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A good police officer's c(;nduct: closely conforms, to the 
MPD's General Orders. 

The MPD gives a high priority to the problem of removing 
intoxicated persons from publtc places. 

The MPD makes an effort to train officers in problems or 
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Veteran police officers think it is a waste of time to 
remove int:oxicated persons from public places. 

Your fellow patrol officers in your district do not mind 
removing intoxicated persons from public placp.s. 

Ny partner thinks it is i.mportant to remove into:<icated 
persons from public places. 

Strategic Environment Variable 

Because this is (the nation's capital. a t:ourist area) it 
is espeCially important that intoxicated persons be 
removed from public places. 

Compared with other public health proble~s in the U.S., 
public intoxication·is a very sericus one. 

Detox returns persons intoxicated in public to the street 
without helping them. 

It is important to me that Detox is effective. 

Detox is so far away fro~ my patrol area that it is impract 
cal to send many publicly intoxicated persons to Detox. 

Few persons intoxicated in public are ~ physical threat to 
police officers. 
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}!ost persons intoxicated in public are not belligerent: 
to~ard the police. 

Removing intoxicated persons from public places is a messy 
and unpleasant task. 

Persons intoxicated in public who are well-dressed usually 
do not require police intervention. 

Hose persons intoxicated in public who are poorly dressed 
usually require police intervention. 

Host persons intoxicated in public bother other cieizl!ns. 

!-!ost persons intoxicated in public al'e potential v:'ctims 
of a robbery or tr.ugging. 

!·!o 5 t: persons intoxicated in public need protection fror:! 
inclement weather. 

~·!ost persons into:<icaeed in public are unable to get around 
on the streee withoue assistance. 

Fe~" persons intoxicated in public are in need of medical 
assistance. 

It is important to !':le that publicly intoxicated persons a:a 
properly cared for. 

Strategic Interaction Variable 

Businessmeu in your sector want the police to increase their 
efforts in removing intoxicaeed persons from public places. 

the general public in your sector wants the police co in­
crease their efforts in :ec.oving intoxicated persons from 
public places. 

Political leaders in your sector want the police to increase 
their efforts in removing intoxicated persons from public 
places. 

Groups like Gospel ~1ission, A.A. etc., in your sector viant 
the police to increase their efforts in removing intoxicated 
persons from public places. 

Detox personnel want the police to increase their efforts in 
removing intoxicated persons from public places. 

Liquor store owners in your sector want the policp. to in­
crease their efforts in removing intoxicated persons from 
public places. 

Court pcroonnel wnnt the police Lo increasQ their efforts in 
removing intoxicated persons from public places. 

Persons intoxicated in public want the police to increase 
their efforts in removing into:<icatcd persons from public 
pl.aces. 

Corrections officials want the police to increase their 
efforts in removing into):icated persous from public places . 

Public prosecutors want t~e police to increase their eff~rt· 
in removing intoxicated persons from public places. 
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INTRODUCTION' 

In the second project report, our focus was on the development. 

of a discretion model, the fashioning of a questionnaire and various 

interview instruments and a report on the task of site selection for 

the comparative analysis. The present report discusses the results 

of the analysis of the questionnaire administered in the five t~rget 

cities and our initial efforts in the prescriptive phase of the study. 

In part one of the report, we present results comparing the 

attitudinal findings between the "criminal" (Houston and Richmond) and 

"decriminalized" (District of Columbia, Minneapolis and St. Louis) 

jurisdictions. ~.;re view this as the most important phase of our 

attitudinal analysis in terms of the original focus of our project. 

It was our expectation that significant differences would appear in the 

attitudes of police officers in these two categories toward the task 

of picking up the public inebriate. Based on the common social 

science practice of using attitudes as a measure of behavior, we would 

expect; that these perceived attitudinal differences might explain the 

quantitative and qualitative behavioral changes following decriminali-

zation. \ 

The second part of the report contains five city papers. In 

each paper, an initial section provides the essential background 

information needed to familiarize the reader with the jurisdiction 

1 
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and to enable him/her to evaluate the questionnaire results. A 

second section probes the attitudBd of officers in the target city 

when compar,ed with the attitudinal responses of officers in each of 

the other target cit~es. The statistical significance of the dif­

ference between the means of the jurisdictions is measured using 

Z-scoresl . This attitudinal section also attempts to probe intra­

jurisdictional differences by comparing mean results between police 

districts within each city (except for Richmond which is not divided 

into districts). 

A third section of part two probes the relationship between 

attitude and the officer's subjective report of his behavior. We 

began with grave doubts whether a subjective assessment by the police 

officer of the frequency of defined behaviors, having the natural 

limitations of memory and perception, v70uld yield meaningful results. 

This concern proved to be well taken. While some interesting corre-

lations were produced, most relationships were weak and not statis-

tically significant. We are continuing to attempt to link the 

attitudinal results to behavior by examining objective measures of 

the behavior but are not yet prepared to report the results. 

1. The formula for computation of Z-scores, derived from D.J. Palumbo, 
Statistics in Political and Behavioral Sciences 134 (1969), is as 
follows: -

'Xl - Xz 
Z == 

S12 S2
2 

-+ -
Nl NZ 
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In analyzing the questionnaire results for possible corI:'.elations ,.2 

we initially formulated hypotheses relating the independent variables 

identified in the Proposal, pp. 15-111-8-16, First Project Report, 

pp. 44-48, and Second Project Report, pp. 19-23, Appendix B, to 

various forms of police behavior in handling public inebriates. The 

indicators (i.e. questionnaire items) available to measure each of 

the independent variables are set forth in the Second Project Report, 

pp. 20-23. From this pool of potential indicators for each independent 

variable, factor analysis was used to refine our independent v,":Iriables 

into new grouped variables, (e.g., GROUPS, CONCERN, ROLE, PROTECT). 

In forming the grouped variables, factor score coefficients were 

used to weight each of the selected indicators. One problem encountered 

in summating the variables was that SPSS included missing values in 

the computing process. To circumvent this problem, individuals with 

missing scores for a particular indicator were assigned the group 

mean score for that indicator. Outlined below is the procedu.re followed 

in the construction of the grouped variables: 

, Grouped Variable = (factor score coefficiel.1.t for indica'cor {fl 
x value for indicator #1) + (factor score 
coefficient for indicator #2 x value for 
indicator #2) + . . . 

D.C. Example: 

CONCE~~ = (.773 x Propcare) + (.201 x Effective) 

2. The m~n~mum acceptable strength for a correlation was set at 
.25 - .30. The a1cceptable level of statisti(~al significance was 
set at p (.05. 
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In regard to those hypotheses in which factor analysis failed 

to produce a grouped variable} we teste9- each available j.ndicator as 

a potential measure of the independent variable (e.g., variables: 

Peer, Organization). The pre-designated indicators of the Background 

Variable (e.g., indicators~ Age, Education, Race and Time on Force) 

were each correlated with the proper dependent variable. 

The dependent variables were created as a ratio measure. In 

the District of Columbia, for example, our major concern was the 

determination of the percentage of times officers took any action, 

approved action, institutional action, and delivery to detox. Thus, 

in D.C., the final set of dependent variables chosen were: 

ACTION = (DETOX + ARREST + HOSPITAL + HOMEI + MOVEON + 

HOME2) / Total Options 

APPROVED ACTION = (DETOX + ARREST + HOSPITAL + HOMEI + 

HOME2) / Total Options 

INSTITUTIONAL ACTION = (DETOX + HOSPITAL) I Total Options 

DETOX DELIVERY = DETOX / Total Actions 

TOTAL OPTIONS = DETOX + ARREST + HOSPITAL + HOMEI + 

MOVEON + HOME2 + DO NOTHING 

Similar ratios were formed of the behaviors probed in each jurisdiction. 

Part three of the report presents our initial efforts in the 

prescriptive stage of the project. A model is presented which seeks 

to probe the relationship of policy goals and techniques of administr­

tive enforcement. Finally, we identify some possible sites for study 
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based on our own questionnaire surveYt the work product of other 

studies, and a number of local interviews. This is admittedly a far 

too extensive list of sites and will require substantial honing as we 

progress in this phase of the project. 

At the outset, we would apologize for the report's rather tedious 

format which we wer.e forced to adopt. But to place the data in a more 

interesting, rea~able form~ while still providing all of the data. 

generated by the questionnaire would have made an already lengthy 

progress report into a tome. 



PART ONE 

Comparison of Means Between Criminal 

and Therapeutic Jurisdictions 

As indicated above, this part of the Report presents a compara­

tive analysis of the mean scores on the attitudinal responses of 

officers in the criminal vs. the decriminalized target cities. Analysis 

of the item responses to the questionnaire is organized according to 

the independent variable to which the item pertains. In order to 

facilitate reading the report without constant repetition of the 

particular quest~ons involved, an appendix relating the item to the 

appropriate question has been added which may be detached and used 

throughout Parts One and Two of the Report. 

For each questionnaire item, a hypothesis ylaS formulated re­

garding the expected results. Four classes of hypotheses were used; 

(1) significance of differences between criminal 
and therapeutic jurisdictions, 

(2) commonality of direction of response across 
jurisdictions, 

(3) ranking 'tl7ithin the strategic environment variable, 

(4) variability expected by jurisdictions with no 
general trends. 

Disagreement refers to mean scores of 3.5 and above. 

The standard formula for comparing a mean for one sample of means 

with a mean from another sample of means is as follows: 

,6 
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Mean 1 - Mean 2 

2 
(Standard Deviation 1) 

Sample number 1 

2 
+ (Standard Deviation 2) 

Sample number 2 

[See D. Palumbo, Statistics in Political and Behavioral Science, 
- 134 (1969).] 

The Z score obtained from this formula is translated into a 

significance level by use of a graph of "Areas under the Normal Curve" 

[See Palumbo, Table 1 at 367.] 

In comparing criminal versus therapeutic means it became ne~es­

sary to aggregate scores from our criminal and therapeutic cities. 

This was done by multiplying the mean score for each criminal (or 

decriminalized) city by the respective number of respondents for that 

city, adding these figures, and then dividing by the total number of 

respondents for aJ,.l of the c.riminal (Qr decriminalized) cities com­

bined. The same formula was used for standard deviations. [See 

Palumbo at 226.] 
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(SX' SN) + (M){. MN) + (WX' \<IN) 
f~ + MN + WN 

[
(SS'SN)+(MS'MN)+(WS'WN)J 2 

SN + MN + WN . J 
SN + MN + WM 

Houston Mean 
Houston Number 
Houston Standard Deviation 

Richmond Mean 
Richmond Number 
Richmond Standard Deviation 

St. Louis Mean 
St. Louis Number 
St. Louis Standard Deviation 

Minneapolis Mean 
Minneapolis Nurnbe:r 
Minneapoli~ Stand~\rd Deviation 

Washington Hean 
Washington Number 
Washington Standard Deviation 
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1. Organizational Variable 

a. CONFORl1S. We hypothesized no significant differences between 
the means of criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions would be 
fotmd. There was no reason to expect that a conformist atti·· 
tude towards police orders would be more prevalent in one 
class of jurisdiction than the other. 

In fact, the criminal jurisdictions did show a significantly 
higher level of agreement than the decrininalized jurisdic­
tions. This could be a product of the character of the 
criminal jurisdictions selected. Further, it ~ight be ex­
pected that a jurisdiction which maintains criminal proces:-;­
ing for a problem such as public drunkenness would be a more 
rigid) authority-oriented police system. Perhaps it reflects 
the officers' awareness that they are answering a question­
naire dealing with the criminal offense of public drunkenness. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

vlash. 

2.33 

St.L. 

2.44 

Minn. Rich. 

1.79 1. 75 

Z== 7.01 
S==.Ol 

Hous. 

1.68 

b. PRIORITY. It was hypothesized that while disagreement \'70uld 
be found in all jurisdictions, criminal jurisdictions would 
agree to a significantly greater extent than decriminalized 
jurisdictions. Since public drunkenness.would be treated as 
a crininal problem and the police are charged with handling 
criminal problems, officers in the criminal jurisdictions 
should see the offense as having a.higher priority. 

While we found the expected general disagreement, there was 
no difference among jurisdi.ctions. Apparently, public drunken­
ness receives a low priority even when it is a crime. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.5.3 

St,.L. 

3.55 

Minn. 

3.40 

Z==Q.86 
N/S 

Rich. Hous. 

3.55 3.39 . 
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c. TRAINING. While we expected no significant differences 
oetween jurisdictions, we discovered a significantly greater 
degree of agreement in criminal jurisdictions. It would 
appe,ar that the pol:i.ce in such a jurisdiction at leas·t per­
ceive themselves as being trained to handle the public drunk. 
Perhaps their referent is the general training police are 
given in making an arrest -- police are trained in the pro­
cessing of the criminal offender if not in the particular 
needs of the inebriate. In a decriminalized jurisdiction, 
where the mandate is for medical processing, the police re­
ceive little training other. than that provided in the general 
orders. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

1o'Tash. 

3.92 

St.L. 

3.41 

Minn. 

3.25 

Z=6.42 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

3.37 2.82 

d. CREDIT. Not applicable to criminal jurisdictions, and there­
fore, to this part of the Report. 

Summary. The organizational variable does not seem an especially 
good indicator for differentiating police attitudes in the area 
of public drunkenness. In all jurisdictions, the offense is 
given such a 10\'1 priority and has so little. visibility in the 
police organization that differences are mini.mal. Differences 
appear to be more a product of the general character of the 
respective police organizations involved than a particular re­
flection of attitudinal differences tOHards public d;;:unkenness. 

2. Role Variable 

a. SOCWORK. We hypothesized significantly greater disagreement 
in therapeutic than in criminal jurisdictions. Where the 
action of picking up public drunks remains "lawenforcment," 
we anticipated a more favorable perception of the job. 
Where the t~sk is the performanc~ of a "medical-social welfare" 
task, we expected a more negative reaction from the police 
officer -- a view that it makes the officer "too much of a 
social worker." The hypothesis was confirmed , 'altpough the 
level of disagreement in all jurisdictions was somewhat 
surprising. 



X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.90 

11 

St.L. 

3.21 

Minn. 

3.47 

Z=2.28 
S=.03 

Rich. Hous. 

4.08 3.83 

b. APPROP. We hypothesized that there would b'e a significantly 
high level of agreement with this question in criminal juris­
dictions for essentially the same reason given in SOa~ORK. 
The police officer perceives this work as dealing with crime. 
If public drunkenness is a crime, picking up inebriates is 
more appropriate to his role perception. The hypothesis 
is confirmed. Indeed, the discrepancy bet;.veen criminal and 
decriminalized jurisdictions is most apparent. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.88 

St. L. 

3.23 

Minn. 

3.35 

2=7.45 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

2.19 2.23 

c. SERVICES. We expected general disagreement in all juris­
dictions since police officers generally perceive themselves 
in the role of crime fighters. There was, in fact, very 
substantial disagreement in all jurisdictions. We hypothe­
sized that there would not be any significant difference 
between criminal and decriminaliz'ed jurisdictions. This was 
not confirmed -- police officers in criminal jurisdicti.ons 
agreed to a significantly greater extent. No reason for a 
difference in this direction is apparent. [Note: could the 
low Washington score explain this result?] 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

4.49 

St.L. 

5.31 

Minn. 

5.28 

2=2.80 
8=.01 

Rich. Hous. 

4.85 5.22 
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d. IDEP~. No hypothesis was offered for this variable other 
than general variation by jurisdiction. Officel~s in 
criminal jurisdictions .disag.r.eed to a significantly greater 
extent. No reason is apparent to explain this difference. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. St. L. 

3.14 2.73 

Minn. 

3.00 

2=3.52 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

3.22 3.48 

Summary. The role variable, especially the indicators SOQ~ORK 
and APPROP, seems especially valuable as a reflection of relevant 
at~itudinal differences between police officers in criminal and 
decriminalized jurisdictions. Officers in dec.riminalized juris­
dictions find a discrepancy in their role expectations and the 
task of picking up public drunks. This discrepancy is much less 
marked in criminal jurisdictions. The view that decriminalization 
introduces a marked disincentive in terms of role expectations 
therefore is supported. 

3. Peer Variable. 

a. VETOFF. We expected that police officers in all jurisdictions 
would agree that veteran office-..::s would view it as a waste of 
time to pick up inebriates. Further, we hypothesized that 
there ~.;rould be significantly g-reater disagreement in criminal 
than in decriminalized jurisdictions. 

The first hypothesis was not confirmed. Indeed, there was 
general disagreement with the proposition in all jurisdictions. 
We can offer no exnlanation for this result. The second 
hypothesis is confirmed. As suggested by the role variable, 
police officers in criminal jurisdictions generally have a 
more positive attitude toward the task of pickin up public 
inebriates simply because they are dealing with a criminal 
offense. If police officers are accurately perceiving the 
attitudes of veterans, fellow officers and partners, we would 
expect this to be reflected in their responses (i.e.) in this 
instance, a significantly higher level of disagreement). 
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X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.49 

13 

St. L. 

3.50 

Minn. 

.3.67 

Rich. 

3.67 

Z=4.77 
S=.01 

Hous. -
4.17 

b. BUDDIES/FELLOWS. Our expectation regarding VETOFF was 
carried over to this indicator. In addition to general dis­
agreement with the stated proposition, we would hypothesize 
greater agreement in criminal jurisdictions. 

The disagreement was found only in the decriminalized juris­
dictions and there was significantly greater agreement in the 
criminal jurisdictions. The disagreement in decriminalized 
jurisdictions and agreement in criminal jurisdictions strongly 
supports the proposition that police officers in criminal 
jurisdictions have a more positive attitude to'tvards the task 
of picking up public drunks than do officers in a decriminalizec 
jurisdiction. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. St.L. 

3.51 4.20 

Minn. 

3.59 

Z=8.l2 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Rous. 

2.56 2.90 

c. PRTNR. Again, we expected general disagreement but signi­
ficantly greater agreement in criminal jurisdictions. Both 
hypotheses were confirmed. Officers in criminal jurisdictions 
believe thei'r partners place a greater importance on the task 
of picking up public inebriates than officers in decriminalized 
jurisdictions. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.41 

St.L. 

3.56 

Minn. 

Z=5.70 
S=,01 

Rich. 

2.71 

Hous. 

2 .• 83 
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Summar!. Like the Role Variable, the Peer Variable provides a 
valuab e tool for distinguishing between the attitudes of officers 
in ct'iminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. All three indicators 
produce results consistent with the fonnulated· hypotheses. The 
officer in Houston and Richmond appears to have a far more positive 
attitude towards the task of picking up public inebriates than 
does his counterpart in Hashington, D.C., St. Louis, and Minnea­
polis. To the extent that a police officers reacts to cues from 
his fellow officers, there is a strong disincentive introduced 
when a system decriminalizes. 

l;.. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. General 

(1) TOURIST. No significant difference between jurisdictions 
was expected. Rather, we expected variations reflecting the 
extent of tourism in the jurisdiction. \.;rhile there was a 
significant difference bet,veen the criminal and. decriminal~zed 
jurisdictions, the mean scores indicate that thLs has nothLng 
to do with the criminal-decriminalized dichotomy. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.26 

St.L. 

2.66 

Minn. 

Z==2.54 
S==.01 

Rich. 

3.47 

Hous. 

2.58 



15 

(2) SERIOUS. We expected general agreement that public 
intoxication is a serious health problem and no signi­
ficant differences bet'tveen the jurisdictional classes. 

General agreement was found. However, the question also 
produced a significantly greater level of agreement in 
the criminal jurisdictions. No reason is immediately 
apparent. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.18 

St.L. 

2.58 

Minn. 

1. 77 

b. Therapeutic/Criminal Facilities 

2=2.82 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

1. 71 

Hous. 

1. 84 

(1) ~UICKLY. t.J'e hypothesized that agreement would be 
foun in-aIl jurisdictions but that decriminalized juris­
dictions would agree to a significantly greater extent. 

Both hypotheses were confirmed. Intervie'tvs have indicated 
that a common complaint of police officers is the rapidity 
of turnover. They constantly see the same faces back on 
the street shortly after they had seemingly removed the in­
dividual. This complaint was especially pronounced in the 
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decriminalized jurisdictions where the inebriate is delivered 
to detoxification facilities. Criminal arrest is often 
followed by a jail sentence at least for the chronic offender. 
thus removing the inebriate from the streets for a more ex­
tended period. 

X score 

Significa.nce 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.25 

St. L. 

2.43 

c. Perceptions of Inebriate 

Minn. -
2.37 

2=5.43 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

2.71 2.93 

(1) THREAT. While our original inclination was that there 
would be general agreenent that few drunks pose a threat to 
police, interviews with officers and the frequency with 
which disorderly conduct is an associated offense led us to 
anticipate disagreement. We expected no significant dif­
ferences between officers in criminal and decriminalized 
jurisdictions. There was no general agreement or disagree­
ment. No significant difference ,vas fOUL'1.d. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.10 

St. L. 

3.75 

Hinn. 

3.45 

2=1. 80 
N/S 

Rich. Hous. 

3.08 3.69 

(2) BELLIGERENT. Again, we expected general disagreement 
for the reasons indicated in THF.EAT. No significant dif­
ference was expected between jurisdictions. 

As expected, police officers in all jurisdictions viewed the 
public inebriate as belligerent towards the police. To the 
extent such an attitude is prevalent, there would seem to be 
a natural impediment to police intervention. Perception of 
the environment as hostile is not likely to induce inter­
vention and certainly not a helping intervention. 
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No significant difference was found between the juris­
dictional classes. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.70 

St. L. 

4.41 

Minn. 

4.28 

Z=1.66 
NIS 

Rich. Hous. 

3.51 4.35 

(3) MESSY. We expected that the results indicated for the 
previous two indicators would c0ntinue for this indicator. 
We expected officers generally to agree that the task of 
removing public inebriates is "messy and unpleasant." ~-le 
saw no reason that this would vary with the criminal status 
of public drunkenness. 

General agreement was present and there was no significant 
difference. All three of these indicators [THREAT (although 
the results were indecisive), BELLIGERENT. and MESSY] suggest 
strong negative attitudes towards the task of removing public 
inebriates regardless of whether tne jurisdiction is criminal 
or decriminalized. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

1.85 

St.L. 

1. 96 

Minn. 

1. 99 

Z=1.07 
NIS 

Rich. Hous. 

2.37 1. 93 

(4&5) ~{ELLDRESS/POORDRESS. While we hypothesized general 
agreement on both indicators based on our view of what 
really happens, we doubted that this would in fact be re­
vealed in a questionnaire. Our hypothesis was based on 
what is done» not on 'tv-hat the officers would say. We 
expected no significant difference between the jurisdictional 
classes. 

As we expected, agreement was present only in the case of 
POORDRESS. There was general disagreement for WELLDRESS. 
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In both cases, a significant difference was produced. 
Officers in criminal jurisdictions believe that the poor 
man and rich man alike need police intervention to a 
significantly greater degree than do officers in the de­
criminalized jurisdictions. As will be suggested for the 
next group of indicators below, officers in criminal juris­
dictions seem to feel a need to justify a "criminal" inter­
vention. Before an arrest is made, it is necessary that 
there be justification. Need for assistance would provide 
such a justification. 

WELLDRESS: 
Wash. St. L. Minn. Rich. Hous. 

X score 4.17 4.25 4.37 4.31 l~. 86 

Significance 2=5.65 
of Difference S=.Ol 

POORDRESS: 
Wash. St.L. Minn. Rich. Hous. 

~ 

X score 3.19 2.80 3.11 2.70 2.86 

Significance 2=2,.13 
of Difference S=.Ol 

(6) BOTHER. VoTe anticipated general agreement in all 
jurisdictions. Further, we expected a significantly higher 
level of agreement in criminal jurisdictions. The officer 
in such a jurisdiction, involved in a potential arrest, 
will perceive the situation as more serious, justifying 
intervention by a law enforcement officer. He will rational­
ize his role. 

Both expectations were confirmed. There was a very high level 
of agreement in all jurisdictions. Police officers in 
criminal jurisdictions agreed to a significantly greater 
extent than officers in the three decriminalized jurisdic­
tions. 



X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.44 

19 

St.L. 

2.19 

Minn. ---
1.78 

2=6.52 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

1. 57 1.80 

(7) MUGGING. Interviews indicated that public inebriates 
are frequently the victims of crime, especially mugging. 
We expected therefore, that there would be general agreement 
in all jurisdictions. Given the greater need for justifi­
cation for law officer intervention, we expected signifi­
cantly greater agreement in criminal jurisdictions. If the 
inebriate is perceived as a potential victim of crime, there 
is a greater reaBon for a police officer to intervene even 
using a criminal sanction. 

Both hypotheses were confirmed. A high level of agreement 
was present in all jurisdictions and the level of agree­
ment was significantly higher in Houston and Richmond. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. St.L. 

2.73 2.47 

Minn. 

2.67 

2=7.44 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

1.35 2.07 

(8) WEATHER. One of the reasons most frequently given by 
police officers on why they pick up public inebriates is the 
need for protection from incle~ent weather. They almost 
unifo~ly assert that pickup rates are higher in cold months 
(1i7hich is generally not true.) ~.Je therefore hypo thesized 
that general agreement would be found in all jurisdictions. 
Since the need to protect the inebriate from weather hazards 
would constitute another justification for police interven­
tion using the criminal law, we hypothesized significantly 
greater agreement in criminal jurisdictions. 

General agreement was present in all jurisdictions, although 
it was marginal in St. Louis. Greater agreement was present 
in the criminal jurisdictions although the significance is 
only marginal. It might be noted that both criminal juris­
dictions have more temperate climates than the three de­
criminalized jurisdictions. 



X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.46 

20 

St. L. 

~.45 

Minn. 

2.73 

Rich. 

2.32 

Z=l. 94 
S=0.0524 

HOlts. 

2.68 

(9) U1HOBILE. Interviews with police officers suggested that 
they believe that most public ineb-riates can get around with­
out assistance. We therefore expected general disagreement 
with this item. Again, the need for justification should 
produce a significantly higher level of agreement in criminal 
jurisdictions. 

There was neither general agreement nor disagreement in the 
five jurisdictions, two agreed and three disagreed. The fact 
that so many inebriates are dm·m and out may well explain 
this ambivalent response. Further, the need to justify inter­
vention would provide some explanation. As hypothesized, 
officers in criminal jurisdictions did agree to a signifi­
cantly greater extent. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

4.40 

St. L. 

3.62 

Minn. 

3.81 

Z=8.47 
8=.01 

Rich. Hous. 

2.74 3.31 

(10) MEDICAL. Again, the general picture of the inebriate 
suggested by the police in interviey.~s \·;as of a person who 
generally could take care of himself. The need for medical 
attention being only an occasional factor, we expected 
general agreement. Further, the need for justifying police 
intervention was again expected to produce greater disagree­
ment in criminal jurisdictions. 

Neither hypothesis \Vas confirmed. ""hile there was general 
agreement I 'with the exception of Hashington, D.C., it was 
marginal. No significant difference was found betw'een 
jurisdictions. Perhaps, this factor would not so much 
justify a criminal intervention as a medical intervention. 



X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.86 

21 

St. L. 

3.34 

Minn. 

3.14 

Z=1. 27 
N/S 

Rich. Hous. 

3.35 3.47 

(11) PROP CARE . ~~e expected agreement in all j urisdic tions 
but no significant differances between the therapeutic and 
criminal jurisdictions. He did find general agreement and 
also a significantly greater level of agreement in the cr:.­
minal jurisdiction. Perhaps, although it seems strained, 
the need for justification in the use of the criminal law 
to remove inebriates finds expression even in this indicator. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.49 

St. L. 

3.36 

Minn. 

2.94 

Z=3.75 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

1.93 2.60 

Summary. The most interesting results produced in terms of the 
Strategic Environment Variable are the negative perception of 
the inebriate found in all jurisdictions and the difference in 
the perception of the inebriate in criminal and decriminalized 
jurisdictions. The former provides a basis for a negative 
attitude towards the task of picking up public inebriates 
generally. The latter suggests a countervailing impetus present 
in criminal jurisdictions. Public intoxication is perceived as 
a problem justifying int~rvention through the criminal law. 
Decriminalization arguably removes this need for justification 
and thus removes an incentive to intervention in the environment 
to which the officer relates. 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable 

a. BUSINESS. Interviews indicated that the businessmen ~vere 
perceived as the most "significant others" for patrolmen 
in all jurisdictions> We expected general agreement \vith 
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with the indicator with no significant differences between 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. Both hypotheses 
"ere confirmed. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.75 

St. L. 

2.30 

Minn. 

2.32 

Z=1.49 
NIS 

Rich. Hous. --
2.21 

b. GENPUB. Again, vle expected general agreement in all juris­
dictions although not as great as for BUSINESS. Officers 
certainly give verbal credibility to the proposition that 
they are concerned with how the general public perceives 
and responds to their work. We saw no reason to expect 
differences between criminal and decrininalized jurisdictions. 

There was general agreement in all jurisdictions, but in 
three of the five jurisdictions the level of agreement 
exceeded that of BUSINESS, but the scores are close. We 
also found a significantly greater degree of agreement in 
the criminal jurisdiction. Perhaps this reflects ~he 
officer's perception that he is expected to enforce the 
criminal law and that the general public is concerned with 
"crime". 

X score 

Significance 
of Dj.fference 

t-lash. 

2.59 

St.L. 

2.64 

Minn. 

2.22 

Z=3.l9 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

2.28 2.26 

c. AAETC. Again, general agreement was expected in all juris­
dictfons ~-lith no significant differences bet't-leen ,criminal 
and decriminalized jurisdictionR. 1\Thile we expected an 
intermediate ranking for this item compared with the other 
items of the Strategic Interaction Variable, we recognized 
the possibility that it might not even be relevant to such 
a ranking. 
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We did find general agreement and it wa~ certainly far less 
than that for BUSINESS or GENPUB. We again found a signifi­
cant difference bet~V'een criminal and decriminalized juris­
dictions. While we might offer the same rationale as GENPUB, 
the reason for this result is not readily apparent. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.41 

St.L. 

3.27 

Minn. 

3.08 

2=3.16 
8=.01 

Rich. Hous. 

3.14 2.96 

d. POLITICO. We expected general disagreement in all jur.~s­
aIctions since political pressures do not seem very intense 
in this area. Given this disagreement, this indicator vlOuld 
fall lower on the ranking of strategic interaction indicators. 
We expected no significant difference between our two classes 
of jurisdictions. 

In fact, we found substantial agreement, falling just below 
BUSINESS and GENPUB, but ahead of AAETC. Apparently, the 
police perceive more political pressure to remove inebriates 
than we anticipated. As we hypothesized, there was no sig­
nificant difference between criminal and decriminalized 
jurisdictions. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

2.96 

St.L. 

2.91 

Minn. 

2.41 

2=1. 38 
S=.17 

Rich. Rous. 

2.67 . 2. 74 

e. 1~QUOR. We expected general disagreement in all jurisdic­
t~ons. The public inebriate is the customer of the liquor 
store owners and there is little pressure for an inter­
ventionist police policy. It was anticipated that LIQUOR 
would rank second only to DRUNK, belmv, 'in level of disagree­
ment. We saw no reason to expect a difference between 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. 
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In fact, there was general agreement with the exception of 
St. Louis. And the ranking in terms of level of agreement 
was higher than for CRTPER and DETOXII. There apparently 
is greater perceived pressure from liquor store owners to 
remove the inebriate than we anticipated. Perhaps we fail 
to consider the diversity of liquor stores. Many do not 
emphasize cheap liquor or wine and don't cater to the 
chronic inebriate. If their clientele is more "straight" 
the liquor store owner would more properly be classified 
as BUSINESS. There was no significant difference between 
jurisdictions. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

\vash. 

3.47 

St.L. Minn. 

3.57 3.27 
. 

2=1:82 
N/S 

Rich. 

3.43 

Hous. 

3.24 

f. CRTPER & DETOX. \Vhile we expected general disagreement in 
aecriminalized jurisdictions, we had no expectations re­
garding criminal jurisdictions. We could not, therefore, 
hypothesize any significant differences between the classes 
of jurisdictions. 

g. 

In fact, there was no general agreement or disagreement even 
among the jurisdictions. Responses were ambivalent. HOi-leVer J 

the level of agreement vlaS significantly greater in criminal 
jurisd~ctions. Apparently, officers in criminal jurisdic­
tions perceive pressures to enforce the criminal law even 
in this relatively' low priority area. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

4.06 

St. L. 

3.42 

Minn. 

3.70 

2=3.80 
S=.01 

Rich. Hous. 

3.53 3.39 

DRUNKS. We hypothesized general disagreement in all juris~ 
aictions in spite of the claims of officers that the inebriate 
wanted to be picked up. Most non-police interviews indi­
cated that with exceptions when the weather was cold or when 
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the inebriate was hungry, even the skid row inebriate pre­
ferred to be let alone. There id not seem to be any reason 
to expect pressure for pickup from the non skid row inebriate. 
We fully expected this to produce the highest level of dis­
agreement. There was no expectation of any difference be­
tween criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions., 

There was general disagreement in all jurisdictions and 
DRUNKS generally ranks the lowest of the indicators in level 
of agreement. Again, there was a significant difference be­
tween criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. In this 
instance, however, the officers in criminal jurisdictions 
disagreed more frequently. Apparently when the sanction is 
criminal, there is little pressure from DRUNKS for increased 
pickup. 

X score 

Significance 
of Difference 

Wash. 

3.99 

St.L. 

4. 73 

Minn. 

4.75 

Z=6.77 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous, 

4.64 5.11 

Sunnnary. The most interesting result of the attitudes relating 
to the Strategic Interaction variable is the extent to which the 
ranking of the indicators conformed from jurisdiction t~ juris­
diction. Police officers apparently perceive pressure rrom 
most significant others to remove p11blic inebriates from public 
places and the sources of the pressure tend to be uniform in 
all jurisdictions. 

Wash. St. L. Minn. Rich. Hous. 

BUSINESS 2.75 2.30 2.32 2.21 2.45 

GENPUB 2.59 2.64 2.22 2.28 2.26 

POLITICO 2.96 2.91 2.41 2.67 2.74 

METC 3.41 3.27 3.08 3.14 2.96 

LIQUOR 3.47 3.57 3.27 3.43 3. 2/~ 

CRTPER/DTXII 4.06 3.42 3.70 3.53 3.39 

DRmnzs 3.99 4.73 4.75 4.64 5.11 



26 

It was surpr~s~ng to find the significant differences between 
criminal and decriminalized ,iurisdictions regarding the level of 
.agr,e.e..ment. There is at least the suggestion that off·icers in 
criminal jurisdictions perceive greater pressure from external 
sources to remove inebriates from public places than do their 
c01.mterparts in decriminalized jurisdictions. Hhether such a 
Perception is accurate or only an unfounded belief of the 
officers'in the criminal jurisdiction, it does suggest that 
decriminalization can produce an alteration in'the perceived pres­
sures for pickup of the public inebriate. 
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PART TWO 

City Papers 
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Washington, D. C. 

I . BACKGROUND 

A. The City 

Analysis of the demographic characteristics of Washington s D.C. 

reveals a city of socio-economic extremes. Li.ke many central cities, 

the District is made up of three diverse types of a.reas: (1) entrenched 

poverty areas, (2) transitional areas, and (3) stable, high income 

areas. Before detailing the characteristics of three police districts, 

each representing one of the demographic types, we present a brief 

overall profile of the city's population. l 

In a ten city comparison of cities with equivalent size, the 

District has the highest percentage of Black population (70%, followed 

by 46% for Baltimore, 41% for St. Louis). Another unique characteristic 

of the District is its low unemployment rate (1970-4.0%) in comparison 

to the U.S. figure on central cities. Also, this rate is only 1 

percentage point higher than the figure for the Hashington Hetropolitan 

Area. However, the city does suffer from the currents of urban decline. 

The Civilian labor force is heavily plagued with low income jobs. In 

1 This overvievl is based largely on figures from the 1970 Census that 
are compiled in The People of the District of Columbia (Hashington, D.C.: 
Office of Planning and Nanagement, District of Columbi.a Government, 
1973). The final report will emphasize the la.test demographic data, 
where available. 
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1970, 28% of the experienced labor force earned less than $4,000. 

A~ding this figure to the unemp1oy~ent rate, we see that over 110,000 

persons in the District are either 1m.; earne'rs or unemployed. 

As for levels of educational attainment, the District is bimodal 

with the highly educated and uneducated occupying significant per­

centages of the population. Thus, 'tolell over a third of its younger 

popUlation (18-24 years) have not completed high school and 24% of 

the adult population (25 years or more) have less than one year of 

high school education. In comparison, this places the District well 

below the figures of such central cities as Baltimore, Cleveland, 

and St. Louis. Yet, the District has 22% of its male population with 

more than four years of college, a figure considerably greater than 

the percentage for comparable cities. 

Like many urban centers. the District has experienced serious 

problems with heroin addiction and alcoholism. However, based on 

the standard formulas that produce yearly estimated rates for these 

addictions,2 we see they differ in their degree of seriousness in the 

District. 

The Narcotics Treatment Administration (NTA) estimated that the 

District of Columbia had a heroin user population of 18,000 for the 

period 1969 to 1971. The post-1971 estimate is much lower with a 

drop from as much as 50% to two-thirds of reported heroin users. 

2. Heroin Addiction - formula derived from a New York City study and 
adopted for the District that estimates 200 heroin users for everyone 
heroin death in the city. (Data Source: D.C. Department of Human Re­
sources Narcotics Treatment Administration) Alcoholism - Jellinek 
Formula based on yearly deaths for cirrhosis of the liver. (Data Source: 
Dr. Dorothy Mindlin Director of Adams Hill Alcoholism Center, Wash. D.C.) 



_._----

30 

This estim~ted reduction in' the heroin user population is based on 

several crude measures: (1) drop in heroin deaths, (2) reduction in the 

number of clients in NTA programs, and (3) the significant drop in 

the reported presence of the drug in urine samples taken in con­

nection vlith the Superior Court and D. C. Jail records. 

On the other hand, the problem drinking population continues to 

grow in the District. Below are the estimates based on the Jellinek 

Formula. 

Table I 

"Problem Drinking Population 
for the District of Columbia, 1960-1972" 

a 
Year No. of Problem Drinkers Year No. of Problem Drinkers 

1960 52,500 1967 95,900 

1961 64,100 1968 97,100 

1962 68,100 1969 95:400 

1963 78,000 1970 98,400 

1964 70,000 1971 129,000 

1965 86,700 1972 130,600 

"1966 97,600 

a. Based on Jel1inek Formula as calculated and reported by Dr. Dorothy 
~..indlin, Director of the Adams l1ill Alcoholism Center, ~.;rashington, D.C. 
See First Project Report, pp. 27-34. 



31 

1. The Detox Area - Police District 1 

The Detoxification Center is locat~d in the First Police District, 

a subdivision of the District roughly comparable to Service Area 6. 

Thus, this area houses approximately 10.5% of the District's popula­

tion with the following breakdown by race: 

1960 

1970 

Table 2 

"D.C. Service Area 6 Population 
Breakdown, 1960 and 1970" 

Total 

99,100 

79,100 

White 

10,600 

6,900 

Black 

88,500 

72,200 

As these figures point out, there has been a significant decrease 

in this area's population between 1960 and 1970 with an exodus of 35% 

of the White and 18% of the Black residents. 

Much of the demographic data confirms that the First Prec.inct is 

located in an entrenched poverty area. In 1970, 36% of the families 

in Service Area 6 made less than $5000 a year giving this area the 

highest percentage of low income families. In addition, 29% of~he 

people in the area are living at or below the poverty level. 

Other characteristics include an estimate that 23.4% of the city's 

heroin users live in this area, the highest figure for any of the 

service areas. Educationally, 69% of the residents over 25 years old 
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have not completed high school, which is again the largest percentage 

in the District of Columbia. Fina ... ly, out of wedlock births accounted 

for 61% of the live births in 1970, the highest percentage in the city. 

2. . Police District 5 

The Fifth District largely encompasses Service Areas 2 and 5. 

The population breakdown by race is as fo110v1s: 

Table 3 

"D.C. Service Areas 5 and 2 Population, 1960 and 1970" 

1960 

Area 2 

Area 5 

Total 

1970 

Area 2 

Area 5 

Total 

Total 

52,700 

87,500 

140,200 

54,000 

72,900 

126,900 

White 

26,500 

18,900 

45,400 

8,400 

11,700 

20,100 

Black 

26,200 

68,600 

94,800 

45,600 

61,200 

106,800 

Close review of this data points to the transitional nature of this 

police precinct. Service Area 2 had the second largest increase in 

the Black population of the District (74.5%) and in the same period, 

the White population dropped 68.4%. 
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Service Area 2 is distinctly wealthier than Service Area 5, 

representing a strong community for Black middle class families in 

the District. The following chart shows the sharp distinction be­

tween the two service areas that make up this police precinct. 

Table L~ 

"Comparison of Income for Service Areas 2 and 5, 1970" 

Income Levels 

-$5,000 

$5,000 - $9,999 

$10,000 - $14,999 

$15,000 + 

% Area 2 

11% 

26% 

30% 

33% 

% Area 5 

28% 

35% 

21% 

16% 

While Service Area 5 has fewer families below the $5,000 mark than the 

First District/Service Area 6 (28% vs. 36%), it is virtually identical 

in the $5,000 to $10,000 range (35% vs. 36%). 

Crime has dropped 21% overall in Area 2 from 1971 to 1972. However, 

rape, which generally increased throughout the city, sho'tved its 

greatest increase in this area - up 88%. Service Area 5 showed a 

27% increase in rape and a 15% increase in criminal homicide while 

all other service areas registered a steady declin,e in homicide. As 

for heroin use, Area 5 estimates run 40 individuals per one~thousand 

population (third lO'tvest in the city) compared to 11 per thousand in 

Area 2 (second lowest in the entire District). 
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In conclusion, the overall distinctions between the two service .­

areas point to a police district whose population is not homogeneous. 

Thus, Police District 5 is uniquely large and disparate for the city. 

3. Police District 2 

The Second District falls almost completely within Service Area 

8 and represents the neighborhoods of the middle and upper class White 

population of Washington, D.C. 

Table 5 

"D .• C. Service Area 8 Population, 1960 and 1970n 

Year 

1960 

1970 

Total 

99,700 

99,600 

White 

96,700 

94,800 

Black 

3,000 

4,800 

By far, Service Area 8 is the wealthiest area in the District. 

Only 7% of the families made below $5000 per year while 62% of the 

families made more than $lS,OOO in 1970. 

The only crime showing an upswing in this police district is 

rape with a 32% increse from 1971 to 1972. Heroin use is estimated 

to be limited to only 1.4 persons per 1,000 population, the lowest 

figure for any police precinct. 
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Finally, 95% of the housing was built for single family use with 

86% of all structures registered as owne~ occupied. In short, the 

area patrolled by the Second District represents the neighborhoods of the 

wealthiest and best educated citizens residing in Washington, D.C. 

B. The Legal Context. 

As a result of judicial and legislative decision-making in the 

1960's. the District of Columbia became an early model for legal 

reform on the public drunkenness issue. Prior to Easter vs. District 

?f Columbia, 361 F.2d 50 (D.C. Cir. 1966), the public inebriate was 

handled under the criminal process. The usual procedure involved a 

police arrest of the offender based on an alleged violation of the 

D.C. Code, Section 25-128, which made it a crime to be "drunk or 

intoxicated in any street, alley, park, or parking in any vehi.cle in 0:' 

upon the same or in any place to which the public is invited or at 

any public gathering, and no person anywhere shall be drunk or intoxi­

cated and disturb the peace of any person." Violations of this 

statute could mean a fine of not more than $100 or imprisonment for 

not more than ninety days or both. 

The legal challenge to this public intoxication statute in the 

East,e.r case relied on a fundamental principle of criminal responsibility 

that criminal sanctions may be applied only to voluntary action, [See 

Robinson v. California, 390 U.S. 669 (1962) holding unconstitutional , 

as cruel and unusual punishment a statute making the status of drug 

addiction a crime]. Specifically, in Easter, the United States Court 
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of Appeals for the District of C(.)lumbia held that the defendant could 

no·t be convicted of public intoxic(Ation because, as a chronic alcoholic, 

he had lost the power of self-control with respect to the use of 

alcoholic beverages and thus, under common law principles, could not 

be convicted for his involuntary intoxication. 

In 1968, the Supreme Court of the United States in POIoJell v. 

Texas, 392 U.S. 514 (1968), narrowly rejected a claim that the con-

stitutional guarantee against cruel and unusual punishment required 

that chronic alcoholism be recognized as a defense to a criminal . 

charge of public drunkenness. The Court quoted from the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, stating: 

[T]he strongest barrier to abandonment of the current 
llse of the criminal process to deal with public intoxication 
is that there presently are no clear alternatives for taking 
into custody and treating those Hho are no,>.] arrested as drunks. 

The Court added that "it would be tragic to return large numbers of 

helpless, sometimes dangerous and frequently unsanitary inebriates 

to the streets of our cities without even the opportunity to sober 

up adequately which a brief jail term pro ides." It followed that 

"before we condemn the present practice across-the-board, perhaps we 

ought to be able to point some clear promise of a better work for 

these unfortunate people. Unfortunately, no such promise has yet 

been forthcoming. l1 

On August 1, 1968, the District of Columbia Alcoholic.Rehabili­

tation Act w'ent into effect. Its enactment was a direct result of 

Easter and it established an alternative to the system which the 
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Court had so reluctantly perpetuated in Powell. The Act directs all 

public officials in the District of Columbia to "take cognizance of 

the fact that public intoxication shall be handled as a public health 

problem rather than as a criminal offense." Nevertheless, the statute 

retains the assumption that simple public intoxication is a sufficient 

cause of public intervention regardless of the wishes of the intoxi­

cated individual. The police are retained as the legal instrument 

for removing intoxicated persons from the streets but they pick up 

"patients" under a public health provision which reads: 

Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, 
any person who is intoxicated in public: (1) may be taken 
or sent to his home or to a public or private health facility; 
(2) if not taken or sent to his home or such facility under 
paragraph one shall be taken to a detoxification center. 

The Metropolitan Police Department of Hashington, D.C. details 

its interpretation of the ne'Y7 law and created a formal policy in MPD 

General Orders Eight and Eleven, series 1968. That the Hetropolitan 

Police Department recognizes intoxication in the District of Columbia 

as a health problem is explicitly stated in General Order Number 

Eleven -- "Intoxication shall be handled on a public health rather 

than a criminal basis." In the orders, intoxicated persons· are 

divided into three distinct classes: (1) those not endangering the 

safety of themselves or othe.i' persons or property, (2) those who 

endanger the safety of themselves or other persons or property, 

(D.C. Code 25-218), (3) those charged with criminal offenses other 

than those specified in D.C. Code, Section 25-128. 
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The police department remains the primary intake (or pickup) 

vehicle for all three classes under the. revised process. Under the 

first class, the police may take the citizen home or to the Detox 

(the Detoxification Center) and no arrest notation ~esults (other 

forms are substituted). The second class covering those public 

inebriates who do endanger the safety of themselves or others (a 

criminal offense) are arrested and a detainer is left with the 

Detox medical officer. While those citizens in the third class are 

also to be taken to Detox, the Center was never equipped with appro­

priate security measures and, therefore, any person v7hose escape is 

considered likely is presently treated as any other criminal arrestee. 

C. The Actors 

The legal formulation of the District's decriminalized approach 

to public drunkenness is primarily attributable to the intensive 

efforts of an identifiable set of individuals and groups (a policy 

subsystem) . As with the formulation 0'£ a good deal of public policy, 

it was not an issue of intensive concern to the general public. 

The Easter decision, then, represented a major victory for the 

cluster of interests that for nearly twenty years pursued a "thera­

peutic" rather than a criminal approach to public drunkenness in the 

District. Coordinated by the Washington Area Council on Alcoholism 

and Drug Abuse, these forces included members of city and federally 

chartered criminal justice reform commissions, the news media, civil 

libertarian groups, public health institutions, and alcohol reform 
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groups. This policy subsystem was also instrumental in prodding 

Congress to enact the Alcoholic RE:1.1abilitation Act and has continued 

to serve as a "watchdog" over the implementation of decriminalization 

in the District. 

D. The Practical Context 

Prior to decriminalization and in comparison with other central 

city police departments. the Metropolitan Police Department had a 

very high arrest rate for public drunkenness. Following decriminali­

zation, police delivery rates to Detox show a sharp drop in comparison 

to arrest rates from the criminal era. The overall yearly pickup 

rates are displayed in the follo'V7ing table. (See Table 6) 

As early as 1957 J District officials proposed changes in the 

police handling of public inebriates. 3 The authors of the Karrick 

Committee made the following recommendations:
4 

That appropriate action be taken .by the Chief of Police 
to encourage the policeman on patrol to make a more 
determined effort to send persons who are simply in­
toxicated directly to their homes, and avoid where 
possible, arrest and detention. 

