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FOREWORD

Mervin Field and the Field Research Corporation have long been
committed to returning to the public some of the values gained from the
opinion surveys which that organization regularly conducts in California.
This publication is a good example of the policy related survey resecarch
in which they engage. The work was done by the Field organization for
the California Department of Justice Commission on Peace Officer Stan-
dards and Training, on behalf of project STAR. It was through the Field
organization’s association with the Institute of Governmental Studies
and the State Data Program that the possibilities of acquiring the ma-
terial and issuing the report for general distribution in its present
format came to our attention.

The Field Poll is a remarkable resource, as it is the only state-
level poll that is comparable in frequency and quality to the principal
national polls like Gallup and Harris. Moreover for many years Mervin
Field and his associate, Robert fleyer, author of this report, have not
ontky permitted but also actively encouraged access to their poll results,
for use by the academic community and citizens at large.

California is therefore doubly enriched, first by the periodic
publication of poll results on state-level issues, and second by having
access, through the University's State Data Program, to a long series
of valuable records of the changing face of public opinion in the state.

The data series begins in 1956, and new results are added on a con-
tinuing basis as successive polls are completed and processed. Bach poll
is useful and interesting in its own right--and of course always timely
because it deals with recent views on issues of current interest. But
the cumulative worth of the entire series as a research resource is much
greater than the sum of its individual parts, because of the continuity
of the polling efforts, and the growing span of years covered.

The Institute of Governmental Studies has been pleased to facili-
tate the development and utilization of this resource, by helping make
the poll data available for use by students, faculty, researchers and
the general public. William Bicker, Director of the State Data Program,
has been instrumental in this effort, In addition, the task has been
made pleasant by the cooperative and constructive attitude and policies
of the Field Research Corporation-and staff.

Special thanks are due author Robert Heyér, and Harriet Nathan,
Institute Editor, each of whom helped deal with some of the editorial and
production questions raised by the republication. My seeretary, Hazel
Karns, helped coordinate the several efforts. Catherine Winter of the
Institute's manuscript staff, did the principal additional photo-ready
typing that was required.

Stanley Scott
Assistant Director

March 1975 Institute of Governmental Studies



NATIONAL CHAIRMAN'S PREFACEH

i Project STAR has boen a multimillion doliar, threce-and-onc-half
year cffort by four statos and numerous local “eriminal justice agencies
; to identify appropriate roles for the criminal justice system and to

* develop means for achieving desired role performance. Although role
identification is not a new concept, it is foreign to the eriminal jus=-
tice system.

In recognition of this need, working policemen from apound the
country began to seck funds to identify police roles approximately ten
years ago. Subscquently, the cffort was expanded to include other key
criminal justice positions, and funds were provided by a combination of
federal, state, and local agencies beginning in 1971.

Although the findings and ond products of Project STAR do not
directly involve everyone working in crime reduction and crimiral jus-
tice, they do deal with those six key positions that ave primarily res-
ponsible for rendering services to the public and the elients of the
system. Thus, for the first time, thosc responsitle for criminal jus-
tice operations have an empirical data base on role performance upon
1 which to recruit, select, train, cducate, assign, evaluate, and promote
4 appropriate personnel within and ameng agencies. In addition, the Pro-
ject has developed a useful basis for a public education program and
for the analysis of the impact of social trends on the criminal justice
system,

e SN s o

It is impossible to generate a commitment to a Project--and a
concept--of such tremendous importance and scope in a few words. How-
; ever, the response and interest of the 6,000 persons who have been in-
' volved in Project STAR have been overwhelming. Their dedication has
avoided the ivory-tower approach and has provided a necded mix of theory
and practical insight.

Of course, there is no value to Project findings and end products
unless they are implemented. The Project STAR National Advisory Council
! urges all those involved in criminal justice to make themselves familiar
with the Project and to implement the results. We talk a great deal about
change, but are we afraid to change oursclves? TIt's time that we in the
) business develop and provide the most professionally competent person
possible to maintain the order and justice needed in all of American so-
ciety 24 hours a day. :

Ben Clark, Chairman

National Advisory Council
Project STAR

(STAR = Systems and Training
Analysis of Requirements for
5 : Criminal Justice Participants)
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This volume contains the results of a public opinion poll on crim-
inal justice issues and situations conducted during 1972 in California
as part of Project STAR. The report was originally prepared as a "work-
ing" document for internal use of the Project, with appropriate modifi-
cations to be made as required. However, the value of the report sug-
gested that it be wade available in its original forr on a general basis.

The results of the public opinion poll were used as one source of
data for identifying the desired voles, tasks, and performance objectives
of Key operational criminal justice personnel. Other research techniques
used by Project STAR include the administration of standardized question-
naires to representative criminal justice personnel in four states, field
observation, search of the literature, expert opinion, and an analysis of
social trends. Appropriate roles, tasks, and performance objectives for
the six major criminal justice positions were adopted by the Project
National Advisory Council in July of 1973.

The general findings of Project STAR research on criminal justice
role performance and associated education, training, selection and per-
formance measurement requirements are contained in Role Performance and
the Criminal Justice System; Volume I: Summary. In addition, all per-
formance objectives developed for appropriate criminal justice positions
are contained in Role Performance and the Criminal Justice System; Volume
II: Detatled Performance Objectives. Further, the frequency distribution
of responses to the survey'of operational personnel is contained in Role
Performance and the Criminal Justice System; Volume III: Expectations of
Operational Pevgonnel.

Project STAR also produced a final veport entitled The Impaect of
Soetal Trends on Crime and Criminal Justice which contains Project find-

“ings on. the potential impact of social trends and which includes a pro-.

posed mechanism for a continuous assessment of these trends. Further,
based upon all of this research, Project STAR developed a Role Training
Program for Police, a Role Traiwning Program for Caseworkers and Correc-
tional Workers, and a Role Training Program for Judges, Defense Attorneys,
and Prosecuting Attorneys. .

Finally,'the Project produced one other working document entitled

- Future Roles of Criminal Justice Personnel: Position Papersg and contain-

ing views of three leading criminal justice scholars on potential future
roles of key criminal justice positioms.

Charles P. Smith
Director
Project STAR
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PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE ISSUES Chapter |
IN CALIFORNIA

A. SALIENCE OF CRIME TO THE PUBLIC

At the level of top-of=the=mind concern, crime and criminal justice issues
stand rather high -~ about two out of five persons spontaneously mentions something
in this area os being "one of the most pressing problems facing the people of this
community these days." Highest on the list of such concerns among teenagers is “drugs"
while adults divide their concerns principally between “drugs" and "unsafe streets,"
Adult males and females exhibit equal amounts of concern, but teenage girls seem

especially fearful of drugs.

Among the adult population, economic issues also rank hkigh in concern:
"taxes and inflation™ and “unemployment and welfare" each is mentioned by 19% to
22%of the people.” Men tend ta be more concerned about these issues than women are.
"Pollution and ecology” also ranks high with adult men and women as a matter of local
concern, being named by about 21% of all adults, regardless of sex. Beyond these issues,
"transportation," "minority and youth problems," and "education" are each mentioned

by about ene in ten persons.

Teenagers, on the other hand, seldom express concern about economic issues,
although o number of boys (14%) are concerned about employment matters, Girls, on
the other hand, much more often than boys express concern about pollution issues (19%

vs. 3%), while boys more often mention being concerned about educational issues




2 3
Table 1.1 contains the percentage distributions of survey respondents' freely
. , TABLE 1.1
mentioned concerns in response to an open~ended question asked at the beginning of the
| LEVEL OF FREE-RESPONSE MENTION OF CRIME AND -
interview, before the respondent was exposed tont cee ! CRIMINAL JUSTICE ISSUES AS COMMUNITY PROBLEMS:
' P was expose to further questioning about specific ; ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX i
. T . ) . .. ! "WHAT DO YOU FEEL ARE THE T
criminal justice issues. Placing this question at the beginning means, ideally, that the ‘f MOST PRESSING PROBLEMS
) . FACING THE PEOPLE OF THIS ADULTS TEENAGERS
responses reflect the most salient public concerns, i.e., those closest to the surface of i COMMUNITY THESE DAYS?2" MALE __ FEMALE | MALE  FEMALE
peoples' consciousness, irwﬂlbetuﬂedfhatfhequaﬁimwwusdeﬁgnedroencomnge i Crime/criminal justice issues . « . . 38% 39% 38% 30%
et § Crime, unsafe streets - . « « . « . 17 21 3 6
d distinctly local reference -~ people were asked to say what they felt were the "most ] Drugs'. e e e e e e e ey 1a 18 35 47

. . , | More police protection
pressing problems facing the people of this community these days.” Thus, missing from str?cter lgws o .' « o 4 o+ + . 8 5 - -

. . Police harassment, brutality. . . « 1 L 2 1
the list of concerns are some issues which are known to have high salience to people today ‘ Reorganization of courts, too slow. 3 1 - -
(e.g., the Vietnam War, preservation of wilderness, etc.), but which are seen by most ,{ Taxes, inflation issues . . . . . . . 25% 19% ~% %

. L] [ » ¢ ] 1] L] L] . . 2
people as existing in a wider frame of reference than the local community, Onemployment, wellfare issues 18 173 Lad o%
‘ Pollution, ecology issues . . » . . . 22% 20% 3% 19%
Hischoimpoﬂmﬂfocgnﬁderhlhﬂeqweﬁngrhexaﬁn&ngsﬂmraddﬁgpaome Transportation issues Coee e e e 128 1% 2% 2%
to name issues that are considered "most pressing" to them tends to encourage them to Minority, youth issues . . . . . . . . 123 o% o% 6%
. _ . . . . Bducati LSSUES « » 2 2 2 v o+ 4+ o+ o+« 10% 10% 17% 7%
single out those which have the highest immediate attention value, e.g. recent crimes which ; ation 2
. . Housing issues . « + + 4+ + 4w o s « o+ 1+ 4% 3% -% 2%
attract front page news treatment, while tending to minimize mention of problems with |ess ‘
: Health dissues .« « « + « + v v v » + +» 1% 1% -% 2%
immediocy but possibly with no less long-range importan . i 1
/ 9 S P ces e.g. fransportation or Public attitudes (morality, ‘
housing, or health. A questian of this type should be regarded os simply a sounding of F spathy, generation gap) . . . . . . 48 * 168 218
mesohence,orpn¥pmence,ofcunenrpubhcconcmmsroﬂmrrhm1asonasegmenrof i Number of respondents . + . . (381) (430) 158) (68)
! 4
fhérpbﬁﬂﬂeimpoﬁancetorhepubnc_ i Multiple responses were possible and many respondents mentioned more
f

than one concern, as ts shown by the faet that each of the columng of
percentages add to a great deal more than 100%. "Net" counts are
shown for each item indicating the percentage of respondents making
any comment in that category, t.e. it 18 a count from which multiple
mentions within the category have been eliminated. Multiple responses
between categories are still possible, however, '
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B. RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF CRIME ISSUES

In order to provide a better index of the importance of criminal justice issues in
relation to other public concerns, a question was next posed to survey respondents which
asked them fo rank their concern with a set of nine specific issues, and then to rate
the kind of job they felt local public officials were doing in dealing with each one,

Table 1,2 shows the list of issues as they were presented to respondents, and the average

concern level and the average job rating given to each one,

Three issues are seen as being of virtually equal imporiance, as measured by mean
concern levels: (1) afr and water pollution, (2) protection against property loss from
crime, and (3) dealing with unemployment and poverty, The next law enforcement issue,
"eriminal violence" ranks fourth or fifth among the nine issues. "Equal justice for af|"

s ranked seventh in concern, and "rehabilitation of offenders" {s ranked eighth., Last in
concern by a fairly large margin is "transportation” -~ apparently few communities have

trar »ortation difficulties which concern their residents very much,

Looking at the job ratings given to public officials on the matters of most concern,

it appears that the greatest discrepancy between importance and performance centers on
pollution control ~= it is top-ranked in concern and lowest rated in performance. Also

discrepant is the performance of local officialdom in dealing with unemployment,

par, viz:

(Adults)
Concern Performance
rank rank
Protecting against burglary and theft . ., 2 3
Protecting agdinst violence . . . . . 4-5 1
Providing equal justice , . . . . . 7 5
Rehabilitating parolees ., , , ., . . 8 7
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TABLE 1,2
RANK ORDER OF PUBLIC CONCERN OVER COMMUNITY I1SSUES
AND THEIR ASSESSMENT OF THE JOB PUBLIC OFFICIALS
ARE DOING IN DEALING WITH THEM: TOTAL ADULTS
CONCERN JOB _RATING
MEAN MEAN
[SSUES ‘ POSITION RANK RATING RANK
Controlling and reducing air
and water pollution =+ + + ¢« 2 o« » » 4,52 1 3.43 ]
Protecting citizens against
burglary and theft » + o « ¢« » « « « 4,50 2 ‘4.24 3
Dealing with unemployment and
poverty + o+ ¢ o« o s o e e o o a0 4,46 3 3.45 8
Providing high quelity public
schools in thig district . « +» « + « 4,19 4-5 - 4.27 2

Protecting citiZ&ns against criminal
violence on the gureets of
this community T Y Y X 4-5 4,47 1
Providing medical and health
services needed by citizens of
this community « « « « + ¢ o » s v v 4,12 6 4.16 4
Providing equal justice in the
courts for all people of
this community » « + » + +» + + « « o 3,79 7 4,05 5
Rehabilitation of criminal offenders -
3. 7

who are being released on parocle - 3.43
3.73 6

»

w0 o

Number of respondents: each mean rating 1s computed on the
total respondent base of 811,

Concern was measured by asking respondents te rank-order the nine
1ssues, starting with the one ranked number one, number twe, and
number three; then with the one ranked lowest, next to lowest, and
third lowest. Items were then scored as follows: Rank 1 = 7, 2 = 6,

3 =5, last = 1, newt to last = 2, third from last = 3, all others = 4,

Job vating wag obtained for each item on a seven-point scale ranging
from "extremely good" = 7 to "ewitremely poor! = 1.




C. SUBGROUP DIFFERENCES IN LEVEL OF CONCERN

Some differences in [evel of concern about criminal justice issues are found
between adults and teens, between males and females, and from area to area of the state,
Table 1,3 shows the average importance rank accorded to the four CJ issues by various
subgroups. In this table it will be noted that burglary and theft concerns male and
female adults equally, but teenqge boys are much more concerned than teenage girls
about this, Greater than average concern about this exists in Southern California tian

in Northern, especially in the South outside of the Los Angeles/Orange County area,

Concern about criminal violence, however, affects females of all ages more

than it does males, and is of somewhat more concern in the Los Angeles/Orange County

areas and in the San Francisco Bay Area.

The issue of "equal justice in the courts for all people" is of somewhmr‘more
concetn to adult males than it is to adult females, but teencage girls are more concerned
than boys are about this matter. People in Northern California are somewhat more
strangly affected than are Southern Califomians, especially more so than those residing

outside of the Los Angeles/Orange area,

Concern abaUt rehabilitation of offenders who are being teleased into the

community does not generally differ from one area to the nex!, but i{s matkedly lower

in outer parts of Southern California,

The performance of local officials on these problems is shown in Table 1.4,

Compatison of subgroup differences in this table shows these significant patterns:

Male adults are consistently less strongly favorable foward the job

law enforcement agencies are doing than are women, but the pattern

s reversed among teenagers, where young girls tend to be Jess favorable™ ™

on every issue except rehabilitation. (This is partiaily but not fully

‘nion" onses
explained by somewhat more frequent ineutral/no opinion' respon

by girls which tends to depress thelr mean rating fevel somewhat.)

