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This is the preliminary l"eport of an evaluation study designed to measure the 

impact of the training p:t'9gralll entitled "Police 'l'raining in Conflict H:magemont" 

conducted by the Family Crisis Project. Th.is projoct is funded through the 

Columbia Region Associi.~tion of Governments. 

It has been established that law enford~lent agencies have found a significant 

part of their ",ork is non-criminal in nature. These non-criminal ;;.ctivities 

include connnuni ty rel~1tions vrork, calming potential suicides and psychotics, 

and settling family disputes. Traditionally, police officers have often a 

minimnl amount of training in the psychological side of law enfor-::ement vlOrk. 

This training project has been designed to help polic~ offiers deal more 

effectivelY'Hith these non-criminal activities. 

Specifically, gO,llS of the Family Crisis Project have been outlined as follo1<1s: 

1. To help policc,_officers become more adept at handling all of the psychological 
aspects of their work. 

2. To give police officer~ and police agencies w~re flexibility in meeting 
changing fiocietal demands. 

3. To specifically increase the effectiveness of police officers in handling 
individ1..',als in emotionD.l crisis. 

4. To increase the psychologic8~ health of police officers and police agoncies. 

The specific procedures and study designs have been more fully eA-plained in the 

following section entitled "study Design and Procedures", 

PRELIHINARY STEPS 

FAHILY C1USIS PROJECT STAFF 

A nunlber of preliminary meetings ,,,ore held bebJOen the consul tnnts and members of 

the Pl:oject staff, TJ1Gse meetine;s resulted in general agreement 1.'01' the eVD.luation 
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study goals, nwnbor of intcrvicHs to be complctc.>ci, tho type of information desired, 

and for coordirw. tion .. lith the Hultnol11'lh County Department of Public Safety. 

DEPARTNENT OF PUBLIC SiIli'ETY 

l1eetings w-ere held among the members of the Project staff, consultants, and 

representatives froTn the Nul tnomah County Sheriffs Department. The finol step viaS 

to incorporate all of these agreements and proposals into a single docmnent ,·,hich 

Has presented to Sheriff J. Bard Purcell, Diroctor of Public Safety. Sheriff 

Purcell revieHed the basic proposal, modified certain portion::; of this proposal, 

and made a nWllber of suggestions Vlhich were incorporated into the final study 

design. He also provided the consultants 'Vlith a letter of authorization that 

identified each consul t.,'1nt. and indicated his support and approval for this 

particular study. 

It shou1d be mentioned without the Hholehearted help and cooperation of the 

Sheriffs Department, it v]ould not have been possi~le to completo this stUdy. 

Specif:icaJ~y, Sgt. Steve Tillinghast, Dh'ector of Planning, Sgt. D3.vid Hilson, 

Records DivIsion, and Capt. 'Halter Jahn, Connnander - Uniform DIvision 1,101'0 all 

very helpful in providing help and necessary data to implement this study. In 

addition, Hr. Harvey Goeman met ,·lith all of the officers on duty at the uniform 

division for each shift. At these meetings, Hr. Goeman explained the purposes 

of the study, outlined the procedures to be folloHed, reassured the officers that 

the purpose vlaG not to identify pe;:-formance of individual officers, assured them 

that information obtained from thi s study 1wuld be anonymous both 1·rith respect to 

officer's bohDvior and citizen responses and asked for their cooperation;. 

He did not believe that a study of this type could be successful Hithout the 

a'lo!areness and coop~ration of the members of the uniform division. 
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As indicated e01rlier, Hholehenrted cooperation from all representatives of the 

Department of Public Safety HaS obtained. It 'Has felt that this 'l-laS a very 

important aspect of the planning process and one that justified tho expenditure 

of consultant time and energy. 

QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTHUCTION 

A preliminary questionnaire Has constructed which 'l-ms designed to measure citizen 

responses and attitudes toHard the members of the Sheriffs Department. Initial 

questionnaire form 'l-ms revieHed by the members of the Family Crisis Project, 

representatives of the Hultnomah County Sheriffs Department, and representatives 

of the Portland Police Department. As a result of their sUBgestions, a final 

questionnaire Has designed. 

A copy of the questionnaire has been included as Appendix A of this report. This 

questionnaire Has Rrepared in such a manner that it also served as an interview 

guide for the consultants. By including these conmJents on the questionnaire 

format itself, it increased the uniformity of the actual intervieH and insured 

that each intervimlee Has given the same set of questions and these questions 

Here presented in the same order Hith uniform instructions. 

