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PREFACE 

J • 

This report examines the capacity of existing empirical data about 

the police function to answer the following questions: 

What do municipal police in the United States actually do? 

What do citizens and police believe police do? 

i 
I 

What do citizens and police believe the police should do? 

... The questions reflect the interest of the National Iustitute of Justice 

in determining whether the answers would suggest either a reform agenda or a 

research agenda for municipal policing. Specifically: 

L.J Do differences among beliefs o~ between beliefs and facts about 

I· what police do suggest a need for revisions of either the percep-
I 

L! tions or the realities of the police role? 

c Our analysis led to the conclusion that available data do not and cannot 

support a reform agenda because of inadequacies in existing data sets and 

because of substantive gaps in the entire body of empirical literature on 

policing. This report suggests ways of strengthening the types of data 

currently collected and outlines the research agenda which should be 

established if empirical data are to be used as a basis for developing 
• ! 

reform policies. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT PURPOSE 

The purpose of this project has been to examine the capacity of 

existing empirical data about the police function to aflswer the following 

questions: 

What do municipal police in tb';! United States actually do? 

W}~t do citizens and police believe the police do? 

What do citizens and police believe the police should do? 

'l:'he questions reflect the interest of the National Institute of Justice 

in determining whether the answers would suggest either a reform agenda or 

a research agenda for municipal policing. Specifically: 

Do differences among beliefs or between beliefs and facts 
about what police do suggest a need for revisions of either 
the perceptions or the realities of the police role? 

B. THE DATA 

The data of this study are the existing empirical, quantifiable 

data about the police role. Such "hard data" do not provide the only means 

of knowing about policing. In fact, most of the majqr insights and concep­

tual developments about U.S. policing and most of the hypotheses about 

the role on which this project is based have come from reported experiences 

and percept10us of people who have worked inside police agencies, from 

ethaogr~phic researchers who have.closely observed police, or from testimony 
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off.ered in commission or legislative hearings or in court cases about 

police matters. By comparison, the data used in this project are 

quantified data derived from surveys or other systematic methods or 

collecting countable information. These data-are examined to determine 

whether they provide a basis for testing the observations drawn from 

experience. 

Several types of data sets were relevant to project goals including 

task analyses and other studies of officer activities, surveys of citizens 

and surveys of police officers. 

C. METHODOLOGY 

A literature search was conducted to identify appropriate studies. 

Data collection instruments were then obtained either from the published 

document or through correspondence with the researcher. If the item 

content proved relevant, the research methodology of each study was 

reviewed by two members of the staff. Sample size, data coll"'!ction methods, 

and response rates were the primary criteria for study selection. If the 

methodology was approved, efforts were made to obtain original daea sets. 

Data collection instruments were conten~-analyzed to determine their 

substantive comparability. To perform the content analyses and the proposed 

reanalysis of the data, it was necessary to develop a COllllllon coding scheme 

which could be used to translate items from sep~rate data collection 

instruments into a single, comparable form. (For a discussion of the coding 

scheme and process, se~~ Appendix C; the codebook is Appendix D.) Development 

of the codi.ng system was based on staff rer.eading and discussion of major 

works in the police,literature (e.g., Banton, 1964; Skolnick, 1966; 
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Wilson, 1968; Bayley and Mendelsohn, 1969; Bittner, 1970; Reiss, 1971; 

Bayley, 1976; Goldstein, 1977; Manning, 1977) and role theoretic 

literature (e.g., Gross, et al., 1958; Preiss and Ehrlich, 1966; and 

Sarbin and Allen, 1968). 

The coding scheme was developed and 9 task analyses and 26 officer 

and citizen attitude surveys were coded for content analysis. Each of the 

study reports was reviewed for summaries of findings which could be used 

in substantive analysiS of findings in the event that original data could 

not be obtained for reanalysis. In the case of published reports of studies 

of calls for service or calls dispatched and of police workload, the 

categories used for reporting data by functions were recoded into a common 

set of codes to increase the ability to compare findings. (The recoding of 

each of these studies is presented in Appendix B.) 

Comparative statistical reanalyses proved often imposstble, either 

because there was insufficient comparability among studies or because we 

were unable to acquire data sets. (See Appendix G for a note on data 

acquisition.) Consequently, the data summarized in Cahpters II and III of 

this volume are, of necessity, presented without benefit of statistical 

controls for relevant variables (e.g., size and age of city, region, 

population characteristics, etc.). 

To determine the codes departments used for dispatching calls, 100 

police agencies were asked for copies of their dispatch codes. These were 

recoded according to the formula presented in Appendix H. 

Finally, in order to examine the historical nature of the police 

role (Appendix I), the police literature.was reviewed and books and articles 

'" selected for a ~ontent analysis designed to identify and compare over time 

the police functions discussed by police historians. 
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D. CONCEPTS AND TEf<MI80LOGY 

1. The Police. The police of this study are not all persons or 

institutions which can be defined in some way as police. "The police" 

can be defined functionally, institutionally, or geopolitically, As 

functionally ciefined, policing involves all those activities performed 

by any or all society members which con.tribute to the./regulation and 

control of the society. As institutionally defined, the police are the 

aggregation of all the bodies within a designated society which are formally 

organized, on either governmental or private authority, to accomplish the 

function of policing. As geopolitically defiued, the police consist of those 

persons authorized by specific political units and organized into publicly 

maintained bodies for the purpose of performing the policing function within 

legally defined territorial boundaries. The police of this study are 

geopolitical entities; they are politica~ly mandated and controlled police 

agencies. This limits the definition, and yet, in the u.s. politically 

mandated police authority is divested in agencies that range in size, 

power and jurisdiction from the u.s. Army and the Bureau or Internal R~vtmue 

to country departments of animal control and municipal departments of 

building inspection. For some of these agencies the range of authority may 

be broad and general, calling for the en~orcement of all laws affecting 

a particular geographic area; for other agencies. authority is ltmited 

to one or only a few .ubstantive lelal issues. The authority boundaries between 

various agencies may. be fluid, overlapping and contingent in nature. Such 

authority boundaries may be based upon geopolitical considerations, upon 

substantive considerations or upon a' combination of geopolitical and subs tan-

tive considerations; such considerations are thought of as jurisdictions . 
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Municipal police agencies will share geopolitical or territorial 

h 1 h lice agencies and substantive or functional jurisdiction wit severa at er po 

jurisdiction (responsibility for enforcement of the same laws) with some of 

them. A conceptual mapping of what the polxe do ~ enforcement agencies* 
, 

would have to account for each of the functional jurisdictions of all of these 

agencies. The role of municipal police can best be understood as a subset of 

all the roles which together constitute the police role, as institutionally 

defined. 

As this report will not portray all of institutionalized policing, 

all of the roles which constitute municipal polic­
neither will it fully analyze 

ing. 
Because this study utilizes existing data, it is not based on a deliberate 

which would permi t reU.able generalizations about the role .. 
sample of agencies 

I discussed in this repor.t it is useful 
To visualize the context of the ro es 

hi h d' can be located according to 
to think of a grid (see Figura 1) in w c stu 1es 

the agency's political source of legitimacy, the range of authority, the size 

of the organization and the ranks and functions studied. t\s indicated by 

the shaded area in Figure 1. most of the studies have been conducted of the 

d f h patrol function in medium- to large-size municipal­
patrol rank an 0 t e 

ities. Although the patrol rank and division include a substantial majority 

of a department's personnel and may account for the bulk of local police 

• in of alice as enforcement agencies is based on one 
A conceptual

l 
mapP

f 
g emeni. which all police agencies have in common. This 

flmction, ru e en orc • the most redominant function 
is not to suggest that this is the only oro:~en The purpo!e here is to dis-
of the agencies to be exam1und ned inidt:!~i~:Pfr~ other agencies which. theoreti-
tinguish the agencies er cons e 
cally • can be called police. , 
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work, they ce~tainly do not account for all, of the organization's significant 

tasks. This is likely to be true as organizations increase in size and 
-, 

specialization. Insofar as this is true,wthis report will be unabl~ to 

examine fully the role of municipal police. 

2. What Police Do. This study examines the types of problems or 

situations which police handle. It does not examine police performance 

in that it does not look at the methods police use in dealing with problems 

or situations, nor does it look at the competence or style with which 

methods are employed or at the effectiveness of the response. The focus of 

this study is on the "what" rather than the "how" of American policing. 

3. The Role. The term "role" is used loosely here to refer to the 

collection of facts and beliefs about what it is police do. 

a. Facts. These are the relatively objective, observed pieces 

of information about what police do. The data represent an effort to 

determine what police actually do rather than what anyone might think they 

do. Such facts are established through direct, systematic observation of 

police activities or through examination of records. No measurement method 

reflects reality perfectly, but the methods used to assess what are referred 

to here as facts are meant to reduce perceptual distortion. 
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PIGURE 1 
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b. Beliefs. Three types of beliefs can be analyzed for both 

citizens and police: descriptions, evaluations, and preferences. Descrip­

tions are expressions of respondents' beliefs about what police currently 

do. An answer to the question, "\~at do you think patrol officers in your 
1 

city do during an eight-hour shift?" is a description of what the respondent 

believes the police do. Evaluation items indicate the importance the respon­

dent assigns to a particular police responsibility or task, and commonly have 

a format such as, "How important do you consider each of these tasks to be?" 

Prefere~ indicate the kinds of things which the respondent believes the 

police should do. A preference is indicated when a respondent answers a 

question such as, "Which of these situations shoulQ be the responsibility of 

the police?" 
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CHAPTER II 

THE QUANTIFIABLE DATA: 

FACTS ABOUT WHAT POLICE DO 

"What police do" has been defined for purposes of this study as 

the types of problems or situations which police handle. Data about these 

problems can be summarized in terms of the primary sourc~s of information: 

police dispatches, officer activity logs, and observations of police activity. 

A. STUDIES OF POLICE DISPATCHES 

Figure 2 presents nine studies of dispatched calls. (See Appendix B 

for the original coding and our recoding of these studies.) In addition to 

his data presented in Figure 2, Wilson reports comparing the distribution 

of dispatched calls in Syracuse, New York to those in 0ak1~, California 

and Albany, New York. Although the workloads relative to total population 

varied, " ••• the distribution of messages within the various categories was 

about the same in all three cities" (Wilson, 1968:19). 

Close comparisons are not warranted because of potentially major 

differences among studies. Researchers have used different methodolgies, 

conducted their research at different times of the year and used initially 

different categories for coding calls. Further, departments may differ 

in ways which affect the distribution of incoming calls. The presence of 

a 911 emergency number system~ for ezamp1e, may encourage more of some 

types of calls or more of all types of calls. Departments also differ in 

9 
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FIGURE 2 

DISTRIBTUION OF CALLS DISPATCHED BY TYPE: NINE STUDIES 

STUDY TYPES OF CALL 

* 
Information Order Law 

** 
Author~ Year • Location giving/gathering Service Maintenance Enforcement Traffic Other. Total 

BERCAL, 1970 % 0.0 10.0 34.8 38.7 16.5 0.0 100.0 
(Detroit (1969) N 0 1,653 5,753 6,398 2,728 0 16,532 

BERCAL, 1970 % 0.0 11.7 27.2 51.0 10.1 0.0 100.0 
St. Louis (1969) N 0 23,458 54,535 102,253 20,250 0 200,496 

CUMMING, et.a1., 1965 % 0.0 64.6 21.5 13.4 0.0 0.0 100.0 
"Metro" (1961) N 0 198 66 41 0 0 305 

LILLY, 1978 % 20.6 11.9 31.0 17.2 20.5 0.2 100.0 
Newport, Ky. (1976) N 1,111 643 1.674 937 1,106 12 5,384 

PATE, et.a1., 1976 % 0.0 20.8 15.5 44.8 17 .9 0.9 100.0 
Kansas City, Mo. (1973) N 0 8,219 6,125 17,701 7,072 356 39,473 

SCOTT, 1979 % 6.4 17.7 26.9 35.2 1i.3 1.4 100.0 
"Multiple Cities" (1977) N 842 2,336 3,549 4,640 1,621 180 13,168 

SHEARING, 1974 «r 
Iri 0.0 32.8 25.4 26.3 7.7 7.4 100.0 

"Canadian Town" (Unk. ) N 0 93· 72 75 22 22 284 

VANAGUNAS, 1977 % 0.0 6.0 34.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 100.0 
Racine (1973) N -- - - -- -- - --

WILSON, 1968 % 22.1 37.5 30.1 10.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Syracuse (1966) N 69 117 94 32 0 0 312 I 

*The date following the, author's name is the date of publication; the date in parentheses indicates the year in 
which the data were collected. 

**Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding errors. 
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terms of the types of calls they dispatch to patrol officers, a point 

illustrated by Figure 3. This means that whether patrol officers appear 

to handle similar or different numbers of situations in two cities, the 

numbers in Figure 2 cannot be extended to provide comparisons of the types 

and numbers of requests for service which citizens in the two cities may 

be making. 

With these important caveats in mind, we note from Figure 2 that 

the percentage of dispatched calls classified as law enforcement ranges 

from 10.3 % to 44.8 %. Bercal, Pat~Scott, and Vanagunas all report law 

enforcement calls as accounting for between 35 % and 45 % of all dispatched 

calls. The percentage of order maintenance calls ranges from 15 % to 35 % • 

These ranges do D.<~,i: seem large given the numerous differences among 

the studies. Perhaps the safest observation (given the hazards of comparing 

dissi1,ilar studies) is that in all cases except Bercal (St. Louis) and Pate 

(Kansas City, lio.), the combined percentages of service and order maintenance 

dispatches equal, exceed, or greatly exceed the percentage of law enforcement 

dispatches. 

The problem with studies of dispatched calls is that they seldom provide 

information about service requests for which dispatches are ~made. The 

Lilly (1978) and Scott (1979) studies summarized in Figure 3 indicate that 

as many as 50 % of the calls labeled "service" requests may not be dispatched • 

The fact thac a car may not have been dispatched to the scene does not mean 

that no service was providgd by the agency. Reports might be taken by 

phone, advice or emotional support might be given by the operator, the caller 

might be transferred to a special unit within t~ police agency or referred 

to an organization outside the police department. A recent study of police 
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FIGURE 3 

CALLS DISPATCHED AS A PERCENTAGE OF EACH TYPE OF CALL RECEIVED: FOUR STUDIES 

STUDY TYPE OF CALL 

. Information Order Law 
* giving/gathering Author. Year • Location Service Maintenance Enforcement Tra,F.fic Other Total 

CUMMING, et.al., 1965 % 0.0 83.5 56.4 95.3 0.0 0.0 38.0 

"Metro" (1961) N 0 198 66 41 0 0 305 
" 

LILLY, 1978 % 10.2 49.7 73.8 74.3 47.4 6.3 29.9 

Newport, Ky. (1976) N 1,111 643 1,575 937 1,106 12 5,384 

SCOTT, 1979 % 11.1 50.5 74.4 72.7 63.0 27.0 49.8 

"Multiple Cities" (1977) N 892 1.,336 3,549 4,640 1,621 180 13,178 

SHEARING, 1974 % 0.0 90.2 81.8 94.9 85.0 42.0 82.0 

"Canadian Town" (Unk.) N 0 .93 72 75 22 21 283 

*Tbe date following the author's name is the date of the publication; the date in p.~entheses indicates the year in 
which the data were collected. 
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response strategies (Police Executive Research Forum and Birmingham Police 

Department, 1981) reports that,departments employ several means, in addition 

to dispatching cars to the scene, of handling calls and that there is a 

high level of acceptance among citizens for some of these alternatives. 

Unfortunately, most hard copy (printed) information systems used by police 

communication centers do not record the methods of handling calls which are 

not dispatched. A comparative study of means of handling calls requires 

either observation of communications centers or listening to tapes of 

police/citizen communications. 

Dispatch studies reveal little if anything about those aspects of 

police work which are responses to work demands which are not transmitted 

by telephone. Reiss' (1971) finding that dispatched calls occupy only 

14 % of patrol time is further evidence of the limited ~tility of dispatch 

studies for studying even the patrol function. And, of course, dispatch 

studies indicate almost nothing about the nature of work done by non-patrol 

units of the police organization, a point which will be discussed at greater 

length in Chapter V. 

B. ACTIVITY LOG AND OBSERVATION STUDIES OF PATROL ACTIVITIES 

In many departments activity logs are kept routinely by patrol officers 

who are required to record each activity and the amount of time allotted to 

each. Some researchers have analyzed these; others have requested patrol 

officers to record activities specifically for research pruposes. Still 

other researchers have used trained observers who ride with patrol officers 
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to record activities and times.. Any of these methods produces more 
II 

information about the patrol function than do dispatch studies; they are, 

however, subject to similar limitations on comparisons. Studies will have 

been conducted at different times of the year, perhaps in different types 

of precincts, and will have been done with initially different activity 

codes which cannot be made totally comparable by recoding. (See Appendix 

B for the initial coding and'our recoding for each study.) 

Figure 4 summari~es seven of these studies. With the exception of 

Gal.liher (1975 r, these studies report the percentage of patrol time spent 

on each type of incident. (The dispatch studies reported the numbers of 

incidents by type.) As with the dispatch studies, the majority of these 

studies indicate that patrol officers spend less than 1/3 of the time spent 

handling situations on incidents which are identifiable as law enforcement 

related. Such tasks accounted for 7 % of patrol time in a "small town," 

12 % in a group of Minnesota cities, 28 % in a "small city," 26 % in Long 

Beach, California, 28 % in one New York City precinct, 34 % in Ft. Madison, 

Iowa, and 52 % in another New York City precinct. Across studies, incident 

specific time spent on service situations ranges from 3 % to 25 %. The 

range of time devoted to traffic situations is similar. The small or 

non-existent numbers in several studies for either information related 

activities or order mainte1l8Jlce activities perhaps may reflect a lack of 

interest by the initial researcher in these categories or the difficulty 

of identifying and labeling such activities. Large perc.entages of time 

attributed to "other" activities tends to correspond in the studies with 

• Cordner (1979) found officer self-reporting methods, as compared to 
observation methods, to underestimate ttme spent on non-police activities. 
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FIGURE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF PATROL TIME OR ACTIVITY* BY CATEGORY OF ACTIVITIES 

STUDY ACTIVITY 

Information Total 

** 
Gathering! Order Law Time or 

Author t Year I ~cation Giving Service Maintenance Enforcement Traffic Other Total % Activities 

GALLIHER, 1975 1.0 --- 59.0 7.0 25.0 8.0 100.0 837* 
"Small Town" (1974) 

KARRAS, 1979 --- 4.99 3.54 34.01 4.64 51.2 100.0 702 hrs. 
Ft. Madison Iowa (1978) 

LIFTER, ALL IVATO, and JONES (1977' 0.0 6.3 3.0 12.4 16.0 59.6 100.00 ---
"Minnesota Cities" (1977) 

O'NEILL and BLOOM, 1972 --- 2.8 --- 26.4 11.2 60.2 I 100.0 --i 
Long Beach, Ca. (1970) 

i 

25.3 18.1 28.05 5.95 20.6 
I 

100.0 1,287,535 McMANUS, 1976 ---
20th Pct., NYC (1967-68) 1 Min. , 

I 

I 

SKELLY, 1969 --- 21. 2 3.3 51.6 --- 23.4 100.0 1040 hrs. 
One pct., NYC (1969) . 

WEBSTER, 1970 9.37 13.70 --- 17.78 9.20 50.19 100.0 2924 hrs. 
Baywood (late 1960's) 

*Tbe Galliher reports percentages in terms of the total number of activities; the rest report percentages of time. 

**The date following the author's name is the date of publication; the date in parentheses indicates the year in 
which the data were :collected. 
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little information about the information and order maintenance functions. 

The data about how patrol time is actually spent do not, of course, 

address the question of whether more time would be spent on law enforcement 

related matters if patrol officers were not involved with other types of 

tasks. Two studies (Figure 5) suggest that commitment to other respon-

sibilities does not now prevent the police from spending more time on 

crime related activities. One observational study in a large midwestern 

city (Kelling et al, 1974) found that 60 % of patrol time was uncommitted 

to any specific task. Another study of uncommitted time (Cordner, 1978) 

found that 25 % of uncommitted patrol time was spent in activities unrelated 

to any police business and only 25 % of it was spent on "mobile police 

related tasks." Cordner found free patrol time to be divided among patrolling 

(39 %), taking breaks (39 %), and conducting self-initiated operations and 

meeting with police personnel (22 %).* Both the Kelling and Cordner studies 

report very general classes of behavior which reflect the source or motivation 

for broad categories of activity; they do not depict the time spent on 

specific types of problems. 

*The Reiss (1971), Kelling, ~ al. (1974), and Cordner (1978) studies were 
based on the reports of observers who were riding with patrol officers who 
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were assigned to the function of patrolling. We know, however, that at i-~I 
any given time in any agency, there are officers in the patrol diViSion, of ~l 
patrol rank, who are not performing regular patrol functions. They may be 
on special assiguments (e.g., escorting dignitaries, running errands for • ..--

! , 
superiors, transporting prisoners, guarding prisoners at the hospital, attending [ I 

court or training sessions, etc.). While observational studies have provided LJ 
the most complete picture to date of what "patrolling" officers do, they do 
not provide complete information about what patrol officers do. . fl 
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FIGURE 5 

ANALYSES* OF THE USE OF UNCOMMITTED PATROL TIME 

STUDY ACTIVITY** 

Stationary and % Total 

*** 
Nonpolice- Contact Personnel, Uncommitted 

Author, Year, Location Police-Related Related Police-Related Residual Time 

CORDNER, 1978 32.04 34.40 13.50 20.06 100.0 

Lansing (1977) 

KELLING, et a1., 1974 23.54 25.47 26.01 24.98 100.0 

Kansas City, Mo. (1973) 

*Both of these were observation studies. 

**See Appendix for a listing of the authors' initial- categories as related to the categories used 
in Figure 5. 

***Tbe date following the author's name is the date of publication; the date in parentheses indicates 
the year in which the data were collected. 

.% Total Total 
Patrol Patrol 

Time Time 

54.7 160 

hrs. 

60.31 1230 

hrs. 

~----------------------------- -~-----:----:---'----------------:-----~~-,r----
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C. WHAT SERGEANTS AND DETECTIVES DO 

In response to a specific interest stated by the National Institute 

of Justice, we attempted to locate empirical information about the kinds 

of things police supervisors and detectives do. 

1. Sergeants. Regardless how activity is defined, there is almost 

no available empirical information about the activities of police supervisors. 

Both Muir (1977) and Rubenstein (1973) discuss the critical role of the 

sergeant; both indicate that the first-line supervisor is the main source 

of rewards--both informal and formal--for the patrol officer, and Muir's 

patrol officers report differences among supervisors in terms of personal 

style and effectiveness. Van Maanen (1974) suggests that sergeants are 

a factor in determining how patrol officers spend their "uncommitted" work 

time, and Manning (1980) describes the significance of supervisors in 

narcotics units. Perhaps not all supervisors have equally important roles 

in the organization,* but there is ample argument that the position of the 

first-line patrol supervisor is (or should be) one of the more essential in 

the organization. 

Given this apparent importance, 'it is difficult to understand why 

there has been so little research attention paid to supervisors. Informal 

contacts indicate that patrol officers may have different responsibilities 

in different organizations; for example, one agency might require a sergeant 

to be present whenever an arrest is made while another might require super­

visor presence for only certain types of arrest. Some agencies are said to 

*Tifft (1970)analyzes the characteristics of the organization unit and the 
nature of the task as they affect the capacity of the sergeant to be an 
effective supervisor. 
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expect sergeaats to playa serious and responsible supervisory role; others 

may expect the sergeant to be essentially a bookkeeper and others may expect 

the sergeant to be primarily a spokesperson for patrol officers. However, 

we have found no documentation of the range of supervisory responsibilities, 

either within or across agenCies, nor have we found documentation of super­

visory methods.·* We have not even found research which examines whether 

there are differences among supervisors in terms of the behavior of the 

officers they supervise. 

2. Detectives. Only the Rand study (Greenwood, et al., 1975) provides 

systematic empricial information about the work of general assignment 

detectives in the U.S. To determine the distribution of detective time 

across types of crime, they analyzed "call assignment cards" maintained by 

detectives in Kansas City, Missouri. Figure 6 reports the breakdown of 

time spent on cases by the various units and Figure 7 reports the number 

of man-hours of detective work for various crimes and incidents assigned 

to detectives. Figure 8 reports the distribution of detective time across 

tasks related to criminal investigation. From these data the authors 

concluded that th~ bulk of the work associated with the majority of 

arrests " ••• involves post-arrest processing, writing repotts, documenting 

evidence, and the like" (Greenwood, et a1., 1975 :64). This confirms 

Reiss's earlier (1971) observation that detectives were more likely to seek 

19 

**Trojanovicz (1980) examined the supervisory role by interviewing, ob­
serving and administering questionnaires to police officers in all ~:;kS i 
in three midwestern departments. This research, however. pro~ides t lO:~~v~~ies 
about perceptions of the role rather than information about t e ac ua . 
associated with the role. 
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FIGURE 6 

BUAXDoWN OF DETECTIVE UNIT TIME SPENT ON CASES 

(In percent) 

Hom~ide Un;I 
Homicide 
Aq",vlted ~~il' ................... . 
Deld body ...... : ................. . 

&1.2 
26.6 
7.3 
6.4 
1.1 
7.4 

Common ... ull ................. . 
Suicide ......•...•............ 
All oth... . ................... . ................... 

Robbery Unit 
Robl ... ", 
Homicide 
All olhe. 

..................... 69.9 
16.9 
13.2 

................ . ....... . .................. 
Se:r Crimea Un;t 

Ripe .......... . 
rOelony "II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
All olhcr ........................ . 

......................... 
66.9 
10.7 
22.3 

Auto Theft Unit 
Auto lhr.rl ..... 
Olhl'r lulD crimea ................... . flr..4 

11.7 
5.9 

All other ........... . 

Reaidential 8""",,,, and ~; .~ '.; ......... . 
Residential burrla", .,eiau., n' 

Reaidenlial burtl." 
M~elllneo ... burr"';" ................ . 
Lueeny '" ............. . 

79.2 
9.0 
7.9 
3.9 

All oUwr········· ..•••........... " ....... 
ReRaide.n'ial.b",,1ary aNl~; ~~~e~~ ...... . 

eaadenlial bu .... ry . 
Miacel'-ul bu .. ..." ................. . 

~.:, .......... ::::::::::::::::: 
40.5 

6.& 
39.0 
14.0 Commnc-ial B""Ie", Uni',' •.••••...•....•... 

8a(ea speeialu' 
Sife bu .. l." ...• 
Commercial bu....." ......•............ 
Residenlial bu .. ..." •..•............. 
Miaceliineoul bu ....;. ••................ 

29.3 
1&.4 
12.9 
32.7 Larceny ... ............... . 

All olh ..........••........ 8.5 
1.2 Pr " •••••••••••••••••.••••• 

ComlflePf:ial burr'-'7. qt«laJu' 
C~mmerc:ial bu .. l." 
Reaidenlial bu .. ..." . . • . . . . . . . . ..... . 
Miacell.ncoul bu .. I.';' .•..•............. 
All othe,. , ............... . 

Olhe, de'ecl;~ ~~ ::O~~;';;','~ .. ~ ... '.' ... . 
BurKllry "" ", un,' 
Lareeny .....•..••••............... 
All other' ...........•.............. 

Genrral Aui,vnmen, Unit 
Araon .peeialUI 

Al'IOn 

.................. 

......... Bombi", '" .............. . 
All olh"r ..••..........•... 

Fraud. 10".", ~;';e~-';',' ................. . 
F",ud/rmbru/"menl 
Fu,.ery/coun&erfeil .••.............. 
All oth.... . .............. . .................. 

Fraud. bunro. "'rt:en, .,dalu, 
F",ud/embezllemcnl 
Bunco " •. '" ........ .. 
Othcrl.~~·:::::"·············" . 
411 olhc, . . ................ . ........................ . 

Shoplifl. p;rltpnd", 'PH;''', 
Shopllfl ......... . O&hn luceny •..••.•.•........ 
Allother .. :::::: •..•............. .................. 

Greenwood, Peter W., Jan M. Chaiken 

27.9 
"14.0 
44.4 
13.'7 

43.0 
&1.4 
5.6 

70.2 
3.9 

25.9 

25.4 
45.4 
29.2 

39.3 
10.2 
30.7 
19.8 

41.5 
45.' 
12.' 

The Criminal Investigation ' Joan Petersilia 
Santa Monica, Calif. ~ ':and Process III: OBSERVATIONS 

Corporation (1975:54). 
and Linda Prusoff 
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FIGURE 7 

NUMBER OF MAN-HOURS OF DETECTIVE WORK BY CASE TYPE 

Cle.rl'd Cuc& 

No Inilial Palrol Arrpsl Init:al 
Unelelrrd Palrol 

AIiCast',a Co .... a AVI:. Time ,\vll. Timp Arn'sl 
Crimp Type (8"". lime) (av •. tllnel Bern •• • Clear "nt', CI .. or Tolli (avil. lime) 

Crimel ••• iMl per ...... 5.4 8.46 4.6 11.14 ' 13.4 7.9 
b Homicide 144.6 212.3
b 

46.2 117.& 163.7 27.3 
AllrI"'lId _ult 5.9 &.2

b 
2.4 5A 7.14 4.7 -

Common ... u1' 3.6 3.0 1.6 3.1 4.7 2.8 
Rape 20.2 16.3 13.6 1&.2 2B.8 12.8 
Felony "II crimea 7.7 5.8 3.11 6.1 9.9 . 5.9 
Robbery 

Blnk 13.2 4.3 10.9 13.1 24.0 ·1.3 
Iteaidencr 11.4. 10.1 6.3 9.7 16.0 4.3 
Tuicab 7.0 4.4

b 
2.6 5.4 8.0 14.9 

Conculed w •• pon 3.6 3.9
b 

0.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 
Commercial 13.2 10.2

b 
7.3 12.9 20.2 19.0 

PUrw""\IIuh 5.& 4.1
b 

1.1 3.9 5.0 7.8 
Suo'\'Pnn 8.3 6.7 1.1 7.3 9.0 9.3 
Oullide/llreel 7.6 5.g 2.3 6.3 8.6 9.3 
MiKell.n_ 10.2 10.0 2.0 9.3 11.3 9.6 

Suicide &.& 
Dead body 

~ Kidnaps;, 6.3 3.4 12.6 16.0 (c) 
ShoaL 7.9 7.& leI 8.5 

Crimea IIIiMl properly &.4 46b 2.-1 &.1 8.1 7.9 . b 
Aulo lheft 4.2 2.9

b 
1.8 7.3 9.1 6.; 

Aulo acce,..,rie. 3.7 2.\ 1.2 3.3 4.& 4.4 
Thefl rrom IUlO 2.9 2.3 0.1 2.3 3.0 3.4 
O&her .ulD 2.3 I.B 0.3 6.1 6.4 Ie) 
Bu,. .. " 

18.U
b 

Safe IB.3 13.7 12.1 26.4 9.7 
Reaidence 6.8 5.4

b 
2.1 6.6 8.7 7.6 

Commercial 9.8 9.4
b 

3.9 7.4 11.3 R.; 
Mlacellaneoua 10'.& 9.4 3.8 7.0 10.8 12.6 

Larceny (all bcepl below\ 6.3 4.9
b 

2.9 8.9 11.11 5.0 
l.er~en1 bicycle 3.fa 2.11 0." 3.6 -1.4 3." 
l..rcany commerci.1 4.9 2.9 1.9 4.9 6." 4.9 

Crimea Ulilned III aen",.1 
uIi,n.menl unit 5.3 4.& 2.6 &.fa !l.1 ~.3 

Dea&naelive Ie" 
10.8b ArIOn 10.1 4.4 &.R 10.2 6.3 

O .. &rucllon or properly 5.3 5.2 :U 4.B 6.9 4.1 
Bomb or lhrn' 4.1 4.4 0.0 3.6 3.6 (c\ 

Fraud and larceny 
5.0b Fraud/embeul.mant 6.0 2.14 6.0 8.8 &.2 

Forter1/counlarfeit 6.7 4.5 3.G 6.6 10.2 7.0 
Extorllon 10.8 9.7 (cl (el 
Larceny by dacai' 9.8 (cl

b 
(c) Ic) 

l.arce"y olhar 6.2 6.0 1.3 5.9 7.2 5.8 
Bunco B.a 8.l

b 
3.4 6.7 10.1 4.6 

Shopllflinl 4.3 4.9 1.2 4.'7 5.9 3.3 
Exacula_" 2.7 2.6 0.8 4.5 &.3 2.2 

Crlm .. _Ined lo youlb· 
b woma,,'1 unl' 3.4 3.3
b 

0.4 3.' 3.11 3.0 
TnlPUli ... 3.3 2.9

b 
0.0 3.3 3.3 3.4 

Ollorderly conduct 2.7 3.0
b 

0.0 2.3 2.3 2.9 
Inl!Ofrilibll U U

b 
0.3 3.4 3.'7 2.2 

Pro .. ti" euttod, U U
b 

0.4 2.6 3.0 2.0 
'_dna,. U U

b 
0.5 3.' 4.4 3.4 

Mlacellanaoll. YOlilb 4.0 4.5
b 

O.B 3.'7 4.5 3.0 
Milallanao", _man'l U U 0.3 3.2 U 2.4 

SOURCE: Kana. CIl, ea .. Alltanmeo' FO., c .... recalved dlllini May-Novembar 19'3 • , 
NOTE: Uncl.and ca ... accoun' lor .0.2. 01 aU dflecu". cuework Ume; clund erim .. accoun' lor 

.12 ••• balo,. clearance •• '7.4.iW\tn, wllh cl_"c •• ;~ 

elnclude. onl, ca_ on wbtch cIa' ... I.a reporlNlOIIle UIn. worked • 

b".. " ... , on UD~I""d cue. II "'"Uleanal, blab- lha .. "m. lpen' prior &0 cl ....... on cleand ca ... ~ wlQa no IDtUal pallOl ....... 

cluufftcl .. , cII&Ia. 

Greenwood, et a1. (1975:59) 
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Crime Type InterrolaUon 

Homicide unit 7.S 
Homicide 

No arrest 2.6 
An-est 8.5 

AClravated assault 
No an-est 2.5 
An-est 11.9 

Common assault 
No arrest 4.6 
Arrest 15.5 

Dead body 0.0 
Suicide -

Bex crimes unit 6.7 
Rape 

No arrest 3.1 
An-est 7.5 

Felony sell crimea 
No arrest 6.8 
An-est 14.9 

Kidnappinl 
No arrest 4.5 
An-est 4.4 

Robbery 12.3 
Sank 

No an-est -
Arrest 19.0 

Residenee 
No arrest 4.8 
An-est 11." 

Taxicab 
No an-est 11.6 
Arrest ~3.8 

Miscellaneous 
No arrest 2.6 
Arrest 17.7 

Coneealed weapon 
NOUTest 36.4 
Arreat 25.9 

Commereial 
No arreat 3.9 

; Arrest 12." 

FIGURE 8 

BREAKDOWN OF DrrECTIVE ACTIVITIES ON CASES 
(Percentage of time on each activity" 

Interview Arrest Arrailnment Reports Surveillance 

36.0 1.3 1.4 26.S 4.7 

35.3 - - 16.0 5.7 
34.0 0.0 1.4 21.9 7.6 

47.2 - - 30.6 2.8 
33.1 3.2 3.5 35.2 1.6 

46.3 - - 37.8 5.1 
29.1 6.0 2.1 37.1 1.1 
44.1 - - 31.6 0.0 
39.6 - - 35.5 -
34.1 I.S 2.2 19.2 0.0 

35.7 - - 15.6 0.0 
31.0 2.2 3.8 20.7 0.0 

. 
48.8 - - 23.3 -
39.3 3.7 2.0 21.3 2.5 

42.7 - - 23.6 -
38.5 - 2.2 20.0 -
31.3 0.0 3.8 27.9 7.2 

35.7 - - 14.3 -
26.7 - 5.7 35.2 -

41.6 - - 26.2 7.1 
30.1 1.3 7.5 29.0 6.9 

22.3 - - 28.6 7.1 
31.6 - 6.2 :;\».1 -
33.8 - - 22.6 26.2 
34.9 - 9.0 30.8 -
12.1 - - 46.4 1.4 
15.5 3.4 12.1 43.1 -

33.3 - - 23.5 12.8 
26.9 1.6 8.8 26.0 6.0 

" 

b 

Crime 
ATL Seene Prosecutor Court Administration 

I1.S S.9 0.0 1.7 3.3 

23.0 4.1 - - 13.2 
13.1 6.5 0.0 2.9 3.0 

11.6 5.1 - - 0.0 
4.6 3.7 0.0 2.4 0.0 

6.1 0.0 - - ! -
6.6 1.0 - 1.1 0.0 
3.3 19.4 - - 0.0 

. 
- 24.9 - - -

28.1 2.2 I.S 2.1 0.0 

41.5 1.9 0.0 - 1.0 
24.5 2.8 1.8 3.1 1.0 

16.7 - 2.1 - 2.1 
8.9 - 1.2 5.3 0.0 

16.9 12.4 ...! - -
23.7 2.2 5.2 - -
6.0 4.8 0.0 1.8 0.4 

14.3 35.7 - - -
1.9 11.4 - - -
5.0 14.0 - - -
6.0 7.5 - - - .. 

3~.'' 1.8 - - -
8.3 - - - -
2.6 12.2 - - -
1.0 3.3 1.3 - 0.0 

- 1.4 - - -- - - - - . 
9.6 16.1 - - 0.0 N 

".9 B.O 0.0 6.2 0.0 N 

, 

, 
• 



;---~~--......---- - - .... ..,...--~~~~--

J 
1 
j 

------------- --- ------ ----------- ., 

L.~.J l~j 

FIGURE 8. continued 

Crime Type Intenogation Interview Arrest Arraignment Reports 

Robb~ry (cont'd.) 
Pursesnatch 

No arrest 29.2 33.3 - - 29.2 
Arrest 25.5 34.9 - 3.0 35.3 

Strongarm 
No arred 9.2 50.4 - - 31.8 
Arrest 21.6 26.8 2.0 4.9 31.2 

Strongarm-outside 
No arrest 5.1 40.8 - - 28.3 
Arrest 18.9 27.1 1.4 6.4 31.0 

Crimes against property 16.7 28,4 2.0 4.3 24.1 
'Auto 

Auto theft 
No arrest 4.2 33.9 - - 26.6 
Arrelt 19.1 15.0 3.1 8.1 27.7 

Accessories 
No anelt 1.5 33.7 - 1.6 31.3 
Arrest 24.2 11.8 2.6 6.0 35.6 

Other auto 
No arrelt 1.3 48.3 - - 31.8 
Arrelt 7.8 23.6 7.8 11.8 41.2 

Nonruidentud bur,lary 
Sa res 

No arrest 3.8 33.5 - - 11.1 
Arrest 15.7 29.3 2.2 5.0 16.3 

Other commercial 
No arrest 1.8 40.6 - - -
Arrest 21.1 21.6 2.0 9.0 -

Miscellaneous 
No arrest 10.1 32.7 - - 18.6 
Anelt 20.3 20.4 2.8 1.6 21.8 

Relidentu" bur,/ary and larceny 
Residential burglary 

No arrest 10.6 48.1 - - 24.0 
Arrest 24.0 25.8 3.1 6.4 27.8 

Larceny 
No arrest 6.9 40.4 - - 23.3 
Anest 18.1 24.1 2.0 3.2 26.7 

Larceny bicycle 
No arrest 8.1 49.2 - - 36.8 
Arrest 27.1 25.9 0.9 1.6 43.6 

Theft from auto 
No arrest 6.3 47.2 - - 32.7 
Arrest 29.2 21.6 0.9 1.4 40.8 

aMay not add to 100S due to eate,oriel not ahown: warranta, aubpoenu. extradition. 

-L--_-~.·_) . -- L..,;;,...J 

Crime 
Surveillafit:e ATL Scene 

- 8.3 -
- - -

5.6 1.1 0.0 
2.4 2.6 3.8 

1.2 12.4 7.1 
4.1 4.3 2.4 

2.S 9.7 7.3 

2.3 20.7 9.4 
3.0 4.6 3.0 

- 11.6 6.7 
0.1 2.4 2.2 

1.3 3.3 5.0 
- - 1.8 

0.3 32.5 17.6 
0.6 20.4 7.2 

1.5 21.8 8.1 
0.2 8.1 1.8 

2.7 25.1 9.1 
3.3 8.2 3.5 

4.6 1.9 2.9 
1.1 3.1 1.3 

1.0 25.8 0.9 
7.2 9.3 0.8 

- 3.7 -
- 0.6 -
- 11.3 2.6 
0.9 2.8 -

Prolecutor 

-
-

-
-

-
0.2 

0.6 

-
0.9 

-
-
1.7 
-

-
-

0.1 
0.3 

0.4 
0.5 

0.6 
0.8 

-
1.5 

-
0.6 

-
1.4 

• 
[, : 1 
~ L_J 

Court Administration 

- -
0.0 -

- -
0.0 2.4 

- -
2.8 -
4.S O.S 

- 1.1 
11.5 0.0 

4.8 1.2 
8.2 -

- _. 
- -

- 1.2 
2.5 -

- 0.8 
6.4 -

- 0.3 
8.8 0.3 

- 0.4 
4.9 0.1 

" 

- 1.1 
3.4 0.7 

- -
- -

- -
- -

Source: Greenwood. et a1.(1975:59) 
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the whereabouts of an offender already identified by the public than to 

seek the identity of an unknown offender. This helies the popular portrayal 

of detectives as latter-day Sherlock Holmes who spend their time piecing 

together bits of sometimes esoteric information in an attempt to solve a 

who-dane-it. 

Pogrebin (1976) has also noted the substantial amount of detective 

time given to paper work and observes that report writing, while unglamorous 

and unpublicized, may determine both the success of a case and the success 

of a detective's career. 

Not all of detective work time is accounted for by the data of Figure 8· 

Certain types of activities and activities requiring less than a 1/2 hour 

.block of time are not recorded. Based on observations in five cities, 

Greenwood et ale estimated that activity which could be directly attributable 

to specific cases accounts for approximately 60 % of a detective's total 

work time (1975:52). 

It should be noted that this study focused primarily on detective worK 

directed toward Part I crimes and does not provide information about the use 

of time in vice or narcotics units. It should also be pointed out that all 

studies of investigations with which we are familiar deal only with the in-

24 

vestigative work conducted by officers who are formally organized into in­

vestigative units. The i.nvestigative function in most agencies probably is 

broader than that which is portrayed by the activities of formally organized 

units. Agencies differ in the extent to which they formally assign investigative 

duties to patrol officers, but even in those in which patrol officers are 

"assigned no formal investigative duties, they nevertheless do investigative 
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work which may either provide the solution to a case or provide the basis for 

developing the solution. Several authors (e.g., Westley, 1970; Reiss, 1971; 

B~och and Bell, 1976; Greenberg, et al., 1975; Pogrebin, 1976 and Glick and 

Riccio, 1979) have noted the contributions made by patrol officers to 

investigative efforts. 'This component of the investigative process remains 

to be documented and measured. 

D. WHAT OTHER POLICE RANKS AND UNITS DO 

We found no empirical information about the activities of other police 

ranks, diviSions, or units with the exception of some reports on single 

units in a single organization which cannot support any generalizations. 

As noted in Chapter I, empirical data on policing represents primarily 

the patrol rank and the patrol function. 

25 
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CHAPTER III 

THE QUANTIFIABLE DATA: 

BELIEFS ABOUT WHAT POLICE DO OR SHOULD DO 

Beliefs about what police do have been defined for this study as 

including descriptions of, evaluations of, and preferences about the things 

police do. For both citizens and police officers these types of beliefs 

have been determined through the use of survey questionnaires. 

A. DESCRIPTIONS OF WHAT POLICE DO 

These are reports of respondents' beliefs about what police currently 

do. An answer to the question, "What do you think patrol officers in your 

city do during an eight-hour shift?" is a description of what the respondent 

believes the police do. 

1. Descriptions by Citizens. We don't know what kinds of things 

citizens believe the police do. We found no published American studies 

of what citizens believe police currently do, nor any published findings 

based on even the limited question, "What percentage of time do patrol 

officers spend on non-criminal matters?" 

2. Descriptions by Police Officers. Most police descriptions of their 

work come from surveys that ask officers to recall the frequency with which 

they have performed various types of activities; these surveys are often a 

26 

part of a task or job analysis. Because many task analyses have been conducted 

* The Kansas City Community Survey (Police Foundation, 1972 and 1973a) 
contains numerous descritptive items and was administered at two points 
in time. These data have not yet been analyzed. 
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at substantial, cost to local and federal governments, it was decided to 

produce content analyses and methodological cirtiques as evaluations of the 

utility of major examples of this type of research. The resulting evaluation 

is presented to Appendix E of this report. Generally we concluded that task 

analyses--~s currently constructed--cannot be recommended as an effective 

means of understanding the nature of police work. Task analyses tend to lack 

a conceptual framework for analyzing the role with the result that the role 

is portrayed unevenly. Some aspects of patrol work (e.g., handling of order 

maintenance siutations) are hardly represented at all in some of these studies. 

The emphasis on crime-related tasks would make it appear that these constitute 

the bulk of patrol work. The data reported in Chapter II make clear that less 

than 1/3 of patrol time typically is spent on crime-related situations. 

These limitations must be kept in mind when considering the comparative 

reanalysis of three task analyses*(Figurel0) in which officers were asked to 

estimate from recall the frequency with which they dealt with various tasks. 

For this reanalysis, the original coding categories used in each study were 

translated into the set of common codes developed for this project (Appendices 

C and D). Figure 9 reports the original rating scales used for each study. 

Since no two studies used the same scales, there is a unit-of-measurement 

problem in making cross-study comparisons. The problem was handled for this 

project by standardization. The mean rating of each item in each study 

was calculated on whatever scale the authors had used. Then, across items 

in a study, the overall mean and standard deviation of the mean item scores 

were calculated. The item means were then standardized to a mean of fifty and 

a standard deviation of ten. 

In general, across studies officers reported they dealt more often with 

order-related situations than ~rl.th crimes against persons or property. In 

*These studies are described in detail in Appendix E. 
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FIGURE 9 

RATING SCALES UTILIZED IN TASK ANALYSES 

STUDY 

Glickman, Stephenson 
and Felker (1976) 

(national sample of 
police agencies) 

Jeanneret and Dubin 
(1977) 

(Houston, Texas 
Police Department) 

Lowe, Cook and 
Rannefeld (1977) 

(entry level peace 
officers in Georgia) 

RATINGS MADE 

Amount of time spen-t on task 

Time spent on task compared 
to all other tasks you do 

How often do you perform 
this task? 