Residents of the Las Angeles/Orange County atea are consisiently less
favorable than averoge toward the job their public officials are doing,
particularly with regard to profecting agains! butglaty/theft and crimes
of violence. Residents of the remaining Southern Califoria counties

are especially favorable on most issues.

N

San Francisco Bay Area residents are somewhat more critical than
others on the issue ‘okf*,\}providing equal justice for all, but are more
supportive than ‘a'v'ert’:ge of efforts of rehabilitation, The Northera
California puBlic outside the Bay Area are quite favorable toward the
efforts officials are making to protect against burglary/theft and

violent crimes.
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TABLE 1.3

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT FOUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE

SYSTEM ISSUES: ADULT/TEENS BY SEX, AND BY AREA OF STATE

DEGREE OF CONCERN* ABOUT--

BURGLARY CRIMINAL EQUAL

REHABILI=~
TATION OF

AND THEFT VIOLENCE JUSTICE OFFENDERS

Number of

regspondentg
All Adults . . . . . . ., . 4,50 4,19 3.79 3.43 (811)
MaleS . . + « v v v . . 4.50 4.05  3.96 3.40 (381)
Females . + « + « « . » 4.51 4,31 3.64 3.46 (430)
Los Angeles/Orange Cos.. 4.48 4,25 3.74 3.47 (341)
Other Southern Calif.. ., 4.80 4.11 3.58 3.24 (175)
S.F. Bay Area . . . . . 4.40 4.27 3.97 - "3.37 (143)
‘Other Northern Calif. ¢ 4,43 3.99 3.86 3.57 (152)
All Teenagers . . . . . . A.22 4.38  4.07 3.19 (126)
Males . . ., « . « . . . 4.40 4,21 3.97 3.22 { 58)
Females . . . . . + , ., 4,03 4.56 4.18 3.16 ( 68)

"Mean position calculated on a seven-point concern scale. See Table 1.2
for wording of scale categories and for full wording of the four items

whose means are shown here.
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TABLE 1.4
PUBLIC APPRAISAL OF JOB PERFORMANCE OF LOCAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS
ON FOUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 1SSUES:
ADULT/TEENS BY SEX, AND BY AREA OF STATE
RATING OF JOB* BEING DONE BY
LOCAL OFFICIALS QON--
REHABILI-
BURGLARY CRIMINAL EQUAL  TATION OF | Number of
AND THEFT VIOLENCE JUSTICE OFFENDERS | regpondents
All Adults + v+ v 4 v« 4024 4.47 4.05 3.71 (811)
Males - o - LS L3 L] L] . l4113 4-44 3096 3-65 (381)
FemaleS . . . . L} . . l4"34 4-49 4:13 3.78 (430)
Los Angeles/Orange Co. .3.93 4.10 3.93 3.65 (341)
Other Southern Calif . .4.77 5.01 4,54 3.72 {178)
S.F. Bay Area . . . . .4.32 4,55 3.89 3.93 (143)
Other Northern Calif . .4.44 4.76 4,13 3.59 (152)
All Teenagers . . + « . +4.36 4.73 4.26 3.96 (126)
Males .+ « +« o o « o« o +4.43 4.86 4.43 3.79 ( 58)
Females . + « « + + & 4.29 4,59 4,09 4.13 ( 68)

"Mean rating caiculated on a seven-point job performance scalie. oee
Table 1.2 for wording of scale categories and for full wording of the
four items whose means are shown here.
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FIGURE 1,

LIST OF CRIMES AND THEIR DESCRIPTIONS
WHICH WAS PRESENTED TO SURVEY RESPONDENTS

CARD C

1. ARSON: Someohe deliberately set fire, or wried to get fire,

to property belonging to you or someone in your
family.

2. ASSAULT: Somepne attacked or beat up on you or soma other membex

of your household, Includes fist fights, muggings, and
other kinds of physical violence.
3. AUTO OFFENSES; You or someone in your family were injured by a hit-
run driver, a drunk, or a recklegs driver. Your

property or your car was damaged by someone else's
reckless 4riving.

4. BRIBERY) You of pomeohe Lp your houschold was asked to make an

under-cover payment to some publjc officlal, such as
a policeman, an inspector, a councilmen, or some officiel
like that so he would not make trouble for you,
5. BURGLARY: While you wore gone sompone broke lnto your home or
business, or attempted to break in, or came in through
an open door o¥ window and took somothing.,
6. CAR THEFT:; Someone stole a car belonging to you or some member of
the family, or tuok your car without permission.

7. CONSUMER FRAUD; Merchandise wap migreprasented, was not delivered)
repairs were not made as paid for.

8. EMBEZZLEMENT: Theft of goods or money by employees) pilfering.

9. FORGERY OR FRAUD: Someone guve you or a member of your household
counterfeit money, forged your signature. on a chack or
a credit card, gave you a bad check, or swindled you
aut of money or property in any way
10. LARCENY: Someone stole something belonying to you or some
household member, from a car, a mailbox, a locker, or
gome other place outside of your home. Includes having

your pooket picked, having & camera stolen, shop-
lifting, etc.

11. MALICIOUS MISCHIEF OR VANDALISM: Someone dastroyed, or tried to
destroy property belonging to you or to some membeyr
of your household. Includes things like ripping down

a fence, tearing off a car aerial, defacing property
with paint, etc.

&

12. RAPE OR CHILD MOLESTING: You or a member of your family was

sexually assaulted or raped; a child was sexually
nolested by somione

13. ROBBERY: Someone used force, or threatened to use force to take
money: or property from you or somé household member,

Includes purse snatching, taking khings from children
by force, etc

14. ANY OTHER INCIDENTS INVOLVING PROFERTY DAMAGE, LOSS OF‘MONEY, OR
PHYSICAL INJURY DUE T0 CRIMINAL ACTION BY OTHER PERSONS,

D, EXPOSURE TO CRIMINAL ACTS .

11

Nearly half of the California public, 45%, assert that they personally, or

members of their households, have been victimized by one or more ctiminal acts within

the past year; many people relate instances of several ctimes. Within the past five

years, 64% of the families report having been victimized, Teenagers somewhat less

often tell of having been victimized == 37%say they have been victimized within the

past year, and 53% within the past five years. (It should be noted here thal the teenagers

terviewed were drawn from the same households that furnished the adult sample of

respondents.  For this reason, their reports of experiences will tend to parallel those

of adults although they were encouraged to report only their own behavior, experiences

and attitudes,)

Respondents' claims of criminal victimization are, of course, subject to consid-

erable error of reporting. The answers described here were elicited by exposing respondents

to o checklist of major crime categories (excepting homic‘ide)

and asking them to designate

which, if any,of the events on that list had happened to them or to a member of their

Fémily (a) within the past five years, (b) within the past year, (c) which ones had happened

to o friend or close acquaintance in the past year ot so, and (d) which one they felt

was most likely to happen to them. The list of crime descriptions which were provided fo

respondents is shown in Figure 1.

ln all cases, the respondents' responses were token at face value, No attempt

was made to verify the facts ot to evaluate the seriousness of the crimes. Consequently,

the frequencies of crime claims will undoubtedly not correspond closely to any existing
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indices. A nationwide public opinion survey in 1966* estimated that approximately

20% of U.S. households had been victimized by crime during a year's time, The list

of crimes used for that study and for this one are substantially the same, but in the 1966
study a careful éyaluation was made of each reported crime before it was included in the
analysis and about one in three was discarded as being ineligible for inclusion (e.g.,
happened outside the U.S., happened to non-family member) or was unreliably reported,
If a one-third discount is applied to the California finding of 45%, the resulting ad-
justed rate would be approximately 30%, which is still substanticlly above the 20% figure
reported nationwide for 1966, We cannot interpret this difference any further, however,

due todifferent methodology and the different universe of study,

The crimes most frequently reported as occurring within the past year by California
respondents in the present survey are: malicious mischief or vandalism ~ 15%; burglary -
12%; auto offenses - 11%; consumer fraud = 10%; larceny - 9%. Assauit, robbery, forgery/
fraud, and car theft are mentioned by 3%-4% of respondenis. Arson, bribery, embezzlement,

and rape/child molesting are mentioned by 1% or fewer peisons.

Within the past five years, these frequencies of victimization were reported to the
survey interviewers: burglary - 24%; auto offenses - 22%; malicious mischief, vandalism -
21%; -consumer fraud - 16%; larceny 14%; assault - 9%; car theft - 9%; robbery ~ 7%;
forgery/fraud - 6%. Arson, bribery, embezzlement and rape/child molesting within the

previous five year period are named by 1%~3% of the survey respondents.

Table 1.5 shows the distribution of crimes by frequency of mention,

i

*Ennis,. Phillip H, Criminal Victimization in the United States, National Opinion
~ Research Center, University of Chicago. May, 1967.

(
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When asked what crime they were most frightened by, "rape or child molesting"
was far and away most often named ~- over half of the adults and teenagers selected that,
Next {n order was "assault," named by about 15%-20%. No other crimes elicited such
high fears. When ’viewing the situation from a probability standpoint, the crime adul t
Californians feel is "most likely" to happen fo them is burglary (32%). The expected rate
for this crime is several times greater than the actually reported rate, even over an
extended period of time (12% reported within past year, 24% within past five years).

The same is true of robbery =- 10% expect this as most likely, but only 4% have
experienced it in past year, and 7% within past five years. Several others also show
somewhat larger expectation rates than actual experience within the past year would

indicate, e.g., auto offenses, car theft, and assault,

Teenagers report somewhat less frequent incidents of malicious mischief/burglary,
and consumer fraud, as might perhaps be expected. Their expectations are gieater than
adults' are for the crimes of larceny, assault, and rape/chiid molestation; differences

which can also no doubt be attributed to teenagers' differing life styles.

Table 1.6 shows sex differences in reported incidence of crimes and differences
in expectations about criminal victimization. In this table it appears that adult men
report slightly more crimes than women do, and that their frequency of reporting consumer
fraud is quite a bit greater than women's.

The expectations of each group are not

markedly ditferent, however.
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Teenage girls report almost four times as many cases of burglary as boys do, ‘ ) 3
while boys more often report such things as auto offenses, assault, robbery, and fraud, | - !
J g
Among girls, 3% report having been victims of rape/child molestation within the past ’r‘
i
year, The expectations of téenage boys and girls about various crime occurrences are ; TABLE 1.6 4
H ! : ; EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME IN PAST YEAR, f
not markedly different from their reported experiences, AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS BELIEVE ARE MOST LIKELY i3
| TO HAPPEN TO THEM: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX g
; , ADULTS TEENAGERS 5
TAB : IN PAST YEAR|MOST LIKELY|IN PAST YEAR MOST LIKELY %
ABLE 1.5 MALE FEMALE |MALE FEMALE|MALE FEMALE|MALE FEMALE 4
EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS ‘ y ' ,%
* FEEL ARE MOST LIKELY: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS { Malicious mischief i
ADULTS VICTIMIZED-- TEENAGERS VICTIMIZED-~- L vandalism . e e v e 2 14% 15% 10% 10% 5% lg% 21% 22% ‘ 1
PAST FIVE ACQUAIN- MOST PAST FIVE ACQUAIN- MOST . Consumer fraud . . . . .14 7 6 6 5 10 10 9 3
CRIME YEAR _YEARS TANCE LIKELY | YEAR YEARS TANCE LIKELY Larceny « « « o & 2 o4 e Z g g g 7 A 16 10 5
‘ Assault . .« 0 e 0 0 e
Malicious Robbery . . « » o & « » & 3 5 8. 1l S 3 l‘; lg
mischief, ~ Forgery/fraud . . . . . . 4 2 1 5 : 5 .
vandalism. . » , 15% 21% 13% 10% 11% 14% 20% 8% Car theft e e e o 4 3 7 h7 2 5 ’ !
Burglary. . . . . 12 24 29 32 5 13 33 21 1 ATSON o o » » ¢ o & & & » L : 1 1 ‘2‘ : - p
Auto offenses . . 11 22 15 15 7 12 19 15 Bribery . . « « o+ « o o« v L 1 1 “ - °
Consumer fraud. . 10 16 8 6 3 5 4 3 f Embezzlement <« « « ¢ o o 2 1 2 1l - 3 B »
Larceny . . o« .+ 9 14 9 5 9 16 15 10 Rape/child molesting . . * 1 2 - > ) !
Assault , . . . . 4 9 13 7 6 7 16 13 Other - + « « o « « o o« » 1 1 1 1 -
Robbery - .« » .+ « 4 7 15 10 3 6 18 11 | ¢ 62 3 6
Forgery/fraud . . 3 6 4 1 3 3 4 1 Nome of these - - » » » »53 57 5 4 4
Car theft . . . . 3 9 19 7 2 2 15 8
ArSOn . [ . [} » l 3 2 l l 2 6 - N
Bribery . + . . » 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 Wumber of vespondents . (381) (430)|(381) (450)}(58)  (68) |(58) (68)
Embezzlement . . 1 2 2 1 - 2 2 - .
Rape/child 4 “Lezss than %k of one percent.
molesting. « + 1 1 3 1 1 1 10 4 i
Other e [ . o ¢ l l l l - - l l '
None of these . % 55% 36% 36% 5% 63% 47% 23% 5% %
Number of
regpondents , . (811) {126) ;
}
|
|
- ’; .
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]
R
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E. FEAR OF CRIME

In recent years increasing public attention has been directed to crime and
criminal justice problems, both because of apparently increcsing crime rates and because
of the heightened visibility of law enforcement, judicial, and correctional activities.
Thus, it is not too surprising to find that about 55% of the adults interviewed, and 50%

of the teenagers, express the opinion that the danger of crime in their city hes increased

within the past year.

Another evidence of citizen concern is the frequency with which people say they
have stayed home because they felt it would have been unsafe to go out ~- 28% of the male
adults and teenagers alike said they had recently done this, and 42% of the females said

they had done this, A similar question asked on the 1966 NORC survey based on a nation-
wide sampling found only 12% of the men interviewed, and 18% of the women, claiming

to have stayed at home on occasion because of fear for their safety on the streets.* In this
case, since the questions asked in the two surveys are almost identical it may be possible to
conclude that there has been an increase in fear of crime on the streets since 1966, This

conclusion is supported by a recent Gallup Poil report that showed an increase, from 31% to

41% between 1968 and 1972 in the per cent of people (nationwide) who said they would be

afraid to walk alone at night in the neighborhood around their home,**

£
Despite their fears, however, a majority of people think their part of town is

safer than others. Teenage boys are particularly free of fear about crime in their own

neighborhoods.

Table 1.7 shows the distribution of responses to the three questions described above.

*Ennis, op. cit. p. 74,

**Gallup, George, "Crime in the Streets: Fear is Rising," San Francisco Chronicle,
Monday, April 24, 1972,
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TABLE 1.7
CRIME: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS BY SEX
EXPRESSED FEAR OF ERRGER o TNCI:
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
"gave there been any times recently
when you ... stayed at home because
you thought it unsafe to go out?"
n L] L] . . L] L] . L] L 28% 42% 28% 41%
e 58 72 59
"Compared to other parts of this city/
town, how likely is a person here
to be a victim of a crime?"
Lot more likely R 8% 6% g% lg%
comewhat more likely . « « + « « o« « 12 %g . 18
NO difference ¢ a . . L] L] n * L) 16 3 50 35
somewhat less likely . » « + v v & o %6 lg > 2
Lot less likely e e e e e e uz ] 6 4
Don't knOW A . . . L] . 0 * L] L} . [
"Compared with a year ago, do you feel
the danger from crime of all kinds in
" this city/town has become greater or
has it become less?"
Greater . e e 4+ a s 4 & . 53% 57% ig% ig%
e .. 26 23
Bboue same - Ll oL 12 26 19
Don.t knOW L4 . L] L] 1] L] L] 3 + H + lo 8 7
Number of respondents s . e a4 . . (3817 1430) {58) (68)

Note:

Columns of percentages

rounding.

may

ot add Fo exactly 100% because of

T A
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Fear of criminal victimization varies considerably from section to section of
the state, by socio-economic status, and by racial or ethnic category. Table 1.8 shows

the variation in the three indices of fear of crime for different subgroups of the population,

People in the Los Ange!es/Orange County drea have the greatest fear of going
out, rhkéy more often feel their #ecrion of town is likely to experience crime, and a
majority believe that crime is on the increase over a year ago. Residents of other parts
of Southern California are least worried about venturing out, and have less than average
concern about their neighborhoods or the overall crime rate. San Francisco Bay Area
residents are less concerned about the crime rate increase -- just 44% of them think it is

going up compared to 55% in other areas.

