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AGGRESSIVE PATROL: A SEARCH FOR SIDE-EFFECTS

As socizl scientists have become more sophiszticated in their
analyses of policy impacts, they have become more conscious of the
unintended concequences that all too frequently accompany social
interventions. Unfortunately, discovering the negative u8ide
effects of policies is usually an exercise in hindsight rather
than foresight. Ezch substantive area of public policy has, one

suspects, its own catalog of errors. This is, of course, ohne of

the perennigl pitfails in the analysis of poliey impacts: easily
observabiec D2nefits may blind one to hidden costs.1
Suech 2z problem may have arisen in recent analyses of the

effects of an aggressive or proactive police patrol strategy.

%)

Researzh razorits suggsst that certain zzgressive patrol
activities may detsr some types of crime. James Q. Wilson and
Barbara Boland indicate that aggressive patrol can reduce the
rate of reported rcbberies. Their work supports earlier findings
in a San Diego field experiment that examined the effectgiof
field interrogations (Boydstun, 1975). In a more recent analysis
using different types of data sources (victimization surveys and
patrol observaﬂions), Gordon Whitaker and his associates reach
similar conclusions: higher neighborhood rates of officer-~

initiated interventions with suspicious situations arevasscociated

with lower levels of several types of crime (1983). Although the:

e s Tt
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evidence supporting the usefulness of aggressive patrol is at
best fragmentary, it is not too early to ask whether such
policing may not entail hidden costs. In this paper we explore
the possibility that aggressive patrol may adversely affect
police-cormunity relations.

We must emphasize that an aggressive patrol strategy does
not imply that patrol officers behave in a hostile or unpleasant
manner.2 Such a strategy simply implies that ofrficers initiate
action rather than await demands for service. Our inquiry
investigates the impact of a range of zctivities that might fall
under the rubric of aggressive or proazztive policing -- suspicion
stops, residential security checks, order maintenance

interventions, znd officer-initiatec investigations of reported

(0]

crime.? ywzil iiison and Boland (1978) seem to suggest tihat such

activitiass are all different facets of a general aggressive or

professional deparimental ethic, others have found evidence that

these actions may be rslatively unrelated tactics (Whitaker et
al., 1°83).

While we investigate a fairly wide range of patrol
activities, our research does not include the full range of
potentially negative side effects that aggressive patrol might
generate., We do not, for example, evaluate the impact of field
interrogations on citizens' constitutional liberties. While we
consider such issues as important as the one on which we focus,

we must leave their consideration to others. Our data only

permit us to investigate the proposition that proactive or

aggressive patrol behaviors are related to lower citizen




evaluations of police performance and less reporting of crimes to

policse.

CITIZEN RESPONSES TO AGGRESSIVE PATROL

Citizen satisfaction with police services is an important
goal for most police departments. If a particular service
delivery strategy alienates large or important segments of the
populace, then that technology does not recommend itself to
public agencies like the police. The use of such a delivery
strategy would violate both public service values and ideals Qf
democratic accountability. In addition, police adaministrators in
most loczlities must depend on citizen support for the local tax
levies that finance their budgets. There is, however, an

liance of police on citizen support. The
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goodwill and cooperati&n of the citizenry are exceedingly
important crime-fighting resources for the police. As Bell puts
it, "tﬁe pclice are more dependent upon public cooperation and

goodwili tzan any otass criminal justics ageney" {Bell, 1976S:

A police department's ability to perform what is usually
seen as its major function, crime control, depends heavily on
citizens! cooperation. Citizens initially bring criminal
behavior to police attention (Black, 1970); they almost
invariably provide the information that leads to an arrest
(Greenwood, et a2l., 1975); they exercise considerable control in
determining which arrests ultimately result in convictions (Vera
Institute, 1977). The potentially harmful influence of

aggressive police bghavior on citizen satisfaction with the
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police may in turn adversely affect citizen cooperation with the
police, especially citizen initiation of police involvement.
Vicetims of crimes, for example, have the option of reporting or
not reporting their experiences. A wide array of factors
determines this decision, but, as Harlan Hahn suggests, one
predictor of non-reporting may be victims'! evaluations of the
local police (19T71).

Citizens also play an inmportant role in controlling the
quality of police officers' work environment. The degree to
which encounters are tension~-filled episodes laden with overtones
of fear and violence may depend as much on citizens'! attitudes
and acticns z2s on thesz of the poiice. Favorable attitudes

toward the police amecng the citizenry have important implications

both for gesasrzl

‘oS

olize performance and for thevquality of
indi lual officers' worklives. Thus, each policece technology
shouid be svaluated on the basis of its effects on cecitizen
attitudes and actions, as well as its deterrent effects.

For this reason James Q. Wilson, a long-time proponent of an
active or aggressive police style, qualified his support for this
strategy. He feared that some forms of proactive patrol -- field
interrogations and order maintenance interventions -- might

create problems in police-community relations. In his early work

Wilson suggested that

'doing something' about rising crime rates means putting
more patrolmen on the street and ordering them to be more
alert., This, of course, increases the likelihood of the
patrolmen coming into an adversarial relationship with
citizens ~-- innocent people, to say nothing of guilty ones,
who do not like being stopped, questioned, or frisked...
(1968: 63).
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He went on to add that within certain subgroups of the
population, notably young nei, blacks, and the poor, the highest
costs in dissatisfaction might accrue. People in these groups may
be subjected to interventions more frequently than will others,
and they might also be more likely to hear of such incidents
involving family, friends, or acquaintances (Wilson, 1968: 63~
64).

