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ABSTRACT
DEADLY FORCE AS A DETERRENT TO FELONY CRIMES
AGAINST PROPERTY: AN ANALYSIS OF MICHIGAN
POLICE OFFICER ATTITUDES TOWARD

STATUTORY LIMITATIONS ON
THEIR USE OF DISCRETION

By

Andrew Lamarr Rodez

The use of deadly force by the police against prop-
erty crime offenders, who pose no threat to life or bodily
injury, has caused concern to citizens and government
leaders. Several cities and counties have had to seek addi-
tional tax revenues to pay off liability awards resulting
from law suits. Other cities and counties have found it
increasingly more difficult to obtain liability insurance
at affordable rates.

Where the victims of police use Pf deadly force,
for felony property crimes, have been juveniles or minority
group citizens, the concern is serious. Police discretion
as allowed under Michigan's common-law interpretation is
perceived by many minority group citizens as unrestrained
with regard to an officer's use of deadly force. 1In addi-
tion to these concerns, there is no evidence that deadly

force has had a deterrent effect upon felony property crimes.
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There are arguments that to limit police discretion
in the use of deadly force against felony property crime
offenses, would endanger the lives of the officers and
impair effective public safety responsibilities. It is not
known what the police officers themselves feel about this
matter.

The basic purpose of this study is centered around
the following concerns: (1) Do police officers consider the
felony property crime offender to be as dangerous as felony
assault crime offenders? (2) Is deadly force a deterrent
to felony property crimes? (3) Do police officers fear
sanctions of civil or criminal liability for improper use
of deadly force? (4) What effect do officers feel statutory
limitations on their use of discretion in using deadly force
have upon their role, public safety, and criminal conduct?
Several hypotheses have been made to respond to these ques-
tions.

In order to investigate the purpose of the study,
it was necessary to develop a guestionnaire. We chose a
Likert-Response type gquestionnaire.

A total of 1,282 police officers of all ranks and
assignments were randomly surveyed. They represented sixty-
eight (68) police departments, and forty-eight (48)
sheriff's departments selected according to size, type and
location.

Responses were coded by: (1) rank, (2) years of

service, (3) age, (4) race, (5) education, (6) jurisdiction,



Andrew Lamarr Rodez

(7) size, (8) location, (9) type, (10) policy vs. no policy,
(11) training, and (12) strictness of policy.

Data were analyzed according to the selection each
respondent made to items in the questionnaire. Selections
were evaluated according to the numerical value given to
each response. Statistical analysis of the data was done
by computing the population means and specific means of each
item. In addition, the standard deviation was determined
for these means within each category. These kinds of
descriptive data were chosen to determine the attitudinal
positions of our respondents to each item as they relate to
our hypotheses.

The results are as follows:

1. Officers believe felony property crime offenders to
be as dangerous as felony assault crime offenders.
a. Officers are undecided as to whether or not

felony property crime offenders expect to be
shot for failing to halt when ordered to do so
by a poligg officer.

b. Officers are undecided as to whether or not
most property crime offenders would halt when
ordered to do so.

2. Officers are undecided as to whether or not deadly
force is a deterrent to burglary but agree that it
is a deterrent to other property crimes.

a. Officers agree that there should be no restraint

upon the use of deadly force; it is the only
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means of effecting an arrest of a felony prop-

erty crime offender.

Officers are undecided as to the effect civil or

criminal sanctions have on their discretion to use

deadly force.

Officers agree that:

a.

b.

an officer should be disciplined for allowing
a felony property crime offender to escape
without using deadly force,

the responsibility for any civil liability
resulting from the improper use of deadly force
is that of their respective governments,

there should be no sanctions against an
officer who uses deadly force against a felony
property crime offender,

officers found no need to limit police discre-
tion in the use of deadly force beyond that

implied in Michigan's common-law guidelines.

Officers agree that statutory limitations on police

discretion is dangerous. They are undecided as to

whether alternatives to the use of deadly force in

an arrest situation of felony property crime offen-

ders are practical.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Deadly Force--the use of firearms by a police
officer to apprehend or to prevent the escape of a felon,
has become a sensitive issue among citizens in many com-
munities. Incidents of a police officer's use of deadly
force has created political, moral and social ramifications
that impact not only upon effective police operations, but
often its creditability. With the expansion of modern com-
munications and media exposure, incidents of officers having
used deadly force against a criminal suspect under question-
able circumstances has led to controversy between civilian
authorities and citizens as to the legitimate exercise of
police power.

When such incidents include suspects who have com-
mitted property crimes involving no life threatening cir-
cumstances, scrutiny and concern escalates over the use of
deadly force by police officers.

For many yvears the police have generally enjoyed
a "hands off" reaction by most citizens as to the validity
of their having used sound judgment and discretion where
they have had to use deadly force. Most of this reluctance

1



to question police judgment and discretion may have been the
result of a societal interpretation as to the "role" of the
police and its perception. It appears that prior to the
human rights consciousness brought about by the c¢ivil rights
movement of the 1960s, police were looked upon as protec-—
tors of the "status quo” an environment seldom enjoyed by
many racial, ethnic and working class minorities. This
peculiar role by the police, who were themselves frequently
from the immigrant working class, traditionally, if not
exclusively led the police into confrontation with the sensi-
tivities of the human rights concern. Challenge and argu-
ment against the broad discretionary powers of common-law
interpretation of police authority to use deadly force,
would be a relevant theme of a changing society. In many
communities the common-law would yield to statute in defin-
ing the circumstances under which police use of deadly

force could be morally and legally combined.

During the early years of our nation the hardship
endured by citizens to obtain the wvital property needed to
survive, made crimes committed to deprive one of this prop-
erty serious and deserving of severe punishment or the
death penalty. This feeling among early Americans initi-
ated the common-law authority and interpretation of a law
enforcement officer's use of deadly force in preventing
such crimes and ensuring the apprehension of criminal sus-

pects for crimes against a person's property.



Underlining this authority is the discretion given
to an officer in determining when to and when not to use
deadly force against a suspect. Just how effective this
authority has been over the years we cannot say, but it has
come under criticism since the early sixties on a broader
national basis.,

Many laws of our various states have consistently
undergone change to insure individual justice through "due
process of law" review of criminal charges. However, few
states have modified the common-law interpretation of an
individual police officer's discretion in the use of deadly
force.

This situation exists primarily out of three
rationales.

First,'in order for due process to be invoked there
must be an apprehension of the suspect. Often, the suspect
flees when confronted by the police. The police have a legal
and moral obligation to make the arrest to protect the pub-
lic from possible future crimes by the suspect.

Secondly, police work is dangerous and any effort
to reduce the police officer's confidence that he can, by
use of his weapon, prevent or discourage crime would
surely limit drastically those persons who might enter law
enforcement as a career.

Third, all felons are inherently a menace to society
and to deprive a citizen of his property threatens his per-

sonal well being.1



These concerns no matter how disproven or proven by
criminal justice researchers literally tosses the contem-
plation of legislative change, in broad provisions for the
discretionary use of deadly force, into a quagmire of con-
founding socio-moral-political rationale that may never
give way to the legitimacy of its separate concerns.

Some states, however, have seen fit to adopt legis-
lation that clarifies those requirements whereby the justi-
fication of deadly force is acceptable. These states are
divided into three groups, those that follow the common-
law rule (which allows deadly force to be used against any
felon), those that have adopted the Model Penal Code, which
proposes that the use of deadly force be justifiable only
where the police officer believes the crime involved the
use or threatened use of deadly force, or that there is a
risk the suspect will cause a death or serious bodily harm
if he is not apprehended promptly, or those that have
modified the rule to apply to only dangerous felons.2

There is no widespread criticism of the discretion-
ary use of deadly force in today's crime-prevalent society,
when ghe crime involves a felony suspect who has taken a
life, threatened to take a life, or resorted to extreme
bodily harm. In most police departments it is these pre-
cise standa:ds that guide officers in their determination
as to when deadly force can be used.

Coptradictions over discretionary use of deadly

force by the police between citizens who have experienced



incidents of questionable police use of deadly force and its
use against criminal suspects who have committed crimes of
theft, vandalism, and burglary do exist. Depending upon

the political influence and strength of constituencies
sharing a particular point of view about the police use of
deadly force tends to reflect how states have reacted to
this controversy.

Of the twenty-four states that have modified their
penal code based upon the common-law rule, seventeen have
chosen to preserve this rule for the use of deadly force
against all felons who attempt to avoid arrest by fleeing.
It can reasonably be assumed that in these states police
officers are reinforced in their belief that the use of
deadly force is both legally and morally accepted by the
citizens of their states. 1In other states the guestion can

be raised as to whether or not the all felons rule of the

common-law interpretation is basically effective, moral and
legally sound. The question is magnified when we must recog-
nize that the issue of "right to due process of law" to
determine guilt of a crime becomes remote when police offi-
cers react to property crime felony suspects with deadly
force.

In spite of what the general public may think most
police officers are not capable of merely wounding a sus-
pect, particularly one that is fleeing from them.

Granting that the expectation of the general public

is that a police officer is capable of bringing a felony



suspect before the courts, circumstances often do not make
this possible. It must be recognized that most police
officers may not relish using deadly force as an alter-
native to making an arrest when other less forcible alter-
natives fail. Precisely what the attitudes of the police
are about this matter is not generally known. We are
interested in determining such among officers in one state,

Michigan.

The Problem

The reaction of some citizens to the use of deadly
force by police officers, against felony suspects who have
not posed a threat to life or bodily harm, has given rise
to increasing public controversy and increased civil liti-
gation for damages against the officer, his department and
the governmental jurisdiction he works for.3 Several cities
have found the procurement of liability insurance to be
difficult if not impossible. Those cities, towns, counties
or states that have been able to obtain liability insurance
often face extremely high rate costs. Some jurisdictions
have had to resort to the passing of special referendum tax
assessments to pay off judgments.4 Some officers find them-
selves facing charges in violation of Act 198B3 of the U.S.
Codes, which places defense of charges that in their use of
deadly force they violated the civil rights of the suspect,

solely on their own.



An increasing disenchantment among minority groups,
who often have borne the brunt of gquestionable deaths by
the police of persons suspected of felony crimes against
property, have found recourse in the courts to be less than
favorable. These groups, in their protest, tend to paint
an attitude of all police officers as being committed to
using their discretionary authority to invoke deadly force
as a means of suppression. Such reasoning is faulty to say
the least. However, we do not know to what extent such
attitudes prevail among the police. Understanding the para-
military structure of the police service clues us to the
fact that it is a very difficult task to have individual
officers speak out in defense or agreement of such accusa-
tions. The irony of the police role is that while most
citizens are aware of the inherent personal danger that an
officer faces in his day-to-day duties, little sympathy is
given to those officers or police departments who meet this
danger out of circumstances that give rise to questions con-
cerning their ability to carry out their duties with a mini-
mum amount of force.

Within the police profession there exists no evi-
dence of leaders who are indifferent to the impending rami-
fications of liability suits, poor community relations, or
legal sanctions. As such the majority of today's police
departments have within their regulations specific guide-
lines that demand that an officer exhaust all other alter-

natives to making an arrest before resorting to the use of



deadly force. What is contradictory to this management
philosophy is that few departments and their leaders are
willing to impose strict sanctions against those officers
who vioclate these rules.5

Except for major and mid-sized police departments
who have undergone policy change resulting from experiences
in civil disturbances, or who have borne the costs from
liability law suits, these regulations are generally
loosely enforced.6 This situation tends to reinforce atti-
tudes that deadly force is a necessary and viable means of
effecting an arrest of a felon who has committed a crime
against property and who flees. In the county of Berrien
in lower southwest Michigan for example, the suspension of
an officer who violated a department regulation that had
been such for several years, for shooting at a fleeing bur-
glary suspect, of a vacant home, brought sharp criticism
from local political leadership, police unions, district
court judges and businessmen. What was resented the most
by these critics of the Chief of Police, was the publicity
given to the fact that such a regulation existed. Fear of
burglars becoming more promiscuous was the rationale.
Crime statistics a year later proved this fear to be unjus-
tified.

While the pros and cons of abandoning the broad
discretionary authority of the police to use deadly force
as set forth in the common~-law rule is wrought with poig-

nant arguments based upon social, moral, and political



values, the feelings of the police themselves have failed

to be expressed. We do not know what the attitudes of police
officers are about their personal guidelines in their

use of deadly force. We do not know how the concern of
possible civil and or criminal law charges, departmental
disciplinary action, public chastisement, etc. effect dis-
cretion in an officer's use of deadly force. 1Is there a
difference in the basis of discretion between assaultive

and property crimes? Do police officers, partiéularly those
in the line ranks, agree that there should be policy beyond
the legal interpretation of the common-law? Should there

be statutory revision and/or limitations on the common-law
authority to exercise such authority, particularly against
felony suspects who commit crimes against property? These
and more guestions are the basis of an obviously "quilted"”
response to the questions about the police responsibility

in the exercising of discretion legitimately where deadly

force is used.

Need for the Study

Current review of the literature does not reveal
any specific research having been done concerning the atti-
tudes of police officers about the use of deadly force, or
about statutory limitations that govern its use. This
situation is inconsistent with modern police management

which aims at making the procedural patterns of operational
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guidelines for all law enforéement officers and their agen-
cies basically similar.7

Evidence of this intent is shown in the rapid growth
of police managerial and operational training and education
at leading colleges and universities. Law enforcement
organizations such as the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, The American Federation of Police Associ-
ations, The National Sheriffs Association, etc. all have
placed high priority and emphasis upon standardizing the
basic procedures of law enforcement. This is being done to
provide citizens with a reasonable expectation as to what
law enforcement officers will do in a given situation based
upon the circumstances existing at the time. Therefore, it
is not practical to legislate laws that will affect police
procedures within a given state across the nation without
having some understanding as to what influences such
legislation will have on the police officers in the field,
and their superiors who must judge the proficiency of their
efforts.

With the probability of increased scrutiny of police
conduct, by citizens and the courts, it is important that
the police officer feels morally and psychologically com-
fortable with his plight. By evaluating attitudinal
research in this area, hopefully it will provide policy
makers, legislators, and critics with some insight into the
practical works of the line police officer. 1In addition,

more extensive research can be done to enable concerned
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groups and individuals to see the value in making police
conduct in the handling of felony suspects unilateral and |
not based upon public whim and sentiment, individual pre-
judices, or subjective discretion of an official or non-

official posture.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to determine what the
attitudes of police officers in the state of Michigan are
toward (1) the use of deadly force as a deterrent to felony
property crimes, and (2) support or do not support statutory
limitations on their use of discretion in using deadly
force.

Research into this matter, of deadly force by the
police, in previous studies and pending national studies,
will focus upon the rationale of its legitimate use morally
and legally. We are only concerned with the attitudes of
police officers where there has been no creditable evalua-

tions of this kind made.®

Limitations of the Study

1. The study is limited to certified police offi-
cers in the state of Michigan, excluding the upper penin-
sula.

2. No state police officers were surveyed, the
reasoning being that these officers often are transferred
to various districts at a time and they may not respond in

relation to a specific set of values influenced by any
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demographic or population type jurisdiction (urban, sub-
urban--city, town, etc.).

‘3. The author had no control over the dispersion
of the survey questionnaire and cannot ensure that dis-
persal followed the instructions given.

4. Although the value of determining racial
make-up of respondents is recognized, there was no means by
which a representative sample of racial minority group
officers could be determined. Questionnaires were however,
given to some jurisdictions known to have racial minorities
on their departments.

5. The study was restricted to those departments
having at least ten or more full-time officers.

6. Priority for soliciting participating depart-
ments was primarily based upon the acquaintances the author
had with various chiefs and sheriffs. Other departments

were selected and did participate.

Assumptions of the Study

Officers surveyed are assumed to have state certi-
fication. All departments are assumed to have at least
ten officers or more.

It is further assumed that variables such as the
degree of job-stress, management philosophy of the depart-
ment executive, experience, number of officer-suspect con-
frontations and other job-related influences may affect

attitudinal responses. It is further assumed that such is
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the common plight of most police officers throughout the
nation.

Reference of some officers about situations involv-
ing themselves or colleagues undoubtedly will reflect dis-
pleasure if those situations were perceived to have been
improperly dealt with by their superiors.

Generally, we assume that individual concern about
our subject tends to reflect a comraderie or fraternalistic
attitude officers have about policy, policy-makers, critics
and role perception. Consequently, we feel our sampling is

representative of police officers in the state of Michigan.

Definition of Important Terms

The following list will interpret the meanings of
terms that are used throughout the study:

l. Statutory limitations--those specific require-
ments or restrictions set forth in state law prescribing
certain elements of conduct as violation of that law.

2. Felony assault crimes--battery, aggravated
assault, forcible rape, armed robbery, and arson (where a
life is threatened).

3. Felony property crimes--larceny (over $150.00
in value) burglary, auto theft, vandalism (over $150.00 in
damages) .

4. 1Internal investigation--an investigation con-

ducted by order of a police department executive officer
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upon complaint by a citizen against a police officer for
unlawful or improper conduct.

5. All Felons Rule--the rule of the common-law that
justifies discretionary use of firearms against any offender
committing a felony.

6. General orders--the operational rules and regu-
lations of a police department.

7. Police discretion--the lawful authority of a
police officer to make a personal decision in effecting an
arrest or in determining to use or not to use force or
deadly force.

8. Community--referred to in this text as a city,
county, township or any distinctive area within such (a
neighborhood or ethnic or racial enclave).

9. Feedback-~-the return of a portion of the output
of information or any process or system to the input

(scurce).

Organization of the Remainder of the Study

Chapter II features a review of the literature.
The review consists of primary source information (from
copies of original papers and memorandums) and secondary
source material. Literature is reviewed as to the concept
of police role, the theory of deterrence, the concept of
police discretion, a description of reseérch on the victims
and issues surrounding the police use of deadly force, and

the issues relevant to civil liability problems resulting
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from the police use of deadly force. This chapter is con-
cluded by a summary of its information.

Chapter III presents the origin of the study and
the hypotheses of the study. It relates the details that
led to the author's determination to conduct this partic-
ular research study. Assumptions relative to each hypoth-
esis are stated in this chapter.

Chapter IV describes the design of the study. 1In
this part of the study report there is an explanation of
the sampling plan, the sample population, the procedures
followed in applying the plan, and the survey instrument
(questionnaire). Included in this chapter is a description
of the data processing equipment and the acknowledgment of
the data processing unit. The chapter gives an explénation
of the statistical strategy that ié used to test the
research hypotheses. The chapter is concluded by a summary.

Chapter V is the analysis of the data, inclusive of
those tables and charts indicating the statistical evalua-
tions set forth to accurately respond to the research ques~
tions and hypotheses.

Chapter VI is a summary of the study and discussion
as to conclusions and recommendations.

Following the study report, in the appendices, are
illustrations of:

A. List of survey jurisdictions by regioﬁ.
B. Letter of Introduction to law enforcement

executives (Chiefs and Sheriffs).
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Letter of transmittal to respondents.
The Questionnaire.
Map of regional divisions.

Copy of Survey Pilot sample.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Problems surrounding the police use of deadly force
are historically tied to the Common law interpretation of
a police officer's authority to use force. Common law,
adopted from the British system of government, accepted the
killing of a criminal suspect as a lawful punitive action
where the punishment for the crime committed would be death

upon conviction.1

Philosophically, the killing of a crimi-
nal who had committed a felony crime against a man's prop-
erty {(a crime punishable by death) in the process of cap-
ture was merely a forfeiture of his life he deserved upon
committing the crime. Boutwell found that although many
crimes against property have been increased to felony
offenses, the courts fail to sanction the death penalty
upon conviction.2
One instance of the effect of the Common law
rationale of deadly force being used against a felon is
the crime of shoplifting (theft) of an item over one hun-
dred and fifty dollars in value. This crime would be a

felony charge of grand theft. A suspect convicted of this

crime is not likely to get the death penalty, even as a

18
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habitual offender. However, if a police officer were to
shoot and kill this same suspect as he fled to avoid arrest,
in some states supporting the Common law rationale, it is
unlikely that the police officer would be found to have
acted improperly or unlawful.

Arguments surrounding an officer's discretion in
using deadly force against a property crime offender, bears
both a legal~rationale and a moral-rationale. The first
being that to bring such a criminal suspect to trial, he
must first be apprehended. Here many of the advocates of
an officer's use of deadly force balance unevenly toward
the concern for lawful police responsibility. The latter
finds it difficult to justify such force being used for a
crime that carries no eguivalent legal sanction upon con-
viction. This rationale favors the concern for moral right.
There is serious doubt that the police officer's plight can
be comfortably situated precisely in the middle of both
rationales, giving cause as to why practices differ.

Often the determination of an officer's justifica-
tion for using deadly force is not determined until after
the act. DeRoma, in analyzing the matter of justifiable
use of deadly force, indicates that an officer's "reasonable
grounds to believe" he acted properly is left up to the
courts, which may eventually lead to his vindication or his
repudiation in using sound discretion and judgment.3

Courts usually do not like to second-guess the

police officer's discretion. The often dangerous and vague
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circumstances an officer must confront in the carrying out
of his duties, courts have decided, makes it a dangerous
practice. Certain acceptance of the police officer's risk
to his own personal safety and that of others has histor-
ically made the matter of limiting or restricting discre-
tion in the use of deadly force unpopular. There have been
some courts that have attempted to influence an officer's
discretion by setting precedence in their legal decisions
determining the legitimacy of a particular officer's actions
when deadly force has been used.

Moreland refers to the case of Petrie vs. Cartwright,
114 Ky. 103.70, S.W. (1902) where the court found it reason-
able to make an arrest of a felon when it is believed (by
the Officer) that the suspect committed the crime, but found
it unreasonable to kill him because it appeared reasonably
necessary to effect the arrest.4

In the state of Texas, it is justifiable to kill a
felony suspect in the crime of theft if it occurs at night,
a similarity to the laws of ancient Rome and Greece.5 In
Alaska, the Common law is taken in its original context and
allows the use of deadly force against an escaping misde-
meanant and a (any) fleeing felony suspect.6

Zittler cites a court decision that did not justify
a killing by a police officer of a misdemeanant simply
because the crime he had committed was recognized as a

2

felony under Common law. The American Law Institute found
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no case in criminal law that actually sanctions the use of
deadly force merely to effect an arrest.

