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I. Executive Summary 
 
In 2016 the City Manager of Aransas Pass, Texas approached researchers in the 
Department of Social Sciences at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi about conducting 
an evaluation of the Aransas Pass Police Department’s Body-Worn Camera Program.  A 
proposal was developed to (1) chronicle and classify the number of police-citizen 
interactions that occurred during a one year period and (2) determine whether specific 
legal and extralegal factors were correlated with differences in the nature and outcomes 
of the interactions. 
 
Aransas Pass is a small community of roughly 8,300 individuals.  The community is 49 
percent Latino with only a very small African-American population.  The Police 
Department consists of fewer than 30 officers, three of whom are female.   
 
The Aransas Pass Police Department was an early adopter of body-worn camera 
technology.  APPD began outfitting officers with cameras in 2012 when fewer than ten 
percent of police departments nationwide had begun using the technology (Police 
Executive Research Forum, 2018, p. 29).  By 2014, the entire Aransas Pass Police 
Department was equipped with cameras.  All video footage is uploaded and securely 
stored through Evidence.com, a digital evidence management system that allows for both 
storing and sharing data, for at least one year.   
 
The research team randomly selected 600 videos recorded between May 28, 2016 and 
May 27, 2017 from the database.  A coding instrument was developed to record key 
pieces of information from each recorded interaction between the police and the public:  
 

 Who initiated the contact 
 The type of interaction  
 The outcome of the interaction 
 Race/ethnicity of the officer 
 Race/ethnicity of the citizen 
 Gender of the officer 
 Gender of the citizen 
 Gender norm violations on the part of the citizen 
 Whether force was used and type of force (if any) 
 Whether anyone was injured during the interaction 

 
Key findings from the study are highlighted below: 
 
Who was most likely to initiate a police-citizen interaction? 
 
Police-citizen interactions were slightly more likely to be initiated by officers than by 
members of the public (38.2 percent vs. 36.8 percent), but for all practical purposes officer 
and citizen initiated encounters occurred at roughly the same rate. 
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What types of police-citizen interactions were most common? 
 
Traffic stops accounted for over one quarter of police-citizen interactions. 
 
Roughly 35 percent of police-citizen interactions resulted from an officer being dispatched 
to the scene. 
 
What outcomes were most likely when police interacted with citizens? 
 
More than half of all interactions between the police and citizens ended in a conversation. 
 
In 11.5 percent of interactions, the citizen was a victim and the officer was able to render 
aid. 
 
In 12 percent of interactions, the citizen was issued a written citation. 
 
In 8.7 percent of interactions, the citizen was arrested. 
 
It was rare for officers to use force when interacting with the public.  Officers used force, 
including the verbal threat of force, in only .5 percent of interactions. 
 
What were the characteristics of citizens who interacted with the police? 
 
Police interacted primarily with white and Latino citizens.  This is largely reflective of the 
demographics of the region. 
 
Police interacted with more men than women (60 percent vs. 40 percent). 
 
Nine percent of citizens who interacted with police appeared noticeably impaired due to 
substance use. 
 
What factors impacted whether a citizen received a ticket? 
 
An interaction was more likely to end with a citation if it began with a traffic stop.  This 
was the only factor that influenced the likelihood of receiving a citation. 
 
The race and ethnicity of the citizen had no effect on whether s/he received a citation. 
 
What factors impacted whether a citizen was arrested? 
 
Interactions in which citizens exhibited signs of being impaired or under the influence of 
a substance were more likely to result in arrest.  No other factor influenced the likelihood 
of arrest. 
 
The race and ethnicity of the citizen had no effect on whether s/he was arrested. 
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II. Background 
 
In January of 2016 the City Manager of Aransas Pass, Texas approached researchers in 
the Department of Social Sciences at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi about 
conducting an evaluation of the Aransas Pass Police Department’s Body-Worn Camera 
Program.  At that time the program had been operational for approximately four years.   
 
A proposal was developed to (1) chronicle and classify the number of police-citizen 
interactions that occurred during a one year period and (2) determine whether specific 
legal and extralegal factors were correlated with differences in the nature and outcomes 
of the interactions. 
 