More recently, Wilson has also presented an argument that
suggests quite another unintended consequence of these types of
aggressive policing. In reflecting on the Newark foot patrol
experiment, he and George Kelling speculate that foot patrol
reduced Newzrk residents! fear of crime (although not,
apparently, the rate of crime! because officers on foot patrol
were agzressive in making order maintenance interventions. They
suggest that even in thse poorest neighborhoods and even where
white officers are intervening in the activities of black

citizens in alli-black neighborhoods, residents welcone police

3

intervention in potentially disruptive activity (Wilson and

-

Keiling, 1982). This argument suggests that the unintended
effects of aggressive patrol might be to enhance citizen
evaluations of poliecing and citizen cooperation with police.
Perhaps the community relations side effects are generally
berneficial rather than harmful. In fact, some officer~initiated
activities -- especially residential security checks, and perhaps
investigations -~ might be expected to improve citizens'
evaluations of their police. We note that possibility, but

continue our focus on the search for unintended harmfu]

(81
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consequences ~- those which can be costly to the communities with
an aggressive patrol strategy.

Relative to the total population, the number of citizens
involved in officer-initiated activity is very small. One need
not, however, be a participant inr such an encounter to be aware
of the level of police aggressiveness in his or her neighborhood.
Police proactivity might be perceived less directly. The more
often, for example, one hears of acqueintances being stopped by
police or sees officers involved in encounters, the more
aggressive the police may appear. Thus, to the exteant that actual
levels of officer-initiated actions are apparent in citizens!
random, day-to-dazy observations, they nay influence the attitudes
of those who have had no direct contact with police.

Descits the receat zcademic interest in the effects of
proactive patrol on crizme, only one study has rigorously examined
its effests on citizens' attitudes. The author of the San Diego
Field Interrogation Study not only presents data showing that the
cessaticn of field interrogations results in an increase in
certain types of crimes, but he also presents data indicating
that no change in citizen satisfaction with police services
resulted from changes in the level of field interrogations
(Boydstun, 1975). Interesting though they may be, these results
are not entirely persuasive. ‘The data were gathered in only
three neighborhoods, and only two of these experienced even
short-term changes in the level of field iﬂfé?rbgations. The
question could be better addressed with a larger sample of
neighborhoods characterized by greater variation in the level of

active patrol and more long-term stability in levels and types of

o o PR >
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aggressive patrol. The analysis presented below is based on just

such data.

POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF AGGRESSIVE PATROL ON CITIZENS
While our major interest lies in the relationship between
aggressive policing and citizens' responses, we place our
analysis of the effects of police style in a fuller model of
citizen responses. The basic model that we use appears in Figure-
1. As that figure indicates, our analysis assumes that both
citizens' reporting of victimizations and their satisfaction with

police services in the neighborhood depend on five seis of

‘factors: ©polics services to the neighborhood, individual attributes,

individuzl attitudes, individual experiences with

Q

polics, =znd rmeighboriosod social characteristics. In our model,
perceptions of specific aspects of police service transmit sone
of the eifects of the independent variables to general
evaluations of police performance, although we also posit direct
effects Tor these variables. As Figure 1 indicates, we also

expect that the effeacts of police action on reporting will be
transmitted partly through perceptions and evaluations of police.
We expect the reporting decisionfto be influenced by the saﬁe
general factors that shape perceptions and evaluations of police,

as well as the seriousness of the viectimization.

'"Figure 1 About Here!
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Measuring Evaluations and Reporting
Our analysis of citizens! satisfaotipn with police services
will be based on what, for rhetorical convenience, we will call
evaluations and perceptions of puolice behavior. Evaluations are
general dinmpressions of the quality of pofice performance in one's
neighborhood. Perceptions are assessments of more specific
facets of policing in one's area =-- tapped, in this instance,
with questions relating to police honesty, courtesy, and equity.
_We hypothesize that perceptions influence evaluations and
that evaluetions affect the decision to report viectimizations.
General evaluations are, we believe, abstracted from perceptions
about less globazl qualities of the police and their behavior.
Individuals do not observe, nor do they hear about, ¥police
perforzancs” in gexsrzl: they observe, are the objects of, or
hear about officers acting in certain specific ways w-
intelligentliy, courteously, efficiently, legally, =2quitably. The
aggregeaticn of these psesrceptions is the basis for more general
3

;uality of police performance. e do not

ct
>
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measure satisfaction directly. Rather, we measure the extent to
which cltizens believe their police to be honest, courteous, and
equitable, as well as citizens' ratings of the general gquality of
police service inutheir necighborhood.

However, the process of attitude aggregation or development
may differ significantly between two groups ~- those who have
personal experiences with the police and those whose knowledge is
vicarious. Thus, we divide our population into two grdups and
perform separate analyses for "clients®™ and "nonclients." This

is the same distinction that Brown and Coulter (1983) recognized
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but characterized as the distinction between "eclients"™ and
"citizens.® QOur clients are individuals who, within the year
preceding the survey, had directrcontac; with neighborhood police
(i.e.,, as suspects, viectims, traffic violators, or service
recipients). Our nonclients are individuals who reported no
direct experience of zny kind with the zolice during the year
preceding the survey.

