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BACKGROUND 

The objective of the PACT/CCP Community Policing Component was to provide specialized 
training on community policing to law enforcement officers in the metropolitan Atlanta area. 
This area included the five counties of Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett, and the 
City of Atlanta targeting a total of 6,700 officers. The specialized training was offered first to a 
core group of trainers and then to law enforcement executive leadership. The training 
assumptions focused on a complete change of the view of crime causation and possible new and 
different interventions methodologies to reduce it. 

The training focused on assumptions made about the police department as an organization, about 
other social services, and about the community. It recommended changes within the police 
department that pertained to recruitment, training, deployment, communication, supervision, 
police discretion, performance evaluation, and rewards; changes of the relationship between 
police and other social services that called for greater cooperation and coordination of services to 
the community; and changes in the community that called for an increasing the community
police partnership in the co-production of public safety. Mostly, community policing training 
emphasized crime as a behavioral problem that is expressed in undesirable conflict resolutions 
(by criminals) and an understanding that any change will require focusing on changing crime 
causing conditions and on introducing alternative conflict resolution and mediation strategies. 

Special instructional material were developed for this project that included a 15 minute video 
tape and a written training kit which was developed for trainers and for trainees. Training was 
offered by academy trainers, by agency-based trainers and by Dr. Robert Friedmann and Dr. 
Damon Camp. Training was targeted at all levels of a law enforcement agency and the same 
content was emphasized to chiefs, command staff, and patrol officers alike. 

In order to better understand the possible impact of the training on the participating law 
enforcement officers, a survey was administered to the metropolitan Atlanta law enforcement 
community. In addition to perceptions of law enforcement officers, a survey was conducted to 
assess the perceptions of residents. Also, several focus groups were conducted in the 
metropolitan area to discern residents' perceptions concerning their community and policing 
issues. 
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POLICE OFFICERS 

Methodology 

A total of 550 surveys were distributed to the 60 law enforcement agencies in an attempt to 
sample about 10% of the eligible officers ( excluding sheriff departments). The number of 
questionnaires were proportionateley divided among the agencies in accordance with their size. 
Questionnaires were sent to contact persons in the agencies who were requested to distribute 
them to every 10th person. Each questionnaire had a self-addressed, stamped, envelop with clear 
instructions for completing the questionnaire and then mail to Dr. Friedmann at the Georgia State 
University address.1 

By the end of September, 1996, 339 questionnaires were received accounting for 62.7% of the 
original mail-out. Questionnaires were then coded and the data were input into an SPSS-PC 
program, it was quality controlled for accuracy, "cleaned", recoded when needed, and then 
prepared for analysis. 

Description of Findings 

The sample of responding officers seems to fit the general profile of the metropolitan Atlanta 
force. It is composed of approximately 85% males with the mean age of35.3. About 68% of the 
officers were Caucasian and 27% black. Almost two thirds were married, one fifth never married 
and one eight divorced. A third had no children and a bout one quarter had one child and one 
quarter had two children. Approximately 17% acquired a highschool degree ( or GED), 45% had 
some college and 29% had a college degree (5% had some graduate work and 3.0% acquired a 
graduate degree). 

More than half of the respondents (55.8%) were uniformed officers with most serving in patrol 
duties. The average officer had 10 years of law enforcement experience and served 8.3 years at 
the agency. About half of the respondents reported that they received community policing 
training. The majority of the officers reported they received in house training ( 44%) or 
departmental academy training ( 40%) while only 11 % received training from the regional 
academies. However, 26% of the trainers were academy-based (with no reference to 
departmental or regional). Of the training provided, 82.2% is of direct community policing 
relevance. The rest pertains to other traditional law enforcement training as well as specialized 
training provided for Olympic-related security. 

1There were two incidents where overzealous supervisors requested that the surveys be 
turned in to them. However, upon being informed of this, respective agency heads were 
requested to issue a clarifying memo in support of direct mailing to the university without any 
agency intermediaries and the request was honored. 
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As to the assessment of the community policing training material (for those who declared 
participation in it), 43.8% rated the training session as "outstanding/very good" (46.9% rated it as 
"acceptable"); 35.8% of the officers rated the training video as "outstanding/very good" (53.5% 
rated it as "acceptable"); 37.6 rated the written training material as "outstanding/very good" 
(50.6% rated it as "acceptable"). This is clearly an overwhelming satisfaction with the training 
material and quality provided. The new direction that community policing offers was perceived 
by 52.9% of the officers as "very encouraging" or "encouraging" and 61.9% saw the building of 
partnerships with the community as "very promising" or "promising". 

The officers were asked to express their agreement/disagreement with a series of 35 items that 
following a factor analysis were collapsed into these five categories: 

1. Perceptions of assignment as positive 
2. Perceptions of work environment as supportive 
3. Perceptions of job/unit as positive 
4. Perceptions of community policing and public involvement 
5. Perception of police as responsible for crime control 

As is seen from the factor analysis, approximately 52% agree with their assignment, 78% see 
their job/unit as positive, and 65% agree with community policing and public involvement. 
However, a lower percent (32%) agree that the work environment is supportive and much smaller 
percentage (7.7) see police as responsible for crime control. Interestingly enough, there did not 
appear to be any differences between the officers who underwent community policing training 
and those who did not on these five factors. This could mean that the training was seen more as 
a reinforcer of attitudes and perceptions already held vis-a-vis each of these factors. 

Finally, officers were asked to rate the occupation of a police officer in comparison to that of 35 
other occupations representing various occupations ranked from very low to very high (0-100) on 
an occupational prestige scale. The purpose of these items was to obtain an understanding as to 
the relative ranking of officers as compared with other occupations.2 The 35 items were factor 
analyzed and collapsed into three categories as follows: 

1. High prestige occupations 
2. Low prestige occupations 
3. Medium prestige occupations 

Perhaps against the most optimistic expectations, about the same percentage (22) ranked 
themselves higher than the medium or higher occupational groups, while, as expected, 77% 
ranked themselves higher than the lower group. As with the job satisfaction items, there was no 

2For further information on the use of the occupational prestige scale and the job 
satisfaction items, see: Friedmann, Robert R. 1986. "Transformation of Roles for Police Officers: 
Perceptions of a Community Oriented Role." Police Studies: The International Review of Police 
Development 9(2):68-77. 
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statistical difference between those who reported they participated in the community policing 
training and those who did not. 

RESIDENTS 

Methodology 

A total of 540 resident surveys were sent out to the to the PACT area. Each of the five counties 
and the City of Atlanta received 90 questionnaires which were sent to Project PACT contact 
persons. Officers and volunteers were instructed to contact persons 18 and older in every 50th 

household. Each of the participating residents received a questionnaire with a self-addressed, 
stamped, envelop with clear instructions for completing the questionnaire and then mail to Dr. 
Friedmann at the Georgia State University address. 

By the end of September, 1996, 17 4 questionnaires were received accounting for 31.6% of the 
original mail-out. Questionnaires were then coded and the data were input into an SPSS-PC 
program, it was quality controlled for accuracy, "cleaned", recoded when needed, and then 
prepared for analysis. 

Description of Findings 

Demographic Characteristics 
The PACT area residential population responding to the survey had a mean age of 45, was 62.8% 
female, 18.3% black (73.4% white), 67% married (10% never married and 14% divorced), 52% 
had one or two children (24% had 3 or more and 24% had none). About 24% had high school 
education ( or GED), 24. 7 reported having college degrees (31 % reported some college education, 
and 12.4% reported having graduate degrees). 

