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ABSTRACT

During the latter half of the 30century American policing became more professi¢gkbgan

& Frydl, 2004) and the rate of violent crime deelindramatically (Blumstein & Wallman,

2000). Yet public trust and confidence in the goiincreased at best marginally and there has
been a large and continuing racial gap in polig#ilmacy. This article reviews changes in
police policy and practice to explore the reasamgHis seeming paradox. Itis argued that a
new model of proactive police stops has increastd the frequency of and the range of police
contact with people in the community. Such potioatact need not inherently undermine public
trust in the police, but the style of such conttutpugh which the police communicate suspicion
of ongoing or future criminal contact and seekrevent it via the threat or use of coercion has
not increased trust. This paper examines how salitigs developed and why they are
problematic. The result of a survey of Americansvehthat perceived suspicion damages the
social bonds between the police and the communityusdermines trust in the police. It
concludes by arguing that police contact need adhberently negative and contact in which the
police in which they use fair procedures can adahesssues of crime and disorder while
building trust and confidence.



I. INTRODUCTION

The recent stop-and-frisk policies of the NYPD éasceived recent widespread
publicity and, at least in the public eye, haverbeensigned to the dustbin of history through a
combination of Federal Court decisions (Floyd,levaCity of New York (2011) and electoral
politics (the election of New York Mayor DeBlasiteled by public anger at the police. In this
paper we argue that such tactics reflect the ogpgoals and implementation strategies of
proactive police initiated investigatory contactthwhe public and hence that there are likely to
be similar policies and practices in the future.

We address this issue in two ways. We begin bigweng the last several decades of
American policing practices. Based upon that n@wes suggest that two changes have
occurred. The first is a change in policing gaailsard preventing crime that has led to an
increase in the numerical frequency and breadthrgets of police initiated investigatory
contacts between members of the public and thegolThe second is a corresponding change in
the interpersonal style of these contacts so hiet have increasingly communicated police
suspicion and mistrust of the members of the puwhiibin whom they are dealing.

We argue that these changing goals and stylectefleindamental tension between two
models of policing: the currently dominant proaetnsk management model, which focuses on
policing to prevent crimes and makes promises oftglerm security through the professional
management of crime risks; and a model which fazaesebuilding popular legitimacy by
enhancing the relationship between the police hagtiblic and thereby promoting the long
term goal of police-community solidarity and thraufat public-police cooperation in
addressing issues of crime and community order.

This study compares these two models of policingguhe results of a cross-sectional
national survey. This study considers police-citizentact at one point in time and does not
address the changes in policing over time outlthedugh our review of evolving police
practices. Rather, it tests between two competiadats concerning the impact of suspicion
based styles of contact on people’s views aboubahdvior toward the law and legal
authorities. The first model is that such stopederime by raising estimates of the risk of
breaking laws. The second is that such laws uniderpolice legitimacy. Both predictions are
tested using the findings of a national survey ofekicans.

The survey is first used to explore the extenwhach people feel that they are an object
of police suspicion. Second, the study examineselationship between feeling like an object of
suspicion, people’s relationship with the policews about police legitimacy and the extent to
which people are willing to cooperate with legatreities.

Our argument is that it is not contact with theiggper se that is problematic. In fact,
the results of the study suggest that when the@aleal with people in ways that they
experience as being fair, contact promotes trusteavariety of types of desirable public
behavior. Rather it is contact that communicatspigion and mistrust that undermines the
relationship between the public and the policeoaktive approaches in which the police work
with the community to build legitimacy also increasformal social control and lead to overall
reduce crime and disorder (see Tyler & Jackson4RORroactive police approaches can build
trust.

We conclude that the manner in which the tensidwéden these two images of policing
is resolved has important implications for the tielasship between law and the public as



America becomes an increasingly proactive risk rgangent oriented society. These findings
also help to explain why police actions which wiigally motivated by a desire to address
community concerns have not legitimated the pdiigehave instead produced public anger.

II. CHANGES IN AMERICAN POLICING

There have been three waves of police reform liwipg in the United States (Walker &
Katz, 2012). The first involved institutional démpment and paralleled Robert Peel’'s London
model of policing which emphasized “policing by sent” (Emsley, 2013). A second involved
professionalization and is most closely associatigill August Vollmer. The third began in the
1960’s and involved efforts to both improve comntyimelationships and be more proactive in
dealing with crime. This era reflects conflictingepsures to build community relationship and to
manage issues of social order. One element oéffost was community-oriented policing,
which tried to build ties to the community (Gill,&¢burd, Telep, Vitter & Bennett, 2014).
Another involved efforts to control crime.

As the police have tried to control crime recestatles have seen fundamental changes
in the goals of American policing. The police haweved from a focus on acting against crime
which is in the process of occurring or on solvatigady committed crimes to a proactive
strategy of preventive measures aimed at detefutinge crimes. This more proactive approach
to policing has led to more frequent police-ing@inon-voluntary public contacts with the legal
system, both through increased stop, questionrasiddctivities, and via zero tolerance policies
which bring more people within the criminal justggstem through arrests, court appearances,
and even time in jail.

In addition, there has been a change in the nafyvelice-public contacts. To implement
their proactive efforts to reduce future crime plodice now more frequently approach members
of the public with an attitude of suspicion andiudist as they search for signs of criminal
character and likely future criminal behavior (¢aregulatory gaze”). Consequently, an
increasing number of people are having involunganteractions with the police during which
they are more likely to be treated as if they aispscted of having deviant tendencies and
suspect character. Rather than communicatinguessse, trust and respect, the police
communicate suspicion, mistrust and fear. Thisighan tone reflects a managerial model of
social order in which the police have centralizeel authority for handling crime and
implemented policing policies and practices ushmggromise of delivering rewards (safety) and
the threat of imposing sanctions (fines, arrestsariceration).

This article highlights the tension between thealdrcommunication of messages of
suspicion within communities and people’s sociidtienship with the police. Our analysis
focuses on the experience of “feeling like a suspderior analyses have highlighted the
objective consequences of acting based upon essnoéfuture risk (Harcourt, 2007). The
analysis here focuses upon the additional isstieegbsychological consequences of acting upon
such suspicions.

We draw upon data from a national survey of UBemits. We find that those who live in
disordered neighborhoods and those who are engagedninal activity are more likely to feel
suspected by the police. In addition minoritiég young, and the poor are more likely to feel
that they are being targeted by the police, beyondinfluence of where they live or what they
are doing. And, the manner in which the policevaren dealing with members of the
community either communicates suspicion or the tF#ckuspicion.



Irrespective of why it occurs we find that the expnce of being stopped and ‘feeling
like a suspect’ is linked to lowered police legigiay and to a diminished willingness to
cooperate with the police, because it underminesdicial connection between the police and
the public. As a result, we argue that the a@tisithe police have been engaged in to
proactively prevent crime are antithetical to tlealgof building police legitimacy. Our findings
identify costs associated with the rise of proacpwlice contact.

Why are these costs important? Increases in pptafessionalism and declining crime
have not strongly impacted public trust in the @ali National surveys indicate that trust in the
police has generally been stable over the lase3@sy For example, in 1981 49% of adult
Americans indicated trust in the police, while B2 56% indicated trust (Roper Center, Gallup
poll data). At the same time trust in the generathinal justice system has declined. In 1993
43% of Americans indicated trust in the criminatjae system, while in 2011 28% indicated
trust. And there has been a large and persisterglgap in policing: according to the Pew
Foundation, in 2011 61% of Whites and 43% of Afnidemericans indicated trusting the police.
Police legitimacy has not risen in recent decattesagh crime has declined dramatically,
something which we argue reflects the strategies@by the police.

[ll. EVOLVING MODELS OF POLICING

The 1960’s-1980’s was a time period characterimedigh and rising levels of violent
and drug related crimes, and a widespread feaiiragdan urban areas (Walsh, 2014). This fear
was fueled by images of spiraling disorder and atrotlable super-predators (Bayley, 1994).
Both the police and the public widely believed tthegt causes of crime were beyond the reach of
traditional police crime control strategies (Bayl@994; Gottfredson, 1990), with crime caused
by poverty, and other socio-structural factors, effdctive rehabilitation difficult. For these
reasons crime was viewed as out of control, palieias perceived to be in crisis and “there was
a strong sense that fundamental changes were rig@a#sdey & Nixon, 2010)".

Prior to this period the police department wasagency whose job was to assure that
criminals were held to account and received punestinthus ensuring post-event justice for
victims. In response to widespread public concabwut crime the police became increasingly
involved in proactive police contacts (see Epp, Mayg-Moody & Haider-Markel, 2014). This
effort to prevent future crime from occurring fumaentally changed the goals of the police and
with them the policies and practices of policingl &ocused police attention on issues of crime
suppression (Sklansky, 2011). The ironic consequenthat today a police authority can
capture and arrest everyone who commits a crintieeiin jurisdiction (i.e. can solve all crimes)
and still lose their job because those crimes gedun the first place.

These changes in policing began as an effort doesd the fears of the public and, in the
1980’s, were closely aligned to the idea of cutirvg community policing (Goldstein, 1987).
However, as police tactics have evolved in the iigsyears, they have not created the popular
trust and confidence in the police originally emged by reformers. In fact, the popular
legitimacy of the police has only marginally incsed in recent decades (see Greene, 2012;
Tyler, Goff & MacCoun, in press).

