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Police organization in a broad sense inheres in both 

the organization of the legal system and that of the 

community. Fundamentally, the police mediate between the 

two systems. They are, on the Cine hand, the major repre­

sentative of the legal system to the community and 'the 

major source of cases that are processed in the criminal 

justice system. On the other hand, the police adapt the 

universalistic demands of the law to the requirements of 

citizens in the community by a variety of formal and 

. . d" 1/ informal means including the d~~cret~onary ec~s~on.-

Police operations are a function of the organization's 

policies and resources. Any measure of police outputs, such 

as of the nature of transactions or relationships between 

citizens and the police, reflects particular policies of 

policing and resource allocation. Both the number and kinds 

of incidents or law violations processed by the police 

during a given time are a function of how police manpower 

and material are alloca't.ed. The more men proportionally 

that are assigned to traffic patrol, for example, the more 

traffic citations written, all else remaining the same. 

The number of law violations processed by the police is 

particularly subject to policies of policing and resource 

alloca,tion where knowledge of the occurrence of violations 

derives from police detection rather than citizen detection. 

l/see Albert J. Reiss, Jr., and David J. Bordua, "Environ­
ment and Organization: A Perspective on the Police," in 
Bordua, (ed.), The Police: Six Sociological, Essays, 
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1967, pp. 25 55. 
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Increases in the rates of violation of traffic, liquor, 

gambling, narcotics, or prostitution statutes, for: instance, 

generally reflect changes in policies and resources, since 

these offenses are known to the police largely through 

police rather than citizen initiative. Even when police 

detection of these offenses rests in information from 

citizens--as it often does--such as by complaints that 

origina te as anonymous tips, or through informants developed 

by police officers, the initiative to pursue them lies far 

more wi ththe police than l.' t does h h 
t w en t e citizen occupies 

the role of complainant. 

Mobiliz~ion of the Polic~ 

The police far more often are initially mobilized 

through the action of private Cl.'tl.'zens 
than through police 

initiative. 
To a large degree this is true because 'citizens 

mobilize the police for " 
munl.cl.pal services or Cl.'vl.'l b pro lems 

ranging from "sick calls" to ' 

tenant disputes. 
cl.vil matters such as landlord-

The volume of such calls 
for service varies 

among departments, but 
as many as one-half of all citizen 

calls to the police in 1 
arge metropolitan police departments 

may involve noncriminal matters.~/ 
Even among criminal 

incidents, however the rna' 't 
' Jorl. y of the cases handled by 'the 

police originate with mobilizations 

2/ 
by citizens. There are a 

- For a study of noncriminal ' 
tan police see Elaine cumm,servl.ces/provided by metropoli­
Edell, "Policeman as Ph'l l.ng, Ian Cumming and Laura 
'pocia~~oblems, 12 (19~50)soPher, qUide, a~d Friend" 

\\ ' .l?P. 276-286. ' '1\ . 
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number of reasons why this is the case, the most important 

of which is the organizational nature of violative behavior 

itself. Most major crimes arise in private rather than 

public places--the crime is often an encroachment upon 

private welfare in a private place. Given the barriers to 

legal penetration of the private place, the police must 

rely upon the citizen to mobilize them for crimes occurring 

in private settings. Were access to such settings less 

difficult, it is unlikely that police detection of many 

major offenses would increase ~ubstantially, however, since 

a precise prediction of the time and place of occurrence is 

quite unlikely. As a consequence of these conditions, the 

police are primarily organized initially to react to citizen 

complaints. 

Modern police departmen-ts employ primarily a reactive 

str,ategy and tactics. The core of the modern police depart­

ment is the communications center and the mobile, radio­

equipped patrol. The center is organized to recE!ive tele­

phone calls from citizens and to dispatch police vehicles 

or manpower in response to them. The distribution of man­

power over the department's jurisdiction derives from an 

expectation of stability in the frequency of these citizen 

calls according to a temporal and spatial pa'ttern. Police 

precincts or districts vary in the number. of men and patrol 

cars assigned to them depending upon the expectation, given 

past experience, of a particular volume of citizen complaints 

for any given area and time. In this respect the citizens 
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of a given area unwittingly determine how many policemen will 

be assigned to patrol their locale. To a 'significant degree, 

moreover, they also determine their crime rate by making 

these complaints. 
. 

Complaints or incidents requiring police action originate 

not only by phoned communications to police departments, but 

also by citizens calling upon the police to act in a field 

location, by personal appearance at a police station, or by 

police officers observing behavior or incidents as they occur. 
. 

Police departments refer to inqidents or complaints that 

originate by mobilizing police units through the communication 

center as "calls-for-service", "dispatches", or "runs" the 
- -' 

first term referring to the citizen's call or complaint and 

the latter terms to the fact that a mobile unit is radio~' 

dispatched to take the complal.'nt. A request for police action 

made, by a citizen personally appearing at the police station 

is referred to as a "station 1'" comp al.nt or a "citizen station 

mobilization'!. All incidents arising in field settings are 

commonly referred to as "on-view" incl.' dents, but a distinction 
can be made among them. A d' t ' l.rec , l.n-the-field, citizen' 

request for police action, usually b fl y agging a patrol car 
or a call to an officer on the beat, , 

l.S sometimes referred to 
as a "field complaint" or a "citl.'zen f' l.eld mobilization". 
When an officer initiates t 

con act and reports on an incident 

that o~curs in his, presence, it is referred to 
as an "on-view" 

mobilization. AllY law violation ' 
Occurrl.ng in an officer's 

presence that leads to an arrest with the 
officer as 

-.:-;--- -
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complainant is an "on-view arrest". 

These several types of mobilization "drI be more or 

less frequent in a police jurisdiction depending upon how 

a department assigns i t~ men and utilizes; technology to 

reach its goals. The more extensive the use of foot patrol, 

for example, the more: on-view and field mobilizations there 

will' be~ The more operations are decentralized to local 

precinct stations, the more likely station complaints. The 

closer the calibration of motori~~ed, radio patrol units to 

the expected volume of citizen calls, the fewer on-view and, 

perhaps, field mobilizations the motorized patrol will handle. 

The introduction of specialized units likewise influences 

the volume of particular kinds of mobilization. Tactical or 

"task force" units commonly incr€!ase the volume of "on-view" 

police work as may "preventive patrol", "booster car", "crime 

car" or "umbrella car" units. The differentiation of a 

department into specialized field units and its technological 

9rganization, in short, affect the proportionate distribution 

among the four types of mobilization by which inputs enter 

for processing in a police system. 

The kinds of incidents the police handle are to a con­

siderable extent determined by how they are mobilized. The 

more on-view work the police do, for example, the more 

incidents they will handle that citizens ordinar.ily do not 

directly "complain l1 about. Moving traffic violations typically 

involve on-view mobilization, as do most vice or I1morals" 

offenses, and many crimes "in progress". On the other hand, 

-! 
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incidents that arise in private places, particularly places 

of reSidenc.e, such as "domestic disturbances" and assaults I 

are a good deal less likely to involve on-view mobilization; 

incidents in private places seldom are visible to an officer 

on patrol. 

The various types of mobilization, then, are organized 
channels of ' , 

access1.b1.1ity of the police to various kinds of 
incidents. C l' 

orre at1.vely, they are ~~hirm~dg t~!~~essibilitl: 

of citizens to the police. Insofar ';l~ithe pol:j\~'H organize 

for the dispatched mobilization, acce"'''';U'i 1.,,,,". 
• ~ t ...... ,;<'./1 11'~' • •. -±oj ;; ... \h"I,J 

is a function of accessibility to a telephone. 
to the police 

The citizen 
in search of police service 

but without access to a telei .!lone 
must flag down a police car 

or beat officer, go directly to 
a police station, or forego 

immediate complaint. 

The likelihood that a citizen will 
be successful in 

mobilizing the police probably 
varies with the type of 

mobilization he undertakes. 
In some cities nearly every 

request by telephone for police 
. . service is answered prom tl 

w~th a dispatch; in others d P Y 
, epartment or precinct policies 

and the availability of 
manpOwer determine whether 

b d ' a car will e ~spatched. Some t 
pa rolmen seldom ackn I 

ow edge citizens who try to mobilize them in 
the field while others 

do so. almost always 
One reason some citizens 

. may personally go to the police station h 
1.S t at they think their 

the police are chances of mobilizing 
enhanced by personal 

The amount of discret' 
- ~on 

still another factor that 

appearance. 

a police off' 
~cer exercises is 

appears to be related to the form 

/ -7-

of mobilization. An officer's behavior can be sanctioned 

to the degree that a department is able to obtain knowledge 

of what has occurred independently of the officer's willing­

ness to report. Clearly an officer's report of citizen 

complaints of behavior and of his own conduct in a situation 

are subject to differences in control in each of the mobiliza­

tion situations, since the organized opportunities to monitor 

pOlice-·ci tizen transactions vary by ·the type of mobiliza::ion. 

In the station mobilization supervisory personnel are almost 

always present. And in the disp,atch situation the complaint, 

its assignment, and other aspects ?f the mobilization can be 

monitored, and officers can be required to make a report about 

the dispatched incident. Such monitoring is almost always 

absent in a field or an on-view mobilization. Furthermore, 

supervisory personnel can more readily monitor conduct when 

an officer is dispatched to a setting than when he is 

mobilized within it, since the officer controls communication 

about the nature and even existence o.f a field mobilization. 

Citizen or extra-departmental control is intricately 

balanced with departmental control and likewise varies with 

the type of mobilization. When a department is formally 

organized to centrally receive and record citizen complaints, 

the citizen as well as the command is protected by control. 

Similarly, a personal appearance at a station, particularly 

if the citizen appe,ars with others who may be regarded as 

witnesses, is more likely to insure a formal record and a 

degree of control. When a citizen mobilizes or encounters 

i 
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the police in a field setting, however, he is far more 

dependent upon the presence of witnesses; in the absence of 

witnesses, record of police-citizen encounters rests with 

the testimony of citizen and officers, and with the formal 

record of the officer, if he decideS to m~ke one. 

In all face-to-face encounters with the police, the 

degree of control that, citizens can exercise inunediately in 

the situation depends largely upon two factors: their stat.us 

and their capability to undermine 'the means the police use 

to attain their goalf~, a "~ubvez;sive capability". From the 
. , 1 

point of view taken here " both th'8 status of citizens and 

their subversive capability are indicators of a citizen's 

sanctioning capacity. over officer conduct. 

A social "stage" for face-to-face encounters with 

citizens arises when the police meet citizens in a private 

or p~blic setting. The police must move continually from 

setting to setting where the scenery, the actors, and the 

plot are frequently defined in very general and ambiguous 

terms such as "fal,nily trouble", llsee a man about a complaintll, 

or "take a B & E report at ••• ". It is incumbent upon the 

officer to enter upon a variety of social scenes, to encounter 

actors in various social statuses and roles, and to figure 

out the plot. Indeed, the main task of the police often is 

to discover the plot and to learn more about the actors. 

To identify the actors in the situation, the officer 

makes judgements about their status. The status of a citizen 

in police encounters takes two major forms; these may be 

.. -
l.~,JI 
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called his "social status" and his "situational status" or 

"role" . A social status is one ,t.hat a person carries with 

him from situation to situation, such as his sex, age, race, 

ethnic, or social class status. A situational status is one 

that is defined by particular circumstances or relationships 

in the setting or encounter. An officer may need to identify 

a citizen in the situation as a neighbor, customer, employer, 

husband, wife, or stranger. But in police encounters, there 

also are situational statuses or roles that are determined by 

the definition of the situation ,as a police matter. A strik-

ing feature of police work is that not infrequently the 

officer is confronted with an adversarial situation; there are 

those who call the police, the "complainants", and those who 

are to be policed, the "suspects" or "alleged offenders!!. 

Both complainants and suspects may have "witnesses". In 

other situations a citizen may be defined as "victim", such 

as a sick or injured person. There also may be an audience 

that includes "informants" and "bystanders". 

It perhaps is self-evident that the distribution of 

situational statuses in police encounters has profound con-

sequences for policf-l behavior. Questions pertaining to the 

officer's autonomy in making decisions regarding invocation 

of the criminal law, for example, often are of central concern 

when police discretion is considered. In general, such 

decisions are discretionary for the patrolman only when a 

suspect is available for arrest in the immediate situation. 

The kind of situational statuses in a given mobilization 

" , 
'1 ~ 
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situation and whether or not the interaction that occurs is 

likely to be monitored by other ci tizensare measures of the 

opportunity to exercise discretion. Discretion in th~s 

sense, then, is a product of the situational social configura­

tion rather than of the 'degree of departmental control. 

This variety of discretionary opportunity, like that 

which derives from departmental control, varies among the 

four types of mob;l;zat;on. Th ' b'l' • ~ ~ e on-v~ew mo ~ ~zation is most 

likely to involve police-suspect interaction with no other 

citizens present. 
The "ideal t¥p~" of field mobilization is 

most likely -to be a s;tuat;on f' 
~ ~ o. police-suspect interaction 

with a ~Dmplainant or other citizen mob; I' . 
~ ~zer present. Station 

mobilizations are'unlikely to include a 
suspect among the 

participants; rather, it is I' 
more ~kely that the only citizen(s) 

present will be complaining k' 
or as 1ng for help. Finally, a 

disp~tch is likely to take'any 
of these organizational forms 

or to include no 't' 
c~ 1zens or violators at all. 

The patrolman's discretion is greatest, then ;n the .' , ~ on-v~ew, 

then in the dispatch, and least 
next in the field mobilization, 

man is monitored the 1 
east by the de,partmen_t, , 

- _ ~.e., where departmental control is ' 
m~nimal, ~re the Same 

- situations in 
which he most often can exercise 

discretion b dint of the citizens' situational statuses. 
What earlier was 1 

ca led the "sub ' 
, , versi Ve capabili t .. of C1 t~zens may, however d' 1 ' Y 

, ~ ute the effect of 'h' 
, ' t 1S order of opportun~ty to exercise d' , 
, ~sCret10n. Assum' 

~ng that police 

I' 
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office,rs, like most other actors, prefer ordered and routin­

ized social encounters to disorganized or unorganized and 

unpredictable encounters, then one "lever" or sanction that 

is available to citizens in encounters with the police is 

their capacity to disrupt it, particularly to "make trouble" 

by denying the legitimacy of police authority. This capacity 
" 

may allow the citizen to '''subvert'' police aims in the face-

to-face encounter. 

Not infrequently a police-citizen encounter takes the 

form of a precarious bal~nce ?f officer control and citizen 
I 

submission. Police co~trol not uncommonly is more apparent 

than real. Many officers realize that as they exercise 

authority, like other incumbents of such positions, they are 

in an important sense dependent for cooperation upon those 

over whom they have control. Unlike many persons in si tU'ations 

where authority is exercised, the police sometimes are faced 

with a dual set of clients in an adversary situation. Those 

who, call the police are prepared to accept the officer's 

authority--at least at the outset. Those who are to,be 

policed often do not. The major form of control open to the 

officer in such a situation is to assert authority. 

The nightstick and arms may play a role in asserting 

authority as may the threat of arrest. But a ~olice officer 

simply cannot threaten physical force or ~rrest every time he 

wants to assert his authority. While the uniform and badge 

may playa role in the assertion of control, they depend as 

do most other means of asserting authority on the willingness 

:, 
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of the citizen to accept the exercise of authority as 
legitimate. 

If this is t d 
gran e I then an important question attaches 

to the d'ff ~ erences in the subvers;ve • capability of citizens 
across police-citizen e~counters. 

In which kinds of face-to-
face encounters, then 

I 

threat to the order of 
are citizens most likely to pose a 

the encounter? Put another way, in 

is police-citizen conflict most 
which kinds of situations 

likely to arise? 
Conflict occurs 'in police-citizen trans-

actions whenever ' 
e~ ther party i~ a1sked or told to 

or submit to something 
do something 

with which he cannot or will 
Though not comply. 

conflicts of this kind may 
situations d . ariee in a variety of 

, oubtlessly they are most 
, probable where there 
~s police-suspect interaction. 

It is in the officer's 
encounter with a 

. suspect that his 
Paraqoxically control is most problematic. 

but 'understandably, 
therefore 

must be mo t, ' . s author~tative 
and superordinate 

dependent upon citizen 

when the officer 

he is most 
Compliance and h' . 

b ' , ence vul su vers~on of his " , ' nerable to 
, ' a~ms ~n the situation. 
~n this His vulnerabil, ity , regard, fUrther . , 

, ~s greatest ' 
mObilization situat' '. ~n precisely th<;>se 
,: ~ons where his Power 
~s greatest--as a st t' . 

a ~st~cal 
to exe . " 

rc~se discretion 
probab; I ' t' 

mental control 0 ' 
r mon~toring 

is, given the likelihood of 

, ... ~ y--and where' 'depart-
of his behavior is 

least. 
POlice-susp.ect' , 

citizen subvers;ve ~nteracti ... capabilit ' on, 
" , y ~s greatest ' 
mob~l~zation, then in ord

i 
~n the on-view 

er the field 
station mobilizations' ' the dispatch, and 

• !.h~s order' 
__ !._n_g_O~f=--.:m~o~b~~~· l~~~' z~a~t~~!' o~n 

That 

the 
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si tuations accordi11g to the capability for citizen subversion 

is in reverse order compared with the discretionary oppbr~ 

tunities of the patrol officer. It may be, therefore, that 

the vulnerability of citizens on one dimension, e.g., the 

absence of departmental control over the officer in the 

encounter, is cancelled out by the citizenis social leverage 

on another dimension, i.e., his subversive capability. To 

the degree this is the case, police-citizen interaction will 

not differ markedly among the types of mobilization. 

Empirical Study of Police and Citizen Transactions 

By now it should be clear that a rather large number of 

factors apparently influence the behavi'or of police and 

citizens in their encounters. These include factors related 

to the status and role of the citizen and the officer, their 

predispositions and behavior in encounters, the type of 

mobilization situation, and the department's policies and 

system of command and control. While it is' generally knowp 

that all of these factors and others related to the specific 

form of the encounter seem to influence both behavior within 

and the outcome of police-citizen encounters, there is 1ack-

ing a base of empirical studies that permit one to say how 

and to what extent they actually influence the behavior of 

officers and citizens toward one another and to consider the 

consequences for the system of law and order. 

To provide some answers to these questions, provision 

was made to undertake observation of the police and citizens 
260-262 0 - 67 - ~ 
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in actual encounters in the types of mobilization of the police 

specified above. For a period of seven weeks in the summer of 

1966, observations were made of police-citizen encounters in 

Boston, Chicago, and Washington, D. C. These cities were select­

ed because they vary in size among the major metropolitan centers, 

permitting some comparison of encounters by size of city. 
J 

For reasons of economy, not all police precincts or dis-

tricts could be studied in any of the cities. Two police pre­

cincts were selected each in Boston and Chicago and four in 
. 

I"lashington, D. C~ Onlyprecinct.swith fairly high crime rates 
• I 

were selected, to insure observation of a large number of 

encounters and because speci'al interest attaches to crime in 

these areas. Wi thin each city an attempt was made to secure 

one precinct that was made up primarily of Negro and another 

primarily of white residents. Where possible, an attempt was 

made ~o select precincts with considerable variation in their 

social class composition; yet fj'iven the criterion of a high 

crime rate, lower socia-economic status res~dents 
... predominate 

in most precincts selected. 

The pa tro 1 uni ts and watches ( h' ft ) 
s ~ s were sampled in each 

of the precincts with all u 't ' 
~~ s g~ven equal probability of 

selection. The late aft 
. ernC)on to midnight watch was given a 

weight equal to that of the; two other watches 
cOmbined. Obser-

vation was in progress seven days a week, but 
Thursday, Friday 

and Saturday watches were c;elected s h 
~ omew at more frequently as 

no observer was gi ven leavi~ on these days. 
A total of 36 

observers were equally divided 
among the three cities. 

-
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In the data collect.ion I emphasis was placed upon gain­

ing detailed descriptions of police and citizen behavior. 

It also was possible to acquire a substantial sample of 

police attitudes, ~hough somewhat less systematically. The 

social and demographic characteristics of the participants 

as well as a detailed d€scription of the settings and 

qualities of the encounters were also obtained. 

A word about the validity of the data perhap~\ is appro­

priate. A study such as this, having so much. relevance to 

public po~icy and controver~.y,.gives rise to particularly 

serious concern regarding the'authenticity or representative­

ness of the data. A major question pertains to whether or 

not police officers significantly alter their behavior in 

response to the presence of observers. The potential effec-

tiveness of 

attested to 

direct observation of the police is discussed and 

in other studies.~ No attempt is made to argue 

the matter here. S~ffice it to say that the nature and con­

sistency of the data themselves, such as ·those on the handling 

of suspects and on "prejudice", lend a good deal of weight 

to the credibility of the findings. 

The sections that follow discuss salient findings per­

taining to: 1) the racial and social class distribution of 

citizen participants in police encounters according to the 

means by which the police are mObilized; 2) the general 

demeanor and emotional states of citizens when they have 

~/Examples are Jerome H. Skolnick, Justice With~ut Trial, New 
york: John Wiley and Sons,. Inc., 1966; and M~chael Banton, 
The policeman in the Community, London: Tavistock Publica­
tions, 1964. 

., 

j 
i. 
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dealings with the police, iche general manner and s~gns of 
" 

"prejudice" on the part of, police officers when they 

etllcounter citizens, and th.e relationship between citizen 

and police behavior in face-to-face encounters; 3) police­

suspect transactions ac~ording to the race and social class 

s'tatus of suspects and according to the type of police 

m.obilization; and 4) the attitudes of police officers toward 

Negroes, according to the officer's race and the racial 

composi tion of the office:r' s assigned precinct. 

Profile of the Citizen Paiticipants in Encounters 

Not all incidents handled by the police involve face-to-

face contact with citizens. "Offenders", for instance, may 

have fled the scene before the police arrive to investigate. 

On some occasions the police arrive and are simply told 

• ~~v .. ~. 

.:', 

,,~,~.-•• ~"'-~~~ ".--,~.-- .. "~.-"-,--~~~ .-- "·,_'~'V_ ,,",.~.-",-~-,= .. ~"~~~;;;,-';;;;;;;':;'-~':;;~,;.':;~;':"-::;~:-..:.~....;.;.;.:. - :1',; 
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the mobilization. At times officers fail to respond to a 

radio dispatch as required either by perfunctory attention 

such ~s "driving by" or by submitting false information 

about the attention given. Likewise, they may ignore viola-
. 

tions that occur in their "presence". This is especially 

true for a host of misde~eanors occurring in their presence, 

particularly such common ones as traffic violations, drinking 

in public, or vagrancy--violations where "discretion" is an 

easy excuse for ignoring them. On occasion, too, they may 

ignore citizen attempts to s~op them, intentionally avoiding 

learning what the citizen wants--"lf it's important they'll 

call the police." 

For these reasons and others, 28 per cent of the total 

of 5,360 mobilization situations observed in this study did 

~ involve police-citizen interaction. Most of these 

:fj 
rl' 

. ' 
i 

their. service no 10~ger is needed, that no call ever was mobilizations were dispatches, as the vast majority of 

placed, or, indeed, no lOne responds to their knock at the 

door. The mobilization is terminated wi thou,t much or any 

contact with citizens about an incident. Not all matters 

requiring police action need involve '.:::itizens in face-to-' 

face encounters; at least there are occasions where no 

citizens are involved., This would be true, for example, fol:' 

investigati.ons of suspicious. circumstances, safety hazzaras, 

vehicle violations t building chec1<;s 1 or in:jured animals. 

Somei mobilizaticms, furthermore 
I do nl:>t lead to police-

,cit.izen encounters bf~cause part).' c.'ular officers, or any 

officer on occasion,! may not fulfill the :r:equirements of 

....,;.. .. '-

• 

mobilizations are radio dispatched; 81 per cent of the 

mobilizations were dispatches and of these 31 per cent 

involved no contact with citizens. Fourteen per cent of 

the total mobilization situations were on-views, and 18 per 

cent of these were without police-citizen interaction. The 

remaining 5 per cent of the mobilizations were citizen field 

mobilizations, and in 25 per cent of these no citizen parti-

cipants were involved in the handling of the incident. 

The rationale for describing citizens in police encoun­

ters within the mobilization· framework derives from an 

assumption that who has contact with the police is partially 
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related to how that contact originates. The decision that 

police action is appropriate is usually the citizen'~ in 

dispatched police contacts, at least in large police depart­

ments where only a small proportion of telephoned requests 

for police service can b~ refused on policy grounds. If an 

on-view mobilization results in police action, however, it 

is totally the officer's decisioni he may initiate contact 

with whomever he so desires. It might be added that some 

critics of the police allege that officers disproportionately 

select minority group citizens ~or,on-view contacts. In 

field encounters, officers have the opportunity to refuse a 

citizen's signal to stoPi even if he stops an officer has 

the option of refusing to get involved in an incident. Still, 

a citizen makes the first move in a field mobilization, so 

it has features in common with both dispatch and on-view 

mobilizations. Each type of mobilization thus involves a 

distinct mode by which police-citizen transactions corne into 

being; hence, each potentially selects citizens with parti­

cular social characteristics. The structure of mobilizations 

may also be related to ~ the police do in encounters with 

citizens. This matter is discussed later in the report. 

The number of citizens in an encounter ' can vary conslder-
ably. When an encounter included more than f' lve citizens, 
detailed information was acqul' red f . h 

o'r t e five most central 
participants in the' situation.,' the . 

remalning citizens 'were 
aggregated and described with less detail. 

These other 
citizens--mostly bvstanders--are t 

~. no treated in this re~ort; 
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the race and class distributions pertain only to a maximum 

of five citizens per encounter. Counting only the first 

five citizens per situation, a total of 11,244 citizens 

were observed and described in detail. 

Observers categorized citizens as white-collar and 

blue-collar in each encounter with the police. The cate-

gories refer to the two broad types of social class based 

largely on occupational status. Women and young persons 

were classified according to the social class of the head 

of their household. Observers had some difficulty fitting 
I 

persons into these categories ~iven the fact that they were 

not permitted to ask questions of citizens. Often the 

officers did not elicit any information that permitted making 

a judgement and/or the place where the encounter occurred 

rendered such a judgement ambiguous. The social class st'atus 

of, the participants was not ascertained for about one-third 

of all citizens. (See TabJe 1,> Roughly four of every five 

citizens of both races were either blue-collar or their 

class status could not be ascertained. 

The observers had more trouble ascertaining the social 

class of white than of Negro citizens. Still, proportion-

ally more white than Negro citizens were classifili;'!t1 as 

white-collar in all three types of ~obilization~ (See Table 

1.) Rather surprisingly, this was particularly evident in 

on-view situations wherein contact is wholly at the officer's 

discretion. A large number of the on-view mobilizations 

were traffic violations, but the proportion of white-collar, 

.. \i , 

• 

j; 
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white persons involved remains higher than would have been 

expected. 
Contrariwise, the smalle~t proportion of white-

collar Negroes is found in the on-view situations. These 

proportions, however, may be a functioh of the relatively 

small number of white~collar NegroeS who reside in the pre-

cincts where the observation took place. Nevertheless, 

while this may account for the difference between the races, 

it cannot account for the differences between ,the on-view 

and the two other types of mobilization situation when 

NegroeS alone are compared. 

Because Table 1 includes up to five citizens per 

encounter, the proportions of each race and social class 

are partly affected by differences in the number of citizens 

of any race or social class present in encounters. The pro-

portions in Table 1 are computed for all citizens, not fo'r 

all encounters. 
Therefore, if more citizens tend to be 

present, for example, in police encounters with blue-collar 

than with white-collar citizens, the overall ~roportion of 

police encounters with at least one white-collar citizen is 

underestimated. 

For all dispatch mobilizations, 41 per cent of the 

citizens were white and 53 per cent were Negro. More Negro 

citizens are present in the typical police enco~ter with 

NegroeS, however, than whites are resent in a tical 

police encounter with white citizens. 
(See Table 2.) While 

27 per cent of the run encounters with whites involved only 

one citizen participant, the proportion is smaller for NegroeS--

I' 
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20 per cent. Likewise, fewer encounters with white citizens 

included five or-more citizens in the situation than was the 

case for Negroes-- 22i per cent as compared to 29 per cent. 

This ",as true of p01:ice encounter!3 for all three types of 

mobilization. When a police officer works in a Negro area, 

on the average, then, he must deal with larger groupS of 

citizens than does an officer in a white area. From this 

point of view, officers in predominately Negro areas are faced 

with a greater problem of interper150nal control--merely by 

virtue of the larger numbers pf citizens--than are officers 
I 

in predominantly T.lhi te areas. 

More Negro than white citizens were observed in the 

aggregate of all citizens partly because an encounter with 

whi te citizens typically is sma1Ie)::' than one w,i th Negro 

citizens. Among the encounters observed it follows that' 

officers were a little more likely to have to deal with a 

white than a Negro as the central participant than they were 

to have to' deal with white as compared with Negro citizens in 

the aggregate. This fact can be seen by comparing tbe race 

distribution for the central participants in encounters in 

Table 3 with the compa.rable distribution of all citizens in 

encounters in Table 1. 
None of the tables in this report presents a distribu-

tion for encounters where citizens of both races were involved . -
in an encounter. Such encounters were quite infrequent in the 

study, however. Forty-five per cent of all dispatched 

encounters involved a white citizen as the c.~entral participant; 
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in 51 per cent, the main participant was Negro. The distri­

bution is very similar for on-view mobil'izations, but a 

slight majority of the field mobilizations involved a white 

citizen as the main ~articipant . 

It is not immediately apparent why field mobilizations 

more often involve whites than Negroes as central partici-

pants. The observers reported 11 cases where police officers 

intentionally ignored a citizen who was attempting to flag 

them down on the street. Nine of these persons were Negroes. 

Assuming that all 11 cases wo~ld have resulted in incidents 
I 

involving citizens, the proportions would be 50 per cent for 

whites and 46 per cent for Negroes. Nonetheless, more field 

mobilizations than dispatches or on-views still would involve 

police contact with white citizens. 

When a social class distribution is computed for encounters 

ac.cording to the social class of the central participant 

rather than according to the class status of all citizens, 

the relative frequency of contacts with both white-collar 

and blue-collar citizens increases, while the proportion of 

cases where social class status was llnot ascertained II decreases. 

This, in general, is true for both races. The more citizens 

present in a situation, the more difficulty observers appar-

ently had in classifying persons according to their social 

class status. 

In sum, the precincts selected resulted in observation 

of somewhat more Negro than white citizens in contact with 

the police. However, this resulted in good part because 
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more Negroes are present in police encounters with Negroes than 

whites are present in police encounters with whites. Hence, 

the sample of encounters was more evenly divided by race than 

the sample of citizens. The social class composition of dis­

patched and on-view mobilizations was roughly the same, while. 

field mobilizations involve a slightly larger proportion of 

whites relative to Negroes. Finally, white-collar persons 

were disproportionately represented in encounters involving 

white citizens compared with thos~ involving Negro citizens. 

Some Aspects of police~Citizen Interaction 

Much of the recent controversy surrounding the police per­

tains to the proper legal restrictions on a police system in a 

democratic society. There also is considexable interest in 

defining appropriC\.te "human relations" training and behavior of 

the modern police officer. It is recognized that a policeman 

not only deals with suspects or offenders but with complainants 

and victims as well, persons for whom legal responsibilit~ is 

only a condition for but not a guarantee Qf social responsive­

ness on" -the part of the police officer. 41 Police administrators 

call for the training of "professional" as well as proficient 

law enforcement officers, men skilled in human management as 

well as crime detection and control. Finally, representatives 

of civil rights groups increasingly demand that the police 

trea~ Negroes not only as citizens but also as persons. 

41Th" 'd' , - 1S ~ssu7 1S 1~cussed 1n David J. Bordua and Albert J. Reiss, 
J~." Soc10logy 1n Law Enforcement,..' in Paul Lazarsfeld 
W11~1am Sewell, and Harold Wilensky, (eds.) The U f 
Soc101ogy, forthcoming. ' ses 0 
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For a, policeman on the beat, however, the major problem 

in encounters with citizens often is that of gaining control. 

That is always necessary when the nature of the incident is 

such that disorder .or conflict is either present or imminent. 

A fair proportion of calls to the police in fact represent 

nothing more than the ordering of a social situation. Family 

trouble calls, neighbor disputes, and business disturbances, 

for example, frequently are of ,this nature. Furthernlore, 

most officers realize that they must exert control in these 

situations by means of socia~ ~kills rather than by means of 

the legal sanctions ~t their ~ormal disposal. As one officer 

wryly commented to an observer: "You can't draw your gun 

every time somebody disagrees with you." 

Related to the officer'S problem of social control is 

one of self-control. Police officers sometimes speak of the 

job "getting to" them/that is, of job or role problems being 

experienced as personal troubles. New recruits to police 

work sometimes are advised to remember that citizens relate, 

to "the uniform", not to ilthe man". In short, for the police­

man em patrol-, the human relations approach to transactions 

with citizens is likely to be seen as less urgent than the 

problem of social control but quite synonymous with the 

problem of self-control. 

The relation.ship between officers and citizens is 

examined by summing the behavior of each officer and each 

citizen toward, or in the presence of, one another in an 

encounter. The behavior of a maximum of five citizens·in 
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ff ' s and vice 
of two police 0 1cer, 

transactions with a maximum 
of mobilization. A 

versa, is described for each type 

then 
can be described for any 

maximum of ten relationships 
The total nUmber, of course, 

police encounter with citizens. 
. , 1 police-citizen encounter. 

generally is smaller for the tYP1ca 
red with various 

Two aspects of police beh.avior are cornpa 
One aspect of 

features of ci tize:Cl behavior in encounters. 
Cf' 'conduct or aeneral manner 

police behavior is the O~ 1cer s ~ 

toward the citizen, i.e., whether or not the officer was 

hostile, brusque, business-like,: g?od-hUmored, and whether 

or not he ridiculed the citizen. ~The second aspect of police 

behavior tabulated with citizen behavior is the degree to 

which in the judgement of the observer an officer's actions 

revealed signs of "prejudice" of any kind. 

Because of the difficulty in determining whether the 

officer's or the citizen's behavior was antecedent, only 

relational qualities of behavior are described. When, for 

example, it is noted that in a given proportion of the cases 

the officer was "hostile" at the same time as the citizen 

was "antagonistic", it cannot be ascertained whether the 

officer was reacting to the citizen, or vice versa. Matters 

of what caused particular ,behavior responses are difficult 

to assess in any case since they involve motives and subtle 

cues as well as more visible signs of behavior • 

The analysis of officer and citizen behavior in trans­

actions focuses on the officer's behavior as it relates to 

the citizen I s conduct (th h ' " ra e'r t an the other way around), 
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since the normative expectation is that police officers will 

respond in an equally "professional" mann~r to all citizens, 

regardless of the nature of the citizen behavior. If an 

officer shows signs of "prejudice", for example, from a norma­

tive standpoint it does not matter how the citizen was behav-

ing toward him. Even in the limiting case where the specific 

form of the citizen's behavior must determine the officer's 

behavior, viz., where force is necessary to arrest or in self­

defense, the officer is expected'to use only the amount of 

force incident to a prope~ arr~st. It' f' 1S 0 1nterest, however, 

to see the conditions under whicn officers conform to or 

deviate from such normative expectations. Th d' e 1scussion pro-

ceeds, therefore, with an emphasis on police conduct as it 

varies in relation to citizen conduct. Comparisons are made 

only for transactions in dispatch and on-view mobilization's 

and for white and Negro citizens. 

Conduct of Officer and General Emot~onal S ..... tate of Citizen 

Each citizen was classified as agitated, calm, or very 

detached on the basis of his outward, observable 'behavior. 

This means of classifying general emot;oIlal .. states is not a 

substitute for a means that would allow for the tapping of 

lIactual" or internal emotional states; rather, only these 

outward indicators of emotional states are relevant to and 

capable of having a major effect on police behavior. 

A majority of the citizens were outwardly calm in the 

presence ~f officers. This was true for both white and Negro 
266-262 0 - 67 - 3 
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citizens in dispatch and on-view mobilizations. (See Table 4.) 

About three of every ten citizens of both races were agitated 

or excited in dispatched encounters, but Negroes were much 

less agitated in on-view mobilizations than were whites--one­

fifth for Negroes as c~mpared with almost one-third for whites. 

Negroes then seemingly are less overtly upset by the experience 

of being stopped in a public place by a police officer than are 

whites, 'though there is a possibility that police officers are 

more likely to intervene when whites are agitated in public 

situations than if Negroes are: sq agitated. Finally, Negroes 

more often were very detached than whites, particularly in on-

view mobilizations. Police officers sometimes regard high 

detachment from a situation as an expression of hostility 

toward them; some citizen detachment may be in this sense a 

studied and hostile detachment. 

Police officers acted in a business-like or routinized 

way for almost three-fourths of the encounters with citizens; 

in another 15 per cent of the encounters they were good­

humored or jovial. They were openly hostile or provocative 

in one per cent of the encounters and brusque or authoritarian' 

in 4 per cent. Ridicule and belittling means were employed 

in but 3 per cent of all encounters, being equally divided 

between open and more subtle forms of ridicule. Observers 

noted that at times the officer's behavior changed as he 

engaged in a give-and-take interaction with a citizen; in 4 

per cent of all encounters, officers combined authoritarian 

hostile behavior with some other form of conduct. Overall, 
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officers were hostile and/or brusque, or they openly or 

subtly ridiculed citizens in 11 per cent of the encounters. 

Analysis revealed no striking differences in "unpro­

fessional" police conduct byra(Je or social class status of 

the citizens. If anything, police officers appear less 

hostile and brusque toward Negroes and to ridicule them 

less often than whites. 

In Table 4, it may be seen that relationships between 

officers' and Negro citizens' co~duct differ little from that 

among whites within each type of ,mobilization. However, it 

is noteworthy that police offic;rs were quite consistently 

, less business-like dId 
an ess goo -h~rnored or jovial in on-view 

than in dispatched t 
encoun ers; this is true whether the 

citizens were agitated, calm, or detached. 
On-views are a 

good deal more likely to involve police contact w;th 
... suspects 

or o~fenders than are dispatched 
encounters, so it is not 

surpriSing that they are less )'ov;al ' 
... ~n such situations. 

Officers are more often brusque or 
authoritarian in on-view 

encounters, particularly so when c;t' 
... ~zens are agitated. The 

police also are m h 
ore os tile or provocative 

in dispatched encounters regard 1 
in on-view than 

citizens' emotional ' ess of the 
states. 

No matter what the citizen beh ' 
aV~or, the police were more business-like toward Negroes 

Patched and on v; 
than toward wh;tes ;n ... ... both dis-

- ... ew encounters. 

encounters, they were Correlatively, in dispatched 
more often d h 

goo - umored toward whites compared to Negroes. ~ 
J.n on-views 

, officers were more 

~'~ 
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good-humored tmqard Negroes than toward whites when the 

citizens were a.gitated, but more good-humored toward whites 

when the citizens were calm. 

In general, policemen seem more hostile or authoritarian, 
. 

or more likely to ridicule citizens of both races when the 

citizens are agitated tha~ when they are calm or detached. 

This becomes clear when proportions are computed on the 

statistical base of officer behavior rather than that of 

citizen behavior. In 48 per cent of the encounters when an 

officer was hostile, the citizen was agitated or excited. . , 

Likewise, 35 per cent of the brusque Qr authoritarian police 

behavior, 42 per cent of open and 57 per cent of subtle 

ridicule of a citizen occurred when a person was agitated. 

Conduct of Officer and General Demeanor of Citizens 

It is not uncommon for police officers to complain about 

the lack of respect citizens show for their authority. While 

citizen conduct was not described from the policeman's point 

of view, observers categorized citizen behavior toward the 

police as very deferential, civil, or antagonistic. 

The differences in general demeanox or deference between 

white and Negro citizens are very slight. (See Table 5.) 

More apparent are differences between citizen demeanor in dis­

patched as compared with on-view mobilizations. Although over 

three-fourths of both white and Negro citizens were civil 

toward the police in dispatched situations, the proportions 

fall\ to 69 per cent and 67 per cent, respectively, for on-view 
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Table 5: Per Cent Distribution by General Demeanor and Race of Citizens, by Conduct of 
Police Officer Toward Citizen and Type of Mobilization of the Police. 

Conduct of Police Officer Toward Citizen 

General Total Num- Per Cent Good 
Demeanor ber of by Humored 

of Race Mobiliza- Demeanor or 
Citizen tions~/ of Jovial 

Citizen 

D ov D OV D OV 

White 5012 709 100 100 
Total 

Negro 7766 1153 100 100 

Vel:}" White 547 81 11 11 35 19 
Defer-
ential Negro 880 139 11 12 23 13 

White 3945 488 79 69 21 17 
Civil 

Negro 5944 766 77 67 11 9 

White 318 112 6 16 8 2 
Antago-

1 • • 

! n~st~c Negro 544 175 '7 15 7 4 

Not White 202 28 4 4 9 11 
Ascer-
tained Negro 398 73 5 6 7 4 

~/ D = Dispatches; OV = On-Views 

f --. 
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r'......... r f 

~. . ~ 

~ - ~ -----31" ~ 

r- r -- ! ---

--------.:3J ~I,,~ '~ 

Business- Ridiculed Authori- Brusque Hostile 
like or or tar ian or or or 

Routinized Belittled Hostile Auth~ri- Provo-
and tar ian cative 

Other(s) 

D OV D OV D OV D OV D OV . 

", 

" -
56 52 3 6 3 13 2 10 1 -
71 61 3 14 1 4 2 6 - 2 

68 65 4 5 2 4 4 7 1 2 

82 74 3 4 1 5 3 7 - 1 

43 34 21 10 10 10 16 31 2 '':l ...... 
60 52 14 19 3 8 14 14 2 3 

79 67 3 4 - - 7 4 2 14 

88 88 1 - 1 4 3 4 - -
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I 
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Total 
Per 
Cent 

D OV 

100 100 
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100 100 
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encounters. These differences are accounted for by the greater 

number of citizens who" are antagonistic toward the officers in 

on-view as compared with dispatched encounters. Tvi'ice as many 

whites and Negroes were antagonistic toward the police in on-

view compared with dispatched mobilizations. This is partly 

understandable in the light of the gre:.iter proportions of 

offenders in on-view than in run situations. The proportion 

of citizens who were very deferential, i.e., who were very 

polite and outwardly respectful, is abou·t the same for both 

races in both mobilization situ~tions, a little over 10 per cent. 
I 

The conduct of the police varies somewhat with the degree 

of deference extended by citizens. When citizens are very 

deferential the officer is less likely to be businesslike but 

more likely to be good-humored or jovial than when the citizen 

is merely civil, neither extending himself to be very respect-

ful nor behaving abrasively toward the officer. There also 

is some evidence that in on-view situations the officer is more 

apt to be brusque or authoritarian when the citizen is very 

deferential than when he is only civil; Nhy this relationship 

arises is open to speculation. 

Officers are a good deal more likely to be hostile and 

brusque and to ridicule citizens when citizens are antagonistic 

than when they show more "respect". While this is true for 

both whites and Negroes in both types of mobilizations, it is 

clearer for whites than for Negroes, and more evident in 

on-view encounters than in those to which the officers were 

dispatched by radio. When white citizens were antagonistic 
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in on-view situations, for example, the police were hostile, 

brusque, or they ridiculed the citizen in '64 per cent of the 

cases--this compar~s with a proportion of 44 per cent for 

Negroes in the same circumstances. While there is no evidence, 

then, that the police ~ere more discriminatory toward NegroeS 

than whites in this conduct, these are surprisingly high pro­

portions for both races. Given a normative and "human rela­

tions" point of view, such police behavior is taken, as a 

general rule, to be "unprofessional". 

It is important that the s.tatistical base be borne in 
• t 

mind when these proportions are interpreted. The proportions 

in Table 5 are computed for a base of citizen behavior; the 

object is to determine how the police behave when citizens 

conduct themselves in various ways. computing from a base 

of officer behavior, however, it may be seen how citizens 

behave when the police display various modes of conduct. 

While, for example, the police openly ridiculed citizens in 

about 2 per cent of the total cases when citizens were 

antagonistic, 43 per cent of the times when officers openly 

ridiculed citizens, citizens were behaving antagonisticaily. 

The same pattern is found for the other varieties of police 

"unprofessional" conduct, though the differences are not 

always so large. When citizens were antagonistic, the police 

were hostile or provocative during much of the interchange in 

3 per cent of the cases, but 35 per cent of the hostile 

behavior of the police included antagonistic behavior by the 

citizens involved. Also, whereas the police were business-like 
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or routinized in 52 per cent of the cases when citizens were 

antagonistic, only 6 per cent of the business-like police 

conduct occurred when citizens were antagonistic toward them; 

by contrast, 79 per cent of police business-like behavior 

occurred when citizens were civil. 

Two conclusions seem warranted: 1) Citizens who behave 

antagonistically toward the police are more likely to be 

treated in a hostile" authoritarian, or belittling manner 

by the police than are other citizens, and 2) though a 

majority of any kind of polic~ ~ehavior is directed at 

citizens who are civil- toward them, a disproportionate part 

of "unprofessional" or negative police conduct is oriented 

toward citizens who extend no deference to them. 

