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11. RESOlJP..CES CO>£}!ITTEI) 

Since the inc~ption of the Progr,un Evctl.uaU.on Unit:. the St. Petcr.sbU}:g . 

I. I~TRODUCTIO~ 
police Department has incurred Tilajor. ClcblinistraU.ve ;mel structural changes. 

Police administrators arc at the top of the chain of cO:Tli:1.:1nd and 
'The pecgra.-n Evaluation Unit is attached to the AC!:linist.r<ltive IhJ!:c.:.lu, one 

nlukc ~ost najor policy decisions in police dep3rtments. These decisions 
of three branches of the Department. 

arc often cifficult to make because the flo~'7 of infori:1o.tion must pas~; 
LElLA" Grant nlL'71ber 73-DF-OLI--0035 prov:i:c!es apprUXiCl<ltely 62% of the 

throuz;h all of the links in the chain of corr-::land before reiJching the top. 
funds for the ProgrClm Evaluation Unit. The total bl.!dg~t for the unit Has 

D(:;ilar~'Hng schecules necessitate that iJG--:1inistrators leave many details 
$LfO,644; $ 25 ,545 of this allotment Has provided by the LEAA grant. 

up to thc.:ir subordinates, and because det£!ils often determine the context 

of [l problem, dec.lsion-mnking becomes difficult. 
Personnel 

The PrograD Evaluation Unit was designed to aid in the decision 
Three people are assigned to the Progro.r:l Ev~lufl.tion Unit; the Evalua~ 

ra"kin~ process by alleviatin8 blind decision making trlrough professional 
tion Coordinator, Research Assistant and a Secretarv. 

J 
Each of these persons 

progl"c.:a evalu2..tion. Highly developed rcseRrch nethodolo2ies are utilized 
serves a different: r. c~ . I . . c ,,:un .L10n Clnc 1S necessary to tne cLficient operation of 

to ex::'r~!ct objective data and co:npile cO:1:.:ise reports. These reports cart 
the unit. $17,503 in LEi'\'A funds and $B,208 in city funds Here budgeted 

tlt(~n ue used by ac.lini.strators to revie;.·; all facets of a proble>TI or policy 
for personnel costs. All but $1,231 has been spent. 

before ~aking decisions. 
Equipment 

A secondary function of the Program Evaluation Unit is to develop meth- $1,766 has been spent on equipment and office fur~iture for the pro-

odolo~ies for extracting and analyzing data in crb~inal justice research 
gram Evaluation Unit. Originally $2,512 was budgeted ip this category. 

and evaluation. The e;..;pcrirr:en.tal nature of the Progrmn Evalu<1tion Unit 

pro~otes the tri~l and ~cvelopment of research nethodologies. ~l cxpan-
The furniture purchased included three desks, three chairs, two side 

sion of methoGologicn.l kno,.;lecige \·,ill increase the experience and ezpcrtise 
chairs, a file cabinet and a book case. 

of the Progr<1:~ E'I2.1u:ttion Unit. Clnd so their effectiveness. 
A IICanon" calculator and 2n "Im·j Selectric" typc~'Jr iter ' . .Jer.e also 

The purpose of this report is to evalU2.te the effectiveness of the 
.purch.:lscd. The 1m·j Selectric t."petvriter is not b o ' r .1' t p J ",Ln6 ll~;C!u oy t,H~ I.-ogram 

r):oGr;:::::1 Evaluation Unit in .:lcc;)r:\plisl~ing its goals and objectives. 
Evaluation Unit, ho~"ever; an "0livetti," editor model, ' . .;.:ts substituted. 
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O:H:! of to COZtt.:::!ct of the Progra~ Evaluation Onit.w3s '. 

III.. P!?,OCEDURES. 

uation in the; 1.:;'''' erlfo:::C8Sent field. For this rr'Gson :;;1,160 \-las allotted All the (!v.Jluation repot"ts <lnci dest.gns done by the I'ro~~r.1!u Evaluation 

1 • rd' to covet" t::£iV':L C:qe:'..3eS to concerc:;.ccs an , .. iOT:y..shClp~;.> HO~'lcvcr:1' there Unit are assigned by police. 1I12,n2.gemcnt personneL Although the gO:lls of 

Here no Op?o:::'tl:niti2s 2:..1ring the pa5t year to attend ,my Horksho;?s or the unit clearly state tha(: "XlI nUDber of reports Hill be completed, the 

conferences. 0:-:.1:; $149 oE the travel allotment \-ras spent. content of the reports is dependent upon curre.nt priorities. 

Drigina11y the unit Has designed so that :'lny police personnel from 

patrolman to adninistrator could initiate an evaluation. Hm·Jevcr, in 

Freque:-:tl'J ,_'n !'" •• -•• e. co"rsr> of cr i :-1;n"'l J'u t'c ell t' J - - '- - • ._---' Cl S l C r scarc 1 or eva Uel :Lon, 
fact, all assig:1ments have come fr08, the Deputy Director of the Ac.hninis-

exp~rt consultants i~ various field- must be cont~~ctnel to ~~l'nt~;n h 4 0 11 - "" _. '0 - ,.,,_ 0 ~'-'- .... <.>' 

tration Bureau, ,·lith the approval of the AGninistrator. 

quality a~~ rc~ain t~e confi~~nce of t~c affected audience. The cngege-

Initially, the llni t is given em a ssignillent to design an ltcva luation 

Planrt for a SD1 8Cific pro'::>lc.:-:t. polic')' or proce?'u'·c. Tl·l1' s dec-4('n el""rly , - J.. ~ - "" .... 0 •. '" 

inclicCltcs '.·;h<lt '-::C<lsures Hill be used and ho\·r the progrn.:-n Hill be. eV::llu:!t:(~cL 

$ 2, 400 :·7<15 ori3:':1.:::.11y budsctcd for this category; ho',.;cvcr it Has 
After the ccsiz,n is approved the assigr.T.lent to do the evaluation is :i.ssucd 

found to be in5uf.E;.c:.. .. ~:!t and an add-it_ion ..... l cl 500' "" J ~ 1 ~ u 'i', .-To.:' supp .cse;'LCc.. $3,500 
by the Deputy Director of AC:1inistration, to ,·,hom tbe }:rogram EVc'tluatLon 

of this has been e~c~~ercd to date. 
Unit reports. 

The c'Jalt.wtion is conducted aceo:::-ding to a prearrange.d tL7:.e schedule. 

Evalu2tions ,·,Thieh requirc a long perioet o~ time to co::.plete (si:-: ~onth5 

or more) may nciessitate an ~nterim report. Monthly ~rogress reports nre 

also sub::litted to the D'cputy Director of the. Acninistr2tion Hure"u~ 

It was originally intended th.:lt completed c;raln<::ticn ::cpcrts ,·:ould be 

freely di5tri~uted to any interested police personnel. This preleticc, how-

ever, has br:::en tercinated C!nd no-;.r reports are released only .... lith the approval 

of the Director of Police 6p erations. 
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IV. GO~\LS A1':O OBJEG'1'IVES 

At the inception of. the l)r:ogr<lrn Evalu.Jtion Unit:, !;peciCic r:\~05Ur-

able Loals em\! o~jcctive5 \1en~ proposed to help (~valuate the unit's 

'effectiveness. Gh,mges in aCrllinistrative policy and ~;tr.ucture altered 

the priorities of the Program Evaluation Ur-it, so':18'.lh2.t; but the bosie 

goal s rer:1<1.in unchanged. 

A. Dcvelon evaluation criteria and research methodologies for all 

police proiects currently in o~'ltion 85 ' .. ,ell as those i:::,ole-

mentcd thro1!r~hout the year. 

.' 
Evaluotion criteria and research methodologies were developed for 

all PQI icc proj e.::ts in oper.<ltior- as Hcll as those i7::?le:nented throughout 

the year ,;itb the exception of the GdT:1C Analysis Unit. The.re ',·iere a 

[(!"T s::n.llcr proj(!cts such as the "pmm shop detail" Hhich ,·;ere not included 

pril~1arily because they "7erenot assigned. 

'Conduct eVi'!luntions .:md orC!DClre rcoorts 071 at least six o.')lice 

pro i QCt5~ ~ 

Evaluation5 were undert=kQn on nine police projects and su~seGuent 

reports were suL~itted for eight of these evaluations. 

1. Publ ic Sa fety Cadet Pror:t".:un - This pro~;ra.""J. ;'125 terminated 

during the evaluation and tJ1erefor~: the evaluation ',;LlS 

never completed and a report not sulx:l.itted. 
'. 

2. Instruction Technol.o~y Work~hop - This workshop was at-

tached to the Tra~ning .Division and ;'I.lS evalu~ltcd in 

-5-

in October of ,1973. 

3. P I.l:;~. i.C S:!fet·,v /l,r.,,"''' .• ~'s ~':"O'-'t·.".""',·. - 'T" })' 1 . f . '" - - - -..., J.l1e l:D .l.,C S:l 'ety :\3ents 

, 

the c:valuatio:;; hOH-

ever, iJ. final reJ.nort ',~~~ r)r~o ~ 1 d ' .•• "-- • ~l~~ec an suomitted in 

Charlie Te~~ Prevc:;tio:; Pr02r~,r.~,. -'TtJ'l'~ 1 .-. . _ progra~ ~as eva ,-

uated in t:-10 seS'Tlents 2nd report's ' ...... .,..0-. (;/- _..... .1_- \.,;. su~!.litted in 

Dece::!~er, 1973, and Fe':lruary,.197lr. 

5. K-9 Unit Evaluation Renart - the K-9 Unit report was a 

6. 

7. 

8. 

major, in-~epth evaluation of an ongOing 3 year old pro-

gran. The final rer~rt ~las delhrered April, 1974. 

!,,\11.' ,'I t" ,_' on .. ' t.'''. ,_' :_- ""1" 1 U'" k • " k ",,' • .. -- ., -.. : .... ·~~1·:·Z1 :\"~OOJ,,"L - i.ne E~'viation L::1it re-

port ' .. ~2S <11so 

Hay, 1971~. 

a ill::]' 02." evaluation 0_1= c'" C'. ~k" " '" .LUn .... L10,11.,,-:; Uli1.C, 

been opernting less than 6 months ~~en 

Crine Dete~rc:;t Section E(fectiv~~.·.-_~ss n t - ,~coor - '1::e G1:ime 

Deterrent Section is a ne~., concept in police ~.;ot:~. Its 

effectiveness will be censured through evaluatio~ and a 

fin<11 report · .. till be co::,piled .:1t the conclusion .::If drita 

collection. An inter;i::: report ';.fDS sU!::!7littcd in 2·:.!y, 197/~. 

