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PREFACE

Police officers are typically viewed as being calloused, 
aggressive, and punitive. Undoubtedly, this impression de­
rives, in part, from the mass media where the "cop" is por­
trayed as the tough law-enforcement agent who must battle 
his way through obstacle after obstacle in his attempt to 
bring about law and order. However, a significant determin­
ant of the public's view of the police would seem to be the 
day to day transactions of police officers and citizens.

Nearly every citizen comes into contact with the 
police at one time or another. The services which the 
police are asked to perform range from giving directions 
to rushing a coronary victim to the hospital, from changing 
light bulbs to settling family disputes, from giving traffic 
summonses to apprehending criminals. Ironically, those very 
people who are feared and despised are the sole providers 
of service 24 hours a day every day of the year. It is to 
the police that individuals frequently turn at critical times.

While it is true that citizens must rely on the police 
when no other agency, public or private, can meet their 
needs, it is equally true that the police must rely on cit­
izens. Law enforcement depends on the willingness of citi­
zens to report crimes, to alert the police to suspicious 
activities, and to testify in court when necessary. Indi­
viduals who have experienced the police as being insensi­
tive, aggressive, or authoritarian will not only be reluc­
tant to request emergency services from the police. They



will also withhold assistance or information pertaining to 
law enforcement. It is clear* then, that the manner in 
which police interact with citizens, the way they "present" 
themselves, has serious implications for crime control and 
the utilization of police services.

It has been suggested that the police officer's style 
of interaction is determined by such factors as early social 
ization, adult socialization, constraints and requirements 
imposed by the organization, and the behavioral expectations 
held by others. If, in fact, all of these factors contri­
bute to how the police officer presents him- or herself—  
to the impression which he or she hopes to foster and the 
impression-management techniques in which he or she engages- 
then it would not be surprising to find female officers en­
gaging in different patterns of interaction with citizens 
than male officers.

In the past, it has been impossible to study the inter­
actional performances of female officers as compared with 
their male counterparts. Policing has traditionally been 
considered "man's work" and, consequently, police depart­
ments have almost exclusively been male domains. The small 
number of women have been relegated to clerical or matron 
positions, with little opportunity to interact with citi­
zens in the normal day-to-day routine of police work.

However, in June of 1972, the New York City Police 
Department experimentally assigned a small number of women 
to uniformed patrol. This provided an unusual opportunity
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to examine the differences between male and female police 
officers in their interaction with citizens. Of particu­
lar interest are aggressive displays because it is presumed 
that aggression on the part of officers interferes with con­
structive police-public relations. In addition, many of 
the arguments against introducing women into policing fo­
cus on the alleged vulnerability of women, suggesting that 
women will be the recipients of aggression to a greater 
extent than will men. Thus, an exploration of the aggres­
sive components of police-citizen interaction has signifi­
cance both for the quality of police service and insofar 
as job equality for women in policing is concerned.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Social Interaction

Police officers do not operate in a vacuum. They 
function, instead, in an interactional setting. Thus, any 
attempt to present or analyze their behavior apart from 
the social context in which it exists would be meaning­
less, Psychologocal theories dealing with social inter­
action have predominantly focused on personality variables 
or psychodynamics in order to predict behavior in social 
situations. Those who have departed from this model refer 
to interaction in terms of equilibration-- e.g., indivi­
duals are motivated to achieve congruity or balance in 
their relations (Festinger, 1957* Heider, 1958)-- or social 
exchange-- e.g., interacting individuals attempt to maxi­
mize their profits or rewards and minimize their costs 
(Homans, 1961; Longabaugh, 1963; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; 
Zaleznik, 1965). Many sociologists, on the other hand, 
have viewed social interaction as the product of relatively 
fixed social norms or as the unfolding of social relation­
ships with their attendant expectations, rights, and duties.

None of these approaches sufficiently accounts for 
either the dynamic quality or the complexity of human inter­
action. The theory of symbolic interaction, both in its 
original form (Blumer, 1972; Kuhn, 1964; Mead, 1934) and 
as it has subsequently been modified (Goffman, 1959, 1961, 
1963, 1967; McCall, 1970) provides a more suitable frame­
work for the understanding of complex social interaction.
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Symbolic Interaction
Some of the major premises of symbolic interactionism, 

which have direct bearing on this research, can be stated 
as follows*

1. Humans cannot be understood apart from social 
situations. The self is established, maintained, and altered 
through social interaction (Mead, 1934; Meltzer, 1972; Stone,
1962).

2. Humans live in a symbolic as well as a physi­
cal environment (Blunter, 197 2a; McCall and Simmons, 1966; 
Mead, 1934; Meltzer, 1972; Rose, 1962). Stimuli have mean­
ings and values associated with them. Thus, they serve as 
symbols. Interaction proceeds on a symbolic level. Humans 
do not merely react. Rather, they interpret and define ob­
jects, events, and actions. Their responses are based on 
meaning.

3. Humans are active, not passive (Blumer, 1972a; 
McCall and Simmons, 1966; Meltzer, 1972). They improvise
or construct meanings. Action, itself, is formed or con­
structed by interpreting situations. Furthermore, arriv­
ing at a definition of a situation is a prerequisite for 
orderly social interaction (M. McCall, 1970; McHugh, 1968; 
Stebbins, 1967; Thomas, 1972). Until events are interpreted 
and meanings assigned, behavior, particularly that which 
occurs in a social context, cannot proceed.

4. Cooperative action, or interaction, is de­
pendent upon consensual definitions or meanings (Blumer,
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1972a; McCall and Simmons, 1966; M. McCall, 1970; Meltzer, 
1972). In most situations, shared meanings exist. When 
this is not the case, interpretations have to be developed 
based on negotiation among and accomodation by the partici­
pants .

5. In order to understand behavior, it is essen­
tial to know how an individual interprets or defines the 
situation (Meltzer, 1972). It is assumed that reality is 
subjective, that people can differentially interpret the 
same event, and that behavior is a product of subjective 
interpretations and perceptions rather than objective con­
ditions (Argyle, 1969; Birdwhistell, 1970; Carson, 1969; 
McCall and Simmons, 1966; Stebbins, 1967). Therefore, be­
havior cannot be understood as a simple one-to-one relation­
ship between an independent and a dependent variable. In­
stead, one must examine the intervening process (Blumer, 
1972b), the definition of the situation, for it is this 
process which makes action or interaction possible and under­
standable.

Definition of the Situation
One of the most important concepts emerging from the 

symbolic interactionist school is that of the "definition 
of the situation." In social interaction, this refers to 
how one interprets the identities and behaviors of all par­
ticipants in an interaction, including oneself, as well as 
the meaning which the situation as a whole has for the in­
dividual .
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There have been two distinct approaches to the study 
of the definition of the situation. The first has attempted 
to examine an individual’s definition of his or her subjec­
tive situation including the immediate social and physical 
surroundings and the current physiological and psychological 
states of the actor. The interpretations which emerge are 
those provided by the actor rather than the researcher 
(Stebbins, 1967, 1972). The second has involved studying 
situations after they have been defined by actors. In this 
approach, represented by Goffman (1959, 1961), there has 
been an attempt to analyze social situations and infer defi­
nitions which the actor projects and attempts to sustain in 
an interaction. Considerable attention has been paid to 
the methods utilized by actors in projecting and sustain­
ing viable definitions.

Regardless of the stage at which the definition is 
studied, it is apparent that the individual is an active 
agent-- he or she actively constructs or assigns meanings 
to situations, projects definitions of situations which are 
consistent with his or her self-image, worlts to sustain defi­
nitions of situations in a cooperative fashion, and dis­
courages meanings which are incompatible with the identity 
he or she wishes to claim.

There is considerable agreement that an individual 
must arrive at a definition of the situation before he or 
she can proceed to act or interact. Situations must have 
meaning, they must be rendered sensible, before they can
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be reacted to. Definitions can emerge from a number of 
different sources (Carson, 1969; Stebbins, 1967, 1972). 
These can serve as constraints, restricting an individual's 
alternatives in interpreting situations. They can also fa­
cilitate a rapid definition of the situation and subsequent 
action.

Undoubtedly, cultural factors influence an indivi­
dual's interpretation of events. These include one's 
cultural background and past experiences (Bruner and 
Tagiuri, 1954; Schutz, 1953, 1970) and, more specifically, 
one's socialization (Moore, 1969; Stebbins, 1972). It is 
frequently through socialization that one comes to have ex­
pectations and stereotypes regarding appropriate role be­
havior and through which situational rules and norms come 
to be adopted. McCall and Simmons (1966) have saidt

By providing us with plans of action 
and systems of classification, our role- 
identities go far to determine the ob­
jects of our environment, their identity 
and meaning. This is particularly true 
of persons as objects, both ourselves 
and others (p. 70).

In addition, the reference groups to which one has belonged
and presently belongs influence the way in which situations
are interpreted (Schutz, 1970; Shibutani, 1972).

Personality factors can also influence the definition 
of a situation which an individual adopts. A person may 
have vulnerabilities which predispose him or her to view 
situations in a particular way. Moreover, people may have 
different thresholds for processing certain kinds of com­
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munications (Lennard and Bernstein, 1969).
Finally, situational factors contribute considerably 

to an individual's definition of a situation. Meaning may 
be derived from the performances of the other interactants 
or from the nature of the preceding interaction (Lennard 
and Bernstein, 1969). In addition, organizational or occu­
pational constraints may affect an individual's interpreta­
tion of a situation.

In general, an individual's definitions of situations, 
even those which are novel and require spontaneous inter­
pretation, are influenced by his or her biographically de­
termined situation (Schutz, 1953). It is this biographical- 
ly determined situation that ultimately constitutes an indi­
vidual's organized perspective or world-view and that, in 
turn, determines which attributes of situations are taken 
for granted (Shibutani, 1972) and which aspects of exper­
ience are considered relevent and/or typical (Schutz, 1953). 
Thus, while meanings are constructed by persons in particu­
lar social situations, they are done so in light of an in­
dividual's social history.

However, social interaction requires more than that 
isolated individuals hold personal, idiosyncratic defini­
tions of the social situations in which they find themselves. 
Interactants must have a shared definition of the situation, 
shared meanings and understandings that enable the inter­
action to proceed in an orderly fashion. Frequently, inter­
acting individuals can rely on the fact that cultural defi­
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nitions exist which can structure the ensuing interaction. 
These definitions are acquired through socialization and 
are consensually shared by members of the same culture or 
sub-culture. In other instances, habitual personal defini­
tions are selected. In these cases, individuals assign the 
same meanings to certain kinds of situations time and again. 
Others, with whom they interact, define situations similarly 
although there is no overt consensus about the meanings that 
situations have (Stebbins, 1967, 1972).

Occasionally, situations arise which call for sponta­
neous or unique personal definitions. These are situations 
for which no common meanings exist. Instead, interpreta­
tions or meanings must be improvised. In these situations, 
it is necessary for the participants to actively arrive at 
and agree on a common definition of the situation. To some 
extent, the individual who projects the initial definition 
of the situation is at an advantage (Goffman, 1959). His 
or her performance is designed to control the information 
available in the interaction and to present publicly the 
identity which he or she wishes to project. Frequently, 
other participants in the interaction will accept the pro­
jected definition and legitimate the desired identity in 
order to facilitate the interaction. Where support for an 
individual’s definition of the situation, including his or 
her role-identity, is not forthcoming, some type of nego­
tiation and accomodation among the participants will be 
necessary in order for the interaction to proceed.
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Once a definition has been implicitly agreed upon, 
there remains the possibility that events will occur to 
discredit it and that the interaction will be disrupted. 
Thus, continuous effort on the part of the interactants 
is required to sustain a common definition of the situa­
tion (Goffman, 1961). In part, this involves adhering to 
rules that define those behaviors, feelings, and social 
attributes which are a legitimate part of the interaction 
and those that must be excluded and that, in addition, de­
fine the world which is to be considered "real" for the 
purposes of the interaction. Frequently, in an attempt 
to sustain a definition of the situation, participants re­
define or ignore events which are troublesome and threaten 
consensually held meanings. Whatever the strategy, each 
individual "actively participates in sustaining a defini­
tion of the situation that is stable and consistent with 
his image of himself" (Goffman, 1961, p. 104).

At times, information may emerge which contradicts 
the conception of self that an individual is prepared to 
accept, thus threatening the interaction as a whole. It 
is possible for a participant to actively refute a defini­
tion with which he or she is uncomfortable without termin­
ating the interaction (Goffman, 1961). Disaffection with 
one's imputed identity in a given encounter or with the 
general tenor of the encounter can be expressed in a vari­
ety of ways. An individual can appear to be uninvolved in
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the interaction or may disavow any information which is in­
consistent with the image he or she wishes to project. In­
dividuals can actively demonstrate separateness from the 
definition of the situation which is structuring the in­
teraction. For example* where a subordinate and a super­
ordinate are engaged in interaction, one might find that

although the subordinate is careful 
not to threaten those who are, in a 
sense, in charge of the situation, 
he may be just as careful to inject 
some expression to show, for any who 
care to see, that he is not capitula­
ting completely to the work arrange­
ment in which he finds himself. Sul­
lenness, muttering, irony, joking, 
and sarcasm may all allow one to show 
that something of oneself lies out­
side the constraints of the moment 
and outside the role within whose 
jurisdiction the moment occurs 
(Goffman, 1961, p. 114).

Thus, an individual may overtly accept the prevailing defi­
nition of the situation but, at the same time, act to sub­
vert or distance him- or herself from it.

Finally, there will be times when it is impossible to 
sustain any semblance of an agreed-upon definition of the 
situation. When this occurs, interaction will generally 
break down (Goffman, 1959, 1961),

The notion of the definition of the situation has pro­
vided the basis for several diverse analytic frameworks and 
research questions. One might ask how a given individual 
interprets a given situation, what factors account for the 
meanings which are assigned, and what relationship exists 
between an individual's definition of a situation and his
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or her behavior. In addition, one might loolc for consis­
tencies-- do groups of actors, sharing particular social 
identities, define situations similarly and distinctively? 
(Stebbins, 1972). On the other hand, one might begin with 
the assumption that "a particular definition is in charge 
of the situation11 (Goffman, 1961, p. 133) and investigate 
the means or strategies by which this definition is pro­
jected, sustained, or altered. Needless to say, both ap­
proaches are important in understanding social interaction. 
They reflect the compelling quality of the definition of 
the situation, both as an analytic tool and as a human pro­
cess whereby action and interaction are possible.

To summarize, this research will be guided by princi­
ples and assumptions derived from the theory of symbolic 
interactionism. These includei

1. Human action, reaction, and interaction oper­
ate on a symbolic level. People ascribe and construct mean­
ings for things.

2. Action and interaction can only proceed when 
the situation has been defined by the actor or actors.

3. Social interaction requires that common under­
standings or shared definitions of a situation exist.

4. Shared definitions can be arrived at by (a) 
bringing shared cultural or habitual definitions to the 
situation, (b) the initial projection of a definition by 
one participant which is accepted and sustained by the re­
maining participants, and/or (c) negotiation among and
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accomodation by the participants.
5. At any point during the interaction, the defi­

nition of the situation may be threatened. If the partici­
pants are unable to sustain a shared definition, the inter­
action will break down.

6. Behavior and interaction can only be under­
stood in light of the meaning that the situation has for 
the participants.

Aggression

Definitional Problem
For the purposes of this research, aggression will be 

defined as non-accidental behavior which is directed toward 
or results in psychologically or physically hurting another 
person. This definition raises a number of issues which 
have proved controversial in the past.

The first involves intent. Despite the fact that it 
is difficult to infer intention on the basis of an indivi­
dual's behavior, it is included in the definition presented 
here. Given a framework which views behavior as mediated 
by meaning, it would be illogical to rely exclusively on 
behavioral indices in order to identify aggressive acts.
Some researchers have attempted to exclude the notion of 
intention in their definitions of aggression, viewing in­
tention as a private event which cannot be accomodated by 
a behavioral approach (Buss, 1961). Others, however, have
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acknowledged the necessity of including it (Dollard et̂  a l , 
1970; Kagan and Moss, 1962; Kaufmann, 1965; Feshbach, 1964; 
Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 1958),

Secondly, the proposed definition is r ant to include 
aggression which is a goal in itself as well as aggression 
which occurs indirectly in an attempt to reach a goal. A 
number of researchers have defined aggression in such a way 
that it refers only to behavior which is intended to hurt 
or injure someone (Dollard et aJL, 1970; Kagan and Moss,
1962; Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 1958). Others have not 
only acknowledged the existence of instrumental aggression, 
but also recognize that it is probably more common than ag­
gression which is an end in itself (Buss, 1971; Feshbach, 
1964).

Another important issue involves outcome. Included 
in the definition of aggressive behavior presented here are 
attempts to inflict harm which are unsuccessful. These may 
involve situations where the victim is unaware that he or 
she has been the object of aggression (e.g., a derogatory 
remark is made but the victim does not hear it or does not 
interpret it as aggressive) or those in which the aggressor 
intends to hurt the victim but for some reason the act is 
not completed (e.g., an individual "svings" at another but 
misses). Those researchers who have stressed the impor­
tance of motivation or intent in their definition of aggres­
sion have implicitly acknowledged that an aggressive response 
need not achieve its goal (Feshbach, 1964; Kagan and Moss,



13

1962; Kaufmann, 1965; Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 1958).
Finally, the proposed definition is meant to include 

not only physical aggression, but verbal and nonverbal ag­
gression as well. Examples of the latter are status degra­
dation, humiliation, ridicule, rejection, threat, deroga­
tion, and the withholding of social approval. Clearly, 
people are more frequently hurt by this type of aggression 
than by physical abuse. While a number of researchers 
explicitly acknowledge the importance of verbal aggression 
(Buss, 1961; Kagan and Moss, 1962; Sears, Maccoby, and 
Levin, 1958), much of the research which has been generated 
deals exclusively with physical aggression.

Theoretical Approaches
A number of theories exist which attempt to explain 

aggressive behavior. The fact that they lack common assump­
tions, definitions, and purposes makes them difficult to 
compare. Some of the more influencial approaches will be 
discussed briefly.

Instinct. A number of psychoanalytic theories consi­
der aggression to be an instinctual drive. For example, 
Freud (1970) posited the existence of a "death instinct" 
to account for aggressive behavior. Similarly, ethological 
approaches (Ardrey, 1961; Lorenz, 1963, 1970; Morris, 1967; 
Storr, 1968; Tiger, 1969) stress the importance of an ag­
gressive instinct. They frequently attribute this instinct 
to natural selection, resulting from man's need to survive 
through hunting, protection of territory, and protection
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of self.
Frustration-Aqqression Hypothesis■ This approach rep­

resented an attempt to operationalize psychoanalytic con­
cepts. It posited the existence of a urive rather than an 
instinct. As it was originally stated, frustration invari­
ably led to aggression and aggression was the invariable 
consequence of frustration (Dollard tit aJL, 1970). This 
view was ultimately modified by Berkowitz (1962) so as to 
take into account external stimuli. Thus, aggression was 
no longer considered the inevitable consequence of frustra­
tion .

Learning. A number of different aspects of learning 
have been suggested to account for aggressive behavior.
Some investigators have attempted to relate aggression to 
specific child-rearing or socialization practices (Bandura 
and Walters, 1963j Feshbach, 1964i Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 
1957, 1958i Sears, Whiting, Nowlis, and Sears, 1953). In 
simplistic terms, the child's acquisition of rewards and/ 
or punishments from his or her social environment for ag­
gressive behavior establishes the degree to which this be­
havior will be expressed.

Those who emphasize social-learning have attempted to 
expand upon learning theory principles in order to account 
for the acquisition of novel responses (Bandura and Walters,
1963). They have stressed the importance of observational 
learning, imitation, and identification, and they note the 
variety of forms that reinforcement can take, Bandura and 
Walters (1963) have said*
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An adequate learning approach to the 
problem of aggression must consider 
both how responses usually labeled as 
aggressive are acquired and maintained 
and how a child learns to make the 
social judgments that enable him to 
discriminate an aggressive from a non- 
aggressive response (p. 114).

Appropriate sex-role identification has been suggested 
as an important source of aggressive behavior (Kagan and 
Moss, 1962). On the other hand, it has also been proposed 
that misunderstandings or conflicts regarding sexual iden­
tification are predictive of later aggression (Toby, 1966; 
Whiting, 1965). This is referred to as compulsive or pro­
test masculinity and occurs when boys with frequently absent 
fathers attempt to exaggerate their masculinity, thereby 
resolving their misunderstandings.

Subculture of Violence. Rather than positing a psych­
ological theory of aggression, Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) 
have attempted to integrate psychological and sociological 
approaches. They assert that there is a subculture of vio­
lence where shared norms, values, and attitudes are char­
acterized by violent themes which are then translated into 
aggressive behaviors. In such a subculture, deviations from 
accepted behavioral responses lead to penalties. Thus, a 
non-violent person might be treated with disdain or ostra­
cized. An individual who is integrated into the subculture 
will embrace its behavioral norms (e.g., a willingness to 
resort to violence) and will perceive and define their en­
vironment in accordance with subcultural requirements. 
Wolfgang and Ferracuti have integrated learning principles



16

into their theory by asserting that the "development of 
favorable attitudes toward, and the use of, violence in a 
subculture usually involve learned behavior and a process 
of differential learning, association, or identification"
(p. 160).

Social Context. Weisstein (1971) has suggested that 
psychology has been remiss in its failure to attend to 
social context in explaining aggressive behavior. Indeed, 
Milgram's (1963, 1965a, 1965b) experiments on obedience 
provide compelling evidence that situational requirements 
and constraints are important factors in accounting for be­
havior. In discussing the extraordinarily high level of 
obedience his subjects demonstrated in carrying out an ag­
gressive task, Milgram (1965b) said, "One must always ques­
tion ^he relationship of obedience to a person’s sense of 
the context in which he is operating” (p. 271). By system­
atically varying the social context in which subjects found 
themselves (e.g., proximity of victim, presence of persons 
encouraging disobedience), Milgram demonstrated that differ­
ent social contexts have different meanings, and that ag­
gressive behavior is considerably determined by the mean­
ing which a given situation has for an individual.

Critique of Theoretical Approaches
Each of the approaches to aggression just described 

has at least limitations and at most serious flaws. Inso­
far as considering aggression as an instinct is concerned, 
there is no evidence which definitively establishes the
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existence of an aggressive instinct; in fact, there is much 
information which refutes this. Intercultural variations 
and intracultural similarities (Mead, 1950; Milner, 1949; 
Whiting, 1965; Whiting and Child, 1953) seriously under­
mine the notion that aggression is instinctual. Moreover, 
it is apparent that humans are born with a wide range of 
capacities. References to biology or instinct tell us lit­
tle about which of these will be developed or selectively 
expressed (Alland, 1972). Most propositions deriving from 
an ethological approach are based on generalizations from 
animal studies. There is a danger in making such general­
izations, since humans have the capacity to symbolize and 
often act in relation to symbols. In addition, there is 
evidence that primates show a great deal of variation in 
aggressive behavior and that, to some extent, this is tem­
pered by environmental factors (Alland, 197 2; Weisstein, 
1971). In general, this approach represents an oversimpli­
fied view of human aggression.

While the frustration-aggression hypothesis had con­
siderable heuristic value, many of the studies which were 
generated disproved the notion that frustration inevitably 
leads to aggression (Bandura and Walters, 1963; Buss, 1961). 
While it is true that the original definition was revised, 
the new variables which were introduced were so ambiguous 
that the theory, itself, lost its heuristic value (Buss, 
1966; Kaufmann, 1965).

Although learning undoubtedly plays a role in the 
acquisition and expression of aggressive responses, learn-
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ing theory is more useful in predicting which individuals 
will generally be more aggressive than others than in under­
standing aggressive behavior in complex social situations. 
Furthermore, the lack of standardization in definitions and 
in experimental manipulations makes the interpretation of 
results problematic (Wodtke and Brown, 1967) and contributes 
to serious inconsistencies in experimental findings.

While those who approach aggression as an aspect of 
a subculture of violence acknowledge the importance of dif­
ferential perceptions and interpretations of situations, 
they fail to deal with aggression which occurs outside the 
realm of that particular subculture. In addition, they 
acknowledge the importance of learning and of cultural pro­
scriptions but fail to take into account the demands of the 
immediate situation.

An approach to aggression which focuses on the social 
context supplies an important concept neglected by other 
theories—  the demands of the immediate situation. Implicit 
in this approach is the notion that situations with differ­
ent meanings have different behavioral outcomes. However, 
the fact that in a given situation some people will behave 
aggressively and some will not indicates that an understand­
ing of the social situation is not sufficient in understand­
ing the ensuing behavior.

Alternative Approach
Symbolic interactionism provides a framework which 

accomodates the most compelling aspects of each of the ap-
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proaches previously cited. Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967),
while their theoretical framework has serious limitations,
have provided a rather astute observation on aggression*

. . . the significance of a jostle, a
slightly derogatory remark, or the ap­
pearance of a weapon in the hands of 
an adversary are stimuli differentially 
perceived and interpreted by Negroes 
and Whites, males and females. Social 
expectations of response in particular 
types of social interaction result in 
differential "definitions of the situa­
tion." A male is usually expected to 
defend the name and honor of his mother, 
the virtue of womanhood. . . and to
accept no derogation about his race 
(even from a member of his own race), 
his age, or his masculinity. Quick 
resort to physical combat as a measure 
of daring, courage, or defense of sta­
tus appears to be a cultural expres­
sion, especially for lower socio-econ­
omic class males of both races (p. 153).

In addition, they have said*
The fact that a subject belongs to a 
specific subculture. . . defined by
the ready use of violence, should, 
among other consequences, cause the 
subject to adopt a differential per­
ception of his environment and its 
stimuli. Variations in the surround­
ing world, the continuous challenges 
and daily frustrations which are faced 
and solved by the adaptive mechanism 
of the individual, have a greater 
chance of being perceived and reacted 
upon, in a subculture of violence, as 
menacing, aggressive stimuli which 
call for immediate defense and counter­
aggression (p. 157).

Clearly, in understanding aggressive behavior, the 
aggressor*s definition of the situation cannot be ignored. 
However, this definition is as much a product of situational
constraints and demands as it is of learning. The subculture



20

to which Wolfgang and Ferracuti refer is but one of many 
factors which contribute to the meaning which a situation 
has for an individual. It is suggested here that an indi­
vidual's biographical history, including such factors as 
sex-role, social class, socialization, occupational role, 
and group membership, as well as immediate situational 
demands contribute to his or her definition of a situa­
tion. Aggressive behavior must be understood in terms of 
the meaning which it has for an individual in a given social 
context.

Sex-Differences
Assuming that sex-role is a pervasive aspect of an 

individual's biography which presumably affects his or her 
definitions or interpretations of social situations, one 
would expect to find sex differences in aggressive behavior. 
In fact, research on sex differences consistently shows 
that males are more aggressive than females (Maccoby, 1966* 
Maccoby and Jacklen, 1971; Mischel, 1966; Oakley, 1972; 
Terman and Tyler, 1954). Of 49 studies* reviewed by Maccoby 
(1966), males were at least to some degree more aggressive 
in 94 percent. In the five studies where girls were more 
aggressive, they were only more so on certain dimensions 
(e.g., verbal aggression, prosocial aggression) while boys

* These include 12 observational studies, 10 rating studies, 
9 experimental studies, 5 projective tests, 6 studies 
involving self-reports, and 7 involving fantasy aggres­
sion in doll play.
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remained more aggressive on other dimensions (e.g., physical 
aggression, anti-social aggression).

In observational studies, boys have consistently demon­
strated more aggressive behaviors, such as direct physical 
attack and the grabbing of toys (Muste and Sharpe, 1947; 
Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 1957; Walters, Pearce, and Dahms, 
1957) as well as more aggressive quarreling (Dave, 1934). 
Experimental studies have revealed that males are more 
prone to imitate physically aggressive models (Bandura, Ross, 
and Ross, 1961), administer shocks to a victim (Buss, 1963), 
and remember the aggressive content in movies (Maccoby and 
Wilson, 1957). Boys have been rated as more aggressive than 
girls, particularly regarding such behaviors as grabbing 
toys and attacking other children (Hattwick, 1937). Further­
more, in self reports of feelings and behaviors, boys reveal­
ed more anti-social aggression (Sears, 1961), more destruct­
ive acts (Clark, 1952), and more aggressive feelings, par­
ticularly towards their fathers (Lansky et _al, 1961). In 
contrast, women tend to feel more empathetic and less ag­
gressive (Bennett and Cohen, 1959).

One area of aggression in which females are said to 
exceed males is verbal aggression. Muste and Sharpe (1947) 
found that while girls were less aggressive than boys in 
general, they did use verbal techniques in a higher propor­
tion of their aggressive responses than did boys. Others 
have found no difference between girls and boys in the 
amount of verbal aggression which they display (Bandura,
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Ross, and Ross, 1961). However, girls were found to be sig­
nificantly higher than boys in self-reports of prosocial 
aggression (Sears, 1961). Mischel (1966) has summarized 
the research on aggression as follows!

Sex differences in aggression have 
been noted in children of three years 
. . . . Fairly consistently, boys
show greater physical aggression and 
more "negativistic" behavior (e.g., 
negative attention-getting, anti­
social aggression, physical aggres­
sion) . There are fewer differences 
found for verbal aggression; occa­
sionally girls are more verbally 
aggressive than boys. Girls tend to 
show greater "pro-social" aggression, 
e.g., stating of rules with threats 
of punishment for breaking them (p. 73).

While most of the studies reported were carried out 
on children in settings which were far from natural and 
complex, nonetheless the consistency in the findings is 
impressive. To what can we attribute sex-differences in 
aggressive behavior? Kagan and Moss (1962) have said,
"The pattern of social rewards and traditional sex-role 
standards act in concert to discourage the direct expres­
sion of aggression in girls and women" (p. 85).

Sex-role standards or stereotypes are the sum of 
socially approved behaviors and characteristics associated 
with males and females (Broverman et aT, 1972; Kagan, 1964; 
Rosenkrantz et al, 1968). In general, the standard for 
males involves being aggressive and assertive, while fe­
males are viewed as more sympathetic, understanding, sensi­
tive, and warm. Studies have shown that sex-role standards 
are pervasive among adults (Broverman et al, 197 2; Fernberger,
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1948; Sherriffs, Alex, and McKee, 1957) as well as among 
children (Emmerich, 1959; Kagan, 1956j Kagan, Hosken, and 
Watson, 1961| Kagan and Lemkin, 1960; Smith, 1939; Tuddenham, 
1952). In addition, there is a high degree of agreement 
among men and women concerning those behaviors and attri­
butes which are appropriate for and characteristic of each 
(Broverman et jal, 1972; Rosenkrantz et al, 1968; Sherriffs 
and Jarrett, 1953). Finally, the consistency in sex-role 
standards has been found to transcend socio-economic class 
and religion (Broverman et aU, 1972).

Clearly, in interpreting sex differences in aggression, 
sex-role standards must be viewed as a compelling factor.
They contribute to the pressures upon individuals to be­
have in prescribed ways (Broverman et a_l» 197 2) . They pro­
vide standards against which individuals judge themselves. 
Indeed, it has been demonstrated that the sex-role stereo­
types held by men and women are closely related to their 
self-concepts (Rosenkrantz et al^ 1968) . They provide 
guidelines according to which parents socialize their child­
ren. In addition, they provide a model of "normalcy" accord­
ing to which members of society bring pressure to bear on 
so-called "deviant" individuals.

Thus, sex-role standards cannot merely be viewed as 
consensual beliefs regarding the characteristics of typical 
men and women. They also exert powerful demands for confor­
mity. Kagan (1964) has saidi
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The standard requires inhibition of 
verbal and physical aggression among 
girls and women, but gives boys and 
men license—  and even encouragement-- 
to express aggression when attacked, 
threatened, or dominated by another 
male (p. 139).

Sex-role stereotypes concerning aggression are acquired 
early in life and contribute to the suppression of overt 
aggressive responses on the part of girls (Kagan and Moss, 
1962).

Moreover, there are concerted social efforts to ensure 
that boys conform to masculine sex-role standards and girls 
to feminine ones. Conformity is often thought to occur 
through "proper" or "appropriate” identification with a 
same-sexed parent. If this identification occurs, the child 
acquires sex-linked values and behaviors that will be re­
warded (Heilbrun, 1964). Heilbrun found that inappropriately 
identified males were slightly less aggressive than those 
who had undergone a successful identification process. Ap­
propriately identified females were significantly less ag­
gressive .

However, sex-role identification cannot be discussed
without reference to socialization. Lynn (1959) saidi

Through the reinforcement of the 
culture’s highly developed system 
of rewards and punishment, the boy's 
early learned identification with 
the mother eventually weakens and 
becomes more or less replaced by the 
later learned identification with a 
culturally defined, somewhat stereo­
typed masculine role (p. 128).

Insuring conformity to sex-role standards requires differ­
ential socialization practices for boys and girls. Gener-
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ally, females are more severely socialized when it comes to 
aggressive behavior {Mussen, Conger, and Kagan, 1963; Sears, 
1961; Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 1957, 1958). Mothers are 
less permissive of aggression in young girls, both when it 
is directed toward parents and when it is directed toward 
other children. With boys, parents not only allow more ag­
gression, but they also offer more encouragement to fight 
back.

It seems, then, that sex-role standards are both ante­
cedents to and consequences of socialization. Different 
expectations of males and females lead to differential so­
cialization which produces adoption of different sex-role 
standards and preferences, resulting in different behavior.

This scheme, however, omits an important step in the 
process. Lansky (1961), as a result of his research, sug­
gested that "aggressive behavior has different meanings, 
outlets, motives, and defenses associated with it for boys 
and girls" (p. 56). Sears et al (1953) have indicated 
that the same type of socialization may affect boys and 
girls differently (e.g., severity of punishment was posi­
tively related to aggression in preschool for boys while 
there was a slight negative correlation for girls). They 
suggested that, because of their identification with their 
mothers, girls experience punishment as being more severe. 
Finally, Mischel (1966) has saidt

In social-learning theory, sex-typed 
behaviors may be defined as behaviors 
that typically elicit different re­
wards for one sex than for the other.
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In other words, sex-typed behaviors 
have consequences that vary accord­
ing to the sex of the performer.
Because of these differential con­
sequences sex-typed behaviors tend 
to have different values and to 
occur with different frequencies 
for the two sexes. The consequences 
that follow sex-typed behavior do 
not necessarily have to be adminis­
tered by others; they may also be 
self-administered (p. 56).

Thus, not only does differential socialization lead 
males and females to interpret events differently, but so­
cialization practices themselves can taXe on different 
meanings depending on previous experiences. This suggests 
that sex differences in aggression depend to a large de­
gree on the different meanings which situations have for 
men and women, meanings which are at least partially de­
termined by exposure to different socialization practices 
and conformity to sex-role standards or stereotypes. In 
addition, aggressive responses themselves are likely to 
be interpreted differently by men and women.