Conduct of Officer and Sobriety of Citizen 

Police and citizen transactions can be influenced by 

the extent to which a citizen reveals that he is intoxicated 

or gives signs that he has been drinking. Though the validity 

of judgements of sobriety can be questioned, each of the five 

most central citizen participants was classified by the 

observer as "sober", "showed signs of drinking", or "drunk". 

White and Negro citizens display few differences in 

sobriety. (See Table 6.) In dispatched encounters, 9 per cent 

of the white citizens showed signs of drinking; the proportion 

for Negroes was only a little higher at 11 per cent. Somewhat 

more of the citizens o.f both races showed signs of drinking 

in on-view encounters, 19 per cent of the white and 17 per cent 
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of the Negro citizens. Drunkenness was less common for 

citizens of both races in both mobilization contexts. Only 

slightly more citizens of both races seemed drunk in on-view 

(6 per cent white and 5 per cent Negro) than in dispatched 

encounters (4 per cent of both races) • 

Over 20 per cent of the citizens in on-view encounters 

and almost 15 per cent of those in dispatched situations gave 

some evidence then of having been drinking. These are fairly 

high proportions when the enormous array of incidents that 

policemen handle is considered, along with the fact that obser-
, , 

vations were made over 'all watches all days of the week (though 

to be sure about half of the observations occurred during the 

4 p.m. to midnight watch) . 

Moreover, most observers in several of the police pre-

cincts reported their estimates of the number of citizens' 

who. had consumed alcohol before they arrived were conservative, 

since they were not always in a position to make a reliable 

assessment. Their impression was that drinking is so common 

at some levels of the society and among some groups, that a 

majority of these tizens may risk arrest on a drunkenness 

charge simply because they have bee~ drinking if they do not 

conform to the expectations of the police. Correlatively, 

since they have been drinking, it is unclear how this fact may 

affect their behavior and, hence, pose an obstacle to police 

processing o£ the incident • 

The. general manner of the police in dealing with citizens 

who manifested various levels of sobriety is presented in 

! i 
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Table 6. Clearly citizens who were drunk or showed signs of 

drinking were dealt with more aggressively or abrasively by 

officers. On-view encounters involved proportionally more 

negativistic police behavior than did dispatched encounters. 

Also, whites were the targets of police hostility, brusqueness, 

and ridicule more often than were Negroes when signs of drink­

ing were noticeable, but for drunken citizens there were no 

marked differences. Indeed, over one-half of the persons of 

both races who appeared drun.k in 'on-view situations were 
. 

treated wi th somE~ form of belligerence by the officers. Except-
, t 

ing drunken persons in on-view situations, however, a majority 

of the persons who displayed signs of recent drinking or 

inebriation were handled in a business-like, if not a good-

humored way by the officer.s. 

Considering officers and their behavior toward citizens, 

we can examine t~he extent to which their "unprofessional" 

behavior occurred with citizens who had been drinking. At 

least one-fourth and as many as one-half of the officers who 

displayed some form of brusque, belittling, or aggressive 

behavior did so when citizens were either drunk or showed 

signs of drinking; For.example, when officers openly ridiculed 

citizens, citizens showed signs of drinking in,35 per cent of 

the cases, and 15 per cent were drunk. To a significan.t 

extent, then, police behavior of an aggressive or authoritar­

ian cast is disproportionately present in interactive rela­

tionships with persons who show signs of drinking or are drunk. 
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A final note might be added to this discussion. The data 

do n~t include cases in which drunken persons were treated as 

"non-persons", i.e., as inanimate objects without feelings or 

awareness of the situation at hand. Non-person treatment does 

~ not involve aggressiveness, brusqueness, or ridicule: rather, 

• 

it involves a failure to .~elate to the perso~ at all, a failure 

to ackn9wledge his presence as a legitir~te participant., The 

observers occasionally mentioned that non-person treatment 

occurred toward drunks from time to time. These cases, however, 

would have been classified as. instances of business-l:Lke, 

routinized police behavior, since, indeed, it is such on the 

surfa.ce. If anything, therefore, police behavior toward 

drunken persons that is at odds with "human' 'relations" expecta­

tions is underestimated in the data presented above. 

"prejudice" in Officer's Behavior and'General'E~otional State 

of Citizen 

The observers classified each police-citizen transaction 

in terms of what they judged to be the degree of "prejudice" 

evident in the behavior of the officer. They were asked to 

consider whether or not an officer would have behaved as he 

did were it not for something about, the citizen's social status 

or identity. That is, did the policeman seem to behave in 

response to who the citizen was 'rather than'to how the citizen 

behaved? .Police behavior'in relation to each citizen could be 

classified in any of the following three categori.es: "obviously 

prejudiced", "showed some signs of prejudice", and "showed no 
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signs of prejudice". It must be emphasized that this is a 

f alice att~tudes. characterization .of police behavior, not a ,p 

Later in this report data are presented which show that the 

outward behavior of police officers differs quite substantially 
9 

from their attitudes; this seems particularly so for police 

prejudice. Policemen are a good deal more prejudiced in their 

attitudes tha~ they are prejudiced, i.e., discri~inato~, in 

their behavior. " 

The police appeared "obviously prejudiced" in 2 per cent 

of the total encounters with citizens of both races and they 
• I 

showed some signs of prejudice in 6 per cent of the cases. 

}\nalysis of the data for dispatched encounters discloses no 

evidence that officers are disp~oportionately discriminatory 

toward Negroes. Just as aggressive conduct of offic:ers is 

more characteristic of police interaction with whites than 

"th Negroes, so preJ'uu..l.·'·- ;.,':::~ .. " '. +-' l' h'" w~ "'- -~ .... :.::: :::=:"=:':'l~. :'. ~n Beerns S ~g .......... y 

more characteristic of police interaction with whites. 

When the degree ·of prejudiced behavior by officers is 

related to the emotional states of citizens, again differences 

by race and type of mobilization are small and they are not 

altogether consistf~nt. (See Table 7.) Consistency of differ-

ences by race or mobilization is not SUfficient to allow for 

generalizations. Slightly more whites are treated with some 

signs of prejudiced behavior than are Negroes, though the 

stronger generalization speaks to the absence of evidence that 

Negroes are subject to mbre signs of prejudice than whites. 

Prejudiced behavior toward whites is most commonly displayed 
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as discrimination on the basis of ethnic status, e.g., Puerto 

Rican, though other group identities may be important, such 

as misrar:.t or aeviant group status. Obvious prejudice is 

slight.1.y more frequent toward Negro than white citizens, but 

again the differences are small. It is also noteworthy that 

obviot.s prejudice is more closely related to the emotional 

state of the citizen than it is ~:o his race. 

J t is "lear that d=.scriminatioR" in the form of signs of 

prejuc.':':::::: ie rr:~re l:U::e!::t to be d5~cernible when citizens are 

agitated than when they are out¥a~dly calm, .whereas this is 
~ 

less cTPc:.ren.t when discrimination occurs in the form of 

obv ... ous prejudice. Yet when the propor,rc.ions of each type of 

prejuvi.ced behavior that occur when citizens . manifest differ--

ent emotional states are considered, the reverse is true: 

-:-rimination in the form of obvious prejudice occurs more 

~uHnt:_y 'Then citizens a:-:e agit.atl~d fran when they are out-

rdl~' (,,:·Irr!. ",ho:>ro:>as th:i~ 'i,e::: lo:>e:::'~ f'·.:r:i~er .. t when discrimination 

occurs:in the form of signs of prejudice. Forty-eight per cent 

of th~ "obviouElv prejudiced" behavior by police officers 

occurred when r:itizens l...rere agitated ane but 28 per cent of the 

polic~! behav~or 'Chat manifested rtsigns of . d' "took 1 - . preJu 1ce pace 

. when cit:.zens were agitated. Th ese proportions may be com-

pared :::; th~!":e obtaining for. police behavior with no signs of 

prejudice. Only 22 per cent of the unprejudiced treatment of 

ci tizE::.lls occ:l.4 ... red when c~~.: ---_ 
- -"'-'-_~oJ ,,;::::-e e.£'i ta. ted. There is some 

evidence, then, that preJ'udi~ed l' 
po 1ce behavior differentially 

arises when citizens a 
ppear to be highly involved, to the point 
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of excitement, in police-citizen transactions. 

"Prejudice" in Officer's Behavior and Citizen's Demeanor 

Both degrees of discrimination more often were noticed 

:i.V\ pCll:i ce behavior whem both white and Negro citizens were ..... ,....,. ... ;.-;:o..'.~~::-' •. ~ •• _ ... "'~.,_~_~-.;.;~~~~ ____________ ......... ________ _ 

£,~~'L!~t.".n.rJ:~.gonistically toward the officers than when they 

~,~:'~~.4:;,i 1J"~,9.!:.",'i:~ry deferential. This is discernible in the 

~lat.a f('fr bo,th kinds of mobilization situation. (See Table 8.) 

Altbcu~, th~ differences by race are not altogether con-

sistent, ~hon citizens of eit~er race behave antagonistically 

t.O'f.-la:r.;'d ofj:.ic;~;:rs in dispatched encounters, they are most 

~"ub5t:t,.~t ttl prejudiced behavior from officers. This is most 

,sr\t"i :;j~>·~jl~-:' .t~J~:'· white citizens in dispatched encounters where 28 

pel':' cent who behaved antagonistically were handled with "signs 

of prejudice" and 3 per cent with uobvious prejudice". Some-

what surprisingly, when Negro citizens behaved antagonistically 

toward officers, only 11 per cen't were treated with "signs of 

prejudice" and 4 per cent with obvious prejudice". Overall, 

then, twice as many whites as Negroes who behaved antagonistic­

ally toward the police in dispatched encounters were handled 

with some form of discrimination. 

Whatever the citizen behavior, whites more often than 

Negroes were handled with "signs of prejudice" in dispatched 

situations; Negroes were slightly more often treated with 

"signs of prejudice" in on-view encounters (if the cases 

wher~in citizen behavior was not ascertained are excluded). 

"Obvious prejudice" in handling by officers, however, was 
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slightly more common for Negroes when they were antagonistic 

than when whites were antagonistic, but -the differences are 

so small as to be inconclusive. 

Negativistic beha,,;ior by officers was more frequent when 

citizens were very deferential than might have been anticipated. 

Officers were more authoritarian toward citizens in on-view 

" situations who were very 'deferential than toward those who were 

only civil. 
The data on "signs of,prejudice", though not on 

"obvious prejudice", reveal a s'imilar pattern for whites in 

dispatched encounters ana Negroes in both types of rnobiliza-

tion, though the differences are very small. That there is no 

evidence that citizens were relatively exempt from "signs 'of 

prejudice" in police behavior, however,'is ~f interest in 

itself. Although there is no evidence here of a temporal 

causal relation between police prejudiced behavior and cit:izen 

deference, it is cle,ar that both were present in a given pro­

portion of interactive relationships between individual officers 

and individual citizens. 

When the' proportions of ,officers who exhibit types of 

prejudice in their behav'ior are considered, there is evidence 

that the police display relatively more prejudice when citizens 

are antagonistic than when they are civil or very deferential, 

even though a majority of the prejudiced behavior by police 

officers is directed at citizens who behave in a civil manner. 

When officers showed no signs of prejudice, 12 per cent ·of the 

citizens were very deferential, 76 per cent were civil, and 7 

per cent were antagonistic. When the officers showed "signs 
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of prejudice", 12 per cent of the citizens were very defer­

ential, 56 per cent were civil and 28 per cent were antagonis­

tic in their behavior~ The respective proportions for 

"obvious prejudice" were 5 per cent, 63 per cent, and 25 per 

cent. 

Citizens are disproportionately subject to prejudiced 

police behavior, then, when they behav~ antagonistically 

toward the police. And, a disproportionate "share" of the 

times that police behave in a prejudiced or discriminatory 

manner, they interact with citiz~ns who are "disrespectful". 

"Prejudice" of Officer and Sobriety of Citizen 

Citizens who seemed as if they had been drinking before 

the police arrived were more often treated with prejudice 

than were citizens who seemed fully sober. ~his was parti­

cularly characteristic 'of the police-citizen relationships 

involving "signs of prej\ldice" by the officers, less so in 

relationships where citizens were handled with "obvious 

prejudice". (See Table 9.) 

Negroes in on-view encounters who seemingly had been 

drinking alcoholic beverages were handled more often with 

either "obvious prejudice" or "signs of prejudice il than were 

whites, but 18 per cent of the wh't ' ~ ~s ~n on-view si'tuations 

whose sobriety was not s t' d . a cer a~ne were handled with "signs 

of prejudice". Yet in dispatched encounters more whites than 

Negroes were treated wi th "signs of prejudice" when they 

displayed some ~igns 
of drinking< Overall, however, Negroes 
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in on-view situations were treated with some form of prejudice 

in 28 per cent of the cases in which they were classified as 

drunk, but only 9 per cent of all whi'ce citizens who were drunk 

were treated in this way. 

Drunken citizens are in a highly vulnerable position in 

their relationships with the police. Ordinarily the setting 

of an on-view encounter with a drunk is a public place, making 

the drunk liable to arrest not only for drunkenness but for 

disorderly conduct as well. The police by contrast are subject 

to almost no departmental surveillance and control in the on-. , 

view encounter. The only surveillance, and hence control, of 

an officer's behavior in an on-view situation therefore comes 

from the drunk or the bystanders in a public place. Given 

these facts together with the condition that drunks are 

incapacitated somewhat by alcohol, they are particularly open 

to mi9treatment by policemen. It is significant that in the 

on-view encounter where police discretion is greatest Negroes 

are disproportionately the objects of prejudiced police conduct. 

Free of bureaucratic and often of interpersonal constraints as 

well, an officer's prejudice gives way to discrimination. The 

behavior of officers toward Negro drunks then may help explain 

why Negroes typically are ~ mere subject to prejudiced 

behavior by police officers than are wh~tes. 1\,T • "ormally, depart-

mental and citizen controls as well as the kind of "definition 

of the situation ll keep officer 'd' preJu ~ce from eventuating in 
discrimination. The dr~nken person in an on-view situation is 

not a "normal
ll 

situation in this sensei it is one type of 

... ..:.:;;::;:-...;;-<~~,.:;:-.;,"" .... ::,.....:.;,.;;;-.;...".,,;.''".,'' .. 
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encounter where police attitudes can manifest themselves in 

police behavior. 

When officers exrtibit prejudice in their behavior they 

are more likely to be involved with citizens who seem to have 

been drinking than when their behavior is without evidence of 

prejudice. still, when officers exhibit some form of pre-

judiced behavior, a majority of the citizens they deal with 

show no signs of intoxication. A little over 50 per cent of 

all prejudiced behavior by officers was directed toward 

citizens who showed no signs that they had been drinking. 
, I 

Almost 80 per cent of the unprejudiced police behavior was 

directed at seeming'ly sober citizens. Nevertheless, the 

citizen who seems under the influence of alcohol, like the 

emotionally agitated citizen and the antagonistic citizen, is 

disproportionately present in encounters ~here the officer 

exhibits prejudiced behavior or discrimination. 

Police Behavior and the Role of the Citizen in the Situa"tion 

Up to this point all of the citizens who had transactions 

with police officers during the observation period have been 

considered. Comparisons have been made to learn whether or not 

types of relationships between citizens and officers are affected 

by the race status of the citizen and the type of police mobil-

ization. Whether their role or status in a particular encounter 

with the police had affected these relationships was not 

examined. Rather, persons were treated in the purely civic 

role of citizen. They were not seen in situational roles in 

,­
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the encounter, as complaining to the police about an offense, 

asking for assistance of some kind, merely giving information 

to the police, or suspected as offender:fl ~ ,among other roles. 

Were there differences between the two races in the proportion 

of citi~~ns in any role 'in police encounters as, for example, 

if there were relatively more "suspects" in encounters with 

whi tes than \oli th Negroes, then there is a possibility these 

differences in role composition of encounters would have 

affected the differences we observed in poli;e and citizen 

behavior •. In our example, shou~d "suspects" on the average . , 

behave more aggressively toward the police, then differences 

in the proportion of "suspects" in arade group or type of 

mobilization could account for the differences we observed in 

Tables ,4, to 9. Analysis show.ed there were no significant 

differences by race in this respect; hence, we chose to ignore 

role ,differences in the comparisons already discussed .. 

It nevertheless is of interest t· . , o ~nqu~re ~f the police 

behave differently toward citizens when they are in one or 

another of the situational roles in police encounters. For 
1 . " . examp e, .+5 unprofessional" or prejudiced police behavior 

solely:diJ;ected at "suspects" or "offenders"- rather than at 

other oitizens? Do officers d.eviate from Ilhunian relations" 

expec'ta:tions when they deal with complainants and victims as 
well? 

Each citi,zen ,participant in l' 
po ~ce encounters Was J?laceq. 

in one of the followihg eight role categories: complainant l 

member of complainant grqup, 
'off~nder, mernbei' of offender _ 

:e?J~-:::_""'" "y.-,>- -.- ,,:---

',) , 
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group, victim, member 'of victim group, informant, and bystander. 
. 

These categories were not used as they are in either popular, 

legal, or police parlance, since all of these usages contain 

limitations or ambiguities which limit their usefulness in a 
. 

fi~ld observation setting. Observers were given the following 

definitions: a complainant is a person who wants police action 

in response to what he sees as an "offense" of some kindj e.g., 

a man whose car has been stolen or a woman who complains about 

a noisy party is a complainant. A member of a complainant group 

is a person who supports or ,stan.ds with the central complainant . 
. " 1 

An offender is either a person who is seen or treated as a 

possible violator of the law or as a person who is not fulfilling 

role obligations or expectations that the complainant regards as 

"legal" . The first kind of offender is represented by a person 

accused of a larceny, the second kind by a man whose wife thinks 

~e has been negligent in fulfilling his obligations as husband 

or head of the household. A member of an offender group is a 

person who supports or stands with the offender. A citizen is 

called a victim who needs or requests help or a service from 

the police in a situation that does not involve an "offense" or 

possible criminal violatio~ of an~ kind, e.g., a sick or 

accidentally injured person. A member of a victim group is a 

person who supports or is behaviorally concerned about a victim. 

The informant is a participant who gives information relevant 

to the nature of any situation or incident but who does not 

support or stand with any of the more involved participants; he 

is, however, mOl: than a mere guide or person who gives 

I 
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information only about the location of a situation. 

bystander is nothing more than an onlooker. 

The 

These role categories were used to capture both the mean-

ing of a police encounter for a citizen as well as his behavior 

in the face-tor-face situation. Further, these are the most 

general situational roles that citizens may pl~y in police 

encounters. More specific roles may be included for any given 

general role. Thus, an informant might be a witnGss to an 

incident, or he might simply be a source of information about 

one or more of the participants. Likewise, a complainant may 

or may not be a person willing to-sign a complaint charging 

someone with a law violation. 

The roles citizens played are related to the g~neral 

manner of the police in Table 10. To simplify the tabulation 

and increase the visibility of the differences complainant 

and member of complainant group, offender and member of 

offender group, and victim and member of victim group are 

combined into simple classes. The percentage of citizens in 

each role who were objects of police hostility, brusqueness, 

ridicule, business-like behavior or good humor are compared. 

Citizens other than offenders are handled . ln an aggressive 

or brusque manner by the police, even though offenders (and 

members of an offender group) clearly . are dlsproportionately 
subject to such police conduct. Off 

__ e_n_d_e_r=s-=i::;n:...'...::o::.:n:.:-_v~i~e:.!w~s~i~t~u~a:::._ 
tions were handled aggressively b 

-- _ a out as often as were those 
in dispatched situations. 

White offenders in on-view encounters 

were treated in an abrasive or "unprofessional" manner 
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of some form in 23 per cent of the cases; it was roughly the 

same for Negroes at 25 per cent. The proportion for white 

offenders in dispatched encounters was higher than that for 

Negroes, 29 per cent compared with 18 per cent for Negro 

offenders. 

The differences between some of the other role categories 

are also of some interest. Complainants (and members of a 

complainant group) were second to offenders in the frequency 

of contact with aggressive or negativistic police officers. 

Ci tizens in distress as victims. (or members of a victim group) 
I 

were least often handled abrasiveiy by the officers, though 

they were not totally exempt from such police behavior. 

It was noted earlier that the police behaved in a good­

humored fashion tcward whites more often than toward Negroes, 

whereas the police are relatively more business-like or 

routinized when they deal with Negroes compared to whites. 

The police often are good-humored or jovial for the sake of 

"human relations" or "public relations", but this behavior 

also may express a more personal rather than a professional 

police relationship with some citizens. In both dispatched 

and on-view situations white victims were handled with good 

humor or joviality proportionately more than any other status-
ro.le category of citizens. But Negro victims less often were 

handled with good humor than were white offenders. 
It seems, 

then, that vlhile policemen generally do not 
- disproportionately 

behave a ressivel 
toward Ne roes, the dis-

EEo ortionatel behave amiabl 
ositivel toward white 

~~ t 
t 

.,t 
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citizens. Police work with Negroes is kept more on "civil" 

or "bureaucratic" terms ("business-like"- or "routinized") but 

less on "personal" ("good-humored" or "jovial") terms than is 

police work with white citizens. 

Several findings' from the observation study that suggest 

two paradoxes may be summarized now. 

The first paradox relates to the dominant mode of conduct 

that police and citizens effect toward one another. The 

dominant mode of behavior of the police toward citizens is to 

treat them in a "business-lik!=", "routinized", or lIimpersonal" , 

fashion. Seventy-four per cent of all citizens in encounters 

were treated by the police in this way. Such conduct is often 

termed "bureaucratic" or "civil" and attributed to officials 

in civil service systems. Correlatively we find that the 

dominant mode of behavior of citizens toward officers is "to 

respond in a "civil" fashion. Seventy-six per cent of all 

citizens were observed as behaving with civility toward the 

police. And as Table 5 shows, more often than not civil behavior 

by the police occurs with civil behavior by the citizen. 

Herein lies a paradox, however. The citizen who treats 

the officer with civility may regard civility in the officer 

as a sign of disrespect. And, the officer who meets civility 

in the citizen may perceive it as a sign of disrespect. The 

paradox arises because of their reciprocal expectations. The 

citizen wants the officer to behave with more than civility; 

he wants to betreatep. as a "person" or with what has come to 

be termed, a "human relations" perspective. The officer wants 
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the citizen to behave with more than civility, to show defer­

ence toward his authority. It is striking that in a civil 

society, behavior with civility is not enough. Expectations 

for deference and for personal treatment lie outside a system 

of civil bureaucratic treatment. In part this arises because 

the police continue to operate within a "traditional bureau­

cracy" where legitimate authority is at the center while the 

citizen increasingly demands a "'human relations bureaucracy" 

where the "person" is at the center. Clearly the problems 

lie in the structure and operation of organizations. , , 

The second paradox arises from the differential treatment 

officers give citizens according to their race and the 

responses citizens make to such treatment. When the police 

officer departs from the model of civil treatment of citizens 

in a positive fashion by good-humored or jovial treatment of 

citizens, he is more likely to do so toward white than Negro 

citizens; 21 per cent of the wh;te c;t;zens .... ........ were treated in 

this way as contrasted with 12 per cent of Negroes. Correla­

tively, when the officer departs from the model of civil 

treatment in a negative fashion, with host;le, ... authoritarian, 

or belittling behavior, he also is more likely to do so toward 

whi te than Negro citizens'; roughly tw;ce as ... many white as 

Negro citizens were treated with aggress;ve b h ... e avior by the 

police. Furthermore, the police act more harshly toward' 

antagonistic white than they do t d ' owar antagonJ.stic Negro 

citizens. The differences in treatment 
of whites and Negroes 

are largely accounted for by th f e act that the l' . po J.ce are mqre 

-'-'!~~""<" ~~~'";,~~-----" .. ~=';:.::;':'::::::;.;;:=;~~~";:":,: -:: c~:;:,,,;:.:o~7-;:;.::::;;:;"::"~-:~-:::,~ ... ~.i.~ 
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likely to treat Negro citizens with civility; 80 per cent of 

all Negro citizens were treated in this way as contrasted with 

66 per cent of all white citizens. 

This suggests that when the police depart from the model 

of "civil treatment~ of citizens, they are more likely to 

treat white than Negro citizens with both traditional "human 

relations" and traditional "punitive" perspectives. Indeed, 

there is somewhat of a paradox; why should the police treat 

white citizens both more positively and more negatively than 

Negro citizens? The answer ,may lie in the expectations of the 
I 

police vis-a-vis white as contrasted with Negro citizens and 

tee structure of the modern policing system. The structure 

of the modern policing system is still very traditional in the 

way that officers relate to citizens. The traditional human 

relations perspective was to use humor and joviality toward 

citizens as a means of obtaining conformity or relating to 

them; at the same time sanctions were generally punitive for 

failure to conform. This is the traditional way of behaving 

toward persons in terms of their conduct or the "face" they 

present to the police. At the same time it should be apparent 

that given these expectations, police officers are more likely 

to respond to a white citizen's behavior in this fashion si.nce 

he is expected to behave toward the officer in the prescribed 

traditional ways. Negroes present somewhat of a different 

problem given the strong pressures both within and without 

police systems to have the officers behave positively toward 

the Negro citizen. The outcome is not a human relations 
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approach (often presumed to be taught to police officers) but 

increased civility in conduct toward them. The officer has 

an obligation to treat them with civility but hardly as 

"persons" in the traditional sense. Indeed, they may not 

regard Negroes as "persons" in th<e traditional sense. What is 

lacking, it seems, is a "human relations" approach toward both 

white and Negro citizens that is based on the rights and 

digni ty of indi vidua Is and a recogn;f tion of them as persons 

rather than as clients. But agai~, paradoxically that problem 

is at the center of all ci~il service bureaucracies. 

How the degree of "prejudice<1I police display toward 

citizens is related to the role a citizen has in their 

encounter is given in Table 11. Though officers slightly 

more often handled offenders with "signs of prejudice", both 

levels of prejudice occur with surprising frequency in all 

role. cc3.'tegories. Indeed, police behavior was "obviousll 

prejudiced" no more frequently for offenders than it was for 

victims, and the proportions for complainants and bystanders 

are similar to those for Offenders and victims. 

Police conduct toward citizens according to their roies 

in encounters is quite different for their prejudiced as 

compared with their aggressive and authoritarian conduct. 

Thus, 45 per cent of all "obviously prejudiced" police behavior 

and 46 per cent of all that showed "signs of prejudice" was 

directed at offenders, while 82 per cent of all hostile or 

provocative and 81 per cent of all brusque or h 
aut oritarian 

police behavior was directed at offenders. 
Similarly, while 
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29 per cent of all "obviously prejudiced" police behavior and 

37 per cent of all that showed "signs of prejudice" was 

directed at complainants, only 12 per cent of all hostile and 

provocative behavior was directed at them. Finally, it also 

is clear that victims ~re more subject to prejudiced police 

behavior than to hostile or provocative behavior; 17 per cent 

of all "obviously prE:judiced" police behavior and 8 per cent 

of that showing "signs of prejudice" compared to only 2 per 

cent of the hostile or provocative police behavior was directed 

at victims. 

Another way of viewing the contrast in the treatment 

police give citizens in various roles is to see how much more 

behavior is directed at them than would be expected given the 

amount of cGntact the pol;ce h . th . t' ~ ave W1 C1 1zens in any given 

role. Thus 33 per cent of all police encounters include con­

tacts with offenders. Y t 4'6 e, per cent of all contacts where 

police show prejudice toward citizens and over 80 per cent of 

all contacts where they behave in a host;le or h' ... aut or~tarian 

manner are with offenders. Similar comparisons can be made 

for complainants and victims, who are included in 41 per'cent 
and 8 per cent respectively of all police encounters. 

The general negative conduct of l' po ~cemen toward citizens 

evidenced as hostile or author't .... b . 
1 ar~an ehav~or and as prejudiced 

or discriminatory behavior then rou t 
s vary somewhat independently 

of one another. Such is to be 
expected, assuming that the 

general conduct of officers is 
in good part a reaction only to 

citizen behavior, wh;le . ~ d1scrimination or prejudiced police 

-63-

behavior may also be a reaction to the citizen's status or 

social identity. Since the general conduct of officers varies 

more by citizen role than does their prejudiced behavior, it 

probably is because citizen behavior varies considerably more 

with his role in the encounter than does his status or identity. 

Prejudiced police behavior may be oriented solely to a citizen's 

status or identity; his general conduct is a more specific 

response to how the citizen behaves in the situation. 

The demeanor of citizens toward the police is related to 

their role in the encounter in Table 12. Although most 

. citizens in any role are civil toward the police, this is least 

characteristic of offenders. Offenders are more often antagon­

istic toward the police than are citizens of any other role 

category. White offenders are somewhat less antagonistic toward 

the police than are Negroes in dispatched encounters, but they 

are more antagonistic than Negroes in on-view encounters. One-

in-five white offenders responded with antagonistic behavior 

at being stopped, usually in a public place, by a policeman. 

Victims are less frequently antagonistic toward officers 

than are citizens of any other role. Recalling that victims 

are as often targets of "obvious prejudice" as are offenders, 

they nonetheless are seldom the objects of aggressive police 

behavior. This finding supports the proposition that the 

general conduct of the police may vary independently of ~heir 

prejudiced behavior, since police prejudice is partly a response 

to citizen identity while their general conduct is more a 

response to citizen behavior. 
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Table 12: Per Cent Distribution by General Demeanor and Race of Citizens 
According to the Role of the Citizen in Encounter with the 
Police and Type of Mobilization of the Police. 

Role of Citizen in Police Encounter 

Complainant, Offender, Victim, Informant Bystander Not 
or in or in or in Ascertained 

General Demeanor Race Complainant Offender Victim 
of citizen Group~/ Group Group 

D OV D OV D OV D OV 

Total Number of 
White 1697 26 988 311 304 20 254 11 

Mobilizations Negro 1950 52 1342 508 441 ·25 243 9 

Per Cent of White 46 6 27 77 8 5 . 7 3 
Mobilizations Negro 41 8 28 74 9 4 5 1 

White ],2 23 7 9 J4 i"5 9 -
Very Deferential -

Negro 13 15 11 15 20 4 12 * 
White 83 73 "J,"3 66 74 80 87 100 

Civil 
Negro 80 83 68 65 69 88 81 * 
White 3 - 13 20 1 - 2 -

Antagonistic 
Negro 3 2 16 14 3 - 3 * 
White 2 4 7 5 11 5 2 -

Not Ascertained 
Negro 4 5 6 8 8 4 * -
White 100 100 100 100 10C 100 100 100 

Total Per Cent 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 * Negro 

- ------- -

~ D = Dispatches; OV = On-Views 

*Per cent not calculated where there are fewer than 10 observations. 

**Less than 0.5 per cent. 
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D OV D OV 

386 35 55 1 

691 95 54 1 

10 9 4 ** 
15 14 1 ** 

3 8 4 * 
6 - 15 * 

73 72 87 * 
68 65 77 * 

4 - 2 * 
5 5 2 * 

20 20 7 * 
21 30 6 * 

100 100 100 * 
100 100 100 * 
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The way that a citizen's role in encounters with the 

police affects his behavior toward them is brought into 

sharper relief if we examine what types of roles are found 

for each kind of citizen demeanor than if we examine the 

demeanor of citizens in each type of role~ Looking first at 

antagonistic behavior toward the police, it is apparent that 

offenders apcount for a disproportionate share of the antagon-
, 

istic behavior toward them, as 70 per cent of the antagonistic 

behavior of citizens observed in police encounters was accounted 

for by offenders. Though a large proportion of the hostile 

citizen behavior with which police officers are confronted is 

offender behavior, the fact that almost one-in-three cases of 

antagonistic conduct by citizens arises in interaction with 

complainants, victims, informants and bystanders is not insigni-

ficant; 17 per cent was by complainants, ~! per cen"c by victims, 

2 per cent by informants, and 8 per cent was accounted for by 

bystanaers. It is obvious that free flowing or harmonious 

interpersonal relations are problematic for police officers 

regardless of whom they have contact with. That bystanders 

comprise a problem for the police is evident in the fact that 

one-in-twelve cases of antagonistic behavior toward the police 

is by a bystander. That antagonistic behavior toward the police 

can arise from any citizen role in an encounter is consistent 

with the policeman's view that any encounter with citizens con-

~ tains an element of unpredictability. As some officers say: 

c."....~ "You never know when something will blow up in your face." 
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The general conduct and manifest "prejudice" ot: police 

officers have been statistically analyzed in this section for 

various behavioral characteristics of citizens who take part 

in relationships or transactions with policemen. It has become 

clear that citizens who are emotionally demonstrative, who 

behave antagonistically towB.rd officers, \'lho give evidence that 

they are under the influence of alcohol; and who are, as 

offenders, in an adversarial role relationship with officers 

are disproportionat~ly the object~ of police aggressiveness 

and o!;,en host!li ty in face-to-f.ace si tua.tions. These same , 

citizens, except those in the roie of offender or suspect, are 

disproportionately the targets of prejudiced behav:lor or dis­

crimination on the part of officers. 

Comparisons according to the race of citizens have yielded 

no significant evidence that Negroes 11 
~enera ~ are more often 

the objects of police aggressiveness or prejudice than are 

whites; i£ anything, the reverse is the case. It appears, how-
ever, that while officers do not behave 

more often in a negative, 
manner toward Negroes with host'l't - b 

~ ~ y, rusqueness or ridicule . , 
they less often treat them ' , 

~n a pos~tive manner, with good 

humor or joviality. Policemen appear, therefore, to relate 

more "personally" toward whites. 
'i..'h~.ir behavior toward Negroes 

may be correspondingly more "bu ' 
reaucratJ.c" or merely "civil". 

Comparisons by -type of police mobilization , whether the 
police were dispatched by radio to 

an encounter, or whether 
they initiated it themselves, do not 

usually reveal marked and 
consistent differences in officer or citizen behavior. 
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Variation in police conduct, then, is most strongly 
, 

related to the way situations influence citizen and .officer 

behavior. v~ha t. officers bring to an encoun ter in the way of 

motivational predispositions may be less consequential in 

determining their behavior than are the conflicts and con­

straints that arise in the situational transactions with 

citizens. A clearer understanding of police-citizen trans-

actions should strive for greater clarification of the patterns 

their behavior assumes in different kinds of transactions and 

circumstances. Less emphasis:mi~ht well be given to what 

policemen and citizens' think about one another. To the degree 

that citizen and officer attitudes and predispositions are 

im};.;ortant in understanding the behavior of both in encount.ers, 

it rests in an un.derstanding of the conditions under which 

attitudes and predispositiohs carryover into their behavior. 

Equally if not more important, however, is an understanding 

of how the nature of encounters determines the behavior of 

both officers and citizens. 

Police-Suspect Transactions 

Officers in the patrol divisiop of a police department come 

into contact with citizens who in one ~ay or another are defined 

as "suspects" or "offenders", whether or not t~ere technically 

is an arrest. Arrest always presumes that the ci tize.n is 

defined as an offender, but many offenders never are arrested 

even following contact with the police. Uow a citizen comes to 

be defined as a suspect or of£ender is no single or simple 
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process in many police encounters. Where the violation of the 

law occurs in the presence of the officer, the officer may 

begin his relationship with a citizen presuming that he is 

dealing with an offender. But whenever the police are mobilized 

by citizens phoning the department, by citizens in field set­

tings, or by coming into a police station, the police must 

soml:how identify citizens in their respective roles that relate 

to police goals. Much of this identification depends upon 

soliciting information. 

complainants, offenders , 
They learn by questioning who are the 

witnes~e~, and other parties in the 

situation, whether this is a simple or a cross-complaint situa-

tion, and so on. But officers learn. not only by . questl.oning. 
Where, in the judgement of the f 

o ficer, there is reason to 

believe he may be confronting an offender or "suspect" or a 

"suspicious" person who has committed or 
is committing a crime, 

he traditionally has utilized other 
means such as stopping and 

searching a person and his property in a 
public place or under-

taking a search of the person's 
property on being called to or 

entering a private place. 

There is considerable 
i controversy Over the nature of police 

procedures in identifying 
persons as suspects or offenders and 

in securing evidence that a criminal 
violation has been 

cowmitted. The general procedures that are 
used--interviewing 

and investigation--are presumably not at 
issue. Rather, it is 

the conditions under which the 
se occur. 

Some attempt was made 
in the observation studies th 

, erefore, to gather information. 
about what are generally' ter d 

me personal and 
property searches, 
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field interrogations, confessions or admissions, the use of 

threats, citizen requests for consultation with an attorney 

or third party, and the officer's apprising a citizen of his 

constitutional rights in law enforcement encounters. 

These terms all are subject to ambiguity of definition. 

Neither the police nor any sector of the legal system has been 

able to make clear in an operational sense precisely what is 

meant by such terms as "search", "interrogation", "confession", 

"threat", "request" or "an apprising", no matter how clear the 

language of the statement. For that reason, it was particularly 
• I 

difficult to translate what occurs in a field observational 

setting into the concepts of the legal system. Choosing but 

two examples, those of interrogation and confession, may make 

the problem clear. When does interviewing or questioning 

become an interrogation? A'police officer comes into many 

situations with no prior knowledge of who the parties are when 

he meets them. He mu~t interview people to get information, 

to define the situation, and to identify the parties in it. 

At what point, if any, is the interviewing an interrogation? 

When does some form of questioning become an oral confession? 

Are all admissions to be regarded a~ confessions, or only some? 

Admittedly in the absence of a complete record of what 

went on in any police-citizen transaction, judgement enters 

into what is to be recorded as taking place. The lan9uage 

or concepts used to record what took place may also reflect 

judgements, albeit very subtle ones. This posed a problem in 

field re.cording, particularly s·ince so many l~gal terms lack 
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precise operational definition in any scientific sense. For 

that reason, operational criteria were s~ecified for each 

definition, criteria that may not always coincide with legal 

c3:i teria. 

Any form of questioning beyond a request for mere identi­

fication in a field setting that defined a person as a 

"suspect" or "offender" was called a field interrogation. 

Whenever such questioning brought forth some oral statement 

that identified the person as an offender, it was called an 

admissl.·on. Tl~e c 't' k • rJ. erJ.a rna e no assumption about the motiva-

tion of the officer in asking questions nor of the citizen in 

answering them. Furthermo th d re, ey 0 not assume that admissions 

were made to the form of questioning itself, e.g., as answers 

to a "direct" question. What d f' d was e J.ne as a field interroga-

tion and an admissJ.·on by b t' o serva J.onal criteria does not 

necessarily correspond then with what goes on in "questioning" 

in a police station (or the so-called '" t J.n errogation room" 

at a station) nor with the formally acknowledged confession 

that is admitted as evidence in ' a trlal proceeding. 

A search was said to occur h w enever an officer, with one 

exception, physically inspected th e person or property of 

anyone. The exception was in searches of vehl.·cles. 
Any inten-

sive visual search of an automob'l ' 
J. e '\<7l. th a view to obtaining 

evidence was also defined as a search. 

Defining the use of "threats" posed 
pr?blems as well. Any 

time that the officer h soug t compliance f rom the citizen by 
making statements that he would 

arrest, detain, or take the 
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citizen to the station unless he complied were defined as 

threats. It should be clear that menacing statements to use 

force were not defined as threats. Such statement's were 

included among types of constraints in the process of question­

ing. Constraints were classified according to whether they 

were verbal or physical constraints. Verbal constraints were 

any statements compelling citizens to comply on grounds of 

adverse consequences for failure to do so. These adverse 

consequences may have been insinuated or made explicit. They 

range from threats of detention or arrest to threats of physical 

violence. Physical constraints included simple constraints 

such as getting the person to enter the police vehicle, to 

physically holding or restraining the person, and to restraint 

at gunpoint. The criterion common to all of these is that 

constraint occurs whenever the citizen is in some way bound to 

a ~ituation by more than authority in the relationship, bound 

by compelling or constraining influences communicated to the 

citizen in any way. Though some 'of the constraints may border 

on "voluntary" actions, such as entering a police vehicle on 

"invitation" of the officer, the point of view taken for the 

research was that a citizen is restrained to a degree whenever 

he is requested to enter "police territory" rather than continue 

where he was when the transaction began. Indeed, since the. 

research occurred during the SU!LL'Il1er months, no ,such invitation 

seemed neces,~~-~.ryto insure the comfort of officers and citizens. 

Some statements that are commonly called threats were 

included within yet another classification .. Observers were 
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asked to record the kinds of approaches officers made to 

citizens to get information. Approaches were classified accord­

ing to whether the officer made a polite request to get infor­

mation, simply began questioning, issued a rather impersonal 

summons to the citizen ~o approach the officer for questioning, 

or whether he issued a brusque or nasty command to the citizen 

to approach for the questioning. Quite clearly, the brusque 

or nasty commands include menacing statements that can be 

classified as threats. 

Perhaps the greatest difficulty occurred in operational-

'izing the definition of an arrest. What the necessary and 

sUfficient co~ditions are to comprise an arrest are far from 

clear. One criterion would be "booking" for an offense, but 

in the field setting ob~ervers were not alway.s able to obtain 

that information given the requirement that they remain with 

the officers GU a particular watch and assignment. Operation­

ally an arrest was said to occur in a field setting whenever an 

officer announced that the citizen was under arrest, he called 

for a police vehicle to transport the persons to the station, 

or he transported them in the vehicle to which he was assigned 

on a "take you in" announcement. It is known that some of these 

persons were subsequently released without booking. For research 

purposes, they are classified as "arrests made", however. 

Requests for consultation and apprising of rights were 

somewhat less of a problem. Th . 
e maln elements specified in 

the Miranda decision were looked for in any apprising of rights: 

the right to remain silent, that anything said might be held 
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against the citizen, the r~ght to counsel, and that counsel 

would be appointed if the citizen could not- afford.it. Whether 

or not all of these are ge:rmane in a field setting is an open 

question as is the question of when the officer complies. For 

example, if an officer says only that an attorney will be 

appointed if the offender qannot afford one, does he imply that 

the person. has a right to an attorney? Similarly, though a 

request to "make a call" was defined as a request for consulta­

tion, is it sufficient to constitute a citizen request for 

consultation? 

In interpreting what follows, the reader must keep in mind 

that these operational definitions of the research investigation 

are based on aiiteria of observation, not those of a legal 

fiction or of practice in the legal system. The operationaliza­

tion of legal concepts in research on the law enforcement' 

s;s~em poses very real problems for both the legal schoiar and 

the behavioral scient~st. For scientific purposes, legal con­

cepts are ~ot readily made operational for research, particularly 

for observational research if motives are at stake. Yet for 

le~al purposes, such operational concepts may raise more 

que~tions than they answer . 

Transactions between police officers and suspects or 

offenders are examined in this section by considering whether 

the race and social class status of suspects or offenders and 

the type of mobilization of the police (whether a dispatched 

or an on-view mobilization) affects how officers conduct 

personal and property searches and interrogations, admissions 
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or "confessions", whether officers use threats and apprise of 

rights, and whether citizens request consultation with an 

attorney or other third party. Comparisons by social class 

status of citizens are not always possible, however. By 

selecting high crime rate precincts for the observational study, 

the opportunity to observe white-collar suspects was substanti­

ally reduced. 

In the high crime rate precincts included in this study, 

95 per cent of the mobilizations of the police patrol originate 

as either dispatches or on-views. I The remaining 5 per cent 

are mobilizations by citizens in a field setting. Not all 

mobilizations eventuate in contact t or ransactions with citizens. 

Of those that led to contact with Cl.'tl.'zens, the great bulk, 79 

per cent originated as dispatches. Another 16 per cent originated 
as on-view mobilizations. Mobilizations that lead to contacts 

wi th ',ci tizens are affected very little by the type of mobiliza-
tion, since 81 per cent of 11 b ~ mo ilizations originated as 
dispatches and 14 per cent as on-views. The probability that 

a mobilization will result in contact 

roughly the same for dispatched as it 
with a citizen, then, is 

is for on-view encounters. 
The proportion of police encounters with suspects or 

offenders is not as heavily accounted for by 

A total of 1,488 incidents as might appear. 
dispatch situations 

involved police 
contact with suspects or possl.'bl 

e offenders. Of th at total, 
61 per cent were dispatch encounters; 34 p er cent were on-views, 
and 5 per cent were field mopilizations. 
then, l-in-3 

During the observation, 
olice transqctions with sus 

ects or Offenders 
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occurred through an officer's own initiative rather than in 

response to a citizen complaint. 

It is not surprising that on-views account for a dispro­

portionate share of the suspect contacts. When an officer 

initiates interaction with a person or group on the street or 

in a public place it typically relates to a suspicion or con-

viction on his part that ~iolative behavio; has occurred or 

is about to occur. A ci,tizen in need of assistance simply 

is not visible to an officer on patrol. Consequently, 85 per 

cent of the on-view citizen contacts involved police inter-
I 

action with a possible :offender, while only 32 per cent of 

dispatched and 25 per cent of field mobilization contacts 

did so. (See 'l'able 13.) 

Many "offenders" in on-view situations, however, are 

merely traffic offenders. For these encounters many of the 

procedural restrictions of the criminal law are not as germane 

since generally only a summons is issued. Moreover, many dis-

patched mobilizations include "offenders" who are not very 

likely to be processed as offenders in the legal system, e.g., 

mischievous teenagers or unruly spouses in domestic squabbles. 