Sherman states that the police use of deadly force
generally extends to only six situations under the Common
law:

. «. « self-defense, prevention of the commission of a
crime, recapture of an escapee from a penal institu-
tion or_arrest, stopping a riot, and effecting a felony
arrest.
The arrest situation is where most of the problems surround-
ing deadly force exists.

Mansur, reviewing the use of deadly force against
misdemeanants, could find no American court that accepted
the use of deadly force to prevent a crime unless no other
reasonable method of prevention exists.9 This supports
some beliefs that the only rationale a police officer may
use to defend his discretionary judgment to use deadly force
is when there exists the threat of severe bodily injury or
loss of life. Some states differ in the restrictiveness of
this rationale and its legal practicality relative to the
police role.

Keller indicates that twenty-four states have legis-
latively adopted the Common law interpretation regarding a
police officer's use of deadly force. Seven states have
adopted the Model Penal Code‘.10

The Model Penal Code proposes that the use of deadly

force is justified when:
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. « « the arresting officer believes (1) that the crime
for which the arrest is made involved conduct includ-
ing the use or threaten use of deadly force, or (2)
there is substantial risk that the person to be arrested
will cause iiath or serious injury if his apprehension
is delayed.

Intrinsic to the guestion of a police officer's use
of deadly force are the issues of public safety and secur-
ity, and the officer's apprehension of his own safety and
his duty. The matter of the Common law justification of
the use of deadly force has been supported and denied in
the courts as previously noted. 1In People vs. Eatman 405
Illinois 491, 91 N, E. 24 38 (1950), Brown vs. People, 39
Illinois 407 (1866) and State vs. Connally, 3 Oregon 691
(1896) there was disagreement with the argument that in
the strict sense of the law there is no independent right
at Common law to use deadly force in the defense of property.
Yet, McNall vs. U. S. F. 2d 848 (6th Cir. 1941) the court
agreed that the use of deadly force to protect property is
not ﬁroper as it does not meet the requirements of the
"felony-murder rule" of the Common law. Under this rule,
deadly force can only be justified where the loss of life
is imminent.12

Before looking at the research reviewing police use
of deadly force, we will look at the concepts of discretion,
deterrence and role as they influence police attitudes.
These conceptual frameworks often reflect the values an

officer responds to in determining when and when not to use

deadly force. 1In addition, the importance of role is that
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it differs in various states; communities, and areas. Essen-—
tially, our research will reflect upon role of the police in
Michigan, hopefully indicating why there may be differences
about the use of deadly force particularly against property

crime felons.

Police Role and Police Attitudes

A police officer's role is characterized by those
components found in basic role theory. These are a set of
plausible assumptions offered to explain the function or
position of a particular occupation or task. Role theory
is based upon the interaction of people with one another.13
It emphasizes the conditions under which social factors will
be more influential. Role theory is a part of social
psychology which is concerned with man's interacting in a
social setting.

When we study the role of police officers, we must
be continually aware of the psychological characteristics
they show as men first and as men who have been socially
oriented into a function as control agents for the consti-
tuencies they represent. Police role reflects both per-
sonal and environmental influences and values of these con-
stituencies.

This representation has both micro and macro charac-
teristics—--micro-characteristics being those influences,
values, and beliefs representing their immediate group

setting (family, neighborhood, racial or ethnical
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membership, etc.); macro-characteristics being those influ-
ences, values and beliefs about police officers in a
broader, more national setting. Both kinds of character-
istics bear upon the individual officer's perception as to
what his role is or should be.

In determining what his role should be, Sterling
indicates that police officers adopt a "theatrical model"”
of role theory, which suggests their awareness that they

14 The theatrical

are perxforming an occupational role.
model postulates that an officer must learn the basics of
acting like a police officer through his walk, talk and
gestures. Further, an officer must function within the
geographical setting and time dimension where he works.

An officer must do and say the things that are expected of
him within the culture he finds himself. He reacts to
verbal and nonverbal cues both obvious and subtle. He must
remember his conduct is constantly being scrutinized and
observed by others. His acceptance of his police role
restricts the influence of his own personality. How he per-
forms is based upon his ability to learn how to be a police
officer. He may eventually play other roles which may con-
flict with his role as a police officer. No role stands

in isolation. Each carries with it particular rights and
responsibilities which are recognized@ by the "role recip-
rocals," those persons who he interacts with in his role

relationship.15
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What then are some of the characteristics indicative
of tﬁe police role? Black identifies the police recruit as
being enthusiastic, proud and dedicated to his new job.l6
Trajanowicz cites a statement by a Chicago psychiatrist,
Clifton Rhead, who says that "a policeman needs distinct
traits . . . a tendency to be suspicious, act fast, take

nl?

risks, be aggressive and obey authority. Rubenstein com-

ments that "a good Cop . . . must be willing to risk injury

wl8

and pain rather than accept defeat. Reiss states that

police officers "must be prepared to deal with varying num-

bers of people . . . in different social settings.“19

They
must not only be prepared to deal with the actors (of crimi-
nal behavior) but the audience (the observers and victims of
criminal behavior). Police work demands that a policeman
have allegiance to his department. This common membership
generates a "culture of policing that affects police stan-
dards of law enforcement and justice as well as their con-
duct at work.“20
A person entering law enforcement undergoes a

thorough socialization process which develops his expecta-
tions about the behavior and gqualities of various groups of
citizens. He categorizes them and develops behavior expec-

tations about each of them.21

As he proceeds through his
career, his role perception will continually reshape itself
based upon the experience he partakes in, each law that
affects his way of carrying out his duties, each unique

individual who he confronts, and each reaction to the
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guality and character of his work. He will continue to per-
ceive certain traits and characteristics as being unique to
certain individuals and groups. These too will determine
how he reacts to them within the context of his duties.22
Chang and others have determined that police offi-

23 Much

cers generally have a low esteem about their roles.
of this attitude prevails because they feel that too much
has been made of the controversy surrounding their use of
force and in particular their use of deadly force. After
experiencing the difficulties of effecting public safety
with an attitude of less provocative authority, the police
are confused as to how the courts can continue to absorb
themselves with the legitimacy of their role in their use
of deadly force while offering few alternatives that will
guarantee effectiveness toward the reciprocals of their

actions. That effectiveness is deterrent from future unlaw-

ful conduct.

Deterrence, Authority and Police Attitudes

The goals of the criminal justice system are to con-
trol crime and to prevent criminal behavior. Both goals are
rooted in the authority and deterrent effect that the police
exercige in carrying out their duties and responsibilities.

Deterrence is essentially preventing citizens from
breaking the law and preventing previously arrested and

convicted offenders from committing further crime.
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Cole, in his analysis of the American System of
Criminal Justice however, found that criminal sanctions
such as the fear of imprisonment or the paying of fines,
have not deterred first offenders from criminal behavior,
nor have they deterred prior offenders from committing

additional crimes.24

This failure of the criminal justice
system is a continuing experience most police officers wit-
ness daily.

Basic philosophy about the concept of deterrence
is, punishment if rendered swiftly and assuredly will deter
future criminal conduct. Simply putting the suffering of
pain for committing a violation of the law will prevent the
person suffering the pain from committing the act again.

It theoretically has some effect upon those who have knowl-
edge of the penalty of pain likely to be imposed as though
they were offenders also.

Ezorsky refers to the theory of deterrence as having
both utilitarian purpose and retributive purpose.25 Utili-
tarian purpose values punishment or pain as preventive pre-
judgment measures, which if commonly known, reduce the com-
mission of criminal behavior. Under this belief, a police
officer who presents a tough, no nonsense attitude, and acts
with punitive sanctions against those he suspects may com-
mit a crime, is morally proper and acting within his author-
ity. This reasoning causes many persons to be the victims
of "street justice" without having actually committed any

crime. A utilitarian philosophy about deterrence
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presupposes that the audience are all rational persons who
willingly adhere to this message.

A police officer, who threatens force or uses force
unnecessarily as a punitive effort to deter future criminal
conduct, is commonly determined to have acted unlawfully
and immorally. In addition, he has expanded his lawful
authority to disregard the right to due process. Although
there are situations where an officer's judgment to act with
the use of force or deadly force promptly is legitimate,
such situations are expecfed to be exceptions and not com-
mon rules of procedure.

The retributive purpose of deterrence is concerned
with inflicting punishment for committing the crime and
nothing more. Retributivists feel that the pain inflicted
on the offender will deter him from future criminal con-
duct, thereby reducing crime in the community. Critics of
the retributivists find this philosophy advocates vengeance
for vengeance sake.‘ |

Neither phiiosophy appears to be effective in pre-
venting serious c¢rime and only serves to confuse the general
public as to what action they can expect from the police
who may or may not accept the reasoning of either.

Radzinowicz and King identifies these same philos-
ophies of deterrence as individual (retributive) and general

26

(utilitarian) deterrence. They project that to deter is

to discourage by terror. Subsequently, they identify what
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they refer to as "diluting” aspects of applying these con-
cepts of deterrence.27 ’

These aspects are, the reluctance to deal with first
offenders in the same manner as repeat offenders, and the
consideration often given to the need and character of the
offender. When these aspects are evaluated they make the
exercise of punitive action based upon individual or general
deterrence less functional and effective.

Police authority to deter criminal conduct is broad.
To fail to take deterrent action in some situations may
bring civil or criminal sanctions against the officer. 1In
spite of these probabilities an officer is expected to be
able to measure the effectiveness and legitimacy of any.
action he may take. Upon doing so he must be sure that his
action was morally proper no matter how lawful it may have
been determined to be. Too often these objectives are
reversed in the proprities set by the officer himself or
.his organization.

In considering the use of deadly force within the
philosophies of individual and general deterrence, it often
occurs that the effect of such police action fails signifi-
cantly to reduce crime or contribute to citizens' respect
or admiration for the police.28

One aspect of deterrence that does appear to have
an effect upon crime is the certainty of a speedy trial and

sentencing upon conviction. Criminals, obviously having

less fear of physical punishment in such situations,
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undoubtedly react from the probability that those variables
that often hamper delayed prosecution of their cases do not
exist when they are summarily brought to trial and sen-
tenced.

In many cases the support of the use of force and
deadly force by police officers to deter crime is the

29 Authority

result of their training and peer ideology.
to many police officers means very little to a criminal
unless it can be backed up by an expectation of force for
failing to adequately respond to an officer's orders or com-
mands. While this thinking is supported by law and policy,
many officers seek to apply it to situations that do not
justify such action. If this thinking proliferates within
a police department with no reasonable scrutiny, it often
results in a common application of unjustified conduct.

It is within the context of discretion where much

of an officer's rationale for the use of deadly force is

legitimized.

Discretion and Police Attitudes

Discretion . . . the authority to act in certain con-
ditions or situations in accordance witgoan official's
own considered judgment and conscience.
Police discretion is but one level of discretionary
authority within the criminal justice system. However, it
is the basic level and perhaps the most controversial.

Often the discretion of the line duty police officer deter-

mines who will and who will not enter the criminal justice
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system. The police officer is generally expected to deter-
mine whether a suspect to unlawful conduct will appear

before a court for judgment and eventual sentencing if

found guilty. This decision represents the use of that
officer's discretionary authority--an authority unwritten

in law and often missing in the policies of many law enforce-
ment agencies.

Police discretion obtains its credibility from the
fact that laws, no matter how good, do not always suit the
circumstance or situation a police officer finds himself
in, in his effort to restore order or resolve complaints
and problems brought to his attention. Although police
administrators and politicians speak of full enforcement of
the law, there exists no such deed performed by the police
departments of our nation. Laws, like many other useful
elements of society, become outmoded or impractical in
settling matters of criminality today. Changes in human
values, moral and ethical standards of behavior have made
full enforcement of some laws inappropriate.

If discretion were to be abandoned by the police,
neither the courts, corrections, institutions, or the
administrative functions of the police could manage the
steady flow of criminal suspects toward the guarantee of
due process of law. Full law enforcement also rejects
society's expectation that each criminal suspect will be
evaluated on the merits of his own social and personal

characteristics.31
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Freund supports police discretion because it
allows for the determination in a case on the basis of con-
sideration not entirely susceptible to proof or disproof.32

A police officer's use of discretion provides him
with a tool that renders punitive action or mercy without
due process of law. In some situations this is accepted
because it carries no immediate discomfort to the persons
or person involved. 1In other situations, as when deadly
force is applied, it becomes controversial and suspect
regarding the officer's competency to do his job more
humanely unless this kind of force was necessary to save
a life or to prevent severe bodily injury.

When an officer exercises discretion, it is believed
that he is influenced by several factors. Some of these are
his cultural background, his ethnic or racial perceptions
about the seriousness of crime, and the criminal and the
imprint of his peer group values upon his psychological
well-being. These influences lead to many diversified reac-
tions to criminal behavior by officers, thereby confusing
the perceptions many citizens have about police reaction
to crime and criminal suspects even when the crimes may be
similar in character and circumstance.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals finds police discretion to be,

paradoxical, flauting legal commands yet necessary
because of limited police resources, the ambiguity
and breadth of criminal statues, formal expectations

of legigﬁatures and the conflicting demands of the
public.
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The commission contends that police officers lack the time,
training, and motivation to put every law to critical judi-
cial analysis before establishing order. The concept of
police discretion carries with it the burden of obtaining
public consent--a task often challenged in issues involving
the use of deadly force.

Police officers believe that the exercise of dis-
cretion is for a social good. Many recognize that discre-
tion must be flexible, yet fair. They also realize that it
may not always be approved by their superiors or the major-
ity of their constituencies, yet many act with the propriety
that they know best and what is best for themselves and
their community.

For the police, discretion is a "common-ground"
between nonenforcement and full'enforcement, a position gene-

rally more defensible.34

Radelet sees this as a good pos-
ture because it eliminates the attempt to find a law that
covers every situation, and might prevent what he calls
"an invitation to Armageddon.“35
Some police officials will deny the frequency and
practicality of an officer's use of discretion but accept

it as a "sine gquo non" of the job.36

Subsequently, it is
approved but not found in written policy or it is a subject
of current police training in most departments.

Radelet found the exercise of police discretion to

depend upon several variables. Three which he feels are

most important are: (1) the character and disposition of
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the community; (2) policy and patterns of supervision in
the department; and (3) the officer's assessment of gains
or losses he can expect from the suspect, the community and
himself.37

In spite of what may appear to be skepticism on the
part of police officials, community leaders, and legislators
about police authority primarily based upon individual judg-
ment without training or guidelines, the courts have sup-
ported their reluctance to infringe so widely on such author-
ity. Judges realize that the officer in the field is met
with entirely different circumstances than those he faces
in passing judgment on an officer's action in court. This
feeling is frequently supported in cases involving an offi-
cer's questionable use of deadly force. Subsequently critics
of suspected cases of unlawful use of deadly force, have
sought satisfaction and remedies in civil litigation or
within the protections of the U.S. Codes on civil rights.
As a result the matter of police discretion has become
wrought with social, moral and economic sanctions that many
police officials and lawmakers feel tend to jeopardize pro-
ficiency.

Victims and Issues: Police Use of
Deadly Force

Statistics from the National Center for Health Sta-
tistics (NCHS) reveal that between the years 1968 and 1964,
3,082 citizens died as a result of "legal intervention."38

Most of these deaths were caused by police officer shootings.
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Fifty-one percent were nonwhite. Three-hundred-forty-two
citizens, on an average, were killed each year. This was
a significant increase over the years 1960 to 1967 and 1950
to 1959 where the average of such deaths were 261 and 240,
respectively.39
Robin, studying citizens killed by police, looked at
race, and sex data. He found that 49 percent were blacks,
and 96 percent were males. He also found the occupational
risks of law enforcement officers to be exaggerated, with
miners, farmers, construction workers, and transportation
workers having a higher fatality rate per 100,000 workers.40
Takagi, in his review of F.B.I. data on the number
of police officers killed, found the increase from 55 in
1960 to 125 in 1971 to be the result of: (1) more police
officers on duty, and (2) more agencies reporting such

data.41

He also concluded that while white and black rates
of homicide by the police increased, black citizens remained
at least nine times higher. Arrest rates, according to
Takagi, do not explain the disproportionate number of deaths
for blacks. Blacks accounted for 28 percent of the arrests
in 1969 but 51 percent of the deaths by police officers.
They (blacks) only constituted 36 percent of the violent
felony offenses during 1969 and only 30 percent in 1964.
Young and old black men were killed at a rate of 15 percent
to 30 times greater than whites during these years. Takagi
strongly feels that racism is a major cause of these police

killings.%?
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Harring et al. updating Takagi's data found that
deaths by the police through legal intervention increased

for white and black males from 1969 to 1972.43

He found
police deaths to continue to be significantly less (25 per
100,000) than white and black males (0.2 per 100,000) during
these years.

Kobler, using the threat of death or severe injury
to a person as criteria for his study to determine justifi-
ability for police caused homicides, found that between 1960
through 1970, of 1,500 incidents, two-fifths of the killings
were justifiable, one-fifth questionable, and two-fifths

unjustifiable.44

Kobler in another study reviewing the
facts and figures on police killings of civilians between
1965 and 1969, presented several relevant findings. Data
on time and day and month of police officers deaths and
civilian deaths are similar. Most police officers were
killed in urban areas. Minority group members killed 57
percent of the police officers killed, and were 57 percent
of those killed by the police. 1In smaller suburban (urban)
cities of 50,000 or less, whites were the predominant vic-
tims and assailants (57 percent). Whites and blacks were
the predominant victims in all areas studied, 43 percent
and 42 percent respectively. Civilians who killed police
officers were older than those killed by the police (mean
age of 31 and 27 respectively). Thirty-percent of the

civilians killed were engaged in noncriminal activity, 27

percent were involved in property crimes, and 20 percent in
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dangerous felonies. Thirty percent or more of the cases
involving police deaths initiated from misdemeanor com-
plaints. One-half of the civilians who were killed attacked
the police officer, and one-fourth were killed fleeing from
the police. One-fourth had no weapon; one-half had a gun.
Eighty-nine percent of the police officers who killed
civilians were white and 7 percent were black; Hispanics,
3 percent. Most of the officers who were killed had between
one and five years experience and were in duty assigned to
patrol. Seventy percent of the officers claimed they saw
or suspected a felony; one-gquarter saw or suspected a mis-
demeanor. Most officers claimed self-defense and more than
25 percent shot to prevent the escape of a known or sus-
pected felon. Twenty-five percent shot and kilied their
victims striking their back, and one-third striking them
in the head. There were witnesses in 95 percent of the
cases but only 20 percent were innocent bystanders and not
police officers or their companions.45
Pierson, in his report to the National Minority
Advisory Council on Criminal Justice, found that black vic-
tims of police shooting deaths remained constant through
the 1950s and into the 19708 at 45 percent, not including
Hispanics who were classifiéd as whites in most data. He,
like others (Takagi, Fyfe) does not find arrest rates valid
in attempting to explain disproportionate members of minority

groups being killed by the police. A comparison of civilian
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death rates should be made against conviction rates and
racial statistics.46
Supporting Takagi's position that there are differ-
ent circumstances surrounding police officer deaths and’
civilian (police opponent) deaths, Pierson believes this
difference to be the result of the public's attitude that
the police officer is always doing his duty. Whether this
is true, according to Pierson, we may never be able to
determine because of the legal maneuvering that prosecutors
often take to prevent a public disclosure of the facts and
evidence in these cases. Some of these tactics, having a
hearing before a Grand Jury {(where such information is
secret) or using the decision of a quoner's Jury to deter-
mine whether death was justifiable or not, allows for the
prosecutor to avoid the trying of a police shooting which
is controversial.47
Milton et al. in their study of several large city
police departments, determined that there are a number of
factors that appear to influence gquestionable use of deadly
force by the police. They found that the policy and review
procedures concerning police use of deadly force were often
vague and loosely enforced. Police union opposition to
firearms policies was frequently intense and effective.
Depending on the particular city and area in the city, rates
differed. Discipline for gquestionable conduct by the police

in shooting incidents generally involved a reprimand, ver-

bally or in writing. Depending upon existing policy and
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law, shooting deaths by the police varied. Civilian review
boards do not appear to be any more effective in fairly
resolving questionable police shootings controversy. Blacks
and other minorities exceed their proportion in a given
city's overall population. Considerably more off-duty,
Plain-clothed officers are involved in police shootings.
Milton further concluded that blacks are proportionately
more victims of police shootings because they are involved
in more criminal acts.48 Takagi found serious discrepancy
with this kind of reasoning and the research of Milton's
work in general. He argues, that by their own acknowledg-
ment, the sample size did not allow for statistically sig-
nificant conclusions. Further, he argues, the report "mini-
mized the significance of nonstatistical data and fails to
investigate the concrete circumstances of police killings."49
Takagi found that the Milton research fosters a rationale
that blacks are killed more often because they have higher
arrests. This fact is also disputed by Pierson and Fyfe.
Fyfe through his research of police shootings in
New Yotk City., concluded that minorities may be dispropor-
tionately the victims of police shootings because they live
in predominantly high crime areas.50 He also found that
most shooting incidents involved armed robbery, and that
blacks and Hispanics were disproportionate opponents in
police shootings and as perpetrators of criminal homicide
and criminal assault. In New York City, police officers

were killed primarily by other police officers. Minority
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officers were more likely to shoot at suspects than whites.
Fyfe believes this to be the result of their having to live
in more hazardous areas of the city. When a firearms policy
was issued and enforced it did reduce shooting incidents;
however, it did not reduce those incidents where the police
shot in self-defense. Reports of "warning" shots by offi-
cers were reduced but claims of accidental discharge
increased. When three-thousand officers were laid-off,
shooting incidents declined significantly.51
Fyfe could find no justification in New York City
police officer's contention that "disturbance" calls were
more hazardous. He believes this attitude is the result of
their superiors relating such information based upon national
data.52
Kania and McKay, in their research, determined the
rates of police use of deadly force to be significantly
correlated with public rates of violence. They feel these
facts verify the concept that in communities where violence
and weapons use are prominent as means for settling dis-
putes, the police will often adopt similar patterns of con-

duct.53

Civil Liability: Police Use of Deadly Force

Amidst the controversy surrounding police use of
deadly force, exists the concern over civil liability. Civil

liability is, for purpose of this review, intentional and
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unintentional shooting of a citizen through wrongful conduct
or negligence.