Sign. Eer the l'brine p'atrol Unit hClS been \·1rittc:m and data 

collection ,-;ill begin ClS soon as the Uni.t bC3ins oper<1tions~ 

-6-
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9. EWllU<ltion Unit: P.ro:':E~~1I.l<l0:!.~~I~.C:fJor.t - This repor.t 

SUItJi1nrizcs , ., of th'" ,T.''''o''cr,;1'.,n Evaluation Unit~ the ac.L1V.LtlCS ~ ... ~ 

c. I '1 ners;nncl Gid n supao r.t cmr~ COOOCr.flt:i on 0 f fie) d Cln( o;:o:.:,;c:,.:t:,.:·<:.,:I.::,t.::.l.O:;,.:I1:.;:d.:,..:;.. • .....:..: ____ _ 

tht·ol1?h orient<1.tion s(;sr.ions. ',;or.kshoos 1 and provision of tech-

nical assistance. 

e u lfl'lled to the desired degree. Only three This objective was not L 

orientation sossions were hel an tcclnlca d d l ' 1 assist<tnco h'as provided on 

l ' ftC' . 1:11 Investi?;2t"ion Division~ It the Report Procedures Auc it or tllC! rll':nt ~ ~ 

by the Unit th"t these efforts were not sufficient to gain the is felt 

, f l:l3.J·ority of field and 0'Pcn~<ttio:1al personel~ support and coopcrat:Lon o. n 

Spccific311y, l;I(lre trainin3 , n llen~_ed to i11"5-and orientation seSSlons ar~ ~ 

traCe the usefulness of the F~ogram Evaluation Unit as a resource. 

D. 

iects in the pl<1.nn~ sl:n~;c. 

The :Field Testing of Offense Report. FOrr:ls ;';3.5 the only proj ect the 

Program Evaluation Unit assisted in during th~ plannini phase_ 

orig~no.llY the Program. Evaluation. Unit Ha,s 2ttached co the }?lanning and 

Dcv~lopr:lent Di,vi sion ',ihieh has stl~)sequently been c.hanged to the Aclminis -' 

tration Buteau: Plannin~ is not a m3.jor fU;"Jction of the AcL-ninist:ration 

Unreall and the lack of coorciinntio"l bct"lcen the severD.l divisions pre-

eluded l'rograra Eva uatl.on nl. P'" ".. 1 " U"t ~rt1.'cip~tion in the planning process. 

E. thrc~ t ..1· of a f:0.n0.t".:ll. nntm:"c ,·;hich ~·'ill s .11 .• 1 e.s 

Five studies of a general nature wer~ co~pleted and an ndditional 

--7-
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filQjor ~;od~ is in the process of being co:nplctcd at: t~:.~ prcs~nt L:i::lC. 

1. Ner6h~nts Sutvey _ Christm~s Season 1973 - T~is r~port 

the poli.ce protection l:cceived uLlt"ing t.he C~trist.,-:1:J.s Sea-

son and how it was affected by the presence or absence 

of the helicopter: or a K-9 team. This l:0?Ort 'ri-:lS com:, 

pleted in January 1974. 

2. 
Beat PAtrol Activitv RCDort - The activities of patrol 

officers during 1973 Here categorized c!nd S~at:'ized by 

crime codes using the COr:1l),tlter printouts in a report 

submi tted Nay, 1971l-. 

3. 
Use of Firc<11.T.1s - EV<:lluilt ion Report - ~'i'ith tli8 obj ectivc 

of isolating any consistent variables, an analysis of 

the use of firearms by police officer:> in 1973 \-7-2.5 per-

formed. This report ,·las sU~;-;:titted in AQril, 1974 • 

4. ReSisting Arrest and ReSisting Arrest ~ith Violence 

Charges 1973 - Evalu<1tion Re~or:t - This report, si.'1'Iilar 

to the use of £ircarms repo'rt, f:!tte:::?ted to isolate Vari-

abIes 
Hhich'might affect the utilization of th::se eho.rges 

against a suspect Ap;il 1974. 

5. ~nvestiq3tive Proccdures for R~pe Cases - An evaluation de-

sign was prepared and sub~itted during ~~y of 1974; however, 

an assignr:1cnt to proceed is still pending. 

-8-



6. 1 .. " di.rec.ted at: mC<l.5ul:in~r S,.!;:VCY -. 'I\is survey l.~> 

I r. tho .. rccc;vl'n~~ I"lublic to;'l:;\l:d the st. the C!~t 1.t:uuL!S Oi _ .1._ 

1 D t ' ,. The su't"vcy is undcr-P~tar5~urg PO.ice opar m~nL. 

1 1 t b c,-,T."' .• p10tcG by Ju 1 v J.5, 1971~. H:J.Y 2~r C.~iC. '0 e J _ ,-. .J 

F. 

rC5e3rch to sh~rQ tcchnicuc5 and co::m;n;c Tesult:s. 
--'---

Unfortunately, t.h(~rc. '.Tere no SC::J.irwTS or l.wd:shops in related 

ff ' Je to attend. fields that the 1'1."08r2..'":1 E'l;11u;;\tion Unit sta" ,Here no. 

'. t 'c cd the Atlanta the '1.:lr(;:;;1',-:..-:1 Evaluation Unit Coocu,;.nn or V), \-: lIm,T(!ver, ... 

n . to "''''''1';'1'' thai,I: programs and evaluation math': n . on"l I-''"'ac r .:-ro;:re:::t ,-,.'.~,,, ... " • OJ hC31. .~. ",.t't. - OJ 

otlolo2ies • 

I 'd'··l.·O·l "0 thr.>SO> t\'i~l"c aS5i~nme.nt~; n nco ...... L. .. 1-, -:- .. _ _ .. _ ........ EVCilt.latiGn 

1 b C(.~:-;::).' lr-~cc~ c!s dC5Cl:"ihccl in the grant propoS<11. 1.<1 scan Th~ manuel is 

d(!~j ign eel to ci i d evaluators and decision c3kcrs in all phas~s of program 

1 • ~ basic statistical analysis. 'The manual will eval untion E1.-o::1 cl~:;l.;n co 

J tlho '-;2 Hi th a ba::;ic' kno',.:lcdze of pl:ogram be especially b2ne£icia. to _ 

C!vnhlation or S":lcial rc.search. 
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VI. US~~f{ ATTITUDES 

All of the Li.cutcn.:tnts, Chiefs, D~P:'lt.y Dir(:c::or~; <1nd Directors 

0;1 the St. P.::.tcrsDur8 Police Force l.1crc: p011(~d to (h:L:~n:ninc th:::!ir atti-

tucC!s tm'lard the Pro~rCl~ EVCllll.:ltion Unit. T~.;cnty-t"o reJPone!ce! to the 

C;'.Jr:r;tionnaire, Hhi.ch \'lclS cli'strihutcd in June of 197.!;.. 
(A copy of this 

q~estionnoirc appears as Appendix A.) 

Despite their positions at the top of the chain of co~~~nd, ~nny 

of these pcrsor:s had relatively little k.1o;.;ledge of th[~ fU:lctioninz of 

the Progr<:c:t Evduation Unit. 

THenty-th:r~e percent (5) of the rcspo:1dents had lIno contactll ,,;ith 

the Progr.;lw 2'lo.lu':ltion U:1it at all; only 27% (6) h3cl I!quit.;. a.lot!! or 

II cY-tcnsiva' ! CO:1tact. 

Of the nine w~o had read 

a rcrort by th'3 Program EvoltJ.:1tion Uni~, h()~';.:!ver, only o;-)e felt 

the inforn2.tion ~'las not vnluD.ble, rcliElblc or valie!. 

Fifty percent (11) of the respondents • 1 saLe. they : .. -ere fa~il iClr \-lith 

the oethodolcgies used by the unit, and two of these did not approve of 

thcT.l. Only one cor::ment t-,·ClS made about r:1othodol °6 :1": One re3pondent 

felt that a l'cost-volUi-rrc.-profit tl form2t should be use,L 

H: .. en asked if there '·'ere any progra::ls or projects the::y Hould like 

to see. evaluated, a list'of eighteen diEfcr~nt sUS3est ions were given 

by the respo~d~nts (See Figure 1) indicatin; that the rcspon~cnts do 

see s01l1e use for the Progt'.:L11 Evulu.:1tion Unit. Eighty-nine percent of 

the r.cspondents said they 'dould ~ikc' to sec the Prosr:!..'":'.. Ev~!hution Unit 

cpntinue functioning. 

-10-
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r:'-nc!:g,~ncy CO::::1uniC.:.t!.O:15 Cent;;;t-
- 0 'tl've e:-:.'_H.:.ssin'~ confi'r.lcn'cc in 'Lh(~ UniL and r.r;ason~; for its \'](!1.C. P 51,., ,. ~ 

continuation. T',.;o cor.r:1cnts (121,) cxprusscd nC~3,H:iv(: r(:span~H.!S to the 

Rcr':lOval oE !3<l'CriC,lcicd Suspe.cts 
unit, one. conc(~rning t:hc subjectivity of thr:: rl!llOl.:ts f,al.J::11tted by the 

Field Trnininz Officers 
Pr:ogl:2:>.-:l Evaluation Unit and the other.; l.,cntioned carlier, concerning 

l-iat'inc Patrol 
methodology. Of the eight: neutral cc;:.nents r.wd(! (50'i~)) nix. e:.:prcssed 

Co:::.:::unice.t:io:1S Center 
ignorClncc of the Unit's procedures a'Ld U3C5 and <l c.esi re for no~~c in-

Vice Section 
formation about the Prograrn Evaluation Unit. 

Court Liaison Unit 

Pilt-in Shop D<2tail 

Honthly Report Procec,.t'cs for C. I.D. 

TraffiC Section 

Aviation Unit -, 

Di s t r i cts /'£ C2..'7ls. Ef fee:: :;vC!nC5 S 

Booking Procedures 

Crice Analysis 

Crininal Justice P13n-::.ing 

Crir:le Deterrent Section 

Figure 1. Suggt:!stions of progr.J.r::s, projcccs and policf.! opera~ 

tions for: cvalutltion by the Prog::-mil EvnlU2tio:t Un.it. 

')- -. 
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sme·{ARY 

The l'ro~~t:~l::l Evnluntion Uait h.:ts been in opcr.·tioll f01: <t full YO.:11: 

emd has met all of the origin~lly established gon.1:. Hil:h the exception 

of lIBClinin3 suppoyt and cooperation of field <lncl operational personnel 

through oricnt:2.tio:1 sessions, \-Iorkshops nnd provh;j.(Jll of tccimic2.1 Cl5-

si~;l:ancc.ll The in.:tdcquacy of the procedures designed to meet thi.s goal 

is 2pp3rent i.n the results [rem the uscr.C[lIc:3tionnaire. It is cvidently 

ncc~s5ary to increase the nt!:i1bcr of orientati.on sessions and Ho:r.:kshops 

sub~;t<tntially to meet this goal. 11.1 though only nine evaluation report.s 

\lere required to meet the goals cir the Pr03cam Evaluation Unit, sixteen 

17ill ha'1':; been co::lplcted by July.iS, 197!~. In addition, an Evaluation 

Manual \-lill be ready for distribution to 2.11 interested personnel. 

.AP1?EXDIX A 
The i..""!1port~!nce of h.:wlnE; an eVD.lu<1tion stafE \lithin a po~.icc depart:-

Tacnt has clc;:Jonst::r:atcd itself throush the usefulness of: the rcpol:"t5 this 

unit has produced. It is evident tlwt Hith incrcasccl exposure and £or.mal 

instruction, police officers, supervisors and ac:ninistrators H:i,ll incor-

porate cv.:!.luation int.o their realm of duties and find Hays to utilize the 

tnlents of this professio:1:11 evaluation. team. 

