluation of arguments and 

interpretation. Only in the area of deduction did there appear to be a larger difference 

between the two groups, yet this difference was not statistically significant. Exactly 

why this was the case and what conclusions can be drawn from this is not clear. The 

hypothesis was that there would be a significant difference between the groups in 

relation to critical thinking skills, with the high performers scoring higher than the 

low performers. This was not borne out by the results. Before suggesting that critical 
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thinking makes no difference to success or otherwise of volume crime investigation or 

that there is no difference between the two groups, we need to remember what the test 

actually measures and consider its utility to completely test what is required (for 

instance, disposition, and context). The discovery of the correlations between the 

WGCTA scores and the subjective manager ratings is of interest, particularly as there 

were statistically significant differences between the high and low performing groups 

in all of the ratings. 

 

This study provides focus for further study in this area, around contextualised critical 

thinking and disposition to utilise critical thinking skills. It may be that just having the 

critical thinking skills is not enough. Being motivated enough to utilise them is just as 

important. If you provide an investigator with a critical thinking test that revolves 

around investigation, would they demonstrate more motivation and interest to perform 

than if presented with a test in abstract form? These go directly to the heart of 

arguments raised by scholars in the recent past (Facione et al., 2000).  

 

So far this thesis has looked at the differences between the high and low performing 

groups in relation to personality and critical thinking. The next chapter (Study Six) 

will focus on intelligence and empathy. Respondents in Study One ranked intelligence 

surprisingly low amongst the thirty attributes of a successful investigator. Similarly, 

this ranked low in respondents perceptions of presence in successful investigators. 

Empathy ranked even lower despite being recognised in previous research as being 

important to areas such as communication with victims and witnesses, and suspects.  
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Chapter Seven 
 
 

Study Six: Comparing intelligence and empathy differences between high and 

low performing investigators 

 
 
 
 
7.1 Introduction  

This chapter reports on a study into two areas that were, surprisingly, considered by 

modern investigators to be less important to investigative success than other 

attributes. Previous research had suggested that intelligence was one of the most 

important facets within the armoury of a successful investigator (Cohen & Chaiken, 

1987; Maguire et al. 1993). Fictional characters such as Sherlock Holmes glorified the 

notion of a gigantic intellect successfully brought to bear within criminal 

investigations (Morgan, 1990), and investigative textbooks abound with the 

importance of intellect to investigative success (Gross, 1967; O’Hara, 1970; 

Osterburg & Ward, 2000). In fact, Osterburg and Ward (2000) identified the 

achievement of a score of 110 or above on a test of general intelligence as being 

essential for detective work.  

 

However, when participants in Study One were asked to identify the top ten skills, 

abilities and characteristics of a successful investigator, intelligence was rarely 

mentioned. When asked to rate intelligence in terms of importance, whilst a large 

percentage felt that it was important a larger percentage felt that it was less than 

important. Overall, intelligence ranked 24th in officers’ mean rankings of importance. 
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In Study Two respondents ranked intelligence based upon its presence in perceived 

successful investigators. Once again, in terms of overall mean, intelligence ranked 

low compared to other attributes. Previous studies have also identified empathy as 

being an important attribute of an investigator (Holmberg and Christiansen, 2002; 

Holmberg, 2004; McGurk et al. 1992). Once again, in Study One, empathy did not 

rank amongst the top skills, abilities and characteristics in officers’ perceptions, and 

was only mentioned a small number of times. In addition its overall mean ranking 

placed it low on the list of attributes both in terms of importance and presence within 

successful investigators. The following sections identify definitions of both 

intelligence and empathy, together with research that identifies their importance to 

policing and investigative success.   

 

7.1.1 What is intelligence?  

 

It is remarkable to think that in the psychological literature there is little consensus 

about the definition of intelligence (Eysenck, 1994). There is a lack of clarity around 

whether it involves one factor, whether it is a set of skills and capacities, whether it is 

learned or is innate, and exactly how best to measure it. Attempts by experts to define 

it have proved inconclusive, despite efforts over a prolonged period of time (Kline, 

1991). What has become clear is the general acceptance of one of the basic concepts 

of intelligence; that is, the existence of what has been called the g factor or general 

intelligence (Spearman, 1904). Eysenck (1994) makes a tripartite distinction between 

biological, psychometric and social intelligence. Biological intelligence relates to the 

physiological, anatomical and neurological attributes, and as such is determined by 

heredity.  Social intelligence relates to the application of intelligence to everyday life, 
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particularly in relation to success. In relation to psychometric intelligence, this 

equates to the intelligence quotient (or IQ as it is generally known) (Eysenck, 1994). 

Eysenck (1994) suggested that psychometric tests measure what is generally 

understood to be general intelligence (known as Spearman’s g), as well as other 

primary factors. Spearman (1904), the father of psychometrics, was the first to 

identify the g factor, by conducting factor analysis on a variety of mental ability tests. 

He distinguished what he described as the single g factor that accounted for variance 

in all of the tests that he had factor analysed (Robinson, 1999). Cattell (1971) 

identified three dimensions to intelligence, all under the broad heading of the g factor. 

He identified gf, gc and gsar. The distinction between gf and gc is that gf relates to 

fluid intelligence, whilst gc relates to crystallised intelligence. Kline (1991) identifies 

the difference between the two: 

 

“Fluid intelligence is the basic reasoning ability of an individual dependent to a large 

extent on the neurology of her brain. Crystallised intelligence represents this ability 

as it is evinced in the skills valued by the culture in which the individual lives.” 

Kline (1991, p.4) 

 

According to Cattell (1987), gsar represents performance and ability in relation to 

short-term memory and retrieval. This concept has not yet received widespread 

support, but gc and gf have (Robinson, 1999). In the field of psychometric testing, it 

has become generally accepted that the two main dimensions (gf and gc) are distinct 

and that tests applied to participants can measure one or the other or both. Usually, 

tests that involve verbal ability measure crystallised intelligence, whilst tests that 

measure fluid intelligence are characterised by non-verbal items. Fluid intelligence 
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tests measure the innate quality of the g factor, whilst crystallised intelligence is 

characterised as the socialised and culturally learnt factor of intelligence. Hence, those 

with greater crystallised intelligence would be able to perform better on tests such as 

verbal reasoning whilst those with greater fluid intelligence perform better with non-

verbal tests. Tests for fluid ability appear to measure mental capacity regardless of 

cultural or social background, and have been proven to work cross culturally (Cattell, 

1971; Raven et al. 2003). In utilising intelligence tests, McClelland (1973) suggests 

careful consideration needs to be given regarding whether the chosen test truly 

measures what it is intended to. 

 

7.1.2 Intelligence, success and the police 

 

Those rating highly on the g factor often perform better in occupations than those who 

do not (Gottfriedsen, 1997; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Kline, 1991). Kline (1991) 

identified how more than 10,000 studies have correlated IQ with success. Hunter 

(1984) identified that higher scores on the g factor correlated significantly with 

occupational levels. Whilst police investigators were not specifically identified, 

Hunter (1984) identified occupational levels by distinguishing between general 

occupations of high, medium and low complexity and manually skilled and unskilled 

occupations. The work of the modern day investigator would most likely fall into the 

classification of at least medium complexity. Hunter and Hunter (1984) demonstrated 

how higher scores on intelligence tests were predictive of ability in complex 

occupations to a statistically significant level, as well as being predictive of training 

success. What these studies suggest is that there is a link between intelligence and 

occupational success. In relation to police officers, previous studies have identified 
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that they tend to score within the range of average to above average on intelligence 

tests (Brewster & Stoloff, 2003; Poland, 1978). Studies have also shown that 

successful police officer applicants in the USA were high in what was termed 

functional intelligence or intellectual efficiency, when compared to unsuccessful 

applicants (Hogan & Kurtines, 1975). Ghiselli (1966) reported correlation between 

intelligence scores, job proficiency and detectives, although these findings have been 

criticised (McClelland (1973). 

 

Recently, Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008) conducted a study where they asked 

investigators in Norway to list the five most important characteristics possessed by 

effective investigators. The five most important characteristics will be discussed 

below, but it was interesting to note that intelligence was mentioned only twice 

(N=71). Clearly, investigators in that study felt that many characteristics were more 

important than intelligence to investigative effectiveness. As an example, 24% of 

respondents (N=16) identified professionalism as important to investigative success. 

Intelligence, identified only twice, achieved 1%. Very few studies exist that assess the 

g factor in police investigators, and certainly there are none in the modern era that 

have measured the g factor (in any of its forms) as it relates to successful or even 

unsuccessful volume crime investigators.  

 

7.1.3 What is empathy? 

 
 
Definitions of empathy are as varied as those of intelligence. Again, it is difficult to 

find consensus amongst experts, and the field of empathy research up until the 1980s 

proceeded on the basis of a dichotomy of opinion as to what it was, and the most 
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appropriate way to measure it (Kampfe, Penzhorn, Schikora, Dunzl and 

Schneidenbach, 2009). Empathy has been defined as “an individual’s affective 

response to another person’s state or condition.” (Larden, Melin and Holst, 2006, p. 

2) 

An analysis of this sentence demonstrates that firstly empathy includes an emotional 

response to others, but by implication such emotional response must also be made up 

of cognitive processes of perceiving and understanding other people’s states or 

condition. Until the 1980s research either took the cognitive approach to 

understanding empathy, or the affective approach (Kampfe, et al., 2009). The 

cognitive approach can be characterised as the ability to understand another’s plight, 

whilst the affective approach concerns being able to share the emotional state of 

another (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004). With each of these separate schools of thought 

came different means of measuring the construct. In addition, Davis (1980, 1983) 

identified how traditional research considered empathy to be a single construct rather 

than a multidimensional one, and this in turn made a difference to what was measured 

and how.  

 

Various standard tests for empathy measured it in general terms, and produced one 

score identifying how empathic a person was (Feshbach & Roe, 1968; Hogan, 1969; 

Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972). These measures have been heavily criticised for failing 

to recognise the distinction between the cognitive and affective dimensions of 

empathy, despite the clamour for it since the 1970s (Feshbach, 1976; Iannotti, 1979). 

Whilst unanimity is still not complete, Davis (1980, 1983) constructed a 

multidimensional measure of empathy. Using factor analysis (and indeed trial and 

error) he identified that there were four dimensions to empathy. These, according to 
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Davis (1980, 1983) were: the fantasy scale, perspective taking, empathic concern and 

personal distress. The fantasy scale concerned the tendency of individuals to be able 

to identify with fictional characters and situations. High scorers on this scale are 

perceived to have tendencies towards a physiological reaction to visual depictions of 

others’ emotional distress as well as a willingness to help others (Davis, 1980). 

Perspective taking was characterised as being able to understand people and situations 

from other people’s perspectives. High scorers were associated with heightened social 

awareness and thus advanced social functioning. Empathic concern related to how 

much an individual was able to demonstrate feelings of “warmth, compassion and 

concern” for others. Higher scorers would be expected to exhibit the above feelings 

within interpersonal relationships. Finally, the personal distress dimension related to 

individuals’ feelings when taxed with the suffering of others (Davis, 1980, 1983). 

High scorers on this scale would have less rewarding interpersonal relationships. 

According to Davis (1980), the fantasy scale and the perspective taking scale 

represent the cognitive arena of empathy, whilst empathic concern and personal 

distress represent the affective arena.  He suggested that the Interpersonal Reactivity 

Index (IRI) was an appropriate test for measuring empathy as a multidimensional 

construct.     

 

7.1.4 Empathy and the police 

 

Studies of police officers and empathy have shown the importance of it in the context 

of communications with victims, witnesses and suspects. Holgersson and Gottschalk 

(2008) described the importance of empathy to everyday police encounters, whilst 

Pogrebin and Poole (1991) studied the empathic relationships and reactions of police 
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officers to tragic events. In that study, the research uncovered the cultural barriers that 

prevent police officers from displaying their true emotions for fear of being 

considered inadequate. Understanding this issue is important for the current 

programme of research. If these cultural barriers exist in areas of police work, as this 

study suggests, it is entirely possible that they will surface when investigators are 

asked to describe themselves by means of a self report instrument such as the NEO in 

Study Four and an empathy scale in the present study. Respondent police officers may 

not want to accurately demonstrate their true characteristics and feelings for the same 

reasons highlighted in the above research. Hogan and Kurtines (1975) established that 

successful police officer applicants scored higher on a measure of empathy than those 

who were unsuccessful. 

 

McGurk et al. (1992) asked detectives to identify the characteristics required for 

investigative work. The research presented the results in the form of percentiles. 

