If you have iisEs viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

National Criminal Justice Reference Service
| P ' | T 2 N

ncjrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

e

TR

32 :
Sz

Wi |
e

i< Jle

|

o
33
=

FEEER B

; O
)
| A

——
—
£F
I3

FF

I

N
()]

I

A . MICROCOPY RESOLGTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU  OF STANDARDS-1963-A

+

P .
i Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
; the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504.

. Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

o , National Institute of Justice
(15 B United States Department of Justice
5y Washington, D.C. 20531

AR

5/4/82

necjrs

While portions of this document
are illegible, it was micro-
filmed from the best copy
available. It is being
distributed because of the
valuable information it
contains.

National Institute of Justice
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531

e R i o S o et

s R s g



R T P2 L e gt NP A R a—-n«--»»--v-v—-mw---~~AL*‘**'“"N".’"‘"""“‘"" TR R ) B :
ﬁif‘ o i fow e

POLTICE FAMILY GRISIS INTERVENTION AND GONFLICT MANAGEMENT:

Morton Bard, Ph.D., Project Director
The Graduate Scheol
The City Uniwersity of New York

Tog egh Zacker, Ph.D., Staff Ps vch logist, and Elliot Ruliter, Research Agsistant
it '

The City Un iversity of New York .

patred for the Department of ‘Jusrice

Pre
Enforcamant ,sszscance Administraticn

. Law
Under-

Grant Number NI 70-058

April, 1972.

o A ; U.S. Department of Justice
R - ‘ National Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily

Lot represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of
S Justice.

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been
_granted by i

Public. Domain [ LEAA ‘

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). !

Further reproducﬁon outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the copyright owner.

mg

G

person or organization originating it. Points of view oropinions stated o

PR EE

.

'que 120 should, in-its-entirety, appemar as follews:

o : AT U gL

E%’ “TA

i et - .

Police Fumily Crisis Intervention and Conflict Management:
{anagem :
. An Action Research Analysis 4

The following obOU*d rPad

pr 3, line &
‘ " ‘

cw 6." Yhysical intervention on the part of the police was required 77
of the ... : ; :

p. 11, footnotes "lSee

1t

i
2
4
Q.

¥. "Training Police...
n

2
T Sy « [ A - a 1y .
p. 15, foutnote: v See Baord, M. "Police Management...

p. 22, lines 2-4: "Tour of Duty. Analysis of the data indicates that 27.97

OC . L, :"’1‘:‘.‘ » IOAN . (o' o, ALy - A -4 0 .
£ .the family...to & aM); 27.9% Purlnu...»PdJ. 44,1% duving the night tour..,

- o~

e P - ‘o .
p. 93, line 4: ... of aze (more than 50% of femilies in these deviopments are

black )." In 55% of...

.

P. 97, lims 5: "...df=2, p -.001).,."

"

p. 88, line 9: 'most nearly approximstes the use of force;...

. ..“' - - i .
p. 101, line 3: "...the disputants ere 'cocled off, at least for awhile,” although

. The prediction regarding }i?‘ criterion was fully confirmed. The conflict~
anagement trained OIfLC ers showed an improvenent in police parformance bok
) ,
éth¢nthaL;S§me‘ﬂevelopuent (coYPaLed to preceding vears) and vhen compared to
ontrol T (vwhich also had new officers who had recaived additonal tre il ‘
to Control TI (having senior cificer rS only, and no zdditional trainis

‘ Felony clearanze rate. It was pred&ctcd that CM I would effect a2 higher
clearance rate for this category of crime. However, since felony arrest; in

Fhe WYUAPD are-oiten made by andfor ‘credited to deteétives who méke‘fallot~wp
investigations of reported felonies, the relative increase on this crite rionﬁv"s
expgcted to be somewhat less than the increase pradicted f01 other criteria.

Year CM I Cohtrol I

a; : Control 1T
e 21% 8% T 159 .
1969 - 13 e 120 Coo23
1968 . o1n e o1 o 13 b

»

W;thr~¥ zclopmaug com3dr1e<n5~«ho sxﬂn*tlckbt chaunges opaurh. in nv'uf
th housing de velepments when 1970 sas compared wvth either L}L dve"ﬂwa of vhe
r°ced1ng Lvo yeurs 0* with 1969 alone. : ’

W

Betaa an- d velopnent compa ri 5008~ Since the averaba7rate forfthe tto'precﬁding

e, e g e e o L ke gt imi

st st e - ,,,Jom.sa.t*‘_’id.“ bl




i} | e e " "ERR;A‘:;“}J (er ' .,H'd L)

years is similar among the thres deyelopnar

meaningfully Cowparel
to either OM T or Lo Control I. The 1970 r
that of Coqgrol I (Y“—S 35, .E<~05)‘

The prediction:r garding
CHM I was
for this
had a 1970 rate superior to that of Control I,

-

Hlsoe £2a

YEAR

S

nts

118,

Control IT was not dif‘
ate

R AR R

.

’9?0 rates
in 1970 whe
I was

®

felony clearance rate was partly confirmed:
the only development to numerically increase its clearance rate
offense (thougii not to a statistically significant deg*ee), Cii T

2. IT was predicted that CM I would effect
is catecory of crime.

Control I

superior to

can be .
an compared

S

Control IT

1970 o
1969 14
1968 8

25%
13
5.

T o7
22
8

the two preceding yg

comparisons—-There were sigvificant changes in
(Wagner increased (p¢ .001}), Jefferson did
sed (pg.053)); and over the average of the two'
ased (p<. OOl), JGfL8T301 11c1ea°ﬁd (E\.OD),

: Jwthln—devclopnen'
1970 over the previous
not change, and Grant
preceding years (Wagner incre
nhlle Grant showed no change).

vear
decrea

nt ronparlson>—~81doe the rates for the average of
s are @mgentially similar among the thiree developments,
their 1970 rates can be meaningfully compared. Doing so reveals that CM I
had a 1970 rate superior to Control IT (p¢.001), but no different than that
Control 1 was supeolo © to- Gontrol IT {E\.OS)LD 1970 rate,
The data suggest at two QLTLCtS occurreds
tralﬁlng is superior to cognitive tralﬂln& for recruits on this criterion,
and, 2) either form of additional training (or recrult-status) leads to

performance,on‘this criterion that is superior to that of senior cfficers.,

Betwbcn~acveLo

of~Control 1.

1)affect:x.vc-e.per*entn.al

- Offensze clearancm rate. It was predicted that CH I would demonstrate

& high clearance rate for this category.

Offense arrests. WithinQdPVEWmeent-comp"risons——Comoqring 1970 with
‘the average of the preceding years reveals no change for C¥ I or Control II,
‘and a decrease in Control T (p l05). Comparing 1970 with 1949 reveals no

change fO“ CH I and CO?LIOl;——, and’a decrease Lor_anLrol’I (p. 05}, »

¥ - . M
SR . . ‘

»

The follomlno should read'

' ‘ 2 l n s ‘ oo 17. :

’p. 129' "Hﬁsdemeanor clearance rata II

,129: ”Offonsg Ar:eSts

p;gi?g;>"Tota1[misdeméaﬁ0155~ _': ﬁ‘o-ij;189

p.‘l36,

751ff*7631f
I 3

I 350.

" line 31 "..,.vhile CH II increased (pg

38 S , L
"o el .

. 70.5

sk
-163.,5

001"

170,

170,

footnote, last llﬂv.

Line

Line

linc

line

line

23

4

16: “disappointing~-since most reported cases.,..

“.«yq@may provide the undiscriminating cbserver or..

16:

18

z

ERRATA (continued)

".....and Professor Joseph Zacker

"

ceveedin only 7% of thecases and in"

1t

".....However, this was not only related to:

".....0f dissatisfaction more than an increase in'"

e g8 ke

R,

T R ek i gy

e et

S

Ebvangn

Pt D e




R

R N NS TS

4. Cultural expectation notwithstanding in only about one-half

ABSTRACT

x4 iy v

training upon the police and their function, and,

_establish regular dlspute styles ranglng from verb

This repert is an in-depth analyses of data derived from tandem

acticn research programs: 1) pelice family cvisis intervention, aad.2) pclice

manigement of conflicts among people. The data analyzed concerned 1287 cases

processed by the New York City 30th Precinct Family Crisis Unit,,and 312 cases
processed by the conflict-management trained of the ﬁee‘?ork City Housing
suthority Police Department who staffed»tﬁo low-cest public housing develop-
ments in NewlYork City. 1In addition‘to:the analysis of the variables that
make for disputes in which police are called npon to interyene, the study
addressed itself to an examination .of general police performance of conflict
mpnagement traineo offieers,'attitudesbgi*the community-toward the~pciice
where conflict management tra;ned officers were operating,-theteffects of

the relationship of the

trainees to their training consultants.

Findings and Conclusions

Findings Related tobtheﬁﬁisDUtes
‘~Analysis of the.data,indicated; among other .findings, the follow:rgr‘.
l There was a surprlslvgly low 1nc1dence of v1olence 1nvolved in

the dlsputes managed ‘in both progects. “Anfactual assault had oCcurred in

i

""bout one~th1ra of the cases.

» 2 People, in thelr 11teractlons w1th others, appear to dlffer in
thc1r tolerable llmlts of aggre sive behav1or.,

ehav1or*to_assaultive

. behayior. . . /;vge- SRR

3 Most dlsputes occur in the home and are managed by

in that settlng.wii

the poliee‘ ;T

Our data suogests that families

T

of all dlsputes did one or both participants appear to have been drinking,

although not 1ecessar11y intexicated. Related to that finding, chronic alco-

holism was identified as a causative factor in fewer than 14% of the cases,

and theycomplainant charged drunkenness in only 10% of the cases.

5. The data indicdted a lack of relationship between assaultive
behavior and the use of alcohol.
6. Physical force on the

part of the police was required in 8% of the

housing cases and in 1% of the FCIU cases.

7f About 15% ofsall family disputes involved a parent and child.

Effects of Training
‘There were a number of methods used to evaluate the effects of
training:"
L l The most strlklng flndlng was that police trained in conflict
management skllls can learn and practlce these skrlls while thelr attitudes
remaln,unchanged; at least as measurediby ‘the instruments used in this study.

2 The- most effective tralnlng method "involved’ reOularly scheduled

tralnlng consultatlons whlle in the process of functioning as conflict managers.

3 The perlod of regularly stheduled tralnlng has important signifieance

that 1s, to be EffeCLlVE such tralnlng should continue on a weekly basis for

from elght to twelve months.
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4. Evaluation indicated that tle tollowing training effects occurred:
a) trained officers regarded dlspuLant, as being mutually contributory to
the dispute and that it was interactionally rather than multifactorally deter-
mined; b) trained officers appeared able to maintain their objectivity both in
their perceptious and in. their behavior; c) responsec of the.disputants was
usually positive; d) treined officers tended to approach disputes as mediators-
rather than as enforcers; e) trained.offic&rs~did not sustain injuries;
£) trained officers demonstrated‘the use of community resources other than the
courts.
5. Ohjactive measures of gneral police perfor@ance indicated the
superiority of meofwho were conflict management trainad.
6. Desplte Lnev1table methodologlc dlfflcultles in field studles,
it appears that areas p011ced by conflict-management trained personnel signified
an increased sense-of_being better protected by the policeﬂ
7. An iocreaeed;seneefof being protected is not related~to a oositive
attitude towagrds the ;Dllce' a flndlng that may reveal an underlying dllemma
in the delivery of police services in a free society.
~ 8.:Attitudes towards tﬁe police cannot be separatedbfrom attitudes
,towardslother sﬁstems‘ofksocial regulation with ﬁhich they may be identified.
9. Police" organlzatlonal 1nnovatlons must be supported by 1nst1tut10nal

~ rewards 1n order to av01d develooment of lowered morale ~and cynicism.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This report is inteﬁded to communicate the findings of the
analyses of data derived from two action research programs: 1) a demonstration
project in police family crisis intervention; and, 2) a quasi-experimental
project in police management of cbnflicts among pecple. The family crisis
project was a first-stage study, and as such, was more broadly conceived
than the one which followed. The second projé&t in conflict.management
can be considered a succeeding stage in éction research methodology in that
it was built arouqd.another police system aﬁd, attempted to proceed from
gross to finer comparisons. 1In a sense, the second project constituted an
attempt to contribute "mew and more refined knowiedge to solution of the
social proBlem under conéideration" (Fairweather, 1967).

In prder‘to place the present report in meaningful perspective,

a summary description of both projects follows.

Training.Pdli;e‘ag Speq@ali#;s in'Faﬁily Q;isisilnterygntipnl
Tréining,police in family crisis intervention was intended to
demonstrate inmovative methods of grime preventidn and‘pteveﬁtive mental
health. ’Processing familyudisturbéncesbconstitutés a majcr aspect of
police work. Traditional pplice approaches to‘the problembdo not reflect
the realities or this éspectAof thekpolice experience. There is‘evidénce
that é significéﬁﬁ propoftionvpf injﬁfiés and]fatgliéfes‘suffered‘by police

occur insthe highly volatile'family?conflict situation. This demonstration

project attemptediﬁo modify»family assaults and family homicides in a

circumscribed area, as well'as to reduce personal danger to police officers in

tsuch situations. " -

Lgee "Traihiﬁg.?olice;astpeéialisﬁs iﬁ'Famiiy~Crisi§vIncefveﬁcion,"'

‘ Waéhington, D;C;;,U.S;_GQVérnment»P:inting Office; 1970.‘
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In addition, the project attempted the development of a new

" preventive mental health strategy. Assdming that family conflict may be an

early sign of emotional disorder in one or all of the participants, the

project attempted to utilize-policemen as front-line '"casefinders" in keeping

with theories of’primary prevention. It was proposedvthat selected policeman-

could be provided with the 1nterpersonal sl 1lls necessary to effect construc-

tive outcomes in deteriorating situations‘which require police intervention.
Rejection of an exclusively specialized role for the police

officers involved was a mojor emphasis. The program'assiduously avoided

the “‘conversion of policemen into social workers or psychotherapists. The

officers-were expected to~perform all generalizedlpolice-patrol‘functions

but were the individuals dispatched'on a1l family disputes in a given

geographical aree of about 85,000eresidents:

The project was organized in three stages:

1. Preparator? Phase. During the first month{ 18 police’volunteers
were selected; all had had at least thfee years of service and gave evidence
of motivation and aptitﬁde for family cfisis specialization.

The second month entailed an iﬁtensive, lGO?hour,'training“coerse
involving the entire!Unit on ‘the campus of‘The éity“CoiLege ofithegCity
Uniﬁersity of Neﬁ Yerk."In,adaition to lectures and field triﬁs,'there‘was
active pereicipation in‘"learning by deipg" throughkFamily Crisis Laboratory
Deﬁdnetratioqs. These demonstrations involved~specia11y'written'p1aye depicting
‘familfberisis_situationskwhich wete eneeted5bykprofeesiona1iaetors and in
which the patrolmeﬁ in the Uniﬁ,ac;ivelj intervened in pairs.. These preCtice

~interventions were subjected to group critique and discussion.. Finally, human

S

relations workshops were conducted to sensitize the patrolmen to their own

R

values, attitudes,. and automatic responses.

 tiom.

AtrainiggqexperieﬁCe.

L four months of the project,
@- . - v .
" ~ during that time;',sy
'the’prcjéct

“over time in a number of varlables. | ’~ " o B -

e AT et

_»2. Operational Phase. For the two-year duration of the project

one radi - ;
;‘leo paLrol car was reserved for famlly crisis work in the experimental

‘ feci* .
P nct It was dlsp_tchod on dll complaints or requests for assistance that

could be predcternined as involving a "famlly disturbance." The car responded

t
g calls anywhere in the Precinct without regard to sector boundaries. The

18
men in the Unlt were able to provide continuous coverege and at most

i o
imes in each tour of duty four additional family crisis specialists were

av.
avlable to assist proce531ng calls during peak evening and weekend periods

During thls phase dlscu351on groups of six men each met with group

leader
s. who were familiar w1th the work of policemen. Consideration of current

crisis si i ;' ‘ i
1tuations evoked assumptions, preconceptions, and misapprehensions

ab ‘ i
out human behav1or and amlly relatloﬂshlps that may have been implicit in

the attltudes and ; perrormance of Family Crisis Intervention Unit: (FCIU) members

In addltlon to contlnuous group experlence, each family spec1allst

vwas a551gned an 1nd1v1dual consu1tant for at Ieast one hour's weekly consulta

Tﬁe 1nd1v1dual consultanrs were advanced cllnlcal psychology students,

who were ‘ g
1 able to agqulre, in this way, an unusual—community'consultation ' ;

‘3.,Evaluation Phase. The evaluatlon phase encompassed the last

_although 1ormal operatlons of the FCIU continued : :

Stematic data~c0?lectlon took. pLaCE‘ONQT’UkE duration of

with an emphaq1s on 51mpl° tabulatlon 1n order to assess changes

e e e LT T S S - . .: i
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To facilitate evaluative procedures, a neighborrng police precinct
with a popdlation'composition somemhat simiiar to that of the demonstration
precinct served as a basis of‘comparison. Comparisone were made based on
changes in the totalvnumber‘of family dlsturbance complalnts in the demon- B
stration precinct as compared with the control precinct, dlfferences in
reccurrence. of complaints by the same families within the demonstration
precinct and with theacontrol preeinct, and changes in the number of. |
homicides and assanlts involving botn fami}f members and policemen responding
to family fight compleints.

Tne demonstration in‘Police Family,Crisie.Intervention.wasAevaluated
prlmarlly in relatuon to pollce functlonlng as it affected certainvcategories_
the demonstration precinct reported

of crime. Over the'ilﬁe of the project,

a 51gn1f1cantly greater ‘number of 1nterventlons, there was an increase inthe

total hom1c1des (510n3f1cantly) and in total assaults (not 51gn1f1cantly), there

was an increase Ln famlly hom1c1des but there—vere-no ‘homicides in any of the

962 fami;'es prev1ously ‘seen by the FCIU; family assaults decreased and there
were no 1n3ur1ee to any ofrlcer in the Famlly Crisis Interventlon Unlt. In
the f1na1 report of . the or 1g1na1 FCIU project in additionvto~thevformal
evaluativeJeriterla, a number-of 1mpre551ons and observatlons were;discussed ’
with;speciai I7.&fe‘ten:ee;it:o,';fvAt'he implications for 1aw‘enforcement,.mental~hea1th,

and education.

. \k
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",nour’highly;eomplex society.

l/'reflnements.

"b"presence of permanent pollce complements in 1ntact and descrete 1nner—c1ty

?'Enforcemcnt

Police Managcnent of Conflictq Among Peoo]ez 3
V‘Interpersonal conflict is an increas ingly important element in

-As a system of'socdal regulatlon,.thenpollce
. are.most intimateiyteoncerned with monitoring*thepdimensions of conflict
among:peopie.k‘Analysis of contemporary law enforcement leads to the
conclusion tHat the police are’frequently expected to serve as instant
arbitratoré‘or mediators of disputes approaching vioclent outcomes.
The seeond project was an outcrowth of the FCIU program which
‘odemonstrated the feasibility of training police for effective family
crisie intervention.

"In the second project, policemen ¢ the New York City

HousingrAuthoritygwere trained in the exercise of conflict management skills

: fwitﬁin an ekperimental.design which permitted further determination of

fea31b111ty and, in addltlon, perm*tted the elaboration of methodologlc

Also, the second prOJect offered prospects for furtherlng

on

derstandlng of confl:ct,'aggressrony and*v1oien*e* and‘ror'&eterm1n1ng the

q '

‘blmpact upon the communlty of police trained in conflict management skllls.
The program descrlbed 1nvolved the: tralnlng of recrults and patrolmen - -

of the Pollce Department of: yhe NeW'York City Housing Authorlty whlch is ;

resoon51ble'1or-the sgourity of 1nd1v1tual pr

&

ic ‘housigg pr owects.;,The

R

‘communltles offered an\unusual opportunlty to evaluate the effects of conflict-

management training{
s ;
o ) ES i

2See "Pollce Management of Conflicts Among People", unpuollshed report i

v(NI—OZS\ to Natlonal Institute of Law Enforcement and Crlmlnal Justice,LEAA, ' %
k,U S Departmcnt of JLSthE, August 1970 : o T SRR i

rd M & Zacker, J.

Design for Conflict Resolution.
Scrence

‘In¥ Law -
and ‘Technology ITI

. Chicago: IIT Research Institute, 1970;A

e e g

(Cohen S. I., & MﬁMahon W B., Eds )
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for ‘one year (Februa:y 9, 1970 - February 8, 1971)

y staff tbe’two»conflic;“management'hogsingnprojects-

This program was organized- in three stages:

ll) Recruit training phase. Concurrent with 13 weeks of Police
Academy trainlng?-an entire recruit class’actended The Psychological Center
of The City College, the City University of New York, one-half day per week
for 12 weeks. The recruit class was randemly divided into two groupsl
A, Conflict Hanagemen; group: 24 recruits and 6 senior patrolmen
received_éz hours of’affective—experiential training designed

to improve their conflict management skills.
" B. Behavioral and social science (BASS) group: 30 recruits
‘received 42 hours of conventional, cognitive training covering

- a"broadiyrange of topics from the behaviordl and social sciences.

Just prior to graduation and assignment to:patrol; 14 of the :ectﬁits

from theICOnflict;management group werewrandomly selected and assigned to
'VEtaff,twb’preselected"housing projects. In addition, three of the conflict
Vmanagementytrained senior<pattolmen were assigned to;eaeh,housing project. Five

cof the recru1ts from Che BASS gloup were randomly selected and a551gned as two

thlrds of- the pollce eomplement of a thlrd preselected hou51ng progect. A

vfourth preselected hou51ng prOJECt served as. a control = its .normal complement

was left unchanged

2) Operatlonal and Consultatlon Phase. The operational phase lasted’

During this time data was

4

'collected ror all <Lsputes manaoed by the offlcera who had been a551gned to

a

T ISR

AR

é;

'tralnlng undertaken durlng the’ hou51n° study includeds

For the:first-fourtecn‘weeks of the operational phase, the police

officers staffing the two conflict management projects reported once weekly

. to the Psychological Center of the City College where they participated in

one‘hour of individual conSultations and two hours of amall group discussions.
The consultanrs were studenrs in the doctoral program in clinical psychology
at The C1ty College, The C1ty University of New York, or Fellows in Community

Psychiatry at the Columbia University College of Physicians and Surgeons.

_After the fourteen weeks of regular consultations, the police officers were

able to enlist the help of consultants on an on-call basis, when the officers

:felt it necessary to do so.

. 3) Evaluation Phase. Data deriving from both the housing study and

the previous demonstration project in family crisis intervention were subjected

~ to statistitical analyses.

Exten31ve procedures'ro evaluate the effects of conflict management
Evaluatlon of attltudes and soc1al awareness of recruits before
;:iafter’the;initial reeruit‘training phase.
B.zEvaluation of attitudes of polics and consultants before and
lfaftef the eonsnltatlon‘phase.
e, Evalnation'of community aftitudes toward the police of the four
| hou51n" studj prO}ecLs just prlor‘to‘aseignmenﬁ;oé the- police to

thelr progects end agaln one year later. This was intended to
: measure-changes in community'attitudes toward officers.with increased

awareness of human behavior. .

dy Longltudvnal Lvaluatlon of a number of pollce performance ‘criteria

r

l in each of the four study haue&ng progects.,'
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e. Analysisﬂof data regarding interpersonal conflicts in
+ conflict-management trained officere iﬁtervened.
| £. Analysie of data regarding family crises in, which family ‘
crisis intervention-trained officers ihtervened (during the

previous demonstration project).

The lxpert that follows will present fﬁrther analyses. of tﬁe
data derived from the initial demonstratien project in family crisis
intefvention and will deal with variables not included in the original
evaluation such as: descriptiveedata regarding family disputes; analyses
of police perceptionsy judgements,aand’actions in relation to such disputas,
and, interrelaﬁionships aZmong certain-variablesfwith specific: refererice go
issues of speeiel‘interest. This,feport will also contein'analysee of a
greater range>of‘expefimental ﬁeriables addressed‘in the'secqnd‘preject‘suth

as: police attitudes in relation to training; examination of the consultative

- pProcess; deécriptive data regarding disputes; police perceptions, judgements,

and actions; interrelationships-among certain variables with specific reference

to -issues ofespecial'interest;'aﬁélysis,of'police performance in general

patfol functions; and, communityvattitudes changes -over -timex
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CHAPTER 11

. FAMILY CRISIS INTERVENTION DATA

Data Preparation

The daLa which eerved as the basis for the analyses to follow were
»derived‘fromi 1) the family disturbance report forms completed by the FCIU

patrolmen after each intervention, and; 2) the de~briefing forms completed

by consultants after each individual consultation with an FCIU officer.

brAfter*coding‘énd keypunching of this data, frequency distributions

‘were generated. Thus, for each coding item, frequencies were available

| ‘describing the ﬁdmﬁer 'of'caSes for which that item applied. After careful

‘inspection and where advisable, a number of categories were transformed so
as to combine items within a single dimension for both greater clarity and

so as to reduce fhe‘number of items without obscuring tremnds suggested in the
L 1 | 5 ,
. .data. ' For: 51m11ar categorles (e.g., Identity'éf Complainant and Identity

B of Flrst Dlsputant) the same tranbformatlop was applled

lIndeed, even during the coding- operatlon it became apparent that
many coding items were ambiguous and/or unused. As a result the following
categories and coding items included in the original code book (see Appendix
_ G), were dropped during the codiug phase: Categories : Precinct; Complain-
¥ ~ant's Statement, Behavior of Disp. #1 and Request that Disp. #l; Ethnic
“ %" ldentification; Birthplace, Disp. #1 and #23; Le.gth of Residence in N.Y.C.;
.. .. .Others Involved in Dispute; Others Present, Not Involved; Others in Household,
SR -Not Present; Receiving Public Assistance; Religious Affiliation; Frequency of
- Religious Attendance; Current Marital StatW¢y Resdlution of Dispute; Identity
ol of IﬂleldualS Involved in Resolution; D1 Agreed to: D2 Agreed to; Outcome of
Referrals Resolution of Dispute; Details; and Prev;ous Arrests.
Lodlng Items: 161; 170-173; ,196, 197, 198, 201, 202, 203, 303, 304
381, 352, 482, 933, 934, 936 939, 931 952, 958 960 962 963 967 969, 970
972, 1043, 1044 1046, 1047 1054—1059 -1062, 1063 1079 1080, 1082, 1083,
. 1090-1095 1098, 11099, 1109, 1129, 1131 1135, 1137 1138, 1140 1141 1143
o 1144 1146 1157 1159 1163, 1165 1166 1169, 1171, 1172 1174
o ) ,;he fU¢LUW¢ﬂg items were addcd/amended to read. lﬁl—nc?lectlng
¥ complalnant and/or household; 176=damage- to property; 156=be made to admit com-
- plainant to apartment; 197-requcst police to take other action; 428 and 432=
'QhOUSQWLfL;,479=nEﬂther for “breadwinner": 781=1+2+other; 782=1+2; 783= =1+other:
,‘784—2+othcr, -851=Ptl. Monzoey 879= =more than 2 hours; for “domlnant :.1008=
. mocher, 1023= fnther 1045 and: 1081l=intoxicated, alcohol involved; 111l6=dis-
" ‘cussed problem with: l dlsputant, as only 1 disputant was presént; 1147 and
i {f1175'coopcrativn dn- Lngrntlnting way, uninvolved; 1299—mcdiation, 1311=com-
';5 plainL for ' bummarv of resolution .174270ff1cers to return at later date for
'hcohsultatloq ' L 19 T S : v '
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necessarily meaningful.

A number of categories were collapsed. Data presentations below will
ptescnt frequencies based on collapsed categories (in those where meaningful
collapsing was done). Following the scale transfcrmations, descriptive
distributions were analyzed for infetential trends. Single- and'doub1c~
classification tables were treated by either Chi-Square analysis (used when
the data analyzed was uncorrelated) or Cocﬁran‘Q.analysis (when the data was
correlated). These procedures would petmit, if trends in the data were
clear, e‘similar statement of intefpretatioe.for the differing categories

of the single-classification and the contingency (double-classification)

tables.

While the transformations were particularly helpful "in determining

trends for the single-classification tables, the combination of two variables

(categories) rarely resulted in.obvious trénds in the resulting contingency
table. The contingemcy tables were relatively large (a 7 x 5 table was not

uncommon) and trends were at best ambiguouS’for'mbst. Even the smaller

_cgntiﬁgency tables yielded statisticelly significant trends which were not

-As such, e@phasis has been Q;eted upoen psychBlogically,

nmeeningful trends, as opposed to those which were simplyistatistically signif-

- In order to answer questions about specific subpopulations (e.g.,
parent-child disputes only), new data bases were generated based upon the

llmlted populatlons of interest. ,Intthe date tp.be presented below‘abdut

' the various categorles studied, frequenc1es reflect- proportlons ‘of- cases

,in.which information was available,;excludingAqasesjforfwhich information+was

»Ehot qﬁailable;,'

o

ff »
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There 1; ' BT
’ 1s no effort in this report to analyzc or present the data

of the comp. -4 i
comparison pretiect (24th Precinct). Experiences indicate that thesc

dat; “hi i
1ta are highly unreliable due to: the high degree of casc selectivity; the

lesser mo! & -
tivation to report chta of patrolmen in the comparison precinet:
) 7 3

and, theelack of indiyidual.consultations which would have resultoed in

de—briefingkdata.

Characteristics of Disputes

-~

Policemen everywhere regularly deal with family disputes, To
h
ear them describe such situations with & nixture of fear and distaste

suggests that there ma be a- ( {
€ y tendency for officers to be "set! to perceive

th j : sSDL P 4o 1 . 1 : : 1

infl
uenced by their- perceptlons and expectations. Naturally, the behavior

£ a4
o} the dlsputants w111 in turn be affected by ‘how the officers behave

Furt e
urther, any pollc stereotype about such calls may well be self- ~fulfilling

and - :
self perpetuatlno people tend to react as they are -expected to and

eager police recru1ts are often anxiously receptive to the

ity
how=to" of more

experienced men.

Analysiskof the FCIU data will not dispel or conflrm any

uestions { i the
questions in thls;regard for'the oFflcers of the FCIU were both experienced
and unusually trained.

What thls ~data promises, however, are indications

of what t isputes and fhe <

, that the dlsputes and the~dlsputants werd Iike, and How they responded to

the F | k on
CIu offlcers...that 1s, the data can indicate how people respond to

Lralntd”offlcers.

In addition analy51s of the 1287 family conflicts can provide -
i

valuabl |
e data regardlng chardtterLstlcs of families whose conflicts required

pollceuintervention,
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Whoen Do Disputes Occur?

Tour of duty. Analysis o the data indicates that 27.27% of the family

disputes occurred during the late tour (midnight to 8 AM); 27.8% during the TABLE 1.

day tour (8 AM - 4 PM); 457 during the night tour (4 PM to Midnight). The FREQUENCY OF DISTURBANCE BY HOUR

latter tour received the largest share of calls for police intervention in

family disputes. i ~_Late Tour ~ Day Tour Night Tour
. » , . Time Percent Time Percent Time Percent
Hour eof disturbance. In Table 1 it appears that the incidence of )

family disputes is at a constantly low level between 2 AM and 4 PM, and is Midnight - 1 AM ' 7.8% 8 AM - 9 AM 3.6 4 PM ~ 5 PM 5.4

especially low during ﬁhe hours before sunriseuw I;cidents are at a con- 1 AM - 2 AM 5.6 9 AM - 10 AM 4,0 | 5 PM -~ 6 PM 4.6

stantly high level between 4 PM and 2 AM. These hours of high -incidence are 2 AM - 3 AM ‘ 3.9 10 A - 11 AM 3.6 || 6 PM - 7 PM 6.0

the times when children are home'from échool and parents home from daytime | 3 AM - 4 AM : 3.3 11 AM - Noon 4.1 || 7 P4 - 8 PM 5.7
 jobs; they are the hours when ﬁhe~families are together. The sharp drop 4 AM - 5 AM ‘ 2.1 i Noon - 1 PM " 3.1 8 PM. - 9 PM 6.4

in disputes reported during the last hour of each police tour (7 AM - 8 AM, SHAH - 6 AM 1.8 1 PM - 2PM 3.1 j{ © PM ~ 10 PM 6.9
3 PM -4 PM,'ll PM - Midnight). may have reflected the pfficers’ reluctance 6 AM - 7 AM C 2.1 2 PM - 3 PM 4.6 ) 10 PM - 11 PM 6.2
'toﬁéoﬁpiate Family DiStﬁ;bance Report forms which may have necessitated 7 AM - 8 AM o 1.3 3 PM -4 PM 1.8 # 11 PM - Midn. _2.9

: S | : : ' TOTAL 27.9% . _ 27.9% 44.1%
romaining on duty beyond;the tour. i . "
beﬁth of'diéturbanCe, With'thé eX¢eption'of the summer months, family
diqutes occurred étfa’pelg%i§éiy'constant‘xate dutihg 'the year. vThév3
month period,:qﬁhehtﬁgéﬁgh Auéqét, aécodnﬁéd for over one-third ofkthe cases.
. These summer months, when chil&rén are home from school and residénts of

v inner—city ar;as‘are‘Sdbjectéd tﬁ‘inc;eased temﬁeratures and often»irritatiﬁg

discomforts;ﬁére the fi@és of‘ﬁighest incidence of’fémiiy disputes. - The o ) )

dgéa appears;§0»sﬁp§6f£{£he hypothésis of a "togetherness syndrome,’ where .
:familiesvhave'disputeSfréquiringkﬁp;icé»intervéntioq,wﬁen théy are most likely"

io.Bé ipyqived»wiﬁh eééh‘oﬁhar; (Thié imﬁression.is supported also by the .
4 PM - 2 M finding-abave). " | f .

) ) 3 ‘ 9’

. - Zé - -;123‘ -
. 5 - B L e MW,.:;Ngdwwwhih, e e : e " : - o o




&

é

s oot

N FETES SRR AT o s 5 enhen s
. @ )

Calendar day of disturbance.

There appears to be no relationsﬁip hetween

incidence of family disputes and day of the month.

Day of week of disturbance. 16.4% of the disputes occurred on Sundays,

12.7% on Monday, 10.2% on Tuesdays, 17.5% on Wednesdays, 9.0%von.Thufsdaysg
14.4% on Fridays, and 19.8% on Saturdays. There appears to be a bimodal distri-
bution, with Saturday and Wednesday being peak points relative to neighboring
days (see Fig.l. ). This might reflect the possibility that tensions may

build in 3-day cyclés;'dfopping on Monday’and‘ELesday_after the "active"

weekend. The data offers further support for the '"toszetherness syndrome."
Bp 123 y

Year of disturbance. During the 6-month FCIU period.in 1967, 39.9% of

ail iuterﬁentioﬁs in the'project took place; 51.11% occurred during the- twelve
months of 1968; and; 9.;2 occurred du:ing«the 4 month project period in 1969.
More cases per ﬁénth were repo:;ed during the first year‘of the project than
were reportéd‘during fhe;second'year aﬁd,~similarly, the third YearvShowed
fewer cases thén tﬁe’second.' This‘seems most likely to be a reflection of
moralé, a decreasiﬁg1ﬁ§tivation tovfecordkinterventions. The implications o%n

this phenomehon will be considered in the last..chapter.

Where Do Disputes Occur?:

" Place of'occurfeﬁéé.‘ The overWhelming majority of family disputes (92.67%)
occurred in the residences of the disputants. When these families had disputes

feQuiring police intervention, they almost always have occurred in the privacy

of .the home;nghjs mayfsuggestfthat family disputes are kept priVéte;

1f so, eycn‘thn,summoned, pattolmen‘may have ﬁntered»thcsdisputants’ homes
as intruders upon. family privacy.. This consideration may have implications

for high.rqta ofﬁaésdﬁléé3upod;ﬁbliccmanin'family disputes. and will be dis-.

cussed [n the last chapter.
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 Who Are the Disputants?

Identity of complainant. In 85% of the cases the complainant was female;

of these'cases‘shé was identified as the wife four-fifths of the time, and

a female relative of.non-relative the remaining one-fifth of the time.

‘ Therefore, in two-tﬁifas.of all cases complaints originated with the wife.

li Two-thirds of the cases where the complainant was a male, he was the husband.

a‘ One may speculate aboﬁt whether or not men would be more likely to summon
police intervention if they expected the third-party intervention to be
performed by a pélicewoman. .

‘ The data indicated that the item frequencies for this category were
almost identical with«tﬁé categofy regarding identity of the first disputant.
In coding then, as ex?écted, the complainant and the first disputant were
one and thé same ?erSonf In this report data regarding

the first disputant

(D1) will refer also.ﬁo,the complainant.

Age of disputants. - The data indicated that D1 was usually a married

woman between 20 - 49 years;df age, and that the second disputant.(D2) was
usually 20 - 49 years 6fvége and the husband of the complainant. The age

distribution of both disputants is similar.

In half the cases (50.7%) the dis-

Age difference‘bétween disputénts.

putants' ages‘were noiﬁgré thap 5 years apart; they were 6 - 10 years apart

- in 17.9%, 11-20 yearé»%ﬁart in.13.42, and more than 20 years apart in 12.8%.
Subsequent iéolation ofithe inéidénCerf panent—child4dispu£es-(séé’below)

indicates that"mostvéégeg where the’disputants’ ages are more than 20 years

apart are those;whgre‘the disputants were parents‘and their children.
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- Disputants' relationship. The majority of these disputes involved 12
spouses as the disputants (76.2%). In 13.4%Z the dispdtes were between parent :
; ) and thild, between siblings in 2.0%, between formerly married people in i
: P
4.8%, and in various other relationshipg in 3.6%. These data indicaté. that' 8 TABLE 2.
4 - ' Ce * 3 IPAT
it was typically a husband and a wife whu were the primary disputants, bot 4 . OCCUPATIONS OF DISPUTANTS
B than in almost one-fourth of the disputes the parties were not married. r % 5
‘ : - i
. . . v ; ] , !
Older of the two disputants. In 59.4%Z of the cases D2 was older than D1. ¢ L : D1 D2 f
S . : ' ‘ g | Occupation ‘ P i ‘ SRS
e The disputants wre of the same age in 7.3% of the cases. Since women tend i ; ‘ - o N Tercentage N Percentage ;
2 | ‘ - : o o ?““ L3 |
’ to marry men older than themselves in our society, it is not sur rising that ' s e .. . S , . i
ks 2 y ¥s urp g : 8 ¢Wh1te Collar 254 22.3% 194 17.1%
D2 was usually the elder of the two disputants.. g b RS , Government Employee ‘ 24 2.1% ' 68 6. 0%
e : ‘m‘-;- “ , @}% \ - y
: o : . - . : N : Blue Coll ' y; 9
Y T Occupation of D1. 1In Table 2 it can be seen that in most cases D1 . o : ar ‘ - 136 17.2% 420 37.0%
- & I n . e : T T L i . -Service*”‘rke ' 7 ' 7
- is employed. Closer examination suggests that there may be an unusually high ¥ R mOTRET 164 14.4% 120 10.6%
= . ‘ B g o 8 - iStudent . . ’ 37 5
S “employment rate for the women in these;disputes. We can estimate that at T o : 37 3.3% 68 6.0%
o ‘ ) L ' o 3 Unem loyed | 7 : ‘ 9
g  least. 1 000 flrst dlsputants were adult females. Even if we assumed that : £ pAoyec . : 118 , 10.4% 213 | 18.8z%
AN : : ’ \ f;Housewlfe ”.» L ' . 29 : ' g ]
AR ,-all unemployed Dls were female, and added their numbers to the cases where ;» , v 344 30.3%2 51 _4.52 ' :
by .le was a‘houseW1fe (and p mebly unemployed), that would slgnlfy that 1fv 100.0z 100.0% é
i co b ;
‘gzﬁfj]' L 507 of ‘the adult émales in this study were employed °Thls mlnlmal'estlmate o :
é:*’ d”'of employment is hlgher than the 40,5Z employment rate for Negro adult females - - 3
?f reported forﬁthe studvryears}2 Whlle'these flgures are not directly comparable :
A ' ;
i "(e -8 due to dlfferences in populatlons sampled and data collection procedures), t
S - 7 i
o N ‘they raise the poss1b111ty that these famllles are atypleal ;n proportlon of %y
femployed wxves;‘ Mgk U : %
dgstetistiegl;Abetrncts,419]1;lDept. Qﬁ.Labor Bureaueof Labor Statistics. %
i
PPN - }gi
| | -7 -
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Occupation of D2.

Table 2 reveals that D2, is typically employed, often
as a blue—collar worker. The unemployment rate, even if adjusted downward
to eliminate female unemploycd D2s is. hlgher than the national unemploymenc

rate. Whlle this rate may not-be a hlgh perrcntagc for the neighborhood, the:

nner-
unemployment rate of 18 8% is about three times the average reported in i

3
city‘éreas for Negro males during the study years. This hlgher than expected
male unemployment rate further supports the impression of higher than
expected employment‘of wives in this sample. Hence a relationship mey

exist between atypical employment patterns and family disorder Tequiring

police interv ention.

Identltv of breadw1nner(s) -In 32.6% of the cases D2 was the sole family

. provider., In 19.5% Dl was the sole provider, and in 42.7% the family income
was prov1ded by both Dl dnd D2. . In 5.2% others contributed partly. or solely

to the famllyfs~1ncomem It can be noted that in over 75% of these’ famllles,

Dz‘wasfa'breadwinner.f;f

Number of chlldren under l° 1n househola. In 30.8% oE these famllles

- there. were no chlldren llVlng in the household 25 5% had-1 child; 28.8%

) 1

_k had 2kor 3 chlldren, and . 14.9% of these families had 4 or more chlldren

_liviﬁg with ‘them.

SR . B
Parentaﬂe of these chlldreq. In most tamlf 8s, the children were off

sprlno of the ex1st1ng relatlonshlp In approx1mately one fourth of Lhe

G apesag

i

femllles, one ot more of the chlldren resulted from prev1ous nelatlonshlps

.of mother or/father..

. 3thid. o (p.211)
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- Iengthﬁof time family had been together. Only 8.97% of thesc families

rlyefe:together less thah:l year; 15.4% were together between 1 - 3 years; 14.2Y%
' Eofejﬁeﬁs years;‘ZZlZ#ifor'fromkS - 10 years; 26.3% for from lQ -.20
« yeets; and-lB.Qvaor ooer 20 years. Thus the intervening officcrs*most
‘offen;hrovided‘intervencion services to families likely to have been
togcthet for more‘ﬁhahefive yeafs. It would appear:then that thebearly
: yeers of‘efrelationship‘are.ggg»overrepresented as the problem years, as

-one might expect given the adaptational requirements early in marriage.

vPreviOUS'oatternsvof violence between disputants. In roughly half

(SZ;SZ)Ioi‘ﬁhe disputes'aboutjwhich’information,was‘available, there had
been»previous violence‘in the family. ThiS'indicates that the dispute

:~occurred 1n ‘the context of contlnulng familial difficulties for- many of

the famllles.

“‘Were‘CHildren ﬁresent durihg disturbance? In about one-half of the

'ﬁﬂdfsﬁotesﬁfsé.SZ)ichll&fen under l9mwere phesent.: Since children tend to

““leitafe;heheviof,'ithme?“be tha;_what childfen'obse;ye in these instences

;,will»tehdgzoxaffecththe;r behe#ior as well as their perceptions of police officers.

