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The APPLICATION OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEY RESULTS Pro­
ject is funded by the Statistics Division of the National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. This research project has as its ajm the analysis of the 
data generated by the National Crime Survey studies of criminal 
victimization undertaken for LEAA by the United States Bureau of the 
Census. More specifically, this research project, as its title suggests, 
encourages the use of the National Crime Survey data to examine issues 
that have particular relevance for applications to the immediate needs of 
operational criminal justice programs. 

This aim is pursued in two ways. First, the project staff has conducted a 
series of regional seminars on the history, nature, uses, and limitations of 
the National Crime Survey victimization data. These seminars, attended 
by criminal justice planners, crime analysts, researchers, and operating 
agency personnel, have served as a useful exchange for disseminating 
information about the LEAA/Census victimization surveys and for 
soliciting from attendees suggestions for topics that they would like to see 
explored with the available victimization survey data. Second, based on 
these suggestions and on topics generated by the project staff at the 
Criminal Justice Research Center, the project staff has undertaken a series 
of analytic reports that give special attention to applications of the 
victimization survey results to questions of interest to operational criminal 
justice programs. This report is one in the analytic series. 

The National Crime Survey victimization data provide a wealth of 
important information about attitudes toward the police, fear of criminal 
victimization, characteristics of victims, the nature of victimizations, the 
consequences of crimes to victims, characteric;tics of offenders, the failure 
of victims to report crimes to the police, reasons given by victims for not 
notifying the police, and differences between those victim.izations that are 
and those that are not reported to the police. 

The National Crime Survey results make available systematic informa­
tion the scope and' depth of which has not heretofore been available. These 
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data constitute a vast store of information that can be a substantial utility 
to the criminal justice community. Knowledge about characteristics of 
victimized persons, households, and commercial establishments and about 
when and where victimizations occur have particular relevance for public 
education programs, police patrol strategies, and environmental engineer­
ing. Information on the nature and extent of injury and loss in criminal 
victimization can provide data necessary for determining the feasibility of, 
or planning for, programs for restitution and compensation to victims of 
crime. Information about the level of property recovery after burglaries 
and larcenies is useful for assessing the need for property identification 
programs. Knowledge about the levels of nonreporting to the police and 
about the kinds of victimizations that are disproportionately not reported 
to the police give an indication of the nature and extent of biases in police 
data on offenses known. 

These are only a few of the areas in which results of victimization 
survey data have the poteritial for informing decisionmaking and shaping 
public policy. It is the aim of this series of analytic reports to explore 
some of the potential applications of the victimization survey results and 
to stimulate discussion about both the utility and limitations of such 
applications. 

MICHAEL J. HINDELANG 
Project Director 
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THE POLICE AND PUBLIC OPINION: 
An Analysis of Victimization and Attitude Data 
from 13 American Cities 

Introduction 
NO OTHER Criminal justice agency has more direct 
contact wlth the public than does the police. Courts, 
prisons, parole boards, and other agencies ,\fe isolated 
from the public to a degree that the police are not. Most 
citizens, at some time in their lives, have had some 
interaction with a policeman who was acting in an 
official capacity. Citizens normally must depend on a 
report to the police when they wish to have some event 
officially acted upon by the criminal justice system. At 
the same time, the police are greatly dependent on the 
reports from citizens that bring criminal activities to 
their attention. 

The critical nature of the police role as the key 
interface between the criminal justice system and the 
public has been noted frequently. In 1967, t.'1e Task 
Force on Police of the President's Commission on Law 
EnfQrcement and Administration of Justice (1967:144) 
maintained that: 

. . . The police department's capacity to deal 
with crime depends' to a large extent upon its 
relationship with the citizenry. Indeed, no 
lasting improvement in law enforcement is 
likely in this country unless police-community 
relations are substantially improved. 

More specifically, the National A~visory Com­
mission on Civil Disorders (1968) depicted flictions 
between the police and minority groups as one of the 
factors underlying the urban riots that erupted in the 
mid-1960's. Commission surveys in the riot areas found 
that complaints about police practices led the list of 
citizen grievances, ahead of issues such as 
unemployment, housing, and education. However, the 
grievances expressed against the police were cOlnplex; 
they not only included complaints about brutality and 
harassment, but also reflected the belief of riot area 
residents that they had not been receiving adequate 
police prottction from crime. 

Recen tly, the National Advisory Commisshm on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973: 10) 
concluded that "currently, the relationship in most 
communities between the police and the public is not 
entirely satisfactory." Among other things, that report 
recommended (p. 17) that police agencies explicitly 
acknowledge their dependence on public acceptanc;e and 
that the public should be surveyed periodically to 
determine its evaluation of the police. 

The issue of citizen evaluation of the police, then, 
has generated a great deal of concern. Furthermore, this 
concern seems to be most acute with respect to 
police/community relations in our central cities. In 
addressing the issue, this report will use interview data 
obtained from vicUmization surveys conducted in 13 
large United States' cities during 1975. 

The National Crime Survey 
Since 1972 the Bureau of the Census has been 

conducting the National Crime Survey (NCS) for the 
Law Enforcement A~sistance Adminis~ration (LBAA) . 
The NC§ involves a series of victimization surveys in 
which probability samples of households are selected, 
and the residents are interviewed to gather a wide iange 
of information about certain criminal victimizations that 
may have occurred to tllem personally or to the 
households of which they are members.l 

The primary emphasis of the NCS is on a series of 
national victimization surveys being conducted in 
6-month intervals and using a panel design, but surveys 
have also been conducted periodically in selected United 
States cities. The first eight cities surveyed-from July to 
October, 1972-were those participating in LEANs High 
Impact Crime Reduction Program: Atlanta, Baltimore, 
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), 
and St. Louis. In the first quarter of 1973 similar surveys 
were conducted in the Nation's five largest cities: 

I Commercial establishments are also surveyed In the NCS, 
but only h()usehold and personal interview data are used in this 
report. 

9 



--------- - -

- - - ------- ----- ------ ----------- ----------

Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and New 
York City. All 13 of these cities were surveyed again 
during the first quarter of 1975. The data in this report 
are from the 1975 surveys. 

In conjunction with the NCS city victimization 
surveys, an attitude questionnaire was administered to 
some respondents.2 A random half subsample of all the 
households sampled in each city was selected for 
attitude interviews. In this subsample of households, an 
attitude questionnaire was administered to every 
household member 16 years old or older before the 
regular inter"iewing about victimization began? This 
report deals exclusively with the attitude subsamples. 

There are actually only three items in the NCS 
attitude questionnaire that refer specifically to the 
police.4 However, four other aspects of the surveys 
make the analYSis of these three items worthwhile. First, 
attitudes toward the police can be examined in relation 
to a variet~' of other attitude realms tapped by the 
surveys: i.e., the fear- of crime, perceptions of crime 
trends, and changes in behavior as a response to crime. 
Second, the surveys collected a great amount of 
demographic information about respondents th':!t can be 
related to attitudes toward the police. Third, because the 
attitude data were gathered in conjunction with 
victimization surveys, relationships can be sought 
between attitudes toward the police "and the 
vi';timization experiences of respondents-whether they 
had been personally victimized during the 12 months 
preceding the interviews, and, if so, what the 
characteristics of the crimes were, whether or not the 
crimes were reported to the police, and so on. Finally. 
the large sample sizes used in the surveys permit reliable 
estimates of attitudes in the popUlations sampled and 
detailed analysis of the data. 

Expanding on the last point, we note that about 
5,000 households, or about 10,000 individuals, were 
sampled in each of the 13 cities for the attitude portion 
of the surveys. These 'samples are certainly large enough 
to make reliable estimates' of what the attitude responses 
would have been if everyone in the cities had been 

2 Readers interested in the technical details about survey 
methodology that are not vital to the substance of th Is report 
can consult the documentation for any of the city surveys (see 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975) because the methodologies 
were virtually identical in all of the city surveys. For a more 
general introduction to the details of the NCS, see LEAA, 1976a 
and 1976b. 

3The victimization portion of the survey!: dealt with 
victimizations suffered by household members 12 years of age or 
older. 

"The NCS attitude questionnaire is reproduced in Appen­
dix A. Note that interviewers read the attitude questions to 
respondents and then coded the replies; respondents were not 
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interviewed. The numbers appearing in the tables of this 
report are, in fact, estimates for the entire 13 cities 
population derived from weighting the results obtained 
in the samples.s 

Despite the large sample sizes used in the NCS city 
surveys, we would have difficulty making detailed 
analyses of the data from anyone city. This is 
particularly true whenever one of the variables in the 
analysis relates to victimization or some aspect of 
victimization such as non-reporting; the overwhelming 
majority of respondents suffered no personal 
victimizations during the 12 months preceding the 
interviews. Therefore, data from all 13 cities are 
aggregated in the body of this report to increase the 
number of cases available for analysis. The aggregation is 
justified on the basis of previous work shOWing that the 
pattems of victimization and attitudes do not vary much 
among the surveyed cities (Hindelang, 1976; Garofalo, 
1977). For example, even though respondents in some 
cities may rate their police more highly than respondents 
in other cities, ratings of the police are related in the 
same manner to other variables (e.g., race and age) 
within each of the cities. To demonstrate the stability of 
patterns across cities, three cross-tabulations are pre­
sented for each of the 13 cities in Appendix B. 

General Attitudes Toward 
the Police 

Attitudes toward the police expressed by the 1975 
samples of respondents in the 13 cities were very similar 
to those found in earlier (1972/73) surveys of the same 
cities. Table 1 shows only minor variations across the 
surveys in the proportions of respondents who evaluated 
local police performance as either good, average, or 
poor. 

When we consider that fully 81 percent of the 1975 
respondents said that police performance was either 
good or fair, it is apparent that a large amount of 
favorable opinion toward the police exists in the public 
mind. Although the question did not refer to specific 
aspects of police performance, the results are similar to 
those obtained in surveys other than the NCS. 

In 1966, the President's Commission on Law En­
forcement and Allministration of Justice sponsored 

shown or read the response ca1agories appearing in the question­
naire/ except in a few cases. 

5'The Bureau of the Census uses a multiple factor weighting 
procedure to produce population estimates from the sample 
data. Because the details are not Important in the present 
context, the interested reader is referred to the survey documen­
tation (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975). 

". 

Table 1 Evaluations of police performance in the 1972/73 and in the 1975 surveys 
of the eight I mpact Cities and the Nation's five largest cities 

Evaluation of police performance 

Don't No Estimated 
Good Average Poor know answer number a 

1972/73 Surveys 42% :17% 13% 7% 0% (14,621,640) 

1970 Surveys 40% 41% 12% 7% 0% (15,386,335) 

SUnless otherwise noted, in this and subsequent tables, estimated numb'.'£i refer to the population estimates o! t~e cities 
derived from samples taken in the NCS. The estimates refer only to persor» 16 years old or older, except when age IS Included 
as a variabla in the table. 

several surveys that included questions relevant to 
relations between the public and the police. One of 
these-a national survey conducted by the National 
Opinion Research Center (NORC)-found that 91 per­
cent of the respondents believed that their local police 
were doing an excellent (22 percent), good (45 percent), 
or fair (24 percent) job of enforcing t.he laws, while 77 
percent thought that the police were doing a very good 
or pretty good job in giving protection to people in the 
neighborhood (Ennis, 1967:53). 

Another of the Commission's studies-directed by 
Reiss at the University of Michigan-reported the atti­
tudes of samples of residents from four high-crime 
precincts, two in Boston and two in Chicago. Respond­
ents in these areas also gave mostly favorable ratings to 
"the kind of job the police are doing"; 70 percent said 
either very good or fairly good (Reiss, 1967:39). A 
similar distribution of responses was found among 
owners and managers of business and other organiza­
tions. 

The stability of positive public evaluations of the 
police is indicated by a series of national public opinion 
polis. Harris polls conducted in 1964, 1966, and 1970 
show that the proportions of respondents giving a 
favorable rating to the job being done by local police 
were very consistent, at 64 percent, 65 percent, and 64 
percent, respectively.6 

Although the!ce are some differences among results of 
the surveys just cited-some of which may be accounted 
for by differences in the samples used (e.g. urban versus 
national), in qu.estion wording, and in respcnse cate-

'The 1964 and 1970 polls are reported in Hlndelang, et al. 
(1975:188-189); the 1966 poll is cited by the President's 
Commission on '.aw Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
(1967:145). NOlLe, however, that in the 1970 poll, the p,ropor­
tion of favorable responses was 56 percent for city reSIdents. 
compared to thl8 national figure of 64 percent. 

gories-all indications point to a great deal of public 
support for the police. This, however, does not mean 
that there are no complaints about the police. 

Table 2 shows that fully two-thirds (68 percent) of 
the respondents felt that some improvement was needed 
in their local police; only a small portion thonght that 
no improvement was needed. It can also be seen from 
Table 2 that there are virtually no differences in these 
proportions between the 1972/73 surveys and the 1975 
surveys. 

The bottom portion of Table 2 displays-for those 
respondents who said that improvement was needed-the 
distribution of suggestions that they considered as most 
important. It is evident that responden t preferences are 
in the direction asking for manpower increases, either in 
an absolute sense ("hire more policemen") or in terms of 
specific spatial or temporal distributions ("need more 
p~licemen of certain (foot, car) type in certain areas or 
at' certain times"). These two categories accounted for 
half (51 percent) of improvements perceived as most 
important by respondents in the 1975 surveys. Un­
fortunately, we c.mnot make direct comparisons between 
the improvements suggested in the 1975 surveys and 
those suggested in the earlier surveys because refinement 
of the questionnaire resulted in changes in the way some 
of the suggestions were categorized. Examination of the 
suggested improvements in the 1972/73 surveys (Garo­
falo, 1977) does suggest, however, that any differences 
in attitudes between the two sets of the' survey are 
minimal.' 

1 Some of the categories have wording that is similar enough 
in the two sets of surveys to make rough comparisons: the 
need for mora policemen (26 percent in 1972/73 versus 24 
percent in 1975). promptness (14 versus 15 percent). courteous· 
ness (9 versus 9 percent). discrimination (3 verSU3 2 percent). 
traffic (, versus 1 percent). 
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Table 2 Perceived need for improvement of local police in the 1972/73 and 1975 surveys 
of the eight I mpact Cities and the Nation's five largtlst cities 

Estimated numbera 

No improvement needed 
Improvement needed 
Don't know 
No answer 

Most important suggested improvement (1975):b 

(13,489,638) 
16% 

67% 
13% 

4% 

1975 

(14,259,389) 
15% 
68% 
15% 

2% 

Hire more policemen ..••• I • . • . • . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . • . • • . . • • • . • • • • • • • • • . . • . • • 24% 

Concentrate on more important duties, serious crime, etc. • • • • • • . . . • . • . . . • . • . . • • • • . • . . . . • • . • 11 % 

Be more prompt, responsive, alert •.......•.•.•.•.•••...•...•..••..•.•••••..•..••.••.• 15% 

Improve training, raise qualifications or pay; recruitment policies ••.••..•...•.•..••....•.•••• 4% 

Be more courteous, irnprove attitude, community relations •.•..•..•.•......•.•..•••••• , • • • • 9% 

Don't discriminate 
•••••••••••••••• _eo '" eo ••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2% 

Need more traffic control ...•................•••...•....••.••..•....•.•..••••••••• , • 1 % 

Need more policemen of certain type (foot, car) in certain areas or at certain times ...•.•••••.••• 27% 

Other .•••••..........•.••..•.....••. , ..••.•. ,.,................................ 7% 

Estimated number
c 

" .....•.••..•.•...•..••..•...•..•.••.•..• , •••••..•....•••••.••• (9,697.652) 

aExcludes respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in 
Appendix AI. . 

bResponse categories used in 1972/73 and 1975 surveys were not fully comparable. 
COnly respondents who indicated that improvement was needed., 

Variations in Attitudes 
jToward the Police 

findings are not only consistent with the 1972/73 NCS 
data, but reflect patterns that have been found in 
virtually every project that has investigated attitudes 
toward the police (Reiss, 1967; Biderman, 1967; Ennis, i Respondent Characteristics 

1 Relationships between attitudes toward the police r and respondent characteristics in the 1975 data are 
::..1./ similar to those found in previous analysis of the 
~ 1972/73 data. Table 3 shows evaluations of police 

performance broken down bY.age, race, sex, and family 
i~ ---........: -- ~ -

- There is substantial variation in ratings of the police 
by both age and race; older and white respondents were 
much more likely to rate police performance as good 
than were younger and black/otherS respondents. These 

1967; Hindelang, et aI., 1975: 189, 192; Boggs and 
Galliher, 1975; Wismer and Brodie, 1976),. Also con­
sistent with previous research is the lack of association, 
in Table 3, between evaluations of the police and sex of 
respondents (Ennis, 1967; Garofalo, 1977). On the other 
hand, the absence of a relationship between family 
income and police ratings does not correspond to the 
findings of Ennis (1967:58) and a 1970 Harris poll 
(Hindelang, et al., 1975:189), which found more 
positive evaluations of the police at higher income levels. 
In the 1972/73 NCS data it was found that, althou@t 
family income and evaluations of the police were related 

. moderately in the full sample, the relationship virtually 
a In t~e I\JCS cit~es data sets there are three racial categories disappeared when the two racial categories were ex-

used: white. black, and other. Because there are so few. . • 
respondents in the "other" category (ma:"ly Orientals and anuned separately, that IS, Income was not related to 
American Indians) of the data used here, blacks and "others" _~aluations of the police within racial groups. 
have been combined, as indicated by the terminology, "black/ .~ Age and race~the two important explanatory demo-
other." How~ver, nQ~e that blacks comprise more th?n 90 graphic variables-are both related to I r f th 
percent of this comb.ded group. Note also that, according to. " eva ua Ions 0 e 
Bureau of the '.:ensus and NCS counting rules, Spanish.Ameri. police when exanuned SImultaneously, as can be seen in 
cans are classified as whites. Table 4. Among both white and black/other respondents 
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Table 3 Evaluation of police performance by selected respondent characteristics; 
1975 NCS city surveys 

Evaluation of poli~ performance 

Don't No EstimatllCi 
Good Average Poor know answer number 

Age: 
16·29 29% 48% 16% 6% 0% (4,971,233) 
30-49 38% 42% 13% 6% 0% (4,627,084) 
50 or older 50% 33% 8% 9% 0% (5,788.018) 

Race: 
White 47% 37% 9% 7% 0% (10,B72,109) 
Black/other 24% 50% 19% 7%' 0% (4,514,226) 

Sex: 
Male 40% 41% 13% 5% 0% (6,882,142) 
Female 40% 40% 11% 8% 0% (8,504,193) 

Family Income: 
Less than 

$5.000 40% 36% 14% 9% 0% (2,898,064) 
$5,000·11,999 38% 42% 13% 6% 0% (5,173,6351 
$12.000 or more 42% 42% 10% 5% 0% (5,654,310) 
Not ascertained 36% 40% 13% 11% 1% (1,660,690) 

Table 4 Evaluation of police performance by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS city surveys 

Evaluation of police performance 

Race and age 
Good Averllge 

White: 
1;,])·29 36% 45% 
30-49 46% 37% 
50 or older 54% 30% 

Black/other: 
16·29 16% 54% 
30-49 23% 52% 
50 or older 34% 43% 

the proportion of favorable police ratings increases as 
age increases, but at every age level white had more 
positive evaluations than black/other respondents, The 
simultaneous additive effects of race and age create a 
wide range in attitudes toward the police. Only 16 
percent of the 16· to 29-year-old black/other respond­
ents rated police performance as good, but this figure 
rises steadily to 54 percent for whites 50 years old or 
older. However, it is remarkable that, even among the 
most critical (young, black/other) respondents, only 
about one-quarter said that their local police are doing a 
poor job. 