Sense of Safety I Fear of Crime 
The majority of the respondents (84%) saw the responsibility for protecting their property as 
lying with themselves together with the police, while only 16% saw it as their (or their family's) 
sole responsibility. Testing for effects of gender on this perception did not yield any significant 
findings. Thus males and females alike point to a joint personal/police responsibility for the 
protection of private property. 

Some differences were found regarding residents' perception of their property vulnerability (to 
crime). About 57% reported they saw themselves vulnerable when leaving their home for a short 
period; this number jumped to 78% when leaving the home for a long period. These fears were 
not left without some counter measures. Only about 3% of the respondents reported not taking 
any special precautions against crime. All the rest invested in a variety of reinforcement and/or 
physical fortification measures. 
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Irrespective of the physical protective measures employed by residents, it is interesting to note 
the relative low level of fear they reported concerning walking near their residence after dark. 
About 9% were afraid "to a very great extent" or ''to a great extent". This number jumped to 
30% if "somewhat" was added. Yet, a majority of 38% were "not at all" afraid and up to 70% 
were "not at all afraid" or "a little" afraid when these two categories were joined together. 

Does police activity in their neighborhood have an effect on residents' sense of security? Only 
20% maintained that police have "no" or "little" effect on their sense of security. The majority 
saw the police as having "some" effect (30%), "great" effect (31%) or "very great" effect (18%) 
on their sense of security. 

This perception may have a lot to do with the experience residents actually had as victims of 
crime. Between one fourth to one third of the sampled residents reported being a victim of a 
property offense in the last 12 months and 13% reported being a victim to a violent offense 
against the person. Victims did have experience with the police as 83% report their victimization 
to police. As with the traditional literature on reporting, theft from cars and car theft were most 
reported by the sample, but the other categories are alarming as well and consistent with other 
findings.3 

Despite some expectations to the contrary, police were perceived very positively by the residents. 
They were generally perceived as courteous (97%) and effective (94%). Police, however, have a 
lot to look for when partnering with communities. A very high percentage of respondents were 
willing to volunteer to help police in various efforts such as protecting the neighborhood (77%), 
updating neighbors (70%), assisting the elderly (45%) and working with youths (36%). 

Sense of Community 
Residents perceived their neighborhood to be "better" or "much better" than other neighborhoods 
(65%). About a quarter perceive it to be about "the same" and only 10% perceived it to be 
"worse" off than other neighborhoods. Residents were asked to express their 
agreement/disagreement with a series of 15 items describing various characteristics of their 
neighborhood and the perceptions they have regarding greater/lesser individual involvement in 
"quality of life" issues. These 15 items were collapsed into the following three factors: 

1. Quality of life 
2. Perceptions of neighborhood 
3. Civic responsibility 

3For further information on victimization in Georgia see the first and only statewide 
victimization study: R. Barry Ruback. 1992. The 1992 Georgia Victimization Survey, 
September. Georgia Statistical Analysis Bureau, Department of Criminal Justice, Georgia State 
University, Atlanta. Report Number 4. 
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Of the sampled residents, 85% agree/strongly agree with the quality of life and civic 
responsibility items while only 18.5% do so with the perceptions of the neighborhood items.4 

However, it is interesting to look at some of the individual items as well. Generally, residents 
identify with their neighborhood and identify with matters pertaining to the collective. 

Community policing awareness 
Being consumers of police services as victims of crime and as those who reported crime to the 
police, a large proportion of residents (84%) were also aware of some police programs to fight 
crime. This figures dropped slightly (to 76%) when asked specifically about awareness of 
community policing programs, yet it is still at a relatively high level being known to about three 
quarters of the population. This figure dropped a bit further (to 66%) when asked about being 
aware of community policing programs in their neighborhood and continued to drop even further 
(to 57%) when the questions shifted from knowing about a program to actually observing one; 
yet more than half of the population was aware/observed a community policing program in their 
neighborhood. Interestingly enough, 82% of the residents had a personal contact with the police, 
reporting having had interaction with a police officer in the last six months, and 65% reported the 
contact to have been with a "community policing officer". 

4For more details of the use of community attitude scales, see: Friedmann, Robert R. 
1987. "Citizens Attitudes Toward the Police: Results from an Experiment in Community 
Policing in Israel." American Journal of Police VI(l):67-93. 
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Police Officers' Attitudes and Perceptions: Findings 

Background 

Age at last birthday: 35.3 (mean) (see chart #1) 

Gender 
a. Male 84.5% 
b. Female 15.5% 

Race 
a. African-American 26.8% 
b. Asian .9% 
C. Caucasian 67.9% 
d. Hispanic ,9% 
e. Native American .9% 
f. Other: 2.7% 

4) Marital Status 
a. Never married 22.8% 
b. Married 63.2% 
C. Separated .9% 
d. Divorced 13.1 % 
e. Widowed 

5) Number of children (see chart #2) 
a. 0 33.4% 
b. 1 25.4% 
C. 2 23.7% 
d. 3 11.8% 
e. 4 4.4% 
f. 5 or more 1.2% 

6) Education : Number of years in school (see chart #3) 
a. Elementary school (less than six years} 
b. Middle school (six years but not more than 9) 
c. High school or GED (ten years but not more than 12 years} 

.3% 
17.2% 
45.1% 
29.1% 

d. College without degree (13 years but not more than 16) 
e. College degree (13 years but not more than 16) 
f . Some graduate work (17 years or more} 
g. Graduate degree ( 17 years or more} 

5.3% 
3.0% 
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7) Name of law enforcement agency you are employed by: 

A< encv Freauencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Georaia State Universitv PD 7 2.1 2.1 2.1 

Gwinnett Countv Sheriff 24 7.1 7.1 9.2 

Gwinnett PD 32 9.4 9.5 18.6 

Suwanee PD 1 .3 .3 18.9 

Emorv Universitv PD 
.. 

3 .9 .9 19.8 

Lilburn PD 2 .6 .6 20.4 

Snellville PD 2 .6 .6 21.0 

Spelman Colleae PD 1 .3 .3 21.3 

Duluth PD 3 .9 .9 22.2 

Lawrenceville PD 2 .6 .6 22.8 

Morris Brown Colleqe PD 1 .3 .3 23.1 

Marta PD 17 5.0 5.0 28.1 

DeKalb PD 42 12.4 12.4 40.5 

Stone Mountain PD 2 .6 .6 41.1 

Clarkston PD 1 .3 .3 41.4 

Decatur PD 3 .9 .9 42.3 

Avondale Estates PD 1 .3 .3 42.6 

Norcross PD 3 .9 .9 43.5 

Morrow PD 2 .6 .6 44.1 

Georaia Tech PD 4 1.2 1.2 45.3 

Clayton State Colleae PD 1 .3 .3 45.6 

Riverdale PD 2 .6 .6 46.2 

Lake City PD 2 .6 .6 46.7 

Atlanta PD 87 25.7 25.7 72.5 

Fulton Countv PD 18 5.3 5.3 77.8 

Srnvrna PD 3 .9 .9 78.7 

Cobb Countv PD 34 10.0 10.1 88.8 

Palmetto PD 1 .3 .3 89.1 

East Point PD 7 2.1 2.1 91.1 

Austell PD 2 .6 .6 91.7 

Acworth PD 2 .6 .6 92.3 

Marietta PD 7 2.1 2.1 94.4 

Powder Sprinqs PD 3 .9 .9 95.3 

Union Citv PD 4 1.2 1 .2 96.4 

DeKalb Countv Sheriff 1 .3 .3 96.7 

Fulton County Sheriff 5 1.5 1.5 98.2 

Alpharetta PD 4 1.2 1.2 99.4 

Unknown 2 .6 .6 100.0 

Total 338 99.7 100.0 
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8) What is your present rank? 