»iAod, ;Héééféhildfén haiehodelitheirvownhresponses to policemen after their

' peieﬁcs responses to the 1nterven1ng officers. -Anbadded dimension'to the ) ”
effects of'the offlcers 1nterventlon then, is that the behavior he elicits

"’from the adul* dssputants may have effects, perhaps years afterwards, on these - i

ﬁyoungsters later’reactlonsAto‘pollcemen.
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; Events transpiring immediately before officers' arrival. The evente
% . - referred'to here were those which the officers judged to have occurred g
%  El prior to‘their’arrival. Officers’were free to list several ejents.sokthaq
g the percentages reported in Table 3 total more>than 100%. 1In one-=third
zb of the cases (34;82), violence had oceufred; invalmost,one*half there had EVEN Lo (TABLE 3
é Q “ been a verbal dispute, while in one-fourth the point of eontention was the - ?S TRANSPIRING‘BEFORE OFFICERS' ARRIVAL
%r presence or 2bsence of one of the disputants. These daea indicate that fu i o T e
;’ while violence is not a rare decurrence during these family disputes, EVENT N Perceqtage . ;;;all i ‘7
é:g_ . officers would likely be wrong if they had a high expectation that violence Verbal dispute? - : ) eJ
;? . figured in them. | : : i : . 203 o 44.57 | I
S i | Violence (3ssanlt‘)3 S 394 34.8 | |
%;ig': Complainants' statement’about‘DZ's-behavior. Here, too,ﬁofﬁieersicould ;(‘Other S presence or abSEHCE 2607 ‘23 0 /
3 ,{e list'several»items for .each ¢ase,‘sq that the percent?ges total more than - 'fUnde51rable behavior5* ?ﬁ'e 192 17 d ;
i 57  100%. 1In those cases for which infqtmatien was available, the complainants’ ' Threee Of V191€n°eﬁl 125"e;f7 11.1 ' 5
%?éf; statement referred;to’ﬁz,(o;ethe‘preblem) asabeing: violence in 39¢5Z~ef»- kInfidelity7 S 84 ¢ ‘_7>4 - f
. . the cases; threat of viqlenee in‘lB.OZ; the other's presence or abseﬁceein ggl%ness‘(PhYSica%h?F emotional)S‘ 15 | ;?ii - i 3 g
28.0%; financial probléms in 4.5%; sexual p,yrob'lems; in 2.6%; illness in 3.1%; - ’ - ,
“and~general{coﬁ§;a§pte'ebeut espeeee'of DZfs behavior (drinking, neglec;,etc.) : lPercenﬁages tdtaiemcre tha;41 c o
) :in‘zz,sz Qfxthéfééses_ﬂ 'ﬁ S preceding ovents, :‘x ‘ n,'OQA slnce.eaehjd18putefcould‘be-coded for two
:1_ ie;e}: e fﬂe compleiﬁts specified‘here iﬁdicate whatUChe officers were first VIZCQmPr1$€d of codebook 1tems' Ql?v‘
: f}tg;} told of the dispute. Iﬁ”de3cendihg order, then, the first informatipe the , 3C0mpr183d of COdEbOOR ltemS"QlO, 913, 914; 927; 929
" ;L:ifip“ offlceAs had #bout the dlspute ha& €5 do VA §hé iggues 487 vidléﬁceihaving 4lepllsed Of codebook ¢ttms 917 - 920
t,:fo'fff “occurredior be1ng threatened the presence oreabsence ofvthe second party, ”sComprlsed of codebook 1tems- 915 916 994 925
?dé}{ ' ~and other aspects of D2 suoehavior-~ Here,btoo,een;officer-wouid likely 6C0mpr152d of COdEbOOk‘ltems 911 926 928 P f"”; ;kyb'f
. 'a'be wro ag if He expecteo that the eomplalnant would Er@bablx ‘report that v1olence '37Compr1 Ed of FOdEbOOk ltems' 973 | | |
Yvhad Laken place. 7 ' ' ,{ CO@Prleed of codebook 1tems‘ 921; 922 :‘1 
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; . Complainants' requests of officets. In 39.0% of thc cases about Whi¢h1 S . Number of preceding calls to same family., The FCIU ”car—fiie" was a
, , : , , i . » .
we have information the complainant waqtedfthe officers to force D2 to ‘ :" o " mechanism intended touprovide officers with immediate information about
@t; o' compl? with her/his ﬁishl In;ZO.Z%‘the officers were asked to mediate the ; .f‘g previous Unit cbntactsuwith rimilles. OF thote. cascs ot whom Ehé dabe
‘dispute; in 13.3% the officers were requested to arrest DZ; in 12.9% to : ; ; | is availaﬁe, there ﬁad been no orior contacts with FCIU members in 63.6%.
- protect the coﬁplainént fr°m'D3; in 12:2% to take Othér actions; and in only ‘ i ' In 18;82=there had been one ptior call to that familj; in 17.67% there:had
¢ 2.5% were.the off;cers requested. to have D2 treated for physical or mental - é ;tm 's ~ been 2 or more prior FCIU contacts with the family. Data previously presen-
: illness. k | : g : ted (SeevBard, 1970, p.25) indicates that over 30% of the calls were repeats,
g In the majority of cases the complainant first indicated a desire that E .attesting to the wisdom of keeping a carfile.in order to provide'COotinuity_
%,q:i _ thetpolice should force'cnméliance with“his/her wishes. In about one-fourth éfﬁ of service and es an "early warning'' system for the.police. The majority |
i‘ :‘of the. cases the compla nant requested the officers to prov1de nurturance or ~9f family calls‘were not "repeats," however: during the 22 month FCIU oper-
%' * wisdom. Thus theApolice stereotype of being tough, strong, and action-oriented C

ational period. most families required the intervention in their disputes
C ﬁ‘ﬁ;f. is Shared (validated?}'by COmplainants whose first request of them:is . only once.
sually that they use overt or covert force, thus re1nforc1ng such police ster-

Characteristics of the Police: Perceptions, Judgements and Actions
veotvpes of their. own role, Tt may be that officers famlllar w1th thls - - ‘

'contlngency can develop skllls to move the dlsputants from a’ force to a

WHétﬂWerESthe Perceptions and Judgemehts of the Officers?

1helping mode. If.complalnantsv first requests to oftlcers are at all

T

Appearance  of the home. 'The conditions in the home wére described

.stereotypical, it would_be iﬁteresting{to speculate on what the first by thelofficersfaszgéing "néat’pgidy" in' 60.3% of the cases, "fair" in

t

18.8%, and "unkempt' in 20.9%. It is interesting to note that although
. . ( .

O o requests might be 1f the respondlng of icers were women.

called upon to deal with family disorder, the officers were not disposed to
How pollce are notlfled Informatlon regardlng these family disputes. i RN i : :

perceive  the family's.residénce*as particularly disordered; their perceptions

" came to the Unitr' via radlo in 35. 9/ of the cases; by a citizen telephonlng

of intcrpersonal~diSOfder did not extend to and contaminate their perceptions

S

the statlon house 1n.16 35, by a. c1tlzen comlng éé li ts the station house

4/ d B k ( h,t fficers on patrol observation 9f ‘the home. The,ability of.thesevofficers»to»make such discriminations may
in 9 an y p1c -up e. g., approac o officers R C . C

, : reflect training for disciplined observation.
- by offlcer etc ) in 18 ém. Whlle crlne—control p0551b111t1es of unlformed » B g tor P. obse tion

patrol may have llm1t1tlons,Aclearly 1t does act: as a resource in the klnds

égpcarance of rhe dlsputants. In the maJorlty of dlsputes, ‘the dlsputants

'L‘Of cases belng con51dcred here. It may ‘be that these 18. AA of ‘the cases mlgbt werc’secn as' ﬁ&at;ﬁt’ : (71 0%) in appearance. Judgcments regardlng the | B

: not othetw1sc have come ‘to. the attentlon of the pollce.o_

Wl

. pcrsonal nppcarancc of the dlsputants seem ‘to conform to thc judgcments made R
; : A ‘ , v :

about the‘appearanCe;kfﬂthe?home. ’
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Dominant houschold member. In over half the cases (51.7%) the 6fficcrs

- perceived neirher disputant to be clearly dominant. 0f those cases: where

one party was seen as dominant, it was the husband in 47.8%, the wife in

35.3%, and another person (e.g., parent, in-law, other relative, etc.)

in 16.9%. These figures support the impression that these families may be
atypical, in that thexe”is often no clear dominance pattern (as seen in

employment status, for example).

Person(s) judged at fault. Data coding ellowedLEOr 2 persons per

A

dispute to be judged at fault, thus the perqentages‘below total more than |

100%. In half (49.6%) of the cases the officers perceived no person as

e
o

being at fault. Thls may‘reflect their willingness to suspend their
critical judgements in apprec1at10n ‘of the complexities of human behav1or,

so as not to blas thelr efforts. In,thOSe?cases where’oneeor tWprersons

‘were seen-at fcult 1t was the husband in 79 9%, the wife in 54 27 (1n addltlon

+

 to or 1nstead»of the hnsband), another relative 4in 18 ZA, and non—relatlves s

Whlle we have o base-llne data for comparlson, after’ tralnlng these,

offlcers dld not exclu51vely 51de w1th the Joman, as’ one*ﬁinht erect

in 3. 5/

glven the cultural”Stereotype of policeman-as ~Sir Galahad (1 e.; the protectlve

»rescuei)ﬁyﬁ;

Offlcer s 1mnre551ons of D1. Im those cases where data was available,

Dl was percelved as hav1ng only 1nterpersonal problems in 2/3 (66 6%) of

the cases, only 1ntrapersonal problems 1n 14 2/ of the cases, and both lnter—

E persona* and 1ntrapersonal prablems in’ 19 ZA.K Tthe data empha51ze the‘

i ablllty OL tralned ofFlcers to dlscrlmlnaCe among behavlors those‘related'to

- sec;al 1nteract10n as dlst1nct from those.derlvatxvc of personal dlsorderzﬂ

': wog.-;.;

B aALANRN

- tangle."

~from the contributions of both parties

A gL

Offi;ér's imprcssinns of D2. In those cases where data was,available;

. - . : . . . ¢
D2 was’percelved as having only interpersonal problems in 69% of the cases,
only in;raperscnal problems in 14%, and both intrapersonal and interpersonal

problems in-l72 of the‘cases. This is further indication that in the eyes
of these policemen, the disputes were clearly not a question of one of the
parties being crazy‘or lazy. .They really believed that "it takes two to

Such data reinforces the hypothesis that training should emphasize

the interactive within the context of understanding individual motivation.

- . ’ - » »
Officer’s opinion regardinz causstive fectors. GIf3

factors as contributery in the same dispute, thus the parcentages that

’total_more than 100% . (see Table 4 ). Intrapersonal deficit, referring to

one disputant's personal problem as causative (i.e., behavioral deficiency
- - 3
crisis or inapprqpriéteness) was‘less frequently judged a cause than were

interpersonel”problems.arising from the relationship itself.

"

tive abilities of these officers thus appeared quite sophisticated and in

The discrimina-

accord.with those social scientists who maintain that marital discord derives
Tha range of perceived causative

factors portrayed in Table 4 indicates that these officers did not raely on-a

31mp11§t1c approzch {(e.g., as would be the czse had rhe nfifizers aszumed

that D2 was alwvays wromg, or that both wevrza "orazy'.).

vt e o m<t&ﬂnvuﬂﬁm¢-‘£—:’-4h;}
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TABLE 4

bd FACTORS
OFFICERS' OPINION OF CAQSATIVF

N 1
; ; ‘ oOA

d be coded for
’ than 100% since each dispute coul
‘1Percentages total morek A

2 causative factors.,

 52Comprised of codebook items: 935, 940, 943, 948, 965, 973
3Comprised of cooebook items: 9§5l-‘947
4Comprised‘vof'cooebookritem : 932 |
VSCoﬁprised'of codeoook‘items: 953, 954
5Compriseo_ot\codebook;items: 949, 950, 964 .

 Comprised of codebook 1tems._942 944, 957, 961, 966, 968, 97

Beomprised 59
"ISComprised of codebook items: 956 9

P‘.

T

T e e e e e e
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What Did the ficers m and Whae

Were the Conscguences?
#®

Officer’'s aPproach. In two-thirds of the cases (66.2%) the of

ficers
discussed the moblem with disput

ants both Separately and together.

In only
1% of the cases was
—=—==1E_Ccases was

it necessary to gh251callz Separate the dig =2C dlsputants. In

even fewer (0. 6%) did they find it necessary to command the disputante to

As a result

apprec1atlon of the importance. of communication they felt

‘free to enlist frierds and relativag as. facilitators of the communication
PTocess in 16,8% of the cases. C(Clea arly and Jtamatlcaily the officers could
utilize a wide range of behavioral optlons as alternatives to the use of
force, as the flgure of 16.8%7 will attest, they could use available resources

(other People) without fearing loss of £x

AC& or abdication of power role,
Dl's response to the police,

by two items,

Since some disputantg!' responses were codable

the frequencies below total more than 100%. 1n 83.2% of

cases for which dara is available, the officers perceived Dl'g response asg

pPositive; ip 22.7% p1 - appeared’unresponsive: in 3.1% Dl's response was

judged to be negative,

4s- typically havip Such positive

promotss joh satisfaction

¢ performance not only in

famlt' disputus but, “erhius, in othar un 2 oLurternior
p i

D2's resgonse to the golicea

In 65. 8/ of the cases where data y
a&ailable

as

D2 s response was pos1t1ve.

In 35. 0/ D2 appeared to bc unrcsponsivc,

. Although D° 'S rcsponses were,
'not surprxs:ngly,

less often positive than D1’ s it is noteworthy thnt the

hofficcrs percclved the zesponse to be positive in. most cases for which data-

;_;;was avaxlablc.; These dat

a: “dd further support to the contcntion that trained

7:fficcrs can mitigafe response

q y— CVLH in those complained against;'
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The outcome. Here again multiple responses per case lead to item i '% o :’ 7 “iapsed time of police intervention. Ia about one-half of the cases
. froquencies tétalling nore than 1007. In oﬁly 5.1% of the cases an arrest i ;% ‘: - tﬁe police were on the scene between 30 minutes to one hour. During the
kE. was made. Mediatiqn vas employed in 77.9%, and a referral was made in 69.2% }; 3 P 7- study period of 22 months the KIU handled an average of almost two calls
of the cases., In the officers' judgement, the dispute remained essentially ;A ; per day. If each call was handled by two officers, then during each 24 hour
unresolved in 37.9% of the cases. | ; day a total of approximately three man-hours was spent.on family disputesh
¢ Thus, in over three—fourths of these cases, the officers endeavored '?'E. (or about 60 minutes ber two-man shift for the entirg precinct) leaving 45
to mediate the disputes. While the complainant's first request of the i man-hours per day available for general patrol. That is, keeping two trained
officers (see above) was for mediation in only cne-fifth of the cases and ; ‘ officers.in the "family car" 24 hours a day meant that about one hour per shift
' | arrest in under one-saventh of the cases, the officers provided more media- % ¥ : ves utilized in hanéling such dispures in the whole precinet (about 1/2 hour
tion services and, in considerably fewer cases employed criminal ‘sanctions. o . | PET Gar per shift). Given this "generaliSt—SpeCialiSt”'mOdEl» the cost-
% ' | ) . g effectiveness of police managenent of family disputes is clear. If another
g c . Agency to which referred. In 47.5% of cases referred, the FCIU referred . ‘i.@ ! jurisdiction were to set up é Family Crisis Intervention Unit, they could plan
? to a service agency; they referred to the courts in 43.4%, and they referred : ; .~ . on each Unit member spending about 1 hour per shift handling family crisesg -
' ; | both to court and a service agency in 9.1% of the cases. The officers exer- ‘é. an inexpensive strategy indeed, in terms of the benefits in iﬁcreased service
cised discriminating judgements in rendering thei; services. It should be em- | i b3   * and crime prevention (and inc;eased moralé) tﬁat ﬁight gesulﬁ.4
% phasized that there officers apparently regarded themselves as gatekeepers: 7 ,,' '>' | ‘ ' V .
% ' to the helping system just és-equally as they did as gatekeepers to the criminal‘ : g’ |
f Aﬂ' o justice'system..  (Reliance on the helping §ystem is reflected also iﬁ the 5 ‘ f“**——‘—“—z'
| _ . ' _ 3 B i The FCIU comprised 8 - 10% of the 30th Precinct's com le t.
low frequency of arrest, mentioned above.) : ~ - Utilizing a larper o _ ’ - ; piemen )
o | el e o vl st o e
% " of time spent by each Unit member in this function.
: _ . |
e
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" TABLE 5
?’A
| LENGTH OF POLICE INTERVENTION
¢ Length of Time Percent of Cases
en 7 :
E 1" - 30" 17.9%
e i 49.0
L d f 31" - 60"
: 61" - 90" 23.5°
o Lo - 120" 6.5
< L over 120" 3.1
e {  Over 120" .
1 % 100.0%
i H
3;. 1
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Relaﬁionships Among Variables: Disputants
- In order to aquire a better understanding of the nature of family
disputes, croés—tabulations were-performed on selected pailrs of variables.

The first section is concerned with characteristics of the disputants;

the second, with police actions or perceptions. The third section is con-

cerned with interactions between disputant characteristics and police charac-

teristics, i.e., one variable in each pair concerning the disputants, the

o

other the pdliCQQ

In deriving the data for these cross-tabulatioms, only those cases

were included where there was information available on both variables in
the pair. This procedure was followed so that the information presented

would not be confounded by cases with partial or missing information. The

- . o

comparisons-belﬁw'réfer'to seiected pairs of variables of special interest.
In all cases the interaction was highly significant statigtically. Comments
: c _ ‘ - .
will, however, be limited to trendS'within the data which appear péycholoéic;lly
meaningful, |

Complainant's Statement About D2's Behavior

Compariéon with prEViops.ﬁatterns'of vioclence between'disputants re-
veals thatﬁwhere a1family ﬁaé ?‘history’cf:v§olent conflict, there is more
apt to be a cq?p}ginﬁiof viblencé:Or the threat of violence. Further,
complainté'about-atypical Eehavio:, other thﬁﬂiv$®¥ﬂﬁﬁéy aﬁ@rabqutkfinancial
problems, ére‘les$‘likei§ fd,occur in families with histories of violent
interactions. . | .
-
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Events Trunsplrlng Bcforc Officers Arriwal

v . ’
It was decided that events occuring immediately before the officers
‘farrivai would be considcredya-reflection of real -events rather than a sub—

“jective judgement by the officers.

patterns.of violence = reveals a-trend for violence and the threat of violence

_to ensue in those families with a violent history.
'with that noted above regarding the-relationship between history of violence

and complainantsftstatements to the police.‘ Furthermore, when there is no
C" history of violence the disputes are more likely to-involye vetbal,exchange
| ‘aand one in;mhichithe'Whereabouts of the otherwparty is ‘at issue. Apparently
‘ifamilies establish dispute patterns:‘ some. rely on physical violence; while
the distutes oftothers are consistently characterized by verbal COnflicts
and. by attempts to aiter prox1mlty (i.e., the dlsputants disagree ‘as to

: whether one of then w111 leave, return or remaln)

'fiRelatiOnshipszmong Variables: Police

SRR VdElaosed-Time'of Police Intervemtion

-

‘When related .to offlcers' opinion regardlngscausatlre factors :

o trend;is aﬁbarentgfit;mOUIdJappear that. the length of the intervention was
hot determined,hy"the«perceived cause of the dispute,.

oplnlon regardlnggpetson(s) at fault,

=

In relationmto the officers'

:'1t appeared that the length of thelr intervention was similar regardless ot

,swhether the husband'or the wifefwas atﬂfault. :However ;they‘did tend4to

(5dt | sta] lonaer when another party was seen as belng at- fault, pcrhaps this is»

B g S oo e e
[

'?'arreflectlon of thc deslre to modlfy the 1nflucnce of others on the marlta;

.

e

B

"{partnersat-

RN T

Comparison of this variable with previous

This finding is consisteirt

T e et ek e e

utlllzed

When related to agency to which rcfcrred, there is the suggestion

of a tendency for the officers to have spent somewhat less time, on the

average, with families they eventually referred to court, as compared with

those they referred to service .agencies. In as much as. the courts are capable

of imposing solutions upon people, the officers'

actions in this.regard may

reflect their sense of limitation in certain situations; that is, if they

perceived. the problem as che requiring an externally imposed solution, they

]

saw less that they’could do and left soomer.

Officers'

Ouinion,Regarding Causative Factors

When related to D1's response to police, D1 tended to be especially

p031t1ve in response to the 1ntervent10n4when the officers perceived the

dlspute as hav1ng orlglnated in problems xith tne children.

which referred suggests that the

Cross Labulatlons w1th aoency to

offlcers were somewhat more: llkely to refer to court when they perceived

dlsputes to be,caused by eltner infidelity or insufficient income. They

were somewhat more llkely te refer to service agenc1es when the perceived

causes 1nvolved 1ntrapersonal problems and problems with children.

Dlsputes seen as ‘being caused bv interpersonal problems were referred , ’

equallv to both serv1ce agenc1es and the courts. These data portray the

ob3ect1v1ty in: the ablllty of the offlcers to discriminate as to the relative

anproprlateness of the helping system in making referrals. It .may be that

such ablllty to dlscrlmlnate and the enlargement of, the range of alternatlves

are anong ‘the most s1gn1f1cant results of tralnlng for human service

functions by pollce OfflPLrS."~
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- Cross—tabnlation’with the outcome suggests a tendency'for disputes
with interpersonnl canses'to more often'remain untesolved than those with
intrapersonal causes. It may be that when’one party is deficient or inappro-
priate, it is easier to manage the conflict than when the dispute arises

out of the more complex interaction between two or more disputants.

Persons at Fault_

Cross~tabulation with dominant housenold member suggests that the

husband is more often seen as being dominant regardless of’wnether he or his
wife 'is seen as oeinglét fault.  When otherrrelativesfor‘nonerekhtives‘areM
seen‘as being at\fault5 they are also seen as being dominant;“?erhaps thé™"
officers judgedkthat anyone nno dominated both spouses had to be-primarily

at fault.

Officers' Impressions ‘of DIl | | |
| Cross-tabnlationiof this: variable with'the-outcome reveals no

' L e e P i e
clear trend. = While:there:is awstereotype,that-whatvofrlcers th;nk of th

: , : e ‘ g a ; i ation
disputant affects his disposition of the case, this did met wccur. in relati

to the firstkdiSputant."This,may beﬂfurtherlevidence of disciplined

objectivity.

Offieers'lmaressions of D2’

B

Cross—tabulation'with_agengyftogmhfgh;re£Erred similarly suggests’ |
that offieers"referralswere,independent ofktneir@impression of D2 (i.e.,
reforralseheing madeinorezoftenkto_serviee'agencies1Whetber D2 was‘seenkas
haVlng lnterpersonalior;lntrapersonalfdifficultieS)."Tnis furtnerksupoorts
the notlon that the tfficers d1d not let Lhelr 1mpre531ons of thefaisﬁhtantsz

determinc their dlsp051t10n.

A oy

».‘kviolence,

i,exthat charges would: be pressed) ]

o in a wlde varlety oi sltuations._

et A et A b

Ry

"= .. . Cross-tabulation with the outcome

e { , - Teveals no trend, once again

highlighting’the officers' objectivity.

'ffRelationships Among Variables: Police~-Disputant Interaction

fComplainnnts’ statcment about P2's behavior X The o

ytcome: Cross-—

tabulatlon of these Varlables revealed no clear trend. However, it dppears,

. that arrests tended to occur when:.violence wasg the. complalnt' although

complalnts of v1olence usually did not lead to either citizen requests that

an arrest be made nor to actual arrests.

Complainants statement about D2's behavior X Elapsed time of _police

intervention:

Revealed here was a tendency for officers to spend less time

o with famllles who had complained of violence than when other complaints had

f been made-",ihls may be due to greater clarlty in police guidelines regarding

such clarlty would tend to make for quicker pollce response. For ) ‘

,example,zlf D2 was arrested For hav1ng commltted an assault (wHen Dl indicated

llttle time needed to be spent. ‘

Complalnants statement about D2 s behavior X D2 S response to pOllCE'

"kAnaly81s revealed that : r

ﬁregardless of the nature of the complaint, D2 generally i

Even on complaint that D2 had been violent, D2's

~responses’are, if anythlng,

tesponded p051tlvely.¢

even more llkely to be p031t1ve towards the police.
- Thus these offlcers percelved generally positive responses from D2 regardless

of the nature of the complalnt

suggestlnw that their skills ‘areeffective o

R R
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Complainants’ request of police X Elapsed time of intcrvention: In

general, no relationship was found between these variables. A tendency was
noted, however, for interventions to be briefer when the complainant requested
the officers to make an arrest (x2 = 3.90, p <.05), that when other requests

were made.

Complainants' request of police X Agency to which referred: The data

suggests that referrals "fit" the request -- i.e., when D1 request&d that
the officers provide treatment, mediation, or other services, referrals were
more likely to be fé,sgrvicg agehcies. On the other hand, when Dl requested
that the officers'use force, referrals were more likely to be 'pzde to the
courts. It appears that the officgfs Qiewed the courts as a resource for

enforcement.

Compiainants' request of police X The outcome: The data indicates that

varrests_tend‘to océdf;when,anmarrés: had been requested. However, as noted

above, most such requests did not result in arrest.

- - -

Identity of complainant X Person(s) seen as at fault: This cross-tabulation

-suggests that the officers-oftén did not side:with the complainant. Even
-though husbands'werefperceived'aS‘béing at fault more often than the wives,

(regardless of who was the complainant) wives were revertheless seen as being

E R e oo I oee T - -
Lt oZaclt surpriziagly oftuarn.

e et AR I i .
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Age of D1 X Officers’ impressions of Dl: While there was no general

trend, the (ham'sﬁggeéted that Dls under 20 years are more often perceived
as having intrapersoﬁal difficulties than when D1 is older than 20 (xZ = 5.48;
E_<:.05 ~ compared to what would be expected from the frequencies of interper-

sonal and intrapersonal in all cases).

Age of D1 X The Outcome: There seems to be no meaningful relationship

between D1's age and. outcome of the dispute. The officers apparently

2

functioned similarly despite age differences in DI1.

Age of D2 X D2's response to the police: No major trend was apparent

for these data. Although age-related differences inight be expected in response

to police intervention, this was apparently not the case.

Age of D2 X The outcéme: As with D1, there appeared no trend in the

‘relationship‘betweeﬁ these two variables. Age thus appears to have had

little effect on the outtome of these disputes.

The outcome X Occgbation oval“and’oﬁ,DZ: Cross—tabulations reveal that

 the occupation of each dispﬁtant did not show any apparent relationship with

outcome of the dispute. =

Dispurtants' relationship X Elapsed time of intervention: No trend was

<

apparent between these variables. The amourdl of tiwe the orficers spgent

{

with the disputants did.not appéar to be determined by the latter's relation-

ship.
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| ant ault: Officers perceived
Disputants’® relationship X Person(s) seen as at fault p

dispntes between spouses as more often being the fault of the husband than

the wife (x% = 13.70, p <..001).

_Disputants"felationship X The outcome: No trend was apparcnt in the

relationship of these variables.

Children under 19 present at disturbance X Elapsed time ofVintervention:
Inspection of these data suggests that there was no relationship between the

amount of time spent in an intervention and whether or not there were children

present.

spiri ircers’ i i >f intervention:
Events transpiring before officers' arrival X Elapsed time of ;

There is no specific precipitating event which determines the length of

the’intervention,

"Elapsed time of intervention X D2's respomse to police: The data suggest
ehat;in casesrnhere the officers stayed 60 minutes‘or more, D2's response was
nosdsine.‘ Since.the average length of intervention even when D2's response“was
not po51t1ve, Wwas between 30 ~ 60 minutes, the officers did not withdraw

qulckly The'data suggest, rather, that they did not waste time in the face

of continued iesiStanCe by'D2 to their efforts to mediate the dispute.

BENSSEE P

‘ v1olence had occurred they maintained their objectivity.

‘work,

o Here,xtoo, D2!

trend apparent in thls cross-tabulation was that when an arrest

- it was” likely that v1olence had taken place before the officers

A S 0 Sk i £ et 4 A AP et A e e g

Events transpiring before officers’ arrival X Person(s) at fault:

There was no clear trend in these data. Precedlng events dld not scem

~related to who thcse tralned officers perceived of as at fault. Even when

So . often in police

1n3ur1es to offlcers accrue when they attempt to stop the male, whom

they see as the ' aggressor,” assuming that the wife will be grateful, only to

- find themselves attacked by her. The FCIU officers did not "side" with the

female simply because there had been an assault; this may explain, in part,

the absence of injuries to Unit officers.

'Events.transpi;ing before officers'

arrival X D1's response to police:

The data here portrays Dl's response to be overwhelmingly positive regardless

of events prlor to the arrival of the wlice.

Events transpiring before officers’ arrival X D2's response to police:

s response was con51stent and usually p051t1ve reaardless of

the” precedlng event. Whatever these officers derived from their training,

~they could apparentlyvhandle a variety of situations skillfully.

Events transpiring‘before‘officers' arrival X The outcome:  The orly

occurred,

arrived.
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.. Officers' opinion of cause of dispute X Previous pactcﬁns'pf violence:

These data suggest that when disputants’have a previous pattern of violcnco,:
the immediate dispute is more likely to be perceived by the officers as
cauécd by interpersonal difficulties and/or by dependency on drugs; and
less likely by problems with children or by outside influences. This is
further support for the interactive hypothesis, that is, that patterns of

violence occur in a mutually contributory context, perhaps of a sado-maso-

chistic nature.

Person(s) at fault X Previous patterns of violence: Previous patterns

of violent interaction do not appear to be related to whether husband or wife

is at fault, as the interactive hypothesis for patterns of violence.,would

“predict. 'When_other people are seen as being at fault, there tends to be no

previous pattern of violence between the disputants. Perhaps the existence

" of such a pattern requires the continuing presence of those who contribute-

to the violence. o ‘ : : o

Aupearance of the ‘home X The outcome;.aNeétneSS of the home seems to be

spositively associated with successful outcome and negatively associated with

incidence of arrests.

Appearance of the disputarnts X The outcome: Neatness of the disputants

o

appears to be associated with fudcesstul cuteofd (though BEE with number

'vof'arrests).

B N e

o it R L

" Officers’ impressions of D1 X DL's response to police: The absence

of any clear trend is remarkable. It suggests that the officers' behavior
was not grossly affected by their impression of D1, thus likely having no
demonstrable effect on Dl's reaction to them. Apparently the officers'

objectivity led to their engendering positive responses from D1 regardless

of their impressions of DI1.

Dl's response to police X The aitcome: In this cross—tabulation no

trend was apparent, other than an apparent tendency for disputes to be

unresolved and for arrests to occur when D1l's response was not positive.

D2's response to police X The outcome: These data suggest that wlen

D2's response is not positive, the disputes tend to be unresolved and to

result in'a.higher inéidence of arrest. When D2's responseé is positive,

mediation is more likely to cccur. This and the preceding set of data suggest

that the outéomes of ;hese disputes depended on the disputants' responses to .
the police; thét is;’wheh theyiﬁere cooperative mediation and successful
resolution.wgre more likely to occur. It should be noted that the data above

indicated that the disputants' responses to the officers was not caused by

the officers' impressions of them.

Dl's response to police X Previous patterns of violence: D1 responds

positively to the police regardless of the history.

Officers’ iépressionIOE D2 X D2's response to the police: No trends

were revealed. Regardless of the officers' impressions, D2's reaction to the
. . of
. Y]
officers was generally positive.,
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.
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_ ' D2's rcsponse to police X Previous patterns of violcnce: Even more ? !  \In the'pfccgdure used, separate frequency tabulations were generated
so than D1, D2 is likely to respond positively to the police when there has : for the i72Aparént-childvdisputes. Visual comparison between these data
¥ bcén no prior pgttcrn of violence. Although families with histories of 4 ;g Q* N ‘ ‘ andithe data for all 1287 interventions was made for each variable. When
‘ : B : o
viqlent interaction are more likely to have violent disputes, it was previously { ?? w a aiffereﬁce between the two sets appéarcdvmeaningful, a third set of
noted that events preceding officers' arrival was not apparently related to ; 5; fredﬁcucieé were generated comprised of the data for all disputes other than
z the dispuﬁants"response to the officers. It may be that families with a. 3 ig ) , U"thOSE‘between parent and child. The frequencies for this latter set were
, : ¥ R
. - violent interactive style also happeun to have more negative attitudes. to 2 - then compared tov those for parent and child only. Chi-square analyses were .
| authority; or, that their tendency to overﬁly express negative feelings led theb ; 1;~L o performe&ito teét the significance of the differences between these two
| ¢ officers to pe?ceive their reactions as less positive. : 'ézﬁ séts of data.
Agency to which referred X Previous patterns of violence: Inspection E Charécteristics'of the Disputants
i of these data indicates that the officers tendéd to refer to courts when there ‘ g "The disputes‘between‘parénts aﬁd children predictably showed a larger
| ﬁx wasva‘history,of violence, to service agencies:when there was ﬁo history of ;§k$ " age differeﬁce_fhén'did the other disputes. Wnen the disputes occurred or
? “.f. violence;‘ yf  how7thelp§iice were notified indicated no gross differences. Examination of
3 S S S : . 'E, - .. ~the nature of the éomplainént's statement regarding D2's behavior revealed a
Q A SR s Parent-Child Disputes ﬁi B R e > e S ) S ‘ o ] )
! , ‘ , . i vslight,.nonsignificant difference in the-frequency of complaints of violence :
;‘iﬁ* .>_ : Of the total bf 1287 familyrdisputes, 172 were between parents and in pageﬁt-chiid dispu;es. chh,complainﬁs wereg made in 33.3% of cases for which %
. fChildren. Iﬁe,?PPQTtUHitY to exémine‘characteristics of such disputes infofﬁation wésiavailablé, aﬁd in 40.2% of ali,other cases. In-parent-child E
. , promiSed inforﬁ3£ion‘oﬁfthe SiﬁiléfitiESv8Hd diffefénCeS between these disputes dispute;,ifequests for mediation occurred in 28.4% of cases, all other disputes ;*
‘): g ) 4andfthose betwéén’spouseé. What, for example, may police officers expect i% | ;'5?:’: 18.62:  | | - ;
“{‘: wheh‘they intervene and find the disputants are parent and chila? Is violence In the pare§t4child‘disputes, the mother was the complainant in 56.1% ﬁ
5 & ' . L ‘ e e . ; = R
N\§ mora - of a factof,.and‘hence a.dange:, tham in disputes baetween spouses? T of the cases, the Ea;hér inflS.2Z; che’déugﬂter’in 18,1% and the son in 7.0%. ?
_é Whatrdo tfainedlofficefs perégive as causative in such disputes? Arekthere _ParentS"é%e &he‘qﬁesiwho appeal for help in three-fourths of these cases. §
#fﬁv' différenceS*fiﬁAfhe §fficéré' aétipns? In the outcome? 0né~quarcér of thevappeals came frqm éhild:en. %
E e v -'NBJSthcr charactefistiés4pf the dispptanfs demonstrated differences.. ‘ é
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Characteristics of the Police ‘ }:

N : - ya1 :
. . ' ‘he officers were more likely to refer to servicec agencies in parent-child
Compariscous between the two sets . data in terms of length of intervention

disputes than in other disputes (70.7% vs. 47.9%; P < .05), and were lcss

w
S ke A
AN

© indicated that for both, most interventions took from one-half hour to one aand i v .
B il ) likely to refer parent child dlsputes to the courts (20.7% vs. 46.5%; p< .01)
one half hours. In parent-child disputes officers are less likely to spend ' ' L :
It appears that the officers were less likely to resort judici i i
| £fic y € sorl to judicial impositi
less than one-half hour and are more likely to spend over oneand one-half , : ‘ . position
' of a resolution in disputes between parents and children. C
. . qs . Lok D : 1S ! . ompared to all
. hours (p <.001). This finding proBably reflects a number of factors, such as N . " : : P 2
& ‘ Tl P other disputes, the officers were less likely in parent-child disputes to
' differences in the nature of the request and the incidence of prior violence AN , :
g W obtain an agreement from the complainant to "leave permanently" (19.3% vs. 3.6%;

(it was noted above that officers spent less time when violence had preceded ‘ - .
p < .01), but just as;often obtained such an agreement from D2. This seeming

PR their arrival or when arrests occurred). E‘»
1{3' paradox can be ex plalned as perhaps reflecting the officers' reluctance to

-When examination was made of events preceding officers' arrival, several (I

ask the complainant (the parert) to leave; there were a number of cases,

differences were seen which provide some:.explanation for the -above finding - - .
, H. however, in which the "child" (D2) was either old enough to leave home (being

regarding the amount of time spent during the intervention. Parent-child , ,
e N o ~ over 18) or in which theidisputefwas between a parent and a child over 20
IR disputes, when compared to all others, were preceded -somewhat more often by. : o ' , -
: ‘ ' ' o . ‘ P years of age ("extended famllles are qu1te common in inner-city are

: - ) . " o i - as), a
"other's presence/absence" (32.9% vs. 21.2%) and by "verbal disputes" . , y ) nd

) it might be qulte approprlate to suggest that such a "child" 11ve elsewhere.

(52.9% vs. 43. 77), and were somewhat less likely to be preceded by "violence

g}i' : : Ihe data revealed that there was less likely to be a previous pattern of -

(26.5% vs. 35.8%). These data suggest ‘that in parent -child disputes there
-0 . violence - (E_<: -001) in. -parent- Chlld dlsputes than in all others.

may'be a'tendeneyffor the disputants tthave conflicts in which both seek to
( No other dlfferences were noted in characterlstlcs of pollce perceptlon

maintain the ba51c relatlonshlp while trylng non—v1ol ntly to alter the , ' Qﬁ'

and behavior in thesefdisputes.
other's behavior. e 4 |
A Analysis of the data regarding disputes between parents and children ' L

Sad 7 As. for the officers' opinion of causative.factors, parent—child disputes

points out(certain characteristics in which these differ from other intra-

o were less often percelved as -being caused by outside influences than were
. familial dlsoutes reou1r1nc pollce intervention. In parent -child disputes,

T

* .7 other disputes (10.6% vs. 23.5%; p < .05),”

the dlsputants behavzor and statements to the police are seen as more likely

';7‘71’~j Lt In parent—chlld dlsputes the offieers' approaoﬁ<was more likely to : ) A
= : . to ref)ect a de51re to nalntaln the essential stab111ty of the relatlonshlp =

involvc "discussions with»other family:members' (’2 3/ vs, 14 SA, E.‘< 05)

Apparentlv *hf offr@rs percelved thls desire. and- tended to . dlrect ‘their

It would seem that the offlcexs saw: the :ntra—famillal relatlonshlps as the

; = = e efforts toward Stdbillzlng or 1nprov1ng the families' situations by spending
crucial factorsg and,gin,reéognizing the,role‘played,by other family members, % ‘
SRR - o ‘ more tlme medlatlng, enllstlng othe* famlly members' ~involvement and referring

- enlisted their .cooperation. ‘ R
N S . . to servxce avencies.,\.:

CEAN

T A R A s e S T S

ys
AN

T St 1 g S I T 9 ) T r g gt A g v p

RN - th
s e e St g




Sy

R R [N e e A . i B 1A . e e b M R i = g o A i e s e e e
e A i . i

e o R b -

w. - In view of 'these findings, an officer would have had repnson to. expect

- . Parameters of Physical Assault ’
. : . ’ that'violence had probably occurred 1f on entering the home he had been told
o ' It has been said that "violence, like charity, begins at home" v - L . ;
; R _ ' that it had occurred.. If, on the other hand, there is no me¢ntion of violence
: {Malinowski, 1948). Data gathered during the course of 1287 police interven- Ce e :
[ 2 ‘ ~ - having occurred, - further inquiry or mediation will probably not disclose that
tions in family disputes provides an unusual opportunity to acquire information- 7 o _ | 7
. ; an assault had*occurred. Stated more generally, these data suggest that

about human violence in naturalistic settings. We have determined that 1 :jf’ | ) o S ;
; ‘ ' : : ‘ P complainants are relatively accurate sources of information when they claim an
| ? complainants say that violence has occurred in 39.5% of the cases,.and, more: T A _ ~ :
& L _ & assault has occurred; in. the absence of such a claim an officer can*properly
2 specifically, that physical assaults have taken place in 35.5% of all - > o : a v

. : : ¥ assume that there probably was no assault.

; disputes. Further, information has been presented in which the police | , .
; ¢ k officers concluded that violance precsded their arrival in 34.8% of the 9 Causes of Disputes in Which Assaults Allesedly Occurred
: disputes, and more specifically, that physical assault had occurred in:29..2% Cross—-tabulation of the variables: Complainants' statements to police
| of all disputes. Fortunately, there I even more that can be learned from and_Officers' impressions  of causes, allows for examination of the more fre-
& , . . ' - ,
? tf' the data, some of Whlch is presented below. To permit finer analysis, most- ~quently perceived causative factors in disputes Where a physical assault was
i of the data to follow is derlved,from ”flrst—generatlon data; that is, : claimed to.haVeﬁtakenﬂplace., Rank-orderlng.those factors prov1des the

ffollow1ng llSt 1nf1dellty (a factor in 167% of these dlsputes), history of

'priorfto collapsing of'categories,

| Ca; o - R A _ _constant arguments and/or assaults (ll/), lack of communication, attentlon,
no e Agreement,BetWeen 0fficers and Complainants - e
X A B EERE v R o ; ,_understanding,(QZ); aleoholism-(9%,; complaint regarding another’'s outside
R : Of all disputes in which'the complainants' statement rindicated that SR o AR .
il S T SR T . ‘friends or activities *(5%); excess: time spent away from home (5%); financial
e a physical assault -had taken.place, fhe officers perceived that a physical Pl
R CRR s E S R P e L , o ’ay1d1ff1cult1es (5/)
*'l4f ' ~ assault had in fact preceded their arrival in 65.9%. Thus in about two-thirds }f S R =
R o \ v T o R , : £ . . It readlly becomes apparent that there 'is no-one cause which accounts
i of'those cases where, upon entering~the'home,‘the officers are told. that an g g , g
7 AT ; g - for a major_portion ofvthesetdisputes. Even infidelity, the factor most
LA assault had occurred further 1nqu1ry VETlfled the clalm When other categories £ e . 3 |
. C-on : : 5 . . commonly associated with claimsuof,pnysioal-assaultsw is seen in only 1
R i i . are added so that the more general domain of "Vlolence is examlned (1nclud1ng, g * L L ,
‘ : 2 : : 2 j{jcase,out of 6.~ Thls data is con51stent with the nypothe51s in which families
~ ) for example, assaults w1th a weapon), the agreement between complalnants fd E , ) ‘
e c : - | are seen to dlffer in: style of conflict.v Perhaps for families with an--
i statementjand officers 1mpres51ons ‘of events precedlng ‘their arrlval rises ::.« ‘ o
C ' g R o N : : assaultlvc style, v1olence is llkely ‘to occur once a confllct tension” threshold

£0 74 :5%.

B qhas been reached, and many prec1p1tat1ng factors can lead to cr0531ng that
Lo . . K - .

'lthreshold.ﬁ
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Of ficers' Impressions of D2 in bispﬁtcs i Which Assaults Allegedly Occurred

Additional information concerning disputes in which the complainant
‘claimed that a physical assault had occurred comes from examining the

officers impressions of D2 in those cases. Where such claims had been

made, the officefs found the second.disputant (usually the husband)to be
under the influance of alcohol in 16.3% of the cases. This low fréquency of
association doés»not support‘the7GXpectation of, a strong relationship-be—
tween violence and alcohol. The officers found D2 to be unable to communicate
with D1 in 14.37 of these disputes, to be jealous or suspicious of DI in

10.3% and;tq ha?e little regard or affection for D1 in 5.2% of‘fhese disputes.

Again one finds no one factor which is consistently associated with disputes

in which the complainant claims that an assault”had:-occurred.

Causes of Disputes in Which Qﬁficers Conclude that Agsaults Did Occur
There is reason to believevthat in some disputes physical assaults
did occur but were not mentioned by the cumplainant. Similarly, there may

well have been;caSQS‘ihiwhich‘a vengeful complainant may have falsely

. stated that an assault occurred, or emotionally overreacted to-a push or.

shove. While the officers' impressions of events preceding their arrival
2 . p > p 2

t;provide¢3confifmé;16nﬂo£ élleged~assaultsfin 65.9% of these cases,'indicating,

" considerable agreement, there remain many cases in which the officers con-

cluded that ‘4n assault had occurred even without.akcomplaint, Could it be-

that the officers' impressions are a more valid indicator of the prior

“occurrence pi physical assaults?

. §
+«. In.the 330 cases.in which the officers judged that a physical agsault.

had preceded their arrival, the most frequcntly seen tausative factors

were infidglity (lB.Oiqof these cases); alcoholism (11.2%); history of constant

argumgg£§hand/or.assaults»(9.7Z); lack'of communication, attention, understanding

(8.8%); and camplaintsvregarding another's'outside friends or activities (5.5%).

These five factors aré identical to five most frequently associated causative

factors,in disputes where the complainant claims that violence had occurred.

Officers Imoressions of D2 in Disputes Where Officers Concluded that Assaults

Did Occur

In those disputeslwhere the officers judged that a physical assault had
taken place, theylﬁouddlthe‘second’disputant-to be: under the influence of
alcohol (20.9%); pngblé‘to communicate with D1 (13.3%); jealous or suspicious
of D1 (9.7%);-to‘ha§e iitp1e régard or affection for D1 (7.6%); to act ’
childishly ofiimmaturéiy (5.5%).“‘  , L -f‘

| Oncé agaiﬁ, con;idérable o?érlap.isifoundfwhen the dfficers; iﬁpressions

of D2 in cases where they conclude that assaults had occurred are compared

with their impressions .of D2 when:the complainant claims that an assault had

occurred. Here, too, one may note that D2 is under the influence of alcohol

in only a minerity qf”family disputes in which these policetofficeré had

judged that an "assault had occurred prior to their arrival.
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‘-13}62 of the, cases..