" 
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2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

~----.-----------------------------------._--_ .. ---.-~------

l[."'/e you h:!c. 8,G.y cont.::!.ct Hlth the Pr'ogr?JU Eval'.l<ltiofl lfn5.t'!' 

Has y"our 
Ylith the 

SO::'2-

Ve'i:.y littl~ 
q,Jite. a l.ot:. 
Ext2rlsi·/C c':;!ltact 

contact 'dith t:-'e Progra:", Ev:tluatio!l U~it beer'.. in cOL1:Lecti.o,t 
cv<!.lu;:,tion of c< prog::-~';l or project in ~·;hich you ,·:;:;-::'c i~1vol·J"c.:i? 

No P2.;.tia.lly Extc-:-rsively 

Have you ever rc~d a ~~~e by the Progr3~ ~v~luation Unit? 

Did '\;::>'U 

you 

Yes 
No 

-t...-ie 
~ ..... --

Yes 
For' 
O:1r·":-;;'· J.. < __ ": :-G. __ ./ 

~~Q 

Yes 
,-
1.0 

. -.' 

7. 0.) y~u feel :. .. ·.e ?::'::3:-:'::: ;::::\:::!.1.'..:.?:.i0~ UTlit r2.r·::~::3 yi.eld rcli.:.tbl·2 ~;C~ 
ve!.i~ c...l:':2.: 

Yes 
No 
Only i~ sc~e C3S~S 

.' 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

if;.. 

15. 

!\Ll! you ;'~".:, ~ rD 2.~~ 
E· .... ;llt;a.ti·;)r. LJ.'1 i::? 

Yes 

t 1,,, .. ~ 

Do you 
Uni.t? 

~.,~.r~~ .... -J..~~~. -'",- -"~' 1 1 . ~~__ __ l.' l.._.':: ... ~_Lr:O~0. ogl.~S 

Yes 
1\0 

t!a,"2 -./·OU -•. , ••• "' •. C'::- -_ ........ -, .: ..... ' • • - - ::!."J :! ..... ·!..--Y CccJ.Sl.UnS 2S 

in a Progr~~ ~v~1~3ti=~ U~it report? 

Yes 
No 
I have 

a result 

,.~ 

""oJ 

of in [0 r::.::1 t i:j ~ 

Do you 
sC.:lt'cn 

feel t:-.e 2.!'e co:::petc.nt and rc-. 
C· '0-' -)'" ,'J J.. ('>~ .. 

Yes 

\·Jould you 1 ike 

Yes 
!~o. 

Ca::::::e::t5: 
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July 12, 1974 

Mack M. Vines 
Director of Police Operations 
Public Safety Agency 
1:)00 1st Ave. N. 
St. Petersburg; FL 33705 

Dear Mr. Vines 

On behalf of HU171an Research and De):eloD~i~~r:t Services, 
Inc., I mil pleased to sUbmi t to you' the rCDort Pub~ics~ 
Attitude Toward St. Petersbur~ Police Agency Pro~Tans: 
-1) II' co '\( nncy J',11 (';el1"1-~11 T~9 -U~~-:;:--IT"'-l'-:;-'~:-::':-::-::-';:--'u-'----;-::---~-~~ 0., J r ,~" L " J '. '" J\ HI, l., .c;,.,:':~~~L<:'_ n_ L, c .. :HI 

Crime Deterrent Sectfon-: 

Human Research and Devolopl:1ent Services is plc2sccl 
to have had this opporl:uni ty to 'woyk l'fith you and. the 
Police Agency, and through the L.E.A.A. Grant provided 
by ~hcm, to serve the city of St. PctcTsburg. 