Fear of crime is a great deal higher among middle and lower socio-economic status*
paople than it is among Upper socio-economic status persons, but perception that the crime

tate is growing is more prevalent among upper socio-economic. status levels than among

lower,

Black people experience nearly twice as much anxiety about going out of their
homes for fear of violence as do Whites, Mexican-Americans, or Orientals. They also

see their own neighborhoods as being more crime prone than other racial/ethnic groups
£

do, and a large majority of them believe crime is greater now than it was a year ago.

Table 1.8 shows the percentage distributions of each crime fear index for the several

population groups.
A
“Socio-economic status as used in this analysis is an index formed out of respondents’
reported incomes and occupations. Each person was given a position on the scale
depending on his combined characteristics; then, four categories ranging from "lower"
to "upper" were formed. See Appendix A for detailed description of scoring scheme.
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When people have been recent victims of robbery or assault they much more

often express fears about going out, Having a car stolen or being a robbery victim does not

increase fear about going out, but does lead to the belief that crime Is on the increasa,

TABLE 1,8
D FEAR OF CRIME BY AREA OF STATE;
SOCIO—ECg§g§$§S§TATUS, RACE, AND VICTIMIZATION EXPERIENCE

PER CENT WHO SAY -=
VICTIMIZATION CRIME
 MORE LIKELY GREATER Numban

UNSAFE IN THIS PART THAN A of

TO GO QUT PART OF TOWN YEAR {AGO | vreapnondants

Area of State: -

Los Angeles/Orange Co., 40% 29% 55% 5?§é§

Other Southern Calif . 26% 1l6% 55% (118

Sc,Fr Bay Area . L} L] . 36% 16% 44% (1« ‘)

Other Northern Calif . 29% 18% 68% 158
io- mic Status: ‘

Sogggegco?o.l. e e s e . 39% 29% 54% (283)
Lower middle . . . , . 37% 20% 54% (233&
Upper middle . . . . . 35% 22% 54% (176
Upper P T T S T 23% 14% 60% (11?)

i tegory:

Ra;ﬁéizhn?c.c? ?g. ? .. 34% 21% 53% $6ggj
Mexican/Chicano . . . 30% 30% 58% A
Negro/Black . . . . . 62% 43% 74% {59
Other Latin American . 9% 10% 60% B
Oriental . + + « + « + 37% 5% 43%

Self or family member of

victim within past year

£

° Assault .« « + ¢« + o+ . 5B3% 39% 55% ; 2gj

Burglary . . B 42% 55%
Car theft . . « + + . 9%, 34% 67% ( 26)
Larceny .« « o o + 4 o 31% 27% 58% ( 77j
Malicious mischief . . 26% 20% 61% glgg)
RObbery P T T S S S 62% 19% 66% -
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F. ATTITUDES CONCERNING PUNISHMENT, SENTENCING AND
REHABILITATION ISSUES
The survey questionnaire includes measures of public attitudes on some of the
issues surrounding punishment of criminal offenders and rehabilitation policies. Those
are not intended to provide an exhaustive study, but, rather, to indicate the direction
of public attitudes on these issues, Table 1.9 shows the percentage distributions of

public opinion on eight questions bearing on these matters, The substance of the

findings is discussed balow,

Punitive Attitudes Toward Criminals

The idea that lawbreakers must be punished for their ctimes ("an eye for an eye"),

or that harsh punishment is a deterrent to crime, is accepted by only a minority of the

public today:

Per cent who: Agree  Disagree

"The ancient law of an eye
for an eye is still a good

rule to fo.low" - A S 50%
"Harsh punishment does not
deter most eriminal \

behQViOl‘" ] * . . . . * . . v L3 [ [] 64% -2_%-%

(See Table,1.9)
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Furthermore, once an offender has served his time, a large majority of the
public agrees (88%) that he should be "treated no differently from any other citizen,"
Whether people would continue to endarse the principle in specific instances involving
personal relationships or positions of trust is another matter which this survey could not
address; nevertheless, the reaction fo this question suggests, when combined with rbe
preceding data, that the weight of public opinion lies in the direction of supporting

forgivenaess and rehabilitation for criminals rather than harsh and vengaful punishment.

Adequacy of Rehabilitation

In view of the attitudes expressed above, how can the public's strong endorse~
ment (62%) of the statement that "the courts these days are too lenfent in the sentences
they pass on criminal lawbreokers" be interpreted? The answer may be found in the
fact that the public also believes that "too many people are being released from prison
on parole before they are rehabilitated" (69% agree). It could be argued in the light
of the findings cbove that these attitudes reflect dissatisfaction with the rehabilitation
process rather than a punitive outlook. This interpretation is reinforced by examination

of three more questions having to do with rehabilitation policies explicitly.

A
M
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Rehabilitation Policies

Regarding general rehabilitation policy, a substantial plurality of the public

agrees (52%) that "the crime problem would be reduced if fewer offenders were sent

to prison and instead more of them were re~educated and readjusted outside of prison, "
L4

and only 34% disagree with the sfatement. No doubt this reflects to some extent public

dismay over the bad prison conditons which have been dramatically brought to light

In recent years by a series of prison riots, |t also probably represents a growing public

awar ]
eness of other arguments against penal practices by responsible critics on grounds.

of their high cost and their tendency to reinforce criminal behavior rarher‘ than to bring

about rehabilitation,

Further evi i i
er evidence of the public's eagerness to find alternatives to incarceration

are evident in the substantial levels of endorsement for two procedures which appear to

be aimed at helping the convict fo ve-entet society. The first is the dea of permitting

risonecs wit ds to 'go i i i
p with good records to "go into the community from time to time for short periods

to take care of personal business." This practice is endorsed by 61% of the public and

opposed by only 27%., The second is giving prisoners scheduled for release "fwo or three

day furloughs , . . to give them a chance to find a job and q place to [ive," Sixty=six

per cent of the pubkic agrees that this is desirable, and only 22% disagree

Detailed data for al eight of the questions will be found in Table 1.9, There
it will be noted also that teenagers are rather more liberal in-their views on all of these

issues than adults are,

K

TABLE 1.9

THE PUBLIC'S VIEWS ON SELECTED CRIMINAL PUNISHMENT AND REHABILITATION ISSUES

PER_CENT WHO--

AGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE STRONGLY

DON'T KNOW,

STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE

7
36

10
18

29
20

12%
4%

Adults FEE
Teenagers. .

till a good rule to

follow ih dealing with crime.
Social justice demands that

*

an eye is s
people who offend against the

The ancient law of an eye for
law be punished to the limit

Experience proves that harsh

punishment does not deter
most criminal behavior

19
14

i3
25

51
47

13%
14%

Adults . . -
Teenagers. -

60
48

28%
44%

o °
L4

Adults .
Teenagers.

nce a person convicted of a
crime fulfills his sentence,
he should be treated no
differently from any other
citizen

0

Courts these days are too

19

-

16

35
26

-

Adults

lenient in the sentences they
pass on criminal lawbreakers

37

26

Teenagers.-

(continued)

*Less than % of one percent.

23




DISAGREE

DISAGREE STRONGLY

11
22

19
31

Y
i

(CONT.
DON'T KNOW,

46
37

23%
8%

PER CENT WHO--
AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE

TABLE 1.9

Adults -
Teenagers.

Too many people are being :
released from prison on parole
before they are rehabilitated
The crime problem would be
reduced if fewer offenders were

o

25
19

14
16

37
46

15%
123

- =

Adults .
Teenagers.

sent to prison and instead more

of them re-educated and re-

Prisoners scheduled for parole
should be given 2 or 3 day fur-
loughs before their formal
release to give them a chance to
find a job and a place to live
when they are finally released

adjusted outside of prison

mn m

17
10

12
15

50
59

l6%
14%

<

Adults .

Teenagers-

Prisoners with a record of good
behavior should be permitted to
go into the community from time
to time for short periods to

21
16

13
19

50
56

00 e

11
7

Adults - -
Teenagers-

take care of pressing personal

business

126

Teenagers =

-
3

Adults = 811

o

Number of respondents for each item:

PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING POLICE IN CALIFORNIA Chapter 1l

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH POLICE

A substantial number of adults and teenagers in Cdlifornia have a close relation=

ship with a policeman or policewoman -~ about one in three claims to be a friend or relative

of a police person, and 21% more say they know a policeman or woman well enough to
call them by name. Thus, more than 50% of the California public above the age of 13
apparently has had some kind of contact with a policeman or policewoman of sulfFicienf

importance to have resulted in their knowing the officer's name.

Among the survey respondents, 14% of the male adults and 14% of the teenage
males admitted that they had been taken to a police station under arrest, While women and
teenage gitls less often have themselves been arrested (2%-4%), many of them know a

triend or relative who has == 22% of the adult women, and 43% of the teenage gitls

claimed that someone close to them had been arrested.

About one in three people in California knows a close friend who has been
in a fail or prison and if the range is expanded to include acquaintances, then up to half

of the California population over 13 knows someone who has been incarcerated.,

Table 2.1 shows the breakdown by age group and sex for these several modes of
contact between citizens and the law enforcement system. These figures indicate that
there has been a remarkable amount of fairly direct personal contact of various kinds. (In
comparing the teenage and adult findings, it should be noted that the teenager sample
was drawn from the some households which furnished the adult interviews; thus, it is to

be expected that there will be a degree of correlation between adult and teenage

experiences, behaviors, and attitudes.)
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TABLE 2.1

ACQUAINTANCE WITH THE POLICE AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM:
ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX

et g

ADULTS TEENAGERS
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
Acquaintance with police:
Friend or relative a
policeman Or woman « « « + « o« o « « o« 39% 27% 35% 43%
Know one well enough to
call by name . . . . + 4 o 4« . 4 o« . 22 20 21 16
Know a policeman or woman
by sigllt A ] » [ L 4 " “~ L * ® * » L » LY ~ S 5 5 6
Have been interrogated by police:
Por traffic incident - « « « .+ .« - ¢+ 41y  24% 26%  16%
For other reason R e « s . o+ -« 16 4 36 28
Have been taken to police station:
Under arrest * . ~ . * . . - . " » - L) bl 14% 2% 14% 4%
For other reason . . + « « ¢ + s ¢ » 1 - 8 3 12 12
Relative or friend has been arrested . . - 25% 22% 21% 43%
Know someone who has served time
in a jail, prison or other
correctional institution:
GClose friendf: « + + « + « + 4+« + + s » 36% 30% 26% 47%
Acquaintance . . . « . v € & 0 ¢ o~ 0o e 17 11 21 le
Number of respondents s s« oo« (381) (430) (58) (68)

oo

B, EVALUATION OF POLICE JOB PERFORMANCE

When they are asked to evaluate the Mpolice department that serves this area, "
the largest number of people rate it near the top of the scale in excellence, Teenagers
are somewhat less enthusiastic than adults are in their endorsement of the local police,

however, In Table 2.2 s 'shown the percentage of people choosing each of the seven

Fe .

. : s M IR ~ N N
rafing categories that were provided, ranging from textremely good job" to extremely
poc‘k)\‘\.r tob." There it will be noted that about 11% of the public choose one of the three

fe : : ‘" "
"poor job'" categories, and that 50% of the public rate the police as doing a "very good

to "excellent" job.

Residents of the major urban areas of the state -~ Los Ange les/Orunge county
and the San Francisco Bay Area, are somewhat less strong in their praise of the police
than are people who live in the Southern California regions ou Iside of the Los Angeles
area. In most cases, however, the differences reflect merely slightly less enthusiastic

“endorsement rather than greater [evels of dissatisfaction,

By comparison with other components of the criminal justice system, the police
rate quite a bit higher in public esteem: their mean rating of 5,24 compares with a
mean rating of 4,44 for ]udges,v 4,43 for district crro'rneys, 4,45 for peblic defenders,
4,37 for probation officers, 4.28 for parole officers, and 3,98 for correctional officers.
These other agencies will be examined in detail in subsequent chapters, the analysis to

follow here will be focused on the police.
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TABLE 2.2

TH% PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA':
ADULTS BY AREA OF STATE, AND TEENAGERS

ADULTS
L.A,/ OTHER S.F, OTHER
B RATING TOTAL CO. AREA CALIF- - AREA CALIF. | AGERS
Extremely good job ., (7). . .10% 10% 13% 10% 8% 6%
Very good j0b + . . « (6). . .40 37 47 39 41 25
Somewhat good job . . (5). . .33 33 31 33 36 51
Neutral, don't know . (4). . . 7 10 4 8 4 9
Somewhat poor job . . (3). . , 5 4 3 3 7 7
Very poor job . . . . (2). . . 4 4 1 5 4 2
Extremely poor job . (1). . . 2 2 1 2 * 1
Mean rating e+« o« a2 e+ .+ 5.26 5.18 5.57 5.22 5.26 5.06
Number of regspondents . (811) (341) (175) (143) (152) ((126)

*Legs than % of one percent.

Note: Columns may not add to ezactly 100% because of rounding.
.&‘ .

C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES

Despite the preponderance of favorable attitudes toward tﬁ‘\g police on the

part of most members of the public, Table 2.3 shows some significant d'ii\"f?\ferences from

group to group among subsections of the public.

The greatest divergence from the generally prevailing approval of p:;:lice
occurs among Negroes. In this group, 22% rate the police job as being in som; degree
"ooor, " while only 2% rate it "extremely good," and if the two top categories (vla‘x\y
good, extremely good) are combined, just 20% of the Blacks are found choosing these
categeries to describe their opinion of the police, as compared to more than 50% of rhe}

Whites.

Mexican/Chicano persons are also a little less likely to rate the police high on
the scale of excellence -= just 6% of them choose the top category -= but they are not

as strongly critical as the Blacks are, and just 11% of them rate the police "poor."

Age does not have an important effect on Eﬂfavorable attitudes toward the police,
since it can be observed in Table 2.3 that at all age levels from teenage to 55 years,
the total percentage of people critical of the police remains 10%-12‘?7/. However, age
groups below 40 are less inclined to praise the police as highly ~= |usl 5%-8% of the
people from teenage to 40 years of age rate the police "excellent." From age 55 upward,

there is relatively little criticism of the police and rather strong praise.
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Critics of the police are more prevalent at both the top and the bottom of
the socio-economic scale than they are in the middle classes. Among people at the
lower end of the scale 13% rate the police "poor" and among those at the upper end,
11% rate them "poor,” In the middle socio~economic status groups, on the other hand,

just 7%-8% are found who are critical .

Educational attainment alone is not an imporiant determinant of police criticism,
since all levels have generally similar sized critical groups, but the higher up on the
educational ladder people are, the less ardently do they praise the police performance.
For example, 12% of those with less than high school education rate the police job
Yextremely good," while among those with three or more years of college only 6% are
found who rate the police job "extremely good." Table 2,3 shows the percentage

distributions of police ratings for various subgroups of the adult public.