Estimating the Extent of Alcohol’s Influence

Idformation cn thé foleyof alcohol in family disputes cén be

inferred from several.aspccts'of the data. Alcohol's influence in family

disputes can be viewed from at least two perspectives: 1l.) its role as an

‘acute situational circumstance; i.e., where alcohol has played some role

whether or not it has led to a state of intoxication; and, 2.) its expression
as a chronic haﬁi?’péttern,je.e.,Aalcoholism. 'Boﬁh views of alcohol have
implications fo; the disputes themselves as well as for the role of assaultive-
ness within those‘disputes. Several aspects of the data permit us to gain
some understanding of the interplay of tbese issues.

For eXamplé, the officers judged that the complainant was under the

influence of alcohol..;thoughvnot necessarily intoxicated...in 26.4% of the

' éases, and the other disputant in 30.3%;3‘While alcohol use was judged to

" have influenced the~dispﬁtants'iﬁ man§ of . the cases, it should be noted that

alcoholism was perceived by the officers as causative of the dispute in only

Agreement Between Offigers and Complainantg

The compiainant chargéd drunkenness in 10% .of the cases. Of these
cases, the1;ﬁficé:3~ééré5dﬁw1th‘thé‘cbmplainantsrcharge only 43.1% of the

time. ‘When'the‘inﬁervéning officer is greeted by accqsations of drpnkenness,

the chargeé are tjpitally’nﬂt.suBstanti&téd'by,ﬁimf

ne Ry A & o o At s gl e as < wm
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. ' Another dimension is added when the relationship is examined between

.+ - ulleged drunkenness and officers’' perception of alcoholism as a cause of the

disputé.' Here again the greement is not i&pressivc: of all cases where the
complainant alleges drunkenness, alcoholism is usually not secn to be a
cause of the dispute f29% agreement). Comparison with the above figure of
43.17% agreemeﬁt suggests that there were a number of cases where the officers
agrée&:with the compiainants, but felt that alcoholism was not a cause of
the disputes; This may irflect’these trained officers' sqphistication in

. being éﬁle to search for underlyihg‘causes behind surface manifestations

of conflict.

Causative Factors When D2 was Under the Influence of Alcohoi

‘Crpssftabulation of the variables: Officers' impressions of D2 and

Officers' perception of causative factors reveals the following factors to

" be most often causative of disputes where D2 appeared to be under the influence

'«-; oﬁyaicoholﬁ‘élcéholiém (20.9%) ; infidelity (11.4%); unemployment (7.6%); a

jbi§t6rj:of cdﬁStant,argﬁments and/or assaults (7.6%); and, a lack of communica;
:fibﬁ; éttenti§n; hndersfénding»(6.52).‘ Here again one finds little relation=--
’ship.ﬁefweenva‘diéputant'S-being under the influence of alcohol and the officers
. perggi;;né’alééhéli§i’td beAa‘factor; - In other words, they appeared able .
to_diséfiminate-gétweén:;he use_of alcohol and a chronic condition of

- alcoﬁblism.
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. . L CHAPTER III

Complainants' Statement about D2's Behavior

o

ASSESSMENT OF ATTITUDES BEFORE AND AFTER POLICE ACADEMY TRALNINGl

Many police officers and social scientists hypothesize a relationship

The research design of the housing study presented opportunities
& : i ess and alcohol intoxication. 1In view of this, the ‘ Lo . ] . ,
¥ between assaultiveness to assess effects of training upon certain dimensions which appeared relevant
' i tement’ about the behavior of the other party was examined e . ' . ’ .
complainants statement’a ‘ to effective police work: the extent to which one can understand and predict
to determlne the extent to which assaultlvaness and intoxication coexisted as

L]

others' behavior; the officer's attitudes concerning his job, other people,

. ' a1 2 2 cases where D1 complained that a phy51ca1 4 )
| complalnts. While there were 5 > P ; and society.
; . r d 72 cases where D1 com lalned that D2 was intoxicated, : . o : o ' _ L
assault had occurred, an . P In addition to providing measures of differential effects of training
e : here D1 complained both that D2 was intoxicated . . | | ‘
B ~ there were only 15 cases w o P —— , between the two groups, the assessment of group B's attitudes was seen as
3 ' ' L, . » $ *be said that  where an L :
. al assault. Thus it can be sai . L e g , y - ..
Lo and had committed a physic perhaps providing indications of the effects of police academy training. In
Z ' ed. in only 6% (15/252) was intoxication also alleged. » ' ' o . . ) .
. assault allegedly occurred, y as much as group B's training at The Psychological Centér consisted primarily
%E . ’ , : hat complainants do mot in their first statements to the ' ) | . |
© - These data‘suggest’t a P of lectures, it closely resembled in form (although not in content) much of
L . . 3s e : ‘ 1t. ) . ‘ ' :
! tionship between alcohol and assau . . ,
i police indicate a rela P ; their academy tralnlng The typical police academy's strategy has been
é v'lRelatiénShip Betweén D"s Being Intoxicated in Disputes Where Officers Con- “7’“59931198d aS*u31n° iﬁhdttrihationﬁlmethods ip nrder to mold "personnel over
0 Sy whom the organization can easily exercise control" (Germann, 19 .22).
i?g: S eluded. that an Assault Had Occurred m org _a‘ n a‘l y Lse ol" (Germann, 69, p.22)
i PRI . Y e ol 1t ; e s . ; .
g Of all acds Jhere the ofrlcers Judged that a physical assault Pvegeded Despite such critical description, little scientific investigation of the
§;\< their arrlval in omly 20.9% (as noted above) was D2 under the influence of effects of police academy training upon recruits has been forthcoming; assessing
F o B'e artirudes o g : ini ‘
'5C3' ',alcohol,fon officer who concluded that an assault had probably taken place group B's attitudes wasyseen as a means of obtaining knowledge relevant to
iy - i : . ' :
o o ‘ ' Lol he i this i .
t&% " because he sees D2 as intoxicated would likely be im error. his issue _ o ,
}7 ; ‘ The remainder of this chapter will describe the methodology, findings
r;”gq. . and conclusions resulting from the evaluation of attitudes of recruits in
5i' N both group A (the affeccive—experiential conflict-management group) and
group B (the C0°nlt1VE gmup)
é  ‘
€ . o e e e -
S Material in this chapter is based on elements of Dr. Zacker's doctoral
" dissertation., - Zacker, J.W<  The effects of experiential training upon empathy,
. o - -
T interpersonal en51t1v1cV, ¢ynicism and alienation in police rGCYUlLb..DOLEOrdl
. N _ digsertation, tlty Univers ity of New York, Ann Arbor, chhlgan, Unlvcxsxty

Microfllms, 1971 No. 71—16 546
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Method

Subjects

Subjects'were probationary patrolmen entering the New York Housing

Authority Police Academy. Their average age was 26.69 years. In addition,
six senior patrolmen received training with group A but were not included
in the evaluatiﬁe procedures.

During these recruits' first day at the Academy they were told
simply that they were to take part in an expe;iment to evaluate two different
methods of training iatended‘to increase the policeman's effectiveness and
safety through increased kanledge about human behiavior. The entire entering

class‘then completed the measuring instruments and was thea randomly .divided

-

into two groups: group A, which &as,to_:mceive.affectiverexpeffeﬁtial trdaining
for conflict management;‘and group B, which was to receive cognitive educatiom
in the benavmoral and soc1al sc1ences. To conform to the practical needs
of the Academy tralnlng staff and fac1llt1es, it was necessary that,nelther
group be larzer than’ 30 men. Thus 24 recruits were randomly assigned to
group A (plus the 51x‘sen10r patrolmen) and.30 to group BME L - ‘

The two groups ‘did not dlffer significantly either in age or on the
test of mentalxability:routinely administered by the Academy. In group A,

16 recruits were Negro, 5 were Caucasian, and one was Puerto Rican. In

group B, 17 recruits were Negro, 9 were Caucasian, and 3 were Puerto Rican.

2Data far two recruits in group A and one from group B are not
1ncluded because they: d1d not complete all evalustive procedures.’

v

e
sttt e

willfthink, say, or do, was measured by a procedure (Grossman, 1967;

" The Measures

EmEathz the ability to understand another person's feelings and
thoughts, was in part measured by the Empathy scale (Hogan, 1969).
measures of empathy involved the presentation of a wotion picture, "Judging
Emotional Behavior," in which two people are under post-hypnotic suggestion
to believe that emotion-laden events they are hearing had occurred to them in
the past (some of the eveﬁts had, in fact, happened to either of the two

people in the film).” Recruits judged which emotion (from a. list 1f 13) was

. ‘being expetiehced and which of the subjects, if either, was hearing his/her

own past experience. Recruits made their judgements without hearing

- the marrator's stbries, thereby reproducing a situation common to police

: work - the nece551ty loid maklpg rapid judgements based on limited information.

A recrult s feellng 1dent1f1catlon score consisted of the number of correct

Judgements (cut of 10) as m which emotion was being experienced; his person

.

a‘identlficatlon score,con51sted of the number of correct judgements {(out of 10)

fegarding'whith~subject, if either, was reliving the event described in each

“séquence. .

Interpersoral sensitivity, the ability to predict what another person

- 2nd~order predietions), in which typescripts of interviews with three men are
presented, containing their answers to questions about themselves. The
' recruits then predicted which of the threce men had described himself in a

“given way.

: Allenatlon from othar people and- from soc1ety was -measured by Gould's

(*364) Manlfest Allcnatlon Measure (MAM)

B .

Churchxll—WLwler productlon :. available from the New York University

B Ir g ey
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Additional
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"men test,"

FilmﬂLibrary, 26 Washingtou‘Place, New York New York, 10003, and other sources.
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Training procedures for group A included group discussions, real-life
Police cynicism was measured by Niederhoffer's (1967) scale, slightly

simulations, rqle-plays,<fi1ms, and lectures, all of which were designed

.:J e st b Hi s ’ olicemen and with response choices . . IERR . ) . .
mcdlfled EO? use with Housing Authority pel = P to improve the officer's ability to manage interpersonal conflicts. Emphasis

e H aneed ¥UL i y —ended statements concerning significant - S ;
.3 counte*ba needs - It con31§ts of 20 open-en , was often upon attitudes, behaviors, and understanding as these determined

T . : i one of three completions which made . . . . . .
are¥® of police work, and recruits selected P the effectiveness of police intervention in conflicts among people. The

oo vt 1 i wes. This scale is the only Coe , ‘
cach statement most nearly correct in his eyes aura of expertise usually placed by participants upon (and. accepted by) lecaders

| " known measure of police cynicism. One statement is: % of other forms of groups was discouraged by the two.primary group leaders.
Housing P?lize.AcadiTyb;riiiigi gglzecrgizsrecruit has to learn all over when f ﬂ v Bard (l970)'br0vides'a»more detailed description of the training given to
a. might as we , : : , T

he is assigned to a project. : L

‘. roups A and B.
b. cannot overcome the contradictions between theory and practice. . i groups
B c. does a very fine job of preparing the recruit for life in the project. :
¢ Group B Training;z_To provide group B with training that was similar in
Training . , ' . f ’ form to usual Police Acédemy classroom training, lectures and (a few) films
—_— . : —_— .
o . . adms syuid erwent the-normal 12-week - : .
g - Police Academy training. Each recruit und % ¥ were the sole methods used. The curriculum covered aspects of psycholegy,

‘ ' 3 iti 1 training this recruit . S . 3 |
~program at the Academy.. To accomocate the additiona & sociology, and phy51cal;and socdal anthzopology, and was designed to provide

k<> “ ¥ . 3
: . - : : i 1 a raini asted one extra week. Academy training Moo .
{ .. " . class received, thelr Academy training las it L a well-rounded v1ew of human motivation and behavior. Fourteen instructors

L ERN . PR, members of the Academy. n® ; , e . ' .
g -~ . ‘is providad m§1n17 by orflcers 8?%,%£E.§S?ff T T geared thelr presentatlons to cover major issues and trends in these areas;

,they contrlbuted to the 42 hours of tralnlno recolved by group B at The

R : ' Group A training. ' Concurrent with their. Academy t:aining,.members.of

PSYChOlOglCal Center durlng 12 Wednesday mornings concurrent with their

=

"fgroup A met at The Psychological Center of the City College, CUNY on 12

- _ . T
re ~,Tuesday‘morn1nos, where they recelved a total of 42 hours of training¥ . ; Aca§e§yltralplng. ’ : ’
%‘ ,'b -‘::Members spent much of thlS tlme 1ﬁ one of two small groups, the leaders: ) E | ’Recruig ﬁvaiuation ofiffaining \ - _ | ‘
: 2‘ o Aiof which were graduate students in the Uhlver51ty clinical psychology Durlnortﬁe Last week of Acadeny training, fust prior to béing resigned
ké gi vf}program.» Occa51ona7ly se*v1ng as. co-leaders. were. members of the 30th - ‘as ‘regular patrolmen7 £he entire class*of'recruits«Cvmpleéeﬁ“thE‘sameﬁproéedﬁres.
2 ?V ~7 nrecxnct (New York Pollce Department) Famlly CflGlS Interventlon it as on théir.fi}ét dAy:ét the Academ&. In‘addiﬁionq each completed an.anonymous, ;
‘ay" ;‘ ~ (Bard 1969}, each of whom was a seasoned patrolman with experlpﬁce i small openfended‘qgeétionhaifé evaiﬁating his traiﬁing {on all other instruments ;
o o : . S N ‘ )

K ,; ‘:f"‘kgroup dlscu5510ns and real-llfe 51tuat10ns. v o SRR recruits iﬁgﬁfifiEd'thémselves‘byfname ). L , ) ( 
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Results é iwa
4 | = TABLE 1
rable Sups A and i 4 X
o In Table 1 are presented the scores of groups A and B obtained f 2# SCORES BY GROUPS
during the first day of Academy training and during the last week of : ‘%i*)‘
, iy
Academy training.. P
v . ‘ ﬁ{ Group | .Before Tfaining After Training *
Pre-Training-Comparison with Other Groups: 3 Variable
o .
Hogan (1969) reports scores for several groups on the Empathy scale. %3') ' ' Mean S.D. I Mean S.D.
Recruits‘bbtained higher scores than did young delinqueqts, prison inmates, vf , ;
o - L b AZ 2.91 1.27 ~3.41 1.47
and junior high school boys; recruits' scores were below those of architects, o Feeling b ~ ‘
B v B i op : B 2.97 1.74 . 3.34 1.48
military officers, research scientists, and college students. ) Identification | .
N A , v : A+B o 2.94 1.54 i
Recruits?.interpersonﬁl sensitivity scores were similar to those of i }
. 'college undergraduates reported by Grossman (1967). |4 V A f3.73 1.39 4.00 1.11
‘ ) »%‘5 - Person N R
. Recrults allenatlon scores were 51gn1f1cantly higher (R < .001) than ?ﬁ o . B ! 3,72 1.51° 3.93 1.33
DR ‘ o : N Identification i .
1;»-'those of 429 college undergraduates reported by Gould (1964) _ AR D 3,72 U1.45
S 'j : ' : }
Recrults pollce cynle'sm scores were 51gn1f1cantly lower (E.‘L 001) T Co R O R F——
3 Lk ‘ : A - 34,97 -3.64 34.23 4.25
~than those‘cf recrulrs -entering ‘the New York City Police Department; recruits' Empathy [ Co b
_ ., : : ‘ B § 33.83 . 4.73 i 36.34 4.32
1pollce cyn1C1sm_scores ‘gt the end of Academy tralnlng were 51gn1f1cantly Scale b JRDN : : :
: | : == AFB " 34,15 . 4.32
lower than recrults 1n the New York Clty Police Department with two  to three S = PR ‘ 1i i
| T - ~ » 0 f - ,w..‘ T = - - ~ - - » - ";5"‘4:“: - ’A ‘ - T . W
; months of Academy tralnlng (reported by NlederhoFfer, 1967) e A Y o11os4.  3.68 10.82" 2.29%
‘ g ‘ ’ . Interpersonal - L : T :
e ,‘ :f‘-, Sl EE _ S B 0110520 .2.94 11.21 2.68
Lack of Change ! Sensitivity B S )
R e | ‘ ‘ A+B ¢ 11.52 3.51 :
. r’Repea*ed Measures Analyses.of Variance.— Unweighted Means Solutions . L ' ‘ : “ ‘
(Wlner,‘l962) for each measure revealed that for none was there any 31gn1f1cant i A 34.64 7.05 ‘i 34,55  T10.00 {
et i . . Cynicism BN : . j )
change 1n terms of group, time of testing, or in.the interaction (df 1/49, B .1. 35,79 -5.96 b 37,45 7.03
R Lo . " 1
Tl R H . . b
j.gg values :anging.fron;0,0Q to 2,92); A+B ‘g 35,17 ° 6.51 :
2 A 73.09 S11.85 {1 74.77  12.38
. .Alienationf ; .,,f“ff" S i ,
E B ‘72 00, o la.20 i 69.31  12.45
68 - | |
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v Minimal Racial Differences ‘ ’ - o [ "‘fNaiVEte‘AbQ?t Human’hotivation
o Simllar statistical analyses were perforaed by-érouos and by race. In : ? - nTohdetetﬁihe*Qhethet'more subtle changes in sensitivity to others had
‘ b group A only One,(oﬁvthe 51x) main effect was significant: Caucasian recruits i é; v‘.‘v>,oécurtéd group responses to 1tem #15 on the MAM' ("It is almost impossible
-~ : achiehed higher feeling identificaFiOH scores than did Vegro Tecruits both “-for one petson:tovreally‘understand~the'feelings of another") were examined.
| before.and afterbtrainiog Qo~<:.01). No other racial differences were found On.enterlng the Academy the recruits seemed:quite confldent perhaps naively
g . inagrouﬁ A: none at all occurred in group B. iféﬁ'ﬂ‘ .; ’S , of one 's ablllty to understano the feelings of another." Post-training
S ;;,“‘ . ﬁ?scores on*this item“for group B showed no change to:have occurred; group A
'% »;M' , Recruits’ anluation of Traiaigg' . e 'bll Affeetive—experiential | '_{teeroitsévhowehet,'seemed to'have had theit belief shaken by their training
E:@f Both groups evaluated Fhelr tralnlﬂg avorsRy ; %‘ﬁﬁ : o expefiences Since‘they &ere.ies5fsure that one could "understand" another by
3 recipients .than was ‘ RE : R
i trainihg (group A) was evaluated more hlchlz' by ies i ‘the end of‘trainiaé”(g;<<.10),»’Thiswmay reflect an increased awareness of the
%? ; Cdgnitive (group B) trainingm s should \ ]'complexities o£>homam behavior and motivation in group A recruits; an awareness
. ice recruits shou o I T e » '
. i When asked whether they thouOht future gromps of policerEes ) Qj L T;f:;whieh mayfhe:Partiofda proeeSS’that leads to enhenced socizl v, asitivity.

receive the klnd of tralnlng they had uncondltlonally affirmative replies

were. glven by 91/ of group A recrults, ‘and by only 68% o of recruits in group B ,;Feafi°fﬁé¥iﬁi€i?ing;the-SYStEm o

¥

?f’t fdfd’ _ (XZ 4 21 p< 05) ‘ "f, . ﬂkf" h. L lﬁ'{”' Ihe 1ncrease in pollce cyn1c1sm in recruits after two to three months

%»»i‘;5 : w,; More_recru1ts from group A (86/) then from group B (58/) Ieplled : | ; %,1L'—iv, of Academy tralnrng reoorted by Nlederhoffer (1967) was not present for the

the tralnlng

P s

) fedi' ‘ afflrmatlvely whentasked 1f experiencedupatrolmen should receive ﬂifrecrults 1n‘thlswstudy. Nlederhoffer dld'not however, require his subjects

: T ' R v R - ‘ l,ﬁ‘yg o to 1dent1f themselves whlle those in the present study were so required.
\ C'~4AJ‘ they had (21<L 10) S S SRR | 0T g y s P ’ y q
' 55'1Z37? o : ,»f» Hav1ng spent a good deal of time together, the recrults had many eg@;?h:ZV.’In v1ew of th s proceduralvdlfference and“of candid remarks by several recrudts
- :_ ?Lf‘:, }~wooporton1tles to compare the two tralnlng methods. When. asked which group o fd ’ ’if;’;u”“hi thaf as regards the pollce cyn1c1sm scale, the class had taken no chances and
':;; they belleved had beneflted most mone - of the men in group A felt that c : R ;~‘i": had glven reaponses‘gulded by what they thought ”the Inspectdr would want to

LTI 1t that ‘ ~ L e it M ("t i .
R e . group B hud proflted more than they, Wheleas SR gtonp B recrults i v , i jf:i see, resoohsesete atem w6 on the MAd ( It is best to tell your superlors or

group A had benefited more from tralnlng than they had (E.<- -05).

*bossesfwhat they really want to hEar") were'" examlned ‘It was . found that there
' ) ' - > ce : # ‘

was 51gn1flcantly more agreement w1th thlS statement at the end of recruit
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Discussion

'This investigation has provided data about police recruits' scores
on several measures. While‘Sl subjects are too small a group to be
considered a normative sanple for nolicemen in general, these scores do
: ’1 = provide a basis for;comparison‘with other groups and other police departments.
A global impression, based on the data for these recruits; is that
z .f: “‘“”t at the time of entry into the department their scnsitivity to‘human interaction
%;brv was not outstanding and thej felt scmewhat alienated from people and society.
;

480 hours of Academy trainino and 42 hours of training experiences at The

" Psychological Center saW'noichangesﬁon these dimensdons, as measured, 13

weeks later. These findingS'suggest that men selected {and/or applying) for
police work do not possess characterlstics that.appear to be. particularly
conduciye to sensitive interaction with'people., Further, Police Academy trainlng
; ' finding that Would surprlge

'c,was not found to promote these characteristics,

"few who are familiar Wifh typical Academy curriculum and methods._ It is

noteworthy that When given an opportunity to anonymously evaluate the. two.' ) T

~,tra1n1ng elements (cognltive ana affectlve—experiential), the recruits

o Mo 2 e e

1 indicated that*the latter'was more desirablevfpr both .recruits:-and exper-

o ’:11"”>',v'ienced'ofﬁicers;‘the generalﬂfinding for the other measuring instruments
{which were notkanonymousfand_were yary,"test—like),;however,'was that neither

:{,element led to appreciablef(i.e., meaSUTdBﬁéﬁfch“ﬁg‘s

T . B .

Coeme PR cowe
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‘This‘iack of'cnange on the tests,ﬁhowaver, may not reflecet actual
effects of the training; for a recruit may have integrated his experiences in
a highly personal way; a way‘in:keeping with the language and behaviur of the
field in which he operates rather than.the language and behayior tapped by
the measures. Except tOr the police cynicism scale, these measures were
developﬂd by, and have been primarily applied with, middle-class people. Some
evidence. suggests thatathere are class-related differences in Verbal and
behavioral expressions of concepts (Deutch; 1864+ John,1963; Lesser, Fifer
and Clark; 19653 and Payenstedt,‘l965)t :
for example, reported thatkmiddle—class children used verbal,expression
significantly<moré often (p <;.001§ than did lower-class children.in responses

to\demands for~COgnitive fUnctioning.~ Protherce (1967), analyzing comments

by 2nd .grade boys working with .scientific concepts, found the lower-class
boys usedya smaller variety of words and different words than the middle-class

boys to express'the same idea. Such findings underline the need for careful

selection of measuring instrunents‘appropriate to the subjects' background.

Hertzig, Birch, Thomas & M2ndez (1968),

AThe recruits"experiencesfat The Psychoiogical Center may. have -been so

stlmulating for both eroups as to obscure or wash out other group differences.
The, atmosphere there ‘unlike that &t the Academy, was positive for both
groups-fézit was,commonaEOI recruits to seek out staff and instructors during

breaks, exchanging ideas, asking for opinions or for advice on personal

matters. These actionslsuggest'that training For goals differnt: than those

transmittediin the organizationfg.Value system may be most~successful if

3

‘conducted outs;de the organization (that the police system rarely Tewards

‘ effbctive conﬁlict'management or human relatlons skllls -in offlcersrreflects

..,-r R et e
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It was not surprising to find that police recruits, many of whom were

Leéssons Learned
from minority groups;'were more alienated than middle-class college students. Both hindsight and comments by the recruits themselves suggest that

Tf assertioné,that‘police are alienated (Black and Labes, 1967; Toch, 1969) are - measures of police attitudes are likcly to be affected by both garden-variety

true, the atypical proportion of minority group members among subjects in the social desirability as well as by lack of trust specific to the police system.
present study pfecludes determination as to whether men entering the police One lesson learned was that of factors which predispose to invalid responses
& system on a nationvide basis are already alienated and/or whether the system on nonanonymoﬁs measures, foremost for tﬁese recruits was an apparently
itself prOmotes>a1ieﬁation. As regards the time spent in recruit training, generalizad distfust of authorities. Experiences in life whereby authority
however,vthe m?“ in this SthY spent only about 152 "in the field," thus had served to restrain them fmost were from lower~-class or lower-middle-class
’ g. - they probably Had only a weak identification with the system after 13' backgrounds,had served as enlisted men in the Armed Forces, and were minority
g " weeks. On the b;sis of discussions with»thesg men after this périod, though, group members) may have contributed to the belief that the truth might hurt
%, ' theif;alienation'did‘séem to bevincreasing;;j'qéh"§ppke with bitterness and : xthem if their superiors knew their real opinions. Yet the data suggests. that
: . . . . . o g e - B ‘ 3 . ) )
i:;:,: :frustpation abOUtf-maHiPulétiYe; amoral citizenry; inept superiors§ outmoded ' }Qé}:  the officers' experience of their academy training may ‘have been the paramount
o departmental ?fOéedu£e$3 and judicial énd.gbvernmantal lack of support for : | ?‘L vl . causé of their increaéed distrusﬁ of police authorities.
poiicemen.‘vSuch gripes, common to policgmen, especiaily.in the early portion j A secénd ieééoh wés the need for measures which to the cfficers had ;
. 5 i ' i o : o o ) i, ; ’ . R :
: wof thei:rservicg,.suggests tbat.police.yggg_more than‘police training may con- éﬁ)‘ S vclear relevance to police worﬁ. Unlike the usual subject in psychological . f
%' ;triﬁﬁte to:élieﬁétiog;' ' S ‘ ‘ v . ‘ . I  ' 1‘ '.vllexpEriments,~— thévcoliege’ﬁndergraduatekwho is still in a dependent role ;

“ in society, these recruits were concerned with such issues as: how to survive ¢

o T R o ' - ' ‘ k N : » ‘ © - .  in the streets, how to ern a living, and how to integrate their new roles into

théir self-concepts. Whether or not they were thireatened by and/or unfamiliar

" "with paper-and-pencil tests, or were "turned off" by them, it was as if many

A A

of the recruits felt: "these tests are your concern, staying alive is ours."

: @)1 )
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' Certain,limitations in group A's training appcared.to be due to
socié—cultural’differences between the recruits and the two pfimarx group
leaders (who were Caucasian, middle-class, and‘nqg policeﬁen). iﬂélleaders
felt;that their eEfectivenesé and acceptance may have been limited thereby,
an impfession reﬁorted also by Newman & Steinberg (1970) during. small group
diséussions with policemen. The instructors for group B, on the other hand,
functioning in tpe moge traditional, more familiar; and,iess deméudiné role
of iﬁétructor, experienced litple loss of effectiveness due to their middle-class
backgrounds; ~

To summarize, effective and ﬁodern police work demands sensitivity to
human behavior and motivation. Recognizing this, the importance of the'
seleétion and training‘érocedures as they affect human interactional skills
 in péiiceien bééomes éﬁpareht. In assessing attitudes beforé;and after'

training, several findings emerged. Recruits beginning training were found to

" be somewhat alienated and to possess no umusual sensitivity to people. .
Lo Academy training, buttressed by additional experiences (cognitive training
I, =i . ' in the behavioral and social sciences for one group; affective-experiential

training fo::éonflict management for a second group) was notkfound:to affect

R sensitivity, alienation, or polite cynicism, as measured. The recruits,

, howévgi,'judged,the‘latter“form of training experience as motre worthwhile for
politémenf"Rectuits' distrust of the measuring instruments; and the lack of

.t faee validity of these instruments were among factors considered whith may

yhave5¢ontribut§d-to théfabSence offmeasured chaﬁge.

it

- | CHAPTER 1V

EVALUATION OF ATTITUDES BEFORE AND AFTER CONSULTATIONSl

Shortly after the recruits completed their academy training and began
their field assignmenté, the consultation phase- began. Collaborative meetings
between police officers and mental health professionals to discuss actual
cases managed by the officers were viewed as central to the process by which

the patrolmen could receive the ongoing feedback considered crucial for the

learning and integration of human . relation skills.

Thg growing involvement im community consultation by mental health

professionals requires adequate evaluation in order to maximize effectiveness.

results-and con-

The remainder of this chapter will prasent the methodology,

clusions regarding the study of attitudes during the consultation phase.
Method

Subjects

Twenty police officers from the New York City Housing Authority

«

PolicexDepartment,‘%A.of whomhad recently completed recruit training and

six of~whqm,we:e senior patrolmen, were the consultees. Each. had completed a

:42 hour traihipg prbgram'designedgto improve his skill in the management of

‘interpersonal conflicts. The 14 recent graduates hadkbeen randomly selected

kfrom’a grougrof 23 men who had received such training; these 23, in turn, were

randomly selgc;ed from among an entire«ﬁecruit:classfupbn entering the Housing

TN

Police Traiping Unit’ on their first day as probationary patrolmen.

S I R ‘ L
. This,chapter‘lsfa.quified version of the following paper: Zacker,J.,

Rutter, E., & Bard,,}ﬁ,;EValuqtiqn;oE.attitudinal changes in a program of

;”yégmmuniFy,;bnsul;d;i?n;‘ Communiﬁy;Men;alfHenlbh Journal, Vol. 7, 1971, pp. 236-241
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Of the consultants, 9 were female and 5‘were male. Eleven were
students in the doéﬁoral program in clinical psychology at The City College,
The City University of New York, and three were Fellows in Community Psychiatry

at the Columbia University College of Physicians and Surgeons.

-
», I

The. Consulcations

. T L e 4%\@.

.

Once weekly the offiéefs reportéd to The Psychologiéal Center of The
City College where they participated foi one hour of individual consultations
and two houfs of small group discussions. The officers usually met with a
different consultant each week. The consultation period lasted 14 weeks.
The purpose of the .consultations was fof each;participant't0vshare his (her)
unique qualificatibné so as to attain a greater understanding of the conflict.
interventioﬁ_discusséd, the officer's effectiveness, and possible alternative
approaches for‘dealiﬁgkﬁifﬁ simi{lar situations. The consuicétions’were not,
howéﬁér, limitéﬁ{SO;eiygfo'tha diSégssion.of actuzl police cases, rather, they
also iﬁcluded discussions of more and less personal areas and issues. Ongoing

supervisidn,waSVprovideﬁ the. consultants by the Project Director.

s
g e B, SRS 5 5 B e

The Mcasuring Instrunents

(1) During the first wek of consultations and once again mnear the
end of the‘consultatiOn period, consultants and officers each completed anony-
mous adjective check lists incorporating adjectives- from the Adjective Check

List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965) which contributed to the following scales:

intraception, the extent to which a person is seen as trying to understand
his own behavior or the behavior of others; nurturance, the extent to which

a person is seen as extending material or emotional benefits to others;

aggression, the extent to which a person is szen as attacking or hurting
others; and change, the extent to which a person is seen as’ seeking novelty
of experience and avoiding routine. The number of lists completed sufficed

so that each officer was rated at least once by a consultant and each consultant

was rated at least once by an officer. Instructions directed the respondent

- to check those adjectives which expressed his (her) opinion of the person with

.

f»whom he had juét engaged in consultation.

(2) Before the consultations began.and again near the end of the
v L ST been T
consultation period, all officers:and consultants completed semantic differen~
'i>1vm " tial scales (Osgood, 1952) for each of the following concepts: housing: patrol-
' men, New York City patrolmen, psychologist, consultant, and housing tenant. For
each concept, the following dimeusions were assessed: potency, activity, and
{}‘ ~ evaluative. This procedure provides measurement of meaning. It involves a set

. of 7-point scales ending in bi-pofar adjectives, for example, "good-bad."

“ Respondents rated each;goncept, thus indicating the “meaning' each concept

~"had to them.

o
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(3) Before the consultations began and again ntar the end of the

,;ftonsultatioh period,}tonsuitants completed Niederhoffer's (1967) Cyhicism

P

This procedure

TABLE 1.

ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST RATINGS

~ .scale, a measure of cynicism about the police system.

' presents the respondent with 20 open-ended statements about theé police, with

three sentence completion options, each of which expresses a different degrée

-of cynicism.

(4) Before the first consultation and again near the end of the
_consultation period, consultants completed the F-scale (Adorno etAal 1950),

'a measure of authorltartanlsm, with instructions to respond as they thought

- the tygical,polite“officer would.

:tE < 02) and - after ralnlng kt 3‘44 df 33 S Ol)

'dlff&f&ﬂﬁénln the’

Results

For each scale, ratlngs of the adjective check list by each group of

’ﬁ,the other are presented in T ble 1 . The consultants' first 1mpre551ons of
fjthe otflters were that they were aggre551ve ratlng them hlgher on aggression

:a>than on eltnef cnange(t—3 97, dt-Zl D <.2001) or nurturance (t=2.31, df=21,

2 <:;05), but not;intraception (t=1.47, df=21,.2 (’.20)5 At the end of the

;;consultatlon perlod however. the consultants percelved the offlcers as both
"'less agoressivehanéﬁmore intraceptiveu-fRatings of COnsultants by the police

~""d:.o:l not change over tlme. The pollce rated the consultants hlgher on

':nurturance than the oonsultants rated the: pol*ce both before (t 2 45 df 41,

?

Wheneas theré%was-no

‘of the consultatlon perlod (tﬁl 20 - df= 41 ET“ s. ) the consultants percelved

.',, =

A |

“ggre351on each\group percelved 1n the other at the 1nceptlon

Veriable First weekl Last week? t o]

‘ Mean 5.D. Mean S.D.

Ratings of policemen by consultants

| Change 41.22 8.10 36.06 14.13 1.29 n.s.

. Aggressicn 51.36 8.45 40.62 10.43 3.39 .01
Nurturance . 45.00 9.42° 40.18 8.28 1.54 n.s.
Intraception 47.27 9.55 56.93 15.36 2.37 .05 ;

" Ratings of consultants by policemen i
: - |'Change = = 44.00 6.34 41.83 3.84  1.29  n.s
“Lett ) Aggression o 48.50 6.94 48.27 7.46 0.09 n.s.
o I Nurturande - 51.60. . 8.05 k 50.55 - 7.82 0.40 n.s ‘
Intraception 7 51.90 ; 8.03 51.88 10:69 0.00 n.s .

ln=20 for policemen, n=22 for consultants

fff- : 2n=18 for pelicemen, n=16 for consultants

Wy
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‘ ‘i SR = d):‘ For the seﬁantic differential sCaléS, the officers rited the following

. S ' ) ,'_. i '., - " o : . ‘ ’,
con¢epts,higher on the evaluative dimension than did the consnlt]nts botl

ac the atart and at the end of the consultatlon period: housing patrolmdn
ﬁv jd ‘ (F—Bl 27 df 1/31 p <.001), New York City patrolman (¥=54.70, df=1/31, p-:..001)
’- | 'and psychologist_(E%Q_lS, d§f1/3l,‘2 \;.Ol). Psychologist was rated lower
;;f o df‘, by nnth groupa qn,the evaluative dimension by the end of the consultation
;_ & 513‘ ’i pe}iod (§;8.46,fg§;;/31, p < .01).
| d'Consuitanta'icynicism about the police system at the end of the
~‘conanltaticn periqd {mean=60.00, S.D.=9.47) was higher (t=2.43, df=13,
Q:{:1 e;»_E_;,,Qsj-fhan befbna the cdnsultations began (mean=52.57, S.D.=6.43).

. " on'both occasions-consultants' cynicism about the police was greater than the

cyn1c1sm of hou51ng poldce recruits reported by Zacker (1970) on their first

day’at the pollce academy‘(mean—35 29} rand during their last week of police

IS academy tfainingb(meanﬁ35-19)-

The consultaan 1n1t1a17y perc51ved the typlcal pollce officer as

&.gh 1n author1tat1an1sm (mean-l4J 00, S.D.=22.56). Their perception did

- not change in thls regard by the end of the consultation period (mean=144.92,

'S‘Dj 15 89, t ﬂ_ﬂl df 13 Efn .8.).

3 B o it s,

. on their semantic differential ratings).

Discussion

It was a ganetal findlng that the pollce offlcers attitudes, as

muabured did not change in the course of thelr consultations. Concerns that

shqrt-term meetings,with students might cause the police to change their

'vattitudesvdefensively, to become confused or self-critical were not borne

but; 1ndeed the OfflCPIS malntalned their high self-evaluation(as reflected

This lack of measured change supports

“impressions noted in the evaluation of recruits' attitudes before and after

academy training - "tests" with liti:le apparent relevance to police officers

-nmay be esbecially likely to elicit "safe," socially desirable patterns of

 response.That is,social desirability can serve as a great equalizer,

~differences among and between‘individuals over fime,

"ﬁgpollce offlcera is- that tnere was no change in officer attitudes.

obscuring

An alternate 1nterpretatlon for the lack of measured change in

This ex-

',planatlon would sit well w1th the ste*eotyplcal view tha~ police officers

‘are a rlgld 1nspn51t1ve lot who are closed~m;nded and re51stant to ch

»
'

ange.

&3

';It is our 1mure531on, however, hised on our .associations: with these and other

offlcers their- prevlously noted dlstrust of their police superiors, their

’gcandld comments aboutitests, and emplrlcal data regarding class ~related

0

dlfferences 1n tests, that thls 1nterpretat10n is unJustlfled
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kThe consultunts inltially expectnd the’ pollre to be 1uthor1tarian,

5 N

oA

:if wvre ledly cynltal about the police system, and on flrst meeting the offlcers,

mellpercelved thcm as aggre551ve. The finding that consultants saw. the offlcers

,’as less aggr2551ve by the end of the consultation perlod may have been due
;ato oxther a dlssolutlon of the1r stereotypes about pollccmen or to actual

klpdecrdases in defensive aggressiveness displayed by the officers. The former

that a consultant stereotype of pollceman as be1n° authoritarian and aggre531ve

":would not have been S0 strong as toblind them to actual changes in the officers'

';behavior towardS'them{
Changes “din the consultants ' attitudes as a result‘of their relatively

brlef consultatlve experlences may. denote changes in their views of the

It appearq that at the outset of

x‘pollcemanAVIS—a-v1§ hls pollce éhpartmente

thelr exper ences w1th pollcemen, the consultants v1ewed the offlcers in .

>.‘

one" consultant made the observatlon'

The above explanatiOn of

c ere-,?"vict'ims of the system..

B

: seems more'likely, for‘if the.lattetqwere so, the obtained change:WOUldprequirev

A g

et

jaboutlthe other}

:kthejtragedies:had~not~taken4place.,

,:the groups attitudes.,r

,fIt;is-all'tqo unusual for social scientists and policemen to collabor-

el

;ate}tévenxrarer are‘dttasions when policemen meet with students to work

- N - (

towards common goals.( The oft-met antagonism between police'and students was

'not aLtogether.absentrin those who participated in-this study, and: the findings

ate partlcularlzfnoteworthy 51nce the Kent State University and Jackson Statc

College deaths occurred durlng the consultatlon period. The furorvin the

'nationrover'theseftragedies'Was mirrorred at The City College, where the

consultations took place; Feelings ran high between the officers and the

consultants and some members o each group tended to polarize their attitudes

hCommunicatiOn was maintained, however, and each group.did

not change 1ts opinlon of the other on the semantic differential scales,

although one mavaonder whether favorable changes might have occurred 1f

By error ome consultant'completed her F

scale early, Just prlor to the Kent State shootlngs - it was 33 points lower

than.he: flrst 1nd1cat1ng a decrease in percelved ‘police. authorltarlanlsm. She

completed another two weeks later which was 28 points higher than the second.

'-Thls 1solated~1nstance supports the 1mpre531on ‘that the tragedles affected

Segse | Al 3 e Kbt
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As partwof a larger study, mental health students consulted w1th

T ,ivpollcc offlcers oncc weekly for 14 weeks, dlscu551ng 1nterpersona1 confl1cts

: o e in whxch the’ offlcers had 1ntervened Althotgh tney are frequently 1nvolved

‘

Cle w1th such confllcts, pollcemen usually recelve 11ttle or no tormal tralnlng

@

atlou perlod the OleCerS were percelved as less aggressive and more

1nterested in understand1n° human behav10r. Congultants

«cynicism-about the

e e A

pollce system 1ncreased suggestlng that their experlences led them to percelve

.

- the offlcers 1n'a more n051t1ve/reallst1c llght and “the pollce system in

s ' whlch prov1des them wlth an understandlng of human behav1or. Pre~— and - post -
. - i | ' oatti ; d. 0£fi

1 consulLatlon measures & part1c1pants attltudes were obtained. icers'

?' U attltudes, as measured d1d not chanae, their 1n1t1ally high self-evaluatlon

E?g“f.:i‘a‘ ‘was malntalned Some consultants’ attltudes did change. By the end:of the

?r ' consult

i

!
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 CHAPTER V

~ HOUSING DATA

§
i

The patrolmen a551gned to Manhattanville and Wagner Hduses ‘were.

4tra1ned 1n data collectlon methods and were expected tc tomplete a data
fform after eachvconflict-intervention. Ia the previous family'crisis inter-.
vention project the officers completed dispute data forms only on those conflicts

Pt

AiWhich,oceuifedJamong family'members. In the current project, all disputes or
- conflict situatidnsx reguiring police intervention were to be recorded on
* the designed‘dataiformb

Data Collection Procedures

The dataucollection”system was essentially a modification of the one

used 1n,the famlly cr151s 1nterveut10n progect. .There were, however, several

.

e s:.s 11‘03 ec

= 's costly and confu51ng codlng operation

'chingﬂbykthe"ofﬁiee:s;themselves‘as‘they recorded information.i‘The data were

jthen d;reétlY»translatedtto-keypnnch cards, were sorted and, finally, were

gcomputer analyzed. ;These-prbcedures*were,intended to enhance the réliability ’

'1of the data.

Y
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1 ~ Lessons learned in analyzing the data from the family crisis study AR Data Preparation
& permitted the deﬁclopment of . more rcliable and more meaningful data categorics. e = . :
: PEEE v R o ’ » : a ;Inltially,»frequenc1es and percentages were tabulated for each item
" on initial inspection of the dita from the family crisis intervention project,. o . o
| R T ‘p | a o , - y Prod ' in all 72 categories for the 312 disputes managed by the patrolmen of Man-
i it ‘was found that many categories were too long, too confusing, and only too S o .
¢ ) 5 - ,oMattanv1lle and Wagner. This tabulation was done separately for the disputes
t ;j‘l . infrequently used. It was therefore decided to "collapse' many of the cate- co L ' .
gt T R - v v managed by the officers at Manhattanville (93 disputes) and those by the
i T ... gories in order to make them more amenable to statistical analysis. 1t , . ' -
L& ke E ) - officers.at Wagner (2l9 disputes). In addition, frequencies and percentages
i appeared also that by designing smaller-and more meaningful categories, the . ) o : o -
; vaP‘ j . the y >lgning , a g & ’ . were tabulated for the total of 312 disputes managed by officers of both
3 ‘patrolmen were likely to be more accurate in recording their' observations. ‘ R TU . .
! ‘ ; s R » , - prOJects.comblned. ‘Upon inspection of the data, it was decided to collapse
%EQ:?‘ © . And,.finally, the use of interval scales for recording behavior, feelings,

; 13 of- the categorles in an attempt to make them even more meanlngful New
and reactions required the officer to make fewer and less complex discrimina- : ‘ '

FacH E ‘ : frequenc1es and percentages were then generated and tabulated for the 13
. tious, thus:contributing to statistical accuracy. ' '

o,

-f‘collapsedfCategories.ﬁ Frequencies and percentages will be presented for

=

Unrecorded information (INA - information not available) was an

the comblned data and for collapsed categories (when done). Discrepancies

o 'addltlonal problem 1n the FCIU data analy51s. In that project, the dispute -

P

f:formc permltted codlng more than one item in many categories. In the housing

eyt

At R S R B e IS

between the separate progects will be noted only when they appear meanlngful

i

o The'data are also compared to the data from the FCIU study when such comparisons

“,study,*officersgwene;limited to ome item per category in all but three

ﬂmggarehmarranted»and.meaningful.