III. Research Team 
 
All research associated with this project was conducted by members of the Department 
of Social Sciences at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi.   
 
Dr. Sarah Scott is an Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice and Public Administration.  
She received her Ph.D. in Criminal Justice from Texas State University in 2013.  She has 
conducted local and state level evaluations for numerous criminal justice agencies 
including the Travis County Community Supervision and Corrections Department, the 
Hays County Community Supervision and Corrections Department, the San Marcos 
Police Department, and the Texas Department of Criminal Justice.  She was contracted 
to serve as the external evaluator for a multi-year project with the Council for Alcohol and 
Drug Abuse-Coastal Bend that was funded by the Texas Department of State Health 
Services, and most recently she has begun evaluating several initiatives related to 
homelessness in the Coastal Bend.  She has worked closely with the City of Aransas 
Pass since coming to Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi and has successfully 
partnered with local leaders to conduct evaluations of several of their municipal services 
including the Aransas Pass Aquatic Center and the Aransas Pass Senior Center. 
 
Dr. Wendi Pollock is an Associate Professor of Criminal Justice. She earned her Ph.D. 
in Criminal Justice from Sam Houston State University in 2011.  Dr. Pollock is an 
accomplished researcher in the area of police-public contact and has published numerous 
studies on the topic, specifically including research on both the correlates of police-public 
contact and on perceptions of unfairness in police-public contact incidents.  In addition, 
Dr. Pollock has experience as a researcher working on a federal grant from the National 
Institute of Drug Abuse.    
 
Professor Eric Moore is an Associate Professor of Criminal Justice.  He earned his J.D. 
from Harvard Law and also holds a B.S. in Criminal Justice from Sam Houston State 
University and an M. Phil from the University of Cambridge.  Professor Moore is an 
instructor in Judicial Process, Constitutional Law, Criminal Law, Law and Evidence, 
Criminal Procedure, and Terrorism.  He has specialized knowledge within the area of 
search and seizure law and acted as a consultant on this project.   
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Emily Shafer is a graduate student in the Master of Public Administration at Texas A&M 
University-Corpus Christi.  She holds a B.A. in Political Science from Texas A&M 
University-Corpus Christi.  Ms. Shafer has worked as a research assistant on several 
research projects in the Department of Social Sciences.  She was contracted as a 
research assistant on this project, and her work was supported by a Research 
Enhancement Grant from the College of Liberal Arts at Texas A&M University-Corpus 
Christi. 
 
All members of the research team were required to pass a criminal background check 
and complete Information Security Awareness Training provided by the Aransas Pass 
Police Department before being permitted to access data related to the project. 
 
The research was reviewed and approved by the Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
Institutional Review Board on August 12, 2016.  All data and records related to this project 
will remain on file with the primary researchers until January 31, 2022.  
 
 

IV. Research Setting 
 
Aransas Pass is located on the Texas Gulf coast between Houston, Texas and the Mexico 
border.  The community of roughly 8,300 individuals is highly diverse, with a diversity 
index of 65 in 2016 (census.gov).  Like much of south Texas, Aransas Pass has a small 
African-American population, but 49 percent of the population is Latino. While the crime 
rate has slowed in recent years, APPD reported high levels of drug and gang related 
crime in the area at the time the study commenced (ap-police.com, 2016).   
 
During the period under study, APPD had fewer than 30 officers.  There were two female 
patrol officers and one female animal control officer.  All officers were either white or 
Latino.   
 
 

V. The Aransas Pass Body-Worn Camera Program 
 
The Aransas Pass Police Department was an early adopter of body-worn camera 
technology.  APPD began outfitting officers with cameras in 2012 when fewer than ten 
percent of police departments nationwide had begun using the technology (Police 
Executive Research Forum, 2018, p. 29).  By 2014, the entire Aransas Pass Police 
Department was equipped with cameras.  A recent survey of police agencies indicates 
that only 35 percent of departments utilize body-worn cameras, and only 43 percent of 
departments with BWC programs have provided all of their sworn officers with cameras 
(Police Executive Research Forum, 2018, p. 26-29).  
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APPD requires officers to turn on their cameras prior to any interaction with a member of 
the public, regardless of the nature of that interaction, and continue recording until the 
interaction concludes (Aransas Pass Police Department Policy Manual, 2016).  Officers 
upload their videos at the end of each shift. During the timeframe of this study, most 
officers were using AXON flex cams, which can be attached either to glasses or directly 
to the ear.  Most of the footage analyzed in this study was recorded on AXON flex cams.  
Relatively few interactions were recorded using AXON body cams, which are worn near 
the center of the chest.    
 