RANK Freauencv Percent Valid% 

PSO II 31 9.1 9.2 

SGT 48 14.2 14.3 

CPL 20 5.9 6 .0 

Deoutv 25 7.4 7.4 

lnvestiaator 6 1.8 1.8 

Patrolman 89 26.3 26.5 

Lieutenant 20 5.9 6.0 

Caotain 6 1.8 1 .8 

Maior 1 .3 .3 

Chief of Police 2 .6 .6 

Master Police Officer 24 7.1 7 .1 

Field Trainina Officer 6 1.8 1.8 

SPO 5 1.5 1 .5 

Unknown 56 15.8 15 .8 

Total 336 99.1 100.0 

9) How long have you been employed as a law enforcement officer? 
(see chart #4) 

10) How long have you been employed by your present agency? 
(see chart #5) 

11) What is your present assignment? 

PRESENT ASSIGNMENT Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

UNIFORM PATROL 106 31.3 32.3 

INVESTIGATION 15 4.4 4.6 

CIVIL PROCESS 2 .6 .6 

PATROL 77 22.7 23.5 

FIELD OPS 22 6 .5 6.7 

COMMANDER 20 5 .9 6 .1 

DARE OFFICER 2 .6 .6 

COURT SERVICES 11 3.2 3.4 

SOLID WASTE 1 .3 .3 

EVENING WATCH 14 4.1 4.3 

MORNING WATCH 20 5.9 6.1 

COMMUNITY POLICING UNIT 8 2.4 2.4 

TRAINING 6 1 .8 1 .8 

SUPERVISOR 7 2 .1 2 .1 

ASST. CHI EF 4 1 .2 1.2 

Cumulative % 

9.2 

23 .5 

29.5 

36.9 

38.7 

65 .2 

71.1 

72.9 

73.2 

73.8 

81.0 

82.7 

84.2 

100.0 

10.0 (mean) 

8.3 (mean) 

Cumulative % 

32.3 

36.9 

37.5 

61.0 

67.7 

73.8 

74.4 

77.7 

78 .0 

82.3 

88.4 

90.9 

92 .7 

94.8 

96.0 
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MOTORCYCLE DIVISION 1 .3 .3 96.3 

TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT 2 .6 .6 97.0 

ADMINISTRATION 4 1.2 1.2 98.2 

P.A.C.E. 3 .9 .9 99.1 

FIT 1 .3 .3 99.4 

IDENTIFICATION 1 .3 .3 99.7 

N/A 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 328 96.8 100.0 

12) In the last 12 months have you participated in any community policing training? 
a. No 49.4% 
b. Yes 50.6% 

If YES please answer items 13 - 19 

13) Where was the training provided? 
a. In-house 
b. Departmental police academy (please name): 
c. Regional police academy (please name): 
d. Other (please list): 

14) Who provided the training? 
a. Your police department 
b. Training academy 
c. Other (please list): 

15) What was the major emphasis of the training? 

EMPHASIS OF TRAINING Frequency % 

Visibility and Public Trust, Cooperation 1 .3 

Olympic Security 5 1.5 

Crime Against Elderly & Children 1 .3 

COP 15 4.4 

Using Aids of Other Agencies & Services 1 .3 

To Become More in Touch with the Public's Needs 6 1.8 

The Concept and What Win Be Expected 2 .6 

Fire Arms, 1st Aid, Seit Protection 1 .3 

Current Trend 1 .3 

Seit-defense 1 .3 

Cultural Diversity 5 1 .5 

Community Awareness 16 4.7 

How the Dept Starts Operating 1 .3 

Public Rel ationship 16 4 .7 

43.9% 
40.9% 
11.0% 
4.3% 

67.1% 
25.6% 

7.3% 

Valid% 

.8 

3.8 

.8 

11.3 

.8 

4.5 

1.5 

.8 

.8 

.8 

3 .8 

12.0 

.8 

12.0 

Cumulative % 

.8 

4.5 

5.3 

16.5 

17.3 

21.8 

23 .3 

24.1 

24.8 

25.6 

29 .3 

41.4 

42.1 

54.1 
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Communication 10 2.9 7.5 61.7 

Importance of Community Policing 2 .6 1.5 63.2 

Customer Service 2 .6 1.5 64.7 

Community Policing 40 11.8 30.1 94.7 

Preparing for Olympics 1 .3 .8 95.5 

Racial and Ethnic Understanding 1 .3 .8 96.2 

Gang Activity 1 .3 .8 97.0 

Image of the Police 1 .3 .8 97.7 

Foot Patrol 2 .6 1.5 99.2 

Instructor Training 1 .3 .8 100.0 

Total 133 39.2 100.0 

16) Who delivered the training? 
Who Delivered the Training Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Capt Hogan 1 .3 1.2 1.2 

Ray Fitch 2 .6 2.5 3.7 

Sgt. Hulse 1 .3 1.2 4.9 

Lt. Leverett 4 1.2 4.9 9.9 

Academy Staff 7 2.1 8.6 18.5 

Dr. Friedmann 3 .9 3.7 22.2 

Sgt. Hulsey 4 1.2 4.9 27.2 

Lt. Tidewell 1 .3 1.2 28.4 

Major Woodruff 2 .6 2.5 30.9 

Tidwell 3 .9 3.7 34.6 

Sgt. Hogan 1 .3 1.2 35.8 

Cpt. Hollingsworth 4 1.2 4.9 40.7 

Rodney Coenell 1 .3 1.2 42.0 

Hill 1 .3 1.2 43.2 

Lt. Carson 4 1.2 4.9 48.1 

Sanders 2 .6 2.5 50.6 

Sgt. Junger 2 .6 2.5 53.1 

Martin 1 .3 1.2 54.3 

Karen Grey 2 .6 2.5 56.8 

Terry 1 .3 1.2 58.0 

Sgt. Grady 1 .3 1.2 59.3 

Black 3 .9 3.7 63.0 

Bob Degraf 10 2 .9 12.3 75.3 

J. T. Irwin 6 1.8 7.4 82 .7 

Regina 1 .3 1.2 84.0 

Sgt. Moore 1 .3 1.2 85 .2 

Sgt. Wilson 1 .3 1.2 86.4 

Sgt. Harrison 1 .3 1.2 87.7 

Sgt. Cough 1 .3 1.2 88.9 
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Lt. Johnson 1 .3 1.2 90.1 

Dr. William Walsh 1 .3 1.2 91.4 

Roxane Jones 1 .3 1.2 92.6 

Sewell 1 .3 1.2 93.8 

Sgt . Wade 1 .3 1.2 95.1 

Smith J. R. 1 .3 1.2 96.3 

Sgt. Wood 1 .3 1.2 97.5 

Major Cobey 1 .3 1.2 98.8 

Robby Rokvitz 1 .3 1.2 100.0 

Total 81 23.9 100.0 

17) The community policing training session was 
a. Outstanding 7.4% 
b. Very good 36.4% 
c. Acceptable 46.9% 
d. Inadequate 8.0% 
e. Highly inadequate 1.2% 

18) The community policing video was (See Chart #7) 
a. Outstanding 3.5% 
b. Very good 30.3% 
c. Acceptable 53.5% 
d. Inadequate 8.5% 
e. Highly inadequate 4.2% 

19) The community policing written training material was (See Chart #8) 
a. Outstanding 3.2% 
b. Very good 34.4% 
C. Acceptable 50.6% 
d. Inadequate 9.1 % 
e. Highly inadequate 2.6% 