Individual liability for intentional shooting of a
citizen can bring criminal action unless it is justifiable.
If it is not justifiable it can also bring civil action as
well. Civil action is concerned with the recovery of mone-
tary payment for damages (to the victim or his family) and
for deprivation of his/her civil rights. In most state
courts, civil liability depends on finding that a shooting
by an officer was unreasonable under particular law or cir-
cumstances. The court must evaluate the officer's actions
against those of prudent and reasonable men placed in the
same situation and having the same knowledge as the officer.
Several factors to be considered in making this determina-
tion are:

. » « the known character of the arrestee, the risks
and dangers found by the officer, the nature of the
offense involved, the chance of the arrestee's escape
if the particular means are not employed, the exis-
tence of alternative methods of arrest, the physical
size, strength, and weaponry as compared to the 54
arrestee's, and the pressing needs of the moment.

If a shooting is improper under state law, it will
also constitute a violation of Section 1983 of the U.S.
Codes:

Every person who, under color of any statue, ordinance,
regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory,
subjects, or causes to be subjected any citizen of the
United States or other person within the jurisdiction
thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges,

or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws,
shall be liable to the party injured in an action at

law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for
redress (42 U, S. C. 1983).
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unless "good faith" belief exists that the action taken by
an officer was proper.

Where unintentional or accidental shooting occurs,
civil liability is based upon the negligence theory. Here
we are concerned as to whether or not the officer was care-
less or negligent in the handling of his weapon that led to
the shooting. Simple negligence is not a violation of Sec.
1983 but gross negligence may be.55

Police administrators and supervisors can be held
for vicarious (sympathetic participation) of an officer's
wrongful or negligent conduct in a shooting, if it is deter-
mined that they did not provide proper training, direction,
and supervision of his use of his gun in the performance of
his duties.

Municipal governments, county governments and state
governments, can all be held liable in incidents involving
shootings by police officers. Generally, these governments
have had governmental immunity; however, high courts at
state and federal 1level are quick to impose "no immunity"
where the circumstance of negligent behavior or impropriety
result in a wrongful death due to poor leadership and super-
vision of the police department. Many such jurisdictions
(city, state) no longer have complete immunity and are immune
only if they carry adequate liability insurance.

O'Donnell, in his article, determined that liability
coverage is increasing and more difficult to get at reason-

able rates, due to the rising number of police officers
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56 This has caused some

appearing in court as defendants.
cities to go for several months without adequate liability
insurance while "shopping"” for an affordable cost.
Administrative policy can have an influence upon
courts in determining whether or not the city as a defendant
should be liable and whether the officer acted properly.
Keller comments, ". . . written policy may either enhance
or curtail liability, depending on thé circumstances (sur-

rounding the incident).“57

The existence of written policy
prohibiting improper use of deadly force should serve to
negate any claims that impropriety was carried out or con-
doned by police officials and government leadership.

Curry, in his investigation concerning the problems
of controlling police use of deadly force, estimated that
15,000 lawsuits would be filed against police officers in

1978--four times the amount ten years ago.58

This projected
increase is reasonably predictable based upon data compiled
by the Americans for Effective Law Enforcement for the years
1967 through 1971.°°

During this period, 17,908 lawsuits were filed
against police officers of which 3,509 were for question-
able forceful behavior (brutality, assault, battery), and

60 We present both data

797 were for misuse of firearms.
because they are the most prominent causes of civil suits
holding that civil and vicarious liability were responsible
thereby influencing insurance companies who set high rates

for liability coverage.



44

Some cities have felt the impact of unfavorable
civil liability lawsuits particularly hard. In Alton,
Illinois, the city had to issue bonds to get $1,450,000 it

needed to pay a judgment resulting from one police officer's

61

bullet that left a man crippled. In Chicago, a man shot

in the back by a police officer refused to settle his case

62

for $200,000. The City of Honolulu paid $510,000 in a

lawsuit involving an officer's shooting of a burglary sus-

pect.63 A store clerk in Denver, Colorado was awarded a

$50,000 lawsuit when she was errantly shot in a holdup

64

investigation. In Detroit, Michigan, a lawsuit was settled

for $170,000 resulting from a police shooting during the

65

riots of 1967. As a result of these same riots, the city

of Detroit was ordered to pay a teenager caught in a store,

$1,000,000.%°

A drug addict was shot in the back fleeing
the police from the scene of a reported crime in Philadel-
phia; his mother collected $116,590 in a wrongful death law-

67

suit. In Indiana, a convicted burglar, who was shot by

the police fleeing the scene of the crime, sued and won his
case against the South Bend Police.68
Clearly the sanctions against unlawful use of deadly
force by police officers are costly and popular. In spite
of these facts, many police officers feel that they are pro-

tected from criminal liability through common-law or statue,

they are secure from civil liability~-a fact simply untrue.
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Summary

Common law interpretation of an officer's legal
authority to apply deadly force at his discretion has been
a major cause of the problems surrounding police use of
deadly force.

In addition to the common law, the lack of a viable
policy and training in the use of firearms has led to a
pattern of dissimilar individual applications of deadly
force. This situation often finds deadly force being used
against criminal suspects of property crimes where there
existed no threat of loss of life or severe bodily harm.

As a result of such patterns of police conduct, legal and
moral questions are raised as to the legitimacy of unre-
stricted authority in the use of deadly force by the police.

Legal questions appear to be resolved criminally,
depending upon the latitude given the police by legal inter-
pretation of existing state law or common law.

Courts are reluctant to interfere with the discre-
tionary authority of the police, because they feel they
should not "second-guess" the circumstances the police offi-
cer faced at the time he decided to use deadly force. 1In
spite of this feeling, there exists no law in any state
that sanctions the use of deadly force.

Police role influences the conduct officers exercise
in their particular jurisdictions. Their role is often
more influenced by constituents and peers who perceive

crime to be common experience of the poor, and minority
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disenfranchised citizens of the community. An officer's
personal background and experience or values he brings to
the job also play an important part in his role perception.
For many officers, these perceptions are reshaped negatively
by his continued exposure to cynical peers and or criminal-
ity which he feels he is defenseless to control without
showing force of his authority.

Proponents of improving the role of the police
believe it can be done by orientating and training them to
better understand the community they serve and by exposing
him to effective professional training and supervision.

Officers must learn to react favorably to both the
actors (perpetrators) of crime and the audience (victims)
of crime. Officers should be capable of adjusting role
perception as they proceed through their years of service
to control crime in more morally acceptable ways.

Deterrence for most police officers lies outside
their ability to effect it successfully (over an extended
period of time). Deterrence exists in primarily two frames
of reference: one which sees it as having a utilitarian pur-
pose, and the other sees it as having retributive purpose.
The former often demands unrealistic commitments of both
citizens and the police; the other often defers the "social
good" and denies accepted legal procedure. Neither utili-
tarian purpose or retributive purpose controls crime effec-

tively.
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The guestionable use of deadly force as a deterrent
against crime should be a valid subject of police training
and management concerns. If deterrence as an operational
philosophy is not properly resolved in these areas, police
officers are likely to continue to view deadly force as a
legitimate means of controlling criminal behavior.

Police discretion, a vital aspect of effective law
enforcement, is seldom restricted by formal guidelines or
training. In those departments where specific guidelines
have been laid down through policy, police administrators
traditionally have been reluctant to exact punitive sanc-
tions for violations.

Discretion provides the police and the rest of the
criminal justice system with a tool that moderates the flow
of law vioclators into an already burdened court and correc-
tions system. Limited resources and ambiguous intent in the
law has made discretion a necessary police authority in the
maintenance of order and public safety.

An officer's discretion is generally influenced by
his estimation of the "gains and losses," the expectation
of his constituents, and the approval of his peers. In
spite of its importance, discretion causes social, moral
and economic sanctions that many officers feel make their
job more difficult.

Victims of police use of deadly force are predomi-
nantly minority group members. Several arguments are set

forth to explain this phenomena. Among them is the argument
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that minorities are more likely to be victims of deadly
force because they commit more crimes. This is not valid,
as it does not take into consideration that they dominate
preconceived misconceptions about their moral and lawful
behavior by police and the political leaders who often con-
trol the police.

Police unions often oppose restrictive firearms
policies. They also effect the degree of discipline that
administrators may impose for violations of any policy they
are agreeable to.

The use of deadly force, according toc some research-
ers, is directly correlated to the degree of violence exist-
ing in a particular community. This situation often causes
the police to counteract such violence with violence; namely,
the use of force and deadly force.

Civil litigation in recent years has been increas-
ing, causing police departments and their jurisdictions to
find the cost of liability insurance to be expensive and
difficult to secure.

In spite of the legitimate lawful authority by
which police officers may use deadly force, the civil liti-
gation lawsuits and the poor police-community relations
that often result from guestionable use of deadly force
make its use a proper concern of legislators and relevant

public administrators.
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CHAPTER III1

ORIGIN OF THE STUDY AND HYPOTHESES

Origin of the Study

In November 1978, the writer, then serving as Police
Chief for the city of Benton Harbor, Michigan, instituted
an in-service training seminar for all local and area police
officers. The seminar was designed to cover the issues and
problems surrounding police officer use of deadly force.
Participants heard information on this subject from criminal
lawyers, prosecutors, defense attorneys, insurance repre-
sentatives, federal law enforcement agents, civil rights
representatives, and police administrators.

The program was the result of the author's involve-
ment in a local controversy over the suspension of an offi-
cer for violating departmental policy in the use of deadly
force. It was apparent from the comments made about this
incident that existing attitudes differed on the matter of
departmental policy being more restrictive than that allowed
under state common-law. The controversy also disclosed that
many cities in the area and throughout Michigan were finding
it difficult to obtain affordable liability insurance for
their police officers.

54
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The seminar met with some degree of reluctance by
some administrators in the area; few agreed to atténd.
Several police departments across the state did send repre-
sentatives and expressed their satisfaction with the
efforts made by the Benton Harbhor Police Department to
review the problem concerned with police use of deadly
force.

Following the seminar, all participants were given

a quiz taken from the March 1978 issue of the Michigan Peace

Officer Magazine. The guestions in the quiz were presented

in a situational format representing experiences that police
officers have faced and within which they had to make the
decision to shoot or not to shoot. Some of these situations
dealt with felony property crime suspects fleeing an officer
or presenting threatening situations to the officer. The
results of the gquiz indicated that most officers attending
the seminar were divided as to whether or not they would or
would not shoot such suspects under the circumstances pre-
sented. This raised the author's interest in pursuing this
matter of justifiable police use of deadly force and police
officer attitudes related to it and their use of deadly
force as an arrest technique. The quiz presented some
indication that police officers regard all criminal offenders
equally dangerous to them and the citizens. There appeared
some concern for the attempt by law makers to standardize
the guidelines for using discretion in the application of

deadly force as an arrest procedure.
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As a result of this review of our quiz, the follow-

ing hypotheses are presented as research hypotheses for

this study.

IT.

Hypotheses of the Study

Hypothesis I

Police officers regard felony property crime offenders
to be equally as dangerous as felony assault crime
offenders.

A. Assumptions

1. Persons who commit crimes against property
are as intent upon avoiding arrest as persons
who commit assault crimes.

2. Felony property crime offenders are as likely
to use violence to carry out their crime as
are assaultive crime offenders.

Hypothesis II

Police officers believe that most property crime
offenders expect to be shot if they fail to ocbhey a
lawful police order to halt, fleeing the scene of
their crime.

A. Assumptions

l. Criminals do not expect police officers to
allow them to elude arrest as it is a major
responsibility of a police officer's func-

tion.
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Hypothesis III
Police officers believe that most property crime
offenders will not halt when ordered to do so by
police officers, upon fleeing the scene of their
crime.
A. Assumptions
1. Criminals will flee to avoid arrest for any
crime.
Hypothesis IV
Police officers regard deadly force or the threat of
deadly force to be a deterrent to felony property
crimes.
A. Assumptions
1. Fear of beodily injury or possible death for
the commission of crimes will deter most
criminals.
Hypothesis V
Police officers do not fear sanctions of civil or
criminal liability for improper use of deadly force.
A. Assumptions
1. Police officers accept the responsibilities
of their jobs with the support of the law and
community in determining the legality of
their actions.
2. Police officers do not act with concern for

the popularity of their decisions.
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Hypothesis VI

Police officers differ in attitudes according to rank,
years of service, age, education, type of community
served, race, size of the department served, size of
the community served, those having a firearms policy
and those that do not, those having a routine train-
ing program and those that do not, and those who
follow the common-law and those who do not, concern-
ing the use of deadly force.

A. Assumptions

1. The rank a police officer holds, his years
of service, his age, his education, his race,
and the size and type of community he serves,
influences his attitudes toward his duties
and the manner in which he performs his
duties.

2. Communities vary in their values and expecta-
tions as to how a police officer should per-
form his duties within their jurisdictions.

Hypothesis VII

Police officers feel statutory limitations on their
discretion in determining when and when not to use
deadly force to be dangerous to their welfare, in con-
flict with their role as expected by citizens and
criminal offenders, and demeaning to their status as

law enforcement officers.
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Assumptions

1.

Police officers, by the nature of their duties,
must regard all confrontations with criminal
offenders to be potentially dangerous.

The general public and criminal offenders
understand the police officer's duties, and
that in some situations force and deadly force
are necessary to carry out these duties.

Police officers must be respected and their
authority adhered to if they are to function

effectively.
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The study is designed to determine what the atti-
tudes of police officers in the state of Michigan are about
experience related guestions that (1) support or do not sup-
port the use of deadly force as a deterrent to felony prop-
erty crimes, and (2) support or do not support statutory
limitations on their use of discretion in deciding to use

deadly force.

Sample Populatiocn

The sample was taken from sworn law enforcement
personnel serving in all ranks and duty assignments within
a city, town (township), or county jurisdiction in the
state.

There was no exclusion of the sample population on
sex, race or age.

Sampling was taken of officers and deputies serving
in rural, urban and suburban communities. Only depart-
ments having a minimum complement of ten sworn full-time
officers were selected. The reasoning here was to control

as much as possible for the influence of part-time law

60
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enforcement officers who often do not have the training and
broad experiences that full-time officers have. The listing
of full-time officers (by number) of various departments was
found in the F.B.I. Uniform Crime Reports, 1978.

There are 20,973 sworn law enforcement officers in
the state of Michigan, excluding state police and conserva-
tion officers. Of these, 1,076 officers are assigned to
departments having less than ten full-time personnel.

This represents two-hundred and seventy-two police and
sheriff departments. The total possible population from
which the sample could have been taken is 19,897. Of this
number, one hundred and eighty-two officers are assigned to
departments in the upper peninsula not included in our
research sample. This gave us a total population from which
to sample of 19,713. We sampled 1,282 officers from this
population. It was our intent to sample an even 1,300 offi-
cers but we declined to sample within the author's own
department, feeling that a recent controversy surrounding
an officer-shooting incident may jeopardize unbiased
responses.

Five-hundred and forty-one (541) survey scales were
returned for a percentage return of slightly more than 42

percent.

Instrumentation

The survey scale is a "self-constructed” Likert-

type scale. It provides for the responses to be made from
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five choices: strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree,
and strongly disagree. A positive response is valued a 5

to a negative response of 1. Strongly agree responses and
strongly disagree responses may carry a value of 5 depending
upon whether or not that response of positive (correct) in
responding to a particular statement (item).

The author could not find any previously designed
scale to fit the purpose of this research. Therefore the
scale was developed from the information received from a
pilot study questionnaire given in an in-service training
seminar (see Appendix A} and discussion relative to the
problem participated in on a national law enforcement
advisory committee.

Twenty~five items were constructed for the survey
questionnaire.

E. J. Siebrecht, using a similar scale to measure
attitudes toward safe-driving, determined a split-half

reliability of .81.1

R. A. Mahler, on his scale measuring
attitudes toward socialized medicine, determined a split-
half reliability of .96.2 J. G. Kelly, J. E. Ferson, and
W. H. Holtzman, measuring attitudes toward desegregation,
determined a split-half reliability of .45 for males and
.448 for females.3

Our self-constructed questionnaire was divided into
five scales: Items 1, 2, 3 and 4 into a scale concerned

with the threat felony property crime offenders pose to the

police officer and others; items 9, 17, 19, 21 and 22 into
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a scale concerned with limiting the use of deadly force
against felony property crime suspects. Items 5, 6 and 7
into a scale concerned with felony property crime suspects'
response to police authority; items 11, 13 and 14 into a
scale concerned with the ability of police officers to legit-
imately exercise discretion in the use of deadly force; items
7, 8, 10 and 20 into a scale concerned with the use of
deadly force as a deterrent to felony property crimes.

A Spearman-Brown Reliability test for reliability
produced values of .26(1), .72(3), .45(3), .24(4) and .37(5)
respectively. Remaining items 12, 15, 16, 18, 24 and 25
while important relevant to some of our research questions
and hypotheses, were not placed into scales because they
do not encompass inquiries relevant to poliée duties or
responsibilities.

The questionnaire has good content validity as it
was developed from items previously given in an evaluation
questionnaire from an in-service training seminar on police
use of deadly force. It was also reviewed and evaluated by
police officers and the author as to its relatedness to the
police role. These officers all have over fifteen years of

police service.

Sampling Procedure

Sixty-eight Chiefs of Police and County Sheriffs
were sent letters explaining the research study (see

Appendix B). Included with the letters were copies of the
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survey scale. Of these, forty-eight showed an interest in
participating in the research. One thousand-two-hundred
and eighty-two survey questionnaires were mailed or deliv-
ered to these departments, with a letter of introduction
to the research (see Appendix C).

Percentages of sampling within the selected depart-
ments ranged from 100 percent for small departments to 5
percent for departments having more than 500 officers.

This discretionary sampling was based upon the author's
rapport with some of the departments and the ability to per-
sonally retrieve the sample guestionnaires when they were
completed. It was of primary concern to obtain a represen-
tative sampling on a state-wide basis rather than a represen-
tative sampling within a particular department.

Persons responsible for the dispersal and collection
of the survey questionnaires were encouraged to randomly
select respondents from all levels of rank and duty assign-
ments. There was no capability of ensuring that this
request was followed; a recognizable limitation of this
study.

The survey questionnaires were collected in person
by the author or his representative or they were returned
by mail. A spot-check of some returned indicated that they
were not completed; these were discarded.

The departments sampled originally were selected
from a list of departments that had been categorized by

type and size, and placed in six regional areas: northwest,
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north-central, northeast, southwest, south-central and
southeast. Not all regions represent the three types of
communities (urban, suburbans and rural) but they all have
at least two of the types within them.

Follow-up contact was made by phone and by letter.
Several departments, after previously agreeing to partici-
pate, declined for the following reasons:

l. Upon advice of counsel.

2. Upon advice of staff officers.

3. Research considered too sensitive.

4. Too busy.

5. No subordinate willing to accept responsibility

for the dispersal and colledtion of the survey

guestionnaires.

Data processing was done by the Application Program-
ming Unit of Michigan State University, Computer Laboratory.
The computer used was a Control Data Computer-Cyber 170-750.
Programs used were taken from the Statistical Programs for

Social Science (SPSS).

Summary

The design of the study is to survey police offi-
cers within the state of Michigan about their attitudes for
or against the use of deadly force as a deterrent to felony
property crimes and for or against statutory limitations on

police discretion in the use of deadly force.
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Officers were sampled from all ranks, various years
of service, age, type of community served, area of the
state, size of their community, size of their department
and race. Sampling also included inquiry as to whether or
not their departments had a firearms policy, how often they
engaged in firearms training, whether their department's
firearms policy was more strict or less strict than allowed
by state common-law and their educational level.

Of 1,282 surveys distributed, 541 were returned for
a percentage of slightly more than 42 percent.

The survey was a self-constructed instrument using
a Likert-type questionnaire with a value of five (5) for the
most positive response and a value of four (4) for the least
positive response. By testing the reliability of the gues-
tionnaire upon dividing some of the items into five scales,
only two scales showed a confident reliability ration.

This indicates an important limitation in the use of this
scale; The remaining items were not tested for their reli-
ability as they do not relate to specific police duties.

Sampling was subsequent to an ingquiry of sixty-three
police chiefs and county sheriffs as to their desire to
participate in the research. Forty-eight agreed to partici-
pate. Others declined because of legal, operational and
administrative problems.

Data was processed by the Michigan State University
Computer Laboratory on a CbPCC-170/750. The program was

taken from the Statistical Programs for Social Science.
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Method of Analysis

Data was analyzed according to the selection each
respondent made to the twenty-five items on the guestion-
naire. Concern was for the grouping of these selections
according to the twelve categories specified in the survey
format.

Selections were evaluated according to the numerical
value given to each response for each item.

Depending upon the precise value of each response
away from or toward the specific value of each Likert
response to each item, the data is used to prove or dis-
prove our hypotheses. Items or questions were not placed
on the questionnaire in sequential order to each hypothesis
as a means of providing a questionnaire inclusive of the

assumptions made about each hypothesis.

Statistical Technique

The manner chosen to statistically analyze the data
was to compute the population means and specific means of

each category (variable) for each item.
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Further statistical analysis was determined by the
standard deviation of these means within each category.
These kinds of descriptive data were chosen to determine
the attitudinal position of our respondents to each item

as they relate to our hypotheses.

Findings of the Study

Officers agreed that property crime offenders are
as dangerous as felony assault crime offenders. O0Of all
officers by rank, Chiefs and Sheriffs were the most unde-
cided group on this issue. When asked if burglars were
more dangerous than other property crime felony suspects,
all officers except ranking officers agreed that they are.
Ranking officers are undecided of this matter (see Tables
1 and 2).

Officers agreed that during routine police work,
they come in contact more with assault crime suspects than
they do property crime suspects (see Tables 3 and 4).