That a specific drive be undertaken in precincts NOA 1 
and No.2, with the Metropolitan Police Department. the 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, Alcoholics Anonymous, 

3 Much of the "inside" information concerning police department 
handling of public inebriates since the late 1950 f s is based O~ un­
published papers by Jerry V. 1;.Jilson, past Chief of Police. See Wilson, 
"Executive Control of Policies for Police Handling of Public Inebriates," 
"Police Discretion anc the Public Inebriate," & "Precinct Command 
Policies," unpublished papers, The American University, 1975. 

4 Report of the Committee on Prisons, Probation and Parole, Washington 
D.C., April, 1957, pp.132-l33. 
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Table 6 

"Total Yearly Police Intake 
Rates for Public Inebriates, 1960-1972" 

Year Arres,t a Detox Delivery 
b 

Total 

1960 L~O, 400 40,400 

1961 40,861 40,861 

1962 46,097 46,097 

1963 47,950 47,950 

1964 43,997 43,997 

1965
c 

44,218 44,218 

1966 47,140 47,140 

1967 37,239 37,239 

1968d 26,481 154 26,635 

1969 2,228 3737 5,965 

1970 1,673 5866 7,539 

1971 11 9415 9,426 

1972 12 9364 9,876 

a. Arrest for public drunkenness (D.C. Code 25-128). 

b. Police referrals to D.C. Detoxification Center from Monthly 
Statistics, May 1968 - June 1973, Police Volunteer Admissions. 

c. Easter v. Distri~t of Columbia, 361 F.2d 50, D.C. Dir., 1966. 

d. Implementation of Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act in August, 1968. 
See provisions D.C. Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act, P.L. 90-452, 
82 Stat. 618 (1968). 
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and other appropriate governmental or private groups 
cooperating, to reduce the incidence of arrests for 
intoxication in these two are?s, including more stringent 
action on the part of the ABC Board relative to the sale 
of alcohol in both precincts. 

That the Board of Commissioners authorize and direct the 
Chief of Police to select a committee, including at 
least one representative of the Corporation Counsel, to 
study and report to the commissioners ways and means for 
better handling the first offender intoxicant, particu­
larly with a view to his release without a formal charge 
of intoxication. 

That any person, who, having been arrested and charged 
with intoxication, has forfeited collateral and/or paid 
a fine on at least three prior occasions within the period 
of one year, shall be prohibited from further forfeiture 
and his appearance in court be mandatory. 

A committee was appointed by the Chief of Police to consider these 

d
. 5 recommen at~ons. While the members agreed that it might be possible 

to avoid arresting and formally charging some of the first offenders 

which the Karrick Committee called "social alcoholics" they found no 

practical alternative for the police to arresting and presenting to the 

court the ca.tegory of "skid row alcoholics. II Hhile a procedure was 

initiated for releasing public inebriates who could pay collateral and 
6 go home, little administrative oversight took place, and the number 

of arrests for public drunkenness actually increased during ensuing 
7 

years. 

S Report of Deputy Chief Howard V. Covell, July 2, 1957. 

6 Jerry V. Wilson, "Precinct Command Policies and Other Influences 
on Arrests for Drunkenness," unpublished paper, he American 
lmiversity, 1975. 

7 Jerry V. Wilson. "Police Discretion -and the Public Inebriate." 
unpublished paper, The American University, 1975, pp. 2-3. 
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Thus, according to Chief Wilson, there were no written, formal 

policies of the MPDC regulating arrests of public inebriates prior to 

Easter. As for the informal policies, they are roughly classified 

into three categories: (1) keeping derelicts from the streets, 

(2) arresting inebriates to reduce disorder in and around "honky-tonks,1I 

and (3) general incentives to arrest inebriates because arrests vlere 

tabulated as officer performance. In addition to these categories, 

Chief Wilson identifies several "situation specific" factors that 

would often influence an officer's decision on vlhether to arrest or 

not: (1) orderliness of the inebriate, (2) the degree of inebriation, 

(3) the location where inebriated (more likely to be arrested in areas 

of special police attention), (4) willingness to go home, (5) the 

ratio of police officers on patrol to the number of serious crimes, 

and (6) reluctance to arrest tourists and conventioneers. S 

The time between the Easter decision and the enactment of the 

Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act (ARA) was too short for firm police 

policies to evolve. Also, immediately after the implementation of 

the ARA, the MPDC was under considerable pressure because of the Poor 

People's Campaign. A final overarching factor affecting the MPD's 

attention given to the handling of public inebriates is the sharp 

upward trend of se.rious crime and narcotics traffic in the late 1960's. 

Police officials identify their reaction to this ~rend as a justifica­

tion for a reduced commitment to the public inebriation problem in 

the reform era. 

8 Ibid, pp. 10-14. 
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Other than the circulation of police orders to notify officers 

of the change in policy, the Department's command structure only 

periodically attempted to influence patrol officers' attention to 

public drunkenness. Specifically, in the Fall of 1969, Chief Wilson 

responded both to his own observations and complaints from business­

men concerning the proliferation of skid row inebriates in the dow~­

town areas by ordering the First District to begin submitting a 

monthly report on police deliveries to Detox. This approach was used 

with some success to periodically reduce the number of skid row 

inebriates congregating on downtown streets. As for other police 

districts, no prodding from headquarters was considered necessary 

in the reform era. 
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E. Administering the Questionnaire 

In the District of Columbia, the questionnaire was administered 

to all officers in selected roll calls of the First, Second, and 

Fifth Districts. Of all districts, the First, with a high concen­

tration of both skid row and disorderly·:i.nebriates, has given the 

most attention to the public drunkenness problem throughout the 

criminal and reform eras (see Graph 1). In this district, the 

greatest attention to public inebriation takes place in Sector One -

the downtown and federal triangle areas. The bus station and the 

porno-prostitute activities are based in this sector. Also, the 

skid row area is located in this sector along ~ith the "super ghetto" 

where there have been high arrest rates for drug traffic, gun sales, 

auto theft, and oth(~r street crimes. 

The Second District is geographically the largest district. 

Police activity varies from community service in residential areas 

to "banksitting" for the hundreds of banks in the ar~a (there are days 

when ~hree banks are robbed in as many hours). As sho,m in Graph 1, 

the police in the Second District have given relatively little atten­

tion to public drunkenness throughout both eras. 

The exclusive Georgetown residential and commercial area is 

located in this district as well as a number of m1iversity campuses. 

Within the last year, the conrrnand structure of the Second has moved 

from three substations to a single headquarters. During shift change, 

those cars located,in the downtown and foggy bottom areas may need up 

to a half-hour to return to headquarters 'which is located in the far 

northwest. 
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The Fifth District represents mostly a transit,ional residential 

area with universities and hospitals dominating its institutional 

make-up., This district devoted a great deal of its resources to 

public inebriation in the criminal era, but little attention has been 

given to this problem since decriminalization. Finally, ther.e bad 

been a large shopping area in this district which was wiped-out during 

the 1968 riots and since, has not been restored. 

II. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

A. ATTITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

- -
Comparison of patrolmen's specific attitudes (item responses) 

is organized according to the independent variable to which they 

pertain. To test our hypotheses, ~7e utilize the difference of means 

test. In each instance, the analysis will focus on the citywide mean 

score and then on the inter-district variations (if they show any 

meaningful difference). 

1. Organizational Variable 

a. CONFORMS. No significant difference has been hypothesized 
between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions. 

Wash. Minn. St. L. Rich. Hous. 

X score 2.34 1.79 2.44 1.75 1.68 

Sig. of Z=4.47 Z=3.23 Z==6.17 
Difference S=.Ol N/S S=.Ol S=.Ol 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

3.92 
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Minn. 

3.25 

Z=3.6l 
S=.Ol 

This hypothesis is confirmed as officers f attitudes in the 
MPDC differ significantly from those in the Minneapolis 
Police Department \·;here periodic training sessions have 
been developed and implemented. 

2. Role Variable 

a. SOa~ORK. We would expect greater agreement with this factor 
in a therapeutic jurisdiction such as D.C. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

3.90 

Minn. 

3.46 

Z=2.37 
S=.02 

St. L. 

3.21 

Z=5.09 
S=.Ol 

Rich. Hous. 

4.08 3.83 

N/S N/S 

Officers in the MPDC show a greater affinity with those in 
criminal jurisdictions on this dimension. We would present 
two potential reasons for the District's diversion from the 
the other therapeutic cities. First, the l~DC, in compari­
son to departments of similar size, has a long history of 
high disposition rates for public inebriation. This is tied 
to the importance of the tourist industry in the Capitol 
and consequently, the need to keep the streets clear of 
"derelicts." Second, the NPDC has a high ratio of Itnew 
officers" (e. g., racial minorities, vlOmen) that are con­
sidered by most scholars to be more oriented toward community 
service than "traditional" officers from a white, male 
background. 

b. APPROPRIATE. We expect significantly greater agreement in 
criminal than in therapeutic jurisdictions because the 
criminal intake of inebriates is most compatible with offi­
cers' general role perception of their work. 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.88 

49 

Minn. 

:.35 

2=2.27 
S=.03 

St.L. 

3.23 

2=2.36 
S=.02 

Rich. 

1,.19 

2=2.96 
S=.Ol 

Hous. 

2.23 

2=4.88 
S=.Ol 

The officers in the District of Columbia fall in bet~veen 
those in the other therapeutic jurisdictions (who are 
non-committed) and those in the criminal jurisdictions 
(who show agreement). We feel that the potential reasons 
advanced for the previous indicator apply here as well. 

3. Peer Variable 

a. VETOFF. We hypothesize greater disagreement in criminal 
than in therapeutic jurisdictions (hypothesis 1) and 
general agreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 2). 

b. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

'Hash. 

3.49 

Minn. 

3.67 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.50 

N/S 

Rich. 

3.67 

N/S 

Hous. 

4.16 

2=4.90 
S;::::.Ol 

Neither hypothesis is confirmed .. Police officers may per­
ceive that indicating agreement on this scale would be an 
implied criticism of veteran officers. 

BUDDIES. He expect greater agreement in criminal than in 
therapeutic jurisdictions. 

Wash. Minn. St. L. Rich. Hous. 

X score 3.52 3.59 4.20 2.56 2.89 

Sig. of 2=5.11 2=4.14 2=4.54 
Difference N/S S=.Ol S=.Ol S=.Ol 

, , 
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This hypothesis is generally confirmed with Washington's 
officers taking a "middle of the road l1 stand. In that the 
MfDC continues to process 10,000 public inebriation cases per 
year in the therapeutic era, it is not surprising that 
officers give some support for the legitimacy of carrying out 
this task. 

c. PARTNER. As with the BUDDIES variable, we hypothesize 
significantly greater agreement in criminal than in thera­
peutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

3.41 

Minn. 

3.37 

N/S 

St.L. 

3.56 

N/S 

Rich. 

2.71 

Z=1.99 
8=.05 

Hous. 

2.83 

2=4.25 
8=.01 

This hypothesis is confirmed with the District's officers 
leaning toward agreement along with the officers in l1innea­
polis. Both HashingtoTI, D.C. and Minneapolis have ter.ded 
more to\\1ard formal disposition of inebriates while St. Louis 
has. a low encounter rate with such individuals. 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. General 

(1) CAPITAL (TOURIST) In that the command of the ~WDC 
does piace an emphasis on the role of the department to aid 
tourism,we expected agreement on this dimension. 'Hith the 
major tourist attractions lo"''!::lted in District l, we expected 
the highest level of agreement to be recorded for that 
district. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Citywide 

3.26 

Dl 

2.914 

D2 

3.359 

Z=l. 995 
8=.02 

D3 

3.486 

2=2.482 
8=.01 
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Our hypothesis is confirmed with officers in District 1 
recording a significantly higher level of agreement com­
pared to the officers in each. of the other police districts. 

(2) SERIOUS. We expect no significant difference between 
criminal and therapeu.tic jurisdictions (hypothesis 1), and 
general agreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.18 

Minn. 

1.77 

Z=5.65 
S=.Ol 

St.L. 

2.58 

Z=3.12 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

1.71 

Z=2.46 
S=.02 

Hous. 

1. 84 

Z=3.l3 
8=.01 

~.Jhile all jurisdictions shmv general agreement, the officers 
in the MPDC feel less strongly about the seriousness of the 
public drinking problem than ?fficers in three othet' juris­
dictions. However, because public inebriates with the most 
serious health problems are largely located in District 1, 
we expected the officers in this district to feel most 
strongly about drinking as a public health problem. As 
shown belo'w J we were correct. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

1.856 

D2 

2.344 

Z=2.838 
8=.01 

b. Therapeutic/Criminal Facilities 

D5 

2.320 

Z=2.638 
S= . 01 

(1) QUICKLY. We anticipate general agreement in all 
therapeutic jurisdictions (hypothesis 1) \vith the extent of 
agreement varying with the length of time the inebriate can 
be legally held (hypothesis 2). 



X score 

8ig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.25 

Minn. 

2.37 

N/S 

St. L. 

2.43 

N/8 

Rich. 

2.71 

Z=2.07 
S=.04 

Hous. 

2.92 

2=5.16 
8=.01 

The first hypothesis is confirmed. Also, 'as we projected, 
the strongest feeling of agreement is in Washing'ton and 
Minneapolis where inebriates can be detained for no more 
than 72 hours. 

X score 

8ig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

1.818 

D2 

2.391 

Z=3.702 
8=.001 

D5 

2.532 

Z=3.892 
S=.OOl 

As expected, officers in the high intensity public drunken­
ness district CD1) indicate a significantly higher leve1 0f 
agreement. In District 1, the revolving door problem is the 
most acute. 

(2) EFFECTIVE. Here, we hypothesized general agreement in 
all therapeutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

'-lash. 

2.05 

Minn. 

2.63 

2=2.56 
8=.02 

8t. L. 

2.80 

Z=5.07 
8=.01 

The hypothesized relationship exists, but Washington's 
officers indicate a significantly stronger level of agree­
ment. This may, in part, be due to the high ratio of "new 
officers" in the ~1PDC with a conununity service orientation. 
We also expect this feeling to be stron~est in District 1 
which relies most on Detox because of the high number of 
"skid row" inebriates located w'ithin this patrol area. 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

1.956 
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D2 

2.373 

Z=2.287 
S=.Ol 

D5 

2.000 

N/S 

This is somewhat confirmed with a significant difference 
exis ting betvleen officers in Dis tric t 1 and Dis tric t 2 
(the stable, high income area). 

c. ~e~ceptions of Inebriate 

(1) THREAT. For this variable, we projected no significant 
difference bet'tveen criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions 
(hypothesis 1) with general disagreement throughout juris­
dictions (hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hash. 

3.10 

Minn. 

3.45 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.75 

Z=4.58 
8=.01 

Rich. 

3.08 

N/S 

Hous. 

3.68 

Z=4~16 
5=.01 

Our first proposition is generally confirmed, but only 
Washington and Richmond register general disagreement. No 
plausible explanation can be offered. 

(2) BELLIGERENr. Again, general disagreement is expected 
as many inebriates have been observed showing hostility 
toward officers. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash~ 

3.70 

Minn. 

4.28 

Z=3.65 
S=.Ol 

5t.L. 

4.41 

Z=5.44 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

3.51 

N/S 

Hous. 

4.35 

Z=5,02 
5=.01 
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In Washington, we expected stronger disagreement in District 
1 because officers from this district patrol the "honky 
tonk" area of the city. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

3.935 

D2 

3.444 

Z==2.346 
S=.Ol 

D5 

3.765 

N/S 

(3) MESSY. We hypothesize no significant difference between 
criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions (hypothesis 1) as 
well as a high level of agreement across jurisdictions 
(hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

1.96 

Minn. 

1.99 

N/S 

St.L. 

1.85 

NIS 

Rich. 

2.37 

Z=3.09 
S=.Ol 

Hous. 

1.93 

N/S 

Both propositions are confirmed. Because officers in 
District 1 handle the highest percentage of "skid ·rm·]l1 types, 
we expect the highest level of agreement to be recorded in 
that patrol area.. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

D1 

1.590 

D2 

2.060 

Z=3.394 
S=.001 

D5 

2.245 

Z=4.229 
S=.OOl 

This inter-district distinction is also confirmed. 

(4) BOTHER. We hypothesize general agreement in all juris­
dictions. 

Wash. Minn. St.L. Rich. Hous. 

X score 2.44 1.78 2.19 1.;j7 1~79 

Sig. of Z=5.12 Z=2.03 Z=6.21 Z=6.13 
Difference S=.Ol S=.05 S=.Ol S=.Ol 



55 

While general agreement exists~ the officers in Washington 
feel less strong about this proposition. l-le hypothesize 
that the officers in Di~trict 1 agree more strongly due to 
the concentration of "panhandling" in their patrol area. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

1. 993 

D2 

2.523 

2=2.895 
S=.002 

D5 

. 2.806 

2=4. 33 ft 
S=.OOl 

As shown above, this variable is associated most strongly 
with the corrnnercial and tourist areas where "skid row" 
inebriates often approach other citizens for "spare change." 

(5) MUGGING. While agreement is anticipated in all juris-
dictions, less agreetnent is expected in therapeutic juris-
dictions. 

Wash. Ninn. St.L. Rich. Rous. 

X score 2.73 2.67 2.47 1. 35 2.07 

Sig. of 2=2.00 2=10.13 2=5.22 
Difference NIS S=.05 S=.Ol S=.Ol 

Both hypotheses are confirmet1. lve expect strongest agree­
ment in District 1, where both t·he most helpless inebriates 
and most "troublesome" entertainment establishments are 
located. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

2.551 

D2 

3.221 

2=3.286 

D5 

2.432 

Z=.584 

This assertion is not confirmed as those officers patrolling 
District 5 (the transitional area) express slightly stronger 
agreement on the potential for inebriates to be victims of 
crimes. 
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(6) ·\'1"EATHER. We hypothesiz'e general agreement in all 
jurisdictions with a significantly higher level of agree­
ment in jurisdictions with periods of intense, inclement 
weather (e.g., Minneapolis). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.46 

Minn. 

2.73 

N/S 

St.L. 

3.45 

Z=7.66 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

2.32 

N/S 

Hous. 

2.68 

N/S 

Only the first proposition is confirmed as Washington D.C.'s 
officers express more agreement than those in Minneapolis. 
Once potential explanation of this unexpected finding is that 
more inebriates in the District of Columbia are homeless than 
those in Minneapolis. The impact analysis data should pro­
vide evidence to support or refute this proposition. 

(7) IMMOBILE. We hypothesize no significant difference 
between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions (hypothesis 
1) and general disagreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

3.39 

Minn. 

3.81 

N/S 

St. L. Rich. Hous. 

3.62 2.74 3.30 

N/S N/S N/S 

Unlike the other therapeutic cities, Washington's officers 
lean to'tvard agreement. 'ole expect the strongest agreement 
to be registered in District 1. However, this hypothesized 
inter-district variation is not confirmed. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

3.381 

D2 

3.331 

N/S 

D5 

3.415 

N/S 
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(8) ~lliDICAL. We project no significant difference between 
therapeutic and criminal jurisdictions (hypothesis 1) as 
well as general disagreeL.ent in all jurisdictions (hypo­
thesis 2). 

Wash. Minn. St.L. Rich. Rous. -
X score 3.86 3.14 3.34 3.35 3.46 

Sig. of Z=4.l2 Z=3.79 2=2.00 Z=2.89 
Difference S=.Ol S=.Ol 5=.05 S=.Ol 

Washington's officers are the only group confirming our pro­
jected direction. He feel that strongest agreement will be 
recorded in District 1 with its concentration of "skid row" 
inebriates. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

4.207 

D2 

3.497 

2=3.412 
S=.OOl 

D5 

3.825 

Z=1. 77'7 
5=.04 

The table confirms that "police district" is the key unit 
of analysis for this variable in Washington. 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable. 

a. BUSINESS. He hypothesize: no significant difference (hypo­
thesis 1); general agreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 
2); and among the several indicators of this dimension there 
will be greatest agreement with this factor (hypothesis 3). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.75 

Minn. 

2.32 

Z=2.49 
5=.02 

St.L. 

2.29 

Z=3.63 
8=.01 

Rich. 

2.21. 

Z=2.86 
5=.01 

Hous. 

2.45 

Z=2.41 
8=.02 
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Agreement is least strong in the District of Columbia 
vlhere business 'is largely government operations. Still, 
we expect much stronger agre~ment in District 1 where the 
bulk of Hashington's major business establishments are 
located. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

2.129 

D2 

2.733 

2=3.267 
S=.OOl 

D5 

3.273 

2=5.968 
8=.001 

As expected, the officers in the First Districts agree more 
strongly that businessmen want police attention given to the 
public drunkenness problem. Also, officers in District 2 
indicate business pressure on this issue as they patrol 
the exclusive shopping area of Georgetow~. 

b. GENPUB. We hypothesize: no significant difference (hypothesis 
I); agreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 2); and among 
the several indicators, GENPUB ranks second only to BUSINESS 
(hypothesis 3). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

2.59 

Minn. 

2.22 

2=2.45 
S=.02 

St.L. 

2.64 

N/S 

Rich. Hous. 

2.28 2.25 

N/8 1'1/8 

Police officers in ~~ashington feel that this factor (citizen 
requests) represents the most significant outside cue for 
increasing police attention to public drunkenness. We would 
expect citizen pressure to be strongest in those districts 
with significant residential areas (Districts 2 and 5). 
However, this is not confirmed. 

X score 

Dl 

2.275 

D2 

2.573 

D5 

2.832 
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c. POLITICO. We hypothesize: no significant difference (hypo­
thesrs-I)i general disagreement in all jurisdictions (hypo­
thesis 2) i and 1m., ranking with the other stra.tegic interaction 
factors (hypothesis 3). 

Wash. Minn. St. L. Rich. Houl! . 

X score 2.96 2.41 2.91 2.67 2.74 

Sig. of Z=3.60 
Di£feX'ence S=.Ol N/S NIS NIS 

These hypotheses are not confirmed and in 1.[ashington D. C. J 

this factor ranked third in importance with the other . 
strategic interaction factors. Again, because government 
facilities are largely located in the First District, we 
expect the officers to rank this factor more important in 
this district than do officers in the other two patrol areas. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Dl 

2.612 

D2 

2.926 

Z=1.6l9 
S=.05 

D5 

3.284 

Z=3.4l3 
S=.OOl 

As with several other variables "district" is the critical 
unit of analysis for this strategic interaction factor. 

d. AAETe.He project no significant difference (hypothesis 1) 
and general agreement in all jurisdictions (hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Wash. 

3.41 

Minn. 

3.08 

2=2.01 
8=.05 

St. L. 

3.27 

N/S 

Rich. 

3.14 

N/S 

Hous. 

2.95 

Z=3.59 
3=.01 
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bU 

I~ comparison with the other jurisdictions, Washington's 
officers report the least pressure from these groups to 
increase their handling of inebriates. In our preliminary 
research, we found that private groups aiding the inebriates 
are somewhat hostile to the police department. They feel 
the HPDC is unconcerned 'tvith this problem since public 
drunkenness is no longer a criminal offense. 

e. DETOXII. We project general disagreement in therapeutic 
jurisdictions. 

f. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference. 

Wash. 

4.06 

Minn. 

3.70 

Z=2.23 
S=.03 

St.L. 

3.41 

Z=5.2l 
S=.Ol 

Washington's officers disagree more strongly than officers 
in the other therapeutic jurisdictions. \.Je expected this 
as preliminary research indicated that Detox is often full 
to capacity and therefore, many inebriates are released 
well before the 72 hour limit. 

LIQSTORE. 
thesis 1); 
thesis 2); 
indicators 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

He hypothesize no significant difference (hypo­
general disagreement in all jurisdictions Chypo­
and low importance among strategic interaction 
(hypothesis 3). 

Wash. Minn. St.L. Rich. Hous. 

3.47 3.27 3.57 3.43 3.24 

N/S N/S N/S N/S 

In Washington, this factor was ranked second to last 
among the strategic interaction factors. 

6. Conclusions 

In describing the overall attitudes of the police officers 
in '-1ashington, D. C .• we find that they express a higher level of 
support for dealing with inebriates than the officers in the 
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other therapeutic jurisdictions. In part, we think this is 
attributable to the influx of "new officers" in the MPDC with 
a connnunity service orientation. Also, we believe it is 
related to the department's long history of high disposition 
rate.s for public inebriation. Dealing with inebriates is a 
part of most officers' routine. 

As in Minneapolis, we find that officers' attitudes on the 
handling of public inebriates vary according to the type of 
district to which they are assigned. Officers in the First 
District express a greater sensitivity to the impact of inebriates 
in the street on tourism as well as the potential dema.nds of 
"significant others" in the community. This difference is re­
lated to the concentration of business and government facilities 
in their patrol area. Also, officers in the First District 
express differences from their fellow officers in other districts 
that reflect the heavy conc~mtration of "skid row" and "trouble­
some" inebriates. located within their beats. Thus, as with 
Minneapolis, interdistrict distinctions make "distri.ct" a critical 
unit of analysis in Washington, D.C. 

B. CORRELATION ANALYS IS 

Each hypothesis is tested on a "citywidell basis as well as a 

"district by district" basis. The overall procedure used to carry 

out the correlational analysis for the patrol officer questionnaire 

is outlined in an earlier document (Musheno, Silberman Hema, October 

23, 1975). The relevant forms of the dependent variable for the 

Washington, D.C. questionnaire are as follows: 

ACTION = (nETOX + ARREST + HOSPITAL + HOMEl + MOVEON + 

HOME2) I Total Options 

APPROVED ACTION = (DETOX + HOSPITAL + HOMEl + HO}m2) 

I 'I.'otal Options 
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IN8TITUTIONAL ACTION = (DETOX + HOSPITAL) I Total Options 

DETOX DELIVERY = DETOX I Total Options 

The grouped va'riab1es (tho se developed on the basis of fac tor 

analysis) for the District of Columbia are: groups, concern, role, 

and protect. 

1. Organization Variable 

a-c PRIORITY. CREDIT and TRAINING. This dimension deals with 
respondents ' attitudes tOVlara what priori.ty the department 
gives to public drunkenness. No indicators grouped 
together from the v,Jashington, D. C. factor analysis. Thus, 
there are three independent variables: prioritYr credit, 
and training. 

Hypothesis: For these variables, ~he central hypothesis is 
that officers who perceive the department as placing signi­
fi.canc€! on removal of public drunks 'tvill tend to take action. 
For each variable, the hypothesis is proven only when the 
direction of the relationship is inverse. 

Organ City D1 D2 D5 

PRIORITY X -.047 .026 -.038 -.160 
ACTION 8=.162 8=.380 8=.320 8=.029 

CREDIT X -.077 -.021 .047 -.243 
ACTION 8=.055 8= .1+05 8=.282 8=.002 

TRAINING X .~. 047 -.162 -.086 .0(;6 
ACTION 8=.162 8=.028 8=.145 5=.471 

There is no city-wide relationship in regard to this variable. 
As to which indicator is strongest, we get different results. 
We have no plausible explanation for the loading of "priority" 
and "credit" in District 5, nor for the loading of "training" 
in District 1. 
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2. Role Variable 

a. ROLE. The indicators are 80CWORK and APPROPRIATE. 

Hypothesis: Those officers who feel that picking up 
public drunks is coterminous with their role are more 
likely to take approved actions than those who do not 
gravitate toward this viewpoint. The hypothesis is 
proven only when the direction of the relationship is 
positive. 

Role 

ROLE X 
APPROVED 

City 

.013 
8::;:.390 

Dl -
.077 
8=.179 

D2 

.125 
S=.058 

D5 

-.108 
S:=.099 

3. Peer Variable 

a-c PEER. The peer dimension invokes the officers' attitudes 
toWard the opinions of other patrol officers, and particu­
larly, their partner/veteran rookie relationships. No 
indicators grouped together from the D.C. factor analysi.s. 
Thus, there are three independent variables for this 
dimension: BUDDIES, VETWASTE, and PARTNER. 

Hypothesis: The central hypothesis for these variables 
is that the greater p=iority an officer's peers place on 
picking up public drunks, the more likely the officer 
will take action in removing inebriates. For VETWASTE, 
the hypothesis is Eroven if the direction of the relation­
ship is positive. In regard to buddies and partner, we are 
looking for an inverse relationship to prove the hypothesis. 

Peer Cit,! D1 D2 DS 

BUDDIES X -.063 -.026 -.084 -.084 
ACTION 5=.092 S=.383 8=.155 S=.164 

VETWASTE X .073 .263 -.036 .048 
ACTION 8=.063 8=.001 5=.332 S=.288 

PARTNER X .041 .124 .024 ,:,.023 
ACTION 8=.234 8=.119 8=.403 5=.406 
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Vetvlaste is the strongest indicator for peer. In terms 
of vetwC1ste, "district" is the more significant unit of 
analysis. We have no explanation as to why the cor­
relation is the strongest in District 1. 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. Therapeutic/Criminal Facilities 

(1) FARAWAY. This single indicator variable deals v7ith 
distance from detox as an incentive-disincentive force 
in handling public inebriates. 

Hypothesis: The farther away officers perceive their 
patrol area to be from detox, the less likely they will 
deliver inebriates to the Detoxification Center. This 
hypothesis is provel, only 'tvhen the direction of the 
relationship is positive. 

Faraway 

FARAHAY X 
DETOX 

Dl 

.072 
S-.207 

D2 

.262 
S=.OOl 

D5 

.014 
S=.435 

As we expected, "district" is the critical unit of analysis. 
As hypothesized, we found the attitudes on this item to be 
most relevant (in determining behavior) for those officers 
farthest from the detoxification facility, i.e. District 2. 

b. Perceptions of the Inebriate 

(1) CONCERN. The indicators for this variable are PROPCARE 
and EFFECTIVENESS. 

Hypothesis: The concern variable is addressed to how 
important the care of the public inebriate is to the res­
pondent. Those officers that indicate concern for the 
inebriate are likely to take approved action. 

Concern 

CONCERN X 
APPROVE 

City 

-.052 
S=.134 

D1 

.005 
S=.478 

D2 

-.112 
S=.08l 

D5 

.025 
S=.382 
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(2) PROTECT. The indicators for this variable are HEATHER 
and MUGGING. 

Hypothesis: The protect variable deals with respondents' 
attitudes toward inebriates as victims of both crime and 
poor social conditions. Officers who perce~ve ehs inebriate 
as a victim are more likely to take institutional actions. 
We are looking for an inverse relationship to prove this 
hypothesis. 

Protect 

PROTECT X 
INSACT 

City 

-.067 
8=.075 

Dl 

-.058 
8=.247 

D2 

-.121 
8=.064 

D5 

.055 
S=.476 

No relationship \Vas found on either the "C'! tywide" or 
"district l

! level. HOv18ver, we felt that many respondents 
associated the two questions for this variable with the 
skid row population. Conversely, the relationship between 
this variable and behavior should be strongest for those 
officers rarely encountering skid rO\1 types. (e. g. officere 
in District 5), their attitudes should not be relevant to 
their behavior. For this reason,we expected the most 
significant relationship to appear for that group of 
officers patrolling the skid row area (Sector 1, District 1). 
As shown be1m'l, this was the case. 

PROTECT X INS ACT 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable 

District 1, Sector' 

-.237 
S=.070 

a. GROUPS. The indicators for this variable are BUSINESS, 
PACKST., GENPUB and POLITICO. 

Hypothesis: Police officers who believe that significant 
others in the community want them to increase their pickups 
will act more often in such encounters. Due to·the direc­
tion of the respective scales for the independent variables, 
this hypothe~is is proven if the direction of the re.lationship 
is inverse. ~ 
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GROUP5 X 
ACTION 

City 

-.010 
5=.415 

66 

Dl 

.033 
5=.346 

D2 

-.080 
5=.157 

DS 

-.036 
5=.335 

No relationship ,.;ras found. It is unlikely that officers 
take into consideration "significant others" in making 
decisions about picking up public drunks in the District 
of Columbia. 

6. Background Variables 

a. HTIME. Hypothesis: The less time officers are on the force, 
the more likely they will take approved actions. This 
hypothesis is proven only when the direction of the relation­
ship is inverse. 

Time on Force City 

DC TIME X -.024 
APPROV. 5=.307 

No relationship exists. 

Dl 

.033 
5=.348 

D2 

~.009 
8=.453 

D5 

-.058 
8=.247 

b. EDUCATION. Hypothesis: Officers with higher levels of 
education are more likely to take approved actions. For 
this variable, the expected direction is rositive. 

Education 

EDUC X 
APPROVED 

City 

-.033 
5=.240 

No relationship exists. 

Dl 

-.063 
5=.227 

D2 

-.118 
5=.069 

D5 

.082 
5=.167 

c. AGE. Hypothesis: Older officers are more likely to take 
action. Again, \.,re expect a positive direction. 

ACE X 
ACTION 

City 

-.047 
5=.159 

No relationship exists. 

Dl 

-.015 
5=.431 

D2 

.028 
5=.361 

Ds 
.089 
5-.146 
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d. RACE. Hypothesis: In the District of Columbia, Black 
OHrcers are most likely to take institutional actions. 
The direction should be posi~ive. 

Race 

RACE X 
IN8ACT 

Cit;zr 

g=.225 
8=.001* 

D1 

g=.274 
8=.005* 

D2 

g=.272 
8=.002"'-

D5 

g=.037 
8=. 354~'< 

* Please note that all significance levels are' based on 
Kendall's tau beta. This set of gammas is based on a two 
by three table with a threefold breakdovm of the dependent 
variable: (1) no institutionalized performance; (2) low 
institutionalized performance (scores falling below the 
median and above zero, citywide); (3) high institutionalized 
performance (scores falling above the median score). 

7. Conclusion 

For the District of Columbia, the only variable that pro­
duces a cit~lide relationship is race. Thus, our hypothesis 
that Black officers are more likely to deliver to public health 
institutions (detox, hospitals) than white officers as a result 
of their community service orientation and their "trust" in 
Black-run institutions is somewhat confirmed. 

Like the Hinneapolis findings, officers in Hashington, D.C. 
are uninfluenced by such often cited incentive-disincentive 
forces as organizational and peer relationship cues. Unlike 
Minneapolis, community service indicators (e.g., protect) seem 
to be of relatively little importance to officers in the District. 



Ninncapolis, Minnesota 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. The City 

Minneapolis is the principal city of a thriving county and 

SMSA. While many central cities have popu~ation characteristics 

quite different from their respective metropolitan regions, 

Minneapolis shows considernble homogeneity in comparison with its 

sUl::'rounding neighbors. Despite this homogeneity, Minneapolis does 

have the greatest concentration of poor as well as the bulk of the 

non-white po?u1ation living ~vithin its boundaries. 

Table 1 

"Population Characteristics of Minneapolis 1 Hennepin 
County, and the Minneapolis-St. Paul 51-15.:1\" 1970"a 

Ninn. 
b 

RacE~ 
Vlhite 406,414 
Black 19~005 

MeaIll Income $13,501 

010 Families Below 7.2 
Poverty Level 

Hennepin 

928,507 
20,01+4 

$11,127 

4.7 

Co. SMSA 

1,765,769 
32,118 

$13,147 

4.6 

a Based on 1970 Census of Population and Housing: Minneapolis­
St. Paul 5MSA, U.S. Department of Cornmerce,19i"2. 

b The Native American population is included as part of the 
white population. State-Hide, there are 23,128 Native Americans 
and 34,368 Blacks. Like the Black population in Minnesota, a 
large number of Native Americans reside in Minneapolis. 

68 
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Other -than for provision of public safety (i. e., police). the 

city heavily relies on the Hennepin County government for the 

allocation of public services. Thus, while the Minneapolis Police 

Department is primarily responsible for the pick-up of public drunks, 

the custody and treatment of such individuals is the responsibility 

of a county agency (Hennepin County Alcoholism and Inebriety Agency), 

Hennepin County is considered to have a more serious problem 

drinking population than the State and its neighboring county 

(Ramsey County). Based on the Jellinek formula, the State estimates 

this population to be 146,256; 6.3% of the adult population, or 

3,844 per 100,000 total population. Below are the estimates for 

Hennepin and Ramsey Counties: 

Table 2 

"Problem Drinking Populations: Hennepin County 
and Ramsey County, 1970" 

HenneEin Co. Ramsey Co. 

Total Population 960,080 476,255 
'70 of State 22.6% 12.2% 

Adult Population 536,443 309,130 

Estimated Problem 
Drinkers 38,346 18,612 

% of State 26.2% 12.7% 
% of Area Adult 7.1% 6.0% 

Population per 100,000 
4,000 3,909 total population 

• I 
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Until the implementation of downtown revitalization projects 

financed largely by federal urban renewal and model city funds, 

Minneapolis had a clearly defined skid row area with a high con­

centration of problem drinkers. While a small "hobo haven" was 

located on property owned by the Great Northern Railroad in Police 

Precinct One. the greatest number of pr.oblem drinl-:.ers resided on 

Nicollet Island. This area had been unofficially set aside for 

skid row types. It had flophouses, shacks, and liquor stores. 

While some old houses still stand, the city is presently redeveloping 

the Island as an outdoor recreational rE:.cility. Currently, the 

problem drinking population that receives the most public attention 

is largely located in two police precincts -- First Precinct 

(downto,m) and Sixth Precinct (Model Cities). 

B. The Legal Context. 

Much like the District of Columbia, Minneapolis has experienced 

three legal phases in the handling of public inebriates: (1) a 

criminal phase, (2) a transitional phase, and (3) a public health 

phase. From 1889 until 1966, Minneapolis commonly applied the 

criminal directive of the Minnesota legislature in the processing 

of public drunks. Minnesota Statute 340.96 makes it a criminal 

offense to become drunk "by voluntarily drinking intoxicating 

liquors ... " 
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The initial indication that Minneapolis vlO',.lld change its 

approach to public drunkenness em~~ged from action taken by 

Hennepin County Court Services. In 1966, the court organized the 

Pre-Court Screening ~ommittee (formally, the Court Committee of the 

Task Force on Homeless Acoholics) to review drunkenness ca.ses and 

make recommendations for disposition to the bench. The Committee 

had a membership of approximately twelve that represented a range 

of organizations mainly geared to the provision of services for 

chronic alcoholics (e.g. f Alcoholics Anonymous, Salvation Army). 

The majority of drunks interviewed by the committee were skid-row 

types who represented a revolving door problem for the local 

courts. 

Ground-breaking legislation was passed on May 22, 1967 under 

the Hospitalization and Commitment Act (t1.S.A. Chapter 253A). 

Generally, the Act provides for volunta!-y, involunt8ry, and 

emergency hospitalization of and treatment for mentally ill and 

drug dependent persons, including intoxicated persons. Specifically 

as for the pick-up and treatment of public drunks, the Act provides: 

... A peace or health officer miY take a person into 
custody and transport him to a rcensed hospital, mental 
health center or other facility equipped to treat alco­
holism: If the person is not endangering himself or any 
other person or property the peace or health officer may 
transport the person to his home. 

Application for admission of an intoxicated person 
to a hospital, mental health center or other facility 
eqiupped to treat alcoholism shall be made by the peace 
or health officer taking such person into custody and 
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the application shall contain a statement given by the 
peace or health officer stating the circumstances under 
which such person 'VlaS taken into custody and the reasons 
therefor Such person may be admitted to a facility 
specified in this provision for emergency care and treat­
ment with the consent of the institution. 

Essentially, this Act provided police officers with an addi­

tional option for handling individuals intoxicated in public. 

No special treatment facilities for inebriates were authorized 

under this legislation. 

During this transitional era, the next legal attack on the 

criminal processing of public inebriates came from the Minnesota 

courts. On April 7, 1967, Bernard Fearon was arrested for being 

in violation of Minnesota Statute 340.96. As a defense to this 

charge, Fearon argued that the statute did not apply to him as 

he was a chronic alcoholic who, by virtue of his condition, was 

incapable of controlling his consumption of alcohol. The Municipal 

Court of Ramsey County found Fearon guilty as charged. 

Fearon appealed to the Supreme Court of Minnesota. agai~ 

arguing that the statute was not applicable to his case. In 

addition, Fearon a~gued that the Eighth Amendment prohibiting cruel 

and unusual punishment bars application of the statute to the 

chronic alcoholic who, as a symptom of his disease, appears in-

toxicated in public. On March 21. 1969, the State Supreme Court 

held that the statute did not apply to the chronic alcoholic. By 

so ruling, the Minnesota courts recognized that chronic alcoholism 

is a disease to be treated, not a criminal offense that should be 
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punished. The Court based its decision on five grounds: 

(1) "Voluntary drinking," as defined under 340.96 means 
drinking by choice. Therefore, the' statute does not apply 
to the chronic alcoholic whose dr:lnking is caused by his 
disease and, as such, cannot be controlled. 

(2) Similar to the reasoning appl:Led in Easter, a person 
cannot be convicted of conunitting a crime~ when the necessary 
mens rea is lacking. This would pr,eclude conviction even if 
ITvoluntary" 'Vlere omitted from the statute. 

(3) Although the United States Supreme Court upheld a 
drunkenness conviction under a similar Texas statute (Powell 
v. Texas, 391 U.S. 514), it did so with serious reservations. 
These reservations indicate substantial legal doubt as to 
the constitutionality of such kinds of statutes. 

(4) The Court, in Fearon, follm.;red the contemporary position 
of most acknowledgea-atitliorities regarding the treatment of 
chronic alcoholics. 

(5) The Minnesota Legislature by adopting the Hospitalization 
and Commitment Act of 1967, intended that the chronic alco­
holic should be considered as a person in need of care, not 
criminal treatment." 

While Fearon held that the Hospitalization and Commitment Act 

did supersede 340.96, in the case of chronic alcoholics, it did 

not invalidate local ordinances. In Hinneapolis, City Ordinance 

37:9 (Disorderly Conduct) was not affected. This provision imposed 

a sanction for public intoxication v7hether voluntary or not. After 

Fearon, the police continued to make arrests under the municipal 

ordinance so that the question of voluntariness never arose. 

On March 29, 1971, the Minnesota Legislature ended the criminal 

processing of public drunkenness by repealing 340.96 and passing 

340.961. The latter provision provided that drunkenness was not 

a crime, and repealed the municipal ordinances prohibiting public 
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intoxication. As of July 1, 1971, this enactment left la,w enforce­

ment personnel with only the prov~sions of the Hospitalization and 

Commitment Act when encountering a drunken person in public: 

(a) take the person into "custody" and transport him to a 
facility equipped to treat alcoholism and provide for 
emergency care and treatment (72 hour limit to involuntary 
treatment); or 

(b) take the person home if he is not endangering himself, 
other people or property; or 

(c) leave the person where he is found. 

The legislature went beyond decriminalizati~n by committing 

resources to the establis~~ent of an alternative social-oriented 

care and treatment system. According to Minnesota Statutes 1971, 

Chapter 892, "each area mental health board throughout the State 

is required and responsible for providing one or more detoxifica­

tion centers for the custody, care and treatment of inebriates and 

drug dependent persons." Hennepin County opened its first facility 

on July I, 1971, the date decr.iminalization became e,ffective. 

Last, on Hay 23, 1973, the permanent statutory machinery fo!:' 

trea.ting inebriates was approved by the Legislature (Treatment for 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Act). While the legislation outlines the 

permanent administrative structure and concentrated on broadening 

both the services available to individuals with a,lcohol problems 

as well as the classes of individuals who qualify as recipients, 

it also explicitly sanctions civil pick-up of public drunks. Thus, 

'''hile this legislation didn't change the intake options of the 1971 

law', it did lead to the use of an all-civilian detox van as an 
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additional intake process in the First Precinct of Minneapolis. 

C. The Actors 

As in the District of Columbia, the formulation of Minnesota's 

decriminalized approach to public drunkenness is largely attri­

butable to the intensive efforts of an identifiable and overlapping 

set of individuals and groups (a policy subsystem). It was not, 

for the most part, an issue that caught the attention of a large 

segment of the public. 

Still, the reform took place in an era when public drunkenness 

was on the national political agenda, especially in the criminal 

justice community. The federal judiciary was deliberating over the 

issue of decriminalization (e.g., Easter v. District of Coltunbia, 

361 F.2d 341 (D.C. Cir. 1966), and Powell v. Texas, 392 U.S. 514 

(1968» and several prestigious,national commissions (e.g., Presi­

dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis~ration of Justice) 

were calling for decriminalization as part of an overall package 

of reform for the criminal justice system. Also, major ne\V'spapers 

throughout the country were printing feature articles on public 

drunkenness (e.g., Vlashington Post - July 19, 1964, August 30, 1964, 

September 11, 1964, September 27, 1964; Minneapolis Tribune -

February 14, 1968, February 15, 1968, February 16, 1968), usually 

articulating a reformist viewpoint. 

In Minnesota the policy subsystem included the following forces~ 

the traditional alcohol reform lobby (e.g. I clergy, Alcoholics 
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Anonymous); state commissions and associations (e.g., Minnesota 

Commission on Alcohol Problems, Govcrnqr's Commission on Crime); 

civic groups (e.g., the League of Women Voters); legal professionals; 

and m~ntal health professionals. Individuals who pressed for 

decriminalization were often affiliated with more than one of the 

active forces. For example, in Hinnesota, there is no split b~­

tween members of Alcoholics Anonymous and professionals in the 

state and county bureaucracies that service alcoholics. Beginning 

in 1954, the state has structured its alcoholism treatment positions 

so that recovered alcoholics could be therapists and care givers. 

The reformers directed their efforts at three levels of the 

governmental process: the courts, the state legislature, and county 

governing bodies. Thus, even prior to decriminalization, informal 

approaches to the non-criminal handling of public drunks emerged 

in local jurisdictions (e. g., the Hennepin County Court's Screening 

Committee). Their activity in local jurisdictions also accounted 

for the smooth transition in Hennepin County from a criminal to a 

treatment approach. A citizen's task force with professional 

liaisons 't·ms appointed by the county commissioners in anticipation 

of decriminalization. The task force and its professional staff 

conducted the search for the first receiving center, acquired 

staff for the center, and made the necessary material acquisitions, 

all prior to July 1, 1971. 

Last, the individuals affiliated with this policy subsystem 

established close contact with other activists throughout the 
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country. For example, Ms. Doris Bradley, Director of Washington, 

n~c.'s Detoxification Center repo~ted to the citizen's task force 

on the District's development of a receiving center. Also, Mr. 

Peter Hutt (the ~egal architect of the ~ast~ decision) visited 

Minneapolis and discussed the Fearon case with Philip Hansen, then 

Chairman of the Minnesota Council on Alcohol Problems. Thus, as 

outlined above, the forces behind decriminalization in Minnesota 

maintained affiliations throughout the state and the nation as 

they pressed their measures before the state legislature and courts. 

D. The Practical Context 

During the criminal era in Minn.eapolis, the principal insti-

tutions charged with implementing the policy toward public drunken­

ness included the Hinneapolis Police Department (arrest and trans-

portation), the City Jail (detention), the Hel1n~pin County Court 

(judicial disposition), and the Minneapolis City Horkhouse (con­

finement) . 

The institutions charged with implementing the current mandates 

for public drunkenness also include a mix of city and county 

agencies. The intake of public drunlks is principally the responsi­

bility of the Minneapolis Police Department. However •. in the First 

Police Precinct, a civilian van attached to the ~eceiving center 

picks up public drunks during a single shift (4 P.M. to 12 mid­

night). six days a week. 
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Hennepin County's Alcoholism Receiving Center (ARC) serves 

y ~he primary treatment and referral facility for the city under 

the decriminalization mandates. A secondary facility is located 

in the model cities area (Police District S1>:), serving ITlostly the 

Native American population. This facility, the Southside Detox, 

does accept police deliveries as well as self admissions and 

referrals f~om the Indian Neighborhood Club. Like ARC, this 

center receives its funding from Hennepin County. 

v7hile we identified the agencies responsible for implementing 

the lavis on p,,:blic drunkenness, no attention has been given to the 

routine i~plementation of these policies. Therefore, we will now 

provide an overview of the implementation process, concentrating 

heavily on the role of the police in picking up public drunks. 