Sincerely, . 

~~~ 
Blondel E. Senior, Ph.D. 

BES:gs 

'. 

" 

P. 0, Box I J 116 1'1 St. l\:tasburg. Florid.} 33733~, Phone!: S 13-S67-~572 
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n Y') ST. PETERSBUH.G ' ,ATTITUDE TO~I/.-\.",l 

'C V D"'Jr'n, '.<S . POLl CE AGE~i 1 ~ ;\.. UJ\.:~; • 

~'CV l'" GENERJ\L POLICE AGE:. 1 .~ 

K-9 UNIT 

HELl COPTER U~'HT 

CRIME DETERRE~T SECTIO~ 

Blondel E. Senior, Ph.D. 

Peter J. Hunt, Ph.D. 

DEV'ELOP>lENT SERVICES, INC. lIm·IAN RESEARCII A~D 

, 33733 1 -116 St. P~tcrsbuTg) Flo~ida 
P.O. Box ..)- Pl o. 813-867-4572 . . lon._. 

'. 
(' 

This Survey HQS made available by 

L.E.A.A. Grant V 73-DF-04-0035 

This study was con'ductcd by Cynthia Vetcr~ of the 

St. Petersburg Police Department Achrrinis tra ti on Bureau. 

Blondel E. Senior, Ph.D., Director of HUf.1an Research and 

Development Services, p~ovided consultation services, and 

with Peter J. Hunt, Ph.D., analyzed the data and wrote. 

this report. Jack Vernon, Director of Suncoas.t Opinion 

Surve~ collected the data. 



. ( ( 

Ti\BLE OF CO?-lTENTS 

Chapter . 

I. 

II. 

III. 

Il;Tf~OD~JCTION .. .. • " .. • to .. .. • .. .. • 

?·!I:T! lODOLOGY - . . . . . . ~ . 
OBJECTIVES . . . .. .. .. . .. . 
DAT,\ COLLECTION . .. 

SA:'fPl...E . .. . . . 
FnmI?:GS . . .. . 

PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS POLICE .. .. . 
Neighborhood Protection . . ... .. .. 

Law Enforcement and Safety ;. .. 
Attitudes Toward Police 

Police PO'o'leT . 

Police Usc of Time . . " .. 

ATTITUDE TO~'lARDS POLICE SERVICES .. 

Public Usage of Police Services 

Publics 1 Complaints ~ . .. . .. .. . . .. . . 
J)ublics I COlllf:lendations 

K-9 U~aT .. . . . .. . 
Public A,,.;arcncss 

.. .. • IV .. • • .. .. .. • 

Approval . . . 
HELICOPTER UNIT . .. . .. . . . . 

Public '-\' . .;areness 

Approval 

i 

f; \ ~ ii 

Ch;lptCT Page 

Cln;·jE DETEru~E~lT SECTIO); 18 

-, i 
Page 

" I; 
IV. COXCLUSIONS • . • 21 

{ 
I 1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

5 

5 

5 

6 

8 

8 

8 

10 

10 

12-

12 

14 

14 

I" . 't 

16 

16 

16 

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



I)UBLICS I ATTITUDE TOl'ii\RJ) 5T. PETERSBURG 

POLICE AGENCY PROGRAHS: 

Chapter r 

INTRODUCTION 

In an offort to more effcctively curb the rate of 

crJlilC in St. Petcrsburg 1 Flor'iela" the police'dopartment 

of this city has'cstablished three units; the K-9 Uni't.? 

the Helicopter Unit, and the Crime Deterrent Section. 

The purpose of 'this paper is to report and synthesize the'" 

rcsul ts of a survey designed to measure the publics i 

attitude tm'Tarcl the police in general) and each of thes.e 

three units in particular. 

The K-9 Unit has seven German Shephercl dog~ 

incliviclual police handler assigned to each dog. 

and an 

'J"?t.. _..:_ 
.!, J 1 \"':...l.. J.., 

major objective is to serve as a deterrent to specific 

types of criminal behavior by giving the police officer 

a greater psycholog?cal advantage. 

The helicopter unit ~as initiated to provid~ more 

complete patrole coverage of the city. It is reported 

that helicoptcrs can patrol up to 35 times as much 

territory as a cruiser in ~ given time period and) because 

of their greater Visibility, act as a deterrcnt to poten-

- 1 -

I 
L 

T, 

, . 
.. ( 

2 

ti.al cril:11n~Lls. 

The C1'.1.:l e Deter:ccil t S \;ct ion 

to rccent inerriase!s ,:'!' 'tll" 
- ,J - n l! ~,1 b c:: r 

,,:as 01'£',';11','; ~~Ct'_ J."11 - ,- ..... " \.' res 11 0 It!:i e 

of serious offenses 
occurring, '-Ii thin the ci ty. Their me thods of' operation 
include various cOVert and 

overt surveillance techniques) 
usc of clccovs 2.rcl II)~-)'ited" .'., . 

.. , ~ 1..1<'.... Sl<..uatlons. 

" 
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Chapter II 

1'-lET110DOL0{3Y 

OBJECTIVES 

The obj ectivcs of this survey 'Here "co measure and 

eva lua to the pub 1 ics I atti tude to\,;ard th e. St. Petcrsburg 

poli ce. Emphas is Has given to T,lcas uring a tti tudes toward 

three police un·its,' tJlc K-9 U"t tl l' 1-.L. nJ., 10 nO lcopter Unit, 

and the Crime Doterrcnt Unit. 

DATA COLLECTION 

Fifteen paid intcrvieHers, hired and trained by 

SunCO<ls't Opinion Strrveys, recorded responses of St. Peters

burg adUlts whose households composed the samp~e. None 

of the respondents received induceL~ents or re\'lards fOT 

his or her cooperation in this survey, Thei,r nantes and 

addresses I'rere recorded and fallaH-Up efforts I'lore mado 

to verify the interview. 

The interviews were given betl{een 1.iay 28 and June 4, 

1974. Interviewing was, concentrated in the latc afternoon 

and early ,evening. Interviews were also, giVen all day on 

weekends to insure representation of working persons. 

SA}IPLE 

The sampling 'Was a probability design based on clusters, 

- 3 -

-. 
" 

, ,. , O't)'L'~l"nr~l'l l'n' 17.::' O'lt o.r. 3>(JJ.l \,)'.Lock's, \'I:1.t11. lnteTVJe\'lS __ - _oJ' L 

. Blo'cl;:s \',OTe pre-s~~lcctc:d \~·ithin. eac:!~ area l1Sj.!lg tables 

f 1 b 'rs "'c,THl 1.'ntcTvic'dS ',';erc obt:1.inr;(l in every 
0" rane 0::1 nu;;t e - , 

"nth" household on ·tho~je bloc}~s. Clus~LeTs \,;~~re lii::itcd 

to three interviews per block to alloi'; 8a:o.::n.t;;1 exp0:,uTC 

f
' 1 d r1'h(:> '-'rea (lee~r'n''';';'d as IIdoi'fn-t.o Spcci'lec- stu Y areas. ~ ~ .:>.1...., .<.-- •. 

tm.;n" was the pTima.ry study area because of lHesent la'''' 

enfOrCeTi1ent methods used there. The ll r:.ortlH:ast
lt 

a1'e2. 

I'las included to provide a cor.lpar i son Hi th 1:h e pr j raa 1'y 

lld01'mtown'1 study area. THO hundred and nine intervic,';S' 

pleted ill the llno1'theast" area, 

The findings of this survey pCl·tain to all G.Gu:!, ts 

(18 years of age or older) 1~'ho res ide in 
sections 

of clO1mtm·rn and northeast St, Petersburg. 



" ( 
~, 

. . 
Chapter I I I 

FINDINGS 

PUIlLICS' ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE 

Thosc intGrviewe~ were askod a scrics of qu~stions 

designe~ to ~eQsure how they l)er-cc'J."vncl~} St 1) .... L 1e. ." eteTsbuTg 

l J oJ.ice DeD.:lrti':wn.t. '1'11"50 "'er I " • .... ... 0 genera questlons) many of 

i'lhic.h elicited open encle'd·responscs. }) 1-,esponses to tJlese 

qucstions were generally favorable and reflected.positive 

public attitudes. 

l'~eizhborhoCld Pro tectlon. 

Fifty porcent of those questioned felt police protec .. 

tion in their nelghborhood 
). as compared to other parts of 

St. PetershurE, Has good. An a,dc1itional '13% :fel'c protec

t.LOll 1'las excc; lIen t. Th es e tlVO groups) r epr 8S.0B tin g almos t 

t~1()-thirc1s of the sample, were sUPIJOrtive of the l' po lce. 

The)' felt tllc -nOl" I L' _J.cemens pay was too low and if a high~r 

budget for the police departm~nt could T,educe crime they 

would be Hilling to pay additional taxes~ They called for 

police services le~s and were much morc satisfied with 'the 

police response 'dhon th(;; did call. 

The rCJ!laining third'of the sample saicl that police 

protection in their neighborhood was fair or poor. Their 

responses to other questions were not supportive of the 

5 

'. 

policc. Thcy felt the crhle rate in thc,ir n(:ighhorhood 

\,,'15 h-L O }'(,"'" ,.1"1n ol"'e'.,.he1'e in the cit)', caJlt:!d [()r '~oll"ce 1(,...... • c:~ --../" L..11.c.... '. -' ! . .. .1-1 

services nore frcquently, and were often dissatisfied 

\"ii th police response. .(1\. feeling of \:((!uk neighborhood 

,protection is generally associated with people who live 

in the do·.,~n tm·m ar ca. ) 

1m a 1 y sis 0 f 11 0 \'i S a f e p eo p J. e f e Itt 11 e y Her c \ I h c n 

,'lalking alone in their neighborhood rcvcr-!.lcd tHO distinct 

feel safe at all. Table 1 shows that of the four re-

sponscs 49% of the people felt safe and 51% fblt unsafe. 

Table 1. lIm.; safe "ioulcl you feel ,'"aJ.}~ing 
ncighbo~hood at night? 

<tIone in 4-1.. • 
I...J115 

=======================================:::::==::::: .. -- -- ---
Very 
SeLie 

15% 

Fairly 
.Safe 

Not Very 
Sn fe 

Not Safe 
at all ------------------------------------

34% 14% 37% 

Analysis of this question by sex sho,,-rcd tha .. t 6;1% of 

males and 37% of the females felt safe walki~g in their 

neighborhood at night. Older people felt less safe than. 

6 

young~r people.' Sixty-two percent of those IS,to 2S years 

old said they felt fairly safe to very safe. Only 36% of 

those over 65 years old zave one of these responses. 

Law Enforcement and Safety: 

The rcsponden'ts '\'lere asked "·[hat they thought was '!.Lhe 

mos't serious 10.''; enforcement :,Problem in S t. Pe teTsourg 

'. 
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today. Theil' responses ,:tre t:J.uulated in T~llJle 2. Eobbcry 

" ' 

and' bur g L~ T Y 0 f h 0 Jill! S a Tl d u l1!j inc! s ~.; (: S Has s C! en as the J:1O s t 

serious p'7:oblem, crimes related :to clrugs as the second most 

serious problCi:l, and unsafe streets as the ·third most serious 

Iml enfoTcemcnt problem. Fifty-four percen't of the responses 

Table 2. inw.t do you think 1.s the cost serious 1m1 enforcer..1cnt pl:obJ.em 
in St. Petersburg today? 

Host .. Scrious La';1 .. Entor,cement: Pr.obleEJ. I' (u: c en t.Elg!2...... 
of Rr!'suon.ses ----... ----- ;;;.;;:...------------------------------

19% 

11% 

9% 

8% 

8% 

3% 

5% 

13% 

Tneft, burglary or. robbery of homes and 
businesses 

Dr.ugs aud related crimes 
entering, etc.) 

Not safe to walk streets 

Rape 

(I"U?n';n c"" u ,,~o.,..1.. {:J •. :l , breaking and 

Youth probJ.'ct:.lS (rHc:Lng cars, no:Lsy r.::uff1c.rs ~ ctc.,) 

Traffic vlo1atiohS 

Police force should be enlar~~ed. They need marc. 
authority and support from the cour.ts.· 

No 'answer or don't know 

Other responses 

to this question wcre one of these three responses. When 

·this ques tion Has further nnaly,:cd by race it \'las found that 

Blacks felt crimes relnted to druus were the most serious 
, C> 

Inif enforcement problcr:l. Those \-{ho felt the police had too 

lit tIc pm-/CT Herc VCT)' supportive of th.c policc department 

In their respons e to otl{cr ques tions., 

Attitudes Towards police 

Police PO'.·jc-r - Fev! re~ponden1:s ~thoUt;ht police' 

had too much pm.;er. Table 3 ShOHS that. 81~ felt thr.!.t. police 

had the right nP.lOllnt (J'r,too little pO'.·tcr~ 

Table 3. Do you think the police today have too much 
powcr, too little powcr, OT the ri~ht amount? 

Percent of 
Res-ponses 

9% 

34% 

47% 

9'0 
'0 

'1% ' 

Police PO'der 

Too nuch 

Right a;~ount 

Too little 

Don't }:noi'l 

No response 

police usc of Time - When asked how they thought 

a police officer's time is bes~ spent, 59% said patrolling 

the streets in cars and 22% said patrolling the streetS on 

foot. Clearly the majority of people (31%) felt that 

patrolling :the streets i'las nost important~ Table 

the distribution of responses to this question. 



· T~lul£.! I". Do you 11 0 - - , ,. , '.' thi 11~( .:1 Po . ce, ,1.:':: ~cc.. " 

--.-... _---_._---=.::--=:.-:=.::.::::,'=::.::.:::::::.::-----==.::=.:::-.-=.:::::::-=--===-.=-. .:::::-:=::-::::-'.==-==== 
I>£.!rc~'n t of 
J~f:::_,· T1~O~~':;_s ___ . __ . ____ _ 