Officers are undecided as to whether or not most
property crime offenders expect to be shot if they fail
to obey a lawful police order to halt while fleeing the
scene of their crime (see Table 5). Exception was found
among high ranking officers, officers from north-central
Michigan, and those working in small towns. The sampling
in the latter categories is too small to imply that this

is the attitude of all officers in these categories.
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When asked as to whether or not most property crime
of fenders would halt when ordered to do so upon fleeing the
scene of a crime, all officers were undecided (see Table 6}.
However, most group means were beyond .5 between undecided
and disagree.

In response to whether or not the fear of being shot
and killed by a police officer is a proven deterrent to the
crime of burglary, officers in all categories are undecideqd,
except those from north-central Michigan and those with
college educations who agree (see Table 7). The latter cate-
gory is a small sampling. Officers did agree that the threat
of deadly force would deter other felony property crimes
(see Table 8). Officers also agree that there should be
no restraint upon the use of deadly force if that is the
only means by which to effect the arrest of felony property
crime offenders (see Table 9). Officers above the rank of
patrolman and those with college degrees were more undecided
on this issue, as were younger officers and black officers.

Officers are undecided as to whether or not most
citizens expect a police officer to use deadly force in
apprehending any felony suspect regardless of the crime
committed (see Table 10). Officers from suburban depart-
ments, rural departments, officers twenty-five years of age
and under, officers from southwest Michigan and those having
less than annual training in firearms or those having more
strict policy (than common-law guidelines) are less unde-

cided. Officers from northwestern Michigan and those from
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township departments were in agreement that most citizens
do expect deadly force to be used. It must be noted that
the sampling of these groups is small and thus suspect as
to their representing the majority of officers in their
categories. -

Officers indicate a strong feeling that the threat
of deadly force is important in effecting arrests of prop-
erty crime felons. There are no apparent differences among
the means and standard deviations of any one category of
respondents indicating a strong sense of agreement on this
item {(see Table 11).

Civil and criminal liability as a restraint upon
the use of deadly force within reasonable guidelines, appear
to be an issue about which more ocfficers are undecided.
Ranking officers, officers having more seniority and those
who are older, are in slight disagreement. Black officers,
officers with high school educations, rural officers, offi-
cers from smaller departments, officers in north-central
Michigan, township and county officers, officers having no
firearms policy in their departments, those with less-strict
department policies, and those who follow the common-law
guidelines, all disagree. This disagreement except for
police captains and those officers serving in departments
with policy less strict than common-law guidelines, is
slight-(see Table 12).

As to whether or not officers in their departments

exercised deadly force only for crimes where there has been
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a life threatened or where there has been evidence of
physical assaultive violence against an officer or citizen,
officers disagreed (see Table 13). Here again, there is
very little difference among the means of each group
(category) and the standard deviations of these same groups,
indicating a strong cohesiveness of attitudes on this issue.

Item fourteen solicited officer attitudes about the
basis for disciplinary action for allowing a felony prop-
erty crime suspect to escape rather than to use deadly force
to effect his arrest. Officers disagree, indicating a
belief that there is basis for disciplinary action (see
Table 14).

The responsibility for civil liability in the use
of deadly force, according to the respondents, does or should
lie with the government for which they work. There is some
tendency however, to be undecided on this issue as most
responses are well beyond the .5 division between agree and
undecided (see Table 15).

Officers also feel that there should not be any
subjection of police officers to civil or criminal liability
in their exercise of discretion to use deadly force against
felony property crime suspects (see Table 16).

Except for ranking officers and officers with col-
lege educations, officers found no need to further limit a
police officer's discretionary use of deadly force beyond
the guidelines of the state's common-law interpretation

(see Table 17). Rural officers and those currently
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following the common-law guidelines were most agreeable to
this attitude.

College educated officers with advanced degrees were
the officers who disagree that current common-law guide-
lines offer adequate protection from civil liability (see
Table 18). Generally, officers are undecided on this
matter.

Statutory limitations on an officer's discretionary
use of deadly force was viewed by respondents to be poten-
tially dangerous to police officers. Detectives, officers
from rural and small departments, those having less than
annual training, and those currently following the common-
law guidelines were most in agreement that statutory limi-
tations would be dangerous to officers (see Table 19).

Specific alternatives to effect arrests of felony
property crime suspects, according to respondents, other
than the use of deadly force or its threat, is not clearly
understood. Most officers are undecided as to whether such
alternatives are practical (see Table 20).

Officers agree that state law setting forth statu-
tory guidelines on the discretionary use of deadly force by
police officers would be demeaning to the status of law
enforcement officers (see Table 21). Ranking officers and
college educated officers, however, were undecided on this
issue. Officers in other categories tended toward being
undecided on this issue with group {(category) means being

beyond the .5 margin between undecided and agree.
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Statutory limitations favorable to the reduction
of civil or criminal liability was felt to be unnecessary
by respondents. Again, there is a tendency to be some-
what undecided on this issue, particularly among ranking
officers and college educated officers with advanced
degrees. Our sampling of these groups (categories) is
limited (see Table 22).

Those officers holding the rank of Chief orx
Sheriff, and Assistant Chief or Chief Deputy, strongly
rebuke the need for outside agencies to investigate officer-
involved shootings. Officers in other categories were unde-
cided on this issue except officers from northeast Michigan
(see Table 23).

On the likelihood of officers being prosecuted in
Michigan for questionable shootings of felony property crime
suspects due to the broadness of the existing common-law
guidelines in the use of deadly force, officers were unde-
cided (see Table 24). Police lieutenants, Chiefs and
Sheriffs, and officers from northwest, disagree slightly.

Increasing the availability of liability insurance
and reducing its cost through a clearly defined state statute
on police use of deadly force is an undecided choice of our
respondents (see Table 25). Officers from northeast Michigan,
although their sampling is small, disagreed with this choice

as opposed to the other group (categories).



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS

AND SUMMARY

Discussion

To clearly understand the attitudes of police offi-
cers about the element of danger involved in confronting the
felony property crime offender, as opposed to the felony
assault crime offender, we must understand what is called
the "culture of the police."

LaFave states that the "culture of the police is
based upon a set of values stemming from their (the police)
view of the nature of their occupational environment and
other people.“1

Westly comments,

because they believe the public hostile to them and
that the nature of law enforcement work aggravates this
hostility, the police separate themselves from the pub-
lic developing strong in-group attitudes and control
over one another's conduct, making it conform to the
interest of the group.

If these assessments of the police are valid, one
can understand why all criminals may be regarded as danger-

ous to all police officers; the police culture defines it

as such. Police officers generally accept that wearing
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the shield and uniform makes them visual representatives of
the law, law that is not always appreciated because of its
demands upon some citizens. They are also targets for those
who are at a difference to the law.

One explanation as to why ranking officers were
undecided as to this inquiry is that they are most aware of
the fact that all criminal offenders do not pose a life-
threatening situation to the police officers. They are
reluctant however, to deny any police officer their vote
of confidence that all criminals upon confrontation should
be regarded as potentially dangerous.

While crime data does not support that felony prop-
erty crime offenders are more dangerous or as dangerous as
felony assault crime offenders, police officers must regard
every criminal as being foremost concerned with avoiding
arrest. This priority can, and often does, cause property
crime felons to use a weapon against a police officer
attempting to arrest him. Few police officers, however, come
into contact with these kinds of criminal offenders. 1In
1978 for the crime of burglary for instance, data concerning
residence and nonresidence offenses was up 2 percent during
the daytime, and 1 percent in Michigan, yet arrest during
these periods was dOWn;3

As a crime jeopardizing the safety of law enforce-
ment officers, burglary ranks sixth between 1974 and 1978
as an incident causing law enforcement officer killings.

Crime other than burglary or robbery in this same period
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ranks first. Of ninety-three police officers slain in the
United States in 1978, forty-six were killed attempting to
utilize their weapons and fourteen by their own weapons.4
With 461,553 property crimes occurring in Michigan,
of which 132,716 were burglaries (1978) there has not been
frequent confrontations between Michigan police officers

5 This is acknowledged by our

and property crime suspects.
respondents in item three and four of our survey.

During 1978, the U.S. Justice Department reports
that three police officers lost their lives at the scene
of burglaries or while pursuing burglary suspects. One-
hundred and twenty-five officers were killed in other
crimes excluding robbery and burglary.6

Practical law enforcement philosophy, in spite of
the statistical contradiction to the apprehensions of
Michigan police officers, does not allow for a relaxing of
concern and caution for the potential of violence on the
part of felony property crime suspects. Although police
officers do not use their weapon to effect all of their
duties, they are cautiously reluctant to have their dis-
cretion limited.

Officers were undecided as to whether or not crimi-
nal offenders are apprehensive about being shot while flee-
ing from the scene of their crime. They also are unde-
cided as to whether or not knowing that they may be shot,

criminal offenders would halt when ordeéred to do so by a

police officer. It is our strong belief that police
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officers are well aware of the fact that crime is committed
with the confidence by criminals that they can and will
avoid arrest at any cost. One would have to weigh the bene-
fits and losses contemplated by the criminal before it could
be determined just how he would react to a police officer's
orders and decision to shoot.

Officers in smaller communities who agreed that
fear of being shot would cause criminal offenders to halt
when ordered, may feel this way because small communities
have the reputation for shunning the philosophy of the more
liberal major communities who may not support the actions
of their police.

Milton et al. found that most officers scorn the
use of warning shots simply because they do not deter flee-
ing felony suspects.7

Based upon incidents of confrontation between the
police and burglars, and the relatively small occurrences of
such, deadly force as a deterrent to felony property crimes
is ineffective. 1In spite of the statistical crime data
which refute deadly force as a deterrent, there is a popular
"myth" among citizens and too many police officers that it
does.

Rodizinowicz suggests that before the deterrent
effect of punishment, physical or social, can be successful,
it must be applied with consideration of the motivation the

8

criminal has for committing the crime. If an officer

chooses to shoot to apprehend a burglar or any felony
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property crime suspect, he does so with the intent to punish
or to effect an arrest. The suspect if motivated beyond

the concern for his personal safety will not be deterred
from his crime by the fear of being shot.

Many citizens hold a belief that deadly force by
police officers against the burglar, auto thief, vandal,
etc., will deter future similar crimes. The Hoover Insti-
tute analysts found that an increase in the penalty, arrest,
or conviction rates--property crimes, was associated with a
decrease in their prevalence.9

It is naive to underestimate the influence the use
of deadly force has on the perceptions of law enforcement
of the police and citizens. Popularization of the weapon
as an instrument of harm against intimidation and threat
is second to its popularity as a vital tool of American
police officers.

When police officers contemplate that their use of
their weapon is to be restricted by policy or by statute,
they are likely to resent it on grounds not wholly supported
by fact. What is strong in their favor is that the weapon
is a part of traditional American law enforcement.

At the end of the Civil wWar, a growing population
of armed citizens aroused the police to the importance of
bearing a weapon in the difficult. task of controlling crime
and maintaining public safety. The prevalence of firearms
among criminals and citizens in America has caused the

police to resist all and any effort to control their use
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and reliance on the firearm. The police feel that they
alone stand between the responsible and irresponsible who
choose to resolve their differences with firearms. Unfor-
tunately, the police themselves have not always exercised
this duty in a humane and rational manner.

Police officers have come to view their tasks as
essentially based upon their authority, which is supported
by their legality in using their weapons as a tool of arrest
and deterrence. Our respondents, in spite of educational,
racial, rank, etc., agree that property crime felony sus-
pects are more likely to be more cooperative in arrest situ-
ation if they (the police) use their weapons. Ranking offi-
cers tended to recognize the importance of police use of
deadly force in a legitimate manner. History however, has
many cases where officers have not used their weapons
properly. Some of the reasons for improper use of deadly
force by the police have social as well as psychological
.bases. An officer may regard the use of deadly force, in
less than life threatening situations, to be a matter of
projecting the reputation of their department. Other
officers may sincerely regard each confrontation with a
criminal suspect to be potentially life threatening. It
is a fact that neither of these reasons are projected in the
training of Michigan police officers.

Michigan police officers in their training are made
aware of the fact that there are civil and criminal sanc-

tions for improper use of deadly force. The emphasis of



81

this fact and the desire to have all officers exercise their
discretion to use deadly force in a humane and reasonable
manner is often lost in the reorientation a rookie officer
receives when he leaves recruit school and returns to his
department. Here the cynicism takes effect and while few
older officers themselves resort to the use of deadly force
as much as they preach its necessity, they influence strongly
the attitudes of the younger officers. Only through basic
intelligence and sound department supervision do most police
officers ignore such influence; others apparently do not.

The weapon is still a status symbol to police offi-
cers in Michigan as well as the nation. For the most part
officers do not appear to concern themselves with the threat
of civil or criminal liability. Further our respondents
agree that any officer who shuns the use of deadly force to
prevent the escape of a felony property crime suspect
should be disciplined. Data indicates that Michigan offi-
cers do not necessarily practice what they preach.

Michigan police officers feel that they should not
have to bear the responsibility for civil liability in their
use of deadly force, but that it should be the responsibility
of their respective jurisdictions. Most police departments
do not hold an exalted position however, within the prior-
ities of governmental business and concern. Police depart-
ments are not likely to bear the sanctions of disputable
acts of discretion by their members ungrudgingly. Dougherty

points out in his article, The Case for the Cops,
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We don't like them. We look upon them as necessary
evil, and almost as evil as necessary. As taxpayers
we are reasonably generous about paying for school,
hospitals, parks, welfare, and other public services,
but_ourlgearts are seldom moved by the needs of our
police.

Concern about statutory limitations on police dis-
cretion in the use of deadly force, provides no evidence
that states having such statutes are prohibitive to effec-
tive and safe law enforcement procedures. Boutwell finds
that states having codified justifiable homicide statutes
operate behind a shield that protects the police officer
against criminal and civil liability.ll

The issue of outside agencies investigating officer-
involved shootings is expectedly rebuked by our respondents.
Some citizens outside the law enforcement community see
this attitude as indicative of the police to maintain a
"closed society” unanswerable to nonpolice superiors or
constituents. We do not agree with this thinking and take
a position somewhere in the middle of both sides of the
controversy.

Police departments must maintain their own effec-
tive accountability systems. 1In most agencies it is the
ability to conduct fair and professional internal investi-
gations and to proceed with just determinations of penal-
ties or acquittal. Where the results of such efforts are

guestioned police departments should welcome the inquiry of

outside investigatory agencies and acknowledge the fact that
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any organization that investigates itself and its members
are subject to this kind of verification.

Michigan officers do not feel that there exists
serious possibilities that a police officer would be prose-
cuted for improper use of deadly force against felony sus-
pects. It lies in a belief that many police officers have,
that the reputation of a criminal suspect does not weigh
much in a court of law. What must be understood is that
when an officer is prosecuted he is representing all police
officers and such prosecution is an attempt by the courts
to reinforce in the minds of police officers that they, as
officials of the law, cannot act above it.

Indeed, just as one act of heroism by a police
officer ingratiates the reputation of police officers
throughout our nation, one successful prosecution of an
irresponsible act of an officer's use of deadly force can

cause unpopularity and distrust of all police officers.

Conclusion

Michigan police officers are undecided as to the
use of deadly force as a deterrent to felony property
crimes. They argue that there should be no restraint upon
officers using the threat of deadly force to effect the
arrest of felony property crime suspects. Younger officers,
college educated officers and black officers however, are

undecided on this issue.
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Officers are undecided as to whether citizens expect
them to use deadly force to apprehend any felony suspect.
Officers from northwestern Michigan and smaller communities
agree that citizens do expect the police to use deadly force
to make arrests of all felons. However, all officers agree
that deadly force is necessary to make felony arrests of
suspects.

Officers indicate no concern over probable civil
or criminal liability for use of deadly force improperly.
Civil or criminal liability as a restraint in the use of
deadly force, for most Michigan police officers is ineffec-
tive. Black officers, officers serving in rural areas,
officers from north-central Michigan, county officers and
officers following the common-law guidelines and having a
less restrictive firearms policy, disagree. The important
determinant to this difference of opinion is the history
of such sanctions officers have experienced in their
respective communities.

Officers agree that deadly force, or its threat,
is used'against criminal suspects other than those who have
been suspected of crimes that did not involve physical
assault or threatened bodily injury or loss of life. The
agreement on this issue is very strong. This parallels
their agreement that any officer who does not use deadly
force, or its threat, and allows a property crime felony

suspect to escape, should be disciplined.
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Michigan officers do not feel that they should be
held liable for any lawsuits stemming from questionable
use of deadly force. They also feel that they should not
be subjected to such lawsuits for exercising their discre-
tion to use ‘deadly force, consequently they reject any
effort to limit their discretionary authority through policy
or statute. Michigan officers believe that common-law
guidelines are adequate.

Statutory limitations on an officer's discretion-
ary use of deadly force are dangerous, according to Michigan
officers. Such limitations would be demeaning to the status
of police officers; although they may reduce liability law-
suits, they are unnecessary.

Michigan officers are undecided as to the need for
outside agencies to investigate officer-involved shootings.
Ranking officers strongly disagree that such investigations
are necessary. This attitude best reflects their belief
that such investigations are a staff responsibility and can
be conducted with honesty and skill. Michigan police offi-
cers are undecided as to whether or not they would be prose-
cuted for gquestionable shootings of property crime suspects.
Ranking police officers, however, do not agree.

Michigan police officers are undecided as to the
benefit of clearly defined statutes on justifiable homicide,
even though they may reduce liability insurance costs and

questionable criminal sanctions against officers.
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Implications

Data implies that the concern over police officers’
use of deadly force in Michigan is legitimate. Although
the incidents of deadly force being used in an unlawful
manner are not specifically known, the research does open
areas regarding this issue that the police and the public
should be concerned about.

It is obvious that enacting statutory law that sets
forth the limitations under which Michigan police officers
must exercise discretion in the use of deadly force will
be a difficult and controversial task. Police officers in
Michigan are not likely to accept such limitations without
collectively resisting such an effort. The fact that many
of the related issues surveyed in our research received
undecided responses, indicates that police officers are not
completely repugnant to statutory limitations on the discre-
tionary use of deadly force. They do not genuinely feel
that deadly force is a deterrent to any felony crime. We
do not believe, based upon our research, that they are
oblivious of the serious sanctions both civil and criminal,
that can be imposed upon a police officer for improperly
using deadly force.

Felony property crime suspects do not hold any
special place of less importance among Michigan police
officers. It is this fact that best supports the need to
have statutory law that sets forth limitations and guidelines

for the use of deadly force. Our evaluation of Michigan
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police officers' attitudes toward being sued is one of col-
legial insecurity. Police officers often feel that any
change or infringement upon their areas of expertise and
authority opens the door (sic) for continued political
involvement in police procedures.

Whatever their suspicions about political involve-
ment may be, it is a fact that the police receive their
authority through the people via state government. If the
issue of deadly force used by the police against any sus-
pect, regardless of the threat he/she imposes to the life
or bodily injury of the officer (or citizens), remains the
special jurisdiction of the police themselves, than one
can expect an inconsistency in police conduct that may be
inhumane if not immoral. When this kind of climate becomes
the status gquo, the alternative lies in the enactment of
statutes that spell out what an officer can and cannot do
in exercising his discretion to use deadly force.

There is a need for police officers to clearly under-
stand the legal parameters within which they should func-
tion. The common-law guidelines used in the state of Michi-
gan do not provide for such parameters. Common-law guide-
lines are not, and will not ever, be interpreted the same
in all communities. These same guidelines have never
justified the use of deadly force for any situation other
than where a life or bodily injury is threatened, or to
prevent the escape of a suspect who has taken a life or

criminally injured a person.
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If state law requires police officers to meet a
standard of training qualifications, then it should provide
them with a standard of discretionary guidelines in the
use of deadly force. If courts still uphold the importance
of a criminal suspect being innocent until proven guilty,
then there should be concern by the police that the suspect
gets to court.

Those who argue that without deadly force or its
threat, the police will find it difficult to make arrests,
should be calmed by the fact that in Michigan, as the pat-
tern exists nationwide, the police rarely use deadly force
to make arrests, and are credited with thousands of arrests.
We, too, are reluctant to proclaim to the criminal tha£
the police have put down the gun. Statutory law setting
forth what is proper use of deadly force and justifiable
homicide, will not hamper or endanger the police or the
public.

The criminal conduct of the property crime felon is
not likely to be any less intimidating as a result of
Michigan moving from the common-law to statute. Criminals
still commit crimes under circumstances that least give
rise to their detection. Crime deterrence is still essen-
tially based upon the lessening of the opportunity to com-
mit the crime, not the number of suspects shot by the

police.
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Limitations

" There are limitations in our research which jeopard-
ize its value in completely understanding the attitudes of
Michigan police officers toward statutory limitations on
their discretionary use of deadly force.

Our sampling of police officers is limited in that
we did not survey officers in several urban centers and
rural communities because we were limited by funds and per-
sonal contact. Many of these communities are uniquely dif-
ferent in their social and political make-up than their
counterparts which were surveyed. Many rural and small
towns have less than ten police officers, yet they tend to
enforce policies and procedures more indicative of the com-
munity's values than the values of professional law enforce-
ment training or consensus values derived from such training.
Under these circumstances attitudes toward the discretionary
use of deadly force against property crime, felony suspects
will differ. We were forced to disperse our guestionnaire
under accommodating circumstances, a situation that
restricted our surveying all of the urban centers of
Michigan.

Having to rely upon persons within the agencies
being surveyed to return the questionnaires, caused a delay
in meeting our planned time schedule for compiling our
information. Future such research efforts may best be done
through personal interviews by a trained and motivated

staff. Gaining acceptance for oral interviews will be
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difficult due to the usually complex working schedules of
police officers.

Another limitation of our sampling is that in the
larger police departments there was no guarantee that dis-
persal of the questionnaires would be on a cross-section
basis; a requirement we sought to have compliance with.
This accounted for our low sampling numbers of ranking and
minority officers.

Another limitation we could not restrict was the
effect that a recent incident involving a police officer's
use of deadly force may have upon responding officers.

We do know that in four departments surveyed, this could
have had an effect or contamination.