Don't No Estimated 
Poor know answer number 

12% 6% 0% {3,304,181I 
10% 6% 0% (3,060,2941 
7% 8% 0% (4,507.635) 

24% 5% 1% (1,667,053) 
19% 6% 0% {1,566,7901 
13% 10% 0% {1,280,3831 

Relationships between respondent characteristics 
and opinions about whether and how the local police 
should improve their performance are quite similar to 
the relationships between respondent characteristics and 
overall ratings of the police. Opinions abG~lt the need for 
improvement, for example, show only minor variation 
by sex and by family income. On the other hand, 
variation does occur across age and race ca~egories . ..!.he , 
top portion of Table-5 shows that, within both racial 
groups, younger respondents were more likely than older 
respondents to say that their local police needed 
improvement. At the same time, the proportion of 

'i3 
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Table 5 Perceived need for improvement of local police by race and 
age or respondent; 1975 NCS city sUr\leys 

16·29 

Estimated numbera (3,094,806) 
No improvement needed 12% 
Improvement needed 70% 
Don't know 16% 
No answer 2% 

Most important suggested improvement: 

Hire more policemen 21% 

Concentrate on more important 
duties, serious crime, etc. 14% 

Be more prompt, responsive, alert 15% 

ImprCi':le training, raise qualifiClltions 
or p~v; recruitment policies 5% 

Be more courteous, improve 
attitude, community relations 11% 

Don't discriminate 2% 

Need more traffic control 1% 

Need more policemen of certain 
type (foot, car) in certain 
areas ar at certain times 25% 

Other 7% 

Estimated numberb (2,168,697) 

black/other respondents who thought that improvement 
was needed was higher than the corresponding propor­
tion for whites in each age group. Thus, race and age 
have independent effects on this component of attitudes 
toward the police, just as they did on overall evaluations 
of police performance. 

The bottom portion of Table 5 deals only with 
those respondents who said that some improvement was 
needed in police performance and who reported what 
they believed would be the most important improve­
ment. Again, variations across race and age subgroups are 
apparent. The need for more policemen, for instance, is 
more often suggested by white than by black/other 
respondents" but it is also more frequently suggested by 
older than by younger respondents in each racial 
category. In contrast, althopgh black/other respondents 
were more likely than whites to suggest increased police 
promptness as the most important improvement needed, 
there is only slight variation in this response across the 
age categories of white respondents and virtually no 
variation across the age categories of black/other reo 
spondents. 
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White respondents 

30·49 50 or older Total 

(2,869,279) (4,'08,765) (10,072,850) 
16% 22% 17% 
68% 59% 65% 
14% 17% 16% 
2% 2% 2% 

26% 33% 27% 

11% 7% 11% 

13% 10% 12% 

5"' ,0 4% 4% 

8% 4% 7% 

1% 1% 1% 

1% 1% 1% 

27% 33% 28% 

8% 9% 8% 

11,956,517) (2,443,580) (6,568,795) 

As might be predicted, expressions of concern about 
police courteousness and discrimination are related to 
race and age in the bottom portion of Table 5. However, 
even if these two response categories are added together, 
they account for only 21 percent of the most important 
improvements suggested by young black/other respond· 
ents and 16 percent of the suggestions from young 
whites. Clearly, the suggested ways to improve the police 
reveal more concern with the efficiency and effective· 
ness of police operations than with the nature of 
dtizen/police interactions, even among the respondent 
subgroups that are most critical of the police. 

A Police Rating Scale 

Table 6 shows that general evaluations of police 
performance and beliefs about whether or not the local 
police need improvement fire strongly related. Even 
though half of the respondents who evaluated the 
performance of their local police as good still said that 
the police needed improvement, this figure rises to 78 
percent and then 90 percent for respondents who 
evaluated their police as average or poor, respectively. 

, . 

i 
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Table 5 concluded 

Black respondents 

16·29 30·49 50 or older Total 

Estimated numbera (1,568,403) (1,471,179) (1,146,959) (4,186,541) 

No improvement needed 7% 9% 13% 9% 

I mprovement needed 77% 76% 69% 75% 

Don't know 13% 12% 16% 14% 

2% 2% 2% 2% 
No answer 

Most important suggested improvement: 

Hire more policemen 15% 17% 22% 18% 

Concentrate on more important 
13% 11% 10% 11% 

duties, serious crime, etc. 

Be more prompt, responsive, alert 20% 20% 19% 20% 

Improve training, raise qualifications 
or pay; recruitment policies 4% 4% 3% 4% 

Be more courteous, improve 
15% 12% 8% 12% attitude, community relations 

Don't discriminate 6% 3% 3% 4% 

Need more traffic control 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Need more policemen of certain 
type (foot, car) in certain 
areas or at certain times 22% 27% 29% 25% 

Other 5% 5% 5% 5% 

Estimated numberb (1,211,944) (1,121,660) (795,099) (3,128,702) 

aExcludes respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a 
in Appendix A). 
bOnly respondents who indicated that improvement was nceded. 

Table 6 Perceived need for improvement of local police by evaluation of 
police performance; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Need for improvement 

Improvement No improvement Don't No Estimated 
Police numberA' 
performance needed needed know answer 

Good 51%b 29% 19% 1% (6,129,207 

32%C 83% 55% 26% 

Average 78% 5% 14% 2% (6,258,868) 

50% 16% 42% 45% 

Poor 90% 2% 4% 5% (1,871,314) 

17% 2% 3% 29% 

Estimated numbera (9,697,652) (2,127,837) (2,144,832) (289,068) ( 14,259,389) 

aExcludes respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 148 
In Appel}cii>s.Al •. 
bRow percentages. 
cCo.tumn percentages. 
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Because of this strong relationship, the two items have 
been combined to form a single police rating scale. 

On the original evaluation of police performance 
item, responses of good, average, and poor corresponded 
to values of one, two, and three. These values were used 
as the scale score only for the respondents who said that 
their local police needed no improvement. For all others, 
the scale score was formed by adding one point to the 
value on the evaluation of police performance itern. 
Thus, the police rating scale ranges from one (positive 
rating) to four (negative rating). Responder.~s with a 
value of one are those who evaluated the pr,rformance of 
their local police as good and who said that no 
improvement was needed; a value of four is assigned to 
respondents who evaluated policf, performance as poor 
and who, when asked about how the police could 
improve, said something othe: than "no improvement I 
needed.,,9 

In Table 7 the police rating scale scores are 
displayed by race and age. The patterns are similar to 
those found earlier when the items that comprise the 
scale were examined separately. Within each racial 
group, older respondents gave the police more favorable 
ratings than did younger respondents, and in each age 
category, the ratings given by whites were more positive 
than those given by black/other respondents. 

From this point on, the summary police rating scale 
will be used in the analysis instead of the two separate 
items that comprise the scale. 

9 They either suggested a specific improvement, said they 
didn't know how the p()lice could improve, or gave no answer. 

-~-- --------~ 

Rating of the Police and Other Attitudes 

In previous analyses of the 1972/73 NCS cities data 
(Garofalo, 1977), evaluations of police performance 
were examined in relation to other attitude items in the 
surveys. The other attitude items fell into the general 
areas of perceptions of crime trends, fear of crime, and 
reported effects of crime on behavior. A parallel analysis 
of the 1975 cities data will be presented now, using the 
police rating scale. 

Perceptions of crime trends are indexed by two 
attitude items in Table 8. On the first of these items, 
respondents were asked whether crime in their neighbor­
hoods had increased, decreased, or remained the same 
within the past year or two. The second item tapped 
more individualized estimates of crime trends, asking 
respondents whether their own chances of being at­
tacked or robbed had gone up, gone down, or remained 
unchanged in the past few years. 

The row percentages in the top portion of Table 8 
tell us that ratings of the police do not vary greatly 
depending on whether respondents thought that neigh­
borhood crime had increased, stayed the same, or 
decreased. For example, the most positive rating was 
given by 9 percent of the respondents who saw crime as 
increasing, by 15 percent of those who believed the 
crime level had not changed, and by 13 percent of those 
who thought neighborhood crime was decreasing. But 
there are also column percentages in the top portion of 
Table 8, and they indicate that people who rated the 
police negatively were much more likely to say that 
crime had increased than were people who gave the 

TABLE 7 Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS city surveys 
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Rating of policea 

(Positiv!l) (Negative) 
Estimated Race and age 2 3 4 number 

White: 16% 38% 38% 10% (10,072,850) 
16-29 10% 31% 46% 13% (3,094,807) 
30-49 15% 38% 38% 11% (2,869,278) 
50 or older 19% 43% 31% 7% (4,108,765) 

Black/other: 7% 21% 52% 20% (4,186,542) 16-29 4% 15% 55% 25% (1,568,403) 30-49 7% 20% 53% 20% (1,471,180) 50 or older 10% 31% 45% 14% (1,146,959) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. 

TABLE 8 

Neighborhood 
crime trend:b 

Increased 

Same 

Decreased 

Estimated 
number 

Changes in chances 
of being attacked 
or robbed: e 

Up 

Same 

Down 

Estimated 
number 

Rating of police by two indicators of respondent perceptions 
of crime trends; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 

2 3 4 

9%c 30% 43% 17% 
41%d 47% 52% 65% 

15% 35% 41% 9% 
53% 47% 42% 29% 

13% 34% 39% 14% 
6% 6% 5% 3% 

(1,490,657; (4,057,886) (5,269,849) (1,655,345) 

10% 32% 43% 14% 
57% 64% 68% 71% 

15% 35% 40% 11% 
36% 31% 27% 24% 

16% 33% 39% 12% 
7% 5% 5% 5% 

(1,674,418) (4,555,285) (5,822,046) (1,798,669) 

Estimated 
number 

(6,358,179) 

(5,392,291 ) 

(723,266) 

(12,473,737) 

(9,115,143) 

(4,023,007) 

(712,268) 

(13,850,418) 

aRespondents who did not express on opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. 

bExcludes respondents who had not lived in the neighborho.od long .enough to .estimate crime trends, who said they 
didn't know, or who gave no answer. For exact wording, see Item 9a In AppendIX A. 

CRow percentages. 

dColumn percentages. 

eExcludes respondents who had no opinion or who gave no answer. For exact wording, see item 15a in Appendix A. 

police positive ratings (65 versus 41 percent). The top neighborhood crime trends. But the fact that we can 
portion of Table 8, then, appears to be presenting us predict in one direction better than the other does not 

mean that any causal connection between the variables 
with two conflicting messages. runs in the same direction. 1 0 All of the attitudes were Actually what we are faced with is the issue of 

measured at the same time, so there is no empirical basis whether our concern is to infer the existence of some 
causal mechanisms or merely to determine how well we for saying that one preceded another in time. For the 
can predict the responses on one variable given informa- most part, we will be assuming that attitudes about 
tion about responses on another variable. If the purpose lOA common illustration is the superiority of "predicting" 

1 bTt t whether a person has ever used marihuana from knowledge of 
is prediction, then we must say t 1at our a 11 y 0 heroin use over predicting heroin use from knowledge of 
predict perceptions of neighborhood crime trends know- marihuana usc' most marihuana users don't use heroin, but most 
ing rating of police is better than our ability to predict herGill users 'have used marihuana at some time. Neither 
rating of police performance knowing perceptions of association is sufficient to infer some direction of causality. 
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crime are prior to ratings of the police, and we will be 
trying to determine if these attitudes about crime have 
an effect on ratings of the police rather than vice versa. 
The rationale for this approach is that, at least in this 
portion of the report, interest is focused on explaining 
variation in ratings of the police. Later, in examining the 
issue of whether or not a victimization was reported to 
the police, rating of the police will be treated as a 
predictor variable. For now, however, the police rating 
scale will be considered as a dependent variable, and 
attention will focus on the row percentages in Tables 8, 
9, and 10. Column percentages are included in those 
tables so that the reverse causal order can be examined 
when it is deemed appropriate. 

Returning to Table 8, the row percentages in both 
the t 1p and bottom portions of the table lead to the 
same finding. Although there was some tendency for 
respondents who thought that neighborhood crime had 
increased or that their own chances of being victimized 
had gone up to give the police more negative ratings than 
did other respondents, the differences are not very large. 
Thus, it does not appear that people who perceive the 
risk of crime as increasing in their neighborhood or for 
themselves blame their local police for the increase. 

Turning next to the fear of crime, we again look at 
two attitude items: how safe the respondents felt about 
being out alone in their neighborhoods at night, and the 
perceived relative dangerousness (in terms of crime) of 
their neighborhoods in comparison to other neighbor­
hoods in the same metropolitan area. In Table 9, 
responses to these two items are cross-tabulated with 
ratings of the local police. Row percentages in the top 
portion of Table 9 show that respondents did not differ 
substantially in their ratings of the police depending on 
how safe they felt about being out alone in their 
neighborhoods at night. At the response extremes, those 
who felt very safe tended to give the police more 
positive ratings and those who felt very unsafe tended to 
give the police more negative ratings, but these tend­
encies are not very strong. 

The bottom portion of Table 9, on the other hand, 
reveals a rather pronounced relationship between ratings 
of the local police and how dangerous, in terms of crime, 
respondents saw their own neighborhood, compared to 
other neighborhoods in the metropolitan area. Only 7 
percent of the respondents who thought that their 
neighborhoods were much more dangerous than other 
neighborhoods gave their local police the most positive 
rating pOSSible, but this figure rises to 19 percent among 
respondents who thought they lived in neighborhoods 
that were much less dangerous than others. Further 
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examination shows that people living in neighborhoods 
evaluated as much more dangerous were more than four 
times as likely to give the police a very negative rating 
than were respondents residing in neighborhoods 
thought to be much less dangerous than others (35 
versus 8 percent). 

Inspection of the marginal totals in the "estimated 
number" column of the lower half of Table 9 discloses 
that relatively few of the respondents said that their 
neighborhoods were much more dangerous than other 
neighborhoods in the metropolitan area. Yet, even if 
these people are combined with respondents in the 
adjacent ("more dangerous") category, the strong rela­
tionship between ratings of the police and perceptions of 
comparative neighborhood danger r0mains. 

The two cross-tabulations in Table 9 can be ex­
amined from the perspective of colunm percentages. In 
both cases those percentages indicate that respondents 
who gave the police favorable ratings tended to view 
theIr neighborhoods as more secure than did other 
respondents. It seems conceptually more reasonable to 
treat ratings of the police as causally prior in these two 
cross-tabulations than it did in the cross-tabulations in 
Table 8. There is some intuitive appeal in saying that the 
confidence one places in local police affects feelings of 
security about one's own neighborhood. Yet, we will 
continue to use the opposite temporal conceptualiza­
tion. Thus, from Table 9, we can conclude that the 
extent to which people feel personally safe about being 
out alone in their neighborhoods at night does not have 
much effect on their ratings of the local police, but 
when people evaluate the safety of their neighborhoods 
relative to other neighborhoods, their evaluations are 
related to their perceptions of the adequacy of local 
police performance. 

Reported effects of crime on behavior and ratings of 
the police are jointly examined in Table to. Effects of 
crime on behavior are reflected, first, by whether or not 
respondents believed that people in their neighborhoods 
had limited or changed their activities in the past few 
years because of fear of crime. The second item 
indicating the effects of crime on behavior sought to 
determine whether the respondent had limited or 
changed his or her own behavior. The absence of any 
substantial relationship between either of these indica­
tors and ratings of the police is illustrated in the row 
percentages of Table to. The differences between the 
ratings of police perforrnance by respondents who said 
that behavioral changes had occ~rred and those who said 
that changes had not occurred are quite small. For 
example, 11 percent of the respondents who said that 

---~------
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TABLE 9 Rating of police by two indicators of respondent fear 

of crime; 1975 Nes city surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Estimated 

1 2 3 4 number 

Neighborhood 
safety at night:b 

Very safe 16%C 39% 33% 12% ( 1,898,696) 

18%d 16% 10% 12% 

Reasonably safe 12% 33% 44'Jr. 10% (5,729,744) 

40% 40% 43% 32% 

Somewhat unsafe 11% 31% 45% 13% (3,455,194) 

22% 23% 26% 24% 

Very unsafe 11% 32% 39% 19% (3,128,564) 

20% 21% 20% 32% 

Estimated 
( 1,835,596) (14,212,199) 

number (1,745,571) (4,693,707) (5,937,325) 

Comparative 
neighborhood 
danger:/! 