20) The new direction of community policing is (See Chart #9) 
a. Very encouraging 15.1 % 
b. Encouraging 37.8% 
c. Somewhat encouraging 28.8% 
d. Not encouraging 15.7% 
e. Highly not encouraging 2.7% 

21) Building partnerships with the community is (See Chart #10) 
a. Very promising 21.1 % 
b. Promising 40.8% 
c. Somewhat promising 28.1 % 
d. Unpromising 8.7% 
e. Highly unpromising 1.3% 
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Job Perception 
(On 1-5 scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; the higher the mean the stronger the agreement) 

1 ) The tasks I have in my present assignment are very clear 
78.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.96 

2) The command staff attempts to provide the necessary means to carry out my tasks 
52.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.32 

3) My unit could have functioned better with lesser interventions by command staff 
46.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.39 

4) My present assignment is interesting and challenging 
68.5% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.83 

5) I feel that the public is satisfied with my handling of problems 
80.3% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3 .96 

6) I have been well trained and prepared for my present assignment 
81.5% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.08 

7) If I could, I would transfer to another unit 
41.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.09 

8) I feel that citizens respect police officers 
25.8% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2. 70 

9) I can express myself freely to my commanders about my job 
48.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.23 

10) This is the best assignment I have had to date 
45.5% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.31 

11 ) The definition of my present assignment fits the demands in the field 
60.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.62 

12) I have enough means to perform my job effectively 
55.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.30 

13) In my unit there are excellent police officers 
80% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.10 

14) My fellow officers view my present assignment very positively 
55 .9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.56 

1 5) I have fully agreed with being assigned to my present duties 
74.5 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 3 .88 
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1 6) The bureaucracy prevents me from doing my job well 
43.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.26 

17) The authorities I have in my present assignment are well defined 
67.1 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.69 

18) When I do my job well, my commanders appreciate it 
61.3% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.51 

1 9) I pref er my present assignment to any other in the force 
34.8% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.00 

20) I am satisfied with my present assignment 
58.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.53 

21 ) There is a comfortable mood in my unit 
47.6% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.22 

22) A community policing officer's role cannot be carried out by non-CP officers 
18.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.47 

23) The laws and regulations prevent me from doing my job well 
23.6% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.73 

24) My working relationships with my fellow officers are good 
91.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.18 

25) I have a lot of freedom in carrying out my assignment 
68.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3. 74 

26) I am displeased with the present work conditions 
27.6% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.79 

27) There is a great deal of cooperation between myself and other law enforcement 
agencies 
54.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.47 

28) My present work load is very high 
55.8% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.54 

29) I am most excited about my present assignment 

30) 

39.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.31 

There is a great deal of pride in my unit 
48.2% agree/strongly agree; mean 3.33 
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31 ) My present tasks are monotonous and boring 
16.6% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.52 

32) Community policing should be implemented force-wide 
52.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.45 

33) Community policing should involve other agencies and the public 
69. 7% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.84 

34) Crime control is the sole responsibility of police 
9.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 1.91 

35) Police are responsible for the crime rate in a community 
6.8 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 1 . 77 

Job Perception Factors 

1) Factor 1: 

2) Factor 2: 

3) Factor 3: 

Perceptions of assignment as positive 
51.8% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.50 

Perceptions of work environment as supportive 
31.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.29 

Perceptions of job/unit as positive 
77.7% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.90 

(See Table 1) 

4) Factor 4: Perceptions of community policing and public involvement 
65.1 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 3. 75 

5) Factor 5: Perception of police as responsible for crime control 
7.7% agree/strongly agree; mean = 1.99 

Occupational Prestige 

"The prestige of a police officer compared to that of a (see list below) is:" 
(On 1-5 scale; 1 = much lower; 5 = much higher; the higher the mean the higher the prestige) 

36) Accountant 
39.6% higher/much higher; mean 2.97 

37) Sociologist 
35.4% higher/much higher; mean = 3.04 

38) Clerk 
77.5% higher/much higher; mean 3.91 
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39) Radio announcer 
37. 7% higher/much higher; mean 2.93 

40) Fire fighter 
78.4% higher/much higher; mean = 2.96 

41) Attorney 
14.9% higher/much higher; mean = 2.87 

42) Youth counselor 
35.9% higher/much higher; mean 3.29 

43) Taxi driver 
82.9% higher/much higher; mean = 4.16 

44) Prison guard 
66.6% higher/much higher; mean = 3.80 

45) Elementary school principal 
22.7% higher/much higher; mean = 2.77 

46) Social worker 
38.2% higher/much higher; mean 3.29 

47) Army sergeant 
32.4% higher/much higher; mean 3.16 

48) Treasurer/Financial officer 
34.3% higher/much higher; mean 2.88 

49) Psychologist 
27.8% higher/much higher; mean = 2.67 

50) Security guard 
83.4% higher/much higher; mean = 4.21 

51) Mail carrier 
55.8% higher/much higher; mean 3.58 

52) Registered nurse 
23.0% higher/much higher; mean 2.91 

53) Army captain 
23.6% higher/much higher; mean 2.77 

54) Bus driver 
75.4% higher/much higher; mean = 3.91 
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55) Construction worker 
77.2% higher/much higher; mean = 3.97 

56) Doctor /Physician 
13.6% higher/much higher; mean = 2.14 

57) Small town mayor 
23.1 % higher/much higher; mean = 2.65 

58) Economist 
37.0% higher/much higher; mean = 3.01 

59) Night guard 
82.3% higher/much higher; mean = 4.15 

60) Chief executive officer of an industrial firm 
22.1 % higher/much higher; mean = 2.31 

·51) Judge 
12.1 % higher/much higher; mean = 2.07 

62) Secretary 
63. 7% higher/much higher; mean = 3.68 

63) Engineer 
25.1 % higher/much higher; mean = 2.62 

64) High school teacher 
25.2% higher/much higher; mean 3.07 

65) Newspaper reporter 
50.1 % higher/much higher; mean 3.38 

66) Paramedic 
18.9% higher/much higher; mean = 3.07 

67) Gas station attendant 
84.3% higher/much higher; mean = 4.16 

68) Mechanic 
74.7% higher/much higher; mean 3.90 

69) Department store manager 
61.1 % higher/much higher; mean 3.61 

70) Computer programmer 
41.0% higher/much higher; mean = 3.06 
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Occupational Prestige Factors (See Table 2) 

1) Factor 1: High prestige occupations 
21.5% higher/much higher; mean 2.77 

2) Factor 2: Low prestige occupations 
76.9% higher/much higher; mean 3.88 

3) Factor 3: Medium prestige occupations 
21.8% higher/much higher; mean = 3.11 
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ITEM 6 (CHART 3): Education 
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ITEM 18 (CHART 7): Community policing video 
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Table 1 
Job Performance Items: Factor Analysis 

Item Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 
The Tasks in My Present Assignment Are Very Clear .379 

Command Staff Attempts to Provide Necessary Means to Carry Out My Tasks .618 

My Unit Could Have Functioned Better With Lesser Intervention by Commanders -.414 