Generally, the Hinneapolis Police Department had mode!:"ate 

arrest rates for public drunkenness (compared with the high rates 

of the Washington D.C. police and the low rates of the St. Louis 

Police Department) vlhile showing a relatively lOv7 delivery rate to 

their cities' detoxification facilities after decriminalization. The 

yearly rates for the Ninneapolis Police Department are displayed in 

the following table. 
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Table 3 

Total Yearly Police Intake Rates 
for Public Inebriates, 1960-1973 

a b 
YEAR ARREST ARC DELIVERY TOTAL 

1960 8123 8123 

1961 8793 8793 

1962 8729 8729 

1963 8132 8132 

1964 7603 7603 

1965' 7600 7600 

1966 8032 8032 

1967 7661 7661 

1968 7705 7705 

1969 8278 8278 

1970 7394 7394 

1971
c 3222 1167 4389 

1972 2 2268 2270 

1973 1 2851 2852 

a. Arrest rates for drunkenness from the ,Annual Statistical 
Reports, Minneapolis Police Department, 1960-1973. 

b. Police delivery rates to the Alcoholism Receiving Center, 
from the Monthly Intake Comparison Statistics, Alcohol:sm 
Receiving Center, Alcoholism and Inebriety Agency. 

c. As of July 1, 1971, police officers 'V7ere prohibited from 
arre.sting individuals for public drunkenness (re.peal of 
Minnesota Statute 340.96 and passage of the Hospitalization 
and Corr~itment Act, 340.961.) . 



1. The Criminal Phase 

In 1953, the l1inneapolis Police Department put together a 

complete set of rules and regulations then in force, a copy of 

which was given to each officer. Although certain sections vmre 

amended over time, the section relating to public drunkenness 

arrests \\'as left intact until 1967. The se.ction provides the 

officers ''lith the elements of the municipal disorderly conduct 

ordin~nce (including drtL.'1.kenncss), and the corresponding state 

statute on drunkenness. Thus, during the criminal era, police 

officers could use either an ordinance or a state statute to 

arrest public drunks. 

In practice, drunk arrests differed from other arrests in 

only t';vo ways. First. a special. shorter arrest form, called the 

'thunk show-up:' ,,,as used in place of the standard police arrest 

form. Second, whenever possible, the drunks were transported in 

police wagons rather t':1an patrol cars. 

vnlen a public drunk was reported or spotted, the officer had 

one major goal -- to get him off the street. There were three , 
routine methods of accomplishing this goal once an officer deter-

mined he wanted to act. One, the officer could see that the 

inebriate got home safely, although the officer would not personally 

deliver such a person home. This was accomplished in a number of 

ways; (1) encouraging a person to call a friend, (2) hailing a 

cab (if the inebriate had money), (3) and allowing the individual 
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to walk if-he s~emed in sufficiently good condition. Of course, 

most of these options would app~y to the non-skid row inebriate. 

The second option applied largely to emergency cases. If the 

person was seriously ill or injured, the officer could call an 

ambulance and have him taken to the hospital, 

Third, the officer could arrest the inebriate. With this 

option, the policeman would most frequently call a wagon. Few 
.. 

arresting officers used their ovm vehicles because such action 

removed them from their assigned beat and-most officers 

didn't want to deal with the possibility of having to clean their 

car afterwards. 

Of course, many times an officer would decide not to intervene 

when noticing an inebriated person. A variety of factors influenced 

the decision of whether or not to arrest. Among the more obvious 

considerations are: (1) the inebriate's ability to care for 

himself; (2) his potential for harming others; (3) his mental and 

physical health condition: (4) his potential for being a victim of 

a crime; (5) his attitude to'l:vard others, especially the po lice 

officer(s) present: and (6) the weather. 

A number of additional, some",.;rhat more subtle considerations 

found their way into the process. For example, a drunk was much 

more likely to be picked up by an officer walking a beat than by one 

in a car. The beat officer had a greater opportunity to notice 

the drunk, and of course I the drunk ,..laS much mo re difficul t to 

ignore when one had to step over him. Additionally, police 
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action was more probable if a radio call or a citizen complaint 

had been received, since at that point .the intoxicated person had 

already created a visible problem. 

Also, the sex of the offendet' was impcrtant. According to 

several officers, the police did not (and still do not) like to 

pick up women. A number of years ago they had serious problems 

with women claiming they had been raped, Although no charges 

were ever substantiated, the Department developed additional 

procedurAs for transporting 'Y7omen, including implementation of 

a time check when delivering a woman and prohibiting the use of a 

police wagon for transporting women if male offenders t-lere also 

in the van. All of these factors served as disincentives for 

police officers to charge a woman offender, especially for a 

minor crime. 

Last, massive arrests of skid row inebriates would take place 

when the inebriates gathered in large and disruptive groups. Thus, 

officers reported that they ~l7ould occasionally make 40 to 50 

arrests during a single shift in the old skid row areas (e.g., 

Nicollet Island) when the inebriates became "unruly." 

2. The Transitional Phase 

The Hospitalization and Connnitment Act gave the police an 

additional option; they could transport an intoxicated person to 

a hospital for treatment instead of making an arrest. According 

to interviews, the police rarely (almost never) used this option. 
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Still, the Hinneapolis Police Department's ~ules and Regulation~ 

was amended in 1968 to contain a section dealing with the intake 

of public inebriates under that Act. In th<.\t section, some re­

quirements are set out for transporting an inebriate to the 

hospi.tal along with admission procedures. 

In 1969, Fearon 'Vlas handed down, invalidating the state's 

drunkenness statute. Interviews indicated .. that the decis:i.on had 

little effect because officers often used the city's ordinance 

prior to the court decision. 

3. The Public Health Phase 

Effective July 1, 1971, the state legislature repealed the 

criminal offense of drunkenness, including the Hinneapolis 

ordinance. That same day a non-criminal receiving center was 

opened to serve Hennepin County. 

The officers 'vere first informed of the change in a Minnea'p'oli2. 

Police Bulletin dat<:!d May 19, 1971. In two sentences, they \Vere 

told of the repeal, and that they would receive new guidelines 

prior to the effective date. The.y were further ordered to "charge 

for intoxication offenses' as usual." 

The new guidelines carne in the form of a nemorandum from the 

Chief of Police, dated June 29, 1971, just two days before the 

repeal was to go into effect. The officers ,~ere again informed 

of the repeal, and received an explanation of their duties, re­

sponsibilities and options as to inebriates under the Hospitalization 
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and Commitment Act. Several portions of the memo warrant specific 

mention and emphasis. The memo is very careful to point out at the 

outset that the Act is permissive the decision to transport an 

intoxicated person, and to where, is discretionary. It is also 

made clear that an officer acting in good faith and pursuant to 

the Act will not be subject to liability for his actions. 

In addition, the officer is informed of several criteria he 

might use in making his decision, including: speech, clothing, 

odor of breath, manner of walking or position, hazard to himself 

or others, physical condition, appearance of eyes and face, ability 

to understand and answer questions, ability to identify self, 

surrounding conditions and circumstances, I;vhat was said or admitted. 

While at first glance these criteria may appear to be unbiased, a 

closer look does reveal a bias in some of the criteria (e.g., sur­

rounding conditions, clothing) that makes it more likely that the 

police v70uld pick up the skid row type drunks. Interpretation of 

the criteria and consideration of other factors are left to the 

officer's own experience and judgment. Once the officer has made 

his decision to transport the inebriate, that decision is final. 

No consent is necessary, and "such force as is reasonably nece­

ssary" may be used. Finally, the departmental policy of prohibiting 

police delivery of inebriates to their homes is stated. 

Although not repeated or referred to in this policy memo, 

police officials state that a strong order came out shortly prior 
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to the Chief's instruction directing patrol officers not to find 

an alternative criminal charge to dr~kenness, but rather to work 

within the present laws. Thus, unless a drunk is actually com­

mitting a crime, the officers are ordered not to utilizesucll 

minor offenses as breach of peace to criminally procE~ss an intoxi­

cated individual. 

In September, 1971, the Minneapolis Police Department hela an 

in-service trai~ing'academy for all patrolmen. It included a 

visit to the ne'\:vly opened Alcoholic Receiving Center (ARC). The 

individual conducting the tour reported that the officers were"h()stile 

and resentful" in that the new law did not lessen police officers' 

responsibilities to\i;rard the problem of publi'c drtmkennes s. 

In 1972 and 1973, t'\:vO classes of police cadets were put 

through the training academy, According to the syllabus developed 

by ARC, the officers received instruction on the detection of 

withdrawal as well as an explanation of ARC's role in handling 

inebriates. Since 1973, the Department has held no training 

session on public drunkenness. 

A permanent (although limited) linkage exists between the 

Minneapolis Police Department and ARC as a result of the civilian 

intake van's operation in the First Precinct. The van is a police 

vehicle with the Hennepin County ARC decal on its side. There are 

three persons assigned to the van, two are full-time employees and 

one is a part-time, all retained by the ARC. Individuals ~re 

assigned to the van for a period of six months as part of 1:heir 

normal work cycle. 
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The van operates on a stngle shift basis (4:00 P.M. to 

12:30 A.H.) six days a 't'leek (excluding Sundays). Our observations 

of the van's activities (based on ride along) indicates n friendly 

relationship bet't'leen the civilian team and the police officers in 

the First Precinct. During our observation, they would return 

waves to the police and when police were on the scene of a pick-

up, the civilians and police officers vlOuld exchange comments. 

The V2n patrolled the entire First Precinct which includes the 

do~mto~~ business district. The team focused on persons who 

appeared to be intoxicated and would wave to individuals that they 

recognized as part of their regular clientele. Ofte.n, they would 

pull the van over and ask an individual how he was feeling, if 

he needed any assistance, or whether he wanted to go to ARC. 

The following cases represent a range of observed cases in which 

the civilian team made contact \vith potential i<1.ebriates: 

1. As the van left the library, the driver noticed a person 
sleeping on the grass by the side of the library. He stopped 
the van and went over to the person. They recognized the 
person and ''.lake him up. They asked, "Got a place to go?" 
He got up quickly and ans'>vered that he had a place. He then 
began to walk avJaY. He seemed to have his senses and knevl 
where he was going. The staff decided that he would be all 
right if left alone. No police \Vere on the scene and this 
W',<lS a busy connnercial street. 

2. A call over the police radio notified them that some man 
was sleeping on the side\valk in front of a b.usiness. No police 
were on the scene 1;vhen the van arrived. They woke him by 
calling his name and shaking him. They asked if he wanted to 
go to detox and told him that he could not sleep on the side­
walk. There was a hotel in the building he was sleeping in 
front of and they asked if he was living there. He answered 
yes and then said no. They asked where he lived; he responded 
that it was close by. At first he appeared unconRcious and 
very drunk. He did not T,-lant to go to dctox and he: l')okcd like 



he was' getting clearer on ~7here he wanted to go. The sta.ff 
was undecided about the seriousness of his condition and 
decided, in an unspoken manner, to let him go on his ~ay. 
Once in the van they talked over the situation -- still unsure 
of what the proper action should have been. They then follm'led 
the person to make sure he could get around without getting 
into or causing trouble. As he walked, he staggered around but 
kept going in the general direction that he had indicated his 
home ~as. He went do~m an alley and across a vacant parking 
lot. The decision of the staff was that he "ivould make it. 
HO~lever, after t"ivO blocks he came to a corner and "ivas unable 
to negotiate the curb. He stumbled and nearly fell. The 
decision to pick up was made at this point. While crossirig 
the intersection he appeared to panhandle a motorist. This 
confirmed the prior decision to pick up. They indicated to 
him that he shouldn't bother people. On the form to admit him, 
they wrote he was moderately intoxicated and disturbing people. 

3. As they Here driving do"ivt1 an alley behind an infamous bar 
(Dolly's) fr~quented by Native Americans, the van stopped since 
there was a man down with about three people around him. The 
man had been beaten severely and possibly stabbed around the 
eye. The staff called for an ambulance, which arrived within 
a few minutes. The van staff mentioned that this bar generally 
had incidents similar to this. 

4. The staff pulled up to a man called Tony. He was at a busy 
intersection, unsteady on his feet. They asked if he wanted to 
go to detox; he declined the invitation. About an hour later 
the van went by the same intersection and Tony had made it to 
the opposite corner. 

- I 

t; A police call came in for the "Bear's Den" bar. This bar 
is on Franklyn Ave., in the heart of the Native American section. 
The bar's clientele is mostly Native American. The van pulled 
up and the staff saw two mGn in front and immediately recog­
nized Francis "5". The "s" family, about four of them, are 
regular clients at detox; Francis is the 't-lOrst of them according 
to the staff. Since Francis was unconscious they just picked 
him up and put him in the van. The bar I s manager, a 'Hhite man, 
came out and appeared thankful that the van had come. He ex­
plained that the pint bottle that the second man had was Francis'. 
The second man was conscious and fairly ,vell-dressed. He was 
v.ery belligerent and very big. The staff asked if he wanted to 
go to detox. He asked them if they wanted to take him -- it 
seemed he was implying that he would put up a fight. Then his 
wife came out of the bar. She v,Tanted him to keep his mouth 
closed and every time he would mouth off to the staff she 'vould 
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yell at him, ("Do you want them to take you?"), and slap him 
in the face. The staff decided to leave him with her. While 
he was drunk it appeared that his wife could care for him. 
The owner looked like he wanted both of them picked-up, 

6. A police call to a commercial area brought the van to the 
scene of an incident involving Bernard. Bernard is a Native 
American. \-7ho was assisted into the van by the police. He 
seemed to believe that the police and the staff were picking 
on him because he. was an Indian. On the ride to detox he 
't;'lould scream and kick around. 

These cases show that the civilian intake agents, like police 

officers, make their decisions of whether and how to intervene on 

the basis of a complex set of factors. The next section attempts 

to sift through this maze of individualistic reasoning to determine 

whether a pattern of factors emerge that accounts (at least in part) 

for police officers' discretionary behavior in this policy area. 

E. Administering the Questionnaire 

In Minneapolis, the questionnaire was given to all officers 

in selected roll calls of the folloHing police precincts: First, 

Second, Fifth, and Sixth. As stated earlier, the drinking popula­

tion that receives the most public attention is located largely 

in t'NO precincts -- First Precinct (downtmm) and Sixth Precinct 

(Hodel Cities). Three distinguishable ~ypes of individuals make 

up this population: Native hnericans (recent arrivals from rural 

areas). young \.Jhites (recent arrivals from rural areas) J and 

Blacks (small population of poverty level Blacks). To a 

lesser extent, these public inebriates are also located in 

three of the remaining four police precincts: Third, Fourth and 



Fifth Precincts. The Second Precinc~ usually experiences a dif-

ferent population of problem drinkers the students living 

around the University of Minnesota. 

To assure adequate cell size, the Second and Fifth Precincts 

were combined in the analysis phase to represent the 1m., density 

public drunkenness area of the city. The Sixth Precinct alone. 

and the First and Sixth combined, represent the high-density 

public drunkenness area of the city. The Sixth Precinct also 

represents the location of the model cities area, that part of 

the city with the highest concentration of poverty. Finally, the 

precinct command of the Sixth emphasizes community service tasks 

much more than the other precincts. The importance of this 

latter characteristic will be discussed belmv. 

II. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

A. ATTITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

Comparison of patrolmen's specific attitudes (item responses) 

is organized according to the independent variable to which they 

pertain. In each instance, the analysis will focus on the city­

wide mean score and then on the inter-precinct variations. 
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1. Organizational Variable 

a. CONFOru1S. No significant difference has been hypothesized 
between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

1.79 

St .L. 

2.44 

2==4.47 
S==.Ol 

Wash. 

2.34 

2=4.10 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

1.75 

N/S 

Hous. 

1.68 

N/ 

This hypothesis is not confirmed and instead, Minneapolis 
police officers shmv a close affiliation with the office'rs 
of the criminal jurisdictions in expressing strong agree­
ment over the importance of conformity to police orders. 
The agreement with the criminal jurisdictions is probably 
related to the lm'7 turnover and lack of neV7 cadets in the 
Minneapolis Police Department. Unlike the D.C. force, 
the Minneapolis Department is relatively homogeneous and 
lacks the input of nev7 "types" of officers (e.g., women, 
minorities). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

l. 903 

N/S 

P2+S 

1.571 

As expected, Precincts One and Six show less agreement 
because the model cities precinct (Precinct 6) has a more 
broad-based (community input) and flexible command struc­
ture than the other precincts. However, a significant 
difference does not exist between the t,vo precincts. 

b. PRIORITY. We hypothesize a significantly greater agree­
ment in criminal than therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 
1) \vith general disagreement expected in all jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2). 
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Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.39 

91 

S't. L. 

3.55 

N/s 

Wash. 

3.53 

N/S 

Rich. 

3.55 

N/S 

3.39 

MIS 

Neither hypothesis is confirmed but the response is rela­
tively homogeneous among departments \vith views ranging 
from neutral but leaning toward agreement to neutral but 
leaning tmvard disagreement. 'rhus. as we proj ected I no 
department is rated by its respective officers as giving 
a high priority to the removal of intoxicated persons. 

In Minneapolis, we expected the officers in Precincts One 
and Six to show a higher level of agreement because of the 
community service orientation of the precinct command in 
the Sixth. However, their respons.es failed to confirm 
this expectation. . 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

3.532 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.357 

c. TRAINING. Here, \'le hypothesize no significant differr.:.nce 
between the means of criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 1) \vith individual variations among the juris­
dictions according to departments' commitment to training. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.25 

St.L. 

3.71 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.92 

Z=3.61 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

3.37 

N/S 

Hous. 

2.82 

2=2.80 
S=.Ol 

As indicated in the introductory material. we would expect 
some agreement with this proposition because the Minneapolis 
Police Department did give some training sessions in co­
operation with the Alcohol Receiving Center. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

3.242 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.107 
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2. Role Vari.able 

a. SOCWORK. We would expect greater 8.greement with this 
factor in therapeutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig of 
Difference 

Hinn. 

3.46 

St.L. 

3.21 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.90 

Z=2.37 
S=.02 

Rich. 

4.08 

Z=2.32 
S=.02 

Hous. 

3.83 

N/S 

Again, vlhile we expected the officers in Precincts One and 
Six to show less agreement 'Hith this proposition, we found 
no significant difference bet'l;veen the two sets of precincts. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

3.387 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.750 

b. APPROPRIATE. He expect significantly greater agreement in 
criminal than in therapeutic jurisdictions because the 
criminal intake of inebriates is most compatible with 
officers' general role perception of their work. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.35 

St.L. 

3.23 

N/S 

Wash. 

2.88 

Z=2.27 
S=.03 

Rich. 

2.19 

Z=4.09 
S=.Ol 

Hous. 

2.23 

2=5.37 
S=.Ol 

Both Richmond and Houston show a significantly greater level 
of 'agreement with this proposition. Washington is closest 
to the erin'final jurisdictions in its level of agreement. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

,3.694 

Z=l. 9954 ' 
S=.02 

P2+S 

2.821 
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The differences bet"t07een precincts produces an interesting 
result. Officers vmrking in the high density public 
drunkenness area cons ide- the intake of public inebriates 
inappropriate \vork while those sampled in the low intensity 
area rate such intake an appropriate function. One plausible 
explanation is that officers working in the high intensity 
area are in contact with inebriates who require services 
(e.g., emergency health care) they cannot provide. A more 
likely explanation is that these officers observe the 
civilian intake van's operation, and feel it is a more 
appropriate intake mechanism. 

c, SERVICES. 'oJe hypothesi.ze no significant difference be;:"tveen 
criminal and therapeutic jurisdi'ctions (Hypothesis 1) as 
well as general disagree~ent in all jurisdictions (Hypothesis 
2), 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

5.28 

St.L. 

5.31 

N/S 

Wash. 

4.49 

Z:=5.l5 
S=-=.Ol 

Rich. 

4.85 

N/S 

Hous. 

5.21 

N/S 

Both hypotheses are confirmed although Washington's officers 
report a significantly lower level of disagreement. 

X score 

Sig. of. 
Difference 

3. Peer Variable 

Pl+6 

5.484 

N/S 

P2+5 

5.107 

a. VETOFF. We hypothesize greater disagreement in criminal 
than Tn therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1) and 
general agreement in all jurisdictions (Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.67 

St.L. 

3.50 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.49 

N/8 

Rich. 

3.67 

N/S 

Hous. 

4.16 

Z=3.01 
8=.01 
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Neither hypothesis is con'firmed. Police officers may 
perceive that indicating agreement on this scale would 
be an implied criticism of veteran officers. 

x: score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

3.468 

Z=2.2942 
S=.Ol 

P2+5 

4.321 

No plausible explanation can be offered for this significant 
difference. 

BUDDIES. We expect greater agreement in criminal than 
• therapeutic jurisdictions. ~n 

Minn. St.L. ~..J'a.sh. Rich. Hous. 

X score 3.59 4.20 3.52 2.56 2.89 

Sig. of Z=3.25 N/S Z=3.85 Z=3.53 
Difference S=.Ol s=.Ol 8=.01 

This hypothesis is generally confirmed with St. Louis 
officers showing even greater disagreement than \Vashington 
and Hinneapo1 is officers. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

3.887 

Z=2.893 
S=.Ol 

P2+5 

2.893 

Officers from the high intensity public drunkenness area 
feel that their fellow officers do mind removi,ng public 
drunks while those in the low intensity area indicate 
their fellow officers do not mind this task. Here, officers 
may be responding to the unpleasant aspects of the job 
associated with a skid row population. This difference in 
response runs in the same direction of the "appropriate" 
variable. 
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c. PARTNER. As 'with the "buddies" variable) we hypothesize 
significantly greater agreement in criminal than in 
therapeutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig.· of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.37 

St.L. 

3.56 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.41 

N/S 

Rich, 

2.71 

N/S 

Houn. 

2.83 

Z=2.97 
S=.Ol 

This hypothesis is generally confirmed although the mean 
score in Ricllil10nd is not significantly different from 
Minneapoli~ . 

X score 

Sig. of 
Differe.nce 

Pl+6 

3.483 

lL Strategic Environment Variable 

a. General 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.111 

(1) SERIOUS. We expect no significant difference between 
criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1), and 
general agreement in all jurisdictions (Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

l1inn. 

1.77 

St.L. 

2.58 

Z::5.3l 
S""',Ol 

Wa~;h. 

2.18 

Z=5.65 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

1.71 

N/S-

Hous. 

1.84 

N!S 

All jurisdictions show general agreement with Minneapolis 
officers asserting strong agreement along with Richmond 
and Houston I s officers. In. interviews I 'Zve found that 
alcoholism is a very serious problem in the Minneapolis 
Police Department. 

. ' 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

1.774 

96 

N/S 

b. Therapeutic/Criminal Facili.ties 

P2+S 

1.786 

(1) QUICKLY. "Je proj ected 8(meral agreement in ali 
therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1) with the extent 
of agreement varying with the length of time the inebriate 
can be legally held (Hypothesis .2). 

X scorc;! 

Sig. of 
Difference 

!-finn. 

2.37 

St.L. 

2.43 

N/S 

Wash. 

2.25 

N/S 

Rich. 

2.71 

N/8 

HOllS.-

2.92 

Z=3.l1 
8=.01 

The first projected relationship is confirmed. The 
strongest feeling of agreement is in }1inneapolis and 
Washingto'L1, 'Where inebriates can be detained for no more 
than 72 hours. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

2.081 

Z=2.66 
S=.003 

P2+5 

2.964 

Officers in the high intensity public drunkenness precincts 
indicate a significantly higher level of agreement. In 
these precincts, the revolving door problem is the most 
acute. 

(2) E?FECTIVE. Here, we hypothesized general agreement in 
all therapeutic jurisdictions. 



X score 

S · f' ~g. 0._ 

Difference 

Minn. 

2.63 

'J/ 

St.L. 

2.80 

N/S 

Wash. 

2.05 

2=2.56 
S=.02 

Rich. 

N/A 

Hous. 

N/A 

The hypothesized relationship exists, but Washington's 
officers indicate a significantly stronger level of 
agreement. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

2.983 

2=2.19 
S=.Ol 

P2+S 

2.148 

While officers in both sets of precincts report general 
agreement, those in the low intensity area report a 
significantly higher level of agreement. Officers in the 
high intensity area may know that ARC has little chance 
of aiding the skid rov;r population. 

c. Perceptions o~ Inebriate 

(1) THREAT. For this .variable, we projected no significant 
difference between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 1) with general disagreement throughout juris­
dictions (Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.45 

St.L. 

3.75 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.10 

N/S 

Rich. 

3.08 

N/S 

Hous. 

3.68 

N/S 

Our first proposition is generally confirmed, but only 
two cities register gene.ral disagreemen.t. 
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Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

3 .1l~5 

98 

Z=2.87 
S=.002 

P2+-S 

4.214 

Officers in the hiBh intensity public drunkenness area 
fail to perceive inebriates as a physical threat while 
those in the: 10\07 in tensi ty area feel the opposite. 
Officers in the First and Sixth Precincts regularly 
handle drunks, and often knoVl the skid rm-7 inebriates 
on a first name basis. 

(2) BELLIGERENT. Again, general disagreement is 
expected -- the drunkenness environment is perceived 
as hostile. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

4.28 

St.L. 

4.41 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.70 

Z=3.65 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

3.51 

2=2.98 
S=.Ol 

Hous. 

4.35 

N/S 

\o1hi1e all jurisdictions indicate general disagreement, 
the level of disagreement is significantly stronger in 
Minneapolis, St. Louis, and Houston, No explanation can 
b~ offered for this deeree of difference. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

4.145 

H/S 

P2+5 

IL 571 

(3) MESSY. We hypothesize no significant difference be­
t\oJcen crfffiinal and therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1) 
as well as a high level of agreement across jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2). 
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Minn. St.L. Wash. Rich. HOlls. 

X score 1.99 1..85 1.96 2.37 1.93 

Sig. of N/S N/S N/S N/S 
Difference 

Both propositions are confirmed. 

Pl+6 P2+5 

X score 2.000 1.929 

Sig. of N/S 
Difference 

(l~) HELLDRESS. For this variable, we hypothesize no 
significant difference between the criminal and thera­
peutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1), and general agree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. ifuile the 
hypothesis of agreement is premised on our vie\v of \vhat 
actually happens, it should be expected that police 
officers \vill disagree because the ques tion prompts 
officers to indicate a class distinction. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

4.37 

St.L. 

4.25 

N/S 

Wash. 

4.17 

N/S 

Rich. 

4.31 

N/S 

Hous. 

4.86 

Z=2.7l 
S=.Ol 

While our first proposition is generally confirmed, we 
found that officers report disagreement to avoid the charge 
of class distinction in handling public drunks. These 
responses confirm t.:hat utilization of direct question for 
sensitive issues can produce misleading results. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

4.016 

Z=3.25 
S=.001 

P2+5 -. 
5.107 
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Those officers patrolling" the present skid row area show 
a"significant difference in their level of disagreement 
in comparison with the officers of the low intensity area. 
This indicates some attitudinal conf:i.rmation of this class 
distinction. 

(5) POORDRE88. Our hypotheses are the same as we asserted 
for "WELLDRES8". 

Minn. St.L. Wash. Rich. Houn. --
X score 3.11 2.80 3.18 2.70 2.86 

8ig. of N/S N/8 N/S N/8 
Difference 

Both propositions are confirmed. 

Pl+6 P2+5 

X score 2.919 3.643 

Sig. of Z=1.9568 
Difference 8=.02 

Thus, officers in the high intensity area must likely 
associate this characteristic with their regular clientele 
of public inebriates. 

(6) BOTHER. We hypothesize greater agreement in criminal 
jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1), with all jurisdictions in 
the agreement category (Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

1.78 

8t.L. 

2.19 

Z=3.10 
8=.01 

Wash. 

2 .l~4 

2=5.12 
8=.01 

Rich. 

1. 57 

N/8 

Hous. 

1.79 

N/S 

General agreement exists across jurisdictions, but the 
Minneapolis mean is closest to Houston's mean score. 

X score 

8ig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

1.774 

1'2+5 

1.929 

N/S 
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(7) MUGGING. While agreement iE expected in all juris­
dictions, less agreement is expected in therapeutic 
jurisdictions. 

Minn. St.L. Hash. Rich. Hons. 

X score 2.67 2.47 2.73 1.35 2.07 

Sig. of N/S N/S Z=7.18 2=3.39 
Difference S=.Ol 8=.01 

Both hypotheses are confirmed. 

Pl+6 P2+5 

X score 2.484 2.750 

Sig. of N/S 
Difference 

(8) WEATHER. We hypothesize general agreement in all 
jurisdictions (hypothesis 1) v7ith a significantly higher 
level of agreement in jurisdictions with periods of 
intense, inclement weather. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

2.73 

St.L. 

3.45 

2=3.97 
8=.01 

Hash. 

2.46 

N/S 

Rich. 

2.32 

N/S 

Hous. 

2.68 

N/S 

The data supports our first proposition, but Minneapolis 
officers do not feel sign.ificantly stronger about this 
environmental factor. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

2.758 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.000 
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(9) IMMOBILE. We hypothesize no significant difference 
between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1), 
and general disagreement in all jurisdictions (Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.81 

St.L. 

3.62 

N/S 

Wash. 

4.40 

Z=2.54 
S=.02 

Rich. 

2.74 

Z=4.42 
S=.Ol 

Hous. 

3.30 

Z=2.92 
S=.Ol 

Neither p,roposition is confirmed. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

(10) NEDICAL. 
therapeutic and 
'tI,Te1l as general 
thesis 2). 

P1+6 

3.694 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.714 

\.Je proj ect no significant difference between 
criminal jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1) as 
disagreement in all jurisdictions (Hypo~ 

Minn. St.L. v·1nsh. Rich. Hous. 
-'io:...·"I_ 

X score 3.14 3.34 3.86 3.35 .3.46 

Sig. of N/S Z=4.12 N/S N/S 
Difference S=.Ol 

Minneapolis shows the strongest level of agreement while 
Washington's officers are the only group confirming the 
projected direction. As hypothesized this attitude does 
not distinguish criminal from therapeutic jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

3.935 

N/S 

P2+5 

3.393 

As we would expect, officers in the high intensity area 
agree more strongly than those patrolling the Second and 
Fifth Precincts. 
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(11) PROPCARE. No significant difference is projected 
between types of jurisdictions (Hypothesis 1) and we 
hypothesize general agreement in all jurisdictio'i'is 
(Hypothesis 2). 

Minn. St.L. Wash. Rich. H:)us. 

X score 2.94 3.36 2.49 1.93 2.60 

Sig. of 2=2.36 2=2. 72 N/S N/S 
Difference 8=.02 S=.Ol 

Pl+6 P2+S 

X score ,3.131 2.607 

Sig. of N/S 
Difference 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable. 

a. BUSINESS. He hypothesize: no significant difference 
(Hypothesis 1); general agreement in all jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2); and among the several indicators of this 
dimension there "'lill be greatest agreement with this 
factor (Hypothesis 3). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

2.32 

St.L. 

2.29 

N/S 

Wash. 

2.75 

2=2.49 
S=.02 

Rich. 

2.21 

N/s 

Hous. 

2.45 

N/S 

Agreement is leaet strong in the District of Columbia where 
business is government operations. In Minneapolis, "business" 
is a strong cue for police officers, second only to the 
"general public." 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

1.823 

2=5.13 
8=.001 

P2+5 

3.500 



10l~ 

As 'tole ""VDuld expect, the cues from the bu~iness community 
are strongest in Precincts One and Sb: because those . 
?recincts pat~ol the central business district of the 
entire metropolitan area. 

b. GENPUB. We hypothesize: no significant difference 
(Hypothesis 1); agreement in all jurisdiction8 (Hypothesis 2); 
mand among the several indicators, "GENPUB" ranks second 
on.ly to "business." (Hypothesis 3). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

2.22 

St. L. 

2.64 

2=2.48 
8=.02 

Wash. 

2.59 

2=2.45 
8=.02 

Rich. Hous. 

2.28 2.25 

N/S N/S 

While all jurisdictions show general agreement, Minneapolis 
demonstrates a strong level of agreement like Richmond and 
Houston. In Minneapolis, this is the strongest outside 
cue for police officers. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Pl+6 

2.016 

Z=3.07 
S=.OOl 

P2+5 

2.964 

The stronger level of agreement in the First and Sixth 
Precincts is probably associated with the existence of 
formal police-community relationships in the Sixth Precinct. 

c. POLITICO. We hypothesize: no significant difference 
(Hypothesis 1); general disagreement i:1 all jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2); and a 10'\01 ranking with the other strategic 
interaction factors (Hypothesis 3). 

X score 

8ig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

2.41 

St.L. 

2.91 

Z=2.79 
8=.01 

Wash. 

2.96 

Z=3.60 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

2.67 

N/8 

Hous. 

2.74 

N/S 
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The findings show general agreement with Minneapolis 
officers reporting the strongest level of agreement. 
While Minneapolis is the prime location of the Hennepin 
County government, it has fewer government offices than 
D.C. and Richmond. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

PI+6 

2.161 

2=3.21 
S=.OOl 

P2+S 

3.179 

This difference is predictable because the bulk of govern­
ment offices is located in the First Precinct. 

d. AAETC. He project no significant difference (Hypothesis 1), 
and general agreement in all jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

X score 

8ig. of. 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.08 

P1+6 

3.033 

St.L. 

3.27 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.41 

P2+S 

3.214 

Rich. Hous. 

3.14 2.95 

e. DETOXII. We project no significp.,nt difference (Hypo­
thesis 1) with general disagreement in therapeutic juris­
dictions but no direction in criminal jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.70 

St.L. 

3.41 

N/S 

Wash. 

4.06 

2=2.23 
S=.03 

Rich. 

3.53 

N/8 

Hous. 

3.38 

N/S 
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Sig. of 
Difference 

P1+6 

3.672 
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N/S 

P2+5 -
3.500 

f. LIQSTORE. We hypothesize no significant difference 
(Hypotnesis 1); general disagreement in all jurisdictions 
(Hypothesis 2); and lmv importance among strategic inter­
action indicators (Hypothesis 3). 

g. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn. 

3.27 

St.L. 

3.57 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.47 

N/S 

Rich. 

3.43 

N/S 

Rous. --
3.24 

filS 

While no significant difference exists between criminal 
and therapeutic jurisdictions, most cities show slight 
agreement. This factor rates quite lo'i'l in Minneapolis, 
but more important than outside cases from ARC and drunks. 

, X score 

Sig. of . 
Differerlce 

Pl+6 

2.968 

Z=2.34 
S,,:.05 

P2+5 

3.929 

Liquor store owners in the First and Sixth Precincts are 
more likely to have a problem \vith public inebriates than 
those in the low intensity area. 

DRUNKS. He hypothesize (1) no significant difference 
~Hypothesis 1); (2) general disagreement in all juris­
dictions (Hypothesis 2) j and the 1m-lest ranking among 
strategic interaction indicators (Hypothesis 3). 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Minn 

4.75 

St.L. 

4.73 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.99 

Z=4.50 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

4.64 

N/S 

Hous .. 

5.10 

N/S 



107 

The hypotheses are generally confirmed t-lith this factor 
receiving the lowest ranking in Minneapolis. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Differenc.e 

6. Conclusions 

Pl+6 

4.694 

P2+5 

4.821 

N/S 

In analyzing the attitudes of police officers in Minneapolis, 
we find that officers' views on the intake of public inebriates 
vary according to the type of precinct to ~vhich they are assigned. 
Officers from the high intensity public drunkenness precincts 
are more critical of the Alcoholism Receiving Center's performance 
than those officers in the low intensity areas. Officers in the 
First and Sixth Precincts are constantly exposed to ARC's recidi­
vist popUlation of "skid row" inebriates. 

Also, officers from these precir.cts express a gre~ter 
sensitivity to the potential demands of "significant others" 
in the community. This difference is partly attributable to 
the concentration of both the major business and government 
centers in these precincts. Also, it is most likely related to 
the community service orientation of at least one of these 
precincts -- the Sixth. ' 

B. CORREL6,.TION ANALYSIS 

, . 
Each hypothesis is tested on a "city-v.ride" basis as'1'7ell as a 

"precinct by precinct" basis. The overall procedure used to carry 

out the correlational analysis for the patrol officer questionnaire 

is outlined in an earlier document (Musheno, Silberman Memo, October 

23, 1975). The relevant forms of the dependent variable fOL the 

Minneapolis questionnaire are as follows: 
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ACTION = (DETOX + DETOX VAN + ARREST + HOSPITAL + HOMEl + 

_ MOVEON + HOME2) / Tctal Options 

APPROVED ACTION = (DE':'OX + DETOX VAN + ARREST + HOSPITAL + 

-HOME1) / Total Options 

INSTITUTIONAL ACTIO~ = (DETOX + DETOX VAN + ARREST + 

HOSPITAL) / Total Options 

DETOX ACTION = (DETOX + DETOX VAN) / Total Options 

TOTAL OPTIONS = DETOX + DETOX VAN + ARREST + HOSPITAL + 

HOMEl + NO ACTION + MOVEON + HO}lli2 

The grouped variables (those developed on the basis of factor 

analysis) for Hinneapolis are: groups, concern, role, public health 

groups, protect, and situation specific. 

1. Organization Variable 

a. ORGANIZATION. This dimension deals with respondents' 
attitudes toward what priority the department gives to 
public drunkenness. No indicators grouped together from 
the Minneapolis factor analysis. Thus, there are two 
independent variables: T&~G and PRIORITY. 

Hypothesis: For these variables, the central hypothesis is 
that officers who perceive the department as placing a 
high priority on removal of public drunks will tend to take 
action. For each variable, the hypothes-is is proven if 
the direction of the relationship is inverse. --
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Organ City P2+5 P1+6 P6 

PRIORITY X ACT ··.0649 -. OL~ 76 -.0690 -.3265 
S=.249 S=.405 S=.297 S=.030 

TRNG X ACT -.0580 -.2681 -.0211 .0137 
S=.273 S=.084 S=.435 S=.469 

No city-wide relationship exists, but a relationship 
bet'tV'een priority and action does exist in Precinct Six, 
the model cities area. Our explanation for this relation­
ship is the same He will give for ROLE in thi3 precinct! the 
precinct command structure has created incentives for 
officers to hold attitudes supportive of and act according 
to community service functions. The intal~e of public 
drunks is an activity associated \..:rith community service 
in decriminalized jurisdictions. 

2. Role Variable 

a. ROLE. The indicators are SOCWORK and APPROP. 

Hypothesis: Those officers \vho feel that picking up 
public drunks is coterminous \vith their role are more 
likely to take approved actions than those 'tvho do not 
gravitate toward this vie~Toint. The hypothesis is 
proven if the direction of the relationship is positive. 

Role 

ROLE X 
APPROVED 

City 

.2272 
S=.008 

P2+5 

.2270 
S=.123 

PI+6 

.2658 
S=.018 

P6 

.6193 
S=.OOl 

The relationship does exist city-wide and within the 
sampled districts. However, it is strongest in the Sixth 
Precinct (the model cities area), where the corrrrnand 
structure has made a serious effort to communicate to 
officers the importance of community service as a vital 
police function. In this precinct the command has set up 
a regular liaison 'tvith the connnunity in the form of a 
citizens advisory cOlinc.il. Thus, the precinct command 
structure has created incentives for officers to hold 
attitudes supportive of and act according to co~nunity 
service functions. 
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3. Peer Variable 

a-c VETWASTE, BUDDIES, PARTIMP. 

The peer dimension invokes the officers' attitudes toward 
the opinions of other patrol officers, and their partner! 
veteran-rookie relationships. No indicators grouped 
together from the Minneapolis factor analysis. Thus, there 
are three independent variables for this dimension: 
VETWASTE, BUDDIES, PARTIMP. 

Hypothesis: The central hypothesis for these variables is 
that the greater priority an officers' peers place on 
picking up public drunks, the more likely the officer will 
take action in removing inebriates. For VETWASTE, the 
hypothesis is proven if the direction of the relationship 
is positive. In regard to BUDDIES and PARTI~~, we are 
looking for an inverse relationship to prove the hypothesis. 

Peer City P2+5 Pl+6 P6 

VETWASTE X ACT .0425 -.2642 .0666 .0098 
8=.329 8=.087 S=.303 S=.478 

BUDDIES X ACT -.1379 -.3493 .0276 -.0468 
8=.075 8=.034 8-.416 8= .396 

PARTI:MP X ACT -.1401 -.1557 -.2273 -.1690 
8=.071 8=.214 8=.038 8=.170 

No city-wide relationship exists for any of these variables. 
BUDDIES shows a significant relationship in the non-skid 
rOv1 precincts between PARTI}~ and ACT in the combined 
skid row precincts. No plausible explanation for these 
precinct relationships can be offered. . 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. Perceptions of Inebriate -

(1) CONCERN. The indicators are PROPCARE and EFFECTIV. 

Hypotheses: (1) Those officers who indicate a concern for 
for the inebriate are more likely to take approved action, 
(2) particularly institutional .actions. This hypothesis is 
also prov~~ if the direction of the relationship is inverse. 
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Concern City P2+5 Pl+6 P6 

CONCERN X -.2530 -.2470 -.2393 -.5063 
APPROVED S:::.004 S=.103 S=.031 S-.OOl 

CONCERN X -.2789 -.2180 -.3434 -. ~·979 
INSACT S:::.002 S=.133 5=.003 5=.001 

These hypotheses are confirmed city-wide and across 
police precincts. Hithin l1inneapo1is the strongest 
confirmation of this hypothesis is in the Sixth Precinct 
where the social and physical conditions of the public 
inebriates are the most severe .. Thus, exposure to the 
skid row population is more likely to prompt concern and 
a formal response from police officers. 

(2) PROTECT. The indicators are HEATHER and MUGGING. 

Hypothesis: Officers who indicate that the inebriate is a 
victim of crime and/or poor social conditions will be more 
likely to take approved action. The hypothesis is proven 
if the direction of the relationship is inverse. 

Protect 

PROTECT X 
APPROVED 

City 

-.2379 
S=.006 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable 

P2+5 

-.1697 
8=.194 

Pl+6 

-.3930 
S=.OOl 

P6 

-.5333 
S=.OOl 

a. GROUPS. The indicators for this variable are BUSI}mSS, 
LIQSTORE, and GENPUB. 

Hypothesis: Police officers who believe that significant 
others in the corrrrrrunity want them to increase their pick­
ups will act more often in such encounters. Due to the 
direction of the respective scales for the independent 
and dependent variables, this hypothesis is proven if the 
direction of the relationship is inverse. 
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GROUPS X ACTION 

City 

.1230 
8=.009 

P2+5 

.1521 
8=.220 

P1+6 

.0370 
8=.0370 

P6 

.0336 
8=.425 

No relationship was found city-wide or \vithin any precincts. 
This corresponds with the findings in the District of 
Co1umbia~ It is unlikely that officers take into consi­
deration "significant others" in the cormnunity when making 
decisions about picking up drunks in Minneapolis. 

b. HEALTH GROUPS. The indicators for the public health 
groups variable are DETOXl1 and AAETC. 

Hypothesis: Police officers v7ho believe that public hea.1th 
groups want them to increase their intake will show a higher 
rate of approved action than those not sharing that belief. 
As with the previous variable, this hypothesis is proven if 
the direction of the relationship is inverse. 

He1tgrps 

HELTGRP8 X 
APPROVED 

City 

-.1415 
8=.069 

P2+S 

-.0195 
8=.461 

P1+6 

-.2151 
8=.047 

P6 

-.1818 
8=.152 

While no city-,\vide relationship exists, a relationship 
(although weak) does exist in the high density public 
drunkenness area. Police officers from this area have ~ 
permanent affiliation with the public health community 
in the form of ARC's civilian pick up wagon. With rare 
exception, it operates almost entirely in the First 
Precinct. 

This indicates a potential intervening variable that should 
be tested in future research -- the extent and intensity 
of police contact with public health officials. 

6. Background Variables. 

a. HTIME. Hypothesis: The less time officers are on the 
force, the more likely they will take approved actions. 
This hypothesis is proven if the direction of the relation­
ship is inverse. 
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HTIl1E X 
APPROVED 
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City 

-.0572 
S=.276 

No relationship exists. 

P2+5 

-.0203 
S=.459 

Pl+6 

-.0864 
8-.252 

P6 

-.0425 
8=.406 

b. EDUCATION. Hypothesis: Off'1 cers with higher levels ot 
education are more likely to take approved actions. This 
hypothesis is proven if the direction of the relationship 
is positive. 

Education 

EDUC X APPROVED 

City 

.0538 
8=.288 

No relationship exists. 

P2+5 

.2402 
5=.109 

P1+6 

.0622 
8=.316 

P6 

.0184 
8=.454 

c. AGE. Hypothesis: Older officers are more likely to take 
action. This hypothesis is prov~n if the direction of the 
relationship is positive. 

Age 

AGE X ACTION 

City 

.0327 
8=.367 

No relationship exists. 

7. Conclusion. 

P2+5 

.0453 
5=.409 

Pl+6 

.0268 
8=.418 

P6 

.0355 
S=.42l 

In Minneapolis. officers are little influenced by such 
cornmon incentive-disincentive forces as organizational and peer 
relationship cues. Instead, the discretionary factors that most 
significantly affect officers' decisions on the handling of 
public inebriates revolve around their sense of humanitarianism. 
Those officers most concerned about the treatment that inebriates 
receive as well as the conditions inebriates are exposed to 
(e.g., harsh weather, mugging) are most likely to take approved 
or institutional action. A coterminous force emerging from our 
Minneapolis analysis is the extent to which officers feel that 
picking up public inebriates is suitable to their role as police­
men. Thus, the critical variables that emerge in Hinneapolis 
point to the often-discussed community service orientation and the 
importance of this dimension for acquiring police performance of 
certain tasks. 



st. Louis, Missouri 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. The City 

st. Louis, a city of 622,235 (1970 Census), ranks 18th in 

size in the nation. Like most cities of the Midwest and East, 

it is an old city experiencing rapid det.erioration, a shrinking 

population in the central city as the suburbs continue to grow, 

and an increasing proportion of older persons and poor and 

wlskilled citizens yielding a diminished tax base. The follo\'7ing 

chart (Table 1) demonstrates the problem facing the city. 

Perhaps one of the most outstanding characteristics of St. 

Louis is its ethnic character. It will become notable in the 

analysis below, for example, that the third police district encom­

passes residential areas with heav~ concentrations of families of 

Croatian, German and Slovak origins. Highway 40, running approxi­

rna tely down the center of the city, roughly forms a demarcation line 

between the ~vhite, ethnic population and the Black population. 

In an attempt to infuse life: into the central city, a major 

effort at urban renewal has been launched. The downtown area 

bordering on the Mississippi River has been essentially torn down 

and rebuilt as a tourist center. As a result, the concentrated 

skid .row has generally been eliminated except for a small pocket 

bordering the tourist and business district.. This does not mean" 

114 
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Table 1 

Population Characteristics of st. Louis City 

and the St. Louis SMSA, 1970 

Population 

b 
Race: 

White 

Non-White 

Central City 

622,235
a 

364,992 

257,244 

Annual Household Income Level: 

Below $5,000 

$5,000-$10,000 

$10,000-$15,000 

Over $15,000 

Percent Aged (over 65) 

26.5% 

37.4% 

23.3% 

12.9% 

14.7%c 

SMSA 

2,363,017 

1,075,145 

387,872 

a. The percent of the residents in the area living in the 
central city has diminished from 54% in 1940 to 26% in 1970. 
l'lhile the central city population declined 17% in the 1960's, 
the suburban ring's population increased 29%. 

b. 34% of the Nhite city-dwellers migrated out of the city 
during the 1960's and the White population remaining added 
only 2% to their numbers. There was no net migration gain or 
loss for non-whites, but there was a natural increase in the 
Black population of 19%. The city's Black population rose from 
29% to 44% in the 1960rs~ 

c. The national average is 9.8%. 

Source: st. Louis Planning Comrn., St. Louis Development Program (1973); 
statistical Abstract of the United States (1973); Williams, st. 
Louis: A City and Its Suburbs (R-1353-NSF, August 1973). 
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however, that the public inebriate tir even the skid row inebriate has 

disappeared from St. Louis. Rather, the skid row public inebriate 

population is more diffused moving generally west of the downtown 

area. Further, there is substantial weekend drinking and public 

drunkenness by the White blue-collar population and the Black low 

income citizens in their own residential areas. Finally, St. Louis 

continues to be a major transportation center and the problem of 

public drunkenness is visible in the area surrounding the bus ter­

minals and railroad yards. 

B. The Legal Context. 

It is common to cite St. Louis as an example of a city that 

has "decriminalized" the offense of public drunkenness. In fact, 

this is a misnomer since the public inebriate in St. Louis c0ntinues 

to be arrested as a misdemeanant. While statutory provision is made 

for divt.:::rsion of arrested inebriates to treatment facilities by the 

court or by the Warden of the Workhouse, there is no legal provision 

governing police diversion from the criminal justice system. 