Furthermore, while most police departments archive non-evidentiary footage for only 60-
90 days (Miller & Toliver, 2014, p. 17), the policy of the APPD is to retain all footage for 
at least one year, significantly longer than required by state law.  All video footage is 
uploaded and securely stored through Evidence.com, a digital evidence management 
system that allows for both storing and sharing data, for at least one year.  Certain 
categories of footage are retained for longer periods of time as detailed in Table 1 below. 
 
Table 1: Aransas Pass Police Data Archiving Policies 
 
File Type  Retention Period  
Case file  3 years  
Restricted  2.5 years  
Use of force  2.5 years  
Gang intel  2 years  
Officer complaint  2 years  
Pending review  1 year  
Racial profiling/Policy review  1 year  
All  1 year  

 
Texas Occupations Code, Section 1701.661 outlines the process by which members of 
the public may request body-worn camera footage.  In Aransas Pass, citizens may make 
such requests online at a cost of $10.00 per recording and an additional $1.00 per full 
minute of video in accordance with Section 70.13 of the Texas Administrative Code.  All 
recordings are reviewed by the Custodian of Records prior to being released to members 
of the public (Aransas Pass Police Department Policy Manual, 2016).  Researchers have 
noted that many police agencies will now need to budget for additional staff to process 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests (Police Executive Research Forum, 2018).   
 
 

VI. Evaluation Method 
 
DATA 
 
All videos selected for this study were recorded between May 28, 2016 and May 27, 2017.  
Over 30,000 videos were uploaded by APPD officers during this time period. The 
researchers used a statistical program (SPSS) to select a random sample of 600 videos, 
150 videos from each three month period, for the study.  When a video did not include an 
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interaction between an officer and a citizen, that video was removed from the study and 
replaced with a video from a list of randomly selected videos from the same time period.  
Videos in the sample ranged from 35 seconds to 30 minutes and 50 seconds.  While 
interactions with the public may last longer than this, the evidence management system 
stores data in segments that are no longer than 30 minutes and 50 seconds.  It is 
important to note that for the purposes of this study, the unit of analysis was a video 
segment, not necessarily a complete interaction. 
 
Videos were uploaded by 29 officers, and every shift is represented in the sample.  
 
THE CODING SCHEME 
 
The research team developed a coding instrument specifically for this project.  The coding 
instrument provided a convenient method for recording key information from each video 
including: 
 

 Who initiated the contact 
 The type of interaction  
 The outcome of the interaction 
 Race/ethnicity of the officer 
 Race/ethnicity of the citizen 
 Gender of the officer 
 Gender of the citizen 
 Gender norm violations on the part of the citizen 
 Whether the citizen showed any signs of impairment from substance use 
 Whether force was used and type of force (if any) 
 Whether anyone was injured during the interaction 
 Whether the interaction occurred during the day or night time 

 
The coding instrument was also used to collect qualitative data and notes during the 
coding phase that were used for additional analyses. 
 
Once a video segment was selected for the study, it was reviewed and coded by a 
member of the research team.  Any videos that contained a search, seizure, or arrest 
were tagged and subsequently reviewed by the team’s legal expert.     
 

VII. Findings 
 
DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS 
 
Who Initiated the Contact? 
 
As indicated in Table 2, police-citizen interactions were slightly more likely to be initiated 
by officers than by members of the public (38.2 percent vs. 36.8 percent), but for all 
practical purposes officer and citizen initiated encounters occurred at roughly the same 
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rate. When citizens initiated contact with the police, they most frequently did so to report 
that they were victims of a property crime.  Other citizen-initiated interactions revealed 
that officers frequently function in a service role or as a liaison for other services in the 
community.  In one instance, the officer assisted a citizen who had self-mutilated by 
providing transportation to the state hospital.  In another positive interaction, the officer 
located a mechanic and a rental car company for a citizen whose car broke down over 
the weekend.  In a similar incident, a woman locked her keys in her car and the officer 
gave her a ride to her home in a nearby town. 
 
