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Introduction:
Fear in Police Work

Fear is a complex emotion, one which can be either a healthy response
to real danger or an irrational reaction to circumstances merely perceived
as threatening. Although “...it continues...to perform its survival func-
tion, in all too many insiances it becomes a reason in itself for behaviors
that are life defeating. It moves the individual to self-defense when no
self-defense is called for; making him withdraw from situations where his
own best interests, and those of others, can only be served by his confi-
dent approach; making him repulse as enemies those who might otherwise
enter into fellowship with him.”! Fear’s transcendent characteristics in-
clude a set of physiological adjustments—the “flight or fight” phenomena,
externalized expressions of anxiety, and efforts to manage subjectively
perceived threats.2 Although these universal elements color judgements in
all work settings, occupational expectations sometimes limit the options
available to individuals in handling fearful situations. In such settings the
experience of fear is magnified severely.

Even though police work is not the most unsafe career an individual
can pursue, it provides only limited choices in managing perceived
threats. Officers do not enjoy the luxury of escaping from certain situa-
tions. They are supposed to be problem solvers and mediators promoting
conflict resolution. They are also commissioned to handle dangerous situa-
tions which produce anxiety and fear. Their role, lionized by the popular
mythologies of television and literature, includes unrealistic dimensions:
they are supposed to be both sensitive individuals capable of delicate,
sophisticated, tactful interventions and martial arts wizards trained to re-
spond to crises with superior physical prowess.? In either case, the social
and occupational constraints of police work reduce the “flight or fight”
response into a direct, forward and unequivocal, but not necessarily phys-



ical, confrontation with perceived threats. The occupational realities of
policing dictate a “fight” pattern to individual officers.

Police work is unique not only because the management of subjectively
defined danger occurs within limited alternative boundaries, but also be-
cause fear is ubiquitous. Officers are ever conscious 21 the fact that vio-
lent exchanges are always a very real possibility. (Even the most talented
computer programs cannot predict life-threatening situations with any
degree of accuracy.) The ubiquity of fear in policing has become a stan-
dard reference in popular culture—the officers of televisior’s Hill Street
Blues are admonished every week to “do it to them before they do it to
us.”™ The inherent weight of police responsibility intensifies the element of
fear:

Should a civilian make an error of judgement, while in many in-
stances this can lead to serious career problems, in most it simply
involves redoing some aspect of his work. Unfortunately, for the
police professional, a judgemental error may well involve the loss of
life, that of another or his own. The problem is compounded by the
fact that he often does not have the option of deliberating over the
proper course to take. The time element is all too often too critical in
the performance of his duties to allow that.

Police officers frequently exercise their responsibilities within a vacuum.
Their alienation from the communities they serve has become a sociologi-
cal cliche, one which is worth discussing in relation to the problem of
fear.6 Although officers enter into constant contact with citizens, they do
so without developing any degree of intimacy.” (The dramatic increase in
service calls reflects the quantity of police interactions with their commun-
ities.) Sequestered in patrol cars, responding to cryptically coded radio
calls, officers know little about the social norms or the occupants of any
given community.8 Reciprocally, citizens become passive in relation to
policing. They do not act as buffers between the police and potentizlly
hostile environments. As a consequence, officers not only perceive the
environment to be volatile, they also begin to ascribe dangerous attributes
to the inhabitants of the communities they serve. The mental framework
officers construct is similar to that which American soldiers exhibited in
Vietnam: operating on an unfamiliar terrain with little knowledge of its
occupants, officers must assume that every man, woman and young per-
son is a potential threat.? This mentality exacerbates the dimension of
fear in police work, raising anxiety to an excruciating level.

Beleaguered by an aggressive, dangerous world, police officers adopt
protective occupational patterns. “The person who is possessed by fear
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expects to be hurt. Expecting to be hurt, he works up a way of life that is
primarily a way of playing it safe.”!® Since “playing it safe” by retreating
is not an alternative for officers, they develop occupational attributes in
an attempt to control and tame the external environment. Suspiciousness,
aloofness, excessive cautiousness and authoritarianism—even in the safest
police/citizen exchanges—are all expressions of fear and anxiety. These
tend to alienate police further from their communities. In this sense, fear
is a dialectical phenomenon: it is endemic in police work, but it is also a
variable which defines the way in which policing is conducted.