Nevertheless, since 1966 police officers have exercised broad 

discretion regarding disposition of the arrested public inebriate. 

Police regulations provide that if there are no other charges against 

the inebriate, e.g., disorderlY conduct, there are no signs of injury 

or illness requiring emergency hospital treatment, no complainant 

wishes to pursue the incident as a prosecuting witness, the inebriate 

does not indicate a desire for criminal treatment, and if room is 
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available, the officer is instructed to request a Code 27 conveyance 

from the dispatcher and then transport the inebriate to a Detoxifica­

tion Center. A wanted check is to be made, a police admitting form 

is to be completed and a city court summons charging public drunken­

ness is to be issued. The subsequent stay of the inebriate at the 

Center is designated by the regulations as "voluntarY11i However, 

if he leaves before medical release (usually seven days), the summons 

is supposed to be forwarded by Detox personnel to the police who are 

to apply for an information. If the inebriate is a "defendant-not­

found, II the regulations provide that the next arrest of the inebriate 

should result in booking and court trial. If the inebriate remains 

at the Center for the treatment period, the summons is voided and no 

arrest record results since a formal police report is never filed. 

If the above-mentioned conditions for Code 27 are not met! the 

police regulations indicate that the arrested intoxicated person 

should be processed as a Code 26, the traditional method for processing 

public inebriates. He is taken to one of the two City Hospitals 

then to Prisoner Processing at Central Headquarters for booking as 

a drunk-on-street. The officer prepares an Intoxicated Person Report 

and applies at the City Counselor's office for an information (warrant). 

Subsequently, the inebriate is tried in City Court. 

Although in theory, a charge of Protective Custody is available 

only for drunkenness in a private place, in fact this offen.se has been 

heavily used for processing public inebriates. In the early and 

rnid-l960 IS, pickups for this charge exceeded drunk-on-street arrE!sts 
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by a 2 to 1 ratio, although this has been subsequently reversed. 

Under the protective custody offens-..!, an individual is retained in 

custody for up to 20 hours, and then released. The police do not 

seek an information. Since there is a police Intoxicated Person 

Report, the charge is added to the person's police record. 

The lavl on the books, then, makes all persons intoxicated in 

public guilty of a misdemeanor. Through police regulaticns (with 

the apparent agreement of the City Prosecutor's Office), alternative 

formal dispositions of the arrested inebriate are provided. Behind 

these approved formal dispositions, lie a range of possible unapproved 

dispositions such as telling the inebriate to move on, taking him or 

her home, and the possible decision to do nothing. 

C. The Actors. 

1. The Detoxification Center 

In October 1966, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 

awarded a grant of $158,781 to fund the St. Louis Detoxification 

Center. One month later the Center began offering medical treatment 

and supportive social and rehabilitative services at St. Maryls 

Infirmary, a hospital run by the Sisters of St. Mary. The impetus 

for the initiation of the project was provided by the Social Science 

Institute of Washington University and the St. Louis Metropolitan 

Police Department. Using the experience of European countries and 

the Alcoholic Treatment and Research Center in st. Louis, a model 
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for a seven-,day treatment facility was formulated. The grantee for 

the project was the st. Louis Police Department -- the first police­

sponsored alcoholic treatment center in the Western Hemisphere. 

The close involvement of the SLPD with the initiation of Detox 

explains the initial enthusiasm of the Department \-li th its success Q 

Training programs for police officers were conauctcd. Special Orders 

for processing public inebriates were issued. Later, financial 

support was provided by the Department. 

The environment of the Center also gave impetus for an initial 

favorable police reaction. St. Mary's was located'near the downtown 

business district, readily accessible to the skid row areas of the 

ci ty. The sisters who ran the infi.rmary and assisted in the hospital 

were warm and friendly \'lith the police officers. The involvement of 

the h'ashington University Institute lent the operation a sense of 

professionalism. 

But the di fficul ties \'lere not long coming. ~vhen the federal 

funds \vere exhausted, the Center was required to move to the grounds 

of the State Hospital in order to secure state funding. This location 

was far removed from the primary areas of drunkenness arrests 

approximately a 20 to 30 minute ride each way. The facilities lacked 

the cordiality associated vJith St. Mary's. AftE..:.r a time, police were 

required to spend substantial time at the Center until a medical 

officer was available to check the inebriate. After all police 

districts were included in the program (see below) the few beds were 

frequently filled. The police training programs and official 
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enthu~iasm began to wane -- there was essentially no organizational 

impetus for pickup and delivery of inebriates to the Detoxification 

Center. In short, numerous disincentives to approved institutional 

handling of the public inebriate were introduced. 

There was also a problem in the compatibility of goals the 

Detoxification project had established for itself. The extended 

seven day stay period reflected the desire of the project founders 

to provide rehabilitation as well as emergency services to the 

inebriate. Only a couple of days were required for drying out but 

additional time was required if a treatment program was to be fashioned 

and begun. At first, the Detox officials accepted the minimal success 

in rehabilitation. But as new officials took over and the Center 

became more institutionalized, there was an increasing loss of the 

sense of the original mission. Recidivism, however, might be cut if 

the population serviced by the Center was changed. There are indica-

tions that the Center increasingly accepted more volunteer admissions 

which produced a less skid row patient population. Recent increased 

state supervision of the Center and change in center officials, also 

suggest the validity of these perceptions. Whether this perception 
',' 
is accurate must await statistical analysis of the patient profile 

in subsequent phases of our study. Certainly, the ratio of voluntary 

admissions to police admissions was radically al·tered. Detox offi-

cials submit that more inebriates are finding their way to the Center 

on their own.' Further there are reports that police often drop the 

drunks off at the entra~ce to the Center and let them self-admit. 
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Nevertheless, police officers report that they frequently find the 

Center filled -- there is less roc.n for the emergency case chronic 

police-case inebriate. Detox officials \-lere said to have shown 

increasing reluctance to take the chronic case and to have released 

inebriates before the end of the seven-day period. 

Further, even as the center continued to proclaim its interest 

in rehabilitation and the success of its rehabilitative program, the 

police officers continued to encounter the same inebriates day after 

day. No training was available to explain the reality of the role 

of the Detoxification Center in servicing the chronic skid row type 

inebriate. 

2. The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department 

The st. Louis ~~D is relatively unique in being one of the 

three police departments in the nation under direct state control. 

Members of the Board of Police Commissioners are charged by state law 

with exclusive management and control of the police force and are 

appointed by the governor. The actual power of the Chief of Police 

is largely reflective of the approach of the particular Board and 

especially its President. W~ile the municipal government must pay 

for the maintenance of the MPD, it has no control over the budget 

or policies of the Department which are determined by the state 

officials. 

Members of the permanent police force are officials appointed 

by the Board. The present strength'of the force is 2232 which has 
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remained relatively unchanged since October, 1970. Since the 

population is only 622,236 (1970 census), st. Louis has a very 

high per cc1pita police force. There are four bureaus under the 

control of the Chief of Police. Our project has been concerned 

solely \~ith the operation of the Bureau of Field Operations. The 

Bureau is organized into three command areas, each consisting of 

three police districts and a special operations command consisting of 

the Juvenile Division, Tactical Deployment Division and Prisoner 

Processing Divisiofi. Each area is under the command of a major; 

each district is under a captain~ platoons are headed by a licuten~nt. 

Direct supervision of all patrol activities is charged to sergeants. 

Patrol officers may by assigned to foot patrol, one or two man 

patrol, tri-car or horse. 

The force is largely Irish and German. While there are rela­

tively few Blacks and women in proportion to the population, (espe­

cially in command positions) efforts are being made to recruit 

greater numbers. 

Training is presently handled by the Greater st. Louis Police 

Academy. There has been some training in problems of alcoholism 

since 1962 and there were 6 hours devoted to the subject after the 

opening of the Detox Center. Today there are less than tftlO hours of 

a 640 hour training program devoted to the subject. Even this figure 

is generot:..s since this is mixed in \'d th numerous other subjects -­

Detox procedures are taught in connection with the subject of Driving 

While Intoxicated. 
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The primary methods for communication within the Department 

are the Police Manual consisting of General Orders and the rules 

and regulations issued by the Board, verbal communications at 

Commanders' meetings, Administrative Orders issued to all persons of 

the rank of sergeant or above, Bureau Orders issued by the bureau 

affected, Special Orders to all commissioned personnel designed to 

standardize and formalize procedures, memoranda applic~lble to a 

particular district or patrol area which are included in the station 

desk book and read at roll call. A search of each of these communi­

cation vehicles for indications of Department policy revealed with 

a few notable exceptions primarily in 1963 (see below) and 1966 

(Detox opens), essentially an absence of conc~rn. There is nothing 

in the present Police Manual. An eight year review (1963-1970) of 

the minutes of Commanders' meetings produced nothing for 1964, 1965, 

1968, 1969, or 1970 and interviews indicated the subject has not 

come up since that time. Nothing appears in Administrative or 

Bureau Orders from 1966 to the present. The procedures for processing 

public inebriates have been spelled out in Special Orders. ~wo Fourth 

District (see below) station house desk books for several winter and 

summer months did not contain a single notation regarding public 

intoxication. 

D. The Practical Context. 

In spite of the fact that St. Louis is an old and fairly large 

urban area with a public drunkenness problem roughly comparable to 
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that of similar cities, it has always had a very low level of 

ar·rests for public drunkenness. A~ the same time that Washin9ton, 

D.C., a city of comparable size was averaging 40,000 arrests per year, 

St. Louis averaged 2(000 to 3,000. The arrest rates for the pre­

change period indicate this characteristic: 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

2853 

2768 

2978 

7847 

3786 

2488 

The aberration in 1963 was produced by a change of procedure 

whereby the arresting officer was no longer charged with responsi­

bility for processing the public inebriate. Further, there was a 

crackdown on the public drunkenness problem revealed in police 

orders calling for arrests of persons drunk on the street. 

A number of reasons might be given for this extremely low 

arrest pattern. 

As indicated above, st. Louis is an old ci ty ,~i th a highly 

ethnic population more tolerant of heavy drinking. The city's 

history as riverfront community would further support a cultural 

milieu more tolerant of public intoxication. Further, the St. Louis 

MPD has ah~ys emphasized the quality of arrest and deemphasized the 

low-quality arrest. For example, in 1965 Washington, D.C. and Atlanta 
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Georgia reported an arrest rate approximately twice as high as 

st. Louis. However, \.,hen drunkenness, disorderly conduct and vagrancy 

arrests (L e. low quality urrests} are excluded frcm the respective 

arrest statistics, the St. Louis arrest rate exceeds that of the 

other two cities by a 3 to 2 ratio for that year. As previously 

indicated, with a single exception in 1963, a low quality crime like 

Drunk on Street ,'las never given a high priority by the Department. 

This negative attitude has been reinforced within the ranks. Officers 

who make large numbers of non-quality arrests are likely to be chided 
. v 

by their fellow officers. The "drunk squadU in the 8th district was an 

obvious source of amusement among all the officers in the District. 

But whatever the reason, the low arrest rates are extremely 

important to the present study. The St. Louis MPD has always stressed 

the informal disposition of public inebriates. If some action was 

required, the emphasis was on abating the problem. This usually 

meant telling inebriates to move on, getting them out of sight, 

getting inebriates to go horne I or transporting them to their resi-

dence. Essentially only when the situation indicated some type of 

medical emergency or when a disorder was created, was arrest used. 

It should again be noted that all public inebriates had to be taken 

to the City Hospital prior to criminal processing -- a time consuming, 

unpleasant procedure. 

As a result of the low arrest rate, the informal dispositional 

practices used, the character of the legal change (the pickup was 

still formally an arrest for drunk on street) and the steps taken 
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to facilitate the transition to a therapeutic system, the change in 

pickup and delivery rate is minimal, bu.t evident. The rates, following 

the opening of Detox were as follows: 

ARREST DETOX TO'l'AL ---
Police Voluntary 

a 
1966 1719 60 1779 

1967 796 1120 1916 

1968
b 

551 1174 1725 

1969 333 946 1279 

1970 540 1251 215 2006 

1971 463 1317 203 1983 

1972 300 1301 217 1818 

1973
c 

168 1449 533 2150 

1974 301 801 1698 2800 

a. First admission to Detox Center (st. Mary's Infirmary) 
November 1966. 

b. Detox moved to St. Louis State Hospital in Nov. 1968. 
28 bed capacity - 24 beds reserved for patients brought 
in by police. 

c. Bed capacity increased to 40 8/13/73. All patients 
accepted on first come first served basis no beds 
reserved exclusively for patients brought in by the 
police. 
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Further, since the st. Louis MPD has ahlays limited arrests 

to the "emergency" or "extreme" cC.se, which usually translated into 

skid row inebriate, there is no reason to expect much qualitative 

change in the character of the population delivered by the police 

to Detox. It might be expected to be somewhat more ,l1skid row ll and 

"emergency" but the change would be far less visible than in 

Washington, D.C. It might also be noted that the transfer of the 
. 

Detox Center to the State Hospital situs would be expected to 

cut back on the quantity (1174 police detox admissions reduced to' 

946) and to change the quality of the target population (more skid 

row type admissions following the move). Whether these changes did 

in fact occur, must await analysis of pickup and delivery data but 

the changes do bear on the analysis of the questionnaire. 

E. Administering the Questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was administered to patrol officer~ at all 

shifts in the Third, Fourth, Eighth and Ninth police districts 

during June, 1975. Return visits were required to pick Ul' off-duty 

officers on their return. The questionnaire was distributed and 

instructions given at roll call by a member of the research team who 

was introduced by the district captain, lieutenant or acting lieuten-

ant. A letter (composed by the research team) was sen'!: by the 

Bureau of Field operations to each District and the suggested intro-

duction, or its equivalent, was generally used. The completea 
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questionnaire was returned by the completion of the shift. The 

return rate is estimated to have been bebTeen 95 to 100 %. 

The target districts were selected on the basis of statistical 

data and interviews with command level personnel. vlhen the Detox 

center began operations in 1966 only the Fourth District, which 

included the skid row area, was included. Soon the Third and Ninth 

Districts were added. Together these three districts accounted 

for 85% of the arrests in the pre-change period. Review of the 

Detox admission forms indicates that this dominance has continued. 

The Eighth District was added for certain unique features noted 

below. 

Fourth District. This district contains the Central Police 

Headquarters, the central business district, and the remnants of 

the rapidly-disappearing skid row area. It contains the tourist 

area, bus station, and sports arenas. The residential areas are 

poor to very poor (Black and t'lhi te areas) and extreme1y high income 

apartment units in the tourist area along the Mississippi River. 

It is the highest crime area. 

Third District. This is a predominan'tly white, ethnic part 

of St. Louis. Its Slavic, Germanic, Italian inhabitants are 

generally blue collar workers with average incomes of $4,000 to 

$8,000. The area is predominantly lm-l middle class residential 

although there are some factories such as Anheuser Busch. There is 

a high level of property crime. 



Ninth District. This area is predominantly composed of Black 

citizens havi.ng a mean income of less than $4,000. In spite of some . . 

pockets of very rich whites, it is overwhelmingly a very poor resi­

dential area. There are numerous vacant buildings and a high level 

of unemployment. There seems to be a fairly high degree of trans-

iency. 

Eighth District. This is an overwhelmingly Black residential 

area. It is the only police district having a Black commander in 

charge. While it is characterized by low income~ high unemployment 

and high infant mortality, it has a generally stable population. 

It has the highest crime rate of the three non-downtown areas. In 

spite of indications of a substantial amount of public intoxication 

and the use of a patrol car emphasizing control of public drunken-

ness, there are almost no deliveries to Detox and the yearly arrest 

rate for public drunkenn~ssf with a couple of radical exceptions, 

has been generally low. 
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II. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

A. ATTITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

Analysis of the item responses to the questionnaire are 

organized according to the independent variable to which they per-

tain. In each ,instnnce, the analysis will focus first on the city­

wide mean score and then on the interdistrict variations. In the 

case of interdistLict variations, the relevant district mean score 

will be compared with the citywide mean. This does produce some 

error since the citywide mean would include the district under 

consideration. However, any effect produced would operate against 

finding a significant difference. Therefore, this would seem to be 

an acceptable (even though not the best) method for testing signifi-

cance of means. 

1. Organizational Variable 

a. CONFORMS. No significant difference has been hypothesized 
between criminal and therapeutic jurisdictions. St. Louis 
police officers while generally agreeing that a good police 
officer's conduct closely conforms to police orders show 
the highest degree of disagreement of all cities. This 
difference was significant compared with the response of 
the officers in Richmond, Houston and Minneapolis. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

2.44 

Rich. 

1.75 

Z=3.62 
S=.01 

Hous. 

1.68 

Z=6.26 
S=.Ol 

Minn. 

1.79 

Z=4.47 
5=.01 

Nash. 

2.33 

N/S 
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This attitude may provide'some explanation of the great 
us'e of informal disposi tions in case of public drunken­
ness in St. Louis. This is also suggested by the 
district breakdo\'ln of mean scores among districts. 

Citywide 

X score 2.44 

4 

2.40 

3 

2.27 

9 

2.29 

8 

2.88 

The greatest degree of disagreement, although not statis­
tically signific;:mt, is found in the 8th district where 
informal disposition appears to be the prevailing norm. 
Little use is made of Detox, and arrest rates in the 
pre-change period tended to be low. 

b. PRIORITY. As indicated above, we would hypothesiz~ 
general disagreement with t.his proposition since the JvlPD 
places a low priority on public drunkenness. Irldeed, the 
mean score of 3.55 does indicate such disagreement. There 
waS no significant difference of this mean score with those 
in other target jurisdictions. 

Comparison among the districts does not produce any notable 
insights. The officers of the 4th district do perceive 
the ~WD as giving the job a higher priority than do officers 
in other jurisdictions. This might reflect the fact that 
the 4th district is the primary locus of the public drunken­
ness and the task of pickup is one of their primary tasks. 
The difference from the citywide mean is not statistically 
significant. 

CitYWide .. 4 3 9 8 

X scores 3.55 3.32 3.55 3.75 3.61 

c. TPJ\!NING. Again, the background provided above indicates 
that the St. Louis MPD provides little training in the 
task of handling public inebriates. We would expect dis­
agreement with the proposition but the mean score of 3.41 
does not indicate such disagreement. 'rhis mean score is sig­
nificant in comparison with Houston and Washington, but as 
we have indicated in our hypotheses for inter-city compari­
son of means we would expect city by city variation. 
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5ig. of 
Difference 
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St. L. 

3.41 

HOllS. 

2.82 

Z=3.93 
5=.01 

Wash. 

3.92 

Z=3.65 
5=.01 

The interdistrict comparison provides nothing of interest 
other than the 4th district again shows a somewhat higher 
level of agreement, but not as high as the 9th district. 
The differences are Hot statistically significant. 

Citywide 4 

X score 3.41 3.31 

3 

3.59 

9 

3.21 

8 

3.50 

d. CREDIT. We would hypothesize that the failure to give 
credit WOUld be seen as important. In fact, there was 
sUbstantial disagreement with the proposition (x score 
of 4.52). It~ may be that the general lack of credit for 
low quality arrests bears on this. Alternatively, credit 
may be unimportant or officers may be unwilling to admit 
its importance. There were no notable variations be­
tween districts. 

Citywide 

X score 4.52 

2. Role Variable 

4 

4.61 

3 

4.47 

9 

4.42 

8 

4.59 

a. 50CWORK. We would expect greater agreement with this 
indicator in therapeutic jurisdictions. St. Louis police 
officers showed greater agreement than any other juris­
diction,. The difference '!,'las significant when compared 
wi th Richrr.ond, Houston and Washington. 

St.L. Rich. Hous. Wash. Minn. 

X score 3.21 4.08 3.83 3.90 3.47 

5ig. of Z=3.70 Z=4.15 Z=5.09 
Diff'erence S=.Ol S=.Ol 5=.01 N/S 
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It might have been expected that st. Louis might be 
closer to the criminal jurisdictions' than Hinneapolis 
and Washington since drunk on stree't is still formally 
a crime. However, this expecta.tion is not borne out. 
Perhaps the formality is essentially meaningless in 
shaping an officer's attitude. 

The interdistrict comparison provided no notable results. 

Citywide 

x scores 3 .. 21 

4 

3.23 

3 

2.95 

9 

3.39 

8 

3.36 

b. APPROP. We have hypothesized that a therapeutic juris­
diction would show a higher level of disagreement. In 
fact, st. Louis does differ significantly from both Rich­
mond and Houston. It also differs significantly from 
Washington although the mean scores indicate that the 
difference ~ not as substantial. 

St.L. Rich. Hous. Wash. -
X scores 3.23 2.19 2.23 2.88 

5ig. of Z=4.26 Z=6.56 Z=2.36 
Difference 5=.01 5=.01 5=.02 

In terms of interdistrict comparisons, the greatest degree 
of disagreement is found in the 4th district, as might 
be expected but the difference is not statistically signi­
ficant. 

Citywide 

X scores 3.23 

4 

3.45 

3 

3.13 

9 8 

3.03 3.32 

c. SERVICES. We have hypothesized general disagreement in all 
jurisdictions. St. Louis produces the highest level of 
disagreement (X score of 5.31). The officers clearly are 
not "community services" oriented. Nhen coupled with the 
fact that the St. Louis }1PD has always 'emphasized high 
quality arrests, the basis for negative reaction to picking 
up public inebriates for delivery to Detox is well laid. 
The st. Louis mean differs significantly from that of 
Washington. 
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X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

5.31 

Wash. 

4.49 

Z=6.38 
8=.01 

The greatest degree of disagreement on an interdistrict 
basis is provided by the 3rd district, the white, ethnic, 
blue collar area. 

Citywide 

X score 5.31 

4 

5.25 

3 

5.55 

9 

5.17 

8 

5.15 

d. IDEAL. While we have no hypothesis for this ind5.cator, 
it is interesting to note that St. Louis produced the 
highest level of agreement and differed significantly 
from both Houston and Washington. The picture increasingly 
emerges of the St. Louis ~~D as a rather hard-nosed, law 
enforcement (c!:ime fighting) oriented body. 

X scores 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

2.73 

Hous. 

3.48 

Z=4.60 
S=.Ol 

Wash. 

3.14 

Z=2.81 
S=.Ol 

No notable interdistrict results were produced. 

X score 

3. Peer Variable 

2.73 

4 

2.81 

3 

2.75 

9 

2.55 

8 

2.76 

a. VETOFF. While expecting general agreement in all juris­
dictions, we have hypothesized greater agreement in thera­
peutic jurisdictions. In fact, there was general disagree­
ment. St. Louis and Washington, however, did lead all 
jurisdic~ns in the degree of agreement. The difference 
bet\veen Houston, a criminal jurisdiction, and St. Louis 
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was significant. Veteran officers, steeped in a tradition 
of public drunkenness as a non-quality arrest, might well 
be expected to view the task as a waste of time, 

X score 

5ig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

3.50 

Hous. 

4.16 

Z=4.29 
5=.01 

b. BUDDIES. We have hypothesized a higher level of disagree-· 
ment in therapeutic jurisdictions. St. Louis has the 
highest level of disagreement of all jurisdictions. It 
differs significantly not only from Houston and Richmond 
in the expected direction but also from Washington and 
Minneapolis. Again, the negative reaction of the police 
·officers to the task of picking up public inebriates is 
most evident. 

X score 

8ig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

4.20 

Hous. 

2.89 

Z=8.90 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

2.56 

Z=6.93 
8=.01 

Minn. 

3.59 

Z=3.25 
S=.Ol 

\"lash. 

3.52 

Z=5.ll 
S=.Ol 

The greatest source of disagreement comes from officers in 
the 3rd police district -- the white, ethnic, blue collar 
area, but there is no statistically significant difference. 

Cityvlide 4 

X score 4.20 4.19 

3 

4.31 

9 

4.10 

8 

4.13 

c.'1RTNR. We have hypothesized a higher level of disagreement 
in therapeutic jurisdictions. st. Louis, once again, pro­
duces the highest level of disagreement differing signifi­
cantly from both the criminal jurisdictions. The negative -
reaction among officers of the St. Louis MPD to the task 
of removing inebriates is readily apparent. 
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Sig. of 
Difference 
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St.L. 

3.56 

Hous. 

2.83 

Z=4.88 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

2 .. 71 

Z=2.40 
S=.02 

Again, the primary source of disagreement is produced by 
officers in the 3rd district. The greatest level of 
agreement is produced in the 4th district where the problem 
of drunkenness is most prevalent. The differences are not 
statistically significant. 

Citywid~ 

X score 3.56 

4 

3.35 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. General 

3 

3.71 

9 

3.56 

8 

3.57 

(1) TOURIST. The emphasis being placed on tourism in st. 
Louis in recent years suggests general agreement would be 
expected but nothing significantly different from other 
jurisdictions. There is in fact, general agreement (X 
score of 2.66). However, the degree of agreement is sig­
nificantly greater in St. Louis than in Richmond and 
Washington. No reason suggests itself. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

2.66 

... -

Rich. 

3.47 

Z=3.15 
S=.Ol 

Wash. 

3.26 

Z=4.29 
S=.,Ol 

Given the fact that tourism is primarily centered in the 
4th district, it might be expected that the officers in 
that district would agree to a substantially greater 
degree. This is in fact the case. The difference from 
the citywide mean is significant at the .01 level- (Z=3.96). 

Citywide 

X score 2.66 1.90 

3 

3.14 

9 

2.71 

8 

2.88 
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(2) SERIOUS. We expect~d general agreement in all juris­
dictions. There was no reason to expect st. Louis to differ 
significantly from any other jurisdiction. While there was 
general agreement, St. Louis produced the highest level 
of disagreement, differing significantly with all oLher 
jurisdictions. Again, the concern over problems of alcohol­
ism and public inebriation among St. Louis police is ex­
ceptionally minimal. 

St.L. Hous. Rich. Minn. Wash. -_'0' 
X score 2.58 1.84 1.71 1.77 2.18 

8ig. of Z=5.62 Z=4.26 Z=5.31 Z=3 .. 12 
Difference S=.02 S=.Ol S=.Ol S=.Ol 

There is no reason to expect major differences among 
districts and none was four.d. 

Ci ty\vide 4 3 9 8 

X score 2.58 2.60 2.53 2.61 2.59 

b~ Therapeutic/Criminal Facilities 

(1) QUICKLY 1 CQUICK. General agreement "lOuld be expected 
in St. Louis with the proposition that Detox returns the 
public inebriate to the streets too quickly. It is also 
hypothesized that the level of agreement would be signifi­
cantly greater than in criminal jurisdictions when questioned 
about the speed with which the criminal justice system returns 
public inebriates. Finally, it is hypothesized that st. 
Louis would disagree to a significantly greater extent when 
questioned about, the rapidity of return of public inebriates 
from Detox than Washington, and Minneapolis given its pro­
longed 7-day stay. 

There is general agreement in St. Louis (X score of 2.31). 
However, the degree of agreement differs significantly only 
from Houston. The mean scores are included below to show 
the pattern, which does not exactly conform to expectations 
but is close. 

St.L. Hous. Rich. Minn. ~\'ash .. 

X score 2.30 2 .• 93 2.71 2.37 ;>.25 



138 

It is interesting to note that there was greater disagree­
ment with the proposition that the criminal justice system 
returns the inebriate too quickly (variable: CQUICK) [X of 
2.43J. In recent times the courts have often been releasing 
the inebriate even faster than Detox or sending the inebriate 
to Detox. 

No notable differences bebleen districts is expected or 
produced on the quickness of Detox. 

Citywide 

X sco.res 2.30 

4 

2.10 

3 

2.06 

9 

2.63 

8 

2.59 

However, the officers in the 4th district did agree that 
the criminal justice system returns inebriates to the 
street too quickly to a statistically significant greater 
degree than officers in other districts (Z=4.02; S=.Ol). 
Their immediate exposure to the court system which is 10-
·cated in the district and the greater extent of the drunken-
ness problem in the 4th district probably explains this 
difference. While 4th district officers did generally agree 
that Detox releases inebriates too quickly, the results were 
not significant. 

Citywide 4 

X scores 2.43 1. 77 

3 

2 .. 51 

9 

2.85 

8 

2.76 

(2) NOHELP. Again, agreement ,.,.,ould be expected and was 
found (X score of 2.67). There was no reason to expect 
a significant difference among the therapeutic jurisdic­
tions and none was found. There apparently was greater 
satisfaction with the "helping" role of Detox in st. Louis 
than in Washington. (X of 2.39). 

The 4th district officers agree that Detox is no help to a 
statistically significant greater degree (Z=2.0li S=.05) 
than officers in the other districts. Again, the reality 
of the drunkenness problem in the 4th district appears 
critical. 

Citywide 

X score 2.66 

4 

2.21 

3 8 

2.65 2.96 2.98 
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(3) EFFECTIVE. General agreement would be expected. 
Originally there was ~o reason to expect St. Louis to 
di·f fer signi ficantly from other therapeutic jurisdictions. 
However, given the attitudinal responses of the St. Louis 
t1PD to the problem of public intoxication, greater dis­
agreement might be expected. 

The~e was general agreement in St. Louis and it did 
produce the highest level of disagreement· among the 
therapeutic jurisdictions. The difference was statis­
tically significant, however, only in the case of 
Washington. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

2.80 

Wash. 

2.05 

Z=5.07 
S=.01 

The officers of the 4th district might have been expected 
to agree with the proposition far more than in the other 
districts given the extent of the problem in the district. 
In fact, they disagreed far more although the difference 
was not statistically significant. This suggests that the 
question may have been read as an evaluation of Detox 
~ather than of its importance. 

~itywide 4 3 9 8 

X score 2.80 2.94 '2.74 2.84 2.69 

(4) FARl\WZ\Y. A high degree of agreement was expected in 
St.Louis ~f[ven the inconvenient location of the Detox 
Center. It is approximately a 30 minute ride from any of 
target districts. In fact, there was a high degree of 
disagreement, (~of 4.15). There was, however, greater 
agreement than in ~'i1ashingtqn I where Detox is more conven­
ient to officers ex of 4.64). 

It was expected that there might be some significant 
variations among districts depending on their distance from 
Detox. Officers in the 3rd district which is most proxi-
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mate to Detox do disagree to a statistically significant 
greater degree (Z=3.04; S=.Ol) but it is difficult, at 
this time, to assess the "Fl ... RA~vAYNESS" of the 0 ther 
districts. Further, the question really probes two dif­
ferent elements, i.e., distance and practicability. 

X score 

Citxwide 

4.15 

4 

3.68 

c. Perceptions of Inebriate. 

3 

4.79 

9 

4.17 

8 

3.76 

(1) THREAT. General disagreement is expected given the 
frequency with which peace disturbance is an associated 
offense. There is disagreement in St. Louis (X = 3.75). 
In fact, the extent of disagreement is the greatest of all 
jurisdictions, although the difference is significant 
only for Richmond and Washington. Perhaps; this explains 
the reluctance of the st. Louis MPD to pick up and process 
public inebriates. It might also be a justification for a 
non-interventionist policy -- the public inebriate is 
perceived as a threat to the police. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

3.75 

Rich. 

3.08 

Z=2.49 
S=.02 

Wash. 

3.10 

Z=4.S8 
S=.Ol 

Officers in the 3rd police district apparently see the 
public inebriate as a greater threat than do officers in 
other districts, but the result is not statistically 
meaningful. Interviews suggest that the 3rd district 
public inebriate is generally a weekend drunk, a blue 
collar work~r who goes off on a weekend drinking spree. 
'I'he indication is that this drunk is far more belligerent 
and hostile towards the police than other drunks. He 
resents the police time "wasted" on dealing wi th :~.uch 
behavior. 

Citywide 

X score 3.75 

4 

3.62 

3 

3.96 

9 

3.61 

8 

3.75 



(2) BELLIGERENT. Again, general disagreement is ex­
pected -- the drunkenness environment is perceived as 
hostile. Again, the greatest degree of disagreement comes 
from st. Louis, although the difference is significant 
only for Richmond and Washington. 

st.L. Rich. Wash. -
X score 4.41 3.51 3.70 

Sig. of Z=3.74 Z=3.44 
Difference S=.Ol S=.Ol 

It might be expected that the officers of the 3rd district 
would again produce the greatest disagreement. In this 
instance, however, officers in the 8th and 9th districts 
disagree even more. It is the 4th district, which has the 
remaining skid rmv area and the nightclubs, etc., that 

. sees the least degree of belligerency. None of the 
differences are statistically significant. 

Citywide 4 

X score 4.41 4.02 

3 

4.51 

9 

4.63 

8 

4.53 

(3) MESSY. A high level of agreement was expected. The 
agreement was highest in St. Louis. Once again, there is 
support for the negative attitude of the MED to the task 
and a basis for a non-interventionist policy. THREAT, 
BELLIGERENT and ~mssY all suggest such a model. However, 
the difference of means \vas significant only for Richmond. 

X scores 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

1.85 

Rich. 

2.37 

Z=2.S2 
S=.02 

There does not appear to be any notable difference between 
the districts. 

Citywide 

X score l.BS 

4 

1.69 

3 

1.81 

9 

1.76 

8 

2.21 
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(4&5) WELLDRESS/POORDRESS. In reality, the MPD does 
appear to treat the middle-class type drunk differently 
from the skid row type d..:unk. However, the difference 
is most often in the form of disposition. The policy 
of non-intervention really applies to both. But this 
vlOuld suggest agreement with WELLDRESS and disagreement 
with POORDRESS. (We have, however, hypothesized agreement 
for POORDRESS) In fact, the opposite pertains. Police 
intervention is said to be needed in both cases. (X on 
WELLDRESS of 4.25; X on POORDRESS of 2.80). 

It is interesting to note that the greatest agreement on 
WELLDRESS comes from the 4th district. This is where 
the higher class drunk is likely. to be found, and it 
is this group of officers who see less need for interven­
tion. The difference is significant at the .04 level 
(Z=2. 08) • 

WELLDRESS 

X score 

Citywide 

4.25 

4 

3.78 

3 

4.43 

9 

4.40 

8 

4.44 

Fourth District officers also lead in seeing the poorly 
dressed as requiring police intervention to a statistically 
significant extent (Z=3.40; S=.Ol). The reality of the 
drunkenness problem for 4th district officers does seem 
to provide a different response. 

POORDRESS \ 

" ' 

Citywide 4 3 ,·9 
"'t;~~ 8 

X score 2.80 2.18 2.85 2.86 3.53 

The marked disagreement among 8th district officers (Z=2.79; 
S=.Ol) might also reflect their client population. Most 
persons are poorly dressed but they have homes in the area 
street drinking and drunkenness are quite con~on and yet 
there is little pickup and delivery to Detox nor arrests. 
Non-action seems common. This condition may be reflected 
in the attitudes expressed on this ques~ion. 
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(6) BOTHER. We have hyp6thesized general agreement in 
all jurisdictions and there is agreement in St. Louis. 
There is statistically significant less agreement in 
St. Louis, however, than in all other jurisdictions 
except Washington (.OS). If the public inebriates did 
bother other citizens, there would be a need for approved 
action, and non-action and informal disposition are clearly 
the norm. 

St. L. ~. Rich. Minn. Wash. --
X score 2.19 1.79 1.57 1.78 2.44 

5ig. of Z=3.6l Z=4.32 Z=3.l0 Z=2.03 
Difference S=.01 S=.Ol S=.Ol S=.05 

The highest level of agreement -- significant at the .01 
level (Z=2.50) -- by district comes from the 4th district. 
The panhandler is most common in the dO\'lntovm business 
district. In the 8th and 9th districts where street 
drinking and drunkenness are more common, there is less 
perception of the drunk as a bother (not statistically 
significant). The continuum of scores is expected given 
the character of the drinking population. 

Citywide 4 

X score 2.19 1. 81 

3 

2.11 

9 

2.40 

8 

2.63 

(7) MUGGING. While agreement is expected in all juris­
dictions, less agreement is expected in therapeutic 
jurisdictions. St. Louis does significantly differ from 
the criminal jurisdictions in the expected direction. The 
level of agreement in St. Louis, however, is somewhat 
surprising. Of the three therapeutic jurisdictions it 
agrees the most, although the difference is signific~nt 
only with \vashington. ~vhile its II criminal" character 
would seem to support our general hypothesis of justifica­
tion for criminal law intervention, St. Louis officers 
seemed not to have been affected by this factor in other 
cases. However, this is the point at ",:hich the "formalism" 
would be expected to be most significant. 
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St.L. Rich. Hous. Wash. -
X score 2.47 1.35 2.07 2.73 

5ig. of Z=7.79 Z=2.97 Z=2.00 
Difference 5=.01 5=.01 5=.05 

The concern for the inebriate as victim is most pro­
nounce~ in the 4th districe as might be expected, but 
differences are not statistically significant. 

Citywide 

X score 2 .. 47 

4 

2.53 

3 

2.49 

9 

2.36 

8 

2.46 

(8) WEATHER. We have hypothesized general agreement in 
all jurisdictions but expect a therapeutic city like St. 
Louis to produce greater disagreement than criminal 
jurisdictions. There is agreement in St. Louis but it 
is marginal. In fact, the extent of disagreement is 
significantly greater than in all other jurisdictions. 
Certainly, concern for the inebriate' from inclement 
weather is not perceived as a reason for intervention in 
St. Louis. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

3.45 

Hous. 

2.68 

Z=5.36 
S=.Ol 

Rich. 

2.32 

Z=5.48 
5=.01 

Minn. 

2.73 

Z=3.97 
5=.01 

Wash. 

2.46 

Z=7.66 
S=.Ol 

As might be expected, contact with the weekender public 
inebriate in the 3r~ district produces the greatest dis­
agreement. The stable, poor black area in the 8th district 
produces the greatest degree of agreement. The differences, 
however, are not statistically significant 

Citywide 4 

X score 3.45 3.53 

3 

3.60 

9 

3.44 

8 

3.13 
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(9) IMMOBILE. We have hypothesized general disagreement 
and St. Louis does disagtee. The disagreement is signi­
ficantly greater than in criminal jurisdictions where the 
need to justify a true arrest is present. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.I .. 

3.62 

Hous. 

3 .. 30 

. Z=2. 31 
S=.02 

Rich. 

2.74 

Z=4.03 
S= .. Ol 

The greatest source of disagreement comes from the 
officers in the 4th district, significant at the .03 
level (Z=2.27). Again, this may be a justification for 
non-intervention or the use of informal dispositions like 
"move along" in the area having the greatest problem 
with public drunkenness. 

Citywide 4 

X score 3.62 4.09 

3 

3.23 

9 

3.50 

8 

3.73 

(10) MEDICAL. We have hypothesized some general dis­
agreement but in St. Louis there is marginal agreement 
eX of 3.34). Given the general orientation of the St. 
Louis police officers that there is no need for police 
intervention, this is not really surprising. While the 
difference with D.C. (X score of 3.87) is significant 
(Z=3.79; S=.Ol) f this does not appear notable. 

The real source of agreement comes from the 9th district 
but the results are not statistically significant. We 
have no real explanation. 

Citywide 

X score 3.34 

4 

3.49 

3 

3.45 

9 

2.91 

8 

3.45 

(11) PROPCARE. Based on what has been 'seen abov0t while 
we have hypothesized general agreement in all jurisdic­
tions, st. Louis might be expected to produce greatest 
disagreement. This is indeed the case. 
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St.L. fious. Rich. Minn. Wash. -
X score 3.36 2.60 1.93 2.95 2.13 

Sig. of Z=5.67 Z=7.34 Z=2.36 Z=7.09 
Difference S=.Ol 8=.01 S=.02 S=.Ol 

There are no notable differences betvleen districts. 

Cit:twide 4 3 9 8 

X score 3.36 3.42 3.43 3.20 3.36 

5. ptrategic Interaction Variuble 

a. BUSINESS. ~'~e have hypothesized general agreement and 
St. Louis officers do agree (X of 2.29). The mean 
difference from Washington is significant (Z=3.63; S=.01) 
but this doesn't appear meaningful. As will become obvious, 
the hypothesized rank ordering is verified in St. Louis. 
The degree of agreement is greatest for BUSINESS. It 
should be noted, however, that St.Louis police officers 
are traditionally not receptive to pressure. 

As might be expected, the greatest agreement is ~ound 
in the 4th district which contains the central business 
district. The difference is statistically significant 
(Z=2 .18; S=. 03) • 

Citywide 

X score 2.29 

4 

1.91 

3 

2.40 

9 

2.33 

3 

2.61 

b. GENPUB. Again agreement \'las found but it is the lowest 
level of all jurisdictions, differing significantly from 
Houston and Minneapolis. Secondary sources indicate that 
there has traditionally been little public pressure re­
garding the public inebriate problem. The degree of 
agreement for GENPUB ranks second only to BUSINESS as 
hypothesized. 
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St.L. Hous. Minn. 

X score 2.64 2.25 2.21 

Sig. of Z=3.l3 Z=2.48 
Difference S=.Ol S=.02 

Again the greatest degree of agreement is produced by 
officers in the downtown tourist-business-high income 
residential area. Greatest disagreement comes from the 
8th district where public drunkenness seems to be more 
tolerated. The differences are not statistically sig­
hificant. 

Citywide 4 

X score 2.64 2.31 

3 

2.68 

9 

2.75 

8 

2.90 

c. POLITICO. While we anticipated general disagreement in 
all jurisdictions, there was general agreement in st. 
Louis [X of 2.91]. This is apparently a greater source 
of pressure for pickup of public inebriates than we anti­
cipated. \'lhile the difference from Minneapolis [X of 2.41] 
is significant (Z=2.79; S=.Ol), this does not seem impor­
tant. The third place ranking of POLITICO in st. Louis 
is somewhat surprising since the MPD is a very depoliti­
cized body given the element of state control. 

The greatest source of the agreement, although not of 
statistical significance, comes from officers in the 4th 
district 'V1here the government buildings are located. The 
disagreement in the 8th district once again suggests the 
tolerance towards public drunkenness in that area. This 
difference is statistically significant (Z=2.05; S=.04). 

Citywide 

X score 2.91 

4 

2.48 

3 

3.01 

9 

2.82 

8 

3.64 

d. AAETC. We hypothesized general agreement in a~l juris­
dictions, and there is agreement in st. Louis (X of 3.27) 
but it is marginal. There is a significant difference 
(Z=2.36; 8=.02) from Houston (X of 2.95) but this does 
not seem important. As hypothesized AAETC has an interme­
diate ranking. 
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There was no notable difference among districts on AAETC. 

Citywide 4 3 9 a 
X score 3.27 3.36 3.33 3.03 3.32 

e. DETOXII. 'While we hypothesized general disagreement, 
there was marginal agreement in St. Louis .. The 3.41 mean, 
however, is certainly not inconsistent with the suggestion 
that police officers are in fact receiving negative cues 
from Detox regarding the desirability of increased pick­
ups. St. Louis ranks first among the three therapeutic 
jurisdictions. This is somevlha t surprising since the 
recent history of Detox, including the frequency at 
which it is filled, vlOuld suggest greater disagreement. 
Perhaps the neutrality of the responses, however, at least 
indicates the absence of positive impetus. The difference 
from Washington (X of 4.06) is significant (Z=5.2l; S=.Ol). 

There are no notable differences among the districts. 

Citywide:. 

X score 3.41 

4 

3.44 

3 

3.34 

9 

3.33 

8 

3.58 

f. LIQUOR. We ex'pected general disagreement and a low 
ranking, and st. Louis conformed to both expectations. 
The extent of disagreement is greatest of,the five juris­
dictions but only in the case of Houston is it significant 
and then at the .03 level. > 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

St.L. 

3.57 

Hous. 

3.24 

Z=2.23 
S=.03 

Officers in the 9th district did produce greater agreement 
but no explanation is apparent. The dif~erence was not 
statistiQally significant. 

Citywide 

X score 3.57 

4 

3.85 

3 

3.71 

9 

3.14 

8 

3.43 
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g. DRUNKS. Disagreement wi~h the question and the lowest 
ranking of the strategic environment variables was 
hypothesized and obtained. The officers themselves 
apparently don't accept the myth that public inebriates 
want to be picked up. The difference from Houston is 
significant. Given the IItrue criminal" character of 
Houston, this is not surprising. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

st.L. 

4.73 

Hous. 

5.10 

Z=2.77 
S=.Ol 

The disagreement was general across all districts. 

X score 

6. Conclusions 

Cit~ide 

4.73 

4 

4.77 

3 

4.76 

. 9 

4.52 

8 

4.84 

As expected, the indicators of the Organizational Variable 
in St. Louis reflect ~he low priority of the public drunkenness 
problem to the Department. Equally important, however, is the 
greater empha.sis by the respondent s on the importance of the 
personal discretion of the officer, which provides some basis 
for the emphasis on informal disposition which we found to 
characterize the practical operations of the SLPD towards th0 
public inebriate. The Role Variable and the Peer Variable both 
provide a picture of the SLPD as a rather hard-nosed, la\'l 
enforcement-oriented police force~ Handling of public drunken­
ness is considered inconsistent with 'the proper role o~ the 
police office~ and this view is reinforced by the attitudes of 
fellow officers. This attitudinal disposition is carried over 
to the Strategic Envir:9nrnent, Variable -- the public inebriate 
is perceived -as a threa.t, belligerent and messy (although at 
times needing assistance) laying the basis for non-intervention 
L' informal disposition as, a mode of behavior. Indeed, the ' 
level of disagreement on the importance to the officer tha't the 
public inebriate receive proper care seems to summarize the 
attitudes of the police officers. In terms of the Strategic 
Interaction Variable, the non-receptivity of the officers to 
external influences was expected. Nevertheless, the hypothesized 
ordering of the influences, with business leading the way and 
liquor stores and drunks bringing up the rear, was confirmed. 
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The intra-jurisdictional results also point up the impor­
tance of the characteristics of the police district involved 
in shaping attitudes. In many instances, the relevance of 
public drlli1kenness in the Fourth District \'las notable, (e. g. f 

TOURIST, QUICKI,y, NOHELP, WELLDHESS and POORDRESS, BOTHER, 
IMMOBILE, BUSINESS,). The ,1On-intervention and informality 
characterizing police handling of inebriates in the Eighth 
District was suggested in the results, although there was 
seldom statistical significance. Finally, the blue collar 
"weekender" character of the inebriate in the Third District 
is suggested by questions relating to the belligerency of the 
inebriate but again, results were not statistically significant. 

B. CORRELATION AN.ALYSIS 

The relevant forms of the dependent variable are as follows: 

ACTION = (DETOX + ARRESTI + ARREST2 + PROTECTIVE CUSTODY + 

MOVEON + HO!{EI + HOME2) / Totai Actions 

APPROVEDl = (DETOX + ARRESTI + ARREST2 + PROTECTIVE 

CUSTODY) / Total Actions 

APPROVED2 = (DETOX + ARRESTl + ARREST2) / Total Actions 

DETOX = DETOX / Total Actions. 

The ambivalent status of the protective cus-tody disposition 

is reflected in its diffe17ent treatment under the two forms of the 

institutional dependent variable, APPROVEI and APPROVE2. 
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1. Organizational Variable. 

a. ORGANIZATION. This is a grouped variable (indicator) 
composed of PRIORITY and TRAINING. 

-; 

We would hypothesize that agreement would result in more 
ACTION, APPROVE 1 & 2 and DETOX behavior. No statis­
tically significant relationship was found,citywide. 
There was, however, a significant relationship found in 
the 3rd district with DETOX and in the 9th district with 
ACT, although significance in the latter is marginal. 

ORGAN X ACT 

ORGAN X DETOX 

8th District 

-0.2272 
8==0.053 

3rd District 

-0.2083 
8==0.031 

While the hypothesized ~elationship is confirmed in these 
t\~O instances, neither correlation is very impressive, and 
no reasons are readily available as to why the relation­
ships would be found in these districts. It might be 
noted that the 8th district generally is characterized by 
non-action. If action is taken, it generally is informal. 
Detox admission and arrests rates have been very low. It 
is interesting to note that there was a positive correla­
tion ·\'lit:h' APPROVEl and 2 (not significant). The fact that 
officers in the 8th district reponding to organizational' 
priorities take act.ion but not approved actions might be 
expected. .. .... . 

2. Role Variance. 

., 
a. ROLE. This is a grouped variable composed of 80CWORK and 

APPROP. A significant relationship was' found in the 4th 
district with APPROVE2. However, no state~ent is meaning­
ful since officers agreeing wi th 80C~~ORK would be expected 
to pick up less public inebriates while officers agreeing 
with APPROP would be expected to pick up more public 
inebriates. 
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b. CYNIC. This is a grouped variable consisting of VET'wASTE 
(see below) and IDEAL. While not strictly a role variable, 
it might be considered here. Officers who agree with this 
variable would be expected to take less action (positive 
correlation). This is confirmed only in the 4th district. 
The reality of the drunkenness problem to 4th district 
officers, coupled with the very negative attitudes towards 
the task of picking up public inebriates in the MPD, might 
explain his relationship. 