In their efforts to proactively prevent futurerag the police have increasingly treated the
people they deal with akthey suspected them of criminal tendenciesthe.police have
guestioned the motives and character of the publidealing with the public they have adopted
a style of policing through sanctioning in whicmamand and control based policies are
implemented instrumentally. This approach has eéefithe police as authorities to be feared,



further undermining their relationships with theopa. The police are not associated with
security, safety and reassurance, as they wene éadier era characterized by an
interpersonal/cooperative style sensitive to thetieship between the community and the
police (Goldstein, 1987). Instead they are lintethe apprehension of being harassed and
sanctioned. Howell (2009) describes these apprgaahéaggressive order maintenance”
reflecting the tone that people in the communitgezience. For both of these reasons, proactive
police contact strategies have not achieved thigjmal goal of building popular legitimacy.

A. BROKEN WINDOWS

One framework for understanding this transformratiopolicing is contained within the
highly influential articles outlining “broken winaes” (Kelling & Cole, 1996; Kelling & Sousa,
2006; Kelling & Wilson, 1982; Wilson & Boland, 19¥.8These articles made a number of key
arguments regarding crime. The first was thatipubhlrs about crime were driven by evidence
of community disorder. As the authors summaripgutige from their behavior and their
remarks to interviewers, [people] apparently assidpigh value to public order, and feel relieved
and reassured when the police help them maintairotidler”. Paradoxically, during this earlier
period of the original broken window analysis, aswvidespread minor lifestyle crimes and not
more consequential but less frequent violent crithasled to public fear. Thus, responding to
the public desire for order meant addressing kfestrimes.

Second, the model argued that unless such low des@der was addressed, more
serious crimes would follow from them. Broken wimgntheory posits that signs of decline and
disorder, whether piles of trash, graffiti, or baggon the street, encourage more serious crimes
in the future, since “disorder and crime are uguakxtricably linked, in a kind of
developmental sequence”. Thus, a fundamentalgjdalv enforcement is to cultivate the
popular perception that the authorities care apabtic order and seriously engage in dealing
with the petty crimes which are central to commyndncerns as a way to addressing the severe
crimes which trouble the police.

These arguments led to a strategy for proactiveeccontrol, where the police targeted
the minor lifestyle crimes that created a feelifigisorder before those conditions were
presumed to lead people to engage in more seriouesx. In other words, the model
encouraged the police to take proactive stepsrtaitminor crimes to prevent major crimes in
the future. The broken windows model of proacpeéce actions was supported by research
conducted at that time on the gains resulting fppaactive police contacts (see Sherman and
Rogan, 1995) as well as by the results of psychcdbgxperiments (Zimbardo, 1969, and more
recently Keizer, Lindenberg & Steg, 2008). The gahapproach advocated by the broken
windows theory, at least as this model has beemgréted by subsequent practitioners, has
shaped policing models for the last 30 years. ekample, in 2014, Commissioner Bratton
endorsed this model and argued it still shapepdlisies for the NYPD (Bratton & Kelling,

2014; Goldstein, 2014).

This model brings the police into more frequen-woluntary contact with the public.

In those contacts the police are rule enforcers gy the possibility of arrest or other
sanctions as an implied context for their inteawiwith people on the street or in cars. In that
way it contrasts to earlier efforts such as theespiead expansion of the availability of 911 call
lines which emphasize public initiated voluntaryt@aet with the police. Traditionally an
important reason the public has contact with tHeeds that they initiate that contact because
they want help (Tyler & Huo, 2002). And police depzents have valued the voluntary nature of



such responses. If police respond to a call at leae person (the caller) does not feel that the
police are imposing their presence upon them.

An early extension of broken windows models wasitlea of zero tolerance policing
(McArdle & Erzen, 2001). Through this policy thelige engaged in widespread arrests for
minor crimes — for example, marijuana possessioblipurination, or drinking beer on one’s
front steps. This policy was been described bicpdéaders as based upon broken windows
theory (National review, 2013) because the peapigeted were committing crimes, although
often a minor crime that might have been ignorednlayy traditional police officers or
responded to with an informal warning. The undagymodel was that widespread arrests
would deter later major crimes. In most such asrpsople spend a brief time in jail, sometimes
paid a fine and often end up with a criminal record

While based upon the premises of broken windowserth zero tolerance practices
moved beyond one of the important premises of tlggnal broken windows model. The
original model argued that the police should fooughose disorderly individuals whose
behavior was viewed by the community as outsidh@fules of everyday social order (i.e.
outside the communities’ normative consensus afjopitopriate behavior). In other words, in
the original model the norms being enforced refldd¢he norms of the general community,
which was bothered by “disreputable or obstrepecsuspredictable people: panhandlers,
drunks, addicts, rowdy teenagers, prostitutesiers, and the mentally disturbed”.

The expansion of zero tolerance policing has esirgly led the police to draw a larger
segment of the community into the criminal jussgstem for minor lifestyle crimes, with many
of those people being more integral members oEtmemunity, not outsiders or “marginal”
people! Drawing people into the system involved arresicilis a ceremony of degradation that
changes a “free person into a criminal defendaitk &l the attendant social meanings, physical
discomforts, and civil burdens” (Kohler-Hausman@12: p. 374). Instead of being within the
law abiding community and condemning socially maagi‘deviants”, a larger group of
residents found themselves being excluded frontaiegory of “decent people” and socially
marginalized by the police (Kubrin, Messner, DeaiieGeever, & Stucky, 2010).

In addition the original model of broken windovegfised upon people who actually
were committing crimes, as did early zero toleraaqmeroaches. More recent stop and question
approaches broadly target the people in the comtyuwith almost all of those stopped dealing
with the police in a situation in which they werma mommitting a crime.

B. CONTACT WITH THE COURTS

This change in patterns of contact with the lesygtem, initiated by arrests for minor
crimes (Jones, 2014), has recently been descnibéetail by Kohler-Hausmann (2013; 2014).
Those drawn into the court system typically experéerepeated court appearances often ending
in no formal adjudication of their case. Thesetrwous contacts are enforced by the promise
of eventual dismissal following some series of tappearances (adjournment in contemplation
of dismissal, or ACD). As Jacobs (2015) emphasassrecords about contact with the police
have implications for a young person’s future,gpective of the ultimate disposition of their
case.

! Austin & Jacobson (2013) argue that proactive pujiceduced incarceration. It did so because tiiegfocused
upon low level crime rather than the type of feéaniikely to lead to prison sentences. Hencewidespread
experience of the public with petty offenses ndtatinding, a smaller group of more serious offendereived less
attention from the police.



Another goal of these repeated interactions haa bedetermine if the person involved
can and will follow rules. For example, charges/rha dismissed after some period of time
without further infractions because the persondtasvn an ability to adhere to the law. So for
some period of time, at least, the system is trackbnduct to assess people’s ability to be law
abiding.

These minor-crime arrests also provide law enfoerg with information about people
by marking their files with a criminal record tHatlows them through life and influences their
later experiences with law enforcement. Increaaimg) continuous contacts with the criminal
justice system results in many people experientpngcedural hassle” and facing the risk of
having a criminal record for petty crimes. As aample, many young people have been
arrested for marihuana possession during poligessaad ended up with criminal records that
interfere with their later ability to live in pulblihousing, receive student loans, find employment,
etc.

Unlike an earlier era of “rehabilitation” the pmdi are increasingly focused upon crime
control through incapacitation and punishment.th&ttail end of the system this change is
reflected in burgeoning prison populations. Asitgry point the police view the issue is having
and exercising control over the public and pub&bdvior by the threat or use of punishment
(Garland, 2001). As Garland notes these changesdwmeloped gradually, resulting in a society
with a large prison population; harsh punishmeasust widespread officer based and electronic
surveillance of public behavior. This increased/sillance is the natural result of a strategy
based upon fear of punishment. If people feargiunent they hide their behavior and
surveillance is needed to detect it.

IV. CHANGING POLICE DEMEANOR

The other changing aspect of police actions iectfd in the demeanor of the police
toward those with whom they deal. As part of thedel of police professionalism police
authority has been centralized and “rationalizéddugh expert management. A key aspect of
this approach has been the development of polesidgractices within departments which are
then implemented in communities. The promise a éxpert management will deliver safety by
controlling crime. The police, in other words, arefessional crime fighters, who have
expertise and technology, not “street corner aditis” who have a cooperative and
interpersonal approach to managing problems (Skia2011).

Since the public lacks the training or capacityival police models of gaining
intelligence about crime risks in the communitytleé type which is needed to make effective
proactive judgments, the police emphasis is omungntal top-down management of the public.
The police define the problem and the tactics tiresk it, rather than either the goals or policies
and practices flowing from the community and, assalt, instrumental mechanisms are needed
to implement these police defined policies and fizas within the community. That
implementation occurs through service provisiomvéels such as safety) and social control
(sanctions). These strategies reflect professismatiut also remoteness and objectivity, rather
than being linked to social connectedness. Ang; dssume that the public agrees with experts
about what the problems in the community requipotice attention are.

The focus on instrumental mechanisms for compéasdifferent than the idea of police
officers as “street corner politicians” who knowhto interact with and manage the conflicts
and other issues that arise when dealing with geiophe community (Muir, 1977). This older
conception of policing imagines a more interperdgrsensitive style of policing linked to



efforts to manage community problems informally asdnuch as possible without the use of
force. As Greene (2014) notes “the premise opthiee as “philosopher, guide and friend”
which characterized much of the discussion abolitipg in the mid-twentieth century the focus
was on balancing the social control and socialitation roles of the police (p. 173)”. Similarly
Muir (2008) talks about police officers as civicuedtors, i.e. in the role of teaching people
about the obligations of living in a democracy.