Indeed considerable discretion to arrest or detain is exercised 

in such encounters with citizens. 

A very inclusive category of "offender" was used for t~e 

study. Included are any persons whom the police processed as 

offender by an arrest or at ~east transported to the station 

for booking. But also included are persons who at any point 

in the situational interaction the police treated at least for 
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a time as offenders, or against whom some citizen in the 

situation made an allegation to that effect. "Offenders" in 

this sense include persons who for some time were regarded 

as "suspects"; the terms, therefore, are used interchangeably 

in this discussion. 

There are several reasons why the most common police-

citizen transaction, the dispatch mobilization, usually does 

not involve police contact with a suspect. Ordinarily non-

criminal incidents such as "sick calls", accidental injuries, 

problems with animals, and civil disputes originate as dis-. 
patched mobilizations. Added to these are the reports of 

crimes that are "cold", crimes that usually occur in the 

absence of the complainant, such as auto theft, burglary, 

larceny, and vandalism. ~or these situations usually only a 

complainant is present and-the patrol ofticer simply fills 

o~t a report. There is no opportunity for contact with a 

suspect. Finally, even when dispatched mobilizations arise 

when a citizen telephones the police about an, incident "in 

progress", the of Lenders may leave the scene before the police 

arrive. The offender quite commonly is gone before the police 

arrive in such serious crimes as burglary or robbery "in 

progress ii and aggravated as saul ts, and in such situations as 

the peeping Torn, teenager rowdyism, fights, street disturb-

ances, drinking or gambling in public, or other cases wherein 

the complainant reacts to what he sees as an offense in progress. 

Finally, even when the police arrive at a dispatched location, 

since the offender present in the situation not uncommonly is 
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a relative of or is known to the complainant, the "offender" 

status may be redefined before the arrival of the police. 

The probability that a situation will involve police­

suspect interaction is related not only to the type of mobiliza­

tion but also to the social class status of the citizen parti­

cipants. This probability, however, is not related to the 

race of the participants. (See Table 13.) Both dispatched 

and on-view police encounters with citizens are more likely to 

involve police-suspect interaction when blue-collar citizens 

are'involved than when the part~cipants are white-collar. 

Considering the dispatched situations only, it may be inferred 

that white-collar citizens less often directly confront 

offenders than do blue-collar citizens. Likewise, when the 

police initiate contact with white-collar citizens on the 

street, the citizens are less likely to be seen by the police 

as suspects than are blue-collar citizens in an on-view contact. 

The probability that an arrest will be made is related 

somewhat differently to type of mobilization. On-view con­

tacts, understandably, are more than twice as likely to result 

in arrest as ar.e dispatched contacts. h' 
W ~le 14 per cent of all 

on-view contacts with citizens result ' 
~n an arrest, it is only 

6 per cent for dispatched contacts. ( 
See Table 13.) This ratio 

of arrests in on-view as compared w;th 
4 dispatched encounters is 

approximately the same as the ratio of 
contact with possible 

offenders in on-view as compared with d' 
~spatched contacts. 

This suggests that the mobilization d'ff 
~ erence in the probability 

of arrest is in good part a functi f' 
on 0 d~fferences in the 

'iitlll .. 
1 
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t 'th a suspect in the two mobilization probability of contac W.l. 

settings. And, indeed, while the probability that an arrest 

will be made is greater in an on-view than a dispatched contact 

(though more arrests are made in the former than the latter 

encounters), the prob~bility that a contact with a possible 

offender will eventuate in an arrest is slightly greater in 

a dispatched than in an on-view encounter. Roughly one-in-five 

contacts with possible offenders in dispatched encounters 

eventuates in an arrest, while one-in'-six contacts with possible 

offenders in on-views leads to an arrest. If this difference 

is taken as a rough measure of discretion to arrest, then again 

it appears that more discretion is exercised in on-view than 

t Much of th.l.'s difference could be in dispatched encoun ers. 

accounted for by more traffic offenders in the on-view mobiliza-

tion, however. 

The likelihood that a white citizen will be arrested is 

about the same in dispatched as in on-view mobilization 

encounters while a Negro citizen is more likely to be arrested 

in a dispatched than in an on-view encounter. Among.white 

citizens, however, a white-collar citizen is rnore likely to be 

arrested in a dispatched than an on-view encounter while the 

reverse is true ~br blue-collar citizens. Among blue-collar 

Negroes, there are no differences in the probability of arrest 

by type of mobilization. Furthermore, among blue-collar 

citizens, it is only the white blue-collar citizen in a dis­

patched encounter who has a slibstantially lower probability of 

arrest. The least likely person to be arrested is a whi·te-collar 
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citizen in an on-view encounter. Overall, class differences 

are somewhat more salient than race differences in explaining 

the patterns of arrest in dispatched and on-view encounters. 

Personal ai,d Property Searches 

The probability of a search being conducted is about one­

in-five for all suspects in &ispatched and on-view mQbiliza-

tions. (See Table 14.) Both whites and Negroes are slightly 

less likely to be searched in an on-view than in dispatched 

encounters. As for arrests, a white-collar qitizen is more 
• I . 

likely to be searched in a dispatched than an on-view encounter' 

and the reverse is true for blue-collar whites. Again there 

are no differences in the likelihood of a search for Negro 

blue-collar citizens by the mobilization setting. In fact, 

the likelihood of a search being conducted is the same (a 

search for every 4 encounters) for all blue-collar citizens in 

dispatched settings ~',here the like.1ihood is one-in-five for 

all citizens. 

Personal searches are more comparable in dispatched and 

on-view encounters than are property searches, since the on­

view property search almost invariably is a vehicle search 

rather than a search of premises. The conditions under which 

a vehicle search occurs probably bear a closer . . sJ.nu.lari ty to 

those accompanying~ a "stop and frisk" personal search than 

they do, to ordinary searches of premises. Procedural restric­

tions 011 vehicle Searches differ from those for other kinds of 

property searches, though at the 
preSent time they remain unclear 
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from the point of view of the police officer. There is little 

logioal basis, then, for comparing property searches by type 

of mobilization. That is, searches of premises and vehicle 

searches should not be compared. 

Personal searches are conducted more frequently than 

property searches for both whites and Negroes, and in both 

types of mobilization encounters. This is a good deal more 

pronounced when the~uspects are Negro than when they are white. 

(See Table 15.) Indeed, relative to the frequency with which 

they are "frisked", Negroes are rarely the objects of in-the­

field property searches, particularly in dispatched encounters. 

Observers judged whether or not the personal searches 

they witnessed appeared, in their opinion, to be necessary 

for the protection of the police officer. The legality of 

the personal s~.a,rch depends upon necessity for self-protection 

if .it is not "incident to" an arr-est and ~f permission is not 

asked and received. Personal searches J"frisks") occurred far 

more frequently than did arrests J so the observer's judgement 

was significant from a legal standpoint. This is particularly 

true, given that routine frisks after arrest, such as those 

conducted at the time of transportation of a suspect to the 

police station, are not included in these observations. 

Observers in on-view encounters judged frisks necessary 

for the officer's protection less often when Negroes than 

whites were searched; the reverse is true for searches in dis-

",pat9hed mobilization encounters. 
(See Table 16.) These find-

ings are consistent with presumptions about police and citizen 
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behavior in the two situations. Assuming that poli~e discre-

tion is greater in the on-view encounter, it could also be 

assumed that officers will exercise that discretion more often 

with Negroes than whit~s (whether on grounds of a higher crime 

rate for Negroes than whites in these cities or on grounds of 

discrimination, or some other basis). Correlatively, aggra­

vated assaults and other 'kinds of violence are more commonly 

observed for N~groes than whites in dispatched encounters in 

these cities so that the officer more likely would need to 

search NegroeS than whites for his own protection in dispatched 

encounters. 

Also consistent with this presumption is another finding 

on personal searches: officers more often ask Negro suspects 

for their permission before the frisk than whites in dispatch 

situation5, but in on-views the reverse is found. The d±ffer-

ences are very small, however. For dispatched encounters, 

permission was asked of Negroes in 6 per cent of the frisks; 

for whites the proportion was 2 per cent." In on-views, NegroeS 

were asked in 8 per cent of the cases compared to 11 per cent 

for whites. The 'more significant finding probably is the 

rather small proportion of suspects--of either race--who are 

asked for ermission before the are sub'ected to a ersonal 

search. 
It should not be assumed that suspects expect the condi­

tions for legality or even for what some may consider civility 

to be met when they have dealings with the police. If oral 

objections by suspects are any index of the degree of suspect 
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d', .. . appears that whites more often than ~ssat~sfaction, then ~t 

Negroes are dissatisfied with police conduct in personal 

search situations. A white suspect made an objection in 21 

per cent of the personal searches in dispatched encounters 

and in 28 per cent of those that were conducted in on-view 

situations. The proportions for Negro suspects were 13 per 

cent for dispatches and 12 per cent for on-views. 

It may b~ reasonable to view oral objections as an index 

of the degree to which police behavior is seen by the suspects 

as legitimate. Suspects may be, inclined to consider searches 
• 

as legitimate to the extent that#they see themselves as 

criminally liable. A person in possession of stolen property, 

for example, might consider himself a legitimate target of a 

search even though he may not be a legal target. He may be, 

in fact, ignorant of the legal restrictions on search and 

seiz~re. Following this line of, reasoning it becomes under-

standable that Negroes less ofte!ll object to being frisked 

than do whites. Personal search.es conducted on Negroes a~ 

over twice as roductive of wea ons as are those conducted on 
whites. (See Table 17.) 

In on-view situations one-in-five frisks of a Negro 

yielded a gun; for whites the proportion was one-in-ten'. For 

both whites and Negroes the on-view search is more likely to 

yield a gun than is the search in a dispatched encounter, but 

the proportion yielding ei,ther a gun or a knife l:'emains con~ 
stant--for whites it is one-in-ten, for N 

egroes, one-in-four. 
Nothing other than a gun or knife was found in an on-view 
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frisk of whites or 
Negroes, but whites more often 

were in than Negroes 
possession f 

o stolen property or th 
inating 0 er possibly incrim~ evidence __ s h 

uc as narcotics "w k" . 
searches that or s --~n personal 

. occurred in dispatched encounters. 

In sum, there are two d' 

of searches in 

while personal 
dispatched 

~fferences by race in 
the conduct 

compared to on-view situat' 
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necessary f r th 
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the reverse is found in' dispatched encounters, but 

b on-v~ew situations. 
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prior to transportation to the police station, a majority of 

the personal searches observed were followed by transportation 

of the suspect to t~'; police station. This was true of 75 per 

cent of the personal searches conducted in dispatched situa-

tions and of 70 per cent of those in on-view situations. 

Whether or not these frisks were "incident to arrest" is a 

question that cannot be handled here, since the criteria for 

technical or implied arrest are not sufficiently clear to 

allow for judgement by a field observer in any given case. 

Such a judgement moreover mig~t be very difficult even for a 

legal specialist in many cases.~ 

However, those frisks that did not eventuate in a trip 

to the police station--25 per cent for dispatches, and 30 

per cent for on-views--may be further analyzed in terms of 

their legality. This may be done assuming that no arrest'was 

made for these cases, since no one was taken to the police 

station; i.e., the frisks were not part of a chain of actions 

culminating in or leading to transportation to the police 

station. Assume further that the observer's judgement of the 

need for the officer's protection and the question of whether 

or not the suspect's permission was asked are the relevant 

issues regarding the legaliby of these personal searches. 

An observer judged a frisk to be unnecessary for the 

officer's protection when he saw nothing about the citizen's 

behavior or the situation that warranted. search for protection 

and the observer perceived no need for such a search to 

assure his own protection. There can be disagreement, of 
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course, as to whether an officer has criteria of "search for 

self-protection" that an observer does not perceive; this 

should be kept in mind in interpreting the data that follow. 

Forty-six per cent of the frisks conducted in dispatched 

situations that did not 'include any processing outside the 

field setting were seen by the observer as unnecessary for 

the officer's protection; for on-views, it was a good deal 

higher, 86 per cent. For only one of these dispatched searches 

and for one such on-view search was the suspect's permission 

requested before the frisk. Th~ legality of a very large 
• I 

proportion of these personal sear~hes then could be considered 

highly questionable in that most were unnecessary for the 

officer's protection and the citizen's permission to conduct 

the search was not requested. 

Considering all personal searches whether or not there 

was s,ome legal processing beyond the field setting, at least 

11 per cent of thos.e d can ucted in dispatched encounters and 

24 per cent of those in on-view encounters are highly question-

able by failure to satisfy at least one of the criteria: that 

the search was necessary for the officer's ~ protection, that 

the citizen's permission was request-ed, or h t at the citizen 

was detained for further legal processing at the station. 

Assuming these are very minimal criterJ.'a. for leg,ali ty, the 
proportion where legality might b 

e questioned un.doubtedly is 
higher. 

It should not be assumed, however , that frisks not 
eventuating in transportation of th e suspect to the station 
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necessarily are unproductive of weapons or other possible 

evidence. Of the suspects frisked and released in the field 

in dispatched situations, 17 per cent were carrying weapons 

or other possible evidence; for on-views the proportion was 

19 per cent. In one tlispatched encounter a suspect was found 

to be carrying a gun, yet he was released. Whether or not 

these persons were releas'ed because the officers viewed the 

frisks as illegal, or thought that they would be so viewed in 

court, remains problematic. 

Considering next those persqns who were searched in the 

field and following which they#were transported to the police 

station, another pattern is evident. When the suspect was 

eventually taken to the police station, the frisk conducted 

was both more likely to be seen by the observer as necessary 

for the officer's protection and permission of the suspect 

was more likely to have been asked than when the suspect was 

frisked but not taken to the station. Paradoxically, then, in 

both dispatches and on-views, a frisk conducted on seemingly 

legal grounds was likely to have still further legal grounds 

present when the action was taken. Statistically, the legal 

grounds were apt to be either present in abundance, or they 

were likely to be totally absent. It is interesting, for 

example, that permission was more likely to be asked of the 

suspect when the observer saw the frisk as necessary for the 

officer's protection than when it was seen as unnecessary for 

protection. It appears then that officers are at times . 
unaware of legal criteria when the system presumes they 
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should be while at other times they may apply them when it is 

not expected they should do so. 

Property searches conducted in the field by patrolmen 

seldom involve the use of a warrant to search. Instead, the 

variability in the entry of police usually turns on whether or 

not the citizen's permission is requested and obtained. In 

dispatched encounters a property search usually is a search 

of private premises such as a house, apartment, or hotel room. 

For citizens of both races the majority of premises searches 

did not involve a reque~t for permission. Yet when made, 

Negroes were asked permission a little more often than were 

whites. For only one citizen, a Negro, was permission asked 

and refused; the police entered anyway. On the other hand, 

the only case where a warrant was used occurred in a search of 

a Negro's premises. It is not unusual for the police to con-

duct ,a search of the property of citizens of both races without 

a warrant wben no one is present on or in the property; this 

was true of about one-fifth of the searches of property, and 

it was true for citizens of both races. 

The on-view property searches, almost all vehicle searches, 

differ a little more when the races are compared. The police 

asked permission of whites in 29 per cent of the eases while 

the proportion for Negroes was only 7 per cent. The majority 

of vehicle searches did not invobTe such a request for vehicle 

9perators of either race, then, but this was particularly 

characteristic of those involving Negro suspects •. No vehicle 

searches were conducted with a search warrant. 
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The findings on the frequency of oral objections to 

searches of premises and vehicle searches' are inconclusive 

when the race of property owners and operators is considered. 

Negroes objected to searches of premises a little more often 

than did whites while whites objected to vehicle Searches a 

Ii ttle more often than did Negroes. The differencE.~s are 

quite small, however, ilnd in one-fourth of the vehicle searches 

for white operators the observer did not ascertain ~hether or 

not an objection was made. The more noteworthy finding is 

that white citizens object about twice as often to a personal 

search as they do to a.property#search, while no difference is 

found for Negroes. Negroes do not object to any kind of 

search as much as whites do to the personal search. 

A weapon or ot:her possible evidence is more likely to be 

found in a search of premises or of a vehicle than it is in a 

PEl:t;'sonal search, regardless of the race of the owner or 

operator. (See TaLble 17.) The major difference between 

whites and Negroes is in what is found in a search of premises. 

A gun more often is found on Negro premises even though the 

probability that something will be found is about equal in such 

searches for citizens of the two races. It is interesting, 

then, that whites object to property searches no more than 

Negroes do, and their "liability", operationally, is about 

equal to that of Negroes in property search situations. Whites 

object more to personal searches, where their "liability" is 

less than that of Negroes. Police conduct seemingly comple-

ments this pattern. Proportionately more (twice as many) 
266·262 O. 67 - 7 
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personal searches are conducted on Negroes as on whites, but 

the performing of property searches is roughly equal be'tween 

the races. 

Field Interrogations 

A major problem in any field observation study is to 

define when a transaction occurs in the field. Subsumed within 

this problem, and particularly vexing in a study of police­

citizen transactions, is the problem of operationally defining 

the units of transactions. Th~ investigator must draw 
• I 

boundaries for phenomena that may be quite ambiguous for the 

participants themselves. A case in point is the field interro­

gation. At what point is questioning a simple request for 

information, and, properly speaking, at what ;point does 

questioning become an interrogation? Magnifying this methodo­

logical'issue is the fact that it is concomitantly a legal 

issue. 

Since the Miranda decision was handed down by the U. S. 

Supreme Court, one week after this study began, it has been 

obligatory for police officers to apprise suspects of their 

constitutional rights before commencing with an interrogation. 

However, it remains for the courts to clearly delineate the 

point at which questioning becomes interrogation and when, 

hence, the suspect must be appr;sed. Th ' • e off~cer on the beat 

is at present somewhat confused by this mb' , 
1 a ~gu~ ty • One response 

the officer takes is to maintain the amb;gu;ty , ... ... ~ tself, just as 

he sometimes "invites" a suspect to the police station to cover 
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himself against a false arrest suit. Of course this exacerbates 

the problem of definition for research'purposes still more. 

It was decided that a broad, rather inclusive concept of 

interrogation would be preferable to one that might prove too 

narrow after a resolution of the problem by the courts. The 

observers therefore were instructed to consider as an interro-

gation any questioning of a probing nature pertaining to any­

thing beyond the person's identification that led to the 

definition of the person as a '''suspect'' or "offender". They 

were required, as a general rule, to view only persons classi-

fied as "offenders" (in the broad sense of this study) as 

targets of interrogation. Yet they also were encouraged to 

consider for inclusion as interrogations certain interviews 

with persons for whom arrest in the situation ?eemed unlikely, 

e.g., relatives and associates of suspects, or witnesses, where 

the goal was to obtain information identifying a suspect, 

particularly in the situation. There were cases observBd, as 

it turned out, in which "third degree" methods were used against 

possible witnesses. Some cases are included among interroga­

tions, then, that technically might be inappropriately classified 

as interrogations from a legal point of view. If anything, 

the sample overestimates the frequency of field interrogations. 

Interrogations are conducted slightly more often in dis­

patched than in on-view encounters that involve police-suspect 

interaction. (See Table 14.) The diffexence, however, is so 

small as to be negligible. About one-third of the police­

suspect encounters included an interrogation in both kinds of 
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mobilization situation. In on-view interrogation situations 

the largest difference is found between blue-collar whites 

and white-collar whites; the former are interrogated twice as 

often as the latter. Comparisons by race disclose smaller 

differences than do those according to social class status; 

these differences by race are in a direction indicating, in 

general, a greater frequency of interrogation for Negroes than 

for whites. Because of the small number of cases involving 

interrogation of white-collar suspects the analysis proceeds 

wi th comparisons by race only .. 

There are three major dimensions of police work that may 

be considered as possible loci of "discrimination" or parti­

cularistic treatment when police officers relate to citizens: 

conformity with criminal procedural rules, enforcement of the 

substantive law, and "human relations". Tne current contro­

ver~y surrounding the police focuses primarily on criminal 

procedure, i.e., the protection of citizen rights, and "human 

relations" aspects of pol1.'c1.'ng. It' 1.S recognized that much 

hostility can be generated between the police and citizens even 

when the law is equally enforced and when the cons ti tutionatl 

rights of citizens are equally respected. It is in the "human 

relations" domain that such hostility can arise. A contemporary 
concern of police admin' t t 1.S ra ors therefore lies with extending 
police courtesy and civ'l't 1. 1. Y to all citizens, including 
suspects. Such expressions as "sir" "I " , pease, "excuse me", 
and "thank-you" now ar 

e expected to be part of the working 

vocabulary of all police officers 1.' n 
all routine encounteis 
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with citizens, though, of course, these civilities are nowhere 

prescribed in the written law. The manner as well as the 

official actions of police officers has come under public 

scrutiny~ 

How suspects are approached for field interrogations is 

one aspect of human relations in the area of police-suspect 

transactions. In dispatched encounters there is no significant 

difference between the manner in which whites were approached 

and the manner used in approaching Negroes for interrogation. 

(See Table 18.) More appare~t is the failure of police 

officers to observe proprieties for citizens of either race. 

Both racial aggregates were composed largely of blue-collar 

citizens. Interrogations in dispatched encounters were 

initiated with a polite request in only 10 per cent of the 

cases. Brusqueness or nastiness was evident in the approaches 

more often than was courtesy. 

<The same pattern is found for the on-view interrogations, 

but brusque or nasty commands are ev€:n more common than polite 

requests, particularly for white suspects. Only one-in-twenty 

on-view interrogations began with a polite request; for 

interrogations in dispatched encounters, the frequency was' 

one-in-ten. In both dispatched and on-view mobilizations, 

however, most of the interrogations simply began with the first 

question. There usually was neither a request nor a command. 

It may be that this direct approach is, from the point of view 

of a suspect, the most disarming of the several possibilities, 

since there is no implied alternative for him apart from 
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answering the question. From the perspective of the police it 

is an obvious way to assert authority, to "take charge" of the 

situation by asking questions. Furthermore, the participants 

often may view the interrogation as a "natural" part of an 

already on-going conversation; hence, the questions are taken 

as an anticipated but nevertheless spontaneous part of a 

routine police encounter and call for no introduction. 

Any assumption that field interrogations typically are 

intimidating for the citizens concerned seems unwarranted. 

Most field interrogations of su~pects involve something other 
I 

than "pinning down" or evoking a confession from a suspect. 

Often, for example, the police merely are attempting to 

ascertain what occurred in the situation or what: the evidence 

was that it occurred in a particular way to de'cide whether 

or not it is a situation that may lead to an arrest. Cross-

complaint situations, such as fights and many miscellaneous 

"disturbances", invol"lTe disagreement among the citizens by 

their very definition. The police must find out what happened. 

Even when the police are questioning someone clearly charged 

by complainants as an offender or someone they may have made 

a decision to arrest, their probes are aimed more at piecing 

the inciden't together or.- learning something about the motives 

of the person involved than at gaini.ng an admission of "guilt". 

Uniformed patrolmen, by virtue of the departmental division 

of labor, very seldom concern themselves with more than prelimi­

nary investigations of any kind. The more involved investiga­

tions are handled by the detective division, including the 
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. om Yet it would 
lengthy interrogations in an interrogat~on ro . 

be equally mistaken to conclude that since the field patrol 

officer is generally limited to making a discretionary decision 

to effect an arrest on "complaint", when an incident occurs in 

his presence, or when there is reason to conclude that a person 

has committed a serious offense, he does not elicit much infor­

mation that implicates the person as the offender and/or pro­

vides info~mation that leads to evidence used in a trial pro-

ceeding. He does. 

In any case, suspects occasionally do object to the ques-

tioning.In both dispatched and~on-view encounters, white 

suspects object a little more frequently than do Negro suspects. 

White suspects objected in 15 per cent of the interrogations in 

dispatched encounters and in 13 per cent of those that 

originatc~d as on-views. For Negroes these proportions were 

10 per cent and 11 per cent, respectively. White suspects thus 

object somewhat more often to being "frisked" than they do to 

.being interrogated. Negroes react roughly the same to these 

two police actions, though they object slightly more often to 

the personal search than to an interrogation. 

Of course, the police sometimes both frisk and interrogate 

a suspect in the same field situation. Somewhat unexpectedly, 

suspects interrogated in situations that originated as dis­

patches are more likely to be frisked than are those interrogated 

in on-view situations. Whereas 30 per cent of the interroga-

tions in dispatched encounters also included a frisk, this was 

the case in only 14 per cent f th " oe on-v~ew ~nterrogations. 
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Further, while a majorit.y of suspects who are both interrogated 

and frisked subsequently are taken to th~ police station, this 

is more likely to occur for on-view than dispatched mobiliza­

tions. Eighty-seven per cent of the on-views involving both 

an interrogation and a frisk compared to 70 per cent in dis­

patched mobilizations led to a trip to the station. This find­

ing is at odds with the conception of on-view police work held 

by some critics of the police. These critics believe that 

patrolmen often stop, question, and frisk persons on the street, 
. 

but release them, when the of~icers are allowed to do this at 

their own discretion. . Opponent~s of "stop-and-frisk laws II view 

this as a form of "harassment". It seems, however, that the 

~risk-question-and-release pattern is more characteristic of 

police in dispatched than it is in on-view encounters. Arrest, 

on the other hand, is more ch~racteristic of on-view than" of 

dispatched mobilizations. Perhaps the more appropriate question, 

then, concerns the extent to which on-view arrest may be seen 

as "harassment". At the same time it should be remembered that 

frisks conducted in on-view situations--apart from whether or 

not interrogation was involved--seem more questionable,legally, 

than those conducted in dispatched encounters. 

Another dimension of field interrogation is the kind of 

constraint that is applied to the suspect. The kind of con­

straint applied is one important technical criterion for 

ascertaining whether or not, in the absence of a police declara­

tion, a person is legally under arrest. The means used for 

constraining or detaining suspects do not differ significantly 

1 
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when interrogation/s in dispatched encounters are compared to 

those conducted in on-view situations. Differences may be 

found when the t\'lO races are compared, hO\l7ever. (See Table 19.) 

Negroes are more often constrained, and constrained more 

firmly, than are white 'suspects in both on'-view and dispatched 

mobilizations. Approximately twice as many Negroes as whites 

are taken to the station when they are interrogated in on-view 

situations. Forty-three per cent of the on-view interrogations 

of white suspects involved no constraint whatsoever, not even 

verbal constraint (e.g., "You'~e not going anywhere, pal."). 
I 

For Negroes, the proportion given such total freedom of movement 

was only 28 per cent. It should be remembered, however, that 

what seems "no constraint" to an observer may not b~~ experienced 

in the same w~y by a suspect. The mere presence of a police 

officer in itself may be taken as an implicit constraint by 

many citizens. 

In any case, the majority of suspects of both races are 

constrained in some way short of arrest. Field detention is 

a form of low visibility police practice that seldom comes to 

the attention of the courts. When neither arrest nor the 

development of legal evidence is immediately their goal, police 

officers have a good deal of discretion to conduct interrogations 

however they see fit. 

It therefore is interesting th t . a I ~n general, more persons 
ob'ected to be in constrained durin the interro ation than to 

the interrogation . itself. While this was not true of white 

suspects in dispatched encounters, it "was true of Negroes in 
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such encounters, and both whites and Negroes objected more to 

the constraints than to the questioning in on-view situations. 

About one-in~ten interrogations of Negroes involved an objec­

tion to the questioning, but in closer to one-in-five interroga­

tions a Negro suspect objected to the way he was detained. 

For whites the difference is not quite as large. The majority 

of objections to constraint were objections to what citizens 

saw as an improper or undue use of force. In short, then, 

suspects seem to object less to what is done in an interroga-

tion than to how it is done. This is particularly character-
: I 

istic of officer transactions with Negroes, the group against 

whom firm constraints are more likely to be applied. 

There is some loss of information pertaining to the dis­

position of persons interrogated in the field. Occasionally 

the observers lost contact with the processing of suspects. 

This, occurred whenever the officers being observed turned 

suspects over to other police personnel in the field or left 

the station before a disposition decision was reached. Con­

sequently, in some cases it was not ascertained whether or not 

a given suspect was released by other officers in the field, 

released at the station, or booked. Th e data on disposition 

patterns therefore should be taken as estimates rather than 

as complete counts. Neverth 1 h e ess, t ere is no reason to think 

that the data are less exact for one race than the other, so 

comparisons seem justifiable. 

In both kinds of mobilization . 
s~tuations over 60 per cent 

the persons interrogated were relea'sed 
at the field setting. 

of 
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(See Table 20.) Also, for both dispatches and on-views there 

are noticeable differences in the proportion by race and 

social class released at the field setting. In dispatched 

encounters involving an interrogation white suspects are in 
, . 

general more likely to be released in the field than are Negro 

suspects. But the citizens of any race-social class status 

most likely to be released are white-collar Negroes. Those 

least likely to be released, of those for whom a class status 

was indicated, were blue-collar Negroes. White-collar and 

blue-collar whites hardly diff~r in the proportion released 

in dispatched encounters, however. 

In on-view encounters, on the other hand, white-collar 

whites are a good deal more likely to be released than blue-

collar persons of the same race, 80 per cent compared to 62 

per cent. There was only one interrogation of a white-collar 

Negro in the on-view encounters, quite noteworthy in itself, 

so a class comparison for Negroes is not possible. The 

difference' between blue-co~lar Negroes and blue-collar whites 

is insignificant, so there is no clear evidence of a difference 

by race in the likelihood of release at the field setting in 

on-view mobilization situations. Overall, then, release in 

the field seems related more to social class status than to race. 

Of the suspects for whom a disposition after interroga-

tion was ascertained, about one-in-ten, in both types of 

mobilization, was taken to the station but not booked. If 

transportation to the police station is taken as an operational 

definition of arrest, then these are the cases for whom the 



s:: 
H 

o 
N 

+J 
() 
Q) 
PI 
til 
::l 
UJ 

~ 

.r:s:: 
() 0 

.,..j.,..j 

.r:tIl 
~tIl 

.,..j 

~.a 
~ 

rt.l 
s:: Q) 
Ortj 

.,..j rtI 
+J~ 
rtI 
tJI 
0 
~ 
1-1 
Q) 
+J 
s:: 
H 

rtj 
Q) 
til 
rtI 
Q) 

r-i 
Q) 
P:; 

'dbl 
s:: s:: 
rtI·,..j 

+J 
"d+J 
Q) Q) 
+JUJ 
rtI 
t1I'd 

. 0 rl 
H Q) 
H·,..j 
Q)~ 
+J 
s:: s:: 
H 1-1 

III 
+J 
tl 
Q) 
~ 
til 
::l 
UJ 

+J til 
s:: ~ 
Q.I Q) 
U~·,..j 

0:> 
~ I 
Q) s:: 

&:4 ° 
til 

+J Q) 
s:: ..c 
Q) () 
CJ~+J 

o rtI 
~ PI 
Q) til 

&:4 .,..j 
0 

til 
~ ~ 
Q) I Q) 

§ s::.,..j 
0:> 

Z 
til 

r-l Q) 
rtI ..c: 
+J I tl 
0 tIl+J 
E-I .,..j rtI 

OPI 

+J III 
s:: ~ Q) Q) 
CJ IH'r-! 

0:> 
~ I 
Q) s:: 

&:4 ° 
III 

+J Q) 
s:: ..c: 
Q) tl 
CJIH+J 

o rtI 
.1-1 O! 
Q) III 

&:4 .,..j 
0 

III 
H ~ Q) I Q) 

~ S:r·,..j 
to:> 

::l 
'Z 

III 
r-l Q) 
rtI ..c: 
+J I tl 
0 1Il-IJ 

E-I .,..j rtI 
OO! 

r-lIH 
rtI 0 

• ,..j 
tl III 
0::l+J 
UJ+Jtl 

rtlQ) 
rtj+JPI 
S::tIllll 
rtI ::l 

III til 
Q) III 
tl rtI 
rtlr-l 
P:;t> 

-106-

lfl co it N 0 

N M r-l N 

0::1' M co r-l r--
N' N N N r-l 

M 1.0 CO M It) 

lfl lfl M r-l 
r-l 

'<:I' r-l CO N r-l 
C) M. r-l r-- 0::1' 
N r-l 

: I 

1.0 1.0 0 N \0 
\0 \0 CO \0 \0 

N I!') CO r-l CO 
\0 \0 ~ r-- lfl 

r-- \0 lfl N C'\ 
0::1' 0'1 r-l It) N 
N 

0 r-l CO N r-l 
0::1' 0'1 N 0'1 £'.. 
0::1' r-l 

rtj 

,;;;-, 
OJ s:: . 

III III III 
+J .,..j 

III o rtI +J Q) H H Z+J tl +J I rtI rtI H <lJ .,..j Q) r-: Ir-l 
O! § 

III Q) 

III 
+Jr-l Q)r-l III tl 

::l 
.,..j 0 ::l 0 rtI III 

til r-l it> r-lCJ r-l~ 

r-l 
III t> 

r-l 
r-l 

~ 

~ 

it qo 1.0 r-l 
M M M 

.,-

0::1' qo 
1.0 it 
N N 1"1 

1.0 M qo r-i 
CO 1.0 M 

(Y') CX) 0 lfl 
1.0 N I") 

r-l r-f 

0::1' it C'\ ...-t 
\0 10 CX) 

C'\ M CO 1.0 
lfl CX) lfl Il') 

0 r-l CO r-i 
0::1' C'i .1") 

r-l r-t 

0'1 N I") N 
0::1' r-f CO Il') 
N r-l 

'tl 
Q) 
s:: 

til +J.,..j 
OJ III III o rtI 
0 ~ H Z+J 
H I rtI rtI ~ 
bl OJr-I Ir-I til Q) 
OJ +Jr-I OJr-I III () 
Z .,..j 0 .::l 0 lIS III 

§t> r-iCJ r-i~ ,...; III CJ 
r-I 
< 

.- -----~,--"'"-'-,,;;; .. ,~-. 

rt.l 
s:: 
0 
'ri 
+J . lIS 

rtj 
~ Q) 

s:: OJ 
'ri til 
rtI .a 
+J 0 
H 
OJ 0 
() ...-t 
III 
rtI s:: 

rtI 
.+J .a 
0 +J s:: 

~ 
III OJ 
rtI ~ 
~ OJ 

'H 
s:: 
OJ OJ 
N ~ 

.,..j rtI 
+J 
.,..j Q) 
() ~ 

OJ 
'H .r: 
0 +J 

OJ OJ 
() ~ 
rtI Q) 
~ .a 

~ 
OJ 
~ 'tl 
Q) OJ 

.c: +J 
~ rtI 

r-i 
III ::l 
Q) () 
III r-i 
lIS rtI 
() () 

r-i +J 
...-t 0 
rtI s:: 
III +J 
Q) s:: 
'd Q) 
::l () 
r-I 
() ~ 
s:: OJ 
H- &:4 

~I it I,. 
; 
j 
,l!II'"i~ 

-107-

criminal process ends at the arrest level; included are only 

those suspects who were interrogated, however. 

In both types of mobilization white suspects were more 

likely to be taken to the station and released than were 

Negroes. This is particularly clear when blue-collar whites 
. 

are compared to blue-collar Negroes, especially in the on-views 

where 19 per cent of the blue-collar whites were taken to the 

station but not booked as opposed to 12 per cent of the blue-

collar Negroes. In dispatched encounters the proportions for 

those groups were 12 and 8 per cent, respectively. Very few 

white-collar suspects 'of either race were interrogated, but it 

nevertheless seems worthy of mention that no such persons what-

soever wer~ taken to the station and releasad soon thereafter. 
-

The practice of taking a suspect to.the station from the 

field setting when the evidence against him is insufficient 

for booking, or when the booking step is n.ot taken for some 

other reason, is increasingly frowned upon as a police practice. 

It is argued that the trip to the station· may be used as an 

harassment technique, a kind of unofficial sanction, if it is 

not controlled. In any case, whatever the police motives for 

this action I!I.ay be, Negroes are no more subj ect to the "dry 

run" to the station than are whites; indeed, the practice is 

less frequent for Negroes. If there is any evidence of 

significant differential treatment in this regard, it is between 

the social classes rather than the races. But white-collar 

persons not only are unlikely to be taken to the station and 

then released; they also are less apt to be taken to the 
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station in the first place, 
when they are compared to blue-

collar citizens. 
Negroes, on the other hand, while less 

likely to be 1 
re eased at the station are more likely to be 

arrested and booked 
----~~~~~~~~~~t~·h~a~n~v,~r~h~i~t~e~s. From a Negro citizen's point 
of view, therefore 

, the fact that Negro suspects are less 
often taken on a "dr " 

advantage. Of 
y run to the station may seem a dubious 

course, since differences in the type of 
offending behavior are 

not controlled in f h any 0 t ese compari-
sons, the r d' ace ~fferences may be a 

consequence of type of 
violation of the law. 

Admis'sions or Confessions 

A "confesSion" or "admi ' " 
Ss~on was witnessed in about one­

fourth of the interrogation 
encounters in both kinds of 

mobilization situati 
ons. (See Table 20:) 

Larger differences 
are found between the 

races than between the social 
though the paucity of' 

white-collar cases 
class tenuous anyway. 

classes, 

makes comparison by 
In, general, Negro s 

sions p uspects make admis-
roportionately mo f 

re requently in both d' 
on-view encounters. ~spatched and 

" This is particularly 
s~tu t' eVident in on-view a ~ons, where nearly 

one-in-thre ' , e ~nterrogation 
with a Negro involved "adm' , encounters 

~ss~on of guilt". 
Propo t' I for whites the r ~on is closer t ' 

o one-~n-five A 
bl • comparison of only 

whites in on v' 
ue-collar Negroes with bl 

that the former 
ue-collar 

were almost th' - ~ews reveals 
ree t~mes ' 

as .Likely to (~onfess 
It will be 

remembered that 
as the latter. 

interrogated a 
little more often 

Negroes are 

than Whites, relative to 
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their volume of contact with police officers. Negroes not 

only make admissions more often, but they object less often 

to being questioned. These findings are consistent with the 

sometimes apparent pattern of statistical relationships 

referred to earlier,' the attempt-success ratio. To wit, 

certain police actions seem to be taken, i.e., attempted, in 

relation to the probability of their success. It should be 

emphasized that those Negroes upon whom personal searches and 

interrogations are especially ~productive" by and large are 

blue-collar Negroes. 

The great majority of persons who "confess" in field 

encounters do so very soon after interaction with the police 

officers begins. (See Table 21.) Moreover, the bulk of 

these. early admissions are· made voluntarily at ·the outset of 

the encounter, that is, without prompting or probing by·the 

qfficers. In dispatched encounters 67 per cent of the white 

suspects who made admissions did so voluntarily; for Negro 

suspects the proportion was about the same, 69 per cent. 

Adding those who "confessed" after 10 minutes or less of 

questioning, these figures expand to 94 and 91 per cent, 

respectively. 

In on-view situations there are race differences in this 

regard: 79 per cent of the whites orally confessed voluntarily, 

put only 38 per cent of the Negroes did so. Combining those 

who made admissions after 10 minutes or less of interrogation, 

the proportions are 93 per cent for whites and 69 per cent for 

Negroes. Though a majority of the Negroes do make an admission 
266 ,262 0 - 67 • B 
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early in on-view interrogation situations, then, they tend to 

refrain from making admissions longer than do whites. When 

relatively lengthy interrogation does occur in field settings 

the suspects are more likely to be Negro than white; still, 

it is clear that patrolmen seldom engage in "sweat-box" inter-

rogation. 

It appears that suspects orally incriminate themselves 

in field setting more because they anticipate further poliGe 

investigation than because they are subjected to it. They 

confess before they are "gri~led" rather than as a result of 

intensive questioning. A few~of the suspects in the sample 

made admissions before a personal search and a few before a 

property search. }~gain, these seem to be cases of anticipation 

rather than ,of incrimination per see The popular conception 

of when and how oral confessions occur obviously does not hold 

for cases where the suspect is interrogated in the field 

setting. Indeed, the stereotyped conception of the interroga-

tion itself is of that in the police station rather than in a 

private dwelling or on the street. Yet interrogations as 

such no doubt occur in field settings more often than in 

"interrogation rooms" since the volume of police-suspect con-

tacts in the field is far greater than that in the station. 

Furthermore, stereotypes concerning confession no doubt 

assume that a suspect's oral admission more or less assures 

him of a police "record" if not a court record. This was not 

true of the suspects who made admissions during the observatiqn 

study. In both types of mobilization, a majority of the 
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Eersons who admitted violative behavior were not taken ~o the 

Eolice station; rather, they were released at the field 

settini' Such release, of course, may properly lie within the 

officer's discretion. Of those who admitted violations in 

the dispatched encounters, 60 per cent were released in the 

field; in on-view situations 54 per cent were released .in the 

field. It seems that the high release rate of persons inberro­

gated. in the field, then, is not a consequence of the failure 

to obtain an admission of violative behavior. Indeed, the 

proportion released in the -field of those who orally confess 

is nearly as high as the proportion released in the field who 

simply are interrogated. 

It must be noted, of course, that much of the controversy 

over confessions relates to signed confessions obtained during 

interrogation (or perhaps more often before than after inte~­

rogation) by the detective divisions of the larger police 

departments. Much of what is at present debated in the area 

of confession relates to the "signed'~ admission of guilt 

that is submitted as evidence in the trial court proceeding. 

Nevertheless admission of guilt 
serves other ends in police 

work aside from providing Court evidence. The criteria used 

by a policeman for deciding when to terminate a "case" may 

be quite different from those of 
a prosecutor. However, 

whether or not a voluntary confession acquired in the field 

is to be used as court evidence , it may be important for 
pat1:olmen to apprise suspects of th ' 

e~r rights very early in 
the confrontation. Given the v h' h 

ery ~g frequency of the 
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guilty plea in court, on the other hand, cases in which the 

suspect confesses before being warned of his rights may be 

quite invisible in the operating legal system. 

The failure of the accused to contest the state's case 

may make illegal police tactics used in gaining confessions or 

admissions equally invisible. "Pressure" or "force" was 

applied during interrogations quite rarely in the cases obser­

ved. In some cases, however, force or threats of force even 

was used against a witness. In one case, for example, a boy's 

hair was pulled until he told the officers where his brother, 

the alleged offender in a stabbing, was hiding. In roughly 2 

per cent of the interrogations observed it was reported that a 

"great deal of pressure" was used. The same propor'tion 

reportedly included a "moderate amount of pressure". The 

number of such cases is insufficient for comparisons to be 

made by race and class status of citizens. It perhaps is 

germane to point out that what an observer perceives as 

"pressure" and what a suspect experiences as J'pressure" may 

be far removed in some if not many interrogation situations, 

much as in the case of "constraint". In this context the 

finding is pertinent that suspects object more to how they 

are interrogated, i.e., to the form of the interrogation, than 

they do to the content of the questions themselves. 

The Use of Threats 

It is not unusual for police officers to threaten suspects 

with arrest, detainment, or a trip to the stat~on. They did 
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so in 22 per cent of the dispatched encounters with a suspect 

and in 15 per cent of the on-views in which a suspect was 

involved. This difference between dispatched and on-view mobil­

izations does not support an expectation that officers will 

display greater discretionary latitude in on-view, where there 

is less departmental control, than in dispatched encounters. 

ti'or every race-class status group of citizens threats are more 

frequently used in dispatched than in on-view encounters. 

(See Table 22.) The frequencies for the race-class status 

groups vary similarly in both types of mobilization, however. 

White-collar suspects of each racer are less likely to be 

threatened than are blue-collar suspects of the same race. 

Further, when the social class status of. citizens is the same, 

Negroes in general ('ire less apt to be threatened :':han are whites. 

A critic of the police might well expect differences by social 

clas'S! but the 'differences by race status may seem surprising. 

Various inferences could be drawn from these findings. On 

the one hand, to the extent that the use of such threats is 

understood, ipso facto, as evidence of improper police behavior, 

white citizens, especially blue-collar whites, are at a disad­

vantage. It should be borne in mind that for the most part 

these threats were not mad~~ in interrogation situations. Had 

they been connected to interrogations the inference of improper 

police conduct would of course be patent; on that matter the 

courts seem unequivocal. The J' ust ' f ' t' f ~ ~ca ~on or a judgement of 

improper police behavior is contingent upon the nature of the 

threat and the specific conditions under which it is made. 
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Threats may be divided into those that are "present­

oriented" and those that are "future-oriented". The present­

oriented threat is, legally, the more question&ble. The 

officer uses the present-oriented threat to obtain the 

citizen's compliance with his demands in the immediate, face­

to-face situation. Less questionable is the future-oriented 

or deterrence threat, the officer's threat that he will take 

action if the suspect repeats his violative behavior. A threat 

of this kind probably may be seen as "proper" and within the 

legal bounds of police discretion. The present-oriented 

threat, however, bears an affinity to what some critics of 

the police might call "intimidation" or "abuse of authority". 

In any case, it is clear that the present-orientea threat is 

a less diluted or more direct use of police coercive power 

than is the future-oriented threat. 

~ majority, 64 per cent, of the threats against whites 

in dispatched encounters were . present-orlented; for Negroes 

the proportion was a little smaller, 56 per cent. Most of the 

remaining cases for both races were threats that the suspect 

would be taken to the station the "next tl' me" he engaged in the 

behavior in question. 