Empathy (defined as “seeing matters from another’s viewpoint”), scored in the 90th 

percentile. Accordingly, this meant that respondents felt it was a personal 

characteristic required for detective work to a greater extent than 90% of all other 

characteristics.  

 

Bull and Cherryman (1995) studied specialist interviewing skills by asking police 

officers to rate the importance of a set of skills, abilities and behaviours. Respondents 

rated compassion as ‘very important’ and empathy as ‘important’ skills of a specialist 

interviewer. Milne and Bull (2001), when discussing the use of enhanced cognitive 

interviewing, identified rapport building as important to investigative interviewing. 
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They equated being able to communicate empathy as central to rapport (Milne and 

Bull, 2001). 

 

Holmberg and Christiansen (2002) provided a questionnaire to convicted murderers 

and sex offenders in Sweden asking about their experiences of police interviewers. 

They categorised responses into two categories of interviewer style; dominance and 

humanity. Dominance style was characterised by impatience, a lack of empathy and 

judgemental attitudes, whilst humanity was characterised by respect, empathy and 

objectivity. Having analysed interview and case results the study found that the 

humanity approach was likely to be more successful in terms of admissions whilst the 

dominance approach was less likely to obtain admissions. Holmberg (2004) later 

studied victims of rape and aggravated assault and again categorised approaches to the 

victims as either dominance style or humanity style. Humanity style approaches 

(including empathy) left victims feeling respected. Dominance style approaches left 

victims feeling anxious. Interestingly, victims subjected to the dominance style were 

more likely to omit information from their accounts whilst those subject to the 

humanity approach were likely to provide more information. It is clear from these 

studies that empathy is considered very important to investigative success in terms of 

communication with and obtaining relevant material from victims, witnesses and 

suspects. Fairly surprising, then, that empathy ranked so low in Studies One and Two. 

It is not just in this study, however, that empathy has been ranked low by 

investigators. 

 

Returning to the study on characteristics of an effective detective, it will be recalled 

that Fahsing and Gottschalk (2008) asked investigators in Norway to identify the top 
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five skills of an effective SIO. Respondents answered without any prompting. Many 

respondents (55%) ranked creativity as important, making it the most popular choice 

amongst them. The next highest was professionalism (24%), followed by objectivity, 

structure and organisation (Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008). Analysis of the data from 

this study showed that empathy was identified only three times as important to 

investigative success. Again, it appears that empathy was not considered important. 

However, further analysis of the responses identifies communication as important 

(20%). With this in mind it is no surprise that the authors then go on to suggest the 

importance of good empathic communication during interactions with victims, 

witnesses and suspects. This study has its advantage of being undertaken in the 

modern era and, whilst it deals with detective perceptions from Norway (and may thus 

be culturally different from the UK) its findings are both relevant and informative to 

the current study. 

 

Volume crime investigators frequently interact with victims, witnesses and suspects 

within their investigations, and of course they share interactions with each other on a 

regular basis. The above research highlights the importance of empathy to these 

everyday interactions, and it is therefore surprising that respondents in this and other 

studies continue to rank empathy so low in any consideration of the skills, abilities 

and characteristics considered to be important by both previous research and         

text-books on criminal investigation. 
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Aims and objectives 

 

The aims of this study were therefore to discover whether there were any significant 

differences between the high and low performing groups in relation to intelligence 

and empathy. As a result of Studies One and Two and the above discussion, the 

following hypotheses are advanced:  

 

In relation to intelligence, there will be a significant difference between the two 

groups, despite the fact that officers’ responses to various questions around the 

importance of intelligence to investigative success surprisingly ranked it low 

compared to many of the other identified attributes. Empathy similarly ranked low in 

respondents perceptions. Despite this, it is hypothesised that there will be a significant 

difference between the two groups in relation to the Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

sub-sets. In relation to correlation analysis, it is hypothesised that there will be 

correlations between the high performers, scores achieved on both measures, and 

objective and subjective measures of success.  

 

7.2 Method 
 

7.2.1 Design 

 

Two groups of high and low performers were administered both the Ravens Standard 

Progressive Matrices (SPM) and the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) in order to 

ascertain whether or not there were any statistically significant differences between 

scores obtained. Mean scores obtained for each group from the relevant tests were 

analysed using independent sample t tests. Also, correlation analysis was conducted 
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on the scores obtained, in order to identify any relationships between subjective and 

objective measures of success and intelligence. For these purposes, the independent 

variables utilised in relation to intelligence were mean scores obtained by high and 

low performing groups in the SPM test. In addition, dependent variables utilised from 

both objective and subjective success were mean numbers of commendations, mean 

numbers of detections, mean subjective votes and mean manager and supervisor 

ratings. A correlation analysis was also conducted on the scores obtained in the IRI, in 

order to identify any relationships between subjective and objective measures of 

success and any of the empathy sub-sets. For these purposes the independent variables 

utilised in relation to intelligence were mean scores obtained by high and low 

performing groups in empathic concern, perspective taking, fantasy scale and personal 

distress. Dependent variables utilised were the objective and subjective criteria 

mentioned above. 

 

7.2.2 Participants  

 

The sample for Study Six, was exactly the same as the sample described in Chapter 

Five (above). 

 

7.2.3 Materials  

 
Intelligence  
 
 
Respondents were asked to complete Ravens Standard Progressive Matrices (SPM), a 

measure of intellectual capacity (eductive ability) (Raven, Raven and Court, 2003). 

The test consisted of five different sub-sets from A to E. Each of the sub-sets 
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consisted of 12 visual items, all with an important sequence missing. Participants 

were expected to indicate which of six possible solutions was the correct answer using 

a carbonated answer sheet. Each test followed on from the previous test, meaning that 

participants always took the test in the same sequence. As the title of the SPM 

suggests, the five sets become more difficult as the test unfolds.  Raven, Raven and 

Court (2003, SPM Manual) report internal consistency from the 1979 British 

standardisation as ranging from .97 to .99 for eight socio-economic groups. Test re-

test reliability has been reported between .55 and .84 within one year with American 

High School students, but the lower figure has been subject to speculation because of 

the low number of participants (Raven et al., SPM Manual, 2003). The test has been 

shown to correlate with some intelligence measures such as the Wechsler (WISC-R) 

and Binet scales, in relation to children and adolescents as well as adults, and in some 

cases achievement measures such as the California Achievement Test (CAT). 

 

Empathy  

 

Respondents were asked to complete the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) (Davis, 

1980, 1983). The test consisted of 28 statements measuring four sub-scales identified 

above (fantasy, perspective taking, empathic concern and personal distress). Each 

sub-scale was linked to seven items within the questionnaire. Instructions for 

completion were contained within the questionnaire. The questionnaire was set out 

with a Likert scale for each answer. Respondents were provided with a choice of five 

criteria - strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly disagree, and indicated 

their choices in the response sheet provided. Davis (1980) reports the internal 
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reliability of the test as ranging from .71 to .77. The test re-test reliabilities range from 

.62 to .71. He also reports that females score higher than males on all four scales.  

 

7.2.4 Procedure  

 

Intelligence  

 

Because of the nature of crime volume crime investigation and the difficulty of 

having fixed times for group administration of the tests, all tests were administered 

individually and some by self-administration. Before each test, respondents were 

provided with an SPM booklet, answer sheet and two pencils. The exact nature of the 

test was explained, as well as how this particular test related to the overall programme 

of research. As these participants had already been involved in previous studies, there 

was already good understanding of the research programme. Respondents were 

invited to ask questions about the aims and objectives of the study. Very few 

questions were asked. In relation to the test, each individual or group (where 

applicable) was made aware of the nature of the test, and expectations, by the 

administrator working through questions A1 and A2 with each respondent as per the 

instructions contained in the manual (Raven, Raven and Court, 2003). It was the 

experience of this researcher that, once respondents had worked the first two 

questions out in their own minds, they had little difficulty in understanding what was 

expected of them.  The test produces an overall score of intellectual capacity. Paper 

and pencil scoring sheets are carbonated. Once completed, strips are torn off to reveal 

the marking guide underneath each paper. Correct answers are simply added together 

to provide scores for each individual sub-set. A final total is then derived by adding 
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all sub-set scores together. Scores are equated to norm tables, based upon the age of 

the respondent as well as the final score, and these can be classified into percentiles 

and classes to allow for further analysis (Raven, Raven and Court, 2003).  

 

Empathy  

 

The aims and objectives of the test were explained to participants. As they had 

already taken part in at least three other tests before the final inventory, none had 

questions concerning the aims and objectives of the research. Respondents were 

provided with the IRI together with a pen and pencil. They were allowed to choose 

how they filled in the details. Respondents were asked to read the statement items and 

mark how strongly they agreed or disagreed with them. Because of the problems 

discussed above in relation to time constraints upon individual investigators, most 

respondents filled in their questionnaires when they had a lull in their daily work. 

Each participant was either provided with a quiet room in order to fill in the answers 

(or advised to find somewhere quiet), and was also told that there was no time limit 

within which to complete.  Results were calculated by adding together scores for 

individual dimensions and producing a total for each one (taking into account any 

reverse scored items).  

 

7.3 Results  

 

The results were analysed using independent sample t tests and correlations. Results 

on the SPM and the IRI were correlated against objective and subjective measures of 
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success. The demographic details of the respondents are the same as outlined in 

Chapter Five (above).  

 

7.3.1 Mean intelligence scores, percentiles and grades  

 

It was hypothesised that there would be a significant difference between the high 

performers and the low performers in relation to scores on the SPM. The mean score 

on the SPM for the high performing group was 52.12 (SD=4.89), whilst the mean 

score for the low performing group was 50.86 (SD=6.52). Whilst this was higher for 

high performers than it was for low performers, an independent sample t test revealed 

no statistically significant difference between the two groups.  As a result the 

hypothesis was not supported by the data. The overall scores for each group were 

transformed into percentiles. Whilst this is a process that is usually utilised for 

individual scores, this was a useful way in which to identify how each of the groups’ 

mean scores fared against standardised norms from the UK population. Both groups 

scored between the 25th and 50th percentiles. Raven et al. (2003) identify 

classifications for individuals depending upon percentile scores. These scores range 

from Grade I (intellectually superior) through to Grade V (intellectually impaired). 

There is an ability to discriminate the scores in some of the grades by recognising 

whether the percentile score was higher or lower than a particular percentile level. For 

instance, Grade III enables a distinction between Grade of III+ if above the 50th 

percentile, or Grade III- if below the 50th percentile. Both groups’ scores were within 

Grade III+, indicating that both groups were intellectually average. As discussed 

above, scores are usually calculated on an individual basis. The scores were then 

calculated for all individuals within the high and low performing groups.  
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Respondents’ scores were transformed into percentiles using the Ravens Manual 

(Raven et al. 2003). Table 7.1 represents the distribution of percentiles between the 

two groups.  The low performers had more scorers in the lower percentiles than the 

high performers. The low performers had 20% (N=6) at or below the 10th percentile, 

whilst high performers had 3.2% (N=1) at or below the 10th percentile. Scorers at or 

below the 10th percentile would be considered as being Grade IV, below average 

intellectual capacity, whilst those below the fifth percentile would be considered 

Grade V, intellectually impaired (Raven et al. 2003). 

Table 7.1  

SPM Percentile Distribution by High and Low Performing Groups 
 
  

5th 
Percentile 

 
10th 
Percentile 

 
25th 
Percentile 

 
50th 
Percentile 

 
75th 
Percentile 

 
90th 
Percentile 

 
95th 
Percentile 

High 

Number 

Percent 

 

0 

0.0% 

 

1 

3.2% 

 

6 

19.4% 

 

10 

32.3% 

 

8 

25.8% 

 

5 

16.1% 

 

1 

3.2% 

Low 

Number 

Percent 

 

3 

10% 

 

3 

10% 

 

6 

20% 

 

6 

20% 

 

9 

30% 

 

0 

0.0% 

 

3 

10% 

 

The high performing group had more scores than the low performing group in the 90th 

percentile and above (19.3% compared to 10%); however, the low performers 

achieving scores in the 90th percentile or above were all at the 95th percentile level 

(n=3). Scorers at the 90th percentile would be classified as definitely above average in 

intellectual capacity, whilst those scoring at or above the 95th percentile would be 

classified as intellectually superior. The scores were then converted into grades. Table 

7.2 sets out the distribution of grade scores by group. 
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Table 7.2 

Distribution of SPM Grades by High and Low Performing Groups 

Grade Meaning  High group  Low group  

Grade I  Intellectually superior 1 3 

Grade II Above average 13 9 

Grade III  Average 10 6 

Grade IV  Below average 7 9 

Grade V  Intellectually impaired 0 3 

 

The most notable area identified by the above table relates to the lower two grades. 