Our questionnaire itself is perhaps the most
important limitation of our research. This problem exists
due to the intent of the author to guard against those
questions or items that tend to offend police officers who
traditionally regard attitudes and values to be restricted
to persons in law enforcement only. Usually these persons
are well known to the officers. As a police officer however,
the author is more closely scrutinized than a civilian
because he is expected to be receptive to traditional police
values and attitudes especially those regarding the use of
deadly force against any kind of felony suspect.

In testing for the reliability of our items in the
guestionnaire, we found them to be poor. This situation

exists because within our topic there are areas of inquiry
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that are worthy of singular research efforts themselves,
i.e., felony property crimes, the use of deadly force, and
police discretion.

Distribution as we have mentioned, is a limitation
of our research. Several police departments reneged after
having agreed to participate in the survey. Direct mailing
and delivery is expensive and dependent upon the conveni-
ence of the department being surveyed. Again, we favor an
interview format.

Gaining compliance cannot be guaranteed by the rank-
ing police administrator in some departments. Many who
favored participating in the research were overruled by
superiors or staff. We found no resistance by union offi-
cials, a fact guite surprising to us, since we anticipate
unions to be most resistant to statutory laws limiting

police officer discretion in the use of deadly force.

Recommendations

The study has indicated that further research
should be considered surrounding the issue. Are property
crime offenders more dangerous than nonproperty crime
of fenders? Experience of police officers in the field is
not enough to answer this question completely. Research
dealing with criminals currently incarcerated may give
valuable insight into the provocations criminals have about
resorting to life threatening acts during the commission

and discovery of their crime.
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Research may be appropriate in attempting to deter-
mine what percent of police~criminal encounters are situ-
ations involving felony property crime offenders, and what
' percent of these encounters are life threatening or bodily
injury experiences to police officers or citizens.

While research dealing with officer-involved shoot-
ings has failed to defend the attitude of our respondents
that deadly force is a deterrent to all felony property
crimes, it would be worthy of further research to deter-
mine precisely what felony property crimes police officers
believe would specifically be deterred (refer to n. 46
Shulton and Cooper, n. 54 Pierson).

The attitude that citizens expect the police to use
deadly force as a deterrent to felony property crimes, and
the differences in these attitudes by our respondents, war-
rants additional research. If this difference is broadly
based within the police community throughout our nation, it
obviously calls for factual information vital to the con-
tinued training and guidance of all police officers.

Officers in our survey feel that deadly force is
vital to the arrest process of felony property crime felons.
If this is true, it is important that the circumstances
under which most felony property crime felons are arrested
be carefully scrutinized to justify this position. We
sh&uld recall that some felony property crimes are merely
such because of the monetary value of more than $150.00

placed upon the property stolen or destroyed. This kind of
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attitude by police officers may be defensible in instances
of more serious felony property crime offenses, such as
arson, burglary or vandalism through rioting, but cannot
be for forgery, theft over $150.00, etc.

The effects of civil and criminal liability upon
police performance is another important area for future
research. Our data reveals that officers are concerned but
feel that the burden of this dilemma lies more upon their
respective governmental authorities than themselves.

Some contradiction exists, based upon our data, in
the attitude that officers do not exercise the use or threat
of deadly force only in life threatening incidents and the
fact that few officers resort to the use or fhreat of deadly
force of felony property crime offenders in arrest situa-
tions, simply because most of these offenders do not present
a danger to the officer. What is obvious to a person of
law enforcement experience, is that officers are supporting
the always present potential to resort to deadly force, or
its threat, in arrest situations.

A major recommendation for future research must focus
upon the content of statutory guidelines on police discre-~
tion in the use of deadly force and the preference for guide-
lines sustaining common-law intent. This research can
descriptively present the positive and negative advantages
of each position. It can provide police officers witﬁ a more
definitive indication as to where they may benefit. The

traditional view that the common-law provides a loose
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responsibility for the police in using deadly force, is
perpetuated by the fact that few judges, proseéuting attor-
neys, and defense attorneys, truly comprehend the restraints

‘0of the common-law upon police conduct and discretion.

Summary
The use of deadly force by the police against felony

property crime offenders who posed no threat to life or
bodily injury has caused concern on the part of citizens and
government leaders, particularly at the municipal and county
levels. Several cities and counties have been forced to
obtain additional revenues from their citizens to pay for
judgments resulting from civil liability lawsuits. In

other instances where the persons shot by the police have
been juveniles or minority citizens, the concern over police
use of deadly force by police officers has led to believe
that police discretion as allowed under the common-law must
be limited.

In spite of existing policies within many police
departments, few police leaders are likely to impose strict
sanctions against officers involved in improper or question-
éble officer-involved shootings. This situation tends to
bolster the attitudes of many police officers that the use
of deadly force, or its threat, is proper in any and all
arrest situations.

Proponents of the common-law interpretation of an

officer's use of discretion in the use of deadly force, feel



95

any limitation on this discretion to be dangerous for the
police and impractical in the desire to maintain adequate
public safety.

It is not known how police officers feel about this
matter or how they feel about possible sanctions imposed
upon them by state statute for gquestionable or improper
procedure in the use of deadly force. Do officers regard
the felony property crime offender to be as dangerous as
the felony assault crime offender? Should there be statutory
limitations beyond the common-law (or in place of it) that
set guidelines for police discretion in the use of deadly
force? These and other questions, as viewed by the line
police officer and his superior, should be answered prior
to considering any change in existing legal requirements
in the state of Michigan.

Current literature review does not present any atti-
tudinal research of police officers that respond to these
questions. The current ambiguity surrounding the wvarious
individual and organizational values of police officers
about this problem is in conflict with prudent legal and
professional judgment as to when a police officer should
resort to the use of deadly force. One such judgment and
that which concerns us is its use against felony property
crime offenders who pose no threat or resistance to the
police.

Every police officer must accept the moral and human-

itarian parameters which frame his use of discretion. This
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is more important when his actions move toward situations
that may take a life or endanger his own life.

To respond to this problem and the issues surround-
ing it, we presented the following hypotheses for our
research:

I. Police officers regard felony property crime
offenders to be as dangerous as felony assault
crime offenders.

II. Police officers believe that most property crime
offenders expect to be shot if they fail to obey
a police officer's order to halt, fleeing from
the scene of a crime.

IIT. Police officers believe that most property crime
offenders will not halt when ordered to do so by
the police when fleeing the scene of a crime.

IV. Police officers regard the use of deadly force or
its threat to be a deterrent to felony property
crime.

V. Police officers do not fear sanctions of civil
and/or criminal liability for improper use of
deadly force.

VI. Police officers differ according to rank, years
of service, education, type of community served,
race, age, size of department, size of the com-
munity served, those having a firearms police and

those that do not, those who follow the common-law
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and those that do not, concerning the use of deadly

force.

VII. Police officers feel that statutory limitations

on their use of discretion in the use of deadly

force to be dangerous to the welfare of the pub-

lic, in conflict with their role as expected by
citizens, and criminal offenders, and demeaning

to their status as law enforcement officers.

The study is designed to determine what the atti-
tudes of police officers in the state of Michigan are about
experience related questions that support or do not support
the use of deadly force against property crime offenders,
or statutory limitations on their discretion to use deadly
force.

One-thousand-two-hundred and eighty-twec police
officers of all ranks and assignments were randomly selected
throughout selected police departments in various regions
of the state of Michigan. Sixty-eight police departments
and forty-eight sheriff departments responded. These depart-
ments were selected based upon size, type (urban, rural,
suburban, etc.), location, with each department having at
least two such characteristics.

Data-analysis was completed by the Michigan State
University Computer Laboratory using a Sfatistical Program
for Social Sciences analysis of a self-constructed Likert-
Scale of twelve categories (variables) for twenty-five items.

Computation included population means, specific category
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standard deviation of each kind of means in all

categories for each item, and the number of respondents to

each category for each item.

1.

The results are as follows:

Officers believe felony property crime offenders to

be as dangerous as felony assault crime offenders.
All officers except ranking officers agree that

burglars are as dangerous.

Officers are undecided as to whether or not felony

property crime offenders expect to be shot for

failing to halt when ordered to do so by a police

officer, fleeing the scene of a crime.

Officers are undecided as to whether or not most

property crime offenders would halt when ordered

to do so, fleeing the scene of a crime.

Officers are undecided as to whether or not deadly

force is a deterrent to burglary but agree that it

is a deterrent to other felony property crimes.
Officers agree that there should be no restraint

upon the use of deadly force if it is the only means

to effect an arrest of a felony property crime

offender. Younger officers, college educated

officers, ranking officers and minority officers

were undecided on this issue.

Officers are undecided as to the effect civil or

criminal sanctions have on their discretion to use

deadly force. They are also undecided as to whether
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such liability is an effective restraint upon their

use of deadly force in arresting felony property

crime offenders.

Officers agreed in all categories that:

a.

An officer should be disciplined for allowing
a felony property crime offender to escape
without using deadly force. '
The responsibility for any civil liability
resulting from the improper use of deadly force
is that of their respeytive governments.
There should be no sanctions against a police
officer who uses deadly force against a felony
property crime offender.
Officers found no need to limit police dis-
cretion in the use of deadly force beyond that
implied in Michigan's common-law guidelines.
Ranking officers disagreed.

College educated officers agree that the

common-law guidelines offer no adequate protec-

tion from civil liability.

Officers agree that statutory limitations on police

discretion is dangerous. They are undecided as to

whether alternatives to the use of deadly force in

arrest situations of felony property crime offenders

are practical.
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Officers agree that statutory limitations on
police discretion in the use of deadly force is
demeaning to the police role.

Officers do not feel that outside agencies
should investigate officer-involved shootings.
Successfully passing statutory limitations on

police discretion in the use of deadly force in Michigan
will be difficult at this time. Police officers will not
support such legislation in spite of what benefits they
may derive from it.

Police unions, fraternal groups, families and depart-
ments will resist such efforts unless it is preceded by
clearly designed educational programs setting forth the
benefits of such a law as a tax-payer, public servant and
person concerned with the safety of police officers, and the
insurance of effective public safety efforts in every com-

munity.
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Table 1

Felony Property Crime Suspects Are as Much a

Threat to a Police Officer as a Felony

Assault Crime Suspect

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.46 1.19 530
Patrolman 2.35 1.16 319
Sergeant 2.51 1.25 89
Detective 2.28 1.01 42
Lieutenant 2.72 1.06 40
Captain 2.69 1.31 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.87 1.24 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.47 1.34 19
Years of Service 2.45 1.18 535
1-5 2.36 1.07 129
6-10 2.37 1.18 180
11-21 2.53 1.21) 165
22+ 2.67 1.32 61
Age 2.45 1.18 536
18-25 2.34 1.03 46
26-33 2.41 1.15 234
34-41 2.43 1.21 147
42+ 2.62 1.26 109
Race 2.45 1.18 532
White 2.48 1.18 462
Black 2.38 1.22 57
Other 1.84 1.06 13
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Table 1 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.45 1.18 529
High School-G.E.D. 2.33 1.21 133
1-2 yrs. College 2.43 1.16 263
F.S. - B.A. Degree 2.65 1.20 123
M.Sc - M.Ao Degreelphnna 2.40 1-17 10
Type of Community Served 2.45 1.18 534
Urban 2.40 l.16 341
Suburban 2.49 1.21 108
Rural 2.50 1.28 48
Semi-Rural 2.81 1.15 37
Department Size 2.45 1.18 532
25 and under 2.39 1.20 81
50-25 2.73 1.20 126
100-50 2.50 1.24 104
300-100 2.33 1.16 113
500-300 3.12 1.55 8
+1000~-500 2.19 1.01 100
Department Location (area) 2.46 1.18 533
Southwest 2.40 1.14 180
Northwest 2.04 1.07 21
South-Central 2.40 1.18 105
North-Central 3.05 1.34 17
Southeast 2.53 1.21 199
Northeast 2.54 1.12 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.45 l1.18 535
City 2.44 1.19 410
Town 1.50 .70 2
Township 2.29 1.30 24
County 2.54 1.14 99
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Table 1 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.45 l.18 531
Yes 2.45 1.18 502
None 2.37 1.17 29
Firearms Training 2.43 l.18 479
Annually 2.33 1.10 140
Semi-Annually 2.49 1.26 77
Quarterly 2.45 1.18 152
Less than Annually 2.47 1.22 110
Department Policy 2.48 1.18 518
More Strict 2.53 1.19 323
Less Strict 2.07 .91 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.42 l.18 181

values: SA =1, A =2, U 3, DA = 4, SDA = 5.
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Table 2

Felony Property Crimes Suspects Who Are

Involved with the Crime of Burglary

Are More Dangerous to a Police
Officer Than Other Felony
Property Crime Suspects

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.65 1.19 529
Patrolman 2.51 1.15 318
Sergeant 2.76 1.21 89
Detective 2.54 1.2 42
Lieutenant 3.02 1.07 40
Captain 3.01 1.35 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.12 1.24 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.57 l1.16 19
Years of Service 2.64 1.18 534
1-5 2.54 1.18 534
6~10 2.55 1.19 180
11-21 2.73 1.22 165
22+ 2.86 1.28 61
Age 2.64 1.18 535
18-25 2.58 1.02 46
26-33 2.61 1.17 233
34-41 2.54 1.19 147
42+ 2.88 1l.26 109
Race 2.64 1.18 531
White 2.66 1.18 462
Black 2.55 1.20 56
Other 2.53 1.19 13
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Table 2 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.64 1.19 528
High School-G.E.D. 2.48 1.15 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.64 1.19 263
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.82 1.10 123
M.S. - M,A. Degree/Ph.D. 2.60 1.07 10
Type of Community Served 2.65 1.18 533
Urban 2.63 1.18 340
Suburban 2.70 1.21 108
Rural 2.56 1.20 48
Semi-Rural 2.81 1.17 37
Department Size 2.64 1.19 531
25 and under 2.61 1.18 81
50-25 2.72 1.17 126
100-50 2.80 1.26 104
300-100 2.69 1.17 113
500-300 ‘ 3.25 1.48 8
+1000-500 2.31 1.08 99
Department Location (area) 2.64 1.19 532
Southwest 2.63 1.17 179
Northwest 2.33 1.31 21
South-Central 2.56 1.15 105
North-Central 3.11 1.16 17
Southeast 2.68 1.20 199
Northeast 2.81 1.25 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.65 l1.18 534
City 2.66 1.19 409
Town 3.00 1.41 2
Township 2.58 1.21 24

County 2.58 1.12 99



115

Table 2 {(continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.64 1.18 530
Yes 2.64 1.19 501
None 2.72 1.16 29
Firearms Training 2.62 1.18 478
Annually 2.46 1.14 139
Semi~Annually 2.70 1.27 77
Quarterly | 2.76 1.15 152
Less than Annually 2.56 1.20 110
Department Policy 2.66 1.19 517
More Strict 2.68 1.18 323
Less Strict 2.28 .99 14
Follows the State Coﬁmon-Law 2.66 1.21 180

Values: SA =1, A =2, U=3,D =4, SDA = 5,
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Table 3

Felony Property Crime Suspects Who Are
Involved with the Crime of Burglary
Are More Dangerous to a Police
Officer Than Other Felony
Property Crime Suspects

Population X s.D. N
Rank 2.56 1.09 527
Patrolman 2.50 1.10 317
Sergeant 2.59 1.11 89
Detective 2.69 .94 42
Lieutenant 2.92 1.06 39
Captain 2.53 1.05 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.87 1.24 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.63 1.11 19
Years of Service 2.58 1.09 532
1-5 2.62 1.05 127
6~10 2.44 1.09 180
11-21 2.58 1.07 165
22+ 2.91 1.16 60
Age 2.53 1.09 533
18-25 2.71 1.04 46
26-33 2.40 1.07 232
34-41 2.69 1.07 147
42+ 2.75 1.14 108
Race 2.57 1.09 529
White 2.55 1.07 461
Black 2.78 1.22 55

Other 2.38 1.19 13
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Table 3 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.58 1.09 526
High School-G.E.D. 2.70 1.14 131
1-2 yrs. College 2.47 1.07 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.63 1.08 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.10 .90 10
Type of Community Served 2.58 1.09 531
Urban 2.60 1.07 338
Suburban 2.74 1.11 108
Rural 1.95 1.00 48
Semi-Rural 2.64 1.05 37
Department Size 2.58 1.09 529
25 and under 2.51 1.02 81l
50-25 2.71 1.11 126
100-50 2.56 1.13 103
300-100 2.50 1.01 113
500-300 2.50 1.16 8
+1000-500 2.62 1.17 90
Department Location (area) 2.58 1.09 530
Southwest 2.58 1.10 179
Northwest 2.00 1.04 21
South~Central 2.56 «96 104
North-Central 2.76 1.25 17
Southeast 2.61 l1.14 198
Northeast 2.90 .94 11
Tvype of Jurisdiction Served 2.58 1.09 532
City 2.60 1.08 407
Town 1.00 0.00 2
Township 2.58 1.17 24
County 2.51 1.10 99
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Table 3 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.57 1.09 528
Yes 2.59 1.09 499
None 2.24 .95 29
Firearms Training 2.60 1.10 476
Annually 2.54 1.09 139
Semi-Annually 2.49 1.13 77
Quarterly 2.69 1.03 151
Less than Annually 2.61 1.38 109
Department Policy 2.58 1.09 515
More Strict 2.53 1.07 321
Less Strict 2.64 .92 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.67 l.12 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U= 3, DA =2, ShA = 1.
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Table 4

Most Police Officers Come Into Contact with
More Felony Property Crime Suspects
During Routine Patrol Tours Than
They Do Felony Assault Crime

Suspects

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.40 .97 528
Patrolman 2.47 1.00 317
Sergeant 2.40 .96 89
Detective 2.14 .71 42
Lieutenant 2.37 .92 40
Captain 2.00 .81 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.37 1.06 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.26 .99 19
Years of Service 2.41 .97 533
1-5 2.53 .99 127
6-10 2.39 .98 180
11-21 2.40 .96 165
22+ 2.22 .92 6l
Age 2.41 .97 534
18-25 2.54 1.06 46
26-33 2.42 .96 232
34-41 2.45 .97 147
42+ 2.26 .93 109
Race 2.41 .97 530
White 2.41 .96 461
Black 2.33 1.04 56

Other 2.61 .86 13
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Table 4 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.41 .97 - 527
High School-G.E.D. 2.32 +93 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.42 .98 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.45 1.00 123
M.s. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D: 2.70 .82 10
Tvpe of Community Served 2.40 .96 532
Urban 2.46 « 97 339
Suburban 2.30 .87 108
Rural 2.29 .98 48
Semi-Rural 2.27 1.04 37
Department Size 2.41 .97 530
25 and under 2.38 .91 8l
50-25 2.50 1.05 126
100-50 2.26 .88 104
300-100 2.26 .89 113
500-300 2.62 .91 8
+1000-500 2.62 1.06 98
Department Location (area) 2.41 =97 531
Southwest 2.41 .92 179
Northwest 2.14 l1.23 21
South~Central 2.33 .88 105
North-Central 2.11 .60 17
Southeast 2.51 1.03 198
Northeast 2.27 1.19 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.40 <97 533
City 2.44 .96 408
Town 2.50 2.12 2
Township 2.41 1.01 24

County 2.25 .94 99
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Table 4 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.40 .97 529
Yes 2.41 .98 500
None 2.27 .75 29
Firearms Training 2.44 .98 477
Annually 2.51 1.03 139
Semi-Annually 2.36 1.01 77
Quarterly 2.44 .94 152
Less than Annually 2.38 .94 109
Department Policy 2.41 . 96 516
More Strict 2.44 1.00 322
Less Strict 2.57 .75 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.35 .91 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U= 3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 5

Most Burglars, Auto Thieves, Fences, Con-Men

Expect to be Shot by the Police if
They Fail to Heed a Warning

To "Halt."

