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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 aim 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 tc applications of the
victitnization 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, characteristics 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 victimizations 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 potential 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 with the public than does the police. Courts,
prisons, parole boards, and other agencies are 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 normzlly 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, the Task
Force on Police of the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement 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.

IMore specifically, the National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders (1968) depicted frictions
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 coinplex;
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 protection from crime.

e e o e e g

Recently, the National Advisory Commission 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
acknewledge their dependence on public acceptange 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 victimization 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 Assistance Administration (LEAA).
The NCS involves a series of vistimization surveys in
which probability samples of households are selected,
and the residents are interviewed te gather a wide range
of information about certain criminal victimizations that
may have occurred to them personally or to the

households of which they are members,!
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 LEAA’s 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:

! Commercial establishments are also surveyed in the NCS,
but only hnusehold and persona! interview data are used in this
report,




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.? 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 interviewing 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.® 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 variety of other attitude realms tapped by the
surveys: ie., 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 that can be
related to attitudes toward the police. Third, because the
attitude data were gathered in conjunction with
victimzation surveys, relationships can be sought
between attitudes toward the police ‘and the
vistimization 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 1esponses
would have been if everyone in the cities had been

? Readers interested in the technical details about survey
methodology that are not vital to the substance of this report
can consult the documentation for any of the city surveys (see
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975) because the methodologies
were virtuglly 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 surveys 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.®

Despite the large sample sizes used in the NCS city
surveys, we would have difficulty making detailed
analyses of the data from any one 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
patterns 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 Administration of Justice sponsored

shown or read the response catagories appearing in the question-
naire, excep in a few cases.

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

- e g

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

Evaluation of police performance

Don't No Estimated

Good Average Poor know answer number 2
1972/73 Surveys 42% 7% 13% 7% 0% (14,621,640)
1975 Surveys 40% 41% 12% 7% 0% (15,386,335}

as a variable in the table.

i i i i % lation estimates of the cities
nless otherwise noted, in this and subsequent tables, estimated numbr.s refer to the popu f 1l
dgrived from samples taken in the NCS, The estimates refer only to persor:3 16 years old or older, except when age is included

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 the 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 .

Although there 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 question wording, and in respcnse cate-

*The 1964 and 1970 polls are reported in Hindelang, et al.
{1975:188-189); the 1966 poll is cited by the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
(1967:145), Note, however, that in the 1970 poll, the propor-
tion of favorable responses was 56 percent for city residents,
compared to the 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 thought 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 respondent 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
policemen 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 cannot 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,’

?Some of the categories have wording that is similar enough
in the twp 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 versus 2 percent),
traffic (1 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 Impact Cities and the Nation's five largest cities

1972/73 1975
Estimated number® {13,489,638) {14,259,389)
No improvement needed 16% 16%
Improvement needed 67% 68%
Don’t know 13% 15%
No answer 4% 2%
Most important suggested improvement (1975):b
Hire more policemen. , ... d ettt it it ittt i ettt ettt et ey e 24%
Concentrate on more important duties, Serious Crime, BtC. .. .vvveerereeerner. .. Cerseertanans 11%
Be more prompt, responsive, alert ,....... Ceriecettaaee e etsees et aresntaannes teeenn 18%
Improve training, raise qualifications or pay; recruitment p.o|icies ............................ 4%
Be more courteous, improve attitude, COMMUNItY FRIBTIONS 4. v vutnn e s eeenrnnsennnennsnn. 9%
Dot dIsCrimiNate L. .. it ittt e e et e e 2%
Need more traffic CONtrol L. v .ttt et i i et e er et e e . 1%
Need more policemen of certain type {foot, car) in certain areas or at certain times .....ieiiunnann 27%
Other ...ttt iiiennirinnnees N Ceeseiensaans 7%
Estimated number® ... ... .. e e Ceeenn {9,697,652)

Appendix A).

3Excludes respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in

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

Variations in Attitudes
?Toward the Police

j{ Respondent Characteristics

Relationships between attitudes toward the police

and respondent characteristics in the 1975 data are

i/ 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
income, T ——

~ 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/other® respondents. These

®1n the NCS cities data sets there are three racial categories
used: white, black,” and other, Because there are so few
respondents in the ’‘other”” category (mainly Orlentals and
American Indians) of the data used here, blacks and "others”
have been combined, as indicated by the terminology, “black/
other,” However, note that blacks comprise more than 90
percent of this combiied group. Note also that, according to
Bureau of the Census and NCS counting rules, Spanish-Ameri-
cans are classified as whites.
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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,
1967; Hindelang, et al., 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, although
family income and evaluations of the police were related
moderately in the full sample, the relationship virtually
disappeared when the two racial categories were ex-
amined separately, that is, income was not related to

aluations of the police within racial groups.
Age and race—the two important explanatory demo-

graphic variables—are both related to evaluations of the
police when examined simultaneously, as can be seen in
Table 4. Among both white and black/other respondents

Table 3
1976 NCS city surveys

Evaluation of police performance by selected respondent characteristics;

Evaluation of polics performance

Don't No Estimated
Good Average Poor know answer number

Age:

16-29 29% 48% 16% 6% 0% (4,971,233)

30-48 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% (10,872,108)

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% {5,173,635)

$12,000 or more 42% 42% 10% 5% 0% (5,654,310)

Not ascertained 36% 40% 13% 1% 1% {1,660,690)

1975 NCS city surveys

Table 4 Evaluation of police performance by race and age of respondent;

Evaluation of police performance

R d Don't No Estimated
ace and age Good Average Poor know answer number
White:
1:3-29 36% 45% 12% 6% 0% {3,304,181)
30-49 46% 37% 10% 6% 0% (3,060,294)
50 or older 54% 30% 7% 8% 0% {4,507,635)
Black/other:
16-29 16% 54% 24% 5% 1% {1,667,053)
30-49 23% 52% 19% 6% 0% (1,566,790)
50 or older 34% 43% 13% 10% 0% (1,280,383)

the proportion of favorable police ratings increases ds
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 lacal police are doinga
poor job.

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. Opiniezs about the need for
improvement, for example, show only minor variation
by sex and by family income, On the other hand,

. recrnt
variation does occur across age and race ca‘egories. The,

top_portion of Table S 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

13
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Table 5 Perceived need for improvement of local polic2 by race and
age or respondent; 1975 NCS city surveys
White respondents
16-29 30-49 50 or older Total
Estimated number® {3,094,806) {2,869,279) (4,108,765) (10,072,850)
No improvement needed 12% 16% 22% 17%
Improvement needed 70% 68% 59% 65%
Don’t know 16% 14% 17% 16%
No answer 2% 2% 2% 2%
Most important suggested improvement:
Hire more policemen 21% 26% 33% 27%
Concentrate on more important
duties, serious crime, etc. 14% 11% 7% 11%
Be more prompt, responsive, alert 15% 13% 10% 12%
Improve training, raise qualifications
or pay; recruitment policies 5% 5% 4% 4%
Be more courteous, improve
attitude, community relations 11% 8% 4% ) 7%
Don’t discriminate 2% 1% 1% 1%
Need more traffic control 1% 1% 1% 1%
Need more policemen of certain
type (foot, car) in certain
areas Gr at certain times 25% 27% 33% 28%
Other 7% 8% 0% 8%
Estimated numberb (2,168,697) (1,956,517) (2,443,580) (6,568,795}

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, although 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 re-
spondents.
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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
citizen/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 are strongly related. Even
though half of the respondenis 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.

T il e - z

Table 5 concluded

Black respondents

16-29 30-49 50 or older Total
Estimated number® {1,568,403) (1,471,179) (1,146,959} (4,186,:341)
No improvement needed 7% . 9% ;g;ﬁ 72;2
Improvement needed 717% 76% oo 1
Don't know 13% 12% 16% »
No answer 2% 2% 2% 2
Most important suggested improvement:
Hire more policemen 15% 17% 22% 18%
Concentrate on more important .
duties, serious crime, etc. 13% 1% 10% 1%
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 .
attitude, community relations 15% 12% 8% 12%
Don't discriminate 6% 3% 3% 4%
Need more traffic control 1% 0% 1% 0%
Need more policer)nen of certain
type {foot, car) in certain
arSas 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)

in Appendix A).

a8gxcludes respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a

bOnly respondents who indicated that improvement was needed.

Table 6 Perceived need for improvement of local police by evaluation of
police performance; 1976 NCS city surveys

Need for improvement

i " Estimated
i Improvement No improvement Don't No
‘;:lr?:rmanoe pneadad needed know answer numbe
Good 51%° 29% 19% 1% (6,129,207
329%¢ 83% 55% 26%
8,868)
78% 5% 14% 2% (6,258,
Averase 50% 16% 42% 45%
Poor 90% 2% 4% 5% {1,871,314)
17% 2% 3% 29%
Estimated numbe @ {9,697,652) (2,127,837} (2,144,832) {289,068) (14,259,389)

3 xcludes respondents who did not express an
in Appendix Al..

bRow percentages.

SColumn percentages.

opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a

e
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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 iters.
Thus, the police rating scale ranges from one (positive
rating) to four (negative rating). Respondenis with a
value of one are those who evaluated the pseformance of
their local police as good and who said that no
improvement was needed; a value of four is assigned to
respondents who evaluated policr, performance as poor
and who, when asked about how the police could

improve, said something othe: than “no improvement,

needed.”’