CATEGORIES OF RATINGS 

o ,. none 
1 - a very small amount of 

time 
2 ,. a moderate amount of time 
3 ,. a considerable amount of 

time 

1 ,. very much below average 
2 - below average 
3 • slightly below average 
4 ,. about average 
5 - slightly above average 
6 • above average 
7 • very much above average 

1 • not performed 
2 • seldomly performed 

(yearly) 
3 • occassionally performed 

(monthly) 
4 • frequently performed 

(weekly) 
5 • performed daily 



FIb"URE 10 

STANDARDIZED RELATIVE FREQUENCY ~TINGS AND PERCENTAGE 
• OF TIME SPENT BY PROBLEM CATEGORY 

PROBLEM AREA STUDY 
Gl:f.ckman, -

Stephenson Jeanneret- Lowe, Cook 
& Felker & Dubin Rannefeld 

(1976) (1977) (1977) 

No Specific Problem 50 (15) 59 (4) 57 (4) 
Identified (00) 

,Crime, Person/Property 37 (2) 47 (6) 47 (6) 
(01, 02, 03) 

Suspicious Cir/Per & Crime 73 (1) 60 (2) 53 (4) 
Prevent (04, 05, 06, 07, 
08, 09) 

Evidence (10) 41 (3) 51 (4) 45 (4) 

Other Crimes, Non-Predatory/ 
Performance (27, 28) --- 45 (1) 49 (2) 

Ordinance, Licensing --- 52 (1) 65 (1) 
(29, 94) 

Order Related/Hostile 67 (2) 53 (4) 33 (4) 
Citizens (20, 21, 22, 69) 

Disturbing Peace/Disputes --- 54 (1) 58 (2) 
(24, 25, 26) 

Misc. Non-Crime Duties 42 - (2) 47 (3) 
(23, 80, 84) 

Administrative/Support 65 (12) 44 (26) 50 (8) 
(85, 91) 

I 
I 

I 
I 

t , 
I 

! 
, 
, 

! 
! 

, 

I 

·The numbers in parenthesis in the body of the table refer to the percentage 
of items in an instrument that fell into that problem category. 

(Cont'd. ) 
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FIGURE 10 (Cont'd.) 

STANDARDIZED RELATIVE FREQUENCY RATINGS AND PERCENTAGE 
OF TIME SPENT BY PROBLEM CATEGORY. 

PROBLEM AREA STUDY 
Glickman, 

Stephen.son Jeanneret Lowe, Cook 
& Felker & Dubin Rannefe1d 

(1976) (1977) (1977) 

Community Relations -- 39 
(81, 82, 83) 

(1) 29 (1) 

Administration of Legal --- 40 (1) 44 (3) 
Procedures (89) 

Knowledge, Skills/Ability ,--- 48 (3) 55 (5) 
(86, 90) 

Traffic '57 (3) 55 (10) 5~ (13) 
.(40, 41, 42, 43) 

Property/Safe 41 (2) 53 (2) 37 (1) 
Cond1 tions (92, 93) 

Suspects/Prisoners 
Previously Convicted 48 (17) 
(73, 78) 

52 (8) 51 (3) 

Victims, Witness, 
Informants (71, 72, 79) 51 (5) 53 (2) 53 (1) 

Other Police Officers 46 (18) 48 (10) 55 {2} 
(58, 74, 75) 

Citizens General/Misc. 
Persons (6o-68) 50 (7) 49 (7) 50 (13) 

Other Crim. Just. 
Actors (76) 49 (2) 45 (2) 46 (3) 

Misc. Service Actors -- 40 
(57, 77) 

(1) 32 (I) 

ATbe numbers 1n parenthesis in the body of the table refer to the percentage 
of items in an instrument that fell into that problem category. 
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each study officers reported they handle traffic problems more often than 

cr~es. Although officers think they handle actual crimes infrequently, 

they reported o~j:en dealing with situations involving suspicious circum-

stances and reported they are frequently involved in cr1me-prevention tasks. 

Beyond this, the three task analyses do not portray patrol work in very 

similar ways. Figure 11 presents correlations among the studies. The 

Georgia study (Lowe, et al.)and the Houston study (Jeanneret and Dubin) are 

the most similar in terms of methodology, number of problem categories 

covered and types of ratings made. Figure 11 shows the relative frequency 

ratings for these two studies to correlate at .509 across 21 problem categories. 

The types of problems that are the most fr~quent in these two studies are 

No Specific Problem (includes primarily general patrol type items), Suspicious 

Persons and Circumstances, Disturbing the Peace/Disputes, and Traffic. The 

Georgia officers also report spending substantial ttme on Ordinanance/ 

Licensing and Obtaining Knowledge type problems. Problems that appear to 

be infrequent are Community Relations, Interacting with Service Actors and 

Other Crtminal Justice Actors, and Administration of Legal Procedures. 

Crime-related problems (both predatory and non-predatory) and Evidence 

. problems receive ratings at or below the mean rating of 50. 

Examination of the relative frequency ratings for the G~ickman, et ale 

study reveals substantial differences from the first two studies. The 

larges t correlation between Glickman, et a1. and another study is the 

.303 with Jeanneret and Dubin. One of the problems with comparing the other 

studies with Glickman, et ale is that there are relatively few problem areas 

covered in the latter instrument, so that the sample size on which to compute 

the cross-problem correlation is relatively small. Glickman, et ale finds 
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FIGURE 11 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FREQUENCY/TIME SPENT RATINGS 

(The Figure in Parentheses is the Number of 

Problem Areas Represented by the Correlations.) 

Glickman, Stephenson 
and Felker 

(1976) 

Jeanneret & Dubin 
(1977) 

Lowe, Cook and 
Rannefeld 

(1977) 

Glickman, 
Stephenson 
& Felker 

(1976) 

.303 
(12) 

.001 
(12) 

Jeanneret 
& Dubin 

(1977) 

.509 
(21) 

Lowe, Cook & 
Rannefeld 

(1977) 
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Crime/Evidence related problems to occur quite.infrequently, while 

Administrative/Support type problems are relatively frequent.* 

As a group these task analyses indicate a larger proportion of time 

spent on crime-related activities than d~ patr~l log or observation studies 

b d t the apparent fact that the task 
reviewed in Chapter II • "This may e ue 0 

. include many more items about crime-related situations 
analyses questionnaires 

than would seem warranted by the distributio~ of taska reported in the 

dispatch, patrol log and observation studies. 

Apart fr~m task analyses, few surveys were located which aske~ officers 

to identify the elements of their job or to estimate time spent on various 

aspects of their work. 

reported 

Denver officers surveyed by Bayley and Mendelsohn (1969),. 

••• that not more than 9 % of their contacts 
with the public resulted in a citation or 
an arrest (p. 69). 

Johnson (1970), reporting on a survey of officers in two departments, notes 

that a majority of officers agreed that "Police work actually entails 60-90 % 

non-criminal duties." This perception is consistent with the information 

presented in Chapter II trom patrol log and observation studies. 

B. EVALUATIONS OF WHAT POLICE DO 

Evaluations are statements of the importance a respondent assigns to 

a particular police responsibility or task; typically they are elicited by 

*We are very reluctant to attempt to interpret differences across the 
various studies which employed the survey method since we strongly 
suspect that comparisons are distorted by dissimilarities in item content, 
by the use of rating scales which may oe differentially interpreted and 
by such structural factors as item length and complexity, ,the hierarchial 
structure of items, the use of synonyms .and the use of m~ltiple ·verbs. For 
an analysiS of the effect of these factors, see Susmilch s discussion of 
task analysiS, Appendix E. 
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quest,ions with. formats like, "How important do you consider each of these 

tasks to be?" 

1. Evaluations by Citizens. Two studies reported information about 

citizens' perceptions of the importance of various functions. One was 

conducted in 1969 by Green, at ale in Hamilton Township, New Jersey (sample 

N-103); the other was done in 1978 by Friday and Sonnad in Kalamazoo, 

Michigan (sample N-518). Figures 12 and 13 reproduce data from the two 

studies and Figure 14 compares findings for similarly worded items from the 

two surveys. In each of the tables, the item wording is that used by the 

original researchers. Although conducted in different size cities in two 

areas of the country, both studies found that large percentages of respondents 

considered "dealing with crime," "controlling crowds," and "dealing with 

juvenile offenders" to be very important. In the one study that asked 

(Kalamazoo), "preventing crime," and "catching drunk drivers" were also 

considered very important. In both communities "handling of dogs" and 

"dealing with family disputes" were the least likely to be rated as very 

important. 

Although these are only two studies, the closeness of ratings between 

them is worth noting. Further, within each survey there are substant~al 

ranges of importance ratings for various duties. Respondents obviously 

distinguish among the things police do in terms of the perceived value of the 

tasks. 

Despite this apparent ~bility of respondents to differentiate among 

police tasks, we are wary of importance ratings. We believe that we, and 

34 

other researchers, are unable to know what "important" means t~ the respondent. 

Policing goals, $enerally defined, might include the protection of life; the 
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Rank Act.ivit.y Police 

FIGURE 12 

HAMILTON CITIZENS' 'RANKINGS 

OF IMPORTANCE OF POLICE ACTIVITIES 

• , • 

, Tot.al Activit.y Rating 

, 

. , 

• 
110. of Respondent.s . 

Indicating P01ice Activl.t.y as Should lIot. be j 
i 

;i 

110. !-'o. . Score Verl Im~ortant Performine Act.ivitl 

, 

j , 
21 Advise, warn or arrest younfsters 1.75 76 0 

~ 14 Preserve evidence 1.65 75 2 

l 2 Stop and quest.ion 464 70 ) 

8 Arrest - 454 69 3 

5 9 Good relations in community 450 70 ) 

!. . 22 Control crowds 442 71 7 

7 6 ~earch crime scenes 429 66 8 

8 .. lnterview victims and witnesses 428 62 6 

Issue traffic tickets 
• ,412 . 49 4 

9 ) 
10 12 Search and question prisoners 404 55 1) 

1l 26 ~ake written reports 402 52 10 

12 10 '{'estiCy 
, , )96 58 12 

1) 7 Inspect places . )92 51 10 

1~ 5 First-aid )88 57 14 

15 16 Give information )84 5) 1) 

16 15 Mentally disturbed persons )74 52 1) 

17 24 Drunks and alcoholics )64 )8 10 

18 19 ICes cue los t persons 359 40 11 

19 )2 Recover property 341 )6 14 

2·b 1 Control traffic )06 )6 25 

21 2J Assist motorists )02 )2 19 

~2 11 Give directions 284 29 17 

2J 18 Cuard visitors, propert.y 268 )1 , )0 

SOURCE: 'Gre~n, R., G. Schaeffer, and J,. O.'F1ftCken8uer. Survey of COllllUfttty Expectations of Pollce Service: A 
Pilot Study, First Report. Pollee TralftlnfS Co_ee1oft, Depart_nt 'of Law 'and Public Safety, State of 

f ' '\ ,_.-.. ...: 

New Jersey, January 1969. 
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FIGURE 12 (Cont'd.) 

.-. 
No. of Respondents 

Rank Activity 
Police Activity Total Rating Activity as Indicating Police 

tlo. No. Score Very Imeortant Should Hot be 
Performing ~ti ,-i ty 

24 29 Refer citizens' complaints 260 22 I 19 25 30 Public nuisances 254 17 19 26 31 Election [jay 218 27 45 27 1) Escort par-ades .210 ·19 36 28 25 School crossings 205 31 52 
29 28 Check .business licenses 186· 20 55 
)0 20 Help people who have lost keys 150 11 54 )1 17 Family disputes 148 10 • 56 I )2 27' Pick up stray dogs 121 14 I 68 

I , 
. I 

SOURCE: Green, Schaeffer, and Finckenauer (1969). 
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FIGURE 13 

KALAMAZOO CITIZENS' RANKINGS 

OF IMPORTANCE OF POLICE ACTIVITIES 

. 

som!\lhatl 
I Tou1 I I % Very 

% Job 
% Not Not Suited Ilesponcl 

CRIMINAL "naportant Importan Important for Poltc~ Inll 

ORDER 

SOURCE: 

[-: , -

. 

Catching criminal offenders 9~.64 4.69 ---- .67 41.8 

rreventlng crime 91. 20 6.50 .45 1.80 1.4~ 

Catching drug rushers 82.13 13.57 2.26 2.04 442 

rrolectlng people \lho have been threatened 73.21 23.39 1.9 1.4) 419 
by someone 

Dealing \11th children vho break the lav 72.27 15.27 1.6 10.71 4)9 

Returning sto1cn property 5).77 34.41 3.54 8.25 1.24 

Arresting distributors of pronographlc matcria1 40.55 29.10 16.17 14.18 402 . 
Invest tg.Hlng acc Idents "75.n 22.90 .88 .88 454 

Cacchlng drunk drlvers 14.23 ·22.91 .89 1.99 1.54 

Controlling t raff Ic and traffic enforcement 63.16 32.43 2.01 1.19 441 . 
Controlling crovds 55.11 32.43 3.6) 2.04 441 

Us Inc radar tu control traffiC )2.09 51.85 11.87 2.2 455 
"'- -'~' * --- .. . .. 

-----~ .. - .-

F'ciday, Paul C. and Subhash R. S.?nnad. 
f:he Kalamazoo City Police. Kalamazoo: 

Community Survey of Public Attitudes, Knowledge and Expectations of 
Center for Sociological Research, Western Michigan University, 1978. 
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FIGURE 13 (Cont'd.) 

1% Very % Not INO~ ~:~te~ 
~S~E~RV~I~C~E~ ______________________________________________ ~ru~o~r~t~a~n~[~~~~~~lm~o~r~t~a~n~t tor Pollcp 

Educ.ning [he pubUc: on how to reduce crtmc 

DeaUnc u1th drunk:. 

lIelplng Ileopl, who are lost or stranded 

IIcllling people "ho are 111 

DeaUnc u1th mcneal patients outside the 
state hosplCal 

Enforc inc 'hous Inc reRulat10ns 

Settlinc family dl~putes 

(leaHng "lth c:hlldren "ho \Ion' t go to school 

Dealtnc with disputes between landlords and tenants 

lIandUna barkin, dOl c~plainu 

SOURCE: Friday and Subhash (1978). 
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FIGURE 14 

IMPORTANCE RATINGS FOR SIMILAR ITEMS 
FROM HAMILTON (H) AND KALAMZAOO (It) 

General Cate~orYlSpecific Item 

Animals 

R: 
K: 

Pick up stray dogs 
Handling barking dog complaints 

Catching Criminals 

H: Arrest 
K: Catching criminal offenders 

Crowd Control 

H: Control crowds 
K: Controlling crowds 

Family DisDutes 

H: Family disputes 
K: Settling family disputes 

Helping Lost Persons 

R: aescue lost persons 
It: Helping people who are lost 

or stranded 

Intoxicated Persons 

B: Drunks and alcoholics 
It: Dealing with drunks 

Juvenile Offenders 

B: Advise, warn or arres t 
youngsters 

It: Dealing with children who 
break the law 

KentallI Disturbed Persons 

B: Mentally disturbed persons 
It: Dealing with mental patients 

outside 

Stolen ProDer~ 

R: Recover property 
It: Returning stolen property 

Traffic Control 

B: Control traffic 
It: Controlling traffic and 

enforcement 

% Regarding This 
" a "Very Important 

Police Function 

14 
15 

69 
9S 

71 
55 

10 
2S 

40 

49 

38 
53 

76 

72 

52 

33 

36 
54 

36 

64 

% Regarding This 
punction as not 
One for Police 

68 
35 

3 
.7 

7 
2 

56 
29 

11 
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10 
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protection of ,constitutional rights; the protection of property; the 

apprehension of transgressors against life, rights or property; the 

maintenance of social order; the reduction of citizen fear; or as Bayley 

and Mendelsohn (1969) suggest, the defense 

••• and safeguard (of) citizens from 
persons who are criminal, thoughtless, 
or irresponsible (p. 171). 

Obviously there are a number of ways of defining the general functions of 

policing, but there is no way to know which general function the respondent 

is using as context when evaluating the importance of some more specific 

function or task. Whether consciously or unconsciously each item has to be 

considered in terms of "importance for what?" We suspect that the majority 

of citizens lack a set of contextual categories (functions) for evaluating 

tasks. We suspect with Bayley and Mendelsohn' (1969) that most people give 

little thought to what the police do or "are for" until they need them. At 

the time they perceive themselves as "needing" the police, they are likely 

to perceive the police as existing to handle their need. Given this presumed 

lack of contemplation about the police function or functions, we further sus-

pect that respondents are likely to evaluate police tasks in terms of the 

commonly popular image of police as crime fighters or law enforcers. We 

know of no data against which to check our suspicions. We have seen no 

survey which asks respondents to open-endly list the general functions which 

they think police either should or do perform. Nor have we seen any survey 

which presents respondents with a list of general functions (e.g., that 

provided by Goldstein, 1977:35) and asks them to evaluate each in terms of 

perceived value to self and/~r society and in terms of the appropriateness 

of police attention to each function. We Simply have no idea how citizens 
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conceptualize the police role, and the kinds of surveyn we have examined 

cannot provide that information. 

Some researchers discuss their findings as though something has been 

learned about respondent attitudes toward general functions; they present 

ratings of "crime" functions'versus "order maintenace" ~r "service" functions, 

but these are categories of functions which exist in the minds of researchers 

who read Skolnick (1966) or Banton (1964) or Wilson (1968) ~r Reiss (1971). 

Researchers construct items about tasks which they believe to be related to 

these general functions and then interpret citizen responses as' indicating 

evaluations of the functions. We doubt that most citizens use these function" 

concepts for contexting items. 

To know how citizens assess the importance and appropriateness of 

p~lice tasks or specific functions, we think ft would be necessary to 

present them with items somewhat like the following: 

Some people (police? scholars? your neighbors?) 
believe X (e.g., "the maintenance of public order") 
to be a responsibility of the local police. 

Do you believe X should be a responsibility 
of the local police? 

Yes No 

If " '" i ( yes , .10W mportant is it to you personally? 
to society?) that police carry out this general 
responsibility? 

Below are several tasks which police might 
perform in an effort to meet responsibility 
X. Please indicate which of these tasks you 
believe the police should perform in attempt­
ing to accomplish X. 

Task 

Task 

Task 

1 
/ 

l~? 
2 __ 

3 __ 
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While we doubt that enough conceptual and empirical work has been done 

to allow questionnaire writers to very accurately reflect the relation-

ship between tasks and functions (i.e., bet~een means and ends), we 

believe that even at this stage in our understanding of policing, the 

proposed format is vastly more informative (and much less misleading) 

than any we have previously examined. 

We agree with Green, ~~. (1969) and Friday and Sonnad (1978) 

that respondents should be asked both whether the police should perform 

the function and also how important the respondent considers the function 

to be. We think that any ratings of the importance of functions are 

inevitably, if unconsciouslY,relative when the functions being evaluated 

are presented in one list or one long sequence of questions, all of 

which ask the same thing. It is quite possible that people could see 

a task or function as relatively unimportant while still wanting the 

police to perform that task or function. There is some evidence of this 

phenomenon in Figures 12 and 13. Because importance and appropriateness 

(or suitability) are two separate questions, they should be asked as 

such. "Not suitable for police" should not be the bottom rating on an 

importance scale; such a structure confounds the issues irreparably. 

Independent of popular images of policing (i.e., mythical, mislead-

ing, inaccurate representions of the distribution of both demand and 

42 

* response),we believe both citizens and police inevitably assign priorities to 

police functions such that those associated with serious crime will always 

be rated more highly than those which are not. We believe serious crime 

* in the sense of deciding which must be accomplished if only one can be 
chosen. 



" • 

conjures very.real fears of personal injury and that the only other 

serious requests likely to compete for perceived priority are those 

involving non-crime situations which pose an immediate threat to life. 

We suspect this means that "prevention of burglaries" would be given 

higher priority than"stopping persons from committing massive fraud" or 

than "handling family disturbances". The thought of being injured by a 

surp'rised burglar is far more frightful than the thought of losing the 

stereo system and television. Appropriately or not, frauds and family dis­

turbances do not provoke the same fears of personal harm as do burglaries.* 

The fact that some types of situations may naturally sound more 

frightening to citizens and therefore be considered more important for 

police to handle does not necessarily mean that these respondents would 

be willing to do without the police services which they may rate as of 

lesser importance than crime-related services. That which is of lesser 

importance is not necessarily ~important. In the Kalamazoo study, for 

example, there is no function which is not considered at least "somewhat 
. 

important" by at least 35 % of the respondents. Only "handling barking dog 

complaints" is considered "not important" by at least 20 % of the population. 

This suggests that importance ratings alone provide no clear mandate for 

police behavior; public opinion is divided about the ~portance of even 

those functions at the bottom of the rankings. 

* And most citizens are unlikely to think of a fraud or family assault as 
happening "to me". Unless the item otherwise specifies, importance 
ratings probably should always be interpreted in terms of the respondent's 
self interests. Those things which are unlikely' to happen to me may be 
less likely to be viewed as important by me. 
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Because of the possible ambiguity of ~portance ratings, the code 

"not suited for police" probably provides for sharper definition 

of the ,boundaries citizens perceive around the police role. In Kalamazoo 

there are four f~nctions (i.e., dealing with mental patients, children who 

won't go to school, landlord-tenant disputes, and barking dogs) which at 

least 30% of the population reports as "not suited for police." In Hamilton 

there are eight (See Figure 12 r. Yet, among these functions are two (Le., 

"school crossing" in Hamilton and "mental patients" in Kalamazoo) which at 

least 30% of the populations views as "very important". These data suggest 

that these might be politically sensitive functions to remove from the role. 

The same may be true for any functions for which the percentage of combined 

importance ratings is greater than the percentage of "not suitable" ratings. 

While there is no clear mandate on several of these issues across the 

entire sample, the mandate may be even less clear, especially in hetero-

geneous areas, when considered from the perspective of different groups 

within the community. Friday and Sonnad (1978) found that in Kalamazoo: 

Service functions which appear to serve only 
the poor are not seen as important by the 
economically secure, self-sufficient segments 
of the community. Police service·functions 
take on greater importance for the residents 
who rely on the police to deal with personal 
and neighborhood problems and who appear to 
lack alternative resources. (p. 175) 

If we are wary of importance ratings, we are very wary of the "very 

important" rating used in Figures 12, 13, and 14. Differences between 

surveys may be a function of the length of the impot',tance scales. Several 

similar items receive more "very important" ratings in Kalamazoo than in 

Hamilton. This may be because the Hamilton study used the longest scale. 
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It used 5 importance ratings while the Kalamazoo study used three. The 

structure of the Hamilton scale probably results in fewer "very important" 

ratings than that of the Kalamazoo scale. (If so, this makes especially 

interesting the items for "crowd control" and ."mentally disturbed persons" 

which receive substantially more "very important" ratings in Hamilton than 

Kalamazoo.) Given the difference in scales, the combination of at least the 

top two importance ratings probably would provide a more reliable basis for 

comparison across the studies. Unfortunately, only the Kalamazoo table 

(Figure 13) allows for this combination using available data. 

2. Evaluations by Police Officers. Three task analyses dealt 

specifically with the importance of various police tasks or functions as 

perceived by officers. Figure 15 lists the studies· and the rating 

scales for each. Since no two studies used the same rating scale, there 

.is a unit-of-measurement problem in making cross-study comparisons. To 

increase comparability the items were standardized. The mean rating for 

each item in a study was calculated on the scale used by the author. Across 

items in the study the overall mean and standard deviation of the mean 

item scores were calculated. The item means were then standardized to 

a mean of fifty and a standard deviation of ten. 

Figure 16 presents the comparison of importance I criticality ratings 

which were provided for three studies: the Washington cities study (Wollack 

and Associates, 1977); the Georgia study (Lowe, et a1., 1976); and the 

Houston study (Jeanneret and Dubin, 1977). Items were compared with cate-

gories of the substantive problems which the items addressed. (See Appendix C 

• • 

The studies are described in detail in Appendix E. 
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FIGURE 15 

IMPORTANCE SCALES USED IN TASK ANALYSES 

Study Ratings Made 8ategories of Ratings 

Wo1lack and Associates Rate each task on its 0 a does not apply 
(1977) importance to the job 1 D little importance 

of patrol officer 2 a some importance 
using this scale: 3 .. important (sample of Washington 

4 D very important 
cities) 5 .. critically important 

Lowe, Cook and How important is this 1 a not performed 
Rannefeld task for successful 2 .. not important 

(1977) performance of your 3 .. some importance 
job? 4 .. important 

(entry level peace 5 D very important 
officers in Georgia) 

Jeannert and Dubin If the task is not 1 = minimal 
(1977) done correctly, the 2 .. not very serious 

probable consequences 3 D fairly serious 
of inadequate perform- 4 .. serious 

(Houston, Texas ance would be: 5 = very serious Police Department) 
6 D extremely serious 
7 .. disastrous 

. . 

, 
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FIGURE 16 

STANDARDIZED MEANS OF UiPORTANCE RATINGS GIVEN TO PROBLEM CATEGORIES 

(Standardized mean of importance rating for problem category 
percent of total items in this problem category) 

PROBLEM AREA STUDY 

Wollack & Lowe, Cook 
Associates & Rannefeld 

(1977) (1976) 

No Specific Problem 50(5) 59(4) 
Identified (00)** 

Crime, Person/Property 56'(15) 53(6) 
(01, 02, 03) 

Sus.picious Cir/Per & 
Crime Prevent (04, 05, 51(5) 52(4) 
06, 07, 08, 09) 

Evidence 66(2) 55(4) 

Other Crimes, Non-
Predatory/Performance 45(1) 54(2) 
(27 , 28) 

Ordinance, Licensing 38(1) 49(1) 
(29, 94) 

Order Related/Hostile 
Citizens (20, 21, 22, 69) 52(4) 39(4) 

Disturbing Peace/ 
Disputes (24, 25, 26) 47(1) 52(2) 

Misc. Non-Crime Duties 38(3) 41(3) 
(23, 80, 84) 

Aministrative/Support 44(6) 45(8) 
(85, 91) 

Jeanneret 
& Dubin* 

(1977) 

54(4) 

51(6) 

49(2) 

54(4) 

52(1) 

35(1) 

59(4) 

49(2) 

45(2) 

44(26) 

*The Jeanneret & Dubin study involves data from a sample of 178 
sergeants. 

**The numbers in parentheses next to the verbal descriptors of the 
abbreviated problem catep,orizations refer to the original problem 
categorization found in Code Sheet D in Appendix D. 

(Cont'd.) 
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FIGURE 16 - (Cont'd.) 

STANDARDIZED MEANS OF IMPORTANCE RATINGS r.IVEN TO PROBLEM CATEr.ORIES 

(Standardized mean of importance rating for problem category 
percent of total items in this problem category) 

PROBLEM AREA STUDY 

Wollack & Lowe, Cook Jeanneret 
Associates & Rannefeld & Dubin* 

(1977) (1976) (1977 

Community Relations 37(1) 26(1) 43(1) 
(81, 82, 83) 

Administration of Legal 
Procedures (89) 48(2) 49(3) 55(1) 

Knowledge, Skil1s/ 
Ability (86, 90) 48(1) 59(5) 50(3) 

Traffic 47(24) "8(13) 46(10) 
(40, 41, 42, 43) 

Property/Safe 
Conditions (92, 93) 55(2) 44(1) 54(2) 

Suspects/Prisoners 
Previously Convicted 53(11) 52(3) 53(2) 
(73, 78) 

Victims, Witness, 
Informants (71, 72, 79) 53(1) 53(1) 49(2) 

Other Police Officers 36(1) 56(2) 57(10) 
(58, 74, 75) 

Citizens General/Missing 
Persons (60-68) 51(9) 50(13) 49(7) 

Other Crim. Justice 
Actors (76) 52(5) 54(3) 47 (2) 

~llsc • Service Actors 52(1) 22(1) 48(1) 
(57, 77) 

*The Jeanneret & Dubin study involves data from a sample of 178 
sergeants • 

**The numbers in parentheses next to the verbal descriptors of the 
abbreviated problem categorizations refer to the original problem 
categorization founo in Code Sheet D in Appendix D • 
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for discussion of the coding procedure and Appendix D for a copy of the 

codebook. ) 

Examination of Figure 16 suggests that there is substantial agreement 

across the three studies as to problems that are not very important to the 

job of patrol/en~ry level officer. The problems that fall into this group 

of "not very important problems" are: Ordinance and Licensing Problems, 

Miscella.neous Non-Crime Duties, Administrative and Support Duties, Community 

Relations ProblemE, and Traffic Problems. For each of these problem types, 

every study had a standardized mean importance score of less the 50. For 

three problem categories, Miscellaneous Non-Crime Duties, Administrative/ 

Support Duties and Community Relations Problems, no standardized mean import-

ance score is greater than 45. 

Cross-study agreement on ~mportant problems is more difficult to 

identify. Four problem areas have standardized importance ratings across 

all three studies of 50 or more. These are: No Specific Problem Identified 

(most usually refers to generalized patrol), Person and Property Crimes, 

Evidence Handling, and Victim/Witness/Informant. 

In general, cross-study agreement is quite modest with respect to the 

importance of various problem categorizations. Figure 17 presents the cross-

study correlations of importance means over the 21 problem categories in 

Figure 16. These range from only .212 to a modest .401. 

What do the. correlations mean? Do officers in Washington State value 

aspects of the job differently than officers in Georgia and Houston? Have 

researchers asked about the job in different ways? Does the recoding 

scheme not really equate item content? It is likely that the answer to all 

these questions is yes. An examination of similar items across studies 
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FIGURE 17 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE 
MEANS ACROSS STUDIES 

Wollack and Associates 
correlated with Lowe, 
Cook and Rannefeld 

Wollack and Associates 
correlated with 
Jeanneret and Dubin 

Lowe, Cook and Rannefeld 
correlated with 
Jeanneret and Dubin 

R-Importance 
Means 

.212 

.401 

.308 
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(see Appendix E) suggests that items with similar problem content may contain 

wording differences which could significantly affect the way in which an 

officer would evaluate an item. 

As part of the evaluation of the San Diego Community Profile Project 

(Boydstun and Sherry, 1975), officers were asked to rate the importance of 

several police activities. Since the evaluations of the importance of func-

tions did not change significantly over the course of the project for either 

the experimental or control group, Figure 18 reports the importance ratings 

for only the final survey conducted in 1974. 

The Dallas and Dansas City HRD surveys (Police Foundation,-1973 and 

1972a), with identical working, asked about the importance of 24 criteria 

which might be used as indicators of a "good police officer." The criteria 

included crime-oriented, service-oriented, and internal evaluation-oriented 

items. It can be argued that the external criteria which are highly rated 

are indicative of the importance accroded the corresponding functions.* 

In both cities, "efficient handling of calls" and "responsive to the needs 

of his area" were the two criteria which the most officers indicated should 

be "somewhat more" or "much more impor'Cant than it is now."** Sixty-nine 

percent of Dallas officers and 

*Admittedly this assumption represents a bit of a conceptual leap, precisely 
the sort of leap we warn against in interpreting role-relevant items. 

** 
This type of rating scale leaves open 
dent is judging the importance of the 
current choice of criteria, or both. 
officers' orientations toward certain 

the question of whether the respon­
criteria or the department's 
The item was designed to explore 
types of organizational changes. 
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FIGURE 18 

MEAN GROUP RESPONSES AND RANKING OF THE 
IMPORTANCE OF POLICE FUNCTIONS &~D ACTIVITIES 

, 

Control (N=23) Experimental 

Rank Rank - -Functional Categories XE 
Within Overall ~ Within 

by Set Function Rank Function 

ENFORCING THE LAW (Traditional) 

Protecting property 85.7 4 4 91.2 3 
Keeping streets safe ,92.6 1 1 93.3 1 
Apprehending criminals 188.6 2 2 92.6 2 
Keeping the peace '87.1 3 5 88.3 4 -- --

Mean for set 88.5 91.4 
Rank for set 1 1 

PROVIDING SOCIAL SERVICES 

Counseling troubled people 71. 9 4 8 81.9 4 
Helping people solve their 

problems 75.5 3 7 84.0 3 
Being the guardian of 

citizens' rights 81.0 2 I 6 85.2 2 
Meeting the public 82.6 1 3 91.9 1 --

Mean for set 77 .8 85.8 
Rank for set 2 2 

MAINTAINING SOCIAL ORDER 
I 

Cultivating information 69.8 3 11 61. 7 3 
Controlling militants 75.2 2 10 64.5 2 
Enforcing moral standards 48.8 4 12 41.9 4 
Controlling hippies 42.4 5 13 27.1 5 
Conducting field 

interrogations 79.8 1 9 79.0 1 

Mean for set 63.2 5/+.8 
Rank for set 3 3 
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(N=23) 

Overall 
Rank 

4 
1 
2 
3 

10 

8 

6 
5 

11 
9 

12 
13 

7 

SOURCE: Boydstun, John E. and Michael E. Sherry San Diego Community Profile: !inal 
Report. Washington, D.C.:Police Foundation, 1975. 

, 



Cf4 < 

seventy percept of Kansas City officers said efficiency should be "somewhat" 

" h t or muc more important I while sixty-five percent of Dallas officers and 

sixty-seven percent of Kansas City officers said responsiveness to area needs 

should be more important in evaluating officers. 

We have the same reservations about importance ratings in officer 

surveys as in citizen surveys. In many cases there is no way to know 

the criteria of importance (importance for what? for whom?) that the 

respondent is using. There is considerable latitude for the officer to 

think about consequences or importance for the officer's own safety or 

career, for the case, for the client, for society, for the administration 

of justice, etc. One can only guess which dimension is most salient to 

groups of respondents. 

3. Evaluations by Police Organizations. Virtually all available 

information about police perceptions of task importance is derived from 

surveys of individual officers. But are there organizational views of 

task importance? Beyond the priorities assigned to calls (which typically 

reflect the emergency nature of the situation), there is no available 

info~ionabout organizational perceptions of the significance of police 

functions. It was decided that departmental dispatch coding systems 

could be examined for indications of organizational perspectives. Given 

that the majority of incidents which police handle are non-criminal in 

nature (see Chapter II), it was reasoned that the number, diversity and 

complexity of non-enforcement situations should result in a coding system 

which included numerous classifications for those types of situations and 

that the number of s·uch classifications should be greater than the number 
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provided for criminal or enforcement conditions. To test this hypothesis, 

we examined the dispatch coding systems of 55 police departments and 

grouped the dispatch calssifications into a common set of categories. (See 

Appendix H for the codes for each department.) Thirty-eight of the depart-

ments allocate less than 10 percent of their codes to "order maintenance," 

and only 12 use a larger number of codes for "order maintenance" than for 

"major crimen calls. A e i th 55 i 15 % f 11 d v rag ng across e agenc es, 0 0 a co es 

are allocated to "major crimen calls, while 8 % are allocated to "order 

maintenance" calls. 

Compared to the nature of calls actually dispatched, many agencies 

in the sample use dispatch coding schemes that either do not reflect the 

distribution of calls or do not reflect the variety of non-crime situations. 

It is not certain whether the small number of classifications for non-crime 

situations reflects relatively less organizational concern for these types 

of calls, but it would seem that the paucity of distinctions among non­

enforcement calls may indicate to responding officers that the organization 

perceives no need to communicate more information about them. Whether this, 

in turn,affects the impurtance which the officer attributes to the call 

is an unanswered question. 
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C. PREFERENCES AS TO WHAT POLICE SHOULD DO 

A preference is indicated by a response to a question such as, 

"Which of these sttuations should be the responsibility of the police?" 

The preferences of citizens are measured by the calls for service they 

place to police departments and by sur,rey responses. Preferences of 

officers are determined by surveys. 

1. Preferences of Citizens. Telephoned requests for service which 

citizens place to police swithchboards can be viewed as statements of 

wr~t people Who call the police*believe police should do. Figure 19 

provides summary comparison of five studies of calls for service. As was , 

the case with studies of police dispatches, any comparison of calls for 

service studies must be viewed cautiously and skeptically since depart-

ments may differ substantially in ways which might affect the distribution 

of calls. Also, researchers have used different methodologies, conducted 

their research at different times of the year and used different coding 

systems for categorizing calls. The original codes used in each study have 

been translated into the common set of codes of Figure 19; the initial 

codes and their translation are presented in Appendix B. 

The "law enforcement" category contains items initially coded 

in the most similar ways. Across the five studies the percentage of all 

calls labeled "law enforcement" ranges from 5.4% (Cumming, et a1., 1965) to 

25% (Reiss, 1971). The tendency is for the percentage of calls labeled 

55 .. 
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"order maintenance" to be greater than the percentage labeled "law enforcement". 
i 

In three of the five studies the percentage of calls about order maintenance 

issues is greater than the percentage of law enforcement calls; in all cases 

* People who call the police are unlikely to constitute the entire population 
of a community or even to be a representative sample of it. 
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STUDY 

Author, Year, * LocatiDn 

CUMMING, e t. a1. • 1965 

"Metro" (1961) 

LILLY, 1978 

Newport, Ky. (1976) 

REISS, 1971 

Chicago (1966) 

SCOTT, 1979 

"Multiple Cities" (1977) 

SHEARING, 1974 

"Canadian Town" (Unk. ) 
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FIGURE 19 

DISTRIBUTION OF CALLS RECEIVED BY TYPE OF CALL: FIVE STUDIES t 

TYPE OF CALL 

Information Order Law 

giving/gatherin~ Service Naintenance Enforcement 

% 4.1 29.6 14.6 5.4 

N 33 237 117 43 

% 60.0 7.2 11.9 7.1 

N 10,804 1,293 2,134 1,261 

% 11.0 9.0 35.0 25.0 

N 679 556 2,166 1,543 

% 29.0 18.0 18.0 24.0 

N 7,551 4,623 4,765 6,379 

% 0.0 29.6 25.4 22.7 

N 0 . 103 88 79 

Traffic Other· 

0.0 46.3 

0 371 

13.0 1.0 

2,332 188 

11.0 9.0 

679 556 

9.0 2.0 

2,467 633 

7.5 14.4 

26 50 

*The date following the author's name is the date of publication; the date in parentheses indicates the year 

in which the data were collected. 

** Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding errors. 

Total % ** 
Total N 

100.0 

801 

100.0 

18,012 

100.0 

6,172 

100.0 

26,418 

100.0 

346 
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the combined percentage for "service" and "order maintenance" calls is 

greater than the percentage of "law enforcement" calls. 

It was noted that telephoned requests for service cannot be 

assumed to provide a representative sample of public preferences about 

police activities. It should also be pointed out that we do not know 

the. eJAtent to which calls through the police switchboard represent the 

preferences of persons who ask for police assistance. Although it is 

assumed that most telephoned requests for service enter the agency through 

'the switchboard, there are other routes as well. A telephoned request, 

for example, might be made directly to a special unit in the department 

rather than through the communications center. An~ not all requests come 

by telephone; a citizen might speak directly ~o an officer on the street 

or to a clerk or supervisor in a station house. Or a request might be 

made directly to the chief or other department representative during the 

course of a business luncheon or other community function. The extent to 

which requests are made through routes other than the switchboard may be a 

function of the amount of street contact between the police and public, 

whether the department is physically decentralized, how many internal police 

department telephone numbers are listed in the public directory, the . 

knowledge of callers as to which units or individuals in the department 

to contact in reference to particular problems, and the public availability 

of departmental representatives other than patrol officers. If these factors 

make it difficult to know what percentage of public requests for service 

are represented by calls to police operators in any single department, 

they make comparisons across agencies especially problematic. 
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These studies of telephoned requests indicate that people who call 

* the police believe police should handle a number of diverse situations. 

They are not the only evidence of the complex expectations of citizens. 

Attitude surveys find that citizens are divided among themselves about the 

duties or tasks to which the police should be responsive or should assign 

high priority. 

A random sample survey of 1,004 Milwaukee households (McNally, The 

Milwaukee Journal, 1978) assessed the perceived appropriateness of police 

handling nine different problem a~eas by asking how much time police should 

spend on each of the problems. Figure 20 reproduces the overall findings 

for that survey. The mandate is clear for five of the nine areas (i.e., 

rape, organized crime, sale of drugs, robbery and burglary) but much less 

clear for four areas (i.e., prostitution, marijuana smoking, political sur-

veillance and homosexual activity of consenting adults)·. Of the latter 

four, opinion is clearly divided among the citizens and had we obtained the 

data set for further analysis, we strongly suspect we would have found dis-

tinct "opinion communities" within the total counnunity which would only 

reinforce what the overall findings already make clear: no matter what 
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police do with respect to these problems, they are likely -- if their activity 

is noticed -- to lose favor with a substantial minority of the community. If 

the people indicating "more", "same" and "less" on each of these four items 

* This is more apparent from an examination of the initial codes used in 
some of these studies; the codes are presented in Appendix B. 

**Respondents were given no information as to how much time police actually 
spend on these areas nor where they asked how much time they believed 
police spend on these problems. 
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FIGURE 20 

What Milwaukee W8nts From Its Police Department 

.... --Should the police spend ~ore time. loss time or about the samo 
'. amount of time as they do now policing these areas? 

79% 

19% 
CD 
E 
CG 

fJJ 

I,l 
Burglary 

89% 
CD 

'0 
:::E 

9% 
CD 
E 1% CG 

CJ) en 
U) 

~~ 
Rape 

41% 
CD 
~ 

o 
::E ' '250f0. 29% 

CD CIt 
E ~ 
CG -I 
en 

Prostltutlon 

I 
81% 

CD ... 
2' 

15% . 
CD 

'E 
CG en ,2% 

I·~ , CD , 
, -I 

c::::::3 
Organized· 

Crime 
, , 

37% 37% 
CD CI) , ~ 

Cf) 0 
23% Cl) 

~ -I 
CD 
E 
lO en 

I 
Marijuana 
smoking 

81% 

CD 
~ 

0 
~ 

14% 
CD 
E 

4% CG 
CIJ 

1c1 
Sale oi 
Drugs 

,36% . 
CD 

26%-'~ 30% 
CIJ 

Political' 
Surveillance 

80% 

CD 
~ 

0 
::E 

17% 
CD 
E-
CG en . 

Il 
'Robbery 

,21% 21% 
~ CD 
o E 
~ lO 

Di 

49.% 
CI) 
CI) 

~ 

Homosexual . 
Activity of . 
Consenting 

Adult. 

Based on a sample of ',004 Milwaukee households. Figures do not add to 100% be-
cause of elimination 0: those with no opinion. ' 
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are not essentially the same persons in each case, the minority to be 

opposed may be quite substantial. 

This survey is the only one of which we are aware which has been con-

ducted by a newspaper. The consequences of this type of research effort are 

suggested by the newspaper editorial reproduced in Figure 21. The potential 

impact of the report (unlike the more limited exposure and impact of less 

publicized research) emphasizes the need for both conceptual and methodo-

logical care in the development of such a project. 

For their 1977 Police Service study, Ostrom, et al. queried approxi-

mately 11,472 respondents about the appropriateness of police delivery of 

three services. Respondents were sampled from 60 residential neighborhoods 

in three metropolitan areas. Citizens were asked: 

• Do you think your police should use their squad cars 
to tra~sport seriously sick or injured persons to a 
doctor or a hospital? 

• Do you think that your PQlice should help to quiet 
family disputes if they get out of hand? 

• Do you think your police should handle cases involv­
ing public nuisances, such as barking dogs or burning 
rubbish? 

The responses are summarized in Figure 22 in which respondents have been 

categorized according to the types of neighborhoods in which they live 

and according to the size of the police agency serving the neighborhood. 

These data indicate that there are differences by neighborhood (as 

represented by race and income differences) and, to some extent, by 

* 
Our thanks to Roger B. Parks, Associate Director of the Workshop in Political 

Theory and Policy Analysis for tabulating these data for this report. 
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FIGURE 21 

EDITORIAL, THE MILWAUKEE JOURNAL 

September 23, 1978 

Policing First Things First 
Choice is the law of life for individuals and for 

bodies politic, and Milwaukeeans appear to have 
made some sensible choices about the priorities of 
their PoHce Department. Now, some of their alder­
men seem ready to mak~ some choices, too. 

A citywide .survey conducted by The Milwaukee 
, Journal as part of its study of the city's police has 

revealed that most citizens want increased concen­
tration on serious crimes against persons and proper­
ty. Few citizens. the poll showed, want, the police to 
move more aggressively against marijuana smoking, 
or the private sexual conduct of consenting adults, or 
to engage in more surveillance of political activity 
(the fancy phrase for "spying"). 

Hard upon these findings came expressions of 
aldermanic concern about effective deployment of 
police personnel. Ald. Sandra Hoeh is properly out­
raged about reports that the police kept watch on the 
private relationship ot two members of the depart­
ment who are engaged to be married. 9n the same 
day she read of that snoopery, she was told by a p0-
lice officer in her district that slowness in respond­
ing to a call was due to a shortage' of manpower. 
·There wu manpower enough, however, to bave om-

cers watch the engaged couple on 27 separate occa­
sions to see if they were "cohabiting." 

Ald. Roy Nabors also expressed some concerns 
about the department's performance. And. to prove 
that the questioning spirit was not confined to an 
Inner City' district such as Nabors', or to a:iiberal 
enclave such as Ald. Hoeh's, that sturOy South Sider, 

, Ald. Robert Anderson, weigh~d 1n willi some criti­
cisms, too. 

The aldermen have promised to ask some hard 
questions about police priorities when the depart­
ment's budget of $65 million comes to the Common 
Council. We hope they - and others - do. 

State law wisely insulates the police from undue 
political interference. But, surely, the law was never 
intended to wall off the department from legitimate 
questioning, by the people's representatives, of Its 
expeQditures of the people's money. 
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FIGURE 22 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS, BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND POLICE 
AGENCY TYPE, WHO ACREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEttENTS: 

1. Police should use their squad cars to transport seriously sick or injured persons to a doctor or a 
hospital. (N=ll,470; M=81) 

2. Police should help to quiet family disputes if they get out of hand. (N=II,281: M=90) 
3. Police should handle cases involving public nuisances, such as barking dogs or burning rubbish. 

(N=11,472; M=77) 

Agencies with 10 Agencies with 51 Large County Large City 
to 50 officers to 160 officers Agencies Agencies 

Quest-ion: 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Neighborhood Type 

Poverty 86 93 80 85 -35 86 X X X 88 91 78 

Lower Income X X X X X X 84 97 81 90 88 78 
Black 

Lower Income, 84 90 80 85 86 81 X X X 82 92 77 
~ixed 

Lower income, 84 92 81 79 92 83 75 93 71 82 90 73 
\vhite 

Middle Income 71 91 82 76 88 80 73 90 68 71 90 68 

Upper Middle 74 91 85 85 88 80 70 92 65 X X X 
Income 

SOURCE: Ostrom, Elinor, Roger Parks, and Gordon Whitaker. The Police Services Study. A project funded 
by the National Institute of Justice and the National Science Foundation, 1977. 
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city si~e in terms of the types of services which respondents think police 

should deliver. For example, persons in poverty and lower income neighbor-

hoods served by any size agency are more likely to believe police should 

transport sick persons than are persons in middle income areas. In areas 

served by agencies with more than 51 officers, similar patterns appear for 

dispute handling and the handling of public nuisances. Race and income 

differences are especially pronounced in areas served by large county agencies 
; 
L.: . 

and those served by large city agencies. These differences among respondents ;", 

indicate that police in heterogeneous communities must deal not with the 

expectations of the community but with different expectations which are 

held by different groups within the community. This observation is supported 

by Bayley and Mendelsohn's study (1969) which found that lower income groups 

are more likely to call the police about order maintenance issues or to 

request assistance than are higher income groups. Vanagunas (1977) found 

that lower income groups are more likely to request almost all types of 

police service. Citizens want the police to handle many types of situations, 

but do not necessarily share common beliefs about what these situations 

should be. 

2. Preferences of Police Officers. A few police surveys have included 

items which ask officers whether particular problems, situations, or requests 

ought to be acknowledged as part of the police role. 

In a study of officer attitudes in 9 slaall departments in Ohio, Manack 

(1973)* asked officers to indicate which of six "service situations" were 

*The author reports using a mailed questionnaire but does not report a 
response rate. For this reason the reliability of these findings is open 
to question. 
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appropriate to the police role. The responses are reproduced in Figure 23. 

