1. Compare and contrast the concepts of evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing and evaluate their effectiveness as a crime prevention tool. 

Since the introduction of the Police by Sir Robert Peel in 1829, policing has primarily been undertaken via a proactive approach, whereby officers respond to crime once it is reported. Whilst a proactive approach to policing has its benefits, research has been conducted to ascertain how effective different methods of policing are at detecting and resolving crime. The notion of a police officer being a specialist in their local area and walking the beat is no longer the case due to resourcing and other factors. With this in mind, and from the research conducted alternative methods of policing have been devised and implemented. Two of those such methods researched and implemented are evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing.
Evidence-based policing was initially devised by Sherman (1998) who suggested that through scientific evaluations should underpin and account for decisions made by the police, whilst it has also been defined as using “the best available evidence to inform and challenge policing policies, practices and decisions (College of Policing, 2022)”. As stated by White (2006) there are five principles to how the evidence-based policing works, firstly approaches need to be identified which have worked elsewhere that match the criteria that is faced, secondly it is important to use the highest quality evidence from multiple studies, thirdly the cost implications must be assessed, fourthly the approach must be assessed further to define how it works and finally the approach must be continually tested to measure its effectiveness on the problem at hand.
Evidence-based policing can use either the EMMIE framework or the Maryland Scientific Methods Scale. The Maryland Scientific Methods Scale “indicates the different levels of study that can be conducted to inform an evaluation of the impact of our activity (College of Policing, 2020)”. There are five different levels to the Maryland Scientific Models Scale which the College of Policing (2020) describes as follows; level one being a one-off measure with no comparison, level two which is the same as level one but includes before and after measures, level three which has before and after measures comparing a site where measures have been implemented and a site where measures have not been implemented, level four has multiple test and control sites, and level five which contains randomised control trials. Once the Maryland Scientific Methods Scale has identified the strength of the evidence, the EMMIE framework is used to “assess the impact of different interventions on reducing crime (College of Policing, 2015)”. The EMMIE framework rates interventions based upon five dimensions, which are the effect on crime, the mechanism as to how the intervention works, the moderators of whether it is likely to work or not, the implementation and how to do it, and the economic cost of implementing the intervention.
Problem-oriented policing, devised by Herman Goldstein in 1979, “is an approach to tackling crime and disorder that involves, identification of a specific problem, thorough analysis to understand the problem, development of a tailored response and assessment of the effects of the response, which is an approach to develop targeted interventions (College of Policing, 2017)”. The problem-oriented policing concept uses the SARA model, which was developed by Eck and Spelman in 1987. According to The Evidence Based Policing App (2020) the SARA model is a decision-making tool that uses four distinct processes to tailor solutions to problems, whilst also evaluating the effectiveness of the response, with the acronym SARA standing for, scanning, analysis, response, and assessment. The Evidence Based Policing App (2020) describes these processes as follows; scanning is where the problem is identified and prioritized utilising data from police and other sources, analysis is where the data is analysed to understand the underlying causes, response is the determination and implementation of the response to the problem, which are evidence-based or tailored to the specific problem, and assessment is where the response is assessed and evaluated to understand its effectiveness. During the analysis stage of the SARA model the problem analysis triangle is used. This states that “for a crime or incident to occur, an offender and a suitable target must come together in a specific location without an effective deterrent (College of Policing, 2013)”. These elements are then analysed to understand if it one or multiple elements contributing to the crimes or incidents so that an effective intervention can be developed.
Evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing are closely linked in terms of how they work as they both promote “an ideology that incorporates science and research in the practice of policing in democratic societies (Lum et al, 2012, p.64)” with Scott (2017) concurring that both theories are organizational in nature and concentrate on how the police respond to the demands they face. Both methods look to identify police specific problems, which is the tracking phase of evidence-based policing and the scanning phase of problem-oriented policing. Once the identification of the problem has been completed, evaluation of existing research and potential outcomes is undertaken, which is the testing phase in evidence-based policing and the assessment phase of problem-oriented policing. The right intervention to the problem is then actioned and assessed for its effectiveness. More importantly, the greatest similarity between evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing is that both approaches “aim to put policing on a research-informed footing (Bullock et al., 2022)”.
Whilst there are a number of similarities between evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing there is a slight difference between both. Whilst both approaches advocate for interventions to be based upon research, there is a notable difference on the weight placed on research types undertaken either to choose or evaluate the strategies used. Evidence-based policing advocates for the best available evidence being used, whilst problem-oriented policing is not concerned about the standard of the evidence used since “it’s core purpose is addressing local problems in ways that are contextually and situationally dependant (Scott, 2017)”. 