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 blackfother 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.

®They either suggested a specific improvement, said they
didn‘t know how the panlice 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 ¢xamined 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 percéntages 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

Rating of police?

TABLE 8 Rating of police by two indicators of respondent perceptions
of crime trends; 1975 NCS city surveys
Rating of police?®
{Positive) {Negative)
Estimated
1 2 3 4 number
Neighborhood
crime trend:P
Increased 9%° 30% 43% 17% (6,358,179)
41%d 47% 52% 65%
Same 15% 35% 41% 9% {5,392,291)
53% 47% 42% 29%
Decreased 13% 34% 39% 14% (723,266)
6% 6% 5% 3%
Estimated
number (1,490,657} {4,057,886) (5,269,849) (1,655,345) (12,473,737}
Changes in chances
of being attacked
or robbed:©
Up 10% 32% 43% 14% (9,115,143)
57% 64% 68% 1%
Same 15% 35% 40% 11% (4,023,007)
36% 31% 27% 24%
Down 16% 33% 39% 12% (712,268)
7% 5% 5% 5%
Estimated
number (1,674,418) (4,555,285) (5,822,046) (1,798,669) (13,850,418)
8nespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in
Appendix A) were not given a scale score,
bEchudes respondents who had not lived in the neighborhood long gnough 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.
2 xcludes respondents who had no opinion or who gave no answer, For exact wording, see item 15a in Appendix A,

{Positive) {Negative)
Estimated

Race and age 1 2 3 4 number
White: 15% 38% 38% 10% (10,072,850)

16-29 10% 31% 46% 13% (3,094,807)

30-49 15% 38% 38% 1% (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)

Appendix A} were not given a scale score.

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in
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police positive ratings (65 versus 41 percent). The top
portion of Table 8, then, appears to be presenting us
with two conflicting messages.

Actually what we are faced with is the issue of
whether our concern is to infer the existence of some
causal mechanisms or merely to determine how well we
can predict the responses on one variable given informa-
tion about responses on another variable. If the purpose
is prediction, then we must say that our ability to
predict perceptions of neighborheod crime trends know-
ing rating of police is better than our ability to predict
rating of police performance knowing perceptions of

neighborhood crime trends. But the fact that we can
predict in one direction better than the other does not
mean that any causal connection between the variables
runs in the same direction,'® All of the attitudes were
measured at the same time, so there is no empirical basis
for saying that one preceded another in time. For the
most part, we will be assuming that attitudes about

1% A common illustration is the superiority of “predicting"’
whether a person has ever used marihuana from knowledge of
heroin use over predicting heroin use from knowledge of
marihuana use; most marihuana users don't use heroin, but most

heroin users have used marihuana at some time. Neither
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 3,
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 {3p 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 polite 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 mose 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 remains,

The two cross-tabulations in Table 9 can be ex-
amined from the perspective of column 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 personaily 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 10, 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 10. The differences between the
ratings of police performance by respondents who said
that behavioral changes had occurred 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 NCS city surveys

Rating of police®

{Positive) {Negative)
Estimated
1 2 3 4 number
Neighborhood
safety at night:P
Very safe 16%¢ 39% 33% 12% {1,898,696)
18%d 16% 10% 12%
Reasonably safe 12% 33% 44% 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 2199)
number {1,745,571) (4,693,707} (5,937,325) {1,835,596) (14,212,
Comparative
neighborhood
danger:8
Much more
dangerous 7% 23% 35% 35% (149,101)
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
dangerous 19% 43% 31% 8% (1,517,164)
16% 14% 8% 6%
Estimated a0
number (1,730,224) (4,655,109) (5,907,603} (1,824,458) {14,117,

8Respondents 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 wha 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 crime
on behavior; 1975 NCS city surveys
Rating of police®
{Positiva) (Negazive)
. Estimated
3 4 number
Neighborhood
limiting of
activities:b
Yes 11%¢ 31%
44% 14% 9,60
61%d 66% 73% 78% 18,605,338)
No 16% 37%
38% 9% (41
39% 34% 27% 22% sesor]
Estimated
number (1,694,556} (4,531,353) (5,780,010) {1,784,320) (13,790,239}
Personal limiting
of activities:®
Yes 1% 31% 43% 15% {6,924,022)
42% 46% 50% 57%
No 14% 35%
40% 11% 7,292
658% 54% 50% 43% ( 598
Estimated
number (1,749,213) (4,696,026} (5,936,738) {1,834,642) (14,216,619)
8Respondents who did not ex ini
Ao A wore et ghvem s sc;;:'ees:c:;.opmlon on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in
b
Excludes respondents who gave no answer. For exact wording, see item 16b in Appendix A,
CRow percentages.
deolumn percentages.
eE xcludes respondents who gave no answer. For exact wording, see item 16¢ in Appendix A

they had limited or changed their activities gave their
local police a highly positive rating, and the same rating
was given by 16 percent of those who said that they had
not limited or changed their activities. At no level of
police ratings do these differences exceed 6 percent
points.

By reversing the conceptualization of how the
variables are ordered temporally and looking at the
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 that 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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say that people in the neighborhood (61 versus 78
percent) or they themselves (42 versus 57 percent) had
limited their activities. However, it still seems advisable
to.maintain our a priori conceptualization of police
ratings as the dependent variable and to conclude—from
the row percentages in Table 10—that whether or not
people feel compelled to limit their activities does not
have a strong effect on their ratings of the police,

Victimization Experience and
Ratings of the Police

- B?cause the NCS cities attitude data were collected
in conjunction with surveys of criminal victimization, we
can look for associations between expressed attin;des
and the respondents’ experiences as victims of crime

———

RS—-———

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 end of the
police rating scale, with respondents who endured 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.!?

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

11The average weighting factor per sample case is
approximately 100. As a rule of thumb, percentages computed
on a base of fewer than 50 sample cases will be deemed
unreliable and will not be reported,

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 al. (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 nonvictims).
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

TABLE 11 Rating of police by to

suffered by respondent durin

is much easier than for offenses such as burglary, and it

tal number of personal victimizations
g the preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS city surveys

Rating of policea

{Positive) (Negative) ‘
Total personal Estimated
victimizations 1 4 number
None 13% 33% 42% 12% (13,374,961)
1 8% 28% 41% 22% (768,403)
2 5% 33% 35% 27% {102,367)
3 or more . 3% 32% 33% 33% (24,024)

8Rgspondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 142 in
Appendix A) were not given a scale score.

bgee Appendix C for definition.

21

e g e S s e

L



st b B KR, 54 s o

is assumed that these criries would have a greater effect
on the individual than would events such as a theft of
property involving no victim/offender confrontatiofi.
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 (..,
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 victimization
is analyzed separately. As shown in Table 12, victimns of
each type of crime gave their local police a greatet
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 reference period.!? 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 suffered 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 scored by a
method derived from Sellin and Wolfgang (1964).!3

'3 There were too few multiple rape victims available for
analysis,
!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 NCS city surveys
Rating of police®
{Positive) {Negative)

P.ers.on.al b Estitnated
victimization 1 2 3 4 number
Rape:

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,235,107)

One or more 7% 20% 42% 31% (24,648)
Robbery:

glone 12% 33% 42% 13% (13,927,992)

ne 6% 29% 38% 27% (302,625)

Tio or more 4% 31% 39% 26% (29,138)
Aggravated assault:

Nbne 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,049,022)

One 7% 27% 41% 25% (199,386)

Two or micre 3% 29% 34% 34% {19,348}
Simple assault:

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,055,005}

One 8% 33% 39% 20% (189,271)

Twe or more 4% 28% 35% 34% {15,478)
Larceny with contact:

None 12% 33% 42% 13% (14,070,718}

One 11% 29% 42% 18% (180,778)

Two or more 4% 46% 39% 12% (8,259)
3Respondents who did not express a Ini ' 3 i i
A A e ot o sc%le sconr"e.op nion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 142 in
bSee Appendix C for definitions,
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TABLE 13

Rating of police by total seriousness score of respondents’ experiences
with personal victimization during the preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS city surveys

Rating of police®

{Positive) (Negative)
Total Estimated
serioysness u:orob 1 2 3 4 number
0 13% 33% 42% 13% (13,386,955)
1-2 9% 32% 45% 14% (694,434)
35 7% 29% 41% 23% {156,925)
6 or more 7% 26% 34% 33% (21,442)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in

Appendix A) were not given a scale score,

bgue Appendix C for definition,

These scores were then summed for all 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
show a strong correspondence.'®

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

140f course, number of personal victimizations {Table 11)
and total seriousness score (Table 13) are not independent
becausa the fatter is derived by summing the seriousness scores
of all the personal victimizations reported to the interviewer by
the respondent.

resided. In Table 14, personal victimizations are divided
according to whether 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-
fect on how the police were rated.'® Even when the
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.

V5 The numbers in Table 14 represent victimizations rather
than individuals, a point that will be discussed later in the report.