'categories;' Thus,,5y~eliminatin9 the necessity of dropping data because of

; . co R In addlt on.. to the .frequency and percentage data, cross tabulatlons,
',unmultlple ch01ces, we ensured more complete 1nformat10n. In the discussion R TR ‘ L
Pt } ) : o : ~,Pearson product—moment correlatlons, and point- blserlal correlatlons were
' A e L it D mrae

'l of the data.that w1ll follow, m1531ng data is not included and the- descrlptlon

.aA

computed,zor the‘combinedwdatanin order to gnsweg.questinols of intevest“
A LY R -’,

‘fwilljbe based“on)those cases for which.the data was complete. It should be ' g ' ‘ s . ;
; R TR < Co ‘ " o - regardlng the relatlonshlp of "several varlables to three main categories: :
' emphasized that the improved data collection procedures in the housing study

v A oo I 1) assault,and the‘threat of assault, 2) the officers perceptions, judgements %
resulted in.an éxtremely low frequency o INA. e i o o . : !
A - b b S ‘ o S and actions, 3)_the‘off1cers perception of the effectiveness of his -interven- !

ﬁ;‘tion.i"'~;: L B 7 v | . o A | ?
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Characteristics of Disputes

- and Wagner between February 9, 1970, and February 8, 1971. The men at Wagner

: of the total staff handled 75% of the disputes. This indicates that neither t:

‘officers did mot leave the “ditty work'" to the recruits, nor did the recruits

avoid conflict situations or‘eiect to leave their management to thé "old pros."
dRatner, both men}nendto poldce work as well as those who are experienced officers,
M-accented;theif gﬁ?;gﬂaf this kind of: work, i.e., they were as likely to handle~

- a confllct 51tLat10n when it arose as often as would be expected by chance.

iHouslng Authorlty Patrolman alone (&L&7) handled each dlspute. In only 3% of ' | n b
the cases were one or more New York/C1ty pollcemen 1nvolved It should be
a'noted that,iunlike'New York City_Police Department personnel, the housing

ifnoliee‘tynieallyipatrol unaccompanied by another patrolman.

o

'There'were 312 disputes managed by the officers at both Manhattanville
intervened in 70%Z of these disputes, and the men at.Manhattanville in 30%.
The-senior men at'both projects, who comprised about 30% of the staff at

'both‘nrojects,’nandled 25% of the disputes. The recruits, comprising 70%

group avoided involvement in this area of police functioning. The senior

Generally,~two or‘more chsin" ‘uthorttv p_ttolmen f§3/), or one

-

A\

- The first is concerned ulth the greater physical =resz covered by

"In contrast Manhattanv1lle consists of 5 high: rise buil

R i

‘How Vere the OFficers Notificd?

In two thlrds of thé cases (67%) the patrolmtn were nOtlfLCd by

walkle talkie that a dispute was in progress. In another 21% of the cases

‘the off1cer’wa51directed to a dispute by a citizen. These two methods

represent the most common ways that the officers received notification of
dlsputes ln progress. There were differences in the manner of notification

between the two individual Housing projects. While in both pProjects the

patrolmen were most often notified of a dispute via walkie-talkie, compared

to the men at Manhattanv111e the officers at Wagner were more often directed

to a dlspute by a citizen (Wagner—24/ Manhattanville=13%), and less ‘often
notified‘via walkie—talkie (Wagner=63%; Manhattanville=77%). Two possible

exnlanatlons may acaount for the differences between the two housing projects.

Wagner Houses,

This progect consists. of 22 low rise bulldlnos spread over several city blocks.

dings which are

' locaeed in clcse phy51ca1 proximity. It is possible that the officers at

Wagner Houses are more,readily observad by the citizenry during a tour of duty

51nce thev rust walk lcncer distancss between buildings and hence were more

llkely to be appr0ached A second possible explanation of the differenca,
is that theflarger percentage of disputes directed by a citizen at Wagner
Houses is a reflection of greatervcommunity expectations regarding police

performance at that project.
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Anumbér of disputes occurred (consistent with the FCIU findings)f

. on weekreﬁﬂs (Friday 14.4%; Saturday'23.62; Sunday}16.6Z).

sgvemmuniy

¢ J IR U

When Do D1 sputes Occur?

1t was ddriﬁg the 4 P.ﬁ. to Midnight tour of duty that the‘greatéSt
‘ “ The second
busiest tour was midnight to 8 A.M. and the fewest disputes were handled

during the 8 A.M.

to;4 P.M. tour., It was found that 70Z of all the disputes

boccutred during the 12 hour period between 4 P.M. and 4 A.M. It was to be
expected that the day tour (8 A.M. to 4 P.M.) would be the quietest, since -

during that'peridd'both adults and children ftequently are away from home.

" Their return home begins at about 4 P.M., thus indicating that "togetherness"

may well be evocative of conflict.
" No patterns were discernable as to the number of disputes as a

functionibf either day of the month or month of the year. For both of these

variables disputes occurred randomly.

Analyzing disputes.in,relatioh to the day of the week reveals that

.

conflittvis a week-end occurrance. bMore than one-half (54.6%) occurred

These data add

further support to the notion of a "togetherness' syndrome and are comsistent

?&w1th the‘FCIU flndlngs (see Flg l )

i;;Whére.Did Disputes Take Place?

In the great majority of cases (74%) the dispute took place in the

dispufant’s'apar*menc»and in 79% of the cases, it was thera that the patrol-

.fian._spoke to. the ‘disputants.

-t . ok s g SRy gy S e e

the" pollce, and typlcally it was D1 (70%).

Who Are the Disputants?

In this study Disputant 1 was defined as the complainant or the

persgﬁ seeking relief. Typically, D1 was a black, female tenant between 31

and‘ébuyears of age. Typically, Disputant 2 (D2) was a black, male tenant

between 31 and 40 years of age. In 55% of all cases, D1 and D2 were married,

in 152 of the cases they were a parent and child - with DI usually being

the parent of D2; and, in an additional 6% of the cases, Dl and D2 were

Telated in another manner. Thus 76% of all conflicts reported in this study

canﬂbeiconsidered to be family disputes. The percentage of parent-child

-

disputés in this study is remafkably consistent with the findings from the
FCIU study in whiech 13% of the disputes were found to be between a parent

andfa{child. “In the remaining 24% of the cases, the disputants were not
rulated but usually frierids or acqualntances.‘ In only 4% of all the cases

‘reported heru were the two ‘principal dlsputants strangers to each other.
In 88% of the cases the offlcers were able to ascertain who had called

In 16% of the cases, thes call was

made by D2 "It was the pfflcers impression that D2 was agressor in 637 of

'the cases whlle D1 was seen as an agressor in 35% of the cases (see Tablel. ).

These data corroborate FCIU flnd1n°S which indicated that in about two-thirds
of theacases the officers felt that D2 was at fault, and in one~third of

the cases, D1 was seen as being at fault,

- 93 -
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In only 2% of the cases reported was there a dispute between a
tenant;énd an ouﬁsjder‘providing services. In these cases, thé disputants
accused thevoqtsider-eithér of Eailurevto'provide proper serﬁice, or of
teasing and/pr insulting behavior. Another 2% of the caées involved a‘dispute
bétyeén a tenant“and‘houéing management. In these cases, the‘management
typically qomplainedHfhat the tenant was not following a Housing ‘Authority
rule. It was decided that since these kinds of disputes were too few ta
bé gvaluateé ﬁeaningfully, they would mot bewlncludgd for subéequent
statistiéaliconsideration. |

Moéﬁ of';hé'&isputeé took pléce between two principal disputants
only;'vInillZ’Of the,éasesbthere wasra”third disputant {D3) involve&. The

third participant was ﬁsUally a child or other relative of D1 and D2. 1In

.approximately 6ne;half of the cases in which;a>third disputant was involved,
i hexqrféhe was seen.as'oneiéf the aggressors by the police officers. In 2%

of!éllf?ases it‘&és,dispﬁtaﬁt 3 who called the police. In only 4% of all

cases was there:a’foUrth’disputant. Typically, the fourth dispugtant.was —

usuélly,akchild'oi other relative of D1 and D2. As with D3, in one-half of
the cases in which there was a fourth disputant involved, he was seen as

an aggressor by the police officers. 'Since the number of cases in which there

' was a third or fourth disputant was th.small to be evaluated meaningfully,

the categories~¢elatingjto D3 ‘and D4 were not considered for»éubsequeﬁt

' statistical analysis.
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How Did ﬁhe Disputanés Interact?
" Upon his éf;ival, the dficer rarely found that there was the need
for fbrcg. In fact{fin only 8% of the cases were the disputants struggling

. upon thc.officerfs arrival, indicating that some type of restraint might be

é‘ o ”;1reQuircd.1 Réther,*?hé'officer typically found the disputants arguing (30%)
513; | ,io}goﬁe dffghekdisﬁﬁtants aEsent {(28%), or both silent and not communicating
‘%\!gt'_v "«(222); In only‘ZZ_af the cases were all the disputants gone upon the officer’s
i | arrivél~ ,The fact>thét Eh 30% of the caseé‘one or both: of the principal

-~;ﬂdisputahts were gone upon the officers arrival, indicates that the great
‘majority‘of the disputants remained on the scene. Corresponding data from
‘the FCIU study iﬁditated also that most disputants remain on the scene after

. the police have been called. In fact, in 20% of the FCIU incidents were

 6&&10§ boéh dispgtént#iabsent when the police arrived., Ths faczt that

a grééﬁéffgerceﬁéagé of disputants left the sceme hefore the arrival of
'—‘;the{ééﬁgi@g‘officers€§pggests that public housing residents may be sensitive
';:'Fovtﬁéfaeiéferio#%'¢¢n$equenceé éf disturbed behavior; that is, possibly

'*fjeopafdizing tengﬁéféﬁ%tus fbr‘ﬁnbecoming behavior. Tﬁe tepants4may see tge
é} L R disp?ﬁéﬁ;;fﬁisédvaﬁﬁége¢us'dﬁe;to the fact that disputes managed by Housing
| ",Policé;atéfgoutiﬁely;}eported to managemeﬁt and :permanently filed. ' Such

.‘.{édnséqueﬁégg'wouid ﬂg;.obtain for police,intérveﬂtion in non public housing

Q v,‘, aCComOdatiQnS’ £€.3. ’-“as in the 30th pIECinCt-
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. o . As noted above, the disputants were rarely struggling when the- L S ) '
T e : P - 7 ggL1ng v ‘Characteristics of the Police: Perceptions, Judgements and Actions
“of ficer arrived. However, in 30% of all cases an assault had already occurred, ' \ v o
: S e . o ‘ . _ .. . W - oo o :
. . S o e : - £fic ' ‘men ¢ i Tac :
> and, in-another 30% of the cases, the threat of an assault had preceded Q ficers J“d39me“F of Causative Factors ,
. the officep‘s arrival. Of these 60% of all cases, a significant number. (397%) InAconFrast tc’the_dlsputants, the officers saw the cause of the
involved an assault without a weapon, 11% involved an assault with a weapon, conflict as belng 1oterpersona;'1ssues in a significant number of the
' t : ’ 2 : ’ 1 . . 1 l
> and 15% involved a threat of assault with a weapon, and a significant number dlsputes (574,‘x ‘ '83'01’ df =2, p .001). "Outside issues' were seen
(35%) involved a threat of assault without a weapon (XZ = 45.05, df = 3, p < .001). " as the cause in 30% of the cases, and "others' presence or absence" in 13%.
-. ! ‘ . ' . ' N - ’ . 1] - . [T
In 157 of all cases, a weapon was involved in:an actual assault or threat In contrast to’the d;sputants, the officers’ greater emphasis om "interpersonal
: ‘ of assault. Threats of assault or actuai assaultS‘sithout weapons occurred ‘issuesv,and,lesser emphasis on "others' presence or absence” as the perceived
‘ in 45% of the cases. These data are consistent with the findings of the causes may‘reflect the greeter sensitivity of these. trained patrolmen to the
: ECIU study where it was found that in fewer than 50% of the cases had an kdynay;cs of 1ntergersopal relationships. It would appear that in a number i
: : 3 : - . v- . ‘ ‘ P - 5 e . .' ‘. ' 1 0 . .
e . assault occurred before police arrival. ‘ _ of d;sputks_ln whlchlthe disputants complalnt entered upon the immediate .
e ‘Since iﬁ oninSZ of the cases were the disputants still struggling siutation (i.e;,“"othersf presence orlabsence"), the officers perceived that ;
: C N T N B : . . . o - e « . = - . . . . C
1 when the police arrived, whereas in 60% of the cases an assault or threat slcuet;on.as;bu;”a manirestation of the interpersonal relationship of the ;
e of assault-ha& occufred‘prior“toatha,offioers arrival, it may be hypothesized ‘d}spotan;s‘, ‘ ]
. ., i ! ’ ‘, ! E ) : :',i“'- ‘ - Foladits ) [} . » . ’»
A . ‘that the’ dlspute was "hotter when,the call was first made, and that perhaps It is to ke ?APECtEd that an officer’s perception of what is causing %
[ER Lo o : ’ . ) . ) ] 1 2 ; . g 7 L ’ . Co : . : i . . . :
: maklng the.call 1tself had a cooling”’or pacifying effect.on the disputants. e 2 I a dlsoute Wll determ;ne Wh?t actlons he decides to take in dealing with £
émq:‘fi SRR In 41/ of the dlsputes, the dlsputant s accusations and complalnts . o f§c§7““ . kthat confllct."The abilityiof these trained officers to ''see beyond" the
o B . : l ¢ ¢ IR : ¢
% ‘ centered on: 1nterpersonal issues".” Thefmost.common of these'were complaints _ g , d;spu;aots stated complalnts, and - to discriminate these fron more basic . ?
i . ‘ S : B ’ : e i
\‘:r ,'_. . R . 3 L £ . . B - . ® - . R . B
Tk . about aIcohol*abuse-and=a1though?it was the most frequent complaint, it 4 _ 1nterpersone;k;s§ge$ natucally increased the variety of p0551b1e actions they
i : s el ' : MQ S AT A e L :
b ; Lo B RO - o - I 4 . . ] P s ’
N I " constituted only 15% of all complaints. In 327 of all cases, the complaint e ould empeoy ;n_attempteng effective confllct managment. For‘example,
R _ R S 2. ’ ’ L - . % DR L RTINS : R . o :
T B : . e el L o o - R B £ . disputantst ’ ints 6f U 1 e A e SRS | R SN I ~-
k%,; N ?ﬁ;nvolvedf“outslde issues', .andj1n527£‘bf7a11.ﬁeses,‘thebﬂléputdntﬁcomplalned : R [ D ?,p- , ‘SA complelwts of 'ocher s presence or absence” (where one disputant
’g‘ of ‘the "otﬁét5°pr85ehcecor absence" 3 Clearly then, -the disputants'complaints § : 8 .~ wanted the other leave or wouldn't allow the other to leave), raise issues
Od: JERG 268 21 . i e  { - L s d v . . i . 3 PR T . B - . : U | .
{ SR P AR s L L " o ' i : T S S R :
{1 S S oL S . S ; ‘ . 1f taken o , Sy _ ) : k
| c - 3“'varied!w;dely~andflnvolved a wide range of issues. i~ W?;Ch} lg.tékgg.?t facebyo;ue,'woold conduceAto the use of force by the
: RORS B L C : : i ,offiCersQ;iTheseeofficerS' sensitive appreciation that such complaints are
- o { e L ; EES _ : ‘ '
1C0n51sts of. the follcw1ng 1tems from What the dlsputants accused each R SR Eoften mdnlfcstatlons of more ba51c 1nteLpersonal 1ssue5, however, suggests
= £ caus -10, 17,22. (Appendix B. ). - ' || (. : ‘ ‘ L o
nd. Patrolman s lmPrGSSIOH o% C““ e 5 7 l ( pp R b ‘that thEy used.alternatlves other than force for confllct management.
1v,,s«ofethc follow¢ng ltcms [rom Lhe same categories. 6 ll 12, -y _
21, 23 ‘(Appendlx B, ) = e ;
SiEIATA R T S =
samefcategoties; 2-4% 13 s T o
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Actions Taken By the Officers

Regarding the officers’ approach, the data suggests thal the officers
d;l’ p tried to mediate the dispute (447% of all cases). This was their most common

conflict managementﬂapproach. Other actions were used less' frequently: in 11%

kof the cases;vthe officer’commanded the disputants to cease; in 87 the officer
‘L é';;: hiaccOmpanied a disputant to some destination; and in 7% the officers physically
/Ld“ . separated the disputants. (It will be recalled that in 8% of the cases, the

disputants were struggling upon the officers' arrival.). - This lastvcategory

most clearly'represents'the use of force; its infrequent use indicates that

' ;~3£; 7:*‘thefofficers ntilized‘other options asralternatives to the-use of force. In

oo ",34/ of the cases, the patrolman indicated that he tried to verlty the truth-

'ifulness of thefdisputant s statements. lly, in 8% of the cases,‘the offlcer
Jdindicated{that he observed injuries allegedly,inflicted by the other disputant.
”ijfhls flgure probably represents the true occurrance of 1n]ury to dlsputants

'15351ncet(as w1ll.be seen shortly) in 7% of all: cases the offlcers amded one

k‘; or both or the dlsputantsrg |

Offlcers at: Wagner and Manhattanv111e tended to use different approaches

tohconflictvmanaaement. When compared to Manhattanville the officers at

P Y ="57Q
:.Wagner less orten tr1ed to medlate the dlspute (Manhattanv1lle 51m .

ddQ}vﬁagner -‘38%);“and somewhat more often commanded the dlsputants to cease

(Manhattanville = Z; Wagner = l3m). The men at both housing pro;ects

’
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‘court or to a community serv1ce agcmcy wag” the most commonly used (/3/
2 = 76 09, df = 3 E. < 001). Thus, in almost three-fourths of the cases,
the offlcers felt that more effective management of the conflict would depend

on seeking out51de 1ttervent10n (these flndlngs parallel the 30th Precinct

FCIU experlence) Other offitial actlons were utilized much less frequeqtly.
1n 33/ of tne cases the officer filed a complaint against the disputants;

; d,‘: ' in 8% of the cases, the officers aided one or" both of the disputants; and

in only 3% of the cases was an arrest made.

A referral was made to Family Court4in 49% and to community service5

&1 7 agencies in 18%.. This indicates that when a referral was made the officers

PEA)

_tended to rely on aoenc1es whlch hid legal power to enforce resoclution.

leferences emerged in referral patterns between the two housing

‘-;dprojects., When a referral was maie the patrolmen at Wagner were more
likely to refer dlsputants to Famlly Court (Manhattwnvxlle =
"vand less Ilkely to rerer to communlty serv1ce agencies (Manhattanville = 40%;

; vaagner = 234) than were the offlgers at ManhattanV1lle.

It 1s assumed that what the officer does effects how the disputants

";"fbehave feel and react to hls 1nterventlon. And it is similarly assumed that

5 hDW‘the dlsputants behave and feel during the intervention affects and

-

s aetermlnes the - actlons taken bv the officer. Conflict managenent, then,

can be said to be an, 1nterac 1ve pxocess, and it is this interaction that

determlnes the degree of °uccess of thlrd party 1ntcrvent10n. In an attempt

L

;'to underst xd thls 1nteractlon process, the patrolman was asked to make a

;descrlptmve Judgement of tne behav1or and feellngs of “the two: prtnc1pa1 dig~

S

*putanta“durlng hls 1nterventlom,

and was asked tocgudpe what- the dlsputants

. When one,eXamines official actions taken by the officers, referral to

63%; Wagner = 827%)

of following Ltoms from the same CdtLbbry.'dll Oter itcms
a™o 00 :
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:rf thc fol ow1ng 1tem from. If you miade a rcfcrral to which,“
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" The officers described the behavior of D1 as generally disruptive6

in.GOZfof the cases; as indifferent’ in 13% of the cases and as cooperativ08

: " in 27%. - In comparison, the officers described the behavior . of D2 as generally

® , : .
P ; &isruptives'SJZ_of the. cases, as indifferent7 in 23%7 and cooperatives in 247%.
; ‘v IR . The patrolmen described the emotional state of D1 as feeling bad

(angry and unhappy) in 68% of the cases, as feeling indifferent in 26%,

and'és feeling;happy or pleased in only 67%. TIn comparison, they described

i ‘ﬁf~";f; the eﬁotional'sfétefof D2 as.feeling badm(épgry and/or unhappy) in 56% of

; é"  ::f  the:cgée$, as fééling indifferent in 427%, and as happy or pleased in only-

'ZZ.-~Thg5,.the"officefs perceived D2 as more likely t: be indifferent,

compared'ﬁo Dli and less likely to feel_either happy or unhappy. Thus, the

patrolmen tended to percelve D2 as manlfestlng less extreme fepllngs than D1.

i LT " FS

The offlcers usually saw the two principal disputants as satlsfled

" with thedir handling of the dispute. The officers felt that DL was satlstled9

e N Y €1 e
»

‘*with‘ﬁheif han&I{ncvcﬁ the disPute in a significant preportion of the cases

)
1

(72/), was 1nd1fferentlo in 16/ of tha cases, and was dlssatlsfledll in 127

f‘(xZ 199 65 df = 22 P < 001) In~comparison5 the officer perceived D2 as

’fsatlsfledg Wlth their handllng of the dlspute 1n a 31gn1f1cant proportion of

MEA NS R

. S R ' w 11
S IR ;‘-:he,;asgg‘(554);;a3‘1nd1fferentlo 1n’28, of the cases; and as dissatistied

P in 17% (¢ = 60.60, df = 2, p < .001).
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:1¥€W o 6Conslsts of the follow1n items from Whlle You Were. on the Scemu
g‘the behav;or of the two prlncipal dlsputants was genera1le: 2 - 4
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ists of the follow1ng 1tem from. the ‘same category 5.
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Consxstsfof the follow1ng 1tem from thP same category
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blCon51 ts!of the follow1ng LthS from. What do you thlnk the two;prln—
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5(cont d ) except 20 and 2 were considered community ‘service agenc1es.
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felt“thatfthe'disputants were cooled .

: s'(:19.21: and SLttlEd

A situa;ioq?‘and in one-third of these they felt their third party intervention

v e AR TR Y ORI RTINS

Finally, the of ficers were asked to evaluate the effertivenpss of

their interventlons., In 31gn1f1cant proportion of the cases (55%) the officers

off, at least for awhile, although the

. i
i

dlspute was noc resolved; In.17% they felt that the dispute had been resolved,

and that’ the dlsputants were startlng to understand each othér; in 7%, they

felt that: the dlspute had definitely been resolved and that the issues were

and in the rewaining 217% of the caseo, the officers

felt that they had had no effect (f = 161.29; df = 3; p <.001). Thus,

in 79% of thg @ases, the officers felt that they had an effect on the conflict

- 'had resulted in a resolution.
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‘Relationships Among Variables

In order tokacquirefacfuller understanding of these conflicts,

the relationships of several key variables were examined. The data was

‘ amenablekto several techniques of Statistical .analysis. To investigate

thosetrelationshipsfin which both variables of interest were continuous

lnterval scales, Pearson product moment correlatlon coeff1c1ents were computed;

“for: fhose in whlch one of thz two varlables being considered was a continuous

1nterval scale and,the other was dichotomous, point biserial correlation

lcoefficients were computed; and, for those in which both variables were

dlscrete and qualitative cate"orles, cross—tabulations were zenerated and

Ch1—Square or Cochran Q analyses were performed.

lhe‘rel tlonshlps reported below are based on the data for all 312

‘;_dlsputes manaéed by officers at both h0L51ng projects. In addition, for those

'”~categoriesfwhich,hadvbeen collapsed the data used in the statlstlcal analy51s

'was derlved from these collapsed categorles rather than from the orlglnal

»uncollapsed Categorles. Only those cases for which information was avallable

,;xblon both.varlables of the’ palr were 1ncluded in the statistital analysis.

ThlS Was done SO that the data.would not be confounded by partial or missing

"Hglnfarmatlon.f

vahe:relationShip of several variables to three main areas of interest

‘ werevinvestioated@ Tne flrst sectlon is CODCEFP’ivV7Lb wariables related to

'assault and the threat of assault' the! second w1th the pollce offlcer s'

_fperceptlons, Judgements, and actlons, and the thlrd with varlables relating

to the effectlveness of the pollce 1nterventlon.
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: Assault and,the;Threat of Assault

The. following comparisons are based on data derived- only from those

assault had occurred

N 189 cases (60% of all cases) in which an actual assault or threatened

Age of Dl and D2. The category concerned with assault or threatened

assault was not significantly related

.. or the age of D2 (r=.11, p=n.s.).

-

to either the age of D1 (r=.12,p=n.s.),

Race of D1 and D2. The occurance of an assault or threatened assault

was‘independent of the race;of both D1 (x2 = 5.82, df =6, P = n.s.), and

D2 (x* = 2.59, df = 6, p = n.s.).

Closer inspection of the data revealed

that there was mno significant difference in the race of either Dl(x2 = 1.40,

4af = l,-p;: n.s.), or D2 (x2‘=‘o.o4, df =1, p = n.s.) for those cases

cases. 1nlwh1ch no weapon had been used.

Did D1 or b2 cali the pOlice?

P

(r—]37 p.4< Ol) whlle D2'was more likely to have calle

was more violent (r=;.12;mp ;;.05).

RO

-What.the disputants aCcuSed‘each other of.

*in which a weapon had been used for an actual or threatened assault,

The data indicare that when disputes

N p;=w—n.s-}.

- was independent of what the disputancs sccused azch other of (x2

were,leSS'violent, Dl*was‘somewhat more. llkely to have called the police

d when the dispute

The degree of assaultiveness

= 9.30, df=6,
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- be expected; whereas when complaints were concerned with

. those in which no weapon had been used (x7=7.02,

waccused each other of.-
- or ovtside issues"

. issues"

‘fThefbfficers’

Closer inspection pf the data reveals that what the disputants

accused each other of was, however, significantly different for those cases

infwhich'a‘weapon:had been used for an actual or threatened assault, and

those cases in which no weapon.had been used (x% = 7.03, df = 2, p <.05).

The difference seems to be that for complaints involving either "others presence

or absence'" or "outside issues', weapons were used less often than would

"interpersonal issues',

weapons were involved more often than would be expected.

The officer's impression of the cause of the dispute. This variable

was not related to the degree of assaultiveness (x2=8:53, df=6, p = n.s.).

. Closer inspection of the data reveals that the patrolman's impression

of the cause of the dispute was significantly different when cases in which a

" weapon. had been used for an actual or threatened assault, were compared to

df=2, p < .QS). These

f’differenees parellel‘those found above in regard to what the.disputents

_ Weapons were involved less often than would be

expected .in those cases where the officer saw the "other's presence or absence

as .causative; whereas weapons were involved more often
than would be expected in those cases in which the officer judged "interpersonal

to be causative.

PerCeptions, Judgements, and Actions

As regards the dlsputant S

Whethef Dl and D2 were seen as aggressors.,
gu, the older Dl‘was, the less llkely she was to be seen as an aggressor

(r~f~ 13 .R,< 05), and the mwre llkely was D2, to be sg£en as an aggressor

+

S

(r* 12 .E.< 05) There was, however, no 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between

i .

[

i

) ‘

‘more llkely D1 was to B wsen as an aggressor (r=.14, P <.035),

.the Y3 g I
g 1nterventlon and whether she was seen as an aggressor (
=] -

,lr— Ol

-,

-j‘as an aggr ssor (r—f— 29, p < Ol)
D2 (r= ~.23, 2 ’.)‘,
"when D2 was seen as an aggressor (r~ 25,p < .01).

. slikely te heve been satlsfled w1th the offlcer 8 ﬁandllng of the di

e

i There was o s:gnificant relationshlp between the occurrance
(&)

of assault or . threate ed assault

and whether either D1 (r= -.07, p=n.s)

Cor DZ (r—.09 2'— n. s. ) was seen as an aggressor.

behav1ors the more cooperative DI, was, the

As regards the dlsputants

: l
| ess likely she was to be seen as an aggressor (r= - <14, p <.05). simii 1
milarly
t
he more COOpETuthE D2 was, the less likely he was to be seen as an

a gre: (r= ~-.20
v'gg sscr,(r A.20 B <.01). However, the more cooperative D2 was, the

There was

.

an aggressor (r- 06 . B=n.s.).

There
was no SLgnlflcant relatlonshlp betwyeen D1's feeling tone during

_‘02: E?H.S.),

”7fnor between DZ’ i he i
¥ s feellng tone dur;ng the intervention and whether he was

seen as an aggres =
gg sor (r -.07, Efn s.). In addition, there was no significant

irelatlonshl |
B P between Dl's feelmng tone and whether D2 was seen as an aggressor

D—n s. ) nor betwe 20 ing
R en. D s feeling tone and whether Dl was seen as an

P dggressor (r=.Ol E;n s.).

Wlt ‘
h regard to the dlsputants reaction. to the officer’'s handling of

the dis ute Dl
p WaSs more lrkely to have been set‘ fied when she was not seen

The same relationship was found for

In addltlon Dl was

‘ more iikelv to have been satisfied

Likewise, D2 was more

ispute when

W

,<~5>D1 was seen as an aggressor (rw 24xL <; 01)

A R M 2
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NO signiﬁicant relationship was found.between the officer's judgement

about the eEfectivcness of his intervention and whether he saw either D1

(r— -.01, p=a.s. ) or D2 (r~.05 P=n.s.) as an aggressor.

The officer's perception of the tehavior of D1 and D2. As regards the

age of the disputants, there was no significant relationship between the age

of either D1(r=.00, p=n.s.) or of D2 (r=.0l, p=n.s.) and their respective
behaviors during the,interVentinn.

There was a 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between the behavior of D1 and D2

sl

"p¢dur1ng the 1ntervention (r=.21, p < .01): when D1 was sezen as cooperative,

'E;h s.).

fwhether he had called the pollce (=

-so was D2, when D1 was seen as disruptive, so was D2.

As regards who called the police, there was no significant relationship

fbetween Dl's behavibr'and whether or not she had called the police (r=.04,

There was, however, a relationship between D2's behavior and

.21, p =2.01): when D2 had called the

pollce hls behavlor was somewhat 1ess likely to be seen as cooperative;

ﬁd* when he had not called hls behav;or was more likely to be seen as cooperative.

) whether D2 called the pOllCE,

WhenﬁDl called the pollce, D2 s behavior was more llkelv to be seen as

cooperatlve (r~ 29 .E R Ol) There was no significant relationship between

and the offlcers descrlptlon of D1's behavior

(r~‘08 E;n g, )

The officetietpefception ofnthe‘diébutants'

S

feelings. In comparisen with

the age of the dlsputants, no relationshlp was found between elther Dl's

age

R

o ) or D2 s age (r=*v.ll,Efn S. ) and their respectlve feellngs

‘eav_,'

oY A 2 gt

e

Lt

"andtthose shéwn‘by‘DZ durlng the intervention (r=.32,p <.01):

"likely tu be seen as feeling either angry or unhappy.

fy

There wae avsignificant-telationship between the feelings shown by Dl

for example,

| bZ[ﬁas mote likely to be perceived as happy and pleased when Dl was.

The officer's descriptions of both the feelings and the behavior of

.Dl?during the intervention were positively correlated (r=.28,p < .0l);

lfdr‘example, when D1 was seen as cooperative, she was also more likely to be

seen as happy and pleased;vwhenADl was seen as disruptive, she was also more

Similarly, the officer’s

: »deseriptione of both the feelings and the behavior of D2 were positively

correlated (r=.43, p < .01).

. The.feeling shown by D1 during the intervention was independent of

: Inlhontrast, when D2 called the police, he was somewhat more likely to be &

/Seen as feeling badly and less likely to be seen as happy (r=

‘ffeelings during the interventlon and the degxee of
' angry and unhappy when less serlous viclence had occurred,

| (r=:26,p <.01).

whnlcalled the police, whether she had (r=.00,p=n.s.), or D2 had (r=.02,p=n.s.).

-.20, p < .01).

::in.addition when D1 called the police, D2 was more likely to be seen as

happy (r—.31 E_<: 01).
' There was no relationship between the officer's description of Dl's

assaultiveness (r=.02,p=n.s.).

Unllke Dl the»officet was;somewhat less likely to describe D2 as feeling
and more likely

to describe D2 as angry or urhapsy whkn mare sericus vielonce had securred

ey

S A
‘ S

Ihe offlcer s Judgement of the dlsﬂutz«ts reaction to his management of -
x : n

.,,,o.

the dlsEute. As regards the age ot the dlaputants,no relatlonshlp was found

between elther Dl s age (r— OZ,an 5. ) or. . D2's age (r=-.12,p=n.s.) and their

¥
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! 5:£he 1ntervent10n was 1ndependent of the percelved behav1or of Dl {r=.04,

'lnterventlon when D2 had called the police (r=-.15, p <.01).

hupon hls arr1va1 (x2-3 66, di= 2 - p=n.s.).

7l‘seen"aslcooperatlve‘he was»liRELy to be seen as

v_”percelved behavxor'of Dé (r- 03 Ejn .8.)3 and

N rcasnao M

her reaction . to the

As regards who called the police;when D1 called,
officer'a'manngement.of the disnute was more likely to be seen as satisfied
Lr~ 27&2 ~ . Ol), but she was more likely to be dlSSatlaf]Cd with the

There was .

no relationship between D2'streaction whether or not he had called the police

(r=.00,p=n.s. ), or whether Bl had called the police (r=-.05,p=n:s.).

As regards d1 putants dnterdction upon the officer's arrival, no

relat1onsh1p was found w1th either D1's ceaction (x =18.84,di=12,p=n.s.) or
D2's«reaction (x2=8.62, g;;lz, p=n.s.) to the officer's management of the
Closer

dispute. inspection of the data reveals that there was no significant

difference in officers' impressions of D1l's reaction to his mamagement of
the dispute for those cases in.which the disputants were cormunicating upon

his arrival, and those cases"in'which the disputants were not communicating;

Similarly, no relationship existed

(:for DZ 1n ths regard (x =1, 80 df 2, p=n.s. ).

rention, when Dl was

As regards the dlsautants behav1or du ing the inte

satisfied with the officer's '

Bl e o R . . ' N
. .-intervention; when Dl was seen as disruptive he was likely to be seen as

diss*atisfﬁfed‘ withf; the :offic‘er’e 'in'te‘rventio‘n (r=.18, p < .01). A similar

-

. relatlonshlp was found between D2 s behavwor during the intervention and his

R O 2 *“‘

Derce1ved reactlon to tﬁe offlcer s management of the dispute (r=.23, p <.01).

.~;

. The percelven reactlon ¢t Dl to*the‘interventlon was inddpenderit o the

Ry

theﬂpercelved'reaction of D2 to- |

*As.regards thc disputants’ feelings during the intervention; there’was

no . relationshlp betwecb D1l's reaction to the intervention and the feelings
shown’ by elther DL (r~ 07, B = n.s. ). or D2. (r=. 13, p = n.s: ) durlng the

.1nterventlon. Slmilarly,’no relationehip'was foundtbetween~D2'S'reaction and

the feellngs shown by either D1 (r=.01, p=n.s.), or D2 (r=.14, p=n.s.) during

the 1ntervent10n.

. There was 8;51gn1f1cant relationship between the officer's impression

of the reaction of both Dl (Q 587.063, df=6, p < .001) and D2 (Q=302. 572,

77 df—6 .E < .001) to his ‘management of the dispute and the orf1c1al actions

axKen by the offlcer.

This seems largely to be a funcrion of both disputants'

greaterlsatlsfaction when . referrals were made.

As regards the disputant's behavior during

“The officer's use of referral.

the-intervention,-the making of a referral was independent of the officer's

:; 1mpressxon ‘of the behav1or of elther D1(x=.10, p=n.s.) or D2 (r=.07, p=n.8.).

mllarly, as regards the dlgputant 5 feellngs during the intervention,

'the maklng of~a referral was 1ndependent of the offlcer s impression of the
:feellngs shown by elther Dl (r— -.06, E?n .s.) or D2 (r= -. OZ an s. ) As

f:rregards the dlsthant s re aCthn to the officer s management of the dispute,

”ﬂf{lthe ofrlcer was more llkely to judge both D1 (r=.15, by < .01) and D2

(r=. 19 Ef: OT) as satlsfied w1th hlS management of the dispute when a referral

%

‘ ;had been made 1n comparlson to when hc had 1ot made a referral. 1In addltlon,
g < ~L : v ,

.as, regards the offlcer s Judgement of the effectlveness of his intervention,:

. he. wasrllkely to see hls 1ntervent10n as somewhat more effectlve when he had

tmade a referral than when hedhad not made a referral (r—‘23 p < .01).

As T gards the,dewree of anhnultiveneas, a referral was’ more likely to

T e

o paia




-t“‘igkznegatlvely related to D2 s age (r— - 16 P <. Ol)

e Thus, it would appear that the ise_of referrals hy the offlterq was

relattd‘to evente precedlng the;r arrlval ‘rather thah how the dgeputants

ld acted and felt durlng the intervention. In addition, usebof,tefetrals was

‘veseotiated with greeter satisfaction by both the ihtervening officer and
theidisputants, IR

©la

The Offieet's Jddgement ofbthe'EffectiveneSS’of His Intervention

{Ageeof Dl and D2. The officer's judgement of the effectivenéss of his

1ntervent10n was’ not related to D1's age (r= -.03, 2_— n.s.), but was .

'The officer was likely
to feelothat he" had beeq somewhat more effectlve when D2 was younger, and less

eff ective when D2 was older.

Race of Dl,and D2 The officer’s 1mpres31on of- the effectlveness of

*:&hls 1ntervent10n.was 1ndependent of the mce of both D1 (x2=7. 46 df=6,

: E_‘ﬂ.n:-) and DZ (X‘-lOBQ’ £=6, _R':'.n.‘s_)_

D1d Dl ox DZ call the pol:;_c:e’J The officer's,impression of’the effective-

T ;ness*of hls 1uterventlon was not related to whether either D1 (r— Ol p=n.s.)

“)*had called the pollce.

interactibns upon‘the officer's arrival. Thls was not.

The dlsputants
reia ted to the otrlcer 5 Judcement of the effectiveness of his intervention
2

”'5(1 —96 73 dI—lS Efn s ) Closer inspec ion of'the dﬂta reveaied that the

vj;offlcer s 1mpres51on,of the effectlveness of hlS 1nterventlon was 1ndependent

"’orrnot the dlsputants were, communlcatlno upon ‘his arrlval

5 -

“*uofficer s lmpresslon of ‘the effectlveness of his 1nterventton (x

-E.—n S )

ylwhlch the offlcer felt he had had no effect,

:ieffect at all in. dlsputes caused: by 'other's " presence Or absence, "

-to dlsputes c_used by. elther interpersonal issues" or

t.What thevdisgutants accused each other of. This was not related to the

=5,81, df 6,

“Closer inSpéttioh.of the data revealed that there was no significant

~;d1££erence in what the dlsputants accused each other of for those cases in

and those‘cases in which’ he

Q7felt he had successfully‘managed the dlspute (x —1 53, df=2, p=n.s.).

VThe'offieer‘s impression of the cause of the dispute. The officer's

.1mpressmon of the ELfeCthEHESS of his intervention was 51gn1f1cawtly related
*tg h is lmpre551on of the cause(of the dﬁspute (x =13.13, df= 6 p <.05).
~1V1sual 1nspeet10n of . the data reveals a tendency for officers to perceive

itheir"interventionsuto‘more likely have fully settled or, to have had no

—

o S N

* compared-

"outside -issues".

.. The officer’s imhreSSion of ‘the behavior of D1 and D2. The officer's

'iﬁﬁtesgfddsdf»the“effettivenesshof'his intervention was not related to his
h',§é£¢eptioﬁfdf}bl’s behaﬁiotiduring>thedintervention (r=.05, p=n.s.), but was,
dhoweher,eeignifieantl§éielated‘to his impression of D2's behavior (r=.16, p <.05).

'That is, when “” was -seen as cooperetive the officer was more ldkely Lo see:

the confllct as somewhat"more effectlvely managed, and when D2 was seen

;asfdisruptiveq the officer’was more likely to see the tonflict as lass effec-

" tively managed.

Cwwems
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i a{'Thé'offiéér's,percquion‘of the feelings shown by D1 and D2. When D1 P .
- T O ' | « ) : ' Figure 1.
was seen as happy -or pleased, the officer was more likely to see the conflict L S .
L T . ' « : . E v .INC-IDENCE'OFlﬂ.DISPUTES BY THE DAY OF THE WEEK :
asvSOméwhat more effectively managed; when D1 was seen as feeling bad (i.e., P B Sl [ ; ’ S ; B
e e o v | L ‘ ’ o - Reported in Percentages for Housing [---] and FCIU [--_]
angry or unhappy), the officer was more likely to see the conflict as less : R ' :
; effectively ménﬁged (r=.18;.2,{.01)¢L No such relationship was found. for
D2~(f=413, R?ﬁ.s,)a , '
’;. The:behaﬁior of D2 and the feelings of D1 during the intervention seem
to be important variables which are related to effective management of 'c:onflicts1 .
fCl?fgﬂ.ﬁf among people. . It ﬁay be that these policelofficers‘feelfthat éffective conflict:
y',fr"v' management depéﬁds on maintaining or fostering thé cooperation of D2 and
the»posi%ivé feelings of the complainant .(D1) during:their intervention. '
1, - - ; " 3 i A ]‘ y:,u,w?.i. N
B S Sat. - Sun. Mon. ,Tues.{Wed,‘?Thurs. Fri.j‘
.béi"ofjwéek:  iy
|




TABLE l
CHARACTERISTICS or THE DISPUTANTS

(Expressed as,Perqen;qges)

<

; hee

'} Female

| Wh'ité

“933

Category

UnderlO

16~20
21-30

“51-65

10-15~’

Over 65f:

+

41-50-

Disgutaﬂt 1 Disputant -2

100% - 100%

Male

350 69
65 ‘ o o231
‘Tz . ... To0%

o . . Il o

; Pace

Black

2 3
S . T R -1 1
100%. . o o - 100%

'}¥ fTeﬁéncx3'

Tenant :
ViSltor
Manager’

;C{'f;

e S A MO M frimot  r

TABLE 1. (cont'd.)

Catégorz'

Disputant 1

Did the Disputant Call tﬁe Police?

Yés_

Mo

e

70
30
1007

Disgufant 2

- | Spouse

Parent’

Grandparent .
Child ‘ v ' :
Grandchild - °

v0ther‘RelatiVe

Friend

3Acqua1ntance
J.Strange

. 1007z

- Relatlonshlp of D1 to D2

55
12
0
3 .
l N
5
10
10
4

R i

o e

¥
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CHAPTER VI

EFFECTS OF TRAINING UPON POLICE PERFORMANCE

The design of the study afforded opportunities for experimental
comoarison’of the effects of training. At the very outset fourccomparable

housing developments were selected in order that the effects of the two

training.procedures>(affective-experiential and cognitive) could be evaluated.

The assessment of the effects o training upon police performance
was a.crocial‘aspect‘of the evaluation.-'Invaddition to management of
conflicts;'we consi@ereokcrime control and police efficlency‘as centrally
important.nariables'for study. In other’words,'we considered it important

to galn some understandlng of the ramifying effects of the training methoos

: employed

There,are many crlterla avallable to police organizations that are

derlved from day—to—day pollce operatlons. The selection of criteria for
i

v'evaluatlon of pollce‘ performance in thls study was’gade with the follow1ng

: con31deratlons 1n mlnd l) the pollce themselves were con51dered to be the

best@tofdeterminesthe criteria; i,e;, to:undertake a definition of "good" .

Vvlpolicenwork; 2)‘predictionSQWererased on the hypothesis that training

+

“,enhances pollce performance...accordlngly the question -asked for each

Sy

‘ ' ‘ 'l
criter;on was, now would a superlor pollce offlcer perform in this regard?";

'zing existing differences among police oraanizations and the

—

icommunltles they serve (e 8.y operatldnal procedﬂres, commtnlty\character~
ollstlcs, spec1al crlme and control problems, etc.), criteria approprlate for-

eone pollce department was con51dered as not be1ng ent1rely su1table for'

! > Dp.cit .

e e g o e
R "

1

O -

O

e

:gj?l'

C)';;

:Bcfore tne,rcsults of the study were knoon, a list of police
perFoLnance eri te;ia was prepared, based on those for which data could be
rellably obtained .Thesetcriterialwere presented to the patrol commander of
the New York City Hooslng Authority‘Police Department.2 In view of this
police adminlstrator’s sensitivities to the realities of police performance,
requirements and operations in his department, he was regarded as a‘person
Unusually well—soitedffor-the role of defining criteria whicthOuld be: valid
indicators of good’police'performance.v —

‘;.Thus,.without knowing what the data would.oltimately’reveal,

criteria were selectcd and predictions were made. The criteria were divided

L

Y RS

'_1pto those con51dered most. valld those only moderately valid, and those

con51dered nlnrmally valld as indicators of good police performance. This

dlstlnctlon was made !ecause some crlterla were expected to rerlect other than

v Ce o, AR s
'jparely pollce performance factors (total offenses for example, was con51de1ed

only moderately leld because these.are also dependent on such a factor

"f as: the offlcer s motlvatlon LO report then.)

ek

" The following criteria were selected as the most valid indicators
of eﬁfective“pollce‘perfornancel:h’the NYCHAfD: total crime clearance rate;
offenseﬁelearance rate;‘misdemeanor clearance rate; felony clearance rate;-
danger?tension'index; number;of offense-arrests;,number of misdemeanor arrests;
‘and, number of mlsdemeanors.