For interactions in which the initiator is listed as other or unknown, there are two principal 
reasons.  The first is that the recording officer is a backup officer and, therefore, not the 
first on the scene.  The second is that a citizen is being booked, but the video segment 
included in the study begins with the booking process.  In these cases the researchers 
do not know how the initial process began, so they were coded as “other.”  
 
Table 2: Who Initiated the Contact? 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Citizen  221 36.8 36.8 
Officer  229 38.2 75 
Other/Unclear  150 25 100 

  
Interaction Type 
 
Table 3 includes information on the type of interactions that occurred during the one year 
period under study.  Together, traffic stops accounted for over one quarter of interactions.  
Many of these stops were for speeding, but other reasons included things like broken tail 
lights, expired tags, or non-functioning trailer lights. 
 
When officers were dispatched to a scene, the two most common reasons were “other” 
and for a property crime.  Interactions classified as “other” included a wide variety of 
events such as checking on building alarms (none of which indicated an actual break-in 
in the current study), wellness checks on people, reports of suspicious persons, and other 
more random incidents such as a family dispute in which a mother called the police 
because she had custody of her daughter and her ex-husband, who had the medicine 
from a previous visit, would not give it back to her.  In many of these cases, the officers 
were talking to people, calming them down, getting information, and providing information 
on how to proceed legally from there. 
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Table 3: Interaction Type 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Traffic Stop - Speeding 68 11.3 11.3 
Traffic Stop - Reckless Driving 17 2.8 14.2 
Traffic Stop - Other 87 14.5 28.7 
Officer Dispatched - City Ordinance 18 3.0 31.7 
Officer Dispatched - Property Crime 50 8.3 40 
Officer Dispatched - Persons Crime 26 4.3 44.3 
Officer Dispatched - Vice Offense 10 1.7 46 
Officer Dispatched - Other/Unknown 107 17.8 63.8 
Officer Stopped Pedestrian 12 2.0 65.8 
Citizen Flagged Down Officer 32 5.3 71.2 
Other/Unknown 173 28.8 100 

 
Incident Outcomes 
 
By a large margin, interactions with the police were most likely to end in a conversation.  
When combined with those interactions that included an officer providing directions, this 
accounted for over half of the interactions that were studied (50.3 percent).  In another 
11.5 percent of interactions, the citizen was a victim and the officer rendered aid. This 
included filling out a report, conducting an investigation, or providing medical assistance 
until EMS arrived.     
 
Only 12 percent of people who interacted with the police received a written ticket, and 8.7 
percent were arrested. The researchers noted that after an arrest, officers frequently 
answered questions regarding the criminal justice process, which appeared to have a 
calming effect on those who were under arrest.  Only three incidents (.5 percent) involved 
a citizen who had force threatened or used against them.  None of that force was lethal. 
 
In some cases, the outcome of an interaction was listed as “other” (17 percent).  Those 
cases included things such as jail releases, bed checks at the jail, and other less common 
events such as helping a citizen to rescue a kitten trapped in a clothing donation bin.   
 
Table 4: Incident Outcomes 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Citizen Received Directions 4 .7 .7 
Officer and Citizen Had Conversation 298 49.7 50.3 
Citizen Was Victim/Officer Rendered Aid 69 11.5 61.8 
Citizen Received Written Ticket 72 12 73.8 
Citizen Arrested 52 8.7 82.5 
Citizen Had Force Threatened Against 
Them 

2 .3 82.8 

Citizen Had Force Used Against Them 1 .2 83 
Other 102 17 100 
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Citizen Characteristics 
 
Police interacted primarily with white and Latino citizens (83 percent).  This is largely 
reflective of the demographics of south Texas, which is home to relatively few African-
Americans and members of other racial and ethnic groups.  Police interacted with more 
men than women, although they interacted with a fair number of each (60 percent vs. 40 
percent).  The researchers recorded data on gender norm violations (e.g., a woman with 
a masculine haircut, a man wearing women’s clothing), but there were very few of these 
cases.  In total there were only seven women and one man who exhibited gender norm 
violations, which did not provide enough data to be analyzed quantitatively. 
 