TABLE 14 Victim's rating of police by whether victirnization occurred within
or outside of the city in which the interview was conducted; 1975 NCS

city surveys
Rating of potice®
{Positive) (Negative)
Place of Estimated
occurrence 1 3 4 number
Inside city 8% 30% 39% 24% (874,145}
Outside city 8% 1% 39% 22% (62,564)

Appendix A) were not given a scale score,

Byndicates estimated number of personal victimizations,

BRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question litem 14a in
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From the discussion in this section so far it should
be obvious that ratings of the police are related to a
number of factors: demographic characteristics (especial-
ly race and age), 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.! ¢

For heuristic purposes, all the variables used have
been transformed into standardized form—i.e., 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)! 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.

téMultiple linear regression equaticns take the following
form:

Y=a+b X, +b, X, +b;X;...... +bXy +e

where: Y = the score on the criterion variable, a = a
constant, ’

b, ....by = standardized regression coefficients (beta
weights),

X, Xy = scores on the-explanatory variables, and e =
a residual error term,

lgnoring the error term, the equation (after solving for a and the
b's) can be used to compute a predicted Y value for any
particular individual by inserting the X scores for 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).

! "These are the b values in the equation in footnote 16.

24

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 predetermined 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 have 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 moment coefficients.! ®

For the first part of the analysis, a pool of 34 ex-
planatory variables was mude available for inclusion in
the regression equation. Twenty of these variables reflec-
ted either respondent characteristics (e.g., race, age) or
experiences with victimizatiou (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 atticude 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,!? 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 in

'® A Pearson’s product moment coefficient (Pearson’s r) isa
measure of the linear association between two variables; it can
take any value between -1.00 and 1.00. The matrix of Pearson's
r's between all possible pairs of the variables being analyzed
provides the data necessary to derive the multiple regression
equations explained in footnote 16,

""Multiple R is an extension of the Pearson's r {see
footnote 18) and measures the strength of association between a
single criterion variable and two or more explanatory variables;
its value range Is from zero to 1.00, The square of the multiple R
(R?)} indicates the proportion of total variance in the criterion
variable that can be explained, or *‘accounted for' by the linear
combination 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
cccur beyond the second decimal place. In fact, once the
effects of race and age are controlled, none of the re-
maining variables substantially increases 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 regression results of Table 15 are illus-

trated in Figure 1. Because 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 sample 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 resuits?

Predictor Multipie R Change in Beta weight in
variable Simple r at each step multiple R final equation
Race 226 228 226 196
Age -219 298 .052 -.161
Tntal seriousness

score .078 .302 .004 .036
Tenureb .097 .303 .001 037
Education .050 304 .001 Rok3
Number of members

in household® 124 305 .001 .030
Marital statusd 079 306 .001 019
Number of aggravated

assaults 062 306 .000 .013
Number of simple

assaults 029 .306 000 .009
Number of robberies 042 306 .000 .007
85ge 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},
€Total household members, regardless of age.
dA dichotomous varisble: married versus not marrled,
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FIGURE 1 Rating of Police

by race, age, and seriousness of respondent’s experiences with personal victimization

during the preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS city surveys

Total sample
12%/33%/42%/13%"
(14, 259, 392)°

Less than 35

High seriousness
2%/15%/ 47%/36%
{154, 798)

Low seriousness
5%/16%/56%/24%
(1, 841, 371)

High seriousness
5%/26%/41%/29%
(111, 515)

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

High seriousness
7%/29%/40%/24%
(298, 731)

| 5%/16%/55%/24%
{1, 996, 170)
Black/other
] 7%/21%/52%/20% }—
(4, 186, 542)
35 or older
kel 9%/26%/49%/17%
(2, 190, 372)
Less than 35
F’1O°/°/32%/45°/°/13°/°
(3, 915, 208)
White
—»{15%/38%/38%/10% }—
(10, 072, 850)
35 or older
~ 17%/42%/33%/8%
(6, 156, 943)

@Percentages correspond to police rating scale scores of 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively.
bEstimated number of persons in cell; base on which cell percentages were computed.
C“Low" = seriousness scale scores of 0 through 2; *high" = scale scores of 3 or higher.
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Low seriousness
10%/32%/46%/12%
(3,617, 175)

High serlousness®
12%/38%/30%/20%
(192, 618)

Low seriousness®
18%/42%/33%/8%
(5, 964, 323)

trates that age accounts for some of the variaticn in
ratings of the police, even when the effects of race are
centrolled, a finding that corresponds to the increase in
multiple R when age is added to the regression equation
(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
gioup, 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 vatiables. 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 racefage 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
than 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.?® 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 relationshi,»s between ratings
of the police and various other attitule 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
illustration of how the various types of variables may be

30Gee jtems 11b, 15b, and 9a in the NCS attitude
questionnaire that is reproduced in Appendix A.

27




FIGURE 2 General block diagram of interrelationships

among respondent characteristics, experiences with victimization, attitudes toward the

police, and other crime-related attitudes

Demographic
characteristics
of respondents

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

related. More explicit causal models can be constructed
and tested, but that is beyond the technical scope of this
report.?!

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 another 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! 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,

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.

Attitudes Toward the Police
and tke 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 datas 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.??

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 results 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 with 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-

23The 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.
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TABLE 16 Proportions of personal victimizations
reported and rot reported to the police by the
victim's roting of the police; 1975 NCS city surveys

Estimated

Rating of police® Reported Not reported numberb

{Positive) 1 519%¢ 49% (71,671)
8%d 7%

2 48% 51% {279,608)
31% 29%

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

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

Estimated number? {446,709) (490,000) {936,709)

dRespondents 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,

S i Ne -
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dence or a lack of confidence in police operations
(Hawkins, 1970:122). However, the indicator of confi-
dence in police operations*® 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 the 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 al.,
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-
jzations reported to the police by the victin'’s rating of
the police within four racefage groups separately. The
results are generally consistent with what was found in
Table 16. Although older victims were somewhat more
likely than ones under 35 years old to report to the

?3The 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 ratings were more likely to report. Thus,
the bivariate pattern found in Table 16 maintains when
we control for race and age.

Previous research has 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 al., 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 police®

{Positive) (Negative)
Race and age 1 2 3 4
White:
16-34 45%P 46% 40% 40%
(23,080)¢ {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 a5% 50% 44%
{25,519) (80,166) (55,975)
35 or older 59% 56% 49% 66%
{7,048) (39,724) (52,237) (33,638)

not given a scale scoré.

bProportion of victimizations in cell reported to police.

dlnsufficient number of sample cases to make reliable estimate.

aF(espondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in Appendix A) were

©Total number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell.
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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 decline 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 Reporting

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

1975 NCS city surveys

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

Rating of police®

{Positiva) [Negative)
1 2 3 4
Injury:
No injury 45%P 46% 42% 43%
(66,303)¢ {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%
(40,2565) (174,176} (234,148) {143,163)
$149 52% 51% 47% 47%
{19,751) (58,003) {75,731) {20,444)
$50 or more 60% 68% 66% 71%
{11,6685) (49,438) {52,378) (36,373)

through insurance).

a.f-‘haspondents who d@d not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question
(item 14a in Appendix A} were not given a scale score,

bPrc»portion of victimizations in ceil reported to the police.
CTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell,

dGross loss of cash and/or property. Includes amount that may have been recovered later (e.g.,
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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 police?

(Positive) (Negative)
Seriousness
score 1 2 3 4
Low 45%b 39% 35% 32%
0-2 (38,047)¢ (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)

3Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question
{item 14a in Appendix A) were not given & scale score,

bProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police.

€Total 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 police wsre only slightly
more likely than other victims to give that reason.?*

Table 21 looks at attitudes 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),

24 Although the numbers of cases become very small,

indlications 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; 1976 NCS city surveys

Rating of police®

{Positive) (Negative)

Reasons for
not reporting 1 2 3 4
Nothing could be done;

tack of proof 41%b 42% 42% 40%
Did not think it

important enough 32% 26% 31% 25%
Police wouidn’t want to

be bethered % 5% 9% 13%
Did not want to take

time; too inconvenient 7% 6% 8% 8%
Private or personal

matter 11% 13% 10% 16%
Did not want 1o g&t

involved 6% 4% 3% 3%
Afraid of reprisal 6% 5% 5% 3%
Reported to sorneone

else 9% 8% 5% 5%
Other 12% 13% 11% 12%
Estimated number® {35,183) {143,042) (194,145} (117,630}

gave a reason for not reporting.

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

bPert:entages sum to greater than 100 because some respondents cited more than one reason.

Cincludes only victimizations that were not reported to the police and for which the respondent

Several conclusions can be drawn?® from the results

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 al., 1967; Reiss, 1967).
2. Young and black/other respondents give
noticeably less favorable ratings to their local police
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

25To 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 with 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 ratings of 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




e

A

&

GE

e

TABLE 21 Most important suggested improvements for local police by reasons for not
reporting personal victimizations to the potice; 1975 NCS city surveys

Most important suggested improvements?

Noed more
Concentrate on Be more Improve Be more Need more policamen

Reasons for Hire more  more important prompt, training, courteous, Don‘t traffic of certain Estimat
not reporting policemen  duties, etc. stc. stc, etc. discriminate 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

someone else 17% 9% 14% 5% 11% 2% 1% 30% 10% (22,272)
Other 16% 15% 10% 7% 11% 1% 0% 25% 15% {45,048)

8gee item 14b in Appendix A for exact wording of category labels,

bindicates 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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ur redistdibutions of current police personnel and
duties. The suggestef! improvements do not indicate
@ great amoun: of dissatisfaction with policemen
already on duty {Table 2).

