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Abstract

Though police strikes have been well studied, there are almost no articles written on the
public safety consequences of police work slowdowns– labor actions where police offi cers reduce
their ticket-writing and/or arrest productivity for a temporary period. This article fills the cur-
rent void by presenting evidence on the 1997 New York City Police Department work slowdown,
to my knowledge the longest documented police slowdown in US history. Drawing on several,
originally-collected data sources from the NYPD and other city agencies, the article assesses
the impact of the slowdown on ticket enforcement, arrest enforcement, and crime. The findings
indicate that, at least in the context of contract-motivated slowdowns where the union may be
motivated to garner public support for pay increases, the effects on public safety may be lim-
ited. Specifically, in the case of the 1997 slowdown, ticket-writing for all categories of tickets fell
dramatically but arrest enforcement for all types of serious crime stayed the same or increased.
Accordingly, the crime effects were mostly concentrated in the area of minor criminal disorder
(misdemeanors and violations). Only two categories of serious crime (larcenies and assaults)
were affected and those crime increases were minimal. (JEL: J52, K14, K31)

∗Forthcoming in the American Law and Economics Review. I would like to thank Max Schanzenbach, Ed Morrison
and three anonymous referees for extremely helpful and detailed feedback. I would also like to thank Richard Brooks,
Bernie Black, David Card, Carlos Dobkins, Jeff Fagan, John de Figueiredo, Chris Elmendorf, Patrick Kline, Paco
Martorell, Alex Mas, Mat McCubbins, JJ Prescott, Steve Raphael, Dan Sacks, David Studdert and participants at
the 2015 American Law and Economics Association conference and the 2015 Conference on Empirical Legal Studies
for helpful comments. Susan Llano provided outstanding research support. An early version of this article was
circulated under the title "The Effect of Order-Maintenance Policing on Serious and Non-Serious Crime: Evidence
from a Quasi-Experiment". Any errors are my own.



1 Introduction and Literature Review

Police offi cers fill a vital public safety role, controlling crime in our nation’s cities. Because of this,

police offi cers in most states are not granted the right to strike.1 How then do police offi cers express

labor unrest? Instead of striking, police offi cers have historically engaged in other types of labor

actions such as sick outs,2 works to rule3 and work slowdowns. Probably chief among these strike

alternatives is the work slowdown– a temporary labor action where offi cers reduce their ticket-

writing and/or arrest productivity in order to advocate for a pay increase or to express resistance

to a city policy.4

Police slowdowns may be extremely concerning from a public safety point of view for two rea-

sons. First, even though slowdowns do not amount to full work stoppages, the Becker model of

crime (1968) suggests that slowdowns may still have an effect on crime as the temporary reduc-

tions in police enforcement may signal to potential offenders that the probability of detection has

temporarily decreased. Surprisingly, the effect of slowdowns on crime is currently unknown as no

empirical study of the effect has ever been conducted.5 Still such an effect seems possible since other

empirical literature in the field of crime and economics has shown an inverse relationship between

temporary changes in policing and temporary changes in crime using credible, quasi-experimental

research designs. For example, both Di Tella and Schargrodsky (2004) and Klick and Tabarrok

(2005) show that temporary, terror-alert induced increases in police presence lead to temporary

reductions in crime.

Another reason that police slowdowns are a public safety concern is that, despite their potential

effect on crime, slowdowns can be extremely diffi cult to detect and thus counteract. Because of

natural variations in criminal offending, it is hard for city offi cials to distinguish strategic, supply-

1CEPR (2014). Hawaii and Ohio are the two exceptional states where police strikes are expressly legal. In six
states, there is no law on police strikes. In the remaining 41 states and the District of Columbia, police strikes are
illegal.

2Sick outs, also known as the blue flu, occur when offi cers call in sick for work as a way of expressing labor unrest.
3Work to rule is a type of labor action where police offi cers work to fulfill the duties required by their contract

but do no more.
4 It is also the case that slowdowns are illegal in some states. However, the number of states that outlaw slowdowns

is far fewer than the number of states that outlaw strikes. In addition, the penalties for illegal slowdowns are usually
either non-existent or minimal, especially relative to the penalties for illegal striking. (See Chandrasekher 2016).

5Carr, Schnelle, and Kirchner (1980), however, did study the effect of slowdowns on traffi c accidents.
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side reductions in policing (which may be counteracted with additional police forces or reprimands)

from coincidental demand-side reductions in policing. Thus, it is hard to know when slowdowns

have started and when they have ended. Furthermore, even when police slowdowns are publicized

by the police union, as they sometimes are, media reports of basic slowdown details (the extent

of the productivity reduction and the types of police enforcement affected) are imperfect at best

because such reports fail to control for seasonality and other confounding factors that can only be

controlled for with a detailed study.

Despite their inadequacies, media reports currently represent the best source of information

that we have about slowdown prevalence and general characteristics. Current research pulled from

various media sources suggests a few facts. See Chandrasekher (2016). First, slowdowns are

not that uncommon. Between 1985 and 2015, ten slowdowns were reported in the news media

in the nation’s five largest cities.6 It is important to emphasize, however, that these were just

the slowdowns that were publicized by union leaders or detected by city offi cials. Therefore, the

actual number of slowdowns in these cities from 1985 to 2015 was almost surely larger. Second,

slowdowns typically vary along two dimensions: type of policing affected and duration. Regard-

ing type of policing, most slowdowns are predominately ticket-writing slowdowns, with minimal

reductions in arrest activity. Chief examples of ticket-writing slowdowns include the Philadelphia

Police Department slowdown of 19807, the Cincinnati Police Department slowdown of 19858, the

New York City Police Department (NYPD) slowdown of 19979, and the Nassau County Police De-

partment slowdown of 201010. Sometimes, however, slowdowns additionally or alternatively involve

6Newpaper searches were conducted using Lexis Nexis and ProQuest for slowdowns in
the nation’s five largest cities. The cities searched were New York City (7 slowdowns),
Los Angeles (0 slowdowns), Chicago (1 slowdown), Houston (2 slowdowns), and Philadelphia
(0 slowdowns). These cities had the largest populations in 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010.
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Largest_cities_in_the_United_States_by_population_by_decade#1980).
Though Los Angeles had no police slowdowns in the 1985-2015 period, the city did incur four publicized la-
bor actions during that period: one work to rule and three incidents of the blue flu. Additionally, both Los Angeles
and Philadelphia did have slowdowns in 1980. See Chandrasekher (2016), "The New Police Slowdown," working
paper.

7The Christian Science Monitor, "Philadelphia Police Slowdown Over Job Cuts," Ruth Walker, 2/7/1980.
8The Bryan Times, "Police End Ticket-Writing Slowdown," 1/8/1985, United Press International.
9The New York Times, "New York Acts on Slowdown on Ticketing," Robert D. McFadden, 1/28/1997.
10"Nassau Police Union Denies Ticket Writing Slowdown," 9/24/2012. Available at

http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2012/09/24/nassau-police-union-denies-ticket-writing-slowdown/.
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reductions in arrests. Recent examples of this are the NYPD slowdown of 201411, the Baltimore Po-

lice Department slowdown of 201612, and the Minneapolis Police Department slowdown of 201613.

Slowdowns also vary significantly in terms of how long they last, with some lasting only one day

and others lasting almost a year.

In this article, I use the 1997 NYPD slowdown to study the causal effect of police slowdowns on

crime. Though the 1997 slowdown took place almost 20 years ago, it is an ideal police slowdown

to study for several reasons. First, the 1997 slowdown lasted nine-months– to my knowledge, the

longest documented slowdown in our nation’s history. As such it provides a long sample period

for investigating the effects on crime. Second, the 1997 slowdown was primarily a ticket-writing

slowdown, which makes it policy-relevant since most US police slowdowns are predominately ticket-

writing slowdowns. Finally, the extent of the reduction in ticket enforcement was substantial, with

patrol force ticket-writing declining by at least 26% for all categories of tickets (parking, traffi c,

and criminal tickets). This strong treatment effect creates an ideal situation for detecting a crime

effect, if any.

Besides shedding light on the effect of slowdowns on crime, this case study of the 1997 NYPD

slowdown also provides an opportunity to conduct a quasi-experimental test of the broken windows

policing theory.14 Originally envisioned byWilson and Kelling (1982), and implemented by Rudolph

Giuliani and William Bratton in New York City in the 1990s, the broken windows policing theory

is the idea that low-level policing can have an effect on more serious crime. Despite the endurance

and popularity of this theory, and the large number of police departments that have adopted broken

windows policing,15 to my knowledge it has never been tested with a quasi-experimental research

design and the two leading articles in the non-quasi-experimental literature arrive at somewhat

conflicting results.16 This article attempts to fill the void in the broken windows policing literature

11New York Post, "Arrests Plummet 66% with NYPD in Virtual Work Stoppage," Larry Celona et al, 12/29/2014.
12The Baltimore Sun, "Mayor Tells Baltimore Police Offi cers to Do Their Jobs," Justin George et al, 6/17/2015.
13Star Tribune, "Minneapolis Police Offi cers Face Accusations of Slowdown", Libor Jany, 5/7/2016.
14 Indeed, recent media attention on the 2014 NYPD slowdown specifically posed the question of

what one could learn about the effectiveness of broken windows policing from studying slowdowns.
http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-nypd-slowdown-20150110-story.html

15New York City (1994), Los Angeles (2002), Boston (2006), and Denver (2006).
16Kelling and Sousa (2001) found an effect of broken windows policing on serious violent crime. Four years later,

Corman and Mocan (2005), using a much more robust non-quasi-experimental research design, found an effect on
property crime (motor vehicle theft) and less-serious violent crime (robbery).
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by using the 1997 slowdown as an exogenous source of variation in low-level policing.

The article proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces the multiple original data sources that were

collected and used in this article. Section 3 provides both a historical and empirical documentation

of the labor unrest that precipitated the 1997 slowdown. Section 4, then, is the heart of the article.