Much more 
(149,101) 

dangerous 7% 23% 35% 35% 

1% 1% 1% 3% 

More dangerous 9% 26% 40% 26% (791,585) 

4% 4% 5% 11% 

Average 10% 28% 48% 15% (6,067,640) 

34% 36% 49% 50% 

Less dangerous 14% 37% 39% 10% (5,591,913) 

45% 45% 37% 30% 

Much less 
8% (1,517,164) 

dangerous 19% 43% 31% 

16% 14% 8% 6% 

Estimated 
(5,907,603) ( 1,824,468) (14,117,404) 

number (1,730,224) (4,655,109) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix Al were not given a scale score. 

bExcludes respondents who gave no answer. For exact wording, see item 11a in Appendix A. 

CRow percentages. 

dColumn percentages. 

eExcludes respondents who gave no answer, For exact wordIng, see Item 12 in Appendix A. 
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TABLE 10 Rating of the police by two indicators of effects of crlma 
on behavior; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Neighborhood 
limiting of 
actlvities: b 

Yes 

No 

Estimated 
number 

Personal limiting 
of activities:e 

Yes 

No 

Estimated 
number 

(PositivI) 

11%c 
61%d 

16% 
39% 

(1,694,556) 

11% 
42% 

14% 
58% 

(1,749,213) 

Rating of pollcaa 

(Nega~ive) 

2 3 4 

31% 44% 14% 
66% 73% 78% 

37% 38% 9% 
34% 27% 22% 

(4,531,353) (5,780,010) (1,784,320) 

31% 43% 15% 
46% 50% 57% 

35% 40% 11% 
54% 50% 43% 

(4,696,026) (5,936,738) (1,834,642) 

Estlmatld 
number 

(9,603,338) 

(4,186,901 ) 

(13,790,239) 

(6,924,022) 

(7,292,598) 

114,216,619} 

aRespo~dents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a In 
AppendiX A) were not given a scale score. 

bExcludes respondents who gave no answer. For exact wording, see item 16b In Appendix A. 

CRow percentages. 

dColumn percentages. 

eExcludes respondents who gave no answer. For exact wording, seo item 16c in Appendix A. 

they had limited or changed their activities gave their say that people in the neighborhood (61 versus 78 
local police a highly positive rating, and the same rating percent) or they themselves (42 versus 57 percent) had 
was given by 16 percent of those who said that they had limited their activities. However, it still seems advisable 
not limited or changed their activities. At no level of to maintain our a priori conceptualization of police 
police ratings do these differences exceed 6 percent ratings as the dependent variable and to conclude-from 
points. the row percentages in Table 10-that whether or not 

By reversing the conceptualization of how the people feel compelled to limit their activities does not 
variables are ordered temporally and looking at the have a strong effect on their ratings of the police. 
column percentages,' the cross-tabulations in Table 10 
lead to a different conclusion. And again, such a reversal 
seems reasonable; it does not tax the imagination to 
assume tb,at the confidence people have in their police 
affects their decisions about whether to limit their 
activities. From that perspective, Table 10 shows that 
respondents who gave positive ratings to the police were 
less likely than respondents who gave negative ratings to 
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Victimization Experience and 
Ratings of the Police 

Because the NCS cities attitude data were collected 
in conjunction with surveys of criminal victimization we , 
can look for associations between expressed attitudes 
and the respondents' experiences as victims of crime 

". 
L 

II 

during the 12 months that preceded the interviews. In 
this section, victimization experiences will be analyzed 
in terms of the total number of personal victimizations 
suffered, the number of various types of victimization 
disclosed, and the total seriousness score of the victim­
izations reported to interviewers. The operational mean­
ings of these variables are covered in Appendix C. 

On the most general level, Table 11 shows that there 
is a relationship between the total number of personal 
victimizations respondents said they suffered and how 
they rated their local police: those victimized most often 
gave the police the least favorable evaluations. The 
pattern is most pronounced at the negative Imd of the 
police rating scale, with respondents who end.ured three 
or more victimizations being almost three times more 
likely than respondents who had no victimizations to 
give the police the most negative rating on the scale (33 
versus 12 percent). Of course, the estimated number of 
individuals in each successive category of total personal 
victimizations decreases at a rapid. rate. But the large 
samples used in the NCS have uncovered so many 
victimized individuals that even the estimated number of 
persons victimized three or more times (24,024) is based 
on a number of sample cases sufficient to support the 
analysis. 1 

1 

In previous research, the evidence concerning the 
relationship between victimization and attitudes toward 
the police is somewhat conflicting. Biderman, et a1. 
(1967:141), in an early pilot study of victimization in 
three Washington D.C. police precincts, found no con­
sistent relationship betw(;en a "crime exposure" score 
and an index of "propolice sentiment." However, there 

"The average weighting factor per sample case is 
approximate'Y 100. As a rule of thumb, percentages computed 
on a base of fewer than 50 sample cases will be deemed 

d 

are some major differences between Biderman's variables 
and the ones used here. The victimizations in Table 11 
are all personal victimizations, while the events in 
Biderman's "crime exposure" score included household 
crimes, such as burglary and vehicle theft. Likewise, the 
index of "propolice sentiment" used by Biderman was a 
composite of six attitude items relating to specific 
aspects of police performance. 

In a study that used a measure of police rating 
similar to the one used here, Reynolds, et at. (1973) 
found that victimization and ratings of the police were 
not systematically related among a sample of respond. 
ents in Minneapolis. Again, however, the victimization 
variable used by Reynolds included a wider range of 
events than the total personal victimizations variable in 
Table 11. 

Finally, using data from a recent Denver victimiza­
tion survey, Wismer and Brodie (1976) analyzed re­
spondents' mean scores on a 10·item "satisfaction with 
police" scale. They found that victims differed from 
nonvictims only slightly, but in the expected direction 
(victims had more negative attitudes than nonvicHms). 
Race and age were found to be much more strongly 
related to attitudes toward the police than was victimiza­
tion status. However, respondents were classified as 
victims if they or any member of their households had 
been the victim of a set of crimes that included both 
personal and household victimizations: burglary, assault, 
robbery, auto theft, and larceny. 

Perhaps the major difference between the present 
analysis and previous studies is that victimization is 
defined here only on the basis of personal crimes that 
involve contact between the victim and offender. Speci-
fying an individual as the victim in these types of crimes 
is much easier than for offenses such as burglary, and it 

unreliable and will not be reporte • 

TABLE 11 Rating of police by total number of personal victimi~ations 
suffered by respondent during the preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS CItY surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Estimated 

Total personal 
victimizatlonsb 1 2 4 number 

'"-
Nona 13% 33% 42% 12% (13,374,961 ) 

1 8% 28% 41% 22% (758,403) 

2 5% 33% 35% 27% (102,367) 

3 or more 3% 32% 33% 33% (24,024) 

aRespondents wllo did not express an opinion on the evaluation of po!Jce performance question (item 142 in 
Appendix A) were not givan a scale score. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 
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is assumed that these crines would have a greater effect 
on the individual than would eVents such as a theft of 
property involving no victim/offender confrontation. 
Therefore, in trying to relate the attitudes of individuals 
to the experiences of those individuals with victimiza'. 
tion, we restrict our attention to rape, robbery, simple 
and aggravated assault, and larceny from the person (i.e., 
pocket picking and purse snatching). 

The relationship between the number of personal 
victimizations suffered and the rating given to local 
police persists when each type of personal victimiiation 
is analyzed separately. As shown in Table 12, victiin~ of 
each type of crime gave their local police a greater 
proportion of highly negative ratings than did non. 
victims, and those who were victims of either aggravated 
or simple assault more than once during the reference 
period gave more negative ratings than respondents who 
experienced only one incident of the same type of crime 

during the refelence period.12 There are some differ. 
ences in response levels across the type of crime 
categories-e.g., victims of two or more larcenies were 
much less likely to assign highly negative ratings than 
were victims of two or more assaults-but, in 'general, 
persons who had suffered victimizations gave the police 
more negative ratings than did nonvictims. 

A third perspective on the assocation between vic. 
timization experiences and ratings of local police is pre. 
sented in Table 13, where the focus is on the seriousness 
of personal victimizations suffereil during the reference 
period rather than on the number or legal categorization 
of the victimizations. To derive the total seriousness 
score in Table 13, each victimization was scor~d by a 
method derived from Sellin and Wolfgang (1964).13 

12There were too few multiple rape victims available for 
analysis. 

1 3See Appendix C. 

TABLE 12 Rating of police by number of various types of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent dUring the preceding 12 months; 
1975 NeS city surveys 

Rating ot policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Personal 

Estimated 
victimizationb 1 2 3 4 number 

Rape: 

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,235,107) 
One or more 7% 20% 42% 31% (24,648) 

Robbery: 

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (13,927,992) 
One 6% 29% 38% 27% (302,625) 
TWo or more 4% 31% 39% 26% (29,138) 

Aggravated assault: 

Nbne 12% 33% 42% 13% (1~,049.022) 
One 7% 27% 41% 25% /199,386) 
Two or more 3% 29% 34% 34% (19,3481 

Simple assault: 

None 12% 33% 42% 13% 114,055,005) 
One 8% 33% 39% 20% /189,2711 
Two or more 4% 28% 35% 34% (15,478) 

Larceny with contact: 

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,070,118) 
One 11% 29% 42% 18% (180,778) 
Two or more 4% 46% 39% 12% (8,259) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on'the evaluation of police performance question litem 142 In 
Appendix Al were not given a scale score. 

bSee Appendix e for definitions. 
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TABLE 13 Rating of police by tolal seriousness score of respondents' experiences 
with personal victimization d4ring the preceding 12 months; 1975 NeS city surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Total Estimated 
I8ri04108SS lCorlb 2 3 4 number 

0 13% 33% 42% 13% (13,386,955) 
1·2 9% 32% 45% 14% (694,434) 
3·5 7% 29% 41% 23% (156,925) 
6 or more 7% 26% 34% 33% (21,442) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the IIvaluatlon of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scnle score. 

bSae Appendix e for definition. 

These scores were then summed for 3111 the victimizations 
suffered by each respondent. Thus, an individual with 
several minor victimizations could have the same total 
seriousness score as an individual with one very serious 
victimization. Table 13 shows that this alternative 
method of handling the idea of victimization experience 
produces results similar to those found in Tables 11 and 
12: people with more serious victimization experiences 
are more likely to give their local police negative ratings. 
In fact the response distributions in Tables 11 and 13 

, 14 
show a strong correspondence. 

Surprisingly, the relationship between experience 
with personal vic~imization and ratings of the local po· 
liee is not affected by whether the victimization occur· 
red within or outside of the city in which the victim 

14 Of course number of personal victimizations (Table 11) 
and total seriou~ness score (Table 13) are not independent 
because the latter is derived by summing the seriousne~s scores 
of al\ the personai victimization!: reported to the interViewer by 
the respondent. 

resided. In Table 14 personal victimizations are divided 
according to whethe; the victimization took place inside 
or outside of the city where the interview was con· 
ducted and the data show that this division has no ef· 

, 15 h h fect on how the police were rated. Even w en t e 
inside·city and outside·city victimizations are further 
subdivided by seriousness score (data not presented), the 
similarities in ratings of the police remain. Because ex· 
perience with victimization has been shown to be related 
to ratings of the police, and because respondents were 
asked to evaluate the performance of their local police, 
the lack of any relationship in Table 14 is unexpected. 
One might have predicted that ratings of local police 
would only be related to victimization experiences oc­
curring within the city. Unfortunately, we do not have 
the necessary data to explore this apparent anomaly fur· 
ther. 

1 5 The numbers in Table 14 represent victimizations rather 
than individuals, a point that will be discussed iater in the report. 

TABLE 14 Victim's rating of police by whether victimization occurred within 
or outside of the city in which the interview was conducted; 1975 NeS 
ci\y surveys 

Place of 
occurrence 

Inside city 
Outside city 

(PositivI) 

8% 
8% 

Rating of pOlicea 

2 

30% 
31% 

3 

39% 
39% 

(Negative) 

4 

24% 
22% 

Estimated 
numberb 

(874,145) 
(62,564) 

IRespondents who did not express lin opinion on the evaluation of police perf~rmance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) wire not given II scale score. 

blndicates estimated number of personel victimizations. 
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From the discussion in this section so far it should 
be obviou!i that ratings of the police are related to a 
number of factors: demographic characteristics (especial­
ly. ra~e and ag.e), other attitudes, and exposure to victi­
mIzatIon. It WIll be helpful to examine the simultaneous 
effects of these factors in a single model. 

A Multivariate Analysis of Police Ratings 

In order to investigate the joint effects of several 
factors on ratings of the police, multiple linear regression 
was used. The object of multiple linear regression is to 
find the linear combination of explanatory variables (in 
this case, age, race, number of victimizations and so 
forth) that best predicts scores on a criterion variable 
(rating of the police). The word "best" in this context 
means that the resulting regression equation minimizes 
the differences between the actual scores of individuals 
on the criterion variable and the scores predicted for the 
individuals from the regression equation. I 6 

For heuristic purposes, all the variables used have 
been transformed into standardized form-Le., with a 
mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. When 
standardized variables are used in the regression proce­
dure, the resulting regression equation will have a stand­
ardized regression coefficient (beta weight)1 7 assigned 
to each of the explanatory variables. These beta weights 
reflect the effect of each explanatory variable on the 
criterion variable after the effects of all the other explan­
atory variables in the equation have been taken into ac­
count. 

In addition, a stepwise multiple regression solution 
was utilized. With a stepwise procedure only one explan­
atory variable enters the regression equation at each 
step. First, the explanatory variable most strongly relat 
ed to the criterion variable is entered into the equation. 

I 6 Multiple linear regression equaticns take the following 
form: 

Y = a + bl XI + b. Xz + b3 X3 ... ". + bkXk + e 

where: Y = the score on the criterion variable, a = a 
c::mstant, . 
bl .... bk = standardized regression coefficients (beta 
weights), 
XI,,,,Xk = scores on the,explanatory variables. and e = 
a residual error term. 

Ignoring the error term. the equation (after solving for a and the 
b's) can be used to com,oute a predicted Y value for any 
particular individual by inserting the X scores ;or that individual 
into the equation. The differences between such predicted Y 
values and the actual Y values of individuals are what the linear 
equation tries to minimize. See Loether and McTavish (1974) or 
Blalock (1972). 

1 7These are the b values in the equation in footnote 16. 
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Next, from the remaining pool of explanatory variables, 
the one most strongly related to the criterion variable, 
after the effect of the variable already in the equation is 
taken into account, is selected. Then a third variable is 
selected from the pool on the basis of its relationship to 
the criterion variable controlling for the two variables 
already in the equation. The process continues until all 
the explanatory variables are in the equation or when 
some precietermined stopping rule is met (e.g., the re­
maining variables contribute less than some minimally de­
sired increment of explanatory power or a specific num­
ber of variables havl: been entered). 

Data from only the eight Impact Cities have been 
used in the multiple regression analysis. Because relation­
ships in the data are rather consistent across cities (see 
Appendix B), it was felt that inclusion of all cities would 
not justify the higher computer processing costs of an 
already expensive procedure, computing a matrix of 
Pearson's product momen t coefficien tS.1 8 

For the first part of the analysis, a pool of 34 ex­
planatory variables was made available for inclusion in 
the regression equation. Twenty of these variables reflec­
ted either respondent characteristics (e.g., race, age) or 
experiences with victimizat l "\1 (e.g., number, type, seri­
ousness). The remaining 14 variables consisted of atti­
tude items. A restriction was placed on the solution so 
that none of the att:cude variables would enter the equa­
tion until all of the other 20 variables had entered. This, 
in effect, allows us to examine the relationship between 
ratings of the police and other attitudes with respondent 
characteristics and victimization experiences held con­
stant. The results were as expected. Inclusion of the 20 
demographic and victimization variables produced a mul­
tiple R of .31, and that figure was increased only to .36 
by the addition of the 14 attitude variables, 1 9 indicating 
that the attitude variables do not aid greatly in ex­
plaining ratings of the police after the effects of the 
demographic and victimization variables have been taken 
into account. 

Actually, there is even a great deal of redundancy in 
the predictive power of the first 20 variables entered jn 

I a A Pearson's product moment coefficient (Pearson's r) is a 
measure of the linear association between two variables; it can 
take any value between -1.00 and 1.00. The m!)trix of Pearson's 
r's ~etween all possible pairs of the variables being analyzed 
prOVides the data necessary to derive the multiple regression 
equations explained in footnote 16. 

19 Multiple R is an extension of the Pearson's r (see 
footnote 18) and measures the strength of association between a 
~ingle criterion. variable and two or more explanatory variables; 
Its .val,ue ~ange IS from zero ~o 1.00. The square of the multiple R 
(R ,) mdlcates the proportion of total variance in the criterion 
varla~le t~at can be explained, or "accounted for" by the linear 
comb~natlon of explanatory variables in the multiple regression 
equation. 
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the equation. Table 15 displays the 10 demographic and 
victimization variables found to be most predictive of 
ratings of the local police. After race, age, and total 
seriousness score (of the personal victimizations suffered 
by the respondent during the reference period) have en­
tered the equation, the only changes in the multiple R 
occur beyond the second decimal place. In fact, once the 
effects of race and age are controlled, none of the re­
maining variables substantially inr.rease£ the size of the 
multiple R. Even the fairly pronounced relationships 
previously found between ratings of the police and ex­
perience with victimization variables (Tables 11, 12 and 
13) are attenuated when race and age are controlled. The 
decreasing size of the beta weights shown in Table 15 
also reveals that the variables entering the equation late 
have only small direct effects on ratings of the local 
police. Apparently, race and age are the primary vari­
ables to be considered in explaining variations in ratings 
of the police·-at least with respect to the variables that 
are available in the NCS. The fact that variables other 
than race and age show decreases in explanatory power 
after race and age are controlled indicates that at least 

some of the initial explanatory power of the other vari­
ables derives from their interrelationships, with the two 
main variables, race and age. 