59% P.:1trolling the streets in cars 

22% Patrolling the streets on foot 

7% Answering calls for service 

3% Investigating cases 

5% Other 

Don I t kno'..7 

-------.~~~---~----------

If a higher budget for the pol tee de p (11: tr.1C n t could 

reduce crine) 68% saicl they 'would be Hilline ·to pay adeli·-

tionOll taxes, 2 \ Cj. 
~f -0 said they ,·;ou 1 d not be )'iill ing to pay 

additional taxes, and 8% said they didn It kno.'.'i 01' gave 

no response. Further analys es of 1'Iho \·.'oulc1 and \·:ho "lould 

not be willing to pay adc1i tiona·1 taxes Teveal eel race to 

be a related variable. Table 5 shows that 74%' of the 

l~lites ~aid yes, but ·tlC ~ aCr~s , . _ } }'1 ' '·,'ere Spll··t \"l' t}l. 51% sa)rin.~ 

yes, 42% no, Olnd 7% don't know. 

Taule 5. I .. n .; r. a h'; 2h bud~~et fo:r: t,ne police departnent: n your C?:Lruo ) ... .1.. .... ~ ~ 

i ',70uld """y ou be \-7illin~~ to pay additional could reduce er nc, _ 
ta::-:e.s? 

===========---._====================================== 
Yes 

\·lhite 75% 

nl~ICk 51% 

Response 
No 

17% 

Don't Know 

8% 

7<"/· 
I, 

( 10 

ATT1 TUDE TOl'iARD POLI C13 SERV ICES 

Pubtic U~;l1tlge of Police S8rvice~ :. 

-Several questions designed to rncClsure t.ho serviccs 

Tendered n.nd the impressions r.tade on those receiving these 

services HeTC asked~ As shoHn in Table 6, 59% said they 

did not call the pOlice in the past ye:ar, 26% SOlid they 

called oncc, and only 15% called more than oncc. Their 

reasons for calling and satisfaction \,;ith the police re-

sponse arc given in Tables 7 and 8 respectively. 

Table G.. During the last year, have you called the S t. Pc tar-sburg 
Police for any reason? 

Percep-t lIur;:ber 
of Calls of Calls 

59% HO:le 

26% One 

8% T\.;o 

{~% Thxee 

1% Four 

2% F:Lve or "Core 

" 
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TuLle 7. \lha~ ~·;;~S the reason [or calling the l)olicc? 

:'=-"-=':"~'--""Cl-:;;-: ;-;::~-.:.:=--===--.:=.:========-:=====::::..:=-.--. 
1.IC j ... \ __ ~ .. l.. 

~f Responses Reason for Callinp _~_ _. ______ .________ .. __ cl 

31% To report a cr.li"dndl offense 

227, To report a noise or otheJ:- distur.bance in the 
neighbox-hood 

17% To request help for a non-cr.i.r:d.l1al mr:tttcr 

11% To report a suspicious person 

19% Other reasons 

Table 8. i;ere you satisfied i·lith the police response to your call? 

-~ ... -._---
Percent 

___ 0 f I'.~ ~J1) 0:1 ".::..;> e:::..::s~_ 

56% 

15% 

9% 

2% 

Satisfaction with Police Respo?se 

Yes, entirely satisfied 

Hostly satisfied 

Could have b CE>fJ improved 

Dissatisfied 

Don't k:"1oW or no answer 

Blacks call the police slightly more often than whites 

and 39% of their calls were to repo~t ~ criminal offcnse~" 

Only 28% of th~ ',·:hi tes call cd faT "this reas on. Blacks were 

much morc dissn.tj.sfied 1-/i th the· response of the police to 

their call. Seventy-eight percent of the Hhi tes and 57%-' 

of th~ Blacks reported that they were either entirely satis

fied or 1tlost1y satisfied with the Hay police responded -to 

their call. Thirty-three percent of the Bl~cks, in contrn.st 
-

with only 12:$ of the ,..-hites, said they Hero' dissatisfied. 

ti 12 
\ 

Publics' COl:lplain·~s 

S 1 -1'<'1'''1 (l'leS t:lO"'S \-,""rC :J.s'.·-.e rl .... l.:j:tt r-.-- 1 .... :1 .... Led to eveTa. g-..: ...... ' •. - . n_ ... ~ ~ " ~-~-

responclents' c:or:lplaints about the police scrvice. The dis-

td.l)ution of responses elicitr::cl is given in Table 9. "ilien 

asked to );lake general comments about the police::, those com-

ments shown in Tahle 11 were given. 

Table 9. Do you have any conplaints about police s(!l:vice. ill 
St. Petersburg? 

Percent of 
____ R_e_s~,DO~SC~-S~ ______________________ . __________________ --__ __ 

"'::' 63% No cow?laints 
.' 

10% Delay in respondinz to calls 

8% Need core police::::.::::n; r::orc. patrolling 

30
/ 10 

Poor attitude; not inte-::-ested 

15% All other cosplaints 

1% Don't knmv or no 2....'l.S"'h'e.r 

Publics' Commenclations 

. " 

Table 10 shows the responses when asked what ~hcy 

liked best about the police. 

-. 

" ,' .. 
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Table 10. \i1t:lt do you like bc~; t about police. !:!..:t"v.lcc in S t:. 
llcter!;burr,? 

---... --....... ----~ ....... -~----------~. c_"_-'._"._w ________ .. _._ .. ____ ._.~ ____ _ 

Perc en t of Like' best about Police Service 

-------------.~------

13 

29% Ef:ficient; cO::::Jpete:lt; doing the best they can. 

18% Goo d Ll t Llns, ... ering CC"I lIs; c:"ome quickly 

15% kce poLL te) courteous. fo3.r ~ coopern tive 

8% They patrol often on foot and in cars 

3% Like..,helicop te:c.811d,. K-9. units 

8:% All other positive co~ments 

19% lio an S'll er ; don T t }oSlOW; don t t like them 

Tahle 11. Hould YOll like to make any f,'.:meri11 co.:!.::!ents about the 
police here in St. Petersburg? 

. _---:::=-=.:......----------=-_. :::::::::.:========='- ============::::::.::::-
Percent of General Cotill::en t 

_. __ R~~G~~~l!'_!.'-, ___________ _ 

31% 

9% 

5% 

3% 

2% 

33% 

7% 

Good police' force; there ~7hen you need thc:n. 

Police are underpaid', ove1.\.;orked) under
staffed 

Police are friendly, polite,. courteous 

Police should be given more respect~ 
authority, leeway, 

All other positive co;:-:;;:ents 

Negative COEments 

No an!:,'1";7Cr; don I t knm., 

All other ans""ers 

GC . .1crally the police are seen as efficient, competent, 

and available when they arC ne~dcd. Only 10% of the general 

.Ff 

COii1iitCnts H:!dc ,·;crc llcgative, in n~ture" !·lost of the re-

spofises in Tables 10 and 11 refcr to puliteness, courtesy, 

CO]~1petency; f1' iencl1ines s) resp(~c t, 2.uth~)ri LY:J, etc. These 

-rC!sponses, the rescon-chers believe, inu.icatc those things 

""hich the public sees in police officers. This indicates 

that police/public facc-to-face cont,lct is :il:\port::mt in 

s11aping pu~licsl attitude to the policc~ 

K-9 UNIT 

Publ ic A',·; 2.Y en es s 
. . 

Ninety·· • 
\'" : 

three PCTCCn..t of those questioned ]rnc;·, that snecially .,;:,:;::", 
'''''' .L " >! .. t.~' ~ .... ' ' ... :.: 

trClincd (~C~S i·;cre llscd by the police agency . When asked 

ho,"" often they had seem a K-9 Unit dog in the past six 

1".0 nth s, "c}: c: i r res ron s e s v:, Tie cl . Thirty-one percent said 

they haC. S~(:;l r;.one, 2:t%, had seen K-9 oncc 01" ti-tiCC ~ 21% 

said three to five times, and 21% had secn them five or 

J:10Te tines. Three perccnt were unsurc. 

AppToval 

The respondents showed strong approval of the use of 

dogs in police work. Only 4% said they disapproved (see 

Table 12)". h--hen thos c ,,:ho approved ,-rere c:skerl '.·;hy, they 

gave the responses shQ'.·m in Table 13. The K-9 dogs v;cre 

scen· as an aid to thc P91iccman:J able to do thin~s he 

couldn 1 t. 

"" 

1. . , . 
~l..~ P . , 

'.: .. 

~ . ---. 
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• J 2 I)" 'J'Otl L'H1IHove OJ: dlsapprov2 of the w;e of K--9 dO(j~; in T.:tblc ,. v • 

pollce vOl':k? 

l'e.r.cent of 
I~';sl1onscS --.. ,---::..:::..:=------ '--. -----~----------

90% 

Approve. in certain cases, 

Disapprove 

2% Don I t kno',' 

l ' 1,1 ] 3 TJ'll')' do you apIH:ovc of the use of K·-9 cogs in police 1wrk? au e .' j, 

}1crcent of Reason for Approval of use of K-9 Dogs 
E~~iP.9E§~ __________ _ --------------------------------. 

28% 

237, 

15% 

9% 

5% 

2% 

4% 

Dogs com do things a meln can 1 t; senses are keener; 
good at tracking do'.w people.) dru8s, etc.; are fast 

Dogs help police do a 'better job and protect the 
police.'<len 

Very helpful tool; effective in catching cri::lil1als .. 
holding them at bay, 

People fear and respect w2l1-trained dogs 

He need more to protect people and things; use dogs 
not guns 

Dogs are good exine prevel1 tion tool 

Other positive co:men ts 

Negat:Lvc comments 

Othe.r answe.rs 

1\0 answer) don't knoH 

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

apprehend a fleeing suspect. Seventy-seven percent of. 

" \ 

Ii 
1 ' J j 

I 
f 

- ----------
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~ those approving of their lise \,:olllcl appro'.'c of alltn,'ing the 

dog. to bite if it h'{l:~ ncc~ssp.ry t,o apprchellll a fleeing sus

pect. This approval is e?pccially strong Clmong .,·:hites, 81% 

of \'Ihich <lpproved of a K-9 dog b'iting as cont1:astecl Hith 

60~ of the Blacks who approved. 

"] .... 110u"'n sr;~~ said they h'ould not become 2pprc}1{!nsl've J \ , L J C, ' ... v _ 

if they met a police officer \,'ith his K-9 do.:;- on the street,. 

further c:malysis ShOi'lCd that Blacks "rould be much r;-tore 

apprehensive of such -a sitt:iatibn-. Forty-three percent of 

the Blacks said they Hould become apprehensive ~n contr,ns't 

t a anI y 5 % 0 f I'f hit e s . 

Each verson ·...,as asked if he had any cQ;:1plaint$ about 

St. Petersburg1s K-9 Unit. None were expressed. 

Public Awareness 

Almost all (98%) of those questioned Kerc aware that 

St. Petersburg uses a helicopter for police patro1~ lqhen 

asked how often they had seen or heard it in the past 

month~ 70% said ~ore than 15 times. Only 3% had ~ot seen 

01' hec:nd it. 

Approval. 

Strong approval was expressed for. the use of bcli-

cop'ters in police work. Eiglrty-cigh't perccn"t approved, 

4% approved in certain cases) 6% disapproved and 2% c1.ic1n l t 

know hOH they fel t Hhen asked_ 

Their r espons es "Hhen q ues tioned llhy they f e1 t as ,they 
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"-
~ 1'1' . ""'! ·i-Il T~Lb.1 e l·j. ( 1 (, (l reg 1 ,t; 1 .L. 

F\Ht.)' pCl"ct:n t ,~pprovcd of the 

t 1 "'n 1)';" r 0 1 1 ,"0 J,' H car eo. s . 1 cy C (l l <0 L _. ~ 
(!.;':.d the dj fn,cuJ.t.y crirnin[11S 

havc , • 'I fI'O'I~' t 1.1CJ:l. 1 Jl r t: n n 1 n b " 
0:11y 6% gave llc;gative comments? 

, or interfcres with T.V. rcception. ~;uch 8S > it is nOJ.sy 

1;0% 

10% 

HZ 

7% 

6% 

6% 

3% 

1% 

'~lY do you o?prove 
for police ~ork? 

O ·c d" - """"-ove of the. use of hel:i.copters ..1- .. ) ~~:J (' 10. 

Ap?rov~l of use of Eel~copter 

H21icopter c~n cover wider territory, 
cri • .!i!l.~ls can 1 t lose a helicopter 

can see more; 

f ·· t better'and direct Helicopter cnn 'OllO~ suspcc s 
patrol cars to suspe~t 

• cl por·t,)·-n J..·ucidnnts', Very quick in'spot::'~nz an rc . ,lib ' 

quick results 

Feel protected ar:d safer ~·lit.h 1l~licopter. ;:i,bove 

, . d 'F" , .. ', ~. ~')ro\1t~s tl'"",,·, "'11d 1.c!~( ,.lork Gooel l ~n; e.lPc_l:,;, .u.. ""'-'- - ~~ 

Effective cri~c deterrent 

Other pOfdtivc co::=ents 

~'ego.tive cor::i:lents 

All other answers 

DO:l 1 t kno'..l; no a..'1 $""; E:r 

Although Dust people 2pprDv~d of the ~~c .~~ ;=:i=c 

hclicoptc-rs, they did not agre~ on hOH much patro11ing 

they , ... anted in their neighbornoocl (see by h,clicopters 

Table 15). 

I 
,_ l 

Table 15. \..'oLlld you like to lW'Je I::O'I:e 01' le~;!; Iwlic:o;) Lt~r pat1'ol 
:in, your ncizhborhood? 

PerCCi'.t of 
l~csr~'':':1scS -----.:.-.:...:::...:. 

19% 

21% 

1% 

A:I!otlnt of lIelicoptr~r I'.::~rolli!l~; Dl~:;irec1, 