5. Citizens do not appear to blame the police
for what they perceive as the ctime problem. This
concission s base€ on the lack of any strong,
consistent elationsiup between mtings of the police
ant such things as perceptions of crime trends and
the fear of come (Tables § and 9., Apparently
respondents dié not think that the crime problem
was astributable o any deficiencies in the job being
tdone by fizir tocal police.

©. Actenl experiences with victimization. how-
ever, were welated to tatings of the police, with
those baving more serious experignces witl: victim-
fzatior: dusing the preceding 17 monits gving the
poiice moie negative matings {Tables 11 and 13}
This patiern remainst ever afier the effects of race
and age werge controlied {Figuee 1)

~, Owverall atings of police performance o not
have & strong influence on whether or not a victim
reporis & crime 1o the police. Twe paveats must be
noied Yor s concluston. First. matings of the palice
end v bave o shight effect or whether or not
victims of nopn-serious crmes report the grimes 10
the police. Second. the global nature of the pohice
zoling scale emploved in fhis anaivsic may mask
assusiptions  hetween the willingness o report
vicumizesions ang atditudes abow: spectfic aspacts
of poalize pe-formance or behevior (g.5.. how effec-
ave are the police in recovering sigien properfy ar
apprehending offenders™), in any case, the dase used
uere shoow that chatactesisties of <he wicumization
pself—er.. iy or foss suffered—have much more
e legt on whether the even? is reporieg 1o the police
by the vigim than does Hhe vicure's teting of police
pectormence,

Dvecall, “he resulis seem 10 imphy that any programs

that ko bmprove reletionships hetween the police and

8

public may not produce great changes in public attitudes
if the effort is focused on improving the image of
officers already in the field; the public already evalnates
them quite highly. Given the nature of improvements
suggested by the respondents, more suceess might some
from instituting department-wide reorganizations and
reallocations of resources that are responsive to public
desires. For example, a well-publicized transfer of more
officers to patrol duty might increase both the sense of
security and cooperzation with the police among the
public, regardless of any actual effects on the amount of
crime occurring, The NCS data show thet resppadenis
do not blame the police for crime and that even victims
of crime do not rate the police much differently then
nonvictims, unless their victimization experiences were
quite serious, and that involves only a smail proportien
of the population.

On the ofher hand, blacklother zzd younrg re-
spondents consistently give less favorable ravieps to the
police than other respondents. The size of the disparities
cannot be attributed to the fact that blackpther and
voung people suffer high retes of personal sictimiza-
tion*® Exploration of the sources of dissatisfaction
among these two subgroups of the population would
appear to be a frutful area of research for a program
dimed at improving police’community relationships.
Any overall gains in positive public evaluations of the
police almost have 1o he made among minority racial
groups and the young berause the rest of the public
niready holds the police in fairly high regard; in short,
improvement should be sought among subgroups that
have the most room fer fmprovement.

*E€The Pgarme's © OZ.ween race and rating of the police is
L5 anz the fue remans the same when the total pumber of
BRI wioTirinetions varietie is controlled. The r betwesn age
ane Taimg o the poice Secresses only marginally (from 22 10
T war g zomrnd orotota] personal  victimizaticns is
[ebadetshczel
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APPENDIX A National Crime Survey Attitude
Questionnaire (1975)

Form Approved: O.M.B. No. 4i-R2661

roru NCS-6

4:4=72)

USs DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION
BUAKAU OF THE CENIUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LANW CNFONCEMENT ASBIITANCE ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE

ATTITUDS QUESTIONNAIRE

NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau is confidential by law {Public Law
53-83), All identiftable information will be used only by persons engaged in and
for tho purposes of the survey, and may not be disclosed or released to others for
any purpose.

A, Conteol number

PSU | Seral Panel  |HH i Segment

t
' . .
v B . ]

+ .

8. Name of household head

= 4a. Why did you leave there? Any other reason? (aack ait that applys
1 _': ' Losation - closer to job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc., hete
2 _"Ncuse fapartment) ot propeny characlenstics — stze, quality.

C. Reason for noninterview
1CJTYPe Ag

KRace of haad

1 [ white

2" Negro

31 0ther

TYPE Z.

fntecviow not obtalaed for -
Line number

2[7TYPEB

®@®

|©36

s[TTvPEC

yard space, elc.
7' Wanted better houstng, own home
" Wanted chesper housing
.No choice = evicted, butlding demolished, condemned, etc.

" Change in lwing arrangements - marital status, wanted
to live alone, eic,

7 | Bad element moving in
8 ' ' Ctime in ofd neighborhood, atraid

9 "' Dwn't like h 1511C8 ~ ,
problems with neightors, etc.

10 " Other = Specily

LIRS ™

1 more than one reason;
b. ¥hich reason would you say was the most important?

Enter stem number

5a, Is there anything you don'l like about tals neighborhood?

CENSUS USE ONLY

0’7 No-SKiPto6s
ves - What? Anything else? (ataex atf thar acotys

[®

+ 77 Trafhic, patking
" Environmental problems - trash, noise, overcrowding, etc.

®®®

o “1 HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS '
o Ask only household respondent

5

" Crime of leat of crime
~" Public transportation problem

Before we pet to the major partion of the survey, | would like fo ask
you a lew questions related to subjects which seem to be of some
concem fo people, These questions ask you what you think, what

you feel, your altitudes and opinions.

1. How fong have you *ived at this address?
17 TTLess than 1 year
2|} 1-2 years ASK 24
37735 years
4]"]More than § years'~ SKIP 1o 85

- schaots, sh 8 , ete,
7 Bad element meving tn

2
3
=
H
6«
7

1stics of

7" Problems with
a " Other ~ Spocity

{it more than ona answer}
b, Which problem would you say Is the most serious?

Entas 11om number

*

@ {Mark all thot apply)

2a, Why did you select this particular nelghborhood? Any other reasen?

6a. Do you do your major food shopping in this neighborhood?
0, Yes - SKIP to7a
No — Why nol? Any other reason? imask att that appty-
177 No stores In neighborhood, others more

1 T INeig! - type of
streets, parks, eic.

2 71Good schools

312 sate trom crime
4{_;Onty place housing could be found, lack of choice

s]7] Price was nght

e{:f Location « close to iob, tamily, friends, sthool, shopping, etc,
7777 Housa (apartment) o¢ property charactesiztics - size, quality,

yard space, otc,
s JAlways lived in this neighbiothood
9 1 Other ~ Specity

®06®

277" Stares in netghborhood taadequate, prefers (bettar)
stores elsewhere

3771 High prices, commissary or PX chesper
4 T1Crime or fear of erime
5.7 Other ~ Specity

(4t more than on reason)
b. Which reason would you say s the most Impartant?

Entor itent numbet

Ta, vhen you shop for things othet than food, such as clothing and general
metchandise, do you USUALLY g0 to surburban or nelghborhood shopping

centers or do you shop *'downtown?"

il more than one season)

@ b, Which reason would you say was the most jmportant?
Enter {tem number

V ”} Surburban ot nelghborhaod
2,7 Downtown

= b Why Is that? Any othet reason? (Mark als tnat applyt

32, Where dld you five before you moved hara?
1 {71 0utside U,S,
217 Inside timita of this city
2 Somewhere else in U.s.-s;wclly?

EKIP to 48

State

County

1 _ 7 Batter parking, fess trattic

27} Better transportation

3] More convenient

47" Better setection, more stores, more cholce

57 Alraid of crime

&7 Stere hours better

7{ T Better prices

s: Prefers (bettar) stores, focation, setvice, employees
97" Other — Specity

b, Did you live Inside the lml!s of a city, town, village, ete.?

@ 1{0Ne

2{7) Yes - Enter name of clty, town, ole.y

{11 mote than one reascn)
¢. Which one would you say is the most important reason?

Enter riem number

INTERVIEWER ~ Complete intarview with household respandent,

beginning with Individual Attiude Questions.

[}

oS LmwO=
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS ~ Ask each household member 16 or ofder [ '-:.

;ﬁ '> t >
KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD

@, Line number :Nlm
1

§a. How otten do you go out in the evening for entertainment, such as

to restaurants, theaters, efc.?
1] Once a week o more 4772 or 3 times a yesr
N
2[T]Less thanonce a week — 5[] Less than 2 or 3 times a
more than once 3 month year ot never

3{T]About once 2 month

hbomgo;oﬁmplmmovlmnowllunyoudida_yeu
o

3o
@ 1] About the s=me ~ 8K/ to Check ltem A'

2[ ] Moes
. :Eu” Why? Any ofher reason? (Mark ali that 2pply)

CHECK Look at 112 and b. Was box 3 or 4 marked In either item?
ITEM B L] Yes — AsK 11¢ ZINo - sKiP 10 12

11c. Is the neighboihiood dangesous enough to make you think seriously
about moving somewhere else?

@ o] No - $Kip to 12

b Yes ~ Why don't you? Any other reason? (aMark att that appiy)
@ 1.7 1Can't atford to 57" Plan to move soon
2.7"Can't tind other houstag & Health or age

3 TRelatives, friends nearby 77" Dther — spocnly?
47_) Convenient 1o work, etc,

{1t more than one reason

)
d. Which reason would you say Is the most imporiant?