Table 5: Citizen Race/Ethnicity 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Caucasian 298 49.7 49.7 
Latino 200 33.3 83 
African American 11 1.8 84.8 
Other/Unknown 91 15.2 100 

 
 
Table 6: Citizen Sex 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Female 242 40.3 40.3 
Male 358 59.7 100 

 
 
Table 7: Gender Norm Violations Exhibited by Citizens 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
No Violation 592 98.7 98.7 
Female with "Masculine" 
Hair/Clothing/Other 

7 1.2 99.8 

Male with "Feminine" Hair/Clothing/Other 1 .2 100 
 
 
Signs of Substance Use Impairment 
 
Roughly nine percent of citizens were noticeably impaired due to alcohol or substance 
use.  Citizens who were under the influence typically demonstrated more than one sign 
of impairment (e.g., slurred speech, balance problems, or admitting that they were 
intoxicated). 
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Table 8: Signs of Substance Use Impairment Exhibited by Citizens 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
No Impairment Indicated 548 91.3 91.3 
Slurred Speech 7 1.2 92.5 
Impaired Balance 5 .8 93.3 
Individual Admission 9 1.5 94.8 
Failed Sobriety Test 1 .2 95 
Multiple Indications 30 5.0 100 

 
 
Use of Force 
 
Force of any kind was exceedingly rare in the footage that was studied.  In 99.3 percent 
of interactions, officers did not use or threaten to use force against citizens.  In the rare 
cases where an officer did use force, it was not lethal force.  Please note that in Table 4 
it was reported that there were three instances in which officers used or threatened force.  
Here it shows that there were four such instances.  The numeric difference occurred 
because in one instance an officer threatened to use force against a bystander who was 
not the primary citizen in the interaction. Thus, the threat of force was recorded but was 
not coded as an outcome.   
 
In 99 percent of cases, citizens did not use or threaten to use force against an officer.  
When force was used, it did not involve a weapon.  There were two cases of physical 
non-compliance.  In one instance, a citizen who had been arrested refused to get out of 
a police car at the station.  In another, a citizen called police to report an intoxicated 
stranger sitting on his porch.  When the police arrived, the man, who was visibly impaired, 
refused to leave the porch. 
 
It is also worth mentioning that officers and citizens are primarily using force in the same 
interactions.  In the cases of physical non-compliance, for example, officers used either 
physical force (hands) or verbal threats of force to compel the citizen to comply with 
commands (i.e. to get out of the patrol car or off of the other citizen’s porch). 
 
 
Table 9: Citizen Use of Force 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
No Force Used 594 99 99 
Verbal Threat 3 .5 99.5 
Use of Hands 1 .2 99.7 
Other/Physical Noncompliance 2 .3 100 
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Table 10: Officer Use of Force 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
No Force Used 596 99.3 99.3 
Verbal Threat 3 .5 99.8 
Use of Hands 1 .2 100 

 
 
Time of Day 
 
As illustrated in Table 11, approximately 60 percent of the interactions occurred during 
daylight hours and 40 percent were after dark. 
 
 
Table 11: Did the Interaction Occur in the Daylight or After Dark? 
 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Daylight 362 60.3 60.3 
Dark 238 39.7 100 

 
 
PREDICTIVE MODELS 
 
The information provided up until this point describes the number and nature of police-
citizen interactions in Aransas Pass, Texas.  It was also desirable to know if certain 
variables influenced the outcome of police interactions with the public.  The next section 
examines whether officer characteristics, citizen characteristics, and other key factors 
influence whether an interaction will end with a ticket, an arrest, or only a conversation.  
Three multi-level, cross-sectional logistic regression models were used to identify the 
factors that impacted each outcome.   
 