STUDY DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this section is to describe in some detail the actual procedures 

follo'oled in this eValuation. The actual procedures folloH very closely to the 

proposal presented on November 10, 1971 to Sheriff Purcell. Any modifications from 

that l~ovember 10 proposal have been described beloH. 

BASIC ,DESIGN 

The basic resea:ech design Has based upon rosults obtained from al'1 intervielv survey 

.3 

.~----------------------------------

d '} d nt occasion to request assistance of Nul tnomah County citizens ,.,rho ha la rece 

from the D:puty Sheriffs DiVision. The majority of these intervio\V Here con-

of tIle actual contact 'vi th the DepUty Sheriff. ducted within tHO Heeks In some 

cases the time interval Has three ~Ieeks or slightly longer. Howevor, this did 

t problem of recall or ability of the citizen to make a not appear to prosen any 

completcl report. About 90'% of the interv:i.e1ols \o!ere conducted in the ci tizon' s 

home and approximately 10'% 'Vlere conducteQ y e ep one. 'b t 1 h Telephone follol-l-UP Has 

cases Hhere it had been extremely difficult to find the especia:,Uy valuable in 
v 

citizen at home. as three calls had been made to tho In some cases, as many. 

same ac.dress Hithout succesf,ful contact. 

Obtain. citizens information and reactions to This st.udy Has o1'ie;inally desi~nod to 

offico1' 's behavior for three sepal'£< e groups. t These groups Hore as folloHs: 

1. 

2. 

.3. 

Citizen intervieHs C'n officers 1'lho had n~t comp~~ted the 40 hour training 
program. Those \VOl'O designed as non-tralned ofllcers. .. 
C'iti"'en intervieHs on those officers 1·:110 had 
';rof:,';am a.nd vlho may have had some adc1i tional 
exposure. 

completed the 40 hour t~a~nin[; 
group or individual t1'alnlng 

Citizen inte1'vieHs on c2l1s Hhere the office:!.' had been accompanied by one 
of the graduato social Hork student counselors •. 

Those threo groups of officers "lould make it possible to determine if there we.re 

differences ,_. l" n cl'tl' "',en responses betHeen those officers vlho had received tho 

40 hour training and thOSe officers 1'lho had not received the training course in 

conflict management. A second comparison Hould be lll:lde botHeen tho officers Hho 

had the benefit of tho social 1"01'1<;e1' counselor present at the time of the call. 

could be ComI),:red primarily Hith those Hho hnd received no The second group 

traininr, and ,.,rho had not had the social vlOrkcrs present. 

, eou'" nUlllber of reports for each of the above The original design called for an • i.U. 

thrEl~ Bl'OUps. 11 number of socinl v:orkers and thair limited timo HOHover, tho smft 

in the field h3,s limited their contact crIlls. 
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The origina.l plrul '.Jas to have 50 reports for aach of these three groups. Presently, 
t 

the number of calls has been npprox:U1l9.tely reachod for those officers de signa ted 

as t1'ained and for those officers designated as non-trDined. Only three calls have 

been completed whore the sociru. 'h'Drker was present. It is likely that the final 

report tdll contain feHer than 50 reports for calls Nhen the social Harker we,s 

present. Hovrever, the other biO groups, trained Dnd non-trained , can be equ~lizcd 

and a better distribution of officer contacts obtained. 

SAHPLING OF DEPUTY SllEHIFFS BEHAVIOR 

Since tho primary purpose of this evaluation study was to determine the effects of 

trnining on the Deputy Sheriff's behavior, it i·ias felt necessary to inclUde some 

addi tionHl 'control!";. The"'o t 1 dd d to 1 - .., con ro S Here a . e e imin.:tte po ssible extraneous 

contaminating factors so that the major difference among officers Houlcl be the 

8l11ount of training. they had recoived or the fact that a social i'ior1.ccr vias present. 

It Has decided to linu t the intervieHs to those uniforlllled officers who were undor 

35 yo. ars of age and Hho had received a college deCl"Y'ee. tn}· 1 t d d 
b- J. n.s a so en e to some-

",hat equalize tho number of yenr:=; each person had on the forc8. This sub-group 

provided a sufficiently large number of incidents to }'ro~";de for 
J v.... l' Hpl'osentative 

sD,mpling. 

From DepartmGntal records it Has po S"'l' b'e to d t r' th " 
- '.l.. e e mlne ose lncldents "7hich in-

cluded officers in our sample a.s Hell as tho dogree of training they had received. 

