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p. 3, line 8 
" 6, l'h:ysical intf'.:::\'ention on the part of the police \Vas rc.quired i% 

of the II 

p. 11, footnot('!; "lSez E.:\rr'l, H. "Training Police .. ," 

p. 15, fo tJ :::10 te: 

p. 22, lines 2"':4: "TouT. of Duty. Analysis of the data indicates that 27.9% 

of ,the falrily .••. to 8 AH); 27.9% durine .•. 4Pll) : 44.1% during th~ night tour •.• 

p. 93 J line .(~: !I ••• of a::;e 

black) ." In 55% of ••. 

p. '97, lin,~ 5: " .•• df=2, E...;::.. 001) ... II 

p. 98, line 9: IImost ~1'::" y aDproximatGs t~e use of force; .•. 11 

p. 101, 1ine'3: " ••. the disputants e.re. "cooled off, at least £0:"- a"t'7hile~!I although 

p. 117) footnote: rr 2 ... E.eckel, .•. 1I . -

'Page, 120 shou~d, in itsentLre,ty, arrear as follm;s: 

. The prediction re.ga:::ding this cr.iterion tolllS fully con:in,etl. Th~ conflict
JIlanagement tndned officers shmled an inprovenent in police p<!rJor::::,'~lC2 both 
tdthin that sante develop?ient (co:;Jp;:,rred to preceding years) and ~.'1!2;i r...::m:pare.d to 
Control I (\.;'hich also had ne.,) officers "t'lho hadrec2.ived additor.al tr<:ininnJ and 

. to Control II (having senior office.rs only, and no additional tr2.i:::.:"!~g). 

Felonvcle.aranO?e rnte. It Has predicted that Cl'.·f I ,wuld effect 8. hisher 
c1earance T."2.le ior this cc?'tegory of crime.. lIohTcver, since fclony a:crests in 
the IfIlL<\.Y'D are 0:: ten ·made· by and/or credited. to detectives ,'7ho wake rollo,:-tlP 
investigations of repm;ted felonies ,the rel.:ltive inCl'ease on tnisc.riterion t,7:lS 

eXP7cted to be. some1:.;;:hat less than the increase predicted for other criteria. 

Year CH I Control I Cont:::ol II 
;1.970 21% 8% 15% 
1969 13 .12 23 
1968 11. 11 13 

H:.i..t1!in-de'lGlopmi:!llt cO:llparisous-:--No signifi9unt chimees oc(:urc.! Ln an:r ;",': 
the housd.n~ ~k:.velopments when 1970";ihs compared !dth either the ave;.~z,.::;e. of ;l.,~ 
preceding t\lO years. or with 1969 alone. 
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meaningfully cQ,npare.d. Con::rol II H<lS not dirfc.rcnt in 1970 \vhc.n c07:lpared 
to either C;'I r or to Control I. The 1970 rate in CH I was superior to 
that of CO:ltrol I eX2=5 .38, .E. <.05) • 

The prcdictiouregardi:lg felony clearance rate was partly confirmed: 
eM. I ,·ms the only developlent to numerically increase its clea;cance rate 
for this offense (thongh not to a st."ltistically significant degree); CH I. 
p~d a 1970 r~te superior to that of Control I. 

Hisde~canor clearar..ce rotte. IT 1.;a~predicted that eN I 'Would effect 
a higher' clearance rate ior this category of crime. 

YEAR eN I Contro:L I Cont:rol II 
1970 ',c; ..... :-. 37% 25% 9% 
1969 14 .13 22 
1968 8 5 8 

Hithip.-development co::rf'arisons--There ~·7ere significant changes in 
1970 over the previous yc.':lr O':'agner increased (E. < .001). Jefferson did 
not ,chunge, and Grant decreased (.E.<' 05)); and over the average of the tw'O 
preceding ye2.rs (Hagne.-c i.T1creased (p_,.OOl), Jef£.erson increased (E..<.05) , 
while Grant showed no change), 

Bet1;,;'';en-development comparisons--Sinc~ the rates for the average of 
the tvlO p'!:'eceding years are ~i;;ential1y . sini1ar among the three' deve10pmcnts, 
their 1970 rates can be meaningful1yc.oT.lpare.d • Doing so reveals that CH I 
had a 1970 rate superior to Control.II (E..(.OOl), Dut no different than that 
of Control 1. Control I was snperib'r' to' e-o'D.trol II (E.:(.05)i11 1970 rate. 

The data suggest thatti.]'o effects occurred:. l)af.fective-e-xperientia1 
training is superior to cognitive training for recruits on this criterion, 
and, 2) either form .of additional trciining (or recruit status) leads to 
perfol.Li!cmce on this' criterion that is superior to that of senior offieers. 

Offense cleer;::mce rate. It was predicted that CH I ,.]Qu1d-d.emonstrate 
a 1:rlgh clearance rate for this category. 

Offense ar.rests. i-iithin-developmentcompa:risons:',...Conporing 1970 with 
the average ofthepreced:ing years reveals no change for CN I or Control II, 

"and a decrease in Co~trol I (.1:'(:05). Co~pa:r:i~g 1970 "iith 1969 reveals no 
change fo;;: CH I. and Control II, and a d,ecrcase for" Co.ntrol I (p(. 05). 
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ABSTRt\CT 

This report is an in-depth "m.:llyscs of .data t!crivcd from t:nridern 

(lCti.(.}tl research progrHms: 1) police family crisis inten-ention, 3:ld,2) polic.:? 

ffian:!gcmcnt of confl.icts among people. The data analyzed concerned, 1287 cases 

processed by the Ne~l York City 30th Precinct Family Crisis Unit, "and 312 cases 

prucessed by the conflict-management trained of the Ne~" "York City Housing 

Autlt.:.rity Police Department who staffed t"70 low-cost public hO\1sing develop~ 

menta in NeT" York City. In addition to the analysis of the variables that 

:make for disputf~s in which police a.re called upon to intervene, the study 

addressed itself to an examination of gener-al police performance of conflict 

111E:TI.agement trained officers, attitudes cfthe communit.y toward the police " 

\"here conflict management trained officers were operating,' the effects of 

·tndning upon the police and thfir funct~on, and, the relationship of the 

trainees to their training consultants. 

Findings and Conclusions ' 

Findings Related to the Disputes 

Anfllysis of the data indicated ~ among other ,findings, the follCl~~'~:::1g: 

1. There was a sur.prisingly low. ip.cidence. of violence involved in 

toe disputes ~,,,maged in both projects. Apactual assault had oc<;:urred in 

2.bout one-third ·of' the cases. 

2. People, in their interactiolls with others, appear,.,to differ in 

their tolerable limits of aggressive behavior. Our datasugge'sts that families 

establish regular dispute styles ranging from verbal behavior' to assaultive 

beha"ior. 

3. Most' disputes occur in the homq and are managed by. the police , ~. 
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4. Cultural expectation notwithstanding in only about one-half 

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

although not necessarily intoxicated. Related to that finding, chronic a1co-

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

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

.b 

5. The data indicAted a lack of relationship between assaultive 

behavior and the use of alcohol. 

6. Physical force on the part of the police. ,vas ::-equired 'in 8% of the 

housing cases and in 1% of the FCIU cases. 

7. About 15% of all family disputes involved a parent and child. 

Effects of Training 

There were a number of methods used to evaluate the effect:s of 

training: 

1. The most striking finding was that police trained in conflict 

manag.ement skills can learn and practice these skills ~"hile their attitudes 

remain unchanged, crt least as measured by the ~nstruments used in this study. 

2 •. The most effective training method involved regula;rly scheduled 

training consul·tat40ns while in the proce.ss of ~unc tioning as conflic t managers. 

3. The period of regularly scheduled training has important signifieance, 

that is" to be eff.ective such training should continue on a weekly basis for 

from eight to t,,,elve months . 

3. 
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4. Evaluatton in.!ic~tcJ thn~ t~e followIng training effects occurred: 

a) trained officers regarded disputant~ as being mutually contributory to 

the dispute nnd that it was interactionally rather than multifactorally deter

mLned; b) trained officers appeared able to maintain their objectivity both in 

their perceptions <lnd in their behavior; c) response of the,disputants was 

usually positive; d) trained officers tended to approach disputes as mediators 

rather than as enforcers; e) trained officers did not sustain injuries; 

f) trained dfEicers demonstrated the use of community resources other than the 

courts. 

5. Objective measures of E?neral pol-ice perforI1!ance indicate.d the 

superiority of men who wer,e conflict management trained. 

6. Despite inevitable methodologic difficulties infield studies, 

it appears that areas policed by conflict-man~gement traine.dpersonnel signified 

an increased sense of being better protected by the police .. 

7~ An increased sense of being p1:'otected is not lcelated ·to a positive 

attitude towards the p>lice; a finding that .may reveal an underlying dilemma 

in the delivery of police services in a free soci'ety. 

8.'Attitudes towards the police cannot be separated from attitudes 

towards other systems of social regulat,ion with which they may be identified. 

9.Pollceorganizational innovations must be supported by institutional 

re~7ards in order ,to avoid development of lowered morale and cynicism. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This report is intended to communicate the findings of the 

analyses of data derived from two action research programs: 1) a demonstration 

project in police family crisis intervention; and, 2) a quasi-experimental 

project in police management of conflicts among people. The fat1ily crisis 

proje.ct was ,a first--stage study, and as such, ,,,:is more broadly conceived 

than the one which follmvedo The second project in conflict management 

can be considered a succeedin~ stage in action research met:hodology in that 

it was built around ,another police system and, attempted to proceed from 

gross to finer comparisons. In a sense, ,the second project constituted an 

attempt to contribute "new and more refined knowledge to solution of the 

social problem under consideration'! (Fairweather, 1967) 0 

In order to place the presi;nt. re.~ox.t. in m.eani.n.g.fti.L p,e.,rs,pective, 

a summary description of both projects follows. 

Tra'j:ning Police as Specialists in 'Family ~.risis Interventionl 

Training police in family crisis intervention was intended to 

demonstrate innovative methods of crime prevention 'and pr.eve'ntive 'mental 

health. Processing family disturbances constitutes a majcr aspect of 

police ,vork. Traditional police approaches to the problem do not reflect 

the realities of this aspect of the police exp.erience. There is evidence 
. 

that a significant proportion of injuries andfatali'cre:ssuffere'd by police 

occur in, the highly volatile'familY'conflict situation. This demonstration 

project attempted to modify fam.:UY assaults and family homicides in a 

circumscribed area, as well' as' 't.o reduce personal danger to police officers in 

such situations. 

lsee "Training Polic€:as"Speclulis.ts in Family Crisis Intervention," 

Washington. D.C."U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970 • 

11 
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In addition, the project nttemptcd the developmc!Ot of a new 

preventive mental health strategy. Assuming that family conflict may be an 

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

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

wi t h theories of primary prevention. I t ~.,as proposqd tha t selected policemen, 

cottld be provided ,vith the interpersonal skills necessary to effect construc~ 

tive outcomes in deteriorating situations which require police intervention. 

Rejection of an exclusively specialized role for the police 

officers involved was a major emphasis. The program assiduously avoided 

the'conversion of policemen into social workers or psychotherapists. The 

officers',vere expected to perform all generalized police patrol func,tions 

but were the individuals dispatched on all family disputes in a given 

geographical area of about 85,000 ,residents; 

The project was organized in three stages: 

1. Preparatory Phase. During the first month, 18 police volunteers 

were selected; all had had at least three years of servic,e and gave evidenc.e. 

of motivation and aptitude for family crisis specialization. 

The second month errtailed an intensive, l60-hour, ·trainingcour'se 

iilVolving the entire. Unit on 1:he campus of The City College of the City 

University of New York. In, addition to lectures and field trips, there was 

active participation in "learning by doing" through Family Crisis Laboratory 

Demonstrations. These demonstr~tionsinvolved specially written plays depicting 

family crisis situations which wefeenacted 'by 'p'rc}'fe~sional ,ae:tors and in 

which the patrolmen in the Unit active.ly intervened in pairs., These practice 

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

relntions workshops wer,e conducted t'osensitize the patrolmen to their own 

vnluer;,; attitudes,., and automatic responses. .'.'.-.. 

12 
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2. Operational Phase. 
For the two-year duration of the project 

patrol car wns res~rved for family crisis work in the experimental 

It was dispatched on all complaints Qr requests for assistance that 

could be predetermined as involving a IIf am1"ly d' t b " T' : 1S ur aoce. ne car responded 
to calls 

anywhere in the precinct 1vithout regard to sector boundaries.. The 

18 men i.n the Unit were able to provide continuous coverage, and at most 

times in each tour of duty four dd'" I 
a 1t1ona family crisis specialists were 

available to assist proceSSing calls during peak evening and weekend periods. 

During this phase discussion groups of si~ men each met with group 

leaders who were. familiar . th h 
W1 t e \vork of policemen. Consideration of current 

crisis situations evoked as t' 
sump lons, preconceptions, and misapprehensions 

about human behavior and family relationships that may have been impliCit in 

the attitudes and performance of Family Crisis Intervention Unit (FClU) members. 

In addition to continuous group experience, each family specialist 

v;as a;sS.igned an individual consultant for at re~st one hourrs weekly consulta-

·tion. 
The individual consultants were advanced clinical psychology students, 

Who1o,ere able to acquire, in thi's ,.,ray, an unusual communityconsul.tation 

o - . training. experience . 

-.' 

,\ ..... ,., 

3. Evaluation PHase. The evaluation phase encompassed the last 

four months of the project, although normal op~rations of the FClU continued 

during that time. S"st'emat1' da~ "I . 
~ .y c ~ca' co'!;' ect10n took v1,arce O-\"B'l;:' the duration of 

the project,with an emphasis on simple tabulatl.·on. ;n h 
• order to assess c anges 

over!:imein a number of variables~ 

13 
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To facilitate evaluative procedures, a neighboring police precinct 

with a population composition somewhat similar to that of the demonstration 

pr.,:>clnct served as a basis of comparison. Comparisons were made based on 

changes in the total number of family disturbance complaints in the demon-

stration precinct as compared with the control prec,inct, differenc.cs in 

reocurrenCe of complaints by the same families \~ithin the demonstration 

precinct and with the control precinct, and changes in the number of 

hOillicides and assaults involving both family members and policemen responding 

to family fight complaints. 

The demonstration in police Family Cris±s Intervention ,\"asevaluated 

primarily in relation t;:o police func;:tioni:qg as it affected certain categories 

of crime. Over the lEe of the proj ec t, the demonstration precinct 'reported 

a significantly. greater number of interventions; there \~as an increase in the 

total homicides (sign:i.f.i:Cantly) and· in total assaults (not significantly); there 

was an increase in family homicides but there- W'eTe' n'O' homicides in any of the' 

962 families previously seen by the FCIU;'family assaults decreased; ane. there 

were no injuries to' any qfficer in the Family Crisis lnterventionUnit. In 

the final report of th~ original FeIU proj ect, in additi:on to the fd:rmaj. 

evaluative criteria, a number.of impressions and o.hservations were discussed 

with .special reference to ,the implications for la\~ enforcement, mental health, 

and education. 
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Police l-Innilgemcnt of Conflicts Among People2 ,3 

Inte:rpersonal' conflict is an increasingly important element in 

our highly .~omplex society. As a system of social regulation, the .police 

are. most intimately concerned with monitoring the dimensions of conflict 

among people. Analysis of contemporary l~nol enforcement leads to the 

conclusion that the police are frequently expected to serve as instant 

arbitrat;:orsor mediators of disputes approaching violent outcomes. 

The second project was an outgroY.7th of the 'PCIU h ~ ~ program VI ich 

demonstrated the feas ib_; l-ity o.-F_ t ., 1 for ... _ raJ..'E~ng po ice effective family 

crisis intervention. 'In the secon{! project, policemen of the Ne,,' 'lork City 

Housing Authorit. 'y.'. were t . d' h . r~J..ne J..n t e exercise of conflict management skills 

. witnin an experimental design which permitt'ed furtber determination of 

feasib:ility and, in addition, pe....,..-i tted th 1 b . F' ~~_ . e e a oratl0n 0_ methodologic 

refinements. Also, the secondproj ect offe~ed prosp~c ts fO.r furthering 
" 

understanding·.of conflj:ct, . aggress'±01Y, cT '" 1" , ....... ..::::f .. - ...... ' -. the .. . arr~o: 'em:::e-;- ,emu t"or d'e-t'ermining 

impact upon the communi,.ty qf police trained in conflict management skills. 

The program describe.d inV'olvedthe tra;n;ng of r . t d 1 ... ... ecruJ... s.anpatro men 

-of the Police Department -of- :the New York City Housing Authority f which' is 

responsible .. for the SfE: .• r .U1'".'; t'y o~_,- ;n,:!"" , < 1 b 1 : h _ _ ___ .... _l.l1.LUa_ pu ~lC Qusi:;.;:: uroi-ec.t£\.. The 
. :"<"'" .... ...~. ~ • :-' 

presence of permanent police complements in intact and descrete i~~~~-city 
... tee ects of conflict-conununities _ offered an unusual opportun;ty to eva'luate h ff 

management training. 

( .' .'. 2se~':~~~lice Management of Conflicts AmongPeople 11 
.• uni~~ished 'repor; 

.NI-:-028) to NatIonal Institu~e of Law Enforcemen,t and Criroi~riI Justice LirA."- . 
. D .S. Department pf Ju~tice, ~Al,lgust ~ 1970.. ' ., 

3 .. ' .. 
• . Bard, :U .. ~ Zacker ,J . Design .for Conflict RcsoluJ:ion. In: Law 

En::orcement, SC'.Lence and:Technology III . (C 1 S I' . Ch1cago~ IIT.R~search Institute, 1970. . Olcn, 0 OJ & l{c'Ma~on,W.B., Eds.). 

._-----
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This program was organized, in three stages: 

1) Recruit training phase. Concurrent ~ith 13 weeks of Police 

Academy training, 'an €;ntire recruit class attended The Psychological Center 

of The City College, the City University of New York, one-half day per week 

for 11 weeks. The recrui t class was randc::1ly divided into two groups: 

A. Conflict Management group: 2 ft recruits and 6 senior patrolmen 

received 42 hours of affective-experiential training designed 

to improve their confl~ct management skills. 

B. Behavioral and social science (BASS) group: 30 recruits 

received 42 hours of convent;Lonal, cognitive training covering 

abroad~\)rangeof 'topics from the behavioral and soci~~.sciences. 

Just prior to graduation and .assignment to patrol, 14 of the recruits 

from the conflict management group were randomly selected and aSSigned to 

staff two preselec:::1:~d 'housing projects. In addition, three of the conflict 
'.:",,: 

,managell).enttrained senior patrolmen were assigned. to. each. housing project. Five 

of the recruits~rom the BASS group 'Were randomly selected and assigned as two 

thirds, of.the, 'police, eomplement of a third presele'cted housing proj ect. A 

" 

fourth pr7selected housing project ,serv.ed .ap a .control - its .nonnal complement 

was lefttinChanged. 

2)" Operational and Consultation .Phase. The operational phase lasted

for one year (February9~ 1970 .... FebJ:'uary 8, 1971). During this time data \Vas 
. . .' . 

colJEcted "for alF disputes managed by the -offie'ers who had been assigned to 

staff the two conflict "managemen t housingproj ects. 
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For thc. first, fourteen, weeks of the operational phase, the police 

officers staffing the two conflict management projects reported once weckly 

to the Psychologi,cal Center of the City College yhere they p<lrticip.:tted in 

one hour of individual consultations and two hours of amall group discussions. 

The consultants were 5::udent.s in the doctoral program in clinical psychology 

at The City College, The City University of New York, or Fel;Lmvs in Community 

Psychiatry at the Columbia University College of Physicians and Surgeons. 

Afte~ the fourteen weeks of regular consultations, the police officers were 

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

fel't it necessary to do so. 

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

the previous demonstration project in family crisis intervention were subjected 

to statistitical analyses. 

. :Extensive procedures to e'Taluate the effects of conflict management 

training undertaken during th'e' housing study includ~d: 

a •.. Evaluation of attitudes and social awarene'ss of r,ecruits before - ' 

,':after the initial recruit training phase. 

b. Evaluation of attitudes of pulice and consultants befdre and 

"after the consultation phase . 
,,': 

c. Evaluation'of community attitudes toward the police of the four 

housing study pro,j;ec.ts just prior t.o· as;g.igil~nren.tt~ a-ffi tha.- Folice to 

their projects and again one year ·later. 'This was intended to 

measur.E'!· changes in community attitudes tmvar,d officers ,.,ith increased 

awareness of human behavior . 

d. Longitudina,l evaluation of a number of police performance' criteria 
. .. 

in each of, ·the fourst:ydy ~o.~g proje.c"ts • 

.lo·, 

. ,,'.~ .. 
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• e. Analysis of data regarding interpersonal conflicts in 

conflict-management tralned officers intervened. 

f. Analysis of data regarding family c'rises in .. -which family 

crisis intervention-trained ·officers intervened (during the 

previous demonstration project). 

The rEport that follows TNill present further analyses of the 

data derived from the initial demonstration project in family crisis 

intervention and ,viII deal with variables not included in the original 

evaluation such as : descriptive· data regarding fcunilydispu tes ; analyses 

of police perceptions; judgements, and actions in relation to such disputes, 

and, interrelationships among certain variables ,vith specific reference to 

issues of special interest. This report will also contain analyses of a 

greater range of experimental variables addressed in the second project such 

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

prqcess.; descriptive data regarding disputes"police -perceptions,' judgements, 

a~d actions; interrelationships-among certain variable.s w;ith specific reference 

to issues of special 'interest; analysis of police perfpr1Jtqnce in ,generiil 

patrol functions; and; community a,ttitudes changes,ov.e'rt;ime.~ 
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CHAPTER II 

FAHILY .cRISIS INTERVEi';TION DATA 

Data Preparation 

The data ~lhich served as the basis' for the analyses to follow ,vere 

derived from: 1) the family disturbance r~port forms completed by the FCIU 

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

by consultants after each individual consultation with an PCIU officer. 

After coding 'and keypunching of this data, frequency distributions 

were generated. Thus, for each coding item, frequencies wer~ ava;Llable 

'describing the number of cases for which that item applied. After careful 

inspection and where advisable, a number of categories were transformed so 
. . 

as to combine items within a single dimen.sion for both greater clarity d ,an 

so as to reduce the 'number of items 1;vithout. obscuring tre.nds suggested in the 
1 

data. For'similar categories (e.g., Identity 6f Complai,nant and Identity 

'of First Disputant) the same transformation was applied. 

1 ' 
. Indeed~ ,even during the coding operation, it became apparent that 

many coding ~'tems "iere amb'iguous and/or unused. As a result the follotv'ing 
categories and coding iteLlS inc.luded in the orig'inal code book (see Appendix 
G), "Tere dropp'ed during the coding phi,rse: Categories : Precinct; Cbmplain-

'ant's Statement, Rehavior of Disp. ·tl1 and Request that Disp. 411; Ethnic 
Identification; Birthplace, Disp, ttl and 112:; Le.~gth'of Residence in N.Y.C.; 
Others Involved. in Disp~t~; Others Present, Not In;olved; Others in Household, 
Not Present; Receiving Public ll.ssistance; Religious Affiliation; Frequency of 
Religious Attendance; Current ~fafit:a'l S'C'at:u1S';. ltesc.Slutiofi of'Disput'e; Identity 
of Indiv:i;dua1s Involved in .Resolution; Dl Agreed to: D2 Agr.e,ad t.o; Outcome of 
Referrals; Resolution of Dispute; Details ; and Previous Arrests. 
. .. ", Coding Items: 161'; 170-173;196,197,. 198,201, 202,203, 303, 304, 

351,352, 48?, 933, 934, 936-939, 951,952,958,960,962,963,967,969,970, 
972, '1{,!43~ 1044,,) .. 046,1047: 1054-1059,1062,1063; 1079,1980,1082,1083, 
109U-1095 t 1098, 1099, 1109,.1129, 1131,1135,1137,1138, 1140 1141 1143 
l144,11:46,11?7 l 1159, 1163'., 1165, 1166, 1169, 1171, 117.2, 1174~ , " 

The follqwlng items 'Were added/amended to read: 16l=neglecting 
complain.:llit and/o,," household; 176=damage to propc!rty; 196:=he made to admi t com
plainant' to QP;Jr:tl11ent;,19~;:rcquestp(Jliccto take. other ac.tion; 428 and 432=. 
hOl,lsewife; l.79=neither; for"breadw.inner": 781=1+2+~thcr; 782=1+2; 783=1+othcr; 

" 784=2+othC'r;851=Ptl.}lon7:'.oe:~ .879=more than 2 hours; [or "dominant ll
: 1008= 

mother;:·1023=fathcr; 1045 and I08l=intoxicated, alcohol involved; 1116=dis
cussed problem with. 1 disputant, as only 1 disputant was present; 1147 and 

,1175=coopcr at.Lvc,in ingratiating 'way, ,uninvolved; 1299=mecliation; 1311=com-
p1 ail1.t;,.f9:r: "$~mmf1ry .of_ r,esolutlonll::1242=officersto return at'later date for 

'cohsul tili:.:lon,. 
19 

! 



.. ~ . 

. " 

c' 

i) (l"" 

----------~~--------------

A number of categories were 6ollapsed. Data presentations below will. 

i (i tl f>e \.Jhere meani ngful present frequencies based on collapsed categor es n 10. 

) Follo~·l.·ng· the scale transformationsj descriptive collapsing was done . w . 

. I d Single- and doublc-distributions were analyzed for inferentla tren s. 

classification table~ were treated by either Chi-Square analysis (used when 

uncorrelated) or Cochran. Q analysis (t.Jhen the data was the data analyzed was . 

correlated). These procedures would permit, if trends in the data were 

clear, a similar statement of interpretation. for the differing categories 

and the contingency (poub;I.e-classificatj.on) of the s.~ngle-classification 

tables. 

, 1 h I ~ lin determining While . the' transrormatidns \vere particular y e pIU 

b' t . of tl';O variahles trends for the single-classification tables, the com l.na lon 

(categories) rarely resulted in.o VJ.ous ren s b · t ,< d in theresuJ.ting c.ontingency 

table. The continge.ncy tables were relatively large (a 7 x 5 table \vas not 

uncommon) and trends Here at best ambiguous' for most. Evert the smaller 

table's' y,ielded statistically ~ignificant trends' which were not ,qmtingency . 

necessarily meaning:i;ul. "As such~ emphasis has bee~ pla-ced upon psych~logically 

'meaningful trends, as opposed to those __ v7hich were siiIfpl.y statistically sign'if-

icant. 

In order to answer questions about specific.sub:populations (e.g., 

) data ba.ses were generated based upon the parent-child disputes only , new 

limited populations of interest. .In,the da,ta .t,o be presented, belm., about 

che various c:ategories studied, frequencies reflect'pxdportions ·o'f·cases· 

'in Hhich informa~on.. .v ... nas aua' :';'lable, .excluding c.ases·forwhich information 'was 

.not available. 

, .... ;.. ..... 
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There is no effort in this report to analyze or pr0~~nt th0 dnt~ 

of the comparison preCinct (24th Precinct). Experiences indicate thnt these 

dnt,. are highly unrelinble due to: the high degree of case! sclecUvity; the 

lesser motivation to report ilita of patrolmen in the comparison precinct; 

nnd, tha lack of individual conSUltations which would have resulLed in 

de-briefing data. 

Characteristics of Disputes 

Policemen everywhere regularly deal with family disputes. To 

hear them describe such situations with a mi«ture of fear and distaste 

suggests that "ther~ may be a tendency for officers to be "set" to perceive 

the disputants as dangerous persons, and their task .as frustrating and un-

rewarding. In any case., police responses to such events are likely to be 

infJuencedby their perceptions and expectations.Natur~lly, the behavior 

of the. disputants' will in turn be affected by how the officers behave. 

Further, ,any police stereotYP'e about sucl;1 calls may well be self-fulfilling 

and self-perpetuating;. people tend'to react as they p.reexpected to ... and 

eager police 'recruits are often anxiously recept;ive to the '''how.,..to'' of more 

experienced men. Analysis of th,:FCIU data 'viII not dispel or confirm any 

questions in this regard, for 'the! officers of the FClU were both experienced 

and unusually trained. \vhat this"data promises, hmvever, are indications 

of Hhat the disputes' and fne" diSputants tofete"' lxkE:t, au'd( 1'1m',1 th~y responded to 

the FCIU officers;:. that is, the data can indicate hQ~v people respond to 

"t.rained"officers. 

In addition, analY.sis of the 1287 family conflicts can provide 
I 

valuable data regardingchu'r<lc;teristics of familfes \,1hose conflicts required 

policeinterventi~n. 

, 
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When Do Disputes Occur? 

Tour of duty. Analysis d the data indicates that 27.2% of the family 

disputes occurred during the late tour (midnight to B.AN); 27.8% during the 

day tour (8 ~.M - 4 PM); 45% during the night tour (4 PM to Midnight). The 

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

family disputes. 

. 
Hour of disturbance. In Table I it appears that the incidence of 

family disputes is at a constantly low level bet~\Teen 2 ,AN and 4 PH, and is 

especially low during the hours before sunri,se;. Inci~ents are at a co,O-

stantly high level between 4 PM and 2 AN. These hours of high incidenc.e are 

the times 't-lhen children are home f.rom school and parents home from daytime 

jobs; they are the hours when the families are together. The sharp drop 

in disputes reported during the last hour of each police tour (7 AN - 8 AM, 

3PM -,4 PM, II PM Midnight), may have reflected the officers' reluctance 

to complete Family Disturbanc.e. Re.port Forms which may have necessitated 

ulmaining on duty beyond the tour. 

Month of disturbance. ~\1ith 'thee'Xcept'ionof the summer months, family 

disputes occurred at'aJ;~litiv~ly constant'rat€! during 'the year. The 3 
... ; 

month period, June through August, accounted for over one-third of the cases. 

These summer months, ~"hen children are home from school and residents of 

inner-city ar/cas are subjected to increased temperatures and often- irritating 

discomforts.>\vere the times of highest incidence of 'family disputes. The 
- . 

data appearS to, support ,the hypothesis of a "togetherness syndrome," where 

families have disputes 'requiring police intervention, when they are most likely' 

to be involved with each other. (This impression is supported also by the 

4 PM - 2 AN 'finding -abQve) ~ 

I) 
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Late Tour 

Time 

,Hidnight - I AN 
f 

il AN - 2 AN 
I 

12 AM - 3 A1-1 . 
i 
13 AN - 4 fI}! 

I 
4AM-SAM 

,5 AN - 6 fI}! 

6 AN - 7 fI}! 

/7 AH - 8 AM 
1 TOTAL 

TABLE 1. 

FREQUENCY OF'DISTURBANCE BY HOUR 

Day Tour Night Tour I 

Percent Time Percent Time Percent 

I -
~ 7.8% 8 AN - 9 A...'1 3.6 4 PH - 5 PM 5.4 
II I 5.6 I 9 AM - 10 AM f ... 0 I ·5 PM - 6 PH 4.6 

I 
3.9 10 AliI - 11 AN 3.6 I 6 'PH - 7 PN 6.0 I 
3.3 11 AM - Noon 4.1 7 PH - 8 PH 5.7 I 

I 
I 

2.1 I Noon - 1 PM 3.1 8 PH - 9 PM 6.4 ! 

I 
1.8 I 1 PM - 2 PH 3.1 9 PH - 10 PM 6.9 f 

I r I 

2.1 I 2 PM - 3 PM 4.6 10 PH - 11 PH 6.2 I 
I ( 

I 
I 

1.3 3 PH - "4 PH 1.8 j 11 PM - Midn. 2.9 ! 
i 

27.9% I 27 .• 9%!1 44.1% I 

., f 
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Cnlenda~ day of distutbance. There appears to be no relationship between 

incidence of f~mily disputes and day of the month. 

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

12.7% on Monday, 10.2% on Tuesdays, 17.5% on Wednesd ays, 9.0% on Thursdays:, 

14.4% on Fridays, and 19.8% on Saturdays. There appe~rs to be a'bimodal di~tri-

oution, toJith Saturday and Wednesday being peak points relative to neighboring 

days (see Fig.l.)~ This might reflect the possibility that tensions may 

build in 3-day cycles, dropping on Monday and Tuesday after the "active" 

weekend. The data offers further support fprthe "tpgetherness synd,rome." 

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

all interventions in the project took place; 51.11% occurred during the,tw'elve 

months of 1968; and t 9.1% occurred during the 4 month project period in 1969. 

Hore cases per month were reported during the first year of the project than 

were reported during the second' year and, similarly, the third year showed 

fewer cases than the second. This seems most likely to be a reflecti.Qn. of 

morale) a decreasing motivation to record interventions. "thE;! implica'tions of 

this phenomenon will be considered in the last chap,ter. 

\<.There Do Disputes Occurf 

Place of occurrence. The overwhelming majority of family disputes (92.6%) 

occurred in the. reej,dence,s. of the disputants". i<fhen· the'S€'- .fam~lies had disputes 

requiring police intervention, they almost always have. occurred in the privacy 

of .the home,~ Th;5s may suggest that family disputes are kept ,private. 

If so, e,:.rCIl when summoned, patrolmen may have ..entered the ,disp:utant'S' homes 

as illtruders:.Upon landly privacy. This consideration .may have implications 

for. high rate of· assaults uponpolic..enicn in family disputes and will be dis-. . . . , 

' .. ",.' 

24 
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Who fte the Disputnnts? 

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

of these Cilses -she was identified a,s the 1,.1i£e four-fifths of the time, and 

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

Therefore, in trAm-thirds of all cases complaints originatC!d with the wife. 

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

One may speculate about whether or not men ,·mu1d be r.lore likely to summon 

police intervention if they Expected the third.-party intervention to be 

performed by a policewoman. 

The data indicated that the item frequencies for thisca.tegoryvere 

almostident:ical ~-7iththe category regarding identity of the first disputant. 

In coding then, as expected, the complainant and the fir'st disputant 'vere 

one and the same person. In this report data "egarding the first disputant 

(Dl) will refer also to the complainant. 

A8e of disputant's. The data indicat-ed that Dl ,-7as usually a married 

woman bet .... een 20 - 49 years of age, and that the second disputant.CD2) was 

usually 20 - 49 years of age and the husoand of the complainant. The age 

distribution of both disputants is similar. 

Age difference b~tween disputants. In half the cases (50.7%) the dis-

putants' ages 1;-.Tere no more than 5 years apart; the} ... ,vere 6 - 10 years apart 

in 17.9%,11-20 years apart in 13.4%, and more than .20 years apart in 12.8%. 

Subsequent, isolation of the incidence .of par.ent-child .dispu.tes (s!'!e below) 

indicates that most cases where the disputants' agesaremorc than 20 years 

apart ara those \ili~+ethe disputants Here parents and their children. 
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Disputants I relationshiE.., The majority of ,':hese, disputes involved 

spouses as thedisputant~l (76.2%). In 13 .4% t.he disputes 111ere bet:\lIcen parent 

and child, between siblings in :"'2.0%, between formerly mar.ried people in 

4.8%, and in various oth"er relationships. in 3.6!a. These data indicate: that' 

it waS typically a husband and a wife ,.ho t"ere the pr~;;]arjr dispHtants, but ," 
",. 

than in almost one-fourth of the disputes the parties were not married. 

Older of the two disputants. In 59.4% of the cases D2 was older than D1. 

The disputants ,ere of the same age in 7.3% of the cases. Since women tend 

to marry men older than themselves in our society,. it is not surprisin,g'th",t 

D2 was usually the elder of the two disputants. 

Occunation of Dl. In Table 2 it can be seen that in most cases Dl 
• fP· 

is employed. Closer examination suggests that there may be an unusually higl1 

employment rate for the women in these disputes. ·We can estimate that at 

least l~OOO firs,t disputants \'7ere adult ~em~!les. Even if we assumed that 

all unemployed DIs w~re female, and add~d their numbers to ·the eases where 
. \; ~ 

Dl was a housewife (~r1d presumably unemployed), that would l?ig~ifythat 
, , 

50% of' !=headult .:fEmales in this study wete emplo¥ed.~oTbiS min:tm~testimatei:: 

of employment is higher than the, 40.5% employment rate for Negro adult females 

reported forth~;study y~ar~.2 Ylhilethese figures are not directly 'comparable 

- (e.g., due to differences in popula~ions s8:mp~e~ and data collection p1:"ocedures), 

they raise the possibility tha·t these families are atyp.icalinpr.oportion of 

employed wives. 
. '-- '. . . ", 

2Statistical Abstracts ~ 1971:, Di~pt. of. Labor Bureau ,of -Labor Statistics., 

, ',:' 

.... 26 

, .' 

-, . 

,"'. 

~' 

• .. J;. ... 

.... .. "' . 

/ 

.'~ ... 

f1), . 

. ,'''' 

!occuDation j • 

I 
lWhite Collar 
! 

!Government Employee 
:' 

lBlue Collar 
I 

\ . 
lServiceWorker 
I 

jS1:Udent 

I 
',Unemployed 

I 
. ), . 

. ;House~Yi£e' 
I . 

" ." 

• t-l ~ ',., 

" 

TABLE 2. 

OCCUPATiONS OF DISPUTANTS 

254 22.3% 194 

24 2.1% 68 

196 17.2% 420 

164 14.4% 120 

37 3.3% 68 

118 10.4% 213 

344 30.3% 51 

100.0% 

27 

17.1% 

6.0% 

37.0% 

10.6% 

6.0% 

18.8% 

4.5% 

100.0% 

I 

I 
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Occupation of D2. Table 2 reveals that D2, is typically employed, often 

as a blue-collar worker., The unemployment rate, even if adjus ted downward 

to eliminate ft::male unempJoyed D2s is.higher than the national unemployment 

rate. Hhile this rate may not be a high percentage for the neighborhood, the 

unemployment rate of 18.8% is abou.t three times the average reported in inner-

. d' h t d rs 3 This hi .. gher than ~xpected city '~reas for Negro males urlng t e s u y yea . 

further S upports the impression of higher than male unemployment rate 

expected employment of wives in this sample. Hence a relationship may 

exist between atypical employment patterns and family disorde.r req~iriT\g 

police intervention. 

Identity of breadvlinnerCs). In 32.6% of·· the casesD2 was the sole family 

provider., In 19.5% Dlwas the sole provider, and in 42.7% the family income 

was provided by bothDland D2. In 5.2% others contributed partly or solely 

. _ It can be' noted that in over 75% of these families, to the family I s -income.~ 

D2 -yrasa bre:adwinner. 

Number of children'under 19 in .household. In 30.8% of these families 

there were no childreniiving i'"', the~hou,seho1d; 25.5% had.1 child; 28.8%' 

had 2 or 3 children; and 14.9% of these families had 4 or more children 

living ivith them. 

. .c h h "ld .. In "":o",·t· 't'"':olm-l ""{"';"', ene .Ci1ildren i.rere off-Parentage OL t esc~. 1 rcn. = _ _Y~L_~_ 

. f' h . t" .' lationship In approximately one fourth of the spr~ng 0 _ .. t e eX~S ~ng r.~ . 
_c .,.~ •. ,J,. • .... • 

families" one or more of the children resulted from previous .:~J.ationships . 

of mother ~r father. 

:.:: : 
3-

.. ~ .Ibid. 
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Length of time family had been together. Only 8.9% of these families 

were together less than 1 yea;r; 15.4% were tOBether between 1 - 3 years; 14.2% 

for 3 -5 years; 22.2% for from 5 - 10 years; 26.3% for from 10 - 20 

y.ears; and 13.0% for over 20 years. Thus the intervening officers most 

often' provided intervention services to families likely. to have Qcen 

together for more than, five years. It would appear'then that the early 

years of a relationship are not overrepresented as the problem years
J 

as 

one might expect given the adaptation'a1 requirements early in marriage. 

Previousoatterns ;of violence bet,'leen disputants. In roughly haH 

(52. 8%) of ,th~ dis.putes about which information was. available, there had 

.beenprev:i.ous violenc.e in the. family. This indicates that the dispute 

occurred in the context of continuing familial difficulties for many of 

. the families. 

'.'" Were children present during disturbance? In about one-half of the 
- . , . 

disp-utes ':'(56. 5%) children under .19 were presen t. Since children tend to 

imita:te behaVior., it may'be that what children observe in these instances 

will tend. to·,affect tpeir hehavior' as well as thei-r perceptions of ''police officers. 
~> 

." And, these,childrenmCi)T.model their own responses to policemen after their 

p~~ents' responses to the intervening officers. . An added dimension to the 

effects of the officers' intervention then, is thAt the behavior he elicits 

from the adult disputants may have eff~cts, perhaps years afterWards, on tht:!se 

.youngs ters:' la t:errea.c't.ions 1:0 policemen. 

.' 
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Events transpiring immediately before officers' arrival. The events 

referred to here were those which the officers judged to have occurred 

prior to their arrival. Officers were free to list several eV.ents so that 

the percentages reported in Table 3 total more than 100%. in one~third 

of the cases (34.8%), violence had occurred; in almost one"-ha1f there had 

been a verbal dispute, while in one-fourth the point of contention was the 

presence or ;lbsence of one of the disputants. These data indicate that 

while violence is not a rare occurrence during these family disputes, 

officers would likely be wrong if they had a high expectation that vio,lence 

figured in them. 

Comp1ainants~ statement ab'Jut.D2's behavior. Here~ too'iofficerscould " 

list several items for.each cBse,'SQ that the percentages total more than 

100%. IT' those cases for which information was avai1able~ the comp~a±ncmts' 

statement referred to D2 (Ol: the problem) as. being: violeI).ce in 39.5%, of· 

the cases; threat of violence in 13 • 0%; the o'ther' s pTesence or absence, in 

28.0%;. financial problems in 4.5%;. sexual problems in 2.6%; 'illness in 3.1%; 

and general complai~ts about asp.ects of D2's behavio,r (drink;L]:lg., neglec;t,etc.) o 
in 22.5% 0,£ . the cases .. 

The complaints specified' here indicate what .the officers,were first 

told of the dispute. In 'descending order, then, the first informati9n the 

officer's had about the dispute had" fo d'o ""rett S"u:~n is'sut:!s as';' violence having 

occurred or being threatened, the presenc~ or absence of the second party, 

and' other aspects of D2' s, ,behavior~· Here, too, .an officer \.,ould likely 

if he e~pected that the complainant .wou1d probably :reportthat violence 

ha4 tak~n place_ ,. 

··iD· 

. ,. '., / 

,"t', 

. ' .~ 

TABLE 3 

EVENTS TRANSPIRING BE'L'ORE 
.r: OFFICERS' ARRIVAL 

,r"-'--"--' -'---. --------------____ ._. 
--.. ... .. ...... ---, "-. .. __ .. -.. ---.. . . . 