Our discussion of the effects of police style on citizen
cooperation with the police is based on citizens! decisions to
report victimizations to local police., We focus our inquiry on
the differences between those who reported victimizations and
those who did not report beczuse they felt that the police would
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initiated activity or aggressive behavior (the exact
operationalizaticn for each variable appears in Appendix 2). The
first of these, which preyious research has linked to crime
reduction (Boydstun, 1975; Whitaker, et al., 1983), is suspicion
stops ~- officers!' propensities to investigate suspiecious
individuals, vehicles, or circumstances. The rate at which
officers engage in proactive order maintenance interventions
(e.g., with drunks, public nuisances, juveniles, loiterers) is
our second indicator of aggressiveness. Our third category of

aggressive behavior includes officer-initiated investigatory
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aqtivities such as warrantless searches, crime scene inspections,
and the questioning of witnesses beyond the immediate crime
scene. The rate of residential security checks is our fourth
indicator. All of these measures are indicators of the typne of
police precence in a neighborhood, but the gggggg of presence may
also affact citizens. The density of police patrol in a
neighborhood is our indicator of the zmount of patrol service
delivered to an area. Despite the fiadings of the Kansas City
study (Kelling, et al., 197T4), we expect that in areas with more
patrol citizens wiil evaluate police pesrfornancse more“favorably.5
Individual Attributes

O0f all factors receiving attention in the literature, race
bears the most consistent relationship to citizens' evaluations
of the cuality of po.ice services (Furstenberg and Wellford,
1973; Smith and Hawkins, 1973; Schuman and Gruenberg, 1972; ROssi
and Berz, 19T74; 3Sorcduaz and Tifft, 19?5). However, the mechanisnm
by which race zffects evaluations is unclear. Many studies

suggest that being black entails a general alienation from police

that surfzces zs expressed dissatisfaction (e.g., Schuman and

B¢

Gruenberg, 1972; Rossi and Berk, 1974). Increased police
aggressiveness, if sufficiently perceptible, may deespen blacks!
imagé of police as intrusive, authoritarian figures (Jacob, 1971;
Bayley and Mendelsohn, 1969). That members of other minoritics
also evaluate police more negatively than do whites may provide
some support for this argument (Lovrich and Taylor, 79T76; Bayley
and Mendelsohn, 1969).

Individual attributes other than race are also thought to

play a role in molding satisfaction with police service, but they

10




are not as important as minofity status. Research consistently
finds little or no relationship between individual income and
dissatisfaction with the police (Schuman and Gruenberg, 1972;
Brown and Coulter, 1983; Baker et al., 1979; Lovrich and Taylor,
1076). Eowever, individual edueatioﬁ level bears a weak negative
relationship to dissatisfaction -- better educated individuals
find less fault with police services (Brown and Coulter, 1983).
The relaticnsiip between age and dissatisfacticn seems more
complex. While younger individuals may be more troubled by
issues of equity and the ranaer of treatment, they are usually
more staisfied with the level of neighborhood protection than aré
the elderly (Brown, 1981).

Individuszsl Attitudes

Wa =zssume that zn individual's perceptions of government

tn
m
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influence evaluations of the police. One’s view of government's
concers fcr his or her plight or feelings may color an
individuzl's evaluations of the police (Stipak, 1977). We also
inelude in our znalysis a variable indicatiﬁg the degree to which
a respondent feels it likely that he or she €§11 be a erime
vietim. Such a perception reflects the 1evel\6f threat that one
sees oneself 'facing and may bear some relation to oné's feelings
about the police; after all, their performance may make the
environment more, or less, threatening (Biderman, et al., 1972).
The results for these variables must be evaluated with caution:
for example, fear or perceptions of governmenﬁ may affeet
evaluations, but evaluations »f police may also affect fear or
perceptions of government (Baker, et z2l. 1983). Any such

feedback would lead to an exaggeration of these attitudes’

11
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ef'ffects on evaluations. This reciprocity should not interfere
with our estimate of the effect of agressive patrol unless
attitudes and patrol activities are highly correlated. They are
not in our data; none of these correlations exceeded .1l.

Individual Exveriences With the Police

We expect that unsatisfactory experiences with the police
will strongly affect attitudes about police services (Walker, et
zl., 1972; Swmith and Hawkins, 1973). Three variables in our

analysis focus on the nature of the experience with loecal police:

an encounter in which the citizen was dissatisfied with police

action is expected to produce unfavorable perceptions and
evaluations of polica. Similar responses are expected from
citizens who have heard about someone being mistreated by the
police. In addition. thaose who report a victimization within the
preceeding year are expecied to rate police less favorably. All
three of these variables will be included in our analysis of
clients' attitudes, but only the second and third can be’ included
for noanclients. Rogsr Duraﬁé’gg al. (1976) found that
negative contacts with police had deleteridus effects on
satisfaction that were independent of the citizen's race. Ve,
however, also examine the hypothesis that unsatisfactory contact
with pblice has a stronger effect on the dissatisfaction of
blacks than of whites by including an interaction term for these
variables.

In addition, our model for reporting also includes a
variable indicating whether the respondent's household suffered a

serious personal or a serious propertyhvictimization during the

n
)
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study year. We expect that serious crimss are more likely to be
reported to the police.

Neighborhood Social Characteristics

Neighborhood conditions and characteristics as well as
individual attributeS,’experiences, and attitudes are expected to
have an impact on citizens' staisfaction with police services
(Stipak, 1974, 1979: Lovrich and Taylor, 1976; Schuman and
Gruenberg, 1672). We include two contextual variables in our
model: neighborhood racial composition and neighborhood
vietimization rate. As Schuman and Cruenberg (1972z: 386)
indicate in their discussion of race and dissatisfaction with
services, "it is not the coler of skin, but the gclor of area
that is associated with dissatisfaction.”™ While we include the
race of sz2h r=spoandent in our model, we also inciude
neighborhood racial composition because it may, as Schuman and
Gruenberz =zrgue, represeni an indirect indicator of service
quality or it may reflect a climate of expectations concerning
the quality of police services. Residents of non-white
neighborhoods may receive inferior services, or they uay be
socialized to believe that such a discrepancy exists. Although
some research indicates that the.crime rate may be relatively
unimportant in forming citizens’ evaluations of police services
(Stipak, 1974: 140), we use this variable in our analysis. The
research indicating its lack of effect is not so conclusive that
it can be safely excluded. We also control for metropolitan
area, using dummy variables to represent Tampa and St. Louis,

with Rochester as the comparison group.