The nature of the literature on sex-differences in 
aggression precludes examining these notions in a meaning­
ful way. Much of the research has been conducted in the 
laboratory. While these somewhat contrived situations 
must be interpreted by subjects, the meanings associated 
with them are likely to be quite different from the mean­
ings attached to naturally occurring events in complex 
social situations. For example, aggression directed toward 
a Bobo doll (see Bandura, Ross, and Ross, 1961) tells us 
little about the nature or function of aggression in other
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settings, since a Bobo doll is meant to be hit. Not only 
is such aggression appropriate; it also lacks ramifications 
which are meaningful within the context of an individual's 
prior experience or future plans. Furthermore, observa­
tional studies on sex-differences in aggression have fo­
cused on the behavior of children in natural settings (e.g., 
nursery school classrooms). One cannot assume that adult 
behavior is predictable from the behavior of a child. In 
addition, there is considerable discrepancy between a child's 
interpretation of a situation and that of an adult.

Folice-Citizen Interaction 
While the majority of transactions between the police 

and the public are not aggressive in nature, the occurrence 
of police abuses is well documented. Some of this involves 
violence on the part of police officers (Chevigny, 1969;
Toch, 1969). Frequently, physical abuse is more subtle 
than the actual beating of a citizen. It may, for example, 
involve handcuffing an individual in such a way as to be 
excessively painful.

However, it has been suggested that physical brutal­
ity is far less common than verbal abuse or institutional 
malpractices (Black and Reiss, 1967; Cray, 1972; Germann, 
1969; Reiss, 1971). Germann (1969) has said;

Much of what is called "police brutal­
ity" might more accurately be termed 
"police indignity," for the illegal
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use of physical force is far less 
common than improprieties of verbal 
expression or unjustified police 
field procedures (p. 93).

Unjustified police field procedures include such practices 
as illegal searches and seizures, while verbal abuse in­
cludes the use of epithets, denigrating remarks, and so 
on. Reiss (1968a) has notedi

What citizens object to and call 
"police brutality" is really the 
judgment that they have not been 
treated with the full rights and 
dignity owing citizens in a demo­
cratic society. Any practice that 
degrades their status, that re­
stricts their freedom, that annoys 
or harasses them, or that used 
physical force is frequently seen 
as unnecessary and unwarranted 
(p. 11)•

A large percentage of policemen, themselves, have been 
found to justify abuses, particularly the use of force 
(McNamara, 1967* Westley, 1970). Westley found that 66 
percent of the officers he studied gave an illegal basis 
as the primary rationale for the use of force.

Explanations of Police Abuse
There has been considerable debate regarding what 

factors account for the behavior of police officers in 
their encounters with citizens. Some social scientists 
have suggested that the police develop particular person­
ality traits and outlooks as a way of adapting to their 
subculture or occupation. Many feel that it is the system 
which produces conformity, through its socialization of 
recruits and various other kinds of pressures and constraints.
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Niederhoffer (1967) has claimed that the "police system 
transforms a man into the special type of authoritarian 
personality required by the police role" (p. 118). Skolnick 
(1966) has noted that the social context in which police 
find themselves produces a "working personality" which in­
volves a distinctive way of looking at the world.

This account of police behavior is supported by evi­
dence that police officers develop more authoritarian atti­
tudes as they gain greater experience within the police sys­
tem. They increasingly support and justify the use of force 
(McNamara* 1967). Savitz (1971) has demonstrated that as 
recruits are socialized into the police system, many inter­
nalize at least portions of the value systems of more exper­
ienced officers. Westley (1970) has concluded that police 
attitudes and behaviors are engendered more by the group in 
which they function than by law. He saidt

. . . the police become a close, social
group, in which collective action is 
organized for self-protection and an 
attack on the outside world. These be­
come expressed in two major rules.
The vehicle of self-protection is the 
rule of silence-secrecy. The vehicle 
of attack is the emphasis on the main­
tenance of respect for the police (p. 110).

Other investigators have suggested that police atti­
tudes and behaviors are determined by the nature of the 
department and the political environment in which it is lo­
cated. It has been demonstrated that the more professional 
a police officer is, the less likely he is to condone the 
use of force (Walsh, 1970; Wilson, 1963, 1968). In addi-
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tion, Wilson (1968) has indicated that the political cul­
ture in which a department is located determines the pre­
dominant style of policing in that area. Styles differ in 
terms of their emphasis on professionalism, on law enforce­
ment versus order maintenance, on distributive versus im­
partial justice, etc.

It has also been posited that class conflict is the
primary factor influencing the behavior and attitudes of
police officers. Galliher (1971) has saidi

Much of police behavior seems most 
easily explained if one considers 
that whenever there is a conflict of 
interests between the dominant classes 
in a society and less powerful groups, 
the police protect the interests of 
the former and regulate the behavior 
of the latter (p. 312).

Several writers have proposed that police behavior 
is largely determined by the immediate situation or social 
context in which officers find themselves. Thus, the be­
havior or manner of citizens is an important factor in ac­
counting for police responses. There is evidence that 
police officers are most likely to be abusive when citizens 
defy or challenge their authority (Black, 1970* Black and 
Reiss, 1967* Chevigny, 1969* Cray, 1972* Reiss, 1971).
Black and Reiss have found that not only is a dispropor­
tionate amount of abusive police behavior directed toward 
citizens who do not show deference, but also such citizens 
are more likely to be arrested and less likely to have 
their requests for service met.
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Sherman (1973) has suggested that both police and cit­
izen behavior are understandable in light of the expecta­
tions each has of the other. Thus, if citizens expect ag­
gression or brutality from the police, this will become a 
self-fulfilling prophecy. In reacting to anticipated police 
violence, they will produce the very behavior that they ex­
pect. By the same token, police who expect disagreeable 
reactions from citizens will frequently get what they ex­
pect. Because men and women in this society are expected 
to act differently, Sherman believes that the interaction 
between female officers and citizens will be qualitatively 
different (i.e., less aggressive) than that of male officers 
and citizens.

Finally, it has been suggested that the definition 
of the police role and the frequently ensuing role conflict 
influence the behaviors of police officers. Bard (1971a, 
1971c) has noted that where the police role is defined in 
a narrow way (i.e., exclusively in terms of law enforcement), 
officers are unlikely to have a sufficiently broad reper­
toire of responses to deal with human problems. Depart­
ments organized as "forces" rather than as "services" pro­
duce untrained officers who are likely to handle situations 
in inept, stereotypic ways. Frequently, this may involve 
"fantasy-based power displays" which, when "inappropriately 
applied in situations which call for a different kind of 
police response, are in themselves evocative of violence" 
(1971a, p. 17). Bard has referred to violence produced by
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the behavior of police officers as "iatrogenic violence."
Discussions of the conflict between provision of ser­

vice and enforcement of the law have arisen time and again 
in the police literature (See section on Ambiguity Inherent 
in the Police Hole for a fuller account). Some investiga­
tors believe that the two functions are incompatible 
(Cumming, Cumming, and Edell, 1965). Ahern (1972) has saidi

. . . in failing to provide people with
so many basic services, our society has 
forced the policemen to perform many of 
them by default. But to maintain seri­
ously that they are valid police func­
tions is to approve of the removal of 
more and more of society’s responsibil­
ities onto the shoulders of a group 
that cannot meet even the special chal­
lenges of its own profession (p. 3).

Aside from the conflict between service and law en­
forcement, police officers are faced with other types of 
role conflict which might well affect their behavior in 
relation to citizens. For example, different sectors of 
the population have different expectations regarding the 
appropriate role of police officers (Ward, 1971; Wilson, 
1968). Moreover, there is a serious conflict between main­
taining order and the rule of law (Skolnick, 1966). There 
is also conflict between the roles police must assume pro­
fessionally and privately. Banton (1964) has claimed the 
f ollowingi

. . . harmonious police-public relations
depend to a significant extent upon the 
interrelation between the policeman’s 
occupational role and his private roles.
It is the policeman’s participation in
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the society which most affects the way 
he exercises his powers. But his job 
prevents him from taking part in ordi­
nary social relations with quite the 
freedom allowed to members of most oc­
cupational groups. If policemen are 
too detached* too much identified with 
criminal proceedings, relations with 
the public deteriorate. If they are 
insufficiently detached, they cannot 
do their work properly (p. 267).

Regardless of the particular approach one adopts in 
understanding the behavior of police officers in their in­
teraction with citizens, it is apparent that police behav­
ior is not simply random or fortuitous, It is rooted in 
the meanings which situations have for police officers, 
meanings which may derive from social pressure, organiza­
tional constraints and requirements, or the demands of the 
immediate situation. In circumstances where no meaning or 
interpretation is readily available, either due to inade­
quate training or because conflicting interpretations ex­
ist, the police must construct meanings so that they can 
respond rapidly and decisively. This is not to imply that 
the understandings that police officers* have of situations 
are necessarily appropriate or constructive. The implica­
tion, instead, is that police officers, like all persons, 
interpret and structure those situations in which they 
find themselves as a means of facilitating, or making pos­
sible, subsequent interaction.

Controlling the Situation
In discussing the definition of the situation, it 

was noted that*
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Regardless of the particular objective 
which the individual has in mind and of 
his motive for having this objective, 
it will be in his interests to control 
the conduct of others, especially their 
responsive treatment of him. This con­
trol is achieved largely by influencing 
the definition of the situation which 
others come to formulate, and he can in­
fluence this definition by expressing 
himself in such a way as to give them 
the kind of impression that will lead 
them to act voluntarily in accordance 
with his own plan (Goffman, 1959, pp. 3-4).

Prom a police officer's point of view, controlling the con­
duct and the situational definitions of citizens is not sim­
ply advantageous. Rather, it is essential since it assures 
him that he will survive in an environment which he consi­
ders to be hostile. Situations must be "managed" so as not 
to get out of hand. The task of managing citizens often 
involves projecting an image of unquestionable authority.

Clearly, power and authority are inherent in the role 
of police officer. Nonetheless, they are continuously dis­
played or dramatized in the daily interactions between the 
police and the public. Rubinstein (1973) has aptly described 
this process from the perspective of a policeman*

He must learn to control his fears and 
anxiety by looking for signs of danger 
in the places and people he approaches; 
he must learn to examine people for 
signs of resistance, flight, and threat, 
to limit their chances of hurting him 
or creating situations he cannot con­
trol. . . . He must also learn how to
establish and express his authority by 
cajoling, requesting, threatening,
"bullshitting them," as patrolmen say, 
to avoid using force. He must learn 
to use his body to express with his 
whole self the authority represented
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by the appearance he presents. . . .
In all of his actions he must learn 
to acquire a quickness, resolution, 
and decisiveness that urges him for­
ward when others withdraw. He must 
accept and welcome the fact that, as 
a policeman, he must be in control of 
the situation lest it be in control 
of him (p . 274).

The importance of control to policemen is supported 
by evidence indicating that they engage in controlling be­
haviors (e.g., directions, verbal restraint, authoritative 
questioning) considerably more often than behaviors such 
as counseling, sympathy, or humor (Cruise and Rubin, 1973). 
However, their strategies to control situations may be 
subtle as well as overt. All aspects of their appearance, 
their manner, and their behavior are designed to show that 
they are *'in charge," that their authority is not to be 
challenged under any circumstances.

What, then, are some of the strategies by which police­
men maintain control in their interaction with citizens?
A police officer's appearance, symbolized by his uniform, 
clarifies his role in relation to the people he is policing. 
Rubinstein (1973) has said*

Every aspect of his appearance has 
been calculated to assure that there 
can be no mistake about his social 
identity. . . .[His uniform] gives
an unequivocal statement to everyone 
that the person intervening in their 
lives is not a private person but a 
cop (p . 268).

In addition, policemen typically use their bodies as 
instruments of control (Rubinstein, 1973). They may, for 
example, violate the normal distance which people seek to
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maintain between themselves. This may be a statement that 
they, as police officers, have the right to cause discom­
fort, that they need not respect the boundaries that peo­
ple establish for themselves. A further example involves 
the "policeman's stare." Police officers can stare at any­
one for as long as they like. This is a way of informing 
citizens that the police have claims on their behavior in 
public settings.

Moreover, control is established and maintained through 
selective language and gestures. At times, policemen vio­
late individuals by using denigrating language, insulting 
tones, or demeaning forms of address. They may be patron­
izing or ridiculing. Their gestures and warnings may be 
designed to threaten or intimidate citizens. In addition, 
they may undermine citizens by withholding information or 
refusing to answer their questions.

On occasion, policemen violate people's bodies. Hand­
cuffs can be put on prisoners in such a way as to cause 
unnecessary pain of a psychological or physical nature.
Their use, especially with non-aggressive citizens, may be 
a means of humiliating the citizen rather than protecting 
the officer. In depriving a citizen of autonomy, the offi­
cer is asserting his status vis-a-vis the citizen. Some­
times physical pain is inflicted by twisting the handcuffs 
or putting them on incorrectly. Again, this is a means of 
communicating to the citizen that the officer has total con­
trol in the situation.
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Frisking can also be designed to humble or humiliate 
a person*

Sometimes a patrolman runs his hands 
absentmindedly over a man's pockets 
while engaging in conversation, not 
really meaning to frisk him but just 
letting him know that he is in control, 
that for the moment the man belongs to 
the patrolman. It is not a consciously 
hostile or aggressive act. It is an 
expression of the policeman's belief 
that regardless of the momentary tone 
of the interaction, his place in that 
relationship is supported ultimately 
by his personal will and readiness to 
exercise all of the authority invested 
in him. There is no way he can make 
this point without causing discontent, 
because the authority given to him can 
be exercised only by restraining the 
liberty of some persons and violating 
their autonomy. . . . He knows that
when he is on the street, it is only 
his readiness to demonstrate his pow­
er that maintains the edge necessary
for him to do his work and come home
safely each day (Rubinstein, p. 317).

Arrest, too, can be viewed as a strategy for maintain­
ing control over situations. In this context, it is a vehi­
cle whereby police officers can protect their role identity 
and sustain their definition of a situation. When a citi­
zen is arrested, the status of that citizen changes in re­
lation to both the police and any bystanders who might be 
present (Hudson, 1970). Arrest, then, may serve as a means 
of communication, making clear that police officers control 
events and people in public places.

Physical force is generally used only when other stra­
tegies to control the situation have failed. If need be,
policemen will use force to preserve their authority. Reiss
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(1971) has said, "Excessive force is exerted in a situa­
tion when it becomes unclear as to who is in charge" (p. 150). 
Even physical force can be viewed as a strategy for communi­
cating authority and control. According to Goffman (1959)t

Power of any kind must be clothed in 
effective means of displaying it, and 
will have different effects depending 
upon how it is dramatized. . . . Thus 
the most objective form of naked pow­
er, i.e., physical coercion, is often 
neither objective nor naked but rather 
functions as a display for persuading 
the audience; it is often a means of
communication, not merely a means of
action (p. 241).

It is not sufficient for police officers to project 
their identity and their definition in any situation which
they encounter. They must maintain control of these defi­
nitions throughout their encounters with citizens. Reiss 
(1971) has said*

Since police realize they cannot count 
on citizen support of their authority 
they commonly enter encounters with 
citizens by asserting their authority, 
by "taking charge." Having asserted 
authority, they must seek to maintain 
it, if necessary by force (p. 180).

The majority of citizens, overtly at least, accept the 
definition of a situation projected by a police officer.
They allow him to take charge and maintain control. Where 
a policeman’s authority is challenged, he frequently resorts 
to escalated assertions of control. According to Reiss 
(1971) i

Although most of all kinds of police 
behavior is directed toward citizens
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who behave civilly toward them, a dis­proportionate amount of "unprofession­
al" or "negative" police conduct is 
directed toward citizens who refuse to 
defer to their authority {p. 53).

Clearly, there are certain social contexts where citi­
zens are more likely to challenge the authority of an offi­
cer. For example, situations in which an officer fails to 
justify his behavior or issues orders or instructions which 
are considered unwarranted have a relatively high probabil­
ity of deteriorating (Hudson, 1970; Toch, 1969). In these 
cases, the citizen has not been offered a satisfactory defi­
nition of the situation. Citizens are more likely to chal­
lenge an officer’s authority where other persons are pre­
sent or in their own homes where they have support for their 
identity and their definition of the situation (Hudson, 1970). 
The home is an unusually sensitive arena. It is there that 
a citizen's authority is maximized and is most likely to 
clash with the authority claimed by a police officer.

Police officers and citizens are more likely to hold 
conflicting definitions of situations involving order main­
tenance than law enforcement. Law enforcement is less am­
biguous. The definition of the situation (e.g., armed rob­
bery) and the role identities of the actors are reasonably 
easy to agree on. The maintenance of order is more problem­
atic; there may be serious disagreement about the definition 
of situations such as disturbing the peace (Hudson, 1970),

Regardless of the social context in which police-cit- 
izen interaction occurs, it seems evident that police offi­
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cers perceive control as crucial to their well-being. In 
a very real sense, then, the police are agents of control. 
Control is an aspect of their job definition (e.g., con­
trol of crime, control of disorder) as well as a strategy 
for "getting the job done." In summarizing his findings, 
Hudson (1970) statedi

. . . the policeman feels he must keep
control of the situation. The resolu­
tion of the contact is the responsibil­
ity of the policeman—  not the citizen.
Under these conditions, it is clear 
that the policeman's actions and de­
meanor must be used to keep the initia­
tive with him. The policeman cannot 
permit his authority to be challenged 
sucessfully. Even where there is not 
a crowd, but only his partner, the of­
ficer is under pressure to maintain 
his authority. No matter what the so­
cial status of the individual and no 
matter what the situational context 
in which the encounter takes place, 
the policeman's authority is the crux 
of police-citizen encounters (p. 193).

In conclusion, there are indications that what citi­
zens view as intentional brutality or demeaning treatment 
on the part of police officers may be defined quite differ­
ently by the police themselves. Frequently, the police be­
have so as to maintain control of situations and keep their 
role and authority in tact. There is, in fact, consider­
able agreement that much police behavior is motivated by 
a perceived need to control situations (Black and Reiss, 
19671 Brown, 1975* Chevigny, 1969 * Cray, 1972* Cruise and 
Rubin, 1973| Hudson, 1970* McNamara, 1967* Reiss, 1971* 
Rubinstein, 1973* Skolnick, 1966* Westley, 1970). This
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frequently is accomplished by displaying their authority 
and engaging in behaviors designed to ensure that citizens 
defer to and respect that authority. Thus, while the po­
lice may view certain "aggressive" behaviors as required 
in order to perform their duties adequately (i.e., control 
the situation), the public may view these same behaviors 
as degrading and provocative.

Ambiguity Inherent in the Police Role
Controlling the situation is not problematic when 

participants agree on a definition and cooperate to sustain 
it. Where this occurs, interaction is not likely to be dis­
rupted or to become aggressive. Where the participants dis­
agree or where the officer has difficulty arriving at a def­
inition of the situation, more effort will be required on 
the part of the officer to arrive at a definition and then 
to sustain it.

Police work is replete with uncertainty. An examin­
ation of the role conflicts and ambiguities with which po­
lice officers are faced might well enhance our understand­
ing of police-citizen interactions, both those that succeed 
and those that fail. Perhaps the most significant conflict 
involves whether the police role primarily involves law 
enforcement or the provision of services and the mainten­
ance of order. In actuality, the police officer devotes 
far more time to providing public service than to enforcing 
the law (Ahern, 1972j Bercal, 1970* Black, 1970* Cummins,
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1971; Hahn, 1971; President's Commission, 1967; Webster,
1970; Westley, 1970; Wilson, 1968). In fact, it has been 
estimated that 80 to 90 percent of an officer's time is 
devoted to service (e.g., transporting sick persons, arbi­
trating or mediating disputes, dispensing information, 
giving reassurance), while less than 20 percent is spent 
handling criminal matters, e.g., apprehending a felon 
(Banton, 1964; Bard, 1971a; Germann, 1969; Niederhoffer,
1967; Reiss, 1971).

The police, themselves, have serious misconceptions 
regarding their role (Black, 1970; Johnson, 1972; Mendelsohn, 
1970; Neiderhoffer, 1967; President's Commission, 1967;
Walsh, 1970; Westley, 1970; Wilson, 1968). They view them­
selves as law enforcement officers, engaged in "real police 
work" only when they are apprehending criminals. While 
they acknowledge that much of their time is spent respond­
ing to service calls, they consider this "bullshit" work 
and claim that they are not social workers. Wilson (1968) 
has saidi

Many a patrolman wishes his job could 
be in fact what it is in theory—  en­
forcing the law. After answering a 
series of calls that require him to 
fill out forms, provide non law en­
forcement services, or handle domes­
tic disturbances, a patrolman will 
frequently tell an interviewer that 
"This isn't real police work," and he 
will grumble about all the "dull" or 
"messy" jobs he is given. To him,
"real" police work is catching "real" 
criminals—  making a "good pinch" on 
a felon, preferably while the felony 
is in progress (p. 68).
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Clearly, many police departments reinforce these miscon­
ceptions (Bercal, 1970; Cummins, 1971* Johnson, 1972* Wilson, 
1968). By judging officers and rewarding them only for law 
enforcement functions (e.g., number of arrests) and failing 
to acknowledge the importance and legitimacy of service func­
tions, they perpetuate grave misconceptions on the part of 
police officers as to their proper role.

The conflict between actual function and desirable or 
acknowledged function must, at very least, lead to inappro­
priate training, training which does not adequately prepare 
the police officer with the skills necessary for handling 
complex human problems (Ahern, 1972* Bard, 1971a). Aside 
from consequences involving the ability of the police to 
handle various types of problems, there are no doubt conse­
quences in terms of the way officers feel about themselves 
and their job. McNamara (1967) has saidi

This mixture of enforcement and service 
functions creates conflicts and uncer­
tainties that are only partly resolved 
by attempts to segregate the two functions.
This conflict is probably experienced by 
all members of the force at one time or 
another. It is likely, however, to be 
most keenly felt by police assigned to 
lower income areas where both criminal 
law enforcement and service functions 
are maximized (p. 164).

Conflicting role definitions are not merely an inter­
nal dilemma, experienced privately by police officers. It 
is quite possible for a police officer and the citizen(s) 
with whom he or she is interacting to have different expec­
tations of the appropriate role for a police officer and
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different definitions of the situation in which they are
involved (Black, 1970; Cummins, 1971; Hudson, 1970} Johnson,
1972; Reiss, 1971; Rubinstein, 1973). Reiss has saidt

Differences in citizens* and police 
definitions of these matters, and 
expectations concerning enforcement 
behavior, often give rise to conflict.
Citizens frequently request police 
intervention in matters which they 
consider to be of a criminal nature, 
either because they perceive them­
selves as victims or they regard the 
moral order as breached. The police, 
however, may define these same mat­
ters as noncriminal. Even when cit­
izens request assistance both they 
and the police regard as services 
(noncriminal matters), there may be 
disagreement as to what is actually 
the duty of the police. Police re­
gard it as their duty to find crimi­
nals and prevent or solve crimes.
The public considers it the duty of 
the police to respond to its calls 
and crisesi the police should render 
assistance when citizens request it 
(p. 70).

An additional source of role conflict involves de­
mands placed on the police to serve incompatible ends. Dif­
ferent sectors of the public tend to expect different, often 
contradictory, things of the police. At times, citizens 
want certain lavs (e.g., gambling) enforced only symbol­
ically, but want other ends, which contradict these, served 
in actuality (Wilson, 1963, 1967).

Societal changes often precipitate role conflict. Em­
phasis on professionalism, restraint, and improved services 
may conflict with traditional methods of operation engaged 
in by police officers (Mendelsohn, 1970).

The ambiguity inherent in police work is most clearly
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seen in the daily situations which the police encounter.
A police officer rarely knows what to expect in a situa­
tion (Wilson, 1968). Citizens can assume a variety of 
roles. Moreover, events are never the same from situa­
tion to situation. Reiss (1971) has stated that "Patrol 
work usually begins when a patrolman moves onto a social 
stage with an unknown cast of characters. The settings, 
members of the cast, and the plot are never quite the same 
from one time to the next" (p. 3). He and Black (1967) 
believe that it is incumbent upon the officer to learn 
more about the actors and discover the plot.

In addition, the amount of discretion an officer has, 
and the fact that resorting to the law is only one of many 
ways of handling a situation, leads to increased ambiguity 
(Wilson, 1968). There appears to be a great deal of un­
certainty in interpreting and applying the law (Goldstein, 
1963} McNamara, 1967* Toch, 1969). It has also been sug­
gested that there is a high degree of uncertainty in deal­
ing with youths, particularly in determining whether or 
not to invoke legal sanctions (Black and Reiss, 1970} 
McNama ra, 1967),

Finally, there is a considerable amount of ambiguity 
regarding police prestige (Alex, 1969} McNamara, 1967).
The police may enter a situation where they are highly es­
teemed or viciously attacked. Their status in the eyes of 
others remains an uncertainty through most of their trans­
actions .
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The uncertainty inherent in much of police work has 
serious implications for police-citizen interaction. The 
fact that police officers are not equipped to handle much 
of the work assigned to them, that their mandate is unclear, 
that they, themselves, acknowledge only portions of their 
role as legitimate, and that citizens request services 
that they cannot and/or do not wish to perform all increase 
the likelihood that their transactions with citizens will 
be unsatisfactory. In trying to structure ambiguous social 
situations, police officers might well resort to stereo­
typic behaviors with which they are comfortable and which 
validate the role-identities with which they associate them­
selves .

Summary and Hypotheses 
Throughout the discussion of police-citizen inter­

action, there is a conspicuous lack of information on fe­
male police officers and their relations with the public. 
Because women have traditionally performed specialist func­
tions or were assigned to clerical and matron duties, no 
such literature exists. The limited literature on women 
in policing involves biographies (see Uhnak, 1963), his­
torical reviews, and articles on women as specialists.
More recently, there have been several attempts to deal 
with women as patrol officers (see Bloch and Anderson,
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1974* Milton, 1972| Sherman, 1973)* however, information 
regarding interaction with citizens is merely suggestive.

The review of the literature on social interaction, 
aggression, and police-citizen interaction generates sever­
al expectations concerning possible differences between 
male and female police officers in their interactions with 
citizens. As was stated previously, it is assumed that be­
havior can only be understood in light of the meaning which 
a situation has for an individual. For interaction to pro­
ceed in an orderly fashion, the situation must first be de­
fined. Moreover, participants in the interaction must agree 
on a definition and must work to sustain it. An individual's 
performance in an interaction is geared toward projecting 
a particular definition, which includes the role identity 
which he or she wishes to communicate, and thereby control­
ling the subsequent interaction.

The police have an advantage in projecting and control­
ling the definition of a situation by virtue of their great­
er power in the situation. At the same time, due to the 
conflict and ambiguity surrounding their role, there is a 
greater chance that the interaction in which they engage 
will be disrupted. For example, a male officer who denies 
the legitimacy of certain aspects of his role may project 
a role identity which is inappropriate in a given situation 
or a citizen may challenge the definition of the situation 
which an officer embraces or projects.



48

Male and female officers, due to differential social­
ization and sex-role standards, as well as the different 
expectations held by others (e.g., department officials, 
citizens), are likely to interpret situations and define 
their role differently. It is possible that women will con­
sider the service aspect of the role as more legitimate 
than will men. If this is the case, in the large number 
of calls which involve service, female officers might be 
more successful at reaching a common definition of a situ­
ation, and there might be more mutual cooperation in sus­
taining the definition.

Moreover, the role identity which male and female po­
lice officers project in encounters is likely to emerge 
from their personal histories and be consistent with other 
important roles which they assume (e.g., sex roles) as well 
as their idealized notions of themselves. Thus, women might 
project an image of compassion or helpfulness while men 
might be more likely to project toughness and machismo.
Bard (1971b) has suggested the possibility that "acknow­
ledgement of compassion and helping is regarded as threat­
ening to the masculine mystique of law enforcement" (p. 153).

If controlling the definition of the situation, and 
thereby the situation itself, is important to police offi­
cers as a means of reducing ambiguity and providing struc­
ture, women and men might well engage in different tactics 
to bring about this end. Because of different learning ex­
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periences, they have different repertoires of responses 
available to them. Moreover, if situations have different 
meanings for them, they are likely to differ in terms of 
their view of an appropriate response. For example, in a 
heated dispute a male officer might resort to power dis­
plays, while a female might attempt to control the situa­
tion through a demonstration of sympathy or caring. A fe­
male officer from Peoria, Illinois has saidi

Eighty-five percent of police calls 
are service calls, reports of acci- 
cents, deaths, and assaults, and only 
15 percent involve actual violent ac­
tion when the police get there. There 
is more need for brain than brawn.
Most of the violent situations are fam­
ily fights, and I found that if you can 
talk to people and calm them down, they 
are a lot less likely to hit you 
(Sherman, 1973, p. 386).

The meaning which aggressive behavior has is likely 
to differ for male and female police officers. Thus, ag­
gression on the part of a citizen might be interpreted as 
a personal affront or challenge by a male officer, while a 
female officer might view it as an act reflecting the mo­
mentary state of the citizen which does not personally un­
dermine her. Also, a male officer might feel that an ag­
gressive response is required of him in order to sustain
his definition of a situation and his interpretation of
the roles of the participants, whereas a woman might view 
aggression as a less appropriate, or even counterproductive, 
response.

Clearly, these implications for sex differences are



50

purely hypothetical. While many studies of police-citizen 
interaction emphasize the importance of structuring or or­
dering relatively unstructured social situations and some 
reveal techniques by which this is accomplished, none in­
volve female officers. Furthermore, there have been no 
studies designed to examine the differences between male 
and female police officers in their interactions with cit­
izens .

This research is designed to present a multi-faceted 
descriptive account of the aggressive components of police- 
citizen transactions. While the sex of the officer is con­
sidered a primary independent variable, it would be simplis­
tic to assume that an officer's behavior or the nature of 
an interaction between an officer and a citizen is predict­
able solely on the basis of an officer's sex. Instead, 
behavior, and particularly interaction, is considered to 
be a complex phenomenon which is mediated by the interact­
ants ' definitions of the situations in which they engage, 
by the meanings which they assign, by their interpretations 
of their own roles and behavior, the roles and behavior of 
other persons involved in the interaction, and by their in­
terpretation of the situation as a whole. However, the 
way an individual construes a situation may well be affect­
ed by his or her sex.

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses will be 
undertaken. The former will be designed to test the fol­
lowing hypothesesi
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Differences in officer interaction styles
Hypothesis lai Male officers will more frequent­

ly engage in behaviors which in­
volve aggressive or power displays.

Hypothesis lbi

Hypothesis lei

Female officers will more fre­
quently engage in behaviors which 
display friendliness (i.e., humor, 
sympathy).
Male and female officers will not 
differ in the extent to which they 
display business-like or imper­
sonal behaviors.

Differences in officer aggression
Hypothesis 2ai

Hypothesis 2bi

Hypothes is 2ci

Male officers will exceed females 
in certain types of aggressive 
behaviors, namely physical aggres­
sion, authoritarianism, and hostil­
ity .
Male and female officers will not 
differ in the extent to which they 
display certain types of aggres­
sive behaviors, namely passive 
aggression and patronizing behav­
ior .
Male and female officers will en­
gage in aggressive behavior for 
different reasons. Specifically, 
aggression on the part of males 
is more likely to represent a de­
fense of their personal autonomy 
or an expression of contempt or 
disapproval. Areas in which sex 
differences are less likely to 
occur are protection against exis­
ting or potential danger, attempt 
to control situation, and defense 
or support of others.

3. Differences in citizen interaction styles
Hypothesis 3ai Citizens will be more aggressive

toward male officers than toward 
female officers.
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Hypothesis 3bi

Hypothesis 3ct

Citizens will be more friendly 
toward female officers than 
toward male officers.
For the most part, citizens will 
be civil toward both male and 
female officers.

4. Differences in citizen aggression
Hypothesis 4a t

Hypothesis 4bt

Citizens will be more likely to 
direct certain types of aggres­
sion (i.e., physical aggression, 
hostility) toward males than 
toward females.
Citizens will direct aggression 
toward male officers for differ­
ent reasons than toward female 
officers. Specifically, aggres­
sion is more likely to be dis­
played toward male officers as a 
reaction to exercise of informal 
power and as an expression of con­
tempt or disapproval. There will 
be no differences in aggression 
for the following reasonsi perse- 
verence in—  or transfer or exten­
sion of—  aggression, reaction to 
exercise of formal power, reaction 
to arrest or potential arrest, de­
fense or support of others.

5. Situational effect
Hypothesis 5t Sex differences will be related

to the social context in which 
officers interact with citizens. 
Behavioral differences will be 
more apparent in certain situa­
tions than in others.

Information bearing on the ways in which officers de­
fine the situations which they encounter will be introduced. 
While a systematic analysis of this is beyond the scope of 
this research effort, such information, where available,
will aid in clarifying the empirical findings.
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METHOD AND PROCEDURES

While the social sciences have been characterized 
by a number of distinct traditions of inquiry, there has 
been recent polarization around methodological issues. On 
the one hand, there are advocates of the experimental 
method, emphasizing methodological precision and the quan­
tification of data. In order to ensure control over the 
manipulation of variables, artificial situations in the 
laboratory are frequently contrived. Unfortunately, this 
requires that persons be removed from the settings in which 
they naturally function which means that behavior is viewed 
out of context and that only small, perhaps trivial, aspects 
of behavior are studied.

On the other hand, there is an emphasis on discovery 
and/or description of complex phenomena in natural settings. 
Advocates of this approach are often concerned with discov­
ery and exploration rather than with the testing of hypoth- 
eses(Sjoberg and Nett, 1968), Consequently, their research 
frequently lacks experimental precision and control. They 
assert that methods which are designed to test limited 
hypotheses frequently produce results which are trivial at 
best (Cicourel, 1964* MacLeod, 1947).

The research proposed here represents an attempt to 
reconcile these two approaches. It is designed to explore 
behavior in a natural setting without sacrificing the rich­
ness and complexity of the data* Nevertheless, there is also 
an attempt to systematize the data and to introduce as much
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precision as is possible in a complex natural setting where 
constraints on the researcher and the research process are 
indeed great.

Setting and Sample
In May of 1972, the New York City Police Department 

undertook a year's experiment involving the use of women as 
patrol officers. Prior to this time, women in the depart­
ment had occasionally served as specialists (e.g., plain­
clothes, youth work)j however, their predominant assignments 
were in clerical or matron positions. Street patrol, either 
on foot or in a radio car, had been exclusively the domain 
of men.

The experiment, funded by The Police Foundation and 
carried out by the Urban Institute, was designed to evaluate 
the abilities of women to perform uniformed patrol and to 
explore the implications of such assignments. Thus, the imme 
diate needs of the New York City Police Department provided 
an unusual opportunity to study complex human interaction in 
its natural setting.