EVENT '-------.:.----.---

~~~~~~~~-----------~~------N-------p-e-r-c-e-n~.t~a=g~e~O~f-~T:O~t:a:l_l ___ ~ ___ _J/l 
/Verbal dispute2 503 

44.5% I 
Violen.ce (assa~lt)3.· 394 I 

34.8 

10the~'s presenc~ or absence4 260' 
23.0 

.' : UndeSirable behav~or5:' ,I 
192 17.0 

Threat. of violence6 

lrnfidelity7 
I 

hllness (phYSica{or emotional)8' 
I: . 
I 

12.9' 11.1 

84 7.4 

15 1.3 

1 . 
Percentages total more than.l00% since 
preceding events. each dispute could 'be 'coded for two 

2Comprised of codebocikitems: 912 

3Comprised of codebook items: 
910, 913, 914, 927, 929 

4Comprised of codebo·ok·. . , J.. t:ems : 917 ~. 9'20-, 
5' 

. Comprised of codeboo.kitem~: '915., 
916, 924, 925 

6Comprised of codeboo.k items, .. ' 9"11. , 926;' 928 

7Comprfse.d of db' k' ' . 
co ,e 90 items:; ~23" 

BCompri:sed of codebook item. s .... 92i, 922 
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Complainants' requests of oEficers. In 39.0% of t,he cast's about which 

we have information the complainant \,ranted' the officers to force' D2 to 

comply with her/his wish. In: 20.2% the officers were asked to mediate the 

3 3% I ff ' requested to arres t D2', in 12.9% to dispute; in 1 . 0 tle 0 lcers were 

, protect the complainant from D2; in 12:2% to take other actions; and in only 

2.5% \,rere, the officers requested, to have D2 treated for physical or mental 

illness. 

In the majority of cases the compl?inant first indicated a desire that 

the police should force cnmpliance with" his/her wishes. In .about o\le~fourth 

of the cases the complainant requested the officers to provide:nurturance or 

wisdom. Thus the police stereotype of being toug~, strong, and action-oriented 

is shared (-validated?} by complainants whose first: request of them:, is, 

usually that they use overt or covert for~e, thus reinforcing such police-ster':' 

f h · 1 It: may be that officers fa,,-niliar with this eot:ypes 0 t ely.. own ro e. 

k 'll to mov'e th'e d;sputants from afor,ce to a con.tingency can develop S"1 5 ... 

helping mode. If complainant.s' first requests to offie.ers are at all 

stereotypical, it would he interesting to speculate on what the first 

request:s might be if the responding officers ,.;ere women. 

How police are notifierl.. Information regarding t'hese family disputes 

came to the Unit,' via radi.o in 55.9% of the cases; by.a citizen telephoning 

the station house; iri16 .. .3Z·; bya citizen comfrig d'i'recfly t6 the stat'ion l10use 

in 9.4%; and by pick-up (e.g., approach to officers on patrol, observation 

'by ) 18 40/ . ''T"T hl·le· cr'l·me-con· trol·'possibi11.·. ties of uniformed officer ,etc •. in ' . ,.. VI 

pat~~;l may ha:v~ fimitations, dearly it does aetas a resource 'in the'ktnds 

, o'fc'asJ~sbeirig:-con~:lClO~d he,re. Itma,Y'bE! that these.18.4% of the ,cas'es'might 

. not'o,tnerwise hav'e':eolIle ·to the att~ntion of the ·police .. 
.,'. 

" , 

'" . 

. " 

I' 
" 
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! 

Number of preceding calls to same family, The FCIU "car-file" was a 
'0, .. 

mechanism intended to provide officers with innnediate information about 

previous Unit eontac'ts,.with families. Of those cases for whom the data 

is avaUa~e, there had been no prior contacts with FCIU members in 63.6%. 

In l8.8i;,·there had been one prior call to that family..; in 17.6% there had 

been 2 or more prior FClU contacts with the family. Data previously presen-

ted (S~e Bard, 1970; p.25) indicates that over 30% of the calls were repeats, 

. attesting to the wisdom of keeping a car.file. in order to provide' continuity 

of service and as an "early warning" system for the police. The majority 

or family calls were not "repeats," howev.er; during the 22 month FCIU oper-

ational period: most: families required the intervention in their disputes 

only once. 

Characteristics of the Police: Perceptions, Judgements and Actions 

Wliat,Werethe Perceptions and Judgements of the Officers? 

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

by the officers as,. being "neat" .tidy" in' 60.3% of the cases, "fair" in 

18.'8%,. and T'unkempt:" i.n20.9%. It is interesting to note that althot.;gh 

called upon to deal with family . disorder, 'the ofIiters ,were nO.t disposed to 

perceive' th~ fam:Hyfs residence as particularly disordered; their perc'eptions 

of interpersonal disorder did not extend to and contaminate their perceptions 
.' 

of 'the home. The ability of theseoffic·erstomake such discriminations may 

reflect training.for disciplined ob'servation. 
I' 

. '. 'I 

" t{ 

Appeari'lTICe of: the disputants. Tn the majority of disputes, the disputants 

"'~rc S·""11. ·,s ·"u.-·-·'I:' "';;';a'y" "(·7'1' "OQ/) in e r· e w . "-"" n [ <;!.~' . r-' 1.:."" .. ,,,,,. ,.: . • ,. aPI? a, anc • Judgements regarding 'the 

person~(~ppcarance of, the'disputants s,~em to conform to the judgements mnde 

abou t . the nppearance,' (f' the. home. 
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Oominnnt household member. In over half the' cases (51.7%) the officers 

perceived neither disputant to be clearly dominant. Of those cases: where 

a's dominant, it was the husband in 47.8%, the wtfe in one party' was seen 

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

in 16.9%. These fi.gures support the impression that these families may be 

atypical, in that the're,is often no clear dominance pattern (as seen in 

employment status, for example). 

Person(s) judged &t fault. Data coding allowed Jor 2 persons per 

dispute to be judged at fault, thus the percen'tages be,low total more than 

In half (49 .• 6%) of the cases the offi~ers perceived no pers.on as 100%. 

being at iault. This may reflect their willingness to suspend their 

_critical judgements in appreciationoi the complexities of human behavior, 

h · ff t In. those' cases i"here one ot tw:o persons so as not to bias t e~r e , o,r s. , 

,-- were seen -ai:'''f~ult, it was' the husband in 79.9%, the wife in 54,,2% (in addition 

to or in~tea&...of, th~"1msband), another relative ·in 18·.-2%;' and non-relatives .~ ..... 

While we have no base.;.line data for (,.omparison, aftertr.aining these 
-' ' 

in 3.5%. 

, d . 'h t'h - - -, ... ' asone''iill:~CJh",texpec t officers. did not exclusively s1. e w~t , e "lOman, 

( ,·-i.· . .,,' .. · .. given the cultutal'st'i:reo·tYpe of 'p·oh.ceman-as-S±:r Galah'ad (i.e.: the 'protective 

rescuer). 

. f Dl In those cases where data wac; available, Officer's impressl0ns 0 • 

D1 ' d ' h . op'ly' l'nte'rp,ers,o,naJ. ,p, rob1ems in2!J ~66:.:6%) ,of was perceive as aVlng 

th'e cuses; only intrapers'onal problems in 14.2% ofth'e ,cases, andhoth inter-

d • i " ,'1 prob, ,lemE: in ,1, 9.2%. 'T,hepe .dC'l't.a .emjl.llasize the personal an ' ~ntrapTrsona 

ability .qftrained o'ffic'ersto discriInina~::e amonghchaviors those related to 

" 
. ' :'''5· .d{st', ;n'ct £'r,o· m those,: ',de.,rivall,·vc of person<i,l disorder', . ,soei~l in terac'ti:on... ... .... ' 
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OfFicer's impressions of D2. In those cases where data was available, 

02 was perceived as having only interpersonal problems in 69% of the cases, 

only intruperscnal problems in 14%, and both intrapersonal and interp0rsonal .... 

problems in 17% of the cases. This is further indication th:lt in the eyes 

of these policemen, the disputes tolere clearly not a question of one • .)f the 

parties being crazy or lazy. They really believed that "it takes two to 

tangle." Such data reinforces the hypothesis that training should emphasize 

the int~ractive within the context of understanding individual motivation. 

Officer's op';n10n reg<1rdim: causGtive fac'Cors. Gff:'c~rs often sa~" t~vo 

factors as contributory in the same disputt.:l, thl.!s the p:?!rce:-.tages that follo,,, 

total more than 100%. (see Table 4 ). Intrapersonaldeficit, referring to 

one disputant's personal·problem as causative (i.e., behavioral deficiency, 

crisis or inappropriateness) was less frequently judged a cause than were 

interpersonal··problems. arising from the relationship itself. The discrimina-

tive abilities of these officers thus appeared quite sophisticated and in 

accord. with those social scientists Hho maintain that marital discord derives '. ' 

from 'tbe contributions of both parties. Th2 r2nge of perceived ~al1sative 

factors portrayed in Table 4 indicates that these officers d.idnot rely on a 

that D2 L-7aS always ~"rong. or that both 'i;e1.·2 "era2Y".). 

-' 

1 I', 
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TABLE 4 

OFFICERS' OPINION OF CAUSATIVE FACTORS 

Causative Facto~ 

2 Interpersonal problem 

. 3 Outside influence 

Infidelity4 

t Dependence (alcohol or drugs)5 
, I 
i Insufficient income6 

'j Intrapersona1 problem7 

'/ 8 

N Percentage of Total 

277 31.0% 

194 21 .. 7 

160 17.9 

149 16.7 

136 15.2 

122 13.7 

1 

!Problem with child 

Ii _~~ __ ~ ________ ~~ __________ ~~ ______________ ~~ ________ ~.:.:~~~.~.:,~ ______ ~ __ :-__ __ L .. 

83 9.3 

lpercentages total more 
. 2' ,causative factors. 

could be cod~d for than 100% since ,each dispute 

.: 2Comprised of codebo9 ' 943, 948, 965', 973 k .items: 935, 940, 

3 codebook items: 945- 947 Comprised of 

4Comprised of codebook·item : 932 

953, 954 5Camprised of cadebook items: 

6Camprised of codebaok ~tems. , . . 949 950, 964 

7 cadebook items :942, Camprised,of 944, 9~7, 961, 966) 968, 971 

.of co.debook i,tems: 956, 959 '8Camprised 
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t.Jhnt Did the <Tficers Ib and t.,rhat t.fere the Conscquencc!3? 

_~c"r 's ,'pproach. In two- thirds of the cases (66. 2Z) the 0 f f icers 

discussed the !X'ob1em with diSputants ~ separately and together. 

II of the cases was it necessary to physicalll separate the disputants. In 
In only ------. 

even fewer (0.6%) did they find it necessary to command the disputants to 

stop arguing or ordor them to refrain from further outbursts. As a result 

of the officers' appreciation of the importance,of corJnunication they felt 

free to enlist frierids and relatives as faCilitators of the communicetion 

process in 16.8% of tbe cases. Clearly aod dr.~atic"lly the officers could 

utilize a ~de range of bohavioral options as alternatives to the use of 

force. As the figure of 16.8% will attest, they could use available resources 

(other people) without feaning loss of faca or abdication of power role. 

Dl's response to the police. Since some disputants' responses were cod able 

by two it~s, the fraquencies below total ~re than IDOl. In 83.2% of 

cases for ~ich data is available, the officars perceived DI's reopobs. as 
POsitive; in 22.7% Dl 

appeared unresponsivei in 3.1% Dl's response was 

judged to be negativ •• The FeIU officers'perceived BI (t"e complainant) 

as typically'having Positive response to their interven~ion. Such Pos±tive 

reinforcem~t to the delivery of service likoly pr~ot.s job .atisfaction 

and a sense of effectiveness which may improve perfOtlOanoe not only in 

D2's response to the police. In 65.8% .0£ the·cases where data was 

available, DZ'. respollse·was POsitive. In 35.0% 02 appeared to be unresponsive, 

while in 12.2% a negative response·w •• noted. A~though D2!. responses were, 
... , 

nat surpriSingly, less o·£t!?n Positive than Dl's, it is' nateworthy thnt the 

officers perceived the response to be pnsitive in most enses for Which data 

'wa SAv a Habl c. • These . d. ta add f u tt her s upp~ r t to the contention' that trained 
'·:·Q{f1;c:~r.~' cnri~'mi't1g<a'(e resp'onses_ 
~ ,';". ':" . ,.:t;·'".~'~'t)~ even in 'those complained against. 

", 
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The outcome. Here again mUltiple responses per case lead to item 

frequencies totalling more than 100%. In only 5.1% of the cases an arrest 

waF: m;:HJe. Mediation was employed in 77.9%, and a referral t.as mnde in '69.2% 

of the cases. In the officers' judgement, the dispute remained essentially 

unresolved in 37.9% of the cases. 

Thus, in over three-fourths of these cases, the officers endeavored 

to mediate the disputes. Hhile the complainant1s first request of the 

officers (see above) was for mediation in only one-fifth of the cases and 

arrest in under one-seventh of the cases, the of!iic,ers ,provided mO,re media-

tion servic es and, in considerably f et-ler cases employed criminal 's,anc tions . 

Agency to which referred. In 47.5% of cases referred, the FCIU ref:erred 

to a service agency; they referred to the courts in 43.4%, and they referred 

both to court and a service age:ncy in 9.1% of the cases. The officers exer-

cised discriminating judgements in rendering their services. It should be em-

phasized that there officers apparently regarded themselves as gatekeevers 

to the helping system just as equally as they did as gatekeepers to the criminal 

justice system. (Reliance on the helping system is reflected also in the 

low frequency of arrest, mentioned above,) 
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Elapsed time of police intervention. 
In about one-half of the c<.ses 

the police were on the scene between 30 minutes to one hour. 
During the 

study period of 22 months the ~IU handled an average of almost two calls 

per day. 
If each call was haI1{Hed by two officers~ then during each 24 hour 

day a total of approximately three man-hours was spent on family disputes,. 

(or about 60 minutes per two-man shift for the entire precinct) leaving 45 

man-hours per day available for general patrol. 
That is, keeping two trained 

officers in the "family car" 24 hours a day meant that about one hour per shift 

Was utilized in handling such dispnl-ps in the whole precinct (about 1/2 hour 

per car per shift). 
Given this IIgenet'::list-specialist" ,model, the cost-

effecti.veness of police management of family disputes is cieetr. 
If another 

jurisdic tion ~.ere to. set up a Family Crisis Interventicn Unit, tn.ey cculd plan 

on each Unit member spending about I hour per shift handling family crises _ 

an inexpensive strategy indeed, in terms of the. benefits in increased servic,e 

- 4 and crime prevention (and increased morale) th.::t might result. 

4
The 

FCIU comprised 8 - 10% of the 30th Precinct's complement. 
Utilizing a larger or smaJ,ler percentage of available manpower for a Unit 
would be expected to corres.pondingly reduce or increase the average length 
of time spent by each Unit member in this function. 
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TABLE 5 

LENGTH OF POLICE INTERVENTION 

Length of Time 

1" - 30" 

31" 6 Q" 

61" 90" 

91" 12011 

Over 120" 

... '~. ... 

. - "'" . / ' 

17.9% 

49.0 

2,3.5 

6.5 

3".1 
-..."..--

100.0% 
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Relationships Among Variables: DIsputants 

In ord~r to ~quire a better understanding of the nature of family 

disputes ,_ cross-tabulations were- performed on selected pairs of variables. 

The first section is !:oncerned with characteristics of the disputan.ts; 

the second J wi th police ac tions or percep tions. The third sec tion is con--

cerncd with interactions between disputant characteristics and police charac-

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

other the police. 

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

were included where there was information available on both variables in 

the pair. This procedure was followed so that the information presented 

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

comparisons below refer to selected pairs bf variables of special interest. 

In all cases the interaction was highly significant stati$.tically. Comments 
;.~ 

will, however, be limited to trends within the data which' appear psychologically 

mea.ningful . 

Complainan t 's S tai:emen t Abou t D2' s B.ehavior 

Comparison with previous. patterns' of violence bet'veerr disputants re-

veals t.hat'tY'here a family has a history of violent. conflict, there is more 

apt to be a complaint of violence or the threat of violence. Further~ 

complaints about atypical behaVior, other tiTan" V'i'e·1en-08", anti'ahout: .financial 

problems, a!."e ,less likely to occur in families with histories of violent 

.t.ntcractions . 
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It was decided that eyents occur~ng ~ ~ . ~mmed;ately before the officers' 

arrival would he considered ,a reflection of real ·events rather than a sub-

jective judgement' by teo ~cers. h ff ' Comparis6n of this variable with previoua 

patterns of violence reveals a' trend for vi"olence and the threat of violence 

to ensue in those families with a violent history. This finding is consister't 

'with that noted above regarding the 'relat'l.ons np e 'Heen " l' b t history of violence 

and complainan.ts' statements to the police. Furthermore, when there is no 

history of violence the disputes are more likely to' involve ve::-bal exchange 

,and one in which 'the whereabouts of the other ,party is at issue. Ap.parently 

" families establish dispute patterns:' some rely on physical violence; while 

, . , ~ 

the disputes of others are consistently characterized by verbal conflicts 

a~d by attempts:to alter proximity (Le., the disp1ltants disagree as t:b 

whether one of them lyill leave, return or remain). 

,'Relationships Among Variables: Police 

'Elapsed Time of Police Intervention 

'd '",C, 'op4'n'~'on r:e f7 arding:causative factors no When relate . to ~O~I~l:~J.~c~e~rJs~..£l_~"'~~-'-~---=,;:. llb~~~",~:::':::::'::::':::"::'=:-:--=--=-==..:~-",-

;' ',',',' that the length ,of the intervention W.3.S ,crend'cis' apparent; .it"would ,appear 

-not determined by'the perceived cause of the dispute, 

In r~lation to the officers' opinion regarding person(s) at fault, 

it appeared that' 'the length of their irit.ervention was similar regar ess dl bf 

, f It ,'H:owev' er' , .the.y did tend to whether the husbanaor the ,.;ri~e was Cl",t'au . ' 

, . ' b' t f It perhaps this is, 1 wh'en:another party', ,,,as seen as .e~ng a . au,' , stayonger " , ' 

'a: reflection, o£ttfe':"desire to modify the: influence o,t"others on the marital 

partners .' 

~ , . '. , 
, ~." 
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I: When rela ted to agency to tvhich referred, there is the sugges tJon 

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

average, ,·,i th families they eventually referred to cour t, as compared \.,i th 

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

of imposing solutions upon people, the officers' actions in this regard may 

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

perceived the problem as one requiring an externally imposed solution, they 

saw less that they could do and left sooner. 

Officers' Opinion Regarding Causative Factors 

When related to Dl1s response to police, Dl tended to be especially 

positive in response to the intervention ,.,hen the officers perceived the 

dispute as having. originated in problems:tHth the children. 

Cross tabulations with agency to ~,]hich referred suggests that the 

officers were somewhat more likely to refer to court when they perceived 

..... , .... disputes to be. caused byeitl~e~ infidelity or insufficient inc,orne. They 

were somewhat more likely- to refer to servicea,gencies ,yhen the perceived 

causes involved intrapersonal problems ,and pEobl.ems ".;ith children, 

Disputes seen as being caus.ed by interper:sonal probl-ems w,ere referred 

equally- to both service agencies and the courts. These data portray the 

objectivity in the. ability of ·the officers to discriminate as to the relative 

appropriateness of the helping system in making refe.rrals..lt .may b:ethat 

su~ch ability to discriminate and the enlargement of, th~ range ,of alternatives 

utilized are among the most significant results of training for human service 

functions by police officers. 
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_ Cross-tabulation with t e ou come h t suggests a tendency for disputes 

causes t o more o£t-e. n remain unresolved than those with with interpersonal 

intrapersonal causes. It may be that when ~ne party is defici!?nt or inappro-

h conflict: t:b.an when the dispute arises priate, it is easier to manage t e 

out of the more, complex interac·tion between two or m.ore disputants. 

Persons at Fault 

W'l' th dom;nant household member suggests that the Cross-tabulation • 

husband is more often seen as being dominant regardless of w~ether he OT. his 

Phen o.ther relativesornon~rel/'l:.tives. are wife is seen as being at fault. ~ 

a lso se~n as being dominant. "Perhaps th~' seen as being at f.ault., they are 

who dominated both spouses had to be .• primarily officers judged that anyone 

at fault. 

Officers' Inrpressions of Dl 

.. . thl' s variable 'with the outcome reveals no Cross-tabulation.of 

clear trend,.. a· .stereoty.pe tha:twha:t officers th,ink of the While' ,there, is > 

. th".···s d{.d .Pot·occur in relation h ' d' ; tion Qf the caSe ~ . '" '" qisput.~mt affe~ts ;LS, :LSpOS,.. .. . 

to the first disputant. This ,may be further :eyidence of disciplined 

objectivity .. 

Officers' Impressions of D2 

-'>.genc'y·· ...... ·.o .... ·~.·.T.h.·, ic .. h .re,terred simiiarly ~H-!gges ts Cross-tabulation wi th .!:<.l.ll",,~:.s_L·f-~~"l:l::!::. :!.t. ~==~:..::.. 

. . ' " f h ,. pression of D1 (i.e., that officers' referrals werE: :Lndependent 0 .t e:Lr .Tm . . 

. '. h h D~ s seen as refarralsbeing madem~re often to s,ervi~eagenc.i:es ..... i e.t .er wa 

'. 1· l' ff' It 'es) This further supports haVing interpe'I;'sonal or, intraper.sona . (n .1CU l. • 
. .. ..".,.,:' 

the notion that thecf"ficers did notlct their impressions of the·dis·p~utan.ts 

... 
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Cross-tabulation w:i.th the outcome reveals no trend, once again 

highlighting the officers' oqjectivity. 

. Relationships Among Variables: Police-Disputant Interaction 

Co.nVlinnnts' statement abuut D2' s behavior X The outcone: Cr055-

tabulation, of these variables revealed no clear trend. However, it appears, 

tha t arres ts tended to occur when. violence ,vas the complain t; al though 

complaints of vio,lence. usually did not lead to either citizen requests that 

an arrest be made nor to actual arrests. 

Coruplainan·ts"statement about D2' s behavior X Elapsed time oJ police 

intervention: Revealed here was a tendency for offi'cers to spend less time 

with families who. had complained Qf violence than when other complaints had 

been made;..' This may be dUE! to greater clar:J-ty in police guidelines regarding 

violence,.~uch clari.~y:would tend to m;ik.e for quicker police response. For 
",' 

.. example, if D2 was' arrested for naving committed an assault (,{h~n Dl indicated 

.... ' 

that charges would be pressed), little time needed to be spent • 

Complainants' statement about D2's behavior ~ D2's response to police: 

AnalYSis reveal'ed that,",C"egardless of the nature of the complaint, D2 generally 

responded positively.',; Even on complaint that D2 had been violent, D2' s 

responses are> if anything, even .more likely to be positive tmvards the police. 

. Thus these. Officers' perceiv£;!dgenerally positive responses from D2 regarales.s 

of the nature of the complaint, s~lggesting that their skills axe .effective 

in a \,ride variety of' situatl.ons. 

.... ; ,: ': 
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Complainants I request of poli~ X Ela'psed time of inter.vention: In 

general t no relationship was found between these variables. 1\ tendcney \ ... as 

noted, however, for interventions to be briefer when the complainant requested 

the officers to make an arrest (x2 = 3.90, .£.<.05), that t ... hen other requests 

were made. 

Complainants' request of police X ~encyto which referred: The data 

suggests that referrals "fit" the request -- Le., when DI requestf~d that 

the officers provide treatment, mediation, or other services, referrals were 

more likely to be to service agencies. On the other hand, \-1hen DI, reques ted 

that the officers use force, referrals were more likely to be'iD.:;.de to the 

courts. It appears that the officers viewed the courts as a resource for 

enforcement. 

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

arrests tend to occuTwhen.an arrest had been·requested. However, as noted 

above', most 'such requests did not result in arrest. 

Identity of comulainant X Person(s) seen as a!: fault:· This cro:ss-tabulation 

suggests that the officers often did not side. with the complainant. Even 

. though husbands were. perceived as b'eing at fault more often than the wives, 

(regardless of .:ho was the complainant) T..;rives were I:E:vertheless seen as being 

<" ,1 

" 
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Age of Dl X Officers' impressions of Dl: Hhile there was no general 

tre!1d, the data' s~ggested that DIs under 20 years are more often perceived 

as having intrapersonal difficulties than when DI is older than 20 (x2 = 5.48; 

.p. <.05 - compared to what would be expected from the frequencies of interper-

sonal and intrapersonal in all cases). 

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

between Dlis. age and. outcome of the dispute. Thf.! officers apparently 

functioned similarly despite age differences in Dl. 

Ag~ of D2 X D2.'s response to the police: No major trend was apparent 

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

to police intervention, this was appar~ntly not the case. 

Age of D2 X The outcome: Asvrith Dl, there appeared no trend in the 

. relationship' bett'Teen these two variables. Age thus. ap.pears to have had 

little effect on the outcome of these disputes. 

',: 

The outcome X Occupation of Dl and of ,D2: Cross-tabulq.t'i.ons reveal that 

the occupation of ~ach disputant did nbt show any apparent r~lCftionship with 

outcome of the dispute. 

Dis~l1...ts I relationship X Elapsed time of intervention: No trend t:Jas 

apparent between these variable.s. The amount 'vi tL:.:: U,2 o:;':fic.::rs spent 

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

ship. 
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Disputants! relationship X Pcrson(f;)' seen as ~ faul...!.: Officers perceived 

often being the fault of the husband than di~putes between spouses as more 

the wife (x2 = 13.70, £ ~.001). 

Disputants' ~elationship X The outcome: No trend was apparent in the 

relationship of these variables. 

Children under 19 present at disturbance X Elapsed time of intervention: 

Inspection of these data suggests that there was no relationship between the 

amount of time spent in an intervention and wheth~r or not there were children 

present. 

Events transpiring before of ii' cera ' arrival X Elapsed time of ~ntervention: 

of' precl'pl'tatl'ng event which determines the length of There is no speCl lC 

the intervention. 

,.Elapsed time of intervention X D2 's respon'sie to police: The data suggest 

that 'in cases where the officers stayed 60 minutes or more, D2' s response was· 

positive. Since the average length of intervention even when D2' s response-'was 

30 - 60 minutes, the officers did not withdratv not positive,. was be~ween . 

quickly. The data sugge~t, rat er, h that t,hey dl'd. not waste time in the face 

of continued resistance by' D2 to their efforts to !I\'ediate the dispute. 

•.. -II .'t'.',:~ ... 
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Events transpiring before officers' arrival X Persones) at fault: 

There was no clear trend in these data. Preceding events did not seem 

related to who these trained officers perceived of as at fault. Even when 

violence had occurred they maintained their objectivity. So often in police 

. work, injuries to officers accrue when they attempt to stop the male, \vhom 

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

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

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

the ab.sence of injuries to Unit officers. 

EventstranspiFing before officers' arrival X Dl's response to police: 

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

of events prior to the arrival of the l,Dlice. 

Events transpiring before officers' arrival X D2 I S response to police.: 

Here, too, D2's response was consistent and usually positive regardless of 

the preceding event. Whatever these officers derived from their training, 

they could apparently hand'le a variety of situations skillfu;l)y. 

Events transpiring before officers' arrival X The outcome: The or.ly 

trend apparent in this cross-tabulation \vas that tvhen an arrest occurred, 

it was 'likely that violence had taken place befor.e the officers arrived. 
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These data suggust that when disputants have a previous puttern of vioienc0, 

the immediate dispute is more likely to be perceived by the officers as 

caused by interpersonal difficulties and/or by dependency on drugs; and 

less likely by problems with children or by outs.ide influences. This is 

further support for the interactive hypothesis, that is, that patterns of 

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

chis tic nature. 

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

of violent interac.tion do not appear to be related to whether husband or wife 

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

predict. When other people are seen as being at fault, there tends to be no 

previous pattern of violence between the disputants. Perhaps the. existence 

of such a pat:tern requires the continuing p1:e.sence of. those who contrib.ut;.e-

to the violence. , ..... 

Appearance of the 'home X The outcome: Neatness of the home seems to be 

.posi.tively associated with successful outcome and negatively associ,ated with 

incidence of arrests. 

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

of arrests). 
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Officers' impressions of DJ. X D1's response to pollce: The nb$cnc:e 

of any clear trend is remnrkable. It suggests that the officers' behavior 

was not grossly affected by their impression of 01, thus likely hnving no 

clemon,strable effect on Dl's reaction to them. Apparently the officers' 

objectivity led to their engendering positive responses from 01 regardless 

of their impressions of 01. 

01' s response to police X The Ql tcome: In this cross-tabulation no 

trend was apparent, other than an apparent tend.ency for disputes to be 

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

D2! s response to police X The outcome.: These data suggest that when 

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

result in a higher incidence of arrest. When D2's response is positive, 

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

that the outcomes of these disputes depended on the disputants' responses to 

the police; that is, when they were cooperative mediation and successful 

resolution , .. ere more likely to occur. It should be .noted that the data above 

indicated that the disputants' responses to the offi'cers was not caused by 

the offic:e!:s' impressions of them. 

D1's response to nolice X Previous patterns of violence: 01 responds 

positively to the police regardless of the history. 

Officers' impression of 02 X D2's response to the police: No trends 

wer·e revealed. Regardless of. the officers' impressions, 02 's reaction to the 

off iccrs was generally posi tive • 
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D2' s response to police X Prm;iou;,; plltt,t!rns of viol ('nce: Even more 

so than Dl, D2 is likely to respond positively to the police when there has 

been no prior pattern of violence. Although families \vith histories of 
I 

violent interaction are more likely to have violent disputes, it w~s previously 

noted that events preceding officers' arrival was not apparently related to 

the disputants' response to the officers. It may be that families. with a, 

violent interactive style also happen to have more negative attitudes. to 

authority; or, that their tendency, to overtly express negative feelings led the 

officers to perceive their reactions as less posit~ve. 

Agency to which referred X Previous patterns of violence: Inspection 

of these data indicates that the officers tended to refer to courts tvhen there 

was a history of violence, to service agencies when there tvas no history of 

violence. 

i' 

'e Parent-Child Disputes 

Of the total .of 1287 family disputes, 172 \07ere bet\veen parents and 

,children. The opportunity to exalline characteristics of such disputes 

( 
promised info:rrnation on the s·imilarities and differences between these disputes 

and those bet\07~en spouses. Hliat., for example, may police officers expect 

when they intervene and find the disputants are parent and child'? Is violence 

more of a factor, and nence a danger, than in di.3-p11te-S be Ct·ree n spouses ? 

What do trained officers perceive as causative in su~hdis.plltes? Are there 

differences in the officers' actions? In the outcome? 
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In the procedure used~ separate frequency tnbul:ltions were generated 

for the 172 par.ent-child dis~utes. Visual comparison between these datn 

and the data for all 1287 interventions was made for each variable. When 

a aifference between the two sets appeared meaningful, a third set of 

frequencies were generated comprised of th.e data for all disputes other than 

those between parent and child. The frequencies for this latter set were 

then compared to those for paren t and child only. Chi-square analyses tvere 

performed to test the significance of the differenc.es between these two 

sets of data. 

Characteristics of the Disputants 

The disput.es between parents and children predictably showed a larger 

age .difference than did the otheL disputes. When the disputes o.ccurred or 

how the police were notified indicated n6 gross differences. Examination of 

'''the nature of the complainant's statement regarding D2's behavior revealed a 

slight, .nonsignificant difference in the frequency of comI1laints of violence, 

in p.arent-child disputes. Such complaints were made in 33.3% of cases for which 

informati.on tvas avail2.ble, and in 40.2% of all. other cases. In' parent-child 

disputes~. requests for mediation occurred in 28.4% of cases, all other disputes 

18.6%: 

. ·1 
In the parent .... child9,isputes, the mother to,1as the complainant in 56.1% 

of the cases, the father in 15.2%, the dau;hter in 18.1% and the son in 7.0%. 

Parents are the ones who appeal for help in three-f~)Urths of these cases. 

One-quarter of the appeals came from children. 

NO. o'thcr characteristics of the disputants demonstrated differences. 

, . 
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Characteristics of the Police 

the two sets cf data in terms of length of interv~ntion ComparisoIls between 

1 ·,no~t inte~ventionQ took from one-half hour to one Dnd indicntcd that for bOtl, _ _. _ 

one half hours. In parent-child ~isputes officers are less likely to spend 

less than one-half hour and are more likely to spend over one and one~half 

hours (E~.OOl). This finding prooably reflects a number of factors, such as 

h nature of the request an .. d the inciden.ce of prior violence differences in t e 

(it was noted above that officers spent less time when .violence had preceded 

their arrival or when arrests occurred). 

. When examination was: madeo£ events preceding o'fficer'S' arrival, several 

differences were seen.... ... wh;ch prov;de so:ne explanation for the above finding 

regarding the amount of time spent during the intervention. Parent..,child 

disputes, when comparoed to all others, were preceded "sometvhat more often by. 

/ Ii (32.9'''% vs. 21.2'%0) and by "verbal disputes" "other's presence absence 

.0 db "'1 " 43.7%}, and were somewhat less likely to be precede y. v~o ence 

These.' data suggest that in parent-child dispute:s" there (26.57: VS. 35.8%). , . 
may be a tend-ency for the disputants to' have conflicts in which both seek to 

maintain the basic. relationship while trying non-violently to alter the 

other's behavior. 

As for t.he officers r opinion of causatiye· factors, parent-child disputes 

. d as be-luoC"r caused by outside influences than were were less often perce~ve ... 

other disp'utes (10.6%vs. 23.5%;..E.< .05). 

In parent-child disputes the officers I ·approach" Has more liT<ely to 

involve "discussions with other family members" (:32.3% vs. ~4.5%.;J,~. < :05). 

It would seem that the office·rs s.aw .the iltra"':familial relationships as the 

cruci.:1l factors .. and., :1n, Ledognizin~ the role played.by other family members, 

enlisted their .coope:t'atiQu. 
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The officers were more likely to refer to service agencies in parent-child 

disput'cs than .inother disputes (70.7% vs. 47.9%·j..E < .05), and ,-lcre less 

likely to refer parent-child disputes to the courts (20.7% vs. 46.5%; r.< .01). 

It appears that the officers were less likely to resort: to judicial imposition 

of a resolution in disputes betweerr parents and children. Compared to all 

other disputes, the officers were less likely in parent-child disputes to 

obtain an agreement from ·the complainant to "leave permanently" (19.3% vs. 3.6%; 

.E. < .01), but just as. often obtained such an agreement from D2. This seeming' 

paradox can be explained as perh.aps ref;1ecting the officers' reluctance to 

ask the complainant (the parent) to leave; there ~vere a number of cases, 

however, in which the. "child" (D2) was r!i ther old enoug~ to leave home (being 

over 18) or in which the. dispute was between a parent and a child over 20 

years of age (llextended families" are quite connnon in inner-city areas), and 

it might be quite app.ropriate to suggest that such a "child" live elsewhere. 

The data revealed that there was less likely to be a previous pattern of 

violence (.E. <: .00l) in. parent-c~ild disputes than in all others. 

No other differences were noted in characteristics of police perception 

and behavior in these 'disputes. 

Analysis of the data regarding disputes between parents and children 

points out certain char:acteristics in which these diff.er from other intra-

£.a'TIilial disputes requiring police intervention. In parent-child disputes, 

the disputants j behavior and statements t.O the police are seen as more likely 

to reflect a desire to .maintain the essential stability of the relationship. 

Apparentlyth!:: off:i:e:rsperceived this desire. and' tended to direct their 

efforts toward stabiliz;ingor improving the families' situations by spending 

more time; media~ing.;~nlistirig other family members' involvement and referring 

to service·agen«;:ies·. 
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Parameters of Physical Assault 

It lias been said that "violence, like charity, begins at home" 

(Halinowski, 1948). Data gathered during the course of 1287 police interven-

tions in family di~p~tes provides an unusual opportunity to acquire information 

about human violerlce in naturalistic settings. We hay,e determined that 

complainants say that violence has occurred in 39.5% of the cases ".and, more' 

specifically, that physical assaults have taken place in 35.5% of all 

disputes. Further, information has been presented in ~.,hich the police 

office,rs concluded that violence preceded their arrival in 34.,8% of the 

dispu tes, and more specifically, that physical assaul thad occur:r:ed in·2 9,. 2;~ 

of all disputes. Fortunately, there :is even mare that can be learned from 

fhe data, some of which is presented below,. To permit finer analysis, most 

of' the data to follow is derive'Cifrom "first-gene~ation" data'; that is ~ 

prior·to collapsing of categories. 

Agreement, Between Offi(;.,ers and Gomplainants 

Of all, disputes in whico'the compla:i.nants' statement rindicated that 

a physical assault ,had takj?n pl~ce, J':1:1e officers pertt:ived that a physical 

assault had in fact preceded their arrival in 65 ~,9%. Tlius in about two-thirds 

of. those cases where, upon entering the home, . the officers are told that, an 

assaJ;llt had(jc~~rred, further inquiry verified ,.t1:e ~J,:Cii!l.\' When other categories 

are added so that the more general d'omafrr 6f ''1ridlenc.e" j"s ~fC~lIllin.ed, ,(,including" 

for example, assaul.tswitha weapon), the agre~ment between com~laihants' 

statement and officers" impressions ofeve'n,~s' ,preceding their arrival rises 

to "14 .• 5%. 
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In view of these findings, an officer would have had rc:t"on to expect 

that i violence had probably occurred if on entering the hOll1e II<' had been to ttl 

thnt it had occurred. If, on the other hand, there is no menlion of violence 

.having occurred, further inquiry or mediation will probably not disclose thilt 

an assault had' occurred. Stated more generally, these data suggest that 

complainants are 'relatively accurate sources of information when they claim qn 

assault has occurred; in the absence of such a claim an officer can~properly 

assume that there probably was no assault . 

Causes of Disputes, in iVhich Assaults Allegedly Gcc.urred 

Cross-tabulation of the variables: Complainants' statements to police 

and Officers' impressions of causes, allows for examination of the more fre-

quently perceiyed causative factors in disputes where a physical assault wa.s 
" 

claimed to have. taken place. Rank-.,ordering. those' factors provides the 

following list: infidelity '(a factor in 16% of these disputes); history of 

constant arguments and/or assaults. (ll%); lack of coomunication, at terttion" 

. understanding (9%); alcoholism (9%}; complaint regarding another's outs'ide 

friends or activities (5%); excess.' time spent away frolJl home (5%); financial 

difficulties (5%). 

'. 
"It readily becomes apparent that there is no one cause which accounts 

for a major portion of these disputes. Even infidel,ity, the factor most 

commonly associ,ated \07ith clad.ms,of phys'ica.I. assaul tao; is seen in only 1 

case out of 6. This data is consisteli~t with the hYP9 thesis in which families 

are seen to differ in'istyle" of conflict. Perhaps ~or families with .iin ---

assallitive style;" violence is .likelyto occur once a conflict- tension' thre.shold 

been r~aihed', . and, Dluny preci.pi tating fac tors' can lead to. crossing that 

thresh.old .,: 

; : ., 
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Officers' Impressions of D2 in Disputes h Which Assaults Allegedly Occurred 

Additional information concerning disputes in which the complainant 

claimed that a physical assault had occurred comes from examining the " 

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

mad~, the officers found the second.disputant (usually the hushand)to be 

under the influence of alcohol in 16. 3% of the cases. This 10v7 freq4ency of 

associat:i.on does not support the expectation of, a strong relatlonship. be-

tween violence and alcohol. The officers found D2 to be unable to communicate 

with Dl in 14.3% of these disputes, to be jealous or suspicious of Dl in 

10.3% and to have little regard .or affection for Dl in 5.2% of .these disputes. 

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

in which the complainant claims that an assault'had occurred. 

Causes of Disputes in I-lhich Officers Conclude that .Assaults Did Occur 

There is reason to believe that in some disputes physical assaults 

did occur but were not mentioned by the c.Jmplainant. Similarly ,there may o 

'" -· .. ·w-ell have been cases . in, which a vengeful complainant .may have falsely 
.,"":". 

stated that an assault 9ccurred, o~ emotionally ov£rreacted to a push or 

shove. 1-lhile "the' officers' impressions of events preceding t:he·ir arrival o 

provided confil:m?-tion of alleged assaults 'in 65.9% of these cases, indicating 

con:;ideraple agreement,there remain martY cases in which the officers con-

eluded that :an assault had occurred even ~i.thout. a complaint. Could it be· 

that the officers I impressions are a more yalid indic.at-or of the prior 

. occurrence of physical assaults? 
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. Inthe .3~O. ~as~Jn which the ofiicprs judged thi'L~ ... _~ .. phyi;;icQl~~lssrlUl.t .. 

had preceded their arrival, the most frequently seen cGusative fnctors 

were infidelity (l3.0%~of these cases); alcoholism (11.2%); history of constant 

argum!7~J,~.,and/or. assaults (9.7%); lack 'of communication, attention, understanding 

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

These five factors are identical to five most frequently associated causative 

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

Officers Imnressions of D2 in Disputes Where Officers Concluded that Assaults 

Did Occur 

In those disputes. where the officers judged that a physical assault had 

taken place, they fourid the second disputant to be: under the influence of 

alcohol (20.9%); unable to commtinicate with Dl (13.3%); jealous or suspicious 

of Dl (9.7%); to have .little regard or affection for Dl (7.6%); to act 

childishly or'immaturely (5.5%). 
. "'!. 

Once again, cons.iderable ove,rlap. is found tv-hen the officers' impres.sions 

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

with their impressions.of D2 tv-hen. the complainant claims that an assault had 

.occurred. Rere 3 too., one may note that n2 is under .the infl.uence o~ alcohol 

in only a minority of family disputes in iV'hich th~se police. offieel'\s had 

judged that an assault had occurred prior to their arrival. 

0,; 
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.- Estimating the Extent of Alcohol's Influence .' : . .., ..... ~ . 

Information cn the role of alcohol in family disputes can be 

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

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

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

whether or not it has led to a state of intoxication; and, 2.) its expression 

as a chronic hab1.-e' pattern,' e.e.,· alcoholism. 'Both views of alc,ohol have 

implications for the disputes themselves as well as for the role of assaultive-

ness within those disputes. Several aspects of the data permit us to gain 

some understanding of the interplay of these issues. 

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

influence of alcohol ... though not necessarily intoxicated ... in 26.4% of the 

cases, and the other disputant in 30.3%. \c Hhile alcohbl use was judged to 

have influenced the disputants in many of,tQf'! cas_es" it should be noted that 

alcoholism was ,perceived by the officers a~ causative of the dispute in only 

13. 6%. of the. cases. .... 

Ag.reement Beb.een Officers and Complainants 

The complainant charged drunkenn'ess in 10% .of the cases. Of these 

c,ases, the' officers agreed wi th the complainants charge only 43.1% of the 

time •. When· the intervening offtcer is gre;eted by ~ccl!sation~ of dr,upkennl=ss, 

the chc.rges are typically nr;,t' subs tarrtia;t8:d by R;im" 

.. 

--..,-----~--
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Another dimension is added when the relationship is exnmlned b~lwcen 

ulleged drunkenness and' 0 Uicers' perc'~ption of alc~holism as 'a cause of the 

dispute. Here again the c:greemcnt is not impressive: of aLl cases where the 

complainant alleges drunkenness, alcoholism is usually not seen to be a 

cause of the dispute (29% agreement). Comparison with the above figure of 

43:1% agreement suggests that there were a number of cases where the officers 

agreed with the complainants, but felt that alcoholism was not a cause of 

the disputes. This may i,"'-flect these trai~ed officers' sophistication in 

being able to search for underlying causes behind surface manifestations 

of conflict. 

Causative Fac tors \~hen D2 was Under the Influence of Alcohol 

Cross-tabulation of the variables : .. Officers' inlpressions of D2 and 

Officers' percep.tion of causative factors reveals the follow±ng fact-ors to 

be most often causative of disputes t.here. I>2 appea'red to be under the influence 

of. a~cbhol: alcoholis'm (20.9%); infidelity (11. 4%); unemployment (7.6%); a 

.history of Gonstant arguments and/or assaults (7.6%); and, a lac-ii of communica-
I . , • 

tion, C?--ttention, understanding (6.5%).· Here again on.e finds little'relation--

ship between a disputant's being under the influence. of alcohol and the officers 

perc:eiving'alcoholism to he a factor. In other ~ords, they appeared able 

to discriminate between the use of alcohol and a chronic condition of 

alcoholism. 
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Complainants' Statement about DZ's Behavior 

Many police officers and social scientists hypothesize a relationship 

between assaultiveness and alcohol intoxica~ion. In view of this, the 

complainants statement" about the behavior of the other party was examined 

to determine the l;xtent to which assaultivene.ss and intoxication coexisted as 

complaints. \fuile there were 252 cases 1N'here Dl compI-ained that a physical 

assault had occurred, and 72 cases where Dl complained that D2 was intoxicated, 

there were only 15 cases \vhere DI complained both that D2 was intoxicated 

and had committed a. physical assault. Thus it can" b~ said that "where an 

assault allegedly occurred, in only 6% (15/252) i07as intoxication al:so alleged. 

These data suggest that complainants do not in their first statements to the 

police indicate a relationship between alcohol and assault. 

Relationship Between D2' s Being Intoxicated in Disputes tfuere Officers Con-

'''cluded,that an' Assault Had Occurred 

Of all cases v7h~re the officers judged that a physical assault: p:!: ac,ed ed, 

theirarrival,-in OIaly 20.9% (aE> noted above) was D2 under the influence of 

. alcohol. An officer who concluded that an assault had, probably: taken place 

because he sees D2, as intoxicated would likely be in error. 
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CHAPTER III 

ASSESSMENT OF ATTITUDES BEFORE AND AFTER POLICE ACADEHY Tlu\LNINCl 

The research design of the housing 'study presented opportunl ties 

to assess effects of training upon certain dimensions which appeared relevant 

to e£f~ctivepolice work: the extent to which one can understand and predict 

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

and socie ty " 

In addition to providing measures of differential effects of training 

between the two groups, the assessment of ~F9UP B' s attitudes \07a5 seen as 

perhaps providing indications of the effects of police academy training. In 

as much as group B's training at The Psychological Center consisted primarily 

of lectu~es, it: closely resembled in form (although not in content) much of 

their academy training. The typical police academy's strategy has been 

. "":';~~'ribedas ~usiug ~"ft'I"Q'D'ctrination" methods in ')rder to mold, "personnel over 

whom the organization can easily B..'(ercise control II (Germann., 1969, p. 22) • 

Despite such critical descrip'tion,little scientific investigation of the 

effects of police aca'demy training upon recruits has been forthcom;Lng; assessing 

group B's attitudes was seen 'as a means cif obtaining knowledge relevant to 

this issue. 

The remaind.er of this chapter will describe the methodology) findings 

and conclusions resulting from the eval'uet:-iou' of att:'i,t,udes of recruits in 

both group A (the affective-experiential con£lict-ma!1agement group) and 

group B (the cognitive gJOup) . 

.1Materinl in this .chapter is based on elements of Dr. Zucker's doctoral 
~lssertation,. 2'ai:£k~r,) JAh The effects.of eXlleriential tra:il1ing IIpon empathy? 
In terpersol101 g<;nsitivitv, {~ynicism and alien.:l clonin po lice recru its . Doctoral 

_ dissertation. 'Ci,ty University of New .York, Ann Arbor, Nlchigan;'>Unlvcl"s tty 
Hlcrofilms, 1971,:.N.o. 71-16: 546 .. 
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Subjects 

Subjects were probationary patrolmen entering the New York Housing 

h . 26 69 years In addition, Authority Police Academy. T e~r average age was. . 

six senior patrolmen received training with group A but were not included 

in the evaluative procedures. 

Du~ing these recruits' first day at the Academy they were told 

simply that they were to take part in an experiment to evaluate two different 

methods of training intended to increase the policemaI;l' s ef£ec,tiveness and 

safety through increased knowledge a1;l0ut human behavior. The entire enterin~ 

1 d h measur~ng instruments and \-Jas then randomly divided clas~~ then camp ete t e .... 

into two groups: group A, which was to )Eceive affective':experI"ttlitial training 

1 't d group B, T.Th~"h 'was to' receive c,ognitive education for conf ict managemen ~an ....... "-

in the behavioral ,and social sciences. To conform to the practical needs 

of the Academy trainin~, staff and facilities, it l-Jas necessary that.. nei,ther-

h . 3'0 Thus, 24 recruits fHere randomly assigned to group be larger t an men. 
, '2 

group A (plUS the six sen:ioT' .• Jl~tro'lmen) _ and ,30 to groupB~..,.. '~ " 

The two groups did not differ significantly eith~r in age or on the 

test of mental C3.bi~ity'routine1y administered by the Academy. In group A, 

16 recruitS N 5 were Caucasian. and one was Puerto Rican. wer,e egro, ,'. , In 

9 C . and :3 were Puerto Rican. group B, 17 recrui.ts :were Negro ,', were ,aucas:nm, 

2Data for two recruits in group A aIld one from group B are not 
included because they,did not complete all evalti.::l.i.:iv.e proceau-res. 
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The Measures 

Empathy, the ability to understand another person's fee1ings and 

thoughts, was in part measured by the Empathy scale (Hogan, 1969). Additional 

measures of empathy involved the presentation of a ruotion picture, "Judging 

Emotional Behavior," in which two people are under post,..hypnotic suggestion 

to believe that emotion-laden events they are hearing had occurred to them in 

the past (some of the events h;d, in fac't, happened to either of the tHO 

people in the film). 3 Recruits judged which emoti.on (from a, list If 13) Has 

being experienced and ~-Jhich of the subj ects, if either, t-Jas hearing his/her 

own past experience. Recruits made their judgements ldthout hearing 

the narrator's stories, thereby reproducing a situation common to police 

work - the necessity cr making rapid judgements based on limited information. 

A recruit's feeling identification score consisted of the number of correct 

judgements (out of 10) as to l-Jhich emotion was being e:-:perienced; his person 

identification score consisted of the number of correct judgements (out of 10) 

regarding 'whi'cl;l subj ect, if either, ~ilas reliving the event described in each 

Interpersonal sensitivity, the ability to predict t-Jhat another person 

~illthink, say, or do, w~s measured by a procedure (Grossman, 1967; "men test," 

2nd-order predictions), in which typescripts of interviews with three men are 

presented, containing their anst'lers to qll€s:t:ion's abou.t th(?;nTselv.-e'S'. The 

recruits then predicted which of the three men had described himself in a 

-given way. 

Aliena-tion f).'om other people and from society was, measured by Gould's 

(.l~il4) HanifestAliena,tioll, Neasure (HAN) . 

," ..,--~-

3'" "-, " - ' -,- -
, Churqhl11-V1exler product.ion:, availabll,! from the New York University 
F~lmr..ibrarYJ 26 Washington'Place, New York, New York, 1'0003, and other sources. 
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Police cynicism was measured b~ Niederhoffer's (1967) scale, slightly 

Clodifi~4 for use with Housing Authority policemen and with response choices 

1:· .~....;.. . t of 20 open-ended statements concerning significant counterbalanc6d;· rt conS1S s 

d 'selected one of three completions which made -ate~ of 'police work, an recrults 

e~ch statement most nearly correct in his eyes. This scale'is the only 

. - One statement is: known meas·u.re of police cyn~clsm. 

Housing Police Academy training of recruitsi ________ ~ ______ ~------~~~~ 
a. might as well be cut in half. The recruit has to learn allover when 

he is assigned to a projec:t. 
b cannot overcome the contradictions between theory ~nd 

• f' th r i1- for l''<:e c. does .a verJ fine job 0 . preparlng e ree u ~ -~ 

practice. 
in the project. 

Training 

. - Each rec'ruit underwent the normal l2-week Police Academy tralnl.ng. 

~ the additional traini:ng this recruit program at the Academy., To accomooate 

, . 1 d t a wee)" Academy training class received, their Academy tr~ining aste one ex r ,,- . 

. 
'. is provided mainly by officer~ .. :.it.~<1:::~!!.~f.r..~ff m'e1llbe"r's' df'the Academy. 

Group A training. Concurrent with their Academy t'raining, .members of 

h P ·h 1 . 1 Cent.'?r of the City Coll.ege., CUNY on 12 ;group A met at T e. syc oogl.ca 

h h . '. ed a total of 42 hour·s of training'. Tuesday mornings, were t ey recel.V 

mu' 'ch of thl.· s. time. in one of two small grollps, the leaders l:rembers spent 

d t ' students. J:."n th'e: University'sclin:Lcal psychology of which were gra ua e 

program. Occasionally serving as. c·o,-.le.a.ders. wex.e;.. membe.rs of the 3.0th 

precinct (New York Police Departmen't) Family Cris:l.sIntervention Unit 

"\; each of ~-1hom was a seasoned patTPlman with experience in small (Bard, 1969;, 

P dl.· seus. sions and real':"li'£e situations. gr~u 

'.,-~ 
~' .. ' 

i,. 

"'~":' ... 

,. , 

/ 
f ~ 

, 
.' 
" 

," 

Training procedures for group A included group discllssions, real-life 

simulations, role-plays, ,films, and lectures, all of which \.;ere designed 

to improve the officer'~ ability to m~nage interpersonal conflicts. Emphasis 

