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, EVALUATION REPORT FOR THE PROURAM EVALUATION UNIT
I. INTRODUCTION

Police administrators are at the top of the chain of command and
make most major policy decisions in police departments. Thesce decisions
are often difficult to make because the flow of information must pass
through all of the links in the chain of command before reaching the top.
Denanding schedules necessitate that adnministrators leave many details
up to their subordinates, and because details often determine the context

of a problem, decision-making becomes difficult.

The Progrem Evaluation Unit was designed to aid in the decision
mzking process by alleviating blind .decision making through professional

3

progrem evaluation. Highly developed research methodologies are utilized
Lo extract objective data and compile concise reports. These reperts can
then be used by adninistrators to review all facets of a problem or policy
before making <ecisions.

A secondary function of the Program Evaluation Unit is to develop meth-

.

odologzies for extracting and analyzing data in criminal justice rescarch
and cvaluation. Thez experimental nature of the Program Evaluation Unit
promotes the trizl and davelopment of rescarch methodologies. An expan-

sion of methodological knowledge will increase the expericnce and expartise

of the Program Evaluatjon Unit and so their effectiveness.

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the effectiveness of the

Program Evaluation Unit in accomplishing its goals and objectives.

“The Program Evaluation Unit is attached to the Administrative Burcau, one

B . II. RESQURCES COMMITTED

Since the inception of the Program Evaluation Unit the St. Petersburg -
Police Department has incurred major administrative aznd structural changes.

of three branches of the Department, :

LEAA CGrant number 73-DF-04-0035 provides approximately 62% of the
funds for the Program Evaluation Unit. ihe total budget for the unit was

$40,644;5 $25,545 of this allotment was provided by the LEAA grant.

Three people are assigned to the Program Evaluation Unit; the Evalua-

tion Coordinator, Research Assistant and a Secretary Each of these persons

» (29

serves a different function and is necessary to the efficient operation of
the unit, $17,508 in LEAA funds and $8,200 in city funds were budgeted

for personnel costs. All but $1,231 has been spent.

Equipment

$1,766 has been spent on equipment and office furniture for the Pro-
gram Evaluation Unit. Originally $2,512 was budgeted in this category.

The furniture purchased included three desks, three chairs, two side

chairs, a file cabinet and a book case.

.

A "Canon'' calculator and an "“IBM Selectric! typewriter were also

-purchased. The IBY Selectric typewriter is not being used by the Program

.
Evaluation Uait, however; an '"Olivetti,'" edifor model, was substituted.

.
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Oaz of the purpasas of the Program Evaluation Unik.was to coatact E ‘

, ‘ I1I.. PROCEDURES . .
and exchange information with others who are conducting rvescarch and-eval-
uation in the law enforcement ficld. For this reason 51,160 s allotted g All the evaluation reports and desigas done by the Program Evaluation

Unit are assigned by police management personncl. Although the goals of

to cover travel ewpenses to conferances and workshops., However, there

were no opportunities during the past year to atlend any workshops or ; the unit clearly state that "x" number of reports will be completed, the
conferences. Oaly $149 of the travel allotment was spent. _ content of tha reports is dapendent upon currenit priorities.
Professional Services : . Originally the unit was designed so that =any police personnel from

patrolman to adninistrator could initiate an evaluation. lHowever, in

Frequently in the course of criminal justice rescarch or evaluation, :
. fact, all assigmments have come from the Deputy Director of the Adminis-
expert consultants in various fields must be contracted to maintain high
tration Bureau, with the approval of the Administrator.

quality an<d retain tha counfidance of the affected audience. The engage-

mént of a consvltant becomes necessary particularly vhere man-nower re- Initially, the unit is given an assignment to design an'valuation
sources or detailed knowladze of the subject is limited. , plan'" for a specific preblem, policy or procedure. This design clearly
; detailed wnowladze of the s i

indicates what measures will be used and how the program will be evaluated.
$2,400 was orizinzlly budgeted for this categzory; howaever it was : . S '
. After the desizn is approved the assigment to do the evaluation is issued
found to be insufficiont and an additional $1,500 was suvp]eLeuLeu. $3,500 . .
. by the Deputy Director of Administration, to whom the Program Evaluation
of this has bezen encumbered to date. . ‘
. : Unit reports.

The evaluation is conducted according to a prearranged time schedule.

)

Evaluations which require a long period of time to complete (Qlu months

or more) may necessitate an interim report. IHonthly progress reports are

also submitted to the Deputy Director of the Administration Bureau.

It was originally intended thab completed evaluaticn roports wo
freely distributed to any interested police personnel. This practice, how-

. ever, has been terminated and now reports are released only with the approval

. of the Dirsctor of Police Operations.
~3- . ‘ .
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V. GOALS AMD OBJECTIVES

0 . . .

At the inception of the Program Evaluation Unit, specific mzasur-

able goals and objectives were proposed to help evaluate the unit's

‘offectiveness. Changes in administrative policy and structure alt

ecraed

the priorities of the Program Evaluation Unit, scmzuhat; but the basic

goals remain unchanged.

A. Develon evaluation criteria and research mathodolozies fo

¢ all

police projects currently in operation as well as those

imple-

mented throuehout the year.

. .

Evaluation criteria and research methodologies were developed

for

all police projects in operation as well as those implemented throughoubt

the year with the exception of the Crime Analysis Unit. There wer

[CN33

faw saaller projects such as the "pawn shop detail' which were not included

pru warily because they were not assigned.

B, ‘Conduct evaluations and prepare reports on al leask six

ponlice

+

projecte,

Evaluations were undertciken on nine police projacts and subseq

reports were submitted for eight of these cvaluations.

1. Public Safety Cadet Procram - This progran was terminated

during the evaluation and therefore the evaluation
never completed and a 1eport not submitted.
2. Instruction Technoloay WOr“vbon - This.workshop was

tached to the Training Division and was evaluated i

uent

Wads

n

vy s o Eatae A I ~ < ‘.- 3
Pus:ic Safety Agents VProoram - The Public Safety Azeats

Prozram was also terminated during the cvaluatio o how-

ever, a rinal report was prepared and submitted in

January of 1974,

Charlie Tezn Prevention Proaram - T

e

115 program was eval-

uated in two segments and reports were submitied in

December, 1973, and February,1974.

)

K-9 Unit Evaluation Renort - The K-9 Unit report was a

. s : .
major, in-cepth evaluation of an ongoing 3 year old pro-

ram. The final repbrt was delivered April, 1974,

Aviation Unit Zvaluzticn Repoxt - The Aviation Unib re-
port was also a major evaluation of a functioniny unity

however it had been cperating less than 6 months when

e

’

the evaluation was De unt.  The report was submitted in

May, 1974.

Crime Deterrent Section Effecrivensass Report - The Cuime

Deterrent Section is 2 new cconecept in police work. Its
effectiveness will be measured through evaluation and a

final veport will be compiled at the conclusion =2f data

collection. An interiz report was submitted in May, 19740

Marine Patrol Unit Evalustion Renork - The evaluation de-

sign for the Mavine Patrol Unit has been written and data

collectlon will begin as soon as the Unit begins vperations.
.6._



Fvaluation Unit Procovam Fvaluatjion Report - This report

+ 90
- summarizes the activities of the Program Evaluation Unit.
G. Cnin supoort and cooperation of field and osevational npersonnel

through oriecntation sessions, workshons, and provision of tech-

nical assistance.