Officers exhibit fear collectively as well as individually. Police unions
sometimes institutionalize the anxieties of professional law enforcement.
When the Boston Police Commissioner, Edmund MacNamara, ordered
officers to wear nametags on their shirts and coats in order to improve
and personalize community relations, the Patrolmen’s Association balked.
It “...objected that the tags would expose the men to easier identification
and their families to possible harassment.”!! The commissioner suspended
the order after officers began picketing and the International Ladies
Garment Workers’ Union refused to sew the tags on to uniforms.!2 The
Patrolmen’s Association in Boston also reacted negatively to the rede-
ployment of officers from two person cars to single officer foot beats. The
safety of the officers was the major concern.!?

Simply because officers are involved in numerous daily interactions
with citizens, their sense of safety is a critical issue. An overly fearful
officer can actively contribute to tension when responding to calls and
entering into dialogues with citizens. Fear itself can lead to negative inter-
actions ranging from verbal exchanges to physical altercations (including
the use of deadly force) both of which are detremental to the citizen and
the officer alike.!¥ The present research will compare the perceptions of
safety exhibited by foot patrol officers when compared to motor patrol
officers in order to determine if a particular form of policing can help
diffuse the element of fear in law enforcement.



Community Policing:
The Flint Experiment

The police officers of Flint, Michigan serve as the basis for the compar-
isons made in this research report. The Flint Police Department operated
solely with motorized or preventive patrols until January 1979, at which
point the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation provided funding for the
implementation of experimental community based foot patrols.

Flint’s Neighborhood Foot Patrol Program was unique in a variety of
ways. It emerged from an initiative which integrated citizens into the
planning and implementation process through citywide neighborhood
meetings in 1977 and 1978. It attempted to ameliorate three distinct prob-
lems: (1) the absence of comprehensive neighborhood organizations and
services, (2) the lack of citizen involvement in crime prevention, and (3)
the depersonalization of interactions between officers and residents. The
program began in 1979 with 22 foot patrol officers assigned to 14 exper-
imental areas which included about 20 percent of the city’s population.

The Flint program’s salient features were a radical departure from both
preventive patrol and traditional foot patrol models. Flint’s foot patrol
officers did not limit their activities to downtown or business areas. They
were based in and accessible to all types of socioeconomic neighborhoods.
Their crime prevention efforts went beyond organizing neighborhood
watches. They attempted to serve as caralysts in the formation of neigh-
borhood associations which articulated community expectations of the
police and established foot patrol priorities and community programs.
Foot patrol officers also worked in partnership with community organi-
zations and individual citizens to deliver a comprehensive set of services
through referrals, interventions and /inks to governmental social agencies.
The foot patrol officers reconciled their role with the reality of policing:
they not only provided full law enforcement services, as did their motor-
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ized counterparts, but they made a conscious effort to focus on the social
service aspects of their job, bringing problems to a resolution. They were
unusual in that they mobilized citizens in order to provide a matrix with-
in which communities could deal with many of their own problems,
including—but not exclusively—erime. Since they patrolled and interact-
ed in the same areas day after day, week after week, they developed a
degree of intimacy with residents which translated into an effective coop-
erative relationship.

The results of the Flint experiment in the 14 areas have been reported
elsewhere.!> Briefly, the Neighborhood Foot Patrol Program reduced
crime rates by 8.7 percent. More dramatic were the reductions of service
calls, which decreased by 42 percent over the period 1979-1982. Citizens
began handling minor problems themselves or the foot officer acted as
mediator on an informal basis, negating the need for a formal complaint.
Although the impact on service calls alone was significant, additional evi-
dence indicated that citizens felt safer, were satisfied with the program,
felt that it had impacted the crime rates, and that it had improved police/
community relations. There was much closer interaction between the foot
officers and citizens. Over 33 percent of neighborhood residents knew
their foot patrol officers by name and 50 percent of the rest could provide
accurate descriptions of foot officers. Citizens also felt that foot officers
were more effective than motor officers in encouraging crime reporting, in
involving citizens in neighborhood crime prevention efforts, in working
with juveniles, in encouraging citizen self-protection, and in following up
on complaints. The foot patrol experiment was so successful that the
citizens of Flint passed a tax millage increase in August 1982 which ex-
tended the program to the entire city. Presently there are 64 foot beats.
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Research Design and Methods

The present research is based upon data collected during the Flint
experiment and after foot patrol had become a citywide effort. It com-
pares the responses of Flint foot and motorized patrol officers to inter-
views measuring their perceptions of safety. The researchers originally
hypothesized that there would be no statistically significant differences
between the two groups.