My Present Assignment Is Interesting and Challenging .6S0 

I Feel That the Public Is Satisfied with My Handling of Problems 301 

I Have Been Well Trained and Prepared for My Present Assignment .321 

If! Could, I Would Transfer to Another Unit -.693 

I Feel That Citizens Respect Police Officers .338 

I Can Express Myself Freely to My Commanders about My Job .S94 

This Is the Best Assignment I Have Had to Date .710 

The Definition of My Present Assignment Fits the Demands in the Field .363 

I Have Enough Means to Perform Job Effectively .43S 

In My Unit There Are Excellent Police Officers .S68 

My Fellow Officers View My Present Assignment Very Positively .39S 

I Have Fully Agreed with Being Assigned to My Present Duties .687 

The Bureaucracy Prevents Me from Doing My Job Well -.664 

The Authorities I Have in My Present Assignment Are Well Defined .387 

When I Do My Job Well, My Commanders Appreciate it .48S 

I Prefer My Present Assignment to Any Other in the Force .730 

I Am Satisfied with My Present Assignment .832 

There Is a Comfortable Mood in My Unit .431 

A Community Policing Officer's Role Can't Be Carried out by Other Officers 

The Laws and Regulation Prevent Me from Doing My Job Well -.35S 

My Working Relationships with My Fellow Officers Are Good .S20 

I Have a Lot of Freedom in Carrying out My Assignment .4S8 

I Am Displeased with the Present Work Condition -.323 -.S33 

There Is a Great Deal of Cooperation Between Myself and Other LE Agencies 

My Present Work Load Is Very High .390 

I Am Most Excited about My Present Assignment .77S 

There Is a Great Deal of Pride in My Unit .461 

My Present Tasks Are Monotonous and Boring -.S07 

Community Policing Should Be Implemented Force-wide .800 

Community Policing Should Involve Other Agencies and the Public .78S 

Crime Control Is the Sole Responsibility of Police .S8S 

Police Are Responsible for the Crime Rate in a Community .524 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Table 2 
Occupational Prestige Items: Factor Analysis 

Item Factor 

1 2 3 
Accountant .682 

Sociologist .644 

Clerk .697 

Radio Announcer .502 

Fire Fiqhter .613 

Attorney .524 

Youth Counselor .420 

Taxi Driver .781 

Prison Guard .674 

Elementarv School Principal .616 

Social Worker .472 

Armv Seraeant .492 

Treasurer .727 

Psycholoaist .787 

Security Guard .833 

Mail Carrier .605 

Reqistered Nurse .539 

Army Captain .575 

Bus Driver .820 

Construction Worker .814 

Doctor/ohvsician .739 

Small Town Mavor .653 

Economist .717 

Niqht Guard .797 

CEO of an industrial firm .804 

Judge .649 

Secretary .738 

Enqineer .850 

Hiqh School Teacher .540 

Newsoaoer Reoorter .544 

Paramedic .644 

Gas Station Attendant .803 

Mechanic .791 

Department Store Manaqer .645 

Computer Proqrammer .678 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Residents Attitudes and Perceptions: Findings 

Background 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

Age at last birthday 

Gender 
a. Male 
b. Female 

Race 
a. African-American 
b. Asian 
c. Caucasian 
d. Hispanic 
e. Native American 
f. Other: 

Marital Status 
a. Never married 
b. Married 
c. Separated 
d. Divorced 
e. Widowed 

Number of children 
a. 0 
b. 1 
C. 2 
d. 3 
e. 4 
f. 5 or more 

45 (mean) 

37.2% 
62.8% 

18.3% 

73.4% 
1.2% 
5.3% 
1.8% 

10.5% 
66.9% 

3.5% 
14.0% 

5.2% 

23.8% 
14.5% 
37.2% 
18.6% 

3.5% 
2.3% 

Education: Number of years in school 
a. Elementary school (less than six years) 
b. Middle school (six years but not more than 9) 

(see chart #1) 

(see chart #2) 

(see chart #3) 

c. High school or GED (ten years but not more than 12 years) 

.6% 

.6% 
24.1% 
31.2% 
24.7% 

d. College without degree (13 years but not more than 16) 
e. College degree ( 13 years but not more than 16) 
f. Some graduate work (17 years or more) 
g. Graduate degree (17 years or more) 

7) What is your five-digit zip code? 

6.5% 
12.4% 

(see chart #4) 



Sense of Safety I Fear of Crime 

8) The responsibility for protecting your property rests with: 
a. Yourself and your family 15.8% 
b. The Police 
C. 

d. 
Yourself and the police 
Someone else 

83.6% 
.6% 

9) When leaving your home for a short period of time is your property vulnerable? 
a. Very much 14.9% 
b. Somewhat 42.5% 
c. Very little 37.9% 
d. Not at all 4.6% (see chart #5) 

10) When leaving your home for a long period of time is your property vulnerable? 
a. Very much 27.0% 
b. Somewhat 50.6% 
c. Very little 19.5% 
d. Not at all 2.9% (see chart #6) 

11) What do you do to protect the property in your home/residence? Circle all that applies. 
11 a. Installed additional locks on doors 63.2% 
11 b. Reinforced doors 17 .8 % 
11 c. Installed bars on windows/doors 15.5% 
11 d. Installed an alarm system 39.1 % 
11 e. Installed an external motion detector 25.3% 
11f. Installed flood lights 54.0% 
11g. I have a dog 31.6% 
11 h. I ask neighbors to help watch the property 81.6% 
11 i. Other 22.4% 
11j. I have not done anything special 3.4% 

IF answer is "j" this is because (Circle all that applies): 
11 k. I am not afraid of criminals 33.3% 
111. There is nothing to steal here 
11m. 
11 n. 
110. 

I have insurance 
Nothing would help any way 
Another reason: 

33.3% 
16.7% 
66.7% 

12) Are you or members of your household afraid to walk near your residence after dark? 
a. To a very great extent 2.9% 
b. To a great extent 6.3% 
c. Somewhat 20.7% 
d. A little 32.2% 
e. Not at all 37.9% 
(see chart #7) 

Department of Criminal Justice, Georgia State University: Metropolitan Atlanta Area Community Policing Study, Summer, 1996 Page 29 



13) Does police activity have an effect on your sense of security? 
a. To a very great extent 18.4% 
b. To a great extent 31.0% 
c. Somewhat 30.5% 
d. A little 11.5% 
e. Not at all 8.6% 
(see chart #8) 

14) In the last 12 months were you a victim of one or more of the following: 
a. Burglary or attempted burglary 32.6% 
b. Violence against the person 13.0% 
c. property theft 26.1 % 
d. Theft from car/car theft/theft of car parts 28.3% 
(see chart #9) 

15) If you were victim to one or more of these offenses have you reported it to the police? 

16) 

17) 

a. Yes 83.3% 
b. No 16.7% 

If "yes" circle the offenses you reported: 
1 5a. Burglary or attempted burglary 
15b. Violence against the person 
15c. property theft 
15d. Theft from car / car theft / theft of car parts 

Generally are police: 
a. Very courteous 
b. 
C. 

d. 