This objective was not fulfilled to the desired degree. Only three

were held and technical assistance wag provided on

st

ericntation sessions

+
1

on Division. It

o]

the Report Procedures Audit for the Criminal Investiga

felt by the Unit that these cfforts were not sufficient to gain the

1S

support and cooperation of a majority of field and operationzl personel.

Specifically, wore training and orientation sessions are needed to illus-

trate the usefulness of the Program Evaluation Unit as a resource.

D. Assist in project design and evaluztive plannine for all nro-

jects in the pnlanninz stage.

The Field Testing of Offease Report Forms was the only project the

Program Evaluation Unit assisted in during the planning phase..

Originally the Program Evaluation Unit was attachesd to the Planning and

Development Division which has subsequently been changed to the Adminis--
tration Bureau. Planninyg is not a major function of the Administration

Bureau and the lack of coordinatiorn between the several divisions pre-

cluded Program Evaluation Unit participation in the planning process.

Perform ot least three studies of a general nature which will

E'
assist with nrohlan definition and prodram olannine,

Five studies of a general nature weré completed and an additional

.

-y

e

Bt

01T tre il $ e fia g .
major worx is in the process of being completad at pha prosent time

P

' » .

1. Merchants Survey - Christmas Season 1973 « This roport
: his ro

> i 4 b
discussaed the St. Petersburg's Merchants! pavception.of
! Sl SLOLD [
the police protection recei hari
p protection received during the Chrisimas Soa-

son and how it was affectad by th

{
.

£ 211 -
of the helicopter or a K- team. This report was com
< 3 i i [

pleted in January 1974,

2. t_Pat v
Beat Patrol Activitv Renort - The activities of patrol

officers during 1973 were categorized and summarized by
crime codes using the comsuter printouts in a report
: 3 - < Spor

submitted May, 1974. .

3 Use of Fi
. irearms - atd T Wit ]
arms Evaluation Report - ifith the objective
- s .
of isolating any consistant variables, an analysis of
the use of firearms by police officers in 1973 was per-

fO ol l ] i ' . Tt
I l:'d I 118 repaor was B it e o
t as Subnl. w (I LT _.)Lll: 19;,4' 3

&, Resisting Arrest and Resisting Arrest With Violence
% LY g %y W LT -

to the use of firearms report, attempied to isolate vari -

ables  yhich might aff
i ght affect t} ilizati c
8Nt arrect the utilization of those charges

against a suspect April 1974.

5. ’I“LESL...O.,.:L—J.VQ E -.O‘-.»GC-JLG.: Lor nane CQSR b= 2 AI’I &_\Ja..'..:itlon dl—"
= -
sien was pl Cp.!red all‘d Suomy tt.e(l (!“l: 1Nz ['19!\) Q1 ! L? /~——I hO'VeVC’T ;
lC & - Ty o d -y

an assigmment to proceed is still pendine
wling,
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' 6. Gitizen Survey - This survey is dirccted at measuring

the attitudes of the receiving public toward the St.

Patersburg Police Department. The survey is undex-

way and due to be completed by July 153, 1974,

»

F Establish contacts with others perforninz criminal justice

resexrch to share fechnicuces and commaxe resulbs.

Unfortunately, there were no seninars or workshops in related
" ficlds that the Program Evaluation Unit staff were able to attend.

However, the Program Eveluation Unit Coorzdinator viewed the Atlanta

Regional Impact Pregran to examine their programs and evaluation meth-

odologies. ‘ .

In addition ko thessz twelve essignments a Program Evaluaticno Manu
has been completed as described in the grant proposal., The manual i§
kers in all phases of program

designed to aid evaluators and decision ma

evaluation from dasign to

beneficial to those with a basic knowledge of program

evaluation or social resesarch.

basic statistical analysis. *The manual will

' : VI. USYR ATTITUDES

All of the Licutenant i of o . .
- seutenants, Chicfs, Deputy Diréctors and Directors
o1t} &, il o T . ~
tne St. Petersburg Police TForco vere polled to determine thair atei-

fak ] o V7. v ) 1. " P8 :
tudes toward the Program Evaluation Unit. Twenty-tuo rospondéd o the
- S AYERS Y =

1o o1

e W E et Al R ] ) _
Guantiornaire, which was distributed in June of 1974 (A copv of rhi
i - a CODY oL Chis

Guestionnaire azppears as Appeadix AL)

DesplLﬁ t.."bl]: Y)OJ: J.LlOnL) (~L t.]lﬂ LO) 1 n ! LS
i Of e chair QI coTn ls.-..\’ | 421
L \_hSE pbl SOns hc - dcl w LW L0 pl Cie i 1 ‘
(o] (2] s . ld rC]. LlU l 1 Lt] A i T 1 ’
y L e 34ele; E’CI‘C, Oc the U Cﬁ‘ O”‘.ﬂ", oL

the Program Evaluation Unif,

T' L "L' AT [)u..Ccz t | < I ;)()“)C,(a"l S ﬁ'd o t f-" - ‘4t
wen i A it 5 Of L =1 - 1 1Y 388 P2 N0 Con 1€ Wl 1
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& X @ 1 11 3 f . ll, ]. ? fa ( ) "'\"‘.l .‘(. . el o L ...'”

it ¥
extensive' contact., Less t ; R
£ - Less than hall (41%) of the Tespondents had ever

T34

read Tt by i
cad a report by the Program Evaluation Unit. Of the nine who had read

Fe3 f* b'\ =ta PI‘ cram q\]’] 111}‘10“ ["l]" '-lr\r-‘nynr O l s 2] 1 ]‘- ey
@ IGlJOI j Lo oagran LM ¢ ol L w PR ISR VATA S & n > on Lilai
Pas E 3 3 3 eLc 1Y

. .
the information was not valuable, reliable or valid

Fifty percent (| - ‘ = i -
VoI (11) of the respondents said they were familiar with
- ar T e - . .
the mathodolcgies used by the unit, and two of these did not annvrove of
. "‘L.

them. Onlvy one comment o 1
b, &uwnt was mace about methodolosy: one respondent

DS

fe that " - 1 '3
1t that a cost-volume-profit" format should be used.

(0]

- KL lf tllere Were am I)l QLY 1844 or rosaect t'Luc, y ‘,'\nl ] ! }
P 1 S 34 - O - p } B ~ 3 o
; nen as 2 j S cs H VLG L.ce
O see e r.l‘. el ] ] e ~ =3 O - ¢
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- 134 S ie USE Lor chc— Pro r(_’lJ [2 - 1 1. -
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seg on &3 H { U ». .,:.L.' Y < p L

(S04 %

the respondents said they would like to see the Progzram Evaluation Uait
1S3 od L2 -~ e - M
continrue functioning. :
: ~10-



Emergency Commnunicatlons Center '
Natural Disastar Progsans and Procedures

Removal of Barricaded Suspects

Marine Patrol
Communications Center
Vice Section

Court Liaison Unit
Pawn Shop Detail

Monthly Report Procecu.res for C.I.D.

Aviation Unit
Districts/Teazms Effectivenass

Booking Procedurecs

Criminal Justice Planning

Crime Deterrant Section .

.
.

Figure 1. Suggestions of programs, projects and

tions for evaluation by the Program Evaluztion Unit,

’ ~11-

police opera-

—

[ ORI

Thirty-eight pevcent of the 16 cowments made on the questionnaire

ware positive, expressing confidence in the Unit aud reasons for its

continuation. Two comments (127%) exprussed negative responses to the

unit, one concerning the subjectivity of the reports submitted by the

Program Evaluation Unit and the other, mentioned earlier, concerning
methodonlogy. Of the eight neutral corments nade (50%), six ewxpressed

ignorance of the Urit's procedures and uzes and a desire for more in-

formation about the Program Evaluation Unit.