The experiment involved assigning women as uniformed 
patrol officers to Neighborhood Police Teams, A Neighbor­
hood Police Team is a small organizational unit within a 
precinct. Leadership is provided by a sergeant, designated 
as team commander, who has 24-hour responsibility for his 
team of approximately 40 patrol officers. Theoretically, 
the team is fully responsible for policing a small geograph­
ical area. The team commander has considerable flexibility



55

and discretion regarding appropriate strategies and pro­
cedures in that area. Thus, he might increase the number 
of personnel in high crime areas or at high crime times.
He might temporarily switch uniformed officers into plain­
clothes, assign an officer to work with community groups, 
and so on.

Neighborhood Police Teams were conceived as a means by 
which the police could be responsive to the needs of a unique 
neighborhood and could provide more effective service by 
improving the rapport between officers and citizens. The 
decision to assign female officers to these teams was based 
on the notion that they could be valuable resources, enhanc­
ing the flexibility of team commanders by providing poten­
tially different skills and outlooks. In addition, it seemed 
possible that women might be more easily integrated into an 
organizational unit which was small and devoted to coopera­
tive effort.

As a result, four or five female police officers were 
placed on each of three Neighborhood Police Teams in differ­
ent areas of the city (i.e., Bedford-Stuyvesant in Brooklyn, 
Jackson Heights in Queens, and Greenwich Village in Manhat­
tan). The teams differed in terms of their neighborhood 
composition and in the type and volume of activity in which 
police officers engaged. Each team to which women were 
assigned was matched as closely as possible with a compari­
son team (See Table 1). Where possible, the comparison 
teams were selected from the same precinct as the experi-



Table 1
PROFILES OF EXPERIMENTAL AND COMPARISON NEIGHBORHOODS

Precinct 77 Precinct IIP Precinct 6 Precinct 20
Characteristics 
of Neighborhood E-NPT C-NPT E-NPT C-NPT E-NPT C-NPT
Population
Ethnicity
White
BlacK
Hispanic
Other

Neighborhood
Character
Area

Borough
No. of Patrol 
Officers

25,000

05%
95%

•51 sq. mi.

36

25,000

25%
75%

.58

Brooklyn Brooklyn

35

150,000

50%
50%

1.5

Queens

43

150,000 15,000

50%
50%

2.5

43

80%
10%
05%
05%

1.8

43

30,000

75%
10%
13%
02%

2.7

Queens Manhattan Manhattan

39

1
2

3

E-NPT = Experimental Neighborhood Police Team
C-NPT = Comparison Neighborhood Police Team
All neighborhoods were residential with some small businesses
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mental team in an attempt to standardize as many factors as 
possible (e.g.* precinct commander* precinct policies). In 
one instance* this was impossible because the team to which 
women were assigned was the only Neighborhood Police Team in 
the precinct. ̂

The evaluation involved fourteen experienced female 
officers, all of whom were volunteers. The selection pro­
cedure was not rigorous, in that only 15 women originally 
volunteered for the experiment. Their primary motivation 
was dissatisfaction with their prior assignments (i.e.* cler­
ical or matron). Furthermore, none of these women had a 
clear idea of what their new role would be* The women who 
volunteered for the experiment had varying amounts of exper­
ience in the department* ranging from four to thirteen years.

Prior to being assigned to patrol, they were given an 
eight week training course at the Police Academy. They re­
ceived physical training, were updated on new laws and pro­
cedures* and were exposed to such areas as conflict manage­
ment, community relations, and the relationship of women to 
the criminal justice system.

In late June of 1972, the fourteen women were distri­
buted among three Neighborhood Police Teams. On only two of 
the teams (i.e.* Brooklyn, Queens) were women used primarily 
in patrol cars. The data for this research was gathered on 
these ten women because their work situation was more amen-

This occurred in the Sixth Precinct in Manhattan. The 
women assigned there were on foot patrol and* conse­
quently* not included in this study.
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able to observation and their transactions with citizens 
were considerably more frequent.

Because the prior experience of female officers in the 
New York City Police Department had differed so radically 
from that of males, it was impossible to select a group of 
male police officers to serve as a matched control group. 
Instead* it was decided to randomly select a comparison 
group from each of the matched Neighborhood Police Teams. 
These random selections were made from men having the same 
Kinds of assignments as women in the study. Furthermore, 
the comparison group was twice the size of the experimental 
group of female officers in order to reduce the possibility 
of biasing the results by selecting atypical individuals.

Modifications in the comparison group were made during 
the course of the study. When a male officer could not be 
observed, another male was randomly substituted. The final 
sample of observed officers consisted of ten females and 
69 males.

The Study of Behavior in a Social Context
Clearly, there are a variety of ways of studying behav­

ior in a social context. Theoretical and conceptual differ­
ences regarding such behaviors have produced different re­
search tools and methods for their study. These range from 
the intensive study of small samples (Blum, 1970) using 
techniques (e.g., participant observation, interviews) de­
signed to produce qualitative information to the study of
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large samples with rigorous methods (e.g.* structured obser­
vations, surveys) which are intended to produce quantitative 
data. Regarding these differences, Scott (1965) has saidi

. . . researchers interested in exploring
or describing a particular situation in 
depth, or in directly observing the types 
and patterning of activities and inter­
actions of a limited group of subjects are 
better advised to engage in a sustained 
interaction with the subject group under 
study. Researchers desiring to test rela­
tions among a limited number of variables 
who are able to utilize reports of respon­
dents on their attitudes and behavior had 
best plan to collect their data from a 
larger number of subjects' or subject groups, 
and so can spend only a limited amount of 
time with each (p. 271).

Researchers who are primarily concerned with rich, qual­
itative information, among them the phenomenologists (MacLeod, 
1947j Schutz, 1953,1970), the symbolic interactionists 
(Blumer, 1972a, 1972b; Denzin, 1970, 1972), and the ethno- 
methodologists (Garfinkel, 1967; Psathas, 1972), have a dis­
tinct bias in viewing human behavior. This is expressed by 
Psathas (197 2)t

The distinction between natural science 
and social science. • . is based on the 
fact that men are not only objects exist­
ing in the natural world to be observed 
by the scientist, but they are creators of 
a world, a cultural world, of their own.
In creating this world, they interpret 
their own activities. Their overt behav­
ior is only a fragment of their total 
behavior. Any social scientist who in­
sists that he can understand all of man's 
behavior by focusing only on that part 
which is overt and manifested in con­
crete, directly observable acts is naive, 
to say the least. The challenge to the 
social scientist who seeks to understand 
social reality, then, is to understand 
the meaning that the actor's act has for 
him. If the observer applies only his
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own categories or theories concerning 
the meaning of acts* he may never dis­
cover the meanings these same acts 
have for the actors themselves. Nor 
can he ever discover how social reality 
is "created” and how subsequent acts by 
human actors are performed in the con­
text of their understandings (pp. 132-133).

Thus f they believe that behavior must be understood on two
levels, the symbolic and the interactional or behavioral
(Denzin, 1972). One must be cognizant of the fact that
people interpret situations and* then, design methods which
can accomodate this intervening process (Blumer, 1972b*
Cicourel, 1964).

In attempting to understand complex human behavior and 
interaction, these theorists have employed a variety of meth­
ods including case studies, life histories, interviews, ob­
servation, and analysis. Perhaps the most important method 
has been participant observation (Meltzer and Petras, 1972) 
which involves becoming involved in the life of the indivi­
dual being studied and, thereby, adopting his or her per­
spectives (Becker and Geer, 1960* Bruyn, 1966* Denzin, 1970). 
Participant observations are generally unstructured in order 
to facilitate discovery by not being bound by predetermined 
categories or rigid assumptions (Becker and Geer, 1960* 
Denzin, 1970* Vidich, 1970). There are, however, alterna­
tives to totally unstructured participation. There are a 
number of roles that a participant observer may assume, rang­
ing from a complete participant to a complete observer 
(Denzin, 1970* Junker, 1960).
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Reiss (1968b) has suggested that participant observation 
can be systematized, that it need not be a solo practice 
directed at obtaining a mass of unorganized data. Rather, 
it can be undertaken by a group of trained observers who fol­
low a systematic procedure involving adequate sampling tech­
niques and some degree of rigorous measurement. He has saidi

It should be apparent that precision can 
be just as great, given instrumentation, 
in participant observation as in surveys.
What happens in practice is that all too 
often the act of recognizing and noting 
in participant observation is not stand­
ardized or measured in any precise way.
It doesn't have to be that way (p. 359).

Becker and Geer (1960), too, have noted that "Participant 
observations have occasionally been gathered in standardized 
form capable of being transformed into legitimate statistical 
data" (p. 275). It is this model—  that of standardized 
participant observation—  which has been adopted as the pri­
mary research tool in this investigation.

While participant observation has been the most widely 
used method by researchers who believe that behavior must be 
understood on many levels and that the process of interpre­
tation intervening between independent and dependent vari­
ables must be taken into account, other methods have been 
employed as well. Stebbins (1972) utilized both observa­
tions and interviews in order to "make general statements 
about classes of definitions used by identifiable groups of 
men in particular but recurrent situations" (p. 334). While 
he favored interviewing a few persons rather than adminis­
tering a questionnaire to many in order to arrive at consis-
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tent definitions of situations, he, too, attempted to system­
atize his data. His interviews involved programmatically 
developed statements which operationalized the concept of 
the definition of the situation. In a limited way this, too, 
will be used as a model for the present research. Both in­
terviews and questionnaires will provide qualitative infor­
mation which will enrich the interpretation of the quantita­
tive findings.

The Study of Naturally Occurring Events 
Wright (1960) has said, ”. . .  psychology in its every 

branch has done comparatively little watching and recording 
and examining of events left to happen as they may” (p. 71). 
Studying events in their natural settings necessarily limits 
the designs or methods which one can select.

In some instances, the researcher can have some degree 
of control over the environment through such things as the 
creation of comparable subsystems or the control of exper­
imental variables (Fairweather, 1967). In other instances, 
the investigator must assume that ”the milieu will provide 
a sufficient number of different types of events and concom­
itant behaviors to approximate a classical independent-dep­
endent variable study” (Gump and Kounin, 1960). Campbell 
and Stanley (1963) have saidt

There are many natural social settings 
in which the research person can intro­
duce something like experimental design 
into his scheduling of data collection 
procedures (e.g., the when and to whom 
of measurement), even though he lacks 
the full control over the scheduling of 
experimental stimuli. . . which makes a 
true experiment impossible (p. 204).
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The design of this study is quasi-experiments1, as described 
by Campbell and Stanley.

In attempting to maintain the authenticity and integ­
rity of behavior, many researchers (including this investi­
gator) opt for field research, with all of its attendant 
problems of control and precision. Nonetheless, those prob­
lems are not to be minimized. While laboratory studies pose 
serious external validity problems (i.e., can the results be 
generalized to other populations?), research in natural set­
tings is also accompanied by problems of validity such as 
observer effect, subject attrition, and sample selection 
(Campbell, 1957, 1969; Denzin, 1970; Webb et al, 1966). In 
addition, there are problems concerning reliability, espe-r 
cially when an observer is required to make judgments or in­
ferences (Guest, 1960; Weick, 1968).

The problems which accompany the research of complex, 
naturally occurring events can best be explicated by refer­
ring to the experience of this investigator.

Sample Size
The New York City Police Department assigned women to 

patrol on an experimental basis. They claimed that they 
could not afford to release more than fourteen women from 
their present assignments. Thus, the investigators had no 
control over the size of the sample. Moreover, four of the 
women were assigned primarily to foot patrol. Because their 
encounters with citizens were limited and their behavior 
could not easily be observed without seriously altering it.
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these women had to be omitted from the sample. Undoubtedly, 
the small size of the sample poses serious problems insofar 
as the generalizability of the findings is concerned.

Characteristics of the Sample
At the time the experiment was undertaken, there was a 

job freeze in the New York City Police Department. Thus, 
the sample had to be selected from men and women who had 
some degree of experience in the department. Their exper­
ience differed considerably. Women were performing clerical 
and matron duties, while most men were assigned to street 
patrol. Consequently, there was no way of adequately select­
ing a control group. In addition, all the women who took 
part in the experiment were volunteers. No adequate infor­
mation exists as to how they differ from the larger popula­
tion of female officers who did not volunteer for the new 
assignment.

Integrity of Design
Despite the small number of women in the sample and the 

lack of comparability between the male and female police 
officers, comparison groups were established, and instruments 
and procedures were developed. However, the research was 
predicated on the understanding that the experimental women 
would be assigned the same tasks as their male counterparts. 
Early in the experiment, this assumption was threatened by 
a set of guidelines issued by department officials, indicat­
ing that female officers might best be used in such areas as 
school liason work, family crisis intervention, and community
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relations. Much energy was expended in having these guide­
lines rescinded. Had this not occurred, any further research 
would have been impossible.

Additional organizational constraints and requirements 
interfered with the research design. One woman, for example, 
was transferred to a different Neighborhood Police Team. In 
many instances, it was apparent to the evaluators that de­
partment operations took precedence over the research design. 
This especially affected the acquisition of data. Frequent­
ly, officers who were supposed to be observed were inacces­
sible or follow-up interviews could not be carried out because 
a particular officer was unavailable. In addition, the col­
lection of statistical data was often neglected by depart­
ment personnel because of commitments having higher priority.

In general, it was impossible to maintain a rigorous 
design because this research endeavor was of low priority 
within the context of the police department. The evaluators, 
in order to maintain their legitimate position within the 
institution, had to respect the policies and priorities of 
department personnel.

Observations
Observing police officers in their interactions with 

citizens proved problematic in several ways. The extent to 
which the presence of observers would affect the naturalness 
of the behavior being observed was unknown. There has been 
considerable controversy in the social science literature 
concerning this issue. Some investigators strongly believe 
that an observer affects the course of events (Madge, 1953 j
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Weick, 1968; Wright, 1960) while others believe that an ob­
server has little effect on the behavior being observed 
(Heyns and Lippitt, 1954). Regarding the behavior of police 
officers, one would assume that any observer effect would be 
in the direction of more favorable task performance and less 
aggression (Cummins, 1971; Skolnick, 1966).

Another observational problem involved bias on the 
part of the observer. In order to minimize such bias, eight 
observers were utilized, rather than relying on the judgment 
of one individual. Moreover, they were assigned to police 
officers in such a way that any bias which might exist would 
be distributed (e.g., they observed an equal number of men 
and women; if possible, they only observed an officer once).

By utilizing a number of observers, problems of inter­
observer reliability were introduced. These were dealt with 
through intensive training and ongoing supervision of obser­
vers, an attempt to assess the degree of consensus among 
observers, and, once again, by distributing the assignments 
of observers to ensure that a "deviant" observer would be 
equally biased for all groups.

Research Arrangements
Undoubtedly, the adequacy of the design has been affect­

ed by the research arrangements, both initially and as they 
evolved. The fact that the investigators entered through 
and were associated with the police system prohibited get­
ting sufficient information on the citizens as interactants 
in police-citizen encounters.
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In addition, the fact that the evaluators were asso­
ciated with the Police Foundation* considered a partisan 
institution, made any pretense of neutrality impossible. 
Also contributing to this was the fact that the evaluators 
were not merely researchers, but facilitators as well. In 
order to pursue the evaluation at all, certain design re­
quirements had to be met. This involved advocating that 
women be used interchangeably with men.

The ease with which data could be collected, as well 
as the accuracy of the data obtained were no doubt influ­
enced by the role of the researchers. Thus, female offi­
cers who viewed the evaluators as advocates and "friends" 
spoke relatively openly about their experiences and opin­
ions. Males, on the other hand, mistrusted the intentions 
of the evaluators and were more reluctant to give informa­
tion.

An additional problem involved the label "evaluator" 
itself. On several occasions this caused "evaluation appre 
hension" or anxiety because individuals misunderstood the 
role of the researchers and felt that they were being per­
sonally evaluated. Throughout the evaluation an attempt 
was made to clarify the role of the investigators (e.g., 
"This is not a personal evaluation. We merely want to know 
how female officers as a group compare with male officers). 
Insofar as was possible an attempt was made to maintain a 
position of neutrality (e.g., "We don't know whether or not 
policewomen can do patrol work. That is what we are here 
to find out” ).
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However, given the profound mistrust of patrol officers 
regarding the motives of department officials—  which they 
view as political rather than in their interests—  and 
given the fact that male officers are extremely threatened 
by the notion of women in policing—  well illustrated by the 
fact that observers were picketed by Police Benevolent Asso­
ciation members-- the research task was a difficult one.

Compensating for Methodological Weaknesses
While one can expect to encounter serious problems in 

studying complex, naturally occurring events, there are a 
number of ways to compensate for potential methodological 
deficiencies. Most important, perhaps, is the use of multi­
ple research methods. This helps to validate findings from 
other methods (Denzin, 1970* Weick, 1968), cancel out the 
weaknesses or errors of individual measurements (Webb et al, 
1966i Weick, 1968), and contributes to acquiring data on a 
variety of aspects of an individual's reality (Denzin, 1972* 
Gump and Kounin, I960* Gurman and Bass, 1961* MacLeod, 1947*
Sjoberg and Nett, 1968* Stebbins, 1967, 1972).

Regarding observational data, Becker and Geer (1960) 
have suggested that one can be more sure of the data when it 
involves statements which are volunteered rather than direct­
ed by the observer, when a large proportion of the data in­
volves activities rather than statements, and when activity 
or statements occur in public rather than with the observer 
alone. These requirements are met by the observations under­
taken in this study.
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It has also been suggested that validity and reliabil­
ity are increased when observations involve molecular rather 
than molar behavior and when fewer demands are placed upon 
the observer in terms of inference (Weick, 1968). While the 
observation of police-citizen interaction necessarily in­
volves inference on the part of the observer and focuses on 
molar behavior, control can be introduced in a variety of 
ways. Greater control is achieved when the unit of study is 
specified and defined clearly (Heyns and Lippitt, 1954j Heyns 
and Zander, 1953), when there is a precise definition of all 
categories (Heyns and Lippitt, 1954* Weick, 1968), and when 
observers are trained to be sensitive and attuned to the 
category system (Heyns and Lippitt, 1954; Sjoberg and Nett, 
1968).

This inquiry is accompanied by many of the methodologi­
cal problems which exist when one attempts to study complex 
behavior in natural settings. Because there are means of 
compensating for these difficulties, they were not considered 
as serious as the distortions which would occur if the inves­
tigation had been removed from its natural setting into a 
laboratory context. In effect, this research resembles a 
Mpatched-upM design (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) where mul­
tiple measures are utilized, some of which are added for the 
explicit purpose of compensating for inadequacies in the 
original design.

In general, then, this research represents an attempt 
to provide a multi-faceted descriptive account of complex 
behavior in its natural setting. Moreover, it is an attempt
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to integrate a number of research strategies in such a way 
as to preserve the richness of the data while also intro­
ducing some degree of precision and control.

Instruments and Measurement Procedures 
Because this research was intended to incorporate 

various levels of description (i.e., behavioral, symbolic), 
a variety of measures were required. Behavioral data were 
provided by the Incident Reports which were structured ob­
servation booklets. Supplementary descriptive information 
was derived from a number of measures which were not sub­
jected to quantitative analysis. These included the Incident 
Interview, a structured interview concerning observed encoun­
ters between a police officer and one or more citizens, the 
Observation Profile Sheet, completed by observers following 
each tour of duty, selected questions from the Urban Insti­
tute Patrol Survey. and interviews with male and female 
police officers as well as police officials (e.g., team 
commanders, precinct commanders). For the most part, the 
supplementary measures provided anecdotal information which 
was used to enrich and interpret the more rigorously analyzed 
observational data.

Incident Report (See Appendix A)
Description. The major instrument was a detailed ob­

servation schedule, referred to as the Incident Report. This 
instrument tapped the following kinds of informationi

1. Situation—  e.g., definition, demographic 
data concerning primary citizen participants, setting,
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presence of physical danger, attitude of primary citizen 
toward officer.

2. Behavior of officer-- e.g., officer's manipu­
lative techniques, officer's general manner, officer's re­
sponse to request of citizen, officer's actions.

3. Outcome (i.e., conclusion)—  e.g., character­
ization of situation when officer left, citizen's general 
state when police were leaving, citizen's evaluation of ser­
vice received, formal or official action.

In addition, the Incident Report included a detailed 
section on the incidence and provocation of aggression.
There was an attempt to code aggressive behaviors in terms 
of their type (e.g., physical, verbal), their source (e.g., 
officer under observation, citizen #1), and their motivation 
(e.g., reaction to touching or other bodily contact, an ex­
pression of contempt or disapproval).

Procedures.
1. Observers. There were eight male observers, twen­

ty-one years of age^ or older. The decision to use males 
was based on an attempt to minimize and equalize observer 
effect. It was thought that male officers would behave more 
naturally in the presence of male observers, and that they 
would be less overprotective of these observers.

2. Training. Each observer received 16 hours of train­
ing. There were three 4-hour sessions in which verbal and

* The age is based on a Police Department regulation.
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written instructions were given and terms explained and de­
fined (See Appendix B for Training Manual). In addition, 
relevant film strips were shown and Incident Reports comple­
ted and analyzed. Items and judgments which were confusing 
were thoroughly discussed. One of the training sessions 
involved observers riding in radio cars in pairs, each com­
pleting Incident Reports. Disagreements were discussed and 
resolved following this session. In a limited way, inter­
observer reliability was assessed at the final session where 
all observers simultaneously completed Incident Reports based 
on two filmed incidents (See Table 2). In addition to com-

Table 2
INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY1

Behavior__________________________________ Percent Agreement
Officer Behavior

Aggression 100%
Business-like 75%
Sympathy 94%
Humor 100%

Citizen Behavior
Aggressive 88%
Passive 88%
Calm 81%
Friendly 94%

pleting the observation booklets, observers were instructed 
as to their role as observers.

3. Observations. A total of 72 eight-hour tours of

Reliability was based on eight observers judging two 
incidents each. Since agreement could reflect either 
the presence or absence of the behavior, there could 
be no less than 50 percent agreement for each item.
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duty were observed. Observers were assigned to a particu­
lar "officer under observation." Male officers were observed 
on 38 occasions and females on 34. Observations took place 
over a twelve week period , from March to June of 1973. They 
occurred on Friday and Saturday mights from 4 P.M. to 12 mid­
night because these times yielded the greatest amount of 
activity.

Observation booklets were completed for every incident 
(N=765), i.e., every time the police were mobilized to act 
regardless of whether citizens were present or not. However, 
only those incidents involving interaction with citizens were 
utilized for this research (N=600). These are referred to 
as police-citizen transactions or encounters.1

Observers were instructed to collect data on both the 
"officer under observation" and the partner if possible. 
Because the designation "officer under observation" was ar- 
bitrary, and there were few, if any, significant differences

3in the behavior of officers and partners, the data for these 
two groups were combined, yielding a total of 1200 police- 
citizen transactions.

Observers were assigned in such a way as to avoid bias 
in either the sex of the officers which they observed or in 
the teams in which they observed. Furthermore, observers

1 This definition is an adaptation of that provided by 
Reiss (1971).2 The integrity of the original sample could not be 
maintained.

3 Of 80 chi square analyses, none were significant at the 
.01 level and only two were significant at the ,05 level.
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were not assigned to observe the same officer more than 
once if at all possible.

While information was gathered on as many as five cit­
izens in each encounter, only the data on the three most 
central citizens were analyzed. The presence of four or 
more citizens was so infrequent that further analyses would 
have added little of interest. In all, female officers were 
observed interacting with 729 citizens, males with 1421.
The greater number of observations for male officers is due 
to the fact that males designated as "officers under obser­
vation" invariably had male partners while female "officers 
under observation" had both male and female partners.

To some degree, the characteristics of citizens with 
whom female officers interacted differed from those with 
whom males interacted (See Table 3). Women had more frequent 
transactions with male citizens and non-white citizens. They 
also dealt with proportionately more bystanders and inform­
ants and more young people, particularly adolescents.

4. Supervision. Observers were under continual super­
vision. Observations were discussed on a weekly basis, with 
emphasis on problematic coding categories. In addition, the 
role of the observer was continuously reinforced.

Profile Sheet
Description. The Profile Sheet was designed to provide 

information about the behavior and attitudes of officers 
throughout an entire tour of duty rather than in a particu­
lar incident. The officer's feelings about the people in



75

Table 3
DESCRIPTION OF CITIZENS

Female Officers Male Officers 
Characteristic_______________   N %________ N_____%____
Number 

Total 
Citizen 1 
Citizen 2 
Citizen 3

Sex
Male
Female

Race
White
BlacK, Hispanic, other

RoleComplainant
Offender
Victim
Bystander, Informant

Age
18 and under
19 and over

729
392
225
112

100%
54%
31%
15%

1421
808
439
174

100%
57%
31%
12%

461
231

67%
33% * 843

527
62%
38%

264
453

37%
63% ** 596

789
43%
57%

114
188
204
217

16%
26%
28%
30%

*
226
406
422
367

16%
29%
30%
26%

121
563

18%
82% * * 173

1191
13%
87%

* p < .05
** p < .01
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the neighborhood as well as his or her attitudes about women 
on patrol were noted.

Procedure. Each observer completed a Profile Sheet 
immediately following the tour of duty. Observers were 
trained and supervised, as with the Incident Report,

Incident Interview (See Appendix C )
Description. A structured interview was administered 

to officers regarding specific encounters in which they were 
involved. It tapped the following kinds of informationi

1. Officer’s view of the situation—  e.g., 
typicality, potential danger, impression of primary citizens.

2. Officer’s view of his/her behavior—  e.g., how 
situation was handled, why it was handled in that way, per­
ception of alternative actions or behaviors.

3. Officer’s view of outcome—  e.g., satisfaction 
with way situation turned out, sense of citizen’s satisfac­
tion and what could have satisfied citizen.

4. Officer’s view of how policewomen/policemen 
would have handled same situation.

Procedure. An experienced interviewer was trained to 
carry out the Incident Interview. An attempt was made to 
interview as many observed officers as possible regarding at 
least two but no more than four observed incidents. The in­
terview was face-to-face and occurred as soon after the 
observed police-citizen transaction as possible.

The investigator obtained the observation schedules 
shortly after each tour of duty. All incidents which met
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any of the following criteria were selected outi
1. Primary citizen was an offender or an offender

group
2. Attitude toward police officer was antagonistic

at outs et
3. General state of primary citizen was angry, 

irritated, upset, or nervous
4. General state of officer at outset was angry, 

irritated, upset, or nervous.
If less than two incidents met these criteria, another in­
terview, based on a different tour of duty, was conducted.
If more than four incidents met these criteria, four were 
randomly selected in such a way as to ensure that at least 
one included an offender and one an antagonistic citizen, 
providing there were such incidents. It was considered im­
portant to interview officers about more than one incident 
because the small number of officers as well as incidents in 
a given tour maximized the possibility of selecting an atyp­
ical incident.

The criteria for selecting incidents represented an 
attempt to deal with situations where there was opportunity 
for the maximum amount of variation in police response.
Where the citizen was an offender, was antagonistic, or was 
angry, irritated, upset, or nervous, the police officer had 
a considerable number of behavioral options. It is conceiv­
able that aggression would be one of those options.

Patrol Survey
Description. The Patrol Survey was an anonymous self-
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administered questionnaire designed to measure a variety of 
attitudes.*" Of special interest in this study were atti­
tudes concerning the ability of women to perform patrol func­
tions. These provided indirect information about the rela­
tive importance of various aspects of the police role. Re­
sponses to the following questions were examined*

1. Do you think it is a good idea to have police­
women as a regular part of Neighborhood Police 
Teams? Please explain your answer.

2. How do you think the use of policewomen on 
patrol will affect both your job in particu­
lar and the police department in general?

Procedure. This survey was distributed to all patrol
officers in experimental and comparison Neighborhood Police
Teams at the outset and conelurion of the evaluation. For
the two administrations, the return rate was 61 percent and
51 percent respectively, yielding 120 completed surveys on
the first administration and 118 on the second.

Monthly Debriefing Sessions
During the course of the evaluation, female officers 

were required to attend monthly debriefing sessions at the 
Police Academy. The evaluators attended these sessions as 
well, taking detailed notes during the three to four hours 
that problems and experiences were discussed. Relevant 
information emanating from these meetings was used to supple­
ment the data acquired through observations.

*" This survey is a modified version of the one developed 
by the Urban Institute for use in Washington, D.C. It 
was designed for the evaluation of policewomen as patrol 
officers.
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Interviews vith Police Personnel
Throughout the evaluation, periodic interviews were 

conducted with female police officers as well as their 
sergeants t lieutenants, captains , and deputy inspectors. 
While many of these interviews were arranged in order to 
resolve procedural and philosophical problems, there was 
some discussion about the performance and experiences of 
women on patrol. These interviews were reviewed, and infor­
mation relevant to this research was utilized to enrich 
more rigorously obtained data.
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INDEX CONSTRUCTION

Efforts to increase the reliability or accuracy of 
data can be introduced in a variety of ways throughout 
the research process. Insofar as observational data are 
concerned, these include careful training of observers, 
assessing inter-observer reliability, and assigning obser­
vers so as to distribute any bias which might exist. In 
addition, reliability can be increased once the data has 
been collected.

In an attempt to minimize measurement error and ran­
dom influence, indices were constructed by combining select­
ed items from the Incident Report, Indices were designed 
to reflect officer interaction styles, types of officer 
aggression, citizen interaction styles, and types of citi­
zen aggression.

In order to construct indices, all relevant items from 
the Incident Report were coded or recoded in a dichotomous 
fashion, with one indicating the presence of that particu­
lar behavior and zero indicating its absence. Subsequently, 
individual items which seemed to reflect the same type of 
interaction style or the same form of aggression were com­
bined. The internal consistency of index items was deter­
mined by computing alpha coefficients using the Kuder- 
Richardson test for dichotomous variables. This statistic 
produces a measure of reliability based on covariances 
among individual items in an index or scale. An index was
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retained if the alpha level was .5 or higher, reflecting 
adequate reliability for research purposes (Nunnally, 1967). 
Where an index lacKed sufficient internal consistency, it 
was either modified or eliminated.

In each of the four areas being considered—  officer 
interaction styles, types of officer aggression, citizen 
interaction styles, types of citizen aggression—  it was 
necessary that indices be not only reliable but also dis­
tinct from one another. In order to determine whether the 
indices did, in fact, reflect distinct types of behavior, 
correlations among the indices were carried out. However, 
correlation coefficients tend to be attenuated or deflated 
because of measurement error. In order to compensate for 
this, the correction for attenuation was applied, producing 
estimates of what the correlations would be if the indices 
were perfectly reliable (Nunnally, 1967). An index was 
considered to have discriminant validity if correlations 
with other indices were low.

While data were collected on officer interactions with 
Citizen 1 (the most central citizen in the interaction), 
Citizen 2 (the second most central), and Citizen 3, inter­
nal consistency and discriminant validity were determined 
for male and female officers with all citizens combined. 
Combining citizens was justified in that interaction styles 
were not substantially different toward or by Citizens 1,
2, or 3 (See Appendix D). Where differences existed, they
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could be accounted for by the role which the citizen assumed 
in the transaction.^

Officer Interaction'Styles 
It was posited that officer behaviors would fall into 

three major groupingsi behavior which was aggressive, be­
havior involving sympathy or humor, and behavior which was 
business-like. Three indices-- Aggressive, Friendly, and 
Business-like-- reflecting these styles of interaction, 
were constructed from items on the Incident Report.

Aggressive Index
Of the 28 items on the Incident Report which were con­

sistent with the definition of aggression proposed earlier, 
eight were omitted from the analysis because of their infre­
quent occurrence. The remaining twenty items consisted of 
the followingi

1. Angry- officer seemed irate or ill-tempered 
at the outset of the encounter.

2. Irritated- officer seemed annoyed or impa- 
tient at the outset of the encounter.

3. Was maternalistic or paternalistic- officer 
seemed to treat citizen as a child, as naive 
(manipulative technique).

There was a significant relationship between the role of 
the citizen and the designation as Citizen 1, 2, or 3
(p .01). la inants victims , and offenders were more
likely to be central to the encounter (Citizen 1), while 
bystanders and informants were more likely to be peripheral 
(Citizen 3).
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4 * Used threats- officer indicated that police 
or other authority would take action against 
citizen (manipulative technique).

5* Used silence or ignored- officer seemed to 
willfully neglect or disregard citizen, e.g., 
refused to answer questions (manipulative 
technique).

6. Instilled quilt- officer attempted to make 
citizen feel bad or responsible for behavior 
of self or other (manipulative technique).

"7 • Lost self control- officer displayed momen­
tary or extended rage or fury.

8. Was hostile, nasty, provocative- officer's 
general manner seemed antagonistic, challenging, 
denigrating.

9. Was brusque. bossy, authoritarian- officer's 
general manner seemed abruptj demanded obe­
dience and subordination in a peremptory way.

10. Openly ridiculed or belittled- officer's 
general manner was obviouslymocking, contemp­
tuous, derisive.

11. Subtly ridiculed or belittled- officer's 
general manner was covertly mocking, contemp­
tuous, derisive.

12. Interrupted- officer broke into citizen's 
comments with questions or remarks.

13. Looked away. distracted- officer shifted 
attention from citizen* disregarded citizen's 
concerns.

14. Threatened with arrest- officer gave verbal 
warning that citizen may be taken into custody 
(informal use of power).

15. Other threat or warning- officer gave notice 
that punishment or harm would be administered 
by an authority (informal use of power).

16. Used physical constraint- officer restrained 
or limited citizen's actions or words through 
physical means, e.g., held arm, used handcuffs 
(informal use of power).
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17. Gave orders or directed- officer issued com­
mands in "an authoritarian manner (informal 
use of power).

18. Admonished or moralized- officer expressed
disapproval or rebuked citizen on grounds of 
legality, morality, or social responsibility, 
e.g., "Now look at all the trouble you 
caused" (informal use of power).

19. Verbal aggression- officer engaged in verbal
behavior which was designed to or resulted in
harm or hurt.

20. Physical aggression- officer engaged in phy­
sical behavior which was designed to or re­
sulted in harm or hurt.

Internal consistency was demonstrated for both male
and female officers (See Table 4). Thus, the twenty items
were considered to be a reliable index of officer aggression.

Friendly Index
Six items were selected from the Incident Report which 

seemed to reflect friendly and supportive behaviors toward 
citizens. These werei

1. Happy, enthusiastic- officer was good-humored, 
cheerful^ spirited at the outset of the en­
counter .

2. Used humor or iolliness- officer made jokes, 
cajoled, was jocular Cinanipulative technique).

3. Was concerned, sympathetic- officer's general 
manner indicated compassion for and interest 
in citizen.

4. Was good humored, playful. jovial- officer’s 
general manner seemed high spirited, friendly, 
humorous.

5. Gave advice or counseling- officer offered 
specific, concrete suggestions regarding a 
problem or condition (helping behavior).