Courteous 
Somewhat courteous 
Not courteous 

e. Very discourteous 
(see chart #10) 

Generally are police: 
a. Very effective 
b. Effective 
C. 

d. 
Somewhat effective 
Not effective 

e. Very non-effective 
(see chart #11) 

34.5% 
42.5% 
20.1% 

2.9% 

22.5% 
42.8% 
28.3% 

4.6% 
1.7% 

30.6% 
16.7% 
38.9% 
50.0% 

18) Does police activity in your neighborhood have an effect on the criminal behavior there? 
a. To a very great extent 18.1 % 
b. To a great extent 28:7% 
c. Somewhat 34.5% 
d. A little 12.3% 
e. Not at all 6.4% 
(see chart #12) 
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19) Are you willing to volunteer to help police in: 
19a. Protecting your neighborhood 
19b. Providing crime prevention information to your neighbors 
19c. Protecting the neighborhood's physical environment 
19d. Assisting the elderly 
19e. Work with youth 
19f. Other 

Sense of Community 

20) Compared with other neighborhoods, your neighborhood is: 
a. Much better 25.9% 
b. Better 39.1 % 
c. The same 24.7% 
d. Worse 10.3% 
e. Much worse 
(see chart #13) 

For the following items please use the key below: 
( 1-5 scale; 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = SA; the higher the mean the stronger the agreement) 

21 ) This neighborhood is good to live in 
83.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.19 

76.6% 
70.3% 
50.9% 
44.6% 
36.0% 
10.3% 

22) Long term development for the neighborhood is better than immediate gains 
57.6% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.75 

23) We have too many organizations that are trying to improve the neighborhood 
8.2% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.00 

24) Residents should satisfy their social needs and not rely on government 
52.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.43 

25) What is good for the neighborhood is good for me 
65.3% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3. 73 

26) It would be better for the neighborhood if everyone would mind their own business 
6.3% agree/strongly agree; mean = 1.74 

27) All of us will be able to make progress only if the whole neighborhood will improve 
57.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.50 

28) Residents should join only those organizations that further their individual interests 
11.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.08 

29) We do not have enough organizations that are trying to improve the neighborhood 
42.8% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.24 
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30) In this neighborhood people only look after themselves 
21.1 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 2.53 

31 ) Government should survey the residents' opinions before any public projects are started 
75.4% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.91 

32) The living conditions in my neighborhood need to improve 
38.9% agree/strongly agree; mean = 3.03 

33) Police should be tough with criminals 
91.3% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.55 

34) There are some good things about my neighborhood 
94.3 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.46 

35) I do not have much pride in my community 
9.1 % agree/strongly agree; mean = 1.71 

Community Perception Factors (See Table 1) 

1) Factor 1: 

2) Factor 2: 

3) Factor 3: 

Quality of life 
85.0% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.02 

Perceptions of neighborhood 
18.5% agree/strongly agree; mean 

Civic responsibility 

2.77 

84.5% agree/strongly agree; mean = 4.03 

Community policing awareness 

36) Do you know about any police programs/efforts to fight crime? 
a. Yes 83.9% 
b. No 16.1 % 

37) Do you know about any community policing programs? 
a. Yes 75.7% 
b. No 24.3% 

38) Do you know about any community policing programs in your neighborhood? 
a. Yes 65.5% 
b. No 34.5% 

39) Have you observed any community policing activity in your neighborhood recently? 
a. Yes 56.7% 
b. No 43.3% 
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40) During the last 6 months did you have any personal contact with a police officer? 
a. Yes 82.2% 
b. No 17.8% 

41) Was this officer a "Community Policing Officer" 
a. Yes 64.8% 
b. No 35.2% 
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Std. Dev= .90 

Mean= 2.2 

N = 173.00 

ITEM 18 (CHART 12): Police activity 
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Std. Dev= 1.17 

Mean= 2.6 

N = 174.00 
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ITEM 20 (CHART 13): Neighborhood comparison 
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Table 1 
Community Items: Factor Analysis 

Item 

This Neighborhood Is Good to Live in 

Long Term Development for the Neighborhood Is Better Than Immediate Gains 

We have Too Many Organizations that Are Trying to Improve The Neighborhood 

Residents Should Satisfy Their Social Needs And Not Rely on Government 

What Is Good For The Neighborhood Is Good For me 

It Would Be Better For The Neighborhood If Everyone Would Mind Their Own Business 

All of Us Will Be Able to Make Progress Only If The Whole Neighborhood Will Improve 

Residents Should Join Only Those Organizations That Further Their Individual Interests 

We Do Not Have Enough Organizations That Are Trying to Improve The Neighborhood 

In This Neighborhood People Only Look After Themselves 

Std. Dev= .94 

Mean= 2.2 

N = 174.00 

1 

.633 

.368 

.361 

.524 

Government Should Survey The Residents' Opinions Before Any Public Projects Are Started .353 

The Living Conditions in My Neighborhood Need to Improve 

Police Should Be Tough With Criminals .521 

There Are Some Good Things About My Neighborhood .500 

I Do Not Have Much Pride in My Community 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Factor 

2 

.334 

.631 

.537 

.466 
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.520 

.425 

.592 

.386 
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Background and Purpose 

FOCUS GROUPS 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

As part of the data gathering effort on the community policing training component and the 
(perceived) effectiveness and value of this policing philosophy and strategy for various PACT 
area neighborhood residents, several focus groups were held in the Atlanta Metropolitan area: in 
Gwinnett County (5-28-96); in Fulton County (6-19-96); in DeKalb County (6-20-96); in 
Clayton County (6-21-96); and in the City of Atlanta (6-29-96). 

The purpose of utilizing focused groups was to enable the gathering of direct information from 
residents in a manner that relies on group dynamics and principles employed in focus groups 
(polling, definition of issues and the like). This analysis (based on focus-group obtained data) is 
to be added to analysis based on questionnaire-gathered data from both police officers and 

· neighborhood residents. However, in this limited context it provides valuable stand-alone 
information. Focus groups meetings were organized by PACT area jurisdiction representatives 
and included residents in P ACT/CCP areas. Groups composition allowed for diversity of age 
and gender. However, it is interesting that one group consisted of blacks only while another 
group consisted of whites only (with acknowledgment of this in both groups respectively). The 
groups also consisted of some law enforcement representation (1-3 officers per group). 

Structure and Flow 

The attached focus group discussion outline details the components underlying each of these 
meetings. They started with an introduction of the project and the project director, and then 
continue with individual introduction of participants. Next, participants were asked to list the 
things they like most about their residential area (neighborhood/city/county) followed by a listing 
of things they do not like. This was then followed by things they have concerns about which 
leads into a discussion on what troubles them about crime. The next step was a brief discussion 
of traditional law enforcement strategies and an introduction of the guiding principles of 
community policing as employed in Project PACT/CCP. The discussion ended by splitting 
(most of) the groups into two subgroups to discuss the "pros" and "cons" of community policing 
and then bringing the sub-group findings to the whole group and getting a sense of where the 
participants are on this topic. 

This strategy "forced" participants to think about potential negative outcomes of community 
policing even when they were enthusiastic about it, while at the same time it allowed holders of 
negative attitudes towards community policing to see positive aspects of it. Typically there were 
12-20 participants in these groups. 



Focus Groups: Overall Findings 
Positive aspects of residential area 

Irrespective of the metro area focus group, members cited several key positive aspects connected 
to their area of residence. These can be categorized into two major attributes: I) physical, and 2) 
social. Under the physical characteristics residents cited landscape issues such as attractive 
surroundings (streets, yards, trees, lakes, climate), convenience (close to shopping, highways, 
airport), price of housing, nature of neighborhood (well designed areas, good roads), location of 
institutions (churches, EMS, good schools), and, generally, Atlanta as a (growing and attractive) 
business center. Under social characteristics residents cited sense of community (helping, 
relying on neighbors, support), sense of history (family, friends), and character (diversity of 
people, friendliness, culture, tradition, hospitality). 

These are important elements to consider as they become the key determinants of quality of life 
in terms of "attractive power". Changes in the character of these aspects may result in a less 
positive perception of the residential area. For example, the rapid growth, the loss of intimacy, 
and the urbanization of rural counties is already perceived as impacting the quality of life in 
previously (more) desirable areas that are currently undergoing change. 