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.58 1.04 528
Patrolman 3.59 1.09 317
Sergeant 3.58 1.02 89
Detective 3.64 1.00 42
Lieutenant 3.40 .95 40
Captain 3.69 .85 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 4.00 .53 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.42 .90 19
Years of Service 3.57 1.04 533
1-5 3.51 .98 127
6-10 3.65 1.12 180
11-21 3.61 .99 165
22+ 3.39 1.05 61
Age 3.57 1.04 534
18-25 3.73 .88 46
26-33 3.61 1.09 232
34-41 3.52 1.02 147
42+ 3.50 1.01 109
Race 3.57 1.04 530
White 3.63 1.01 461
Black 3.19 1.13 56
Other 3.23 1.42 13
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Table 5 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 3.58 1.04 527
High School-G.E.D. 3.47 1.08 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.52 1.0¢6 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.79 .96 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.80 .78 10
Type of Community Served 3.57 1.04 532
Urban 3.64 l1.01 339
Suburban 3.44 1.11 108
Rural 3.25 l1.06 48
Semi-Rural 3.78 1.00 37
Department Size 3.58 1.03 530
25 and under 3.54 1.03 81
50~25 3.47 1.02 126
100-50 3.62 1.06 104
300-100 3.88 .88 113
500-300 3.12 .99 8
+1000-500 3.40 1.13 98
Department Location (area) 3.59 1.03 531
Southwest 3.59 1.09 179
Northwest 3.28 1.14 21
South-~Central 3.65 .94 105
North-Central 4.11 .69 17
Southeast 3.57 1.01 198
Northeast 3.09 .94 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.57 1.04 533
City 3.62 l1.02 400
Town 4.00 1.41 2
Township 3.04 1.36 24

County 3.51 1.01 99
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Table 5 (continued)

Population X S.D. N

Presence or Absence of a

Department Policy 3.57 1.04 529
Yes 3.58 1.03 500
None 3.44 1.08 29
Firearms Training 3.57 1.04 477
Annually 3.66 1.01 139
Semi-Annually 3.29 1.03 77
Quarterly 3.77 .97 152
Less than Annually 3.37 1.13 109
Department Policy 3.59 1.03 516
More Strict 3.69 .99 322
Less Strict 3.00 1.30 14
Follows the State Common-~Law 3.46 1.05 180

Values: SA = 5, A =4, U =3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 6

Most Burglars, Auto Thieves, Fences, Con-Men,
and Other Felony Property Crime Suspects
Are Likely to Halt When Ordered to
Do so by a Police Officer Upon
Fleeing from the Scene of
Their Crime

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.67 .95 526
Patrolman 3.74 .90 316
Sergeant 3.73 .99 89
Detective 3.66 1.14 42
Lieutenant 3.35 .95 39
Captain 3.61 .86 13
Asst, Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.87 .83 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.57 .90 19
Years of Service 3.66 .96 531
1-5 3.60 .87 127
6-10 3.85 .55 178
11-21 3.70 .95 165
22+ 3.16 1.00 61
Age 3.66 .96 532
18-25 3.63 .85 46
26-33 3.87 .88 230
34-41 3.65 .98 147
42+ 3.27 1.00 109
Race 3.67 .95 528
White 3.70 .94 459
Black 3.39 1.03 56
Other 3.76 .83 13
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Table 6 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Education 3.68 .95 525
High School-G.E.D. 3.49 1.02 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.78 .89 261
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.67 .99 122
M.S. - M.A, Degree/Ph.D. , 3.50 .70 10
Type of Community Served 3.66 .96 530
Urban 3.70 .94 337
Suburban 3.76 . 86 108
Rural 3.45 1.11 48
Semi-Rural 3.27 1.07 37
Department Size 3.66 .95 528
25 and under 3.64 1.01 8l
50-25 , 3.73 .92 126
100-50 3.62 .97 104
300~-100 3.83 .86 112
500~300 3.62 .74 8
+1000~-500 3.46 1.04 97
Department Location (area) 3.67 .95 529
Southwest 3.79 .95 179
Northwest 3.23 1.13 21
South-Central 3.54 .96 104
North-Central 3.35 1.22 17
Southeast . 3.69 .91 197
Northeast 3.81 .40 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.66 .96 531
City 3.73 .93 406
Town 4.00 1.41 2
Township 3.87 .94 24

County 3.34 1.02 99
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Table 6 (continued)

Population X $.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.66 .96 527
Yes 3.68 .94 498
None 3.34 1.11 29
Firearms Training 3.66 .96 476
Annually 3.63 1.04 138
Semi~-Annually 3.72 .89 77
Quarterly 3.80 .90 152
Less than Annually 3.46 .96 109
Department Policy 3.68 .95 514
More Strict 3.76 .92 321
Less Strict 3.28 1.20 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.55 .97 179

Values: SA =1, A =2, U= 3, D=4, SDA = 5.



Table 7

The Fear of Being Shot and Killed by the

Police is a Proven Deterrent to

Felony Crimes of Burglary

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.50 1.12 527
Patrolman 3.50 1.1B 317
Sergeant 3.52 1.04 89
Detective 3.54 1.21 42
Lieutenant 3.47 .87 40
Captain 3.69 1.10 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.28 .95 7
Chief/Sheriff 3.42 1.01 19
Years of Service 3.50 1.12 532
1-5 3.66 1.01 127
6-10 3.50 1.23 179
11-21 3.45 1.11 165
22+ 3.32 1.02 61
Age 3.50 l1.12 533
18-25 3.63 <97 46
26-33 3.51 1.17 231
34-41 3.50 1.13 147
42+ 3.44 1.09 109
Race 3.50 1.12 529
White 3.48 1.14 460
Black 3.76 .89 56
Other 3.23 1.30 13
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Table 7 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 3.51 1.12 526
High School-G.E.D. 3.36 1.16 132
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.77 1.03 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 4.10 .56 10
Type of Community Served 3.50 1.13 531
Urban 3.56 1.08 339
Suburban 3.38 1.22 108
Rural 3.48 1.03 47
Semi~-Rural 3.35 1.33 37
Department Size 3.50 1.13 529
25 and under 3.41 1.17 81
50-25 3.57 1.16 126
300-100 3.56 1.05 113
500-300 3.62 1.30 8
+1000-500 3.53 1.07 g8
Department Location {(area) 3.51 1.12 530
Southwest 3.42 1.20 178
Northwest 2.85 1.35 21
South-Central 3.47 1.02 105
North-Central 4.00 .86 17
Southeast 3.64 1.05 198
Northeast 3.36 1.28 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.50 1.12 532
City 3.56 1.07 408
Town 2.50 2.12 2
Township 2.62 1.43 24
County 3.50 1.15 98
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Table 7 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.50 1.12 528
Yes 3.51 1.13 599
None 3.37 .90 29
Firearms Training 3.51 1.13 476
Annually 3.57 1.17 139
Semi-Annually 3.46 .96 77
Quarterly 3.57 1.12 152
Less than Annually 3.39 1.21 108
Department Policy . 3.51 1.13 515
More Strict 3.60 1.13 322
Less Strict 3.28 1.20 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.37 1.11 179

Values: SA =1, A =2, U =3, D=4, SDA = 5.
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Table 8

Other Felony Property Crimes Would Be
Deterred if Officers were Known to
Use Deadly Force in Effecting the
Arrest of Suspects

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.62 1.07 529
Patrolman 2.54 1.08 317
Sergeant 2.72 1.00 90
Detective 2.66 1.11 42
Lieutenant 2.92 1.04 40
Captain : 2.76 1.30 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.75 1.16 B
Chief/Sheriff 2.78 1.08 19
Years of Service 2.63 1.07 534
1-5 2.75 1.03 127
6-10 2.52 1.06 180
11-21 2.57 1.11 166
22+ 2.86 1.05 61
Age 2.63 1.07 535
18-25 2.76 1.01 46
26-33 2.59 1.07 232
34-41 2.52 1.07 148
42+ 2.79 1.11 109
Race 2.63 1.07 531
White 2.55 1.04 462
Black 3.35 1.08 56

Other 2.30 .94 13
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Table 8 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.62 1.07 528
High School-G.E.D. 2.53 1.05 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.54 1.03 263
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.83 1.13 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.50 .97 10
Tvype of Community Served 2.62 1.07 533
Urban 2.55 1.04 340
Suburban 2.86 1.11 108
Rural 2.70 1.12 48
Semi-Rural 2.45 1.09 37
Department Size 2.63 1.07 531
25 and under 2.55 .97 81
50-25 2.68 1.15 126
100-~50 2.56 1.12 105
300~100 2.57 1.01 113
500~300 3.25 1.16 8
+1000-500 2.72 1.08 98
Department Location (area) 2.63 1.07 532
Southwest 2.50 1.08 179
Northwest 2.23 .94 21
South-Central 2.70 1.04 105
North-Central 2.76 1.20 17
Southeast 2.73 1.06 199
Northeast 2.72 1.19 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.62 1.07 534
City 2.64 1.07 409
Town 2.00 1.41 2
Township 2.66 1.04 24

County 2.57 1.07 99
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Table 8 (continued)

Population X S.D. N

Presence or Absence of a

Pepartment Policy 2.63 1.07 530
Yes 2.63 1.07 501
None 2.68 1.13 29
Firearms Training ‘ 2.63 1.09 477
Annually 2.67 1.13 139
Semi-Annually 2.63 1.03 77
Quarterly 2.58 1.11 152
Less than Annually 2.64 1.06 109
Department Policy 2.63 1.06 517
More Strict 2.66  1.09 323
Less Strict 2.85 .86 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.54 1.02 180

Values: SA =1, A =2, U

"
et
o
N
e
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i
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Table 9

Police Officers Should Not Be Required to
Refrain from the Use of Deadly Force
or Its Threat if That is the Only
Means to Effect the Arrest of
the Felony Property Crime

Suspect

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.81 1.19 527
Patrolman 2.72 1.20 316
Sergeant 3.02 1.15 89
Detective 2.92 l1.09 42
Lieutenant 2.86 1.15 40
Captain 2.69 1.18 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.37 1.30 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.10 1.32 19
Years of Service 2.80 1.18 532
1~-5 2.89 1.15 126
6-10 2.68 l1.18 180
11-21 2.85 1.20 165
22+ 2.86 1.18 61
Age 2.81 1.18 533
26-33 2.77 1.18 231
34-41 2.80 1.18 147
42+ 2.77 1.21 109
Race 2.81 l1.18 529
White 2.78 1.19 460
Black 3.12 1.09 56

Other 2.53 1.19 13
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Table 9 (continued)

Population X sS.D. N
Education 2.80 1.19 526
High School-G.E.D. 2.69 1.19 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.72 1.16 261
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.08 1.22 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.20 1.03 10
Type of Community Served 2.81 1.18 531
Urban ' 2.80 1.20 340
Suburban 2.69 1.13 107
Rural 3.00 1.14 47
Semi-Rural 3.02 1.21 37
Department Size 2.80 1.18 529
25 and under 2.60 1.07 80
50-25 2.96 1.23 126
100-50 2.80 1.28 105
300-100 2.81 1.16 113
+1000-500 2.76 1.11 97
Department Location (area) 2.81 1.18 530
Southwest 2.68 1.20 178
Northwest 2.52 1.24 21
South-Central 2.98 1.21 105
North-Central 3.29 1.10 17
Southeast 2.83 1.13 198
Northeast 2.81 1.47 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.81 1.18 532
City 2.79 1.18 409
Town 1.50 .70 2
Township 2.39 1.23 23

County 3.00 1.16 98
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Table 9 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.82 1.18 528
Yes 2.81 1.19 499
None 2.96 1.08 29
Firearms Training 2.77 1.17 475
Annually 2.59 1.17 139
Semi-Annually 2.85 1.15 76
Quarterly . 2.92 1.20 151
Less than Annually 2.72 1.14 109
Department Policy 2.80 1.19 515
More Strict 2.93 1.22 323
Less Strict 2.57 .93 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.57 1.10 178

Values: SA = l, A = 2, U=3' D =4; SDA=50



Table 10

Most Citizens Expect a Police Officer to Use
Deadly Force in Apprehending any Felony

Suspect Regardless of the Kind of
Crime Committed

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.04 1.16 529
Patrolman 3.00 1.18 317
Sergeant 3.14 1.14 20
Detective 3.04 1.14 42
Lieutenant 3.20 1.09 40
Captain 2.84 1.28 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.25 .88 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.84 1.21 19
Years of Service 3.03 1.16 534
1-5 3.06 1.19 127
6-10 3.02 l.16 180
11-21 3.03 1.18 166
22+ 3.01 1.08 61
Age 3.03 1.16 535
18-25 3.02 1.10 46
26=33 3.09 1.17 232
34-41 3.00 1.21 148
42+ 2.96 1.09 109
Race 3.03 l1.16 531
White 3.02 1.15 462
Black 3.08 l1.22 56
Other 3.46 1.19 13
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Table 10 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 3.03 l1.16 528
High School-G.E.D. 3.06 1.12 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.96 1.13 263
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.11 1.24 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.70 1.25 10
Type of Community Served 3.04 l.16 533
Urban 3.07 1.14 340
Suburban 2.96 1.20 108
Rural 2.95 1.20 4B
Semi~-Rural 3.10 1.21 37
Department Size 3.04 l1.16 531
25 and under 2.97 1.19 81
50-25 3.03 1.19 126
100-50 3.03 1.19 105
300-100 3.05 1.14 113
500~300 3.25 1.03 8
+1000~-500 3.09 1.14 98
Department Location (area) 3.04 1.15 532
Southwest 2.98 1.19 179
Northwest 2.42 1.16 21
South-Central 3.00 1.14 105
North-Central 3.52 1.06 17
Southeast 3.13 1.11 199
Northeast 3.27 1.34 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.03 1.16 534
City 3.04 1.13 409
Town 2.00 l1.41 2
Township 2.19 1.47 24

County 3.05 1.18 99
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Table 10 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.04 l1.16 530
Yes 3.04 1.17 501
None 3.00 1.00 29
Firearms Training 3.02 1.17 477
Annually 3.11 1.17 139
Semi-Annually 3.12 1.16 77
Quarterly 3.02 1.19 152
Less than Annually 2.84 1.14 109
Department Policy 3.03 l1.16 517
More Strict ) 2.99 1.20 323
Less Strict 3.14 1.09 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.10 1.11 180

n
(8.}

Values: SA =1, A =2, U=3,D =4, SDA
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Table 11

Police Officers Generally are Capable of
Making Most Felony Property Crime
Arrests Without the Threat of
Deadly Force

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.22 .83 529
Patrolman ‘ 2.21 .80 317
Sergeant 2.26 .95 90
Detective 2.28 .86 42
Lieutenant 2.20 .82 40
Captain | 1.84 .37 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.12 .35 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.26 1.14 19
Years of Service 2.21 .83 534
1-5 2.24 .80 127
6~-10 2.19 .81 180
11-21 2.22 .88 166
22+ 2.21 .83 61
Age 2.21 .83 535
18-25 2.21 .75 46
26-33 2.21 .B3 232
34-41 2.27 .91 148
42+ 2.15 .75 109
Race 2.22 .83 531
White 2.21 .82 462
Black 2.21 <90 56
Other 2.53 .87 13



141

Table 11 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.21 .B4 528
High School-G.E.D. 2.24 .84 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.24 .82 263
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.17 .89 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 1.80 .42 10
Type of Community Served _ 2.21 .83 533
Urban 2.26 .81 340
Suburban 2.26 . 95 108
Rural 2.08 .82 48
Semi~Rural 1.83 .50 37
Department Size 2.21 .83 531
25 and under 2.29 .78 81
50-25 2.19 .92 126
100-50 2.11 .80 105
300-100 . 2.15 .79 113
500-300 2.25 .88 8
+1000-~500 2.33 .81 98
Department Location (area) 2.21 .83 532
Southwest 2.32 .84 179
Northwest 2.09 .88 21
South-Central 2.03 .71 105
North=Central 1.88 .69 17
Southeast 2.25 .86 199
Northeast 2.09 .70 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.22 .83 534
City 2.27 .86 409
Town 3.00 1.41 2
Township 2.08 .88 24

County 2.03 .63 99
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Table 11 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.21 .82 530
Yes 2.22 .83 501
None 2.13 .63 29
Firearms Training 2.20 .82 477
Annually 2.21 .80 139
Semi-Annually 2.35 .91 77
Quarterly 2.15 .78 152
Less than Annually 2.22 .84 109
Department Policy 2.21 .83 517
More Strict 2.23 .88 323
Less Strict 2.00 .78 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.20 .74 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U 3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 12

The Contemplation of Civil or Criminal
Liability, for the Most Part, Does
Not Restrain a Police Officer in
Using Deadly Force Within
Reasonable Guidelines

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.08 1.20 529
Patrolman 3.18 1.23 317
Sergeant 2.81 1.15 90
Detective 3.26 1.14 42
Lieutenant 3.05 1.15 40
Captain 2.46 1.05 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.50 1.06 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.63 1.06 19
Years of Service 3.07 1.70 534
1-5 3.08 1.20 127
6-10 3.22 l.28 180
11-21 : 3.07 1.17 166
22+ 2.60 .97 6l
Age 3.07 1.20 535
18-25 3.19 l1.18 46
26-33 3.22 1.27 232
34-41 3.04 l1.16 148
42+ 2.75 1.04 109
Race 3.07 1.20 531
White 3.10 1.20 462
Black . 2.82 1.23 56

Other 3.15 1.21 13
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Table 12 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Education 3.08 1.20 528
High School-G.E.D. 2.87 1.10 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.12 1.18 263
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.20 1.32 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.50 1.35 10
Type of Community Served 3.07 1.20 533
Urban 3.15 1.19 340
Suburban 2.92 1.18 108
Rural 2.87 1.23 48
Semi-Rural 3.08 1.27 37
Department Size 3.08 1.20 531
25 and under 2.87 1.09 8l
50-25 2.99 1.24 126
100-50 3.04 1.13 105
300-100 3.38 1.22 113
500-300 3.00 1.19 8
+1000-500 3.05 1.26 98
Department Location (area) 3.08 1.20 532
Southwest 3.08 1.23 179
Northwest 3.19 l1.28 21
South-Central 3.10 l1.18 105
North-Central 2.82 1.33 17
Southeast 3.07 1.17 199
Northeast 3.36 1.28 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.07 1.20 534
City 3.14 1.19 409
Town 1.50 .70 2
Township 2.91 1.38 24

County 2.88 1.18 99
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Table 12 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence ox Absence of a
Department Policy 3.07 1.20 530
Yes 3.08 1.20 501
None 2.93 1.22 29
Firearms Training 3.07 1.21 477
Annually 3.02 1.27 139
Semi-Annually 3.02 1.21 77
Quarterly 3.25 1.22 152
Less than Annually 2.95 1.11 109
Department Policy 3.07 1.21 517
More Strict 3.24 1.24 323
Less Strict 2.64 1.00 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.81 1.11 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U=3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.



Table 13

Police Officers in our Department Generally

Exercise Deadly Force Only for Crimes
Where There is a Life Threatened

or Where There Has Been Evi-~
dence of Physical Violence

Against an Officer
or Citizen

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.13 .86 529
Patrolman 2.11 .87 317
Sergeant 2.14 .89 90
Detective 2.19 .76 42
Lieutenant 2.07 .83 40
Captain 2.23 .83 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.00 .53 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.31 1.00 19
Years of Service 2.13 .86 533
1-5 2.11 .83 127
11-21 2.11 .79 165
22+ 2.37 .96 61
Age 2.13 .87 534
18~-25 2.36 .82 46
26~33 2.05 .90 232
34-41 2.13 .84 148
42+ 2.22 .84 108
Race 2.13 .87 530
White 2.09 .84 461
Black 2.37 1.03 56
Other 2.46 .96 13
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Table 13 {(continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.14 .87 527
High School-G.E.D. 2.25 .87 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.14 .88 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 1.98 .83 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 2.40 .69 10
Type of Community Served 2.13 .87 533
Urban 2.15 .87 340
Suburban 2.20 .91 108
Rural 2.08 .84 48
Semi-Rural 1.89 .77 37
Department Size 2.13 .86 530
25 and under 2.44 1.01 81
50-25 1.98 .82 126
100-50 2.12 .78 105
300-100 2.07 .82 113
500-300 2.12 .83 8
+1000-500 2.14 .88 97
Department Location (area) 2.12 .86 531
Southwest 2.29 1.00 179
Northwest 2.14 | .72 21
South-Central 2.00 .65 105
North-Central l1.76 .43 17
Southeast 2.06 .83 198
Northeast 2.36 1.20 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.13 .87 534
City 2.12 .83 409
Town 2.50 2.12 2
Township 2.87 1.32 24

County 2.00 .79 99
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Table 13 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a .
Department Policy 2.14 .87 530
Yes 2.14 .88 501
None 2.03 .56 29
Firearms Training 2.12 .87 477
Annually 2.11 .88 139
Semi-Annually 2.27 .94 77
Quarterly 2.03 .83 152
Less than Annually 2.15 .84 109
Department Policy 2.12 .B6 517
More Strict 2.05 .83 323
Less Strict 2.57 .93 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.20 .91 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U= 3, DA = 2, SDA = ].
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Table 14

There Is No Basis for Disciplinary Action

for Allowing a Felony Property Crime

Suspect to Escape Rather than

Using Deadly Force to
Effect His/Her
Arrest

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.30 .97 528
Patrolman 2.34 .99 316
Sergeant 2,32 .94 90
Detective 2.09 .75 42
Lieutenant 2.35 1.00 40
Captain 2.30 .85 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.00 .92 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.21 1.22 19
Years of Service 2.30 .97 534
1-5 2.37 .93 127
6-10 2.27 1.04 180
11-21 2.30 .96 166
22+ 2.21 .81 61
Age 2.30 .97 534
18-25 2.42 .83 .70
26~-33 2.25 1.02 1.05
34-41 2.34 .99 148
42+ 2.28 .86 109
Race 2.30 .94 530
White 2.27 .90 461
Black 2.53 1.34 56
Other 2.38 .75 13
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Table 14 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Education 2.30 .97 527
High School-G.E.D. 2.38 .94 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.30 .97 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.24 .99 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 1.80 .91 10
Type of Community Served 2.30 .96 532
Urban 2.21 .92 339
Suburban 2.43 .99 108
Rural 2.50 1.01 48
Semi-Rural 2.43 l.14 37
Department Size 2.30 .97 530
25 and under 2.40 .86 81
50-25 2.22 .95 126
100-50 2.28 1.03 104
300-100 2.12 .85 113
500-300 1.75 .46 8
+1000-500 2.59 1.09 98
Department Location (area) 2.29 .97 531
Southwest 2.32 .98 179
Northwest 2.57 1.20 21
South-Central 2.18 .79 104
North-Central 2.29 1.26 17
Southeast 2.28 .98 199
Northeast 2.63 l1.02 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.30 .97 533
City 2.21 .92 408
Town 2.00 0.00 2
Township 3.04 1.16 24

County 2.48 1.02 99
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Table 14 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.30 .97 529
Yes ' 2.30 .98 500
None 2.34 .72 29
Firearms Training 2.30 .97 477
Annually 2.41 1.10 139
Semi~Annually 2.22 .85 77
Quarterly 2.19 .94 152
Less than Annually 2.36 .91 109
Department Policy 2.30 .97 516
More Strict 2.21 .99 322
Less Strict 2.64 .63 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.43 .95 180

Values: SA =5, A =4, U= 3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 15