The first interviews were conducted in January and February 1980,
one full year after the experimental Neighborhood Foot Patrol Program
began. All 22 foot patrol officers were interviewed, as were 47 motor-
ized officers. The foot officers patrolled their beats alone; motorized offi-
cers worked in pairs. Since foot officers did not patrol in the evening,
motorized officers were drawn randomly from day or afternoon shifts.
They also patrolled the same general areas as the foot patrol officers.
Matching foot and motorized officers established a degree of control over
extraneous variables.

The questions concerning safety posed to the officers were part of a
more extensive set of interviews. The questions were pretested during
1979 in order to insure their validity.!¢ Five specific interview questions
raised the issue of safety: (1) How safe do you feel walking/driving in
your area? (2) How safe do you feel entering buildings in your area?
(3) How safe do you feel answering complaints in your area? (4) How
safe do you feel helping victims in your area? (5) How safe do you feel
conducting field interviews in your area?

Although the data collected in 1980 concerning officers’ perceptions of
safety controlled for extraneous variables, the issue of fear in police work
remained significant enough to warrant further investigations. Given the
possibility of a Hawthorne effect in the 1980 data, the research on safety
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was duplicated, expanded and administered again in January and Febru-
ary 1984, exactly four years after the original evaluation and over one
year after the expansion of foot patrol to the entire city of Flint.

The 1984 follow-up study was based upon interviews with all 64 foot
officers. Again, motorized officers were matched (see Table 1 for identify-
ing data). Fifty officers assigned to motorized patrol were drawn random-
ly from day and afternoon shifts. (Thirty-three foot and 22 motorized
officers worked days; 31 foot and 28 motor patrol officers worked after-
noon shifts.) All officers interviewed in 1984 were asked the same five
questions originally posed in 1980 (see above). Two additional questions
were asked in 1984: (1) How safe do you feel walking in your area out of
uniform? (2) How safe do you feel walking in your area when off duty?

Both in 1980 and 1984, officers ranked their responses to the questions
on a Likert-type scale.!” Their responses could range from: (1) not safe at
all, to (2) somewhat safe, or (3) very safe. In the 1984 research, foot and
motorized patrol officers were also asked “How would you evaluate the
resident’s feelings of safety in your area? Again, the respondents could
choose among three rankings: (1) residents overestimate danger, (2) resi-
dents are right on target, or (3) residents underestimate danger. The 1984
groups also responded to the question “How active will residents in your
area be if you are in trouble?” Their choices were: (1) not at all active, (2)
somewhat active, or (3) very active, They were also asked “How does
safety in your patrol area compare to the rest of Flint?” The respective
choices were (1) safer, (2) the same, or (3) less safe. Finally, the 1984
respondents were asked to estimate the average number of stop and frisks
(pat-downs) they conducted in any given week. All officers in 1980 and
1984 were given an opportunity to explain each of their responses.

T-tests were used to compare foot and motorized patrol officers’ re-
sponses to both the 1980 and 1984 interviews. The 1984 data were also
grouped into cells so that foot and motorized patrol officers could be
compared on the basis of race, gender, age, years of police experience and
prior military service. Using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences), chi squares were run on these cells in order to test for signifi-
cant differences.
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Results

The Appendix contains all the results of the 1980 and 1984 research.
The major findings will be presented in this section.

The results of the 1980 interviews were consistent on all five questions.
To a statistically significant degree, foot patrol officers felt safer, in the
conduct of their work, than their motorized counterparts (Table 2). Dur-
ing the interview process, foot patrol officers attempted to explain their
sense of security. They most frequently cited their familiarity with the
neighborhoods they patrolled and its residents. They felt that they could
easily identify potential problems and “trouble-makers.” Foot patrol of-
ficers also felt that they knew the geographic areas for which they were
responsible. They knew precisely what buildings could be entered safely
and at what point in the day they could be entered. They felt confident
that they knew when to call for backup, and equally confident that com-
munity residents would aid them if necessary.

The results of the 1984 follow-up study were the same as those which
emerged in 1980. Foot patrol officers felt significantly safer than motor-
ized officers (Table 3). Their reasons for feeling safer were exactly the
same as in 1980. When asked to evaluate residents perception of safety,
1984’s foot officers felt to a significantly greater degree than motorized
officers that citizens overestimated dangers within the community (Table
4. These findings clearly reflect officers’ perceptions of community safety,
rather than the residents’ own objective experience or subjective percep-
tion of danger.