Grade IV indicates below average intellectual capacity, whilst Grade V indicates 

intellectual impairment. In the high performing group, seven investigators (22%) 

scored within the lower two grades, whilst there were twelve (40%) from the low 

performing group. This represents nearly a third of the investigators tested. The 

results were analysed using the Chi Square test. The results revealed no statistically 

significant difference between the groups. 

 

Correlations were conducted between detection numbers, commendations and scores 

on the SPM test between both groups. There were no significant correlations between 

either of the groups and these areas, indicating no support for the hypothesis that there 

would be correlations between the high performers, scores on the test and objective 

and subjective measures of success.  

 

 



 

275 
 
 
  

7.3.2 Mean scores on the IRI sub-sets  

 

It was hypothesised that there would be a significant difference between the high and 

low performing groups in relation to scores achieved on the IRI sub-sets. It was 

reasonable to assume that high performers might out score low performers by a 

statistically significant margin. Table 7.3 indicates the mean scores recorded for both 

groups in relation to the fantasy scale, perspective taking, empathic concern and 

personal distress.  

Table 7.3 

Mean Results for IRI by High and Low Performing Groups 

Sub-sets Group N Mean SD Norms 

Fantasy scale High 

Low  

31 

30 

11.22 

10.90 

6.51 

5.89 

M:    15.73 

F:      18.75 

Perspective taking High  

Low  

31 

30 

17.83 

15.86 

4.67 

4.58 

M:    16.78 

F:      17.96 

Empathic concern High 

Low  

31 

30 

18.54 

15.96 

5.58 

3.91 

M:    19.04 

F:      21.67 

Personal distress High 

Low  

31 

30 

5.87 

7.10 

3.89 

3.51 

M:    12.28 

F:      9.46 

 

High performers scored higher than low performers in the areas of fantasy scale, 

perspective taking and empathic concern, but lower than them in relation to personal 

distress. Independent sample t tests were conducted to ascertain whether any of the 

differences between the two groups were significant. Bonferroni corrections were 

utilised because of the number of tests, and as a result the adjusted alpha level of 0.04 
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was applied to the results. There were no statistically significant differences between 

the groups in any of the four sub-sets. As a result, the hypothesis that there would be a 

significant difference was not supported by the results. The results were compared to 

the norms provided by Davis (1980). The norms provided, however, were broken 

down into separate male and female norms, as Davis (1980, 1983) suggests that 

females score higher than males on empathy tests. For the purpose of the present 

study, norms were calculated by combining the male and female norms. The mean 

results from the IRI were then compared to the derived norms by utilising one-sample 

t tests.  In relation to the fantasy scale, both groups scored below the norm to a 

statistically significant level (high performers, (t (30) = 5.144, p <0.001); low 

performers, (t (30) = 5.888, p <0.001). In relation to perspective taking, no statistical 

significance was found. In relation to empathic concern, low performers were below 

the norm to a statistically significant level (t (30) = 2.424, p <0.05). Finally, in 

relation to personal distress, both groups scored significantly below the derived norm 

(high performers, (t (30) = 7.143, p <0.001); low performers, (t (29) = 5.871, p 

<0.001). 

 

Correlation analysis between the scores obtained by the groups and the subjective and 

objective measures of success revealed no statistically significant relationships. 

Again, the hypothesis that there would be correlations between the high performers, 

the IRI scores and objective and subjective measures of success was not supported by 

the results.  
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7.4. Discussion  
 
 
Intelligence  
 
 

The results of the SPM revealed no significant difference between the groups in terms 

of overall mean scores. None of the hypotheses advanced prior to the study were 

borne out by the results. This tends to support respondents rankings from Studies One 

and Two where they ranked intelligence low compared to other traits. It will be 

remembered that intelligence ranked in the bottom third of the thirty skills, abilities 

and characteristics identified by previous research. It could be argued that this finding 

runs contrary to established research findings that suggest a link between occupational 

success and intelligence (Hunter and Hunter, 1984). Also, the importance of 

intelligence to investigation has been stressed by previous research into detectives 

(Maguire et al., 1993) and previous textbooks (Osterberg and Ward, 2000). However, 

it may not be that simple. When scores from the groups were placed into the relevant 

percentiles a picture emerged with some interesting points worth discussing. More 

officers in the low performing group scored in the lowest two percentiles, indicating 

low intelligence, compared to those in the high performing group. This might suggest 

on a simplistic level that the low performing group contains people with less 

intelligence than the high performing group, but a closer look at the higher end of the 

percentiles demonstrates that more people in the low performing group attained the 

level of the 95th percentile than in the high performing group. The 95th percentile 

contains people who are intellectually superior.  Again, if the 90th percentile or above 

is considered, more people in the high performing group are present than in the low 

performing group, indicating that at both extremes of the percentiles high performers 
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have more individuals than low performers.  When scores were converted into grades, 

a large percentage of those in the high performing group ranked in the average 

category or above. Surprisingly, perhaps, a number ranked below average or lower. In 

the low performing group, 18 investigators ranked average or above, whilst 12 ranked 

below average or lower. Firstly, these results are somewhat surprising, as they tend to 

question the notion from previous research that police officers are of generally 

average intelligence or above (Brewster & Stoloff, 2003; Poland, 1978). Secondly, if 

the results obtained are valid, what does it suggest about the nature of modern day 

investigative work if a proportion of investigators (almost a third in this case) have an 

intellectual capacity of below average? If investigators of average or below average 

capacity can perform the role, does this suggest that intelligence makes little 

difference to investigative success within investigations, and that respondents in 

Studies One and Two were right to rank it lower compared to other attributes? Does it 

also support the notion posited by Thornton and Harper (1991) which suggests that 

modern investigators are more akin to clerks than detectives?  

 

Correlation analysis found no correlations between the SPM scores, the high or low 

performing groups and objective measures of success such as detections and 

commendations. Analysis of correlation between SPM scores, the high or low 

performing groups and subjective measures of success such as peer nominations also 

found no correlations.  

 

As a result of the foregoing, it is submitted that these results suggest that other factors 

might be at work in defining investigative success as distinct from fluid intelligence 

or intellectual capacity, as there was little to distinguish between the groups. The 
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study found that a third of those tested came from a much lower intellectual capacity 

grade than would be expected. A larger percentage of investigators in these lower 

grades came from the low performing group, but this difference was not statistically 

significant. One of the hypotheses within this study was that there would be a 

significant difference between the high and low performers in relation to scores on the 

SPM. As a result of the data analysis it is tempting to suggest that the hypothesis is 

correct. However, it is only correct to the extent that it suggests little difference 

between the groups in relation to fluid intelligence. It must be remembered that 

intelligence as a concept also encompasses crystallised intelligence. That is, the 

culturally bound, socially learnt intelligence that adds to and complements fluid 

intelligence (Cattell, 1971; Eysenck, 1994). Crystallised intelligence was not 

measured within this study. Thus, before claiming that intelligence makes little 

difference, crystallised intelligence would have to be tested in addition to fluid 

intelligence. In addition, the fact that there is no significant difference between the 

groups in relation to this particular ability might once again suggest that what 

distinguishes investigators are dispositional factors, rather than ability tests. 

McClelland (1973), having criticised intelligence tests, suggested that there are 

several other issues with regard to testing performance related intelligence. He 

suggested that performance needed to be properly outlined, and that tests that measure 

criterion sampling were most effective in measuring abilities (i.e. measure job related 

abilities).    
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Empathy   

 

Respondents’ rankings in Study One suggested that empathy was not as important to 

investigative success as other attributes. They also ranked it fairly low in relation to 

its presence in successful peers in Study Two. As the introduction to this study 

suggested, empathy has been considered important to investigative work as a means 

of establishing interpersonal relationships with a range of people within 

investigations, such as victim, witness and suspect (Cherryman & Bull, 2000; Fahsing 

& Gottschalk, 2008; McGurk et al. 1992). It may even be important in terms of 

relationships with colleagues. It was surprising then, that respondents appeared to 

rank it so low in the two studies.  It was hypothesised that there would be a significant 

difference between the high and low performing groups in relation to scores on the 

IRI sub-sets, in that high performers would outscore low performers to a statistically 

significant degree. Mean scores obtained from both groups were analysed and no 

significant differences were found once Bonferroni corrections were applied to the 

alpha level. Interestingly, the difference between the groups in relation to empathic 

concern was the most marked, and additionally high performers scored higher in the 

areas of perspective taking and the fantasy scale. Higher scorers on the EC, FS and 

the PT scales are more likely to be attuned to the experiences of others (Davis, 1980). 

This could enable better interaction with witnesses, victims and suspects within an 

investigation, and lead to better quality witness statements and interviews with 

suspects (Holgersson & Gottschalk (2008). Those scoring lower in these areas would 

typically be unable to communicate at the appropriate level, risking the chance that 

important products to be obtained from witnesses, victims and suspects would be 

substandard. (Davis, 1980; Davis, 1983). The low performing group scored higher 
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than the high performing group in relation to the sub-set of personal distress. Davis 

(1980, 1983) suggested higher scorers on this scale have less rewarding interpersonal 

relationships than low scorers. A pattern appears to be emerging here that the high 

performers appeared to score higher on the sub-sets where the higher the score the 

more empathic a person is, whilst they scored lower than their counterparts where it is 

suggestive of more rewarding interpersonal relationships. Unfortunately none of the 

differences were statistically significant. The hypotheses suggesting that there would 

be significant differences between the high and low performers was not supported by 

the data, although some interesting results emerged, not least the difference in 

empathic concern that was approaching significance. The lack of significant 

difference between the groups could be explained by any number of factors. For 

example, the nature of the test itself may mean that respondents did not take it 

seriously. As discussed in relation to some of the other instruments used in the other 

studies, they lack context to the role that the investigators perform, and this could 

have an effect upon their motivation to complete it. Another potential issue relates to 

the manner in which respondents had to complete the instrument at work whilst still 

arguably under pressure of everyday work. This could have had an effect upon how 

they scored answers. Finally, it is possible that there is no difference between the 

groups in relation to empathy and that once again this could point towards other areas 

being important to investigative success. Correlation analysis found no statistically 

significant relationships between either group scores obtained on the IRI subsets and 

subjective and objective success criteria. Once again, the hypotheses suggesting 

meaningful correlations were not borne out by the results.  
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7.5 Conclusion  
 
 

Having explored the areas of intelligence and empathy in this combined study, it 

appears that the views of modern volume crime investigators may indeed be correct in 

relation to intelligence. There appear to be no significant differences in terms of 

intelligence between the two groups, and the hypothesis that suggested that there 

would be a significant difference was not supported. Because of the complicated 

nature of intelligence and the fact that the test used only measured fluid intelligence 

(Raven et al. (2003), it is not possible to suggest that intelligence is irrelevant to 

investigative success. We have seen how previous research has established links 

between intelligence and investigative success, and this link has been identified in 

many cited research papers in the past (Gottfriedsen, 1997; Hunter, 1984; Hunter & 

Hunter, 1984; Kline, 1991). Before ruling out the importance of intelligence to 

investigative success, other types of intelligence would need to be explored, along 

with further research into the effect of disposition on whether an individual chooses to 

use their ability at any given time. 

 

In relation to scores on the IRI sub-sets the high performing group had a higher mean 

score than those in the low performing group in three of the four areas. This was not 

statistically significant but was approaching significance in relation to the sub-set of 

empathic concern. High performers scored lower than low performers in the sub-set 

where higher scores are less likely to have rewarding interpersonal relationships. 

There is a trend here that high performers are further advanced on the empathy scale 

than their low performing colleagues. Whilst the differences were not statistically 

significant, they raise two main issues worthy of further research. Firstly, the 
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respondents in the study were never observed in situations where empathy might 

make a difference to their interactions. Such research might give further insight into 

whether or not such a quality could make a difference to success. Secondly, the fact 

that respondents in the study do not value empathy as highly as other traits could be 

explained more by cultural factors rather than the utility of empathy to investigations. 