31
TABLE 2.3
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
""THE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA":
BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB--
EX- -
EX- SOME - SOME- TREMELY | Number
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY |of re-
CHARACTERISTICS: GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL PCOR POOR spondents
All Adults. . . . . .10% 40 33 7 4 6 (811)
Sex:
Males « « « « « + o 9% 37 34 7 4 9 (381)
FemalesS « « « « « +1l1% 42 33 7 5 2 (430)
Age:
18 - 24 . . . . . 5% 33 42 8 8 4 ' (143)
25 - 39 .+« o+ .+ B% 38 35 8 5 7 (252)
40 - 54 . e e . o 12% 40 31 6 4 7 (199)
55 and older. . . .1l4% 47 27 8 2 2 (217)
Socio-economic status:
Lower . . o + + « +11% 42 27 8 7 6 (283)
Lower middle . . .11% 41 37 4 4 4 (233)
Upper middle . . . 7% 38 37 11 2 5 (175)
Uppe€r » -+ » + + « «10% 36 36 7 6 5 (117)
Education:
Less than H.S.
graduate. . . . .12% 40 28 8 4 7 (2165)
High school
completed . . . .1l1l% 44 32 5 3 4 (244)
One-two years .
college or
trade school . . 9% 35 38 7 7 4 (199)
Three or more
years college . . 6% 39 37 9 4 6 (154)
Race/ethnic category:
White « -~ .« + +» « +11% 41 32 7 4 5 (662)
Mexican/Chicano . . 6% 32 45 6 7 4 ( 50)
Negro/Black . . . 2% 18 45 13 9 13 ( 48)
Other Latin
American . . . .15% 73 8 4 - - ( 24)
Home owner . « - . »11% 43 35 4 3 3 (474)
Renter - - s +~ « +« - 8% 35 31 12 6 8 (337)
Changed residence
past 5 years, . . . 8% 39 34 8 6 6 (445)
No change of .
residence . . . . .12% 41 33 6 3 4 (366)

Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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D. EFFECTS OF POLICE FAMILIARITY AND CRIME VICTIMIZATION
TABLE 2.4
| Personal acquaintance with a policeman o1 policewoman or simply knowing .: COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
b leads . ; "THE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREAM": ADULTS BY
one by name leads to slightly more favorable ratings: 52% lo 55% rate the police job § ACQUAINTANCE WITH POLICE, VICTIMIZATION EXFERIENCE, AND
hoog! | ; ‘ N | ARREST AND_INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE
good” in some degree, while among those unfamiliar with any police person, only 45% | PER_CENT RATING POLICE JOB--
. . ‘ EX-
tate them "good," Critics of the police cre found as often among friends and relatives (10% P EX~ SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY|Number
. = TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY|of -
] H . . I re
poot job") as they are among strangers to the police (119% "poor job"). : CHARACTERISTICS: GOOD GOOD GOOD _NEUTRAL _POOR _ POOR gpondents
; | ALl Adults . . . . . . 10% 40 33 7 4 6 (811)
Recent victimization tends to polarize peoples’ 1*" atudes toward the police, making
. - Acquaintance with N
them elther more ciitical or more inclined to praise the police. For example, more than an 8 po%iceman or
I : . 7 olicewoman:
average number of the victims of a car theft within the past year give the police an "extremely ; P Friend or relative . 10% 42 33. -5 4 6 (265)
, " . ; Know by name ly. . 1ll% 44 33 6 3
good" job rating (14%), while on the other hand, 35% of them rate the police job "poor, " Dgonotykniw aig. y' . 19% 35 37 10 5 g gé;gﬁ
Likewise, victims of burglaries are both somewhat more often critical (14%) and somewhat Victim in past year of: N
more often supportive of police (12%). - ii:iuigfe;'xs:a ot g: %‘2 | g’g g lg 3]‘ ; ggj |
| Burglary . . . . . 128 26 41 8 9 5 ( 98)
j Car theft . . . . . 14% 20 19 12 17 1 26
Victims of consumer fraud, of fiaud or forgery (including bad checks, credit card Consumer fraud . . . 9% 31 33 4 3 Zg ; 85j
forgeny, etc.), and malicious mischief or vandalism all are highly ciitical of the police~- ggigzii/fraud Ve . g: 22 %g ; 23 g ? g;{j
20% ~ 33% rate them doing a "poor job, " Ma\];;?léggisﬁlschlef/ 98 39 28 4 10 10 (117)
' Robbery . - « . « ., 6% , 29 56 2 7 - ( 32)
The other experience which seems to result in the greatest hostility toward police is not, i Have been stopped and
surptisingly, having oneself been arrested or incarcerated, but it is having had a family | igt;z:zggtsgagg.police
member or close friend experience this. People who themselves have been stopped for ggi gii:ﬁl;axgzzz.ef g: gg 2?_ 13 g Z Fgﬁgj
interrogation on a pon-traffic matter, and those who have been arrested, are less strongly Have appeared at police
: . . station in past
::\mrcble than cwerc:gc:3 rlowcnrcl:l3 the job the police are doing and they axpress somewhat more | several yeags: ( 56)
an average unfavorability, but their opinions are not quite os ext x Under arrest . . . . 5% 25 51 5 6 8 56 !
ith , : . P ] extreme cs those of people ! Other purpose . . . 1l3% 48 19 9 4 8 ( 34) !
with second-hand experience. ; Know another who |
‘ has appeared : %
Table 2.4 which follows shows the percentage distribution of rcnhngs given to | under arrest . . . 5% 3 3 ! ’ 10 (186)
the police by subgroups of the public. : | Know someone who has |
served in jail, prison, !
or other institution: |
Close friend or i
relative . -~ . . . 10% 33 39 6 6 6 {268) L
Other person . . » . 4% 35 37 7 8 9 (119) :
Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of round'&ng'.ﬁ ’
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES

Among the general adult public, almost one in ten persons (99%) claims to be
active in some civic aclion organization ot civic improvement club; about one in five
(20%%) claims to be moderately or extremely active in political affairs; and nearly one in
four (239%) says he is an active member of some social club, unior, or professional
association. These answers are crude indicators for locating people who are most likely
to be influential in different aspects of community life. The opinions which these

"influentials" have of police performance in their community are shown in Table 2.5,

It appears that the small cadre of civic action group members are most likely to
be both more favorable and more unfavorable toward the police than average. The table
shows that 14% of the civic aclivists are strongly favorable and 9% are strongly unfavorable
toward the police, Among the rest of the public, only 9% are strongly favorable and just

25 are strongly unfavorable toward police job performance.,

Citizens who are politically most active tend to be a littie more favorably
oriented toward police performance and less critical than persons who are not politically
active. On the other hand, people who are active in elubs. unions, and associations

£
are somewhat less favorable and more critical than are non-active persons.

It thus appears that on Y. whole the police have a somewhat more favorable
image among cettain "community influentials® as described above, but this is not

umiversally true,

L g

Four dimensions of petsonal value structuré which it was believed might help to
exploir\’% differences in citizens' attitudes toward the police (and other criminal justice
agencies) were measured by a battety of questionnaire {tems which had evolved out of
previous research and which were used in a national study of public opinion conducted by
the Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan.* The four dimensions of value

which were tapped are:

1. Acceptance of authority, '
2, Situationg! ethic (present needs should govern aclions)

3. Equalitarianism

4, Individualism

Each respendent was slassified as high, medium, or low on each of the above

four dimensions according to how he answered three questions making up each scale. (A

detailed description of response patterns and scaling procedures will be found in Appendix A.)

In Table 2.5 are shown the percentage distributiois of police job ratings given by

people at three levels of each of the four scales. Here it will be noted that persons who

are high on the acceptarse of authority scale more often tend to give high praise to the

police (18%), while those who are low on the scale are less often strongly favorahle (7%)
toward the job the police are doing. The scale does not, however. markedly distinguish

critics of the police == that is, critics are just about as likely to be found among the high
as among the low authority acceptance groups. The overall correlation of this scale with

the job rating scale is .137. -

*Withey, 5. The U.S. ond the U.5.S.R.: A report of the public's perspective on United

States - Russian relations in late 1961, in D, Bobrow (ed.) Components of Defense Policy.

Chicago: Rand McNalley, 1965, pp. 164-174,
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TABLE 2.5
On the situatioral ethic scale, people who say they prefer to govern their ‘ .
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF J0OB BEING DONE BY
‘ 1 )
response by the demands of specific situations tend to be somewhat less strongly supportive ngngll-ég‘s'ISEZﬁRX?$T$I¥$AZN§EE\E§§§OLEI{SV2T.E§“STRG[():;J‘IL]-RE; BY
‘ PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB~-
of the police than are people who believe in more fixed and unchanging value standards, ; g : ‘ d EX=
- EX- SOME~ NO SOME~ TREMELY |Numben
although the correlation of this scale with police job rating is also quite low (r = .120) ; TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY|of re-
CHARACTERISTICS; GO0D GOOD GOOD _NEUTRAL _POOR__POOR gpondents
and does not account for more than a minor share of the observed variability in reaction to All Adults . . . . . 10% 40 33 . s p (811)
the police. Clubs, unions,
associations: : :
Active member . . . 8% 37 34 6 5 9 (183)
Adherence to a belief in equalitarianism is correlated to only a slight extent with ‘ Inactive or : : N
non-member . . . -~ 11% 40 33 8 4 4 (628)
less favorable attitudes toward the police (r= -,1]8), but the relationship is a bit more e
E : Civic action
. “ 1 t 1. H
successful in predicting unfavorable attitudes toward the police than is the case with the | Org:;;:i }o:‘lsﬁ C e e . 17% 23 36 8 7 9 ( 74)
: Non-member » . » . » 9% 41 = 33 7 4 5 (7387)
other scales (14% of those high on equalitarianism are critical of police job, while only
Political activity: ~
6% of those low on the scale are critical). ] Active . . . . . . . 14% 38 30 7 7 4 ' (164)
- Inactive or
‘ non-registered . . 9% 40 34 7 4 5 (647)
Individualism, however, appears to have virtually nothing to do with reactions Acceptance of '
: authority: ’
toward the police =~ the variation in favorable or unfavorable police ratings from high to ‘ High « = » « « « o+ o 18% 40 27 7 3 5 (215)
2 Medium . - - « 2 . o 8% 44 32 8 4 4 (299)
low on the scale is negligible (r = -.026), ' CoLow .. oe e e e e e T8 34 39 7 6 7 (297)
| Belief in situational
. : ethic:
Table 2.5 shows the police job rating percentage distributions for each of the ‘ High « « « « « « « o 7% 34 .34 12 6 7 (228)
. ' Medium » - . » o « . 10% 38 38 8 2 4 (313)
four personal value scales, : : LOW « o » o « o « o 13% 46 27 3 5 6 (270)
* Equalitarianism; ‘ .
High . » » » « « « » 7% 37 33 10 6 8 (244)
Medium « » o .. . . 9% 44 33 5 4 5 (352)
LoWw . - + o » . . « 15% 36 35 7 3 3 (215)
Individualism; .
High . « . « . » » . 108 39 ° 31 7 6 6 (320)
Medium . ~ . o - « o 1l1% 38 39 7 1 4 (276)
LOW - « + o « « « . 8% 43 30 8 6 4 (215)
' Wote: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
1
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F. PUBLIC IMAGES OF POLICE FAIRNESS AND COMMUNITY CONCERN

In evoluating the stotus of police in the eyes of the public, two relevant

dimensions of concern are the degree to which the public feels that the police are fair

-and even~handed in the administration of law enforcement, and the extent to which

the public feels that the police have concern about community service and involvement.,
To measure these attitudes a series of fourteen queries eliciting agree-disagree responses
was prepared and placed on the questionnaire, In Table 2.6 the percentage distribution
of tesponses by adults and teenagers fo each item is shown; the items are ranked in order
of magnitude of response indicating favorable attitudes toward the police. Each item has
boan clasified according to its content as relating either to "community service" or
"farmess. " (These clossifications are, of course, arbitrary but are one useful way to

separate the items for purposes of interpretation.)

The first observation that can be made from Table 2 6 is that fBe public generally
rates the police lower on items having to do with fairness. For example, among the five
top items which have favorability rates of 58% to 70% among adults. four are things
hoving to do with what we have classed as "community setvice and police demeanor"

i L & - > ' v [}
items. namely: tefraining from the use of offensive ianguage, earning the confidence

~and respect of the community, providing neighborhoods with good services, and encouraging

community help in law enforcement. Only one "fairness" issue ranks high among adults -~
police do not, according to a majority of adults, pick unfairly on young people; however,
teenagers themselves do not cxs\ strongly endo(gse police for this; since only 41% of them
deny it while 40% allege that the police do to some extent tend to pick on young people

unfaitly,

A

Police "fairness" issues elicit less public support on the whole., For example,

only 14% of the public believes that police will not be more likely to arrest a person

who displays a "bad attitude." And, just one~third of the public believes that an e
investigation of police misconduct will always be conducted fairly and thoroughly.
Only one in three believes that the police do not favor the rich over the poor, or that
they treat everyone alike regardless of race or nationality. And, 30% of the public

believes that a citizen who has a complaint against a police officer will have

a hard time getting the authorities to look into the matter,

Teenagers hold views generally similar to those of adults on most of these matters
with the exception noted above that they are less optimistic that police will treat young
people fairly. On the other hand, they less often believe that the police favor the rich

over the poor than adults do.
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THE PUBLIC'S IMAGE OF POLICE FAIRNESS AND COMCERN FOR COMMUNITY RELATIONS,

BY ADULTS/TEENAGERS

ITEMS RANKED 1IN ORDER OF COMBINED
RESPGONSES (ADULT) INDICATING ITEM{PER CENT WHO-- PER CENT
FAYORABLE ATTITUDES TYPE | AGREE DON'T KNOW, DISAGREE | FAVORABLE
TOWARD POLICE: » (#) |STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY {RESPONSE{*}
1. The police often use
offensive language when
dealing with the public c # *
Adults . . . . 4% 10 16 53 17 70%
Teenagers . . . 5% 11 24 47 13 60%
2. Police officers on the
street behave in a way
4 that earns the confidence
and support of the public 1C * *
Adults . . 10% 55 17 15 3 65%
Teenagers . 12 50 27 20 1 51%
3. Police officers do not
give my neighborhood as
good services as they do
other parts of town -C * *
Adults . . . . 5% 12 20 52 11 63%
Teenagers . ., . 6% 16 20 49 9 58%
‘4, The police have it in for
young people and pick on
them unfairly F * *
Adults . ., - . 8% 20 11 52 8 60%
Teenagers ., . - 9% 31 i8 33 8 41%

.

*Responses which indiecate a favorable opinion of police behavior,i.e., agreement with an item
expressing a positive wvalue, or disagreement with an item expressing a negative value.