was often upon attitudes,behaviors, and understanding as these determi.ned 

the effectiveness of police intervention in conflicts among people; The 

aura of expertiie usually placed by participants upon (and accepted by) leaders 

of other forms of groups was discouraged by the two ,primary grollp leaders. 

Bard (1970)'provides a more detailed description of the training given to 

groups A and B. 

Group B Tr.aining:· . To provide group B with training that was similar in 

form to usual Police Academy classroom training, lectures and (a few) films 

were the sale methods: used. The curriculum covered aspects of psychology, 

sociology ,and physica:rand so~.ial an th~'opolbgy, and was designed to provide 

a well-roundedviewoi' human motivation and behavior. Fourteen instructors 

geared their px:esentations to cover major issues and trends in th.ese areas; 

they contributed to the.42 hours of training received by group E at The 

Psychologic:~l Cent~er during 12 t.Jednesday mornings concurrent with their 
;' ;~,.-. . ~:~. ,~. : .. ., ... ~'/;$""~ 

Academy training. 

Recruit Evaluation of Tiaining 

During' the last week of Academy ~raining) just prior to being assigned 

'as 'regular patrolmen, the entire class ~0f -recruits cmnple:t:eti -the . same 'prace'dures 

as on their first day. at the Academy. Inaddi tion., each completed an anonYIE-0us, 

open-ended questionnaire evaluating his training (on all othe·r instruments 

r.ecruits id.~nt:ified -themselves by n,ame ). 
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Results 

In Table 1 are presen~ed the scores of gro'ups A and B obtained 

during the first day of Acadf!my training and during the lastweek of 

Academy training. 

., 
Pre-Training.Comparison with Other Groups 

Hogan (19692 reports scores for several groups on the Empathy scale. 

Recruits obtained higher scores than did young delinquents, prison inmates, 

and junior high school boys; recruits' scores were beloH those of architects, 

military offj.ce.rs, research .scient'ists, and college ·students. 

Recruits 'in'terperS01U1 sensitivity scores were similar to those of 

. college undergraduates reported by Grossman (1967). 

...• 

II 

R~cruits' alienation scores were significantly higher (.E. <.001) than 

those o£li29 college undergraduates reported by Gould (1964). 

'Ret,ruits' police cynicism' scores' were' signific'antly lo-r,.ler (.E.'::::"" 001) 

than'.those.'o£r~crui1:sentering the New York City Police Department; recruits.' 

;police cyrii'cism scores ~a:t ·the end of Academy training were significantly 

lower th~n"recruits in the Netol Yor:k City Police Depar.tment with ttolO to three 

months-of. Academy training (reported by Nieder-hoffer, 1967). 

Lack of Change 

Repeated He~lsures Analyses of Variance. - Un~yei&.l:l.te.d l-~ns Solutions 

(Winer, 1962) for e~lch measure revealed that for none ~.,as there any significant 
:. ....... ':. ':' " 

.change ~iri'ferms of group, time of testing; or in .the interactJon (df=1/49, 

,.F values ::.I~ging fron O.OQ to 2.92). 
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Variable 

I 
Feeling 

Identification I 

Perso.n ; 
J 

! 
Identification j 

. I 
I-

I 

Empathy, 

Group 

Aa 

Bb 

..l-

B 

A+B, 
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TABLE 1 

SCORES BY GROUPS 

~Before Ttaining 

Hean 

2.91 

2.97 

2.94 

3.73 

3.72 

3.72 

S.D. 

1.27 

1. 74 

l.54 

1.39 

1.51 

.l.45 

I 
I 

I 
I 
. ! 

I 

I j 
! 

j 
i 

. i 

After Training 

Nean S.D. 

- 3.41 l.47 

3.34 l.48 

4.00 1.11 

3.93 l.33 

• 

Ii I i .. 
34.97 3.64 rr 34·.~~; 4.25 I 

,1 I ! ! 
1,B 1 33.83' - 4.73 il 36.34 4.32 I 

'.~. :A+B .; 34.15 4.32 j I ! 
, Ii! 

----'7"i ..... ~..---__"__!, }::-:-.~ -A-~-l-I'''-. 5-";;:--. ,...--,-, 3"-.-6-8 ~HJI·II-l-0-.-82-'-""--2'-' 2-"9':-'1 ~"~"""-'=*:";-'-"-----i .~ .. 
Scale 

Interpersonal I 
I B .. ,'.'I! 11. 52 2.94 'I! 11. 21 2.68 II 

I A+,B 11. 52 3 . 51 i !' I 
i I 1I I 

Sensitivity 

t A . 1 34. 64 7 . 05 [.1' '3'4. S'S 10. 00 ' 

II B' ' , .!' 11 i, 
35.79' 5.'96 37.45 7.03 I: i r 

I II I 
. A+B, I' 35.17 6.51 I,' 
I j I I 

----------~--ti--A-·-·~.~j--7-3-.-·0-9-.-' ~1-1-.8-5--~·+1~1--7-4-.7-7----l-2-.-38------------------i 
Alienation' '! \ .• .,; I 

Cynicism 

. B ~ 72.00, 14.20 ! 69.31 
f ! 

. A+~'·: .. ·l..' 72 '.45", 13.22 II '~. 
12.45 
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Minimal Racial Differences 

Similar statistical analyses were performed by· groups and by race. 

(o'f the sl."x;)' ma,in effect was ~ignificant: Caucasian recruits 
group A only one 

d' . f' . ' than did Negro recruits both 
achieved higher feeling i entl. l.catl.on scores 

( 01) No other racial diffe~~nces were found 
b~fore and after training £.<. '. 

in group A; none at all occurred in group B. 

Recruits' Evaluation of Training 

h . "n f 'rably Affective-experiential Both groups evaluated t el.r tral.nl. g avo· -

) 1 t 'd re hl.'ahly by its "reci,p.;i.~nts .than was training (group A was e'la ua e mo_ <7 d 

cognitive (group B) 'training., 

When asked wheth¢r they thought future groups ofpoliceret.ruits should 

receive the kind of training they had, unconditionally affirmative replies 

were"given by 91% of grollpA recruits, and by onl.y 68% of recruits in group B 
,', :' 

2 " ' eX =4.21, p.. < .05). 

More recruits' from group A. (86%) then from group B (58%) replied 

affirmatively when asked if experienced.patrolmen should receive 
the training 

they' had (.E.. <.lO) . 

'h the recruits had 'many Having spent a. good deal of time to get eI', 

. " , ., thds When. asked which group 
opportunities to compare the two tral.nl.Ilg.me 0 • 

they believed ~1ad benefited most, mane of the men in group A felt that 

, h ""IN '!'" ·n~ recruits '.H'!ltthat groupE 'had profited more tti~n they', w ere~s' 5 .h.,g·b'!:tp 

group' A had: benefj,ted more from training than they had (p.. <. .05). 
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Naivete About Human Notivntion 

,To de,termin~whether.' more subtle chariges in sensJ tiv] ty to others hwd 

occurred, grouprespoIises to item'/1l5 on the NAN ("It is almost impossi.ble 

,for one pe'rson to really understand the ·feelings of another") \"ere examined. 

On enteriI)g,the Academy the recruits seemed~quite confident, perhaps naively 

so ,of onets abiJ.i.ty to "understand the :feelings of another." Post-training 

scores on this item for group B showed 110 change to have occurred; group A 

" recruits, hot,rever, seemed to have had their belief shaken by 'their training 

exp,eriences since they were less sure that one could "uLlderstand" another by 

the end of training (p.. < .10) . This. may reflect an increased a'.Jareness of the 

'. 
complexities of human behavior and motivation in group A recruits; an a"lareness 

which maybe pax·t of a process that: leads to enhanced social l;;. ,1sitivity. 

""';'" 

Fear of C'i-itic.iz'ingthe System'" 

The in~reasl:: in police cynicism in recruits after two to three months 

of Al;ade)JlY·'traini'ng~eported by Niederho~fer (1967) '.vas not present for the. 

,recruits in this. study. 
: ' ,'. " , '~ ~.) 

Niederhoffer did not, however, require his subjects 
\ .~ .,' .. 

~o identify 'themselves, while those in the p.res,ent !1tudy '.vere S\O required. 

,In view 0; thisprocedural,difference and of candid remarks by several recruits 

'.," thatasreg.ardsthe ,'poli,ce cy~icism scale , ,the class had taken no chances and 

had ~iven.re5ponses'guided by what they thought "the Inspector would want to 

:,' ;s~e,JI responses to item .116 on the HA1'1 ('''I t:" is b'est t;o' t:"~r]' you:r Sou.peri.ors. or 

"'bCisses,~ w~ai:, theY,::tealiy w.ant, t~hear") were' examined. ,It was found that, there 
~ ~,~ . - " " 

,"J. 
was, s:ignlficant'iymore'agreementwiththis statementq!tthe end of recruit 

\:. 
,-.r".-' 

,;.' ,',', ',training than there hp;-d been at,it$ start' ([=7.02, d f=l/ 4 9. E. < . 02-5~ . 

,This' findi~g,: s~~i~~t~;;that' ~he' r~cruits had exer'cised calltion in their choice 
, • . l :~1 .~.,~,K_: ;rz": • .~. • ' ,-.~.' ' 

""i%pf ,,~(:S~Orl;.,es',t:~'/f~:.p:li~e'"cyn,ic,~s.~.,sc~+~ fr~~p,o~~es ,:~'t~e 0 th~~ ins ~rumen:~ , 
';h~~j;J.~g.1.ittl~o;r;"ri;t.hi:ng todq' wl.t:h the police uepartment, would seem likely 

_4. •• ,.' ~ • ,~~,"j ""'. ", ,:\~~:'..:' '"', <:>~~;.'.-'!" -, :;_.: . '. ,'" . , . 
· .. ·'.r 

ir1tieresEto~~lIJ'C:h ~x{'''In-ip~~ctor''), a, ;~aution whicn fncrensed ,as 
.;',' ... ".- ,,- ~ .:". " '. , - "r--. - , . ' .. ¥. 

'~. ".~ 

,~""u'''~:,;9~\~:~ainii£n~ ,~~,~f ·tpe, 
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\' 

" 

"' .. ," '", ~ "~"r~~:"--~~~~''"'''''~''''~''''''':I~'.''-''-~'~'fI .... ~.1> ..... ~"'- ... ;. 

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



ne , ' .. 

.. }-"" 

....... -~~.-"-

, ! 

Discussion 

.' "','. 

This investigation has provided data about police ~ecruits' scores 

on several measures. Hh:Ue 51 subjects are too small a group to be 

consiuered a normative sample for policemen in general, these scores do 

provide a basis for comparison with other groups and other police' departments. 

A global imp.:ression, based on the data for these recruits, is that 

at the time of entry into the departme~t their sensitivity to human interaction 

was not outstanding and they felt scmewha:t alienated from· people and society. 

480 hours of Academy training and 42 hours of training e~p~rignces at T.he 

Psychological Cente.r saw no changes': on these dimensions, as me'asured, 13 

weeks later. These findings suggest that. men selected (and./or app,lYing) for 
. . 

police tvork do nO,t possess characteristics that appear~ to be particularly 

conducive to ~ensitive interaction with people. Further, Police' Academy training 

was not found to promote these charac:te..ti.st~c~" a f.indingthat would surpri¥ 

fewwflo are faIl;liliar with typica,l Academy curriculutn and met.ho.ds. It is 

not~worthythat':when given'anopp;-itunity t~ anonymously evaluate the" two 

. training elements (cogni.tive·a:nd affective-experienti.~l), the .. recruits 

indicated that: the lat·ter was more desirab1.,e fprboth ~t'ecruitsand exper-

ienced ~fficers;' the genera:! ,finding for the other measuring instruments 

(which were not ano:nymo~s and were yery "t~st-l,ike), hotvever, was that neither 

elemen t led ~o appreciable (i. e., nieasurab]'@)' c1iatt~e'§ . 
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This lack of change 6n the tests, however, mOlY not reflect acttlnl 

effects of the training, for a recruit may have integrated his experiences in 

a highly personal way, a way in keeping with the language and behaviur of tIle 

f leld in which he, ope'rates r~ther than.the language and behavior tapped by 

the measures.. Except for the police cynicism scale, these measures were 

developed by, and have been primarily applied with, middle-class people. Some 

evidence suggests that there are class-related differences in verbal and 

behavioral expressions of concepts (Deutch, lCJ64·; John, 1963; Lesser, Fifer 

and Clark, 1965; and Pavenstedt, 1965). Hertzig, Birch, Thomas & }~2ndez (1968), 

for example, reported that middle-c1.ass children usee verbal.expression 

significantly more often (.E.. <. • 001) than did lotver-class children in responses 

to demands for cognitive functioning. Protheroe (1967), analyzing comments 
\ 

by 2nd. ,g'rade boys working.with.scientificcollcepts, found the lower-class 

boys used a smaller v3riety of words and diffe:cent words than the middle-class 

boys to' express' the same idea. Such findir,gs underline the need for careful 

selec.tion of, measuring instruments appropriate to the subJects' ba.ckground. 

The recruits' exp~riences at The Psychological Center may. have <been so 

stimula.ting for both grollps as to obscure or wash out other group differences. 

'J.'he.. atmosphere there ,unlike tEat at the AC'ad'emy, wasposi tive for both -- " ,. ;.~.ry" 

groups -- it was common for recruits to seek out staff and instructors during 

breaks, e~c;hanging ideas, asking for opinions or .for advice on personal 

matters. These actions.suggest that train'ing tor goals alrIertit ,than those 

transmitted in the organization 's"value system maybe most successful if 
' .. 

conducted out:side. the Organization. (that the·po.l,icesysteIil rarely r.ewards 

efrcct.ive.c~nfli'ct:. man~g~ment or human. relations skills dnofficers"reflects,~' 
•. ~ 'I'.~' 

its low valuatiu'rr; of these skills). 
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It was not surprising to find that police recruits, many of whom were 

from mirioiity groups~ were m~re alienated tha~ middle-class college students. 

If assertions that police are Qlie~ated (Black and Labes, 1967~ Toch, 1969) are 

true, the atypical proportion of minority group members among subjects in the 

present study precludes determination as to whether men entering the police 

system on a natiomdde basis are already alienated and/or whetl}er the system 

itself promotes alienation. As regard!=? the time spent in recruit training, 

however, the men in this study spent only abou,t 15% "in the field," thus 

they probably had only a weak identification tvith the system after 13 

weeks. On the basis of discussions with these men af~er this period, though) 

their alienation did seem ·to be increas:i,ng ~- ma:nY· 9P9ke t-lith bitterne$s and 
'. . , .' '. ;~~~:-"1- • 

frustration about: manipulative, amoral Git:izerq:y{ inept superiors; outmod'ed 

departmental procedures; and judicial and.governwental lack of support for 

policemen. Such gripes, common to polic\~men, especially in the early portion 

of their service, suggests that police ~70rk more than police training may con-

tribute' to alienation. 
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Lessons Learned 

Both hindsight and conunents by the recruits themselves suggest that 

measures of police attitudes are likely to be affected by both g~rden-variety 

social desirability as well as by lack of trust specific to the police system. 

One lesson learned was that of factors t.,hich predispose to invalid responses 

on nonanonymous measures, foremost for these recruits was an apparently 

generalized distrust of authorities. Experiences in life whereby authority 

had served to restrain them (most were from Imver-class or lot-ler-middle-class 

backgr~unas, had served as enlis ted men in the Arme.d Forces, and were minori ty 

group members) may have contributed to the belief that the truth might hurt 

them if their superiors knew their real opinions. Yet the data suggests that 

the officers' experience of their academy training maY'have been the paramount 

cause of their increased distrust of police authorities. 

A second lesson was the need for measures which to the officers had 

clear relevance to police work. Unlike the usual subject in psychological 

experiments -- the collE!ge undergraduate '"ho is still in a dependent role 

in society, the.se recruits were concerned ~vi th such issues as: how to survive 

in the streets, how to ern a living, and how to integrate their ne~v roles into 

their self-concep-ts. Whether or not they were threatened by and/or' unfamiliar 

with paper-and-penciltests, o.r were "turned off" by them, it was as if man:? 

of the recruits felt: "these tests Are your concern, staying alive is ours." 
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, Certain .. l-lmitations in group A's trai.ning appearf?d to be due to 

socia-cultural differences between the recruits arid the two primary. group 
'j'; 

leaders (who were Caucasian? middle-class, and n?t policemen). The leaders 

felt that their effectiveness and acceptance may have been limited thereby, 

an impression reported also by Newman & Steinberg (1970) during. small group 

discussions with p~licemen.' The instruc.tors for group B, on the other hand, 

functioning in the more traditional, more familiar, and less demanding role 

of instructor, experienced little loss of effectiveness due to their middle-class 

backgrounds. 

To sut!marize~ effective and modern police work demands sensit:ivity to 

human bebavior and motivation. Recognizing this, ,the importan!,!e of ,the 

selection and training procedures as they affect human interactional skills 

in policemen becomes apparent. In assessing attitud,es before and after' 

training, 'several findings. emerged. Recruits begi!-1ning training were found to 

be somewhat alien~ted and '-to posse'ss no unusual sensitivity to people. 

Academy training, buttressed by additional experiences (cognitive training 

in the. behavioral, and social sciences for one group; affective-experiential 

training 'for conflict m~nagementfbr a second group) was not found to affect 

sensitivity., alienation, ,or police cynicism, as measured. The recruits, 

howev~r~ judged ;the latter ,form of training experience as -more W'orthwh;Lle for 

policemen. Recruits' distrust of the measuring instruments; and the lack of 

fabe validity of these instruments were among fac tors con'sidered \yhich may 

have ~on·tr:ibute,d to the absence of measured change. 
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CHAPTER IV 

EVALUATLON OF ATTITUDES BEFORE AND AFTER GONSULTATIONS1 

Shortly-after the recruits completed their academy training and began 

their field assignments, the consultation phase- began. Collaborative meetings 

between police officers afid mental health professionals to discuss actual 

cases managed by the officers were viewed as central to the process by which 

the patrolmen could receive the ongoing feedback considered crucial for the 

learning and integration of human relation skills. 

The growing involvement in' community consultation by mental health 

professionals req~ires adequate evaluation in order to i:laximize effectiveness. 

The remainder of this chapter will present the methodology, results and con

clusions regarding the study of attitudes during the consultation phase. 

Method 

Subjects 

Twenty police officers from the Nety York ~ity HousiI)g Autho.rity 

Police Department,14 of 'tv-hom had recently completed recruit. trainin.g and 

six of whom were senior patrolmen, were the consultees.. Each. had completed a 

42 hour training program designed,to improve his skill in the management of 
" . 

interpersonal conflicts. The 14 recent graduates had been randomly selected 

from a group of 2~ men tyho had rec~iv.ed such tr:aining..;. these 23, in turn, were 

randomly selec.ted from among an entire<recruitclass'upbn entering the Housing 

Police Training Unit:' on their first,.day as probationary patrolmen. 

IThis chapter is a modi.fied version .of the following paper: Zackcr,J., 
Rutter, E., &Bard,.)·r~,. Evaluation, of. attitudinal changes in a program of 
community consultation. Conununi.ty' Man tal. Ueal'N1Jour.n"I' ., Vol. 7 1971 236 241 _ u., , pp. . _ • 
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Of the consultants, 9 were femaJe and 5 were male. Eleven were 

students in the doctoral program in clinical psychology Dt The City College; 

The City University of New York, and three were Fellows in. Community Psychiatry 

at the Columbia University College of Physicians and Surgeons. 

The Consultations '. • L' 
. 

"~"'(~'I" 

Once weekly the officers reported to The Psychological Cent.er of The 

City College where t~ey participated for one hour of individual consultations 

and two hours of small group discussions. The officers usually met with a 

h k The consu'ltat'~Qn period lasted 14 weeks. different consultant eac wee. ~ 

h I , fo,r each ',participant to share his (her) The pl~rpose of t e ·consu tat~ons ,.;ras 

unique qualificat'ions so as to attain a greater understanding of the conflict 

intervention discussed, the officer's effectiveness, and possible alternative 

h f d 1 0 ':'';'t~ s~m'i·.L°ar s~tuations. The consultations were not, approac es or ea ~ng·w ... :n ... - ~ 

. I' I 'h d' , n' f actu-l police cases, r'ather, they however, limited sO,e y·to t e ~sc~ss~o 0_ C! 

also 'included discussi6ns of more and less personal areaS and issues. Ongoing 

supervision' was prov'ide'd the. consultants by ,the ,Proj ect Direc tor. 
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The Measuring Instruments 

(1) During the first 'teek .of consultations and once again near the 

end of the consultation period, consultants and officers each completed anony-

mous adje~tive check lists incorporating adjectives' from the Adjective Check 

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

intraception, the extenc to which a person is seen as trying to understand 

his own behavior or the behavior of others; nurturance, the extent to ",hich 

a person is seen as extending material or emotional bene·fits to others; 

aggression, the extent to which a p'erS'on is s'Cett as attad'dng or hurting 

others; and change, the extent to ,,,hich a perspn is seen as'seeking novelty 

of experience and avoiding routine. The number of lists completed sufficed 

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

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

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

, Whom he had just engaged in consultation. 

(2) Before the consultations began., and again near the end of the 
"f..; Ii .-f~'v~,' ."_"" ..... ;.~~ 

.. " , •. ~ ~ ·1~:,..>l ,~, 

consul tation period, all officets' and consulta.nts completed semantic differen-. .. ,' . ... \ . 

0:'- tial scales (Osgood, 1952) for each of the following concepts: houstng patrol-

men, Ne,,, Yorl). City patrolmen, psychologis t, consul tant, and housing tenan t. For 

each concept, the following dime!ls·a.ons were assessed: potency, ~tivity, and 

evaluative. This procedure provides measurement of meaning. It involves a set 

of 7-point scales ending in hi-polar adjectives, for example, I'igood-b.ad." 
"> • 

Respondents rated each~oncept, thus indicating the~rmeaning" each concept' 

o. had 1=0 them. 
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(3) Before the consultations began and ogatn near the end of the 

. 1 consultation period, consultants completed Niederhoffcr's (1967) Cynicism 

scale, a mC!asure of cynicism about the policE; system. This pr.Dcedure 

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

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

of cynicism. 

(4) Before the first consultation and again near the end of the 

consultation period, consultants completed the F-scale (Adorno et al, 1950), 

a meas.ure of authoritarianism, with instructions to respond as they th0ught 

the typical police officer would. 

Results 

. For each scale, ratings of the adjective ch~ck lis.t by e~ch group of 

the oEller are presented in Table.l . The consultants' first impressions of 

the officers were that. they were aggressive, rating them higher on ;aggression 

·~than on either charig~(t=3.9T, df=21, E. < :001) or nurturance (t,=2.3l, df=21, 

.£ .< .05) ~ but not:fntraception>:(t=1.47, df=2l, E. « .20). At the end of the 

(~~::.~,,:".: ~:uJ!tation perio~, however ~ the consultants perceived the officers as bot~ 

'. 

less aggressive. ,artd::mo.re intraceptive. Ratings of consultants by the police 

:didnot,: change over·time. The police rated the consultants higher on 

'nurturance than the consultants rated the police both before (t=2.45, df=41, 
I, 

.2,.":,:-.02) and, af ter training (t=3! .. t~4, .. M:::;:3~" l?.,,,;: ; . .01):.:,. \.,lhe~!:~s, the-r:.~~v.a~~ no 

difference in the>aggressioneach~group perceived in the other at the inception 
.. ,. . 7·i .. ·. '.:" . . "''':l'~" - , 

of the consl,lltation'period (t::;;1.20, df=41, .E.=n.s.), the consultants perceived 
. :'. .:'. . ';." - ; . - - ~:<~\ '. ,', ' . 

thep9J-it:~' as les,s.,,;agres;sive' ':than, ,the police p~rceiv:ed: thecon~ultailt:s:by' 
,: - :'.';"" .:'\: .... ,. "'~-s.: - .. , .,'~/ ,',~; .", '- . ..; . ~.' - ,.l,.:,:., " 

end of. ,thecoiisu1tation period (t=2~43, d f::=: 3'3 , .E.'<:' 05) " 
> ,~ .' ,. i .~~ .:." .' . ' \ " , . • . w ' • ' • ' ~ ..... 
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TABLE 1 . 

ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST RATINGS 

.-----------"." ,,'-~. ---------------------------·---1 

Variable 

Change 
Aggression 
Nurturance 
Intraception 

. Change 
Aggression 
Nurturance 
Intraception 

FirEi 1: weel~ 1 Last week2 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Ratings of po1icemen by consultants 

41.22 
51.36 
45.00 
47.27 

8.10 
8.45 
9.42 
9.55 

36.06 
40.62 
40.18 
56.93 

14.13 
10.43 

8.28 
15.36 

Ratings of consultants by policemen 

44.00 
48.50 
51.60, 
51.90 

6.34 
6.94 
8.05 
8.03 

41.83 
48.27 
50 .. 55 
51.88 

3.84 
7.46 

.7.82 
10~69 

In=20 for policemen, n=22 for consultants 

2n=18 for policemen, n=16 for consultants 

" 
" . 

, , 

, L'~"" 81 . ~ ...... ,', " '-.} 

' .. 

':"', . 

" 1.1 

t 

1.29 
3.39 
1.54 
2.37 

1.29 
0.09 
0.40 
0.00 

' ... 
, , 

p 

n.s. 
.01 
n.s. 
.05 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
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For the semantic differential scales, the officers rtitcd the following 

concepts higher on the evaluative dimension. than did the conslllt:lI1t:s botll 

"/ at the, start andat·the·end of the consultation period: housing patrolman 

(F=3L27,df=1/31,.E <.001), New York City patrolman (~=5!1.70, dE=l/31, .£<.001) 

and psychologist (F=9.l5, df=I/3l,.E ".01). Psychologist was rated lower 

by both groups on, the evaluative dimension by the end of the consultation 

period (F=8. 46 3 , df=l/3l, .E < .01). 

Consultants' cynicism about the police system at the end of the 

,consultation period (mean=60.00, S.D.=9.47) ~ ... as higher (t=2.43, df=13, 

, E,.,05) than before the consultations began (mean=52.57, S.D.=6.43). 

;. --

On both occasions.consultants' cynicism about the police was greater than the 

cynicism of housing police recruits reported byZacker (1970) on their first 

day at the police: academy (mean=35 .29) and during their las t ~leek of police 

academy 6:aining ;(mean=36 .19) . 

.. .': . ~ The consultan:ts initially perceived the typical police officer as 

,- . . Their perception did high in: authDritari~nism (mean=145.00, S.'D.=22.56). • 

not ch~rig.e in this·regar~ by the end of the consultation period (mean=144.92, 
'" :.;.' .. , r; '\ :~ .. 

.::t'..·. 

S.D .:=1~; .. 89, t=q.o.Ol,' df=13~ .£.=n. s. ) . 
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Discussion 
' .. 

It was a g'eneral finding that the police officers ' attitudes, as 

measured. did not change in ,the course of their consultations. Concerns that 

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

attitudes defensively, to become confused oi self-critical were not borne 

out; indeed, the officers maintained their high self.:.evaluation(as re£Jccted 

on their semantic differential ratings). This lack of measured change supports 

impressions noted in the evaluation of recruits' a~titudes before and after 

academy tr.;ining ...; litests" with lit!.:le apparent relevance to police officers 

may be especially likely to elicit "safe," socially des,irable patt,erns of .. 
I' 

- " 

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

differences among and between individuals over time. 

An 'alternate interpreta.tion for the lack of measured change' in 

. police officers is that there was no change. in officer att.itudes. This ex-

, ,planation would sit well with the stereotypical viet ... that police officers 

are a rig:Ld, insensitive lot ~vho are closed-minded and resistant to change. 

. It· is. our impress.ion, however ,Q'i;~ed on our associations. with these and other 
: .~.... . 

, ' 

<",offic,ers; the"iT previously noted dis trust of the,ir police superiors , their 

candid comments about tests, and empirical data regarding class-related 
' .. 
differences in tests, that this interpretation is unjustified • 
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The consult;mts initially expected the P91ice to be authoritarian, 
.:;. 

,~ 

,w('rcmildly cynic'al abou t the police sys tern, and, on first meeting the officers, 

perceived them i/.s,lggressive. The finding ~hat. consultants saw, the officers 

as 'less aggressiveby'the end of the consultation period may'have been due 

. to ',4;!.i ther .a dissolution of their stereo1=ypes about policemen or to ac Cllal 

decrc!ases 'in defensiv,e aggressiveness displayed by the officers. The former 

seems more likeLy, for'if the latter,.were so, the obtained chang~ would require 

that a consultant st.ereotype 'of, policeman as being authoritarian and aggressive 

would, not have been so strong as to blind them to actual changes in the officers' 

, behavior towards' them. 

Changes, in· the consultants' attitudes as a result of their relatively 

brief consultativeexperiencE:!s may. denote changes in their vie~olS of the 

poiiceman ~is:-:-a:-::vi~his.pol:ice cepartment. It appears that at the outset of 

, theIr experienc'~~s with.;~poircemen~ the cO,nsultants vie~oled tbe officers In 

: 'n~g~~'iVe t~r.~:·t':lati~·~to the~~oli~~' system., By:the end cifthe i:onsultation 

.' : '.~ 

" t:heir,' p~~cePti~n~ had ch,anged,'so that the police officer was seen in 
~' .' 

favoz;ablelightwhil't? the police system.was~een more negatively~ 
'~ 

end,;of,the~~nsultatiQn ~eriod, qneconsultant made the obser,vation 

,that.:!the off:ic~r:;'w'ere,n,-:ictims" .of the !,¥stem. The above explanation of 
v 

, the. changes, in~onsultanta:tfitudes i~plies that their perceptions became' 
. , ~. .' ~, ' . "", . .", . . . 

mor'e re~lis;cfc ,:~r ,atlea~t, more in ,accord with those observers of the ---,- . ,', ' .. :.... :~. .~,: , 

" 'I ~ .' !' 

,\~ho se~ the police ci,ff;i.c~r as being ,molded by thE! systemy;ather 
.... 

the 0 ther' way "around. 

. " ~ 
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I t. is all too, unusual for social sci.en tis ts and po I icemen to co 11 nl>o 1"-

,at'e;,even, rarer are 0\rc.asions when policemen meet w:tth stlJdents to work 

1 " ~ 
toWards,.commongp~l_s_." Thedft-met antagonism between police and students t"as 

- '.".- - -~ .. : 

not al~ogether absent in those who participated in this study, and the findings 

are·part:icularly notet"orthy since the Kent State University and Jackson, State 

College deaths o'ccurred during the consultation period. The furor in the 

nation. over these' tragedies was mirrorred at The City College, t"here the 

consultatio~lS took place. Feelings ran high "hetween the officers and the 

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

about th,e other. Communication was maintained, however, and each group did 

no~ change its9plnion of the other on the semantic differential scales, 
.. 

although one may wonder t.,hether favorable changes might have occurred if 

" . . 
the~tragedies1;ad not taken place. By error one consultant completed her F 

" ~. 

seaI€!'early, just,"prior to the Kent State shootings - it tolaS 33 points lower 

than, her:. first~. indicating a decrease in perceived polie,e ,authoritarianism. She 
• ... ". •• .~T •• • 

.. ,', 

~dmplet:edanoth'~r.two weeks' l~ter which was 28 points higher than the second . 
r • ~_ ;__ , '" 

This :i.solated.inst::ance supports the, impression ,that the tragedies affected 

the,gt~.uP~' attitudes. 
:.," 

. ' . ..-

i) 

., .... ' 
", 

, " 

':"_-t" ~ T"~~~1~~~~""~f.1 
;;:O::~ 



, . 

~,~~~,~.,,--,~---------""""~ 

'fo sum up~,: there has been little' evaluation of the community consultation 

" ' 

. process. As',p~rt,,'6f a larger study, mental health studtmts consulted with 

police officers o~c:e 'weekly for 14 weeks, discussing interpersonal conflicts 
. . '- ',' 

in whi£h the officers had intervened. Alt110ugh they ar,e frequently involved 

with such conflicts, policemen usually receive little or no formal training 

which provides them with an understanding of human behavior. Pre'- and - post 

consultation measures cf participants' attitudes wer~ obtained. Officers' 

attitudes, asmea~ti'red, did not change; their initially high self-evaluation 

was maintained'~':Some consultants' attitudes did change. By the end of the 

consulta'tionperiodthe officers were perceived as less aggressive and more 

interes'ted~, in understanding human behavior. Consultants lcyuicism:about the 

police system ,increased, suggesting that their experiences led them to perceive 

the officers in:,amore posi,tive/realisticlight, and the police system' in 
~.; ' .. ',:>~' .. ~~~: ... r" ,~ . 

a more negativ~;;;way'. The, findings were noteworthy since the Kent State Univer-
. ,"'. ..-.~f,<"~· 

-~ sity~ ana Ja~k~ori.St<;ite College shootings occurred during the consultation 
" 

period. ' 
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. ~, CHAPTER V 

HOUSING DATA 

" 
" 

'Thepatrolmen:assigned to Hanhattanvil1e and Wagner Houses 'were 

trained in data colle,ctionmethods and were expected to complete a data 

form after eC::ch conflict interventioll. In the prev~Qus family crisis inter-

, vention pr.djec,t' ,the officers completed dis'pute d ata f,o,:rms only on those conf;I.icts 

which occurred amo,ng f'aml." ly' mo b _m ers. In the qurrent project, all disputes or 

con~lictsittlations " requiring police intervention were to be recorded on 

<", the design'ed data f.o'rm. 

Data Collection Procedures 
.; '~r: >,,, 

;1 ...... 

,; .' 

The data collection .system ,vas ESsentially a modification of the one 

,',.used in t;he.'£amily crisis interv~ution proJ"ect. T " ,; ,~. . " ~ . here were, ho,vever" several 

, " '. '~'!I~> .. '\ .... <:. I:, 
,:', :tmportant:.changes. :':;Tne dispute, data, forms ~sed in' the, housing study ,,,ere ~onstruc-

·.:;'t'·~~>_~i":~hat,the faw.:J~~. c~,f;~~sf p:-oject's c.ostly and confusing coding operation 

:wa5'~1in:ti;na:;ed~',' In tHe' housing study the design of the data forms enabled 

"', COdi,'ng::,b)"t,,~'e: :'offic.,e~~:,t~ems,' elves as they d ' " £' " '. re,cor ,eo. ~n oI'fIlation. iThe data were 
, • > ~:" 

.... then directly transla: ted tokeypunchd " . ca:r: s, were sorted and, finally, were 

" ' 0 e ures were, l.hten ed to enhance the reliability " computer ."maIy" ze. d., These pI' cd" d 

.... ~:~" 
~, . '., .' 
~" . ," 
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Lessons learned in nnalyzing the data from the family crisis study 

permitted the development of. more reliable and more meaningful data categories. 

On. initial inspection of the dlta from the "fami'ly crisis intervention project, 

it'was found that many categories were too long, too confusing, and only too 

infrequen'tly used. It was therefore decided to· "collapse" many of th~ cate-

It go~ies in order to make them more amenable to statistical analysis. 

appeared also that by designing smaller'and more meaningful categories, the 

patrolmen were likely to be more accurate· in recording their observations. 

And, .. finally. the use of int.erval scales for recording be.havior ,feelings, 

and reactions required the officer to make fewer~md less complex di:scrimina-

. tions, thus co'ntribu ting to statistical accuracy. 

Unrecorded information (INA - information not available) was an 

additional prob1;em. in the FCru data analysis. In that project, the dispute 

Data Preparation 

. Initially, frequencies and percentages were tabulated [or each iLC'1n 

in all 72 categories for the 312 disputes managed by the patrolmC'n of Man-

btattanvi.lle and '\olagner. This tabUlation was done separately fur the disputes 

managed by the officers at Manhattanville (93 disputes) and those by the 

officers.at Wagner (219 disputes). In addition, frequencies and percentages 

were tabulated for the total of 312 disputes managed by officers of both 

projects.combined. Upon inspection of the data, it was decided to collapse 

13 of,thecategories in an attempt to make them even more meaningful. New 

frequenci.es and percentages ,.;rere then generated and tabulated for the 13 

collapsea~' categories. Frequencies and percentages ,viII be~~esented for 

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

between the s.eparate projects will be noted only when they appear mea!fingful. 

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

.. :I:"~"lllarratlted and ~eaniI1gful. 
: '~""~~::i~' • '-. 

In' addition,. to the. frequency and per~entage data, cross tabulations, 

Pearson product-moment correlations, and point-biser"ial correlation:>, wei:~ 
........ ' __ ....... :·0_ . ;-r'.-

computed fot .the combined data. in o;:der to ans,"~eJ; .. qu~,stic.;g ..or intel'eS"-t~ .. ".. ~.. • • -1_ '. , ~ ...... '. ',., .t: . ., ""' .... ' 
,. ;.' ," ~ 

regarding the relationship of several variables to three. mai~ categories: 

1) assault;.and the threat of assault, 2) the officers perceptions, judgements 

.and actions, 3) the officers perception of the effectiveness of his 'interven-

'. tion. 
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Characteristics of Disputes 

Who Intervened? 

There were 312 disputes managed by the officers at both Manhattanville 

and Wagner between February 9, 1970, and February 8, 1971. The me~ at Wagner 

intervened in 70% of these disputes, and the men at,Manhattanville in 30%. 

The senior men at both projects, who comprised about 30% of the staff at 

both projects, handled 25% of the disputes. The recruits, comprising 70% 

. of the tota.~ staff., handled 75% of the disputes. This indic'ates that nel·ther 

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

officers did· not leave the "dirty work" to the recruits, nor did the recruits 

avoid conflict situations or elect to leave their ~anag€:ment to the "old pros. 1I 

Rather, both !lien· nel ... to police work as well as those who are experienced officers, 

accepted,their share,:of this kind of· work, Le., they were as likely to handle 

a conf~ict situation l"hen it arose as often as l"ould be expected by chanc.e. 

Gener?lly"t,.;o or more Housing .~uthority pa.~rOl~en·f$.3%), o~ one 
, : 

Housing Authority Patrolman alone (44%) handled e.ach disput'7.~. In only 3/~ of 

the'cases were-one or more New York City policemen involved. It Sihould be 

noted that'; unlike New York City Police Department personnel, the .housing 

poli'cetypically .patrol unaccompanied by another patrolman. 
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How Were the Officers Notified? 

In !:wo-th~rds of' the caSes (67%) the patrolmc,m were notified by 

walkie-talkie 'that a dispute was in progress. I 

In another 21Z of the cases 

the officer was directed to a dispute b'y il citizen. These two methods 

represent the most COmmon ways that the officers received notification of 

disp,utes in progress. There were d~ff' 'h 
~ erences ~n t e manner of notification 

between the two individual Housing proJ' ects. T,n.. '1 ' b h 
Wll~, e ~n at projects the 

patrolmen were most often notified of a d;spute v;a lk' lk • • wa ~e-ta ie, compared 

to the men at Nanhattanville, the officers at Hagner Here more often directed 

to a. dispute by a citizen n4agner=24%; Nanhattanville=13%), and less Often 

notified via , .. alkie-talkie (Wagner=63%; Hanhattanville=77%). THO possible 

explanations may account for the differences 'oe"I..T",een tIle ~T,.TO ~T housing projects. 

The 'first is concerned wi th ~I.'ne t' I . . grea_er ?1ys1.cal area cover,sd by Hagner Houses. 

This project consists of 22 low rise buildJ.'noos d sprea . over several city blocks. 

In contrast, Manhattanville consists of "h1.'ooh ' b "d' 
~ r~s~ u1.~ ~ngs which are 

10c~,~ed in clos~ physical proximity. It is possible that: the officers at 

Wagner Houses are :norereadily observed by the citizenry dU;:ing a tour of duty 

sir:cethey must walk longer distances batHeen buildings and hence l'iere more 

likely to be ap,'proached,' A second DO 'bl 1 
~as~ e exp anation of the difference, 

is that the larger percentage of disputes directed by a citizen at Hagner 

Houses is a reflection of ooreater ' communJ.ty expectations, regarding police 

performance at that 'Project. 
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When Do Disputes Occur? 

It was during the, 4 P.M. to Midnight tour of duty that the greatest 

number bf. disputes occurred (consistent with the FeIU findings). The second 

busiest tour was midnight to 8 A.M. and the fewest disputes were handled 

during the D A.M. to4 P.M. tour. It was found that 70% of all the disputes 

occurred during the 12 hour period between 4 P.M. and 4 A.M. It was to be 

expected that the day tour (8 A.M. to 4 P.M.) would be the quietest, since, 

during that period both .adults and childr.en ftequently are a~·;ray from home. 

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

may ~yell be evocative of conflict. 

No patterns were discernable as to the number of disputes as a 

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

variables disputes occurred. randomly. 

Analyzing, disputes in relation to the day of the ~"eek reveals that 

. '" conflict is a~Teek-end' occurrance. Hare than one·-na1f (54.6%) occurred 

on lyeek:-ends (Friday 14.4%; Saturday 23.6%; Sunday 16.6%). These da,ta add 
": 

further support to the notion of a "togetherness" syndrome ~nd are consistent 

with the. FeIU findings (see Fig 1.). 

:loIhere Did Disputes Take Place? 
.' ~:' h 

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

disputant IS aparttnentand in 797£ of the c.:lses, j,t 1-laS there that ~he,patroJ-

'::1', ',j~an spoke· to the 'disputants. 
, ;:;':r~ . ' 
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Who Are: the Disputants? 

In this study Disputant 1 was defined as the compininnnt or tile 

person seeking relief. Typically, Dl was a black, female tenant between 31 

and '40 years of age. Typically, Disputant 2 (D2) was a black, male tenant 

betwee!n 31 and 40 years of age. In 55% of all cases, Dl and D2 were married, 

in 15% of the cases they were a parent and child - with Dl usually being 

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

r~lated in another manner. Thus 76% of all conflicts reported in this study 

can. be considered to be family disputes. The percentage of parent-child 

disputes in this study is remarkably consistent with the findings from the 

ECIU study in whiQh 13% of the disputes were found to be between a parent 

and a child. In the rE:!maining 24% of the cases, the disputants Here not 

related. but usually friends or acquaintances. In only 4% of all the c,ases 

reported here tiTere the ttvoprincipal disputants strangers to each other. 

In 88% of the cases the officers were able to ascertain who had called 

tha'police; and typically it was Dl (70%). In 16% of the cases, the call was 

made by D2. It was the flfficers impression that D2 ,vas agressor in 63% of 

the cases , while Dl tyas seen as an agressor in 35% of the cases (see Table 1. ). 

These d'ata 'corroborate Feru findings which indicated that in about two-thirds 

of the cases the officers felt that D2 was at fault, and 1n one-third of 

the .cases, Dl was seen as being a.t faul t. 
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In only 2% of the cases reported was there a dispute between a 

tenant and an outsider providing services. In these cases, the disputants 

accused the outsider ,either of failure to provide proper service, o.r of 

teasirig and/or insulting behavior. Another 2% of the cases involved a dispute 

between a tenant and ho' us';ng management. I th 1 .... n ese cases, tle management 

typically complained that the tenant was not following a Housing Authority 

rul~. It was decided that since these kinds of disputes were too few to 

be evaluated meaningfully, they would trot be -included for subsequent 

statistical, consideration. 

}1ost of the disputes took p'lace between two principa.l disputants 

only. In 11% of the cases there \vas a.third disputant (D3) involved. The 

third participant was usually a child or other relative of Dl and D2. In 

appro~ately one-half of the cases in which a third disputant was 'involved, 

he.or.she was seen as one of the aggressors by the police officers. In 2% 

of .all cases it was disputant 3 who called the police. In only 4% of all 

cases was t~.:.::~ afour~~,.}isputant. Typically, the fourth d,isp.u,1;.an:t .. was 

usually,a child or other relative ofDl and D2. As with D3, in one-half of 

the cases in which there was a fourth disputant involved, he was seen as 

- ... 
" 

an aggressor by the police officers. . Since the number of cases in \vhich the:re 

was a third or fourth disputant was too small to be 1 d eva_uate meaningfully, 

the categories ;relating to D3 and D4 we:r;e not consider.ed for subsequent 

stati.Stical~malysis • 
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How Did the Disp_utants Interact? 

Upon 'hi.s a'rrival. the cfficer rarely found that thl're was the nC?ed 

for force. In fact, in only 8% of the cases were the disputants struggling 

upon the. officer's arrival, indicating that some type of restraint mi.ght be 

required. Rather, ~he officer typically found the disputants arguing (30%) 

or one of the disputants absent (28%), or both silent and not communicating 

(22%). In only 2% of the cases were all the disputants gone upon the officer's 

arrival. The fact that n' 30% o'f the cases n b th f h . o , .' 0 e or 0, " ate pr~ncipal 

' .. disputants were gon.~: upon the officers arrival) indicates that the great 
,.' 

ma.jority of the disputants remained on the scene. Corresponding data from 

the FCIU study indicat.e~ also that most disputants remain on the scene after 

the police have been called. In fact, in 20% of the FCIU incidents were 

..... e ta:::t tlat one' O"r both disputants. absent when the police arrived. 'T'h - t 

,a greater:percentage of disputants left the scene he..::o:r:·e: the. arrival of 

theHousing officers suggests that public housing residents may be sensitive 

'to the deleterious coml.~quences of disturbed behavior; that is, possibly 

. jeopardizing ten-ant';Slt~tus for unbecoming behavior. The te~ants may see the 

dispute as'dli.-sadvantageous-due to the fact that disputes managed by Housing 

Polic:e are 'routinely. reported to management and permanently filed. Such 

.' consequenc'es would no .. t obtain for police intervention in non public housing 

accomodations, e. g., as in the. 30th precinct. 
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As noted above, the disputants were: rarely struggling when the 

'of ficer arriv.ed. However, in 30% of all cases an assaul t had already occurred, 

and, .i.n another' 30% of the cases, the threa t of an assaul t had preceded 

. ' 

the ofEicer;'s arrival. Of these 60% of all cases, a significant number, (39%) 
... ~. 

involved an assaul·t ,vithout a ",eapon, 11% involved an assault with a weapon, 

and 15% involved a threat of assault with a weapon, and a significant number 

(35%) involved a threa_.t of assault witho~t a weapon '(x
2 

- 45 or: d ) '. oJ, f = 3, .E. < . 001 . 

In. 15% of all cases, a weapon was involved in .. an actual assault or threat 

of assault~ Threats qf assault or actual assault~wit~~ut weapons occurred 

in 45% of the cases. These data are c.onsistent .dth the findings of the 

Ecru study' where it was found that in f:ewer than 50% of the c.ases had an 

assaul t occurred __ before police arrival. 

Since in only 8% of the cases were the dis·putants still struggling 

when the. police arrived, whereas in 60% of the cases an assault or threat 

.of assault had occur~ed prior 'to tha officers arrival, it may be hypothesized 

that the d:i,spute :was "hotter'.' when the call was first made, and that p'erhaps 

making. the call itself had a'flcooling" or pacifying effect on the disputants. 

,In 41% ofth~ disputes, the disputant's accusations and complaints 

centered on '.'interpersonal issues" 1 The'most. common o.f these were' c'omplaints 

'. about alcohol abuse and" although:t"t' was the most frequent complaint, it 

constituted only 15%' of all complaints. In 32% of all cases, the complaint 

1\' '. '. 2 involved' outside iSSuesJl, andirr 27% ~dr ~aT~cases ,'the 'aisfpu't'ant ·complal.hed 

'. '. 3 
o-e 'the "otlieJ::s presence. or abs.ence". Clearly then, ,the disputants'complaints 

Varied' widely and'fnv.olved a wide range of issues. '. ~. 

' •• ' .'.L 

'~ .. '.,..:" 

I' .' .' 
" : Cons:fsts.of.the following. items from What the disputants accused each 
.,;.:'·other.of~ .. and".PatTOlin~n'simgr:~ssionofcause 5,.7-10,17,22. (Appendix B. ). 
. . .... . . < .. ;,~,.;,., .". '. .,...'. . 

. .: •... :." ~~C.onsJ;s,;i:s of :'th'cf611mving it;.ems from th.e same 'categories: .6, 11, 12, 
,I1.,....16:,;.18.,.-,zl:, 2jAApp'~hdix 'B~) ~., -

~. ", .' .~" .' ~, ;,. " . 
3';:':'; . '.;' .. ~: .-......., .-'.: 

.. ,..../:Consists,.o~~ ,the£ollowing items: from 'the same categories: 2-4 ~ 13 
(Appc~dijc'::B' ) .' ": - .. 

. ,.:, >. ';;;};:i, ~:~ .. ~'" .... 
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Characteristics of the Police: Perceptions, Judgements nnd Actions 

Officers' Judgement of Causative Factors 

In contrast to the disputants, the officers smol the calise of the 

conflict as being "interpersonal issues" in a significant number of the 

-disputes (57%; x
2 - 83.01, df = 2, .E. .001). "Outside issues" were seen 

as the cause in 30% of the cases, and "others' presence or absence" in 13%. 

In contrast to the disputants, the officers' greater emphasis on I~nterpersonal 

,issues" and lesser emphasis on "others' presence or absence" as the perceived 

causes may reflect the greater sensitivity of these trained patrolmen to the 

dynamics of interJ2ersonal relationships. If would appear that in a number 

of dispu'tes in which the disputants' complaint ent.ered upon the immediate 

siutation (1. e. ,"others' presence or absence"), the officers perceived that 

situation as but a manifestation of the interpersonal relationship of the 

disputants~ 

It is to be expected that an of~icer's perception of what is causing 

Po dispJ.lte will dete:rmine what actions he decides to take in dealing with 

that .. ,conflic.t~ . The ability of these trained officers to "see beyond II the 

disputants' stated complaints, and to discriminate these from more basic. 

interpersonal issu.esnatural1y incre\ased the variety of possible actions they 

coulq employ in attempting effective conflict managment. For example, 

disput~lD~t-s' complaints of "other's presence or abseli.cb" (,ihere on.e dl.$.p\.\tl'lnt 

wa~ted the other leave or wouldn't allow the other to leave), raise issues 

which, if' taken at face, valUe,. would conduce to the· use of force by the 

officers. ",These. officers' sensitive appreciation that such complaints are 

" . ofte~ 'manif~s ~ations o£mo.~e, basic in terpersonal . issues, 'hlOt-lever, sugges ts 
, ". ' ." .~' . '. . 

that;theyus.ed alternative$. othe'I: ,than force for conflict management. 
~,.' : -~ . ' ~'-~' 
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Actions Taken By the Officers 

, , 
Regarding the officers approach, the data suggests th<ll the offLcl'rs 

tried to mediate the dispute (44% of all cases). This was their mostcommOl1 

h Other ac' tl." ons were used less' freql1en tly: in 11% conflict management approac . 

of the cases, the officer cormnanded the disputants to cease; in 8% the officer 

accompanied a disputant to some ,destiIlation; and in 7% the officers physically 

separated the disputants. (It will be recalled that in 8% of the cases, the 

d ' t gll."ng upon the officers 'arrivaL). ,This last category isputants were s rug , 

, h use 0' f' force,' its infrequent use indicates that most clearly represents t e 

the officex:s utilized other options as alternatives to the use of force. :tn 

34% of the cases,' the patrolman indicated that he tried to verify the truth-

fulness ofthedispu,tant s statemen s. _.L _ .L 1 t F;n~lly,;n 8%. of the cases, the officer 

indicated,that he observed injuries allegedly inflicted by the other disputant. 

This figure probably represents the true occurrance of injury to disputants 

since (as will be seen shortly) in 7% of all >cases the officers aided one 

or: both of tp.e d{sputa:nts. 

" , Of icers at wagner .L f ' T,T and ,Manhattanv;lle, tended to use different approaches 

:' , ' ,." When' compared to' Nanh,attanville, the office,rs at ' , 'to'conflict:management. , 

W ' I' ,es's,,:' ,oft, en,' tri.ed to 'xnedi8.t~the dispute, (Manha.ttanville = 57~~; , agner: 
, . 

Wcig~er =3~%);: and s;rnewhat mor~~ften cOIIl1I.\andedthe: .. ?isput;ants to cease 

,,(i.I~nhattanville:=4%i Wagner = 13%). The men at bath housing proiects 

'::u~iiize(Lthe other approaches ,equally often. 

. ,,'. .' 

•• ",I 
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mlen one ,exa~ines official actions taken by the officers, referral to 

court' or toa CGllJIllUnity service ag~cy was the most commonly used (73%, 

xl = 76.09', df = 3, E< .001). Thus, in almost thrl!!e-fourths of the cases, 

the officers feIt that more effective management of the conflict 'would depend 

on seeking outside intervent,ion (these findings parallel the 30th Precinct 

FCIU experience). ,Other official act:tolls were utilized much less frequently: 

in 33% of the cases the officer filed a complaint against the disputants; 

in 8% of the cases, the officers aided one, or':' both of the disputants; and 

in, only ,3% of the c~ses was an arre,s tma,de. 

A referral was made to Family 'Ccmrt
4
in 49% and to connnunity serviceS 

agenc,ies in 18%. This indicates tr~'lt ~vhen a referral was made the officers 

tended to rely on agencies which h.tld legal power to enforce resolution. 

Di£fe;rencesemerged in' r ... ferral patterns bettveen the two housing 

project's. When a referral was mad{~, the patrolmen at t.Jagner were more 

,", l'ikely to refer dispu,t,ants to Farrdly Court (Hanhattanvil1e = 63%; Wagner = 82%) 

and less ,likely to refer 1:;0 commun.ity service agencies (Hanhatta,nville = 40%; 

, Wagner =' 23%) than were the offieE!rS at 1'-fanhattanville. 

It is assumed' that what t;he officer does effects how the disputants 

behave, feel and react, to his'int€!rvention., And it is similarly assumed that 

how the disputants behave and feel during the intervention affects and 

deterlllines the "actions taken by the officer. Conflict :nanagement., then. 

can be said to be ,an interactive process, and it is this int:eraction that 

'd~tenriines' the degree of success of third party intervention. In an attempt 
" . 

to., underst;fitld this,' interaction process, the patrolman was asked to make a 
" '. 

'4~scripti1ie ·judgement .. of th~behavior and feelings of the two principal dis-

':i:',~~~,:(' :putan!-~durfng l:1i.sint:~rVentio;t:.alli1, 'w~~'-:':~:~ to_judge what the disputants 
~·;.':;;,:,:\~~;;';'{z<;> : ;,"; , / ~~> ,;< ,:'~,', , ','" , ' ' " ',' 

',' \·'i;;"i.;;;:l!hoqghtof, L{le,":waY'lle:lJnl1dl~t1:the situation.' InadditiOl1, the officert'l11s 

<~>: ',.\,;<;.t·~:.~·';~~,l<'.~d' to, 'i;stinm.t~"~I~~L ~f fectl veness of his ;Ln'te rven tion . 
. d:~:/;:,'i';?"."': ,,, r,';.,:;, .,<. "<:.~ ", ,t, , 

:«';:.~S!)i:h~~J~}ist;,,~~tli~ f'!l~oiii,;g !t.em from: If tall made n re£crrnl, to which 
: , • ..,J,~~, agency was ft.. :20, --;:: 

" ,,',f..,'.' 5C 1 "'f f' '1'1' i' " i't' "nIS' 'f",om t,llC ' ,'" ",.:',"',t:.:' ,,1. " ,ons 13 ts .. 0 ':u, ow'ng '-' '.. L SHill£! en tcgo ry: nIl 0 titer itCPlH 

~}':,,;~JLj:~~~~r,: :!;;t~~ii~:~~.:~~ki~~~;~~:~±,2t~i'J~ ..... ~:':.~.C:,,_:~ ~i~~'~~'~"~_'_'"'.~_~". ~,"" .. c, " , 
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The officers described the behavior of Dl as gpnerally disruptive6 

in 60%'of the tases; as iridiff~rent7 in 13% of the cases and as cooperative8 

in; 27'%. In comparison, the officers described the beha1Jior of D2 as generally 

utsruptive6 53% of the cases, as indifferent7 in 23% and cooperative8 in 24%. 

The patrolmen described the emotional state of Dl as feeling bad 

(angry and unhappy) in 68% of the cases, as feeling indifferent in 26%, 

and as feeling bappy or pleased in only 6%. 111 compa~i.c:;()n, they described 

the emotional st'ate of D2 as feeling .bad, (a.ngry aud/or unhappy) in 56% of 

the cases, as fae,ling indifferent in 42% ~ and as happy or' pleased in only 

2%. Thv.e. the officers perceived D2 as more likely t:. be indifferent, 

compared' to Dl), and less likely to feel ei ther happy or unhappy. Thus, the 

patrolmen tended to perceive D2 as manifesting less extreme feelings than Dl. 

. The officers usually saw the two principal disputants as satisfied 

with thei~ handling of the dispute. The officers (elt that Dl. was satisfied9 

with their handling of the dispute in a significant proportion 'of the cases 
.' 

(72%):;' was indifferentlO in 16% of the cases, and was dissatisfieclll in 12·% 

(x2 = '199.65, . df =' 2'2, .E: .( .001) . In compC!t"J-son, the offic.er perceived D2 as 

. satisfied9. ~ith their handling of the .. dispute ihe significant proportion of 

the C· ases (55%)'~ . d'ff t~O. 280/ f'h . d 'd" ,-. dll . ; .. ' ; . ~. " as ~n 1 eren 1n f. 0 t e cases; an as 1ssat1s·:t:1e. ' 

in17%:(:l:C2 = 60.60, df == 2, .E. <. . 001) . 

5 (cant' d..,). except 20 and 2 ~Nere consigered cOJIllIlunity 'service agencies. 

the 

'YO' 6"· '" ...... . '.' ". 
, Consists of the following items from·Hhile You Here. on the Scent:i 

behavior of· the t~·~o princip.nl disputants W~IS generally : 2 - 4 

':' ~ '.f", 7Co~si:~~s6f the 'following item from the's.ame cat~gory: 5. 
.• 

8C'~nsis'ts'bf the following item' from the same category: 6 _. 8 

. '.' .~. ·::~.9~o~;~:~:~s,··of the.follpwing itlems from: \']hat do you think the two prin-
"': '(!±pa11:lisputmlt:s:-;';fhought: of the ~,mv ·Y01J. handled the sf tuntion? : 6 - 8., 

" , .. '.. '. .'."; . .-'. .. 

'lOc'on~:ts '~f the" fQllowing item from .the same cat:~gory: 5 . . ·r;-. . .... .::; i;' .> '. '. 
• .':" ' i 

. 'K>:,;, '~.;Iicorr~1s,ts, ,Ci'. ~he. following'.ft.em from' the. samccatego.ry: 2 -"4~; 
.. "~(/~;,(;,:~..: ;': .. 

. . ",', .\\.... .;,;:;Y':" .... . lOG: 'I 