In on-view situations th d'f , e 1 ference is in the opposite 

direction. A pres t . en -orlented threat was made against white 

suspects in only 24 per cent of the cases, as against a 

proportion of 42 ,per cent for Negro 
suspects. More Negroes 

than whites were cautioned with a 
futUre-oriented threat, 27 

per cent compared to 21 per cent. 
This finding may be an 

'-.1 
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artifact, since for 42 per cent of the white cases and 24 per 

cent of the Negro cases the observer failed to specify the 

time implications of a threat to arrest. Had these been 

specified the on-view data may have taken a different form. 

White suspects; then, are more likely to be threatened 

than Negro suspects and when they are, at least in dispatched 

encounters, they are more apt to be threatened in a relatively 

direct form. Yet white suspects are less likely than Negro 

suspects to be arrested or taken to the station. This seeming 

paradox makes interpretation of the data on threats difficult. 

Should Negroes be taken to the station under the same circum-

stances that whites are merely threatened with that action, 

then the greater likelihood of direct threats being used against 

whites is merely a form of leniency th~t they enjoy. 

Many threats used by police officers contain an unspoken 

implication of leniency, an implication that the officer is 

willing to forgo invocation of the law. In the future-

oriented threat the suspect is told that "next time" he will 

be arrested, but this implies, of course, that this time the 

law will not be invoked. In every case, on the other hand, 

it should not be assumed that the offender is criminally 

liable .. !lthis time". The citizen may be threatened for some­

thing that he did not do. Also, the future-oriented threat 

sometimes is used, for example, to deter behavior that the 

officer cannot act upon under any circumstances without a 

signed complaint by another citizen. This is almost invariably 

the case with misdemeanors not witnessed by a police officer. 

, , 
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Likewise, the future-oriented threat may be used to settle a 

civil matter 
------~~~~, even though police authority to arrest is 

restricted in civ;l tt 
~ rna ers to events where civil and criminal 

matters overlap. 

The implication when a present-oriented threat is made 

is that the person will not be taken to the station if he 

adjusts his behavior in the 't t' f 
s~ ua ~on. I such threats usually 

are followed up by arrest when the citizen does not respond 

and if it can be assumed that all c;t;zens d 
~ ~ 0 ~ respond, then 

it follows that some citizens are taken to the station not 

because of an offense but because of the;r 
~ behavior in the 

face-to-face e t ' 
ncoun er w~th the police. ·The immediate deter-

minant of an arrest,' th 
~n 0 . er words, may be a person's impro-

priety or failure to t d d 
ex en eference toward the officer rather 

than his violation of the law. 
This probably is particularly 

like~y in petty offense Situations, 
such as those involving 

drunkenness, disorderly conduct or distu' b' h 51 
I r ~ng t e peace.-

The importance of situational cont;ngenc;es 
~ ~ in police 

decision-making has b 1 
een argely neglected by students of 

legal discretion. 

uses by police officers. 

It is apparent that threats can be 
put to a variety of 

can help the pol' 
~ce realize what they see 

as appropriate ends 

The threat is a tool or means that 

5/A ,study of the relationship betwee ' 
t~v7ness ~f juveniles and the s n,the ~~tuational coopera-
off~cers ~s Irving Pilia ' anct~ons ~mposed by youth 
ters with Juveniles," Am:~~ and Scott Briar, "Police Encoun-
(1964), pp. 206-214. can Journal of Sociologr , 70 

"ll.:l· 
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from one encounter to another, a means for exerting control 

over citizens. It has particularly low visibility, from the 

point of view of those interested in policing police work. 

Threats, by their nature, have no history beyond the situa­

tions in which ·they arise. Either compliance by the citizen 

or action by the officer cancels the threat out of existence. 

Ci tizen Requests for Consultation Wi 1:h A Third Party 

It sometimes is argued that the lower a person's social 

status the less likely it is, that he will know how to protect . , 

his legal interests when he has dealings with the police. It 

is assumed that one's interests are best protected in this 

regard when he has benefit of legal counsel. Following such 

an argument, then, one would expect those with a relatively 

lower social status to be less likely to request consultation 

w·i th an attorney or other third party when they encounter the 

police or find themselves faced with a possible legal charge. 

Only 5 per cent of all police encounters with suspects 

involved a request for consultation 'vith a third party. The 

proportion was identical in dispatched and in on-view 

encounters. The race-class differentials are, contrary to 

expectations, very small. (See Table 22.) Except for the 

social class comparison of Negroes in dispatched encounters, 

where the;r:e were only IS white-collar Negroes, differences 

by social status are in an opposite direction. from what might 

be expected. Blue-collar citizens seem no less likely to make 

such requests than do white-collar citizens. Furtaer, Negroes 

•.. 
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were in general more likely to request a third party than were 

whites, though the differences are slight. In both kinds of 

mobilization situations blue-collar Negro citizens more 

frequently requested a third party than did blue-collar white 

citizens. These differentials might not hold if the data were 

controlled for the type of offense for which the persons might 

be charged. Blue-collar persons and Negroes clearly are more 

likely to be involved in serious offenses and are more likely 

to be arrested than are white-collar persons and whites. 

Therefore it may be that Negroe~, especially blue-collar Negroes, 

"request a third party more often largely because they find them-

selves in more serious "trouble ll
• 

The conditions under w~ich a third party is requested vary 

by type of mobilization and by race. (See Table 23.) 'Whites 

are more likely to request a third party before an interrogation 

in dispatched encounters than are Negroes and more so than when 

they 'are in on-view situations. The same differentials are 

found in the case of requests ,made at the time of arrest in the 

field. In on-view situations, however, 7 of 10 requests made 

by whites are at the time of booking at the station. This is 

the point at which most requests by Negroes are made for both 

dispatched and on-view mobilizations. Overall, the great 

majority of requests for consultation with a third party, then, 

occur when the suspect is taken into formal custody, when he 

is arrested in the field, 'or subsequently when he is boo~ed at 

the station. No requests whatsoever, by persons of either race 

or class, were made before a personal or a property search. 

, .. -

'f/J" ., I 

0 
H I 
b'l I 
OJ 

Ul Z 
I=l 
0 

~OM 
OJ+J OJ 

OM ro +J 00 
:>N OM ~ 
1 0M :€ ~~ 

OOM 
..Q 

~ ~ 
ro 00 
+J 
0 

E-i 

0 
H r--
b'l 
OJ 

Ul Z 
I=l 
0 ..c: OM 

() ,p OJ 
+J ro +J r-I 
ro N OM C"') 

0.. OM :€ Ulr-l 
or-f 0r-f 
Q.Q 

0 
~ r-I 

ro II') 

+J r-I 
0 
E-i 

Ul Ul 
Ul ro ~ 
OJ:=: 0 
() or-f 
O+J +J 
H Ul ro 
AI OJ OJ b'l 

::"'0 0 
I=l tJ1 ro H 

or-f OJ ~ H 
p::; OJ 

+J -!J 
~ I=l ~ 

or-f OJ H 
o..c: 
AI:=: OJ 

H 
0 

,4-l 
OJ 
/XI 

-121-

co N I 0 C"') 

C"') 1.0 I 0 ~ 
~ 

0'\ C"') I 0 r-i 
r-- I 0 ~ 

~ 

co <:2' I 0 II') 

N 1.0 I 0 N 
~ 

: , 
~~ ~ r-I 0 co 
r-I r-- r-I 0 N 

r-I 

C"') co co 0 C"') 

N C"') " r-I 
r-I 

Uj 0 0 0 r-I 
r-I 1.0 r-I 0 oq. 

r-I 

b'l 
+J I=l 
Ul or-f 
OJ ~ 
H 0 
H 0 
~ III I=l 

0 
4-l'O 4-l or-f +J 
Or-l O+J I=l 

OJ ro OJ H 
OJor-f OJ+J C,) OJ 
S~ StIl ~ OM or-! H 
E-iOJ E-iOJ OJ ::s ..c: ..c: AI Z 
OJ+J OJ.jJ 

..c: ..c: H r-I r-I 
+J~ +J+J OJ ~ ro 

or-f ItS ..c: +J 
+J +J .jJ 0 0 
~ ~ 0 E-i E-i 



',~' : 

< 

-122-

Another dimension of requests for a third party pertains 

to whom the suspect requests for consultation. Assuming some 

relationship between social status as a consequence of educa­

tion and sophistication about the law and legal right~, one 

should expect persons of higher status to request an attorney 

rather than someone else, such as a fellow family member or 

friend. Taking, both races together a family member is more 

often requested than an attorney in dispatched encounters, but 

in on-view situations an attorney is requested slightly more 

often than a family member. (qee Table 24.) In both types of , 

mobilization whites more frequently request an attorney than 

do Negroes. Indeed, Negroes not only request a family member 

more often than an attorney in dispatched encounters, they 

also request a friend more often than an attorney. Negroes 

also are more likely to request some other "professional 

per~on", usually a bail bondsman, than are whites. 

If a preference for someone other than an attorney is ill­

advised from the point of view of protection of a suspect's 

legal welfare, then these differences are consistent with the 

expectation of status differentials in legal skill. Neverthe­

less, this expectation is lent no support by another finding: 

not one white-collar suspect requested an attorney in a dis­

patched encount'er, and only two white-collar suspects, both 

white, did so in an on-view encounter with the police. The 

data therefore do not provide consistent evidence to support 

any current assumptions about who will request what kind of 

consultation. One possible explanation for the relatively 
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infrequent request for an attorney by all groups may be that 

few people ~ an attorney whom they can call in an "emergency". 

They may prefer to let a family or friend handle the problem 

for them. It is possible, too, that, given a usual limit of 
, . 

one phone call, they may want to insure that someone will 

immediately come to the police station to help them handle the 

Situation, and for this they prefer to trust a family member 

or friend. 
More likely, when people are "in trouble", they 

seek support through sharing it with someone with Whom they have 

a close personal relatJ.'onshl'p ~nd h 
~ someone w ose advice they may 

trust. 

~prising of Rights 

Whether in situations th t f ' 
a 0 flcers handled in response 

to 
radio dispatch or in situations that they acted upon of 

their own volition, patrol officers l'n the 
precincts where 

observation took place seldom apprised suspects of their con-
stitutional rights. 

his rights in only 3 
A citizen Was apprised of at least one of 

er cent of the olice encounters with 
SUspects in dispatched encounters and ' 

In 2 per cent of those 
in on-view sitUations. I h 

n t e Miranda decision the U. S. 

SUpreme Court held that the following points must be made when 

an officer apprises a citizen of hl's 
rights: 1) the right to 

remain silent, 2) anything said will 
be or can be held against 

him, 3) the right to an attorney 'd ) 
, an, 4 an attorney will be 

appointed if he cannot afford one. 
In the analysis, a person was considered to have b 

een apprised or warned 
of his rights 
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something similar was stated by the if any of these points or 

offi~er. Considering the frequency of admissions, not to 

mention interrogations, the proportions apprised are somewhat 

surprising. 

Comparisons by race-class groups are inconclusive owing 

of the proportions themselves and the small to the magnitutde 

differences among status groups. The strongest ge.neralization 

b bl l's that there is no evidence of ~ace or possible pro a y 

social class differentials in apprising of rights. Since the 

proportion of Negro suspects wh~ ~ere interrogated was a 

little larger than that of white suspects, since a larger 

" f d" and, finally, since rela-proportion of Negroes con esse , 

t d Perhaps it could be argued tively more Negroes were arres e , 

1 Negroes should have been apprised of that proportionate y more 

their rights. Indeed, to some extent this did occur, and, 

given the very small proportions for all race a~d class groups, 

one hardly could have expected a larger difference between 

Negroes and whites. 

and social class of the several dimen­Analysis by race 

" f rl'ghts does not seem advisable, given sions of apprlslng 0 

the small number of cases. There were only 31 cases in dispat-

22 Of which were Negro suspects, and 9 of ched encounters, 

which were white. 

and 3 were whites. 

The total for on-vi~ws was 10; 7 were Negroes, 

(In a few of these cases more than one 

citizen was apprised of his rights in the same situation.) The 

. d f this discussion therefore proceeds without respect remaln er 0 

or social class status of the suspect. to the race 
266-262 0 - 67 - 9 
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I 'd'· f apprl'sl'ng of rights partly rests upon The va 1 lty 0 an 

'th the police at which he the point in a suspect's contact Wl 

Must he be apprised at the time of is given the warning. 

fl'eld l'nterrogation, after booking, or when? arrest, before a 

has been no clear resolution of this question At present there 

by the judiciary. The "narrowest" interpretation of the 

Miranda decision would be that a suspect must be informed of 

his rights only prior to in-custody interrogation. Broader 

inte'rpretations include apprisings in field settings. The 

point in police-citizen transaotions when warnings were 

observed during the field study are, therefore, of interest. 

Most of the suspects who were apprised of their rights 

were given the warning either at the time of an arrest in the 

field or at the time of booking in the station. In disp.atched 

mobilizations 39 per cent of the cases occurred at the time of 

a'field arrest; in on-views the proportion was lower--20 per 

cent. More of the apprisings in on-view encounters took place 

at the time of booking at the station: 60 per cent as compared 

to 39 per cent in dispatched police~suspect transactions. 

Apprising of rights was infrequent immediately before an 

interrogation in both kinds of mobilization situation. Three 

per cent of the cases in dispatched encounters occurred at 

that point, while for on-views the proportion immediately before 

interrogation was 10 per cent. The remaining cases occurred at 

other miscellaneous points in the processing of suspects: 

during transportation to:#the police station, upon arrival at 

the station, during field detainment of a motorist and, indeed, 

'Wl~-
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immediately after interrogation. 

Another way of classifying the apprisings is in terms of 

where and when they took place. There is some debate as to 

whether or not the police should be ~equired to warn suspects 

before arrival at the police station. One side of this debate 

holds that if the police are not required to warn suspects in 

the field they will purposely forestall transportation of sus­

pects to the station. Since the courts have not yet decided 

this issue the field data may not be taken as evidence in the 

debate about a "police station ;warning" rule. In the absence . , 
'of such a rule, however, a rather large proportion of the 

apprisings occurred prior to arriva~ at the police station. 

In dispatched encounters 32 per cent of the cases occurred 

at the original field setting, and 13 per cent took place on 

the way to the station. For on-views 40 per cent of the 

warn~ngs were given at the field setting, b~t none were made 

during transportation to the station. Thirty-two per cent of 

the cases in dispatched encounters occurred within 10 minutes 

of the suspect's arrival at the station, and 6 per cent came 

11-20 minutes after arrival. Also in dispatched situations 

another 6 per cent of the cases occurred 31 or more·minutes 

after entrance into the station; one of these cases did not 

take place until after the suspect had been in the police station 

for a full hour. The observers did not ascertain the length of 

time before the apprising of rights in the station in 10 per 

cent of the cases. for dispatched mobilizations. Only 10 per 

cent of the on-view cases occurred within 10 minutes after 
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arrival at the station. Twenty per cent came between 11 and 

20 minutes after that point, and 30 per cent occurred after 

31 or more minutes. Two of these on-view cases occurred after 

an hour of station detention of the suspect. 

These data on when and where suspects were apprised of 

their rights must be interpreted with the utmost caution given 

that only those cases where apprising of rights occurred while 

an observer was present are included. It is possible that 

a number of suspects were informed of their rights after the 

patrolman and hence the obse:rvC?r left the station. Still, we 

~now that a good deal of probing for oral evidence took place 

prior to any apprising in a large number of cases. This of 

course does not mean that such cases would ever be challenged 

in a courtroom. 

Since the Miranda decision in June, 1966, carne a week 

after this study began, much interest attache~ to how citizens 

are informed of their rights. Following the decision it has 

generally been assumed that an apprising of rights is not valid 

unless all four of the points adumbrated by the Supreme Court 

are mentioned when the suspect. is warned. Including both 

dis atched and on-view encounters a total of onl 
3 cases in 

volved mention of all four points . 
speclfied by the Court in 

the Miranda decision. 
In dispatched encounters 23 per cent of 

the cases involved mention of only 

and/or that anythina said could be 

the right to remain silent 

used as evidence in court. 
Thirty-two per cent 

and the right to an 

included only th . h . e rlg t to rema4U silent 

attorney·· in 19 , per cent of the cases only 

\fd;'T . ...;". 
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the right to an attorney was stated, and also in 19 per cent 

three of the four Miranda points were made in the warning. 

In on-view situations only the right to remain silent and 

the right to an attorney were mentioned in 30 per cent of the 

cases, and merely the .right to an attorney was mentioned for 

another 20 per cent. In one on-view case the right to an 

attorney and also the right to refuse to take a drunkometer 

test were stated, and in another case only the drunkometer 

warning, a variety of self-incrimination warning, was given. 

For the remaining on-view case~ the specific statement of 
• I 

rights was not ascertained by the observer. In short, the 

great majority of oases where a suspect was apprised of his 

rights would be rejected as insufficient by contemporary courts 

of law. 

Apart from the matter of which rights the police mentioned 

when warning suspects other conditions surrounding some of the 

cases would surely invalidate them or render them legally 

superfluous. In two cases the suspect was literally unconscious 

\'lhen he was "apprised". In two other cases the suspect was so 

drunk that the observer noted he was incapable of understanding 

the warning. It also should be pointed out that in a majority 

of the cases a confession by the suspect would have been or 

was unnecessary, since the offense in question was observed by 

the arresting officers so the .suspect's criminal liability was 

not problematic. In those cases, therefore, the apprising of 

rights could function only to warn the suspect against. further 

self-incrimination and to advise him of his right to an attorney. 

:-1 
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Moreover, in nearly all of the cases in which the offense was 

not observed by the arresting officers an apparently reliable 

witness--usually the victim--observed the offense or the 

suspect orally "confessed". In one-half of the cases in which 

a· suspect made an admission when his liability was uncertain, 

however, the admission was made prior to the apprising of 

rights. 

Because the Miranda vs. Arizona decision was announced on 

June 13, 1966, one week after observation began, it is possible 

to examine whether there were: any changes in police practice 

to impleme.nt the Miranda decision during the period of the 

study. Analysis may be made to see when and how suspects were 

appri~ed of their rights until six weeks after the decision. 

When the data are tabulated by seven-day periods, it is 

possible to examine whether or not the effect of Miranda 

increased with time or whether the frequency of apprising of 

rights was merely a. function of the number of suspects pro­

cessed during any given week. This tabulation was made for 

dispatched mobilizations only. 

Week of Observation 

June 8-14 

June 15-21 

June 22-28 

June 29-July 5 

July 6-12 

July 13-19 

July 20-25 

Per Cent of All 
Apprisings 

3 

18 

18 

32 

18 

9 

3 

Per Cent of All 
Cases With A 

Suspect 

6 

14 

21 

24 

20 

9 

6 
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Bearing in mind that only a relatively small number of 

citizens were apprised of their rights, it nonetheless seems 

clear that the per cent of citizens who were informed of their 

rights during any week of the observation period was not too 

dissimilar from what one might expect, given the proportion 

of suspects observed during each week. Put another way, given 

a constant rate of apprising of rights one would expect that 

the distribution of apprising of rights would be like that of 

suspects. There is no evidence of an increase in compliance 

with the Miranda decision over ~im~. 

The manner in which citizens were apprised of their rights 

over time was also tabulated for dispatch mobilization encoun­

ters. There apparently are no significant differences over 

time in the points mentioned by officers in warning citizens 

of their rights. The officers mentioned no more of the points 

adumbrated in the Miranda decision toward the end of the obser­

vation period than they did earlier. 

The dispatch mobilization data also were tabulated by 

race of suspect for apprising of rights over time. Again, the 

percentage distribution of suspects of each race who were 

apprised of their rights in the various weeks of the observa­

tion period is roughly but clearly similar to the percentage 

distribution of suspects of each race encountered by the police 

during the weeks of the observation. 

In conclusion, it is apparent that officers on patrol 

rarely apprise citizens of their constitutional rights. Thi.s 

seems to be so for two reasons: 1) Situations for which the 
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warning is appropriate are uncommon in patrol work relative to 

detective work, and 2) patrolmen usually disregard their obli­

gation to infol~ citizens of their legal rights. It is likely 

that both of these circumstances contribute to the outcome. 

Police Attitudes Toward Negroes 

Although the thrust of the police observation study was 

aimed at gathering behavioral data on police-citizen trans­

actions, the contact with officers brought information on their 

attitudes as well. Since each:observer rode or walked with 

officers for about eight hours a day" six days a week, much 

in the way of conversational interchange with policemen was 

part of the natural routine. In the context of intensive field 

observation conversation becomes a requirement not only of 

rapport but also of sociability. This is particularly evident 

when an observer accompanies an off].' cer ].' n t I a one-man pa ro car 

or on a one-man foot beat; in these cases , indeed, the police-

man may seize upon the opportunity for sociable interaction. 

This situational advantage easily translates into a some­

what unique research medium--"conversational interviewing", as 

opposed to focussed and unfocussed interviewing. The situation 

was defined as an observation situation; it generally was not 

defined as one of an interview. S' 
].nce often a geod deal of 

camaraderie developed between the observers and the officers, 

such attitude data often are particularly "rich" in quality 

and content. 
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Police officers generally expressed attitudes toward 

Negroes. Although these attitudes were recorded and coded 

with considerable speci.ficity, here they are arranged in 

broad categories to facilitate comparisons. Comparisons are 

made by race of the officer, whether white or Negro, and by 

the racial composi t,ion of the police precinct to which the 

officer is assigned, whether pr'edominantly Negro i' white, or 

mixed in residential population. 

Five broad categories of attitudes toward Negroes are 

used: highly prejudiced or e~tr,emely anti-Negro, prejudiced 

or anti-Negro, neutral, pro-Negro, and "not classifiable" 

or "difficult to obtain inforrnation". ~Highly prejudiced O~ 

extremely anti-Negro" was used when an of.ficer refer,t'ad to 

Negroes as sub-human, suggested an extreme solution to the 

"Negro problem", expressed dislike to the point of hatred, or 

used very pejorative nicknames when speaking of Negroes. The 

following exemplify the "highly prejudiced" officer: "These 

scum aren't people~ they're animals in a jungle". "Hitler had 

the right idea. We oughta gas these niggers--they're ruining 

the country". "Bastard savages". "Maggots". "Filthy pigs". 

"They oughta ship 'em back where thayt:ame from". "Buffaloes". 

An officer was placed in the second category--"prejudiced 

or anti-Negro"--if he simply showed general dislike for N~groes 

as a group ,,,ithout making "extreme" statements as in the first 

category: "These people don't have enough respect for law and 

order" . "Most of these niggers are too lazy to ... :ork for a 

living". "Th~~ trouble with shines is the way they run dm-m a 
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nelghborhood--it's a real shame". 

The third categorY--"neutral"--was used for an officer 

who spoke of Negroes descriptively, without judging them. He 

neither condemned nor defended Negroes, their advocates, or 

their critics: "The colored are about like anybody else". 

"The main probi~!!l is education--Negroes just don't get enough 

schooling". "There are all kinds of coloreds, some good, 

some bad". 

The "pro-Negro" officer was outwardly sympathetic toward 

Negroes, or he defended Negroes: against their critics: "These 

people deserve all the help they can get". "A.D.C. discrim-

inates against Negroes". "They've been kept down too long. 

It's a disgrace for this country". 

Finally, the category "not classifiable" (or "difficult 

to obtain information") was used for an officer who expressed 

no a~titudes toward Negroes. This category w~s used when, in 

the observer's judgement, .the officer appeared unwilling to 

discuss the topic because of the circumstancGs. For example, 

this category was usedwnen an observer noted that Negroes 

were not discussed because a Negro officer was present, or 

vice versa, depending upon the race of the particular officer. 

Also, if the observer reported that the topic was "avoided", 

"too riskyll, or that the officer "would not commit himself" 

this category was used. 

The distribution of officer attitUdes may be seen in 

Table 25. Every officer who was observed during the study is 

included, so the percentages are computed on a base that 
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includes those officers for whom no information pertaining to 

attitudes toward Negroes was acquired, the "not ascertained" 

or "no relevant observation" cases. Attitudes of white 

officers more often were acquired than were those of Negro 

officers. 

It is clear that the great majority of white officers in 

all of the precincts hold anti-Negro attitudes. In the 

predominantly Negro precincts over three-fourths of the white 

policemen expresse9 prejudiced or highly prejudiced sentiments 

toward members of the Negro race., Only 1 per cent expressed 

attitudes sympathetic toward Negroes. A larger proportion of 

officers verbalized "highly prejudiced" attitudes in the 

heavily Negro precincts than did officers in either of the 

other two kinds of racially populated areas. However, there 

were more cases for which officers' attitudes were not ascer-

tairied in the racially mixed precincts, so the significance of 

the difference between officers in predominantly Negro pre­

cincts and. those in the racially mixed precincts should not 

be taken as conclusive. On the other hand, it does appear 

that policemen who have official contacts primarily with white 

citizens are less extreme in the degree to which they are anti­

Negro than are officers whose on-the-job contacts with citizens 

largely are the Negroes. 

The attitudes of Negro policemen toward members of their 

own race allow for a comparison between those who are assigned 

to predominantly Negro precincts and those in racially mixed 

areas. However, no Negro officers were assigned to the 
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predominantly white precincts included in the observation 

study. Almost one-in-ten of the Negro policemen in the 

predominantly Negro precincts expressed extremely anti-Negro 

attitudes whereas none did in the racially mixed precincts. 

Remarks made by several of these "highly prejudic.2d" Negro 

policemen may be helpful in interpreting the data in Table 25: 

1. "I'm talking to you as Negro, and I'm telling 
you these people are savages. And they're 
real dirty. We were never rich, but my mother 
kept us and our home clean." 

2. "There have always been jobs for Negroes, but 
the f----- people are tpo stupid to go out 
and get an education. ,They all want the easy 
way out. Civil Rights has gotten them nothin' 
they didn't have before." 

3. "These people are animals. They don't do any­
thing for themselves. A.D.C. is pure social­
ized prostitution." 

Nineteen per cent of the Negro officers in heavily Negro 

precincts were simply "prejudiced", but not extremely so; in 

the mixed areas the proportion was 10 per cent. Negro officers 

in racially mixed precincts were a good deal more likely to 

verbalize pro-Negro attitudes, 24 per cent did so, as compared 

to only 7 per cent in the largely Negro police districts. 

Though Negro officers, of course, are far less anti-Negro than 

white officers, the distribution of attitudes follows the same 

pattern as it does for the white policemen. 

It is apparent that any assumptions concerning the degree 

to which increased contact or association with Negroes decreases 

prejudice against Negroe.s, as has been suggested and empirically 

supported by some social scientists, must take these findings 
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into consideration. Seemingly the nature of the interpersonal 

contacts themselves and the :toles of the persons involved are 

crucial conditions that affect the validity of such an hypo-

thesis. Also, police~en relate to Negroes as members of 

an organization, an organization with a belief system and goals 

of its own, rather than as individuals. This may be important 

in explaining their attitudes. Finally, indeed, it even may 

be that the methods employed in collecting the attitudes 

affected the data. 

While the proportion of white police officers who reveal 

anti-Negro attitudes is quite striking, it is emphasized that 

inferences cannot be drawn from these verbalizations to the 

behavior of police officers when they interact with Negro . 

citizens. A n~curring theme in the observers' reports was 

the great disparity between the verbalized attitudes of officers, 

in'the privacy of the patrol car, and the public conduct of 

officers in encounters with Negroes and members of other 

minority groups. There is a general paucity of evidence of 

discriminatory of prejudiced behavior on the part of police 

officers in face-to-face encounters with Negroes. 

This study writes large the sociological caveat that 

attitudes or psychological predispositions may be very poor 

.predictors of conduct. One might say that policemen, like 

other social actors, often are not quite so free to act out 

their'. feelings as they appear to be. No.doubt this is equally 

true f:prthe citizens who have contacts with police officers. 

Police-·ci tizen transactions seemingly assume an empirical 
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uniformity that is to a significant extent independent of the 

attitudes of the participants involved. This uniformity 

apparently arises from a similarity in the impact of social 

controls and constraints present in situational encounters 

between police officers and citizens and from departmental 

co~trols. It follows that an understanding of the patterns 

of interaction and the otitcomes of police-citizen transactions 

.===-< ..... ~., 

calls for an analysis of the elements in sUch organized controls 

and constraints. 
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Relatively little attention has been given to empirical 

study of police organization and of the police occupation 

until recently. These studies now appearing tend to focus 

on police occupational culture as it relates to their parti­

cular role in a department or on its relationship to the 

bureaucratic style ot the organization. l In almost every 

case, a single department or organization was studied, making 

comparison difficult since the studies are undertaken from a 

variety of perspectives and designs. 

This paper reports on an investiga~ion of police officers 

in selected precincts of three major metropolitan police 

departments, making possible some understanding'of what may 

be core and what are variable: f~atures of police occupation 

and organization. Core featur~s are assumed to be those that 

vary little as one moves from department to department while 

variable features are those that result from the administra­

tive organization of a particular department or from the 

environment in which the police work. 

The following major features of police work as an occupa­

tion and of police organization are considered: the nature 

of· police careers, of police work, and of officer satisfac­

tion with their job; police officer orientations toward their 

tasks in policing and of their relationships and transactions 

with the public that is policed; officer perceptions of how 

organizations and systems that affect law enforcement have 

1. Michael Banton, The Policeman in the Community, 
New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1964; James Q. Wilson, "The 
police and Their Problems: 'A Theory" in Carl J. Friedrich 
and Seymour E. Harris, (eds.), Public Policy XII, Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1963" pp. 189-216; Jerome 
Skolnick, Justice Without Trial: Law Enforcement in Demo­
cratic Society, New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966; Elaine 
Cumming, Ian M. Cumming, and Laura Edell, "Policeman as 
Philosopher, Guide, and Friend," Social Problems, XII 
(Winter, 1965), pp. 276-297; Jack J. Preiss and Howard J. 
Ehrlich, An Examination of Role Theory: The Case of the 
State police, Lincoln, Nebraska: The University of Nebraska 
Press, 1966. 

1.66-262 0 - 67 - 10 
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influenced or changed police work. The study is companion to 

one on the observation of police behavior with citizens which 

investigated how officers and citizens behave in one anothers 

presence.
2 

By comparison, this study reports on how officers 

orient themselves to their work and the publics with which 

they deal or that affect their work. It is a study in percep-' 

tions and attitudes, not of actual behavior. 

Design of the Study 

The observational studies of the police, for reasons of 

economy, could not be undertaken in all police precincts or 

districts of Boston, Chicago, and Washington, D. C., the 

three cities selected for investigation. Two police precincts 

were selected each in Boston and Chicago and four in Washing­

ton, D. C. Only precincts with fairly high crime rates were 

selected to insure observation of a large number of police 

and citizen transactions within a relatively short period of 
time. 

The two precincts in Boston are Dorchester and Roxbury. 

Dor~hester is primarily a white residential area where the 

income of the inhabitants ranges from low to middle income. 

Irish people comprise the largest ethnic group. Among the 

white areas outside downtown Boston, Dorchester has the high­

est crime rate. The major housing project in the precinct is 

peopled mostly by Negroes, and there is a small Negro area 

bordering on the other precinct selected, Roxbury. Roxbury 

is largely made up of low income Negro families, though there 

are some middle income Negro families and some white families. 

The area has a very high crime rate for Boston; it is somewhat 
higher than that of Dorchester. 

2. See Dona~d J~ Black and Albert J. R . 
Patterns of Behav~or ~n Police and C't' ~l.SS, Jr., 
this supplement. ~ lzen Transactions in 
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In Chicago a predominately white a.nd a predominately 

Negro area also were selected. Town Hall is primarily white, 

and, for a white area in Chicago, its crime rate is fairly 

high. There is a substantial number of low income Southern 

white migrants in Town Hall; about 20,000 Puerto Ricans also 

live in the area. There is considerable variation in income 

and ethnic composition of the inhabitants. Income groups are 

fairly segregated in the precinct with very low income, work­

ing class, middle income, and upper income areas quite clearly 

defined in space. A few Negro families are included in a 

housing project at one end of the precinct. Fillmore is in 

marked contrast to Town Hall. Except for a small Italian 

settlement, the area is made ~p ,primarily of Negro families, 

many of whom are recent migrants from the South. The average 

income is low, and the population has a high density. The 

crime rate is high, considerably higher than the Town Hall rate. 

Police Precincts 6, 10, 13, and 14 were selected in 

Washington, D. C. Over 40 per cent of the population of the 

District resides in these four precincts. About two-thirds 

of the district population is nonwhite. About 90 per cent of 

the residents in the 14th precinct, three-fourths of those in 

the 10th and 13th, and a little more than one-half of those in 

the 6th are nonwhite. According to the Washington, D. C. 

Police Department Annual Report of 1965, the crime rates of 

6 and 14 are somewhat lower than those for 10 and 13. From 

lowest to highest the crime rates of the four precincts rank 

as follows: 6, 14, 10, 13; they are so ordered in the tables 

of this report. 

within each of the precincts a simple probability sample 

of officers was selected for interview according to the survey 

questionnaire in Appendix A. Although the number of officers 

varies somewhat among the precincts, from 20 to 25 per cent of 

the officers in any precinct was interviewed. There vvere 

almost no refusals to interview. The following number of 

officers were interviewed in each of the precincts: 
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Race of 
City Precinct Officer Total 

Officers 
White Negro 

Boston Dorchester 24 1 25 
Roxbury 23 2 25 

Chicago Town Hall 24 1 25 
Fillmore 14 11 25 

Washington, D. C. # 6 21 4 25 
" #14 18 9 27 

#10 22 4 26 
#13 : 17 9 26 , 

,. 
Total 163 41 204 

Roughly four of every five officers interviewed is a 

white officer. The sample selection of nonwhite officers 

clearly reflects both the race composition of each depart­

ment's complement of officers and policies of assignment 

by race to districts. The more white the district, the 

'smaller the proportion of nonwhite officers in each of the 

cities. Dorchester in Boston and Town Hall in Chicago had 

almost no nonwhite officers assigned to the district; only 

one sample case was selected from each of these precincts. 

While most D. C. precincts have some Negro residents the . , 
more nonwhite the precinct, the larger the proportion of 
nonwhite officers. Given the fact that B t h os on as only a 
very small percentage of Negroes on the f I orce, on y 3 of the 
nonwhite interviews are with Negro off' f 1cers rom Boston. 
When information is reported by r f 

ace 0 officer, therefore, 
it largely reflects inf t' 

,orma lon for Chicago and Washington, 
D.~. It also 1S true that more than one-half of the white 
offlcers are from Washington DC' 

, .. , g~ven the inclusion 
of four precincts from that city Th h 

" . roug out the report 
when e1ther C1ty or precinct d 4 ff 

~ erences are important, 

2W :lId 

• • <~ ... -

~l-~~ 

~-.. -1 

::mI ~" ..... ,--

• 

-5-

however, information is provided separately by city and pre­

cinct. 

Officer Orientation to A Police Career and Police Morale 

Police work falls among a selected number of career 

occupations. Unlike ~ome career occupations, police work 

generally involves commitment to a particular occupational 

organization (a poli.ce department in a given jurisdiction) as 

well as commitment to a career as a police officer. 

An attempt was made to isolate the major factors that 

police officers perceive as important elements in police work, 

particularly factors that lead them to make a commitment to 

police work and that engage them in their work. At the same 

time some effort was made to learn the degree to which an 

officer maintains a continuing commitment to both police work 

and to a given department in which he works. Broadly speaking 

this kind of commitment is affected by what is commonly termed 

the 'morale' of the officer and 'morale' in the department. 

No effort was made to develop a single measure of 'morale'; 

rather morale is inferred from responses the officer makes to 

factors about his career a~ a police officer, his satisfaction 

with his job, and his perceptions of the problems he has in 

being a police officer. 

Within the police occupation, there is a movement toward 

'professionalization' of the occupation. Elsewhere it has 

been noted that this movement has led more to the profession­

alization of police departments than to the professionaliza­

tion of the police occupation. 3 Though no specific measures 

of 'professionalization' of the occupation were developed for 

this study, it will be clear to. the reader that some of the 

3. See David J. Bordua and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., 
"Command, Control, and Charisma: Reflections on Police 
Bureaucracy," The American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 72 
(July, 1966), pp. 68-76.. . 

--~---il 
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measures provide information on the extent of professionaliza­

tion of police officers. 

Police work has long been characterized as an occupation 

where both generational inheritance of the occupation and 

ethnic solidarities play major roles. 4 The most recent 'ethnic' 

to enter major polic~ departments of the United states is the 

American Negro. His entry for the most part is so recent that 

family membership within the occupation is rare. Whether 

ethnic and family solidarities will survive in the 'profession­

alized' department remains to be seen; yet it's survival on any 

scale is doubtful, given the history of other occupations where 

entry is based on universalistic criteria. 

Nonetheless it is of inter~st to regard an officer's commit­

ment to his career by examining whether he regards police work 

as an occupation which he would like to have· his son enter or 

which he would advise other young men to enter. Tables 1 and 

4 provide information on the degree to which officers would 

advise their sons and other young men to enter police work. 

White officers are twice as likely as Negro officers to 

advise a young man or their son to enter police work. About 

half of all white officers would advise a young man to enter 

police work and a fourth would advise their son to enter 

police work. Given the fact that mobility aspirations of 

police officers for the sons should be quite high, ~t is appar­

ent that commitment to a police career is sufficiently great so 

that at least a fourth of all white officers would advise their 

sons to become a police officer. It is apparent in Table 4 

that the commitment of Negro officers to police work as an 

avenue to mobility or as a desired career is substantially 

lower, a fact that will appear evident in other measures in 
this report. 

.4 .. See, for example, James Q. Wilson, "Generational and 
Ethn1c D1ffere~ces Among Career Police Officers," The American 
Journal of Soc10logy, Vol. LXIX (March, 1964), pp. 522-28. 
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Nonetheless it is evident that a substantial proportion 

of all officers would not advise a young man to go into police 

work. About a third of both Negro and white officers would 

not advise a young man to go into police work and 55 per cent 

of white officers and 69 per cent of Negro officers would not 

advise their son to go into police work. If these verbaliza­

tions be taken as measures of dissatisfaction with the occupa­

tion--particularly the measure that they would not advise a 

young man to go into police work--then police work shows a 

substantial minority of dissatisfied officers. Negro officers 

are considerably more indecisive about whether they would 

advise a 'Young man to go into police work since more than 

twice as many Negro as white officers indicated they might 

under some conditions advise a young man to enter police work; 

by contrast, however, they were less indecisive about advising 

their son to enter police work. Only half as many Negro as 

white officers indicated they would advise their son to enter 

police work on contigent conditions. 

Further examination of Tables 1 and 4 indicate, neverthe­

less, that the proportion of officers who would advise a young 

man or their son to enter police work varies considerably by 

department and district to which one is assigned within a 

department. Hence, it would appear that job satisfaction and 

'morale' affect one's willingness to advise a young man to 

enter police work. Chicago police officers are considerably 

more likely to advise both their sons and other young men to 

consider a career as a police officer. Almost one-half of 

all Chicago officers, regardless of district of assignm.ent, 

would advise their son to go into police work; only about one-­

third would not advise their son to enter police work. 

Officers assigned to the high crime rate Negro areas in 

each of the cities are less likely to advise a young man to 

enter police work and, except for Chicago, less likely to 

advise their son to enter police work. Some of this difference 
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is due to the fact that Negro officers are disproportionally 

assigned tO,these high crime rate Negro areas. Hence for 

white officers the differences by area of assignment are 

smaller than would appear in Tables 1 and 4. It seems doub,t­

ful that the presence of substantial numbers of Negroes on 
, , 

the police force or assigned -to a district affects white 

officer commitment since there are only small differences 

between Boston with few Negro officers and Washington, D. c. 
with much larger numbers. Furt~ermore, Chicago, with the 

highest proportion of Negro officers among the three cities, 

shows the highest commitment. 

It is possible that Negro officers are less committed 

to police 9areers for their sons or other young men because 

they are assigned to predominately Negro districts; the 

design of our study does not permit us to determine whether 

Negro officers assigned to predominately white districts have 

greater commitment. Other data, discussed below, suggest 

that the lower commitment of Negro officers relates both to 

factors that motivated Negro officers to enter police work 

and to some factors they specifically dislike about their 

job, though conceivably rationalization might playa role in 
their verbalizations of these reason~. 

Tables 2 and 3 provide information on reasons officers 
give for advising a young man to enter or not enter police 

work. From Table 2, it is evident that Negro officers are 

more likely than white officers to say there is "nothing good" 

about police work--an indication of lower commitment to it as 

a career choice, though not necessarily of job satisfaction. 

Almost one-thir~ of all Negro officers thought there was 

"nothing good" about police work (Table 2). Yet they were 

rio more likely" to give reasons why a yl,:>ung man should not 

enter police work than were white officers (Table 3). 
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Table 1: Per Cent of Police Officers Advising A Young Man To 
Go Into Police work: Eight Police Districts in 
Th~ee Cities and Race of Officer. 

Would you advise a young man to go 

City, Police into police work? 

District, and Per Race of Yes Maybe No Cent Officer Total 

All Districts: 46 20 34 100 

All white 
officers 50 17 33 Ion 

All Negro : 
officers 28 36 36 100 

Boston: 

Dorchester 44 24 32 100 
Roxbury 36 16 48 100 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 72 17 11 100 
Fillmore 56 13 31 100 

Washington, D. C. : 

6 56 20 24 100 
14 44 26 30 100 
10 31 19 50 100 
13 38 19 42 100 
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I.;! Table 2: I,: Per cent Distribution of Officers ,Reasons Given To A Young Man For What Is Especially 
Good About Police Work: Eight Police Distri9ts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

jl 

J ~': 

J;, 
'.'1 

iii 

id 
• I 

l)i 
I' 
i 

I 

,t 

City, Police 
District, and 

Race of Nothing 
Officer Good 

All Districts: 20 
All white 
officers 17 

All Negro 
officers 31 

Boston: 

Dorchester 16 
Roxbury 36 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 22 
Fillmore 25 

Washington, 
D. C. : 

6 4 
14 29 

I 
10 0 
13 27 

I 
i 

What would you tell a young man that is especially good 
about police work? 

Payor Security Variety Working Freedom Pres- Important 
Bene- or Advan- in the With and tige Work for 
fits cement Work People Respon- of Job Society 

sibility . 

23 20 13 16 2 2 2 

21 23 14 16 2' 1 3 , 
~ 

31 14 6 16 -- 3 --

16 12 20 20 4 4 4 
12 28 4 8 -- -- 4 

JI. __ i2 28 28 -- -- --
31 19 -- 19 6 -- --

. 

28 24 12 16 4 4 4 
30 15 11 15 -- -- --
38 23 12 19 4 -- --
27 15 ' 15 4 -- 4 4 

-

d 

Work 
With 
Good 
Men 

3 

4 

--
-

4 
8 

--
--

4 
--

4 
4 

11 
" 

Total 
Per 
Cent 

101 

101 

101 

100 
100 

100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

E 
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Table 3: Per Cent ~istribution of Officers Reasons Given To A Young Man About Why He Should 
Not Go Into Police Work: Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

City, Police 
District; and 

Race of 
Officer 

All Districts: 

All white . 
office!;'s 

All Negro 
officers 

Boston: 

Dorchester 
Roxbury 

Cbicago: 

Town Hall 
Fillmore 

Washington, 
D. C. : 

6 
14 
10 
13 

Reasons Given Why A Young Man Should Not Go Into Police Work: 

Dang- Work tRed Low Not Poor Too Too Many Diffi- No 
erous Sche- (~pe Sal- Enough "Leader- Little Restric- cult Reason 
Work dule aries Chance ship" of Public tions On For Why He 

To Get Dept. Respect Police Family Should-
Ahead nIt . 

10 11 2 7 3 7 12 7 5 36 

9 9 2 7 3 6 12 9 5 38 
>, 

14 17 -- 6 6 8 8' 3 5 33 

12 4 4 4 -- 4 20 12 16 24 
8 4 -- 8 -- -- 28 16 -- 36 

17 11 -- II -- 6 -- -- -- 55 
-- 6 -- 6 6 6 -- -- 13 63 

-

12 16 -- 16 8 4 4 8 4 28 
19 11 -- II -- 7 22 -- -- 30 
15 8 4 -- 4 8 15 11 4 31 

3 12 4 -- 8 15 -- 8 7 43 
" , 

Total 
Per 
Cent 

100 

100 

100 

"100 
100 

100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

I 
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I-' 
I 

>. 
'i 
I 

i 

1 
I 

\ 
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/, 
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J 

/, 
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Table 4: Per Cent Distribution of police Officers Who Would 
Advise A Son to Go Into police Work by Eight Police 
Districts in Three cities and Race of Officer. 

City, Police Would You Advise A Son of Yours to 
District, and Be A police Officer? Total 

Race of 
Officer Yes Depends No Don't Know 

All Districts: 26 13 57 4 100 

All white . 
officers 27 15 55 3 100 

All Negro 
officers 14 8 69 8 99 

, 
Boston: 

Dorchester 36 12 52 -- lOa 
Roxbury 20 4 68 8 100 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 45 22 33 -- lOa 
Fillmore 50 6 38 6 100 

Washington, D. C. ; 

6 12 24 56 8 100 
14 26 11 59 4 100 
10 15 12 65 8 100 
13 15 15 69 -- 99 
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While Negro officers were less likely than white officers 

to advise a young man to go into police work because of oppor­

tunities for security or advancement (Table 2), only 6 per cent 

of Negro as compared with 3 per cent of white officers give as 

a reason for their advising a young man not to enter police 

work that there is "not enough chance to get ahead." Further­

more, as Table 13 shows, only 10 per cent of the Negro officers 

wanting to leave the department gave as a reason that "promo­

tion is too slow." Perception of lack of opportunity for 

advancement within the department then does not appear to be 

a major reason for the lower commitment of Nagro officers to 

police work as a career occupation. 