The multiple regres3ion results of Table 15 are illus­
trated in Figure 1. Bec,iUse tabular presentation of multi­
variate analysis is so cumbersome, only the first three 
explanatory variables in the regression equation-race, 
age, and total seriousness score-are shown in Figure 1, 
and each of those variables has been dichotomized. 
When the total sample is divided into two racial groups, 
the rating of police distributions of white and black! 
other respondents differ from each other (e.g., 10 per­
cent and 20 percent, respectively, give the police highly 
negative ratings); thus, some of the variation in ratings of 
the police that is present in the total aample is accounted 
for by the differing response patterns of the two racial 
groups. In the next level of Figure 1, each racial group is 
further divided into two age categories, and we find that, 
within each racial group, older and younger respondents 
differ in their ratings of the police. Specifically, regard­
less of race, younger respondents give less favorable rat­
ings to the police than do older respondents. This illus-

TABLE 15 Results of stepwise multiple regression of ratings of 
police on 10 predictor variables; 1975 Impact CitY surveys 

Regression resultsa 

Predictor Multiple R ChangB in Beta weight in 
variable Simple r at each step multiple R final equation 

Race .226 .226 .226 .196 

Age -,219 .298 .052 -.161 

Total seriousness 
score .078 .302 .004 .036 

Tenureb .097 .303 .001 .037 

Education .050 .304 .001 .031 

Number of members 
in householdc .124 .305 .001 .030 

Marital statusd .079 .306 .001 .019 

Numbor of aggravated 
assaults .052 .306 .000 .013 

Number of simple 
assaults .029 .306 .000 .009 

Number of robberies .042 ,306 .000 .007 

aSee text and accompanying footnotes for explanation. 

bA dichotomous variable Indicating whether the respondent was residing In a rented housing unit 
or one that was owned (or being bought). 

CTotal household members, regardless of age. 

dA dichotomous v&riable: married versus not married. 

25 

( 

.---------,,~ -



----~-=-,,~~. 

I) 

FIGURE 1 Rating of Police 
by race, age, and seriousness of respondent's experiences with personal victimization 
during the preceding 12 months; 1975 Nes city surveys 

High seriousness 
r- 2%/15%/47%/36% 

(154,798) 
Less than 35 

f"" 5%/16%/55%/24% i-

(1, 996, 170) 
Low seriousness 

L.,. 5%/16%/56%/24% 

Black/other 
(1, 841, 371) 

f"'" 7%/21 %/52%/20% I-

(4, 186, 542) 
High seriousness 

r- 5%/26%/41%/29% 

(111,515) 
35 or older .. 9%/26%/49%/17% -
(2. 190, 372) 

Low seriousness .. 9%/26%/49%/16% 
Total sample (2, 078, 856) 

12% /33% /42% / 130// f-
(14, 259, 392)b 

High seriousness 
f"" 7%/29%/40%/24% 

Less than 35 
(298,731 ) 

,.. 10%/32%/45%/13% !-

(3, 915, 908) 
Low seriousness 

... 10%/32%/46%/12% 

White (3, 617, 175) 

4 15%/38%/38%/10% I-

(10, 072, 850) 
High serlousnessc 

,.. 12%/38%/30%/20% 

35 or older 
(192, 618) 

L.. 17%/42%/33%/8% roo 
(6, 156, 943) 

Low serlousnessc 

apercenlages correspond 10 polior. rating scale scores of 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. ... 18%/42%/33%/8% 
bEslimated number of persons in cell; base on which cell percentages were computed. (5, 964, 323) 
C"Low" = seriousness scale scores of 0 through 2; "high" = scale scores ot 3 or higher. 
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trates that age accounts for some of the variation in 
ratings of the police, even when the effects of race are 
controlled, a finding that corresponds to the increase in 
multipJe R when age is added to the regression rlquation 
(Table 15). 

But Figure 1 also reveals something that is some­
what masked in the regression analysis results reported 
in Table 15. In the regression procedure, addition of the 
third explanatory variable-total seriousness score­
increased the value of multiple R by a very small amount 
(.004). Yet Figure 1 shows that, within each race/age 
group, respondents with low and high seriousness scores 
differed considerably from each other in their ratings of 
the local police, especially at the negative end of the 
police rating scale. Among whites who were 35 years old 
or older, for example, 8 percent of the low seriousness 
score group, but 20 percent of the high seriousness score 
gtoup, gave the police highly negative ratings. Figure 1 
shows similar differences within each of the other three 
race/age groups. 

The reason for the apparent discrepancy between 
the multiple regression results in Table 15 and the tabu­
lar results in Figure 1 is that multiple regression is con­
cerned with the amount of total variation in the crite­
rion variable (rating of the police) that can be explained 
by particular explanatory variables. Even though Figure 
1 shows that low and high seriousness score respondents 
differ considerably on ratings of the police (with race 
and age controlled), the seriousness score variable does 
not explain much variation in ratings of the police be­
cause so few respondents have high seriousness scores. 
Looking at the bottom level in Figure 1, we; see that 
each race/age group is comprised overwhelmingly of low 
seriousness score respondents. The small group of high 
seriousness score respondents contributes only a small 
amount to the overall variation in police rating scores, so 
total seriousness score cannot explain much of the varia­
tion in the criterion variable. This does not mean, how­
ever, that we should not be interested in the fact that 
respondents with high seriousness scores-even if they 
are few in number-give the police more negative ratings 
L'1an other respondents. The multiple regression pro­
cedure does not fully reveal the extent to which atti­
tudes toward the police are affected by experiences with 
victimization. 

If our purpose had been strictly predictive, we could 
have allowed other attitude variables to enter the regres­
sion equation before some of the demographic and vic­
timization variables that appear in Table 15. In fact, 
when we allow any of the 34 explanatory variables to 
enter the stepwise solution on the basis of their predic­
tive power alone-regardless of whether they are demo-

graphic, victimization, or attitude variables-the third, 
fourth, and fifth variables that come into regression 
equation (after race and age) are all attitude variables: 
how safe respondents feel about being out alone in their 
neighborhoods during the day, the seriousness of crime 
relative to how it is portrayed in the media, and percep­
tions of neighborhood crime trends? 0 However, these 
three attitude items do not add much to the multiple R. 
With race and age alone as independent variables, R = 
.30; adding the three attitude items increases R to only 
.33. 

Although inclusion of attitude variables in the re­
gression equation does permit more accurate predictions 
of ratings of the police, it also creates ambiguity about 
which variables are affecting which. For example, do 
people feel unsafe when out alone because they believe 
their police are doing a poor job, or does the perception 
of lack of safety produce a negative attitude toward the 
police? We dealt with this problem earlier when exam­
ining the bivariate tabular relationshil1s between ratings 
of the police and various other attitu \e items. At that 
time it was decided, a priori, to treat the other attitudes 
as if they preceded police ratings temporally. 

The patterns of correlations among the various 
types of variables examined in this section suggest a 
model such as the one illustrated in Figure 2. Attitudes 
toward the police are directly related to respondent 
characteristics such as age and race, and they are indi­
rectly related to respondent characteristics through the 
victimization experiences that respondents have had. 
Age, for example, may be directly related to attitudes 
toward the police because of the differing social atti­
tudes among various age groups and differing orienta­
tions of the age groups toward authority in general. But 
age is also related to the probability of being victimized 
(as well as the nature of victimization), and age may 
therefore be related indirectly to attitudes toward the 
police through differential experiences with victimi­
zation. Figure 2 shows that other attitudes relevant to 
crime (e.g., fear) are similarly related to respondent char­
acteristics. Finally, these other attitudes and attitudes 
toward the police are interrelated, probably in a recipro­
cal manner. For example, a person may fear crime and 
then blame police ineffectiveness for not controlling the 
source of that fear; the belief that the police are ineffec­
tive could then create an even greater fear, more blam­
ing, and so on. 

Of course, the block diagram in Figure 2 is a crude 
illustra tion of how the various types of variables may be 

20 See items 11 b, 15b, and 9a in the NCS attitude 
questionnaire that is reproduced in Appendix A. 
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FIGURE 2 General block diagram of Interrelationships related. More explicit causal models can be constructed 
and tested, but that is beyond the t(~chnical scope of this 
report.21 

because of crime-is at least consistent with the proposi­
tion that respondents were not blaming the police for 
what they perceived as the crime problem. 
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among respondent characteristics, experiences with victimization, attitudes toward the 
police, and other crime-related attitudes 

Demographic 
characteristics 
of respondents 

(age, race, sex, 
income, etc,) 

Experiences with 
victimization 

(type. number. 
seriousness, 
recency, etc.) 

Attitudes toward 
police 

(efficiency, 
effectiveness, 
fairness, 
honesty. etc.) 

Other crime­
related 
attitudes 

(fear, 
perceptions of 
trends, causes, 
solutions, etc.) 

Summary 

In this section we have seen how attitudes toward 
the police, as indicated by a rating scale composed of 
two attitude items, are related to respondent charac­
teristics, other attitudes, and the experiences of respond­
ents with personal victimization. Of the respondent char­
acteristics examined, race and age are most closely asso­
ciated with ratings of the police; young persons and 
blacks rate their local police more negatively than older 
persons and whites, a finding that is consistent with vir­
tually all previous research. 

Experiences with personal victimization during the 
12 months preceding the interview were measured in 
three ways: total personal victimizations, type of per­
sonal victimization (e.g.; rape, robbery), and seriousness 
of the victimizations. All of these measures were related 
to ratings of the police in the same way; persons with 
more numerous or more serious personal victimizations 
tended to give their local police more negative ratings. In 
the multiple regression analysis, it was found that the 
measures of experience with personal victimization did 
not contribute very much to explaining variation in ratings 
of the police after the effects of race and age were taken 
into account, but anQther examination of the data, using 
tabular analysis, showed that the seriousness of re­
spondents' experiences with victimization did affect 
their ratings of the police. It was suggested that these 
apparently conflicting results were due to the extremely 
skewed distribution of the seriousness scores; multiple 
regression analysis is not sensitive to what may even be 
strong effects of a variable if the variable (in this case, 
victimization) affects only a small proportion of the 
population. 

Although ratings of the police were related to 
responses on some of the other attitude items in the 
survey, the contention here was that ambiguity about 
the temporal ordering of these variables make any 
inferences about causal patterns tenuous. However, the 
fact that ratings of the police showed no, or only slight 
variation across responses to certain attitude items-e.g., 
subjective estimates of changes in personal chances of 
being attacked or robbed, whether or not people in the 
neighborhood had limited or changed their activities 

2 I For readers interested in the model testing procedures 
suggested by Blalock (1964) or in the technique of path analysis 
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:305·330). a matrix of Pearson's 
product moment coefficients is provided in Appendix D. 

Attitudes Toward the Police 
and the Failure to Report 
Crime 

Citizen cooperation is essential if police are to 
adequately perform the functions assigned to them. The 
majority of crimes known to the police are brought to 
pulice attention through citizen reports, generally from 
the victims themselves (Reiss, 1971; Hindelang and 
Gottfredson, 1976). Part of the concern about attitudes 
toward the police is that those attitudes affect the 
willingness of citizens to report crimes. This concern was 
summed up in a Task Force Report to the President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (1967:144): 

People hostile to the police are not so likely to 
report violations of the law, even when they are 
the victims .... yet citizen assistance is crucial to 
law enforcement agencies if the police are to 
solve an appreciable portion of the crimes that 
are committed. 

In this section 1975 data from the eight Impact 
Cities and the five largest citIes will be analyzed to 
determine the extent to which it does or does not justify 
the concern expressed in the President's Commission 
report. 

A Victimization-Based Analysis 

To this point the basic unit of analysis has been the 
individual respondent. Now, however, interest focuses 
on whether or not a particular occurrence of criminal 
victimization was reported to the police. Because a given 
individual may have suffered several victimizations dur­
ing the reference period-some of which were reported 
to the police and some of which were not-it is necessary 
to analyze victimizations rather than individuals. Of 
course, when this is done, the attitude responses of each 
individual are counted once for each time he or she was 
victimized during the reference period. But treating 
victimizations as discrete events regardless of who was 
involved as a victim seems preferable to trying to select 
for analysis just one of the victimizations suffered by 
each person who had been multiply victimized. Because 
the victimizations incurred by a multiple victim may be 
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quite heterogeneous, the victim's attitude toward the 
police may affect whether some of the victimizations 
(perhaps, minor ones) but not others (perhaps, serious 
ones) are reported to the police. A victimization-based 
analysis does not discard information of that type. 

We will be dealing only with non-series (see Appen­
dix C) personal victimizations that involved victim­
offender contact. Series victimizations are excluded 
because the survey collected detailed information only 
on the most recent event in series victimizations. Thus, 
some of the events in the series may have been reported 
to the police while others were not, but this could not 
be ascertained from the survey data. The exclusion of 
household crimes (i.e., burglary, larceny without con­
tact, vehicle theft) is based on the difficulty of identify­
ing a particular individual as the victim so that a specific 
person's attitude responses could be used in the analysis. 

Ratings of the Police and 
Reporting of Victimizations 

Of the estimated 936,709 personal non-series 
victimizations that occurred during the reference period 
in the 13 cities and that involved victims who rated the 
police, Table 16 shows that slightly less than half (48 
percent) were reported to the police. Inspection of the 
row percentages in Table 16 reveals that there is only 
minor variation in the proportion of victimizations 
reported to the police depending on the victim's rating 

of the police. Slightly more than half (51 percent) of the 
victimizations involving respondents who gave the police 
the most favorable rating possible were reported. 
Victims at the negative end of the police rating scale 
reported slightly less than half (47 percent) of their 
personal victimizations to the police, Thus, ratings of the 
local police had little effect on whether or not a 
victimization was reported to the police, at least on the 
bivariate level. 22 

The column percentages in Table 16 provide 
another perspective on the data by showing the distribu­
tions of police ratings for the victims of crimes that were 
and were not reported to the police. Given the close 
correspondence between these two response distribu­
tions, apparently we can discount the possibility that the 
experience of contact with the police, that reGults when 
a victimization is reported to them, has any significant 
effect on subsequent ratings of the police. 

Unfortunately, it is difficult to compare the results 
reported here wi th previous research. A 1968 victimiza­
tion survey in Seattle found virtually no difference 
between the proportion of victimizations reported to the 
police according to whether the victim expressed confi-

22 The police rating scale refers only to the respondent's 
local police, and some of the victimizations in Table 16 occurred 
outside of the victim's city of residence. However, the percent­
ages in Table 16 do not change by more than one point when 
victimizations that occurred outside the victim's city of resi­
dence are removed. 

TABLE 16 Proportions Gf personal victimizations 
reported and .-:ot reported to the pOlice by the 
victim's r:;'cing of the police; 1975 NCS city surveys 
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Rating of policea Reported Not reported 
Estimated 
numberb 

(Positive) 51%c 49% (71,671) 
8%d 7% 

2 49% 51% (279,608) 
31% 29% 

3 46% 54% (362,257) 
38% 40% 

(Negative) 4 47% 53% (223,173) 
24% 24% 

Estimated numberb (446,709) (490,000) (936,709) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police 
performance question (item 14a in Appendix A) were not given a scale score. 

bEstimated number of victimizations. 

CRow percentages. 

dColumn percentages. 
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dence or a lack of confidence in police operations 
(Hawkins, 1970: 122). However, the indicator of confi­
de'nce in police operations23 was more specific than the 
rating scale used here, and victimizations included a wide 
array of personal and property crimes (e.g., from rape to 
vandalism). On the other hand, Schneider, et al. 
(1975:15), using data from a 1974 victimization survey 
in Portland, Oregon, found a major difference between 
victims of personal crimes who had high and low "trust 
in police" scores in Ule proportion of victimizations 
reported to the police (74 versus 55 percent). While the 
types of crime examined by Schneider, et al. are similar 
to those used here, their "trust in police" scale was 
comprised mostly of items that asked respondents for 
their opinions about how the police would respond to 
them, personally, in certain situations (Schneider, et aI., 
1975: App. A). 

It is possible that the lack of an overall association 
between ratings of police and reporting of victimiza­
tions in Table 16 might be due to the effect of some 
additional variables. Earlier it was found that ratings of 
the police varied systematically with race and age. 
Therefore, Table 17 presents the proportion of victim­
izations reported to the police by the victim's rating of 
the police within four race/age groups separately. The 
results are generally consistent with what was found in 
Tab~~ 16. Although older victims were somewhat more 
likely than ones under 35 years old to report to the 

23The indicator was: "The police seem to spend much of 
their 'ime going after people who have done little things and 
ignore most of the really bad things that are happening." 

police, reporting rates remain fairly stable across the 
police rating categories. The only substantial variation in 
reporting rates appears among older blacks where victims 
with negative iatings were more likely to report. Thus; 
the bivariate pattern found in Table 16 maintains when 
we control for race and age. 

Previous research hai': demonstrated that the prob­
ability of a victimization being reported. to the police 
varies directly with indicators of the seriousness of the 
victimization (Schneider, et aI., 1975; Hindelang and 
Gottfredson, 1976) Table 18 shows the proportion of 
victimizations reported to the police at each level of 
police rating, controlling, in turn, for injury and loss. As 
expected, reporting rates increase at higher levels of 
injury and loss. However, the reporting rates are quite 
stable across the rows of Table 18. There are some 
instances of variation, but they are not extremely large. 
For example, in victimizations involving losses of $50 or 
more, victims with negative ratings of the police had 
higher reporting rates than victims with positive ratings 
(71 versus 60 percent). The opposite, however, is true 
for victimizations in which the victim was injured but 
required no medical attention (47 versus 57 percent). 
The most disparate reporting rate (93 percent) in Table 
18 appears for those victimizations with victims who 
were injured, required medical attention, and rated the 
police very favorably. However, that cell also contains 
the fewest number of cases of any cell in Table 18, so 
the estimated reporting rate in that cell is the least 
reliable in the table. 