Studies have shown in the past that there are cultural barriers within the police service 

making it difficult for officers to admit to feelings of empathy for fear of derision 

from colleagues (Pogrebin & Poole, 1991). This is another area ripe for further 

research. The following chapter will now go on to discuss the findings in the context 

of the whole programme of research. 
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Chapter Eight 
 

Discussion 
 
 

 

8.1 Introduction  

 

This programme of research set out to establish whether there were any particular 

skills, abilities or characteristics that allowed for discrimination between successful 

volume crime investigators and their less successful peers. Its importance lies in the 

fact that if such a question could be answered with any certainty, then this could make 

a difference to how modern volume crime investigators are identified, selected and 

retained. Focussing selection upon those qualities that make for success would 

provide police organisations with an opportunity to invest training and development 

upon those deemed to be most suitable for the role of volume crime investigator 

(Sanders, 2008). The knock on effect would be that more suitable candidates would 

be selected, and in theory a more effective group of investigators would be more 

likely to emerge. Such investigators might be less likely to be found inadequate for 

the role at a later date, after such costly investment in their professional development. 

Such a process (if capable of being developed) would involve selecting good 

candidates ‘in’ rather than selecting bad candidates ‘out.’ as currently practised by 

some police organisations in the USA (Sanders, 2008). Current selection procedures 

in the UK for investigative posts still depend either upon voluntary self-selection or, 

more worryingly, officers being placed into the role without choice (Chatterton, 

2008). The importance of this topic is amplified when it is clear that volume crime 
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investigation is the training ground for potential SIOs of the future. Getting it right at 

grass roots level is crucial. 

 

One of the first challenges of this research related to identifying what success was in 

the eyes of modern volume crime investigators, how they felt it could be measured 

and what skills, abilities and characteristics a successful investigator should possess. 

The literature on the subject was analysed, and a set of thirty skills, abilities and 

characteristics were distilled from previous academic studies and textbooks around 

criminal investigation (see Chapter One, above). Police forces within England and 

Wales were approached with a request for members of their staff to be allowed to take 

part in the study. All police forces approached were deemed at that point to be 

successful according to Home Office statistics. Six forces agreed to allow one of their 

volume crime teams to participate. Below is a discussion relating to each of the six 

studies, followed by an analysis of each study and methodological issues. A 

concluding section will outline potential areas for further research. 

 

8.1.1 Modern volume crime investigators 

 

Study One found, consistent with previous research (Chatterton, 2008), that 

respondents felt there was little difference between the roles of investigator and 

detective within modern volume crime investigations, other than the fact that 

detectives had more training and appeared to be assigned the more complex 

investigations. Interestingly the make up of the volume crime teams in the study 

demonstrated almost a 50/50 split in terms of investigators trained in the national 

investigator programme or equivalent, again confirming the assertion of Chatterton 
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(2008) that there is a gradual deskilling and inexperience within general CID offices 

around the country. In terms of investigating the crimes themselves, respondents 

seemed to feel that there was little difference between them, also confirming views 

expressed to Chatterton (2008) in his study. This view was corroborated when 

respondents were asked whether they utilised any particular model or working 

practice to investigate crime. No respondent identified the ACPO core investigative 

doctrine (2005) as a concept that they followed. Whilst this could be explained by 

having a poorly worded question in the study, a lack of understanding or 

terminological issues, this does at least raise the issue as to whether or not 

investigators are actually using the core investigative doctrine in practice following 

their training. Whilst training was cited as a potential source of investigative structure 

in Study One, experience and common sense were identified as significant sources of 

it as well. Are investigators substituting training for experience and common sense in 

the same fashion as Maguire and Norris (1994) suggested in discussing issues of 

police practice and malpractice?  Is it a case of forget the training, this is the real 

world (Maguire and Norris, 1994). The views expressed appear to favour the craft 

model of investigative work-something that is intuitive and can only be learnt through 

experience (Innes, 2003). This appears to be the case despite the fact that a large 

amount of respondents in Study One felt that investigation was a mixture of art, craft 

and science. 

 

Respondents also identified a list of frequent investigator activities that were fairly 

consistent with previous research (McGurk et al., 1992). Interestingly, whilst 

interviewing suspects ranked first and is no surprise, followed by case file preparation 

and attending scenes respectively, statement taking was ranked sixth in terms of 
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frequency of activity. This ranking might reflect a change in working practices in 

many forces where statement taking units will often collect routine statements from 

witnesses instead of the officer in the case (Amey et al., 1996; Tong, 2004). How 

much this might de-skill investigators in terms of statement taking capabilities in the 

future is an interesting question. However, this area along with others such as 

attending court, attending scenes, research and proactive work appear in the frequency 

list whereas they did not in the McGurk et al. (1992) study. This can be explained by 

the fact that respondents were given the opportunity to use their own terminology 

rather than imported phrases from other disciplines (McGurk et al., 1992). 

Interviewing suspects, attending court, interviewing witnesses and preparing files 

were identified as both important and difficult in the McGurk et al. (1992) study.  

 

In addition, and without prompting, respondents were asked to identify the top ten 

skills, abilities and characteristics that contributed to success. No operational 

definition was given of success; investigators were left to make up their own minds 

about what they felt the concept meant. Results were consistent with previous studies 

(Maguire et al. 1993; McGurk et al. 1992). Respondents rated characteristics such as 

communication skills, motivation and tenacity highly, whilst surprisingly areas such 

as stability, empathy, intelligence, education, training, nose for the job and street 

intelligence received little support. Respondents then ranked the thirty skills, abilities 

and characteristics that had previously been identified in the literature, according to 

how important they felt they were in contributing to success. In the main the results 

were again consistent with previous studies (Maguire et al., 1993; McGurk et al., 

1992). (Communication skills rated highly, as did reasoning, judgement and decision-

making, in relation to overall mean ratings (Maguire et al. 1993). Dispositional factors 
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such as motivation, commitment, dedication and persistence dominated the top 

rankings, suggesting that respondents felt these were very important to investigative 

success.  

 

Areas such as intelligence, stability, education, and empathy scored lower on overall 

mean ratings.  Many of these lower rankings were surprising. Previous research had 

identified the potential importance of all of them to successful investigation (for 

instance, education: Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Greenwood et al. 1977; empathy: 

Fahsing & Gottschalk, 2008; Holmberg & Christiansen (2002); Milne & Bull, 2001; 

intelligence: Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Maguire et al., 1993); stability: Cohen & 

Chaiken, 1987)  

 

Respondents were also asked what types of personality were most suited to criminal 

investigation. Overwhelmingly, they felt that all types of personality were capable of 

being successful within criminal investigation. Again, this itself was an interesting set 

of responses. Studies have demonstrated that people who are more conscientious tend 

to perform better within all occupations (Barrick & Mount, 1991), and it would have 

been reasonable to assume that high performers within investigations would exhibit 

higher scores on the consciousness scale than the low performers. Stability was not 

considered important to success in Study One either. Again this is surprising, bearing 

in mind the literature, which suggests that unstable personalities perform less well in 

an occupational setting (Barrick & Mount, 1991). These were areas of significance 

that merited further consideration in later studies.    
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Respondents consistently identified detections as the main means of measuring the 

success or otherwise of volume crime investigations, but indicated that a degree of 

caution was required when utilising those figures alone. They felt (consistent with 

previous studies) that detection figures alone could be misleading, might not show the 

full picture, and should be utilised alongside other considerations such as conviction 

rates, victim satisfaction and thoroughness of work (Maguire et al. 1993; Tong, 2004). 

Interestingly, supervisor assessment was not consistently ranked highly, despite the 

fact that it had in the past been considered one of the best means of assessment 

(Cohen & Chaiken, 1987) and had been indicated as the best means of measurement 

by the majority of respondents in the study by Maguire et al. (1993). Respondents 

gave examples of cases where detection figures did not provide a full picture of the 

work involved in detecting particular crimes. There is well-documented distrust of the 

use of purely quantitative measures to assess effectiveness (Maguire et al. 1993; 

Maguire & Norris, 1994; Skolnick, 1994), and respondents in this study appeared to 

feel the same. The data gathered suggests once again that respondents favour a 

mixture of measures based not only upon outcome measures such as detections but 

also upon process measures such as thoroughness of investigation. That said, the fact 

that detections was ranked consistently top by respondents, when asked to identify 

how success could be measured, illustrates perhaps the harsh reality of volume crime 

investigation. That is, if forces are measured against statistical targets, then 

performance and effectiveness will inevitably be judged by that criterion.  In terms of 

individual effectiveness, measurement of it and ‘success’, respondents painted a 

picture that resonated with the past - frustration with detection figures and a wish that 

a more sophisticated measure of individual success could be identified. Cultural issues 

may have been at play here too in the choice of detections as a means of measuring 
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success. As this has been an accepted method over a long period of time, respondents 

may have felt obliged to identify them as the main method of measurement despite the 

fact that they do not believe that is appropriate on its own. 

 

Respondents were asked to identify why cases go wrong and why miscarriages of 

justice occur. Main themes identified related to issues such as lack of time, lack of 

supervision and lack of knowledge on the part of the investigator. These areas have 

been posited as potential reasons in recent studies (Savage & Milne, 2007). 

 

8.1.2 Subjective success 

 

In Study Two respondents were asked to provide evidence of both good and poor 

investigative practice. A majority of the themes to emerge complemented some of the 

respondents’ views in Study One around why and how cases go wrong. Respondents 

identified the importance of the golden hour (ACPO Core Investigative Doctrine, 

2005) to secure evidence and thoroughness of investigation. Once again (and 

consistent with Study One), investigator dispositions such as persistence, commitment 

and motivation were highlighted in responses. In relation to investigative 

interviewing, some respondents highlighted the importance of rapport building to the 

process of both witness and suspect interviewing. This is an area that has received 

much support in the literature, yet respondents did not appear to link rapport building 

with empathy.  Demonstrable empathy on the part of the investigator may aid rapport 

building (Cherryman and Bull, 2000; Clarke and Milne, 2001). Respondents in Study 

One rated empathy low in terms of importance to success. 
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This study also asked respondents to identify successful peers. They were asked not to 

choose people based upon popularity or personal friendships. As a result, a league 

table was constructed for each crime group, based upon how many votes each 

investigator received from their peers. Results suggested that respondents chose 

people who were older, more experienced and better trained, although again this is not 

surprising (Sanders, 2008). There are once again underlying cultural issues here. Were 

officers simply valuing those who had more ‘time in’ in terms of length of service and 

who they perceived to have more experience? Surprisingly, those in the high choice 

set had lower educational background than those in the low choice set, seemingly 

corroborating respondents’ perceptions from Study One, which were that education 

was not as important to success compared to the other skills, abilities and 

characteristics identified. The difficulty here is whether respondents knew the 

educational backgrounds of their peers when they were making their selections. It 

would be reasonable to assume that in their working environment such issues might 

be discussed between investigators, but it is by no means certain that this would be the 

case. It is also questionable whether respondents deliberately ignored more educated 

investigators because of a biased attitude against people with high educational 

qualifications (such as degrees). Police occupational culture has often been considered 

to be at least wary of those from higher educational backgrounds.  

 

Females fared poorly in the high choice set compared to males, and there were more 

females in the low choice set compared to the male/female distribution within the 

samples. This suggested that perhaps there were still some entrenched ideas around 

the effectiveness of female investigators compared to males (Chan, 1997; Corsianos, 

2004; Westmarland, 2001). However, to balance that, most forces identified some 
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females within their high choice sets.  If views were that entrenched, then even this 

would not have occurred in what has been perceived as a macho world of 

investigation (Chan 1997; Innes, 2003; Skolnick, 1966).  

 

Interesting results were obtained when respondents were asked to rate their selections 

based upon the presence of the thirty skills, abilities and characteristics identified in 

previous research. These were compared to the ratings from Study One. There were 

some differences. Respondents were asked to rank the list in Study One based upon 

how important they felt the traits were to success. In the second study, they were 

asked to rate them based upon how apparent they felt they were in the successful 

peers they had identified. Many traits that had been ranked as important to success 

were not ranked as highly for their presence in perceived successful investigators, 

such as communication skills, listening skills and initiative.  In these interesting areas, 

respondents seemed to rank them highly (in terms of mean ranking), yet they ranked 

them lower for their presence in peers they considered successful. In addition, in 

Study One some areas ranked lower (such as experience, nose for the job, integrity, 

and independence of thought), yet in Study Two, respondents ranked them higher for 

presence in successful peers. There was a real difference here. Dispositional attributes 

such as persistence, commitment, dedication and motivation remained consistently 

high in the rankings, as did decision-making, judgement, reasoning and integrity. 