~~~di.Z~ii:~:,;~~~~,:~t:~t;;~~~~,~:i~~ii2;;~~ . .,d~~~~~~;;.>"~;..,.~~~~::~L~~::d;S'71'!.·~ 
" '; t I ". ".. ..•. II·.·· ' !, 

f. ' .$ Iii .. " il· 
'''' ," "<"",,,,C~"I.'''''~.:,~-r''4_~' 

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

~, .. - ~ •• " (I '" 

,-;" 
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Finally, the officers were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of 

their interventions. In significnnt proportion of the cases (55%) the officers 

;: 
feI"tthat the disputants were coolf!d. off, at l'2<1st for Btvhile, although the 

J' 

dispu.te was not resolved; in 17% they felt that the dispute had been resolved, 

and that the disputants were. starting to understand h 1 f ~ac ot lEX; in 7%, they 

felt that the dispute had definitely been resolved and that the issues were 

'-clear and set tIed; and, in the rClr.:'lining 21% of the cases, the officer s 

felt that they had had no. effect (x2 = 161. 29; df = 3; .E. <.001). Thus, 

in 79% of the cases, the officers felt that they h.ad an effect on the conflict 

situation, and in one-third of thes'e they felt the1'r h" d t~r party intervention 

bad resulted in a resolution. 

.', 
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Relationships lUnong Variables 

In order to, acqUire a fuller understanding of these conflicts, 

the i"elationships of several key variables were examined. The data was 

amen~ble to several techniques of statistical analysis. To investigate 

tho,se relationships in which both variables of interest were continuous 

interval scales, Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were comp~ted; 

for t;hose' in ~vhich one of th,:, two variables being considered ,vas a continuous 

inberval scale, and the other was dichotomous, point biserial correlation 

cOI~fficients were computed; and, for those in which both variables ,vere 

discrete and qualitative categories, cross-tabulations Here generated and 

Chi-Square or Cochran Q analyses were performed. 

The 'relationships reported below are based on the data for all 312 

disputes managed 'by officers at both ,housing projects. In addition, for those 

categorie~,which had been collapsed, the data used in the statistical analysis 

'':; ~.,as ,derived from these collapsed categories rather than from the original 

uncollapsed categories. Only those cases for which information ~vas available 

on, both variables of the'pair were included 'in the statistical analysis. 

This ,v:as "dcme so that the data would not be confounded by partial or missing 

, " infCrn:ta tion.: 

Tb.:<a. relationship of several variables to three main areas of interest 

'Were investigate:!. The first section is concernzd.. '>'itr. "izrl..J.bles reLl.ted to 
; 

'., :, assault and' th~threat of assault; the second ,with the poiice officer's 

percep,~ons, J u gemerr s, ... ~ ... t · ,.' d t and a' ct';ons: and, the th; rd, with variables relating 
. 1,)' 

to'the'effectiveness'of,the police inteJ;:ven!::ion .. .. . 

..... 
'; . , '..... , ~ . "'.~: 

;," 

10,2: 

• 
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/ 

/ 
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Assault and the Threat of Assault 

i'he.following comparisons are based on data derived only from those 

189 cases (60% of all cases) in which an actual assault or threatened 

assault htid occurred. 

Age at Dl and D2. The category concerned with assault or threatened 

assaul t. ~vas not significantly related to ei ther thE: age of Dl Cr= .12 ,.E.=n. s.) , 

or the, age of D2 (T=.ll, .E.=n. s.) . 

l 
Race of Dl Clnd D2. The occurance of an assault'or threatened assault 

was independent of the race of both Dl (x2 = 5.82, df = 6,.E. = n.s.), and 

2 
D2 (x = 2.59, df = 6~ .E. = n.s.). Closer inspection of the data revealed 

that there was no significant difference in the race of either Dl(x2 = 1.40, 

df = 1,'.E.= n.s.), or D2 (x
2 = 0.04, df = 1,.E. = n.s.) for those cases 

in which a weapon had been used for an actual or threatened assault, and those 
" 

cas~ ill which Il'O weapon had" been used. 

Did Dl or D2 call. the police,? The data indicate that when disputes 

were. less violent, Dltvas somewhat more likely to have called the police 

(r=.3i, .E. -< .01) ;,while D2 was more likely to have cal1f~d when the dispute 

was more violent (r=~.12" .,E. <.(5). 
.... 

What. the disputants accused each other of. The degree of assaultiveness 

ti'as independent of what the disputLl:1::S ~CCU5ed caeh ::>::ne1" of (::.c 2 == 9.30, ?_f=6, 

.E: =-n'. 5 - ) • 
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Close.r inspection of the data reveals that whnt the di.sputants 

accused each other of was, however, significantly different for thos~ cases 

in ~hicha weapon had been used for an actual or threatened assault, and 

those cases in whir.:h no weapon .had been used (x2 ::: 7.03, iE.. = 2, .E. <.05). 

The difference seems to be that for complaints involving either "others presence 

or .absen~e" O.r "outside issues", weapons were used less often than would 

be expected; whereas when complaints were concerned T,li th "interpersonal issues", 

weapons were inyol ved more of ten than would be. expec tecL 

The officer's impression of the cause of' the dispute. This variable 

was not related to the degree of assaultiveness (x2=8!53, df=6, .E. =n.5.). 

. Close.r inspection of the data reveals that the patrolman's impression 

of the cause of the dispute was significantly different ,,,hen cases in 'vhich a 

. weapon. had been usedfo:r an actual or threatened assault., vlere compared to 

?' 
those in wl1ich no \.;'t~a:pon had'been used. (x-=7.02, df=2, .E. ~ .05). These 

d:ifferences parallel those found above in regard to ,,,hat the disputants 

. ,·.,accused each other of'. Weapons. were involved less often than ~'lOuld be 

expected.:i,n those cases where the officer saw the "other's presence or absence" 

or ,"ou.tside iS$u~.s" . as' ,causative; whereas weapons were involved more often 

than, would oeexpected in those cases in "7hich the officer judged "interpersonal 

iS~sues" to be .causative. 

The· 'Officers ' Perceptions, Judgements, and Ac tions 

Whether D.1 and D2 were seen as aggresso.rsy As :regards the disputant ~ s 

", age.~ the older D1: 'Was',. the less likely she was to be seen as an aggressor 

"tr=,·~.13-? .E" <'.05),·and~henore likely was D2 to be seen as an aggressor 
: -''- '. ,,,' 
. (n:.12, E<; ~O~).' Therc. was, howevcr, no significant relationship betwe.en 

";;n2:t~vaga'~iHt~he!=b~r';.he was seen 'as; an aggresEior (r= -.04, .E.-n.s • .), or whether 
','",7' '. ' • ,.", • 

art aggressor (r=~·Ol,.E. = n. s.). 
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There was 11'0 significant 1 . re 'ationship between th~ '" occurrance 

of assault orthreate~,ed assault 
and whether either Dl (r= -.07~ .~~n.s) 

or D2 (r= .• 09, .E.= ·n.s.) ~1as seen as an aggressor. 

. Asr:egards the dispu t "'11 ts' b h 
--.;.j_;;..::;.=u=~~~e~a~v.:::2:i~o~r~s ,the more cooperative Dl was, the 

less likely she t b 
was b e seen as an aggressor (r= -.14, .E. <. .05). 

. th~ more co~perative 'D2 was, the less 
likely he was to be seen as an 

Similarly 

,aggressor (r= -.20, .E. < .01) . 
However, the niore cooperative D2 was, the 

. more likely Dl was to leo s:en 
as an aggressor (r=.14, 05) .E. <. . There was 

no significant relationship bet~"een ! 
Dl s behavior and whether D2 was seen as 

an aggressor (r= . 06" 1:.==n. s . ) . 

There. was no significant 1 . 
re atl0nship between DI's feeling ____ ~~~~~t~0~n~e~·~d~u~r~2~'~n~g 

the interVention and whether she was 
seen as an aggressor (r=.02, n=n.s ) L ., ", 

. l.nor between :D2' sfeeling d 
tone ur,ing the intervention and whether he was 

seen as all aggressor (r= -.07" .E.=n. s .) . 
In addition, the~ .. e was no significant 

J~elatio~ship bet\~~en Dl' s feeling. tone 
and whether D2 ,,,as seen as an aggressor 

'. (r=.Ol, .£=n:5.») norhe.tween, D2 's f 
eeling tone and t,;hether Dl wa.s seen as an 

clggressor (r::c.Ol, .E.=n. s.). 

With re_ gard 
to the di;;.:s:c.\p;;-:u=..;t=..;a:::n~t::!s_'·.....::.r.:::e.:::a:.=c~t:.:i~o~n~t~o::.....:~~~....£g! officer's handling of 

the. dispute" Dl was . l'k 1 mor .. e loe y to have been t' -, . 
se lS!len ~vh€n she was not seen 

'as an aggr~ssor (r= -'.29, .E. <. .01). 
The same relationship '."as found for 

In addition Dl V~C - • 'k 1 
• ,- (C.o:;) " .. ~o reo -L.l.:e_3' to h2ve been satisfied 

when D2 was 'seen as ari aggressor ( 2 r=. 5,.£, < .01). L:ik!=w.ise) D2 was more 
likely to have been t' f' 1 

sa l,S 2et, with the officer's hand12'ng '"J£ I d ' t le ispu te when 
Dl was seen as an aggressor ( 

r"~. 24& <.. 01) ! 

:,'. jo:,l 

., 
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No signif.icant relationship was four.d. between the officer's judgemen t 

about the effectiveness of his intervention and whether he saw either Dl 

(r=' -.01, "E.=n.s.) or D2 (r=.05, "E.=n.s.) I:.\S a~l aggressor. 

The officer's perception of the l:ehavior of Dl and 102. As regards the 

age of the disputants, there was no significant relationship between the age 

of either OlCr=.OO, £.=n.s.) or of 02 (r=.Ol, .E.=n.s.) and their respective 

behaviors during the intervention. 

'....A:;..:}~~re was a significant relationship between the behavior of Dl and D2 

._d~rirr&·~the intervention (r..=.2l, .E. < .01): when Dl was seen as coopera.tive, 

·so was 02, when Dl was seen as disruptive, so was D2. 

.As regards who called the police, there was no significant relationship 

between Dl' s behavior and ivhether or not she had called the police (r=. 04, 

.£=n.s.). There was, however, a relationship bet~'ieen D2's behaVior and 

whether hehcid called the pol~ce (r= -.21, .E.. -.: .01): ""hen D2 had called the 

PQ1ice, his be..l}aviorwas somewhat less likely'to be seen as cooperative; 

when he had,riot called, his behaviQr was more likely to be seen as cooperative. 
. . 

. When 1)1 called the police, DZTs behavior was more likely to be seen as 

coop~rati';;e (r=,. Z9, i < .01). There was no significant relationship between 

whether DZ·cal1ed the:police, and the officers description of Dl's behavior 

(r=. 08; 'p"=n.s.) • 

, . 
The' officet '.s:-,perceptiQn of thed'is-putants r feelings,. In comparison w'ith 

the ~.ge of the disputants, no re1ationshi'pwas found'between either Dl"s age 

·C . "'-'J~. 02 ~:e..::d'rr.;~;.)' or 02' sage, (r= .,..11 ,£.=n.s~) and their respective feelings 
.'" '~.::';·""·':'~;·!,-;.:L .... ,¥"" "~' ':',. . ':',' . .' . • 

." ::"~'. :p.:lidng·l:b~~interve~Si.<;>rt, as per(!eived by the officers. .' . -< " . '., '.", 
< '"..-j" ~.;. 
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There was a significant relationship between the feelings shown by Dl 

and those shown by '02 during the intervention (r=.32,£. < .01): for example, 

D2,was more likely to be perceived as happy and pleased when Dl was. 

". The officer's descriptions of both the feelings and the behavior of 

Dl during the intervention were positively correlated (r=.28,.E. < .01); 

for example, when 01 was seen as cooperative, she was also more likely to be 

seen as happy and pleased; when 01 was seen as disruptive, she was also more 

likely tll be s'een asfeeli~g either angry or unhappy. Similarly, the officer's 

d'escriptions of hath the feelings and the behavior of D2 "Jere positively 

correlated (r=.43, .E. < .01) • 

The feeling shmm by Dl during the intervention was independent of 

who called the police, whether she had (r=.OO,.E.=n.s..), or D2 had (r=.02,.p.=n.s.). 

lI!-'contrast, when D2 called the police, he was sor,le~vhat more likely to be 

seen as feeling badly and less likely to be seen as happy (r= -.ZO, .p. -~ .01). 

~ . In., addition, when Dlcalled the police, D2 was more likely to be seen as 

happy (r=. 31, .p. < .01) • 

There was no relationship bet~.;reen the officer's description of Dl' s 

feelings during the intervention and the deg~ce of assaultiveness (r=.02,rn.s.). 

Unlike 01, the officer was ,,'>omewhat less likely to describe D2 as feeling . . ~. 

angry and unhappy to}hen less serious' violence had occurred, and more likely 

, (r=~Z6 ,.E... < . 01) . '~, 
-, 
'. 

..... ~ .. ~;,..' . 'l ..• .; 

As reg;~:rds. the age ot the di't:i'pu tan !:s ~no relationship was found 

b'et~een either: Dlts ~~e (r;=.02,.E.:~n.s.) or .. DZ's age (r=-.12,.E.=n.s.) and their 

re,Sp.ec:tive rea<;tion~ to the afflcer',s.managcment of-the dispute •. 
,1 ., , ~' t 
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, As regards who called the police~when Dl called, her reaction to the 

officer's management ,of the dispute was more likely to be seen as sa tisfied 

i!- ' 27 01) b t she was ,more, likely' to be dissatisfi.ed with, the (r=. ' ,.E. '-.. ; u 

intervention when D2 had called the police (r=-.15;, .E. <.01). Th.?l"e was 

no relationship b¢tween DZ'sreaction ,whether or not he had called the police 

( 00 ) 'or wh"·ther Dl had called the police (r=-,.05 ,rn. s.). r;=. ,.E.,:,"n. s " , '" 

As regards disputants' ,interaction upon the officer's c\rrival, no 

relationship was found with either Dl IS react:ion (::<2=18 .. 84 ,d~=12 ,.E.=n. s.) or 

D2's reaction (x2=8.62, df=12, .E.=n.s.) to the officer's management of the 

dispute,. Closer inspection of the data reveals that there was no significant 

difference in officer.s' impressions of Dl's r,eaction to his ma.;mgem'ent of 

the dispute for those cases in which the disputants 1-1ere cOiAI1lunicating upon 

his arrival, and tho$e cas.esin which the disputants were not communicating} 

h ". 1 ( 2 3 66 d~' 2 -n s)· S-im-ilarly, no relationship existed upon is' arr~va x =. ,-,£=',.2.'-... .. .. 

for D2 in' .thi~regard (:-::2=1. SO, df=2, .E.=n. s.) . 

, As reg?rds the disputants' behavior: during the inte!'vention, whe.n Dl HaS 

sE;en .a;;, cooperative he wCislikely to be seen as satisfied with the officer's 

" intervention; 1"rhen Dl was seen as disrupti.ve he wa.s like,ly to be seen as 

diss'atisfied· withthet office~'s 'intervention (r=.lS~ .p. < .01). 
'1-,"' 

A sim:i.lar 

relatibnship was. f.ound·'between D2' s behavior during the intervention and his 
~' .• _.:. ••• ~'.::~':~;"'l;"~ . \ 

nerceive.drl:c!ction to the orficer' s manageruent of the dispute (r=. 23, -' ~ , 
12. <..01). 

, " 

percei,fed' beh~vio;' :0£ D2 (r=-: 03 ~ .E.=n-. s.); and, the 'perc:eiv~d reac tion of D2 to 
• ' - > , ... -" 

.the inter.vention;. wa,s;'ind epeqdent o'f the perceived b.ehavior of Dl (r=. 04, 
'",t 

',- ' ;,-. 

. ' 

.. ' 

, I 

"I' 
I.' • 

.' .. 

~ ... 

: ... 

,. 

'. 

.' 

As .regards 'the disputants' feelings during the intervention; there was 

norclationship'betlveeb DL's reaction to the intervention and the feelings 

shOtvn'by ~ither Dl(r=.07', .E: = n.s.) or H2 (r=.13, .E. = n.s;)iduring the 

. intervention. Similarly, no relationship: was found between D2's reaction and 

the feelings shown by either Dl (r=.Ol, .E.=n.s.), or D2 (r=.14, E=n.s.) during 

the intervention. 

,There was a significant relationship between the officer's impression 

of the reaction of both D1 (Q:::5S7.063, df=-6, .E. <. .001) and D2 (Q=302.572, 

df=6, .E. < . 001) to his management of the dispute atld .the official actions 

taken by the officer. This seens largely to be a function of both disputants' 

greater.satisfaction when referrals were made. 

The''officer's use of referral. As regards the dispu~ant' s behavior during 

the intervention,the making of a referral was independent of the officer's 

impression'of the, behavior of .either Dl(r= .. lO, .E.=n.s.) or: D2 (r=.07, .£,=n.s.). 

S:im'il~~iy~ as rega:r;-d.s.the disputant's feelings during the intervention, 

the making' of a referral was i~dependent of the officer's impression of the 

feelings shown 'by ei,ther Dl.(r= - .06, .£.=n. s.) or D2 (r=-.01', .p,=n.s.). As 

regards 'th.e disputant's reaction' to the officer's management· of the dispute, 

the .officer was .Illore likely, to judge both Dl (r= .15, .£, < . 01) and D2 

(r=.19,' E< ~:Ol), as satisfied with his management of the dispute when a referral 

had been m~de, )~vcomparison to,;rhen he had not made Cl: referr,;ll. In§.ddi tion, 
, (~,' 

as" reg~fd-s.the officer '5 judgement of the effec tiveness' of his intervention, 

he, wasr likely to see· his'intervention as somewhat more effective when he had 

··.1made"a',refe.rr,al 'than when he had no·t made a referral (r=.23,.E. -< .01). 

" 

As'regards the de')7,re~(;of<1~rsaultiveness, ar.eferrcil was more li'kely to ' .. '. . " ." -'~:.''7''-'-.. ~., . / ." . 
~.-., \ , 

'.,have.'bE7eh;'tp'ade:'j)y. 'the'o,t'fi-cc.r, whcn.a. thr:.eatencd ; an sault had occurred. r.athe.r 
~." ' • " 'd •. - " '_'. ::~ , • 

• "' ',1.' 

arf,acbuat assault had occu rred (~= .19·) Z -.::' .05) . 

, . 
• ...i, • , ~ 

~.' 
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Thus, it wouid.appear that the \Be, of referrals by the officer.s was 

related to" even'ts, preceding their a'rrival, rather than hOt ... the d~sputants 

acted and felt. during the intervention. In addition, use 'of referrals was 

, assoCiated with grea,ter satisfaction by bot,h the intervening officer and 

the disputants. 

The Offic'er' s Judg'ement of the Effectiveness of His Intervention 

, Age of ill and D2. The officer's judgement of the effectiveness of his 

'intervention was'not related to Dl's age (r= -.03, .E. = n.s.), but was, 

negatively related to DZ J sage (r= -.16, .E. < .01) • The officer was likely 

to feel. that he"hadbeen somewhat man'! effective when D2 was younger, and l'ess 

effective when DZ'was older. 

Race of TIl.' and DZ'. The officer's impression of the effectiveness of 
>;,. , 

•. hisint~r\rention:::Ylas'~ ind ependent of the lace of bo th Dl (x2=7. 46, dr=6", 

';"~'.E.=n.:s~),artd' D2{~~=16~89, df=6, .E.=n~s.). 

IHd Dl or D2' call' the police?' The officer's, impression of the effec ti:Ve

nes~~',of .his intervehtion' was not related to whether either Dl (r=.Ol, .E.=n.s.) 

orD2'(r~::-'-.11, :E.=n,~~:.J: had called the ,police. 

. The ci.Lsputant's'interactions upon tI:!.e officer's arrival. This was not 

related to the officer' s judgement of the effectiveness of his intervention 

2 '. 
", (x =:26.75, df=18:, £=n.s.)~ Closer inspection of th,e data te~;"ci!i!l.ed th,:it .. th,e 

~ . .;, .. ,-

offic'erf'~ 'impressiori':.of 'the'eff~ctiveness of his intervention .was independent 
, . 

" "of whether.. arnot the disputants were communicating' upon his arrival 

;"L>l:-',:,~" .' ""."" ,'", ' " .,.' 
(x~4.62~: :.d-f=3., ,.E.;n.,5~}, and 'fur ther, I-lasindependen t of whe th~r or not., the 
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What the disputants accused each other of. This was not related to ,the 

:, o£f~cer' s impression ·of the effec,tiveness of his. inte;"ent:lon (xi=5. 81, df=6" 

.1!,=n.s.). Closer i.nspet.tion, of the data revealed, that there was no significant 

. difference in what, the disputants accused each other of for those cases in 

wMch,th,e ()ffi.cer felt he had had no effect, a1\d tho,secases in which' he 

2 fel;t he had successfully lIlanaged the dispute (x =1.53, df=2, .E.=n.s.). 

The officer's impression of the cause of the dispute. The officer's 

, in'lpression of the effectiveness of his intervention was significantly related 

. 2 
to his i.mpression of tpe caus.e of the dispute (x =13.13, df=6, R <. .05). 

,"1 

'. Vi.sual inspection o£ the data reveals a tendency for officers to perceive 

their-interventions to'lIlore likely have fully settled or, to have had no 

ef£~c.t ,at ~l, in disputes caused by "other's presence or a~,:~~~;J.,':' compared 

to disputes caused by either "i.nterpersonal issues" or "outside :issues". 

,',,' " The oi-=fi.cJ~rrS impression of the behavior of: Dl and D2. The officer's 

~es~£o'd" of the effec-tiveness, of hi.s intervention was not related to his 
... . 

per~eptiono£Dl's b~havi:or during, the intervention (r=.05, £=n.s.) ,but was, 
. '. . '", .' 

, how!=ver ~ sigcl£icantl1:relatedto hi.s, impression of D2 I S behavior (r= .16, .E. <.05) . 

That i.s, when ni' was seen as cooperative the officer,vas mo.re. likely to se~ 

th~::'con£lict as somewhat'lIloreeffectivelymanaged, and when D2 was seen 

as disruptive" the officer was more likely to see the conflict as less effec-

tively managed. 

, . 
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The officer's perception of the feelings shown by Dl and D2. When Dl 

was .seen as. happy or pleased" the officer was more likely to see the conflic t 
.1 

as somewhat more effectively managed; whenDI was' seen as feeling bad (Le., ():'" 

angry or. unhappy) , the officer "Tas more likely to' see the conflict as less 

effeC'tively managed (r= .18, .E..( .01) . No such relationship was found~ for 

D2 (i:=.13., .E.=n. .s.) • 

The 'behavior of D2 and the feelings of Dl during the interventioll seem 

to be impcrt2:nt variables which are related to effective management of conflicts 

lC.,; amongpeople •. .It may be that these policeoffif:!ers feel that effective conflict 

management depends on maintaining or fostering. the cooperation of :02 <lend :;.'" 

the positive feelings of the complainant (Dl) during, their intervention. 
'. 
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Figure 1. 

INGIDENCEOF,.DISPUTES BY THE DAY OF THE WEEK 
. '. .~. 
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TABLE 1. 

: .. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISPUTANTS 

(Expressed as Perc.enta.ges) 

Category Disputant 1 Disputant 2 

'~_A~ 
q . 

. ! Underl0 1 1 
10-15 7 12 
16-20 6 9 
21-30 24 23 

.31-40 "<32 32 
41-50 24 19 
51-65 5 3 

I 
f 

Over 65 1. 1 
I 100% 100% 

" ':~.' .-------------.:..------.:...-----------'-.--"-::--.:r:,,.-----'-::...---"'--j' .' - ..... 
, ~ , .. ....,"of .~~ 1 

jSer I 

I. , . I i l1a1,e 35 , 6~1 I 
.: Female ':. 65 31 I I "'; .1()O% 100% . I 
t I 

. i ~;\. , ". ~ 
i .---'-------, 

I 
. j F.q,ce {' 
.1.--

'ItO/hite ' 2 3 I 
1 ;~:~~b"'''' ~~: " .~~~.; i 
T' ::~"<"" :<." -1-0-0%-". ' 10'0% i 

·,.t '. I 

ri-~-------------~~-------------------~'---~----~i 
I Tenancy' I 

!:Ten~n t ',': " .' '93 $:21 
. t Vis:itor . 6 11~. 1 x . . I 

1 Mari.<;lger ',.~" ".. 0 b I 
I Assis tant Maiu:i.ger\ " 0 0 i ,.,. " , .' ,., 
rO~.her :e-J:oj,ec:t,Employee 1 0 1 
VBusiness' Person 0 0 I r '. ' ',<;,' C"', -;,. ,.,100% T6O% ! 

".; '1, .' ;; ~:, . 1, 
, \1. W~~'~he 'Di~~utan't:'· an:A~!;gressorJ·<,..1 
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TABLE 1. (cont'd.) 

Category Disputant 1 

Did the Disputant Call the Police? 

Yes 
No. 

.", 70 

~ 
100% 

Relationship of D1 to D2 

Disputant 2 

16 
84 

100% 

I 
55 I 
12 r 

Spouse 
, 'Parent. 

I 0 i 
I Grandchild ~ I 
1 Other Relative 5 I 

'f' Friend 10 I 
. Acquain tance 10 

r~t<ange< ", 1O~% II 

£ 

~t~~~~ __ --~~----~==========~====~l 

Grandparent 
Child 

, ." . ~ I 
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CHAPTER VI 

EFFECTS OF TRAINING UPON POLICE PERFORNANCE 

The design of the study afforded opportunities for experimental 

comparison of the effects of training. At the very outset four, comparable 

housing developments were selected in order that the effec'ts of the two 

training procedures(affective~experiential and cognitive) could be evaluated. 1 

The assessment of the. effects cf training upon police performance 

was a crucial aspect of the evaluation. 'In ad-dition to management of 

conflicts, ,.e considered crime control and police efficiency as centra;Lly 

important. variables for study. In other words,we considered it important 

to gain some understanding of the ramifying effects of the training method.~ ... 

employed. 

There a~e m,any criteria available to police organizations that are 

d~rived f~om day':'to-day police operations. The selection of cri teria fo,r 
i . 

evaluation of poi:iC'~:.p~rformance in this study was (made 1vith the follmving 

considerations :in' ,mind: 1) the police themselves were consid.ered. to be the 

. .' .. ". . '. k d f'" f "g od if best to determine' the criteria, i.e., tounderta e a e l.n~tl.on o· 0 . , 

: police w~r1C; 2} predicti~nswere.based on the hypothesis that training 
>-. .. ~ 

': . :~. enhances ~olice performance •.. accordingly the ques tion asked. for each 

,!,-' '-

1/ ".., ,., .. , '1" ff' . f rm in this regard?"; crit,erionwas, "how would a superior po 1ce 0 l.cer per 0 

and, 3) recognizing existing differences among police organizations and the 

communities 'they .s~rve (e.g. ,opr=!TatiCfnalproc-etltlres, cC:lmfuUnity charact:er-

'istic.s ~ ;special crime and control problems, etc.) ,cri-teria appropriate for 

I , d . 'was consl.'dered as. not being .entir.ely suitable for onepo~'.ce epa.;:pnent 

another~: ',' 
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Before the results of the study were known, a list of police 

pe~formancc criter.ia was prepared, based on those for which data could be 

reliably obtained.' These criteria were presented to the patrol commander of 

2 
the New York City Housing Authority Police Department. In view of this 

police adminis.trator's sensitivities to the realities of police performance, 

requirements and operations in his department, he ~.,as regarded as a person 

unusually well-suited for the role of defining criteria 1.,hich would be valid 

indicators of good poliGe' performance. 

. Thus ,wi thout knmving what the data would ultimately reveal, 

criteria were selected and predictions were made. The criteria ,.,ere divided 

'i~;~' \ho~~ 'cop~'idered most valid, those only moderately valid, and those 
, :: ~'. .o"'. 

consid'ered minimally va.l.id as indicators of good police' performance. This 

distinction was made recause some criteria ,.;rere expected~ reflect other than . -". 
'. .-: "'. ,"'-~ 

·Ptff~1:ypolice performance factors (total offenses for example, was c~nsid:er'ed 

only moderately' :yalid, because tbese. are also dependent on such a factor 

as, tbe' ~.tficer' s motivation t.O rep~i-t. them.) 

'.' 'The following criteria were selected as the most valid indicators 4:;, ' 

of e.ffective policeperformance::in the NYCHAPD: total .crime clearance rate; 

offense clearance rate; misdemeano,r clea'rance cate'; felony clearance rate;' 

:'., .. 

danger-tension index; number'of offense arrests; number of misdemeanor arrests; 

and, number of misdemeanors. 

The follot.;ring c.riteriawexe '·s'e~·ted""as '1o:olt~ratelyvalid indicators 

of effective. police. performance: total crimes; totai number of arrests. 

? ' , 

~e'puty ;I:nsp'ector'Richard T. Bechel; Chief of Patrol, NYCHAPD. 
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.The following criteria were rejected as having minimal validity as 

indicators 6f effect,ive police performance due to a multiplicity of determin-

ants; number of felonies; number of felony arrests; number ·of sick days; 

number of sick days per incident requiring action; days off £.or injury; 

breach of Housing Authority Rules and Regulations; damage, cause unknown; 

mischief, criminal and tampering; investigations; number of aided case,s; 

number of .assists; total number of interpersonal disputes; total service 

duties; and, total offenses. 

D'ata foreacp; criteria selecte::d for use was obtained from police 

records. Chi-Square with Yates' Correction for Continuity served as the method 

for statistical analyses. 

Comparisons made in this chapter reflect: first, ef,fects of conflict-

management training,; and, secorra'; effects of conflict-~nagement training 

upon police performance in different cOill!llunities. To determine the former, 
. . . . 

~atav7ill he presenteOd for each.cri terion in three housing developmen ts over 
... 

time. These three,~, 'similar in. level of crime activity and in dem9graphic fea-

tures, are comprised of: 1) Wagner Houses - staffed by 11 conflict-management 

':trained, officers (CMl) 8 of t"hom were r~cently appointed officers, 2) Jeffer-

son Houses,'- staffed !:ly,5 recently appointed officers who had: received cognitive 

tr,clining and 4 senior officers (Cont.rol 1), and, 3)· Grant Houses -staffed 

by 11 senior officers who had T2ce;Lved no special training (Control 2).3 For 

eacncriteri:::ol> data will be presented fbt' the study y€:,s:r 1970 (2/9/70 -

,2/8/71) ,.and for the two years immediately preceding the 'study ye·ar (i. e. " 
" ... ; 

"',.priort:o,~ ,assignmen't;'<;,f specially trained. personnel).; 

'!, .• ' 
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The second s.et .of· data compares two housing developments whi.ch (Ii'tr~r 

in several ways, but., to both of which conflict-management' trainetl officers 

. w~re assigned. Manhattanville Houses,the newest of the four projects' (CM 2), 

was regarded as more "stable" than the other developments, had less crime, had 

a higher average income, had fewer welfare families, and, had fewer broken 

homes. In Housing Aqthority Police Department parlance, this housing 

developptent was often regarded as a desirable, "country club" assignment. 

Wagner Houses (CM 1), like Cantrall and Control 2, was regarded as anything 

but a "country club.~' 

" 

Effects of Training Upon Police Performance I: The Nost Valid Criteria 

Total crime clearance rate. This ra\e t·;as calculated by dividing ,total 

arrests by total crimes. One of the accepted cri.teria of effective police work 
," , 

is the demonstration,,,qf high. total' crime clearance rates. Hence, it was 
'. , .: ";".~. '. 

predic.ted that CH I \vould conform with that expectation in the study year. 

. Year 

19;70 

1969' 
1968 

"eM I 

26% 

14 
.8 

Control I 

13% 

14 
9 

Control II 

11% 

20 
11 

Within-dl~velo~~entcomparisons--CM i showed an increase in total crime 

clearance rate\ in 1970: ~ver the average of its two preceding years (.E. < .05); 

there Has no change inCQntrol I or Control II. Closer inspection of the dat~ 

~ re;veals.that. GM'''!'inc:reased in 1970 over the pr·eced:i.ng. year (i< .10), 

whereas there was n6'ch~nge in Control I' or Control II. 

Between-development compari,sons--since the average rate for the two 
.' i.,.: ....... 

" .. .. 
p,receding years, is~,:rin~lar.,~among,the 3 developme.r:ts, their 1970 'rates can be 

. ":':'-"~";~ ' . 
. meaningFully; compared/';': 'l'hare. is. no d'ifference between Con tral I .and Control II 

\ :', :. ":'>1' " ,;. ',:', 'r ',. ,:~: '.~", ',,: ~ ;" • .', _ 

". :fii 'J;970,~B.~~:s;,,) ~ Ct~:~:r;, has'a; higher rat·e than Control I (.E.. <. .10) and Control II 
...... : ..•. ,.' 

' .. 

"-~""'~ti\l _~~_ .......... 
_."~7 __ """~ 



c 

'( . 

c 

.. , 

o 

, ,-

The prediction regarding this criterion was fully conEimcd. The 

conflict-management· trained officers showed an improvement in police perfor-

mance both within that.same development (compared to preceding years) and 

when compared. to Control I (which also had new officers who had receiv.ecl· 

additional trainin&) and to Control II (having senior officers only, and no 

additional training). 

Misdemeanor clearance rate. It was pr:edicted th~VCN I would effect 

a high'clearance rate for this category·of crime. 

Within-development comparisons--There were no significant changes in 

1970 over the prev'ious·' year or over the average o.f . the two preceding years in 

any of the developments. 

Between-dev~lopm.ent comparisons--Since the rates for the average of 

the twopreceding'years are essentially similar among the three development~, 
.. " .' 

their 1970 rates can be meaningfully compared. Doing so reveals that CM I 

.' has'. a: 1970 'rate: that is superior to Control I (.E. < .10) but is no different 

than that of Control II. Controls I and II do not differ in 1970 rates. 

The data s~ggests that for poH_cfa recruits, affective-experiential 

tra1.'Iiing·is superior to cognitive training for this criterion. 
,; ' .. -

Offense clearance rate. It was predicted that. CH I would ,demonstrate 

a high clearance rate for'this category. 

Year' 

1970 . 

1969 .. 
'1968: .. 

11% 

13' 
13 

Control I 

23 
13 

Control 1;1. 

6%-

6 
15.' 

t\Ti;thin-developm:ent comparisons,....-;Comparing 1970 with the average of 
~';. ~ 

.; :th"e"twQ,.pr~ced.i,ng, years .revt.!als\ no .. c,hange forCM I, or for-Control II,. and a 
.' " :. "" ~ .'. :,. ...... : 

de~~ea.se il)..·~Con·tf:ol I (2:,<:.001). Comparing 1970 with 1969 shows no change for 
",' .. ' 

.,:-C~":·f·pr;ContrO:l.II,: but a..dacrease.for·Control I (Eo <. .001). 
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Between-development comparisons--The rates for 1968 and 1969 are similar 

between the three developments. Control II has a rate for 1970 similar 

to the rateS for CM r and Control I. CM Its 1970 rate is superior. to that 

of Control I (Eo <...05). 