In Table 19, the relationship between ratings of the 
local police and the reporting of victimizations can be 

TABLE 17 Proportion of personal victimizations reported to the police by victim's rating 
of the police, controlling for race and age of victim; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Rating of pOlicea 

(Positive) (Negative) 

Race and age 2 3 4 

White: 
16·34 45%b 46% 40% 40% 

(23,080)C (105,272) (147,561) (83,905) 
35 or older 54% 49% 52% 51% 

(36,592) (109,092) (82,293) (49,657) 

Black/other: 
16·34 _d 45% 50% 44% 

(25,519) (80,166) (55,975) 
35 or older 59% 56% 49% 66% 

(7,048) (39,724) (52,237) (33,638) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in Appendix A) were 
not given a scale score. 

bproportion of victimizations in cell reported to police. 

CTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

dlnsufficient number of sample cases to make reliable estimate. 
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examined according to whether the seriousness score of 
the victimization was low, medium, or high. Not 
surprisingly, the more serious victimizations were more 
likely to be reported regardless of the victim's rating of 
the police. When seriousness is controlled, however, an 
interesting pattern emerges. For victimizations of medi­
um or high seriousness, reporting rates do not vary 
systematically according to the victim's rating of the 
police. However, among victimizations with low serious­
ness scores, there is a continuous decHne in reporting 
rates (from 45 to 32 percent) as we move from positive 
to negative on the police rating scale. Thus, it appears 
that victims are willing to exercise more discretion about 
reporting to the police when the event is not very 
serious, a finding that is consistent with observations of 
police behavior that suggest that decisions to take 
juveniles into custody are more influenced by peripheral 
factors (e.g., dress, demeanor)-that is, police tend to 
exercise more discretion-when somewhat trivial viola­
tions are involved than when serious violations occur 
(piliavin and Briar, 1964). It appears, then, that both 
victims and the police are more likely to exercise their 
own discretion about whether to invoke the formal 

processes of the criminal justice system when the event 
in question is relatively low in seriousness. 

To sum up, the probability of personal victimiza­
tions being reported to the police is not strongly 
dependent on how the victims evaluate their local police. 
Although there is an indication that the reporting rates 
for victimizations of low overall seriousness are associ­
ated with victim ratings of the police, the variation 
involved is not striking. Characteristics of the events 
themselves-especially indicators of seriousness-are 
much better predictors of whether the victimization will 
be reported than are the attitudes of victims toward the 
police. 

Ratings of the Police and Reasons 
for Not R~porting 

For each victimization that was not reported to the 
police, the victim was asked to specify the reasones). The 
distributions of these reasons, within each category of 
the police rating scale, are shown in Table 20. Res:ardless 
of how victims felt about the police, they most often 
said that "nothing could be done" or that they "did not 

TABLE 18 Proportion of personal victimizations reported to the police 
by victim's rating of the police, controlling for injury and for loss; 
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1975 NCS city surveys 

Rating of pOlicea 

(Positive) !Negative) 
1 2 3 4 

Injury: 
No injury 45%b 46% 42% 43% 

(56,303)C (219,258) (287,584) (165,692) 
Injury but no 

medical 57% 46% 53% 47% 
attention (8,963) (32,765) (42,158) (31,719) 

Injury and 
medical 93% 73% 78% 73% 
attention (6,405) (27,585) (32,515) (25,762) 

Loss:d 
No loss 48% 43% 42% 41% 

(40,265) (174,176) (234,148) (143,163) 
$1-49 52% 51% 47% 47% 

(19,751) (56,003) (75,731) (20,444) 
$50 or more 60% 68% 66% 71% 

(11,665) (49,438) (52,378) (36,373) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question 
(item 148 in Appendix A) were not given a scale score. 

bproportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

CTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

dGross ioss of cash and/or property. Includes amount that may have been recovered later (e.g., 
through insurance). 
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TABLE 19 Proportion of personal victimizations reported to the police 
by victim's rating of the police, controlling for seriousness of the 
victimization; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Seriousness 
score 2 3 4 

Low 45%b 39% 35% 32% 
0·2 (38,047)C (137,313) (179,233) (85,938) 
Medium 54% 52% 49% 50% 
3·5 (23,146) (88,847) (120,120) (87,941) 
High 67% 70% 74% 70% 
6 or more (10,478) (53,447) (62,904) (49,295) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question 
(item 14a in Appendix A) were not given a scale score. 

bproportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

CTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

think it important enough" when asked why they did 
not report the personal victimization to the police. 
Ratings of the police, however, do not appear to 
influence which reasons for nonreporting were men­
tioned by victims; across the rating scale, there are no 
appreciable variations in the relative frequency with 
which any of the reasons are mentioned. Even a reason 
that might be expected to be strongly associated with 
attitudes toward the police-"police wouldn't want to be 
bothered" -does not show much variation. Victims with 
negative attitudes toward the poli~ WOre only slightly 
more likely than other victims to give that reason.'24 

Table 21 looks at attitude!) toward the police and 
nonreporting from another perspective. The table in­
cludes only those victimizations that were not reported 
to the police, in which the victim gave a reason for not 
reporting, and in which the victim gave an opinion on 
the most important improvement that could be made in 
local police performance. The distributions of suggested 
police improvements in Table 21 do not appear to vary 
drastically according to the reason cited by the victim 
for not reporting the crime to the police. There are only 
a few noteworthy departures from the response trends. 
For example, victims who said they did not report to the 
police because they were afraid of reprisal were more 
likely to suggest the hiring of more policemen than were 
victims who did not report because they thought the 
victimization was a private or personal matter (25 versus 
10 percent). 

2 ~ Although the numbers of cases become very small, 
indications are that this does not change much when the serious­
ness of the victimization is taken into account. 

Summary 

In this section a victimization-based analysis was 
used to investigate the possibility that attitudes toward 
the police might have some effect on whether or not 
citizens report their own victimizations to the police. 
The indications are that victim ratings of the police do 
influence nonreporting, at least slightly, when the 
victimization is of low seriousness. However, the effects 
of ratings of the police on nonreporting is not nearly as 
great as the effects of various characteristics of the 
incident itself, such as whether an injury occurred. In 
addition, there are no major associations between the 
reasons given by respondents for not reporting and 
either ratings of the police or suggested ways for 
improving police performance. 

Conclusions 
The victimization surveys conducted during 1975 in 

the eight Impact Cities and in the Nation's five largest 
cities contained only a few items pertaining directly to 
attitudes toward the police. However, the overall size (in 
terms of the number of people interviewed) and scope 
(in terms of the variety of information collected) of the 
surveys in which those attitude items were embedded 
has allowed a search for relationships between attitudes 
toward the police and a number of other important 
factors: respondent characteristics, experiences with 
victimization, other attitudes, and whether or not 
victimizations were reported to the police. 
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TABLE 20 Reasons for not reporting personal victimizations to the 
police by victim's rating of the police; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) 
Ressonsfor 
not reporting 2 3 4 

Nothing could be done; 
41%b lack of proof 42% 42% 40% 

Did not think it 
important enough 32% 26% 31% 25% 

Police wouldn't want to 
be bcthered 7% 5% 9% 13% 

Did not want to take 
time; too inconvenient 7% 6% 8% 5% 

Private or personal 
matter 11% 13% 10% 16% 

Did not want 'co 9st 
involved 6% 4% 3% 3% 

Afraid of reprisal 6% 5% 5% 3% 
Reported to someone 

else 9% 8% 5% 5% 
Other 12% 13% 11% 12% 
Estimated numberc (35,183) /143,042) (194,145) (117,630) 

aRe-Jpondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question 
!item 14a in Appendix A) ware not given a scale score. 

bpercentages sum to greater than 100 because some respondents cited more than one reason. 

clncludes only victimizations that were not reported to the police and for which the respondent 
gave a reason for not reporting. 

Several conclusions can be drawn 2 
S from the re~ults 

of the analyses that have been discussed in this report: 
1. Most people give their local police relatively 

favorable ratings. However, this conclusion is based 
on responses to a very general performance evalu­
ation question. Other studies, using a wider array of 
attitude items pertaining to the police, have found a 
great deal of ambivalence in the ways citizens 
perceive the police: they respect the police as 
protectors from crime, but they are distrustful of 
police power (Biderman, et aI., 1967; Reiss, 1967). 

2. Young and black/other respondents give 
noticeably less favorable ratings to their local polic:e 
than do their older and white counterparts. (Table 
7). It is among sub-groups such as the young and 
racial minorities that one would expect to find the 

HTo be precise, the conclusions can be treated as valid 
only for the 13 cities surveyed. However, the cities vary greatly 
personal victimizations variable is controlled. The r between age 
the patterns in the data are quite stable across the cities. 
Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that the conclusion 
reached here will hold for other large U.S. cities. 
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least satisfaction with the existing social 
order and, correspondingly, the greatest desire to 
change existing arrangements. The very nature of 
the police role, however, often places the police in 
conflict with such desires. This tentative explana­
tion is an inference from the findings with respect 
to race and age. However, the conclusion is not 
supported by the findings for family income; low 
income respondents were as likely to give the police 
positive ratings as were high income respondents 
(Table 3). 

3. Even among respondents sub-groups wUh the 
least favorable ratings of the police, extremely 
negative ratings do not predominate. For example. 
only 25 percent of the youngest black/other re­
spondents gave the police highly negative ratings 
(Table 7). 

4. Despite favorable mtings.)f the police, most 
people think that there are ways for the police to 
improve their performance. When respondents were 
asked to specify ways for improvement, the sugges­
tions mainly concerned increases in police personnel 
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TABLE 21 Most important suggested improvements for local police by reasons for not 
reporting personal victimizations to the ponce; 1975 NCS city surveys 

Most Important suggested improvementsl' 
Need more 

Concentrate on Be more Improve 8e more Need more policemen 
Reasons for Hire more more important prompt, training. courteous, Don't traffic of certain Estimat~ 
not reporting policemen duties, etc. etc. etc. etc. discrimill3to control type, etc. Other number 

Nothing could be 
done; lack of 
proof 20% 13% 15% 3% 13% 2% 1% 28% 6% (151,861) 

Did not think it 
important enough 18% 14% 12% 4% 16% 2% 2% 25% 8% (104,368) 

Police WOUldn't want 
to be bothered 21% 17% 17% 5% 12% 3% 0% 17% 7% (32,862) 

Did not want to take 
time; too 
inconvenient 16% 18% 9% 4% 9% 3% 0% 29% 11% (24,182) 

Private or personal 
matter 10% 15% 15% 5% 13% 3% 3% 24% 11% (49,203) 

Did not want to 
get involved 20% 10% 19% 3% 6% 2% 0% 21% 18% (12,817) 

Afraid of reprisal 25% 14% 14% 4% 13% 3% 0% 20% 7% (18,102) 

Reported to 'r 
someone else 17% 9% 14% 5% 11% 2% 1% 30% 10% (22,272) 

Other 16% 15% 10% 7% 11% 1% 0% 25% 15% (45,045) 

aSee item 14b in Appendix A for exact wording of category labels. 
blndicates number of unreported victimizations in which the victim cited the reason for not reporting shown. Numbers sum to more than the total number of unreported 
victimizations because some victims cited more than one reason for not reporting. 
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u: redistributions o~' J:;Utrent poUee personnel and 
tluti~s. The suggested improvements dD not indicate 
ii gre,1t nmoun: of dis..<;atisfaction with policemen 
already or. tiuty (Tnblf: ~). 

;:;. Citizens do not appear to blame the police 
for what they ~h-e as the crime problem. This 
conClUSion is based on the lac.1..: of any strong, 
consistent relationsiup between ratings of the police 
and such things as perceptions u! crime trends and 
the fear of crime (Tallies ~ and t)). Apparently 
respondents did not thmk tha~ the crime problem 
was a~t!ibutablf: tC' any deficiencies in the job being 
rione by tm:ir 1017..\1 police. 

t,. Actunl e!'~perieru:es with "(ictimization. how­
e\'ef, were related to ratings nf the police, with 
HlO~,(, haVlng mure se:IUUS e~pe::tences with victim­
lzutl\ll: au:ifif. the precedh~ 1: months giving the 
pulh:e lllore negati\'(' ~tmgs (TabLe!> 11 ane 13). 
Tnis patte: .. remalllf'L evel, Il:ter the effects of race 
ane age were 1.:'unt:olied (Figure: t. 

-. Overoll ratings llf police pciormance do not 
have a strong influence un whether or not a victim 
reports a enml" to the police. Twc caveat!' must be 
n~ltec io~ !ms t:unclusmn. Firs!. ratin~ or the pulice 
tenc ~~, h~',-e u sligh, .e:Tect or. whether or no! 
Vl::tlms {l:~ n;w-se,"j:IUE cnm!!S repmo! the c:imes to 
~he p~}lice, Secane. the glob-ttl nature of the pulice 
~u:in!, scate emplo:ed ir, this analYsis mBY mask 
assoC!U:lOn~ netv.een :he willingness K' report 
,lic:UUtzu:.iotl.s ant: e~ti;.udes about specific aspects 
of p-'.lhce pe:-i'o:cmance or behcvl.O! ~e.g •• hov. e:Iec­
';.!ve a"e the plice if- '1iec:we:ing stolen p:ope~' m 
app:-enendinf; :l:rende~~l.ln 1m} ca~, the uain usee 
ileee sh'.,w thn~ cha~a.c'e:is:..I.cs tlf :he 'Ji:::lmI::mtiQI: 
!tse~:-e.g., illlU!;!o O~ loss su7fereri~h~1lf' mu.ch more 
t"':ec: on whe:iler the ever.1 is Tt'p::l:tf!U t~l :he police 
!>! ~!\e vh::m: :har. c10es !he ''''h:::~m's ~1.ing of p:lltce 
pt':-:ofml'lm:e. 
"OW'~nl1. -:he :esU!ts seem ,0 unpl} ~n1 1m} P:Qgroms 

~!;a; :!} ":.' i:!lp~Q1Fe ~lC:<jons,"rips be:ween ~he poli::£' ant 

public may not produce great changes in public attitudes 
if the effort is focused on improving 1he image of 
officers already in the field; the public already e\'Ulu~tes 
them quite .highly. Given the nature of improvements 
suggested by the respondents, more success migh1 come 
from instituting department-wide reorganizations nnd 
reallocations of resources that nre responsive to public 
desires. For example, a well-publicized transfer of more 
officers to patrol duty might incre.ase both the sense of 
:security and cooperation with the police .among the 
pUblic, regardless of any actual.effects on 1he al'!ltr.m1 "f 
crime occurring. The NCS data show that :resp:ondems 
do not blame the police for crime nnd t.hat eve!] ~:ict:L~ 
of crime do not rate the police mucl1 differently :than 
nonvictims, unless their victimization .experie:lCf$ 'were 
quite serious, and that involves only a S1!Ul11 pmpcrtkn 
of the population. 

On the other hand, blaclr.,1other :ar;rl ytnn:g re· 
spondents consistently give less favorable mti::gs t'l) the 
police than other respondents. The me.of;the di".P2rities 
cannot he attributed to the fnet i..ltat b1!ac$ ·other and 
young people suffer high Tates d persona! l1Ctimiza­
tion?6 Exploration of the w::r.:e'S .of dissatisfaction 
among these two subgw'-lps (If the populaH:m:a would 
appear to be n fruitful nrea pf research for a program 
aimed at improving polioe;cummunity relationships. 
Any overall gains in posiIhce public evaluations of the 
pulice ulmost ha\'e 10 be made among minority racial 
groups and the Y0ll::lg because the rest of the public 
already holds the ;prilioe m fairly hlgh regard; in short, 
improvement shot:'1d !!:\Ie :sought among subgroups that 
h2ve the mos1 r"'C'::1 j!!,! improvement. 

:.. ~ !l!.' Pt:,"ll"s:.r"!; ~ :tlS.Nt£r.I race and rating of the f"')!ice is 
.... il'l~l t!1f' ~lg.J"f' ~e""e:":S ,"Ie same when the total I'umber of 
;;e'1i~na l!IC:,!",t::tr I:rs,:;! ::=!:;e is controlled. The r bet\Yeell age 
jJfI~ -atl'lf, ;;:l~ ~'IE P:',::!e :::l~ only marginally (frem -.22 to 
... , W'lBf iJ :::J-~':': ~:T ::;si personal victimizati;:ns is 

In~"3:t;J:::e::1 
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APPENDIX A National Crime Survey Attitude 
Questionnaire (1975) 

FAd 0 B orm pptcvc : .M. • No. 4'-R1661 
,oow NCS·' NOTICE - Your report to Ihe Census Bureau II con'ldenHal by law (Public Law " .... ,., 93-83'. All idenufilible Inform_Elon Will be used only by penons cnllll"d In and 

U.I. D[PAfltTMitNT or COMNEACE 
for tho purpoul of Ehe sur""y, and rna)" not be disclosed or ,eleued to othen for 
any purpose. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION 
A. Conllol numbel aURCAU 01" THC CCNSU' 

ACTING AI COLLCCTINQ AOCNT ,.OR THIit 
LAW la",.o"CItMENT AUIiTANCI ADMINUTRATION 

U.S. OEP .... 'TMENT Of' JUSTICE 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY PSU : Sella I Panel ' HH : Segmenl 

CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 
, , , : , 

ATTlTU!)" QUESTIONNAIRE 

B. Name 01 household head • 4a. Why did you leave thele? Any olhelleason? lMar. all llIal apply, 

@ 1 :: ' LOCation - closer to Job, 'artllly, fnr-nds, school, shopPing. elc.! he~iII 
2 :. House lapartmentl or propen), char3cteushcs - Size, quality. @E) c. Reason 101 nMlnlelVleW yard space, etc. 

m '0 TYPE A'Jl ZOTYPE B !CTYPE C 3, -:' Wanted beUer houslna, own home 

ft.u.' hull 4 Wanted cheaper houslne 

(ill) 'OWhll. • No chOice - eVicted. bulldlni demolished. condemned. etc, 

ZON'RlO 6 ., ChanEe In !lVlnll arrangements - mlntal status, wanted 

300tl1<1 
to live alone, etc. , Bacf element moving In 

TYPE :., 
B :: Crime In old neighborhood. afraid 

Inlltyl •• not "1.ln.d f01 - 9 ~'1 Didn't like neighborhood charaClerlSllcs - envuonment, 
Line number problems with nel£,htors, etc. 