13
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THE DATA AND ANALYSIS STRATEGY

The data for our analysis were taken from the 1977 Police
Services Study. Intormation was collected on police services in
sixty residential neighborhoods in twenty-four departmental
jurisfictions iu three peiropolitan zireas -- St. Louis, Missouri,
Tampa- St. Petersburg, Florida, and Roechester, MNew York. Two
data sets are used in our analysis: encounter data coded by
observers riding with police officers in the study neighborhoods
and a telephone survey of a random sample of residents in each
study neighborhood. For police activity varizbles and sone

raphic variables, data were aggrezated to the neighborhood
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level; hence our police data correspond to the neighborhoods in
whiech our surver respcn;euts resided. 4 fuller description of
the data sst and ths exzct operationalizations for each of the .
variables discussed above can be found in Appendices 1 and 2. We
employ orcinary-icast-sqguares analysis to test the relationships

6
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irst exzmine the relationship of police services to
citizer evaluations of police for two groups of respondents --
clients and nonclients. There are few oferall differences
between those who had contact with the police and those who had
no such contact. Nonclients tend to be slightly older, but
clients and nonclients are equally likely to be white. Both
groups are also quite similar in terms of education. Though all
of the attitudinail differences are quite smali,'they‘display a
certain édnsistency; clients rate police performance somewhat

lower, and are more critical of the police honesty and equality

14




-

i athehd

of treatment. They also are a little more negative about
government. Nineteen percent of the clients (people who had
contact with local police in the year before the'suryey) felt
dissatisfied with the police action during the encountef, and
seven percent had heard of officers misctreating citizens. Two-
fifths of the clients lived in a housezold in which there had |
been - a victimization during the preceeding year. Only fourteen
percent of the gonclients had any victimization experience, and
only two percent had heard of police mistreatment of citizens.
Both clients and nonclients receive similar levels of police
service. For ezch, the average responient'!s neighborhood has a
patrol density of roughly one car per square mile during each
eight hour shift, zni ons and one-third suspicica stcps per unit
for eack forty nours of patrol time. (Some neighborhoods had
almost nco suspicion stops, while officers in other neighborhoods
averaged zlmost four such stops per forty hours.) Rates for the

other foras of zctivy ztrol are also zlmost identical for

(]
s

clients and non-clients. Order mainterance interventions
ocecurrsd roughly once every eighty hours of patrol, and
residential security checks averaged zbout one every sixteen
hours of patrol. Officer-initiated investigative activity was
pursued in roughly one half of the crime encounters in the
neighborhoods of both clients and non-clients.

The relationships of determinants to citizen satisfaction
with police services will be estimated ﬁhrough a recursive path
model (see Figure 1). Our independent variables affect citizens!
perceptions of police characteristics, which in turn affect their

general evaluations of police service. The independent variables

185
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also directly arffect general evaluations. For both clients and
non-clients we expect to find that the characteristics of police
service in the neighborhood (particularly the rate at which
officers make suspicion stops) will influence both perceptions
and evaluations of police.

Qur anlysis of the effects of aggressive patrol on citizens’

willingness to report crimes focuses on two types of

m

victinizations -~- thcse resportad and those not reported because
the victim felt the police would not be responsive. For this

analysis, we examine cnly those responcents who identified at

least one victimization that could have been reported to the

police. We coded victimizsd respondeants into three cordinal
categories: those who failed to revort all victimizations; those
who reportsd some, LHus failed to report others; and those who

reported all reportable victimizations.7
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tic:sAgsed in our analysis appear in Figuré
2. For =ach of the indepsndent variables, we are concerned with
its dir=scf, indirecv, and total effects, Consider, for example,
the effect of suspicion stops on evaluation. Its direct effect

will be its standardized coefficient in the equation for

‘evaluation (That is, Bg in equation 2 of Figure 2.) Its indirect

effects are all paths which can be traced from suspicion stops to
evaluation through intermediate variables. For example, che
indirect path passes through perception of honesty, and is the
product of the standardized coefficient for honesty in equation 2
and the standardized coefficient for suspicion stops in equation

3 -~ that is, the product of B3 in equation 2 and Bg in equation

16
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3. The sum of the direct path and all indirect paths is the

variable's total effect.

tFigure 2 About Here!

FINDINGS
Citizen Evaluations

For clients, as Table 1 indicates, higher rates of
aggressive patrol do not appear to produce more negative
evaluations cf police. With the excepsicu of suspicion stops,
which unexpectedly has a positive sign, none of the measures of
proactivity reaches a conventionally accepted level of
statistical significance.8 Suspicion stops are positively related
to evziuvacica of poilice, but the magnitudg of the coefficient
(.036) is sc small as to be substantively unimportant.

For clients, attitudes about local government, perceptions
of polics, =znd experiences with local police are the factors most
Strongly ralzated to evaluations‘pf police performance. The most
important single factor generating a negative evaluation of
police performance is an unsatisfactory experience with police;
it has the largést direct and the largest total effect (~.190 and
-.239, respectively). Individuals! perceptions of various facets
of policing and their general attitudes toward government also
have notable impacts. Not surprisingly, those who have negative
perceptioﬁs of the specifics of policing or on feel that
government is unresponsive or ineffective also evaluate police

performance mory harshly. The effects of attitudes toward

17
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government are predominantly direct; they do not work through the

more specific perceptions,
'*Table 1 About Here®

None of the other variables in our model plays a major role
in determining client evaluations. Interesgingly, none of the
individual attributes that have receivesd so much attention in
previous research has any substantial direct or indirect effect
on dissatisfaction azmong clien%s. There is one consistent
exception to this pattern; race of respondeht and having heérd of
police miStreatment of citizens'have relafivély substantial
effects on perceptions, and hence exert indirect effects on
evaluations.

