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On Monday, 2 April 1979, I delivered the following statement regarding seven bills pending before the State Legislature relative to
the issue of deadly force. This statement was delivered in testimony before a sub<:ommittee of the House Judiciary Committee.
~r. Chairman 3'-nd distinguished members of the committee. l consider it a privilege to appear before you to consider such a vitally
unportant SUbJCCt.

The issue of police use of deadly force has emerged as a matter of great concern to you as legislators, to the public, the media, and to
law enforcement administrators throughout the nation. It is an issue that frequently lends itself to emotional discussion, sweeping
generalizations, accusations, charges and counter-charges, which almost always generate more heat than light.
As Superintendent of the Chicago Police Department, I want to make it clear that I am speaking for myself and the Chicago Police
Department. There are many fine and dedicated police officals throughout the State of Illinois, at every level of government, who I am
sure hav.e a vital interest in this subject and who I am also sure will speak for themselves.
Jt is my sworn duty and obligation to enforce the laws of this ·s tate which the General Assembly has passed and to enforce them in
the manner which the General Assembly has prescribed. This I have attempted to do and will always continue to do to the best of
my abilit,y.
You have before you seven bills, which, to vaJying degrees, amend the state law passed in 1961 regarding a police officer's right to use
deadly force. I might add parentheticaUy that eighteen years is a relatively short period in the evolutionary process of the law. The
1961 amendment altered this aspect of the statute, which had been essentially the same since 1827 ... 152 years.
As a career police officer and the indivdual charged with the responsibility for the safety and protection of the.citizens of Chicago, I
am concerned with several of the bills before you.
House Bills 29, 30, and 31 in effect, delete the provision allowing for the possible use of deadly force against the fleeing forcible felon. They substitute the provision that the offender must have used or threatened deadly force during the commission of the crime, or
is using deadly force to effect his escape or otherwise represents an imminent threat to life. Were these provisions to be adopted,
many violent offenders could escape arrest to terrorize again simply because they could outrun or otherwise effectively elude police
pursuit. Crimes such as rape, kidnapping, strong armed robbery, and adbuction are frequently committed without use of a deadly
weapon. However, the impact of these crimes on society is overwhelming and the perpetrators are, more frequently than not, recidivists.
Under provisions of House Bills 29, 30, and 31 the pursuing police would be deprived of the deadly force option to stop such a crim·
inal, even as a last resort. Should the rapist be free to rape again... the child abductor free to repeat his crime simply because he did
not use deadly force and could outrun the police? I would suggest that his future victims would disagree.
House Bill 28 eliminates burglary from that class of forcible felonies, for which deadly force would be permitted. Those of us who live
in the city know that burglary is the most frequently commit ted crime which causes fear in our neighborhoods, and insecurity within
the confines of our _own homes. How many untold millions of dollars are spent annually for such devices as "burglar bars,'.' burglar
alarms, watch dogs, and unfortunately guns, in order for our own citizens to feel secure in their homes? How many other crimes
such as rape, assault, and even murder began as "Just a Burglary," where the occupant was either at home or anived at home during
the commission of the crime? I condemn unnecessary or promiscuous shooting by the police. The overwhelming majority of such of·
fenders are arrested without resorting to deadly force. As a matter of fact, during the year 19 77, police shots were not even fired dur·
ing the course of 99 .5% of the burglary arrests that were effected by the Chicago Police Department. That one-half of one percent
figure becomes even more infinitesimal if you discussed injuries caused by police firearms, and even smaller yet if you included burglaries the police responded to where no arrest was consummated.
While this demonstrates that I am not advocating the random shooting of all burglars, I am.however, opposed to 3tating as a matter of
public policy that burglars who are swift of foot run no risk of injury. I am opposed to stating the public policy of this State is that the
criminal incursion into the confines of our homes is of a similar minor nature as is tresspass or auto theft. I am opposed to telling such
<:riminals that submission to arrest is foolish because in fleeing there is nothing to lose.
_,} ouse Bill 32 deletes non-residential burglary from the class of forcible felonies., The non-residential burglary, however, includes the
factory and warehouse where night watchmen are frequently endangered. It includes downtown and neighborhood office buildings
were workers arc present around the clock, who must feel secure, and from some interpretations I've heard it includes the attached
garage which is frequently only one step away from the bedroom or den. Such a distinction could impose a crippling burden on the
pursuing police, who, when responding to a radio call, where instantaneous decisions must be made, must now determine what kind of
burglary was committed.
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The question of deadly force, ladies and gentlemen, is complex. Changing a few words in a statute does that complexity a disservice.
The police department of any city has the responsibility of balancing the rights of the offender on th r. one hand and the rights of the
citizens to be free from criminal acts on the other. I take this responsibility seriously and by voicing my disagreement to several of
these proposals, I, in no way, mean to imply that I will tolerate the abuse of any person's rights or permit unnecessary injury to anyone.