Negative aspects of residential area and concerns about it 

Interestingly enough, despite national polls showing that crime is consistently among the issues 
Americans are most concerned about, and despite the fact that these focus groups were arranged 
by police officers ( or PACT representatives), and the fact that the focus groups were presented 
under the guise of the community policing project (and included police officers), the issue of 
crime did not come up as the most disturbing element or the one mentioned first. Most often the 
groups started by mentioning things such as school and/or county growth and overcrowding, too 
much traffic and noise. However, immediately following these quality of life issues, crime was 
mentioned directly or in conjunction with concerns raised about ( disturbing) juvenile behavior 
and the risk they pose for public safety in the schools and in neighborhoods. After citing gang 
behavior, threatening behavior, and actual crimes (theft, burglary, shooting, drug dealing, 
prostitution), group members often raised concerns about insufficient response from police. 
Most often it was mentioned that 911 is not responsive, officers not showing up or (when they 
did) not showing much care or concern. 

Community Policing: positive aspects ("pro") 

The groups were mixed enough not to have only members who had pre-determined notions about 
community policing. The same applied to officers who did not seem to come with any specific 
biases concerning community policing although it is safe to say that the officers present had a 
more positive attitude towards community policing that other officers without community 
policing assignments. Positive aspects of community policing can be classified into 1) "proven 
record", and 2) general perceptions of the concept. 
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In several groups participants mentioned how effective community policing has been in their 
areas. Two specific mentions were of a network of watchers who updated each other about 
suspicious and undesirable activities in their neighborhoods, resulting in quick apprehension of 
youths who committed offences or disturbances, or of a shopping strip that within a nine-months 
period was able to rid itself from prostitutes and vagrants. Members attributed importance to 
community policing in enhancing values of responsibility, respect for others, increasing the 
cooperation base between citizens and officers, improving crime control, increasing cooperation, 
volunteering, and the general quality of life. 

Community Policing: negative aspects ("con") 

Reactions of group members fell into two categories: 1) "objective" difficulties, and 2) 
conceptual dilemmas. Under "difficulties", group members cited lack of trust between citizens 
and police as an obstacle for citizen-officer relations, lack of budget as an obstacle for police 
reform, slow response of officers, and a general lack of government cooperation. However, 
under conceptual dilemmas, such issues as inequitable implementation of justice, possible 
corruption, vigilantism, the need to overcome essential and necessary changes in police 
departments, local government, and citizens (negative and self-encapsulating) attitudes. 

Overall assessment of community policing 

The requirement that the groups come up with "pro" and "con" aspects of community policing (as 
a direct follow up to developing a sense of positive and negative aspects of their residential 
areas) forced out issues that otherwise may not have surfaced. However, in the overall 
assessment of community policing it became clear that residents see this as a new and viable 
opportunity to change the nature of policing as well as improving crime control. There is a 
growing realization that issues of responsibility, accountability, cooperation, reclaiming the 
neighborhood, quality of life, and crime, are related and that residents have not only a greater 
steak in these matters but also have more latitude in exercising control and participation. There 
is also the growing realization that citizens need to exercise such control and that they need to 
come to the aid of police if they want to make a difference in their community's crime figures. 

Thus, community policing is viewed as a positive change and a beginning of a different form of 
policing services and the real likelihood of minimizing crime as we know it. Evident changes 
already experienced in some areas promote this perspective as well as the understanding of the 
conceptual differences between reactive and proactive policing. 

In summary, positive and negative quality of life issues are intertwined with the potential of 
having an impact on the level of crime production in a given community and the desirability and 
likelihood of residents (pro )actively contributing their time and effort in an attempt to make a 
difference. 
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FOCUS-GROUP DISCUSSION: COMMUNITY POLICING 

1. Introductions 
a. Purpose (general "civic" issues; CCP) 
b. People in attendance 
c. Ground rules 

2. Group input as to 
a. What do they like about County/City/Neighborhood 
b. What don't they like about County/City/Neighborhood 
c. What are the major concerns they have 
d. What troubles them about crime 

1. Generally in the county 
2. Specifically as individuals 

3. Introduce different policing models 
a. reactive policing (tickets, arrests) 
b. Proactive policing ( community policing) 

4. Introduce models of community policing ("some people suggest...") 
a. Public relations ("economy model") 
b. Foot patrol ("compact/intermediate level") 

5. Introduce principles of Community Policing as used in CCP training emphasizing the 
comprehensive approach ("deluxe level") 

a. Intra police change 
b. Inter-agency change 
c. Mapping the community 

6. Divide group into 2 (alternatively: continue discussion on community policing): 
a. One group to come up with a "pro" community policing position 
b. The second group to come up with "con" community policing position 

7. Facilitator to listen to discussion in 2 small groups (limit to 15-20 minutes) 

8. Return to large group and present positions 

9. Open it up for group discussion 

10. Lead/facilitate expression of both positions and group discussion 

11. Sum discussion up and offer what transpires as group sentiment. 
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Findings by Jurisdiction 

Clayton County 

Things most liked/disliked about residential area (neighborhood/city/county) 

Things most liked Things most disliked, having concerns about 

Freedom Nuisance - noise - speeding 

It is conveniently close by Victim of burglary- not processed well 

Dead end streets One time victimization yet not way of life 

Neighbors keep their yards well Vandalism by teens 

Peaceful - well kept no traffic problems Personal fear 

Convenient - things are close by Police services concentrated towards upper class 

Nice people Hiding problems away - not dealing with them 

Comfortable for kids Change is too fast - density - irritated people 

Not in-town - not congested Problem kids - unsupervised kids 

People falling between the cracks 

Encapsulation - insulation - less friendly - not involved 

Assessment of community policing 

Positive aspects ("pro") Negative aspects ("con") 

Community-wide - more involvement There is not enough money in the budget 

Officers are more available There is lack of commitment from community 

Provides education (on public safety) Businesses do not want to get involved 

Greater visibility for officers (department) Lack of trust between community-police 

Reduces investigation time, cost, stigma, crime Old way of policing stands in the way 

Empowers line officers No cooperation from business 

Promotes neighborhood spirit 
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Clayton County ( continued) 

Overall assessment 

I Lots of value in community policing I 
Overall cost-benefit of community policing is favorable 

Community policing is increasing the cooperation base between citizens and officers 

There is a risk of inequitable implementation of justice 

The idea of community policing is great but some difficulties in implementation need acknowledgment 

The dilemma is how to present community policing to constituents to make it of value to them 

PR for community policing needs to be more aggressive 

Perceptions determine actions 
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DeKalb County 

Things most liked/disliked about residential area (neighborhood/city/county) 

Things most liked Things most disliked, having concerns about 

Peaceful neighborhood Through traffic - open streets, too much noise 

People are there - sense of community Groups of teenagers hanging around, harassing 

Communication, friendship, camaraderie World is becoming private, encapsulated 

Physically attractive area Lack of support from men 

Location is great Drug activity, drug houses 

Nice surroundings - park, lake, big trees Loud noise 

Good price range (housing) Speeding on neighborhood streets 

Good neighbors Drug house nearby 

Lots of churches in the neighborhood Slow police response 

Schools are good 911 is not responsive - officers do not show up 

EMS (fire, police) is close by Fear of crime, concern for safety 

Yards are kept clean 

You can sense the concern for others 

Everyone knows everyone and does things for others 

Life cycle events are recognized with cards, flowers 

Mall is close by 

Assessment of community policing 

In time of crisis you know you can depend on your neighbors 

There are more law abiding citizens than criminals 

There is a sense that the community is there to look out for each other 

There is always someone out there for you 

It is important to increase the number of volunteers 

It is important to build more partnerships and increase volunteering 

Recognize that values and responsibility start at home 
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Fulton County 

Things most liked/disliked about residential area (neighborhood/city/county) 

Things most liked Things most disliked, having concerns about 

Quality of education People with mental problems - not institutionalized 

Medical care Crime of the young 

Climate - change of seasons is lovely and long Discomfort with people preying on neighborhoods 

Diversity of people 911 service is slow 

Arts - world class orchestra Street crime, prostitution, decay, drugs 

Sports Experiencing crime (street level) 

Hospitality Not as bad as other cities (?) 