Similarly, for nonclients, higher rates of aggressiveness
have virtuélly no effect on evaluations Sf police. Again,
suspicion stops exhibit a2 stable, positive, but substantively
insignificant effect on evaluation (.057); other measures of
proactivity fail to rezach statistical significance. Nonclients
lack the experiences important to clients' evaluations.
Otherwise, the results%of the analysis for nonclients are
virtually identical to those for cliénts: specific ‘perceptions
of policing and general attitudes toward government are the major
factors associated with negative evaluations of police.
Individual attributes of clients, like those of nonclients, make
l1ittle difference in evaluations of police. For clients and

nonclients, all three perception measures have effects of similar

18
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magnitude, although none of them is strong enough to generate
large indirect effects.

The major difference between the two groups is in the degree
to which the models capture the variance in dissatisfaction.
While 329 of the variance in evaluatior is explained for clients,
only 13% of the variance in evaluation is explained for
nonclients. Clients' experiences with police account for the
difference.

To examine the possibility that aggressive behavior might
be considersd problematic only by certzin population subgroups,
we ran our model for minorities, for me&les, and for the young. -
For each of these groups, the effects of aggressive patrol were
consistent with those for clients and nonciients. However, when
a model wss ruzn only for young black mzles the results changed.
The direction of the effect for suspicion stops did not change,

but the magnitude of the effect inereased dramatically (.199).

The rest of the relationsaips were gquite similar to those for the

entire sample. Like other citizens, young black men who have had
negative experiences with the police or who have negative
perceptions of police evaluate them less favorably (see Table 2).
Moreover, this subgroup is not equally moved by each of the three
perception measures; perceptions of courtesy and equitable
treatment are stronger predictors of evaluations than is a

perception of police honesty.

tTable 2 About Here'
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Why higher rates of suspicion stops should be related to
more positive evaluations of police by those thought to be most
disturbed by them is puzzling. Possibly, the result is in part
an artifact of our sample. Using a telephone survey, we reached
only those young wmen who were at home wien our interviewer
called. These are not "street people."” We can offer only a
tentative substantive explanation for this finding: young black
men are a vsary vulnerable group, oftern living and working in the
least safe neighborhoods; they also may be among thelleagt
protscted groups in society. In 2 darg=rous situation they may
be far less likely than are other subgroups to be offered
assistane: by other citizens. For these citizens, an aggressive

patrol rforce may indszed be a welcome reassurance, as well as the

n

oci

[{{]

only gprofection ty offers., Previous discussions of the
expected eflfect of aggressive patrol on this subgroup presupposed
that, because they are stopped most*bften by police, young black
males will intesrporet every stop as a harrassing event. Yet it
appears tnzt the needs of this groups are of the same order but a
different gmagnitude from those of other c¢itizens,
Reporting Viectimizations

We now turn to the factocrs that influence whether or not
victims report crimes to the police. As‘Figures 1 and 2 suggest,
the same complex of factors we expected to affect attitudes
toward the police are expected to affect willingness to report
victimizations.9 Recall that we exclude from our analysis all
those victimizations that went unreported for other reasons,

Our path model does not describe the data at all well. It

explains only 6.8 percent of the variance in reporting behavior

20




(see Table 3). Relationships of evaluations and perceptions of
police to reporting behavior are very weak. Consequently, there
are virtually no indirect effects. Contrary to expectations,

victims in neighborhoods with high rates of aggressive patrol and

3,

&)

g patrol dsusity are, if anything, more likely to report

*

victimizations to the police, althoughk the relationships are

extremely weak.
'Table 3 About Here!?

SUMMARY

Qur findings are consistenflyiéongééry to‘expectatioﬁs:
aggressive patrol daoes not appear to havé negative conseéuenees
for citiz=ns! evaluations of police. Azmong neither ¢lients nor
nonclients did we find that higher rates of aggressive beha#ior
in a neighborhood generate negative evaluations of police
performznes.” Nor did we find aggressive patrol associated with
the failure to report crimes. In fact, if anything, suspicion
stops may generate somewhét more positive evaluations of police.
Surprisingly, suspicion stops have their most pronounced positive
effect among young black men in our sample. These findings
challenge conventional wisdom about the side effects of
suspicion stops.

We must, however, recognize the limitations of our research.
We can only discuss the impact of the ranges of behavior in 6ur

sample. We can reasonably be concerned, as have been others

(Boydstun, 1975), that much higher rates of aggressive patrol
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might move some citizens past a threshold of tolerance and
generate more negative evaluations. Alternatively, our results
indicate that a decrease in or a cessation of such behavior might
lower citizens' evaluations. Suspicion stops may, for example,
be one of the nmore visible weans that police have available far
advertising their presence.

Qur lack of data on citizens' perceptions of the rates 6f

ressive patrol in their neighborhcod is also a problen. The

[{7]

0y

ag
neignborhoods have different rates of activity and the citizens
dispiay different perceptions of polilcs perforzance. We assume
those differences in perception are generated by some recognition
of differences in police behavior., The assumption, since we
control for the effects of so many potentially confounding
factors, does nct sesem unreasonable. However, we do not have
measures of citizens' perceptions of aggressiveness., We would be
much more comfortable if we could explicitly track the
"aggressiveness--perception of aggressiveness--evaluation”
relationship.