The main reasons officers give for advising a young man 

to go into police work relate to the salary and security 

aspects of the job, that one works with people rather than 

things, and that police work is variable in interest rather 

than routine. They do not view a police career in terms of 

"values," as for example 'the value it has as important work 

for the society, or as a job to be taken for the prestige that 

it confers, reasons sometimes closely associated with profes­

sional careers. Nor do they focus on the closeness of the 

working relationship with fellow officers, a factor suggested 

by some. police literature. One gets the impression that 

police w'ork is evaluated by 'officers as a job among jobs in 

a mass society. Aunong such jobs its "value" is that it pays 

reasonably well, provides a modicum of security, and that it 

has the advantage of lacking the routine quality of much work 

in modern society . 

Focusing on reasons that officers would give a young man 

why he should not go into police work, officers do not appear 

to focus on a particular characteristic or set of character­

istics. Such day to day factors of the job as the work 

schedule, the danger in the work, 'the salary received, the 

supervision given, and the "restrictions" imposed on the police 

account for the bulk of reasons. Even the response "too little 
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public x-espect" has an immediate quality to it--it is less 

the conferring of prestige in abroad sense that is meant than 

the fact that wl.'th "respect" in day to people do not treat one 

day contacts. 
Overall, then, it is the day to day characteristics of 

police work that officers cite as factors for a young man to 

consider in entering a police career. This orientation to 

policing will become evident again as the specific likes and 

dislikes of officers about their job are evaluated in Tables 

8 to 16 below. 

Mention was made of the fact that traditionally the 

American police recruited from family, kinship, and ethnic 

networks. It is not know wh~th~r family and kinship networks 

ever accounted for a substantial proportion of the members in 

any police department though historically one or another 

ethnic groups came to dominate many American police departments. 

The most recent ethnic minority to dominate many American police 

departments were the Irish. 

Given personal acquaintance networks as a basis for re­

cruitment into the police, it has been assumed that many men 

who entered police departments did so as a "first" choice. 

They had been socialized wi t1!in their conununi ties to "want" to 

become a poli.ce officer. There is some evidence that such 

socialization toward a career in the police is declining, parti­

cularly as the universalistic standards of a civil service 

. system becomes the basis for selection into police ·work. 

Nonetheless there may be very real differences in the way 

that persons come to be recruited into the police via a civil 

service system. Though there are no statistical data available, 

the comment often is heard that Negroes are encouraged into 

police work through civil service or other counselors; they 

less often apply for police jobs when they seek civil service 

employment than do whites. Whether or not this is the case, 

there is considerable evidence in Table 5 that more Negro than 

white officers originally preferred some other kind of work 
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when they entered police work. Over one-half of all Negro as 

compared with but one-fifth of all white officers indicated 

they preferred some other kind of work when they become a 
police officer. 

That other factors may be operating, however, can be seen 
< 

in the variation in preference for other employment by city. 

A much smaller proportion of the white and Negro officers in 

Chicago preferred some other kind of work when they entered the 

police department than did officers in Boston and Washington, 

D. C. Nonetheless, as Table 5 shm'ls, Negro officers more than 

white officers indicated preferred jobs with more skill and 

prestige than police work at the time they entered police work. 

About twice as many Negro as white officers who preferred some 
other kind of work when they ent'ered the police department 

wanted a professional or semi-professional job or to go into 

business or managerial occupati0ns. White officers were more 

likely to select skilled or other protective service positions 

(such as fireman) as a preferred employment at the time they 

entered police work. For more Negro than white officers then, 

entering police work represented a lowerin~ of their aspiration 

for 'employment. This in itself might account for thei.r seem­

ingly less commitment and satisfaction with police work as a 
career. 

That the aspirations of both Negro and white officers for 
preferred employment at the time they went into police work 

were to a degree unrealistic is apparent from data in Table 6. 

Roughly a third of Negro and white officers indicated they 

lacked either the educational or other qUalifications for their 

preferred employment. Negro officers more often mentioned the 

lack of economic or job security as a reason for not taking 

some other job while white officers more often mention the 

absence of employment opportunities as their reason for not 
going into a preferred line of work. 

Table 7 shows that 15 per cent of white as compared with 
but 1 per cent of Negro officers have family members or 
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friends who influenced them to enter police work. There are 

few differences between Negro and white officers for other 

reasons given for the decision to enter police work. For both 

white and Negro officers, security of the job or an expression 

of always being interested in police work account for more than 

one-half of the deci·sions ,to enter police work. Indeed 'three­

fourths of all white officers entered police work because of 

family or friends, an avowed long time interest in police work, 

or because of the security promised by the job. Less than one­

half of the Negro officers entered for these reasons. 

There are substantial differences among the cities as well. 

Washington, D. C. officers far less often than the officers in 

the other cities give securi~y in the job as a reason for enter-. , 
ing police work. While no officers in the other cities cited 

the economic attractiveness of the job as a reason for their 

decision, more than 10 per cent of the officers in D. C. did so. 

What is surprising is that most officers do not mention 

either qualifications for the job or qualities of police work 

as their main reason for entering it (apart from the general 

statement that they always were interested in police work) . 

T~is general absence of an interest in specific qualities of 

police work and of qualifications for it reflects, of course, a 

low degree of professionalization of police work itself. Per­

haps some California police departments where junior college 

training programs prepare for police work might show a more 

'professional' orientation among officers in their decision to 

enter police work. 
That some other qualities of police work come to be valued 

after the officer enters the occupation is clear from Table 8. 

The most frequently chosen aspects of police work that are 

linked in comparison with o,ther jobs are the variety in the job 

and a satisfaction that comes from working with people rather 

than objects. Again it is evident. that officers do not see 

prestige as a cho:cacteristic of the job as few mention it. And 

indeed as Table 9 shows, the lack of public respect for police 



J ";i 

r 
l, 

\' 
,,' 

~ j 
i,'j :1 

I. 

, ~"'~ 
II , 

---........... 

, \\,,' .. 
.0 ,,_ 

','; 

Table 8: 
Per Cent Distribution of Characteristics Police Officers Give As To What Is Most 
Liked About Police Work Comp~red With Other Jobs: 

Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

Most Liked Characteristics Compared With Other Jobs 
City, Police Work or Position Characteristics: I Satisfaction With: I District, and 

Race of 
Pay Secur- Vari- Respon- IChance Prestige Working Making Men INoth~nglTotal Officer E'ringe ity of ety sibility To Do of With Society You Good ,Per Bene- Job In of Police Position People Better workl About Cent fits Work Position Work 

With It 
All Districts: 6 9 I 30 8 

I 3 3 27 All white 
officers 5 10 /31 8 2 3 

. I: 
26 All Negro 

I officers 12 6 27 12 6 3 33 

/ 

, Boston: 

I I Dorchester 4 32 4 , 8 4 40 Roxbury 4 12 16 8 8 36 
---Chicago: 

Town Hall 17 50 
22 Fillmore 13 6 25 19 6 18 

Washington, -. 
D. C. : 

6 

I 
8 40 

I 
4 

I j I 
28 14 15 4 37 7 7 4 18 10 19 12 19 12 19 13 12 23 15 4 23 

r--",; r-, r 
1 , 
~ 

I 
~, Ii; \ I II 1 I 

Table 9: Per Cent Distribution of Characteristics Police Officers 
Liked About Police Work Compared with Other Jobs: Eight 
Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

2 1 11 lOa 
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2 1 13 101 

99 

4 4 100 
16 100 

~I 5 100 
13 100 
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16 I 100 4 100 

I. 19 100 
4 15 100 
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Give As To What Is Least 
Police Districts in 

J 

City, 
Least Liked Characteristics Compared with Other Jobs 

Police position or Work 
D~strict, Characteristics: System Characteristics: 

and Hours Danger Salary Red Poor Questions Court Lack No Can't Total 
Race or of and Tape/ Promo- Leader- or of Family Say Per 
of Work , Job Fringe Paper tion ship or Others Public or Cent 

Officer Schedule Benefits Work System Supervi- Restrict Respect Private 
sion Police Life 

All 
Districts: 36 2 7 1 2 10 7 23 2 10 100 

All white 
officers 34 1 9 2 1 9 ". 7 23 2 12 100 

All Negro .. 
officers 44 6 -- -- 3 11 3 25 3 6 101 

Boston: 

Dorchester 32 -- 16 4 4 12 -- 16 4 12 100 
Roxbury 24 -- 8 -- 4 12 -- 32 -- 20 100 

Chicago: 
. 

Town Hall 39 -- II 6 -- -- 6 22 -- 16 100 
Fillmore 31 6 -- -- -- -- 6 38 -- 19 100 

Washington, 
D. C. : 

6 52 -- -- 4 -- 8 8 12 -- 16 100 
4 4 4 -- 'II 15 15 -- 3 100 

10 23 -- II -- -- 12 19 35 -- -- lOa 
13 38 4 4 

< 
~ -- 4 19 -- 12 8 11 100 
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officers is one of the main things that officers dislike about 

police work. Almost one-fourth of all Negro and white officers 

mention lack of public respect as one of the main things they 

least like about their job as compared with other jobs. Both 

a focusing on the lack of public respect and the demand for it 

evident in many of the responses of the police are indicative 

of problems in the professionalization of the police role. 

Police work is insufficiently professionalized to command that 

respect by simply being in the role and officers have too little 

professionalization to adopt neutrality toward the failure of 
clients (citizens) to extend respect. 

That the day to day job characteristics are important to 
police officers as contrasted with the career characteristics 

: : 

is apparent' from data in Tables 8 and 9. Like all shift workers, 
they voice substantial objection to the shift characteristics 
of the job, 

A better picture of the characteristics of police work 
that appeal to police officers is provided by the ranking of 

factors in police work in Tables 10 and 11. At the same time 

the rankings are somewhat indicative of their satisfaction 

with the job as well. Officers were given several factors 

about police work and asked to rank order the three characteris­
tics of the seven they most liked about police work. Among 

first choices, it is clear that both Negro and white officers 

selected "the feeling that comes from helping peoplelr with 

greater frequency than any other factor. Forty per cent of the 

white officers and 5? per cent of the Negro officers gave this 

as their first choice. Job security and retirement plans and 

benefits were selected respectively as a first choice by about 

a fifth of all white but not Negro ~'ifficers. Characteristics 
generally associated with the professions--the Opportunity to 

make decisions on one's own and the prestige or respect one 

gets from the job are infrequently selected by officers. No 

doubt this stems from the fact that police work as presently 

organized gives the typical officer on patrol little opportunity 
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Table 10: Per Cent Distributians af First, Secand, and Third Chaices in What 
Palice Officer Likes Abaut Palice Wark by Eight Palice Districts in 
Three Cities and Race af 8fficer.* (Cantinued) 

Things Abaut Palice Wark: 
City, PaJice The Feeling The Chance to. The Variety Dan't Knaw Per Cent 
District, and that Carnes Make Decisians in the Wark Race af from Helping 

Officer Peaple 
an Yaur Own Tatal 

1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd All Districts: 43 15 12 4 12 12 15 21 25 1 2 5 100 100 100 
All white 
afficers 40 16 13 4 14 14 16 20 28 1 2 6 101 100 100 

All Negra 
afficers 56 14 11 3 6 14 8 28 8 3 3 3 99 100 100 Bostan: 

Dorchester 60 16 4 4 24 12 8 20 40 -- -- -- lOa 100 100 
Roxbury 52 16 16 .,..- 12 8 -- 16 28 -- -- 16 100 100 100 Chicago.: 

Town Hall 33 22 17 11 Ii 17 22 28 32 -- -- -- lOa 100 100 
Fillmare 50 13 6 -- 12 6 13 13 44 6 6 6 100 100 100 Washingtan, D.C.: 

6 28 24 IS 4 8 12 28 28 16 -- -- 4 100 100 100 
14 48 11 11 -- 7 22 7 22 15 -- 4 -- lOa 100 100 
10 39 8 11 8 12 8 11 19 23 4 7 19 100 100 100 
13 35 15 14 4 12 12 31 23 8 -- -- -- 100 100 100 

~ 

*This is a "farced choice" item: "Here is a list of things some afficers like abaut palice wark. 
(Hands Card) Wauld yau please tell me which thing an this list yau like best about palice wark? 
Which carnes next? And which do. yau like third best?" 
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Table 11: Rank of Officer Chaices af Things Mast Liked Abaut Palice Wark by Eight Palice 
Districts in Three Cities and Race af Officer. 

Factars Abaut Pasitian: 

City, Police The Pay The Jab Security Retirement Plans The Prestige and 
Dis.trict, and and Benefits Respect One Gets 

Race af 
, 

from the Jab 
Officer 

1st 2nd 3rd All 1st 2nd 3rd All 1st 2nd 3rd All 1st 2nd 3rd All ._-
All Districts: 6.5 6 6 6 2 4 3 4 3.5 2 2 3 6.5 7 7 7 
All white " 

afficers 7 7 6 6.5 2 3 4.5 4 3.5 1 2 3 6 6 7 6.5 

All Negra 
afficers 2 5 2 5 5 2.5 3,5 6 5 2.5 1 2.5 5 7' 7 7 

Bas'tan: 

Darchester 6.5 6.5 7 7 3 2.5 2 3 2 5 5 5 6.5 6.5 3.5 6 
Raxbury 5.5 7 6 7 2 1 6 2 5.5 5 2 4 3 5 6 5.5 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 6 6.5 5.5 'J 6 6.5 5.5 5 3 2.5 2 3 6 4 7 6 
Fillmare 5 6.5 3 5 5 1 2 3 2.5 2 5 4 5 6.5 7 7 

Washington, D.C.: 

6 5 6 7 6 3.5 3 2 4 2 4 1 3 6.5 7 6 7 
14 6.5 1.5 2 5 4 3 4 4 2 4.5 4 2 4 7 7 7 
10 6 6 7 , 6 3 2.5 2 4 2 1 3.5 1 7 6.5 5.5 7 
13 4.5 6.5 3 6 3 3.5 4.5 4 4.5 1 1 1 6.5 7 7 7 

CONTINUED 
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to make other than routine decisions on his own (though he does 

hold the important discretionary decision to arrest) and the 

prestige and respect offered police in their work clearly lie 

below officer expectations, this latter despite the fact that 

police work is one of the few occupations in the Uo S. for 

which prestige has risen in the past 15 years. 

Table 12 summarizes the per cent of officers who selected 

each of the seven factors as something liked about police work 

as a first, second, or third choice. Overall qualities of the 

work itself--working with people and variety in the work--are 

most often selected by officers. At least one-half of all 

officers, however, selected qualities of the job, either--the 

security and fringe benefits it offers. Again it is clear 

that the two factors that are least regarding about police work 

to officers today are the salary reward it offers and the 

prestige or respect increment one gets from the job. Interest­

ingly enough the two are closely tied together in that higher 

pay would undoubtedly have an effect on the prestige of police 

work. 
The morale in a department, the degree of satisfaction 

with ones work, and the kind of commitment one has to police 

work as a career all affect ones willingness to leave police 

work after entering. At the same time the decision to leave 

or not is affected by pragmatic cqnsiderations of personal and 

financial investments in ones job and opportunities to enter 

equally or more attractive kinds of work. It is difficult to 

assess which among these factors is more important in deter­

mining whether a man will consider leaving a job such as police 

work and which affect his decision to stay. Furthermore, the 

design of the study is such that no information is available 

on those who made a decision to leave and did SOi information 

is available only on those who indicated they considered 

leaving and who at least for the time being have opted to stay. 

Reasons from tbLS residual population, however; provide some 

indication of commitments to and satisfactions with police 
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work, even though it is not possible to assess them as separate 

factors nor whether they are the main reasons for wanting to 

leave or stay. 
Tables 13 to 17 provide information on officer considera­

tions about leaving police work or the department, their reasons 

for wanting to leave, and why they remained on the force. The 

data in these tables should not be taken as an indication of 

current dissatisfaction, however, since they relate considera­

tions about leaving since the time the officer joined the force. 

Somewhat under one-half of all officers indicate they con­

sidered leaving the police depar.tment after becoming a police 

officer. Negroes were somEwhat more likely to have considered 

leaving than white officers, but the differences are not great. 

The single most important reason for wanting to leave for other 

work is the pay offered police officers--31 per cent indicated 

considering leaving for tha·t reason. More white than Negro 

officers considered leaving for that reason. A surprising 

minority of 12 per cent indicate their main reason £or wanting 

to leave is that they have lost interest in police work. About 

10 per cent give as their main reason dissatisfaction with the 

shift work and 11 per cent voice dissatisfaction with lack of 

public respect of them in their work. All in all, the pay, 

hours, and promotion conditions of the job account for about 

one-half of all expressed dissatisfaction--conditions that are 

in theory subject to administrative control by the department. 

Officers who say they considered leaving the department 

were specifically asked whether they were in any way dissatis­

fied with the opportunity for advancement or with the men with 

whom they worked on assignment. When specifically asked, almost 

one-half of the officers who considered leaving indicate some 

dissatisfaction wi'th the opportunity for advancement. Almost 

three-fifths of all Negro officers and four-fifths of all white 

officers who considered leaving indicated dissatisfaction with 

the opportunities to advance in the department. Roughly one­

fourth of all officers also indicated some dissatisfaction in 
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Table 13: Per Cent of Officers Who Have Considered Leaving the Department and Per Cent 
Distribution of Main Reasons They Give for Wanting to Leave for Some Other 
Kind of Work by Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

City, Police Per Cent 
Thought District, and About Race of Leaving Officer 

All Districts: 47 

All whi,te 
officers 45 • 

All Negro 
officers 53 

Boston: 

Dorchester 52 
Roxbury 32 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 22 
Fillmore 44 

Washington, D. C. : 

6 52 
14 41 
10 62 
13 62 

~ 

J'~ .f1 

~ , 

I 

'1 .. III 

Main Reason for Wanting to Leave: 

Job Conditions: 

Better 
Hours 

or 
Schedule 

10 

10 

16 

15 
--

--
14 

15 
18 
12 
--

Better Promotion 
Pay Too 

Slow 
• 

31 7 

36 5 

21 10 

46 --
75 --

25 25 
43 --

23 8 
9 9 

19 12 
32 6 

CONTINUED 

,~ 

I 

I 

j 
~ 
~ 

Personal/Job Reasons: 

Lost 
Interest 

'. 
.. 

In 
Police 

Work 

12 

10 

16 

--
--

25 
--

15 
9 

25 
13 

~ 
I 

Insecure Wife/ 
About Family 
Future Objects 

2 7 

3 7 

-- 5 

8 8 
-- --

-- 25 
-- 14 

8 --
-- 9 
-- --
-- 13 

~ .~ . 
J 

If. II 

I 
I 

I 
! 

I 
i 

, 
, 

I 

J 

~ 

J 
, ! 

Table 13: Per Cent of Officers Who. Have Considered Leaving the Department and Per Cent 
Distribution of Main Reasons They Give for Wanting to Leave for Some Other 
Kind of Work by Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 
(Continued) 

Main Reason for Wanting to Leave: 

City, Police Changes in Society/Dept. 
District, and All 

Race of Public Social Politics Other Per Cent 

Officer Disrespect Conditions In- and Reasons Total 

and of Work/ outside Dept. 
. 

Apathy City 

All Districts: 11 1 7 12 100 
'. 

All white' 
. officers 11 2 8 7 99 

All Negro 
officers 11 -- -- 22 101 

Boston: 

Dorchester 15 -- 8 -- 100 

Roxbury 13 -- -- 12 100 

Chicago: 

Town Hall -- -- -- -- 100 

Fillmore 14 -- -- 14 99 
I 

Washington, D.C.: 
, 

6 8 23 100 -- -- 99 
, 

14 27 -- 9 9 

10 12 6 12 -- 98 

13 6 -- 6 24 100 

I 
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o 
c 

I 
W 
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I 

I 
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! 

1 
1 
i 
I 
j 
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Table 15: 

I 

Per Cent of Police Officers Who Have Not Considered Leaving the Force and Per Cent 
Distribution of Main Reasons They Give for Remaining on the Force for Eight Police 
Districts in Three Cities and Race of Officer. 

Main Reason for Wanting to stay: 

Job Possible 
i . l' 'C~ ty, Po ~ce Per Cent Considerations: Personal Reasons: Rewards: 
District, and Never Race of Consider- Like Good Security Ties Not Too Chance All Don't Per 

Officer ed the Pay or to Qualified Old To Get Other Know Cent 

Leaving Work Retire- Commun- for Other to Ahead Reasons Total 
men;: ity Work Change 

Benefits 

All 
Districts: 53 19 10 32 5 6 1 1 4 12 100 

All whi:te " 

officers 55 27 8 36 6 6 , 
.1. -- 4 12 100 .. 

All Negro 
officers 47 33 17 .22 -- 6 -- 5 5 12 100 

Boston: 

Dorchester 48 31 8 39 8 -- -- -- -- 16 100 
Roxbury 68 18 -- 47 12 12 -- -- 6 6 99 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 78 37 -- 44 -- 14 -- -- 5 -- 100 
Fillmore 56 40 10 30 -- -- -- 10 10 100 

Washington I 
D.C. : 

6 48 36 14 29 -- -- -- -- -- 21 100 
14 59 28 17 17 11 -- 5 5 5 12 100 
10 48 9 27 18 9 9 -- -- -- 27 99 

I 13 38 18 9 46 -- ! 18 -- I -- -- 9 100 
j I 
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Per Cent of Officers Who considered Leaving the Department 
and Regarded Retirement or/and Friends on the Force as 
Factors Influencing Their Decision to Remain by Eight 
police Districts in Three cities and Race of Officer. 

Of Those Considered Leaving 
Per Cent who considered: Per 

City, Police Per Cent Retirement Friends in the Cent 
Actually 

District, ..;..nd Thought Benefits Department 
Race of About Influenced Influenced 

Looked for 

Officer Leaving Decision Decision 
Another Job 

to stay to Stay 

All Districts: ~ 47 47 19 31 

All white 
officers 45 49 21 29 

All Negro 
officers 53 26 11 37 

: , 

Boston: 
Dorchester 52 39 15 39 

Roxbury 32 44 44 11 

Chicago: 
Town Hall 22 100 33 25 

Fillmore 44 29 29 57 

--

Washington, D. C. : 

6 52 39 15 31 

14 41 36 9 27 

10 52 57 12 32 

13 62 57 23 25 

1 
1, 

~ 
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Wbrking with particular men in the department as a considera­

tion in considering le;;!ving. The proportion is sOITiewhat greater 

for Negro than white officers; almost a third of all Negro 

officers who considered leaving expressed some dissatisfaction 
in working with particular men on assignment. 

Among the three police depar'tments, officers in Chicago 
were somewhat less likely to have thought about leaving the 

department than were officers in Boston and they were consider­

ably less likely to have considered so than were officers in 

Washington, D. C. If considerations of leaving a department 

are taken as a measure of job dissatisfaction and morale, then 

the greatest morale and job dissatisfaction problems lie in 
the D. C. department. 

Some indication of what holds men to police work can be 

gained by eXamining the reasons officers give for wanting to 

stay in police work when they have never thought about leaving 

as compared with the reasons officers give for staying w'llen 

they have thought about leaving the department. The most strik­

ing difference is that 29 per ce~t of the officers who never 

thought about leaving the department ~ndicate they stay in 

police work because they like it. No officer Y!7ho elected to 

stay after considering leaving specifically mentioned liking 

the job as a reason for wanting to stay,. though 12 per cent 

fel t that the-re were rewards in police work that outweighed 
the financial losses they potent~ally . 

~ sUstaln by remaining in 
police work. 

What may be even more striking to some is that a substan­
tial proportion of officers focus on the f;n . I 

. ~ anC1a aspects of 
pollce work as reasons for staying ~- th 

. ~lIong ose who wanted to 
leave; 52 per cent felt that they ri~k too much financial 
security by leaving the d t 

epar ment while of those who never 
considered leaving, 32 per cent mention the job security and 
retirement benefit:::1 as tt t' -

a rac lVe features and another 10 per 
cent appear satisfied'with'their pay as I' . _ 

po lce offlcers. When 
inquired specifically whether retirement benefits influenced 

!i I 
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their decision to stay in the department, 47 per cent of all 

officers who considered leaving said that it did. By way of 

contrast, only 19 per cent felt that friends in the department 

were influential in their decision to stay. Again it seems 

clear that the personal networks in police departments are not 

major elements overall-in retaining men in police work. 

There no doubt is a selective factor operating' in police 

work such that those who leave are willing to risk financial 

security. Such self-selection undoubtedly results in police 

departments being left with a disproportionate number of 

persons who are "security" oriented. Whether correlatively 

this means that police departments loose a kind of talent 

that is willing to risk opport~nity for advancement and greater . , 
rewards elsewhere is not known .. ' Studies of job movement out 

of police work suggest that job shifts out of police work are 

not necessarily more rewardi.ng in terms of security or 

financial rewards. 

From Table 16 ~t also is evident that difficulties in 

changing jobs is more of a factor in the decision to stay in 

police work than are rewarding factors about police work. 

Almqst three-fourths of all officers who decided to stay, 

stayed because they did not want to risk rewards by leaving, 

that they saw no good opportunity to gain by leaving, or that 

they lacked the proper gualiJications for preferred jobs. 

Given the fact that these officers comprise almost one-half 

of all officers in these districts, about one-fourth of all 

the officers in these police districts are in police work 

because they perceive no viable alternatives to it. 

If one regards the reasons officers give for staying in 

police work whether or not they considered leaving at some 

time, it seems obvious that the rewards attached to the job, 

as in. most occupat.ions, are a major factor in considerations 

about remaining in that kind of work or in a particular job. 

Were police work to permit more ready ~ransfer of fringe 

'benefits, undoubtedly job turnover in police departments 
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would be much greater. 

Considerations to leave the department are not Bntirely 

"thought processes" of officers. Table 17 indicates tha~ 31 

per cent of all officers who considered leaving the department 

actively looked for other employment. It would be of interest 

to know whether this group of officers differs from those who 

actually left the department voluntarily for other employment, 

particularly with a view to knowing "\vhether those who remain 

are less employable in the labor market. 

police work is different from It is commonly aBsumed that 

other occupations in a number of 

in that it involves a shift work 

important respects, particularly 

schedule and that the job 

involves .risk of physical violenc~ against the officer. Shift 

work is not in itself peculiar to the police occupation. Un­

like much shift work, however, police work has additional 

schedule problems, forcing rotation for daily and monthly 

periods as well. Police officers are not unlike many shift 

workers, nonetheless, in their complaints about the hours they 

work and of how their work schedule interferes with their social 

life and their performance 0 t·h . b Wh . n e JO. at 1S more, although 

police work ranks among the more hazardous occupations, it has 

become less dangerous with time an r : 

in this respect. 

It should be noted in the prl 

officers do not mention with any 

hazardous nature of their work as 

faction with a police career. On 

mentioned the danger of police wo 

liked about it; Negro officers we 

white officers to remark about tb 

work, yet only 6 per cent of all 

as the characteristic they least 

Officers did not mention the thrf 

factor in their considering othe:. 

i· 
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Nonetheless, officers do mention that their wives are 

bothered by a fear for the safety of their husband in his 

work; 37 per cent of all officers said their wife was concerned 

about their safety while at work. More of the officers in high 

crime rate areas of Washington, D. C. mentioned this as a con­

cern of their wife than did officers in other precincts. 

Officers more commonly mentioned that being a police officer 

affects their social life and that of their family in other 

ways; 36 per cent of all officers believe their wife and child­

ren have some difficulty in being friends with others because 

of their being a police officer. There are few differences by 

race of officer, but officers in the white areas of Boston and 

Chicago were more likely to mention such difficulties. The 

main factor officers mentio~ a~ affecting the social life of 

their families (Table '18) is their own work schedule. Almost 

one-half of the officers who said their wife and children exper­

ience some difficulty in being friends with others mentioned 

their own work schedule as the reason why it was difficult for 

them. Another 22 per cent mentioned the negative image of 

police officers as a factor in this difficul'ty for the family; 

more Negro than white officers felt that way. 

Mention has been made of the fact that police officer's 

wives are ~ost bothered by fear of safety for their husband 

in his work (Table 19). Only a slightly smaller proportion--

34 per cent--believe their wife also is bothered by their work: 

schedule. These seem to be the two principal factors then that 

concern police officer's wives in the view of their husbands. 

police officers themselves believe that being a police 

officer affects them in some ways in their off-duty behavior. 

Three-fourths of all police officers feel they must keep up 

their reputation while off duty (Table 20). Furthermore, 

about an equal proportion state that being a police officer 

has changed their social life. E'or the most part, however, the 

main way it affects their social life is a consequence of their 

work schedule restricting the amount of time they have for 

----------------------------------------
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Table 18, Per Cent Dist:ibution of ReaSons Why Being A Police Officer Makes It DifficUlt for 
and Race of Officer.s! Wife and Children to be Friends With Others, Eight Police Districts in Three Cities 

Per Cent Believing 

Reasons Why It Is DifficUlt for Wife 
City, Police It Is 

and Children: 
DistrIct, and 

DifficUlt Sometvhat Work Danger Live Up To Negative All Total 

Race of 

Difficult Schedule of Job Ideal of Evaluations Other Per 

Officer 

Policeman 
of 

Cent Policemen 
-",. 

All 
Districts: 19 17 

1 
46 4 15 22 13 100 

All white 
officers 19 19 50 3 14 22 11 100 

All Negro 
Officers 17 13 -- 18 27 

37 18 100 " 
Boston: 

Dorchester 32 12 28 -- 18 
36 18 100 

Roxbury 16 
8 17 -- 17 50 17 101 

Chicago: 

Town Hal~ 39 6 37 -- 13 37 

Fillmore 
6 29 50 -- -- 13 100 25 25 100 I Washington, 

D. C. ~ 

6 
8 15 67 17 17 

14 
26 12 39 10 

I 

1 
1 
~ 

-- -- 101 8 31 15 8 101 

8 24 75 -- 12 --
13 

15 31 59 .. 
12 99 8 16 8 8 99 1 ~/There are on the average only 10 officers per precinct who believe it is difficult for their 

wife or/and children to be friends with others' precinct percentage differences are, there­fore. SUbject to high sampling variability. 
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Table 19: Per Cent Distribution of 
Being A Police Officer: 

"Other Things" That Bother Officer's Wife About 
Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and Race 

His 
of 

Ci ty, Police I Fear For Being Left His Work Lack of His All I No Total 
District, and I His Safety Alone At Schedule Contact Income Other J Wife Per 

Race of Night With Cent 
Officer Children 

I All 
Districts: 37 2 34 1 * 11 15 100 

All white 
officers 37 3 34 

All Negro 
officers 42 -- 31 

~ 

Boston: ! 

Dorchester 32 -- 32 
Roxbury 36 -- 40 

Chicago: 

'fown Hall 33 -- 44 
Fillmore 6 -- 56 

Washington, 
D. C. : 

6 27 4 50 
l4 44 11 26 
10 52 -- 16 
13 54 -- 19 

*Less than 0.5 per cent 

.-

1 1 10 

--- -- 8 

-, 

-- -- 28' 
-- -- 12 

6 -- 6 
-- -- 13 

-- -- --
-- -- --

4 -- 12 
-- 4 15 

14 100 

19 100 

8 100 
12 100 

11 100 
25 100 

19 100 
19 100 
16 100 

8 100 
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Table 20: Per Cent Distribution of How Police Officers 
Perceive Their Social Life Is Affected by 
Being A Police Officer. 

Factors in Social Life 

When off duty, do you feel you 
must act in a way that keeps 
up your reputation as a 
police officer? 

Yes 

In what ways does this affect 
your social life? 

Restraints on how he behaves 
Restraints on Where he goes 
Restraints on choice of with 
~ he goes 

General restriction of social 
life 

No restriction, on social life 

How has being a police officer 
changed your social life? 

Not-changed in any way 
Work schedule restricts 

time for it 
L~m~ts ~~ere he can go 
L.lm.lts w.lth whom he can 
Unspecified limitations 
Other limitations 

1\11 Whi te 
Officers Officers 

75 

11 
9 

2 

5 
70 

28 

46 
4 
4 

10 
6 

74 

13 
8 

1 

4 
71 

26 

50 
4 
4 
8 
6 

Negro 
Officers 

81 

3 
14 

3 

8 
68 

36 

25 
3 
6 

17 
3 
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social life. This is a common complaint 'of all shift workers 

since evening work restricts the' social life to particular 

hours of daylight or to "off" days. More to the point, days 

off are generally pat'terned different for police than for most 

shift work, thereby limiting social contacts severely on week­

ends and holidays. 

Only 8 per cent of all officers said that being a police 

officer changed where they could go and ~",i th whom they could go . 

A somewhat larger proportion (11 per cent) said that being a 

police officer had some effect on how they behave; 9 per cent 

said it restrained them from going some places and 2 per cent 

said it affected with whom they could go places. Yet overall, 

most police officers emphas~ze that the main restrictions are 

not on behavior, choices of places to go, or of friends. They 

rather maintain that they must behave within certain general 

limits that sustain their reputation as a. police officer. In 

that sense police officers are more like most professionals who 

behave in keeping with a reputation of themselves in their work 

role. The seeming contradiction is more apparent than real. 

Behaving in accordance with a general ideal of oneself as in 

maintaining a professional reputation is not generally viewed 

as restraining or restrictive of how one behaves, where one 

goes;, or with whom one goes. 

Officer Satisfaction with His Job 

Satisfaction in work involves a rather large number of 

attributes that relate to the salary and perquisites of the 

job, to the specific nature of the assignment and rela-tions 

with others in it, to one's opportunity to move ahead and ones 

rate of movement, and to conditions of work. Not all' of these 

features of police work were investigated in the survey. Xn 

this sec::-tion the major features of salary and service rewards ( 

the opportunity for, and rate of, promotion, the character of 

supervision, and of how the rules and regulations of the depart­

ment affect the officer are examined in terms of officet' 
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satisfaction with them. 

The large majority of police officers are somewhat dis­

safisfied with their rate of pay (see Table 21). Only one 

per cent is completely satisfied with their salary; 27 per 

cent are generally satisfied with it. Almost a third are not 

at all satisfied with their salary. police officers in 

Chicago are least satisfied with their rate of pay despite 

the fact that they enjoy about the same pay scale as officers 

in the other departments. Negro officers are somewhat more 

likely than white officers to be not at all satisfied with 

their salary. 

Despite their dissatisfaction with their rate of pay, 

police officers generally enteLtain rather modest aspirations 

for starting salaries in the department-·-the modal recommenda­

tion for a starting salary is $6501-$7500. Fewer than five 

per cent of the officers believe it should be as high as 

$8500; no Negro officer set a starting salary that high. 

Given aspirations for professional status, salary aspirations 

of police officers are generally closer to the salary of 

public school teachers than to that for other professionals. 

fu~y rank system of promotion has built within it restrict­

ed opportunities for movement in the system since the most 

common ranks are low in status and pay within the system. For 

police departments, the cornmon rank is that of patrolman; the 

large majority of police officers at any time are patrolman 

and a substantial majority of any cohort never attains beyond 

the rank of patrolman unless there is considerable attrition 

from ,the cohort. 

For this reason it is difficult to assess the actual oppor­

tunities for promotion in a system beyond that built int6 the 

rank system. Since one-half of all police officers believe 

thei):, opportunities for promotion are excellent or good, it 

seems that they are more optimistic than the rank system pro­

vides opportunities for advancement. That one-half regard 

their opportunities as fair or poor is not at all surprising 
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since it is likely that at least that many will never attain 

beyond ~he rank of patrolman. 

Negro officers are inclined to view their opportunities 

for promotion less optimistically than do white officers. Yet 

4 of every 10 Negro officers regard their changes as good or 

excellent. Only half as many N~gro as white officers believe 

their chances are excellent, however (Table 22). 
I 

Officers are likely to express dissatisfaction with the 

promotion exams. More officers express some diss'";l.tisfaction 

than satisfaction with the promoti.-on exams in their department. 

There is striking variation in satisfaction 1tlith promotion 

exams by city, however. Officers in Washington, D. C. are 

least likely to be acquainted ~iththe examination system and 

more likely to be dissatisfied with it if they know it than 

are officers in Boston and Chicago, though the difference from 
Chicago is less substantial. 

Table 23 provides information on officers assessment of 

the specific merit of promotion exams. While about one':"'fourth 

did not believe they could assess their merit, the remaining 

officers are not in substantial agreement as to their merit. 

Another fourth believes they are good as they are. Roughly 10 

to 15 per cent mention the' inequality of opportunity to get 

ahead as a consequence of the exams, ,the arbitrary or unfair 

nature of them, and their great reliance on rote learning or 

memory (see Table 23). Some of these are not uncommon com­

plaints for any form of examination. Such complaints should 

be quite evident for.' examinations that have as important conse­

quences for advancement as do promotion examinations in police 

departments. Perhaps the surprising fact is that police 

officers regard promotion examinations with as much satisfac­

tion as they do, given their centrality in deciding an officer's 
'fate' in the system. 

Table 24 summarizes officer satisfaction with service 

ratings. The general picture is not unlike that for promotion 

examinations with only slightly less than one-half of all 
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Table 23: Per Cent Distribution of Officer Assessments of Merit of Promotion 
Exams for Eight Police Districts in Three Cities and by Race of 
Officer. 

City, Police 
District, and 

Race of 
Officer 

All 
Districts: 

All white 
officers 

All Negro 
officers 

Boston: 

Dorchester 
Roxbury 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 
Fillmore 

i Washington I 
D. C. : 

6 
14 
10 
13 

;r-. - ~.,.....,.... 
... !-' ~ '- .. 

,.. .. ~ 
j~ 

Give Are 
Unequal Arbi-
Oppor- trary 
tunity or Un-
to Get fairly 
Ahead Pre-

pared 

12 14 

12 12 

11 22 

-- 4 
8 4 

28 17 
13 13 

12 8 
11 11 
27 15 
-- 35 

r ~.. {l 
j 

.~ 
" 

Promotion Exams: 
I 

Place Given Should Are Don't Total 
Too Much Too be Good Know Per 
Emphasis Infre- Sole As About Cent 

On quently Cri,ter- They Them 
Memory ion Are 

for Pro-
motion . 

10 3 7 27 27 100 

13 3 6 29 25 100 

-- 3 11 17 36 100 

28 -- -- 48 20 100 
16 -- -- 52 20 100 

6 -- -- 44 5 100 
6 6 -- 25 37 100 

~:" 

8 4 16 12 40 100 
-- 11 15 7 45 100 
15 4 8 4 27 100 

4 -- I 11 23 28 101 
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Table 24: Pe~ Cent Distribution of Officer Assessement of 
Service Ratings in His Dep~rtment by Race of Officer . 

Service Rating Assessments 

How satisfied are you with 
service ratings? 

Completely satisfied 
Generally satisfied 
Not too satisfied 
Not at all satisfied 
Can't say 

Fairness of ratings: 

Ratings are fair/just 
Ratings are unfair/unjust 
Ratings affect officer 

adversely 
Ratings affect officer 

positively 
Officer doesn't comment on 

fairness 

Negative qualities of ratings: 

Standards are unjust or 
discriminatory 

Ratings based'on insufficient 
observation/knowledge 

Personality conflicts affect 
ratings 

Favoritism in ratings 
Other negative features 
Can~t say 
No negative qualities to 

ratings 

Has officer received merit cita­
tions or awards? 

Yes 

*0.5 per cent or less 
266-262 0 - 67 - 13 

.Al.l 
Officers 

11 
36 

,IS 
29 

9 

25 
28 

* 
8 

39 

9 

18 

6 
8 
6 

11 

42 

56 

White 
Officers 

11 
35 
12 
32 
10 

27 
28 

1 

5 

39 

6 

18 

7 
9 
6 

11 

43 

57 

Negro 
Officers 

11 
39 
.28 
17 

5 

14 
25 

19 

42 

20 

19 

6 
5 

11 

39 

47 
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officers expressing some satisfaction with the system of 

service ratings. Officers who comment on the fairness of the 

ratings are roughly equally divided on the justness of them 

and indeed 42 per cent of the officers did not mention any 

negative quality for the ratings. The main dissatisfaction 

w~th the ratings sterns' from the fact that they are personal 

judgements. Officers are well aware of the fact that the 

extent of the acquaintance a superior officer has of an officer 

can affect his rating. such ratings are less likely to have 

universalistic criteria than do examinations. Hence officers 

mention the fact that personality conflicts or favoritism enter 

into such ratings or that they are based on special discrimina­

tory standards or upon insuffi~ient knowledge and observation; 

41 per cent of the negative criticism of ratings dealt with this 

general absence of universalistic criteria for service ratings. 

Given both the rank structure of police departments and 

its bureaucratic organization around a supervision rather than 

a professional model of decision making, the supervisor and 

supervision is central to an operating police department. 

Almost a third of all officers are not satisfied with the super­

vis-ion system. While there are no subs,tantial differences among 

the cities, th,~re is somewhat greater satisfaction with the 

supervision system in Chicago than in the other cities. No 

officers in Chicago said they were not at all satisfied with 

the supervision given them. Indeed since objectively there is 

more supervision of officers in Chicago than in the other two 

cities, it is apparent that provision for supervision does not 

entail dissatisfaction with it. Officers in Washington, D. C. 

were most critical of the supervision given them and most likely 

to mention factors that could be improved about their super­

vision. They were 'the most likely to criticize the kind of 

leadership in their supervisory system and to criticize their 

supervisors for failure to support them in their work role (see 

Table 25). Negro and white officers do not differ substantially 

in their ratings of satisfaction with the supervision system. 
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An attempt was made to assess some particular character­

istics of the supervisorYdystem in the departments. In 

general, there appears to be considerable dissatisfaction with 

the communication with the supervisor, particularly with the 

capacity of men to affect or influence their supervisors by 

suggestions about policies and procedures. More than ~ne-half 

of all officers do not believe they can influence their super­

visors and 65 per cent of them seldom or never make sugges­

tions to their supervisors about police policies or procedures. 

Indeed almost one-third never made any suggestions to their 

supervisors. See Table 26. 

While it cannot be assumed that all suggestions are 

equally valuable nor that off~cer suggestions are necessarily 

in the best interest of the system, the general characteriza­

tion of relations with supervisory officers would not permit a 

very high professionalization of the police work role. Nor are 

the changes in rules or procedures that officers would make 

(see Table 27) largely changes in the direction of more pro­

fessionalization of their work role. Only 7 percent expressed 

dissatisfaction with the paramilitary features of police 

departments, features that hinder effective professional police 

work in their judgement. Most other recommended changes (see 

Table 27) would or should affect their professionalization 
very little. 

Officer Satisfaction with His Assignment 

The officers sampled for this study are those assigned to 

the command at the district or precinct level of police depart­

ments. Excluded therefore are all officers assigned to 

specialized units whether staff or command functions. Detec­

tives or pl~inclothesmen attached to a detective division of 

headquarters therefore are excluded unless they are assigned 

to the command of a precinct or district. Sixty-five per cent 

of the officers in the sample are assigned to the routine patrol 
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Table 26: Per Cent Distribution of Officer Assessment of 
Supervisors and Their Behavior Toward Them by 
Race of Officer. 

Assessment of Supervisors and of 
Own Behavior Toward 'l'hem 

All 
Officers 

White 
Officers 

Negro 
Officers 

How often in 1965 and 1966 have 
you suggested a different or 
better way of doing police 
work to your supervisory 
officers? 

Never 
Once or twice 
Three to five times 
Six to ten times 
More than ten times 

How often do your supervisory. 
officers go along with your 
suggestions of different or 
better ways of doing police 
work? 

Very rarely or never 
Occasionally 
About half of the time 
Almos't all of the time 
Has no way of knowing 
Never gives suggestions 

When you donlt like some policy 
or procedure concerning police 
work, how often do you tell 
your opinion to one of your 
supervisory officers? 

Very rarely or never 
Occasionally 
About half of the time 
Almost all of the time 

How satisfied are you with the 
influence men at your rank 
have on haw things are done 
in the department? 