Since cognitive1y trained .. recruits show a decrease in o,ffense cll:!arance 

rate not shown by affectively-experientia11y trained recruits or senior 

officers with no special training, it may be that the CM I group re.sisted a 

tendency for new officers to have a lower offense clearanc~te. The data 

for. this criterion is equiVocal.. 

Number of offense arrest.s.. It was predicted that CM I would demons trate 

an increased number of offense arrests. 

Year CM I Control I Control II 

·1970' 10 1 3 

.. 1969 10 9 3 

·1968 ·10 11 6 

Within-development comparisons--Comparing 1970 with the average of the 

preceding years reveals no change for CM I on Control II, and a decrease 

in; Control.I (.E...(.' 05) . 
,t.,. ' 

Between:--developinent comparisons--The rates for 1968 and 1969 are similar 

for CH. I and Control I, but not for either of these and Control II. CM I 

has a higher rate. for 1970 <than tCon:t:rol I (Eo .(. 05) . 

. ,~ . 
~ .. : ~ ~ ',' 

The prediction was confirmed'; q.t least p.artly. ,CN I trainingapp~ars 

. to prevent a reduct-ion in number of offense arrests obtained by cognit'ively 

'. trained, officers (aJld for, experienced .officers to.o, perhaps). 
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Danger-tension index. In considering ways of assessing morale, the 

amount. of time lost because of illness loomed large as a measure. It became 

increasingly-clear that sick time probably reflected factors related to mor<lle, 

that is, the need for relief from danger and tension on the job. Working 

(often alone) in high crime areas could be considered to exact a toll expressed 

in tension-related- absenteeism;. Therefore, ,.,hile work in a high-crime area 
",." <.:..;~~ ..... ~ . -

necessarily causes tension, ,it was predicted tha.t CM I would experience less 

tension (expressed infetver sick days) relative to objective danger (as 

reflected by numbex of arrests). While i,t is not -considered that .all police 

sick ,days az::e due.i:o tension-related illness .. it may well he that many 'are. 

,The "danger-tension index" then was calculated as: total arrests 
total sickdays 

Year 

1970," 

·1969. 
1968 

. . .'. . 

CH I 

63 

70 
46 

Control I 

66 

83 
48 

Control II 

40 

89 
54 

x 100. 

Within-development- comparisons--Comparing '1970'vith the average of the 

pre;ceding' Y~1:; shews no. ch#~~fo~ CM I or Control I, and a decrease in 
• , .. :. . ~.~ /. . ,;. ! ... ' . '. ~ .. 

CoQ:' ... rol, II, (~<:-:01; decre~ses reflect lower efficiency,.. ntore sickdays- per 

. arrest) ~ :C10se;ari~;~~:~~;,. comparing changes fr,om 1969 to 1970, reveals no 

change for CHI or Contr'ol I, and a decrease in Coritrol II (p < .001). For 

SOl:!.e reason all three' developments sho,ved an improven:ent in 1909 over 1968. 

Betw~en.-delJ:elopmerit comparisons--The 1968-1969 rates are similar for 

the ~hree deve1,oPlllents.>., CN: land Control Ido· not differ ,in their 1970' 
, ,. • .. f . - ..• " 

• i 

danK~r~tensioni~d~~es.,!Controi II, however, has a 197'0 ind~x which" is.lower 

t,· f.: 

tha~,ce:it:h~r ,01: t. C£., ~,~:O~\o,~' Controll (1)- < ',05); 
jj~.:~i('·\sqr?)t~~~?!1?-;;~-~t.y:~: ~'.,-. 

" 

'. 

"'''' 

'. 

o· 
~,: .' 

" ;{ 

. ! ' 

Th~.predictionwas. partly confirmed. The senior officers at Control It 

deteriorated in the ,:danger-tension index, a change which did not accrue for 

'ei.ther of the 'itherdevelopments. The data do not indicate whether the lack 

of change in ,the' developments staffed primarily by recruits \oJith special 
~ __ ,. ..... ~ -'0;1' 

training 'was due to their respective training prograTlJ.s, to their being new 

police officers" or to some combination of both.;" 

Number of misd~e~nor arrests. It was predicted that CM I would effect 

an increased numher of such arrests. 

Year CM I Control I Control II ;~-------=~----~~~~~----~~~~ 

1970 

'1969 
1968 

70 

43 
31 

35 

20 
12 

22 

49 
19 

Within-development comparisons--Comparing 1970 with the average of the 

prec,edingyears rev.eals increases in CM I (1)- <. .01) and in Control I (1)- < . 05) , 

but no changes for .Control II., Comparisons between 1970 and 1969 reveal inc're.ases 

.• for CH I (.£ < .05) and Gontrol I,. (:E, <. .10), and a decrease for Control II 

'(.E.. < .01) ... 

., , 

Between-development comparisons--Rates for the preceding years are 

similar only for CH I and Control II, thus their 1970 rates can be compared,. 

CM I had a much higher, nUillber of misdemeanor arrests than did Control II' 

(E:, <. • DOl) in 1970: 
.,': .. 

I I , 1 
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The. prediction is plrtly confirmed. The number of misdemeanor arrests 

_, . 'rose moSt significantly in CM I, more so than for ContraIL Control II saw 

.. ' : a decrease in 1970 on this c;riterion. Visual' inspection of the da.t,a:, ~uggests 

that new' of.ficers with special training effects more misdemeanor arrests , 

'and" that: affective"'-experiecitially t;Jj~:i.,Mid officers appeared to have made more 
. ' 

such arrests than did cognitively trained officers., 

Number of misdemeanors. It was predicted that CM I would discourage 

this category or, crime by more ac.tive prevention control and by engendering 

greater citizen.cooperationand respect. 

Year 

1970 

196.9 
1968 

CM'I 

189 

302 
382 

Controi I 

140. 

158 
237 

'Control'II 

251 

220 
240 

. Within~developm,ent comparisons--Comparing 1970 with the average or the 

',': .. ,:pr~ceding years te:i~als a \lecrease for; bo thCH I (.E. < .001) and Control I 
. ~ . ~ ... . .~~.~ .. ~. . .~ .......... ~ - ' .... 

. (R (', •. 05)i'w;ith 'n~' change in Control II. Closer analysis, compa:ring 1970. with 
, .~! .,', ~ . 

~,., 1969"1!,evealsthat,the~e was no' decrea~e'. in eithe;;,~ Control I.I or Cont~9l· I" 

but thatC1-1 I d:i,d::decrease iI}, l~ 7 0 CE.~<; 001) . 
. " • . . ' t, : 

, 
Between-dev.elopment comparisons-:--The 1970 data for Controls·I and II 

- .. ' .. 
~ .. can be co~p.;ared 'siri:ce, their data for the prior years are eq ui va1en t. Control I 

• 'had .few~rmisde!l:\eanoi:s in 1970 than did. Ccnl::.l:o.l. I.I (jl. < .001),. ,Comparison 

;,~,\;, of CM Lwith, the others' can ~ be made by 'ave'ragi:ng the ;two prior. years (thus 
':':: •. '\:. ".' I.;' '~.'~. - ;," I ~. -~:-~~:l_'" . 

.... < ','. "' - ~ 

and by comparing this with the 1970 figure. 

CM I 'ism~ch different than GO.\.l'trol II '(E. < . 001) ~ 

1; (E. '< .10.) . , 

.' ~ 

.. ,: ... ' 

',' 

... ~-,:,v , 

, .' 

,. \-i . .~ . ; 

,",' 

/' 

Tljte .predic.~,!;"n., that CM I would reflect effective perf o Lman<!c W.J::l 

partly, confirmed ; "CM I was the only development showing a decrease in 1970 

compared with 1969. Once 'again, however, Contro'l I improved 1n po1ice'perf'i;>r-

mance. alinOs.t as much as did CM 1. 

Effects. of Training'Upon Police Performance II: The Moderately Valid Criteria 

Taltal. crime. (felonies + misdemeanors + offenses) - CH I was expected 

to engage in more ef£ec.tive and aggressiye patrol, and to gain community 

respect. thereby. While some felonies i,;rould not be preven,ted even by effective 

patrol,. 'CM I was' expected to reduce the incidence of crime. 

~ . 

Year 

1970 

,1969 
.~ 1968 

CM I 

486 

593 
568 

Control I 

397 

384 
5l~6 

Control II 

44C 

402 
487 

,W'ithin-developrnent comparisons.:--Comparing 1970 with the average of 
,"i~ 

the ~~,~receding' years Sh01,;rS no change for Control 'II and decreases for 

Control I, (:E.._ < .05)' and CM I (J~ <. • 05) . Closer inspection r'eveals tha~ there 

was~,p,o change from 196.9 to 1970 for either Control I or Co.ntrol II, while 

.CH I ;dei:.~~eased .. <E. <.: .01). 

Betloreen-development compar~sons--The a,verage of the ti,;rO preceding yea:r-s 

is simil~lr for Controls I and II, so their 1970 rates can be meaningfully 

compa:r-,edj;":Doing so, reveals that Control I and, Control II do not differ 
"'1:',·\,' 

sign1:ficcmtly in their 1970 rates. Intercomparisons in terms of both 1970 

and :,the~verage of the two prior years reveal that while €ontrols. I and II do 

,·not. :differ,7' andCl1:, ·T.:and· Go'nt:t;'ol I do not differ, CN I shows. a decrease relative 

, ."," 

to ~ontro;,L II ,(l?,. <; .10) '. 
- ~" . ' .. K:.- ,. ,.' '. 

:.-."': ',', 

, ." _ .. ~~ ...... ~ .. U_, 
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Thepredict~on that CM I would have a decr~ase. in total crime was 

partly confi;med. cr{ I was the on.ly development to have' seen a. decrease in 

1970 from the preceding year •. 

Total arrests. It was predicted that CM.1 would effect a larger number' 

of arrests. 

Year 

1970 

1969 
1968 

CM I 

124, 

82 
56 

Contro1 ,I 

53 

53 
48 

Control II 

47 

83 
54 

Within-development comparisons--Comparison of 1970 figures with the 

aver'age of the preceding two years indicates that CH I incraased (2.. <', ~ 001) 

in total arrest:s~ Control I did not change, and Control II decreased (2.. <: .10). 

C O 19'70 ... ,Oth 190"'9 also .5' 'n'o' .ws an 4ncrease in C~l I C'n .~" .01) ~" no cha'n:ge;' ompar~ng. '. ~11 .,: ':' .... L. ..... 

for Control I, and' ade'~rease in Control II (.E.. < . 01) . 
:' ' 

Between-development comparisons--Since, their rates for the preceding 

years are. similar, the 1970 rate~ ~ !D.'L;.c.,£,y'~l· and Control II t\Tere compared. In 

1970, CH I. had significantly more,arreststnan did Control II (,£ < .001): In 

terms both"of 197Q ,rates and the average of the prior t'NO years, CN I ",as 

found to -differ from Control I (.E, < .05). refleci,ing its greater increase in 

arrests~ and Controls. I and II were found not to differ~ 

The prediction that CH I .. auld show effective .perroIT.1ance of this 

'crit:e::don was fully confirmed. 
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~ Effects' of Conn. ict-Hnnagement Training Upon Police Pl'[' [orn1.1.l1ce III: Comrnull Lt .les 

with High vs. Moderate Police Activity 

It was important in evaluating the effect of training for conflict-

management to determine whether different results would obtain in different 

communities. '.1:1.:1gner Hau'ses (CM I) is co.nsidered to be a, housing developmen t 

in a relatively high crime area (East Harlem) ;.1'Ianhattanville Houses (CM II) 

on the other hand, is in a moderate crime area in West Harlem. Obtained 

differences in police performance in these two developments might be general-

izable to other locations with comparable crime rates if staffed hy similarly 

trained officers .. 

In the data presented below all comparisons ~yere calculated by 

Chi-Square analysis with Yates' Correction for Continuity. Overall comparisons 

are'most commonly referred to, and these comprise two entries for each housing 

development. -One i5the, ever·age of the years 1~68 and 1969, and the other is 

the ;igure£or 1970. 
_ . .'r.<. -. '.' .... :,,:, .. ~., 

Only in the danger-tension index was a difference ".-' 

exPe,c ted betweenCM rand' CM II. 

Host Valid Criteria' 

Total crime cleara.nce r.:te. Figures for each housing development are 

presented in T~ble 1. -Overall comparison reveals that the two housing 

pr'f)jet:ts are similar·(X2=Z.53, .£=n.s). 

Felony clearance:- rate. Overall.comparisQu between CM I and CH II 

reveals a signifi'c~nt.p,ifference between the two (.:2. <. 05)" apparently due . '~ , 

to CM II
i
s;;decreas'e:·:i:n.1970from·1969 (.E,< .01). The expected lack .of differ-

waS,ilPt obt'ained. CH II d~<;reasedon this criterion. .. '; .;)-, ' 

" 
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Misdemeanor clearance rate. Overall comparisons could not be made 

du~ to low c~il frequencies for CM II. Inspection of the data in Table 1 

sugges ts that CH II imp.roved) as CM I was found to do. 

. Offense clearance rate.' CM I was not found_ to change in this regard, 

but when overall comparison was made with CM II a significant difference was 

obtained' (]2. <.05). Inspection of the data indicates that CM II improved 

in this area'of police performance. 

Number of offense arrests. The expected frequencies for eM II are too 

low to .. permit statistical analysis. Visual inspection suggests 'that there 

was some improvement for CH II in number of offense arrests (there ,were none 

made in 1968, 1 in 1969, and 3 in 1970). 

Danger-tension index. It was expected that CM II would" improv,e 

relative to CM ,I because the former was less- dc;nge-lwus ove-ra:ll and an increase 
" 

in~rrest activity w'ould have had a correspondingly 'smaller ;'effect. 

There'was,no change found in CH II over the 3-year. period. Overall 

comp'arisonbet't~ieen: tne'twodevelopments , mund no differenci: betwe",H them. 

(X2;: ,0.11; .E..=n~s~). 'The prediction was not confirmed. 

':Number of/misdemeanor 'arrests. CM II increased in 1970 from 19,69 
; 

(.E.. < .10). Ov~rd.ll comparison Hith CH I indicated no ditferences bet\-leen the 

two, as exp,ected,. On this criterion, conflict-management training was 

related to improved police performance in both ,proje'cts. 

'" 
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TABLE 1. 

Comparison of Police Performance Rates 

in the Two Conflict-Hanagement ,Projects 

Criterion 

Total crime clearance rate 

Felony clearance' rate 

Misdemeanor clear. rate 

Offense Clear. rate 

Offense and arrests 

Danger-tension index 

Misdemeanor'arrests' 

, T,ota! miscIemc2nors 

Total crime 

Total arrest:s" 

< .• ' . . ,., 

> •••• 
.,.', .. ; 

Project 1970 

"", , 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

I 
II 

26% 
3% 

21% 
6% 

37% 
7% 

11% 
7% 

63 
11 

63 
11 

70 
7 

,189 
350 

486 
457 

124 
l3 

-',129' 

1968 & 1969 
2 

11% 
4.5% 

12% 
15-.5% 

11% 
1% 

13% 
1% 

58 
7.5 

58 
7.5 

37' 
1 

342 
163.5 

580.5 
286.5 

69 
13 

p 

n.s 

.05 

.05 

n.s 

n.s 

.pOl 

n.s 
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Number of misdemeanors. CM II increased in 1970 from 1969 (..e. < .001). 

Overall compqrison revealed a significant difference between the two CM housing 

developments; CM I decreased while CM II increased. Perhaps affective-experien-

tial training for new officers in "country club" projects is conducive to 

greater' crime reporting, or that there was an idiosyncratic change in; the 

complexion of cri1l1e (e.g •. , increase in drug traffic in that particular area). 

Moderately Valid Criteria 

, Total crime ." Cl1.II increased in 1970 from 1969 (.E.. < • 001) primarily 

because of the increase in misdemeanors noted above. Overall compa~ison Hith 

CM I revealed a highly significant difference (.E.. <. • 001) between the t~vo, 

due to a decrease inCH I and an increase in CM II in 1970. 

Total arrests.. As' for the two control housing developments, CM II 

. showed: no changes in number of arrests in. 1970~ O;\teru,U comparison of eM I 

~and C}1 II indicated. no significant difference bet~veen them (..e.=n. s.) . 

It should be ~rtl!~hasized that police performance was studied to 

detertiline':~het.her or.not conflict-management' training had a deleterious effect 

~Il po~l.ce effectiveness. Indeed, it can be.s-aid that while officers in CM I 

~Emerall.y· improvedbuton comparison with CH II: there ~vere no significant 

. ," ... ,>."~ .:". ~ ~ 
a'ifferences.m mostcliihe performance criteria. T.~,1ese findings strongly 

suggest that c~:mflict-rrianagement training does not interfere with crime 

control,ef'fect:ive~ess; in -fact, it can be said that, if anything, such 

,~f£ectiven~ss genet-a.ll-Y" improved. 
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CHAPTER VII 

COHNUNITY ATTITUDE SURVEY IN FOUR HOUSING PROJECTSl 

For the purpose of determining whether the attitude of the 

community tmvard the police would be affected by the 
training variable, 

prior to the changes i I' , n po ~ce assignments, a random 1 f samp e 0 households 

from each of the four projects was drawn. 
Each household was to be 

intervietved "just before the assignments were instituted and ao"a';n 
.J.. one year 

later in order to determine whether or not any h 
. c anges in attitude took 

place between, the two intervie~v periods. 

A. Samples 

Under the budget limitations, it was 
possible to aim for approxi-

mately 100 households, per proj ect in the final 
interview (hereafter referred 

to as the "post"). B 
ecause attritiontvas antiCipated from the initial 

interview (hereafter 'f re .. erred to al~ "prell) to the 'post in tervieyl, the 

mnnber of intervietvs in the pre 
stage was in excess of the targeted 100. 

The actual number of 't" , 
~n erv~etvs in the pre and the post 

Table I: 

Pre 
Fust' 

Attrition 
Rate 

are shmvn in Table 1. 

Nu.ober of Hou, seholds I ntervi,etved in the Pre 'h ana. te Post 

Grant 

~37 
110 

20% 

Project 
Jefferson Nanhattanville 

141 
hl8 

23% 

114-
''f89 

.22% 

{vagner 

, 135 
1::1:8 

13% 

> rf~i~- studY~IIas 'carried out b th Co , 
Graduate"School " City" 'U" Y e ~nter for Soc~al Research - ., ... ", - n~vers~ty of New Y 1- P £ ' 
D~rector;;·j.'hischapt~rwas writte b or\" ro 'css?r Leonard S. Kogan, 
Center for,: Social Re$earch who d ,n, y !rofessor Hore.y J. Wantman. of the. 
theproju'ct: dlrec.~or. " .. , . ~recte the Survey. Morton Isrn-el \IIa5 
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The initial sample of households was selected at random with the 

following restrictions: 

(1) White households were to be, excluded 

(2) Each household mus t have at, . leas t one member eighteen years 
of age or younger 

The ethnic restriction ,vas imposed because the proportion of 

whites in the population in each project was so small, that too few white 

households would fall ,into the sample to,pe~}t any reliable estimates to 

be made about changes of attitude of the white popuiation, e.g., the 

"expected" number of. white households in a sample of 100 for Grant, was 4, 

and for Jefferson, 1.4. 

The requirement of children in the households was specified in 

,order to attempt to obtai.n 1-nfQrmation about the effect on the young of the 
.... " 

polic.e t,ra:ln~,:lg .v§l1:iabl,e. It, ,6~" ",c~9;P:?;?S' would n~Y!¢ been preferable to 
'. .. .. ,.~ ~~~t~i~~~~f·~::ll~'!:.;~~:~· ._. . ,:\~"'..~. ;'. -0 

iriter~.i:e • .;::iee'n~ers, but 'this WaS- not feasible. 
,,'0 ".. • 0 , ",,' " ": 

A check au' hO\'1 'representative the four initial samples tv-ere of 

their pop~lations"indica-tea:':t:~;'no~;hoim bias_.entered into the study}; 

the differences b~tween th~ sample, and the population characteristics are 

attributable to the selection proceci..;;7es above .. For e:-:ample, the. percenta.ge., 
. .. ~ "."" 

of famiiies on welfare -is generafly' higher in the sample than in the 
, '. 

population, (T:::ble'II) . 

Table II:. Percentage of Families on Welfare as of Jimuci:ry 1, 1971 

. Project 

. Grant· " 
Je£ ferson . 

. Manhatt!i,E.Yil}.e', -
,Wagner-; ' .. , 

Percentage on t.Jelfare 

.population 

.: 25~8 
,,' .. , .. '35.4 

14.7 
';35 •. 6 
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'sample' 

33.6 
42.6 
23.6 
36.8 

... ~ 
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Again, becausc of the method of selection of f~mili~s for inlur-

vie\<l, the number of minors per family is larger in each proj t!C t sample 

than in the population - approximately 3 vs. 2. Similarly, because of the 

selection cri~erionabove, the sampl~s have fewer individuals over 60 years 

of age than in the corresponding population, e.g., Hagner in the "post" had 

less than 2 percent in the sample 60 years of age 0:::- over; the population 

had more than 6 percent. 

on other demographic characteristics each sample ~v-as well matched 

with its corresponding population. 

B. Survey Schedule 

The table of specifications for the intervie~'J schedule (See Appendix ) 

wag dra.~'TI up after 'c. s-=:r.iespf meetings ~,;re :--leld to' deter~i~~. the 3re~ .. s t.o 

: >,,:bk. covered in the intervie,v. 2 The intervie~" schedule included questions 

related to other services besides those. of the police not only to provide 

comparative bases for the attitude tm.,ard. the housing police but also to 

conceal the main purpose of the interview. The latter goal seemed to have 

,been attained. Not only did the respondents fail to infer the main 

purpose of the interview, but the intervie~.,ers upon being told at the end 

of the study what its. real nature 'vas, expressed surprise. 

'''~~~,;!!i:''~':'''Z ' .... ' ~. : ,,,}The d~f~~.:r:e?t individuals \"ho contributed to the 'formulation of 
·trhe·flnal.lnterVle\v scncdule \verc.: Professor Horton Bard, ,Deputy Inspector 

, ':'RIchard D~.Beckel" J>ro£essor Barl:>aJ;'a Dohrenwenu, Lieutenant Gilb'crt Hunt, 
D:l';'. Donald Hay, .~1r. Mar.ton Israel,. Professor Lt!onard S. Kogan, Professor 

0, ":'i~orey J .• Hantman, Xrs.Lisa Heiss, .n.nd 1)r. Joseph Zacker. 
'~.\~; -. '. '" .~. t-':.. '. . ., .. " " ;.. ."~~W:~f:Q> 
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. 'Theintt~rvil!\" schedule included 173 questions in the pre-stage, 

and these same i73 qu~stions plus 18 additional questions in the post 

interview. Of the. 173 questions, 5 were grouped into six sets so that a 

summary attitude score for: each set could be obtained, each of which would 

be more reliable than responses to individual questions. The six scores 

are hereafter referred to as indices; their question numbers, descriptions, 

and range ~re shown in Table III. 

Table III:,' Description of Indices I - VI 

Index 

I 

II 

III 

v 

VI 

Description 

Attitude Toward Project 
Environment and Services 

Sociability & Neighborliness 

Attitude Toward Housing, 
Nanagement 

Question 
Numbers 

19-32 

33-39 

90-96 

Attitude Toward Hou.sing Police 97-106 

Avoidance" 107-114 

Attitude Toward General 
Services 

115-122 

Rang~ 6f 
Possible Scores 

+14 to -14 

+7 to -7 

+7 to -7 

+10 to -10 

o to +8 

+8 to -8 

The scores for, L~dices I, II, III, J-V, and VI 1;'lere derived as 

follows:. For each ques tion in the set of ques tions making up the index, a +1 

, 'Wasas~::dgneq: for each ,,0£ either of the two 1ffavorablell res,panses., .e •• g., Very 

, Sa.tisfied "":'·Satisfied';' Excellent - Good, etc., ,and a ·-1 was ass,igned, for .each of 
~ ,. " 

,.the tw:o nunfav~Jrable~esponses, e. g., Very Di,ssa tisfied Dissatisfied, Disagree 
.,." 

,.isfronglY l!is~gtc.e"etC:\'~ ',FO,I: Index V, the 9core was the number of times a 
'"'' .... ""',.' "', ,," ',' '.'~> 

. '''~~.' 
'respondent{fudicatecl, she would "do IlOl;hing" when she "sm"" each of the 8 

,~ .'. .: ''''.: .. , ':)', 
, ,., 

,,~C:idents::';desc;ribecL.,;,.Th'U$.,ahigh scor~ on Index: V indicates a- high 

,'::~ _:.:~~eg~e~.~~·,;:~~oi.'dUlICC.O~;"Wi~l'ldrawal .. from . the situation. 
. . , ' . - . ' .. . -~- ' , ; .. '-' " .' , " ~', . 

~. ' 
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To obtain avera&c scores for response to individua.1 qU(!!-ttiOl1S 

in the index sets~ responses we~e assigned values from 5 to I as indicated in 

. Table IV. 

Table IV: Scale Values for Respolls~S to Single. Questions 

Value 5 4 
Very Satisfied Satisfied 

Very Often Often 

Strongly Agree Agree 

Excellent Good 

3 
Neither 
Satisfied 
nor 
Dissatisfied 

Sometimes 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Fair 

2 
Dissatis
fied 

Rarely 

Disagree 

Poor 

1 
Very Dis
satisfied 

Never 

Strongly 
Disagree 

V~!rv Poor 

·These same scale values;were used for questions ~14-lS) 47-54,.145-150. 

For quest.i"tms 174-191 which appeared only in the post intervie~." 

there are three possible responses for each question. T:l1e scale values 

:a:ssigned for these questions ~-1ere IIBetter ll = 3, "Same" = 2, "Worse ll = 1. 

, ..... _,,,. ,:,,{,"Q:~ 
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C.. Interviewing Procedures 

The' ,"pre" and "pos til interviews were conduc ted by tt .... o different 

sets of interviewers. Each set of the interviewers was trained by an ex-

perienced interview supervisor and her staff. tYltile the interviewers \vere 

different for. the "pre" and "post" intervier,.ls, the field supervisor was the 

1 . 3 
s~me person eaCl tlme. Tue pre-interviews were conducted in January -

February, 1970. The pqst-interviews tolere carried out February - Harch, 1971. 

The start of the post~interviewing was postponed for 10 days because of a 

threatened .. 'ijob action" by the housing police in sympathy \vith an ongoing 

f1job action" among city police. Each set of intervie.t-1ers included both 

black and Puerto Rican women, and each interviet"er \olas assigned households 

\olhoseethnic, background matched hers. Because it tvas more likely that more 

female heads of households would be available for intervietol, and because 

the. female .headwould be more likely to, reflect. view's of teenage children, 

all interviet;ols 'were conducted with female heads of households. The response' 

rate in. the "prell stage ,was over 90%.. In the "post" stage it varied from 

'77% to 87%. 

!~. 

"". 

";'l." 

.. ', 

. 3The. field supervisor'cwc,ls Hrs. Lisa,Jveiss., Assis tant field 
supervlsol::s were COilsta'nce Heytvorth, C~rlos t·lalker, Doris Drody, and 

.';'h~by· t>iO\V'born~ i ..... 
: ~. ~.. .. 
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D. Results, 

I 

L C6mpara,bility 0'£ "Pre" and "Post" sample Households 

As noted above, the response rate in the post-intervie\ .... variet! 

from:77 to 87 percent of the IIpre" samples. The figures for the four 

samples are shown in Table II above • 

In order to check whether or not any bias may have arisen in 

the resul ts due to the attrition, the "pre". cases which resp~)Oded in 

the "post" interview~ the survivors were compared to the lId.rop-out" pre-

cases. In v:ie~ol of sampling errors, it was clear that no .appreciable 

differences in the results existed betHeen the surviving pre-ca.ses and the 

drop-out pre-cases either for demographic characteristi:::s or for responses 

to individual questions or for responses to individual questions, or 

for the indices. Typical compar:isons are shmm in Table V. 

Table V: J?re-l1eans .of Drop-Out Cases' and Surviving Cases 

Nean of Project 
Grant Jefferson Hanhattanville Hagner 

Ques tion or . 
Index Number' 

····;'·tf19-Attitude 
Tm'JardPrivacy 

tJ23-Attitude 
TO~lard Schools 

Range, of 
Scores 
1 to 5 Drop-Outs 

Survivors 

1 tb 5 Drop-Outs 
Survivors 

3.78 
3.55 .. 

3.17 
3.01 

if122-Attitude 1 tb. 5 Drop-Outs 2.73 
__ Tm·,r;ird Recrcatim;l Survivor-s, 2..99 

Index IV-Attitude ... 10 to +10 Drop-Ou~s 
Tmolard HOusing Survi v.ors 

Index VI"':At ti tuqe -8 to +8 
' .. Tmlfard - General' . 

Services 

..._'-----

Drop-Outs 
Surviv()rs 

3.54 
3.95 

3.10 
3.20 

3.39 
1.62 

3.27 
3.29 

3.50 
3.-;;:7 .. 

4.72 
·5:28 

.3.04 
3;25 

3.81 
3~74 

,3.32 
3.26 

3.26 
3.20' 

3.00 
3.55 

2.10 
2.37 

3~53 
3.55 

3.29 
3.27 

2.88 
2.54 

3.50 
3.27 

2.07 
1.24 

. .4The'fflll<:nlf;[h~ inel)lbersof the staff of the Ccnte.r for Soci~l Res~arch 
p!iI;'tl(:ip;.lte~. iit . the cbdh1g •. tabulnting an~ .ana.lyses of the results: .. Rose BurdmclU, 
~Iiclt~,elFulc~F.Nndr(:!w:Condey~· Nark Grossman 7 ' Susan Gurock, Francine Perlman • 

. " 
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Comparisons' of the pre-results for the two groups in each project 

with respect to percentage satisfaction, percentage agreement, etc. on 

other questions showed no important differences 'between surviving cases and 

the drop:-outs. Finally, oth~r results sucb as variabilities, and inter-" 

correlations among indices, showed no appreciable differencli!s between the 

"survivors" and. the total initial pre-group. Thus, there is nc evidence 

that any bias in the results arose because of the attrition between pre 

and post interviewing. 

2. Correlation Between Pre and Post Indices 

~ .. .c:oetficient~ of correlation were computed bet~veen the pre-index 

score and the .. cqrrespondingpost-index score for each of the six indices 

f01:;"each project. The correlation coefficient indicates the degree of 

stability of the responses between the pre and the post intervie~vs, i. e., the 

more often tha respondent changed her reply, the ·!'Ot.r~i" the correlation would 

be.. The results are shmvn. in Table· VI. 

Table .VI: Correlations Between Pre and Post Results for Ind'ices 1- VI 

1. 
II 

III 
IV 

V 
VI 

Grant 

.51 

.40 

.39 

.47 

.33 

.31 

Jefferson 

.56 

.41 

.34 

.43 
:4'8 
.40 

... - " ...... 

Project 
Hanhattanville 

, . 

.60 

.51 

.41 
,·.54 
.64 
.50 

. ...... '.-

.48 

.34 

.20 

.21 

.47 

. 36 

o 

.I 

..•... , 

Wagner was the least stable of the four projects <lnJ NanllD.ttLlllvilll! 

was the most stable.' For Index III, Attitude Toward Housing Nanagement, 
, 

and for Index IV, Attitude To\vard Housing Police, the Hagner 'respondents 

were not consistent in. their attitudes .from pre to post; many \"ho \.Jere 

unfavorable in 'the pre,· were favorable in the post,. and the converse ,.,ras 

also true.. On the other hand, the correlations of .41 and .54 for the 

same two i.ndices for Manhattanville imply that there was less shifting 

in attitude for·ther~spondents in this proje~t. 

'The intercorrelations among the indices are also of interest 

here. Ind:ex IV,' Attitude Toward Housing Police, correlated on the average 

.50 with Index I, Index III~ and Index VI. On the other hand, Index IV 

correl~ted near zero ~vith. both Index II and Index V. In general, the 
.... 

correlations among:' indices' which are directly related to services to the 

project are positive while those correlations involving either Index II, 

Neighborliness ,orIn:dex V, Avoidance, .tvith any of the other four indices 

are near zero. Thus, there is a general att.itude tmvard services' related 

directly •. to the proje;.ct. SP:cifically, the highest relationship is 

he:ttveen .Index .111, and .. Index IV. A respondent who is favorable to Housing 

't-fanagement,. is favorable tOlvard. the Housing Police in that proj ect, a res

pondent who is unfavorable to her Housing i·lanagement tends to be unfavorable 

tc'.,'ard t .. heHousiu!!: P~l.ic.e i~ her . t ~ . proJ ec. __ E'..:r J2.ff.ar:.sDn., ~l.2nhattanville, 

and ~"agne~·this relationship was stronger in the post than in the pre • 

t .'~, 
,,<' ,'i/.~. 

. ;.,.,..:.< • ".,' . 
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3. Index I - Questions 1119 - 32 

·The,·.iour projects differed in their attitude toward their housing 

environment and services before the changes in the police personnel took 

p~ace. (Tab~e VII). 

Table VII: Index I - Pre, Post and Adjusted Post Means 

Pre 
Post 
Adjusted'Post 

Grant 

5~24 

4.33 
3.46 

Jefferson 

3.90 
1.34 
1.23 

Project' 
Hanhattanville 

4.12 
2.96 
2.71 

\.Jagner 

1.92 
.65 

1. 76 

Grant was the most. favor ab~e, 5.24, and Wagner \Vas the lea.s t favorable, 

1. 92. After one year, all four projects expressed less satisfaction with 

'the. environment and. 'specific services of the project. The greatest drop \Vas 

shm-ffi ,b;'Jeffersonand' the smallest change was in Grant. Because the four 

projects :d~d no.t have the same ,attitude' at the time of the pre-intervietv, 

". it ,vas n~cessary to . adjust the post means for this fact before the' dif

rerences a11lOng 'th~:four project 'means could be tested for statistical 

s~igl1ificanCe.' The adjustment tends. to eliminate the effect 'of initial (pre) 

. ',differ.e~~es ; HhiCh
i
()1J;'iOUSly c~uld' no t be controlled' exper:tmentally,' on the 

.,' 

final'(post) differences.. The analysis of co-variance technique was applied, 
.' " • '. ?"i; • .' !.~ .:'1.~ . . ,.... . 

and result.ed .in an F-. value \vh~ch was highly significant, P <. 01, 1. e., the 

'pair of :means wer£.. test.edfor .statistical significanc.e,only the difference 

Thus, it.can pe' "B~tween Gr'ant and, Jefferson was beyond the. 05 lev~J.. 
. "' .. , .. ::::,. 

A •• i .. ·· 

coniid~ntiiconciuded':·that at,·the end· of . the experimental. year, Grant ,vas 
~. . . .... ." ':' . . . :- : . '.: .' .' ~ 

mo~e 'sat'is£fed~iti1':theirenviron1l1ent and services than was Jefferson. 

'; 
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Index, .1 was d.erived from 14 questions, one 0 E \\,:dcll \v<lS quest ion 11'1.6 -

Police Protect:lon·. The change in mean value for que::;tion 1126 \"r<1S compared 

for each p'rojeci with the change in mean value for the other 13 questions 

of Index Io (Table. VIII) 

. Table VIII:'· Mea-ns for Police Protection and for Other Services in Index I 

Grant Jefferson 
Project 

Nanhattanville \·,'agner 
Question Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

f126 
fll9 -32 
(without 
1126) 

2.93 
3.39 

2.B3 
3.33 

2.76 
3.33' 

2.B3 
3.05 

2.68 
3.29 

Z.Bl 
3.21 

2.35 
3.lB 

2.75 
3.07 

Only Jefferson, ~1anhattanville, and \.Jagner shmV'ed an increased mean 

on the satisfact.ionscale for Police Protection from pre to post- and Hagner 

had the largest increase, viz .• 40. Ha'nhattanville increased .. 13, and 

Jefferson only .07. The change in Hagner is. st~tistic811y significant. The 
f' .. 
',increase. in the' meartwas the result of dissatisfaction 'tvith police protection 

dropping f~?m 67 percent to 49 percent, and'of satisfaction witb. police, 

proteC:tion',increasingoniy from 25 percent to 34 percent. Thus, the. 

"improve:d"attitude toward police protection in \·;agner vias in the main a 

reflection :of' less dissat.isfaction. Perhaps, less hostility to\.;ard the 

police .is the best one-can hope for when special training is given to the 

police officer. 

The means. for the other 13 que,st,i?Bs of Index I, .even though they 

are higher, than: the means for police protection both in pr.e and post, showed 

~hangtis. The:,: co-variance analysis' for Index labove, therefore, 
.~, .. ,,'.:, c:'~'} . '- ... ~<:' .. 

.is reflectj.,ng a. generalized dowrmard. change.in attitude tmvard 'the project 

,enVirOllpIent>;and services. with chatlgesin the. attitude . toward "police pro
,~ . 

.£~cti.q~'<::;~w;~~c.bp;.i(,'ri;·,.:~heielatively..large J·p\vurd· change. for' question 1126 
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4. Index II Sociability-Neigilborliness Questions U33-39 

. Norie. ,of the four pioj ccts showed an inclination to be. sociable and 

to visit with their neighbors. The responses of "rarely" and "never" 

occurred more often than "very. often" and "often." Thus, all the means, 

bo th pre and post, are negative (Table IX). 

( 
Table IX: Index II (Sociabilit}) Pre, Post, and Adj~sted Means 

Proj ec.t 
" Grant Jefferson Nanhattanville Hagner 
t· 

C Pre . -3.85 -4.54 -3.53 -3.61 
Post -4.00 -4.76 -3.95 -4.03 
Adjusted -4.03 -4.51 -4.11 -4.27 

Post 

;,C 
An. analysis of·co~variance was done for the post means, I.e., the 

in.it.ial (pre):rriean' ;0£ each proj ect~vas taken into account as was done 

above for Index I.· There 'Wer.e no significant differences among the 

. projects, P'> .sq .. · ·Ihis index .correlated near zero ,<lith each of the other 

indices and hence does not· seem to be related to the other findings of the. 

study. 
'. " ~ 

C··· .. 
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5. Index III - AttItude Toward Housing Management Ouestions #90-96 

All four projects in the pre-interview tende.d to agree with 

statements: that were conunendable with respect to the housing nt.:111agemcnt 

(Table X). 

Table X: Index·III (Housing Management) Pre, Post, and Adjusted Heans· 

Pre 
Post. 
Adjusted 
Post 

Grant 

1. 75 
1.95 
2..12 

Jefferson 

3.58 
2.15 
1. 75 

Project 
Manhattanville 

2.93 
1.87 
1.68 

'i.]agner 

1.54 
.36 
.71 

Hanhattanville "agreed" more often than the other projects, 3.58 times on 

the average, , .. hile ~.Jagner agree.a the least orten, an average .of 1.54 times. 

- Grant· shOtvedaruore favorable attitude tm.;ard hOllsiLlg management .. 
after one· year/:· The other thr.e~. projects sh9,,'ed a less favorable ~valuation 

of. the:;housingmanagement a year later. The analysis of co-variance 

yielded a statistically Significant (P(. 05) result for the differences 

among ,the adjus" ted. post means. Em'lever, the difference bet~veen Grant and 

Wagner, 2.12. v,s."7l '~ ,.jas. the only statistically significant difference 
\ . 

among all possible differences between pairs of means. Grant com!nended 

its housing management more often than Hagner cormnended the management.of 

l.;ragner. 

.. ' 
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6. Inc!~x IV - At.titude Toward Housing Police Questions 1197-106 

In the. pre-interview, a our 11 f proJ'ects tended t.o agree with 

statements that were commendable with respect t6 the housing police. 

Jefferson agreed the mO!:jt 0 ten, f an average of 5. 28 times, and ~.Jagner the 

least often. an average of 3.27 times'CTable XI). 

Table XI: Index IV (Housing Police) Pre, Post, and Adjusted Means' 

Proj ect 
Grant Jefferson Hanhattanvil1e Hagner 

Pre 3 •. 95 5.28 3.55 3.27 
Post 4.12 3.75 3.21 1.50 
Adjusted Post .1 4.11 3.20 3.37 1.90 
Adjusted Post 2 3.49 3.64 3.12 2.28 

, Grant was the only proJ' ec t to s how a In the post-intervl.e~." 

higher average.than in the pre; the other three projects agreed less often 

with statements'about housing police. The analysis of co-variance, adjusting 

. d IV f t- d;fferences in pre-r.leans on Index IV, the post means ·of In ex. or he ~ 

. ...... . . P 01 The mean values for the four . yielded a signif,icant E - ratl.o, <... 

h' 't-he AdJ' usted ,Pas tIline of Table XI. The difference ,projects ares mm l.U .. -. 
between the Grant mean of 4.11 and the Hagner mean bf 1.·90 is. statisticalJ.y 

"significant beyond the. Ollevel. 
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It will, be recalled that Grant was the most satisfied project 

with respect to' services in the pr.oject, Index 1. Thus, the more favorable 
;';"" 

attitude' of Grant tot.{ard· the housing police may be reflectin'g it's generalized 

favorable. attitude to its project. A second analysis of co-variance with 

both Pr~-Index IV mean~ and Post-Index I means used to adjust the Post-Index IV 

means confirmed this inference.rhe means shown in the Adjusted Post 2 

line of Table XI are .the result of partialing out both Pre-Index IV and 

Post-Index Irueans. The mean for Wagner, 2.28, is ~till the lmvest, but 

Jefferson is now the.hi.gh~st, 3.64, and the -difference bet~veen them is not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. These analyses therefore lead 

to the conclusi'on tIta't the changes in Index IV are probably reflecting a 

general in<:'rease in di;ss~tisfaction ~.,ith proj ect services. 

The responses.'to the 10 individual questions for Index IV were 

examined. for each project both for the total sample and for the sample 

divided ac~ording to ethnic groups - blacks and Puerto Ricans. Both means 

and percentage disagreement with the state:nent were computed for the pre and 

post interviet·7s. 

j,' . 
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The mean agreement response was lowest for qUE!stion 11100, the 

ItPolice are getting better, I' for each of the four proj ectsin bo th the pre 

and post inteririews. Also, consistent \lTith this finding;, was the fact that 

percentage disagr(~ement with the statement is higher for this questi.on than 

for any of the other 9 questions. On the other hand, from the pn~ to the post, 

the mean value increased slightly for Grant, .05, increasE~d more for Nanhattan-

ville, .11,: . and inc.reased the most for HagnerJ, .16 (Table XII). Jefferson 

decreased by .46. 

Table XIIi. p're and Post Heans for Question 11100 - Housing Police Are Getting 
Better .- By Ethnic Group 

Grant Jefferson 
Pre Post 

Project 
Hanhattanville Hagner 

PrE~ Post Pre Post Pre PosCt 

Black 
Puerto Rican 
. Total 

3.013 
2.73 . 
2.94 

2 •. 95 
3.09 

- 2.99 

3.16 
3.45 

.3.35 

3 • .16 
2.74 
2.89 

2.69 
2.83 
2.73 

2.79 
,3.00 
2.84 

2.72 
2.37 
2.56 

2.74 
2.70 
2.72 

tfuen.·tl.1e data are brc)ken do,m by ethnic group, it is interesting to note tha:t 

'the- changes'occ~rredin:'" the main for th~ Puerto Rican respondents. In Jefferson 

. the: entire' drop is attributable to the Pu,~rto Ricans .in Wagner thl0 increase 

;is large!.y due to the increase in the .23 gain for Puerto Ricans, and for 

Manhattanville~' . thePuer.to Ricans. showed more of an incr2ase tharl the blacks. 

In Grant, the only project with an overall increase, the Puerto Rican mean 

-rosi=., t.he 'mean 'for blacks de<:-teased' Slightly. The percent.:..lge disagreement 

..,. :Changes., a:~to Qe expect,ed, agree witn ~hese~'esults.· Therefore, there appears 

to bean e'i;hn~c: . factor affecting the attitude pf the respondent toward the 

po)..:Ece. 
.' ,- , ~', . 

'''''' .. '~IOI"",:~~~~~·..;,..I. 
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It should be noted that even though both Hanhnttanvillc and tV.1gncr 

had the lowest mean values of the four projects for question !!lOO both in the 

pre and the post, these two projects showed increases only for this quostion. 

For the other nine questio~~,the means were' either Imver in the post or 

the same as in the pre. Jefferson shmved a decrease from pre to post on 

each of the ten questions of Index IV, but none of the decreases ~-ms as 

large as that for ques.tion f/100. Crant, on the other hand, showed an 

increase on 5 of the questions, and a decrease for 5 questions - the 

changes ranged from -.26 to +.19. 

7. IndeX'- V - Avoidam:e-Questions Ifl07-l14 

The 8 questions used fot' Index V, Avoidance, d,escribe specific 
.... 

incidentsior which ·the respondent was to indicate what acti9n she should 

take. HDo nothing" was one of the possible responses. Thus, a high score 

on tlris index is in the "unfavo1:able" direction. The results are shmm in 
. , 

'. Table. XIII. 

"" 

.. , 

~ "0-' .. 
':,~ ~ 

Table XIII: Index V (Avoidance) - Pre, Post, and Adjusted Post Neans 

Jefferson 

Pre 2.45 2.37 
Post 1.95 2 .. 00 

Pr0i.~ 
~{?:1ha t tar."il1e 

2.44 
1.62 

.:;A::=d:..:.i-=u::::s-=t:.::e:.::d~P:.::o.::s-=t __ ~=-l.:.. =-9-=-7 _____ ---..:2:...:.;0~6~ __ ~. ,,_, .... ~"'=.t •••• _,)~,.ii(;. __ . ' .......... ' 
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Hagner 

2.46 
2.51 
2.42 
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In the pre-interview, the four projects were similar on the average 

number of times they would lido nothing. 1I In the post-interview, the co-

variance analysis showed a statistically significant difference among the 

four projects - the,P- value for the F- ratio was less than .01. For the 

c:omparisons of pairs of proj ects, the difference bet,,,een Manhattanville 

and Wagner is the only statistically significant one, P(.Ol. Thus, the 

respondents in Wagner, \vith its IOTwest economic status, its least favorable 

attitude .towards the housing management, and its least favorable attitude 

towards the housing police, indicclted the most often that they would 

avoid becoming involved in incidents such as a "kid shooting dope," "t\vO men 

fighting with a housing COp," etc. However, the correlation of this index 

with each of ,the other indices was low (in Grant it was near zero). Thus 

the implications of the results here are not clear. 

For each of 7 incidents, of Index V, the percent response "call 

housing police" was ·contrasted \vith the percent response "cal1"4c ity police" 

iIi the pre and post interviews. " (For the fire incident ttlll, the omitted 

incident here, the response "call fire department ll was given by nearly all" 

respondents in both pre and post). For each, of the 7 incidents, the number 

of respondents on whom the percentage is based varies because, as noted 

above, I1donothing ll was a possible response as \vell as other possible 

responses such as IIcall management, II "call hospital, II etc. The to tal number 

of respondents who indicated either "c:all housing poilice"or "call city 

police II on which percentagesweie based ranged from a lmv of 13 for 

, """quest.i.ons IflIO and /tli3, to a high of 92 for question 11107. 
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In 3efferson and i~agner, for all 7 incidents, tile per": cut who 

ind:i,cated "call housing police lt decreased from pre to post, and thus 

conver'sely the percent who indicated IIcall the city police ll increased for. 

all 7 incidents in these two projects. In Hanhattanville, for t\vO incidents, 

,the percentage for. ilcall housing police ll increased from pre to pos t, and for 

5 incidents this p'ercentage decreased. In Grant, for 3 incidents the 

percen"tage for "call the housing police ll in,creased from pre to pas t, and 

for 4 :incidents this percentage decreased. Thus, in at least three of the 

projects"there were shifts to the response IIcall the city police." In 

Grant, the result,s are 'l·ot clear-cut. This result has implications for 

the findings for question 11116, Police Protection, discussed below. 