In Section 4, the effects of the slowdown on parking, traffi c, and criminal ticket enforcement (4.2),

arrest enforcement (4.3), and crime (4.4) are explored. Section 5 concludes and presents questions

for future research.

2 Data

Several data sets were collected for the analyses in this paper. There are three categories of data:

ticket data, arrest data, and crime data. This section provides a brief description of each data set.

Table 1 summarizes, for each data source, the sample period used in the regressions.17

2.1 Ticket Data

2.1.1 Parking Ticket Data

I have monthly and weekly parking ticket data at the city-level. These data are available for all

parking ticket-issuing agencies in New York City including the four largest issuers: the NYPD, the

Traffi c Department, the Parking Control Bureau and the Department of Sanitation. The monthly

sample runs from 1993-2000 and the weekly sample runs from 1996-1998.

2.1.2 NYPD Traffi c Ticket and Criminal Ticket Data

Monthly traffi c ticket data are available at the city-level from 1995 to 1998. The data also include

information on monthly, citywide NYPD criminal tickets (also known as quality-of-life summonses

or c-summonses) from 1989 to 2000. Criminal tickets can be broken down into tickets for violations

and tickets for misdemeanors.
17The data were provided by the NYC Department of Finance and the NYPD Offi ce of Management Analysis and

Planning (OMAP).
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For both traffi c tickets and criminal tickets, the data detail whether the ticket issuer was a

member of the NYPD patrol force or instead a non-patrol force member of the NYPD (ex.—Housing

Bureau or Transit Bureau, etc.).

2.2 NYPD Arrest Data

Monthly arrest data are available at the city-level for the period 1994 to 2000 for each of the seven

index crimes: murder, rape, robbery, felony assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft.

The arrest data are also available for misdemeanors and violations.18

2.3 NYPD Crime Complaint Data

As with arrests, monthly crime complaint data are available at the city-level for the period 1994

to 2000 for each of the seven index crimes.19 The crime complaint data are also available for

misdemeanors and violations.20

3 Documenting the Slowdown

3.1 Historical Documentation

This section gives background information on the contract negotiations and labor dispute that gave

rise to the 1997 slowdown.

After ending their previous round of bargaining with a disappointing wage contract, the Pa-

trolmen’s Benevolent Association (PBA), the union that represents New York City patrol offi cers,

began the 1995 round of bargaining with a new tactic: they sought to change the bargaining system

altogether by moving the venue of their contract disputes from the city’s Offi ce of Collective Bar-

gaining (OCB) to the state’s Public Employment Relations Board (PERB). Under the then-current

system, if contract negotiations with the mayor reached an impasse, the arbitration process was

18The arrest data actually extend back to 1989 but only the 1994 and post data are used in the regression analysis.
19 In actuality, my crime categories are similar to, but not exactly the equivalent of, the FBI’s seven index crimes

because the crimes in my data are defined by the New York state penal code. Still, for the purposes of this paper, I
will refer to them as index crimes.

20The crime complaint data actually extend back to 1989 but only the 1994 and post data are used in the regression
analysis.
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overseen by the OCB, whose standard for arbitration decisions was that police pay raises be in

parity with the raises given to other municipal workers. In comparison, the PERB panel’s standard

would require NYPD pay raises to be based on achieving pay parity with other police departments

across the state, including those in the surrounding suburbs whose salaries were typically much

higher. Under such a system of rules, the PBA believed that they would finally be able to gain pay

increases that were higher than those typically available through pattern bargaining.21

Changing the venue of PBA arbitrations from OCB to PERB required a change of state labor

law and the PBA lobbied the state legislature heavily to get such legislation passed. The stakes

were high because then-Mayor Rudolph Giuliani had already been successful at pressuring the city’s

two largest unions to agree to a particularly unfavorable contract that required two years of wage

freezes.22 This contract set the pattern for the 1995 round of bargaining and would ultimately be

the patrol offi cers’fate if their legislative battle failed.

On February 12, 1996, the PBA was successful in getting the arbitration bill signed and passed

into law.23 However, Mayor Giuliani challenged the law and after two lengthy court battles, the

New York State Court of Appeals (the state’s highest court) declared the law void in a decision

issued on December 19, 1996.24 The defeat was devastating to the PBA for two reasons: (1) their

offi cers had been working without a contract for more than one year and (2) without the backing of

the PERB panel, they would most likely be forced to accept the 2-year wage freeze contract pattern

that most other municipal unions had already agreed to. With no other pressure tactics available

to them, the patrol offi cers began a ticket-writing slowdown on December 21, 1996.25 One month

later, while the slowdown was still underway, the PBA formally rejected the Mayor’s outstanding

contract offer, declared an impasse, and petitioned the OCB to set up an arbitration panel.26

21The New York Times, "Court Voids Law Aiding the Police in Wage Disputes: Big Victory for Giuliani," Vivian
S. Toy, 4/11/1996, p. A1. Article explains how PERB compares with OCB. Available at http://proquest.umi.com.

22DC37 (major civilian union) and the Teamsters. Newsday, “2nd Union Oks City Wage Pact,”William Murphy,
2/14/1996. Available at http://infoweb.newsbank.com.

23The New York Times, "Mayor Sues Over State Law on Police Contract Disputes," David Stout, 3/1/1996, p.
B5. Available at http://proquest.umi.com.

24The New York Times, "Law to Help Police Win Big Pay Raises Is Voided: Ruling Helps Giuliani’s Effort to
Limit Costs," James Dao, 12/20/1996, p. B3. Available at http://proquest.umi.com.

25The New York Times, "New York Acts on Slowdown on Ticketing," Robert D. McFadden, 1/28/1997, p. A1.
Available at http://proquest.umi.com.

26The New York Times, "Police Reject Contract Offer by New York," David Firestone, 1/22/1997, p. B1. Avail-
able at http://proquest.umi.com.
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The scope of the 1997 slowdown was extensive with offi cers engaging in rallies and picketing.

Offi cers who refused to participate in the job action were harassed at work.27 By the end of March,

police issuances were so low that target practices and guns training had to be suspended so that

the supervisors leading those trainings could be deployed for ticket-writing.28

On September 4th, 1997, the PBA contract was announced via arbitration. The terms of the

contract were exactly those rejected by the PBA in January and adopted by most other unions

more than one year before.29 Two weeks after the contract announcement, the slowdown began to

ease. By the third week, the slowdown was offi cially over.

3.2 Empirical Documentation: Graphical Analysis

This section presents a graphical illustration of the slowdown’s effect on NYPD parking tickets.

Figure 1 graphs the 1997 slowdown period using weekly parking ticket data for the NYPD and

zooming-in to the fiscal years right before and right after the labor action. By presenting the

data at the weekly level, I am able to precisely illustrate the exact correspondence between the

slowdown and the dates of the major events that prompted and ultimately ended the job action.

The most salient precipitating event of the 1997 slowdown was unquestionably the New York State

Court of Appeals’December 19th ruling that declared the arbitration law void. The court’s ruling

was issued on a Thursday and, as is clear from the graph, the slowdown started in the following

week with a 37% drop off in weekly ticket issuances. Weekly ticket issuances stabilized for about 4

weeks thereafter. Then, on January 21st, Mayor Giuliani reissued to the PBA his previous contract

offer which called for a two-year wage freeze. During that same week, patrol offi cer weekly ticket

issuances fell off even further to 36,792, the lowest level reached during any point in the entire

slowdown period. Weekly ticket issuances stayed depressed for 31 more weeks. In the 32nd week,

the police contract was announced via arbitration. By the 35th week, the slowdown was over.

Having documented the correspondence between the historical time line of the labor action and
27Newsday, "Blue with Rage: Secret War in the Station Houses Splits the Finest," Dan Morrison, 1/25/1997, p.

A05. Available at http://infoweb.newsbank.com.
28Newsday, "Guns at Rest: Cop Brass Stalled Arms Training to Help in Slowdown," Dan Janison, 3/6/1997, p.

A06. Available at http://infoweb.newsbank.com.
29Newsday, “PBA Delegates Call Emergency Meeting,” Dan Morrison, 9/6/1997, p. A18. Available at

http://infoweb.newsbank.com.
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the decline in police parking tickets, I now move on to the main analysis of the paper that estimates

the effect of police slowdowns on tickets, arrests and crime.

4 The Effect of Police Slowdowns on Tickets, Arrests and Crime

4.1 A Preliminary Note about the 1995 NYPD Merger

One factor that affects many of the regression analyses below is the 1995 NYPD merger. In

April 1995, the NYC transit police merged into the NYPD. The NYC housing police followed

suit in May of 1995. These two events appear to have caused a disturbance in the reporting of

all categories of crime complaint data, though some categories were affected more drastically than

others.30 As Figure 2 illustrates, citywide complaints for misdemeanors, index felonies and type

2 felonies increased and complaints for violations decreased beginning in April 1995. In August

1995, the change that began in April 1995 accelerated. Interestingly, this change in the citywide

data ends sharply in August 1996.31 ,32

My best guess for what caused this anomaly in the crime data is the 1995 merger of the NYPD

with the NYC transit police in April 1995 and with the NYC housing police in May 1995. There

are several possible explanations as to why the merger might have generated these particular data

patterns. One possible explanation is that a temporary or erroneous re-categorization of the

crime categories during this transitional period in the NYPD caused the data irregularity for this

period, though my efforts to confirm this with the NYPD have not been successful.33 Still, re-

categorization may be a likely explanation of the data anomaly for two reasons. First, the increase

in misdemeanor and type 2 felony complaints somewhat offsets the violation complaints decline,

though not completely. Regression results show that even though violations fell by an average

30This merger also affected misdemeanor and violation tickets.
31“Housing Police Folded into Citywide Force,” New York Times, May 1, 1995 and

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_York_City_Transit_Police.
32Note that the reason for the sharp acceleration in the trend break in August 1995 is that there is some variation

in the timing of the trend break by patrol borough. Some boroughs broke from trend in April 1995 at exactly the
time of the merger, with a small acceleration in May 1995 during the second merger. By August 1995, all patrol
boroughs had broken from trend, and in August 1996 all patrol boroughs simultaneously returned to trend in a
remarkable fashion.