Enter item number

1 ] Woney situation
2] Places 1o o, pecple
to go with

7] Family reasons
D children, parents)

o] Activities, job, schoo!
s[] Crime ot tear of crime
10[_J Want to, like to, enjoyment
1173 Other - Specity

3] Convenience
4[] Health (own)
s{7] Transpoetation

[ JAge

12. How do you think your nelghbothood compares with others in this
melropolitan area in terms of crime? Would you say it s -

1] Much moce dangerous? 4[] Less danperous?
21t dangerous? s{TJMuch less dangerous?
3] About average?

(1t more then ona reascn)
. Which reason wauld you say is the most important?

@ [ ———— 1 T T RO T

13a. Are there some parts of this metropolitan area where you have a
reason o go of would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are afraid
to because of fear of crime?
o["INe Yes - Which section(s)?

CHECK ’ Is box 1, 2, or 3 marked In 87

@ e How many specific sections? ~ #f aot suro, ASK

b. How about AT NIGHT ~ are there some pacts of this area where you have 2

ITEN A [ No ~ sKiP 10 92 [JYes — asx a¢
d. When you do go out to restaurants o teaters in the evening, is it
usually In the city or cutside of the city?

@ 1 [ Usually in the clty

2{Jusually outside of the city
3] Abou equal ~ 3KIP to 92

reason to go or would like to o but are afrald to because of fear of crime?

@ o[ JNo

Yes ~ Which sectioa{s)?

— e _——How many specilic sections? — ¢ not sure, ASK

e, Wy do you usually go {outside the city /in the city)? Any other
Tea30n? (Mark all that apply]

@ 1 [[J Moce convenient, familiar, easier to get thers, only place avaitable

2[] Parking problens, tratfic

3[] Too much crime In other place

4] "] More to do

s [j Prefer {better) facilities (restaurants, theaters, etc.)

&[] More expensive in other area

7] Because of friends, relatives

8] Other — Specity

142, Would you say, in pencral, that your focal police are doing a good

job, an average job, or 2 poor job?
G0 106 32 Poor
2{"J Average 4[] 0on't know — $K/P 10 152

* b, In what ways could they improve? Any other ways? (Mark ati that applys
1 [Z] No Improvement needed ~ SKIP fo 152

2[TJHite more policemen

3] Concentrate on more important dutles, serious crime, etc.

&[] Be more prompt, responsive, alert

s} imptove training, raise tications o¢ pay, policies

{1t more than one reazon}
Which reason would you say is the most important?

@ e Enter trem number

-

SD Be more courteous, fmprove attitude, community relations
77 0on"t discriminate

8] Need more tratfic contro!

8] Need more policemen of particular type (foot, car) in

Sa, Now ['d like to get your oplalons about crime in genera!,
Within the past year or two, do you think thal crime in your
neighborhaod has i d, & d, ot remained about the same?
@ 1;_] Increased 4[] Don't know ~ SKIP toc
2{" 1 Decreased s JHaven't lived hete
3 ]Same —$KIP toc that long ~ SKIP toc

certain areas or at certain times
10[] Don't know

11 [] Other ~ Specity

(i more than one way,

)
¢, Which would you say Is the most important?

b. Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes when you sald
you think crime in your neighborhood has (Increased/decteased)?
@ o JNa Yes — What kinds of crimes?

D e— 1 1) TR T TN

152, Now | have some more questions about your opinfons concerning crime.
Please take this card, (Hand respondent Anitude Flashcard, NCS-574)

¢, How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood ~
would you say they are committed mostly by the people who live
here in this neighborhood or mostly by ogtsiders?

@ Look at the FIRST set of statements, Which one do you agree with most?

11 My chances of being attscked or robbed have GONE UP
in the past few years

2[" )My chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE DOWN

L et

e e e v,

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
attitude 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 ................. ceereeeaa.. 35
Baltimore .............ciieviive.... 55
Cleveland ............ B %)
Dallas ......coiviiiiiiiiininnee.... 60
Denver ............ R < ¢
Newark ......oiviiiiniiiinnnnnen.. 25
Portland .................. F . 11

St.Louis .......covviiviinenn.... 40

Five Largest Cities:
Chicago ..........cciviiiieen.... 210
Detroit .......ccvivevevnenean.... 100
LosAngeles .............. cheee.... 200
New York City ...........cvevnvn... 510
Philadelphia ....................... 125

1975 NCS

TABLE B-1-ATLANTA Rating of pclice by race and age of respondent;

Rating of police®

@ 1 {_:]:dn cvl!nhnbsmr;;psntu 3] Outsiders in the past few years
n nelg \ e * 1
2[JPeonte lving bre :B s:::n:m b:l both mLy Ehancesof belng stacked o robbed haven't changed Raco and ade (Pos{twe) 3 (Negadtwe) Ers‘t:zzzerd
10 Wi the past year o br o you ik tal cine o e Lol 4o cpinten i i 2
S has h 4, AT same b, Which of the SECOND group do you agree with mest? i 5 % % (121,297)
@ VE ) Increased | 3 JSame } 1P 1o 110 (8D 1 (] Crime s LESS serious than tha newsoapers and TV White: 7% 33% 46% 13% .
277! Decrensed 4[] Don't know ) 2T Crime 2 MORE et hon e n:w!plpe:x.:m 'rv’:.yy 1629 6% 28% 53% 13% (42,305)
b :&"g‘mﬁw"&m‘{ygaﬂ;ﬁn;zéﬁaﬁ’w you sald 3[JCrime is about a3 serious as the newspapers and TV say { 30-49 7% 31% 48% 14% (31 ,325T
o'Ho  Yes ~What kinds of crimes? +E e oslolon %, 50 or older 9% 38% 39% 13% {47,667)
= o |
: , alrald of crime ‘
11a, How safe do you fee] o would you feel being out alone In your 345, V[ dves 2[Jne / Black/other: 8% 25% 54% 12% { 64';1 :83)
seighborhood AT NIGHT? b. D6 you tink that most PEOPLE IN THS NEIGHBORHOOD have llzited or i 16-29 6% 19% G1% 19% (68,583)
1C) very sate a[J)Somewhat unsate changed theiractivities nthe past few years becsusethey ate alraid of crime? | 30-49 8% 25% 54% 13% {53,349)
2" VReasonadly safe 4 Very unsate [ ves 2{"INo 50 or older 14% 36% 41% 8% (42,487}

b. How about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feel or would
you feel being out atone in your neighborhood?

1 very sate 3[7] Somewhat unsafe 1Y ves 2[Ne
27 "1 Reasonably safe 4[] very unsate INTERVIEWER - o
VORM MO 18545741 Page 2

c. In general, have YOU limited or changed your activities in the past few
@ years becsuse of crime? 8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in

Appendix A) were not giv‘en a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

b

Intarview with this respondeni on NCS+3
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TABLE B-1-BALTIMORE Rating of police by race and age of respondent;
1975 NCS

Rating of police®

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

5,942)

ite: 15% 43% 33% 9% (308,
hie: 16-29 10% 35% 43% 12% {89,022)
3049 15% 40% 35% 10% {80,909}
50 or older 19% 51% 24% 6% (136,011)
271,627)

: 8% 27% 49% 16% (271,
Black/:tg;ré 4% 18% 57% 21% {106,652}
3049 7% 29% 50% 14% (85,138)
50 or older 12% 5 39% 11% (79,836)

i ini i i formance question {item 14a in
a ondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation o_f police perforr . t
ARp’;sé)nch A} were not given a scale score, The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

TABLE B-1-CLEVELAND Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
Rating of police® ) o |

{Positive) {Negative stimate

Race and age 1 2 3 4 number
ite: 10% 31% 44% 15% {266,123}
iie: 1629 5% 23% 53% 19% (85,223)
30-49 ‘ 8% 30% 46% 16% (70,329)
5% or older 15% 38% 35% 12% {110,671)
29% (165,832)

T8 5% 15% 50%

BMCkl?ltG-";Q 3% 10% 51% 36% {58,826}
310-:19 5% 13% 54% 29% (53,916)
50 or older 9% 23% 47% 22% (53,090)

i ini i i formance question (item 14a in
a ts who did not express an opinion on the' evaluation of polu_:e per
AF;Zsepn%nigaXﬂ were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

g - y

TABLE B-1-DALLAS Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
Rating of police®
{Positive) {Negative) Estimated

Racs 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% {60,654)

30-49 10% 24% 51% 15% (46,072)

50 or older 16% 35% 37% 12% (29,137)

8Respondents 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-1-DENVER Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
Rating of police®
{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% 650% 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)

8Respondents 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.

e B o
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TABLE B-1-NEWARK Rating of police by race and age of respondent;
1975 NCS
Rating of police? ‘
(Positive) S (Negative) Estu:;t;d
4 nu
Race and age 1 2 3 )
99,922

28% 46% 15% {99,
e 11832 22% 52% 18% (23,?122;
;gjg 11% 26% 47% 16?; 81'286)

50 or older 14% 35% 40% 11% ,
4% 14% 54% 28% {115,402)
ekl e 2s 3% 10% 53% 34% (42,2;;;
2045 5% 12% 56% 27% 234,983)

2249 Ider 6% 21% 51% 23% 7,

oro
i i ion (item 14a in
i inion on the evaluation o_f police performance question
:F{espo(;iez;swvevpeongltdgic:; :,;g;?:‘ scﬂ'e?"i‘ltr:éoconstruction of the police rating scale is described in the text.
ppen