#C = Community service and police demeanor
F = Fairness

of

(continued)
TABLE 2.6 (CONT:.)
I TEMS RANKED IN ORDER OF COMBINED
RESPONSES CADULT) INDICATING ITEM{ PER _CENT WHO -- PER CENT
FAVORABLE ATTITUDES TYPE| AGREE DON'T KNOW, DISAGREE | FAVORABLE
TOWARD POLICE: (#} | STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY | RESPONSE{*J
RN
5. The police encourage people
in the community to help
them in providing law
enforcement services c * 4
Adults . . - - - 8% 50 20 20 3 58%
Teenagers, . - - 7% 52 19 22 1 53%
6. The police often use ex-
cessive force in making
arrests F * *
Adults . ¢ - = - 7% 23 13 44 6 50%
Teenagers. . . 5% 32 20 38 4 42%
7. A citizen who has a com-
plaint against a police
officer will have a hard .
time getting the authorities
to look into the matter F * *
Adults . . . . - 8% 22 21 42 6 48%
Teenagers. . - - 7% 30 24 36 2 38%
8. The police treat all
pedple alike regardless
of race or nationality F * *
Adults - - - - 8% 27 12 34 .19 35%
Teenagers- . - - 11% 27 10 39 13 38%
“Responses which indicate a favorable opinton of police behavior, i-e., agreement with an item

expressing a positive value, or

#C
F

Community service and police demeanor
Fairness

disagreement with an item expressing a negativ

(continued)
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TABLE 2 §  (CONT ) S
N ITEMS RANKED I} ORDER OF { T COMBINED
Y RESPONSES (ADULT) INDICATING ITEMIPER CENY WHO-~ PER CENT
FAYORABLE ATTITUDES TYPE | AGREE DON'T KWOW, DISAGREE | FAVORABLE
TOWARD POLICE: i35, $STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY | RESPONSE - *¢
9, Police give more consid-
erate treatment to xrich o
people than to poor people | F * ' * ,
Adults . . . . - 18% 34 16 27 6 33%
Teenagers. « - . 9% 23 20 40 8 48%
10. Police investigations of
complaints about police
‘ v misconduct are always fair
{ and thorough F * %
| Adults . . . . . 5% 27 34 27 7 32% )
Teenagers. . », - 2% 31 32 32 3 33%
11, The police become per-
sonally familiar with
residents of the
neighborhoods they patrol c * *
Adults . . . . . 4% 28 17 42 9 32%
Teenagers. . - - 7% 29 23 33 9 36%
12. Police administrators
assign enough minority
group officers to
minority neighborhoods F * *
Adults . . . . 1% 21 52 21 4 . 22%
Teenagers. . : - - 22 51 25 2 22%

#C = Community service and police demeanor
F = Fairness

r‘ﬁrmmﬁmwm~.mnu,, S 2 e i e s g e e e e — 7‘@%M:

TABLE 2.6 (CONT.)D

ITEMS RANKED IN ORDER OF COMBINED
RESPONSES (ADULT) INDICATING [TEM|PER CENT WHO -- PER CENT
FAVORABLE ATTITUDES TYPE | AGREE DON'T KNOW, DISAGREE | FAVORABLE
TOWARD_POLICE_ (#; |STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY |RESPONSE{*)
13. The police don't give
people enough follow-up
information about what's
happening to their cases c * *
Adults . . . . - 8% 35 36 18 2 20%
Teenagers. . . . . 6% 40 34 20 1 21%
14. The police are more likely
to arrest a person who
displays what they
consider to be a bad
attitude F * *
Adults . . . . - 15% 62 8 13 1 148
Teenagers. . . - 10% 67 14 8 1 9%
Number of respondents for each item: Adults = 811; Teenagers = 126

“Responses which indicaie a favorable opinion of police beghavior, i-e-, agreement with an item
expressing a positive value, or disagreement with an item expressing a negative value-

#C
F

Community service and police demeanor -
Fairness
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G, PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF
OCCURRENCE OF SELECTED POLICE BEHAVIORS

| As part of Project STAR's study of police roles, members of the public interviewed
for this survi}/",,‘,AWefe/asked to assess their perceptions of the desirability of selected policef}};
actians, and the probability with which they believed those actions actually take place.
The suryey respondents were exposed to thirty-three items* describing police actions in
vatious si)‘fuaﬂons. These items were selected from a longer list t‘;;:r}fdined in the Role
Survey questionnaire which the American‘Jusrice Institute has administered to criminal
justice parsohmel in California and in the other states being studied. The items chosen were
those which it was believed would be relevant to the public and to which people in the
general public could reasonably respond with an opinion or a value judgment. The items
-cover behavior in a range of situations in which police may or do take action, such as
handling crowds, traffie regulation, family disturbances, civil disorders, court appearances,

arrest, interrogation and hooking, community relations, and items falling under the heading

"general performance of dutles,"

The situations and the ltems presented to respondents are shown in Table 2.7.
In this table are s}lQWn the mean (&\:\"eruge) rating for respondents as a whole regarding

(i) the Desirability of the action, and (if) the Probability of its occurring. The two ratings

were elicited on a five-point scale coh‘si\sfing of the following categories, each having
the indicated weight in computing the me\‘&\n..

Y
\
A
Y
S,

*Because the list of tiems for all seven posirion\é\\being studied was too long to be accommodated *

in the interview time available, a split-half sampling technique was used in which any
Individual respondent was exposed to only one-half of the items. See Appendix A, p. 125.

N,
\
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Desirability: . Probability:

(5)  Very desirable (5)  Very probable

(4) Desirable {4) Somewhat probable
(3) In between - (3) In between

(2) Undesirable (2) Somewhdt improbable
(1) Very undesirable (1) Very improbable

Also shown in Table 2.7 is the rank=order of the items, considered in terms of
their mean Desirability ratings and their mean Probability ratings. Comparison of the two
rank-orders reveals items which are discrepant, that is, which have a Probability rank

markedly higher or fower than their Desirability rank.

A third element of information contained in Table 2.7 is the degree of correlation

 between the DesirabiIify/Probabil‘:\fy scales of an item and basic attitude toward the police

as revealed in the overall "job rating” scale examined in Section B. For this purpose, each
respondent was given a new score on each item in accordance with a scheme in which

highest new score values were given when the respondent rated the item as having hiéh
Desirability combined with high Probability, and lowest new score values were assigned to
ratings in which low Desirability was coupled with high Probability . Intermediate high

score values were attached to answer patterns in which higher Desirability and lower
Probability were associated, and intermediate low values were assigned to lower Desirability=
higher Probability patterns. The effect of this is té establish a single continuum of new
scores for each respondent on each item in which descending values were given fo answer

combinations starting with HD4HP +HD+LP = LD+LP > LD+HP. (See Appendix A, p. 131)

This scale for each item was then correlated with the job rating scale. The

resulting correlation coefficients (Pearson t) indicate the extent to which believing that a

g, s
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credibility (26)
View community relations as part

Expect their testimony to have greater
of job (16)

Overlook minor violations in crowds (22)

their position (32)
Allow accused to communicate (4.5)

Slant testimony to support
Treat requests for service

in crowds (15)

seriously (8)
Prevent occurrence of crimes (1)

"Establish a friendly helpful image (9)

Deter pickpockets, purse snatchers
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given behavior is, for example, highly desirable ‘and r.mZx probable is paralleled by
feeling that the police are doing a good job {or whether low desirability and high
probability is associated with the opinion that police are doing a poor job). A high
degree of association for an item suggests that the _omlmoc_aq behavior may be influential

in determining basic attitude toward the police, and thus provides a kind of "index of

importance" for items.

The information from Table 2.7 has been summarized in Figure 2, where the
thirty =three items describing police actions and behavior have been drranged in two
dimensions to provide a framework for interpretation. One dimension of the chart
establishes the importance of an item, as measured in terms of its correlation with basic
job rating. "Low importance" items are those whose correlations were below the level
of significance, i.e., which had no measurable association with job rating.* Items
classed as "Medium importance" are those whose carrelations were between .120 and .200;
correlations above .200 gave an item a classification of "High importance." The other

dimension of the chart shown in Figure 2 is degree of emphasis. Here, items are classified

as being "Over~emphasized" if they have a Probability rank that is significantly higher**
than their Desirability rank. If the reverse pattern is shown, i.e., if the Probability of
occurrence is ranked lower than the Desirability, the item is called "Under~emphasized."

Each of the thirty-~three items has been classified on these two dimensions in Figure 2.

* Correlation coefficients have a theoretical range of .000 to +1.000. Due to sampling
variances, coefficients of less than £ .120 cannot be considered significant.

**Differences of four or more positions in rank order was considered significant displacement
for the purposes of this analysis.

3




B it et o R

48

From Figure 2 a set of priorities for police attention can be suggested.
.Firs!', these things which Californians believe are being given about the right amount
of emphasis by police now, and which are considered to be of high importance in maintaining
a favorable attitude about police, include: crime prevention, treating requests for service
seriously, establishing a friendly and helpful image, allowing accused persons to communi-
cute, detefring pickpockets and purse snatchers, and not attempting to support police
positions by allowing officers to give "slanted" testimony in court cases. Somewhat less
important, but still significant, is being aware of racial discrimination problems. Less
important, and pretty much taken for granted by the public is that officers always observe
traffic regulations except when they clearly show that they are operating in an emeréency
situation, that they be tolerant of verbal abuse, that they will be lenient about certain

laws, and that they will be influenced by public opinion.

Among the important things being under-emphasized by the police today,

according to the California public, is communications with citizens groups and stimulating
citizens participation. The public also feels the police are not sufficiently concerned
about maintd‘f\ping discipline in confrontation, in using minimum force when making arrests,

and in instilling an attitude of respect rather than fear when making arrests.

*

Also underemphasized, although at a lesser level of importance, is treating an
accused person as if he were innocent, explaining their actions to an accused, respecting
a suspect's dignity, resolving family problems in ways which will strengthen the family,

and learning to recognize and handle people with emotional disorders.

S S
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4

The public feels the police are over-emphasizing certain things which contribute

in a significant way to create a poorer image in the public's eyes, such as: overlooking
minor law violations in crowds at public events, expecting their testimony to have
greater credibility than others in court, using pressure tactics to obtain information,
allowing racial origins to impair their objectivity, and in responding with more harsh
action to quell civil disorders which involve certain groups. The public gave high
importance to the idea that police shou|d"'view community relations s an essenrial
part of their job" but rated it somewhat overemphasized. In view of the strongly held
opinions elsewhere expressed that the police should do more to bring citizens into crime
prevention activities, it may be that people were saying that community relations
should not be coﬁsidered merely a "part of their job" but that police should more

actively reach out to citizens than they are seen as doing at present.




| TABLE 2.7
CESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SERECTED POLICE ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

CCONTINUED)D

o
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION <
o DESIRABILITY ; PROBABILITY || IN EMPHASIS ‘i'fi TH JCB RATING

SIYUATION AND ACTION . ' MEAN RAKK | MEAN RANK ! fai ib}

In the general performance of their duties,

police officers:

1. Pemita person's racial origin to
: impair their cbjectivity . . . . . . . . 1.8L 33 3.22 23.3 Over 158
2. "I‘akaevezyopportzmnytopreventthe
occurrence of crimes .- - - - « - 4.53 1 3.83 4 # .263

3. Are lenient in enforcing laws that they
observe are frequently violated by
the general public . . - « + . . 2,66 27 3.18 27 - # *

4. Are aware of the problems of racial
discrimination + « « o « « o - « - o . 4.42 7 3.87 3 # .138

5. Are capable of recognizing and handling ,
persons with emotional disorders . . . . 4.09 17 3.22 23.3 Under 135

wWhen perfonmrxé duties involving large

crowds such as sporting events, parades,

and civic functions, police officers:

6. Terd to overlook minor law violations . . 3.24 22 3.44 l6 . Over .200

7. Deter crimes such as picking pockets, , :
snatching purses,- and theft of autos . . . 4.17 15 3.41 18.5 # .200

Mecm. average rattng on a five-point scale or which very deszrable/probable = § and very undeszmble/zmprobable = 1.

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rark between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over') or less emphasis than is warranted ('Under").

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between police job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in witich
highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.

*  Correlation too low to be significant. : CCONTINUED)

TABLE 2.7 (CONT.)D
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION -
. DESIRABILITY |PROBABILITY |IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

SITUATION AND ACTION _MEAN RANK {MEAN RANK (a) : (b)

In regulating vehicle and pedestrian

traffic, pclice officers:

8. Observe all traffic regulations except

whenmanenergencyormpursult status .
~ with proper warning devices operating . . . 4.50 2 3.92 -2 #
9. Attempt to stay "invisible" to trap :

violators . . .+ ¢ ¢+ 4 4 . . . . . 2,62 28 3.71 7 Over *
10. Listen to a violator's story before ' '
- deciding whether to issue a citation

orjustawarning . . . . . . . . . . . 4.06 18 3.10 29 Under *

11. Treat all violators equally regardless
of the type of car, car decorations,
and regardless of the appearance of
passeggersmthecar Y 1 X X 19 12.98 31 Under .149

When responding to a request for assistance

related to a family disturbance, police

officers:

12. Help resolve the problem in a way that ’

- will strengthen rather than weaken ‘
the family . . . . . . . . . .. s . 429 13 3.41 18.5 Under .227

13. Restrict-their official actions and '
advice only to areas in which they .

‘have authority . . - . . . . e o < . 3.98 20 3.72 5.5 Over
Mean: average rating on a fwe-vozni: seale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over') or less emphasis than ie warranted ( "Under") .

(b) Correlation (Peavson ») between police job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highes? to Low o/
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to De szgnszant

* Correlatwn too low to be significant. 2




G
TASLE 2.7 (LE€NT.2 ,
e o I DISCREPANGY | CORRELATIGON B
' e e Eeerras CESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY [ IN ENPHASIS | WITk <05 RATING
$i?ﬁ£?36ﬁ ARD ACTICH WERN  RANK | MEAN  RANK § ’;gaﬁ “wﬁﬁkgni L Qﬁzﬂ&a?g&&
14. Treat each reuest sericsly . . . . . . . 4.0 '8 3.72 5.5 3 <289
15. Arrest by-stéyyrs who are slow to doey
orders to clesm the area . . . . . . . . 2.95 24 3.40 20 $ *
16, Maintain disciplined behavior in
canfrentations with demonstrators. . . . . 4.32 10.3 3.49 3z i Onder 346
17. Act wmore harshly %o quell disorders , . :
| imlmmmmﬂmoﬁnrs e s+ . . 2.53 30 3,58 10 Over 154
18. Make arrests with minimm use of
piwsimlfome e e e e e e e e . . . . 432 10,3 |3.43 17.5 . 219
When making an arrest, police officers:
19. Tolerate verbal abuse fram the person
| beingarrested . . . . . . . . . 2.92
| 4 | coe. 2 25 331 21 § *
20, Instill an attitude of respect
mﬂgr tmn fear . & - - » I » 4 32 26
] A hd * - L3 - - 10n3 3;19 26 Uxﬁer ‘284
When appearing in court as a witness,
police officers:
21, Expectthelr testimony to have greater
credibility than that of others . . . . 2,80 26 3.70 8.5 Over 264
Hean: Wemge—r;t;n; :n_a-f;l.v;-;o;‘.ﬁ; scale on which very desirable/orobable = 5 i vern widesirablesi ————————
’ s ’ ry desirabl = : .
Nunbew of respondents: 354 fo 372 per item. e/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirabilit 174 ARy . e
© D, il o iy e e it i o
Correlation (Peaveon r) between police job ; ) gy /.
24 1. ~ Jjob rating and respondent desirabil b babili : .
highest values vere assigned to High it 2 ity by probability score in which
gh D/High P responses, next high ; , !
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P reeponseg. ’ tghest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/
¥ Difference in ranke too small to be signifi
ne ) ( 1fieant.
* Correlation too low to be significant,gn d
CCONTINUEDD
TABLE 2.7 CCONT.D
| DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
‘ DESIRABILITY| PROBABILITY HIN EMPHASIS |WITH JOB RATING
STITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
24. Slant their testimony to support their
own position . e e e o o a s e 2.01 32 3.01 30 ¥ .210
When interrogating a suspect, police officers:
22, Use pressure tactics to cbtain information 2.25 31 3.13 28 Over .127
when holding a person accused of an offense,
police officers:
23. Treat the accused as if he were innocent . 3.90 21 2.89 32 Under .156
25. Explain to the accused exactly _
why actions are taken . . . . - . 4.48 3 - 3.50 14 Under .139
26. Allow the accused person to communicate ‘
with his attomey, family, or frierds . . 4.45 4.5 4.06 1 # .249
When bocking prisoners into a jail, '
police officers:
27. Respect the dignity of the person being
bocked by treating him courteously . . . 4,25 14 3.22 23.3 Under .150
28. Treat prisoners severely; show
jail isnohotel . . . o+ . . < - . . 2.60 29 3.43 17.5 Over *
then participating in camunity relations
and education programs, police officers:
29. Are influenced by public opinion on |
. criminal justice issues I I ¥ 23 3.24 22 # *
e ——— - —— -%__a__________m__________L ______________ ———
Mean: average rating on a five-puint seale on which very desirable/probable = & and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. .
(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
 emphasis than most pecple think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under"). ]
(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between police job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in whick
. highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest te Low D/
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. ‘
o1
(35

. i
4 Difference in rarks too small to be significant.
% correlation too Low to be significant.