Clearly, "domestic disturbances ll and "cranky old ladies" are accorded less 

than full approbation. 

While most of the surveys examined for ths project are non-comparable, 

two are virtually identical. These are the Dallas and Kansas City, Mo. 

Human Resource Development (HRD) surveys (Police Foundation, 1973, 1972a), 

written by the same authors for use in major studies in the two cities. 

Methodologies differ in that the surveys were administered to different 

organizations by separate field staffs. The Dallas HRD was administered in 

1973 and the Kansas City HRD, in 1974. In both cities officers were asked 

to indicate extent of agreement with items dealing with "helping people" and 

"family problem solving". The similarity of responses is striking. Sixty-

three percent of Dallas officers and 70% ~f Kansas City officers strongly or 

moderately agree that "Helping people with their probolems should be an 

important part of police work". Agreement with the statement increases 

between 12-17 percentage points as year~ of experience increase from -1 to 

10+. Twenty-one percent ofoDallas officers and 17% of Kansas City officers 

moderately or strongly agree that "family problem solving is not a part of 

real police workll. Agreement in Kansas City increases with years of expe-

rience; the pattern is less clear in the Dallas data. 

We have no idea why officers in Dallas and Kansas City have more 

positive attitudes toward "family probh:m solving"* as part of the role 

* We acknowledge the 1973 use of this phrase with chagrin; we would not 
now write an item which would suggest that police intervention should 
"solvell the problem. 
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FIGURE 23 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS IN MANACK 

SURVEY INDICATING THE SITUATION 

IS APPROPRIATE TO THE POLICE ROLE 

Situation % of Officers 

Promiscuous teenager 88 

Retarded young adult 80 

Neighborhood drunk 80· 

Worried father 70 

Domestic disturbance 59 

Cranky old lady 31 

Approving 

SOURCE: Manack, Thomas J. Role Strain of the Small Town 
Police Officer. Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Pittsburgh, 1973. 
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while Ohio officers seem less accepting of domestic disturbances as proper 

police work. One could speculate that the difference is related to city 

size, but it is as likely to be attributable to differential wording of the 

items. 

The data on police preferences are limited but those that are available 

suggest that police officers take a broad view of the municipal police role, 

believing that it should be responsive to crime and also open to problems 

of individual and community welfare. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG 

BELIEFS OF CITIZENS AND OFFICERS 

AND FACTS ABOUT POLICING 

-The fact that this chapter will be only a bit longer than its title 

illustrates one of the principal conclusions of this project: the available, 

empirical data permit us to say little about either beliefs or facts about 

municipal policing in the United Snates. The data are scant, whether 

measured in terms of the number and representativeness of the studies or 

in terms of the extensiveness of their coverage of the police role. The 

data are not only thin, but sometimes of questionable quality. Even when 

individual studies are solid, they differ.enough so ,as to make comparison 

of them hazardous. Having said that, we will save extended discussion of 

the limitations of available data for the next chapter and will here 

summarize and compare the findings from the studies which have been reviewed. 

A. COMPARISON OF CITIZEN AND OFFICER BELIEFS 

In general, when crime-related and non-crime-re1ated functions are 

listed in the same question, both citiZens and officers rate crime funct~ons 

as more appropriate or more important than non-crime functions. Among 

non-crime functions, police and citiZens give low ratings of importance to 

similar functions. When Johnson (1970) asked officers which service 

requests they would choose not to respond to if they had a choice, 90 % 
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said, "landlor.ci asks you to help collect the rent from tenant;" 31 % said 

"parents request you to lecture their child;" 26 % said "respond to barking 

dog complaint." Similar items are near the bottom of citizens' ratings 

of importance of police functions (Figures 12-14). 

There may be less agreement among citizens and police on the issue of 

family disputes. The importance ratings in Figures 12-14 show family disputes 

to be near the bottom of each list of rankings made by citizens. In the 

Hamilton study (Figure 12), 56 % of the respondents indicated that family 

disputes constituted a job which was ~ suitable for the police. However, 

in the Ostrom,et a1. data addressing this issue (Figure 22), the smallest 

percentage of respondents across communities who supported police handling 

of family disputes was 88 %. The additional phrase, "when they get out of 

hand" in the Ostrom, et ale item may account for the apparently larger 

amount of support indicated for this function by their respondents. 

Police do not appear to dismiss the importance or appropriateness of 

handling family disputes. Figure 16 shows that 13 of 21 problem areas were 

rated more important than "disturbing peace/disputes" in the Wo11ack and 

Associates study, but only 8 of 21 were rated more important in the Lowe, 

et ale study and 10 were more important in the Jeanneret and Dubin study.* 

Only 1 % of the Johnson (1970) respondents indicated they would choose not 

to respond to a "family argument;" 59 % of the Manack respondents (Figure 23) 

said a "domestic disturbance" situation was appropriate to the police role. 

Only 21 % of Dallas and 11 % of Kansas City officers moderately or strongly 

** agreed that "family problem solving is not real police work." 

*As discussed in Chapter III and Appendix E, these studies contain an 
over-abundance of crime-related items. 
** 

In Dallas sergeants in both patrol and detective divisions were even 
more likely than patrol rank officers to indicate moderate or strong 
disagreement with this statement. 
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Project STAR (Smith, 1912) was the one study we reviewed in which both 

citizens and police were asked several identical questions about police 

activity. Six hundred twenty-seven officers and 811 citizens in California 

were asked to indicate both the desirability and the probability of several 

behavioral or situational conditions. Most of these represent styles of 

performance, but three can be interpreted as dealing with the kinds of 

situations police handle. Officer and citizen ratings for these items 

are reproduced in Figure 24. It is apparent for these three items as well 

as for the others which are not reprinted here that citizen/officer agree-

ment is very close. 

Analyses of police and citizen definitions of actual situations or 

problems provide another means of comparing police and citizen attitudes 

about the kinds of things that are appropriately police business. There 

are several points in the processing of citizen requests for service at 

which the inti tal definition of the incident by the citizen may be evaluated 

and either reproduced or modified by the police agency with the consequence 

that citizen and police definitions potentially maY,be quite different. 

The person in the police organization who initially hears the request-­

the telephone operator, the desk clerk, the officer on the street, the 

officer answering a direct call to a special unit--makes the first decision 

as to whether the call will be defined as police business. The operator or 

dispatche~ may assign the call a code number or label which is meant to 

convey to the responding officer, as succinctly as possible, a general sense 

of what the call is about. Organizations vary in the way they label 
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s~lar types of calls and individual operators vary as well. Skolnick (1966) 

#I 
Because it is impossible in the STAR items to separate attitudes toward 

situations from attitudes toward police responses to the situations, ~TAR 
was not summarized with the other task analyses reviewed for this proJect. 
Appendix F provides a separate discussion of it. 



FIGURE 24 

CALIFORNIA OFFICER AND CITIZEN RATINGS OF THE 
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF POLICE FUNCTIONS 

MEAN* RATING 
ITEM Desirability Probability 

70 

Officers Citizens Officers Citizens 

In the noreal performance of their 4.43 4.09 3.43 . 3.22 
duties, police officers are 
capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders. 

When responding to a request for 4.40 4.29 3.28 :'.41 
assistance related to a family 
disturbance, police officers 
help resolve the problem in a 
way that will strengthen rather 
than weaken the family. 

When participating in community 4.29 4.10 3.22 3.57 
relations and education programs 
police officers view these 
activities as an essential part 
of their job. 

• Mean: av~rage rating on five-point scales on which very desirabl& -and very-l:. 
probable = 5 and very undesirable and very improbable - 1. 

SOURCE: Smith, Charles P. Rublic Opinion of Criminal Justice in California. 
California Department or Justice Commission on Peace Officer 
Standards and Training, 1972. 

Smith, Charles P. Survey of Role Perceptions for Operational 
Criminal Justice Personnel: Data Summary. California Department of 
Justice Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, 1972. 
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noted the dif~erence in the ways a rape reported by a prostitute was 

labeled in "Eastville" and "Westville." This initial coding is important 

to subsequent handling of the call. Pepinsky (1976) found that the label 

communicated to the officer by the dispatcher was a major determinant of 

whether the responding patrol officer reported a criminal incident as having 

occurred. In agencie6 which assign temporal priorities to various classes 

of calls, this coding process defines the importance of the call. 

The r.esponding officer also has an opportunity to determine the 

• priority of calls and to determine the label, if any, to be given the 

incident or situation when it is officially recorded. Nex~, the super-

visor reviewing the patrol officer's report might change the label of the 

incident if the report did not contain the legal elements of an offense of 

the type named by the officer. Finally, modifications might also be 

made by report review units. Crimes may be given a different label or may 

be "unfounded" in which case a determination is made that the alleged 

incident never occurred (e.g., someone might report a lawn mower as 

stolen only to recall later that it had been loaned to a neighbor). 

The result of organizational discretion in defining situations in 

combination with the fact that citizens may report a situation inaccurately,·· 

• The freedom the officer has to determine priority depends in part on the 
manner in which the officer is supervised and on the technology of the 
dispatch system. Computer aided dispatching does not allow calls to 
"stack" on an individual officer who can then decide which to handle first. 

•• Some citizens are suspected of being less reB.able complaintants than 
others. In one city where we have conducted research, crime allegations 
made by intoxicated persons ar.p. not even entered into the departments 
official "crime reported" record until detectives have investigated and 
verified the claim. This is a change of practice which has affected that 
agency's pattern of reported crimes. 
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(or perhaps d~ not know the correct terminology to use in reporting it)~· is 

that the distribution of types of calls as they are recorded by the dispatcher 

or as they are reported after the fact by patrol officers differs markedly 

from the distributions which are derived from coding i~coming calls. 

Reiss,for example, compared citizen and police definitions of events 

during a 28-day period in April, 1966 in Chicago and found that: 

Citizens defined 58 percent of all their 
complaints as criminal matters. The police 
department dispatched a patrol car in re­
sponse to almost all these request account­
ing for 84 percent of all dispatches to the 
patrol. Yet, during the April reporting 
period, the patrol division officially 
processed only 17 percent of all dispatches 
as criminal incidents. (1971:73). 

Similarly, Parnas (1967 estimated that 17 percent of all citizen requests 

for service result in the police defining the situation as one involving 

crime. Sparks (1977) found that in London ;as many as two-thirds of the 

incidents reported as crimes by the citizen who called finally were not 

recorded as crimes by the responding officer. Other English researchers 

have found that the number of recorded crimes which -later are written off as 

"no crimes" ranges between 1% and 11% (Lambert, 1970; Coleman and Bottomley, 

~976; McCabe and Sutcliffe, 1978; CIPFA, 1978). 

Although there are these indicators of differences between citizen and 

police definitions of incidents, we do not yet know the extent to which, 

* Apparently is is not only citizens who .have trouble determining whether a 
crime has taken place. In a study of the interpretations a gr.oup of lawyers 
and police detectives made of citizens' allegations, Ennis (1967) found they 
agreed little more than 1/2 the time as to whether the allegations were 
actually descriptive of offenses. 
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or the conditions under which, the differences occur,· nor do we know the 

consequences for the delivery of police service. 

B. COMPARISON OF FACTS AND BELIEFS 

The limited, available data do not reveal dramatic disparities between 

what the police actually do, what police believe they do {there was no 

information about what citizens believe police do), and what citizens and 

police think the police should do. In reality the role of municipal police 

is diverse. Police officers describe it that way, and both police and 

citizens seem to believe that is the way the role shoulc be. In task analYSis 

studies, police officers do tend to overestimate the amount of time they 

spend on crime-related activities as compared to the amount recorded in 

activity log and observation studies. But this may be as much the result 

of the way in which these data collection forms are constructed as af the 

perceptions of the officers. 

It is also apparent that both citizen and police respondents aSSign 

levels of importance to crime-related tasks which may seem disporportionate 

to the frequency with which these tasks are performed. It is very difficult 

to know, however, what an appropriate relationship between frequency and 

importance might be. The officer who saves a life may perform the most 

important act of her or his career; that there may be only one such 

occasion in a career makes the act no less important than if it occurred 

weekly. At the same time, that this is the officer's most important act 

does not mean that other acts are unimportant or that they should be 

* Elinor Ostrom and Eric Scott (1980) currently are conducting a study of the 
processing of calls for service which will provide information about these 
issues. 
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el~ninated from the officer's set of responsibilites. So it may be with 

crime-related police tasks. 

There is broad popular consensus concerning the legitimacy of 

crime-related activities as part of the police role. Further, "crime" 

is potently symbolic of per90nal threat and community deterioration. It 

should not be surprising, then, that crime-related activities are rated 

as the most important police tasks. But this does not necessarily mean 

that these should be the most time-consuming police tasks or that others 

are insignificant. It could be a mistake to assume that those tasks which 

citizens and police might rate as the least important relative to crime­

related tasks are ones which respondents feel should be excluded from·the 

municipal police role. Few studies have been done which ask either citizens 

or police which of the current police tasks could or should be removed from 

the r~le, and the format of most studies does not permit these types of 

conclusions to be drawn from the data. 

While it can be said that existing data do not show either citizens or 

police to be unrealistic or unreasonable in their views of the police, it 

must also be said that existing data actually provide only glimpses of the 

factual nature of the police role and of police and citizen perceptions of 

the role. It should be noted again that data are few and fragmentary and 

largely non-comparable because of differences in item content or context, 

scale construction, populations and methods of survey administration. 
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CHAPTER V 

LIMITAXIONS OF THE AVAILABLE DATA 

AND PROPOSALS FOR ITS IMPROVEMENT 

As we have attempted to summarize and compare existing empirical research 

about policing tasks and about citizen and police attitudes toward those 

tasks, we have repeatedly pointed to limitations of these bodies of data. 

This chapter provides a review and expanded discussion of those points and 

suggests means of improving information. about tasks and attitudes which may 

be collected in the future. It is important to improve these types of data 

for the sake of developing particular kinds of information about policing, 

but we conclude that even if studies of police activities and of police and 

citizen beliefs were conducted in ways and numbers sufficient to overcome 

the limitations that are identified, they still could not provide a basis 

for the formulation of policy about the municipal police role. There are 

other types of information which are essential to deliberations about the 

role and these are the subject of ~he following chapter. 
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A. LIMITATIONS OF AVAILABLE D ... \TA 

Existing data are constrained in the following ways: 

1. Studies are too few in number and insufficiently representative 
of the variety of communities and police organizations to be 
able to yield a comprehensive picture of the tasks of municipal 
policing in America or of the attitudes toward the tasks. 

2. Studies are not sufficiently comparable to permit reliable 
comparisons across the police organizations which have been 
studied. 

3. Studies rely on currently popular conceptualizations of policing 
and police tasks which do not provide a basis for analyzing the 
entirety of the police role, even within individual communities. 

1. Insufficiency of Numbers and Representativeness of Studies. We 

reviewed approximately 50 studies of either attitude or task measurement. 

Twenty-six of these were attitude surveys; nine were task analyses and the 

rest ~ere studies of calls for service or police dispatches. No doubt one 

could identify more studies of each of these types; we selected among the 

ones we could locate which met the methodological criteria we imposed. But 

it is very unlikely that a greater number of studies would correct the 

imbalances of the ones reviewed for this report. They are not a sample of 

sizes and types of communities; there are not enough studies .across types of 

communities to allow analyses which would indicate what tasks or attitudes 

are more characteristic of particular kinds of communities. One cannot 

answer, from available empirical data, even the simple questions such as 

whether police are expected to do different kinds of things in small 

communities than large communities, or more interesting questions such as 

whether the police task is more compl~x in heterogeneous than homogeneous 

communities or different in one neighborhood than another. 
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Understandably, studies have been done in communities which are 

available to researchers or in departments which had need to commission 

particular types of research. It is no fault of individual studies that 

they have not been conducted in enough different locations to allow us 

to use them to answer questions about the police role across communities; 

to identify non-representativeness as a limitation of the studies is merely 

to note a characteristic of a body of literature of which each individual 

study unintentionally became a part. 

The number of relevant items within individual studies also creates 

a limitation. This is especIally true of attitude surveys in which it was 

common to find only three or four items which had anything to do with the 

kinds of things police are believed to do or the kinds of things people 

believe police should do. In fact, we found ~ items in U.S. surveys which 
. 

asked civilian respondents to describe what police do. We can only continue 

to assume that people think the police do the things they are portrayed as 

doing in popular television series; there are no data which provide objective 

indicators of beliefs, except studies of calls for service which suggest 

that people who call the police probably believe the police normally do 

the kinde of things the caller is requestir.~ them to do. If these data are 

accepted as indicators, we know the public (or whatever portion of it is 

represented by the callers) believe the police do avery wide variety of 

things, a majority of which have no apparent relationship to criminal 

incidents. 

2. Incomparability of Items. Throughout this report we have cautioned 

against making close comparisons of even those studies which presented data 

about the same general topic. With the exception of the officer surveys 
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conducted in Dallas and Kansas City by the Police Foundation, the studies 

reviewed do not contain items which are worded in identical ways. There 

is evidence that even slight difference in wording can affect responses to 

items. Differences in response categories can·also produce different 

findings across studies, as can the way in which questions or items are 

contexted or grouped within surveys. (These points are discussed and 

illustrated in Appendix E.) And, of course, differences in research 

methodologies can account for some portion of the differences amon~ findings 

across studies. 

The coding categories which were developed to increase the comparability 

of studies for our purpose of reanalysis can give the false impression of 

greater initial comparability among studies (especially calls for service 

and dispatch studies) than is the case. Examination of Appendix B shows 

the substantial differences among the coding categories employed by the 

initial researchers; some of these differences reflect different ways in 

which departments code calls and some reflect that as well as the different 

choices made by the researchers. With so much discretion in the initial, 

secondary, and perhaps even tertiary coding of calls or dispatches, it is 

impossible to know whether apparent differences reflect differences in the 

types of things patrol officers do or reflect only the differences in the 

coding schemes. 

The research focus of the original researchers also shapes findings. 

Vanagunas (1977), for example, was particularly interested in the non-cr1me 

calls which police receive and so provided much more detail about these 

kinds of calls than about crime-related calls. Many of the task analyses, 

on the other hand, gave more emphasis to crime-related activities than 

would appear warranted by studies of calla and dispatches &nd observation 
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studies of patrol officer activities. These different interests or 

empahses result in greater information about some types of police activities 

than others and may give the impression that departments differ in the 

distribution of the activities when, in fact, only the number and structure 

of the items in the survey instrument flay differ. 

Again, these comments on the incomparability of items do not, for the 

mo!-'-t part, reflect on individual studies which may have been adequately 

constructed and administered, given the purposes for which they were 

designed. The point is that the differences among studies make it 

undesirable, if not impossible, to reanalyze them as a group in order 

to develop reliable and generalizable information about the police role. 

3. Inadequacies of Popular Conceptualizations. From the perspective 

of knOwing about what police do and about attitudes toward what police do, 

we believe the conceptulizations of both "police" and the tasks they perform 

to be inadequate. In all the studies we reviewed (except those specifically 

about detectives), "police" are conceptualized as patrol officers or they 

are not defined at all, leaving one to deduce from the content of the item 

that the intent was to measure perceptions of patrol functions. 

a. Defining the Police. Patrol officers do not account for all 

municipal police officers $Dd the work they do does not represent the entirety 

of police work. This is probably more true the larger the organization since 

larger departments may tend to have more specialized units to handle the 

review and. filing of reports, operations planning, special programs involving , 

police and citizens, youth problems, the collection and evaluation of 
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evidence, the recording and reporting of crime statistics, operations ! 

i 
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the department. leaves the interpretation of organizational comparisons 

planning, training, liaison with other police organizations, etc. All 
r, 
IV open to numerous questions. 
i 

of this is "police work" but in many organizations very little of it is ; 
p-

i 
done by patrol officers working in patrol units. 

Not only does the focus on patrol ignore significant numbers of 

i 

t 
r 

b. Defining What Police Do. An issue closely related to that of 

describing "the police" is that of defining the work they do. If "the job" 
t 

police,but with its emphasis on individual attitudes and behavior, it 

precludes seeing the police organization as an actor. 

Unless the police "actor" is the department, comparisons across 

departments are particularly precariour. If a small department provides 

most services through the patrol division while a larger department provides 

several of the same services through sepcialized units, comparison of the 
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of "police work" is defined in terms of the work done by individual patrol 

officers, much of what police organizations do is overlooked. Goal setting 

and planning means to accomplish the goals, for example, are critical to 

the success of the police mission, however the latter may be defined in a 

community. Neither goal -setting, planning, nor any of the work done by 

other parts of the organization is likely to be measured as part of the 
i ~ 

two departments in terms of the work of the patrol divisions would lead to 

the erroneous conclusion that the smaller department provides more types of 

service than does the larger depart.ment. It is also possible that two 

different departments will respond to the same type of· community problem or 

call for service in different ways. One might, for example, respond to a 

report of non-injury automobile accident by dispatching a patrol car to the 
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police job when the job is viewed in terms of only patrol work. 

Attempting to understand police work through the patrol function 

produces a limited perspective on the types of things which perhaps already 

are, or might appropriat~ly be proposed to be, functions of the police 

organization. The work of individual patrol officers consists largely of 

individual responses to individual problems of individual citizens, so 
± .. ..J 

scene while the other might take the accident report over the telephone. police work tends to be defined in terms of the problems of individuals 

Examining only the activities of patrol units in the two departments would rather than in terms of problems of groups or of the community. Although 

mask the second organization's response. 
" indiVidual problems may be indicative of communitywide problems (e.g., the 

I 

Whether "the police" are viewed as the aggregate of patrol officers fear of an individual citizen may indicate a lack of civility on the streets), 

in the organization, the aggregate of all officers in the organization, or 

as tha organization itself, will determine what it is the police will be 

perceived as doing. Anyone of these perspectives may be appropriate for 

a particular study, but it is important to make clear which perspective is 

being used. Unspecified use of the concept "the police" risks the over-

generalization of findings. Failu.re to conceptualize tha police actor as 
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a response to the individual's problem may be quite different from a response 

to the general problem of public incivility. Encouraging people to 

move defensively in the streets, to mark their property and lock their 

doors, will not solve the problems of unacceptable, frightening street 

behavior. Responding to incivility of disorder on the streets may in fact 

be (or perhaps should be) an important part of police work, but it may not 
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be evident in the response of patrol officers to individual problems or 

situations. 

Goldstein (1979) has suggested that the role of the police might be 

better understood in terms of the nature of underlying problems than in 

terms of individual incidents. Further, police responses are more likely 

to be effective if based on an analysis of problems rather than simply on a 

tabulation of similarly labeled incidents. One incident may be only a 

piece of a larger problem, and the label assigned to the incident may not 

correspond to an appropriate label or description of the more general 

problem. For example, a burglary at 407 Greenlake may be one instance ,of 

a burglary problem involving several break-ins during afternoon hours in one 

particular neighborhood. However, the burglaries at Greenlake and the other 

neighborhood residences may have more characteristics in common with an 
, 

arson, a vandalism and a disturbance call in the eame neighborhood than . , 
.....J 

with other incidents of burglary in other parts of town. The underlying r" 

problem in the Greenlake neighborhood--and the one around which a police -. 
~ 

response should be planned--might be a group of youths who are unsupervised . 
L; 

during after school hours. The police might behave in a way so as to 
n 

satisfy the citizen burglarized at 407 Greenlake, but if they do not 
r ; 
I '. , I 
'-'-' 

recognize and respond to the underlying problem, they could be judged as ;~!~ 

ineffective on a different dtmension of evaluation. ul 

However useful this problem-focused orientation might be, the conceptual 

categories which have been developed to describe the types of things police 
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do discourage thinking in terms of causes or underlying problems. Because ! 

police research has concentrated on patrol officers, pol~.ce work typically r-J 
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~s described using the labels assigned to the types of incidents to which u 
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d Reflecting several of the studies reviewed for 
patrol officer~ respon • 

spoke in Chapters II and III of patrol duties as including 
this project, we 

order maintenance, service to citizens, management of 
law enforcement, 

traffic and "other" responsibilities. 
These have been the types of terms 

h 1960 's when the first empirical research was done on the 
used since t e 

types of calls for service police receive. The terms were adequate to 

di f t he types of incidents police handle and 
produce a broad understan ng 0 

to demonstrate that much of what patrol officers are asked to do is not 

f The categories, however, are much too 
directly related to lawen orcement. 

'general and imprecise to serve further purpose. 
Although commonly used by 

researchers, the terms are not defined in the police literature; 
comparison 

of calls for service across departments, for example, use terms that mayor 

may not have commonly understood meanings. 

The broad labels necessarily mask the nature of the incidents they 

incidents involve elements of several 
cluster, and they ignore that many 

general functions. 
Apprehending a robbery suspect may seem clearly to be 

but if it involves a high speed chase, for example, 
a law enforcement task, 

control, maintaining order in the crowd that may 
it will include traffic 

83 

ho is injured in the situation. 
gather at the climax, and giving aid to anyone w 

As indicated previously, the labels do not draw attention to under-

Nor do they suggest the responses police may make to lying causes. 

incidents, and it may be as important to understand police work in terms 

take as to underst~nd it in terms of the general 
of the actions police 

h We know, for example, that 
nature of incidents prompting t e responses. 

"law enforcement" incidents are not. always dealt with by using legal 

t t the enforcement of laws to 
responses while police sometimes resor 0' 
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maintain order. The label for the incident, therefore, is not a clear 

indicator of the type of action which may be taken in response. A different 

set of categories is needed in order to communicate about what police do 

in terms of the actions they take. 

Reliance on general labels of incidents not only makes comparative 

research difficult but also limits the ability of the police agency to 

plan and train for the delivery of police services which fit the real needs 

of a situation. Without coding systems that reflect more accurately the 

range of situations and the nature of the required responses, neither 

researchers nor practititoners will develop a complete and useful under-

standing of what police do. 

Nor will the public, and this is an important issue in an era when 

community participation ~ po1icy-making is increasingly advocated. 

Researchers who phrase the survey questions that may be used in determining 

public attitudes toward police service bear a responsibility to ask questions 

in ways that clearly portray the police work citizens are being asked to 

describe or evaluate. Continued use of general labels to describe situations 

police handle will produce data which defy interpretation because of the 

ambiguity of both questions and responses. A case in point is the commonly 

asked question about whether police should handle "domestic disturbances." 

A researcher who has ridden with police or read incident reports may know 

that "domestic disturbance" is a tidy, short euphemism. for a wide variety 

of situations, some of which can be mean, ugly, and disruptive of a neigh-

borhood" if not potentially or actually deadly. A majority of respondents 

probably have no knowledge of these types of situations. They know it isn't 

reasonable to call the police about the o'\':casiona1 shouting match which 

might occur in their own households. They know little about the frequency 
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d in which one family member, drunk or otherwise 
or severity of inci ents 

t o a weapon, screams threats and/or directs at-tacks 
deranged and with access 

at another for some real or imagined transgression. To ask people with 

police should handle "domestic disturbances" may 
such backgrounds whether 

h t it may virtually guarantee a large percentage 
be seriously misleading in t a 

* A more valid port~aya1 of the situation might read of negative responses. 

as follows: 

Or: 

Assume that you live in an apartment 
complex in which you can sometimes hear 
your neighbors in adjoining apartments, 
and you one night hear a couple having a 
loud and apparently very angry fight. 
You can tell that one party fears for his 
or her personal safety. You think you 
hear blows followed by more screams. 

Would you want to call the police? 
Do you think they should come to the 
apartment? 

Assume another fight in the same 
building. It continues off and on for 
hours. It's quite late. You cannot 
sleep. Neither you nor the apartment 
manager have been able to convince the 
couple to reduce the level of noise. 
You're angry and exhausted and facing 
a long day at wOTk. 

Would you want to call the police? 
Do you think they should come to the 
apartment? 
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police should deal wi.th "mentally disturbed" 
And, in place of asking whether 

persons, the following: 

An unknown middle-aged man enters a 
small lunch room and loudly demands 

* . li espondents are more likely to say 
In Chapter IV it was noted that ~o ce r than are citizen respondents. 

that police should handle domestic disturb~n~:: real nature of such incidents 
Perhaps this is because police are aware 0 

while many citizens are not • 
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service. He is angry with the 
waitress who appears to do nothing 
improper. When the food is brought, 
he flings it onto the floor and 
glares hostily at employees and 
customers who begin to leave the 
restaurant. As the manager, you 
are angry and also rather afraid 
because you have no idea what the 
behavior means or portends. 

Would you want to call the police? 
Do you think they should come? 

Researchers could simultaneously educate the public and gain a more accurate 

understanding of citizen attitudes about police work if they would portray 

real incidents rather than mask them with deceptively general and uninforma-

tive phrases. It would mean. of course, longer and more expensive surveys, 

but the resulting information would be more useful. 

Similarly, the work to develop more detailed and illustrative 

classifications of the types of situations and problems police ~re 

expected to handle and of the types of responses they make will be time 

consuming. One of the reasons conceptual categories may not have been 

given greater attention is the fact that they typically are thought of 

as a means to accomplish a research project. Under pressure to get on with 

more interesting or important aspects of the project. the researcher makes 

use of the concepts at hand. Further, the use of concepts employed in 

prior projects can serve to contribute to the accumulation of knowledge--

unless overly general .categories are used to the extent that they conceal 

differences which should be explored. The exploration of new types of 
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concepts should probably be undertaken (and supported) as a separate 

project so that full attention will be given to the issue, independent 

of pressure to use the concepts in the collection and analysis of data 

for publication. 

B. IMPROVING THE DATA ABOUT WHAT POLICE DO AND ABOUT CITIZEN .\h~ POLICE ATTITUDES 

These types of data could by improved by the: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

formulation of a perspective of the police organization as actor; 

delineation of the set of significant actors (individuals and 
institutions) that interact with the police organization; 

creation of conceptual task groupings more representative of 
the actual situations and problems to which both individual officers 
and the police organization respond; 

creation of conceptual categ?ries for types of responses police 
officers and police organizations make; and 

development of questionnaire formats and survey items that provide 
more valid and reliable means of measuring respondents' perceptions 
of the police. 

, 



1. Formulation of a Perspective of the Police Organization as Actor. 

Examination of the work of only the patrol division overlooks work done 

by other divisions and other levels of the organization. If the responses 

of two departments to a similar situation are. compared in terms of patrol 

activity concerning the situation, one might mistakenly conclude that one 

department did not respond to the situation at all simply because its 

response was made through a specialized unit rather than through the patrol 

division. abis is one reason why police dispatch data do not provide a 

d b . fit di ) To know what "the. police" are doing goo as~s or comparat ve sues. 

about "X," one needs to ask what the department is dOing about "X." 

This is the advantage of the problem focused perspective (Goldstein, 1979) 

which begins with a particular problem and analyzes all of the types of 

responses being made by any part of the organization. 

2. Delineation of the Set of Significant Actors. If one begins \lith 

a specific problem, it is possible to determine the various responses the 

organization makes to it. But what if the issue is to determine th~ entire 

range of problems with which the department deals? Calls to the police 

switchboard define only some unknown portion of those problems; others 

are identified by persons or groups who interact with special units in the 

department or with high level command personnel. Still others are identified 

by the department itself. One way to begin to map the range of problems is 

to attempt to identify the persons or groups who interact with the police 

and tben to identify the types of requests they make of the police. Analysis 

of available data about police activities indicates that these actors or 
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"counter positions" represent amixture of occupational positions (e.g., judge, 
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prosecutor), ascribed positions (e.g., juveniles, minorities) and achieved 

positions (e.g., victims, suspects). (For the list, see Appendix E, p. 54.) 

These counter positions are the ones patrol officers report dealing with; 

we have no systematic information about the counter positions which share 

the interactions of other members of the organization. An observation study 

would be the best means of assuring a complete list of the counter positions 

of patrol officers and of members of special units. Supervisors and commanders 

could be asked to keep a list of all the persons with whom they had professional 

contact, including telephone conversations, for a specified period of time. 

Representatives of the counter positions could be interviewed to determine 

what services they needed and/or wanted from the police. This approach would 

establish a much more thorough. understanding of the kinds of issues the 

police, as an organization, must deal with than can be established through 

analysis of calls for service or dispatches or from observations of patrol 

officers. 

3. Creation of Conceptual Categories for Situations and Problems. 

The categories now commonly in use to describe the types of situations or 

problems police are asked to handle are too general to provide more than a 

vague definition of the nature of the circumstances, and they can give no 

information about underlying causes. Whether for the purpose of organizing 

a department and training personnel to handle particular problems,or for 

the purpose of conducting comparative research, conceptual categories 

should be created which reflect significant properties of a situation. For \ 
example. an assault involvin~ twO unacquainted persons of different. races 

is quite different from one involving two members of the same family in terms 
, 

of the possible implications for the community. The initial police response 

il 
I, 
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to either may be the same in that it will be necessary to stop the violence, 

tend to any injuries, and collect the names of witnesses. Beyond that, the 

first may require more additional work than the latter; e.g., it may be 

necessary to discuss with the newspaper editor.the way the case might be 

written up, necessary to discuss with political leaders the information 

about conditions leading to the assault, discuss with leaders of the racial 

minority group the police handling of the case, and discuss with supervisors 

and investigators the need for especially sensitive handling of the case. 

Murders committed by strangers or in the course of a less serious 

crime are different from murders committed against a relative or acquaintance. 

The first are not only more difficult on the average to solve, but have a 

different meaning for the community in terms of indicators about the social 

fabric and in terms of the stimulus for fear in the community. 

But even to speak of murders is to provide more detail than a label 

like "crime" which groups together murder with burglary and burglary with 

shoplifting or a label like "service" which groups together rescuing an 

invalid who has fallen out of bed with helping somone who has locked themself 

out of their house. 

Whatever the system or systems of coding situations or problems may be, 

they need to be sufficiently well articulated and defined so as to permit 

their application across research settings. The labels now in use lack even 

a common definition. 

4. Creation of Conceptual Categories for Police Responses. The code 

we used most often in recoding responses to situations or problems was 

"respond/handle." Current studies provide very little information about 

what police do in order to "handle" an incident. .Do they make an arrest, 
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issue a warning, provide information or advice, provide physical or social 

assistance or perhaps psychological comfort? Do they make frequent contacts 

with people on the streets, including both sociable contacts and those 

which constitute field interrogations? Do they collect and analyze infor­

mation about the neighborhoods they work in? To what extent do they attempt, 

and by what means, to gather information from potential witnesses after the 

commission of a crime? To what extent do they attempt to provide information 

to persons who have had crimes committed against them? In short, what do 

police--as institutions or individuals--do? And how can we code these 

i f 1 information t han "handle," activities so that they provide more mean ng u 

"drive around," or "respond to calls?" As with the coding of incidents, 

situations or problems, the various needs for such information may necessitate 

the development of more than one coding system. This is appropriate so long 

as the same system is applied in compar1sons of' responses across organizations. 

5. Development of Questionnaire Formats and Survey ttems. Surveys which 

attempt to provide descriptive data about the police role by asking officers 

how often they perform various tasks should ask evenly about all the tasks 

which officers perform, so that the content and structure of the questionnaire 

instrument itself does not pre-determine a false portrayal of the realities 

of the role. Giving equal representation to all police tasks in a survey 

may require that the survey be preceeded by an observation analysis t9 

determine what the list of all tasks really is. This method.is expensive, 

but in areas of public policy where misleading information may have 

significant consequences, it may be necessary to decide that that. which is 

worth doing is worth doing well and, correspondingly, that that which should 

only be done well should not be permitted to be done poorly. 
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C. CONCLUSIONS 

Over the months of considering data about what police do and about 

citizen and police attitudes, we have concluded that these types. of studies 

conducted in ways and numbers sufficifent to overcome the limitations out-

lined in this chapter still could not provide a basis for rethinking the 

police role. There is a logical way to think about whether reforms are 

needed in policing and the data discussEld so far in this report provide only 

a small part of the information nece~sary for that process. To focus on 

data about attitudes, for example, is to enter the logical process well past 

its mid-point. The process and the other kinds of required information are 

discussed in Chapter VI. However, whether the research purpose is to design 

a research or reform agenda or to test any number of hypotheses about know-

ledge and attitudes related to policing, these types of data are of research 

and policy value and could be improved in ways outlined in this chapter. 
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VI 

INFORMATION NECESSARY FOR 

PLANNING POLICE ROLES AND STRUCTURES 

A. BASIC QUESTIONS 

Citizen and police beliefs about what police do and should do, and 

information about what police actually do may contribute to efforts to 

reconsider the role and structure of municiapl police agencies; however, 

these types of data are not sufficient to support such efforts. Essential 

information is summarized by the following questions. 

1. What are the needs of the municipality and its citizens which 
the police might address? 

2. What needs are the police now addressing and how are they 
addressing them? 

3. What is the effect of what the police are now doing? 

4. What are the alternatives to the existing role and structures 
of lIlUaicipal police? 

5. To what extent are alternatives feasible? 

1. The Needs of the Municipality and Its Citizens. The calls for 

service around which police currently are organized represent only some* 

immediate needs of individuals. These calls might be thought of as 

spontaneous reguests for service. the police also deal with routine or 

planDP.d reguests and with organizationally produced demands**for service. 

*Not all needs to which police might appropriately respond are reported 
to them • 
.. * Spontaneous requests, routine or planned requests, and organizationally 
produced demands are d1scussed in Wycoff and Manning (l979). 

93 



------,--- ...... 

These three types of requests or demands together constitute the service 

demand struct~re to which police respond. 

Spontaneous requests for service arise in response to specific 

incidents. Given the universali ty of the telephone and increasing police 

reliance on patrol cars, most of these requests to police agencies are made 

by telephone rather than directly to an officer working on the street. 

While estimates would vary across communities, it is generally agreed that 

telephoned requests for service constitute the majority of spontaneous 

requests. 

Routine requests for prearranged service are toade in response to vested 

interests and/or chronic situations. These tend to be made directly to city 

or agency representatives by groups or individuals and are seldom made by 

calling a police operator. Examples of these requests include: those made 

to the chief by the school superintendent for the positioning of more officers 

at school crossings during active periods; requests from the downtown business 
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association for discouraging "loitering" on the streets by SOCially unattractive 

persons; requests from businesses for protective escorts to banking institutions, 

for more police protection against shoplifters or for seasonal or annual polic-

ing of parades or festivals; requests reSUlting from media or political 

campaigns; the request by other city officials for the assignment of a specified 

number of officers to games played at the local football stadium. Other requests 

of a somewhat less formal nature are made directly to specialized units or police 

administrators by persons who are familiar with the police organization and are 

accustomed to receiving police service. A merchant who periodically experiences 

shoplifting problems may call a detective with whom he is familiar. An apart-

ment manager might know another detective who assists from time to time in 
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dealing with troublesome tenants. Perhaps a jewelry dealer will call a 

"crimes against property" unit to request extra attentiOn when a. valuable 

delivery is due. These ty'pes of requests tend to be made directly to city 

or police representatives or to special police units by groups or individuals 

and are seldom made through a police operator; when they do come initially 

through the switchboard, they are seldom recorded. As a result, it is 

difficult to determine the percentage of total police services accounted 

for by routine req ues ts • 

Organizations can produce their own demands for service. Independent 

of specific calls for service, the police may initiate investigative action, 

surveillance, arrests, raids or other strategic actions in response to perceived 

problems (Goldstein, 1979). In so doing, the police may be responding to 

their own perceptions of problems in the community (e.g., a rapid rise in 

rapes, purse snatchings or drug use.) Such problems may not have been 

articulated by citizens. Although individual citizens might experience 

"incidents" of burglary, the police might decide when the pattern of inci­

dents constitute a "problem" requiring a response different than that of 

separate response to individual incidents (Goldstein, 1979). Alternatively, 

the response may be the result of .!.!! hoc preSS!lreS from community groups or 

political groups (e.g., the city councilor the mayor's office, business or 

neighborhood groups.) These created or "discretionary" demands could occur 

at the agency level or at the level of the individual officer who might 

perceive some problem on his/her beat to which otherwise uncommitted time 

might be devoted. 

The demand structure of a police agency consists of the number of each 

of these three types of demands received or created. We have not incorporated 

into the concept of demand structure, the concepts of "need" or "need 

, 
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structure". As students of health care systems have recognized (Mechanic, 

1975), the "need" and the "demand" for service are distinctly and significantly 

different. A "demand" represents the condition in which a need has been 

recognized and articulated as a request for assistance. There has been 

research on the conditions under which a need is recognized and assistance 

requested (LEAA, 1975, 1977; Kadushin, 1969; Shuval, 1970). It is reasonable 

to hypothesize that in any community there are conditions which could be 

identified as needs but which are never articulated, and that these might 

vary from one community to another depending on the historical conditions 

(including conceptualizations of the police role) which have influenced the 

articulation of needs. There may be problems in the commmlity which the 

police might be able to address if the problems were in some way identified 

as suitable for the police role, but they are not perceived as being part 

of the police fmlction in part 'because they. never ~ been perceived in 

this way. Because they are not traditionally thought of as part of the police 

flmction, they are unlikely to be articulated in surveys of either citizens 

or officers. If they are to be articulated, it probably will be through a 

sper.i:al process designed to identify commlmi ty problems and potential 

solutions. The process might be a c01DDlmity task force composed of political 

leaders, urban analysts, citizens, and representatives of mmlicipal agencies, 

the goal of which is to assess the current "state of the C01lllDmlity" and to 

define issues the CODlDmli ty should address and the means of addressing them. 

*Needs which are not articulated as calls must be articulated by survey 
researchers who articulate various problems and then ask respondents 
whether they have ever experienced tIle problem and, if so, whether they 
called the police or any other agency. 
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2. What the Police Now Do. As indicated in the previous chapter, 

we know very little about what the police do insofar as "doing" is defined 

in terms of the responses police make to si tuations and problems. A "problem 

focused" analysis has been recommended as a means of determining the total 

organizational response to a problem.* This kind of analysis could indicate, 

for example, whether the police are making efforts to inform the media and 

the general public, whether they are working to encourage changes in law 

or zoning regulations or other city ordinances, whether they are attempting 

to develop with the prosecutor's office better ways of handling a particular 

kind of case, whether they are working with other law enforcement agencies 

to solve the problem, and whether they are encouraging individuals or 

organizations outside policing to create or parti~.ipate in the solution to 

the problem. Depending on the nature of the problem, some of these responses 

,. 
may be more appropriate and effective than anything the patrol officer on 

the street can do. 

This approach could move us toward filling the gap in knowledge about 

the performance of the police role. Performance is defined here as the 
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actual behavior** of the police in handling a situation, coping with a problem, 

fulfilling a function. This usage corresponds to the dictionary definition 

of performance as the "execution or accomplishment of work." The question 

whether the police respond to a reported robbery is a ques tion about the 

types of problems police handle. Questions about what the police ~ when 

* At least one "problem focused" research project has been conducted wi th 
a U.S. department (Goldstein and Susmilch, 1982). 

~ i The quality of the performance cons sts 
response is made and the style with which 
of this pOint, see Wycoff, 1981.} 

of the competence with which the 
it is made. (For expanded discussion 
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they arrive at the scene of the reported robbery and what they do about the 

situation after leaving the scene are questions about role performance. 

There is very little available information about police role performance. 

This is true with respect to information about attitudes toward performance 

as well as information about the actual nature of performance. Many surveys 

ask citizen respondents how well they think the local police perform their 

job, but citizens are almost never asked what kinds of responses they believe 

police make to specific situations or problems, whether they approve of 

* these responses, or what responses they think the police should make. 

Similarly, there is almost no information about the tendencies of either 

patrol officers of police organizations to respond to particular situations 

or problems in specific ways. 

The Performance of Po1i~e Agencies. There are no systematic 

data on the methods which police agencies use to handle the range of problems 

with which they deal. The literature contains numerous descriptions of 

methods for handling particular problems (e.g., the activities of a rape 

unit in one department; the responses to domestic violence, child abuse, 

street robbery, victims, or bicycle problems in another; and the process of 

taking telephone reports for certain types of complaints in yet another.) 

These individual descriptions are valuable as means of expanding knowledge 

about operational alternatives but they cannot be accumulated into a 
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*The Kansas City Community Surveys (Police Foundation, 1972 and 1973a) include 
several unanalyzed items about these issues. 
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catalog of methods of response across agencies. The first steps toward 

documenting the range of responses have been made by Ostrom et a1. (1977), 

Scott (1979) and the Police Executive Research Forum and Birmingham Police 

Department (1981). Ostrom et a1. examine the variety of organizational 

arrangements for delivering service. Scott r~ports the frequency with which 

police operators provide information, refer calls, or dispatch a patrol car 

to the caller. The Police Executive Research Forum and Birmingham Police 

Department surveyed departments to determine the initial means of responding 

to requests for service and found 

a myriad of alternative responses. 
These include civilian response, 
telephone reporting, appointment 
scheduling, mail-in repor.ting, referral 
to other agencies, and no response at 
all. Surprisingly, 80 percent of the 
(200) agencies surveyed for this project 
use some form of a1~ernativ~ response. (p. 9) 

The next step will be to determine the range and nature of responses made 

once the patrol car arrives at the scene or the mail-in report reaches the 

agency. We know of no documentation of the actual behavior used to handle 

problems--either for all problems handled by one agency or for a single 

type of problem across a sample of agencies. Until it is known what police 

actually do, the responses they actually make, when handling situations or 

problems, it will make little sense to talk of. "improving responses" or 

"assessing police effectiveness." 

The Performance of Patrol Units. There does not exist a 

catalog of patrol responses to situations or problems any more than there 

exists a catalog of agency responses. Something is known, however, about 

the way in which response choices are determined. Often they are determined 
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through the use of discretion on the part of the individual patrol officer. 

Rumbaut and Bittner (1979) consider the use of discretion by patrol officers 
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to be one of the major "discoveries" of the last decade. Patrol officers 

exercise discretion in substantively defining the incident as well as in 

choosing the methods for dealing with it (H. Goldstein, 1963, laFave, 1965; 

Skolnick, 1966). There are constraints on discretion; these might include 

legal ones (e.g., laws of search and seizure), administrative guidelines and 

policies (more likely to be prohibitive of certain behaviors than prescriptive), 

contextual ones (e.g., whether the event occurs in public or private space), 

and personal ones (Muir, 1977). But even within the constraints, arrest may 

be one of several means an officer might choose to resolve a situation 

(Wilson, 1968; H. Goldstein, 1977). The conseque~ce, Wilson (1968) argues 

is that police are more likely to underenforce the law and that police tend 

t b" '1· , 1 o e ••• en1ent, at east when no challenge either to police authority 

or important communi.ty interests is involved." (1968:52). 

But what do police do when they are being lenient~ While novels and 

some ethnographic works portray the choices of one or a few individuals in 

one or a few institutions, there is no work which documents a range of 

possible responses to each of a variety of situations. Consequently there 

is no way to determine the conditions under which one method is more likely 

to be used than others and no way to determine the conditions under which 

one response is likely to be more desirable and/or effective than others. 

The Performance of Investigators. As with the performance 

of police organizations and patrol off~cers, little research has been done 

to examine and document investigative methods used by agencies, units, or 

individual investigators. Departments undoubtedly differ substantially in 
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the ways in which investigative functions are organized (e.g., centralized 

vs. decentralized), cases are assigned (to individuals vs. teams), managed 

(integration vs. non-integration of units), and supervised. They differ in 

terms of resources allocated to the function and training provided for it. 