. ' , SUMMARY

he Program BEvaluatiou Unit has been in eporotion for a full year

and has met all of the originally established goals with the exception
of "“gaining support and cooperation of ficld and operational personnel
through orientation sessiouns, workshops and provision of technical as-
sistance." The inadequacy of the procedures designed to meet this goal
is eppareant in the results from the user questionnaire. It is evidently
necessary to increase the number of orientation sessions and workshops
substantially to meet this goal. Although only nine evaluation reports
wvere required to meet the goals of the Program Evaluation Unit, sixtcen

wvill have been completed by July. 15, 1974, Tn addition, an Evaluation

Manual will be ready for distribution to 21l interested personnel.

The importance of haéing an evaluation staff within a police depart-
ment has demonstrated itself throusgh the usefulness of the reports this
unit has produced. It is cvident that with increased exposure and formal
instruction, police officers, supervisoré and administrators will incor-
porate evaluation into their realm of duties and find ways to utilize the

talents of this professional evaluation team.

-13- .
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. PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARD ST. PETERSBURG
POLICE AGENCY PROCRAMS:

Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

In an effort to more effectively curb the rate of
crime in St. Petersburg, Florida, the police department
of this city has established three units; the X-9 Unit,

the Helicopter Unit, and the Crime Deterrent Scction.

The purpose of this paper is to recport and synthesize the ’

results of a survey designed to measure the publics?
attitude toward the police in general, and ecach of these
three units in particular. '

The K-9 Unit has seven German Shepherd dogs and an
individual police handler assigned to each dog. Their
major objective is to serve as a deterrent to specific
types of criminal behavior'by giving the police offiéer
a greater psychological advaﬁfage.

The heliéoptcr unit was initlated to providé more
complete patroie coverage of the city. It is reported
that helicoptcrs can patroi up to 35 times as much
territory as a cruiser in a given time perilod and, because
of their g}eater visibility, act as a deterrent to poten-

-1 =

PRt iy

%

tial criminals.
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Chéptﬁr II. ‘ ;

METHODOLOGY

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this survey wefc to measure and
evaluate the publics' attitude toward the.St. fctersbufg
police. Ewmphasis was given to measuriné attitudes toward
three police units; the K-9 Unit, the Helicopter Unit,

and the Crime Dzterrent Unit.

DATA COLLECTION

Fifteen paid interviewers, hired ana trained by
Suncoast Opinion Surveys, recorded responses of St. Peters-
burg adults whose houscholds composcd the sample. None
of the respondents received inducements or rewards for
his or her coopération_in this survey. Their names_and
addresses were recorded and follow-up efforts were made
to verify the interview.

The interviews were given between May 28 and June 4,
1974, Interviewing was.concentrated in the late afternoon
and early evening. " Intervicws were also. given all day on

weekends to insure representation of working persons.

‘ .

SAMPLE

The sampling was a probability design based on clusters,

._3._

. . . e - Y
with Interviews obtained in' 125 out of 3,011 bhlocks.

[ ed witni ach aren usiny tables
Blocks were pre-selected within ed 3 1y te

of randon nuabers, and interviews werc.ohtalncd in every

: Te O imited
i th" houschold on those blocks. Clusters ware lamit

i kot W omaxinum exposurc
to three interviews per block to 2allow maximui exXpes

i —~ N I s oo 5 .,\‘.1 as uo'.{nn
a P od 1 udy arcas. The area aesirnnaysd
to specificd study &

imar -udy area becausc of present lav
town' was the primary study arca because ot P

1 - M e 2 T N V-t-",:,u-.tlr area
enforcement methods used there. The Ynortheas :

5 ~MraT) wit
was included to provide a CORparlson Wit
ndowntown' study arca. Two hundred and nine interviews

were completed in +he "downtown' arca and 151 were con-
2 o npd :

pleted in the "portheast' area.
The findings of this survey pertain to all adul

T + older ~eside in SPOCLIE
(18 yecars of agc OF older) who reside Folelon

a 1 . Yy y v
of downtown and northcast St. Petersburg.

.



Chapfof III. .

FINDINGS -

PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE

Those interviewed were asked a scrics of questions
designed to neasure how they perceived the St. Petcrsburé
Police Departient. These were general questions, many of
which elicited open ended 'responses. Responses to these
questions vere generally favorable and reflected positive

public attitudes.

Ncighborhbod Protection.

Fifty percent of those questioned felt police protec-
tion in their neighborhood, as compared to other parts éf
St.'Pctcrsburg, was good. An additional 13% felt protec-
tion was excellent. These two groups, représenting almost
fwo-thirds of the sample, were supportiﬁe of the police.
They felt the policemens' pay was too low and if a higﬁér
budget for the police departmént could reduce crime they
would be willing to pay additional taxes. They ;allcd'for
police services icSé and wére much more satisfied with the
police rcsponéc when the, did call. ' T

Thc remaining third of the sample said that police
protection in their neighborhood was fair or poor. Their
responses to other questions were not suppértive of the

N

- 5 - - . .

police. They felt the crime rate in thelr neighborhood

wvas higher than elscwhere in the city, called for police

services nore frequently, and were often dissatisfied

with police responsc. (A feceling of weak neighborhood

-protection is generally associated with people who live

in the downtown area.)

Analysis of how safe people felt they werce when
walking alone in their neighborhood revezled two distinct
groups; those who felt fairly'safe“and”thgse who did not~ -
fecel safe at 21l. Table 1 shows that of the four re-

A [ - 4o Nes
sponses 49% of the people felt safe and 51% felt unsafe.

Table 1. How safe would you feel walking alone in this
neighborhood at night?
Very Fairly Not Very Not Safe
Safe Safe Safe at all
15% 34% C 143 375

Analysis of this question by sex showed that 64% of

males and 37% of the females felt safe walking in theilr
'ncighborhood at night. Older people felt less safe than.
younger pecoplec.  Sixty-two percent of those 18 to 25 years

old said they felt fairly safe to very ééfc, Only 36% of
those over 65 years old gave one of these responses.
Law Enforcement and Safety. .

The respondents were asked what they thought was %he

: . . L o
most serious law enforcement problem in St. Petersburg



today. Their responscs are tabulated in Tuble 2. Robbery

and’ burglaery of homces and businessces was scen as the nost

serious preblem, crimes related to drugs as the sccond most

scrious problem, and unsafe streets as the third most serious

law enforcement problem,

Table 2. What do you think is the most serious law enforcement problem
in St,. Petersburg today?

Yercentage..

Most. Serious Law, Euforcement Probleum
of Resnouses ’

247, Theft, burglary or robbery of homes and
businesses
19% . Drugs and related crires (muggings, breaking and

entering, etc.)

117 ot safe to walk strects
9% Tape
8% Youth problems (racing cars, noisy mufflers, etc.s)
87 Traffic violatiohs
3% - Police force should be enlarzed. They need more
p Y

authority and support from the courts. -

5% No ‘answer or don't know
137 Other responses

to this questioﬁ were onc of these three regponses. When
this question was further analyzed by race it was found that
Blacks felt crimes related to drugs were the most serious
law enforcement problem. Those who felt the police had too
little power were very supportive of the police dcpdrtment

in their response to other questions.. ' -

Fifty-four percent of the responscs

a

Attitudes Towards Police

Police Power - Few respondents thought police

had too much power. Table 3 shows that 81% felt that police

had the right amount or.too little power.

Table 3.