This hu'ormation }W [; Dot D.vail"blc +0 the "t - t h ~, ~ COnSlu. an' 1-1 0 did the majority of 

Th[lt is, at tho time ho contncted the citiz.en he did not kn01-T if this 

roprosented a case for a trained or a non-tr~l'ned offJ.·cer. C ,... ontrol records \-181'0 

kopt of tl10 nwnber of caSes involvl' nrr h ff' 
u eac 0 leer group. It Has also possible 

;I 

to determine the number of c81u.s thnt ht1.d been made on a pe.rticular officer. At 

tlli::; time, on0 officor has six reportod incidents, cmd onE) officer has fivo. lill 

of the others have loss reports. l'uture intorvieHs .. lill be obtained only .from . 

those officers Hith a rniriimum number of caliD. No more than fivo calls will be 

collect.ed for a sinsle officer. r£he only exception to this 'YlOuld be those caSElS 

t.;hero Dn officer has incidents in Hhich he an:JHcred the call alone combined \-lith 

incidents in 'l,,,hich the social ,wrker Has present. In these cases, tho total 

combined nurnber of cals may .. iell exceed five. This control has been instituted 

so that a non-representative salTlple based upon the unduo infu.uence of ono officer 

will be avoided. 

GAINING PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE 

One of the pleasant surprises in this study has been the lugh degree of public 

vlillingness to respond to questions. There Has only one refusal to anSHer the 

questions from the first'lOO intervimvs. In other Hords, the refusal rate .. las 

about 1%. 
In addition, it \'78.S necessary to use the documentation letter prepared by the 

Sheriff in less tMn 5% of contacts. It did not appear to make any difference 

in gaining public accept.:tnce if one intervieHer lva-s lone, if tv!O interviewers 

HerG present, or if the information 1.Jere obttl.inod by telephone. The C;Gi'wral 

response of the public to this survey Has almost uniformly favorablo, the actual 

results have been presented in the followinc; section. 

"Hhen the intervie"Jer contacted the citi~.'.en he first introduced himself and the 

re.nson for the cDll. Early in the contact he indicated to the citizen that, 

according to his x'ecords, the citizen had had a recent occasion to r8quire the 

assistance of a Deputy Sheriff. The interv-ieHer then mentioned the time and date 

of this contact. H0 then Hent on to reassure the citiz.cn that the purpose of 

this contact HaS to obtain the citizen's reaction to tho behavior of the Deputy 

Sheriff and that he ,-ms. not concerned about the specific incident itself, Has not 

attempting to get information 1-Ihich ,·muld either be favol'!1ble or unfavorable to 

the individual officer, and Has not obtaining informat.ion t.hat ,,,ould identify tho 

respondent in any i·my. In the high majority of contacts, tho citi~~Em readily 
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invited the interviGi·:er ihto his home and s:fX)ke ,.rillihgly nbout the items on the 

quostionna1ro. Natu ....... lly nru 1 ~ 
.loU ~ C1 OX"vrAneous ihformation Has nlso obtnincd nnd 

usually the person talked about the individunl case J.·n !':omo - detail. 

It appenrs that a key point in gaining public acceptance is specific kno"\Olledge 

of the specific incident. Once you have indicated to the citizen that you are 

talking nbout a speci,fic incident that they knoH had 
occurred, it seems thnt this 

rapidly estnblishes credibility for the ihtervieHer. It is unlikely that without 

such informntion such a very high percentage of non-rejections Hotud be possible. 

Individual incidents Here identified by " bo 
examJ.nJ.ng th coded off report::; and 

file reports from the Central records of th 1 
e 'ful tnomah County Department of Public 

8afet;y. Hi thout access to these recorc1s . t ul 
,J. "'0 d have been impossible to complete 

this study. 
Th0 r~cords Here examined in terms of the date of the incident, the 

officer involved, and the type of incident. All of those incidents Hhich met 

the~e tlu'ee acceptable standards served as the maj~r 
source for obtaining inter-

vim·Ts. As it happened, the btllanc e beb-Jeen incidents obtaJ.· ned f t or rained and non-
trained officers l-T£lS equal. 

These tl'lO groups total almost 100 completed inter-
vieHs. . 

Intansi ve review of the l'ecol'd Hill be 
necessary to identify a pool of incidents 

Hhich qualify as those "\orith the socinl H~rker present. 
This is being done and 

"rill continue until a suffj.ciently large pool has been obtained. 