As we review our findings we must also rememnber the
characteristics of our sample. A11 of our neighborhoods are
residential areas. We did not interview those citizens who had
no telephones, who were not at home, oOr who perhaps had no homes.
"Street people™ or juveniles may be the most frequent targets of
what they view as unnecessary or haprassing aggressive behavior.
That these people are invisible to interviewers makes them no
less deserving of protection from casual intrusions.

This brings us to a final pointé order maintenance

interventions and suspicion stops (or the ways in which they are
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conducted) nay systematically violate civil liberties. Even 1
our findings are an accurate representation of =z broader
generalization, viz., higher levels of proactivity generate

higher evaluations, that generalization cannot be allowed to

tions of carelessly

1

I impilic

O

obscure tne politiczl &ad 1:2g
executed interventions or unreasonable restrictions on individual
privacy and freedon.

In deciding whether or not to endorse a policy of proactive
patrol, police and public officials must again balance the needs
of their communities for order maintenznce and cerime reduction
against the protection of personal rights. Our findings offer
1ittle direction on this issue; we address only the empirical

iuztions of police. OQur finding that some

€
I-'QJ
(]
[¢}]
iy

gquestiocn iticen av
forms ¢f :roéétive'ﬁatrol méy’reassure “nst cditizens is an
unexpected contradiction of our expectations: future research
must assesé the generality of this firding and focus on less
measurable, but perhaps equally important, potential side effects

of this patrol strategy.
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NOTES

Tsee, for example, Green, 1980; Hudson, 1980; Jones, 1980; Getz
and Walter, 1980; Yandle, 1980; Poole, Regoli, and Lotz, 1978.

2ye adopt Wilson and Boland's definition of aggressive pnatrol:
"By an aggressive strategy we do not mean that the officer is
hostile or harsh but rather that he maximizes the number of
interventions in and observations ol tae community" (Wilson and
Boland, 1978: 370).

3We do not include traffic citations, the measure used by Wilson
and Boland., In these data, traffic citations correlate highly
witn suspicion stops (r=.67).

l‘lOne could also argue that it is general evaluations that shape
more specific perceptions. The literature on attitude formation
offers us little guidance on the approgriate causzal order, and we
find the assumption that specific perceptions influence general
evaluations the most intuitively appealing framework.

5While observations of police activities were made during the
same sumnmer citizens were interviewed, we think it reasonable to
treat vhose observations as measures of the types of police
activity carried out in ths study neighborhoods during the year
preceeding the datz esllection.,. We hase this decision on
informaticn from interviews with police supervisors and
administrators in each department that no major changes in patrol
strategies or procedures had been implemented in the study
neighborhoods during that year.

6This plan of analysis lends itself readily to interpretation and

a straightforward presentation. It does, however, involve
violaticns of some of the assumptions of regression apnalysis and

standard statistical inference. First, our dependent variables
are ordinal, rather than interval, which may produce minor
distortions in tre magnitude of the coefficients and their
standard errors (Labovitz, 1970). Second, the respondents are
clustered in neighborhoods within various departments, which
alters estimates of coefficients! statistical significance.
Neither of these violations is of such consequence that it
threatens the interpretability of our results.

TCases were excluded from the analysis if the victim did not
report because he considered the incident unimportant, because he
risked incriminatiou of himself or a friend, because it was dealt
with by someone other than the police or he handled it himself,
because the matter was too inconvenient, because of fear of
reprisals, or because there was lack of proof or the suspect was
unknown.
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8The probability value for suspicion stops is .03%1, two-tailed
test: all others fall short of a .05 level. 411l of the
substantively significant effects discussed in the text are
statistically significant at .01.

IPotential problems with this approach are the assumptions
mardated by the cross-sectional nature of the data; e.g., low
evzluations of the police could be the result of rather than the
cause of a decision to report. However, we also analyzed
victimizations, controlling for temporzl sequence of negative
experiences and opportunities to report viectimizations. The
results were little different from those reported here.
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Appendix 1: The Data

The data used in this analysis were provided by the Police
Services Study, a research project conducted by the Workshep in
Polical Theory and Policy Analysis at Indiana University in
Bloomington and the Center for Urban and Regional Studies at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill between 1974 and
1980. Part of the project consisted of intensive dzta collection
in 24 local police departments. On-site data collecticon was
conducted in the summer of 1977 by research teams assigred to
three metropolitan areas in which the departments were located:
Rochester, New York; St. Louis, Missouri; and Tampa-St.
Petersburg, Florida. Departments were selected to produce a
sample which would reflect a cross-section of organizatianal
arrangements and service conditions for urban policing and,
hence, is not representative of all police departments in the
United States.

Some data instruments relied upon agency records, but most
techniques were researcher-intensive--conducted independently of
agency-supplied cata. Most research activities focused on
service to the sample of 60 predominantly residential
neighborhoods, which were selected to reflect 2 cross-section of
the service ccndéitions with which each department dealt.
Ethnicity and family inccome of residents served as the principal
Selection criteris.

Twe meajior data sets from the Police Services Study were used
in the construction of varizbles for this study. The first,
observaticn of patrol officers, involved 7200 hours of in-person
observation bw trzinsed researchers of rore than 500 patrol
officers in a matched sample (for day of week and time of day) of
15 shifts for each of the 60 neighborhoods. During this time
period, 5638 poliges~citizen encounters involving more than 10,000
citizens were obssrved. Coding of each encounter covererd 650
variables, including how the encounter began. A summary of the
non~encounter events on each shift was also coded. Our
indicators of police aggressiveness are neighborhood-level
aggregations of these data, representing rates of activities per
forty hour shift in each neighborhood.