Again there is a hint here that culturally respondents are valuing some of the 

entrenched views of investigative work. Whilst they ranked certain areas high in 

Study One, they did not appear to see them demonstrated to the same level in 

successful peers, and some of the areas such as experience began to rank higher. 
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League tables of those in the high choice set seemed to confirm that respondents were 

choosing people who were older and had a longer length of service than others, 

despite the fact that respondents in Study One had ranked experience lower in 

importance than many of the other areas. In addition, members of the high choice set 

contained significantly more trained investigators than within the low choice set. It 

could be suggested that respondents appeared to be selecting successful investigators 

based upon perceived experience (age and length of service), as comparison of 

numbers of case assignments and numbers of detections revealed no significant 

differences between the high and low choice sets. Interestingly, those in the high 

choice set were assigned more of what could be perceived as the more serious cases 

(such as sexual offences, robbery, burglary and drugs offences) whilst those in the 

low choice set were assigned more ‘other’ cases (such as forgery, malicious 

communication and other miscellaneous cases not falling within the other categories 

of crime), criminal damages and theft from motor vehicles. It appears that cases are 

assigned according to age and perceived experience.  This phenomenon is not 

surprising, as it makes some sense to distribute more serious cases amongst those 

investigators who have some investigative experience. This may also explain to some 

extent the parity in detection rates. The more serious and complex cases may require 

more investigative effort (and therefore time). Whilst investigator A expends that 

effort, investigators B and C (etc.) may well have to investigate the less serious cases. 

These may take less time, but nevertheless can add to the detection tallies of 

investigators B and C whilst investigator A is still dealing with the more complex 

case.   
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8.1.3 Objective success 

 

Study Three attempted to identify successful investigators using objective measures of 

success. Surprisingly, many of the objective measures suggested by respondents in 

Study One were not recorded by forces on an individual level. Detection figures were 

therefore collated in relation to each of the 213 investigators from the six participating 

forces. League tables were again constructed for each of the forces and as a result a 

high and low detection set was identified. These were compared to the high and low 

choice sets from Study Two. 

 

Interestingly, whilst there were some similarities in relation to membership of the 

high and low sets, the mean age and length of service of those in the high detection set 

was significantly lower than the mean age and length of service of the high choice 

sets. This tended to suggest that, whilst respondents in Study Two picked colleagues 

who were older and more experienced when nominating them as being successful 

investigators, those who actually were, when judged by the criteria of detections, 

were younger and had less experience. These differences were statistically significant.  

The reality of the situation appeared to be different from that as perceived by 

respondents in Study Two. In addition, the educational disparity also evaporated to 

reveal parity. There appeared to be a more even distribution of educational level. In 

terms of gender there was an increase in representation of women in the high 

detection set. The overall impression here is that whilst respondents were able to 

identify a third of individuals who were actually detecting more cases than their peers, 

their methods of selection were by no means foolproof. Two thirds of those appearing 

in the high detection set did not appear in the high choice set, suggesting that what 
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respondents were valuing did not necessarily add up to investigative success in terms 

of detections. Once the objective and subjective sets were combined to produce high 

and low performing groups, the age and length of service of those in the high 

performing group was lower than that of the high choice set. Respondents appeared to 

place too much emphasis upon these areas. Such valuing of experience and age may 

reflect the remnants of the craft view of investigative work; an acceptance by 

respondents that investigative work can be crafted through on the job experience and 

by time in the role (Innes, 2003). However peer opinion was not reflected in the high 

detection sets nor in the high performing group.  

 

8.1.4 Personality and success 

 
Tong (2004) noted how little research has been conducted upon investigator 

background and how this links to their cultural synthesis within their role. He 

identified background characteristics such as age, gender, education and previous 

experience as relevant characteristics. All of these areas were compared between the 

high and low performing groups, together with variables such as investigator training. 

The number of trained criminal investigators in the high performing group was 

significantly higher than in the low performing group. Does this suggest that training 

works? Members of the high performing group were distinguished by peer 

nomination and detections. Why did their peers choose them? Did they know they had 

been trained? Is this part of the modern office culture-people know who the 

experienced investigators are and additionally who has been trained, and as a result 

they perceive them as successful? This may not be the only reason for the choice, 

however. If the individuals have been within the volume crime arena for the time it 

has taken them to attend training and qualify as an investigator, then they will also 
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have had some experience in the field. There could be a combination of factors at play 

in discriminating the high performers from their peers. There were no statistically 

significant differences between the groups in relation to age, length of service, nor 

were there any significant relationships in relation to educational level or previous 

experience.  

 

Interestingly, statistically significant differences were discovered between high and 

low performing groups in relation to manager rating of value to the force, ratings on 

all performance areas (such as quality of work and job knowledge) and overall ratings 

of the performance measures combined. Each was statistically significant to the 0.000 

level.  These results suggest that manager ratings were capable of discriminating high 

and low performers, perhaps confirming practitioners views many years ago that 

manager ratings and assessments were a better means of individual investigator 

assessment than detection figures alone (Maguire et al. 1993).  

 

Study Four also examined whether there were any personality differences between the 

high and low performing groups. Respondents were asked to complete the NEO PI R 

UK consisting of 240 items. This measured five personality domains consisting of six 

individual facets within each.  Respondents in Study One were asked what types of 

personality they felt were most suited to the work of criminal investigation. There 

were no patterns that emerged from their answers, as the majority felt that all types of 

personality were suited to the role. As an interesting prelude to the discussion of 

differences between the high and low performing groups, it was interesting to find 

that the mean scores on the Openness domain for both groups was significantly below 

the norm for other police professionals. Low scorers on the Openness domain have 



 

297 
 
 
  

been characterised as closed to new experiences (Digman, 1990; Sanders, 2008). 

Additionally, the scores obtained for the facet of trust were significantly below the 

norm, and scores obtained for angry hostility were also very high and above the norm. 

There is potential here to argue that we are identifying here aspects of the police 

personality - including a distrust of others (particularly outsiders), and essentially 

closed minded and conservative in outlook (Skolnick, 1966). Having analysed the 

results overall, the group differences were then examined. Both groups also scored 

low on the Agreeableness domain. This has been characterised as good natured, 

cooperative, tolerant and good hearted (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Low scorers in this 

domain are characterised as the opposite to these traits. 

 

Conventional academic wisdom suggested that high scores on the Conscientiousness 

domain and its facets were potentially predictive of occupational success (Barrick and 

Mount, 1988).  Surprisingly, there were no statistically significant differences 

between the groups in relation to the five personality domains. In relation to the facets 

of personality, significant differences were identified between the high and low 

performers in only one of the thirty facets. In relation to `gregariousness’ the low 

performing group scored significantly higher than the high performing group. Does 

this suggest that high performers are less sociable, preferring to deal with cases alone? 

Does this equate to the successful lone investigator of detective fiction (i.e. Phillip 

Marlowe)? One of the interesting issues here, not dealt with in this programme of 

research, is how much of a `team player’ the high detection group are compared to the 

low detection group. Previous research has highlighted the sometimes isolated nature 

of investigation work (Maguire and Norris, 1994; Manning 1979; Tong, 2004). 
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In relation to the domain of Conscientiousness, and the high performers outscored the 

low performers in all of the facets within the Conscientiousness domain except order.    

These differences were not, however, statistically significant and as such cannot be 

utilised to make any generalisations.  In study One, respondents ranked stability low 

in importance to success within volume crime investigations. In relation to the domain 

of Neuroticism, the low performing group recorded higher mean scores than the high 

performing group on all of the Neuroticism facets, although none of the differences 

were statistically significant. It has been suggested in previous research that higher 

scores on the Neuroticism scale may be suggestive of future poor performance 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1995).  

 

Overall there appeared to be no statistically significant difference between the groups 

in relation to the domains and facets other than gregariousness. When correlation 

analysis was explored between each of the groups scores on the domains and facets 

with subjective and objective measures of success, no correlations were found.  

 

8.1.5 Critical thinking and success 

 
Study Five examined the critical thinking skills of both high and low performers. 

Previous research and responses in Studies One and Two suggested that decision-

making, reasoning and judgement were all important to investigative success (Adhami 

and Brown, 1996; Innes, 2003; Smith and Flanagan, 2001; Tong, 2004). Whilst all 

three areas are distinct, they share the need for investigators to think critically. Much 

academic writing considers the role of the detective in having to assess and weigh up 

incoming material, inferring from the material, generating hypotheses and making 

deductions in order to further criminal investigations (Adhami and Brown, 1998; 
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Carson, 2009; Innes, 2003; Smith and Flanagan, 2000). Such activities can be 

classified as critical thinking skills. It would have been reasonable, therefore, to 

expect high performers to possess better critical thinking skills than their low 

performing peers and thus score higher on the chosen test. The WGCTA (UK version) 

was utilised to identify any significant differences between the groups in relation to 

their overall score and scores on individual sub-sets, such as inference, induction and 

recognising assumptions. The test is not context specific and as such measures critical 

thinking skills outside the detective and policing environment. As such it has been 

used in diverse fields of research and employment, and is the recognised gold 

standard for measuring the skills (Bennell et al. 2008; Watson & Glaser, 2003). 

Surprisingly, there were no statistically significant differences between the high and 

low performing groups in relation to either the overall mean score on the WGCTA or 

the mean scores obtained in the individual sub-sets. This result tends to suggest that 

the critical thinking skills of the two groups (as measured by the WGCTA) are more 

or less equivalent.  

 

Is it possible, therefore, to suggest that critical thinking is not a discriminating factor 

between high and low performing groups, or are there other potential explanations? 

One obvious explanation is that critical thinking may not on its own be the sole 

determinant of the success or otherwise of a case. The complex nature of crime 

investigation might mean that simply making the correct decisions may not yield a 

successful outcome. Whether to pursue certain lines of enquiry, when to arrest, 

whether to interview, whether to take statements etc. may all yield insufficient 

evidence for a case. Correct decisions may have been made, but there may still be 

little evidence discovered to enable the case to proceed. As has been suggested, the 
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success or otherwise of a case may have little to do with individual effort, particularly 

if the case will never be solved because of its individual circumstances and despite the 

investigative effort put in to solving it (too difficult to solve cases) (Burrows et al., 

2005; Greenwood et al. 1977).  Another explanation links to the very nature of the 

WGCTA test itself. It has been suggested that the test only measures the presence of 

the skills and abilities defined. What it fails to test, and what is arguably just as 

important, is the disposition of people to use those skills (Facione et al., 2000).  

Facione et al. (2000) argue that if people do not have such a disposition (i.e. the 

motivation and willingness to do so), they will not utilise and demonstrate those 

abilities in practice. The WGCTA does not measure disposition to utilise the skills. 

Does the result above say something very important about the high and low 

performers in relation to disposition? If their skills are the same in this area, and 

potentially others, could success come down to disposition and motivation to utilise 

them? In Studies One and Two, respondents made it clear that motivation, tenacity, 

persistence and commitment were all very important to investigative success. 

Previous studies and textbooks suggested the same (Maguire et al. 1993).  

 

Correlation analysis revealed correlations between overall scores and performance 

ratings from managers, as well as correlations with scores in individual sub-sets 

scores and the ratings. These results are very interesting bearing in mind the 

significant differences between the high and low performers in all of the subjective 

performance ratings. The correlations were not repeated between the low performing 

group and the scores, suggesting that a relationship exists between high subjective 

ratings and scores on the WGCTA test. The ratings appeared to be accurate when 

comparing those in the high and low groups, and it is suggested that scope exists to 
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explore the relationship between the test and subjective ratings further, with further 

research. 

 

8.1.6 Intelligence and empathy and their links to success 

 

Study Six involved exploring two specific areas in order to ascertain whether there 

were significant differences across the high and low performing groups. Both areas, 

empathy and intelligence, were rated fairly low by investigators when rating them in 

terms of importance to success. They were also rated fairly low by respondents in 

Study Two, when they were asked to rate them in terms of their presence in perceived 

successful peers. In terms of intelligence, the Ravens SPM was utilised to measure the 

fluid intelligence of the groups. This is a test of intellectual capacity and is distinct 

from a test that measures crystallised intelligence (Raven et al. 2003). The distinction 

was important because the SPM was measuring innate capacity as opposed to 

culturally learnt intelligence. Intelligence was of interest because of the disparity 

between previous studies and what investigators perceived within Studies One and 

Two. Previous studies had stressed the importance of intelligence to successful 

investigative work (Cohen & Chaiken, 1987; Ghiselli, 1966; Greenwood et al. 1977), 

as had criminal investigation textbooks (Osterberg & Ward, 2001).  