33According to the NYPD’s OMAP, no documentation of how the merger affected the cataloging of the depart-
ment’s offi cial criminal statistics exists. (Conversation with OMAP, 9/08).
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of 71 crimes per 100,000 people, per month, misdemeanors and type 2 felonies increased by an

average of 33 and 27 crimes per 100,000 people, per month, respectively. Thus, the total shift in

the sum of these crimes was a decline of about 10, a statistically insignificant change.34 Second,

the irregular data pattern ends sharply in August 1996, as abruptly as it began, which may be more

indicative of a return to a prior method of coding rather than a change in actual crime patterns.

The relevant factor for the present paper is that the effects of the merger seem to have stopped

abruptly in August 1996.

For all data sources that are affected by the NYPD merger (crime reports, criminal tickets

for misdemeanors and criminal tickets for violations), I control for it explicitly in the regression

equations by including a merger dummy for the merger time period. Even though there is no ex-ante

reason to expect the merger to have affected the other outcome measures (parking tickets, traffi c

tickets, and arrests), for completeness I initially also included a merger dummy in those regressions

as well. However, for those three outcomes, inclusion of the merger dummy did not qualitatively

affect the slowdown results. Therefore for parking tickets (Table 2), traffi c tickets (Table 4), and

arrests (Table 5), the merger dummy is excluded from the final regression specifications.35

4.2 Effect of the Slowdown on Ticket Enforcement (Parking, Criminal and Traf-

fic Tickets)

During the slowdown, the number of tickets written by the patrol force declined substantially for

all categories of tickets (parking tickets, criminal tickets, and traffi c tickets). Though the ticket-

writing productivity of the patrol force declined, the net effect of the slowdown on citywide ticket

issuances could have been positive, negative or zero depending on the degree of replacement,

i.e.—the extent to which other ticket-writing agencies in the city (ex.—the Department of Sanitation,

the Parking Control Bureau, the Department of Traffi c Control, etc.) or other ticket-writing units

of the NYPD (ex.—the Housing Bureau, the Transit Bureau, etc.) changed their ticket-writing

productivity.36 In addition, an analysis of the impact of the slowdown on ticket enforcement must
34Merger regression results are available from the author upon request.
35Results that include the merger dummy are available from the author upon request.
36Replacement activities by other ticket-writing agencies could have been accidental or strategic if the city gov-

ernment required it.
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also account for the degree of substitution, i.e.—the extent to which the patrol force itself offset

the effects of their own slowdown by substituting to arrest enforcement for offenses that are both

ticket- and arrest-eligible (i.e.—misdemeanors and violations). This section investigates the effect

of the slowdown on patrol force ticket issuances, citywide ticket issuances and patrol force arrests

for offenses that are both ticket- and arrest-eligible.

4.2.1 Parking Tickets

In New York City, there were 13 agencies that were authorized to issue parking tickets during

the late 1990s.37 The primary issuers were the NYPD patrol force, the Parking Control Bureau,

the Department of Traffi c Control, and the Department of Sanitation which together accounted

for 98% of parking ticket issuances. Given that other non-NYPD agencies were allowed to issue

parking tickets, it is possible that the NYPD patrol force decline was offset by an increase in the

ticket-writing productivity of the other agencies. Figure 3 graphs the monthly ticket issuances for

the NYPD patrol force, all non-NYPD agencies, and then all agencies combined, from 1993 to

2000. As Figure 3 shows, some replacement activity did indeed occur during the slowdown period.

Specifically, while patrol issuances were down, other agency issuances increased.

In addition, the graph reveals an interesting effect in the period after the slowdown: patrol

force parking tickets rebounded but not to their original, pre-slowdown levels. Prior research

shows that the period following the conclusion of a union contract negotiation can be a time of

disappointment. For example, Alexandre Mas’research on policing shows that arrest productivity

declines when police unions lose contract negotiation battles relative to when they win.38 The

PBA contract was announced on 9/4/1997 via arbitration, which I take as the end of the contract

negotiation and the end of the slowdown period. The contract news was extremely disappointing

because the PBA was forced to accept a wage contract with two years of wage freezes, the same

contract that had been available to them more than one year prior. (See Section 3.1 for more

information on the historical background of the labor dispute.) If patrol force parking tickets did

37The agencies were Bridge Services, Business Services, the Corrections Department, the Department of Sanitation,
the Department of Traffi c Control, the Fire Department, the Housing Police, the NYPD, the Parking Control Bureau,
the Parks Department, Port Authority, the Sheriffs Department and the Transit Police.

38Mas, Alexandre. "Pay, Reference Points, and Police Performance." Quarterly Journal of Economics, 121(3)2006.
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indeed increase in the post-slowdown period, but failed to rise to their pre-slowdown level as Figure

3 shows, then that would be suggestive of a post-slowdown disappointment effect.

In order to estimate the precise change in patrol force parking ticket issuances (both during and

after the slowdown) and the overall net change in citywide parking ticket issuances (both during and

after the slowdown), regression equation 1 is estimated for each of the following groups separately:

the NYPD patrol force, non-NYPD agencies, and all agencies combined.

Ticketst = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt + β3 timet + β4 time
2
t (1)

+ β5 februaryt + ...+ β16 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/93 to 12/01

In equation 1, Tickets is the number of parking tickets issued per month. Slowdown is a dummy

variable equal to 1 during the slowdown period (defined as January 1997 to September 1997) and 0

otherwise. After slowdown is a dummy variable equal to 1 during the period after the slowdown

until the end of the sample and 0 otherwise. It is used to estimate the post-slowdown effect on

parking ticket issuances, if any.39 Time is a linear time trend and time2 is a quadratic time trend.

The equation includes month fixed effects and robust standard errors are used.

Table 2 presents the results from equation 1. During the nine-month slowdown, the patrol

force decreased their parking ticket issuances by 38% or about 109,000 tickets per month. This

decline was offset by the ticket-writing activities of the non-NYPD agencies who collectively issued

about 82,000 additional tickets per month. Overall, then, the drop in citywide parking tickets was

about 27,000 tickets per month—a decline that was not statistically different from zero.

In addition to verifying the existence of both a slowdown effect and a replacement effect, the

regression results confirm a post-slowdown effect on parking tickets. Specifically, after the slow-

down, patrol force parking ticket issuances were still lower than their pre-slowdown level. Patrol

offi cers issued 59,000 fewer tickets per month in the post-slowdown period than they did before the

slowdown began. Interestingly, the non-NYPD agencies increased their parking ticket issuances by

39Given the inclusion of the after slowdown dummy, the omitted period is the pre-slowdown period. This means
that β1 represents the average change in ticket issuances in the slowdown period relative to the pre-slowdown period.
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about 126,000 additional parking tickets per month, relative to the pre-period—a greater increase

than occurred during the slowdown period. Citywide, then, the number of parking tickets issued

after the slowdown was actually higher than it was before the slowdown.

4.2.2 Criminal Tickets (Misdemeanor and Violation Tickets)

In New York City, two types of criminal tickets are issued by patrol force offi cers: tickets for

misdemeanors and tickets for violations. Misdemeanor tickets are written for misdemeanors (ex.—

public lewdness, making graffi ti), whereas violation tickets are written for violations (ex.—marijuana

possession, disorderly conduct, public intoxication, loitering). Unlike with parking tickets, the

NYPD is the only agency that has the authority to issue criminal tickets. However, within

the NYPD, there are various units besides the patrol force unit that can issue criminal tickets.

Examples of NYPD non-patrol force units include the Housing Bureau and the Transit Bureau.

Importantly, these other units have their own unions that were not offi cially participating in the

ticket-writing slowdown. Thus, it is possible that any patrol force slowdown in criminal tickets

was offset, at least partially, by an increase in criminal tickets by other NYPD units. Also,

because misdemeanors and violations are both arrest-eligible offenses, any decrease in criminal

ticket enforcement could have been offset by patrol force arrest enforcement. In this section, the

effect on patrol force criminal tickets is estimated. In addition, the citywide effect on criminal

tickets, net of replacement and substitution effects, is estimated.

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that a key factor affecting the analysis of the criminal

tickets data is the onset of Mayor Giuliani’s broken windows policing strategy in January 1994.

This policy drastically changed the department’s strategy for dealing with low-level offenses, with a

shift towards becoming more punitive. The effect of this shift in departmental policy is illustrated

in Figures 4B and 5B. As Figure 4B conveys, prior to 1994, the department used both arrests and

ticket enforcement to control misdemeanor crime and the mix of arrests and tickets remained pretty

constant. Specifically from January 1989 to December 1993, the ratio of misdemeanor tickets to

misdemeanor arrests was about 0.74 to 1. This ratio was nearly constant, with a standard deviation

of 0.10 (n=60) over the pre-1994 period. After January 1994, arrests for misdemeanors skyrocketed
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and ticket issuances basically continued at the same level, yielding an average ratio of tickets to

arrests of 0.46 to 1 (standard deviation 0.08, n=84). Violation enforcement (Figure 5B) showed

a similarly drastic change at the same 1994 threshold. Prior to 1994, the department showed a

strong preference for using tickets rather than arrests to control violation crime (average ratio of

tickets to arrests was 106.84 to 1, standard deviation 23.03, n=60). After 1994, the department’s

preference for tickets became weaker (average ratio of 41.96 to 1, standard deviation 18.63, n=84).