This view of policing is not new, and reflects ttlese connection between the
community and the police imagined by Peel in higinal discussions about its mission at the
time of the founding of the London police departinarl829 (“policing by consent”)His
principles emphasized the need for public apprasa way to limit the use of physical force
and compulsion to enforce laws and the role of esyrand impartiality in achieving such
approval.

The policies of the police today reflect a newameand and control criminal justice
culture (Garland, 2001). In many countries inahgdihe US the police have moved from shared
authority based upon social connectedness to om@&aonéging through directives enforced
through sanctions. As Hough (2007) notes abouttiited Kingdom in the 1980’s-1990"s
“Britain was turning its back on the concept ofipioig by consent (p.65)” leading to “a
considerable shift in power from the local governieto central government (p.68)” and to
system wide performance related pay policies féicpmfficers based upon their success in
implementing national objectives such as crime c&dn (for nationally defined priority
crimes).

The proactive police contact model is based upoasaumed ability to separate
community “undesirables” from the law abiding m#jpand treat each group distinctly, an
approach that was envisioned in the original brokemdows model. In the original broken
windows model the police expressed the social gisaal of the community toward a distinct
group of deviants, i.e. those who created perceivgorder through lifestyle crimes (squeegee
men,; prostitutes; drug users). They did so by adg@ command and control dominance style
of policing which conveys social marginality andygasts suspected character to those with
whom they deal. It also communicates threat tg@oewed as either lacking in the normative
consensus on values held by law abiding membetseatommunity or as being unable to live
by those values. Hence these are people who recpereion and the hint of fear to motivate
appropriate behavior. However, the police havathened this framework and treated a broader
segment of the community in this demeaning and maliging manner.

Such a tone is viewed as justified by police @ffscseeking to detect signs of future
wrongdoing, but they have increasingly projectagbibn people who are less marginal members
of the community and less likely to either currgrté or likely to in the future become people
who commit serious crimes. Such individuals arenadly motivated in their everyday
behavioral choices about whether to obey or braak by their views about the trustworthiness
and legitimacy of the police, so their alienatioonh the police diminishes public support for
policing and increases the rate of crime.

V. EVALUATING PROACTIVE POLICE CONTACTS

How should proactive police contacts be evaluaéebfes, 2014)? One argument is the
effectiveness argument. These efforts have beearessitil in their objective of proactively
controlling crime (Rosenfeld & Fornango, 2014; Samp& Cohen, 1988). Crime is down and
the police claim credit for at least some of thetuction (Zimring, 2012). From a fear of crime
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perspective one argument is that these policiepeatices have met the public concern
identified in the original broken windows articledause they have reduced both the rate of
crime and fear of crime. There is also some eddehat these strategies can increase fear of
crime (Hinkle & Weisburd, 2008). However, a sofiemm of broken windows however did not
find negative effects, but also failed to find gositive impact (Weisburd, Hinkle, Famega &
Ready, 2011).

Although this argument has been frequently made,also important to note that one
aspect of the original broken windows argument ive® the importance of a shift in focus
toward lifestyle crimes (public drunkenness, beggn the street) and away from the type of
crimes traditionally of more concern to the pol{gmlence), with one goal being to demonstrate
responsiveness to community concerns about lilestyines as a way of stemming the
development of perceived disorder and decline. fdbes on minor crimes is motivated by the
desire to build links to the community and doedgdetting the community define which types
of crime its members believe are more in need bépattention.

In stop, question and frisk discussions, the figstiion for the police actions has recently
again focused primarily upon the police goals @fddng violence and gun crimes, with recent
reactions to critiques of these practices beingwitt the argument that they are necessary to
diminish the level of violent crimes. Even whepytare arrested for minor crimes, those being
stopped are actually being stopped in an effosuggpress future violent crimes.

Our argument is that these proactive police astlave occurred because in recent years
the police have been expected to have the ahbiliprévent crime. As noted there are
disagreements about both the actual ability ofiblece to control crime and their particular role
in producing these recent declines (see Mearesgl)2Dait what is not in dispute is that the public
and political officials are increasingly likely twld the police to account for crimes, believing
that the occurrence of crimes reflects a failurénefpolice to do their jobs effectively. This put
pressure on police leaders to perform in waysldve¢r the crime rate and keep it low.

Such a goal requires a proactive strategy of dgpeeand its pursuit has inspired many
varieties of proactive strategy, including stopesfion and frisk models, hot spots policing and
(Braga & Weisburd, 2010) and gang network anal{Rapachristos, 2001a, b; Papachristos,
Hureau & Braga, 2013).

Consider the practice of stopping, questioningfaisling large numbers of citizens in
search for drugs and guns. Being questioned bgdhee is a common occurrence in New York
City and other major cities for hundreds of thoutsaof residents and visitors, but particularly
for young men of color (Fagan, 2010, 2013; FagaleG Davies and West, 2010)his policy
expanded the scope of proactive police contactadiyding people who were not committing
any crimes or even engaged in overtly suspiciobstier. The scope of these programs was
large. In New York, these policies have producedenthan 4.4 million involuntary contacts
between the police and members of the public bet2884 and 2012 (NYCLU, 2013), most
with the members of minority groups, almost nongvbbm were carrying weapons or serious
drugs. Of these contacts, about one in nine edultan arrest or a citation, and about one in
five appear to fall short of constitutional grouraddegal sufficiency (Fagan, 2013).

Studies of this policy have suggested that théeid) of suspicion which is required by
law is itself suspicious as an explanation for gmlbehavior since studies indicate that almost all
of those stopped were innocent of any crime (Ndfap012). Almost none turn up guns or
other contraband such as marijuana. Jones-Bravah, 2010 studied NYPD stops between
2003 and 2009 and found that only 1.7% led to figdiontraband, 1.09% yielded non-gun
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weapons, and 0.15% yielded guns. However, fronfrereework of suspicion this policy of
widespread stops is a clear example of the pokedirty with large groups of the general public
from a posture of suspicion, stopping, questioring frisking people who are simply on the
street. In many instances, citizens are eithemp&dpr arrested on suspicion of criminal trespass
while attempting to enter their own home or totiamily members in public housing buildings
(Fagan and Davies, 2012).

An alternative basis for evaluating proactiveigmbolicies is the Constitutional Terry
standard for police stops (Meares, 2014). Accagdinthose standards, the police are not
allowed to intrude into the lives of members of public unless they are engaged in wrongdoing
(“crime is afoot”). The original broken windows nh followed this standard because the
objects of the police were engaged in crimes, asthwa case with subsequent zero tolerance
policing approaches. However, as the police hagesasingly adopted stop question and frisk
approaches, their actions have involved every tgoggportions of innocent people. As noted,
while the police often frame their actions as fiesti on the grounds of suspicion, the reality is
that almost all of the people they have stoppedrer@cent of any crime. Hence, these policies
raise the question of whether people’s Constitatioight to be free of police intrusions has
evaporated in the face of new models of proactolee contacts.

This paper examines proactive police contacts fdinird perspective: impact on
popular legitimacy. While the fear of crime ane tbonstitutionality of police actions are
important issues, studies suggest that they arthadkey to popular legitimacy. Neither fear of
crime nor perceived disorder is found to be a egulriver of legitimacy (Sunshine & Tyler,
2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; cf. Jackseinal.,2012a). People also seem to be insensitive to the
Constitutionality of police actions (Meares, Ty&Gardener, in press). Hence, whatever the
merits of these arguments they are distinct fradfisaussion on popular legitimacy.

An important part of the original broken windowgeada was to deal with public fears
by addressing the concerns of the public aboutrdéavhich was at that time believed to be
spiraling out of control. Implicit in the discuesi of such efforts is the belief that broken
windows policing policies show police responsivescommunity concerns and encourage
public trust in the motives of the police becauseple see the police working to address the
concerns of the community. Hence, proactive patm&acts were expected to build popular
legitimacy (Kelling & Wilson, 1982). Such a focas the community is consistent with the
general emphasis in the 1980’s on policing stratetiiat emphasize reconnection to the
community to both “enhance their crime-control efifieeness and to increase public respect”
(Bayley, 1994: p. 2). Under the framework of comityipolicing models the goals of being
respected by the community and effectively managiinges were viewed as interconnected
strategies achieved in tandem.

This paper explores the reasons for this contgndisconnect between police actions and
popular legitimacy. We argue that the police hawvgunderstood the basis of public support for
the police. The original broken windows discussaoticulated a connection between public
concerns and police actions by emphasizing the iitapoe of the police being responsive to
public concerns and communicating a reassurantéhthgolice respect the needs and concerns
of the public (Jackson & Sunshine, 2007). Rectrdiss have reaffirmed the important role that
believing there is a normative consensus betweepdhice and the community concerning the
goals of policing plays in public support for thaipe (i.e. the importance of “normative
alignment”; see Tyler & Jackson, 2014). More receadels of proactive police contacts have
however departed from these goals.
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Recent studies have established important findiegarding the relationship between the
police and the public. First, they show the cdmote of legitimacy, by demonstrating that the
legitimacy of the police, the courts, and the ldases a variety of important public behaviors.
These include deference to police authority dupegsonal encounters (Tyler & Huo, 2002);
everyday compliance with the law (Tyler, 2006; Jiet al.,2012b); cooperation with the
police (Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Murphy & Cherney, 2placceptance of police authority (Tyler &
Jackson, 2014); and diminishing support for pubiadence (Jacksoet al, 2013). As a
consequence, there are clear costs associatethwitbw levels of popular legitimacy noted
above.

Studies have further shown that popular legitimaayost strongly shaped by the
judgments people make about the fairness of treatrhent by the police. In particular people
are found to care about whether the police shopeedor them and their rights, treat them
fairly, and genuinely address their needs. Thedgments are manifestations of whether or not
people trust the motives of the police (Tyler & H2602).