Completed satisfied 
Generally satisfied 
Not too satisfied 
Not at all satisfied 
Can't say 

37 
30 
10 

6 
17 

26 
16 

8 
16 

3 
31 

38 
27 

6 
29 

6 
35 
26 
32 

1 

36 
30 

9 
8 

17 

24 
17 

9 
16 

4 
30 

38 
27 

6 
29 

7 
36 
25 
30 

2 

44 
28 
14 

14 

36 
11 

3 
13 

3 
44 

42 
28 

3 
27 

2 
28 
31 
39 
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function; 16 per cent performed duties in the'station; another 

10 per cent were supervisory or command officers; 9 per cent 

were plainclothesmen . 
While there are differences among the officers then in 

the kind of assignment they have in the district, all share a 

common orientation toward being assigned to a particular dis­

trict. It is common within police departments to rank districts 

according to their "desirability." Within the departments 

studied, the more desirable assignment was to Dorchester in 

Boston, to Town Hall in Chicago and to District # 6 in Washing­

ton, D. C. An attempt was made to assess how officers felt 

about their assignment to a particular district, given differ­

ences among them in their wor~ r9le in that district. This 

information is provided in Tables 28 to 34. 
Officers assigned to the "more desirable" district in 

each of the cities were more likely than those assigned to 

"less desirable" districts to say that the kind of officer 

required for their district was the same as that for any other 

district in the city (see Table 28). Officers assigned to the 

high crime rate Negro area studied in each city were unlikely 

to ,say that an officer needed no special qualifications for 

assignment to the district. And only 6 p€~r cent of all Negro 

as compared with 18 per cent of all white officers felt that 

an officer for their district should have the same qualifica­

tions as an officer for any other district. 
There is a seemingly universalistic quality to this response 

of officers that the kind of policeman necessary for their dis­

trict is the same as that for any other district. And indeed 

some of the main characteristics that officers mention as 

necessary for a person working in their district are ones that 

professional police officers would argue characterizes all 

professional police ~Nork, e. g., the abiJ,.i ty to meet and work 

wi th people , impartiality I fairness, and tole:r:'ance in dealing 

with citizens, or an intelligent officer who exercises judgement 

responsibly. Yet it seems clear that officers who work in Negro 
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areas are more likely than those \,lorking in the white areas 

to mention "interpersonal" or "human relations" qualities of 

officers as necessary for working with Negro citizens. This 

difference could be a consequence of selective assignment of 

whi te officers -to such high crime Negro residential areas. 

In th~ aggregate,'officers were somewhat more likely to 

mention qualities that helped the officer "alone" in his work 

and not the citizen--he should be a tough or aggressive 

officer (8 per cent) , one who is 'able to take a lot' (12 per 

cent) or one who is intelligent or uses good judgement (16 per 

cent) . 
But almost equally prominent among the characteristics 

mentioned as necessary for police work in the district to 
• ! 

'''hich they were assigned are characteristics for good rela-

tions with the citizens in the area, or "interpersonal char­

acteristics." Such characteristics are more often emphasized 

as necessary for an officer in the high crime rate Negro than 

white areas. 
In all areas with a high proportion of Negroes some 

officers mentioned specifically the necessity for having an 

officer who could deal with Negroes (see Table 28). Yet over­

all officers were more likely to mention universalistic 

attributes such as the ability to meet and work with or under­

stand people (19 per cent of all offi.cers) or the capacity 

t:o be impartial, fair, or tolerant (10 per cent). These 

characteristics are generally less often mentioned as necessary 

for officers assigned to white than Negro areas in each city, 

and they are more often emphasized as main characteristics of 

officers by Negro than white officers. 
police officers commonly assess territories to be policed 

in terms of the 'action' there. Generally younger offi.cers 

prefer to be 'where the action is' while older officers express 

a preference for the 'quiet' district. Since assignments to 

police districts tend to be made on that basis, there is a 

somewhat higher average age for officers in 'quiet' than 
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'a.ctive' districts. While that is the case for the dis1:ricts 

in this study, there are substantial differences in age of 

officers among the cities with Boston police officers having 

the highest averag,e age, a consequence of a tenure and retire­
ment system that coerces retention of officers. 

Recall that the areas selected were high crime Negro and 

white areas in these cities, though the Negro areas had higher 

average crime rates than the white areas. To a degree, com­

parison across these cities is artifactual however since the 

question as posed to officers was relative to the district 

and area of the city .. Except for districts # 6 and # 14 in 

Washington, D. C., more than one-half of all the officers ~aid 
thtey were assigned to a beat of ~erritory that was more active 

than others in the city (see Table 29). In the aggregate, 

nevertheless, 71 per cent of all officers would choose to be 

assigned to that district; only 18 per cent would select 

assignment elsewhere. There is considerably more desire to 

be assigned elsewhere on the part of officers in all D. C. 

precincts. For Boston and Chicago, this desire for reassign­
ment is much greater for officers assigned to the Negro 

'active' than the white 'active' districts. There are no 

substantial differences among white and Negro officers in 
their desire for reassignment (Table 29). 

Given the strong preference for remaining in their present 
assignment, it is of some interest to learn what it is that 
officers like about the district (see Table 30). The two 

dominant reasons for liking a district are that it is an 

'active' district or that the officer 'knows the people weIll, 

each being sele6ted by 29 per cent of the officers." This is 

not surprising since it is altogether consistent with the 

preferences officers express for police work as compared with 
other jobs. Recall that in TalJle 8, 27 per cent of all 

officers said the thing they most liked about police work was 
t.he 'satisfaction in working with people' and that 30 per 

cent said the thing they most liked was 'variety in the work.' 
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'Action' provides 'variety in the work.' And 'knowing people 

well' perhaps makes it more satisfying to work with them. 

There are substantial differences by race of officer with 41 

per cent of Negro officers liking the district because they 

know the people well as compared with only 26 per cent of 
white officers. Furthermore, there are substantial differences 

by both city and district of assignment. No Negro or white 

officers in Chicaso's Fillmore district liked the district 

because they 'know the people well'; rather 44 per cent of 
the officers like it because it is 'active.' Generally, too, 

white officers mention liking a district because they 'know 

p,eople well' when assigned towhi te areas while the reverse 
is true for Negro areas. Since, almost no officers lived in 

, I 

these high crime rate areas (except for Boston's Dorchester), 

knowing the people may be more a function of 'identity' than 

of 'prior acquaintance.' 
There are a substantial minority of officers who eschew 

universalistic standards for police work and take what some 
might d8scribe as a 'less professional' stance toward clients 

(a matter not uncommon among the established professionals it 

should be noted). Thus 8 per cent of all officers liked 

nothing about working in their district and 7 per cent liked 

a 'good class of people.' There also is a minority that likes 

the district because they 'like the men.' This was true for 

15 per cent, o,f all white but only 3 per cent of all Negro 
officers, probably owing to the fact that Negro officers feel 

less widely accepted in the district. Liking for the men is 
more generally common in the high crime rate Negro than white 

areas. This may seem surprising to some, but observation 

indicated that the men assigned to these areas often feel 
strong comaraderie because they were 'banished' to the area 
or because they are more dependent upon one another for mutual 

protection. In such an area, no one wants to be with an 

officer who potentially endangers the safety of another 

officer . 
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Some further indication of the officer's relationship to 
the district to which he is assigned is found in Table 31 

where officer expressions of dislike for the area are examined. 

Almost 4 of every 10 officers disliked nothing about the 

district of assignment with no differences between Negro and 

white officers in this' respect. There were considerably more 

expressions of dissatisfaction with the characteristics of 

the community and its residents than for characteri$tics of 

the work si,tuation. Yet 18 per cent of all officers expressed 

some dislike for the officials in their-district. Ten per 

cent of all officers tall white) disliked their area because 

they felt it was hard to deal with Negroes; an additional 14 
per cent referred to the 'kind: of people' in their area. 

Thi.;~'3e were generally references to the class or ethnic status 

of the citizens to be policed, e.g., Puerto Ricans, 'low 

class,' or 'hillbillies.' Fourteen per cent also mentioned 

disliking the lack of public respect for officers and 17 per 
cent did not like the crime patterns of the area. 

There are very substantial differences by city and police 

district. No Chicago police officer selected the poor quality 

of 6fficials in his district as a main thing disliked about it 

while such complaints were fairly conunon in Boston and Wash­

ington, D. C.; furthermore, Chicago police officers were less 
likely to single out Negroes as being hard to qeal with and 

more likely to focus on the 'kind of people' th~ir class or 
status attributes. It is difficult to know whether such 
differences are genuine ones. 

Though police officers generally are satisfied with the 

district to which they are assigned, they are very conscious 
of law enforcement and administrative problems for their 

district. It always is difficult to assess the 'merit' of 

such complaints since complaints about work are highly institu­

tionalized among American workers. The main information that 

'one gains from a simple analysis of such complaints such as 

that in Tables 32 and.33 is-a comparison of the relative 
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freqUencies of types of complaints. 

Officers were queried as to the main problem they had 
in doing their job in the precinct or district to which they 
were aSSigned. About one in every five officers said they 

had no main problem; this Was more true for Negro than white 
officers (see Table 32), For those officers who mentioned 

haVing problems in doing their job, the most common complaints 
were against the pUblic (29 per cent) and against the police 
administration (17 per cent). The third most common target 

of complaint was the courts, either the U. S. Supreme Court 
for its deCiSions affecting police work or the local courts 
for their leniency (11 per cent of all Officers). There is 
some variation in target of complaint by city and police 

'district. Again we note that complaints about POor police 
administration are somewhat lower among officers in Chicago 

than among officers in the other chies. There were no <Oom­
plaints about Police bureaucracy in Chicago and fewer propor­

tionally about poor POlice administration. Complaints among 
police bureaucracy and Poor police administration are highest 
among Officers in WaShington, D. C. 

Observation of the police indicated that a common com­
plaint of Officers is that it is difficUlt to get to know 

people. A variety of reasons are given for this opinion. 

Table 33 summariZes Officer opinions about the ease or diffi­

Culty in getting to know people 'in their district and reasons justifying their opinion. 

JUst OVer one-half of all the Officers believed that it 
was easy to get to know peOPle in their district but almost 
9 of every 10 'Negro officers believed it Was easy to get to 
know them. An additional 13 per cent of all officers felt 

it Was easy to get to know some people but not others. Almost 
a third of all Officers, however, believe that it is hard to 
get to know people in their district. The main reason given 

in Table 33 that it is hard to get to know people in their 
district is pUblic distrust of the POlice With 12 per cent 
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believing that race is the main barrier, and 14 per cent that 

it is the mobilization of the patrol that i:s responsible • 

Generally officers assigned, to Negro areas are far more 'likely 

to mention public distrust of the police and white officers 

assigned to Negro areas in Chicago and Boston were the only 

white officer:s in ,those cities to mention that race is a 

barrier to getting to know people. The high transiency of 

citizens is considered a factor in Boston and Chicago but not 

among D. C. officers~ 
Officers were asked to express an opinion about what they 

thought the most important thing was that coulld be done to 

reduce crime in their area. As agents of law enforcement they 

regard themselves as responsibl!e 'to a degree~' for the level 

of crime in the district; for the most part they believe that 

police work is effective in reducing crime. Indeed only 8 per 

cent of the officer):'s (see Table 34) believed that the main 

thing to be done in reducing crime in the area was to change 

social conditions in the area. No other suggestions made by 

officers focused on general environmental or community and 

family conditions that are considered in the causal nexus of 

crime. 
Not surprisingly 44 per cent of all officers believe that 

more and better police work is the main ,thing· that can be done 

'to reduce crime in their district~ There are no substantial 

differences between Negro and white officers in this respect. 

About 1 in 4 believe that changes in the courts and in court 

decisions would have an effect on crime in the area. From 

data presented later, it is clear that they regard local courts 

as too lenient to deter criminals and the U. S. S~preme Court 

decisions as 'favoring criminals' by making police less 

effective. Not unexpectedly, about 13 per cent of officers 

believe that the local people should accept more leadership 

in getting cooperation and respect for the police as a means 

of reducing crime. 
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Do the police regard themselves as having changed in 

their relations with the public as a consequence of changes 

in the past few years? Three of every 4 police officers 

believe that the police have changed in the past few years 

in the way ·that they act toward the public; 7 of 10 wh:i:te 

and 8 of 10 Negro officers believe the police have changed 

{see Table 35). While a minority of 12 per cent believe the 

. police have changed primarily by enforcing laws less rigor­

ously and ignoring more crime, 19 per cent believe that the 

police,"are more cau·tious in undertaking investigative work 

and in their handling of citizens and 4 per cent believe they 

are more hesitant to use force. 
Only 3 per cent of the pf~icers specifically mentioned 

that they thought police officers today are more 'professional' 

in their work, an indication at least that officers do not 

see changes as increasing their professional orientation. 

Yet some of the changes they mention are clearly changes in 

keeping with the 'professionalization' of police work. At 

least one in four officers mentioned changes in police handling 

of citizens such that police officers are more polite and 

courteous in their treatment of citizens and that they maintain 

better police-community relations. This was true for twice as 

many Negro (39 per cent) as white (21 per cent) officers, 

however. Indeed the major difference between Negro and white 

officers in their perception of changes in police behavior 

during the past few years is that more Negro than white 

officers see changes in better handling of citizens as 'persons' 

while white officers more often mention the 'impersonal' treat­

ment of citizens through caution in investigation and in deal­

ing with citizens in terms of their 'rights.' 
Officers do perceive police work today as more hazardous' 

than five years ago; 8 of every 10 officers in Table 35 see it 

as more hazardous today. Their perceptions are not in keeping 

with the declining homicide rate for police officers though it 

is possible ,that officers today more often deal with physical 
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Table 35: Per Cent Distribution of How Police Officers Perceive 
Their Work and Behavior Toward Public Has Changed by 
Race of Officer. 

Perceptions of Work and Behavior 
,.~,. 

All 
Officers 

White 
Officers 

Negro 
Officers 

--------------------~--------~.----------+----------~ 
Have police <:hanged the way they 

act toward public (in last five 
years)? 

Changed 
Not changed 
Can't say 

In what ways have they (police) 
changed? 

Not changed 
More polite/courteous/better 

community relations 
More cautious in investiga-. 

tion or handling of citizens 
More hesitant to use force 
Enforce laws less rigorously/ 

ignore more 
More professional in doing 

police work 
All other changes 
Can't say 

Is police work more hazardous 
today than five years ago? 

Yes 

Factors that make police work 
more hazardous: 

Not less hazardous 
publ~c hostile/uncooperative 
Publ~c more often armed 

today 
Disrespect for law/order/ 

police 
More serious crime/criminals 

today 
Courts don't back the police 
All other 

75 
23 

2 

23 

24 

19 
4 

12 

3 
11 

4 

80 

20 
9 

18 

13 

19 
11 
10 

I 

72 
25 

3 

25 

21 

22 
4 

13 

3 
10 

3 

82 

18 
9 

18 

12 

20 
12 
10 

83 
17 

17 

39 

6 
3 

11 

3 
15 

6 

72 

25 
11 

19 

16 

14 
6 
9 
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aggression toward them that results in minor injury. 

Regardless of whether or not police work actually is more 

hazardous today, officers define it as so and probably act on 

the basis of such definitions. Table 35 indicates that 

officers are by no means of a 'single mind in assigning reasons 

for the increase in danger to police officers. Nonetheless 

if one assumes that the 18 percent who mention the public 

being more often armed today and the 19 per cent who mention 

more serious crimes and criminals abroad today, it would appear 

that 37 per cent of the police officers focus on threats to 

them from criminals and persons who are armed, since the more 

serious offenses so far as officers are concerned involve the 

use of dangerous weapons. C~an~es in the general public are 

regarded as increasing the hazards of police work for another 

22 per cent of officers in that 13 per cent mention disrespect 

for law , order, and the police and 9 per cent mention public 

hostility and lack of cooperation from the public as factors. 

Finally, a minority of 11 per cent believe that the failure 

of the courts to back the police makes their work more 

hazardous. 

Officer Perceptions of Relations Between Police 

and the Public and Changes in Them 

The central feature of police work for the officer assigned 

to a police district is transactions with the public. Though 

officers engage in transactions with other officers and with 

other members of the legal system, their primary work is with 

ci tizens vlho engage them as complainants and offenders or in 

calls for service. Both within the professionalization movement 

for the police and within public movements to make police 

officers accountable there is a growing emphasis on what is 

termed "police-coIPlnuni ty" relations. .These movements would 

change the \vays that the police behave toward the public • 

Elements in the community relations movement would change the 

behavior of the public toward the poiice as well. 
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How do police officers perceive the public as having 

changed and as changing in their relations with the police? 

It has been noted previously that police officers regard them­

selves as having changed and that a sizeable minority see 

changes in the way that they handle citizens. Do they per­
ceive corollary changes 1n the public? 

In order to avoid struct.uring the response of officers. 

to this general area, officers were first queried as to the 

ways that they see police work as having changed since they 

joined the department. A minority of 22 per cent of all 

officers regard police work as having changed very little 

since they joined the department; most of this failure to per­

ceive change is due to the fact th~t the officer is a recent 

recruit to the department. Almost all officers who have been 

with the department several years regard police work as hav­
ing changed. 

The main way they see police work as having changed is 

because of changes in society (see Table 36). The two major 

changes they emphasize focus on the twinned symbols for 

police today--lack of public respect and judicial restriction; 

20 per cent of officers see the public as respecting police 

less today and 13 per cent see changes in legality as more 
restrictive of them in their work. 

Given the oft mentioned complaint that there is less 'real' 

police work tOday and more demand for 'service,' it is surpris­

ing that officers do not give it more prominence in their 
assessment of changes in police work. 

There are almost no differences between Negro and white 

officers in their perceptions of how police work has changed. 

There are some marked differenCes by city, however. Washington, 

D. c. officers more often mention changes in public respect 

than do officers in the other cities while Boston officers 

most often mention the restrictiveness of the Court. There 

are relatively few complaints about changes toward less admin­

istrative support of the police but most of these occur among 
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officers in D. C. 

A majority of police officers see public opinion as having 

changed since they joined the department, although 39 per cent 

of all Negro officers and 31 per cent of all white officers see 

it as much the same as when they joined (Table 37). Sixty per 

cent of all officers see the way the public behaves as having 

changed for the worse; only 6 per cent see public behavior as 

having changed for the 'better.' Officers in Chicago are more 

likely to see public behavior as remaining the same since they 

joined the department and fewer proportionally see it as having 

changed for the worse as compared with officers in Washington, 

D. C. and Chicago. Generally 9fficers in the high crime rate 

Negro areas are more likely to Fegard public behavior as having 

changed for the worse. 

Among those who see public behavior as having changed since 

they joined the department (Table 37) l 62 per cent attribute 

the change in public behavior to organizations or groups that 

make it difficult for the police to do their work by arousing" 

the public against the police. Officers in Washington, D. C. 

are most likely to attribute the change to groups or organiza-, 

tionsi three-fourths of the officers in D. C: attribute changes 

in public behavior to groups or organizations. Indeed, as 

Table 37 makes clear, they attribute it ~pecifically to civil 

rights groups. Police officers in Chicago are least likely to 

attribute such changes to civil rights groups. After civil 

rights groups, officers are most likely to charge the newspapers 

with having changed public behavior. Only a smal~ proportion 

of all officers attribute these changes to Communist or radical 

sources, though 7 per cent believe such groups or individuals 

to be the source of changes in public behav~or toward the police. 

Police officers as they make contact with the public often 

are questioned about police matters or about crime, particularly 

specific crimes that come to the ati;ention of the public. Their 

reactions to comment and cQmplaints from the public is described 

in Table 38. Six of every 10 police officers report that they 
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Per Cent Distribution of How police Officers View Public 
Comment and Complaints Abol.1t police Officers or 'l~heir 
Department by Race of Officer. 

AI: White Negro Public Comments and Complaints Officers' Officers Officers 

How often people who know you are 
a police officer talk with you , 

about police m9-tters or crime: 

Frequently 63 60 78 
Occasionally 20 22 14 
Rarely 12 14 8 
Never 5 4 --

What kinds of police matters do 
they usually ask you about? 

Crime news 28 28 25 
Crime problem 8 6 13 
Th,eir traffic or other police 

problems 36 37 36 
Complaints about policemen 1 1 3 
Sympathy for police 2 1 3 
My work 13 14 8 

Are people (who know you are a 
police officer) ever critical 
of what police are doing? 

Yes 52 46 78 
Sometimes '22 25 17 

.No 21 33 6 
How officer feels when people are 

critical of police: 

Understanding or unconcerned 34 32 46 
Affectively neutral 8 6 15 
Somewhat defensive 16 15 18 
Defensive 26 30 12 
H6stile 16 17 9 

In. talking with people outside the 
department, hew often do you 
feel you have to defend it and 
what officers do? 

Frequently 32 31 33 
Occasionally 37 39 36 
Rarely 25 25 25 
Never. 5 5 6 
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Table 38: Per Cent Distribution of How pol~ce Off~ce.rs View Public 
Comment and Complaints About Pol~ce O~f~cers or Their 
Department by Race of Officer. (Cont~nued) 

Public Comments and Complaints 

How obligated does officer feel 
to defend department and 
officers: 

Never feels obligated 
Obligated out of pride for 

solidarity with department 
Obligated because expected to 

do so in job 
Obligated to defend honor of 

department 
Obligated, but 

necessity to 
Defends but no 

obligation 
Other 

resents 
do so 
feeling of 

How officer feels about justness 
of public criticism of the 
police: 

Public is wrong or un­
justified 

Public doesn't understand or 
is unreasonable 

police are more often right 
than wrong 

Public criticism is helpful 
All other 
No mention of justness of 

criticism 

All 
Officers 

5 

8 

12 

10 

12 

48 
5 

9 

12 

8 
6 
3 

62 

White Negro 
Officers Officers 

5 

9 

12 

8 

14 

47 
5 

8 

9 

8 
6 
3 

66 

6 

3 

14 

19 

3 

50 
5 

11 

17 

8 
8 
6 

50 
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are frequentl ' 
I Y querled about police matters or crime news. 

The most common matter 
with which they are confronted, how-

ever, are traffic problems. 
Crimes in the news pose the next 

of complaint. About one-half of all the 
most common topic 

officers say that 
they hear complaints about the police but 

Over three-fourth f 
s 0 all Negro as compared with less than 

one-half of all h't ' 
w l e offlcers report reCelvlng complaints 

that are critical f h 
ff

" " 0 t e police. While a third of all police 
o lcers lndlcate th . 
, ey recel ve such complaints with understand-
lng or general lack f ~ , 

o Lmotlonal concern and an add't' 1 
per cent say the ar ., l lona 8 
plaints th ,y, e not ~motlonally involved in such com-

, e ma]Orlty of police officers by their own adm~ , 
say they respo d 'h ' .SSlon 

n Wlt defensive~ess or hostility to c 't' , 
of the police (Table 3 '. rl lClsms 

, 8). Indeed 16 per cent of all I' 
offlcers indicate the' . po lce 

yare qUlte hostile to complaints that 
are critical of the police. 

Negro officers indicate that they 

or affectively neutral than are 
are more often understanding 
white officers. 

Should one 
" regard affective neutrality 

practlce In a professional role then police 
as a condition of 

officers do not generally respond to cr~t" , -'- lClsm In 
a professional manner; Negro 

more 'professional' in th' 
officers would appear 

white officers. 

That criticism 

clear from the fact 
of the department is not a 

1.S respect than 

rare event is 

they rarely or 
that only 30 per cent of all off' 

. lcers say 
never have to defend th d 

ff ' e epartment d h o lcers do against publ' '" an w at 
, lC crlt1.C1.sm. Almost 

Obllgated to defend the de t ' 
, par ment When it is 

all officers feel 

criticized suggestlng at least high comm't 
1. ment to p I' 

ization. Only 5 per cent of 11 ' 0 lce work and organ-
a off1cers (Tabl 38) 

they never feel obligat d t e say that 
e 0 do so with n d' 

of/officers. That the bl" 0 1fferences by race 
o 19atlon may not t 

pride and solidarity with th " s em from single 
o er offlcers ' 

fact that somewhat less than 10 1S Suggested by the 
per cent fIb 

defend the department or ee 0 ligated to 
police officers 

out of such a commitment. 

O_-.-lit' _0_' 

• '" ,_r 
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About 10 per cent feel obligated to defend the honor of the 

department and another 10 per cent because they feel it is an 

expectation for the job. Yet almost one-half of all officers 

say that while they defend the department--perhaps out of 

some sense of identification with it and commitment to police 

work--they do not feel obligated to do so and 12 per cent feel 

obligated but resent the necessity to do so. One gets the 

impression that officers resent the necessity to defend the 

department or other officers, that they are by no means strongly 

obligated to defend it, but that defend it they do. Perhaps 

the main reason that this is so is that the typical police 

officer does not respond to public criticism as just and 

reasonable. Only 6 per cent 9f all officers see such criticism 

as helpful. 

Police contacts with the public are often temporary or 

transitory. Many transactions are of limited duration in time 

and space. If the public is to cooperate with them, the police 

are dependent upon a general commitment from the public to 

cooperate with the police rather than upon personal knowledge 

or acquaintance of the public with the officer. In short, such 

cooperation must be based on mutual claims ar1 expectations 

that sustain cooperation. 

Police officers do not see the public as highly coopera­

tive. A majority of police officers maintain that people 

rarely or never cooperate in giving them information, though 

Negro officers have a more favorable view of the public in this 

respect than do white officers, Table 39. Much of the differ­

ence between Negro and white officers, however, can be accounted 

for by the fact that white officers do not see the Negro popu­

lation as cooperative with them in giving information. 

Officers divide fairly equally among three main reasons why 

citizens do not cooperate with the police in giving information: 

fear or distrust of the police; fear of reprisal if they do so; 

and, low involvement or general apathy toward law enforcement 

and their responsibility to maintain law and order. There, are 
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few differences between Negro and white officers in their per­

ceptions of why citizens generally fail to cooperate in giving 

information leading one to conclude that the core problem is 

the relationship between the white officer and the Negro 

citizen: Negro citizens generally do not regard it as in their 

interest to cooperate w-ith the white officer by giving informa­

tion. There is some evidence for this also in Table 39 in 

city and precinct differences. Generally officers in Negro 

areas are more likely than officers in white areas to emphasize 

fear, dislike, or distrust of the police as a reason why 

citizens withhold information and less likely to, give low 

involvement or apathy as a reason for withholding information. 

The observation studies provide_ some support for these percep-. \ 

tions of the police. white officers in Negro areas more fre-

quently encounter a 'wall of silence' than do Negro officers 

when dealing with Negro citizens. 
The more general perceptions of officers toward their work 

with the public, of the opinions they regard the public as 

holding, and of changes in them might suggest that police 

officers regard the pnblic as a monolithic organization. They, 

of course, do not as the data in Table 40 make amply clear. 

Officers were queried about their perceptions of change in 

dealing with various segments of the public and they differen­

tiate rather sharply among them. They regard their relationships 

with professional and working class people as having changed the 

least; roughly three-fourths of all officers see them as about 

the same to deal with, as formerly. Indeed about 11 per cent of 

all officers see professional people and 6 per cent see work-

ing class people as easier to deal with than formerly. There 

are no differences in the perception of Negro and white officers 

with respect to dealings with working class people but Negro 

officers are more inclined to see professional people as some­

what harder to deal with than do white officers. 

A majority of officers see motorists as having changed 

very little in terms of. degree of difficulty in dealing with 

266-262 0 - 67 - 15 
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them but 31 per cent say that they are harder to deal with than 

formerly; again Negro and white officers do not differ in their 

perceptions about motorists (Table 40). 
The greatest changes officers perceive in dealing with the 

public occur for their transactions with Negroes and juveniles; 

8 of every 10 officers see juveniles as harder to deal with, 

regardless of the race of officers; 65 per cent of all officers 

see Negro citizens as harder to deal with, although 70 per cent 

of white as compared with 44 per cent, of all Negro officers 

share that perception. Few officers see juveniles or Negroes 

as easier to deal with. 
Officers were queried about the way that they saw each of 

these groups as changing if the~r ,perception was that police 

relations with them had changed (see Table 41). They see 

professional people who changed favorably toward the police as 

more rational and understanding, more cooperative, or more 

supportive ?f the police. Similarly, they see working class 

people as changing more favorably in these ways. 

Motorists are seen as more complaining (8 per cent) or 

more openly hostile (11 per cent) when they are viewed as 

changing negatively in their relatio~s with the police. 

The main ways that police see juveniles as changing are 

that they are more aggressive, defiant, and rebellious (24 per 

cent), show less respect for law and authority (20 per cent), 

and that they are more aware of the restrictions on police 

conduct (22 per cent). Negroes are seen as more oriented 

toward civil rights in police-citizen transactions (17 per cent), 

as agitated or incited by civil rights groups (12 per cent) , 

and as more hostile or belligerent (11 per cent). Furthermore 

8 per cen~ of all officers see them as demanding preferential 

treatment and 7 per cent as showing less respect for the police 

and the law. 
Observation studies of' police and citizen transactions 

bear out this rank order of difficulty in police-citizen trans­

actions. Officer relations with juveniles are most 
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Table 41: Police Officer Perceptions and OrientationS,Toward 

Public Behavior and Opinions by Race of Offlcer. 

Opinions or Behavior of Public 

Has the general public's opinion 
of the police changed in the 
past five years? 

Yes 

Major ways public opinion has 
changed: 

Less respect for police now 
Public more critical of the 

police 
Loss of public support 
Less public understanding of 

police problems 
More sympathy for criminals 
Loss of police powers 
Demand for social rather than 

police service 
Other negative opinion 
Public now more favorable to 

police 
No change in public opinion 

From view point of man on patrol, 
does public behave better, 
worse, or about the same as 
when you started with the 
department? 

Better 
Worse 
Much the same 
Don't know 

In what ways do they behave 
differently? 

Less respect for police now 
Public is less disciplined now 
General breakdown of law qnd 

order 
Juveniles commit more crimes/ 

more gangs 
People commit more crimes 
Police officers have more 

positve effect on public 
No change really 

*0.5 per cent or less 

All 
Officers 

83 

30 

21 
3 

2 

* 
3 

* 
2 

16 
17 

6 
60 
31 

3 

34 
3 

16 

3 
3 

5 
34 

CONTINUED 

White 
Officers 

83 

27 

23 
3 

3 
1 
3 

1 
2 

17 
17 

7 
62 

1 29 
2 

35 
3 

16 

4 
3 

6 
31 

Negro 
Officers 

83 

42 

14 
3 

------
--

3 

14 
17 

53 
39 

8 

28 
3 

17 

3 
6 

3 
44 

~------- - --- ----..- -- ---- ~--~.~- -----~- - -, - - --w - ,.---.~ 
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Table 41: Police Officer Perceptions and Orientations,Toward 
Public Behavior and Opinions by Race of Offlcer. 
(Continued) 

Opinions or Behavior of public 

What do you thinK public's view 
of police work is? 

It is an "easy~ job 
View police as incompetent/ 

dishonest/brutal/necessary 
evil 

View police as authoritarian 
or harassing them 

See police role as interve~-
tion rather than preventlon 

It's a dangerous job 
Other 
Can't say 

What do you think the public does 
not understand about what it's 
like to bea police officer? 

Don't understand the law or 
their responsibility for it 

That changes in laws have led 
to loss of police powers 

How complex police work and 
departments are 

That police are not dishonest/ 
brutal/or harassers 

.Other 
Can't say 

How motorists have changed since 
officer started: 

Viewed as unchanged 
Changes viewed favorably by 

offic~r 
More aware of laws 
Less argumentative 
Other favorable change 

Changes viewed unfavorablY,by 
officer 

More complaining 
More open hostility 
Other unfavorable change 

Changes viewed with neutra'lity 
by officer 

Canlt say 

*0.5 per cent or less 

All 
Officers 

32 

14 

10 

18 
4 
7 

15 

27 

7 

35 

19 
6 
6 

62 

4 
(2) 
(*) 
(2) 

24 
(8) 

(11) 
(5) 

2 
8 

CONTl'NUED 

White 
Officers 

34 

12 

9 

18 
4 
8 

15 

28 

9 

34 

19 
4 
6 

62 

5 
(2) 
·(1) 
(2) 

23 
(8) 

(11) 
(4) 

3 
7 

Negro 
Officers 

25 

17 

17 

17 
6 
3 

15 

22 

--
42 

19 
11 

6 

61 

3 
(3) 
(-) 
(-) 

25 
(8) 

(11) 
(6) 

--
11 
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Table 41: Poli~e Officer Perceptions and Orientations Toward 
Publ~c Behavior and Opinions by Race of Officer. 
(Continued) 

Op~nions or Behavior of Public 

How working class people have 
changed since officer 
started: 

Viewed as unchanged 
Changes viewed unfavorably 

by officer 
f More legalistic in 

argument 
More critical of police 
Dox: I t. wan't to get 

~nvolved . 
Other unfavorable change 

Changes viewed favorably by 
officer 

More rational and 
responsible 

Other favorable change 
Can't say 

How Negroes have changed since 
officer started: . 

Viewed as unchanged 
More hostile/aggressive/ 

belligerent 
Less cooperative 
Less respect for police and 

law 
Demand preferential treatment 
Or~ented to civil rights in 

transactions 
Incited/agitated by civil 

rights groups 
Other unfavorable change 
Other favorable change 

All 
Officers 

78 

16 

(3 ) 
(6) 

(2) 
(5) 

5 

(2 ) 
(3) 
1 

27 

11 
3 

7 
8 

17 

White 
Officers 

79 

15 

(3 ) 
(6) 

(1) 
(5) 

5 

(2) 
(3) 
1 

23 

12 
3 

9 
9 

15 

12 15 

Negro 
Officers 

72 

15 

( 3 ) 
(6) 

(3) 
(3) 

6 

(3) 
(3) 
7 

42 

8 
6 

3 

25 

4 4 3 
333 
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Table 41: Police Officer perceptions and Orientations Toward 
public Behavior and opinions by Race of Officer. 
(Continued) . 

~ 

Opinions or Behavior of public 
All White N'egro 

Officers Officers Officers 

How juveniles have changed since 
officer started: . 

Viewed as unchanged 17 17 17 
More aggressive/defiant/ 

rebellious 24 25 14 
Less respect for law/ 

authority/truth 20 22 14 
More juvenile gangs 5 4 8 

Awareness of restrictions 
on police conduct 22 20 28 

No fear of punishment from 
courts : 1 3 3 6 

Other unfavorable change 6 6 8 
j Can't say 3 3 5 

How profess~onal people have 
changed s~nce officer started: 

Viewed as unchanged l 74 77 64 

Changes viewed unfavorably 
by officer . 10 9 16 

More legalistic in 
argument (3) (2) (8 ) 

Less respect for authority (2) (3 ) (-) 
Other unfavorable changes (5 ) (4) (8) 

Changes viewed favorably by 
officer 11 11 12 

More rational and under-
standing (4) (4 ) (3) 

More cooperative (3) (:3 ) (3 ). 

More support for police (3) (3) (3 ) 

Other favorable change (1) (1) (3) 

Can't say 5 3 8 

CO~TINUED 

-. 
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Table 41: Pol~ce Officer Perceptions and Orientations Toward 
Publ~c Behavior and Opinions by Race of Officer. 
(Continued) 

Opinons or Behavior of Public 

How people in precinct have 
changed since officer 
started: 

Viewed as unchansed 
More host11e/aggressive/ 

bel11gerent 
Less cooperative 
Less respect for police and 

law 
Negroes are the main problem 
Lower class/poorer people are 

problem 
All other changes 
Hard to say 

Does public help as much as they 
should when they see police 
officers in trouble or need~ng 
help? 

No 

How could public help police 
off ice1:-8 more? 

Assist police officer in 
trouble 

By providing information 
beinej a witness 

By not hindering police work 
at scene 

All other ways 
Canlt say 

Reasons why public doesn't help 
police more: 

Apathet~c/don't want to get 
lnvolved 

Fear retaliation 
Fear of injury if help police 
Donlt like the police 
All other reasons 
Can't say 

All 
Officers 

44 

5 
3 

8 
13 

5 
14 

8 

87 

81 

4 

5 
1 
9 

40 
15 

3 
24 

9 
9 

White 
Officers 

41 

7 

3 

9 
14 

6 
14 

6 

87 

82 

4 

5 

9 

44 
14 

4 
21 

7 
10 

Negro 
Officers 

56 

--
3 

3 
11 

--
14 
13 

89 

78 

6 

6 
3 
7 

22 
22 
--
39 
11 

6 
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exacerbated, regardless of the race of the juvenile. Indeed, 

there is evidence that officers contribute to the exacerbation 

of that relationship treating juveniles with less civility 
and more often as nonpersons. While observation studies make 

it difficult to conclude that Negro citizens pose more diffi­

culty for white and Negro officers in routine police trans­

actions, Negroes more often present problems for the police 
in these cities in situations of disorder. Thus, the aggregate 

of citizens may not present a problem; it is the relationship 
with a minority of Negro citizens that exacerbates police-Negro 

citizen relationships. 
Ways that public opinion toward the police have changed 

also were explored in more det~il (see Table 41). Eight of . , 
every 10 Negro and white officers verbalized opinions about the 

way that the public's opinion of the police and their pr.ob1ems 

have changed in the past five years. A minority of 16 per cent 

of the officers see the public as more favorable to the police 

than formerly and 17 per cent see no change in public opinion. 

Yet 67 per cent of all white and Negro officers see the 

public as changing less favorably toward the police. The main 

change they see is that the public confers less respect than 

formerly and indeed 42 per cent of the Negro officers as com­
pared with 27 per cent of the white officers see this as the 

major negative change. A substantial minority of officers 

perceive the public as more critical of the police with 21 

per cent of all white officers and 14 per cent of all Negro 

officers voiding such discontent. Again, this may be some­
what surprising since opinion poll data suggest far more favor­

able opinion and sympathy for th~ ,.police. Quite clearly the 

police culture has not been responsive to changes in public 

opinion about the police. Perhaps tqeir perceptions are 
molded more by mass media stories about the police and their 

own 'occasional' rather than routine experiences in trans­
actions with the public than by reports of opinion change • 
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Similarly, in Table 41 the man on patrol views the public 

as having less respect for the police now with at least a 

third of all officers seeing this as the major change in public 

behavior toward the patrol officer. Observational studies 

suggest that this change is. more one of the citizen showing 

civility rather than de'ferenc.e to the officer. What the 

officer means then by a loss of respect from the public may be 

more a loss of deference toward his authority than a loss of 

respect for him as a civil officer. 
It is not uncommon for workers that deal with the public 

to regard the public in uncomplimentary terms. Even profes-
t 

sionals hold such views if in no other form than to regard the 

public as 'less informed' and 'incompetent' with respect to 
. ~ ., . 

'their specialization. Such perceptions are not without some 

basis in reality. The public is necessarily in the aggregate 

less informed. perhaps it is not surprising then that the 

police view of how the public regards police work is not a 

favorable one. See Table 41. 

A common complaint of police officers is not only that 

the public fails to cooperate with the police by providing 

necessary· information as already noted but that it does not 

support or corne to the officer's aid when he is in trouble~ 

Indeed, 87 per cent of all officers do not believe that the 

public helps as much as they should when they see police 

officers in trouble or needing help. There are no differences 

among police officers in thi$ respect according to their race. 

The primary form of assistance officers want from the public 

is assistance when in trouble, though a minority of officers 

would like more cooperation from them as witnesses, or by 

less intervention in police work at the scene of transaction 
with citizens. 

~olice officers view this failure of citizens to help 

them when in trouble as due mainly to apathy, fear of re·talia­

tion if they help, and dislike for the police. See Table 41. 
White officers twice as often as Negro officers (44 compared 
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with 22 per cent) regard apathy or disengagement from involve­

ment with the police as the major factor why the public doesn't 

help the police more. Negro officers more often regard it 
as fear of retaliation or dislike of the police that accounts 

for the public's failure to help them. Negro officers may be 

closer to the truth in this respect, at least so far as Negro 

citizens are concerned. A substantial segment of the Negro 
community appears to share a distrust and dislike of the police 

to the degree that they either ostracize or retaliate against 

those who would cooperate with the police. 
Officers in these high crime rate areas share the percep­

tion that crimes of violence are increasing with 84 per cent 

of all officers sharing that perception (see Table 42). Yet 
police officers in Chicago are ~ar less likely to believe they 

are increasing in Chicago while 96 pe.r .;:ent of all officers in. 

Washington, D. C. share this view. These striking differences 

by city may have a basis in reality or they may be shaped by 

locai per~eptions and channels of communication. 
The major reason that officers believe crimes of violence 

are increasing is that crime goes unpunished with 40 per cent 

of all officers believing that to be the main·factor. Officers 

in D. C. ar~ more likely to give that as the major reason than 

officers in the other cities. 
police officers seem very concerned with their prestige 

status and a perceived lack of respect from the public. As 

the data in Table 43 show 59 per cent of all po~ice officers 

believe that their prestige is lower today than 20 years ago, 

their being no difference in this perception by race of officer~ 
What is most c:-iking in Table 43, however, is that this view 

is not shared equally among officers according to the city 

where they work. Over 50 per cent of the police officers in 

Chicago believe that their prestige is hi9her today than 20 
years ago and only slightly more than one-fourth believe that 

it is lower. By way of con.trast, over 75 per cent of the 

officers in Washington, D. C. believe that their prestige is 
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Table 42: Per Cent Distribution of How Police Offlcers Perceive Incidence of Crimes of 
Violence Today As Compared Wlth Five Years Ago: Eight Police Districts in 
Three C2tles and Race of Officer. 

r ~- IAre crimes of violence? P I I . __ Why is violence increasl.ng? 

B Cl. ty I Police i Increas- 'About II Decreas-
j Distrl.ct, andl lng the ing 

I R~ce of I Same 
O:tflcer 

1f 1 ~ »~ 

'

More I Not ~ Cr ~me Changes Not I All IDoesn I t fl Total 
,Fire- Enough I Goes l.n Enough Other Apply Per 
Jllarms Pollce I Unpun- Fam11y/ Oppor- I Cent 

All 
Dl.stricts: 

All white 
officers 

All Negro 
officers 

Boston: 

Dorchester 
Roxbury 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 
Fillmore 

washington, 
D.C.: 

6 
14 
10 
13 

.( ~ 

t 
Ii ".-t 

~ j 

.' 
~~t 

~ " 
i i II: . i 

. ' 

.'~,- ....... ,' 

84 

83 

89 

as 
84 

44 
63 

96 
96 
96 
96 

Ji .. 

• 

! 

r~ 
f "'I 

13 

14 

8 

12 
16 

44 
31 

4 
4 
4 
4 

3 

3 

3 

11 
6 

.1 ~, ~ 
'I • 

'1 

i 
- r 

1 

1 

1-'1-'1-' 
WO,l::.O\ 

N NI-' 
w*",NO'I 

I-' 
VI A*",OO 

UlOO---.1-.J 
COUlO'" 

I 
*",---.1.c::.1 

1-'1-'1-'1-' 
0000 
0000 

,,- '-,-"., --~--.-.... -~ ..... -

I Today Protec- ished Society tunLtl.es I I 
t20n .1 

J 
"I, 

~1 
1 

1 

:il 
t:JPI . til 
o:::t . 1-' • 
.. :::l 

to 
IT 
0 
!::1 .. 

4 

3 

8 

6 
6 

4 
4 

12 

17;18 
1-'-0 
1-'<: 
I-':::l 

eJ 
:::t 
!-J-
0 
III 

l3 \Q o::r: 0 
Ii PI .. 
CD I-' 

I-' 

VI VI 
0'10 

If\) 
IN 

NIV 
VI 00 

1-'1 
\01 

1-'1-' 
00 
00 

- - - "--

3 

4 

16 
4 

4 
4 

!;lJt:J 
o 0 
>: Ii 
0"0 
~:::t 
Ii CD 
,<en 

rt 
ID 
Ii 

f\)N 
,1::.0 

I-' 
,I::. f\) 

"'''' 0,1::. 

I-' 
IV,I::. 

1-'1-' 
00 
00 

to 
0 
til 
rt 
o' 
:::l .. 

40 13 

39.1 13 

44 14 

24 
20 

22 
12 

56 
59 
69 
46 

~ 
01-' 
HI I-' 
HI 
!-J-!;2l 
o CD 
CD\Q 
Ii Ii 
en 0 

N 
N 

I-' 
I-' 

VI 
(Xl 

1.0 

I-' 
0 
0 

-\ 

tt> 
01-' 
Hll-' 
HI 
!-J-<: 

24 
20 

11 
13 

20 

4 
15 

!J::o 
01-' 
1-'- I-' 
en 
rt 
Ii 

o:::t !-J-
CD !-J. 0 
lirt rt 
en CD Ul .. 