In 1984, foot officers felt more confident than motorized officers that
citizens would be active in helping them if they were in trouble (Table 5).
The type of assistance foot officers expected fell far short of vigilantism.
They anticipated that residents would help them by, for example, phon-
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ing for backup, illuminating patrol areas with porch lights, and interven-
ing on occasion. There were specific examples of citizen assistance. One
such example involved an incident where a foot officer, after dark, was
being harassed by a group of teenagers. Some of the residents of the
neighborhood heard the commotion and they telephoned their neighbors
asking them to turn on their porch lights. With the area illuminated, the
teenagers left, possibly defusing a situation that could have led to a physi-
cal confrontation,

Foot officers in 1984 felt more than motorized officers that their patrol
areas were safer than the rest of Flint (Table 6). This was mainly because
they were familiar with their own area and comfortable in interacting in
it. They also conductéd far fewer pat-downs than motorized officers (Ta-
ble 7). Foot officers generally felt that they did not need to frisk citizens
simply because they knew community residents and felt safe with most of
them. They tended to pat-down on occasion those residents who were
known “troublemakers” or individuals who were totally alien to the
community and who were acting suspiciously.

When the 1984 comparative groups are analyzed by subvariables, the
significant differences between foot and motorized officers do not sub-
stantially change. Regardless of age, race, gender, prior police experience
or military service, foot patrol officers perceive themselves to be safer on
their patrols than motorized officers.



Conclusions

The research indicates that the null hypothesis (“there will be no statis-
tically significant differences between foot and motorized patrol officers
perceptions of safety”) must be rejected. Foot patrol officers in 1980 and
1984 perceived themselves to be safer than motorized officers. Foot patrol
officers were well integrated into the communities for which they were
responsible. As a consequence, they were more familiar with the terrain
and the citizens living within their jurisdictions. They were familiar with
community norms, and had less reason to rely on overt expressions of
social control, such as pat-downs. Foot patrol officers were more confi-
dent that their communities would be active in crime prevention and con-
trol and in coming to the officers’ aid if necessary.

All but a small number of foot patrol officers had been experienced
motor patrol officers prior to their foot patrol assignment. They indicated
that, as motorized officers, they too had serious doubts about their safety.
Only when they had joined foot patrol did they become intimate enough
with their neighborhoods and the residents to feel more secure. Given
these findings, the community policing model, as jt was exercised in Flint,
is one potential mechanism for diffusing the element of fear in police
work. It creates a context in which officers perceive themselves to be
safer. They can be expected to act accordingly, reducing the choice of
negative interactions significantly, even in situations where the use of
deadly force may be considered. The markedly improved relations be-
tween the police and the community were both real and perceived, and
foot patrol officers when compared to motor officers felt police/commu-
nity relations had improved significantly (Table 8).
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Table 1
IDENTIFYING DATA FOR MOTOR AND FOOT OFFICERS
(See Also Table 1a)

Rank | Shifts Worked Gender Race* Gender* Age Military Number of Years as
Male Female Experience Flint Police Officer

Patrci After- 30 or
Position | OfficersjDays noons| Male Female] Black White] Black White Black White] less 31-35 36-40 41-45 46 | No Yes| 0-5 6-10 11-15 16+ Total
. 64) | (33) (81) | 45) | (19) [ (28) | 4O)] (11) | (34) | (12) (6) ] (22)| (16) | (17) | (6) [ (3)|(43) | (21)] (12)| (31) | (13) | (B)| (64)
oot
Officer

56.1 1 516 484 1703 297 { 365 | 635) 175 1 54.0] 19.0 853441 250|265 | 94 |47]67.2 | 32.8] 18.8| 48.4 | 20.3 | 125[100.0
" (50) | (22 (28) | (42) 8 | (10) | (4o} (M | (33| (3) G @) @] @ @ @@ | (1))} 4] (B)] (50)
otor
Officer

43.9 | 44.0 56.0 | 84.0 160 | 200 | 800} 140 | 700 60 | 100 66.0] 180 | 60| 6.0 {4.0}78.0 | 22.0] 42.0, 400{( 8.0]100(100.0