They differ, too, in the types of investigative information collec and 

the ways in which it is collected, stored, analyzed, disseminated _ i. 

utilized. They differ in terms of investigative policies and in terms of 

investigative programs and projects. As a result of the Rand study of the 

investigation process, more information is available about organizatiopal 

differences in investigative processes than may be available about any 

other police function. In Volume II of the report Chaiken (1975) documents 

with survey data many of the types of differences we have just listed. This 

is seminal information, rich in previously unavailable data which offer a 

basis for thinking about concrete differences among investigative processes. 

Yet, it is the portrayal of processes, rather than the description of 

variables, that is largely missing in the investigative literature. By 

process we mean the combination and order of steps taken and the manner 

i~ which· resources are used in working particular kinds of cases. The 

portrayal of process would require, at least in the early stages of this 

type of research, extended observation of investigative behavior across 

organizations. The only ~~rk of this nature of which we are aware is 

Manning's (1980) study of narcotics units in two departments. Comparable 

work has not been done for other types of municipal investigative operations. 

Such research would be important for determining whether alternative 

methods are used and whether they make a difference for the outcomes of 

cases. This process analYSis could be particularly helpful for under­

standing whether there are ways of improving investigative effectiveness 
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in dealing with those cases which are not essentially self-solving--those 

for ex8;JIlPle in which the identity of the offender is not already known ,",y 

the time investigators become involved with the case. A recent INSLAW study 

(1981) suggests what some of the important performance variables might be. 

Offenders who performed well as measured by the arrest convictability ~f 

their cases stressed the importance of improving the willingness of 

witnesses to cooperate, the location of additional witnesses, "following 

through" after the arrest and collecting as much evidence as possible. 

This research is a step toward knowing what police "do," by way of 

making responses; this, of course~ is necessary before it will be possible 

to know which responses make a difference. 

One explanation for this lack of information about ~olice performance 

may be that performance usually is thought of in terms of the outcomes or 

of police behavior rather than in terms of the behavior itself. consequences 

Performance, as the execution of work, is seldom measured. And yet, of 

course, it should be. It is the critical link between organizational or 

individUal inputs and outcomes or consequences; performance is the output 

standing between inputs and outcomes. A good performance may be an end in 

itself. This may be especially tnle for institutions such as policing in 

which the ultimate consequences of the work of the institutions or its 

individual members may be influenced and shaped by many factors other than 

the performance or behavior of the i~titution or individual. 

As an example, consider the handling of a family fight on a Thursday 

night. At the scene of the dispute, the responding officers might do 

everything considered appropriate for handling the situation, '8.nd they 
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might do it competently and with a civil manner. This response, or set of 

activities is the performance, and an observer watching it might rate it 

highly. However, the couple might resume the argument the follOwing evening 

and one party might do serious bodily harm to the other before the police 

can arrive. Many researchers and students of policing would tend to talk 

about this outcome of the incident (bodily harm) as though it were a 

measure of the police performance. This is inappropriate. Whether long 

range outcomes of family fights can be related to police actions is an 

empirical question currently being researched (Sherman, forthcoming), but 

the actions of the officers (their performance) and the outcome of the 

incident are both conceptually and empirically distinguishable. Any effort 
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to rethink police roles and structures would seem to require the distinction 

between the questions of "Did the police perform well?" and "Did they succeed?". 

Proposals for change would be quite different if police were shown to be 

performing poorly and not succeeding in their missions than if they were 

shown to be performing well and still not achieving the desired outcomes. 

3. The Effect of Current Police Performance. This question concerns 

the effectiveness of police responses to the problems identified as police 

responsibilities. It seems unreasonable to propose changes in police 

roles or structures without knowing whether the pre~ent ones work. But 

effectiveness cannot be ~asured without first determining how,and how 

much,the police reasonably can be expected to affect the problem. Many of 

the problems to which police respond are created by conditions beyond 

their control and are pr.oblems that several agencies may (or should), 

attempt to solve. The effectiveness measures of police performance, 
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therefore, should be defined in terms of the effect the police can reasonably 

be expected to have on the aspect of the problem for which they are responsible. 

These are not the c~r~teristics of police effectiveness measures commonly 

in use. Typically, effectiveness measures are not tailored to distinct 

object.ives and performance'~ they are based th i ha on e assumpt on t t police 

are entirely and solely responsible for the outcomes of problems that may 

extend far beyond police capacity to affect them. 

To the extent that effectiveness has been measured at all, it has been 

primarily in terms of crime effectiveness, defined as police ability to 

reduce the number of crimes occurring in the communi ty • As was shown in 

Chapter II, crime-related activities constitute only a portion of the services 

which police deliver and yet there are few measures or methods of measurement 

for non-crime related work. (F or a suggested means of measurement, see 

Marx, 1978.) One result of the tendency to measure "productivity," 

"effectiveness," or" f " per ormance in terms of crime-related activities may 

be that officers come to believe that these activities are the only really 

important ones they perform. (Aft all if h h er , t e ot ers were important, 

they would be measure~wouldn't they?) Researchers are not the only ones 

to view performance narrowly; the activity records maintained on individual 

officers by surely the majority of police departments reflect primarily 

crime-related activities. Researchers tend to count the things they count 

in part because they tend to recount the behaviors which police organizations 

count. This imbalance between measures for crime-related performance and 

those for performance in areas not related to crime needs to be corrected 

before it will be possible to determine how well the police are perfOrming 

the duties expected of them. (For a thorough discussion of this and other 

performance issues, see Whitaker, et al., 1981.) 
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Even thou~h researchers have given considerable attention to the crime 

effectiveness of, police, the extensive body of research has produced--with 

some exceptions--largely inconclusive findings, partly because of problems 

of methodology and analysis. A major and well documented problem is the 

reliance ou reported crime rates, arrest rates and clearance rates. All of 

these indicators can vary so greatly across organizations in the ways they 

are measured and recorded that comparisons across organizations are of 

questionable value. Invalidity, unreliability and/or noncomparability of 

reported crime rates have been discussed by numerous researchers (e. g., 

Wolfgang, 1963; Biderman and Reiss, 1967; Black, 1970; Zimring and 

Hawkins, 1973; Skogan, 1974; Seidman and Couzens, 1975; Maltz, 1975; 

Cook, 1977; Nagin, 1978). Recorded crime rates reflect not only the vagaries 

of public willingness to report crime (Skogan, 1976) but also the processes 

and policies by which police record crime (Skolnick, 1966; Reiss, 1971; 

Pepinsky, 1975; McCabe and Sutcliffe, 1978). Factors i.nfluencing the 

recording of crime not only vary ac~oss jurisdictions at the same time but 

also within jursidictions over time (Bell, 1960). Arrest and clearance rates 

are also unreliable and therefore noncomparable (Hatry, 1975; Greenwood et 

al., 1975; Nagin, 1978; Sherman and Glick, 1982). 

Researchers of police effectiveness are aware of these shortcomings 

of official crime statistics but many tend to acknowledge the problems and 

then proceed to use the statistics with the justification that they are the 

only available indicators. 

The argument that poor data are the only 
data is not sufficient reason for using 
the data; it is a very good reason for 
not doing the research at all, since 
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findings based on such data produce 
a cumulative literature, the worth 
of which cannot be trusted. (Wycoff,1982:27) 

And the potential impact of such literature on policy formulation can be 

substantial. 

Another measurement problem, mentioned previously, is the use of 

indicators (e.g., total reported crimes) which hold the police accountable 

for factors over which they may have little influence. Whatever influence 

they may have may occur in conjunction with so many other influences that 

any change in the amount of police effect may be lost among the rest--

a problem which is enlarged by the aggregate analysis of data. A large 

number of the crime effectiveness studies reviewed (Wycoff, 1982) used 

total crime as the basis for an effectiveness measure; some looked at 

police effect on individual Part I crimes rather than or in additon to 

total crime but few have been so explicit as Boydstun (1975) about using 

data for only those "suppressible crimes" which the police might reasonably 

be expected to affect with the program in question. This is an approach 

which requires a new classification of crimes according to controllability 

factors (Goldstein, 1977) and one which may take us closer to answering 

the question "Bow effective are the police given what they reasonably can 

be expected to achieve?"., 

The crime effectiveness literature is weakened also by analysis 
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problems. Many studies rely on analysis of data aggregated across communities 

which may vary in ways (e.g., size and heterogeneity) which may affect both 

the problems and responses in the police roles and may also vary in the 

methods of collecting and recording official statistics. These differences 

may be such that a relationship between police inputs and outcomes which 

might exist in one community or one type of community may be lost in the 

aggregation. 
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Further, crime effectiveness studies typically utilize cross-sectional 

data which provide insufficient data to determine causal direction for 

statistical relationships. Simultaneous equations, initially considered 
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to provide an analytic breakthrough in research using cross-sectional data, 

have been argued to be an inadequate solution when there is insufficient 

information to specify and identify equations (Greenberg, 1977; Nagin, 1978). 

The experimental method (e.g., Kelling et a1, 1974) and the longitudinal 

analysis of data across a few sites (e.g., Jacob and Rich, 1980) provide 

stronger analyses of relationships between police inputs and outcomes. 

4. Alternative Roles and Structures. If the police are not currently 

responding to particular problems, what--if anything--could they do to 

contribute to a solution? If the police are not now handling problems as 

effectively as might reasonably be expected, what are alternative approaches 

to the problems? 

Although we would argue that the identification of alternative 

roles and structures is the next logical step in a process of rethinking 

the police role, there is not much we can add to this point. Our review 

of the literature was not directed to this topic. It would seem, however, 

that once community problems have been identified through the political 

process, the identification of possible police responses to problems can 

best be made by those practitioners, scholars, and community representatives 

• familiar with the police ~apacity. 

·one approach to the identification of solutions in a Canadian setting is 
discussed by Engstad and Evans (1980). 

, 
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The focus of discussions designed to identify alternatives would be, 

"Given this problem, what if •••• " There seems to be little of this kind of 

creative thinking on a national level, and this may be where it n~eds to 

occur, at least initially. During the past fifteen years, thinking about 

ways of improving policing generally has emphasized improvement of current 

responses rather than development of alternatives. Although suggestions 

for alternatives may originate with groups most familiar with poliCing, the 

process of approvin~ such proposals is ultimately a political one. Research 

may inform the decision, but it will not make the decision. 

5. Feasibility of Alternatives. The implementation of chosen 

alternatives will depend on the feasibility of the alternatives for the 

organization and community for Which they are chosen. Williams (1975) 

has observed that many prograus might never have been' undertaken if they 

had been preceeded by an analysis of the appropriateness of the program 

for the environment in which it would oparate and of the capacity of the 

organization to implement it. Discovering what will work requires an 

analysis of policing that goes beyond police organization and operations 

to the nature of the environment in which the police function. Environmental 

factors determine and limit the nature of the police role and the degree to 

Which police might be effective in dealing wi th particular kinds of problems. 

Among these factors are historical antecedents, the political philosophy 

and culture of the community, the resources of the community, population 

characteristics, the nature of crime, laws,and interorganizational relation-

ships. 

• 
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Historical Antecedents. dayley (1976) no'tes the impo'rtance of 

tradition or history in shaping the direction and ,perhaps ,in dr~wing 

limitations on reform. While law enforcement is often viewed as the 

traditional and therefore approp,riate role for muniCipal police, Silver 

(1967), Lane (1967), Rubenstein (1973), and Manning (1977)argue that 

the roots of modern (post 1892) pOlicing are in order maintenance and 

service. Appendix I offers an analysis of the literature, on policing 

by historical periods in which we found that even the literature for the 

1600's contains substantial discussion of the service and order functions. 

Political Philosophy and ~lmmunity Culture. Skolnick (1966) 

and Goldstein (1977) have discussed the problems of policing inherent in 

a democratic society, and Banton (1964) observes that not all deJlDclt'aci.e's 

are the same with respect to the policing environment. British citizens 

apparently do (or did) accord their police more moral authority than do 

United States citizens. Bayley (1977) makes a similar point in comparing 

u.S. and Japanese police and suggests that the policing structures and 
" 

functions of one democratic society are not necessarily transferrable to 

another. While policing may be shaped by local culture, Bayley also argues 

••• the police themselves are formative 
elements in society. They may rl!inforce 
existing beliefs and values or they can 
help to transform popular culture. (1977:234) 

Resources of the Community. This is a fairly self-evident 

constraint on feasibility. In a system in Which poli~ing is locally financed 

and in a time when fedem! and state sources of special funding are restricted, 

reforms can be no more grand than the community budget. 
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Population Characteristic!.. Size of population and degree of 

homogeneity or integration of the population often are noted as deter­

minants of police roles. lhese r.ro tend to be correlated (Banton1964). 

Wilson (1968) suggested that size and diversity were related to the styles 

of policing Which he identified; the service style was characteristic of 

a homogeneous, middle-class community_ Cain (1973) notes that Whyte (1945) 

found a peace-keeping police style in a stable Italian slum and that Gold­

man (1963) found the peace-keeping style to predominate only in a largely 

h~mogeneous middle-class neighborhood. Bayley (1976) in his comparative 

study of policing in Japan and the United States also acknowledges the 

importance of homogeneity. 

It is not clear whether the peace-keeping styles in these types of 

communities reflect the infrequent ~ccurrence of situations which are 

easily identifiable as law enforcement situations or whether the style 

reflects an easily recognizable community preference for non-enforcement 

solutions whenever possible. Certainly both factors may be operating 

stmultaneously. but it is important to try to distinguish them. Advocates 

of co~unity control of policing who anticipate community control as 

resulting in a predominantly peace keeping style might have to confront 

the possibility of relatively homogeneous communities which nevertheless 

have high levels of enforcement needs. 

A homogeneous community might, for example, be located such that 

its policing needs would be strongly influenced by conditions originating 

outside the community. ~roxtmity to a large city t~th high rates of crime 

could cause the smaller community to experience higher levels of disorder 

or criminality than the characteristics of the small community would predict. 

~.,. ---"~l"----"-"~·~-"!"".-*7··" -"'---""<J- ' ........ -...,...._. _____ -_. .. "':~-_-'·""···:-r~_' _.,.. ___ ..... _'..,.-:-~ 
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The same could be true if the community served as a thoroughfare for 

transient populations. 

Nature of Crime. Several researchers have noted the constraints 

inherent in the criminal act and the social organization of crime. (e.g., 

Press, 1971; Conklin and Bittner, 1973; Reiss, 1974; Reppetto, 1974; 

Eliot et al.,1975; Goldstein, 1977). Skogan and Antunes (1979) found that 

only very sparse information is available for many types of crimes; police 

cannot obtain more information with even the most strenuous efforts if it 

simply does not exist - if, for example, neither the victim nor witnesses 

saw an assailant clearly enough to provide a description and t'he assailant 

is unknown within the informant community. Wilson (1978) also notes that 

the po.lice lack the information necessary 

••• to apprehend or deter more than a very small fraction 
of all criminals (p. 58). 

Boydst~n (1975) acknowledged the limitations of police impact on certain 

types of crime and based his evaluation of field interrogations on "sup-

pressible crime". Reiss and Bordua (1967) note the physical invisibility 

of the enactment of many crimes and suggest that increased number of mu1ti-

story residential units ,~uld decrease the ability of the police to detect 

and apprehend offenders. The importance of the visibility of o,ffenses for 

police effectiveness is substantiated by the work of Press (1971), Kelling 

.... "...- _ .. ',' . 
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~ al., (1974) and Dahmann (1975) in which it was found that the only crimes 

affected by increased levels of patrol were street crtmes. 

Evidence about the constraints on police crime-effectiveness argues 

that choice of police goals and methods of accomplishing them should be 

based on an understanding of what it is police~ do as opposed to what it 

is we ~ police could do. And the same is true for perceptions about 

the role. 
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Laws. As written by governing bodies and interpreted by legal 

rulings, the law has affected the content of the role, the performance of 

it and the perceptions of it. Some communities (e.g., New York City) have 

attempted to define by city ordinance the breadth of the local police role. 

More commonly statutes define the crime-related aspects of role content 

through definition of those behaviors which are to be treated by the police 

as offenses. Through judicial clarification of the due process provisions 

of the constitution, the courts have affected police role performance*. 

Finally, statutes or d.rdinances which, through suggestion or explicit 

language, require full enforcement of the law give rise to the unrealistic 

perception that police do or should enforce every law fully in every incident 

brought to their attention. The myth of full enforcement may also limit the 

quality of role enactment (Remington, 1980). 

However, as indicated in the section of this chapter on policy formu-

lation, law and judicial review do not ,fully determine the police role. 

Many of the situations which police handle have never been addressed by laws 

** or qrdi~nces. Further, police do not and will not ever have the re-

sources to fully enforce the prohibitions against all of the behaviors which 

have been officially identified as SOCially unacceptable. Even if resources 

were not an issue, some police would argue that justice or fairness is not 

always served by full enforcement and that public support may be lost by 

*See LaFave and Remington (1965) for a discussion of the court's role in 
attempting to prevent violations of due process. Remington (1965) dis­
cusses the problems of involvement of courts which are not awart! of cur­
rent police issues. 

**Nt!vertheless, Shearing and Leon (1977:338) argue that it is the " ••• unique 
access to the law •••• " as a resource (Wilson, 1968) for handling problems 
and the " ••• unique access to legitimized physical force •••• " which define 
the police role. 
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efforts at full enforcement. Laws may 'be weaker' determinants of police 

role content when they are not supported by public consensus. The McNally 

(1978) survey found, for example, that 41% of the respondents desired that 

more time be spent enforcing prostitution laws while 29% thought less time 

should be spent on such laws; 37% thought more time should be spent enforCing 

marijuana laws while 37% thought leas time should be spent that way. The 

dilemma for the police in such cases illustrates Reiss and Bordua's (1967) 

point that the police are affected by both the nature of the community and 

the nature of the legal system; insofar as there are points of conflict be-

tween the community and the legal system, 

••• the police may be conceived as mediating 
between the two. 

• •• the police adapt the universalistic demands 
of law to the structure of the locale by a wide 
variety of formal and informal devices (p. 27). 

But when the structure of the community is not a homogeneous one and 

there is disagreement among citizens about the importance of particular laws, 

whose important laws are enforced? Manning (1977) arguing that lithe state 

and the law are not isomorphic" (p. 40), believes that tht! police reflect 

the interests of economic elites. (Eisenberg and Lawrence, 1980, support 

this view in their study of police policy-making.) 

The question of the extent to which law constrains the police role 

and shapes perceptions of it is one which has to be considered when examining 

options for changing either the enactment of the role or perceptions of it. 

Whether laws should be modified to fit the role or the role should be brought 

into accord with the law (or whether both modifications should occur) are 

important issues. 

1 
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Interorganizational Relationships. Relationships with other organi-

zations undoubtedly influence the content and enactment of the police role 

as well as perceptions of it, and they would affect any efforts to re­

structure the role. 

The relationships which the police organization maintains with other 

community groups would influence what becomes defined as problems to which 

the police should attend, the nature and amount of information which the 

police can obtain about the problem and the amount of cooperation the 

police can get from the community in handling the problem. Additionally, 

the amount and quality of the contact between police and non-police organi­

zations should influence the perceptions of the role held by members of both 

types of organizations. 

Interaction with other agencies in the criminal justice system affects 

the outcomes of some police efforts. It is assumed, for example, that con­

viction rates would increase if the district attorney's office would regu­

larly provide the police with information about any problems with procedure, 

evidence or testimony in cases.* 

Both role content and enactment are affected by the sharing of 

physical and substantive boundaries with other enforcement agencies. Such 

boundaries have to be taken .into account in effo~ts to analyze the current 

*Improvement of the police/prosecutor relationship is one goal of the 
Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (ICAP) supported by Lf~. 
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nature of the police role and in any efforts to plan changes in the role. 

Analysis of the current role must consider whether the police organization 

exists in an environment in which other institutions provide alternative 

means of handling problems; analysis over time must consider whether other 

institutions in the environment have changed their own role contents, 

perhaps in turn affecting that of the police. Recent announcements by the 

F.B.I. of its intent to become less involved in bank robberies in favor of 

other types of crime may mean that less total police time will be invested 

in bank robberies or that state or municipal police agencies will have to 

incorporate the responsibilities previously assumed by the federal agency. 

Research was not found which has examined empirically the actual or 

potential impact of inter organizational boundaries on the nature of the 

police role. Research which has considered organizational interactions 

has tended to focus on the interaction of police and courts as determinants 

of one another's work loads. Research has also considered the quality of 
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inter organizational relationships as a factor in the effectiveness of a given 

organization in dealing with specific types of problems~ Clark, et ale 

(1977) examined the effectiveness of police juvenile divisions and concluded 

that 

••• police performance will be less affected by upgrading 
relations with other juvenile justice agencies (schools, 
welfare departments and mental health agencies) than with 
others in its immediate environment even on its most im­
portant task (p. 192). 

Review of the literature indicates that substantial work will have to be 

done before effects of interorganizational relationships can be taken 

into account either in efforts to understand the police role as it currently 

exists or to plan changes in it. 
, 

\ . 
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B. CONCLUSION 

In the course of this project we have concluded that several types 

of data aT.~ required to support efforts to rethink and/or restructure 

police roles and organizations. 'lbe data about what police do and about 

citizen and police attitudes toward the role provide only a.limited 

amount of the necessary information. Before a reform agenda can be 

created, a research agenda should be established which will result in 

the following types of data:: 

1. Information about the needs of a municipality and its citizens 

which the police might address. 

2. Infomation about the needs currently being addressed by the 

police and about the Deans 'being used to address them. 

3. Evidence of the effect of what police are now doing. 

4. Identification of alternatives to the eXisting roles and 

structures of municipal police. 

5. Indications of the extent to which alternatives are feasible. 

Research should be designed to create these types of information across 

a variety of sizes and types of communities. 
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CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY OF 

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

The research recommendations outlined here recapitulate those made 

in Chapters V and VI. Chapter V dealt with the need to improve documentation 

of the realities of, and attitudes toward, the things police do. Chapter VI 

discussed the additional types of research necessary to support any efforts 

to plan either the restructuring of the municipal polic~ role or police 

organizations. 

A. IMPROVING RESEARCH ON ROLE REALITIES AND ATTITUDES 

New research should have five primary goals. It should: 

1. Formulate a perspective of the police organization as actor. 

Available research concentrates on patrol officers and fails 

to consider the functions of other units of the organization 

or those of the organization as a whole. 

2. Delineate the set of Significant actors (individuals and 

institutions) that interact with the police organization. 

Consideration of all of the parties that receive any type 

of service from the police or who have any power to determine 

what types of service police will deliver will expand percep-

tions about the types of things police organizatio~ do. 

Current focus on victims, witnesses, and offenders narrows 

the perception of the role to crime-related situations. 
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3. Create conceptual task groupings more representative of the 

actual problems and situations to which both individual officers 

and the police organization respond. Vague or broadly applied 

labels such as "order maintenance" or "service" tend to obscure 

and oversimplify the complexity of the incidents and problems 

police handle. 

4. Create conceptual categories for the types of responses police 

officers and the police organization make. The activity code 

'we used most often in recoding studies was "respond/handle." 

There will be a very limited understanding of what police do 

until there is identification of the actions police take in 

response to situations and problems. 

5. Develop questionnaire formats and survey items that provide 

more valid and reliable means of measuring respondents' per-

ceptions of the role" We have discussed the problem of 

knowing what a term like "domestic disturbance" conveys to 

a respondent and also the problem of knowing what the respondent 

has in mind when assigning an importance rating to a task or 

function. Some researchers seem tempted to interpret relatively 

low importance rankings as meaning that the respondent considers 

the task to be unimportant. Close inspection of the data does 

not support this view. 

B. DEVELOPING BASIC RESEARCH IN SUPPORT OF REDEFINITION OF POLICE ROLES 

OR STRUCTURES 

Further research should: 

1. Determine needs of a municipality and its citizens which the 

police mi~ht address. Calls for service made to police departments 
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only some unknown portion of the needs of individuals that 

might be appropriately handled by the police. The needs of 

the community may be reflected in part by calls for service, 

but there may be more general problems of which the calls are 

only symptoms or indicators. Some critical needs of the com-

munity may not be articulated at all by individual requests 

for service and may need to be identified through a conscious 

political effort. There may be a legitimate role for the police 

in controlling physical decay in urban areas, for example, which 

may be largely unrelated to what police do for individuals in 

those areas. 

Determine the needs police are now addressing and the means being 

used to address them. Once community and individual needs have 

been articulated, the activities of the police organization should 

be examined to determine what actions are being taken to address 

which problems. 

3. Measure the effect of what police are now doing. a task which 

requires developing measures of effectiveness. The most commonly 

used effectiveness measures foc~ almost exclusively on the crime-

related functions of the police, ignoring those functions which 

constitute the greatest part of the role of patrol officers, 

whether the magnitude of the role is estimated by numbers of calls 

or by time spent on activities. Effectiveness measures need to 

be defined in terms of what police reasonably can be expected to 

do. Too frequently, the effectiveness of police is assessed in 

terms of outcomes that may be affected by many other factors over 
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which the police have no control. Police should be evaluated 

in terms of the things they do. 

4. Identify alternatives to the existing roles and structures of 

municipal police. What are the options? Given the needs of a 

community or of individuals in the community, what are the 

police not doing that they:,might conceivably do? What are they 

doing that might be more effectively done by other agencies? 

How might they respond differently to problems they currently 

handle so as to have a greater effect on the problem? What are 

the ways in which police might be differently organized so as 

to be more ~ffective? 

5. Determine the extent to which the alternatives are feasible. 

Will ,the community accep~ the alternative or is it too divergent 

from community standards and traditions? Is the alternative 

legal? Is it financially feasible? Is it reasonable, given the 

impact it may have on the rest of the criminal justice system? 

What might be the unintended consequences of fmp~~enting it? 

A research agenda with these goals will yield data which will be more 

useful for policy formulation than information currently available about the 

police role. However, many of the decisions to be made about policing rest 

on choices among values rather than on t~e determination of facts. Solid 

data can support the formulation of policy but cannot relieve the political 

process of ~he respopsibility of de~ision making. 
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APPENDIX A 

METHODOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF WORKLOAD _ STUDIES AND 

STUDIES OF CALLS RECEIVED AND/OR DISPATCHED 
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APfENDIX A 

METHODOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF WORKLOAD STUDIES AND 
STUDIES OF CALLS RECEIVED ~~/OR DISPATCHED 

Author 

BEllCAL, 1970 

(Detroit) 

BEllCAL, 1970 

(St. Louis) 

CUMMING, et al., 1965 

("Metro") 

GALLIHER, 1975 

("Small Town") 

KARRAS, 1979 

(Ft. Madison, Iowa) 

LIFTER, et al., 1977 

(Minnesota Cities) 

Method 

Analyzed dispatch records for calls incoming 

via emergency number in two precincts for 

one month, 1969. Used own classification. 

Analyzed dispatch records for calls incoming 

via emergency number for entire department 

for nine months, 1969. Used own classification. 

Observers listened to inCOming calls 

during 82 selected hours during June and 

July 1961. Developed own classification 

system. 

Interviewed a total of 310 patrolmen and 

their supervisars, serving in communities 

of less than 50,000 population in a 

Midwestern state. Classifications were 

based on responses received. 

Utilized police department records for 

the first 56 days of 1978. Classifications 

based on types of calls found in records. 

Utilized a combination of field observation, 

post-shift interviews, and incident -

oriented interviews of patrol officers only, 

aerving in metropolitan suburban police 

departments in Minnesota. Classifications 

were based on a police activity coding 

system. 
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Author 

LILLY, 1978 

(Newport, Ky.) 

O'NEILL and Bloom, 1972 

(Long Beach, Ca.) 

PATE, et al., 1976 

(Kansas City, Mo.) 

McMM.'US, 1976 

(20th Pct., New York City) 

REISS, 1971 

(Chicago) 

SCOTT, 1979 

("~lultiple Cities") 

SHEARING, 1972 

("Canadian Town") 

A-2 

Method 

Observers listened to all incoming calls 

for four months, February through May, 

1976. D~veloped own classification system. 

Utilized patrol officer self-reports 

of tours of duty in 10 minute intervals. 

Data were gathered over a two-week period. 

Developed own classification system. 

Analyzed dispatch records for all calls 

to the South Patrol District, June through 

September, 1973. Not clear whether coding 

scheme was that of the authors or of the 
department. 

Methodology not detailed. 

Listened to tape of all calls received 

on emergency number on one day, April 21, 

1966. Used same codes as citizens who 
called. 

Coded as many calls as possible while 

listening to inCOming calls or tapes of 

calls. Calls were coded for purposefully 

sampled police shifts in 21 different 

departments during 1977. Developed own 
coding sheme. 

Tape recorded all calls received at one 

complaint desk for 33 shifts over a 3-month 

period. Developed own classification 
system. 

n I 

Li 

n 
L·,' " 
k; 

F.: 
I" d 

n t.: \ 
I. 
L.. .. 

r-: 
1 i 
I I 
L. ... ' 

r-' ,. I 

L .. 

r'1 , . , ~ 

J. " "--, 

.. r .... ' 
t. ~ 
b..i f 

, 
.. -'~-.. .. - .. -_._-.......... _---_ .. . _-_ ..... ..:....-._, .... -.. ----.. ~. -_. ____ ~ .... ___ ........ __ "-. _ .'0- _ .. 

Author 

SKELLY, 1969 

(New York City, one pct.) 

V ANAGUNAS, 1977 

(Racine) 

WEBSTER, 1970 

("Baywood") 

WILSON, 1968 

(Syracuse) 

A-3 

Method 

Utilized self-reports of 18 patrolmen, 

3 sergeants~ and 1 lieutenant in IS-minute 

intervals over a 3-week period. The 

officers served in a South Bronx precinct. 

Developed own classification system. 

Analyzed dispatch records for 1973. Not 

clear whether coding scheme was that of 

the author or of the department. 

Analyzed police dispatch records for a 

54-week period in the late 1960's in a 

city called "Baywood". Developed own 

classification system. 

Not clear whether author listened to 

dispatches or analyzed dispatch records. 

Sample was 1/5 sample of dispatcQed calls 

during one week, June 3-6, 1966. Developed 

own coding scheme. 
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B-1 

APPENDIX B 

RECODING OF CALLS FOR SERVICE, 

DISPATCH, and OBSERVATION STUDIES 

In order to compare the various studies of calls received, calls 

dispatched and the use of patrol time, it was necessary to employ a coding 

scheme which could encompass the different coding schemes for each of the 

studies. This appendix reports, for each study, the codes which were used 

by the ~rigina1 researcher and the way in which the codes were re-classified 

for purposes of comparison. For each study, except those by Cordner and 

Kelling, the comparison categories are those which are the cell titles 

listed under "Coding Category". These include: Information giving/gathering; 

Service; Order Maintenance; Law Enforcement; Traffic; and Other. The codes 

"1'''' 
, i 

, : 
. .J 

within each of the cells are those used in the original research. The com-

parison categories for the Cordner and Kelling studies include: Mobile Po1ice-
, .. , 

Related; Nonpo1ice-Re1ated; Stationary and Contact Personnel, Police Related; 

and Residual • 
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BERCAL, 1970 (DETROIT) 

CODING CATEGORY call. D1apatcbed 
of those of each 

Calla Received CaUs Dispatched tV'D1'! received 
N % N % N % 

lDformation Rivift2/2atherinR 0 0.0 
Service 

Health-sick person, injury 
or aisc., accident, city 
physician, anilllal bites, 
deatb, attempted suicide, 
abulance call. 1 65~ 10.0 

Order Maintenance 
Ioys, family trouble, parking 
coaplaint, disturbance, 
alasing persoD, neighbor 
trouble, tenant trouble, 
rubbish cDmolaint strike. 'L75~ 34.8 

I.av Enforcement 
Cr1Ee, prowler, alarms. 
recovery of property. 6 .~c)R 38.7 

Traffic 
Accidents, safety-c:rossing 
detail, direct traffic, fire, 
street defect, tree-pole-vire, 
anillal injured lIisc. hazard. 7.'7. 16.5 

Ocher 
o I 0 

total 16.532 100.0 
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BERCAL, 1970 (ST. LOUIS) 

CODlHG CATEr-.oU 

Calla Reeeivecl Calls 
M % N 

IDforaation givigg/xathering 0 
Service 

Bealth-sick person, injury 
H a1ac., aCCident, city 
pbyaictan, an1llal bites. 
deatb, attempted suicide, 
_bulanee call. %3.4'58 

Order Maintenance 
Ioys. family trouble, parking 
complaint. disturbance, 
.taslA' per.on. neighbor 
~oubl., tenant trouble, 
rubbish cOIiDlaint sp.rike. 54.'5~'5 

I.av Inforcement 
Crtae. prowler, alara •• 
reeove" of DrODertv. 102.25:1 

Traffic 
Acciduta. ufety-crossing 
detail. direct traffic, fire, 
atreet defeet. tree-pole-vlre. 
8illal iniured lIisc. hazard. 20_2.50 

Gcbar 
0 

,"otal 4UU."lIO 

B-3 

Call. Dispatched 
of those of .ac~ 

DisDatched tY1le received 
% N % 

0.0 

11.7 

27.2. 

51.0 

In.1 

0.0 
100.0 



CORDNER, 1979 

Mobile Police-Related 

Mobile Police-Related: looking for suspicious 
cars, people, stolen autos and traffic violations; 
watching residences and buildings, training new 
patrol officers. 

Nonpolice-Related 

Stationary Nonpolice-Related: eating, resting, 
reading nonpolice materials, talking to observer, 
relief calls, girl-watching, phone calls, visiting 
with friends, sleeping, watching movies or sports 
events. 

Mobile Nonpolice-Related: driving nonchalantly to 
relieve boredom, girl-watching; going to eat, to 
the bank, to the cleaners, or on other personal 
errands; pleasure riding. 

Contacting Personnel in Field, Nonpolice-Related: 
joke telling, general conversation and talk about hunting, 
cars, sports, sex, vacations, family life, lesiure-
time activities. 

Stationary and Contact Personnel, Police-Related 

Stationary Police-Related: report-writing; waiting 
for tows; filling out encounter surveys; surveillances; 
traffic ordinance enforcement. 

Contacting Personnel in Field, Police-Related: talking 
about crime suspects, calls, policies, procedures; getting 
or giving information on policies or procedures; exchang­
ing mug shots; getting reports approved; discussing 
on-going innovations, evidence, courts, complaints. 

Residual 

Residual: traveling to and from the station to the 
district, time in and traveling from court, garage, 
headquarters, radio repair, to district. 

TOTAL 

B-4 

32.04 

34.40 

13.50 

20.06 

100.00 
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c:cmmc CATEC01t'l 

Jafonation dvinR/llal:herina 
lDforaation ollly 

""ie. 
II8a1tb Services 
~lldren's prob&1Ia 
lDcapaeltaced people 
ProteeUoa 
lUII.iD, penon. 

Order Maintenance 
HuiADCes 
Di8putes 
'loath'. behavior 

Law !Dforcement 
Violence 

'fraffte 

Otber 
Call. about "chiDas" 
lOt po1lce busiDe •• 
' ... back 

Total 

------.-~.~-. "'-" ---
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CUMMING, et al., 1976 

Call. Diapacched 
of cho.. of each 

call. Received Calls Dlsoatche twe received 
N 7: N % N % 

, 
]] 4.1 0 0 0 0 

81 . 10.1 70 22.9 70 86.4 
83 10.4 71 23.2 71 85.5 
33 4.1 25 8 •. J. 25 75.8 
29 3.6 23 7.5 23 79.3 
11 1.4 9 2.9 9 81.8 

217 29.6 198 64.6 198 83.5 

33 4.1 16 5.2 16 48.5 
63 7.9 32 10.4 ]2 50.8 
21 2.6 18 5.9 18 85.7 

117 ·14.6 66 21.5 66 56.4 

43 5.4 41 13.4 41 95.3 

0 0.0 0 0 0 0 

255 31.8 0 0 0 0 
28 3.5 
II U.O 

371 46.3 
101 100.0 305 100.0 305 38.0 
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GALLIHER, 1975 

Information gatheringlgiving 
complaints about officers 1.0 

Service 0.0 

Order Maintenance 
Public disturbance 19.0 
Family disturbance 18.0 
Stray dogs 11.0 
Juveniles 7.0 
Neighborhood problems 4.0 

Law Enforcement 
Prowlers 7.0 

Traffic 
(speeding, reckless driving) 25.0 

Other 8.0 

TOTAL 

B-6 

1.0 

0.0 

59.0 

7.0 

25.0 

8.0 

100.00 
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Information gathering/giving 

Service 

Locked out of cars 
Locked out of building 
Runaway juveniles 
Missing persons 
Lost children 
Sick, elderly, mentally ill 
Attempted suicide 

Order Maintenance 

Disorderly conduct 
Fighting 
Dogs 
Didn't pay cab fare 
Dog bites 
Offenses against family & 

children 
Animal shelter 

Law Enforcement 

Stakeout 
Burglary 
Theft 
Deterrent patrol 
Property damage 

Traffic 

Parking violations 
Injuries in auto accidents 
Speeding 
Drunk driving 
Assist iDotorists 

Other 

Lunch 
Coffee break 
Court duty 
Unfounded calls 
Unaccounted for by author 

TOTAL 

KARRAS, 1979 

1.9 
.15 

1.3 
.1 
.7 
.2 
.64 

4.99 

.9 

.3 
.2 
.01 
.3 

1.8 

.03 
3.54 

.01 
2.2 
5.7 

21.0 
5.1 

34.01 

2.2 
.6 

1.7 
.01 
.13 

4.64 

17.5 
6.8 

.9 
3.5 

B:1 

B-7 

4.99 

3.54 

34.01 

4.64 , 
~ 

51.2 
, 

100.0 
---



KE"LLING, 1974 

Mobile Polil!e-Related 

Mobile Police-Related: looking for suspicious 
cars, people, stolen autos and traffic violations; 
watching residences and buildings, training new 
patrol officers. 

Nonpolice-Related 

Stationary Nonpolice-Related: eating, resting, 
reading nonpolice materials, talking to observer, 
relief calls, girl-watching, phone calls, visiting 
with friends, sleeping, watching movies or sports 
events. 

Mobile Nonpolice-Related: driving nonchalantly to 
relieve boredom, girl-watching; going to eat, to 
the bank, to the cleaners,. or on other personal 
errands; pleasure riding. 

Contacting Personnel in Field, Nonpolice-Related: 
joke telling, general conversation and talk about hunting, 
cars, sports, sex, vacations, family life, lesiure-
time activities. 

B-8 

23.54 

25.47 

Stationary and Contact Personnel, Police-Related 26.01 

Stationary Police-Related: report-writing; waiting 
for tows; filling out encounter surveys; surveillances; 
traffic ordinance enforcement. 

Contacting Personnel in Field, Police-Related: talking 
about crime suspects, calls, policies, procedures; getting 
or giving information on policies or procedures; exchang­
ing mug shots; getting reports approved; discussing 
on-going innovations, evidence, courts, complaints. 

Residual 24.98 

Residual: traveling to and from the station to the 
district, time in and traveling from court, garage, 
headquarters, radio repair, to district. 

TOTAL 100.00 
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LIFTER, ALLIVATO AND JONES, 1977 

Information Gathering/Giving 

~ervice 

Order Maintenance 

Order related/hostile citizens 
Disturbing peace/disputes 
Property/safe conditions 

Law Enforcement 

Crime/person or property 
Suspicious circumstance/person 
Crime prevention 
Ordinance, liscensing 
Administration of legal procedures 
Suspects/prisoners/previously convicted 
Victims/witnesses/informants 
Other police officers 

Traffic 

Other 

No specific problem 
Misc. non-crime duties 
Administrative/support 
Community relations 

Total 

0.5 
1.8 
0.7 

4.0 
3.0 

0.01 
0.1 
1.7 
0.8 
2.8 

49.0 
0.2 

10.0 
0.4 

B-9 

0.0 

n,3 

3.0 

12.4 

16.0 

59.6 
100.0 



LILLY, 1978 

C(I)tHG CATEGORY 

Calls received .calls disDatched 
" N % N % 

lDformatioD 8iviaal 
.. ,beriu 
"auesUDR iDformatiOD 10.804 60.0 1111 20.6 

hn1ce 
Protection & assistance 703 3.9 392 7.2 
Baalth services 423 2.4 212 3.9 
IIlsaiDS per SODS 167 0.9 39 0.8 

1293 7.2 643 11.9 

~.r Maintenance 
JuvenUe problema 969 5.4 712 13.2 
1Iu1aaDce 670 3.7 516 9.5 
luaUy trouble 495 2.8 347 6.4 

2134 11.9 1575 29.1 

Law EDforcement 
VioleDCe 501 2.8 397 7.3 
Prowlers 402 2.3 354 6.5 
'l'Irefta 337 1.9 181 3.3 
Vice 21 0.1 5 .09 

1261 7.1 937 17.2 

'l'raffic 
2332 13.0 1106 20.5 

Otller 
1JDCla •• 1f iable 188 1.0 12 0.2 

Total 11,012 100.0 5384 100.0 

B-10 

Calla dispatched I 
of tho.e of eacb I 
twe received 

N % 

1111 10.2 

392 55.7 
212 50.1 
39 23.3 

643 49.7 

712 73.4 
516 77 .0 
347 70.1 

1575 73.8 

397 79.2 
354 88.0 
181 53.7 

5 23.8 
937 74.3 

1106 47.4 

12 6.3 
5384 21.0 
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O'NEILL AND BLOOM, 1972 

Information gathering/giving 

Service 
General services to the public 
(Lost persons, transportation, 
messenger service, escort, 
assistance to individuals) 

Order Maintenance 

Law Enforcement 
Part I and Part II - Crimes 
(except intoxication and 
disturbance of the peace) 

Secondary Police Activities 
(field investigation and 
iuterrogation, juvenile, 
intoxication, general, e.g. 
disturbance of the peace). 

Traffic 
(citation, accidents, control, 
drunk driving). 

Other 
Admi~li~trative duties 
(report writing, roll call, 
equipment check, other - e.g. 
desk duty) 

Non-duty Activities 
(coffee breaks, eating, 
personal relief, other) 

Patrol activities 
(inspectional, roving) 

TOTAL 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

4.9 

21.5 

11.2 

14.8 

11.7 

33.7 

B-11 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

26.4 

11.2 

60.2 

100.0 ---
, 
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PATE, et a1., 1976 

CODING CATEGORY 

CaUa received ~alla 
N % N 

lDfor.ation givin2/gatherina 

Serdee 
AabulaDce 474 
ADiaIl bite 356 
Juvallea 2845 
lI1ecallaneoua service 4544 

8219 

Order Maintenance 
Duturbance 6125 

Law !Dforcement 
IGbbery 356 
.... wt 316 
Iurl1ar alarm ~S16 
luqlary 11225 
La~ceny 11778 
Auto theft 7U 
Praud 79 
V&Ddall_ 553 
Prowler 
Su.,:Lcious penon 

~386 

llUcallaneoua criJlle 
~65 
316 

17 701 

~afUc 
AbaDdoned car ~027 
Auto accident 
ParlUDa problem 

~25 

llUce11an.oua traffic 
~462 
158 

7072 

Other 
.eccnrered Dro_rtv 356 

Total 

-
a1aDatched 

% 

0 

1.2 
0.9 
7.2 

U.S 
20.8 

15.5 

0.9 
0.8 
8.9 
3.1 
4.5 
1.8 
0.2 
1.4 

11.1 
11.3 
0.8 

44.8 

2.6 
11.2 
3.7 
0.4 

17.9 

0.9 
100.0 
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Calla dispatched 
of tboae of .. cb 
tne received 

N % 
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PRESS, 1971 

!!formation satherinslGivlns 0.0 Traffic 
Auto accident 2.5 

Service Auto accident-injury 2.0 

Sick 16.0 l'raffic vi.olation .5 
Dead on arr1 val 5.0 Vehicl. mec:haD1cal trouble .5 

IDjund 3.5 Auto .afety check .3 
Utili ty troub le 1.1 Auto accident-serious .2 
FGUIld persoDS .2 injude. 
Hi .. ina per.ons .1 Traffic c:ourt.......nut •• .1 

Atte1lpted suicide .1 death 
Suicide .04 6.10 

25.68 

Ord~r Maintenance 95.h!£ 
Other 

12.6 

Ol..,ute 8.2 Vnfouaded ~ 
Intoxicated person 3.2 ~ 
Olaorder1y group. 3.0 
Alarm of fire 2.3 'l'OTAL 100.00 
Kal1c1011S mac:hief' 1.2 --
DugerollS c:ondi clon .2 
False alar. of fire .1 

18.20 

I.- EDforcemeftt 

Other m.de_uora 8.2 
Buqlary 8.1 
IGbbery 3.0 
Felonious .. saul t 2.1 
Larceny froll auto 1.3 
Narcotics 1.0 
Auto larceD,. 1.0 
Crud larceDY 1·0 
Other felonies 1·0 
Motor vehicle recovered .5 
Accidental alarm .5 
Crud larc:eny-pocketbook .4 
Prowler .2 
~ .. t __ erv1n8 aWllllou .1 
Property recovered .1 
IknI1cide .1 
Rape .1 
VUIIOU .1 
Proetitution .1 
C_11", .1 
MC violation -:on ,29.01 



... ..,..-.----~~~-~-- ---~ - ----- --------------

REISS, 1971 

CODDC CATEGORY 

Calls received Calls dispatcheci 
N % N % 

IDfomation giving/gathering 
Information 679 11.0 

Service 
Hedical 494 S.O 
IUaslllg penon 62 1.0 

556 9.0 

Order Maintenance 
Diepute or breach of peace 1605 26.() 
'enona1/ family 555 9.0 

2160 35.0 

Law Enforcement 
Property offense 98S 16.0 
Person offenae 370 6.0 
Suapicioua peraon lS5 3.0 

1543 25.0 
'-

'!'raffic 
Auto violatioD 3M 5.0 
Accidental hazard 370 6.0 

679 11.0 

Other 
Otber 370 6.0 
Ca.p1aiDta about polics lSS 3.0 

nrrice 
555 9.0 

Total 6172 100.0 

B-14 

Calle d18patched 
of thoae of eacb 
type received 

N % 
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CODING CATEGORY 

lDformation givingl 
.athuins 
Citizen wants in-

fomation 
CltlzD gives in-

fomation 

Service 
It8dlcal aaslstance 
Dapendent persona 
Aaaiatucs 

Order Kaintenance 
IDterperaonal con-

flict 
fUblic nuisances 

Law !nforcement 
Vio1eDt cr1m .. 
lIon-vlo1ent crillles 
Suapicious cir-
c ... tance. 

Traffic 
TrafUc prob1eIUS 

Other 
IDteraa1 oDeratlons 

'fotal 

B-15 

SCOTT, 1979 

Calla dispstched 
of those of each type 

Calls received !calla dispatched received 
N % N % N . .. 

555S' 21.0 121 0.9 121 2.0 

1993 S.O 721 5.5 721 
842' 

34.0 
7551 29.0 S42 6.4 11.1 

810 3.0 659 5.0 659 69.0 
774 3.0 502 3.8 SOl 60.0 

3039 12.0 U75 S.9 1175 36.0 
4623 18.0 2336 17 .7 2336 50.5 

1763 7.0 1364 10.3 1364 74.0 

3002 11.0 2185 16.6 2185 70.0 
4765 18.0 3549 26.9 3549 74.4 

642 2.0 545 4.1 545 80.0 
14489 17.0 3183 24.2 3183 69.0 
1248 5.0 912 6.9 912 71.0 

6379 24." 4640 35.2 4640 72.7 

2467 9.0 1621 12.3 1621 66..:..!!. 