6. Gave consolation or emotional support- offi­
cer sympathized wTth or comforted citizen 
(helping behavior).
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Table 4
ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR OFFICER INTERACTION STYLES

Index____________________Female Officers_____ Male Officers
Aggressive .66 .76
Friendly .56 .46
Humorous .67 .66
Sympathetic .54 .28
Business-like .50 .64
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This complex of behaviors had adequate internal con­
sistency for female officers but was not sufficiently reli­
able insofar as male officers were concerned (See Table 4).
In order to gain greater insight into this index, it was 
broken down into two clusters—  Humorous and Sympathetic.
The Humorous Index was comprised of items 1, 2, and 4. This 
index was internally consistent for both males and females.
The remaining items-- 3, 5, and 6-- were not a reliable 
index of Sympathy for male officers, although they were 
reliable for females (See Table 4).

Thus, in reconsidering the Friendly Index, it seems 
evident that for male officers, behaviors involving sympathy, 
counseling, and emotional support were not displayed together 
with any consistency. Because they are considered important 
aspects of officers' interaction styles, they will be retained 
as separate items for further analysis.

Business-like Index
Two items from the Incident Report were considered to 

reflect business-like behaviors. They werei
1. Calm, business-like- officer did not appear 

agitated or excited at the outset of the 
encounter.

2. Was business-1ike, routinized, impersona1- 
officer's general manner seemed efficient, 
methodical, unemotional.

Alpha coefficients were found to reach acceptable levels
for male officers. They showed reasonably good internal
consistency for women as well (See Table 4).

It should be noted that the index was somewhat more
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reliable for male officers than for female officers. This 
may be due to the fact that while both male and female of­
ficers were calm and business-like at the outset of their 
interactions, females were considerably less business-like, 
routinized, and impersonal as the interaction proceeded.
The behaviors which women did engage in during the course 
of their interactions with citizens will be discussed in 
a later section.

Nonetheless, there is sufficient internal consistency 
to use this index for further analysis.

Discriminant Validityi Officer Interaction Styles
As can be seen in Tables 5 and 6, each index reflects 

a distinct aggregate of behaviors. The relationships among 
them are either negative or nonexistent. Thus, the indices 
were considered sufficiently distinct to retain them for 
further analysis.

Officer Aggression 
It was hypothesized that not only would male officers 

display more overall aggression than female officers, but 
that different types of aggression, reflecting different 
styles of policing, would be typical of men and women.
Thus, despite the fact that the aggression index was inter­
nally consistent, the aggression items were broken down in­
to a number of clusters or sub-indices. Again, internal 
consistency was tested by computing alpha coefficients and 
discriminant validity was determined by correlating the 
various sub-indices.
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Table 5
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR FEMALE OFFICERS

(OFFICER BEHAVIOR)

______________________ Index________________
Business-

Index________________ Aggressive Friendly Humorous like
Friendly -.04 

(-•07)1
Humorous -.01 .73

(-.01) (1.18)
Business-like -.09 -.14

(-.16) (-.26)

Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected for 
attenuation.
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Table 6
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR MALE OFFICERS

(OFFICER BEHAVIOR)

Index_________________
Business-

Index______________Aggressive Friendly Humorous_____ like
Friendly NA

Humorous -.03 NA
(-.04)1

Business-like -.29 NA -.12
(-.41) (-.18)

NA Not applicable because index lacks 
internal consistency

Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected for 
attenuation.
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The aggression sub-indices and the behaviors associated 
with them are presented in Table 7.

Index

Table 7
INDICES OF OFFICER AGGRESSION 

Behavior
Physical Aggression 

Passive Aggression 

Hostile

Patronizing

Belittling

Authoritarian

Physical Constraint 
Physical Aggression
Used Silence or Ignored 
Looked Away, Distracted
Angry
Hostile, Nasty, Provocative 
Openly Ridiculed or Belittled
Was Maternalistic or Paternalistic 
Instilled Guilt 
Admonished or Moralized
Subtly Ridiculed or Belittled 
Interrupted
Was Brusque, Bossy, Authoritarian 
Interrupted
Gave Orders or Directed 
Used Threats 
Lost Self Control 
Verbal Aggression

Physical Aggression
While the computed alpha coefficients for this index 

reflected adequate internal consistency for both male and 
female officers (See Table 8), the fact that physical 
aggression had an N of one for women undermines its relia­
bility.

The index is clearly more applicable to males than 
to females. Not only was there considerable internal con­
sistency for males, but also they engaged in the two
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Table 8
ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR AGGRESSION SUB-INDICES 

(OFFICER BEHAVIOR)

Index __________________ Female Officers Male Officers
Physical Aggression .50 .82
Passive Aggression .74 . 67
Hostile NC .60
Patronizing .42 .32
Belittling .61 . 24
Authoritarian .61 .76

NC Not computable because of small N's
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behaviors comprising the index approximately the same amount 
(3 percent) of the time. Female officers, on the other hand, 
displayed physical constraint .9 percent of the time and 
physical aggression .2 percent of the time. Thus, it seems 
that physical constraint for women was not necessarily asso­
ciated with physical aggression.

Passive Aggression
The Passive Aggression Index showed good internal con­

sistency for both males and females (See Table 8). The 
alpha level was somewhat higher for women, suggesting that 
the index has greater reliability for this group.

Hostile
The Hostile Index showed reasonable internal consis­

tency for male officers, but was not a reliable index for 
female officers (See Table 8). This can be accounted for 
by noting that the behaviors which comprised the index were 
virtually never displayed by female officers. This, in it­
self, is an interesting difference between male and female 
police officers. Men were angry one percent of the time, 
hostile three percent of the time, and openly ridiculing 
two percent of the time. In contrast, women never displayed 
anger at the outset of their encounters nor were they hostile. 
They were openly ridiculing less than one percent of the 
time.

Patronizing
With both male and female officers, there was insuf­

ficient reliability for the Patronizing Index to be retained.
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The items did not covary sufficiently with any other item 
to form an index. These behaviors, then, were relatively 
isolated. Because they occurred frequently, they will be 
analyzed as separate measures.

Belittling
This index was found to be unreliable for male offi­

cers but ostensibly reliable for their female counterparts 
(See Table 8). Upon further examination, it became apparent 
that the occurrence of interruptions on the part of women 
was too infrequent (N=4) to assure reliability of the 
index. Thus, the Belittling Index will be omitted in 
future analyses.

Authoritarian
The Authoritarian Index was reliable for both male and 

female officers (See Table 8). When displayed by male offi­
cers, the internal consistency of the index was greater, 
indicating that this aggregate of behaviors was engaged in 
more consistently by male officers than by their female 
counterparts.

Discriminant Validityi Officer Aggression
For each group, reliable indices were correlated in 

order to determine whether or not they measured distinct 
behaviors (See Tables 9 and 10). While factor analysis 
indicated that all of the indices, to some degree, reflect­
ed one general factor, this factor only accounted for 40- 
47 percent of the variance in observed behavior. There­
fore, a decision was made to retain the indices which 
demonstrated adequate reliability.



Table 9
AGGRESSION SUB-INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR FEMALE OFFICERS

(OFFICER BEHAVIOR)

Physical Passive
Index________________ Aggression Aggression Hostile Authoritarian
Passive Aggression .10

(.16)1
Hostile NA NA

Authoritarian .24 .17 NA
(.44) (.29)

NA Not applicable because index lacks internal consistency
* Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected for attenuation.



Table 10
AGGRESSION SUB-INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR MALE OFFICERS

(OFFICER BEHAVIOR)

Physical Passive
Index__________________ Aggression Aggression Hostile Authoritarian
Passive Aggression .09

C • 12)1
Hostile .29 .11

(.41) (.17)
Authoritarian .41 .09

(.52) (.12)

Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected for attenuation.
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Citizen Interaction Styles 
Citizen behaviors were grouped into four general 

interaction styles* Friendly, Calm, Passive, and Aggressive. 
Each was tested for reliability and discriminant validity.

Friendly Index
The Friendly Index consisted of two itemst

1. Friendly, helpful- citizen's overall behavior 
seemed amicable and cooperative.

2. Good natured, iovia1- citizen's verbal behav­
ior seemed good-humored, friendly.

While internal consistency was good (See Table 11), the 
alpha levels were somewhat higher with behavior directed 
toward female officers, indicating a more consistent behav­
ior style.

Calm Index
The Calm Index was constructed from three items on the 

Incident Report t
1. Calm- citizen did not appear agitated or 

excited at the outset of the encounter.
2. Cooperative- citizen’s overall behavior 

seemed compliant; reflected willingness to 
work with officer.

3. Matter-of-fact, conversational- citizen's 
verbal behavior seemed calm, relaxed.

Again, alpha coefficients were sufficiently high to verify
the reliability of the index with both groups of officers
(See Table 11).

Passive Index
Three items from the Incident Report were thought to 

reflect passive behavior on the part of citizens. They 
were t
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Table 11
ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR CITIZEN INTERACTION STYLES

Index _______________ Female Officers Male Officers
Friendly .74 .63
Calm -69 .65
Passive .65 .66
Aggressive .84 .87
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1. Detached, distant- citizen seemed withdrawn 
at the outset of the encounter.

2. Passive, unexpressive- citizen * s overall
behavior seemed withdrawn, detached.

3. Passive, quiet- citizen's verbal behavior
reflected detachment.

Internal consistency was demonstrated with both male and
female officers (See Table 11).

Aggressive Index
The Aggressive Index was comprised of the following 15 

itemsi
1. Violent- citizen seemed out of control at

the outset of the encounter; evidenced by 
fury or use of physical force.

2. Angry- citizen seemed irate or ill-tempered 
at the outset of the encounter.

3. Irritated- citizen seemed annoyed or impatient 
at the outset of the encounter.

4. Antagonistic at outset- citizen seemed dis­
respectful, challenging at the outset of the 
encounter,

5. Antagonistic at conclusion- citizen seemed 
disrespectful, challenging at the conclusion 
of the encounter.

6. Uncooperative- citizen was not compliant or 
helpful throughout the encounter.

7. Challenged authority- citizen seemed to ques­
tion officer's legitimacy.

8. Violent. aggressive- citizen's overall beha­
vior involved physical and/or verbal assaults.

9. Uncooperative, antagonistic- citizen's over­
all behavior involved resistance to officer's 
wishes.

10. Disgruntled, sullen- citizen's overall be­
havior seemed sulky, ill-humored, dissatis- 
f ied.



99

11. Insulting, baiting. provocative- citizen's 
verbal behavior seemed attaching, inciteful.

12. Hostile, nasty- citizen's verbal behavior 
seemed unfriendly, antagonistic, denigrating.

13. Argumentative- citizen's verbal behavior 
involved disputing or contesting officer's 
actions.

14. Verbal aggression- citizen engaged in 
verbal behavior which was designed to or 
resulted in harm or hurt.

15. Physical aggression- citizen engaged in 
physical behavior which was designed to or 
resulted in harm or hurt.

Items 4, 5, and 6 were recoded so as to. b.e dichotomouai .*
For item 6, any behavior which was not cooperative was
considered to be uncooperative and, consequently, coded
one. This index was found to be reliable with behavior
directed toward both male and female officers (See Table 11).

Discriminant Validityi Citizen Interaction Styles
Tables 12 and 13 present the intercorrelations of 

citizen behavior indices. It is evident that Aggressive, 
Passive, Calm, and Friendly reflect distinct styles of cit­
izen behavior. Only one positive relationship existed* 
when citizens were friendly with either male or female 
officers, they tended to be calm as well. Since even these 
correlations were relatively low, the four indices were 
retained for future analyses.

Citizen Aggression 
In order to determine whether or not citizens displayed 

different types of aggression toward male and female offi­
cers, clusters of citizen aggression items were tested for 
internal consistency. The sub-indices which emerged were



Index
Passive

Calm

Friendly

Table 12
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR FEMALE OFFICERS

(CITIZEN BEHAVIOR)

Aggressive Passive______Calm______FriOndlv/»
-.O3 i
(-.04)1 |
-.49 -.21 j
(-.64) (-.31) \
-.19 -.15 .21 £
(-.24) (-.22) (.29) S

#4
0
AmP*00*
V0

Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected fS>r attenuation.



Table 13
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR MALE OFFICERS

(CITIZEN BEHAVIOR) r

*
* *

Index Aaciress ive Passive Calm Frienilv
Passive -.00

0

*
r\i—

1o01 mt
4;

*
0

Calm -.55 -.24
0
t

V

m

(-.72) (-.36) >
V

Friendly -.21 -.15 .20 0K
(-.28) (-.23) (.31) A

*

Figures enclosed in parentheses are corrected for attenuation.
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then correlated in order to establish their distinctness. 
The sub-indices as well as the behaviors associated with 
them are presented in Table 14.

  .v-v Table 14
INDICES OF CITIZEN AGGRESSION

Index Behavior
Violent

Antagonistic

Hostile

Violent
Violent, Aggressive 
Physical Aggression
Antagonistic at outset 
Antagonistic at conclusion 
Challenged Authority 
Uncooperative, Antagonistic 
Insulting, Baiting, Provocative 
Verbal Aggression
Angry 
Irritated 
Uncooperative 
Disgruntled, Sullen 
Hostile, Nasty 
Argumentat ive

Violent
As can be seen in Table 15, the Violent Index was 

internally consistent.

Antagonistic
The alpha coefficients were sufficiently high to 

accept the Antagonistic Index as reliable with both male 
and female officers (See Table 15). Alpha levels did not 
differ based on the sex of the officer, suggesting that 
this aggregate of behaviors was equally applicable to 
both groups.
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Table 15
 ____________     . , ■ » ' ■ «' i 1 "

, * v* » .*V- *-

ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR AGGRESSION SUB-INDICES
(CITIZEN BEHAVIOR)

Index___________________Female Officers Male Officers
Violent ,75 .65
Antagonistic .66 .67
Hostile .85 .81
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Hostile

The Hostile Index was extremely reliable for both 
groups (See Table 15). Again, the data indicated that 
citizens directed the same patterns of behavior toward 
male and female officers.

Discriminant Validityi citizen Aggression
The intercorrelations of the aggression sub-indices 

are presented in Tables 16 and 17. There is little jus­
tification for maintaining three distinct indices, since 
the correlation coefficients are quite high and a general 
factor, produced by factor analysis, accounts for 62-69 
percent of the variance in citizen aggression.

One conclusion which can be drawn is that more var­
iation exists with officer aggression than with citizen 
aggression. In addition, the pattern of aggressive be­
haviors directed toward female officers is much the same 
as that directed toward their male counterparts.
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AGGRESSION SUB

Index
Hostile

Antagonistic

Table 16
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR FEMALE OFFICERS 

(CITIZEN BEHAVIOR)

V iolent____ Hostile Antagonistic
.32 

(•40)1
.41 .56

(.58) {.75)

Figures enclosed in parentheses are
corrected for attenuation.
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AGGRESSION SUB

Index
Hostile

Antagonistic

Table 17
INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS FOR MALE OFFICERS 

(CITIZEN BEHAVIOR)

Violent_____Hostile Antagonistic
. 26 

(.33)1
.34 .62

(.52) (.85)

Figures enclosed in parentheses are 
corrected for attenuation.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Officer Interaction Styles 
In the preceding analysis, a number of relatively 

consistent officer interaction styles emerged. These in­
cluded a style which was business-like, a style which was 
aggressive, and a style which was friendly. Because the 
latter was not consistently displayed by male officers, 
it was broken down into behaviors reflecting sympathy and 
a style characterized by humor.

We have assumed throughout that behavior is a means 
of communication, not merely of action. We must therefore 
ask what is being communicated by each of these interac­
tion styles. When a business-like style is adopted, the 
officer is indicating that he or she is removed from the 
interaction, that emotional distance is being maintained. 
In effect, the officer might be saying, MI am here because 
my job requires it, I will conduct myself in an impartial 
way and will not become emotionally involved with you or 
with your personal concerns.'* The distance communicated 
by the officer may reflect professionalism on his or her 
part. On the other hand, it can be interpreted as disin­
terest or boredom.

In contrast, both aggressive and friendly interaction 
styles communicate greater personal involvement and inter­
est in the encounter. When aggression or power is dis­
played, the message is that the definition of the situa­
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tion, including both its management and its resolution, 
is to be controlled by the officer alone. Moreover, adop­
tion of this style suggests that the officer has consider­
able investment in controlling the definitions of both his 
or her social identity and the identity of the citizen. 
Thus, the officer might be saying, "This is my show. You 
take your cues from me.*'

In displaying sympathy, the officer is conveying not 
only interest in the concerns of the citizen but also an 
acceptance of the citizen's definition of the situation 
and the roles of the participants. In adopting this style, 
an officer is indicating that cues provided by the citizen 
will not be ignored. In effect, the police officer is say­
ing, "I view your concerns as legitimate and serious. As 
an authority figure, I take personal interest in your 
well-being."

Finally, a behavioral style characterized by humor 
suggests that the officer will collaborate with the citi­
zen in defining the situation. More specifically, an offi­
cer who embraces this style is communicating that the cri­
sis or problem at hand is resolvable if all the partici­
pants cooperate and show good faith. By displaying good 
humor, the officer is setting the tone for further coop­
eration, What is being said, then, is "I am doing this 
job not because I have to but because I want to. I am not 
your adversary. If we cooperate, we can resolve any diffi­
culties which might exist."
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It was hypothesized that the overall interaction styles
of male and female officers would differ in the following
ways t

Hypothesis lai Male officers will more frequent­
ly engage in behaviors which in­
volve aggressive or power displays.

Hypothesis lb» Female officers will more fre­
quently engage in behaviors which
display friendliness {i.e., humor,
sympathy).

Hypothesis lei Male and female officers will not
differ in the extent to which 
they display business-like or 
impersonal behaviors.

Mean index scores and mean item scores, ranging from 
zero to one, were determined for each officer. The differ­
ence between male officers' mean scores and those of fe­
males was then tested. It should be noted that Student's 
_t, a statistic generally used in comparing two sample means, 
was not applicable to data where the variances for males 
and females were significantly different. In those cases 
where an F test revealed significant differences in the 
variances, an approximation to ,t was used for the analysis 
(Winer, 1971).

All of the hypotheses regarding officer interaction 
styles were confirmed (See Table 18). The style most char­
acteristic of both male and female officers was a business­
like one. While t-tests revealed no significant differences 
between male and female officers in business-like behaviors, 
the Business-like Index tended to be more reliable for men 
than for women. This implies that the behaviors comprising
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Table 18
DIFFERENCES IN OFFICER INTERACTION STYLES

Female Officers Male Officers 
Index_____________ Mean S.D._______Mean S . D ._______P

<.01 
n , s . 
<.05

<.05 
<.01 
<.05

One-tailed test 
Two-tailed test

Aggressive*- .02
2Business-like .61

Humorous*- .09
Sympathetic*-

Concern .26
Advice .09
Consolation ,06

.01 .04 .04

.13 .70 .18

.06 .04 .07

.13 .16 .15

.05 .04 .06

.05 .02 .06
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the index were displayed together with greater consistency 
by male officers.

Differences between male and female officers in busi­
ness-like behaviors are presented in Table 19. At the out­
set of the majority of their encounters police officers, 
regardless of sex, were calm and business-like. The dif­
ferences between male and female officers resided in the 
subsequent interaction, where men were typically more busi­
ness-like, routinized, and impersonal. It is evident that 
for women, business-like behavior at the outset of an en­
counter did not imply business-like, routinized, or imper­
sonal behavior throughout the course of the interaction.

Table 19
DIFFERENCES IN BUSINESS-LIKE BEHAVIORS

Female Officers Male officers_____
Behavior Mean S.D.______Mean S .D ♦______ P_
Calm, business-like

at outset .78 .13 .77 .16 n.s.
Business-like, routin­

ized, impersonal .45 .14 .62 .24 C 05

Sex differences in interaction styles were most evi­
dent when officers departed from a business-like style. 
Where this occurred, men engaged in aggressive or power 
displays more frequently than did women (See Table 18). 
Female officers, on the other hand, were more friendly 
toward citizens than were males.
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While sex-differences on the Friendly Index could not 
be tested since the index was unreliable for males, this 
is significant in its own right. It implies that for men, 
friendly behaviors did not comprise a consistent interaction 
style.

The Humorous Index was constructed from three items 
on the Friendly Index and proved to be reliable for both 
male and female officers. Women engaged in humor signifi­
cantly more often than did men (See Table 18). The fact 
that the Sympathetic Index was unreliable for male officers 
suggests that concern and sympathy, advice and counseling, 
and consolation and emotional support did not constitute a 
consistent behavioral style for men. Women displayed each 
of these behaviors more frequently than did men (See Table 
18). Thus, female officers consistently exceeded male of­
ficers in the extent to which they displayed friendly be­
haviors .

The empirical differences found in officer interaction 
styles were reflected in opinions expressed by male and fe­
male officers. In the Incident Interview, they were asked 
how an officer of the opposite sex might have handled the 
situation. Female officers frequently said that men would 
act more harshly (i.e., take more extreme action) or pro­
vide less service. For example, one female officer suggest­
ed that her male counterpart would have been more prone to 
react to a volatile man and, consequently, have gotten into 
an argument. Another woman described a situation where a
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drunk female had fallen asleep in a stranger's house. The 
officer woke her up, talked to her, and took her home. Re­
garding a male officer's performance in the same situation, 
she said, "A policeman might have picked her up and carried 
her out to get it done faster. They don't have the same 
patience."

Male officers suggested that women would take more 
modest action and would be more apt to listen and be com­
passionate. Typically, they felt that the style of female 
officers would lead to greater difficulty. One male offi­
cer, who dispersed a crowd of hispanic men who had been 
drinking beer, saidt

A policewoman would probably have tried 
to talk to them, straighten them out.
The men might not have left and would 
have been more abusive.

Another male officer described an incident with a drunk wo­
man who was driven home and ordered out of the patrol car 
at her door. He saidt

A policewoman might have been more com­
passionate. She probably would have 
been more involved, especially when the 
woman started talking about trouble 
with her husband, A policeman listens, 
but inattentively.

Differences in interaction styles were also noted by 
police supervisors. A Deputy Inspector, who worked closely 
with both male and female police officers, summarized his 
observations as followsi
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In many situations, female police 
officers can do a better job than 
male police officers. Too often, 
males feel required to correct with 
physical strength or aggressive be­
havior the improper conduct of oth­
ers . Female police officers, on the 
other hand, are more likely to use 
their intelligence and persuasive­
ness to accomplish the same task.
Female police officers are less 
likely to resort to arrest or sum­
mons as a solution to a problem and, 
on the whole, seem to have a strong­
er self image than males. Female
police officers reduce violence by 
their mere presence while males are 
likely to encourage it in order to 
exert their maleness.

To what can we attribute differences in interaction 
styles? No doubt, the socialization of males and females 
in this culture is largely responsible. Sex-differences 
found in this study correspond precisely with sex-differ- 
ences evident in cultural stereotypes. These stereotypes 
have guided socialization practices and have provided 
standards against which appropriate behavior is measured
or judged. Thus, males are encouraged to be instrumental
and aggressive, while females are encouraged to be affec­
tive, nurturant, and caring.

If the behavior of police officers corresponds to sex- 
role standards, it would not be surprising to find our ob­
servers being influenced by these standards as well. While 
precautions (e.g., extensive training) were taken to miti­
gate stereotypic judgments on the part of observers, it is 
possible that, at least to some degree, observers saw what 
years of conditioning led them to expect—  greater aggres-
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siveness on the part of males and greater sympathy on the 
part of females.

It is unclear to what extent adult socialization, 
particularly socialization into the police role, has affect­
ed the behavior of the officers being studied. If assimil­
ation into the police culture involves increasing reliance 
on displays of power and aggression, our findings might 
simply reflect the fact that women have thus far not been 
fully assimilated.

Clearly, the women in our sample were not exposed to 
the same police socialization practices as were the men.
They belonged to a special subculture where their jobs in­
cluded clerical and matron duties, were trained for patrol 
in isolation from male officers, and were introduced to pa­
trol in very small numbers and under ambiguous guidelines. 
Moreover, many of the women's supervisors were interested 
in capitalizing on their "feminine" qualities. One sergeant 
said, "You'd lose your advantage if you tried to make women 
agqressive." Another said, "Policewomen act different.
They're ladies. Women are born ladies, and people are go­
ing to like that," Finally, a Deputy Inspector claimed 
that, "If a woman approaches a situation like a woman, she's 
better than a man. There would be a problem if she approached 
it like a man." Thus, social expectations may have contri­
buted to the different policing styles exhibited by male 
and female officers.

Whether or not behavioral differences between male and
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female police officers will disappear when women are hired, 
trained, and assigned in precisely the same manner as men 
can only be determined by future research.

It seems likely that the behaviors of police officers 
would be affected by the ways in which they define their 
role. Police officers are called upon to perform a number 
of disparate functions. They must enforce the law, maintain 
order, and provide service. There is some evidence that 
male officers maximize the law enforcement aspect of their 
role and minimize the service functions. Inferences can be 
made from their behavior alone. Among the situations in 
which male officers tended to exceed female officers in ag­
gressive interactions were those in which the citizen was 
either a victim or required some kind of service. At best, 
aggression in these situations was inappropriate. It would 
seem to reflect either impatience with the task or frustra­
tion due to inadequate skills and resources. Similarly, 
male officers were less sympathetic with victims, in calls 
requiring service, and in jobs initiated by a citizen in 
the field.^ Finally, the only situation in which males ex­
ceeded females in displaying humor was where the task in­
volved law enforcement (i.e., past or in-progress felonies).

Male officers seem most comfortable, then, when they 
are doing what they consider to be Mreal police work,”

 ̂ Unlike dispatched and on-view calls, those initiated by 
a citizen in the field were significantly more likely 
to involve requests for service (p^.Ol).
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that is, enforcing the law. Their preference for this as­
pect of their role is reinforced by the police establish­
ment, which rewards officers for good arrests but not for 
the sensitive handling of human problems.

Additional evidence concerning male officers* defini­
tions of their role was indirectly provided by the Patrol 
Survey, where officers were asked whether they thought it 
was a good idea to have women as a regular part of Neigh­
borhood Police Teams and why. The majority of men felt 
that women should not be on general patrol. Instead, they 
felt that female officers belonged in specialized "women's" 
areas (e.g., working with juveniles, questioning female 
victims of sex offenses) or in non-hazardous positions 
(e.g., clerical, investigation of past crimes). Many men 
felt that by using women in limited ways, male officers 
could then devote more time to real police worki

I feel that they [ policewomen] bring 
a fresh approach to community rela­
tions for the department. I also feel 
that policewomen can help a great deal 
in regards to certain situations that 
could possibly tie up a police officer 
from the major concern—  crime.

In discussing the pros and cons of women on patrol, 
male officers consistently referred to the dangerous na­
ture of their job. Their opposition to the introduction 
of female officers was most frequently based on women's 
supposed lack of strength—  both physical and emotional.
One officer said, "It [ introducing women} will certainly
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make my job more difficult. Most women do not possess the 
physical strength a man has.'* Another claimed the follow­
ing i

Policewomen cannot command enough re­
spect because of their sex, in uni­
form. . . . The street is the tough­
est place to work, and the law Mthe
strongest survive” fits the job.

The fact that men so frequently referred to strength and
danger indicates the significance of these qualities in
defining their role.

The role preferences of male officers reflect their 
definitions of situations, including their interpretations 
of their social identity. The fact that they seem to favor 
that aspect of their occupational role which is most compat­
ible with their sex-role is not unrelated to their social­
ization as men and as police.

It should be noted that all of the men in the sample
entered the department at a time when women were excluded
from patrol. This can only have reinforced the notion that 
policing was "man's work" and police departments were right­
fully male domains. Height and physical fitness require­
ments further perpetuated the myths that police officers 
had to possess the most stereotypically masculine qualities. 
Finally, the reward structure built into police departments 
enhanced the value of crime fighting, with its attendant 
risks and dangers, and minimized the prestige associated 
with social service. Thus, from an historical perspective, 
the social identity of police officers was inseparable from
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the masculine mystique of policing. For men, sex-role was 
and continues to be a salient feature of their identity as 
police officers.

However, the ways in which male officers define situ­
ations seems to have affected not only their social identi­
ty but their handling of incidents as well. Clearly, male 
officers, even more than their female counterparts, must 
be faced with uncomfortable role conflict. In actuality, 
very little patrol time is devoted to law enforcement} in­
stead, police officers spend a good portion of their day 
intervening in human problems. How, given the nature of 
their tasKs, can male officers protect their social identi­
ty? Perhaps, by emphasizing strength, aggressiveness, and 
lack of emotional involvement-- characteristics associated 
with the masculine stereotype—  male officers mitigate the 
conflict between service and law enforcement, thereby re­
ducing the unpleasant and stressful consequences of ambi­
guity.

Officer Aggression
In discussing aggression, it was suggested that such 

behavior can be viewed instrumentally, as strategic behav­
ior designed to reach a goal, or as behavior which is a 
goal in itself. Thus, the various types of officer aggres­
sion will be considered in terms of their instrumental 
functions (i.e., boundary-maintenance) and their expres-
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sive functions (i.e., release).
Both encounters and social relationships have been 

characterized as having a focus as well as boundary rules 
(Goffman, 1961; M. McCall, 1970). The focus is the reason 
for which the encounter or social relationship exists.
The boundary rules, on the other hand, enable the purpose 
of the interaction to be realized by excluding disruptive 
or irrelevant events and emotional states and by clarify­
ing the identities of the participants.

While the communicative function of aggression in 
police-citizen encounters is of great importance in under­
standing the meaning which aggressive behavior has for po­
lice officers, the expressive function cannot be ignored.
An aggressive statement or act may reflect anger or rage 
on the part of a police officer. In addition, it may indi­
cate a feeling of frustration or helplessness on the part 
of an officer resulting from inability to cope with either 
a particular problem or the manner in which the problem 
has been expressed.

Both instrumental and expressive elements are apparent
in displays of physical aggression. They are illustrated
in the following description of an observed encounter*

Two male officers undertook a routine 
auto check (for an inspection sticker).
As they approached the vehicle which 
was occupied by two young teenage boys, 
it sped away, going through red lights 
and in and out of traffic. It side- 
swiped a police car and hit several other 
cars in an attempt to flee. Finally, the
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auto was stopped by a police blockade.
The two officers jumped out of their 
car. One policeman began hitting and 
kicking one of the boys who was strug­
gling and who apparently had kicked 
the officer initially. The officers 
took the two boys to the precinct for 
booking. Once there, the second offi­
cer began hitting the other boy's 
head against the trunk of the police 
car. Both boys were being slapped 
and hit. The behavior of both the 
officers and the youths later changed 
radically. When they were being booked, 
the boys were cooperative and friendly, 
and the officers joked with them in a 
jovial way.

The officers, themselves, acknowledged the expressive com­
ponent of their aggressive behavior. One claimed that he 
became violent because he was attacked first. The other 
said he was releasing anger because he had almost been 
killed. Thus, physical aggression in this situation may 
be an expression of relief in that the encounter ended 
with no one being seriously hurt.

Viewed as a means of communication, physical aggres­
sion on the part of the officers suggested that they would 
resort to any means necessary to restore control of the 
situation. In this sense, physical aggression can serve 
as a final warning where more modest warnings have failed. 
It can be a means of establishing or reaffirming the boun­
daries of police-citizen transactions, boundaries which es­
tablish the officer as a legitimate authority figure and 
the citizen-offender as a person of lesser status who must 
defer to that authority.
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Authoritarian aggression includes varied types of ver­
bal aggression which express the power and authority of a 
police officer. Aggression of this type establishes the 
boundaries of the relationship between an officer and a 
citizen (i.e., superordinate-subordinate). It conveys 
that the officer not only intends to but has the right to 
control the behavior of citizens in public places. Author­
itarian aggression can have an expressive function as well. 
Thus, when the officer's control of the situation is threat­
ened, this may give rise to loss of self control. Conse­
quently, hurting or intimidating a citizen may become an 
end in itself. The following observed incident serves as 
an example*

Two male officers responded to a burglary 
call. A female complainant had called to 
report that her mailbox had been burglar­
ized. A vociferous dispute between neigh­
bors developed. One officer yelled at the 
complainant to "keep her mouth shut" so 
that he could listen to the neighbor's 
story, which he seemed to believe. The 
complainant became irate and continued to 
argue. During the course of the argument, 
the officer turned to the woman's husband 
and said, "Can you keep her mouth shut?"
He interrupted her a number of times and 
finally walked away saying, "the hell with 
this fucking slut*1' The officer then en­
tered the room where his partner was tak­
ing a report and said, "What's this fuck­
ing shit? Let's get the fuck out of here."

In this incident, as in most which are characterized by
authoritarian aggression, an attempt is made to establish
the boundaries of the transaction by clarifying what each
participant can do or say in the interaction.
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Hostile aggression differs somewhat in that boundaries 
are maintained by establishing who each interactant, parti­
cularly the citizen, is. This is typically accomplished 
by redefining or characterizing the citizen as a non-person 
or as a contemptible person to be scorned. One observed 
incident was described as followsi

Two male officers arrived at the scene 
of an accident shortly after it occurred.
While they were checking licenses and 
registrations, one citizen accused anoth­
er of being drunk. The citizens began 
to argue, and one officer tried to quiet 
them down. The citizen who was allegedly 
drunk spoke English very poorly. When 
the officer requested his license, he 
showed him a Columbian license. The of­
ficer said, "We're not in Columbia, you 
hump.” He arrested the citizen, frisked 
and handcuffed him, and moved his car to 
a parking space. The second officer led 
the man to the police car. When the 
first officer got into the car, he slammed 
the door, and the man said, "Watch it,"
The officer sarcastically replied, "Sorry, 
fella." In the car, the man began to cry.
The officer taunted him most of the way 
to the police station, referring to him 
as a "pig" and a "slob." When the man 
continued to cry, the officer began sing­
ing, "Oscar's a baby." The citizen, at 
one point, addressed the officer as "my 
friend." The officer cut him off with,
"I'm not your friend." Eventually, the 
citizen became angry. The second officer 
finally told his partner to stop teasing 
the man. He also told the citizen to 
talk to him rather than to his partner.
The man, however, continued to talk, and 
the first officer told him to "shut up."
He said that if the man "barfed" on him, 
he'd kill him. The officers took the man 
to Central Booking.

Passive aggression involves such potentially provoca­
tive behaviors as ignoring a citizen, refusing to respond
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to a citizen's questions or concerns, or looking away when 
a citizen is speaking. These behaviors signify that the
citizen is not worth the officer's time and energy. In
effect, the citizen is reduced to the status of a non-per­
son by being deprived of his or her identity, In one ob­
served incident, the following transaction took placet

Two male officers were assigned to a 
disaster area, where the facade of a 
building had caved in killing three 
people. One officer was responsible 
for keeping the crowd away from the 
area. He carried this out in a brusque, 
authoritarian manner, offering no ex­
planation about the accident when asked.
When a female bystander tried to cross
the barricade, he ordered her back, ig­
noring her when she asked why she had
to remain where she was. Finally, 
another officer explained why the bar­
ricades were necessary.