(114) | (55) (59) | (87) (27) | (33) (80) { (18) (69) | (15) (11) ¥ (55) { (25) | (20) | (9) | {5)](82) (32)] (33)] (51) 1 (17) | (13) 1(114)
Total

100.0 ] 48.2 51.8 1763 237 | 282 | 70.8] 159 | 61.1 | 133 97 1482] 219|175 | 7.9 [44)71.9 | 28.1] 29.0{ 44.7 [ 14.9 | 11.4{100.0
*Note: 1 Oriental not included in data on race.

o
Table 1a
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON NUMBER OF YEARS AS FLINT POLICE OFFICER (Race and Gender Controlied)
RACE*
WHITE BLACK

Pasition Male Female Male Female Total

0-5 6-10 11-15 16+ 0-5 6-10 11-15 16+ 0-5 6-10 11-15. 16+ 0-5 6-10 11-15 16+

{5) (12) ©) (8 (3) (3) (0) (0) 2 ) (4) (0) (2 (10) (V) {0) (63)
Foot
Officer

7.9 19.0 14.3 12.7 4.8 48 0.0 0.0 3.2 7.9 6.3 0.0 3.2 15.9 0.0 0.0 100.0

(15) (13) (2 &) (2) 3) (0) (0) (3) (2 (2) (0) (M @ () Q) (50)
Motor
Officer

30.0 26.0 40 10.0 4.0 6.0 0.0 00 6.0 40 4.0 0.0 20 4,0 0.0 0.0 100.0

*Note: 1 Oriental officer not included.




Table 2

COMPARISON OF 22 FOOT OFFICERS VERSUS 47 MOTOR OFFICERS

TO DETERMINE PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY (1980)
(See Also Tables 2a-2¢)

How safe do you personally feel:

Foot officers feel safer than
motor officers at this level
of significance

a. Walking in your area (or driving in your area) .060

b. Entering buildings in your area .009

¢. Answering complaints in your area .003

d. Helping victims in your area 002

e. Conducting field interviews in your area 001
Table 2a

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS’' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Walking (or driving) in Own Area.

(Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety

Somewhat Very
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
Foot 0) (3 (19) (22)
Officer 0.0 13.6 86.4 100.0
Motor © (28) (19) 47
Officer 0.0 59.6 404 100.0

Level of Significance: .000
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Table 2b

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Entering Bulldings in Own Area.

(Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety
Somewhat Very
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
Foot (2) (7) (13) (22)
Officer 9.1 31.8 59.1 100.0
Motor (7} (29) (11) (47)
Officer 14.9 61.7 234 100.0
Level of Significance: .009
Table 2¢
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Answering Complaints in Own Area.
{Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety
Somewhat Very
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
Foot (0) (10) (12) (22)
Officer 0.0 455 54.5 100.0
Motor {4) (33) (10) (47)
Officer 85 70.2 213 100.0
Leve! of Significance: .003
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Table 2d Table 3

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY: COMPARISON OF 64 MOTOR OFFICERS VERSUS
Helping Victims in Own Area. 50 FOOT OFFICERS TO DETERMINE PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY (1984)
(See Also Tables 3a-3g)
(Count) How safe do you personally feel: Foot officers feel safer than
Row Pct Perception of Safety i motor officers at this level
Somewhat Very of significance
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Totat
| a. Walking in your area {or driving in your area) 0203
Foot (0) (1) (21) (22)
Officer 0.0 45 9.5 100.0 b. Entering buildings in your area 0002
gf?it;;r éSl 55298(); &6()) 1(&.),)0 c. Answering complaints in your area 0011
Level of Significance: .002 d. Helping victims in your area 0002
e. Conducting field interviews in your area .0020
f. Walking in the area out of uniform .0003
'i g. Walking in the area off duty .0000
Table 2e
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Conducting Fieid interviews in Own Area,
{Count)
Row Pct #srception of Safety
Somewhat Very
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total Table 3a
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Foot {0) (5 (17 (22) Walking (or Driving) in Own Area
Officer 0.0 22.7 773 100.0
Motor 5 27 14 46 (Count)
Officer on A iy 130 Row Pct Perception of Safety
; Somewhat Very
Level of Significance; .001 Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
Note: 1 motor officer data missing.
Foot () (25) (39) (64)
Ofticer 0.0 39.1 60.9 100.0
Motor (4) 125) (21) (50)
Officer 8.0 §0.0 42.0 100.0