(CONTINUEDD
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING JUDGES AND COURTS 1IN
CALIFORNIA

A, CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH JUDGES AND COURTS

While about one in three or four adults claims to know a judge at least

| by sight, only 12% of the men and 10% of the women is closely connected, through

friendship or relation, with a judge. (This contrasts with miore than one in thrae persons
who claimed a policeman or policewoman as a friend or relative.) Among teenagers,
9% of the boys, but only 2% of the girls are acquainted through friendship or relation

with a judge.

Nearly half (45%) of the adult public of both sexes claims to have been
called for jury duty at some time, but only 10% of the men and 7% of the women

acknowledge having served on a criminal trial jury. Oulside of jury service, over half

. of the adults say they have been in court for some purpose at some time in their lives;

men are more |ikely than women to report court attendance (65% vs, 51%). About 38%
report that they were a party in the case, and 17% were wilnesses; again, men were

more often involved than women, as Table 3,1 shows.

Nearly one in three teenagers reports having been in court for some purpose,
SR p \

Y < {

z

frequently as parties in a case.

Chapter 11}
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TABLE 3.1

ACQUAINTANCE WITH JUDGES AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
IN COURT: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX

ADULTS TEENAGERS
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
Acquaintance with judges:
"Friend or relative . . . e« J12% 10% 9% 2%
Know well enough to call by name. .17 12 5 6
KnOW Only by Slght ’ . L * » . . * 5 3 3 6
Called to jury duty e v s s e w . .45% 46% ned, n.a
Have served on a jury in a
criminal case T A 7% Nele n.a.
Have ever been in court ;
(other than jury) . « « + . + « . .65% 51% 36% 29%
As Party in a case . . v . . . . .44 32 22 15
s witness . .« . « v .« . . . . . .19 14 9 4
As spectator . . . . . . 0 o . . .16 11 14 15
Occasion of court visit:
Traffic incident . . . . . . . . .42% 18% 19% 10%
Criminal case e s e+ o« . . .18 10 12 g
Civil matter, other . . . . . . . .26 29 9 i
Number o¢f respondents . . . . (381) (430) (58) (68)

Note: Court visit categories add to more than subtotals shown
because multiple regponsas were accepted.

n.a. = not applicable.

s
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B, EVALUATION OF JUDGES' JOB PERFORMANCE

Evaluating the performance of "the judges who preside over the courts in this
community, " the public accords them a majority vote of confidence -~ 55% rate them
as doing a "good job" and just 21% rate them in the "poor job" categories. Judges
have a mean rating score of 4.44 on a scale of seven. It will be recalled from Chapter I}
that the mean rating given to police by adults was 5.26. The Judges’ raring{ is on a par
with those of other positions in the court system, i e., district attorneys = 4.43 and

public defenders = 4,45,

Contrary to the case with police, where teenagers rated the police less favorably
than adults did, the judiciary is rated somewhat higher by teenagers than by adults. The
mean scale value checked by teens was 4.73, while the average value for adults as a

group was just 4,44,

San Francisco Bay Area residents (adults) are mor'e lukewarm in their endorse-
ment of the judiciary than is the case with residents of the rest of the state: Bay Area
residents give the judges an average of 4.27, while in the Los Angel es/Orange county
area the mean rating is 4.40, in other parts of Northern California it is 4,63, and in
Southern California outside of the Los‘AngeIes Metropolitan Area the mean judicial

favorability rating is 4.58,
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The percentage distributions for each of these areas in Table 3,2 shows that
just 49% of the Bay Area public put judicial ratings on the "good job" side, and 27%
of them place their ratings on the "poor job" side. By contrast, in Southern California,

outside the L, A, Area, only 16% criticize judges while 57% rate their job "good."

TABLE 3.2

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY";
ADULTS BY AREA OF STATE, AND TEENAGERS

ADULTS
LOS OTHER §.F., OTHER
ANGELES/ SOUTHERN BAY NORTHERN| TEEN-
JOB RATING TOTAL ORANGE CO. CALIF. AREA CALIF, AGERS
Extremely good job . (7). 3% 2% 3% 2% 3% 4%
Very good soeoe o (6) 17 18 18 14 20 14
Somewhat good job. , (5), 35 34 36 33 38 45
Neutral, no opinion. (4), 25 26 27 25 19 25
Somewhat poor job . (3). 13 11 11 15 le6 11
Very poor job . . .(2). 5 5 4 9 3 1
- BExtremely poor job , (1), 3 5 1 2 1 -
Mean rating . . . . . .4.44  4.40 4.58  4.27  4.63 | 4.73
Numbey of respondents.(811) (341) (175) (143) (152) |(126)
«

Note: Columns of percentages may not add te exactly 100% because

of rounding.
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C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DiFFERENCES

Within the population there are significant differences from group to
group in reactions to the judiciary, Table 3.3 shows the percentage distribution of
ratings given to judges by subgroups®. For example, men are much more critical of
judges than women are:28% of the men rate judges as doing @ "poor job" while only
14% of the women are critical. There is also a distinct tendency for middle aged people

t

to be more critical than either young adults or older people are.

Socio~economic class is also a factor: willingness to praise judges for doing a
good job declines somewhat as one goes up the class/income ladder, starting with 22%
most strongly favorable among lower class people to just 16% strongly favorable among
upper class petsons, Persons at the top of the socio~economic scale are also more prone
to be strongly critical of judges. The same tendency o withhold strong praise for judges
oceurs as educational level increases, but it is people at the intermediate educational
levels -~ with high school or in;sf one or two years of college -~ who are most often

critical of the judiciary,

| Among different racial or ethnic groups, both Whites and Blacks are polarized
foward judges -~ a large proportion of each group has high praise for judges, but another
substantial proportion of each group is critical. Mexican/Chicano people tend fo be
sparing in high proise for judges and many of them have unfavorable opinions (22%

“ooor job' rating). Oriental persons are also rather often critical of the judiciary (20%

"ooor job" rating). Y

*To simplify presentation of the rafing scale data in this and the succeeding table, the top
two scale categories and the bottom two categories on the original seven point scale have
been collapsed. The shortened scale is easier to read and does not alfer the substance of

the findings .«
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TABLE 3.3

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY":
ADULTS, BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB--

EX- EX~

TREMELY SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY |Number
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY of re-
GO0D GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOKR gpondents

All Adults o « v s « » o «19% 35 25 13 8 (811,

Sew: .

, Males . - . , , , , y +17% 31 25 16 12 (382)
Females « - o « » » 4 «23% 38 24 9 5 (430)
Age:
18 - 24 A e » " ° . 3 Qla% 35 35 ll 6 (]43)
25 - 39 » [ 4 . 4 3 . ﬁl?% 31 28 15 10 (252,)
40 = 54 « ¢ o 4 4 a . 4 22% 33 21 16 8 (149)
55 and older . . . . .26 39 18 9 8 (217)

Socio-economic status;

‘ Lower . . . . . o a4 22% 34 22 14 9 (283)
Lower middle . . » . ,20% 35 24 12 9 (233)
Upper middle . . . . ,18% 36 30 12 3 (175)
Upper » » & s « &+ &+ « +16% 34 26 12 12 (117)

Education:

Less than H.S.

graduate . . . . . .23% 34 24 7 11 (215)
High school

completed ~ + . . . .20% 34 26 13 8 (243)
l-2 years college

or trade school . . ,19% 33 24 17 7 (199)
Three or more years

college « ¢+ « & + . .1l6% 40 24 14 6 (154)

Race/ethnic gategory:

White - . « « &+ « + + +21% 34 24 13 8 (662)
Mexican/Chicano . ., . .10% 46 22 6 16 ( 50)
Negro/Black . . . « »1B% 39 18 21 4 ( 48)
Other Latin American. ., 5% 45 43 7 - ( 24)
Oriental. + « » « o + . 9% 27 45 10 10 ( 18)

Note:
of rounding

Rows of percentagee may not add to exactly 100% becqusd

SO
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE

Experience in court and personal acquaintance with a judge also make some
difference in evaluations given to the performance of the {udiciary, as Table 3.4 shows .
Here it will be seen that people who know o judge well tend to give judges less extremely
favorable ratings (just 15% do so), while those who know a judge by name only are
much more likely (26%) to think highly of the job judges are doing. Furlfhermore, people
who know a judge well are most likely of all to rate judges' performance as "’somewhdr

poot, "

People who have served on criminal juries are often strongly favorable toward /

judges (31%), but a few are also strongly critical (11%).

Presence in court as a party or & witness in a criminal case leads mare often
to unfavorable opinions of judges' performance =~ 17% are strongly critical and only
1% are strongly favorable. Parties or witnesses in civil cases, on the other hand, are
more likely to be favorable, and those who have been just spectators in court are most

favorabie of all court attenders toward judges.
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£ EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES

A crude index of "community influence" is provided by questions about respondents’

TABLE 3.4 degree of activity in various kinds of clubs and civic organizations, and in politics.
[ . i
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY Examining the opinions of achive and non-active people (Table 3,5), it appears that judges |
- "THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVEWl THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY':
ADULTS, BY ACQUAINTANCE WITH JUDGE, AND COURT EXPERIENCE are most often eriticized for doing a "“poor job" by activists of all kinds. For example,
PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB~-
EX- EX~ ° ¥ b, uni r association rated judges "poor"; 30% of ;
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY |Number | 24% of the active members of a club, union, or associatio judges "poor"; ‘
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT R - st : '
G000 GOOD NEUTRAL’ POOR__POOK. . é’;ofzf%ents } the members of civic action organizations rated them "poor"; and 32% of those most active
|
AlL Alts . 5 . o . . 19% 35 25 13 8 (811) j in politics downrated judges' job perfarmance. Active support for judges is also |ess
| Acquaintance with i prevalant among the most active people than it is among nan-activists. i
| a judge: ‘ | i
“ Priend or relative . 15% 36 16 23 9 ( 87)
| Know by name only ., 26% 30 18 18 8 (114) \ . ; T |
| Do not know any . . 19% 36 27 10 g (578) | \ Personal values of resporidents were assessed by four attitude scales designed to J
| tap their degrees of (i) acceptance of authority, (it) belief in situational ethics, (ii1) 5
| Have served on a | ;
| criminal case jury: . 31% 38 9 11 11 ( 69) | equalitarianism, and (iv) individualism,* Inspection of the data in Table 3.5 will show |
| { "' L
| . , , ,
Have been in court l that there is a slight relationship between aftitudes toward judges' job performance and [
(other than jury): r . é
Party or witrxgss } " acceptance of authority in which persons with high values on that scale are found to be g
in criminal case . 11% 30 21 21 17 { 90)
Party or witness : both more often favorable and more often critical of judges, “
in civil case . ., 17% 31 27 16 9 (291)
Spectator only . . , 21% 42 16 16 6 ( 85)
Never in court . . . 24% 37 26 7 6 (845) ' Persons who are most opposed to the notion of situational ethics are also a little
* more likely fo be critical of judges’ job performance, but there is no consistent relationship |
| ,
| between peoples’ scores on scales of equalitarianism or individualism and their job ratings
’! for judges.
oy
e 5
“See Chapter 11, Section E and Appendix A for further description of scales.
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COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY“

TABLE 3.5

ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE

PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB ~-

EX~ EX~ ,
TREMELY SOME-~ NO SOME- TREMELY {Number
© DR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY of re-
_60O0oD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents
All Adults . .+« o 4 . 19% 35 28 13 8 (811)
lubp, unmana,
agpociations .
Activa member e 0o e+ 16% 37 22 18 6 (1838)
fthnactive or non—
member .+ - . 4 . . . 21% 34 26 11 9 (628)
Civie action
organizationsg: .-
Member v+ o« v v . W 12% 35 .23 20 10 ( 74)
Non~membex . . « . . <20% 35 . 25 12 8 (737)
Political activity:
Active . . + « ¢ + 4+ 16% 38 14 22 10 (164)
- Inactive or non- - ~
registered ., . . . .21% 34 27 10 8 (647)
Acgeptance of authority:
High . « .+ + + « ¢ ,26% 28 20 17 9 (215)
Mediumt ¢« » v o v 0 4 19% 39 25 9 8 (293)
XAQW # * . L . 2 . * » 16% 35 28 13 8 (297)
Belief in situational
¢thie:
High. « « « « 4+ + « « +19% 36 28 8 10 (228)
Medium . .« « o .+ . . 21% 31 26 13 8 (313)
LOW [ - > * ¥ * L4 L3 L3 .18% 38 20 16 8 (270)
Bgualitariaism: - -
High, « « « « « « « « 198 33 23 14 11 (244)
Medium .+ .+ o o+ . L 24% 35 26 8 7 (352)
Low . s e v s ow s «14% 36 25 18 7 (218)
Individualissa:
High, . + + + + . +« + .20% 34 26 9 11 (320)
Medaium O £ 33 18 - 16 9 (276)
Low . R T .38 31 -~ 13 3 (215)

e g e i © g 8 e er e 1o e 2 i
& v <

E——

65

F. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE
OF SELECTED JUDICIAL BEHAVIORS

To extend the study of criminal justice agency roles, survey respondents were
asked to provide their opinions about selected aspects of judicial behavior in a manner

similar to that described in Chapter 1l with respect to police behavior.* In this, each

_person interviewed was asked to-evaluate the desirability and the probability of specific.

actions that described things.judges do, or might do. In all, eighteen such items were
measured on Five—pbinr scales. The items rated by respondents, and the mean rating

sée?es for each item are shown in Table 3.6. Also shown in that table are the rank order
positions of each item and the extent to which discrepancies in rank order indicate some
degree of "aver=" or "under-emphasis” on the part of the judiciary. In addition, «

correlation coefficient for each item is shown, which represents the extent ta which

the item was found to be related to holding a favorable or unfavorable basic attitude

foward judges and their job performance . *

Figure 3 provides a summary of the significance of the data shown in Table 3.6.
In the figure will be found each of the eighteen items on which judges were rated,
placed in accordance with their importance to public attitudes and the relative degree of
emphasis which the public feels is being placed on each one by judges. From this
grouping it is possible to infer what sorts of judicial behavior may be in need‘of attention

in order to impsove public attitudes, and which others are indicative of presently

favorable opinions of the judiciary.

*See Chapter Il. pp. 44-46.

