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PREFACE

One of the questions citizens most often ask of mayors, council
members, and police chiefs is, “Why don’t we have foot patrol, like
in the good old days?” The good old days were a time of tightly knit
urban neighborhoods, strong institutions such as the church, the
school, and the family, and few patrol cars in which police officers
could be encapsulated and made remote from the citizens they
served. The good old days began to dissolve after World War II, with
the flight to the suburbs, the weakening of traditional institutions
which tended to direct personal conduct and foster civility, and, in
policing, the widespread adoption of the patrol car and other appar-
ent technological advances which, whatever their benefits, worked to
isolate police from the community. Yet, though the American urban
scene has changed immensely, citizen demand for foot patrol re-
mains as a remedy to crime and a key to maintaining order. Citizens
associate the officer on the foot beat with a time when crime rates
were low and they felt secure in their neighborhoods.

This volume and the accompanying volume of tables, question-
naires, and measurement instruments represent the most intensive
study yet of foot patrol. True, the study was set in New Jersey and the
results apply specifically to Newark, where a very helpful police di-
rector, Hubert Williams, generously opened up his department to
Police Foundation researchers. But the results and other information
developed in the study should be useful to all urban police depart-
ments which, because of citizen pressure or for other reasons, are
considering adopting foot patrol. As noted in other parts of this vol-
ume, the study concludes that, although foot patrol (like routine
motor patrol, as earlier research shows) does not appreciably reduce
or prevent crime, it does measurably and significantly affect citizens'
feelings of safety and mobility in their neighborhoods. Although
crime did not go down as a result of foot patrol in test areas of New-
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ark, foot patrol did make citizens feel more secure about their neigh-
borhoods and shopping areas.

This conclusion reinforces the belief that citizens respond favor-
ably to frequent, informal contacts with police officers of a kind that
foot patrol (but not foot patrol alone) provides. Among other bene-
fits, frequent police contacts with citizens can develop a reservoir of
information about a neighborhood or an area which the police must
have if they are to be successful in controlling crime and maintaining
order. Information from citizens—whether developed through foot
patrol, through such devices as regular police attendance at neigh-
borhood meetings, or through such variants of patrol as neighbor-
hood team policing—is the lifeblood of policing. Citizens often are
the first to observe a suspicious activity, to learn the names of culprits
in vandalism, to be aware of the sources of vice and other illegal ac-
tivities in their neighborhoods. If citizens know and trust their police,
particularly individual, familiar officers, they are more likely to pro-
vide information to those officers than they are to strangers in uni-
form who whiz by occasionally in patrol cars.

In reading this report, policymakers should keep in mind that
whatever reduces police remoteness from the citizens they serve,
whatever enhances the reservoir of useful police information, is vital
to effective policing.

Many persons contributed to the Foundation's foot patrol study.
Some of them are noted at the end of this volume; others deserving
particular mention are noted here. Gov. Brendan Byrne and Atty.
Gen. John J. Degnan of New Jersey are to be congratulated for their
support of the study. Barry Skowkowski, Elmer Collins, and Richard
Turner of the State Department of Community Affairs were of indis-
pensable support in the conduct of the evaluation. Director Williams
and his staff in Newark committed enormous energy to maintaining
the experiment. State officials Dennis Bliss of the attorney general’s
office, Col. C. L. Pagano, director of the State Police, Director John
Mullaney of the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, and Ed-
win H. Stier, director of the State Division of Criminal Justice, are to
be thanked for their critique of the report and their patience in the
face of delays in publication.

Many current and former Police Foundation staff members
were most helpful to the study. Mara Adams deserves special thanks
for her untiring efforts to complete this and the accompanying vol-
ume. Her talent and persistence have enhanced the quality of the
report. Amy Ferrara worked closely with the Newark Police Depart-
ment and was singularly responsible for the Foundation's contribu-
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tions to the success of the experiment. Dr. George Kelling, Antony
Pate, and Dr. Mary Utne did their usual competent work and com-
pleted the project while involved in many other activities. Significant
contributions were made also by Charles Brown, Thomas Fagan, and
Dr. Victor Willson. Joseph Lewis, the Foundation’s evaluation di-
rector at the initiation of the project, insisted on the usual high stan-
dards of performance. Thomas Brady provided full staff support for
the project. Sheila Bodner typed draft after draft with skill and good
humor. The Foundation’s Evaluation Advisory Group, made up of
Dr. Lee Sechrest of the Institute of Social Research at the University
of Michigan, Dr. Albert Reiss of Yale University, and Dr. Hans Zeisel
of the University of Chicago, is to be thanked for its review of the
original draft and suggestions for modifications. Finally, the Foun-
dation thanks Prof. Mark Moore and Harvard University's Kennedy
School of Government for allowing Dr. Kelling time to finish his
work on this report.