‘The followlng criteria‘Were*Sekcted*asﬁmoéerately‘valid indicators_

of efrectlve po dce performance- total crimes; ‘total number of arrests.

a T B .
‘DepotyﬁlnspectOI'Richard‘TﬁﬂBechel; Chief of Patrol, NYCHAPD.

AT o et e

RN e o e




. o . o B : . P ’  o s  ,? i ‘ 5 o |
L N . g : The second set of data compares two housing developments which dLEFLr
- . The following criteria were rejected as having minimal validity as : ‘ )
o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1n‘several ways, but to both of whlch conflict t-management tralncd of ficers
indicators of effective police performunce due to a multiplicity of determin-
o ‘ B . R . F o E wereoassigned;o Manhattanville Houses,the newest of the four projects: (CM 2),
ants; number of felonies; number of felony arrests; number of sick days; o0 o ' SRR ' o '
. ' v was regarded as more ''stable" than the other developments, had less crime, had
number of' sick days per incident requiring action; days off for injury; v ' ' '
¥ : . » ; : ' ‘ a higher average income, had fewer welfare families, and, had fewer broken
; o breach of Housing Authority Rules and Regulations; damage, cause unknown; : S - v .
e S ' ' . ’ _— homes. In Housing Authority Police Department parlance, this housing
€ . mischief, criminal and tampering; investigations; number of aided cases; (7. v R :
L : 2 , ‘ development was often regarded as a desirable, ''country club" assignment.
e number of assists; total number of interpersonal disputes; total service B :
S o ‘ ' S : ' ~ B Wagner Houses {(CHM 1), like Control 1 and Control 2, was regarded as anything
Lo - duties; and, total offenses. o ' : o . L : - v :
b S ’ : - _ R _ : L but a “country club;fgve' .
B ST ' Data for each criteria selected for use was obtained from police , (G : » IR R g
! records. Chi~Square with Yates' Correction for Continuity served as the method : o - Effects of Training Upon Police Performance I: The Most Valid Criteria
b . for statistical analyses. o : : , . k Total crime clearance rate. This rare was calculated by dividing total
Comparisons made in this chapter reflect: first, effects of conflict- : ' r . arrests by total crimes.  One of the accepted criteria of effective police work
: managemeﬁt trainiﬁgg end,'secondg effects of conflict-quagemeht'training is the demonstration; %ihigh,total'crime‘clearance rates. Hence, it was
¢ 0. upon police performance in different communities. To determine the former, R predicted that CM I would conform with that expectation in the study year.
iC s ' ; ¥ S B ‘ ERER L
ig_rvg"tﬂ’ dataﬂwill be presented for each crlterlon in three housing developments over : {Qk -~ . o Year __cM 1 - Control I Control II
P “ltlme, These three, s_mllar Ain level of . crime act1v1ty and in demographlc fea- - f}f : 1970 _"11 26% - - 13% 11z
?»ff’ tures, are,comprlsed of 1) Wagner Houses - staffed by 11 confllct—management . ‘ :rﬁ,kv , ' 1969V 14 . SR 20
C R - : , ()= - 1968 9 11
e o ftralned offlcers (Cﬂ l) 8 of whom were recently app01nted officers, 2) Jeffer- . St '
g g "ffson Houses - staffe& by 5 recently appolnted offlcers who had- recelved cognltlve ' o o Wlthln- evelopment comparlsons—-cw I showed an increase in total crime
{- . ' : - :
g 3 trdlnlng and 4 senior officers (Conrrol l), and, 3) Grant Houses - staffed clearance rate in 1970 over the average of its two preceding years (< .05);
@% by'll‘senlor offlcers who had teceived no special traiming (Control 2).  For ‘ P there was no chance 1n Control I or Control II. Closer inspection of the data
i >, each. Ctlt&fl-d, data Wlll be PIESEHLEﬂ ”OT ‘the study ¥ er-' 0 (2/9/70 - R ' . o reveals that CH"I Increased in 1970 over the precedvng year (p. < .10),’
o -Q 2/8/71) and for the'two years 1mmedlate1y preceding the study year (i. e.,‘ wﬁereas there was no change in Control I'or Control II.
R :prlor to a531gnment of spec1ally trarned personnel) S Between—development comparleons——51nce the average rate for the two
: - .
P S D P A - ern . . v ":." B e L e v
G e T SR T T ; ¥
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vthelr 1970 rates canrbe meanlngfully compared.

. training'is superior to cognitive training for this criterionm.

The prediction regarding this criterion was fully confirmed. Thck,

ieonflict—managemeﬁtktrained officers showed an improvement in police perfor-

maﬁce both withiﬁ that same development (compared to preceding years)  and

when.cdmpared‘fo ContrOI‘I (which also had new officers who had received’

additional trainingj and to Cdntrol II (having senior officers only, and no

additional training).

Misdemeanor clearance rate. It was predicted tha}/CM I would effect

a‘highzclearance rate for this category -of crime.

‘{_Within—development comparisons-~There were no significant changes in
l970 over the previousWyear er over the average of 'the two preceding years in
any of  the develoéments. |

iBetween-deVelopment comparisons--Since the rates for the average of

nthe~twoAprecedingiyears are-essentially similar among the three developments,

Doing so reveals that CM I

"Jf'has a 1970 rate that is superlor to Control I (R.< .10) but is no dlfferent

thanﬂthat of Control Iis‘“Controls.I and II do mot differ in 1970 rates.

- The data suggests that,fbr police'recruits,’affectiveeexperiential

.. Offense clearance rate, Tt was predicted that CM I would.demonstrate

 a high clearance .rate for this category.

- Yaar i- G Control 1 Control 11
S 1970 . oux 2% © 6%
o 1969 13 23 6

198 . 0 130 18 1§

the two precedlngnyears reveals no change for cM I or for- Control 1T, and a

A

decrease intCoitrol I (2{<. 001) Comparlng 1970 wlth 1969 shows no change for

s

w
Y

G rree ot e et
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' to the rates for cM T and Control.I. CM I's 1970 rate 1s superior. to that

lBethen—develqpmenc comparisons--The rates for 1968 and 1969 are similar

between the three developments. Control II has a rate fer 1970 similar

.
S-S

"of Control I (p < 05)

Slnce cognltlvely trained.recruits show a decrease in offense clearance

rate not shown'by affectively-experientially trained recruits or senior

officers with no special training, it may be that the CM I group resisted a

tendency for new cofficers to have a lower offense clearance.rate. The data

 for this criterion is equivocal.

Number ofloffense,arrestsl It was predicted that CM I would demonstrate

‘an increased number of offense arrests.

Year o CM I

Control I Control II
1970 .10 1 | 3
.1969 | ~>,llln 9 3
-1968‘” 1o 1 6

~

Within—development comparlsons——Comparlng 1970 with the average of the

A 'l'precedlng years reveals no change for CM I on Control II, and a decrease

‘ '1n Centrol I (p < 05)

Between—development comparlsons--The rates for 1968 and 1969 are similar

for G L and Control I but not for either of these and Control II. CM I

has a hlgher rate for 1970 ‘than *Control I (p < .05).

The predlctlon.was conflrmed at least partly. LM I tralnlng appears

:.-to prevent a reductlon,ln number of offeuse arrests obtained by cognitively

«
3 e

2;£ra1ncd offlcers (and for experleneed officers too, perhaps)

s
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‘The 'danger—tension index" then was calculated as: total arrests

;arrest);

Danger—tensiOn index. In considering ways of assessing morale, the

amount of time lost’becaUSebof'illness ioomed large as a measure. It became
increasingly~clear that sick time probably reflected factors»related to morale,
that is, the need for relief from danger and tension on the job. Working
(often alone} in’high crime areas could‘be’considered to exact a tollhenpressed

in tension—related absenteelsgtA Iberefore, while work in a highvcrime area
. R T ERet -
necessarily ceuses ten51on, 1t was - predlcted that CM I would experience less
tensionf(exnressed inffewer'sick days) relati%e to objective danger (as

reflectediby“eunber of;arrests). While it is not considered thattail police

sick -days are due to tension-related illness, it may well be that many -arc.

x 100.

total 'sickdays

Year ;~5‘ L - CM I _Control I ; Cpntrql 1I
1970 63 66 40
"1969,‘;ﬂ%knfﬁ*féAJ-'.YO 83 - 89

1968 - = . 46 48 54

‘dWithin—devéicpmenf'comparisons——Comnaring'1970:with the average of the

precedlng e.rs shcws no chagee for CM I or Control I, and-a decrease in.

Control II (E_<G~Ol decreases reflect lower eff1c1ency ~ more sickdays per

e

Closer»anaiy!&sbfcomparlng changes from 1969 to 1970 reveals no

change for CH’I T Control I, and a decrease in Control II (p < .001). For

" soma reason all.threeﬂdevelopments showed ankimprovement in 1969 ‘over 1968.

Betweenrdevelopment compar1sons——Tne 1968 1969 rates are 51m11ar for

. fthe three developments.‘ CM I and Control I do not differ in their" 1970

'vadanger—ten31on"1ndeces. AControl II however, has a 1970 Index whlch is lower

. than either €M I.(p

e

v

v«m:v‘w

o w—m—v—wwﬂn Sy aj‘

,.tralningAWas duemto their respectiVe training programs,

»precedlng years reveals 1ncreases inCM I (R < .01) and in Control I (p< 05)

B ) ’
‘nbut no changes Tor ControL II. Comparlsons bet
?for cm>r»(2 <f.05)vand Gontrol I,

" similar only for CM I and Control 11, thus thelr 1970 rates can be compared

‘s»CM I had a,much h1°her nunber'of mlscemeanOL

S e

,,‘ ThelprediCtion'was partly confirmed. The senior officers at Control TI

,deteriOtated in the danger—tension index, a change whlch did not accrue for

'elther of thc nther developments.

:,

| of change in . rhe developmer*s staffed prlmarily by recruits with special

e voeile A

The data do not indicate whether the lack

to their being new

;police,officers, or to some combination of both.’

Number of n1sdemeanor arrests. It was predicted that CM I would effect

an increased number of such arrests.

" Year ' CM I

| Control I - Control II
S170. 70 35 22

1969 43 20 49

1968 31 12 19

Wlthln—developnent comparlsons—-Comparlno 1970 with the average of the

ween 1970 and 1969 reveal inereases é

Wl

.Q2;<;.10), and a decrease for Control II

Between—development comparlsons—-Rates for the preceding years are

arrests than dld Control 1T

(g < 001) in 1970.‘_..
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'-f | The prediction is ;nrtly confirmed. The number of misdomeanor arrests‘

froae most signltlcantly in CM I, more so than for Control I. Control II saw

“a decrease in 1970'ontthis criterlon. Visual inspection of the data’suggests ..

;~‘;that new offlcers with special. training effects more misdemeanor. arrests,
'and that affectlve-experlentlally tralned officers appeared to have made more

hwsueh_arrests‘than-did‘cognitively tralned officersr

‘Number‘of nisdeneanors. It was predicted that CM I would discourage

‘this category-ofgoriﬁe by more active prevention control and by engendering

.“greater citizen cooperation and respect.

:Year o oM I . Control I onntrol‘II
1970 - 1897 - 140 251 ]
‘1969 0 302 - 158 220
1968 - . 382 . . 237 .240

SN

Wlthln—development comparlsons—-Comparlng 1970 w1th the average of the

:recedlng years reveals a decrease for: both CM I (R_< OOl) and Control I

. RS
o~ NP e Amiere RO

E Closer analvs1s, comparlng 1970 w1th

R

ith‘no change in. Control II.

'

't:can be compared‘51nce thelr data for the ‘prior years are equlvalent. Control I
'i"had rewer mlsdemeanors in 1970 than did Central. IT. (1 < 007) .CGHPaIiSOH

.»of CMVI“Wlth the others can be made by averaglng the two prlor years (thus -

o

: compared ‘with 1969

o

.and the average of the two. prlor years reveal that while Controls I and II do

ﬁnot d1f£er, and CM“:

‘*_" Ihe predic“’sn that CM I would reflect effective performance was

partly confirmed *CH«I'was'the only development showing a decrease in 1970
~ Once again, however, Control I improved in police-perfor-

mance. armost as much as did CM I.

Effects.of Training;Unon‘Police Performance II: The Moderatelzﬁanideriteria
.jgétal.crime;~(feionies + misdemeanorsk+ offenses)-CM I was expected

to engage'in more\effective and aggressive patrol, and to gain‘community

respectfthereby; While sone felonies would not be prevented even by effective

patroly”CM,I was “expected to reduce -the incidence of crime.

* Year ‘ CM I Control T Control II
1970 486 397 44¢
1969 593 . 384 402

1968 . 568 546 487

df}Wiﬁhin-development comparisons:-Comparino 1970 with the average of

Sie.

the tnofgrecedinéfyears shows no change for Control ‘IT and decreases for

Control'IlQR < .Oﬁ)Aand CM'I Q) < .05). Closer inspectiom reveals that there

hfdwas;no change from 1969 to 1970 for elther'Control I or Comtrol II, while

Mo decreased (R < Ol)

«

1Between—development'comparisons——The.average.of the two preceding years

iszsimilar‘for Controls I and"II, so their 1970 rates can be meaningfully

compared:

Doing so;reveals that Control I and. Control II do not differ

signiffcantly in their'l970 rates. Interoomparisons in terms of both 1970 » !

RS

and Control I do not dlffer, CM I shows a decrease relatlve :
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partly conflrmed.

terms both”of l970hrates znd the‘average of the prior two years

‘criterion was fully confirmed. .Cyff

Thefprediction tﬁaCFCﬁ I nould.have‘a decrease,in total crime'was'>

CM I was the only development to have seen a decrease in

1970 from the precedlng year.

Total arrests. -

it was oredieted that CM I would effect a larger number’

- of arrests.

Year CM 1T Control.I Control II
1970 . 124 53 47
1969 . B2 53 83
1968 i 56 48 54

Within-development comparisons——Comparieon of 1970 figures with»the

‘average of the oreceding two years indicates that CM I increased (g «.001)

1n total arrests, Centrol I did not cbance, and Control II decreased (p < .10).
sl YT S

970 dlth l9o§ ‘also snows an 1nc ease in CM Qi l);;no ehange

-

Compari

for Control I, and a“deerease in Control i1 (p < .0L).

I had 51gn1£1eantly more. errests tnan éid Cootrol iT (D < .001). n
,CM I was
found todditfer froofControl I (< .05):7:*e’fliec“‘t:intr its greater inereaSe in

I*ests,»and Controls I and II were found mot to differ:
| Theuprediction tbatiCM I would‘shOWZeffeetive,performance of this

ncrt:sed in: LCmJ r .of arvest

Rimh v ey et D e

,&,, A e ey e

_ ; . N ‘W.
e ot is ~51 : i £ ‘ eeedln
Betwean~development eomperlsonsf"81nce thelr rates for the pr g
v . simi the 7 Br O I . I re compar red. In L,
years are srm;lar,_the~1910 rateszgerhCLmr and Contlol 11 we par s -

,_Effects-of.Confliet—Management Training Upon Police Pe

O

}development.;

:the flgure for 1970

.'d‘Host Valid Criteria’ =

,’ presented in Tablevl'

fj‘reveals a srgnlflcant

"Qto CM II & decrease in- 1970 from 1969 (E < Ol)

, R . . B I L T S

rformance IIT: Communitics

with'Hign vs. Moderate Police Activity

It was important in evaluating the effect of training for conflict-

management to determlne whether different results would obtain in different

communitles. dener Houses (CM I 1s considered to be a housing development

inea-relatively hlgh crime»area (East Harlem); Manhattanville Houses (CM II)

on the other hand 1s in a moderate crime area in West Harlen. Obtained

dlfferenees 1n pollce<performance in these two developments might be general-

izable to other locations w1th comparable crime rates if staffed by similarly

" trained offlcers._

In the data _presented- below all compa isons were calculated by

Chl-Scuare analy51s w1th Yates Correction for Continuity. Overall comparisons

are most commonly referred to, and these comprise two entries for each housing

One 1s the everage of the years 1968 and 1569, and the other 1s

TS

Only in the danoer—ten31on rndex was a dlfference

ey

: expected~between!CM'I and’CM II.

£l

Rerm

Total crime clearance rate. Figures for each housing development are

Overall comparlson reveals that the two housing

ogexts are 51m11ar (K‘-Z 53 p=nrs).

Overall comparlson between CM I and CM II

Felony elearancé"rate)

'fference between the' two: (E.< 05), apparently due

lhn expected lacL of d1ffer~

CM II decreased on thlS crlterlon.

-
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s = .~ Misdemeanor clcarance rate. Overall comparisons could not be made TABLE. 1

due to low cell frequencies for CM II. Inspection of the data in Table 1 P - :
3 , A suggests that CM II improved, as CM I was found to do. o - ; ‘ O . 1}1_9[?? l$°ni° slies Performance Rates
» 5;;'~_ L ’ L S ‘ | ) , , . ' ’ : IR T ~in the Two Conflict-Management Projects

- Offense clearance rate.  CM I was not found to change in this regard,

but when overall comparison was made with CM.II a significant difference was ‘ : Criterion . ST [ Project = 1970 }2§§“%%}2§2 .

€ obtaihed4(E”<',05). vinspettion of the data indicates that CM II impfoved ,
B ' ‘ ‘ Total crime clearance rate - I 267 ' 11% . n.s
: e I o 3% _ 4 .57

*ff . din this area‘’of police performance.

Felony clearan¢é rate SR & 21% ’ 127 .05

' Number of offense arrests. The expected frequencies for CM II are too ' O 1 67 15 57

' low;tﬁ.pétmit'statistical‘analysis. Visual inspection suggests that there Misdemeanor clééf;5ra£éi - T 379 11%
Lo o : T . i . ' \ : . Lo ' - II ' cg o
~was some improvement for CM II in number of offense arrests (there were none : _ _ - 7% K 1%
S - ~' . L ' : Offense Clear. rate I o 11% A ,

* made in 1968, 1 in 1969, and 3 in 1970). | e L FERS o e LA 137 05

e . o : ‘ , v , . : Offense and érféét o - oI o |
~'Danger-tension index. It was expected that CM II would® improve . . y o , , SR > IR 1 S ii ;85 '

~relative to CM,i because the former was less dgngerouws overall and an increase EE Danger—tension'ihdeX' ke I 63 58
- in-arrest activity would-have had'a‘corraspondingly'sm&llérﬁeﬁfect. S _ ,
g o B o : ' S ' Misdemeanor. arrests: . - I ... 7 , 5
.~ There was no change found in CM II over the 3-year period. Overall ~ T PRI L 79 . 37 a : -3

cbmbérisénﬁb?t?éenftﬁe?twbjdevelcpmé“ts}ib“nd‘no difference betwesd ‘then. | . |/~ . Total misdemezmors . . . T 189 342

2o RS B : ' 0. ' S oeIn 350 163.5

(X°=.0.11; p=n.s.). "The prediction was not confirmed. Vi T L ' )
S T . ' | Total crime . . I - 486 . © 580.5 .po1

e L R e L e v ) : : v : : , o e I o : 86. '

;" Number of.misdemeanor arrests. CM II increased in 1970 from 1969 R et T 37 ' 280:5 v

St e m » S R < : _ : o Total arreszs: = I 124 |

(p. <.10). Overall comparison with CM I indicated no differences between the v O ' R R 13 ; gg o

f‘;" . two, as éxpécted«krOn this criterion, conflict-management training was

E
§
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- related tbniﬁb£bvedipdliéé‘perfOrmande in'botﬁfprojetts. I . o | IR B T TR I N SR o
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CM Il increased in 1970 from 1969 (p < .001).

Number of misdemeanors.

JOverall c0mparisohrrevealed a significant difference betwecen the two CM housing

developments; CM I decreased while CM II increased. Perhaps affective-experien-

tial training for new officers in "country club" projects is conducive to

_greater‘crime reporting, or that there was an idiosyncratic change in: the

complexion of,crime,(ewgr, increase in drug traffic in that particular area).

Moderately Valid Criteria

-showed: no changes in mumber of arrests in 1970.

‘and CM II indicated 'no significant difference between them (

”f'd;fferences on moSt~bf the performance criteria.

h‘eontrblfeffeetiveness;.in~fact,‘it can be said that,

Total“criﬁe.;;CMfII increased in 1970 from 1969 (p < .001) primarily

because of the incresgse in misdemeanors noted above. Overall comparison with

CM I revealed a highly significant difference (p < .001l) between the two,

due to a deerease ihﬂCM I and an increase in CM II in 1970.

Totai:arresrs..lAsffor the,two.control‘housing developments, CM II
Overall comparison of CM I
=n.s.).

‘hIt shduld_be eméhesized;that»police‘performance was studied to

~“‘determine"?fé‘hether»orfriot conflict—ﬁanagement‘training had a deleterious effect

on pollce effectlveness. Indeed, it can befsaid that while officers in CM 1

°enera11y 1mproved but on comparlson with CM II, there were no significant

These findings strongly
-suggest.that.eoﬁflittfﬁanagement training does not interfere with crime

if anything, such

B e

. -effectiveness gene ally improved. . e s .
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CHAPTER VII

COMMUNIPY ATTITUDE SURVEY IN FOUR HOUSING PR OJTCTSl

For the purpose of determining whether the attitude of the
communlty toward the pollce would be affected by the training variable,

rio
p r to the changes'ln pollce assignments, a random sample of households

frpmleach of the four projects was drawn. Each household was to be

intervie
wed’ Just before the assignments were instituted and again one year

late
r in order to determlne whether or not any changes in attitude took

place betweenzthe.two interview periods.

-

A. Samples

Under the'budget limitations, it was p0551ble to aim for approx1—

matel
y 100 households: per prOJELt in the final interview (hereafter referred

to as the " "y,
post ). Because attlltlon was anthlpated from the initial

1nterv1ew (hereafter efe g M " ‘
T f rred to as 'pre”) to the post interview, tha

Table I:

yumber of Hohseholds Interviewed in the Pre and the Post
‘G‘ Project
| , rant Jefferson" _ Wanhattanv1lle Wagner
‘Pre 137 141 ‘ = : -
Pestt 1100 . 1y w3
Attrition = S Co ‘ ‘ e
Rate 'f_etgoz . C.ﬁf'AZBZ ' o 22% ’132

foi '
Tth.study was ‘carried out by the Center for So

'-Graduate School, Cityuy
Director.. ¥ University of New York, Professor Leonard §. hogan

ThlS cha ter W
Center for, P as wrltten by Professor Horey J. Wantman of the

c1a1 Research,

’

PN
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C?" . Project i

'pollce tralnlﬂg Vallable.

- populatiqnﬁAi

‘Table IT:.

The initial sample of housecholds was selected at random with the
following reétrictidhs:
¢)) WHitelhouséholds.were to be. excluded

(2) Each household must have at-least one member eighteen years
of .age or younger

The ethnic restriction was imposed because the proportion of
whites in the population in each project was so small, that too few white

households would fall_into the sample to.permit any reliable estimates to

cg s

 be made about changes of attitude of the white population, e.g., the

."expected" number of white households in a:sample of 100 for Grant, was 4,
and for Jefferson,'lé.

The requlrement of chlldren in the households was specified in

.order to attempt to obtaln 1nformat10n about the effect on the young of the

~
-~

It of cougs > would Have been preferable to
eenavers, but thls waq nat feasible.

1npe:vﬁeN"

A check on'how representatlve the four 111t1al samples were of

i

' thelr popul“tlona 1na1caﬁéa that no unknov1 bias enterad into*the study;

"the dlfferences between the sample and the - populatlon characteristics are

attributable to the seleetlonfprocedgres aoava.7 For exzample, the perce1tage

G

of families on wélfateqis’genEfal;y‘Highe: in the sample than in”the

(Tsble II).

;Percentage,6f7Families;on‘We1fafe as of January 1, 1971

~. Percentage on Welfare

.’fuPeguiatioe"v ‘Samglew
:2fGrant ] '33.6
b fjefferson : 42,6
'“fManhact”nv1lle S 23.6
o " 36.8
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~conceal the main purpose of the interview.

. purpose of the interview, but the interviewers upon being told at the end

A

Again, becausc of the method of selection of familiuvs for intor-

' view, the number of minorsvper;faﬁily is larger in each projcct sample

than in the population - dpproximately 3 vs. 2. Similarly, because of the

selection'cri;erion'above, the samples have fewer individuals over 60 years
of age than in the cotresponding population, e.g., Wagner in the "post" had
less than 2 percent in the sample 60 years of age oxr over; the population

had more than 6 percent.

On other demographic characteristics each sample was well matched

with its corresponding population.

B. Survey Schedule
The table of specifications for the interview schedule (See Appendix

was drawn up after « s=ries of meetings wsare held to-determine the areas to

'lfBeAcovered in the interview.2 The interview schedule included questions

related to other services besides those of the police not only to provide

' comparative bases for the attitude toward. the housing police but also to

The latter goal seemed to have

o> o

-been attained. Not only did;the»:espondents fail to infer. the main

~of the study what its real nature was, expressed surprise.

e

B 2The dlfferent 1nd1v1dualq who contrlbuted to the ‘Formulation of
bhe flnal lnterv1ew ‘schedule were: - Professor Morton Bard, Deputy Inspector

=Richard D..Beckel Professor Barbara Dohrenwend, Lieutenant Gilbert Hunt,
~‘:Dx. Donald Hay, Mr. Morton Israel, Professor Leonard S. Kogan, Professor
Wantman,.Mrs. Llsa Uc1ss,rand‘Dr. Joseph Zacker.
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. The interview schedule included 173 questions in the pre-stage,

and thesebsame 173'questions plus 18 additional questions in the post

" interview. Of the 173 questions, 5 were grouped into six sets so that a

summary attitude score for each set could be obtained, each of which would

be more reliable than responses to individual questions. ‘The six scores

are hereafter referred to-as indices; their question numbers, descriptionms,

and range are shown in Table III.

Table III: Description of Indices I - VI

‘Index . Description Question Range of
: Numbers Possible Scores
I Attitude Toward Project 19-32 +14 to -14
Environment: and -Services

'ﬁf'Ii,:'v_ Sociability & Neighborliness 33-39 +7 to -7
A“ iII v Attitude Toﬁapd Housing 90-96 +7 to -7

IV _Attitude Toward Housing Police  97-106 +10 to -10
'V . Avoidance’ ' 107-114 0 to +8
VI",’ LAttitude Toward General_ 115-122 +8 to -8

Services

- The scores for iludices I, II, III, IV, and VI were derived as

follows: ‘For each question in the set of questions making up the index, a +1

'wés_assignéi for each.0f either of the two "favorable" respomses, .e.g., Very

;fsatisfied??EXCellent'f Good; etc., .and a--1 was assignéd for each of

- ‘the two "unfavorable Tesponses, e.g., Very Dissatisfied - Dissatisfied, Disagree -

TUREN

‘ For Index V, the,gcdre was. the number‘offpimes a

4f4fé$pohdch, ;ﬁdiCaCad5sﬁéfw0uldf9do“nothing" when she "sau" each of the 8

cidents.déscribed. . Thus, a high score on Index V. indicates a-high

; ‘Ji;ﬁdrawal,f:om'fhezSituation.

B
éﬁﬁ;

To obtain average scores for response to individual questions
- in the index sets, responses were assigned values from 5 to 1 as indicated in

. Table IV,

+,

Table IV: Scale Values for Responses to Single Questions

~ Value 5 4 3 : , 2 1
Very Satisfied = Satisfied = Neither Dissatis~ Very Dis-
Satisfied fied satisfied
nor
Dissatisfied
T Very Often Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
: . v : Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Excellent Good Fair Poor Verv Poor
-These same scale values-were usad Ffor questions #14~18, 47-54, 145-150.
For. questions 174-191 which appeared oanly in the post interview,

‘there are three possibla responses for each question. The scale values

.assigned for these queStions were '"Better" = 3, "Same" = 2, "Worse'" = 1.

’
.
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_C. Interviewing Procedures

. The "pre" and "post" interviews were conducted by two different
set's of interviewers. Each set of the interviewers was trained by an ex~

perienced interview supervisor and her staff. -While the interviewers were

different for: the "pre" end‘"post" interviews, the field supervisor was the

same personkeach time.3 Tue pre-interviews were conducted in January -~

February, 1970.

The start cffthefpostfinterviewing‘was postponed for 10 days because of a
- threatened;”job‘acticn" by the housing police in sympathy with an ongoing

hjoﬁ action”famohg-city'police. Fach set of interviewers included both

black and Puertc Rican women, and each interviewer was assigned households

.whose<ethnic.backgrouhd matched hers. Because it was more likely that more

-'female heads of househoids would be available for interview, and because
3 the female nead would be more 11kelv to reflect views of teenage children,

ﬁiall 1nterv1ews were conducted Wlth female heads of households. The response-

:‘~rate in. the pre stage was over 904. In the " post stage it varied from

77% to 87z.ff 

Y

FE

« 3The fleld superv1sor wab Mrs, Lisa. Welbs. Assistant field
quperv;eorb were Coustance heyworth Carlos Walker Dorls Drody, and
wh}bby Vewborn.; PR : SR ,

The post—-interviews were carried out February - March, 1971.
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: ';1;‘ Comparablllty of "Pre" and "Post' sample Households
}‘Qy’w . ‘,f’ﬁ‘ As noted above the response rate in the post-interview varied
: “pre' semples.

from 77 to 87 percent of the The figures for the four
samples are shown in Table II above.

In-order to check whetlier or not any bias may have arisen in

the results due to the attrition, the "pre" cases which responded in

the "post'" interview, the survivors were compared to the '"drop-out' pre-

o - . cases. In view of sampling errors, it was clear that no.appreciable
differences inm the results existed between the surviving pre-cases and the
SEO - drop-out pre-cases either for demographic characteristizs or for rasponses

I

to individual guestions or for responses to-individual guestions, or

for the indices. Typical comparisoms are shown in Tablas V,

’xTable‘V: Pre tleans of Drop-Out Cases and Surviving Cases

Mean of Project

SRS - f : : ﬁj'[ : Grant Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner
Question or - Range of : j o
_Index Number' Scores . , ) ]
“¥19-attitude - 1 to 5 Drop-Outs  3.78 3.35  3.81 3.53
Toward Privacy - o Survivors 3.55: 3.62 3.74 3.55
©. #23-Attitude = | 1 to 5 Drop-Outs  3.17 3.27 3.32° 3.29
Toward Schools -+ Survivors 3.01 3.29 3.26 3.27
o #122-Attitude 1 to 5 Drop-Outs  2.73 3.50 3.26 2.8
L " e Toward Recreatiom - © Survivowms - Z,0% . 3.2 3.20 2.54
Index IV-Attitude —10 to +10 Drop—Outs 3.54 4.72 3.00 3.50
~Toward Housnng ' » Surv1vors 3.95 - 5.28 3.55 3.27
Index VI-Attltude —8 to +8 Drop—Outs 3.10 3.04 2,10 2,07
;Toward. Geeeral , Surv1vors 3.20 3.25 2.37- 1.24

T@ Services
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the drop~outs.

- more often the respondent changed ‘her reply,

i Tahie,V;::

Comparisons'ef the pre-results for the two groups:-in each project
with respect to percentage satisfaction, percentage agreement, etc. on

other questions showed no important differences between surviving cases and

Finally, other results such as variabilities, and inter-,

correlations amongvindices, showed no appreciable differencee betweeh the

"survivors" and the total initial pre-group. Thus, there is no evidence

that any bias in the tesultsAarose‘because of the attrition between pre
and post interviewing
2. Correlation Between Pre and Post Indices
'»Qoefficiente of correlation were computad between the pre-index
ot X «

score and the. correspondlna post-index- score for each of the 51x indices
for each prOJECt. ‘The correlatlon coeff1c1e1t indicates the degree of
stability'of the-responsesfbetween the pre and the post interviews, i.e., the

the fotrer’ the correlation would

be.  The results are shown. in Table VI.

‘CorreiationsdBetween Pre and Post Results for Indices I - VI
B KRR SRR Project
' Iﬁdéﬁz; : Grant ' Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner
LT st Tses i e .48
oo 0 L .81 .34
I .39 34 41 30
v ERA B S X 1 iw?# 21
v L £33 0 48 0 N . 47
R 2 S SRR .31 .- .40 _ .30 .36

po

B e e T

L o T
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e

ssow's ¥

'rorrelated near . zero w1th both Index II and Index V.

,Nelgnborllness or
are near'zero.
dlrectly to the progect

’ebetween Index III and Indey IV.

Wagner ‘was the 1east ‘stable of the four projects and ManhattanVLllt

was the most stable._ For Index 11T, Attitude Toward Houe1ng Wanagement

and for Index IV

Attltude Toward Hou51ng Pollce the Wagner rtepondents

were not‘von51stent 1n thelr attitudes from pre to post; many who were

unfavorabLe in the pre, were favorable in the post, and the converse was

also true“h On the other hand

~the correlations of .41 and .54 for the

same two lndlCES for Manhattanv111e imply that there was less shifting

in attltude for the respondents in this pro;ect

jThe intercorrelaticns among the indices are also of interest

here. Indéx iv, :Attitude Toward Housing Police, corrélated on the average

.50 w1th Index I Index III, and Index VI. On the other hand, Index IV

s SN
In general the

correlatlons among 1nd1ces wnlch are d1rectlv related to services to the
progect are p051t1ve wnlle thase correlations involving either Index II,

dex v, Av01dance

h

With any of the other four indices
”hus, there is a gener al attitudevtoward services related
Spec1f1cally, tne ‘highest relationship is

A respondent who is favorable to Housing
janacement is favorable toward the Housing Police in that project, a res-—
peddent ﬁho is uqfaverable to her Housing Management tends to be unfavorable

tc“a*d ‘the’ Housrx_n'rr DOllCE in her pro1ect" Hor Jeffarson, Manhattanville

‘and.Wagner‘this relationship was strongEr in the post than in the pre.

R e T e S T =
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| 3. Index I - Questions #19 - 32 S ) |
S o v B S iy Index,l‘was derlved from 14 questions; one of wiich was ques tion #26 -
"5Theffour projects differed in their attitude toward their housing , ‘ G o S ‘
_ R : A4 Police.?rotection¢‘ The change in mean value for question #26 was compared
f"‘o L env1ronment and scrv1ces before the changes in the police personnel took . . S ‘ A
- % L 1o for each progect w1th the,change in mean value for the other 13 questions
© place. (lable VII) L
W - g _of'Index I, (Table VIII)
i “Table VII: Index I - Pre, Post and Adjusted Post Means | R T | .
o _ , L *Table VIII: "Means for Police Protection and for Other Services in Index I
f By T Project A . ke ' — ;
. Grant: Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner ‘ o U LT o . e Project
AR R S i ' . __Grant - . Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner
CTU L pre o ;-’.5 24‘ 3.90 4.12 1.92 T -, Question 'Pre  Post Pre - Post Pre Post Pre  Post
L Pest . 4033 1.34 2.96 . .65 _ e b e . ' o
¢ . Adjusted ‘Post 3. 46 1.23 2.71 1.76 1 ‘ #26 $2.93 .2.83 2.76 2.8§ 2.68 Z.81 2.35  2.75
pon o N ‘ ‘ - ‘ o) 419 - 32 3.39 - 3.33 . 3.33 3.05 3.29 - 3.21 3.18  3.07
: 'sCrant was‘the most faVorable 5.24 and Wagner was the least favorable, , RO ‘ #;gghout | J
Lo ‘~,11.92;f After one year, all four progects expressed less satisfaction with : NI B . S ,
s T X 1oL o ‘ OanjJefferson, Manhattanville, and Wagner showed an increased mean
l‘ﬁfw Fo the env1ronment ana.spec1f1c serv1ces of the project. The greatest drop was : R ‘ ‘
b ’ B . ‘R on the satlsfactlon scale for Police Protectlon from pre to. posb and Wagner
L sﬁown by Jefferson and the smallest chanoe was in Grant. Because the four , .Wig‘, B
Lo ' , ' {.~ -+ . had the 1argest 1ncrease v1z. ‘«40. Manhattanville increased .13, and
S . e . . R ! -
¢ ‘ fgpr03ects dld not have tne same attWtude at tne-tlme of the pre—interVLew, D o Y ‘ . '
e T ‘ , : ;o _Jexferson only~.07.y The chanoe 1n.Wagner is statistically significant. The
1t was necessary to adjust the post means- for this fact bezore tne dlf— et S SR
' IS iéﬁ'f& g ‘1ncrease in the mean ‘was the result of dlssatlsfacflon with police protection
erences’ among the Iour pIOJect means ¢could be tested for statistical o . : )
' A , dropplno from o7 pe*cent to 49 cent, and of satisfaction with police,
b :“f151cn1f1cance. The adjustment tends to eliminate the effect of initial (pre) , '_ ‘ : : v
C o = . , protect;on.lncreaSLng only from 25 percent to 34 percent. Thus, the
%"ci' ’”1j?d1fferences, whlch obv1ously could not be controlled- experlmentally,'on the ] C o - ~
R @ ) i 1 5 L K ] S s pa 3 i K] 3 :
i , ‘ ] _ ;1mproved.‘att;tuﬁeAtouard police protection in ¥Wagner was in the main a
,5 Lot flnal (post) dlfferences. The,analysis of'co-variance technique.was applied, ¢ :
! o : , N : S . R ref1ectlon-of'less dlssatlsfact*on. Perhaps, less hostility tow ard the
M ’v”:and resulted 1n.an F —‘value whlch.was hlghly 51gn1f1ca1t P( 01, i.e., the ! | ; T o , , .
CQS D B o | B pollce-lsqthe,best one-can hope for when special training is given to the
I S edjustedﬂpest means differed signifisanily. When the &iffewemees for each L o L L A ’ i '
‘ e B i R police aofficer.
= [ palr of means we;e‘tested for stablstlcal 31gn1f1cance only the dlfference , : 3 - _ v A ej SRR B . ' e ‘ L
b e R o BTN B 0o AT - The means.for the other 13 questions of Index I, even though they
ECRRC) ¢ vrant and Jefferson was beyond the 05 levea. Thus,'it,can be - ' SR :f‘;”'.:'z. e ‘ . R r
: fole; _ ; _ , . are hlgher-than;the means- for police protection both in pre and post, showed
e Rt RN ‘ ‘ ' *e;sllght negatlve : ’Tﬁeﬁeofvariance analysis for Index I above, thefefore,
,motefsatlsfled;w1th their env1ronment and services than‘was-Jefferson; e o ' i T » : )
TEE LT R g T ' : [u;,ﬁles reflectlng a: oenerallzeddeanardjchangetin attitude toward the project
‘"ﬁgnvironmentgandusetviées{withfehehgesiin the.attitude,toward “poliee pro-
‘» e - RN . n-.?—rs‘h'-‘t j» , - 141 ‘ :
- ‘ ‘ 'y I/ ) EEE gk e aa,,.,uy.m-..fg...p..-,.m«w e WA T ‘f&
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SRS 4. Index II - Sociability-Neighborliness Questioms #33-39 4 RS indéx III - Attitude Toward Housing Management Questions  #90-96
iﬁﬁg. . None. of the four projects showed an inclination to be sociable and ;< All fourléfojects in.the pre-interview tended to agree with
3 C - to visit with theiffheighbors. The responses of "rarely" and "never" "statéhénta that were commendable with respect to the housing management
Lo occurred more often than '"very. often"” and "often." Thus, all the means, (Téble X).
o both pre and post, are negative (Table IX). S ‘ .
n : : 3 ‘ Table'X: Index-III (Housing Management ) Pre, Post, and Adjusted Means'
b Table IX: Index II (Sociability) Pre, Post, and Adjusted Means e Project ‘
i : doo , v ‘Grant’ Jefferson Manhattanville Wacner
: : e Project : - B
¢ Grant Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner - Pre _ 1.75 3.58 2.93 1.54
ol S | Post. - 1195 2.15 | 1.87 .36
i Pre "=3.85 _ -4.54 ~3.53 : -3.61 Adjusted 2,312 1.75 1.68 .71
b Post ' =4.00 . -4.76 -3.95 -4.03 Post :
Adjusted = = -4.03 | -4.51 -4.11 -4.27 o ‘ , , .
% : Post ‘ ' Manhattanville "agreed" more often than the other projects, 3.58 times on
i - An analysis offéo%variance~wés done for the post means, i.e., the the average; while Wagner agreed the least often, an everage of 1.54 times.
'iﬁifiali(pre)*ﬁéaﬁﬁof each'projectfwas,taken,into account as was domne 'Grant-éhowed‘a’moie favorable attitude. toward housing management
above for Indeﬁ‘l;f Theré"ﬁére no significant differences among the 'aftertone’yeér{w*fhe,other»thrge.projects showed a less favorable evaluation g
“.projects, E?.ngg’ihisiindé?gcbrrelated near zero with each of the otherv of,théﬂhousing,m;nagemant‘é year latef. The analysis of CO—Variance‘:‘ i
indices and hence does not-seem to be related to the other findihgs of the, yiel'dé& a 'statis-ticalli?- "sig»nificant‘ (P£.05) result for the differences
study;: ‘amdhggthe?adjﬁsféd_pbst:meéns} However, the difference between Grant and ﬁ
‘ = Wagﬁef, 2,12;Vs;§71 ; was;the'only statistically significant difference f
' among all possible differences between pairs of means. Grant commended . L
its housing management more often than Wagner commended the management of i
 ‘Wagners ﬁ
%’%
i
h
3
0
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6. Index IV -~ Attitude Toward Housing Police Questions #97-106
In the pre—inteiview, all four projects tended to agree with
statements that were commendable with respect to the housing police.

Jefferson.agreed the most often, an average of 5.28 times, and Wagner the

least often, an average of 3.27 timéa‘(Table X1).

IndeonV (Housing Police) Pre, Post, and Adjusted Means

ﬂrwith étatements‘about housing police.

"ylelded a 51gn1L1cant F - ratlo, P< 01.
‘ ;pro3ects are. shown in the AdJucted Post 1 llne of Table XI.

" between the Grant mean of 4,11 and the Waoner mean of 1. 90 is. sta*lstlcally

Table XI:
~ "~ Project
Grant Jefferson HManhattanville Wagner
Pre » 3.95 5.28 - 3.55 o 3.27
‘Post 4,12 3.75 3.21 1.50
Adjusted Post 1 4,11 3.20 : 3.37 1.90
~ Adjusted Post 2 3.49 ' 3.64 3.12 2.28

In the post-interview, Grant was the only project to show a

higher‘averagewthan in the pre; the other threéee projects agreed less often

The analysis of co—variance adjusting

the: post'means of Index‘IV for the differences in pre—means on Index IV

The mean values for the four

" The difference

-,

12:31gn1f1cant beyond the .Ol levelf

ror P NGICATEN 48

3.t

© yore

i},

b A R T - o e . 1

'lelded accordlng to ethnlc grouus - blacks and Puerto Ricans.

~-post interviews..

. It wil] be IECulled that Grant was the most Sa\lstLd project

w1th respect to serv1ces in the project

:_‘;.‘-.

attltude of Grant toward the housing police may be reflecting its generalized

Index I. Thus, the more favorable

favorable.attltude to its progect. A second analysis of co-variance with

both Pre-index IV;means and Post-Index I means used to adjust the Post-Index IV.

means. conflrmea thls Inference. ‘The means shown in the Adjusted Post 2

line of Table XI are the result of partlallno out both Pre-Index IV and

lThe mean for Wagner, 2.28,

Post- ‘ i
Index‘I meansi; 1s still the lowest, but

Jefferson_is now thefhighest 3. 64 and the -difference beLween them is not

statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at the OS level. These analyses therefore lead
to. the conclu51on that the changes in Index IV are probably reflecting a
general increase in dlssatlsfactlon w1th project services.

