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ABSTRACT

THE NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT OF POLICE
USE OF FORCE BEHAVIOR

By

Cedrick G. Heraux

Police use of force has been an important topic of research within the field
of criminal justice, and studies over the past several decades have attempted to
explain this form of behavior. Social control theory and social disorganization
theory are put forth as the most appropriate theoretical framework within which to
analyze police use of force behavior. This research compares two different
conceptualizations of use of force in attempt to determine which individual-level
and neighborhood-level factors influence this behavior.

The focus of this research was to determine if interactions between
individual-level variables and neighborhood-level variables are significant
predictors of use of force behavior by police officers. More specifically, it is
argued that both the prevalence and severity of force are affected by interactions
between neighborhood levels of concentrated disadvantage and officer race,
suspect race, and suspect demeanor. In addition, it is also argued that the
prevalence and severity of force are affected by interactions between
neighborhood levels of crime and officer race, suspect race, and suspect
demeanor. The prevalence of force was defined as either the absence or
presence of force, while the severity of force was defined as the maximum

amount of force (as defined by officers) within an encounter.



Findings were consistent across both dependent variables. In both
instances, none of the interactions between individual-level and neighborhood-
level variables exerted a statistically significant effect. However, evidence for the
statistically significant effect of suspect behavior was strong across both models.
Specifically, if suspects were antagonistic toward officers, or provided physical
resistance, both the prevalence and severity of force increased. Implications for

both theory and policy are discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

One of the most fundamental research problems in the criminal justice
literature has been the examination of police behavior. It is not only important to
understand what it is the police do while on patrol, but also why they do these
things. In efforts spanning the past thirty years, numerous researchers have
examined not only police behavior, but also the causes of that behavior, in order
to increase our range of knowledge in this area. Within this relatively abundant
literature there is general agreement concerning the actual actions of police
officers (see Bayley 1994; Cordner 1979; and Manning 1997 for examples of
studies of how police officers spend their time), but there is much less agreement
concerning the causes of these behaviors (see Riksheim and Chermak 1993 for
a comprehensive discussion of various explanatory factors, and how the latter
have been studied). This is perhaps understandable, given the variety of
methods employed and personal biases of the researchers towards particular
theoretical orientations, but it severely restricts a proper understanding of police
behavior, which in turn limits the effectiveness of policy recommendations
stemming from this research. In these times when the public seems to have
developed a mistrust of police officers due to negative publicity associated with
police misconduct (Bell 2000; Cao et al. 1996; Tuch and Weitzer 1997), this is a
particularly troubling observation. If we do not fully comprehend the causes of
police behavior, it becomes extremely difficult to address misbehavior’, thus

ensuring that the gap between the police and the public will remain intact. For

! Note, however, that while police misconduct is a very important topic of study, this particular research
will analyze all police use of force, regardless of the appropriateness of that behavior.



every stride made through community policing programs (Hickman et al. 2000;
Mastrofski et al. 1995), we move three steps back for every instance, whether
widely publicized or directly experienced by a citizen, of racial profiling, general
harassment or the use of force. While the former two instances of police behavior
are certainly a point of concern, it is the latter which has the greatest potential for
harm, both in a physical sense to the citizen as well as in terms of damage to
police-community relations. Accordingly, this dissertation will use data collected
in six jurisdictions located in large American cities during officer and suspect
surveys conducted subsequent to an adult arrest within these jurisdictions.?
Using ideas from Donald Black’s theory of social control, as well as from social
disorganization theory, this research will examine all aspects of the police use of
force during arrest encounters with adult citizens.

Within the theories mentioned above, this research focuses on a very
specific issue regarding the use of force. Previous research has provided
measures of: (1) how often police engage in the application of force within a
specific encounter (Langan et al. 2001; Walker and Graham 1998;); (2) the
prevalence of each method of force applied within a specific encounter®
(Crawford and Burns 1998; Geis and Binder 1990); and (3) the maximum level of
force applied within a specific encounter (Garner et al. 1995). More importantly,

while most research has focused on only one of these three aspects of the use of

? The methodology of the study and the data itself will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3 of this
work.

? That is, the use of strictly verbal commands is vastly different than the firing of a weapon, and some
research has differentiated between the various methods of force employed by officers. Note that this has
often been difficult due to the fact that some methods of the use of force are utilized in a statistically rare
manner.



force, these studies have also only focused on one class of explanatory factors
(i.e. psychological, sociological, or organizational). In an attempt to be
comprehensive, this research will rely on a combination of psychological (largely
individual), sociological (largely situational), and organizational factors used to
explain the use of force. However, rather than merely relying on what previous
research has held regarding these explanations, this research attempts to
integrate these perspectives within a neighborhood context framework. The
approach used here allows one to explain variation in police use of force by
demonstrating the importance of neighborhood context as a determinant of that
behavior. Focusing solely on organizational constraints (Alpert and MacDonald
2001; Engel 2000), or on the individual characteristics of officers and/or citizens
(Scrivner 1994), or on the specific situations at hand (i.e. the details of particular
encounters) (Sorensen et al. 1993), previous research has largely ignored the
social-psychological effect of neighborhood contextual cues in shaping how
police officers perform in the field. By focusing on this aspect, therefore, this
research will provide a comprehensive view of police use of force behavior,
allowing us to develop a fuller understanding of that behavior. Using multilevel
modeling techniques, this dissertation will estimate the effects of neighborhood
context on police use of force, above and beyond the traditional explanatory
factors located within psychological, sociological and organizational frameworks.
Accordingly, the remainder of this chapter provides a discussion of why

neighborhood context is important in the study of police behavior.



Why Study Neighborhoods?

Some of the recent literature in the field of criminal justice has focused on
ecological factors which are theorized to affect police and/or offender behavior. In
general terms, this body of research has examined how neighborhood-level
variables interact to influence these behaviors in a variety of contexts. It is
important to note, however, that when engaging in such research, one must take
the preliminary step of defining “neighborhood” in order to maintain validity. In
theoretical terms, researchers must properly operationalize such an important
variable in order to ensure that the results are both valid and generalizable, while
still adhering to a parsimonious model. The following discussion will be based on
a theoretical description of neighborhoods, then, rather than a methodological

one.*

General Theoretical Dimensions of Neighborhoods:
When studying the ecological basis of police behavior, the neighborhood

can be examined from several different perspectives; those looking in may have
a different view than those looking out. However, in all of these contexts, there
remain a number of agreed-upon defining characteristics. First, there is typically
a sense of geographic concentration. Bursik and Grasmick (1993: 6) note that,
“most basically, a neighborhood is a small physical area embedded within a
larger area in which people inhabit dwellings.” There are two consequences of

such a geographically-based definition: (a) business districts, while often

* Note that while this discussion focuses on theoretical characteristics which define neighborhoods, Chapter
3 will focus more closely on the methodology of how neighborhoods were defined for the current work,
with an emphasis on how physical boundaries of neighborhoods are determined.



technically defined by geographic restrictions, do not exhibit other characteristics
of true neighborhoods; and (b) neighborhoods differ from a sense of community.
With regards to the latter concept, it is important to note that while members of
ethnic and racial groups may make claims to an overall sense of community,
Hispanics in a neighborhood in New York differ in small, but important, ways from
Hispanics in a neighborhood in Miami. More importantly for the current research,
it is also likely that Hispanics residing in the Greenwich Village neighborhood of
New York differ from Hispanics residing in the Spanish Harlem neighborhood of
New York.? Correlated with this geographic concentration is the well-noted
phenomenon of increasing segregation of minority populations within urban
centers. While a neighborhood may technically be rural in nature, it is the growth
of urban ghettoes which has concerned sociologists and criminologists for the
past few decades, and it thus upon these that this research shall concentrate.
Indeed, Jackson (1989: 62) notes that “region, as a sociohistorical construct
influencing the relationships between racial and ethnic groups, is a filter through
which...groups are viewed.”

A second characteristic of neighborhoods is the “collective life that
emerges from the social networks that have arisen among the residents and the
sets of institutional arrangements that overlap these networks” (Bursik and
Grasmick 1993: 6). That is, there is a shared sense of values amongst the

residents of the neighborhood. In order for coherence to truly emerge, the

3 Throughout this research some common terminology will be used to maintain consistency regarding racial
and ethnic groups. In particular, the term “Hispanic” will be used in place of “Latino” or “Chicano”, and
the term “Black” will be used in place of “African-American.” These terms are used for simplicity, and do
not reflect any disregard for the nominal preferences of the groups mentioned.



individuals in the collective must subscribe to similar beliefs. As Blau (1964: 255)
states, “normative standards that restrict the range of permissible conduct are
essential for social life.” This arises out of culture, which Black (1976: 61) notes
“includes conceptions of what ought to be, what is right and wrong, proper and
improper..."