Since the introduction of both approaches there has been a multitude of research conducted into the effectiveness of their implementation. According to research conducted by Braga and Weisburd (2010) evidence-based policing has shown to have a positive effect on reducing crime when it has been adopted by police services as it allows officers to focus on areas with a greater incidence of crime. This has been concurred by Palmer (2011), Sherman (1998) and Welsh (2006), who also provide a number of other benefits for evidence-based policing, stating that firstly the approach allows police to focus resources towards areas where a greater risk has been identified, secondly, it ensures that knowledge and understanding are continually updated and the best control tactic or strategy can be used in specific circumstances, and thirdly it provides a framework for police to use to concentrate efforts on reducing the rate of crime. According to Antman et al. (1992), Barends et al. (2014), Grove (2005) and Tetlock (2006), as cited by den Heyer (2022) due to evidence-based policing providing a framework it can be used to make professional judgements derived from scientific and statistical models that are more accurate and reliable than those made from individual experiences. The National Research Council (2004) argues that as the tactics used within evidence-based policing have already been shown to have a positive impact on the rate of offences occurring then it is likely that public confidence in policing will increase. Whilst Lum (2009) and O’Neill, Marks, and Singh (2007) argue that evidence-based policing introduces senior management to different tactics and ways of examining police problems, which could result in a lower resistance to change from staff members.
Whilst it has been debated that evidence-based policing is an effective tool for policing, an argument is made by Brown et al. (2018) stating that not utilising non-experimental research such as police experience and solely using randomized control trials could lead to the potential loss of informative research, whilst Boaz et al. (2008) argues that the approach is rigid and linear in nature with little room for flexibility. 
Research conducted by Scott and Clarke (2020) and Hinkle et al. (2020) into the effectiveness of problem-oriented policing have shown that the approach is effective at dealing with a wide range of crime and other issues dealt with by police, which has been backed by The Campbell Collaboration (2015) who conducted a systematic review of thirty-four studies conducted between 1989 and 2018, which showed that the use of problem-oriented policing contributes to an overall reduction of 34% to crime and disorder when compared with business as usual policing. The review utilised studies that covered various crimes such as violent crime, drug offences, probationer reoffending, and burglaries, which shows its effectiveness towards all types of crimes or incidents that police deal with. According to The College of Policing (2017) it was found during the review there was no evidence that after implementation of an intervention that crime became displaced to another area, whilst also identifying evidence to state that areas surrounding those were the interventions were placed received some level of crime reduction themselves, as noted in most of the studies used. The level to which problem-oriented policing can reduce was shown by Goldstein (1990) who outlined an increase in convenience store robberies in Florida. Problem-oriented policing was used, and it was found that the robbers were targeting stores where there was only one member of staff working during the night time. The intervention used was for all stores to be staffed by more than one member of staff during specific times, which after assessment, showed a 65% drop in the number of robberies committed.
As shown by The College of Policing (2017), whilst problem-oriented policing has a significant impact on the reduction of crime and disorder, it is also important to policing as it has been shown to have a substantial cost saving. According to the College of Policing (2017) four studies completed by UK police forces showed significant savings from the use of problem-oriented policing, with Durham Constabulary finding in 2017 that the use of a problem-oriented approach to prevent burglaries equating to a saving of £3,640 in police costs. Lancashire Constabulary utilised problem-oriented policing approaches in 2008, which they implemented against a multitude of crimes, and they found that burglary savings amounted to £31,160, criminal damage savings were £36,340 and anti-social behaviour savings amounted to £26,015. In 2012 Lancashire constabulary conducted another problem-oriented research project where they found that it accounted for a significant decrease in the number of arrests, saving them £82,000. 
In conclusion it is clear to see that there are many advantages to using evidence-based policing and problem-oriented policing, which have been proven effective by a multitude of research. The research shows that both approaches lead to a reduction in crime, which in turn leads to a greater public perception of policing, whilst also cutting costs. Whilst the benefits of both approaches have been clearly outlined by researchers it has been noted that neither approach has been fully implemented into policing despite continued efforts and proven studies. If either or both approaches were to be implemented successfully into modern policing it is without doubt that there would be a reduction in crimes and significant savings made by police forces.
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2. Evaluate the benefits and drawbacks of specialist interview techniques (i.e. cognitive interview, structured investigative interview). 