Any credible analysis of trends in misdemeanor and violation enforcement requires suffi cient

controls for these policy-induced shifts. As a result, the regression equations in this section use

equation 1 as their starting point but then include additional variables that allow both the linear

trend and the intercept to change at the 1994 threshold.40

Misdemeanor Tickets Figure 4A shows monthly misdemeanor ticket issuances from 1989 to

2000 for the NYPD patrol force and the NYPD non-patrol force. While a clear and sharp drop in

misdemeanor tickets is evident for the patrol force at the slowdown threshold, the non-patrol force

ticket issuances do not show any discontinuous change at the slowdown threshold, just an upward

trend. These graphical observations are tested formally using the following regression equation:41

Ticketst = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt + β3 timet + β4 post-1994t (2)

+ β5 timet X post-1994t + β6 mergert + β7 februaryt + ...+ β18 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/89 to 12/00

The results are presented in Table 3A. During the nine-month slowdown, the patrol force issued

1,765 fewer misdemeanor tickets per month, a 26% decline in ticket-writing productivity relative to

the pre-slowdown period. The non-patrol force units of the NYPD increased their misdemeanor

ticket-writing during the slowdown period. Overall, the net decline in citywide ticket issuances

was about 13%.

In addition to this partial replacement effect, there was a strong and purposeful substitution ef-
40Additionally, there is an alternative regression specification that is used for violation enforcement where the

linear trend and the intercept are allowed to change at the merger threshold (April 1995).
41The merger dummy is equal to 1 for the period 8/95 to 7/96 and 0 otherwise.
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fect by the patrol force itself into misdemeanor arrests. Figure 4B graphs patrol force misdemeanor

ticket issuances alongside patrol force misdemeanor arrests. Precisely at the slowdown thresh-

old, patrol offi cers sharply increased their level of misdemeanor arrests, presumably

as a way of offsetting the drop in misdemeanor ticket enforcement. Regression equation

2 is also used to estimate the effect of the slowdown on misdemeanor arrests and the results are

presented in column 4 of Table 3A. The regression analysis confirms the existence of a substitu-

tion effect; during the ticket-writing slowdown, the patrol force units increased their misdemeanor

arrests by 1,727—almost exactly the amount by which they decreased their misdemeanor

ticket-writing productivity.

In the period after the slowdown, patrol force misdemeanor ticket issuances (like patrol force

parking ticket issuances) did not fully recover. Specifically, patrol force misdemeanor tickets were

lower in the period after the slowdown by about 1,300 fewer tickets per month, relative to the

pre-slowdown period. There was no replacement effect, however, in the post-slowdown period by

non-patrol force units.

Violation Tickets This section investigates the effect of the slowdown on violation enforcement.

Unlike the analysis of misdemeanor tickets and misdemeanor arrests, the analysis of violation

enforcement is much less straightforward. As shown in Figure 5A, it seems that a slowdown

in violation tickets was initiated by the patrol force at the slowdown threshold but then quickly

abandoned as violation ticket issuances returned to and then surpassed their pre-slowdown level.

As the following analysis will show, when this recovery is factored in, the net effect of the slowdown

on patrol force violation tickets is zero.

Estimation of the effect of the slowdown on violation ticket issuances by the non-patrol force is

slightly complicated by the fact that its trend drastically and permanently changed at the merger

threshold. At the merger threshold, non-patrol force violation ticket issuances experienced a 91%

decline and never recovered (Figure 5A).42 This is markedly different from the temporary effect of

the merger on other NYPD trends. Because the slowdown period coincides with this post-merger

42Violation ticket issuances by the NYPD non-patrol force decreased from 22,465 in May 1995 to 1,985 in June
1995.
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permanent decline in violation tickets, the estimation of the slowdown effect on non-patrol force

issuances will be confounded (and overestimated) by any regression specification that does not

control for this permanent reduction. In order to account for this, an additional specification is

estimated for violations that allows for a trend and intercept break at the 1995 merger threshold

rather than at the 1994 broken windows policing threshold. Accordingly, equation 3 below (which

will be referred to as the 1995-breakpoint specification) is estimated for all violation ticket outcomes

(patrol force, non-patrol force, and total department) and for violation arrests.43 Equation 2 above

will be referred to as the 1994-breakpoint specification.

Ticketst = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt + β3 timet + β4 post-1995t (3)

+ β5 timet X post-1995t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/89 to 12/00

Table 3B has the results on all violations outcomes from both the 1994-breakpoint specification

and the 1995-breakpoint specification. Patrol force violation tickets show no net decline during the

slowdown when the 1994-breakpoint specification is used (column 1). The same non-effect emerges

in the 1995-breakpoint specification (column 5). The results for the non-patrol force are presented

in column 2 (1994-breakpoint specification) and column 6 (1995-breakpoint specification). As

expected based on the graphical analysis, the 1994-breakpoint specification yields a very large and

statistically significant slowdown effect for the non-patrol force (-12,175) but this effect is biased

by the confounding influence of the 1995 merger. When the 1995-breakpoint specification is used,

no slowdown effect is detected for the non-patrol force. Similarly, the effect of the slowdown on

total NYPD violation tickets is found to be zero in the bias-correcting 1995-breakpoint specification

(column 7). Thus, in summary, there was no net decline in violation tickets for the patrol force

and no replacement effort by the non-patrol force during the slowdown period.

Figure 5B displays patrol force arrests during the slowdown. Violation arrests show an increase

around the time of the slowdown period, but a close inspection of the graph reveals that this increase

43The merger dummy variable is dropped from the 1995-breakpoint specification.
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actually began before the slowdown threshold. Thus, even though regression results from both

breakpoint specifications show 20 to 30% increases in violation arrests during the slowdown period,

it is not possible to attribute this effect to the slowdown alone.

Overall, the evidence of a slowdown effect on violation enforcement is weak. While it seems

that a slowdown in violation tickets might have been initially attempted by the patrol force, such

an attempt was quickly abandoned. Replacement efforts by the non-patrol force are accordingly

absent. There may have been an effort by the patrol force to increase violation arrests but because

the initiation of the violation arrest increase pre-dated the slowdown, it is not possible to make any

causal conclusions in that regard.

4.2.3 Traffi c tickets

As with criminal tickets, traffi c tickets can be written by various units within the NYPD, but not

by agencies outside of the NYPD. Figure 6 shows traffi c ticket issuances for the NYPD patrol

force, the non-patrol force units of the NYPD, and the department as a whole. Issuances by the

patrol force were depressed during the nine-month slowdown. Issuances by the non-patrol force

also appear to be depressed but it is diffi cult to determine graphically whether the slowdown decline

was separate from the larger downward trend in traffi c tickets that seems to prevail throughout the

entire sample period. Regression analysis helps to separate out the slowdown effect from the linear

trend. Table 4 presents the results from equation 1 when traffi c tickets are used as the dependent

variable. The sample period is January 1995 to December 1998. During the slowdown, the patrol

force reduced their traffi c ticket issuances by 29,363 traffi c tickets per month for nine months, a 39%

reduction in patrol force issuances. The slowdown coeffi cient for the non-patrol force units was

negative but not statistically significant at the 5% significance level after controlling for a linear

trend (p=0.061). On net then, during the slowdown period, there was a citywide reduction in

traffi c tickets during the slowdown period—a total of 40,000 fewer tickets, on average, were issued

per month for the nine months of the slowdown. After the slowdown, patrol force traffi c tickets

did not fully rebound to their pre-slowdown levels, nor was there a replacement effect. Therefore

the disappointment effect that existed for parking and misdemeanor tickets also existed for traffi c
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tickets.

4.2.4 Summary of Effect on Ticket Enforcement

The findings above illustrate that the slowdown had a negative and statistically significant effect

on patrol force ticket-writing productivity for all categories of tickets. Parking, misdemeanor,

and traffi c tickets were down by 38, 26, and 39 percent, respectively, during the slowdown period.

Then, even after the slowdown offi cially ended, patrol force ticket issuances remained depressed for

all categories of tickets relative to their pre-slowdown levels. On the other hand, the net effect

of the slowdown on citywide ticket-writing productivity was much smaller because of replacement,

and in some cases the citywide effect was reduced to zero. At the city-level, there was no net

negative impact on parking tickets. The patrol force misdemeanor ticket slowdown was greatly

mitigated by a partial ticket replacement effect.44 Indeed, the only category of tickets that did not

experience any statistically significant replacement effect was traffi c tickets.

Ultimately, then, the effect of the ticket slowdown on crime deterrence will depend crucially on

whether potential offenders are affected by the identity of the ticket-issuer. Theoretically, a ticket

issued from a city agent with no sworn arrest powers or a NYPD non-patrol force offi cer may not

have the same specific and general deterrence effects as a ticket issued by a sworn NYPD patrol

offi cer.45 Therefore, if potential offenders primarily respond to the actions of patrol force offi cers

when assessing the probability of detection, then the effect of the slowdown on crime will not be

mitigated by the citywide replacement effects. If, on the other hand, potential offenders are equally

deterred by patrol force offi cers, non-patrol force offi cers and ticket-issuing city agents alike, then

the effect of the slowdown on crime will be greatly mitigated.

44 In addition, there was a one-for-one substitution on the part of patrol offi cers from misdemeanor tickets to
misdemeanor arrests.

45 It is unclear whether all members of the NYPD non-patrol force have sworn arrest powers. My best guess is
that some bureaus within the NYPD non-patrol force have sworn arrest powers and some do not. (Conversation
with OMAP, 9/2008).

18



4.3 Effect of the Slowdown on Arrest Enforcement

Having estimated the effect of the 1997 slowdown on ticket-writing, I now turn to analyzing the

effect of the slowdown on the other main law enforcement tool within police discretion: arrests.

Specifically, this section analyzes the effect of the slowdown on index arrests– arrests for each of

the seven index crimes (murder, forcible rape, robbery, felony assault, burglary, larceny, and motor

vehicle theft). Recall that Section 4.2.2 included an analysis of the effect of the slowdown on arrests

for low-level crime (misdemeanors and violations).

While the 1997 NYPD slowdown was publicized in the media as a ticket-writing slowdown, it

is still possible that the slowdown affected arrests without that effect being detected by the media.

Indeed, my analysis of arrests for misdemeanors found that those arrests increased significantly

during the slowdown though that arrest effect was never mentioned in the media or publicized by

the police union.