Because so many persons were involved in writing this report, it
was decided to indicate authorship by chapter.

Patrick V. Murphy
President
Police Foundation






FOREWORD

The critical challenge facing police executives in the 1980s is to
do more with less. Fiscal stringency, the hallmark of American mu-
nicipal government in recent years, cut a wide swath through the
Newark Police Department, as it did many other major American
police departments. These departments suffered severe cutbacks in
personnel, either through attrition or through outright layoffs.
There were reductions in resources ranging from patrol cars to com-
puter facilities, and drumbeat admonitions to hold down costs in all
possible ways.

But, to state the obvious, there were no similar reductions in cit-
izens' demands for police services. In fact, the demands and needs of
citizens increased, along with crime rates and other indices by which
citizens judge the performance of their police departments. The ef-
fect of cutbacks on the one hand, and of increasing needs for police
service on the other, has forced police executives to seek more cost-
efficient and productive ways of accomplishing the police mission.

A key to realizing this mission is to capitalize on the fruits of reli-
able research. The products of such research are important not only
to suggest ways that police departments can be more productive, but
also to educate the public on the possibilities and limitations of police
service within existing constraints. A case in point is the research re-
ported in this publication. To illustrate, the report shows that the ad-
dition of foot patrol, in a mix of police strategies, measurably and
significantly affects citizens’ feelings of safety and mobility in their
neighborhoods. This is something that no other police strategy has
been capable of doing, a fact of great importance in urban America.
It is useful for police executives to have this empirically derived infor-
mation as they struggle to do more with less; it is useful also for citi-
zens to digest and understand this information so that they can be
aware of what foot patrol accomplishes.
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In sum, research, of which this volume is a fine example, is of
major importance to chief executives, especially as they seek produc-
tivity gains. But, research is equally, if not more, important when its
products can affect public perceptions about what police and their
crime-control strategies can and cannot do.

The Newark Police Department and I were proud to play a part
in this research and to be a focal point of its examination of foot pa-
trol. I congratulate the authors and others on the Police Foundation
staff for their dedication and expertise.

Hubert Williams
Police Director
Newark, New Jersey
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A NOTE ON THE EVALUATION

This report once more underlines the Police Foundation experi-
ence with its police agency partners in conducting experiments in
policing and rigorously evaluating them. Social experiments and
evaluation research are inherently risky, difficult to design and im-
plement, and even more difficult to sustain, monitor, measure, and
interpret; it is worth it in the pursuit of many kinds of knowledge to
accept the risks and try to overcome the difficulties.

This account includes interpretation of data about police foot
patrol in 28 cities in New Jersey but concentrates most attention on
an experiment in foot patrol in Newark. The design of the experi-
ment, the preparation for its implementation, and the conduct of the
evaluation all stressed knowing the degree to which the planned ex-
perimental changes took place and were sustained, as well as know-
ing the consequences, if any. It is a tribute to the courage and the in-
telligent understanding of the leadership of the Newark police that,
despite extreme financial strains and turbulent relationships in the
city and in the police agency during the experimental period, the ex-
periment was in fact fully maintained as planned. It is a tribute to
the leadership and field conduct of the evaluation that past Founda-
tion experience was so effectively translated into this result. The ex-
periment produced a superb example of operational and research
collaboration at its best.

This evaluation, like most, could not produce all that might
have been hoped for. It could not explore the full potential foot pa-
trol may have: for many reasons foot patrol was not deployed and
used in ways calculated to demonstrate its maximum potential in the
cities studied in the course of this work; other objectives supervened.
It is regrettable that accepted output measures simply do not exist
that would allow cost/benefit comparisons between foot and motor
patrol. Although some valuable insights were recorded, resource lim-
itations did not allow the intensive observation and measurement
necessary to show conclusively what foot patrol officers do or omit
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that make some more effective than others and that may distinguish
in full detail how best they might be employed.

But, again like most, this evaluation produced some results be-
yond what might have been expected. Foot patrol, as employed in
this setting during this experiment, was not shown to reduce crime
but, nevertheless, residents felt safer and more favorably disposed to
the police agency as a whole, as well as to motor patrol, when they
had foot patrol in their area. Foot patrol officers are shown to be
more favorably disposed to citizens than are motor patrol officers.
They are more satisfied with their jobs than are motor patrol officers.