CYNIC X ACT 

3. Peer Variable. 

4th District 

0.2135 
S=0.037 

a. VE'lWASTE. i1e would expect officers who agree would take 
less actions. (positive relationship) No significant 
relationship was found citywide or by district. 

VE~'tASTE 
X ACT 

Citywide 

0.0303 
S=0.313 

4 

-0.0107 
S=0.465 

3 9 

0.1265 0.1525 
S=0.133 8=0.127 

s 

-0.1967 
5=0.047 

b. BUDDIES. We would expect officers who disagree ",,,ould take 
significantly less actions, less approved actions and take 
less to Detox (negative correlation). No citywide relation­
ships were found. However all four hypotheses were con­
firmed i.n the 8th district. The hypothesized relationship 

. with approved behavior (APPROVEI & 2) ,,,as also confirmed 
in che 3rd district. 

District 8 District 3 

BUDDIES X ACT -0.2342 
5===0.047 N/S 

BUDDIES X APPl -0.4211 -0.2797 
5=0.001 8=0.006 

BUDDIES X APP2 -0.3912 -0.2836 
S=0.002 S=0.005 

BUDDIES X DETOX -0.2401 
S=0.043 N/S 
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Apparently officers in the 8th district react to the 
attitudes of their fellow officers regarding public 
drunkenness. Why this is true of officers in the 8th 
district and to some extent in the 3rd district and not 
other districts is not apparent. 

c. PARIMP. We would hypothesize that officers who tend to 
agree will take action to a significantly greater degree 
(negative correlation). While the correlations are all 
negative in direction as expected, this hypothesis was 
confirmed only in the 8th district. Again, why the peer 
variable is important in this district is not apparent. 

PARIMP X ACT 

4. strategic Environment Variable 

a. Therapeutic Facilities. 

8th District 

--0.2490 
8-0.038 

(1) FARAWAY. It is hypothesized that officers who agree 
will take less DETOX action (positive correlation). This 
was not confirmed citywide or for any district. A positive 
relationship with APP2 v1as found in the 9th district. No 
reason suggests itself. 

FARAWAY X APP2 

b. Perceptions of Inebriate • 

9th District 

0.2888 
S=0.014 

. (1) MUGGING. It is hypothesized that officers who agree 
will tend to ACT to a significantly greater extent 
(negative correlation). No significant relationships 

were found. 
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(2) WEATHER. It is hypothesized that officers who agree 
will tend to ACT to a significantly greater extent. 
(negative correlation) ~t might also be hypothesized 
that the action will take the form of taking to Detox 
where proper care would be available -- this is a caring 
attitude {negative correlation). 

A negative 'correlation is found citywide with high sig­
nificance levels for both ACT and DETOX, but the strength 
of the correlation is too low. The expected relation with 
DETOX is found in the 9th district. But in the 3rd dis­
trict WEATHER correlates with all behaviors other than 
DETOX. We have no explanations for the district variations. 

Citywide 9th District 3d District 

WEATHER X ACT -0.1472 -0.2182 
S=.009 N/S S=0.025 

WEATHER X APPl -0.3402 
N/S N/S S=O.OOl 

WEATHER X APP2 -0.2777 
N/S N/S S=0.006 

WEATHER X DETOX -0.1932 -0.2288 
S=.OOl S=0.042 N/S 

(3) IMMOBILE. It is hypothesized that agreement will 
correlate with ACT (a negative correlation). Again, the 
caring attitude might be expe~ted to produce greater 
DETOX behavior (negative correlation). No relationship 
\'las found. 

(4) MEDICAL. It is hypothesized that agreement will 
correlate with higher ACT and with use of DETOX (negative 
correlations). No relationship was found. 

[NOTE: Nhile the above single indicators did not 
prove especially useful, the grouped variables 
reflecting these and similar indicators did pro­
duce more significant results.] 
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(5) CONCERN. This is a grouped variable consisting of 
PROPCARE

o 

and EFFECTIVE. 

It is expected that agreement would produce more ACTION, 
more approved (institutional) action, i.e., APPI & 2, and 
more DETOX behavior (all negative correlations). 

The hypotheses for APPI & 2 and DETOX but not ACT were 
confirmed citywide. 

All four hypotheses were confirmed in the 4th district 
where the problem of drunkenness is greatest. In the 8th 
district all but the ACT hypothesis was confirmed. In the 
3rd district, the APPl & 2 were confirmed but not the ACT 
or DETOX. In the 9th district, only DETOX was confirmed. 
Given the negative attitude of the st. Louis }i!PD indicated 
in the attitudinal analysis above, the reasons for the low 
pickup rate in st. Louis become evident. ° 

The use of approved actions in the 3rd district seems 
consistent with their response to the organizational pres­
sure. The fact that the target population is blue collar 
would explain the non-significance of DETOX but for the 
fact that DETOX was the response of those reacting to 
ORGANIZATION. \\1e have no explanation for the mode of 
response in districts 8 and 9. 

CityYlide 4 3 9 8 

CONCERN -0.2213 
X ACT N/8 8=0.032 N/8 N/5 N/8 

CONCERN -0.2087 -0.2983 -0.2890 -0.3500 
X APPl 8::::0.001 5=0.006 8=0.004 N/8 5=0.005 

CONCERN -0.1927 -0.2364 -0.2062 -0.3241 
X APP2 8=0.0002 S=0.024 5=0.032 N/S S=O.OlO 

CONCERN -0.2388 -0.2324 -0.2312 -0.3683 
X DETOX S=O.OOl S=0.026 N/S 5=0.04 8=0.004 

(6) DISTASTE. This is a grouped variable consisting of 
BUDDIES and ~£SSY. While this yielded significant results 
in the 8th district, it is llilusable since the questions 
run in different directions. 
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(7) SITSPEF. This is a grouped variable consisting of 
WELLDRESS and BELLIG. Whether these are compatible 
depends on expectations regarding BELLIG. We would 
expect WELLDRESS to produce a positive correlation with 
APPROVEI & 2 (if you believe that well-dressed persons 
don't need police assistance you will take less insti­
tutional action). If officers agree that most public 
inebriates are not belligerent towards the police, would 
this produce more or less action and what form would 
the action take? On the assumption that officers who 
agree would be less likely to arrest, we would posit a 
positive correlation with APPI & 2. 

Significant negative correlations were produced in the 
8th and 3rd districts. No explanation presents itself. 
These indicators seem incompatible. 

5. Strategic Interaction variabl~ 

a. GROUPS. This is a grouped variable consisting of BUSINESS, 
GENPUB and POLITICO. Officers who agree that these groups 
want increased pickup would be more likely to ACT more. 
(negative correlations). 

No citywide relationship was found. The hypothesized 
rela tionship \.,i th action was found in district 4. Since 
this is the central business and tourist district, the 
main city entertainment and sports sector and the locus 
of government offices, this is expected. It was not found 
in any other district. 

GROUPS X ACT 

4th District 

-0.2517 
S=0.017 

b. ALCH. A grouped variable consisting of DBTOXII and 
AAETC produced no significant relationships. 
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6. ~ituation Specific Variable 

a. WINO. A significant citywide relationship was found 
bet\'lecn the number of \'linos and ACT and DETOX. A 
positive relationship for ACT indicates that the 
greater the number of winos the ;Less the amount of 
action taken. Further, the negative relation in the 
case of DETOX indicates that the more winos encoun­
tered in the district, the greater the number taken to 
DETOX. 

The lack of action of the police when encountering skid 
row type inebriates is consistent with what we have 
generally found. Even informal action is taken only 
when a situation must be corrected. 

The relation with DETOX behavior is not surprlslng since 
it confirms that DETOX is seen primarily as a place for 
winos, not other type public inebriates • 

NINO X ACT 

WINO X DETOX 

. 2221 
S=.OOl 

-.2724 
S=.OOl 

h. CLASS. A significant relation appeared between the 
relative wealth of the officer's area and ACT. The 
relationship is negative indicating that the poorer 
the re~idences in the officer's patrol area the less 
the officer takes action, the wealthier the residences 
in the area, the more the officer takes some action. 
This again suggests the availability of informal forms 
of disposition for removing public inebriates from in­
appropriate areas. In low income areas, the street 
inebriate is tolerated; no action is taken. 

CLASS X ACT 

7. Background Variable~. 

Citywide 

-.2956 
S=.OOl 

No citywide relationships \'lere found. However, relationships 
Nere found between background variables and APPI & 2 in the 
4th and 9th districts. 
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a. STLTIME. In the 9th district, the longer the time 
spent on the force, the more appropriate actions are 
taken. 

8TLTIME X APPl 

8TLTIME X APP2 

9th District 

0.3246 
5==0.006 

0.2375 
8=0.036 

b. AGE. The older the officers, the more approved action 
taken. 'j?his is sOIrle\1hat contrary to the view that 
rookies are the most active in intervening with public 
inebriates. 

AGE X APpl 

AGE X APP2 

4th District 

0.2609 
8=0.014 

N/S 

9th District 

0.2628 
S=0.023 

0.2203 
5=0.048 

c. EDUC. The more educated the officer, the less approved 
action (~PP1) taken in the 4th district. 

EDUC X APPl 

4th District 

-0.2265 
5=0.029 

NO explanation of these inter-district differences presents 
itself. 

7. Conclusion 

At the outset, we expressed our lack of expectations for 
meaningful results from the attempts to find correlations be­
tween attitude and behavior given the subjective measure used 
in the questionnaire for behavior. This perception proved true 
for St. Louis. In only two instances have notable citywide 
relationships been found. Both, however, are notable. 
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The relationship between CONCERN and approved behaviors in­
dicates the importance of motivation. Further, it suggests 
reasons for the low level of approved actions in St. Louis 
given the generally negative attitudes of the police officers 
to\'lards the public inebriate. The relevance of the number of 
WINOS in the district to behavior tends to confirm our ex­
pectation that different forms of dispositional behavior will 
be afforded skid row type inebriates and other type public 
inebriates .. 

Numerous intra-jurisdictional relationships have been found 
but the reasons for particular districts to differ are sel­
dom available. Only in the case of the 4th district, where 
the problem of public drunkenness is an ever present reality, 
and where tourism and business are concentrated, are the rela·· 
tionships readily understandable. 



1 

Richmond, Virginia 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. The City 

Richmond is an old city and, although there are wealthy 

sections, a poor one. In the last 2-5 years a slow trend toward 

the restoration of homes by white middle class families has begun, 

primarily on the east side. A wealthy pocket of homes also exists 

within the city in the west end past the university area. The 

rest of the city is predominantly poor to low middle class. 

\-1hile drunks can be found throughout the city, skid r01:v is 

clearly the Broad Street strip, particularly below 10th Street. 

In this area there are bus stations, pornog~aphic movies and book 

stores, massage parlors, and stores that sell wine and beer. 

Farther up Broad Street one finds the Salvation Army Headquarters. 

North of the area are warehouses, to the south is the James River, 

more warehouses, and the farmer's market. This area remains largely 

untouched by urban rene,val. 

The age and dilapidated condition of many of the dwellings in 

the city help to perpetuate skid row and to make downtOwn Richmond 

a haven for derelicts. 

160 
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Table 1 

n 
"AgE; of Dwellings in Richmond Virginia" 

Year Built Percent of Total Graduated 
Buildings in City Percent 

1969-1970 .02% 02% 

1965-1968 .09% 11% 

1960-1964 .10% 21% 

1950-1959 .17% 38% 

1940-1949 .16% 54% 

1939 or older .45% 100% 

a. Based on 1970 Census of Population and HousinJl:.. 
Richmond SMSA, U.S. Department of Commerce, r972. 

The relative decay of the inner city is matched by the 

relative poverty of its residents. vfuile the Richmond SMSA is 

251'0 Black, the racial composition of downtown Richmond is 42% 

Black according to the 1970 census. 24% of the city is made up of 

families maki.ng under $5,000 per year. The 1970 mean income '\vas 

"$10,620. 4,428 families, or 7% of the total of 61,706 families in 

the city received welfare assistance in 1970. The mean for such 

assistance was $1,367 per year - - 13.3% of the familj.es in the area 

had 1970 income below the poverty level. The poverty in Richmond 

is generally concentrated in the Broad Street strip and the near 

south side of the city. 
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It has been estimated that Richmond j with a 1970 population 

of 249,621 has somewhere in the neighborhood of 10,000 alcoholics. 

(See "We Will Teach People to Drink Responsibly" The Richmond 

Chronicle, July 31, 1972.) 

B. The Legal Context 

The public inebriate in Richmond is prosecuted under Virginia 

state law. This means that the state provides funds for jailing 

the public inebriate and receives all of the fines collected on the 

charge. Several years ago experimentally drunks were arrested under 

a local Richmond disturbing the peace -- public nuisance ordinance 

so that the city could receive the revenue from the fines. It ",vas 

,found, however, that the court costs and jail costs the city thereby 

incurred outweighed the revenues received. As a result drunks con-
"',11 ,. t. 

tinued to be arrested under the state code. 

Pinpointing the state law on public inebriation in Richmond is 

difficult, however, since we studied the city during a time period 

within which the law was in flux. 

When we initially yisited Richmond in spring of 1975 §18.1-237 

of the Virginia Code defined the crime of drunkenness and profane 

swearing. Under' that s;',atute the public inebriate could be fined' 

$1.00 to $25.00 and since the crime was a misdemeanor any jail 

sentence was within the discretion of the trial judge to impose. 

Chronic alcoholism has been held to ~ constitute a defense under 
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this statute (See Rakes v. Coleman, 359 F. Supp. 370 (E.D. Va.' 

1973). A 1966 law had allowed the judge the option of either 

sentencing the public inebriate or committing him to a mental 

health facility (he c,ould not do both, as affirmed by a suit in 

which Thomas H. "Mickey" Finn, the Richmond town drunk, was the 

plaintiff. Jee newspaper file 16 Aug. 66), but the application of 

this option to public inebriates 'Has elim~nated by the legislature 

in 1971. (See Va. Code Ann. §18.l-200 (Supp. 1971»). 

During the summer of 1975 a bill to decriminalize public 

inebriation ""-Jas passed by the Virginia legislature. It vlas vetoed 

by Governor Hills Godwin because there had not been enough study of 

the problem of implementation. This period of focusing on the 

possibility of decriminalizing occurred during our summer visits to 

Richmond. 
~ • t- .. • -,... .. '>'" 1.". 

Our interviews and research were largely finished in Richmond 

in late October and November. As of Octob<7-r 1, 1975, a new bill 

took effect that seems to be a step toward decriminalization while 

not embracing that approach fully. The current law reads as 

follows: 

§18.2-388 Profane S\vearing and Drunkenness 

If any person profanely curse or swear or be drunk 
in public he shall be guilty of a class· 4 misdemeanor. 

If any person shall be convicted for being drunk' in 
public three times 'tvi thin one year in this state, 
upon 'the third or any subsequent conviction for such 
offense \\Tithin the period of one year such person 
shall be guilty of a class 3 misdemeanor. 



164 

Class l~ misdemeanors are neH as of 1975. Under them no jail 

term may be given -- only a fine of less than $100. Some imprison·' 

ment is alloHed lli'"1der class 3 misdemeanors but. due to a misprint 

in the Virginia Code, it can't be determined how much. The habitual 

drunkenness exception that elevates the crime to a class 3 mis­

demeanor is rarely used since it is no'tv undergoing court challenge 

on constitutional grounds. As a '.L0sult, since October: 1, 1975 the 

option of imprisoning public inebriates in Virginia has all but 

disappeared. The public inebriates are locked up overnight, fined 

in court, and if they can't pay the fine a payment schedule is 

'Worked out. If the fine is not paid the public inebriate can be 

charged with contempt v7hich carries maximum penal ties of $50 and/ or 

10 days. (See Va. Code Ann. §18.2-458 (1975)). 

The present syster.. is too new to predict hmv the courts will 

react, but preliminarily it seems that conte.mpt (infra.), trespass 

(Va. Code Ann. §18. 2-119 et. seq. (1975)), and disorderly conduct 

(Va. Code Ann. §18.2-tt-15 (1975)) are used as the means to imprison 

public inebriates vlhere the police and/or courts want to short 

circuit the system. The crimes of trespass and disorderly conduct 

are both class 1 misdemeanors that: carry sentences of up to 12 months 

in jail and/or up to $1000 in fines (Va. Code Ann. §18.2-11 (1975») . 

In early interviews police officers tended to indicate that 

all public inebriates should be arrested and that che only constraint 

on this would be presence of more important calls or space in lockup. 
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However, officers interviewed under the new law tended to indicato. 

that public inebriates should only be qrrested when they constituted 

a threat to themselves or to others. 

c. The Actors 

Richmond is typical of most criminal jurisdictions in that 

the principal actors involved with the public inebriate are the 

police and the judiciary. 

The Richmond police force increased 26% in size between 1963 

and 1973 and during that same period the budget increased 88% 

(Richmond Bureau of Police: A Comprehensive Organizational and 

Operational Analysis of the Bureau, Cresap, McCormick and Paget, 

Inc., 1973). On a typical night shift, when most public inebriates 

are picked up, 93 uniformed officers are deployed. Of these, 25 

man the basic patrol beats and answer most complaints. There are 

24 patrol beats, and 5 walking beats as ,.;rell as several transport 

wagons. The 24 patrol beats are dispatched from one of two head­

quarters: Central Headquarters and Southside. The walking-scooter 

beats are dispatched by a trailer headquarters. Generally all 

squad cars are staffed by one officer. 

The walking patrol officers generally patrol Broad Street and 

come into contact with the most public inebriates. To make an 

arrest these officers must first call for a transport vehicle. 

The total force in Richmond is divided into four platoons, 
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(A, B, C, and D) which cover three eight hour shifts and one off­

shift of 8 hours. Thus in any giVE:.l day 3/4 of the force works a 

shift. Each platoon has its m·m command hierarchy. The colonels 

in charge of each pla~oon are generally seasoned veterans approaching 

retirement age. 

The j\ldge "V7ho handles the public inebriatE~ in Richmond is 

Judge Maurice of the Police Court. Five days a week Police Court 

convenes in the early morning. Drunk cases are ~leard last, usually 

at about eleven o'clock. 

D. The Practical Context 

Open ended questions in the Richmond patrolmen intervie";vs seem 

to indicate that officers, particularly under the present Virginia 

law, do not pick up a majority of the public inebriates that they 

come in contact ~vith. Those that are picked up are taken to police 

lockup an~ appear the next day before Judge Maurice. The first 

time a public inebriate is arrested he is let off. For subsequent 

arrests it is rumored that the magistrate is given much of the 

power of the prosecutor -- he may drop charges on the individual 

and Judge Haurice will respect his decision. This appears to be an 

informal arrangement. 

Of those drunks who appear before the Judge with charges intact 

the Judge is likely to release them to the care of the Volilllteers 

of America. a rehabilitation-boarding house organization, if a 

representative of that organization appears in court that day. 
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Apparently the decision of whether or not to send a representative 

to pick up the public inebriates at court is made by the Volunteers 

of America based upon their available space and the number of 

public inebriates who will go before Judge Maurice that day. 

If the representative does not appear Judge Maurice i!'! likely 

to either sentence the public inebriates or let them go depending, 

apparently, on his mood. Under the neH fine system we are not 

certain how many public inebriates are assessed the fine and how 

many are just returned to the streets. 

The public prosecutor enters the scene only for cases with 

larger ramifications such as the "Slaughter Case" (involving a 

drunk who lost 9 fingers due to frostbite and medical neglect). 

Diagra.m 1 is a simplified model of the system. 

E. Administering the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was administered at every rol1 call over a 

t'tventy-four hour period in spring of 1975. Introductions \.;rere made 

by the roll call sergeant and our staff briefly explained the 

-questionnaire and passed it out to the officers present. Due to 

the short time allotted for roll call and to departmental policy, 

the officers were not allO\ved to fill out the questionnaire at the 

roll call but were requested to \\Tork on the questionnaire during 

their eight hour shift. Our staff re-collected the questionnaires 

at the end of the shift. Roughly 60% of the questionnaires distri­

buted, or 75 total, were filled out by the officers as requested. 
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Diagram 1 

FINE 

Guilty 
of Public 
Inebriation 

Not 
Guilty 

JUDGE 
~1AURICE 

Do 
Nothing 

. MAGISTRATE 

Arrest 
for PI 
or other 
charge 

POLICE 

THE STREET 

.. 

First 
Offense 

Recommend no 
Prosecution 

No 
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II. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

A. ATTITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

Because of its ~elatively small size Ric~mond is not divided 

into police districts. Therefore, all statistics for the city 

are presented on a city-wide basis only. 

1. Organizational Variable 

a. CONFORMS. No significant difference 'Nas hypothesized 
between therapeutic and criminal jurisdictions on this 
variable. Richmond did agree strongly y,7ith the question 
and its agreement, like that of Houston, differed sig-

'nificantly from either St. Louis or Washington. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

1.75 

St.L. 

2.44 

2=3.62 
S=.Ol 

Wash. 

2.35 

Z=3.23 
S=.Ol 

b. PRIORITY. '-Ie hypothesized general disagreement 'tvith 
this question since a generally low priority is placed 
on the pickup of public inebriates. 

There were no significant differences bet'tveen 
the answers of any of the cities on this question and 
Richmond did tend to disagree as hypothesized. 

City-wide 

X score 3.55 

c. TRAINING. Since training methods vary greatly city by 
city, we hypothesized that answers to this question would 
also vary by city. Since drunkenness is a crime in 
Virginia ~e hypothesized more agreement with the question 
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there. Richmond did tend to agree with the question 
slightly, although not as much as did Houston. 

X score 

5ig. of 
Difference 

2. Role Variables 

Rich. 

3,37 

Hous. Wash. 

2.82 3.91 

Z=2.53 Z=2.18 
5=.02 S=.03 

a. SO~~ORK. Since public inebriation is a crime in 
Virginia we hypothesized that the police officer in 
Richmond '\vould not vievJ the removal of drunks as 
nothing but social work. The Richmond results are in 
line vlith that hypothesis. In fact, Richmond disagreed 
",lith the question more than any other city tested. 

Rich. St. L. Minn. 

X score 4.08 3.21 3.46 

Sig. of Z=3.70 Z=2.32 
Difference S=.Ol S=.02 

b. APPROP. Again, since 'drunkenness is a crime in Richmond 
we hypothesized high agreement '\vith this question there. 
Richmond did, in fact, agree ~ .. ]ith the question signifi­
can tly more than did Ninneapo lis, Hashington, and St. 
Louis. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

2.23 

St.L. 

3.23 

Z=4.26 
8=.01 

Hinn. 

3.35 

Z=4.09 
S=.Ol 

Wash. 

3.39 

Z=2.96 
S=.01 

c. SERVICES. General disagreement ';vas hypothesized with 
this question. Richmond did generally disagree vlith it 
and was not significantly differe.nt from any of the 
other jurisdictions that were tested. 
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3. Peer Variable 
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City-wide 

3.22 

a. VETIIASTE. General agreement vIaS hypothesized on 
this question with more disagreement in criminal 
jurisdictions. In actuality there was a significant 
difference only between Richmond and Houston which 
makes it difficult under the hypothesis to view 
these two criminal cities as analogous on this 
question. Both, however, had high scores. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

3.67 

Hous. 

4.16 

2=1.94 
S=.05 

b. BUDDIES. Agreement was hypothesized v7ith this question 
in the criminal cities and aisagreement in the thera­
peutic ones. This is borne out by Richmond's mean of 
2.56. Richmond's responses \'7ere not significantly 
different from those of Houston, but they were different 
from those of every therapeutic jurisdiction. 

Rich. St. L. Minn. Wash. 

X score 2.56 4.20 3.58 3.51 

Sig. of Z=6.93 Z=3.85 Z=4.l4 
Difference 8=.01 8=.01 s=.Ol 

Based on Richmond's data this hypothesis is strongly 
confirmed. 

l 
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c. PARTIi1P. It 'Ylas hypothesized that criminal jurisdictions 
would generally agree with this question more than would 
therapeutic jurisdictions. Richmond agreed with the 
ques tion more than did any other ci ty ~lhich tends to bear 
this out. As a general caveat, however, it must be borne 
in mind that virtually no one in Richmond rides with a 
part~er and yet 39 out of 74 officers answered the question. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

2.71 

4. Stra.tegic Environment Variable 

a. General 

St.L . Wash. 
. -
3.56 3.41 

Z=;2.40 Z=1.99 
8=.02 8=.05 

(1) TOURIST. It was hypothesized that this question 
would break on factors other than the criminal/thera­
peutic dichotomy, and it has. Richmond and Hashington 
tended to disagree v7ith the question more than did the 
other cities. 

X score' 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

3.47 

St.L. 

2.66 

Z=3.l5 
S=.Ol 

Rous. 

2.58 

2=3.52 
8=.01 

(2) SERIOUS. 'oJe expected general agreement in all 
jurisdictions with more agreement in therapeutic cities 
since there drunkenness was not defined in criminal 
terms. Richmond, hO\vever, agreed \'lith the question 
more than did any other city. For some reason officers 
in Richmond are more apt to view public intoxication as 
a very serious health problem. 
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Rich. St.L. Hash. -
X score 1.71 2.58 2.38 

Sig. of 2=4.26 2=2.46 
Difference S=.Ol S=.02 

b. Therapeutic/Criminal Facilities 

(1) qUICKLY. We hypothesized general agreement with 
this stateme.nt in all cities. Richmond officers did 
agree that the criminal justice system returns the 
public inebriate to the street too quick.ly. Only 
Washington agreed with the question more. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

2.71 

c. Perception of Inebriates 

Wash. 

2.2.5 

Z=2.07 
8=.04 

(1) THREAT. 1\1e hypothesized general agreement acros 53 
the board on this question. Richmond's mean of 3.08 
showed more agreement ~'7ith the question than any other 
city but "'laS significantly different from only St. Louis 
and Houston. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

3.08 

St.L. 

3.75 

2=2.49 
S=.02 

Hous. 

3.68 

2=2.36 
S=.03 
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(2) BELLIGERENT. He hypothesized general disagreement 
on this question. Richmond agreed with the question more 
thtm any other city tested. ;f.ts agreement 't-laS signifi­
cantly greater than Houston, Minneapolis an:l St. Louis. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

3.51 

Hous. 

4.35 

2=4.18 
8=.01 

St.L. 

4. l~l 

2=3.74 
S=.Ol 

Minn. 

4.27 

2=2.98 
S=.Ol 

There was no significant difference from VJashinp,ton's 
mean of 3.69. 

(3) MESSY. He hypothesized high agreement in all cities. 
Richmond shows the lowest agreement of any city but 
still tends toward a high agreement average of 2.37. 
Richmond I s agreement was significantly lmV'er than in 
St. Louis, Houston, or Washington. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

2.37 

St.L. 

1. 85 

2=2.52 
S=.02 

Hous. 

1. 93 

2=2.14 
S=.03 

Hash. 

1. 96 

2=3.09 
S=.Ol 

(L~) '.ffiLLDRESSjPOORDRESS. He hypothesized general agree­
ment in all cities with these questions. Hhi1e we sus­
pected that the well dressed public inebriate is actually 
treated differently than the poorly dressed one, we 
hypothesized that officers ,·;rould either view their treat­
ment of all public inebriates as the same or at least 
answer as though they treated all public inebriates the 
same. Due to the reverse coding, then, a high score in 
HELLDRESS should correspond to a 1mV' score in POORDRESS. 
This was in fact the case in Richmond. 

HELLDRESS Rich. Hous. Hash. 

X score 4.31 4.86 
N/S 

Sig. of 2=2.30 
Difference S=.03 
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POORDRESS Rich. Hous,. Wash. 

X score 2.70 3.19 
N/S 

Sig. of Z=2.l5 
Difference 8=.04 

Other than the cities shmvn above, Richmond did not 
differ significantly from the other cities tested: 

(5) BOTHER. We hypothesized high agreement across the 
board. Richmond agreed more than any other city, and 
agreed significantly more than St. Louis and \vashing!=on. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

1. 57 

8t. L. 

2.19 

Z=4.32 
S=.Ol 

Wash. 

2.48 

Z=6.21 
8==.01 

(6) HUGGING. He hypothesized that officers in criminal 
jurisdictions WQuld be more inclined to aeree that the 
public inebriate is a potential victim of a mugging bince 
there the police officer is more inclined to view an 
arrest of a public inebriate as part of his job. The 
threat of mugging then, is given as a reason to arrest 
the public inebriate. Richmond did agree "lith this 
question more than did any other' city. 

Rich. St.L. Hinn. Hous. Hash. 
~ 

X score 1. 35 2.47 2.67 2.07 2.72 

8ig. of Z=7.79 2=7.18 Z=5.l0 Z=5.22 
Difference 8=.01 S=.Ol 8=.01 8=.01 

The strength of these correlations may ~el1 indicate 
that actually a public inebriate is more vulnerable to 
mugging in Richmond than in any of our other cities. 

( 

I 
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(7) WEATlIER. He hypothcs'i:~cd again that criminal juris­
dictions would be more inclined to agree with this state­
ment since it supported their intervention v7ith the 
public inebriate. Richmond differed only from St. Louis. 

X score 

5ig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

2.32 

St.L. 

3.45 

Z=5.48 
8=.01 

(8) IHHOBILE. We hypothesized stronger agreement in the 
criminal cities than the non-criminal ones on the same 
rationale as l·l1JGGDiG and HEATHER. This is bOl"TIe out by 
the Richmond mean of 2. 7 4 sho~7ing more agreement than 
any other city. Richmond, hOv7ever, ,vas statistically 
significantly different froTI Houston, our other criminal 
city. 

Rich. Minn. St.L. Hous. 

X score 2.74 3.81 3.62 3.30 

5ig. of Z=LI-.42 Z=4.03 Z=2.59 
Difference 5=.01 8=.01 S=.Ol 

(9) MEDICAL. He hypothesized ~enerfll slight disagreement 
on this question with results not breaking on the criminal 
therapeutic dichotomy. Richmond is in line v7ith a mean 
score of 3.35. Richmond Has significantly different: from 
Washington only on this question. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

3.35 

\.Jash. 

3.86 

2=2.00 
S::;.05 
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(10) PROPCARE. It might have been expected that thera­
peutic jurisdictions would agree with this question more 
than would crirninal jurisdictions .. In fact, Richmond 
agrees with a much higher mean than do any of the other 
ci ties. If the Richmond po lice vie\v arres t as gi vine 
the public inebriate proper care it could explain this 
situation. Regardless, officers in Richmond clearly 
demonstrate in their ans\,7ers to the questionnaire a 
greater agreement with this question than in any of our 
other cities. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Rich. 

l. 93 

St.L. 

3.36 

5. Strategic Interaction Variables 

Hous. Mi.nn. Wash. 

2.60 2.94 3.07 

\.Je hypothesized BUSINESS \vould be the most important 
factor in all cities, with GEHPUB second and POLITICO, 
CRTPRSNL, and LIQUOR 10\-7. AAETC should be in the middle. 
DRU1'KS, we hypothesized, would be at the bottom. 

Richmond Statistics: 

BUSINESS 2.21 

GENPUB 2.28 

POLITICO 2.67 

AAETC 3.14 

LIQUOR 3.43 

CRTPRSNL 3.53 

DRUNKS 4.64 

As can be seen, although the scores are close, Richmond 
exactly fit out hypothesized ranking. 



178 

In comparing Richmond's scores v/ith other cities on 
significant others there is only one significant difference, 
on BUSINESS: 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

B. CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

Rich. 

2.21 

v7ash. 

2.74 

Z=2.46 
5=.02 

The breakdmvu of the dependent variable for Richmond is as 

follows: 

ACTION = ARREST, ARROTH, HOSPITAL, HOHE1, HOME2, MOVEON 

APPROVED = ARREST, ARROTH, HOSPITAL 

1. Criminal Justice Group Variable. 

This variable is composed of CRTPER, COROFF, PUBPROS. 

He hypothesized that an officer Vlho perceives that 
members of the criminal justice system "<-lant public inebriates 
removed from the streets "<viII tend to take more action and 
more approved action. This general hypothesis would have 
been proven if an inverse relationship occurred since all 
three of the variables making up the group variable were 
reverse coded (i.e., l=agree a lot, 6=disagree a lot). 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT APPROVED ACT 

.2013 

.043 

.0861 

.233 . 

\~hat ·this information shows is that there is at least 
some indication, albeit a weak one, of a direct relationship 
betvleen the variable and tal-:.ing any act. Those officers who 
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agree that members of the criminal justice group want in­
creased intervention with public inebriates are less 
likely to act 'tvhen a public inebriate is encounterea. Thus, 
there is some evidence that the above hypothesis is disproven 
if \'le accept the correlation and significance levels obtained. 
An alternative hypothesis might be that there is at least some 
degree of resentment that police feel in Richmond to\vard n011-
police personnel telling officers how to perform their job. 
There is indication in the open-ended questions administered 
in intervievls y,7ith officers in Richmond, that the rolice there 
view themselves somewhat as isolated professionals -- they 
act on what they think is correct, not on what others tell 
them is correct. 

2. Business Groups Variable. 

This variable is composed of BUSINESS and MEReH. 

He hypothesized that an officer \vho perceives that members 
of the business community want public inebriates removed from 
the streets would respond to this perception by taking more 
action and more approved action \'1hen a public inebriate is 
encountered. This situation would, again, be proven by an 
inverse relationship because of reverse coding. 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT APPROVED ACT 

~29l2 

.006 

.3147 

.003 

Again, the finding of direct relationships disproves the 
above hypothesis. The indication is that those \"ho agree that 
the business community Hants increased effort to intervene 
v7ith public inebriates in fact take both significantly fe\'1er 
acts and significantly fe't'ler approved acts. This is consis­
tent \-lith the results in CJGROUPS above. The alternative 
hypothesis \·:ould again be that there is a resentment to\vard 
pressure of significant others by the officer and he responds 
negatively toward their attempts to influence him. 

3. Humanitarian Variable. 

This variable is composed of SERVICES and PROPCARE. 
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We hYP0thesized that an officer who defines his role in 
humanitarian terms Hill be more inclined to take some kind of 
action upon encountering a public inebriate but less inclined 
to take the approved action since he might not view the 
situation as one that called for the intervention of the 
criminal justice system. This situation would have been proven 
if an inverse relationship had been found. 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT APPROVED ACT 

.2765 

.009 

.3045 

.004 

It is difficult to explain these results. It could be 
said that the officers '\o}ho perceive their role in humanitarian 
terms do not vieH the criminal justice system as a humanitarian 
al ternati ve. But \·;rhile this helps to explain the APPROVED ACTS 
results, it doesn't explain the ACT results. It was expected 
that a concerned officer would take some sort of action. This 
migh':-indicate thnt none of the actions open to an officer are 
viewed as humanitarian and he therefore does nothing. 

, 

Alternatively, a more cornplex hypothesis might be that 
it is easier to be humanitarian in neighborhoods that have nc 
public inebriates and hence those officers ";-7ho deal \·;i th 
public inebriates and are forced to intervene '\vith them tend 
to eventually view their job in less humanitarian terms since 
they~,re the ones who must handle messy drunks daily, and they 
arc:! the ones \.]ho see the revolving door in action. The result 
of this hypothesis ~'70uld be that officers \vho define their jobs 
in humanitarian terms never corne into contact with significant 
numbers of public inebriates. 

4. ~~ Variable. 

This is a Bingle variable composed only of AGE. 

'ole hypothesized that younger officers .... 1Ould be more 
inclined to intervene \'7ith public inebriates and older, there­
fore more cynical, officers \vould be less inclined to intervene 
but perhaps more inclined tm'lard disapproved action. This 
\\10uld be pruven by an inverse relationship for both ACT and 
APPROVED. 
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Significance 
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ACT APPROVED ACT 

-.OL.OO 

.433 

-.199 

.044 

No correlation is found for ACT so generally the hypothesis 
that younger officers will intervene more cannot be sustained. 

The correlation for hPPROVED is so low that probably 
nothing can be said in regards to older officers being less 
inclined to take approved actions than younger officers, 
hot-lever, the direction is corrent and' that alone is a first 
for Richmond! 

5. Education Variable. 

This is a single variable composed only of EDUCATION. 

We hypothesized that the higher the level of education 
attained by an officer, the more that officer \vill be able to 
evaluate the system he \wrks in and respond to its needs 
whether or not such response constitutes approved action. 
Hence ACT should dorrelate \lith education. APPROVED should also 
correlate, but not as strongly since the highly educated officer 
will be more inclined to take action he feels is right as opposed 
to action the system dictates. This hypothesis would be proven 
by direct correlations. 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT APPROVED ACT 

.5138 

.001 

.3527 

.001 

The hypothesis that high education is correlated to high 
intervention is proven. The highly educated officer does 
respond to the problem of public inebriation. There is also 
a correlation between level of education and ~pproved action, 
but it is not as strong which seems to indicate that disapproved 
action is also being taken when the situation dictates. 
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6. Time on Force Variable. 

This is a single variable composed only of TIME ON FORCE. 

He hypothesized that the longer an officer has served in 
the Bureau, the less he will be inclined to intervene with 
public i'rlebriates. Hhen he does intervene he will be more 
inclined to use disapproved acts. This would be proven with 
an inverse correlation for ACT and an inverse correlation for 
APPROVED. 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT i\PPROVED ACT 

.1990 

.046 

.0508 

.335 

APPROVED does not correlate at all, and ACT correlates 
so low that it probably is not useful. However, ACT does run 
in the lirrong direction Ivhich tends to shmV' some evidence of 
relationship between time on the force and action taken that 
't-lould refute the above hypothesis. 

7. Wino Variable. 

This is a single variable composed of WINO. 

\.Je hypothesized that the more '\vinos/vabrants that the 
officer sees the more he will intervene. This hypothesis would 
be proven by an inverse relationship since WINO is reverse 
loaded. 

Correlation 

Significance 

ACT APPROVED ACT 

-.338 

.006 

-.417 

.001 

There is strong evidence to ac~ept the hypothesis. Further, 
sincer officers encountering '\vinos tend to take action this tends 
to support the second conclusion offered for the nm·1ANITARIAN 
results above. If many arrests are made in areas "7ith high 
populations of winos it may be that these areas are not patrolled 
by officers who define their roles in humanitarian terms. 

r 
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C. SUM}~RY OF THE CITY IN PERSPECTIVE 

Richmond is a difficult city to categorize. Hore than any of 

the other cities, its officers feel. that the police are the appro­

priate agency to remove public inebriates from the streets. The 

officers disagree more than any other city that such a job makes 

them too much of a social worker. They agree that R good officer's 

conduct closely conforms to that vlanted by the Department, but are 

unreceptive to outside pressure from the criminal justice system and 

the business community even when they recognize the presence of 

such pressure. Hore tha:1. any of the other cities they agree that 

alcoholism is a serious health problem, yet those officers who 

define their roles in humanitarian te~ms are less likely to intervene 

with public inebriates. 

Perhaps the Richmond force can only 1e categorized in non­

categorical terms. The Richmond officer is a maverick. He views 

himself as a professional v7ho should evaluate a situation and do 

what he believes is rignt regardless, often, of the pressures from 

the community. He is susceptible to pressure from the Bureau it 

is composed of fellow mavericks and he is a member of the clan. 



Houston, Texas 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. The City 

Houston, the state's largest and the nation's fifth-largest city, 

had a 1970 population of 1,232,801. Houston is located in Harris 

County which had a population of 1,741,912 in 1970. The city grew 

more than 30 percent during the 1960' s while many of the nation's large 

central cities were noting decreases. It has been described as 

America f s fastest gro'Vling metropolis. Houston's estimated population 

for 1974 is 1,440,850, a 17 percent increase from 1970. It is a 

city of approximately 501.02 square miles, a fact that has led to a 

decentralized organizational structure for the police department. 

Metropolitan Houston, \'lhich includes six counties, has a current popula­

tion of approximately 2. L~ million) ~ and is estimated to reach 3. b,. 

million residents within a·decade. 

Houston is characterized by relatively dense population and popu­

lation diversity, with high minority and youth population. Population 

density is currently 1,165 persons per square mile. Minority group 

members constitute about a third of the city's population -- 20 percent 

black and 12 percent Mexican American. Thirty-seven percent of 

Houston's residents are less than age twenty. 

184 
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At the heart of Houston's growing and generally healthy economy 

is the energy business -- oil, gas and petrochemicals. The space 

industry and medicine also have been leaders of its increasingly 

diversified economy. Unemployment dipped to 3.7 percent in December, 

1974, while the national average rose to 7.1 percent. Houston has no 

zoning lm·;rs. It has the lowest taxes of any major city j Texas has no 

personal or corporate income tax. It has a work force that is about 

seventy percent non-union. There is a strong demand for unskilled and 

semi- skilled labor, including day labor,' v7hich has helpe.d attract a 

sizeable skid ~ow population. 

Houston's mild climate also has helped attract transient skid row 

men (referred to as "snowbirds"), especially during the colder months. 

Houston's location, 50.miles north of the Gulf of Mexico, has enabled 

the Port of Houston to become the third largest in the United States. 

The numerous ships bring transient seamen, who contribute to the non 

skid rmv drunkenness arrest rate. The automobile has been a major 

factor in Houston' s gro~vth pattern. Houston lacks a mass transit 

system found in other large cities. It is a city of automobile commuters. 

\.. Over 800, 000 registered automobile.s have made Houston the highest of 

any major city in automobile fatalities. Driv:i.·ng '-Ihile Intoxicat·ed 

(DWI), 'vhich is often broken down into a charge of Public Drunkenness, 

is a major problem,. Houston has developed an excellent system of major 

streets and expressways, ~vhich has made low density development feasible. 
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H-CAP (Harris County Alcoholism Project), using Schmidt and 
1 

de Lint's revision of the Jellinek £orm~la, estimates that there 

a're 60,720 alcoholics in Harril'> County, 55,200 of which are Houston 

residents. Alcoholism rates for Houston, Texas from 196Lt to 1973 as 

determined by deaths due to cirrhosis of the liver are as follows: 

Houston Population Cirrhosis of Jellinek Al~oholics 
Liver Deaths Estimate I/: 

Year (100, 000' s) (v77 Alcohol of Alcoholic 100 J 000 pop. 
Complicatio~~. 

J.973 13.7 235 (89) * 55,200' 4043 
... 

1972 12.9 209 (71) 43,955. 3300 

1971 12.6 203 (88) 53.346 4225 

1970 12.3 214 (80) 48,400 3835 

1969 11. 9 251 (123) 74, l~15 6253 

1968 11. 9 199 (94) 56,870 ·4903 

1967 11. 3 186 (72) L}3 ,560 3855 

1966 11. 0 157 (67) 40,535 3685 

1965 10. 7 133 (69) 41,745 3901 

1964 10.4 110 (35) 21,175 2036 

Source: Johnson, Larry, Prevalence of Alcoholism in Houston, (197!+) 
(prepared in mimeograph by Po-CAP - Harris County Alcoholism 
Programming Project, Inc.), Table AI. 

* Indicates percent of all cirrhosis deaths attributable to alcoholism. 

1. Schmidt. Holfgang and .Jan· de Lint, "Estima ting the Prevalence of 
Alcoholism from Alcohol Consumption and Nortality Data," 31 Q. 
J. Stud. Ale. 957-64 (1970). 
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The above table shows a rise in the rate of alcoholism from 2.04 

pe,reent in 1964 to 4.04 percent in 1973. This represents an increase 

in the number of alcoholics in Houston of more than 150 percent; during 

this time, however, the population of Houston has risen less than 35 

percent. 

H-CAP has mapped the incidence of deaths due to cirrhosis of the 

liver by the Houston Police Department's twenty police Haster Districts, 

as shown on the follovling map. Since this map displays the police 

organization for patrol, it may also serve as a useful referent in the 

subsequent discussion and analysis. The current rate of alcoholism is 

not evenly distributed among Houston's population, the highest rate 

being 8.34% and the lowest being 1.36%. The rates of alcoholism in 

each area compared favorably ''lith the rates of arrest for Driving While 

Intoxicated (Pearson: s r -- .71) and ''lith the arrest rates for Public 

Drunkenness (Pearson IS r = .72). A correlation bet'<;veen social area 

analysis categories which reflect social status ("social status", 

"age of area," "income" and "unemployment")' and arrests for public 

drunkenness produced a strong degree of negative association between 

social status and arrests for public drunkenness. There was a stronger 

negative association bet't'leen social status and arrest rates than be­

tl'leen social status and alcoholism. The H-CAP study concluded from 

the above-mentioned correlation analysis for Houst'on that: 

These varying degrees of association indicate either the 
drinking patterns among lO''ler status people bring them into 
more frequent contact 'tdth the police or that the police 
are more likely to arrest und charge a 1.0\.;' status person 
for a certain action than they .'lre to arrest and charge a 
high s,tatus person for the same action. 
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The same alcoholism-arrest pattern that exists in low 
status areas also exists in areas with high proportions 
of non-,\.vhite residents. There is no si.gnificant dif­
ferences in the rates of alcoholism bet'(veen areas uith 
high and 10v1 ethnic indices yet the arrest rates for 
both driving while intoxicated and drunkenness arc sig­
nificantly higher in the non-white areas. 
[H-CAP study, p.3] 

B. The Legal Contex~ 

The state's public intoxication statute '(vas revised in 1973, 

replacing a 1925 statute. Section 42.08 of the Texas Penal Code 

(Vernon's Texas Code Annotated) now provides: 

(a) An individual commits an offense if he appears in 
a public place under the influence of alcohol or any 
other substance, to the degree that he may endanger 
himself or another. 

(b) A peace officer or magistrate may release from 
custody an individual arrested under c:-ris section if 
he believes imprisonment is unnecessary for the pro­
tection of the individual or others. 

(c) It is a defense to prosecution under this section 
that the alcoh'-fl or other substance '(vas administered 
for therapeutie purposes by a licenced physician. 

(d) An offense under this section is a Class C 
misdemeanor. 

The major changes in the 1973 State statute are as fo110H8. The 

1973 r.tatute includes intoxication by non-'alcoholic substances (section 

42.08(a». The statute allows early release of a publicly intoxicated 

person from custody (section 42.08(b». Although this provision does 

not authorize initial police discretion ,,,hether to make an arrest, it 

has apparently generated some confusion and has been interpreted by 
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some police officials as also allowing discretion in the inaking of 

an' arrest. The 1973 statute also narrmvs "public place" which formerly 

included the private home of anyone other than the public intoxicant. 

Section 107(a) (29) of the Penal Code now defines public place as 

H ••• any place in which the public has access and includes but is not 

limited to, streets, hieh''''lays, and the common areas of schools, hospi­

tals, apartment houses, office buildings, transport facilities and 

shops ... 

Class C misdemeanors under Sec. 12.23 of the Texas Penal Code are 

limited to a fine only v]hich may not exceed $200.00. However, this 

provision must be read together ';'lith a variety of local Houston muni­

cipal ordinances pertaining to public intoxication. 

The municipal ordinances apparently authorize commitment to the 

City Farm for nonpayment of the fine and allow extra credit for model 

prisoners. Section 35-g, City of Houston, Code of Ordinances (1968) 

states: "Each prisoner committed to the city jailor to the municipal 

prison farm for nonpayment of the fine arising out of his conviction 

of a misdemeanor in the corporation court shall receive a credit 

against such fine of five dollars ($5.00) for each day or fraction of 

a day that he has served." Section 35-9 of the Code of Ordinances 

allo\vs more comforts and extra credit to model prisoners "provided ... 

that such additional credit shall not exceed in time more than one­

half (1/2) day credit on his fine for each day's work." The conse·· 

quence has been a rate of $7.50 for a "trusty" (see below). 
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Another ordinance authorizes public service/public labor for 

public inebriates and others at the City Prison Farm_ This ordinance 

is the statutory basis for the so··called "trusty" system in Houston. 