The re5ponsesnto the 10 individual questions for Index IV were

: examlned f‘or: each progect both for the total sample and for the sample

Both means

-ann‘percen:age dlsag;eenent with the statement were computed for the pre and

R T
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The mehn agfeement response was lowest for question #100, the
"Police are ge;ting’better," for each of the four projects in béth the'pre
‘and post‘interVie@seﬂnélso, consistent with this finding, was the fact ‘that
percentage{diségreement with the statement is higher for this question fhan
for any of’théyoéﬁer 9:questions. Onithe other hand; from the pre to the post,
thevmean value_increased slightly for Grant, .05, incréased more for Manhattan-
villé, .li;‘and increééed the most for Wagner, .16 (Table XII). Jefferson

decreased by .46,

‘Table XII: Pre anvaost Means for Question #100 - Housing Police Are Getting

Better - By Ethnic Group

v L ‘ Project
Grant © Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner
© . Pre  Post Pre Post Pre  Post Pre Post
Black N 3.037.2.95 3.16 3.16 2.69 - 2.79 2.72° 2.74
‘Puerto Ricam - 2.73- 3.09 3.45 2,74 2.83 -3.00 2.37  2.70
2.94 ©2.99 -3.35 2.89 2.73 2.56  2.72

. 2.84
thenythe,daté‘afé brbken'down by ethnic group, it is interesting to note that
\thejchangeéﬂqccﬁrred iﬁfthe main for the Puerto Rican respondents. In Jefferson

‘the entire'drop is attributable to the Puerto Ricans. in Wagrer the increase

is largely due to the increase in the .23 gain for Puerto Ricans, and for

- Manhattanville, the Puerto Ricans showed more of an ingrease than the blacks.

In Grant, the only project with an overall increase, the Puerto Rican mean

S

rose, the mean for blacks decteased slightly. The percentage disagreement

e changesg1a$fto‘be7expgctgd,.agreelwitH'these results. Therefore, there appears

 to be‘énreﬁhngchactor>éffecting the attitude of the,re$pondent toward the

It shoulq b? noted that even though both Manhattanville and Wagner

L hag the lowest mean values of the four projects for question #100 both in the

o

pre and the post, these two projects showed increases only for this question.

For the other nine questions, the means were either lower in the post or
. ; - v Y

.

- the same as in the pre{v Jefferson showed a decrease from pre to post on

. each of the ten questions of Index IV, but none of the decreases was as

large as that for question #100. GCrant, on the other hand, showed an
increase on 5 of the questions, and a decrease for 5 questions - the

changes ranged from -.26 to +.19.

7. Index V - Avoidance~Questions #107-114

. - The 8 questions used for Index V, Avoidance, describe specific

incidgnts:fbr which -the respondent was to indicate whatVactipn she shouald

. take. "Do nothing' was one of the possible responses. Thus, z high score
‘ on this index is in the "unfavorable" direction. The results are shown in

. Table XTTI.

‘~Table’XIII; Index V (Avoidanqe) -~ Pre, Post, and Adjusted Post Means

s _’.,v‘ynwfai-fn‘.- E N st PrO .ect .
L ~ Grant Jefferson Hanhattanville Vagner
Pre . 2045 2.37 2.44 2.46
- Post o 1.95 2.00 1,62 2.51
Adjusted Post 1.97 2.06 o LBA 2.42
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In the pre-interview, the four projects were similar on the average

number of times they would "'do mothing. In the post-interview, the co-

variance analysis showed a statistically significant difference among the

.four projécts ~ the.P- wvalue for the F- ratio-was less than .0l. For the

~ comparisons of paifslof projeccs, the difference between Manhattanville

and Wagner is the only statistically significant one, P<.0l. Thus, the

reépondents in Wagner, with its lowest economic status, its least favorable

" attitude towards the housing management, and its least favorable attitude

towards the housing,police,'indicated the most often that they would

non

avoid becoming involved in incidents such as a "kid shooting dope," "two men

fighting with a housing cop,' etc. However, the correlation of this index

‘with each of -the other indices was low (in Grant it was near zero). Thus

the implications of the results here are not clear.

For each of. 7 incidents of Index V, the percent response 'call

-

housing police" was -contrasted with the percent response "call“city police"

" in the pre and post interviews;J (For the fire incident #111, the omitted

‘incident here, the response "call fire department" was given by nearly all .

erSpondénté,in both ﬁre and post). For each of the 7 incidents, the number

"~ of respoudents on whom the percentage is based varies because, as noted

above, "do nothing" was a possible response as well as other possible
‘responses such as "call management," "call hospital," etc. The total number

.- of respondents who indicated'either "call housing police" .or "call city

PR

‘:police" on whiéh;péfkentageS'Were based ranged from a low of 13 for

‘;YQuESCiqns'#lIO'and'#113, to a higﬁ'of 92 for question #107. ]

 ~In Jefferson‘and Wagner, for all 7 incidents, the perrent who

[

‘indicated "call'housing police" decreased from pre to post, and thus
- conversely the percent who indicated "call the city police” increased for

" all 7 incidents in these two projects. In Manhattanville, for two incidents,

ﬁhe éerceﬁtage for "call housing police" increased from pre to post, and for
5 inéidents this pércéntage decreased. In Grant, for 3 incidents the
perceﬁtagé'for "call the houéing police"” increased from pre to post, and
for 4 incidents this‘percentage decreased. Thus, in at least three of the
érojectS,;;here were shifts to the response "call the city po;ice.” In

Grant, the results are not clear-cut. This result has implications for

- the findings for question #116, Police Protection, discussed below.

8. Index’VI“— Attitude Toward General Services - Questions #115-122

Grant and Jefferson were similar in the pre-interview on the

average~numbér of times they rated the general services in the project

area "excellent"” or ”gbod." - Their means are 3.20 and 3.25 (Tzble XIV).

3

 'Tablé XIV: Index VI - Attitude Towards General Sérvices - Pre; Post and

Adjusted Means

: Proiject ]
Grant Jefferson Manhattanville Waener
Pre . ' 3.20 '3.25 2,37 : 1.24
Post S 3048 i 2.40 2.20 1.51
Adjusted Post 3.21 2t , L 2.3 2.00

B )
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Manhattanv1llt had an average of 2.37, and Wagner had the lowest

avefage 'viZ"l“24 Because.of these inltial differences among the prOJECrs,
2 .‘. B ,', *

' thelanalysis of:co—nariance w1th Pre- Index YL score as the co-variate was
| applied to test the differences-among'the post-means. This analysls

ylelded a 510n1f1ca1t F-ratio, P\.OS The difference between the adjusted
post mean of Grant and the adjusted post mean of Wagner was the only

statlstlcally’51gn1f1cant one among all possible dlfferences between pairs

of means. It is 1nterest1no to note that only Grant. and Wagner showed an

- increase in means from Pre to Post.

-
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An analysis of ChL individual questions of Index VI similar to

:'~thatdcarried out‘for‘the questions‘of Index I was performed. The changes

‘éﬁl . 'kdifin.tesponseS'for the question on Police Protection #116 were compared with

)nthe'ohanges'in responses for the other seven questions of Index VI. Just

;- the mean

(;fas nasﬂtnejcase‘for.question #26 of Index I, Police Protection

L fﬂf‘vi, (Table XV).. Manhattanville gained .15, Jefferson decreased .26, and Grant

.mfdecreaSeddslight1y>Viz._—.09.‘ The gains in Wagner and Manhattanville are

gji.‘tlivi;due in tne:main tOJshifts from the '"'poor" and ''very poor' ratings.

;t, “‘ Forty—enght perrent of Wanner respondents gave these ratings in the pre-
. ;jf“f S intervvew, and only 18.6 percent rated Police Protection 'poor" or 'very

{ﬁf"' | poorr 1n the post.. Ihis chanoe.was significant beyond the .01 level.

Slmllarly, for Pollce Protectlon, the ratings of poor and "very poor"

Jﬁ*,“’ 1kj in Yanhattanv1lle moved from 29 percent in the pre to 17 percent in the post.

Thls change'was statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant beyond the .05 level.

4

The per-

entage changes for“the two ’poor ratings were in the opposite direction

‘f' in Grant and Jefferson and nelther was szgnlflcant. . As for-question #26,

.

' neither;Wagner norWManhattanville showed any appreciable increase from pre -

to poétfon7the hichfSidevof'the ratings; Wagner' s "excellent"

moved from 21 Dercent to 24 percent Manhattanville had the same percentage

As?

viz. 29 excelltn“f‘an- rood" ratings in “he improved

-
bl PR

ratlngs in Wagner and Manhattanville ere, as in questlon #26 a reflection

~of less down—ratlng-of the pOllCE.:

%},~i. tn{nratingdfo?‘PoliceﬁPtotection #116 showed the greatest gain in Wagner viz. .52

S SN (AT R

and "good" ratings
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‘:‘f*}Table Xv:

Means ier,Police.Protection and for Other Services of Index VI

= ) I ; Project
”fQuesticn Grant Jefferson Manhattanville Wagner
-+~ Number -~ Pre. ‘Post = Pre Post ©  Pre  Post Pre Post
116 . 3,100 3.01 3.20 2.94 2.92. 3.07 2.48 3.00
< 115-122 3.47 3.52 3.45 3.35 3.27 3.1 3.15° 3.16
" (without ’ X '
©.116)

- little change from pré to post,

“percentaoes of houseﬁolds glVan the responsa

m'?}centages for
wneQJbe eaUtiousnlnldrawlng a conclu31on that the-favorable results for

7w;§n0teetipn;
housing poliCE-

T to ”this,nro'ect*erea
project !

The means' for thegtopal.of the other seven questions of Index VI showed very

the greatest change, +.10, was in Jefferson.

'Tne cefvaiéanee analysis of Index VI above, which yielded a sig-
nifieane eifference‘Between;Grant and Wagner in tne mean difference between
numbersAof4"exte11ent—good"‘and_"poormvery poor" ratings, is reflecting
’forvéfanefthe highefvfrequency of 'excellent-good' ratings for the seven
questlons of Index VI mltbout questlon,#llé The change of Wagner ratlngs

;‘efprotectlon is 51gn1f1cantly 1mDIOVed over the other projects.

In the dlscu55¢on above for Indexz V, it was pointed out that the

“call city police" for each

#of tbe sevenrlnc1dents 1ncreased from pre to post in Wagner a1d thus per-

w,‘

call hou51ng pollce decreased It is therefore necessary -

: "police

ratlnos in: Waoner are attrlbutable to improved rating of the

Questlon #116 was, on the other hand, asked with respect

(SeevAppendix“fer‘eﬁacf wording). Additional evidence

“on rhis poi

s ) variancekwcre,all near the value 3,

o s s e sdis <

. ‘ ’ . V . . ) “ma . .
e(a, or questaon #52 "Housing Police Do Their Best to Protect Tenants and

- . , ) . . . . h .
Thexr Pr Operty, all’four adjusted post means from the analysis of co~
i.e., the "neither agreec nor disagree

responsef :heschangesﬂin percentages of disagreement were slight and none

was statiSticaily significant,

O , 1¥1 (b)w Fbrvquestion'#GZ

“During the Past Month How Many Times Have You Seen

a Hou51ne Pollceman on Duty7", the four adjusted post means for the analysis

of co-variance ranked in the order Grant, Manhattanville, Wagner, Jefferson

o - T The Grant and Manhattanv1lle means were statistically 51gn1f1cantly greater

than Jefferson. “Other dlfferences between ‘meéans were not significant, P)>.05.

Only in Jefferson was there a significant change from pre to post in the
0 ,.1‘}~ percentaoe of householde responding ''mot at all" - the percentage went from

20 to 43 More,than 30 perCent in each of the other three projects gave
(=}

this response 1n both the pre and post thEerEWS.

o
T (c) For questlon #63 "In the Past Year, Have You Called the Housing Project

S AP
S POllCE?V -mone of the prOJects had a 51gn1f1cant change from pre to post

.

Abin

1nterv1ews.- The medlan percentage for responding ' yes" forrall four projects

W ari . f.: AL p - . . » 3
as cPPerlmately 36. Hence for the questions immediately. following #63,

l.e.,‘64—67, the ‘number of cases was too small to pernlc any analyses

or conc7u51ons.n

> City Police,"

(;

(a) EOTVQUestion #73 "In tne Past. Year, Hawe Vau 0alled bi:
again none of the.prOJECCS had a 51gn111cant change IrOm pre to post interviews.

Here the medlan percentaoe for respondlng yes" for all four pro;ects was

S

S app: ately 13 so that the number of cases for QLeStlonS #74=77 was - far

“jktoo small‘for ani further'analees.'
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(f) For questidns #80 83 86, 89, 141, 146 and 149 the data were insuf—

. ' : = . e
f.“ . ficient for'drawing any conclu%loqq regarding any real dlfferences among th

A PrOJeets or any changes from pre to post. It is interesting to mote, however,

#141, 144, 146 and 149, it is clear

that from the responses to questlons

thar the respondents had more contact with the housing-police than w1th the

ﬁ ¢ , city police. *FOrladgiven project the number hav1ng contact oOr experlence

: . i
1th housrng police- 1s more than twice as great as the number hav1ng contac

With citV»pOlice. This flndlng suagests that the greater verbal responses

o | ! espect
% ?Q o e for call c1ty p0r1ce over ''call housrng pollce‘ dlscussed above with resp

Lo - to the 1nc1dents in Index V, may not be an indication of what in fact 1s

tne behav1or of the re5pondents. Indeed one is~led to infer that the

Aehanges in cuestlon #26 and #116 ' pOllCE protectlon discussed above, are

)ﬂfmore related to’ hou51ng police than to city police.

(g) For questlcns w160 and 164,‘knowledgavof the phone numberS'of*the city

and hou51nc POllCE, the number for ‘the city police is known much more often

than that forv In the post- -interview: more than 60 percent )

'houSLng pollce.

rn each progect‘was able to glve tbe telephone number for the c1ty police,

: less than 14 percent could glve the telephone number for the houc1ng police:.
3’

T

B &nls dlfference may be attrlbutable to the w1despr

ead publicity .given to thev

1n91l c1ty pollce nunber, and to the fact that thls anber has only three

3 i !’;' f- - 7 1 "’e b ' Z: m—{p O 1 l[fﬁ !,a{__ )hOne
i 2 '(‘ “I VRS 1 [
d o l} S. U i her“OIE, tlle hQL%l 154 pO j P g R L) CIS -l

= ingtrument of each hpusehold‘which hiad one. -

,(ﬁ)”'Quesribnsv#175—191'were asked only in the post-interview. Analysis of

j.cb—varianCe:was.Carried put»for the means of the four projects for each of

O L these questlons uslng income as. the. co-variate. There werc no significaut
A . :;; e 5

dlfferences among ‘the progects fer questions #174, 175, 177, 178, 181, 183,

7?1845a187,~188%;and 191 when.income was controlled. For each of the

(};;b B questlons #176 - prOJect maintenance staff, #179, - hospital clinics,

Uf51#1803 - ne1ghbors getting along with each other, #182,

.~WithihOuSlHU_POllCE, #185, - robbery problem on project grounds, #186, -

fjk, -*];'robberles of apartments, #189, - living in the project, #190,

- llv1ng in

”eﬁs Vew York Clty, "the co~variance analyses w1th income as the c¢ovariate,

lded an ?—ratlo which was- SLatlSClyally signiZz 1cant Differences between

ﬁ?‘ ,L ' the progects, hoxever,\were small« Tn general, Wagner gave the response

ﬁ‘amore often than.fhe other pIOjECtS. For question‘#182, Wagner's adjusted

'post—mean.was 1.801 for Grant, ‘the corresponding value was 2.05, the

v

the response

é}d“

P e ]

\ highest oi'the‘fOUr'means. (2.00 was the value assigned for

,”same”). The data for ’cuest1on #170 180, 183,

O s RN L

186, and 190 are similar.

AR

d"Thus;-itfseemsaCIEar that the results here for the police-related question

[ ‘v#182 are’a”reflection‘of a general discontent of the Wagner respondents

L | w1th llfe 1n the c1tv and 'in their project, as was true for the four indices
S ";discussed~above,"‘
o |

. . 10. . Other Questions in the Interview Schedule
,';.All_resPQnSes in the interview schedule were coded and subjected to

.- analyses. -

‘Fottﬁéhy of the questions a "no"

oftenfthatgnc«inferences'weretp033ible‘from the questions.  Examples of such

7questions whlch were'dlrectlv related to police have already been cited .above.

are'not dlrectly related to polxce act1v1t1es are

ey : : 3 . ’

- neighborsbgetting along

"worse"

type of Tesponse was given so -

R, e
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U R Othertqnestions yielded results which were consistent with those

”‘:already dlSCUSSEd above under the "Indices." For example, questions such

as #14-18 ylelded results con51stent with. Index I; results for questions #40
bi‘ 42, 47 were 51mllar to those for. Index 11, etc.
The results of the remaining questions are not presentedfhere’

:,nbecauSe.thesemhad been inserted in the interview to conceal the main purpose

of the study.

SUMMARY

ﬁA;ffiih#‘ B ﬂ;(l)r Wagner,. the project to which the conflict-management trained

wvnolice weféfaesigned"shOWed the‘greatest changes with respect to Attitude
Toward Hou31ng Nfanagement (Index III) and Attitude Toward the Housing
Pollce (Inde\ Iv).

(2) In each of the four pr03€cts, the attitude toward the housing

managemenf and the attltude toward the housing police were po sitively related;

1f a re5pondent had a favorable attltude toward housing management, she
tended to have a faworable attitude towerd the housing police; if she was

unfaworable”with re5pect'to housing management she tended to be unfavorable
;:ftoward tnedhousing polieet

fd(3) Slmllarly, in each of the four projects, attltude toward -

hou51ng progect serv1ce= wWas positivaly related to attitude toward housing

U»»,,

'(4)_dGrant,fthe:cont ol project, at tha end of the study, had 2

'“wnore'favorebletattitude'than Wagner with respect to housing project services

(Index I) w1th respect to hou31ng management (Index III), with respect to

hou51no pollce (Indek IV) and with respect to general services to the o

_;«hou51no pro;ect (Index VI)

(5) These restles, COLpled with ‘the results in (2) and (3) above

lead to an inference that a*general Honalnc—project -dissatisfaction factor

"gngWaSFOPeratinv, Thus, when the final attltude toward progect services

(Post—Index I) and the initial attltude toward the pollce (Pr Iﬁdex 1V) were

[ .

i, i
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CE?

#26 and #16,

aml, L

(6) - On the two individual questions about police protection,
Wagner showed the greatest improvement in attitude after one
The Eour projects differed in attltude toward police protection

year.

in. tne pre—1nterv1eW' Wagner was. the least: favorable for each question. By

" the end of the year Wagner had improved so much in attitude.that there

meanagement tralned POLlCe were abSlOnEd

h<respect to attltude toward pollce protectlon (questions

]feﬁlectionfof]less diseatisfactioﬁ.

were no differences among the four projects at the close of the study.

(7) The significant change of attitude toward police protection

-(#26) in Wawner was in the main the result of verbally expressed dlssatls—
‘faction w1th pollce protection dropplng from 67 percent to 49 percent; the
‘expressed-satistacticn”percentage increased from 25 percent to 34 perceit.

Thﬁs, the "improved'' expressed attitude toward police protection was a

The change shown by thefother'police

T’p:ohecfionﬁqﬁeétion (#116) yieldedvthe same type of result.

(8) ’Manhattanv1lle the other DIO]ECt to which the conflict-
also showed an improvement with

#26 and 116). The

7-change for auestlon r26 was not statistically Significant‘(P7.OS) but,
;theichanoe was statlst:cally 51gn1f1cant 7<. 05) for -question” #116. As

LWas-true iﬁ'the\case;of‘Wagner, the.improvement in expressed attitude

: feSulted'in\tha main :'om a decrease of the unfavorable raulngs.

6 ana ﬁllo an nalipe. prahschion appaared. in the

(9) OLes tior ns ¢_

-

:'~llsts of questlons about housing serv1ces (Indez I) and about general

"f‘serv1ces (I dez VI) resp ctlvely:

.For all the other questions in each

I e

-

7 of the 1nc1dents llsted under Index V (e.g.

'c1tyﬂpallce“

‘i;haanefeffor #4144 and #149

"+ a-given project

(10) In Wagner, Manhattanv1lle, and Jefferson,; Lhere was a

”decrease from pre to post of" the percent of respondents wiio indicated

verbally that they would "call the housing pollce when they observed

"a kid shooting dope,"

.._vu‘a‘ 3

’hﬁtwo men*fighting with a housing cop,",etc.); thus for these projects there

wasaah.increase from pre to post of the percent who responded '"call the
On the other hand, there were many more responses of 'no
contact" ‘or "no experlence

for #141 and #146 (experience with city police)

(experience with housing police).

o . o

Indeed, for
, 'the number of respondents having contact or experience

e

with.the housing police is more than twice as great as the number having

f~eontaet”withvthe city police.

A PSR
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CONCLUSTIONS

1. The aésignment of specialiy trained policemen to Wagner and
Manhattanville for a period of one year was accompanied by an improved
attitude of the female heads of the type of household in this study toward

police protectioﬁ”after one'year. This improved attitude was not evident

in Grant and Jefferson which did not have conflict-management trained

policemen.

.

2. Because the respondents in the study reported more contact with

the houSing poiice,than with the city.police, it can be inferred that the

i ection" i ] ¥ ille
improved attitude toward 'police protection'" in Wagner and Manhattanv

was related to the housing police rather than to the city police.

3. The'impro?ed attitude toward police protection in the two
projecte?was priﬁarilyrthe result of a decrease in,dissatisfaction.

&, An 1mproved change of attltude did mot occur ia Wagner and

ranhattahva_lle w1th respect to ofher general services to the project.

Sk S

e

L4

B -

-isof value*
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IMPLICATIONS

;‘I.CQThé sgggestidn in the results of the study that blacks and

Puerto Rlcans dlffered in thelr attltude toward the police at the beginning
of ‘the study and were more alike at the end of the year indicates that the
ethnlc varlable as related to police protection warrants further 1nvest1gatton.
2' The fact that less dlseatlsfactlon was responsible for the
1mproved ratlng on the satlsfactlon scale for Wagner and b Wanhattanv1lle

sugoests that even speclally tralned policemen are not likely to be rated

excellent . or gooa in the niear future.

On the other hand, there may be

a latent: etfect 1n the study whlch might have shown itself at a later time

than the end of one year, i, e., if the spec1ally trained policemen had

remalned in the»prcject two or three years, increases in satisfaction might

have become‘ev1dent 1n the post" interview aIter such longer periods.

3. Flnally a communitv'attitude survey such as the one conducted - . ou®

however, in order to max1mlze its - usefulness, it should be

done on a larger scale, and over a longer period of time.
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¢ o o : . % Co Parameters of Conflict
- ' CHAPTER V1 L One of the striking findings in these studies was the surprisingly
Q L N . . . 'k. Cag) . . 0
DISCUSSION i S low incidence of violence. Since an actual assault occurred in about one-third
! | e ’ . - : . o ;
RS ' ’ s e eioa £ 14 - el . of the cases in our sample, there is reason to question the stereotypical ex-
« o Third party intervention in human conflict was the overriding con o R \ ’ | s
: e : : d'. e p the‘twe programs reported here. As time progressed, our conception 'fi pectation that summoning the police is likely to result when actual violence
Lo sideration in : i ' . L :
o . v T . Why i int sne? Apparentl
, h conflict resolution _ has taken place. Why then are the police asked to intervene? Appa Vs
P of the third pa‘fy pT ocess underwent chaﬁge, it began wit ———m 0 : ;
. : - . the majority of those seeking police intervention were seeking somethin
o as the obJectlve and later was enlarged to conflict management. Tt appeared S oot J y 10g P | c g 8
a th t* the 1n1t1a1 conceptlon was an extension of the prevnlllng social IR : other than restraint of assaultive behavior. ., There is the suggestion that
; to us -that’ ~ * : e -
: 1‘ h fl £ is "bad" -and that it is de51rable to rasolve or to ' e the call for police intervention is a call for a third party to prevent de-
; value t at con :Lc :
3o ‘ s . £13 . . . .
fCr.* - ’eliminate the,badness, Indeed the work reported here was undertaken with strucelve escalat;on of the conflict. TIn fact,further confirmation is provided
L S ; . . , aid to ’ ~ by our finding that in only slightly more than one-third of the cases did
i : i tlon agents and if any group can be sai 7 .
policemen as the 1nterven : ‘
o o ‘ o cq g s ) . the complainant request the use of force against the other disputant.
iff’:(j o represent the repre551ve culturdl view:of conflict as evil it is they. f $> . - ‘ ues
é K eve‘v'as suggested by the theories of Simmel and of Coser, among | EQQJ T Stated another way; people in their interactions with others may
ow .L’ : .. : i
B R " znge and as such can IR ~differ in tolerable limits of aggressive behavior. In one group, a physical
TR eothers, soc1al conrllct can’ be v1ewed as essential to change g | B v'
o - i -~ . shove may constitute an unacceptable form of aggression whereas in another
ﬁ S even. be regarded as de31rable. But in order for conflict to serve a construc *_%i,’ -+ suav YT“‘ > P. g8 I :
Zécé»u.*:f' & must'be manaoe& elther by the participants themselves or by i ' group the same action would go unnoticed evert in the course of an argument. .
Lo UNePuﬁm591 i _ g s : -
R . goal ; 1 © . Requests-for police intérvention are preceded by the conflict's movement into
j In addition to resolution, then, the-goa , ’ 5 ' ) ; ; C
i hem wwth help o:‘a thlrd party a £ o ’ ‘ o
i : £ Boa T . . the zone of intolerzble aggressive behavior. Since the behaviors experienced
4 be sa;d to be the preventlon of & SO st
i of thlr& party 1ntervent1on in confllct can ; S : |
. 1 . " " 4 ’ : , ' .
. -'destructWVe escalatlon or the furtherance of constructive ccns*ralnts-: | R as 1ntoLerable by a disputant may or may not involve an actual assault, it
B : )
;E : R Given»thiS'theoretical perspsctive, the methods em ployed in these t _ folloys that an expectation by the respending officer that violence must have
pou ST : ‘ ‘ : . : est that families
P - tandem studles permltted the examination of:1) thqse parameters of human occurred, would often be erroneous. Indeed, our data suggest tha R
1O ) ' ' Ei . 211 individusas establish regular dispute styles; some engaging in
: 4 - 'I“d 2',); the affeots of t‘;alnlno or as we as inuxn ELS, aoLis regular disp yies, gaging
: confllct whlch requlre pollce :ncervent¢ By o ’ _
: . LT ) .rﬁmr“F“ L disputes consistently assaultivenin‘nature, while the disputes of others'
thlrd parﬁy 1nterven ion. ; L . o
P ' £ ‘tﬁ sodascu551on‘there w1ll be o effort to summarlze all of the ;typlcallv do not go beyond verbal exchange. Perhaps such expectations account
i n-thi
: T : ' ' '7d£or the hlgh nat10nw1de incidence of injuries and deaths to police officers who
this re sort. Instead we g
: flndlngs presented in the foreg01ng sections ‘of _
.‘ill dd o rsel;ee“to meger issues Wlthln the two categorles .stated above. i,have,rESQOMed to such‘disputes: that is, an officer who expects and is
W a ress u S | R
B ‘ jptepared~ﬁq_deal;wixhgyioleneefmaybunintcntiohally bring about the ‘behavior
Ve W o
b . : he: expects. ;
i ST . . s : ~ '
20 G : . 'IBard M. Iatrcgenlc Violenc The Police Chief, 1971,
;- / - 163 -
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Furthér, our data indicate that the largest percentage of family
diéputes‘occur in the home and that police officers deal with them in that
setting. This suggests the exquisitely sensitive nature of "intrusion by

outsider"” (particularly one who has power and authority) into the sacrosanct

- domain pf;tﬁe home. The dilemma for the officer is that he has been summoned

but in highly v&latile emotional "territoriality", his presence can be
regardgd as eithef’a threat or a challenge. Clearly, under;such circumstances.
there are enormous potentials. for both:be. it either insightfullbr inciteful.
Ihat‘ié; fhe officef may be’aQare'of the contextual cizcumstances thét‘affect
his iﬁterventi¢n, and behaye in accordance with that underétanding; or, he

can be unaware and in that way provoke a response which may act to his own

_detriment or to the disadvantage of others.

‘;_"fTraditionally, police have heavily weighted 'the role of alcohol‘in the
faﬁilyjérisis equation. In the view of many,family disputes in this country

arE‘simplyvthe result of alcohol abuse. Our data provides considerable basis

’forfqﬁéStioningythat_common,assumption. “We found' that: 1) in‘only about one-

-ha1f §f1all:dispgtes”didfoné or both‘diéputants appear to have used alcohol;

and,ﬂimportaﬁtly;fﬁere.not nécessarily;intoxicated; 2) chronic alcoholism

Waszindidtedlésfthe~causativerfactor in fewer than 147 of thefcases;

- 3)Fthé;é6m§1aiﬁant cbarged drunkenness (not necessarily alccholism) in only

10% of all cases..

7

‘-5>warfants fprtﬁerfexplorétion. Again, it suggests the possibility of the
" ‘willingness to explain away assaultive behavior on the basis of the most

.readily‘obsetvable behavioral characteristics. And, too, the special

It'may;be, thgrefbre,,that the presence of alcohol use by the partics

to avdispute may provide the observer or third party with a ready and convenient

' explanation for highly’complex disordered behaviors.. Obviously, when the third

_ pa:ty can discriminate among the subtleties of human behavior, he is less

likely to err in a simplistic direction. It may be that inadequate training

for third party intervention predisposes to stereotypical pérceptions and

self*fulfilling_6ﬁtcomes, That is, if alcohol use (not necessarily abuse) is

noted, then the ﬁntrained officer's expectation is that the cause lies in

'that direction and that nothing can be accomplished. 1In terms of job

satisfaction, much frustration can ensue leading to police behaviors that are

marked by avoidahée, irritability and possibly provocation which may only

‘set?evto widen the gap between the police and;the'people they serve.

. What about the relationship of alcohol use to viclence? We were

impressed. by the fact that our data indicated a lack of relationship between

assaults and the use of alcohol in our population) This surprising finding

training provided‘thaiofficefs in this experiment may have modified the . N

prevailing cultural expectation that alcohol znd -assault are inevitably related.
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In theltradltlonal police role perceptlon the concept of enforcement ,:,j' ; ffﬂffff?‘i~l_, About 15/ of all family disputes in both studies lnvolvud a parent and
has ériorlt?,‘ Agaln, the self~fulf1111n8 prophecy should be con51dered ) . ;i,A? | ‘ ifﬁéhiid{ Thls tEStifleS to: the rather hlgh proportion of families in which the ;
insofar eS‘interventlon in dlsputes is concerned. In the housing study, - 6;;' | .:jf 'géuétafébp g;pﬁis.ee?iouseenoggh to require outside intervention. Further, k
.tAhe disbd;aets .réql.lire‘d physical separation in only 8% of the cases and in S it 5“88.?ét5 thfa‘;"?n“ even higher degree of skill, training and objectivity is
the FCIU study lelwee_gecessary'in'onlyilZ; Froe these data it would be safe '{if‘ ? f:.; ¥?i;) -required in the management ¢ these particular disputes. It.goes without saying
tersavahatj in‘ﬁgst lﬁstancee, common egpecta;lon not withstanding, an officer | % ;l:¥'§‘~;> that the 10“8 range effects of 1nteryentlons in parent-child disputes can
ﬁeed notradticipatéjﬁhét force will be fEQUireg. Several;faetors may be‘ ‘ ' ‘% jf{fd . be 51HEUI3TlY si gnlflcant developmental crlses are often the most telling
:involﬁed;‘l) aS'hoted eerlier3 violence may mot be the reason underlying a . : é,i;vd;d J&lvln ;he'life‘of.edyjfgmily.
B ;eqﬁestlfef*poliééVintéivention;ﬂiﬁ fact;,itbis usuelly not eveﬁ e reason; ; o ;f'Q:JV lgfl It is interestingwto;note that the officers trained in conflict
k2) summonlng ‘the pollce may have a pac1fy1ng effect, even when v1olence‘has :f ﬁdﬁvff l madagement Irequently ascribed intrapersonal factors.in the younesters as /
occurred and 3) the behavior of skilled third party interventionists may ‘“‘éf , ;  Fg;{»prlmarlly 1nvolved In fact, they more frequently saw lntrapefsonal difficulties
,lrendar“power disPLaYst;y“the disﬁutante aé unnecessaryv~ L éi;liw : builn younger people than they did in adults. This may have resulted from
- . It.was the Ideentlon of the 1nveat1gatlon that the hou31ng study expand :' ~;b'y‘;;dl7fE»»SUHSlthltY to *he problems}of younger people, or, on the other hand, it
: the appreach of famll? erlslsAlnteiventlon.to include all dlsputes among RS ¢ | dl: ;l me¥;¥3ye'reflected the*officers' tendency to fdentify With‘adU1tS~ ‘While %
.people, wnethe 'they Were related or not.r The experience in that study was B R C)ifj;” “d?it Wodi&ﬁbg diff lt to say which fac vweiched more heavily, nevertheless, i
. dwsappoﬁntln ﬂerarepprteddceses_involved fanilies. This may have reselxed’ S ?; eiilé?l;‘ltls clear that these offlce;s could: dlscrlmlnate and ascrlbe the difficulties %
iv from akseéuinnfﬁé%hddeddg officefelbecause of their knowladge of the P?evloue & - ;fé,ﬂ’of{zgudgsters to int;ape?sonal factors. ?
'4d£'St3§§; léfdeyvheﬁedmefely feflected,the fact that there are féw'§%é§ufés-cééer : ‘9Q)f _f»h':iEffectédof‘Treiﬁidgﬁ i |
. than these In famllles tnat occur withim the purview of housing pat;olman;vdr, ' | ' "ldd'}lid S .VTreiniﬁg‘was the critical variable ln these studies. There were a i
, 3fthEy;mayfhave'hésiteted?to'record-some disputes (as:2 metter OE‘discretion) ' : 14(l',;f;"4'number of methods used to eﬁaluate the effects of training. Among them, %
? Hhat o ha‘e necessarlly Feanired 0ff1C131 menagenens notifiation; (that | \‘. ] 7 fl’%??;ﬁ_dauerany, wa wele 11teLeeeed in deterﬂlnlng changes in attltudes and in i
‘uis?.femilyldlepﬁfeed?ylFbei;.very dature‘WOgld have‘been more likely to require B v fdifle!dlnterpersonal sklllq 1n the ﬁralnees (and in the tralnlng conqultants, as - g
2 report than mon-family disputes as a matter ‘of policy ). U R (N ":‘well) - | | \ |
‘ cd i R s o : , T T —
: - S , - . ,




’ﬁhnngement skills

"’?Perhaps‘qn'finditatidnﬁbf the_effedts of the brevity. of

"fe the housing>etudy_wes.less‘struttured and var

practice by fotating'ccnsultents rather than having each patrolman work with

AT

. "The most striking finding was that police trained in conflict

“can learn and practice relevant interpersonal skills

« . . :

’withoutjnecessarily-undergding attitude change, at least as measured by the

instruments.used-inhthis study. Apparently, there‘WEre‘changes in behavior

whlch were IDE deteeted by the psychometr1Cv1nstruments emnloyed but which

were reflected in the performance data and in the community attitude survey.

It is'our impression that to achieve the kinds of behavioral changes

demonstrated in these studies, the most effective method is training-over-

b

time; that is, learning while doing. Our experience leads us to the conclusion

thatvmaxidum benefit;can be derived'from,a,brief period of intensive orientation

followed by weekly two-hour consultatlon sessions over a. perlod of“from:elght : S

L

tO»twelvepmonths. We arrlved at thls conclu51on from the perlod in the flrst

as. too short (by at least'A ﬁonths),

the training'consultation
pe:lod for the hou51n0~off1cers was the tendency of the notalng pollce.to use

eferrat_to communltv acenc1es less frequently than did the members of ‘the 30th

Prec1nctrFCIU. .Inzadditiontto'the brevity, the,training'consultatign procedure

ried the previous progrem’s
the same*consultant; ﬂIt‘should‘be,noted,‘however, that despite the'brevity
(and other dlfferences) of the week y mneultatlon period in the second

study, the.procedure nevertheless appeared to have had p051t1ve effects.

et e Y P i AT SN AN
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It would be wortnuhile to take a cleser look at the kinds of changes

e
T RN R A

1n
behav1or which were engendered by the training methods used. It is cle
ar

t
hat the. follow1ng tralnlng effects occurred: l) the officers teqded to

re ‘ .
gard dlsputants ‘as mttually contrlbutory rather than to see the dispute

B

SR as the '
S respon51b111ty of one "crazy" person' in‘ faet, intrapersonal difficulties

.seened more llkely as.'a perception for a Chlld who was in a dispute with

hls a
| p Tent; 2) the offlcers apparently were able’ to maintain objectivity in
RS the
S 1r perceptlons and in thelr behavior; 3) in the main, the response by th
B . - e

dls u
kp tants to 1nterventlon was p031t1ve' 4) the diminished'tendency to approach

dls ute
p 5 from an enfnrcement stance; 5) the virtual absence of injuries to

Offl
cers, and 6) the increased use of ommunity resources other than the

In general the ebgeﬂtlve measuree of ‘police performance underscores

| the relatlve :mperlorlty of . those men. who were conflict management trained.

,hIt should be enpha51zea that confllct management training spec1f1cally
'av01ded“matter= pertalnlng to the areas comnrlslng the 1nd1ces of police
‘i:perfermence.f_It_may e that" a sen~e of competence with conccmitant recogni-
«4t10n,,generallze§ te ‘total JDb perfornance. If ‘true, this finding has profound :
1mpllcat10ns for pollce tralning “s partlcularly since the.Hawthorne effectr }

suapected at the conclu310n of the FCIU project was. controlled. for in the

';f‘ e hou31ng stud}.a

e ———

¥
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Ol

‘sense.o, belng protected by the pollce.

_ major regu

. managements.’

o i i b

As one feature of the exnerlmcntal d651 n of the housrng sLudy, we
assessed the effects;of conflicc—management training upon police performance
in two developnents.',From our data it may‘be anticipated. that existrng
differences in‘the level'of"oolice activity in'differentrenvironments will be
evldent after assignnent,of crained_personnel. Further, the dutaksuggests
that theveffects,of'éraining is related to the‘pre“existing level of police

"active" settings showing more marked increments.

act1v1ty, that is, already
in act1v1ty than less zztlve settlngs. .

One of the‘magor questlons at the conclusion of the FCIU project was...

how did.the communiry:react~to_the innovations? In the hou51ng study, a

community survey was designed expressly to determine the answer to that
'Regardless.oﬁ‘the inevitable methodologic difficulties in this

.

kind of fielﬂVstudy,1the:findings were suggestive of several noteworthy:

question. -

trends;:1Weffonnd tharydnring the.stndykyear*those housing projects policed

,by conrllct management tralnedcpersonnel showed a. measurable increase in the

'.However,~this was not related to

e
e

a 9051tlve,att1tude tOWard the pollce, rather, the conrllct management trained

-projects Chﬁicated a'diminution of dissatisfaction;} 1 increase in

What twmy.be represented by this finding iz the essential ]

dilemmaﬁof_rhe_deliyeryﬁof.police sérvices in & free society. While changes

in police ﬁethods may inspire a greater sense of security and protection in-
the public, the policeman in his role of .social regulator may mnevertheless
“remain an znathema. Of course in this study the finding was further complicated

and confirned,hy:théffactfthat:similar'attitudéSwprevailed‘toward the other?l

'nmaﬁe%lives;ofﬂthe_residents-f—_namely;,the‘housingg

i

v

]rsuch,roles w1th1n thelr law enforcement function;

La 9051t1ve erfect on thelr overallmpeﬁ;ce performance; and,

when behaving relevantly and compassionately,

lncreasedfprofessidnalization.

.snould have occurred

:‘pollce as confllct manaoers,

e e g e o 1 A e L e 24 e

If the pollce cannot logically expect to be regarded favorably even

it becomes exceedingly important

that pollce organlzations instltutiOﬁaljze internal reuards consistent with
If the organlzatlon fails to develop such

mechanlsms c01nc1dent with an 1nnovat10n. a deleterlous effect on morale may

"

reSult. Indeed th1s may have occurred in the prOJ ects under'consideration ~

For example, as the prOJect approached termination, the 30th Pct. FCIU

submltted fewer 1nc1dent reports even when logic dictated that no decrease
Lessened involvement may have been the result of
decrea51ng morale as there was organlzatlonal silence about the future of

the 1nnovat10n. This is.a predictable cutcome when organizations fail to

1nsi;ntionally reinforce Satisfyina,changes.

-

In sum, these studles stronOIy suggest that there is a role for the

that they can effectlvely be tralned to perform

that such training has
that the community,

even when tbe 1nnovatlon is unpubllc1zed evinces a greater sense of security

L i B A S A 2t
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APPENDIX A

ORIGINAL CODING FORM 30th PCT. FCIU

(1]

[4:4

{21 1§

=1 3]
- [ 4]

-PU
SH

. SOURCE OF INFORMATION (VIA)

DATE

[323
[33]
[34]
[35]
[38]
37r

Case: #
Coded on KeydeL__________

OF DISTURANCE (MONTH)

January .[38] July
February [39] August
March [40] -September
April {411 October
May .[42] ..-November
Juneg [43] December

TOUR OF DUTY

[ 51 12:00 midnight— 8:00-a.m.

- o[ 8] 8:00 am.—-400 p.m.
LTy 400 g.m.—12: 00 mzdnlght

o "TIME OF DISTURBANCE

[ 8] midnight —12:59 a.m. :

L[ 8] - 00 aim. = 1:55 A
. [10] -2:00 a.m. —~ 2:53 a.m.
[11] 3:0D0 a.m.—3:58 aum.

{121  4:00 a.m.—4:59 2.
[131 ~5:00 am.—5:59 am: . -

{141 . 600 a.m. ~ 8:58: ‘am. S

(15} 700 am.—7:58 am

0 [16] .8:D0 . 2.m, —8:59 am
LTI 900 - S:59 2

[181 10:80 & —10:53 2.0

©[181 11:80 z.m. —-11:532.0m.

- '[203 12:00 noon—12:88 pm.
. [211  1:00-p..— 1:59 po

Coof221. 2:00] pum. = 2:59 pan
- {23} .3:00 p.m. - 3:38 pomn

1241, 4:00 p.n. = 4:59 p.m.

" 125]  5:00 p.m. —5:58 p.m.-

{26] 6:00 p.m.—6:53 pm,

{271 -7:00 p.m.-7:59 pm.
“ [28] 8:00 pim.—8:59 pml

[29) 800 pinn— 53 oM.
{307 - 10:00 p.m. — 10:539 pum.

[313  11:00 pim.—11:59 pam.

DATE OF DISTURBANCE (DAY DF MONTH)
- [44)

1
4517 2
463 3
(471 4
f48] 5
{481 &
-[801 7
{811 8
[621 ¢
[33y 710
541 .11
[e3] 12
S [581 13 -
£571 14 .
[881 1§

DATE-0F DISTURBANCE

DAY: OF WEEK

[7531: Sunday
[76] . Monday
[77]  Tuscday

[78] Wednesday

[793. Thursday
PO Frighy

IBET  Sziueday:

PRECINCT

”,',[58,5] 30 (experimental)-
1. [86] 24 (control) e
- [87). 2E {out"of command)

[591 16
(601 17
[611 18
[62] 19
[€3] 20
[84] . 21
[851 22
[66] 23
[B7]1 24
{e81 28
[69] 28
[701 - 27
[71) 28
{721 28
1731 -3
741 31

YEAR
[82]. 1s57
[83] 1968

[84] 1969

[86). 34 -(out of command)
[89] other precmct (out of command)

SN
|

[RUCH

A

- Names.

PLACE OF OCCURRENCE

COMPLAINANT’S STATEMENT

R TR R A o TS T e

QF DISPUTE

[80]‘
{911
[82]}
{931
[941
1951
[98] .
- 187]

Behavmr of

D:sp =1

‘ [108}
1071
[108]
{108}
[110]
[131]
[112]
{1133

- 114]

©I115)
- [118} -

s

£118]
- [HisT
 [120]
{1213
- 1122]
11233
11243
- [125]

nee1

Q1271
28]
[1291
[130]
. [1311
f132]
{1331

PLACE OF POLICE

INTERVIEW

REGARDING DISPUTE

[93]
[99]
{100}
(101]
{1023
[103}
£104]
[105]1

Behavior of

Disp. #2
[141]
[142]
[143]
-[144]
[145]
[1458]
[147]
[148]
[1481
[150]
1511

“[15831

- [154]
{185]
[158]
[157]}
[158]
[1838]
11607
[161]

[162]
[163]
[164]
[165]
{1661
[167]
[168]
[1691

e e i g g ) i e S A A ORI R X BT

Case X+ ..

Home or apts. of disputant(s) .