Police Foundation and other studies have shown that citizens do
not notice even quite wide variations in motor patrol when other po-
lice services are maintained at accustomed levels. This study shows
clearly that residents notice the presence of foot patrol and that they
change their behavior in response to its presence or absence. The ef-
fect of foot patrol on business people, despite the fact that when
polled they always strongly favor it, was apparently obscured during
this experiment in Newark by the fear campaign pursued by the
police union in its struggle with the city and police management.

All these points are detailed in the report. Research readers will
note the clear and careful separation throughout the analyses be-
tween those data and factors which enable straightforward analysis
and interpretation and those which require reasoned choices to be
made among methods of analysis and modes of interpretation. All
such choices, their bases, and their consequences are fully, frankly,
and straightforwardly presented in the report.

This is the first true experiment in foot patrol to be mounted
since the small one conducted by Bright in the United Kingdom in
1969. The report as a whole, despite its regional and resource limits,
constitutes’ the fullest examination of foot patrol yet made in the
United States. For practitioner and researcher alike it provides a sub-
stantial further step in the direction of fuller understanding of the ra-
tional use of ever scarcer police resources in the troubled neighbor-
hoods of American cities.

Joseph H. Lewis
Formerly Director of Evaluation
Police Foundation
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THis 15 A description of an experiment in foot patrol in Newark, New
Jersey. This evaluation came about as a result of an invitation from
Governor Brendan Byrne to Patrick Murphy, president of the Police
Foundation, to observe a unique program: the Safe and Clean
Neighborhoods Program, which provides funds for foot patrol offi-
cers and for upgrading and stabilizing neighborhoods in 28 cities in
New Jersey. This evaluation concerns only the foot patrol aspect of
the program.

The planning of the evaluation began in mid-1976, and all par-
ticipants agreed on an evaluation design late in 1977. The Board of
Directors of the Police Foundation allocated $149,815 in December
1977 to initiate the experiment. Adding the planning costs and sub-
sequent grants, the total cost of the evaluation exceeded $442,000.
The formal evaluation period ended in February of 1979.

The state of New Jersey paid for all the program costs and the
Police Foundation bore all the evaluation costs. No funds were paid
by the state of New Jersey to the Police Foundation, nor by the Foun-
dation to the state.

The major portion of this evaluation was an experiment con-
ducted in Newark. The evaluation rests heavily on this experiment.
During its final stages, fiscal conditions in Newark necessitated that
200 Newark police officers be laid off. Although the experimental in-
terventions were not affected (the reasons for this are discussed in
Chapter 3), the announcement of this drastic personnel issue created
an extremely serious conflict between the police (as represented by
their unions) and the mayor and police director. Beyond calls for the
resignation of the police director, the unions vociferously proclaimed
the extreme dangers these layoffs would create for citizens in New-
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ark. The uproar was prominently presented in the press. There is no
alternative but to assume that these circumstances did affect the ex-
perimental outcomes. The report addresses the probable effects.

EVALUATION DESIGN

Three designs were used to evaluate the effects of foot patrol.
Design I:

This design was to compare the attitudes of officers assigned to
foot patrol with those of officers assigned to motor patrol in all 28 ci-
ties receiving state funding for foot patrol.

Design II:

In Elizabeth, two basic patterns of foot patrol coverage were
found to exist. Some areas had steady foot patrol coverage both be-
fore and after the Safe and Clean Neighborhoods Program began;
other areas had no foot patrol coverage before the program began.
The levels of reported crime in these areas before and after foot pa-
trol coverage was implemented were compared in those two types of
areas. Initially, the plans were to use reported crime statistics from
three additional cities. Although the cooperation of these other cities
was high, the difficulty and cost of acquiring these additional data
became prohibitive.