Admittedly, changes in index arrests during the slowdown could simply be spill-over effects

from the ticket-writing slowdown. For example, an increase in arrests might simply be the result

of the fact that police offi cers have more idle time as a result of writing fewer tickets. Likewise,

an increase (or decrease) in arrests could be the result of an arrest response to changes in crime

during the ticket-writing slowdown. Nonetheless, it is possible that the slowdown could have

caused strategic and thus exogenous changes in index arrests. One possibility is that the labor

unrest could have caused the police union to slowdown their arrest productivity in tandem with

the ticket-writing slowdown. Another (probably more likely) possibility is that the police union

might have endeavored to maintain or even increase index arrest productivity in order to keep

serious crime in check during the ticket-writing slowdown. Such a purposeful strategy would have

put financial pressure on the city from declining ticket revenue while also garnering public support

for a union pay raise. Moreover, because arrests generate extra paperwork, strategic increases in

arrests during the slowdown would have increased offi cer overtime, thereby exerting even greater

pressure on the city to grant the union’s wage increase demands.46

46See O’Brien, Bernard, NYC Independent Budget Offi ce, "Uniformly Overbudget: Tracing Police Overtime
Spending & Staffi ng Since 1996." This publication explains that arrest processing is one of the six main sources of
police overtime.
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As discussed in Section 4.2.2, misdemeanor arrests exhibit clear evidence of a strategic increase.

As Table 3A shows, during the slowdown, there was a direct substitution away from misdemeanor

tickets and towards misdemeanor arrests. More precisely, there were about 1,700 fewer misdemeanor

tickets written and about 1,700 more misdemeanor arrests made, each month, during the slowdown.

While it is possible that the 1,700 additional misdemeanor arrests could have arisen from indirect

crime effects or offi cers having extra time on their hands, the fact that the arrest increase almost

exactly offset the decrease in tickets is strongly indicative of a strategy.

This Section continues the investigation into strategic arrest responses to the 1997 slowdown,

this time using index arrests rather than misdemeanor arrests, while of course recognizing that the

overall arrest response will likely be affected to some extent by endogenous increases in crime. I

begin by analyzing arrest behavior during the slowdown period (Section 4.3.1). I then analyze

arrest behavior after the slowdown period (Section 4.3.2).

4.3.1 Changes in Arrest Productivity During the Slowdown

The arrest sample includes monthly observations from January 1994 to December 2000. The arrest

regression specification is as follows:

Arrestst = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt+ (4)

β3 timet + β4 time
2
t + β5 februaryt + ...+ β16 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/94 to 12/00

The results, presented in Table 5, show that the slowdown coeffi cient is not statistically sig-

nificant for any of the arrest categories except felony assaults. During the slowdown, arrests

for assaults increased by about 200 additional arrests per month. All other categories of arrests

remained statistically unchanged during the slowdown period.47

Three conclusions can be drawn from these results. First, these results confirm that the 1997

NYPD slowdown was, indeed, primarily a ticket-writing slowdown; the only categories of arrests

47Though the level of most categories of index arrests was unchanged during the slowdown, I did find that the
variance of property arrests declined during the slowdown period. These results are presented in the online appendix.
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that were affected during the slowdown were misdemeanor arrests (discussed above in Section 4.2.2)

and felony assault arrests. Second, while the increase in misdemeanor arrests was likely strategic,

the increase in felony assault arrests was likely either partially or entirely driven by increases in

felony assault crime. As is discussed in the crime section below, reports of felony assault crime

were also up during the slowdown period. Third, the fact that none of the other categories of index

arrests decreased during the slowdown but rather were maintained at their pre-slowdown levels—

despite the fact that police ticket enforcement fell so significantly—is perhaps consistent with the

ways in which one might expect a police department to engage in a contract-based slowdown that

may be focused on putting financial pressure on city government while simultaneously garnering

public support: reducing effort in areas of revenue-related law enforcement (i.e.—ticket-writing) but

maintaining effort in areas of serious crime law enforcement (i.e.—arrests).

4.3.2 Changes in Arrest Productivity After the Slowdown

Section 4.2 documented that while all categories of patrol force ticketing increased at the end of the

slowdown, none of them rebounded to their original levels, perhaps indicating a disappointment

effect. The next obvious question, then, is whether arrest enforcement was also negatively impacted

during this time of disappointment. I find that all three categories of property arrests (burglary,

larceny, and motor vehicle theft) showed sharp declines in the post-slowdown period. Graphical

evidence (available in the online appendix) shows this very clearly. This post-slowdown dip in

property crime arrests is also seen through the regression analyses; the coeffi cients on the after

slowdown dummy for all three categories of property crime are negative and statistically significant

in Table 5. While it is not possible to determine definitively the exact cause of this post-slowdown

dip, a disappointment effect is the most likely possibility, especially given the corresponding effect

on all categories of ticket-writing and the evidence of post-labor action dips found in the literature.

4.4 Effect of the Slowdown on Crime

This section investigates the effect of the slowdown on the seven index felonies, misdemeanors, and

violations. The evidence suggests that, of the nine crime categories under study, the largest effects
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were on disorder (misdemeanors and violations). Smaller effects existed for two categories of index

crime: felony assault and larceny.

4.4.1 Changes in Crime Reports

The analysis begins with a visual inspection of the graphical evidence. Figures 7-11 show the

raw crime data for all index felonies combined, violent index felonies, property index felonies,

misdemeanors and violations. The dominant factor in these graphs is the strong downward trend in

every category of crime. This is consistent with previous research documenting a strong downturn

in crime, in New York City and also nationwide, in the 1990s.

Three factors must be taken into consideration when estimating the crime effects. The first

factor is the NYPD merger. As described in Section 4.1, during 1995, the NYPD underwent

a merger that significantly skewed the level of crime reports. Specifically, index felonies and

misdemeanors sharply increased and violations sharply decreased for approximately one year during

the process of the merger. The effect of the merger on crime can be seen clearly in Figure 2 which

graphs index felonies, misdemeanors and violation crime after a linear trend, a quadratic trend and

month effects have been extracted. Because the merger is in the period right before the slowdown,

accurate slowdown estimates require suffi ciently controlling for its effect. This is especially true

for misdemeanor and violation crime which were particularly impacted by the merger.

The second factor that affects the crime estimation is that all crime trends displayed a high

degree of variability both in the merger period (as just discussed) and also in the period leading

up to the merger. Figures 7-11 show that from the beginning of the sample (1/1994) to the end of

the merger period (8/1996) all crime trends were highly variable. In particular, the month trends

were highly exaggerated relative to what they were after the merger period was over.

The final factor that affects the crime estimation is that the level of law enforcement did not

recover immediately right after the slowdown ended, and in some cases, declined even further. As

discussed above, in the period right after the slowdown, arrest productivity for property crimes

declined (Section 4.3) and ticket-writing for all categories increased but did not fully recover to

pre-slowdown levels (Section 4.2). It is possible that this reduction in arrest enforcement and the
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continued reduction in ticket enforcement could have had a secondary impact on crime, leading

crime to increase beyond its slowdown level in the post-period.

Credible estimation of the slowdown effects requires suffi cient controls for the merger period,

the period of highly variable crime trends (which is inclusive of the merger period), and the post-

slowdown period. I thus use five different regression specifications to tease out the crime-slowdown

effect and, in an effort to be conservative, only conclude that a slowdown effect exists when there

is a high degree of agreement between the models’ results. The first specification, the baseline

specification, is the most parsimonious model. It includes only the slowdown dummy and the time

controls (a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.) One can view this model as the

"naive model" in the sense that it fails to control for any of the three factors previously identified

as likely to have a biasing effect on the crime estimates. The baseline specification is as follows:

Crimet = β0 + β1 slowdownt+ (5)

β4 timet + β5 time
2
t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/94 to 12/00

The second specification is the post-slowdown specification. It is identical to the baseline specifi-

cation except that it additionally includes an after slowdown dummy to control for any increase in

crime that might have occurred in the post-slowdown period. Accordingly, the omitted or reference

period is the period before the slowdown. The post-slowdown specification is as follows:

Crimet = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt+ (6)

β4 timet + β5 time
2
t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/94 to 12/00

The third specification then adds a merger dummy to the post-slowdown specification. This
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specification, which will be referred to as the merger specification, is given below.

Crimet = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt + β3 mergert+ (7)

β4 timet + β5 time
2
t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/94 to 12/00

The fourth specification is the most flexible specification. It replaces the merger dummy with

a "wider" dummy variable that is equal to 1 for the period 1/1994 to 8/1996 (i.e.—the entire period

that has a high degree of variability, inclusive of the merger period) and zero otherwise. I then

interact this "merger and prior" dummy with the linear trend, the quadratic trend, and all the

month dummies. This specification will be referred to as the fully flexible specification. Given

that this specification includes 14 additional covariates, it is the model that is most robust to

potential biases and will thus yield the most conservative slowdown estimates.48 This fourth

specification is as follows:

Crimet = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt + β3 merger and priort+ (8)

β4 timet + β5 time
2
t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert+

β18 merger and priort ∗ timet + β19 merger and priort ∗ time2t+

β20 merger and priort ∗ februaryt + ...+ β31 merger and priort ∗ decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 1/94 to 12/00

The fifth specification takes a different approach. Instead of trying to control for the merger

and general trend variability that exists in the pre-period, the fifth specification just drops the pre-

period data altogether. Therefore, the sample period for the fifth specification is 9/1996-12/2000.

I take the period right before the slowdown (9/1996-12/1996) as the omitted period. Specification

48Because this model also includes the slowdown and after slowdown dummy, the omitted period is 9/1996-
12/1996—the period right after the merger and before the slowdown.
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five, referred to as the truncated specification, is as follows:

Crimet = β0 + β1 slowdownt + β2 after slowdownt+ (9)

β4 timet + β5 time
2
t + β6 februaryt + ...+ β17 decembert + εt

where t represents monthly units of time from 9/96 to 12/00

Tables 6A-6D present the slowdown effects for each type of index felony, for misdemeanors

and for violations. For each crime category, the regression results from all five specifications are

presented side-by-side. Event study graphs are also presented for the crime categories that show

a slowdown effect.