The same <"!:noun t 

Less 

Dontt know 

No response 

CRnlE DETERP.ENT SECTION 

The Crime Deterrcnt Scction is compofied of policc 

officer S ;.:ho do not pa'trol or anS1'/er calls as do "regul aT 

p~.trolman . Instead, they concentrnte their efforts on 

apprehenclinr; pCrSO!lS ,,:ho have COT:l:-:'.ittccL sc::~:.i.ous str::ct 

crines such as mugging ~mcl purse snn tching. 

percent said thcy approved of ~;).ving a .speci;:l.lj zed unit 

like the Crime Deterrent Sec,tion. Hm'iever~ as shm.;n in 

Table 16, if hav:ing this uni t ne<:mt Ter.:ovjng Jolcn fror:t 

regular patrol assignments, 45% said they ,;ould not 

approve. Differences were found when'this qu~stion was 

analyzcd by racc. fifty-nine percen,t of, th~ Blac};:s ancl 

31 percent of the 'i'ihi tes ,·;ould approve if it l:1C::::-:t 1.'C-

18 

clucing the number of police on rcgular patrol assign~ents. 

Responses from othcr questioni relating to the publics' .. 
!1pproval of certain aspects of the Criiilc Detcrrcn t Section 

arc given in Table 16. 'rAs' shm'/il, one,-thircl of those q,ucs-

.. 



, 
\ 

( 
\ 

TobIt! J.G, \iOll1.c1 yOll apprl)Vc of a Crime Detcn:cnl Sect:ion uader. 
lht! follm..Iing c()n(U.t:ion~;? . . -- .... ~ _ ... _._-- ~---.--'"'---- ... --------. ------------.. "'-- -----.. --- ... _--< .... ~-. ------

n. if it D0~nt rc
novJn3 r:ii.!rt from 
r('~~ular patrol 
D0Sl.!;nCeI1 ts? 

b. placing police 
officers on tops 
of; buildil1g~; to 
,-1:'1 tch <"IC l~iv.Lt:Lcs 

11clow? 

c. rooftop surveillance 
if it meant removing 
nell froo rf'g~110r 
patrol assi.gnments? 

d. using a police officer 
OEi n dcco)' - such as 
drc.!s~:inG hh~ up as a 
little olel lady in 
order to Cel tc:h a 
pur oS e sn:l tcll cr? 

e. us1na police as 
decoys if it meant 
rcnoving men from 
re8u1ar patrol 
nssir;n::en ts? . 

f. pnying infor~ant.s to 
3ivc infor-z!tion to 
th(~ police which ,.rill 
oitl in the <ll)prehension 
of seriou~ offenders? 

387. 

59% 

28% 

90% 

527, 

57% 

.~---------

16% 

33% 7Z 

61% 11% 

.' 

8% 2% 

llO% 8% 

34% 9% 

19 

1% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

tioncd did not approve of placing police officers on tops 

of buildings to watch aC,tivi ties belo\>! and almost tHo--thirds 

opposed it j.f it meant removine men from regular patrol 

assignments. 

?>lost (90%) ,approved of using police officers as decoys . 

'. 

. ' 

'f} l' S ~ 1 s stl'OJ·lC.'.C·l" ,·_II.'.l"~J·.:.,' ;.,'111' tes . 1 .. , G, P [J l' 0 V (l ','; a _ _ -..J _ 
(~H ':; ~lpprovcc1) 

'than. Blacks (77Z; approved). Ho·,;·:!vel', if police had to be 

taken fro:1\ Tegu:}.:J.r p:J. tro 1 as s i g:--11:.cn ts to be ducoy s, approval 

dropped to 52% of all those qu~stioned, 

Fifty-seven percent approved of paying informants. As 

I't i th decoys, ' .. ;hi t: es e::q1Tcs s cd s~':Tong (;T apprcval. Sixty- tHO 

percent of the ... ·;hitcs and 1~4% of the BlucLs approv-ed of 

paying infol-;aan ts. 

Generally, strong public approval for a Crime Deterrent 

Section was found only for police officer decoy activities 

and only if it did not remove police from regular patrol 
.. 

as signnen ts. P } L 0;: b I' c ,;t')1')-ro;ral of- '1 Crime Deterrent e T 1 C. p.) P U J. C': i - ,- c_ 

Section is less than fOT the helicopter of K-9 uni1:s because 

its act i vi tie s arc 1 e 5 S \- is i b 1 e tot 11 e pub 1. i can d n {) t r c -

.lated to the5r most frequently expressed need, patrolling 

t.he streets (see Table [If). 

-. '.-



Chapter IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

t]'OTS '-/eTe DelIeTall)' favorable and ReSpOIlz, es to quos ., L • 'u 

f .1 '4 ' Pllll)],.'l' c .,tt'_i tllclcs. tmfClxc..l the l)olice r c '1. e c t cup 0 S 1 C J, V e u. 

, , 

c1cp:t:ctr:1ent <~nc1 i t5 lm-,-enforcement act.ivities. Six·ty,-thrce 

percent of those surveyed fel t pol,ice protection in their 

neighborhood ~,:as goosl to excellent. They \H~re supportive 

of the police in thoir responses to questions and would be ' 

'J") 'ller "'0 1)2.';' T:10re taxes if a higher budget for the police 11 J. .1.:1. ~) l.. i. 

l(')"l'~nnn~ could reduce crime. Sixty-three percent had no c ~ 1 t.. L .. , ...... ,I. ,L 

CO):lplaints l.-ith police service. lilhon ",.-1· c (1 '.-,'}lat t}lc,y li'ked I .... (l..;:,A '-' 

hc~.; t about polic:e s cl"vice only 19~,) didn't anSl-ler or gave a 

negative ans~er. In comparison, 62% said the police arc 

efficient, co~pctent, good at hnswering calls, polite, and 

fair. 

Robbery and burglary of homes and businesses was seen 

t 11e nost serious law enforcement probleI:i by 25% of ,the as . 

1 t c.,··; r.les r,elated to drugs wa.s seen as the second res pcmc,cn s" J. .;.. 

" bl d u cafe streets as the third most most ser).()us pro 'CT:1, an n.::>(·~ 

serious law en£orcem~nt problem. These three problems 

were given as most serious ~l 50% of the respondents .. 

,Analysis of hm." safe people r;lf they 'Here when w~llking 
" alone in their neighborhood revealed tHO dis·tinct groups; 

21 

.. I 
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those h'ho felt f80iTly safe (3 It%) 80nd tho~c ~:ho di.d not feel , . 
safe at 8011 (37~). The m;,.t]oJ,:ity of tlws(: \,:iLC.J feli: unsafe 

The a.na.lysis revealed t}wt t:11c puhlic is most desiring 

1 ' t El"ghty-one l)ercc~t'of the respondof police or patro uu·y. 

ff ' I " "b" ,., T';'l-L' "roll in rr en t S s a. ida. pol icc 0 ". l C e r s t l r.l C 1 S C S 't: ~~ p e ~1 L ~J ~ - - - t...> 

the streets either in cars or on foot. 

Strong approval for the usc of K-9 dogs was fou~d. Only 

4% disapproved of their use and no one expressed any COffi-

b .L. t} "t '[hen "s1~ed Se\TCn 1··;r-<:;pven percent plaints a OUl.. 1e unl',' CL .\. " ._~ ~~ _ 

" of' ·thnl"r usc would approve of allowing of those approvlng ~ 

the dog to bite if it was necessary to ~ppTehcnd a fleeing 

suspect. This approv8ol was stronger 2l% of 

£ 0 1 \ .. ~. r S C 0 i1 1- T .~_ .• c, ~. (~ ~1 ~r'.·l· t J~ the h ' h 0'-"',1 o"K ,-~ cogs DJ.Cln,~ <t. • ~_. ~ __ \-; lCI app::- "",l_ _ ._ _ 

Blacks of.which only 60% approved. 

] ;'llso e'xpressed for the use Strong approva. was - r-
OI 

heli~opters in police work. Only 6% disapproved. Al~hough 

a-.,.proved of the usc of police helicopters, they most people _ 

did not agr6e OTI.how , b' 1" ... ·s .<..1_ e--much patrolllng y Ile~lco:pt.(::!. LJ~ 1 

• • 1- b h d Somp. :1ppeClr to '.'ie";', the heli-· '\'lanted in their nelg!l OJ:!.oo . - -

copter with its obtrusive search light as i@posing on their 

privacy. 

f t " ... "" . -h ~r, .., 51".. pd l." £ 1"' ~nd very, C:'d nega lve commenL.:.:> ',', '-h C" .,~ by po lcemCll, -

thc)' approved or dissapproved of helicoptcr patrolling, only 

355'5 said they Hanted r:1ore helicopter patrol. Almost bnc-

fourth of those saDpled didn't know if they wanted 

less helicopter patrol l.Jl their ne.ighborhood. 

wore or 
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Nin e ty- 'L',,:o percen t of thos C S II rveycd s a:l d th cy approved 
(, 

of ha vinL! ~l sp ~c ial i. 7..C cl uni t 1 U~e th c Cr imc D(~ t crren t Sec-

tion. IJm,'cvcr) clo,s CT annlys is rcve alcd t11 at strong tmblic 

appl'ov~l fOT such a unit \'las founcl only fOT police officer 

c.1ecoy activities and only if it diel not 1'el:IOV8 police from 

rq:ul,Lr pa-::1'01 assignments. Public (l'pprova1.iHmld drop 

sharp1y if s tnffing the Cril~le Deterrent Section meo.Jl·t 1'e-

~oving ~en from regular patrol duty . 

. ' 

fEB 6 1976 
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July 12, 1974 

Mack H. Vines 
Director of Police 
Public Safet), 

Operations 
Agency 

1300 1st Ave. N. 
St. Petersburg FL 33705 

Dear Nr. Vines 

On behalf of Human Research and Development Services 
Inc., I am pleased to submit to you'the report Publics' 
Attitude Tm'iard St. Petersburp.- Police Agency Pro_~;rams: 
Police Agency in General K-9 Unit, He~icopter Unit, and 
Crime Deterrent Section. 

Human Research and Development Services is pleased 
to have had this opportunity to ~ork with you and the 
Police Agency, and through the L.E.A.A. Grant provided 
by ~hem, to serve the city of St. Petersburg. 

Sincerely, . 

~~ 
Blondel E. Senior, Ph.D. 

BES:gs 

.. 

p, 0, Box 13116 q St. Pdl!rsburg. FloridJ 33733 t'I Phone: S 13-S67-~572 
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This survey was made available by 
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This study was coriducted by Cynthia Vetere of the 
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with Peier J. Hunt, Ph.D., analyzed the data and wrote .. ~ 

this report. Jack Vernon, Director of Suncoast Opinion 

Survey, collected the data. 
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PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TO\'ii\RD ST. PETERS1JURG 

POLICE AGENCY PROGRAMS: 

Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

In an effort to more effectively curb the rate of 

crime in St. Petersburg, Flo~ida, the police department 

of this city has'established three units; the K-9 Unit, 

the Helicopter Unit, and the Crime Deterrent Section. 

The purpose of this paper is to report and synthesize the'·' 

results of a survey designed to measure the publics i 

attitude toward the police in general, and each of these 

three units in particular. 

The K-9 Unit has seven German Shepherd dogs and an 

individual police handler assigned to each dog. 'T'1..._':_ 
J. He.!..!. 

major 'objective is to serve as a deterrent to specific 

types of criminal behavior by giving the police officer 

a greater psychologtca1 advantager 

The helicopter unit was initiated to provid6 more 

complete patrole coverage of the city. It is reported 

that helicopters can patrol up to 35 times as much 

territory as a cruiser in ~ given time period and, because 

of their greater visibility, act as a deterrent to poten-

- 1 -

2 

tial crirnin.:tls. 

The Cri::lE! De~erTcnt Section Has 
organized in response 

to recent increases in the 
nu~ber of serious offenses 

occurring within the city. Their methods of . operat~on 

include various covert and 
overt surveillance techniques, 

of decoys, and "hai ted" s; "'u~ t . 
...... (.l. ~ons. 

Use 

fr 



OBJECTIVES 

Chapter II 

METHODOLO{]Y 

The objectives of this survey were to measure and 

evaluate the publics' attitude toward tJ1C.St. Petersburg 

police. Emphasis was given to measuring attitudes toward 

three police units; the K-9 Unit, the Helicopter Unit, 

and the Crime Deterrent Unit. 

DATA COLLECTION 

Fifteen paid interviewers, hired and trained by 

Suncoast Opinion Surveys, recorded responses of St. Peters

burg adults whose households cOT:1posed the s&l1ple. None 

of the respondents received inducements or rewards for 

his or her cooperation in this survey. Their names and 

addresses were recorded and follow-up efforts were made 

to verify the interview. 

The interviews were given betl1{een }.iay 28 and June 4, 

1974. Interviewing was·concentrated in the late afternoon 

and early.evening. In tervie1'ls were also. given all day on 