Design III:

In Newark, assignment logs of all existing foot posts were ex-
amined to determine which had been patrolled on foot consistently
since the beginning of the Safe and Clean Neighborhoods Program.
There were eight such beats. These beats were matched into four sets
of two beats each, based on the number of residential and nonresi-
dential units found on each beat. Out of each pair of beats, one beat
was randomly assigned to continue foot patrol, and foot patrol was
discontinued in the other. In addition, foot patrol was instituted in
four areas (similar to those previously patrolled on foot) which had
not had it before. Outcome measures included reported crime, ar-
rests and victimization, fear, and satisfaction of residents and repre-
sentatives of commercial establishments.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. The first major finding, significant regardless of analytic ap-
proach used, was that residents were aware of levels of foot patrol.
Although people seem to be only modestly aware of the levels of
motor patrol (Kelling, et al., 1974, 38-39), and are not particularly
sensitive to team policing (Fowler, 1979, 136), they seem to be
acutely aware of the presence of foot patrol. Given the different sizes
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of beats and speed of movement, perhaps this is not surprising. It
does suggest that, if a goal of a program is to make citizens more
aware of police presence, foot patrol is especially useful.

Commercial respondents reported drops in their awareness of
foot patrol in all three conditions. This is not surprising: the experi-
mentally manipulated foot patrol posts were covered during times
when most commercial establishments were closed. In addition, ex-
tensive press coverage of the reduction in the total number of police
officers contributed to the fear campaign.

2. Generally, crime levels, as measured by the victimization survey
and reported crime (to the extent that reported crime measures it)
are not affected for residents or commercial respondents at a signifi-
cant level. There seem to be no strong trends in the data.

8. In measures dealing with citizens’ perception of crime, a differ-
ent pattern emerges. Consistently, residents in beats where foot pa-
trol was added see the severity of crime problems diminishing in thedr
neighborhoods at levels greater than the other two areas. Street dis-
orders, serious crime, drug usage, vandalism, victimization of the el-
derly, and auto theft all are perceived to be less of a problem. The
greatest decreases occur in perceptions about street disorders, vic-
timization of the elderly, and auto theft, all of which are street
crimes potentially controllable by foot officers.

Commercial respondents report a different pattern. When sta-

tistical significance is found (street disorder, drugs, teenage loitering,
prostitutes, auto theft, rape, and shoplifting), the trend is that the
perceived severity of the problem is greatest in the “added” beats
(with the exception of auto theft) and least in the "dropped” beats.
Again, this finding is consistent with the fact that most commercial
respondents were not exposed to the foot patrol experiment, but were
exposed to the “fear city” campaign.
4. Inlooking at the percerved safety of the neighborhood for resi-
dents, a pattern similar to that for perceived severily of crime prob-
lems emerges. Of the six times statistical significance is found, five
favor the “added” beats. The perceptions regarding likelihood of
crime, of serious nighttime crime, of day street robberies, of daytime
assaults, and of general feelings of personal safety either go down or
increase less in the “added” areas. The second pattern was that the
level of safety in the beats with new foot patrol increased in eight of
the nine measures.

The pattern for commercial respondents again differs. Al-
though no items were found to be of statistical significance, the per-
ceived safety of all conditions decreased.



5. A similar pattern emerges in responses to questions about what
protective measures residents and merchants take to avoid crime. In
three cases, crime avoidance efforts during the day, a composite of
crime avoidance efforts, and non-weapon protection against theft,
residents of the beats that added foot patrol indicated a greater re-
duction in the use of protective measures than persons in the other
two conditions. No items of significance appeared in the analysis of
the commercial respondents’ responses. However, 28 of the 42 mea-
sures were positive, indicating that there was a general trend in busi-
nesses to take protective measures.

6. The final attitudinal dimension is the evaluation of police ser-
vices by residents and commercial respondents. For residents, statis-
tical significance is obtained in all 12 measures; more positive or less
negative responses occur in the areas that added foot beats in 10 of
the 12 measures. Of these ten, two of the questions deal with police
services generally and the rest deal with residents’ evaluation of
motor patrol services. The overwhelming impression is that positive
attitudes gained from foot patrol generalize to other patrol services,
an important finding in inner city urban areas, where both citizens
and police protest police-citizen alienation.

The pattern is again different in the commercial sample, where
only five items achieve statistical significance. This failure to achieve
strong effects is consistent with the fact that the foot patrol experi-
ment did not take place during normal business hours.

Thus, the general impression is gained that while foot patrol
may not have a significant effect on crime, it does affect citizens’ fear
of crime, the protective measures they take to avoid crime, and the
perceived safety of their neighborhoods in consistent and systematic
ways. In general, when foot patrol is added, citizens' fear of typical
street crimes seems to go down and generalized feelings of personal
safety go up.