Total Index Crime Table 6A presents the results for all index crimes aggregated. Column 1

gives the results of my baseline, naive model that includes only a linear trend, quadratic trend, and

month dummies as controls. Not surprisingly, the coeffi cient on the slowdown variable is positive

but not statistically significant. Once the post-slowdown period, the merger period, and the high

variability period are controlled for (columns 2 through 4), a positive and statistically significant

crime effect is detected. A crime effect is also detected in the truncated specification (column

5) but it does not attain statistical significance at the 5% level (p<0.10). As the analysis below

explains, this total index crime effect is driven by the effect of the slowdown on two categories of

index crime: felony assaults and larcenies.

Violent Crime—An Effect for Felonious Assault Table 6B presents the slowdown effect for

the four different violent crimes: murder, forcible rape, robbery and felonious assault. For the two

most serious types of violent crime, murder and rape, all five regression specifications consistently

show no statistically significant slowdown effect. This result seems to make sense as it is unlikely

that the ticket-writing slowdown would have influenced index crimes of the highest level of severity.

For robbery crime, on the other hand, the regression specifications give inconsistent results,

which is highly indicative of a non-effect. When the post-slowdown period and the merger period

are controlled for (columns 2 and 3), the slowdown coeffi cient is positive and statistically significant.
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Notably, the standard errors of the slowdown coeffi cients in both models are quite large, owing to the

high level of unaccounted-for variability in the data. When a flexible set of variables are included

in the model to control for this variability (the fully flexible model—column 4), the unexplained

variation in the dependent variable decreases as is evidenced by the lower standard error of the

slowdown coeffi cient; this decrease in the standard error occurs in spite of the fact that the fully

flexible model has 14 additional covariates. In addition, the size of the slowdown coeffi cient

decreases to 138 and so the coeffi cient loses statistical significance. Still, this estimate from the

fully flexible model (138) is in line with the estimate from the truncated model (165—column 5).

Given that my most robust specification (column 4) does not show a statistically significant effect

and that the estimates across all model specifications are not generally consistent with each other,

I conclude that there is not enough evidence of a slowdown effect on robbery crime.

The regression results for felonious assaults are more consistent across the specifications and

thus give stronger evidence of a true slowdown effect. I begin with the baseline model which

shows a weakly significant effect (p<0.10) of 92 additional assaults citywide per month during

the slowdown. Figure 12 gives the event study equivalent of the baseline regression but breaks

the slowdown period down into three quarters rather than one single nine-month period. The

coeffi cients for these three quarter dummies are plotted in Figure 12 alongside dummies for the

two quarters leading up to the slowdown and the three quarters right after.49 Like the single

regression coeffi cient, the event study figure shows weak evidence of a slowdown effect with only

the dummy for the first quarter of the slowdown period attaining statistical significance. The

evidence supporting a slowdown effect becomes stronger when my controls for the post-slowdown

period and the high variability period are included. In total, three of the five models show a

statistically significant effect. Furthermore, the merger specification (column 8), fully flexible

specification (column 9), and the truncated specification (column 10) all yield estimates between

about 120 and 150.50 Together, these estimates imply an increase in felony assaults that was

49The quarterly event-study regression coeffi cients come from a variant of the baseline regression where the single
slowdown dummy is replaced with eight quarter dummies spanning the time from two quarters before the slowdown
to three quarters after the slowdown.

50The merger estimate did not attain statistical significance owing to the high degree of variability in the data
that is unaccounted for by the merger specification. However, the estimates from the fully flexible and truncated
specifications did attain statistical significance at the 5% level.
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between 5 and 6% during the slowdown period.51

Overall, the only violent crime that was credibly affected during the slowdown period was

felonious assaults. Robbery crime may also have been affected but a slowdown effect was not

consistently found across the specifications.

Property Crime—An Effect for Larceny Table 6C presents the results for each category of

index property crime separately (burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft). For burglary, of all five

specifications, only the merger specification yielded a statistically significant slowdown estimate.

Its coeffi cient (456) diverged greatly from all the other models. Based on this, I conclude that the

data are not consistent with a burglary-slowdown effect.

Similarly, for motor vehicle theft, a consistent slowdown effect could not be found in the data.

The post-slowdown specification and the merger specification both yielded statistically significant

slowdown estimates. However, in my most robust model, the fully flexible model, and in the

truncated model a slowdown effect is not detectable. Therefore, I conclude that a motor vehicle

theft-slowdown effect is not supported by the data.

A very different story, however, emerges for larceny. Of all the crime effects, the effect on

larceny is the most robust. First of all, the event study graph for larceny (which controls for

nothing other than a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies) shows a discontinuous

increase in quarterly larceny crime at the slowdown threshold (see Figure 13). Moreover, for

larceny, all five regression specifications show consistent results—a small but statistically significant

slowdown effect on the order of 130 to 300 additional larceny crimes per month citywide during the

slowdown period. This implies an increase of between 3% and 6% during the slowdown period.

Misdemeanors and Violations—Effects for Both As shown in Figure 2, misdemeanors and

violations were the two types of crime that were most affected by the merger and that had the

most volatile data trends generally before the slowdown. Suffi cient controls for these factors

is crucial for accurate estimation. For misdemeanors, both the fully flexible and the truncated

51Additionally, all models show a statistically significant and positive increase in assault crime during the period
after the slowdown.
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specifications show slowdown estimates on the order of 2,800 (Table 6D, columns 4 and 5). Taking

into account the average number of misdemeanor crimes reported per month, the misdemeanor

increase was about 9% during the slowdown. As with misdemeanors, the fully flexible and truncated

specifications appear to give the most credible violation crime estimates (1000 and 802—Table 6D,

columns 9 and 10). Taking into account the average level of monthly violation crime, the violation

increase was between 9% and 11% during the slowdown period. The event study graphs for

misdemeanors and violations are presented in Figures 14 and 15.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper has looked at the effect of a nine-month, contract-motivated slowdown on ticket en-

forcement, arrest enforcement, and crime. Table 7 summarizes these effects.

For ticket-writing, I find that the NYPD patrol force reduced all types of ticket-writing during

the slowdown. Patrol force issuances of criminal misdemeanor tickets, parking tickets, and traffi c

tickets were down by 26, 38, and 39 percent respectively. However, because of the replacement

efforts of non-patrol offi cers and agents, the slowdown effect on some categories of tickets was

somewhat mitigated. Specifically, citywide, criminal misdemeanor tickets fell by 13% and parking

tickets did not experience a statistically significant decline at all. The citywide reduction in traffi c

tickets, however, was not offset by any statistically significant replacement effect.

Patrol force arrests largely stayed the same during the slowdown, confirming that the 1997

slowdown was indeed primarily a ticket-writing slowdown. There were two exceptions to this non-

effect on arrests: arrests for misdemeanors and for felony assaults increased during the nine-month

slowdown period. The increase in misdemeanor arrests was likely a strategic move on the part of

the patrol force whereas the increase in felony assault arrests was at least partially, if not entirely,

a non-strategic response to an increase in felony assault crime during the slowdown.

How did crime change during the slowdown period? My best estimates of the effect of the

slowdown on crime suggest that the strongest crime effects were in the area of disorderly conduct.

In particular, misdemeanors were up by 9% and violations were up by between 9 and 11%. There

28



were also small increases in two categories of index crime; assaults increased by between 5 and 6%

and larcenies increased by between 3 and 6%.

In summary, the evidence suggests that large decreases in patrol force ticket-writing for all

categories of tickets led to moderate increases in criminal disorder and small increases in two

categories of serious crime. This crime effect occurred even though, citywide, the ticket reduction

was mitigated by replacement effects from non-patrol force offi cers and city ticket agents. All in

all, then, these results suggest that potential offenders take their primary signal of the probability

of detection from the activity levels of patrol force offi cers rather than from the activity levels of

non-patrol force offi cers or city ticket agents.

This research provides qualified support for the broken windows hypothesis. In its strongest

version, the broken windows hypothesis suggests that increases in low-level policing can deter even

the most serious types of felonies. The current research cannot support this contention. There

were no effects on murder or forcible rape during the slowdown. However, the research does suggest

that less serious felony crime may be responsive to changes in low-level police enforcement. During

the slowdown, the reduction in patrol force ticket-writing was between 26 and 39%; the increase in

felony assaults was between 5 and 6%; and the increase in larceny was between 3 and 6%. The

implied elasticity of less serious felony crime with respect to low-level policing is thus between

-0.08 and -0.23. (The elasticity of felony assault with respect to ticket-writing is between -0.13

and -0.23 and the elasticity of larceny with respect to ticket-writing is between -0.08 and -0.23.)52

These elasticities are in line with (and in some cases slightly smaller than) those reported in the

non-quasi-experimental broken windows policing literature. The most robust of the non-quasi-

experimental broken windows studies to date, Corman and Mocan (2005), similarly finds effects

of low-level policing (in their case misdemeanor arrests) on less serious violent crime and property

crime but not on serious violent crime. They report elasticities in the range of -0.25 to -0.32 for

robbery crime, -0.05 to -0.06 for larceny crime, and -0.16 to -0.21 for motor vehicle theft.

52A much larger crime elasticity is observed between low-level criminal disorder and low-level policing. During
the slowdown, the increase in misdemeanor crime was 9% and the increase in violation crime was between 9 and
11%. The implied elasticity of low-level criminal disorder with respect to low-level policing is between -0.23 and
-0.42. (The elasticity of misdemeanors with respect to ticket-writing is between -0.23 and -0.35 and the elasticity of
violations with respect to ticket-writing is between -0.23 and -0.42).
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My elasticities of crime with respect to police activity are also in line with crime elasticities

from other non-broken windows, general policing studies. Using exogenous variation in policing

from terror-related events, Di Tella and Schargrodsky (2004) and Klick and Tabarrok (2005) found

elasticities of crime with respect to police presence ranging from -0.17 to -0.86.