The first predictive model examines what factors made it more likely that a citizen would 
be issued a ticket.  The following variables were entered into the model: 
 

 Sex of the officer 
 Race/ethnicity of the officer 
 Sex of the citizen 
 Race/ethnicity of the citizen 
 Whether the citizen showed signs of being under the influence 
 Whether the interaction took place during daylight or darkness 
 Whether the interaction began with a traffic stop 
 Whether the interaction began with the officer being dispatched 

 
When considered together, these variables do have a statistically significant, but weak, 
impact on whether a citizen was issued a ticket.  In total, they only explained about 8 
percent of the variance in that outcome (being given a ticket or not).  The relationship is 
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weak because only one of the variables has a statistically significant impact on whether 
or not a citizen receives a ticket.  Specifically, if a citizen is interacting with the police as 
a result of a traffic stop they are much more likely to receive a ticket than they would be 
in any other type of interaction.  Intuitively, this makes sense.  While tickets can be issued 
for non-traffic related offenses, they are the primary tool used by officers for traffic 
violations.  The race/ethnicity and sex of the police officer involved had no effect on 
whether a citizen was issued a ticket.  The race/ethnicity and sex of the citizen also had 
no effect on whether a ticket was issued.   
 
These findings were corroborated during the qualitative assessment.  For instance, during 
the first three months of the study, multiple citizens were pulled over for broken head or 
tail lights.  Of these, half of the citizens were white and half were Latino, but none received 
anything greater than a verbal warning.  Citizens did typically receive citations for expired 
tags, and that held true regardless of race or gender.  Similarly, both male and female 
drivers were cited for distracted driving when they were pulled over for using cell phones. 
 
 
Table 12: Multi-Level Logistic Regression Model for a Written Ticket as Interaction 
Outcome 
 
Dependent 

Variable 
Model Statistics Independent 

Variables 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
(b) 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(b*) 

Significance 
(Wald Statistic) 

Ticket  
(0= No;  
1= Yes) 

  

Gm=126.993 
df= 9 

(p=.000) 
 

𝑅 = .082 
 

Officer Sex (Male) 
 

.162 .016 .904 

Hispanic Officer 
 

.357 .051 .655 

Citizen Sex (Male) 
 

.094 .015 .830 

Under Influence? 
 

-1.249 -.112 .650 

Daylight? 
 

.372 .058 .537 

Hispanic Citizen 
 

.152 .023 .745 

Other/Unknown  
Race Citizen 
 

.207 .025 .739 

Traffic Stop 
 

3.218 .463 .000 

Officer Dispatched .138 .021 .854 
 

 
The second predictive model examines what factors made it more likely that a citizen 
would be arrested.  The same independent variables were entered into the model: 
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 Sex of the officer 
 Race/ethnicity of the officer 
 Sex of the citizen 
 Race/ethnicity of the citizen 
 Whether the citizen showed signs of being under the influence 
 Whether the interaction took place during daylight or darkness 
 Whether the interaction began with a traffic stop 
 Whether the interaction began with the officer being dispatched 

 
Taken together, these factors do have a statistically significant impact on whether or not 
someone was arrested.  That impact, however, was very weak. Together, these variables 
explain only about three percent of why someone who was interacting with a police officer 
in Aransas Pass was arrested.  The reason this model is so weak is that only one variable 
had a statistically significant impact on arrest.  Specifically, if a citizen showed signs of 
being under the influence, they were much more likely to be arrested.  No other variable 
had an impact on arrest.  As the law prohibits driving and/or being in public while under 
the influence of a substance, it is not surprising that this influences the likelihood of arrest.  
 
Table 13: Multi-Level Logistic Regression Model for Arrest as an Interaction 
Outcome 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

Model 
Statistics 

Independent 
Variables 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

(b) 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(b*) 

Significance 
(Wald 

Statistic) 
Arrest  
(0= Not 
Arrested;  
1= Arrested) 

  

Gm=48.436 
df= 9 

(p=.000) 
 

𝑅 =.033 
 
 

Officer Sex (Male) 
 

.039 .004 .971 

Hispanic Officer 
 

-.235 -.034 .693 

Citizen Sex 
(Male) 
 

.339 .053 .658 

Under Influence? 
 

2.094 .188 .020 

Daylight? 
 