 

Despite responses in Studies One and Two, it would have been reasonable to assume 

that those in the high performing group might possess greater mean intellectual 

capacity than those in the low performing group because of the weight of academic 

research that suggested how important intelligence was to successful investigative 

performance (Ghiselli, 1966). Interestingly, there was no statistically significant 
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difference between the mean scores of the high and low performing groups.  Does this 

result suggest that intelligence makes little difference to investigative success? This is 

indeed one of a number of possibilities. Firstly, it is possible that the groups are equal 

intellectually, yet what distinguishes them is the disposition to use that ability in the 

performance of their work. The SPM, like the WGCTA, does not measure 

dispositional factors, so this is difficult to ascertain. A second possibility is that it 

could be argued that intelligence makes little difference because investigations are 

invariably solved by the solvability factors inherent in each unique case or by the 

amount of time and effort an investigator is able to put into a particular case 

(Greenwood et al. 1977). Thirdly, the test may demonstrate equality in terms of fluid 

intelligence but says nothing about crystallised intelligence, nor did it test intelligence 

specific to investigative work (what McClelland (1973) calls criterion sampling). In 

McClellands view, testing for work competence should be related to the occupation 

studied. Therefore tests should measure more specific work skills. Arguably the SPM 

does not measure work specific factors of intelligence. No correlations were found 

between SPM scores and objective and subjective measures of success. 

 

The IRI was utilised to examine potential differences between the high and low 

performing groups in relation to empathy. The IRI was used because of its ability to 

distinguish empathy on a multi-dimensional level, measuring as it does four separate 

but related scales: fantasy scale, perspective taking, empathic concern and personal 

distress (Davis, 1980). We have seen how detectives in the past have considered 

empathy important in previous research (McGurk et al., 1992), and it has been 

suggested that this becomes particularly important for interactions with victims and 

witnesses (Cherryman & Bull, 2000; Holmberg, 2004; Milne & Bull, 2001), and it has 
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been shown to have a significant effect upon the amount of valid information and 

evidence that is obtained from interviews with both witnesses and suspects (Holmberg 

et al., 2002). This could all arguably have a knock on effect in relation to the attrition 

rates of cases. However respondents in both studies One and Two rated empathy 

fairly low when compared with the other attributes identified in previous research. As 

a result, Study Six attempted to determine whether there were significant differences 

between the groups or whether any correlations existed with subjective and objective 

measures of success. No statistically significant differences were found between the 

groups, nor were any correlations found between the mean scores for high and low 

performers, and both subjective and objective measures of success. 

 

The results are suggestive of no direct link between the IRI scales and success (as 

measured within this study). However, as Holmberg and Christianson (2002) and 

Holmberg (2004) demonstrate, as well as studies in the field of interviewing 

(Cherryman & Bull, 2000; Milne & Bull, 2001) these areas may be important to 

particular encounters within a criminal investigation rather than the ultimate outcome. 

This might suggest that rather than having a direct effect upon detections, they have a 

more indirect effect in terms of interpersonal communication.  

 

8.1.7 Methodological issues 

 

Each of the studies within this programme of research encompassed a variety of 

methodological approaches. What follows is a brief discussion of the weaknesses of 

each study, together with suggestions for future development. 
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Whilst Study One focussed on the research, only 64 investigators responded out of a 

potential of 213. Whilst this yields a percentage of 30% which is acceptable in the 

social sciences, claims that the results are not representative of volume crime 

investigators throughout the country cannot easily be rebutted. Those who did respond 

might be particularly interested and positive individuals as opposed to those who did 

not, and thus results might be skewed towards those particular feelings. Additionally, 

closer examination of the responses demonstrates that a higher percentage were from 

only two forces, Kent and Lancashire, leaving the potential for regional variation in 

relation to officer perception and experience. A future consideration would be to 

widen the potential pool of investigators asked to complete the initial questionnaire. 

Whilst the six participating forces represent some of the police family within the UK, 

several other forces exist as untapped potential, and the possibility of finding a more 

representative sample exists. Despite these drawbacks, however, it should be 

remembered that difficulties of access and limitations on resources have real 

implications for the breadth of any study of this kind. 

 

As the measure used for the study was a questionnaire, there is always a distinct 

possibility in this type of design that respondents may not have understood or 

misunderstood some of the questions or that they answered questions without 

complete honesty (for social desirability reasons or for organisational desirability 

reasons). Whilst every effort was made to minimise risks of this happening, and 

whilst the results do appear to be particularly conservative, it cannot be excluded as a 

possibility.   
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One final issue to consider is the nature of the volume crime teams provided for the 

study by each participating force. Whilst all dealt with volume crime investigations, 

they all had differing staff numbers allocated to the task, and all were arranged to 

account for regional variations and force preferences. As a result, it would be difficult 

to be able to generalise across the country, as it is likely that variations in working 

practices will be widespread. Another future consideration would be to attempt to find 

some volume crime investigation teams with similar make up in terms of resource 

allocation, specialist squads and crime distribution. However this too might suffer 

from lack of an ability to generalise conclusions because of regional variations in 

working practices.  

 

Study Two had a higher response rate than Study One (56%), and does not therefore 

suffer from the same issues of representativeness as Study One. However, the issue 

still remains in terms of the subjectivity of the exercise. Whilst respondents were 

urged not to consider good or bad performance based upon friendships or irrelevant 

considerations, they were provided with no definition of success by which to judge 

their choices. Whilst this method was designed to ensure that respondents were not 

inhibited or directed in their choices, and whilst appropriate warnings were given, 

there was still a possibility that matters which had no bearing upon perceived 

investigative ability determined their choices.   Equally, because of the nature of the 

crime groups, some of the investigators will not have worked with every other 

investigator before. This could skew their choices towards only those officers they 

had first hand knowledge of working with. This could mean that some good 

investigators effectively slipped through the net.  
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Additionally, the league tables generated were generated for each force. As a result, 

high and low performers from each force were identified and asked to participate in 

the study. This was so despite the fact that there was a large discrepancy in terms of 

numbers of detections between certain forces. If the tables had been combined, the 

high performing and low performing groups would have been made up of individuals 

from only three or four of the forces. As an example, the detection figures for the 

Lancashire proactive unit were considerably lower than those for other forces 

(presumably because of the nature of their role and organisational differences in how 

crimes were recorded as detected), meaning that if the tables had been combined no 

officer from Lancashire would have been present in the list of top thirty investigators. 

Therefore, a deliberate decision was taken to try to isolate high and low performers 

from each force, considering that what we were looking at were those who were high 

and low performers within their own particular crime group.  

 

It could be argued, however, that this leads to a situation where one is comparing, say, 

Eric “the Eel” Moussambani (best swimmer for Equatorial Guinea in the 2000 Sydney 

Olympics) with Ian Thorpe (World record holder at the time and representing 

Australia), as both were the best performers from their respective countries. Is it really 

appropriate to compare Eric the Eel and Ian Thorpe and ask: why are they both so 

good? Why are they the best swimmers from their countries? Or should we be asking 

why the top swimmers in the world are at the top, irrespective of whether five of the 

top ten happen to come from one particular country?  

 

Respondents in both Studies One and Two were asked to provide details of their 

objective success in terms of commendations or letters of appreciation. This means of 
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self-reporting success has its inherent dangers, as the data generated cannot be 

corroborated by any other means.  Like any other self reporting measure, this relies 

upon the honesty of the respondents.  

 
 

Study Three provided the opportunity to identify success using objective criteria. The 

determination of success by utilising measurement of detections alone is problematic 

for many reasons. They may not provide the full picture of what actually goes on, 

may be misleading and may fail to distinguish valid contributions from investigators 

working within a team environment (Maguire et al. 1993). We have already seen how 

the figures themselves may be misleading where some forces still detect a crime 

against the first attending officer’s name, irrespective of whether or not an 

investigator has significantly contributed to the charge. We have also seen how crimes 

are sometimes detected against the name of the person who reports that the crimes 

have been detected, irrespective of whether or not they had any involvement in the 

case. We have also seen how detections take little account of the complexity of a case 

in determining individual success. A murder is one crime, as against a shoplifting, 

which is also one crime.  

 

What the bare figures also fail to take account of are negative disposals; that is, those 

cases where an investigator has proven the innocence of a suspect and they have been 

released without charge. This in a sense is successful. Not in terms of detecting the 

crime, but in terms of exculpating an innocent person from blame. Many respondents 

also felt that detection figures paid little attention to the thoroughness of an 

investigation and did not even give credit for cases where a thorough investigation by 

investigators had revealed no crime at all. Finally, respondents felt that conviction 
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rates and victim satisfaction were useful indicators of success as well. Whilst some 

forces were moving forward and beginning to capture some of this detail, this is by no 

means a uniform practice. Only the West Midlands Police, for example, were 

beginning to record success factors on their crimes. Whilst most forces have also 

begun to conduct victim satisfaction surveys, this does not appear to be an exercise in 

identifying individual success. In any event the use of victim satisfaction in itself 

could be problematic for reasons already discussed in Chapter Four (above).     

 

Study Four used the NEO PIR UK to explore the personality traits of those taking part 

in the study from both high and low performing groups. The fact that this is a self-

reporting measure allows for the possibility that people may answer questions based 

upon how they wish to be perceived rather than how they actually are (social 

desirability bias). Additionally, there was little uniformity in when the questionnaires 

were completed, and there is a distinct possibility that some respondents filled them in 

under time pressure. The questionnaires had to be completed by respondents during 

their working hours and their contributions had to be determined by when they were 

able to free themselves from whatever work they were doing on that particular day. 

They may have left themselves with limited time, or indeed have been under 

particular pressure to complete quickly. If this was the case, then some answers may 

have been rushed and given insufficient attention. 

 

In addition, manager ratings were employed based upon a study by Sanders (2008) in 

the USA. The criteria were not validated for the UK. Whilst the criteria utilised could 

conceivably fit any set of police officers performing most police roles, they were not 
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designed specifically for investigators, but for patrol officers. Arguably, any results 

obtained from the use of this derived instrument must therefore be treated cautiously. 

 

Study Five was again conducted within the work environment, where respondents had 

to try to find time to complete the test during busy working days. Whilst much was 

done to ensure that the environment where they took the test was quiet, and away 

from the stresses and distractions of the workplace, there is no telling just how much 

the effect of the stresses of that particular day had on each individual. There was also 

little consistency in the time of the day that the test was taken. Bearing in mind that 

the research was at the mercy of the availability of busy people, some made 

themselves available during their lunchtimes, some were able to free themselves up 

during the day, whilst others took the test at the end of the day.  Fatigue may well 

have made a difference to the results. Ideally, a venue away from work would 

minimise the potential problems, but this would have been an insurmountable obstacle 

for the present study. Access was provided and agreed upon on the basis that 

respondents would be allowed to take part in the study within working hours when 

they were able to provide the time.   

 

In addition to the criticism of the WGCTA by Facione et al. (2000) above, Yeh (2001) 

suggests that the WGCTA does not measure the practical facets of critical thinking 

such as weighing and selecting evidence. Dowling (1989) criticises the WGCTA for 

having a limited range of scores, and for not being grounded in any particular theory 

of human cognition. So, whilst the test is recognised worldwide, it has been criticised 

for its practical application.  
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This raises another issue in relation to the use of the WGCTA to measure critical 

thinking skills of investigators. Because the test is not related to the investigators’ 

professional field, it could be argued that it lacks context and therefore does not 

measure the critical thinking skills of investigators actually doing or being involved in 

their own field of expertise (Kline, 1991). The disposition argument might have an 

effect when investigators are completing tests that they feel have no relevance to their 

particular area. They might feel less disposed to give their best efforts to the process. 

That said, the explanation of the test at the beginning should have been capable of 

ensuring that this was not the case, but this would not necessarily have guaranteed full 

commitment to the task. 

 

As with all of the tests and questionnaires in previous studies, the issues of timing and 

venue are again important for both the Raven SPM and the IRI utilised within Study 

Six. Officers completed them at work, at different times and with the pressures and 

strains of that day’s work on their minds. Whilst rooms were provided for peace and 

quiet during the tests, there is no guarantee that respondents were not distracted or 

under stress or pressurised to complete the tasks quickly in order to get on with their 

daily work. The Raven SPM measures only fluid intelligence, and not crystallised 

intelligence. Whilst this is useful to determine the intellectual capacity of the high and 

low performing groups, it is not definitive of there being no difference between them, 

as crystallised intelligence was not tested (Cattell, 1971; Raven et al. 2003). The IRI, 

being a self-reporting measure, suffers from the same issues raised in relation to the 

NEO personality questionnaire. Respondents may have answered questions based 

upon their perception of how they felt they should answer rather than how they 

actually felt. In addition, both measure suffer from the same criticism levelled at the 
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WGCTA test. Whilst they are all measuring the skills or capacities in a general sense, 

they lack the occupational context that might be necessary in occupational fields 

(McClelland, 1973) or they measure the wrong type of intelligence (Kline, 1991). 