Issues of trust in police motives are discussedteroriginal broken windows article by
Kelling and Wilson (1982). By focusing on lifesytrimes and public disorder the police were
responding to the concerns of many people in tienoonity. Further, through contacts such as
those in foot patrols, officers had the opportubtiteengage with and show respect for the people
in the community and to demonstrate that they wagteng community concerns seriously and
responding to them. Hence, broken windows poliewag also seen as an opportunity to build
popular legitimacy.

However, broken windows policing can be successfblilding legitimacy only insofar
as the police communicate respect for and condevatgpeople in the community. That was,
indeed, the case in early discussions of foot fs&ed community policing, where the police
were viewed as taking on the role of addressingtimeerns of the mainstream members of the
community, i.e. being respectful of and responsivéheir conception of community issues.
These tactics communicated to the public that tixene respected by the police as decent and
law-abiding members of the community, whose neeel®Bconcern to the police.

In contrast, as it evolved proactive police cot#dnmave increasingly engaged in
communicating suspicion. Too often when proacyiweitiating contact, the police
communicate their distrust of the public and te@ahmunity members as potential criminals.
Instead of respecting those in the community tHe@eiew them as potential criminals and
wrongdoers. And this suspicious outlook is adojteal zero tolerance fashion towards severe
and petty crimes, and law-breakers and law-abiddike. In particular, it is adopted when
dealing with adolescents and young adults whoheedrget of a large proportion of street stops
(Tyler, Fagan & Geller, 2014).

The police also become associated with fear whey @re viewed as the agents of
sanctioning. Rather than being people who undedsi&cknowledge and address people’s
everyday concerns, thereby communicating reasseyéme police punish and are authorities to
be feared and avoided (Fratello, Rengifo & Tror@,3 Stoudt, Fine & Fox, 2011/12). In
particular, the widespread use of arrest to addnéser crimes associates the police with
demeaning non-voluntary experiences and increagseassk of people being drawn into the
criminal justice system for misdemeanors or mitfestyle misconduct.

By dealing with the public through a frameworksofpicion and sanctioning, we argue
the police undermine their legitimacy. And, thesgative effects are not counterbalanced by a
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favorable impact upon legitimacy based upon deslinalisorder and fear of crime, because
disorder and fear of crime are not major factoat snape legitimacy.

VI. SUSPICION AND SANCTIONING

The first message conveyed by current approachgoactive police contacts comes
through the more widespread use of proactive paliops, frisks and searches. The more these
practices became pervasive, the more they areg likeghrget innocent people who are then
guestioned and searched for evidence of currepbt@ntial future wrongdoing. The message of
such experiences is one of suspicion in the characid motives of those stopped who are
guestioned and searched while generally engagednariminal conduct. The police “tend to
view young adults as suspects in need of conttberahan potential victims in need of
protection (Graham & Karn, 2013, p. 2)".

The second message involves an emphasis on deteriee. on encouraging people not
to commit crimes by increasing their estimateshefrisk of detection and punishment for
wrongdoing. From this perspective, a key functbpolice activity has been to raise the
perceived probability of being caught, i.e. to ghaprrent and future risk estimates. The police
have done this by communicating that people arslabf being stopped and searched when
they are in public. These approaches emphasiz@diiaing involves efforts to control people
and dominate situations through a focus on thr@adssanctions. However, such tactics also
communicate to the people involved that the pakgard them as potentially dangerous and
untrustworthy (Collins, 2007; Delgado, 2008; How2D09)

Discussions of experiences with the police confinepublic experience of suspicion
and indignity in encounters with the police. Rebertau & Brunson (2010) suggested that
“Respondents felt that their neighborhoods had Ibesreged with police. . . . Many study
participants . . . characterized their involunteoytacts with police as demeaning.” In other
words, these actions are physically invasive anyglpdogically distressing. Research both in
New York City and elsewhere suggests that young aneroften handcuffed, thrown to the
ground, or slammed against walls while their bodies belongings are searched (Brunson &
Weitzer, 2009; Fratello, Rengifo & Trone, 2013; Rdinw2010; Rios, 2011; Ruderman, 2012).
Force is significantly more likely to be used agaiminority suspects in street stop encounters
than whites (Fagan, 2010). Stops also frequentiglve assaults on dignity by including a
dimension of racial targeting (Tyler, Fagan & Gel2014). In interviews, both young men and
women report that street stops are laced with no®ethreats, hypermasculine and homophobic
invective, and degrading and racially tinged larggu@Brunson & Weitzer, 2009; Gau &
Brunson, 2010; Rios, 2011). Some young women sy the police report feelings of
embarrassment and sexual intimidation when stoggaticularly when they are frisked by male
officers (Ruderman, 2012b).

Similar messages come through arrests for minores. When arrested, people are
drawn into contact with the criminal justice systewhich treats them as miscreants, rather than
as respected citizens (Wagtlal.,2014). The demeaning procedures of arrest anihdetat
convey a message of social marginality and suggscobaracter (Jones, 2014). This both
communicates mistrust and makes the costs of dewielear. As was suggested years ago,
going through this process is a punishment infi(s&leley, 1979). But it is also a social
message, one of being viewed by societal authsrisea “criminal”. The danger is the reaction
that people have to such marginalization: “Mostiwgome is the possibility that field
interrogations could provoke more crime by makiogryg men subjected to traffic stops more
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defiant toward conventional society and thus conmate crimes.”(Sherman and Rogan 1995),
i.e. there was the potential for overly harsh cniahisanctions tancreasecrime among certain
groups (Sherman 1993; also see Wilson & Boland81.97

Much of the discussion on police practices hasded on the issue of disparate impact,
i.e. on whether the proactive measures used bgdhee primarily target minority group
members. While such impact is important and, deerFloyd decision, can form the basis for a
legal challenge to police practices, this focuscabss other fundamental issues about proactive
police contacts. Even if the police do not dispayatarget minorities, their proactive police
actions are potentially problematic.

As Eppet al.(2014) note, people make fundamental distinctievben traffic stops,
which occur when people break the law, and stitegiss In the case of traffic stops two things
are true: first, people know that they are breakimglaw and therefore police stops are
occurring for legitimate reasons; and second, gecah control whether or not they are stopped.
If people do not want to be stopped, they can ¥olloe law. Street stops, in contrast, are
unpredictable and outside of people’s control. dasrom spending their entire lives within their
homes people must be on the streets going to sdoowbrk, shop, etc. Thus, they are subject to
contact with the police. And if stories about strstops are to be believed, people often have no
idea why they are being stopped; being stoppedtisimderstood to be related to particular
behaviors.

To some degree the practice of widespread anétegstreet stops inevitably
undermines police legitimacy. Eppal.(2014) found that the repeated nature of stops in
particular causes members of minority groups tgguslich policies and practices to be unjust.
In other words, people often begin by trustingrieives of the police and when first stopped
believe that the police have a good reason forpstgpthem. However, over time multiple stops
undermine this presumption and lead to cynicismrarsrust. Studies of street stops have
shown that repeated stops have the consequenoel@fining possible justifications for police
action with those repeatedly stopped viewing thepas acting more unlawfully and with less
fairness (Tyler, Fagan, Geller, 2014).

On the other hand, it is also clear that the potian engage in enforcement actions
toward the public without undermining their legiiay when people feel (as with traffic stops)
that their actions have a legitimate legal basisekample are due to their illegal behavior, and
when they treat people fairly (Tyler & Fagan, 2008)e key to thinking about future police
policies is to consider alternatives to a sandtiased model.

VII. AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

Our argument is that the proactive approach tipgl as it has emerged in recent years
is antithetical to a second model of policing. madel is based upon the goal of building
popular legitimacy by shaping people’s perceiveligaion to support the law and legal
authorities, as well as their motivation to cooperaith the police. This model focuses upon
police activities which encourage the public todn&wust in the police. It is ironic that proactive
approaches to policing have spread widely at theedame that research has documented a
variety of gains to be made by building populaitietacy.

Research demonstrates that building legitimadipked to creating trust in the motives
of the police. Tyler & Huo (2002) refer to suchdt as “motive based trust”, the belief that the
police have benevolent intentions, i.e. an intentedo what is best for the people that they are
dealing with. For example, when a crime occurspelople believe that the police actually try to
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solve it? When the community expresses concermgtdbe importance of particular problems,
do the police actually care? People seldom hagagminformation to truly know the correct
answer to such questions, but their inferences hateong impact upon their relationship with
the police. As an example, when people judge thieres of the police, they often consider
whether practices such as disparate contact witlorities reflect police racism. When people
trust the motives of the police they are more {ikel believe that the police decide to stop
because of legitimate crime control reasons andeacause of racial biases (Tyler & Wakslak,
2005).

Focusing on the social relationship that existsvben the public and the police is
potentially valuable because it relies upon medrasioutside of self-interest. In other words,
this model is not related to showing people thovang laws and directives is a way to avoid
sanctions —an approach that has been found tolpeanially effective (Tyler, 2006). When
people trust authorities they develop a social ectian with them, identifying with the authority
and viewing the authority as sharing their goals$ eaues (Jacksoet al.,2012b; Tyler &
Jackson, 2014). As people come to identify wighpblice and legal authorities, they
increasingly view those authorities as entitledhtke decisions about how to maintain social
order, and thus view their decisions as legitinzate entitled to be obeyed. Further, people
voluntarily cooperate with police authorities thegw as legitimate, by working with the police
through neighborhood meetings, collective actiarg efforts to engage in informal surveillance
and reporting of problems in their community.