Passive aggression, as a strategy for boundary-maintenance,
defines what is important and relevant and what is not.
That is, it is an assertion that the citizen's concerns
are of little importance and have no legitimate place in
the interaction.

In the kinds of aggression discussed thus far, boundary- 
maintenance is clearly a means of controlling the immediate 
interaction. It protects not only the officer's well-being, 
but his or her social identity (i.e., legitimate authority) 
as well. This occurs to a lesser degree with behaviors 
which are characterized as patronizing. To the extent that 
there is an element of condescention, boundaries regarding 
the social identities of the participants are constructed.
The more important instrumental function perhaps lies in
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the provision of a moral yardstick by which a citizen's 
future behavior can be guided.

Aggression which takes the form of infantilization 
(i.e., maternalism or paternalism) is problematic. First, 
the data indicate that these codings were at times used to 
characterize non-aggressive behavior. Furthermore, pater­
nalism typically has a more negative connotation than ma- 
ternaliSm. The latter frequently refers to motherly and 
caring qualities, while implicit in the former is a rela­
tionship between a superordinate and a subordinate where 
the superordinate reduces an adult to a childlike position 
with no rights to control his or her personal affairs.
When used in its aggressive sense, the boundary-mainten­
ance functions of infantilization are clear, in that the 
roles of the participants for the duration of the interac­
tion are defined. In effect, the officer becomes a bene­
volent dictator and the citizen a helpless child.

Insofar as instilling guilt or admonishing or moral­
izing are concerned, instrumental functions are served by 
redefining the meaning of the citizen's behavior in such a 
way as to introduce moral considerations. Consistent with 
this is an expressive function involving a display of moral 
indignation. The following observed incident serves as an 
examplei

Two female officers responded to a call 
involving the destruction of property.
An hispanic man had come to visit his
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wife and children. He had been drinking 
and upon entering the apartment building 
broke the glass in the downstairs door 
and the windows in a vacant apartment.
He then proceeded to fall asleep in the 
vacant apartment. The wife called the 
police but could not speak English, so 
her ten year old son translated and told 
the officers what had happened. One of­
ficer told the man to lean against a wall, 
and she handcuffed him. While waiting 
for the landlord to arrive, the officer 
said things such as, "Is this any way for 
a man to act in front of his son?"

It was predicted that differences between male and
female officers would only be evident with certain types
of aggressioni

Hypothesis 2a* Male officers will exceed females
in certain types of aggressive 
behaviors, namely physical aggres­
sion, authoritarianism, and hos­
tility .

Hypothesis 2bi Male and female officers will not
differ in the extent to which 
they display certain types of ag­
gressive behaviors, namely passive 
aggression and patronizing behav­
ior.

In order to determine whether differences existed in 
the types of aggression displayed by male and female offi­
cers, t-tests were carried out on the aggression sub-indices 
which were reliable for both males and females (See Table 
20) .

Males clearly displayed certain constellations of 
behaviors (i.e., physical aggression, authoritarianism) 
more often than did females. Sex differences were also 
found in hostile behaviors, in which women virtually never 
engaged while men did so three percent of the time.
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Table 20

DIFFERENCES ON OFFICER AGGRESSION INDICES

Female Officers Male officers
Index Mean S .D. Mean S .D, P
Physical Aggression .00 .01 .02 .04 <.01
Passive Aggression .02 .02 .03 .05 n . s
Authoritarian .02 .02 .06 .07 <.01
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On the other hand, male and female officers did not 
differ in the extent to which they displayed Passive Ag­
gression, nor were there differences on the discrete be­
haviors which could be considered Patronizing, i.e., ma- 
ternalism or paternalism, instilling guilt, admonishing 
or moralizing (See Table 21). Generally speaking, male 
officers exceeded females in displays of the active or di­
rect forms of aggression, while no sex differences were 
found insofar as passive or indirect aggression was con­
cerned .

Sex-differences were also evident when one examined 
the frequency of certain aggressive behaviors (See Figure 
1). The most frequently occurring type of aggression dis­
played by males involved a general manner which was brusque, 
bossy, or authoritarian (directed toward eight percent of 
citizens). Maternalism had the greatest occurrence for 
females (directed toward citizens seven percent of the time). 
In fact, using maternalism as a strategy for dealing with 
citizens was the only form of aggression which women en­
gaged in more than three percent of the time. Men, on the 
other hand, displayed the following behaviors more than 
three percent of the timei paternalism, threats, instil­
ling guilt, loss of self control, authoritarianism, orders, 
and verbal aggression. In addition, there were a number 
of behaviors which female officers virtually never engaged 
in. These included anger at the outset of an interaction,
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Table 21

DIFFERENCES IN PATRONIZING BEHAVIOR

Female Officers Male Officers
Behavior Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Maternalistic/ 
Paternalistic .07 .05 .06 .10 n . s .
Instilled Guilt .02 .02 .04 .07 n.s .
Admonished .03 .03 .03 .07 n.s .
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a hostile manner, threats of arrest and other threats or 
warnings, and physical aggression. All of the twenty 
types of aggression were displayed by men at least one 
percent of the time.

It is evident that male and female police officers 
differ not only in the extent to which they engage in ag­
gressive behavior, but also in the types of aggression 
which they most frequently display. What accounts for 
these differences?

Male officers might well engage in more physical ag­
gression by virtue of their greater strength and concomi­
tant confidence in their ability to succeed in physical 
encounters. Furthermore, their social training has dif­
fered from that of women, in that they have been encouraged 
to fight, at least in certain social situations, while wo­
men have been discouraged from engaging in this type of 
behavior. It should be kept in mind that even men engage 
in physical aggression very rarely. They typically resort 
to less extreme strategies to control situations.

Authoritarian aggression is by far the most frequent 
type of aggressive behavior engaged in by male officers.
In accounting for sex-differences, it is not sufficient to 
refer to the socialization of males in this society. Rather, 
male police officers, for the most part, have been social­
ized as white, lower-class males. This has implications 
in terms of their social identity, their social expectations, 
and their social learning.
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A male officer's social identity-- as an authority 
figure—  can best be explicated by returning to Goffman's 
notion that an individual's performance or behavior ex­
presses his or her identity (Goffman, 1961). The perfor­
mances of male police officers frequently involve demands 
for unquestioning obedience in a peremptory and bossy way. 
Thus, their authority is displayed through verbal coercion 
and demonstrations of power. Needless to say, there are 
alternative means of establishing one's identity as an 
authority, for example by demonstrating competence, know­
ledge, or skill. It is the manner in which male officers 
establish their authority that reflects their socialization. 
As lower-class, white males, they have had ample opportun­
ity to witness aggressive and authoritarian means of hand­
ling situations. They, themselves, were most likely dis­
ciplined in this fashion, both in their families and in 
their young adult lives where most were involved in mili­
tary service. It is not surprising, then, that their social 
identity as police officers and as authority figures is fre­
quently expressed by verbally aggressive, authoritarian be­
havior .

Insofar as social expectations are concerned, while 
male officers demand obedience and deference, they expect 
misbehavior and challenges to their authority. As lower- 
class, white males, they come from a world in which survi­
val is contingent on power. Thus, on patrol, where their 
encounters are most often with other lower-class males,
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they expect power struggles. Rarely do these take the form 
of physical contests. If they occur at all* they are played 
out on a verbal battlefield, with a citizen challenging an 
officer's authority and an officer responding to the chal­
lenge by further authoritarian displays.

It is in terms of these social expectations that male 
and female officers radically differ. Many males expect 
to be challenged and, therefore, initiate interactions in 
an authoritarian manner. Moreover, when a challenge occurs, 
they feel that they are expected to respond to it, as illus­
trated in the following observed incident*

Two policemen issued a summons to a man
who had made an illegal turn. Initial­
ly, the offender was very cooperative 
and apolegetic. He said that he didn't 
see the sign and asked to be excused 
this time. When the officers refused 
to overlook the violation, the offender 
became annoyed. The off icers returned 
to the patrol car, and one thought he
heard the man say to a bystander, "No
wonder they kill them so often," The 
officer jumped out of the patrol car and 
shouted, "What did you say?" His partner 
told him to relax, saying that it didn't 
make any difference. The officer replied,
"Split open his fucking head and it'll 
make a difference. You don't want to 
bother because you don't want to get a 
collar." The partner said, "You take 
everything personal" to which the officer 
responded, "Guy wants to kill me* yes I 
take it personal."

When interviewed about this incident, the officer said,
"I showed him that I wasn’t afraid of him and that he had
to respect me. I stood up to him when he said he wanted
to see cops dead."
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Another illustration of male officers* attitudes toward 
challenges comes from a response to a question about how the 
introduction of female officers would affect the Police De­
partment t

This will give the Police Department 
a very bad image in quite a few areas.
There will be quite a few people mak­
ing bad remarks to the women on the 
street and in alot of cases, nothing 
will be done about it, and in turn it 
will be detrimental to our image.

In some respects, the officer who made the above state­
ment was correct. Female officers, unlike their male coun­
terparts, do not feel obligated to take up the challenges 
proffered by citizens. One woman was interviewed about an 
incident in which she arrested an abusive, drunk driver.
She said, "Male cops would have been more likely to respond 
to the challenge. Some might have had enough insight to 
know he was looking for a fight,** Finally, sex-dif ferences 
in social expectations regarding the behavior of both offi­
cers and citizens is reflected in the following statement* 
"The benefit of being female and not challenging makes up 
for a hell of a lot."

Not only does socialization affect social identity and 
social expectations, but it also influences the learning of 
a certain repertoire of behaviors. Many male officers have 
constructed an "authoritarian formula" which is utilized to 
control situations. One officer claimed that in potential­
ly disruptive situations, "You assert your authority and 
proceed with verbal commands or force if necessary." Re-
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liance on this type of behavior seems to reflect both its 
compatibility with the masculine stereotype of policing 
and its availability. Thus, a male officer may resort to 
authoritarian displays because he has a limited repertoire 
of responses. His behavioral options might well be circum­
scribed by his socialization as a lower-class male.

No doubt, the behaviors available to female officers 
are also circumscribed. Because they are women and tend 
to be middle-class as well, their social training has pro­
bably discouraged authoritarian displays. Thus, in family 
disputes where male officers typically come in, silence 
the people involved, and instruct the man to leave for the 
night, female officers are more likely to spend a consider­
able amount of time, hear the disputants out, and try to 
resolve the difficulty. One woman described a family 
dispute which took over % hour to settle. Although the 
husband was extremely agitated and abusive, she did not 
want to arrest him. She said, "I tried to give him time 
to back out gracefully. Finally we worked out an accept­
able compromise.” In discussing how a male officer might 
have behaved, she said, "A policeman probably wouldn’t 
have given as long a time. He probably would have had to 
take the husband by force." She indicated that she prefers 
to spend more time because eventually reasoning works.

A precinct commander suggested that not only do male 
and female officers differ in their approach to family dis­
putes, but also that women tend to be more effective. He
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indicated that the resolution arrived at by female offi­
cers is more permanent—  the families do not call the po­
lice back; in contrast, male officers are often called back 
several times in a tour of duty. In addition, he noted 
that male officers are much more frequently assaulted. In 
fact, in his experience, a female officer had never been 
assaulted in disputes of this type.

In general, then, male officers are more apt to en­
gage in authoritarian aggression than their female counter­
parts . This might be due to their unique socialization as 
lower-class, white males which has led them to view such 
behavior as required in police-citizen encounters, to see 
their social identity as being corroborated through such 
displays, and to be unfamiliar with alternative strategies 
for handling situations.

Although male officers are not hostile or contemptuous 
very often, female officers never engage in behavior of 
this sort. The differences between male and female offi­
cers are most evident where they are required to maintain 
order or provide service. Specifically, it is with drunks, 
"psychos” (i.e., persons displaying psychotic symptoms), 
unruly disputants, and citizens who are considered bother­
some (e.g., agitated complainants, chronic offenders) where 
hostile behavior is most often manifested.

Hostility is typically conveyed through ridicule and 
epithets, expressed both during interactions with citizens 
and as commentary after the transactions have been concluded.
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When male officers were interviewed about incidents in 
which they participated, they occasionally expressed con­
temptuous feelings. For example, a drunlt woman was re­
ferred to as a "disrespectful old bat," a female complain­
ant was called a "loudmouth," the mother in a family dis­
pute was labeled a "pain in the ass," and her son was judged 
as leading a "low life."

Sex-differences in hostility have been noted by fe­
male officers, one of whom said, "Most policemen laugh at 
psychos. They think it's funny. Policewomen don't think 
it's funny." Additional evidence regarding sex-differences 
has been provided by the Profile Sheets, where observers 
noted officers' comments about neighborhood residents made 
in the privacy of the radio car. Fifty percent of the com­
ments made by men were negative or derogatory, while there 
were no such comments made by women.^ Male officers fre­
quently made racist or other demeaning remarks. For exam­
ple, in discussing 53 homicides which had occurred in the 
precinct, one male officer said, "Well, that's 53 less wel­
fare checks."

There are several reasons why male officers might hold 
more contemptuous attitudes and engage in more hostile be­
havior than their female counterparts. First, it is impor­
tant to note that they have been on patrol quite a bit longer

* Based on the coding of 44 comments by male officers and 
24 by female officers.
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than the female officers involved in this research. As 
patrol officers, they are constantly exposed to human mis­
ery, It is when people are most desperate that the police 
are asked to intervene. Thus, for the patrol officer, the 
world is truly an ugly place. They see not the causes of 
poverty and crime, but rather the results. And it is the 
results-- the people who act out of desperation—  who be­
come the object of their contempt. Male officers, them­
selves , have said that they deal with the "dregs of the 
earth," the "filth." Thus, hostility on the part of male 
officers may have an expressive function; it may express 
their disgust and distaste for the kinds of problems they 
deal with day in and day out.

It is probable that hostility on the part of male of­
ficers has an instrumental function as well. As lower- 
class males, the world that they see every day is a world 
that they could easily have been part of. Even as police 
officers, their social status is precarious. The fact that 
they receive sizable salaries does not guarantee them re­
spect. Thus, displaying contempt and hostility toward cit­
izens might be a means of enhancing their own status.

Both the instrumental and expressive functions of hos­
tility are evident in the following observed incident*

Two male officers were dispatched to 
a store where they found a woman lying 
on the floor. One officer shouted,
"What's wrong?" The woman motioned 
that she wanted to write down her dif­
ficulty. The officer wouldn't let her,
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saying, "If you can write it down, you 
can tell me.” She had been drinKing 
and had fallen down a flight of stairs 
several hours before. The alcohol was 
wearing off, and she was now in pain.
Three times, in a nasty tone of voice,
the policeman yelled, "What's your name?”
Then they pulled her up from the floor 
and roughly put her in the patrol car.
On the way to the car, one officer snide- 
ly asked her how much she had to drink.
At the hospital, they grabbed her out 
of the car. She said that she was hurt 
and pleaded with them not to treat her 
so roughly. They laughed. One officer 
handed her to the other who carried her 
into the hospital with the top half of 
her body swinging down. She groaned, 
and the policemen laughed. They dropped 
her on a stretcher in a very disgusted 
way, and left the hospital laughing.

When interviewed about this incident, one officer character­
ized the injured woman as "dirty, illiterate, and drunk."
Furthermore, he said that although she wanted to go to the 
hospital, he saw no reason to take her there, since she had 
no visible injuries.

The disdain expressed by the officers in this inci­
dent is obvious, both toward the woman as an individual and 
as a representative of a class of individuals. But it is 
also clear that in displaying contempt, they were communi­
cating something. In effect, they were saying, "You are 
so disgusting and unworthy that we don't even want to touch 
you,” thus diminishing her status and elevating theirs.

With passive aggression, there is no disparity between 
the behavior of male and female officers. This may be due 
to the fact that it is a less direct form of aggression. 
While men learn early in life that direct forms of aggres­
sion are acceptable and are encouraged to be active rather
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than passive, women are taught just the opposite. Given 
their social training, women have learned to express ag­
gression in indirect ways, ways which are less subject to 
sanctions.

It should be noted that passive aggression is not en­
gaged in very frequently by either male or female officers. 
This may be attributed to the fact that while it is control­
ling in that it diminishes the importance of the citizen, 
active control over the course of events is, to some degree, 
relinquished. It is likely that officers of either sex 
would only resort to passive aggression in situations where 
relinquishing active control does not make them vulnerable.

Finally, in behaviors which might be viewed as patron­
izing—  infantilizing, instilling guilt, admonishing or mor­
alizing—  no sex differences exist. Not surprisingly, these 
behaviors resemble pro-social aggression (e.g., the stating 
of rules and the consequences of breaking them). It is 
precisely this type of aggression that females have been 
found to engage in most frequently. Once again, aggression 
of this sort is both less direct and less likely to have 
elicited sanctions during the course of women's socializa­
tion.

To summarize, then, male officers exceed female offi­
cers in aggressive behavior which is active, direct, and 
anti-social. Moreover, the types of aggression in which 
sex-differences are evident are those in which the boundary- 
maintenance functions are clear. That is, aggression can
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be viewed as a strategy, the primary function of which is 
to establish the social identities of both the officers and 
the citizens and to, thereby, control the situation.

It was hypothesized that not only would male and female 
officers differ in the types of aggression they displayed, 
but also in their reasons for engaging in aggressive behav­
ior i

Hypothesis 2ci Male and female officers will en­
gage in aggressive behavior for 
different reasons. Specifically, 
aggression on the part of males 
is more likely to represent a de­
fense of their personal autonomy 
or an expression of contempt or
disapproval. Areas in which sex-
differences are less likely to 
occur are protection against exist­
ing or potential danger, attempt 
to control situation, and defense 
or support of others.

In incidents where observers indicated that verbal or 
physical aggression occurred on the part of a police offi­
cer, they were instructed to code the reasons for such ag­
gression as well. Because the total number of occurrences 
was relatively small—  167 for male officers and 16 for 
female officers—  codings were grouped into five general 
categories (See Appendix A, #21). Only incidents in which 
physical or verbal aggression was coded were included in 
the analysis.

Mean scores for each officer ranged from zero to one, 
with zero indicating the absence of any codings in that 
category and one indicating the maximum number of codings 
in that category. Because some officers were never coded
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as being verbally or physically aggressive, t-tests were 
carried out on the mean scores of 39 men and 6 women.

Contrary to the original hypothesis, male officers 
were not more likely than female officers to be aggressive 
in defense of their personal autonomy. That is, aggression 
on the part of male officers was no more likely to be a 
reaction to touching or other bodily contact, to defiance 
of orders, to verbal abuse, to a challenge, or against or­
ders, instructions, or demands than was aggression on the 
part of female officers.

There were also no differences between male and female 
officers in aggression which was undertaken as a protection 
against existing or potential danger (i.e., to terminate 
violence directed against the officer, to disarm a citizen, 
to prevent violence). Contrary to current police mythology 
which states that aggression occurs to protect officers and 
citizens from danger, aggression practically never occurred 
for these reasons.

No sex-differences were found in aggression for the 
purpose of defending or supporting others. This included 
aggression in defense of a police officer who was engaged 
in physical struggle or who was being assaulted verbally 
as well as aggression on behalf of a citizen who was being 
attacked or was in a potentially dangerous or threatening 
situation.

One unpredicted difference was found. Male officers 
were more likely than female officers to engage in aggres-
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sion in order to control a situation (p=.05). Specifically, 
male officers engaged in proportionately more aggression to 
subdue a citizen, to separate citizens, or to be acknow­
ledged, recognized, or heard.

Finally, the hypothesis regarding aggression as an ex­
pression of contempt or disapproval was confirmed (p<.05). 
That is, male officers were more likely than female officers 
to be aggressive because of some quality in the citizen (i.e., 
race, class) of which they disapproved or based on their def­
inition of the citizen as a criminal.

Thus, male and female officers differed in their rea­
sons for engaging in aggressive behavior in two specific 
areas. First, men were more likely to be aggressive in an 
attempt to control the situation. That is, a citizen or cit­
izens were perceived to have lost control, and the officer 
attempted to re-establish a state of calm or control. Sec­
ond, male officers more often displayed aggression as an 
expression of contempt or disapproval. In this case, aggres­
sion served as a manifestation of disapproval or to assert 
the officer's status vis-a-vis the citizen. These findings 
are consistent with our contention regarding the meaning of 
aggressive behavior where sex-differences exist. That is, 
aggression, particularly on the part of male officers, com­
municates the officer's status and role in the interaction 
and functions as a strategy to control the situation.
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Citizen Interaction Styles
If the behaviors engaged in by officers are a means 

of communication, then the behavior of citizens can be 
viewed in this light as well. It is important to note, 
however, that police officers, by virtue of their role, 
have more power than do citizens. Consequently, citizens' 
attempts to inject a modicum of control into a situation 
are likely to be somewhat indirect. Moreover, citizens 
are apt to be reactive rather than active.

Four distinct styles of behavior were found to be 
characteristic of citizens. In adopting a friendly style, 
citizens might well be indicating that they not only accept 
the officer's definition of the situation, but also approve 
of it. In a sense, they are exceeding what is expected of 
them in their encounters with the police; rather than sim­
ply cooperating, they are being friendly and helpful. In 
effect, they might be saying, "I agree with the actions 
you are taxing. Therefore, I will support you."

In displaying behavior which is essentially calm, 
citizens are, at least overtly, accepting the definition 
of a situation projected by an officer. Privately, they 
may or may not approve of the officer's actions. Nonethe­
less, they are letting the officer know that they will co­
operate to sustain the interaction and will not disrupt or 
jeopardize its satisfactory conclusion. In communicating 
something about the officer, they are, in effect, saying 
"You are the expert. I will trust your actions and decisions."
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They may, on the other hand, be saying something about 
their own social identity! "I am the type of person who 
obeys the law and respects legitimate authority. I don't 
make trouble."

Citizens who behave passively are demonstrating a 
degree of separateness from the transaction. Adoption of 
this style may well communicate disaffection with the of­
ficer's definition of the situation. It may, as well, 
communicate disapproval of police intervention or non- 
acceptance of a police officer's legitimacy or authority.
In the preceding examples, passivity reflects a citizen's 
definition of the police and their involvement. A citi­
zen might be saying, "I disapprove of you and what you're 
doing, but I will not risk overtly challenging your defi­
nition of the situation.” However, passive citizen behav­
ior may mean something quite different. It may be a comment 
about the citizen's social identity rather than that of the 
officer. Thus, it may suggest the followingi "I am hurt
or vulnerable. I need your help.”

Aggressive behavior on the part of citizens reflects 
disapproval of an officer's definition of a situation as 
well as an attempt to influence that definition. While a 
citizen may contest an officer's interpretation of events 
by being blatantly abusive and perhaps even violent, it is 
far more likely that he or she will be argumentative, dis­
gruntled, or not fully cooperative. By engaging in such
behavior, a citizen is claiming some rights to define the
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situation and the roles of the participants. In effect, 
the citizen is saying, "You do not have total control.
I have a right to define myself and my needs." On the 
other hand, aggressive citizen behavior might simply be a 
statement about the social identity of a police officer.
A citizen might be saying, "I know what you are, and it is 
not what you say you are," thus undermining the legitimacy 
of a police officer's authority.

In formulating this research and constructing hypoth­
eses, one underlying assumption was that officer and cit­
izen behaviors would not be independent of one another.
For that reason, it was hypothesized that male officers 
would both direct more aggression toward and receive more 
aggression from citizens. Likewise, it was suggested that 
female officers would both engage in and be the recipients 
of more friendly behaviors.

Hypothesis 3ai Citizens will be more aggressive
toward male officers than toward 
female officers.

Hypothesis 3bi Citizens will be more friendly
toward female officers than 
toward male officers.

Hypothesis 3ci For the most part, citizens will
be civil toward both male and 
female officers.

The hypotheses were only partially confirmed (See 
Table 22). Contrary to our prediction, citizens directed 
equally as much aggression toward male and female officers. 
At the same time, citizens were more friendly with female 
officers.
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Table 22
DIFFERENCES IN CITIZEN INTERACTION STYLES

Female Officers Male Officers
Index Mean S .D. Mean S.D. P
Aggressive^" .07 .02 .08 .05 n , s .

2Passive .17 .05 .14 .09 n . s .
Calm^ .52 .09 . 53 .17 n . s .
Friendly^" . 21 .11 .13 .11 <.05

One-tailed test 
Two-tailed test
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Hypothesis 3c could not be directly tested, as there 
was no overall measure of Civil Behavior. On the two in­
dices where civility could be inferred—  Calm and Passive—  
no differences were found between male and female officers. 
That is, citizens for the most part behaved calmly toward 
male police officers and toward their female counterparts. 
Neither were they more calm nor more passive with either 
group.

In light of our expectations concerning reciprocity 
in officer and citizen behavior, the absence of differences 
in aggression directed toward male and female officers is 
surprising. One must infer that female officers are the 
recipients of more aggression than their behavior warrants 
or that, for some reason, aggression on the part of male 
officers does not elicit aggressive citizen responses.

It may be that the authority inherent in the police 
role, and the authoritarian manner adopted by male officers 
in particular, inhibits most citizens from engaging in ex­
treme behaviors. Consequently, the observable actions of 
citizens may not be contingent on what the officer actual­
ly does in the incident.

Alternatively, it may be that the differences in offi­
cer interaction styles described earlier contribute to the 
ostensible lack of reciprocity in police-citizen aggression. 
Some confirmation for this notion is provided by an analysis 
of only those incidents in which verbal or physical aggres­
sion was coded. Aggression was conceived as occurring in
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three possible combinationsi
1. Both officer and citizen aggression
2. Officer aggression only
3. Citizen aggression only

For each of these, t-tests were carried out, with officers 
being assigned a score of one where that state of affairs 
existed and a score of zero where it did not.

Two significant differences were found. Male officers 
were the only aggressor in an incident more often than were 
female officers (p <.01). Female officers were more likely 
to be involved in situations where only a citizen was aggres­
sive than were their male counterparts (p <.05).

In fact, for male officers the most likely occurrence 
was that the officer alone would display aggression. Where 
female officers were concerned, it was most probable that 
if any aggression occurred, it would be engaged in solely 
by a citizen. For both male and female officers, it was 
least likely that both the officer and the citizen would 
be aggressive (See Table 23).

Table 23
DIFFERENCES IN DIRECTION OF AGGRESSION

Female Officers Male Officers
Direction N_____ & N_____ &
Both 6 16% 22 17%
Officer only 
Citizen only 23 62%

8 22%
42 32%
66 51%
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While the behavior of male officers was potentially 
more provocative, it is conceivable that their style, in­
volving assertions of power or authority, has an inhibit­
ing or even an intimidating effect on citizens. In con­
trast, the interaction style adopted by female officers 
seems considerably more controlled. Within limits, wo­
men seem more willing than men to let the anger and frus­
tration of citizens run their course before intervening.
If this is so, it is not surprising that while citizens 
do not direct substantially more aggression toward male 
officers, they are typically less friendly toward them.

Citizen Aggression 
Again, assuming interdependence between citizen and 

officer behavior, the following was hypothesizedi
Hypothesis 4 a > Citizens will be more likely

to direct certain types of ag­
gression (i.e., physical aggres­
sion, antagonism, hostility) 
toward males than toward females.

There was no evidence that citizens directed certain 
types of aggression more often toward male officers. In 
constructing indices, it was found that the major part of 
the variance in citizen behavior which was aggressive 
could be accounted for by a single Aggression Index. Thus, 
clusters of behaviors typically directed toward male offi­
cers as opposed to female officers were not evident.
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When each of the 15 aggression items was analyzed 
separately, only one proved to be significant. Seven 
percent of all citizens were insulting, baiting, or pro­
vocative with women, while only three percent engaged in 
these behaviors with men (p^.05). In general, then, cit­
izens directed the same types of aggression toward male 
and female officers. Moreover, the frequency with which 
they engaged in these behaviors did not differ based on 
the sex of the officer.

Hypothesis 4bi Citizens will direct aggression
toward male officers for differ­
ent reasons than toward female 
officers. Specifically, aggres­
sion is more likely to be dis­
played toward male officers as 
a reaction to exercise of infor­
mal power and as an expression 
of contempt or disapproval.
There will be no differences in 
aggression for the following 
reasonsi perseverence in—  or 
transfer or extension of-- ag­
gression, reaction to exercise 
of formal power, reaction to ar­
rest or potential arrest, de­
fense or support of others.

Incidents were included in this analysis only if cit­
izens were coded as being verbally or physically aggressive 
toward a police officer. Because some officers never en­
countered aggression of this sort, t-tests were ultimately 
conducted on the mean scores of only 31 male officers and 
eight female officers (See description of analysis of 
Hypothesis 2c for further discussion).

Of six general categories representing citizens* rea-
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sons for aggression, differences were hypothesized in two. 
Contrary to expectations, however, no differences were 
found. That is, for no ostensible reasons did citizens 
direct proportionately more aggression toward male officers 
than toward female officers.

Thus, what is most evident in citizen aggression is 
a lack of variability with respect to male and female of­
ficers. Tests of internal consistency of indices showed 
no evidence of varied patterns of aggression directed 
toward male and female officers. In addition, there were 
neither differences in the amount of aggression directed 
toward men and women nor in the reasons for such aggression.

It may be that regardless of the behavior of police 
officers, a certain number of citizens will be aggressive 
and that the form that their aggression takes will be cir­
cumscribed both by the authority of the police and by their 
own cultural background. The police and the public typical­
ly come together in highly charged situations, where citi­
zens are unusually upset, frustrated, or desperate. Ag­
gression on the part of citizens may be a function of 
their situation at that moment in time rather than a func­
tion of police behavior.

It would be misleading to conclude, however, that 
citizens are not differentially affected by the policing 
styles of male and female officers. In order to explore 
this further, incidents in which there was some degree of
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tension, violence, or excitement were analyzed. Officers 
were assigned a score of one if they decreased the tension 
and two if they increased it. Male and female officers 
differed significantly on this dimension (p <.05). In 
situations where the officer had some effect on the level 
of tension, violence, and/or excitement, male officers were 
most likely to increase the tension, while females were 
most likely to decrease it (See Table 24).

Table 24
DIFFERENCES IN EFFECT ON LEVEL OF TENSION

Female Officers Male Officers_____
Effect_________________ N %______________ N %________

Decrease 155 76% 226 49%
Increase 48 24% 235 51%

In selected incidents where officer aggression was 
displayed, a similar pattern emerged with male officers 
most often increasing tension and females most often de­
creasing it. Thus, if aggression is displayed for the pur­
pose of establishing order where none exists, male officers 
are singularly ineffective in achieving their goal.

Regarding their ability to de-fuse situations with­
out using force or being abusive, one female officer said, 
"I treat people respectfully and calmly. It's a tactic 
which always works. It's your attitude. When they realize 
you're not going to hurt them, they calm down."
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Thus, although the behavior of police officers is not 
directly reflected in or predictive of the behavior of cit 
izens, it seems reasonable to assume that the differential 
styles of policing engaged in by male and female officers 
do have an effect, at least as far as tension, violence, 
and/or excitement are concerned.

Situational Context 
Social psychology, in contrast to other areas of psych­

ology, emphasizes the importance of the social context in 
influencing not only the ways in which people interpret 
their experience, but their behavior as well. Thus, the 
following was hypothesized*

Hypothesis 5i Sex differences will be related
to the social context in which 
officers interact with citizens. 
Behavioral differences will be 
more apparent in certain situa­
tions than in others.

Clearly, the police function in a multitude of settings.
The focus of this analysis will be on the following*

1. Sex of the citizen
2. Role of the citizen
3. Type of incident
4. Manner in which the incident was initiated 

Observers were instructed to code the role of citizens
as follows*

1 . "Complainant**- An individual who contacts
the police to report a crime, 
an injury, an accident, etc.
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2. "Victim”- A person against whom a crime
has been committed, who is 
sick or has been injured, who 
has experienced the loss of 
property or persons, etc. 
(Includes mental patients)

3. "Offender"- An individual who is suspected
of having performed a criminal 
act or a violation of a civil 
law.

4. "Informant"- Someone who provides informa­
tion relevant to the incident.

5. "Bystander"- A person who is physically
present at the incident but is
not personally involved in the
original encounter.

Each type of incident in which an officer was involved 
was characterized and coded (See Appendix A, #8b). Codings 
were organized into three basic categoriesi Felonies (seri­
ous crimes), Other Complaints (less serious crimes), and 
Miscellaneous Incidents and Problems (non-criminal). Fre­
quently, police work is conceptualized as involving law 
enforcement, order maintenance, and service. Since the 
three categories in the Incident Report correspond fairly 
well with this distinction, the analyses will be reported 
referring to law enforcement, order maintenance, and ser­
vice calls.

Finally, the functions which police officers perform 
can be initiated in a variety of ways. The following dis­
tinctions were utilized in this research*

1. "Dispatched"- A call which is received over
the radio (most often because 
a citizen has called 911).
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2. "On-view”- An incident which the police
initiate in the field,

3. "Citizen-in-the-FieldH- A citizen or citi­
zens initiate interaction di­
rectly with officers.

While the behaviors of citizens and officers were ex­
amined in each of the four contexts mentioned above, it 
should be kept in mind that the social contexts, themselves, 
were not entirely distinct from one another. For example, 
female citizens were less apt to be offenders (18 percent) 
than were male citizens (36%). On the other hand, they 
were more likely to be complainants (24 versus 12 percent) 
and victims (40 percent versus 25 percent). Moreover, 
the vast majority of offenders were involved in order- 
maintenance calls (84 percent), whereas only 56 percent 
of complainants and 27 percent of victims were involved in 
such calls. Also, the majority of calls involving offenders 
were initiated by officers on-view (53 percent). Very few 
calls involving complainants and victims were initiated in 
this way (2 percent and 9 percent respectively). Further­
more, jobs which officers initiated on-view most frequent­
ly required order maintenance (80 percent) unlike dispatched 
calls (43 percent) or those initiated by a citizen in the 
field (32 percent).

Officer Interaction Styles
Thus far, the discussion of officer interaction styles 

has focussed on general differences in policing styles be­
tween male and female officers. There were certain social
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contexts, however, in which these differences did not exist, 
and others in which they were most evident. There were, 
for example, certain kinds of situations which seemed to 
elicit greater demonstrations of power and aggression on 
the part of male officers (See Table 25 and Figure 2).
These included situations which were potentially the most 
volatile in that an officer's authority was most likely to 
be challenged. Thus, differences in aggression were evi­
dent with offenders and with male citizens, who were signi­
ficantly more likely than females to be offenders (p^* .01).

Moreover, differences in aggression seemed to occur 
in highly ambiguous situations. Specifically, aggression 
on the part of male officers was evident in order mainten­
ance calls where the definition of the situation was by no 
means clear as well as in dispatched calls where the nature 
of the incident may have been far removed from the dispatch­
er's description. In addition* an aggressive style was like­
ly to be displayed by male officers in situations where 
they had the most discretion and the fewest institutional 
controls (i.e., jobs which they initiated on-view). Final­
ly, sex differences in aggression tended to occur in situ­
ations in which the task requirements were incompatible 
with a male officer’s definition of his role. Thus, male 
officers were more aggressive where provision of service 
was required and somewhat more so with victims.