Section 35-6 states that anyone convicted and sent to jail I'may be 

required to labor in the city workhouse, on the city prison farm, on 

the public streets, on a city rock pile or on any public work or 

improvement in Harris County .... No prisoner shall be required to labor 

under the provisions of this section after he has tendered in cash the 

balance of any fine still due the city by him ... ," 

Another local Houston ordinance, Section 4-5, prohibits the con­

sumption of alcoholic beverages in designated public places between 

the hours of 2: 15 AN and 7: 00 AM of any \veekdax-. and bet'Y]een the 

hours of 2:15 AN and 12:00 Noon on any Sunday. According to Section 

4-9, anyone violating "any provision of this chapter shall be deemed 

guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction, shall be punished by a 

fine as provided in Section 1-7. Section 1-7 states that when an 

ordinance is violated such violation "shall be punished by a fine of 

not exceeding twe, hundred dollars ($200.00) j provided however, that 

no penalty shall be greater or less than the penalty provided for the 

same or a similar offense under the la\vs of the state. 11 

In addition to the above, Section 42.01 of the Penal Code defines 

the scope and punishment for the offense of disorderly conduct. Also, 

in 1970 liquor by the drink was legalized in Texas. Other a1cohol­

related ordinances extensively deal vnth manufacturing and selling 

permit regulations. 
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Presently pending before the Texas legislature is a bill to 

decriminalize public intlDxication. Senator Robert Gammage of Houston, 

the leader of the fight for decriminalization, introduced it. It \';as 

co- sponsored in the House by Rep. Ray Hutc.hinson. The bill \·::.18 en­

dorsed by the Governor, Lt. Governor and Speaker. A 1974 survey by 

the Alcoholism Council of Texas shOlved that more than t,tlo-thirds of 

the Texas Legislature believed public drunkenness should not be a crime.. 

To assure legislators that the bill was not a wet/dry issue, a prominent 

Baptist leader was the lead-off witness at the hearings. The bill 

passed the Senate. It \Vas reported unanimously out of the HOllse Public 

Health Corrnnittee. The bill died in the House in a time crunch when the 

Chairman of the Sch8duling COTIUTlittee sat on it, reportedly at the 

urging of a distiller's lobby. Senator Gammage in an intervievl stated 

that he \vould reintroduce the bill in the next session, January, 1977, 

and predicted eventual passage. 

One concern about the bill was the fear raised of a new tax on 

liquor to pay for public health facilities. Senator Gammage contends 

the cost of decriminalization can be financed by earmarking existine 

liquor tax money. He estimates the cost of the program at $12 million 

per year. He cited figures of Leonel Castille, City Controller, that 

the cost of locking up public inebriates in Houston is $75 per day. 

'Senator Gammage also stated that there are some 2,000 open hospital 

beds that could be used for public inebriates. 
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Other concerns involved problems of transportation. A provision 

in an earlier draft calling for a 10n police pickup mechanism was 

dropped because of its cost and arguments by police departments that 

all confrontations with public inebriates are potentially explosive. 

An interview with ~rr. Ted Reed, Director of the Licensed Beverage 

Distributors, Inc. (the lobbying group that quietly but effectively 

opposed the bill) emphasized cost factors, including extra time for 

police officers to take drunks to hospitals. Mr. Reed argued that 

Texas hospitals are overcrm·,ded and don't vlant to deal \vith public 

inebriates. He argued that smaller counties in Texas without adequate 

health facilities would have to provide for them. 

C. The Institutional Context 

The Houston Police Department. This discussion of the Houston 

Police Department is organized to focus on the following topics; 

(1) Nature of Inebriate Arrests; (2) Polic~ Department Leadership 

and Public Intoxication Policy Goals; (3) COTImlunication of Policy 

and Police Training; (4) Manpo\ver and Decentralized Organizational 

Structure; (5) Patrol Characteristics. 

(1) Nature of Inebriate Arrests 

Since public intoxication is a criminal offense in Hounton, the 

police officers are the pickup agents. Despite the growth,in Houston's 

population, both total arrests and drunkenness arrests have fluctuated 

around a relatively fixed level. This may be explained on the basis 
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of limited resources. The private police and securi.ty industry in 

Houston has filled the gap somevJhat. 

Total arrests, arrests for public drunkenness, and the percentage 

of public drunkenness arrests to total arrests from 1962 - 1974 are as 

follows: 

Publi.c Drunken- Drunkenness Arrests 
Year Total Arrests ness Arrests as % Total Arrests 

1962 65,342 29,527 45.2 

1963 63,145 30,584 48.4 

1964 55,202 29,484 53.4 

1965 54,210 28,929 53.4 

1966 51,380, 26,453 51. 5 

1967 53,803 27,590 51.3 

1968 53,299 26,007 il-8.8 

1969 55,660 24,023 43.2 

1970 57,340 21,783 38.0 

1971 66,990 27,533 4l.1 

1972 63,256 26,560 42.0 

1973 62,966 26,225 lt1,6 

1971+ 64,451 25,217 39.1 

The above figures, shoHing public drunkenness arrests fluctuating 

between 38 and 53 percent of total arrests and showing a moderate re1a-

tive decline in recent years, suggest that public drunkenness arrests 

consume a substantial proportion of Houston police resources. Some 
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indepf!mdent evidence of the. substantial police resources devoted to . 

enforcing the public drunkenne.ss l.::ms i~ provided by the City of 
, 

HODs,ton Health Department I s Progress Report for Opportunity House 

(LEAA Grant DF-009) which concluded that the average total police time 

devoted to each public drunkenness arrest is 3.5 manhours. This 19jO 

report also estimated the average cost per drunkenness arrest of 

$160.83. 

The above high level of public drunkenness arrests has include;d 

substantial proportions of skid and non skid rm-7 public h\2.ebriates. 

A description of the size and characteristics of each of these grou.ps, 

including recidivism rates, v7ill be undertaken upon receipt of a 

promised computer tape '\dth data on all arrests for public drunkenn.ess 

in 1975 from the Houston Police Department. Responses to question-

naires, intervie\vs and observations all confirm that tJolice officers 

in non skid rm-7 areas arrest substantial numbers of public inebria:tes. 

Since most skid row men are concentrated in the major dovmtm-1in 

business area, public drunkenness arrests by location of arrest provide 

some evidence of the type of inebriate arrested. The Houston skid row 

area Has described by Tommy H. Ross in his Naster's Thesis for Sam 

Houston State University, A Descriptive Study of the Skid Rmv Alcoholic 

in Houston, Texas as: "bounded on the ,.;rest by Main Street, on the cast 

by Dowling Street, on the north by Congress Avenue, and on the south 

b·' Preston Avenue." ./ The follOWing table presents police department 

drunkenness arrest figures (incidents) by location according to police 

master districts in comparison "Ilith total reported crimlj and H-CAP 
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Houston Public Drunkenness Arrests, 

Total Crime, and Number of Alcoholics by Police District 

1974 % of 1973 Alcoholics per 
Substation Drunk % of To'ta1 Number of 100,000 pop. & 
and 11. D. Arrests Total Crime Alcoholics rank of districts --- ---
Central (*) 

lvl.D.#l 10,lB9 39.7 7.19 2,530' B.3 - 1st 
M.D.#2 1,534 6.0 3.62 3,220 7.4 - 3rd 
N.D.#16 1,145 4.5 6.25 3,450 5.2 - 8th 
M.D. #17 1,525 5.9 6.02 5,060 7.6 - 2nd 

Total 14,393 56.1 23.08 14,260 
North Shephard (e) 

M.D.#3 1,127 4.4 5.68 4,370 6.1 - 5th 
H. D. #6 1,805 7.0 10.90 6,670 3.7 - 10th 

Total 2,932 11.4 16.53 11,040 
No;t'th East (fD ) 

M.D.#7 717 2.8 5.41 2,530 3.0 - 12th 
MoD.it8 1,080 4.2 6.00 3,450 5.2 - 6th 
M.D.#9 274 1.1 2.00 920 2.8 - 13th 
M.D.#10 863 3.4 3.60 2,990 3.9 - 9th 

Total 2,934 11. 5 17.01 9,890 
South East (9 ) 

1'-1.D.#ll 1,794 7.0 5.41 4,370 6.2 - 4th 
M.D.#12 308 1.2 4.60 1,380 2.5 - 16th 
H.D.#13 829 3.2 4.64 2,300 3.1 - 11th 
M.D.#14 171 0.7 2.18 920 2.1 - 11th 

Total 3,102 12.1 16.83 --s;970 
North \'1est (9) 

11.Dn #4 422 1.6 3.99 1,380 1.6 - 19th 
M.D. #4 308 1.2 2.45 1,150 2.7 - 14th 

Total 730 2.8 6:44 2,530 
South West (9) 

M.D.#15 408 1.6 4.96 920 1.3 - 20th 
M.D.#18 502 2.0 5.79 3,910 5.2 - 7th 
M.D.i}19 414 1.6 5.36 2,070 2.2 - 17th 
M.D.#20 269 1.0 3.03 1,610 2.7 - 15th 

Total 1,593 6.2 19.14 8,510 

CITYWIDE TOTAL 25 t 684 100.0 100.0 55,200 4.0 ::: average 

Characterization of Public Inebriate: 

(*) - primarily skid row 
(9) - primarily non skid row 

SOURCE: Police arrest figures provided by Capt. Jones, Technical 
Services Bureau, lIouston Police Department. Estimates of alcoholics 
from Table BI, Johnson, Prevu1ence of Alcoholism in Houston 1974, 
(H-CAP) • 
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estimates of the number of alcoholics (individuals). Following the 

decentralized organization of the Houston Police Department, the twenty 

master districts are organized into six ~ubstation areas, each with its 

o\ID stationhouse and commander. The table demonstrates the high con­

centration of public drunkenness arrests in the dOvmtO\m business 
'7' 

'. 
district (Central) where most skid row men are located. It also shows 

the ,relatively greater concentration of alcoholics in this area. Based 

on these figures, we might venture a ballpark estimate of 60 percent 

skid rO\\7 public inebriate arrests and 40 percent non skid row public 

inebriate arrests. This estimate may be compared w'ith an estimate 

of 50-75 percent skid rOv7 of all drunkenness arrests by Former Judge 

C. Raymond Judice 'I.·7ho presided over drunk cases in the Hunicipal City 

Court and made this estimate in his article "Public Intoxication," 

30 Texas Bar Jonrnal 3/~1 (1967). 

Based on summary statistics from a computer printout supplied by 

the Houston Police Department1s Technical Services Bureau, the racial 

composition of public drunkenness arrests for 1974 is as fol10\o78: 

Racial/Ethnic 
Composition 

l\Thi te 

Black 

Hexican American 

Other 

TOTAL 

Number of 
Drunk Arrests 

15,820 

5,415 

4,373 

ll-3 

25,690 

Percent 

61. 6 

21. 0 

17.0 

100 



• 

198 

Thus, arrests tend to mirror the composition of the population with 

an over-representation amonB Hexican. Am~'L:LcclnS who comprise an 

estimated twelve percent of the population. Blacks comprise an 

estimated t"\venty percent of the populntion. Nost of the arrestees 

were men: male - 23,671 (93.9 percent); female - 1,546 (6.1 percent' 

The same data sour~e provides an insight into the age distri-

butions of public drunkenness nrrestees in 1974 by sex, as shown in 

the folloT/ling table. The data sho"\., that ~he median age of public 

drunkenness arrestees in Houston is irt t1' ; 35-39 year old age group. 

The age distribution of arrestees is bro 1ly distributed over the 

age spectrum. Approximately one-fifth c arrestees are under 25 yeo 

of age. The high percentage of younger ~restees is reflective of 

high percentage of younger persons in H ston. In addition, police 

officer intervieHs suggest that in rec! : years there has been a 

greater proportion of young,er public i .)riates in the skid rO"V.1 ar_" 

(2) Police DGpartment Leadership. d Public Intoxicntion Poli 
Goals 

The Chief of Police is appointt!d y the Hayo-r of Houston. Thf 

cha-racter, organization, and policy c .entation of the Houston Pol 

Department to an unusual degree refle· :s the strong leadership of 

former Police Chief Herman B. Short, .1.0 headed the Department for 

years lli1til his retirement in 1973. 

An extensive interview with for ;er Chief Short, arranged thr_ 

the good offices of our liaison, Dq .:.ty Chief Harry Cald\\'ell, pro 

insights into polic.y-making process mdeT Chief Short and the goa 
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AGe DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC 

PRUNKENNESS ARRESTEES BY sex - 1974 

Aqe GrouE Number b:l S~X Percent of Total 

Male Female Total Cum. Cum. Male Female Total 
Total Percent 

17 years 433 33 466 466 1.9 1.B 2.2 1.9 

IB years 701 75 776 1,242 4.9 3.0 4.9 3.1 

19 years 696 75 773 2,015 B.O 3.0 4.9 3.1 

TOTAL 
17-19 years 1,832 lBJ 2,015 2,015 B.D 7.B 12.0 e.o 

20 years 704 54 75B 2,773 11.0 3.0 3.5 3.0 

21 years 624 32 656 3,429 13.6 2.6 2.1 2.6 

22 years 601 51 652 4,081 16.2 :l.5 3.3 2.6 

23 years 579 52 631 4,712 18.B 2.5 3.4 2.5 

24 years 520 29 549 5,261 20.9 2.2 1.9 2.2 

TOTAL 
20-24 years 3,02B 218 3,246 5,261 20.9 12.8 14.3 12.9 

25-29 years 2,452 202 2,654 7,915 31.5 10.4 13.2 10.6 

30-34 years 2,511 162 2,673 10,588 42.1 10.6 10.6 10.6 

35-39 years 2,777 175 2,952 13,540 53.9 11.B 11.5 11.B 

40-44 years 2,939 225 3,164 16,704 66.5 12.5 14.7 12.6 

45-49 years 2,929 166 3,095 19,799 78.a 12.4 10.9 12.3 

50-54 years 2,427 109 2,536 22,335 8B.9 10.3 7.1 10.1 

55-59 years 1,426 ..12 1,504 23,839 94.9 6.2 2.8 6.0 

60-64 years 813 20 833 24,672 98.2 3.4 1.3 3.3 

65 and up 427 24 451 25,123 100.0 loB 1.6 1.B 

TOTAL 
llrYears 23,597 1,526 25,123 25,123 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Captain Jones, Bureau of Technical Services, Houston Police Department, based on computer 
printout of s~T.ary information on public drunkenness arrests for 1974. 

-~---



- ---- --- -.-----------

200 

eni~orcement of public drunkenness Imvs. It is traditional in the 

Houston Police Department for the chief to consult with the operating 

he.ads of the various bureaus. There are presently eight such bureaus J 

each headed by a deputy chief of police, as follows: special investi-

gationsj patrolj traffic; criminal investigations; staff services; 

technical services; special services; and administration. ~1 major 

policy issues, Chief Short, based on his own statements and those of 

oth~ers l made the decisions. Regular meetings 'were held -- and still 

are -- with the deputy chiefs. Apparently, no formal minutes or 

records are kept of these meetings. The policy regarding enforcement 

of the public drunkenness lat'ls -- to the degree that it has reflected 

conscious policy choices -- has ahvays been informally made without 

written records or orders communicated through the chain of command. 

According to former Chief Short, the Department felt a certain 

responsibility both to the public inebriate and to the community to 

get them off the streets and out of danger and to allow them to dry 

out, ,clean uP. get good food, etc. \<1hi1e this task takes much time J 

it is, in effect, a necessary evil. Chief Short, Deputy Chief Ca1d'<;'le11, 

and others discussed another goal reflected in this policy. Huch of 

the violence in Houst0n is precipitated by public inebriates. Arresting 

for public drunkennef.,s before inebriates have a chance to commit a more 

serious crime prevents mar:.y additional police prob1ems. 2 

2. Former Chief Short noted that this goal is not usually addressed 
in discussing and dealing Hith prorosa1r- to decrininal i.ze. He pre­
dicted that if public intoxicn tion \-Jere decriminalized in Houston, 
police officers \vould be rcluctant to pick up inebriates. lIe ;}tated 
that once you tell an officer that some task is not truly a part of 
their job (i. e. public drunkenness is no longer 3. crime) they ,von It 
want to bother with it. If drunks arc not picked up, the use of 
public intoxication to prevent more serious police problems ~oJill be lost. 
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Former Chief Short observed that the patrol officer always had 

the option to let a friend take the public inebriate home, even the 

wino, and the officer could exercise this option according to his 

mvu best judgment. This option is rarely used ~d.th the skid rO\/l 

inebriate because he usually doesn't have anyone to take him off the 

street. Former Chief Short seemed to assume that the police officer 

has discretion in making arrests for such minor offenses as public 

intoxication. 

Because the Department has the responsibility to make sure an 

arrestee can take care of himself before released, the "four hour" 

rule was instituted. Under this rule, a public drunkenne.ss arrestee 

cannot post collateral and be released until sobered up. Former 

Chief Short was not sure '\vhen this policy Has first instituted. It 

was not devised as a hard and fast rule but rathe~ as a flexible 

guideline "7ith its exact length depending on the condition of the 

inebriate. 

Former Chief Short indicated that there ,"vas no special emphc::sis 

given to special training in making public drunkenness arrests. Also, 

there were few cooperative efforts with public health agencies to 

provide special services to public inebriate arrestces. In fac.t, there 

wer~ few regular contacts With public health agencies generally. If 

a program appeared to have merit and to be a proper police function t 

the Department would participate. Under Chief Short's tenure Federal 

grant funds were not accepted for any types of programs. This policy 

reflect:e.d his strong pers.onal philosophy about the proper role and 



and function of the Federal government. He was against the imposition 

o~ Federal government policy, cont:ols, and the people's money on 

state and local government as well as private business. Also, under 

his tenure, researchers, such as ourselves, were not allovled in the 

Department. 3 

Under Chief Short's tenure, the Department enjoyed a good working 

relationship with Hayor Louie 'Helch. Although the Police Department 

was under some criticism from liberal political groups and minorities, 

the Department generally had high morale, enjoyed a large measure of 

citizen support and respect, and had a large degree of autonomy. Its 

ability to get support for a bond issue for its ne\V commuuicetions 

building is an indication of its influence. When Mayor Welch was 

having some difficulty gaining support for a sales tax proposal, he 

requested Chief Short to go on television and convince the voters that 

the sales tax would help the police and fire departments. The imp-res-

sion emerges that just as business interests seem to dominate Hous'ton IS 

3. Former Chief Short stated that the major achievements during his 
administration were the following: (1) decentralization - an evil 
necessitated by the city' s gro\\~th, (2) keepi.ng up with modern tech­
nological advances. For example, the Department has one of the 
largest Helicopter Divisions of any police department, (3) creation 
of a community relations djvision, (L}) neH emphasis on education of 
officers, (5) a nm.; communications building and the introduction of 
computers. The Department is now completing a computerized scout car 
communications center to house this system, totally financed through 
a bond issue. Among other things, this ne\V system \vi11 permit continu­
ous monitorine of the location of every patrol vehicle. In addition, 
the Department has been computerizing some of its record keeping 
activities, including arrest data for municipal ordinance offenses 
such as public drunkenness. 
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private sect::0r, the police departme'nt is one of the dominant public 

institutions. A further impression is that the police department and 

the business community have been generally pursuing parallel goals in 

furtherance of Houston's economic growth. In this context, the goals 

of the police department toward enforcement of the public drunkenness 

laws and certain organizational decisions affecting the implementation 

of these goals may be better understood. 

'i'vlO department heads have been appointed since Chief Short's 

retirement, which coincided ~vith a change of mayors. C. H. Lynn ~vas 

promoted above the heads of more senior police department officials 

by the new Hayor Fred Hofheinz. The policy on accepting Federal grant 

funds was changed. One grant involved flli1ds for an aggressive recruit­

ment effort to increase the size of the department, emphasizing minority 

applicants. A special effort was made within the department to promote 

qualified minority officers. Apa-r"t from policy changes I Chief Lynn's 

approach to administration caused controversy and affected morale 

within the Department. The consequence ~vas appointment of R.J. Clark, 

the senior of the deputy police chiefs. to serve as Acting Chief. 

Under Acting Chief Clark there has bec·rt a greater emphasis on collabora­

ti ve decision-making among the deputy ,~lie£s. Since the retirement of 

Chief Short, the department has been f. g through a transitional period. 

No maj or changes were observed in the :·,:.neral approach to enforcement 

of the public drunkenness lmvs. 
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(3) Communication 0"£ Policy and Police Traini.E.& 

Public drunkenness arrests are made primarily by officers in the 

Patrol Bureau, al though officers in the rrfaffic Bureau also make some 

public drunkenness arrests. As indicated above, no dcpartment-\vide 

written policy statements or directives pertain to the enfo~ceQent of 

the public drunkenness laws. Policy is transmitted through informal 

conununication within the Department. As noted, the deputy chiefs meet 

on a regular basis ,.;rith the police chief. In the Patrol Bureau J 

Deputy Chief R. G. HcKee.han is in regular communication with each of 

the captains in charge of the six substation areas vlhere patrol officers 

are based. 

The particular problems of ~ach substation area receive Deputy 

Chief McKeehan 1 s separato: consideration. For example, in the Central 

substation area -- the major dm·mtO\·m business district v:,hich includes 

most of the skid rO\y inebriates -.- a delegation representing an orEani­

zation of businessmen complained to Chief HcKE.~ehan personally last 

year about problems of public drunks bothering office workers and 

customers. Chief HcKeehan also took note of the large number of daily 

telephone complaints about public inebriates in Central. - In response, 

Chief McKeehan spoke to Captain E. R. Thaler directing that increased 

attention be given to the problem. Increased enforcement vlas under­

taken, especially in M.'lster District =Ill. A lieutenant \'las assigned 

responsibility to keep special records of the police response a~d to 

communicate the results, through Captain Thaler, to Chief HcKechan. 
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A "patrol productivity sheet" was maintained noting police responses 

as follows: "A-arrests for public. inebriation by on view investiga­

tion; B-arrests for public inebriation by calls; C-arrests for other 

city ordinances; D- field intervievlS." As part of an over all policy 

to improve the downtown business area, the larger effort has been in­

formally named "Operation Sparkle" by patrol officers. 

Another way in v:hich policy emphasis is indirectly communicated 

to officers in the Patrol Bureau is through reporting ret;uirements. 

Both patrol and traffic division officers are required to fill out 

each day a short one-half page form entitled, "Uniformed Officers 

Daily Report." The crime of "drunk" is the first listed crime after 

the listing of traffic actions. The officer fills in the blank 

space corresponding to each item "'lith the number of arrests or actions 

taken. A monthly compilation entitled "Officers Activity Report" 

lists each officer by names and the number and types of arrests made. 

Officers are a,vare that these reports are circulated to ranking 

superior officers and are considered in the evaluation of their per­

formance. Since 1973, the monthly sunnnaries combine "drunk" \vith the 

category "Other City Ordinances." Unlike St. Louis \vith a strong 

emphasis on "quality" arrests, some Houston officers indicated that 

an officer is expected to make a minimum of "two arrests per day of any 

type". 

Each ne'tV' recruit goes through 640 hours of classroom and field 

trainin~ at the Police Acade~y. Little emphasis in the training program 

is placed on special problems of handling public inebriates. Captain 

Gibson, head of the training program, confirmed that the emphasis is 
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training to make arrests generally: The training materials state: 

"The methods of dealing with intoxicated persons are the same as those 

described in Chapters 2 and 3." In one section of the training 

materials, "How to Recognize and Handle Abnormal People," the view is 

taken that the "alcoholic is mentally and physically sick" and a 

brief discussion is provided on problems of the alcoholic. 

(4) Hanpmver and Decentralized Organizational Structure 

Although the Department has substantially grmVI1 in size during 

the past decade, it is still relatively small compared to the popu­

lation and the territory policed. The accompanying chart, "Allocation 

of Manpo\ver by Police Function and Officer Rank -- July, 1975" provides 

an insight into the allocation of police resources in Houston according 

to organization?l function. 

The over all strength of the Department in July, 1975, ine.luded 

2,4S0 police offic~rs. This represents an officer ratio of 1.7 per 

1,000 population as compared to a national ,average of 2.48 officers. 

There is a ratio of 4.68 officers per square mile in relation to the 

S03.33 square miles of territory to be policed. This helps explain 

the decentralized organization of the patrol function into six sub­

station areas and explains the heavy reliance on two-man scout cars 

to perform the patrol function. The transportation problems are such 

that most arrestees are transported to the stationhouse in the back 

of the scout cars, which are specially equipped \'lith partitions between 

the front and back seats. The rear doors lock only from the outside. 



ALLOCATION OF V.tANPOv7ER BY POLICE FUNCTION AND OFFICER RANK, JULY, 1975 

Division % Officers Sgt. Det. Lt. Capt. Deputy Total B&C Civilian TOTAL 
male female Chiefs Police Office 

Bus. Office 12 12 

Night Command .04 1 1 1 

Administration 1.4 20 7 4 1 1 1 1 35 9 44 

Special Invest. 6.8 127 6 19 3 8 3 1 ~_67 5 172 

Patrol 38.9 853 77 1 17 5 1 954 8 962 

Traffic 21. 7 446 29 43 8 5 1 532 211 743 

Crim. Invest. 15.9 55 36 7 265 22 5 1 391 34 425 1'. 
c 

Staff Svcs. 3.5 54 11 8 3 5 3 1 85 112* 125 210 .... 

r:i:echnica1 Svcs. 2.0 31 7 6 3 2 1 50 34 151' 235 

Special Svcs. 9.6 175 24 24 6 4 1 234 24 171 429 
f-

'l'OTJ'lli 

1
1761 113 189 279 70 28 9 2450 58 726 I 3234 

Square miles: 503.33 Officer ratio sq. miles: 4.68 *cadets 
Population: 1,430,000 Officer ratio per 1,000 pop.: 1.70 

National average: 2.48 officers per 1,000 pop_ 

Source: Planning Office, Houston Police Department 
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The Patrol Bureau, which is the primary focus of this study, has 

the largest proportion of police officers. Excluding superior officers, 

853 or about forty percent of manpower is allocated to patrol. No 

women officers are assigned to patrol, although 113 of 1874 regular 

police officers are women. Traffic Bureau, 'tvhich also makes some 

arrests for public intoxication primarily in the skid row area, has 

about twenty percent of police manpower and is the second largest 

operating division. 

The Department has adopted several policies in an effort to 

increase the effective strength of its limited resources, including: 

hiring police cadets and civilian personnel -- in July 1975, the Depart­

ment employed 112 cadets and 726 civilian employe.es j use of a large 

number of "trusty" laborers from the Ci.ty Prison Farm, most of vlhom 

are public inebriates vlOrking off their time j adopting a policy per­

mitting officers to work second or "extra" jobs during which time they 

may be in uniform and enforce Department rather than local employer 

rules. A substantial proportion of the force Horks on "extra" jobs. 

The presence of police officers in bars and taverns helps account for 

the large number of non skid roVl inebriate arrests in Houston. Finally, 

the Department has undertaken an aggressive recruitment campaign to 

attract more officers. The present relatively small size of the 

Department does not reflect budget limitcltions so much as it does the 

difficulty of attracting qualified personnel in a very competitive 

employment market. 
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The organization of the Patrol' Bureau is based on the twenty 

police master districts shown on the map discussed above. These twenty 

districts are organized into six substations each of which has a 

separate stationhouse. The six substations and the master districts 

included in each are sho~·m on the chart I presented earlier I entitled 

"Houston Public Drunkennes s Arrests, Total Crime, and Number of All:'!o­

holics by Police District." As indicated, each of the substations is 

commanded by a captain who is responsible to Deputy Chief R. G. Hc­

Keehan. These substations each hold their m.·m roll calls and have 

their own cellblocks. "Trusty" labor, referred to above, are assigned 

to each of these substations, in addition to the central headqu.1rters, 

and perform such tasks as cleaning the floors, '\Tashing patrol cars I 

taking care of the lm·m, removal of trash, etc. 

The special squads, such as robbery, auto theft, juvenile, homicide, 

burglary and theft, and special units, such as the identification divi­

sion, records, crime laboratory; polygraph and the mair. jail are all 

located in the central headquarters building - which also houses the 

City Hunicipal Court. Consequently, officers often must transport an 

arrestee the longer distance to Central rather than to the substation. 

A distinctive organizational characteristic is that one of the 

eight bureaus into 'tvhich the Department is organized, Special Services 

Bureau, has a division, the Jail Division, headed by a captain, whicn 

is in charge of the main jail. Officers at the jail often are faced 

with making a decision whether an inebriate should be referred to the 
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one hospital in Houston -- Ben Taub -- available to treat skid row 

inebriates prior to being "accepted" int;o the jail lock- 1lp. Officers 

in the jail division also select persons for the "trusty" program and 

determine 't·]here a IItrusty" is sent, decisions involving consi~erable 

advantages for the skid roy] inebriate. 

(5) Patrol Charactc~istics 

The Patrol Bureau operates three shifts or "'tvatches" per day. 

Unlike many other police departments there is no rotation of watches 

on a weekly or monthly basis. Assignment to a particular 'tvatch is 

based on seniority. Consequently, the younger Clnd less experienced 

officers are usually [tssigned to the evening and night 'tvatches" This 

assignment system allovls officers to schedule "extra" part-time jobs 

and estabiish a regular routine in their perf;onal lives. The vmtch 

schedules are as follows: 

First Watch - Day 

6:00 AM - 2:00 PM 
7:00 AH - 3:00 PH 

Second Watch - Evening 

2:00 PM - 10:00 PM 
3:00 PM - 11:00 PM 

Third Watch - Night 

10:00 PM - 6:00 AM 
11:00 PM - 7:00 AM 

As the above indicates, the roll calls for each ""v3.tch are staggered 

so that some officers will be on the street at any period of tima. 
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The organization of patrol vlithin each substation tel 

the pattern of the master district..; within the substation 

master district is divided into a number of "beats." The 

of the "beats" tend to correspond with the boundaries of ( 

areas. Sergeants are generally placed in charge; of a "sq~ 

consists of the officers within a particular master distr~ 

officers remain on the same shift and on the same beat fOl 

period of time. In addition) each shift has a "rotation 

in the same squad usually have the same days off and the 

replaces the officers on leave. 

A "beat" is often quite large in many substation are: 

typically covered on each shift by a two-man scout car. 

the beat makes it more difficult for officers to establis 

contact "7i th businesses and residents than in other citie 

territory also means that Hhen an arrest is made, the pat 

be out of service for a longer time period. When it is n 

go to Central, driving time from some substations may tak 

to thirty minutes, depending on traffic conditions, for a 

An episode on a ride-along is illustrative. In Haster Di 

at about 10:45 PM, a radio transmission ordered the patro 

spond to a reported shooting and attempted burglary at a 

Neither officer kno't\T 't\There the address was located, altho 

officers had been on the force for three years and was bo 

in M. D. if-l1. After a brief discussion of the spelling of 

and confirmation over the radio, the officer pulled the s 
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the side of the road. A detailed clty map book vlas inspected and the 

address was located. It then took seven or eight minutes driving time 

to reach the scene. While this incident is not typical, it illustrates 

the unique problems that can arise in patrolling a beat. We were in­

formed that there are hundreds of streets in Houston no longer than 

two or three blocks. 

Patrol officers exercise a great deal of discretion in deciding 

whether to arrest a person for public intoxication. It is evident 

from interviews with patrol officers that most officers are aware 

of the range of options available. In Houston, the range of options 

includes the following: (1) take no action, (2) send home by friend 

or acquaintance or take home, (3) send or take publicly intoxicated 

person to a mission or other facility, (4) instruct person to "move on It , 

(5) transport inebriate directly to Ben Taub hospital without formally 

booking inebriate, who is released after treatment, (6) arrest inebriate 

and transport to substation, (7) arrest inebriate and transport to the 

main jail at headquarters (Central), (8) arrest for public drunkenness, 

book inebriate, and then transport to Ben Taub Hospital, (9) arrest 

for another criminal offense, such as disorderly conduct. 

Most patrol officers transport public drunkenness arrestees in the 

back seat of their patrol vehicle. In Central, in addition to the 

usual t-,;·m-man patrol vehicles, there is a police wagon that devotes a 

substantial amount of time transporting drunks to the central cellblock. 

The traffic division also uses beat men, solo's (motorcycles) and three-
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wheelers. They will call a wagon to transport an arrestee to jail. 

The Fire Department has emergency ambulance service to Ben Taub 

Hospital. However, the Fire Department dislikes transporting inebriates 

unless some other accompanying injury is evident. One such refusal was 

observed during a ride-alone. Consistent 'with findings in other cities I 

missions I such as Salvation Army and Star of Hope, generally v7ill not 

accept alcoholics in an inebriated condition from police officers. 

Court and Corrections. 

After an individual is booked for public drunkenness, he is 

placed in a cell for four hours before he is allowed to post collateral 

or "bond out. li The bond set for the charge of public intoxication, 

$25.00, was set by the Judges' Conference. Adding $2.50 for court 

costs I posting c.ol1ateral costs $27.50. i'fost non skid rmv ineb.L'iates 

post collateral. Professional bondsmen are rarely used because the 

amount is so low. The court accepts the practice of forfeiting col-

lateral. An incentive is provided to forfeit collateral to avoid the 

time in court and the risk that the judge ~vil1 impose a fine of up to 

$200.00. 

Those \vho do not bond out -- mostly skid rOH and a few non skid 

rm.". persons \'1ho are arrested shortly before court convenes -- are 

proces sed through the courts. The" drunI::. court" is Courtroom #3 of 

the Municipal Court. Judges used to hear the police docket on a part­

time capacity but now sit full-time. The municip(ll courts are not 
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presently courts of record and a trial de novo is provi.ded for appellate 

r~view. In 1976 they are scheduled to become courts of record. Since 

funds have not been provided for indigent representation in municipal 

court, the "drunk" cases are almost 8.1\-7ays decided without the benefit 

of defense counsel. 

The court convenes at 8:30 AH, 3:30 PM and on Saturdays. If the 

defendant should plead "not guilty", a trial date is set. Cred::'t will 

be given for time spent at the central cellblock before trial, but 

the hard bed and conditions make this stay more unpleasant than at the 

City Prison Farm. The arraignment procedure saves the police officer's 

time since their appearance is required only in contested cases. In 

these cases, police officers receive a minimum of one-half day's pay 

for any overtime spent in Court. When the defendant pleads guilty, the 

judge usually permits him to make a brief statement before the imposi-

tion of sentence. Typical of "mass justice" lO\\1er urban -courts, the 

average case las ts only a fe\\1 minutes. 

Most court appearances consist of f,uilty pleas. According to the 

Houston Municipal Courts Department, Annual Report (1972), the 29,156 
.. ' 

public dl'unkenness cases filed \'lere disposed of as follows: 

DisEosition Number Percent 

Guilty Plea 17,901 ·61.L~ 
Voluntary Payment 9,853 33.8 
Qunshed or 

Dismissed 700 2.4 
Nolle Prosequi 32l~ 1.1 
Found Guilty 287 1.0 
Not Guilty 91 0.3 

29,156 100.0% 



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

215 

If the guil ty pleas are primarily skid rO,'7 and the voluntary payment, 

or forfeiture of collateral) are primarily non skid row, the above 

figures provide a rough measure of the proportion of skid and non 

skid row inebriates. Total fines assessed amounted to $1,066 million. 

The principal decision for judges hearing public drunkenness 

cases is determining what sentence to impose -- here vlhat fine to 

assess. The usual practice has been to use the amount required to 

post collateral, $27.50, as the minimum fine. Dress, physical appear-­

ance, age, attitude, and prior record arc among factors influencing 

the assessment of a fine. The recidivism component is gauged by a 

court card file system begun in the early 1950' s. In the be8inn:Lng 

cards apparently were kept regularly and fairly accurately, with the 

date and amount of fine entered in every case. Repeaters \'70uld get 

heavier fines. In recent years the cards have been made out only 

for individuals judged by the court clerk to be "skid rm'7" cases. A 

presently sitting judge indicated that much less attention is now 

given to the card file because of its questionable accuracy. Inter­

views "7ith several judges indicated that) generally, the longer a 

judge sits on the bench the heavier the fines. The more experienced 

judge sees a ereater need to protect the public inebriate and conserve 

scarce police, court, and jail resources. 

Occasionally, there has been judicial innovation in the. approach 

to public drunkenness cases. Former Judge C. RaYr.lond Judice instituted 

a court diversion program, triggered by a 90 day continuance. Referrals 

were made to health facilities and missions. The charge(s) were 
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dropped if the defendant appeared after 90 days '.,·75.thout an arrest 

during the interim. If the defendant failed to appear, a bench '\varrant 

vlaS issued and the next time a heavier fine vlas imposed. The program 

was subsequently discontinued. 

When a convicted person is unable or unwilling to pay the assessed 

fine, he is committed to the City Prison Farm to serve out the prison 

sentence at a rate of $5.00 or $'7.50 for a "trusty" (and other persons 

deemed "n.odel prisoners" under Section 35-9 of the City of Houston, Code 

of Ordinances). This syste~ of fine ur jail is ~racticed notwithstanding 

the fact that former Police Chief Herman Short "vas the defendant in the 

landmark equal protection case, Tate v. Short, 401 U.S. 395 (1971). 

The U.S. Supreme Court held that it is unconstitutional under a statute 

providing for a fine or imprisonment!:o send an indigent person to jail 

who could not pay the fine. A former judge, who first introduced 

indigency petitions in Courtroom :f1~3, at first advised each defendant 

of their availability and then discontinued this practice. He could 

not recall one public drunkenness defendant ever submitting one of 

the se forms. 

The City Prison Farm is located Hithin the city linits and occupies 

about 100 acres of a 400 acre farm. The farm has one main ccmpound 

which houses the offices, kitchen, dining area, cellblocks arId shmvers. 

It has four cellblocks. The farm works a forty acre vegetable fann. 

It is a minimum security facility vJith tm:!nty- four full- time employees, 

fourteen of whom are guards. At the time of our visit to the City 



217 

Prison Farm -- called the Pea Farm -- there were about 200 residents. 

About fifty percent of the residen~s are public inebriates; the rest 

are serving time for disorderly conduct, affray, etc. 

\olomen prisoners must serve their time on the sixth floor cell­

block of the jail at Central. The jail can hold up to 100 women 

Hithout being crm·lded. If.: is rarely full. At the time of our tour 

of the 'tvomen IS jail, about thirty-five \'lere being held. Hany of the 

residents are regulars -- homeless \Vomen. \<1hile some "10m en \Vere there 

for public drunkenness, more commonly the women residents are serving 

time for prostitution and disorderly conduct. The women are not per­

mitted to leave the jail. Since there are no T.V. IS, radios, magazines, 

or newspapers, all the weimen can do is hang around and talk. One 

judge informed us that lower sentences are usually given women public 

drunkenness defendants than men because of the poor conditions at the 

women's jail. \<1hile representatives from rehabilitation groups to 

the Pea Farm are common, such visits to the women's jail are rare be­

cause of the small number of female public inebriates. 

The "trusty" system is a distinctive feature of the Houston 

correctional process:'~ There is a trusty compound in a conv.erted garage 

in back of Central; others stay at the substations. The number of 

persons selected to be a "trusty" often varies between 120 and 140 men. 

Persons selected by jail personnel are the men who are known to them -­

the "regulars" and those with heavier fines. Age~ physical condition 

and willingness to be a trusty are important. A trusty is given overalls 



to wear and assigned to tasks ranging from making coffee, cooking, 

''lashing floors and operating the police car wash. Also a trusty is 

permitted to earn "tips" for shining police officers' shoes, providing 

enough money for "booze" upon release. The regulars usually receive 

the same assignment and become knO\~l by officers, especially at the 

substations. 

Unlike other cities 'Hhere the police officer' s contact with the 

inebriate usually occurs \vhen the inebriate is helpless, dirty, sloppy, 

and incoherent, Houston police officers also have positive contacts 

with inebriates when they are sober and performing useful tasks. Co­

sequently, the attitude of many officers seems more positive and syn: a­

thetic than that encountered in other cities. On the other hand, th­

trusty system may reinforce the institutional mentality public inebr.at 

succumb to emu often depend on. For example, one of the judges inte:r ~ 

viewed mentioned the case of a man -- call him Jones -- who \.Jorked fer 

years in the police printing shop as a trusty. Finally, the judge 

stipulated that his fine must be served at the Pea Farm. Mr. Jones 

\'laS most upset. Shortly thereafter J Jones changed his 'I,·vay of life and 

. sobered up. He no\·1 has his O\·m printing business. Prior to this 

change he was allegedly offered a paying job in the print shop and had 

refused~ 
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D. Administration of the Questionnr=lirc and Characteristics 

of Areas Surveyed. 

The first task was to select the areas in which to administer the 

questionnaire. Ride-alongs \'lere undertaken in several of the substation 

areas. Informal intervic-us 'Here conducted ,'7ith both patrol and superi'Jr 

officers. Since Central includes the primary skid row area, this sub­

station was an obvious choice. It ,\,12.S then decided to select t,'70 of 

the remaining five substation areas. As can be seen from the table 

presented earlier, "Houston Public Drunkenness Arrests, Total Crime, 

and Number of Alcoholics by Police Distri.ct," there are relatively few 

public drunkenness arrests in the Northwest and SouthHest substations. 

Of the three remaining substations, North Shephard and Southeast Here 

selected. North Shephard includes M.D. #6, which is the highest crime 

area in the city. Southeast includes H. D. 1tll, which includes the 

port-channel area and many transient seamen. In addition, both of these 

substations include diverse neighborhoods and mixes of business and 

residential areas. '\\fe ,'lere informed that Central, North ShephL!rd and 

. Southeast provide a good microcosm of Houston. These substations also 

accounted for nearly eiEhty percent of all public drunkenness arrests in 

1974. 

Cooperation from R.G. McKeehan, Deputy Chief of the Patrol Division, 

in the administration of the questionnaires was excellent. At our 

request, he sent a'letter to the captain of each of the three substa­

tions, directing their cooperation in the administration of the question-
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naires and subsequent interviews. It was agreed to administer the 

questionnaire at roll calls vlhich ~ssured virtually a 100 percent 

response by those present. In Chief McKeehan's letter, dated June 

23, 1975, also at our request, he instructed the officer in charge of 

each roll call to introduce the project representative as follows: 

"This gentlem~n is from American University's Project 
on Public Inebriation. They are conducting a study of 
the way police officers in several Police Departments 
deal \\1ith public drunks. The Department is cooperating 
with the Project. He is going to give you a question­
naire vlhich 'I;.;7ill be filled out at this time and collected 
by him when everyone finishes completing it. We want 
you to take the time to fill this out as completely and 
as accurately as you can. It should take you about 
twenty minutes." 

At most of the roll calls the above paragraph 'l;vas read which 'l;vas 

usually supplemented by some additional statements seeking cooperation. 

Each substation 'l;vas visited on a day prior to the day the question-

naire vJaS administered. An effort was made to meet \.;7ith as many ser-

geants as possible and to explain the nature of our project. Because 

of the large number of roll calls -- six at each of the three sub-

stations -- and the need to return to attempt the administer the 

questionnaire to officers who were off-duty at the time, the question­

naires \Vere administered over a period of several days. In Central 

an officer Has killed on the day the questionnaire \Vas scheduled to be 

administered and it was postponed for several days. In addition, with 

the cooperation of Deputy Chief W. R. Waycott, head of the Traffic 

Bureau, the questionnaire \.;78.S administered at one roll call to traffic 

officers in Central. At most roll calls, the full twenty minutes was 
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allowed and 'used by the police officers. A total of 289 completed 

questionnaires were obtained. 

In order to better understand the characteristics of Central, 

North Shephard, and Southeast, the following three tables present a 

sunnnary "profile" .of each substation area. Housing, income, education, 

population, number of public intoxication arrests, proportion of 

total public intoxication arrests, proportion of total crime reported, 

Jellinek estimates of the number of alcoholics per 100,000 population, 

and the total number of alcoholics are provided for master districts 

within each substation. These tables may be a useful reference 

especially for the intra-jurisdictional comparisons of the responses 

to the questionnaire. 

Based on the above information as "tvell as interviews and observa­

tion, we offer the following brief descriptions of each area: 

Central. Covering approximately t\venty-four square miles, it is 

the smallest area geographically of those surveyed. It includes the 

major downtown business area. Numerous corrnnuters and visitors swell 

the daytime population. It has a large transient population. Host 

of the skid rm'l population is in Central. Most of the missions and 

organizations providing services to skid row persons are also located 

here. Companies specializing in hiring out day laborers are located 

in Central. The area is more heavilty patrolled than other sections 

of the city with many officers from the traffic bureau in addition to 

those from the patrol bureau. 
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Profile of Central Substation ~rea 

M.D.#l H.D.#-2 H.D.#16 M.D.#17 

Population 30,327 43,357 66,097 65,883 

Inco:ne: 
Hedian ($ ) 5, ~! 8 8 6,394 7,055 10,697 

% of families above 
poverty level 72.2 74.0 76.9 86.3 

Education: 
% of pop_ 25 years and 

older \vho finished 
high school 17.0 24.7 47.1 52.0 

Housing: 
% occupied 89.2 85.6 88.6 86.9 
% owner occupied 20.8 21.5 20.6 20.7 

Median value ($ ) 10,320 9,020 16,443 21,611 
Ncdian gross rent by 

dvle.lling unit ($ ) 71.40 71.50 96.10 106.30 
% wi all plumbing 

facilities 93.0 89.5 96.6 97.0 

Alcoholism: 
Je11inek est. no. per 

100,000 population 8.3 7.4 5.2 7.6 
Rank among districts 1st 3rd 8th 2nd 
Estimated number of 

alcoholics 2,530 3,220 3,450 5,060 

Public In toxica tion Arrests: 
Number in 1974 10,189 1,534 1,145 1,525 
% of total 39.7 6.0 4.5 5.9 

% of total crime 7.19 3.62 6.25 6.02 



Profile of North Shephard Substation Area 

P.opu1ation: 

Income: 
HediCln ($) 

% of families above 
poverty level 

Education: 
% of pop. 25 years and 

older ",rho finished 
high school 

Housing: 
% occupied 
% owner occupied 

Median value ($) 
I1edian gross rent by 

dwelling unit ($) 
% "vi all plumbing 

facilities 

Alcoholism: 
Je11inek est. no. per 

100,000 population 
Rank among dis·tricts 
Estimated number of 

alcoholics 

Public Intoxication Arrests: 
Number in 1974 
% of total 

% total crime 

M.D.#3 

70,714 

10,430 

89.1 

43.5 

91. 6 
43.6 

13,775 

117.00 

97.6 

6.1 . 
5th 

4,370 

1,127 
4.4 

5.68 

M.D.#6 

176,315 

B,254 

84.9 

28.5 

93.2 
56.0 

10,431 

95.20 

95.6 

3.7 
lOth 

6,670 

1,805 
7.0 

10.90 
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Profile of SoutheaG~ Substation Area 

Population 

Income: 
Median ($) 

% of families above 
poverty level 

Education: 
% of pop. 25 years and 

older who finished 
high school 

Housing: 
% occupied 
% owner occupied 

~1edian value ($) 
Median gross rent by 

dwelling unit ($) 
% 'vi all plumbing 

facilities 

Alcoholism: 
Jellinek est. no. per 

100,000 population 
Rank among districts 
Estimated number of 

alcoholics 

Public Intoxic~tion Arrests: 
NUl.1ber in 1974 
!b of total 

% of total crime 

M.D. #11 

69,474 

8,313 

87.0 

34.8 

91.8 
44.8 

10,563 

98.70 

96.6 

6.2 
4th 

4,370 

1,794 
7.0 

5.41 

M.D.#12 

53,881 

9,684 

90.2 

46.6 

94.8 
74.8 

12,380 

114.80 

98.8 

2.5 
16th 

1,380 

308 
1.2 

4.60 

M.D.#13 

71,949 

11,317 

94.9 

54.6 

93.2 
56.8 

14,588 

126.40 

98.9 

3.1 
11th 

2,300 

829 
3.2 

4.64 

M.D.#14 

41,885 

11,746 

58.6 

92.2 
68.4 

17,140 

145.00 

98.4 

2.1 
18th 

920 

171 
0.7 

2.18 

Sources: IIouston City Planning Department, Houston's Neiqhborhood 
Improvement Planning Program: City Wide Study(J~ly, 1973), 
'l'able 1, "D<lta Compilation by Census rl'r<lct ll (based on 1970 
u.S. Census). Johnson, Larrv, Prevalence of l\lcoholism in 
Houston (unpublished, Harris County Alcoholism riro9rarmnin9 
Project, Inc.), Tab10s Bl and C2. Captain Jones, Technical 
Services Bureau, HOllst.on Police Department. 
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M. D .1/=1 accounts for nearly forty percent of total public drunken­

ness arrests. It is the center of the skid row population. It is the 

most disadvantaged of the master districts in Central, based on in­

dicators such as median income, percent of families living above poverty, 

and percent of population, t"'7enty-five and older, -\-lith high school 

diplomas. M.D.fl also ranks first in the eity in the percent of 

alcoholics per 100,000 population, based on the Jellinek estimates. 

H.D.1fl includes numerous black and Hexican-AmericfJ.n residents. 