Level of Significance: .0203



Table 3b
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY: Table 3d
Entering Buildings in Own Area PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Helping Victims in Own Area
(Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety (Count)
Somewhat Very Row Pct Perception of Safety
Position Not Safe Sais Safe Total Somewhat Very
Foot Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
Ooff?cer @ (34) (27) (64)
47 53.1 422 100.0 Foot (1 (21) (42) (64)
IOfficer 1.6 328 65.6 100.0
Motor (1 0) (35) (5)
s (50)
Officer 20.0 70.0 10.0 100.0 Motor (4) (32) (14) (50)
P Officer 8.0 64.0 28.0 100.0
Level of Significance: .0002
Leve! of Significance: .0002
Table 3¢
PERCENTAGE TABLE CN OFFICERS’' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY: Table 3e
Answering Complaints in Own Area PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Conducting Field Interviews In Own Area
(Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety (Count)
Somewtat Very Row Pct Perception of Safety
Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total Somewhat Very
Foot ) Position Not Safe Safe Safe Total
! (29) (34) (64
Officer 16 45.3 53.1 1000 Foot 0 ®1) (33) (64)
Officer 0.0 484 516 100.0
Motor (3) (37) (10) ;
50
Officer 6.0 74.0 20.0 o Motor (4) (34) (12) (50)
Y Officer 8.0 68.0 24.0 100.0
Level of Significance: .0011

Level of Significance: .0020
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PERCENTAGE THELE DN OFFrmens | ‘ | Table 4
Mt Th o o SRR TIONS OF SAFETY: PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' ESTIMATE OF
B e ol oy i Owen fives
| RESIDENTS' FEELINGS ON DANGER IN OWN PATROL AREA

iassn e -~ .
sosesomn rermepton of Salely Estimate of Residents Feelings
P Sommeine ¥ R
e B G » il Over- Right On Under-
N i Sarfe Tote Safe Total Position Estimate Target Estimate Total
T o o 3% & Foot (23) (30) (11) (64)
~ LLZ Ech 100.0 j Ofticer 35.9 46.9 17.2 100.0
Ty - 2 - Motor (3) (30) (17) (50)
- 2. 200 , 100.0 Officer 6.0 60.0 34.0 100.0
WP LTy R Level of Significance: .0005
|
|
\
)
Tebie 3g Table 5
FERCENTAGE TASLE ON OFFICERS: PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY: PERCENTAGE TABLE ON FOOT OFFICERS' AND MOTOR OF#ICERS’
Waking O Dity In Own Area ) PERCEPTIONS OF RESIDENTS' WILLINGNESS TO ACTIVELY COME TO THEIR AID
(See Also Table 5a)
- o o Responses to: How active would residents
oo Pt - Perception of Safely ' be in helping if you were in trouble?
o . Sormewhat Very Not Somewhat Very
,,mw ) V m Sty Safe Sale Total Position Active Active Active Total
o * 3 1333 {64) Foot (6) (40) (18) (64)
bl " g 429 518 1000 Officer 9.4 62,5 28.1 100.0
bt *z iy } 19} {50) Motor (20) (30) (0) (50)
T e =z 583 : 180 1000 Officer 40.0 60.0 0.0 100.0
S TP E.*;;:*“;;;r::& 3 ' ' ' Leve! of Significance; .0000
20 21




Table 3f

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:

Walking Out of Uniform in Own Area

Table 4
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS’ ESTIMATE OF
RESIDENTS’ FEELINGS ON DANGER IN OWN PATROL AREA

(Count)
Row Pct Perception of Safety # Estimate of Residents Feelings
Posi Somewhat Very Over- Right On Under-

osition Not Safe Safe Safe Total Position Estimate Target Estimate Total
Foot (3) (27) (34) (64) Foot (23) (30) (1) (64)
Oificer 4.7 422 53.1 100.0 Officer 359 46.9 17.2 100.0
Motor (11) (29 (10) (50)

) ; Motor (3) (30) (17) (50)
Officer 220 580 20.0 100.0 Officer 6.0 60.0 34.0 100.0
Level of Significance: .0003 Level of Significance: .0005

Table 3g Table 5

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON FOOT OFFICERS’ AND MOTOR OFFICERS’
PERCEPTIONS OF RESIDENTS’ WILLINGNESS TO ACTIVELY COME TO THEIR MD
(See Also Table 5a)