633 2.0 18U 1.4 180 28.0 
26,418 100.0 13,168 100.0 13,J68 49.8 

--------- --~~· .... ~.Z4~.2~.'~Q~ ........................... --.................. ----.. --~------------------------------------------------------------------~~-------~ .. ~------------------------------------------
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SHEARING, 1974 

CODING CATEGORY Calls dispatched 
of tho.e of each 

Calla received Calls disoatched tV'lle received 
N % N % N % 

lnfol'lll8tion RivinR/Ratherimz 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Service 
Accidents/emergencies 84 24.2 76 ~6.8 76 91.0 
Serviee 19 5.4 17 6.0 17 90.0 

103 29.6 93 32.8 93 90.2 

Order Maintenance 
Disputes 45 13.0 36 iL2.7 36 80.0 
Publie auisance 43 12.4 36 11.2.7 36 84.0 

88 25.4 72 25.4 72 81.8 

Lav Enforcement 
Suspicious circumstances 28 8.1 28 9.8 28 100.0 
Thefts/robbery 38 10.9 34 2.0 34 90.0 
Damase to per.ODa or property 13 3.7 ~3 4.5 13 100.0 

79 22.7 75 26.3 75 94.9 

rrraffic 
Traffic/parkinR / comDlaints 26 7.5 22 7.7 22 85.0 

lather 
Other 50 14.4 21 7.4 21 42.0 

Total 346 100.0 283 100.0 283 82.0 

'_",1 
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SKELLY, 1969 

1af0r.Ation ,atherina/siv1na 

Public .ervice: t1me spent on escorts, aid to sick 'and injured, 
~.rral. and notifications, school and church crossing, aid to 
.tranded motorists, and aid to di.tre •• ed re.idents and pedestrians. 

Aid to other agencies: assistance giveD to employees of municipal 
"aDci •• and other lav enforcement group •• 

CcalUQity relations: "Public Service". 

Order Maintenance 

Dispute.: family fights, landlord-tenant arguments, taxicab 
fare disagreements, and disorderly group •• 

Law EDforcement 

'atrol and observation: building checks, preventive patrol, 
foot patrol by motorized patrolmen, and special area patrol. 

'atrol lavestigatioDs: action taken in burglaries and burglar 
alana, lieensed clubs, usault and robbery, stolen cars, suspicious 
~. and persons, gambling operations, youth crime. and cases, and 
coalerences with detectives. 

EDforceJDeIlt actioD: 1Uk1Dg arreet., and i •• iDa _ae. aDd 
aminls. 

ftaff1c 

lU8cellanleOus field servic •• : tran.port _bel'. of the force, 
... lat • .abers of the force, pick up and deliver .. terial, carry 
che aa1l, transport supervlaors to and fro. tM precinct, division. 
and boroulh cOllllll&nds, and guard criIIQ SCaDeli. 

laportinl: preparation of reports and fol'lU. __ randUII book 
.. trie., and telephone reports tc tM statioD houa •• 

OtMr activity: a catchall for .iacellaneou. activities auch a. 
~ .. inten&DCe, unit tralaial. coffee break •• and .eal period •• 

17.3 

2.6 

~ 

3.3 

36.9 

11.6 

0.0 

8.6 

3.4 
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21.2 

3.3 

51.6 
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V ANAGUNAS , 1977 

COD!lIG CATEGOttT 

Call. received CaU. dl~atched 
H % N % 

lDfonaation Rlvillg/gatherlng • 0.0 

Service 

leecu nul., eundry aid 
6.0 

Older Maintenance 
Fadly problems, noisy neighbors'l 
f1sht. and disputes, problems 
with cbUdren, animal problems, I 
trouble with patrols of tavenlll 
aad restaurants, etc. -»_.0 

Ioaw EDforcement 
•. 1., Triggered alarllS, can. 
about auspicious per.ons 
or circumstances 40.0 

~afflc 
20.0 

Other 
0.0 

Total 100.0 

• 10 W'. pr ••• nted 

------,--- ...... 

-~----------- ---
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Call. dlepatcbed 
of tho.. of eacb 

type received 
N % 
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WEBSTER, 1970 

Information gathering/giving 

On-view (e.g. carstop, warrant check) 

Service 

Social service (e.g. suicide, mental illness) 

Order Maintenance 

Law Enforcement 

Crimes agains t persons, murder, rape, 
assault, robbery 

Crimes against property, auto theft, 
burglary, petty theft. 

Traffic 

Traffic (abandoned, parking violations) 

Other 

Administration (reports, breaks) 

TOTAL 

.._-... -- ... -. r 

B-19 

9.37 9.37 

13.70 13.70 

2.96 

14.82 

17.78 

9.20 9.20 

50.19 50.19 

100.00 -==---
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WILSON, 1968 

CODING CATEGORY 

Calls Receiv~ 
N % 

IDfomatinR RivinR/RatherinR 
look ADd check 
Get a report 

Senice 
AccideDta. 11111essea. ambulance 

calla 
_1aala 
Aaeise a peraOll 
DruDk penoo 
Iacort vehicle 
I'lre. power 11De. tree doWll 
Loat or fouod persoo OIl property 
Property damsle 

Order Maintenance 
GaDI diaturbance 
l'_l1y trouble 
Aauult. filht 
1nest1pt iOll 
.ellhbor trouble 

Law Enforcemeot 
IurllAry 10 proaress 
Cbeck a car 
OpeD door, viodov 
Prowler 
!lake ao arrest 

Trafflc 

Otber 

Total 

..,... 

Calls Diaoatched 
N % 

2 
67' 

69 22.1 

42 

8 
1 
8 
3 

26 
23 
6 

117 37.5 

50 
23 
9 
8 
4 

94 30.1 

9 
5 
a 
6 
4 

32 10.3 

0 0 0.0 

0 0 0.0 
3U 100.0 

B-20 

Calla D1spatcheC 
of those of eact 
type received 

N % 
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APPENDIX C 

RECOOING OF TASK ANALYSES 

AND ATrlTUDE SURVEYS 

l. Recoding of task analyses 

The task analyses Codebook (Appendix 0-1) was developed over a two 

month period during which the literature was examined repeatedly in an 

effort to identify a suitable classification scheme. Conceptual frameworks 

were evaluated empirically by trial coding of sample items from a number of 

different research instruments. Since the goal was to synthesize existing 

studies, some elements of a theoretically desirable coding scheme (e.g., 

* "counter positions" in a role theoretic model) had to be abandoned. The 

code used in this study, u~timate1y, was more pragmatic than theoretical. 

A code which would adequately reflect a role theoretic perspective would 

,have imposed on existing studies meanings which did not exist in the minds 

of the original researchers or the questionnaire respondents. The effort 

to create a synthetic, empirical code which was also guided by theory made 

us sharply aware of the fact that existing research has not been based on a 

common perspective. 

Five separate analysts worked to create the coding scheme; this effort 

involved four drafts of the codebook. After the fourth draft, the structure 

of the code scheme was fixed as it now exists in Appendix O-l. Later, as 

instruments were coded, it became clear that certain additions needed to be 

made to the "problem" an~ "response" codes; these were added only after group 

*For a discussion of this model, .see Appendix E, pp. E-S2-E-S7. 
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consensus followed persuasive arguments presented during coding meetings. 

For some items, added coding categories could not resolve the problems. 

These items were written so as to contain either multiple problems or 

multiple responses. For example, the item "secure crime/accident scene" 

would involve two distinct problems, "crime" and "traffic accidents," in our 

coding scheme. In such cases, we coded an item twice; in several cases, an 

item had to be coded three or four separate times. This strategy results 

in more coded items in our data than original items in the instrument. Su~h 

r: 
i I 
k ... J 

n 
I . 
LJ 

n· I 
t..J 

• 1 
LJ 

fl , t 

L ... 

double-coded items are identified by a dummy variable in our data files and __ 3 

can be sorted out for independent analysis. Figure C-l presents a breakdown fl 

of multiple codings by study. 

The actual coding of items progressed in three stages. In the first 

stage, two analysts would independently code an entire research instrument. 

In the second stage, discrepancies between coders would be noted and resolved 

, ; 

l....,; 

at group coding meetings. After completing the first two stages for each of ,: 

the nine task analyses, three analysts compared "problem" and "response" codes 

across all nine studies simultaneously. This final step was taken to protect 

against changes in shared definitions among raters that may have occurred as 

the coding progressed over time. 