-.167 -.026 .824 

Hispanic Citizen 
 

.564 .085 .525 

Other/Unknown  
Race Citizen 
 

-1.124 .000 .493 

Traffic Stop 
 

-.731 -.162 .451 

Officer 
Dispatched 

-1.134 -.113 .133 

 



 
16 

During the period under study, most interactions with police ended in a conversation.  A 
third predictive model examines what factors made it more likely that an interaction would 
end with a conversation.  The same independent variables were entered into the model: 
 

 Sex of the officer 
 Race/ethnicity of the officer 
 Sex of the citizen 
 Race/ethnicity of the citizen 
 Whether the citizen showed signs of being under the influence 
 Whether the interaction took place during daylight or darkness 
 Whether the interaction began with a traffic stop 
 Whether the interaction began with the officer being dispatched 

 
Together, these variables explain only about one percent of why someone who was 
interacting with an officer in Aransas Pass might end that interaction with only a 
conversation.  The reason for this weak substantive relationship is the same as before.  
Only one of the independent variables had a statistically significant impact on the outcome 
(conversation).  Specifically, if a citizen showed signs of being under the influence of a 
substance, they were significantly less likely to end their interaction with APPD officers 
with only a conversation. As seen above, these citizens were more likely to be arrested.  
It is worth reiterating that the race/ethnicity and sex of the citizen does not play a role in 
the outcome of police-citizen interactions, even when that outcome is a positive one.   
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Table 14: Multi-Level Logistic Regression Model for Conversation as an Interaction 
Outcome 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

Model 
Statistics 

Independent 
Variables 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

(b) 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(b*) 

Significance 
(Wald 

Statistic) 
Incident Ends in 
Conversation  
(0= No;  
1= Yes) 

  

Gm=22.535 
df= 9  

(p=.007) 
 

𝑅 =.012 
 
 

Officer Sex 
(Male) 
 

-.280 -.038 .808 

Hispanic 
Officer 
 

.124 .025 .625 

Citizen Sex 
(Male) 
 

-.146 -.032 .420 

Under 
Influence? 
 

-1.301 -.161 .058 

Daylight? 
 

-.229 -.050 .647 

Hispanic 
Citizen 
 

-.134 -.028 .703 

Other/ 
Unknown  
Race Citizen 
 

.337 .057 .310 

Traffic Stop 
 

.044 .009 .857 

Officer 
Dispatched 

 
.155 

 
.033 

 
.614 
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Who Initiated the Police/Public Contact?

Citizen

Officer

Other/Unknown

What Was the Nature of the Police/Public 
Interaction? Traffic Stop

Officer Dispatched ‐ City
Ordinance

Officer Dispatched ‐ Property
Crime

Officer Dispatched ‐ Persons
Crime

Officer Dispatched ‐ Vice
Offense

Officer Dispatched ‐
Other/Unknown

Officer Stopped Pedestrian

Citizen Flagged Down Officer

Other/Unknown



 

 

 

How Were Interactions Between the Police 
and the Public Resolved?

Conversation Only

Citizen Victim/Officer Rendered
Aid

Citizen Received Ticket

Citizen Arrested

Force Threatened Against
Citizen

Force Used Against Citizen

Other Outcome

What Types of Force Did Officers Use Against 
Citizens?

Verbal Threats

Use of Hands



 

 

 

What Types of Force Did Citizens Use Against 
Officers?

Verbal Threats of Force

Use of Hands

Physical Noncomplaince with
Legal Request of Officer

ArrestRace or Gender 
of The Officer

Did Interaction 
Occur in Daylight 
or Darkness?

Citizen Showing 
Signs of Being 
Under the 

Influence of a 
Substance

Race or Gender 
of the Citizen

Type of 
Interaction



 

 

 

 

TicketRace or Gender 
of The Officer

Did Interaction 
Occur in Daylight 
or Darkness?

Citizen Showing 
Signs of Being 
Under the 

Influence of a 
Substance

Race or Gender 
of the Citizen

Incident was a 
Traffic Stop

Conversation 
Only

Race or Gender 
of The Officer

Did Interaction 
Occur in Daylight 
or Darkness?

Citizen did NOT
show signs of 

being under the 
influence of a 
substance

Race or Gender 
of the Citizen

Type of 
Interaction