Although male and female officers did not generally
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Table 25
DIFFERENCES1 IN OFFICER AGGRESSION 

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT
Female Officers Male Officers

Context Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens .02 .01 .05 .06 < .01
Female Citizens .01 .01 .03 .04 n . s
Complainants .01 .01 .02 .04 n . s
Victims .01 .01 .03 .05 n . s
Offenders .04 .02 .09 .09 <.01
Informants .01 .01 .02 .04 <.05
Bystanders .01 .02 .04 .02 n . s
Law Enforcement .01 .02 .02 .06 n . s
Order Maintenance .03 .02 .05 .07 <.05
Service .01 .01 .03 .05 <.05
Dispatched .02 .01 .03 .04 <.05
On-View .04 .03 .06 .08 <.05
Citizen-in-Field .02 .03 .03 .06 n . s

Two-tailed test
2 Approaches significance (p <.10)
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differ insofar as a business-like style was concerned, 
women were less likely to display this style with female 
citizens, complainants and bystanders, and in service 
calls (See Table 26 and Figure 3). These are among the 
situations in which women, rather than being business­
like, displayed more sympathetic behaviors.

Generally speaking, women exceeded men in sympathy 
where service of some sort was likely to be requested 
(See Tables 27, 28, 29 and Figures 4, 5, 6). Thus, sex 
differences were evident with complainants and to a lesser 
degree with victims, both of whom were significantly more 
likely than offenders to request a service (p^.01). Dif­
ferences in sympathy also occurred with female citizens, 
who were more likely than males to be complainants or vic­
tims (p<.01). In calls which were initiated by dispatch 
and those which were initiated by a citizen in the field, 
women exceeded men in displays of sympathy and concern.
Both these types of calls were more likely to involve ser­
vice than were on-view calls (p (.01). Finally, sex dif­
ferences existed where officers were required to maintain 
order and, to a lesser degree, where they had to provide 
service, both of which may involve intervening in human 
problems.

Clearly, the implication is that the provision of ser­
vice with its attendant displays of concern and emotional 
support is less problematic for female officers than for
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Table 26
DIFFERENCES1 IN BUSINESS-LIKE BEHAVIORS

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S .D. Mean S .D. P
Male Citizens .62 .15 . 68 . 21 n . s .
Female Citizens .64 .06 .75 . 22 <.01
Complainants .64 .10 .75 . 26 <.05
Victims .63 .23 .77 .23 n . s .
Of fenders .65 .15 .64 .29 n . s .
Informants .63 . 18 .68 . 26 n . s .
Bystanders ,40 .22 .61 . 28 <.05
Law Enf orcement .69 . 20 .73 . 28 n . s .
Order Maintenance .65 .11 .69 . 20 n . s .
Service .58 .11 .68 . 28 <. 05
Dispatched .64 . 15 .74 .20 n . s .
On-View . 56 . 27 .61 .30 n . s .
Citizen-in-Field . 56 .07 .63 .35 n . s .

Two-tailed test
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Table 27
DIFFERENCES1 IN OFFICER CONCERN
BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Female Officers Male Officers_____
Context______________ Mean S.D._______Mean S .D .____ P
Male Citizens . 19 .10 .13 . 14 n . s .
Female Citizens .47 .18 .20 . 24 <.01
Complainants .48 .29 . 21 . 31 <.01
Victims .40 .24 .23 . 26 n . s .
Offenders . 10 .05 .12 .24 n . s .
Informants . 16 . 14 .19 . 29 n , s .
Bystanders .14 .19 .06 . 19 n . s .
Law Enforcement . 28 .20 .15 . 23 n . s .
Order Maintenance . 23 .11 . 14 . 19 n . s .
Service . 28 .13 . 17 .19 n . s .
Dispatched . 30 .13 .20 . 22 n . s .
On-View .09 .16 .10 . 22 n . s .
Citizen-in-Field .32 .25 .12 . 24 <.05

1 Two-ta iled test
Approaches significance (p <.10)
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Table 28
DIFFERENCES1 IN OFFICER ADVICE
BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Female Officers Male Officers
Context Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P

Male Citizens .19 .10 .02 .06 n .s.
Female Citizens .17 .06 .06 .15 <.01
Complainants .14 .11 . 10 . 28 n . s , -
Victims .15 .13 .05 .15 n . s .
Offenders .05 .07 .03 .11 n . s .
Informants .04 .06 .00 .02 n . s .
Bystanders .09 .17 .00 .00 <.01
Law Enforcement .08 .07 .04 .16 n . s .
Order Maintenance .11 .04 .04 .08 <.01
Service .08 .07 .03 .10 n . s .
Dispatched .09 .06 .04 .08 <.05
On-View .03 .04 .01 .04 n . s .
Citizen-in-Field .11 .11 .07 .22 n . s .

Two-tailed test
Approaches significance (p <.10)
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Table 29
DIFFERENCES1 IN OFFICER CONSOLATION

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Female Officers Male Officers______
C on t ext______________ Mean S.D._______Mean S.D.______P

Male Citizens .04 .03 .03 .08 n . s .
Female Citizens . 14 .08 .03 .06 <.01
Complainants .08 .11 .01 .04 <.05
Victims .12 .11 .05 .13 n . s .
Offenders .02 .04 .01 .05 n . s .
Informants .01 .02 .03 .13 n . s .
Bystanders .02 .05 .00 .00 <.01
Law Enforcement .04 .06 .04 . 14 n . s .
Order Maintenance .05 .05 .00 .02 <.05
Service .09 .07 .03 .09 n . s .
Dispatched .08 .06 .03 .08 n . s .
On-View .01 .02 .01 .04 n . s .
Citizen-in-Field .07 .09 .00 .00 n , s .

1 Two- tailed test
^ Approaches significance (p < . 10)
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male officers. Those social contexts in which sex differ­
ences exist are precisely those in which one would expect 
sympathetic responses. The failure of male officers to 
provide such responses is, in all probability, related to 
the nature of the task which men in policing reject not on­
ly in principle, but also because they lack the skills 
necessary for adequate performance.

Where differences existed in displays of humor, they 
typically involved female officers engaging in the style 
to a greater extent than males (See Table 30 and Figure 7). 
The sole exception involved law enforcement, where good 
humor on the part of males probably reflected the fact that 
their ideal role was being validated.

The situations in which women exceeded in displays of 
humor were potentially problematic. They involved male 
citizens, who were more likely to be offenders and thus 
pose difficulty than female citizens, bystanders who were 
a potentially disruptive force, order maintenance calls 
which were the most ambiguous and required tactful and 
skillful management, and on-view calls where citizens, not 
having specifically requested police intervention, were apt 
to be most unhappy with such intervention. Because these 
situations were probably the least predictable as far as 
women were concerned, displays of humor can be viewed as 
a strategy for controlling the situation. Adoption of this 
interaction style helped to clarify the role of the officer
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Table 30
DIFFERENCES1 IN OFFICER HUMOR
BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens .08 .07 .05 .05 <.05
Female Citizens .08 .05 .04 .08 n . s .
Complainants .07 .07 .05 .08 n . s .
Victims .04 .04 .05 .10 n . s .
Offenders .09 .11 .03 .07 n . s .
Informants .06 .08 .05 .11 n . s .
Bystanders .17 .14 .06 .14 <.05
Law Enforcement .03 .04 .08 .19 n. s .
Order Maintenance .09 .08 .02 .04 <.05Service . 10 .07 .05 .09 n . s .
Dispatched .07 .06 .05 .08 n. s ,
On-View .13 .14 .03 .08 <.05
Citizen-in-Field .04 .05 .05 .17 n. s .

Two-tailed test
Approaches significance (p <.10)
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in situations where the roles of both the officer and the 
citizen were unclear. The officer was, in effect, claim­
ing the role of a friend or helper rather than an adver­
sary ,

It should be noted that in most of these social con­
texts, men were more likely than women to display power 
or aggression. It may be that in potentially disruptive 
situations male officers know that they can ultimately re­
ly on force to maintain control of the situation. Female 
officers acknowledge their inferior strength. Consequent­
ly, they must devise alternative strategies to prevent 
situations from getting out of hand. Displays of humor 
may be one such strategy.

This finding is consistent with descriptions of char­
acter traits of other minority groups {e.g., Blacks, Jews). 
It is not uncommon to find people who are relatively power­
less engaging in humor as a way of influencing a definition 
of a situation. Female officers are in a somewhat precar­
ious situation when interacting with citizens, particularly 
males. While, in one sense, their status is high (i.e., 
their occupational role affords them greater authority), 
in another, their status is low (i.e., sex-role status). 
Were they to invoke their authority in an aggressive way, 
citizens might well challenge their status and their legi­
timacy. Their use of humor as an alternative strategy for 
controlling the situation protects not only the status of 
the officer, but of the citizen as well.
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Citizen Interaction Styles
The lacK of reciprocity in the interactions of police 

officers and citizens is particularly apparent when one 
views their behavior in specific social contexts (See Tables 
31 to 34 and Figures 8 to 11). There was no one-to-one 
correspondence between friendly behaviors on the part of 
officers and citizens. The situations in which citizens 
were friendlier toward female officers (i.e., with male cit­
izens, in service calls, in on-view calls) were among those 
in which female officers were significantly less aggressive 
than their male counterparts.

It would be tempting to conclude that while citizens 
felt inhibited in expressing aggression, they were nonethe­
less responsive to officer behavior and, consequently, 
were most friendly when they were not abused. However, 
this conclusion is undermined by the fact that in other 
situations characterized by differences in officer aggres­
sion, there were no corresponding differences in the amount 
of friendliness displayed by citizens.

There is even less correspondence in officer and cit­
izen behaviors insofar as aggression is concerned. While 
male officers were more aggressive than their female coun­
terparts in a number of situations, they were not reacted 
to more aggressively by citizens. In fact, citizens who 
initiated interactions in the field displayed more aggres­
sion toward female officers. This is surprising, since 
women were more friendly towards them than were men.
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Table 31
DIFFERENCES1 IN CITIZEN AGGRESSION

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens .08 .03 .08 .07 n.s.
Female Citizens .06 .03 .07 .06 n,s.
Complainants .06 .03 .06 .06 n.s .
Victims .04 .02 .06 .06 n . s .
Offenders . 16 .05 .15 .12 n,s.
Informants .02 .01 .03 .06 n ,s .
Bystanders .04 .06 . 10 .13 <.05
Law Enforcement .05 .06 .06 .09 n.s.
Order Maintenance .10 .02 .10 .10 n . s .
Service .04 .02 .06 .07 n.s.
Dispatched .05 .03 .06 .05 n.s.
On-View .10 .09 .07 .09 n.s.Citizen-in-Field ,12 .06 .05 .06 <.01

Two-tailed test
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Table 32
DIFFERENCES1 IN PASSIVE CITIZEN BEHAVIOR

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens . 16 .04 .15 .11 n.s.
Female Citizens .17 .08 .11 .12 n.s.
Complainants .06 .06 .05 .11 n.s.
Victims . 17 .09 .15 .14 n.s.
Offenders . 23 .12 . 23 . 20 n.s.
Informants .12 .12 .10 . 15 n.s.
Bystanders . 22 .22 . 23 . 24 n.s.
Law Enforcement .21 .17 .14 .17 n.s.
Order Maintenance .12 .08 .14 .13 n.s.
Service .13 .04 .13 .10 n.s.
Dispatched .18 .08 .13 .09 n.s.
On-View .17 .08 .17 .18 n.s.
Citizen-in-Field .11 .07 .08 .13 n.s.

Two-tailed test
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Table 33
DIFFERENCES1 IN CAI2* CITIZEN BEHAVIOR 

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S .D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens .54 . 10 .54 . 20 n.s.
Female Citizens .45 .12 .52 .22 n.s.
Complainants .53 .16 . 58 .24 n.s.
Victims .17 .09 . 15 .14 n.s.
Offenders .41 . 19 . 36 ,24 n.s.
Informants .71 .19 .70 .26 n.s.
Bystanders .46 .20 .49 .30 n.s.
Law Enforcement .56 . 28 .62 . 26 n.s.
Order Maintenance .51 .09 .47 . 21 n.s.
Service .50 . 15 .58 .25 n.s.
Dispatched . 59 . 16 .56 . 20 n.s.
On-View .48 .16 .53 .30 n.s.
Citizen-in-Field .40 .16 . 54 .29 n.s.

Two-tailed test
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Table 34
DIFFERENCES1 IN FRIENDLY CITIZEN BEHAVIOR 

BASED ON SITUATIONAL CONTEXT

Context
Female Officers Male Officers

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. P
Male Citizens .22 .12 .12 .13 <.05
Female Citizens . 16 .09 .14 .20 n.s.
C omplainants .23 .14 , 20 . 25 n.s.
Victims .11 .14 .09 .12 n.s.
Offenders .13 .09 .07 .13 n.s.
Informants .32 . 14 . 20 .18 n.s.
Bystanders .39 .24 .19 . 32 n.s .
Law Enforcement .14 .10 .17 . 20 n.s.
Order Maintenance . 14 .09 .09 .11 n.s.
Service . 29 .15 .15 .18 <.05
Dispatched .18 .10 .13 .11 n.s.
On-View . 25 .16 .11 .16 <.05
Citizen-in-Field .18 .11 .18 .27 n.s.

Two-tailed test
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In this situation, it seems that female officers were 
the recipients of more aggression than their behavior war­
ranted. It should be recalled that the one type of aggres­
sion which was directed more frequently toward women in­
volved behavior which was insulting, baiting, or provoca­
tive in nature. Given the fact that the one group of cit­
izens who were prone to being more aggressive to female of­
ficers were those who initiated encounters in the field, 
we can infer that there is a particular brand of harass­
ment reserved for female officers. Both observations and 
interviews indicated that female officers received a cer­
tain amount of harassment simply because they were women. 
Thus, they were called "broads," "disguised men," "prosti­
tutes of male officers," and the like. Despite the fact 
that their interaction style was more compassionate than 
that of men, female officers were still the objects of sex­
ist perception.

In only one social context were citizens more aggres­
sive toward male officers than toward females. This in­
volved bystanders, a group which did not receive substan­
tially more aggression from men than from women. One can 
only surmise that bystanders were less inhibited in aggres­
sive responses because their peripheral role in the inter­
action afforded them greater protection from police sanc­
tions .

Just as citizens in the field sometimes sniped aggres­
sively at female officers, bystanders seemed to snipe at
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their male counterparts. The content as well as the source 
of verbal abuse seemed to differ for male and female police 
officers. The abuse toward women seemed to emanate from 
a residue of resentment that they, as women, could be in 
a position of authority. Although this type of aggression 
was relatively infrequent, it typically made the sex-role 
of female officers salient and, consequently, undermined 
their legitimate occupational role. Male officers, on the 
other hand, seemed to be abused not because they were men, 
but because they were police and, as such, symbolized im­
personal and arbitrary authority.

Summary
By and large, both male and female officers maintain 

a business-lifce stance toward citizens. Sex differences 
are most evident when they depart from this style, with 
males more often engaging in aggressive behavior and fe­
males more frequently displaying sympathy or humor. The 
specific types of aggression in which male officers exceed 
their female counterparts are those which are direct, active, 
and anti-social (i.e., physical aggression, hostility, auth­
oritarianism) . No differences are evident in less direct 
forms of aggression (i.e., passive aggression, patronizing 
behavior).

Differences in officer interaction styles, and parti-
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cularly aggression, reflect the different ways in which 
male and female officers interpret situations. There is 
some evidence that male officers favor the law enforcement 
aspect of their role and dislike the service functions 
which they are frequently called upon to perform. Thus, 
their reliance on aggression rather than sympathy or humor 
is consistent with their definition of their role.

Differences in the social identities claimed by male 
and female officers are manifested in differential ways of 
handling situations. In order to maintain control of the 
situations they encounter, males frequently project their 
authority and status. Females, on the other hand, are 
more apt to display helpfulness and friendliness by assert­
ing less overt control and allowing citizens to participate 
in defining the situation.

While male officers are typically more aggressive 
than their female counterparts and women are more friendly, 
these differences only occur in certain situations. The 
groups which most clearly benefit from sympathetic treat­
ment on the part of female police officers are female cit­
izens and complainants. Women show concern toward them 
nearly 50 percent of the time, whereas men display concern 
only about 20 percent of the time. Insofar as aggression 
is concerned, many categories of citizens benefit from the 
presence of women on patrol. Perhaps the greatest bene­
ficiaries are male citizens and offenders.

Differences in officer behavior are not directly re-
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fleeted in citizen responses. While citizens are somewhat 
more friendly toward female officers, they are not substan­
tially less aggressive toward them. This is most likely 
a product of citizens' definitions of situations. Aggres­
sion toward male officers is probably viewed as inseparable 
from unpleasant sanctions. It may be that fewer sanctions 
are expected from female officers, both because they are 
women and because they present themselves in a more sympa­
thetic and less aggressive way.

While differences in officer interaction styles are 
not directly reflected in citizen behaviors, citizens are, 
nonetheless, affected by differential policing styles. In 
situations which are characterized by some degree of tension, 
violence, or excitement, women most often decrease the ten­
sion, while men most often increase it. Thus, it is the 
tenor of the encounter and its final resolution which may 
be most affected by the different policing styles adopted 
by male and female officers.



186

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
We have assumed throughout that reality is, to some 

degree, a social construction. People interpret events, 
construct and assign meanings, in order to make the world 
sensible and understandable. Just as people in their daily 
lives selectively order their experience, social scientists 
construct theories, frameworks, and perspectives as a way 
of ordering their data and interpreting their findings.
And just as the same object or event can have different 
meanings for different people, the same data or "facts" 
can be differentially interpreted by different social scien 
tists, depending upon the perspective each adopts.

In conceptualizing, conducting, and interpreting this 
research, an interactionist framework was utilized which 
focused on the ways in which police officers define situa­
tions and the means by which they project their social 
identity in their interactions with citizens. Goffman 
(1959) has suggested that one can view social establish­
ments from a number of different perspectives (i.e., tech­
nical, political, structural, cultural, and dramaturgical). 
While each perspective orders facts and priorities some­
what differently, they are, by no means, independent of 
one another.

For example, our assumptions regarding differential 
definitions of situations are ultimately inseparable from 
technical, structural, cultural, and political considera­
tions, All of these contribute to the meanings situations
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come to have for police officers. Consequently, the impli­
cations of this study, both in terms of further research 
and social policy, can be examined most productively from 
a number of different perspectives.

We have found that male and female officers differ in 
their styles of policing, with men more apt to be aggres­
sive and women more likely to engage in sympathy and humor. 
Given our underlying assumption—  that behavior and inter­
action are mediated by meaning-- we have suggested that sit­
uations are differentially interpreted by male and female 
police officers. Males feel that they can best control 
their interactions with citizens by resorting to power dis­
plays and projecting an image of authority. Female officers, 
on the other hand, project a somewhat different social iden­
tity. They are more apt to maintain control of situations 
by displaying humor or sympathy. Moreover, the different 
styles adopted by male and female officers seem to reflect 
differences in the way they define their role. Women view 
the service component of their role as more legitimate than 
do men.

Clearly, these notions regarding officers* definitions 
of situations are inferences made by the researcher. Al­
though they are informed by the opinions of police officers, 
they derive, for the most part, from observations of the be­
havior of police officers in various situational contexts. 
Further research might well focus on the ways in which po­
lice officers, themselves, experience the situations which
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they encounter and on their own interpretations of their 
behavior, particularly when it is aggressive.

Toch (1969, 1970) has provided a model for such re­
search. He assumed that one could only understand violent 
acts by reconstructing the perspective of the violent per­
son. Through peer interviews, he determined how an indi­
vidual involved in violence viewed the situation and what 
dilemmas he found himself in. The use of intensive inter­
views enabled Toch to detect the chain or sequence of in­
teractions which ultimately resulted in violence. This is 
one method, then, which could be utilized for exploring 
not only the more subtle aspects of behavior, but the mean­
ing which that behavior has for the actor.

While inferences about the meaning of behavior have 
long been an acceptable practice in social science research, 
there is an inherent danger, particularly when the research 
has social policy implications. As we said earlier, the 
same results or behavior can be interpreted in a number of 
different ways, depending not only on one's perspective 
but on one's vested interests as well. Thus, our finding 
that citizens direct equally as much aggression toward fe­
male officers as toward males and that women do not seem 
to terminate such aggression as decisively as their male 
counterparts might well lead policy makers to view female 
officers as a liability rather than an asset. Clearly, 
reports provided by citizens regarding their definitions 
of situations, including their interpretations of their
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own behavior and that of officers, would help to clarify 
these findings.

In lieu of such reports, we must rely on previously 
established facts, namely that women in policing perform 
equally as well as men according to traditional police stan­
dards. They make as many arrests, respond to as many, if 
not more, calls for service, and are no more likely to be 
assaulted or injured. Moreover, the men with whom they 
work are not any more likely to be assaulted or injured 
than those who have male partners (Bloch and Anderson, 1974 » 
Greenwald and Connolly, 1974). Thus, adoption of a non- 
aggressive posture on the part of female officers is not 
a potentially dangerous policing style. It is at least as 
effective as the style engaged in by male officers, and 
perhaps more so, since women more often reduce tension, 
violence, and excitement than do men.

In adopting a technical perspective, one would be less 
concerned with the meaning of the behavioral styles adopt­
ed by male and female police officers than with the effi­
ciency or effectiveness of those styles in achieving pre­
defined objectives. An obvious problem involves defining 
precisely what the objectives of policing are.

Typically, police departments in general and police 
officers in particular define their duties exclusively in 
terms of law enforcement or crime control. However, the 
actual time patrol officers devote to criminal matters is 
exceedingly low. Indeed, the majority of time spent on
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patrol—  estimated at 90 percent or more—  involves main­
taining order and providing service.

It is clear that, given the tasks police officers are 
called upon to perform, the number of arrests they make or 
number of summonses they issue are not appropriate indica­
tors of effective policing. In fact, current standards of 
adequate police performance are dramatically inconsistent 
with the actual functions of patrol officers.

With the advent of women into policing, these incon­
sistencies are likely to become even more apparent. It is 
certainly possible that an officer's policing style-- the 
extent to which he or she can deal sensitively with human 
problems-- is more integrally related to effective policing 
than the current and outmoded standards. Focusing on per­
formance criteria would seem to be the most productive 
area for future research involving police work.

Clearly, research of this kind is inseparable from 
political considerations. If policy makers decide to retain 
current performance standards, then the myths about policing 
being "man's work" will, no doubt, be perpetuated. More­
over, police officers will continue to be deprived of ade­
quate training and appropriate skills for dealing with hu­
man crises and interpersonal conflict. If, on the other 
hand, performance standards are re-evaluated, women in po­
licing are likely to be valued more highly, patrol officers 
are likely to be trained and rewarded more appropriately,
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citizens are likely to receive better service, and law en­
forcement is likely to be facilitated as a result of great­
er citizen cooperation.

The implications of women in policing must be viewed 
from a cultural perspective as well, since barriers to 
redefining police priorities emanate, in part, from the 
long standing norms and moral values inherent in policing. 
Police departments have traditionally been male domains.
The emphasis on law enforcement is inseparable from the 
masculine mystique of policing. Included in this mystique 
are notions that police officers must be tough, strong, 
and fearless. During the course of this research, a pre­
cinct commander asserted that male officers would never ac­
cept women in policing. To do so would imply that the job 
is not as dangerous and, consequently, as prestigeous as 
they would like to believe.

The norms and myths adhered to by male officers are 
not shared by their female counterparts. To date, men and 
women in policing represent two distinct subcultures, work­
ing side by side. It seems reasonable to assume, however, 
that the introduction of large numbers of women would ulti­
mately result in a coalescing of norms and values. Precise­
ly what form that would take is a matter of conjecture at 
this time and can only be determined by further research.

It is possible that opening patrol work to women 
would produce a more realistic appraisal of what that work
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entails. They might help to legitimize the service aspect 
of the police role. Clearly, this could only happen with 
the support of upper echelon police personnel. For public 
service to be a legitimate and respectable police function, 
incentives and rewards for good performance must be pro­
vided, as they are for good criminal investigation and law 
enforcement work.

With women entering police departments in greater num­
bers, they could well provide a model for a different kind 
of police service. Not only would the public benefit from 
sympathetic rather than aggressive behavior on the part of 
police officers, but police departments would benefit as 
well. Lately, it has become eminently clear that the po­
lice cannot effectively enforce the law without the assist­
ance and cooperation of the public. This cooperation will 
not be forthcoming from a hostile and alienated citizenry. 
It can only occur if the police are not viewed as author­
itarian, insensitive, and arbitrary.

We have assumed that the introduction of female offi­
cers would, over time, influence the nature of policing.
It is possible that the women, themselves, would change 
and develop styles of policing similar to their male coun­
terparts. This is most likely if small numbers of women

*
are hired and assigned to patrol. While the utilization 
of a few "token** women would not threaten the masculine 
mystique of policing, neither police departments nor the 
public would ultimately be served.
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Thus* for women to have the most beneficial impact on 
policing, they should be hired and assigned in precisely 
the same manner as men. This would be advantageous not 
only for police-public relations, but also as a first step 
in redefining police values and priorities.

In adopting a structural perspective, status relation­
ships are emphasized. The importance of status to male of­
ficers accounts, to some degree, for their resistance to 
women in policing and for their behavior in relation to 
citizens. The social relations between male officers and 
citizens as well as those between male and female officers 
have a great deal to do with status insecurity on the part 
of men in policing. This is not surprising, since most of 
the men came from lower-class backgrounds. One would ex­
pect that newly acquired power and authority would be pro­
tected at all costs, particularly when it is supported by 
upper echelon police personnel.

Finally, this discussion would be incomplete without 
adopting a political perspective and examining the politi­
cal implications of this study. First, it is important to 
note that to date, the tendency in police departments has 
been to exclude women altogether or to hire them in small 
numbers. Although a number of departments have called for 
research on the ability of women to perform patrol func­
tions, their policy regarding women has been only minimal­
ly influenced by such research.

It is perhaps with research on social institutions
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and social priorities that the research process and politi­
cal considerations most clearly intersect. Frequently, re­
search of this type is initiated for political reasons.
Once conducted, the findings are often misinterpreted or 
ignored. Despite the overwhelming evidence that women can 
competently perform patrol functions (See Bloch and Anderson, 
1974 and Greenwald and Connolly, 1974), departments have yet 
to hire and assign women in egalitarian ways. Given preju­
dicial attitudes toward women in policing, it is likely that 
the issue will ultimately be resolved in the courts. Legal­
ly, women can only be excluded from policing if sex is prov­
en to be a bona fide occupational requirement. Research evi­
dence, to date, does not justify their exclusion.

While individual police departments make policy deci­
sions which affect not only the opportunities of women in 
policing but also police priorities and values, the social 
policy decisions are not made in a vacuum. Police depart­
ments are unlikely to open their doors to women so long as 
the society at large views women as second-class citizens. 
Moreover, they are not apt to reorder their priorities in 
the direction of better service to the poor and powerless 
while the society continues to operate in the interests of 
those who are more powerful.

While the introduction of women into police depart­
ments may help to make policing a more humane endeavor, it 
would be naive to assume that major changes would ensue. 
Police departments can be no more nor less humane than the
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societies which they serve. Police officers are repre­
sentatives of government at the most local level. They 
are the most direct link between people and abstract gov­
ernment. Thus, responsible and responsive policing—  po­
licing which, in fact, serves the needs of the majority 
of people-- can only exist insofar as the society it rep­
resents serves the public interest. Only when the qual­
ity of life is valued by the society at large can police 
departments in general and police officers in particular 
be expected to adopt and reflect those values.
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APPENDIX AI 

Incident Report
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Observer

ItlClDKNT REVOLT

Date: Month   Day   2. Incident nunher „

Tine at start: ______ :__________  Duration of interaction:

Sex of officer undar observation: ___ M  F1 0
Sex of partner: ___ K  F

1 0 ̂Number of radio cars responding _______

minutes
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Observer

8. Type!
a .  D i s p - v . c h  c o d e :  10 - _____

b. Definition u r si! u.-itlcrii

part I —  Volori i.

01. 
02. 
"03. 
~04. 
JO 5.

06.*07.
"00.
"09."lO.ji.

i?.
~13.
14.

"l5.
16.

Asscu1 t 
Auto thr 11 
Burglary--
Bur^ Lacy-- 
Burglnry—  
(write out 
Hi>nt ciflr , 
Larceny—  
Larc u ny —  Lari p: )-—  
Larceny-- 
Larr ny-- 
(WriIn cut 
Rapt, ad. 
Rape, iorc 
RobServ-- 
Robbt. ry—  
Robbe ry —  
(Write out

p gr.-ivatcd or "serious" (e.g., knifing or shooting)

breaking or entering, business p la c a
bro..king or entering, residence
breaking or entering, unspecified or other

crir.ir.al 
theft, auto the ft, thoft, 
th.-ft,
U:,ft ,

accessory
bicycle
fror. ,iuLu (i.e 
shop lit ting 
i-nspccii ic<l or ocher

from inaide auto)

rtpci.ble
hu:;l:,,i'si place
stn'LL (include purse-snctchlng)
unspecified or other

Part II— Other Complaints

 17. Abandoned auto
 18. Assault, sl-ple or tiinor (e.g., assault and battery, threat* etc.)
 19. burglar ol^r- i ; r ■: 1 r, g
 20. Distiirb.'.nce oi dispute, bar-room
 21. Disf urh-rice oi dinpute, do-cstic ("family trouble")
 22. Disturbance or utspute. 1 a:.dlord-tenant
 13. Di st urban. <? or d i :,puto ,"r c 1 gh.bor trouble”
 74. Disturbance or dispute, noisiness or "disturbing the peace"
 25. Disturbance or dispute, rowdy party
 26. Disturbance or dispute, unspecified or other

(Wri te o ut: )
 27. Drunken person(s)
 28. Fight . pang
 29. Fight, juvenile cr "kids”
 30. Fight, unspecified or other

(Write out: )
 31. Cant: ling

32. Juveniles-- trouble with teenagers and children 
(Uri r o out :

 33. Liquor law violation, tin dor.aye drinking
 34. Liquor lav violation, unspt-c i f 1 til or other

(Wr i 11- out :
 V i, Lol t".-tug

36. "IVrpiug fom"
 ___3T . Propiitv. m e l o n  or "simp in lot:" ie.g., police check fcr suspicion

of i tuli n properly, buy in,; and revolving, ote.)
38. Pro:, t i t nl I on

)

)
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Observer ________________________

6 . (c cm tinned)

 39* "Prowler"
40. Sex offense (e.g. Indecent .exposure) (write out: )
4 1. "Suspect”—  a person suspected as Offender (write out: )
42. "Suspicious person(s)’f or "suspicious situation"

(Write out: )
4 3. Treffic violation, coving (e.g. spvedlmj) (Write out: )
44. Traffic violation, standing (e.g. pa.rK.iriS) (Write out: )
45. Traffic violation, unspecified cr other (Write out: )
46. Vagrancy
4 7. Vandalise*—  malicious destruction of property, Juvenile
4 9. Vandalism—  malicious destruction of property, unspecified or other

(Write out: )
49. "Wanted parson" or possible wanted person (Wrlce cut: )
50, Weapon, carrying, possessing, etc,
3 1. Unspecified or other corplaint (.Write out: )

Part III— Miscellaneous Incidents and Problems
 52. Animal trouble-- dogblte

53. Animal trouble-- unspecified or other (Write out: )
54. Asalst police officer
55. Auto accidrnt, hit and run

 __56. Auto accident-- Injuries
57. Auto accident, unspecified or other (Write out: )
56. DQ4 (dead person)
59. Firs
60. Injured person (except auto ro dpgbite) (Write out: )
6 1. Information request
62. Information for police
43. Lost person

-- E4, A men down (or woman)
65. Mental patient
66. Missing Ju\enile
67. Missing person, unspecified or other (Write out: )
6(1. Police escort request
69. Police surveillance request

^ ^ 7 0 .  Safety hazard (Write out: )
,^_7t. Sick person (include maternity, not mcntaL cases) .

72. Traffic hazard (Write out: )
73. Transportation of person(s), other (Write out: )

 _74, Unspecified or other request or incident (Write out: )

c„

d.

_0ispatched 
 C>u-view
 C itizen-in-the-fleld
 Other (specify:

_Past
_]n progress 

1 Not applicable

e. Indicate any change in definition of situation:
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Obsarvar

9, Number cf participants:

1______ patrolmen

2 pollcewomen

3 ___  Supervi tsar (a)

4 ___  other police personnel

5 ___  female victim(s)

6 male victims)

7    le comp la In ant («}

8____  male complainant(s)

9____  female offender(s)

10 male offendcr(s)

11 ___  female Informant(a)

12 ___  male informsnt(s)

13 ___  bystander(a) or ofcserver(s)

10. Which police officer initiated interact 1on?
1

driver
2

recorder

1 officer ur.der oSr.e rvat i on

2 partner

3 other (specifv)

11a. How active was the officer under observation in handling the job? 

1 2  3 4  3
very
active

very
inactive

lib. How acti\- was the partner In handling the job? 

1 2 3 4 5
very
activa

very
inactive

12. Characteristics of situation:

a. Setting (if setting changed, number in appropriate order)

0 1 Dwelling (e.g., apartment, house)
0  2 School
0  3 Hus incss
0 4 Co~^erc ial
0  5 Tnvcrn/bar
0 6 Restaurant
0  7 Hasp 11 a 1
OR Street
0 9 Alley
1 0 Park
1 1 Playground
1 2 Halls iy
29 Other (specify:
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Observer________ _______________
12. (continued)

b. Characterization of rite it So.:: •• ' cr, nfftccr arrived:

^ _____ ?___ _ 3  __A_______ 5
orderly di i c l 'o i j y
(calm, rtc.) (violent, etc.)

e. Effect cf cfi Icr-r cr level oi c ■: rr l; i q r», violence, and/or excitement:

, ©tflnrr ir-'nr c'"crv?tlon parf’ifi r
L ^rt itly dec-.-o.iseii »
2 dc ere used 1
1 made no di i
4 increased !
5 It re a 1 1 v i ~i , d f

ft inappl ic Vj 1 i
7 don t"  k'n - - ;

d. Mas officer un V r  o b n o v . i t  I c n ir. p h y s i c a l  d a n p e r  d u r i n g  incident?

Yes  Vo1 0 
If yes, describe in detail the r lrcurtnt-r.nccs:

Was partner in physical danper during the incident? 