Home or apt. of other than disputant(s)
Street

Restaurant or bar

Public facility (park, stadium, etc.)
Station house '

Other

Information not available

Physical violence .

Threats of physical violence

Drunkenness

Drug addiction

Infidelity

Gambling

Promiscuity

Homeosexuality

Refusal to agmit complainant to house/apt.

Refusal to allow complainant to<leave house/apt,

Refusal to allow complainant to remove chiid/children
frem heme

Refusal to aliow camplalnant to ‘remove possessions from
apt./house :

Refusal to exter house! "pt

Refusal to leavs house/apt. o«

Removing chiid/caildren from house/apt,

Remawr“ postessions, personal belongings from homse

Remavirg compiainant's belongings from house/apt.

Vioiatinn of srear of protzciion

Annoying, bothersame hehavior

Passivity: neglecting complainant, not taking c. out socially,
not helping with household chores, etc.

Spendipg too httle time at home

Making sexual advances toward: complainant

Unrdsponsive to comp. sexual advances

Neglecting or improperly caring for chlldren

Non-support; not enough upport -

Money preblem other thar non-support

Physical illness

Mental illness

- 173 -

— .




- "] . e . - . e
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k] . i
. 4 - . N _— B
Names. . ~ . — : Case Names — : . Case #.__
: C : g \ n U . T B S ; ,
B COMPLAINANT'S STATEMENT (cont'd.) o o 0 RTINS IDENTITY OF IDENTITY OF - {DENTITY OF
R ST Co 1341 {170} Argumentativeness SR R o .. COMPLAINANT FIRST DISPUTANT SECOND DISPUTANT )
[135]. - [1713 Dispute over property or money R A R o Female
{136] - [172] Wants man to marry pregnant woman o - Lo Lo [209] (2571 [305] wif
Co {1373 . -~ [173) Rebellious, uncontrollablé behavior of child ' e 258 " 1308 , E' ".f
‘ IR ~ [1387 [174] ' Assault with weapoen i T SR o 2111 [258] ! x-wite .
S A - [139] (17 Forcible entry- o v BT {2591 (3071 f Comman law wife
s A [140] - (1786] Glue sniffing, etc. 1 . L e 1212 ' (2601 {3081 Ex-common law wife
g - . ! L : i D o , o 12131 [2671] [308] Girlfriend
N L . ‘ ‘ : : R o SR [214} [262] [310] : Mother
Request that Request that ‘ ' ' ' o 218} - (2633 [311) Mother-in-law.
Disp. #1 Disp. 2 ] : S [218] {2841 - . [312] : Grandmother
- (1771 [185] ’ Be told/made to stop behaving in manner complained of I ' ; [217] . [265] < [313] ey Daughter of this union
- [178] ‘ [186] : Be hospitalized for physical iliness §0 : ' {2183 . .. [266] - [3i4] Daughter not of this union
- [179] [187]1 Be hospitalized for mental illness A R g f218) [267] [315] Sister
S £1801 : [188] , ~Be committed to narcotics center » , 5 IR 1220] [268] [316] -Step-sister TR
L _ [181} : [189] : Be-treated for alcaholism , iR LT 22130 [289] [3171 Half-sister R
S [1327 - [190] Be arrested . i s S o [222) 0 [270] [318] Sister-in-law . .
! REEE R ..[183] ) [191] - Beg'made to leave house or-apartment o . : L {223] ST [271]. [313] Daughter-in-law
PR e . [1841 5 [182] Be made to return child to house or apartment - = : e {2243 : . £272] [320] Granddaughter
, e ' : : S - N ' 2251 - {273) [321] Aunt
" Request that police: 2 : . L : [226]° [2741 - [322] Niece
el St o : . ‘ a0 Ty 1227 . [275] . [323] Cousin
: £183] ~ Accompany complainant to remedy grievance/fulfill above reguest : , 1w y . T {2281 .. .- [276] [324] Friend
[194]:+  Trace missing individuai(s) e IR ST o Ty . [2287 .. i [277] [325] Neighbor *
.-[195}: - Give.advice, imediate, talk with disputant(s) or subject of dispute . (R e b L [230)  ° [2781 [326] Boarder
. [198) - Correct behavior by physical means . b o : oo [231) [279]1 o [327] Employee
{1873 . Give-2id and assistance in emergency situation . ; o L e s '
: . [188]) Just Jisten to complainant, serve as sounding-board ’ : IR B ol : Male
; RN R , o ' c o A TR P S : {2323 [280] [328) Husband
j ww v Others o S ‘ : L - @ ST R 'gss]( E [281] : - [8297 Ex-husband
i S s e 2011 - Feeling of existential despair - - - Ve :‘ R '3{‘3]’ Ll [282] [3230] ' Common law husband
: SR - Emz% A coéplémt; g 3ustpg'assmg by . . , 0 Ll o Iz38] - [283] [331] . Ex-common law husband
- : : M E i o o esdy o - [283] [333] Father
e : , : , T oo 12381 [288] {334] Father-in-law
SRS ' L co - f239) ¢ o [2871 [335] Grandfather
SR . : . ~ T v . [240] o - [288] - [3368] .Son of this union
A S MU S ¢7§ § I [289] : [337] Son not of this union
v G, i . D f2a21 . [2507 , [338] - Brother - :
- ; » _ S ol {2431 L {2813 - [338] Step-brother
o TR o S SRS 275 B [282] [340) Halt-brother. ‘
» I T .. - . a _ {2451 - {2831 - [341] Erother-in-law
T S e ; P : , : S S [a4s) . [234] {342} Son-in-law .
AT T e e T s ' ; - RS R ¢ 7 A R [295] [343] Grandson - !
- S LR , ; 1 o ‘ {248} {2951 [344) Uncle ;
Yoo U ) . i I T . [248] . . {2971 [345] Nepheyw
3 o . L e T i . - . B .11 | 2233 - 1348] Cousin
Corla ol o ‘ ‘ . . K- : « 251y : [222] [347] Friamd .
B TRt UV SR S : ' oo ~ S : B - oo es2y . ¢ {355) [348] Heigitbar ;
P ERE ‘ ; , - . : , IR R o j [2531 - (3011 (349] - Bearder :
Lo L e L e : ‘ o : ‘ , W y L BN 213 [302] - {3501 . Employee,
R AIE S g T T e o L oo B .. U [@ssy] '[303) . [851] Public Agency
© e Tl e . ) L e ' : L CL : RN Sl , - [258) - - [304] [352] Private Agency !
i
ne e, ;
I
- i
o
R i
e l - - : R g
- oo
Lo ,/_._,,.,;,w,w.*v”,.,‘,_.“- e e m@nxw~ g d [ ‘ z{
: oo Lo o , i




. 401

. “Nam"k ,

 ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION

Disp. #1

- {353}
{3541
{3551

- {3586)

- {3571
[3s83 - -
[359]

.AGE

Disp. #1

(367
[368]
[359]
{370
- 13711
(3121
{373)
3741
£375]
- [3763
(3773
(37ei

BlRTHPLACE
. Dlsp. #1

- {381]
- 1382]
- 1383}
- [384]
- [388] -
© . [388]
- [287]
- £388]

28] .

[400] =

[4021
- [403]
[404]
[40s]
[408] -

- [407]

Disp, #£2.

[360]
{351]
[362]
[363]
[354]

[385] -

[366]

Disp. #2
[379]
{380]
(3813
[382}
[383]
[384]
[385T

{386]) -

[387]
[388]
[388]

[380]

Disp. #2

1403]

[408] -

{410]
[411]
[412]
[413]
f414]
[415]
{416}

(4171

[418]
{419]

{4201 .
[4213

[422]

[423}

- [424]

Case £
Caucasian .
Negro,
Puerto Rican s « sworisielt

Latin American
Grientat
Other

information not availabls

Under 15 years

15-19
20-24
25-289
30-34
35-39
40-44
4549
50-54
55--58

60 yrs. and ahove
Information not -available

New Yérk City

_ New Yok State other than N.Y.C.

Northeastern states other than N.Y. Stata
Southern states

Mid-western states

Western states

Puerto Rico

West indies

Cuba

Deminican- Republie

Central America

* South Amwerica:

Europe,

Africa

Asia

Other

Information not availabls
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" "LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN N.Y.C.

Case H_ . .

Under 1 year

1-3 years

Over 3 years

Information not available

White-collar '

Professional, technical, kindred, clergy
Manager, official, proprietor :
Clefical, kindred wurker

Sales worker-

Government employee - ,
Policeman, fireman, er"'““" o
Postal, transit, samtation wdrker

Blue-collar
Craftsman, foreman, kindred
Operative, kindred
Laborer

Service
Private household worker
Service worker, except private household

Student
Primary school
High. schoal

Disp. #1° Gisp. #2

- [425] [429]
[425] t430]
{4277 [431]

N 14281 . [432]

OCCUPATION

. Disp. #1 Disp. #2
[433] _ [450]

[434] [451]

[435] [452]

| [438) [4531
[437] (4541

i {4381 [455]
T 4381 14561
1440 (4571
[4411 (458]
[4421 [4581

[443]  [480)

(4441 (4511

(4451 [462]

{4481 [463]

[447) [464]

. [448] [465]
(4457 - (4651

AGE DlFFERENCE

BETWEEN DISPUTANTS

[467) -
[468]
Y4707
471
(4721 -
[473]
£474]

- [478]
1477
[‘r?u]

1 year

' 2'years
-3 years
< 4 years

5 years
B-10 yrs.

. 11=15 yrs.
- 16<=20 yrs.
4151

21-25 yrs,

‘26-30 yrs.

31-35 yrs,

. 3B yrs. znd e
478y

lnformatmn fot available

DLDER OF THE TWO DISPUTAN1S

[480] -
o481

‘Disputant #1

.- Disputant #2

College
Unempioyed

" Retired

- vew

Information .not available

DISPUTANTS' RELATIONSHIP

[482] Adulterous relationship
{483} Married

[484] Common law

{485] Former common law
1485] Divarced .
{4871 Separated—living apart
[488] Other love relationship
[488] Brothers

(4201 Sisters

{4813 Brother/sister

1432} Parert/ehdd

{aal #exndegrani/grandeiind
{484] Grandporentjparcnt

[485) Other relative relationship
[486] Non-relative relationship ™
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. Names____ E : ‘ Case #_ . | S Names. Case #
: S OTHERS IN IDENTITY OF BREADWINNER !N HOUSEHOLD PARENTAGE OF CHILDREN LIVING IN HOUSEHOLD
g OTHERS INVOLVED - OTHERS PRESENT HOUSEHOLD, . {785] Disputant F#1 [846] From existing relationship
: . IN Q!SPQTE NOT [N}IOI:VEB : NOT ;FRES‘ENT s P [785] Disputant #2 [847] From male’s previeus relationship
.Rela't.mnsr}!p to _Relat:onsi_np to' _Relatmnshlp to‘ : . S : [787]  Other [848] From female's previous relationship.-
Disp. #1-Disp. #2 Disp. #1-Disp. #2 Disp. #1-Disp. #2 3 [788] - Information not available [848] From both the existing and a previous relationship
: Female ’ ! o N - o [850] Other
(4971 [545] . [5931  [641] [688] . . [737] wife RECE[VING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE [851]  Information not available
1498} 1546] [594] [64271. {680} [738] Ex-wife ’ [788] _Dl.sp"u'tantE #1
[4991 [9471 [595] [6431 {691] [739] Common law wife ; [7580] Dls‘putgn‘t #2 . )
¥ [5001 {5481 [556] [644] [692] [740] Ex:comman law wife i ) Ezgu No assxsganca bemg‘ received REPORTING OFFICERS
: (5013 [549] [5387] {645] [683] . [741] Girlfriend - £ j7921 {nformation ngt available )
[502] (5507 [5598] (546} {634] [742] Mother ,{ [852] Timony
- {503} [551] '{5483) [647] [685] {7437 Mother-in-faw . . [853] Ellsworth
[504] [552] [600] [648] {6961 - [744] Grandmother CHIL{JREN PRESENT AT DISTURBANGCE [854] B_ryan‘
[505] {553] {601} [849] [687] [745] Daughter of this union {855 T:mmms
K [5061 - [554] [602] (6503 [698] - [748] Daughter not of this union [783]1. Yes [8561] Muli
&;' {50771 £555] --[603] {631} [699] {7471 Sister - . [784] - No . . . [857)} - Edmonds
[S08] - [558] -[604] [652] {700} [748] Step-sister it p [795] tnformation not available [858] Beatt‘_y
{5081 18571 [605] [653] {7011 [749] Half-sister : [853] Ha!fh.lde
{5101 538} [608] - [65471. {702] [750] Sister-in-law . ) . [850) . Bodkin
[511] . [5591 [6807) . [8BB51 [703] [751] Daughter-in-law NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD [851] Anderson
[512] [5601 .- . f808] [856] [704] {7521 Granddaughter , . B _ [78€] Nane [801] 5 [862) Donovan
[5131 15611 - f509) . [657] {7051 . [753] Aunt - 8 ) [787) 1 [e02) 6 S [863] Mahoney - R i ) Sy
[514}-  -[5621 -~ - [610] 1658].. [708B] [754] - Niece ) 5 [798] 2 [803] 7 [864] Harnett - LT
£ o {5151 (5631 .  [B11]  [859) [707)  [755] Cousin : : (7891 - 3 [804] 8 or more: [865]  Robertson
EE e (518 15843 - - (6121 - [B807 .- [7083. {756] Friend. : § i (sooy 4 ( [805] Info. not availahle [8866] » Glover
T Sooe 517 o [5851 - T [813] [661]. [705] [757] . Neighbeor.. . ’ . t ) SO - o , [867] - Castagna
"[5181 ‘[5B667- - -, (614} [662] [710]1 [758] Boardar o - ’ : [ B . . . _ B [868] Mgdewsll
[5191 - {5871 o [818] {6631 {7111 [759] Employeefer ] . Co . [868] Richardson
[520] {5587 .. .. [B18] [564] [7121 [750] Information. not available o QI;:}ROX!MAT%&;EE RANGE OF CHILDREN {870} Not FCU officer
- - ' o Co o i Male : SN : point poins :
¥—-. 0 s211 s8] - (B17]  [EB3] 7133 [781] ", Husband - F SR © . [806] 8263 . Less thzn 1 yr. ELAPSED TIME OF POLICE INTERVENTION
o o {5221 3707 - ig1a] {563} [714} [7&2] .- Ex-hushand o 2 ‘E, .18073. [8271. 1
-f622)] . [B713 . - [818] [587] —{71§] {783} .+ . Gomnwexaw husband " S . [808y [8281" 2 8711 1-15 miputas
{5243 ~-[5721 - . [620] - ([E88) [718] [784] Ex-common law -husband e {809y -~ [829] 3 (8721 18-30 minutes
[5251 - I873] Cos e [821) 6657 {7171 {7853 - Boyfriend g 810} [830] - 4 [873] 31-245 minutas
[526] .. {5741 .. {B22] - [670] [718] - [758] Father ‘ » S - [811 - [831] 5 [874]  46-60 minutes
[5271 - .[575] . .  [623]  [671] [7191 - (767 Father-inslaw i {812 (8321 & 8751  61-75 minutes
[528]1 . [5761 '@ = [624]  [872] {720}  [758] . Grandfather , : {813} [833] . 7 [876]  76-80 minutes
{5281 - [577] -..[828)  [8731 [721) - [7683] Son of this union: o [814]1 [834] 8 [877] 91-105 minutes :
15301 {5781 -+ [828] [674) {722} - [770] Son not of this union =~ . i : {8151 . [B35] g - [878] 105--120° minutes ’ -
(5313  [579] - {6271  [875] [723]  [771] Brother : e . [816] - [83B) .. 10 [879]  Information not availabie ' ,
[532]. - [380} - [628] {8757 [7243 [172]1 Step-brother ‘ 811 {5371 . i1
[533] [581}. - [629]) [677] [723] [773] Half-brather e [8181 {8381 12
[534] 15821 . {630] [578] [7261 [774] Brother-in-law . ! £ R . 18191 (3341 13
s {5351  [583] . [6311  [879] [7271  [775] Son-in-law B [s20] - [840] 14 .
B {538} . [58%1 - {832 {8ed] {728} (7781 Grandson - [52‘1] [841] T . . _ )
o : £3371 [383] FIRTE § Yok | 281 [7241 men 1t T [B223 - [8421 18 ¢ e e e e e e o
R 5323 [233y) - £6853] {5323 £7231 LTTES SEIEE - ©[823] 1843] © 17 - j
{5351 (5871 .. [835] {833] {731] {778] Cousin (8241 | [844y 18 :
“- .- (5401 - (588} . [638]  [BB4] (7321 ~ [780] Friend . .IB25] [845] Info. not available,
{5417 5891 . . [8371  (685] [733]  [781) " Neighbor T : i
[5423 - {5801 - [638] . [688] [7341 . - [782] Boarder. - ;
S ' [543} - [581) . [&39] {6877 [7351 [783) Employeefer . |
& - (5441 I [s921 {6401 {6881 [7361 . [784] information net available
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A b fern e o

. {9113
" [9813]

[815]
- [916]
_tets].
(8213 -
. sa2] -
< {825]:

Names

RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION

Bisp. #1
[880}
[as1y .
{8823

{8831

(8841
1885]
. [885]
[887]

- [888] ,
- FREQUENGY OF RELIGIOUS ATTENDANCE

Disp, £1
{8981 -
[599]

{8001

[8011
[802]1

{903}

Case #

. Disp. #2

- 1889} Protestant
[820] Catholic
~ [881] Jewish
I '[892] Bucldhist
~[883] Hindu
{83%4) Isiamic
{8951 Other
(89863 Mona:
{887] information not availabls

‘Disp. #2
‘ .. [804] Dail
. . . Daiy
R I_S_OSJ .. ‘ - Weekly
- [sg8] Monthly
- [807] Rarely
[908] Never
. - [809] Information net availahle

EVENTS TRANSPIRING IMMEDIATELY BEFORE OFFICER'S ARRIVAL: TYPE OF OCCURRENGCE

[s10]
[912]
{9143
8171
{8183
{9201

[s243 .

[9253
{9273 -
{9281
{9283 .

-Sexual assauit:’
..Damage to praperty

= gusfpﬁfr;{nn'- or discovery of ansther's use of drugs
- Suspicion .or discevery: of angther’s homasexual refationship

-Suicide threat
- Suicide
 Homicide

o [9:3,1]".7'-,,". "m,fdrm_ation nat évaﬂab!e

Dispute and physical assault -

.-Dispule and threat of physical assault

Verbzl disputey screaming, abusive fanguage

Andividual(s} undar influence of alcahol

:,-,,:ngfv‘iguai(s),undér influence of Zrugs

. Individual wishes to leave household; refuses to ret
~incividual. wishes to- leaw: sehold; refuses to retum t

E :,gg;z;gﬁﬁig;fuss_s;jadmlttance g another into housshold 7 hams
" Individual demands that another ieave househald; evi
“Individual missing from household © sehafd, eyxcts another

individual became physically ill
individusl behaved in irrational manner o
Suspicionor discovery of ancther's extra-marital ‘relationship

Thf?'at With .w'a';:.gon‘.—v i
Kssault with weaps

' Case 3

S: TYPE OF CASUALTY

. . . W - e
ctvae oy ot pgn RS AR g et WA AT

"

.

L B A
I . Names ‘
4B : ' _ T
i " OFFICER’S OPINION. REGARDING CAUSATIVE FACTORS OF CRISI
o [932] - - Infidelity .
§ cae [933) ‘Beasting of or reviewing to ‘past mates, extra-marital partners ‘
7 [934]1 - Money or possessions given to extra-marital partner or ex-family. member
' {9351 Refusa} of sexual advances ;
I Lo [936] Incest or sexual relations with chiidren or step-children
i1 - S - . [8371  -Question of paternity of child/children
& ST {3387 ' Homosexuality ‘ )
S . +. [e39] . Preblem regarding up-coming divorce andfor custady rights
& {9403 One partner wishes to reconcile aiter divarce or separation
i 9411 Maturational crisis: emancipated child
s ' ot {9421 - Maturational crisis: change of life, aging
BRI - 19431 Lack of communication; attention; understanding
0, - 0 U0 [9441 - Neglecting family responsibility; helping around house, etc.
ICE SR EE 1945] Excessive time spent away from home N
3 O . P [3846] Complaint regarding another's autside friends or activities
1947] Intrision in maritai lifz by outsiders
; [848] History .of constant arguments and/or assaults
1949] Financial difiiculties -
L {950] Non-support or not enough support
4 ‘ [8513] Destruction or pawning of possessions
L AT AR f852] - Disagreement regarding location: of residence - 0T
i+ » . - [g53].  Alcohalism ‘
L TR © . [954]°  Drug addiction
£ © .. [955]  ~ Gambling -~
> {9561 - . Problem in controlling children
.. [957F - Negligence, impriper care of children
Sk G e [958F " Dislike of child's friend(s), fiance(s), etc.
e, {95931, ..., Child demands greafer freadom and independence~ =~ -*
;g: 0y i ' ‘v - [960] . History of physical ilingss =~ -~ Ll e
T [8611 - History of mental illnéss -
T .. {9821 - New member introduced into household
sl T - - [8631 - Lessof member of household: death, divorcs, etc.
. RO 7 [9647 .- - Unemployment :
.. [9653 N Jove i marriage
_ [966€] #o topception of .marital roles -
S LT ' [967] Found another mate
(v S e 1988) Injured pride. . "
R w- 7. [889F End of extra-marital affair
A R {8707 . - Refusal to marry pregnant woman
T o : [9711 . Simple verbal disagresment got out of control
S [872} . . Chitd fears loss of pasition and iove due to third party
19731 Diffsrence over property or monesy
o {9741 - Information not available
CoTee e DOES OFFICER'S CPINION. COINCIRE WITH COMPLAINT?
o {8751 VYes ' '
" [97¥81. - Me .
- [9771 - . iInfarmation not available
e -
, Sp— -,.,,, e gt e e T
ot el o s e
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Case.

INDIVIDUAL(S) INVOLVED
Siblings

Other relative
Boyfriend ;

Girlfriend
Friend/neighbor

Other

Information not available

Husband -

Wife '

Grandmother

Grandfather

Child

Other

Information not available-

APPEARANCE OF HOUSE .

{ Names.
g I . QFFICER'S OPINION REGARD!NG CAUSATIVE FACTORS OF CRISIS:
TR - [878] " Husband [989]
1979] . Former husband {9901
[e80] Wife - [891]
[8811 - Former wife- [892]
[982] - Child [993)
{983] . Father {894}
{9847 " Mother | [595]
"[88B5] - .- Father-in-law’
[888] . Mother-in-law
Lot - .. [98B71 .. Grandmother
R - .. [888) ©  Grandfather
o - ‘ c LENGTH OF TIME FAM!LY HAS" BEEN (OR WAS) TOGETHER DOMINANT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
ERP s A [898}) - ‘1—8 months [1017]
PG [999]. .- & months-1 year L 11618]
Yoo o e [1000] - 1-2 ysars [1019]
Eoel o 11001 2-3 years - [1020]
Pofee £1002],: - 3—4 years [1021]
VT [10031"" 45 Yeses, - [1022]
; o Co.. [10043. - . 5~10 years. .. -{1023]
- 110081 . 10-15 years. .-
{10081, - 15-20 ysars - .~
118073 - -Mure than 20 years
[10&8»]{1 v'lnformatio‘n. n’o_t.a‘vailab!a

{10083

[1014];
{10157

Crete] -
[10113 -
[10123; -
[1013]

- [1016]

CURRENT MARITAL STATUS
“Legally married .

Commaon law L
< Divarced -7 R
4-;Legally separatﬂd Iess than 5 r'ws.-‘
Legally separated;. more than § mos.
Living apast, less than § mos,
Living apast, more than 6 mos.
;lniormatwn not ava:lable

[1024] -

{1025]
- "[1026)
- [1027)

(10281
[1029]
{1030
- [10313

-, mmm;«ﬁr»ﬁv— L

TR

Meat, clean

Fair .

Un.{empt, dirty
Information not available

* APPEARANCE OF INDIVIDUALS
© Neat, tidy

Fair
Unkempt :
Information not available

T e ke ey S e L e
e owm e HEPR IR SR - i .

- A - -

R e R e T

‘Names.._

S P S

OTHER IMPRESSIONS

- Dlspo#1
appearsd.

[1032)
{1033)
[(1033)
{1035}
{103868]
(10371
{18383

. [1039]
- {10401
{1041]

{1042]
[1043]
{10443
[1045]
£1046]

L [1047)
-[1048)

no {10491
-~ {10503
~[1851]

5 (10523

{1053}

053]

¥

PRt

[

{1055]

S [1056)
1057

. -[1058]
11059])

[1060]

PEATIE
.+ -[1062]
11083}

[1064]

. Disp #2-

appeared
110687
110691
[1070]
[10713
~[1072]
-[1073)
[1074]
{1075]
[10763

) S (10771
. [1078]

" [10791
© [1080]

" [1081]

(10823
[1083]
110843
©-[1085)]

U [1088)

{1087}
~[1088]

~ 110883
<. 11080]

(10817

. [1082]
+'11093]
.. [1094]

. [1088]
“f1100]

. Very passivs,

Aloof, distant, remote

Cold, defensive.

Overwrought, agitated, highly emotional

Bespondent, unhappy -
Excessively angry, explosive, unable to control temper
Angry, but anger controlied, contained

Brash; flirtatious, provocative

Disoriented, confused, vague communication

. Sensitive ahout masculinity or femininity

To act childishly, immaturely

To have no conception of responsibility, of aduit role
To enjoy being ihe center of attention

To dispiay poor adjustment to aging

Intoxicated

Under the influence of druas

Physicatly ill

Warm, loving, affectionate toward other disputant.

To have little rege;d or affection for other dlsputant
To fear other disputant

Behttlmg, mor:k'ng, teasing or nagging other disputant
Jealous, suspicivus of other disputant

To-he unable to communicate with other dxsputant
To ignere other disputant

To degrade ofher disnutant's mascuhmtv or feminity

To have different cultural or rehgxcus background from o’cher disputant
““To have different interests, enjoy differsnt activities from those of other disputant
= To be of differznt social classes

Aniicus about physical ilinéss
In need of fove . )
docile % .
Very mdependent

* Mentally ill
- Information not avanlable

Case #

e e
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[11743

. [1176]
Y1217 -0

L11721 <7

[1i731 -

(11731 ¢ . Informatien not available .

) -
o+ G
5 Hames. Case # B
: '-OCCURRENCE AFTER POL!CE ARRIVAL: OFFICER'S APPROACH a e
L r1104] Discussed . problem with disputants separately ‘
{1105~ Discussed problem with disputanls. together
[1108] Discussed problem with disputants- both separately and togethar
{1107} . Physically separated disputants
S : © [1108} . Reprimanded dispiitants to end»argiment, prevent further’ uutburst
B E - {11089} Calmed disputanis to end argument, prevent further outburst
e {1110} Attempted to verify veracity of complainant's statement
Lol o Observed bruises allegedly inflicted by other disputant
- [11121 * - Accompaniad disputant to home so that belongings could be remuved entry made, ete.
©{11131 .. Gathered information, as only one disputant was present
_~[1114]  .Spoke to sther family members or other non-relatives
. +[1115] © " Neither disputant present
{11163«  Information not available
R : RESPONSE TO POLICE INTERVENTION
% Disp #1. ~ Dispo#2 .. . : ]
e {11247 11521 Satisfied,, grateful for police handling, intervention, suggestions
L1125 0 - [11831 0 Cooperative, favorable: response, speke freely-and openiy '
Torti2s3oe T . [11543 00 o . Admitted presence of problems .
Sla[i1271 [1155] ‘Admitted to being at fault in dispute
o f11283 - [1158] . Caimed down in preserce of police .
111297 - ~[11871 ‘Passive agreement with police’ suggastions
L+[11303 <o f1188) . . Wishedonly to air complaint; not willing to spsak freely or openly uf own role in dxspute
o INI3Ryo L, o [11881 0 Dissatisfied with potice heﬂdlmg,mterVentxm suzgestions -
L1182y < [11803 .0 .. - Reluctant to talk of dispute, unrespcnswe
11333 = [1161] . Resented presance of police
: e [me2y Ignored police, continued dispute in their pracence :
L TI1183) Refused to cegperate; gave no information, tinwilling to speak
. [1184) "2 .. Became belligerent toward pnllce, arrogant, antagonistic L
-~ [1¥85] -+ Became enraged at police, ‘cursing, throwmg, hard to control
. 7[1166] .~ . . Suspicious of officers and their suggestions L
S D11edy Unwilling ta accept oificers! suggestions
~[1t88] .+ Refused police admittance to home
F1168]1 -V Could not respond, drupzed state

= ‘Could not respond, intaxicated

Could not respond, language barrier
Could net respnond, wuunded or dead

"Not present-

Felt police catd not understand one of di'feront race

B O S SO R S e OV S T

B

L et iy ee X R

'}?” o jrtiang o T o

Tt i

)
Names )
\ . .RESULUT!DN OF DISPUTE
3 _ [1180]  Mediation
‘ [11811 Refarral
[1ezy Aided
[1183] Arrest
[1184] Qificers to raturn at later date for consultatson
o [1185) Not resolvzd
B
iDEX TITY 0!’ INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN RESOLUTION
[nssy Disp. “#1
' [1187] Disp. #2
; [1188] Other person invelved in dispute
L o '
L L, W,
QUTCOME. OF REFERRAL
‘ ;2081 Applied for assistance
pi ] - [1210] Did nat apply for assistance
Sy £1211] information .not available
B 1

e e g 1 e o e o i R R R SRR s A,

Case #

AGENT OR AGENCY TO WHICH REFERRED

{1189]
[1180]
[rian
[(1182]
(1183]
[1194]
[1195]
[1196]
£1197]
(1198]
{1199]
{1200}
{1201]
[1202]
(12037
[1204]
[1205]
[1206]
[1207)
[1208]

Catholic Charities

Hamilton Grange

Aicoholics Anonymous.
Psychological Center
Narcotics center -

Family Court

Juvenile Court

PINOS

SPCC

Crimina! Court

Civil Court

Department of VWelfare
Hospital for physical treatment
Hospital for psych. treatment
Lega! Aid Society

Private lawyer

Private physician

Clergyman

Other public agency

Other private agency

e i <l

et
8

4
B
i
|
|
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[ A

‘ SUMMAQ‘! OF RESOLUTION

{12987 .  Dispute resolved throuah discussion with police [13C8]H Dispute nst resolved—one disputant zhsent -
£13007. - “UFE1 filed ©o 0 11807] Dispuie not resolved—both disputants absent

. [139f1 - Disputant arrested : ‘113081

~[1304] Disputant committed to narcotic§ center {1311]
11203} Referral made :

o i o s LTI

Names..

- : Case #

RESQLUTION UF DISPUTE: DETAILS

Disp. #1 Disp. #2 . Agreed to contact agent or agency to obtain:
f12211 [12601 Marriage and family counseling
[1222] “og® . [1267] Aid with budget
[1223] , [1262] Legal .,eparatncn
[1224) [1263] Order of protection
[1225] [1264] Order to claim belongings, personal propexty from house
(12267} [1265] Divorce
{1227} {12861 Visitation rights
[1228] {12671 Meon-support warrant.
[1229] - {1288] _ Financial aid, welfare 7
{1230] .- [1268] Protection against abuse from parents .
{1231}, {12703 Joh, employment -
{12323 {1271} - Legal advice in order-to take cther disputant to court
{12331 . - [1272] He]p with alcoholism
[1234] [1273] Help with drug addiction
- [1235] [1274] Help with physical iliness
{1236] [12757 Halp with mental iliness
12373 112761 - ‘Information regarding. adult ‘activities
{12381 [1277] Occupational - training. -
[1233] [1278] Contraceptive -information
[1240] (12791 Warrant for assault
[1241] £12801 ' Paternity suit.action
[1242] 12811 Information not available
. Agreed to: - . e
12451 {12851 . Sleep separately from other disputani o
112471 [1285] - Leave: house temnporarily
~ [12481 . [1287]1 Leave house permanently
12481 {12887 . Cease contact with other disputant, .
f12507 - [1289] © Try to understand, communicate ' I
_[1251] ~.f1280] Pay mere. attention tc spalss, go out socially, entertain, ste. T
[1-252]’1 R [129;1]

Fulﬂl own responsnblhi:es. provxde support. stop drmkmg, etc.

. . -

. \ . b teide e #

pispute not resoived—ons intbxicated
{1302] . Disputant tzken to hnspxtal 13091 Dispute yiot rasolved—botfi intoxicated-

{13031 . Disputant committed for psychiatric trestment [1310]  Dispute just not resolved
Information not available.

.o apeetE

-
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1
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-

-

b T e gy

(13261 Twe
o [1327 Three
- [13283 Four
~[13281"  Five

.":;‘PREVIDUS“PATTERNS OF VIOLENCE

113121 Yes-

{13133 Mo
[.1314] + Information net availabla

NUMBER oF PRECEDING CALL
S
[13251 .  One- y

[1330] = six

© . [13313° . Seven
.[1332) Eight

[1333) .. Nine

o %}334] . Ten
3351 -« More than ten
. [,1338] ‘_.lnformatlon not availahle

PREVIOUS ARRESTS.

Disp. #1 Disp. #2
(1315} [13207 .
[1315] [1321]
[1317M [1322
[1318] [13235I
[t318] {1324)]

ADE BY POLlf;E TO SAME DISPUTANTS OR SA

2

For violence:
Yes
No
For other causes:
Yes
No
Information not availabla

ME: SAMILY
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: | | ; AR APPENDIX B (continued) l
p : R APFENDIX B | : e
' T ; A FORM S
R HOUSING POLICE DISPUTE DATA FO , ar . IDENTITY OF THE DISPUTANTS ‘
o . N ﬁ p [ The 2 Principal Diaputants Other Disputants '
- , ; . 5y Lo . Disp. 1 Disp. 2 Diso. 3 Disp. &
w | Disp. #1 Name L PP RE SRR - ;
: [ it .
.‘ Apt ‘ 28 R 7 AGE o '
o Adaress oo xx 15x 1xx 1xx
, : ) ) ] e Under 10 - 2 2__ 2__ 2
o - . ‘ 5 R R 10 - 15 - 3 3 3 3
Name . ; G — S (I
Disp. #2 Na | Apt. #- o i o e 16-200 4 4 4_ 4__
: 3l - 40 e 6_ 6 6
S , o 41 = 50 E A T T
& . ' PATROLKAN'S DISPUTE INFGRMATION FORHM 51 - 65 8__ 8__ 8 _ 8 _
‘ . - . Over 65 9 . 9_. 9 .
Reporting Officer ) . :
- (print name © Qg .
o 8. s 1xx 1 1%x 1xx
L T ) . Msle z 2__ 2___ 2
: " Check eazh place that is. appropriaste: ) Eemale’ 3. S - -
i i ) : ) . - . . B
I 1, HNotificariom of'the dispule cane via: 9. RACE: . 1XX T 1XX 13X
' : ‘ irected by citizen 5_ telephone , White ‘ .2 ' 2 2__ 2
o 1kte 2‘:.552.;.0." : 6__self-observed : Black __ 3 3 3
2_walkie-tali; - ] - -Puerto  Rican b__ 4 4__ 4
‘ : k " Other . I T - 5_ 5 ;
! tan't tell ‘ o A 6 6
~i}.72;  The time of notification was between: ‘ T ‘ v _ ' , "< - T
SRR : 3_0400-0800 hrs. ’ S__1200-1600 hrs. ' L0 UPERSON ISie. ot agg RSt iy 1xx 1xx
éﬁzdoo'-oaoo hes. o e osao-lzoo hrs. = : 6__1600-2000 his. “ ¢ A tenant e 2__ 2__ 2__
=" " ¢ " 7__2000"2600 hrs. B ...f_;'::-—.A Vis_,igo}', Tl m“u‘- 3 - 3_ - 3_ 3_ R
: Project manager - ‘ by 4 4 4 |
- - - - Pr:ject a;a £, . 2__ z___ g__ 2_ ;
L et L . . Other project emp oyee b . N R H
During the month of: : — — — —_—
. ! . Business person 7 7 7 7 :
m a e S : 6 June 1970 11 November 1970 ; . P : ] T - -_ —_—
Z—i;Eh"uar"'. 1970 S ;’ .Ahll? ig;gﬂ) ig 32:12}:;“1;3;0 : 711. WHO TS(ARE) TUE .
2 . s u C o §
; 2 f’iﬁ ii;ﬁ ST g siﬁtimr 1970 14 February 1971 7. AGGRESSOR(S)? © 74y 1xx Co1xx 1xx
: "8 Hzply 1970 R L _October 1979 '~ 2. 2_. . 2__
. Lo . (”3”‘ P - o -
E i © 712, WHO 'CALLED? IXX 1XX 1XX 1X%
L' 4. The day of the momth was the: , 2_ 2 2 2, .
! ot - N . B . N -
P ' - 1 20th 27_26th . e
S . & b e ig —15th 27218t 28 27¢h ' .13, Check only 1f ~ . ‘
2 lat 7__6th- . g__ﬁ-g}’ s —17en 23 22nd 29 28th e disputants are .. Disp. 1 - : Disp. 2 Disp. 3 Disp. &°
©9 2md 7th — “29th S RELATED: *~ = °
2 gurg_ : g’ach ' 14_13th 197 _18th 24__23rd g 32—%9‘: ; ) : TED: 2.3 4 1.3 4 1.2 4 . 1.2 3
5o 10 9ch 15 éen 2515k 25_24th, 3. 30th PP o SR 1% XTXX 12X XX X£ LK XK K ¢
; — e 26_, 25th 32 31st- S - IS SPOUSE OF:r, . 2 . __ e . A %
o < o v ISPARENT OF: . | U3 i i 5T .
. 1S CRANDPARENT OF: -4__ o T &~ i ,
, 3 1S A CHILD OF; s 5 : 5 5 o
. . - 4 T e— ———— —— e — T S wa— 1
. Hhen syou; _rrxved. the parties vere: . | ;’: gT::'gﬂggﬁ;LgFOF 5 MU : 6----‘—--‘— b — b —
: mc" ' S 5 not talking, -all parties absent: _ RELATIVE. o?. L 7_________ o T [ AR ‘ B
2 in . physical s:rupgle ’ . : 6 ‘engaged “in quiet discuanion . | V “ - ‘ oo . B - . )
3_not talkiag, though all preseat 7_arguing : Lo _ 232‘-"?;{9“:}' 1 %y ol ; : . i
4_not talking, onc. vuty ﬂbw‘tv Lo .8, ‘."“‘f‘" : No.?’;tﬂrfm“” . Disp. 1. Disp: 2 Disp. 3 Disp. & 1
= et R ) 1XX XX XX IXX XX XX 1XX XX XX
Inz!i:ate whgther & veapon vas 1nvolved oz an unult occutred.‘ ;: :Nsiégﬂnl/g‘;mﬂi - z 2 * R
: ’ - " 5 \ B
L n tv ; J_auaulr. without weapon” pe A 3 3 B . ~_: 4
1 11— e gnj‘i'\ S 6;,___thrext vith weapon: - 4_‘—‘ . ) 4—-.— _ N ‘--.‘ . ’,%
2 psaailt w: h Gt S 5 :hrelt vi:hou: weapon }3 ; ;i
. y s S i
e o l i
- : Y
= i
. e o e
- 188 T T . 23
it i . 5 7 :
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" 15. LOCATION -

e b e SR 4 b

APPENDIX B (continued)

. -

Patrolman spoke to disputants fa:

The disputc ‘toock place in:

1XX 1XX
2 diaputant’s apartment 2_
3 atreet of the project 3
4 lobby, corridors, etc, 4
s _ recrcation area in project .S_
6 project manager's office 6
77 H.A. Pollce office ] 7__
8 _ other area within project 8
5 . outside theenroject 9__
— parking,.ﬁz’ea 0

T
Io

THE CAUSE OF THE DISPUTh

Scar.. caly Sec:ion 416 if dispute was between tenant(s) and his/her relatlve, friend, neighbor, or another tenant.

" Score only Seczton 17 1if dispute vas between tenant(s) and an cutsider providing services (eg., salesman, repairman,
storekeeper).

“Scove. only Section f#18 if dispute was between tenant(s) and project management.

1 Patrolman's
whacAlc]é:z::iants Impression
Each Other Of: of Cause:
16. DISPUTE 3ETWEEN 1x% = —

TENANT(S) AND
RELATIVE, FRIESD,
BEIGHBUK. 'OR
ANOTHER' TENANT

O
lock out i

one wauta the other to leavé

one won't let the other leave

lack of ‘attantion, understanding

neglecting chores, tasks

use of alcohol

use of drugs

‘non-support, too. little support

disobediant child

parents getting involved *n dispu:e between their children
‘complaint ve other's cutside friends or activities
violation of order of protection

‘z::ﬁum;mmbﬂu
FIYET T

' ;s:s::smgqﬂmﬂuw
REREERREERRNNRN

14 too much noise
15 making a mess in hall/incinera:or
1 kA 16veskSARY " complaint re other's pet
. o 2 social/cultural tensions 17
18 dispure over parking place . . .18
19 ’ difference over money, possessions i ,19;_‘
20 - damgge to possessions . ¢
i 2 inzeérfering with other's-activicy 21
v " ‘tazziny, challenging, insulting 22
‘23 -+ dispute over mecher of cpposite sax 23
17. ODISPUTE BETHEEYN C1¥X ) ‘
TENART(S) AuD 2 failure to provide proper service
i DUISIDER PROVIDI\G 3 disagreement over price/payment
& SERVICES ‘ 4 one wants other to leave store or apartment
sho 5 teasing, insulcing . B
& sexual stvareoy
‘ 7: accusation of theft
© . 18. _DISPUTE.BETWEEN . . 1xx } i ‘ .
TENANT(S) AND.. . : e tegant not following rule’
PROJECT MA.\I:.GHILNT . i dispgreepent over a rule .
. "‘REGARDIar ALTIGNS TA!EN BY OFF[CER'
)Zk . : R
3% e am:ed d!.s utants T 5 tried to ver!fy truthfulneua of dinputant.s ctatements ;
5—{22—:2:3}[1?;‘::2”3 to sr.og dispute/fight ) 6 ohservad injurfes allegedly inflicted by other t.lsputanr.,

A ::Led to. nLdLn:c diapul.e e N PSINR 7 lcccmpanied disputant to destinntlon

cng HS TAKEN uv o:-‘ncm« " (0fficial) . e e - C e
‘ 3. nidad oo ST 5__complatne: £iled
. 74 made Teferral : '

ISR

‘

; 18_1’35;, Haricm T nann Council :

,APE’}T?\ﬁ X B (continued)

R ‘Uhile‘j_‘ou'vere,‘ on the scene, the BEHAVIOR of the 2 principal dispucants was generally:
.0 iiptsp. 1 Disp. 2 .

W

1Xx IXx :

- \2_' 2 explosive, couldn't control temper

3 T3 “agltated, very emotional

A b insulting, nagging the other

s - {nd{fferent to:the other/to the situation
6 6 calm

1 7 . cooperative
8 8 kind, understanding of the other person

22, ,'»Whtle you were on the scene, the general FEELING shown by the 2'principal disputants wasg:
Disp. 1 : .Disp. 2

Tx TIxX
) 2 R feeling bad (angry-unhappy) .
" 3. 3 . indifferenc, neutral feeling . e
- 4 4 happy, pleased

W 230 what dU':!OU.“t‘hink‘ihe.z-’b}g.}zdi’%l disputants thought of the way you handled the situation?

" Disp. 1 Disp. 2
X ,
2 enraged at you
3_ antagonistic, resentful of you
b generally dissatisfied with your efforts
- . indifferent
I . generally satisfied with vour efforts
7__ more than merely satisfied with your effores
8 actually expressed sincere gratitude to you

1ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁs

‘at: do You think was the EF“ECT of your incervention?