@ 10 ':' OUler - Speclly 

@) III more rhan one 1&11$01'11 

<ill) ic§ 
b. Which Imon would you say was Ihe mosl Impolianl? 

® 
Enter .tem nllTlber 

@ Sa. Is th ... any thine you don'llike aboullhls nelghbolho04? 
CENSUS USE ONLY 328 0'· NO-$K,P,06lJ 

@) I® I@ I® 
.,. • Yes - What? Anything elst? ,M3tl{ all tMt apply} 

1 @) , -... Trllfflc. paiklni 

2 ~ EnVironmental problems - trash, nOise, overcrowdlni. etc. , ': I HOUSEHOLD A TTITUDIO QUESTIONS I 3 ~. Clime or fear of crime 

Ask only household respondent 
, 

4 .. :. PubliC ltar15portahon problem 

Before .. e rei 10 Ihe I113jOl portion 01 the sumy, I would like 10 ask • Inadequate schools, .shopp,"" faelhtll!s, etc • 

you I Ie" questions relaled 10 subjects whlcll seem 10 be 01 some 6 . ~ ~ Bad element mcvlne In 

concern 10 people. These queslfOtlS ask you wh.1 you Ihlnk, whal 7 -: . Problems with nelehbors. characte(lstlcs of neighbors 
you leel, YOUI .lIItudes and opinions. 8'''' OIMr - Specify 

1. How lonr hove you 'Ived .1 this addless? fit rna,. than OM answer} 
@) ';~L'" th.n I Ym} b. Which problem would you say Is Ihe mosl selfous? 

z CJ 1-2 yeArs ASK ;. @) , LJ 3-5 years Enur 118m number 

40 MOfe lllan 5 years - SKIP '0 ~ 6a. Do you do YOUll113jol lood shopplnlln this nelchbolhood? 

, •• Why did you solecllhls pallfculal n"lhbolhood? Any olher leason? 
@ o~:~yes -SKIP t07a . No - Why nol? Any olhelleason?IMa,' ,lIlhal .ppl,. 

@) (M.!'" ." thst .pplyJ . ~ 

1 ~~ N'IghbOthc~d c.harJcteusllCJ - type of nelelWers, e: .... lfonmenl, @ I :.:..: No slores 111 neighborhood, others more convenient 
Siteets. parks. ele. Z ;~~ Stores tn neighborhood l.1adequate. pref6"fS (better) 

2 L:: Good Ichools 
StOfU elsewnere 

1 ::-; Hlllh prices, commissary or PX cheaper 
J C: Safe (rom (flint 4:"1 Crime or fear ot trlme 
4 r:j Only place houlln& cOllid be found, lack, of chOice !Ii: ,.: Other - Spttelfr 

.Cl PrICe .". ",hi 
(It (ItOtO than 0110 teuon) 6 C~ Loc.tlo" - clost to Job. lam,ly. frtends , school. shoPolng, etc. , 

b. Which leason would you say Is Ihe mosllmpoll.nl? , f:~ House (aparttNl'IU or property charlcteflltlCo, ... Size, quality, 
(ill) Ylrd sp,c', ole. Ental Item number 

.OAI".y. live:! In thIS nellllbo,hood 7 •• \'IlIen you shop 101 Ihlnls othelthan lood, such as clolhlnl and lenelll 
9 ~ 0111<, - Spocl/y melehlndlse, do you USUALLY 1010 SUlbulban 01 nellhbolhood shoppln, 

til more 'M" OM IN.on) @) 
conlers 01 do you shop "downIOWlt?" 
1 [J SutbtJrban Of ne1ahborhoQ(j 

(ill) 
b. Which Imon .. ould lOU Sly was th. mosllmpoll.nl? 2 1-: Downtown 

Enfttltcmltllmber . b. Why Is thall Any othelleason? IMar'.1I ,h., apply' 

la. 'IIll11I did you II ... bllolt you /IIOyed he,,? - @ 1 ~ &lter parkina, len traltle 

@ I [10ullld' U.S. } KIP I 2=J Better \rlnsportallon 

Z 0 Ins'de IIml1l of thIS cUy I 041t J.:1 More convenient 

,050"",,,11<10 .Iltln U.s.-spocl/y, 4 ::: Belter selection, more StOIU. more choice 
5:: Afraid of Crime 

S1.1' 
t! C Store hours better 
70 Beller prices 

County 
Be Prefers lbetter) stores, locatIon, servico, emptaYtes 

b. Old you IIl'11lnsld. the limits 011 clly. lo .. n, vIII .... ele.7 
11:-: Other - S~cUy 

@) til mort INn 000 1,"SOtH 
ION. t. ~blch one would you Sly Is the mosllmpolianlluson? 
ZOVIII- ErHtf ntmr 01 clry, (own, .,c:., @l (ill) I I I I I I Ent., "em numOClI 

~ INTERVIEWER - Compl.'e /n/OrView wrlh household respondent. 
beginning with IndiVidual Attlludo Ouestlons. 

N 
C 
S 

6 

A 
T 
T 

T 
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D 
E 

Q 
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E 
S 
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N 
N 
A 
I 
R 
E 
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS - Ask each household member 16 or older 

KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD CHECK ~ Look It 11. and b. Was boll 3 or 4 mJ.ked In either Item' 
ITEM B.,. 0 Yes - ASK lie ,., N. - 'KIP 10 12 @.LlntnUlllblr ;Nlmt 

IIc. Is tile n.llItbodtoocl danrerous enourfl to ntaIt. you think mlously 
II, How oItIIIlIo yau CO aut In .. IVlIIIIIIIOf enterlllM*lt, such u 

to mlluranb, thutll1, tic.? 
@ 'OOnceawHk",,,,,,,. 

2 0 Less lI\ln once a week -
more thin once J month 

_020/3 llme")'<.Ir 
sO Less than 2 or 3 times a 

yell or never 

~ lbout movllll somewhere else? 
® OONo-SKIP 10'2 

~ Ves - Why don't yau? Any olhel reason? ''''',. all '''' apply} 
~ I :-' Can't afford 10 S - .. Plan to move so~n 

'0 /lbout one. a month 
b. Do JOtIIO to IIttsI pl_ ..". Of less now tNIn JOtI did lye. 

z::; Can't rind olhe, hoUSing 6 ;~ Health Df aae 
32 Relatives, trlend5 nearby 7 ~ Other - S~I'r.,. 

~ .. two'lO? 
~ I 0 /lboul''''' "",. -llell" 10 Cl>ockll.,., A' 

04:J Con\'enlent 10 wotk, etc, 

. ~ 8 ~~} Illy? My 0I111/11_? (Wa,k.II """ apply) 

@ • 0 -y ,/lUltion 70 Family reason. (manl.,.. 

1/' mot. tNn OM '"lOtI) 
d, Which IIIlon would you Sly Is tfle most Impot\JIlt? 

@ Enter ".m nunber 

20 Pix" to JO, people children, parents) 
to 10 'Ylt!1 eOActiyltles, job, school 

30 Conwnlence gO Clime or rur of Clime 
-0 Health (own) ,00W.nl to,lIk. to, enlaymenl 
50 Tra",portotion 1\ 0 Other - specllY7 

eO"'e 
(II mot. lI'IIn one ,...on) 

@) 
12. How do you tfllnk yaul nelrflbotltood COIIIpafH wi'th others In this 

IIIttropolltJn 1111 In ttll1lS 01 Clime? Would you Sly It Is -
• o Much mote dltlre/ous? -0 Less dlnre/auS? 
20Mott dltlrerOUt? 50Much less dltlrerous? 
30 About '''''re? 

13,. Are there Sallt pIlls 01 this mellopolltsn 1111 where you have I 
rllson 10 ro 01 wOtild like to ro DURING THE DAY, but ale Ihlld 
to btuus. of fOIl 01 Clime? 

c. I'"ch IIISGII _Id J1III Sl'! Is tlIt IIIOs111lillOrtlnt? 
@ Enter Item n&.rnbtr 

00 No Yes - Which s.ctlon(s)? ________ _ 

. 
@) 

CHECK I. box 1,2. or 3 mlrked In Sal 
tTEI A ONo-SKIP 109. DYe. -ASKBd 

d. lIIItft J1III do 10 out to restaurants OJ' thelters In tile eV!lfllnr, Is It 
usully In lilt city .. aublde of the city? 
• 0 Usually In the city 
'0 U'Ullly out.ld< of the elly 
'0 AbouteqUlI -SKI" '0 Po 

e.1IIy 110 yau USllllly ro (autslde tile clty/in the city)? Any otltet 
IlllOn? ( ... ",.11 IhOl apply) 

I 0 MOrt: convtnlent, '"mlllll, easier tD eet there. only place available 
, 0 Porkl., problems. ~affle 
30 Too much crime In other place 
-0 More todo 
sO Pre'er (bener) facilities (reltaurants, the.telS, etc.) 
6 0 Mote expens lve In other Mea 
70 BeaUle of friends, ralatlves 
.0 Olhtr - specify 

(II mort rhan OM fNson} 

f. Which /tIson .... Id yau SlY Is the _t I..,O<I>nt? 

Ent., I,.", nll'd>tr 

". Now I'd like to III yaur opililOllS aut crillt ill ,..elll. 
'Itllln the put yeal .. two, 110 yau think that ailllt in your 
ntI.borltoarl hu InCltlSld, decmsed, o/ltlllllnld IbOul tile same? 
I r:J Increased 4000R't know - SI(IP to c 
20 Oetreased sO HaYen't lived here 
3:J Same - SKIP to co that lon,- $KIP to c 

., lell yau thlnklnr lbout any sJII'Cilic kinds of cri_ when yau said 
yau think crillt In )'O\If nel.borllood has (Incllasedldetmsed)? 

-+- How ... ny SIlKlllc sedlons? - II not .Itt •. ASK 

b. How abut AT NIGHT - Ire there some pills 01 this 1111 wItt,. you have. 
tuSon to ro Of wauld like to ro btlt Ire 11,.ld to because 01 fill 01 Clime? 

® OONo Yes - Which secUOo'I(s)? ________ _ 

@ _How ... ny specilic Sf<:Uons?-" nol ,u". ASK 
141. 'Otild you tay, In renolll, thlt youllocal police lie dolnr I rood 

lob, In lverlre lob, 0/ 1 poo, lob? 
@ 'OGOO<I 301'00, 

20 Averaae 40 Don't know - SKIP 10 ISa 

• b, In what nys cauld they i.."ove? Any o!he/nys? ("", •• 11 lluII apply' 
@ I 0 No lfT\llovement nteded - SKIP 10 1Sa 

ZOHlre mote policemen 
] 0 Concentrate On more Imporllnt duties, lerlous crime, etc. 
.0 Be mote prompt, responsive, alett 

sO Improve tralnln,. raise quallflc.allons or pay, recruitment poliCIes 
60 Be more C')ufteoU', Improve attllude, cor.vnunlt)' relations 
70 Don't dlscrlmlnllte 

ad Need mofe tr.amc control 
sLJ Need more policemen af particular type (foot, CJI) In 

certafn afeAS Of at certain times 
.00 DDn't know 

"OOIl,.r-SpecllY 

(II mot. 'han ono WilY) 

c. Which would you say I, the most 1~/tJnt? 

Enl" Item "~r 
00 No Y •• -lltlat kl/lds of allllH? ______ _ IS .. Now I haw some mOl' quesUO/1S 1i>000t yM oplnlO/1s concernlnc Clime, 

Plels. tske this card. (Hond ro._or Allllu:Iv Fla.hc.,d, NC$'51~) 
,L..L...l_-=:===:======:==:=======-J ~ Look .t the FIRST set 01 slltements. Which 0/1' do you arree wllh most? 

c. How IbouI any crlnoes which "" be happ.,lnr In yaul nelrhborltood - ~ 1 0 My ehanc .. 01 belna.,Ucked Dr lobbed have GONE UP 
wauld yau Sly they Irt _ltIJd IIOllIy by tile people who live In .he pa.t f." years 
hell In tlds ntlrflbolilood 01 mosUy by aublden? 20 My chanc •• of beln, .,tocked or robbed have GDNE DOWN 

@ .0 No erlmt. hIPpenln, 'OOuUld.,. In lhe pa,"ew yu" 
In n."hbothooc! -0 Equally by bolh 'OMy cha ce I bel Ito k d obbed ha • 

20 People Ilvlnl her. sO Oon'l know In the ;"stS,:w ye~~11 c e or r Yen I chan,&d 

IDa. Ilthln the put year .. two 110 you think tnat alnoe In th.liIIltad - 0 No opinion 
~ Slatts has Inaustd, decrtastrl, "lIIIIlned about tile -? b. Which of the SECO~O _'P do yOti ,- with _t? 
~ .Cllner .... d '0 Same ~ .... ".-

2:- IDecrtUed AM' b 140 Don'l know IJCIP to rt. ~ 1 OCflme I, LESS seriOUS thl., the newspaper"mi TV sa)' 
~=--.,...,..:L-""" __ "",,,=,=,",,"""-,.._'-____ -l 2 0 Crime Is MORE lerlous than the newlp.lperllnd TV u)' 

•• 1.11 yau thlnlrln"bout any .,.cillc kinds of clllllts whttt yau said • 0 Clime I. abool IS serlou ... tho news".".,. and TV say 
you .. Ink allllt In tile U.s. has (1I!CIIISed/rltaealld)? 40 No opinion ® 0::: No Yel -What kllllfs of cIIIl1H? _______ ~-"i<.:n:=:::7u:r=:;;i;;;;;;_;;_;_:;==:7:"'===:---:---:~:__--_l 

161. 00 YOU think PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limited Of challled thell 

I---::-:--!:-..L~-....;:;:=.==::;:;:==:;::;:;:::==:=::;:::::;::;;::===~~ Iclivilles In tlIt past few YIIII btcaullthey lit 11,.ld of cli"",? 
III, How safe do ,au f.1 Of wauld ,au '"I beln, ouilin In yaul ®. 0 Yeo , 0 No 

fu:\ ntl.bolltaod AT NIGHn b. Do you t.':lnk tNIt mosl PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have n",lte1I or 
~ • 0 V.,y III. '0 Somewhat unSlr. chanred thelracUvlUes In the Pist rew JIm btcMrsathey IlIlf .. ld of clilllt! '-'ft ... ..,lblyllf. _Ov.ryulllir. @ 'Ov" 'ON. 

•• Itow lbout DURING THE DAY - how safe do YOU feel .. would c. In reM/lI, haw YOU limited or chanred yau/lCUvltifS In the past fe. 
r.;';\ ,OIl fltl beln, out 11111. In YOUllltlrflbothoocl? YCIII because of Clime? 
~ I =:J Very"'. ! 0 Somewhat unut. @) 1 L Yel 2 No 

L:-:---'=" "=ft'.;;'~IO.;;na:..bl.:..y_ .. _re ____ -O=.v.:..: • .:ry..:U:...ns..:'f..:e _____ -I:..J!IN!.!T~E!!;RVIEWER - Continue Int.rvlew with Ihl' IOSPOtKJ'/JI em NCS-3 
~O"1of HC'''''' 1.· •• ' .. 1 Pale 2 . 

II 
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APPENDIX B Selected Tables for Each of the 13 Cities 
(1975) 

This Appendix is meant to serve two purposes: to 
illustrate the degree to which patterns in the NCS 
atti tude data are stable across the individual cities 
surveyed, and to present individual data for each of the 
13 cities surveyed. Three tables have been selected for 
each city. Each table reflects one of the central aspects 
of the analysis presented in the body of this report. The 
selected tables are: 

B-1: Rating of police by race and age of respondent 
B-2: Rating of police by total number of personal 

victimizations suffered by respondent during 
the preceding 12 months 

B-3: Proportion of personal victimizations reported 
to the police by victim's rating of the police, 
controlling for seriousness of the victimization. 

For each of the tables, data for each of the eight Impact 
Cities (in alphabetical order) are presented first, fol­
lowed by the five largest cities (in alphabetical order). 

Unlike the text of the report, no attempt is made in 
this Appendix to avoid presenting percentages that are 
based on small numbers of sample cases, although 
whenever the base (denominator) of a percentage con­
sists of about 50 or fewer sample cases, the base is 
footnoted. For the reader who is interested in trying to 
make a rough assessment of the reliability of some 

estimate within a given city, the approximate average 
weighting factor for sample cases in each city is provided 
below. To obtain a general idea of the number of sample 
cases on which a particular estimate is based, take the 
weighting factor for the relevant city and divide it into 
the estimated number of cases appearing in the table. 

Approximate 
Eight Impact Cities: Weighting Factor 

Atlanta .................... , ....... 35 
Baltimore .......................... 55 
Cleveland .......................... 45 
Dallas ........................•.... 60 
Denver ., .......................... 40 
Newark .... , ...................... , 25 
Portland ........................... 30 
Sf. Louis .......................... 40 

Five Largest Cities: 
Chicago .......................... 210 
Detroit ........................... 100 
Los Angeles ............... ,....... 200 
New York City ..................... 510 
Philadelphia ....................... 125 

TABLE 8-l-ATLANTA Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) Estimated 
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 7% 33% 46% 13% (121,297) 

16-29 6% 28% 53% 13% (42,305) 

30-49 7% 31% 48% 14% (31,325) 

50 or older 9% 39% 39% 13% (47,667) 

Black/other: 8% 25% 54% 12% (164,418) 

16-29 6% 19% 61% 15% (68,583) 

3049 8% 25% 54% 13% (53,349) 

50 or older 14% 36% 41% 8% (42,487) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not givrn a scale score. The construction of the pollee rating scale is described in the text. 
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TABLE B-l-BALTIMORE Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 
(Negative) 

4 
Estimated 

number 
Race and age 

(Positive) 
1 2 3 

White: 
16-29 
30-49 
50 or older 

15% 
10% 
15% 
19% 

43% 33% 9% (305,942) 
35% 43% 12% (89,022) 
40% 35% 10% (80,909) 
51% 24% 6% (136,011) 

27% 49% 16% (271,627) 
Black/other: !~ 18% 57% 21% (106,652) 

16-29 50% 14% (85,138) 
30-49 7% 29% ) 
50 or older 12% 38~J 39% 11 % (79,836 

a h did not ex ress an opinion on the evaluation of police perfor.mance ~ues!ion (item 14a in 
A~~::~~e~F w~reo not given a s~ale score. The construction of the police rating scale IS descnbed '" the text. 