The final characteristic used to define neighborhoods in a general sense is
that of a shared experience. Burisk and Grasmick (1993: 6) note that “the
neighborhood is inhabited by people who perceive themselves to have a
common interest in that area and to whom a common life is available...[That is,]
the neighborhood has some tradition of identity and continuity over time.”
Individuals who have similar occupational distinctions (i.e. white-collar vs. blue-
collar) and salary levels, and thus are located within the same social class, are
more likely to reside in the same, or similar, neighborhoods, and thus have
similar experiences. In addition, individuals who display the same levels of family
stability and mobility (i.e. geographic consistency) will also have similar
experiences due to these factors. Thus, while shared beliefs are a reflection of
internal consistency, shared experiences allow individuals to form a bond within

their neighborhood through external consistency.

The Importance of Context:

The discussion of how neighborhoods can be defined theoretically has
provided a starting point for understanding research regarding the ecological

basis of behavior. Therefore, it now becomes necessary to examine how



ecological research first emerged within the fields of criminology and sociology.
By understanding the origins of such research, we are better able to structure the
current research to focus on the importance of ecology on police use of force

behavior.

The Chicago School and Social Disorganization

An ecological understanding of human behavior has its origins in the work
of Park and Burgess (1924), who developed the concentric zone theory of cities
in order to explain crime causation. The authors noted that cities provided the
perfect natural laboratory setting in which to study the process of invasion,
dominance and succession of various areas within those cities. Describing cities
as consisting of: (1) the central business district; (2) a transition zone; (3) the
workingman'’s district; (4) the residential district; and (5) a commuter zone, Park
and Burgess (1924) argued that each of the five zones had a separate structure
and organization, with distinct populations and characteristics. Most importantly,
in terms of a contextual explanation, the authors found that the transition zone
experienced the greatest amount of delinquency, and that this was due to the
presence of social disorganization, the latter in turn being due to contextual
characteristics, including: (1) population makeup; (2) economic factors; and (3)
housing factors.

Shaw and McKay (1942) chose to build on the work of Park and Burgess,
arguing that the crime rate was distributed throughout the city, with delinquency

being most prevalent in the transition zones nearest the business district. As with



previous research, Shaw and McKay found that these areas were characterized
by populations that were largely: (1) immigrant; (2) minority; (3) lower class; and
(4) accepting of unconventional norms. Using over 50,000 juvenile court records
collected between 1900 and 1933, the authors determined that delinquency was
an ecological, rather than an individual, phenomenon, as it was the normal
response of normal individuals to abnormal social conditions (Shaw and McKay
1942). The authors noted that transition zones, with high rates of residential
mobility and racial heterogeneity, had enormous difficulty avoiding becoming
socially disorganized.® Most importantly, in a theory of cultural transmission,
Shaw and McKay argued that traditions of delinquency in transition zones are
passed down to successive generations, regardless of changing racial
composition and the rate of mobility. Thus, in essence, the authors argued that
delinquency is more zone-specific than population-specific, with the development
and acceptance of criminal values being a self-perpetuating phenomenon.

After the work of Park and Burgess, and Shaw and McKay, the next
advancement in social disorganization theory came from Stark (1987), who
developed a series of thirty propositions regarding crime and deviance to outline
a theory of deviant places. Many of the latter propositions reflected specific
aspects of previous research on social disorganization, and Stark (1987: 893)
went so far as to argue that “high rates of crime and deviance can persist in
specific neighborhoods despite repeated, complete turnovers in the composition

of their populations...[and this] suggests that more than ‘kinds of people’

¢ Bursik (1988: 521), following the work of Shaw and McKay (1942), defined social disorganization as
“the inability of local communities to realize the common values of their residents or solve commonly
experienced problems.”



explanations are needed to account for the ecological concentration of
deviance...” Stark went on to note that, just as Shaw and McKay had found,
areas exhibiting high levels of deviance were characterized by: (1) high
population density; (2) high levels of poverty; (3) mixed use; (4) transience; and
(5) high degrees of dilapidation. Even more importantly, in the context of the
current research, Stark (1987: 902) stated, in Proposition 25, that “stigmatized
neighborhoods will suffer from more lenient law enforcement.”

The final major research piece regarding social disorganization to be
explored here is that of Sampson and Groves (1989), who attempted to directly
test the theory as set forth by Shaw and McKay. The authors noted that the
general hypothesis was that poverty, racial and ethic heterogeneity, residential
mobility, and family instability all lead to community social disorganization, which
then leads to crime and delinquency. Using two separate surveys conducted in
1982 and 1984 throughout over 225 areas with approximately 11,000 residents
of Great Britain, Sampson and Groves examined the link between community
characteristics and criminal behavior. Most importantly, Sampson and Groves
found that in addition to the factors described by Shaw and McKay, other
external factors which affect social disorganization included: (1) community
supervision of teenage gangs; (2) informal friendship networks; and (3)
participation in formal organizations. The authors found that between-community
variations in these factors, and, by extension, social disorganization, were
responsible for much of the effect on rates of both criminal victimization and

criminal offending. Sampson and Groves (1989: 775) conclude, then, that



“previous macro-level research in crime and delinquency has relied primarily on
census data that rarely provide measures for the variables hypothesized to

mediate the relationship between community structure and crime.”

Donald Black’s Theory of Social Control

In addition to the work of the Chicago School, Black (1976) also provided
a foundation for ecological research through the promotion of a sociologically-
based model of the behavior of social control. In arguing for his theory of social
control, Black (1976: 107) noted that “law is stronger where other social control is
weaker”, and defined the latter as “informal social control in the form of influence
exerted by parents, peers, religious and community leaders, and various
organizations.” Although not explicitly discussed as such, the lack of such
informal social control can be considered a form of social disorganization as
defined previously. Thus, Black’s (1976) model hypothesized that formal social
control (i.e. police behavior) would be more prevalent in areas with low informal
social control (i.e. those that experience social disorganization). Truly, Black’s
(1976) theory sought to be the first systematic examination of the application of
social control, allowing one to predict police behavior based on the dynamics,
including the contextual cues, of an encounter. The argument presented was that
factors such as relational distance and social stratification influenced how an
officer responded to situations. Bayley and Mendelsohn (1969), agreed, also
arguing that increased social distance between police officers and the poor

results in more aggressive or punitive police practices in lower-class areas, as

10



well as in high-crime areas, due to the effects of contextual characteristics.
Indeed, Black (1980: 7-8) notes that “as the encounter proceeds [the officer] may
learn a great deal more about the location and direction of the incident in social
space [as] patrol work is different for middle-class people in the suburbs than for
lower-class people in the inner city.” Black (1980: 11) continues, arguing that
“dispute settlement by the police varies with its location and direction in social
space, including its relation to race, social class, [and] the social structure...”
Again, in light of the current research, it is important to note that Black (1976)
argued that the police will exert more coercion against those individuals who
have a lower status, such as lower-class individuals, minorities and juveniles.”
As we have seen, the work of the Chicago School and later researchers,
as well as that of Donald Black, provided a firm foundation for development of the
ecological perspective. It is also instructive, however, to examine how more
generalized criminal justice research has dealt with the theoretical definitions of

neighborhoods as described in the previous section.

Theoretical Definitions of Neighborhoods and Criminal Justice Research

As we have provided a theoretical definition of various aspects of
neighborhoods, as well as a discussion of how social disorganization and social
control theory have addressed neighborhood / ecological factors, it is now
necessary to discuss the burgeoning role of neighborhoods in a general sense

throughout the criminal justice and sociology literature. As noted previously, while

7 Black (1976) also noted that this category of lower-status individuals included those who were impaired
(either mentally, or due to drugs or alcohol), and those who were disrespectful of an officer’s authority.

11



neighborhoods obviously can be located in rural areas, this research will
concentrate on their development within large cities in America. The population
growth in such areas has been almost exponential in nature, resulting in intense
geographic concentration (Walker et al. 1996; Wilson 1993). This, in turn, has
had a deleterious effect on the individuals residing in these areas, increasing
virtually every social-structural problem already present in the inner city. Yet,
these areas remain a neighborhood in every sense of the word, as they exhibit
the three theoretical characteristics previously described.