weekends to insure representation of Horking persons. 

SA~lPLE 

The sampling was a probability design based on clusters, 

- 3 -

. , 

'. 

\'lith interviews obtained in' 125 out of 3,011 hlocks. 

~locks Here pre-s~~lccted \\·ithin. each area 1ls1.ng tables 

of randor.! TIUiilbers, and interviews \'lere outn.incd in every 

"nth" household on those blocks. Clust:er:, "r{~rc lillli ted 

to three interviews per block to allo\'l maximum expo;;ure 

to specified study areas. The area desi~nat,~d as "down

t01m" was the primaTY study area because of present 1 a \'I. 

enforcement methods used there. The "noTthcast" area 

was included to provide a comparison Hith the pTimary 

"dO\·m to'r'ln" study area. Two hundred .and nine in terviews . 

were completed in the "doHnt01m" area and lSI Here com

pleted in the "northeast" area. 

The findings of this survey pertain to all adults 

4 

(18 years of age or older) who Teside in sPQc~fic sections 

of downtoHn and northeast St. Petersburg. 

'--
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Chapter III 

FINDINGS 

PUBLICS' ATTITUDE TOWAIW POLICE 

Those interviewe~ were asked a series of questions 

designed to measure how they perceived the,St. Petersburg 

Police Department. Thes e were general questions, many of 

which elicited open ended'responses. R esponses to these 

questions were generally favor~ble d fl d 
u an re ecte positive 

public at~itudes. 

Neighborhood Protection. 

Fifty percent of those questioned felt po:ice protec

tion in their neighborhood, as compared to other parts of 

St. Petersburg, was good. An a,dditional 13% felt protec

tion was excellent. The t se wo groups, representing almost 

two-thirds of the sample, were supportive of the police. 

They felt the policemens' pay was too low and if a highir 

budget for the police departm~nt could reduce crime they 

would be willing to pay additional t axes .. They called for 

police services le§s and were much more satisfied with the 

police response when they did call. 

The remaining third' of the sample said tha't police 

protection in their neighborhood was fair or poor. Their 

responses to other questions were not supportive of the 

5 

" 

" 

. , 

police. They felt the crjllle rate in the,iT ncighbol'hood 

was higher' than elsc~';here in th~ city, Cl,] led for police 

services more frequently, and were often dissatisfied 

wit,h police response. ,ell.. feeling of ,:/cak: neighborhood 

,protection is generally associated with people who live 

In the dmm tm·m area.) 

Analysis of how safe people fel t they Here when 

walking alone in their neighborhood revealed tHO distinct 

6 

groups; thos e who' fel t fairly's aEe "'c:md'those 1·;ho' did no-t" -

feel safe at all. Table I shows that of the four re

sponses 49% of the people felt safe and 51% f~lt unsafe. 

Table 1. Ho,", safe ,·;ould you feel walking alone in this 
neighbo~hood at night? 

Very 
Safe 

15% 

Fairly Not Very Not Safe 
.Safe Safe at all 

,~----------~~----------------~---

34% 14% 37% 

Analysis of this question by sex showed that 6:4% of 

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

neighborhood at night. Older people felt less safe than 

younger people. Sixty-two percent of those 1S,to 2S yenrs 

old said they felt fairly safe to very safe. Only 36% of 

thos~ over 65 years old gave one of these responses. 

Law Enforcement and Safety: 

The respondents Here asked , ... hat they. thought '\'las '~he 
, . 

most serious law enforcement ~roblem in St. Petersburg 

" 
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today. Their responses are to.uulo.tccl in Table 2. Robbery 
" . 

and burglaTY of homes and businesses was .seen as the J:lost 

serious pToblcm, cTimes related :to drugs as the second most, 

serious problem, and unsafe streets as the third most serious 

law enforcement problem. Fifty-four percent of the responses 

Table 2. )·That do you think is the nost serious law enforcement problem 
in St. ,Petersburg today? 

l'e:r:cent.ag~ 

of Responses 

19% 

11% 

9% 

8% 

8% 

3% 

5% 

13% 

Most_Serious La'H' .. Ellfo1:.cement P1:oblcl!l 

Theft, bU1:g1ary 01: robbe1:Y of homes and 
businesses 

Drugs and related crirees (nugzings, breaking and 
entering, etc.) 

N(t safe to walk streets 

Rape 

Youth probl'ems (racing cars, noisy muffle.1:s, etc ... ) 

Traffic violatiohs 

Police force should be enlarged. They need nore 
authority and support fro~ the courts, . 

No answer or don It knQl" 

Other responses 

to this question were one of these three responses. W'hen 

this question was fUTther analyzed by race it was found that 

Bla'cks fel t crimes relat~d to drugs Here the most serious 

law enforcement probler:l. Those 1,.;ho felt the police had too 

little power were very supportive of t~e police department 
,. 

in their respons e to 0 th er q ues tions . ' 

8 

Attitudes Towards Police 

Police Pm·ler - Few re~ponden ts thour,ht police' 

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

had the right amount dr.too little po~er. 

Table 3. Do you think the police today have tcio much 
-powey, too little power, or the right amount? 

Percent of 
Responses 

9% 

34 % 

47% 

9' Q 
'5 

'1% . 

Police Pmver 

Too much 

Right amount 

Too little 

Don't knO\oJ 

No response 

Police use of Time - When asked hoi'! they tho,ught 

a police officer's time is best spent, 59% said patrolling 

the streets in cars and 22% said patrolling the streets on 

foot. Clearly the majority of pedple (81%) felt that 

patrolling the streets was most important. Table 4 shows 

the distribution of responses to this question. 

" 

" 



.. 
Table 4. Do you thin~< Ll PulIce OEflect"s tLce is Lc:;t !.>V2nt 

Per.cent of Offic~r's tice best spent 
Respon~s~es~' ________ ~ __________________________________________ __ 

59% Patrolling the streets in cars 

22% Patrolling the streets aD foot 

7% lU1s,.;ering calls for service 

3% Investigating cases 

5% Other 

4% Don't know 

If a higher budget for the pol~ce departTllen t could 

reduce crine, 68% said they 'r'lol.lld be willing to pay addi-

tional taxes, 2·Ps said they ,.,.ould not be "';il1 ing to pay 

additional taxes, and 8% said they didn't know or gave 

no response. Further analys es of ",ho ,-[auld and ,.;ho 'would 

not be willing to pay additional taxes revealed race to 
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be a related variable. Table 5 shows that 74% of the 

l~lites ~aid yes, but the Blacks were split with. 51% saying 

yes, 42% no,.and 7% don't know. 

Table 5. In your opinion, if a high budget for ~he police depart=ent 
could reduce crime, yould you be willing to pay additional 
taxes? 

Race 
Yes 

Hllite 75% 

Black 51% 

Response 
No 

17% 

42% 

Don't Know 

8% 

7%-

-
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ATTITUDE TO;'iARD POLICE SERVICES 

Public Usuage of Police S~rvices ~ 

-Several questions des ignetl to meas ure the services 

Tendered and the impressions made on those receiving these 

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

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

called once, and only 15% called more than once. Their 

reasons for calling and satisfaction with the police re

sponse are given in Tables 7 and 8 respectively. 

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

Percent NUJ:!'.ber 
of CLllls of Calls 

59% None 

26% Due 

8% Tt.;o 

4% Three 

1% Four 

2% Five' or more 

----~~----



· . 11 

Table 7. Hlw t was the reason for cnlling the Police? 

l'Z'rcec t 
p,E Responses Re~son for Cnlling 

31% To report a criminal offense 

22% To report a noise or other disturbance in the 
neighborhood 

17% To request help for a non-criminal matter 

11% To report a suspicious person 

19% Other reasons 

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

Percent Satisfaction with Police Respo?se 
of R8snonses 

56% Yes, entirely satisfied 

15% Mostly satisfied 

9% Could have been improved 

18% Dissatisfied 

2% Don't know or no answer 

Blacks. call the police slightly more often than 1'ihites 

and 39% of their calls were to repo~t ~ criminal offense. 

Only 28% of th~ whites c~lled for this reason. Blacks were 

much more dissatisfied with the response of the police to 

their call. SeventY-eight percent of the whites and 57%" 

of the Blacks reported that they were either entiTely satis-

fied ot mostly satisfied with the way police responded to 

their call. Thirty-three percent of the Blacks, in contrast 

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

12 

Publics' CODplaints 

Several gene~'3.1 questions \':erc asked that rclnted to 

respondents' complaints about the police service. The dis-

tribution of responses elicit8d is giV(;H in Table 9. lVlien 

asked to make geneTal comments about the police, those com

ments shown in Table 11 were given. 

Table 9. Do you have any cor:;plaints about polLee service in 
St. Petersburg? 

Percent of 
Responses 

63% 

10% 

8% 

3% 

15% 

1% 

Cot:!p lain t 

No co::nplaints 

Delay in responding to calls 

Need Dore policccen; core patrolling 

Poor attitude; not interested 

All other cc~plaints 

Don't know or no answer 

Publics' Commendations 

Table 10 shows the responses when nsked what they 

liked best about the police. 

'. 

--. 
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Table 10. ilhnt do you li.ke best'about police ::crvlce in St. 
Petersburg? 

Per.cent of 
______ ~r-eAnon_~se~-s~ ____________________ ~ ________ __ 

Like'best about Police Service 

29% Efficient; cOr:Jpetent; doing the bes t they can 

18% Good at ansv:ering callf;; cnme quickly 

15% Are polite, courteous J fair, cooperative 

8% They patrol often on foot <lnd in car.s 

3% - Like.-helicop te.:caud_ K-9 _ units 

8% All other positive comments 

19% No answer; don't know; don't like them 

Table 11. Hould you like to make any general COl7.::!ents about the 
police here in St. Petersburg? 

Percent of 
ResDonses 

31% 

9% 

5% 

3% 

2% 

10% 

33% 

7i. 

General COmI:!ent 

Good police' force; therQ when you need them 

Police are underpaid', overworked, under
staffed 

Police are friendly, polite, courteous 

Police should be given l:lore respect, 
authority, leeway, 

All other positive comments 

Negative COEments 

No answer; don't know 

All other answers 

Generally the police arc seen as efficient, cOlilpetent, 

and available when they arS needed~ Only 10% of the general 

'. 
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comments made \'icre negative. in n.::.ture. t·lost of the re-

sponses in Tables 10 and 11 refer to politeness, courtesy, 

competency; fr iendliness, respect) authority,. etc. These 

responses, the researchers believe, indicate those things 

which the public sees in police officers. This indicates 

that police/public face-to-face contact is jmportant in 

shaping publics' attitude to the police. 

K-9 UNIT 

Public Al,'lareness 

The K-9 Unit is \'lell-knmm in St. Petersburg. Ninety-

three percent of those. questioned1me~{ that specially 