Do you think the police today have too nuch )
povier, too little power, OT the right amount!

3 Y T
Percent of Police Power

Responses
9% . Toa nuch
34% ’ Right eanount -
47% Too little
9% ! Don't knoﬁ —
1% . No res;onse‘

1

' Ti iy 5% W vy thoungl
Police usc of Time - When asked how they though

ot

rem

. . . - ‘ A -2 ,,:‘ - A ’1'
a police officer's time 1S best spent, 59% szid patrolling

the streets in cars end 22% said patrolling tﬂe‘StTCELS on

foot.

Clearly the majority of people (81%) f£elt that

patrolling the streets was nmost important. Table 4 shows

the distribution of responses 1O this questiocomn.

I I
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Table 4. Do you think a Pulicc,O;ficer‘x time is bost spaat .. .
Percent of COfficer's timz Lest spent ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE SERVICES
Yrer €3 > « - . ‘
Responses , ' Public Usuage of Police Services =
59% Patrolling the sirecets in cars X '
- _"Several questions designed to measure the services
22% Patrolling the streelts on foot - : '
: | rendered and the impressions made on those receiving these
7% Answering calls for service . &
scervices were asked. As shown in Table 6 59% said the
37 Investigating cases : . ’ ) 7
did not call the police in the past ycar, 26% said they
5% Othex . 11 ’ ) }
called once, and only 15% called morc than once Their
4%, Don't know . ) ~ .

reasons for calling and satisfaction with the police re-

sponsc are given in Tables 7 and 8 respectively,
If a higher budget for the police department could .

Table 6. During the last year, have you called the St. Petersburg.- '

reduce crime, 68% said they would be willing to pay addi- ]
Police for any reason?

tional taxes, 24% said they would not be willing to pay ‘ _

additional taxes, and 8% said they didn't know oxr gave - Percent Humber
- of Calls of Calls
no response. Further analyses of who would and who would ‘ ) . :
. ' . A 597% Hone
not be willing to pay additional taxes revealed race to o ]
be a related variable. Table 5 shows that 74% of the . : .
. 8% : Two
vhites said yes, but the Blacks were split with. 51% saying ‘ S )
’ , 4% Three
yes, 42% no, and 7% don't know. : ] .
: : 17z Four
27 Flve or more

Table 5. 1In your cpinden, if a high budget for the police department
could reduce crime, would you be willing to pay additional .

taxes? -
Race ' Response
Yes No Doa't Know -
Uhite 75% 172 8%
Black 51% L2% 7%




Table 7. Vhat was the reason for calling the Police? )
S Percunt =
af Responsos Reason for Calling
31% To report a crlivinal offense
227 To report a noise or other disturbance in the
neighborhood :
177 To request help for a non—criminal matbter
117 To report a suspicious person
197 Other xreasons
Table 8. Ware you satisfied with the police response to your call?
B Pcrceﬁt Satisfaction with Police'Respopse
of Resvonses .
567 Yes, entirely satisfied
15% Hostly satisfied
9% Could have been improved
18% Digssatigfied
2% Don't know or no answer ’
Blacks. call the police slightly more often than whites
and 39% of their calls were to report a criminal offense.-

Only

28% of

much nmore di

their

call.

the whites called for this reason. Blacks were

n
w0
-+

isfied with the response of the police to

Seventy-eight percent of the whites and 57%

of the Blacks reported that they were cither cntirely satis-

fiecd of mostly satisfied with the way police responded to

thelr

call.

Thirty-three percent of the Blacks, in contrast

with -only 12% of the whites; said they were dissatisfied.

U P

™

.

4
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Publics® Complaints

* Several general questions werce as

a ted thut related

respondents' complaints about the police scrvice. The

to

dis-

tribution of responses clicited is given in Table 9. hen

asked to make gcneral comments about the police, those

ments shown in Teble 11 were given.

Table 9. Do you have any complaints about police sexvice in
St. Pestersburg?

Percent of Complaint
Responses
s 637 ‘ No complaints ‘ "
10% ’ Delay in fésponding to calls
8% Yeed rore policemen; more patrolling
3% Poor attitude; not interested
15% All other complaints
1z Dorn't know or no answer

Publics' Commendatlons
Table 10 shows the responses when asked what they

liked best about the police.

com-



.- - I - . - : & 4
‘ . & . A 15 . 7 - . ) , o T SV
i 1 Mot ik st about police service in St. ) ' . : ‘ .
Table 10. HfﬁL_f? Y°3 like best about p rvice dn 3 . : cowments made werc negative in nature. Host ol the re-
, Petershurg? L . h ,
: o N - - : . " sponses in Tables 10 and 11 refer to politencss, courtesy,
Perceat of Like best about Police Service * . .
Responses : . . competency, friendliness, respect, authiority, ctc. These
29% Efificient; competeat; doing the best they can | responses, the rescarchers believe, indicate those things
18% Good at anmswering calls; came quickly which the public sees in police officers. This indicates
15% Are polite, courteous, fair, cooperative that police/public face-to-face contact is important in
8% They patrol often on fook and in cars ' shaping publics' attitude to the police.
3% . Like.helicopter.and.¥~9. units . .
. K-9 UNIT
8% All other positive comments
Public Awarcness
197 Ho answer; don't know; don't like them _ . , o .
’ The %-9 Unit.as well-known in St. Petersburg. Nlnouyw_
: three percent of those questicned knew that specially oo
Table 11. VWould you like to make any goneral comments about the i ) ’ ",1"’- e s
police here in St. Petersburg? , trained degs were used by the police agency. When asked
T how often they had seen a X-9 Unit dog in the past six
Parcent of General Cownment : . . s ] ” ~z
Responses ' months, their roesponses varied. Thirty-cac percent said
' o TRV ceny K-0 o S g
31% " Good police” force; there when you need thea . they had seon none, 24% had seen K 9 onhce or twice, 21%
. . . . . o] . e . N | . SN £
9% Police are underpaid, overworked, under— said threz to five times, and 21% had seen thenm five or
staffed . -
1ore times. Three percent were unsurc.
5% Pelice are friendly, polite, courteous
Approval .
3% . Police should be given more respect e
authority ]ﬁévgy i e . The respondents showed strong approval of the use ox
b4 we * L] . -~ R
: ' - S e - T~ e o - Adigyo ~ s a6
2% . All other positive comments < , dogs in police work. Only 4% said the? disapproved (see
10 Negative comments : . Table 12). .When thosec who approved were asked why, they -
. ’ . . o Lrd s .. 1 B ™
337 No answer; don't kaow ] gave the responses shown in Table 13. The X-9 dogs were
. ' . - e T 3
7% A1l other answers seen’ as an aid to the policeman, able to do things he
. § .
couldn't.
Geacrally the police arc scen as efficient, competent, |

and available when they are neéded. Only 10% of the general - i ' -

bttt bt sk e e
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Table 12. Do you approve or disapprove of the wse of K-9 dogs din

T thosc annrovin: S N P ) . P .
police work? pproving of their use would approve of all: wing the

’ = —— : . dog to bite if it was nccessary to apprchend a fleeing sus-
Yorcent of Approval of Using ¥-9 Dogs | ) " "t :
Responses : ;é pcct. This approval is especially strong apong whites, 81%
{ * which o o v s
905 Approve ! of which approved of a K-9 dog biting as contrasted with
4% Approve in certain cases - - 60% of the Blacks who approved.
. § +1 y SRNPUPRE . C
4% Disapprove : j Although 85% said they would not become apprehensive
27, Don't know ' . if they met a police officer with his K-9 dor on the street,.

further analysis showed that Blacks would be much nore

Table 13. Why do you approve of the use of K-8 dogs in police work? apprehensive of such a situation. .FO'rty—thr >e percent of
e ’ the Blacks said they would become apprchensive in contrast '
iz;;gg:egf Reason for Approval of use of K-9 Dogs ) to only 5% of yﬂliteS;

28% Dogs can do things a men can't; sehses are keener; o Each person was asked if he had any complaints abOu‘t-

gecod at tracking down people, drugs, etc.; are fast
St. Petersburg's X-9 Unit. None were expressed.