With respect to the first theoretical characteristic of neighborhoods,
geographic concentration, a number of researchers have taken to using the term
“underclass” to describe low-income individuals concentrated in the inner city
(see Mann 1993 and Wilson 1993, for examples). Wilson (1993: 14) goes further,
noting that the proportion of the poor who reside in the ghetto varies significantly
by race, as “almost a third of all metropolitan blacks lived in a ghetto in 1980.” As
middle-class minority group members leave the city in increasing numbers, these
areas have become overwhelmingly populated with those who cannot afford to
leave. Goldberg (1993: 188) identifies the postmodern city as a product of the
processes of urban renewal and gentrification. While urban renewal revitalizes
the “salvageable” areas of the city, lower-income individuals are forced into
smaller and smaller “pockets” of ghetto housing, resulting in a concentration of
poverty in specific neighborhoods and ensuring the continued presence of the
ghetto in American cities. The latter neighborhoods, therefore, are a direct result

of the former phenomenon. Goldberg (1993: 191) continues, arguing that “the
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racial slum is doubly determined, for [it] bears the added connotations of moral
degeneracy, natural inferiority and repulsiveness...[and while] the slum locates
the lower class, the racial slum [locates] the underclass.” Kelling and Stewart
(1990: 469) agree, arguing that “the communities of the underclass are plagued
by massive joblessness, flagrant and open lawlessness, and low-achieving
schools, and...the residents of these areas, whether women and children...or
aggressive street criminals, have increasingly been socially isolated from
mainstream patterns of behavior.” Wade (1993: 52) also notes this phenomenon
of perpetuating isolation, noting that “cultural geography is not a natural cultural
construction, but derives from dominant ideologies...propagated by the most
powerful...” While the latter was used to describe the various regions of
Colombia, this description could easily be applied to America’s urban
environments in which lower class individuals find themselves increasingly
concentrated. Indeed, Bell (1992: 4) has argued that “what we now call the ‘inner
city’ is, in fact, the American equivalent of the South African homelands.” One
important consequence of this segregation is noted by Rossi (1968: 105), who
argues that many members of these communities view the police as ‘occupation
forces’ in place to exert the influence of the power elite, and enforce adherence
to their normative structure. This is echoed by Jackson (1989: 2), who argues
that “police-community relations are fraught with problems of authority...” causing
resentment by members of these communities. Walker et al. (1996: 89-90)
concur, noting that “low-income people, regardless of race, are...far more likely

to see or have contact with the police [as] police departments routinely assign
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more patrol officers to minority and low-income neighborhoods.” This is further
supported by Cox (1984: 174), who notes that “[police] administrators allocate a
substantial amount of resources to areas inhabited by [lower-class] group
members [while] at the same time efforts such as community policing...are rarely
implemented in those areas most in need of such efforts.” We can see, then, that
the phenomenon of geographical concentration of certain populations is one
experienced throughout the world, as well as throughout the United States. It is
also clear that this phenomenon presents a situation which is vulnerable to police
abuses and misinterpretations of legitimate police behavior. The population that
remains in these “pockets” is thus localized in an area that is, in the words of
Mann (1993: 87), “likely to constitute meaningful frames of reference for social
comparisons.”

The second characteristic of shared values and beliefs is likely to be the
most common conception of neighborhood norms. All societies are composed of
individuals that occupy various positions which are defined by the normative
structure (e.g. criminal, police officer, “deadbeat dad”). Indeed, it is only though
this normative structure that a collective consciousness can be manifested in
action (Chambliss and Seidman 1971: 7). As Blau (1964: 60) states, “group
cohesion promotes the development of consensus on normative standards and
the effective enforcement of these shared norms...” While it is true, as
McNamara (1967: 163) has claimed, that urbanization is associated with
heterogeneity of normative structures, within particular neighborhoods these

values remain relatively homogeneous. Wilson (1987: 14) notes that “values
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emerge from specific social circumstances and life chances, and reflect one’s
class and racial position.” Thus, certain values adhered to by those residing in
low-income minority neighborhoods may not be a part of the structure within low-
income white neighborhoods, which, in turn, may differ significantly from the
belief system of upper-income white neighborhoods. It has been noted that the
black community is “characterized by personal and social disorganization...[and]
black ghettoes typically have high crime rates that are disproportionate to white,
lower-socioeconomic areas” (Reasons and Kuykendall 1972: 227). Reiman
(2001: 160) argues that this perpetuates “an ideological message that: (1) the
threat to ‘law-abiding Middle America’ comes from below them on the economic
ladder, not above them; [and] (2) the poor are morally defective, and thus their
poverty is their own fault...” However, in general, lower class urban communities
operate within norms and systems of social control that reflect a life-style
accommodating both conventional and illegal behavior (Reiss 1986: 12). Some
researchers have gone further, positing that a cultural tolerance of violence exists
within these areas, although this has been disconfirmed in other work. Sampson
and Bartusch (1998), for example, found that while these areas actually exhibited
lower levels of tolerance, they also experienced greater cynicism regarding police
services, indicating a sense of frustration within their social circumstances. As
Blau (1964: 231) notes, it is only when this frustration, even opposition, to the
power of the criminal justice system is experienced throughout the collective that
social values legitimating opposition to that dominance will emerge. Just as

values serve to legitimate the social order and the various arrangements that
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sustain it, so too can they become internalized to validate the principles that are
in the best interests of the collective (i.e. opposition to the perceived differential
nature of the application of force by police officers).

The third defining theoretical characteristic of a neighborhood is a sense
of shared experiences. Wilson (1980: x) argues that “it is difficult to speak of a
uniform experience when the...population can be meaningfully stratified into
groups whose members range from those who are affluent to those who are
impoverished.” However, it is equally true that within particular neighborhoods,
be they low-income or high-income (or somewhere in between), the majority of
individuals share the same daily experiences. In fact, the negative aspects of
low-income neighborhoods may make these shared experiences even more
salient, as individuals faced with such overwhelming negativity strive to form
significant social bonds with one another to provide support. These areas face
enduring hardships in the form of weak labor force attachment and
unemployment, residential isolation, and poverty (McLanahan and Garfinkel
1993). In order to deal with this situation, ghetto residents (the so-called
underclass) must develop a normative structure which allows for positive
contacts within the neighborhood. Meares and Kahan (1998: 810-811) support
this, noting that “although the characteristics of individuals may have a direct
effect [on behavior), the importance of the characteristics of people residing in a
neighborhood lies largely in the implications this has for the social organization of
a community.” Yet, while individuals face enormous external structural pressures,

they are also exposed to pressures within the community which act against the
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development of a normative structure. As McGahey (1986: 247) notes, these
areas are disproportionately populated with unstable households in which family
members are unable to exercise authority and control over younger generations.
Black (1976: 135) mentions the same phenomenon, arguing that traditional
family ties have been loosened to the point of falling apart, weakening the
neighborhood and making intimacy situational, rather than communal. This leads
to the development of norms which accommodate illegal behavior, as discussed
earlier. However, while these shared experiences within these areas tend to be

negative, they are still shared, and thus provide a sense of neighborhood.

Neighborhoods as the Unit of Analysis:

The previous discussion of the theoretical elements of neighborhoods has
been a precursor to the fundamental question of this introductory chapter: why
study neighborhoods (as opposed to individuals) at all? It is thus time to explore
the consequences of the context of neighborhoods as it relates to the
relationships between individuals. As Chambliss and Seidman (1971: 500) note,
the events that shape the law (or its application in the form of the use of force)
are an outgrowth of the relationship between the legal order and the social
setting. The latter, in turn, provides the context for individual relationships, be
they between citizens or between citizens and law enforcement officers. The
impact of this contextual influence can be considerable, as research indicates
that the ecology of criminal justice decision making has a direct (typically

negative) effect on outcomes, particularly for minority group members (McNeely
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and Pope 1981: 21). Support for this idea is indicated by Black (1998: 35), who
notes that individuals may be held collectively liable due to their neighborhood,
social class, race, or ethnicity. Thus, law-abiding citizens exhibiting the “wrong”
characteristics can become tainted through a process of ecological
contamination (Werthman and Piliavin 1967: 79). This was observed by Bittner
(1970: 10) as well, who stated that “[this] inevitably entails the consequences that
some persons will receive the dubious benefit of extensive police scrutiny merely
on account of their membership in those social groupings which...social
comparisons locate at the bottom of the heap.” Van Maanen (1973) also notes
this phenomenon, arguing that police behavior is often based on the generally
held (among officers) notion that few of the citizens encountered on the street in
such neighborhoods are worthy of respect, and that many of the latter are
undoubtedly guilty of some crime. Indeed, it has been noted that “from the front
seat of a moving patrol car, street life in a typical lower class neighborhood is
perceived as an uninterrupted sequence of suspicious scenes” (Werthman and
Piliavin 1967: 56). As Jacobs and Helms (1997: 1366) note, “one result of these
uncertainties is that conventional street crime is difficult to control in low-income
areas because criminals and the innocent share many characteristics.™