'8. Index VI - Attitude TO~'lard General Services - Questions ff115-l22 

Grant and Jefferson were similar in the pre-intervieH on the 

average'n1:!Inber of times they rated the general services in the project 

area "excellent II or "good. 1f -Their means i3.re 3.20 and 3.25 (Table XIV). 

Table XIV: Inde~,VI - Attitude Towards General Services - Pre, Post and 
Adjusted ,Heans 

Pre 
Post 
Adiu.'Sted1?cst 

" .. ',: 

'. 

, , 

Grant 

3.20 
3.48 
3. ')1 

" 

~' .,' " 

-. ' 
t."....~t'·;,,~· ... ·"',..·,·o.t 

Jefferso71 

'3.25 
2.40 
.., "1 

'- -"1"' ~n!'."""'--

- 149 

Proiect 
~lanhattanville 

2.37 
2.20 
2 .·Z.5~ 

Hagner 

1.24 
1.51 
2.00 

I 
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Hanha!:tanville had an average of 2.37, and ltlagner had the lowest 

, .' 1< 24 Because. of these initial differences among the proJ' ects, average, Vl.Z. ',.. • 

the analysis of co-variance with Pre-Index VI score as the co~variate was 

applied to test the differences among the post-means. This analysis 

yielded a sigriificant F-ratio, p<.05. The difference between the adjusted 

post: mean of Gral1.t and the adjusted post mean of \Vagner was the only 

statistically significant one among all possible differences between pairs 

of means .It is interesting to note that only Grant. and Ivagner showed an 

increase in mea.ns from Pre to Pos t. 
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:An anaiysis of the indiviuual questions of InuC!:{ V r sirnil.:1r to 

that carrled out for the questi.ons of Index I wa~ performer.!, TIte changes 

intesponses for the question on Police Protection #116 were compared with 

the c~anges in responses for the other seven questions of Index VI. Just 

aswas·the,· case for question tf26 of Index I, Police Protection, the mean 

rating fo~' Police .Protec tion 11116 showed the grea test gain in I~agner viz. .52 

(Table XV)., r-la~hattanville gained .15, Jefferson decreased .26, and Grant 

: decreased slightly viz. -.09. The gains in Ivagner and Hanhattanville are 

. due ,in the"main to shi.fts from the "poor" and "very poor" ratings. 

,Forty-eight perc.ent, of Wagner respondents gave these ratings in the pre

intervietv, and only' 18.6 percent rated Police Protection "poor" or IIVerV _ J 

",. th Th "poor ~n.' ,e post. is change was significant. beyond the .01 level. 

'SimilarlYffor Police Protection, the ratings of rrpoorlr and lrvery poor" 
,--. 

in Nanhatt:nvillemoved from 29 percent in the pre' to 17 percent in the post. 

1;his change was sta,t~stically significp,nt beyond the .05 level. .The per

centage.changes f?J:'~. the t~vo "poor" ratings were in the opposite direction 

in Grant and Jeffers'on andneit:-~e"r' was signifi~ant. . As for' question 1126, 

neither ',".\Tagner nor'Nanhattanville showed any . bl . .. apprec~a e ~nCl;"ease f,rom .pre 

to post on the high side of the ratings; Hagner f s "exc.ellent" and "good" ratings 

moved :fro~ 21 percent to 24 percent, }fanhattanville had the same percentage 

ratings in Hagner and Hanhattanville are, as in question 11.26; a refle:ct'ion 

of lessdoWIl-ra'ting of the .police .• 
"', ~~ 

" ' 
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Table XV: Means for Police Erotection and for Other Services of Index VI 

Question 
. Number 

Grant Jefferson 
Project 
Hanhattanville t-Jagner 

Fre. Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

116 
115-122 

, (without 
116) 

3.10 
3.47 

3.01 
3.52 

3.20 
3.45 

2.94 
3.35 

2.92 
3.27 

3.07 
3.31 

2.48 
3.15 ' 

3.00 
3.16 

The means' for the total, of the other seven questiqns of Index VI showed very 

little change from pre to post, the greatest change, +.10, ,,,as in Jefferson. 

The co-variance analysis of Index VI above, which yielded a sig-

nificant difference bett"een Grant and Hagner in the ml<:m difference between 

numbers of "excellent-good" and "poor"very poor" ratings, is reflecting 

for Grant the higher frequency of lIexce1Ient-good" ratings for the seven 

- :questions, 6f Index" VI. 1vithout question 11116. The change of tvagner ratings 

for police,: protection is significantly improved over the other projects . 

" In thedil:!cussion above for Index V, it ,vas pointed out that the 

percentages 0·£. ho.llsenoids giving the response "call city poiicelf for each 

:.;;ofthese,J:~n incidents increased from pre to post in Hagner and. thus per-

·.centage~' for" "call::1iousing 'police" decreased. It is., therefore necessal:'Y 

to' be cautious, in' drat"ing a conclusion that the ,favorable results for "police 

'JJ1;otection" ratings. in Hagne:!: are attributable to i..iUproved rating of the 

housing police. Question 11116 was, on the other hand, asked with respect 

on .this :poiut: is"<~resented ,below. 
,',' ... 

. . ~\ ' 

9., Other:~Questions Related to. PqliceServices 
• '" • t' ~ ,~,-! " . 

. J~ .-: 

Arialys#.i;of ,changes·'in .responses from pre to post for the other 
. .'~',' .;' '",'t"-' .;:, 

questions>lil:tl1e,&nte~v:iews·.directly related, to police Sqrvices led to the" 
..." , .. . 
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For question 1152, "Housing Police Do Their Best to Protl.!ct 'i'(!Oants and 

The:irProperty," all four adjusted post means from the analysis of co-

variance were . all near the value 3, 1. e., the "neither agree nor disagree" 

response. The changes in percentages of disagreement were slight and none 

\OlClS statistically significant. 

(b) For questioniJ62, IIDuring the Past Month How Hany Times Have You Seen 

a Housing Policeman on Duty?lf, the four adjusted post means for the analysis 

of co-variance ranked in the order Grant, ~lanhattanville, Hagner, Jefferson. 

. The Grant and Hanhattanvi11e means were sta,tistically significantly greater 

than Jefferson.- 'Other differences between "means ~.".ere not ' 'f' slgnl lcant, P>.OS. 

Only in Jefierson was there a significant change from pre to post in the 

percentage of households responding IInot at ali ll 
- the percentage tv2nt from 

20 to 43. 110rethan 30 percent in each of the other three projects gave 

'"; this response in both the pre and post irrterviews. 

(c) Fql:- question /163, "In the Past Year, Have You Called the Housing Proj ect 

Police?", ndne; of the projects had a significant change from pre to post 

,inte~vi€'''s-, The median pel:'centage for responding lIyes" for.' all four projects 

tvas approximately 36~ Hence for the questions iIC:lediately following 1163, " 

1. e., 64-67, the number of cases Has too small to 't 1 
per~l any ana .yses 

or conclusions. 

(d) For questiot'c #73, IIIn the Pas.t.. Y.e...,:!:~~ H'"-\te '::0.1.1- C::;.:'2 .. L"':d •• ti,z" Ctty Police, II 

again none of the projects had a sigtd:f;cant .c·,hang'e 'r~r"m 
... v pre to post interviews. 

Here, the median:percentag~ for responding "yes" for all four projects was 

a!.'p:::~.:~ima.telyi3, so i:hat~ the . number of cases for questions 1174-77 waS" far 

toe) ~m~lifor'~n;;:;further analyses. 
,,:,: J .. ·r 
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(f) 
For questions U80, 83, 86~ 89, 141, 146 and 149 the data were insuf-

" ficient f,or drawing any conclusions regarding any real differences among the 

projects or any changes from pre to post. 
It is interesting to note, however, 

that from. the responses to. questiorts #141, 144, 146 and 149, it is clear 

that the respendents had more contact with the heusing'pelice than with the 

c.ity police. Fer a 'given preject the number having contact ~r experience 

with heusing pelice'is more than twice as great as the number having conta~t 

with city police. This finding suggests that' the greater: verbal responses 

.. ,' , fel:" ncall city pelicen over "call housingpolice
li 

discussed abeve with respect 

.to the incidents in Index V, may not be an indication of \.hat in f.act is 

'the, behanoi-of the respondents. Indeed, one is led to infer that the 

changes, in, question 1/26 and #116 '''police' protection" discussed above, are 

. 'related, to'housing" poli ce than to city police. ·.,more 

'(g) For questicr:s 1tl60 and 164, knm-l1e.:Ige of the phone numbers of the city 
'",. <:. 

'-an&hous:i~g"'1?olice, th¢ number for the city police is kno~rn much more often 

'thantha,t: i~t ; housing -police ~ In the pos t-interview more than 60 percent 
. '~;.: :,',':. t. 

in each project ,vas able: to give the, telephone number for the city police, 

" 

'less.t~an·:14,.perc.enf- cO),lldgive the telephone nl!mber for the housing police. 
, . ~~::;{<" :·~c.· , . .. ' 

This differenc.e may beattributa.b1e to the ,ddespreed pub1;i.city .giv~n to the, 

911 cit.ypolice number, and to the fact that, this number has only three 

digits. Furthermore" the housing pc tiee numb~-:- ,,"as: -:;C5-t".;.~l. ow tite: celephone 

.• ~.' .¥ 

instruwent of each hpusehold t"hich had one.. 

"., .... 

. ". ' .-,:. -
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(n")·· Question,sl117.5-l91 were asked only -In tilC ' .... post-~lItcrvll;w. i\nnlyHi::; of 

co-variance. was carried ,out for the means o:f tI1e f our projects for each of 

these questions' using. income as,the ·co-variate. There were no siBnificant 
;_~. --ot' 

. dif~erences among:the projects fer questions ffl74 , 175, 177, 178 , 181., 183, 

, '\ 184 ,j >187,. 18S~~ a:n~ 191 ,,,hen. income. was controlled. For each of the 

questions 11176,. - project maintenance staff, Ji179, h Ir - ospita1 clinics, 

/1180,· .:.- nE:!ighbors getting along with e h tl J/182 ac. 0, ler, It ,- neighbors ge t ting along 

\vithhousing police, ffIBS, - robbery problem on proJ'ect grounds, #186, -

robberies ofapartmerrts, 11189, - l-lv1.·ng· th ~t .... 1.n.e projec~, )(190, - living in 

'¥ewYork City, . the co-variance' analyses with income as the covariate . , 

yielded an F-rat:i,o which was statist~lly signi,::icant. Differences between 

theproj ects" however, .were small. I' al n gener ,;'lagrter gave the response '''tvorse'' 

'more of'tenthan toe other projects. For question 11J.82,. ~·;agnerrs adjusted 

post-mean was 1. 80~, for G~~nt th d . t. -loa., e correspon ing value ~'iaS 2.05, the 

highe~t of, the four means. (2.00 was the value assigned for the'res~dr:.se 

"same"). 'The d>a:a.~:-.-.q:restion f,f176, 180, 185.186, and 1'90 are similar. 

Thus, it' seems clear thai: the results here !~or 1 tle poli~e-related question 

ffl82 , are a reflection of a general disc.ont""nt ~ h ~ _ _ or tl e Vlagner respondents 

. _, as ~·.'as true for the four indices with ·life in the' city and . in their ,P rOJ' pet. 

discussed above. 

10.' Other Questions in the Interview Schedule 

All responses in the interview .schedu~e were coded and subjected to 

Fi:)J;,!~ny of the' questio.r:.,;;.s a "no" ty e f ., " p, 0 response ~vas given so 

. oft.ent:h~t:, ,no infe.rences\.Jere possible from the "".' .. ,.' '" ques tions. 
,'. Y- •• , ."*'" 

Examples of such 

"quest:lon.s whicI~ '~~redirectly related' to police have already been cited .above. 

:·Pth~t:;.,~~~~,,I7S.';~ii.iC~;::"are n~i:,d:i,ie.c·tiyre1at'~d" to ~olice a~t~~'~~i~~' ~~:JiIo ... , . .'., 
82,~,4;,8S, 87, 88, 142,:143, 147, 148.:,· 
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, Other~ques~ions yielded results which were consistent with those 

. . d b ~ th "I d 'ces" For example, questions such already discusse a ove unaer e n 1 • _ 

asll14~18'yielded resltlts consistent with Index I; results for questions 1140~ 
, , 

42, 47wex;e similar to: those. for Index II, etc. 

The resul.ts of the remaining questions are not presented here 

because ,these had been i~serted in the interview to conceal the main purpose 

• " of the study. 
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Sill-WARY 

,(ll Hagner" the project to which the conflict-lI1an.:lgemcnt trained 

police wer~i assigned, showed the greatest changes t-11-th respect to Attitude 

TO\'1ard Housing.; Nanagement (Index III) and Attitude Toward the Housing 

Police (Index IV). 

(2) In e2chof the four projects, the attitude tmoJard the housing 

management' and the attitude toward the housing police ~vere positbT~ly related; 

if a respondent had a favorable attitude tmvard housing m;:magement, she 

, tended to. have a favorable attitude tm'lard the housing police; if she Has 

unfavorable with -respect to housing managem2nt she. tended to be unfavorable 

:,'toward th;:: housing police. 

: (3) Similarly, in each of the four proj ects, attitude tmvard ~ 

housing project services Has positive.ly related t:o attitude tOHard heusing 

(4), ' Grant 1 the centrol proj ecr:', at th.e end of the study" tlad a 

more' faverable attitude than Hagner tiith respect to. heusing prej ect services 

(Index I) ,with respect to heusing rnan2gement (Index III).; with respect to. 

'housing pelice (Inde~{ IV), and with respect to. general services to. the 

'heusing preject (Index VI). 

(5) These results, ceuplcd with the results in (2) and (3) above, 

lead to an infe.rence that a general ho,~ing-pre.te.ct-disscrL±sfactionfactor 
- ' 

,wasoperat{ng. Thus ~ Vlhen the. fin,a1 attitude, toward ".project services 

:.':, (Po'st-Index I) and the initial attitude towa:r;d the police (Prc -Iridex IV) were 

':{/:-:bothtake~};nt() accolnit,there. was no significa.ntdifference between Grant 
<,., <#_ ""i;, ' t> 

,'",and.: \.fagn'cJ;"tvi'tl; respect. t;b attitude tOvlard housing p;;1ice in the pos,t-
. ',;;. ',' -}' 

",:·~:~1h ~erv.icw; {post,,..,Ind7X .··IV)'~ 
,.' 
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(6) On the two individual questions about police protection, 

1126 and 11116; Hagner showed the greatest improvement in attitude after one 

yeclr. The four projects differed in attitude, toward police protection 

i.n."the pre:"'intervie\v; Wagner \>TaS, the least' favorable for each question. By 

the, ,end of the year Wagner had improved so much in attitude" that there 

were no differences among the four projects at the close of' the study. 

(7) The significant change of attitude toward police protection 

, (1126) inlvc::gner, was in the main the result of verbally expressed dissatis

faction with police protection dropping from 67 percent to 49 percent; the 

expressed satisfaction percentage increased from 25 percent to 34 perCel\t. 

Thus, the "improvedlt'expressed attitude toward police protection was a 

+~~lectiono£ less dissatisfaction. The change shown by the other police 
" , 

"protection:~uestion (1/116) yielded the same type of result. 

(8) }1anhattanville~ the other projec~ to which the conflict

'mart,agementtr'ained police were assigned, also shmved an improvement with 

,resp~ct to atti.tude toward police protection (questions f126 and ,116)., The 

resulted in the main from a decrease of the 'unfavorable ratings. 

, (9)' ,Questions {{2-6 and, !fll6 on, T101i.r-~ nr.ot . .::c..t,i-:-n, af'rc':ll:ed, in . .. ~( . ~ - the. 

lis,ts. of qti~stions about housing services' (I~de~ ;:r:) ,and about general 

services ,(I,ndexVI) resllectively: For all the other ql,lestipns in each 
" .'f.~ -:·7 "'~!, .• 

of these t~o',iists'J th.e four proj eccsdid not-differ significarttly,fr,OIn 
:;. ;- . .:r '.' ~ .• ; , 

'~a;ci1:other i~Cf~~~ir, c~~nges of attitude. 
,,' '-!J ~'. 
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'(10) InWngner,' Hanhattanville,. and Jefferson, Llll'rc \vas a 

decreas~ from pre to post of ' the percent of respondents IvjlO Lntllcated 

verbally, that they would "call the housing police" when they observed 

. 7 of the, incidents listed under Index V (e. g., "a kid h ' d II '" s ootlng ope, 

"two men fig,hting with a housing cop," etc.); thus for th'ese pr.ojects there 

was. art increase from pre to post of the percent who responded "call the 

ci.tY;.P..~:lJ.C:; .. 110n. the. c'ther hand) the.re we~e many more response!; of "no 

contactlfor tina experience/! for 11141 and tF146 (experience with city police) 

. than"were.for :ff't44 and 11149 '( , . h , . experlence ~V1 t housing police). Indeed, for 

a given project~,the number of respondents. having contact or experience 
~~: 

with, the housing police is more than t~'iice as great as the number having 

. cont:a.ctwith the city,police. 

')!> " 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The assignment of specially trained policemen to Wagner and 

HanhattaJ}ville for a period 0 one year was f accompanied by an improved~ 

attitude of the female heads of the type of household in this study toward 

police protection'after one year. This improveg attitude \ ... as not evid'ent 

d d' not have conflict-management trained in Grant and Jefferson which i 

policemen. , 

2. Because ,the respon ents ... d ';n the study reported more contact with 

, h h C.1"ty police, it can be inferred that the the housing police than wit t e 

improved attitude toward "police protection" in Hagner and }fanhattanville 

,,,as related to the housing police rather than to the city police. 

3. The'imprc;>ved 'attitude to\"ard police prot,ection in the t,,,o 

projects was primarl?-y the result of a decrease in dissatisfaction. 

4. . d h or attitude did not occur in Wagner and An. imprqve ' c ange _ 

.w1"th':r_<>spect to other ooeneral services to the project. ~'lanha t tanville 
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IHPLICATIONS 

1. " .. The suggestion in the results of the study thilt Gbcks and 

Puerto Ricans differed in their attitude toward the police at the beginning 

of the study and were more alike at the end of the year indicates that the 

ethnic variable ;",as related to police protection warrants further investigation. 

2. The fact that less dissatisfaction ,,,as responsible for the 

improv~d ra~ing .on the .satisfaction scale for:"Wagner and Hanhattanville 

suggests that even specially trained policemen are not likely to be rated 

excellent or good in the near future. On the other hand, there may be 

a latent ·effect in the study which might have sho,m itself at a later time 

than the end of one year,. i. e., if the specially trained policemen had 

remained in the project two or three years, increases in satisfaction might 
" " '. '~ ;, : 

have beco:re~"~v:id~nt :in the "postH intervie,'7 after such lO:1ger periods. 

3. Finally, a community attitude survey such as the one conducted 

is of valul?j'.,however -' in ord,ex to maximize its usefulness, it' should. be 

done. on a larger sca'le,'imd, over a longer period of time. 

. ¥,",,' -.*~ • 
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CH..I\.PTER VIII 

DISCUSSION 

Third party intervention in human conflict was the overriding con-

sideration in the ~o programs reported here. As time progressed, our conception 

o.f the third parTy process underwent change; it began with conflic:t resolut.ion 

as the objective.and later was enlarged to conflict management. It appeared 

to us·that·the initial conception was an extension of the prevailing social 

value t.hat confLict is t1bad"and that it is desirable to resolve .or to 

elinrlnate the badness. Indeed, the work reported here was undertaken with 

c. I · 
.:' 

policemen as the intervention agents and if any group can be said to 

represent the repressive cultural view of conflict as evil - it is they. 

Howeve~, as'suggestedbythe theories of Simmel and ofCoser, among 
_1" ......... ;. ~ 

othe:rs, s.ocia:l cpnf1ic: t can be vie\oled as essential to ch:::.nge and as such can 

.. ; ~. even he regarded as desirable.: But in order for conflict to serve a construc

tive purpose it mus,t be managed either by the participants themselves or by 

(, . ',' 

them with help Of,:;a third party. In addition to resolution, then, the· goal 

of third party :i~'ce~vention in confliotcan be said to be the prevention of' 

destructive escalation or the furtherance of constructive constraints.· 

Given this. ,theoretical p<=;rspective, the r.:;,etho3.s employed in these 

tandem studies permitted the examination of:l) th<?se pctralIleters of human. 

conflict ,.hich require police :hterventiorr;- ,!'n:d', Z) thE! e.f:f'e:ctS- {Sf t):aiuin~ for 
'( . .f:i'T.t .... )~.~ 

third partyin~erve~tion. 
/ ) . :,:. "'~ . In 'Ehig,~iscussion there lolill be noe.Hort to suinmarize all of the . , 

. .'. . .. ;~ 
find.iugs presen~~d;.in the for.e~oing sections of this report. Instead, we 

. w:1.11', address ourselves tomaj or issues within the two categories ,stated above. 
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Parameters of Conflict 

One of the striking findings in these studies was thu surpriRingly 

low incidence of violence. Since an actual assault occurred in about one-tllird 

of. the cases in our sample, the.re is reason to question the stereotypical ex-

pectation that summoning the police is likely to result when actual violence 

has taken place. Why then are the police asked to intervene? Apparently, 

the majority of thos.e seeking police intervention were seeking something 

other than restraint of assaultive behavior. _ There is the suggestion that 

the call for police in'tervention is a call for a third party to prevent de-

structive escalation of the conflict. In fact,further confirmation is provided 

by our finding th~t; in only slightly more than one-third of the cases did 

the complainant request t:he use of force against the other disputant. 

Stated another .way; people in their interactions with others may 

differ in tolerable limits of aggressive behavior. In one group, a physical 

shove may.constitute an unacceptable form or aggression whereas in ano.~her 
, . . , 

group the same action would go unnoticed 'eveIl'- in the course of an arg't.~ment. 

Req~ests.for 'p~:trie''l:nte.r''ten-tionare precede~ by the conflict's movement into 

the zone of intolerable aggressive behavior. Since the behaviors experienced 

as "intolerable" by a disputant mayor ma.::r not involve an actual assault, it' 

follolvS that an expecta·tion by the responding officer that violence mllst have 

occurred, would often be erroneous. Indeed, our data sugges t that families', 

as ~~f~ll as individuals, establish n:gule.r Ji sptrte S'tyles; 'some engaging in 

disputes consistently assaultive. in nature, while the disputes of others' 

typically do not go beyond verbal exchange. Perhaps such expectations account 

for the high.nationwide incidenc~ of injuries and deaths to police officers who 

have resporded to such disputes:. that is, an officer \-,ho expects and is 

"', :pre.pared to de'al wi,th ,violence may unintentionally bring about the 'behavior 

',;.' 

~/', ;." 

i . ~ ... ' 
".,Bard,,' M •. Iatrogen~c Viol~nce. The Police Chief, 1971. 
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Further, our data indicate that the largest percentage of famil~ 

disputes occur in the home and that police officers deal with them in that 

setting. This suggests the exquisitely sensitive nature of "intrusion by 

eutsider" (particularly one who has power and authority) into the sacro~anct 

demain of the home. The dilemma for the of ficer is tha t he has been sunun.oned 

but in highly volatile emotienal "territoriality", his presence can be 

regarded as either a threat or a challenge. Clearly, under such circumstances,. 

there are enarmous potentials far bath:be. it either insightful ar inciteful. 

That is., the afficer may be aware of the contextual ci~cumstances that affect 

his intervention, and behave in accordance with that understanding; or, he 

can be unaware and in that way provoke a response ~'1hich may act to. his own 

,detriment or to the disadvantage of others. 

Traditienally, police have heavily weighted 'the rale af alcohol in the 

family crisis equation. In the view of many~family disputes in this country 

are simply the .result of alcohol abuse. Our data provides considerable basis 

far qu.estioningthat common assumption~ lie found' that: 1) in only abou,t one-

half of all disp\ltesdideile er both disputants appear t.o have used alcohel; 

and','~mp.ortantly ~" '~~ere ~et necessarily intoxicated; 2) chrenic al~oholism 

was indicted as'the causative facter in fewer than 14% of the'cases; 

3) 'the cbinplainant charged drunkenness (not necessarily alcoholism) in enly 

10% of all cases.-
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It maY,be, therefere; that the presence of alcohol. usc by the pnrt ies 

to. a dispute may provide, the ebserver or third party with a ready and cunvenient 

() 
explanation fer highly cemplex disordered behaviars. Obviously, when ,the thi.rd 

party can discriminate ameng the subtleties of human behavior, he is less 

likely to err ina simplistic direction. It may be that inadequate trainjng 

0' 
fer th{rd pa'rty intervention predispeses to stereetypical perceptions and 

self-fulfilling eutcomes. That is, if alcohol use (net necessarily abuse) is 

neted~ then the untrained officer's expectation is that the cause lies in 

that directien .and that nothing can be accomplished. In terms of job 

satisfaction, much frustration can ensue leading to pOlice behaviors that are 

marked by aveidance, irritability and possibly provecation which may only 

{) serve to. widen the gap bet,veen the pelice and the people they serve. 

What about the relatienship of alcohol use to vic;lence? Ive were 

" 

impressed by. the fact that our' data indicated a lack of relationship bet,veen 

assaults and the. 'use ef alcohel in our populatien. This surprising finding 

:' warrants further exploratien. Again, it' suggests the possibility of the 

willingness to. explain away assaultive behavior on the basis of the most 

o readily observable behavioral characteristics. And, too, the special 

training provided' the officers in this experinent may have modified' the 

prevailing cultural expectation that alcohol -und 'assault are inevitably related. 

o 

> •••• ,. 

" ... ',,,, ... ,' -.. '.,~ 

" 
... 

, 

165 
' .. -~-,.,' . ...-"" 

/' ...... ~-....>~', ... ''l"r~..;:~~~~ ............... -' .... -._~'-----_ ... '_,~ .. _~~=;} ___ ...... ,.._ ............. __ -. K_.'-:....-r;_.'_~~~~~'l'""'"'""~--'._~--.c."_~.,..'_ .. ____ w __ .. ,. ..... ". "_>+~v",.-..,~"..,,,·_~~~, 

I 

/ 



,-

---------
'.- ...... ..- - -

" ... , 

l( 

In the tr~dit~onal police role perception the concept of enforcement 

has priorit.y. Again,' the self"fulfilling prophecy should be considered 

insofar as intervention in disputes is concernE!d. In the housing study, 

the disputants required physical separation in only 8% of' the_ cases and in 

the FCIU study it \Vas necessary in' only' 1%. F'rom thes'e data· it would be safe 

to say that inmost instances, common e'JZpectation not withstanding, an officer 

need not anticipate that force will be require.fl. Several, factors may be 

involved: 1) as noted ~arlier, violence. may not be the reason underlying a 

requestfdr police intervention; in fact,it is usually not even a reason; 

2) summoning the police may have a pacifying effect, even when vi.olence.has 

occurred.; and, 3) . the behavior of skilled third party intenren.,tionists may 

render'power disp1ay~~by the disputants as unnecessary. 

It was the intention of the invastigation that the. housing study expand 

the approach of family crisis inte:cvention. to incl\:lde all disputes among 

people,. whether theY'tvere related or not. The experience in that study 'tvas 

qisappolnt:ing. Hor-<a reported cases .invol ved fanilies. Th:Ls may have resulted 
, ..... 

from a se,:tin:the"hous:f.ng officers because of their knowledge of ~he pre'v~ous 

':.;: 's"t~~'y; it. may have merely reflected the fact that there are few dispute'S other 

than those.in families' that occur within- the puntie'iv or hons.ing pa~ro1man; or) 

theymayha've hesit:ated> to record some disputes (as a watter of discretion) 

that would ha'.7e necessarily required official management notification; (that 

is, famil,Y dispute'shy' thei'rvery natur,e '~-lou:1d hav:e 'been more likely to require 

. ~. a: report than Iion-faIilily disputes as a matter 'of policy). 
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About 15%0 of all family disputes h in bot stuuies involvl..'d <l parcl1t [JIlU 

child .• ';This testifies to the rather high proportion of families in which tlte 

gene:r;at:i,~Il gap is serious enough to require outside intervention. Further, 

it sugg.e,sts that an'even higher degree of skill, training <lnci objectivity is 

required in the mt.inagement cf these particular disputes. It goes without s<lying 

that the long range effects of interventions in parent-child disputes can 

be. singularly significant: developmental crises are often the most telling 

in the lifei of any £amily. 

It is interesting to .note that the officers trained in conflict 

management frequently ascribed intrapersonal factors. in the youngst'ers as 

' .. primarily involved. In fact, they more frequently saw :!-ntrapersonal difficulties 

in Y01;1~g~r people than they did in adults. This may have resulted from 

sl.vr:~i):.:i,vity to the ·pr.oblems, of younger people, or, on the other hand, it 
"v. 

may ·\:.~ve reflected the officers' tend~ncY' t'o identify with adul ts. I.l1lile 

it ·~.;ro~lc1.f-a,l'!. diffi:ult to say which factor ~veighed more heavily, nevertheless, 

. it is clear that these o;ffi.cers could discriminate and ascribe the difficulties 

of, youngsters to intrape'r~onal fac tors. 

Effects 'of Training 

Training was the critic8.l variable in these studies. There were a 

number of methods used to evaluate the effects of ,training. Among them, 

. naturally, We were interested in deterwining chartges in a.t.ti,tudes and in 

interpe.rsonal skilLs in the trainees (and iu the training consultants, as' 

~eli) .. · 

. ' 
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. 'The most striking finding was that police trained in conflict 

management skills can learn and practice relevant interpersonal skills 

without. necessarily undergoing attitude change, at least as measured by the 

instruments used in this study. Apparently, then~ were changes in behavior 

·which wer:e rot dete;;:ted by the psychometric.instruments employed bu.t.which 

were, reflected in the performance data and in the community attitude survey. 

It is our impression that to achieve the kinds of behavioral changes 

demonstrated in these studies, the most effec~ive method is training-oyer-

.. 
time; that is, learning while doing. Our experien~e leads us to the conclusion 

that maximum benefit. can be derived from a brief period of intensive orie:ntation 

~ollowed by weekly two-hour consultation sessions over a peri~.?'.of from..eight 
. ': .,,:.,\~~, .... -

to twelve. months. ~Je arri.ved at this conclusion from the period "fit thf~ firs t 

pr;pject \.;h.ich evaluation deemed to be unnecessarily long (21 months) and the 
. , . . 

period in.'the second t.;rhich we r. e:g ard e 9:' as .. tO'o shar.t (by at. least 4 months). 
.. >', 

/pe.rhaps qh-e·indication·of th~e£fe2ts of the: brevity of the training consultation 

·p~iodf?J·th·e housing. officers was the tendency of the hQus:ing, police, to" us.e 

referral. ,to cOIil!llunity agencies less frequently than did the. meJI!ber.s of the 30th 

·.~Precinct ECIU. Tn·addl.i:ionto the brevity, the training consultati9n procedure 

fn' the n01..1sirrg study \Vas less structured and varied the previous prograTU! s 

practice by rotating . consultants rather than having each patrolman ,<lork with 

the same consultant. It should be noted, however, that despite the brevity 

(and other differences), of. thetve.eklyc6nsulta,ticin period in the second 

the: procedure nevertheless' appe·ared. to have had .positive effects . 

.. 
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. It would be t' hil 
wor nt-.r e to take a closer look Cl t the kinds 0 f changes 

• j. ".~ .' 
in behavior which tvere engendered by the training methods used. 

It is clear 

."',.- . that the following 
training effects occ~rred: 1) the officers tended to 

regar.d~·d. isputantsas mutually contributor)". rather 
", . than to see the dispute 

as the responsib:ility of one "cra ". . 
. zy person; ~n fact, intrupersonal difficulties 

seemed more likely as a perception for· a child who was in a dispute with 

his parent; 2) the officers· apparently were 
able' to maintain objectivity in 

their.perceptions and in their behavtor,' 3)' h 
~n t e main, the response by the 

disputants to i.nt'e:rvention was . " ) pos1tlve; 4 the diminished d ten ency to approach 

disButes from anen_f.r;.)'l:-cement t 5) 
s ance; the virtual absence of injuries to 

o£f~cers';and , .. 6), the . 
~ncreased use of <Dmmunity resourc.es other than the 

, court:s~ 

. :·>.~'5~···· :. 
"In general, the objective measures ofpoliee performance underscores 

the relative Slperiority of. those men who were 
; <0 c.onflict management trained. 

It shquld be emphaSized that conflict 
management training specifically 

avoi ..... d.·.ed.' ... ·. matters .. " . pertaining.'. to the areas compr-is-i ng h 
". ~ ~ te indices of police 

performance. It, may oe that ,.:l sense of )competence, vlith concomitant recogni

tio.ri,·j~eneralized .to to tal job performance. If .true,this finding has profound 

implications forp .. o.I.ice training ... 
" particulariy since the. Bru:v:thorne .. effect 

, ~I': 

susp~c.ted at the conclusion of the FCTU 
- project was controlled for in the 

housing study • 

. ~: 



'i 

c 

. -< 

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

_._----) 
As one £eatur~ 6f the experimental design of the housing study, we I 

assessed the effects: of conflict-management training upon police performance 

in two developments. From our data it may be anticipated that existing 

differences in the le'vel of police activity in different environments tvi11 be 

ev:ident after assignment of trained .personnel. Further, the data suggests 

that the effects of training is related to the prE~"'existing level of pO,lice 

activity; that is, already "active" settings showing more marked increments 

in activity . than less a:tive settings. 

. One of the major questions at the conclusion of the Fcru proj ec twas ... 

how did'th~ co~u.nii::y,reactto the innovations? In the housing study, a 

communi ty, survey .<{as designed e~pressly to determine the answer to thz.t 

question. Regard'less of, the inevitable methodologic difficulties in this 

kind 0·£ field study,th~. findings were suggestive of several note.vorthy i 

trends. We',found that. during the study year those housing projects policed 

by 'conflict management;'trained personnel showed a measurable increase in the 

sense of being protec,ted bytbepolice. . H01>leVer, this. .vas not related to 
>' , • '~::' .".l:;"~' 

a positiv~ ,;ttitude t~ward the,police; rather,. the confli,ct management trained 
. - ".·'",rc 

projectsirdicated a ditlinution of dissatisfaction; net. an incr:e.ase in 

satisfaction. ~ihat, tEy,be rep:r:esented by this 'findi?8 is w"teessEntial 

dilemma· of the deliv:ery,of police services in a free society. Hhile changes 

in police rii~thods may inspire a gr~ater sense of security and protection in 

the public..,: the poli~ema'n in hisl:ole of .social regulator 'may ~neve'r-theless 

, remain an arL~thema., Of'course in thIs study the £ipa,ing ,vas further complicated 
!: 

• < 

and confirme:dbYothefac,t that similar attitudes preva.iled toward the othe.r, 

major reguJ:a;l;:.ory enti;·t-¥'i:n·"".G~'lives;,of the res'idents --namely, ,the: housing:; 
, .. 

. ;:., .. 

': '._:'~:f:~~:if<i«;~~i~i~:~/t>< :-,:~c~~fSt.~~~ 
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,If the police cannot logically expect to be regarded favorably even 

when.,behavinl? relevantly and compassionately, it becomes exceedingly important 
'" .. , . 

thCi:t police organizationsinstitutionali.ze internal re"t-ards consistent with 

increased professicinalization. If the organization fails to develop such 

mechanisms coincident with, em innovation,~ a deleterious effect on morale may 

resul.t.· Indeed, this may have occurred in the projects under consideration. 

For example, as the project approached termination the 30th P FCIU . , ct. 

submitted fewer iricident reports eyen when logic dictated that no decrease 

, shouJ,d have occurred. Lessened involvement may have been the result of 

decreasing morale as there was organizational silence about the future of 

the l.' nnovatl.·on. Thl.· s.; ad' t bl .... s. pre l.C a e out'come t.;hen organizations fail to 

insit1:ltionally reinforce satisfying changes . 

'+n s~, these studies strongly suggest that there is a role for the 

polic.easconflict man~gers; that they can effectively be trained to perform 

. :ruC;h');-oIes· within their law enforcement function; that such training has 
' .. - , '. 

. .. \-__ .a positive effect on their 'qve~q~i1;.j~,~'}.i;Cie P?r.formance; and, that the community, 

even:, when .the imiovation is. unptlbl~c.ized, evinces a greater sense of security . 

" ~ (.1:,", ". 
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APPENDIX A 

ORIGINAL GODING FORl1 30th PCT. FCIU 
Names; __________________________ ~ __ 

SOURCE oF' INFORMATION (VIA) 

[.1] CB: 
[.2] TS" 
[ 3].PU 
.[4] SH 

TOUR OF DUTY 

[5] 12:00, midnight- S:OO·a.m. 
C 6] 8:00 a.m. -4100 jJ.m~ 
[7] 4:00 p.m.-12:00mit\night 

..... 'TIME'OF.'DISTURBANCE 

[af midnight ~ 12:59 2.m. 
. [9] liOO a.m • ..;. :1:59a;m;' 
. (10]2:00 2.m. - 2:59 a.m. 

[1.1] 3:00 a.m. -3:59 a~m; 
[12] .4:00, a.m. - 4:5;9 a.m. 
(13] . 5:00 a.m .... 5:59~\.m: 
[14] . 6mO:a.i,il. - 6:59 ,2.m •. 
[15J 7:Q:) a.m. - 7;S9a;,m;, 
[16] ;8:00 .a.m.-8:59 a.m •• ", 
[171 . 9~Ol) a.m.- S:~Y9 a.m.' . 
[t8] 10:00 2.m. - lO:S9,2.m. 
[19] 11 :00 a.m. -11:59;!.m. 
[20J 12:00 nonn-12:;5~p.m. 
(21) i:OO, D.m. -1;59 p.m~, 

'[22] 2;00' p.m. -2;59p.m~ 
[23} _3:00' p.m.-3:59p.m; 
[241. 4:00p.m. ,- 4:59 p.m. 
[25] 5:00p.m; -,5:59 p.m; 
[26] 6:00 ·p.m. - 6:59 p.m. 

" [27] ,7!OO p.m.- 7:59 p.m. 
[28]. S:OOp;m. -,:B:59.p.m;',· 
[29]'9,;lJIT p:m: - 9':!m 'p:m; 
[30) lU:OO, Jl.m. - Hl:S3 p.m. 
(31) , 11 :00 p.m. - 11 :5$ p.m. 

Case~ :#: ____ _ 
Coded on Keydex~ ___ _ 

DAlE OF DISTURANCE (MONTH) 

[32] January [38] July 
[33] February [39] August 
[34] March [40] September 
[35] J\p"ril [41] October 
[36] May" [42] " November 
[3n' June [43] December 

DATE OF DISTURBANCE (OAY OF MONTH) 

[44] 1 
[45] 2 
[46] 3 
[47] 4 
[48] 5 
(49) 6 

·[50] l 
[51] 8 
[52] 9 
[S3T fIT 
(54] 11 
[S5] 12 
[56J 13 
(57] 14 
[Sa) 15 

nAT~'-1:rF" D iSTUR:3ANCE 

DAY,OF'WEEK 

[75]. Scnday 
[76] Monday 
[77J Tuesday 
[78J . Wednesday 
[79~ Thursday 
r,nU;p. rritltl~ .. 
.[.&tr SZIUJ:nay' 

PRECINCT, 

[5S] 16 
[60] 17 
[61] 18 
[62], 19 
[63J 20 
[64] :t 1 
(65] 22 
[66] 23 
[67) 24 
[68] 25 
[69] 26 
[TO] .27 
(71] 28 
(72J 29 
L7:U ::t;) 
[HJ 31 

YEAR 
[82] 1967 
[83] 1968 
[84] 1965 

",-. [8.5] 30 (experimental)' 
[86] ,24 (co.ntrpn 
[8'1] " 2G{out' of command) 
[88] . 34 "(outof'l::ommand) 
[a~] other precinct (out .of command) 

.-:- , 

.' 

U2 

o 

()' .. 

·'C ~t .~ •• -- ~.; •• ". 

, . ' 

Name~~ ____ ~ ____ ~ ______________ __ 

PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 
OF DISPUTE 

[901 
[Sl] 
[92J 
[93] 
[94] 
r951 
[96J . 
(97] 

COMPLAINANTS STATEMENT 

Behavior of 

.-" 

Disp. #1 
. [t06J 
[107] 
[108] 
[109] 
[110] 
[1]1] 
[112] 
[1.13] 
[114] 
(115) 
[116] . 

[117] 

[118] 
[1151 
[120J 
(121] 
(122) 

'. [123J 
[124J 
[125J 

[126] 
. ',(127] " 

,('128] 
[129] 
(130] 

, (131] 
'. (132J 

." 
, " 

(133J 

~ ". ' 

PLACE OF POLICE 
INTERVIEW . 

REGARDING DISPUTE 
[Sa] 
[99] 
[100] 
[101J 
[102] 
[103] 
[104] 
(105] 

Behavior of 
Disp. #1. 

[141] 
[142] 
[143J 
[144J 
[145] 
[146] 
[147] 
[148] 
[149] 
[150] 
[151] 

. [153] 

(154J 
(155] 
[lSa] 
[157] 
[158] 
[156] 
[1S0] 
[161] 

[162] 
[1.63] 
[164] 
[165] 
[166] 
[167] 
[ 1.68] 
[ 169] 

Case .JJ. 

Home or apts. of disputant(s) 
Home or apt. of other th:lndisputant(s) 
Street 
Restaurant or bar 
Public facility (park, stadium, etc.) 
Station house . 
Other 
Information not available 

Physical violence . ., 
Threats of physical violence 
Drunkenness 
Drug .addiction 
Infidelity 
Gambling 
Prumiscuity 
Homosexuality 
Refusal to admit complainant to house/apt. 
Refusal to allow complainant to~leave house/apt, 
Refusal to allow complainant to remove child! children 

from heme 
Refusal to allow complainant to' 'remove possessions frol1J 

apt,! hctl~e 
Refus"l to e:1~::r h!J!.!Se/apt. 
Refusa: to lea,;: hause; .apt .,,,, 
Removjn~ Chl:d/chirdren' from house/apt, 
Removi;:g ponesslons, personal belongings from home 
Ramovi!':; ccC!cj~inant's belongings from house/apt. 
Viuiati(','1 of :rt!'lr :.1T prote;;tlo:1 
Annoying, bothersome uehavior 
Passivity: neglecting complainant, not taking c. out socially, 

not helping with household chores, etc. 
Spending too little time at home 
Making sexual advances toward complainant 
Urirespon$ive to compo sexual advances 
Neglecting or improperly caring for children 
Non-support; not enough (;upport 
Money problem other than non·support 
?hysica I illness 
Mental illness 
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Names ________ ·~" __________________ ___ Case # ___ ..:-.._ 

COMPLAINANrSSTATEMENT 

(134J 

(cont'd.) 

[170] 
[171] 
[172J 
[173J 
[174] 
[175] 
[176J 

Argumentativeness 
[135] 
[136] 
[13'U 
[138} 
[139] 
[140] 

Request that 
Disp. #1 

(177J 
[178] 
[179] 
(180); 
[181) 
[182] 

. [183] 
[184J 

Request that' police: 

Other: 

[193] 
[194] ", 

.. [195J 
(196J· 
[197] 
[198J 

[201] . 
[202] . 

. [20~] 

" 

Disp.l,lte over property or money 
Wants man to marry pregnant woman 
Rebellious, uncontrollable behavior of child 
Assault with Yleapon . 
Forcible entrr 
Glue .sniffing, etc. 

Request that 
Disp. #2 

[185J 
[186J 
[187] 
[188J 

Be told/made to stop behaving in manner complained of 
Be hospitalized for physical illness 
Be hospitalized for mental illness 
Be 'committed to narcotics center 
Be-,treated for alcoholism . 
Be arrested • 
Be made to leave house or-apartment 

[ 189] 
[190] 
[191] 
[192J Be made to return child to house or apartment 

Accompany complainant to remedy grievance/fulfill above request 
Trace missing individuaf(s) . 

. Give .advice, mediate, talk with disputant(s) or subject of dispute 
Correct belJavior by physical means 
Give ·aid and assistance in emergency situation 
Just listen to complainant, serve as sount::ing-board 

Feeling of exi~te'ntial despair . -- ." 
.No complaint, police. just !;lassing by 
Informa~ron . not aVailable . 

.... 

17.4 

.. ," 

..... 

i" 

i; 

;.,: 
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,. ~. . 

. ;' 
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Nam8~ __________________ ~ ________ __ 

IDEfHITY OF. 
COMPLAINANT 

[209] 
,[210] 
[211] 
(212) 
[213] 
[214] 
[215] 
[216] 
[217] 
[218] 
.[219] 
[220] 
[221] , 
[222] '" . 
(223) , 
[224] 
[225] 
[2261' 
I227J 
[228] 
[229] 
[230J 
[231] 

[232] 
(233]. '. 
[234J 
[23S] 
[236'1 
[23i7J 
[238] 
{239] 
[240] 
[:l4T]. 
[242J 
[243J 
[244J 
[245] 
[245] . 
[247]' . 
(24BJ 
t24SJ 
t2SrJl 
[251J 
(252) 
(253) 

. [254] 
[255] 
[258J 

IDENTITY OF 
FIRST DISPUTANT 

[257] 
[258] 
{259] 
(260J 
[261] 
[262J 
(263) 
(264] 
[265] 
[266] 
[267J 
[268] 
[269] 
[270] 
[271] 
(272] 
{273] 
[274] 
[275] 
(276] 
(277] 
[278] 
(279J 

[280] 
(281] 
[282] 
[283] 
[284] .. 

. [285] 
[286] 
(287] 
[2SB] 
[289] 
(290] 
[291] 
[292] 
[233] 
[294] 
[295] 
[295] 
[297] 
[293] 
r~-; ::J 
(300] 
(30t] 
[302] 
[303J 
[304J 

IDENTITY OF 
SECOND DISPUTANT 

[305] 
[306] 
[307] 
(30B] 
[:309] 
[310] 
[311 J 

. ,rn2] 
":-.. ' [313] ,:~.~~~~ /. 

[3i4] 
[315J 
[316] 
[317] 
[31 B) 
[31 :3] 
[320] 
[321] 
[322] 
[323] 
[324] 
[325] 
(326) 
[327] 

[328] 
(329), 
[330J 
[331] 
[3321 
[333] 
[334] 
(335] 
[336] 
[337] 
[338] 
[33.9] 
[340) 
[341] 
[342j 
(343] 
[344] 
[345] 
t34aJ 
[3-H] 
[3.48j 
(,34.9J 
[350] 
[351] 
(352] 
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'Case ;;--

Female 
Wife 
Ex-wife 
Common law wife 
Ex-common law wife 
Girlfriend 
Mother 
Mother-in-law, 
Grandmother 
Daughter of this union 
Daughter not of this union 
Sister 

.Step-sister . ~ ", 
Half-sister 
Sister-in-law 
Daughter-in-law 
Granddaughter 
Aunt 
Niece 
Cousin 
Friend 
Neighbor' 
Boarder 
Employee 

Male 
Hu.sband 
Ex·husband 
Common law husband 
Ex-common law husband 
Boyfriend 
Father 
Father·in-Iaw 
Grandfather 

. Son of this iJnion 
Son not of this union 
Brother 
Step'brother 
Halt-br.other· 
Erother·in-Iaw 
Son·in-Iaw 
Grandson 
Uncle 
Nepl1eYI 
Cou"in t fr42nu. ). 