The area has been de.scribed to us as being mostly 10,,,er middle and 10\'ler 

class. M.D.4fo2 has both middle and 10vler middle class residents, in­

cluding numerous predominantly black areas with the full spectrum of 

upper middle, middle and lmoJ'er middle income groups. H.D.1f17 includes 

mostly upper middle and middle income whites. It is the most advantaged 

of the areas in Central with the highest median income and the highest 

value of housing. Also, M. D.lfl7 is an area in 1,·.'1--.ich numerous "hippies" 

hang out. 

North Shephard. Located in the north, central part of the city, 

North Shephard has wide diversity -- upper, middle., and 10\oJ'er class 

areas; older and ne"Jer areas; \'lhite, black, and Nexican-American areas; 

business and residential areas. Most of the public drunkenness arrests 

are non skid row. 

M.D.1,/:6 has the largest resident population of the master districts 

surveyed, including areas of high density. It has the highest reported 

crime rate in the city. It includes both stable middle class areas 

(beat ftll65) and a black, 1m-o'er class "shantytm·m il area (beat. ;lfl160) . 
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It has numerous taverns, clubs, and "jo~\,nts." It has the lm'7est 

percent of its residents, 25 and oJ..der, lvho have a high school diploma 

28.5percent -- of any master district in North Shephard and Southeast 

and ranks only below 11.D.:/f1 and 11.D.1fo2 of the areas surveyed. Approxi­

mately fifteen percent of its residents live below the poverty level. 

M.D.#3 has substantially fewer re8id~rits than M.D.:/f6. It also 

has a better educated population, a higher median income, and higher 

value of its housing. However, its arrest rate for public drunkenness, 

adj usted for pop' .. Llation, is actually higher than in M. D. 116 and it has 

a correspondingly higher estimated alcoholism rate. 

Southeast. Covering approximately eighty square miles and in­

cluding approximately 240,000 residents, Southeast is also a large, 

diversified area. Host of the public drunkenness arrests are non skid 

row. Like Cc:ntral, part of Southeast (N. D. {foll) has a large number of 

transients. Some areas (1-1. D.{.tll and 1112) have a generally 10'\'7er income 

than others (N. D .1113 and 1114). M. D .1,l-l4 is a predominantly 'Vlhite area, 

while M.D.#12 has a large number of black residents. 

H.D.jJ:ll includes the port-channc:l area, with many lower class 

clubs and taverns. It has numerous tr2nsient seamen. There is much 

prostitution in this area. }f.D.ffll is adjacent to M.D.ill, the primary 

skid rO\v area. (See Hap discussed earlier.) M. D .1111 is the most 

disadvantaged of the master districts in Southeast, based on the indi­

cators presented in the "profile." Approximately thirteen percent of 

its population has an income below the poverty level. It has the 
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lowest median income; the smallest percent of its residents, 25 and 

and older, have high school diplom&d. Its alcoholism'xate is the 

fourth highest in the city; it has a correspondingly high arrest rate 

for public drunkenness. H.D.if/ll and M.D.1/=6 in North Shephard each 

account for about seven percent of total public drunkenness arrests, 

ranking only behind H. D. iiI in the proportion of total public drunkenness 

arrests. 

}1.D.#12, #13, and #14 account for a relatively small proportion 

of total public drunkenness arrests. There were £e\'1er public drunken­

ness arrests in these master districts combined than in M.D.#ll in 

1974. M.D.#13 accounts for most of these public drunkenness arrests, 

having the, largest population and the highest alcoholic rates of the 

three master districts. H.D.{i14 seems to be the most advantaged of the 

master districts in Southeast, based on the indicators in the "profile," 

and had only 171 public drunkenness arrests in 1974. 
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II. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

A. ATTITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

This section of the Houston Report will present findings of 

patrolmen's specific attitudes (item responses) from the question­

naire. It ,';as our expec ta tion tbat sienificant differences v]Quld 

appear in the attitudes of police officers in the "criminal" (Houston 

and Richmond) <lnd "decriminalized" (District of Columbia, Minneapolis, 

and St. Louis) jurisdictions. Using a difference of means test, 

scores are cOr.1pared bet"leen those cities and within police subst.ation 

areas in Houston. 

The comparison of substation areas emphasizes analysis of 

primarily skid row areas of the city contrasted with areas where non 

skid rO"iV' persons are generally arrested for public drunkenness. These 

substation areas "li11 be presented under the follovling headings: 

M.D.l -

Central -

N.S.-

Master District 1 includes the predominately 

skid row area of the city. 

Central, substations 1,2,16,17, includes the 

central businC'ss district of the. city and is 

the area where most arrests of skid rO"iV' inebriate 

occur. 

North Shepharci, substations 3 & 6, includes 

diverse neighborhoods and most inebriate arrests 

arc of non skid row individuals. 
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S.E. - Southeastern, substation areas 11,12,13 & 14, is 

another diverse area o,f the city where drunkenness 

arrests are of primarily non skid rm'] individuals. 

The discussion is organized according to the independent variable 

to ~ .. 7hich the item responses pertai.n. 

l. ,Organiza tional Variable 

a. CONFORHS. No significant difference has been hypoth~sized 
between criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. ~.Jash . 

X score 1. 68 1.75 2.44 1.79 2.34 

Sig. of Z=6.26 Z=6. i, 'if 
Difference N/s S=.Ol N/S 8=-.01 

Houston showed the strongest agreement of the five cities, 
although there \'las general agreement expressed in t:-tll 
cities. Hhen the mean score for Houston is compared to 
those of Hashington, D.C. and St. Louis, the differences are 
statistically significant. Police attitudes in Houston sug­
gest that a higher priority is placed on conforming to 
departmental rules than in Washington and St.Louis. This 
may reflect a greater degree of homogeneity among officers in 
Houston. It may also reflect a more traditional type of 
police department Hith greater emphasis on concepts such as 
"chain of command" and "obedience to authority.ll 

City\vide 

X score 1. 68 

M.D.l 

1. 58 

Central 

1.61 

N.S. 

1. 79 

S.E. 

1.75 

Agreement was strongest in ~aster District 1, the dmmto'\m 
central business dist:r:ict, although the inter-district 
variations are not substantial. Police officers in Central 
are physically located in Central Headquarters building where 
departmental Central Command is housed. 
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b. PRIORITY. General disagreement is expected in all juris­
alctions since no police department gives high priority to 
the removal of public drunks compared to responding to mor~ 
serious criminal disturbances. Disagreement is expected to 
be less in a criminal jurisdiction like Houston, than in 
decriminalized jurisdictions, since officers generally place 
higher priority on criminal rather t~an non-criminal matters, 
absent designed departmental policies, incentives, and 
training. 

Hous. Rich. St. L. Minn. Wash. 

It score 3.39 3.55 . 3.52 3.39 3.53 

The response of police officers is relatively homogeneous 
among the departments, including Houston, with views ranging 
from neutral but leaning toward agreement tG ~dutral but 
leaning touard disagreement. The test of significanc.e in­
dicetes that tr...! difference bet"leen Houston and the other 
cities is not significant. A possible problem with this 
item is one of interpretation by the officer: "high priority" 
relative to what? 

Citywide H.D.l Central N.S. S.E. -- --,,--
X score 3.39 2.80 2.23 3.36 3.45 

Significance 
of Difference: 

H.D.l to S.E. Z=2.ll S=.04 
Central to N.S. Z=3.96 S=.Ol 
Central to S.E. Z=4.83 S=.Ol 

Intra:city compnrison ShO\'78 thctt police officers in Central 
perce~ve a higher police priority placed on the removal of 
public drunks than police officers in North Shephard and 
Southeast. Central is the do\~-rntO\·m business district 
\vhere most skid ro,·; public inebriates are located and \vhere 
business pressure in the form of compla~nts to remove public 
drunks is particularly strong. This difference in police: 
attitudes suggests the possibility of differences i.n policy 
or implementation of policy in the removal of pubiic drunks 
in different substation areas. Such diff~rences in policy 
or implementation are facilitated by the decentralized organi­
zation of the police department in Houston. Intervie,vs with 
superior officers and patrol officers suggest that the reality 
is in accord with the differences in perception of the police 
officers. 
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c. TRAINING. No siBnificant difference between the means of 
criminal and d0criminalized jurisdictions is expected. 
Variations among jurisdictions are expected to be related 
to the emphasis on training in the particular departments. 
Since the usual emphasis in police departments is on 
training in handling criminal as opposed to non-criminal 
matters, there '1 .. 7as some expectation -- not unanimous -­
that police officers in criminal jurisdictions, like 
HOllston, would be more likely to agree that the department 
makes an effort to train ,officers in problems of remuving 
intoxicated persons from public places. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. Hash. 

X score 2.82 3.37 3.41 3.25 3.91 

Sig. of Z=2.53 Z=3.93 Z=2.80 Z=8.02 
Difference S==.02 S=.Ol 8=.01 5=.01 

Officers in Houston show the highest level of agreement that 
the Department makes an effort to train police officers in 
problems of rCr:1oving intoxicated persons from public places. 
The differences between Houston and other jurisdictions are 
statistically significant. Even in Houston, hm-lever, the 
extent of agrr~GD.e!lt is not very strong, falling in betHeen 
"Agree a little" (2.00) and ";~eutral but leaning tOHard 
ag17eeing ii (3.00) and closer to the latter c'ategory. 

The Houston Police Department does have an intensive training 
program ,for ne";'] recruits. Houston has a large number of 
relatively recent recruits \'lho' are likely to remember the 
training prograr1. Yet, very little emphasis is placed on 
special problems of handling public inebri<2tes. Emphasis is 
placed on arrest' procedures generally. 

CitYHide H.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 2.82 3.03 3.09 2.63 2.58 

There was someHhat less agreement among officers in Central 
than among officers in other substation areas. Since these 
officers account for most of the skid row arrests and a high 
proportion of total public inebriate arrests, it is possible 
that these officers arc more aware of the absence of specific 
training in the handlinr.; of public drunkenness arrests. 
However, the test of s~'GnificLlnce indicates that the jntra­
jurisdictional vLlxiations arc not statistically si8nificant. 
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2. Role Variable 

a. SOCWORK. Significantly greater agreement is expected in 
decriminalized than in criminal jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

3.83 

Rich. 

4.08 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.21 

Z:-.;!~. 15 
S=.Ol 

11inn. 

3.46 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.90 

N/S 

Police attitudes in Houston statistically differ only from 
St.Louis. Police attitudes in Houston suggest a marginal 
disagreement that removal of public inebriates makes the 
police officer too much of B. social \·70rker. Responses to 
the open-ended questi.on and in the intervie\vs sugge.st that 
many Houston officers see the police officer as the only 
one available to handle the skid rOv7 inebriate. 

Cit~'7ide H.D.l Central N.S. .u.:... 
X score 3.83 3.25 3.39 4.37 4.14 

Significance of 
Difference: 

M.D.1 to N.S. Z=3.35 8=.01 
H.D.1 to S.E. 2=2.66 S=.Ol 
Central to N.S. Z=3.68 S=.Ol 
Central to S.E. 2',=2.82 S=.Ol 

Intra-jurisdiction comparison shows a statistically signifi­
cant higher level of agreement among officers in Central 
than in North Shepbard and Southeast .. These differences in 
a ttit:udes can be explained as a function of experiences ,,,rith 
different kinds of public inebriates. Police officers in 
Central primarily handle skid ro\.;7 inebriates who tYl,ically 
pose no physical threat to the arresting officer and other 
citizens. Police officers in North Shephard are Southeast 
primarily handle non skid rO\'1 ine.briates. Many 0 f thee e 
arrests involve drinking in neighborhood bars and taverns 
and are often associated with other disorderly conduct and 
assaultive behavior. The arrestee is less likely to pas­
sively submit than is the skid ro,v inebriate. Consequently, 
police officers in North Shephard and Southeast experience 
drunk arrests. as more traditional police '\Iork than the officer~ 
in the Central substation area. . 
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APPROP. Significantly greater agreement is expected in 
criminal than in decriminalized jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. Hash. -
X score 2.23 2.19 3.23 3.35 2.88 

Sig. of 2=6.56 Z=5.37 2=4.88 
Difference N/S 8=.01 8=.01 S= .01 

The results are consistent "lith the hypothesis. Both 
Houston and TI.ichmond ShOl\1 a sign.ificantly greater level of 
agreement with this proposition than the three therapeutic 
cities. in Houston, the acceptance of the police depart­
ment as an appropriate agency to remove publicly intoxicated 
persons is Hidely shared. The median score, 1. 554, suggests 
that most officers in Houston are in agreement. The replies 
to theo~n-ended question are strongly corroborative of 
these results. 

Citywide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E . . 

X score 2.23 2.64 2.49 2.09 1. 88 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.I to S.E. Z=2.39 8=.02 
Central to S.E. Z=3.32 8=.01 

Police officers' in Southeast had a ~tatistically significant 
hi'gher level of agreement than police officers in Central. 
This dirference parallels intra-jurisdictional differences 
for the item, SOCHORK. For the reasons stated in discussing 
that item, officers handling primaril~ non-skid row inebria~es 
, ... 'ould be more likely to agr~e that police are an appropriate 
agency to remove intoxicated persons from public places. 
Police officers in Haster District 1, accounting for a large 
proportion of all skid-rO\'l public drunkenness arrests and 
for nearly forty percent of total public drunkenness arrests, 
showed the lO\\lest level of agreement. . 
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c. SERVICES. General disagreement in all jurisdictions is 
hypothesized. No significant differences ar.e expectod be­
t'Vleen criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St. L. Minn. Hash. 

X score 5.21 4.85 5.31 5.28 4.49 

Sig. of Z=7.25 
Difference N/S N/S N/S 8=.01 

The results confirm the hypotheses. This item may be an. 
indicator of the style or general orientation to\\Tard "crime 
fighting" and "order maintenance" as contrasted with 
"serving the community" (See James Q. Hilson, Varieties of 
Police Behavior). These thrGe alternatives were included in 
the intervie"\v schedule for patrol officc;rs. guny officers 
observed that the alternatives arc not mutually exclusive 
since, for example, crime fighting activities are also 
serving the community. (~eveLtheless, the above data may 
suggest that Houston is more strongly oriented toward 
traditional "criminal activities" as contrastet. '\'lith other 
"community services" than is the District of Columbia 
Police Department. In Houston, 201 police offic~rs out of 
the 283 ans,\·le.ril1g this questionnaire item marked "61! -­
"strongly disagree." In Houston, with a small police 
department relative to the pop1.11ation and geographic area, 
officers in the patrol division opera~ing t"\'lO-man scout 
cars have little time to do anything other than respond 
to radio dispatched scout calls. Nany of these enlls, 
hO'h'ever , involve so- called 11 community service " activities. 

.Citywide 

X score 5.21 

M.D.l 

5.15 

Central 

5.28 

N.S. 

5.07 

S.E. 

5.05 

Intra-jurisdictional comparisons ShOH that little difference 
in attitude Has indicated by officers in different sub­
stations. 
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IDEAL. No hypotheses were formulated for this item. --
Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. vJash. --

X score 3 .l~8 3.22 2.73 n/d 3.14 

Sig. of 2=4.60 
Difference -- N/S S=.Ol N/S 

Hous ton police officers sho\~Ted significantly less agreement 
than police officers in St. Louis. Houston police officers 
tend to feel "neutral" about this item. If attitudes on 
this item are a function of time served as a police officer, 
this could explain the difference bet\veen Houston and St. 
Louis. Houston has been expandinz the size of its force in 
recent years and, because of the strong job market, has 
fairly strong replacement needs. Newer recruits may be 
more idealistic than more senior and experienced officers. 

Citywide 

X score 3.48 

H.D.1 

3.41 

Central 

3.43 

N.S. S.E. 

3.73 3.42 

Except for North Shephard, the scores among the different 
substation areas \Vere nearly identical on this item. The 
small variations are not statistically significant. 

3. Peer Variable 

a. VETOFF. General agreement is expected in all jurisdictions 
wittlSignificantly greater disagreement in criminal than in 
decriminalizcd jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn, Hash. 

X score 4.16 3.67 3.50 3.67 3.49 

Sig. of 2=1.94 Z=4.29 Z=3.01 2=/1.90 
Difference 8=.05 8=.01 8=.01 S=.Ol 

The attitudes of Houston police show the least agreement of 
the jurisdictions. The median for Houston is somm,;'hat 
higher, 4.738. Houston police officers tend to disagree 
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that veteran officers think it is a waste of time to 
remove public inebriates. The difference between the 
attitudes of Houston pollce officers and each of the 
other jurisdictions is statistically significant. 

A possible explanation for the lower level of agreement in 
Houston than in the other criminal jurisdiction, Richmond, 
is that arresting publicly intoxicated persons is generally 
perceived in Houston as a more traditionally accepted 
police function. This is consi.stent \vith the finding on 
the item TRAINING 'tvhich shu,;·,"'s that Hous ton officcr s have a 
significantly higher level of agreement than Richmond 
officers. 

In response to the item, PRIORITY, Houston police officers 
did not have a significantly higher level of agreement than 
officers in the other jurisdictions. However, VETOFF may 
be a better indicator of differences in the priorities among 
the jurisdictions. The reality is that the Houston Police 
Department does provide strong organizational incentive, in 
the form of reporting requirements, for the arrest of public 
inebriates. This could be one of the reasons why Eouston 
police officers have a significantly lmver level of agreement 
on VETOFF than Richmond police officers. 

CitYHide H.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 4.16 3.35 3.75 4.94 4.24 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to N.S. Z=5.0l S=.Ol 
M.D.l to S.E. Z=2.73 S=.Ol 
Central to N.S. 2=4.71 S==.Ol 

Again, a split in officer attitudes is evident in the skid 
row areas. Officers in are2S in which most drunk arrests are 
of the non-skid rm'l type perceive vete~an officers as having 
a higher level of disagreement that it is a waste of time 
to remove publicly intoxicated persons. The variations 
bet'tveen Naster District 1 and both Nort!:). Shephard and South­
east are statistically significant. The variations bet'tveen 
Central and North Shephard are statistically significant. 
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b. BUDDIES. Greater agreement is hypothcsi~C!d in criminal than 
decrirr.{nalized jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Mir~,n. Hash. 

X score 2.89 2.56 I.~. 20 3.59 3.52 

Sig. of Z=8.90 Z==3.53 Z=t.~. 54 
Difference N/S 8=.01 8==.01 8=.01 

The data confirmes the hypothes is. Houston produced signi·· 
ficantly greater agreement than St. Louis, Hinneapolis, and 
the District of Columbia. 

Cit"lN'ide H.D.l Central N,S. S.E. ---'----
X score 2.89 3.71+ 3.48 2.26 2.33 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to N.S. Z=4. l~l S=.Ol 
M.D.l to S.E. Z=/+.31 S=.Ol 
Central to N.S. Z=4.81 S=.Ol 
Central to S.E. 2=4.73 S=.Ol 

Police officers working in the skid rm'1 area sho\~' statis­
tically significant less agreement than police officers 
working in non-skid row areas. It is interestine that in 
the central business district where most public drunkenness 
arrests are of skid ro'w inebriates, the level of disagreement 
\Vas strikingly similar to the overall scores for St. Louis. 
Hinncapolis, and the District of Columbia. Since most pick­
ups in decriminalized jurisdictions tend to be of persons 
wit.h "skid ro~,;r" characteristics, police attitudes may be 
more a fu..ncLion of the type of individual dealt ,'lith (skid 
ro'\v vs. non skid TO\'l) than the type of jurisdiction -­
criminal VB. decriminalized. Officers may be responding to 
the unpleasant aspects of the job associated \'lith a skid 
row population. 

c. PARTNER. Greater agreement is hypothesized in criminal than 
in decriminalized jurisdictions. 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.83 

238 

Rich. 

2.71 

HIS 

St. L. 

3.56 

Z=4.88 
S=.Ol 

Minn. 

3.37 

Z=2.97 
S=.Ol 

i-lash. 

3.41 

Z=4.25 
S=.Ol 

The data confirms the hypothesis. In Houston, police officers 
have a significantly higher level of agreement than police 
officers in the decriminulizc!d cities. 

Citywide 

X score 2.83 

M.D.l 

3.90 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to N.S. 
M.D.l to S.E. 

Central 

2.87 

Z=2.6l 
Z=2.0l 

N.S. 

2.63 

S=.Ol 
S=.04 

S .E. 

3.03 

Police officers in Master District 1 agree significantly 
less than officers in North Shephard and Southeast, follov.Jing 
a pattern similar to other indicators of the peer variable -­
see VETOFF and BUDDIES. Police officers with the most contact 
with skid row inebriates have the least agreement that their 
partner thinks it is important to remove intoxicated persons 
from public places. This pattern is not follmved, hOHever, 
\\1hen Central is cOT!1pared \vith North Shephard and Southeast. 
No satisfactory explanation for this result is apparent. 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. General 

(1) TOURIST. No significant differenc(~ is expected bet'Heen 
crilTlinal and decriminalized jurisdictions. Individual 
variations are expected among the jurisdictions. 



X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.58 

239 

Rich. 

NIS 

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

St. L. 

2.66 

NIS 

Minn. 

n/d 

Hash. 

3.26 

Z=S.16 
S=.Ol 

Police officers in Houston tend to agree with this item. 
The level of ap,reement in Houston is significantly higher 
than in Hashin~ton, D. C. Houston is a major growth center 
now the fifth largest city in the country -- and is a major 
regional tourist and convention center. In this setting, 
business interests exert a major, if not dominant influence, 
on local public institutions. The presence of a large skid 
row population, highly concentrated in the major business 
district near hotel and convention facilities, is a nuisance. 
Also, Houston has more transient skid ro,v men -- called 
"snowbirds" than the District of Columbia. 

The. sie;n.ificantly higher level of agreement in Houston than 
in the District of Columbia on the strategic environment 
variable, TOURIST, mirrors a similar differential between the 
two cities on the strategic interaction variable BUSINESS 
discussed belm·]. Both are a reflection of the same p~1enomenon. 
Dnli1-:e \vashinp,ton 1 D. C., in Houston private business, not 
government, is the major employer. In Houston, businesses have 
an incentive -- the profit motive -- to exert pressure on 
the police to remove public inebriates. If the tourist and 
other business interests are so strong, 'vhy is the large 
skid r.O";'-l popUlation allo\'l(~d to remain in Houston? The 
answer -- to the extent that their presence can be affected 
by public policy -- is that there is a strong business demand 
for unskilled labor to fuel Houston's rapid economic grovlth; 
skid rmv men are a sizeable component of the pool of unskilled 
day-laborers. 

CityvJide H.D.l 

X score 2.58 2.43 

Central 

2.35 

N.S. 

2.78 

S.E. 

2.52 

The intra-jurisdictional variations are' not statistically 
significant. 
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(2) SERIOUS, No significnut difference is expected bet't'Jeen 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General a5ree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich, St. L. Minn. Wa.sh. 

X score 1. 84 1. 71 2.58 1.77 2.18 

SiE· of Z=5.62 Z'""3.13 
Difference N/S S=.Ol NIS 8:::.01 

Police officers in Houston shmq a significantly higher level 
of ag~.'eement than officers in St. Louis and the Distric t of 
Columbia. Unlil~e Houston, St. Louis, an historic "river 
town ll seems to have more tolerance for alcohol-related 
problems. Attitudes of police officers in the District of 
Columbia fall about mid-\'7ay bet·ween St. Louis and Houston. 
While Houston is not a traditional Southern city, regional 
and religious attitudes may influence the perceptions of 
Houston police officers on this item.. For example, ttliquor 
by the drink" in bars and taverns only became perrnissable 
within the last few years in Houston, although this rule 
vJas circumvented sOr.1ewhat through a device of "private" 
clubs. 

H.D.l 

X score 1.84 1. 98 

Central 

1. 78 

N.S. 

2.11 

S.B. 

1.91 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shoy78 that the variations 
are not statistically significant. 

b. Therapelltic/Criminal Facilities 

(1) QUICKLY. Agreement is expccto:l in decriminalized juris­
dictions; no hypotheses are formulated for crimino.l juri.s­
dictions. Hmvever 1 it is expected that the extent of 
agreement t'li11 vary with the length of time inebriates are 
hel 1. 
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Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. Wash. 

X score 2.92 2.71 2.43 2.37 2.25 

Sig. of 7,=4.26 Z=3.11 Z=5.16 
Diffexence NIS S=.01 8=.01 S=.Ol 

Officers in Houston agree less than those in any of the 
other jurisdictions. The Im'7er level of agreement in 
Houston is statistically signific,:mt ,·]hen compared to St. 
Louis, Minneapolis, and the District of Columbia. These 
results are explainable by the longer amount of time skid 
row inebriates may be detained in Houston than in the 
dec.riminalized jurisdictions. Police officers in all juris­
dictions, hovlever, tend to agree that public inebriates are 
returned to the streets too quickly. 

CitY::Jide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 2.92 2.21 2.55 3.15 3.18 

Significance of 
Difference 

11.D.l to N.S. 2=2.85 8=.01 
M.D.l to S.E. Z=3.10 8=.01 
Central to N. S. 2=2.08 8=.03 
Central to S.E. Z=2.33 8=.01 

Intra- jurisdictional cOIl1parison shov]s statistically signi­
ficant differences in police attitudes according to skid 
rO\\1 and non skid rov] areas. Police officers working in the 
skid row area have a higher level of agreement that the 
criminal justice system returns publicly intoxicated 
persons to the street too quickly. 

In one sense, the difference in police attitudes in the skid 
and non skid row areas does not reflect reality. In Houston, 
mont non skid row arrestees for public dr~nkenness pay and 
then forfeit the $27.50 collateral e.nc can be released after 
meeting the "four hour ll rule. This avoids the time .:-equired 
for a court appearance. l1oreover, an economic disincentive 
is provided since electing trial exposes the arrestee to a 
possible fine of up to $200.00. In contrast, the skid row 
arrestee typically serves time at the City Prison Farm or as 
a "trusty" receiving credit to~vard the fine at the r.ate of 
$5.00 and $7.50 per day. 
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In another sense, however, the difference in the attitudes 
of Houston officers is readily explainable. Police officers 
handling primarily skid ~ow inebriates see the same individuals 
processed through the criminal justice system time and time 
again. The highest recidivism rates are found among the 
skid %OW inebriates. When non skid row inebriate arrestees 
are identified as a police problem, other criminal charges 
are usually available, such as disorderly conduct, assault, etc. 

c. Per~~ions of Inebriate 

(1) THREAT. No significant difference bet"7Cen criminal and 
decriminalized jurisdictions is expected. General disagree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

3.68 

Rich. 

3.08 

Z=2.26 
S=.03 

St.L. 

3.75 

N/S 

Minn. 

3.45 

N/8 

Wash. 

3.10 

Z=4.l6 
8=.01 

Houston and St. Louis shm'7 the least agreement of all juris­
dictions \vith attitudes in the "neutral but leaning to\vf,l.rd 
disagreeing" range. Police officers in Houston have a sig­
nificantly 10\\ler level of agreement than officers in Richmond 
and the District of Columbia. 

Citywide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 3.68 3.15 3.35 3.88 3.94 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to N.S. Z=2.03 8=.04 
H.D.l to S.E. Z==2.34 8=.01 
Central to 8,E. Z=2.l3 S=.04 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shows that officers in the 
non skid ro\-] area have a higher level of disagreement than 
officers in the skid row area. The differences are statis­
tically significant, except for a comparison bet\veen Central 
and North Shephard. Officers in lobster Dis trict 1, which 
accounts for most of the skid rm.;r inebriate arrests, have 
the hi~hest level of agreement that few persons intoxicated 
in public are a physicnl threat to police officers. 
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These attitudes seem to be in accord 'vith the experience 
of police officers. Skid row inebriates much more readily 
accept police authority and submit without engaging, in 
disorderly and assaultive conduct according to interviews 
\\lith police officers. The police officer is a familiar 
figure to Houston's skid row inebriates. 

(2) BELLIGEREN~. No significant difference bet'\7een criminal 
and uccr:L1ninaU 7.ed jurisdictions is expe(~ted. General dis­
agreement is hypothesized in all jurisdictions since it is 
expected that officers will. perceive public inebriaLes as 
hostile. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. \']as h. 

X score L~. 35 3.51 4.41 4.28 3.70 

S:i.g. of 2=4.18 2=5.02 
Difference S=.Ol N/S H/S S=.Ol 

Houston shows a statistically significant highcr level of 
disagreement than Richmond and the District of Columbia. 
The higher level of disagree1;lent of Houston police officers, 
along \\lith St. Louis and Minneapolis, parallels the responses 
to the item SERVICES discussed above. The explanation is 
offered that these departments, '\vith more of a "1,l'w 8nforce­
ment" or "crime fighting" orientation, see a higher level of 
belligerence in the response of public inebriates than 
officers in Richmond and the District of Columbia. 

CitYHide 

X score 4.35 

M.D.l 

4.37 

Central 

4.24 

N.S. 

1+.38 

S.E. 

4.47 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shows that the differences 
among officers in skid rm-7 and non sldd rmv areas a1.-e not 
statistically significant. It might be expected that 
Houston police officers in non skid row areas would perceive 
a higher level of belligerence than officers in skid rcw 
areas. While skid row inebriates are not widely perceived 
as a physical threat to Houston police officers -- see item, 
THREAT. above -- they are seen as somm\Jhat more belligerent. 
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(3) l1ESSY. No significant difference is expected bet'tveen 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. A high level of 
agreement is expected in all jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

1. 93 

Rich. 

2.37. 

Z=2.14 
8=.03 

St.L. Minn. 

1.85 1. 99 1.96 

N/S N/S N/S 

As expected, Houston officers see removing intoxicated 
persons from public places as a messy and unpleasant task. 
The attitudes of Houston officers parallel the attitudes of 
police officers in St. Louis, Hinneapolis and the District 
of Columbia. Police officers in Houston have a statistically 
significant higher level of agreement than officers in 
Richmond. 

CitYV7ide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 1. 93 1. 80 1. 85 2.54 1. 72 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.1 to N. S. 2=2.86 8=.01 
Central to N.S. 2=2.93 8==.01 

Police officers in the different districts all show agreement. 
Officers in Central -- the skid rm'l area -- show a statis­
tically significant higher level of agreement than officers 
in North Shephard. However, the attitude of officers in 
Southeast shows the highest level of agreement of the areas 
surveyed. The attitudes of these officers are similar to 
the officers in the skid row area. 

The difference in attitudes of officers in the t'\vO non skid 
rmV' areas is difficult to explain, Haster District 11) 
accoun~ing for a majority of all drunkenness arrests in 
Southeast in 1974, is located in the waterfront-port area. 
It has numerous sleazy bars catering to seamen. There is 
much drinking, fighting, and prostitution in these neighbor­
hoods. Hhile Haster District 11 is adjacent to Haster District 
1, most arrests arc of non skid row inebriates. However, 
officers in Master District 11 occasionally help out officers 
in Haster District 1 in making arrests of skid row inebriates 
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and this might have some influence on their attitudes. 
These characteristics of Master District 11 may at least 
partly explain why police officers in Southeast have a 
higher level of agreement than officers in North Shephard. 

(4) WELLDRES~. No significant difference is expected be­
t,'leen criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions on this 
item and the next item, POORDRESS. Based on preliminary 
evidence of how police officers actually behave, we hypo­
thesize general agreement on both items in all jurisdictions. 
However, responses in accord with this hypothesis would re­
quire police officers to report that class distinctions are 
made in handling inebriates. It- is doubtful whether a direct 
question in a questionnaire can generate answers that vio­
late general norms of equal law enforcement. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Hinn. Hash. 

X score 4.86 {l-.3l 4.25 4.37 4.17 

8ig. of Z=2.30 Z=4.69 Z=2.71 Z=5.74 
Difference 8=.03 S=.Ol S=.Ol S=.Ol 

Houston police officers had the hi8hest level of disagreement 
of all the jurisdictions that persons intoxicated in public .. 
v1ho are \vell-dressed usually do not require police interven- . 
tion. The higher level of disaereement in Houston is 
statistically significant when compaied to each of the other 
cities. Houston may have the highest proportion of non skid 
rm'l public inebriates picked up of any of the cities. This 
may be explained, in part, by police use of the offense of 
public intoxication as a preventive la,v enforcement tool. 
It provides a firm basis for early police intervention to 
prevent more serious disturbances, such as fights and shootings. 
This "crime preventionll function of public intoxication is 
very important in keeping the peace in neighborhood bars and 
taverns. We were informed of a survey in Houston that showed 
that a substantial proportion of fights and shootings occur 
in bars and taverns. . 

Houston is characterized by an unusually large number of 
neighborhood bars and taverns which are a socially accepted 
place where people congregate. Like St. Louis, Houston is 
the home of major beer distilleries and as \Ve were told, 
"Houston is n beer-drinking tovm." In hot weather, bars and 
taverns arc an especially welcome relief for those who live 



246 

in 'un-air-conditioned houses. An understanding of hOl.v 
numerous "well-dressGd" non skid row persons apparently are 
arrested for public intoxication occurred in a ride-along. 
The scout car "ms s1..u;l~noned to a particularly busy neighbor­
hood tavern on a v7C8kend night. There was a llbouncer" 
'\"Torking in the bar. loJhen a customer became particularly 
rov.1dy and drunk, this person \'7aS ostensibly escorted out 
the back door. This door, in fact, led to a back room. 
In this room a po lice officer \':8 S v70rking on his "extra!! 
or second job. He ,,;as the officer \'Jho sununoned the scout 
car'to transport an incbriate to the cellblock. He had a 
stack of complaint forms for public d,runkenness and some of 
the paper-~vork had already been completed v711en. the scout car 
arrived. The officer on the "extra job" 'C.:as acquainted 'C'lith 
the officers in the scout car and seemed to have a good 
rapport with them. The arrestee was th8n transported to the 
jail. 

Cityvlide H.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 4.86 4.82 it. 68 5.17 4.91 

Significance of 
Difference 

Central to N.S. 2==2.26 8:::.03 

The level of disagreement was highest in the non skid row 
areas where police have most experience in making public 
drunkenness arrests of "well-dressedl! persons, The dif­
ference between Central and North Shephard was statistically 
significant. Haster District 6 \·;tas second only to Hast:E:r 
District 1 in the number of arrests. It also had the 
highest percent of total reported crime of any of the t'(,'7enty 
master districts in 1974 with 10.9% of the total. 

(5) POORDRESS. The hypotheses for POORDRESS are the sCtTDe 
as those tor I.JELLDRESS. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Hinn. Hash. 

X score 2.86 2.70 2.80 3.11 3.18 

Sie. of Z=2.52 
Differenc~? N/S N/S N/S S=.02 
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The responses of Houston police officers are statistically 
significantly different only from officers in the District 
of Columbia. This is explainable since public drunkenness 
of skid row inebriates seems to be oriented toward different 
goals in Houston and the District of Columbia. See items, 
TOURIST and EUSIHESS, in which a significant difference also 
exists between Houston and the District of Columbia. In 
Houston, the skid rm'l inebriates are primarily located in the 
major dO~\IIltO\'m business districts 'Hhere there. are numerous 
officer buildings and commercial businesses. As discussed 
above, the business community is a major force influencing 
public policy and, in particular, makes numerous complaints 
to the Houston Police Department to remove public drunks. 
For this reason, the goal in the skid row area tends toward 
a "clean the streets" policy in which all skid row public 
inebriates in the central business area potentially may be 
arrested. In contrast, in the District of Columbia, the goal 
tends t01;·mrd pickup of only the emer~ency case skid roV7 
inebriate. 

City\-7ide H.D.l 

X score 1.79 1.57 

Central 

2.19 

N.S. 

1.78 

S.E. 

2.44 

Intra-j uris dictional comparison sho'\\7s that the variations 
among the substation areas are not statistically significant. 

(6) EOTHER. Greater agreement is expected in criminal than 
ill decriminalized jurisdictions. A high level of agreement 
is expected in all jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. 'Minn. 'Hash. 

X score 1. 79 1. 57 2.19 1.78 2.1+4 

Sig. of Z=3.61 2=6.13 
Difference N/S S=.Ol N/S S=.Ol 

Police officers in Houston ShOH a significan.t1y higher level 
of agreement than police officers in St. Louis apd the, 
District of Columbia, although there is a high level of 
agreement in all jurisdictions. It is suggested that part 
of the explmwtion for this difference corresponds to that 
discussed foX' the. item above J POORDRESS. 1m important 
source of evidence to Houston police officers that publicly 
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intoxicated persons often "bother" other persons is the 
pattern of complaints rc~eived by the department. Patrol 
officers are very sensit~ve to these complaints because they 
trigger radio-dispatched orders to scout car officers, and, 
thus, increase the workload. As noted above, the business 
community 8enerates numerous complaints in the skid row areas. 
The number of complaints is no doubt proportionately much 
greater than in the District of Columbia. This is consistent 
with police attitudes on the item BUSINESS~ discussed below, 
shmving that Houston police officers have a significantly 
higher level of agreement than officers in the District of 
Columbia. Also, inebriates in non skid row areas -- those 
in taverns and bars as 'well as those involved in neighbor­
hood and family disturbances -- 'are the source of a large 
number of complaints. The level of complaints in Houston 
is probably much higher than in St. Louis where public ~n­
toxication seems to be more tolerated and \·]here the skid row 
area is more diffuse. For example, see the item, GENPUB, 
discussed below. 

The above explanation of the significant difference between 
attitudes of Houston police officers as compared to police 
officers in St. Louis and the District of Columbia is also 
reflected in responses to the strategic environment item, 
SERIOUS, discussed above. The significantly higher level 0= 
agreement of Houston police officers of the seriousness of 
public drunkenness as a public health problem, compared to 
police officers in St. Louis and the District of Columbia, 
is probably strongly influenced by the large number of com­
plaints received. 

Also, responses of Houston police officers to other items 
relating to perceptions of public inebriates -- \-lELLDRESS, 
HESSY, BELLIGERENT, and 11lREAT, -- suggest a pattern. 
Houston is a jurisdiction with a relatively high level of 
enforcement of the public drunkenness la\\T both among skid 
and non skid row population. A substantial proportion of 
total arrests in Houston are for public intoxication. The 
task of arresting public inebriates may be more time-consumin8 
to patrol officers in Houston because of the transportation 
problems involved -- relatively long distances coupled \vith 
the absence of specialized transport ve~icles for this pur­
pose in areas other than the central business district. For 
these reasons, Houston police officers to a greater degree 
perceive public inebriates as a "bother" and exhibiting other. 
unacceptable antisocial behavior, in part, to justify their 
role. The use of public drunkenness as a "crime prevention" 
tool in Houston also ('lllarges the police role in enforcing the 
public intoxication lm\ls; the more substantial the role, the 
greater the need for justification. 
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X score 1. 79 
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H.D.l 

1.92 

Central 

1. 77 

N.S. 

1.86 

S.E. 

1. 72 

Intra-jurisdiction comparison suggests that the differences 
bet"leen substation areas are not statistically significant. 

(7) HUGGING. Hhile general agreement is expected in all 
jurisdictions, greater a.g.reement is expected in criminal than 
decriminalized jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.07 

Rich. 

1. 35 

2=5.10 
8=.01 

St.L. 

2.47 

7.=2.97 
S=.Ol 

Minn. Hash. 

2.67 2.73 

2=3.30 Z=5.22 
S=.Ol S==.Ol 

The data confirms the hypotheses. Houston is second only to 
Richmond in shoV7ing the highest level of agreement. 

City}·;ride :1. D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 2.07 1.66 1. 85 2.59 2. OL~ 

Significance of 
Di.tference 

H.D.1. to N.S. 2=3.13 S=.Ol 
Central to N.S. Z=2.79 S;:; . 01 

Police officers in Central have .:l significantly highcr level 
of agreement than police officers in the North Shephard area. 
Officers handline primarily skid rov] inebriates probably vie\v 
them as greater risks for attack -- includinr; attack by other 
skid row persons -- than officers handling non skid row ine­
briates. Police officers in North Shephard agree less than 
officers in Southeast. This difference parallels differences 
betHeen North Shephard and Southeast on the item, 1-iESSY, 
discussed above. The possible explanation provided above may 
also be applicable to HUGGING. 
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(8) WEATHER. General agreement is expected in all juris­
dictions, although greater agreement is expected in criminal 
than in decriminalized jurisdictions. 

8i.g. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.68 

Rich. 

2.32 

N/8 

St.L. 

3.45 

Z=5.36 
8=.01 

Minn. Hash. 

2.73 2.h6 

N/S N/S 

Despite its location in the Southv~'est, fifty miles from the 
Gulf of Mexico, police officers in Houston tend to agree 
Hith this item. In the \'linter it can get cold in Houston 
and persons are less prepared to cope with cold weather. 
Houston provides a horne for many "snmvbirds" during the 
winter months -- skid row men who corne South from cities such 
Chicago, l1inneapolis, and St. Louis. Houston shm-7s a statis­
tically significantly higher level of agreement than police 
officers in St. Louis. It is interesting to observe that 
these responses are consistent with the police roles. Houston 
pursues an active official "intervention" policy; ft. Louis, 
vdth the lmvest number of pickups of the jurisdicti)n surveyed, 
in contrast pursues a "non-intervention" policy. 

X score 2.68 

11. D.l 

2.51 

Central 

2.78 

N.S. 

2.92 

S.E. 

2.47 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shows that the differences 
are not statistically significant. 

(9) I~~OBILE. No significant differences are hypothesized 
between criminal and decriminalized jurisdicti.ons. General 
disagreement is expected in all jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St. L. 1>1inn. Hash. 

X score 3.30 2.74 3.62 3.81 3.39 

Sig. of Z=2.59 Z=2.3l Z=2.92 
Difference 8=.01 S=.02 S=.Ol N/S 
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Police officers i.n Houston express marginal aglceement on 
this item. Police office~s in Richmond have the highest level 
of agreement vlhich is a statistically significant difference 
from Houston. In contrast, police officers in St. Louis and 
Ninncapo1is express sir;nificant1y less agreement than Houston 
police officers; they have a marginal leaning toward disagree­
ment. No explanation is apparent to explain these results. 

CitYV7ide H.D.l 

X score 3.30 3.45 

Central 

3.35 

N.S. 

2.98 

S.E. 

3.38 

Intra- jurisdictional comparison sho\-7s that the variations 
are not statistically significant. 

(10) }llDICAL. No significant differences are expected be­
tv7een criminal and decriminalized j urisdic tions. Some 
general disagreement is expected in all jurisdictions. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

3.46 

Rich. 

3.35 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.34 

N/S 

Minn. 

3.14 

N/S 

Wash. 

3.86 

Z=2.89 
S=.Ol 

Houston is virtually on the dividing point (i.e., 3.50) 
bet\'7een agreer.1ent and disagreement. It differs significantly 
only from the District of Columbia where disagreement is 
not substantial. Hith the exception of the District of 
Columbia, there is marginal to slight agreement in all the 
jurisdictions. 

X score 

Citywide 

3. l~6 

Significance of 
Difference 

H.D.l 

3.62 

M. D • 1 to N. S . 

Central 

3.59 

Z=2.01 

N.S. 

2.96 

S=. 04 . 

S.E. 

3.58 
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Intra-jurisdicti.onal comparison shows significant variation 
becweon police officers in Master District 1, the principal 
skid rov} area, and North ShephCtrd, a non skid rOv.7 area. 
Officers whose experiences primarily involve skid row ine­
briates are in si[:nificantly less agrc.,.!m~nt that few persons 
intoxicated in public are in need of m(~dical assistance. 

(11) PROPCARE. No significant differences ar.e expected 
betV7ecn crininal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General 
agreement is e/:pccted in all jurisdictions. 

Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. 1\7ash. 

X score 2,60 1. 93 3.36 2.94 2.49 

Sig. of Z=3.50 Z=5.67 Z=1. 96 
Difference S=.Ol 8=.01 S=.05 N/S 

As expected, officers in all j urisdic t:i. ons arc in agreement 
that it is im~-;ortant that publicly intoxicated persons are 
properly cared for. Houston shows a statistically signi­
ficant higher level of agreenent than the decrimiualized 
jurisdictions, St. Louis and Hinneapolis, a.lthough signifi­
cantly 1css agreement than Richmond, the other. criminal 
jurisdicti.on. It is notm'70rthy that the attitudes in Rich­
mond and Washington, D.C., showing the highest level of 
agreement, parallel responses to the items, SERVICES, 
.BELLIGERENT, and to ales ser degree Uh·l0.B ILE. 

Citywide 11. D.l Central N.S. S .E. 

X score 2.60 2.78 2 .. 75 2.58 2.44 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shows 'Chat the variations 
are not statistically significant. 
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5. Strategic Interaction Variable 

a. BUSINESS. No significant differences ~re expected between 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General agree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. Further. it is 
hypothesized that the degree of agreement will be highest 
for BUSINESS among the several indicators of the strategic 
interaction variable. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.45 

Rich. 

2.21 

N/S 

St.L. 

2.29 

NIS 

Ninn. 

2.32 

N/S 

Wash. 

2==2 .l~l 
S==.02 

As expected, police officers in all jurisdictions are in 
agreement. Houston police officers ShOH a significantly 
higher level of agreement than officers in the District of 
Columbia. Among the strategic interaction indicators, 
BUSINESS ranks second only to GENPUB (mean 2.25) in Houston. 

The importance of businesses in Houston as a source of pres­
sure for a high level of enforcement of the public dr.unken­
ness 1m-Is has been discussed above in relation to the items 
PRIORITY, TOURIST, POORDRESS, and BOTHER. In particular, 
the contrast between Houston and the District of Columbia 
discussed under TOURIST, above, should be referred to for 
the explanation of the statistically significant difference 
between Houston and the District of Columbia. 

Houston intervie'\'1s and observation in Central, '\vhich services 
the downtmm business area, provide an illustration of the 
clout of Houston business interests. Deputy Chief of Police, 
R.G. McKeehan. who heads the patrol division, stated that 
within the past year a delegation from an organization of 
businessmen complained personally to him about problems 
caused by skid rO\-l drunks in the do\\'TI tmm busines s area. 
He observed that Central may receive t\"enty to forty telephone 
complaints about public inebriates on a busy day. In res­
ponse, Chief HcKeehan ordered that increased attention be 
given to the problem. Increased enforcement 't·ms undertaken, 
especially in Master District 1. This effort, part of an 
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over-all effort to improve the dovmtown business area, has 
been informally named "Oneration Sparkle" by police officers. 
To monitor the results at this effort, a lieutenant was 
assigned responsibility to keep special records of the police 
response and to communicate the results to the captain and 
Chief McKeehan. 

City\vide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 2.l\-5 1.94 2.23 2.39 2.81 

Significan'ce of 
Difference 

H.D.l to S.E. Z=3.46 S=.Ol 
Central to S.E. Z=2.52 S=.Ol 

As might be expected, police officers in Central show a 
higher level of agreement than police officers in the other 
areas. The attitudes of officers working in the central 
business district show a significantly higher level of 
agreement than police officers in Southeast. 

b. GENPUB. No significant difference is expected bet'\'leen 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General agreement 
is expect8d in all jurisdictions. Among the several strategic 
interaction tndicators, GEllPUB is expected to rank second 
only to BUSINESS. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.25 

Rich. 

2.28 

NIS 

St.L. Minn. Hash. 

2.64 2.22 2.59 

Z=3.l3 
S=.Ol NIS NIS 

Police officers in all jurisdictions are in agreemvnt. The 
varif.,tions bet\veen Houston and the other cities is statis­
tically significant only in St. Louis .. Houston police 
officers have a statistically significant higher' level of 
agreement than St. Louis officey:s that the general public 
wants the police to increase their efforts to remove 
publicly intoxicated persons. Also, the hypothesis placing 
BUSINESS and GENPUB as the tNO most important indicators of 
of the strategic interaction variable in Houston is confi~med, 
although in the reverse order. 
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The differenc8s bet'veen police officers in Houston and St. 
Louis parallel responses on such items as PROPCA1~E, Il1MOBILE I 

and WEATHER. Officers in both cities see the general public 
as supportive of the respective di£fe1."ences in t.:h0. levels of 
enforcement of the public drunkenness Im·lS. It may be argued 
that police have a need to justify thr:ir role and this ex­
plains the differences in response to this item. Role justi­
fication mayor may not reflect correct perceptions of 
reality. The reality probably is that the different per-
ceptions of po e officer s in Houston and St. Louis on this 
item are both correct. The differences in pressure for. 
removal of public inebriates by the r,encral public, and other 
more \·~ell-defined groups, may largely explain the substan­
tially higher level of enforcement of the public drunkenness 
laHS in Houston than in St. Louis. 

H.D.l 

X score 2.25 2.03 

Central 

2.26 

N.S. 