These non-instrumental connections labeled “rafalibonds” (Tyler & Lind, 1992) are
linked to issues of identity and status, not toamat gains and losses. People who feel included
within a community and accorded standing withifeél that they belong become motivated to
promote the group’s well-being (Bradfoetial.,2014). They identify with their community and
its authorities and consequently want to act insaaat benefit their community (Tyler &

Blader, 2000). Conversely, those who believe thartginalized or demeaned withdraw from the
community and become less willing to comply wittvéaor cooperate with legal authorities.

The goal of this paper is to test the viabilitytlok relational approach to legitimacy through an
examination of the impact of police suspicion ushlc trust in police motives and identification
with police authority.

What type of police behavior builds the relatiapdietween the police and the
community? Studies of people’s personal experiemgth the police point to the centrality of
people’s judgments about the procedural justiddefpolice. In interactions between people
and legal authorities people focus on four procaldustice issues (Blader & Tyler, 2003): two
related to whether decisions are made fairly, amadrelated to how people are treated. In terms
of decision making, procedural justice involvesceot the opportunity to explain one’s concerns
— and factuality/neutrality — evidence that degcisiare being made based upon facts and without
partiality. Treatment involves interactions marketh respect, courtesy and dignity and a belief
that the motives of the authority are trustwortBpoth types of judgment about personal
experience shape both overall police legitimacy r@adtions to personal experiences with the
police.

VIIl. THIS STUDY

The value of popular legitimacy has been widelguioented (Tyler, 2009a). As
previously discussed, legitimacy provides a stroagjs for the exercise of legal authority.
However, the relationship between legitimacy consend current proactive approaches to
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policing has not been examined empirically. Suclexamination needs to address several
guestions. First, are issues of fear of crime@erdeived disorder connected to popular
legitimacy? The original idea underlying proactpaice contacts was that fear of crime and
perceived disorder undermined police legitimacy tvad assumption needs to be tested. Second,
does the experience of being stopped under conditinich communicate police suspicion (e.g.
an investigatory stop) encourage the perceivedtiakone will be caught for law breaking
behavior among those who are stopped? If so, pveguolice contacts should be part of an
effective strategy for communicating a messagestérdence and is supporting a sanction based
approach to policing. Finally, are the police umd@ing their legitimacy through proactive

police contacts when they approach the public tiincauframework of suspicion?

A particular concern in the current analysis wéltesting the relational argument that
suspicion undermines legitimacy because it chatigeeelationship between the police and the
public. This analysis will utilize three indicasoof that relationship: trust in the motives of the
police; identification with the police; and resp&am the police. If, as argued here, a
personalized belief that one is the target of gosiaspicion is damaging because of its relational
impact, then changes in these social dimensiottsgrghan changes in judgments about the risk
of being caught and punished for wrongdoing shebkgpe the impact of suspicion on overall
judgments about the legitimacy of the police aredléw.

A second goal of the study is determining whatdescare associated with the feeling that
one is a target of suspicion? Is it living in glily disordered neighborhood, being engaged in
criminal activity; being a person of a particulaearace or gender, or is it the social message
communicated to you by the police through the &8mof their treatment of you during personal
interactions.

Each of these questions will be addressed usitegfaan a national sample of adult
Americans who completed an online questionnaireiath® law, the police and the courts in
2012. The sample is weighted to represent a ndtawoss-section of the population. The use of
observational data precludes causal inferenceyurfse, but a key strength here is the ability to
infer to the general US population.

XI. METHODOLOGY

A. PARTICIPANTS

Participants for this study were drawn from a pafieompensated respondents
maintained by Knowledge Networks. Knowledge Netvgaska survey research firm in Menlo
Park, CA that maintains a panel of respondents eamaplete on-line questionnaires for
compensation. The panel is designed, with apprgreighting, to approximate the
demographics of the American population.

The fieldwork was carried out between August aegt&mber 2012. Individuals in the
panel were offered the opportunity to complete $his/ey as part of their long-term commitment
to the organization. The research panel compri$adooobability sample of US residents that
was acquired through random digit dialing and askheased sampling methodologies of online
and offline adults (18+). Selected respondents wentacted by e-mail and provided with a
laptop computer and Internet access if needed.thi®survey 2,561 respondents — randomly
chosen from the larger ongoing panel of residehtseoUnited States maintained by Knowledge
Networks — were invited to take part in the suraeg reminded after three days. This number
was chosen to produce an adequate number of cadmaestionnaires. Of those who might
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participate 1,603 individuals (62.5% response rev@)pleted the survey either in English or in
Spanish. Potential respondents read a descriptitre@ontent of the study and then chose
whether to participate.

The sample was 48% male. It included 21% respdedeimo were 29 or younger; 26%
respondents who were 30-44; 28% of respondentswene 45-59 and 26% respondents who
were 60 or over. Education includes 30% high sclyoadiuates or less; 29% people with some
college; and 29% college graduate or more. The kawgs 36% with an annual family income
below $40,000; 33% with an annual family incomenzstn $40,000 and $84, 000 and 31% with
an annual family income $85,000 or above. It wasHi%panic; 12% African American; 72%
White; and 10% other ethnicity. Finally 41% wereRlelican; 55% were Democratic; and 4%
were undecided.

The panel sample is designed to approximate amatsample and the responses
received were weighted to adjust for deviationgfierepresentative national sample. This
adjustment involved weighting respondents’ questaires based upon their demographic
characteristics. The characteristics used werdegeage, ethnicity, education, income, region
and primary language. The comparison data is dfesvn the Current Population Survey
(2010), with Hispanic data drawn from the 2010 F#8panic Center Survey. The weighted
sample (=1,603) therefore approximates a sample of Amerazhnts. A comparison of the
sample to 2012 Current Population demographicsatdd no significant deviations (Dennis,
2012). For example, in 2012 the US population 2% White, and the sample was 72%
White. The US population was 51% female, as wasémple. And in 2010 37% of the US
population was age 18-44, as was the sample.

B. QUESTIONNAIRE

Respondents were interviewed regarding their vigleit the police using the following
constructs:
1. PERSONALIZED POLICE SUSPICION

Respondents were ask “Based upon what you haveaselmeard about the police would
you agree strongly; agree; neither agree not degaglisagree; disagree strongly that”: “The
police are generally suspicious of people like y(i0% agree); “The police treat people like
you as if you were probably doing something wro(i2% agree); and “The police treat people
like you as if you might be dangerous or violeritO% agree). (Three items: Alpha = 0.95).

2. DEPENDENT VARIABLES

a. Legitimacy The analysis treats legitimacy as a general sumimeex that
reflects the three elements of legitimacy identifie past research: obligation; trust and
confidence and normative alignment (Tyler & Jackt§i13). These indicators are related
(meanr=0.72).

b. Obligation to obey lawThe items asked for agreement-disagreement tA#t: “
laws should be strictly obeyed”; “It is hard to &kethe law and keep your self-respect”; “People
should do what the law says”; “A person who disabdayvs is a danger to others in the
community”; “Obeying the law ultimately benefitsegyone in the community”; “Some laws are
made to be broken (reverse scored)”; “Sometimesgdibie right thing means breaking the law
(reverse scored)”; “There are times when it ismlghore the law (reverse scored)” and
“Sometimes you have to bend the law for thingsaime out right (reverse scored)” (Nine items;
Alpha = 0.86)
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C. Obligation to obey the polic&'he questions asked for agreement-disagreement
that: “You should support the decisions of politgcers even when you disagree with them?”;
“You should do what the police tell you even if ydo not understand or agree with the
reasons”; “You should do what the police tell youdb even if you do not like how they treat
you” and “The police in your community are legitireauthorities so you should do what they
tell you to do” (Four items; Alpha = 0.82)

d. Legal normative alignmenthe scale asked for agreement-disagreement that:
“The law represents the values of the people ingrprather than the values of people like
yourself”; “People in power use the law to try tntrol people like you” and “The law does not
protect your interests” The scores were reversedftect high legitimacy (Three items; Alpha =
0.83)

e. Police normative alignmentRespondents were asked to agree-disagree with si
items: “The police generally have the same sensgglaf and wrong that you do.”; “The police
stand up for values that are important to you.’hé&Tpolice usually act in ways consistent with
your own ideas about what is right and wrong.”; tivand the police want the same thing for
your community.”; and “The law represents the meedlies of people like yourself.”. (Alpha =
0.94).

f. Generalized trust in legal authoritiefespondents were asked: “How much do
you personally trust each of these institutiongaar own community”: the police, the courts
(Alpha = 0.86).

g. Help police Respondents were asked how likely they were tall“tBe police to
report a crime”; “Report suspicious activity neauy home”; “Provide information to help the
police find a suspected criminal”. Scale (1) venjikely to (4) very likely (Three items; Alpha =
0.91).

h. Help legal systenRespondents were asked: “If you saw someone ppshsan
to the ground and steal their purse or wallet, hk&ly would you be to”: “call the police?”; “if
you were the only witness: how willing would you tiee“identify the person who committed the
crime”; and “Give evidence in court against theuser”. Scale (1) very unlikely to (4) very
likely (Three items; Alpha = 0.93).