DEF'INITION OF A FA1lILY DISTURBAHCE INCIDZNT 

Since tho basic purpose of this study l'laS to GvDluute the 
effects of training for 

nOh-·criminal incidents, a el t· 
s ec J.on Has made in the type of incidehts rev'ieVied. 

These ihcidents Here those I-Jhich could be listed und"l' 
u a rnthor broad headinr.r of 

<..> 
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"frunily disturbance 1l
• These wero calls which ,-lould be fairly Hell relnted to the 

family crisis traininB goals. Frunily crisis calls are identified, for the purpose 

of this study, by the folloHing call codes and descriptions: 

12-14-
12-24· 
12-25 
12-26 
12-27 
12-28 
12-31 
12-32 
12-J1.j. 
12-38 
12-1.J.1 
12-4-3 
12-L~l.j-

Run-A Hay - Hissing 
Drunken D-lstu.rhance 
Fight 
Drunk 
Frunily Disturbance 
Disturbance in Auto 
Nan Exposing 
Peoping Tom 
Hentnl Cnse 
Investigate Needy Family 
Holest 
Injured Person by Criminal Attack 
Doath 

RESULTS 

A partial summary of results obtained to date have been prepared in this section. 

Although the I'TL'itiTc3h comments to various questions have been summarized and 

tabultl.:t.ed, they do not all appear in this preliminary report. Vlhen the summary 

of l-rrite-in comments appear significant, it .. rill be reported. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CITIZEN SM·PLE 

Certain selective characteristics of the citizen sample,on demographic data have 

been presented in Table I. From Table I it cnn be noted that there are v-lrtually 

no significant differences betl-men the trained and non-trained dGputy sheriff 

groups. These differences have not been tested for statistical significctl1co 

but vrith tho possj.ble exception of the person contacted and the socio-economic 

level, it is Unlikely that these differonqes are significant. (£he80 latter 

variables l·lill be checked to deter81ine if an unrepresentative sampling problom 

does exist. 

The information on race Has not repol'ted since 99% of the respondents Here 

caucnsiun. The one exception vTaS an Indian. Information on occupational levels 

have not boen reported since this is liU'goly incorporatod into socio-economic 

level. 
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TABLE I 

CHAR!\CTElnSTIC~ OF CITIZEN SJil\[PLE 

1-1n1e 
F.enw.le 

10-11~. 

15-19 
20-21+ 
25-29 
30-3l j. 

35-39 
I·IO-Il}·/· 

J+5-49 
50-.54' 
55-.59 
60-6I-r 
65-69 

CHILIHEt~ AT HOEE: ---------
o 
1 
2 
3 
L~ 

5 
6+ 

." 

SOCIO-ECONOHIC LE\r.EL 

Lo1o1 
Lo .... ler l-!iddle 
l<liddle 
Upper :r.:iddle 
HiEh 

PffiSOH COl'l'rACTED 

Person Hho marIe cnll 
Por f,on \·]ho c~.uSGc1 c :,11 
Observer 

9 

'l'rllined 

.5 
9 
8 
7 
5 
6 
LI· 

3 

1 

12 
lij. 

10 
8 
1 
2 
1 

.5 
10 
25 
8 

35 
6 
7 

Not 
Trained 

N;::lj.9 
1E~ 

31 

1 
5 
7 
7 
6 
5 
2 
7 
1+ 
1 
2 

18 
(3 

9 
7 
2 
3 
2 

9 
18 
15 

G 
1 

26 
9 

14 

Hi th So cial 
Horker 

lib3 

3 

2 

1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
1 

2 

1 

....................... ~-.¥(---------------

In gcmcrrJ.., no :CC:IJ. diffGr'onces m:ist l'l1i.ong citj.I'.ens re~ponr;GS to officer's 

beh<1vior as fl function of SUC'i1 officers 'cainE:; trained, non-trninC'ld, or opcrntinr, 

,.;ith ,:J. socif11 ,.;-orkor. If o·n";j trend nppcnrs, i:' t·:ould be thnt tho incidents ;i.n-

volving the sociul ':JOrk8r Horo vim'lod 11101'0 nOl~<J.tivc1y by the citi"'cn(;. Sinc(:J 

Wi) l:w.vo only tIn-GO cnGel:) :md since it is possible th'lt n selective fnctor is 

operating here, little impol't;mce is att!1chE:ci to these prelimin'll'Y findings. 