TABLE B-l-CLEVELAND Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS 

Ratin!! of policea 
Estimated 

(Positive) (Negative) 

1 2 3 4 number 
Race and age 

10% 31% 44% 15% (266,1231 
White: (85,223) 

16.'29 5% 23% 53% 19% 

3049 8% 30% 46% 16% (70,329) 

50! or older 15% 38% 35% 12% (110,571 ) 

Black/othlllr: 5% 15% 50% 29% (165,832) 

16-'29 3% 10% 51% 36% (58,8261 

310·49 5% 13% 54% 29% (53,916) 

50 or older 9% 23% 47% 22% (53,090) 

a ts who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question litem 14a in 
A~~:n~~~e~~ ~~ere not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale Is described In the text. 

.. 

I 
'\ 

TABLE B·l-DALLAS Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS 

Ratin!! of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) Estimated 
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 13% 44% 36% 7% (415,820) 
16-29 9% 38% 44% 9% (138,321 ) 
30-49 12% 44% 37% 7% (129,554) 
50 or older 17% 49% 28% 5% (147,946) 

Black/other: 9% 24% 49% 18% (135,763) 
16-29 6% 18% 54% 22% (60,554) 
30-49 10% 24% 51% 15% (46,072) 
50 or older 15% 35% 37% 12% (29,137) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performence question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

TABLE B-l-DENVER Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) Estimated 
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 15% 41% 35% 8% (327,677) 
16-29 8% 32% 47% 13% (121,668) 
30-49 14% 42% 36% 8% (86,752) 
50 or older 24% 50% 22% 4% (119,256) 

Black/other: 8% 26% 47% 18% (36,658) 
16-29 4% 21% 48% 27% (14,134) 
30-49 6% 26% 53% 15% (13,322) 
50 or older 18% 36% 36% 10% (9,202) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of pblice performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 
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TABLE B·'·NEWARK 
Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 Nes 

Race and age 

White: 
16-29 
30-49 
50 or older 

Black/other: 
16-29 
30-49 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) 
1 

11% 
8% 

11% 
14% 

4% 
30/. 
5% 

2 

28% 
22% 
26% 
35% 

14% 
10% 
12% 

6% 21% 

3 

46% 
52% 
47% 
40% 

54% 
53% 
56% 
51% 

(Negative) 
4 

15% 
18% 
16% 
11% 

28% 
34% 
27% 
23% 

Estimated 
number 

(99,922) 
(29,510) 
(29,126) 
(41,286) 

(115,402) 
(42,574) 
(44,845) 
(27,983) 

50 or older 
. . the evaluation of police performance ques~ion (item 14a in 

aRespondents who did .not express an o~hlo~ °s~ruction of the police rating scale is described 10 the text. 
Appendix A) were not gIven a scale score. e c n 

TABLE B·'·PORTLAND 
Rating of polica by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NeS 

Rating of policea 

2 3 
Race and age 

(Positive) 
1 

White: 
16-29 
30-49 
50 or older 

12% 
6% 

10% 
17% 

45% 
37% 
46% 
52% 

36% 
48% 
36% 
26% 

Black/other: 11 % ;~~ :!~ 
16~ n 44% 
30-49 12% 27% 

(Negative) 
4 

7% 
10% 

8% 
5% 

20% 
26% 
18% 
13% 

Estimated 
number 

(255,245) 
(90,164) 
(61,062) 

(104,018) 

(21,262) 
(8,553) 
(6,7361 
(5,973) 

50 or older 15% 39% 33% 
. . ion on the evaluation of police perfor!l'ance ~ues~ion (Item 14a In 

aRespondents who dId ,not express an OPTlhn truction of the police rating scale IS deSCribed 10 the text. 
Appendix A) were not gIven a scale score. e cons 
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TABLE B·'-ST. LOUIS Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NeS 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negative) Estimated 
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 19% 43% 32% 7% (214,371 ) 
16-29 10% 32% 47% 11% (59,832) 
30-49 17% 42% 34% 7% (46,297) 
50 or older 24% 49% 23% 4% (108.243) 

Black/other: 7% 23% ti2% 18% (134.632) 
16-29 4% 15% 55% 25% (50,712) 
30-49 5% 23% 54% 18% (39,309) 
50 or older 14% 33% 44~~ 9% (44.611) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

TABLE B·'·CHICAGO Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NeS 

Rating of policea 

(Positiva) (Negative) Estimated 
Race and ago 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 14% 40% 37% 10% (1.377,243) 
16-29 7% 30% 49% 14% (432,065) 
30-49 13% 39% 37% 11% (382,469) 
50 or older 20% 47% 27% 6% (562,709) 

Black/other: 5% 16% 54% 25% (717,230) 
16-29 4% 11% 53% 32% (285,124) 
30-49 5% 15% 55% 25% (253,561) 
50 or older 801 

,0 23% 54% 15% (178.545) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question litem 14a in 
Appendix A} were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 
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TABLE B-1-0ETROIT Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1976 Nes 

Rating of policea 

(Positive) (Negativa) Estimated 
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 

White: 18% 39% 34% 9% (463,794) 
16·29 13% 32% 43% 13% (143,815) 
30-49 15% 40% 34% 10% (105,823) 
50 or older 22% 43% 29% 6% (214,156) 

Black/other: 601 
10 25% 54% 15% (439,224) 

16·29 4% 17% 60% 20% (169,106) 
30-49 5% 25% 55% 15% (140,294) 
50 or older 10% 35% 44% 10% (129,824) 

. n the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
aRespondents who did .not express an o~~lon at uction of the police rating scale Is described in the text. Appendix A) were not given a scale score. e cons r 

TABLE B-1-LOS ANGELES 

Race and age 

White: 
16·29 
30-49 
50 or older 

Black/other: 
16·29 
30-49 
60 or older 

(Positive) 
1 

16% 
12% 
14% 
22% 

7% 
5% 
6% 

10% 

Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NeS 

Rating of pollcea 

2 

45% 
36% 
47% 
51% 

24% 
15% 
25% 
33% 

3 

30% 
41% 
29% 
21% 

64% 
68% 
64% 
47% 

(Negative) Estimated 
4 number 

9% (1,513,017) 
11% (429,104) 
9% (476,537) 
6% (645,375) 

16% (396,816) 
22% (140,059) 
16% (143,826) 
10% (112,930) 

•• 0 the evaluati:m of police performance question (Item 14a In 
aRespondent5 who did not ex

p
rel 5s an oPTlhn!o;on~ructlon of the police rating scale Is described In the text. Appendix Al were not given a sca e score. 
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TABLE B-1-NEW YORK CITY Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1976 NeS 

Rating of pOlicea 
(Positive) 

(Negative) Estimated Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 
W'lite: 14% 33% 42% 11% (3,864,857) 16·29 10% 29% 48% 13% (1,120,660) 30-49 14% 32% 42% 12% (1,146.900) 50 or older 16% 37% 38% 9% (1,598,297) 
Black/other: 8% 32% 43% 17% (1,180,310) 16·29 6% 17% 54% 23% (419,054) 30-49 8% 19% 51% 21% (455.877) 50 or older 8% 32% 43% 17% (305,379) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale SCQre. The construction of the pOlice rating scale is described in the text. 

TABLE B-1-PHILAOELPHIA Rating of police by race and age of respondent; 
1975 NeS 

Rating of pOlicea 
(Positive) 

(Negative) Estimated Race and age 1 2 3 4 number 
White: 18% 39% 34% 8% (847,5421 16·29 12% 30% 46% 12% (260,118) 30-49 16% 40% 35% 9% (224,195) 60 or older 24% 45% 26% 6% (373,229) 
Black/other: 7% 20% 51% 22% (407,369) 16·29 2% 11% 64% 32% (144,471) 30-49 1% 20% 53% 20% (134,936) 50 or older 12% 29% 46% 12% (127,961 ) 
8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix AI were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale Is described In the text. 
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TABLE B-2-ATLANTA Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
precading 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 
(Negative) 

Total personal (Positive) Estimated 
3 4 lIumbflr 

victimizationsb 1 2 

None 8% 29% 51% 12% (270,133) 

One 9% 26% 40% 25% (13,605) 

41% 31% 28% (1,977) 
Two or more 
aRespondants who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police per.forman~ questi?n (i~em 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rat 109 scale IS described In the text 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-BALTIMORE Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months: 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
victimizationsb 

None 

One 

Rating of policea 
( Negative) 

(Positive) 
1 2 3 4 

12% 36% 41% 11% 

9% 31% 40% 20% 

Estlmate~ 
number 

(529,673) 

(39,893) 

32% 38% 24% (8,002) 
Two or more 6% . 
aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of pelice performan~ questi?n (j~em 14a In 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale IS described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-CLEVELAND Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
victimizationsb 

None 

(Positive) 
1 

Ratins/ of pollcea 

2 3 
(Nl\I8tive) 

4 
Estimated 
number 

8% 25% 47% 20% (401,497) 

One 7% 22% 41% 31% (26,341) 

Two or more 5% 29% 34% 32% (4,118) 

a
R 

ndents who did not express an opinion on the evaluallion of pol~ce performanc~ questi?n (j~em 14a in 
AP=dIX A) were not given a scale score. The constructlorJ of the police rating scale IS described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 
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TABLE B-2-DALLAS Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Rating of poliGla 

To"l,personal 
victimlzatlonsb 

(Positive) 
1 2 3 

(Nl\I8tive) 
4 

None 

One 

12% 

7% 

40% 

30% 

39%' 

43% 

9% 

20% 

Estimlted 
number 

(523,8331 

(23,591) 

Two or more 3% 32% 44% 21% (4,160) 
aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police :;urformance ouestion !item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale scorl:;, The construction of the police rating scala is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-DENVER Rating of police b'l total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
vlctlmlzationsb 

~ ____ ~ __________ ~R~at~in,aofpo_l~ice __ a ______ -., 
(Positive) (Nlglltive) 

None 

One 

1 234 

'15% 

9% 

40% 

35% 

36% 

35% 

9% 

21% 

Estimated 
number 

(339,330) 

(21,G92) 

Two.:lr more 9% 18% 48% 25% (3,913) 

aRespondents who did not expre~ an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (Item 14a In 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale Is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

~---------------------------------------------.--~-----------~--~--------------------~ TABLE B-2-NEWARK Rating of police by total number of personal 

Totll personal 
vlctimizltionsb 

None 

One 

victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
nrecedlng 12 months; 1975 NCS 

(Positive) 
1 

8% 

6% 

Rating of policeS 

2 

?1% 

14% 

3 

50% 

46% 

(Nl\I8tive) 
4 

21% 

33% 

Estimlt,d 
number 

(205,120) 

(9,323) 

Two or more 5% 18% 41% 36% (1,039) 
~Re$pondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 148 in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

/ ~ -
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TABLE B-2-PORTLAND Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1915 NCS 

Total personal 
victimizl!ltionsb 

None 

(Positive) 
1 

12% 

Rating of polices 

2 3 

44% 36% 

(Negative) 
4 

8% 

Estimated 
number 

(258,319) 

One 10% 34% 42% 15% (14,711) 

Two or more 8% 34% 30% 27% (3,47'1) 

sRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-ST. LOUIS Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
precedirlg 12 mon (hs; 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
victimizationsb 

None 

One 

(Positive) 
1 

15% 

11% 

qating of policea 

2 

36% 

3C% 

3 

39% 

42% 

(Negative) 
4 

10% 

17% 

Estimated 
number 

(330,648) 

(16,224) 

Two or more 4% 11 % 46% 38% (2,130) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-CHICAGO Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent uuring the 
preceding 12 months: 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

Total personal (Positive) (Negative) 
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 

Nons 11% 32:% 43% 14% 

One 7% 25% 40% 25% 

Estimated 
number 

( 1,941,937) 

(127,343) 

Two or more 1% 29% 37% 34% (25,193) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the eVElluation of police performance question (item 14a In 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 
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TABLE B-2-DETROIT Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
vlctimlzlltionsb (Positive) 

1 

None 12% 
One 8% 

Rlltlng of pol/ces 

2 3 

32% 44% 

28% 44% 

(Negative) 
4 

12% 

20% 

Estimated 
number 

(835,839) 

(56,696) 
Two or more 8% 2606 460' 
sRespondents who did not express I I h' .0 20% (11,483) 
Appilndlx A) were not given S scale as~:ie n ;~e o;o~s~ ~v~,'uatlofnthof POI'!ce pe~formsnc~ question O!em 14a In 
b . r c on 0 e po Ice rstmg scale IS described In the text. 

See Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-LOS ANGELES Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Total personal 
victimizatlonsb 

(Positive) 
1 

None 15% 
One 9% 

Rating of policeS 

2 3 

41% 35% 

36% 36% 

(Negative) 
4 

9% 

19% 

Estimated 
number 

(1,795,105) 

(99,054) 
Two or more 7% 25% 250' 430' ( a ,0 /0 16,878) 

~~:~~~e~isw~~~ :~~ ~~!:~~r::,~ ~~:~:n~~e °c~~~:r~~~:~~t~~~~! ~~::~: ~ae~~c;;~:~c~s ~~~~~i~~Ji:~~! ~:~~. 
See Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-2-NEW YORK CITY Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Total personl!b 
vietlmizltlons 

None 

One 

(Positive) 
1 

12% 

8% 

Rating of pol/ceB 

2 3 

31% 44% 

27% 42% 

(Negative) Estimated 
4 number 

13% (4,760,090) 

23% (261,485) Two or more 4% 
a . 50% 30% 17% (33,591) 

Respondents who did not express an opinion 0 th I I 
Appendix A) were not given a scale scol'e The cons~ruc~ioe~~~~~ on ~.f pOlleie performance question (Item 14s In 
b • e po Ice rat n9 scale is described in the text. 
See Appendix C for definition. ~ 
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TABLE B-2-PHILADELPHIA 

Total personal 
victimizationsb 

None 

One 

Two or more 

(Positive) 
1 

15% 

9% 

6% 

Rating of police by total number of personal 
victimizations suffered by respondent during the 
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

(Negative) Estimated 
2 3 4 number 

33% 40% 12% (1,183,435) 

27% 41% 23% (60,045) 

21% 32% 41% (11,430) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation o! poli~e perlor.mance ~uestion (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the pOlice rating scale IS described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

TABLE B-3-ATLANTA Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of pOlicea 

Seriousness (Positive) (Nllgative) 
scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low 54%c 24% 24% 28% 
0-2 (784)d,e (2,434) (3,306) (2,131) 

Medium or high 58% 63% 51% 56% 
3 or more (598)e (3,197) (3,998) (2,732) 

aRes ondents who did not express an opinion on the evalulltion o.f poli~e perlor.mance ~ues~ion (item 14:) in 
JI.pp~ndix A) were not given ® scale score. The construction of the police rating scale IS described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reportt:d) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

" 
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TABLE B.-3-BALTIMORE Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 
Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) scorab 1 2 3 4 

Low 45%C 31% 35% 41% 
0·2 (1,601 )d,e (3,365) (4,519) (2,368)e 

Me~.:um or high 75% 65% 59% 55% 
3 or more (1,466)e (8,535) (12,360) (7,904) 

aRespondents who did not expre~s an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 148 in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the pOlice rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B·3-CLEVELAND Propol1ion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of th!) victimization; 1975 NCS 

Seriousness 
scoreb 

Low 
0-2 

(Positive) 
1 

43%c 
(1,039)d,e 

2 

36% 
(3,68 II 

Rating of poll<:ea 

(Negative) 
3 4 

32% 33% 
(7,178) (4,328) 

Medium or high 51 % 65% 54% 61 % 
3 or more (1,293)e (5,045) (7,920) (7,665) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cPro~,.~tion of victimizations in cel! reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not roported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer il!Implc case. may be unreliable. 
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TABLE B·3·DALLAS Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the p,olice, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Seriousness 
scoreb 

Low 
()"2 

Medium or high 
3 or more 

(Positive) 
1 

64% 
(835)e 

2 

34% 
(6,636) 

55% 
(4,670) 

Rating of polices 

3 

32% 
(6.715) 

50% 
(8,511) 

(Negative) 
4 

34% 
(3,461) 

53% 
(3,716) 

. . I . f lice performance question (item 14a in 
aRespondents who did n.ot exp:es,s an opmITohneonotnhsetr~~~i~~t~~nt~e ~~Ii(.~ rating scale is described in the text. 
Appendix A) were not given a .ca e score. c 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in CEil! reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer ~ampie cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B-3·DENVER Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 
(Negative) 

(Positive) Seriousness 
2 3 4 

scoreb 1 

49%C 38% 26% 29% 
Low 

(1,806)d,£: (5,782) (6,334) (3,598) 
0·2 

59% 46% 39% 
Medium or high 53% e (4503) (6,330) (3,961) 
30rmore (1,133), • 

. . h 't' of police performance question (item 14a In 

:~:~d~~e~1s:e~~ ~!~ ;i~!~,:;:a~eas:~~I.n~~eo~o~s~r~:;~~ ~~nthe police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 
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TABLE B·3·NEWARK Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 

the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the Victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) 
scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low 17%c 30% 38% 34% 
0·2 (443)d,e (1,047)8 (2,353) (1,930) 

Medium or high 60% 50% 62% 62% 
3 or more (266)e (821)e (3,009) (2,160) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B·3·PORTLAND Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) 
scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low 47%c 28% 24% 32% 
()"2 (1,296)d,e (4,705) (5,459) (2,459) 

Medium or high 50% 48% 46% 55% 
3 or more (993)e (3,998) (3,711) (2,667) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 
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TABLE B·,3·ST. LOUIS Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim'\; rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Ratin!! of polices 
Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) 

scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low 41%C 38% 37% 28% 
0-2 (927!d,e (3,071) (5,164) (2,143) 