3. RELATIONSHIP WITH THE POLICE

a. Identification with the policeRespondents were asked whether: “Most police
officers in your community have similar views touymwn on many issues”; “Most police
officers have a similar background to your ownYpti can usually understand why the police in
your community do the things they do.”; “You gerigréike the police in your community.”;
and “Can you imagine being friends with the pobéfcers in your community?”. (Alpha =
0.86)

b. RespectRespondents were asked whether, if they knew thawst police
officers in their community would “respect theidwas”; “appreciate what they contribute to the
community” and “approve of how they live their Is’e (Alpha = 0.90)

C. Trust in police motivefkespondents were asked to agree-disagree that: “The
police try to do what is best for the people theyydealing with.”; “The police make decisions
that are good for everyone in the community.”; “Yand the police want the same things for
your community.”; “The police respect people’s tighand “The police only care about the
views of some of the people in your community (reeescored)”. (Alpha =0.87)
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4. POLICE PERFORMANCE

How likely is it that you would be caught and purad if you engaged in the following
types of illegal behavior: “Making an exaggeratedadse insurance claim”; “Buying something
you think might be stolen”; “Taking something frarstore without paying for it”; “Breaking
traffic laws” or “Littering” (Three items; Alpha 6.87).

5. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

a. Disorder. Respondents were asked how much of a problemadablese was in
their community: “Teenagers hanging around on treets”; “Rubbish or litter lying around”;
“Vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate damag@toperty or vehicles”; “People being drunk
or rowdy in public places”. ((1) Not a problem #tta (4) A very big problem.) (Three items;
Alpha = 0.87).

b. Fear of crime Respondents were asked “How much do you worryiéibo
“Having your house broken into and something stoland “Being mugged or robbed” (1) Very
worried to (4) Not worried at all) (Two items; Alal= 0.84).

C. Criminal activity Participants were asked how frequently they diyeld five
everyday laws in the last five years (Never; oagge; 3-4 times; 5 or more times). The
responses were skewed, with most respondents tmjdhat they never engaged in these
behaviors. Major crimes were measured by askingtabmaking an exaggerated or false
insurance claim” (97% never); “Buying something ybink might be stolen” (94% never);
“Taking something from a store without paying f5r(B4% never). These three items were
combined into a scale of major compliance. Minamess were: “Broken traffic laws regarding
speeding or running a red light” (38% never) arkghlly disposed of rubbish or litter” (86%
never). (Five items; Alpha = 0.60).

6. JUDGMENTS ABOUT PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

The prior indices have measured general attitunleard the legal system, law related
behavior and evaluations of how the police andtsogenerally behave. An additional question
is how respondents were influenced by their pastqeal experience with the police.

a. Frequency of personal experiencRespondents were asked: In the past two
years have: “the police approached you or stoppecby made contact for any reason (35%
yes)”; “have you approached the police in your camity to ask for help or assistance of any
kind (25% yes)”.

b. Procedural justiceRespondents were askéHow fairly did the police make
decisions about what to do?” “How fairly were yoeated by the police? (Five points; “very
unfairly” to “very fairly”). (Alpha = 0.80 ).

C. Lawfulness of outcom&lo what extent did you receive the right outcoased
upon your understanding of the law? (Five pointgit‘at all” to “completely”)”.

X. RESULTS

Most Americans do not view themselves as the olojepolice suspicion. For each of the
three items asked in this study an average of ab@¥t of American adults agreed that they
were the focus of police suspicion and 21% werdrak(neither agree nor disagree). Most
respondents either disagreed (33%) or disagreedgiir (36%) with these statements.

If people experienced being viewed as a suspexbrasnunicating a social status/stigma
message then that should be reflected in theirs/evout their relationship to the police. Itis
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possible to explore the connection of being thedbpf suspicion to questions about the
respondent’s relationship with the police. Threpeats of that relationship are important (Tyler
& Blader, 2000): general trust in police motives$iether people identify with the police; and
whether they believe that the police respect them.

How does suspicion relate to trust in police medl¥ If asked whether the police only
care about the views of some community membersr{imgahey show bias in the treatment of
citizens), those who feel suspected are more liteebgree (r = 0.45, p <.001). This is also true
in terms of believing the police do not want thensahings for the community (r = 0.47, p <
.001); and with thinking that the police do nottmydo what is best for the people they deal with
(r=0.43, p<.001). Thisis also true in termshinking that the police do not do what is good
for everyone in the community (r = 0.41, p <.0Grd do not respect people’s rights (r = 0.42, p
<.001).

The second issue is whether people identify withgolice. People who feel suspected
indicate that they cannot understand why the paléhe things they do (r = .35, p <.001); that
they do not like the police (r = .39, p < .001attkhey are dissimilar in their views on many
issues (r = .29, p <.001); and that they cannagine being friends with a police officer (r =
.35, p <.001).

In terms of respect those who feel suspected are tikely to believe that the police do
not respect their values (r = .29, p < .001); dbappreciate what they contribute to the
community (r = .27, p <.001); and do not approi/éheir lifestyle (r = .29, p <.001).

The relationship between being a target of sugpiand the relationship people feel they
have with the police can also be addressed usgrgssion analysis. Table 1 does so by
considering the empirical links between being @esutson people’s trust in police motives,
identification with the police, and the perceptafrbeing respected by the police, controlling for
other variables in the model, including whethergedive in a high social disorder
neighborhood and whether they are engaged in ilEgavities. This analysis looks at the
influence of a variety of factors on people’s vieamut the police.

Include Table 1 here

The results suggest that, as hypothesized, tloepton of being a target of police
suspicion is linked to a general negative statussamge about police motives (trust in police
motives; beta = -.46, p < .001), to feelings ofreection to the police (identification with the
police; beta = -.37, p <.001), and to perceiveahding in the community (respected by the
police; beta = -.0.28, p < .001)

The results also show that people who live in ntiserdered neighborhoods tend to
have weaker relationships with the police, so lomgethe level of disorder might help to build
police- community connections. And as might beeet@d, minorities and the young report
more problematic connections to the police.

A second question is whether feeling like a susiga@lated to people’s perception of
the legitimacy of the police and the perceived délgetting caught by the police if they were to
commit a crime. The number of recent prior stops wself unrelated to risk estimates (r = .04,
n.s.), so simply being stopped does not signifigasitange the perceived risk of being caught by
the police for wrongdoing.

The connection of feeling suspected to legitimaieg perceived risk can be examined
using regression analysis. That analysis is shioWiable 2. It indicates that feeling like a
suspect is related to lower legitimacy (beta =)-a%d a lower estimate of the likelihood of being
caught for wrongdoing (beta = -.10). These effectur while controlling upon the frequency
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of compliance with the law; the type of neighbortigeople live in; and demographics. In other
words, while it seems reasonable that those wharagbmore crimes would expect to be more
suspected by the police, this effect occurs beyondinfluence of criminal behavior.

It is particularly important to determine whetlieeling suspected leads people to believe
that they are more likely to be caught if they krtébee law? The results suggest the opposite
conclusion. Those who feel suspected report l@ggmates that that would be caught if they
break the law (beta = -.10, p < .001). Henceghelg that one is one of the “usual suspects” is
not associated with high risk estimates. On therdtland, those who believe that they are the
focus of suspicion evaluate the police as being llegitimate (beta = -.45, p <.001).

Include Table 2 here

Table 2 indicates that suspicion is linked totiegicy and risk judgments. What other
factors shapes legitimacy? Table 3 examines thestipn and finds that, as hypothesized, police
legitimacy is not connected to fear of crime. ltegacy is linked to judgments about disorder
(beta = 0.19, p < .001)(see also Jacksioal.,2012a), something noted as early as the original
broken windows papers, and it is linked to theigbdf the police to arrest those who commit
crimes (beta = 0.15).

Include Table 3 here

Equally important is the demonstration that legécy shapes cooperation. Those who
view the police as legitimate tend to be willingréport crimes to the police, and help to
prosecute criminals. This relationship has beenaestrated in prior studies (Sunshine & Tyler,
2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008) and is as expected fdwerd. It is central to discussions about a
legitimacy based approach to policing which haa aesmparative advantage the ability to
leverage public efforts to work with the policenaintain social order. Further, people are more
willing to forego private violence and let the malimanage problems in the community.

A. PEOPLE’'S RELATIONSHIP TO THE POLICE

Why does feeling suspected by the police changple®s views about police legitimacy?
This analysis suggests that relational bonds betwe=police and the public are central. We
focus on the social aspects of that relationshipether people trust and identify with the police
and whether they feel respected by them. Andattadysis shows that it is because it shapes that
relationship that being viewed with suspicion isnd@ing.

In contrast, being viewed with suspicion couldrbportant because it communicates risk
and influences people instrumentally. These twasjtlities were compared using structural
equation modeling. In the analysis perceived sispiwas allowed to predict legitimacy in
three ways: directly; through impact upon the resjgmt’s social relationship with the police
(trust; identification, police respect) and by ughcing risk assessments. The social relationship
variable was a latent variable composed of theetetements mentioned.

The results of the analysis are shown in Figur@ley suggest several conclusions.

Most importantly, the relationship between feeliikg a suspect and police legitimacy is totally
mediated by the nature of people’s perceived lahip with the police. Whether people feel
the police are trustworthy, whether they identififfwthe police, and whether they feel respected
by the police are three interrelated judgmentsafmre= 0.54) that taken together reflect people’s
views about their social relationship with the peli The relationship is social in that it is lidke

to issues of identity and status. And, that sa@ktionship mediates between perceptions of
being a suspect and legitimacy.
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In contrast, there is no correlation between wérepeople feel they are a suspect and
their risk estimates. These results suggest tigicon is important because of how it shapes
the way that people think about their identity atetus in the community as a result of messages
communicated to them by the police. It is not im@ot because the message of suspicion that
the police communicate leads people to feel they #re more likely to be caught and punished
if they break the law.