From tt totnl d0p[l.rti·l1ont.~1 vi e'.'J!>Oint , there l'ro :1 nur.;l1Cr of items .... ,I--.1oh do indicntc 

possibilities for iln9ro·[omcnt. Thocc includl~ t.ho follo:r:ing: he int.:.'oducod himself 

politcly and clonrly; he :lcJ.pod to enll1) dOi:m thoso 1::ho w~ro here; .'1nr.l po::i:,ibly, 

110 dcr;lonstrCttGd undorst.')noin.g of thG problc!1ls. ThcSG ncgo.tivG rC$Ults .:;.rc 

def'ini t81y in the minority I"nd i·iou1r:1. suge;est thnt tho ovo}';>].l pcrf'ormrmcc of 

'. deputy sheriffs is quito s"ti"f.~lctory in tho puhl:Lc V:lE)V!. 

The next i to!-:J. on the (lUeflti'onn~irG c\sked rt ci ti~' en tho foilo-dnf, qU<3 f.tion: 

responSElS to this quec: Lion ht'.ve boen p;l.'Elsontoci. in '.r::lblc III. It is obvious from 

th:i..s t;:lblc that there ,;!C~'C rc:,J.ly no Si.€.':11ificnnt difference" l:int1·]con tho tr:lincd 

~nd non-trained group. As Sl.1gr.e.stod onrliex', thoso officers Hho lind n. socinl 

T.IlBLE III 

Did you fecI thd, tho officer 1!1ndJ.(lu tho sitl):d .. i.on properly? 

Troinecl :~on-1't'(I inoc1 

N=48 

Yos 

No 3 

10 

OffiGr~r ,lith 
:)oci:.:1 '\1101' ker 

N=J 
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TABLE II 

REACTIONS TO OFFIClP.' S BEP..A VI OIl 

In order to record your opinions Ilnd fec1i.rlgs, I .'ii11 flsk you i1 number of 
questions .nbout the Officer' s b(~havior. FirGt, I would like to ask you S0Il113 

questiona in which you lllr1.y disngroe strongly, lrloT'oly dbngree, expl'ess no 
foeling ei thor vw.y, merely agree, Qr strongly agree. 

D::>n't 
DS 12 N A S.4 Reme-mber Applicnblo 

Hc introtluced himself politely and clearly, 
'frained II- ~J 

Non-'l"r:dnod 6 
J 

~;i th socinl v1Orko1' 1 
Totn1 11 3 

He was polite and respectful to thoso present. 
Trained 
l·lon-trnincd 
viith socinl 1<JOrker 
Tot011 

1 
1 

? 

2 

He demom:;trnted understanding of tho problems 
presented. 

Tx'aincd ? 1 
Ibn-trnil1cd 2 1 
~~i th socinI worker 3 
Total ,.' 7 2 

He he1pod to calm do 1'Jl1 those people 1-1ho Here 
there. 

Trained 3 1 
Non-trained 1 2 
ltli th sociDI Harker J 
'1'0 tal 

7 3 
Ho maintained self-control at all times. 

Trained 
Non-trnincd 
Wj.th soci,,J .. i'1Orker 
TotH1 

He was non-thre;:ttoning to those prGsent. 
Tr.:-·ined 
r~on-trnj.nod 
h1.th soc:i.:tl worker 
Totr1 

Ho conducted himself in n profcssionn1 or gentlemo.n-
like l1l'tnnor. 

1'1'~' incd 1 
~~on-tr~l.inod 
hith soci:,1 Forkor 
Tob1 1 

11 

6 l,. 2.1 10 
8 l~ ~)5 

t., 6 
1 1 

Ill- 8 47 17 

2 lj. 42 
1 1i6 

2 
2 5 90 

Ii li- 37 
J 1 41 1 

7 t; 78 1 

:1.1 10 2:~ 
J.6 8 22 

1 

?:./ 18 Ltl~ 1 

1. J.}7 
1 L~8 
1 2. 
3 97 

2 46 
1 l~7 1 

1 .., 
(., 

1 3 95 1 

2 h5 
49 
3 

2 97 

" 

TABLE II Continued 

. He appeared nervous or unsure of himself. 
Tr{~incd lJ.? 
Non-trainod L~ 3 
i'ii th social i'1Ol'leer 2 
fut~ ~ 

He got ant"ry, used SHOal' i·lords and Has 
abusive. 

Trained 
Non-t.r.r:.il1cd 
\'1-1 th soci.11 i'70rker 
Tot..'11 

.. 

l? 