trained dogs were used by the police agency. When asked 

how often they had seen a K-9 Unit dog in the past six 

months, their respons es v::.ried. Thirty-one percent said 

they had seen :r..one, 24%, had seen K-9 once or t.\'licc: 21% 

said three to five times, and 21% had seen them five or 

more times. Three percent were unsure. 

Approval 

The respondents showed strong approval of the use of 

dogs in police work. Only 4% said they disapproved (see 

Table 12)'. lilien those who approved were asked why, they 

h . ~ bl 1- The .l\..Y-9 ~og~ were gave the responses s. own ln la e ~. ~ -

seen as an aid to the P9licernan, able to do things he 

couldn't. 

'. 



15 

bl ] 2 Do vou n,Dpt'ove OT disapIH:ov2 of the w;c of K--9 dogs in Tn C • • J 

police work? 

Percent of Approval of Using 1(-9 Dogs 
Responses 

90% Approve 

4% Approve in certain cases· 

4% Disapprove 

2% Don't knoT"; 

Table 13. Hhy do you approve of the use of K-9 dogs in police work? 

Percent of 
Responses 

28% 

23% 

15% 

9% 

6% 

5% 

4% 

2% 

4% 

Reason for Approval of use of K-9 Dogs 

Dogs can do things a nan can It; senses are keener; 
good at tracking down people) drugs, etc.; are fast 

Dogs help police do a 'better job and protect the 
police.men 

Very helpful tool; ef.fective in catching cr~inals~ 
holding them at bay. 

People fear and respect ~ell-trained dogs 

He need more to protect people and things; use dogs 
not guns 

Dogs are good criEe prevention tool 

Other positive comoents 

Negative comments 

Other anS,olers 

No answer, don't know 

Eighty-nine percent felt K-9 dogs shOUld be used to 

apprehend a fleeing suspect. Seventy-seven percent of, 
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those approving of their use \·;ould approve of allol.·.·ing the 

do g to bite if it "j a:~ ncc<:s sp.ry t,o apprehend a fl c c.i.ng su s ~ 

pect. This approval is e?pecially strong among,whites, 81% 

of which approved of a K-9 dog biting as contrasted with 

60% of the Blacks who approved. 

Although 85% said they Hould not become apprehensive 

if they met a police officer with his K-9 dog on the streetr 

further analysis showed that Blacks would be much more 

apprehehsive of ~uch ~ sitVatibn: Forty-three percent of 

the Blacks said they 'would become apprehensive in contr.ast 

to only 5% of whites. 

Each person was asked if he had any complaint$ about 

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

HELICOPTER U:aT 

Public Awareness 

Almost all (98%) of those questioned were aware that 

St. Petersburg uses a helicopter for police patrol~ When 

asked how often they had seen or heard it in the past 

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

or heard it. 

Approval. 

Strong approval was expressed for.the use of heli-

copters in police ~ork. Eighty-eight percent approved, 

4% approved in certain cases, 6% disapproved and 2% didn't 

y-nDW how they felt when asked. 

Their responses when questioned why they felt as ~hey 
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For t y per cell t ~~ P P 1" 0 V e cl 0 f the 

use of helicopters bt'!callSC of th:; ease ,wc1 speed Hith' Hhich 

they can patrol lClq~c areas 2.:~d t.he diff5,culty crir.linals 

have, in running fror.l them. O;,.ly 6% gave nq~ative comments, 

~uch as~ it is noisy or interferes with T:V. reception. 

Table l{t. hl'by do you o?;:>rove or di:;~??:;:o'le of the use of helicopters 
for police work? 

Percent of Approval of use or r.el~copter 
Responses 

40% 

10% 

8% 

7% 

6% 

5% 

6% 

3% 

1% 

Helicopter can covet: ;.;ider territory, can see more; 
crL~inals can't lose a helicopter 

Helicopter can follo~ suspects better and direct 
patrol C~rs to suspect 

VerJ quick in'spot~ing and reporting incid~nts; 
quick n~sults 

Feel p~otected ned safer ~ith helicopter ribove 

Good idea; eEfecti'.-e; saves ti!:',e and leg work 

Effective crine deterrent 

Other positive co==ents 

Negntive co~nents 

All other answerS 

Don't b'1o'w; no &"1S".;er 

Although most people 
_.I: ..... t..., .... _. __ _ c __ ~~ __ 
U.i. \"'Jl~ '-L.~'-' "';.10. ~_ ...... "':"'_(,... 

helicopters, they did not agree on how much patrolling 

by h?licopters they wanted in their neighbor~ood (see 

Table 15). 

" 

Table 15. Hould you like to hGvr~ r::orc or les~ IwJ.:i.cop ter pa trol 
i~ your neighborhood? 

= ====-=-,-- --... --=--==--:::::-----. -

A~ount of Helicopter Patrolling Desired, Percent of 
Responses -------''-'-::..:..:.:::..=.;:::.-.-._------------------_._------

35% Hore 

23% The same a.:nount 

19% Less 

21% Don't know 

1% No response 

CRIME DETERRENT SECTION 

The Crime ,Deterrent Section is composed of police 

officers who do not patro~ or answer calls as do regular 

p~trolman. Instead, they concentrate their efforts on 

apprehendi~lg p ers 0:1S ";}lO have con.':li tted serio us s tre et 

crimes such 2S mugging and purse snatching. Ninety-tHo 

percent said they approvod of r.,'.ving a ,speci2.lizecl unit 

like the Crime Deterrent Section. However: as shown in 

Table 16, if having this unit r.Jeant removing men from 

regular patrol assignments, 45% said they would not 

approve. Differences were fou~d when'this question was 
, . 

analyzed by race. Fifty-nine percent o~ the Blacks and 

31 percent of the whites would approve if it r.Je~nt TC-
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ducing the number of police on regular patrol assignments. 

Responses from other questioni relating to the publics' 

~pproval of certain aspects of the Crime Deterrent Section 

are given in TClble 16. ~Asshown, one-third of those ques-



Table 16. Hould you approve of a Crime. De.tcn:l2nt Section uIld::;r 
the following conditions? 
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Condition ./',porove Di.si1porove Don't Kno'" No Re.sponse 

a. if it LlQ...1.0 t re- 38% 
moving ruen from 
regular po.trol 
assigm::cn ts? 

b. placing police 59% 
officers on tops 
of buildings to 
watch activities 
below? 

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

d. using a police officer 90% 
as a decoy - such as 
dressing him up as a 
little old lady in 
ord er to ca tch a 
purse sna tcher? 

e. using police as 52% 
decoys if it meant 
removing men from 
regular patrol 
assigru:rients? 

f. paying info~3nts to 57% 
give inform.:ltion to 
the police which will 
aid in the apprehension 
of serious offenders? 

45% 16% 1% 

33% Tl. 1% 

61% lIZ 0% 

8% 2% 0% 

40% 8% 0% 

34% 9% 0% 

tioned did'not approve of placing police officers on tops 

of buildings to watch ac.tivities beloH and almost two-thirds 

opposed it if it meant removing men from regular patrol 

assignments. 

?--Iost (90%) .approved of using police officers as decoys. 

" 

20 

This approval was stTon~0T ilmoilg \,:hite5 (9t1!j approved) 

than Blacks (77% approved). Ho~,;ever, if police had to be 

-taken from Tegu:).ar po. tro 1 as s i g:lw::n ts to be decoy s, approval 

dropped to 52% of all those questioned. 

Fifty-seven percent approved of paying informants. As 

with decoys, whites expressed stronger approval. Sixty-two 

percent of the whites and 44% of the Blacks approved of 

paying informants. 

Generally, strong public approval for a Crime Deterrent 

Section was found only for police officer decoy activities 

and only if it did not remove police from regular patrol 

as 5 ignmen ts. Perhaps public approval of a Crime Deterrent 

Section is less than faT the helicopter of K-9 uni~s because 

its activities arc less visi~le to the public and not re-

lated to their ~ost frequently expressed need, patrolling 

the streets (see Table 4). 

,. ., 



Chapter IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

Responses to questions were generally favorable and 

reflected positive public attitudes tm1ard the police 
. . 

department and its law-enforcement activities. Sixty-three 

percent of those surveyed felt po~ice protection in their 

neighborhood "Tas gooD to excellent. They \'lere supportive 

of the police in their responses to questions and would be . 

willing to pay more taxes if a higher budget for the police 

dopartment could reduce crime. Sixty-three percent had no 

complaints "li th pol ice service. When asked 'dha t they li'ked 

best about police service only 19% didn't 2ns~er or gave a 

negative anSHer. In comparison, 62% said the police are 

efficient, C0:11petent, good at answering calls, polite, and 

fair. 

Robbery and burglary of homes and businesses was seen 

as the mos~ serious law enforcement problem by 25% of the 

respondents. Crimes ~elated to drugs was seen as the second 

most serious probl'em, and unsafe streets as the third most 

serious law enforcement problem. These three problems 

WBre given as most serious by 50% of the respondents. 

. Analys is of how s af~ peopl e £~l i they \-lere '.·lhen ""'~lking 

alone in their neighborhood revealed two distinct gro~ps; 

- 21 -
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thos e \· .. ho f el t fai rly safe (3 1)~) and tho!.> c \·:110 ditl no t feel 

safe a.t all (37~). The J "0 .... 'f t} 1 f' f n Cl J r l L yo' 10 S (! 't.,'; 10 : e.l tun sac 

'vere women. 

TIle analysis revealed that the pl~)lic is most desiring 

of police or patrol duty. Eighty-one perccat'of the respond-

ents said a police officer's time is best spent patrolling 

the streets either In cars or on foot. 

Strong approval for the use of K-9 dogs was found. Only 

4% disapproved of their use and no one expressed any com-

plaints about the unit when asked. Seventy-seven percent 

of those approving of their use would approve of allowing 

the dog to bite if it was necessary to apprehend a fleeing 

suspect. This approval was stronger among whites, 81% of 

h · h . .r. K 0 db· ... · W lC approvea o~ ~-_ ogs lLlng as contrasted with the 

Blacks of which only 60% approved. 

Strong approval was also e~pressed for th~ use of 

heli~opters in police work. Although 

most people approved of the use of police helicopters, they 

did not agr~e on how much patrolling by helicopters they 

wanted in their neighborhood. Some appear to view the heli-· 

copter with its obtrusive search light as imposing on their 

privacy. In spite of the public desire for more p~!:t.Tolling 

by policemen, and very f~w negative comments Hhen asked if 

they approved or dissapproved of helicopter patrolling, only 

35% said they h'anted more helicopter patrol. Almost one-

fourth of those s3Dpled didn't know if they wanted more or 

less helicopter patrol in their neighborhood. 
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Nine ty- tHO peTeen t of thos e s urveyecl s ~i(l th cy approved 

of having n speciali.zed unit like the Crime Deterrent Sec

tion. l~oHcver, closer analysis Tevcaled that strong ·public 

approval for such a unit was found only fo! police officer 

decoy activities and only if it did not remove.police from 

regular patrol assignments. Public approval ,<{ould drop 

sharply if staffing the Crime Deterrent Section meant re

moving men from regular patrol duty . 

.. 

.. 