Include Figure 1 here

B. WHY DO PEOPLE FEEL SUSPECTED?

There are several reasons that people might ieplested by the police. One is that they
live in areas of disorder and the police act ddfely toward the people who live in high
crime/disorder areas; another that they are engagatminal conduct and the police treat
criminals differently. They may also anticipatéelient treatment because of the type of person
they are, with the police acting differently towamngn, the young, the poor and minorities.
Finally, they may infer how the police view therorr the treatment they receive from the
police.

The results are shown in Table 4. This table shbe®mpirical links between personal
experience and whether a respondent feels liksgesti People who feel suspected by the
police often indicate that they experienced unjtesitment during recent personal encounters
with the police. They are further likely to be miities; be young; be poor; and be male. Finally,
they live in areas of high disorder. Hence, whene live; who you are and how the police treat
you all predict whether you feel targeted for sagpi. Interestingly, whether you are
committing crimes does not predict whether you $emlpected (beta = -.03, n.s.).

Our examination of proactive police contacts dmtiished two issues: police efforts to
make decisions about whether a person is engaggdnmal conduct and police treatment of
the people they deal with. Many open-ended disonsof policing emphasize unhappiness
about police efforts to project dominance and antrhich people experience as harassment
and disrespect. Column two separates fairnessaidn making and quality of treatment and
suggests that it is quality of treatment that idipalarly important in shaping reactions to
experiences with the police. In other words, peaja react strongly to police treatment and that
reaction is distinct from beliefs about how theip®lare making decisions.

Insert Table 4 here

Xl.  DISCUSSION

This paper begins with an historical analysistedrgges in American policing since the
1960’s. It suggests that there has been a growphoactive police contact with the public. It
further argues that such contacts have been framweohd efforts to identify and stop potential
current and future criminal conduct, a style th@hmunicates suspicion and mistrust.

We argue that the experience of being policintpis way is to undermine police
legitimacy and that as a consequence, any potemtigases in public support for the police
developing out of increases in police professi@maland declines in crime have been offset by
the broader experience of mistrustful and unfaiatment by the police. The consequence has
been a more or less steady level of police legityreanong the public over recent decades and
the continuation of high levels of mistrust in theority community.

The cross sectional national survey which fornesfticus of this paper cannot directly
address changes in policing policy and practice tiee or explore changes in the experience of
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being policed during different eras. But the syrean examine the impact of suspicion-based

policing upon the public to test our argument thath policing does not lead to deterrence, but
does undermine the social bonds between the patidehe public, diminishes police legitimacy
and lessens public cooperation with the police.

The current model argues that proactive contacttifiles ongoing crime and
communicates the risk of wrongdoing for potentialife crime, thereby lowering current and
future crime. Yet, as we have noted studies sughasproactive contact seldom identifies
active “ongoing” crime, so the focus in our anadyisas been on the communication of risk,
which might deter future crimes.

The data reported here provide limited supportderarguments in favor of proactive
police contacts. First, they suggest that feariofe is not related to police legitimacy, a
conclusion consistent with other recent studied,(&ial, 2014). Second, while neighborhood
disorder has a clear effect, and thus addresssuydir can potentially help the police can build
legitimacy, the role of disorder is weak and ihet the primary factor predicting judgments of
police legitimacy.

Also central to the ‘legitimacy through safety’ dab is that police stops shape judgments
about the costs of committing crime. It is argueat stops diminish the level of crime because
they increase the perception of the risk of beengght for rule breaking. This argument is not
supported by the data reported here. Those whevedhey are suspected by the police
typically estimate the risk of being caught if tHengak the law as being lower. And this
statistical effect is found controlling for bothettevel of criminal behavior they are engaged in
and the level of disorder in their neighborhood.

Hence, a first important conclusion of this analys that the assumptions underlying
proactive police contacts should be reexaminedst,Rhe focus on fear of crime and perceived
disorder that is a hallmark of early broken windonedels may not have the net effect of
creating legitimacy today. Further, the anticipatof being stopped and arrested if engaged in
criminal conduct that flows from feeling like a pest is not linked to people breaking the law
less in their everyday lives so stops are not g@sa deterrent.

This may seem illogical since discussions of thkkcp emphasize their presentation of
force as a mechanism of communicating the costsleforeaking. Police officers carry guns
and clubs, and they are empowered to threatemigiwith physical injury and incapacitation,
among other penalties; they thereby “manipulatedividual’s calculus regarding whether
‘crime pays’ in any particular instance” (Meare80Q, p. 396). Reiss (1971) points out “the
uniform, badge, truncheon, and arms all may plegla@in asserting authority” in the effort to
“gain control of the situation” (p. 46). On théhet hand, the ability of force to communicate
risk may be overstated.

McCluskey (2003) tests the effectiveness argumsimiguobserver ratings of police
behavior. He focuses on police requests for c¢iteagdf-control and notes, “surprisingly the
coercive power that police bring to bear on a eitim the form of commanding, handcuffing,
arresting and so on, has a minimal impact on eitzeompliance decision” (p. 100). “the
higher the level of coercive power displayed byigmlthe less likely targets are to
comply....For every one unit increase in the indega#rcion citizens are about twice as likely
to rebel against the self-control request” (p. 1083 a consequence, police scholars generally
argue that “[t]he best officers are those who ess,Inot more force” (Terrill, 2001, p. 232). If
force is not effective in changing behavior in tikemediate situation it is not surprising that
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police stops do not generally shape public riskredes concerning future criminal behavior.
That is what we find in this study.

Of course, these findings are not an indictmenheforiginal broken windows model,
which developed in a different era that had différ@ncerns. But they are a statement about the
potential utility of that model today. In fact thall within that original model for the police to
show signs of responsiveness to community conagrysmuch echoes the implications of the
findings of this study.

What is the consequence of the suspicion commiauday the police about the public
through widespread police investigatory stops? rElalts of this study suggest that people who
feel like they are suspects tend to have more negaews about police legitimacy. Further,
these lower legitimacy judgments are also linkebbteer cooperation with the legal system.
Hence, by communicating disrespect and distrusptiiee undermine the goal of building a
strong relationship with the community and gainting benefits of public compliance and
cooperation. In fact, the results link police sigr suspicion to lower legitimacy precisely
because they undermine people’s relationship Wwighpblice.

Based upon empirical evidence, this paper suggfestsn fact feeling like a subject of
suspicion undermines the relationship between geamdl the police, with those who view
themselves as suspects feeling less respectee Ipplice and more distrustful of police
motives. These findings have implications for onderstanding of policing models. Ironically
the original broken windows theory was based upergbal of building relationships with the
community, which was a general goal during thisieraera and often labelled as a concern with
community policing. Broken windows theory argubdttthe police could build relationships by
being responsive to community concerns over lifestyimes and through showing
responsiveness and good intentions by addresseniguthors leading to fears about crime.

The results of this study suggest that being nesipe, showing respect, and being seen
as having good intentions may build both policetiemcy and relationships with the
community. Those who experience the police asngathiese characteristics are less likely to
believe that they are the subjects of suspicionmaisttust and more likely to view the police as
legitimate. These findings support the relationel of legal authority. They suggest that the
issue is not police contact per se but the styjgotiting through which contact occurs.

However, the policies and practices of the palicdonger encourage the types of
judgments about the police that would promote iegity. The police are not seen as
responding to the community. Rather this study plew direct evidence that the actions of the
police undermine connections between the peoplarangolice. In other words “the police are
not simply agents of order maintenance and crinmrabbut inescapably conduct their ordering
work in ways which are deeply entangled with thepghand practice of democratic life.
Policing materially and symbolically mediates beJmg. The police send authoritative
messages to citizens about the...community and thaceghey occupy in its extant hierarchies
(Loader, in press)”.

The findings also support the suggestion that wiegsonally dealing with the police,
people focus on whether or not they experiencequha@l fairness. A consideration of
procedural justice highlights that there are twatidct aspects of proactive police contacts as it
has been enacted by the police. One aspect iddmoay the scope of stops in an effort to
identify crimes and criminals. This leads to g&rgroup of community members who
experience and evaluate police decision makingsidening if it is neutral and if rules are
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consistently applied, as well as whether officerstge right information to make good
decisions, for example by allowing people voice.

A second aspect of policing behavior is connetitel model of social control in which
the police implement their search policies by prtifgy dominance and control. This style of
policing is experienced by people on the streelisespectful and humiliating. It is this latter
aspect of police contacts that is found to be eafpedikely to communicate distrust and lead
people to feel suspected by the police. In theudision of personal stops, for example, it is not
professionalism or lack of professionalism in peldecision making that is important, rather it is
quality of interpersonal treatment.

A. WHY HAS BROKEN WINDOWS DRIFTED?

The discussion of policing changes suggests aftih one conception of broken
windows policing toward a broader less targetedehotistops. It also depicts a shift from
reassurance toward sanction based fear and ewendation. Why has this shift occurred? We
argue that the police have increasingly held théraseesponsible for stopping crime. And, the
tool they have used to do so is proactive poliopsto communicate risk. However, as has been
generally shown in the deterrence literature aradsis found here the influence of risk
judgments on behavior is overestimated. It isroftet found and when found is typically found
to be weak. However, once authorities embark @rtute toward obtaining compliance they
define their relationship with the public in sanctibased terms. Over time the inability of this
approach to be sufficiently effective has an irewi¢ dynamic leading to more surveillance and
more severe sanctioning. Once trust is undermanditbrities have only fear as a motivating
force, and fear does not work particularly effeelyv

B. IMPLICATIONS

The era of stop, question and frisk is widely répdto be ending. So one question is
what relevance these findings have for the futisrénis an article about a historical practice —
proactive investigatory stops by the police -- whig already over? We suggest that the findings
outlined provide a cautionary tale for evaluating policies and practices of a rapidly emerging
risk management approach. While the specifice¢aftstop, question and frisk may be
diminishing the idea of proactive police preventinativated surveillance and investigation is
more powerful than ever. People see many signeatidg that they are “suspects” in the eyes
of legal authorities.