I~8 

1i·9 
3 

100 

D 

3 
1 
1 
5 

N 

1 

1 

5 

5 

D::>n't Not 
SlI Homembcr lIpp1icnble 

2 

2 



The question regardinG \'lhethcl' 'Or nat the 'Officer too!< sides Clnd his' objectivity 

in doing so and whether 'Or net h<3 should have rem!lincd impartial nre indistinguish­

able nn10ng tho vDriaus gx:aups, In <l.bout 2% of thGl C<l.sel:. ;.ith the trained group 

the citi~,ens indicated that the officer did t£,ke sides and !lbout 9% 'Of the non-

trained group they indicated the same thing. One out of three reports from 

citizens VIhore tho social 1-lorker Has present indicatod that th.:> officer had taken 

sides. No re3.1 information is fmEmestod from this data. 

The next question vms: t;md the officer make any suggestions that might help 

prevent sillliltlr situations?" Th0 summary of this data has been presented in 

Table IV. Again, the results ar'e rellk'1.rkably equivalent. Ii' anything, the in-

dic<1tion is that the non-trained group made more helpful su£mestions th3.l1 either 

of the ty']o other groups. This has l'JOt bGon tested for sti:.tistienl significance. 

It j.s highly unlilcely that it "lOuld, in fact, reach statistical significance. 

Since there Here arrests made in less than lO'~ of the cases, no seporate analysis 

of this area Ips been included in this i'eport. 

The 'sarno is true for the question de<l.ling ui th the amount of physicnl farce used 

by the officer. Less than 5 or 6,% of the citizens responded in a poBitive manner 

ta this particular question. 

GENERAL llEACTIOl1 TO THE QUALITY OF POLICE AND DEPUTY SHEHIFF SERVICE flVAJLABLE 

The e;enernl reaction of those citi7,ens intervimmd ta the qUi.tlity of police and 
" 

deputy sheriff servico available h,lS been sUnllnari?,cd in Table V. The total 

responses on this question indicato that approxilllntely lOIb imlicatG the service 

to be ei th("i~ very poor 'Or rather poor. No differences ,·;rere noted betHoen tho so 

afficors t:l.'<lined <tnd those non-trained. The throe cases involving socicQ IolOrkers 

cavored the entire ro.nee Hith ono each at very poor, satisfnctory, and excellent. 

The comments regarding the Hul tnam.'1h Caunty Sheriff's Div:isian and the .Portland 

Palice D8p~rtmont h.'l.ve been :,umm .. U'i~\cd under 1:1. separate catcgory. In general, 

13 

-:-:_----'-!!!!'JiI _____________________________ I~ ____ _ 

Thaso COlmnGnts avnil:'.ble rc/:;.?.ring the Portl:md Polico Btll"(WU h.:lvO been relatively 

nceative. 

Specific Reaction to Recent ContD,ct 

Questionnaire responr.:es Hare analy:ed from 1'.'ri tten conuncnts :h~\ terms of the citizen 1 s 

reactian to the ,·my thnt he felt his current situ(1.tion h,,,d b h dl d " ec;~x an e. These 

results hnvo been sunmlUri7.ed in Table 'VI. This ./..able doe l'n"< t li ht b' ~ 5 a~~a e a s g las 

toward more favarable responses amonr, trained officers. HOv18V01'), this -vms done 

rather hurl'iodly D.nd may not actually indic[).te nny measurable difference. 

For camparison pu,rposes, the folloHing items "fera classified for the trained 

officers: 

1. Cornm~nt: It Has hanr]lod satisfactorily - (l!~ c<;.ses) - classified [ts neutral. 
He dld his job competently (9) - classii'iGd <l.S sOIDm-,hp.t fn.vorable.'. 

For the non-tr<lincd officers, the fol101ving cannne~l!ts Here cl.::tssificd [ts fa11o,,15: 

1. They handled it properly - (28) classified oW neutral. 

," 
The best conclusian fram the above information Hould be that.there are relatively 

little differences behreen those afficors claSSified as trained and non-trained. 

RELATIONSHIP BE'r~'':EEIJ CmmEllT FJ.HJLY CRISIS CALLS AND PREVIOUS SIHILMl CALLS 

One additianal an.::Ll:vsis vIas made froln thl'!", d."ta. It f It tl l:. f v - u. Has ' e 1.:1" in ormation-

regarding the nLUli'bor of repenters in fo.l1Jily crisi;:; si tuntions 1{ould be 'Of 

importf).l1ce. If the l~lUmber 'Of repeo.ter calls cauld be minimizod, this Hould cer­

tn.inly alleviate police time .nnd attention. 