237 Dogs help police do a better job and protect the
policenen o L
| HELICOPTER UNIT .
157% Very helpful tool; ecfifective in catching criminals, . e ' .
holding them at bay. . Public Awareness . .
9% People fear and respect well-trained dogs Almost all (98%) of those questioned were aware that
67 We need more to protect people and things; use dogs : St. PeteTSbUTZ uses a helicopter for police patrol. VWhen

not guns .
asked how often they had seen or heard it in the past

5% Dogs are good crime prevention tool
: S ' month, 70% said more than 15 times. Only 3% had not scen
47 Other positive comments . L
) . or heard it. ’ .
2% . Hegatilve comments . .
’ Approval. . S : . -
44 Qther answers ‘ .
| Strong approval was expressed for.the use of heli-
4% No answer, don't know : ) . :
] copters in police work. Eighty-eight percent approved,
. . - 4% approved in certain cases, 6% disapproved and 2% didn't

Eighty-nine percent felt K-9 dogs should be used to - ' ‘ . -
‘ know how they felt when asked.

apprchend a fleeing suspect. Seventy-seven percent of, ) g

Their responses when questioned why they felt as -they

s o ot s
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did’, are given in 'I‘:'..b.lc 14, Forty percent approved of the
use of hclicoptcr; because of the case and speed with which
they can patrol 1érge areas and the difficulty criminals
have in running from them. Only 6% gave ncgative comments,

guch as, it is nolsy oOT interferes with T.V. rcception.

£
4

Table L4. Why do you aﬁpLo"" or disapprove of
for police wortk

the use of helicopters

Percoent of 2oproval of use of iHelicopter

Responses,

407 Helicopter can cover wider territory, can See& OLC;
eriminals can't losc a helicopter

147 Helicopter can follow suspects better: and direct y
patrol cars to suspect
104 Very quick iun-spotting and rbportjub incidents;
guick results .
8% Feel protected and safer with helicopter dbove - . -
77 Good idea; effective; saves time and leg work
67 Effective crime deterrent
5% ‘ Other positive com=ants
6% Negative corments
3% ) A1l other answers ’
1% Don't kuow: no ans ~er. . .

IR R s B A I T s .
Althourh most people approved oL Ta€ WSS oo Bo~ESC

helicopters, they did not agres on how much patrolling

by helicopters they wanted in their nelghbornood (se

able 15).

x

Table 15. Would you like to have more ovr lese helicopter patrol
in your neignborhood?

Percent of

Amount of HMelicopter Petrolling Desired
Resnonses

35% More

232 The sawe amount
157 Less

217 Don't know

1% ~ Xo response

apprehending persons who have committed serious stre

CRIME DETERRENT SECTION
The Crime Deterrent Scction is composad of police
officers who do not patrol or answer calls as do regular

patrolma Instead, they concentrate their efforts on

crimes such as mugging and purse snatching.
percent said they upprovcd of having a specinlized unit
like the Crime Deucrrcnt Section. However, as shown in
Table 16, if having this unit meant removing men froén
regular patrol assignments, 45% said they vould not
approve. leferenccs were found when this que qhion was
énalyzcd by Tace. Fifty—ninc percent of the Blacks and
31 percent of the whites would approve if it meant re-
ducing the number of police on regular patrol assig
Responses from other questions relating to the publics
approval of certain aspects of the Crime Deterrent Seciion

arc given in Table 16. 7As shown, one-third of those ques-
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Table 16. Hould you approve of a Crime Deterrvent Section under
the following couditions?

3
.

o Condition -Approve Disavprove TDou't Know Uo Respouse
a, if it meant re- 38% 457 16% 1%

moving men from
regular patrol
assignments?

b. placing police 597 33% 7% ' 1%
officers on tops .
of buildings to .
woatch activities
below?

c. rooftop survelllance 289, 617% 11% 0%

if it meant removing
nen from regular
patrol assignments?
d. using a police officer 90% 8% 2% 0%
as a decoy — such as
droessing hin up as a
little old lady in
order to catch a
purse gnatcher?

e. using police as 52% 407 8% 0%
decoys 48 4t neant :
removing wmen from
regular patrol
asslgnments?

f. paying informants to 57% 347 9% 0%
gilve dinformaution to :
the police wnich will
aid in the apprehension
of serious offenders?

tioned did not approve of placing police officers on tops
of buildings to watch activities below and almost two-thirds
opposed it 1f it mecant removing men from regular patrol

assignments.

Most (90%) apbrovcd of using police officers as de¢coys.

-

¢

Pl

«

Thisoapproval was stronger among whites (945 npprovcd)‘

“than Blacks (77% aﬁprovcd). Howover, if'policc had to be
taken from rcgular“patrol assignments to be decoys, approval
dropped to 52% of all thosec ques tioned. )

Fifty-seven percent approved of paying informants. As
with decoys, whites cxpressed stronger approval. Sixty-two
percent of the whites and 44% of the Blacks apPTQVGd of
paying informants. ’

Generally, strong public approval for a Crime Deterrent
Section was found only for police officer decoy activitics
and only if it did not remove police from rcgula? patrol
assignments. Pecrhaps publié anproval of a Crime Deterrent
Section is less than for the helicopter of K-9 units because

g

jvities are less visible to the public and not re-

rF
b0

its ace

jab}

“lated to their most frequently expresscd need, patrolling

the streets (see Table 4).



‘ ' - Chapter 1V ' .
CONCLUSIONS

Responses to questions were gencrallf favorable and
reflected pesitive public attitudes. towvarcd the police
department and its law-cnforcement activities. Sixty-three
percent of those surveyed felt police protection in their
neighborhood was goosd to excellent. They were supportive
of the police in thelr responses fo questions and would be -
willing to pay more taxes 1f a higher budget for the police
department could reduce crimc. Sixty-threce percent had no
conplaints with police scrvice. When asked what they liked
béﬁt about police service only 19% didn't answer or géve a
negative answer. In comparison, 62% said the poiicc arc.'
efficlent, competent, good at answering calls, polite, and
fair. |

RQHbery and burglary of homes and businesses was seen
as the nmost serious law cnforcement problem by 25% of the
respondents.  Crimes rtelated to drugs was seen as the second
most serious problem, and unsafe streets as the third most
serious law enforcemoent problem, rhese'thrcc preblems
vwere glven as most serious ry 50% of the respondents. .

.Analysi§ of how safé people félt they were when wélking
alonc'in their neighborhood revealed two distinct groﬁps;

- 21 -

22

.thosec who felt fairly safc (34%) and thouse vho did not feel

5

1fe at all (37%). The majority of thosc who felt unsafe

[

WCeTe wWomen.

The analwvsis revealed that the public is most desiring
of policc or patrol duty. Eighty-one parccat‘of the respond-
ents said a police officer's time is best spent patrolling
the streets either in cars or on foot.