Most Police Officers Regard the Respon-

sibility for Civil Liability in the
Use of Deadly Force to be Solely

That of the Government for

Which They Work

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.89 1.14 528
Patrolman 2.83 1.15 316
Sergeant 2.93 1.13 90
Detective 3.26 1.19 42
Lieutenant 2.80 «.99 40
Captain 3.23 1.42 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.12 .99 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.84 1.06 19
Years of Service 2.90 1.14 533
1-5 2.80 1.07 126
6-10 2.92 1.22 180
11-21 2.98 l1.11 166
22+ 2.85 1.12 61
Age 2.90 1.14 534
18-25 2.69 .91 46
26-33 2.93 1.22 231
34-41 2.93 1.10 148
42+ 2.88 1.10 109
Race 2.90 1.14 530
White 2.93 1.14 461
Black 2.75 1.14 56
Other 2.76 l1.09 13
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Table 15 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.90 1.14 527
High School-G.E.D. 2.82 1.10 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.89 1.13 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.05 1.20 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 2.20 .91 10
Type of Community Served 2.90 1.14 532
Urban 2.90 1.11 339
Suburban 2.73 1.10 108
Rural 3.02 1.29 48
Semi-Rural 3.32 1.22 37
Department Size 2.91 1.14 530
25 and under 2.61 1.06 81
50-25 2.92 1.20 126
100-50 2.96 1.15 105
300~-100 3.14 1.05 113
500-300 2.25 1.16 8
+1000-500 2.87 1.17 97
Department Location (area) 2.90 1.14 531
Southwest 2.91 1.17 179
Northwest 2.85 1.23 21
South~-Central 2.87 - 1.02 105
North-Central 3.11 1.26 17
Southeast 2.89 1.16 198
Northeast 3.09 1.04 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.90 1.14 533
City 2.88 1.11 409
Town 2.00 1.41 2
Township 2.79 1.17 24

County - 3.05 1.24 98
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Table 15 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.89 1.14 529
Yes 2.91 1.14 500
None 2.72 1.06 29
Firearms Training 2.88 1.15 476
Annually 2.84 1.22 139
Semi-Annually 2.84 1.19 77
Quarterly 3.09 1.11 152
Less than Annually 2.67 1.05 108
Department Poiicy 2.91 1.15 516
More Strict 2.93 1.16 323
Less Strict 3.21 1.18 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.84 1.11 179

Values: SA =1, A =

3, b= 4, SDA

5.
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Table 16

Police Officers Should Not Be Subjected to
Civil or Criminal Liability for Exercis-

ing Their Discretion to Shoot at the

Felony Property Crime Suspect

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.78 1.16 527
Patrolman 2.57 1.14 315
Sergeant 3.11 1.11 90
Detective 3.07 1.09 42
Lieutenant 3.07 1.11 40
Captain 3.38 1.19 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.12 .83 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.94 1.35 19
Years of Service 2.78 1.16 532
1-5 2.70 1.14 127
6-10 2.59 1.14 179
11-21 2.96 1.20 165
22+ 3.00 1.08 61
Age 2.78 l1.16 533
18-25 2.71 1.14 46
26-33 2.70 1.15 230
34-41 2.81 1.18 148
42+ 2.91 1.17 109
Race 2.77 l1.16 529
White 2.71 1.15 460
Black 3.19 l1.18 56
Other 3.15 1.21 13



156

Table 16 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.77 1.16 526
High School-G.E.D. 2.76 1.13 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.69 1.20 262
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.93 1.08 122
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.20 1.03 10
Type of Community Served 2.78 1.16 531
Urban 2.75 1.17 339
Suburban 2.75 l1.11 108
Rural 2.82 1.12 47
Semi-Rural 3.00 1.26 37
Department Size , 2.78 1.16 529
25 and under 2.74 1.13 8l
50-25 2.98 1.26 125
100~50 2.72 1.17 105
300-100 _ 2.74 1.10 112
500-300 2.50 1.19 8
+1000-500 2.70 1.11 98
Department Location (area) 2.78 1.16 530
Southwest 2.78 1.18 179
Northwest 2.19 1.28 21
South-Central 2.75 1.10 104
North-Central 3.12 1.25 16
Southeast 2.79 1.15 199
Northeast 3.36 1.02 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.78 1.16 532
City 2.78 1.15 408
Town 2.50 2.12 2
Township 2.66 1.30 24

County 2.81 1.18 98
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Table 16 (continue@)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.78 1.16 528
Yes 2.78 1.17 499
None 2.65 1.00 29
Firearms Training 2.76 1.17 476
Annually 2.60 l.21 138
Semi-Annually 2.88 1.20 77
Quarterly 2.88 1.13 152
Less than Annually 2.71 1.13 109
Department Policy 2.77 l1.16 - 515
More Strict 2.81 1.18 322
Less Strict 3.21 .97 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.65 1.12 179

Values: SA =1, A = 2, U= 3, D=4, SDA = 5,
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Table 17

There Is No Need to Further Limit a Police

Officer's Discretionary Use of Deadly
Force Beyond That Rendered Under

The State Common-Law
Interpretation

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.57 l1.10 526
Patrolman 2.42 1.06 315
Sergeant 2.78 1.00 89
Detective 2.42 1.06 42
Lieutenant 2.87 1.15 40
Captain 2.92 1.19 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.62 1.18 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.10 1.48 19
Years of Service 2.56 1.10 531
1-5 2.61 1.05 126
6-10 2.41 l1.08 179
11-21 2.60 1.11 165
22+ 2.85 1.13 6l
Age 2.57 1.10 532
18-25 2.67 1.07 46
26-33 2.50 1.09 230
34-41 2.55 1.11 147
42+ 2.67 1.10 109
Race 2.57 1.10 528
White 2.53 1.09 459
Black 3.00 1.14 56
Other 2.15 .98 13
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Table 17 {continued)

Population X s.D. N
Education 2.56 1.10 525
High School-G.E.D. 2.46 1.05 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.50 1.09 260
B.S. - B- A. Degree 2-73 1. 14 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.40 .96 10
Type of Community Served 2.57 1.10 530
Urban 2.59 1.10 338
Suburban 2.55 1.05 108
Rural 2.40 1.05 47
Semi-Rural 2.70 1.26 37
Department Size 2.57 1.10 528
25 and under 2.4 1.09 81
50~-25 2 37 1.14 125
1060~50 2.48 1.06 105
300-100 2.60 1.13 113
500-300 2.51 l1.06 8
+1000-500 2.60 1.05 96
Department Location (area) 2.57 1.10 529
Southwest 2.51 1.16 179
Northwest 2.33 1.15 21
South-Central 2.67 1.05 105
North-Central 2.62 1.02 16
Southeast 2.58 1.06 197
Northeast 2.81 1.25 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.57 1.10 531
City 2.59 1.08 408
Town 1.00 0.00 2
Township 2.16 1.20 24

County 2.63 1.11 97
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Table 17 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.57 1.10 527
Yes 2.59 1.11 498
None 2.20 .67 29
Firearms Training 2.55 1.11 474
Annually 2.38 1.03 138
Semi~Annually 2.81 1.20 76
Quarterly 2.61 1.11 152
Less than Annually 2.50 1.13 108
Department Policy 2.58 1.10 514
More Strict 2.74 1.15 322
Less Strict 2.50 1.01 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.29 .96 178

Values: SA =1, A =2, U= 3, D=4, SDA = 5.
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Table 18

The State of Michigan's Common Law Inter-
pretation of the Use of Deadly Force
Against Felony Suspects is Adegquate
to Protect the Officer, His
Department, and City
from Possible Civil

Liability

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.24 1.12 526
Patrolman 3.09 1.15 315
Sergeant 3.30 1.01 89
Detective 3.47 1.13 42
Lieutenant 3.55 l1.03 40
Captain 3.69 .94 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.87 .99 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.68 .88 19
Years of Service 3.23 1.12 530
6-10 3.22 1.20 179
11-21 3.32 1.15 165
22+ 3.31 .99 61
Age _ 3.24 1.12 531
18-25 3.13 1.05 45
26-33 3.16 1.15 230
34-41 3.27 1.13 147
42+ 3.39 1.086 109
Race 3.24 1.11 527
White 3.25 1.09 458
Black 3.17 1.25 56

Other 3.23 1.30 13
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Table 18 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 3.23 1.12 524
High School-G.E.D. 3.16 1.11 131
1-2 yrs. College 3.23 1.12 260
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.22 1.15 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 4.00 .48 10
Tvype of Community Served 3.24 l1.12 529
Urban 3.22 1.12 338
Suburban 3.25 1.09 108
Rural 3.31 1.14 47
Semi~-Rural 3.27 1.18 36
Department Size 3.24 1.12 527
25 and under 3.22 1.09 80
50-25 3.39 1.13 125
100-50 3.25 1.15 105
300-100 3.10 1.13 113
500-300 3.12 1.12 8
+1000-500 3.25 1.07 96
Department Location (area) 3.24 1.12 528
Southwest 3.08 1.20 179
Northwest 2.90 1.26 21
South-Central 3.33 .92 105
North-Central 3.50 1.15 16
Southeast 3.34 1.11 196
Northeast 3.36 1.02 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.23 1.12 530
City 3.25 1.11 407
Town 3.50 2.12 2
Township 2.87 1.19 24
County 3.25 1.10 97
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Table 18 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.23 1.11 526
Yes 3.23 1.12 498
None 3.17 .94 28
Firearms Training 3.23 1.13 473
Annually 3.31 1.16 138
Semi-Annually 3.55 1.15 76
Quarterly 3.15 1.09 152
Less than Annually 3.16 1.12 107
ﬁepartment Policy 3.22 1.12 513
More Strict 3.34 1.12 322
Less Strict 3.15 .89 13
Follows the State Common-Law 3.02 1.11 178

Values: SA =1, A = 2, U= 3, D=4, SDA = 5.
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Table 19

Statutory Limitations on an Officer's
Discretionary Use of Deadly Force
Would Be Potentially Dangerous
to Police Officers

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.33 1.01 522
Patrolman 2.28 .98 313
Sergeant 2.47 1.02 89
Detective 2.04 .93 42
Lieutenant 2.56 1.14 39
Captain 2.46 1.12 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.62 1.06 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.44 1.24 18
Years of Service 2.32 1.01 527
1-5 2.16 .90 126
6-10 2.34 1.06 177
22+ 2.43 1.01 60
Age 2.32 1.01 528
18=25 2.36 .97 46
26~33 2.25 1.00 228
34-41 2.39 1.04 146
42+ 2.34 1.00 108
Race 2.32 1.01 524
White 2.29 .99 455
Black 2.60 1.18 56

Other 2.30 .75 13
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Table 19 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.32 1.01 521
High School=G.E.D. 2.38 1.98 131
1-2 yrs. College 2.29 1.02 257
B.S. - B.A. Degree 2.29 1.00 123
M- So - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3-00 1-15 10
Type of Community Served 2.32 1.01 526
Urban 2.28 .95 336
Suburban 2.47 1.04 107
Rural 2.23 1.17 46
Semi-Rural 2.40 1.16 37
Department Size 2.31 1.01 524
25 and under 2.20 .90 80
50-25 . 2.45 1.09 124
100~50 2.27 1.08 104
300~100 2.28 .95 112
500~300 2.50 1.06 8
Department Location (area) 2.32 1.01 525
Southwest 2.26 1.03 178
Northwest 2.09 .99 21
South-Central 2.44 .93 104
North-Central 2.31 1.07 16
Southeast 2.32 1.03 195
Northeast 2.63 l1.12 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.32 1.01 527
City 2.34 .98 404
Town 1.50 .70 2
Township 2.12 .99 24

County 2.30 1.13 97
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Table 19 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.32 1.01 523
Yes 2.34 1.02 494
None 2.10 .72 29
Firearﬁs Training 2.31 1.01 472
Annually 2.27 1.00 138
Semi-Annually 2.45 1.06 75
Quarterly 2.30 « 97 151
Less than Annually 2.29 1.06 108
Department Policy 2.33 1.02 510
More Strict 2.44 1.05 319
Less Strict 2.42 1.01 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.13 .93 177

Values: SA =1, A= 2, U
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Table 20

Citizens Generally Do Not Expect Police

Officers to Exercise Specific Alter-
natives to Effect an Arrest of a

Felony Property Crime Suspect
Other Than Deadly Force

Population

X S.D. N
Rank 3.54 .95 524
Patrolman 3.53 .97 313
Sergeant 3.52 .90 89
Detective 3.47 .96 42
Lieutenant 3.70 .85 40
Captain 3.84 .98 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.50 .92 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.47 1.21 19
Years of Service 3.54 .96 529
1-5 3.51 .94 126
6-10 3.53 .97 177
11-21 3.48 .98 165
22+ 3.72 .87 61
Age 3.54 .96 530
18-25 3.56 .93 46
26=33 3.52 «97 229
34-41 3.56 .93 l4e6
42+ 3.53 .99 109
Race 3.54 .95 526
White 3.53 .96 457
Black 3.60 .92 56
Other 3.61 .86 13
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Table 20 (continued)
Population X S.D. N
Education 3.55 .95 523
High School-G.E.D. 3.56 .90 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.51 .98 259
B.S. - B.A' Degree 3.60 094 122
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.60 1.07 10
Type of Community Served 3.54 .96 528
Urban 3.55 .94 336
Suburban 3.53 .98 108
Rural i 3.38 .96 47
Semi-Rural 3.64 1.08 37
Department Size 3.54 .96 526
25 and under 3.55 .89 B8l
50-25 3.53 .98 125
100-50 3.46 1.00 105
300-100 3.62 .99 112
500-300 3.62 .74 8
+1000-500 3.54 .91 95
Department Location (area) 3.54 .95 527
Southwest 3.56 .89 178
Northwest 3.33 1.086 21
South=-Central 3.47 .98 104
North~Central 4.12 .95 16
Southeast 3.53 .98 197
Northeast 3.63 .92 11
Tvpe of Jurisdiction Served 3.54 .96 _529
City 3.57 .94 407
Town 3.00 1.41 2
Township 3.69 1.01 23
County 3.36 1.00 97
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Table 20 {(continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.54 .95 525
Yes 3.54 .96 496
None '3.51 .82 29
Firearms Training 3.53 .95 473
Annually 3.68 .93 138
Semi-Annually 3.43 .94 76
Quarterly 3.56 .93 151
Less than Annually 3.37 1.01 108
Department Policy ' ‘ 3.55 .95 512
More Strict 3.53 .94 320
Less Strict 3.50 .75 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.60 .98 178

Values: SA =1, A=2, U=3, D=4, SDA = 5.
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Table 21

Guidelines on the Discretionary Use of
Deadly Force by Police Officers
Enacted by State Legislators
Would Be Demeaning to the
Status of Law Enforce-
ment Officers

Population X sS.D. N
Rank 2.90 1.08 524
Patrolman 2.81 1.08 313
Sergeant 2.97 1.06 89
Detective 2.88 1.04 42
Lieutenant 3.07 1.11 40
Captain 3.00 .91 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.75 .88 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.42 1.21 19
Years of Service 2.89 1.08 529
1-5 2.84 1.02 126
6~10 2.93 1.09 177
11-21 2.81 1.14 165
22+ 3.06 .99 6l
Age 2.89 1.08 530
18-25 3.02 .97 46
26-33 2.87 1.11 228
34-41 2.90 1.11 147
42+ 2.88 1.03 109
Race 2.90 1.08 526
White 2.86 1.07 457
Black 3.28 1.12 56

Other 2.61 1.04 13
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Table 21 {(continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.89 1.08 523
High School~G.E.D. 2.69 1.01 132
1-2 yrs. College 2.89 1.09 258
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.06 1.09 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.40 1.17 10
Type of Community Served 2.89 1.08 528
Urban 2.91 1.06 336
Suburban 2.82 1.09 108
Rural 2.89 1.14 47
Semi-Rural 2.91 l1.18 37
Department Size 2.89 1.08 526
25 and under 2.76 .99 81
50-25 3.06 1.13 125
100-50 2.77 1.14 105
300-100 2.90 1.04 111
500-300 2.50 1.30 8
+1000-500 2.95 1.04 96
Department Location (area) 2.89 1.08 527
Southwest 2.89 1.07 179
Northwest 2.52 1.28 21
South-Central 2.90 1.04 103
North-Central 2.87 1.14 16
Southeast 2.90 1.09 197
Northeast 3.18 l.16 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.89 1.08 529
City 2.93 1.07 406
Town 3.50 .70 2
Township 2,62 1.09 24

County 2.79 1.13 97
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Table 21 {(continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.89 1.08 525
Yes 2.91 1.09 496
None 2.58 .86 29
Firearms Training 2.89 1.09 473
Annually 2.86 1.08 138
Semi~Annually 3.02 1.05 76
Quarterly 2.97 1.08 151
Less than Annually 2.73 1.12 108
Department Policy 2.89 1.09 512
More Strict 3.01 1.11 320
Less Strict 2.57 .93 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.70 1.03 178

Values: SA = 1, A =

2, U

3,

D =4, SDA = 5.
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Table 22

Statutory Limitations on the Use of Deadly

Force by Police Officers in Michigan,

Even Though They Will Reduce
Significantly Civil and/or
Criminal Liability Com-

plaints Against

Officers is
not Necessary

Population X S.D. N
Rank 2.92 1.03 521
Patrolman 2.92 1.02 313
Sergeant 2.89 1.00 87
Detective 2.83 1.01 42
Lieutenant 3.00 1.08 40
Captain 3.07 1.03 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.50 .92 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.94 1.34 18
Years of Service 2.92 1.03 526
1-5 2.99 .99 126
6-10 2,93 1.05 179
11-21 2.80 1.05 163
22+ 3.03 .97 58
Age 2.92 1.03 527
18-25 2.97 .95 46
26-33 2.86 1.04 229
34-41 2.97 1.04 l46
42+ 2.95 1.02 106
Race 2.92 1.03 523
White 2.88 1.01 454
Black 3.30 1.09 56
Other 2.61 1.12 13
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Table 22 {(continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 2.92 1.03 520
High School-G.E.D. 2.88 .99 129
1-2 yrs. College 2.89 1.06 258
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.00 1.01 123
MoS- - M.A- Degreelph-D- 3-30 1005 10
Type of Community Served 2.92 1.03 525
Urban 2.93 1.02 333
Suburban 2.84 .96 107
Rural 3.02 1.19 48
Semi-Rural 2.91 1.11 37
Department Size 2.92 1.03 523
25 and under 2.88 1.01 79
50-25 3.03 1.06 125
100-50 2.79 l1.08 104
300-100 2.89 .99 112
500-300 3.00 1.19 8
+1000~-500 2.98 .98 95
Department Location (area) 2.92 1.03 524
Southwest 2.85 1.08 176
Northwest 2.76 1.09 21
South=-Central 3.00 .91 104
North~-Central 3.00 1.17 17
Southeast 2.93 1.03 195
Northeast 3.27 1.10 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 2.92 1.03 526
City 2.94 1.01 402
Town 2.50 .70 2
Township 2.41 1.05 24

County 2.96 1.07 98
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Table 22 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 2.92 1.03 522
Yes | 2.92 1.04 495
None 2.88 .88 27
Firearms Training 2.91 1.04 570
Annually 2.87 1.04 138
Semi-Annually 3.00 .95 75
Quarterly 2.95 1.04 149
Less than Annually 2.86 1.09 108
Department Policy 2.92 1.03 509
More Strict 3.03 1.03 319
Less Strict 2.92 .82 14
Follows the State Common-Law 2.73 1.03 176

]
8]
»

Values: SA =1, A =2, U=3, D=4, SDA
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Table 23

Police-0Officer Shootings of Felony Property
Crime Suspects Should Not Be a Matter of
Internal Investigations Within the
Department, But By an Agency
Outside of the Officer's
Own Department

Population X S.D. N

Rank 3.56 1.22 524
Patrolman 3.47 1.27 316
Sergeant 3.80 1.03 87
Detective 3.23 1.41 42
Lieutenant 3.80 .91 40
Captain 3.69 1.25 13
- Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 4.12 .64 8
Chief/Sheriff 3.94 1.21 18
Years of Service 3.56 1.22 529
1-5 3.44 1.21 128
6-10 3.53 1.29 178
11-21 ' 3.61 1.17 165
22+ 3.77 1.17 58
Age 3.56 1.22 530
18-25 3.43 1.04 46
34=41 3.63 1.23 147
42+ 3.58 1.23 106
Race 3.57 1.22 526
White 3.57 1.22 456
Black 3.47 1.31 57
Other 4.07 .86 13
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Table 23 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Education 3.56 1.22 523
High School-G.E.D. 3.59 1.21 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.52 1.26 258
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.59 1.17 123
M.S. - M.A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.90 1.10 10
Tvpe of Community Served 3.56 1.22 528
Urban 3.60 1.19 335
Suburban 3.60 l1.16 108
Rural 3.47 1.35 48
Semi-Rural 3.29 1.48 37
Department Size 3.56 l.22 526
25 and under 3.26 1.25 29
50-25 3.45 1.29 125
100-50 3.64 1.20 105
300-100 3.61 1.19 111
500-300 4.00 .92 8
+1000-500 3.76 1.15 98
Department Location (area) 3.57 1.22 527
Southwest 3.48 1.33 177
Northwest 3.71 1.23 21
South~Central 3.69 .92 103
North-Central 3.17 l1.46 17
Southeast _ 3.68 1.16 198
Northeast 2.09 1.30 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.56 l1.22 529
City 3.62 1.17 404
Town 3.00 2.82 2
Township 3.45 1.28 24

County 3.39 1.37 99
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Table 23 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.57 1.22 525
Yes 3.58 1.22 498
None 3.44 l1.08 27
Firearms Training 3.54 1.23 474
Annually 3.72 1.26 140
Semi-Annually 3.37 1.26 75
Quarterly 3.52 1.19 150
Less than Annually 3.44 1.24 109
Department Policy 3.58 1.22 512
More Strict 3.54 1.19 320
Less Strict 3.85 .66 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.61 1.29 178

Values: SA =5, A =4, U

3, DA

= 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 24

In the State of Michigan a Police Officer is
Unlikely to be Prosecuted for a "Question-
able" Shooting of a Felony Suspect
Because of the Broadness of the
Existing Common-Law Inter-
pretation on the Use of
Deadly Force

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.14 1.04 525
Patrolman 3.19 1.03 317
Sergeant - 3.12 .98 87
Detective 3.28 1.06 42
Lieutenant 2.82 .93 40
Captain 3.00 1.29 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 3.00 1.06 8
Chief/Sheriff 2.88 1.32 18
Years of Service 3.15 1.04 530
1-5 3.27 .92 128
6-10 3.11 1.14 179
11-21 3.13 .96 165
22+ 3.03 1.13 58
Age 3.15 1.04 531
18-25 3.10 .92 46
26-33 3.10 1.07 232
34-41 3.29 .96 147
42+ 3.06 1.10 106
Race 3.14 1.04 527
White 3.14 1.02 457
Black 3.22 1.18 57
Other 2.92 1.03 13
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Table 24 (continued)
Population X S.D. N
Education 3.16 1.04 524
High School-G.E.D. 3.31 1.04 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.09 1.06 259
B.S. -~ B.A. Degree 3.13 .97 123
M-St - MIA- Degree/PhtD. 3.10 1. 10 10
Type of Community Served 3.14 1.04 529
Urban 3.16 1.01 336
Suburban 3.09 1.02 108
Rural 3.08 1.19 48
Semi-Rural 3.24 1.11 37
Department Size 3.14 1.04 527
25 and under 3.08 1.01 79
50-25 3.23 1.02 125
100-50 3.10 1.06 105
300-100 3.02 1.08 112
500-300 3.25 1.03 8
+1000-500 3.27 1.02 98
Department Location (area) 3.15 1.03 528
Southwest 3.07 1.07 177
Northwest 2.80 l.16 21
South-Central 3.02 .93 104
North-Central 3.29 1.31 17
Southeast 3.31 .99 198
Northeast 3.45 1.03 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.14 1.04 530
City 3.13 1.03 405
Town 2.50 2.12 2
Township 3.16 1.04 24
County 3.21 1.06 99
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Table 24 (continued)

Population X s.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Eolicy 3.14 l1.04 526
Yes 3.14 1.04 499
None 3.29 .95 27
Firearms Training 3.17 1.03 474
Annually 3.32 1.01 140
Semi~Annually 2.98 1.00 75
Quarterly : 3.05 1.00 150
Less than Annually 3.27 1.08 109
Department Policy 3.15 1.03 513
More Strict 3.16 1.04 320
Less Strict 3.42 .64 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.11 1.04 129

Values: SA = 5, A = 4, U =3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.
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Table 25

Some Police Agencies Cannot Acquire Adequate
Liability Insurance Coverage Simply Because
They Do Not Have Clear Defined Guidelines
on the Use of Deadly Force. If
Statutory Legislation Were
Enacted to Remedy This
Problem Most Police
Officers Would Be
Agreeable to

Such.