'.'"d'!spute not resclved .and will prcbably récur alnos: immediatelv

dispute not resolved, but disputants are cooled off, at least for a while

dispute resolved; disp\.t.:nt: starting to understand each other/the other's positicn
dispute resolved, issues are clear and wvere settled . o

' «How many’ p;a:,rolment:héh‘dlgd this dispute? BN s

‘ ] RN ) ."3__two or ‘more. Housing pacroiinen
*2__one ’ R C 4__ony-or more N.YIP.D. patrolmén

20 Family Ceurt : ' 39__N.Y.C. Youth Doard

21 __Fanily Plarning Clinic 40__Open City/Urban League
Family Sarvice Centsr 41_ Psycholnsical Center
Federatfon Empléy. Guld, Serv. 42 Psychologtcal Cons. Centez/TC
« Prac, Welfaore Apenciag 23" __Puerto Rican Culdance Cencer
4 Rgali:v Touse

Y »
2 ACC;?TED . ‘
3___.&:!&1::101 Services:
4 __Alesholics Azonymous
5. _Assn.. for Homemaker Services
6___50(:.:'1 Mem. Hosp. (unwed msther)

e

- 7_Carkellc Chariztes . 6‘3 It

8 Cormoawearth of Punroo iles 2 ; S Yugerial nov. Prox, /GCNY

9_ Comzmuntty Action for Lepal Serv, ™ 28 _Hlarlen feans for Self ielp 47 Wis siting Nurse Service

10 _ Community Service Soclety : 20 _ Baryou-act éo—‘bocauoml Foundation

11 . Uept. of Social.Services (Welfare) ‘JO___!!oap,—-dru'v or. alcoholic .fremni., 49" Vocational Youth Work Prog,
Bur. of Chlld: Guidance . 31 Hosp.--physical treatment. S0 West Side Planned Parenthood
‘B, of Child- ‘Welfare - ) 32 Ilosp.-—psychiacric _treatment 51 West Side Youth Unit
Bur,'of Special Services ' 33 Inood louse Sf—Yodch Consuftation Service’

““Bdv. of Pub..Assiyrance L BAT . Jewlsh~Family Servtce.

Community Hed. Serv. <. 4035 Legal Afd Society 53 private phyaicinn

anrgency Shelter:, : Ce a6~ ) Mobilizurion far Youth ' 54 _clergyman’

’ _37 Morris Berstein Inst. (nare)) . 55, _other. public agency . .
38 hnrcotlcs Institute . .56 o:her private agency -

- e o  — e o -t ns e S

: {ncluded abover o . L o e

e e AL T AT e o o pea e e
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COMMUNTTY ATTITUDE SURVEY INTERVIEW FORNM-

Housing Account No.
Respondeqt No.,

’ Jfﬁadress :

s I visic 1 | Visit 2

% )interviewer:

.3>“TelgﬁﬁoneﬂNumbér:

. frime to'Call:

CITY UNIVERSITY OF NFW YORK-
CENTER FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH
9 EAST 40th STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK. 10016
v S Tel:

OUSING PROJECT ‘STUDY

Housing Project

889-6697

For Office Use Onlv:

o [card 1

‘ Post B ) 2

o

Ethnic Group .
{Houging Authority) l3-

Housing Account No. 4-9

Visit 3

Date -

: o Time

YResult

‘1 Day of Interview

- (please print)

3,

‘drime Interview Begins: . AM.

P.M.

" () ¥or at Home ( ) Other

Respondent_do. l 10-13

Month of Interview f 14—15
116—17

Interviewer No.

Final Coder No:

_ [Taas
“Initial Coder No. ] 20-21
[22-23

" For Qffica Lse Only:

Reason for Non-Interview:

() Refusal ( ) Temporarily Away

() Move Out

S—

Phy OFFice Use Onlv:

Date frow~Field'
Date;_: i . CQdU?NQ;izt
Reviewer ~. .
‘C6der L FEREER
} Final Checker R
Key Puncher o s ______,_*_;;
Verifyer. RO

o b e g 1R e

B A

w B T 3 -
. . 4
.
W R o

ARt s

- s ey

... HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN THIS
. APARTMENT? * ‘

IBM 1, Col. 24

Under 6 months . i
6 mos.. to under 1 vear 2
1 vear to under 3 vears 3
‘3~ygars to under 5 years 4
5 vears to upder 10 vears -5
}O years or more 6

DK ' ' -

NA o 8

25
For Office Use Only:

26

27-28

‘New York City 06

Other: Write in City,

State, Country

Prerto Rico . 07 -

WHERE WAS YOUR FATHER BORN?

30-31

WHERE WAS-YOUR MOTHER. BORN?

(Do mét ask for this information)

. 8 Enter. race or ethriic group of respondent.

36

Black 0

Puerto Rican _ ' 2 %

| Other - Specify: | 3

37-38

For Office Use Only: {;~ o :
SN o V‘fw‘ ;

‘IEHEIIHHIII Uy

o o e 2k 4

32-33 <
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, , s : . N AND "INFANTS.
. S e : S ING CHILDREN AN
R T E oo : G HERE, INCLUD LRTHDAY 2 ‘
A R L : ' .L PERSONS LIVIN R LAST BLKTHD/
7107 PLEASE GIVE ME THE NAMig.ggusLLnow OLD WAS HE/SHE Ogﬂgézina o SRR
T HoW 1S “E/SHE'RﬁEAzigT GRADE HE/SHE COMPLETED 1IN S o .
ISR WHAT IS’T_ S S g Grade Completed
- . {00 - 174)

} ; 12. HOW LONG HavE voy BEEN (MARRIED)
b e SR (SEPARATED)(DIVORCED)(WIDOWED)?

Age.

Name, if offered

_Relation to R

13, WHO IS mEAD op THIS HOUSEHOLD?

7 - -
8 .-
58 95 -
SR ¢ . LEEE:E%L&;&&f‘. et
R KN “';fn‘Shéw‘Cand.l.:‘ForjqUEStiohs 14 - 32, askArespondent to chopse answer from card.
Y U e " - Lol R o : o R

+ NOW SOME qUESTIONS' AROyy WHERE Yoy GiVE. - I'B:LIKE T0 XvoW Hoy you FEEL ABOUT LIviNg ...
HERE NOW.  YoU cay ysg OE OF-TEE ANSWERS 0N THIS Canp.
Qu.lb-1g8

v514; F1RsT,’How«Do~You FEEL
| ABOUT THE NEIGHBORMOGH.

R ; ; S : . -OR NEVER MARRIED'
11! ARE YOU NOW MARRIED, HIDOWED, . , o o IBY 2, Col. 72

Married, spouse present

‘ Néicher‘
Very - Sat. nor Very
Satisfieg Satis, Dissat,

Mérried; snouse absent

Widowed

Divorend:

45+ HOW DO You Fegy, apoyr |
. THE HOUSING PRojEcTy 7 o A .

Seggrated ,,,,,

e U

*Névéf,marriEd,

S —

L t16, ﬂow,DOLYQU-EEEL-ABOUI‘,,a, : : T
o iLYOUR'gPﬁggygNT? o« B o | 2 3

e e VU

- skip to Q. 13 DK

PR

TR R et s,

- ]3%74~H0W'b0YOU;FEEL.ABOUT}v* [ '
‘w;ﬂzYothEntmm? B S 1 2

w
R~
n

,Mmmwmwm_'» . '
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l
i

S
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e

]

B R g 19 32 f, S . - | 4 b I . ‘
: ” ‘ ‘ : ” Show Card 2.

S - USING THE SAME CARD FOR THE ANSWERS, TALKING JUST ABOUT THIS PROJECT, HOW DO’ YOU L B L I   ,. B o v Very Some
« |© .. FEEL ABOUT THE FOLLOWING’ : , g . (LT TR [ : o Often Often Times  Rarely Never

Neither ' B -~ 33. HOW OFTEN DO YOU VISIT WITH YOUR NEIGHBORS
Very - Sat. nor ‘ Very | . & IR .o ™+ HERE-IN THE PROJECT? I MEAN SOMETHING MORE 1
Satis, Satis, Dissat. Dissat. Dissat. % L1 SF . THAN JUST SAYING GOOD-MORNING.

(X8
W
&
w

- fedemie

‘19. PRIVACY? - : S 1 2 3 4 3 ‘ TR I L
. 3 : 7 , . Loy . * 34, HOW- OFTEN DO YOU VISIT WITH YOUR FRIENDS
g - . . , 1 ' ?* S Foos o WHO DON'T LIVE IN THIS PROJECT? -

e,
—
O

5

Cei 207 QUIETNESS? E 1 2 3 4 5

Sl

35. HOW OFTEN DO YOU HELP OUT ANY NEIGHBORS
WITH ANYTHING LIKE SHOPPING, COOKING?

1Bl
—
n
W
&~
W

© ' 21. FRIENDLINESS OF PEOPLE? 412 ] ) ’

IS

—
=
o

'36. HOW OFTEN DO YOU TAKE CARE OF YOUR

. 22, PARKING CONDITIONS? B 2. 3 4 5.
: AR S o . NEIGHBORS' CHILDREN?

)
)
A

=3

N
f
N
L
o
19,

© . . 23, SCHOOLS FOR.PROJECT CHILDREN? 1 2 3 4 5
T e _ , g , v w @ 37. HOW OFTEN DO YOUR NELGHBORS HELP ¥OU
R T -0UT? "

. o

;;24§'SANITAIION SERVICE? ! 2- 3 4 5

E

e -‘ . - ‘ ' 38. HOW.OFTEN DO YOUR NEIGHBORS COME TO
”;/25 ?IRE PR oz"crtov - - - 1 2 -3 4 5

: - YOU WITH THEIR PROBLEMS? 1 2 3 4 5
; 25 : S A
; ~-726f'ybﬁ£Eg DROLECTIOV’ R -2 3 4 3 390 HOW OFTEN DO YOU AND YOUR NEIGHBQRS GO :
. Lo S - k2§ ‘ - ' . OUT TOGETHER (MOVIES, PARTIES, ETC.)? R 3 4 5
; T Algj.? T T v b L o _ T : : ~ 43
f "0 27.LIGHTING OF PROJECT WALKWAYS? 2 3 4 5 I . : o T , '

T - o Rl o - 5 : S : o : : 46-47 48-49 50-51

INDEX II - { i 4] i i |

|28, ELEVATOR SERVICE? . by 2 3 4 5-

'jﬁﬂ

o
[
&
wn
Y

Pl - 29.0CoNDITION OF HALLWAYS? B

1
AR

40, DQ . YOU GO TO A CHURCH AROUND HERE?
s , ST 52

w

 30. REPAIR SERVICES? . ‘.~ | 12 3 4

1=

&

ta
L
o~
w

No ) 2

310 LACYDRY SERYICES? - . [T
R et ‘ ' Does not attend
any church 3

‘
ot
'

32, RECREATION FACILITIES? - | 1. - 2 . '3 &5 ~
T RECKRATION B RO T | 410 D0 YOU BELONG FO’A CLUB, LIKE A cHukel cLUB
-¢‘~;on NOTHERS! CLUE, AROUND HERE?

53

e o ams e vae e b e s Vs e i

L mpERT © o+ 33-3k . 35-3% . 37-38. . | .

T Yes 1

i o e b

No ~, )

; L. CRS-HPS-POST 122170
; L ': . > "ﬁ e B . - . | o
= 196 L . RTINS
i - i e .~ Loz 2 s bew R L e » e ‘ ‘f "”’*‘""’"’“‘“‘ ‘V' Jirim 3 fi O N R - .
b ‘__.“__:K.“T,.m.«-,,h R P )‘ . o - e s N ! =
-

R S




,
g 6
> }
i 42. DO YOU BELONG TO ANY NEIGHBOKHOOD ORGAHEZATIONS
b OR COMMUNITY' ACTION GROUPS? )
uE | o ; , B su
. B ,
Co Yes 1
- No. . ‘ 2
8 43, DO ANY' OF YOUR CLOSEST FRIENDS LIVE AROUND HERE? ‘
Yes . : 1
Skip. to Q.45 No - 2
i 44, HOW MANY? - :
\ . . < C '56-57
3 - N e ‘ : _
A | 45. DO ANY OF YOUR RELATIVES (NOT ‘IN THIS APARTMENT) LIVE AROUND HERE?
58
Yes 1
iSkip to Q.47 No 2
S 46y HOW MANY? o
P S 59-60

e,

3 {:‘) "“;

RPN

Q. :47-S4 . -
~ . Show Card 3.

PLEASE LOOK AT THIS CARD. WHAT IS YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOWING

STATEMENTS?
‘ , ! Neither. Strongly
' Strongly Agree nor Disagree
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
47. REAL FRIENDS ARE HARD TO FIND IN
THIS 'PROJECT. ‘ ‘ 1 : 2 3 4 5
- 61
. "48. OUR SCHOOLS DO A GOOD JOB OF
. GETTING OUR CHILDREN READY FOR -1 2 3 4 5
LIFE.: - 1
. [62]
. 49. OUR PROJECT IS PEACEFUL AND
L ORDERLY. 1 2 3 4 5
[63
50. FAMILIES: IN TH1S PROJECT KEEP -
“o " TREIR CHILDREN PRETTY WELL : i 2 3 4 5

UNDER. CONTROL.

THE HOUSING POLICE DO THEIR o
BEST TO PROTECT TENANTS AND . | 1 2 3 4 5
THEIR PROPERTY. Ry
fz3, ;
. . 53.. LATELY. THERE SEEMS TO BE MORE ' S
- . CRIME, IN THE PROJECTS. ; ; 1 2 3 4 5 .
SR 15§ ' .
.
" 54. IN SPITE OF ALL THE PROBLEMS , :
' OF LIVING IN MEW YORK CITY, 12 3 4 5.
THINGS IN THIS PROJECT HAVE - '
GOTTEN" BETTER.. ;
- - &;h » ‘
END. IBM 3 L
'
. 1
i
. )
S :,.,, ey o - i
i ‘ £

W,



By Y———

A ey - ot oy e

5‘:' . -' . ) ’ . 8

7’

55, DO YOU PLAN TO MOVE WITHIN THE NEXT YEAR?

I 4, Col.ls o
‘ 59. WHY WOULD THAT BE BETTER?
Yes L 1

19-20

Skip .tq Q.57 :‘No ‘ 2 5 T?:ﬁzi; environment for children, o1
: e : Closer to family and friemds 02
! o RSN Less dangerous 03
| | f;‘:;f“ | 56. DO YOU PIAN"TO BUY OR RENT? . s o - | N | Larger apartment - 04
| ' | S ! Less noise, dirt’; congestion 05
i e | . - : Closer to job- . 06
Q; . Rent o 7' ' Better housing 07
' i = ke . Other-specify: . 98

. 57. IF YOU HAD YOUR CHOICE, WOULD YOU STAY OR MOVE? , 16 . o ' .

K 60. jDUI}{VIKNG.._,THE PAST 'MONTH, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU MET WITH HOUSING MANAGEMENT? -
‘ (Cir;:ie. the word)

T ‘ S 21
T ir : ——
o IR Skip to Q-GO . . R : A
- DK Lo 7 ' None 1
T TR ; :
NA 8 Once 2
! ] : B Twice ' '3
en > 58. WHERE WOULD YOU LIKE TO LIVE? (Probe) - Vi 2 . v
RS ; , 17m18 : ’ AN : - L ‘Three or more times _ -4
o ““’"- - | v ‘ ‘ l v g '.v e ) )
< I Out of Housing Project’ ) . .' 0l - : ~'61. DURING THE PAST MONTH, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU CALLED,A HOUSING I‘lAII‘?TEBIA.NCE MAN?
To another Housing Project 4 02 : (C»l:r;l’e». the gzord)‘. 22
£y ‘ Puerto Rico ‘ ' 03 None - 1
‘ . . ’ .
. Southern United States : 04 . Once 2
T ;s: . 1:Suburbs v 105 " Twice e 3
% B ‘ B _Anywhere in N¥ew York City : - 06 Three or more times 4
; : ,.’Anyﬁhere outside New York City . 07
: ~‘;5;;;Other~spec%ﬁyév ’ e : ‘
g S ) .‘v—‘ "
. 122170 < -
R Lo [PTRNE S SO, : P L =
% § .
R .
% . 2
¥ .
i; / . T ««m;-* *;rr!"*""“’WP"""’:‘“" - * ’ ¥ :
' e S e R tor e
TN ~ o R I ‘o . . ‘
N . - SR - S g S : £
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.

62. DURING THE:'PAST MONTH, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE
YOU SEEN A HOUSING POLICEMAN ON DUTY?

Not at All

1l - 4 times

5 - 9 times

10 ~-19 times

20 or more times .

e g e

ey

&

63. -IN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU CALLED THE

HOUSING PROJECT POLICE?

.t & s

LI
Y

25

- 'Yes

Skip to Q.68

No

| 64. ABOUT HOW HMANY TIMES?

25-26

s %65, WHY DID YOU CALL THEM?

27-28

29=30

31=32

H
P

i

‘-Inﬁgryi"

Robbery

Lesault

| Family prdblem

Lockéd. out of
: apartment

*QDisruptive.children

-I1lness

l  OtﬁEf:l'

. Prob.1

o1
02

03

04

05
06
07

n

—m s i i ey

" Prob.2
01

02.

03

04

05

07

|
o
|
|
l

'Prqb.3

I
'

01

02

03

- 04

o 'i
I
!
4

10

05

06 .
07 -

10

. |6pectsy) i (specify) (specify

)

S R

s B R S

10

, é5‘i* 62. LURING THE PAST MONTH, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE
19 .- YOU SEEN A HOUSING POLICEMAN ON DUTY?

23

% : ;f.‘”\ L ‘?;f‘ 'Aa:‘  - - Not at All

el e Lot tines

5 - 9 times

10 ~ 19 times

20 or more times

3. IN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU CALLED TH
"~ HOUSING PROJECT POLICE? |

24

‘Yés 1

Skip to 0.68

_No 2

64. ABOUT HOW MANY TIMES?

w o

'25-:2 b

', 65. WHY DID YOU CALL THEM?

27-28

i

29-30 31-32

T : “Prob.l

" Prob.2 " Prob.3

Robbery o1

82

Family problem 03

..”Loqkéé,out of
‘ o apartment 04

Diérﬁp:ive.children - 05
Injury . . ] 06
| I1lness e

”:-. ibtﬁerww.@w; .. $ff B ¥4

01 L0l
' 1
G2 02

03 ? 03
l
!

4

04 i 04

. . ee———— iy

5 | os.

07 07

L b )
06 [ 06
. 10 -

!

10

épecify)

[(SPECify)‘(spedify)'

IR S W N . e SA v

ey e

T T i - -

-

e #

P

ggg A

5 s )
* i e

B v
B T s SER L Ll ot AT CHNPE

TS

RN S T A G b

~
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66. HOW DID

YOU GET THEM?

[Punch™" in col. 33|

. 34-35

36-37

3839

Phoned
Phoned
Phoﬁed

‘Friend

operator

119 11"

hoﬁsing police

Prov. 1

o1
02

103

contacted police 07

in area

.05

06

Prob. 2 Prpb. 3

01
02
03
04

05

06

H
|

(specify) gpecify) Epecify)

67. HOW SATISFIED WERE YOU WITH THE WAY TH

' ! Police
E'Other
Show Card 1

Eﬁncﬁ "x" 4in col. AOi

(Probe for level of satisfaction)

41

42

EY HANDLED THINGS

43

1Ve:yv

. Very

satis.

Satisfied

i

Neither sat.
nor dissat.:

Dissatis.

dissat.

| Prob. 1-

Ty

.:Z“’ v

1

2

"Prob. 2 | Prob. 3

L 1

‘

2

PXL = 2

Punch "'x"

in col. %4

. 68. IN THE PAST YBAR, HAVE YOU CALLED THE NEW YORK CITY HEALTH DEPARTMENT?

e T
e L
. - Skip to Q.73 | No L2

j¢ %':TT;GQ;;HON‘MANY-TIMES2 .

OST 12917057 ¢+

Other

06

06

i
1

06

?,1 . - " s Al P W S R 1 e - = e e AR e e e T gt A AE B e e e s e e TN e S crmb e AT g e
12
e SR
- 70..WHY DID YOU CALL THEM?
f 48-49 50-51 . 52-53
g Prob. 1 2Prub._2, Prob. 3
: Health condition 01 01 )
£ -1 - ‘ Information about !
@';§ : clinic ‘ 02 02 02
L 4 .
¥ To make a complaint 03 Q3 .03
g‘ Immunization 04 ; 04 f 04 -
: ! '
. Check-up 05 | 05 05
l
! .
i
I

|

(specify)

(specify) * (specify)

¢

"HOW DID YOU GET THEM?

“hunch TR in coll 541

55

56

t *
. Phone oper.

F | :
: Letter !
. ‘ i

Phone Health Dept.

Other . 1

Prob. 1

Prob. 2

1

2

3

4

1

(specify) (specify)

“(specify) -

Show Card 1. ‘

72. HOW SATISIILD WERE YOU WIIH THE WAT THEY MANLLED

. (Probe for level of satisfaction)
o o » 59

"Punch "¥" in

60

TH

.6

INGS?

1

.

(R PP

Very safiéJ*
Sa;isfiedgg .

o Neither sat..
. nor dissat.

bissicistied”

" Prob. 7.

i Prqb. 1

1

2

| Prob. 3

" |Punch "x" in col. 62

- 204 -

P S Y

Lt A e O

T s

s e e

D e o T TR




B VS

[END w4

. IN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU CALLED THE NEW YORK CTTY POLICE? LT e e | =
et , . , .Shcw Card: 1._, e R o : ‘ ~ [Punch "x" in_col. 30]

”OW, SATISFIiED WERE XOU WITH THE WAY THEY HANDLED THINGS?

v‘(Probe for: level of satisfaction)

Bl el R . SR PR L

.31 .32 S 33
i Prob. 1. Prob. 2 Prob. 3

o7
(138
n
e
[

o ¥

Skip to Q.78

‘VEfy,Sét;  1 1 : 1

o vt b erin et & e b =

__74. -ABOUT HOW MANY TIMES? - : | ) 15-;6. . v ‘Satis‘f‘:‘l&ed” 5 | L, | )

Nei:hér;sat. nor_dissét.

R e ot

T , Dissats
75. WHY DID YOU CALL THEM? - . Ss‘aF o

e O s _17-18 19-20 21-22

‘_ferylp?§s§;. N : 5 [ 3 2 5
T ~ Prob. L  Prob. 2 ' Prob. 3 v |
, : : P -

5 ‘9. 78-83 . ‘;‘ ,); = ; AR , tPunch "x" in éol{“34"
| IN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU MADE. A COMPLAINT AGAINST: Yes "No

G R | Rovberyr o1 oL ol.

Assault 02 ' 02 - 02
. \;* - = R r};?i‘f;ﬁ}’""f N REE
Family problem Ce 03 - 03, 03

mhq..‘n."‘ . : e

. THE HOUSTNG. mxmcmv L

| Locked outiof: ERNEII
" | apartment ' 04 04 : 04

- A Disruptive children .05 :é#§§$£¥,p =05 . T
_ L I A . i ‘

| Imfey .06t iiee o 06 OUSING POLICEMAN?™ . . . i g

Illness b e 0T 07

| othtes o SR G R A A i IREMAN?

B T R B e M A T LT

1
H

(séécify&!(séécify} . (specify)_ X

&

; .
¥ P A ot

ANTTATTION May? - 70 ‘ , ) , .

- it v ey

Toar
SRV

L S S : [Panb T in col. 231
.'76. KOW DID YOU GET THEM? . . , = '-«‘“'. .

A cn"z vor_rc MAN?

2425 26-27 23-29’
Prob. 1 | Prob. 2 -Prob. 3

i

Phone "911" T g T o2 |02

‘*ﬂ;Friend contaczed policeﬁ*gﬁ3vr‘ 4 :*OS;fQQ' ; [Qj‘ -4

’ ::1Police in drea e s ng,-“  41994§*i 1o UO& v}”i

RS R EP

© lother - o es b os 05

r(specify)| Gpecify) | (specify) § . .




i S R AR TR
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‘: g.sa—s
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CIN THE PAST YEAR HAVE YOU REPORTFD THE 'GOOD” WORK Of.

16

. THE.HOUSING MANAGER?

. Yes No

S PO R R S - . e O
C e PN . x Pl Y . N .
- Ll L , RN

85. & HOUSING. MAINTENANCE MAN?

86. A HOUSING POLICESMAN? . o' "

&
,
A

87. A FIREMAN?

" 88. A SANITATION MAN?

"A CITY POLICEMAN? .=~

i R

| CSR-PHS-POST 122170

A cer
e e
- Gl hohe - . +
e
S b e =
B »
* # . 3 -

u« Show Card 3.‘
PLEASE LOOk AT THIS CARD WHAT 1S YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS7

Neither

9::90-95f

HOUSING MANAGEMENT.-

*

90.

IS COOPﬁRATIVE WITH ALL TENANTS

Strongly

Apree

Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

2

3

Strongly
Disagree Disagree

4

5

,1 i

~ 91. WANTS TO HELP PEOPLE’ IN THE
' PROJECT. '

'pﬁi

. 92, IS GENERALLY, FAIR TO ALL TENANTS.

(@3]

”ff93‘HxN0ws HOW TO COOL PEOPLE DOWN
"IN A DISPUTE. ‘ -

{50]

”‘»Is UNDERSTANDI\G OF TENANTS'

DESERVES “MORE RESPECT FROM
PEOPLE IN THE PROJECT. '~

57

EE]

' L,TRIES 10 SrTISFY TFVANT REQULSTS.

3

U INDEX ITI

—y

- 58-59

. 54-55

" {_END IBM 5




' T ‘ . s o . . S RO e a5 s et
ST e | 17
ey “ .l ' Show gard 3. o BT O ENG C AT G 4
el REGARDIHC HOUSING POLIC..., WHAT IS YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS? S
Ak o L ' | PR BT 1 Y VR
SR L AN . Neither ' _ : IF YOU WERE LOOKING OUT YOUR WINDOW, WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF YOU SAW: (Probe)
« B Q. 97-106 . Strongly . Agree nor Strongly , ST ‘ ' ' ' '
ok “HOL H Agr Agree  Disagree Disagree. Disagree ' ‘ » .
HOUSTNG FOLICE | Agree BREZ. —SEm ~ Call Call Call  Call  Call  Other
L v ) City TFire Housing Manage~ Hospi- (Specify
~ 97.. ARE Hill:‘PFUL WHEN THERE'S REAL ; 1 2 3 ’ 4 5 A Nothing Police Dept. Police ment tal below)
- fiem 6, Col. [l4 107. SOMEBODY BEING MUGGED? - 01 02 03, 04 05 06, 07
f 3 L RO )
|98, WANT TO HELP PEOPLE IN THE PROJECT. 1 2 3 4 > B R '
' o ’ fBJ 108. SOMEBODY FALL DOWN ON THE
GROUND UNCONSCI0US?. 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
S o e 5 -
9. ARE WELL TRAINED. 1 2 3 4 773
[i6] 109. A KID SHOOTING DOPE" 0L 02 03 04 05 06 07
pr— . s
100. ARE GEITI G BETTER. 1 2 3 4 Bi=53 _
| - I 110. SOMEBODY SLIP ON THE ICE?| .01 = 02. 03 04 05 06 07
~ OW. HOW-'TO COOL PEOPLE IN A : =y '
.’ gsgurs 5 R C 2 3 4 3 - 5637} — ‘
: ) @@ 111. A FIRE IN ANOTHER e i St s
; ~ APARTMENT? . - 01 02 03 o4 05 06 07 :
2. ARE MORE UNDERSTANDING THAN. . Tl 8-30 e .
| THE AVERAGE PERSON. LA 2 3 7 : , e :
: i IT? 112, A GROUP OF TEENAGEES o : :
_ FIGHTING? -~ . - .02 03 04 05 06 Q7. L "
o SR . Ry C s : ‘ - 5 i
: x;(:ggs HOW:TO QUIE’I DOWN TEEN- . . , . 5 &0_4 e
—,.h . Y . '.1.- - e “
' ol 113, A MAN AND & wom: R GRS
IR : FJ.GH’II}‘G?,,;.} | o1 02 03 04 05 06 07
104, K:zow HOY ' TO QUIET DOWN' s 4 5 “z:;z-..:a —
o % moum.r_smm TENANTS. 1 2. 3 ‘ :
: : I L14.. THO MEN EIGHTING wxm Al | !
_ ‘ = HOUSING COP?. . = 0L 02 03 04 05 06 07
105. DESERVE MORE RESPECT FROM L _ D . =l : o
" PEOPLE IN THE PROJECT. | 1 2 3 4 [
e mlm 'BEFORE- 'I'HEY ACT IN S oo ’,144 s ' ' I T
TOUGH SPOTS - 1 2 3 )
- L o | - CBR-UPS-POST 122
24=25 26-27 . __28-29 . B S : '
T L
;; / . . ) . i . {‘ " ’ “. b _.' AN




L R -——— - — -~
I - . . .
s e ,
. P, B R T N ¥
) : ) : - 19 S : i

© 2 0 D
1 123. DID YOU SEE'OR TALK TO A DOCTOR ABOUT YOUR HEALTH IN THE LAST 6 MONTHS?

Q 115 122 (ahow Card 4)

‘El ‘ " HOW -GOOD DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SERVICES ARE IN THIS PROJECT AREA? - PLEASE TELL ME
v ’ IF YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SERVICES ARE EXCELLENT, COOD, FAIR, PUOR, OR VERY POOR.

62

Skip to'Q.125 Yes 1

‘Nov L2

Excellent Good Fair Poecr Very.Poor

115. HOSPITAL SERVICE? ’ L2 3.4 3 124. WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU TALKED TO OR SAW A
o DOCTOR ABOUT YOUR HEALTH?

.116.. POLICE PROTECTION? | ‘ 1 23 4 5

Month (63-64

Skip to Q.129 Year |65-66

i;"$” c - 117. AMBGLANCE-SERVICE? : 1 2 3 4. 5 : — N -
- | n o | "125. WHAT WAS THE MATTER THE LAST TIME YOU SAW A DOCTOR?

e © 118. SANITATION SERVICE? : 1 2 3 4 s
LB [51] _

67-68

b - 119. THE.PUBLIC SCHOOLS? = - 12 3 5

oty 5 LT e S S 1 — SRR . ST -
ST 12007FIRE PROTECTION? BRI 1 2 BT N " 126. WHERE WAS THE DOCTOR LOCATED?.

69

"{121, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION? ~ 1 23 4 5.

Private Office 1

UII
£

v Clinic ; l 2

: 1:122}VRECR£ATIONi‘lBARKS, SWIMMING ; N : R 3 -
'PQOLSAETCf?‘[" e o - R E L i 2 3 - 4 5.

I~

‘Hospiral
S TR R ~+ Other-specify: -

|

(95

P I TR 4

T58-59: .

w
L%

56-57

*'127. HOY DID THE, DOCIOR ACT TOWARDS YOU?

ST

T SN % 91" R 5 : | | :
P b B B \ ‘ Lo | ]

70-71

-

- He was‘vérv kind (nice) to me oL
He was 0.K. (nothing special) 02

' '  He diQ& t pay much attentlon to ne o

i as_d Egrsou o ~ 4703

. "He acted as, 1f I were noth1ng (dirt)
o R s - i . Other-specify.; ) ‘
i : : S V - 06
;:,.:_—, . —nq SN et ‘;‘?artw‘.‘ﬂ»--‘vﬂ‘u., [ aien f~$i‘mp~>k P 212 -
N . pEe e ! - .

He.wasn t 1nterested 1n me at-.all

RS R T ;-..M(,.

. 04

‘05

Ny g st e e

e



21

( 128. HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICEFTHE bOCTOR GAVE YOUu FQR YOUR
PROBLFM? =~ WAS IT EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR, PQOR,‘OR‘VERY
- POOR? . | '
72
Excellent - 1
» Good . . Zb
i Fair ) 3
Poor.- ‘ '4:'
Very Poor - <5
Ienp 13w 6 |
* CSR-HPS-POST 122770 : %

ey e

s, gt oAl o s

K
R

.
o
7 T
. -~
-

L d

R

. v
2 | :
<t 1297 .1JAVE YOU:BEEN HOSPITALIZED IN THE PAST YEAR?
SN ittty et - : IBM 7, Col. 14
Yes 1
Skip to Q.133 | No 2
_15-17 18-20 21-23 i
’ Hosp. 1 Hosp. 2 Hosp. 3
"' Tdays days days -
A"f~‘131.‘uow.nlp THE NURSES AND ATTENDANTS ACT TOWARD YOU
o * GENERALLY?
. 24<25 '
They were very kind (nice)‘to me 01
They were 0.K. (nothing special) 02
. They didn't pay much attention to :
. | me, as a person 03
| ".
]
: They weren't interested in me at all 04
 They acted as if I were nothing (dirt) |05
' Other~specify: .
| 06
132, HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICE THE NURSES AND :
'AND AITENDANTS GAVE YOU?
‘ 26 :
Excellent » 1
Good 2
Fair ’ 3 T
‘Poqr. 4
Very Poor . . - .5 .

R Rt e T o DR T PSR R DR R ST VA gu,wéi

i T S T IR,




’
et o B v e e e TR R B0 e e s

FTT—
r

‘VD‘:E.‘ ?"M IR a o ; 23
S ) (Ask only {f child(ren) in school) , e i
' 133.4avE YOU TALKED WITH YOUR CHILUREN'S SCHOOL TEACHLKS LN THE FAST YEAR?

*5.-;'j{{l‘“ .}; ,1.“‘ B c 2

27

o : , =
L , : ; o :

: | 7136, HAVE YOU SEEN A.SOCIAL WORKER ABOUT ANY PROBLEM IN THE PAST YEAR?

32

- 5 BRI - - ' Yes b
g ‘

Yes 1

| R | R o | Siip o Qu136] MO =

Skip to Q. -L40 No . 2
134, ABOUT HOW MANY -TIMES?

e L ; 28-29
‘.Q; & : . n

‘ _ 137. ABOUT HOW MANY TIMES?
;{ No. of times

33-34

135. HOW DID THE TEACHER(S). ACT TOWARD YOU GENERALLZ

No. of times

Y

SRR e T T o 30-31._

138. HOW DID THE SOCIZL WORKER(S) ACT TOWARD YOU
GENERALLY? .

: 1
He was_very kind (nlgg) to me 7 ‘01

. He was 0.K. (nothing special) .02
: . ‘ ‘ ‘ ;:, s . A . ) e, as ‘a'persoﬁ ) | ’ 03

35-36

He was very kind (nice) to me 01

He wasn't interested in me_ at all : 04

He was 0.XK. (nothing special) 02
He didn't pay much atrention to me,
as a parson L - 03

He acted ags if T vere nothing (dirt) 05
Other-specify: -

e T S T T T R S R T

{ R N . o SN RN T He wasn't interested in me ar-2ll D4
o 'He acted as if I were nothing (dirt) 05
4 Other-spacify: '
o L 06
. : 139. HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICE THE SOCIAL WORKER(S) GAVE
?f @f;_ o " YOU FOR YOUR PROBLEM? WAS IT EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR,
R ISR * : POOR, OR VERY POORT-
S 37
b
25-’-‘ i Excellent | 1
S O Good_ 2
e S I
] a, L . o me . T )
. 3 ; - Poor 7 4
o T ' ‘ o Very Poor . . 5
'} CSR-HPS-POST 122770 ' . oo ‘
: « .
“"f' "',A - 216 - ) N b
R ’ gl : PRI . ‘»‘ T L L Lo ........,: ‘rv.-:':» v?“n-;,imhv W s e A_.’, ;:namvmfﬂm-—h:-w“
:/ o . - |

s ) e i e o e i oo asim ey Sk
L3
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140, FRUM YOUR EXPERIENCE, GENERALLY, HOW HAS HOUSING MANAGEMENT ACTED TOWARD YOU?

38-39 :
Thevvwére very kind (nice ) to'ﬁc Ol;b
.‘Thgy were 0.K. (notﬁing special) .. 02"
They didn't pay much attention to me, g e
‘as a person s ) 03
| They weren't interested in me at all 04
They acted as if I were nothing (dirt). | 05
‘VOther—-snecify: Oé‘
iNo contact '67‘
’/‘:141.7§RQM YOUR EXPERIENCE, GENERALLf, HOW HAVE CITY POLICE ACTED TOWARD YOU?
& ' | | | 40-41
They were very kindr(hice):td'ﬁe S 01
They wera 0.K. (hgthing‘soeCial) _ '65
They ‘didn't pay much attention to me, ;
i as_a person. - S 03
ﬁiﬁle i::":f‘;‘ , f” _' , S They weren't interésted in me aﬁ all -TdL
- They acted éé if I Qere'nothing (dirt) J:éS
k - Other- Specify; | ﬁ706
'No»c&ﬁtact ;307

B

142, FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE, GENERALLY HOW HAVE POLITICIANS ACTED TOWARD YOU?

42-643 © . -

P R A LreEa e

They were very kind (nice) to me 01
They wevre 0.K. {(nothing special) 02
They didn’t pay much attention to :
me, as a person 03
They weren't intcrested in me ‘at all’ 04

" They acted as if I'wetg“noxhing( 05

'vbthbf-lspecifv; ;QB
No contdct - 07A‘

K i

26

.{;43._FRDMZYOUR'EXPERIENCE; GENERALLY, HOW HAVE AMBULANCE ATTENDANTS ACTED. TOWARD YOU?

' bh=~45-
;Thej were very kind (nice) to me  ' 01
e  ? ~”‘~:4 . 2 - | They vere 0.K. (nothing,Epgciéi) 02
g S R ' They didn’t pay much® attention v
to me, as a3 person 03.
They werén't,interested in me at all 04
They acted.as if I were nothing (dirt) 05
Other~— Specify: 06
v No coﬁtact 07
144, faonﬁidngﬁgxgnkixucg; GENERALLY, HOW HAVE HOUSING POLICE ACTED TOWARD YOU?
o 4647
They were very kind (nice) to me. 0l
1 They were 0.K. (nothing special) i 02
 They didn't pay much attention - -
to me, as a person ~ 03
They wéfen't interésted in me at all 04
V.Th¢y acted«as if I were nothing (dirt) 05
| Other-Specify"* | 06
v'iNo coﬁtact . ‘07
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AR QA A i e e

R N

13 e 1
27
- 28
Q. 145-149 (Show Card 4) - "1
FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE, .HOW GOOD HAS SERVICE BEEN FROM: . . .
Very LT .
Excellent Good Fair Poor ©Poor No Experience ! .
S N ; 4 ' N 54-5
145, HOUSING MANAGEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 6.« 4 - . . I 2
; : : R ; 1 For office use only L , 00-17+
%8 (At - . :
i Bl ~
: ; - - S B -
146. CITY POLICE. 1. 2 3 4 5 6 £l - 56
‘ ) 5; o : / Protestant
147. POLITICIANS 1 2 30 4 5 6 | - ‘ Tl Catholic
: ; , /S
e For office use onl ;
{50 ‘;??.' : i AN Jehovah Witness
‘ ‘ » . 2 / Other~Specify:
148. AMBULANCE ATTENDANTS | 1 2 3 4 5 6 ) g L - \
e e : . 4 £ A
] b
— . ) . No Religion .
‘v149. ‘HOUSIL'G POL ICE : 1 2 3 4 5 6 ’ ‘ ’ : SR R
o o ' 153. DO YOU GO TO. WORK? - .
52 i h [ - _¢“~
e . N S . .l . r . o . 57 . )
Hooael . : : . : . I SIS ‘Tk :
1503 “HOk 0 YOU FELL ABOUT VOUR FAMILY'S HEALTH IN GE\IERAL" WOULD YOU SAY IT IS ! S Yes - 1
o “-‘EXCLLLENT GOOD FAIR POOR, - OR VERY POOR? ’ ' 53 B . e
. | Skip to Q.155 No 2
Excellent 1 ‘ ' g
| : Good- 2 154. DO YOU WORK FULL OR PART-TIME? f
: = i :
Skip to Q.153 ~ -
P o Fair 3 | 58 :
. ¥
7 Poor 4 Full § l =
) . 1 . )
Very Poor 5 ; Part <9 -
' 155. WHAT DO YOU DO? 11
. . i
v - - ©59-60"
Ch o CSR-HPS-POST 122750 ' i o
h---ﬁ ' . i
" p—— R 5 ;
.‘-] \g'i
. T
L 4
g - S
i
ot i 4 i s o e At e g SH O
. e e et oo i:

~



; ‘ ’ T T o A - . i
e — —— : 29 30
- ‘-;If‘-»spéuse in . household, ask: (otherwise skip to Q.159) ‘ £ : = - :
e '« DOES - IS D ? . ‘ . B T MU
‘ %5(1 'DOES ‘YOUR HUSBAND WORK? L I | _ 1&2 Do YOU KNOW THE PHONE NUMBER OF ‘THE NEAREST HOSPITAL" - -
B R S I i : - 61 ) If "yes," ask" WHAT IS 1IT?2 "
o E EEE . , . , Skip to Q.158" -
’ p to Q.158" | No , 2_ Yes - 1
No ‘ 2
157. DOES HE WORK FULL: OR PART—TII'IE? - -
A ; . o A . _ Has number .at hand 3
r— : ©3163. DO YOU K}dOW THE PHO“TE "M’U".BER OF “THE MANAGER'S OFFIC
| , : : E. IN THIS HOUSING (¢} ?
: i Full 1 g If "yE.‘S " ask:. WH AT IS IT? PROJECT?
% ) P . o -
ST SCRADEIE I ' Part 2
R R S R P i ’ -
L i e S 158, WHAT DOES HE DO?. Yes 1
: No 2
P . : o . . )
: LA _ i : Has number at hand 3
e o . C o . i " | 63>—6'4‘-3- 164 DO~ YOU KNOW THE PHO‘I‘:‘ NUMBER OF THE HOUSING POLIC"‘ IN THIS PROJECT?
: o0 ' I "yes, " ask: - WHAT IS IT? ‘ : -
L T - . ) 18
: 159 FAS ANYOVE I‘I TlrlIS FAI“ILY. BEEN oN: WELFARE IN THE PAST YEAR" WE DO NOT MEAN - ‘ -
socnu. s;-.cu&m MRS o o IR | Yes ‘ 1
SR Sk 65 g = fo — 2
Yes ‘ L. Has number at hand -3
) No 2 i
N e [ Eng IBM 7]
160 DO YOU KziOW THE PHO"IE ’\IU‘IBER OF THE NEW YORL CITY POLICE DEPAFTME"IT" . 33
Lo If yés( . ask:  WHAT 1s 112 ‘ . ‘ T .
i ) Lo No, Given - 1 7
; IBM 8, Col. 14 - :
! - T : None 2
o d 'i Yes - . . :
Refused : 3
<l No -
? 5 . ] H'asa:n";nmberffa,t hand ,
. o S o - - - «f*.-..-)p»- ) ) e o
i ;; - YOU I‘.NO‘J TH.E. PHONL "IUNBEI\ OF THE NEW, YOI\A CITY FIRE DI‘PAI\TMI "JT" - o
Py -If “yes," ask: WHAT IS IT? e , . 3 : o » B :
Y o | R Fortoffice use only [
§ : - - 15 Y i L | s v aaris ceind o
. 1" Yes
- _No R
e L ‘ Lo "' {as number at hand. | .
o= 2220 =
¢ ¥ . ) , - \ . T e . N
s Calh -




- —
_ , 31 w,
ff , - : - - 32 -
“q. 174—179 Better Somne Worse
1IN THE PAST YEAR, HAS SERVICE BEEN BETTER THE SAME, OR WORSE FROM: ' _ ' . ' Do B . ~
I87. HOW MEMBERS OF YOUR FAMILY. GET ALONG 1 2 3
Eet s Wors - - TPER
S It , S , etter are orse ~ WITH EACH OTHER? 54
B A NEETS SRR ¥ , ' ’ N . S S o
& o T v 174, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION? 1 2 : ' : ‘
G TR ! v ] : 3 188. 1OW WELL YOU'VE BEEN ABLE TO. MAKE -1 1 2 3
b ; ‘ ENDS MEET ("PAY THE BILLS'")? [ss
oW . 175. THE HOUSING MANAGEMENT? : 1 2 3 , I ; ‘
S o , 7] 189. LIVING IN THIS PARTICULAR PROJECT? | 1 2 3
' . — : 56
€ 176.. THE HOUSING PROJECT MAINTENANCE STAFF? ‘ 1 2 3 - - : - E ‘ :
< ; B 3] : 190. LIVING IN-NEW YORK? —_ 1 2 3
i S —— - | I3
) 177, THE HOUSING PROJECT POLICE? 1 2 3 £ IEE B , :
_ 0 : , ‘ » T% ] 4 f .- 191. YOUR QWN PERSONAL HAPPINESS WITH LIFE? 1 2 3
i " - 178, THE NEW YORK CITY POLICE? 1 2 3 i ' ,
§ ! S - 75 TN THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YCUR COOPERATION.
e AR ‘ 179, 'HOSPITAL CLINICS IN THE AREA 1 2 3 i 3 I¥ CASE I'VE OVERLOOKED ANYTHING, : Morning 1
: o .o .- ok . . (Outpatient/emergency care) T %61 ) WHEN IS THE BEST TIME TO CALL? : ,
* ; g ' ; : . Afternoon 2
Q 180 183 Anvtime 3
i “IN. THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU. NOTICED THAT, THINGS F_A‘Jz. BEEN BEITER, THE SAME, OR ML -
,-:wonsa IN REGARD 'ro- ‘ ‘Evening ‘ 5.
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