Tablo VII indicates the rol[ltionship bei:.1-:con the 1Jrc~;cnt Faml'ly . /' _ cr:u'iiG c<1l1 and 

the totol numbe1' 'Of proviou,' fanl';ly Cl~l' <:1' ,S c~lls. T1 _ _ ..1. _ <, __ 10S0 calls represent n more 

narrml defini tian of a famil "7 C1'l" 0=;,_' <:: "l,' 1)'C1' dOl)';'. C ~,' t v _ - ,~ .., er('[1,ln ca' egaries are excluded 

such as thre.'ltc from non-relt>.tives, non-f,·1 ..... 11·1y· 1 t· " arun (8 croa lng a dist.urbanco 'Hithin 

the h0mo, child malest[ttian, expo sinD'", non-f.'1rtl·~'Y ," ~,~',"ult<:: "nd _ _ u. ,,_, ,... _ u simililr non-immodiate 

family situntions. It "TIll bo noted t11.:-.t using this more restricted dofinitian 



6J'~ of the caD0S intel'vieh'ed i'iould qu:.:lify. '£h0se 63 incidents rep""ose~t a total 

of 180 previous calls. In other viords, the average for each more restrictive 

definition of 13. family crisis inoident represents the third time that deputy 

sheriffs have been c~lled. 

SOl'fi: TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS 

1. Ba.sed upon this pre1inlin2,ry data, it cannot be concluded that there are any 

measurable differEl:1cos in dElputy sheriff 1 s behavior behmon those officers vlho 

have been trnined Hnd those officers Hho Here not trained. 

2. The data available fo:c incidents in v1hich the social Horker accompanied the 

d0puty sheriff Dre too lir.litocl to justify any conclusions. This aspect vull re-

quire concentrated attention. 

3. The vu11ingnoss of Hultn07rmh County citizens to respond to qualified representa-.. ' 
tives is Gxtreme1y lligh. They a:ce Hilling to anSHer these questions honestly, 

directly, and in a very cooperative manner. It should be noted that of the 100 

contacts made there 'HD.S not :i1. Dingle nego.tive or hostile statement at the end 

of the intervim·l. RefponS()S to the opportunity to express themse1vGs Here 

universally favorablo. 
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TlIBLE IV 

Did the officer make any suggestions that might help prevent similar situations? 

Trained 

Yes 28 

No 19 

No anS'l!Cr 1 
i . . ,. f ~l 

'-
. l ,.7\ ;: 

'. 

16 

Non-Trained 

N == 49 

34 

12 

3 

Offie or 1vi th 
Social \'.brk0r 

N ::: 3 

1 

2 



.' 

TABLE V 

IN GENl!J{flL, Hot!, ro YOU FEEL ABOUT THS QUALITY OF THE POLICE AND DEPUTY SHfu'1IFFS 
SERVICE JIVAILABLE TO YOU. 

Very Rather Very 
Poor Poor Satisfnctory Good Ex:cellent 

'I'rained 2 11 15 20 

1~on-tr2..inGd 1 1 12 17 18 

vIi th social vlOrker 1 ·1 1 

Tot:l1 2 3 21~, 32 39 
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I 

TABLE VI 

to", 

t',J 
CL.L\SSIFICJ\TION OF COl-ll':ENTS ON EOH THIS SITUATION HIS HANDLED" 

'vias Handled SomGHhat SomeHhat Very 
very Unfavorable Neutral Favorable ~avorable 

unfavorable 

Trained 1 4 17 24 1 

Non-trained 6 28 7 3 

l-ri th socinl 'Horker 1 2 

Totals 2 10 47 31 4 

'. 
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TABLE VII 

PREVIOUS HISTORY OF POLICE SERVICE IN TERHS OF F/l}[[LY CRISIS CALLS 

11 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 

26 
13 

6 
J 
4 
lj, 

:3 
J 
1 

Total calls 180 

."," 

Number of Individuals 63 
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No ,su:;Gestions. 

SliGGESTIO:$ ~\nOLT JIO:; T..J\H T;";FORCE!C.[f 
~rSO:)D~ COl.;l1) 13:S OF G1S\'1':::':: S:~:.:vICE 

There Ott3ht to be flore officer.s on the street 

They could be fa stet' in rosp0:1(lj n:; to caJ 1.s 

T~1ey noec1 nore mnning; they do th0il' job 1mll 

'. 

ROi.J­
TInDlE}) TTh\ThTF.D 

21 20 

,'I. 