Strong approval for the use of K-9 dogs was found. Only
4% disapproved of their use and no one cxpresscd any com-
plaints about the unit when asked. Seventy-seven percent
of those approving of their usc would approve of allowing
the dog to bite if 1t was necessary to épprehcnc a fleeing
suspect. This approval was stronger ameng whites, 21

which approved of K-9 dogs biting as contrasted with the

g
Blacks of .which only 60% approved.
Strong approval wds also expressed for the use of
5 e

helicopters in police work. OCnly &% disapprovca. Although

most people approved of the use of police helicopters, they

-
~

did not agreée on how much patrolling by heliccpters they

wanted in theit neighborhood. Some appear to wview the heli--
h

e}
w
ju=
3
Q
e}
s}
rt

copter with 1its obtpusivé search light as imp
privacy. In spite of the publié desire for mere patrolling
by policémen, and very few negative comments when asked if
they approved or diséapproved of helicopter patrolling, only
35% said they wanted more heliconter patrdi. Almost one-

fourth of those sampled didn't know if they wanted more or .

less hclicoptcr patrol in their neighborhood.
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Nincty-iwo percent of those surveyed said they approved
. * i

) ®
of having a specialized unit like the Crime Deterrent Sec-

&
tion. However, closer analysis revealed that strong public
approval for such a unit was found onl} on.policc officer
‘decoy activities and only if it did not reniove police from
regular patrol assignments. Public approval.would drop
sharply if staffiﬂg the Crime Deterrent Scction meant re-

noving men from regular patrol duty.
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1CS' ATTITUDE TOWARD ST. PRTERSBURG i e
PUBLICS' ATTITUD D PETERSDUR This survey was made available by

AGEN DRANGRAMS .
POLICE AGENCY PROGRAMS L.E.A.A. Grant  73-DF-04-00%5
POLICE AGENCY IN GENERAL
K-9 UNIT
HELICOPTER UNIT

CRIME DETERRENT SECTION ' C i
=4

JULY 1974 _ | :

This study wa; conducted b} Cynthia Vetere of the
St. Petersburg Police Department Administration Bureﬁu.
L e T, | | Blondel E. Senior,‘Ph.D., Direétor of Human Research and
e o | : Development Services, provided consultation services, and
» with Peter J. Hunt, Ph.D., analyzed.the data and wrote,
this report. Jack Vernon,.Director of Suncoas£ Opinion

HUMAN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, INC.

P.0. Box 13116 St. petersburs, Florida 33733 Survey, coll d ;
Phone: 813-867-4572 ‘ ‘Y: ected the data.
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PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARD ST. PETERSBURG
POLICE AGENCY PROGRAMS:

Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

In an effort to more effectively curb the rate of
crime in St. Petersburg, Florida, the police'dcpartment
of this city has established three units; the K-9 Unit,

the Helicopter Unit, and the Crime Deterrent Section.

The purpose of this paper is to report and synthesize the

results of a survey designed to measure the publics?
attitude toward the police in general, and each of these
three units in particular. |

The K-9 Unit has seven German Shepherd dogs and an
individual police handler assigned to each dog. Thelr
major ‘objective is to serve as a deterrent to specific
types of criminal behavior'by giving the police officer
a greater psychological advaﬁfage.

The helicopter unit was initiated to provideé more
complete patroie coverage of the city. It 1s reported
that helicopters can patroi up to 35 times as much
territory as a cruiser in a given time period and, because
of their g}eater visibility, act as a deterrent to poten-

-1 -

N

tial criminals.

ThC ime N oy A
C111 Deterrent Section was OlOdlecd in response

to
recent incréases in the nunber of SCTlOUS offenses

occurring w
ing within the city, Their methods of operation

include
various covert and overt surveillance techniques
3

<
use of decoys, and ”Dalted” Situations.



Chapter IT
METHODOLOGY

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this survey wverc to measure and
evaluate the publics' attitude toward the.St. ?etersburg
police. Emphasis was given to measuring attitudes toward
three police units; the X-9 Unit, the Helicopter Unit,

and the Crime Deterrent Unit.

DATA COLLECTION .

Fiftcen paid interviewers, hired and trained by
Suncoast Opinion Surveys, recorded responses of St. Peters-
burg adults whose households composed the sample. None
of the respondents received inducements or rewards for
his or her coopération_in this survey. Their names and
addresses were recorded and follow-up efforts were made
to verify the interview.

The interviews were given between May 28 and June 4,
1974. Interviewing was-concentrated in the late afternoon

and early evening. Interviews were also. given all day on

weekends to insure representation of working persons.

’ 0y

SAMPLE

The sampling was a probability design based on clusters,

-3 -

[N

with interviews obtained in' 125 out of 3,011 hlocks.
Blocks were pre-se¢lected within each arca wsing tables
of randon ﬁumbérs, and interviesws wcre:obtaincd in é&ery
"nth" houschold on those blocks. Clusters wore limited
to three interviews per block to allow maximum exposure
to specified study areas. The area designated as "down-
town' was the primary study area becausp of vresent law
enforcement methods used there. The "northcast' area
was included to provide a comparison with the primaty
"dovntown' study area. Two hundred and nine interviews '
were completed in the "downtown' arca and-lsl vere Coﬁ—
pleted in the '"northeast" area.

The findings of this survey pertain to all adults

(18 years of age or older) who reside in specific sections

of downtown and northeast St. Petersburg.



Chapfef III.
FINDINGS

PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE

Those interviewed were asked a scries of questions
designed to measure how they perceived the St. Petersburg
Police Department. These were general questions, many of
which elicited open ended 'responses. Responses to these

o

questions were generally Ffavorable and reflected positive

public attitudes.

Neighborhood Progection.

Fifty percent of those questioned felt police protec-
tion in their neighborhood, as compared to other parts of
St. Petersbury, yas good. An aﬂditional'lS% felt protec-
tion was excellent. These two groups, representing almost
two-thirds of the sample, were supportiﬁe of the police.
They felt the policemens' pay was too low and if a higher
budget for the police departmént could reduce crime they
would be willipg to pay additional taxésn They called for
police se?vices less and wére much more satisfied with the
police responée when they did call.

The remaining third of the sample said that police
protection in their neighborhood was fair or poor. Their
responses to other questions were not suppértive of the -

-5 -

police. They felt the crime rate in their ncighborhood
was higher than elscwhere in the city, called for police
services more frequently, and were often dissatisfied

with police response. (A feceling of weak neighborhood

-protection is generally associated with pcople who live

in the downtown area.)

Analysis of how safc people felt they were when
walking alone in their neighborhood revealed two Aistinct
groups; those who felt fairly safe~and those who-did not -
fecel safe at all. Table 1 shows that of fhe four re-
sponses 49% of the people felt safe and 51% f§1§ unsafe.

Table 1. How safe would you feel walking alone in this
neighborhood at night? - :

Very Fairly - Not Very . Not Safe
Safe .Safe Safe at all
15% 34% T 143 37%

Analysis of this question by sex showed that 64% of

males and 37% of the females felt safe walking in their

.neighborhood at night.  Older people felt less safe than

younger people. Sixty-two percent of those 18 to 25 years
old said they felt fairly safe to very ééfe. Only 36% of
those over 65 years old gave one of these responses.
Law Enforcement and Safétyl

The respondents were asked what they thought was “the

most serious law enforcement problem in St. Petersburg.



today. Their responscs are tabulated in Table 2. Robbery
and burglary of homes and'buﬁincsécs wag gccn as the nost
serious problem, crimes rélated to drugs uas the.second most
serious problem, and unsafe strects as the third most serious
law enforcement problem. Fifty-four percent of the responses

Table 2. What do you think is the most serious law enforcement problem
in St, Petexrsburg today?