Kohfeld and Sprague (1990) were some of the first criminologists to
articulate this idea more specifically, arguing that the responses of both police
officers and criminals are threshold-triggered behaviors, with the police

responding to certain types of crimes only after the activity had reached an

® The corresponding corollary here is, of course, that police officers should be more effective at
determining criminality in affluent neighborhoods due to the visible differences between residents of those
neighborhoods and lower-class criminals.
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imaginary line of ‘incivility’ visible only to the officers themselves.® This threshold
concept is supported by other researchers, who note that “most illegality is
tolerated” (Black 1989: 77) and that “policemen often do not arrest persons who
have committed minor offences in circumstances in which the arrest is technically
possible” (Bittner 1967: 702). Klinger (1997), in agreement with the latter
research, also argues for the idea of a threshold for police response, noting that
officers’ perceptions of a high-crime area result in fewer arrests for minor illegal
activity, as the victims are often considered to be potentially guilty of some other
crime. In addition, Klinger (1997) notes that due to the high volume of crime in
such areas, the officers assigned to these neighborhoods are more selective in
their responses to crime due to time and manpower constraints. Importantly, this
has the undesirable effect of increasing the average seriousness of officer-
initiated encounters, thus increasing the potential for conflict and violence within
such encounters. For police officers, the neighborhood characteristics that are
most important for triggering this threshold appear to be ethnicity and
socioeconomic status (Dunham and Alpert 1988: 521). Smith et al. (1984: 243)
support this, finding that “socioeconomic status rather than suspect race is the
axis around which [police behavior] revoives”, and they go on to note that police
officers are more likely to be punitive toward offenders encountered in lower

status neighborhoods. This is particularly significant due to the fact that officers

® Obviously, the idea of a threshold-triggered response from police officers contains the caveat that this
only applies to less serious (typically property) crimes. No researcher has ever seriously argued that the
police are willing to accept a certain amount of rape, aggravated assault or murder before engaging in
enforcement efforts.
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act as “gatekeepers” for the criminal justice system, in large part determining who
is subject to various forms of social control.

There is an inherently dangerous fallacy associated with the process of
ecological contamination — the criminal justice system comes to see negative
members of certain neighborhoods as representative of the overall neighborhood
when this is clearly not the case. Swett (1972: 38), for example, notes that “the
propensity for police suspicion to increase according to ethnocentric perception
of cultural differences is reinforced by stereotypes” regarding lower-class
tolerance of criminal behavior. Yet, Sampson and Bartusch (1998: 784) found
that an individual “can be highly intolerant of crime, but live in a disadvantaged
context bereft of legal sanctions and perceived justice.” Thus, while contextual
effects lead actors within the criminal justice system to treat all neighborhood
residents as homogeneous based on a few negative contacts, the reality is that
the majority of these residents are intolerant of the negative members. However,
because the contextual effect, and its corresponding ecological fallacy, is so
strong, these individuals remain as targets, albeit improper ones, for the criminal
justice system. This leads to cynicism regarding the system, causing these mis-
targeted individuals to rely on informal, rather than formal, social control when
their need arises. As Dunham and Alpert (1988: 506) note, “police strategies and
practices incongruent with the basic culture and values of [a neighborhood]
would likely be ineffective and perhaps even counterproductive to maintaining
order and controlling crime.” The injurious effects of the context of communities,

then, result in a breakdown in the consistency of the system of social control.
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Clearly, then, it has been demonstrated that neighborhood context, in and
of itself, is important for a variety of reasons. It is therefore instructive to examine
why neighborhoods are the most appropriate unit of analysis for developing an
understanding of police behavior. That is, what does a neighborhood-level
analysis provide that an individual-level or county-level analysis does not?'°

To begin with, numerous researchers have found that introducing
neighborhood characteristics into analyses can reveal the importance of linking
micro- and macro-social processes together. For example, Sampson and
Woolredge (1987) found that, controlling for individual-level effects, burglary
victimization was directly related to community-based measures such as
unemployment, housing density and residential stability.'' They conclude that
“[iimportant individual-level differences in lifestyle notwithstanding, the
community context of everyday activities is also a crucial theoretical factor in
explaining victimization risk” (Sampson and Woolredge 1987: 372). These results
were bolstered by Smith and Jarjoura (1989), who noted that burglary
victimization varied with characteristics of individual households at the individual
level, while victimization rates varied with characteristics of social areas at the
aggregate level. The authors go on to state that “[d]ata on 9,006 households in
57 residential neighborhoods...indicate that a more complete understanding of

factors influencing victimization risk emerges when both household and

1 Note that while this section discusses neighborhoods as the appropriate unit of analysis from a theoretical
standpoint based on prior literature, Chapter 3 will provide further discussion concerning the
operationalization of neighborhoods as the unit of analysis, as well as information on how neighborhoods
were chosen.

' Note that although the authors were not explicitly testing social disorganization theory, many of their
community constructs can be found in the literature regarding that theory as it has been discussed
previously in this chapter.
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neighborhood characteristics are included as independent variables” (Smith and
Jarjoura 1989: 621).

With respect to specific police behaviors, researchers have also noted the
importance of using neighborhood context in conjunction with individual-level
variables. Lizotte et al. (1993: 1) note that “[s]ocial scientists see communities as
being more than the sum of the individuals that comprise them [as the]
community provides the context in which individuals organize their social lives,
thus helping to pattern their behavior.” It should be clear that this phenomenon
extends to police officers who work in these communities, thus influencing their
behavior as well. Bittner (1967: 699) was one of the first researchers to explore
this complex issue, arguing that “patrolmen have a particular conception of the
social order of skid-row life that determines the procedures of control they
employ.” This clearly illustrates the idea that police officers are thought to behave
differently when interacting with marginal populations (i.e. minorities and the
poor), reserving one set of police tactics for the well-to-do and another for those
less well-off. Meehan and Ponder (2002: 402) confirm this, arguing that “[s]ocial
psychological studies provide evidence that the police...apply a ‘cognitive
schema'’ that views the ambiguous behaviors [of residents] as suspicious and
potentially criminal.” Cox and Frank (1992) also find neighborhood effects, noting
that over one-quarter of all officers studied made changes in their policing style
as neighborhood context changed.

The need for the inclusion of neighborhood context variables, in

conjunction with the typically used individual-level variables, has been described
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above. The final discussion centers on the decision to use neighborhoods as a
unit of analysis rather than a larger unit of aggregation (i.e. cities or counties).
One of the most prominent examples of the impact of the aggregation decision is
found in the work of Ouimet (2000), who studied offending rates and social
disorganization theory. Comparing data gathered at two (theoretically) different
levels of aggregation (495 census tracts vs. 84 neighborhoods), Ouimet (2000)
found that analyses at the neighborhood level provided stronger coefficients and
increased predictive power. This is supported by Peterson et al. (2000: 38), who
note that “census tracts do not necessarily correspond to neighborhoods in a
socially meaningful sense.”'? More importantly, however, Ouimet (2000) went on
to note that aggregating to a level higher than neighborhoods would result in
problems similar to those found in using a level of aggregation that was too
small.”® As Peterson et al. (2000: 33) note, “[t]he general theoretical rationale for
exploring the institutional context of neighborhood...stems from social
disorganization theory...which has its foundation in broad social conditions...[and
a] local institutional base.” The latter, clearly, are an element of neighborhoods,
rather than some larger level of aggregation, by their very definition. This is
supported by Messner and Tardiff (1986: 297) who argue that “neighborhoods
are more appropriate units of analysis...than are larger political and statistical
units because neighborhoods are more likely to constitute meaningful frames of

reference for social comparisons.”

2 Discussion of why this was inappropriate, given that census tracts are the most valid and reliable measure
of neighborhoods, will be presented in Chapter 3.

13 The same problems stem from using a proxy for neighborhoods, such as in the work of Mastrofski et al.
(2002), who use police beats as an operationalization for neighborhoods in two different cities. These issues
will be discussed further in Chapter 3.
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Given the previous discussion, it can be argued that neighborhoods are
large enough to have an impact on, yet small enough to provide a context for,
both citizen and officer behavior. Coulton et al. (2001) confirm this, noting that
residents experienced a reasonable degree of consensus when asked to define
the boundaries of their own neighborhood, indicating that the latter were capable
of exerting an influence on their behavior.'* However, it is unlikely that such
consensus would be obtained with regards to the definition of county or city
boundaries, as most individuals find it necessary to resort to a map or physical
markers to determine the latter. Kelling and Stewart (1990: 460) find the same
phenomenon, stating that “residents...construct ‘cognitive maps’ in which they
allocate distinctive places as ‘theirs’ — their neighborhood.” Taylor et al. (1984:
303) argue that these cognitive maps are important due to the fact that “block-
level linkages between social ties and territorial attitudes clarify how territorial
attitudes reflect, and may contribute to, the development of group-based norms
regarding appropriate behaviors in on-block settings.” This extends to police
officers as well, as Ratcliffe and McCullagh (2001: 333) note that “[t]he
geographical nature of policing [in the form of] individual beats, means that an
officer has to become intimately familiar with their patrol area...” The authors go
on to note that this familiarity influences officer behavior by affecting their
perception of the safety of various parts of their beat, and thus the tactics (i.e. the

appropriate behaviors) they use within those areas. McGarrell et al. (1997: 489)