Throughout the careers of police officers, one of the most important aspects of policing that they will undertake are interviews. Whether that be of a suspect, victim or witness, each interview will generate a significant amount of evidence for crimes or incidents being investigated. It is important for these interviews to be conducted fairly as they “can have a profound impact on the outcome, fairness, efficiency and reliability of any subsequent criminal proceedings (Convention Against Torture Initiative, 2017)”. There are a number of specialist interviewing techniques that can be used by officers to obtain this evidence, such as cognitive interviewing and structured investigative interviewing.
Within policing the interview technique that is predominantly used is that of the structured investigative interview. The purpose of using a structured investigative interview technique is to obtain “the maximum amount of accurate and relevant information while reducing the possibility of contaminating and influencing the information provided by the interviewee (Simons and Boetig, 2007)”. Within the United Kingdom police officers are trained to undertake structured investigative interviews using the PEACE model, introduced in 1992, as this “allows suspects the opportunity to present their version of events whilst eliminating false confessions and encouraging interviewers to avoid guilt assumptions (Portnoy, 2021)”.
According to the College of Policing (2022) there are five phases to a structured investigative interview, which are planning and preparation, engage and explain, account clarification, closure, and evaluation. The planning and preparation phase is where an interview plan will be created, whilst the characteristics of the interviewee and the location of the interview will be prepared for. Within the engage and explain phase the interviewer will use their active listening skills to build a rapport with the interviewee, whilst explaining the reason for and objectives of the interview. The account clarification phase is where the interviewer gains an account from the interviewee and clarifies topics from their account using an array of question types, whilst challenging anomalies from the police agenda. The closure phase is where clarification is gained of the interviewee’s account through summarising and the interview then being brought to a closure. Within the evaluation phase the account given by the interviewee is looked at with a view to establishing if further actions are necessary.
The main benefit of a structured investigative interview technique being used was to ensure that confessions gained via oppressive methods no longer happened. According to Halley et al. (2022) in 1972 Colin Lattimore, Ronnie Leighton, and Ahmet Salih were arrested in relation to the murder of Maxwell Confait in London. All three were questioned by police without the presence of an adult or solicitor, made a confession and were later tried and found guilty. During appeal, all three stated that the confessions came about either from the threat of or actual violence towards them during interview by the officers questioning them. They were later acquitted of the crime due to this, which brought about a public enquiry into concerns about the police conduct. This is just one example of a number of false confessions gained by police during the 1970’s whilst using oppressive interviewing methods and the introduction of the PEACE model brought about a structured method to interviewing “shifting the interview dynamic from accusatorial and confession seeking to information-gathering and conversation management techniques (Halley et al., 2022)”. 
Research has shown there are other benefits to using a structured investigative interview technique, as with this technique guidelines have been created to ensure that interviewers follow a set structure designed to build rapport, allowing for more accurate information to be given. One such guideline has been devised by La Rooy et al. (2015) on behalf of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, called the NICHD protocol, for use in child interviews. The NICHD protocol gives interviewers an exact road map of how to conduct child interviews. The importance of this guideline was outlined by Orbach and Lamb (2001) as their research concluded that when children were asked closed questions, they were more likely to answer less accurately than when asked open-ended questions. This finding was concurred by further research, which showed that “children interviewed using the NICHD protocol provided significantly more information (Sternberg et al., 2001)”. The College of Policing (2022) suggests further benefits to using a structured investigative interview, with those being an increase in public confidence, consistency of interviewers eliciting as much useful information as possible, reassurance of victims and witnesses to be able to provide an accurate account and a better ability to gain admissions of guilt from suspects.
Whilst there are several advantages to using a structured investigative interview technique, it has been noted in research that there are drawbacks to this, as the effectiveness of this approach is solely dependent upon the skill of the interviewer in building rapport with the interviewee and their own characteristics as an individual. Research conducted by Wright and Alison (2004) of police interviews conducted in Canada concluded that the skill of the interviewer was vitally importance to the effectiveness of the technique. It was found that interviewers asked far too many open questions, coerced the witness’s version of events and interrupted them far too many times, which in turn led to a biased version of events. Research conducted by Baldwin (1993) showed similarities in how suspect interviews were conducted in the United Kingdom. Baldwin (1993) found inappropriate questioning, leading questions being asked, pressure being exerted on the interviewee, frequent interruptions, a lack of structure within questioning and a lack of confidence and control over the interview. These findings show the need for the training and supervision of officers, which, due to demand is not always possible.