The inter-rater reliability for such a coding effort is an appropriate 

concern. In order to get a lower-bound estimate of the inter-rater re-

liability for this analysis, 30 items were randomly selected from three dif-

ferent task analyses instruments. The three analysts who performed the bulk 

of the coding coded these items for "problems" and "responses." Figure C-2 

presents the results of that reliability check. Inter-rater agreement ran 

between 70-80 percent. We consider agreement in this range to be quite accep-

~~~.----------- -------~----------~----- < 
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Type of Code 
Multiple Code A 
(Problem) 
Multiple Code B 
(Response) 
Multiple Code C 
(Problem & Response) 
Single Code 

TOTAL 

1. 

Wollack 
& Assoc. 

(1977) 
2 
( .68) 
4 

(1. 37) 
2 
(.68) 

285 
(97.27) 
293 
(100.00~ 

FIGURE C-l 

DISTRIBUTION OF TASK ANALYSES ITEMS IN TERMS OF 
MULTIPLE PROBLEM/RESPONSE CODINGS 

2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 
Kohls, Lowe, 

Jeanneret Berner Rosenfeld Cook & Goodgame 
& Dubin & Luke & Thornton Rannefeld & Rao 

(1971) (1979) (1976) (1976) (1917) 
39 32 3 11 34 
(3.60J (5.83) (2.31) (8.68) (7.61) 
65 8 8 7 32 

(10.50) (1. 46) (6.15) (5.79) (7.16) 
70 24 14 1 50 

(11.31) (4.37) (l0.71) (.83) (11.19) 
445 485 105 103 331 
(71.89) (88.34) (80.71) (84.71) (74.05) 
619 549 130 122 447 

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (lOO.OO~ (l00.00) 

7. 
Lifter, 

Allivato 
& Jones, 
(1971) 
15 

(16.48) 
16 

(17.58) 
3 

(3.30) 
57 

(62.64) 
91 

(100.00) 

*Includes only items that were coded as "nature of job content" 
in our coding scheme. 

8. 

Smith 
(1972) 

4 
(9.76) 
4 

(9.76) 
19 

(46.34) 
14 

(34.15) 
41 

(l00.00) 

9. 
Glickman, 

Stephenson 
& Felker 

(1976) 
7 

(11.66) 
8 

(13.33) 
7 

(11. 66) 
38 

(63.30) 
60 

(100.00) 

c 

-

n 
I w 

1 
l 
t 
• 0 

.. 



( a 

\ 

1. 

2. 

rICOU C-2 
IELlAIILITr CREa FOR TAH ARALTSBS 

Item 

Patrol Functionl - Respond as back-up unit on 
crimes in progress (either on own or other 
department). 

Patrol Inspection - Physically examine and test 
doors and wind{1ws of dwellings and businesses. 

3. Patrol Contact - Calion bystanders to aseist in 
apprehension. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Petrol Response - Disturbing the peace - other 
(e.g., harassment, challenging to fight). 

Patrol Response - Postal Law violation. Respon­
sibility for follow-up investigation. 

Patrol Response - Administer physical roadside 
sobriety test (drug and/or alcohol). 

Criminal Investigation/Accident Investigation 
(Including Traffic) - Take coordinate measure­
ments of accident scenes. 

Criminal Investigation/Accident Investigation 
(Including Traffic) - Examine dead bodies for 
wounds and injuries to determine nature and 
cause of death. 

Auxiliary Function - Control access to accident 
or other records. 

10. Civil Procedures - Arrange for professional 
assistance for prisoners/inmates regarding 
personal problema. 

Rater 1/ 
Rater 2 

2 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Problem 

Rater 2/ 
Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Rater 1/ 
Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Rater 1/ 
Rater 2 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Iteepone. 

Rater 2/ 
Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Rater 1/ 
Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

lItema on instruments tended to be grouped under leneral duty areas. the part of each Item in caps and preceding the 
"_" corresponds to those leneral duty area •• 

2A "+" indicate. agreement,: a "-" indlcat •• dl.a.re_nt betveen a pair of rater •• 

[ - "~ - 1 
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nGOD C-2. CoDt'd. 

Rater 
~ Rater 

11. Arrest. Searcb and Seizure - Locates snd pre-
serves physical evidence in accordance vitb 
searcb and Beizure lavs. 

+ 
12. Arrest. 'Search and Seizure - Determinea the 

existence of probable cauae for arrest purposes. + 
U. Traffic Haintenance and Control - Observea and reports traffic bazards and traffic movement. + 
14. Hanaging Diaputes - Advises people inVolved in 

disputes of propar legal procedures. other 
sources of belp. or consequences of their 
actions. 

+ 
U. Patrol Activities - Searches buildings. 

propartiea. and vehiclea to locate explosive 
devices. 

+ 
16. Crime Prevention and Community Relations _ 

Instructs and aBsista others in crime preVentiOD 
techniques. 

+ 
17. Haintenance of Equipment - Inspects patrol car 

and equipment prior to patrol duty. 
+ 

18. Haintenance of Equipment - Haintain. iasued 
equipment. uniforms. and .. nuals. + 

19. Booking and Handlins of Prisonera - Insures veil-being of inmates. 
+ 

20. Office/Desl Activitiea - Entera on radio log 
each call received or aent. + 

21. Ceqeral Polica Duties - Indicata your use of 
firearma (revolver. shotgun. tear .a.). + 

\ 

" 

C ... J 

'roble. 

1/ Rater 2/ Rater 1/ later 
2 Rater 3 Rater 3 Rater 

+ + + 

+ + 

+ + + 

+ 

+ + + 

+ + + 

+ + + 

+ + + 

+ + 

+ + + 

+ + 

L. .. ...J 

leaponae 

1/ bter 2/ 
2 Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

~ 

L ..... l 

bter 1/ 
Rater 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
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C-7 

table. In addition, each item went through two additional consistency checks 

in our coding process; hence, we consider the 70-80 percent figure to be a 

lower bound estimate of the "true" inter-rater consistency. 

Figure C-3 presents the problem codes used to classify the situations, 

problems or conditions identified in task analysis studies as receiving police 

attention. The first column in Figure 3 is the numerical code for the problem. 

The second column contains the codebook name for the problem, and the third 

column contains examples of actual task analysis items to which the problem 

codes were assigned. 

2. Recoding attitude surveys 

Two analysts were responsible for coding the actitude surveys. This 

coding effort was begun using the form of the codebook developed for the task 

analyses. As the coding progressed, however, the need arose to make changes 

which would better accommodate the attitude surveys. These changes were made 

with the agreement of the two analysts, as well as the project director. The 

final draft of the codebook for attitude surveys is presented in Appendix D-2. 

The coding process was comprised of three stages. Initially, the two 

analysts coded each instrument separately. The codings were then compared and 

differences reconciled to the satisfaction of each analyst. The project di-

rector was consulted when there was any difficulty in reaching agreement. 

The third stage involved periodically recoding those items whose meaning may 

have been changed through subsequent additions to the codebook. The recoding of 

studies completed early in the process was later re-checked to determine whether 

analytic consistency had been maintained over time. These procedures were in-

tended to insure maximum comparability of coding across studies. 

" • 
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FIGURE C-3 

EXAMPLES OF ITEMS ASSIGNED 

TO EACH PROBLEM CbDE 
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c 
0 DlSCIllnlOll or no.LSI COOl D 
E 

00 No apecific proble. identified (use for patrol and 1. 
leneral investilatory task vith no apecified 2. 
object) 3. 

01 Crime general alleaed 1. 
2. 
3. 

02 Person crime alleged (.uat involve bodily 1. 
harm/potenUal) 2. 

J. 

0] Property criu alleled 1. 
2. 
3. 

04 Crt.e aeneral/auapicioua circumstancea 1. 
2. 
3., 

OS Suspicious penon 1. 
2. 
3. 

06 Suspicioua circumstancea (non-peraon evironment) 1. 
2. 
3. 

07 Crime/lav violation prevention aeneral 1. 
2. 

" 3. 

08 Crl .. prevention-peraon (.uat involve bodUy 1. 
hara/potenUal) 

09 Cri.e prevention-property 1. 
2. 
3. 

\ 

r' - 'I 
t . -.:. ... - ...... 

b 

L ..... ;.,..l 

II.AHPI.ES or 'IOJLSI CODI 

Perfor.1nl leneral radio car patrol 
Reaponds to dlapatch calla 
Obtaina pertinent inforaation and .. aeaaea tha value of the 
information 

Obtaina information for making an errest 
Appear to testify in legal proceedings 
Accompany actors to locationa of atolen property/crime acenea 

Responds to robbery In proaresa call 
Handle rape case 
Handle report of a hit:'and-run 

Handle report of bicycle theft 
Responds to buralary in progreaa call 
Observe locationa vhere atolen aooda uy be fenced in order to 
identify suspecta and trace gooda 

Inspect night deposit; check for auspicious penona or vehiclell 
Handle report of an activated alara 
Follov auspicioua vehicles 

Handle report of prowliqa 
Recoanizes signs of criminal activity by individuals or aroupa 
Effect suspected or suspicioua person vehicle atopa 

Handle report of abandoned house or building 
Check premises for illegal entry 
Handle report of suspicious object 

Hake bar checka 
Haintain vatch to prevent vandalism or theft 
Intensify patrol In hiah crime areea to deter or detect cd.inal 
activity 

.. 
Preventa injury to aelf and othera 

Checka home a of people on vacation for aiana of 111eaal entry 
Check businessea for security 
Routinely check security of city-owned property 
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c 
0 
D 
E 

10 

20 

Z1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DlScatPTIOH or 'ROILD( CODE 

Evidence 1. 

2. 
3. 

Disorder prevention/keep peace/aanage beat 1. 
2. 
3. 

Riot control 1. 
2. 
3. 

Non-riot crowd control 1. 
2. 

3. 

Animal control 1. 
2. 
3. 

Nuisance/disturbinl the peace 1. 
2. 
3. 

Domestic disturbance 1. 
2. 
3. 

Other disputes (neighbors. friends) 1. 
2. 

3. 

Hon-predatory crimes (druss. prostitution, 1. 
I_bUng) 2. 

3. 

Weapons control (concealed. loaded, explosives. 1. 
etc.) 2. 

3. 

, 

BIAHPL!S or 'ROILD( CODI 

Conduct lawful search for evidence in buildings or motor 
vehicles 
Prepare physical evidence for submittai in court 
Determine ~at evidence can or should be removed froll the scene 

Become familiar with beat to learn shortest routes to all are .. 
Maintains order during legal proceedings 
Handle keep-the-p,eace call 

Perform ~iot control 
Maintain disciplined behavior in confrontations with demonstrators 
Handle report of riot 

Control spectators at civil disturbances 
Escort large crowds of dissenters or other potentislly hostile 
groups 
Locate, observe, snd segregate sgitators and/or leaders of crowd 

Respond to complaints about animals 
Remove anill8ls from roadway 
Randle report of dangerous animal 

Randle report of public nuisance 
Respond to malicious mischief call 
Handle report of noise complaint 

Responds to family disturbance call 
Mediate family disputes 
Intervene in and control domestic quarrels and brawls 

Investigate repossession complaints 
Offers alternative to persons involved in Inter-personal 
conflict 
Mediate civil disputes 

Conduct field t~st for controlled substances 
Randle report of narcotic or drul of!ense 
Randle report of prostitution 

Responds to a report of firearms discharged 
Handle report of, illegal weapons (e.g. brass knucklea) 
Search properties to locate explosives 
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c 
0 
D 
E 

29 

40 

41 

43 

44 

57 

S8 

S9 

60 

61 

62 

r . I 
1.. ..... ~ __ .-: L. ~;J 

DESCaI1'1'IOH or .IOBLDI CClDI 

Clvil complainta and p~ocedu~ea/o~inance 
violaUona 

T~aff1c aeneral 

rarklng enfo~cement (ovel'-ti_. _andoned. &Ooaa) 

Accident related 

Adlllnt.tratlve (veight Ualta. vehicle 
inspection) 

Hedla 

Pollce-le •• er rank/recruita 

Hlnorlt1ea 

Citizen leneral 

Hentally Ill. retarded •• enlle 

r •• ble. badicapp.4 

, 

b 

c.::.J , , 
\-.-- ... , L ... J C'::J 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1.-
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
l. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 

2. 
l. 

1. 

IUHrLES or noaLD CODI 

Iaaue citationa fo~ buaineaa license violationa 
Handle ~epo~t of building code violation 
Handle ~epo~t of loitedr.g 

Direct t~affic by verbal inatructions 
Ar~eat end book t~affic law violators 
Iasue citationa to pedest~ians who violate traffic lawa 

Iaaue parking citations 
Physically exaadne abandoned vehicles 
Inform vehicle ownera ~f legal obligations reaardin. rellOval 

Interview thoae involved in traffic accidenta 
Control apectator accesa to traffic accident acene 
Identify high accident frequency locatlona 

Iasue citation for .echenical defecta on .otor vehicle 
Inspect operator'a licenae 
Inspect vehicle re&1at~atlon 

Write news releaeea 
Provide information to new. aedla for dia.ellination 
Iequest help fro. neva aedia tn c~l .. prevention or aolvina 

Evaluate other offlcera 
Provide class rooa instruction to other officera and rec.;ruita 
Provide on-the-job training to recruita or reaervers 

Co_URlcate In a fore Ian lanauaae 
Are aware of the problems of racial diacrililnation 
Per.dt a peron'. racial orlaln to lapair objectivity 

Deliver death or e .. rgency notlflcatlona to cltlaen. 
Provide .t~eet dlrectiona 
Talk to people on the beat to eatabliah rapport 

Atteapts to perauade potential au~clde. end other meatally 
disturbed Indlviduala not t,,-han thelllllelve. 
Iestratn mentally 111 peraona 
Transport mental patient. 

Handle report of invalid or e14erly needlnl ... l_tance 
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c . 
0 DlSCI.llTIOR or raolLDI ClJ)I IIAJIPLU or rlOlLDI CODI 
D 
E 

63 Sick or injured 1. Ad.tnl.t.r fir.t .id . 
2. !scort e .. rleney cases to hospital 
3. Exa.ine injured/wounded per.ons 

64 Emeraenele·-Ienera! 1. Prevent panic during ba.b threat by convinelnl parties in 
buUdlng that necessary stcps are beina taken 

2. Use emergency tools to extricate tr.pped peraons 
3. Extinguish vehcile fires 

65 Public drunkenne •• /intoxicated person 1. Pandle report of person drunk in pubUc 
z. Transport intoxicated persons to detoxification center 
3. Randle repo~t of lntaxicated person 

66 Dead body 1. Hake preli.lnary identification of deceased peraon 
2. Approve removal of body from scene 
3. Examine dead bodies to chart wounds or injuries to be included 

in the offense report 

67 JuvenU •• 1. Counsel juveniles formally and tnfonlAlly 
2. Randle r.port of !ncorrll1ls juvenile 
3. Retain or arreat juvenile offendera 

68 Hiasinl person./loel child 1. Randle report of lost child 
2. Search for missing. lost. or wanted peraoo. 
3. Complete .i8sing or wanted person report fOnIA 

69 RostUe dthen 1. Overcome physical resistance with appropriate force 
2. Use reatrainlna devices Other than handcuff." 
3. Attempt to perfor. duties while receiv!nJ uesativa or .buaive 

comments fraa actors or bystander. 

70 nleaal ali8DIJ !. Handle r.port of 111es.1 alien 

71 Viett. 1. Advise vi~~t.a of the crtatnal proce.a 
2. Preaents .~speet to victi. or witne.. for pUI1lO.e. of 

idenUfieation 
3. Conduct backlround investi,.tion of vieti .. 

72 Vitne •• 1. Request vitnes. to .ubm.tt wittea .tate_ot , 2. Physically .eareh for .nd interview voluntarr vi tn ••••• to 
criees. accidenta. etc. 

3. Show .. , .hot. to vitne •••• 
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0 DUClInJa. W PIOILDI CODI 
D 
E 

7l Suap.ct/pri.on.r. 1. 
2. 
1. 

74 Other police/equal rcdt 1. 
2. 
1. 

7S Other po1ic./hi&ber rank 1. 
2. 
1. 

76 Otber CJS official. 1. 

2. 

1. 

77 O.ther service ••• nta/publ1c/c ....... ity 1. 

2. 
1. 

78 Pr.viously coovicted (p·.-obatiooen. parol ... ) 1. 
2. 
1. 

79 Iofonuut. 1. 

2. 
1. 

80 General-DOD-cr1a8 incideots (Cotton Bowl duty~ 1. 
.tc.) 

2. 

81 Co_uoit, ~lation.-.en.ral ( •••• offic.r 1. 
hi.ndly) 2. 

1. 

82 c:-micy nlatiou-aiDOriUe. , 

b 

t... ... '. J • J L .. ~: 

IUIII'LIS CW rIOIIUII COR 

Adri.. p.nons of ri.hte 
Handcuff .uspect. or pri.on.r. 
Pur.us on foot f1.einB .uapect. 

Respond •• b.ck-up unit on cri.e.-in-proBr •• s 
Notify adjacent districts of s.rioua cri.e. or situationa 
Respond tu officer-needs-help call 

Co .. unicate with supervisors durinl shift 
As.is t detectivestn follo_up invesUgationa 
Advise and assist poUce depart_nt project directon in the 
adainistraUon Gf funded projects 

Comaunicate with other 1av enforcement agencies to liv. or 
obtain inforaation 
Discuss detsils of a c .. e with D.A.'. office to dete~ne. vhether 
a case. should be considered civil or criainal 
Receive complaints on city service. 

Coordinat. capital 1.prove8eDt. and f.cility us.f. witb oth.r 
. city d.parC-nU 

Gether and .. intain info~tion on bondin ••• enci .. 
Receive complaints on city services 

Handle report of probation or parol. violatioo. 
Handle report of jai1/prl.on br.ak 
Arrange !or professional assistanc. for effender. not io custody 

Speak wltb .od gain trust of p.rsons to develop thea .. 
confidential Informant. and to sain inforaation about crlae. 
Talk to Informants to obtain lnforaation 
Develop informants 

Escort funerals. oversi.e loads. and aabulances and banGLe 
other unusual traffic accid.nt 
Patrol on foot larle .atb.rins. of people .uch .. sports .v.nta 
to obs.rv. ant! to serve .. a dec.rrent to violence and disorder 

Prepare. and delivers pre.entation to citi .. n .roup. 
Conduct -de.onstratlon. on polic. functions for tbe public 
Instruct numbers of the coa.uoity in •• If-defen .. 

110 0...,1.. fouod 

, 

. __ .-1 

• 

n 
I 
~ 

\,oJ 

.I 

, . 

• 

-



, 44 

, 

c 
0 
D 
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8) 

84 

8S 

86 

87 

89 

90 

91 

92 

9] 
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DISQUTtOB ." PIO ... Cllml 

Co..unity relations-Juveniles 

Info~tion requests 

Ad.tnistratioo-lnternal (e.l. inapectlon, 
pro.atlon, etc.) 

Leaal knowle!ae-poaaeaalon of 

Police cond~ct-leIBl 

Adalnlatration of lelBl proeednr .. (wanBDta, 
orders, etc.) 

c..neral knowledle/akilla/abilitiea 

Support aervicea/equi,...t, deparc.enul 

Property/property d .... e,laneral 

Maintenance of aele conditiona,oon-traffic 

E ,-",., , "I 

---" 

" 

1. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

, 

" 

IUICPLII or ftOILIII Cllml 

Pro.ate traffic aafety at area school. 

Responds and advises 00 consUmer complaints 
Gives info~tlon auch aa traffic laws and travel dlrectlona 
Receives lnco.lnl calla and coaplalnts fro. public 

Interview candldatea for assllnment to special servlcea 
Kalntain logbook of civilian positions In the police department 
Supervise payroll ad.lnistratlon 

Reviews lela1 atatutes. codeB. case declwlons, and other refereaC8 
aaterlal to assist In case preparation 
lteep abreast of court rulings and opinioDB .. they relate to 
pollce pollcy 
Vrite affldavita 

E~alua~ police car accldenta 
tnveatllate foraal citlzena' coaplainta a.aiaat officera 
Adalnlater diaclpllne or suapenalon to officera 

E.ecute search warrant 
Inaure that prisoners Sign walvera in front of Judae 
laaue pick-up or wanted notices 

Increaae profeaslonal knowledge and sUll throulh independent 
efforts 
Perfor. ai.,le aathematical calculatlona 
Juap over obstacles 

Inspecta equipaent and patrol car prior to duty 
Han police atatloo deak 
Deliver new police cara to aubatations 

Deatroy or. auction unclaimed property 
tnapect d.a,e to vehiclea or property 
Rotlfy private citizena of d"'le to their propar~, 

Vatch for hazarda to IiI. and propert, and take appropri.te actioa 
when diacovered 
Handle report of cknmed vir.a 
P.trol locationa 00 .... t wblch ere baurdoua 
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aoD-crt.s.ula b, dtl.ena 

2. Conduct b_cklrouad tveatil_tlona OD appllcanta for ltcenaea 
l. Vertf, credtt·lnfor.atloD on certain bualneaaea and deter.J.ne 

how the buslneea ta run and financed 
, , 
I 
I' 

, . 

\ 

" 
n • ~J 

. 
I ~ ~ -IJ1 [ 

r , 
~ i 

!: 
I 
t 

o 



I 
-~ 

... .] 

.~ 

. .., 

• ...J 

.., 

'1 . 
. ~ 

-, 

* $ 

APPENDIX D 

THE CODEBOOK OF CODEBOOKS 

Note: APPENDIX D-l (pp. D l--D 14) con~ists of the codebook used 
for task analysis studies. 

APPENDIX D-2 (pp. D lS--D 30) consists of the codebook used 
for citizen and police surveys. 
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APPENDIX D-l 

CODE BOOK FOR TASK ANALYSIS STUDIES 

Start Finish 

, 

r-'" +-l 
..... ~ .... j 

Item/Descriptor Location Location Codi~g Instructions/Codes 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Study I.D. 01 02 

Item 

ta. 

b. 

Item 

location 

Card location 03 04 

Starting column 05 08 
location 

relevance 09 09 

NOTE: If a statement links a con­
dition with a performance, code as 
"determinant." If a statement des­
cribes the way in which work is done, 
code as "nature of ...... 

Code study number from code sheet A. 

This information allows us to locate each item in the data set. It 
consists of two fields: one for the card number (location) and one 
for the column location. Some data sets don't have a card structure, 
e.g., Project STAR has a single card approximately 1,000 characters 
long. For such data sets, the card number is "01." If using a 
questionnaire, code card number as "99" and use item number in 
columns 5-8. 

Code card number from code book. (Use "99" if from questionnaire.) 

Code column number from code book. (Use item number if from 
questionnaire.) 

This is the first major branching operation for this coding task. 
we are answering the question, "What substantive issue is this 
item about?" 

1. The nature of role content Code Cols. 10-14 as 
"88888. .. Proceed to 
Item 7 - question type. 

2. The determinants of role content 

3. The nature of role performance 

4. The d~terminants of role perfor­
mance. 

Code Cols/ 10, 11 as "88." 
Proceed to Item 5 - deter-
minants. 

Code 10-13 as "8888." 
Proceed to Item 6 -
performance natures. 

Code 10, 11 as "88." 
Proceed to Item 5 -
determinants. 
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f 
1 , 

Item/Descriptor 
, 
j 
! 

3. Continued 

1 
I 
.~ , .. 

'J 
i 
j 

I 
1 

, 1 
I 
I 

4. Control variable type 
I 

j 

1 
[ 
, 

1 5. Determinants 
h I 

1 
1 

J 6. Performance natures 
! 
I 

, I 7. Question type 
I 
I 

. 
11 

1 

I 
J 
I 

8. Type of information 

d 
l I Ii , ' I 

i i 
,-~, J i 

~ i 
" , ! ' . , 

9. Behavior specificity 

Start Finish 
Location Location 

10 11 

12 13 

14 14 

15 15 

16 16 

17 17 

1'·- <,. 
t .... J 

Coding Instructions/Codes 

5. Control variable (e.g., age, 
sex, rank, education, etc.) 

~: A control variable provides data 
about the respondent. It is not linked 
within an item to any statement regarding 
the role content or performance. 

Code according to two-digit 
codes on code sheet B. 

Code according to two-digit 
codes on code sheet c. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
8. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
8. 

Effectiveness 
Efficiency 
Officer style/manner 
Not applicable 

Description 
Expectation 
Evaluation of performance 
Statement of desire 
Evaluation of content 

., 

Proceed to Item 4 
Control variable 
type. 

Stop. No further 
coding is to be done 
for control variables. 

Code Col. 14 as "8." 
Proceed to Item 7 _ 
Question type. 

Not applicable 
Bring item to coding 
meeting. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
8. 

Time spent 
Frequency 
Importance 
Inapplicable 

This is a second major branching operation in this Coding effort. We 
have agreed to code items as TASKS if it i& at all possible. 
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Start Finish 
Item/Descriptor Location Location Coding Instructions/Codes 

9. continued 

NOTE: When working on those tasks which 1. 
are-organized by "duty" or "function," start 
with the duty designation and then combine 

Function 

with the statement iJ7 order to identify 2. Task 
the problem and then use an appropriate 
response category. DO NOT CODE DUTY OR 
FUNCTION SEPARATELY AS PROBELMSl 

10. Functional categories: 18 18 

11. Problem/Issue 19 20 

12. Response 21 22 

(/ 

3. 

4. 

8. 

o. 
1-
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
1. 

Activity 

No decision 

Inapplicable 

The police function/general 
Build respect for law and CJS 
Protect constitutional rights 
Protect society 
Crime control 
Maintain order 
Enfor.ce law 
Provide public assistance 

Code as specified on code sheet D 

Code as specified on code sheet E 

, 

L._ J 

Proceed to Item 10 -
Functional categories. 

Code Cols. 18 as "8." 
Proceed to Item 11 -
Problem type. 

Code Cols. 18 as "8." 
Proceed to Item 11 -
Problem type. 

Bring to coding meeting. 

Stop. If item is a 
function there is no 
information to code. 

That's all folksl 
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Codes 

01 

02 

03 

04 

os 

06 

07 

CODE SHEET A - TASK ANALYSES 

(Columns 1 - 2) 

Author(s) 

Wo11ack and Associates 

LWFW Management Consult­
ants; P. R. Jeanneret and 
J. A. Dubin 

J. W. Kohls, G. W. Berner 
and L. K. Luke 

Educational Testing 
Service; M. Rosenfeld 
and R. F. Thornton 

R. L. Lowe, K. R. Cook 
and D. N. Rannefe1d 

Occupational Research 
Program: Texas A & M 
University; D. T. Good­
game and Y. V. Rao 

Arthur Young and Co. 
M. L. Lifter, P. F. A11ivato 
and D. P. Jones 

., 

Title 

The "I a1idation of Entry-Level 
Police Officer Selection Pro­
cedures in the State of 
tolashington 

A Validity Study of Police 
Officer Selection, Training 
and Promotion: Volume IV Job 
Analyses of Positions (Houston) 

Calif. Entry-Level Law Enforce­
ment Officer Job Analysis: 
Technical Report No. 1 

The Development and Validation 
of a Mu1tijurisdictiona1 Police 
Examination 

A Job Analyses of Entry-Level 
Peace Officers in Georgia 

An Analysis and Definition of 
Basic Training Requir~ents for 
MuniCipal Police Officers in 
Texas 

Suburban Police Officer Job 
Analysis: Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area 
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Codes 

08 

09 

.. ~j L~~.J 

CODE SHEET A - TASK ANALYSES 

(Columns 1 - 2) 

Author{s) 

The American Justice 
Instiute; C. P. Smith 

American Institutes 
for Research; A. S. 
Glickman, R. W. Stephen­
son and D. Felker 

., 

C::.:.J 

Title 

Project STAR 

A Nationwide Survey of Law 
Enforcement Criminal Justice 
Personnel Needs and 
Resources: Volume 8 
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CODE SHEET B - CONTROL VARIABLES 

(Columns 10 - 11) 

Characteristics of Incident 

01 Time 
02 Location 

Characteristics of Environment External to Organization 

11 Region 
12 Size of city 13 Citizen characteristics (population composition by race, age, economic status, etc., attitudes of citizens) 

. 
'I t I Characteristics of Organization 

1 21 Age of department 
22 Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, rotated 

versus non-rotated shifts, structure of supervision, etc.) 
23 Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense of autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 

Use 22 or 23 when the item refers to conditions at a departmental level; if item refers to respondent's 

~ work conditions, use 43 or 44.) 

24 Personnel characteristics 
25 Policies/strategies 
26 Reward structure/pay 
27 Size of department 
28 Technology 
29 Training 

(age, education, attitudes of other officers, etc.) 

Characteristics of Occupation 

• 

31 Militarism 
32 Professionalism 
33 Unionism 
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CODE SHEET B - cont. 

Characteristics of Respondent's Own Job 

41 Assignment (task. function. duty. etc.) 
42 Characteristics of assignment (nature of area worked. time of work. etc.) 
43 Conditions of work. actual organizational (e.g •• l-officer versus 2-officer units. team policing. sex 

composition of work group) 
44 Conditions of work. perceptual (e.g •• sense of autonomy. discretion. participation. supervision. etc.) 

45 Rank 
46 Years in organization 

Characteristics of Individual (Note: Use for any respondent.) 

51 Age 
52 Education 
53 Family relationship (e.g •• relation to head of household) 
54 Family size 
55 Income 
56 Marital status 

'0 

57 Military experience 
58 Occupation (present or prior) 
59 Personal habits (drinking. hobbies. medication. recreation and sports. smoking. etc.) 
60 Personality/attitudes/personal style 
61 Physical characteristics (agility. health. height. strength. weight) 
62 Race 
63 Religious activity/preference 
64 Residence (duration. location. prior. reasons' for choosing. etc.) 
65 Sex 66 Status with respect to incident (investigating officer. reporting person. victim. witness. etc.) 
67 Knowledge. skills. abilities 
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CODE SHEET C - DETERMINANTS 

(Columns 12 - 13) 

I 
Characteristics of Incident 

I 

\ 
I 
i 

01 Time 
02 Location 

Characteristics of Environment External to Organization 

11 Region 
12 Size of city 13 Citizen characteristics (population composition by race, age, economic status, etc., attitudes of citizens) 

Characteristics of Organization 

21 Age of department 22 Conditions of work9 actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, rotated 
versus non-rotated shifts, structure of supervision, etc.) 

23 Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense of autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 

Use 22 or 23 when the item refers to conditions at a departmental ~ve~ if item refers to respondent's 

~ work ,conditions, use 43 or 44.) 

,I 24 Personnel characteristics (age, education, attitudes of other officers, etc.) 

i I 25 policies/strategies 
~ I 26 Reward structure/pay 
i : 27 Size of department 
~ I 28 " Technology 
i 1 29 Training 
: I 

\ Characteristics of Occupation 
1 

31 
32 
33 

Militarism 
Professionalism 
Unionism 
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CODE SHEET C - cont. 

Characteristics of Respondent's OWn Job 

41 Assignment (task, function, duty, etc.) 
42 Characteristics of assignment (nature of area worked, time of work, etc.) 
43 Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, sex 

composition of work group) 44 Cond~tions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense of autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 

45 Rank 
46 Years in organiz~tion 

Characteristics of Individual (Note: Use for any respondent.) 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

Age 
Education . 
Family relationship (e.g., relation to head of household) 

Family size 
Income 
Marital status 
Military experience 
Occupation (present or prior) 
Personal habits (drinking, hobbies, medication, recreation and sports, smoking, etc.) 

Personality/attitudes/personal style 
Physical characteristics (agility, health, height, strength, weight) 

Race 
Religious activity/preference 
Residence (duration, location, prior, reasons for choosing, etc.) 

Sex Status with respect to incident (investigating officer, reporting person, victim, witness, etc.) 

Knowledge, skills, abilities 
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CODE SHEET D - PROBLEM, SITUATION, ISSUE, INCIDENT TYPE 
(Columns 19 - 20) 

., 

General Decision Rule: Whenever you encounter an item that lists several behaviors that necessitate police response 
(drunks, citizen hostility, loitering, breaking and entering), always try to use the one that 
provokes the police response. If a decision cannot be made to identify a single problem, 
utilize the double coding procedure. 

Code Description 

00 No specific problem identified: use when 
a. "patrol" in particular is specified, or 
b. the general investigatory task is specified but no object (e.g., traffic, missing persons, etc.) is specified, or 
c. often used when coding an activitiy (i.e., behavior that applies to many problems/tasks). 

Crime Related (all predatory offenses, excluding disputes): 

02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 

Crime general alleged (code as 02, 03, if possible) 
Person crime alleged (must involve bodily harm/potential) 
Property crime alleged 
Crime general/suspicious circumstances (code as 05, 06, if possible) 
Suspicious person 
Suspicious circumstances (non-person environment) 
Crime/law violation prevention general (code as 08, 09, if possible) 
Crime prevention - person (must involve bodily harm/potential) 
Crime prevention - property 
Evidence 

Order Related 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Disorder prevention/keep peace/manage beat (use more specific item when possible) 
Riot control 
Non-riot crowd control 
Animal control 
Nuisance/disturbing peace 
Domestic disturbances 
Other disputes (neighbors, friends) 
Non-predatory crimes (drugs, prostitution, gambling) 
Weapons control (concealed, loaded, explosives, etc.) 
Civil complaints and procedures/ordinance violations 
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CODE SHEET D - cont. 

Code Description 

Traffic and Parking 

40 Traffic general - use one of the ones below if possible 
41 Parking enforcement (over-time, abandoned r zones) 
42 Moving enforcement (speed, drunk, improper turns) 
43 Accident related 

, 

. j .1 t.. ] 

44 Administrative (weight limits, vehicle ins.pection) 

Dealing With Special Classes of Persons (NOTE: Except in the case of missing persons, this category implies direct 
interaction.) 

57 Media 

r' . 
L __ • .1 

58 
59 
60 

police-lesser rank/recruits 
Minorities Citizen general _ This is added in contrast to Community relations - general: use this category unless the goal 

of the police action indicates it is clearly directed at community relations as in "officer friendly," 

61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 -
76 
77 
78. 
79 

"speaking to community groups," and so forth. 
Mentally ill. retarded. senile 
Feeble. handicapped 
Sick or injured 
Emergencies - general 
Public drunkenness/intoxicated person 
Dead body 
Juveniles 
Missing persons/lost child 
Hostile citizen 
Illegal aliens 
Victim 
Witness 
Suspect/prisoners 
Other police/equal rank 
Other police/higher rank 
Other CJS officials 
Other service agents/public/community 
Previously convicted (probationers. parolees) 
Informants 
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80 General _ non-crime incidents (Cotton Bowl duty, funeral escorts, parades) 
81 Community relations _ general (e.g., officer friendly, speaking to community groups--Code 82, 83 when possible) 

82 Community relations - minorities 
83 Community relations - juveniles 
84 Information requests 85 Administration _ internal (e.g., inspection, promotion, commendation, complaints) (NOTE: Refers to record 

keeping regarding the running of the department itself, but not to reports on incidents) 
86 Legal knowledge - possession of, demonstration of competency with laws 
87 police conduct - legal 
88 Not applicable 
89 Administration of legal procedures (warrants, orders, summonses) 
on General knowledge/skills/abilities J~ Support services/equipment, departmental (e.g., take care of car, clean weapon) 
92 Property/property damage, general 
93 Maintenance of safe conditions - non-traffic (hazardous conditions) 
94 Licensing - bicycle. finger-printing of non-criminals 
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Cod~ Description 

• .. 

CODE SHEET E - RESPONSES 
(Columns 21 - 22) 

b 

i."_- .l L .",1 \ 
,I ,j 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police hand~on-site incidents and/or dispatched calls that mayor 
may not be crime-related. GIVE A MORE SPECIFIC ANSWER. 

01 Observe /perform surveillance 
02 Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding minorities, human nature, juveniles; gather information (diagrams) 

for accidents, community problems 
04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 

05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

(NOTE: If item does not distinguish between crime and non-crime information, use 03 - non-crime.) 

Search and seizure 
Give information/advise/teach/counsel 
Give warning/lecture/reprimand 
Mediate 
Issue citation 
Use of force--no arrest specified 
Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) 
Arrest--force 
Prepare report/forms 
Testify 
Talk/discuss/socialize (sports events, conversations, develop rapport, etc.) 
Employ emergency procedure 
Plan/research/handle data 
Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/citizens/police 
Provide special transportation/escort (non-medical emergency) 
Prepare/maintain equipment 
Secure/guard property 
Secure/guard persons (e.g., protect dignitaries) 
Use equipment 
Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
Give physical assistance 
Secure evidence 
Confer/share information 
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CODE SHEET E - cont. 

Code Description 

28 Supervise 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 
31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties 
88 No action 
98 Multiple response - more than one police response indicated (avoid like plague) 
99 Not applicable 
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APPENDIX D-2 

FOR CITIZEN ~ud POLICE SURVEYS 

Start Finish 

Item/Descriptor 
Location Location Coding Instructions/Codes 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Study LD. 01 02 

Item location 

a. Card location 03 04 

b. Starting column 05 08 

location 

09 09 

Item perspective 10 10 

Item relevance 11 11 

NOTE: If a statement links a con­
dition with a performance. code'as 
"determinant." If a statement des­
cribes the way in which work is done. 
code as "nature of •••• " 

Code study number from code sheet A. 

This information allows us to locate each item in the data set. It 
consists of two fields: one for the card number (location) and one 
for the column location. Some data sets don't have a card structure. 
e.g •• Project STAR has a single card approximately 1.000 characters 
long. For such data sets. the card number is "01." If using a 
questionnaire. code card number as "99" and use item number in • 
columns 5-8. 

Code card number from code book. (Use "99" if from questionnaire.) 

Code column number from code book. (Use 1te~ number if from 
questionnaire.) 

1. 
2. 

respondent's own view 
respondent's view of another (either person. group or organi-

zation) 

This is the first major branching operation for this coding task. 
we are answering the question. "What substantive issue is this 

item about?" 

1. The nature of role content 

2. The determinants of role content 

Code Cols. 12-18 as 
"88888." Proceed to 

'Item 10 - question type. 

Code Co1s. 12-15 as "88." 
Proceed to Item 8 - deter-
minants. 
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Start Finish 

Item/Descriptor Location Location 

6. Control variable type 12 13 

7. Role correlate type 14 15 

8. Determinants 16 17 

9. Performance natures 18 18 

f~' ''':1 
... _~:..,.o".-.-~ 

b 

Coding Instructions/Codes 

3. The nature of role performance 

4. The determinants of role perfor­
mance. 

5. Control variable (e.g., age, 
sex, rank, education, etc.) 

NOTE: A control variable provides data 
~t the respondent. It is not linked 
within an item to any statement regarding 
the role content or performance. 

6. Role correlates. 

7. Open-ended 

Code according to two-digit 
codes on code sheet B. 

Code according to two-digit 
codes on code sheet F. 

Code according to two-digit 
codes on code sheet C. 

1. Effectiveness 
2. Efficiency 
3. Officer style/manner 
4. Method 
8. Not applicable 

• 

Code 12-17 as "8888." 
Proceed to Item 9 -
performance natures. 

Code 12-15 as "88." 
Proceed to· Item 8 
determinants. 

Proceed to Item 6 
Control variable 
type. 

Code Co1s. 12, 13 as "88." 
Proceed to Item 7 -
Role correlate type. 

Stop. No further 
coding is to be done 
for control variables. 

Gode Cols. 16, 17 as 1188." 
Proceed to Item 9 -
Performance natures 

Code Col. 18 as "8." 
Proceed to Item 10 -
Question type. 
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lli.Jn/Descriptor 

10. ; Question type 

11. Type of information 

L.~ 

Start 
Location 

19 

20 

Finish 
Location 

19 

20 

, 
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Coding Instructions/Codes 

1. Description 
2. Expectation 
3. Evaluation of performance 
4. Statement of desire 
5. Evaluation of content 
6. Evaluation of determinant 
7. Evaluation of correlate 
8. Not applicable 

1. Time spent 
2. Frequency 
3. Importance 
4. Desirability 
5. Probability 
6. Merit/quality 
7. Amount/level/adequacy 
8. Inapplicable 

12. Behavior specificity 21 21 
This is a second major branching operation in this coding effort. We 
have agreed to cq~e items as TASKS if it is at all possible. 

< 
j 

I 
\ 
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I 
I 

NOTE: When working on those tasks which 
U;-organized by "duty" or "function," start 
with the duty designation and then combine 
with the statement in order to identify 
the problem and then use an appropriate 
response category. DO NOT CODE DUTY OR 
FUNCTION SEPARATELY AS PROBELMS! 

" 

1. Function 

2. Task 

3. Activity 

4. No decision 

5. Open-ended 

8. Inapplicable 

Proceed to Item 13 -
Functional categories. 

Code Col. 22 as "8.
11 

Proceed to Item 14 -
Problem type. 

Code Col. 22 as "8." 
Proceed to Item 14 -
Problem type. 

Bring to coding meeting. 

Stop. 
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Start Finish 
Item/Descriptor Location Location 

13. Functional categories: 

14. Problem/Issue 

15. Response 

r .. ......, ,', J 

Double code 

r""",' .•.. 1 

22 

23 

25 

27 

22 

24 

26 

27 
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Coding Instructions/Codes 

o. 
1-
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

The police function/general 
Build respect for law and CJS 
Protect constitutional rights 
Protect society 
Crime control 
Maintain order 
Enforce law 
Provide public assistance 

Code as specified on code sheet D. 

Code as specified on code sheet E. 

A. Prob~em change only 

B. Response change only 

C. Both problem and response change 

f'" ;~-fJ '''_''':".,..,; 
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Stop. If item is a 
function there is no 
information to code. 
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Codes 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
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CODE SHEET A - CITIZEN AND OFFICER SURVEYS 

(Columns 1 - 2) 

Author(s) 

Police Foundation, 1973 

Police Foundation, 1972a 

Police Foundation, 1971b 

Police Foundation, 1981 

Hunt 

Opinion Research Corporation 

Sterling 

Schaefer 

O'Neill 

Manack 

Johnson 

Belson 

Schwartz and Clarren 

Schwartz and Clarren 

Green, Schaeffer, Finckenauer 

Title 

The Dallas Experience: Human Resource Development 

The Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment (Human Resource 
Development Questionnaire I) 

The Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment (Human Resource 
Development Questionnaire II) 

New Jersey Foot Patrol Experiment 

Community Relations and Law Enforcement 

Police Community Relations: A Survey Among New York City 
Patrolmen 

Chanpes in Role Concepts of Police Officers 

The Police: Law Enforcers, Peace Keeper§.Servicers 

The Role of the Police: Normative Role Expectations in a 
Metropolitan Police Department 

Role Strain of the Small Town Police Officer 

A Study of Police Resistance to Police Community Relations 
in a Municipal Police Department 

The Public and the Police (Adult Survey) 

The Cincinnati Team Policing Experiment (Commercial Survey) 

The Cincinnati Team Policing Experi_Ant (Household Survey) 

Survey of Community Espectations of Police Service: A Pilot 
Study 
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Codes 

16 

17 

18 

j 

1 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

26 
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CODE SHEET A - CITIZEN AND OFFICER SURVEYS (Con't) 

(Columns 1,- 2 

Author(s) 

Guyot 

Police Foundation, 1972 

Police Foundation, 1973a 

Friday and Sonnad 

Vuchich, Spragens, Sarma 

Boydstun 

Boydstun and Sherry 

Courtis 

Belson 

Guyot 

r-.. "'.., .' ,I., -- .. ;, .... .,; 

Title 

Untitled, Study of Police Services in Troy, New York 
The Kansas Citl Preventive 
Survey, 1972) Patrol E~eriment (Citizen 

The Kansas Citl Preventive 
Survey, 1973) Patrol Exeeriment (Citizen 

~.!:!;uitl Survel of Public Attitudes, Knc)wledge, and 
Exeec,tations of t.he Kalamazoo Citl Polic.:! 

''Police Win Public Concern p Support" 

A Stud of Police Services Man ower and Communication in 
Oshkosh, Wisconsin 

San Diego Field Interrogation 

San Diego Communitl Profile 

Attitudes to Crime and the Police in Toronto 

The Public and the Police (Police Survey) 

Untitled, Survey of Public Attitudes in Newark 
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CODE SHEET L - CONTROL VARIABLES 

(Columns 12 - 13) 

Characteristics of Incident 

01 Time 
02 Location 

Characteristics of Environment External to Organization 

11 Region 
12 Size of city 13 Citizen characteristics (population composition by race, age, economic status, etc., attitudes of citizens) 

Characteristics of Organization 

21 Age of department 22 Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, rotated 
versus non-rotated shifts, structure of supervision, etc.) 

23 Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense of autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 

(NOTE: 
Use 22 or 23 when the item refers to conditions at a departmental level; if item refers ~o respondent's 

~ work conditions, use 43 or 44.) 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Personnel characteristics (age, education, attitudes of other officers, etc.) 

policies/strategies 
Reward structure/pay 
Size of department 
Technology 
Training 

Characteristics of Occupation 

31 Militarism 
32 Professionalism 
33 Unionism 

-,j 

I 
1. 
I 

\ 

t 
I 
[ 

r 

'\ 

, 
1, 

" 

, 



, * • 

! 
. I 

I 

CODE SHEET B - cont. 

Characteristics of Respondent's Own Job 

41 Assignment (task, function, duty, etc.) 
42 Characteristics of assignment (nature of area worked, time of work, etc.) 
43 Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, sex 

composition of work group) 
44 Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense £f autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 
45 Rank 
46 Years in organization 

Characteristics of Individual (Note: Use for any respondent.) 

Age 
Education 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

Family relationship (e.g., relation to head of household) 
Family size 
Income 
~larital status 
Military experience 
Occupation (present or prior) 
Personal habits (drinking, hobbies, medication, recreation and sports, smoking, etc.) 
Personality/attitudes/personal style 
Physical characteristics (agility, health, height, strength, weight) 
Race 
Religious activity/preference 
Residence (duration, location, prior, reasons for choosing$ e'tc.) 
Sex 
Status with respect to incident (investigating officer, reporting person, victim, witness, etc.) 
Knowledge, skills, abilities 

Knowledge of Police 

70 Knowledge of police-general 
71 Formal contact 
72 Informal contact 
73 Observed use of force/known 
74 Friends and/or relatives 
75 Exposure to media 
76 Other sources 

88 Inapplicab~e 
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CODE SHEET C - DETERMINANTS 

(Columns 16 - 17) 

Characteristics of Incident 

01 Time 
02 Location 

Characteristics of Environment External to Organization 

11 Region 
12 Size of city 
13 Citizen characteristics (population composition by race, age, economic status, etc., attitude and demeanor 

of citizens) 

Characteristics of Organization 

21 
22 

23 

Age of department 
Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., l-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, rotated 

versus non-rotated shifts, structure of supervision, etc.) 
Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense of autonomy, discretion, participation, supervision, etc.) 

(NOTE: Use 22 or 23 when the item refers to conditions at a departmental level; if item refers to respondent's 
~ work conditions, use 43 or 44.) 

24 Personnel characteristics (age, education, race, attitudes of other officers, etc.) 
2S Policies/strategies 
26 Reward structure/pay/other reinforcements 
27 Size of department 
28 Technology 
29 Training 

Characteristics of Occupation 

31 
32 
33 

Militarism 
Professionalism 
Unionism 
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CODE SHEET C - cont. 

Characteristics of Respondent's Own Job 

41 Assignment (task, function, duty, etc.) 
42 Characteristics of assignment (nature of area worked, time of work, etc.) 
43 Conditions of work, actual organizational (e.g., I-officer versus 2-officer units, team policing, ~ex 

composition of work group) 44 Conditions of work, perceptual (e.g., sense £f autonomy, discretion, participation, ~upervision. etc.) 

45 Rank 
46 Years in organization 
47 Capacity (right to search, etc.) 
48 Rewards, recognition (formal or informal) 

Characteristics of Individual (Note: Use for any actor mentioned in the item. The item has to link the individual 
characteristic to either a role content or performance.) 

Age 
Education 
Family relationship (e.g., relation to head of household) 

Family size 
Income 
Marital status 
Military experience 
Occupation (present or prior) 
Personal habits (drinking, hobbies, medication, recreation and sports, smoking, etc.) 

Personality/attitudes/personal style 
Physical characteristics (agility, health, height, strength, weight) 

Race 
Religious activity/preference 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

Residence (duration, location, prior, reasons for choosing, etc.) 

Sex Status with respect to incident (investigating officer, reporting person, victim, witness, etc.) 

Knowledge, skills, abilities 

Knowledge of police 

70 Knowledge of police-general 
71 Formal contact 
72 Informal contact 
73 Observed/known use of force 
74 Friends and/or relatives 
75 Exposure to media 
76 Other sourc~s 

88 Inapplicable 
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CODE SHEET D - PROBLEM, SITUATION, ISSUE, INCIDENT TYPE 
(Columns 23 - 24) 

;:':: . .1 1--' " __ , ., :..3 

Whenever you encounter an item that lists several behaviors that necessitate police response 
(drunks, citizen hostility, loitering, breaking and entering), always try to use the ~ that 
provokes the police response. If a decision cannot be made to identify a single problem, 
utilize the double coding procedure. 

Description 

00 No specific problem identified: use when 
a. "patrol" in particular is specified, or 
b. the general investigatory task is specified but no object (e.g., traffic, missing persons, etc.) is specified, or 
c. often used when coding an activitiy (i.e., behavior that applies to many problems/tasks). 

Crime Related (all predatory offenses, excluding disputes): 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 

Crime general alleged (coqe as 02, 03, if possible) 
Person crime alleged (must involve bodily harm/potential) 
Property crime alleged 
Crime general/suspicious circumstances (code as 05, 06, if possible) 
Suspicious person 
Suspicious circumstances (non-person environment) 
Crime/law violation prevention general (code as 08, 09, if possible) 
Crime prevention - person (must involve bodily harm/potential) 
Crime prevention - property 
Evidence 
Organized crime 
White collar crime (including consumer fraud) 

Order Related 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Disorder prevention/keep peace/manage beat (use more specific item when possible) 
Riot control 
Non-riot crowd control 
Animal control 
Nuisance/disturbing peace 
Domestic disturbances 
Other disputes (neighbors, friends) 
Non-predatory crimes (drugs, prostitution, gambling) 
Weapons control (concealed, loaded, explosives, etc.) 
Civil complaints and procedures/ordinance violations 
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CODE SHEET D - cont. 

Code Description 

Traffic and Parking 

40 Traffic general - use one of the ones below if possible 
41 Parking enforcement (over-time, abandoned, zones) 
42 Moving enforcement (speed, drunk, improper turns) 
43 Accident related 
44 Administrative (weight limits, vehicle inspection) 

Dealing With Special Classes of Persons (NOTE: Except in the case of missing persons, this category implies direct 
interaction. ) 

55 

,;), 

58 
59 
60 

-, 
b.L 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 

Jl 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 

Political/subversive groups 
Economic group 
Media 
Police-lesser rank/recruits 
Racial or ethnic groups (including minorities) 
Citizen general _ This is added in contrast to Community relations - general: use this category unless the goal 

of the police action indicates it is clearly directed at community relations as in "officer friendly," 
"speaking to community groups," and S~ forth. 

Mentally ill, retarded, senile 
Feeble, handicapped 
Sick or injured 
Emergencies - general 
Public drunkenness/intoxicated person 
Dead body 
Juveniles 
Missing persons/lost child 
Hostile citizen 
Illegal aliens 
Victim 
Witness 
Suspect/prisoners 
Other police/equal rank 
Other police/higher rank 
Other CJS officials 
Other service agents/public/community 
Previously convicted (probationers, parolees) 
Informants 
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CODE SHEET D - cont. 

Code 
Description 

-
Miscellaneous Problem Issues 

I. •.. 1 

., 
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L .. ~J 

80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 

General _ non-crime incidents (Cotton Bowl duty, funeral escorts, parades) 
Community relations _ general (e.g., officer friendly, .peaking to community groups--Code 82, 83 when possible) 

Community relations - minorities 

86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 

Community relations - juveniles 
Information requests Administration _ internal (e.g., inspection, promotion,. commendation, complaints) (NOTE: Refers to record 

keeping regarding the running of the department itself, but not to reports on incidents) 
Legal knowledge _ possession of, demonstration of competency with laws 
police conduct (e.g., honesty, corruption, force, legality, etc.) 

Not applicable Administration of legal procedures (warrants, orders, summonses) 
General knowledge/skills/abilities 
Support services/equipment, departmental (e.g., take care of car, clean weapon) 
Property/property damage, general (non-crime, non-emergency) 
Maintenance of safe conditions - non-traffic (hazardous conditions) 
Licensing _ bicycle, finger-printing of non-criminals 
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Code Description 

CODE SHEET E - RESPONSES 
(Columns 25 - 26) 

, 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police handle on-site incidents and/or dis~atched calls that mayor 
may not be crime-related. GIVE A MORE SPECIFIC ANSWER. 

Observe/perform surveillance 
Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 

01 
02 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding minorities, human nature, juveniles; gather information (diagrams) 

for accidents, community problems 
04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 

(NOTE: If item does not distinguish between crime and non-crime information, use 03 - non-crime.) 

Search and seizure 
Give information/advise/teach/counsel 
Give warning/lecture/reprimand 
Mediate 
Issue citation 
Use of force--no arrest specified 

06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) . 

I Arrest--force 
13 Prepare report/forms 
14 Testify 
15 Talk/discuss/socialize (sports events, conversations, develop rapport, etc.) 
16 Employ emergency procedure 
17 Plan/research/handle data 
18 Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/citizens/police 
19 Provide special transportation/escort (non-medical emergency) 
20 Prepare/maintain equipment 
21 Secure/guard property 
22 Secure/guard persons (e.g., protect dignitaries) 
23 Use equipment 
24 Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
25 Give physical assistance 
26 Secure evidence 
27 Confer/share information 
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CODE SHEET E - cont. -
Code Description 

28 Supervise 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 

31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties 
33 Develop program of community relations 
34 Deterrence/prevention 
35 Patrol - unspecif.ied 36 Motor patrol (car. motorcycle, helicopter, boat) 
37 Non-motor patrol (bicycle. foot, horse) 

88 No action 98 Multiple response _ more tban one police response indicated (avoid like plague) 

99 Not applicable 

\ 
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Code 

CODE SHEET F - ROLE CORRELATES 
(Columns 14 - 15) 

01 Citizen assessment of police/community relationship 
02 Citizen attitude toward police characteristics (e.g., personality, honesty, corruption, etc.) 
03 Citizen attitude toward general police performance 
04 Citizen attitude toward specific-incident police performance 
05 Police assessment of police/community relationship 
06 Police attitudes toward police characteristics (e.g., personality, honesty, corruption, etc.) 
07 Police attitudes toward general police performance 
08 Police attitudes toward specific-incident police performance 
09 Police attitudes toward work, conditions of work 
10 Citizen understanding of police job 
11 Police understanding of police job 
12 Police attitude toward citizen characteristics 
13 Partlcipation in police policy-making 
14 Prio;: expectations about job-satisfactin 
15 Officer's attitude with Diety, causality, life, self 
16 Officer's physical, emotional condition/health habits, problems 
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APPENDIX E 

POLICE JOB/TASK ANALYSES 

A DISCUSSION OF CONTENT AND METHOD 

BY 

CHARLES E. SUSMlLCH 
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E-1 
APPENDIX E 

POLICE JOB/TASK ANALYSES 

A DISCUSSION OF CONTENT AND METHOD 

I. Introduction 

In exploring the empirical literature on "what police do," it 

was apparent that several distinct ,methodologies have'been used in 

addressing the question; among these are analyses of calls to police, 

analyses of calls dispatched to police units, the analyses of activity 

logs maintained by officers or observers, detailed accounts of police/ 

citizen interactions given by observers, surveys of citizens, surveys of 
1 

officers and an approach generally identified as job/task analyses. 

Prien and Ronen (1971) identify a job analysis as an attempt to 

delineate various dimensions of a job in which both the duration and 

condition of work may be analyzed as well as the hypothesized qua1ifi-

cations of the worker. Theoretically, job analyses would attempt to 

delineate the dimensions of an entire occupation or occupational assign-

ment while task analyses would focus on the elements of the tasks re-

quired for the performance of the job. However, the various studies 

analyzed for this project did not all maintain this distinction. 

Because so many items were constructed around tasks, we elected to 

refer to this general class of studies as task analyses. 

We determined that a large number of task analyses of policing were 

1. Although most police job/task analyses are based ulttmately on police 
officer surveys, they are distinguished from a more general body of officer 
surveys; task,analyses teDd to focus on the content aDd performance of the 
job while officer surveys more generally address themselves to a broader 
range of attitudes and issues related to the job. 
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either in progress or recently had been performed 2 for the purpose of 

designing and/or validating criteria for police officer selection and/or 

promotion or for the purpose of designing training curricula. Because 

these studies represented a deliberate effort to examine the nature of 

the police job and further represented a sizeable investment of govern­

ment resources, it was decided that completed task analyses should be 

explored as a potential major source of information about the nature 

of the police role. 

II. Selection of studies 

The project staff learned of existing task analyses either 

through the staff review of the policing literature or as a consequence 

of attending a conference on police task analyses sponsored by LEAA in 

November 1978. Copies of reports and/or data collection instruments 

were obtained through the library or by direct contact with the various 

project directors~ Final selection of studies for inclusion in this 

study depended on the availability of the research instrument, and documenta­

tion about its use, and on staff evaluation of substantive and methodo-

logical merit. 3 The substantive emphasis was on studies which explicitly 

endeavored to answer the question, "What do police officers do?" and which 

tended to be specific in their descriptions of tasks. Studies were elim-

inated which depended upon only a few (50 or less) respondents as were 

studies which utilized panels of "experts" 'rather than job incumbents. 

(We argued that no one else could be as knowledgeable about job content 

2. A 1978 conference sponsored by LEAA and attended by this project staff 
was attended by persons representing at least 60 private organizations 
or police agencies which had either completed, were conducting or were 
planning police job analyses. 
3. A methodological review of each study was prepared according to a 
common outline; these provided the basis for decision-making. 
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as the incumbent.) 

Ultimately, nine studies of the police job were selected for analysiS. 

The study identities and a variety of information about them are presented 

in Figure A-l. Figure A-2 provides methodological information about the 

studies. 

III. Dimensions of the studies 

A. Geography. With the exception of the Glickman, et ale (1976), 

i.e., the National Manpower Survey, which included the Boston, Massachusetts 

and Rochester, New York SMSAs in their samples, the studies have been 

conducted outside the northeast. Although our bibliographic search made 

us aware of studies done in Hartford. Connecticut. New York City and 

Pennsylvania. we were unable to obtain copies of these re90rts• Our efforts 

to obtain the Hartford and Pennsylvania studies illcluded requesting the 

studies from the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. Although 

we learned of these sources through an NCJRS bibliographic search and they 

had NCJRS acquisition numbers, we have not been able to acquire these 

reports. 

B. Jurisdictions. The studies selected run the gamut from a 

study of a single large metropolitan department (~eanneret and Dubin. 1977). 

to a multiple jurisdiction single SMSA (Lifter, Allivato and Jones, 1977), to 

multiple departments in single states (Kohls, et al., 1979; Wollack and 

Associates, 1977; Lowe et al., 1977 and Goodgame and Rao, 1977). to multiple 

department, multiple state studies (Rosenfeld and Thornton, 1976; Smith, 

1972 and Glickman, et a1.', 1976). 

C. Sponsors. Except for the Rosenfeld and Thornton (1976) 

piece, which was sponsored and funded through private (non-profit) sources, 
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these studies have been sponsored and funded by governmental or quasi-

governmental units of government. Funding ulttmately was derived from 

LEAA in each of these cases. 
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Title 

The Validation of Entry-Level 
Police Officer Selection Pro­
cedures in the State of 
Washington 

A Validity Study of Police 