" It is interesting to note that residents of urban neighborhoods defined areas that were geographically
much smaller for their neighborhoods than did residents of suburban neighborhoods for their
neighborhoods, although both groups gave relatively detailed descriptions of boundaries (Haney and
Knowles 1978).
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support this as well, noting that “the neighborhoods categorized [in the study] as
high-disorder neighborhoods are those identified by the police and in local lore as
the centers of crime and disorder.” Walklate and Evans (1999: 21) concur, finding
that there was consensus between supervisors, patrol officers, and community
members when asked to describe the worst crime problems and the worst crime
areas. While a specific city or county can certainly be construed as dangerous,
the influence of a dangerous context on an officer’'s behavior extends only to the
immediate surroundings, for it is only in the present location at the present time
that an officer is concerned for their safety. The latter study also makes clear that
citizen behavior may be influenced by perceptions of neighborhood activities.
Indeed, several researchers (Gould and White 1974; Perkins et al. 1992; and
Suttles 1972) have found that the construction of cognitive maps can be
influenced by an individual’s perception of safety or danger within a specific area.
It has been demonstrated that neighborhood context can have a
significant, and often negative, impact on the relationships between individuals in
lower income areas. Representatives of the criminal justice system, as wielders
of social control and the ability to use force, too often respond to the fallacy of
ecological contamination. It is thus important both to define neighborhoods
appropriately, and to examine the theoretical basis behind the context of
neighborhoods. In doing so, researchers can shed light on the role that race and
social class, at a neighborhood level, play in determining the subjects of social
control, and, more specifically, the use of force. This, in turn, will aliow us to

make changes on a structural level to the determinants of the police use of force.
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A Brief Introduction to the Literature

While Chapter 2 will present a more detailed review of the prior literature
regarding research on both neighborhoods and police behavior, it is instructive to
first introduce some concepts which have shaped that literature. Many prior
studies on the influence of geography have focused on a larger area or region,
rather than a neighborhood. These studies identified a subculture of violence as
regions in which attitudes toward using force to resolve problems were positive
(Hawley and Messner, 1989; Simpson, 1985; Wolfgang, 1978). In contrast, a
series of studies emphasized the importance of structural position within those
regions as a primary factor influencing violent behavior (Black, 1976; Cao et al.,
1998; Luckenbill and Doyle, 1989). Subsequent research went further, arguing
that individuals with a lower structural position in such regions were more likely to
experience disputatiousness, which necessitated contact with higher levels of
violence (Black, 1980; Luckenbill and Doyle, 1989; Perez, 1994; Toch, 1995).

In development of theory tied more closely to neighborhoods as a unit of
analysis, prior research has focused on victimization, with the latter studies
finding that social disorganization was closely related to criminal victimization
(Sampson, 1984; Sampson and Woolredge, 1987; Taylor and Covington, 1988;
Velez, 2001). In relation to those works, research has also focused on offending
trajectories, finding that social disorganization leads to increased rates of
offending for various types of crime (Jang and Johnson, 2001; Land, 2000; Smith
and Jarjoura, 1989; Wikstrom and Loeber, 2000). In addition, research focusing

specifically on violent crimes has found that neighborhoods higher in social
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disorganization had higher rates of violent crime (Baumer, 2002; Messner and
Tardiff, 1986; Morenoff et al., 2001; Reisig and Parks, 2000; Stewart et al., 2002;
Wamer and Rountree, 1997).

Prior research on police behavior has also examined the influence of
ecological context. For example, studies on police-citizen contact have noted that
these contacts occur most often in neighborhoods with low SES, or that have
been identified as “bad” by officers (Black, 1980; Crank, 1992; Fyfe, 1997,
Mastrofski et al., 1995; McGarrell et al., 1999; Sampson, 1986). In fact,
neighborhood composition has been found to affect: (1) rates of traffic stops
(Mastrofski et al., 1998; Meehan and Ponder, 2002); (2) level of police patrol
(Cox and Frank, 1992; Greenberg et al, 1985); and (3) officer behavior toward
citizens (Rossi, 1968; Smith and Frank, 2000; Weitzer, 2000). In addition, the
police subculture has also been argued to affect officer behavior, particularly in
certain types of neighborhoods, due to an emphasis on ‘face-saving’ behavior
and the maintenance of authority (Black, 1980, 1998; Chevigny, 1995; Goldstein,
1990; Herbert, 1996, 1998; Manning, 1997; Muir, 1977; Skolnick and Fyfe, 1993;
Wilson, 1968).

Research has also focused on how neighborhood context can affect
citizen behavior toward police officers, including the filing of official complaints.
Much of this literature has emphasized dissatisfaction with the behavior of police
officers, noting that concentrated disadvantage has a negative effect on
satisfaction with the delivery of police services (Cao et al., 1996; Sampson and

Laub, 1993; Reisig and Parks, 2000; Weitzer, 1999). A significant proportion
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have also noted that poor citizen demeanor can influence officer behavior
(Klinger, 1994, 1997; Lundman, 1994; Worden et al., 1996; Worden and
Shepard, 1996). Studies on citizen complaints have confirmed the negative
effects of concentrated disadvantage, noting that neighborhoods high in this
measure experienced a greater number of complaints for behavior ranging from
disrespect from officers to excessive force (Kane, 2002; Kappeler et al., 1998;
Lawton et al., 2001; Mastrofski et al., 1999).

The prior literature on use of force, while generally well-developed, has
failed to focus on neighborhood effects. Many of these studies have presented
only a simple analysis of associations, and have found that the base rate of force
varies widely (Alpert and Dunham, 1995; Edwards, 2000; IACP, 2001; Klinger,
1995; Langan et al., 2001). In multivariate studies of use of force behavior,
findings have varied on the influence of numerous officer and suspect
characteristics, with the majority finding that suspect antagonism or physical
resistance significantly influences the use of force (Bayley and Garafalo, 1989;
Engel et al., 2000; Friedrich, 1980; Garner et al. 1995, 2002; Kavanagh, 1997;
Phillips and Smith, 2000; Terrill and Mastrofski, 2002; Worden, 1995).

Only two multivariate studies have focused explicitly on neighborhood
context and use of force behavior. Smith (1986) found that neighborhood social
class influenced arrest, but not use of force, while Terrill and Reisig (2003) found
that concentrated disadvantage increased use of force. These two studies

represent the foundations of this dissertation.
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Summary

This introductory chapter has focused on a discussion of why it is
important to consider the effects of neighborhood context on police use of force
behavior. However, the research examined here has been of a more general
nature than the current study requires. While relevant theoretical positions and
concepts have been identified, emphasizing social disorganization theory and
Black’s theory of social control, the focus was on how the idea of neighborhoods
has been developed in prior theories, rather than on how neighborhood context
has been utilized in analyses stemming from well-defined research questions.
The following chapter will provide a comprehensive review of the literature
regarding various neighborhood context studies, as well as relevant use of force

research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

As the introductory chapter has outlined the necessity of using
neighborhoods as a variable of interest in well-defined research, the current
chapter will identify previous studies which have used neighborhoods in such a
manner. While the current research focuses on use of force behavior by police
officers, the use of neighborhood as a variable is more common in other areas of
criminal justice research. In particular, there has been a relatively recent
emphasis on neighborhood found in the literature on adult offending and juvenile

delinquency, with some research on police behavior also taking this approach.

Studies Using Neighborhoods as a Variable of Interest

As mentioned above, the number of studies focusing specifically on use of
force behavior while also emphasizing the effects of neighborhood on that
behavior is very small. In keeping with the beginnings of the emphasis on
neighborhoods stemming from social disorganization theory, much of the
research after the work of the Chicago School has maintained a focus on adult

offending and juvenile delinquency behaviors.