The report is in eight chapters. Chapter 1 discusses the litera-
ture on both motor and foot patrol. Chapter 2 presents the evalua-
tion designs and hypotheses. Chapter 3 describes the New Jersey Safe
and Clean Neighborhoods Program, the administration of the pro-
gram, and a description of how foot patrol operates in New Jersey.
Chapter 4 details the implementation and validation of an experi-
ment conducted in Newark. Chapter 5 discusses reported crime and
arrest, the problems associated with their use as evaluation tools, and
a presentation of the findings. Chapter 6 presents the findings of an
experiment regarding the effects of foot patrol on citizen attitudes



and victimization in Newark. Chapter 7 compares the attitudes of of-
ficers on foot and motor patrol. The final chapter summarizes the
findings and discusses their implications.






Chapter 1

FOOT PATROL: A DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES

Antony Pate, Amy Ferrara, and
George L. Kelling

JusT As THE patrol tactic is operationally central to policing, so is foot
patrol historically central to the patrol function itself; the word “pa-
trol” actually stems from the Middle French for “to walk or paddle in
mud or dirty water.” Each member of the first bureaucratic police
department, the Metropolitan Police of London, was instructed to
walk so as to be able to see every part of his beat once every 10 or 15
minutes, so that if a citizen needed assistance, the citizen had only to
remain in one location. The officer also was instructed to become ac-
quainted with the inhabitants on his beat, and, if he made an arrest,
to go to a particular spot on a beat so another officer could assist
him.

In many countries, foot patrol is still a key element of police ac-
tivity. In Japan, for example, police officers are addressed by the
public as “Omawari-san” —Mr. Walkabout. In the United States,
however, the methods of policing began to change dramatically in
the 1930s. More and more police officers were deployed in motor
vehicles, ultimately with two-way radios. At the time, there seemed
to be many advantages: motor vehicles would increase the territory a
police officer could patrol; officers would have radio contact with po-
lice headquarters; officers could be more readily supervised; and, less
well publicized, placing police officers in motor vehicles, under
closer supervision, would decrease the ever-present problem of police
corruption.

Originally, according to O.W. Wilson, one of its chief advo-
cates, motor patrol was to maintain many of the features of foot pa-
trol. Police officers were still to observe, talk to, and interact con-
stantly with citizens (Wilson, 1953). The automobile was to be used
to increase the range of police officers, allowing them to go from beat
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to beat, park their vehicles and patrol in the traditional way, by foot.
But additional benefits were to come from motor patrol.

Wilson hypothesized that, through the rapid and unpredictable
movement of police vehicles through particular geographical areas,
either on a random basis or based on perceptions of hazards, a sense
of the omnipresence of police would develop in a community. The
belief was that preventive patrol would lead to deterrence of crime by
developing fear in the mind of the criminal that there was a high
probability of being discovered in a criminal act and to increased
feelings of safety and security on the part of citizens by making the
sight of a police vehicle commonplace. Further, deploying radio-
controlled vehicles in relatively small geographical areas would make
the police readily available for rapid response to calls for service,
with the potential of deterring crime by making criminals fearful of
immediate apprehension. Finally, through rapid response, motor pa-
trol would cause citizens to feel safer in their neighborhoods, and
more satisfied with police service.

As technology developed, motor patrol beats were structured on
the basis of complex mathematical models; automated computer-
based systems theoretically allowed dispatchers to know the exact lo-
cation of vehicles; computer terminals were located in district sta-
tions and, later, in patrol cars to provide rapid access to information
about vehicle registration, stolen vehicles, and other data. Such
operations were in stark contrast to the old-fashioned foot officer,
walking (without a radio) from callbox to callbox, almost totally iso-
lated from all other members of the department. To make an arrest,
such an officer had to bring the suspect to a callbox, call the district
station, and then wait for a car to pick up the offender.

Serious concern about the results of the motorized tactical ap-
proach began to develop during the 1950s and 1960s. The work of
Westley (1950), Cumming, Cumming, and Edell (1965), Wilson
(1968), Reiss (1971), and the American Bar Association (1973),
pointed out that the popular image of the police as primarily dealing
with crime was inaccurate.* By attacking the assumption that the
police were primarily an organization dealing with crime, these au-
thors implied that tactically deploying police primarily on the basis
of reported criminal activity detracted from their delivery of other
important and traditional public services.