 

8.2 Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

This study was unique in a number of ways. It was the first study of volume crime 

investigators in the modern era in relation to their perceptions of success and the 

skills, abilities and characteristics required in order to be successful. Secondly, it 

attempted to identify measures of success by gauging respondents` perceptions of the 

best means of doing so. Thirdly, having identified high performers using a 

combination of subjective and objective success, further studies within this 

programme of research attempted to investigate differences between them and low 

performers in relation to areas of personality, critical thinking, intelligence and 

empathy. Various psychometric tests were utilised in order to accomplish this aim. 

The results were not conclusive as to the exact nature of success. It is difficult to find 

consensus amongst practitioners even in the modern era, and this may point to the 

continuing complexity of the role. The implications for policy-makers is that further 

research is necessary in order to determine accurate measures of successful 

investigative performance, taking into account areas such as case seriousness, case 

complexity, solvability factors, time spent on investigation, conviction rates, disposal 

and thoroughness. In addition, more consideration needs to be given as to whether 

investigators should be measured for their individual performance on more than just 

outcome measures of positive detections; a method that at present, in the absence of 

anything else even seems to be favoured by practitioners, although begrudgingly. All 
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of this, of course, depends upon whether or not there is a will to expend resources on 

such a project. Because the crimes being discussed are high volume, is it necessary to 

identify ways in which to measure how investigators solve such crimes? Or is it the 

case that investigators are required to investigate to the barest minimum in order to 

deal with a case, and then move on to another volume crime waiting on the 

hypothetical conveyor belt? Is it still the case that the organisational will is to do this 

without wishing for cases to be dealt with thoroughly? British Policing has entered a 

new age of austerity with sweeping cuts to some 20% of its budgets. Forces will 

inevitably need to concentrate resources on frontline staffing, and this could make a 

difference to a willingness to contribute resources into an area that may not be 

deemed to be urgent in the current climate.  

 

Respondents clearly rated educational level low in terms of its importance to 

investigative success. If the determination of the high and low performing groups is 

appropriate in this study, respondents appear to be correct. A large number of high 

performers had low educational level upon leaving school. This points to the 

suggestion that the role can be learnt through experience, and that to be successful, 

investigators do not need to be highly educated. How this reflects on investigators 

dealing with more serious crime such as SIO’s is another fertile area for further 

research. What are the educational levels of existing SIO’s? In terms of selection and 

training of investigators, it needs to be made clear that this research demonstrates that 

low educational achievement is not a barrier to being a successful volume crime 

investigator. 
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Training similarly ranked low in respondents rankings, but results of the studies 

revealed a significant difference between the groups in relation to trained and 

untrained investigators. Despite the fact that the overall number of investigators in the 

study had almost a 50/50 split of trained and untrained investigators, more than three 

quarters of those in the high performing group were trained compared to those in the 

low performing group. This could suggest that training works, and there was a strong 

link between training and subjective measures of success. There was not a similar link 

in terms of objective measures of success. As a result it is difficult to know whether 

peers picked successful investigators based upon their knowledge of their training or 

whether this was just a coincidental by product. Research should be undertaken to 

identify whether current training actually works. This research suggests that it does, 

but a new study encompassing whether trained officers utilise core investigative 

doctrine would be useful.  

 

In view of the apparent accuracy of the manager ratings compared to the high and low 

performing groups, and the correlations with the WGCTA, it is suggested that further 

research is undertaken into this area, particularly in relation to the accuracy of 

supervisor ratings in the context of investigator performance.    

 

This research has determined little difference between high and low performers in 

relation to fluid intelligence. Fluid intelligence connotes intellectual capacity, and the 

SPM measures this without measuring crystallised intelligence. Before suggesting that 

intelligence makes no difference to investigative success, further research needs to be 

undertaken in relation to crystallised intelligence. If there is little difference between 

high and low performing groups in relation to this area as well, consideration needs to 
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be given to dispositional factors as well. In terms of recruitment and selection of 

investigators, as a result of this research the use of intelligence tests that measure only 

one element of intelligence should be discouraged. If intelligence tests are to be 

utilised, then the above issues need to be considered. 

 

In a similar fashion, little difference was found between the groups in relation to 

empathy as measured by the IRI, although there appeared to be an emerging trend that 

high performers had higher mean scores in empathic concern. Whilst respondents 

ranked empathy low in terms of its importance to success within volume crime 

investigations, it is difficult to discern whether they felt it had limited effect in volume 

crime cases, whether they felt that it made no difference to case outcome or whether 

they felt that it had limited use in interactions with victims, witnesses and suspects 

without effecting the overall case. It is also difficult to discern whether the views 

represent yet another cultural barrier and lack of acceptance that something like 

empathy could make a difference to investigations. Research has already identified 

where it may be of value and it is suggested that further research is necessary into 

whether it can make a difference to cases as a whole. There can be little doubt that in 

certain cases such as sexual offences investigations, demonstrating empathy with 

victims, witnesses and suspects may yield important material that could directly 

contribute to a successful outcome.   

 

Communication skills have often ranked highly in studies of investigative work. This 

study was no different. Exactly how this area could and should be tested is an 

interesting debate. Should a battery of tests be found that measure the qualities in high 

and low performers, or should the tests be contextual inasmuch as they measure the 
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interactions within a work context? Communication within investigations can include 

verbal communications with numerous parties within the criminal justice system in 

both formal and informal settings (CPS, victims, witnesses, courts, judges, other 

officers), as well as in the written format (producing summaries, reports, statements, 

notes of conversations). What needs to be considered are the range of tests and how 

they might be able to measure the quality of the interaction.  

 

No significant differences were discovered between the high and low performing 

groups in relation to critical thinking. Before stating that this area makes little 

difference to investigative success, further research is necessary in a similar fashion to 

those suggested for intelligence. WGCTA measures critical thinking abilities. What it 

does not measure is the disposition a person has to utilise those skills. Dispositional 

issues including motivation, commitment, persistence and perseverance were all 

identified within this study as ranking highly in respondents views. Do these areas 

make a difference to a) whether investigators utilise the skills and abilities they have 

and 2) the success or otherwise in individual cases or volume crime investigation as a 

whole? These areas are also ripe for further research. 

 

This programme of study has endeavoured to reignite academic interest in the area of 

what makes a successful volume crime investigator. What distinguishes a successful 

investigators from their peers? This programme of research began by asking what 

modern investigators themselves thought the important skills, abilities and 

characteristics were to success. It has hopefully reopened the debate as to whether 

areas such as education, intelligence, critical thinking, personality and empathy can or 

do play a part in success or otherwise within volume crime investigation, or whether 
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dispositional issues are more important. Thus far, bearing in mind that there were few 

significant differences between the high and low performing groups, and bearing in 

mind also the levels of those results when analysed, one could tentatively suggest that 

no special characteristic stands out that demonstrates higher qualities within volume 

crime investigation. Is it truly the case that, because of the nature of volume crime 

investigation, the skills required in order to achieve a successful outcome are indeed 

those of the clerk rather than those possessed by the mythical detective, and that 

anyone could be trained to conduct the role (Thornton & Harper, 1991)?  More 

questions than answers have been raised by this research, opening up a fertile ground 

for further research. 
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Introduction  

 
 
My name is Martin O’Neill.  I am a serving police o fficer from Kent 
Police currently studying for a PhD with Portsmouth  University. My 
supervisor for the study is Dr Becky Milne, from th e Institute of 
Criminal Justice Studies at Portsmouth University. 
 
I intend to make the work of investigators the subj ect of my thesis.  
I am interested in what skills, abilities and chara cteristics mark out 
a successful investigator.  By choosing such a topi c, I aim to 
inform the selection, training and continued develo pment of 
investigators at all levels of the service. 
 
All I ask of you is that: 1. You take some time to complete the task; 
and 2. You answer truthfully. 
 
We all have good ideas about what investigators do,  how things 
should be done, what is important and what is not.  I ask you to 
take this opportunity to write down what you really  think so that 
your views count and some valid data can be collect ed and 
analysed in this research. The questionnaire is div ided into six 
sections, each dealing with a different facet of in vestigation. 
Section One asks some questions about the role of a n 
investigator. Section Two looks at investigating cr ime, whilst 
Section Three asks you to consider investigative su ccess. Section 
Four deals with skills etc. of an investigator whil st Section Five 
deals with selection and training of investigators.  Section Six asks 
some questions about you. 
 
Please set aside at least 2 hours  to complete this questionnaire. 
The questionnaire is confidential and will not be u sed for any 
purpose other than this study. They will not be scr utinised by your 
line-management. Whilst the researcher will be able  to identify 
individuals taking part in the study, the research thesis and any 
subsequent publications will keep the details of in dividual 
questionnaires, results or views expressed anonymou s.  
 
Please tick here if you have read the above and agr ee to take part 
in this study.       
 
If you have agreed, please complete the questionnai re. 
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Section One  
 
 

The role of an investigator  
 
 
 
1. What is a crime group detective/investigator?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the differences between a crime group d etective and a crime 
group investigator? 
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Your views about the distinction between crime grou p detectives and 
investigators are very important to the study. For this reason you have 
been asked for your views on the differences at an early stage. For 
simplicity, from this stage onwards, the word inves tigator will be used to 
mean both crime group detective and crime group inv estigator, 
accepting that there may be differences. 
 
 
3. What are the main aims of a crime group investig ator? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. In your opinion what essential policing tasks must  an investigator perform 
within their role? 
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5. In your opinion, what policing tasks shouldn’t  an investigator perform? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6a. Please list the main activities you perform mon thly within your role and 
place a percentage next to each to show the proport ion of your month spent 
performing that particular activity. Base your figu res on a typical month in your 
experience. 
(e.g. Attending court – 10%, visiting scenes- 10%) 
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6b. Now relist the same activities identified in qu estion 6a and against each 
rate how important you believe these tasks to be us ing the scale one (1) to 
five (5). 1 is low in importance, 5 is very importa nt. (e.g. report writing 3)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6c. Now relist the same activities identified and r ate against each how difficult 
you believe these tasks to be using the scale one ( 1) to five (5). 1 is low in 
difficulty, 5 is high in difficulty 
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Section Two  
 

Investigating crime  
 

 
7. What method do you use to investigate crime? (e. g. how do you do it?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Do you follow any kind of process or structure? (please tick) 
 
Yes      
 
 
No              
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9. If you answered yes to question 8, describe the process or structure you 
use to investigate crime. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. If your answer to question 8 was yes, how did y ou come to use this 
process or structure? 
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11. Is a model of investigation useful?  
 
Yes      
 
 
No              
 
(please explain your answer) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. Can investigation be taught?  
 
Yes      
 
 
No              
 
(please explain your answer) 
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13. Criminal investigation has been variously been defined in the following 
terms. Please tick what you feel is the most approp riate definition: 
 
Art                                                     
 
Craft 
 
Science 
 
A mixture of the above 
 
Other  
 
(please explain the reasons for your choice) 
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Section Three  
 

Investigative success  
 

 
 
 
 
14. What in your view amounts to success within any  individual criminal 
investigation? 
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15. Is it possible to measure success of investigat ive work? 
 
Yes      
 
 
No              
 
 
 
 
15a. If your answer to question 14 was yes , in what ways is it possible to 
measure the success of investigative work?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15b. If your answer to question 14 was no  please explain why you do not 
think it is possible. 
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16.  What are the best ways to measure the success of an individual 
investigator ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. What are the best ways to measure the success o f an individual 
investigation ?  
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18a. What prevents investigations from going wrong?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18b. What factors (if any) within the control of in vestigators makes an 
investigation go wrong?  
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19. Why do you think miscarriages of justice occur?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. Why are some investigations sub-standard? 
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Section Four  
 

Skills, abilities and characteristics of a successf ul 
investigator  

 
 
21. What are the most important skills abilities an d characteristics (or any 
traits) that are required, in your view, to be a successful  investigator? 
(Please list at least ten of the most important, in  your view. Please ensure you 
answer this question before moving on to the next p age)  
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22. What types of people are best suited to being s uccessful investigators? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
23.  Research has suggested the following are essen tial skills, abilities and 
characteristics of a successful  investigator. Please indicate next to each how 
important you believe them to be. Five (5) is very important, One(1) is not very 
important.   
 
 
 

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
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Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
 
Tenacity  
 
Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
 
Good communication skills 
 
 
Commitment  
 
 
Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
Strategic awareness 
 
Patience                                                                                                             
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Section Five  
 

Selection and training  
 
 
 
 
24. How should investigators be selected? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25.  What training should investigators receive? 
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26. Can training contribute to success? 
  