A further technique used by police officers when interviewing victims and witnesses is that of the cognitive interview, which is a “questioning technique used by the police to enhance the retrieval of information about a crime scene from the eyewitness’s and a victim’s memory (Mcleod, 2021)”.The cognitive interview was devised by Geiselman et al. (1985), where they outlined four stages to conducting the interview, these being (a) reinstating the context of the incident, (b) reporting everything that they can remember, (c) recounting the events in a variety of orders and, (d) reporting the events from the perspective of others. Initially, and before commencing the interview, the interviewer will undertake an introduction, where their primary aim is to build rapport with the interviewee. During stage (a) the interviewees are asked to visualise in their minds their surroundings at the time of the incident, such as the weather or people and objects close by whilst thinking about what their feelings were at the time. During stage (b) interviewees are asked to recall the incident and to ensure that every detail, including trivial ones are reported. The interviewees are then taken into stage (c) where they are asked to recall the events in different orders, such as starting at the end and recalling the incident back to the start, known as the reverse recall method. Finally, during stage (d) interviewees are asked to recall the incident from the viewpoint of another person present. During the study it was concluded that “cognitive-retrieval mnemonics and techniques are effective for the enhancement of eyewitness memory retrieval in the police interview (Geiselman et al., (1985)”.
Before the introduction of the cognitive interview, officers were widely trained in and used hypnosis for victim and witness interviews, however, “there is a strong likelihood that such evidence will be deemed unreliable and inadmissible of criminal proceedings (www.cps.gov.uk, 2021)”. Due to this the cognitive interview was devised By Geiselman, Fisher, MacKinnon and Holland in 1985, since then there have been a number of studies conducted into the benefits for police officers using this technique. The main benefit as found in the original study by Geiselman et al. (1985) and confirmed by Fisher, Geiselman and Amador (1989), is that use of a cognitive interview elicits nearly twice as much information form the interviewee than a standard police interview, and 33% more information than hypnosis, whilst reducing errors in the account given by the interviewee. Further research conducted by Fisher and Geiselman (2010) concluded that the use of a cognitive interview not only increased the recall of interviewees but also led to a positive influence on their mental wellbeing, due to the interviewee having a greater control of their account giving, contributing to a sense of accomplishment for the interviewee. A further benefit to using a cognitive interview can be found when conducting child witness interviews. Geiselman and Paedilla (1988, cited in Memon and Bull, 1991, p.297) conducted research on the effects of cognitive interviewing on the recall of children aged between seven and twelve and found it to be effective resulting in an increase of 21% of correct information given. It seems as though the use of a cognitive interview method is beneficial across all age ranges as a study conducted by Prescott, Milne and Clarke (2011) found that although those aged from 19 to 75 recalled a greater amount of information, those aged 75 and over still recalled more information than those who sat a standard police interview, whilst noting there was no increase in inaccurate information being remembered across all age ranges. However, it was noted during the study that a possible reasoning for the decreased recall in those 75 and over was due to impatience shown by those involved in the study.
Whilst there are clear advantages to using the cognitive interview technique there are also limitations. Whilst the use of this technique undoubtedly increases the recall of accurate information, it has also been found to increase incorrect details being reported compared to that of the standard police interview as per the study conducted by Aschermann, Mantwill and Köhnken (1991). Their study found that during the cognitive interview when interviewees were asked specific questions it was more likely that they would report incorrect details, therefore it is important that the interviewer is highly trained to be able to undertake this technique. This was also found to be the case when Brown and Geiselman (1990, cited in Milne and Bull, 2001) conducted cognitive interviews on persons considered to be mentally handicapped. Whilst they again found an increase of 32% more correct information being recalled, bringing their recall in line with that of non-mentally handicapped individuals interviewed via the standard police interview, they also found significantly higher incorrect details being reported. It was noted in the research conducted by Fisher, Geiselman and Amador (1989) that were a number of drawbacks to using the cognitive interview, with those being its usefulness varies depending on the type of crime committed as they found that it was more useful for crimes where the bulk of evidence comes from eye witnesses, such as robbery or assaults. They also found that this particular interviewing technique could only be used with cooperative witnesses and that the time taken to undertake a cognitive interview was longer than that of a standard police interview.
In conclusion and from evaluating the existing research, it is clear that specialist interviewing techniques such as a structured investigative interview and a cognitive interview certainly have advantages, however, there are drawbacks that need to be taken into consideration when deciding upon whether to use these techniques. Whilst a structured investigative technique increases public confidence and is not oppressive its effectiveness is solely dependent on the skill of the interviewer. A cognitive interview is effective in gaining more correct information from interviewees and has been shown to be effective across most age ranges, however, it is only dependent on the cooperation of the interviewee and has the potential for an increase in incorrect information being reported. Therefore, it is obvious that both techniques should be considered for use by police officers, however, they should tailor which technique they use depending on the circumstances of the crime, interviewee and their own skill level.
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