*This research indicated that the police not only spent a relatively low percentage of
their time on crime-related matters (less than 20 percent), but the vast majority of
their services dealt with issues such as family fights, handling drunks, dealing with
teenagers, and other wide-ranging public services.
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During the 1960s the quality of relationships between citizens,
especially minority citizens, and the police began to deteriorate.
Radicals portrayed the police as alien occupying forces in minority
and university communities, and residents of those communities be-
came hostile to police, whether patrolling in cars or organized into
tactical units. Confrontations developed between citizens and the po-
lice; arrests often led to more conflict and, on some occasions, to pro-
longed demonstrations and even rioting. Officers were portrayed as
having little or no contact with citizens, except those who were vic-
tims of crime or targets of often aggressively conducted pedestrian or
car checks. Isolated in their rolling fortresses, police seemed unable
to communicate with the citizens they presumably served.

Despite these criticisms, police executives generally believed that
the benefits of motor patrol exceeded the detriments. They were con-
vinced that motor patrol reduced crime and citizen fear, increased
citizen satisfaction, and led to arrests. Those sympathetic to the po-
lice, wanting to alleviate the growing problem of police-citizen alien-
ation, proposed public service officers and community-relations pro-
grams as solutions.

Social scientists began to question the value of motor patrol. Al-
though Bruce Smith had cast doubt on its deterrent value as early as
1930, there was remarkably little additional questioning until the
1960s. Kakalik and Wildhorn (1971) suggested that the desired ef-
fects of preventive patrol were reasonable, but unverified; the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice Task Force on Science and Technology (1967) noted gaps in
knowledge about the theories of preventive patrol and the input and
output measures of police effectiveness; Larson (1972) cited the need
for research to determine whether frequent patrols did pose a real
threat of detection and apprehension; and the American Bar Associ-
ation (1972) pointed out the growing awareness that relatively little
was known about the deterrent value of police patrol.

Empirical challenges to the value of motor patrol began with the
work of Reiss in 1966, who found that motor patrol seldom dealt with
criminally related matters. Press (1971) found that reported crime
was not consistently affected by increased levels of motor patrol. In-
terviews with prisoners suggested that fear of police intervention was
not especially pronounced among prisoners (Institute for Defense
Analysis, 1966). Fisk (1970) found that attempts to increase per-
ceived police presence by allowing officers to use police cars for their
personal use had no effect on crime. Kelling, et al. (1974) found
crime, citizen attitudes, fear, and arrests did not change in response
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to increases or decreases in levels of patrol. Schnelle, et al. (1975) and
Lawler (1975) reported that burglary rates did not respond to satura-
tion patrol. Finally, Schnelle, et al. (1977) found that preventive
motor patrol resulted in no difference in burglaries during the day
but did have some effect at night. The effectiveness of rapid response
time was challenged by the Kansas City Response Time Study (1976),
which found that victims allow considerable periods of time to pass
before calling the police (often as long as 20 to 40 minutes) and by
Pate, et al. (1976), who found that satisfaction with police response
to calls for service was more strongly associated with citizens expecta-
tions of how long it would take the police to respond than with the
actual length of time it took for the police to respond.

Some police departments have increased the number of posts
patrolled on foot as a way of combating police-citizen alienation and
the ineffectiveness of motor patrol and rapid response time. For ex-
ample, police departments in Boston; Baltimore; Arlington County,
Virginia; Fort Worth; Washington, D.C.; Nashville; and many cities
in New Jersey have announced return to foot patrol at substantial
levels. In some cities, chiefs opposed to foot patrol have responded to
public pressure and reluctantly reassigned officers to foot beats. In
others, the high cost of automobiles and gasoline have forced depart-
ments to deploy officers on foot. In some areas, inaccessibility to
rapid automobile movement has made the foot beat a reasonable
alternative,

Despite the reemergence of foot patrol, the literature concern-
ing its effectiveness is quite limited. Adams (1971) points to its im-
portance, indicates that it is effective for certain kinds of problems
and areas, and suggests cars should be used primarily for transporta-
tion rather than as a protective shell. Gourley (1974) suggests that
police officers on foot can get to know citizens on their beats, but
then dismisses foot patrol as inefficient and obsolete. Iannoe (1975)
sees little difference between foot and car patrol in their basic func-
tions, but most of his text presupposes the use of automobile patrol.
The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) (1970)
identifies the following disadvantages and advantages of foot patrol:

Disadvantages

® It is restricted in mobility and area of coverage.

Inclement weather curtails some activities.

Capacity for pursuit is limited.

The inability to carry certain equipment such as report

forms, shotguns, first-aid kits, etc., is a handicap.

® Communication may present a serious problem, unless
transistorized portable radio equipment is used.
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