Officer Selection, Training 
and Promotion: Volume IV Job 
Analyses of Positions 

Calif. Entry-Level Law Enforce­
ment Officer Job Analysis: 
Technical Report No. 1 

The Development and Validation 
of a Multijurisdictional Police 
Examination 

A Job Analyses of Entry-Level 
Peace Officers in Georgia 

An Analysis and Definition of 
Basic Training Requirements for 
Municipal Police Officers in 
Texas 

Suburban Police Officer Job 
Analysis: Twin Cities Metro­
politan Area 

. 
L~ .. .' 

b 
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FIGURE E-l 

STUDIES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 

Sponsor 

Association of Wash­
l.ngton Cities 

Houston Police 
Department 

Calif. Commission on 
Peace Officer Standards 
and Training 

Police Foundation and 
International Assoc. of 
Chiefs of Police 

Georgia Peace Officer 
Standards and Training 
Council 

Texas Commission on Law 
Enforcement Officer 
Standarrls and Education 

Metropolitan Area 
Management Association 
(St. Paul, MN) 

Author(s) 

Wollack and Associates 

LWFW Management Con­
sultants; P. R. 
Jeanneret and J.A. 
Dubin 

J. W. Kohls, G. W. 
Berner and L. K. Luke 

Educational Testing 
Service; M. Rosenfeld 
and R. F. 1bornton 

R. L. Lowe, K. R. Cook 
and D. N. Rannefeld 

Occupational Research 
Program: Texas A & M 
University; D. T. Good­
game and Y. V. Rao 

Arthur Young and Co. 
M. Lifter. 
P. Allivato and 
D. Jones 

., 

., -'-
ie • .J !~.:'~--] ] ~~.~ .. ] t ; -. .. ,~ .....-.... 

Jurisdiction(s) Date 

41 Hashington State 1977 
Municipal ~olice 
Departments and Sheriff's 
Departments . 

Houston, Texas 1977 

219 Calif. Municipal 1979 
and County Law Enforce-
ment Agencies 

Cincinnati, OH; 1976 
Kansas City, MO; Miami, 
FL; Oakland, CA; San Diego, 
CA; Savannah, GA; MA State 
Police, MD S~ate Police; 
Dade County, FL 

246 GA Municipal and 
County Law Enforcement 
Agencies 

107 TX Municipal Law 
Enforcement Agencies 

51 Minneapolis/St. Paul 
Surburban Municipal Law 
Enforcement Agencies 

1977 

1977 

1977 
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8. 

9. 

Title 

Project STAR 

A Nationwide Survey of Law 
Enforcement Criminal Justice 
Personnel Needs and 
Resources: Volume 8 

"

--_ . ., 
--.:1 

FIGURE E-1 (Con't.) 

§ponsor 

LEAA State Planning 
Agencies in CA. MI. 
TX and N.J. 

LEAA 

1 r" ',i I" .. ' .. ~2 __ ~I,..o. .... ,... ~ ..... >...; .. ~-. 

t" • 1 
.. ... ",_1 

Author(s) 

The American Justice 
Institute; C. P. Smith 

American Institutes 
for Research; A. S. 
Glickman. R. W. Stepen­
son and D. Felker 

Jurisdiction(s) 

Municipal. County and 
State Law Enforcement 
Agencies in CA, MI. NJ 
and TX 

31 Law Enforcement . 
Agencies in 10 SMSAs 

Date 

1972 

1976 
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Study 

l. Wollack 6 Associates 
(1977) 

2. Jeanneret and pubin 
(1977) 

3. Kohls. Berner and 
Luke (1979) 

4. Rosenfeld and 
Thornton (1976) 

5. Lowe, Cook and 
~nnefeld (197i) 

_._-, 
6. Goodgame and Rao 

(1977) 

" 

i 
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FIGUil! 1-2 

Purpo •• of Stud,. rocal Po.ition. Saapl. Si&. (I) and Number of ta.k_/ta.k Croup1o •• 10 Survey Inatrument 

Purpose of Study Focal Position(s) Sample Si&e/Return Number of Tasks/Task Groupings 

Stateuide development and vall- Uniformed patrol officers Lieutenant & higher 27 ( S) 2S9 TasklNo Task Croupings 
dation of entry level police with full time field Sergeant 61 (17) 
cfficer selection procedures responsibilities. Patrol officers 219 (62) 

Other ranks ~ (13) 
Total 351 

% Returned/useabl~ - net indicat'ed . 
Validation of police officer All departmental positions Police executives: S]6 Tasks/24 Duty-Functional 
selection. training and were examined. The Captains/Lieutenants 65 ( S) Areas 
promotion policies. The authors focus on one posi- Detectives 74 ( 9) 
emphasis is on selection tion. an entry level posi- Sergeants 64 ( S) 

tion, but all positions Police officers 616 (75) 
identified are discussed Total S19 
in great deal % Returned/useable 941 

Develop baseline information Entry level officers Incumbents 1720 3S7 Tasks 
for the development and vali- assigned to radio patrol Supervisors 675 llO Incidents 17 Subgroups 
dation of entry level patrol Total 2395 497 Items 
officer selection standards % Returned/useable inc umben u-S 3% and practices % Returned/useable supervisors-SS% 

Development and validation Police officers Patrol officers S06 141 Tasks/S Subgroups 
of a multijurisdictional Supervise- ':'S 154 
police selection examination Total 960 

% Returned/useable -89% 

Develop baseline information Entry level/general duty Entry level police officer. 606 ll9 Tssks/l4 Subgroup. 
for the training and selection law enforcement officers % Returned/useable - 541 of entry level police officers 

Evaluate job relatedness of Patrol officers. first Patrol officers 2466 ]95 Tasks/22 Task Croups 
Texas basic training for line .upervi.or. First line 8~pervlsors 494 
municipal law eaforcement Probationary patrol officer. 276 
offic.n Total ]236 

I Ketura.d/u.eabl. - 811. 
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FleuR! !-% (Con't.) 

C:t;:,., y Purpose of Study Yocal Position(s) Sample Size1Returu Number of Tasks/Task Groupings 

Lifter, AlUvato Develop and validate ~y.te. Patrol officers Patrol afficer observations 285 71 Activities/10 Activity 
and Jonea (1977) for selection of ~try level Hours/patrol observations 1500 Croups 

patrol officers + 
% Returned/Useable - Not Applicable 

8. Smith (972) Develop criminal justice lbe pollce Police Officers 1640 89 Expectations/20 Situations 
(including police) (undifferentiated) Police Supervisors 231 
curriculum and trainin, Total 1971 
packages** 

1 Returned/Useable - Approx. 851*** 

9. Glickman, Stephenson AsseGs personnel and train- Police chief aecutive Police c'hief executives 38 46 Tasks (Police patrol 
and Felker (1916) ing needs for the criminal Police ~d Level ~anager PoUce mid 1 eve1 IIl4nager 64 officer and patrol 

justice system** Pstro1 off1.cer Patrol 0 fUcers 150 supervisor instru-
Detective/criminal Detectlve/c r lminal ment . 

investtgator Lnvest'-gator 154 49 Tasks (Detective and 
Cri~inal investigator/ Criminal investigator/ detective lupervlsor 

supeo:visor supervisors 96 instrument) 
Patrol line supervisor Patrol line supervisor. 165 25 Taslts (~t1d-level manager 
Police planner Police p l.,nners 48 and police executiye 
Evidence rechnician Evidence t'echnicians 32 lnstrut:lent) 

Total 147 

1 Returned/Useable Not pnwided 

*Thls is an upper bound estimate, the report only specifies the odgina1 sample as "over 4,000". 

**Both Smith (1972) and Glickman, et.al. (1916) foc~!led on the entire criminal justice system. Only information rele~ant to the police Is 
presented here. 

* •• Overall co~pletion rate given In report, subgroup completion rates not given. 
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D. Authors. The majority of these studies have been conducted by 

some type of corporate researchfinanagement organization. Two of the studies 

have been conducted by in-house research staffs of state POST (Police Officer 

Standards and Training) Councils, i.e., Kohls, et at. (1979) and Lowe, et al. 

(1977). One of the studies was conducted by a university-affiliated research 

group, i.e., Goodgame and Rao (1977). 

E. Purpose of Study. Two themes are predominant: training and 

officer selection. Of the two themes, selection has been the most important • 

Discussions regarding meeting EEOC hiring guidelines are common and often 

quite detailed (c.f. Wollack and Associates, 1~77; Jeanneret and Dubin, 

1977) • 

F. Focal Positions. The major interest has focused on entry-level 

patrol positions. This focus tends to coincide with substantive interests in 

selection and training. Three studies focus on supervisory positions in addi-

tion to entry-level positions, e. i., J·eanneret and Dubin (1977); Goodgame and 

Rao (1977) and Glickman, et al. (1976). 

G. Methods. Though not reported in Figure E-2, the studies, with 

the exception of Number 7 (Lifter, et al., 1977) and Number 8 (Smith, 

1972), use a task analysis questionnaire methodology to collect data. The 

Lifter and Allivato study uses a combination of field observations and post 

shift interviews as its principal data collection method. The Smith (1972) 

study (i.e., Project STAR) uses a questionnaire method, but the nature of 

the items in the question~ire is sufficiently distinct from that in the other 

studies to warrant using a label other than task analysis for the STAR in-

strument. The STAR instrument is entitled "Role Perception Survey"; there-

fore, we will refer to the STAR methodology/instrument as the Role Perception 

b 

o 
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Questionnaire. 

H. Samples. As can be seen in Figure E-2, sample sizes for these 

studies tend to be large. Exce:pt for Lowe, et ale (1977), each of the 

studies utilizing questionnaire techniques obtained information from super­

visory staff as well as incumbent staff. In the Wollack and Associates (1977), 

Kohls, et al. (1979), Rosenfeld and Thornton (1976) and Smith (1972) studies, 

supervisors were not asked about their own jobs but about the jobs of entry­

level officers. 

I. Return/Useable Rates. For two studies, we were not able to 

establish the return/useable rates from the information supplied in the 

reports we reviewed, i.e. Wollack and Associates (1977) and Glickman, et ale 

(1976). Of the returned/useable rates we could establish, only the Lowe et.al. 

study (returned/useable - 54 percent) had a rate below 80 percent. 

J. Number of Tasks. The final column of Figure E-2 presents 

data on the number of tasks utilized in these studies. There is considerable 

variation in the number of tasks used in instruments as well as variation 

in the way items were grouped. With this much variation, one would expect 

there to be substantial between-study differences in topical coverage and 

the specificity with which topics are covered. 

K. Item Groupings. In Figure E-3 we present the original task 

classification labels that researchers used to organize items in their in-

struments. Two ~tudies, i.e. Wollock and Associates (#1) and Glickman et ale 

(#9), did not group items in their instruments. In Figure E-4 we present the 

category labels for task groupings that were used by researchers in their 

final reports. Comparison of the two tables indicates that four of the 

studies utilized the same categories for both their instrument and their 

report, 1. e. Jeanneret & Dubin; I.owe ,et a1.; Goodgame and Rao and; Lifter, n u 
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l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

ll. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
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FIGURE E-3 ORIGINAL TASK GROUPING~ 

2. Jeanneret and ,Dubin 

Performing Routine Enforcement 
Engaging in Traffic Control 
Investigating Traffic Accidents 
Responding for Calls for Service 
Apprehending and/or Arresting 

Actors 
Performing Group/Crowd Control 
Investigating (Routine) 
Investigating (In-depth) 
Maintaining Surveillance 
Processing and Controlling 

Prisoners 
Performing Emergency Control 

and Special Functions 
Piloting and Observing from 

Helicopter 
Performing Direct Public Service 

and Public Contact Functions 
Performing Court and Court-Related 

Functions 

15. 
16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 

20. 
2l. 
22. 

23. 

24. 

(1977) 

Maintaining Radio Communications 
Processing and Controlling 

Property, Automobiles, 
Supplies and Records 

Processing and Investigating Job 
and License Application 

Training 
Performing Miscellaneous Office 

and Technical Functions 
Directing and Organizing 
Performing Personnel Administration 
Monitoring and Evaluating 

Performance 
Performing Operational, Administra­

tive and Budgetary Planning 
and Control 

Engaging in Continuing Education 
Activities 

3. Kohls, Berner, and Luke (1979) 

Patrol Function 
Patrol Inspection 
Patrol Contact 
Patrol Response 
Traffic Supervision 
Criminal Investigation/Accident 

Investigation 
Evidence and.Property Procedures 
Auxiliary Function 
Civil Procedures 

10. 
ll. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

17. 

Custody Procedures 
Training 
Community Relations 
Reading 
Reporting 
Weapons 
Physical Activity and Physical 

Force 
Writing 

4. Rosenfeld and Thornton (1976) 

General Police Duties' 
Standard Patrol Checks 
Standard Patrol Activities 
Respons? to Patrol Si~uations 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8 . 

Traffic Control and Traffic 
Accident Activities 

Service Activities 
Search and Seizure 
Arrest Procedures 
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FIGURE E-3 (Con't.) E-12 

ORIGINAL TASK GROUPINGS 

5. Lowe, Cook and Rannefe1d (1977) 

1. 

2. 
3. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

Criminal Investigation, Detection 
and Follow-up 
Arrest, Search, and Seizure 
Traffic Accident Investigation 
Traffic Maintenance and Control 
Managing Disputes 
Patrol Activities 
Crowd or Riot Control 

8. Crime Prevention and Community 
Relations 

9. Legal Activities 
10. Maintenance of Equipment 
11. Booking and Handling of Prisoners 
12. Performance of "Non-enforcement" 

Activities 
13. Office/Desk Activities 
14. Learning and Training 

6. Goodgame and Rao (1977) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

12. 

Planning and Organizing 
Directing and Supervising 
Inspecting and Evaluating 
Training 
Patrolling and Enforcing Traffic 
Laws 
Investigating 
Investigating Traffic Crashes 
Interrogating Suspects 
Apprehension of Suspects 
Arresting and Searching 
Directing and Controlling Traffic 
and Enforcing Parking Regulations 
Preparing Traffic Cases and 
Testifying in Court 

13. 

14. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 

·20. 
21. 
22. 

Preparing Criminal Cases and 
Testifying in Court 
Engineering the Roadway Environ­
ment 
Analysing and Using Accident Data 
Controlling Civil Disturbances 
Maintaining Notebook and Daily Log 
Preparing Reports 
Maintaining Files 
Jailing Procedures 
Staff Support of Line Operations 
Service Non-Police Action Calls 

7. Lifter, A11ivato and Jones (1977) 

1. Administrative and Non-Patrol 
Activities 

2. Routine Patrol Activities 
3. Responding to Service Calls 
4. Providing Emergency Services 
5. Checking Out Suspicious Situations 
6. Performing Arrests at Accent of 

Crime/Accident 

7. Preliminary Crime/Accident 
Investigation 

8. Follow-Up Crime/Accident 
Investigation 

9. Identifying Physical and Safety 
Hazards 

10. Enforcing Traffic Laws 

, 

l -
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FIGURE E-3 (Con't.) 

ORIGINAL TASK GROUPINGS 

8. Smith (1972) 

. r: 
i ; , ' 
I.-J 

1. General Performance of Duties 
2. Crowd Control 
3. Civil Disorders 
4. Regulating Vehicle and Pedestrian 

Traffic 
5. Family Disturbances 
6. Public Service Assistance 
7. Arrest 
8. Interrogating a Suspect 
9. Testifying in Court 

10. Holding a Suspect 

11. Booking Prisoners 
12. Preparing Offense Reports 
13. Community Relations and Education 
14. Collecting Evidence 
15. Pre-trial Case Preparation 
16. Probation Officers (Informing) 
17. Parole Officers (Informing) 
18. Probation Officers (Assisting) 
19. Parole Officers (Assisting) 
20. Off-duty Behavior 
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et al. Three studies utilized di~ferent groupings in their instruments 

and reports, i.e. Kohls et. al.; Rosenfeld and Thornton and; Smith. The 

Wollack and Associates study makes use of category groupings only in their 

. . report. The Glickman et. al. study does not use grouping at all. 

Examination of the category labels in Figure A-4 is fascinating in and 

of itself. Certain of the categories in the Jeanneret & Dubin and the Good-

game and Rao instruments are reflective of the fact that these studies are 

interested in a number of focal positions in addition to .the general patrol 

officer position. Different researchers have combined tasks in different 

ways. As an example, note that the Lifter, et ale and the Kohls, et ale 

studies combine criminal and accident inves~igation tasks, while other re-

searchers separate these types of tasks. Each study has its own unique way 

of organizing the tasks in similar or overlapping content areas. Whereas 

one study may have a category for "family disputes" another may have a 

category for "managing disputes". Still other studies cover the content 

area under a general label of "response to patrol situations" or "response 

to service calls" categories. 

We can only wonder what kinds of instrumentation effects are intro-

duced into studies by differences in the grouping of tasks. It would seem 

reasonable to expect that an identical set of crime prevention items might 

be perceived quite differently by respondents depending upon whether they 

were grouped by themselves in a category labelled "crime prevention" or 

whether they were interspersed with other items in a category labelled 

"crime prevention and community relations." 

Data in the reports of task analyses are frequently aggregated to the 

category levels presented in Figure A-4. Cross study comparisons are 

, 

L 

r-j 

: ' 

i. 
... ,::., 

.-
; 

• L_. 

t... 

r- 1 I 

, . 
'-. 

L. :. 

, . 

.. - . 

,-
L' 

·"'1' .,. !-. 

LI 
'~-I! i ' 
I ' &::.-•• 

r" 
I 

! 
L. 

i 

1. 
2 • 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 
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FIGURE E-4 E-l5 

FINAL TASK GROUPINGS 

1. Wollack' and Associates (1977) 

Performing Routine Patrol Duties 
Performing Traffic Enforcement 
and Control Duties 
Handling Emergency Situations 
Writing Reports and Completing 
Forms 
Handling and Investigating Traffic 
Accidents 

7. Investigatin Criminal Cases 
8. Preparing Cases for Trial and 

Testifying in Court 
9. Performing Jail Duties 

10. Controlling Civil Disputes and 
Disturbances 

11. Escorting Persons and Vehicles 

Apprehending and Arresting Suspects 
12. Performing Public Relations or 

Training Duties 
13. Performing Support Duties 

2. Jeanneret and Dubin (1977) 

Performing Routine Enforcement 
Engaging in Traffic Control 
Investigating Traffic Accidents 
Responding to" Calls for Service 
Apprehending and/or Arresting 
Actors "I 

Performing Group/Crowd Contro .. 1-

Investigating (Routine) 
Investigatin (In-depth) 
Maintaining Surveillance 
Processing and Controlling 
Prisoners 
Performing Emergency Control 
and Special Functions 
Piloting and Observing from 
Helicopter 
Performing Direct Public Service 
and Public Contact Functions 
Performing Court and Court-Related 
Funt!tions 

15. 
16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 

20. 
21. 

22. 

23. 

24 • 

Maintaining Radio Communications 
Processing and Controlling 
Property, Automobiles, Supplies 
and Records 
Processing and Investigating Job 
and License Application 
Training 
Performing Miscellaneous Office 
and Technical Functions 
Directing and Organizing 
Performing Personnel Administra­
tion 
Monitoring and Evaluating 
Performance 
Performing Operational, Administra­
tive and Budgetary Planning and 
Control 
Engaging in Continuing Education 
Activities 



\ 

., I 

o 



l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

yo 

FIGURE E-4 (Con' t.) 

FINAL TASK GROUPINGS 

3. Kohls, Berner and Luke 

Arrest and Detain 17. 
Chemical, Drug, Alcohol Test 18. 
Fingerprinting/Identification 19. 
Decision-Making 20. 
First Aid 2l. 
Review and Recall of Information 22. 
Inspecting Vehicle, Property and 23. 
Persons 24. 
Investigating 25. 
Line up 26. 
Searching 27. 
Securing and Protecting Property 28. 
Surveillance 29. 
Traffic Control 30. 
Emergency Driving 3l. 
Transporting PeDple, Objects 32. 
Vehicl(! Stop 33. 

(1979) 

Conferring 
Explaining/Advising 
Giving Directions 
Interviewing 
Mediating 
Public Relations 
Using Radio/Telephone 
Testifying 
Training 
Custody Paperwork 
General Paper Work 
Reading 
Diagramming/Sketching 
Writing 
Restraining/Subdoing 
Physical Performance 
Weapons Handling 

4. Rosenfeld & Thornton (1976) 

Respotlding to Routine Calls 8. Crowd Control 
Search and Seizure 9. Dangerous Emergencies 
Discretion in Patrol Activities 10. Court Testimony 
Booking Prisoners ll. Gathering Informatioa 
Facilitating Traffic Flow Reporting 
Business and Non-Business Checks 12. Arrest Procedures 
Community Relations 13. Arrest Reports 

14. Work Preparation, 
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5. Lowe, Cook and Rannefeld (1977) 

1. Criminal Investigation, Detection 
and Follow-up 

2. Arrest, Search and Seizure 
3. Traffic Accident Investigation 
4. Traffic Maintenance and Control 
5. Managing Disputes 
6. Patrol Activities 
7. Crowd or Riot Control 

8. Crime Prevention and Community 
Relations 

9. Legal Activities 
10. Maintenance of Equipment 
11. Booking and Handling of Prisoners 
12. PerfCl"1DanCe of "Non-Enforcement" 

Activities 
13. Office/Desk Activities 
14. Learning and Training 

r: 
1'· I 

L 

,I 
Li 

-~-'--~-., ~~. 
~--~~----~----------~~--

l. 
2. 
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8. 
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10. 
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1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
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FIGURE E-4 (Con't.) E-17 

FINAL TASK GROUPINGS 

6. Goodgame and Rao (1977) 

Planning and Organizing 12. Preparing Traffic Cases and 
Directing and Supervising Testifying in Court 
Inspecting and Evaluating 13. Preparing Criminal Cases and 
Training Testifying in Court 
Patrolling and Enforcing 14. Engineering the Roadway Environment 
Traffic Laws 15. Analyzing and Using Accident Data 
Investigating 16. Controlling Civil Disturbances 
Investigating Traffic Crashes 17. Maintaining Notebook and Daily Log 
Interrogating Suspects 18. Preparing Reports 
Apprehension of Suspects 19. Maintaining Files 
Arresting and Searching 20. Jailing Procedures 
Directing and Controlling Traffic 2l. Staf(_Support of Line Operations 
and Enforcing Parking Regulations 22. Service Non-Police Action Calls 

7. Lifter, Allivato and Jones (1977) 

Administrative and Non-Patrol 
Activities 
Routine Patrol Activities 
Responding to Service Calls 
Providing Emergency Services 
Checking Out Suspicious Situations 
Performing Arrests at Scene of 
Crime/Accident 

7. Preliminary Crime/Accident 
Investigation 

8. Follow-up Crime/Accident 
Investigation 

9. Identifying Physical and Safety 
Hazards 

10. Enforcing Traffic Laws 

8. Smith (1972) 

Assist Criminal Justice System 
and Other Agency Personnel 
Build Respect for Law and Criminal 
Justil'!e System 
Provide Public Assistance 
Seeking and Disseminating 
Knowledge and Understanding 
Collecting, Analyzing~ and 
Communicating Information 
Managing Cases 
A£sisting Personnel and Social 
Development 

8. Displaying Objectivity and 
Professional Ethics 

9. Protecting Rights and Dignity of 
Individuals 

10. Providing Humane Treatment 
11. Enforcing Law Impartially 
12. Enforcing Law Situationally 
13. Maintaining Order 

~------------------.--------------------------------------------------------------~~ , 
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impossible because the categories utilized from study to study bear little 

relation to one another. An item concerned with stopping and questioning a 

suspicious person may occur in a "general patrol" category in Study A, in 

a "crime prevention" category in Study B, and in a "check out suspicious 

situations" category in Study C. In order to make cross-study comparisons 

we felt it was necessary to equate task analysis items for content across 

studies. 

IV. Re-coding of original studies 

The need for comparability across studies led to the creation of 

"The Codebook of Codebooks 11 the development of which is described briefly 

in the body of the report (Chapter I) . and more extensively in Appendix C. 

The Codebook itself is provided in Appendix D. 

An examination of the Codebook will reveal all the types of in-

formation which were preserved about items in the process of recoding them 

into the common scheme. As a basis for a discussion about the content and 

methods of the task analyses, we elaborate here on five item content 

characteristics which are articulated by the recoding scheme. 

A." ~ Relevance. This characteristic (Item #3 in the Codebook) seeks 

to classify items in terms of five broad substantive categories. Of prinCipal 

concern for task analyses is category 1, "the nature of role content." Such 

items take the general form "How frequently do you perform task X?" The 

other four types of items we discovered in the instruments we examined in-

volved "determinants of role content" (e.g., officers on the third shift 

have to handle a lot of marital dispute calls); "the nature of role per-

formance" (e.g., the officer used excess force in taking the demonstrator 

into custody); "determinants of role performance" (e.g., college-educated 
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police officers use discretion more judiciously); and control variables (e.g., 

various characteristics of survey respondents, uuch as age, s~,··rank, etc.). The 

task analyses examined in this report are, with the exception of Project STAR, 

made up of items regarding the nature of role content and a few control 

variables. This is as expected since task analyses are primarily intended 

to specify the content of a particular job. Control variables would allow 

the researcher to examine job content across various t di i s atus con tons, e.g., 

tenure, rank, education, etc. 

B. Question TyPe. (Item #7 in the Codebook.) A second major content 

distinction of importance for task analyses involved the type of question 

asked by an item. Most task analysis items involve a "descriptive" question, 

i.e., the respondent is asked to describe the time spent on a particular type 

of task. Other items were classified as involving questions about "expecta­

tions!': (e.g. " are most police officers honest?); "evaluation of performance" 

(e.g., were you satisfied with how the officer handled the incident?) ; 

"statement of desire" (e.g., should more police officers be female?); and 

"evaluation of content" (e.g., do police officers spend too much time doing 

paperwork?). The studies examined in this volume prtmarily involved de­

scriptive questions. The exception to this statement is Project STAR, which 

according to our scheme asks questions about "expectations" and "statements 

of desire." 

C. ~ of Information. (Item fl8 in the Codebook.) Another dimension 

along which task analysis items varied involved the type of information a 

question asked a respondent. Three categorie~ were found with respect to 

this dimension; they are "time spent," "frequenc),," and "importance." It 

was common for a single questionnaire to ask a respondent to rate both the 
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frequency and importance of each task. 

D. Problem. (Item #11 in the .Codebook.) Problems are the types of 

incidents, situations, persons or things which police officers interar.t 

with or respond to in doing their jobs. We have identified over 60 such 

problems studied in existent task analyses; these are listed on Codesheet D 

of the Codebook, Appendix D. 

E. Response. (Item #12 in the Codebook.) We have identified ov,"!r 30 

behaviors4 used in the items from previous task analyses, these are presented 

in Code Sheet E in .the Codebook in Appendix D. 

v. Comparing the item content of the studies. 

A. Comparison ,?f "problems" identified in items. Figure E-5 presents 

the problem content classifications that were evidenced in our coding of items 

from the selected studies. We wish to make it clear that what we are talking 

about here is the content of questionnaire items; we are not yet talking about 

the substantive findings of these studies. 

The most general findings from this effort have to do with emphasis 

placed on various problems. At least to the extent that emphasis can rougbly 

be gauged by relative frequency, these studies have been remarkably similar 

in their emphasis on problem content. Across all studies, the major emphases 

4 In coding problems and responses we encountered a number of items that 
involved either multiple problems or multiple responses. For example, the 
item "secure crime/accident scene" would involve two distinct problems, 
"crime" and "traffic accidents," in our coding scheme. In such cases, we 
coded an item twice, in several cases, an item had to be coded three or 
four sepa'cate times.' This strategy results in more coded items in our 
data than original items in the instrument. Such double-coded items are 
identified by a dummy variable in our data files and can be sorted out for 
independent analysis. Figure C-·l presents a breakdown of multiple 
codings by study. 
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ROILIII CDIDIII AS avmllEPJ) D TASK l1'DII 

D .DI SlUDIIS (AUUVlATPJ) PlOBLIIII CATIIGOIllZAt'ICII) 

1. 2. 3. 4. S. 6. 
Kohls, Lowe, 

Abbr.vi.ced Proble. WoU.ck Jeanne ret lIerner Rosenfeld Cook' GoodS_ 
Cat·Borlzaclon* • Assoc. • Dubin • Luke • Thornton Rannefelel • Rao 

{197U (1977) (1979) (1976) . (1976) (1977) 
No Specific Problem 15 26 13 4 S 18 
Identified (00) (S.IS) (4.20) (2.63) . ().S7) (4.10) (4.0S) 
Crime, Person/Property 43 40 68 is 7 S4 
(01 02. Oll (14.78) (6.46) (ll.74) (13.39) (S.74) (12.16) 
Suspicious Circum- S 3 16 7 1 
stances or Persons (1.72) (.48) (1.21) (6.2S) (.68) 
(04. OS. 06J 
Crime' Prevention 9 6 7 1 S S 
(01 08. 09) (].09) ( .97) (1.41) (.89) '4.10) (1.ll) 
Evid.mce (10) 1 21 9 8 S 9 

..12.4U {l.72) (1.82) O.l4} (4.10) (2.0]) 
Otl"n Crimes, Non- 2 8 12 3 2 8 
Predatory/PerforaAnce (.69) (1.29) (2.42) (2.68) (1.64) (1.80) 
(27.28) 
Ordinance, Llcen8inl 3 9 23 1 4 
(29. 94) (1.01) (1.4S) (4.6S) (.82) (.90) 
Order-Related 10 17 5 . 2 5 13 
Problems (20 ...... 21... 221 Jl.44.) (2.1S) (1.01) (1.79) (4.10) (2.93) 
Disturbing Peace/Dis- 3 2 14 4 1 6 
Dutes (24 2S. 26) (l.01) (.12) (2.81) (l.S7) (2.46) (l.35) 
Hisc. Non-Crime 10 14 12 2 4 1 
Duties (21, 80, 84) (l.44) (2.26) (2.42) <1.19) (l.28) (,68) 
Administrative/Sup- 17 160 26 7 10 80 
;lort Tasks (8S 91) (S.84) (2S.8S) (5.2S) (6.2S) (8.20) (18.02) 
Community Relation8 2 8 1 1 I I 
(81. 82. 81) (.69) (1.29) (.61) (.89) (.82) (.21) 
Police Condutt/Hi8- 7 2 
con~uct (87) . (l.ll) (.40) 
A~ministration of 2 8 14 2 4 8 
Lellal Procedures (89) (2.06) (1.29) (2.8]) <1.79) (l.28) n.80) 

. , 
I 

7. 
LUt.r. 

AlUv.to 
• J;'ne • 
(1977) 

6 
(6.74) 
9 

nO.11) 
8 

(8.99) 

1 
(1.12) 
5 

(5.62) 
6 

(6.74) 
2 

(2.2S) 
7 

(7.87) 
I 

(1.l2) 

2 
(2.2S) 

[" .j 

I. 

Sadth 
(1972)·· 

2 
C5.00) 

1 
(2.S0) 

2 
(5.00) 

I 
(2.S0) 
2 

(5.00) 
I 

(2. SO) 

9. 
GUckman, 

Stephenllon 
• Felker 
(1976)··· 

9 
OS.OO) 

1 
(1.67) 
1 

(1.67) 

2 
(3.1]) 

1 
n.6]) 

7 
(U.6]) 

I 
(1.67) 
I 

n.6]) 

* l! C tors of t .b r.vlated robl .. cate orizatlons reter to the The numb rs in parentheses neat to the verbal des rip he b p & 
orl.inal problem categorization found in Code Sheet D in Appendia D • 

• *The Item H i8 the top fiaure in eacb c.l1; t~ percent.g. la tbe lower figure and 1. 1a p.renth ••••• 
* •• Hany of tbe Saitb (1972) It ... were concerned with perforaance r.ther than job conteDt; th ••• It .... re 

di.cu.sed elsewhere. (See~~~endia F.) 
*.*.Codin.s .re for P.trol Officer/P.trol Supervisor in.truaent. 
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PICDlB B-5 (Coa't.) 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
ItDhl •• Love. LUter. CHc"-an. 

Abbreviated Proble. "ollack Jeanneret Berner Rosenfeld Cook' Coodga. AlUvato Stephenson 
Categorization* • A •• oc. • Dubin • Luke , 1110mton Rannefe1d , Rao • Jones SlIIith & Felker 

(977) (977) (979) (976) (1976) (977) (1977) Cl972)** Cl976)*** 
Knowledge. Skills. 3 18 27 2 6 1 1 
Abilities (86. 90) (1.03) (2.91 (5.45) (1.79) (4.92) Ln) (7. SO) 
Traffic (40. 41. 42. 69 6J 72 12 16 110 17 2 
43) (23.71) nO.18) n4.55) (10.71) 03,11) (24.77) (19.10) (3.33) 
Property (92) 1 5 5 1 1 1 

(. 34) (.81) (1.01) (,89) (. 2) U.67) 
Maintenance of Safe 3 5 9 1 6 
Conditions (9) (1.03) (.81) (1.82) ( .82) (6.74) 
Suspects/Prisonera Pre- 32 50 51 15 20 3) 6 11 10 
viously Convicted (73. U1.00) (8.08) (10. )0) (13.39) (16.39) (7.4) (6.74) (27.50) (16.67) 
78) 
Victims. "itnesses. 4 14 12 ) 4 6 2 ] 

Informant. (71. 72. (1.37) (2.26) (2.42) (2.68) (3.28) (1.35) (2.25) (5.00) 
(79) 
Minorities. AUens 2 
~59-"- 70) (.40) 
Other Police Officers 1 64 16 1 2 35 3 11 
(S8. 74. 75) (.34) (10.34) (3.23) (.89) (1.64) C7 .88) Cl.37> (18.33) 
Mi.c. Persons (feeble. 20 23 42 12 8 19 7 3 
Juv •• mentally ret •• ln- (6.87) (3.72) (8.48) (10.71) (6.56) (4.28) (7.87) (5.00) 
toaicated. etc.) (61-
68) 
Other Criminal 14 14 6 2 4 10 15 1 
Justice Actors (76) (4.81) (2.26) U.21) U.79) Cl.28) (2.25) Cl7. SO) n.67) 
Hisc. Service Actors 2 8 7 1 7 2 
(firemen. ambulance (.69) (1.29) (1.41) (.82) (1.58) (l.3)) 
drivers. social 
workers, etc.) (57-'1 771 
Ho.tlle Citizens 3 3 6 
(69) n.O)) (.48) U.21) 
Citizens. Ceneral (60) 7 21 16 8 8 10 1 2 4 

(2.41) (3.39) (3.2)) (7.14) (6.56) (2.25) (1.U) (5.00) (6.67) 
TOTAL 291 619 495 112 122 444 89 40 60 

[(100.00) (100.00) noo.OO) (100.00) noo.OO) luoo.oO)' noo.OO) Inoo.oo) UOO.OO) 
*The numbers in parentheses next to the verbal descriptor. of the abbreviated problem categorizations refer to the 

orillnal proble. catel0rizat'.on found In Code Sheet D In Appendlx Q. 
**Hany of the S.lth (1972) ite .. vere concerned with perfor.ance rather than Job content; the.e ite .. are dl.­

cu •• ed elsewhere. 
***Codln •• are for Patrol Officer/Patrol Supervl.or In.tru.ent. 
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have been on crime and prisoner/suspect related problems. Relative to the 

findings reported in Chapter V of this report about the use of patrol time, 

these emphases would seem to be misplaced. Both Lifter, et ale (1977) 

and O'Neill and Bloom (1970) report that crime-related activities account 

for approximately 5% of patrol time, (see Chapter II) and yet five of the 

studies (Nos. 1, 3, 4, 6 and 7) devote more than 10% of their items to "crime". 

At the same time there appears to be a lack of emphasis on "order" and "dis-

turbing the peace/disputes," and "miscellaneous person" items; together these 

types of items account for from 5% to 20% of the total items in any study. 

Studies of the use of patrol time (Chapter II) suggest that these activities 

account for from 3% to 59% of patrol time. 

Several deviations from the overall finding of content similarity 

across studies' merit further discussion. Both Smith (1972), i.e., Project 

STAR, and Glickman, et a1. (1976), i.e., The National Manpower Survey, have 

substantially fewer entries in Figure E-5 than the remainder of the studies. 

While this reflects a small number of original items in the Glickman, et ale 

study, the small number of entries for the Smith study is indicative of the 

type of questions asked in the Project STAR data collection instrument rather 

than the number of items in the STAR instrument. Roughly two-thirds of the 

STAR questionnaire items deal with what we earlier called the nature of per-

formance, i.e., how a task is performed, as opposed to the nature of job 

or role content. .. 
t 

.. 
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1. No Specific Problem. With respect to the "No Specific Problem 

Identified" category, the Glickman, et ale study does not conform to the 

pattern evidenced in the other studies. Examination of the Glickman, et ale 

items that were coded as "No Specific Problem Identified" indicated a 

number of items that described police activities in very broad terms 

(e.g., "Responds to scene of maj~r occurrences," "Responds to calls for 

service or help and takes action to alleviate or control situation." 

'Photographs locations, individuals and crime and accident scenes"). 

The utilization of broad questions may be indicative of the Glickman, et ale 

effort to study complex jobs with relatively few items. 

2. Crime. The "Crime Related" category involves two basic clusters 

of studies. Studies 1, 3, 4 and 6 have roughly 12 to lS percent of their 

items classified as crime related, while studies 2, S, 8 and 9 have roughly 

2 to 6 percent of their items classified as crime related. Figure E -6 sheds 

some light on the nature of these groupings. Those studies having a lower 

percentage of items coded as "Crime Related" tend to exclusively utilize 

general crime items, while studies having larger percentages of "Crime Related" 

items tend to utilize items dealing with property crimes and crimes against 

persons as well as general crime items. The exception to this pattern of 

results is the Jeanneret and Dubin (1977) study which, although it has an 

overall low ~rsentage of crime related items, has utilized property and 

person/crime items as well as general crime items. 

3. Administration/Support. The next major content categorization 

involves Administrative/Support tasks. Figure E-7 breaks down this broader 

categorization into its components. As can be seen, three studies, Jeanneret 
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FIGURE E-6 

DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF CRIME-RELATED ITEMS 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
Kohls, Lowe, Lifter, Glickman, 

Abbreviated Problem Wollack Jeanneret Berner Rosenfeld Cook & Goodgame Allivato & Stephenson 
Categorization & Assoc. & Dubin· & Luke & Thornton Rannefeld & Rao Jones Smith & Felker 

(1977) (1977) (1979) (1976) (1976) (1977) (1977) (1972) (1976) 
Crime, General 30* 26 34 7 7 30 9 2 1 

(70) (65) (50} (47) (100) (56) (100) (100) (100) 
Crime, Person 5 5 17 5 0 10 0 0 0 

(12) (13) (25) (33) (0) (19) (0) (0) (0) 
Crime, Property 8 9 17 3 0 14 0 0 0 

(19) (Z3) (25) (20) (0) (26) (0) (0) (0) 

Total Crime Items 43 40 68 ·15 7 54 9 2 1 
Percent of Total Items 
Coded as Crime Related 14.8 6.5 13.7 11.6 5.7 12.2 10.1 5.0 1.7 
Percent of Total Items 
Coded as Crime. General 10.0 4.0 7.0 5.0 5.7 7.0 10.0 5.0 1.7 

* Cell entries are read as follows: 30 items or 70% of the 43 "Crime" items in the Wo11ack & Associates study 
are categorized as "Crime, General" items. 
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BREAKDOWN OF ADMINISTRA11VE/SUPPORT ITEMS 
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, 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
Kohls, Lowe, Lifter, Glickman,' 

Abbreviated Problem Wo11ack Jeanneret Berner Rosenfeld Cook 6. Goodgame A11ivato 6. Stephenson 
Categorization & Assoc:. 6. Dubin 6. Luke 6. Thornton Rannefe1d 6. Rao Jones Smith 6. Felker 

(1977) (1971) (1979) (1976) (1976) (1977) (1977) (1972) (1976) 
i Administrative Tasks 4* 124 16 5 7 67 3 1 5 

(24) (78) (62) (71) (70) (84) (43) (100) (75) 
j 

'1 Support Tasks 13 36 10 2 3 13 4 0 2 
l 

~ .; 

n 
~ J 
~ ! 
" y; 
" I 
I' 
Ii 

!j 
I 
I 

(76) (32) (38) (29) (30) (16) (57) (0) (25) 
Total Administrative/ 
Support Items 17 160 26 7 10 80 7 1 7 
Percent of Total Coded 
as Admin.. / Suppport 5.84 25.85 5.25 5.43 8.20 18.02 7.87 2.25 11.67 
Percent of Total Items 
Coded as Administrative 
Tasks 1.37 20.03 3.28 3.85 5.79 14.99 4.4 2.44 9.61 
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Cell entries are read as follows: 4 itetr.s or 24% of the 17 "Administrative/Support" items in the Wo11ack & 
Associates study are categorized as "Administrative" items. 
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emphasis on administrative tasks than do the other studies. Examination of 
b 

Figure E-2 provides us with a clue regarding the nature of this finding. Each 

of the three studies that emphasize administrative type tasks were targeting 

~ supervisury positions as well as the basic patrol position. This distinc-

tion, then, is attributable to the original purposes of the investigators. 

4. Traffic. Examination of the "Traffic" problem category in Figure A-a 

indicates that researchers other than Smith (1972) and Glickman, et.al. (1976) 

have utilized a substantial number/proportion of items to describe traffic-

related job tasks. Two studies have allocated over 20 percent of their items 

to traffic-related tasks, i.e., Wollack and Associates (1977) and Goodgame 

and Rao (1977). Figure A-a breaks the Traffic category into its four component 

categories. Accident related items are an important problem categorization 

for each of the studies. General traffic items are followed in frequency by 

moving enforcement, parking enforcement and administrative/regulatory items,. 

5. Suspects/Prisoners/Previously Convicted. Examination of the 

Suspects/Prisoners/Previously Convicted category in Figure E-5 indicates a 

substantial interest among researchers in police/suspect interactions. Project 

STAR (Smith, 1972) has the largest percentage of items in this category 

(27.5%). 

6. Other Police Officers. One additional departure from the overall 

kind of similarity being discussed involves the category "Other Police 

Officers." Three studies, i.e., Jeanneret and Dull1u (1977), Goodgame and 

Rao (1977) and Glickman, et ale (1976), devote a greater proportion' of their 

items to this category than is typical for the other studies. As with the 

emphasis on administrative tasks by these three studies, we believe their i' .. 
\, 
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FIGURE E-8 

TABLE VIl: DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF TRAFFIC RELATED ITEMS 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 
Kohls, Lowe, Lifter, 

Abbreviated Problem Wo11ack Jeanneret Berner Rosenfeld Cook & Goodgame Allivato ~ 
Categorization & Assoc. & .Dubin & Luke & Thornton Rannefeld & Rao Jones Smith 

(1977) (1977) (1979) (1976) (1976) (1977) (1977) (1972) 
Traffic, General (40) 21* 16 14 5 3 47 3 

(30) (25) (19) (42) (19) (43) (18) 
Parking Enforcement 12 11 14 3 3 7 4 
(42) (17) (17) (19) (25) (19) (6) (24) 
Traffic, Moving Enfor- 2 6 8 2 2 1 
llIent (41) (3) (10) (11) (13) (2) (6) 
Accident Related (43) 33 25 28 4 6 52 8 

(48) (40) (39) (33) (38) (47) (47) 
Traffic, Administra- 1 5 8 1 2 1 
tive. Regulation (44) (1) (8) (11) (6) (2) (6) 
Total Traffic related 69 63 72 13 16 110 17 
Items 

* Cell entries are read as!,follows: 21 items or 30% of the 69 "Traffic Related" items in the Wollack & 
Associates study are cat:"j,lgorized as "Traffic, General" items. 
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relative emphasis on interaction involving other police officers can be 

attributed to their interest in supervisory positions. 

B. Comparision of "responses" identified in items. 

A more complete picture of the item content of the various 

research instruments involves examination of items' "response" content as 

well as "problem" content. Two instruments may place similar emphasis (as 

measured by relative frequency) on a particular type of problem but may 

be quite different in terms of the responses that have been paired with 

that problem. For example, in comparing two instruments that utilize 

similar proportions of crime items, we might find that 50 percent of the 

crime items in one instrument involved "reporting" as a response, while 

only ten percent of the items in the second study involve the "reporting" 

response. One might reasonably expect to find quite different results 

from the two instruments regarding the task content of the.police officer job. 

If one were to describe the logic involved in constructing task items, 

it would appear to be the case that a problem is first identified and then 

responses applicable to that problem are chosen to construct items. It 

follows that meaningful comparisons of response content across studies must 

take place ~!ithin homogeneous problem categorizations. Below we describe 

the response distributions for the four' types of problems identified as 
., 

having a substantial numbe~ of items across most studies. 

1. Response for Crime !elated Problems. The first response code "00" 

involves the·~ost general response we coded. It refers to such verbs as 

"responds to, ""haodles" or "deals with." We can see in Figure E.-9 that \~~ 

three studies (Kohls, et al., 1979; Rosenfeld and Thornton, 1976; Lifter, ':'::::::::::.:::: .. ~ .-
~ 
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Wollack " . Icanneret 
Associates Eo Dubin 

~.ponge (1977) (1977) 

1 l 

nn (? . ~~) ,~.QOl 
~ 2 

01 (4.65) (5.00) 

17 9 
02 (39.53) (22.50) 

03 
3 

04 (- C;O\ 
1 1 

OS (2.33) (2.50) 
1 

06 (2.33) 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 
11 7 

13 (25.58) (17.50) 
oS 

14 (6.98) 

15 

16 
1 2 

17 (2.33) (5.00) 
1 

18 (2.50) 

19 

20 

21 

22 

(4~65) 1 
23 (2.50) 

J 
24 (7.50) 

25 
I. 2 

26 (4.65) (5.00) 
1 1 

27 (2.33) {2.50) 

28 

29 
4 

30 (l0.00) 
1 

31 (2.50) 
1 

32 (2. SO) 
43 40 

TOTAL (100.00) (100.00) 
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FICURE £-9 

RESPONSE CODES FOR CRUIE ITEMS --
l\oh1r., 
B.:!rncr, RI'I;cm f t!l tl 
to l.ukc nlornton 
(1979) (1976) 

Jr 6 
(55,M... f-("O'O~ 

. 
7 2 

(lO·m (13. ~J) 

2 2 
(7.35) U3.33) 

3 1 
(4.41) (6.67) 

4 3 
(5.88) (20.00) 

3 
(4.41) 

2 
(2.94) 

2 
(2.94) 

2 
(2.94) 

1 
(l.1.7) 

1" 
(1.47) 

1 
(6.67) 
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1 1 
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FIGURE E-9 (Con't.) 

RESPONSE CODES FOR PRECEEDING TABLE 

The response codes for the entries in thi~ table are as follows: 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police handle 
on-site incidents and/or dispatched calls that mayor may not 
be crime-related. 

01 Observe/perform surveillance 
02 Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding minorities, human 

nature, juveniles; gather information(diagrams) for accidents, 
community problems. 

04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 
05 Search and seizure 
06 Give informat;on/adv;se/teach/counsel 
07 Give warning/lecture/reprimand 
08 Mediate 
09 Issue citation 
10 Use of force--no arrest specified 
11 Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) 
12 Arrest--force 
13 Prepare report/forms 
14 Testify 
15 Talk/discuss/socialize (sports events, conversation, develop 

rapport, etc.) 
16 _Employ emergency procedure 
17 Plan/research/handle data 
18 Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/citizens/ 

police 
19 . Provide speCial transportation/escort (non-medical emergency) 
20 Prepare/maintain equipment 
21 Secure/guard property 
22 Secure/guard persQns (e.g. protect dignitaries) 
23 Use equipment 
24 Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
25 Give physical assistance 
26 Secure evidence 
27 Confer/share information 
2S5 ... pervi se 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 
31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties 

.... ~ .. 

, 
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et al., 1977) tended to use this sort of response more often than it 

was used in other studies. These items in Kohls, et al., (1979) are at-

tributable to a type of item included in that study that they call an 

"incident" item. These items take the form "How frequently do you handle 

X?" • There are 110 such items in the middle of the Kohls, et a1. in-

strument under the general heading of "Patrol Response." While the re-

searchers analyze these 110 items separately in their final report, we have 

included them in this content discussion. (The reader can get a rough idea 

of what the response distribution of the Kohls, et al. study would have 

been bad we not included these items by doubling the percentages for the 

remaining items.) 

Response code "02'" involves a response of "investigating." As might 

be expected, this was a major response category for crime items. Both the 

Wollack and Associates (1977) and the Goodgame and Rao (1977) studies placed 

substantial emphasis on the investigatory response., 

The next major response category is "13," which involves reporting. 

The most unusual study with regard to this response is the Kohls, et al. study 

which bas only about six percent of its crime items involving a reporting 

response. At the other end of the distribution is the Wollack and Associates 

study for which about 26 percent of the crime items involve a reporting response. 

,2. Responses For Administration/Support Items. As can be seen in Figure 

E-10, several response types tend to dominate items involving administrativel 

support tasks. Code "OO,""handles or responds td',is a substantial response 

type for seven of the nine studies. Items involving "reporting," code "13,' 

also account for a substantial block of items. Code "17," i.e., "plan, 
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RESPONSE CODES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE/SUPPORT ITEMS 

.~--

Rospons" 

:~=-: .. ~~-~~I~cr1.t ~~~~:;,- Rosenfeld Lowe, Lifter, 
Cook, & (;uod~nml! :\ll1vato 

MIiUci4tC:l & Dubin ~ I.uke TIlorllton R f 1 .1nnc c u & R:lo & Jonas 
(1977) (1977) _~79) (1976) (l977) (1977) (1977) 

SUll th 
(1972) 

"-' " 

CUcklllnn 
Stephensol 

Felker 
(1976) 
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FIGURE E-IO (Con't.) 

RESPONSE CODES FOR PRECEEDING TABLE 

The response codes for the entries in this table are as follows: 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police handle 
on-site incidents and/or dispatched calls that mayor may not 
be crime-related. 

01 .Observe/perform surveillance 
02 Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding minorities, human 

nature, juveniles; gather information(diagrams} for accidents, 
community problems. 

04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 
05 Search and seizure 
06 Give information/advise/teach/counsel 
07 Give warning/lecture/reprimand 
08 Mediate 
09 Issue citation 
10 Use of force--no arrest specified 

o 11 Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) 
12 Arrest~-force 
13 Prepare report/forms 
14 Testify 
15 Talk/discuss/socialize (sports events, conversation, develop 

rapport, etc.) 
16 Employ emergency procedure 
17 Plan/research/handle data 
18 Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/ci~izens/ 

police 
19 Provide special transportation/escort (non~medical emergency) 
20 Prepare/maintain equipment 
21 Secure/guard property 
22 Secure/guard persons (e.g. protect dignitaries) 
23 Use equipment 
24 Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
25 Give physical assistance 
26 Secure evidence 
27 Confer/share information 
28 Supervise 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 
31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties 
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research, handle data," is evidenced in the three studies attempting to 

measure supervisory as well as line positions, and in the Kohls, et a1. (1979) 

study. Interestingly, the "supervise" response, i.e., code "28," is used 

only in the Jeanneret and Dubin (1977) instrument. The "evaluate," i.e. code 

"30" and the "decide" responses are used in the Jeanneret and Dubin (1977) 

and Goodgame and Rao (1977) studies. Response codes "20" and "23," i.e., 

the preparation/maintenance and use of equipment, account for another large 

block of these types of items. Response codes 17, 28, 30 and 31 might be used 

to distinguish between administrative/support task items dealing with super-

visory as opposed to line functions. 

3. Responses for Traffic Items. Unlike the response distributions 

for crime items (Figure E-9) and administrative/support items (Figure E-10) , 

the response distributions for traffic items (Figure E-11) do net tend to 

cluster in a few dominant categories, but are distributed throughout the 

entire range of responses. A major category across the stud.ies is code "03" 

i.e., "obtain information non-crime". This code is equivalent to the "in-

vestigate'i response, but was used in non-cri.mina1 cases. 

4. Responses for Suspect Prisoner Items. The response distribution 

for suspect/prisoner items Figure E-12, like that for traffic items, is 

characterized by response codes distributed throughout the range of responses. 

VI. Discussion of ~ content comparisons. 

This analytic exercise· has been a lengthy one for both the research 

staff and the reader, but we believe the effort has been justified by the 

following utilities. 

A. Basis for cross-study cOmparisons. Our original. goal was to 

., 
'I 
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FIGURE E-11 

RESPONSE COIlr.!> FOR TRAFFIC ITEMS 

- _. 
Kohl~, LOlolr., Lifter, 

Wollack " Jonnncret Bern.'r, RosenC.:lcl tuok, " Coodglllllt! All1vato 
Associate. " DUbin " Luke Thornton R:1Ilncfd.d " Rao " Jones 

lesponse (1977) (1977) (1979) (1976) (1977) (1977) (1977) 
'----

6 7 16 3 '2 If 4 
00 (8.70) (11.11) (22.22 (2S.00) (1:!.SO) (7.27) (23.S3) 

3 1 4 1 1 7 
01 (4.35) 1l:.2& (S.5(, (B.33) 16.2.5.1. 1-(6.36) 

1 
02 (1. 59) 

. 21 14 11 1 . 6 24 2 
03 (30.43) (22.22) ..ill..:.~.! (8.33) (37.S0) (21.82) (11.76) 

2' 2 
04 (3.17) (1.82) 

.I. 
05 (5.88) 

9 S 7 1 1 13 
06 (13.04) (7.94) (9.72 (8.33) (6.25) (11.B2) 

1 
07 (1.39) 

08 
4 2 2 1 l' -0 4 

09 (5.80) (3.17) (2.78) (8.33) (6.25) (5.45) (23.53) 

10 

11 (1: 39) 

12 
3 2 1 2 1 9 

13 (4.35) (3.17) (1.39 (16.67) (6.2.5J.... J~.18) 
3 3 1 1 

14 (4.35) (4.17' (.91\ (5.88) 

15 
1 3 3 1 

16 (1.45) (4.76). (2.73) .(5.88) 
. "----4 2 . 2 11 

17 (5.80) (3. Ii') (2.78) (10.00) 
4 5 3 1 7 

18 (5.80) (7.94) (4.17 (6.25) (6.36) 

19 -
20 

1 1 1 1 3 .I. 
21 (1. 6'5\ n. '5Q\ 11.39' ---'l..l1) (2.73\ _(5.881 

22 
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23 (11.59) (7.94) {12.50· (6.25) (5.45) (5.88) 
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25 
1 1 ~ .I. 
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FIGURE E-ll (Can't.) 

RESPONSE CODES FOR PRECEEDING TABLE 

The response codes for the entries in this table are as follows: 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police handle 
on-site incidents and/or dispatched calls that mayor may not 
be crime-related. 

01 Observe/perform surveillance 
02 Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding minorities, human 

nature. juveniles; gather information(diagrams) for accidents, 
community problems. 

04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 
05 Search and seizure 
06 Give ir.formation/advise/teach/counsel 
07 Give warning/lecture/reprimand 
08 Mediate 
09 Issue citation 
10 Use of force--no arrest specified 
11 Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) 
12 Arrest--force 
13 Prepare report/forms 
14 Testify 
15 Talk/discuss/socialize (sports events, conversation, develop 

rapport. etc.) 
16 
17 
18 

Employ emergency procedure 
Plan/research/handle data 
Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/citizens/ 
police 

19 Provide special transportation/escort (non-medical emergency) 
20 Prepare/maintain equipment 
21 Secure/guard property 
22 Secure/guard persons (e.g. protect dignitaries) 
23 'Use equipment 
24 Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
25 Give phYSical assistance 
26 Secure evidence 
27 Confer/share information 
28 Supervise 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 
31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties 

, 
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RESPONSE com:s }'OR SUS,'t:CT /I'KlSm:ER ITEHS 

- - ------.,.----_._---
Kuhls, Lowe, I 1 lifter. 

Wo1lack & J'-:Jnncrcl ncruct", 1(":lCnr~hl COOk,l.lC"'UlIr.alloPAlllV:Il" 
Associates 6 Dull!n & Luke 11.ornton '(allllcrch! I. J\au & Joncli 

acaponlJe (1977) (1977) (1979) (1976) .(1977) (1~77) (1977) 
.. . --
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1 1 T 
01 (3.13) (2.00) (1. 96) 

7 2 4 1 .. r 
02 (21. 8S) (4.00) (7.84) (6.67) .(3.03) jl(..67' 
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FIGURE E-12 (Con't.) 

RESPONSE CODES FOR PRECEEDING TABLE 

The response codes for the entries in this table are as follows: 

00 Responds to call/deal with-handle: Use when police handle 
on-site incidents and/or dispatched calls that mayor may not 
be crime-related. 

01 Observe/perform surveillance 
02 Investigate--crime alleged/suspected 
03 Obtain information--non-crime: understanding, minorities, human 

nature, juveniles; gather information(diagrams) for accidents, 
community problems. 

04 Obtain information--crime: no alleged or suspected incident 
05 Search and seizure 
06 Give information/advise/teach/counsel 
07 G;ve warning/lecture/reprimand 
08 Mediate 
09 Issue citation 
10 Use of force--no arrest specified 
11 Arrest--no force (use for arrest unless force is specified) 
12 Arrest--force 
13 Prepare report/forms 
14 Testify 
15 Talk/discuss/socialize {sports events, conversation, develop 

rapport, etc.} 
16 
17 
18 

Employ emergency procedure . 
Plan/research/handle data 
Request assistance from/make referral to other agency/citizen~/ 
police 

19 Provide special transportation/escort {non-medical emergency} 
20 Prepare/maintain equipment 
21 Secure/guard property 
22 Secure/guard persons {e.g. protect dignitaries} 
23 Use equipment 
24 Pursue/apprehend/lose suspect 
25 Give physical assistance. 
26 Secure evidence 
27 Confer/share information 
28 Supervi se , 
29 Provide assistance 
30 Evaluate; make judgments; determine value of 
31 Decide/use discretion 
32 Perform clerical duties , 
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synthesize information derived from cross-study comparisons which were 

feasible only if it were possible to identify items with similar substantive 

content. 

B. Indication of the various researchers' conceptualizations of the 

police job. If we take the frequency with wnich particular problems are 

identified as an indicator of emphasis, it would appear that the job of 

police officer is primarily involved with crime (combining the crime and 

suspect categories), traffi~and administrative/support-related tasks. 

.Little emphasis has been placed on the police officer as a'participating 

member of a criminal justice system, as a mediator of disputes, as a friend 

to those in need, or as a preventor of crime and dangerous conditions. As 

we discussed earlier, this pattern of emphasis is reasonably consistent 

across the instruments examined. Does this consistency occur because the 

instruments accurately reflect emphases in the job of police officer or is 

it because researchers hol.d some c01llll0n, albeit unspecified and perhaps 

inappropriate conceptualb.ation of what is involved in police work? 

Our analyses so far give us little information to choose between these 

alternative explanations. We do know that the instrument construction phase 

of these studies tends to involve observations of police officers at work 

or review by expert (often incumbent) panels or a combination of both. In 

the case of some studies, these observations or reviews were conducted 

after initial item construction as checks on the validity of item content. 

Items had been written on the basis of the researchers' perception of the 

available police literature and it apparently was assumed that the it~s 

were representative of the range and distribution of police tasks. Even in 

the cases in which such procedures apparently were utilized in order to 
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achieve an objective sampling of work-related items, we must wonder whether 

bj .to influence by the same underlying conceptuali-they still are not su ect 

k that we see evidenced in the final research instruments. zation of police war 

that We do know from calls for service data and from observational studies 

police officers are more likely to be called to a dispute rather than a 

crime and that at a crime scene they are more likely to encounter victims 

and witnesses than th~y are to encounter suspects. Can such findings be 

reconciled with the content descriptions of the research instruments just 

examined? We believe not and must conclude that task analyses, while pro­

viding finer-resolution information about the nature of police tasks, do not 

accurately reflect the content of police tasks, either by identifying the 

by documenting t he distribution of time and activity universe of them or 

across them. 

C • Indication of gaps in the knm.,ledge of the police job. We cannot. 

know about an aspect of the police officers' job if questions about that 

aspect receive only minimal attention or no attention in research instruments. 

Before even examining substantive findings, we know that these studies will 

be able to provide minimal information regarding the police role with re­

spect to problems such as crime prevention, order mai~tenance, disputes, 

community relations, dealing with juveniles, victims, etc. 

D. Possible explanation for differences in substantive findings 

between studies. If in our substantive comparisons between studies we 

ftnd differences in job descriptions, we will be able to examine the hy­

pothesis that such differences are due to methodological differences in 

h than actual 'differences in the substantive instrument construction rat er 

makeup of jobs. Clearly, too little attention has been given in con-

to the effect of item wording on substantive temporaneous job analyses 

, -
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findings. One effect worthy of examination has to do with the impact of 

the number of items on the ratings given those items. For example, if 20 

items are spent on various aspects of handling a traffic accident~ while 

only one item is spent on handling domestic disturbances, what impact do 

such emphases have on ratings of the "importance" of these tasks? Similarly, 

too little attention has been given to the impact of the hierarchial structure 

of sets of questions dealing with the same problem. For example, if a task 

analysis requests respondents to rate the frequency with which they "in-

vestigate burglaries," "question burglary suspects," "question burglary 

Victims," "dust for fingerprints at crime scenes," etc., etc., the re-

spondent is essentially being asked to report the frequency of the same task 

repeatedly. In the example given, questioning suspects and victims are 

component tasks of the broader investigatory task. The dusting for finger-

prints items is worded so that it overlaps the investigating burglaries item. 

No attention has been given to these matters, yet we cannot help but believe 

that they impact the results of the studies. 

E. Guide ~ future instrument construction. We believe that this effort 

takes us a long way in the direction of being able to carefully construct 

such instruments in the future. It has allowed us to present in some detail 

the possible problems and responses to be covered· in future instrument 

development. It has alerted us to problems in item construction that were 

not obvious when we started this effort. 

VII. !5!!!!!. Obs~rvations ~ Instrument Content. 

Several observations we made as we attempted to analyze the content 

of these instruments may be of use in attempting to understand the content 

distributions as we have described them. First, for certain problems the 
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police deal with there are complex terminologies which discriminate be­