Nej~hbor' f< 
I 

. Searrlc.r 
]. 

'Employee . Ii 
Public Agency I, 

w 
Private Agency i: 

II 

)1 
;1 , 
!'\ 
" 



.. Namel 

. ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION 

Dis!'. #1 Disp. #2 

[3S3} [3GOJ 
[354] [361] 
(355) [362J 
[356] [363] 
[357J [364J 
[358)· [365] 
[359] [366J 

AGE 
Disp. #1 Disp. #2 

[367J [379] 
[368] (380] 
[369] [381] 
[370) [362] 
[371J [383] 
[31~] ~ [384] 
[373) [3BD}, 
[374J [3SS) 
[375] [387] 
[376) [388] 
[371} [3S9] 
[378J [390] 

BIRTHPLACE 

~ Drsp. #1 Di$p~ #2 
(391] [408) 
[392] [409] 

" [393J [410] 
[394J [411] 
[395] [412] 

" [396J [413] 
[397] (414] 

.'. [3S8) [415] 
(399] [418] 
[400] (417] 
[401] [418] 
(402] [419J 

. [403J [420J 
(404) [421]' 
[405] (422] 
[406J [4~3] 
[407] [424J 

" 
: ~., 

. ,,"< " 
.. ' 

,;. 

• >' 

~----~----

Caucasian 
Negro., 
PUerto Rican 
Lati,n Arile:ican 
Oriental 
Other 
Information not available 

Under 15 years 
15-19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45:-49 
50-54 
55-59 
60 yrs. and above 
Informa~ion nota'/ailable 

New YOrk City 
, NIlI'l y~~ State other than H.Y.C. 

Can #' ____ _ 

.. ~. 

Northeastern states other than N.Y. state 
Southern states 
Mid·western states 
Western states 
Puerto Rico 
Westlnd/es 
CU,lla 
Dcminlc;1l1Rep.p b lie 
Central Am~rjea 
South America' 
Eurgpe. 
Africa 
Asia 
Other 
Information not available 
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Names~ __ 

·LENGnl OF RESIDENCE IN N.V.C. 

,Disp. #.1 liisp. #2 

[425J [429] 
[426) t4301 
(427) [431] 
H28] . [432J 

OCCUPATION 

Disp. #1 Dlsp.#2 

[433] [450J 
[434] [451] 
[435] [452] 
[436] [453] 

[437] [454) 
., . [438] [455) 

" 
. , [439J [456) 

[440] [457) 
[44lJ [458] 

[442] [459] 
[443] (460] 

[444] [461] 
[445] [462] 
[446J [463J 
[447) [464] 
[448] [465] 
[449] (465] 

AGE DIFFERENCE· 
BETWEEN DISPUTANTS 

[467J 1 year 
[468]" . t'years 

~.' [469], 3. years 
\",' "[470]· .",4: years 

[471]· 5 years 
[472)6-.10 yrs. 
[473J ,11-15 yrs. 
[474J '16:-20 yrs. 
[475) 21-25 yrs. 
[476] 25-30 yrs. 
(471] 31-35 yrs. 
[413} 36 yiS. zm:!' Itrt1re' 
[479J Information 110t available 

OLDER OF THi: TWO DISPUTANTS 
[460] Disputant #'1 
[4S1~ Disputant #2 

,' ... 

; , 

Under 1 year 
1-3 years 
Over 3 years 
Information not avail,lble 

White·collar 

Case # ____ _ 

Professional, technical, kindred, clergy 
Manager, official, proprietor 
Clerical, kindred worker 
Sales worker' 

Government e'mployee :' 
Policeman, fireman,' et~'.':",,:,:· 
Postal, transit, sanitati~orr worker 

Blue-t~ollar 
Craftsman, foreman, kindred 
Operative, kindred 
Laborer 

Service . , 
Private household worker 
Service worker, except private household 

Student 
Primary school 
High. schoal, 
College 

Unemployed 
Retired 
Information .not available 

DISPUTANTS' RELATIONSHIP 

[482J Adulterous relationship 
(483J Married 
[4&4) Common law 
(485J Former common law 
[488) Divorced 
[48.7) Separated-living apart' 
[488) Other love relationship 
(489j Brothers 
(4901 Sisters 
[491] Brother/sister 
[432) Paiilr!!r.htld 
{.i'3J.] ik:I1'!';:rnwt(f;randchild 
(494) Grandp~rentjfJarcrit 
(495] Otller relative relationship 
(496] Non·relative relationship 



f 

Names 

OTHE;RS IN 
OTHERS INVOLVED OTHERS PRESENT HOUSEHOLD, 

IN DISPUTE NOT INVOLVED NOT PRESENT 
Relationship to Relationship to Relationship to 

Disp. # l-Disp. #2 Disp. #l-Disp. #2 Disp. # l-Disp. #2 

[497J [545] [593] [6411 [689J . [737J 
[498J [546] [594] [642] [690] [738] 
(499] [547] [595] [643J· [691] [739J 
[500] [548J [596] (644] (692J [740J 
[SOt] (549] [597J [645J [Ga3J. [741] 
(502] [550] (598] [646] [694J (742] 
[503] [551] . (599] [647J [695] [743], 
[504] (552] [SOD] [648] [696J (744J 
[505] [553J (B01] [649] [697J [745] 
[506J [554] [602] [650] [698J . [746] 
[5011 [555] . [603] [651] [699] [747] 
[508J [.556] (604] (652] (700J [748J 
[509] (557] [605J [653J (701] [i49] 

,. 
;" .;' 

[510J [558] [606] [654): . [702J [750] 
[511] [559J [607] . [6551 [703] , [751J 
[512] [5601 (508] [656J [704J (752) 
[513] . [561] [S09] [657] [705] [753] 
[514J . [5'62J . (610] 1658).. [706] [754] 
[515] [563] [611] [S59J [707J [755J 
(5.16] [564J (612] [6.60J . [708J. (706J 

. [517J [555J ' [5,13] [S61] [709] [757] 
·[518] [566] . (6.14J [662] [710] [758] 
[519] £567J [615J [663] [711] [759] 
[520J f56~] [616J [664J [712J [bSn] 

.: 

[521] .. [SS9] (617J [S63] t71:n (761] 
[522J [57D) [Sla] [SSO] [714J [722] 

-(.45'2l] (571] [1315] [SE7J -(-1-- [7S3~ t-' l;Jj 

[524] '[572] [620] [658] (716] [764] 

.,'. [525] [573] [621J [669] (717J [765] 
[526} [574] [622]" [670] [718] [7SS1 
[521] ·,[575] (623J [671] [719] [167] 
[528J (576] (624J [672] [72bl [758] 
[5291 [577] [625] [673] [721J [769] 
[5301 [578] (625) [674] [722] [770] 
[531] [5791 (627] [575] [723] [7711 
(5321 . [580J [628] [S76] ('724] [772] 
(533] [5Bn [629] [677] [725] [773] 

[534J [582] (630] [678] [726J [774] 

[535J {583] [631] [679J [727] [17~] 

[53S} [5a4] [632] {GBO] [1281 [7761 
[537] , [5S51 fS:'.3] (S31] [72S] f7771 
[5:32] [:;~:J [S::~J [~32.1 [1:01 t., J e .. 
[539] [587] , [G.35] [6a3] (7.31 J {71~J 

[540] [5SB} . Hi3SJ [684J [732] [780] 
[541] 1559].' ._, [637] [685] [733) (781) 
[542] . [590.J I:, (638] [SaS] [7;34 ] [782] 
[543] , [591]' [639] [687]" [735.] [783) 
(544] . .[592] (640] [.688J [736] . [784] 

, 

... ..... 
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Case # 

Female 
Wife 
Ex-wife 
Common law wife 
Ex-common law wifo 
Girlfriend· 
Mother 
Mother-in-law 
Grandmother 
Daughter of this union 
Daughter not of this union 
Sister 
Step-sister 
Half-sister 
Sister-in-law 
Daughter·in-Iaw 
Gra[ljdaughter 
Aunt· 
Niece 
Cousin 
Friend. 
Neighbor 
Boarder 
Employee/er 
Information· not available 

Male 
': . Husba.nd 
.. ··Ex"husband 

"Gomm~Iil~'law nusbantr· ..... · 
Ex-common lawhu.sband 
Boyfriend 
Father 
Father-in-law 
Grandfather 
Son oj this union: 
Son not of this union 
Brother 
Step-brother 
Half-brother 
Brother-in-law 
Son-in-law 
Granesen 
~,!- -:!1 
"' ... --, ... 
,,', "~ .. "" .:;1" 

Cousin 
Friend 
Neighbor 
Boarder 
Employee/.er 
InfoTmationnot available 

" 

.. ' . 

Names, _____________ _ 

IDENTITY OF BREADWINNER !N HOUSEHOLD 
[785J Disputant #1 
[73S] Disputant #2 
[787] other 
[788J Information not availabls 

R~CJ;iV!NQ pUI3UC ASSISTANCE 
t7aSj Disputant. #1 
q~O) Disputant #2 
[J~l] ~. '0' assistance being received 
t792~ Inform?tion m~t available 

CHILDREN PRESENT AT DISTURBANCE 

[793]. 
[794] 
[795J 

Yes 
No 
Information not available 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD 
[795] None [801] 5 
[797] 1 r802J S 
[798J 2 [803J 7 
[799J 3 [804] 8 or more 
[8001 4. [805J Info; not available 

APPROXIMATE AGE RANGE OF CHILDREN 
Low 

point 
(S06] 

. [807] 
[808] 
{80Sj' . 
[8l0} 
[81.1] 
[812] 
[a13} 
[814] 
[815J 
[816] 
[817] 
[818] 
[819] 
[820] 
(.1321] 
[li2"2] 
[823J 
[824J 

,~a~5] 

." ~,.' .; 

High 
poip.'l 
[828] 
[827) 
[82B] 
(829] 
(a3a] 
[831] 
(B32] 
[833] , 
[834] 
[835) 
rSaS] 
[837] 
[83131 
[£39] 
[840] 
[841] 
[842] 
[843] 
[844]" 
[845] 

' .. 

;: .; 

" ~'X· 

Less than 1 yr. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1.1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 . " 
17 
18 
Info. not3vailable. 

Case :#: ____ _ 

PARENTAGE OF CHILDREN LIVING IN HOUSEHOLD 
[846] From existing relationship 
(847J From male's previous r~l<!tionship 
[848] from female'S previous relationship·· 
(849J From both the existing and a previous relationship 
(850] Other 
(S51] Information not available 

REPORTING OFFICERS 

[852] 
[853] 
[854J 
[355:1 
(856] 
[857] 
[858] 
[359] 
(860] 
[861] 
[862] 
[863] 
[864] 
[865J 
[866] 
[867] 
[868] 
[869] 
[870J 

Timony 
Ellsworth 
Bryan 
Timmins 
Muliu 
Edmonds 
Beatty 
Halfhide 
80dxin 
Anderson 
Donovan 
Mahoney 
Harhett 
Robertson 
Glover 
Castagna 
Madewell 
Richardson 
Not FCU officer 

ELAPSED TIME OF POLICE INTERVENTION 

[871] 
[872] 
[873] 
[874] 

. [875] 
[876] 
r817] 
[q1S] 
[879] 

179 

1-15 minutes 
16-30 minutes 
31-45 minutes 
46-60 minutes 
61-75 minutes 
76-90rninutes 
9 t-1 0.5 minutes 
106-120 minutes 
Information not available 
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Namcs; __ ~ ________________________ ___ Case # _____ _ 

RELIGIOUS AFfILIATION 
Disp. #1 
[880} 
[8811 
[882] 
(8831 
[8B41 
[8SS} 

, [B8S] 
[8871 
[888] 

Disil. #2 
[S89] 
[890] 
[891] 
[892] 

" [893] 
{B94] 
[B9S} 
(89S] 
(897] 

FREQUENCY OF RELIGIOUS ATIENDANCE 
Disp. #1 Disp. #2 
[898] [S04] 
[SSSJ '[905] 

.... r900] .. ~ [90S] 
[901] [907] 
[902J [S08] 
[903J [909] 

Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish 
B~ddhist 
Hindu 
Islamic 
Other 
Non~. 
Information not available 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Rarely 
Never 
Information not ayailable 

EVENTS TRANSPIRING .lMMEDIATHV BEFORE OFfiCER'S ARRIVAL: noPE OF OCCURRENCE 
[910] Dispute and physical assault 
[911] Dispute and threat of physical assault 
[912J Verbal -dispute; screaming, abusive language 
[913] S<;xualassault" 
[914] "Damage to property 
[915]lndividua!(s) under influence of alcohOl 
[916) ,; ,1ndNidua!(s') .un.der influence of ~rtl[s 
(917] '. Individual wishes to .Jeavehousehofd; refuses to return to home 
[91BJ ," Individual refuses, admiftance to ,another into household 
[SlB] ',Individ,ua(demands that anotht:t leaVe housenold;evicts another 
[920J Indi,vjdua.l missingjrom household 
[921] IndivJdual' became' physically ill 

, {922] Individuilf behaved' in irrational manner . 
[923J Sllspicionor- dis\=ove,ry Clf ancther'se;;:tra-maritalrelationship 
[524] ,Suspicion' or discovery of another's use of drugs 

' [925J' ··.$uspicion.or disco'iery of another's homosellualrelationship 
[926] Threat withweaoon; . 
[927J Assault ''lith we~p"p; 
[92S1Suiciile thr.eat , .. -. 
[929] , Suiciae 
(930)' , Homicide 
[931] ", Information not. ayailable 

, r .......... ". 

, ~. 

" 

,~.' ... 

" 
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Names _____ --------~---------------
. , TORS OF CRISIS: TYPE OF CASUALTY OFF1CER~S O?IN!ON REGARDING CAUSATIVE FAC 

[932J Infidelity ". t s extra.marital partners 
[933] Boasting of or rev:ewlIlg, to ptast ~a ~m'arital partner or ex.family, member 
[934] "Money or possessions gIVen 0 ex ra 

~~~~Jfne:~::lo~fs~~~~~1 r~r::i~~~s w,ith ch,ild:en or step·children 
[937] Question of. paternity of chlld/chlld.en 

[938] Homo:exu:~!~din up.comingdivoree andior' custildy rights 
~~~~~ ~~:r~~t~e; WiS.h;S to rec0!1cile after divorce or separation 
[941] Maturational cr!s.,s: emanclpat~d ch',~d a 
[942J MatlHational CTiSIS: change of ~Ife, agln.. . 

L k of communication' attention; understandmg 
~~:!1 Nae~lecting family respbnsibility; helping around house, etc. 
945] E sive ~ime spent .away from home 
~946JC~~;laint 'regarding ,another's ~utside friends or activities 
[947] Intrusion in maritai life by outSiders 
[948] History. of c.o~sta~t arguments .andl or assaults 
[949] FinanCial difficulties 
[950] Non·support or not ~nough support. 
[951] DestrUction or pawn~ng of P.~ss7sslons. 
[952] Qi.sagreement regardmg loeadon, of reSidence 
[953) Alcoholism 
[954]'- Drug addiction 
[955J Gambling . 
[956JPreblem .in ;controlling children . 
[S5H Neglige,nce. i!11pr,JP~r care of ch.lldren 
[958J Dislike of Chlld.'s 'fnend(s}, fiance(s), ~tc. , 
[959]..J ,Child ~m.a,nds. gte~ter freedom and Independence-" 
[9GO] , Hi~to!y of p~Y~lcal. IlIq,~i . • , 
[961] Histor; of mental Illness .• 
[962] New memher introduced In.o household. 
(963J toss of memllerof household: death, divorce, etc. 
[954J, ,UnempIQyJT1~mt. 
[965]f.jQ Jove in tnarnage , 
[966] No' conception oLmantal Ioles 
[967] Found a.nofh~r mate 
[968] Injured pride .' .' 
[SSS]' End of extra' marital aff31r . 
[9701 Refusal to marry pre~nant woman • • 
[971J Simple verbal disagreement got out or con,rol . 
[9721 Child fears less of' position and iove due to thlTd party 
I973] Oi'f.erenceover property or money 
[974] Information not available 

DOES 
[975]. 
(91SJ, 
[977] 

OFFICER'S OPINION CDINCme: WITH COMPLAINT? 
Yes 
N~ 
Intcrmatio!1 npt av,aH.abl,e 

" . 
.. ,.., .. "'"t':1l' .~ •• ,:\_""~~"":-, ..... ",,,.-,, 

• ~ ~~.~"..,._" f,.-'.-,-;:c_~~;~:::!:;-~:.-:."'-:::.:::;:::'-:::' , ~ 

Case # _____ _ 
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Names;~~ __________ ~ ____________ __ 

OFFICER'S OPINION REGARDING CAUSATIVE FACTORS OF .CRISIS: 
[973] Husband [989] 

, [979] Fonner husband [990] 
[gaD] , Wife [f391] 
{Sal] Former wife [992J 
[982J Child [993] 
[983] Father [994] 
(984] Mother [995] 
[985] Father-in-law 
[98GJ Mother·in·law 
[9871> Grandmother 
[9SS] , Grandfather 

Case :#: 

INDIVIDUAL(S) INVOLVED 
Siblings 
Other relative 
Boyfriend " 
Girlfriend 
Friend/neighbor 
Other ' 
Informati,on not available 

LENGTH OF TIME FAMILY HAS BEEN (OR WAS) TOGETHER DOMINANT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER 
mSSJl-6 months 
[999]. Q. months.-lyear 

[1000] 1-2 years 
[1001] 2...,3 years 
[1002]:.... 3-4years 
£1P03] ',,4-5'y,elifs.' 
[1004] '·5.-10 yeilrs 
L 1005] 10-15 years .' 
l1006] 15-20 years: 

[1017J 
[101aJ 
[1019J 
(1020] 
(1021] 
[1022] 
[1023] 

Husband 
Wife 
Grandmother 
Grandfather 
Child 
Other 
Information not available. 

II 007JMore than 20 years 
(1 Oi2S]lnformati~n not. available 

APPEARANCE OF HOUSE 

CURRENT MARITAL STATUS 
[1009] legally matrie( 
[1010], . Common law~;. 
ttOl1)" Divorced" 
[1012]; , ,Legally separated; less than 6 mos. 
-[1013]' legally .separa.ted,. more than 6 mos. 
[1014J. living apart, hlS:; than 6 mos. 
[101S]".-,'Living apart; more than 6 mos. 
(1016]" •. ;/nformation o'ot, av'a ilable 

,;1 I."',;' 

.. ..;. 

.: 
, .' . -

. - " 

(1024] 
[1025] 
[1026] 
[1027J 

Neat, clean 
Fair 
Unkempt, dirty 
Information not available 

APPEARANCE OF INDIVlDUAI.S 

[1028] 
[1029] 
[1030] 
[103;1] 

.; 

. , 

" -""182 

Neat, tidy 
Fair 
Unkempt 
Information not available 

J. " 

.' . 

.• J 

, " 

.,. 

r' 
1 . 
i ~ .• ' .•.. " 

;. 

" . 

Name~s __ ~ ________________________ _ Case #. _____ _ 

OTHER' IMPRE!iSIONS 
. Ofsp.'#l Disp #2 
.appear~d. appeared 
[1032] '11068J 
(1(33) {H169] 
[1034] [1070] 
[.1035] [1071J 
[1035] (1072] 
[1037] [10.73] 
[1038J [1074] 
[1039] [1075] 

, [1040J [10761 
[1041] . [1077] 
{1042] [1078] 
[1043] [1079] , 
[.1 044] [1 080J 
[1045J [10B1J 
fl046] [1082] 
[1047J [1083] 
[1048] [1084] 
[1049] [1085] 

'. [1050] . [1086] 
[1051] (1087] 
[1052] , [1086] 
(1053) " [l089] 

, , [1054] r1090] 
[1055] [1091] 
(1056) [1092] 

. ,. [1"057] . "[1093] 
. ,: [1 058J, [1094] 

. ... ~ 11059];'[1095] 
, [1060]'[1096] 

, " {l06l] [1097] 
[1062] '[1098] 
{t063] I1 099J 

" [111S4] (1100] 

.,' 
" 

~ '., 

Aloof, distant, remote 
Ccild, defensive, 
Overwrought, agitated, highly emotional 
Despondent, unhappy ., 
Excessively angry, explosive, unable to control temper 
Angry, but anger controlled; contained 
Brash, flirtatious, provocative 
Disoriented, confused, vague communication 

, Sensitive about masculinity or femininity 
To act childishly, immaturely 
To have no conception of responsibility. of adult role 
To enjoy being the center of attention 
To display poor adjustment to aging 
Intoxicated 
Under the influence of drugs 
Physically ill . 
Warm, lOVing, affecti,onatetoward other disputant 
To have little' regal;d or affection for other disputant 
To fear, other disputant 
Belittling, mockinG, teasing or nagging other disputant 
Jealous, suspicious of other disputant 
'To he unable to commUnicate with other disp.utant 
To igmHe other disputant 
To degrade other disputant's masculinity or feminity , 
To have different cultural or religious background from other disputant 

"To have different interests, enjoy different activities from those of other disputant 
,.To be of cjifier!lnt so~jal classes 
Anxious about physical illness 
In need cif love . 
Very passive; docile -" "'~' 
Very independent 

. Mentally ill ' 
Information. not available 

~' : 
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I~Jmes.s_· ______ ---..,. ______ _ Case # __ _ 

',OCCURRENCE AFTEr~ POLICE ARRIVAL: OFFICER'S APPROACH 
[1104] 
(1105J 
{11 06] 
(1107] 
(1108) . 
[1109] 
[11'10] 
[1111] 
[1112] 

. [U13J 

. [1114] 
(1115] 
[1116). 

Discussed. problem with disputants separately 
Discussed problem with disputants together . 
Discussed problem with disputants' both separately and together 

. ,Physically separated t1isputants 
Reprimanded disputants to end"argument, prevent further outburst 
Calmed disputants to end argument, prevent further outbUrst 
Attempted to verify veracity of complainant's statement 
Observed bruises 31legedly inflicted by other disputant 
Accompanied disputant t.o .heme so that belongings could be removed, entry made, etc. 
Gathered information, as only one disputant was present 

. Spoke to other family members or other non-relatives 
'.Neitlier disputant present 

Information not .available 

RESPONSE TO POLICE INTERVENTION 
Disp #1. 
[1124] 
(1125J 

", (1~26J 
.... ".' [i127] 

, '(11213] 
~, !1129] 

." ' ,,[1t30j 
{1131] " "'.'. 

':[1132] . 
[113J]' "., 

,,'" ['1134] 
, '., [1l35J 

Cisp. #2., 
. [1152] . 
[1153] 
[1154] 
(1155J 
[11561 

. [1157] 
[1158J 
[1159] 
[1160] ',' 
[1161] 

: [11 02] 
'. [1163J 

[1164] ".,.-[11361 . 
"'>(1137] 

.: '[1138] 
., [1165] 

" " ·'I11.39]' 
:[1"140] 

;:.:',·I1141J ' ' 
[l142], 
[1.143J 
[1144] 

" [1145] 
. . (1148] 

[1,1471 

. . ' 

[1166] 
[1167J 
[1 t68] 
[11651 
[l170J 
(1171] 
[1172] , 
[1173] 
(1174] 
(1175] 

',' .,' 

Satisfied,. grateful for pOlice handling, intervention, suggestions 
Cooperative, favorable, response, spoke .freely-and openly 
Admitted presence of problems 
Admitted to being at fault in dispu~e 
Calmed down in prese!' • .:e of police, 
Passive agreement with police suggestions 
Wished only to air complaint;. not wilHng t.o speak fieely or openly of own role in dispute 
Dissatisfied with police h-andling, intervention, sUl,gestions ' 
Reluctant to. talk of dispute, unresponsive 
Resented 'presence of police, . . 
Ign.ored police, continued dispute in their presenCe 
Refused to cooperate, gave nc information, unwilling t.o speak 
Became belligerent toward police, arrogant, antagenistic 
Became enraged at police,' cursing, throwing, hard to central 

'. Suspicious of officers and their suggestions 
Unwilling to accept officers~ suggestions 
Refused police a'dmittance te heme 
Could not respond, drugged state 
Could not respond, intOXicated 
Could not respond, language barrier 
CQuid net re~pondr wounded .or dead 
Not present 
Felt police could not understand .one .of different race 
Information not available 

1.1 H t 

,~ ... 

.; . 

Names~~ ________________________ __ 

RESOLUTION OF DISPUTE 
[1180J Mediation 
[118.1] Referral 
(11 ~2] Aided 
[1183J Arrest 
[1184] Officers to return aUater date for consultation 
[11 ~5) Not resoll!:la, 

ID£NiiTY or INDIVIDUJ'.LS INVOLVED IN RES'OLUTION 

[lISer 
[1187] 
[1188] 

Disp. #1 
Disp. #2 
Other person involved in dispute 

OUTCOME, OF REFERRAL 
[":.lOS] Al'Plied for assistance 
[1210] Did not apply for assistance 
(12.11] Information not available 

.~ .' 

Case :#: ____ _ 

AGENT OR AGENCY TO WHICH REFERRED 
[ 1189] 
( 1190] 
[1191] 
(1192] 
[ 1193] 
[1194J 
(1195] 
[ 1196] 
[1197J 
[1198] 
[ 1199] 
(1200] 
[1201] 
(1202) 
[1203] 
(1204] 
(1205) 
[1206] 
[ 1207] 
[1208]'" 

185 

Catholic Charities 
Hamilton Grange 
Alcoholics Anonymous 
Psychologic;]1 Center 
Narcotics centor 
Family Court 
J.u"enile Court 
PINOS 
SPCC 
Criminal Court 
Civil Court 
Department of Welfare 
Hospital for physical treatment 
Hospital for psych. treatment 
Legal Aid Society 
Private lawyer 
Private physician 
Clergyman 
Other public agency 
Other private agency 

'. 



(, 
, " 

Names;~ ______________________ ' ____ __ Casu :tJ:'-----

RESOLUTION OF DISPUTE: DETAILS 
Agreed to contact agent or agency to obtain: Disp. #1 Disp.#2 

(122..11 (1260] 
[12,221 .'\:O'~" ,r 12.5 lJ 
[1223'.1 ,., " [1262] 
[1224] [1263] 
[1225] [1264] 
[1126] [1265] 
['1227] [1266) 
[1228] [1267] 
[1229] [1268] 
[1230] [1269] 
[12311 [127Q] 
[1232J [1271] 
[1:!33] [1272] 
[1234] [1273J 
[1235] [1274] 
[1236] (1275] 
[1237) [1276] 
[1238] [1277J 
[1239] [1278] 
[1240] [1279] 
(1241] [1280] 
[1242J [1281] 

[1246] 
[1247] 
[1248] 
[12491 
[1250), 
[1251 ] 
[1252] 

[1285] , 
[12861 
[1287] 
[1288] 
[12,89] 
[1290] 
(1291] 

.... :.-
S,l!f,n~ARY OF RES tn:U1'1 ON 

Marriage and family counseling 
Aid with budge~ 
Legal !.epardticn 
Order of protection 
Oroat to claim belongings, personal property from house 
Divorce ' 
Visitation rights 
Ncn-support. warrant 
Financial aid, welfare 
Protection against' abuse from parents 
Job, employment 
Legal advice in order to take other disputant to court 
Help with alcoliolism 
Help with drug addiction 
Help with physical illness 
Help with mental illness 
Information regarding adult activities 
Occupational training 
Contraceptive information 
Warrant for assault 
Paternity suit action 
Information not available 

Agreed to: 

Sleep separately fr.om other. disputant:. 
, Leave house temporarily 
Leave house permanently 
Cease contact with other disputant 
Try 1'0 understand, communicate 
Pay !:nore attention' to spOust,"',go, out socially, snteTtain, etc. 
Fulfill. C!wn re'sporysibilitielO,: ipro¥iqell!uppo~, stop drinking, .etc. 

• •. _'. ,I ". ~ • ' 

,,' 

[1Z9S] Dispute resQlved through discussion with police [130Sj 
[1307] 
(13081 
[-1'309] 
[1310J 
[1311] 

Dispute nClt resolved-l.lOe disputant -~b5ent 
Dispute not resolvEd-both di?'pu~ants absent 
Dispute llouesolved-orte into:<icated _ 
Dispute not resolvecf-botli intOXicated 
Dispute just not resolved 

(1300J, ' UF61: filed 
[13011 Disputant.arrested 
[1302.] Disputant taken to hospital 
[1303], Displltantcommitted for psychiatric treatment 
[1304] Disputant ,~omn1itted to narcotics center 
[1305} Referral made 

,~ .' 

~/!" ,~:::::~,;: .. 
' .. '. ," 

", '.,-

. , ' 

, ',. '. ~ 

, .. 

. : ' 

.'." 

,; .. 

Iniormation not available 

186 " .. - , 

.' 

, ", 

~.' ' 

, " 

" 

,~R£VIOUSPATTERNS OF VIOLENCE 

[t312] , "Yes' 
[1313] No, 
[.1314] Information not available 

NUMBER OF'PRECEDING CALLs, MADE BY POLICE 
[1:325J One, 
[13,26] Two 
[1327J Three 

" rt328] Four 
[1329J Five 
[1330J , Six 
£133 t] , Seven 

, [1332J Eight 
[1333] , Nino 

., £1334] Tim 

- , 
•. ,,,",'1,.' 

[1335] More than ten 
[1336] , Information not available 

'-'. 

_,0 ·~"·U';"~"',.,~ «'-<-= ~'<"-","~ M .. 

I ' 

PREVIOUS ARRESTS, 
Disp. #1 O"..IJ.2 ISp·'ff 

[1315] 
[1316] 

(1317;] 
[131 BJ 
[1319] 

[1320] 
[1321 ] 

for violenc~: 
Yes 
No 

For other causes: 
[1322] Yes 
[1323] No 
[1324] Information not available 

TO SAME DISPUTANTS on SAME; F.AMILY 

.,,', , .. 
',,,,"'--tr.~~~ 

.,,~--- .!, ,"---, 

Ii 
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APPENDIX B 

\ 
HOUSING POLICE DISPUTE DATA FORM 

I·' ; Disp. II N3me _____ ....:..---------~---------

Add'ess ___ ------------.,~#-
Di!P' }.2 NlIme_-----------...-:..-....:..-.---

Addresl __ ----• ..-.--........ ----.... ,...APL 11..:...--

Reporting Officer __ ~ ________ ~ 
(print nallle) 

Check each place thllt is appropriate: 
. j. 
! .1. Notification of ' the diapu~e came !ia : 

lXX 
2 walk1e-talk~e 

3 directed by citizen 
4 N.Y.C.P.D. 

5 -telephone 
6---.elf:observed 

The time of notification was between: 

ux 
2 2400~400 hr •• 

:-3:' During' the month of: 

" ux 
2Febitiarj-1970 
3H.sr.ch.l970 

. 4-April. 1970 
" . h S"-:-May' 19'70 

_ ... i. 

The. day of the IXlPth vas the: 

lXJC ,-
2Jti .. a\phyilicIl1 lI'tril~gle 
'3~_notital1dng', th~ugh a.1,l. present 
4':"':'not talking •. one pa.i-ty absent . 

3 0400~0800 hra. 
40800-1200 hrs. 

6 June 1970 
7-Ju1y 1970 
!',"--AugU!lt 1970 
g-Septemer 1970 

10 October 1')"0 . 

11. 10th 
. 12--11th 
13--12th 
14~13th 
is 14th 

5 12~0-1600 hrs. 
6--1600-2000 hts. 
7--2000-2400 .hrs. 

11 .. November 1970 
12 '~cember 1970 
13 January 1971 
14 February 1971 

21 20th 
22--2lst 
2J--22nd 
24--2Jrd 
2S--Z4th 
26. 25th' 

5 not talking, .'all parties absen\:
.. 6--;-en~ged '-in .quiet discussion 
. j-argUing 

. . S-:-othet. 
,-,-.~ .. ~ 

27 26th 
2S-27th 
29-28th 
30-29th 
Jl-30th 
32. 31st-

I 

,':r c, '. "'-, 
~~---------,----~-------~--------~~--------~----~----~----~--------~------------

I , 
I 

" .. , 
" . . . 

". 

IBB '''~'--i)' , .. ~_."~l'.~( 
,',.,..;~~> ..... ,4~"""_·'_,_"'~1Ir 

". 

" (l 
\1 

/ 

APPDIDIX B (continued) 

IDENTITY OF THE DISPUTANTS 

• The 2 Principal D11lputllnts 

'''' .. 

',; : 

. 7. ACE' 

llnder 10 
10 - 15 
16 -.20 
21 - 30 
31 - 40 
41- 50 
SI - 65. 
Over 65 

8 •. SEX 

Haie 
remale 

9. RACE; 

White 
Blac.k 

. Puerto Rican 
. Ot~r .. 

ea"Q"ft··tei:). 

10. 'PERSOK IS: .. . .,._. 
A tenant'· 

.<:.> ...... A v!sJ:;oi . , .. "' ..... ..:,;:. 
Project; manager· ", 
Project ass,' t. 
Other project employee 

.,. . Business· p.erson 

~·11. Wf{Cr IS(I\RE) TllE 
" ACGRESSOR(S)? 

Diap. 1 DlsF' 2 

. ,·'·"n2. lo'110' CALLED? 

-' 

13. 'Check only if 
disputants are 
RELATED: 

·Disp. 1 

2 3 4 
1:(X XX: XX 

IS SPQl:SE bF: . .' 2-: - -:--
. IS· PAp:~r Of,: .. '~:>'3--

IS CRA1iDf'AREliT OF: '-4---'
IS A CHILI? OF: . -5- --
·IS A GRAtlOCHILD OF.: _ 6---
IS OTHER KIND OF - ~-

·REi.AT~VE~O~. 7_.:.-_ 

14. . Check' ollly if' .. 

DisP..:.....L 

1 3 " 
I.XX XX,M 

·t· 
3---
4~-""'-

5--'-

6=-= 
7 .... ' . 
:---~-

D192' 2 

1 3 4 
•. 'lXX.XX XX 

2_. __ 

J 

4===. 
IB9 

Disp. 3 

124 
1;ll.X.'C XX: 
2' ---
3- ----:-
'4--- --
.5----

6==:-
7 . 

Disp. 3 

124 
IXi' XX Xx 

2==.= 
3 4 __ == 

Disp. 4 

LLl.. 
1:5& x;, XX 
7, 
'j---
4--
S---

6==....:.· 
. 7 . 

Dbp. 4 

123 
IXX' XX xx 
2--
-_.-:. 

! 
3 ___ ~~ 
4_ --,,_, 
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15. LOCATioli 

APPENDIX B <continued) 

disputant'n apartmcnt 
fltreet of the project 
lohby, corridors, etc. 
recreation ar~a in project 
project manap,er's office 
II.A. Pollce office 
other area ",lthln project 

. 0~t5ilV; . ..s.l'eJ!~jcct 
parking):~rea 

Pat.r.o.!.,!,.a.n •.. 6'poke .• t~A!.sl'~.!!n~_I..!!.: 

lXX 
2-
J-
4-
5-
'6-
7-
8-
9-

10-' 

---------_ .. _---'---_._------.-----.-. -.----'--------------~---
11IE CAUSE OF TilE DISPUTI-: 

Scon: only S,ect,ion !1 '16 if dispute "'as bet",een 'tenant(s) and his/her !~l.a!:ive, friend, neighbor, or another tenant. 

Score only Section OlL if dispute "'as bet",een tenant(s) and an ~tsider providing services (eg., salesman, repairman, 
storekeeper) • 

Scc;.,e only Section '018 if dispute "'as bet",een tenant(s) ,and project, mana'lectent. 

What Disputants 
Accused 

Each Other Of: 

Patrolman's 
Impression 
of Cause: 

16. DISpUTE 3En~EEN 
TE..'1Aln(S) A.rm 
RELAT!VE, fF.IE:;J) , 
NEIGHIlO:t •. O~ 
ANOTHER. n;NM<"T 

.• l,": 

DISl'UTE BET":£Ell, 
T~j~~T(S) ~'D 
OUTSIDER PROVIDING 
SERVICES . 

.!,~ ~ •• 

,D ISPUTE • BETIU;E!I 
TEIlAlIT(S), AUD. 
'PROJ i::Cl' MA.. .. u .. G El-!£tiT 

!XX 

'2 lockout~:"~'J!/oI~ 

. 3- one ",ants the oth,er to leave 
4- one won't let the other leave' 
S- lack of attention, und~rstanding 
67 neglecting chores, tasks 
7- use of alcohol 
a- use of drugs 
9- non-support, too little support 

10- clisobedi·znt child 
11- parents getting involved in dispute between their 
12- complaint re other's outside friends or activities 
13-- violation of order of protection 
14-- too much noise 
1.5- )!laking a meS-5 in hall/ inc,inerator 

. 16~·".<oOi1iiI!IIIL~ " complaint re other's pet 
17--- 50c2a1/cultural tensions 
18-- dispute over parking place' ' . 
19--: difference, over money, posgess'ioJ's 
20- damage to possessions 
21- interfering "'ith o'the::'s.·activity 
22- teaain3, chal1.a"u!ng, in5'Jltil\~ 

'23 disp'l::'!> oller mer.:ber or opposite Si!X 

failure to prollide 'proper service 
disagreement -over price/payment 
one ",ants other to leave store or apartment 
teasing, insulting. 
t2Xua:l :Jd.vat~~'Ctt 
accusl!tion of theft 

teliant not (ollouing ,rule' 
disl1gree&lCnt oV,er a rule 

- REcARIlim;' ACT!O~STAKEN BY OFFICER: 

J'e;' 

, . 
children 

,2JhY81c:any separ"ted dl~p'Jt""ta 
3; <!lIrJl~4 <l'111I'ut(l"t8 to stop dispute/fight 

, 4-:-tried .to. ceuiatc dispute .. : 
. -," ,:;:, .. :' ," 

5' tried_ to verify t'rutIJfu1ness of. d'1aput'ants " statementa 
6-o!:>served inJuries Illiesculy inflicted by otller disputant 
7 accompanied disputant to deo~ination 

ilq.;· Jl£CARIlWG,ACrtE~TAKE.:-I IlY' ,OFF!CER: 
' ... '. , 

(Off1cia1) 

J aid.;d ... ~:~, ~XX . ~'. '.', .- .~ .• 
,,:' .. ' .' 2~zi~i!,j1r~~~t 

5~complaint filed 
" mad" Teferral 

190 

'. 

" 

... ' 

".' 

" 
..... 

, " 

-.-. 

/ 

\<.' 

,,". 

~. J 

APF,[)'!1lTX B (coIltinu~d) 

21. While you were" on the scene, the Dl::llAVtoR of the 2 princ;ipal di",putanta "'as generally: 

i. !!!!!.P.!....! 0 i s.E.!..l 
" lXX IXX 

,2--' 2- explosiV'e, couldn't control temper 
)- 3- , agitat"d, very emotional 
4- 4- insulting, nagging the other 
5-- 'S-' indifferent to. the other/to the situation 
6- 6--- calm 
7- ' 7- , coopcr.,tive 

a- 8-- kind, understanding of the other person 

._-------- _._------------ -------------
22,. ,IJIlUe you wer-e an the scene, the general FEELING sho"," by the 2' principal disputants "'as: 

Di~.~ 
IXX , lx)( 
'2-:-' . 2-
3- 3-:-
4- 4-

" 

........ ,. 

feeling bad (angry-unhappy) 
indifferenc, neutral feeling 
happy, pleased 

enraged at you 
antllgonistic, resentful of you 
generally dissatisfied ~ith your efforts 
indifferent 
generally satisfied "'ith your 'efforts 
more than' cerel1 satisfied vith your- efforts 
actually expressed sineer~ gratitude to you 

----~--, -----------_. ---- --- -- - - ----
24. ;What. do YOU think: was the' EFFECf of your intervention? 

lXX 
2-
3-
'4-

;',n:spute not resolved and "'ill probably 'recur almost 2tmnediately 
d1spu,te not resolved, but disputants are cooled off, at least for a "'hile 

.,5-- dispute resolved, disputants staT1:inJO: to understand each other/the other's position 
dispute resolved, issues are clear and "'ere 'settled 

',. 'Rev many: pac,rolcen'handled this dispute.? 

lXX 
'2 one' 

3 tl/,O or !:Io,re Housing patrolmen 
4 On\l'i:lr eore N.Y:P.D. patrolClcn 

'--------------
.' 

26~ "Ifyou:made' a REFElL'!AL, to "'hich agency "'as it? 
~ ',:','" 

lX.,(' 

2-ACCE.?TED 
3--Ad<:!.l'ction Sen'1,ees. 
4-Alcollolics }':lony:::>cus 
5-.A3sn •. for' Ho::e1:I~'1:':ei S-ervices 
6_.:500r;, flgm. lIos;>. (uoved ;n;ti,er) 

,,7 'Carn9lic Ch~l'.!.:tes 
8-C;~o-n':.l;,.ra'lth of if:u~:-t:::' ~·.lc:: 
9Co=unlty Action jur Leral Servo 

'10-Ccmmu(lltv 'scrvice SocIety 
ll-Ucl'L,. of·Social.Services (· ... "'l!are) 

20 Famlly Court 
21--Fa:~ny Placning Clinic 
.22-Pa1l.ily Sar'Jic~ Cent~r 
2J:=rederat!on E~loy . .,uid. Ser~. 
2!, Fed. Prjt-. ::~lfc::e I\i~cnc!'i:!!i 
2~--Hi101.1t;;n G:t~;l;;Je 
;:p _}L~ri"f'" ,!~~'!~!"~ic~ ~f iU:>;·~s. 

,;~r.!.7''":':-'::·~'':~it·t? :;h1L~l:;·'! .. · .. ·,; :':;"'~'.f. 
2S--!1olrle':liear;,s' for Self Hel;> 
29-Uarvou-Act 
JO-J!osp.-":drul! or alcohol1,c .trtmnt. 
Jl __ lIosp.--physical treatment, 
J2_lIosp.--psychiatric treatment, 
33 1i1\.1oo<l 1I0use 

. ,;14' Jc",lsh·Y Fam1ly:Ser-vTce. 

39 N.Y.C. Youth Board 
40-00en Citv/UTban Lea~ue 
41--PsycholQ~lcal C~n:er 
42--Psycholo~ical CQns. Center/TC 
!.J--Pueno R LCd" Guida""e Center 
',"'t -at!alitv i"ou-;e 
4.5-;rrc 
.... :t ... 4· ... 1":u~ Ji!v. Prt)~. iCC:;Y 
47-Vlrdtiri? ::urse Servlc(' 
4a~Vocal'!on:ll Foundation 
49-Vocationl1l Youth ~ork Prop,. 
SO-:Wcst Side Planned Parenthood 
51-West Sid~ Youth Unit 
5~Youth Consuitation Service .- .. 

12---lIu1'. of Child Guidance 
13-' " 'Bur. afChildlJelfare 
14-,' lI~r. oC :S'pe':'ialS,crviccs 
15 B~r'~ of Pub. ,i\sSll1rllnCe 
167""·. ':,',Cocu:iilnicy lied. Servo 
~7-:-' ': £1I1i:ttgcocy She leer, 

, lSF.~s~ U',i'il<:m T"nn;lts Counc! 1 
,19:Ea9t'·U!.i( lemYPbt'lIf.;,lploy. Servo 

J.5 Legal Aid 50c,i cty 
J6--~fobili':"ution for Ymith 
')7-Uorri!l' Herste!n lnst. '(noll''';) 
'')8 Nnreotlcs'lnstitut'e 

5J-yrivatri phY8idan 
54 clcrr.rmnn 
55---ott,er public aRency 
S/i'-other private ,agency 

' . 

~ '.,.' .. 
, 
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COHNUNITY ATTITUDE SURVEY INTERVlm" FOR}l· 

.. :'" , 

CITY UNIVERS1TY OF NE~ YORK 
CENTER FOI{ SOCIAL RESEJ\I,CII 

9 EAST [,0th STREET 
NI-:W YORK, NEH YORK 100] 6 

Tel: 889-6697 

hOUSlNC PROJECT STUDY 

For Office Vsc OnlY: 
Housing Project __ ---------~--

Housing Account No. 

Responde~ t 'No •. ________ -------
POg,t 

£,thnic 
• ...: < 

. Address 

Housin Account 

Respondent Ko. 

Card 

2 2 

10-13 

1 Visit 2 Visit 3 
Honth of Intervi:.=e:.:,\':...: -'-...;1:::.4-'--_·=1~5-4-________ 1 

Visit 

Da of Interview 16-17 
Date 

" .,: 
rime 

Intervie,;er No . 

". Result " 

Initial Coder ~o. 2()-2-:.;1=--~ ____ --_1 

Final Coeer No. 22-23 

For Office Lse OnlY: 

", '. Ill·terviewer:' _______________ -' 
(please print) 

Reason for, ~on-Intervie~: 

.' , 

,"Time Interview Begins:._· __ A.H. __ P.H. (. ) Refusal ( ) Tewpararily A~ay 

. " e1~phoneNurr.b er: _.c--------,------ ( ) ~;o,t at Eome () o.ther 

.iir.e to Call: 
( ) ~'!ove Ou t 

,', Date frow Field 

Date, 
---}, 

COUl' No. 

Reviewer 

Coder 

Key Pun e1w r 
..,'." ,'" ' 

'192 
'" _""""'~"" ... ,":""'*"""_"":""''-: .. ' .... , .. Wo' 

'·"r:~S~;~~~F.~~~~~~~~~~~~~2~~~~~~b~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~'~~~-'~~'~' 
.. -' < . 

"~ ... ', 

.. :., . 
~r! '., 

"C" 

,.. 
• .1' .... 

',:';'.' '. 

/ 

, ' 

, .' 

" 

HOW ,LONG HAVE yOU LIVED IN THIS 
AI> AR'l11ENT1 

,,,,' 

WHERE w.PU:'YOU BORN? . 

- 1 

Under 6 months 

6 mos. to under 1 

1 ear to llnder J 

3 ears to under 5 

5 ears to under 10 

10 ears or more 

DK 

NA 

For Office Use Only: 

New York Cit 

Pl1erto Rico 

1 

car 2 

ears 3 

ears 4 

e,lrs 

6 

7 

8 

27-28 

06 

07 

Other: Write in City, State, Country 

,{:':c WERE WAS ,YOUR FATHER BORN? 30-31 

.. ' 

6.·,· tm£REWA~', YQUR HOTHER BORN"? 

p-=--~--:-----:--'"~ __ 1-_..-.,.--_~_.: 
(Dondtask' for this information) 36 

Enter .ra~~ or ethni" ,.. gr:oup. o,L l:esRondent . 

<: S~~'1~~: ;~:!'.~'{<~~~.' .. 
-,". 

193 

r-~B1~a~c~k~ __________ +-__ ~1 __ ~; • J 
" 

j '; 

r-~P~u~e~r~t~o~R~i~c~a~n~ ______ +-~ __ j2L-__ ~'· 

Other - Specify: 3 

37-38 
fl ,'IIr--~-': 1 

For Office Use Only! ,i '------___ -,--,1 j 

, " ',. ~ 

I END Ill/>! 1 

r ! , 
1j 
~ ~ 



.. ······ ___ ~2~~==-
~ INCLUDIN" CHILDREN AND INFANTS. 