N IV 
-.) O'l 

-
0.0 \P 

VI Ul 
I.t:l 1.0 

VI O'l 

I-' I-' 
0 0 
0 0 

6 

6 

6 

8 

12 
15 

4 

~--.' 

t:JeJ 
!-J. !-J-
til rt 

20 

20 

19 

24 
32 

17 
38 

8 
15.' 
15 
19 

o ::0 IT~ 
HI PI Ii" 
HI 0 1-'-
!-J- CD 0 to 
0 rtO 
ID 0 ... f-' 
Ii HI !-J-

PI 0 
:::lID 
0, 

::r: 
1-'- t1 
\Q 0 
!::1' ID 
ID m 
Ii 

'i:! 
~ en ~ tr 

PlrI"tr I-' 
l3 !:1' 0 1-'-
ID(I)C \-tIO 

ft 0 
1-'.2: 
!-J-O 

t'f o <: 
0 (l) 
~ a!:d (l) (l) PI 
Ii ::Sri" 
'''-

.. (l) 

eJ \-tI 
CIlIll Ii 
PI!:1 ID 
~ - til 

rt rI" 
1-'-

lO 
(l) 

8 
eJ'i:!O 0 
(l)(l)rt HI 
::1 Ii PI 
rt I-' 

14 100 

14 

8 

12 
16 

44 
31 

4 
4 
4 
4 

8 
III 
tr .... 
ID 

A 
W 

!:dtt;l:E!!;1j"U 
PI 1-'-0 (l) ID 
otO IilO Ii 
ID !::1';;-;' PI 

rI" Ii 0 o 80, (l) 
Hl'i:!O ::s 

oo,'i:!rt 
Ol-'PI~ 
HI I-'.~ tr 0 
HI 0 .... 1-'-
1-'- ID ~ 1-'- til 
o mort 
ID t1 Ii 
Ii 1-'- () ~ p-
• m 0 1-"0" 

rl"a<D~ 
t-PO <: rt 
1-'- PI 1-'­
OliO 0 
rt"<DHI::1 
tIlp. 

tOO 
1-'- ~ Ii HI 
::s I-'-ID 

rtrJ)tI: 
8!:1'rtO 
:::t 1-" ~ 
Ii 8~ 
(l) <: ID "U 
IDID 0 

::SOl-' 
o rt Hl 1-'-
1-'-'< 0 
rt 'i:!(l) 
1-" t<: 0 
(l)IDi-'O 
en PI 1-'- Hl 

!iOHl 
PI m CD 1-'­
::s 0 
o,!:t>' ID 

to Ii 
(1) m 

99 

99 

100 
100 

100 
100 

lOa 
101 
100 
100 

I 
\P 
!\J 
I 

I 
\0 
W 
J 

~'"'~ 

1 
I 

j 

I 

I 

J. 

iii 



I" 

II 
\ 

---..... E-·~----- ...---- - ----~-~ -. __ 

-94-

lower and less than one-fourth that it is higher. The patt€!rn 

for officers in Boston is similar to that in D. C. While a 

number of factors undoubtedly influence the perception of 

officers in each city, there seems little doubt that the modern­

ization of policing in Chicago has substantially increased the 

public confidence of Chicago's citizenry in their police. Such 

public confidence clearly may have enhanced the average 

officer's perception of his own status. Though one does not 

have a measure of it, undoubtedly efforts of the administration 

of Chicago's police department to 'upgrade' the quality of 

officer's in the department may also have affected officer 

perceptions of their prestige. 

Quite clearly, the perceptions of police officers in , , 
Chicago are more in keeping with national changes in opinion 

of the prestige of the police occupation. The 1963 study of 

the National Opinion Research Center showed that the pres~ige 

level of police officers changed substantially between 1947 

and 1963 while that of lawyers and judges did not. S 

Police and Relations with Local Government 

and Its Legal System 

Police departments are related to local government in a 

variety of ways. The most important of these are that a 

department usually is dependent upon local government for 

financial support and it is accountable to local officials 

primarily through appointment and accountability of the chief. 

The relationship for one of the three metropolitan departments 

selected for study does not fit this general model for police 

departments in the United States. The Washington, D. C. depart­

ment while related to the government of the District of Columbi.a 

,5." See Ro~ert W. Hod<.le, Paul M. Siegel, and Peter H. 
RoSS 7, Occupat~onal Prest~ge in the United StatE'lS, 1925-1963, II 
Amer~can Journal of Sociology, 70 (November, 1964), Table 1, 
pp. 290-292:-
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is ultimately responsible not only to its Commissioners but to 

the U. S. Congress as well. In practice it is dependent upon 

the Congress for financial resources as well/as accountable 

to its Committees. There are some differences between the 

Boston and Chicago departments in their relationship to local 

government as well. Ialinois police departments seem more 

'immune' from state legislative control and processes than are 

Massachusetts departments. 

These differences in structure of the departments in a 

local government system may account for some of the differences 

observed in officer views of local government as it relates to 

their police department. 

There are, furthermore, d~fferences in the judicial systems 
I 

as they relate to the police departments in each of the three 

municipal corporations. It is difficult to know whether these 

differences account for officer views of their relationship to 

the public prosecutor and the various courts of jurisdiction or 

not. The study was not designed to examine such causal rela­

tionships. 
Police officers in each of the cities were asked about 

their views of the efforts of local government to deal with 

crime in their city. As Table 44 shows~ most officers do not 

believe that their local government has done a very good job 

in fighting crime in the city. While two-fifths of all officers 

believe they have done a fairly good job, an equal proportion 

believe they have not done a good job. Negro and white officers 

differ little in thei~ perceptions of the job that local govern­

ment has done to fight crime in Chicago and Washington, D. C. 

There are substantial differences among the cities however. 

They are particularly striking in that officers in Chicago are 

far more supportive of the job that local government has done 

to deal with crime than are officers in Boston and Washington, 

D. C. Indeed over two-fifths of the officers in Chicago believe 

that the city government has done a very good job and only 15 

per cent believe that they h~ve not done a good job. By 
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Table 44: Per Cent Distribution of perceptions 
Officers Have of Job Local Government 
Has Done to Fight Crime in City: Eight 
Police Districts in Three cities and 
Race of Officer. 

City, Police Local Government Support: 

District, and Very Fairly Not Too Race of 
Officer Good Good Good A 

Job Job Job 

All Districts: 15 42 41 

All white 
officers 16 41 41 

All Negro .' 1 

officers 14 47 39 

Boston: 

Dorchester 20 24 52 
Roxbury -- 48 48 

Chicago: 

Town Hall 39 44 17 
Fillmore 44 44 13 

Washington, D. C. : 

6 4 46 50 
14 11 45 45 
10 8 28 52 
13 12 46 39 
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contrast, almost 50 per cent of the officers in Boston and 

Washington, D. C. regard their government as not having done 

a good job. Objectively, the Chicago department is in a 

far better resource position than are the Boston or Washington, 

D. C. departments. Whether or not the city of Chicago has dane 

more to fight crime apart from their support of the police 

department than has government in Boston or Washington, D. C., 

their resource and other forms of support for the police 

department has won them substantial support from the police. 

Officers were questioned about ways they thought local 

government had failed to support the police. See Table 45. 

Chicago officers were more likely to be critical of the salary 

support than were officers in Boston and Washington, D. C. 

Officers in the D. C. department were particularly critical of 

interference in the police department as compared with the 

officers in Boston and Chicago. Over one-third of t.he D. C. 

officers criticized this aspect of relationships with local 

government. Boston officers were particularly sensitive to 

the need for more manpower, mobile units, and better equipment-­

a perception that was shared by the observers of the police in 

theSe areas of Boston. 

Quite clearly, the 'failures' of local government as 

perceived by the police are highly contingent upon the way 

government has supported the police department. Officer prior­

ities about 'needs' will reflect an historical pattern of 

support. In Chicago where manpower and equipment are modern 

and where political interference in the affairs of the depart­

ment have been minimized, despite salary increase, officers 

remain dissatisfied about the level of salaries for police 

officers. In Boston, the day to day work with insufficient 

manpower and poor equipment gives a higher priority to·such 

resources than to salaries. Perhaps officers in D. C. are 

particularly sensitive to what they perceive as Igovernment 

intervention I because during this period they were subject 

not only to the usual relationships with government but they 

266-262 0 - 67 - 16 

- r< 



l1 • === < 

~! ! 

I 
,::: 
H 
(]J 
:> 
0 

, . t!J4-I 
0 

!fi" r-l +I 
rtl H ,::: 0 en 
+I(]J(]J 0 en 
OP-lU r-l 
8 _. 

r-l 
rtl (]J 
U U 
o rtl 
HP:; 

+I ~ - 0 0 C'\ ,::: ,::: N r-l 
O~ 

Cl 
4-IrtJ 
o ,::: 

rtl 
H 

r-I(]J 
(]J r-l.e: lf) o::!' 

~. 
H Ul 
::I (]J 

~.p 
0 

r-l . .-1 --.-1 +I (]J 
rtl·.-1 +lU+I(]J I 
Pt.!U 

ll-/ (]J 
0 (]J 

'\41 
H 

Ql.e: 
lL" :>8 

!,~! rtl ::r: ,::: 

rtl '.-1 ::I U..Q Ul N r-l 
Ur-lO-.-10S 
::I..Q~r-lH(]J 
rtJ::I 0 P-I r-l 
rx:lP-l P-I 

I 
• .-1 0 +I I Ul 

O+l8UlUl (]J 
. .-1 0-.-1 -.-1 Q) H I"'- '-D 

Ul 
1i H Ul 
j. Ql+l 

8r-lr-lUlH ::I 
Ortl(]JP-I Ul 
P-IUP:; 

U U 
-.-1-.-1 lj) Ul 
4-IH rtJ ,::: +I 
4-1+1 r-l Ql Ql-.-1 H M M 
0 Ul ::I :> H~'::: ::I 

-.-1 
,. (]JCl 

0-.-1 0 U H 0 
.e:t!J:2;rtl U 

U (J) ~ 
-.-1 Ql 
r-lU (]J 
0-.-1 ,::: H U 
(ljr-l 

0 
o rtl 0·.-1 M M 
Zr-l4-lr-l 

Ul(lj P-I 0 
,::: 
0+1 

P-I 

'.-1.e: 
+llj) 

+I Ul I (]J 
H (]J Ul H U 

0..-.-1 
-, rx:l 

o U Ql (]J J::: N N 
0..'.-1 H +I Ql N N 

cJ p.r-l ,::: H 
H ::IO:>iHQl 
(]J .. U}P-I~ 4-1 
P-I (]J 

U H I 
4-1 -.-1 rtJ (]J 0.. +I 
Or-l (]J +1-.-1 ,::: '-D l"'-

0 
S:;P-I 
0 

Ql+l::l(]J 
Z(]JtJ1S 

~rx:l 
.-1 Ql 
+I.e: H I 
::1+1 rtJ(J)H 

..Q 
.-1+1 

(J)+lrtlUl r-l M 
(J)+lr-lQ) N N 

H H Z (J) rtl-.-1 
+I 0 ; ~(J) 
Ul 0.. 
. .-1 .P4 H Q) Ul 
Cl ::I 

U) 
rtJ (J) I (J) r-l+l 
(]J H ,::: ~ H-.-1-.-1 r-l r-l 

+I 
,::: o H 
Q)+lQ) 

(J) 0 rtl o O..Q ,::: r-l r-l 
Z:2;:8 0.. 0:::> 

:8 
U U 

+I -.-1 
p----

H':::4-l rtJ 
0)(]J4-I 
P-ISO 

(J) s:; 
U rtl .. 

-.-1 4-1 H Ul Q) Ul 
r-l .. 0 (J) +I +I H 
O.j..! U U -.-1 Ql 

If) P-I U (J)-.-1 -.-1 .e: U 
<::I' 

Ql 
r-l 
..Q 
rtl 

,.-1 U 4-1 H ~-.-1 
"H rtl4-1 .j.J 4-1 

:>i +I P:; 0 Ul r-l4-1 
+lUl r-l -.-1 r-lO 
-.-1 r-\ r-lCl ~ 
UCl .:t! 

E-! ---------- -
>. 

-98-

00 r-l 00 
0 00 00 
r-l r-lr-l r-lr-l 

N Olf) '-Do::!' 
N Nr-l r-lo::!' 

I I l"'- I If') 

r-l I I I 

'-D I I I '-D 
I I I 

r-l I '-D I I 
r-l I r-l I I 

eo o::!'eo I I 
I I 

I N I I I 
I r-l I I I 

I"'- eo eo I"'- '-D 
r-l r-l 

I I.O'-D 1.01.0 
I r-lr-l 

o::!' NI.O Or-l 
r-l r-lr-l If)M 

'-D eo '-D r-l'-D 
Nr-l r-l 

H o w Ql r-l 
H H 

, 
+I 

tnQl 
r-l Ql 

Ul :>i .. rtl H (J) .U .. (J) H 0 ::r: 0 Z -.-1 ,::: .e:::I tn S 4-1 0 U..Q rtl ':::r-l r-l4-1 +I H >< U ~r-l 
r-l 0 Ul o 0 -.-1 0-.-1 
.:t! 0 ClP:; .e: 8Pt.! 

~ U 

".~ 

0000 
0000 
r-lr-lr-lr-l 

en If)CO 1.0 
r-lr-lNN 

co I"'- I co 
I 

I <::I' I o::!' 
I I 

L{')I"'-COo::!' 
r-i 

<::!' I I co 
I I 

I I co I 
I I I 

'-Den 1.0 I"'-
<::!'r-lMN 

I l"'- I I 
I I I 

COI.ONM 
Nr-lN 

I L{')CO I 
I r-l I 

.-
.. 

,::: 
0 
+I 
tn 
,::: .. 

-.-1 . 
.e:U 
Ul . '-D<::!'OM 
rtlCl r-lr-lr-l 
3: 

\ 
~' --

I "', 
1/'.'T"-'~~ 

r . 
\}~T~ .~,~--~. 

I 

~:, ..... ~'-~V7 

1-,· 
" 

-99-

were under investiga·tion by the President IS Corrunission on Crime 

for the District of Columbia. Many were resentful of this 

investigation. 

Some further indication of how officers view support from 

local government is provided in Table 46 where officers were 

asked whether they tl:lought their local government had done 

things to make it harder for the police to do their work and if 

so in ways it is harder. Four of every 10 officers believe that 

local government has done things that make it harder for the 

police to do their work. However there are proportionally 

fewer officers in Chicago who voice that view--only about 20 

per cent. By comparison roughly one-half of the officers in 

D. C. believe that local gov~rnment has made it harder for them 

to do their job while 30 per c.ent in Boston hold that view. 

Considering only those officers who believe that local 

government has made the job harder, their major complaints 

are that local government interferes with police powers and 

that the officials are too critical of the police department. 

No officer in Chicago, however, argued that local government 

interfered with police powers while almost 50 per cent did so 

in Washington, D. C. and 36 per cent felt so in Boston. Chicago 

officers were most likely to argue that there were too many 

regulations for police--an argument that probably is directed 

as much at the administration of the department as it is at 

local government • 

Police officers come into regular contact with the public 

prosecutors and the courts, particularly when they are on 

patrol or detective investigation. Quite corrunonly police 

officers assess the behavior of particular prosecutors and 

judges. No attempt was made, however, to obta~n information 

on evaluations of specific persons; rather an attempt was made 

to assess how they felt the courts and the legal system generally 

related to their work and the problems of policing. In the next 

section, their views in relation to' the larger system of law 

enforcement and criminal justice will be examined. Here only 
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those jurisdictions are considered with which the officer can 

be presumed to have had actual contact--the local prosecutors, 

the local juvenile, municipal, and criminal courts (assuming 

general equivalence of the D. C. courts with those in the 

states). Furthermore, officers were questioned primarily about 

their views of the sentencing behavior of judges, particularly 

as to its fairness. 

On the whole, as data in Table 47 show, police officers 

do not perceive jurists as being 'fair, just, or about right' 

in their sentencing and disposition behavior. Only 26 per cent 

of the officers regarded jurists in the municipal court as 

exercising fair or just behavior in sentencing and disposition 

of cases and it was but 14 per cent for criminal court jurists. 
• I 

Judges of the juvenile court were seen as exercising 'proper 

judgement' by only 16 per cent of the judges. Generally judges 

are seen as too lenient in their sentencing behavior or the 

dispositions they make of cases that appear before them. Indeed 

three-fourths of all criminal court judges were perceived as 

either too lenient or as exercising judgement in relation to 

laws that are inadequate. Roughly 60 per cent of municipal 

court judges are viewed in a similar vein, though officers more 

often mentioned leniency either in granting probation or in 

dealing with recidivists. The same comments were offered by 

54 per cent of the officers about juvenile court judges. 

While there are some differences in the way that Negro 

and white officers perceive judicial behavior, they are not on 

the whole great. Negro officers see juvenile court judges as 

more lenient than do white officers and they are somewhat less 

likely to see any judges as 'fair, just or proper' in their 

judicial behavior. It seems apparent that this judgement is 

based almost entirely on their perceiving these judges as 

'too lenient' rather than on any judgement about the discrimina­

tory application of justice toward Negroes . 

There are very substantial differences by political juris­

diction, however. Police officers in Chicago are far more 
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Table 47: Per Cent Distribution of How police Officers Perceive 
Sentencing Behavior of Judges in Criminal, Municipal, 
and Juvenile Courts and of statutes 011 Crimes or Mis­
demeanors for Three Cities and by Race of Officer. 

Race of 
Sentencing Behavior All 

City OffL-::er 
of Judges Officers "-,,," 

Boston Chicago D.C. White Negro 

In criminal courts: 

Judges are t~oo lenient 14 8 9 12 13 17 
Se~tences/lawa/appeals are 

~nadequate or lenient 61 68 26 71 60 64 
Depends upon the judge 3 2 3 6 4 3 
Influence gets people off 2 2 6 -- 2 --
Fair/just/about right 14 14 41 6 15 8 
Other 6 6 15 4 6 8 

In municipal courts: 

Judges too lenient/too easy 
to get probation 4S 48 23 57 47 56 

Too lenient for recidivists 11 8 9 J.4 11 11 
Judges are inconsistent 8 6 6 I 11 9 6 
Influence gets people off 2 4 3 -- 2 --
Fair/just/about right 26 24 53 16 27 19 
Other 5 10 6 2 4 8 

In juvenile courts: 

Judges too lenient/too easy 
to get probation 42 44 35 42 38 58 

Too lenient for recidivists 22 6 15 15 12 14 
Law is too lenient for 

juveniles 8 2 3 14 9 3 
Fair/just/about right 16 28 15 9 17 11 
Other 22 20 32 20 23 14 

Laws that are too harsh: 

None 93 96 94 90 94 89 
Misdemeanors mentioned 5 4 3 7 3 11 
Felonies 2 -- 3 3 3 --

Laws that are too lenient: 

None 52 32 47 64 50 64 
Index crimes, except auto 12 8 21 13 11 17 
Auto theft/joy riding 11 42 3 -- 12 8 
Juvenile statutes 1 4 3 -- I --
Dangerous weapons 3 -- 3 4 3 3 
Misdemeanors mentioned 20 14 23 19 23 9 

[ 
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; llclu!f:d t.han t:hose in Boston or IJ. C. to see muni.cipal and 

,e:' dmi!lll courJt judges ,').8 'fair or just I and much less likely 

to see them as exercising leniency in their handling of cases. 

Given their perception of the way that judges dispose of 

'::d.SCS I office'J:'s also were asked whether they regard the 

statutes as setting st~ndards that are too lenient or too 

harsh i;ovard ()ffenders. Almost all of'':icers (93 per cent) as 

'rabJ e ,~7 ShO';.18, do not believe that the statutes are too harsh. 

i\ xninm".:\.cy of 5 per Gnnt of the officers mentioned specific 

ryisd~m~~nor statutes that they r~garded as too harsh, but there 

~.'las no conunon as.reem·2nt: among them on specific statutes. 

A!.,mnst 'one-half of the officers see some statutes as too 

l&nh:.m:;. This vias mD::.:e true for white than Negro officers 

ilnd tor officers in Boston than in Chicago and for officers in 

h(;~:h ,',ities 'than for officers in D. C. Boston officers are 

p;.H"t:i.('ularl:i critical of the auto theft statute, one tha't 

c: !.assj fies mos t auto thefts as misdemean::r. Une.er the Massachu-

f-J~?tt!3 ctlde t auto theft to be classified as a felony must show 

p~<)c.t: oj ther of intent to deprive the owner of his property or 

t.h<1t i t W~·~,S uSE~d in th(! conunission of a felony. Chicago and 

D. l.,-:. o;:ficers were mon~ likely to mention the leniency of 

r, f.;..:ttutes for major index crimes other t~~al1 auto theft. A small 

percentage of officers in Chicago and D. C. ar8 dissatisfied 

with thd 3tatutes for possession of dangerous weapons. 

Perhaps it will b~ surprising to some that policB officers 

an:: mOL'~'; p0sitive in t'\eir jud'1ements about prosecutors than 

they ar:'; in their judgements of jurists. Apparently judges are 

Y'E..gfl.!'ded as mon:~ I responsible' for their dissatisfaction with 

t.li,('~ ;.~yst8m of ju~tic,~ than are prosecutors. 

Roughly one-half of all police officers perceive the 

~UbJlc prosecutor as doing a very good (21 per cent) or a 

pretty good (34 per cent) job--see Table 48. Only 7 per cent 

S~0 him as doing a job that is 'not good.' Negro officers are 

more negative in their '~valuatlon of public prosecutors than 

ale white officers. One notes substantial variation by 
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Table 48: Per Cent Distribution of How police Officers Perceive thE 
.:rob Bel.ng Done by Public Prosecu'!:"or's Office for Thre~ 
Citl.es and by Race of Officer. 

City 
Race of 

Public Prosecutor's Behavior All Officer 
Officers 

Boston Chicago D.C. white Negt'o 

Kind of job public prosecutor 
is dOl.ng: 

Very good 21 32 38 11 23 14 
Pretty good 34 :,)4 32 24 34 31 
Fair 30 4 12 49 29 36 
Not good 7 1 -- 3 13 7 8 
Can't say 8 

, 
10 15 3' 7 11 

Reasons for doing kind of job 
(done) : 

Negative evaluations: 36 2 12 57 35 42 
Men are too inexperienced/ "-

leave too quickly (,17 ). (-- ) (12) (25 ) (17) (17 ) 
Reduce charges for 

convictions (11) (2) (-- ) (20) (12) (8 ) 
Nolle prossetoo easily (4) (--) (-- ) (8 ) (4 ) (6 ) 
Other negative evaluation (4) (6) (-- ) I (4) (2) (11) 

Posl.tive evaluations: 52 74 74 34 SA 44 
Cooperative with poli~e (9) (12) ( 21) (4 ) i 9) (11) 
Capable/do best they can (43 ) (62) (53) (30) (45) (31) 

Can't say , 12 24 15 9 11 14 

Does public prosecutor usually 
handle the cases you present 
in the way that he should? 

Yes 66 80 76 55 69 56 
Reasons for handling them as 

he does: . 
Negative evaluations: 22 2 12 .35 21 32 

Reduces charges to get 
convictions (8) (-- ) (--) (16) (9} (6) 

Gives them too little 
attention (6) (2) (6) (9 ) (6 ) (6) 

All right after he reduces 
charge (3) (-- ) (--) (4) (3) (3) 

Does best he can ~iven 
leniency of courts (2) (-- ) (-- ) (3) (2) (6) 

Other negative evaluation (3) (-- ) -( 6) (3) (I) (II) 
posi~ive evaluations: 53 68 67 40 55 41 

Cooperative with police (30) ( 40) (32) (22) (32) (19) 
Best ~hey can with 

experience they have (23) (28) (35) (18) (23) (22) 
Can't say 25 30 21 25 24 27 

-, 
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Table 48: Per Cent Distribution of How Police Officers Perceive the 
Job Being Done by public Prosecutor'~ Office for Three 
Cities and by Race of Officer. (Continued) 

Public Prosecutor's Behavior 
All 

Officers 

Do you think the public'pro­
secutor generally is more 
interested in winning a 
case in court or more 
interested in justice? 

Winning a case 
Both 
Justice 
Hard to say 

Why do you feel that way 
(about what he does)? 

He wants to use it to get 
ahead/for prestige 

He wants to win 
Not personally involved/just 

a job 
He takes an oath of ju.stice 
Careful about evidence 

__ All other 
Can't really say 

Can relationship between 
police and prosecutor 
be improved? 

'Yes 
In what ways (can it be 

improved)? 

Not change prosecutors on 
cases 

Should investigate more 
Should not reduce charges 

as often 
Should know more about 

police work or work closer 
with police 

police should be ~rained 
better in law 

All other 
Hard to say 

*0.5 per cent or less 

33 
3 

44 
20 

~10 

10 

14 
8 
7 

11 
40 

39 

4 
6 

3 

21 

* 
5 

61 

City 
Race of 
Officer 

Boston Chicago D.C. White Negro 

18 
8 

52 
22 

8 
4 

22 
10 

8 
6 

42 

12 

2 

8 

2 
2 

86 

50 
3 

35 
12 

24 
15 

15 
3 
6 
6 

32 

44 

9 

20 

3 
9 

59 

36 
1 

41 
3 

7 
10 

11 
7 
9 

15 
42 

49 

4 
8 

4 

28 

6 
51 

33 
4 

41 
22 

10 
11 

15 
9 
6 
9 

40 

39 

4 
6 

1 

22 

1 
5 

61 

33 

58 
9 

11 
3 

5 
8 

14 
19 
39 

39 

6 
6 

8 

14 

6 
61 
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jurisdiction as well. Officers in Boston are most positive 

in their evaluation of the work of the public prosecutor with 

86 per cent viewing them as doing a very good or pretty good 

job; the same is true for 68 per cent of the officers in 

Chicago. Only 35 per cent of the officers in D. C. rated 

public prosecutors that· highly. 

Considering the positive and negative evaluations officers 

make of the public prosecutor, it is noteworthy that in their 

positive evaluations they give far less emphasis to cooperation 

with the police than they do to. their assessment of his capa­

bility, or at least that he is 'doing the besJt he can,' given 

the system of justice. Yet officers on the whole are suppor­

tive of the way that the prosec:utqr handles the cases they 

bring before him since two-thirdS of all officers believe that 

the prosecutor usually handles the cases they present to him 

as he should. White officers were more likely to feel that 

way then were Negro officers and again Boston officers were 

most likely to be satisfied and D. C. officers least likely to 

be satisfied. 

It should be kept in mind, of course, that officer assess­

ments do not necessarily reflect actual differences in standards 

of public prosecutors. Yet the negative evaluations of officers 

provide some clues as to what it is that they regard as 'failure' 

in the public prosecutor. In these terms, officers particularly 

mention matters such as the inexperience of public prosecutors--

17 per cent of all officers, the practice of reducing charges 

to get convictions, to give too little attention to cases, or to 

exercise nolle prosequi too readily. These all are practices 

that co~nonly associated with the office of public prosecutor. 

Officers were specifically queried about some of these 

practices. They were asked, for example, whether the public 

prosecutor generally was more interested in winning a case or 

in seeing that justice was done. At least a third of all 

officers feel that prosecutors ai;'e more inte.-.:-ested in winning 

a case. 

r 

~.w........., • 

-- -----.-11( ,-- -~-~-

-107-

All in all while almost 4 of every 10 officers believe 

that the relationship between police and prosecutors could be 

improved, they focus in their concrete suggestions for improve­

ment of the relationship primarily by emphasizing either a 

closer working relationship between the police officer and the 

prosecutor or in· urging that prosecutors should develop a 

better understanding of police work. Their specific objections 

in his area often center on the contention that prosecutors do 

not bother to acquaint themselves with the case or to discuss 

it with the officer prior to their appearance in open court. 

What officers don't comment about in specific terms as 

they assess the operations of local government and the local 

system of justice are of as mJ,lch interest as what they do 
, I 

volunteer information about. It is somewhat surprising that 

officers rarely focused their dissatisfaction with local govern­

ment agencies on either programs of 'human relations' or 'civil 

rights' or on their exercise of judicial power with respect to 

the decisions of the appellate courts or of the U. S. Supreme 

court. That officers have strong convictions on these matters 

is apparent in the discussion of the final section. 

Since officers commonly regard probation as an ineffective 

means of dealing with 'offenders, attention was given to their 

perception of the kind of job done by probation officers. Only 

28 per cent of all officers believe probation officers do a 

very good or pretty good job, though one-fourth of all officers 

do not believe they are in a position to make an evaluation of 

the work of probation officers--Table 49. Over 20 per cent see 

them as doing a job that is not very good. Negro officers are 

somewhat less likely than white officers to rate probation 

officers as pretty good and officers in Chicago are least likely 

to rate probation officers as doing a good job. 

Over a third of all officers find it hard to assess how 

pro~ation officers could do a better job, either because they 

have too little contact with them or they do not feel capable 

of such a judgement. Officers expressing a specific opinion 

. i 
i 
1 
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Table 49: Per Cent Distribution of How police Officers Perceive the 
Kind of Work Probation Officers Do with Juvenile Offenders 
for Three Cities and by Race of Officer. 

City 
Race of 

Wor.k That Probation All Officer 
Officers Do Officers 

Boston Chicago D.C. White Negro , 

Kind of job that probation 
officers do: 

Very good 10 26 3 4 10 11 
Pretty good 18 36 3 16 20 8 
Fair 24 18 21 29 21 39 
Not very good 22 12 38 22 23 20 
Can't say 25 8 35 29 26 22 

In what ways could they do a 
better job? 

Should have more contact 
with juveniles '24 ' 22 35 22 24 25 

Need more probation officers 12 8 6 16 12 14 
Probation officers are 

limited in job they can do 15 12 6 19 14 19 
Other ways 10 6 15 10 8 17 
Do a good job 3 14 -- -- 4 --
Hard to say or know, includ-

ing no contact 36 38 38 33 38 25 

L 
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are most likely to mention that probation officers should have 

more contact with juveniles or that they regard them as having 

very limited possibilities for'what they can do with juveniles. 

Officer Perceptions of Problems in Law Enforcement and in 

Their Relatiqns with the System of Justice 

It is common within police departments to comment adversely 

about decisions of the U. S. Supreme Court. Some attempt was 

made to assess the degree of consensus among officers about the 

effect of such decisions on their work. Their views are pre­

sented in Table 50. 

Officers do not perceive the major recent decisions of 

the court that affect the legality of means exercised by the 

police as equally problematic for their work. Six of every 10 

officers see the rulings regarding the legality of search of 

persons as making problems for them in their work; only 48 per 

cent see the rulings on seizure of evidence as making problems 

in their work, and 45 per cent see problems'with respect to 

confessions. But 70 per cent of all officers see the rulings 

on interrogation or questioning of suspects as affecting their 

work. In part these differences in proportions of officers 

reflects the fact that the large majority are on patrol and in 

part it reflects the range of applicability of a decision. It 

is evident for example that the rulings on interrogation apply 

to a larger volume of work of the officer than do the rulings 

on search or seizure of evidence. 

The net effect of the decisions on legality of means used 

by the police, however, is too align the police against the 

cour-t. Indeed 90 per cent of all officers perceive the court 

as'having 'gone too far.' This includes 95 per cent of all 

white as compared with 69 per cent of all Negro officers, how­

ever. Indeed Negro officers are less likely to 'line up' 

against any of the court's decisions than are white officers. 
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Table 50: Per Cent Distribution of Police Officers Perceptions About 
Problems in Law Enforcement and Supreme Court Decisions by 
Race of Officer. 

Decisions and Problems 

Are there any special problems that 
the Supreme Court's 
lng 

rUling concern-
search of persons makes 

you in your work? 
for 

Yes 

What are they? 

No problems 
Hinder you in making decision to 

search 
Difficult to have positive 

assurance 
" 

, 
Difficult to protect yourself 
Restriction in getting evidence 
All other 
Can't really say 

What are the conditions under which 
you think an officer should be 
allowed to search? 
R,easonable assurance it will pro-

vide evidence 
Reasonable assurance "wrong" was 

done/suspicion 
Officer's protection 
Following arrest 
"Stop and search" 
Known criminals 
Can't say 
Present rule acceptable 

Are there 
Supreme 
seizure 
in your 

special problems that the 
Court's rUlings concerning 
of evidence makes for you 
work? 

Yes 

What are they? 

No problems 
Warrants are too technical/specific 
Expanded need/use for warrant 
Loose evidence because of time in 

getting warrant 
Loose convictions because of 

technicalities 
All other 

CONTINUED 

All 
Officers 

61 

38 

26 

8 
6 
5 
8 
9 

15 

48 
7 
5 
6 
3 
6 

10 

48 

52 
11 

7 

12 

8 
10 

White 
Officers 

63 

37· 

27 

9 
6 
5 
8 
8 

15 

52 
8 
4 
6 
3 
4 
9 

49 

51 
12 

9 

11 

8 
9 

Negro 
Officers 

56 

44 

19 

3 
6 
6 

11 
11 

14 

28 
'3 
6 
6 
3 

14 
22 

44 

56 
6 

--
17 

8 
13 
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Table 50: Per Cent Distribution of Police Officers Perceptio~s About 
Problems in Law Enforcement and Supreme Court Decisions by 
Race of Officer. (Continued) 

Decisions and Problems 

Under what conditions ·do you believe 
a police officer should be allowed 
to seize evidence? 

Reasonable assurance evidence 
there or crime committed 

When he believes suspect will 
destroy evidence 

When you apprehend someone or 
see evidence 

Immediately on arrest 
All other 
Present rule is adequate : I 

Can't say . 

Are there any special problems that 
the Supreme Court's rulings on 
interrogation or questi~ning of 
suspects makes for you ln your 
work? 

Yes 

What are they? 

No problems 
Loss of information if advise on 

rights 
Difficulty in getting information 

increased 
Restriction to on-view arrest 
Loss of bona fide confession 
All other restrictions 
Hard to say 

What do you think the rules ought to 
be for-interrogation of persons? 

No limitations so long as force is 
not used 

Reasonable amount of time without 
attorney present 

Attorney should not be mandatory 
Rules should be less utopian/ 

unrealistic 
According to Miranda decision 
All other· 
Can't say 

All 
Officers 

36 

3 

23 
7 
3 

16 
12 

70 

30 

31 

19 
2 
3 
4 

12 

19 

21 
33 

2 
14 

4 
7 

CONTINUED 

White 
Officers 

37 

2 

24 
7 
4 

13 
13 

71 

28 

34 

19 
2 
3 
4 

10 

17 

21 
36 

2 
12 

5 
7 

Negro 
Officers 

36 

8 

14 
6 

25 
11 

64 

36 

14 

22 
3 
6 
3 

17 

28 

19 
19 

3 
22 
--

9 
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Table 50: Per Cent Distribution of Police Officers Perceptions About 
Problems in Law Enforcement and supreme Court Decisions by 
Race of Officer. (Continued) 

Decisions and Problems 

Has the court rulings on confessions 
made any problems for you in yo.ur 
work? 

Yes 

In what ways has it made a differ-
ence? 

No particular difference 
Confessi.ons are worthless now 
Restrictions on confessions are too 

great 
More difficult to develop a c~sel 

get information 
Reduces number of convictions/ 

jeporadizes conviction 
All other 
Can't say 

What do you think the rules should be 
for confessions? 

Any confession should be admissible 
If you have evidence and he con---fesses 
Any voluntary confession if "legal-

. 1y" obtained 
If obtained when a lawyer is 

present 
According to court decision 
All other 
Can't say 

In general, do you think that the 
U.S, Supreme Court has gone too 
far, not far enough, or about 
right in making rules favoring 
and protecting criminal offenders? 

Too far 
About right 
Not far enough 
Can't say 

*0.5 per cent or less 

All 
Officers 

45 

55 
14 

9 

7 

6 
3 
7 

29 

6 

37 

1 
10 

6 
11 

90 
9 

1 

CONTINUiBD 

White 
Officers 

47 

53 
15 

9 

7 

8 
2 
7 

33 

4 

38 

2 
7 
7 

10 

Negro 
Officers 

36 

64 
11 

8 

6 

_ .... 

3 
8 

11 

11 

33 

--
28 
--
17 

95 69 
5 28 

* 3 
J 

( 
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Table 50: Per Cen·t Distribution of Police Officers Perceptions About 
Problems in Law Enforcement and supreme Court Decisions by 
Rac~ of Officer. (Continued) 

Decisions and Problems 

Why do you feel this way- (about 
the U.S. Supreme Court)? 

Curtails effectiveness of police 
\'lork 

Helps criminals/gives considera-
tion to criminals 

Fails to protect society/victims 
of crime 

"People's" rights should be 
protected 

All other 
Can't say : 

266-2620- 67 - 17 

! 

~ 

All 
Officers 

30 

34 

15 

7 
4 

10 

White 
Officers 

34 

34 

14 

5 
4 
9 

Negro 
Officer's 

14 

33 

17 

17 
3 

17 
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The data in Table 50 also provide information on what 

problems the officer regards each decision as having created 

for him and what conditions he regards as proper, or what he 

would regard as a proper ruling. 

So far as the rulings concerning search of persons are 

concerned, officers feel that it restricts them in their 

decision to search a person. It is suggested that officers 

do not regard search for protection of the officer as the most 

important grounds for a search of the person; rather that they 

want to search persons for evidence. Almost one-half of all 

officers believe that suspicion of wrong-doing or 'reasonable 

assurance' that in the opinion of the officer wrong was done 

is sufficient grounds for search of the person; an additional 
: I 

15 per cent believe that the officer only have 'good reason' 

to believe that a search will provide evidence of 'wrong­

doing.' Search of the person would appear to be perceived by 

officers primarily as a means of securing evidence rather 

than as a means of self-protection. Yet this may only be an 

artifact of the condition that search for self-protection is 
considered a legal means. 

, Complaints about seizure of evidence focus primarily on 

the technical nature of the warrants and the time lost in 

securing them, conditions that have the effect that evidence 

and convictions are lost. Again officers focus on their being 

allowed discretion in the decision to seize evidence, discre­

'tion of the sort that if they have good reason to believe that 

a crime has been committed, they be permitted to seize the 

evidence. About one in five officers would limit this to the 

case where an arrest has been made or the officer sees the 
evidence on investigation. 

Officers perceive the rulings on interrogation or question­

ing of suspects as increasing their difficulty in getting infor­

mation. About 20 per cent of all officers believe there should 

be no limits on interrogation so long as force is not used; 21 

per cent would restrict it to a 'reasonable amount of time' when 

.' 
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an attorney is not present, and one-third believe it should 

not be mandatory to advise of the right to an attorney or to 

have one present during interrogation if the citizen requests 

it. 

So far as rulings on confessions are concerned, officers 

are inclined to regard the restrictions as obviating the con­

fession and would opt either for any confession to be admissible 

as evidence or to permit voluntary confessions if it cannot be 

shown that the police used improper means in obtaining them; 

the burden would ,lie with the defendant. 

Both within and without police departments there is con­

siderable controversy about what constitutes police matters. 

There are demands that servic~s from the police be increased 
, I 

~o that in many cities noncriminal matters loom large as 'police 

business,' others would not provide such services from a 

'professional' police. 

There are problems of how the law is to be enforced within 

a community, given variation among communities in their toler­

ation of law enforcement. At the present time the residents 

of many communities are far from in agreement about the pro­

priety of demonstrations and sit-ins, or of picketing by 

interest groups. Yet the police must cope with them, maintain­

ing public order in the face of controversy. 

HoW, on the whole, do the police view their role as agents 

of law enforcement, given some of the major changes through 

which our society is going? How do line officers see police 

work, given the limited manpower of most departments? How 

would line officers allocate work for their role? Table 51 

provides some information related to these questions. 

Earlier in Table 35 it was noted that three-fourths of all 

police officers believe they have changed over the last few 

years in the way they act toward the public. They regard them­

selves as more polite and courteous with the citizen (24 per 

cent) and a~ more cautious in dealing with citizens in investi-

. (19 per cent) A minority of 12 per cent believe the gat~on . 
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Table 51: Per Cent Distribution of police Behavior and Perceptions 
of Enforcement As A Response to Perceptions of Court and 
Public Expectations or Requirements by Race of Officer. 

Police Enforcment of Law 

Do you think that on the whole the 
police have become too lenient 
in dealing with people who are 
suspected of breaklng the law? 

Yes 

In what ways is that so? 

Not less lenient 
Forced to by court decisions 
Lack of support for police 
Other 

Do you think that demonstrations,' 
sit-ins and picketing sponsored 
by groups should be allowed? 

Yes 
Yes and no 
No 
Can't say 

Why do you say that? 

It's their constitutional right 
Lawful if done in law'ful manner 
Not lawful as trespass 
More legitimate ways tQ protest 

or harms cause 
Causes police problems such as 

riots/traffic/etc. 
All other 
Can't say 

Do you think that demonstra.tions 
are a main cause of violence 
these days? 

Yes 

All 
Officers 

36 

65 
30 

2 
3 

62 
10 
26 

2 

36 
32 

3 

12 

6 
4 
7 

64 

CONTINUED 

White 
Officers 

38 

62 
33 

2 
3 

56 
10 
31 

3 

31 
32 

4 

14 

7 
4 
8 

70 

Negro 
Officers 

25 

7'-
19 

3 
3 

86 
6 
6 
2 

58 
30 

3 

3 
3 
3 

39 
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Table 51: Per Cent Distribution of Police Behavior and Perceptions 
of Enforcement As A Response to Perceptions of Court and 
Public Expectations or Requirements by Race of Officer. 
(Continued) 

Police Enforcement of Law 

Do you think that your department 
is able to handle these situa­
tions the way they should be 
handled? 

Yes 
Inadequate, manpower or equip­

ment 
Not enough command or staff 

support 
Laws are lnadequate 
Better trained officers needed 
All other 

Are there things that should be 
done about these situations that 
would make it easier for you to 
deal w.i.th them? 

Yes 

No 

Stronger show of force 
Laws to regulate sit-ins 
Give police use of other means 

to control 
Increase human relations 

program 
Laws prohibiting sit-ins 
Hard to know 

Are there any things you think 
the police should spend more of 
their time than they do now? 

Yes 

No 

Street/foot patrol 
Criminal investigation/ 

prosecution 
Crime prevention 
police-corr~unity relations 
pollce training 
Inform public about police/ 

crime 
All other 

All 
Officers 

66 

14 

6 
4 
2 
8 

75 
(17) 
(24) 

(14) 

(8) 
(5) 
(7 ) 
:25 

55 
(13) 

(13) 
(10 ) 

(7 ) 
(7) 

(1) 
(3) 
44 

CONTINUED 

t'ihi te 
Officers 

64 

15 

6 
4 
2 
9 

78 
(18) 
(28) 

(14) 

(6) 
(6) 
(6) 
22 

55 
(13) 

(12) 
(12) 

(4) 
(8) 

(1) 
(3) 
43 

Negro 
Officers 

78 

8 

3 
3 
3 
5 

61 
(11) 

(6) 

(14) 

(19) 
(--) 
(11) 
39 

56 
(14) 

(17 ) 
(-- ) 
(20) 
(-- ) 

(3) 
(--) 
44 
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Table 51: Per Cent Distribution of Police Behavior and Perceptions 
of Enforcement As A Response to Perceptions of Court and 
Public Expectations or Requirements by Race of Officer. 
(Continued) 

Police Enforcement of Law All White Negro 
Officers Officers Officers 

Are there any things that police 
should spend less of their time 
on than they do now? 

Yes 67 70 56 • Clerical duties/paper work (18) (20 ) ( 11) 
School crossings (6 ) (6) (6) 
Hospital or sick calls (7 ) (7 ) (6) 
Police detach for private 

enterprise (8) (6 ) (20 ) 
Traffic (10) (11) (3) 
Other non-police services (18) (20) (10) No 33 30 44 

As an offj.cer, do you feel that you 
have a tougher time dealing with 
some kinds of people than others? 
Yes 87 86 89 

People who physically resist 
officer ( 12) ( 12) (14) 

People who are aggressive or 
belligerent (18) (19 ) (14) Gang members or "teenagers" ( 11) (12) (8) . Known criminals ( 12) (10 ) (19) Deviants 

Lower class/uneducated 
(3) (3) (6) 

persons (12) (11) (17) Negroes (7) (8) (3) All others 
Can't say 

(5) (5) (3 ) 
(6) (6) (5) 

•••••••• 
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major way police have changed is that they enforce the law 

less rigorously or that they ignore more violations. This 

raises the question whether on the whole police officers 

believe officers have become too lenient in dealing with people 

who are suspected of breaking the law. 

One runs the risk in questioning people about how their 

fellowmen think, feel, or behave, that they perceive others as 

different from them in terms of cultural stereotypes that 

everyone affirms publicly bu.t which none will acknowledge 

privately. There is pluralistic ~gnorance; everyone affirms 

a stereDtype that no one accepts privately. It may be that 

many police believe other police officers are too lenient, 

yet no police officer believes that he has become too lenient. 

Though such is a logical possibil.i'ty, the observation study 

provided a sufficient number of incidents where officers either 

failed to enforce the law or released someone after detention 

because they regarded changes in the society now would not 

support their enforcing the law or detaining that person. How 

widespread or common such changes in enforcement practices 

are is hard to say. ,Of the officers in these high crime rate 

areas, 38 per cent of all white officers and 25 per cent of 

all Negro officers believe that on the whole the police have 

become too lenient in dealing with people who are suspected 

of breaking the law (Table 51). Those who bel.ieve the police 

have become more lenient attribute leniency to the major 

decisions o£ the U. S. Supreme Court. Almost a third of all 

officers say that police are more lenient because of the court 

decisions regarding legality of police means of enforcement. 

It is the obligation of the police to maintain law and 

order. In recent years, demonstrations, sit-ins, and picketing 

associated most particularly with the civil rights movement 

and the Viet Nam war have occasioned problems of law enforcement 

for the police. Negro officers (86 per cent) 'more than white 

officers (56 per cent) believe that demonstrations, sit-ins, 

and picketing sponsored by groups should be allowed (Table 51). 
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Indeed, only 6 per cent of all Negro officers but 31 per cent 

of all white officers believe it should not be allowed. 

Those who would allow demonstrations argue either that 

it is a constitutional right or that it is lawful if done in 

a lawful manner. 

(58 per cent) as 
Not surprisingly almost twice as many Negro 

white '(31 per cent) officers argue that it 

is a constitutional right while virtually the same per cent 

of white (32 per cent) and Negro (30 per cent) officers say 

that it is lawful if done in a lawful manner. 