tween similar classes of problems. For example, thefts are broken down into 

shoplifting, purse-snatches, auto thefts, pocket-picks, burglaries, 

larcenies, etc., etc. And yet, there are no similar distinctions 

commonly made in terms of disputes, except in some instances where marital/ 

family disputes are sorted out as a special type of problem. To the extent 

that researchers allow the fine distinctions made for certain problems 

and the gross distinctions made for other problems to be reflected in 

their research instruments, they are adopting a particular conceptualization 

of the job, and in so doing may ultimately distort the reality of the job. 

Finally, certain problems encountered by the police result in the use 

of equipment and the issuance of reports. Traffic-related problems would 

hi One study we analyzed contained a number seem to fit into t s category. 

of. distinct items of the following form '~se a (baton, flashlight, hand 

signals, whistle, etc.) to direct traffiC." Each time a different piece 

of equipment was used, a separate task was identified. Other problems, 

e.g., maintaining order, frequently involve no equipment other than the 

police officer's verbal skill~ and result in no paperwork being generated. 

Once again, routine, straightforward tasks are easy to write items about. 

Complex, discretionary tasks are difficult to describe and, therefore, it is 

difficult to write task items about them. 

These observations may help explain why the content of task analysis 

instruments is consistent across a number "of studies and at the same time 

quite different from what' one might expect from observation and calls- for-

service data. 
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VIII. Interpreting cross-study substantive findings. 

In Chapter II, we presented the findings, comparatively 

~ for separate studies, about the relative frequency with which various 

police tasks are reported to be performed and also in Chapter II, 

we detailed the findings about the fmportance attributed to the various 

tasks. We found that the studies presented different pictures of the 

frequency with which police tasks are performed. The lack of agreement is 

reflected by correlations among studies which ranged fromr-. -.042 to .509. 

There was greater agreement concerning the importance of tasks, although 

there was greater agreement about the unfmportance of some tasks than about 

the fmportance of others. Among the three studies which examined fmportance, 

the correlations of findings across studies were .212, .308 and .401. To 

help interpret the importance correlations, the percentage of problem types 

were correlated across studies. For each of the pairings these correlations 

are considerably larger than the correlation for standardized mean tmportance 

ratings. 

As discussed in Chapter III,it is not clear ~hat the differences in the 

correlations mean. Officers in Washington State may value aspects of the job 

differently than officers in Georgia and Houston. Researchers may have asked 

about the job in different ways. Our coding scheme may not really equate item 

content. We suspect that each of these explanations may be viable. As examina-

tion of similar items across studies suggests why this might be the case. The 

first example involves three items, one from each study, that were all coded' 

with "Crfme" as the problem and with "obtain Information/Investigate" as the 

response or action. The three items and the corresponding standardized mean 

fmportance score for each are presented in Figure E-13. As can be seen there 

is substantial disagreement ~e!arding the importance of this task. But is 
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FIGURE E-13 

~ Comparisons 

Three items involving Crime/Investigate-Collect Information: 

Jeanneret & Dubin: "Photog:t'aph crfme scenes, taking special precautions 

to record evidence as prescribed by law and by court 

requirements." - STANDARDIZED IMPORTANCE MEAN = S5 

LC'!Je, Cook & Rannefeld: "Sketches and photographs crtme scene." 

- STANDARDIZED IMPORTANCE MEAN = 47 

Wollack & Associates: "Sketch crtme scene and record measurements." 

- STANDARDIZ~ IMPORTANCE MEAN == 61 
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it the same task? The Jeanneret and Dubin item deals only with photographing; 
. , 
U 

the Wollack and Associates item deals with sketching and the Lowe, et ale deal "I 
i I 

with both. The Jeanneret and Dubin item includes a legal standard; one would LJ 

, 
normally expect the inclusion of such a standard to increase perceived importance' , 1 

;"j 

of a task. There is no real way for us to tell what caused the differences 

on these items, but we do know from our work that modest changes in question 

wording can have a dramatic impact on importance ratings. An example comes 

from the t~ollack and Associates report. The first item asked about the 

importance of taking "witness and/or suspects statements Ez. recorder." 

The second item asked about the importance of taking "statements in 

criminal cases." The first item received a standclrdized importance score 

of 44, the second received a standardized score of 50. It is difficult to 

specify the cause of t,he difference between these items. It may be that 

using a recorder is not very common and therefore not important, or it 

may be that the phrase "criminal cases" in the second item caused that item 

to be more highly valued. 

Furthermore, as suggested in Chapter II~ we question whether there was 

a shared meaning among officers within the same study or across studies 

about the terms "important" and "critical". Wollack and Associates asked the I 

respondents to "Rate each task on its importance to the job of patrol officer" 

and note in their report that "A task or duty was considered to be most 

important if the consequences of making an error or performing poorly was 

seen as extremely detrimental to the attainment of effective law en-

forcement." Lowe, et a1. asked raters to consider "How important is this task 
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for successful performance of my job?" Different levels of importance were 

defined for the respondent. For example, "very important" referred to an 

"extremely critical" task such that "failure to perform this task or failure 

to perform it properly would result in serious and irreversible consequences." 

Jeannert and Dubin: asked raters to indicate what "the probable consequences 

of inadequte performance would be "were the task not done correctly." 

There are no objective standards concerning "effective law enforcement" ., 
or "inadequate performance" so it is not possible to know what subjective 

base of comparison the respondents may have been using. In the case of the 

Lowe, et ale and Jeanneret and Dubin rating schemes, there is considerable 

latitude for the officer to think about consequences for the officer's own 

safety or career, for the case, for the client, for society, for the ad-

ministration of justice, etc. There simply is no way to know which dimen-

sion is most salient to any individual respondent. 

Examples of potentially more concrete and reliable rating schemes 

might be the following: 

"Assume that no one e.lse in the police agency 
would know of your action in handling 
this situation: how important would it 
be to your own self-concept as a police 
officer to respond as capably as possible?" 

"Assume that your action in handling this 
situation would be known to your superiors. 
How severe is any reprimand or disciplinary 
action likely to be?" 

While schemes such as these are not without their own limitations, they 

do clarify the nature of the judgment the officer is being asked to make. 

, 
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IX~ Methodological comments on item wording and instrument construction. 

Although our work does not allow us to ~ake strong assertions re-

garding the impact of item wording and instrument'coastruction on importance 

ratings, we have seen patterns in the studies examined that we believe merit 

further attention. Such further attention shou~d take the form of experi-

mental manipulation of item wordings and instrument format, composition, etc. 

Below we provide some examples of areas that we believe are crucial for 

further examination. 

A. Item length and complexity. Authors often attempt to cover too 

much ground in a Single task item. An example of such an item reads 

"Familiarize self with business establishments on beat, their employees, 

hours of operation, type of merchandise, susceptibility to particular 

offenses, nature of alarm systems and physical layout in order to minimize 

susceptibility to ·crime and to increase effectiveness of enforcement in the 

event of crime." Such an item,' we believe, simultaneously presents the rater-

with too many stimuli to rate. When faced with complex stimuli, it is likely 

that the rater will select some component of the total stimuli. The re-

searcher of course will not have control over what component gets selected. 

In our own effort to code the content of such items, it was common for in-

dependent coders to arrive at very different content codes for such items. 

B. Hierarchical structure ~ items. It was not unusual. particularly 

with respect to criminal matters, for instruments to include what were 

essentially overlapping items. For example, one set of criminal investigation 

items included the following: "Initiate and complete preliminary investigation 

of reported crime." "Conduct preliminary felony investigations" "Conduct pre-

liminary misdeceanor investigations." Also included in the set of items were 
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a number of activities that one would perform when conducting a preliminary 

criminal investigation. The more general items tend to be rated as more 

To the extent that a problem area is important than the more specific items. 

composed of such general items, it may distort the importance of that problem 

area vis-a-vis other problem areas or t e same h Problem area in another study. 

C. The use of synonyms. ----- The use of apparent synonyms should be 

What is the likely impact, for example, of asking examined for th~ir impact • 

is it to the job of the police officer to handle burglary "How important 

asking "How important is it to the job of the police officer cases," versus 

" to investigate burglary cases. ''Handle''would appear to be a more encom-. 

passing verb than "investigate," b.ut perhaps less glamorous. 

D. The use of lIlultiple verbs. ---- Sometimes item writers use multiple 

verbs when constructing items, e.g. "organize, conduct and photograph line 

ups." To the extent that one of the verbs identifies tasks that are done by 

ali t one could see a drop in importance specialists rather than gener s s, 

ratings. For example the task statement "Conduct line ups" might well be 

a general patrol officer than the broader task statement. more app~~cable to 

x. The need for a conceptual framework. 

While the methodological problems are significant enough to limit 

the utility of cross-study comparisons, perhaps the most significant problem 

we have noted in reviewing task analyses is the persistent lack of an under-

lying conceptual/measurement model. 

have been done without the be~.efit of 

We know that existing task analyses 

such a model. Researchers have allowed 

" " the basis for answering "exp'erience," "expertise," or "reality to serve as 

often poorly articulated questions about whi.ch c'ontent areas to cover and 
, 
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the degree of specificity to use in covering them. When a conceptual frame­

work is used, both the questions and the answers are articulated. Without 

the benefit of a conceptual/measurement model, the answers are not observable 

and are therefore not open to scientific inspection. If one is forced to 

search for an empirically identifiable mddel in the questionnaire, that 

which is found may look and sound a bit strange. Were we to reconstruct 

a measurement model from some of the studies we have examined, a small part 

of it might be portrayed as follows: 

One content area police officers deal with 
in their jabs is traffic control and enforcement. 
A number of dimensions are important in this con­
tent are.a; these are: patrolling, using radar 
equipment, performing stationary surveillance, 
issuing tickets, issuing warnings, using flash­
lights to control traffic, using whistles to 
control traffic, using hand signals to control 
traffic and removing dead animals from roadways. 
Another content area is dealing with family dis­
putes. There are no dimensions of this problem 
area of concern to us. It is sufficient to ask 
if the police officer handles such incidents." 

Such a model represents a view of policing which may have been common 

prior to research on calls for service and observational and self-report 

studies of the use of time. The model does not correspond to what is now 

known through other methods about the content of the police job. 

Why inaccurate models should emerge in the absence of a conceptual 

framework is not hard to understand. Crime-related activities are more 

technical and more likely'to iuvolve tools than are the people-handling 

tasks of service and order maintenance. Because technique has been specified 

for handling criminal situations and because these situations can be thought 

of in terms of the tools which might be required, it is relatively easy to 

r ' 
'j I 
LJ 

• , 1 

:~: - .. .. 
" . 
~~; , 

[1 
I ! , 
L..i 

r· 
i ! 
I I 

L.! 

r'l 
I I 

., j J 
I . 

.J 

; ,--. ~ 
. I 

' • .1 

;1---, 

'i ! 
i ' . ,-' 

.~ .~-, 

I . , 
,...: 

~ 

.I 

" . 
~ ! ,-

" 

E-Sl 

conceive of distinct questions about handling crime-related situations • 

Much less concrete information is available about the techniques and tools 

for dealing with the situations which, in very general terms, require the 

"handling of people." The techniques will depend both on the objective 

elements of the situation and on the characteristics of the persons in-

volved. The interaction of these sets of variables produces a wide variety 

of situations which may call for different techniques; it is difficult to 

develop classification schemes and to prescribe methods. The tools involved 

are primarily interpersonal skills and these too are difficult to classify. 

The total' result is that it simply is more difficult to conceive of the 

items which reflect the people-handling situations. A great deal more will 

have to be observed and conceptualized about these tasks before items 

about them can be readily written. Given the reliance of task analyses on 

questionnaire methodologies, it is unlikely they will seek the basic infor-

mation unless closely. guided by a careful conceptual framework • 

Extensive observation probably will be required before complex situa-

tions can be categorized and distilled to the types of codes and brief 

descriptions which are suitable for questionnaires. And while observational 

studies may be necessary to "flesh-out" a conceptual framework, they must be 

guided by at least a skeletal measurement model if whole areas of the job 

are not to be under-detailed. 

While we are not prepared to offer a fully developed model, 

our consideration of these issues and our examination of the role theoretic 

literature for this projec~ have suggested a skeletal model which we think 

could benefit task analyses or any other approaches to examining the police 

role. 
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XI. A role theoretic framework. 

Gross, Mason and McEachern define a role as " ••• a set of expecta-

tions ••• a set of evaluative standards applied to an encumbent of a particular 

position" (1958:60). A position refers ·" ••• to the location of an actor or 

class of actors in a system of social relationships" (Gross et ale (1958:48). 

The system of relationships consists of a focal position; the one of greatest 

interest to the researcher is the "counter positions" with which the focal 

position interacts. In order to specify the aspects of a role associated 

with any position, it is necessary to identify the counter positions and the 

set of interactions which oceur between the focal and counter positions. 

We suggest conceptualizing the interactions as actions which occur 

within the context of situations, problems or incidents. At the first and most 

general level of analysiS, the situation can be identified as the problem or 

condition about which the police are called or which attracts the attention 

of the police. The actions can be understood as the police response to the 

counter position or positions within the context of the situation? 

A. Mapping counter positions. 

The set of all possible counter positions is extremely large and is 

limited by a researcher's creativity in stratifying the world into subsets. 

Any single research effort is limited to the extent that it deals with a 

few of the large number of possible counter positions. In the majority of 

5. Of course, any interaction is more complex than this staple model suggests. 
The police definition of the situation is part of the response and actions of 
the counter position as well as of the focal position determine the response. 
However, this model identifies the first "cut" to be made into the clay; ever 
finer cuts can identify the role interactions in greater detail. 

n , I 

U 

n 
r ! 
6.': 

'n 
; I 
LJ' 

:-:-·1.: 
~ 1 : 
:J r 

I 
r-I r 
} t ~ 

• I, 
L.J: 

; '1 

: • .-1 

rl: !,. ; 
I • 
W 

r: 
U 

r! u 
...... ~-- .. _ .............. -_ .... - ---r-<>""- --.---.-~~.- ...... "-,,,-,-~~-:-~~~., ___ ._._. ~""""'''''''' __ . _.-__ .. ,,. __ ._--,._ .. '-~'-'~-. ---~-,.--

t-----· ~---...... ~""---. ~ .. ,,--, , ........ 
·f' '-j 

" i 11 • j 

. ~ 
E-53 

studies done on the police role, the selection of counter positions would 

appear to be done as much by fiat as by design (but see Preiss and Erlich, 

1966; and Cain, 1973). Selections of counter positions would appear to be 

based on frequency of interaction or importance of interaction. 

The terms presented in Figure E-14 represent the counter positions 

which have been examined, to some degree, in the empirical literature on 

the police role. This list of counter positions represents a mixed bag of 

occupational positions (e.g., judge, prosecutor), ascribed positions (e.g., 

juveniles, minorities) and achieved positions (e.g., victims, suspects). 

While we have endeavored to make this list as extensive as possible, we are 

confident that the astute reader can add other counter positions that would 

be useful in order to get to "know" about the police officer position. An 

observation study which focused specifically on identifying and describing the 

persons with whom the police interact probably would be ,the best means of 

~ assuring the completeness of the list. 
~ r'-1.1 
.' U B. Identifying problems I situations. 

1r-; Fi3Ur e E-15 suggests types of situations which bring the 
ji: ; 

!l...d police officer into contact with persons in counter positions. Thi 1i t t ~ S s, 00, 
'J 

t-"-' 
':~ll i was derived from existing task analyses and represents an amalgamation and 
~L1 .ir.4 homogenization of the situations identified in the studies. As we argued 

, f1 :iLl in Chaper V, better means of identifying problems, situations, incidents 

.11"; and conditions are needed. We do not have a solution, but wi.!:Ih to point 

\.1; .=,i tolthe issue as one which ~eeds immediate and substantial consideration by 

J po ice scholars and researchers. 
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Figure E-14 

Counter Positions Presently Examined 
in Research on the Police Role 

Citizens, General 
Business Proprietors 
Convicted Persons (probationers, parolees) 
Criminal Justice Functionaries/Non-police 
Feeble, Handicapped 
Hostile Persons 
Inforthonts 
Injured/Sick Persons 
Intoxicated Persons 
Juveniles 
Mentally Ill, Retarded, Senile 
Minorities 
Missing Persons 
Police, Equal Rank 
Police, Higher Rank 
Press 
Social Service Agents 
Suspects/Pr1sone~s 
Victims . 
Witnesses 
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Figure E-1S 

Situations Which Bring the Police Into 
Contact with Occupants of Counter Positions 

Crime, general alleged 
Crime, person alleged 
Crime, property alleged 

E-SS 

Crime, consumptive/non-predatory (e.g., drugs, gambling, prostitution) 
Suspicious persons 
Suspicious circumstance 
Crime prevention, general 
Crime prevention, person crimes 
Crime prevention, property crimes 

Peace-keeping, beat management, disorder prevention 
Riot control 
Non-riot crowd .. control (demonstrations) 
Disturbing peace/nuisance 
Domestic disputes. 
Other disputes (neighbors, friends) 

-Animal control 
Weapons control 

Traffic, general 
Parking enforcement 
Moving enforcement 
Vehicular administrative enforcement (e.c., weight limits, inspection 

stickers) 

Community relations' 
Information requests 
Miscellaneous services (e.g., funeral escorts, parade escorts) 
Unsafe or dangerous conditions (e.g., highway debris, blocking of 

fire lanes) 
Police misconduct 
Legal proceedings 
Internal police adillinistration 

---_ .. ------
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Figure E-16 

Action Taken by Police in Response to 
Problems, Situations. Incidents, Condit:.ons 

Arrest, no force 
Arrest. use force 
Employ medical emergency procedure 
Employ non-medical emergency procedure 
Escort 
Inform, advise, teach, counsel 
Investigate (crime-alleged) 
Issue citation 
Mediate 
Observe, perform surveillance 
Obtain information (crime-related) 
Obtain information (non-crime-related) 
Prepare, maintain equipment 
Prepare reports/forms 
Provide physical assistance 
Pursue, apprehend 
Refer to other functionary 
Research, plan. handle data 
Respond to. handle. deal with requests 
Request assistance 
Search 
Secu're evidence 
Secure. guard persons 
Secure. guard property 
Share information/data 
Talk. discuss. socialize 
Testify 
Use equipment 
Use force (non-arrest situation) 
Warn. lecture. reprimand 
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c. Identifying responses. 

The actions listed in Figure E-16 are the police actions which 

have been identif:f.ed in task analyses. As with problems/situations. a better 

system of classifying responses is greatly needed. Improved classification 

systems probably are the first step to a higher quality of research into the 

nature of the police role. 

We think that a major advantage of a conceptual model based on 

identifying focal and counter positions and their interaction is that it 

acknowledges the fact that policing is a business of handling people. It will 

draw attention to the types of responses various types of people have and to 

the responses which different people need and/or receive. It will serve to 

emphasize and encourage the identification and classification of the inter­

personal skills necessary for the handling of various types of people in 

different situations. This could correct the bias in current studies toward 

techniques and tools and should help illuminate dimensions of people-handling 

situations which previously have been obscured. We do not anticipate that 

~he attention on focal positions would cause researchers to overlook or 

undervalue aspects of the law enforcement function of policing. Rather it 

should enrich knowledge of that and other functions by examing the role of 

the police in relation to each major actor in the situation. 

XII. Some reflections on our analyses of task·analyses. 

Theoretically, 'task analysis should provide.a desirable means of 

answering the question, "What is the content of the job?" We have con-
," 

ceptualized the answer to the question in terms of the incidents or problems 

to which police respond and have examined nine police task analyses to compare 

" 
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their pictures of the police job. 

Respondents to task analysis surveys have been asked to rate different 

tasks in terms of relative frequency of occurrence, importance and time spent. 

Any individual attempting to summarize findings across studies faces a dif­

ficult problem. We set out to seriously attempt such a summary and after 

many months of effort still wonder if we have been able to accomplish what 

we set out to do. 
We can see across surveys, for example, that much of 

an officer's time is spent on general patrol and that officers feel this is 

an important part of their job. We can see that dealing with Crime, EVidence 

and Suspects are considered important parts of the job, but that not much time 

is actually spent doing these kinds of things. Traffic related task~on the 

other hand, seem to take a substantial amount of time, but tend not to be seen 

as an important part of the job. To such findings a skeptic might reasonably 

ask, s~ what? Quite literally, millions of dollars have b~en and continue to 

be spent on such studies. We have spent ma~y months and thousands of 

dollars trying to summarize and understand these findings, yet when forced 

to, we can only make very general statements that everyone seems to have known 
anyhow. 

We are not in a position to judge the utility of indiVidual studies for 

the agenCies which conducted or particpated in them. It· is Possible that in­

formation was derived from this work which met the specific need for which a 

particular study was deSigned. Perhaps, for example, a study produced new 

information about the frequency with which certain elements of an investigatory 

process were performed. Our point is Simply that these studies prOvide no new 

information about either the distribution of police time across various types 

of inCidents or problems and no new information about what it is police 
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actually do in responding to these situations. Certainly, some information 

was lost in our recoding process but without such a process the various 

studies could not have been compare a • d t all And yet, with such a process, 

it became apparent that the content differences among studies were great 

enough to make any substantive comparisons very difficult to interpret. 

Whatever their utilities, we have to conclude that task analyses, in 

very useful for presenting a general picture of their current forms, are not 

l ess useful for analyses which seek to identify dif­policing and are even 

of communities or across various population groups. ferences across types We 

don't believe these ltmitations are inherent in task study methodologies. 

The use of a conceptual framework a attent on nd i to methodological problems 

could result in a task analysis instrument which could be productive of 

rich information ii administered across a variety of settings. 

f our r eflections, we do not feel the efforts Despite the gloomy tone 0 

we invested in task analyses were non-productive. While they yielded no really 

new substantive information, the process of critiquing the studies and 

li their constituent items greatly sharpened our attempting to reconceptua ze 

1 role and research needs associated with it. own thinking about the po ice 

People who have struggle to d conceptualize and construct the studies have 

perhaps had similar experiences. Like studies of calls for service and 

Sensitize us to the next steps to be taken and dispatched calls, task analyses 

the next questions to be asked in the effort to understand the police role. 



, , 

,....., 
t , 

, 1 
.~! 

11 
t .! 
• I ,-' 

...... 
" 

i 
.J 

· ' 

~­· , 
i 

, ~: 
.. -~ 

-­", 

f: ,- , 

i 4 
L~ 

, 1 
· -,.j 

~,~ 

I­

I 

oj 

r 1 
'--

'", 
: ,i' 

" .., 
, , 

" ". 
t :·t 
L-J 

, . 
; I 
~ 

• 

'. 1 .~_--,,:, ___ , _ ... ....,_ ... , ... _______ ~_:_..! ~ ____ '_,_ ..... t___~.I__:"'_'" .:-...:...!..,. ..... __ ;.._ •. ~_, ___ ~ 

APPENDIX F 

DISCUSSION OF PROJECT STAR 
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APPENDIX F 

DISCUSSION OF PROJECT "STAR" 

Throughout the discussion of the task analyses we have indicated that 

the Project STAR (Smith, 1972) instrument was a "creature of a different 

stripe." We believe that the examination of several typical items from 

the STAR "Role Perception Survey" will help make this point. Figure F-1 

compares the two major types of items found in the STAR instrument. The 

first type has to do with what we have described earlier as the nature of 

role content. Essentially these items are directed at what kinds of things 

police officers do. These items come close to the items we found in task 

analyses. The second type of item involves what we have called nature of 

role performance items. Such items are concerned with how an officer does 

something rather than what the officer does. Such items tend to have a 

good deal of evaluative content. By this we mean that it would be pos-

sible to score many of these items on a good-bad or positive-negative 

dimension. For example, three of the four items presented in Figure !=l 

(excluding the second role performance item) are stated such that 

they involve illegal, unprofessional and unethical behavior. This is a 

clear difference from most task analysis items which are purposefully 

constructed to be neutral in evaluative ,:,~ntent. ! . 

Still another difference between the STAR instrument and the task 

analysis instruments involves the types of ratings made by respondents. 

The STAR respondents were asked to first rate the "desirability" of the 

trait or behavior involved in an item and then were asked to rate the 

"probab:Uity" of tl't..dt trait or behavior actually occurring. The de-
. 

sirability rating is reflective of the evaluative content of the items. 
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FIGURE F-I 

EXAMPLES OF TWO TYPES OF ITEMS 

FOUND IN THE PROJECT "STAR" SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Nature of Role Content Items 

Spend a disproporiately 
large amount of time 
writing reports. ' 

When preparing offense 
reports, police officers 
verify information given 
to them by others. 

Provide defendant background 
information to defense 
counsel. 

Offer suggestions on the 
placement of probationers. 

Nature of Role Performance Items 

Permit a person's racial 
origin to impair their 
objectivity. 

Tolerate verbal abuse 
from the person being 
arrested. 

Slant court testimony 
to support their own 
position. 

Act more harshly to quell 
disorders involv~ng some 
groups more than others. 
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Our pOinting to differences between the STAR instrument and the task 

analyses instruments should not be misconstrued as being reflective of 

our preference for one format over the other. The different approaches 

accomplish different things and the only problem we see is that Project 

STAR has frequently been misinterpreted as simply being another task analysis. 

This perception is likely to arise because of the enormity of the Project 

STAR endeavor. In addition to generating a 'listing of the task content for 

the police officer 'job, the STAR researchers conducted in 4 states a large 

survey of role perceptions. We now turn to a discussion of the survey,in-

strument utilized in that survey. 

A breakdown of the problem content for the STAR items, controlling for 

the"nature of content/nature of performance"distinction is presented in 

Figure F-2. Two types of problems dominate both the "content" .items and 

the "performance" items. The first major problem involves "suspects or 

prisoners," the second major problem involves "other criminal justice system 

officials" e.g. probation officers, prosecutors, judges, etc. Little or no 

attention is directed toward traffic related duties, administrative/support 

duties or the "no specific problem" category. As the reader will recall, 

these problems tended to be emphasized in the task analyses we examined. We 

belie,ve these dramatic content differences observed are directly related to 

the different purposes of the STAR project vs. the task analyses. STAR 

was concerned with the entire criminal justice system rather than only the 

police institution. STAR was particularly ~oncerned with the interaction 

between the different components of the criminal justice system. Hence 

there is a deemphasis in STAR on the non-crtminal aspects of the police role. 

"- '.-
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FIGURE F-2 
PROBLEM CONTENT FOR ALL PROJECT STAR ITEMS 

(N/% of question type) . 
-Nnture of 

Problem Content 
No Problem (00) 

Crime (01, 02, 03) 2 
(4.88) 

Suspicous Persons and 
Circumstances (04. 05. 06) 
Crime Prevention (07, 08, 09) 2 

. (4.88) 
Evidence (10) 

Other Crime (27, 28) 

Miscellaneous License and 
~Or.dinance (29 2 94) 

urder (20, 21, 22) 2 
(4.88) 

Disputes (24, 25, 26) 

Miscellaneous Duties 
(23.80.84) 

, 

Administrative Support 1 ' 
(85, 91) (2.44) 
Community Relations, 2 
(81. 82. 83) (4. 8~) 
Police Conduct 1 
(87) (2.44) 
Adm~nistrative Legal 
Procedures (89) 
Knowledge 3 
(86, 90) (7.32 ) 
Traffic (40, 41, 42, 4) 

Property (92) 

Safe Conditions (93) 

Suspects/Prisoners (73, 78) 11 
(26.83) 

Victim, Witness, InformOlllt 
(71. 72. 79) 
Minorities, Alien 
(59. 70) 

(58. 74, 75) 
Other- Police 
Misc~llaneous Persons ! 
(61, 62. 63, 64. 65, 66. 67, 68) .(4.88), 
Other Criminal Justice System 15 
Officials (76) (36.59) 
Other Service Agents 
(57. 77) 
Hostile Citizen (69) 

Total'l 41 
(100.00) 

-

F-4 

-" 
Nature of 

Performance 
1 

(1. 53) 
5 

(7.63 ) 

1 
(1. 53) 
1 

(1. 53) 

6 
(9.16) 
3 

(4.58) 

1 
(l. 53) 
4 

(6.11) 
1 

(1. 53) 

3 
(4.58) 

20 
(31. 30) 

3 
(1,.58) 

2 
(3.05) 

4-
(6.1J:) 

9 
(13.74) 

1 
(1. 53) 

65 
(100.00) 

~f"-,-

Ii I.L, 
,". j I 

I
~ _ .. J 

! , , 

," .~. , 

" , 

. I 
, : 

; , ' -, 

I 
..... J 

, 1 

~.J 

J 
n , 
~ 

! " 

'"-' 

r""!f . ~J 

II 
LJ 

r~ 
: ' 
LJ 

c' r:l 

'I~ 'j 
~. 
l.j.f 

I
:~il 

: i 

f'.' ~ 
r ... ~, 

~" ~ 
. I 

~ -.~~ 
y 

" '"j 
I 

L,,, 

. -~---.-.--- .. --.- ..... -.. - ~-.~-----~ .. ---- .. -- .... --~-'~-

F-5 

This is most vividly pointed up by the lack of emphasis on traffic related 

tasks and administrative tasks. Crime related activities are primarily dis-

cussed in relationship to the apprehension, arrest and processing of suspects 

and prisoners, i.e. the very part of the role that brings police into contact 

with other members of the criminal justice system. 

It is also of interest to note that there is a greater emphasis on the 

"how" rather than the "what" of the police role in Project STAR. We think 

that this emphasis is probably best understood in te~ms of the historical 

events UDmediately preceeding and contemporaneous to the undertaking of STAR. 

The Sixties had seen urban and campus riots. The role of the police in con-

trolling these riots became a principle issue during those times of social 

unrest. Although there was some soul searching about whether or not the 

police should even be involved in controlling such unrest, the principal 

questions raised concerned the "hows" of police behavio'r ~.g. excessive use 

of force, discriminatory behavior and the illegality of police behavior. 

This period also saw an explosion in the area of prisoner/suspect rights; 

again the concern was with the "hows" of police behavior. Such a concern with 

the "hows" is very different from the concerns in the later Seventies with 

the "whats" of police behavior. which arose primarily as a, result of charges 

of discriminatory hiring practices. The role was then concep'tualized in 

terms of "what" in order to assess criteria for hiring, firing and promotion. 

Before moving to a comparison of the substantive findings for Project STAR, 

it is necessary to discuss some modifications of our standard procedures for 

making such comparisons. Because Project STAR items have evaluative content 

(i.e. the behaviors discussed can be seen as being indicative of "good" or 
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"bad" policing), we did not feel that aggregating over items in a particular 

problem category would be appropriate. For example, a problem category with 

one positively worded item and one negatively worded item could appear to 

have the same aggregated "probability" rating as a problem category with 

two neutrally worded items. Our first inclination was simply to code each 

item for positive or negative content. But we realized that the Project STAR 

respondents had essentially done this for us with the desirability ratings 

they had made. Figure F-3 presents some summary data on the desirability 

ratings made by STAR respondents. The reader will note that the percentages 

of items rated as "undesirable" are very consistent across research sites 

(within item type). In no site by site comparisons were respondents in dis-

agreement about desirability/undesirability for more than two items. This is 

a remarkable degree of agreement. Because of the high level of agreement on 

the desirability of items we decided to reflect the "probability" scores of 

items that were rated as undesirable. Through this procedure we attempted 

to simulate an instrument where all items were positively worded. 

Examination of Figure F-4 indicates considerable cross site consistency 

in probability ratings within problem categorizations for both types of items. 

The separation of items into two types makes it very difficult to draw sub-

stantive conclusions regarding the relative probability of particular problems 

occurring for the "nature of content" items. There are simply too few items 

in most categories for us to be able to make any substantive comments in Vhich 

we could place confidence. 

There is a separate problem with our usual approach in interpreting the 

nature of performance items. In such items respondents simultaneously rate 

both a set of "whats" (Le., our problems and responses) and a "how" (Le. 
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FIGURE F-3 

PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT "STAR" ITEMS 

RATED AS UNDESIRABLE BY ITEM 

TYPE AND STATE 

STATE 

Michigan Texas New Jersey California 

ITEM TYPE 

Nature of Content 12% 17% 15% 17% 

Nature of Per formanc£,· 33% 33% 35% 35% 
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FIGURE F-4 

PROJECT "STAR" 
UNSTANDARDIZED MEAN PROBABILITY RATINGS* BY 

TYPE OF ITEM AND PROBLEM CATEGORY 

F-8 

(N/% for Michigan, Texas, New Jersey, California) 

Nature of Nature of 
Problem Content Performance 

No Problem (00) 1 
(4.0, 3.9, 3.6, 3.8) 

Crime (01, 02, 03) 2 5 
(3.9. 4.0. 3.8. 4.0) (3.0, 2.9. 2.8. 3.1) 

Suspicious Persons and 
Circumstances (04. 05. 06) 
Crime Prevention (07, 08, 09) 2 1 

(3.8. 4.0. 3.9. 3.9) (3.5. 3.7. 3.4. 3.4) 
Evidence (10) 1 

(3.5. 3.7. 3.3. 3.4) 
Otht~r Crime (27, 28) 

Miscellaneous License and 
Ord·inance (29.94) 
Order (20, 21, 22) 2 6 

(3.4. 3.4. 3.4. 3.4) (3.4, 3.3, 3.2, 3.5) 
Disputes (24, 25, 26) 3 

{3.6. 3.9. 3.9, 3.8) 
Miscellaneous Duties 
(23. 80. 84) 
Administrative Support 2 
(85. 91) (1.9. 2.0. 1.9. 1.7) 
Community Relations 1 
(81, 82. 83) (3.2. 3.5. 3.2. 3.1) 
Police Conduct 
(87) 
Administrative Legal 
Procedures (89) 
Knowledge 1 
(86. 90) (3.5. 3.6. 3.4. 3.5) 
Traffic (40, 41, 42, 43) 3 

_(3.2 ____ 3.4 ____ 3.2. 3.3) 
Property (92) 

Safe Conditions (93) 

Suspects/Prisoners (73, 78) 11 20 
(3.5. 3.4. 3.2. 3.3) (3.3, 3.3, 3.2, 3.3) 

Victim, Witness, Informant 3 
(71, 72. 79) (3.5. 3.5. 3.5. 3.67 

*Scalewas: 1 - very unlikely to 5 • very likely 
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FIGURE F-4 (Con't.)* 

Nature of Nature of 
Problem Content Performance 
Minorities, Alien 2 
(59. 70) (3.5. 3.5. 3.5. 3.6) 
Other Police 

. (58. 7.4. 7.5) 
Miscellaneous Persons 2 4 
(61. 62. 63. 64. 65. 66. 67. 68) (4.2, 4.3, 4.3, 4.2) (3.6. 3.8. 3.6. 3.7) 
Other Criminal Justice System 15 9 
Officials (76) (3.2, 3.2. 3.0. 3.1) (3.2. 3.4. 3.3. 3.5) 
Other Service Agents 
(57. 17) 
Hostile Citizen (69) 1 

(3.6. 3.5. 3.3. 3.8) 

*Total 
*Scale was 1 = very unlikely to 5 = very likely 
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they respond to problem A with response B: "politely" or "efficiently" or 

"without bias," etc.). Our method has no way of sorting out whether the 

respondents were responding to the "whats," the "hows" or both the "whats 

and the hows" in any particular item. It perhaps would have been possible 

to create a code for the "hows" of police performance. We did not do so 

because this issue is for the most part only relevant to the Project STAR 

research instrument. 

In summary, we see Project STAR as a very specialized type of effort, 

directed primarily at the inter-connections between component institutions 

of the criminal justice system. Given this focus, the STAR pays a lot of 

attention to an important but small aspect of the total police role. 

The nature of STAR's instrument was substantially different from the task 

analyses instruments. Our coding of codebooks strategy was not able to capture 

the content of STAR's items ,as completely as we were able to capture the content 

of the task analyses items. Each Project STAR item contains more types of con-

tent than the typical item in task analyses. With such multiple contents it is 

hard to establish which of the several stimuli in the item respondents are rating. 

Of course, with appropriate experimental design and careful item construction, it 

would be theoretically possible to vary as many different types of item contents 

(whats, hows, when, etc.) as wished. Project STAR was not conducted under such 

conditions, nor has any project we know of been conducted under such conditions. 
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APPENDIX G 

A NOTE ON DATA ACqUISITION 

The original intent of this project was to conduct comparative secondary 

analyses of original data sets. In the case of task analyses, this proved 

impossible because of the difficulty in obtaining the data.* Despite intense 

efforts, original data sets were obtained for only PROJECT STAR and for the 

Georgia POST study (Lowe, et al., 1977). Obstacles included destroyed data 

sets, data that was never put into machine readable form, data that was "tied 

up" in court cases, data that had not yet been fully analyzed by principal 

investigators and data that had disappeared with principal investigators. 

Many acquisition problems seemed related to the corporate/bureaucratic 

organization for funding and conducting research. More than once, we were 

told by a research organization that raw data had been turned over to a unit 

of government, only to have the unit of government maintain that ~he researcher 

had the raw data. 

Tracking down a person responsible for the conduct of a study was a 

time consuming, expensive and frustrating task. It was not unusual to call 

"x Research Corporation" to ask to speak to ''Dr. D", only to be told that 

Dr. D didn't work there. Such a response would lead to our reply that Dr. D 

must have worked there at one point in time because we possessed a report, 

published by the corporation, which had Dr. D's name on it. At that point 

we were likely to be transferred to "Somebody in the accounting department who 

had worked at X Research Corporation for a long time." The accounting person 

*In the case of attitude studies, a preliminary analysis of item content 
indicated that comparative analyses would be inappropriate given the 
non-comparability of items. 
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could usually supply us with a lead to where we might find Dr, D. Upon 

finding Dr. D, an undertaking which might involve two or three more calls, 

Dr. D would almost invariably report that Research Analyst R, at Corpora-

tion Y would best be able to answer our questions because the data collec-

tion part of the study had been sub-contracted to Corporation Y. There is 

about a SO/50 chance that Corporation Y is still in business and about a 

1/100 chance that Researcher R still works there. Researcher R has almost 

always: s,) gone back to school; b) moved to California; or c) left no 

clue to his/her whereabouts. 

If locating members of the research staff proved impossible, we would 

attempt to deal with the bureaucrat who had supervised the project for the 

research corporation or the bureaucrat who had supervised the project for 

the funding agency. 

Finding Bureaucrat B is almost always as easy and rewarding as finding 

Dr. D and Researcher R. Bureaucrat B has also, almost invariably: a) gone 

back to school; b) moved to California; or c) ~aken a job with the Water 

Resources Board. If you reach Bureaucrat B,s/he will inform you that s/he 

is: a) not Bureaucrat B; b) you should talk to Dr. D; or c) that s/he left 

a complete set of documentations and tapes back at Bureaucracy B. This 

last answer is perhaps the cruelest. It leads the searcher back to 

Bureaucracy. B, where the new Bureaucrat B informs you tha·t·when s/he got 

there, things were a ''mess': so a/he just threw everything out and started 

his/her own system. 

We learned, too, that it is common practice for profit-making research 

corporations to keep data sets only until it is determined that the project 
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has been s~tisfactorily completed and that sufficient time has passed that 

there probably will be no requests for additional data analysis. This 

apparently is a cost/benefit decision based on the need to provide space 

for current data sets. We did not question any of our contacts about their 

corporation's opinion about archiving this data in a data bank and none 

indicated that we might be able to locate their data in such a repository. 

Before deciding that re-analysis of attitude surveys would be in-

appropriate, we made some initial efforts to retrieve these data sets. Early 

indications were that the original at~itude data would have been easier to 

acquire. As compared to task analyses, the attitude studies were more 

likely to have been conducted by private individuals who either sustain an 

interest in the subject and/or are reluctant to destroy something so personal 

(and sometimes personally painful) as data sets which they had constructed. 

Our experiences with trying to retrieve data convinced us of the need 

to promote data archiving. We wonder whether it would be worthwhile for 

funding agencies to require, as condition for the final payment of some 

percentage of the grant award, that the data be archived either with the 

funding agency or with a data bank such as that maintained by the Inter­

University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University 

of Michigan. 
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APPENDIX H 

POLICE DISPATCH CODES 
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APPENDIX H 

During the course of the project an interest developed in deter-

mining the nature of the coding schemes which departments use for classifying 

cLtizen requests for service. Having determined that task analyses commonly 

make finer and more numerous distinctions among crime-related situations 

than among non-crime-related situations, we were curious as to whether police 

coding schemes were similar. 

For each of the 50 states, two cities were selected randomly, with 

the only criterion being that one of the cities be one of the larger ones 

in the state and that the other would be a smaller city. Letters requesting 

copies of the call codes were sent to the police departments in each of the 

selected, cities. Of the 100 agencies contacted, eighty-five responded. 

Among these responses were 13 indicating that the agency used full or plain 

language (complete sentence) communication of the situation rather than codes, 

11 which seemed to represent either the "administrative" codes (e.g., 10-2: 

"meet supervisor") or extensive lists of codes for recording the nature of 

the incident after an officer had submitted a report, and 6 which indicated 

that agencies were in the process of restructuring their communications sys-

tems. This left 55 responses from 55 cities in 39 states in which clearly 

the codes were used to indicate the nature of a call to the responding patrol 

officer. Each of the coding schemes was analyzed in terms ofche absolute 

number and the percentage of total codes which were allocated to each of 

twelve categories. The results of this analysis are p~esented in Pp. 118-119 

of Chapter IV. 

The following tables report the percentages and numbers of codes which 
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represent th~ problem/situation categories listed a h cross t e top of the 

tables. 

The cities and states are identified by letter and number rather 

than by name. State identifications were assigned randomly, but cities 

with the same state identification are in fact within the same state. 

Population figuies b d h ase on t e 1970 Census are reported for each city. 
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City. State. 
'opu!atloD 

C1C7 a. State 1 
91.607 

Clt7 a. State 2 
40.036 

C1t7 A. State 3 
119.986 

Clt7 a. State 4 ' 
48.157 

C1t7 b. State 4 
<25.000 

C1C7 a. State 5 
497.024 

Clt7 b. State 5 
118.344 

C1C7 a. State 6 
62.929 

Clt7 b. 'State 6 
262.933 

Clt7 a. Stat. 7 
335.075 

C1t7 b. Stat. 7 
216,067 

Clt7 a, Stat. 8 
15a.017 

C1C7 a, Stac. a 
137,715 

C1C7 a, Scate 9 
10.316 

C1C7., Stat.'10 
177,731 

CiC7 b, ~cac. 10 
144,570 

% 
II 

% 
II 

% 
H 

% 
H 

% 
H 

% 
H 

% 
H 

% 
H 

-.----.------' -,-------- '.-_. - --or ,-

% 
H 

% 
H 

H-3 

% 
H 

% 
II 

26.3 11.8 7.2 10.9 1.8 6.3 8.1 3.6 3.6 13.6 3.6 2.7 100 
29 13 8 12 2 7 9 4 4 15 4 3 llO 

20.8 4.3 12.9 5.7 7.9 8.6 12.2 3.5 1.4 5.7 5.7 10.7 100 
29 6 18 8 11 12 17 5 2 8 '8 15 139 

15.3 5.9 5.9 7.6 1.7 2.5 6.8 5.1 42.7 2.5 2.5 .8 100 
18 7 7 9 2 3 8 6 50 3 3 1 117 

13.1 1.6 1.6 4.9 8.1 4.9 3.2 0 57.3 1.6 0 3.2 100 
8 1 3 5' 3 2 0 35 1 0 2 61 

_ 0 0 3. 7.8 0 5.8 1.9 0 72.5 5.8 0 1.9 100 
o 0 4 0 3 1 0 37 3 0 1 51 

19.3 1.1 4.5 2.2 4.5 7.9 1.1 28.4 6.8 7.9 2.2 100 
17 1 4 2 4 7 1 25 6 7 2 88 

13.9 3.4 2.7 3.4 4.1 2.0 46.1 4.1 2.0 4.1 100 
20 5 4 5 6 3 66 6 3 6 143 

10.9 3.1 6.2 5.4 4.6 40.6 4.6 1.5 .7 100 
14 4 8 7 6 52 6 2 128 

11.5 0 5. 5.7 5.7 0 57.6 7.6 100 
6 0 3 0 30 4 52 

20.8 2.0 
10 1 

4. 6. 

6.6 
3 

16.6 
16 

9.a 
14 

.9 
1 

14.1 
13 

16.5 
20 

o 
o 

6.2 
6 

3.3 11. 
5 1 

o 
o 

7.2 
7 

2. 2. 

o 4.6' 2.7 1.a 
053 2 

4.3 13.0 4.3 2.1 
4 12 4 2 

5.7 9.9 
7 12 

.a 17.3 
1 n 

4.1 8.3 2.0 47.9 4.1 o 
o 2 4 1 23 2 

2.2 2.2 
1 l' 

7.2 6.2 
7 6 

2.8 2.8 
4 

1.a 16.6 
2 18 

6.5 4.3 
6 4 

6.6 16.5 
8 20 

o 88.8 
o 40 

o 
o 

o 
o 

4.1 28.1 6.2 2.0 
4 27 6 2 

1 74 8 2 
2.11 52 •1 5.6 1.4 

o 65.7 1.a 0 
o 71 2 0 

1.0 40.2 7.6 0 
1 37 7 0 

2.4 6.6 9.9 1.6 
3 a 12 2 

100 
4B 

o 100 
o 45 

5.2 100 
5 96 

3. 100 
142 

3.7 100 
4 101 

2.1 100 
2 92 

5.7 100 
7 121 
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C1ty, State, 
Popul.at1on 

City a, State 11 
32,250 

City b, State 11 
'07,242 

City a, State 12 
98.477 

Cicy a, State 13 
48,486 

City b. State 13 
38.274 

Cicy a,"State 14 
168,149 

City b, State 14 
276,699 

City a, State 15 
434,381 

City a. State 16 
<25.000 

City a, State 17 
1,511,336 

CiC1 a. State 18 
165,970 

Cl(C1 a. State 19 
2'.000 

Cit1 a, State 20 
<25,000 

City b, State 20 
65.116 

23.3 11.3 7.1 
39 19 12 

15.9 4.2 13.8 
15 4 13 

6.0 a 12.1 
6 a 12 

9.5 
16 

5.3 
5 

7.0 
7 

2.9 
5 

3.1 
3 

2.0 
2 

7.7 10.7 
13 18 

6.3 9.5 
6 9 

2.0 1.0 
2 1 

10.0 2.0 6.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 
10 2 6 4 1 3 3 

10.4 0 5.2 
1 0 5 

0.0 0 6.0 
o Q 2 

3.1 0 4.6 
203 

22.4 4.6 15.6 
211 6 20 

14. 1.7 7.8 
16 2 9 

29.9 14.9 10.1 
62 31 21 

10.6 1.7 3.5 
12 2 4 

23.1 10.3 6.4 
47 21 13 

4.5 
4 

11.3 
11 

a 
o 

1.0 
1 

9.0 
8 

9.2 
9 

4.1 
4 

o 
o 

4.6 
3 

3.9 
5 

7.8 
.. , 

2.8 
6 

1.7 
2 

3.9 
8 

7.9 
7 

7.2 
7 

1.0 3.1 3.1 
133 

009 
003 

1.5 0 4.6 
103 

1.5 7.0 13.2 
2 9 17 

.8 3.5 5.2 
146 

2.8 1.9 4.8 
6· 4 10 

1.7 4.4 0 
250 

o 4.9 6.4 
° 10 13 

1.1 
1 

1.0 
1 

3.4 
3 

5.1 
5 

9.0 
8 

8.2 
8 

3.5 8.9 6.5 
6 15 11 

1.7 
3 

3.1 15.9 15.9 1.0 
1 3 15 15 

o 61.6 5.0 
o 61 5 

o 
o 

o 61.6 6.0 
o 61 6 

o 
o 

1.0 63.5 5.2 0 
. 1 61 5 0 

o 78.7 6.0 0 
o 26 2 0 

o 76.5 3.1 0 
o 49 2 0 

1.5 16.4 7.8 .7 
2 21 10 1 

.8 50.0 4.3 a 
1 57 5 0 

15 28 19 1 
7.2 13.51 9.1 .4 

o 2.5 
o 82 

9.3 9.2 
19 39 

o 54.5 
o 48 

2.0 42.2 
2 41 

2.6 .8 
3 1 

3.4 9.3 
7 19 

5.6 1.1 
5 1 

6.1 0 
6 0 
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3. 100 
96 

100 
33 

1. 100 
64 

5. 100 
128 

3.5 100 
4 114 

1. 100 
207 

.8 100 
1 114 
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C1ty, State, 
Population 

Cicy a. State 21 
12',641 

CiCy b, State 21 
72,863 

Cicy a, State 22 
119.897 

Clcy a. State 23 
30.022 

CICy a. State 24 
66,934 

Clcy a, State 25 
144,830 

CiCy a. State 26 
87.621 

ClC1 a, State 27 
243,751 

City b. State 27 
37,857 

Cit1 a, State 28 
381,877 

City a, State 29 
7,194,851 

CiC1 a, State 30 
366,734 

CIC1 a, State 31. 
241,215 

CiC1 b, State 31 
144,245 

Ci~ a, State 32 
34,670 

Cicy b. State 32 
39,044 

I 
II 

% 
H 

% 
H 

% 
H 

34.7 7.3 12.6 4.2 
33 7 12 4 

18.5 11.5 10.7 10.0 
24 15 14 13 

I 

• 
1.0 

1 

2.3 
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I % 
H N 

8.4 12.6 
8 12 

7.6 6.9 
10 9 

% 
N 

1.0 
1 

3.0 
4 

3.1 
3 

6.1 
8 

% % 
N H 

7.3 2.1 
7 2 

10.7 4.6 
14 6 

H-5 

% 
H 

5.2 
5 

7.6 
10 

% 
N 

100 
95 

100 
130 

15.1 3.4 8.1 5.8 4.6 9.3 5.8 3.4 32.5 
13 3 7 5 4 8 5 3 28 

4.6 
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o 6.9 100 
C 6 86 

12.7 0 7.4 
12 0 7 

15. 5.0 8.3 
3 5 

8. 0 8.1 
~ 0 4 

9.~ 1.2 9.7 

14J 5. 9.J 
11 7/ 

,J ,.; 13~~2 
2~1 12 16 

17.1 0 9.3 
11 0 6 

25.0 12.5 . 6.2 
12 6 3 

1.0 9.6 
1 9 

o 12.6 
o 13 

20.2 8.0 
20 8 

14.2 14.2 
6 

4.2 
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1.6 
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4.0 
2 

2.4 
2 

3.8 
3 

4.0 
3 

4.2 
5 

1.5 
1 

2.0 
1 

6.4 
6 

6.7 
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1.0 
1 

2.3 
1 

1.0 4.2 4.2 
1 4 4 

3.3 1.6 6.6 
2 1 4 

o 0 6.1 
003 

o 3.6 4.8 
o 3 4 

5.1 5.1 3.8 
4 4 3 

4. 1.3 4.0 
3 1 3 

.8 12.7 7.6 
1 15 9 

o 0 4.6 
003 

o 8.3 10.4 
o 4 5 

o 2.1 
o . 2 

2.9 1.9 
3 2 

1.0 7.0 
1 7 

o 9.' 
o 4 

5.3 
5 

.9 
1 

4.0 
4 

2.3 
1 

1.0 55.3 
1 52 

1.6 53.0 3. 
1 33 

o 63.2 4. 
o 31 

o 60.9 6. 
o 50 

2.5 44.1 5. 
2 34 

o 73.3 2. 
o 55 

5.9 4.2 15.2 
7 5 18 

o 35.9,017.1 o 23 11 

4.1 18.7 10.4 
2 ~ 0 5 

o 55.9 
o 52 

o 57.2 
o 59 

8.0 0 
8 0 

4.7 0 
2 0 

5.3 
5 

3.8 
4 

2.0 
2 

7.1 
3 

o 5.3 100 
0594 

o 1.6 100 
o 1 62 

o 6.1 100 
o 3 49 

o 1.2 100 
o 1 82 

o 1.2 
o 1 

o 5.3 10 
o 4 75 

1.6 4.2 100 
2 5 118 

o 14.0 100 
o 9 64 

2.0 0 100 
1 0 48 

o 3.2 100 
o 3 93 

o 3.8 100 
o 4 103 

6.0 13.1 100 
6 13 99 

2.3 9.S 100 
1 4 42 



City, State, 
Population 

C1Cy a, State 33 
204.590 

City a, State 34 
40,863 

City a, State 35 
53,122 

City a, State 36 
71,505 

City b. State 36 
44,198 

Clty at State 37 
3I t633 

City b, State 37 
(25,000 . 

City at State 38 
170,516 

City at State 39 
307,951 

18. 
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5. 

20.4 
10 

10.0 
5 

14.0 
10 

9.0 
8 

8.8 
7 

10.2 
5 

2.0 
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4.2 
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5.0 
5 

1.6 

4.5 
4 

7.5 
6 

. 4.0 
2 

14.0 
7 

4.2 
3 

0 4.8 7.3 2.4 
0 2 3 1 

0 5.0 5.0 8.0 
0 5 5 8 

5.1 12.0 6.8 3.4 
3 7 4 2 

1.6 4.9 0 
1 3 0 

1.1 4.5 4.5 1.1 
1 4 4 1 
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APPENDIX I 

ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE ON THE POLICE ROLE 

BY HISTORICAL PERIOD 

Introduction 

During the 1960's and 1970's it was discovered that municipal police 

do not spend a ,large portion of their time dealing with crime-related situa-

tions (see Chapter II). Nevertheless, many empirical analyses (Chapter II) 

and much of the fictional literature on the police give the impression that 

crime-fighting is the primary focus of police activity. This apparent dis-

parity between the r~A1ity and the representatio~ of the role led us to 

wonder whether this discrepancy is a product of modern perceptions of the 

police role or whether it has a historical precedent. The question motivated 

an anlysis of the scholarly literature about the history of 'the police role 

in the United States. 

Obviously, a literature review cannot determine the historical reality 

of the role as distinct from the written portrayal of it. It can only in-

dicate whether that portrayal is similar for different periods of police 

history. The purpose of this review is to determine whether the image of 

police as crime fighters has been a dominant one in the portrayals of 

policing during other historical periods. 

Methods 

The' available literature on the history of U.s. policing was reviewed. 

Of the books and articles reviewed, those selected for analysis were ones 

which looked at policing broadly rather than focusing on a specialized element 
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of policing such as investigations. Additionally, within the selected --
-~ 
; materials, the duties of the police were a principal rather than a peri-
.... - .. 

• pherary concern of the writer. This latter criterion led to the exclusion 

,. 
-of some otherwise valuable police histories such as Fogelson's (1977) 

Big City Police and Walker's (1977) A Critical History of Police Reform in , --, 
~ 

I 

which the primary focus was police corruption. ~i 

The materials were divided roughly into three historical periods: \ 

, 
Ie Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries; II- Nineteenth Century and III-

-. ; 

~i' 

~, , 
Twentieth Century. The references for each of these periods are reported 

j 

in Figure 1-1. 
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FIGURE 1-1 

HISTORICAL REFERENCES BY PERIOD 

Reference 

'BantLo0n'dMiChael (1964) The Policeman in the Community 
n on: Tavistock. - -- • 

Flin;; John J. (1971) History of the Chicago Police: 
~ the Settlement of the Communitz. to the 
Present Time. New York: Arno Press., --

Fosdick, Raymond (1960) American 
New York: Century Book Co. Police Systems. 

Germann, A.C., Frank Day and Robert Ga11ati 
(1970) Introduction to Law Enforcement· 
~ Criminal Justice.-Springfield Ill· 
Charles C. Thomas. ' •. 

Hall~fJames P. (1975) The History and,Philosophv 
_ ~ Enforcement. Dubuque Iowa .-=~~:L"-
Kendall/Hupt Publishing Co.' • 

Haller, Mark H. (1976) "Historical Roots of 
Police Behavior: Chicago, 1890-1925." 
~ and Society Review lO~W1nter. 

Mill;r ii Wilbur R. (1973) Cops and Bobbies· 
o ce Authority in New York and London· 

;:!~;~870. Chicago: University of Chi~ago 

Richardson, James F. (1974) Urban Police in the 
United States. Port Washington, N.Y.:---­
Kennikat Press. 

Skolnick, Jerome and Thomas Gray, eds. (1975) 
Police in America. Boston: Educational 
Associates • 

Smith, Bruce(1960) Police Systems in the United 
States (Second Edition). New York:Barper 
and Row. 
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HISTORICAL REFERENCES BY PERIOD 

Stead, Phillip J. ed (1977) Pioneers ~ Policing. 
Montclair, N.J.: Patterson Smith. 

Vollmer, August (1936) The Police and Modern 
Society.. Berkeley: University of california 
Press," 
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As each o~ the references was read, a list was made of every function 

or task which was described as a responsibility of the police during the 

period examined. These separate items were then labeled as being either "law 

enforcement/crime related" or "non-crime related". The analysis compared, 

by period, the percentage of items which fell in the crime and non-crime 

categories. These data are presented in Figure I-2. 
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FIGURE 1-2 

PERCENTAGE OF CRIME AND NON-CRIME REFERENCES 

IN U.S. POLICE LITERATURE BY HISTORICAL PERIOD 

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 

CRIME NON-CRIME 

PERIOD N % N 

I 
1600's - 1700' s 21 75.0 7 

II 
1800' s 98 51.6 92 

III 
1';;00-1965 179 52.0 168 

.. 

% 

25.0 

48.4 

48.0 

.. 

;. I 
; i 
L.! 

, 
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Discussion 

If the scholarly literature on the police role in the Unlted States 

ever supported the definition of police officer as crime-fighter, it did so 

only during the period of the 1600's and 1700's. Among the four pieces of 

literature which discussed policing during that period, 75 percent of the 

references to police responsibilities could be classified as crime related. 

During the 1800's and the 1900's, approximately 52 percent of the references 

were to crime related functions while 48 percent were to non-crime related 

responsibilities. This suggests that evidence about the diversity of the 

police role has bee'.n available for a long time and the "discovery" during 

the 1960's and 1970's that the police spend much of their time on non-crime 

activities does not represent a recent or dramatic change in the nature 

of the police role. 

Whether there have been changes in the image of the police role cannot 

be determined by this type of review. The present popular image of the role 

would seem to be shaped more by fictional and journalistic accounts of police 

work than by more comprehensive and emp,irical analyses of the job. The same 

probably was true during earlier periods. Since this review has dealt with 

only the scholarly d~ussions of policing, it is impossible to determine the 

impressions which were current during earlier periods. 

It must also be acknowledged that the writings about policing during 

the three historical periods do not necessarily reflect objective realities 

about the nature of the job at those times. Except for the most rigorously 

empirical histories, any writing will reflect to some degree the perspective 

of the author, and there was no way for us to determine the extent to which a 



... 

1-8 

writer's percep.tion of the role might have been influenced by his personal 

preconception of the nature of the police job. Such a validation would require 

an examination of old police records and would be an extensive project in its 

own right. If this review cannot document the actual nature of the police role 

during previous periods, it can document the impression of the role which would 

be gained by reading scholarly discussions of policing which either were written 

during the period or about the period but at a later date. With the exception 

of the literature about policing during the 1600's and 1700's, the literature 

about the history of policing in the United States indicates that the role has 

for many years consisted of a mixture of crime and non-crime activities. The 

image of the police officer as crime-fighter is supported by neither recent 

empirical analyses nor by the historical literature for at least the last 150 

years. 
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