Offending Behaviors by Adults and Juveniles:
Although the Chicago School focused explicitly on neighborhoods,

identified as “zones” in much of the early literature on social disorganization,
studies that followed in the wake of the Chicago School research initially

emphasized higher levels of aggregation. The most concrete examples of this

30



take the form of theoretical descriptions of the subculture of violence, also
described as a Southern construct of violence. Wolfgang (1978) noted that this
subculture developed in vaguely defined “areas” characterized by residential
mobility and a commitment to the use of force by its residents to solve problems.
Thus, offending in these areas, particularly violently, is a natural outgrowth of the
tolerance, and even outright encouragement, of violence. Simpson (1985), in
researching the same issues, found that while social class and levels of
inequality did not predict violent crime rates, regional culture and social
disorganization factors had a powerful influence on these rates."® Luckenbill and
Doyle (1989) examine the same phenomenon, noting that the culture of violence
is not exclusively the domain of urban residents, nor that of minorities of lower
social class. Cao et al. (1996: 379) concur, noting that “a more fruitful search for
the root causes of black violence may be...in the structurally disadvantaged
position of blacks in the U.S. society.” Thus, it is structural position (as argued by
Black 1976) that leads to an emergence of violence, rather than individual
characteristics such as race. Arguing that disputatiousness, that is, “the
likelihood of being offended by a negative outcome and seeking reparation
through protest...", is the primary factor explaining a culture of violence in
particular areas, Luckenbill and Doyle (1989: 419) noted that research was more
effective when conducted at smaller levels of aggregation. More importantly, the

latter research noted that structural position was an important factor in how

1 Note, however, that these results are disputed by Braithwaite (1981), who, in a meta-analysis of previous
studies of social class and criminality, finds that there is a significant relationship between social class of an
area and official rates of both adult and juvenile crime. Liska and Chamlin (1984) noted the same
phenomena.
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disputatiousness developed. That is, the authors argued that individuals whose
positions necessitated contact with higher levels of violence were more likely to
experience disputatiousness, particularly when in a public setting. However, this
research failed to identify police officers as individuals in such a position, and
therefore the opportunity to examine use of force behavior from this perspective
was lost. Perez (1994: 41) makes an attempt, however, noting that ‘the paradox
of face’ requires “a believable threat backed up by a little bit of history” of officer
violence in the face of experiencing disputatiousness. Black (1980: 31-32) also
discussed use of force as an attempt at ‘face-saving’, noting that “the most
extreme violence seems to occur when a man refuses to submit totally to an
officer's authority.” Toch (1995: 124, italics in original) concurs, finding that “the
officer becomes irritated by what he views as an unforgivable defiance of his
authority [leading to] rep defending, where violence is the fate entailed in [the
officer’s] role.” Like Luckenbill and Doyle (1989), Hawley and Messner (1989)
focused on a subculture of violence and found that smaller units of aggregation
were more appropriate for research. In addition, they noted that while “violent
behavior is a way to fulfill cultural expectations...[and is] demanded in certain
interactions”, a more complete explanation of how violent behavior occurs
requires a theoretical model integrating cultural and structural factors (Hawley
and Messner 1989: 486).

Parallel to the studies of large units of aggregation, a smaller group of
researchers focused on neighborhoods as the unit of analysis, although the latter

studies occasionally emphasized theoretical propositions rather than focusing on
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statistical analyses. Representative of this class of literature is the work of
Sampson (1984), who found that interracial criminal victimization was positively
(and very strongly) related to neighborhood heterogeneity.'® Sampson and
Woolredge (1987) also argue that neighborhood factors are related to
victimization. Noting that previous research at the neighborhood level inferred,
rather than directly measured, theoretical concepts, the authors find that
residential mobility, housing density, and family disruption were all important
factors influencing victimization rates. These later studies signaled the beginning
of the use of statistical analyses to examine the effects of neighborhood context
on various human behaviors. Velez (2001), using a social disorganization model,
provides an example, finding that increased levels of public (i.e. informal) social
control within the neighborhood lead to decreased numbers of victimizations.
Taylor and Covington (1988), in a study of neighborhood context and violence,
found that neighborhood SES influenced behavior, noting that neighborhoods
with increasing lower class populations'’ experienced increasing violence as
stability (used as a proxy for social disorganization) declined.

In addition to the research on generalized victimization risks and offending
behavior, there has also been an emphasis on specific types of offenses and
offending trajectories. Smith and Jarjoura (1989) firmly established the

importance of examining both individual and neighborhood characteristics when

' Interestingly, Shihadeh and Steffensmeier (1994) found that income inequality within a racial group (and,
presumably within a racially homogeneous neighborhood) can also lead to increased violence and
victimization.

17 Taylor and Covington (1988: 553) used the term “underclass” to describe the minority population in
neighborhoods which were increasingly being marginalized after gentrification of surrounding
neighborhoods, following the example of Wilson (1993).
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studying offending behavior. In a study encompassing over 9,000 households in
57 different residential neighborhoods, the authors determined that burglary rates
were related to attributes of individual households, as well as to neighborhood
characteristics. Jang and Johnson (2001), in contrast, study the issue of drug
use, and find that increased neighborhood disorder leads to increased illicit drug
use while high levels of personal religiousity mediate these effects and result in
decreased illicit drug use. Wikstrom and Loeber (2000), in a study of offending
trajectories, found that low neighborhood SES had a direct impact on late onset
of offending for juveniles who had a mix of both risk and protective factors. Land
(2000) also studied offending trajectories and found similar results, noting that
neighborhood SES had a direct effect on neighborhood social disorganization,
which in turn affected the ability of informal social control methods to control the
behavior of juveniles in the neighborhood.

The greatest amount of research on specific offenses, however, has
focused on violent crimes. Stewart et al. (2002), in a multisite neighborhood
study across two states, find that neighborhood affluence decreases childhood
violence among the residents of that neighborhood. Interestingly, Baumer (2002:
579) found that neighborhood disadvantage did not affect the likelihood of
notifying the police for aggravated assault victimization, while the effect was
curvilinear for simple assault victims, with both high-income and low-income

victims less likely than middle-class victims to notify the police of victimization.'®

'® Interestingly, Warner and Rountree (1997: 520) note that the rate of being assaulted also varied by
neighborhood, with social ties decreasing assault rates in predominantly white neighborhoods, yet having
no effect on assault rates in predominantly minority neighborhoods. The authors note that it is unclear if
these factors also affect reporting rates.
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Messner and Tardiff (1986) also studied the theme of violence and neighborhood
context, focusing on homicide levels as related to characteristics of urban areas.
Examining 26 neighborhoods in New York City, the authors found that homicide
rates were highest in neighborhoods with extreme levels of poverty and high
rates of single-parent households. Morenoff et al. (2001) confirm these results,
finding that homicide rates were highest in neighborhoods which experienced
concentrated disadvantage and low collective efficacy. Reisig and Parks (2000:
6) also note the same phenomenon, finding that neighborhoods high in
concentrated disadvaﬁtage had a higher homicide rate, resulting in decreased

satisfaction with the police from neighborhood residents.

Police Behavior:

In addition to the research focusing on criminal behavior by both adults
and juveniles, studies examining the effect of neighborhood context on police
behavior have emerged. These studies bring us closer to our core questions
concerning use of force behavior and the effects of ecological context. The
research to be discussed here typically has focused on arrest practices and
police attitudes toward citizens (and vice versa). In light of this, it is interesting to
note that a study of patrol work by Whitaker (1982) found that of the two hours
per shift in which patrol officers had encounters with citizens, only 45 minutes
were spent dealing with problems that were of a criminal nature. Bayley (1994
17) noted that approximately ten percent, or 45 minutes, of the average shift is

spent dealing with dispatched incidents of a criminal nature. Mastrofski (1995:

35



383) goes further, arguing that overall (i.e. for dispatched and officer-initiated
contacts), a relatively small amount of patrol work involves dealing with crime in
some manner. Yet, despite, or perhaps due to, the fact that relatively little time is
spent dealing with suspects and criminal activity, the issues of arrest practices
and police attitudes are viewed as important, as Goldstein (1990: 1) noted,
arguing that “efforts to improve policing should extend to and focus on the end
product of policing — on the effectiveness and fairness of the police in dealing
with the substantive problems that the public looks to the police to handle.” The
equity of police behavior is particularly important when considering the potential
effects of the use of force; however our review of prior works begins here with a
look at other police behaviors first.

Sampson (1986), in a study examining delinquency and neighborhood
characteristics, found that individuals in neighborhoods with higher SES
experienced fewer contacts with police officers, regardliess of the amount of
criminal behavior. According to Sampson (1986: 877), these results indicated
that “a large part of any effect of individual SES on arrests is spurious and
reflects an ecological bias in police perceptions rather than a bias directed solely
at lower-class juveniles in actual police encounters.” This conforms to the
previous discussion of ecological contamination in urban neighborhoods
(typically low-SES, minority areas). Black (1980: 143) clarifies further, arguing
that “discretionary authority often carries with it the possibility of particularistic law
enforcement...[but] whether a system of mobilization is reactive or proactive

does not determine the probability of discriminatory enforcement [it only]
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organizes that probability.” Smith (1987) replicates this result, finding that low
neighborhood SES leads to an increased use of arrest by officers patrolling those
neighborhoods. Smith (1987: 768) further argues that this increased arrest rate is
a function of “a set of decision heuristics [based on neighborhood context] which
influence [an officer's] definition of situations...” McGatrrell et al. (1997) provide
further evidence for the latter phenomenon, noting that police officers are more
likely to identify neighborhoods with high levels of disorder as being “bad.”"®
Liska and Chamlin (1984), as well as Crank (1992), continue in this vein, finding
that the percentage of non-white residents in a neighborhood is predictive of
increased arrest rates. In another example of a study focusing on neighborhood
SES, Seron and Munger (1996: 204) argue that “social control is organizaed
quite differently to deal with different social classes [and] through policing...the
poor, and especially the underclass, experience a special kind of ‘government of
the poor.” On the other hand, Sparger and Giacopassi (1986: 25) find that
“police officers see the wealthy as possessing different values and being
accorded a privileged status by the criminal justice system, resulting in some
resentment on the part of the police.” The latter study makes clear that police
officers may engage in behaviors in high-income areas against its residents out
of resentment, a concept clearly at odds with conflict theory’s propositions that
only the poor are mistreated. This seems to correspond, however, to work
conducted by Fyfe (1997: 537), who noted that the overwhelming majority of

individuals in an officer-initiated encounter, regardless of race or social class, are