S
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Figure 3

TICHN OF SELECTED JUDGES ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF TEEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS
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For example, the behaviors which are currehtly believed to be being given about
the right amount of emphasis by iudées, and which are quite influential in governing how
people form their judgment of the job that iu&ges‘ are doing, include these things:
recognizing _fh‘e needs and viév).po_infs oF»cilﬁzens and paying attention to pufolic opinion,
considering the cfrcﬁﬁﬂ.sfanées that motivated a crime when passing sentence, and giving
similar sentences for similar’cfrir;eg.;_' The .Calif;é'r-nia- public also places high importar;ce
on stimulating citizen pcrﬁciqui'on in c‘rinAqe" prev‘enfion.b Also important is‘fhaf judges
should, and do, protect cifizéhs' legal rights, communicate with the public, and do what

they can to improve the image of other criminal ivusfi’lce agencies.
Important things that the judiciary over-emphasizes, according fo many Californians,

are: their awareness of racial problems and their emphasis on criminal history in passing

sentence. Less important, but nevertheless overemphasized, say the public, is believing

police testimony over that of defendants, and seizing opportunities to further their own

political interests.

Judges are not sufficiently aware of the views of ex~convicts about the effects

of various types of sentences, according fo the public.

There are several activities of judges which Californians as a group also do not
consistently associate with judges' job ratings, but which they now feel are presently
being given about the right emphasis. These include: not permitting racial origins of
defendants to impair their objectivity, recognizing and handling emotional disorders,

and being lenient in enforcing certain laws that are frequently violated.

.
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TABLE 3.6

Number of respondents: 384 to 372 per item.

g - m— - oy Smn e e e s e dee e mee e o emm e wm e me e o]

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very destrable/probable =

5 cznd' very undesirable/improbable =

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED JUDICIAL ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE
: DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION )
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY [IN EMPHASIS {WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN - RANK (a) {(b)
In the general performance of their
duties, ' judges:
1, Are more concerned with moving cases rapidly
through the courts than with seeing that - :
each defendant receives juvs treatment . . . 2.31 16 3.13 4.5 # .178
2., Permit a defendant's raciz’ -~-igin to
impair their cbjectivity . . . . . . . . 2.09 17 |2.88 18 # *
3. Are aware of the problems of racial . -
discrimination . . . . . . . . . . . 4.25 6 3.73 2 Over .129
4. Are capable of recognizing and handling
persons with emotional disorders . . . . . 4.28 4 3.49 5 # *
5. Observe and protect the legal rights '
of citizens e e+ s s e e s s o . . . 4.54 1 |3.83 1 # .169
6. Are ienient in enforcing laws which are ' T
frequently violated by the public . . . . . 2.62 14 |2.98 17 $ - *
7. Are influenced by public opinion on ' .
crlI. tm. lal juS‘tice iSSUeS ° et © © - o ° ° - 2.75 13 . 3-22 13 # 1307 :
8. Believe police testimony over that of
the defendant, ac a general practice. . . . 2.57 15 [3.37 7 Oover *
9. Recognize the viewpoints and needs of ‘
N Citizens o P @ ° e o - o s o LS a o e P 4.32 3 3-44 6 # 0276

b - — —— -

-~

{a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over') or less emphasis than is warrzuted ("Under").

{b) Correlation (Pearson r) between judge job rating and respondent desirvability by probability ecore in which
highse* values were assigned to High D/High P responses; next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/

- Low P, and lovest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in vanks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant. .

(CONTINUED)
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B, EVALUATION OF PROSECUTORS' AND DEFENDERS' JOB PERFORMANCE

People rate disfrict attorneys and public defenders much the same way =~ the

- petcentage distribution of job ratings and the medn (average) favorability levels are very

¢close, 4.43 and 4,45, Teenagers are, if.anything, slightly more favorable than adults

ats, although the differences are too small to be statisHcally or substantively significont.

It will be recalled from Chapter |{] éhat judges also have a mean rating of 4.44 (adults)

~and 4,73 (teens), while police (Chapfer 1) obtaired a mean favorability rating of 5,26

among adults and 5,06 among teens, - -

TABLE 4.2

| THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS(q) AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS(D):
ADULTS/TEENAGERS STATEWIDE

TR L

DISTRICT ATTORNEYS

"PUBLIC DEFENDERS

JOB RATING ADULTS TEENAGERS | ADULTS TEENAGERS
Extremely good job . {7}, » .+ . 2% -% 3% 1%
Very good job. « « « {6)¢ » « . 17 12 17 12
Somewhat good job . . (5). . ., . 29 42 29 35
Neutral, don't knows . {(4). « « . 35 37 36 37
Somewhat poor .job. . 13}« . « . 11 6 11 12
Very poor jdb .« . . (). .+ . 3 2 3 3
Extremely poor job . . (1). . . . 2 2 2 -
Mean r&ting Yoo o oa o« e o« e s 4,43 4.52 4,45 4.45
Jumber of vespondsnts (821) (126) (811) (126)

(a] "The distriot attorney and his stdff who have the job of prosecuting

- (b) "Phe publie defender and other defense attorneys azgéointed by the

Notea:

cases where people have been charged with breaking lawe,”

court to represent people who have been accused of crimes”

Colwumna of percentages may not add to exactly 100% because

of rounding.

0 i

73

[N

C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES

In Toble 4.3 a breakdown of "good job" and "poor job™" ratings by _vqrim;s socio-
demographic characteristics is shown for district utfbrneys (Table 4..3a)‘cmd for public
defenders (Table 4.3b). One significa‘nf difference shown in these tables is that Northern
California residents are more sparing of praise for bﬂafh prosecutors and defanders than
resi‘dénfs of Southerh parts of the state are, Only 12%-18% of the public n’_q;l.the North.

rates them as doing "extremely or very good" jobs, while In the South, favorable ratings
g y or vety i ‘

range belween 20% and 24%.

By socio~economic status, there are r;o consistent differenc;es fr; reaction to
prosecustors, but public defenders fend tlo. be rated quite a bit higher by people at the lower
socio~economic status levels than by those cn.f the higher levels:" 24% of the ]owml socio-
economic status group rates defenders as doing "extremely or very good" jobs, while only

14% of upper status people rate them this high.

By race, however, there are significant differences in reaction to public defenders
or court-appointed lawyers: Black people have both stronger negative and stronger
positive feelings than others do about defenders, with negative feelings predominating,

Mexican/Chicano people also show more negative than positive feelings toward defenders.

Public defenders also rate higher with women than with men, and with older

adults rather than younger persons,

Toward prosecutors, Mexicon-Americans and Orientals show g predominance of
favorable attitudes, while other groups tend to strike a more even balance between favorable

and unfavorable attitudes.,

e o et s
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TABLE 4.3A TABLE 4.38
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE 8 T COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PUBLIC
ATTORNEYS (2): ADULTS BY SOCIQUDEMGGRARHIC. CHARAGIERISTICS ‘ DEFENDERS(D): ADULTS BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARAGTERISTICS
. TEX- | EX- EMELY | TRE
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY | yumb TREMELY SOME~ NO SOME- TREMELY| Number
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY|of me- M LERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR' VERY| of re-
Q_QOD JOB GOOD N;UTRAL EQOR POOR 8 ondenig' . G00D JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents
All Adults » o » « « o+ o« . 18% 29 35 11 6 (811) All Adults. o + » « o o -19% 29 36 11 5 (811)
Area of State: “ M e oi Stite}o inge Co.. 23% 26 34 (341)
Los Angeles/Orange Co. . 20% 28 35 11 . os Angeles/Orange Co.. 10 7 - 341,
Other Southern Calif. . 3228 36 30 s ! (3el) Other Southern Calif. .24% 26 37 10 3 (175)
S.F. Bay Area A . . . 12% 27 ) 44 12 6 (143) %0 S-Fo Bay Area PIR e" n . 12% 30 39 13 ‘6 (143)
Other Northern Calif., . 18% 33 31 15 4 (152) I Other Northern Calif. .14% 36 34 13 3 (162)
vk | | Sl 18% 2 (381)
Males . » « &+ +« « « « + 18% 2b 38 13 6 28 ] ales .+ ¢ s o0 o4 o0 e 5 32 16 8 381
Females A N N 4 N . . o 18% 33 32 10 6 ;aséj g . Females " A L) [ n . e. nls% 32 39 8 3 (430)
Ager . 9% - 2 e 3 3 5 (
18 = 24 « v o 4w v v 0. 1% 26 45 1 ] | 18 - 24 . v - v o v w 0 3 1 6 143)
25 - 39 e ¢ e & 4 s 9 17% 25 38 133" g ggggj ; 25 - 39 A & ¢ e 8 & o 017% 25 40 1l ’ 7 (252)
40 - 54 e 6 v b 4 e & » 27% 32 23 ll 8 (199) 3 40 - 54 " oon e 6 A 0 o 620% 28 35 12 5 (199)
55 and oldexr « + « + .+ .+ 18% 34 35 10 2 (217) | 55 and older. . . . . .23% 32 33 9 3 (217)
Socio-economic status: | i‘ Socio-economic status: ‘
Lower ° L . . . . » . 20% 28 35 . 1l 7 (283) i; Lower .z- " . “ n ° ° u24% 29 29 . lo 8 (283)
Lower middle . + + « . . 1l4% 34 35 10 6 (233) I Lower m}ddle . e o . 19% 32 34 12 3 (233)
Upper middle . + «» . . . 22% 28 34 12 4 (175) i Upper middle . « « . .16% 28 46 9 2 (175)
UPPEX « « + = v o 4+ . . 18% 29 35 14 4 (117) b © UPPer s« ¢ 4 ¢ ¢« »14% 21 39 18 7 (117)
Education: % Education: .
Less than H,8, graduate. 17% . 28 32 12 10 (816) § Less than H.S.
High school completed . 19% 28 39 8 6 (243) | graduate. « . . » » »23% 28 31 11 8 (215)
1-2 years college nE High sc¢hool completed .18% 32 36 1l 2 (243)
or trade school . , . 21% 32 29 15 4 (199) 'l 1-2 years college '
Three or mpre years by or trade school . . .19% 26 34 16 € (199)
college . . ., + , . . 16% 32 40 1l 1 (164) . Three or more years
: ! college » - -~ » o o 14% 29 43 8 6 (154)
Race/ethnic category: | i

: White€ .+ o « « « v 4 o+ 19% 29 35 13 5 (662) o Race/ethnic category:

. : Mexican/Chicano . . .~ . 19% 41 31 6 4 ( 50) § White f e r e o . 20% 28 38 10 4 (663)
Negro/Black . . « « + » 16% 32 37 8 7 ( 48) ! Mexican/Chicano » . . . 8% 48 24 13 8 ( 504\
Other Latin Amerxican . . 7% 46 43 - 4 ( 24) 1! Negro/Black « ~ » « . »27% 14 15 26 18 ( 48)
Oriental « . +« « + « + + 22% 16 50 4 9 ( 18) ’ Other Latin American. . 8% 42 47 3 - ( 24)

A : y - ; Oriental . . . « . . :15% ' 24 42 5 14 ( 18)
(a) The district attorney and hie staff who have the job of prose- X

! (b) The public defender and other defense attorneys appointed by
the court to represent people who have been accused of c¢rimes--
what kind of job do you feel they are doing?

cuting cases where people have been oharged with breaking lawg=w-.
what kind of a job arepthay doing? g d




D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE

When people are especially critical of either group it appears that they have specific

76

Personal acquaintanceship with a prosecutor or a public defender tends ta : ‘ ' |

improve significantly peoples' ratings of the jobs they are doing, as Table 4.4 shows.

persons in mind, since among those who claim that they "know a prosecutor by name only,

24% express critical attitudes, and among those who "know a defender by name only," 22% are

critical, whereas the level of criticism for those who know one of these |awyers personally,

or of those who know none, is only 16%~17%.

Persors who have served on a jury in a criminal trial tend to praise the prosecutor -
a bit more often than the defender (25% vs. 21%), but they much less often criticize
the prosecutor than they do the public defender (9% vs. 22%), Having been in court as

a party or witness results in somewhat higher frequency of gritical comments about both

prosecutors and defenders. For example, of those who have appeared in connection with
a criminal case, 30% have critical opinions of the performance of the defense attorney, : §
and 22% rate the prosecutor's job as "poor, " while among those never in court, or there

only as-spectators, the level of criticism for defender and prosecutor is only 13%-18%.
£

Toble 4.4 shows the job rating data for various levels of the public's experience

or familiarity with attorneys.
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE | . : : E
' ] TABLE 4,4 , ' ' i3
f . ' [ ' . o . Ok
R Personal acquaintanceship with a prose ic de COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY DISTRICT
e prosecutor or a public defender tends to :
e » “ : ATTORNEYS (a)AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS(b): ADULTS,
; improve significantly peoples' ratings of the jobs they are doing, as Table 4.4 shows. 2y ACQUAINTANCE?TIP ,AND CLLRT EAPERIZNGE EX—
. . . . . TREMELY SOME-~ NO SOME~ TREMELY |Number
When people are especially critical of either group it appears that they have specific OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY |of re-
persons in mind, si " ho cl ' ' GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR _POOR spondents
fnd, since among those who claim that they "know a prosecutor b '
y name only, "
’ All AdU.ltS - . . . 0] . . . ulB% ) 29 35 ll 6 (811)
24% express critical attitudes, and H n : ‘ :
p among those who "know a defender by name only," 22% are Acquaintance with a .
Pt e e : district attorney: ‘ ;
critical, whereas the level of criticism for those who know one of these |awyers personally, g l;ri;nd or relazive . . . . 27% 32 24 13 4 ( 77) !
. ; Know by name only . . ...28% 34 14 10 14° ( 64) :
or of those who know none, is only 16%-~17%. Don't ﬁndw any ,y. . e . .1l6% 29 39 11 5 (652) i
: Have served on a 'g
Persons who have served on a ury in g criminal frial tend to praise the prosecutor _ criminal case jury « . . . .25% 42 23 9 - ( 69)
" a bit more often than the defender (25% vs, 21%), but they much less often criticize }(Ig\éeleieiga;njlciz;?t ’ ik?i}
. Never in court « o + o« . .20% 32 38 8 3 (345) 1
the prosecutor than they do the public defender (9% vs. 22%). Having been in court as Spectator only « . » . . ,17% 33 32 12 6 ( 85) |
¢ . . , - Party or witness in . ;
a party or witness results in somewhat higher frequency of critical comments about both ‘ civil case . « . . . . .16% 25 36 16 7 (291) :
- Party or witness in :
PrOseéUrors and defenders, For example, of those who hgve appeared {n connection with : : | ' criminal case .. . . . .24% 30 24 10 12 (90)
@ criminel case, 30% have critical opinions of the performance of the defense atforney, | ALL Adults . . . . . . . . .19% 29 36 11 5 (811)
9 ‘ Acquaintance with a
and 22% rate the prosecutor’s job as "poor, " while among those never in court, or there ' puglic defender: ,
| . ‘ Friend or relative . . . .22% 32 30 14 2 { 53)
only as specfafori, the level of criticism for defender and prosecytor is only 13%~-18%., - Know by name only . . . .23% 25 29 12 10 ( 72)
) ' Don't know any v e s s 2 L8% 28 37 11 5 (673)
Table 4.4 sh he il . . , ‘ ' Have served on a
e 4.4 snows fhe job rating data for various levels of the public's experience ‘ criminal case jury -~ .+ « o .21% 28 29 17 5 ( 69)
or familiarity with atforneys. ' e oo n T oourt
| 1 . Never in court . . . . .20% 31 36 12 1 (345)
| # : : Spectator only - « . . . «14% 43, 30 6 7 ( 85)
: : " Party or witness in ]
civil case - o & + 2 4 +17% 26 38 12 7 (291)
Party or witness in
criminal case . v « 27% 14 29 15 15 ( 90)
(a) The district attorney and his staff who have the job of prose-
‘ cuting cases where people have been charged with breaking laws--
A , ‘ what kind of a job are they doing?
P ‘ (b) The public defender and other defense attorneys appointed by
the court to represent people who have been accused of erimes--