 Yes  NoI ~o
If yes, describe in detail the circumstances:

e. Characterizatitn of situation when officer left:

1____________2___________3 ____________4 5
orderly 
(calm, etc.)

f. Outcome: 1___ Resolved2, Ann ip um.r 3 bn I f; o 1 ve J 4 D o n ’t krev

disorderly 
(violent, e t c .)
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O b ie r ra r  —

1 3 . C h a r** i-n r jr t . 'lc a  c f  r" '--"'-ir/ r  ■ ■ t1' I r - n t j  i n  th e  ' . i t u a t lc n j
(Os« eii*i e o l u m  iVr i izis ■ rv: ~i v. Hi-) *ctC central portion first.,

••ccnd Most Ct^L . U  f if oi;t. . r.t; , j

'1—

Cc;*T)la.ii:'.ni ric ̂
Off

• I l f .  M  o i'f r
:M. ..■Ctlj'l C.'

Offê irr fwta
Victfr*—  w t i
person, parent of
Ell r sir-7 c h i l d _ _ _  
VloMn c-Tin

Info it-/ r.t prcr
10 P7*tnO:--o?r r:r.~'-’~>

0 -1 0  C M  Id

11-16
19-25... T-
?6-!j6 Â ilt

■Id vfrs^rt
• * Clua 1 Vi*li1 t s crl I i:

B luo  c o l:" .r

Don’ t  In

f.
Sited".It  l r'.:isTi

Urco:; ;c ic  in

Jil r p r l  rr. t M  
Other (specify)
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Observer .
11.. Hrxaer of the priiaary citizen perticinants in the situation*

in _ u?_____ #1____ fl;__. . ~7.
•  .  O euvre1 1 V io l - "T

r
i

S ta te  a t  ,, 
o u ts e t '
(c h c ik  reorc -1

. r- _r .. ( T-- L) t v io le n t 3
I r r i t .i it i !

th a n  cne I t I t i t .
n ecessary

5 Nerv.'.i

6 Ca 1m

7 P etnrtiu i!. cti *.■ tm t
Other

(s p e c ify )  8

o H a n 't  know

b . Scs: c c t f u l -  i l " i 'e r '>r .n .a i
ness a t C i v i lOUVVvw

3 l i l t i i . ’ -Ti; ' 1C

T V n 't > , t

C . R e s p e c tra 1 - | i e f e n v . t i a  i.
ness a t C iv i  I

3 A J it-a rc tils tic

L I c n ' t  i r - v

d . D egree o f  t C' : c r r s t i v e
c o o p e ra t iv e -., jK c c - .r *“ ^tiv*e

3 D etached

u Mixed
=1 D ; n ' t  I—

e . C h a l l tn -c s  i '{or- f r f f i i c r  j
o f f i c e r 1«i
a u th o r i ty  0

L

'.'o f i f i i c o r  A)

Yes (o f  a c r D'

0 Co f o f f i c a r  ?)

f .  G e n e ra l t G r.a V -ru l
s ta t e  vhen „ 
p o l ic e  u e i e 
le a v in g  3

f':rAfrt

I : . d i f f e r e n t
(ch eck  more . 
th an  or.c i f  “ 
n e c e s s a ry ) s

kr h iv .v l r r t, 1
- ■ Jw V. *4 » t- v*

6 11 nh

7 P rirht*.-i;frd

8 f-ncvy
r ™ iTT ~r~

9 O th e r:

__________________ 1P_ ■ 'in * t  ' P i *
£. If r^nr.ur c;ru i .'j.;;.; *...iir-itJ ( iij at: l;iu i.-i'.ure cl ir.e c.a.i.-.au

end the p > In t a-. w .tfxh i t  o ccu rred }
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Observer
Info mat, ion r'Ra- iln-7 prdjitry citizens t

n 92 | _ t u __ | _ f o__
a. OeisTal 1 V io le n t ,  ; -I'ressiv* '1 "

b s h s v ic r  o f   ̂
f ji* i“-ir j*  c i t ­
iz e n  p . i r t i -  3 
c iy a r .ts  ^ 

(check as 
many as 5 
n ecessary ) ^

7

' . 'nr ~ ,ir , nv.:,' r n i t t l s (

.Visr-rmvt Led, ^ i l l m 1
P a s s iv e . urexDr,‘3eive
C o o p e ra tiv e

F r ie n d ly ,  h e lp fu l

O th e r ( s p e c if y )

b .  V e rb a l 1 
b e h a v io r  o f  
p r i -  i r y  c i t -  
i to " , p a r t i ­
c ip a n ts  3 
(check as 

•many as 1s 
necessary ) 5

6
7
8

I n s u l t i n g ,  bad. t i n s ,  p rovo­
c a t i v e

n a t ty

.’irru*.:-' -a - iv e

r .n a tlv ** , Q u ie t

M a tte l—o f - f & c t ,  c e n v e r-  
B a tic m a l

Good r  i t ' —ed, i c v ia l

In f ^ a t L a t in - t ,  obj ■>qai.c'js

O th e r ( s p e c if y )

c .  D id  c i t i z e n  1 
s p e c ify
aerv ic*;?  ®

Ves

;-io 1

d . I f  y c s i

(ch eck  more 1 
th a n  one 2 
if n e c e s s a ry ) ^

4

5

6
7

8 

9

10
11

A t te n t io n  to  a n o d ic a l 
r r c b  te n I-

Rer.oval o f  se.necne

An a r r « t

S e tt le m e n t o f  an argum ent 
o r d ie c u te

Advice, c r  c curse lin-
P ro *c e - io n  (o f  te ra o n )

A t te n t io n  to  a p n y s ic a l 
e o n r ii t ir r *

S u r v e i l la n c e  o r p ro te c t io n  
c f  I ’r c p c r ty

A t t e n t io n  to  suopectod  
n a l ac t i  v i  ty

A r e p o r t

O t t e r  ( s p e c if y )

.... __ _ _____
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Obserrar
1̂ , (continued;

#3 07 n *>h 0$

t , Lva1uat i on 1 
of &C-V- 
vice- re
ct i Vfd 3

it
(if serviced

3

C - tv u l y  sat!;, fit 1 •
, o-pV j j »

G 1?'! ‘i t: it rat irfiro
fdrintere .trf 1
! ; r:1 *■ dr.'-*

f .  Citizen's \ 
evaluation „ 
o f police 
■tenner 3

it
s

T. r_ r. c ri 1 ly ' -.tisfiud
a~i tv ior t
Cenora_]y disritiriiod
Disinterested
Pcn’ t  feitw

g . Posse-sitn i 
o f  Weapon ,

3

. A

.■ r ife

Cun

O th e r (specify)

No wearon
h .  Threatened i 

with
weapon 0

ŷ r*

No

1 .  Deed i 
weapon

Yes
R • . /

-_L ...
J .  I f  a n / o f  th e  a!.■•■a chanced d u rin g  th e  in t e r a c t io n ,  d e s c r ib e  th e  n a tu re  : i  th e  

cha:\£e rj-.u th e  p o i n t  a t  v r.lch  i t  o c c u rre d i
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Observer
1 6 . Kanner and behavior at officer vr.inr cb t o v j r l  the pri ry citizen

part4.cipar.t3 in the situation:
r 1* n '■ft *5

a. General etuie i An 1  1 t
or officer

2 i rit-toJ tunder c l u w v a *  
tion at cutset 3 ' Unrot )

(check as many 
aa necessary)

U Nervous, t.viticws 1 1
5 Cain, business-Like
6 Happy, Lr. t bus i j s  111
7 Detached, Ji ;c.r,t

Other
(describe) 8

9 Pen * t ler.c.f
b. For.i of

address used
by officer

1 Ft. tiI H  ar

under obser­
vation 
(describe)

2 Respectful

3 Ibparscoal

4 Derogatory

5 K o  direct address

6 Don't knew

e. Officer's 
r&nipu)atlve 1 Hido particularistic

techniques 
(check ccrs 2 Tock point of yilV ) 

ttr-v.’rariiv 1Xuiui on© xi 
necessary 3 I^c,i -i-i cittrori I 1

4 Used i.u^cr cr I T

5 W a s  paternalistic i t 
•n t r m s i i s : ’.:

1

f Used j
7 Used ;i li or. 1 "Tr<i j
6 Ititt.il li d .• it ' 1•
9 Ucod reasonin' or 

or-^b 1 i.r *

10 *f.-, tt-ioclivij
1
! . .

-  , _ U Cf.bcr i
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0bs«rvfr
16. (continued)

d , Offic( r 's i 
control of 
self ^

3

:.i nit m s  . ‘a [t l . r I m  I 
briefly 1 j ■ c _■ 1 : centre L  -

L
l

I

i
t
i
— —

Lost Contri-l ini exlon- 
rh 1 pel" I ■! I

*. Officer's i 
general manner 
(check rare 
than one if 1

f.'.i s ho t l le . n v  ty , 
r w  i'i a r i ve |
rt v : t njSq::f , bossv, 
:c . t hor i t - r i 11.

necessary)
6

Openly n  a i culcd or 
b c 1 i 1111 .1

7
Subtly ridiculed or 
bp 1 i 1111-,1

8 Has i r,.i i i it rent

9
Was bu-iinoss-li-.c, 
rou t 1 n i :;ed , i' t'e r s ,i:vi 1

10
V’a s c.'tiittne.l, iiy p,>- 
t hoti c .

11
Other
(S£tcifv> !'

Has ft "J in u r e d , play­
ful, jovi 11 ______ 1 .  _

________i_...... i
f. Officer’s l I.: 't-vu j j 1

behaviors J nit: c. ■ — v t ■■ 1 .
which
conveyed J 
manner (check i

Asked tvu*s t i r s
f
1 '

.'hide Mi.'.'tslicns I i
more than  ̂
one i f
necessary)

Touchci i ....i .
In tern: nted i

Refused to ir.si.'cr
8 Looked away(discracted) 1
9 Walked a1'iv Crude Iv) I

10
Used profane or 
offensive laneunae i

Other
(describe) 11

g. Describe the behaviors checked above (£);

h. General state of officer when leaving: 1 satisfied, content 2__ i nd I f furer. t 3__ airb i va 1 c n t
i* dissatisf fed . annoyed 5 nnjjry
6 other
7 _donr t know

1, If the officer under observation ‘ s manner or behavior chat, ,’cd during the
Interaction, describe the nature of the change and the puinL it '..hith it 
.cciir red.
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Observer

17. Manner end belinvtor of partner tci:3r<l the primary citiren participants:
n j i t  2 i t  J  i t  U _____

a. General state \ Anar . 1 1 1 1
of partner at ? 1 rrit.i! id ^ i r  !outac t 

' (check A 3 many 
a* necessary)

ur-pt j ..... i i . . ..L
(. h'crvrvis, ra>'.t | j ! - ■
i Cain, h'.-.ninns s-I j ■ v ‘ 1 i 1
A Happy. ri.tV.'/mi tic ! ! ^  r
7 Detached, d i s t a n t ! Ii .

Other (specify)
S
9 Don* t know

b, form of address^ 
used by part-

Fsni1 ta r

2 Re*pect ful

3 imperaona1

4 Derogatory •

5 Ho direct address

6 Don't Know i
c. Officer’s

manipulative 1 Maiie particularistic 
ApneaI i

techniques 
(check tr.orc 2

look poirrt oi view 
t c"ror.ir i 1 v

than one if 
necaaasry) 3 Isolated citizen

4 Used humor or jtiliir.ess ......

5 Was tna terna 1 is t i c or 
patrrna11s t it

6 Used threats

7 Uaed alienee, iy.iored

6 Instilled guilt

9
Uaed reasoning or
pr ob I m -  s o 1 v 1 r. it

10 Was seductive ■

11 Other
■ ■

i
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17- (continue.!)
>.-n it 3 i t t. « ■)

d. Partner ' * I nit;i i m  i! ■ It control
L !

•el f 2 r ie 11 y 1 t . ■ ■ I : ■ . >: t : . ■ I I

*\
Lfst sell control lit ;tr, 1
P y’ ii. r] +- '-r : ed i I

e , Officer ' s pen- 
oral manner 1 kas i.o s 11 I e , n a t  y , provo- 

n t  ive
(check more 
than one i f 'y Vos brusque, rossy, 

nut Ln r i : i r i
necessary) 3 f'pcnly mliLulisI rr n.littled

4 Subtly ridiculed or belittled |

5 W a  s i nd i f] ■ rent |

6
V a »  h u s i ’ '.s-like, romiLinizc.l J 
[r pprs ’

7 Wis cr ; ;’i u s yr pa trie t ic j

8 Was pood bu::o«t'd, pl.jy;ul, 
i ov i a 1

Other isper It y) 9
f , Partner ' ot.j - 1 Li stent u i

i
Conveyed f.anrur“ ” i d e c ■ n ts
(check more 
than one i f

3 Asked questions i
necessary) 4 Made suj’i i-titns i

5 T o u ched if
6 Interruptid I i
7 Ke lu: t-d to in^.t r

8 Looked away (distracted) j

9 Walked a w a y  (rmi- iy) j
1. . . .

10 L'sed profane or uiletisive . 
lanpuace t

Other 
(de scr i he > 11 1 f
r . Describe the behaviors chucked above <t):

h. General state of officer when leaving:
1 s a t i s f i e d ,  c o n te n t
7___ind i f 1‘erent
3 artih i va I e n t
4̂  dissatisfied, annoyed
3 angry 6 o t h e r _____________________________
7 do n11 know

1, If the partner's r.imer nr behivior chansted during the interaction, describe 
the nature of the charre and the point at which it occurred:
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18, ToUce ictirnfl: {Inflect.-'
eltl7.e.)(s} to vrltr-i fi‘. - 
and Vlae. of ct-currencr.)

C>̂
a ’ 1 f  i*. •• *

C'.iia w j . . :i,'

*. i. *

n !Jd
10O . V o i-m l  c -  " f i ’ic - . i?  A c t ic r .  

101. K.'He s-rf*3t
102 C -vr- t . - i f f ie :

V ) .  Crrre ■ih'jr «vr.-cn •

101' .

lfVj. L in

l i .  ■■ c f th o
. •' - if ..1 I f ( f f i c .

- I ■ 1 I - P a r tr . r r

11 1„ r i d ""•d
i
1
1
1
1
t
1
1

I
T '

D e s c rib e  o r s p e c ify  a c t io n  ta ken :

2 0 0 . I n f r r r . i l

201. Thro V.-nod vltn i  c a 1 c o
t.r ‘ :ri.rr, v

203

2 0 $ . Used v e rb a l c a c a t r i  
________ ro ir.r; a r .ra h rro 1' '<

206. Usr.i pny;iical car.itriir.; (ho'.uir.y of

209. Adr^nir.nrd i-r .-
2 1 0 . O th er in  t h i  =dcrradaii'-ri i
D e s c rib e  o r  s p " i f >  a c t io n  taiccns
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16. (continue!)

300. TrfcrrO
301. Ciwo *.y.' f: 
332. i'i ‘rr- -1 * ! ■ “
303. Intf '—  :

305. Sgirr:- r - ' - r - n

307 . PI- ' ' T - M  Cl' -'d

309. G r. v n c - -,-c (jr. rat-c: j-r;
310. rr ir.

Office under 1
cb’itr.:i: i cr.

r 1*1! I id ;

oar* nor

306. Qava sre:i.’.i rrveill.\nce op
p.t,*.rn* i t h  c*.■" t-r* 1 f’ v ’l.r' ” r ^  i t.

j_ L
1

s—r- "
i
1

. M d  1 rI I I
r-.d

Describe or specify action iakan:

liOO. Prera/ .'.or; or l-f-'?:*. 1:% o.f ••.,.:re Action
 tiOl. i--'1 ,orr*< 3 d o  "V-i"'* '‘~j ',________

  L02, Su '-•'c : r J f - j r -j:" -l "v’ice .-t
L03. S’Ĵ -pnc .
LiOli. ?rff rrci c.o n r-1'
1,05. f 1 *. ■ ? r t . ‘joo r f r ' r.-" .’ ic “ corr'lncr
1:0£. Ehcoui*a.;ea cititen w,io vantca to r i m

t 1 ■— ■■■■■■

I 1
!

1:07 • As’ted citiren li' be vcuui r i m  & 
COTmloitt-- ci’iccn *r ■„■■ i

1
1 i

1 _
U08. Asked citizen i-T r.c wor^i d m  a 

(*C”*nl"J.n c i t i c m  .■ :-M

1
1
1
f

1
1
1

1:0 9 . Cf ft-re —  ---•tif *-t -.1 .--s'. ■ ot. - 1•
t
1

1:10. Oil'ercl or ni*.*:r.:;ci r;. v : i -.1 
curveiJ ’ or .v.icr.: car.

1
1
1

■
1
1

Uil. C\r.m in L.ir a n  a 1
1 1

1

D e s c rib e  o r  cpo : i f y  a c t io n  taku n :
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13. (continued)

fC C . ??:/• lea 1 Sr;-.l-:«
SOX. Hf-~ > -t.f-.i an i:~ ~•*'’ 

SO?. ■■ ij rv r ~ ' ___

0 t* 1 | 'l y

SO?, Tra-.s: "'.v tr : 
SOlj, "ran*: so e-tor —  c ■

S O S -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
506 , T r c o r t e i —  ci.r.^r
£07* Gave f i r s t  a id  o r  o th e r  p h y s ic a l BSaî t hr.?*
503. Perform ed o th e r p h y s ic a l s ir . - ic e  

( r m v c i i  c J.vt c -~i~ _ _ _ _ _

Describe cr specify action w a a i

6 0 0 . Bf-lr.ir.’ Ti^r.ivlsr
601. A r b i t r a t e d  o r  r c d i a t o d  i n  d i s p u t e

 (r.? d  e ' a s o r  .■ctc-a r e  •') iT
602. Ov.-e or 1
601. Gave e.onsoi:.tj.ia er or?, otic:, a I

6OI1. O th er h e i - i r . r  h -.j 'v .- le r

D e s c rib e  o r  s p e c ify  a c t io n  ta k e n :
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18. (co n tin ued )

7 0 1 . t< ̂  . V . 1 h

T rr’ ] r ’ 1

701. IV.pd r;"
police .'il'LI';’! j; 
of '• -*1 ' ‘ !■■■■■;■ ,■

7 0 3 . lair'd "c-

70J*. Talked u:- ‘‘crr.e. a prvblcn J‘- kc’v-. 
after tee f i:‘t

it ri-!-
706. "e * ' " "c. •■ l . "___t
Describe or s, e:_fy outi..! taken:

O f f ic e r  u n d er
fb r  j m t i e n "

0 K id  | FTd 1

P a r tn e r  

n i l d  1 End 1

Lo h.T.T’l
..._(. . ..i

1

.1 je *  'r.,^ 1
1
1
1

1

1
1

r.v.? iLlix;‘ir .':. ■ t: V 'it e 1
1

1
1
1

j...- reeir.T 
n ta r e  o f’ . .'’I 1

1
1!

rr.0 p-::-;Lncr_i:.i j v-i -uj.,. th-it j 1you let 1 j l
■ -  .. I 1■

600. Othcr
601. Call uof’erle i; ccr‘i:iun1 to other M-:. .• - r e f i
3 0 2 .  Ccrtirrit.i t : cir.i r  ;> . ;;a .“it hc.u t

hivh. • V  HV." ■,

6 0 3 * T e r ! :  i r . f c i — c . ' . : c v c : c r  w a jter.~ir.at>'-.
Give er cr?-. u -t 1 ; ^:r:'iUtn and 
encounter v •. i •   : r.i

f05 . e-ill f i 'in- “re
COti. I i-*r r
6 0 7 . O th e r  .1 " t i ■ n —  r .-it j e r l . ’ i.'din r.bcj- t.cti ne

----  -J_ L
Describe or rprcify action taken;
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Observer ____________ _
19. In e ld u n c a  o f  cbserve-J ag gress io n : ( l c ia r . t i f /  o f f i c e r  r-nd c i t i z e n )

Tjq̂
1 Officer tcwurd citizen__________________________________ _________________
 2  Citizen toward officer _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _   ,_________
3 C i t iz e n  toward c i t iz e n  present _________________ __ _______________

it C it iz e n  t  c-ward c i t iz e n  a lau r.t ____ __________________________________________

If &££rc3Slcn occurred, describe what precipitated it ,\r»d what the officer did:

20. If aggression was directed ccw j ,m cffic-r:
(nark as rany as necer^iry: sueciiy cit.i:cn'3 r.'c.'ncr under the arrror rl ate officer and type of ac.-resiisru A 1." - vernal ar Toavicn: 'iVl'iS" - jr.ycicalaggression without a weapon; "i-iiiS W" - p-v'sic-il ar.-.rtssicn wl'n a wear ̂ n)

OffiC'T ur ‘orCm c;■ ■■ ' , ’i
Vcr- I f'i.ys | fr.yc hs: i. 7 i v

fartner
Vcr-1 Pays • Kiys hail, 2 » ■■ 3

100. Per? over-trice ii— or (r.ru'cr or f̂v.'n-,i~n of---:■■*??' . i n -a tr ■- . - t;: aggressive ait w::i;n .13 ~i-re-y extended to the of lire:'}

i * 
i •
I

i 1 • 
1I

11C. As a rt'diicn f.piir.r t ir.tcrforuice vitn, or interr.iv.-iir. c:'. : • *r< ivo r.-tirr.:-
I 11 r

1 % 
1*

1?G. Because otiieer is seen as siiin.; withother D'.rzy
I» , 1f

1J0. Because .iTgrc?i.ion ia vicv.c.-a at the ttr.o as ?' -.'rr-rii- -> i •••: ivior
* 4t 11

190. Cther or a.-higucu3 (tpecity) • * 
i i• .

1 ■ 1 * 
1 < 
* *
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Observer
20. {cmtimied)

20'J. It- tr

J't~r;io"a 1- ;•”*-.•••

Officer rrier Partner
"observ iti' n

Ver- i Ihya , Fhys Ver- > r:v» * i;'f3
b.i?. 1 *> W t O’__3---

.'ti,?-' 0. in*"';- ‘TWr7 1 t
1

•
1 •■ f --. »v.r.s -v 1 • *

71 .1. ,t, r.;.-; O.T1 : V(?Ct Of 1 I 1
.iijijticn; rcatfj to defend )
—r 1 t
as reaction to tcusnljv; or 1 . 1

'.v Mfrt 1
220. lc“ a3 reaction against orcitrs

01*   _________
230. Ans!‘f:'’'li :l1 ■**■* reacticr a;,a.ut threats 

made by officer (specify)

Ar.:rerr?:a as r r-ichicr. V7 i n ­
vited entry in her.!*, or cti'. r tres- 
par 3 rn sr’lf-QefJr.eo area of 
-*uri .-i 1 etJ ;n

2>0 . A s s m t i c n  as r e . c t i m  to fceir.̂  cis- t’UrH'-i cr a w a s :
26Q. .’.efret sirn is ri ic.icn to verai: 

abuse t-y off!.ccr (specify)

2‘iO. A;”  rc.v.ien as r(-‘tticn to officer's 
dccnea: JJ13 attitude (specify)

1
T'

?i*J. Other (specify)

300. Ecioti-n t: .
other t,.n _:T“:t _;_i; ;-;tvLj of
action tnhrn by officer or views
aeti on as ■■., ;r *,
310. Ac2“r-" i ar to iocjnncuof traffic c u - n n s  (-pcciiy)

320. Accrer.„ion as rt'cticn tc l.tnuurcc 
o f  other nii-.tonn ( t p o t r f y )

3?0 . Other (specify;
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Observer

20. {Cr'iiitJr-.’frd)
C f f  Qr '! fT*
? T=~rTS  t  v7r-

V t r -  < 1 hys I F ry  3
b - \  n  "> W ->

P a r tn e r  

V c r - i  ?■' vr3 * Fhya
bn"L 1 ■> ' W (

t o o ,  ! '  ■■
"(p er... ? l> ' .  r ptn  
d in ir e r  • ■ i - i  ■ ■■ * to  . w . d  o r
r< v?rv; »• ; - r ■■■j

f
1

1

""''J t 
1

1 ,

1*10* i - r . ' x - - i  -.-.i :r :  i- -i •;*- v.* fie -.-  c r  
e i - .  •■!. a r

t

1 1
1

l i l l .  A f t  r r  r v , - ! r l : ::r.  ̂- . 'J lte - i c : f l e e r  
p lij r i c h l y  -. r  v- . . t l y ,  and o e - 1 .

1

1
1 1

l l l i .  .' f  t«rr t- -u ■; r.rr-. -. c r  i i i ;  o e t  
t o  ■uTi'st- i 'c r  r r e . is ic n  a v ju in o t

^7'’

1
I

1

» ' 
1

1
*

t l 3 .  A f t e r  U  !: ' e r r \,-. i  c r  c .o ;  = t  
t o  a r r - . r t  a a “.:  _:i c o t  r-. lv .te ti 
to

i 1

t 1
‘ ,
\ 1

1:0 . w; v  - . r r . ■ *. 1 . t

t 2 0 .  A f '. 'r .  . i  ;i i t  : -> c ; :  - f t  0  f n - v . - n t  
b t i * ' ■; t r ; - - r  1 o r  r:,v ..- . a f t e r  

/  .... j

1
1

1

1
*

t i l .  A f t  o r  ) tv.! as ..v .i :.tr.a o f f i c e r  
rV .voi.tr.v ll.. o r  v . r  . 1:1 

- r - - t -  ■. f a r  t r t s

T
»

1
1 1

1 i
t t

L 2 2 , A l t e r  e r r . - r ■„ 1  o r  su o .-e e t 
t o  u f T '  j  i. f o r  . * - * t i o n  a r .v m o t

1 1 
1

•

'

1 t

1 2 3 .  A r t f  - 1 ! r i - T t : o r  cub w o t  
t o  .la’ l l  t  f o r  n o t  rc .w o e d  
t o  .1 -  ••• i c i

1•

1

1 '
i i i

IC O . A C R r o '/ t io t  i n  . .. . -v to  : :v « .a  c . l3 -  1 *
f f  v e ry  c f  e v ib  r.co w - , ; - -: w ould  i r - j - l  t o  j  * | 
" -  r t  c r  r i  v . v ■ c act?. ■ n 1

1

llUO. i . .' i r n i i ' d  a t  .. n, :ttLi ■_ t v t l o n  o f  
c is o l -  if-JVC t i .r c v  0

1
1

1

1

'
U i l . A l t e r  c:- . i "  ..—  i f  .— .1 o f  f.i c c r

p h y s io . , !  Jy c r  v . - r i o l l 7  ar_i t c i i i ^  
erTc-»»1 - .’V -r v.t

' 1 

1 I
'  % 

'  1

I j l i? ,  A f t e r  h i. in .-  o r  c u t j ' - c i  
t o  i r r f . v t  f o r  . - . - - r - i f i c n  s - a i r - a t  
o l 1-.r r r

I

! 1

* i 

1

U i 3 .  A f t e r  h i . i.:. -- n  c r  w o ;  v e t  
t o  a n v  . t  1 c r  a c o ic n  n o t  r e la t e d
tO  I T ' "  : "1

J ■ 

' 1

I

: _ ! _  . _
l i9 0 .  O th e r  ( o r r e i f y ; 1

i :
<

* i 
I 1

J i
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20< (c o n t in u e d )

O b s e rv e r

O f f i c e r  u n i 'T  I P a r t n e r
Ob a i r  - t i t . ; i-.-i |

V e r -  t rh y .i , Phys f V v r -  , rv .y r < F hys  
t - i l  l .  W j I h : . l  l ■ ■ ’.J 1

5 0 0 .  re fe r .. ' n o r  f u r - r f  ~ f  »p<>rsrn ‘ ik e s  
Ih o  p a r t  c *  r  j  .'■■■■ v;i-»wr. as r " -  
q u i r i n r  o r  t ie r  o r  a a a . Jses j ' . ' . - i i J i o n  
t o  re s c u e  c r  i . i i r c - i s e  e f fe e t iv tr .- .c s c  O f | 
■ s iE n i f i c u n t  o t r .c r : ;1- t-'h.: a r c  th e  c o p tc t  o f  j 
f t r c r e s s ic r  c r  i : ; '  t  1 1

1
I

1
. <

1 •
1 •

1 1
— ■ .1 ■ i ■ 1— ■■■

5 1 0 .  A c f r c s s ic n  i n  c v fv n s c  o f  e t h e r  r  c r -  
Bcns e it’ aeeh in  T u y o io n i s t i r :  ' ' i o
o r  b e j r , ’ r h y s ic .n i i ; '  s . r t . i e n

* ( 

' 1

f . 
1

k 1

$ 2 0 .  A p p rc s r io n  i n  c iv r .s e  c f  th o s e  seenas 0p in ’  v c r - . i . i  f ^s■ 1 r r f
r  1
1

1 t

1 1 ■ 1
5 J 0 . A p c r e s s ic n  i n  a c ic n s o  o f  o th e rs  vrtio 

a r e  fru b je s te d  t o  p e rc e iv e d  t h r e a t  o r  
d .t.-.-e r

. 1 

1 1

1
1

1

SijO . A p rrrc c s ic n  in  s v fe n s e  o f o th e rs  vno
a r e  h e i r . -  c r  ; iv e  r--".n ; . r r c r t c  1 ' I f

5 9 0 .  O th e r  ( s p e o i f y ) f I
* t
1 *

t 1

1 1
*

6 0 0 .  A r c r e r s ic n  as an  e . v - - i  c r  c f  c . r a r — a c r  
d iS i r p r c v ' - i  (c f i i c c r  :• v r c - y  s e rv e s  *s n e g ­
a t i v e  s i i s t i l u r  by v i r t u e  c f  .-.is  i d e n t i t y  
and p h y s ic a l  -re s e n e !? . a,- : r e s s ic n  s e rv e s  
a s  a  n a r d .f t 's ta f  i : n  o f  u iv u p p ro v u l c r  t o  
a s s e r t  t h e  c i t i z e n ' s  s t a t u s  v i s - a - v i s  th e  
O f f i c e r )

1 * 
%

1 \ 
1 *

t

» 1 
1 ( 
» 1

!
6 1 0 .  A c c r = s s ic “. t o  r ' j i r .  fo r c e  a v e r b a l  cha.1- 

] c r - e  d i r - ’ - ' c i  t an af f i b e r

1
1 •

, . ( ... ... 

1 t

6 2 0 .  A - r r e s s ic r .  f o l - t w i n ^  v e r s t  a i . r e u h  to  
o f f i c e -

•
1 *

» 1 

1

6 3 0 .  At f : r f a s ic n  f u l l  v e r e a l  ab u se o r  
e x T T c r r ic n  0 .' c . , u .  .: t

1 J » f 
•

61 t0 . (J n - .r r ,-u rc c i c r  - ;  rr .t .in e c u s  Er’ -rro s K io n  1 1 ' l

6 9 0 .  O th e r  ( s p r o i f y j
1 1 

* 
1

i 1
1

1 •

9 0 0 . U n t l f 'T *  f f - ; ’  c i n  u ;_ i;h  t h e r e  
l a  £>.o.,. . - u ':_ y - .... i r „ ' - ' f  —t i e n  t o  a 
.iu d ^ i-.on t)

1t i l l  
1 ! 1 1 !
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Cl server

i l l  I f  cf f l  - I f  I..-- i/.-t ‘ l ■ -'i =-r  :

(l"ark afl y.r..~r a ■> r.f'-’f  _itir ■ i1 r: nvr-'-” r ir.'icr tin s .'i.'T'rur ri..ta
O f f ic e r  ar.d Tjq. e o f  :■ ; T r  j . ; io : i.  '• V":':. n t I " - varao 1 i r n ;  " IK iS "  - p h y s ic a l
*££res3.ton v.'tbrivt a v ipct; W" p-vslcai. . - irrcicn VLth a. vr.-.pon)

O ff-' :t p  v.r.clf

Ver-t r ’./s iplxys

reacts t> :i _ 
to  bo a t t o .T  
edno h i  3 f . - ;

o r

110. Aĉ ;rcs;icr 
fitter b>- bl

*n  vo a s’ 'c h ir r ;  o r

as r e a r d o n  to ao.iar.ce of

1 3 3 .  A c - r c s s i c n  o a  r
 ___  l r :  3 t r ' c *. L

lliO. A c r-reacit:i :-s r^rr
a b u s e , e p i t h 6 t 3 ( e t c .  (s p e c i-V  J

- X

l £ 0 .  A c t*  0 3 s ic i i  as  i t T . t i a n  to  a c h a l le n g e  
(specify)

1?Q. Other (specif/)

200. Prolec i:r a-.-vr.-t r 1

t o  h is  s a f e t y  r jid  r e a c t s  xr. e • * - s 
o r  r e t a r d

,j u / ’ r ';*
t to avcici

210. * 7 pressi rci to tt :* il_v,ie violence 
d i r e c t ' ' !  c : : ' i : ' r -1 1-

220. a —  — i t: . .ir'i.-*’ 'i ■„ v:'"i

230. A-rrerslc-n to r
290. O th e r  ( s p e c i f y )

3 0 0 . A t t e .~  1 I?  c f s tr -? ! -1 v.: !  t - n  ( e i t i t c n  c r
c i t i t t T i J  w ' C  p t r - t L V  i .. . v u  I : . . t  a e n t r o j  
and . t f f i c c r  a t t e - t n t s  to  r c - c t i a s i i . t h  a  
S t a t e  ; T  o l r .  o r  !

310. Afzressisn In erhcr to sucdue ciViith (specify citizen's state)
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2? ( c c n i i ^ e d )

O b s e rv e r

O f f i c e r  o r d e r
C b t i r v n t ic n

V e x - i  P h y s ' Fhyn
br.1 1 2  , M 3

P a r t n e r

7 e r - i  ? hyc • r i y a
b rg  1| 2 » V  '<

1
•

3 0 .  . '.' II i n  C V  ~ 1* t o  i ir l;3 * . \tO  i t
r l i . i r  -. j f 1

33-3. i n  r r c  r  t o  be  
r  n :"r ’ * * '* .  ■■ “ *■1 i '.z *  *■

1
t

4 •
1 •

X > c . o th e r  O v 'E -j-u y ) 1•

1

•

. 1

liOO. Cl T -nno o r  - : t l  r t  ■* f  "-*3 ( o f f i c e r  t ,- . io s i  
th e  p r t  e i c ; . ' v a  . . . . . . i co  v i r - j j  .13 r s T i l r -
ln ^  o r  dc=i rv lr . . :  A id .  U re a  a . ' i ; - i  : : i c n  to  
rc rc u o  o r  i  re .^co i " «  i . i f e 0 i.jv c .ie s s  o f  
c th c r a  v'-.o ro  r " rc  Lvcd a y  c o jo c ta  o f  
n r -  ;-or - i .7.1 c r  jn c ’i r i i ' - M )

.

1
t

, '
»

1 1 

1 

1
1 •

1
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C b e s w i r ___________

22. To what extent did each officer *;lve directions or ins t; t-:_vj o pirtncrt
Officer under obsstnratlcni 1_______ 2 3 !s ?never luru- ~

r u m t j y  .■■l-.ly r;. '\-

Partner t 1_____  ? _ j I, 5
Li ever iiiVri - r * 1 *y

Cj'-itnl t y  .it.-y* 1 .■ /L'liTv’y

2J. Was there any difference of cpinlrp bc^ecn the c ■h'N.--;: ever h r tho J: b
vas h a n d le d ? _______ __ ,,Tea Ko1 C 
If yes* when fid It occur?