Yes           
 
No  
 
 
 
 
26a. If your answer to question 26 was yes , please explain what particular 
training can contribute to success? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
26b. If your answer to question 26 was no , please give reasons for your 
answer. 
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Section Six  
 

Personal information  
 
 
 

The following questions are designed to find out a little bit about you.  Please answer 

all questions. 

 
 

 
Name: …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Force: …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Current Rank : …………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Length of time in current rank : ……………………………………………………………… 

 
 

 
Length of Service  (In Years): …………………………………………………………………. 

 
 
 

Current Role : …………………………………………………………………………………….  
 
 
 
Length of time in current role (In Years) : ……………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Length of time in Crime Group ………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Age : ……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Gender: ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 

Previous experience prior to joining police (employ ment, student etc):  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Police promotion examinations : 

 
 
Ospre Examinations Passed:    None/Sergeant/Inspect or* 
 
 
Ospre Examinations Being Studied for:  None/Sergean t/Inspector* 
 
 
 

Education Level:  
 
 

Qualifications Prior to Joining the Police: 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Post Joining Qualifications: (Any, please specify) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CSE 

  
GCSE/ 

O 
LEVEL 

  
A LEVEL 

  
DEGREE 

  
POST 
GRAD 

  
Other: Please 

Specify 

           
 
…………………………………... 
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ICIDP training or equivalent  
 
Yes           
 
No  
 
 
 
 
Any other comments  
 
Are there any further comments you would like to ma ke with regards to 
investigative work? 
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Thank you for taking time to complete this question naire. 
 
 
 
If you wish to discuss any issues relating to the q uestionnaire please don’t 
hesitate to contact me either in writing, via e-mai l or by telephone: 
 
Martin O’Neill        
Kent Police College       
Coverdale Avenue       
Maidstone 
Kent 
ME15 9DW 
Tel: 01622 653567 
Mobile: 07989992209 
m-oneill@lineone.net 
 
If you would like to be sent an abstract of the fin dings of this part of 
the research project, please give details below of where you would 
wish it to be sent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:m-oneill@lineone.net
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Questionnaire B 
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Introduction  
 

This questionnaire requires you to consider the inv estigators you 
have previously worked with as well as those you wo rk with now. 
In section one, it asks you to provide examples of good 
investigative work (without being specific about in dividuals 
involved), and then asks you to provide information  about the best 
investigators you have previously worked with. Secondly, it asks 
you to name the top five  investigators you currently  work with  
and then rate the attributes you think they possess . This process 
asks you to think about them in detail and truthful ly consider which 
attributes you think they rate highly in (if any) a nd which ones you 
think they do not rate highly in (if any).  The cho ice of ratings is 
entirely yours. Finally, in section two, there are some questions 
about you. 
 
Please set aside 30 minutes  for completing this questionnaire. 
 
The answers you give are confidential and will only  be utilised for 
this study. Any research reports will not reproduce  the names of 
individuals taking part in the study nor their indi vidual views. Only 
the researcher will know the identity of individual s taking part in the 
study and their individual views and all material w ill be treated in 
the strictest of confidence and kept in locked cabi nets. 
 
 
Please tick the following box if you agree to parti cipate in this 
study. 
 
I have read the above and agree to take part in the  study         
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Section One  
 
 

 
1.  Give three examples of what you consider to be evidence of good  
investigative work.  (From real life cases). 
 
a. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c. 
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2.  Give three examples of what you consider to be evidence of poor  
detective work.  (From real life cases). 
 
a. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c. 
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3.  Think of who is the most successful investigato r you currently work with 
and then describe why they are so successful. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.  Think of who is the most successful investigato r you have ever  worked 
with and then describe here why they were so succes sful. 
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The following part of the questionnaire asks you to  consider people who 
you work with and who you feel capable of making a judgement about in 
terms of their ability as an investigator. You are asked to draw up a list 
of the five investigators you consider to be the mo st successful at their 
job within your crime group. There will be no guida nce given to you 
relating to what constitutes success. It is up to y ou to decide using your 
working knowledge of those individuals and the role  they perform.  
 
The only stipulations are that you must have person al knowledge of 
them (i.e. work in the same Area/BCU), you must cur rently work with 
them and they should not be chosen merely because t hey are personal 
friends of yours. 
 
 
5. Please list who you consider to be the top five  investigators you work with. 
 
 
1.  
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
4. 
 
 
 
5.   
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6. Please relist all five  and say why you selected each individual 
 
 
1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. 
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7. Now rate your top five  investigators on how good an investigator you thin k 
they are using the scale One (1) to Ten (10). One m eans poor, ten means 
very good.  Feel free to utilise any of the Numbers  1 through to 10 as you see 
fit. Please write their name followed by a rating. 
 
1. 
 
2. 
 
3. 
 
4. 
 
5. 
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8. You now need to rate each of your five individua l selections according to 
each of the individual factors listed below (there are 30 factors listed). One (1) 
means the factor is never apparent in the individua l, whilst five (5) means it is 
always apparent within that individual.  
 
 
 
 
Selection 1.  
 
 
 
 
 Name:  
  
 
              

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
 
Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
Tenacity  
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Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
 
Good communication skills 
 
 
Commitment  
 
 
Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
 
Strategic awareness 
 
 
Patience 
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Selection 2.  
 
 
 
 Name:  
 

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
 
Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
 
Tenacity  
 
 
Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
 
Good communication skills 
 
Commitment  
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Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
 
Strategic awareness 
 
 
Patience 
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Selection 3.  
 
 
 
 
 Name:  
 
 

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
 
Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
 
Tenacity  
 
 
Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
 
Good communication skills 
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Commitment  
 
 
Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
 
Strategic awareness 
 

 
Patience 
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Selection 4.  
 
 
 
 
 Name:  
 
 

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
 
Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
 
Tenacity  
 
 
Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
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Good communication skills 
 
 
Commitment  
 
 
Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
 
Strategic awareness 
 
 
 
Patience 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 375 

 
Selection 5.  
 
 
 
 
 Name:  
 
 

 
  1                   2              3                 4                5 

 
Intelligent        
 
 
Approachable 
 
 
Stable  
 
 
Persistent 
 
Reasoning ability 
 
 
Motivation 
 
Teamwork  
 
Objectivity 
 
 
Initiative 
 
 
Empathy 
 
Independence of thought 
 
Creativity 
 
Tenacity  
 
 
Decision-making 
 
 
Good judgement 
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Good communication skills 
 
 
Commitment  
 
 
Dedication  
 
 
Leadership  
 
Experience                                              
 
 
Training  
 
Listening skills 
 
Knowledge of legal requirements  
 
Education  
 
 
 
Street-intelligence 
 
 
Nose for the job 
 
Planning ability  
 
 
Integrity   
  
Strategic awareness 
 
Patience 
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9. Are there any other factors relating to these in dividuals that you would like 
to comment upon? (please specify the individuals na me and any other factors 
you feel are relevant) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Is there anything else about these five individ uals that affected your 
choice? (other than factors already mentioned) 
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1. What types of crimes do the most successful inve stigators get to 
investigate? (please explain your answer) 
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Section Two  
 

Personal information  
 
 
 

The following questions are designed to find out a little bit about you.  Please answer 

all questions. 

 
 

 
Name: …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Force: …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Current Rank : …………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Length of time in current rank : ……………………………………………………………… 

 
 

 
Length of Service  (In Years): …………………………………………………………………. 

 
 
 

Current Role: …………………………………………………………………………………….  
 
 
 
Length of time in current role (In Years) : ……………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Length of time in Crime Group ………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Age: ……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Gender: ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 

Previous experience prior to joining police (employ ment, student etc):  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Police promotion examinations : 

 
 
Ospre Examinations Passed:    None/Sergeant/Inspect or* 
 
 
Ospre Examinations Being Studied for:  None/Sergean t/Inspector* 
 
 
 

Education Level:  
 
 

Qualifications Prior to Joining the Police: 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Post Joining Qualifications: (Any, please specify) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CSE 

  
GCSE/ 

O 
LEVEL 

  
A LEVEL 

  
DEGREE 

  
POST 
GRAD 

  
Other: Please 

Specify 

           
 
…………………………………... 
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ICIDP training or equivalent  
 
Yes           
 
No  
 
 
 
 
 
Any other comments  
 
Are there any further comments you would like to ma ke with regards to 
investigative work? 
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Thank you for taking time to complete this question naire. 

 
 
 
It is very important that you do not discuss these ratings with peers and 
you keep what you have written confidential. I will  ensure that what you 
have written will be anonymous within any research dissertation or 
publications, and will only be known to me as princ ipal researcher. Your 
questionnaires and answers given will be treated in  the strictest of 
confidence and will be stored in locked cabinets on ly accessible to the 
researcher. Please hand this questionnaire to the r esearcher or send in 
the self-addressed envelope provided. 
 
 
 
If you wish to discuss any issues relating to the q uestionnaire please don’t 
hesitate to contact me either in writing, via e-mai l or by telephone: 
 
Martin O’Neill        
Kent Police College       
Coverdale Avenue       
Maidstone 
Kent 
ME15 9DW 
Tel: 01622 653567 
Mobile: 07989992209 
m-oneill@lineone.net 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:m-oneill@lineone.net
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APPENDIX C 
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Instructions: 
 
Evaluate each officer on his/her performance over the period January 2006 to 
June 2008. For each item, circle the square that best describes the above named 
person. 5 = high performer, 4= above average, 3= average, 2= below average, and 
1= low performer. 
 
Item 5 4 3 2 1 
Job 
knowledge 

Thoroughly 
understands all 
aspects of the 
job 

More than 
adequate 
knowledge of 
the job 

Has sufficient 
knowledge of 
the job 

Insufficient 
knowledge 
of the job  

Continually 
needs 
instruction 

Quality of 
work 

Consistently 
neat accurate 
and thorough 

Careful worker, 
seldom needs 
correction 

Work is 
acceptable 

Occasionally 
careless-
needs 
checking 

Inaccurate and 
careless 

Cooperation  Exceptionally 
willing and 
successful as a 
team leader 

Usually tactful 
and offers to 
assist others 
problems 

Gets along 
well enough, 
seldom 
volunteers 

Cooperation 
must be 
solicited 

Tends to be a 
trouble maker 

Responsibility  Accepts all 
responsibilities 
fully 

Conscientiously 
tries to fulfil 
job 
responsibilities 

Accepts but 
does not seek 
responsibilities 

Does some 
assigned 
tasks 
reluctantly 

Indifferent, 
avoids 
responsibilities 

Initiative  Self-starter, 
males practical 
suggestions 

Proceeds on 
assigned work 
voluntarily and 
readily accepts 
new 
assignments 

Does regular 
work without 
prompting 

Relies on 
others, needs 
help getting 
started 

Must usually 
be told exactly 
what to do 

Dependability  Places public 
interest ahead 
of personal 
convenience 

Punctual and 
does not waste 
public time 

Generally 
working as 
needed 

Occasionally 
needs to be 
admonished 

Chronic 
abuses of 
working 
schedule 

Interaction 
with public 

Understands 
public 
concerns, 
handles 
problems 
courteously 
and effectively  

Handles most 
irate members 
of the public 
smoothly 

Sometimes 
lets members 
of the public 
get to him/her, 
needs 
assistance with 
tact 

Cant be 
expected to 
handle 
members of 
the public 

Will argue 
with the 
public, making 
matters worse 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 385 

 
Instructions; 
 
Please rate the investigators listed below in terms of how valuable you believe 
they are to the organisation (as investigators). 
 
 
Name  Rating (1=very high, 10=very low)  
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CONSENT FORM 

 

I AGREE TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY AND I UNDERSTAND  THAT I 

WILL BE TESTED IN RELATION TO PERSONALITY, INTELLIG ENCE, 

EMPATHY AND CRITICAL THINKING. I AGREE THAT MARTIN ONEILL 

CAN USE ANY INFORMATION AND RESULTS FOR THE PURPOSE  OF 

HIS DOCTORAL RESEARCH AND I UNDERSTAND HE WILL KEEP  THE 

INFORMATION CONFIDENTIAL AND SECURE. I UNDERSTAND T HAT 

ANY RESEARCH PUBLICATIONS WILL NOT REVEAL MY PERSON AL 

DETAILS OR HOW I PERSONALLY PERFORMED. I AUTHORISE 

MARTIN ONEILL TO USE ANY OF THE MATERIAL FOR THESE 

PURPOSES. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SIGNED: 
 
 
DATE:  
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