' Manning (1997: 199) agrees, noting that “the orientation of officers’ [behavior] is limited...by their
geographical knowledge.”
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of poor demeanor because “those who come to police attention do not seexk it,
but become unwilling clients through the intervention of [others].” It must be
noted, however, that the rate of officer-initiated contacts can be affected by
departmental philosophy and other organizational constraints. Indeed, Mastrofski
et al. (1995) found that officers in departments that emphasized community
policing were more selective in making arrests, and were much less influenced
by legal variables in behavior reminiscent of the threshold-triggered response
discussed earlier.°

Similar to arrest rates, traffic stops provide a measure of police behavior.
Mastrofski et al. (1987), for example, found that overall, smaller departments
tended to initiate more traffic stops per shift than larger departments. The authors
argued that this indicated that the pressure to perform on officers was stronger in
smaller departments, thus increasing the amount of stops made in an attempt to
locate criminal activity. In a later study, Mastrofski et al. (1998) found that traffic
stop rates are influenced by officers’ perceptions of racial boundaries (i.e. the
geographic dividing lines between white and minority neighborhoods), with
minority drivers being stopped in mixed race areas at a much higher rate than
that for white motorists in those same areas. Meehan and Ponder (2002) note
similar results, finding that residential segregation patterns (presumably similar to
geographic boundary patterns as discussed by Mastrofski et al. 1998) influence

rates of traffic stops performed by officers in those neighborhoods. Departmental

? Indeed, this has been one of the greatest criticisms of community policing — in freeing the officer to make
decisions based on previous encounters with the individuals or on other situational variables, the officer has
also been granted the discretion to make decisions based on extralegal variables (including neighborhood
context) in a negative manner.
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(and officer) vigorousness can also be considered a measure of police behavior,
as Greenberg et al. (1985) demonstrate. The latter study found that
neighborhoods with high levels of non-white residents experienced an increase in
police strength.?! With respect to individual officers, Brooks et al. (1993) found
that officers assigned to slower (i.e. low-crime) patrol beats held more positive
attitudes about their jobs, and, more importantly, about the citizens in the areas
they patrolled. Thus, as noted previously, officers in high-crime areas tend to
regard the residents of those areas with suspicion, while officers in low-crime
areas tend to have more positive attitudes about the residents of those areas.
With respect to how police officers and citizens interact within their neighborhood
contexts as an outgrowth of their attitudes regarding one another, Cox and Frank
(1992) found that high-crime areas experienced an increased level of consistent
behavior from the officers assigned to those areas. Interestingly, Rossi (1968)
found that neighborhoods with a high percentage of Black residents, regardless
of their crime rates, were rated by police officers as harder neighborhoods in
which to work, as well as being more hazardous. Smith and Frank (2000), as well
as Weitzer (2000), confirm that neighborhood type and racial composition can
affect officer behavior, leading to a difference in how officers treat White and
Black residents of these areas, although these results were not significant.
Weitzer (2000: 129) also notes that “there is substantial agreement
across...communities in the belief that police treat blacks and whites

differently...” Noting this inconsistency in behavior, Harring and Ray (1999: 70)

2! The study also found that neighborhoods with high levels of income inequality had higher levels of
police strength, although this result was not significant (Greenberg et al., 1985).
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argue that “the confrontation between...alert, aggressive police officers and a
frightened Black man is inherently dangerous because of the police culture of
competitively fighting ‘crime wars’ in unfamiliar minority neighborhoods.”
Focusing on these same issues regarding police culture, many
researchers have looked at the police subculture as indicative of poor attitudes,
and predictive of police behavior in certain neighborhoods. Indeed, research in
the field of criminal justice has long identified the existence of a paramilitary
structure within police departments perpetuating an ‘us-vs.-them’ mentality (see
Wilson 1968; Muir 1977; and Goldstein 1990). Manning (1997: 4) was among the
first to analyze the subculture, noting that “the driving force of policing is not the
regulations and policies, law, politics of public sentiment; the identifying feature is
the occupational culture in interaction with these forces.” Herbert (1996) concurs,
arguing that police behavior is governed by the normative structure of the
subculture. The author goes on to note that this structure, while making
allowances for bureaucratic regulations and the law, focuses mainly on the
realities of policing the street, and particularly on the dangers of policing in high-
crime neighborhoods. Thus, the ideas of machismo, safety / danger, competence
and morality become the main concern of patrol officers operating in these
neighborhoods. Indeed, Weisburd et al. (2000: 3) note that approximately only
4% of police officers believed that their fellow officers used more physical force
than was necessary in making an arrest. Herbert (1998) notes that in reality there
is an inability of legal and bureaucratic influences to determine officer behavior,

with only the ethos of the subculture affecting officer performance and decision-
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making.?? However, it should be noted that more recent research has argued
against the existence of an overriding police culture, and thus questions the
notion of all officers responding to occupational stressors in similar ways
(Paoline, 2003, 2004).

The ideas present within the police subculture are often expressed in the
‘paradox of saving face’. Skolnick and Fyfe (1993: 95 italics in original) elaborate
on this point, arguing that “the stronger one’s reputation for being mean, tough
and aggressive, the less iron-handed one actually has to be.” Yet, the authors
also note that the subculture sometimes demand forceful action from an officer,
particularly in high-crime neighborhoods, noting that “[while] the written rule is
clear: cops are to use no more force than is necessary to subdue a suspect,
[when] a departmental subculture condoning [officer aggressiveness] prevails,
the unwritten rule is: Teach them a lesson” (Skolnick and Fyfe 1993: 13). Ina
continuing description of the police subculture, Skolnick and Fyfe (1993: 103)
also note that “[it is a] police cultural crime [and] a serious transgression in the
police cultural statute book...to talk back to a cop.” Importantly, Terrill (2005:
110) argues that “officers are socialized to ‘maintain the edge’ and be ‘one up’
on citizens not only to establish control, but to ensure proper respect.” Chevigny
(1995: xi) elaborates, noting that the effects of the police subculture can affect
officer behavior to the point that “the police habit of charging the people they beat

with standardized crimes even got the name of a mock crime: ‘contempt of cop.””

2 Note, however, that Waddington (1999) has a somewhat different view, arguing that the police
subculture operates differently on the street than it does in concept. In particular, Waddington proposes that
officers often engage in subcultural discussions (i.e. glorification of violence, expressing a desire for
action) while at the station, but act much differently in the street.
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Greenleaf and Lanza-Kaduce (1995) examine a different aspect of the
authoritative role of police officers within the subculture, focusing on how
suspects respond to that authority. The authors note that “overt conflict [is] more
likely when authorities act congruently with their official norms” (Greenleaf and
Lanza-Kaduce 1995: 567). Stated differently, the authors propose that when
officers are enacting their role of crime-fighter, there is more likely to be
resistance on the part of the suspect, and corresponding conflict. Lanza-Kaduce
and Greenleaf (2000: 223) support this, noting that “police-citizen conflict will be
highest when social norms of deference counter positional authority.”?® This
again illustrates the dilemma police officers face when confronting citizens in
high-crime neighborhoods: the officers must be firm in order to maintain order
and ‘save face’ for themselves, but it is precisely this type of behavior which will
lead to conflict with citizens. It appears, then, that the informal, rather than
formal, aspects of the organization are important determinants of police behavior.
Patrol officers respond to the demands of their peers voiced within the
subculture, and structure their behavior in certain neighborhoods accordingly.
Given Black’s (1980) theory of social control, these results regarding the effects
of the police subculture on officer interactions with individuals in high-crime
neighborhoods are not surprising. Indeed, Black (1998: 40) noted that lower
status individuals (particularly minorities and the poor) experience less legal
protection overall from the police, and more scrutiny, due to their position within

the social stratification structure.