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY:
Walking Off Duty in Own Area

(Count) Responses to: How active would residents
Row Pct Perception of Safety be in helping if you were in trouble?
Somewhat Very
P i Not Somewhat Very
osition Not Safe Sefe Safe Total Position Active Active Active Total

Foot

Officer 52 i%oé (33) (64) Foot (6) (40) (18) (64)
' ' 516 100.0 Officer 9.4 625 28.1 100.0

Motor

Officer 8633 é%a) (8) (50) Motor (20) (30) ) (50)
- -0 18,0 100.0 Ofticer 40.0 60.0 0.0 100.0

Level of Significance: .0000

20

Leve! of Significance: .0000
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Table 5a

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON FOOT AND MOTOR OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS ON HOW ACTIVE RESIDENTS WOULD BE HELPING IF OFFICER WERE IN TROUBLE

(Race and Gender Controlled)

Cell data:
Count PERCEPTIONS OF RESIDENTS' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY
Row Pct BLACK WHITE
. Col Pct Male Female Male Female
Position Some- Some- Some- Some-
Not what Very Not what Very Not what Very Not what Very Total
0 8 3 0 7 5 5 23 6 1 2 3 63
Foot 0.0 12.7 48 0.0 111 79 7.9 36.5 95 1.6 3.2 48 100.0
Officer 0.0 57.1 100.0 0.0 77.8 100.0 227 56.1 100.0 50.0 33.3 100.0 55.8
1 6 0 1 2 0 17 18 0 1 4 0 50
Motor 20 12.0 0.0 2.0 40 0.0 34,0 36.0 0.0 20 8.0 0.0 100.0
Ofticer 100.0 429 0.0 100.0 22,2 0.0 773 43.9 0.0 50.0 66.7 0.0 442
1 14 3 1 9 5 22 41 6 2 6 3 113
Total 0.9 12.4 2.7 0.9 7.9 4.4 195 36.3 53 1.8 53 26 100.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
&
[}
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: Table 6
¢ PERCENTAGE TABLE ON PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY OF MOTOR
; OFFICERS AND FOOT OFFICERS IN OWN PATROL AREA
f COMPARED TO REST OF FLINT
(See Also Table Ga)
, I 7 berceptions of Safety
Less
Position Safer Same Safe
- ; Foot i (29) | (27) (8 i
| Officer 3 453 | 402 | 125
. e ot . + - R R
| ! ! . |
Motor j (1N ; (20 | (19 :
i Officer : 20 40.0 380
[T . i H A U L
‘ Level of Sigmficance 0024
i
i
¢
i
i

12

(%)
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Table 6a

PERCENTAGE TABLE ON PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY IN OWN AREA, AS COMPARED TO REST OF FLINT, OF FOOT OFFICERS AND MOTOR OFFICERS

(Race and Gender Controlled)

Note: 1 Oriental not included.

BLACK WHITE
Male Female Male Female
Less Less Less iLess Grand
Positicn Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Total
Foot (2 (7) (2) (3) ) {2) (19) (12) (3) 4 (1) (1)
Officer 66.7 63.6 50.0 100.0 77.8 66.7 65.5 52.2 17.6 100.0 25.0 33.3
Motor (1 {4) (2) {0) (2) (1) (10) (1) (14) (0) (3) ]
Officer 33.3 36.4 50.0 0.0 222 33.3 34.5 47.8 824 0.0 75.0 66.7
{3) (1) (4) 3) (9) (3) (29) (23) (17) (4) 4) 3 (113)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
~r J 1 ' )
(33) (80)
29.2 70.8

i



Table 6a
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY IN OWN AREA, AS COMPARED TO REST OF FLINT, OF FOOT OFFICERS AND MOTOR OFFICERS
(Race and Gender Controlled)

BLACK WHITE
Male Female Male Female
Less Less Less Less Grand
Position Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Safer Same Safe Total
Foot 2 (7) 2) (3) (7) (2) (19) (12) (3) (4) {1) (1)
Officer 66.7 63.6 50.0 100.0 77.8 66.7 65.5 52.2 17.6 100.0 25.0 333
Motor (1) (4) 2) (0) 2) {1) (10) (11) (14) (0) (3) (2)
Officer 33.3 36.4 50.0 0.0 22.2 33.3 34.5 47.8 824 0.0 75.0 66.7
{3) (11) (4) (3) (9) (3) (29) (23) (17) (4) (4) (3) (113)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1 T ] L T )
(33) {80)
29.2 70.8