TABLE B-1-PORTLAND Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
- f |. a3
{Positive) Reting >~ B {Negative) Estim;:erd
4 num
Race and age 1 2 3 )
255,245
45% 36% 7% (2565,
e 1232 3792 48% 10% (90,:)(;;))
g 10% 46% 36% 8% {61 '01 a
284? older 17% 52% 26% 5% {104,
o
262
her: 1% 28% 41% 20% (2:; .SgS;
Black/other: o 2% P 2o ' 0
2039 12% 27% 44% 18% (6,73 o
2349 \der 15% 39% 33% 13% {5,97
oro

espon nts p‘ i i P i f i (i 1 i
aR dent who did not express an opinion on the evaluation O'I OllC‘e per 0|"lallce‘ 'quest. on tem 4a in
A dix A) were nolt given a SCale score, The CO”StIUCﬁDlI of the pOllce rating scale is deSLrled n the text.

ppen

s e

TABLE B-1-ST. LOUIS Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
Rating of police®
(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% 8§2% 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)

aRes;:mr}dents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance guestion (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-1-CHICAGO Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1975 NCS
Rating of police®
{Positive) (Negative) Estimated

Race and age 1 2 3 4 number
White: 149% 40% 37% 10% (1,377,243)

16-29 7% 30% 49% 14% {432,065)

3049 13% 39% 37% 11% (382,469)

50 or older 20% 47% 27% 6% {562,709)
Black/ather: 5% 16% 54% 25% (717,230}

16-29 4% 11% 53% 32% (285,124)

3049 5% 15% 55% 25% {253,561)

50 or older 8% 23% 54% 15% {178,545)

8Respondents 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,
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TABLE B-1-DETROIT Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1976 NCS
Rating of police® .
{Positive) : (Negative) Est u| mgt:rd
n
Race and age 1 2 3 4

463,794}

i % 39% 34% 9% { ,
hite: ::83;2 3292 43% 13% {143,815)
g 15% 40% 34% 10% (105,823)
ggﬁ?older 22% 43% 29% 6% {214,156)
k/other: 6% 25% 54% 15% (433,3(2)2;

okl Gré 4% 17% 60% 20% (169,
;gﬁg 5% 25% 55% 15% {1 gg;ggz)’

50 or older 10% 35% 44% 10% {129,

i i i lice performance question (item 14a in
8 t express an opinion on the. evaluation oj polic .
A}::;?nodr;:ex)tswvgllong::dgir\::n a sgale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text

TABLE B-1-NEW YORK CITY Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

1976 NCS

Rating of police®

(Positive) {Negative) Estimated
Race and age 1 2 3 4q number
White: 14% 33% 42% 1% (3,864,857)
16-29 10% 29% 48% 13% (1,120,660)
30-49 14% 32% 42% 12% (1,145,900)
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)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The constr

) police performance question (item 14a in
uction of the police rating scale is described in the text,

TABLE B-1-LOS ANGELES Rating of police by race and age of respondent;

TABLE B-1-PHILADELPHIA Rating of police by race and age
1975 NCS

of respondent;

Rating of police®

1975 NCS
Rating of police? )
iti (Negative) Estimatsd
{Positive) e

Race and age 1 2 3 4 num|
% 45% 30% 9% {1,5613,017)
Hite: :S;Z 36% 41% 11% {429,104)
;g-ig 14% 47% 29% 9% (475,537)
50 or older 22% 51% 21% 6% (645,375)
: 24% 54% 16% (396,815}
A ;:z 1592 58;6 22% (140,069)
:1;(6).:: 6% 26% 54% 16% (143,826)
50 or older 10% 33% 47% 10% {112,930)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in

{Positive) (Negative) Estimated
Race and age 1 2 3 4 number
White: 18% 39% 34% 8% (847,542)
16-29 12% 30% 46% 12% (250,118)
3049 16% 40% 35% 9% (224,195)
50 or older 24% 45% 26% 6% (373,229)
Black/other: 7% 20% 51% 22% {407,369)
16-29 2% 119% 54% 32% (144,471)
30-49 7% 20% 63% 20% (134,936)
50 or older 12% 29% 46% 12% (127,961)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performa

Appendix A} were not given a scale score, The construction of the police rating scale is d

nce question (item 14a in
escribed in the text,

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-2-ATLANTA Rating of police by total number of personal
victimizations suffered by respondent during the
preceding 12 months; 1575 NCS

Rating of police®

iti i Estimated
Total personal {Positive) {Negative)
victimizations? 1 2 3 4 sumbet
None 8% 29% 51% 12% (270,133)
One 9% 26% 40% 25% (13,605}
Two ar more —_— 41% 31% 28% {1,977}

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police peu:formanct.a questi_on (i}em 14ain
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-BALTIMORE Rating of police by total number of personal
victimizations suffered by respondent during the
preceding 12 months: 1975 NCS

Rating of police?

Total personal {Positive) 3 (Nagztive) E:t‘i'r:l‘_abt;d
victimizationsb 1 2

None 12% 36% a41% 11% (5?9,673)
One 9% 31% 40% 20% {39,893)
Two or more 6% 32% 38% 24% {8,002}

2Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of pclice per-formancg questipn (ifem 14ain
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

Rating of police®

iti Negative) Estimated
o (Positivel 2 (N number
None 8% 25% 47% 20% {401,497)
One 7% 22% 41% 31% (26,341)
Two or more 5% 29% 34% 32% {4,118}

a i inion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in
espondents who did not express an opin i : ‘ t
AF:pseF:'\c:!ix A} were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

Psee Appendix C for definition.

Apmermrmeere

TABLE B-2-DALLAS Rating of police by total number of parsonal

victimizations suffered by respondent during the
preceding 12 months; 1976 NCS

Rating of polica®

Total personai (Positive) (Negative) Estimated
victim!zationsb 1 2 3 4 number
None 12% 40% 39% 9% {623,833}
One 7% 30% 43% 20% (23,681)
Two or more 3% 32% 44% 21% (4,160)

a . R . . S .
Respondents who did not express an opinion on ths evaluation of police merformance 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-DENVER Rating of police Ly total number of personal

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

Rating of police?

Total personal {Positive) {Negative) Estimated
victimizationsP 1 2 3 4 number
None 16% 40% 36% 9% (339,330)
One 9% 35% 35% 21% (21,692)
“Two or more 9% 18% 48% 25% {3,913)

8gespondents 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 Fippendix C for definition.

TABLE B-2-NEWARK Rating of police by total number of personai

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

Rating of police®
Total personal {Positive) (Negative) Estimatsd
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 number
None 8% 21% 50% 21% (205,120)
One 6% 14% 46% 33% (9,323)
Two or more 5% 18% 41% 36% {1,039)

aF(espondents 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,
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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; 1975 NCS

Rating of police?

48

Total personal {Positive) {Negative) Estimabt:d
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 number
None 12% 44% 36% 8% {258,319)
One 10% 34% 42% 15% {14,711)
Two or more 8% 34% 30% 27% (3,477)

aRespondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performancg questipn (i?em 14ain
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
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS

Rating of police®

Total personal (Positive) (Nog:tivo) E::ﬁabt;d
victimizationsb 1 2 3

None 15% 36% 39% 10% (330,648)
One 11% 3C% 42% 17% {16,224)
Two or more 4% 11% 46% 38% {2,130}

aRespondems who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police pen:formanc? questipn (i}em 14ain
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 during the
preceding 12 months; 1975 NCS

Rating of police®

Total personal (Positive) {Negative) Estim;terd
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 numbe
None 11% 32% 43% 14% {1,941,937)
One 7% 25% 43% 25% (127,343)
Two or more 1% 29% 37% 34% (25,193)

2 i ini the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in
Respondents who did not express an opinion on i 4 ; A
Appepndix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

Bgee Appendix C for definition.
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TABLE B-2-DETROIT Rating of police by total number of personal

victimizations sutfered by respondent during the
preceding 12 months: 19756 NCS

Rating of police®
Total parsonal (Positive) {Negative) Estimated
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 number
Nona 12% 32% 449 12% (835,839)
One 8% 28% 44% 20% (65,696)
Two or more 8% 26% % 20% {11,483)

a
Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 14a in
Appandix 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-L.OS ANGELES Rating of police by total number of personal

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

Rating of police®

Total parsonal {Positive} {Negative) Estimated
victimizationsb 1 2 3 4 number
None 16% 41% 359% 9% {1,795,105)
One 9% 36% 36% 19% {99,054)
Two or more 7% 25% 25% 43% (15,878)

8 .
Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question (item 143 in
Appendix A) were not given a scala score, The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text,

bSee 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

Rating of police®

Total porsonaL '(Positive) {Negative) Estimated
victimizations' 1 2 3 4 number
None 12% 31% 44% 13% {4,760,090)
One 8% 27% 42% 23% (251,485)
Two or more 4% 50% 30% 17% {33,691)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance question {item 14a in
Appendix A) were not given a scale scove, The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text,

bSee Appendix C for definition,
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TABLE B-2-PHILADELPHIA Rating of police by total number of personal

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

Rating of police?

iti {Negative) Estimated
L?::?:L?:::i::?;b (Pos;tlve) 2 3 4 number
None 15% 33% 40% 12% (1,183,435)
One 9% 27% 41% 23% {60,045)
Two or more 6% 21% 32% 41% (11,430)

8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation o_f polige peﬁormance _question (item 14a in
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scaie is described in the text,

bgee 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 police®

Seriousness {Positive) {Neagative}
scoreb 1 2 3 4
Low 54%C 24% 24% 28%
0-2 (784)d.2 (2,434) (3,308) {2,131)
. . " 56%
Medium or high 58% 63% 51%
3 or more (598)8 {3,197 {3,998) (2,732)

. .. . . . item 143 in
8Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of pollge perfor_mance question {i
Appepndix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text,

bgee Appendix C for definition.
CProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police.
AT otal number of victimizations {(reported and not reported) in cell.