Percentage Most_Serious Law. Eunforcement Problem
of Responses )

247 Theft, burglary or robbery of homes and
businesses
19% . Drugs and related crimes (nuggzings, breaking and

entering, etc.)

11% Net safe to walk streets

9% Rape

8% Youth problems (racing cars, noisy muffle;s, etc.a)
8% Traffic violatiohs

3% : folice force should be enlarged. They need more

authority and support from the courts..

5% No answer or don't know
13% Other responses
to this question were one of these three responses. Yhen

. this question was further analyzed by race it was found that
Blacks felt crimes related to drugs were the most serious
law enforcement problemn. Tgose who felt the police had too
little power werc very supportive of the police department

R . r : .
in their response to other questions..

Attitudes Towards Police
Police Power - Few respondents thought police
had too much power. Table 3 shows that 81% felt that police

had the right amount or.too little power.

Table 3. Do you think the police today have too much

“power, too little power, or the right amount?

Percent of Police Power
Responses '
9% Too much
34% Right amount

47% Too little
9% Don't know
1% No Tesponse

“

"Police use of Time - When asked how they ihopghtv
a police officer's time is best spent, 59% said patrolling
the streeté in cars and 22% said patrolling the streets on
foot. Clearly the majority of people (81%) felt that

patrolling the streets was most important. Table 4 shows

the distribution of responses to this question.



Table 4. Do you think a Pollce Officer's time is best spent ...

Percent of _Officer's time best spent
Responses
597 Patrolling the streets in cars
22% Patrolling the streets on footl
77 Answering calls for service
37 Investigating cases
5% Other
4% Don't know

If a higher budggt for the police department could
reduce crime, 68% said they would be willing to pay addi-
tional taxes, 24% said they would not be willing to pay
additional taxes, and 8% said they didn't know or gave
no response. Further analyses of who would and who would
not be willing to pay additional taxes revealed race to
be a related variable, Table 5 shows that 74% of the
whifes said yes, but the Blacks were split with. 51% saying
yes, 42% no,.and 7% don't know.

Table 5. In your opinion, if a high budget for the police department
could reduce crime, wvould you be willing to pay additional

tarzes?. .
Race ' Response
Yes No Don't Know
White 75% - 17% 8%

Black 51% 427 1%

10

ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE SERVICES
Public Usuage of Police Services -

. "Several questions designed to measure the services
rendered and the impressions made on those recelving these

services were asked. As shown in Table 6, 59% said they

~did not call the police in the past year, 26% said they

called once, and only 15% called more than once. Their
reasons for calling and satisfaction with the police re-
sponse are given in Tables 7 and 8 respectively.,

Table 6. During the last year, have you called the St. Petersburg
Police for amy reason?

Percent Humber
of Calls of Calls

59% . Hone

26% - One

8% . Two

47 Three

1z Four

2% Five or more
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Table 7. What was the rcason for calling the Police?

Porcoeat

af Responses Reason for Calling
317% To report a crlminal offense
22% To report a noise or other disturbance in the
neighborhood :
17% To request help for a non-criminal matter
117% To report a suspicious person
197 Other reasons

Table 8. Were you satisfied with the police response to your call?

Percent Satisfaction with Police Response
of Responses .

56% Yes, entirely satisfied
15% Mostly satisfied

éZ Could have been improved
18% Dissatisfied

2% Don't know or no answer

Blacks. call the police slightlx more often than whites
and 39% of their calls were to report a criminal offense.
Only 28% of the whites called for this Teason. Blacks were
much more dissatisfied with the response of the police to
their call. Seventy-eight percent of the whites and 57%
of the Blacks reported that they wére either entirely satis-
fied ot mostly satisfied with the way police responded to
their call. Thirty-three percent of fhe Blacks, in contrést
with-only 12% of the whites; said they were dissatisfied.

»

Publics' Compiainys

Several gencral questions were asked that related to
respondenté’ complaints about the police scrvice. The dis-
tribution of responses eclicited is given in Table 9.  When
asked to make general comments about the police, those com-
ments shown in Table il were given.

Table 9. Do you have any complaints about police service in
St. Petersburg?

Percent of Complaint
Responses
637% No complaints
10% ’ Delay in fésponding to calls
8% Need rmore policemen; more patrolling -
3% Poor attitude; not interested
15% All other ccomplaints

1% Don't know or no answer

Publics' Commendations
Table 10 shows the responses when asked what they

liked best about the police.
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Table 10. Vhat do you like besé'about police service in St.
Petersburg?
Percent of Like best about Police Service °
Resnonges
29% Efficient; competent; doing the best they can
18% Good at answering calls; daée quickly
15% . Are polite, courteous, fair, cooperative
8% They patrol often on foot and in cars
3% - Likemhelicopteﬁ-and_K~9.units
8% A1l bther positive comments
197 No answer; don't know; don't like them
Table 11l. Would you like to make any general comzenés about the
police here in St. Petersburg?
Percent of Genera} Comment
Responses
317% - Good police force; there when you need then
9% " Police are underpaid, overworked, under-
staffed
5% Police are friendly, polite, courteous
32 . Police should be given more respect,

authority, leeway.

2Z ' All other positive comments
107 ' | Negative comments
337 ﬁo answer; don'p know

7% All'other answers

Generally the police are seen as efficient, competent,

and available when they are needed., Only 10% of the general

14

comments made were negative in nature. Host of the re-
sponses in Tables‘lO and 11 refer to politeness, courtesy,
competency, frienaliness, respect, authority?.etc. These
responses, the researchers believe, indicate those things
which the public sees in police officers. This indicates
that police/public face-to-face contact is important in

shaping publics' attitude to the police.

K-9 UNIT
Public Awareness
The K-9 Unit is well-known in St. Petersburg. Ninety-
three percent of thosg questiocned knew that specially
trained dogs were used by the police agency. When'asked
how often they had seen a X-9 Unit dog in the past six
ﬁonths, their responses varied. Thirty-one percent said
they had seen none, 24%.Had seen K-9 ohce or twice, 21%
said thres to five times, and 21% had seen them five or
more times. Three percent were unsure.
Approval
The respondents showed strong approval of the use of
dogs in police work. Only 4% szid they disapproved (see
Table 12). .When those who approved were asked why, they
gave the résponses shown in Table 13. The K-9 dogs were

seen as an aid to the policeman, able to do things he

couldn't.



Table 12. Do you

15

approve or disapprove of the use of K-9 dogs in

police work?

Percent of Approval of Using ¥-9 Dogs
Responses
90% Approve

27

Approve in certain cases -
Disapprove

Don't kaow

Table 13.. Why do

you approve of the use of K~9 dogs in police work?

Percent of

Reason for Approval of use of K-9 Dogs

Responses
287 Dogs can do things a man can't; senses are keener;
good at tracking down people, drugs, etc.; are fast
23% Dogs help police do a better job and protect the
policemen
157% Very helpful tool; effective in catching criminals,
holding them at bay.
9% Pecople fear and respect well-trained dogs
6% We need more to protect people and things; use dogs
not guns
5% Dogs are good crime prevention tool
47 Other positive comments
27 . Negative comments
4% Other answers

No answer, don't know

Eighty~nine percent felt K-9 dogs should be used to

apprehend a fleelng suspect. Seventy-seven percent of,

16

fhosc approving of their use would approve of allowing the
dog to bite if it was necessary to apprchend a flceing sus-
pect. This approval is especially strong among whites, 81%
of which approved of a X-9 dog biting as contrasted with
60% of the Blacks who approved.