The source of our individual attitude, attribute, and
experience variables was a telephone survey of 12,022 residents
of the sixty neighborhoods, approximately 200 randomly selected
residents per neighborhood. The survey included 172 items,
including respondent characteristics and household victimizations
in the preceding year,
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Our analysis examines separately five subsets of the sample
of citizens surveyed for whom there are no missing values on the
variables in the analysis. Clients are identified as those
respondents who report having had any contact with the police
during the year preceding the survey, zs the result of a traffic
violation, a reported viectimization, z 2211 for assistance, and
the like (n=U4443). Nonclients (n=2490, are the remaining
citizens~~those who report no experience with the police. We
also analyzed all black men under 35 :in the sample (n=400) and
contrasted them with the entire sample ‘n=6923) 5099 cases were
excluded due to missing values. OQur lzst slice of the sample
consisted of victims (n=7601) either of reported or nonreported
crimes. Descriptive statistics on mos: variables were very
similar for all subsanmples; moreover, i2scriptive statistics for
gach analysis group of excluded (missinz value) cases were not
perceptibly different from descriptions of those cases retained
for analysis.
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Appendix 2. Operationalizations

PROPENSITY TO REPORT:

(0) Did not report any victimization because "police
wouldn't want to be bothered, futile, wouldn't do any
good, couldn't do anything" (ro reportable
victimizations reported)

(1) REeported some but not all rerortable victimizations

(2) Reported all reportable victimizations

EVALUATION CF THE POLICE:
How would you rate the overall quality of police services in
your neighborhood (the two or three blocks around your
home)?
(1) very poor (2) inadequate (3) adequate (4) good
(5) outstanding

POLICE ARE EOCNEST:
Policemen in your neighborhood are basically honest.
(1) disagree (2) neutral (3) agree

POLICE ARE CQURTEOUS:
Policemen in your neignborhood are generally courteous.
(1) disagree (2) neutral (3) agree

POLICE TRZAT PEOPLE ZIQUALLY:
The police in your neighborhood treat all citizens equally
according to the law.
(1) disagree "(2) neutral (3) -agree .-

SUSPICIOX STQOP RATE:
Tne averzge number of suspicion stops per forty-~hour work
wa2ex pa2r uniit in each neighborhood. Suspicion stops include
encouncers clessed as suspicious persons, prowler, suspected
vicistor, person wanted by police, unauthorized entry,
trespassing {residential and commercial), suspicicus motor
venicle, open door or window, and miscellancaus stops of
juveniles.

ORDER MAINTENANCE INTERVENTION RATE:
The average number of order maintenance interventions per
forty-hour work week per unit in each neighborhood. These
interventions include encounters classed as public nuisance,
druank, vagrancy, loitering, obscene activity, noise
disturbance, peddling, begging, gambling, prostitution,
curfew violation, juvenile problem, harrassment, missing

person, juvenile runaway, and miscellaneous juvenile problems.

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY RATE:
Percent of crime encounters in which police officer(s)
initiated investigative actions--searched premises or car
without a warrant, looked around crime area, looked around
car, and questioned persons outside of the immediate scene.
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RESIDENTIAL SECURITY CHECK RATE:

The average number of residential security checks per forty-
hour work week per unit in each neighborhood.

PATROL DENSITY:
The average number of observed non-administrative patrol
hours per eight hour shift multiplied by the number of units
assigned toc each neighborhood, divided by the size of the
neighhorhood (square miles).

WHITE:
(0) black, Latino, native American (1) white, non Latino

YEALRS OF EDUCATION:
(0) througa (21)

AGE:
Years

GOVERNMENT IS CONCERNED:
The local government is concerned about your neighborhood

(1) disagree (2) neutral (3) agree

YOU CAN GET SATISFACTION:
A person can't get any satisfaction out of talking to publie
officials in your comnunity.
(1) agree (2) meutral (3) disagree

PERCEIVED THREAT: .
Sum of responses to the following. three guestions:
How likely do you think it is that your home will be
burglarized in the next year?
How likely do vou think it is that your home will be

vandalizad in the next year?

How likely do you think it is that you will be robbed by
someone with a weapon in your neighborhood in the next
vear?

(1) not =zt alil likely (2) somewhat likely (3) very likely

HEARD OF MISTREATMENT:
Do you know of anyone who has been mistreated by the (local)
police in the last year?
(0) no (1) yes

UNSATISFACTORY CONTACT:
Citizen experienced an unsatisfactory or very unsatisfactory
contact with the police involving a victimizaticn report,
call for information, assistance call, staop, or complaint in
the past year. «
(0) no (1) yes

BLACK * UNSATISFACTORY CONTACT:
Respondent is non-white and experienced an unsatisfactory
contact witnh the police.
(0) no (1) yes
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VICTIM OF CRIME:

Vietim of reported or unreported crime in past year.
(0) no (1) yes

ANY SERIOUS VICTIMIZATION:

includes kidnapping, aggravaled assault, robbery, attempted
robbery, rape, attempted rape, attempted homicide, motor
vehicle theft, burglary, arson, and attempted arson.

(0) no (1) yes

PERCENT NONWHITE:

Percentage of neighborhood that is nonwhite using
neighborhood’s sample on survey.

VICTIMIZATION RATE:

Number of reported and unreported victimizations per 100
persons in each neighborhood.