Paring Job When Job t.̂ o c  Ictvl
2 3 If yes* detcilbe what occurred:
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221
Observer

26, Write out ate corvwats &ac,o i.7 eitirere or n?,Tic era rê artilrie vostn on 
patrol) (idcatiijr citizen or ofi'icarj

27* Writ* out arc* other InTonr^tlon about the rltuaticn or vbat vu3 a aid about 
It that zdcnt ai- in its overall F-jrrra/aJ.:
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APPENDIX Bi

Training Manual for Patrol Observation
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I. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Each observer will be assigned a one-digit number. This number 
must appear on each "Incident Report" and on the "Profile Sheet" for 
each tour of duty.

2. In completing either form, if there is inadequate space provided,
use the back of the page, being sure to label your answer with the
appropriate Item Number.

3. Be sure to wear a watch (with minutes if possible) whenever you 
go out to observe.

4. If a situation arises where, in order to transport prisoners, etc.,
you are ask- d to leave the radio car, do so. Take a taxi or other
transportation back to the station house. You will be reimbursed for 
any expenses.

5. If, in an officer's Judgment, a situation is dangerous and you 
are asked to remain in the car or another safe place, do so.



224

II. OBSERVATION PROFILE SHEET

Complete profile sheets immediately following the tour of duty 

observed.

Enter your observer number on the upper right hand corner of each

page.

Specific Instructions

Item # Instructions

1 Enter date in digit form (2/13)

2 Enter last name and sex of officer under
observation

3 Enter last name and sex of partner

5 Enter NFT number of the two officers (leave
blank if you don't know)

6 "Time in service" - Duration of interactions +
Time on patrol and available for calls

7 "Out of service" ■ meals; getting gasoline;
filing reports in the station house; the time 
spent in the car before notifying dispatch 
that they are available for calls, following 
an incident; etc.

8 Total time out of service ■ total of #7
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OBSERVATION PROFILE SHEET (continue!)

Item # Instructions

Number of incidents - Includes all incidents, 
either dispatched, picked up or initiated by 
citizens in the field. (The number should 
equal the incident number of the final 
incident observed.)

10 This judgment should reflect the working relation­
ship of the partners: degree of communication,
understanding of working habits, division of 
labor, etc.

11 This judgment should reflect the personal relation­
ship of the partners: friendliness, amount of
tension, cooperation, etc.

12 "Help or information" • physical or verbal 
assistance. Ratings should reflect the extent 
of the di fferences between the officers on this 
dimension.

13

14

"Physical exertion" ■ acts that require physical 
strength (moving, lifting, etc.)

"Information and/or assistance" 
verbal help.

physical or

Ratings should reflect the extent of the 
differences between the officers on this 
dimension.

15 In completing this item, refer both to comments 
and actions directed toward citizens and to 
statements made in the car when citizens were 
not present.

16 In completing this item, refer to explicit remarks 
or behaviors of officers. If no information is 
available by the end of the tour, ask the of fleers 
directly.
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OBSERVATION

Item fl 

17

PROFILE SHEET (continued)

Instructions

General remarks - Use this section for information 
on topics related to those on this form which 
will help to better characterize the officers 
or the tour.
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III. INCIDENT REPORT

General Instructions

1. An "Incident Report" is to be completed each time the police are 
mobilized to act (either on their own initiative or that of citizens) 
regardless of whether or not citizens are present.

2. Items #1 -8 should be completed during or Immediately following 
the incident. In addition, detailed notes concerning the incident 
should be taken* particularly with regard to the nature of the 
situation, the behavior and manner of the officers and .citizens, and 
the outcome of the encounter. It may be necessary to complete the 
Incident Report at a later time based on these notes.

3. Incident Reports should be completed at the earliest possible 
time. This may mean any of the following:

--immediately following the incident while officers are 
completing reports (either in the radio car or in the 
station house)

--during the inactive periods later in the radio car

— during the officers' meal period

— immediately following the tour of duty

4. It may be easier to complete the early items if you familiarize 
yourself with dispatch codes (a card will be provided).

5. If the officers separate, follow the "officer under observation" 
(that to whom you have been assigned).

6. Unless otherwise specified, answer questions as to the officer 
under observation.
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INCIDENT REPORT (continued)

7. Citizens in each interaction will be assigned identifying numbers 
in Item #13. These numbers should remain constant throughout the 
Incident Report.

8. If you have insufficient information to complete an item and there 
is no "Don't Know" category, leave the item blank.

9. If citizens are brought to the station house and the officers 
accompany or follow them, treat it as a "change in location" and 
continue to observe the officer under observation.

Specific Instructions

I tern# Instructions

1 The date of the observation should be entered in digit 
form.

2 Incidents in one tour should be numbered consecutively 
(e.g., the 5th incident observed will be given the 
number "5"),

3 Be certain to wear a_ watch and note the time when the 
police arrive at the encounter.

Check the time at the conclusion of the encounter and 
enter the duration to the nearest minute.

7 Enter the total number of radio cars which respond 
over the course of the incident including the one 
in which you are riding (e.g., if yours is the only 
car to respond, enter a "1").

8a If the officers are dispatched to the incident, enter 
the number code which comes over the radio. If you 
are unsure of what it is, aBk the officers.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

8b. Check the number or numbers which best characterize
the actual situation. It is not unusual for the 
dispatch code to be inaccurate. Labels are listed 
alphabetically in 3 units: Felonies (serious crimes),
other complaints (less serious crimes), and Miscel­
laneous Incidents and Problems (non-criminal).

8c. ’'Dispatched*1 - A call which is received over the
radio (a citizen has called 911).

--"On-view" - An incident which the police initiate 
in the field.

--"Citizen-in-the-field" - A citizen or citizens 
initiate interaction directly with officers,

85. If the nature of the incident changed during the
course of your observation, specify the sequence 
of events.

9 Indicate how many of each category of participant
was present at any time during the encounter.

--"Supervisor(s)11 - patrol sergeants or lieutenants,
NPT Con&nandcrs, etc.

--"Other Police Personnel" - detectives, youth officers, 
emergency service officers, etc.

--"Victim" - A person against whom a crime has been 
comnltted, who is sick or has been injured, who 
has experienced the loss of property or persons, etc. 
Include mental patients,

--"Complainant" - An individual who contacts the police 
to report a crime, an injury, an accident, etc.

--"Offender" - An individual who is suspected of 
having performed a criminal act or a violation of 
a civil law.

--"Informant" - Someone who provides information 
relevant to the incident.

--"Bystander" - A person who is physically present at 
the incident but is not personally involved in the 
original encounter.
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Speci fic

Item #

10

11

12a.

12b.

12c,

Instructions (continued)

RULE: Categories are listed in order of priority.
If a person can be described by more than 
one category, assign him or her to ONLY 
that classification which appears first 
on the list.

Instructions

If an officer was the first to speak in an inter­
action, indicate which officer made the initial 
contact and whether that officer was driving the 
radio car or functioning as the recorder.

Rate each officer in terms of how active he or 
she was in handling the job.

Indicate where the incident took place. If there 
was more than one location, number in the appro­
priate order (e.g., 01 1 Dwelling; 04 ? Commer­
cial; 0 7 3 Hospital).

Characterize the situation upon arrival along an 
orderly-disorderly dimen: ion. "Orderly" might 
mean calm, controlled, quiet, etc. "Disorderly" 
might mean chaotic, violent, very tense or 
excited, etc.

If possible, determine the effect of each officer 
on the level of tension, violence and/or excite­
ment at the incident. For example, "Greatly 
Decreased" might mean any of the following;

-~ An hysterical child was calmed down by the 
officer

-- A street fight was stopped by the officer

-- A frightened woman appeared to be comforted 
and reassured by the officer

-- A highly tense situation was defused by the 
officer.

RULE; In situations where there is no tension, 
violence or excitement, "inapplicable" 
should be checked rather than "made no 
difference" (e.g., a citizen asks for 
directions).



231

Specific

Item #

12f.

13.

13a

13b.

13c.

Instructions (continued)

Instructions

Indicate the extent to which the problem around which 
the encounter took place was solved at the time the 
police left the scene.

--"Resolved*' - offender is arrested, leak is 
repaired, injured person is taken to the 
hospital, etc.

-- "Ambiguous" ambulance is called, plumber has 
been called but has not arrived, the participants 
in a dispute are calmed down but the underlying 
problem remains, etc.

-- "Unresolved" - A report is taken of a past crime 
but no suspects arc apprehended, citizen is told 
to contact another agency for performance of the 
service requested, etc.

Characterize as #1 the citizen who interacts most 
with the more active officer. (This may not be the 
officer you have bee assigned to observe.) The 
citizen who interacts second most with that officer 
should be designated as #2, and so on.

-- "M" - Male 
"F" - Female

-- "W" - White 
"B" - Black
"H" - Hispanic (Puerto Rican, Cuban, Dominican, etc. 
"0" - Other

See instructions for Item #9 for definitions of cate­
gories. Rules for groups (e.g., complainant group, 
victim group):

I. Consider a "Croup" to be 3 or more citizens 
of the same category (e.g., offender, victim) 
none of whom are distinctive enough to be 
characterized singely. When an individual 
can be distinguished from the group, categorize 
him or her separately.

2. If a group is not uniform, describe all
chacteristics or behaviors (check or circle 
more than one category)
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Specific

Item tf 

13C.

13f.

14a.

14b.
14c.

Instructions (continued)

Instructions

"White Collar" - professional, business, etc.

"Blue Collar" - laborer, etc.

RULE: If there is any doubt, use the "Don't
Know" category.

"Unusual physical condition" refers to any physical 
state which might influence or help to characterize 
the incident:

-- "sick" - coronary, epilepsy, asthma, etc.

-- "slightly bruised or cut" - external injury which 
does not incapacitate the individual

-- "seriously wounded or injured" - external or 
Internal injury which seriously interferes 
with the functioning of the individual

-- "unconscious" - disregard apparent cause

-- "some signs of drinking" - apparent consumption 
of alcohol but not "drunk"

-- "drunk" - intoxicated to the point of being out 
of control, unable to function, etc.

-- "disoriented" - confused, out of touch with 
reality, etc. (e.g., mentally ill, senile)

"General state at outset" refers to the citizen's manner, 
mood, and/or behavior upon the arrival of the police.
You should characterize their states before any sub­
stantial interaction with the officers takes place.

Characterize the degree of respect shown by each citizen 
toward all police officer(s) present,

--"Outset" - the Initial exchanges between citizens 
and officers

--"Conclusion" - the final exchanges between citizens 
and officers.
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S p e d  f ic

Item #

14b.
14c.

14d.

14e.

14 f.

15a.

15b.

Instructions (continued)

Instructions

--"Deferential11 - extremely respectful or obsequious

-- "Civil" - respectful, polite

-- "Antagonistic" - disrespectful, defiant

NOTE: The middle portion of the interaction will not
be coded.

Characterize citizens’ cooperativeness over the course 
of the interaction.

-- "Cooperative" - carries out requests of police;
offers assistance, information, etc, where possible

—  "Uncooperative" - resists carrying out requests, 
thwarts efforts of police, etc.

-- "Detached" - neither cooperative nor uncooperative

-- "Mixed" - both cooperative and uncooperative during 
the course of the interaction.

"Challenge" - any questioning of an officer's status, 
authority, legitimacy or request, regardless of the 
officer’s response or the manner in which the comment 
is delivered.

—  "Officer A" - officer under observation
-- "Officer B" - partner of the officer under observation

"General state when police were leaving" refers to the 
citizens' manner, mood and/or behavior as the police 
were departing from the scene. This characterization 
should reflect the citizens' overall response to the 
outcome of the incident and to the way in which the 
incident was handled.

This category reflects the overall manner and behavior 
of citizens, taking both verbal and non-verbal behaviors 
into account.

This categorization should be based on the tone and 
content of words spoken by citizens.
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Item fl 

15c.

15d,

Instructions

Consider as Ma specification of service" any direct
request made by a citizen to either police officer.

-- If the request is implied rather than explicitly 
stated, check "No" (e.g., there is a severely 
Injured person for whom an ambulance is called:
If the police do so on their own initiative, check 
"No"; if they do so at the request of a relative 
on the scene, check "Yes".)

- - I f  the police explicitly offer a service before 
the citizen requests it, and the citizen accepts, 
check "Yes" (e.g., "Do you want us to take him 
to the hospital for x-rayB?" would be scored 
"yes".)

Check specific services only if they are requested or
agreed to by a citizen. (Actual services performed
will be coded in a later section.)

-- "Attention to a medical problem" - a request is 
made that the officer treat a medical problem 
him (her) self or that the citizen be trans­
ported to a hospital, clinic, or doctor by the 
officers or through arrangements made by them 
(e.g., ambulance).

-- "Removal of someone" - police are asked to remove 
an Individual from a specified location,

-- "An arrest" - a request is made that an individual 
be taken into custody by the police.

-- "Settlement of an argument or dispute" - the police 
are asked to quell a disturbance, to mediate or to 
arbitrate

-- "Advice or counseling" - a request is made for 
information about handling criminal, civil or 
social matters.

-- "Protection (of person)" - a request is made that 
special police efforts be made to protect a person 
from real or imagined danger.
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I tem # 

15d.

15e. 

15f.

15g.

15h.

15i.

Instruc tions

--"Attention to a physical condition" - a request is 
made that a traffic or safety hazard (e.g., faulty 
traffic signal) or other physical problem (e.g., 
leaking pipe, burned out light bulb) be fixed 
either by the police or through an arrangement 
by them.

-- "Surveillance or protection of property" - a request 
1b made that special police efforts be made to 
protect someone's property from real or imagined 
danger.

-- "Attention to suspected criminal activity" - a request 
is made that the police watch and/or act against 
suspected criminal activities.

-- "A report" - a request is made that the police 
officially file a report (stolen auto, past 
burglary, auto accident, missing person, etc.)

This refers to the citizens' d*. ;;ree of satisfaction with 
the actual service provided or arranged by the police 
officers. It should not reflect satisfaction with the 
manner in which the service was performed.

This refers to the citizens' degree of Satisfaction with 
t^e style and tone in which the officer under observation 
carried out his or her responsibilities. It does not 
reflect satisfaction with the actual service provided 
by the officer.

A citizen should be viewed as possessing a weapon if 
it is on his or her person or if it is easily accessible 
(e.g., in the glove compartment of a car), regardless 
of the time at which the weapon is discovered or disclosed.

Consider as "Threats" those situations in which the weapon 
is held by the citizen and in which the citizen gives 
verbal or non-verbal warnings that the weapon may be used. 
Record only those threats made to an officer.

"Use of weapon" refers to using a weapon against an officer, 
regardless of whether or not an injury results.
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Specific Instructlons (continued)

Item # Instructions

16a. "General state of officer under observation at outset"
refers to the officer’s manner, mood and/or behavior 
just prior to coming on the scene of the incident. This 
may be reflected in the officer's initial comments to 
citizens.

16b. Write out the form of address used most often with each
citizen in the appropriate box.

-- "Familiar" - John, Mary, Dear, Honey, etc,
-- "Respectful" - Mr. Smith, Miss Jones, Sir, Madam, etc.
-- "Impersonal" - Hey you
-- "Derogatory" - Punk, boy

RULE: If more than one form of address is used,
code the one which is used most often.

NOTE: Take the officer's tone and manner into con­
sideration when categorizing a form of address.

16c. Manipulative techniques are strategies used by the officer
to achieve his or her goals. Check as many categories
as necessary. You may check none.

-- "Made particularistic appeal" - e.g., "I've got a 
wife, I know how it is,"

-- "Took point of view temporarily" - adopted the
perspective of whichever citizen was being spoken to.

-- "Isolated citizen" - e.g., put citizen in separate 
room, in radio car, etc.

-- "Used humor or jolliness" - made jokes, cajoled, etc.
-- "Was paternalistic/maternalistic" - treated citizen 

as a child, as naive.
-- "Was seductive" - coy, flirtatious
-- ,fUsed threats" - indicated that police or other 

authority would take action against citizen due to 
behavior or manner.

-- "Used silence, ignored"
-- "Instilled guilt" - attempted to make citizen feel 

bad or responsible for behavior of self or other.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item # Instruct!ons

16c. "Used reasoning or problem-solving" - demonstrated cause
and effect, consequences of action or Inaction, etc.

16«. "Officer's general manner" refers to the general style
and tone in which the officer carries out his or her 
responsibilities.

l&f. Check those behaviors which led to your characterization
of the officer's general manner (l6e). Only check those 
behaviors which significantly contributed to your sense 
of the officer's manner.

16a. Write a brief descriptive account of the officer's
behavior checked in l$f. Include the extent to which 
the officer engaged in those behaviors and give examples 
where possible. Be sure to distinguish among citizens 
when appropriate.

16l». 'teneral state when leaving" refers to the officer's
manner, mood, and/or behavior immediately upon completion 
of the job. If you have any doubt, use the "Don't Know" 
category.

17 Instructions for all items are Identical to those in #16
except that questions refer to the partner rather than 
to the officer under observation.

RULE: You have been instructed to follow the officer
under observation. If, therefore, you don't 
have enough Information to make a judgment, 
leave the item blank or check "Don't Know",

18 Place the number or numbers of citizens to whom each
police action was directed under the officer who under­
took the action and the appropriate time of occurrence.

-- If actions are not directed to particular citizens, 
simply place a check in the appropriate box.

Code as "END" only the final action or composite actions 
taken by the officer who concludes the interaction.
Code all other actions as "MID",



Specific InstructIona (continued)

100

Example: As the police are leaving the scene of an
incident the officer under observation says to the 
complainant (citizen #1) "Don't worry, I don't think 
he'll come back. But if he does call 911,"

Place a "1" in the second column of items 402, 602 & 603

Officer
Observ

Mid

under
ation

End

Partner 

Mid I End

Action # 1
.

i

RUIE: For each action indicated give specifics in
the space provided at the end of the section 
("Describe or specify action taken"). Illus­
tration: Specify "Made official report" as,
for example, "Aided coronary" or "Report of 
past burglary."

FOR THE ENTIRE SECTION (Item #18) MULTIPLE 
ANSWERS ARE PERMITTED. CHECK AS MANY ITEMS 
AS NECESSARY.

Formal or Official Action

101. Made arrest - formally charged with a crime
102. Gave traffic summons - Moving or standing violation
103. Gave other summons - Peddler, Noise, etc,
104. Made official report - Aided, Accident, Complaint,

etc.
105. Took to station - No formal charges made or observe 

doesn't know if charges were preferred
106. Other - Any other formal or official actions



Specific Instructions (continued)

Item #

I V  - 200
Instruc tions

Informal Use of Power

201. Threatened with physical force - Made verbal or 
non-verbal threats to injure citizen or gave 
warnings that coercion will be applied.

202. Threatened with weapon - Made verbal or non-verbal 
threats with gun. nightstick, or other potentially 
dangerous instrument.

203. Threatened with arrest - Gave verbal warning that 
individual may be taken Into custody.

204. Other threat or warning - Gave notice that punish­
ment or harm will be administered by an authority.
This does not include warnings of natural consequences 
("If you don’t fix the leak the ceiling may cave in.")

205. Used verbal constraint - Restrained or limited 
citizen's actions or words through verbal command 
or statement ("You're not going anywhere," "Shut 
up.")

206. Used physical constraint - Restrained or limited 
citizen's actions or words through physical means 
(holds arm, uses handcuffs).

207. Used physical force against person - Any attempt to 
subdue or Injure a citizen through physical force, 
with or without a weapon. Injury does not have to 
result (slaps face, hits with nightstick, etc.).

208. Gave orders or directed - Issued commands or directions 
to citizens in an authoritarian manner.

209. Admonished or moralized - Expressed disapproval or 
rebuked citizen on grounds of legality, morality or 
social responsibility ("Mow look at all the trouble 
you've caused," "Can't you see that it's dangerous 
to speed in a populated area like this?")

210. Other in this area - Other informal exercise of 
powe r.
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Specific Instruc tions (continued)

Item ft Instructions

/?- 300 Informal Police Action

301. Gave traffic warning - Gave formal or informal 
warning regarding traffic violation. No suimnons 
was Issued,

302. Undertook investigation - After learning the initial 
facts about an incident, the officer sought further 
information, either through examination of physical 
conditions or through questioning other people who 
might have been involved.

303. Interrogated suspect(s) - Questioned a citizen 
thought to be engaged in or associated with criminal 
activity.

304. Searched property - Examined citizen's belongings 
(car, home, personal possessions) in connection with 
suspected criminal activity.

305. Searched or "frisked" person(s) - Examined someone's 
person for weapons, evidence, etc.

306. Gave special surveillance or attention after leaving 
setting - Provided extra service or attention to a 
person, place or condition following the conclusion 
of the Incident but within the same tour of duty.

If more than routine patrol is involved (conversation 
with citizens, investigation, etc.), check here, but 
IN ADDITION, fill out a full indicent report.

307. Dispersed crowd - Broke up a group of three or more 
persons through either verbal or physical means,

308. Gave chase (on foot) - Pursued (on foot) offenders 
or suspects who were fleeing the scene of the 
incident.

309. Gave chase (in patrol car) - Pursued (in car) offender 
or suspect.

310. Other in this area - Other informal police actions.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item ft Instructions

400 Preparation or Suggestion of Future Action

401. Referred to other police unit - Transferred re­
sponsibility for further service to another police 
unit (detectives, youth division, etc.). Only 
score as "referred" those cases which are officiallv 
transferred via phone call, report, etc.

402. Suggested further use of police service -

a) Told citizen to notify police should a related 
or similar condition occur in the future ("If 
he comes back, call 911.")

h) Suggested use of another police unit but left 
citizen to make the contact.

403. Suggested use of civil court or lawyer - Recommended 
civil action, since problem is "not a police matter" 
("Go to family court," "Call your lawyer and sue 
him.") Suggestions for contacting a lawyer should 
be scored "403" only in NON-CRIMINAL matters,

404. Referred to non-police agency - Transferred re­
sponsibility for further service to a non-police 
agency outside the legal system (marriage counselor, 
plumber). Score as "referred" both (a) cases in 
which the o f f i c e r  personally contacts the agency 
for the citizen by phone or in person, and (b) cases 
in which the officer provides the citizen with the 
information with which to contact the agency (name 
address, phone number) without actually making the 
contact.

405. Suggested use of non-police services - Recommends 
use of non-police agency outside the legal system 
for further service. Advice is general rather than 
specific ("Call a plumber.")

406. Encouraged citizen who wanted to sign a complaint - 
The suggestion must come from the citizen and be 
assisted by the officer.

407. Asked the citizen if he would sign a complaint - citi­
zen agreed - The suggestion must come from the officer. 
Score citizen as "agreed" regardless of the amount of 
persuasion required to achieve compliance.
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Item #

ft- 500

/f- 600

Instructions

408. Asked citizen if he would sign a complaint - citizen 
refused - The suggestion must come from the officer.
Do not use this category when citizens suggest filing 
a complaint and are persuaded not to by an officer.

409. Offered or promised an investigation - Officer told 
citizen that they or other police units would follow 
up on the incident in question ("The detectives will 
be by later this evening.")

410. Offered or promised special surveillance or attention 
Citizen told that police would continue to provide 
service or attention to a person, place or condition, 
following the conclusion of the incident.

411. Other in this area - Other suggestions or preparations 
for future action.

Physical Prrvicc

501. Requested an ambulance - By radio or telephone

502. Made phone call - Assisted citizen by personally 
contacting other persons or agencies to provide 
further service.

503. Transported to medical setting - Brought citizen to 
hospital, clinic or doctor.

504. Transported (other) - Brought citizen to location 
other than stationhouse or medical setting.

505. Escorted to medical setting - Accompanied citizen to 
hospital, clinic, or doctor (followed or rode in 
ambulance),

506. Escorted (other) - Accompanied citizen to nonmedical 
location

507. Gave first aid or other physical assistance (artificial 
respiration, rescued from swimming pool, etc.)

508. Performed other physical service - removed dead dog, 
changed fuse, etc.

Helping Behavior

601. Arbitrated or mediated in dispute - Made judgments, 
clarified issues, enforced rules of discussion or 
otherwise acted as moderator or referee of a disa­
greement ("Don't interrupt," "It seems to me you're 
saying. . ," "I think Jane has a valid point,")
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item Instructions

600. 602, Gave advice or counseling - Offered specific.
concrete suggestions regarding a problem, condition, 
etc, ("Why don't you try..,?", "If I were you, I ’d 
call...")

603. Gave consolation or emotional support - Sympathized 
with or comforted citizen ("It'll be OK")

604. Other helping behavior -

/f- 700 "Cool Out"

"Coolout" refers to a strategy used by officers to divest
themselves of responsibility for handling a situation in 
the manner requested by the citizen, or to convince a 
citizen that an action already taken was the appropriate 
one. This attempt may or may not be successful. Dis­
tinctions among the categories are based on the specific 
manipulative technique used;

701. Talked or "cooled" person into handling problem 
himself - Manipulative technique - convincing person 
that the problem is not a police matter and would be 
better handled by the person himself ("It's a civil 
matter, call your lawyer,")

702. Talked or "cooled" person into seeing police action 
as undesirable because of consequences - Manipulative 
technique ■ convincing person that police action would 
do more harm than good ("If we arrest him, he'll just 
come back angrier.")

703. Talked or "cooled" person into denying that a problem 
existed in the first place - Manipulative technique » 
convincing person that there really wasn't any problem.

704. Talked or "cooled" person into seeing a problem as 
solved or taken care of after the fact of police 
action - Manipulative technique - convincing person 
that his or her dissatisfaction with the police 
action taken is inappropriate.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item # Instructions

'f- 700 705. Talked or "cooled" person Into postponing his concern
or demand by suggesting that he "wait and see" -
Manipulative technique ■ convincing person that the 
problem will be solved over time if no action is taken.

706. Used other "cool out" technique -

/f- 800 Other

801. Call unfounded; continued to their business (10-90) 
no such address, no one answers, etc.

802. Continued to other business without having taken 
any action whatsoever - do NOT use this category 
if the call is unfounded (801).

803. Took information and encounter was terminated - Use 
this category for information other than responses 
to requests for official reports (104) (citizen 
reports a suspicious person, a defective street 
light, etc.)

804. Gave or exchanged information and encounter was 
terminated - Use this category for responses to 
requests for street directions or for other speci flc 
information ("My neighbor has a noisy dog1 how do 1 
file a complaint?")

805. Called for police assistance - Called a 10-85 or 
10-13 or asked another officer or a citizen to do so.

806. Drew weapon - Held gun or nightstick ready for use, 
either with or without a citizen present.

807. Other action taken - Specify here any actions taken 
by officers which cannot be classified elsewhere.

19 "Aggression" - any verbal or non-verbal/physical act or
response which is either intended to harm or hurt or
which results in harm or hurt.

RULE: If you are not certain whether an act is actually 
aggressive, indicate your doubt in the open-ended 
section of Item #19. In such cases, always give 
detailed descriptions of the event so that final 
coding decisions can be made at a later time.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item # Instructions

19 In this section, report only those incidences of aggression
which you see personally.

--Identifications: Be sure to identify citizens involved
by number (1 - 5) maintaining those designations used in 
prior sections. Identify officers as "officer under 
observation" or "partner."

--"Type" - specify verbal or physical aggression, with or 
without a weapon, plus an indication of people Involved.

--Description- should include mention of provocat on or 
precipitating circumstances, actions of individuals 
involved, and particularly the behavior of the officers, 
whether or not they are directly involved in the aggression. 
Your description should be thorough enough to permit 
another person to fill out Items #20 and 21 after reading 
it.

20 Complete this section only if aggression directed toward
an offj cer occurred.

--Multiple answers are permitted

--Characterize the incident. by placing the number of citizens 
engaged in the aggression under the officer to whom the 
aggression was directed and the type of aggression observed.

--If the aggression is directed against both officers or if 
its object is indistinguishable, place the citizen's number 
under the appropriate type of aggression for both officers.

— Type of aggression:
"Verbal" - any words which are either Intended to harm or 
hurt. Includes degradation, use of profanity, harassment, 
lack of respect, etc.

__"Phys" - Physical aggression without a weapon. Any act 
which is either intended to harm or hurt or results in 
harm or hurt. Includes hitting, slapping, pushing, etc.

— "Phys W" - physical aggression with a weapon. Any use 
of an object other than one's body which is either 
intended to harm or hurt or which results in harm or hurt. 
Objects may be designed aB weapons (guns, knives) or may 
be used as such by the individual (ash tray, basebal bat, 
etc.)



246

Specific

Item #

20

21

20-21

Instructions (continued)

Instructions

— Categories ending in 00 (e.g., 100, 200) - Use main 
categories when unable to make a more specific Judgment 
(e.g., 110, 120, 441, etc.)

NOTE: If you have difficulty coding the incident
according to the categories supplied, do the best 
you can and note the ambiguity in your detailed 
description of the incident (Item #19).

Complete this section only if an officer displayed 
aggressive bchavior toward a citizen.

--Multiple answers are permitted.

--Characterize the incident by placing the number of the 
citizen(s) fit whom the aggression Is directed under the 
officer's number and the type of aggressv n.

--If the aggression is directed against more than one 
citizen, place all citizens' numbers in the box. If 
the object of the aggression is not clear, just place a 
check in the appropriate box.

--Types of aggression are the same as in Item #20.

--Categories ending in 00 (e.g., 100, 200) - use as in
Item # 20.

ilOTE: If you have difficulty coding the Incident according
to the categories supplied, do the best you can 
and note the ambiguity in your detailed description 
of the incident (Item # 19).

EXAMPLE: A suspect (citizen #2) is order by the officer
under observation to stand against a wall. The 
citizen refuses by saying, "You bastard, I'm not going 
anywhere." The officer responds by pushing the 
suspect to the desired place.

For Item #20; place a "2" in the first column of #220.

For Item #21: place a "2" in the second column of Items
# 120 and 140.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Officei under Partner
observation

Ver- Phys Ver- Phys Phys
bal_______Phys W bal W

20
 Item # 220

Item # Instructions

22 "Directions or instructions" -,'Go call for help," "Put
a pillow under his head," "Clear the hallway," etc.

--Ratings should reflect the extent of the differences 
between the officers on this dimension.

23 "Difference of opinion" - "You shouldn't have done that,"
"I thought that the mother knew more than she let on. We
should have pressed her more."

?4a. "Citizen's affect" - the overt reaction of a citizen
when confronted with a policewoman as opposed to a 
policeman.

24b. "Citizen's Behavior" - only complete this section when
both male and female officers are present (whether or not 
they are members of the team under observation).

--Rating of "amount of interaction" should reflect the 
extent to which citizens' comments, questions, etc, were 
directed to the male vs. the female police officer.

25 "Specific appeals" - references made by citizens to an
officers's sex and/or attributes that are ordinarily 
implied by sex. Write out such references as completely 
as possible. Specify the citizen's number.
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Specific Instructions (continued)

Item # Instructions

26 List here any comments made by citizens or officers about
the existence, competence, effects, etc. of policewomen 
on patrol. Specify citizen's number and identify officer.

27 Use this section to include any information which you
feel is important and is either not included in the 
observation schedule or is inadequatelv described by 
the coding system. Keep in mind that events will be 
reconstructed from this incident report and there 
will be cases in which special information is necessary 
to impart the flavor of what took place.
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APPENDIX Ci

Incident Interview
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Officer_______________________  Interviewed
Precinct Date

INCIDENT INTERVIEW
Introductioni
1. Do you remember

situation? (describe highlights of situation and when 
it occurred)
a. If no, proceed to next situation or terminate 

interview.
b. If yes, continue to # 2.

2. Could you tell me what happened?
(probe for detailed description of situation)

3. Would you say that this situation was typical of
_____________________  calls or was it unusual?
a. Please describe what was typical or unusual about 

it.



Of f icer__ 
Precinct

Interviewer 
Date________

4. Do you think the situation could have become dangerous

5. What did you think of ________________________(describe
role and characteristics of primary citizen)?
(Probe on dimensions such as respect for authority, 
hostility, etc.)

6. What do you think the citizen wanted from you?
(Probei particular service, to be left alone, to be 
listened to, etc.)

7. What do you think the citizen thought of you?

Why?
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Officer_____________________  Interviewer___________________
Precinct____________________  Date___________________________

8. How did you try to handle the situation?
(Probei get at formal action and informal behavior, 
both general and specific attempts to handle situation)

9. Could you tell me other ways that you might have 
handled the situation?
(Probe for sense of options, alternatives)
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Officer Interviewer
Precinct Date

10. Were you satisfied with the way the situation turned 
out? Why or why not?

was satisfied with the way the situation turned out?
a. If not, what could have satisfied the citizen?

b. Was that a possibility?

12. How do you thinK a policewoman (policeman) would 
have handled the same situation?

11. Do you think (the primary citizen)
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APPENDIX Di

Comparisons Among Citizens 1, 2, and 3



BEHAVIORAL COMPARISONSi CITIZEN 1 VERSUS CITIZEN 2

Female Officers Male Officers
Behavior____________ Mean-1 Mean- 2__________Mean-1 Mean-2
Officer behavior
Aggressive .02 .01 .04 * .03
Business-like .62 .62 .71 .69
Humorous .09 .09 .05 .04
Sympathy .27 .25 .17 .17
Advice .12 .07 .05 .01
Consolation .08 .05 .03 .03
Ltizen behavior
Friendly .22 .21 .16 .12
Calm .53 .52 .53 .51
Passive .18 .16 .13 .16
Aggressive .09 .06 .09 .09

P < . 0 1
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BEHAVIORAL COMPARISONS: CITIZEN 1 VERSUS CITIZEN 3
Female Officers Male Officers

Behavior____________ Mean-1 Mean- 3________Mean-1 Mean-3
Officer behavior
Aggressive .02 * .01 .04 .03
Business-like .62 .58 .71 .64
Humorous .09 .08 .05 .06
Sympathy .27 ,19 .17 .11
Advice .12 * .03 .05 * .00
Consolation .08 * .03 .03 .01
Ltizen behavior
Friendly .22 .18 .16 .14
Calm .53 .43 .53 .48
Passive .18 .17 .13 .18
Aggressive .09 .05 .09 .09

p < .01
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BEHAVIORAL COMPARISONSi CITIZEN 2 VERSUS CITIZEN 3 
gggvale Officers Male Officers

Behavior___________ Mean-2 Mean-3________ Mean-2 Mean-3
Officer behavior

Aggressive .01 .01 .03 .03
Business-like .61 .58 .69 .64
Humorous .09 .08 .04 .06
Sympathy .25 .19 .17 .11
Advice .07 .03 .01 .00
Consolation .05 .03 .03 .01
itizen behavior
Friendly .21 .18 .12 .14
Calm .52 .43 .51 .48
Passive .16 .17 .16 .18
Aggressive .07 .05 .09 .09

NOTEi No significant differences at the .01 level
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