Although 85% said they would not bccomé épprehcnsive
if they met a police officer with his X-0 doz on the street,
further analysis showed that Blacks would be much nore
apprehensive of such a situation. .Forty—three percent of
the Blacks said they would become apprehensive in contrast
to only 5% of whites.

Each person was asked if he had any comﬁlaints abouf

St. Petersburg's K-9 Unit. None were expressed.

HELICOPTER UNIT
Public Awareness

Almost all (98%) of those questioned were aware that
St. Petersburg uses a helicopter for police patrol. VWhen
asked how often they had seen or heard it in the past

month, 70% said more than 15 times. Only 3% had not seen

or heard it.
Approval,

Strong approval was expressed for.the ﬁse of heli-
copters in police work. Eighty-eight percent approved,
4% approved in certain céses, 6% disapproved and 2% didn't
know how they felt when asked. ' | |

Their responses when questioned why they felt as -they
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did, are given in Table 14. Forty percent approved of the
usc of helicoptcrg buecause of the euse and speed with which
they can patrol 15rge areas and the difficulty criminals
have. in running from them. Only 6% gave ncgative comments,
$uch as, it is noisy or interferes with T:V..reception.

Table 14. Why do wou approve or disapprove of the use of helicopters
for police work?

Percent of 4pproval of use of Felicopter
Responses
40% Helicopter can cover wider territory, can see more;

criminals can't lose a helicopter

147 ' " Helicopter can foliow suspects better and direct
patrol cars to suspect

107% Very quick in-spotting and reporting incidentis;
quick results

8% Feel protected arnd safer with helicopter above : -
7% Good idea; effective; saves time and leg work

6% Effective crime desterrent

57 Othexr positive coz—ents

6% Negative comments

3% . All other answers

1% Doa't know; no answer . .

1

-
P

01
O

peto

Although most people approved of the usc zf

s
(@]

helicopters, they did not agre2 on how much patrolling
by helicopters they wanted in their neighborhood (see

Table 15).
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Table 15. Would you like to have more or less helicopter patrol
in your nzighborhood?

Percent of Amount of Helicopter Patrolling Desired .
Responses

35% More

23% The same amount

19% Less

217 Don't know . f
17 Ho response

apprehending persons who have committed serious str

CRIME DETERRENT SECTION
The Crime Deterrent Section is composed of police
officers who do not patrel or answer calls as do regular

patrolman. Instead, they concentrate their efforts on

0

¢
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crimes such as mugzing and purse snatching. Ninety-two
percent said they apprdVed of having a specialized unit
like the Crime Deterrent Section. However, as shown in
Table 16, if having this unit neant removing men £roém
regular patrol assignments, 45% said they would not
approve. Diffgrences were found when this qugﬁtion was
analyzed by race. .Fifty—nine'percent of the Blacks and
31 percent of the whites would approve if it meznt re-
ducing the number of pol?;e on regular patrol assignments.

Responses from other questions relating to the pubiics'

approval of certain aspects of the Crime Deterrent Seciion

are given in Table 16. "As shown, one-third of those ques-
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Table 16. Would you approve of a Ccime Deterrent Section under
the following counditions?
Cendition -Approve Disapprove Dou't Know No Response

a. if it mecant re- 387 457 16% 17
moving men from
regular patrol
assignments?

b. placing police 59% 33% 77 1%
officers on tops :
of buildings to
watceh activities
below?

c. rooftop surveillance 28% 61% 117 0%
if it meant removing :
men from regular
patrol assignments?

d. using a police officer 90% 8% 27 0%
as a decoy - such as '
dressing him up as a
little old lady in
order to catch a
purse snatcher?

e. using police as 527 407 8% 07
decoys 1f it meant : .
removing men from
regular patrol
assignments?

f. paying informants to 577 347 9% 0%
give information to -
the police which will
aid in the apprehension
of serious offenders?

tioned did not approve of placing police officers onAtops

of buildings to watch activities below and almost two-thirds
opposed it 1f it meant removing men from Tegular patrol
assignments.

Most (90%) approved of using police officers as decoys.

20

This approval was stronger among whites (94% approved)

than Blacks (77% apﬁroved). However, if police had to be

-taken from regular patrol assignments to be decoys, approval

dropped to 52% of all thosec questioned.

Fifty-seven percent approved of paying informants. As
with deccoys, whites expressed stronger approval. Sixty-two
percent of the whites and 44% of the Blacks apprpved of
paying informants. | ‘

Generally, strong public approval for a Crime Deterrent
Section was found only for police officer decoy activities
and only if it did not remove police from regular patrol
assignments. Perhaps publié approval of a Crime Deterrent
Section is less than for the helicopter pf K-9 units because

its activities are less visible to the public and not Te-

Jated to their most frequently expressed need, patrolling

the streets (see Table 4).



Chapter IV
CONCLUSIONS

Responses to questions were generallf favorable and
reflected pesitive public attitudes toward the police
department and its law-enforcement activities. Sixty-three
percent of those surveyed felt police protection in their
neighborhood was good to excellent. They weTe supportive
of the police in their responses to questions and would be -
willing to pay more taxes if a higher budget for the police
department could reduce crime. Sixty-three percent had no
complaints with police service. Vhen asked what they liked
best about police service only 19% didn't answer or gave a
negative answer. Invcomparison, 62% said the police are’.
cfficient, competent, good at answering calls, polite, and
fair.

Roﬁbery and burglary of homes and businesses was seen
as the most.serious law enforcement problem by 25% of the
respondents. Crimes related to drugs was seen as the second
most serious problem, and unsafe streets as the third most
serious law enforcement problem. These.thrce problems
were given as most serious by 50% of the respondents.

.Analysig of how safé people felt they were when wilking

alone in their neighborhood revealed two distinct groups;

- 21 -
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thosc who felt fairly safc (Sﬁ%) and thosc who did not feel
safe at all (37%). The maujority of those who felt unsafe
were women.

The analysis revealed that the public is most desiring
of police or patrol duty. Eilghty-one perccat.of the respond-
ents said a police officer's time is best spent patrolling
the streets either in cars or on foot.

Strong zpproval for the use of K-9 dogs was found. Only
4% disapproved of thelr use and no one cxpressed any com-
plaints about the unit when asked. Seventy«sevén percent
of those approving of their use would approve of allowing
the dog to bite 1f 1t was necessary to épprehend a fleeiné
suspect. This approval was stronger amcng white;, 81% of
which approved of X-2 dogs biting as contrasted with the
Blacks of which only 60% approved.

Strong approval was also expressed for the use of

ct

helicopters in pdlice work. Only 6% disapproved. Although
most people épproved of the use of police helicopters, they
did not agree on how much patrolling by helicopters they |
wanted in their neighborhood. Some'appear to view the‘heli--
copter with its obtrysivé search light as imposing on their
privacy. in épite of the'publié desire for more patrolling
by policemen, and very few negative comments when asked if
they approvéd or dissapproved of helicopter patroiling, only
35% said they wanted more helicopter patrol. Almost one-

fourth of those sampled didn't know if they wanted more or

less helicopter patrol in their neighborhood.
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Nincty-two percent of those surveyed said they approved
of having a specialized unit like tﬁe Crime Deterrent Sc;—
tion. However, closer analysis revcaled that strong public
approval for such a unit was found onl& fOr'police officer
‘decoy activities and only if it did not remove police from
regular patrol assignments. Public approval would drop

sharply if staffing the Crime Deterrent Section meant re-

moving men f£rom regular patrol duty.