0

The ultimate answer to a sensible deadly force policy is in department leadership and in training. In 1978 the Chicago Police Department began several programs to increase the police officer's sensitivity to the deadly force issue and to intelligently deal with the
authority he possesses.
All 13,000 sworn officers of the Department are presently engaged in an in-service deadly force program. This full day course includes
an in-depth discussion of the applicable State laws, and Department regulations; possible civil and criminal liability for their actions and
judgements; and an open discussion criticizing and critiquing actual shooting situations of the past.
In addition, we have identified certain areas of range training for improvement. For example, a number of instances of accidental dis·
charges were recognized where the police officer could not adequately explain the discharge. This was eventually pinpointed for range
training improvement. Many of the officers were cocking their weapons at the time it was drawn. Frequently, this was done unconsciously. A cocked weapon reduces by two-thirds the pressure necessary to cause a discharge. At the present time, trainees on· the range
are not allowed to cock their weapons and the habit therefore, is not permitted to develop.
Lastly, for a prolonged period in 1978 all command members of the Department attended roll calls in every district station in the city.
This was done for the express purpose of discussing deadly force. The essence of their message was exercising judgement and restraint.
Do not shoot, they were told, even when you are legally authorized to do so, unless, as our Department regulation requires, all other
reasonable alternatives have been attempted without success. House Bill 1014 incoroorates this language as a proposed amendment to
the statute. While I cannot speak for other departments in the State, I feel that if the General Assembly sees a need for change, this is
the most sensible.
The steps that have been taken by the Chicago Police Department which I have outlined, have brought some gratifying results. 1978
showed a 223 decrease from 1977 in injuries caused by police firearms usage. This also represented a 513 decrease from the number
recorded in 1970 and was the lowest number recorded since the year 1969.
I recognize that there were six incidents which gained wide publicity in 1977, which have triggered much of the present discussion.
Each of those incidents was thoroughly investigated by our Department, and independently investigated by the Cook County State's
Attorney and the United States Attorney. Of those six; one officer was fired by theDepartment;one officer was indicted for manslaughter and acquitted by a jury, but is still suspended and awaiting a hearing on the separation charges filed against him. In two of
the incidents, all investigations reached the same conclusion, that is, the circumstances resulted from tragic but unavoidable accidents.
The fifth case emanated from the officer's mistaken, but admittedly reasonable belief, that the person shot was armed and the perpetrator of a home invasion-robbery. The last of these incidents was, in our opinion, a proper police reaction.
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To propose drastic changes in the law, after analyzing those six cases, appears to be both unwarranted and unwise. Simple solutions to
complex problems seldom, if ever, are feasible. This is particularly true in the area of public safety. Survey after survey clearly demonstrates that fear of crime is among the highest and most persistent concerns of our citizens. We cannot deal with those concerns without thoughtful deliberation. I have given this problem much thought and have attempted with some success to improve the quality of
police service to our city, while at the same time, reducing serious injury to offenders. I shall also continue to insist upon restraint and
professionalism in police conduct, while continuing to reduce our crime rates and allowing police officers to fully protect the public
and themselves.
We have all seen or read of recent incidents which demonstrate that the lot of a police officer is freauentlv extrem~lv dangerous. Even
a simple traffic stop can instantly result in unmitigated terror, as exemplified a few weeks .ago by the events on 115th Street, whe~
two police officers were gunned down without warning. With the number of guns that proliferate our society, the police officer must
always be prepared.
The Chicago Police Department is always ready to cooperate with all public officials to improve the quality of law enforcement and
the quality of life. Any police officer who abuses his authority will be dealt with firmly. On the other hand, when a police officer
properly performs his duties, he can and should expect, that he will receive proper support.
While I have voiced opposition to some of the proposals before you, these are areas where reasonable people could and do disagree. I
thank you for the opportunity of presenting my views and look forward to working with you in the days ahead as we both struggle
with these complex problems.
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