€Estimate 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; 1976 NCS

Rating of police?

Seriousness {Positive} {Negative)
scorab 1 2 3 4
Low 45%C 31% 35% 41%
N 0-2 (1,601 )d'e (3,365) {4,519} (2,368)¢
‘ Me:sum or high 75% 65% 59% 55%
3 or more (1,466)8 (8,5635) (12,360) (7,904)

aRespoqdents who did ot 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,

bgee Appendix C for definition.
g CProportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police.
2 dTatal number of victimizations {reported and not reported) in cell.

Estimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable,

TABLE B-3-CLEVELAND Propoition of personal victimizations reported to

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

Rating of police®

Seriousnsss {Positiva) {Negative)
scoraP 1 2 3 4

Low 43%C 36% 32% 33%

0-2 (1,039)d.2 (3,681) (7,178) (4,328)

Medium or high 51% 65% 54% 61%

3 or more {1,293)® (5,045) (7,920) (7,6658)

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

Bsee Appendix G for definition.
°Pro;:¢,~rtion of victimizations in cel! reported to the police.
dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not roported) in cell.

i EEestimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases 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 police, controlling for
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS

Rating of police®

Seriousness (Positive) s (Neg:twe)
scoreb 1 2
34%
41%° 34% 32%
;c;w (1,631)9:2 (6.636) (6.715) (3.461)
i 50% 53%
Medium or high 64% 55%
3 orlmore (835)® (4,670) {8,511} {3,716}

aRespondents whe did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police per.formanctz questipn (i.tem 14ain
Appendix A) were not given a scale score. The construction of the policz rating scale is described in the text.

bSes Appendix C for definition,
Cproportion of victimizations in ceil reported to the police,
9rotal number of victimizations {reported and not reported) in cell.

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

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 police®

Seriousness {Positive)

(Negative)
scoreb 1 2 3 4
Low 17%C 30% 38% 34%
0-2 (443)d.2 (1,047)® (2,353) (1,930)
Medium or high 60% 50% 62% 62%
3 or more (2668 (821)¢ (3,009) {2,160)

a . - . R R R .
Respondents 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.

proportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police,
dTotal number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell,

®Estimate based on about 50 or fewer sample 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

TABLE B-3-PORTLAND Proportion of personal victimizations reported to

the police by victim'’s rating of the police, controliing for
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS

Rating of police®
Seriousness (Positive) (Neo:tiva)
scoreb 1 2 3
49%C 38% 26% 29%

Id?zw (1,806)d:€ {5,782) {6,334) {3,698)

i 46% 39%
Medium or high 53% 59%
3or Imore ¢ (1,133)¢ {4,503) (6,330) {3,961)

3Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaiuation of police peu:formancg questif:n {item 14ain
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.

Rating of police®

s R

Seriousness {Positive) (Negative)
scorab 1 2 3 4

Low 47%¢ 28% 24% 32%

0-2 (1,296)9.2 (4,705) (5,459) {2,459)

Medium or high 50% 48% 46% 55%

3 or more (993)¢ {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,

°Proportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police,

c’Total number of victimizations {reported and not reported) in cell.

CEsti r sample cases may be unreliable. .
Fetimate bsed on o P e d ®Estimate based on about 50 or fewar sample cases may be unreliable,
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TABLE B-3-ST. LOUIS Proportion of personal victimizations reported to
the police by victim’s rating of the police, controiling for
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS

Rating of police®

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

Low 41%C 38% 37% 28%

02 {927)de {3,071) {5,164) (2,143)

Medium or high T% 68% 49% 45%

3 or more i,126)¢ (2,924) (4,591) (2,954)

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

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

TABLE B-3-DETROIT Proportion of personal victimizations reported to

ﬂ\e police by victim’s rating of the police, controlling for
seriousness of the victimization; 1975 NCS

Rating of police?

Seriousness (Positi
rlousn: s1| ive) {Negative)
2 3 a

Low ' 43%¢ 46%

35% 38%
02 {3,025)d.e {10,008) (16,817) (5,617)
Medium or high 75% 66% 57% 59%
3 or more {4,759)@ {13,269) (23,174) {11,952)

a . -
ARespt:’r.\dents who did qot €xpress an opinion on the evaluation of police performance questiori {item 14a in
ppendix A) were not given a scaie score. The construction of the police rating scale is described in the text.

bSee Appendix C for definition.
[ . OIS . .
Proportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police.

d L
Total number of victimizations (reported and not reported) in cell,

e ..
Estimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable,

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

TABLE B-3-LOS ANGELES Proportion of personal vigtimizations reported to

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

Rating of po!ima

Rating of police?

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

Low 389%¢ 38% 30% 23%

0-2 {9,152)d:2 (28,410 {30,698) (21,546)

Medium or high 60% 61% 58% 59%

3 or more {7,436)¢ (30,317) {31,461) {29,173)

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.

€Estimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable,

Seriousness (Positive) i
scoreP® 1 2 3 (N.’;N.T

Low 35%C 35% 36% 33%

0-2 (6,851)d:2 (22,269) (24,288) (17,413)

Medium or high 46% 57% 58% 46%

3 or more (5,538)¢ (24,392) (24,234) (23,149)

a . X R X
Hespoqdents 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,

b . R
See Appendix C for definition.
c . e s
Proportion of victimizations in cell reported to the police.
d AN
Total number of victimizations {reported and not reported) in cell,

e ..
Estimate 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 police?

Seriousness {Positive) (Neo:tivn)
scoreb 1 2 3
34%

Low' 52%C 45% 39%
0-2 (11,588)d:2 (52,412} (66,481) (25,491)¢

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

aRespcmdem:s who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance questl.cm (i?em 14ain
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.

®Estimate 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

Rating of police®

Seriousness {Positive) (Neg:tive)
scorab 1 2 3
4 23%
Low 39%C 34% 32%
02 {4,657)92 {12,119 {18,286) {10,024)
61%
Medium or high 63% 64% 55%
3 or more (2,624)¢ (10,174) (16,145) {15,895)

@Respondents who did not express an opinion on the evaluation of police performance questipn (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.

®Estimate based on about 50 or fewer sample cases may be unreliable,

i

APPENDIX C Definitions of Victimization Experience

Variables Used in Report

One 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:177-179):

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 agaiast 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 separately.

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 consuit
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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aééigning 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
variety 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.!

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-

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.stolen 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.

I
Jrosingaed

I Research is in progress, in conjunction with the National
Crime Survay, to expand and refine the seriousness weighting
procedures.
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APPENDIX D Correlation Matrix of Selected Variables

Matrix of Pearson’s Product Moment Coefficients for selected variables?;
Attitude subsample, eight Impact Cities, 1975, 2garegate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 | 15

1. Tenure 1.00 | -.304| -.131] =172} .208} .152| .040|-.020{ .025 | .062! .027| .040 | 0.37| .025 | .066
2. Family income 1.00 123 -.111} ~.2481-.232} -.101} .363} -.162 |-.034| -.018|-.037 {~.007( .004 |-.009
3. Number of members 1.00 | -.355( -.072| .224|-.006}~.036| -.047 | .020| -.001{ .007 | .030{ .011 | .019
4, Age 1.00 | -.148{-.117| .049}-.292| .204 {-.103| ~.041| -.034 |-.093| -.084 {-.136
5. Marital status 1.00 .138{ .115]-.031{ .078 | .082| .024{ .054 | .049( .036 | .076
6. Race 1.00 .0431-.138| .023{ .007{ .004} .035 |-.005{—.034 | .010
7. Sex 1.00 |-.029] -.110 |-,059| .038|-.048 |-.069] ~.036 |-.072
8. Education 1.00 | -.142 | .001} .006]|-.022 | .008] .029 | .036
9. Employment 1.00 .0256; .009} .021 .020}. .003 ) .012

10. Total victimizations 1.00 .181| 682 | .585( .6652 1| .744

11. Rapes 1.60 016 | .002] .014 | .288
12. Robberies 1.00 .075] .035; .631
13. Aggravated assaults 1.00 .108 | .544
14. Simple assaults 1.00 .243
15. Total seriousness score 1.00
16. Entertainment

17. Out more or less

18. Neighborhood trend

19. Crime committers -

2G. 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

3See following pages for descriptions of variables,
t - 'Y
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Matrix of Pearson’s Product Moment Coefficients for selected variables?:
Attitude subsample, eight Impact Cities, 1975, aggregate {continued)

NNNRNORONRNRNNOD = o = o o
COIPTIBNS O DN rD NSO

OONOUHWN =

. Tenure
. Family income
. Number of members

Age

. Marital status
. Race

Sex

. Education

. Employment

. Total victimizations

. Rapes

. Robberies

. Aggravated assaults

. Simple assaults

. Total seriousness score
. Entertainment

. Out more or less

. Neighborhood trend

. Crime committers

. U.S. trend

. Safety at night

. Safety during day

. Comparative danger

. Police rating

. Chance of attack or robbery
. Crime in media

General activity limiting

. Neighborhood activity limiting
. Personal activity limiting

16

-.005
-.285
-.023
.408
-.051
163
130
-.362
112
-.046
-.017
-.012
~-.049
-.045
-.080
1.00

33ee following pages for descriptions of variables.