Those who would not allow demonstrations are most likely 

to argue that there are more 'legitimate' ways to protest or 

that it 'harms their cause' with 14 per cent of all white and 

only 3 per cent of all Negro o~ficers holding that argument. 

Four per cent of all white officers argue it is unlawful to 

trespass and 7 per cent that they should not be allowed because 

they lead to riots or other police problems. 

Despite their support of the right to demonstrate, 70 per 

cent of the white officers and 39 per cent of the Negro 

officers regard demonstrations as a main cause of violence 

these days. On the whole, 66 per cent of all officers believe 

that their department is able to cope with these situations. 

A substantial minority, neverth~less, believes that there is 

inadequate manpower or equipment, lack of staff or command 

support, or that there is need f_or better ff' , . o ~cer tra~n~ng to 
deal with such si.tuations. 

Three-fourths of all officers believe that things could 

be done to make it easier to cope with demonstrations and 

situations that bring violence. This 'group includes 61 per 

cent of all Negro officers. Only 19 per cent of all Negro 

officers and 6 per cent of all white officers believe that an 
increase in, or a change in, the 

the police department would make 
'human relations' program of 

it easier for them to deal 
with such situations. Rather substantial percentages want a 

stronger show of force (17 per cent), laws to regulate sit-ins 

(24 per cent) or the provision for other means of controlling 

~"{~~~' -~~"~~.;:~~~~~~"~.;:~ ... -
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large groups (14 per cent). A minority of six per cent of all 

white officers would prohibit sit-ins. 

That the police regard groups differently in terms of the 

law enforcement problems they present was made clear by examin­

ing their perceptions of how various groups had changed in 

terms of their difficulty in dealing with them (Tables 40 ahd 

41). Officers also were asked whether they had a 'tougher' time 

dealing with some kinds of people than others (Table 51); 87 

per cent of all officers agreed they did, with race of officer 

making no difference in response. Those who are familiar with 

police officer cultUre will not be surprised by the information 

in Table 51 which shows that officers do not focus primarily on 

ethnic, class, or race groups in their assessment of difficulty 

in dealing with people. While i2 per cent of all officers 

mentioned lower class or uneducated persons as harder to deal 

with and 7 per cent specifically mentioned Negroes, the majority 

of responses relate to behavior that the culture defines as 

inappropriate toward an officer or that arouses his emotions. 

Officers are particularly aroused by what they regard as lack 

of respect for their authority, as being 'outsmarted,' or by 

deliberate flouting of authority through unconventional behavior. 

Not surprisingly then more officers select people who physically 

resist them or who are aggressive or belligerent toward them 

as persons who give them a 'tough' time--as .indeed they do. 

Known criminals, and teenagers or gang members also are viewed 

as giving them a 'tough' time. There seems to be a strong 

'reality base' in these perceptions, since characteristically 

although contacts with them do not comprise the bulk of police 

work! they create more immediate problems of asserting authority 

and maintaining control in situations. 

Finally, Table 51 provides some information about how 

officers think the department should spend either more or less 

time of officers. It is clear that they would eliminate most 

non-police services such as school crossi~g, hospital 'or sick 

calls, and nther such as animal calls. A minority of 10 per cent 
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would. eliminate traffic control from a police department' and 

8 per cent would turn all details fof\ 'private enterprise 

functions over to private police. ,> 

There is the usual caviling about 'too much paper work,' 

perhaps the most common plaint of policemen. To a degree their 

plaints and laments re'flect the poor allocation of paper work 

to officer manpower in most police departments. But to a degree 

they represent a misconception of both bureaucratic and pro­

fessional organization. Paper work is essential in any bureau­

cratic organ{zation that processes clients. with increased 

professionalization of police work, paper processing may be 

allocated to functionally specialized clerical roles more than 

now is the case. Yet the obligation on the part of the officer 
• I 

to commit information to a system of 'paper' may grow rather 

than decline. 

A slight majority of police officers would change the 

allocation of how police officers now spend their time. Thir­

teen per cent of all officers would allocate more men to street 

or foot patrol and 13 per cent would allocate more men to 

criminal investigation. Only 10 per cent see a greater crime 

prevention role for the police and 7 per cent would give more 

attention to police-community relations (20 pe~ cent of all 

Negro officers, however)--see Table 51. Finally, only 7 per 

cent would allocate more time to police training. 

Alt~ough the survey did not specifically explore police 

ideology about professionalization or any officers desire for 

more professional training, there is a surprising lack of 

corrunitment to professionalization of the police and to additional 

training disclosed in the survey data, given the many opportuni­

ties to voluntarily answer in terms of professional commitment 

and goals. It perhaps is not un~air to say that the current 

cadre's investments do not lie in 'high' professionalization 

of task but in the professionalization of the occupation to 

increase rewards. 
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Concluding Note 

A caveat about interpretation of these data must be intro~ 

duced at the end as well as the beginning. Given the sample 

of officers from high crime rate areas of three cities, care 

should be taken in gen~ralizing not only to a universe of all 

police officers but even to a universe of all officers in a 

given city. To the degre~ that place of assignment affects 

response or to the degree there is selection of officers in 

assignment, the results for a given city may differ from sample 

results. Furthermore, the relative proportions of Negro and 

white officers are somewhat different for the city as a whole 

than for'the aggregated sample precincts in the study. 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A STUDY OF POLICE ATTITUDES 
<.-.~ ' ..... 

, 
.·I~".",- .~.' "!""" 

Survey Research Center 
The University of Michigan 
Project 947 
June, 1966 

Sam. Bk. No. 

Do not write in above spaces. 

A STUDY OE~ POLICE ATTITUDES 

1. Place Interviewer's Label Here 2. PSU: 

3. Your Int. No. 

4. Date of Int. 

5. Length of Int. 

I'm from the Survey Research Center at the Uni-
versity of Michigan. As you know the President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Criminal Justice has asked us to study some of the 
problems in crime and law enforcement. We especially want your answers as a 
police officer -- how these problems.appear to you as someone who is an expert 
on the day-to-day affairs and work or policemen. Your answers to these ques­
tions are strictly confidential -- the~information is presented in statistical 
form and no names are used. The first things we'd like to ask you about are 
how you became a police officer. 

1. Could you tell us why did you decide to become a police officer? 

2. When did you first join the (Washington/Chicago/Boston) Police Depart-

ment? __________ ~(M.onth) (Year) 
-----,-~---'-

3. How old were you then? 

Years 

(n' R JOINED DEPARTMENT AFTER 1959 ASK Q.4; IF JOINED BEFORE, SKIP TO Q. 5) 

4. Were you a police cadet? 

11. Yes I U·...;.·_...;.N;..;:.o .... 1 

4a. How long were you a cadet? __________ Years 
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At the time you first took up police work, would you have preferred 
some other line of work if you could have gotten into it? 

Don't know I 
Sa. What kind of work would you have preferred? ____________________ __ 

5b. What are the main reasons you didn1t go (on) in that kind of 
\'lOrk? 

6. Compared to other jobs, what is it you like most about being a police 
officer? 

7. Is there anything else you particularly like? 
-----------------------------

l:li 
kl.~ ~~::--,=_~=:-:-:-,::-:::-~;=:- .-=';;;;"";"';=~" :'; . - .-~-,.----..,.-.~=--__ _ 

8. 

9. 
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Compared to other jobs, what do you like least about being a police 
officer? 

Sa. Is there anything else you dislike? 

Suppose a yoUng man asks you about going into police work? Would you 
advise him to go into police \'lork? 

II. Yes f , 2. .., • ga. What would you tell him 
is especially good about: 
it? 

Anything else? 

9b. Are there any things you 
would warn him about in 
going into police work? 

(Describe) 

Maybe, 

9c. 
, 

9d. 

Why would you tell him not 
to go into police work? 

Any other reasons? 

Are there any good things you 
would tell him about police 
work? (Describe) 
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11. 

12. 
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Would you advise a son of yours to be a police officer? 

11. Yes 1 I 3. Depends I ... 1 ...:;4...:.._~D...:;o...:;n:;..'....:t;;......;.k~n.;:.:o:..:w~1 

Iiere is a list of things which some officers like about police work. 

(HAND CARD A). Would'you please tell me which thing on this list 

you like best about police work? (PLACE A "I" NEXT TO BEST LIKED 
ITEM) 

a. __ _ 

b. 

c. 

(1, • ---
e. ---
f. ---
g. ---

the feeling that comes from helping people 

the pay 

the chance to make decisions on your own 

the job securi~¥ 

the prestige and~respect one gets from the job 

the retirement plans and benefits 

the variety in the-work 

lla. Which comes next? (PUT "2" NEXT TO SECOND CHOICE) 

lIb. And which do you like third best? (PUT "3" NEXT TO THIRD 
CHOICE) 

In what ways have you changed your opinion of police work since you 
joined the department? 

13. 

13a. 

l3d. 

-5-

Since you have been in this police department, have you ~ thought 
about leaving for some other kind of work? 

Yes ) NO~ [2. SKIP TO Q. 14 ON P. 6 , 
What are the main reasons that made you consider leaving? 

(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED, ASK; ) 

13b. When you considered leaving, did you feel there was too little 
opportunity for advancement? 

II. Ye$l I 2. No I 
(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED, ASK:) 

13c. Were you in any way dissa,tisfied with the men with whom you 
were working'? 

1L Yes 1 I 2. No I 
What are the main considerations that kept you from leaving the 
force? 

(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED~ ASK: ) 

l3e. Was the time you had put in toward retirement or the retirement 
benefits a factor in your deciding to stay? 

11. Yes j I 2. No I 
(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED, ASK: ) 

13f. Did your friends in the department have any effect on your 
deciding to stay? 

'\ l. Yes I \ ~ < No l 

-----------------------~----------------------------------------------------
(SERIES CONTINUES NEXT PAGE) 
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(ASK IF EVER THOUGHT ABOUT LEAVING) 

~ 13g. Have you ever actually looked for another job instead of police 
work since you have been on the force? 

l3h. Did you find anything t.hat you thought you might like better? 

I 1. Yes J . .. 
13i. What was the job? 

l3j. Why didn't you take it? 

[ 1-.::.2.:..' _.,.;.N.,.;.O-,r+ SKIP TO Q. 15 

GO TO Q. 15 

(ASK IF R NEVER THOUGHT ABOUT LEAVING) 

14. What are the main considerations that keep you from leaving the force? 

15. Not everyone can do police work. What kind of man would you say it 
takes to do police work? 

16. What kind of officer does it take to work in the (Rls district or 
precinct) where you are assigned? 

~,.---------------~--~. 

::-:T - --- ,;;----

l-

(i .. 

-7-

What is your present assignment in your (district/precinct)? 
CHECK THE APPROPIUATE CATEGORY) 

(JUST 

___ '1. Foot patrolr 
walking a beat 

___ 2. 

___ 1. 

___ 4. 

5. 

Motor patrol, 
scout car, 
squad car 

Wagon, trans.!. 
port prisoners 

Lock up 

Othler (Specify) 

___ 6. Desk Sergeant 

___ 7. Supervising 
sergeant 

8. Watch lieutenant ---

(IF 1-5, ASK:) 

1'·'" . 

IJb. 

'Do you work alone or with a 
partner? 

1. Alone] 12 • partnerl , 
How many partners do you 
ordinarily work with? 

18. If you had your choice, what as~i~nment would be your preference? 

1. R chooses present assignment ---
____ 2. R chooses assignment different from present (Specify): 

19. What is your present rank in the department? 

l. recruit or trainee 2. --- patrolman 

3. corporal 4. --- sergeant 

5. lieutenant 6. --- captain 

7. other (Specify) : 

19a. How long have you held this rank? Months Years ---



20. 

21. 

(; . 

, , 

22. 

-8-

How is the beat or area to which you are assigned: fairly quiet, 
about average, or more active than most? 

[1:. Fairly qUietI [2. About avera2e J [::I. More active I 
It you had your choice, would you rather work in the (district/ 
precinct) to Which you are assigned or would you rather work 
somewhere else? 

, 1. ~$s~gned precinct I I 2. 

.. ~, 
. 

2la" What do you especially 
like about working in 
this particular (dis-
trict/precinct)? 

-
, 

21b. What, if anYr things 
cion't you like about 
this particular (dis-
trict/precinct)? 

Hard to say \ \:3. Somewhere else 1 
..~ 

(""21c. What don ""!"t-y-o-U~l:-i:-;k":"'e:--a-'b:-o":"'u":"t-:------' 
working in this particular 
{district/precinct}? 

2ld. What,if anY,things do you 
like? 

What are the main problems for you in doing your job in this 
(district/precinct)? 

.=- .. ,., 

,. 
t , 
,ft'·c,::~~ "';"-.- ~ 

_. -'--' '- .. " .. -- - - - -

-9-

23, Is it pretty easy to get to know people who live or work in your (district! 
precinct)? 

IL Yes I I 2. Yes and ~ASK Ba~3a and 23b I 3. No I , ~I J. -23a. other than the people you ~3b. What makes it hard to get to 
deal with on police matters, kno'\-i them? 
what kinds of people do you 
talk with most often? (IF 
DOESN'T UNDERSTAND, SAY: 
«Like businessmen, 
juveniles, or any special 
kind. If) 

-

" 
24. How often do people in your (district/precinct) cooperate by giving you 

information that helps in your work? 

(IF NEVER, SKIP TO Q. 25) 

24a. What kinds of information do they give you? ______ ~ ____ ~ ____ ___ 

25. Why do you think some people don't offer you information? ____ ~ ________ __ 

26. What do you think is the most important thing that could be done to cut 
down on crime in the precinct or district where you work? 
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28. 
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How do you feel about the city government, (the mayor and council/the 
bistri7t Commission) ( and its support of the police de~artment. Do 
you thJ.nk they are doing a very goad jab, a fairly good job, or not 
too good a job when it comes to fighting crime in this city? 

ll. Very -;;;d, jab 1 12 • Fairly go .. ~ 

job r 3. Not too good a job ] ,. 
27a. What are some of 'the things 

they have done to support 
the police? . 

27e. In what ways do you feel they 
haven't done all they could? 

---~-----. - "-
27h. What ather things, if any, 

haven't they done that you 
think they should do? 

27f. Have they done any things that 
make it harder to do police 
work? 

. 
f 1. Yes 1 ( 2. ~~ 

~-

27g. What? 

..-. .. --
27c. Have they done any things 

that make it harder to do 
police work? 

- ..... ~~.;~ E~ . , 

27d. What? 

-

Turning now to a different subject, one of the things we'd like to find 
out is how a police officer's family and friends look at his job. First, 
would you tell me whether you ar~ married, single, widowed, or divorced? 

.... ~_l_. __ M_a_r_r_~_. ~_d....;..: __ 1_2_. __ W_l._' d_o_w_e_d_I __ 1_3_'. __ D_i_v_o_r_c __ ad 1< . rg 
1. I 

~. Other (SpeCl.fy) (SKIP TO Q. 32, P. 12) 

.. 

, 
'~ 

t 
! , 
>:k., "':'i -. ::-...-. 

.. -- ~-- '--~T -~ -

-J.l-

29. Have you had any children? 

10 yes] Q. No 
29a. How many? ______________ _ 

29b. Ho~ many are now living with you at home? 

(IF MARRI;ED, ASK Q. 30-31; IF DIVORCED OR WIDOWED, SKIP TO Q. 32, P. 12.) 

-30. Would you say that being a police officer makes it more difficult 
than usual for your wife and children to make friends with others? 

II. Yes -I I 2. No., -I [8. Don I t. know ~ (SKIP TO Q. 3.1) • 30a. What makes it hard for -. ""3 Db. Is it hard for them in any 
them'? way? (IF YES ASK "HOW? 'I ) 

31- What (other) things, if any, bother or disturb your wife about your 
being a police officer? 

,..,-- -

Anything else? 

-
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(ASK EVERYONE) 

32. Now would you please think of the two men who are 
not relatives wit]l ~,.,hom you spend the most time in your off-duty 
hours. They may be policemen or not. We'd like to ask several , 
questions about each, such as where you met them, so could,You g~ve 
me just their first names so that we can talk about them w~thout 
getting mixed up? 

FIRST FRIEND'S FIRST NAME: 

SECOND FRIENDS'S FIRST NAME: 

(IF R REFUSES OR CAN'T GIVE THE NAMES OF TWO FRIENDS; NOTE HERE THE 
REASONS WHY:) 

32X. 

33A. Where ¢tid you meet (FIRST FRIEND) 2 _______ -'-_______ _ 

33B. And (SECOND FRIEND) I where did you meet him? 
~,.,. .~ 

.------._, ~----------------------

34A. What is the main job your friends do? Let's take (FIRST FRI~ND) 
first. What is his job? 

__ ~ ______________________________________________________ (JOB) 

34a. What does he do in his job? 

34B. And (SECOND FRIEND), whq.t is his job? 

____________________________________________________________ (JOB) 

34bo What does he do in his job? 

~"'-~ 

t='::' .= ... 

-----___ -0- ' __ 

-13-

35. All in all, how often do you usually get together with 
outside of work? (CHECK FOR BOTH FRIENDS): -----------

FIRST SECOND 

0 0 1. Nearly .every day 

0 0 2. Once a week 

0 0 3. Two or three times a month 

0 0 4. Once a month 

0 0 5. Several times a year 

35a. Do you often 
time? 

get together with both of these men at the same 

(IF R MARRIED, ASK Q. 36 and 37; .IF NOT MARRIED, SKIP TO Q. 38~ 

36. When you get together, w;ould y'.ou,say that your wives are usually 
along, sometimes along r or rare~y along? (CHECK FOR BOTH FRIENDS): 

FIRST SECOND 

0 0 L Usually 

0 tJ 2. Sometimes 

0 0 3. Rarely 

0 0 4. Never 

0 0 00 Friend not married 

37. How about your wives, do they frequently, fairly often, sometirnes t 
or rarely get together on their own, (CHECK FOR BOTH FRIENDS): 
FIRST SECOND o 0 10 Frequently 

0 0 2. Sometimes 

0 0 3 0 Rarely 

0 0 L Never 

0 0 00 Friend not married 

266-262 0 - 67 - 16 
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(ASK EVERYONE,) 

38. When you go out "'lhere people know you are a police officer, how 
often do they want to talk with you about police matters or crime? 
Would you say this happens frequently, occasionally, or rarely? 

39. 

11. Frequently, 12 . Occasiona!fiJ 13. Rarely] '4. Never .... .. .. 
38a. What kinds of police matters do they usually ask you about? 

38b. Are they ever critical of what the police are doing? 

sometimes I 

How do you feel when they are critical 
police? 

of the 

(IF R ANSTN'ERS IN TERMS OF WHAT HE DOES, E 0 G. I "I try 
to explain 0 ", RECORD ANSWER ABOT.,7E BUT REPEAT QUESTION 
WITH EMPH,I\SIS ON FEEL.) 

,------------------,---------------------------------

When you are off dutz, do you feel that you must act in a way 
that keeps up your reputation as a police officer? 

l. Yes ! 2. No I ,,(SKIP TO Q. 40} 
~, 

39a. In what ways does this affect your social life? 

39b. How do you feel about this? 

l!I!IP.''',-....... 

, ,,,,,,,«. t, , 

l
»-~' 

,--~ 

(. ".''''-~' " 

, , 

T" • ...n.<~ 

,,' ._~,r;,-$"" ............ , 

; .' .. 
• ~~> >, 

40. 

41. 

42. 

-15-

In what ways, if any, has being a police officer changed your social life? 

In talking with people outside the department, how often do you feel you 
have to defend the department and what other officers do? Would you say 
this happens frequently, occasionally, or rarely? 

3. Rarely ~~er \ [Y. Don I t know I 
4la. How do you feel abou,t: having to do that? __________ _ 

(IF R ANSWERS IN TERMS OF WHAT HE DOES, E.G., "I try to explain." 
RECORD ANSWER ABOVE BUT REPEAT QUESTION WITH EMPHASIS ON "~".) 

How often do you usually get together with other police officers off the 
job (including the friend(s) you just mentioned [IF FRIENDS ARE POLICE 
OFFICERS J ) ? 

____ Times per I Week 1 I Month I I Year I 
{IF EVER GETS TOGEThER} 

42a. Do you now work with any of the police officers you see off 
the job? 

11. Yes I r 2. No 1 
~ 

r 42b. Did you ever work with any of these men? 

12 • No J 

42c. When you get together socially with other officers is it 
usually tpe same group of policemen? 



43. 

44. 

,. t 

45. 

• i 

t· 
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Aside from the people living with you, do you spend your off-duty time 
mainly with other officers or mainly with people who are not in the 
department:? 

[1. Mainly with other officers ... r-..... f(GO TO Q. 44} 

2. Mainly with people outside 13 , About half and half 1 
the department 

J, " 43a. Are the people outside ,the department with whom you spend 
time mostly relatives or mostly other friends? 

II. Relatives I 1 2 • 
Other £~iends I 

-
Now we'd like to turn to a slightly different topic--the general public's 
opinion of the police. Do you think that the general public's opinion 
of the police has changed in the past five years? 

18 . Don't know I 
44a. In what ways has it changed? _______________________________ __ 

From the point of view of the man on patrol, do you think the public in 
general behaves better; worse, or about the same, as they did when you 
started with the department? 

13 • Much the same I 18 • Don'; t know' 

450,. In what ways do you think they behave differently (better/worse)? 

- -. -~.~----

-17-

45h. Do you think the public understands what it is like to be a police 
officer? 

45c. What do vou thit'k the 
public's~view oi~olice 
work is? ' 

45d. Are there any things you 
think they don't under­
stand about what it's like 
to be a police officer? 
(DESCRIBE) 

45e. Are there any things that 
might make it hard for 
them to understand "that 
it's like to be an officer 
and do police work? 
(DESCRIBE) 

1"------------------------------------
(SERIES CONTINUES NEXT PAGE) 

45h. What do you think the public's 
view of police work is? 

45i. What are the main things they 
don't understand about it? 

45j. What makes it hard for them to 
understand what it's like to be 
an officer and do police work? 

---------------------------------------
(SERIES CONTINUES NEXT PAGE) 
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(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED' 
J (IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED) 

45f, 
Are there any organizations 
or groups that make it hard 

45k. Are there any organizations or 
groups that make it hard for 

for,the public to understand 
pol~ce Work? the public to understand police 

work? 
t yes] [2 .. NO] I a,:: Don't know 

I, ... 
45g. Which ones,? 

/1 Yes I I~~ lao Don't ..... 
• 

451- Which ones? 

-
45xo Any others? 45m. Any others? 

! 
+(ASK EVERYONE) 

45-No When is the last time you 
dE!:Y? we:t;e called to do police work when off 

2. 
3. 
4" 
5. 
6. 
7< 
0" 

45=Na. 

This past week 
This past month 
Within the past three months 
Within the past six months 
Within the past year 
Within the past two years 
More than two years ago 
Never ... SKIP TO Q.45-0. 

What kind of work were YO'I1 11 ca ed to do then? 

know -

~-

--"~~ 

~~----~------

45-'0. When is the last time you made an arrest while Q!! 
1. This past week duty? 
2. This past month 
3 Within the past three months 
4" Within the past six months 
5. Within the past year 
6. Within the past two years 
7. More than two years ago 
O. Never ..... SKIP TO Q.46. 

45-0a. What kind of arrest was that? 

I 

!".A .• 

',~ 

-

-.-. -'--~-r 
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46. Now I'd like to know whether there are any particular sections of the 
public who have changed in, how hard they are to deal with as compared 
to when you started with the department? How about motorists? 

Would you say they are harder, about the same, or easier to deal with 
as compared to when you started? 

(ASK WHETHER HARDER, SAl1E, OR EASIER ABOUT a-f. AF'TER ASKING ABOUT ALL 
OF a-f, THEN ASK Q. 46a--"In what ways?" ABOUT EACH. THAT R ANSWERS 
"EASIER" QB "HARDER".) 

Q. 46 Q. 46a. In what ways? 

~ Motorists 1. Harder ~ a. 

2. Same 

3. Easie~~ 
b. Juveniles or 1. Harder~ 

teenagers ---. 
2. Same 

3. Easier ~ 
c. Professional 1. Harder 

'" 
people like 
noctors and 2. Same teachers 

3. Eas~er ~ 
d. Working class 1. Harder ~ people 

2. Same 

3. Easier ~ 
e. Negroes l. Harder ~ 

2. Same 

3. Easier - _. 

f. people in L Harder ~ your present 
precinct 2. Same 

3. Easier ~ ! , 
L 
\ 
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47. In the last few-years, do you think that the police have changed in the 
wa.y they act toward the public? 

1. I 2. Have not Changed] I 8. Don't know I 
47a. In what ways have they changed?_________________________________ J 
'--------~. 

48. 

49. 

Do you think that in general the public helps as much as they should 
when they see police officers in trouble and needing help? 

48a. In what ways could they help more? ______ ~ ______________________ _ 

48b. Why do you think they don't help more? ________________________ __ 

How would you say the general public rates police work today as 
with 20 years ago right after World War II? Would you say they 
the prestige of policemen higher, about the same, or lower than 
20 years ago? 

1. Higher 13. Lower 

compared 
nO\,1 rate 
they did 

• 

...,. ........ r ... -'c .. , '1 
'; 

,< .• ~, .... ".,..}-, ..• ,. 

~f,o,;,;-,.=.--. 

\~ .. ,,~ . .---~-, I 
I 
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49B. 

50. 
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Do you think that police work is more hazardous today than it was five 
years ago? 

2. No 

49Aa. What makes it more hazardous? 
--------~----------------

Do you feel that crimes of violence are increasing, or decreasi~g, or 
about the same as they were five years ago? 

About the same Increasing I 
I'"'"'"". ____ ...:II.~ ____ ~ _.r._--------------..;::II~----_ 
49Ba. Why do you think that is happening? ________________________ ___ 

Now I'd like to ask you how satisfied you are with some of the things 
about your work? First, how about salary: Would you say you are com­
pletely satisfied, generally satisfied, not too satisfied, or not at 
all satisfied with your present salary? (CHECK BELOW) 

(1) Completely satisfied 

(2) Generally satisfied 

(3) Not too satisfied 

(4) Not at all satisfied 



51.. 

52. 

53. 

, ;; sa 
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About \-lhat would you say would be the right amount, before taxes and 
deductions, an officer with your experience should be paid? 

$_----- I weeklY] [?Ol1thlY] I Yearly 1 
How much do you think a beginning officer in the department ought to 
get now? 

$ ------- 1 Monthly J I yearlY] 

How about your supervisors in the department: Would you say you are 
completely satisfied, generally satisfied, not too satisfied, or not 
at all satisfied with your supervisors in the department? (CHECK 
BELOW) . 

___ (l} Completely satisfie~ 

___ (2) Generally sa'tisfied 

(3) Not too satisfied 
-""'-'--

__ (4) Not at all satisfied 

53a. Are there any things you particularly like about your 
supervisors? (IF YES, DESCRIBE) 

-"-' ------------------------:-------

53b. Are there any things you think can be improved about 
your supervisors? (IF YES, DESCRIBE) 

54. 

55. 

56. 

-23-

About how often in 1965 artd 1966 have t: 
officers a. different or better f aO~ SU9ge7ted 0 your supervisory 
AND CHECK BELOW} way 0 o~ng pol~ce work? (HAND CARD B 

___ a. 

___ b. 
Never had occasion to do this in 1965 and 1966~ SKIP TO Q. 56 
Once or twice 

_____ c. About three times 

____ d. About five times 

~ ___ e. Six to ten times 

____ f. More than ten times in 1965 and 1966 

How often do your supervisory officers go along 'th 
d

'f W~ your sugnestions of 
~ ferent or better ways of doing police work? (g ~ R I s RESPONSE BELOW) AND CARD'C AND CHECK 

a. Very rarely or never 
___ b. Occasionally 

c. About half of the time ---
d. Most of the time ---
e. Almost all of the time ----

When you don It like some policy or pi:-ocea.ure concel:'ning police work, 
how often do you 'tell your opinion to one of your supervisory officers? 
(HAND CARD C AND CHECK BELOW) 

a. Very rarely or never 

b. Occasionally 

c. About half OJ: the time 

d. t-10st of the time 

e. Almost all of the time 

57. How satisfied are you with the influence people at your rank have on 
how things are done in the department? Would you say you are (READ 
ALTERNATIVES) : 

_____ (1) Completely satisfied 

_____ (2) Generally satisfied 
____ (3~ Not too satisfied 

__ ,J4) Not at all satisfied 

.-....... -----

" ~ 
1~ 

r 

I 



[. 

! ~ 
F, 
I 

;: 

: ' 

58. 

59. 
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Are the~e any rules and procedures in the department that affect you in 
your /"iCSrk wl;d.ch you think could be improved? 

[2'"- No 

58a. Which ones7 ____________________________________________________ ___ 

How would you assess your long-term opportunities for future promotion 
on the force? Would you say they are (READ ALTERNATIVES) ; 

E Excellent] 12 • Good I [3. Fair 1 4 • Poor I 

60. HO\,-l a.bout the promotion exams in the department: How satisfied are you 
with them? Would you say you are (READ ALTERNATIVES) : 

(ll Completely.satisfied 

( 2) Generally satisfied 

(3) Not too satisfied 

(4) Not at all satisfied 

t 5) Don't know about the exams 

60a. Why do you feel this way? ______________________________________ __ 

61. When d~d you last take a department promotion exam? 

Date -----_. (If NEVER TAKEN AN EXAM, SKIP TO Q. 62) 

6la. What exam was that? 

l. Sergeant ---
2. Detect~ve -
3 LJ.eutenant or above ----_. 
4_ Other (Specify) ----

6lb. How did you do on J.t? 

._------------------------=-=--=-=-=-----------------­_____________________________________________ D 

(SERIES CONTINUES NEXT PAGE) 
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63. 

64. 
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(ASK IF R HAS TAKEN AN EXAM) 

,----~ 
How many times have you taken a promotion exam? 

Times 
~----~========~ 

6lc. 

(ASK EVERYONE) 
~~~~e~o you think is the highest rank that you are likely to reach on the 

How about the service ratings in the department: How satisfied 
with them? Would you say you are (READ ALTERNATIVES) : are you 

(1) Completely satisfied 

(2) Generally satisfied 

(3) Not too satisfied 

(4) Not at all satisfied 

(5) Don't know 

63a. Why do you feel this way? ----.---------------------

Have you received any merit citations or awards from the department'? 

64a. What were they? 
----------------~------------~--~--

Jr ..... . 
~" 
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66. 

67. 

68. 
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Now I'd like to ask you how you feel about the laws and sentences that 
are Usually handed out in criminal cases. First, how about the judges 
of , the criminal courts here in (Washington/Chicago/Boston). Do you 
th~nk the sentences they hand out are too lenient, too harsh, or 
about right? (PROBE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE RESPONSE, E.G., "In what ways?"} 

How about the judges of the municipal courts here in (Washington/Ch~cago/ 
Boston). Do you think the sentences they hand out are too lenient, too 
harsh, or about right? (PROnE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE RESPONSE, E.G., 
"In what ways?") 

Now how about the judges of the juvenile court here in (Washington/ 
Chicago/Boston). Do you think the way they deal with the juveniles is 
too lenient, too harsh, or about right? (PROBE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE 
RESPONSE, E.G' I "In What ways?") 

HoW about the laws? Do you feel that there are any laws or statutes on 
crimes and misdemeanors that are too harsh? 

2. No I 
6Sa. Which ones? 

------------------------------------~---

~---------------------------------------------------~-----~---------~ 

, .. 
filiI 
.. .. 

.. ' .. -.. 

. , 

; -' ............ ---. . 
'. "'I' , .. 
... ' . 

69. 

70 . 

71. 

72. 

- --~-.. 
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Do you feel th~t there are any laws or statutes on crimes and mis­
demeanors that are too lenient? 

12. No 

69a. Which ones? ______________________________________________ ~ ______ ___ 

About how many times were you in court last month? 

Times __ ~~. (IF NO TIMES, SKIP TO Q. 71) ----
70a. About how much time did it take, on the average, for each of 

these appearances? 

Hours ----
How do you feel about spending (,that much time/time) in court? 

Next, we'd like to ask you about the public prosecut~lrs off.~ce. On the 
whole do you think that the public prosecutors here J.n (Wash~ngt(:m/. 
Chicago/Boston) do a very good job, a pretty good job, only a fa~r Job 
or a not very good job? 

2. Pretty good I 8. Don't know I 
72a. In what ways is that so? ____________________ ~ __________________ ___ 

-----r-,-- ___ ~ 
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Do you ft;=el that the public prosecutor usually handles the cases you 
present ~n the way he should? 

I 8. Don't know j---. (GO TO Q 74) 

73a. Why do you feel this way? ----------------------------------------

74. Do you think that the public prosecutor generally is more interested in 
winning a case in court or more interested in justice? 

E Don't know I 
74a. Why do you feel that way? 

--~---------------------------

75. Are there any ways that you think the relationship between the police 
of£icers and the public prosecutors could be improved? 

I>. No I 8, Don I t know I 
75a. In what ways? --------------------------------

~~----------------------------------~--~ 
76. W~at ~o yo~ think about the kind of work that probation officers do 

w~th Juven~le offenders? Do you think they do a very good job 
pretty good job, only a fair job, or a not very good job? t a 

11. Very good I 1 2. Pretty good I /3. Fai< I 14. Not very good 

76a. In what ways could they do a better job? 
----------------~----

'" ~J______ _ __ 
.... -'.~lIiIoo ~ ........ - 1· ---~.~., -----~ 
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77. Now l'd like to return to some problems you encounter in your work? 
First, are there any special problems that the Supreme Court/s rulings 
concerning s~arch of persons make for you in your Work? 

2. No I 
---.~- .. --.... - .-. - ...... _ ... _-,-.-. __ ... 10,- .. __ 

77a. What are they? __________________________________________________ _ 

78. Under what conditions do you think a police officer should be allowed to 
search persons, that is, what do you think the rule should be? 

79. Are there any special problems that ttle Supreme Court IS r1.1.lings concern-

80. 

81. 

ing seizure of evidence makes for you in your work? 

12. No 

79a. What are they? __________________________________________ ~ ______ _ 

Untter what conditions do you think a police officer should be allowed to 
seize evidence, that i~ what do you think the rule should be? 

----------------------------------------------------------------

Now how about the rulings in relation to interrogation or questionin~ 
of persons and 'confessions. Are there any special problems that the 
Supremo Court's rulings on interrogation or questioning of suspects 
make for you in your work? 

2. N~ 

81a. ._Wh_d_'~~~_~ __ t_.h_e_y_?" ________ ~--------------------~~----------------~ 
- sq_-.:d 

~. _~. ___________________ ~ ________ ------:cc 

/ 
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82. 
What do you think the rules ought to be for interrogation of persons? 

83. 
How about confessions? Has the courts rulings on confessions made 
problems for you in your,work? any 

12. No ( 8. Don I t know I 
83a. In what ways has it made a difference? 

---------------------------

84. What do you think the rules should be for confessions? 
-----------------------

85. In general, do you think that the U.S. Supreme C t h 
not f h our as gone too far ar enoug , or about right in making rules f ' 
criminal offenders? avoring and protecting 

11 . Too far I [~. Not far enoug~ 

! 
8Sa. Why do you feel this way? 

----------------------------
1 

, 
" . 

", 

-31-

86. Do you think that on the whole the police have become too lenient in 
dealing with people who are suspected of breaking the law? 

87, 

2. No 

86a. In what ways is that so? 
-----------------------------~---

On a slightly different subject--how the police department spends its 
time--are there any things you think the police should spend more of 
their time on than they do now? 

\1. ~ 2. No I 
87a. On what things should they spend more time? __________ _ 

88. Are there any things you think the police should spend less of their 
time on than they do now? 

12. No 

88a. On what thing,'i; should they spend less time? ________ _ 

Any others? ___________________________________ ___ 

8SA. These days the statistics on crime in cities show that Negroes have a 
higher rate of crime than do white people. Why do you think this is 
so? 

J 
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88B. What would you say are the main reasons people commit crimes? __________ _ 

SSC. As an officer, do you ~eel that you have to be tougher in dealing with 
some kinds of people than others? 

r 2. No 

88Ca. What kinds of people do you have to be more tough with? 

880. These days a police department has to deal with demonstrations, sit-ins, 
and picketing spon~ored by groups or movements~ Do you think that they 
should be allowed to demonstrate, sit-in, or picket? 

I 8. Don I t know I 

88E. Why do yOU say that? 
------------------~-----------------------------------

SSF. 

SSG. 

Do you think that such demonstrations are a main cause of vl.olence these 
days? 

[l. yes] 1 2 • No [ S. Don't know I 
Do you think your department is able to handle these situations the way 
they should be handled? 

[ 8. Don I t know I 
8aGa. Why not? ________ ~ __ ----------____________________________ __ 

B8H. 

( 
,; 

- -~, -------" 
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should be done about these sl.tuations that Are there any things that 
w'ould make them easier to deal with them? 

\l. yes 2. No ( 

+ .--_---...1.---------:-----.,~1 
\ 88Ha. What? 

\ 

--------'--',-- ---------------------
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89. 
Now jUst a few questions about your background and we'll be through. 
What was your a~e at your last birthday? 
_____ years 

90. How many yeal:'S 

91. 

92. 

of school '':id you complete? 
9-11 CJ -I 12 high Vocational 13-15 

j ~ 
grades 16 17 more some school 

high gradu~te 
training some college graduate 

schoo] college graduate training 

IF NECESSARY 

a. Do you have a high 
school diploma? 

b. Do you have a high 
school diploma? c. What college degree 

do you have? 

-----
-----.---------------~ 

What was the first full-time job (other than in the armed 
ever held for more than six months?, forces) you 

91a. 
What kind of work did you do on that job? 

-----------------------------

91b. For how long d2d you work at that job? 
____ years ___ -...:Months 

Of all jobs you ever had, what was the . b 
into police work? JO you held longest before going 

___ Same as first job (DESCRIBED IN Q, 91-91b)--+ SKIP TO Q, 93 

____ Other (Specify job) 

------------------~~~-92a. What kind of work did 
you do on that job? 

-----------------

92b. For how long did you work at ,that job? 

---------------------

93. 
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At the time you first took up police work, wha.t \\las your main job? (IP 
UNEMPLOYED OR NOT WORKING THEN INDICATE THIS AND USE LAST MA!N JOB IF 
TWO OR MORE JOBS, DETERMINE WHICH WAS MAIN JOB AND ASK ABOUT TilA'f ) 

____ 0. None-,..went into police work without ever hol(hng another job 
GO TO Q. 94 

---1. Same as first job (Described in Q. 91-91bl~GO TO Q. 94 

2. Same as lOQgest job (Descrlbed in Q. 92-92b~O TO Q. 94 ----
3. Other (Specify job) _________________________________ __ -----

93a. 

93b. 

What kind of work did you do on that job? ________________ __ 

In what business or industry was that job? (IF NECESSARY, ASK, 
"What line of business .or type of industry was It In'?") 

94. What were your'main reasons for leavihg that job? ______ ~. ____________ _ 

95. What was the job that your father worked at the longest? ______________ _ 

9Sa. wnat klnd of work did he do on that job? __________ ~ __________ _ 

----------

, i 
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96, B7sides being 

t~e jOb? a police officer, do you h ave any other regular or part 

LL Yes 1 t2 NO-, ,., 
96a. What job ts) • ~s that? /96e. Why don't you? l!flUt:'I. 

l 
--

96b. What kind of work do ou -
do on that (these) jO~(S)~ 

-
(IF R MENTIONS 
3.11ow it." ASK) "The department doesn't 

96f. Should the department allow -....,."'--

96c. About how much do you to hold outside jobs'? men 

make :'Ln a aear (from this [l. yes] [~" work cutsi e the depart- NO] ment) '} (HAND CARD D) 
JUst give :TlC- the letter 
on the card that f~ts. 96g. wt •. q 
_a. Under $300 
_b. $300-$499 
_co $500-$999 
_d. $1,000-$1,999 
__ e .. $2,000-$4,999 

- f. $5,000 and over 

96d, If your salary with th -
department i·ncluded th=t 
amount, would you st~ll 
want the r~ght to hold 
a second job? 

\ 

- I 

.~ 

,."..,.r:t:"l,.. ... ..-~1IM'-_~-.-.,.'" 

_. -----.-~--
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97. Are any of your ~elat~ves pol~ce off~cers? 

97 a. Wruchi 

__ grandfathe.c 

father 

one 

, brother 

son 
,,,4--. 

- ... ,,.' How many: __ 
How many? __ 

father-~ n-lavt 
__ brother-ln-law .... How manYf __ 

COUSl.ns • How many? ___ 

uncles • H(.1w many~ 
__ nephew .. How many: ___ 

_other \Spec:..fy ~ __ 

both 

How many? __ 

98. Do you have a rellg:..ouS preferencef That is, are you either Protestant, 
Roman Cathollc, JeWlsh or somethlng else? 

E~~ ~~~ LI--.:.4_._o=-t.:..:h~e=r~:::=====l:J1 
(IF PROTESTAN'l': t IF JEWI SH) 

98a. t~hat spec::.f::.c denomlnatlon 
16 that; 

\ 

I 

98b Do you conslder yourself 
orthodox, Conservative, 
Reform, or none of these? 

~ __________________________ ~L. ___________________________ ~ 

.. JFOR WHITE R ~~.!. ~SK~:_I __ 

99. 

100 

Wh_at nat~onal! ty background do you thlnk of yourself as having--that is,. 
bestdes belng Amerlcan Canadl.an.... t ll.ke, lr~sh, German, Italian, Scottlshl 

In what. country was y~l)r tai:her born: 

lOOa 

f2 Other (Specl.fy) 
L __ 

Where dId your earl1er ancestors l1ve before com1ng to this 
C01,lnt r.y~. 

----- --.- .. -- - ._ .. _ .. _-- -_._---------,-----:-........... _ , ... ~~ ___ . ________ . ___ ~ ______________________ -----4 
<? 
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Do you belong to any organizations made up ent~rely of police officers? 

2. NO] 

lOla. To which ones do yOU belong? 

D~ you belong to any clubs or organJ.'zat;ons th h wJ.th police \-lork? .... 0 er t .an ones connected 

r---~-~ 
l02a. To h' h ~:;:~~=:--;::==-=~---------­w ~c ones do you belong? (RECORD THE NAMES OF L 

ORGANIZATIONS THAT R MENTIONS IN l02b BELOW, AND T~N 
FOR EACH ORGANIZATION MENTIONED): . ASK 

102b. Would you consider yourself a"n active member of ? -------

l03.~:T~h:a:n~k~y~o:u~f;'o:r:-y::o:u~r.:c=o--~o~p~e~r-a~t~i-o-n::::T:h:a:t::::~--~~~~~--~~::::~--~--1 
Is there anything else you'd like to co~pletes the quest~ons 
problems of CrimE! that you thi k th mel1t~on about police work 
to be informed about? n e NatJ.onal Crime CommJ.ssion 

we have. 
or the 
ought 

104. Thank you aga~n. 

"\--::;;., '~";-...-.,.;.' . 

\\ 
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THUMBNAIL: TO BE COMPLETED IMMEDIATELY AFTER LEAVING RESPONDENT'S HOUSE 

T-l. Rls Race: 

~ "hite] [2. N;'roJ [3. oriental I \4. other lDescribeJ 

Description of property: --
T-2. What kind of place does R live in? 

(CHECK ONE) 

Single family dwelling 

_1. single story 

___ 2. Multiple story 

Trailer 

_3. Hobile 

_4. permanent foundation 

other 

___ 5. Flat in two or three family house 

___ 6. Flat in four family house 

___ 7. Apartment building 

7a~ HoW many other dwelling units in this b~ildihg? 
(BEST GUESS WILL DO) 

___ 8. Did not interview R at his home 

The Interview Situation: 

':[1-3. Hm" cooperative was R? (CHECK ONE) 

_1. Very cooperative throughout 

2. Average 

3. poor throughout -
4. started poor, became good 

5. started good, became poor 

\ 

.'}, 
~; < 
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T-4. Who else ~as present .durl.'ng the J.'nterview and what effect did this have? 

____ Only R Present 

Person(s) Present Ho,,, Long What,Effect 

T-S. How honest and open was R in answering the ques,tions? _________ _ 

T-6. Rate R' s ability to communicate and express himself verbally, his oral 
pres,entation: 

1. Great deal of trouble p~tting his ideas into words 

2. Some trouble putting his ideas into words 

3. No trouble communicating his ideas 

4. Expressed himself with greater than average clarity and precise­
ness 

T-7. Did R have a distinguishable accent: 

Il. Yes 12 • NO] 
Specify which: Il. Negro I 2. Southern white (include hillbilly) 

I 3. Irish I 14
• Italian I LI_s_, _O_t_h_e_r-.:.(_sp=-e_c_l._' f..::y~)-===========.J 

T-8. Was R trying to "show off" or impress you? 

II, Very much so II 2. A number of times 11 3 , A few times only I 4. Not at 
all 

T-9. Thumbnail sketch: (RECORD ON BACK) 

u, ,~. COYERNiif~T PRINTING OFFICE! 1967 0 - 266,262 

-j 

il 
\Q 

\ 

;>1 ~ 
i 

~'l\' ... 
i, 

~I II 
,-

\ 
\ 

~!.l 
~. 

~~/.?:.,. ... 
':" 't-

~;; 

.. , I 

. I 

. I 