One main caveat must be observed here which limits the comparability of my results with those

in the prior literature. My elasticities are based on crime responses to exogenous decreases in police

activity whereas all other estimates in the literature are based on crime responses to exogenous

increases in police activity. Thus, these results are generalizable to the extent that crime responds

symmetrically to increases as opposed to decreases in policing activity.

Several outstanding questions will be addressed in future work. First, what is the effect of

slowdowns on traffi c accidents? With a 39% pure reduction in traffi c enforcement, it would be

interesting to see if traffi c safety is affected even if serious crime generally is not. Second, what is the

financial impact of slowdowns for city governments? Even with replacement effects, the financial

impact to a city in terms of revenue losses from ticket-writing could be substantial. When a

slowdown is motivated by a union’s request for higher pay, knowledge of the likely financial impact

of a slowdown could greatly help a city government to decide whether to avoid the slowdown at all

costs (by agreeing to the union’s wage demands) or to let the slowdown happen (and suffer the loss

in ticket revenue). Finally, future work will study more carefully the after-effects of slowdowns.

As was mentioned but not fully explored in this paper, police arrests were down in the period right

after the slowdown, perhaps as a result of a disappointing contract outcome. Future work will

gauge the public safety consequences of this secondary effect.
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Figure 4B: Total Department Misdemeanor Summonses and Arrests
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Figure 5A: Violation Summonses
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Figure 5B: Total Department Violations Summonses and Arrests
0

50
00

0
10

00
00

15
00

00

1995m1 1996m1 1997m1 1998m1 1999m1

NYPD Patrol Force NYPD Non-Patrol Force
Total

Vertical Lines indicate the slowdown period.

Figure 6: Traffic Summonses
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Figure 8: Crime Reports for Violent Index Crime
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Figure 9: Crime Reports for Property Index Crime
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Figure 10: Crime Reports for Misdemeanors
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Figure 11: Crime Reports for Violations
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Figure 12: Coefficients from Felony Assault Event Study



   

 

-8
00

-4
00

0
40

0
80

0

1996/Q3 1996/Q4 1997/Q1 1997/Q2 1997/Q3 1997/Q7 1998/Q1 1998/Q2
date

Parameter estimate Lower 95% confidence limit
Upper 95% confidence limit

A linear term, a quadratic term and month dummies are used in the event study regression.

Two Quarters Before and Three Quarters After
Figure 13: Coefficients from Larceny Event Study

-4
00

0
-2

00
0

0
20

00

1996/Q3 1996/Q4 1997/Q1 1997/Q2 1997/Q3 1997/Q7 1998/Q1 1998/Q2
date

Parameter estimate Lower 95% confidence limit
Upper 95% confidence limit

A linear term, a quadratic term, month dummies and a merger dummy are used in the event study regression.

Two Quarters Before and Three Quarters After
Figure 14: Coefficients from Misdemeanors Event Study



 

  

-3
00

0
-2

00
0

-1
00

0
0

10
00

1996/Q3 1996/Q4 1997/Q1 1997/Q2 1997/Q3 1997/Q7 1998/Q1 1998/Q2
date

Parameter estimate Lower 95% confidence limit
Upper 95% confidence limit

A linear term, a quadratic term, month dummies and a merger dummy are used in the event study regression.

Two Quarters Before and Three Quarters After
Figure 15: Coefficients from Violations Event Study



Table 1. Data Sources 

Dependent Variable Sample Period Used in Regressions 
Parking Tickets 1993-2000 
  
Misdemeanor Tickets 1989-2000 
  
Violation Tickets 1989-2000 
  
Traffic Tickets 1995-1998 
  
Arrests 1994-2000 
  
Crime Complaints 1994-2000, 9/1996-2000 
  



 Table 2. The Effect of the Slowdown on Parking Tickets 
January 1993—December 2000 

(Robust Standard Errors) 
 Dependent Variable: Parking Tickets (IN THOUSANDS) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 NYPD Patrol Force Other Non-NYPD Agencies All Agencies 
Slowdown -108.6*** 81.6*** -27.0 
 (10.3) (17.3) (22.8) 
    
After Slowdown -59.3*** 126.4*** 67.2* 
 (10.6) (19.3) (25.7) 
    
Linear Time Trend -0.2 -5.9*** -6.1*** 
 (0.7) (1.3) (1.7) 
    
Quadratic Time Trend 0.0 0.0* 0.0 
 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) 
    
Constant 314.3*** 816.0*** 1130.2*** 
 (37.7) (68.7) (91.6) 
N 96 96 96 
adj. R2 0.709 0.691 0.698 
Mean of Dependent Variable 282.9 497.4 780.3 
Notes:   

(1) * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
(2) Data are at the agency-month level. 
(3) The regression specifications also include month dummies.   
(4) The merger dummy was not significant in these specifications and so it was dropped.  The results did not qualitatively differ when the merger dummy 

was included in the regression. 
  



 Table 3A. The Effect of the Slowdown on Criminal Tickets, Misdemeanors 
January 1989—December 2000 

(Robust Standard Errors) 
 Dependent Variable: Misdemeanor Criminal Tickets (IN THOUSANDS) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 NYPD Patrol Force NYPD Non-Patrol Force All NYPD Arrests  

(Patrol Force Only) 
Slowdown -1.77*** 0.70*** -1.06** 1.73** 
 (0.29) (0.20) (0.38) (0.63) 
     
After Slowdown -1.31* 0.58 -0.73 0.11 
 (0.50) (0.32) (0.67) (1.08) 
     
Linear Time Trend -0.01* 0.01*** 0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Post-1994 Dummy -1.48 1.47** -0.01 0.75 
 (0.76) (0.48) (0.99) (1.99) 
     
Linear Time Trend * 
Post-1994 Dummy 

0.02 -0.02* 0.00 0.06* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 
     
Merger -0.01 0.09 0.07 0.30 
 (0.34) (0.22) (0.50) (0.45) 
     
Constant 7.71*** 0.18 7.89*** 10.74*** 
 (0.32) (0.13) (0.41) (0.67) 
N 144 144 144 144 
adj. R2 0.429 0.677 0.041 0.861 
Mean of Dependent 
Variable 

6.80 1.17 7.97 14.85 

Notes:   

(1) * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
(2) Data are at the agency-month level. 
(3) The regression specifications also include month dummies.   

 
 



 Table 3B. The Effect of the Slowdown on Criminal Tickets, Violations 
January 1989—December 2000 

(Robust Standard Errors) 
 Dependent Variable: Violation Criminal Tickets (IN THOUSANDS) Dependent Variable: Violation Criminal Tickets  (IN THOUSANDS) 
 1994-Breakpoint Specification 1995-Breakpoint Specification 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
 NYPD Patrol 

Force 
NYPD Non-
Patrol Force 

All NYPD Arrests (Patrol 
Force Only) 

NYPD Patrol 
Force 

NYPD Non-
Patrol Force 

All NYPD Arrests (Patrol 
Force Only) 

Slowdown -0.44 -12.17** -12.62** 0.19* -0.06 -1.98 -2.04 0.26*** 
 (1.75) (4.11) (4.22) (0.07) (1.70) (1.18) (2.22) (0.07) 
         
After -1.66 -4.99 -6.65 -0.24* 0.31 -3.54 -3.23 -0.09 
 (1.91) (6.09) (5.42) (0.12) (1.61) (1.99) (2.84) (0.10) 
         
Linear Time Trend -0.01 0.18*** 0.17*** -0.00     
 (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.00)     
         
Post-1994 Dummy -16.09*** 16.56* 0.48 -0.39**     
 (2.63) (7.26) (6.55) (0.14)     
         
Linear Time Trend * 
Post-1994 Dummy 

0.31*** -0.38*** -0.06 0.01***     

 (0.04) (0.11) (0.10) (0.00)     
         
Merger Dummy -0.59 -14.82*** -15.41*** -0.14*     
 (1.08) (2.77) (2.57) (0.06)     
         
Linear Time Trend     0.06*** 0.13*** 0.19*** 0.00*** 
     (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) 
         
Post-1995 Dummy     -8.49* -30.15*** -38.64*** -0.09 
     (3.47) (5.37) (6.73) (0.16) 
         
Linear Time Trend * 
Post-1995 Dummy 

    0.18*** 0.02 0.21* 0.00 

     (0.04) (0.06) (0.08) (0.00) 
Constant 4.99*** 19.45*** 24.45*** 0.25*** 3.44** 20.06*** 23.51*** 0.16* 
 (0.96) (1.20) (1.58) (0.06) (1.13) (1.07) (1.69) (0.07) 
N 144 144 144 144 144 144 144 144 



adj. R2 0.935 0.707 0.378 0.874 0.920 0.885 0.660 0.824 
AIC 675.36 943.18 939.58 -194.48 706.00 807.63 851.75 -147.24 
BIC 728.82 996.63 993.03 -141.03 756.48 858.12 902.24 -96.75 
Mean of Dependent 
Variable 

15.84 17.08 32.92 0.63 15.84 17.08 32.92 0.63 

Notes:   

(1) * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
(2) Data are at the agency-month level. 
(3) The regression specifications also include month dummies.   

 
  



Table 4. The Effect of the Slowdown on Traffic Tickets 
January 1995 – December 1998 

(Robust Standard Errors) 
Dependent Variable: Traffic Tickets (IN THOUSANDS) 

 (1) (2) (3) 
 NYPD Patrol Force NYPD Non-Patrol Force All NYPD 
Slowdown -29.4*** -10.4 -39.8*** 
 (5.0) (5.4) (8.7) 
    
After Slowdown -19.0* -7.0 -26.0 
 (8.1) (10.1) (15.3) 
    
Linear Time Trend -0.2 0.9* 0.7 
 (0.4) (0.4) (0.7) 
    
Quadratic Time Trend 0.0 -0.0* -0.0 
 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) 
    
Constant 88.1*** 28.8*** 116.9*** 
 (9.5) (4.7) (13.8) 
N 46 46 46 
adj. R2 0.773 0.374 0.666 
Mean of the Dependent Variable 74.6 32.0 106.6 
Notes:   

(1) * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
(2) Data are at the agency-month level. 
(3) The regression specifications also include month dummies.   
(4) Data are missing for December 1997 and January 1998. 