Metropolitan area - yet friendly Too much growth 

Airport - accessible with quality airline Crisis in schools 

Atlanta as a business community Serious crime 

Sense of belonging Stealing of cars/gas 

Sense of comfort Crime is not worth reporting because nothing is done 

Unique culture of the South - hospitality Commercial problems are reflected in residential 
problems 

Convenient, close to the beaches, mountains Immigrants killing goats 

Transplants to Atlanta experience positive personality Atlanta has changed in the wrong way 
changes 

No problems between total strangers as elsewhere If the mind-set accepts deterioration - it will continue 

Would not live anyplace else There is violent crime but it does not affect most ofus 
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Fulton County ( continued) 

Assessment of community policing 

We do not fear the police as there are no visible consequences for criminal activity 

We encounter difficulty in re-introducing respect for each other and a sense ofresponsibility 

Officers need to be trained in conflict resolution not in riot management 

Officers need to know everyone in the community 

Success comes by taking little steps at a time 

Residents need to understand what community policing is all about and spread the word around 

Adults should mentor children and other adults 

Community policing made a huge difference in 9 months: no more prostitutes, vagrants. Things are improving. 
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Gwinnett County 

Things most liked/disliked about residential area (neighborhood/city/county) 

Things most liked Things most disliked, having concerns about 

Not crowded; lots of green space Overcrowding in schools; need community college 

Sense of community Alarming juvenile behavior (threats against 
youngsters) 

Cultural diversity Denial of gang activities, drugs 

County government runs better than elsewhere Problems with kids in what appear to be good homes 

Lower taxes 70% of kids smoke - leads to drug use 

Proximity to retail stores A large group still unwilling to embrace diversity 

Excellent school system Overriding sense of fear ( change; other people) 

Lots of community groups; an involved community School are a free-for-all 

Perception of safety from crime; good services We expect schools to do the parents' job 

Affordable housing Youth gangs in schools (KKK, Skinheads, CRIPS) 

Same kind of small town atmosphere Rampant commercialism without a growth philosophy 

People want to do the right thing; they care about you Increasingly difficult to engage people in community 

People are very helpful; there is a network of help Serious crime problem in some Gwinnett areas 

Love the people in the county; they restored trust Community is changing too fast 
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Gwinnett County ( continued) 

Assessment of community policing 

Positive aspects ("pro") Negative aspects ("con") 

Prevention Citizens are too busy to get involved 

Early intervention - improves respect for law Community policing is an illusion 
enforcement 

Fear reduction: Community policing will not solve crimes 
*Fear of law enforcement - folks become 

more familiar with officers 
*fear of crime - we as individuals and 

community members can be part of 
prevention 

Links people with other support in the community Community policing creates a negative image ( of 
crime) of a problem that may not exist 

Focus on "policing" rather than police (incumbent It takes officers away from the street into school 
upon all ofus to be involved in "policing" our classrooms 
communities; more folks involved in crime prevention 
efforts - taking responsibility for our own actions 

Builds understanding and sense of community by Vigilantism is dangerous (untrained citizens taking the 
increasing trust among community members. Starts law into their hands) 
with knowing your neighbor and communicating with 
them. Interaction between folks - neighbor to 
neighbor, citizen to officer and other agencies. 

First step in community empowerment 

Citizens get to know the police department - what they 
do, why, how things are done, etc. 

Counters negative messages about law enforcement 
from TV and movies. 
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Gwinnett County ( continued) 

Overall assessment 

Community policing "pros" far outweigh its "cons" 

First time there is such a metro wide/regional effort 

It is important for us to understand each other so we can better overcome differences 

There is a need to increase volunteering 

Need to take some burdens of the school and place it back with the parents 

Need to spread out information about community policing 
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City of Atlanta 

Things most liked/disliked about residential area (neighborhood/city/county) 

Things most liked Things most disliked. having concerns about 

Close to work Crime is a threat to public safety 

Walking distance to downtown Car theft, vandalism, theft 

Lots of activities System is not responsive to problems 

Population diversity (young professionals) Police do not show up when needed 

Gay community lives in town Police are "not on our side" 

Convenience Missing a close by grocery store 

Everyone knows each other like family No decent cleaner around 

Good sense of community Juvenile problem is serious - they steal everything 

People do things for each other Criminals are attracted to neighborhood 

People are drawn together by common issues Bullets flying at night - crime too frequent 

Identification with neighborhood - pride Depletion of residents from neighborhood 

Mayor interested in residential quality of life 

Assessment of Police Services 

Complains about 911 (slow response) 

Call police 7 time about drug dealings in neighborhood, police do not show 

If police are community oriented and proactive its is good 

If police are not community oriented cooperation and services are bad 

Som police do not care 

Some police are proactive and helpful 
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City of Atlanta ( continued) 

Assessment of Community Policing 

Positive active public safety 

Good PR for police 

Involvement in the community 

Developing partnerships 

Improve security 

Get more people involved 

Develop a better network of neighborhood watchers 

More involvement with NPUs (Neighborhood Planning Unit) 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The multi-faceted approach to collect data on matters pertaining to community policing in the 
Project PACT metropolitan Atlanta area seems to have compensated somewhat for the 
deficiencies of each of the single methodologies used had they been employed separately. Due 
to various field impositions and logistical and tactical considerations of participating subjects, 
the study design relied heavily on an ex-post-factum approach, thus lacking any "Time-1" or 
base-line data to compare the post-project findings with. That was the qise for officers and -
residents alike. However, having data on officers' assessment of the community policing 
training, on their perceptions of their job environment and their occupational prestige, having 
data from residents that was acquired from a survey and from several focus-group discussions, 
allowed us to develop a better and deeper understanding of the issues that residents were 
concerned about, how police officers responded, how they perceive each other, and how could 
matters improve. 

The three independent data sets used for this report converge in pointing out that residents are 
comfortable with their neighborhood, they selected living there for a number of reasons that 
were or are still valid for them, they are cognizant of some problems and want to have their 
(local) government more sensitive to and responsive to their needs. It does seem evident that 
fear of crime is not a matter of perception alone as this sample of residents reported a rather 
high rate of property and personal victimization. Residents reported contacts with police and 
perceive police in relatively highly positive terms when police courtesy and effectiveness were 
concerned. Moreover, residents report a very high rate of willingness and readiness to 
volunteer on behalf of the police to protect the neighborhood, to assist the elderly and to work 
with youths. 

Officers, at the same time, report a positive experience with community policing training and 
even those who did not receive the training embrace the concept of building partnerships with 
the community. Officers, particularly those engaged in community policing assignments, 
showed a high level of job satisfaction and also a perception that their occupational prestige is 
equal to or better than occupations at the medium and high level categories but this was even 
more so for occupations that usually are known for having low prestige levels. 

It seems then that as crime continues to be a concern, both real and perceived, to residents, 
they and the police are willing to develop new partnerships so that together they can better co
produce public safety. Community policing efforts that have just started to get on their way in 
metropolitan Atlanta should receive encouragement from these findings and continue in their 
attempts to enhance improved public safety and quality of life. The high level of residents' 
readiness to volunteer to aid the police coupled with officers' positive view of community 
policing and the positive image they have with the public opens a wide door to explore the 
development of creative and productive partnerships that will offer better solutions for crime, 
introduce mediation, attempts at conflict resolution and a paradigmatic shift from reactive to 
proactive policing. 
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