ENTRAPMENT



G OPERATIONS &
DECEPTION

ns depend on the use of a certain
ption

vidual (TI ) being setup

T1 being set up is willing to commit the

crime; the level of deception needed to
influence him to commit the crime will increase



JTION A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

mean no? If an informant calls
to commit a crime and the
NO; why continue to

ss this person? This person is obviously
cited about committing the crime.

eception in levels. The pursuit to deceive
s with a plan to ask a person to commit a
crime in the first place. I call this level one
deception.



TION: A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

ormant asks the TI to commit a
1ied, the informant may lie in
’ oal. This lie is what I
sider level Two deception.

y opinion, if the TI tells the informant or
lercover detective no, and the informant or
‘undercover detective continues to ask the
T1 to commit the crime; harassment transpires.

‘&8 Is law enforcement looking for criminals or
making criminals?



TION: A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

nant hears or sees that a person

mit the crime he was convicted of, the
otifie enforcement for further

vestigation whicl consist of a sting operation.

iming the target has committed this crime before
as arrested and convicted for the crime; he may
are that he is being set up and use caution and
e informant or undercover detective no. As the

arget is predisposed to this crime, the undercover
detective should, by all means ask again.

- @ As aresult of this predisposition to commit this crime,
entrapment cannot be used as a legal defense




TION: A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

er hand the target has never

pe of crime and has never

| nvicted of this crime he is
predisposed to this crime.

ated earlier, higher levels of deception will
1sed. But why? If a person has not been
ested for this particular crime; or any crimes
whatsoever; what is the point in spending
taxpayers money to influence this person to
commit a crime?



TION: A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

stem is supposed to find criminals,

y means of course that the Justice System must
articular methodologies in order to make
ents on the levels of deception to be applied
as well as deciphering how to and whether or not
to punish people who are influenced to commit
crimes.



ION: A PERSONAL
VIEWPOINT

stem must establish criteria for

ether or not to continue using

( : and if so the courts must use
same criteria in order to establish innocence or

and whether or not to punish a defendant.

wise the scales of Justice are not balanced.

er words:

How much deception was applied and necessary?
2. Was the defendant predisposed to this crime?

3. Does the defendant have a criminal record?



en establishing this line for policing did the
e System also employ this same line for
the court system to define measures and
standards in order to balance the scales of
Justice?



.~
PITON AND ENTRAPMENT

ercover operations and deception
nt in the U.S. for quite some time,
era id not become popular here in

e U.S. until the 1970s (Center for Probation-
ilented Policing, 2011).

means that the Criminal Justice System has
approximately 35 to 45 years to perfect the
g operation and all its constituents which

de; the use of deception; whether or not to
employ deception and on which level; establishing
a line between deception and harassment; and
aF lying these standards across the administration
of Justice in order to balance the scales and
establish the statutes for the laws of entrapment.




PERFECT A CRIMINAL
HCE TACTIC WITHIN 40
YEARS?

t a new tactic within the Criminal
say as close to perfect that can be
en that close? I say no.

7ant a perfect system just as
h as the next guy, as we do have to consider
ict that the administrators of the system hold
higher power other people’s lives in their

s and must be accountable for the outcome of
ecisions.

-~ @ These administrators of Justice see the same cases
on a daily basis and must at some point consider
us to be just another statute and number.



HAVE A PERFECT SYSTEM

ople, however; we are individuals
ished on the basis of crime type
an individuality. That will
save that for another

er Point or research paper.

had a perfect Criminal Justice System;
ivism would decrease enormously, and
would be very little crime.

@ This though describes a system that works and
apparently there would be little or no need for
change or the system. Is this true?



O WE HAVE A PERFECT
SYSTEM?

uch a perfect system existed the
be astoundingly low. Is that an
oughout the system? I think not.

ead set agai etectives using deception
harassment in order to influence innocent

le to commit crimes. Do we not have enough
e committin% crime, and do they not nee
rehabilitation’

e do we have the time or extra money to

make criminals when genuine crime exists on our
streets? If you refute this fact; I am at a total loss
for understanding why the Criminal Justice
System exists.




NEED THE SYSTEM

stem in place, now and always.
le we will always make
ents and commit crime.

1s according to another human'’s detfinition

ore the system must exist, however; we
we are not perfect, therefore the system
is not and never will be perfect. The scales will
never be balanced but we can come close.



SYSTEM HAS FLAWS AND
PEOPLE PAY FOR THEM

oom for making criminals. Making criminals

2 and that is to ensure the system continues to

ions whether true or made through deception
the system must exist. Here we encounter

ance has room for rehabilitating criminals. If criminals are

bilitated, the system works so why then, would the

nistrators of this system go against the systems very principle
stence? That principle is to find and rehabilitate criminals.

is balance in its finest beyond a reasonable, logical, rational

quitable doubt!

ave to ask yourselves; why do innocent people face

eration while guilty people run ramped on our streets
committing more crime. One factual reason for this is because
informants have not been rehabilitated and continue to be
menaces to society. It seems we have no choice but to accept their
reentry into society and deal with their perpetual criminal
behaviour.



y Story

rently being written in E Book
or sale this week. (The

st 2011). The purchase of
ising funds to maintain
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