 

 

 

  



 Table 5. The Effect of the Slowdown on Arrests 
January 1994—December 2000 

(Robust Standard Errors) 
 Violent Crime Arrests Property Crime Arrests  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
 Murder Forcible Rape Robbery Felonious 

Assaults 
Burglary Larceny Motor Vehicle 

Theft 
Index Felonies 

Slowdown 8.21 0.84 10.68 209.41** -5.89 -13.22 -7.69 202.34 
 (6.70) (6.78) (64.96) (61.57) (32.87) (34.19) (25.00) (183.38) 
         
After Slowdown -5.58 8.92 -150.59 109.38 -101.77* -91.91* -63.65** -295.21 
 (6.73) (8.98) (94.88) (81.40) (46.01) (38.59) (22.40) (256.57) 
         
Linear Time Trend -1.47** 1.91** -6.54 6.96 9.59* 6.05 -11.52*** 4.98 
 (0.55) (0.70) (8.08) (8.02) (4.30) (3.86) (2.31) (24.80) 
         
Quadratic Time Trend 0.00 -0.01*** -0.02 -0.06 -0.06** -0.03 0.04*** -0.13 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.11) 
         
Constant 176.96*** 22.44 2519.07*** 1329.77** 376.55 372.77 1120.81*** 5918.38*** 
 (27.99) (36.09) (432.34) (437.70) (241.94) (208.72) (128.37) (1369.70) 
N 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 
adj. R2 0.548 0.439 0.865 0.671 0.748 0.417 0.816 0.802 
Mean of Dependent 
Variable 

78 99 1,679 1,683 653 676 416 5284 

Notes:   

(1) * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
(2) Data are at the month level. 
(3) The regression specifications also include month dummies.   
(4) Regressions are only for NYPD Patrol Force. 
 

 

 

 
 



 
 

Table 6A.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Index Crime 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 Index Crime 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-Slowdown Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 
Slowdown 369.7 1401.9** 2015.9*** 974.0* 926.2+ 
 (306.7) (462.2) (549.1) (478.8) (478.6) 
      
After Slowdown  1949.5** 2639.3*** 922.9 929.9 
  (581.2) (676.6) (790.5) (750.8) 
      
Merger Dummy   793.8*   
   (394.5)   
      
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No 
      
Constant 32693.4*** 33101.0*** 33180.5*** 29693.5*** 30074.1*** 
 (686.3) (793.5) (814.2) (2528.8) (2734.3) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.959 0.964 0.965 0.970 0.936 
Mean of Dep Variable 21,237 21,237 21,237 21,237 17,664 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

Table 6B.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Violent Crime 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
 Murder Forcible Rape 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 

Slowdown -3.4 -2.6 0.6 -11.7 -11.4 -2.4 3.1 -4.4 11.9 16.5 
 (3.5) (5.4) (8.0) (8.9) (9.2) (6.8) (10.3) (10.3) (14.2) (12.7) 
           
After Slowdown  1.5 5.1 -20.6 -20.6  10.5 2.0 25.4 24.7 
  (6.7) (9.6) (13.5) (13.1)  (13.5) (13.0) (22.3) (20.9) 
           
Merger Dummy   4.1     -9.8   
   (5.5)     (9.5)   
           
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No No No No Yes No 
           
Constant 145.0*** 145.3*** 145.8*** 72.9 70.5 209.9*** 212.1*** 211.1*** 282.4** 245.6** 
 (5.2) (5.6) (5.8) (44.4) (47.7) (14.1) (15.1) (15.5) (82.6) (79.6) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.835 0.833 0.832 0.870 0.218 0.674 0.672 0.672 0.717 0.634 
Mean of Dep Variable 78 78 78 78 59 177 177 177 177 156 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

  



 
 

Table 6B.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Violent Crime (cont.) 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
 Robbery Felonious Assault 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 

Slowdown 63.7 259.0* 568.6*** 137.7 164.9 91.8+ 344.7*** 121.7 156.2* 148.6* 
 (76.2) (115.5) (122.7) (99.2) (99.0) (54.1) (83.1) (79.9) (59.1) (57.2) 
           
After Slowdown  369.0** 716.8*** -121.1 -125.0  477.6*** 227.0* 222.9* 224.0* 
  (128.4) (137.4) (169.4) (168.3)  (101.0) (94.3) (92.0) (87.2) 
           
Merger Dummy   400.3***     -288.3***   
   (100.6)     (64.4)   
           
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No No No No Yes No 
           
Constant 6526.4*** 6603.6*** 6643.6*** 3934.5*** 3717.7*** 2904.2*** 3004.0*** 2975.2*** 2959.4*** 3020.0*** 
 (120.5) (116.7) (98.3) (597.0) (605.9) (116.2) (137.9) (130.3) (334.8) (348.5) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.952 0.956 0.966 0.967 0.944 0.847 0.885 0.911 0.961 0.936 
Mean of Dep Variable 3,979 3,979 3,979 3,979 3,240 2,528 2,528 2,528 2,528 2,318 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

  



 
 

Table 6C.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Property Crime 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
 Burglary Larceny 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 

Slowdown 45.8 213.6 455.9** 228.7 203.0 130.3* 201.2* 299.9** 215.8* 215.1* 
 (88.4) (137.3) (160.9) (151.5) (148.5) (60.1) (93.6) (96.8) (98.9) (97.7) 
           
After Slowdown  316.9+ 589.1** 289.1 292.8  134.0 244.9+ 99.6 99.7 
  (174.3) (199.9) (244.4) (228.4)  (123.5) (125.1) (169.2) (163.2) 
           
Merger Dummy   313.3*     127.6+   
   (142.5)     (76.2)   
           
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No No No No Yes No 
           
Constant 8091.5*** 8157.8*** 8189.1*** 7963.0*** 8167.2*** 6205.1*** 6233.1*** 6245.9*** 6070.0*** 6075.8*** 
 (178.3) (202.1) (210.6) (790.5) (835.3) (164.8) (183.6) (187.5) (557.4) (579.4) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.957 0.959 0.962 0.964 0.924 0.927 0.927 0.928 0.942 0.885 
Mean of Dep Variable 4,873 4,873 4,873 4,873 3,883 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,379 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

  



 
 

Table 6C.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Property Crime (cont.) 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Motor Vehicle Theft 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-Slowdown Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 
Slowdown 43.9 382.7* 573.6** 235.4 189.5 
 (100.4) (150.4) (194.4) (155.2) (144.0) 
      
After Slowdown  640.0** 854.4*** 427.6 434.2+ 
  (187.1) (233.6) (269.3) (250.4) 
      
Merger Dummy   246.7+   
   (131.7)   
      
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No 
      
Constant 8611.3*** 8745.1*** 8769.8*** 8411.4*** 8777.3*** 
 (247.3) (285.1) (293.0) (904.9) (931.0) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.947 0.953 0.954 0.956 0.903 
Mean of Dep Variable 4,712 4,712 4,712 4,712 3,626 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

  



 
 

Table 6D.  The Effect of the Slowdown on Criminal Disorder 
(Robust Standard Errors) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
 Misdemeanors Violations 
Sample Used: 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 1/94-12/00 9/96-12/00 
Specification: Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated Baseline Post-

Slowdown 
Merger Fully Flexible Truncated 

Slowdown -741.0 -3198.6** 148.4 2770.9*** 2767.6*** 2249.4** 6502.3*** 1411.1** 1000.2*** 802.2*** 
 (580.0) (1074.4) (706.3) (645.8) (626.6) (657.7) (1175.4) (463.2) (266.5) (163.4) 
           
After Slowdown  -4642.0** -881.8 4583.5*** 4584.0***  8032.9*** 2313.4*** 1142.8** 1171.5*** 
  (1393.5) (920.5) (1141.8) (1102.6)  (1491.2) (508.3) (381.5) (302.8) 
           
Merger Dummy   4327.3***     -6582.2***   
   (522.5)     (405.7)   
           
High Variability Controls No No No Yes No No No No Yes No 
           
Constant 34893.5*** 33923.0*** 34356.2*** 54348.5*** 54375.1*** 11653.2*** 13332.7*** 12673.7*** 7950.7*** 9527.8*** 
 (1463.6) (1352.5) (1419.8) (3737.1) (3842.5) (1105.4) (935.2) (415.7) (1729.7) (1238.4) 
N 84 84 84 84 52 84 84 84 84 52 
adj. R2 0.694 0.757 0.863 0.901 0.874 0.225 0.540 0.943 0.870 0.917 
Mean of Dep Variable 32,281 32,281 32,281 32,281 29,919 8,700 8,700 8,700 8,700 9,055 
Notes:  

1. All specifications include a linear trend, a quadratic trend, and month dummies.  Specification 4, the fully flexible model, also includes a dummy for the entire period of high 
crime variability and its interaction with the linear trend, the quadratic trend and the month dummies.  In total 14 additional covariates are included in specification 4. 

2. Data are at the monthly level. 
3. + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

  



Table 7.  Summary of Slowdown Effects 
 Slowdown Effect During? Replacement by Other Agencies During Arrest Substitution by Patrol Officers 

During 
Tickets 

Parking Tickets Yes (-) Yes (+), Full N/A 
Misdemeanor Tickets Yes (-) Yes (+), Partial Yes (+) 
Violation Tickets No No Undetermined 
Traffic Tickets Yes (-) No N/A 

Arrests 
Violent Arrests    

Murder No   
Rape No   
Robbery No   
Assault Yes (+)   

Property Arrests    
Burglary No   
Larceny No   
Motor Vehicle Theft No   

Misdemeanor Arrests Yes(+)   
Violation Arrests Undetermined   

Crime Complaints 
Violent Complaints    

Murder No   
Rape No   
Robbery No   
Assault Yes(+)   

Property Complaints    
Burglary No   
Larceny Yes(+)   
Motor Vehicle Theft No   

Misdemeanor Complaints Yes(+)   
Violation Complaints Yes(+)   
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