}70. 1 ~\T:r.:G 
co~e~·~r 

4 

:I. 

1. 

1 

1 

:1. 

:I. 

1 

\ , 

lIO~': DO YOU, !i'Y.":;r, xnO'Jf TIm QC\ nTI OF TITT.: POLICS 
,\:';D DEPlJl!!:m:::~L:':~S S~~::/ICr.s X',r"~ IT/~n IB TO YO L' 

,.' 

They cor:e to halp you. 

T>8 :::ull'!1n!:'2h Sour',t;,.' Shcdff's Dcpo1-tmcnt i.n 1!10 "cJitc" 
fo:cco. Th0 :101't1n 11(1 Po J.::'c(: J C:>X0::; nlc~l to 1) 2 dnf. 1 red. 

Deputi~s 

Doputics ,11-C c~~ceJJ,cnt. :::'ort1cHlI.1l'olice are SOI:!0 Good 

anu SOi.!C POCIj:. 

C01.mt~' d0:>i.l~i0S arc cnsjcl' to ~ct aJonG ,lith, f.".nrc 
courcou:J 1;'~~n J:o!-tlC::1i1 Po1:i.cc:.' 

Th"~rc i::; c: VC1~' POOl" T'n t1 l'lr; on Pori"] and PoJ.ice. 

Y C1",)' Le1d0rS tanc1i !1;-; a :ld l::i nil - r:'..1 c.:!1 be Het" thn:1 Portl anu 
?oJ':'c'-'. 

.W t .,\' 

NORTHI'lEST PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES .-
FAMILY CRISIS PROJECT 

IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

Date call 
Received 

DISPATCHER 

Time 
Received 

Time 
Arrived 

Date: --------------------
In te'::",l i ewer: ----------------
Case: ------------------------

OFFICER 

Time 
Closed --------- ------------ ---------- -----------

Name of person who called: --------------------------- Telephone No. -----------
Address of incident: ------------------------------------------------
Type of incident: ---------------------------------------------------
Officers: ---------------------------------------------------------
Additional back-up: • 

~-------------------------------------------------

rrype: Trained ----
Not Trained ----
Officer and Social Worker ----
Oth::r ---

Interviewee: Person who made call: 

Person who caused call: ---
Observer: ---

\'lhen t.he officer arrlv.-:ld what happened? -----------------------------------

A ------------- R~ ____________ _ C ------------------S -----------------
o S E --------------------------------- ---------------------------------------

Rev. 2-11/17/71 
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I • 

In order to record your opinions and feelings, I will ask you a number of questions 
about the Officer's behavior. First, I would like to ask you some questions in 
which you may disagree strongly, merely disagree, express no feeling either way, 
merely agree, or strongly agree. 

DS D N A SA 

He introduced himself politely and clearly. 

He was polite and respectful to those present. 

He demonstrated understanding of the problems presented. 

He helped to calm down those people who were there. 

He maintained self-control at all times. 

He was non-threatening to those present. 

He conducted himself in a professional or gentlemanlike manner. 

He appeared nerVOllS or unsure of himself. 

He got angry, used swear words and was abusive. 

All right, let's look at the officers conduct in a few different ways. In this 
case you need answer"only "yes" or "no" and I may request additional information. 

Did you feel that the officer handled the situation properly? Yes No 

\Vhy? __________________ ~_--__________________________________________________ ___ 

Did the officer take sides? Yes No \o1as he objective in doing so? Yes No 

Should he have remained impartial? Yes No 

Did the officer make any suggestions that might help prevent similar situations? 

Yes If yes, whe t: suggestions did he offer? ----------------------------------No 

\Vas an arrest made? Yes No 

Did you feel that this arrest was necessary? Yes No 

Did the officer handle it properly? Yes No 

If yes, explain --------------------------------------------

,.--------------------------II ............ 
{ .' 4 .... 

Did the officer usc more physical force than was justified? Yes No 

If yes, explain __________________________________________________________________________ _ 

In general, how do you feel .about the quality of the police and deputy sheriffs 
service available to you? 

Excellent 
Very Good 
satisfactory 
Rather poor 
Very poor 

In the last five years, how many official contacts have you had? 

In conclusion I would like to have you express your opinions or any general feelings 
that you have about this particular situation as to how it was handled. I would 
also be interested in knowing any suggestions that you have about how these law 
enforcement people could be of greater service to you. 

Thank you very much for your time and courtesy. As I have indicated earlier, \<Ie are 

'1terested in learning hoVl to improve the quality of law enforcement services to you. 