2.01 

S.P., 

2.36 

IntrF.),- jurisdictional comparison sho\'n-, that the variations 
among substation areas are not statistically significant. 

c. l ... <\,E'l'C., No significant difference is expected bc1:""lecn 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General agree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. It is hypothesized 
that this item is of intermediate ranking rell,tive to other 
indicators of strategic interaction. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.96 

Rich. 

3.14 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.27 

2=2.36 
S=.02 

Minn. 

3.08 

N/S 

Hash. 

3.41 

Z=3.59 
S=.Ol 

Although none of the jurisdictions shoi\led a hie;h level of 
agreement. Houston ranked first. Houston police officers 
tended to ar,ree that groups like the Salvation Army, Star 
of Hope, A.A., etc., m:mt the police to increase their 
efforts in removing intoxicated persons from public places. 
There is a significant difference \vhen Houston is compared 
to St. Louis and the District of Colunbia. This item ranks 
fourth out of seven indicators in terms of level of agree­
ment., confirming the hypothesi;. of intermediate rankin!,; in 
Houston among the strategic interaction indicators. 



--- ~-----

256 

Ci tY''lide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 2.96 2.90 2.67 3.29 3.1Lt 

Signi.ficance of 
Difference 

Central to N.S. 2=2.37 S=.Ol 

Police officers in Central show a statistically siBnificant 
higher level of agreement than officers in North Shephard. 
V7hy does the closer contact ,.;;ith these organizations, re­
sulting from handling their clientele and physical proximity, 
produce a hi8her level of agreement in Central on this item? 
Interviews suggest that police officers correctly perceive 
that many of these organi7~ations take a "hard line" and 
refuse to service skid row men in an inebriated condition. 
Also, many members of these organizations would prefer seeing 
an inebriated person arrested than totally neglected. Finally, 
the "intake" performed by some of these organizations actually 
occurs at the City Prison Farm where many skid rO'V1 inebriates 
serve their time. Hence, the best chance of servicing many 
skid row alcoholics occurs '''hen they can meet them in a sober 
condition at the City Prison Farm to explain their program. 

d. POLITICO. No significant difference is expected betHeen 
criminal and decriminalized jurisdictions. General disagree­
ment is expected in all jurisdictions. This item is hypo­
thesized to rank 10\'1 among the strategic interaction indicators. 

X score 

Sir,. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

2.74 

Rich. 

2.67 

NIS 

St.L. Minn. Hash. 

2.91 2.41 2.96 

N/S N/S NIS 

The hypothesis of general disagreement is not confirmed. 
There ''las general agreement "lith this item in all juris­
dictions. The variations among the cities are not statis­
tically significant. In Houston, this item ranks third 
in the level of agreement among seven indicators of the 
strategic interaction variable. The importance of this item 
as a source of pres sure for pickup of public ine bria tes "laS 
underestimated. 
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X score 

Citywide 

2. 7l~ 

Significance of 
Difference 
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M.D.l 

2.45 

M.D.l to S.E. 

Central 

2.62 

Z=2.05 

N.S. 

2.61 

S=.04 

S.E. 

3.04 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison shows that the police officers 
in lfuster District 1 arc in most agreement. Next to businesses 
and the Beneral public, police officers in Master District 1 
see political leaders as an important source of pressure. 
The level of aBreement in l1aster District 1 is significantly 
higher than in Southeast. It is suggested that this is 
merely another manifestation of the influence of the business 
community operating through the political system. 

e. CRTPER. No hypothesis was formulated in criminal jurisdic­
tions on the direction of attitudes on this item. Houston 
police officers marginally agreed that court personnel want 
the police to increase their efforts in removing intoxicated 
persons from public places. There \\las no significant dif­
ference bet'cveen Houston and Richmond police officers. This 
item ranked low in importance -- sixth out of seven -- among 
the indicators of the strategic interaction variable. 

CitY\'lide M.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 3.39 3.72 3.53 3.03 3.449 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to N. S. Z=2.36 S=.01 
Central to N.S. Z=2.03 S=.04 

Police offic,("?rs in Haster District 1 marginally disagree 
with this item and show the least level of agreement among 
the substations surveyed. Both Haster District 1 as \"e11 as 
Central showed significantly less agreement than North 
Shephard. Non skid rm'l ineb1: ia tes usually. forfei t collateral 
to avoid a court appearance. Since officers in Central more 
frequently observe the workload that arresting skid rm'l 
inebriates regularly places on the Hunicipal City Cou-rt f 

their lO\'ler l_cvel of agreement is to b\~~ expected. 
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f. LIQUOR. General disagreement is expected in all jurisdictions. 
It is expected to l"lmlt second only to the item "drunk" in 
level of disagreement. 

X score 

Sig. of 
Difference 

Hous. 

3.24 

Rich. 

3.43 

N/S 

St. L. 

3.57 

Z=2.23 
S=.03 

Hinn. 

3.27 

N/S 

3.47 

HIS 

Houston police officers marginally agreed vlith this item. 
The variation among the cities vlaS significant only bet,'leen 
Houston and St. Louis; the latter shO'l.ved signific::mtly less 
agreement. In Houston this item ranks third from the bottom 
among the strategic interaction indicators, slightly above 
CRTPER and substantially above DRUNKS. 

CitXt-~lide 11. D.l Central N.S. 5.E. ----
X score 3.24 2.86 3.12 3.05 3.52 

Significance of 
Difference 

M.D.l to S.E. Z==2.08 5=.04 

Police officers in Haster District 1 shO'\V' a significantly 
higher level of agreement than police officers in 5:Y0theast. 
The large number of "sleazy" bars Clnd taverns in Haster 
District 11, catering to transient seamen, might account in 
part for the higher level of disagreement from police officers 
in Southeast. While some package stores in Master District 1 
have a substantial skidrm'l clientele, many others do not 
virw the skid row inebriate as a business asset. 

g. DRUNKS. Gene:,'tl disagreement is expected in all j urisdL:tions. 
It is expected that this item \vould rank 10Hest among the 
strategic interaction indicators. 
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Hous. Rich. St.L. Minn. "'ash. --
X score 5.10 4.64 4.73 4.75 3.99 

Sir;. of 2=1. 93 Z=2.77 Z=Y.10 
Difference S=.05 S:.Ol N/S S=.Ol 

Houston showed the highest level of disagreement with this 
item. The level of disagreement is significantly greater than 
for )01ice officers in Richmond, St. Louis, and the District 
of Columbia. This item ranked lowest in importance by a 
wide margin among the strategic interaction indicators. 

Ci ty\oJide 11.D.l Central N.S. S.E. 

X score 5.10 4.82 5.02 4.90 5.LJ9 

Significance of 
Difference 

H.D.I to S.E. 2=2.68 S=.Ol 
Central to S.E. 2=2.·37 S=.Ol 

Police officers in all substation areas Shovi disagreement. 
Officers in Central shm7 significantly less disagreement 
than those in Southeas.t. It is to be expected that non skid 
row inebriates have stronger incentives to avoid arrest than 
skid row inebriates. What is somewhat surprising is that the 
attitudes of police officers in North Shephard are similar to 
those in Central. No explanation is apparent. 

6. Conclusions 

Both inter- ['nd intra- jurisdictional cOT'1parisons of police 
attitudes yielded significant results. In summarizing the findings 
of the inter-jurisdictional analysis, the indicators of the organi­
zational variable yielded the least interesting results. Houston 
police officers do see themselves as being better trained to handle 
public inebriates than do officers in other police departments. 
Houston police officers support, at least in principle, a high 
level of conformity to departmental rules. Role indicators (i.e., 
SOCWORK and APPROP) and peer variables (i, e.) VETOFF and to a 
lesser dCf>ree BUDDIES and PARTNER) seem to provide a more differen­
tiated measure than the organizutional item PRIORITY, suggesting 
that Houston police officers perceive removal of public inebriates 
as receiving the highest priority of the jurisdictions surveyed. 
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Role, peer, and strateeic environment indicators provide 
evidence that Houston, along vlith St. Louis and Hinneapolis, have 
police departments vlith a more traditional 111m-v enforcement" and 
IIcrime fiehtingll orientation than in Richmond and the District of 
Columbia. Richmond and St. Louis police departments seem to be 
more oriented tm\Tards "community service. II This helps explain 
\'1hy Houston police officers see the public inebriate as more 
threatening -- THREAT -- and BELLIGERENT than police officers in 
Richmond and ~'7ashington, D. C. It also hc.:lp s explain '\'lhy both the 
role and peer variables sugr.;est a 8ene:;::-a1 acceptance by Houston 
police officers of their role in providine a high level of enforce­
ment of the public drunkennes,3 lavls. This orientati.on is \vel1-
suited to a lIc l ean the streett~'! policy in. the skid rm'l areas and 
the use of the public drunkenness la\'Js as a "crime prevention" 
tool in non skid rm.;T areas. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
Houston police officers shm·{ the highest level of disagreement on 
the item, WELLDRESS, among the cities surveyed. 

In Houston, as in other cities, the general public and busi­
nesses are viewed as the most importanct sources of pressure on 
police departments for removal of public inebriates. The high 
concentration of skid row inebriates in the major do'\mtm'm busi­
ness area in Houston helps explain the "clean the ::treets" policy 
orientation toward skid row inebriates. It also helps explain 
police attitudes on such items as TOURIST, POORDRESS, and BOTHER, 
\'1here Houston significantly differs from other cities, notably 
St. Louis and Washington, D.C. 

Intra-jurisdictional comparison provided valuable insights 
in Houston because of the high concentration of skid row inebriates 
in one part of the city and the decentralized organization of the 
police department, permitting a contrast between attitudes of 
officers primarily handling skid rOvl and non skid ro\'7 inebriates. 
A substantial number of items produced difff~rences bet'\veen officers 
in skid and non skid rm'l areas many of '\vhich are statistically , 
significant. Other differences '\'Jere produeed between th2 t\·70 
non skid row areas, perhaps ~eflecting the fact that a large number 
of transient seamen in the port-channel area are located in one of 
the non skid rmV' areas. lm over-all impression emerges that the 
attitudes of Houston police officers in the skid row area to the 
job of removing public inebl.'iates is more similar to officers in 
St. Louis and Hashington, D.C. -- who deal primarily '\'lith skid rov] 
inebriates -- than to their fellm", officers in the non ::.kid row 
areas. This suggests that police attitudes may be more a function 
of the characteristics of the inebriate handl~d than whether the 
jurisdictions is criminalized or decriminalized, although these 
t'\vO dimensions are obviously related. 
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, ' 

To provide a few examples of the differences between 
attitudes of Houston police officers in skid row and non skid 
row areas, PRIORITY expecially merits emphasis. Police of.ficers 
in the skid row area perceive a higher priority on the removal 
of public inebriates than officers in the non skid row areas. 
In regard to role and peer variables, officers in non skid row 
areas disagree more that veteran officers see removing public 
inebriates as a Haste of time. Indicators of the strategic 
environment variable, such as QUICKLY, TH P.E AT , HUGGING, and 
BUSINESS, also produced significant differences bet'ween skid and 
non skid row areas. 
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B. CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

The relevant forms of the dependent variable are as follows: 

ACTION :.: (ARRES'I'l + ARREST2 + HOSPITAL + HOBEl + HOVEON + 

HONE2) / Total Actions 

APPROVED -- (ARRESTI + ARREST2 + HOSPITAL + HONEl) / Total 

Actions 

INSACTION = (ARFESTl + ARREE'T2 + HOS? l TAL) / Total /I,c tions 

The grouped variables (those developed on the basis of factor 

analysis) for Houston are: GROUPS $ PROLE, ENVIRON, CJGROUPS. 

1. QE.ganization Variable 

a. PROLE. 'Hhite no indicators group8d t:()f~ether cxclusively 
'from the organizational variable, PROLE may provide a good 
measure of the organizational variabl(~. PROLE:::: SOChTORK + 
LOWPRI + VETOFF. In the precedine section on attitudinal 
analysis, it was observed that an indicator fro~ the role 
variable, SOCHORK, and an indicator from the peer variable, 
VETOFF, seem to provide a more sensitive measure than the 
organizational indicator, PRIORITY, of the officers' per­
ception of the priority the department gives to enforcement 
of the public drunl:enness 1m". The third indicator, LO\,lPRI, 
was oriBinolly identified as an indicator of the organiza­
tional variable. 

Hypothesis: We hypothesize that agreement would result in 
less ACTION, APPROVED, and INSAC'I'ION. The hypothesis is 
--raven if there is a significant positive correlation. 
T e only significant relationship Has found in North Shep­
hard. 
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PROLE X ACTION 

PROLE X APPROVED 

PROLE X INSACTION 

North Shephard 

.4073 
8=.001 

.3174 
S=.010 

.3174 
8=.010 

The correlation, PROLE X ACTIO~~ demonstrates that those 
officers \'lho agree take significantly less ACTION. It is 
expected that correl'ation w'ould be the strongest for this 
form of the dependent variable because it includes more 
options than APPROVED or INShCTION. Yet, the correlation 
coefficients are also substantial and statistically sig­
nificant for APPROVED and IUSACTION. The difference be­
t\Veen the correlation coefficients for ACTION a.nd the o'ther 
two forms of the dependent variable may evidence the use 
of informal dispositions in the non skid rO\<7 area, \'lhieh is 
to be expected. 

b. TRAIlHNG. This is a single organizational indica tor. It 
IShypothesized that officers \·]ho agree that the department 
makes an effort to train ther.1 in problems of removing in­
toxicated persons from public places would take more ACTION, 
APPD.OVI:D and INSAC'l'IOH. Officers \'7ho perceive that the 
department makes an effort to train them to remove public 
drunks vlOuld also see the department as favoring such action. 
Correlations are more likely to occur in non skid row areas 
since the training program is oriented to\·mrds making arrests 
generally and not special problems of public inebriates. 
The hypothesis is proven if the direction of ele relation­
ship is inverse. Confirmation of the hypothesis resulted in 
two instances in North Shephard and Southeast, the tNO non 
skid rQ'iV areas. 

N.S. 8.E. 

TRAINING X ACTION -.3627 -.1129 
8=.004 8=::.172 

TRAINING X APPROVED -.0612 -.2250 
S=.332 8=,029 

TRAINING X INSACTION -.0962 -.1913 
S=.247 8=.054 
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In North Shepherd, the only substantial correlation is for 
ACTION. Inter\' i ('!\'7S ~"ith both patrol officers and super ior 
officers indicated approval of informal action. In fact, 
there is some confusion under the revised public intoxi­
cation lmJs \'lhether discretion is now [oI"l:lally a1.10v7ed under 
the statute. 

The difference in TRAINING X ACTION as contrasted with 
TRl\.IlHNG X APPRO'.lED and TRAINING X INSACTION in North Shep­
hard dE.'.serves cor.1ment. Il01":E1 is an option infrequently 
used in Houston. Officers rarely transport inebriates home 
in their ovm scout car s. Also, the taxi-cab service in 
Houston tends to be poor in many areas and is often not a 
viable option. Hhere the inebriate is unduly disorderly or 
assaultive, ARREST2 -- arrest for some other criminal offense 
or violation -- is the option likely to be used. HOSPITAL 
is used, ;)ut only in the emergency case. The difference can 
be rationally explained only as reflecting a substantial 
number of informal actions in non skid 1'0'\'1 areas. However, 
the magnitude of the difference suggested by the data is 
surprising, since numerous ARREST1 actions are taken in non 
skid row areas for publicly inebriated persons. 

In contrast, in Southeast, the only correlation of note is 
for APPROVED. It is in thG expected direction and is 
statistically Hignifican t. 

2. Role Variable. SOCHORK is a role indicator included in the 
grouped variable, PROLE, discussed above. Ho usable cor­
relations WGre obtained for the separate indic8. 1:or8 of the 
role variable, SOCHORK, APPROP, SERVICES, and IDEAL. 

3. Peer Variable. VETOFF is an indicator of the pc-er variable, in­
cluded in the grotlped variable, PROLE, discussed above. In 
addition, one other indicator, BUDDIES produced some worth­
while correlations. 

a. BUDDIES. He hypothesize that officers agreeing \'lith BUDDIES 
\'lou1d be expected to take more ACTION, APPROVED and INSACTION. 
This hypothesis is proven if there is a sir;nificant inverse 
relationship. There was a very weak indication of a relation­
ship city\vide for INSACTImL In Haster District :Ill, this 
relationship for INSACTION l'laS S trongel.' but ·the resu1 t ,.;ras 
not sir;nificant (S=. 079). The strongest relationship \'las 
in Southeast for BLTDDIES X APPROVED, although BUDDIES X 
INSACTION was also relatively strong. 
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Citzwide M.D.1 S.E. 

BUDDIES X ACTION -.0430 -.0113 -.1745 
S=.233 S=.469 S=.071 

BUDDIES X APPROVED -.1155 -.0728 -.3129 
S=.025 S=.306 S=.004 

BUDDIES X INSACTION -.1528 -.2009 -.2857 
S=.005 S=.079 S=.007 

No explanation is apparent for the strongest correlation 
in Southeast for BUDDIES X APPROVED. In contrast, informal 
action in North Shephard (ACTION) ",vas the form of the de­
pendent variable correlating Hith PROLE. Possibly, officers 
in Southeast take less informal action than officers in 
North Shephard. In ~aster District #1, the only correlation 
of any note \Vas BUDDIES X INSACTION. Since the only public 
hospital Hhere skid rOH inebriates are taken, Ben Taub, is 
10ca ted in H. D. {p1, this form of the dependent variable is 
understandable. Also, in M.D.ill, the officers apparently 
are not reporting substantial informal action (BUDDIES X 
ACTION). 

4. Strategic Environment Variable 

a. ENVIRON. This grouped variable is defined as follows: 

ENVIRON = THREAT + HELLDRESS + BELLIG 

Attitudinal scores and intervie\vs suggest these items arc 
much more likely to correlate in non skid row than in skid 
rO\v areas. Houston police officers \vith a "lmv enforcer.lent" 
and "crime fightin8" orientation are more likely to take 
action where they perceive an individual to be a threat and 
belli8erent. HELLDRESS tends to be irrelevant in a skid 
rO\v area. THREAT is more likely to matter {n skid row areas 
and more likely to be associated with disorderly and assaultive 
behavior which would prompt an officer to take action. Hence, 
we hypothesize that officers \vho disagree with ENVIRON ~vou1d 
take more ACTION, APPROVED, and INSACTION. This hypothesis 
is proven if the direction of the relationship is positive 
and substantial. No citYVlide significant correlation ~vas 
found. 
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ENVIRON X ACTION 

ENVIRON X APPROVED 

ENVIRON X INSACTION 

N.S . 

. 0900 
8=.261 

.2454 
8=.038 

.3484 
8=.005 

The only note\vorthy correlation ·is in North Shephard for 
ENVIRON X APPROVED and ENVIRON X INSACTION. It is under­
standable that if an individual is a threat and belli­
gerent, the officer is less likely to take informal action 
(ACTION) and more likely to take formal action (APPROVED 
and INSACTION). Since the only difference bet1;veen APPROVED 
and INSACTION is the inclusion of HO}1El in APPROVED -- 1;vhich 
is a questionable option to include among approved actions 
in Houston -- it is not surprising that INSACTION shows the 
strongest relationship. INSACTION represents the full 
custody, formal options available to Houston police officers. 

b. HEATHER. This single i.ndicator is expected to be more 
rerevant in explaining dispositions in skid rather than non 
skid row areas. Public inebriates in non skid row areas 
generally have a horne to go to and often are able to find a 
means of getting there. He hypothesize that officers \vho 
agree uith this item are more likely to take ACTION, APPROVED 
and INSACTION. This hypothesis is Eroven if the direction 
of the relationship is inverse and the correlation is sub­
stantial. 

M.D.l Central N.S. ----
HEATHER X ACTION -.1795 -.2073 .0850 

S=. lOt} S=.009 S=.273 

HEATHER X APPROVED -.2312 -.1265 .2273 
5=.051 S= .. 077 5=.051 

HEATHER X INSACTION -.1895 -.0955 '.2182 
8=.091 8=.142 8=.058 

Hhi1e not very strong, correlations worthy of mention occur 
in H. D.l in the form of \.JEATHER X APPROVED, and Central in 
the form of WEATIIER X ACTION. The correlations in North 
Shephard arc in the Hronr; direction: officers \vho agree that 
persons intoxicated in public need protection from in~lement 
weather take less action. 
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c. HUGGING. He hypothesize that police officers 'Vlho agree vlith 
this item arc more likely to take ACTION, APPROVED and 
INSACTION. This hypothesis is Eroven if the direction of the 
relationship is inverse and the correlation is substantial. 
The strongest relationship is in Master District 1. No 
substantial relationships appeared for any other areas. 

MUGGING X ACTION 

MUGGING X APPROVED 

MUGGING X IHSACTIO~ 

5. Strategic Interaction Variable 

M.D.l 

-.4134 
S=.OOl 

-.3886 
S=.002 

-.3923 
8=.002 

a. GROUPS. This grouped variable is defined as fol10v7s: 

GROUPS = BUS INESS + PACKST + GENPUB + 'POLITICO 

'He hypothesize that police officers who agree \Jould take. 
more ACTION, APPROVED and INSACTION. Police officers 'who 
believe that significant others in their patrol areas \\Tant 
them to increa3e their pickups \17i11 act more often in such 
encounters. This hypothesis is nrovcn if the direction of 

'------
the relationship is inverse and the cor~elation is substan-
tial. 

The data provides no correlations worthy of note. The 
absence of correlations in Houston and other cities ~erits 
comment. Some possible explanations are: (1) officers do 
not take into consideration pressures from "significant 
others" \\Them making decisions about public inebriates; 
(2) officers who take the most actions t~nd not to agree 
with the items making up the GROUPS variable because they 
see themselves as having adequately responded to the expec­
tations of significant others; (3) officers do not consciously 
associate the existe:'lce of community pressures ""-lith their 
decisions to take action. Many arrests of public inebriates 
result from a direction of the radio dispat~her to respond 
to an incitlent at a particular location. Although the 
sourCe of the dispatcher's order may be the complaint of a 
businessman, etc., thu officer may regard his decisions to 
take action nnd the form of action as largely autonomous. 
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6. Background/Situation Specific Variables 

a. AGE. No significant relation~hips appear for AGE and any 
O'rthe fO:C1ns of the dependent variable . 

• 
b. HTlME. No significant relationship appears for HTlME and 

any form of the dependent variable. 

c. EDUC. One correlation 'V70rthy of mention appears in Master 
District l. 

H.D.l 

EDUC X ACTION .1507 
8=.14G 

EDUC X I.PPROVED .1753 
8=.109 

EDUC X INSACTION .2309 
8=.052 

A some'\'lhat interesting correlation is EDUC X INSACTION in 
11aster District l. The positive relationship indicates that 
police officers with higher levels of education in M.D.l 
are more likely to take INSACTION. It may be that officers 
with higher levels of education are more likely to take skid 
row inebriates to Ben Taub hospital because they have a 
greater perception of their need for medical attention and 
realize the desirability of this disposition. 

d. HINO. He hypothesize that the IaO're Hinos that the police 
OTIrcer sees the more he Hill take r'\CTION. This hypothesis 
would be proven by an inverse relationship since \-lINO is 
reverse loaded. 

WINO X ACTION 

1nNO X APPROVED 

WINO X INS ACTION 

CitYV7ide 

.0124 
8=.429 

.2508 
8:0:.001 

.2421 
8=.001 
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The correlations run in the wrong direction. Police officers 
who encounter more 'Hinos take less APPROVED and INSACTION. 
Since Houston tends to have a relatively high level of 
enfo~ccemcnt of its publi~ drunkenness law, this correlation, 
although not especially strong, is surprising. 

e. CLASS. A cit)r,;'7ide relationship appeared between the relative 
wealth of the officer's area and APPROVED. The relationship 
is negative indicating that the poorer the residences in the 
officer's patrol area, the less the officer takes APPROVED. 
The wealthier the residences in the area, the more the 
officer takes APPROVED. 

Cit~~vide 

CLASS X ACTION -.1541 
S=.OOl 

CLASS X APPROVED -.2717 
S=.001 

CLASS X INSACTION -.1888 
8=.002 

It may be reasonable to expect that in middle and high 
income areas citizens arc more likely to complain to the 
police department about the presence of a publicly inebriated 
person and that this would produce arrest. 

f. }~JOR/BUSDIST. A correlation of .3887 (S=.007) appeared 
cit~'7ide between HAJOR <Iud APPROVED. If the police officer 
perceives his district as major busine.ss district, he is 
less likely to take ACTION. This relationship r~lS contrary 
to e~pectations. On the other hand, there was a weak cor­
relation of -.1907 (S=.Oll) for BUSDIST X INSACTION, sug­
gesting that in neighborhood retRil business district, an 
officer encountering a publicly intoxicated person is more 
likely to take INSACTION. 

7. Conclusion. 

Correlation analysis vms not expected to yield significant 
results. This is especially true citywide in Houston because the 
factors that would tend to influence actions involving skid row 

, ' . 
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inebriates arc different from-those expected to influence act~ons 
involving non skid row inebriates. Of the relatively few signi­
ficant relationships that appear, most appear in North Shephard. 
In Horth Shephard, officers· \'7ho perceive the department as giving 
u high priority to enforcement of the public drunkenness la\07s 
take more positive actions, both formal and inforr;al (PROLE and 
TRAINING) . They \07i11 take more actions ",hen their colleagues 
(BUDDIES) have a positive attitude tOHaro removal of public ine­
briates. Officers in North Shephard also 'dill take more actions 
.... 7hen public inebriates are perceived as a threat and belligerent 
(ENVIRON). Some re~mlts \'7ere also of interest in the s1~.id rov] 
area. Officers in ~~ster District 1 will take more action where 
they perceive the inebriate in need of protection from incl~ment 
weather and from the danger of being mueged. The strategic inter­
action indicators proved to be unproductive for correlatia!l analysis. 
Background and situation specific indicators yielded no particularly 
interesting results. 
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PART THREE 

The Prescriptive Model 

The present section is designed to present our initial thinking 

concerning the prescriptive phase of Lhe project. At the present 

time, ~ve have developed a tentative model to guide our inquiry and 

have sent out questionnaires and conducted local intervie~'ls aimed at 

developing a list of possible target cities. Our plan is to visit 

these cities and conduct elite intervievls. The interview schedules 

would be based on the prescriptive model. 

The tentative model is premised on four principal elements: 

(1) the goals that a jurisd.Lctiol1 may \'7ish to achicyc; (2) the 

conflict and compatnbility of these goals; (3) delivery mechanisms 

that are available to achieve these goals; and, (4) techniques of 

administration 'whereby the delivery mechanisms are utilized to achieve 

the goals. The goals then are perceived as the dependent variable and 

the delivery mechanisms as the independent variable. Teclmiques of 

administration may be perceived as the intervening variables. The 

obj ective 'vill be to analyze the relationship of these elements . 

.... . 
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(1) Goals 

As indicated J the goals of a jurisdiction would be viewed as the 

dependent variable in our model. At the present time, we have identi~ 

fied four primary goals of a jurisdiction in dealing w'ith the problem 

o£ public inebriation: 

1. Removal of the inebriate from the street. 

2. Saving criminal justice resources. 

3. Providing emergency services to the inebriate. 

4. Curing or rehabilitating the inebriatp-. 

(2) Conflict and Compatability of Goals 

A problem arises for a jurisdiction from the fact that these 

goals may often be in conflict \'lith one another. Pursuit of one 

objective may often produce negative consequences for realization of 

other goals. On the other hand, some of the goals are complimentary 

and may be pursued together. Appreciation of this potential conflict 

and compatability is essential if a workable system is to be developed 

\\Thereby delivery mechanisms and techniques of administration are 

effectively adapted to viable expectations regarding goals to be 

achieved. 

In terms of conflicts among goals, we've seen empirically a 

conflict bet\'7Cen providing emergency services and curing the inebriate. 

For example, in St. Louis, and possibly in any system, a Detox facility 
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which berin~ providing emergency services finds that this doesn't 

yield success in rehabilitation -- they just see the same people 

coming back again and again. Both the staff of the Center and the 

police become disenchanted with the program. Others in the system, 

(e. g., political leaders, the public, ne'\vs media) complain because 

they don't understand '\·;rhat that facility Has desip;ned to do. So, the 

system may change its goals and attempt to become a rehabilitation 

facility. But, if they're going to reh~ilitate, that means dealinr; 

less with the emergency cases '\vhich are usually the skid rm<l types 

and more \vith the middle class. Since the police as a delivery 

mechanism usually emphasize delivery of skid rOH type emergency cases 

in their deliveries to a Detoxification Center, it becomes necessary 

for the Cent2r to stress voluntary intake mech.:misms rather than the 

police delivery system. 

Empirically, then, there is a conflict of goals and the delivery 

mechanisms are accordingly adjusted. There may ~ell be a pattern. 

Starting out Hith an emer8ency pickup process, the systen becomes 

over time more specialized, more discriminating, regarding vlho is 

treated. Success becomes defined not in terms of servicing the emer­

gency case; but rather in terms of the recidivism rate. 

Another conflict that ue' ve experienced is bet"',7cen cleaning the 

streets and curing the inebriate. If your goal is to clean the 

streets, that suggests that you pick up all inebriates or at least 

get them off the street. If you're 80ing to clean the streets in the 

sense of deliver the inl;\briate to the legally appoinLecl location, then 
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there is a conflict because you're going to be delivering individuals 

who are not capable of rehabilitation. You'll flood the market and 

there \V'on I t be enough room for the potentially curable given the 

li.mited resources of the system. So you do haVe a conflict, in fact. 

But the conflict may be avoided. The police officer could clean the 

streets by channeling the skid row types into the alleys and in their 

special areas, and channel other drunks that are "curable" middle 

class types into YO'f.':Y rehabilitation system. There isn't a conflict 

if, in fact I the pickup agent is willing to violate the letter of the la\-] , 

and channel the inebriates, e.g. I if they just move them off, get thcm 

moving. He can shmV' that systems adjust to achieve both goals. But 

the way they can adjust is to, in some 'way, violate the intent of the 

lavl. He can shov] that informal norms nnd mech3nisms emerge to over-

come the conflict. 

Another conflict arises bet\V'een the goals of cleaning the str.eets 

and providing emergency services. Emergency services and cleaning the 

streets cut in different directions -- respectively indiscrimate and 

discriminate in pickup. Emergency services is discriminate in that it 
. 

is directed to picking up peop le \vho are in really serious trouble. 

On the other hand, cleaninl.3 the streets is indiscriminate in r(\moving 

all inebriates. Again, if the police officer is willing to violate the 

Imv as it is usually written, the goals are probably not incompatiable 

because he can deliver the emergency case to a hospital or detox, deal 

\dth the non-emergency skid rmv type by just setting them off the 

streets and Bend the non- s1dd ro'tv inebriates home. 
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It may be suggested that informal pickup behavior is in part a 

response to these conflicts and an effort by the officer to reconcile 

them. Indeed, not just the officers but the ~vhole system might 

tacitly accept such tnformal norms for processing the inebriates. We 

haven't seen any special obj ection vlhen the police Just dispose of 

inebriates in cities v1here this is a primary model of police behavior. 

In such cases, the police confine inebriates to parks and places where 

they're not bothersome or visible and counter pressure seems nonex.istent . 

Another conflict emerges bet\'leen cleaning the streets and th'e 

saving of police resources. If you're going to clean the streets 

effectively', it requires substantial commitment of police resources. 

The police officers would have to deliver inebriates to detox. send 

inebriates home, tell inebriates to move on, etc. Since this does in­

volve use of police resources, there is a potential conflict. 

There is also compatability of goals. Providing emergency 

services and saving criminal justice resources are probably basically 

compatible. A minimal commitment of police resources is involved in 

seeing to the needs of the emergency case. However, this does not mean 

that there are no more effective ways of handling emergency cases than 

using the police, or that more effective ~vays of using the police are 

not available. 

There is also compatability bet'tveen the goals of curing inebriates 

and saving criminal justice resources because curing depends very much 

on voluntary intnke. In emphasizing the goal of rehabilitation, the 
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emphasis is generally on the middle class inebriate and not the skid 

row inebriate. Since the police tend to deemphasize the pick up of 

the non skid row type of drunk, there is 105s expenditure of criminal 

justice resources. It must be stressed, however, that in pursuing the 

rehabilitation goal, the detox may be umvilling or unable to accept the 

police emergency cases, thus producing the goal conflict noted above. 

Theoretically, there is also compatability between the goals of 

providing emergency services and rehabilitation. However, this com­

patability does not exist in fact. In other vlOrds f vlhat \'le 1 ve found 

is that empirically there seems to be conflict betweel1 these goals. 

Theoretically, it is supposed to be possible to channel the emergency 

case f':'om detox into the rehabilitation system. That \Vas the essential 

idea in St. Louis in instituting a seven day detox program. The extendcc 

time was not for drying out, not for providing medical services, but 

\vas intended as a vehicle for channeling the inebriate into the 

rehabilitatiDn system. In fact, goal conflict ecerged with a greater 

emphasis on rehabilitation, on middle class voluntary admissions at 

the expense of the emergency care of the skid row inebriate. brought in 

by the police. Even in St. Louis ~'Jhcre the seven cay service, which is 

very unusual, ma.ximizes the computability of goals, a conflict of 

I' 

goals. has emerged. 

(3) Delivery Nechanisms 

The third element of the model deals tlith the independent variable, 

the delivery mechanisms. It scems useful to divide this element into 

two headings. 
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(a) Police delivery mechanisms. 

Within this category we include th~ traditional model for police 

pickup of public inebriates in which all police resources arc used, i.e., 

squads, scout cars, foot patrol, motorcycles and tricars, vans. We 

would also include police variations on the traditional model: 

- Special squads for both pickup and delivery. In Cllicago, 

for example, they use.a "bum squad." Similarly, in the 9th district 

in St. Louis they employed a special squad car which was to place 

stress on handling drunl~s. And in Houston, they have a \'1agon to 

patrol the inner city \'7hich is primarily for picking up and 

delivering inebriates. 

- A second device is to use a special transport vehicle 

where the pickup agent is relieved of the necessity of delivering 

the inebriate. In St. Louis, in 1963, one of the factors that 

produced the large increase in pickup rates was the fact that the 

patrolmen merely had to call for a specialized transport. It is 

desirable to distinguish squads that pick up and deliver versus the 

use of special transport vehicles. 

- Another police device for removing inebriates is the ereater 

use of foot patrol. Foot patrol seems to be another way of enouraginr 

the removal of public inebriates from public places. 

(b) Other delivery mechanisms. 

Within the category of other delivery mechanisms, we have thus far 
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identified: 

- the use of medical teams fo' pickup and delivery. 

- the use of former drunks t 

- the USf! of combined teams such as medical police or drunks 

and police, 

- the use of private agencies as delivery mechanisms, 

- and the use of emergency squads such as fire and ambulance. 

(4) Techniques of Administration 

The fourth element in the prescriptive model ~vould emphasize 

techniques of administration, i.e. t how the various independent variables 

(delivery mechanisms) are utilized to achieve the dependent variable 

(goals). What kind of factors intervene bet\\1een the independent 

variable and the dependent variable Hhich influence the effectiveness 

of the delivery mechanisms in the achievement of the various goals. 

The basic techniques of administration \Vere defined as incentives and 
." 

disincentives in the Second Proj ect Report '-- the economic I informa­

tional, con~unication, and authority -- power incentives and disincentive 

The information and co~~unication category can perhaps be combined 

although we are tentatively leaving them separate. 'I'hey are both 

conmmnicational -- they are "flo\\1" type of incentives or disi.ncentives. 

An example of hmv this category can be manipulated is the following. 

If there is a problem of police dealing with medical personnel, it 

might be possible to alter the contacts that take place between the 

persons involved. You might create some device whereby the police, 
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as pi.ckup agent, would not come into contact with the medical 

personnel. This might alleviate tension that inhibits delivery of 

inebriates when it might othenvise be desirable. 

While the economic incentives are generally described in the 

Second Project Report, the influence of paperwork and time might also 

be considC1:ed. This is not simply a function of the time involved in 

the delivery of the inebriate, but rather in the processing of the 

drunk through the therapeutic system (to the extent the pickup agent is 

involved) . Time and papenvork seem to be classical resource alloca­

tion problems and thus can be characterized as economic incentives 

and disincentives and partly communication incentives/disincentives 

to the extent that you need paper to communicate. The category of 

economic incentives then might be more broadly l~beled as resource 

allocation. 

He have also added another category of incer.tivcs - disincentives 

that we're calling environmental. The first and most important 

technique of administration in this c.ategory is the location of the 

delivery point' -- Vlhere is the inebriate delivered following pickup. 

"It might be possible to usc neighborhood facilities rather than a 

central detox. Another alternative is the use of the central jail as 

an initial delivery p~int for subsequent delivery to a central detox. 

District or precinct lockups could also serve as initial delivery point~. 

It might be possible to deliver inebriates to private agencies for sub­

sequent transmittal to a central facility, e.g., the Salvation Army, 

a mission. Also inebriates might be taken to hospitals either as the 

place for treatment, or for subsequent delivery. In }~ryland. for 
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example, the police deliver inebriates to the hospitals as the point 

of delivery, but they could thereafter be transferred en masse to a 

central facility. 

Another possible environmental faG tor would be the effect of the 

number of calls on the pickup pattern. The amount of police business 

necessarily places a constraint on the ability of the officer to pick 

up inebriates. It is a part of the environment, although there is only 

a limited ability to manipulate it as a technique of administration. 

There's not much that can be done about the extent to which other calls 

occupy the time of the officers. HOv7ever, we might consider the effect. 

of the size of the force and techniques for limiting the use of manpowe!r 

in response to radio calls. But it seems doubtful that this can be a 

major factor, subject to,m.;:mipulation for' ir Eluencing the pickup of 

inebriates. 

This, then, is the initial formulation of the prescriptive model. 

But we must still define our methodology. He plan to try to find 

cities that \'7il1 give us examples of the variations in delivery 

mechanisms and techniques of administration. He \vou1d then visit these 

site cities and try to find out the [Soals that they seek to effectuate 

and their success in implementing the~. A major difficulty arises from 

the difficulty in measuring the degree to 'vhich jurisdictions are 

achieving their defined goals. For example, if the jurisdiction em­

phasized the saving of criminal justice resources, analysis of their 

success \vould require fairly sophisticated cost-benefit analysis, \·;hich 

is probably beyond the capabilities of this project (even assuming 

such methodological techniques are available). If the goal is 
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providing emergency services to public inebriates, the critical 

q~estion becomes measuring the exl~nt to which inebriates in need of 

I emergency services are getting them. Perhaps some very rough quali­

tative measure of this could be achieved by determining if there has 

been any litigation or newspaper reports of persons -dying for lack 

of services. Also, one might consider the kinds of facilities that 

are maintai.ned for providing services. Some sense of this relation­

ship might be ~chieved by direct observation. 

At this point it seems most probable that we would attempt to 

develop an elite interview schedule for the various key actors in the 

system 'l:vhich ,i;ould cover the various elements in the model. It would 

be a fairly crude measure and there will be no attempt to be rigorous. 

In terms of more sophisticated data, 1;ve do have the material gathered 

in various cities for our di£cretion and impact models. There \\'as, 

in fact, a great deal of empirical data gathered in those cities 

relevant to information and communication flows, economic incentives, 

pO\ver and authority relationships, and environmental conditions in­

fluencing the pickup of inebriates. 

The task of identifying an initial list of cities that can be 

studied in some depth and narrowed to a manageable number for site 

visits has been a difficult one. Most writing that exists on treat­

ment of public inebriates has been done on a state~dde basis (e. g., the 

state plans) and dves not contain the specific information we needed 

about pickup and delivery programs in individual cities. We, therefore, 

decided on the following initial research approaches which toeether 

yielded our preliminary list of cities. 
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1. State plans for all states "lere read "lith an eye t.oward 

identification of pickup and delivery programs that suited our 

prescriptive model. 

2. Letters were sent to the appropriate alcoholism agency of 

the state Department of Hcnlth requesting that a short question­

,naire be completed identifying innovative programs "lithin the state. 

3. Personal interviews were conducted in the D.C. area with 

experts in the handling of public inebriates. Often these 

interviews yielded valuable information, particularly in regard 

to smaller cities, that \,;e might otherwise not have found. 

Additionally we arc trying to gain access to the results of 

several national studies that arc curre.ntly being conducted on a city 

by city basis 'ohich have potentially valuable? infonnation on the intake 

process in those cities. 

The follm'ling, then, is a list of jurisdictions identified thus 

far that merit further investigation in regards to our prescriptive 

model. These jurisdictions, <lrranged alphabetically by state, have 

been identified by the various means outlined above. Since this phase 

of our study is still in an early stage, our information is in greater 

detail for some jurisdictions than for others. We propose to narrow 

this initial list,by means of further letters and telephone intervieHs, 

to a 'l:vorkable number of cities best fitting the nc,~ds of our prescrip­

tive model. Those cities \\rill then be vi.'iited and studied in more depth. 
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Since much of the resistance to decriminalizing public inebriation 

come.s from smaller cities and towns we have particularly attempted to 

identify. those smaller jurisdictions that have made innovative attempts 

to handle the intake of public inebriates. 

1. California. The State of California has not decriminalized public 

inebriation, but each county is given the option to adopt section 647F 

of the penal code giving a protective custody option to arresting 

officers. There have been extensive studies done of various counties in 

California that have elected to implement this option. Cities we are 

currently interested in :include: 

A. Los Angeles. He understand that Los Angeles has been experi­

mentinB in pickup programs and alternatives to arrest. 

B. Bonterey. Honterey has passed 6(~7F. It currently bas put a 

2l~ bed detox facility into an existing ,·mrd of a TB sanitarium within 

ten minutes of the main Salinas police pickup area for Dublic inebriates. 

C. Sacramento. Sacramento has been identified as one of the only 

cities that specifically instructs police cadets on the handling of 

public inebriates. Sacramento has also enacted 647F and operates a 

70 bed detox facility in a y7arehou~:;e Hithin nine block.s of the main 

police pickup area for public drunkenness arrests. Public inebriates 

are. generally delivered by police vans in groups of 4 to 7. The intake 

process takes an average of 5 to 10 minutes per inebriate for the 

officer:. It is reported that Sacramento also admits public inebriates 

brought in by ravine "drunk squads". 
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D. San Dicg£. San Diego, along with Sacramento above has been 

identified as one of the fevl citi(;3 in the nation offering police 

cadets training in the handling of public inebriates. 

E. San Francisco. San Francisco reportedly has a highly defined 

skid row, accounting for a large percentage of the arrests for public 

inebriation. The Public Health Department runs an alternatives to 

arrest program. This program, modeled to some degree on the program 

used to handle public inebriates in Denmark, employs hospital busses 

equipped 'l:'1ith two-way radios and manned by reformed alcoholics, This 

program is funded by a grant and 'l:'1hile it initially encountered police 

resistance, reportedly the police have begun to accept the program and 

to cooperate with it in the intake process. 

F. San Mateo. San Mateo is another city that has enacted 647F. 

It provides a 16 bed detox facility \'lhich has been criticized as beine 

inconvenien t to areas 0 f maj or pickup of public inebriates. 

G. Santa Clara. Santa Clara, v7hich has also adopted 647P I surely 

has the most unique intake mechanism yet identified in California. 

The city has a 53 bed detox unit located 6 miles from the main pickup 

neighborhood. There nre, hO'i'7(~ver, 7 county alcoho 1 trea tmen t center s 

spread throughout the city that accept police and voluntary admissions 

and provide, where necessary, transportation to the detoxification 

unit. The program also has 6 radio equipped cars'that can patrol 

generally and respond to police requests for on-site pickups. 

2. Canada. \<1hile, of course, not a state, Canada interest us 

because of its systemic approach to the problem of alcoholism. Within 
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the framev70rk of na.tionalized medicine, individualized treatment pro-

grams are defined for the individual public inebriate when he is just 

brought in. Detoxification, then, is more of a step toward rehabili-

tation than a holding station. 

3. Colorado. Both ~esa ~ounty,Colorado, and another northeasterncounty 

of the state had programs of pickup patrols during 1974-5 for the intake 

of public inebriates. These patrols ~ .. 7ere not funded after 1975 primarily 

because of budgetary, as opposed to effectiveness, problems. This 

emergency transportati0n was provided either to the public inebriate's 

home or to a treatment facility. Off duty ambulance drivers and off 

duty police officers manned these transport vehicles. Colorado has 

enacted the Uniform Act but detox facilities per se were not available 

in either of these counties during their experineut. 

4. Connecticut. Ne;;v Haven Conne.cticut has been specifically recommended --, , 

to us as an enlightened city in the handling of public inebriates. 

Apparently all public inebriates are handled there through the city's 

mental health center. 

5. Florida. Florida has passed the Uniform Act but only recently 

implemented it. Their "sobering up" stations are currently averaging 

4, 020 admissions per month stateHide, 51% of '\vhich are transported by 

the police. Some areas have begun experimenting Hith transportation 

programs in the intake process. 
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6. Indiana. Indianapolis has, apparently, experimented with various 

pickup mechanisms. 

7. IO\>7a. Iowa is still. a criminal state, but Des Moines has taken 

the interesting approach of sending public inebriates delivered to the 

jail, to treatment facilities rather than keeping them in lockup~ 

An LEAA grant has funded a study in Des Hoines to look at the violent 

alcoholic. 

8. Maryland. Baltimore has a shelter program for public inebriates. 

9. l1assachusetts. Boston incorporates rescue teams as a pickup device. 

10. Minnesota. Minneapolis., which He have already studies in some 

depth, has used public health vans to pick up public inebriates. 

11. His souri. Kansas City has a proj ect called "Sober Housel! set up 

in coordination 'Ylith the police department there. The project operates 

as a diversion from incarceration 'Ylithin a city Hhere drunkenness in 

public is still a crime. 

12. Montana. Flathead County, Montana,is a sma.ll town that has 

experimented \vith innovative procedures for handling public inebriates. 

13. New Jersey. New Jersey has only recently passed the Uniform Act. 

Hhile still in the implementation stage Jersey City has sho\.;rn a great 

interest in experimenting with innovative approaches. 



14. New Mexico. New l1exico is interesting because, having been 

de,crimi.nalizec1 for some years, at ':he insistance of cities such as 

Albuquerqu~, the state is now considering re-criminalizing public 

inebriation. The problems encountered by Albuquerque could be 

interesting in terms of what not to do to make the system effective. 

15. New York. The "Bowery Proj ect" in Ne1;v York City will, of course, 

be examined in more depth as a program aimed specifically at the skid 

row derelict. 

16. Ohio. Columbus,Ohio,has a pickup program that operates from 

8:00 AM to midnight Monday through Friday under the city health 

department. City o1;VUed station wagons manned often by former inebriates 

patrol high arrest areas and take the public inebriates either home or 

to treatment facilities. 

17. Orego~. Three experimental programs aimed at implementing the 

Uniform Act have been funded in pale~, Pend~eton, and Portland. 

18. Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania has several public inebriation 

programs. Probably the most innovative is that of Erie. There the 

"crossroads" program Has begUJ."1. by AA members several years ago. Hith 

a little money from the city and some from the catholic church they 

set up a detox unit in a rented ~varehouse. They now have 2 vans and 

a "hot line ll to the police department. Van drivers are made deputy 

sheriffs and police do not call for the van until they are relatively 

/ 
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sure the drunk will not get violent'. The project operates 1/4, 1/2, 

and 3/4 houses designed to rehabilitate the inC!briate in steps and 

also runs a farm where public i.nebriates beyond rehabilitation can live 

indefinitely. 

19. Utah. Salt Lake City has taken some innovative str.:ps -o;"ithin the 

criminal model. 

20. '\,. .. , ~r'P_n1.a. We are advised that Fredericksburg Virginia has been 

following a treatment approach tm\1ard public inebriates in varying 

degrees for over a century. They now have several programs that are 

alternatives to arrest of the public inebriate. 

21. Hashington. Hashington is a state in the forefront of the 

innovators in the area. Many consider the Seattle detox program 

to be the best designed program in the country. Smaller tmffis in 

Hashington have also confronted the problem of public inebriation. 

One of these, Yakama in eastern Washington has an excellent reputation 

and will require additional study on our part. 

'''If) 
L.. .... Wisconsin. Throughout the state, police serve as the official 

pickup agents and deliver the public inebriate to the nearest "approved 

public treatment facility" or to emergency rooms when these are not 

available. Delivery programs have begun to spring up to supplement polic 

delivery in Lancaster, Haukesha, and Mih,7aukee. 

23. Wyomine. Cheyenne and Pincsdal~ (pop:500) have developed treatment 

programs within the criminal justice system that di','ert the public incbr' 

from j ail. Both have experimented 't.;rith pickup by counselors as l..-;rell as 

by police. 
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