2 Note, however, that Weidner and Terrill (2005) fail to support the hypothesis that conflict is more likely
when an officer’s race, age, sex, and wealth deference norms counter their positional authority.
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Just as neighborhood context can influence officer behavior and
perceptions, so too can it affect how citizens of those neighborhoods themselves
perceive the behavior of officers, or how those citizens react to that behavior.
Sampson and Bartusch (1998), for example, find that concentrated disadvantage
within a neighborhood leads to increased dissatisfaction with police and an air of
legal cynicism. Reisig and Parks (2000) replicate this result, noting that
concentrated disadvantage has a significant, negative effect on satisfaction with
police officers. In further work, Reisig and Parks (2003: 211) also find that
“aggressive patrol tactics may be viewed by some as intrusive and inconsistent
with community needs, thus further alienating residents in disadvantaged
neighborhoods who already report high levels of disaffection with police.” The
authors go on to note that concentrated affluence within a neighborhood leads to
increased satisfaction with police, while the use of alternative patrol (as a
measure of community policing efforts) leads to increases in both satisfaction
with police officers and in perceived quality of life. In disadvantaged
neighborhoods, however, Cao et al. (1996: 4) note that things get progressively
worse, arguing that “social and physical disorder send a message that law
enforcement has lost control over or consciously abandoned the community.”
Sampson and Laub (1993) underscore the fact that this “message” serves to
perpetuate a cycle of cynicism on the part of officers and residents alike, and
leads to further stereotyped attributions that the residents of these areas are a
threatening group. The authors note that structural context, particularly the

obvious racial inequality in wealth and the concentration of “underclass” poverty,
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defines the limits of appropriate police action. These limits encompass arrest, but
they are also reflected in numerous other police behaviors, including “hassling.”
Weitzer (1999) argues that neighborhood context therefore affects not only police
and citizen behavior, but also the attitudes of the citizens concerning their
encounters with the police. Within such a context, it is easy to understand why
every encounter between a citizen and a police officer is fraught with tension and
anger.

With respect to how neighborhood context has been presumed to affect
citizen behavior in response to police officers, various studies have focused on
the effects of citizen demeanor. This research ties together aspects of a
threshold for police response, as well as aspects of the concepts of honor and
‘saving face’. In an ecological analysis of police behavior, Klinger (1997)
presented the hypothesis that officers patrolling in high-crime areas were less
likely to exert their legal authority (e.g. make an arrest, interview witnesses) due
to the factors of: (1) time constraint; and (2) deservedness of victims. Although
not explicitly mentioned in the research, one implication of Klinger's (1997) work
is that a citizen’s demeanor may influence the perception of their deservedness.
Indeed, Klinger (1994; 1996) did study whether such a demeanor effect occurs
during police-citizen interactions. Over the course of two separate research
efforts within in a single police department, Klinger (1994; 1996) found that
citizen demeanor was not a predictor of arrest behavior when criminal conduct
during the encounter was introduced into the analyses. However, using a

different data set, Lundman (1994) found that a demeanor effect on arrest was
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present, and that the effect relied in large part on model specification. This is
supported by Worden et al. (1996: 330) who note that much confusion stems
from the fact that “different studies have defined demeanor, both conceptually
and operationally, in somewhat different ways.” However, Worden and Shepard
(1996), in a re-analysis of several data sets across domestic disturbances, traffic
stops, and disputes found that the demeanor effect on arrest behavior (i.e. poor
demeanor on the part of suspects increased the chances of an arrest) persisted
even after considering criminal behavior within the encounter. The concepts of
honor and demeanor are even played out between juveniles and police officers,
as Fagan and Wilkinson (1998) noted. The authors argued that the high demand
for guns in inner city areas was “fueled by an ecology of danger” (Fagan and
Wilkinson 1998: 105). In this environment, youths across two New York City
neighborhoods were seen to possess guns due to the respect afforded to them
by this possession. More importantly, this culture of respect for carrying and
using guns significantly altered the interactions between police officers and
juveniles, with the latter acknowledging that gun ownership lead to poor
demeanor on the part of suspects (Wilkinson and Fagan 2000). In a study which
focused more specifically on suspect resistance, Greenleaf and Lanza-Kaduce
(1995: 565) found that “after controlling for race, sex, and area of the city, overt
conflict between the police and citizens is related to the organization and
sophistication of the participants involved.” The former factor was composed of
elements of victim-suspect relationships, number of arrestees, and number of

bystanders, while the latter factor was composed of officer experience, suspect
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presentation, and the nature of the situation. In a later work, Lanza-Kaduce and
Greenleaf (2000: 227) examined the effects of resistance®® on the arrest
decision, and confirmed their previous findings.

A final grouping of research efforts regarding neighborhood context and
police behavior brings us even closer to our core research questions. While not
explicitly exploring the subject of police use of force, some researchers have
focused their efforts on other police behaviors which may be illegal or unethical.
Mastrofski et al. (1999), using Black’s (1980) theories on the behavior of law, as
well as again using the concept of concentrated disadvantage as a neighborhood
measure, find that the latter phenomenon resulted in increased disrespect from
police officers patrolling those neighborhoods.?* Kane (2002) found that
neighborhoods which experienced considerable structural disadvantage
(conceptually similar to concentrated disadvantage measures prevalent in other
research efforts) were far more likely to have reports filed regarding police
misconduct within those neighborhoods. Importantly, McCluskey and Terrill
(2005) find that an officer's complaint rate for force and verbal discourtesy is
associated with higher levels of coercion in encounters with suspects. Also
regarding complaints against officers, Kappeler et al. (1998: 127) note that “once
a justification [for misconduct] has been accepted...subsequent deviance
becomes easier for the actor.” The authors go on to argue that this process of
acceptance of police deviance is more likely to occur when the deviance (i.e.

misconduct) has taken place in a high-crime area, noting that “characterizations

2 This was operationalized as the presence of any of the following: (1) verbal attack on the officer; (2)
ghysical attack on the officer; (3) refusal to obey a lawful order; or (4) resisting arrest.
It is important to note, however, that this relationship did not reach statistical significance.
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of victimized citizens as ‘drug users’, ‘deviants’, ‘criminals’, and ‘psychopaths’
usually serves [the officer] well” (Kappeler et al. 1998: 126). Lawton et al. (2001),
in an analysis with a specific Geographical Information System (GIS) component,
found that disadvantaged neighborhoods had a significant, positive effect on the
number of complaints filed against police officers patrolling those neighborhoods.
This latter study is particularly useful for the current research, as a GIS package
is also used here to identify neighborhoods and analyze the effects of their

context.

Use of Force Research

The police role is one that is inherently concerned with the threat and
application of violence, and violent encounters between police officers and
citizens are carefully scrutinized to determine if the police used their powers of
coercion inappropriately. Incidents such as those involving Abner Louima and
Rodney King have decayed public confidence in their police officers, shattering
the mythologized image of the police officer as the helping hand of the law.
Indeed, research shows that after a well-publicized incident of police use of force,
public opinion of the police takes a sharp downturn (Lasley 1994; Tuch and
Weitzer 1997). The effects of such incidents are typically felt more strongly
among non-whites, particularly those living in disadvantaged areas (Arthur and
Case 1994; Kaminski and Jefferis 1998; Son et al. 1997). Arthur and Case (1994:
167), for example, found that “in 1991 70% of white [and only] 43% of black

respondents approve of a policeman striking an adult male citizen under some
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circumstances.” As has been discussed previously, the impacts of these
incidents are detrimental to the gains made by community policing programs, and
thus their study, and ultimately their prevention, is of great concern to criminal
justice researchers. The following section describes a variety of studies which
have focused on use of force behavior by police officers in order to provide a

foundation for the current research questions.

Studies of Association Examining Use of Force Behavior:

While the issue of use of force behavior is relatively well-studied,
particularly in the past two decades, most of these studies either: (1) provide only
measures of association between that behavior and some variable; (2) are of a
purely descriptive nature, outlining only the base rates of force; or (3) provide
only simple regression equations for statistical analyses. Although there are
some studies which describe the effects of neighborhoods on behavior,
neighborhoods are typically categorized as a sociological variable, and are
studied within a more simplistic statistical analysis than the multi-level modeling
proposed here. However, these studies, while not as rich in detail as this
dissertation, provide a preliminary understanding of how use of force behavior
develops.

Much descriptive research has stemmed from government-sponsored
data collection efforts. The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP),
for example, developed the National Database Project on Police Use of Force in

order to “reflect operational realities of modemn, street-level enforcement,
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including the very meaning of ‘police use of force,’ defined as the amount of force
required by police to compel compliance by an unwilling subject” (IACP: 2001).
These efforts found that for the 26 agencies reporting for the years 1997 and
1998, the overwhelming majority of incidents of use of force behavior occurred in
arrest-related situations.?® In addition, of the 2,264 use of force incidents reported
to the IACP, 909 were intraracial and 1,335 were interracial (IACP: 2001). More
importantly, a larger sampling of agencies (serving over 30% of the population of
the United States) over the years 1991 through 2000 found that the police used
force 3.61 times per 10,000 calls for service, a base rate of .04% (IACP: 2001).
These results were replicated in the 1999 Police Contact Survey (distributed as
an addendum to the National Crime Victimization Surve<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>