TAMPA:

(0) no (1) yes
ST. LOUIS:

(0) no (1) yes
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Table 1. Clients' znd Nonclients!
Evaluations of Police Performance
CLIENTS NONCLIENTS
direct indirect total direct indirect total
Police are honest <137 137 .107 - 107
Police are coﬁrteous 092 .092 075 075
Police treat psople equally «113 .113 106 .106
Suspicion step rate .035 .001 .036 .059 ~.002 .057
Order maintenance intervention rate-.007 .000 -.007 -.030 -.012 =~.042
Investigative activity rate -.010 .002 -.008 -.038 -.006 -.04%4
Residential security check rate .019 .000 019 .030 -.004 .026
Patrol density .002 ~.011 -.009 -.013 .005 -.008
White .025 .037 .062 .008 .029 037
Years of education | ,015 .008 .023 -.032 .003 -.029
Age ‘ .020 .012 .032° <037 .012 .049
Government is coacerned .14l .023 167 .122 .033 .155
You can get sztisfaction frem
public ofrficials . 106 .028 .134% .053 014 067
Perceived threat -.061 =~.017 -.078 -.039 ~-.009 ~-.048
Heard of mistreatment -.018 -.068 ~-.086 -.031 ~.047 -.078
Victim of crime -.013 .000 -.013 -.014 -.004 -.018
Unsatisfactory contact -.190 =-.049 -.239
Black # unsatisfactoryvcontact .012 =-.023 -.011
Percent nonwhite -.041 -.001 -.042 .023  -.016  .00T
Vietimization rate -.0T4 .004 -.070 -.090 -,008 -.098
Tampa -.041 -.,009 -.050 -.015 .000 -.015
St. Louis .082 ~,019 .063 .064 .010 074
R2 317 (n=4443) .131(n=2490)
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Table 2. Young Black Men?'s

Evaluations of Police Performance
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YOUNG BLACK MEN POPULATION
direct indirect total direct indirect total

FTolice are honest .023 .023 «.130 .130
Police are courteous .200 .200 .089 .089
Palice trzat psople equally 169 .169 .112 .112
Suspicion stop rate .163 .036 .199 .042 .000 .ouzf
Order maintenance intervention rate-.001 -.013 -.014 -.015 -.005 -.020
Investigative activity rate .028 017 045 -.018 -.001 -.019
Residential security check rate .067 -.029 .038 .024 -.001 .023 !
Patrol density ~.063 .014 -.049 ~-.001 -.007 -.008
White .015 .034  .049 3
Years of ecducztlon . -.099 .012 -.087 .000 .007 .007
Age e c © e L0417 .020 <061 .024 .0Mm2  .036
Government is concerned . 170 .030 .200 .139 .027 .166
You can get satisfaetiion from }

public offizials .106 .051 157 .088 .023 . 111
Perceived threzt .031 =-.023 .008 -.054 -.013 =~.067
Heard of mistreatment -.045 -.079 -, 124 -.020 ~-.065 =~-.085
Vietim of crime -.040 =-.012 ~-.052 -.011 -,001 =.012
Unsatisfactory contact -.113 =-.072 -.185 ~.164 -.043 ~-.207
Black * unsatisfactory contact .000 —.023"-.023
Percent nonwhite -.093 ~.001 -.094 -.021 -.005 -.026
Vietimization rate ' -.051  .052 .001  =.079 .000 =-.079 ]}
Tampa -.110 027 -.083 -,023 -.004 ~-.027
St. Louis -.018 .013 -.005 .084 -.009 .075
R2 .315(n=400) .268(n=6923)
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Table 3. Victims' Reporting of Crime
direct indirect total

Evaluation of police performance 067 .067
Police are honsst ’ 027 011 .38
Police are courteous ~026 .006 .032
Police treat people equally .038 .008 .046
Suspicion stop rate 054 .003 .057
Order maintenance intervention rate 011 . 001 .012
Irvestigative activity rate 012 .003 .015
Residential security check rate -.631 .004 -.027
Patrol"density N : .081 -.002 «079
White -.003 .013 .010
Years of educztion -.003 . 06 ;003
Age ' .026 .008 .034
Government is concerned L0686 .018 ~084
You can get satisfaction from

public officizls .049 .014 063
Perceived threat ~-.039 -.014 -.053
Heard of mistreatment -.062 -.020 -.082
Unsatisfactory contact .070 -.035 .035
Black % unsatisfactory contact L0841 -.004 .037
Any serious victimization . 120 .001 .121
Percent nonwhite -.047 -.003 -.050
Victimization rate -.073 -.004 -.077
Tampa -.126 ~.007 -.133
St. Louis -.131 =-.0M11 -.142
R2 .068(n=1601)
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2. The Equations and Variables

= B3X3 + Bu}{u + e Bzuxzu
= B6x5 + B7x7 + e quxzu
= 56X6 + 37x7 + e BZMXZM

= B6X6 + B7X7 + e B2HX2)_¥

propensity toc report
evaluation of police
police are honest

police are courteous
police tresat people equally

suspicion stop rate

investigative zetivity rate

residential sscurity check
rate

patrol density in
neighborhood

race of respondent
years of education

age of respondent
governmént is concerned

you can get satisfaction
from public officials

perceived threat
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X8
X19

X20

X21

X23

Xoy

= BpXy + ByXg *+ ... BygXqy + BygXqg¥rg * +-- Bas¥as

it

+ €

neard of nistreatment
vigtin of cerine
unsatisfactory contact

ciack® unsatisfactory
contact

percent nonwhite in
neighborhood

victimization rate in
neighborhood

Tampa

St. Louis

any serious victimization

P

s




| ‘
H
“ 1
| i
:

et

WY

iy X

.

B S L S o o

S R

LSS

e S
N R S A s ) R "

T e N —— oo

RV SRR X R ﬁ&:vh‘,«wﬁ&ﬁfi

R R T L ey T *41,»%11\.

e TR PRI Lt

pet-tasitas= et