Medium or high 7'1% 68% 49% (~~:~4) 
3 or more \{~:,1:!6)e (2,924) (4,591) 

aRes ondents who did not exprleS$ ~\n opinion on the evaluation of police pe~formanc~ questi~n (i~em 14a in 
APp:ndix A) were not given a £-tale ~core_ The constructir,n of the police rating scale IS described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B-3-CHICAGO Proportioll of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 
Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) 

scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low 38%C 38% 30% 23% 
0-2 (9,152)d,e (28,410) (30,698) (21,546) 

Medium or high 60% 61% 58% 59% 
30rmore (7,436)e (30,317) (31,461) (29,173) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police pe,!ormanc? questl.on (i~em 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale IS descnbed In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

,: 

I 

TABLE B-3-DETROIT Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the pOlice, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of pOlicea 
Seriousness (Positive) 

(Negative) scoreb 1 2 3 4 
Low 43%c 46% 35% 38% 0-2 (3,025)d,e (10,098) (16,817) (5,617) 
Medium or high 75% 66% 57% 59% 3 or more (4,759)e (13,269) (23,174) 111,952) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance questioli (item 143 in 
Appendix A) were not given a scaie score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B-3-LOS ANGELES Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of pOlicea 
Seriousness (Positive) 

(Negative' scoreb 
1 2 3 4 

Low 35%C 35% 36% 33% 0-2 (6,851)d,e (22,269) (24,288) (17,413) 

Medium or high 46% 57% 58% 46% 
3 or more (5,538)e (24,392) (24,234) (23,149) 
aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question !item 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 
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TABLE B-3-NEW YORK CITY Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Rating of policea 

Seriousness (Positive) (Negative) 
scoreb 1 2 3 4 

Low' 52%c 45% 39% 34% 
0-2 (11,588)d,e (52,412) (66,481) (25,491)e 

Medium or high 53% 53% 62% 63% 
3 or more (12,993)e (55,439) (66,431) (50,465) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of pol~ce pe~formance questl~n Ii~em 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale Is described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

TABLE B-3-PHILADELPHIA Proportion of personal victimizations reported to 
the police by Victim's rating of the police, controlling for 
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS 

Seriousness 
scoreb 

Low 
0-2 

Medium or high 
3 or more 

(Positive) 
1 

39%C 
(4,657)d,e 

63% 
(2,624)e 

2 

34% 
(12,119) 

64% 
(10,174) 

Rating of policeB 

3 

32% 
(18,286) 

55% 
(16,145) 

(Negative) 
4 

23% 
(10,024) 

61% 
(15,895) 

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question litem 14a in 
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described In the text. 

bSee Appendix C for definition. 

cProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police. 

dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell. 

eEstimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable. 

\ . 
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! APPENDIX C Definitions of Victimization Experience 

Variables Used in Report 

011e primary feature of the National Crime Survey is 
the collection of detailed information about victimiza. 
tions suffered by respondents during the survey reference 
period. The information made it possible for the 
victimizations to be grouped according to a variety of 
crime classification schemes. For ease of communica­
tion, this report has used a classification system that 
essentially parallels the one used in the Uniform Crime 
Reports (UCR). Five basic crime categories have been 
included in the report (definitions adapted from LEAA, 
1976a:I77-179): 

Rape: Carnal knowledge through the use of force or 
threat of force, including attempts. Statutory rape 
(without force) is excluded. Includes both male and 
female victims. 

Robbery: Theft or attempted theft, directly from a 
person, of property or cash by force or threat of force, 
with or without a weapon. 

Aggravated assault: Attack with a weapon resulting 
in an injury and attack without a weapon resulting 
either in serious injury (e.g., broken bones, loss of 
teeth, internal injuries, loss of consciousness) or in 
undetermined injury requiring 2 or more days of 
hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault with a 
weapon. 

Simple assault: Attack without a weapon resulting 
either in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts, 
scratches, swelling) or in undetermined injury requiring 
less than 2 days of hospitalization. Also includes 
attempted assault without a weapon. 

Larceny with contact: Theft or attempted theft, 
directly from a person, of property or cash without 
force or threat of force. 

The category of Total Personal Victimizations was 
formed by summing" the rapes, robberies; aggravated 
assaults, simple assaults, and larcenies from the person 
for each respondent. 

Like the UCR system, attempts and completed 
crimes are included within each category. Unlike the 
UCR, however, only crimes against individuals are 
considered in this report; for example, robberies and 
larcenies committed agamst business establishments are 
excluded. Furthermore, the larceny category only in­
cludes those crimes in which the victim and offender 
came into contact; thefts of unattended personal prop­
erty are not included in the category. In sum, only 
personal crimes involving Victim/offender contact were 

included because it was assumed that such experiences 
would be most likely to have effects on the attitudes of 
the individuals surveyed. 

Exclusion of series victimizations 

Under certain circumstances, NCS interviewers were 
allowed to treat a group of victimizations as a series 
victimization. When that occurred, only one incident 
report was completed for all of the events in the series. 
The Bureau of the Census instructed its interviewers to 
use the following three criteria in deciding to treat 
events as a series victimization: 

1. The incidents must be very similar in detail. 
2. There must be at least three incidents in a 

series. 
3. The respondent must not be able to recall dates 

and other details of the individual incidents 
well enough to report them eeparately. 

The interviewers were further instructed to use the series 
classification only as a last resort. 

Series victimizations accounted for only a small 
proportion of the total number of incident reports 
completed by the interviewers. More important, the 
third criterion above means that, by definition, the 
events involved in series victimizations are only vaguely 
recalled by respondents. The details recorded in the 
incident report refer to the most important and recent 
event in the series, and one cannot be sure of how 
adequately those details represent prior events in the 
series. In fact, if the respondent is not sure about when 
the events occurred, one cannot even be confident that 
all the events in the series occurred within the reference 
period. For all of these reasons, series victimizations 
were excluded from that analysis in this report. Readers 
interested in a comparative analysis of series and 
non-series victimizations in the NCS data can consult 
Hindelang (1976: App. F). 

Derivation of seriousness scores 

Victimizations vary widely in seriousness, even within 
the same crime classification. Robberies, for example, 
range from attempts to take property accompanied by 
verbal threats to thefts of a large amount of money in 
which victims suffer near-fatal injuries. It is possible to 
compare victimizations in terms of seriousness by 
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a~igning standardized weights to the relevant character­
istics that make up each victimization. One often used 
system of seriousness weighting was devised by Sellin 
and Wolfgang (1964) on the basis of interviews in which 
respondents were asked to rate the seriousness of a 
vari~ty of events that differed in certain elements. The 
seriousness weighting procedure arrived at by Sellin and 
Wolfgang has been adapted to the scoring of NCS 
victimizations. 1 

Rather than present the complete scoring algorithm 
that appears in Bureau of the Census tape documenta­
tion, some illustrations of the seriousness weights used 
will adequately convey the meaning of the scores. For 
example, if the victim suffered minor injuries that 
required no medical attention, a weight of 1 was 
assigned; however, if the injury required medical atten-

1 Research is in progress, in conjunction with the National 
Crime Survay, to expand and refine the seriousness weighting 
procedures. 
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tion, but no hospitalization, the weight was 4, and if 
hospitalization was necessary, the weight assigned was 7. 
Likewise, weights ranging from 1 to 5 were used 
depending on the value of money or property<stoJen or 
of property damaged. The use of a weapon' by the 
offender resulted in 2 points being added to the 
seriousness score. In very minor victimizations.a.serious­
ness score of zero is possible. 

In those portions of the report in which individuals 
were the units of analysis, the Total Seriousness'Score 
variable refers to the sum of the seriousness scores for all 
the relevant personal victimizations suffered by the 
individual during the reference period. In the victimiza­
tion-based analyses, the Seriousness Score variable refers 
to the seriousness score of each victimization taken 
separately . 

------_._---. ----
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APPENDIX D Correlation Matrix of Selected Variables 
Matrix of Pearson's Product Moment Coefficients for selected variablesa; 

Attitude subsample, eight Impact Cities, 1975, aggregate 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Tenure 1.00 -.304 -.131 -.172 .208 .152 .040 
2. Family income 1.00 .123 -.111 -.248 -.232 -.101 
3. Number of members 1.00 -.355 -.072 .224 -.006 
4. Age 1.00 -.148 -.117 .049 
5. Marital status 1.00 .138 .115 
6. Race 1.00 .043 
7. Sex 1.00 
8. Education 
9. Employment 

10. Total victimizations 
11. Rapes 
12. Robberies 
13. Aggravated assaults 
14. Simple assaults 
15. Total seriousness score 
16. Entertainment 
17. Out more or less 
18. Neighborhood trend 
19. Crime committers 
20. U.S. trend 
21. Safety at night 
22. Safety during day 
23. Comparative danger 
24. Police rating 
25. Chance of attack or robbery 
26. Crime in media 
27. General activity limiting 
28. Neighborhood activity limiting 
29. Personal activity limiting 

aSee following pages for descriptions of variables. 

8 9 10 

-.020 .025 .062 
.363 -.162 -.034 

-.036 -.047 .020 
-.292 .204 -.103 
-.031 .078 .082 
-.138 .023 .007 
-.029 -.110 -.059 
1.00 -.142 .001 

1.00 .025 
1.00 

... 

11 12 13 14 15 

.027 .040 0.37 .025 .066 
-.018 -.037 -.007 .004 -.009 
-.001 .007 .030 .011 .019 
-.041 -.034 -.093 -.084 -.136 

.024 .054 .049 .036 .076 

.004 .m5 -.005 -.034 .010 

.038 -.048 -.069 -.036 -.072 

.006 -.022 .008 .029 .036 

.009 .021 .020 - .003 .012 

.181 .582 .585 .552 .744 
1.00 .016 .002 .014 .288 

1.00 .075 .035 .531 
1.00 .108 .544 

1.00 .243 
1.00 



\ 

0) 
o 

f) 

Matrix of Pearson's Product Moment Coefficients for selected variablesa ; 
Attitude subsample. eight Impact Cities, 1975, aggregate (continued) 

.' 

16 17 18 19 20 21 

1. Tenure -.005 .061 .009 -.044 .0701 .097 
2. Family income -.285 -.119 -.006 .059 -.046 -.210 
3. Number of members -.023 -.038 -.002 -.035 .034 -.044 
4. Age .408 .143 .013 .120 -.021 .209 
5. Marital status -.051 -.068 .024 -.027 .069 .065 
6. Race .163 .146 .023 -.033 .037 .157 
7. Sex .130 .050 -.003 -.005 .002 .380 
8. Education -.352 ~.078 .004 .008 -.060 -.183 
9. Employment .112 .044 .016 .026 .028 .050 

10. Total victimizations -.046 .016 -.052 -.038 -.004 .018 
11. Rapes -.017 .006 -.009 -.017 -.002 .028 
12. Robberies -.012 .029 -.042 -.007 .006 .038 
13. Aggravated assaults -.049 -.008 -.022 -.038 -.005 -.030 
14. Simple assaults -.045 -.008 -.024 -.026 -.004 -.015 
15. Total seriousness score -.080 .009 -.052 -.043 -.002 -.002 
16. Entertainment 1.00 .260 .009 .022 .031 .251 
17. Out more or less 1.00 -.024 .019 -.012 .170 
18. Neighborhood trend 1.00 .071 .186 -.169 
19. Crime committers 1.00 -.003 -.050 
20. U.S. trend 1.00 -.046 
21. Safety at night 1.00 
22. Safety during day 
23. Comparative danger 
24. Police rating 
25. Chance of attack or robbery 
26. Crime in media 
27. General activity limiting 
28. Neighborhood activity limiting 
29. Personal activity limiting 

aSee following pages for descriptions of variables. 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

.086 -.139 .097 .054 .014 -.001 .045 .045 
-.185 .194 -.031 -.079 -.042 -.024 -.092 -.115 

.007 -.018 .124 .044 .020 -.003 .003 -.027 

.154 .079 -·.220 -.024 .033 .091 .089 .134 

.052 -.068 .079 .098 .006 -.001 .021 .005 

.203 -.143 .226 .068 .066 .081 .148 .152 

.233 -.033 .001 -.058 .060 .040 .043 .172 
-.185 .120 .050 -.064 -.045 -.018 -.089 -.108 

.055 .003 -.003 .058 .026 .010 .022 .017 

.033 -.053 .064 -.019 .028 .019 .028 .033 

.024 -.020 .020 -.014 .012 -.002 .007 .018 

.049 -.047 .042 -.012 .030 .018 .037 .036 
-.011 -.020 .052 .003 .008 .003 .005 -.003 
-.011 -.017 .029 -.017 .006 .002 -.006 .002 

.013 -.050 .078 -.020 .031 .011 .024 .026 

.237 -.052 -.050 .021 .055 .052 .098 .157 

.150 -.034 .035 -.032 .069 .076 .105 .187 
-.163 .181 -.086 .251 -.100 -.092 -.179 -.150 
-.059 .179 -.068 .013 -.006 .029 -.004 -.009 
-.027 .010 -.023 .249 -.109 -.122 -.082 -.069 

.602 -.261 .075 -.142 .149 .155 .266 .384 
1.00 -.265 .112 -.103 .135 .125 .232 .310 

1.00 -.127 .068 -.032 -.018 -.153 -.133 
1.00 -.041 .098 .055 .102 .077 

1.00 -.144 -.146 -.150 -.176 
1.00 .132 .141 .154 

1.00 .468 .306 
1.00 .483 

1.00 

\ 
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Description of variables in 
correlation matrix 

1. Tenure: ResIding in a housing unit that is p\\'ned llJ 
being bought (1) III is being rented (~). 

., Family income: Tlltal mllney in':llllle from all re­
lated household membeh I ~ years lH oldel during 
plt':l'ding I ~ nlllnths. Original variable \\as l'pded 
into 13 .:ategorIe~: midpllin ts of the\t' categorit's 
were used. Btcause ramil) income data were Illlt 
obtained for a relallvely large proportilln llf cases 
(abllut 10 perl'cnt l. an estimation pl"llcedure was 
used: whitc rcsj1ll!ldents fllr whom family incllme 
was nllt asccrtaincd well' assigned the median in­
Cllme llf \\hllc families in the c'itics, and black 'llthcl 
rt'spondenls wcre assigllL'u the median Incomc llf 
black 'othel s. 

3. Number of members: 'umbcI llf members in the 
hlluscllllld tll which the respllndcnt bcl'ln)!ed. 

4. Age: Respllndent\ age at last bnthday. 
5. ~Inritnl stntus of lcspllndcnt: Marricd (1) lH l'ur-

rcntly Ilot married (~l. 
(1. Race llf rcspllndent: \\11itc (I) III black:llther (~). 
~ Sex llf respllndent: ~lale (1) III female (~l. 
S. Educntion of respllndent: lIighest grade attended, 

recoded tll a range of ffllmlelll tll ~2. 
l). Employment status llf resp,lIIdent: Currently ern­

plllyed, keeping hlluse, glldlg to SChllllI. unable to 
wllrk ( I ), or unempillyed, retired, lIther (2l. 

10. Totnl victimilations: Tlllal 11lln-series perspnal vic­
tllnil.atillns (as defined in Appcndi\. C) suffered b) 
Icspondent JUling reference pClllld. 

I I. Rapes: St'C Ap~1L'ndi \ ('. 
I~. Robberies: Scc :\p~1t'ndi\ ('. 
13. Aggravated assaults; Sl'e ApPI'ndi\ C. 
I -l. Simple assaults: See Appendix C. 

14a.Lan:enies: :\ L'llding crllli in ,'l'lllpilatillnllf thc ma. 
tll\ plevcntt'd 1lll:lusll'nllf t!m \arlabit'. 

15. Totnl seriousness score: Sec Appendix C. 
I (1. Entertainment: Item S,I in attitude yuestionnaJle 

(Appendix A). 

17. Out more or less: Created from Item.sh in attitude 
questionnaire. More (I), about the same (2). less fLlr 
some reason other than crime or fear of crime (3), 
less because of crime or fear of crime (4). 

11'1. Neighborhood trend: Recllded I' Will item l)a ill atti­
tude ljUestillllnaire. Increased (I): same, dun't knll\\ 
01 haven't Jiwd here th3t long (~): decreaSed (3). 

It). Crime committer~: Recoued ffllm itclll 9.: ill attl' 
tude questionnaire. Pel)ple living here (I ): no crime\ 
happening in neighborhll,.d, equally b) both, don't 
"nllw (~): Llutsiders (3). 

~O. U.S. trend: Recoded fillm itelll lOa ill attitude 
yuestiLl/lnaire. Increased (I): same, don't kllll\\ (~): 
de,'leased (3). 

21. Safety at night: item Iia in attitude qUt'stil'lIl1ailt'. 
" Snf.'ty during dny: Item 11 h in attitudt' qut'qilln­

nalre. 

23. Compnmtive danger: item 1 ~ in attltudc qucstil'll­
naire. 

~4. Police rnting: Scale ranging frLlm I (pllsitl\t') Il' 4 
(negatiw). Derivcd from attitude questionllaire 
itcms 14a and I4b, as described in text l11' repllJt. 

~5. Chance of attack or robbery: RcctlueJ fwm item 
I5a in attitude yuestionnaire. Gone up (I): haven't 
changed ll[ Ill! \)pinioll (~): gone" Jtl\\n (3). 

~(1. Crime in medin: Recllded ffllm item 15b III ~lttituJl' 
questillllll'lire. Less serious (I I: ab\lU( as st'riL'Us llr 
11\1 \'pillillll (~): more st'rillUS (3). 

....'7 (;eneral aeti\'ity liIniting: Ih.'Illl J 6a ill aUitude qut.'s­
tilllllla ire. 

~S. Neighborhood activity limiting: Item I (lb in atti­
tudl' questiLlllllairc. 

~q. Personal activit)' limiting: itt'm I {1': ill al tilucit' 
'luestil'nnarre. 
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