17

.061
-.119
-.038

.143
~.068

.146

.050
-,078

.044

016

.006

.029
-.008
-.008

.009

.260
1.00

18

.009
-.006
-.002

013

024

.023
-.003

.004

.016
-.062
-.009
-.042
-.022
-.024
~.052

.009
-.024
1.00

19

-.044
.059
-.035
.120
-.027
-.033
-.005
.008
.026
-.038
-017
-.007
-.038
-.026
-.043
022
.019
071
1.00

20

.07¢C
-.046
.034
-.021
.069
.037
002
-.060
.028
-.004
-.002
.006
-.005
-.004
-.002
.031
-012
.186
-.003
1.00

21

097
-.210
-.044

.209

.065

157

.380
-.183

.050

.018

.028

.038
-.030
-.015
-.002

.251

170
-.169
-.050
-,046
1.00

22

.086
-.185
.007
.154
.052
.203
.233
-.185
.055
.033
.024
.049
-.011
-011
.013
.237
160
-.163
-.059
-.027
502
1.00

23

-.139
194
-.018
.079
-.068
-.143
-.033
.120
,003
-.0563
-.020
-.047
-,020
=017
-.050
-.052
-.034
181
179
.010
-.261
-,265
1.00

24

.097
-.031
124
-.220
.079
.226
.001
.050
-.003
.064
.020
.042
.062
.029
.078
-.050
.035
-.086
-.068
-.023
.075
112
-127
1.00

25

.054
-.079
.044
-.024
.098
.068
-.058
-.064
.058
-.019
-.014
-.012
.003
-.017
-.020
.02t
-.032
.251
.013
249
~.142
-103
.068
-.041
1.00

26

.014
-.042
.020
.033
.006
.066
.060
-.045
.026
.028
.012
.030
.008
.006
.031
.055
.069
-.100
-.006
-.109
149
135
-.032
.098
-.144
1.00

27

-.001
-.024
-.003
091
-.001
.081
.040
-.018
.010
.019
-.002
.018
.003
.002
011
052
.076
-.092
.029
-.122
.165
125
-.018
.056
-.146
.132
1.00

28

.045
-.092
.003
.089
021
.148
.043
-.089
.022
.028
.007
.037
.005
-.006
.024
.098
.105
-179
-.004
-.082
.266
232
-.163
102
-.160
141
.468
1.00

29

.045
~.115
-.027

134

.005

.162

172
-,108

017

.033

.018

.036
-.003

.002

.026

157

.187
-.150
-.009
-.069

384

.310
-133

077
- 176

154

.306

.483

1.00
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Description of variahles in

correlation matrix

1. Tenure: Residing in a housing unit that is owned or
being bought (1) or is being rented (2).

2. Family income: Total money income {rom all re-
lated household members 12 yeurs or older during
preceding 12 months. Original variable was coded
into 13 categories: midpoints of these categories
were used. Bueause tamily income data were not
obtained for a relatively large proportion of cases
(about 10 percent), an estimation procedure was
used. white respondents for whom family income
was nol aseertained were assigned the median in-
come ol white tamilies in the cities, and bluck ‘other
respondents were assigned the median mcome of
black'others,

3. Number of members: Number of members in the
household to which the respondent belonged,

+. Age: Respondent’s age at last birthday.,

S. Marital status of 1espondent: Married (1) or cur-

rently not married (2),

6. Race of respondent: White (1) or black/other (2).

- Sex of respondent: Male (1) or female (2).

8. Education of respondent: Highest grade attended,
recoded to a range of from zero to 22,

9. Employment status of respondent: Currently em-
ployed, keeping house, goang to school, unable to
work (1), or unemployed, retired, other (2).

10. Total victimizations: Total non-series personal vie-
timizations (as defined in Appendix C) suffered by
tespondent during reference period.

11, Rapes: See Appendis C,

I2. Robberies: See Appendix (.

3. Aggravated assaults:  See Appendiy C,

I, Simple assaults: See Appendix C,

T, Larcenies: A coding ervor in compilation of the ma-
trix prevented incluston of this variable.
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IS, Total seriousness score: See Appendix C,

16. Entertainment: Item &u in attitude questionnaire
(Appendix A).

I7. Out more or less: Created rom item 8b in attitude
questionnaire. More (1), about the same (2). less for
some reason other than crime or fear of crime (3).
less because of erime or fear of crime (4).

I8. Neighborhood trend: Recoded from item Ya in atti-

tude questionnaire. Increased (1): same. don't know
or havent lived here that long (2); decreased (3).

19. Crime committers: Recoded from item Y¢ in atti-
tude questionnaire. People living here (1): no crimes
happening in neighborhood., equally by both, dont
Know (2): outsiders (3},

20. US. trend: Recoded from item 102 in attitude
questionnaire. Increased (1): sume, don't know (2):
decreased (3),

21. Safety at night: Item !lain attitude questionnaire,

22, Saf»ty during day: ltemr T1b in attitude question-
naire.

23. Comparative danger: Item 12 in attitude question-
naire,

24. Police rating: Scale ranging from I (positive) to 4
(negative). Derived from attitude questionnaire
items 1da and 14b, as described in text of report,

25. Chance of attack or robbery: Recoded from item
154 in attitude questionnaire. Gone up (1) haven™t
changed or no opinion (2); gone down (3).

26, Crime in media: Recoded from item 15b in attitude
questionnaire. Less serious (1) about as serious or
o opinion (2): more serious (3),

=7, General activity limiting: ltem 163 in attitude ques-

tionnaire.

28, Neighborhood activity limiting: Item 1o6b in atti-

tude questionnaire,
- Personal activity limiting: ltem loc in attitude
questionnaire,
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

USER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

The Police and Public Opinion:
An Analysis of Victimization and Attitude Data from 13 American Cities
Analytic Report SD-VAD-3
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Dear Reader:

The Criminal Justice Research Center and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration are inter-
ested in your comments and suggestions about this report. We have provided this form for whatever
opinions you wish to express about it. Please cut out both of these pages, staple them together on one
comer, and fold so that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration address sppears on the outside.
After folding, use tape to seal closed. No postage stamp is necessary.

Thank you for your help.

1. For what purpose did you use this report?

2. For that purpose, the report— [ ] Met most of my needs [ ] Met some of my needs (] Met none of my needs

3. How will this report be useful to you?

O Datasource O oOther(please specify)
0 Teeching material

0 Reference for article or report [Z] Will not be useful to me (please explain)
{0 Generalinformation

O criminal justice program planning

P

4. Which parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand or use? How could they be improved?

5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined?
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6. Can you point out any specific statistical techniques or terminology used in this report that you feel should
be more adequatsly explained? How could these ba better explained?

7. Are there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

8. Please suggest other topics you would like to see addressed in future analytic reports using National Crime
Survey victimization and/or attitude data.
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9. Inwhat capacity did you use this report?

(O Researcher
0 Educator
O student
[J criminal justice agency employse
O Government employes other than criminal justice - Specify
O other- Specify

10. if you used this report as a governmental amployes, please indicate the level of government.
O Federal O city
O state 3 other- Specify
4 County

11. If you used this report as a criminal justice agency employees, please indicate the sector in which you
work.
[J Law enforcement(police) (J corrections
[C] Legal services and prosecution O parole
{J Publicor private defense services [J Criminal justice planning agency
[0 Courts or court administration ] Other criminal justice agency - Specify type
[ Probation

12. [f you used this report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you hold.
Mark all that apply
O Agency or institution administrator {J Program or project manager
O General program planner/evaluator/analyst O statistician
[J Budget planner/evaluator/analyst [0 other- Specify
[0 Operations or managsment planner/svaluator/analyst

13. Additional comments
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Y The National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) abstracts documents published in the crim'inal jl{stice g
field. Persons who are registered with the Reference Service receive announcements of documents in their stated *
fields of interest and order forms for free copies of LEAA and NCJISS publications. If you are not registered with

the Reference Service, and wish to be, please provide your name and mailing address below and check the
appropriate box.

Nome

O Please send me o NCJIRS

reglstration form.

Number and street

0 Plecse send me the reposts
City State ZIP Code listed below.,

(Fold here)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
l.ow Enforcement Assistonce Administration
Washington, D.C. 20531
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
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Director, Statistics Division
National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service §
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
U.S. Department of Justice '
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If you wish to receive copies of any of the National Crime Justice Information and Statistics Service reports listed
inside the front cover, please list them below and include your name and address in the space provided abova.

Page 4

% U. 8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1877 260-992/400)

— _ s R e . Lo e b e

g e s e e e o e g s O Ly T T T TR T e e e

€



N
i

-

BN .

13
Q

a
N T

LT T T e S T

4 e e

e e e e e

AT
AT

X

o
u

'/ = o B i, Pt S . L o S o A o K e ' *

/
L.