Of course, there are many forms of suspicion. Question is whether people have a
choice, i.e. whether they can control whether @w@yunder suspicion. If you go to an airport
you voluntarily accept the choice to be screeneblyan can avoid that screening by deciding
not to fly. Studies indicate that on the streeigde do not feel free to decline to answer police
guestions or to allow themselves or their car tedsrched, so street stops are an arena in which
people lack perceived choice. Eftbal.(2014) suggests that this is a central distindtietween
traffic and investigatory stops. People believaytban prevent traffic stops by obeying the law,
but they feel that investigatory stops are beydwidr ttontrol. Obeying the law does not prevent
street stops. The data in this study suggestsall sarrelation between law breaking and
suspicion, so people could lower their sense afdaisuspect by obeying the law, but this
connection was weak (r = 0.11, p <.001). Mucbheihg suspected is beyond personal control,
for example the role of race.
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These different approaches communicate mistrusioege targeted. What are the
possible downsides of such surveillance and thdteeg mistrust? Ultimately this involves a
guestion of the most desirable relationship betwhberpolice and the public. Recent research
has emphasized the value of voluntary acceptanaadtooperation with legal authorities in
fighting crime (Tyler & Fagan, 2008) as well as gragential role of police legitimacy in
encouraging engagement in communities (Tyler & Sask2014). This latter argument
emphasizes that the police can contribute to “¢@olesion and solidarity (Loader, in press)”.
That acceptance and cooperation depends upon pdggikemacy. Hence, perceived mistrust
undermines a legitimacy based relationship.

This argument flows from the recognition that pelofficers represent society and their
treatment conveys important messages of reassuoadirnatively threat concerning the
treatment that people can expect when dealinglegal authorities. Those messages impact
upon perceived status in society and inclusion gntbase who are accorded the rights of
citizenship. The question of whether stops angrisatizing”, “frightening” or “offensive” is
central to their impact upon the person, shapingtimdr those stops create stress and anxiety.
And, in support of this perspective recent stugdiesw that street stops impact upon everyday
stress, with disturbing experiences generating orabte levels of post-traumatic stress disorder
(Geller, Fagan, Tyler & Link, 2014).

The key point is that law and the actions of tbhkge carry a great deal of social meaning
and being suspected of or even arrested for mmmes carries social and identity related
messages of great weight (Becker, 1997; Gusfi@é1)lL As a result “the consequences for
one’s moral, as well as social and economic, iteegen to result from the enforcement of the
criminal law against a mass activity, have beemshim result in a reassertion...[by the
individual of their] essential law-abidingness amadpectability” (p. 132).

In particular, this finding supports the suggestioat fairness encourages identification
with authorities and institutions, which in turratis to cooperation (Bradford, et al, 2014; Fisk,
2015; Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader, 2000). Thisatbnal perspective suggests that there are
distinct links between people and authorities aptad in identity, not instrumental outcomes,
and which motivate both supportive values and caipe behaviors. When people feel
respected in a community and accorded standintsbgpresentatives they become motivated to
promote the group’s well-being.

As we have noted, researchers disagree abountheect of proactive police contacts on
the actual crime rate. However, it is importantgoognize that due to the negative effects of
these policies and practices on popular legitimatrget stops also encourage crime. This
possibility was raised in early discussions of ptv@ police contacts and is supported by
research findings. As an example, Tyler, FaganGeiter (2014) found that lower legitimacy
resulted from experiencing stops, and that theltisgdower legitimacy increased criminal
behavior, as well as lowering the willingness toperate with the police. Hence, police efforts
to suppress crime may have the paradoxical effecceeasing it.

What is left as a basis for evaluating police aat@d This paper argues that the focus
should be upon the impact of police practices enpilblic. The broken windows model of
proactive police contacts argued that such poligingld build relationships with the community
by being responsive to community concerns and sigwadncern with addressing community
problems. However, at least in terms of legitimdbg efforts made to address fear of crime and
community disorder have not built a relationshiphwhe community and increased popular
legitimacy. Crime has declined, but popular legécy has not increased.
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Table 1. The influence of feeling suspected bypblece on people’s relationship with the
police.

I trust | lidentify | The police
the with the | respect me
police police (H =vyes)
(H= | (H=yes)
yes)
The police suspect me (H = target of | -.46*** | -37*** - 28%**
suspicion)
Disorder (H =a problem) - 16%% - 13%* 0.01
Level of compliance (H = not a 0.00 -.03 0.00
criminal)
Hispanic (H = minority) 0.00 -.04 -.08**
African-American (H = minority) -.09*** -.02 -.12**
Age (H = old) 0.08*** | 0.11*** 0.11%**
Education (H = high) -.01 0.03 0.17***
Income (H = high) 0.03 -.01 0.03
Gender (H = male) -.06** 0.02 0.00
Adjusted R.-sq. 32%***|  199%*** 12%***
1,603

Whether a person feels suspected of current ordutiminal conduct by the police shapes their
trust in police motives; whether they identify witke police; and whether they feel respected by
the police. The results are beta weights for aaggion analysis. *p < .05; **;p< .01; **p<.001.
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Table 2. The influence of feeling suspected bypiblece upon legitimacy and risk judgments

Legitimacy Likelihood of
being caught

The police suspect me - 45xx* - 10%**
(H =yes)
Hispanic 0.03 0.03
African-American -.05 0.02
Age 0.15%** 0.09***
Education 0.05* -.03
Income 0.02 -.02
Gender (H = male) -.01 -.07*
Disorder (H = high) - 1 5xx* -.04
Level of legality 0.05* 0.08**
Adjusted R.-sq. 349%0*** 49>

Whether they feel suspected by the police of craihamaracter shapes whether people feel that
the police are legitimate and whether they thirdythre likely to be caught if they break the law.
Greater perceived suspicion is connected to higbereived legitimacy and to a lower perceived
likelihood of being caught. The results are be¢gghts for a regression analysis. *p < .05;

**p< .01: ***p<.001.



Table 3. The influence of police legitimacy upawlrelated behavior.

Police Report Help prosecute| Allow the police
legitimacy | crimes to criminals to handle
the police problems

Police 0.35*** 0.27*** 0.19%**
legitimacy
Risk of being 0.16*** 0.10%** 0.03 0.01
caught
Fear of crime 0.02 -.08** 0.02 0.03
Level of .09x** 0.04 0.01 0.08**
legality
Neighborhood| -.19*** -.04 -.01 0.04
disorder
Hispanic -.03 -.07** -.08** -.00
African- - 15 0.02 -.03 -.03
American
Age 0.19*** 0.14*** 0.10%*** - 16%**
Education 0.12%** 0.01 0.08** 0.10***
Income 0.05 0.08** 0.08** 0.08**
Gender -.04 0.03 0.04 - 1 4%
Adjusted R.- 22%p*** 23%*** 1490*** 12%***
sq.

Those respondents who view legal authorities agfegitimate cooperate more with the legal
system. The results are beta weights for a regnessialysis. *p < .05; **;p< .01: **p<.001.
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Table 4. What shapes suspicion among those widopal experience with the police?

Feel suspected by the police
(high is feel suspected)

Police used fair procedures - 22%%%
during personal experience
Police made decisions fairly -11
(professionalism)
Police treated me fairly -.20**
(respectfulness)
Police acted lawfully during -.05 -.08
personal experience.
Comply with the law (H = yes) -.03
Disorder (H = high) 0.20%**
Hispanic (H = yes) 0.13***
African-American (H = yes) 0.27***
Age (H = old) o N el
Education (H = high) -.07
Income (H = high) -.10*
Gender (H = male) 0.09**

32%*** 13%***

Several factors lead people to believe the polispact them, including being treated unfairly;
being a minority group member and living in a haggime neighborhood. The results are beta
weights for a regression analysis. *p < .05; **;)8&: **p<.001.



Appendix A
N High Range| Mean (SD)
means
Suspect 1539 Feel like a 1-5 2.08(1.00)
suspect
Trust police motives 1560 | Trust 1-5 3.08(0.68
Identify with the police 1557 Identify 1-4 2.81(8p
Feel respected by the police 1551  Feel 1-4 3.03(0.56)
respected
Defer to police authority 1566 High 1-4 3.36(0.77
Defer to law 1540 High 1-4 3.40(.057)
Normative alignment - law 1537 High 1-4 3.81(0.67
Normative alignment — police 1554/  High 1-4 3.6400.7
Trust and confidence in 1593 High 1-4 3.53(1.06)
police/courts
Report crimes to the police 1550 Yes 1-4 3.44(0.67)
Help prosecute crime 1567| Yes 1-5 3.53(0.68)
Ability to deter 1550 Likelyto |1-4 2.90(0.85)
be caught
Neighborhood disorder 1563| Crime isjal-4 2.05(0.73)
problem
Fear 1561 | Safe 1-4 2.74(0.79)
Level of compliance 1543 | High 1-5 4.58(0.48
Demographics
Hispanic 1603 | Yes 0-1 0.14(0.35)
African American 1603 | Yes 0-1 0.12(0.32)
Age 1603 | Old 1-7 3.72(1.01)
Education 1603 | High 1-4 2.74(1.00)
Income 1603 High 1-19| 11.65(4.47)
Gender 1603 | Male 0-2 0.48(0.50)
Personal experience
Personal Procedural justice 707 Fair 1-5 4.01(1.0[7)
Personal lawfulness 702 Lawful 1-5 3.95(1.20
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