Population X S.D. N
Rank 3.05 .93 523
Patrolman 3.03 .91 316
Sergeant 3.04 .91 87
Detective _ 3.11. .94 42
Lieutenant 3.02 1.01 39
Captain 2.92 1.11 13
Asst. Chf./Chf. Dep. 2.87 .99 8
Chief/sSheriff 3.50 .85 18
Years of Service 3.04 .93 528
1-5 2.96 .85 127
6-10 3.02 .96 179
11-21 3.20 .96 165
22+ 2.82 .86 57
Age 3.04 .93 529
26-33 3.02 .92 231
34~41 3.11 .94 147
42+ 3.04 .97 105
Race 3.04 .93 525
White 3.07 .93 455
Black 2.78 .86 57
Other 3.00 1.15 13
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Population X S.D. N
Education 3.04 .93 522
High School=-G.E.D. 3.01 .87 132
1-2 yrs. College 3.02 .94 257
B.S. - B.A. Degree 3.10 . 94 123
M.S. - M,A. Degree/Ph.D. 3.20 .91 10
Type of Community Served 3.04 .92 527
Urban 3.00 .89 334
Suburban 3.18 .90 108
Rural 3.29 1.11 48
Semi-Rural 2.70 .93 37
Department Size 3.04 .93 525
25 and under 3.12 .91 79
50-25 2.94 .95 125
100-50 3.00 .97 104
300-100 3.21 .89 112
500-300 2.87 .83 8
+1000-500 2.97 .93 97
Department Location (area) 3.04 .93 526
Southwest 3.17 1.01 177
Northwest 3.23 .94 21
South-Central 2.97 .82 103
North-Central 3.29 .91 17
Southeast 2.96 .90 197
Northeast 2.45 .68 11
Type of Jurisdiction Served 3.04 .92 528
City 3.06 .89 404
Town 4.00 1.41 2
Township 3.25 1.03 24
County 2.92 1.00 98
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Table 25 (continued)

Population X S.D. N
Presence or Absence of a
Department Policy 3.04 .92 524
Yes 3.04 .92 497
None 3.18 .96 27
Firearms Training 3.05 .94 472
Annually 3.09 .96 140
Semi-Annually 2.94 .88 74
Quarterly 3.12 .96 150
Less than Annually 2.97 .92 108
Department Policy 3.04 .92 511
More Strict 3.03 .91 319
Less Strict 2.92 .82 14
Follows the State Common-Law 3.07 .95 178

Values: SA =5, A= 4, U 3, DA = 2, SDA = 1.



APPENDICES



APPENDIX A



APPENDIX A

Departments to be surveyed (by Section):

NORTHWESTERN ‘ Muskegon ( 94)
Muskegon Heights ( 38)
Big Rapids ( 21)
Traverse City ( 31)
Manistee ( 18)
Ludington ( 18)
Norton Shores ( 25)
NORTH CENTRAL Cheboygan ( 11)
Petoskey ( 12)
Midland ( 43)
Alma ( 19)
Saginaw (245)
Buena Vista ( 28)
Bay City ( 94)
NORTHEASTERN Sandusky ( 3)
Frankenmuth ( 4)
Marlette ( 2)
Bad Axe ( 5)
Vasgsar ( 19)
Crosswell ( 8)
SOUTHWESTERN Grand Rapids (364)
Wyoming (111)
Holland ( 65)
Kalamazoo (205)
Niles ( 32)
*Benton Township ( 33)
Benton Harbor ( 38)
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SOUTH CENTRAL

SOUTHEASTERN

County Sheriff:

NORTHWESTERN

NORTH CENTRAL

NORTHEASTERN

SOUTHWESTERN

SOUTH CENTRAL

SOUTHEASTERN
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Lansing
Battle Creek
Albion
Jackson
Owosso
Adrian

Ann Arbor

Flint
Lapeer
Port Huron
Ypsilanti
Detroit
Inkster
Birmingham

Grand Traverse

Lenawee
Muskegon
Kent

Midland
Isabella
Montcalm

Tuscola
Sanilac
Huron
Lapeer
Saginaw

Allegan
Berrien
st. Joseph
Van Buren

Hillsdale
Ionia
Jackson

Wayne
Washtenaw
Oakland

(316)
(104)
( 29)
{ 98)
( 26)
( 44)
(185)

(449)
( 14)
( 68)
( 59)

(5,590)

(R)
(R)
(U)
(V)

(R)
(R)
(R)

(R)
(R)
(R}
(U)
(u)

(R)
(R)
(R)
(Sub)

(R)
(U)
(u)

(U)
(0)
(U)

( 82)
( 50)

50)
64)
87}
36)

( 44)
( 18)
( 39)
( 33)
( 28)
( 26)
( 45)
(112)

( 42)
{104)

( 26)
21)

25)
62)

— g, g

(688)
(137)
(332)
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Dear Sir:

We are conducting a research study concerning the "Atti-
tudes of Michigan Police Officers toward Statutory Limi-
tations on the Use of Deadly Force."

Our sampling agencies are selected randomly, by region,
and your agency has been one of those chosen.

This research is vital, as it will give insight into the
escalating problem of civil, economic, moral and legal
ramifications of police use of deadly force, particularly
with regard to property felons.

I sincerely hope you will participate in this project by
allowing some of your officers to fill out our guestion-
naire. Reporting methods will not disclose how agencies
responded, nor shall any identification be made of
respondents.

I feel that it is time law enforcement officials partici-
pate in significant research in order to benefit both in
decision-making and training efforts from the results.
Please forward the name of the person in your department who
will be the liaison between myself and my staff regarding
the forwarding and returns of the guestionnaires.

Wishing you continued success in law enforcement, and the
best of health.

Respectfully,

Andrew L. Rodez
‘Chief of Police
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APPENDIX C

Dear Police Officer:

You have been selected to participate in a research project
which I feel will contribute greatly to efforts by law
enforcement professionals to clarify those sensitive

issues surrounding legislative input into a police officer's
use of deadly force.

Several incidents throughout the State of Michigan have
regrettably left the matter of liability and professional
conduct ambiguous with regard to the "role" of law enforce-
ment officers in such situations.

Please complete your questionnaire promptly and return by

in the self-addressed and stamped envelope.
A full report of the research will be forwarded to your
agency head for dissemination of the results of this pro-
ject.

Respectfully,

Andrew L. Rodez
Chief of Police

ALR/as

Enclosure
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Background Information

RANK: 1. __  Patrolman 5. Captain
2. ____ Sergeant 6. Inspector
3. _____ Detective 7. Ass't. Chief/Deputy
4. Lieutenant 8. Chief/sheriff
YEARS OF SERVICE:
1. _  1-5 years 3. 11-21 years
2. ___ 6-10 years 4. 22+ years
AGE: l. _  18-25 years 3. 34-41 years
2. 26-33 years 4. 42+ years
EDUCATION LEVEL:
l. ______ H.5./G.E.D. 3. Bachelor's Degree
2. ___ 1-2 yrs. College 4. ___ Master's +
MY POLICE JURISDICTION
IS BEST DESCRIBED AS:
1. Urban 3. ____ Semi-rural
2. Suburban 4. ___ Rural
DEPARTMENT
1. _ 25 and under 3. ____ 100-500
2. ____50-25 4. ____ 500-1000+
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MY DEPARTMENT IS BEST
DESCRIBED AS LOCATED IN:

l. __ Southwestern Michigan
2. __ Northwestern Michigan
3. _____ South Central Michigan
4. __ North Central Michigan
5. _____ Southeastern Michigan
6. Northeastern Michigan

MY DEPARTMENT SERVES AS:
l. __ City 3. ____ Township
2. ___ Town 4. ____ County
MY DEPARTMENT HAS:
1. _ A firearms policy
2. ____ No firearms policy

MY DEPARTMENT HAS
FIREARMS TRAINING:

l. _____ Annually

2. _____ Semi-annually

3. _____ Quarterly

4. __ Less than annually

MY DEPARTMENT"S FIREARMS POLICY IS:

1. More strict than State Law?*
2. Less strict than State Law
3. Follow the State Law

*Michigan follows the "common Law” in the statutes.
Thereby, it has no legislation relative to when firearms
may or may not be used.
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Questionnaire

Felony property crime suspects (burglars, auto
thieves, con-men, fences, etc.) are as much a threat
to a police officer as a felony assault crime suspect.
(Assault with a deadly weapon, battery, armed robbery,
rapist, etc.)

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Felony property crime suspects present as great a
physical threat to citizens as do felony assault
crime suspects.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Felony property crime suspects who are involved with
the crime of burglary are more dangerous to a police
officer than other felony property crime suspects.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Most police officers come into contact with more
felony property crime suspects during routine patrol
tours than they do felony assault crime suspects.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Most burglars, auto thieves, fences, con-men expect
to be shot by the pollce if they fail to heed a warn-
ing to "halt."

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Most burglars, auto thieves, fences, con-men and other
felony property crime suspects are likely to halt when
ordered to do so by a police officer upon fleeing the
scene of their crime.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree



10.

11.

12.
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The fear of being shot and killed by the police is a
proven deterrent to felony crimes of burglary.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided
Disagree Strongly Disagree
Other felony property crimes would be deterred if
officers were known to use deadly force in effecting
the arrest of suspects.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided
Disagree Strongly Disagree
Police officers should not be required to refrain from
the use of deadly force or its threat if that is the
only means to effect the arrest of the felony property
crime suspect.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided
Disagree Strongly Disagree
Most citizens expect a police officer to use deadly
force in apprehending any felony suspect, regardless
of the kind of crime committed.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided
Disagree Strongly Disagree
Police officers generally .are capable of making most
felony property crime arrests without the threat of
deadly force.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided
Disagree | Strongly Disagree
The contemplation of civil or criminal liability, for
the most part, does not restrain a police officer
in using deadly force within reasonable guidelines.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree
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14.

15.

le.

17.

18.
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Police officers in our department generally exercise
deadly force only for crimes where there is a life
threatened or where there has been evidence of
physical assaultive violence against the officers or
a citizen.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

There is no basis for disciplinary action for allowing
a felony property crime suspect to escape, rather than
using deadly force to effect his/her arrest.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Most police officers regard the responsibility for
civil liability in the use of deadly force to be
solely that of the government for which they work.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Police officers should not be subjected to civil or
criminal liability for exercising their discretion to
shoot at the felony property crime suspect.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

There is no need to further limit a police officer's
discretionary use of deadly force beyond that rendered
under the state "common-law" interpretation.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

The State of Michigan's Common Law interpretation of
the use of deadly force against felony suspects is
adegquate to protect the officer, his department and
city (town, county, etc.) from possible civil
liability.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
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Statutory limitations on an officer's discretionary
use of deadly force would be potentially dangerous to
police officers.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Citizens generally do not expect police officers to
exercise specific alternatives to effect an arrest

of a felony property crime suspect other than deadly
force.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Guidelines on the discretionary use of deadly force by
police officers enacted by state legislators would be
demeaning to the status of law enforcement officers.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

Statutory limitations on the use of deadly force by
police officers in Michigan, even though they will
reduce significantly civil and/or criminal liability
complaints against officers, is not necessary.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree
Police-officer-shootings of felony property crime
suspects should not be a matter of internal investi-
gations within the department, but by an agency out-
side of the officer's own department.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree

In the state of Michigan, a police officer is unlikely
to be prosecuted for a "qguestionable" shooting of a
felony suspect because of the broadness of the exist-
ing common-law interpretation on the use of deadly
force.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Some police agencies cannot acquire adequate liability
insurance coverage simply because they do not have
clear, defined guidelines on the use of deadly force.
If statutory legislation were enacted to remedy this
problem, most police officers would be agreeable to

such.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided

Disagree Strongly Disagree
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APPENDIX F

Policies Vary on Using Deadly Force

Picture an Officer in Michigan making a split-second
decision on deadly force and shooting and seriously wounding
an 18 year old who bolts from the custody of an Officer
while being held on a bench warrant for failing to appear
for a trial on a B & E charge.

The subject is not handcuffed at the time and the
Officer fires one warning shot during the escape before
shooting the subject in the back from a distance of 100
feet. He ends up in critical condition in a nearby hos-
pital.

A routine internal investigation takes place but
the department's public safety director states that depart-
mental rules provide that "If there is no other way to
apprehend a fleeing felon, an Officer can use his weapon."”

If the same situation happened in New York City,
policy dictates the officer should not have shot the man.

Michigan law on the subject leans heavily toward

supporting the Officer in a shooting case. The law says
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that a Police Officer can use reasonable and necessary force
to apprehend any suspected felon.

A spokesman for the New York City Police Depart-
ment, the largest in the nation, said there are strict
policies governing the use of a firearm by a Police Officer.

He said the policies fall under both departmental
rules and regulations and the New York penal code.

The spokesman said the basic rule of thumb for all
Officers is that a life must be in danger before an Officer
can use his gun.

"We'd rather see the person escape and be appre-
hended later," said the spokesman.

"An Officer has the power of life and death with a
gun.

"Not even a judge in this state can sentence a man
to die. Why should we have that power?"

The spokesman said Officers can use their weapons
to prevent a felony. But, he said, once the crime has been
committed, the Officer is prohibited from shooting the sus-
pect unless the Officer's life is in danger.

He said that if an Officer spots a man pouring gaso-
line on a building and ready to light a match, he can shoot
the man to stop the arson.

However, if the man already has lighted the fire and
is fleeing the scene the Officer is forbidden from using

his fun.
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Ralph Moxley, former Birmingham Police Chief for
19 years and currently director of the Oakland Police
Academy in Oak Park, says the judgement of whether or not to
use a gun to stop a felon is one of the toughest parts of
cadet training.

"You can tell the cadet what the law is on the sub-
ject," said Moxley, "but no one knows how that Officer is
going to respond under stress until something happens on
the street. -

"All we can hope is that every Police Officer uses
good, sound judgement in the use of his gun.”

Most Police Departments in Michigan agree solidly
on one point. If an Officer's life or a citizen's life is
in danger, the Officer should use his weapon to stop the
felon.

But from this point on, the departments vary slightly
in their policies.

The Michigan State Police, for example, are allowed
the use of guns to apprehend any escaping felon.

State Police Lt. Col. William D. Hassinger, deputy
director of field services, said the real key is whether
or not the fleeing felon would be a danger to society if
he remained on the street.

"Under state law, a Police Officer does have the
right to stop any fleeing felon with any force necessary,"”

sais Hassinger.
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*"But what we're asking our troopers to use is dis-
cretion.

"We want our troopers mindful of the seriousness
of the offense."

He said he doesn't want any troopers shooting
somebody for writing a bad check, even though it might be
a felony charge.

Hassinger stressed that a weapon should be used
only when all other methods have failed.

Birmingham and Detroit police guidelines spell out
the type of crimes where an officer can use his gun.

Spokesmen for both departments indicate that an
Officer is justified in using his weapon to apprehend some-
one involved in a major felony such as burglary, armed
robbery, rape, murder or arson.

"When and where an Officer should use his gun is
not a cut and dried issue," said one Birmingham Officer.

"It's very hard to write an order on when someone
should shoot someone else.

"Situations on the street don't always follow the
manual. We're asking our Officers to use good judgement
in a split second circumstance.

"It's sometimes hard to do."

Moxley indiéated that in his 29 years in Law
Enforcement he found there were many more cases in which

an Officer should have used his gun and didn't than there
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were of those in which an Officer used his gun and should

not have.

Quiz on Deadly Force Use

Check your recall! The last issue of the Peace
Officer magazine contained an indepth article on guidelines
for the use of deadly force. A list of situations follow
which actually have occurred to a number of Police Officers.
Review these and select your answers based on those guide-
lines. Be aware that sometimes it is not a question of
right or wrong but the manner in which the Officer presents
his justification for the use of deadly force. The situ-
ations are meant to be provocative and not to test specific
knowledge of the law concerning the use of deadly force.
It is suggested you also answer the situations by the
application of other guidelines with which you are familiar.
In doing this, you quickly will realize that the time neces-
sary to answer the questions fast will vary widely depend-
ing on the guidelines you use. Hopefully, your department
guidelines are brief, concise, workable and equitable to
both the Officer and the individual citizen. Many believe
that a select set of guidelines which has these character-
istics should be incorporated into the state statutes govern-
ing the use of deadly force. No other guidelines then would

be necessary.
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- ) Would
Shoot

Wouid Not
Shoot

In the back room of a house, a
"professional” card game is raided
by Police Officers. One of the
players runs by an Officer and

the Officer realizes that he could
not catch this violator.

Officers raid a dice game at the
rear of a building. Several
gamblers run and the two officers
know they will be unable to catch
the entire group.

An Officer witnesses a knife fight
and orders the one subject with
the knife to drop the weapon.
Subject turns facing Officer and
holds knife in hand.

An Officer witnesses a stabbing.
The victim falls to the ground
and the subject runs, after the
Officer orders him to halt.

An Officer spots a subject in a
dark alley. As the Officer calls
"Halt! Police," the subject runs.

An Officer is running after a sub-
ject carrying a TV set. The subject
ran from the Officer when the Offi-
cer attempted to question him in
reference to the TV being stolen.

The Officer says "Halt!" The subject
stops, turns toward the Officer,

and his right hand moves deliberately
toward his right front pocket. The
officer yells, "Freeze!" The subject
continues to reach for his pocket.

An Officer is checking the back door
of a store that has been broken into.
Subject runs out of back door and
past the Officer. The subject looks
to be a young white male.
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wWould

Would Not
Shoot

Shoot

Break into a building is dis-
covered by Officer working alone.
At this time subject is seen in
building attempting to force
open a safe and runs in direc-
tion of Officer with something
in hand appearing to be a sawed-
off shotgun.

Officers staked out at store on
tip-off of hocldup. Two subjects
enter store with paper bags over
their heads, stockings on their
arms, and guns in hand and order
store owner to freeze. Subjects
flee at order to "hold it!" by
Officers.

Breaking and entering found in
cafe. Subject runs from area.
A few minutes later a subject
runs as he spots a Police car a
couple of blocks away.

At 2 a.m. subject is seen at a safe
in building. Front door is ajar.

Two men are seen fighting. One
picks up pipe from ground, draws
back to hit the other on the head.

A woman shoots at a man in the
street. She is ordered to put the
gun down, but subject continues

to hold it in her hand.

Subject is spotted in car that was
listed as stolen. He tries to out-
run the Police car. Subject wrecks
car, jumps out and runs.

An Officer is forced to fight sub-
ject while apprehending him for dis-
orderly conduct. Subject is known
professional fighter. Officer
realizes he is going to be beaten

if the fight continues.
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Would
Shoot

Would Not
Shoot

Subject is caught in store build-
ing. After break is discovered,
the building is surrounded by
Officers. One Officer can see
the subject moving about in the
building.

About midnight on a Saturday
night, a burglar alarm goes off
in a liquor store. Subject runs
from the rear of store and onto
Sixth Street so that he can lose
himself in the crowds.

Attempt is made to stop subject in
car. Subject tries to out-run Police
car. He turns another car over in
his attempt to escape. Subject is

a known lottery operator.

Officer witnesses a hold-up in pro-
gress. As Officer approaches, subject
points gun at Officer. Officer kills
subject. Weapon used by subject was
found to be a realistic appearing toy
gun. Would shooting be justified?

Man and woman are seen in wooded area
in car. As Officer walks up to car
with flashlight, the woman jumps from
car, calls for help and screams that
she is being raped. The subject starts
the car in an attempt to escape.

A man signs an affidavit on his wife
for assault with a deadly weapon after
she shoots him in the arm. Officer
goes to house and attempts to arrest
for assault in the first degree with a
warrant. The woman subject pulls a
gun and tells Officer to leave or she
will kill him.

Officers with a warrant are about to
enter premises to make an arrest for
sale of narcotics when they see a
suspicious-looking vehicle parked out-
side the premises. After the Officers
approach the vehicle, the vehicle drives
directly at the Officers at a high rate
of speed.
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Would
Shoot

Would Not
Shoot

Officer makes a routine traffic
stop. As he walks up to the car
the driver accelerates and makes
a U-turn and heads directly for
the Officer at a high rate of
speed. The Officer has no place
to duck.