.... . NAMES OF ALL PERSONS LIIJlN~S~~R~N HIS/HER LAST IHRTlillAY? 10: l' Lt::ASE .GIVEHE rilE 1 . iJ? HOW OLD WAS HE. ? 

HOW IS HE/SHE RELATE~ TO YO E' HE/SHE COMPLETED IN SCHOOL. tJHAT IS THE LAST GRAD 

" Grade Completed 

.< 

Relation to R Name L 'if offered Age, .(00 - 17"!2.. 

1 

2 

3 ., 
." 4 

,,'," ,t·, . \ . ~'. :'" ' 

5 '.' 

6· 

7 . -,. ~~ 

8 

. , -I s , ., 

10 -.::. I 
J :. ~ 

11 
'. 

Harried. resent 1 

Married' spouse ,abs,ent 2 " 

Widowed. 3 

Se 'arated 5 

6 ... .rl·~N~eY..v~e!r~.~m'~aErErl:!.· ~e~d,-~ ____ -:----t:7 .. -.. -"'-i 
Skip to .Q. 13 <, L' ~DK.!S:·_. --"-~--~---:--~~-1~~-- I 

C~""2''"':''~\~NA~' ~----:--~_~8 .~ .. , 
'.' ..... ,.r-..-

.... 

, . 

:' ..... . 

"'~ 

./ ; 

3 

12. HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN (MARRIED) 
(SEPARATED) (DIVORCED) (WIDOWED)? 

I Y.e~rs I 
73-74 

13, WHO IS HEAD OF THIS HOUSEHOLD? 

75 
ReSPondent 

Sause 

Son 

Dau hter 

Siblin 
Other - Specify: 

6 
',," DK 

7 
NA 

8 

Show Car,,!. !?rqu.s tiops 14 -. 32. ask respon den t to choose., answe r from card. 

NOI! SOME QUESTIONS'ABOU, lIP..El<E. YOU LIVE •.. I~LIICE m RNOW HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT LIVING 
HERE. NOW. YOU CA..~ USE OSE OF "THE A..'iSJ~ERS. - O}j THIS CA..lU). 

.Q.14-18 

Very 

Satisfied Satis. 14~. FIRST, HOir no YOU FEEL 

Neither 
Sat, nor 
Dissat. Dissat. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

. ABOUT THE NEIGHBO~UiOO'n? 
Very 
Diss-'lt. 

, , ~----~--------------~----------~~~--~4'~~~~'~'_~~.~,~~ __ ~~ __ ~ ______________________ ___ 1 2 
4 5 

3 

t 
. 15 •. HOW no YOU FEEL ABOUT 

THE HOUSING PRqJECT? l' 

'. 16. IlOW. DO. YOU' FEEL' ABOUT 
YOUR AI' ARTMENT? .. 

• f """-11_ .. <I;"~~::-,,;. "--"~.--t ... ~ .• 

17,. HOW Db YOU: FgEL ABOUT 
• YQ.UR. :.NEICH13Olis? 

~[ .' 

iii.:' AU HI 4[,1., HO~l. DO YOU 
.FEEL A1W1JTLIVING HERE? 

I:' 

1 
15 

1 
16 

1 
17 

1 

195: 

2 3 4 

2 
4 ,3 

2 
4 3 

2 
4 3 

f 
r , 
I 
f 
~ 
I 
t 

5 

'~ 
Ii J, 
!-
h 

11 
5 

t1 
~i 

ii 
I) 

fj 
'I k 

5 

" , 
If 
(, 

u 
" '" ~ 

,I, .~ 
.~ . 



4 

q.19-32 

USING THE SAME CARD FOR THE ANSWERS, TALKING JUST ABOUT THIS PROJECT, HOW DO YOU 
FEEL ABOUT THE FOLLOWING? 

Very 
Satis. Sat is. 

'19. PRIVACY? 

20: QUJETNESS,? 

.21. FRIENDLINESS OF .PEOPLE? 

21. PARKING CONJ;lITIONS? 

23; SCHOOLS FOR. PROJECT·'CHILDREN? 

. '. 

24 •. St\;.'l'ITATION SERVICE.? 

Neither 
Sat. nor 
Dis~at. Dissat. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Very 
Dissat. 

5 

5 ' 

5 

5 

5 

5 ti .. ~. __ ~"':"-'_~~ ______ ----l!:.q-:-_____________ ~ 

,~;\il" .' "2S ... FIRE PROTECTIO,N? 4 5 
i ;. . .~_--,":..-_--:. _____ _ 

. ' ". ~ 
~;,. .... '. ~ ...... -
26. POLICE pRbrECJ;Imr? 4 5 .c·f' 

.~I.~~~-~~~--~-~------~--~--~--~~----~--~ 
'2 7 ~<:trGltTING OF PROJECT WAlLY;WAYS? 

' .. 
..... ,'. 

.. i8.,. ELEVATOR SERVICE? . 

2:},. ,CQNDI'TION. dE HALL~AYS;? 

30. REPAIR, SEan.CES? ~: .. 

..;s.\., :. 

4 5 

4 

4 5 

4 5 
j ."'~ • • ... 

!~I--~~----~------~'--------~~-----------------------------j 

; It j 
.' 

- I . 

" 
.. ~n.:l:Ar.:XDRY SERVICES? 

32.. RECREATION FACILITIES? 

, '. 
~",'" .>. \ . '.~' . 

;'.~ «"'I." 

'. 

INDEX~'I ' 

....... 
,.: ." ,';(?'>~: "~:.~~:;~~ 

;,C~~::'!iPS~POST; .172170 
, '. ", 

'.- 'l; ~ .. 

; ".' 

.. ', 

, ,.: 

4 5 

. 4 5 

. 3.7-38~, 

D.~. 

'. 

" .... 

. 196 

""" 

, 

, 

,. 

: 

, . 

" 

, . 
" 

,- .. 

.. ' . . 

,. 
.' ", 

,. 

.' 

. . 

5 
-

Shqw Card 2. 
Very S()m~-
Often Often 

--";'-. ---- Ti.mC!.H Rarely Never 

33. HOW OFTEN. DO YOU VISIT ~l1TH YOUR NEIGHBORS ..• HERE' Hf THE PROJECT? I NEAN SONETHING HORE 1 2 3 4 5 
THAN JUST SAYING GOOD-HORNING. 

[39 

34: HOW OFTEN DO YOU VISIT WITH YOUR FRIENDS 
WHO DON'T LIVE IN THIS PROJECT? - 1 2 3 4 5 

- 140: 
I 

35. HOW OFTEN DO YOU HELP I OUT Al'IY NEIGHBORS I WITH Al.'f:t'rHING LIKE SHOPPING. COOKING? I 1 2 3 4 5 
. 141 i 

I 

36. HOl.J OFTEN DO YOU TAKE CARE OF YOUR j 

NEIGHBORS' CHILDREN? I 1 2 3 4 5 . /42! 
I 

37. HOW OFfEN DO YOUR XEIGHBORS :IELP :CU I 

. OUT? . 
I 1 2 3 4 5 ---J 

143 I 

38. HOi{ .. OFTE~j 
.. 

DO YOUR NEIGHBORS CONE TO I 
t 

YOU" t.JITH THEIR PROBLnrS? 1 2 3 4 5 
144 .. 

" , .. 
39~ HOi'; OFIE); DO YOU A.:m YOUR ~iEIGHBQRS GO 

OUT TOGETHER (~tOVIES , PARTIES " ETC.)? .- 1 2 3 4 5 · ., -
'- ,,,,:> 

. ,"( . 
46-47 48-49 50-51 ................ ( .. ~~_ ... -f_ .... " 

Ii-IDEX II ,- I I i l I I I 
· 

40. no. YOU GO TO A CHURCH :\ROU:\D HERE? : 

52 · I 

,. 

Yes. 1 

No 2 
noes not attend 

" 

I aI!Y church 3 

41:' DO YOU BELmm TO A CLU.I.I, LIKE A CHURCH CLUB ... <, • I' . '01, NOTHERS. CLUB J AROUND HERE? 

'. 53 ,. f 
. I' • 

... 

i " 

" , ,: ... . Yes' I '. ... , .' 

J 
. : 

No 2 .. .-
" . 

• < • -.~ ~, '1 , 



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

f, ., ___________ ~----....26-----------_--~ 
. 
I. 

! 
" 

" .. I . 

l 

f 

".' 

42. 00 YOU BELONG TO ANY NEIGIIBORHOOD ORGANtZATIONS 
OR Cot1NUNI'rr ACTION GROUPS? 

43. DO. ANY OF YOUR CLOSEST FRIE.NDS LIVE AROUND HERE? 

Yes 

No 

1 

2 

55 

________________ r-_yes~, __________ ~l----~ 

Ski to 0.45 No 

44. HOW HANY? 

45_ I1.0 JJ:;."Y OF ypURRELATIVES (NOTI~f THIS APARTHENT) LIVE AROUND HERE? 
" ~ \" .. , 

.. : : 

" 
, .. ' 

46".' HOW HMjY? 

C51k'HP~-:::l'bST 122.110 

l' I 

Yes 

Skin to 0.47 ~o 

.. ~. 

.. 
\ 

2 

'56-5,.:-7 __ ---1 

58 

1 

59-60 
r------t 

co,:: 

/ 

, 
,,," 'vo' .... ,o, ,',--._'" 4 ~,~ 

7 

Q.47-54. 
Show C,,!rd 3. PLEASE LOOK AT THIS CARD. WHAT IS YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOVIING 

STATJ:.1-1ENTS? 

! Strongly 
Agree Agree 

47. REAL r'.RIENDS ARE HARD TO FIND IN 
THIS PROJECT. 

48. OUR SCHOOLS DO A GOOD JOB OF 
GETTING OUR CHILDREN READY FOR 
LIFE. 

49. OUR PROJECT IS PEACEFUL AND 
ORDERLY. 

. 50. FM·fILI;ES· IN THIS PROJECT KEEP 
THEIR CHILDREN PRETTY'WELL 
UNDER CQN'l;ROL. 

, .,52. THE .HOUSING PUl;ICE DO THEIR 
BEST. T.e .PROTECT TENA.'iTS AND 
THEIRPRORERJY. 

'. '53., LATELY::THERE SEE~1S' TO BE MORE 
" CRII'IE. IN THE PROJECTS', 

54. IN SPITE OF ALL THEPROBLE}1S 
OF LIVING IN 1'1£\.1 YORK CITY. 
THINGS IN tHIS PROJECT HAVE 
GOT'IE~ . BETTER. , 

. ~; 

~ - '," 
,0' 

;;.'.:.' •. , >, 

~~'~~ ....... ", 

,:"',' 

,,' 

',-

61 

6 

641 

\' gs: 

• I 

199 

1 2 

1 2 

2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

Neither. 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Disag:ree 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

END, IBH 3 I 
1, 

t ...... , : -~f"l!,"''''--'' .4 
<II-""-~ - ~,;.,..~..:..--!--..........." ... --..... ~""""'_~.~~a=:~;e. 



r!----------~_~----------------~8------~---------------------1 

, '! 

55. DO YOU P'LAN TO MOVE WITHIN THE NEXT YEAR? 

Skip .to Q.57 { 

56. DO YOU PLAN '1'0 BUY OR RENT? 

57. IF YOU HAD,'YOUR CHOICE, WOULD YOU STAY OR HOVE? 

r-rove 

Sta' . , 
• "~~ " ~~'.., \4', 

Skip to Q.60 
DK 

NA 

58. 'WHERE WOULD YOU LIKE TO LIVE? (Probe) 
, ',~ .. ~ -.. 

~,.~ ,~""...:..:""':'"'!;".;' .'.';' '-' . ~ .' .-, ...... 
Out of Housing Pro'ect 

.:,. . 

To another HOllsing Pro'ect 

Puerto Rico 

Southern United States 

l1ere in New York Cit 

1Il!" 4 Col 14 . 
Yes 

No 

DK 

" ',. 

15 

16 

1 

1 

2 

7 " 

8 

17..,.18,. 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

1 

2 

7 

i 
... An here outside New York City 07 

.,. 11 
i· 

• ? 

" .. ··r '~'------~------~~~~--~--------~~~~~-; 

:' 

,"". 200 
"',;' 

.. ' 

. , 

·~" .. ·, ..... ·,~~~t·· 

I ' 
I 

~ .' r 

", " 

.:' ," 

lb.", .w, . . ~: ,.'w 

;,~~~;:};."t.~- . " .. 
-~, /';I; ;. ~L< 

.. ~.,"." 

" '~~ , 

. ,~. 

: , 

", }. 

" '.' 

.. ,,' . ~-" ~, 
,', ': 

• ,- ';'·,1, 

", ' 

59. WHY WOULD TIIAT BE HETTER? 

1 Better environment for children, 
: family 

Closer to family al1'd friends 

Less dangerous 

Lal'gcr auartment:' 

Less noise, dirt', congestion 

Closer to' job 

Better hous:ing 

Other-specify: 

19-20 

60. DURING ,THE PAST HONTH, HOW HANY TUIES HAVE YOU MET WITH HOUSI~G W.J.~AGEHENT? 

, (Circle the word) 
21 

None 

Once 

T-..;ice 

Three or more times 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

98 

1 

2 

3 

4 

'61. DURiNG THE PAST MONTH, HOW MA.TI LIHES HAVE YOU CALI,.ED A 

(C±reJie, the word) 
HOUSING HAINTENANCE HAN? 

None' 1 

Once 2 

3 
. 

Three or more times 4 

;'.'. 

201 



I 
I' 

I t:/ 

I 
I 
I 
! 
! 

10 

62. DURING TIn:'- PAST MONTH, H{)lll,t-!ANY TIMES HAVE 
YOU ,SEEN A HOUSING POLICEMAN ON DUTY? 

~ _______________________ 2~3T-____ ~ 

Not at'All 1 

1 - 4 times 

5 - 9 times '3 

10 - .• 19 times 4 

i 20 or more times 5 
~t'-'---:'---:--------:-~-~---"----:""-....L-..:=-'::::'~:'=-:""':=~------''---'-----I 

I 
I 

I 
; 

, I 

"',j 
I , L 

ej 
" i 

-.. 1 
'·1 ", , I " , 

\ i· \ . 
; I. 

63. IN THE, PAST YEAH" ILA..VEYOU CALLED THE 
HOUSING PROJECT PO~I~E? 

Skiu 'to, .68 

64. ABDUl' HOW i'L~1 Tl!-rES? 

" : 65. WHY DID: YOU CALL THEM? 

27-28 
, Prob.1 

!Robbery 01 

i fogs,ault 0.2-

Fami1y problem 03 

Locked out of 
apartment 04 

Disruptive children 05 

. " 
, ';\. Injury; 06 

, Illn~ss 07 
..... ;, 

Other 
" . 

• "t, 
.-

24 

Yes 1 

No 2 

25-26 

Prob.2 

01 

02 

03 

04 

: 05 , ',:-
I 06' 

07 

,------,-'-1 

, Prob .3 

01 

02 

03 
, I 

!, 04 

l' 05 
I 
I 
I 

06 

O} 

/

' ,,10 'l ____ lO~__: 

(specify) (specify) 

, 
, .. 

" 

I 

" 

. - '. 

1:-: " 
, , 

" 

',' 

" ' 

10 

. ) ,. " 

. ": .. 

62~ 1>UR:ING THE' PAST 110NTH,' HOW NANY TIHES HAVE 
YOU ,SEEN A' HOUSING POLICEMAN, ON DUTY? 

Not at All 

1 - 4 times 

. .~ .' 
5 9 times 

" 10 - 19 times 

20 or more times 

,63. I~THE PAST YEAR, HAVE 'YOU CALLED THE 
HOUSING PROJECT PO~ICE?, 

, ' 

. " 
" ' 

...... 

',;-: .,',. 

"",'''''. 

.. 
. ~ - .: • y' 

,h • 

'1:',' , 

,', 
Ski to 0.68 

64. ~OUT HOW !-L;};Y TI!-lES? 

65. WHY 'DID YOU CALL l~EM? 

, 

I Robbery 

I 

, i Apsoe:-lul.t 

Family problem 

Loc,ked out of 
apartment 

Disrupt,ive children 

Injury 

._", 

27-28 
,Pr,ob.1. 

01 

0,2.. 

03 

04 

05 

06, 

07 

lfl , 

$~ecify) 

'" ...... ~.' 

23 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

24 

1 

No 2 

29-30 31-32 
Prob.2 . Prob.3 

01 01 

, 
i '03 03 

.... ~ -

04 I' 04 

05 05 

06 06 

07 07 

10 10, 

I, (Spec'i'fY) '----:-
(s~ecify) , 

':,~ --, 

" 

, 

:·0 



",./' 

. ~-.. 

·ft. 

---.--~---

11 
.•... -----,...-----,-.---.,-------------------,----------~ 

,,' . 

;.. ,; 

"', 
"""".' 

";~, . " 

.', '"<.", 

'. 

., 

~ - " 

66. HOW DID yOU GET THEH? 

3/.-35 I prob" 1 

Phoned operator 01 

Phoned "911" 02 

Phoned housing police 03 

Friend contacted police 04 

Police in area 05 

Other 06 

36-37 
l~r6b. 2 

( 01 

I 
I 02 

I 03 

04 

05 

06 

38-39 
: Probe 3 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

(specify) ~pecifJ? (specifY) 

~ . 
Show Card 1 'Punch "x" in col. 40! 

67. HOW ,SATISFIED t.,rERE YOU WITH .THEWAY THEY HAi"DLED THI~GS 
(Probe for level of satisfaction) 

. Very satis. 

Neither sat. 
nor dissat. 

Dissatis .• 

Very dissat;. 

41 
Probe 1 

1 

2. 

3 

4 

5 

42 
I Probe 2 
I 

i 1 
I 
I 2 
I 

I 
·3 

4 

5 

43 
Probe 3 

1 

. , 
2 

3 

5 

Punch "X'I in' col. 44 

68. IN THE l'AS'f YE~R. HAV!:: YOU CALLED 'tHE ~;EH YORK cr{y' (lEAI.l'H D.EPAR'JJIENT? 

Ski[? .to Q~n 

HOI~ NANY .TUIES? 

.'."" 

:. 
" 

':,. . 

203 

Yes 

i No 

45 

46-47 

.' . 

2. 

~-----I 

I. 
/. 

" 

,. 

I . 
I 

.... 

'.-- .' 

'. ,.-~ .. 

:>, " 

o 

01 
,.'" 

,0 

;~ \ ~t·,. .'~( .. i 

" .c" ,~,:."~.' :'r. " , 

<? <. ,,;~(:·~~t·::· 
" ." ;~" ~ ~:~'·:,~j .. l:. :~ 

.. ~. ", 

12 

70 •.. WHY DID YOU CALL THEl-t? 

Health condition 

Information about 
. clinic 

To make a complaint 

Immunization 

Check-up 

I Other 

I 
I 

48-49 
Prob. 1 -.--

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

i (specify) 

I 

71. HOW DID YOU GET THE~I? 

; Phone oper. 

!Letter 

i Phone Heal th Dep t • 
"I 

I 

, Other 

55 
• Probe 1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

50-51 
: Prob. 2, 
I , 
I 01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

52-53 
Prob. 3 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

(s.pe.cify) '(specify) 

". 

56 57 
Prob. 2. . Probe 3 

1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

(specify) (specify) (specify) 

Shmv Ca.rrl 1, 
72. HO~·! SATISf'l£D l::Eifi ":tOt: \~I 111 t~!E ~':A~{ iIic.l"" H-4\!;~LED tH2.1;.G,S.? 

. (Probe for lev~l of satisfact;i.on) 
59 60 61 

r 
t Ver.y satis .•. 

i Satisfied'. . . . 
( 

"1' Neither sat. 
n.or dlssat. 

Ve'ry dfsSllt.· 

! Prob. 1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

204 

Probe '2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I Prob. 3 

I 

/. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

1 

2 

3 

4 

I Pun'cll-rr.;'i i·n·· 1-~6"2'-. " co. • 



, 

" 

:-~.' -

I 
~ 
1 
! " .. 
I 

. ~,' 

13 

73. IN ,THE ,PAST YEAR, llAVE YOU CALLED THE NEW YORK CITY- POLICE? 

...... 

IBM 5, Col. 14 

I' Yes 
1 

Skip to Q; 78 ! No 2 

74. ABOUT HOW MANY TUlES? 

75., WHY DID YOU CALL THEM? 

Assault 
.: .. ~ ",", """'''', " 

I Family problem 

.' ,oj, 

'. 

Locked out:, of· 
'apartmen~ 

Disruptive children 

Injury 

Illness 

j, Othex: 
! 

\' 

76. HOW DID YOU G,ET THE.'1? 

Phon~operat'or 

17-18 
'~r'bb. 1 

01 

,02 

04 

06 ' 

07 

10 

01 

15-16...-'-___ 11 

19-20 
P,rob. 2 

01 

02 

03. 

04 

,~:, \.,~' .~ 

'r' 06 
I 
I 

I 

10 

,'26-27 
Frob. ?. 

, 01 

.;, .. " 
02, 

'03. 

, 04·, 

05 

" 

21-22 
Prob. 3 

.01, 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

10 

(spedJ,y-) 

28-29 
Prob. 3 

01 

02 

,~3 

04 

(specify) 

, ," '. 
",,:~:,f!~~-::' .. ..-:~~~,.~t-"''t<-.~.~~ <; ... -..-.~~~~'r ;;~~'"' 

," , 

" Sho'W,C-ard' 1. ' , 
", n.~':h9W S'ATISFIED WERE: YOU WITH TIlE WAY TIlEY HANDLED THINGS? 

"(Probe, for level' of satisfaction)' 
." , . 

, Q.' 78-83 

Very Sat. 

Satisfied 

Neither sat • nor dissa,t. 

,Dissat. 
!' 
I 

i Very Dissat. , 
, ' 

i 

31 
Prob. ',1, 

1 

2 

; 3 

: ' 
4 

5 

IN ",THE PAST YEAR, 'H..A\VE YOqM;J)EA COMPLAINT AGAINST: 

"78. T!iEliOUSU~G NANAGER?' '" 
• "",,,,"~~~,,;p 

,7;f;~\'f':,~:OUSING 1iAINTENlL{C~d:iAN?' 
' •. '~~~":'~':~~'<~~:: ::~\. ' 

. i. 

I 

r 

,35 

i36 

',37 

3 

funch "x" in col. 30J 

32 33 
Frob. 3 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

5 5 

Yes, No 

1 2 

2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

.-.', 

~c _- .83 ~ _ A CI!YPOLlC",,'''' i 1 2 

}-,~~~-..,..--.-,--~~-~gL-,.. -------I 
'.X:, 

" 

:'.': .' 

. \ : 
,~t.o; -.i/tJ r •. ~ ':"'$,or~"'~~ 
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15 
·~~----~--------~--------------~~~~------------------------------------u 

Q.84":'89. 

IN Tim PAST.YEAR, HAVE YOU REPORTED THE' GOOD WORK OF: 

Yes No .---
1 2 84, •. THE,.HOUSING Miu'iAGER? .. -.". - ... 

. ',,'," 

85. A HOUSING NAINTENANCE HAN? 1 2 

,:86. A HOUSING POLLG81AN? .... ; 1 2 

. !;" 87. A FIREHAN?' 1 2 

SJl...J.'HTATION HA-IIl? 1 2 

" ' 

1 2 '. >·8~. A CIn' POLICENAN? ... 

" 

'" CSR":PHS~PQST 122170 

: :~~ :: 

,.;. 

.' 

' ..... 

'-.'-" ' 

'. ··;·'·.;fl·,~~_,:~;·.,·, ... 
,. ,.t·; ~ ~'.: . 

. ~ ; ....... 

'f' '11'" _' :.:~: '~" • ' 
.L":- • 

, .' ~ .- ~. ''''., -' 

f I . , 
- '. .-

/. 

';1\J . 

" . "'; 

.i Show"-Ca rd 3. 
,'.,·PLEA.SELOOK AT THIS CARD. WHAT IS YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOWING STATEl-IENTS? 

Q.90-96 

HOUSING M:UlAGEHENT:··- '~ .• 'f 

90. IS COOPERATIVE WITH ALL TENANTS, 

91..WANTS TO HE~ PEOPLE' IN .THE. 
:PROJECT. 

'. 9.2~. is'. GE,.'rERAU~ .. FAIR :0 ALL TEN~o\NT5. 

93 •. KNOWS HOH TO COOL PEOELE DOWN 
)N A DISPUTE. . .. 

.• 9'4~ IS UNDERS'Ttu'lDIN.G OF. TENANTS" , -. -

" . PROBLEMS • 

·.~5:;. 'I5ESERVES}10RE' RESEECT.-FROM 
,.;: .. REOPLE IN THE' PROJECT. 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2. 

2 

2 -. 

2 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree Disagre.e 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

I ~-; 

3 4. 

3 4 

Strongly 
Disa ree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 : 96: •. TRIES 'TO SATISFY TENANT REQUESTS • 
53 <.< .•. , • __ .!-~...:....----,--,-.~ ____ --'-_~ ____ -L::.:':::":"-:"' ____ ~-,-___________________ ~ 

".-: 

.f· 

.: .. 54-55 56-57 58-59 
..INDE..,,{ III 

END IBH 51 

, .' 
•• t·· .... __ 

4': .. 'l: 

' ..... , 

" 



.t '. 

!t 
- , ...... (~. 

, .~. 

( . 

f I 

------------_.,--- - -----

>,". '. 

Show Cilrd 3. 
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REGARDING HOUSING POLICE, WHAT IS YOUR ANSWER TO TIlE FOLLOI.J[NG STATENENTS? 

-I 
Q.97-106 

HOiISING POLICE: 

97 •. ARE HELP FUL ,WHEN THERE'S REAL 
TROUBLE. 

IBH 6 Col. 14 

•. 98~ WA.~T TO HELP PEOPLE IN THE PROJECT. 

15 ' 

99. ARE WELL TR.:\I}lED. 

100. ARE GE'lTING BETTER. 

<10 1. KNm~ HOW· ·TO COOL. PEOPLE IN A 
DISPUTE:;' 

,.102. A:..1U:l·10RE, UNDERSTA...:.rDING THA..~ < 
THE AVERAGEEERS.ON. ~ t . 

.," , 

. ;;~;;,Ta~3 •. KNOW, HOW: TO QUIEl DOVlN TEE~
AGERS. ' 

.,.; " '104,. K...':iOt-r HOt .... ,TO QUIET, DOVlN 
. TROUBLESmIE TENAL"iTS •• 

" . 
1.O~. DESERVE }tQRE RESPECT FRQ}l 

. " 

. PEOPLE I:'i 1:'HE: PROJECT. 

THI'NK'BEFORE'THEY ACT IN 
tOUGH (SPOTS .• 

. :;;',. ,.-. 

.. ," 

" " 

~. ''i,:, 
'-·,'.209 

.-

I 
I , 

18 

20 

121 
I 
1 
i 
I 

1221 

J 

.. . , 

Neit,her 
Strongly Agree nor 
A ree Agree. Disagree Disagree. 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

r 2' 3 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 

1 2 

1 j 4 . 

24~25 28:..29 26 ... 27 

1---1 I " .' ' '.,1:---' _ I,·. 

,'. 

---------

I 
Strongly I 

Disagreo:. 

5 

5 

f 5 
" 

5 

5 

• 

5 

5 

. 

5 

5 ' 

5 

I 
( 

' " 

! 

" 

.f 
I 

18 

~:. 107-114 . 
IF YOU WERE LOOKING 0trI' YOU.RWINDOlol , WHAT WOULD' YOU DO IF YOU SAW: (Probe) 

Call Call Call Call Call Other , 
City Fire. Housing Manage- Hospi- (Specify 

Nothins Police Dept. Police ment tal below) 

107. SOHEHQDY BEING MUGGED?·' , 01 02 03 04 05 06, 07 

, BO=TI 

108. SOHEBODY FALL DOWN ON THE 
GROUND UNCONSCIOUS 7 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 -

132 33 

109. A KID SHOOTING DOP,E? 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 

134 35 . 

110. SOHEBODY SUP ON THE ICE? 01 02, 03 04 05 06 07 

./36=37' 
.. 

: ri~ 
'. 

Ill. A FIRE INA.'iOTHER '~,'" 

APARTHENT? 01 02 .03 04 05 06 07 

f38-Jg ?,:... 
',' . 

; 

112. A GROl:P OF . TE8~AGEP,s , . 
FIGHTmG? 

" ···k • 
, , 01 

, 02 03 04 05 06 07. 
, ". l' ~,,~. 

(40-41 ; 
, , 

In. A }[Al'1/'. A.,\D A HOMAN 
, . ...... ,:,. I-;~-, . 

FIGHTHG?, 
; 01 02 03_ 04 05 06 07 

142-43 
. 

llit. mo NB:., FIGHTING WITH A 
HOUSI~G .COP'? , 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 

~ 

, ' ,/l.I,i"':4.5 
, . . 

" . 
, ~ .. ~- .' " . 

4'6-4'7 '1'-- , 
INDEX V I 1 

, 

" , 
" . 

, , 

CHR-i!I'S~PO!lT·:iz2tj'o. " ,: ' . . , 
',- '. .- .. 

. > .... . .' ,1,< _:' 
, " 

~ • Ii .' 
" , ',', . :',-. ,:,. ... , 

,", 

,. . . , 
" .. . 

" .. . 
" . ,,' " , .,. 

" ,. 
1:: 

., 
~>. '. :': 1 

... .. . , .. o!.;'~" .. !' .', , . 

..,. 210· 



,) 

,I(.' 

. ~'., 

i' 

- ( . , 

'::,. 
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Q. 115-121 (Show Card 4) 
HOW'GOOD DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SERVICES ARE IN THIS PROJECT AREA? PLEASE TELL HE 
IFXOU THINK THE, FOLLOWING .SERVICES AE.E EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR, POOR, OR VERY POOR. 

", - '. '~ 
Exce,l1e'nt Gboc1 Fair Poor Very, Poor 

115. HOSPITAL SERVICE? 1 2 3 4 5 

8 

.116 •. POLICE PROTECTION? 1 2 3 4 5 

~~ ______ ~ ______________________ ~ __ ~ __ ~4~9t-~ ______________________________ ~ 

J 

.. ' 

117. AMBULANCE SERVICE? 

118. SA.'UTATION SERVICE? 

119. THE.PUBLIC SCHOOLS? 

;':121. PUBLiC TRANSPORTATION? 

122. RECREATION: 'PARKS, SWrHHING 
POO.LS, ETC. ? 

INDEX.VI 

;, 

.-

1 

so 

1 

51 

1 

52 

1 

'5 

1 

5 
56-57 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 , 5 

2 3 4 5. 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

/ 
I 

(:1., '12.3. ,DID YOU ,SEE OR TALK TO A DOCTOR ABOUT YOUR HEALTH IN THE LAST 6 MONTHS? 

i. 
.i' 
I' 
\ ' ",!.' ., \: 

" '.., 

IJ ... 
., ." 

/) ~,' 
I: 

'!. 

C
·,,\}::,· ., ~ " 

H ; ',: 

. ' 

62 

Yes 

No 

124. WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU TALKED TO OR SAt.] A 
DOCTOR ABOUT YOUR HEALTH? 

1 

2 

r-----------~--------~ 
Honth r63'-64 

Ski .129 Year 

w1lAT WASIHE MATTER THE LAST TIHE YOU SAW A DOCTOR? 

" 

67-68;--___ -1 

126. WHERE W&S.THE DOCTOR LOCATED? 

69 

'Private Office 

Clinic 2 

Hoso:ital 4 

Other-sp·ecify:. 
3 

'127. lim{ DID TIl.E, DOCTOR ACT TOHARDS YOU? 

70-71 

I He was ve rv kind (nice.) to ~e OL 
I 
I He was O.K. (nothin special) 02 

He didn! t pay mu<:h . attent'ion to me ' 
' ••. "":""~"."",~~";",,,,"" . ... w· 

as. a 'erson 

He wasn't intere,sted.in me at all 04 

He' ac ted as. if' 1 were no thil"l (di rt) 

06 
:. 

212 



- - -~-----~-~--
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128. HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICE THE DOCTOR GAVE YOU FOR YOUR 
PROBLE}1'? WAS IT EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR, POOR, OR VERY 

;' POOR? 

72 

Excellent 1 

Good 2 

Fair 3 

Poor 4 

Ver Poor 5 

END IBM 

" ',,1 

,. , 

" ... 

~ CSR-fn',S~POST 122770, ..... ~, 

t' 

. ,'" 

213,,' 

I 
. 
" 

\ ' 

'. 

.. !~ -

.". 22. 

:~29: IlAVE,;YOU'.BEEN'HOSPITALIZED IN ,THE PAST YEAR? 

... . ~. 

'.' . , 

.':::" . '~ .. 

.,,;. 

: _.' 

, ,. 
~ .• ' l' 

... ~, 

,,"', , 

• !'; 

IBM 7 Col. 14 

Yes 

Ski .133 No 

131. HOW DID THE NURSES AND ATTENDANTS ACT TOWARD YOU 
GENERALLY? 

kind (nice) to me 

The were .o.K. (nothin s ecial) 
They didn't pay much attention ~o 

erson 

The weren't interested in 'me. at all 

.-1!!.e acted as .if I were nothin (dirt) 
Other~specify: 

132. HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICE THE NURSES k'iD 
A:.'lD AIIENDtlol~TS GAVE Y.OU? 

26 

Excellent 

Good 

Fair' 

Poor. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Ver Poor, ..5 

',' 

214' 

1 

2 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 



; 

" , 

p 

'J ,. 
1,: 

,.1, 

- - '-------~ ----.,.-----------------------------

" 

23 

(Ask only i'f child(ren) in school) 
133.HAVE YOU TALKED WITH YOUR CHlLUREN'g SCHOOL n:ACHI:I,S IN TIm PAST YEAP"! 

, .' 
.":., 

_I~yes _27.i-L21~ 
____ ~ ____ ~S~k~i~P-t~O~Q~.1J§~~N~O~-------~1~2---I 

134. ABOUT HOW HANY' TntES ? 

__ 2_8::..2::.;9~~-I 

135. HOW DID THE TEACHER(S) ACT TOWARD YOU GENERALL', 

30-31 

He was ver kind (nice) to llIe 

He was O.K. (nothin special) 
He' didn't pay much at tention to 
me as a erson 

He wasn't interes'ted in me at all 

He acted a£' if I were nothing (dirt) 

Ot.her-spe.cify: 

--!" ......... 

101 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

CSR--HPS':"j:>OST' 1227]0 ; 

."", ;..' 
~~-'~:'.-,,,.. •. , .... ,'.,,..;o~,...,',:.-.... : .. ,,."""..,h,-""' ........ ,#.~~~!?' tE,.:.' : .,:;4''"1{< 

_~'':~. ~:.".\1,~ .~'" _ "~..,.,'~ _~,_ .• _~ . .;...,"',." .................. ,..;.."i -

, '.~ 

t, ~'. 

, 
J -' 

" , ' 

."",' ", 
.• ' . ,.>:.':,' 

'. ' 

, , 

24 

HAVE yOU SEEN ,A. SOCIAL WORKER ABOUT ANY PROBLEH IN THE PAST YEAR? 

" ., 

'. ,'" 

.', 
, ;' l' '. ~ 

. (, 

'.: . 
' •. I' 

, . 

32 

Yes 1 

Skip to g . .:...'f:..l.:..;IO'--..J,....;N:.:.;o~, ______ --L...:2=__~ 

137. ABOUT HOW?1ANY TIMES? 

33-34 

No. of times 

138. HOW DID THE SOCIPL WORKER(S) ACT TOWARD YOU 
GENERALLY? 

35-36 

He was very ki~~,d~(~n~i~c~e~)~t~o~m~e~ ________ ~ _ _+"c,~0~1~_4 

He was O.K. (no thin special) 02 
He didn I tpay mr,lch attention to me, 
as a 2rson 03 
~~~~~-------------------------+--

~H~e~w~a~s~n~'~t~i~n~t~e~r~e~s~t,~~=d-=i~n~m~e~a~t~a~l~1~ ______ ~ __ .P_4 __ _ 

. He acted as if I were nothing (dirt) 

Other-spe cify: 

05 

06 

139. HOW GOOD WAS THE SERVICE THE SOCIAL WORKER(S) GAVE 
YOU ·FOR YOUR PROBLEN', HAS IT EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR, 
POOR, OR VERY POOR? 

37 

Excellent 1 

Good 2 
~~. ------~------------+-~---~ 

.Fair 3 

.Poo,r 4 

Ver Poor 5, 

, . -. " 

216", 

. 
$"''f::!\","",",~-~-,\''''''''~ 



" . 

\ 
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25 
; 

. 140. FROM YOUH EXPERIENCE, GENERALLY, HOW HAS IIOUS we; l-I,\ii,\L;ENENT ACl'EO TUWARD YOU1 

38-39· 

The" were very ki..hd (nice) to me 01 
.~.--~----~~~-~ 

They were O.K. (nothing specitll) 02' 
~~=~~~~:L~----~~4-~--. 

They didn't pay ,much attention to me, 
as a person 03 

They weren't interested in me at all 04 

They acted as if I were nothing (dirt). 05 

Other - specify: 06 

No contact 'Q7 

'" .. ' 

. 141. ERill1 YOlJREXPERIENCE, GENERALLY, HOW HAVE CITY FOUCE ACTED TOWARD YOU? 

',. 

"'J ~' 

40-41 

They were very kind (rlice) to' me 

They were. O.K. (nothing special) 
They didn't pay nuch attention 'to me, 
as a. oers on. 

They weren't interested in me at all 

They ac:ed as H I were nothing (dirt) 

Other·- Speci:iy ~ 

No contact 

.01 

02 

03 

Oo!, 

05 

.06 

':07 

; , .,:.. ., . 
'. \'.' 

. -.142. FRml.YOt:R EXPEhE~~CE.t GENERALLY HOW HAVE POLITICIA.'lS ACTED TOi.JARD YOU? 

',":' 

;'. 

"'" . ':"~"t 

I .' 
, ,,. "":'" 

4' t, 

- 217' 

, .' 

kind (nice) to me 

Tney ... ere O.K. (nothing special) 
They didr( i: pay much attention to 
me, as a person 

They acted as if 1 were'nothing 

Oth"e'r- Specify, 

. ; 

42-43 

01 

02 

03 

05 

,06 

07 

...... _- .~.~-'~""'I:.-~-:"~~,..;~--;...,.,..~~"."..~'~ . .,-~~:.'=~~'" ",'.-" 

_r .. Jt ....... > .... '"':"" .. ~·':,.·_·IIi'~~ ... ·"·'~,~. '7'~ ..... ~'1".~;.. ~ j 

.. :4.<-,-_ ~-.:.._...,...,.,.~~ __ , 

" 

" 

" 

... 

26 

< 143. FROM YOUR: EXPERIENCE, GENERALLY, HOW HAVE AMBULANCE ATTENDAl"JTS ACTED TOWARD YOU7 

44-45' 
"', 

kind (nice) to me 

Theuete O.K. (nothin 
They dtdn't 
to me erson 

The weren't interested in me at all 

The acted .. as if I were nothin 

I No contact 

144. FROM YOuR EXPERIENCE, GENERALLY, HOW 'HAVE HOUSING POLICE'ACTED TOWARD YOU? 

- ," ':.,,',.., , 

f ~. • 
" ...... 

: .. " 

'"',. 

.' , , .. 

·r 

.. The kind (nice) to me 

The .v,Tere O.K. (nothin special) 
They didn't pay much attention 
to me as a erson 

The weren't interested in me at all 

46-47 

The acted as if I were nothin (dirt) 

No contact 

" 

.', 

21S 

01 

02. 

03. 

04 

05 

06 

07 

OL 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

." 

';; 
11 

H 
1.] f 
~t 
~ -I 
q 
:) 
11 1., 

-', ·5~·.:- "7''''-~--''''~~f'''.~~.,,-~-...... ,,'tt''£'~~: ., f 
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Q. 145-149 (Show Card 4) 
FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE, HOW GOOD HAS SERVICE BEEN fRml: 

Very 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Poor No Experience 

145. HOUSING HANAGEt-1ENT 1 2 3 

48 

146. CITY POLICE 1 2 3 

49 

147. POLITICIANS 1 2 3 

50 

148. AHBUL.ANCE ATTENDANTS 1 2 3 

[51 

149~. HOUSING POLICE 1 2 3 

" t' • 

2 

150.: ''Hd~'''bo YOU FEEL ABOUT YOUR FA:HLY'S HEALTH 11-1 GE:iER.~? 
·EXCELLENT,.G90D, FAIR, POOR, OR VERY POOR? 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

t~OULD YOU SAY IT IS 
53 

Excellent 

Good 

Skip to Q .153 
Fair 

Poor 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Very Poor 5 
'_..,...:,,_~',--, _,,:_. __ . _._-.' _._----------------'L---------------~---! 

,",' . 
, .. ; 

I 
' .. 

c.2l9:··, 
. ,.-" 

~ .-~.""~~"l"" ... T .•. ~~,..;~''t.'-_ .. ~~~=,--~-~-;~-~~.~,,~.--" .. I l ' 
I \. 
" 

. ~ . 

... 
" ; .. 

153. DO YOU GO TO. WORK? 

" 

",1;:.,-

.... 
.: '~";\', 

CSR-HPS"..'POST IZ1:770' ...... ' ... ....... 

~;~~'!~";'.~~.;.'~~.~.:"'~'-:' 1;'.,.....:;-· 
~: ~ 

. , .;.;."' ~ , "-

'", ~ , 

··t 

54-55 
For office use only ( 1 00- 17+ 

56 

Protestant 

Catholic 
For office use ~ly 

Jehovah Hitness 
Other-Specify: 

No Religion 

57 

Yes 1 

Skip to 0.155 No 2 

154. D.O YOU WORK FULL OR PART-TINE? 

Full 1 

Part . 2 

~' .' 

" 

155. WHAT DO YOU DO? 

-~~------------------~ 

, . 

, . 

220 

.,~, .~.~. ".' '.t. ".--:"r"''''''''~ 
~, , 

N 

1 

2 

3 

5 

." .. 

.: ~ .. . ' 



, ~" 

-------- ----~- ~----- -----------~ 

, .... 

29 

,If.spouse lnhousehold, ask: (otherwise skip to Q.159) 
·.1.56., DOES YOUR HUSBAND WORK? 

, .,0 

Skip to Q.15ff: I::' 
157. DOES HE WORK FULL' OR PART-TIi·IE? 

i 

t Full 

158. WHAT DOES H~PO? 
"""",,,~ .. 

61 

1 

2 

62 

1 

2 

63-64;"""' ___ a 

lS.9. HAS ANYONE IN TRIS FANILY BEE'i ON'WELFARE IN, THE PAST YEAR? WE DO NOT HEA."i 

, • SOCIAI,..SECUR1TY. ... ... ··., .... "'.';"'i"'::t 

65 

End I1l.H ' 7 

, 160.,DO YOU ,~NOW THE PHO:-lE· NUHBER OF THE NEW YOHK CITY POLICE DEPARTHEN!f,? 

If "Y~l?,"ask~ WHAT IS IT? 

IBH 8, Col. 14 

Yes 

3 

15 ., 

No 2 

IIns number at hund" J 

,', 
~, • « 

221 
, , 

..... '~ .. ~ """":" ...... M~"., .• ",.;"'r~""'. ~.~'. 'I-.~~:'""'t'"~~~~~~ ....... : "I .. , ' ... ",,~,,~-~: .. 

~~~~~S~~~~~~~~~~~~'~~~~;~~-~~~-~~~'~"7~'---=~'~~"-"~'~.,.:~",.-.--,~. '~"C~~=_. __ ~~~=:~~~~,' 
I 

I 

() 

~\ Ii 
, lJ· 

.. ~.' . 
... -oJ ,. 

If "yes ,,11 ask: WHAT IS IT?, 

16 

Yes 

No 

Has number ,at hand 

'163. DO, YOU KNOW· THE, PHONE, NUHBER·, OF THE MJ:\."iAGER'S OFFICE IN THIS HOUSING PROJECT? 
'If "y.;s, "ask: ~WHAT IS IT:' 

17 

Yes 

No 

Has number at hand 

'}64. DO, YOU K."iOW THE PHONE IqlP.-1BER OF THE HOUSING .POLICE IN THIS PROJECT? 
If: "yes ," ask: WHAT IS IT? 

18 

I . Yes 

No 

Has number at hand 
, , 

",~, 

"'''''';'~. 

~ 171'~' WHAT IS· TH1'" TELEPHO~E. ~L,}1BElt HERE? 
~'. . ,. 

33 

No. Given 

Number None 

Refused 

36 

For""office use only 

, .; 
., .""',:': 

" '. ""~ -. 
'.~~'''':'''~'':~~ ~~. "" 

"~' . : . '",~' , 
.' .. ' 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

~ .' 



'

1; 
, ." ,-', 

'. ; .. ;L ..... ; 

" , 

~.: .. 

------~---

31 

q.17.4-179 
,IN THE l' AS!, YEAR, HAS SERVICE BEEN BETTER, THE SAME, OR WORSE FROM: 

Better Same Worse 

17'" PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION? 1 2 3' 

,', 
\' 

'. lij-:I ____ 17_5,_" __ T_H_E_H_O_U_S_I_NG_MAl_' _~_A_G_a_1E_N_T_·? __________ ...J'~4C!:2'-t ___ 1 ____ 2,--___ 3 __ .,..-_~ 

176. THE HOUSING PROJECT HAINTENANCE STAFF? 1 2 3 
14"3 

~i-----------------------------~--~~r-------------'----------~' . : 
171. THE HOUSING PROJECT POLICE? 1 2 3 

'.1 ' T 44 
"",yt., ',:: 
, I, ,178, ,THE NEW YORK CITY POLICE? l' 2 3 

1\ _______ .,....---:-____________ ----L1-4::!.::5~----_------~ 

. f. 179. HO(SOPITAL . CLIN/TICS IN THE AREA) 1 2 
~ , utpat~ent emergency care 1 46, 

t. 
, .'(.0.180-183. 

I ·IN. THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU NOTICED .THAT,THINGS HAVE EEEN BET.TER, THE SANE, OR 

j .. we~SE1:.RE::H:::S !ij THE PROJECT GETTING ALON~ Better Same 
r'~ WITH. EACH OTHER? 1 2 
I. .: " '1 47 

18L; '~EIGHBORS IN THE PROJECT GETTING ALONG ' 
, Wrr.H. THE HOUSING MANAGEMENT? 

.. ~. ~ "" k"~ -;< ,:':' " 
182.NEICHBORSIN THE PROJECT GETTING ALONG 

WITH,'THE HOUSING POLICE? 
',"" ' 

I:: " , .183. ,NgGijBORS IN IRE PROJECT GETTING ALONG 
"W1TH THE NEW YORK. CITY POLICE? 

. ,'. Q. :184-186 

1 2 
I' 48 

1 2 
r 49 

1 2 
T 50 

IRTHE PAST Y.EAR, HAVE THINGS BEEN BETTER, THE SANE, OR WORSE IN REGARD TO: 

;, " "':' 
Better.', Same 

, .. 
,,' .... , 184.,:: ~HE; PRUG PROBLEH IN THEJ;'ROJECT 

151 
1 2 

: ::,: L 

'.;;t~~;;'.,'~< > 
185. ;, -:biE" ROBBERY, PROBLEH ON THE ,PROJECT 

" ,,' 'GROUNDS?: 
" "';:' ' c.'" , I 52 

1 2 
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