Note: 1 Oriental not included.

ve
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Table 7
PERCENTAGE TABLE ON
OFFICERS' ESTIMATE OF AVERAGE WEEK'S NUMBER OF STOP-AND-FRISKS

“““Mﬁrrdvumber of Stop-and-Frisks in an Average Week
Position 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
Foot {47) (10) (3) (4) (0) (0) (0) (0) (64)
Officer 734 15.6 47 63 00 00 00 00 100.0
Motor (7 (7) (7) (25) (1) (1) (0) {2) (30)
Officer 14.0 14.0 140 50.0 20 20 00 4.0 100.0
Tabie 8
OFFICERS' PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVENESS IN
IMPROVING POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS
~(Count)  Over the last few months, to what extent have you felt you were
Row Pct improving the police/community refations?
Not Some Very Great
Posltion at all Extent Extent Total
Foot ( (16) (47) (64)
Officer 16 25.0 734 100.0
Motor (11) (31 (8) (50)
Officer 220 i 620 16.0 100.0
. BT 1o . e b
Level of Significance. 0000
25



NOTES

. Bonarow Overstreet, Understanding Fear in Ourselves and Others

(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1951), p. 16.

. Stanley Rachman, The Meaning of Fear (Machester, England: C.

Nicholls and Co., 1974), p. 12; Hans Selye, M.D. The Stress of Life
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 197§), pp. 3-54.

. James Q. Wilson, “Movie Cops—Romantic Vs. Real” in Arthur Nei-

derhoffer and Abraham S. Blumberg, eds., The Ambivalent Force:
Perspectives on the Police (Waltham, Massachusetts: Xerox College
Publishing, 1970), pp. 64-66; Samuel Walker, Popular Justice: A Histo-
ry of American Criminal Justice (New York: Oxford University Press,
1980), pp. 133-193; Robert M. Fogelson, Big-City Police (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1977), pp. 141-268.

. The use of popular forms of entertainment as historical evidence in this

analysis owes much to James Q. Wilson’s and Robert M. Fogelson’s
works, cited previously.

. William D. Haynes, Stress Related Disorders in Policemen (San Fran-

cisco, California: R & E Research Associates, 1978), p. 19.

. Arthur Niederhoffer, Behind the Shield: The Police in Urban Society

(Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Co., 1967), pp. 90-102.

. Samuel Walker, “ ‘Broken Windows’ and Fractured History: The Use

and Misuse of Historyin Recent Police Patrol Analysis,” Justice Quar-
terly, Volume 1, No. 1 (March 1984), pp. 79-82.

. James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling, “Broken Windows,” The

Atlantic Monthly (March 1982), pp. 29-39.

. James Peacock, a former Atlanta police officer, suggested this parallel

to the authors. See: C. R. Figley, ed., Stress Disorders Among Vietnam
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10.
11

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.

Veterans: Theory, Treatment and Research (New York: Brunner/
Mazel, 1978).
erstreet, p. 24.
(S)t\;phen C. Iialpem, Police-Association and Department Leaderi: Thg
Politics of Co-Optation (Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath an
., 1974), p. 8. o

i)(jd, . Sgee a)lscl)) Richard M. Ayers, “Case Studies of Police Stm-<es in Two
Cities—Albuquerque and Oklahoma City,” Journal of Police Science
and Administration, Vol. 5, No. 1 (1977), pp. 19-31.

Law Enforcement News, Vol. IX, No. 6 (March 1983), p. L. .
Frank Horvath and Michael Donahue, Dead{y Ij“orce: An Amle).'sz.s of
Shootings by Police in Michigan (Lansing, Michigan: Office o Cnr'm-
nal Justice, Department of Management and Budget, 198.2), passxmr.l
Robert C. Trojanowicz, et al., An Evaluation of the .Nezghb.orl?oo...
Foot Patrol Program in Flint, Michigan (East Lans1r§g, .Mlchlgan.
The National Neighborhood Foot Patrol Center, Michigan State
University, 1982), passim.

Questions were adapted from various government surveys. .
David Dugger and Robert Baldwin assisted in the 1989 datg colleclt;%;x
and analysis. Jesse Thompson and Hazel Harden assisted in the it
data collection. Susan Trojanowicz constructed all the tables found 1n

the Appendix.
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