m,...m.,.__.._* . ' - i " what kind of job do you feel they are doing?
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES | | TASLE B-oA - }\U
- COMPARISON OF JOB BEING DONE BY DISTRICT ATTORNEYS(a): s
- | 'ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE
D.sfrict attorneys are slightly less often praised for a "good job" by people who ‘ | TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY [tumb
- - T mbexr
. . T y R ! OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY |of re-
are active in érvxc action organizations than they are by pedple who are active in political GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL FOOR _POOR sgondents
affairs.  And the persondlity types that see district attorneys in the most favorable light All Adults , ., .. . . . . . . 18% 29 35 11 6 (811)
g :
tend to be people inclined toward a high i i iati :
J gh acceptance of authority and low prefer Clubs, unions, associations:
‘ 4 preference for 1 ACtive . . + o .« . 4 . . . 16% 33 32 11 8 (183)
equalitarianism, The correlations are very low, however, and the relationships, which ' Inactive or non-member , ., 193 28 36 12 > (628)
. . T . ‘ Civic action organizations: , '
are shown in percentage distribution form in Table 4,50, are not marked enough to warrant l&;mber FganiEations 9% 38 40 6 6 ( 74)
, . Non-member ., . . . . . . . 20% 29 34 12 6. (737)
more than passing comment,
Political activities:
Active . « + « & o ¢ o o o 24% 37 24 10 5 (164)
Public defenders are not viewed significantly differ ' : . Inactive or non-
' gnificantly differently by active as compared to - registered . . . . . . . 17% 28 38 12 6 (647)
inactive people. Nor is there « si’gnn"f”i’cqntqurrern of attitude toward defenders connected | Acceptance of authority: .
: , High « v+ ¢ o o o s o o« 24% 25 31 12 8 (215) i
with any of the four personal value scales that were administered: in all cases, the corre- | Medium . o « « o 2 o « & . 17% 36 32 12 3 (299) :
I l.' I b b i Low . . . [ » n. ® . o . a 16% 26 40 1.0 8 : (297)
ations are so low as to be substantively insignificant. Table 4.5b shows th ‘
® fhe percentage Belief in situational ethic: )
distribution of responses toward public defenders by people claiming diffaring levels of ﬁ;gl:zum ottt %i: gg gg lg g gg?gj
civic activity and with different levels of response on the personal valye scales. : OW eem e e 08 31 > e ° (arol !
) Equalitarianism: :
High » . « « « « - » + « . 158 25 39 15 6 (244)
s Medium « « « o + « o o« » o+ 18% 34 31 10 7 (352) i
TOW o o & e o o o o + o » 23% 27 36 10 3 (215) :
i £ i Individualism:
High . & « « & o + » » o o 19% 25 33 13 9 (320) t
f § Medium . + « « o « + . . . 18% 35 33 9 5 (276)
£ % LOW L . . L] L " L L] . L) . 18% 29 40 12 2 (215) E
. %
f
| (a) The district attorney and his staff who have the job of prose-
| cuting cases where people have been charged with breaking laws-- :
1 what kind of a job are they doing? X
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F. PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE
OF SELECTED PROSECUTOR AND PUBLIC DEFENDER BEHAVIORS
. TABLE 4.58B
7 "COMPARISON OF JOB .BEING DONE BY PUBLIC DEFENDERS(b): | ‘
ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE ; Survey respondents were asked to provide their opinions about selected aspects
- EX- » = i o ;
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY| Number g of prosecutors' and public defenders' behaviors in @ manner similar to that previously
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY|of re- 1 | | o
GOOD GOOD__NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents analyzed in Chapters Il and Il for police and the judiciary. A detailed description of
All Adults . . . . . ., . . 19% 29 36 1
- 1 5 (811) the procedure will be found in Chapter Il (pp. 44 to 46). In brief, each person inter=-
Clubs, unions, associations: ' '
BAotive . . . . . . . . 13% 28 37 15 9 ‘ viewed was asked to evaluate the desirability and the probability of oacurrence of specific
Inactive or non-member. 21% 29 35 10 5 ;éggj ‘ p
Civic action organizations: actions on the part of prosecutors and defenders. The basic rating values for each item
| Member . . . . . . . . 18%
Non-member . . . . . . los gg gg lg ; b;?j are shown. in Tables 4.6 (Prosecutors) and 4.7 (Defenders). Also shown there are the rank
| Politigal activities: ‘ : orders of items and the discrepancies, if any, between their desirability rank and their
?ctlvg C e e e e e . 22% 29 27 15 6 (164) | | '
nactive or non- perceived probability of occurrence. Items which have a higher perceived desirability
reglstered . . . . . 18% 28 38 10 5 (647)

Acceptance of authority: . rank than probability of occurrence rank are termed "under-emphasized," while those
High . * L] L o .’ *~ L] L] 26% 23 3 | |
Medium . . . . . . . . 18% 36 3?_ lg g ?gégj with lower desirability rank than perceived probability of occurrence are termed “over-
LOW . ~ " . . - . [ " 16% 25 40 ll 7 (297) 1
; . . emphasized." Correlation coefficients are shown for each item to indicate the degree of

Belief in situational ethic: \

H‘ h L L] L] L L3 L) " i i \ i i i i i i i
idééium P J2_C8)E9§ Zz%g :33,2 13 lé_ gigi relationship of these assessments with basic attitude toward each of the criminal justice
0 e e s e s e 4 o« .  20% 2 ‘
7 36 13 4 (270) positions.
Equalitarianism:

High .+ . » v 4 + o o . 19% 33 26 13 9 (

. 244)
Medium . . . . . ... 208 31 34 11 4 (352) Prosecutors
LOW - " " 8 a . a . . 18% 20 49 lo 3 (215)

Individualismﬁ : Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of the nineteen items of behavior
High . . . . . . . .. ic in thi i
Megium Pe e e e e igz gg gg lé Z ?gggj for Prosecuting Attorneys which were rated by the public in this survey. Interpreting the
LOW v v o v v a oo .. 148 26 43 14 4 (215) iforni

data in the figure, it appears that Prosecutors are felt by Californians to be somewhat
(b) The public defender and other defense attorneys appointed by | over-zealous in prosecufing marijuana and pornography offenses, and in obtaining convictions
: the court to represent people who have been accused of crimes--
what kind of job do you feel they are doing?

e % A S O o e i
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Figure 4

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED PROSFZUTORS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROSECUTORS JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE

Prosecute most marijuana offenses (9)

Prosecute most pornography
offenses (10)

Tell witnesses what to say (15)

Use opportunities to further
political interests (16)

More concerned with convictions
than justice (18)

OVER-
EMPHAS1ZED

Aware of problems of racial Improve image of other CJ agencies (7)
discrimination (2.5}

Establish friendly, helpful image (&)

Lenient on offenses frequently
violated (13)

View community relations as
nuisance (17)

Permit racial origin to influence (19)

Prosecute most gambling offemses (11)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

OPINION ABOUT DEGREE OF EMPHASIS
BEING GIVEN TO THIS ACTION BY THE PROSECUTORS

Take opportunity to prevent crime (5) Recognize needs and viewpoints Stimulate citizen participation (2.5)

Recognize and handle emotional of citizens (1) Communicate with citizens (6)
disorders (8) Spend excessive time on nuisance .

Prosecute most sex offenses (12) complaints (14)

UNDER-
EMPHAS I ZED

{

Note: Mumbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirebility" rank of each item.
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- Figure 5

CATEGORTZATION OF SELECTED PUBLIC DEFENDERS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

OPINION ABOUT DEGREE OF EMPHASIS
BEING GIVEN TO THIS ACTION BY THE PUBLIC DEFENDERS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PUBLIC DEFENDERS JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE
&} Tell witnesses what to say (8) Defend clients to best of ability
a': N even when guilty (7)
w n
><
ozxT
o
Z ”
w

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASTS

Aware of problems of racial

discrimination (3) Call witnesses who will 1lie (11)

Visit scene of crimes (5) Raise every possible defense (2)
More concerned to free Recognize and handle emotional
defendant than justice (9) disorders (6) °

Allow clients to lie on stand (10)

UNDER~
EMPHAS12ED

9

Inform public what defenders do (4) Take opportunity to prevent crime (1)

Note:

Mumbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item.
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TABLE 4.6
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS ACTIONS:
ADULTS STATEWIDE
DES IRAS DISCREPANCY |[CORRELATION

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN Iéiﬁz SgﬁSABILéX;K IN’EziﬁASIS H d%% RATING
In the general performance of theix duties
prosecuting attorneys: '
1. Take every opportunity to prevent the

occwrrence of crimes. . . . . . . . L . . 4.22 5 3.26 10 Under *
2, Pemmit a defendant's racial origin to

impair their objectivity . . . . . . . . 1.92 19 2.93 18 # *
3. Are lenient in prosecuting offenses which :

are frequently violated by the public. . . . 2.70 13 3.07 14 # *
4. Are more concerned with securing convictions

than with seeing justicedone . . . . . . . 1.94 18 3.11 13 Over *
5. Are aware of the problems of

racial discrimination e s s o o s & « . 4.30 2.5 3.67 1 # *
6. Are capable of recognizing and handling

persons with emotional disorders . . . . . 4.04 8 2.97 16.5 Under *
In determining which cases to prosecute,
prosecuting attorneys:
7. Prosecute most sex offenses cammitted between

cansenting adults which are reported to

themby thepolice . &« v v v & & & o o . 2.72 12 2.97  16.5 Under *
8. Prosecute most gambling offenses reported

tothemby thepolice = = « « v o « . o . 3.56 11 J3°19 12 i *

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5§ and very undesirable/improbable = 1,

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activiti LUt
D ? Z Z 1vities that are e
emphasis _than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ( ”Under":)pfcpwmg e
(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney rating and respondent desirability by probability score
in which highest values, vere assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P regponses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant.
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CCONTINUED)
TABLE 4.6 (CONT.)D
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY #IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) {b)
9. Prosecute most pornography offenses )

repcrted to them by the police. . . . . . . . 3.67 10 3.36 6.5 Over *
10. Prosecute most marijuana offenses reported

tothemby thepolice . . . . . . . . . . . 3.69 9 3.51 2 Over *
When involved in settling damestic and civil
disputes, prosecuting attorneys:
12. Spend excessive time on nuisance complaints . 2.45 14 2.86 19 Under .167
When parti ci;iatmg‘ in cammnity relations and
education programs, prosecuting attorneys:
11. Establish a friendly, helpful image . . . . = 4.25 4 3.49 3 # *
13. Recognize the viewpoints and needs of citizens . 4.32 1 3.48 4 Under .123
14. Cammmicate effecitvely with citizen groups . . 4.20 6 3.27 9 Under .279
15. Inprove the public's image of other

criminal justice agencies . . . . . . . . . 4.15 7 3.36 6.5 7 .184
16. Seize on these opportunitie€s to furthe

their own political interests . . . . . . . . 2.23 16 3.42 5 Over *
17. View these activities as nuisance assignments . 2.15 17 3.04 15 # *
18. stimulate citizen participation in crime

prevention activities . . . . . . . . . . . 4.30 2.5 3.25 11 Under .241
During trial proceedings, prosecuting attorneys:
19. Specify to witnesses, before they take the

stand, exactly what they shouldsay . . . . . 2.39 15 3.35 8 i Over *
A MR e RS Gmn GML WL MR GEE G G e e S S M WSS U S S AR e s Gmm awme . ———— w—— — — — S S — s et — — — i Wt g G T E— UG S o— —

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5-a

Number of respondents:
(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desi

354 to 372 per item.

very undesriable/improbable = 1.

i{lity and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

emphasis than most people think warranted ("over') or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under").

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney rating and respondent desirability by probabilily score
in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highegt %o
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. -

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.

* Correlation too low to be significant. (CONTINUED)
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TABLE 4.7

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PUBLIC DEFENDERS AND
DEFENSE_ATTORNEYS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

88

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
' DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY jIN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK {a) (b}
In the general performance-of their duties, public
defenders and defense attorneys: =
1. Are aware of the problems of racial
- dixr’mu‘-mﬁorl L d - - - - . L] L 2 . - - - e - - E ] - 4.34 3 3.89 -l # *
2. Take every opportunity to prevent
the occurrence of crimes . . . . . . . . > 0. . 4.39 1 3.22 5 Under .256
3. Are capable of recognizing and handling
persons with emotional disorders.. . o « « . « . 4.15 o 3.21 6 # .220
4. Are more cancerned with securing the
/ defendant's freedom than with seeing that
v justiceisdone .. ... .. 00000 2.46 9 3.16 8 # *
5. Defend their clients to the best of their
i ability, even when they believe they are guilty. 4.06 7 3.37 3 Over .183
/ 6. Should take a more active part in informing
the public about what public defenders do . . . 4.24 4 2.83 10 Under *
7. Should visit the scenes of the crimes which ;
their clients areaccused of . . . . « o « « + & 4.18 5 3.17 7 # *
During trial proceedings, public defenders
and defense attorneys:
8. Raise every possible defense for their clients . 4.38 2 3.68 2 4 # .233

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = § and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 364 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activiiies that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("iUnder").

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between public defender and defense attiormey rating and respondent desirability by
probability score in which highest values were assigned to High D/High-P responses, next highest to High D/Low P;
next highest to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant.
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CCONTINUEDD

TABLE 4.7 (CONT.D

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY iN EMPHASIS [ WITH fOﬁ RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK iaj {b}
: 9. Call witnesses to the stand whom they kncw
’ will lie for theirclients . . « o« « « « « « « 1.69 11 2.68 11 # .183
I
| 10. Specify to witnesses, before they take the .
| sie;rﬁfyexactly what 1’:l'.ey should say « « « - « » 2.62 8 3.28 4 Over
11. Allow their clients to testify evetﬁe when
they know the client will lie on '
witness stand « . .+ . s . e o o oo o o s . o o . 2,00 10 2.90 9 # *

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = § and very undesirable/impradable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.
_screpancies it between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are rgceiving more
(@ grgiczfzsis t;zcezfi ;Zgi?iople think wam’angezc!i ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted {"Under"} e ilite b
(b} Correlation (Pearson r) between public defender and defense attorney rating and respondint ‘des:,z tz g’y;‘ g/Low o
probability score in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, nex: highest to High ) B
next highest to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P respornses.

# D\ij?ference in ranks too small to be significant.
4 Corvelation too low to be significant.
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL - chaotery |l 91
OFFICERS  IN CALIFORNIA pte ,

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY B. EVALUATION OF OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE

il e R Bl B M A

Parole officers are less well known to adulks or teenagers in California than probation

Correctional officers receive the lowest job rating of any of the seven criminal

o e T A

and correctional officers are. The latter two groups stand about on a par with judges, prosecy- justice system positions examined. This is partially due to the large number of people who
tors, and public defenders in public visibility. Men tend te know people In these professions

PR

) ' say they don't have any opinion or are "neutral " but it also is due to a large number of |

somewhai better than women do, o5 is the case with most of the other criminal justice positions '
. : ‘ | ‘ adults and teenagers who simply think correctional officers are doing a "poor job, " More i
examined. Among teenagers, however, girls seem equally as well acquainted as boys are )
' ’ : . ; icers than of any other group. Teenagers also ¢

with parole and correctional officers, and they appear to be somewhat better acquainted with :  peopleare overtly eritical of correctional officers fhan of eny o s |
probation officers than boys are, (While this difference is great enough fo be. statistically single out probation officers for a larger than usual amount of oriticism. E

significant, its meaning Is difficult to interpret without deeper investigation than was possible ‘

: ‘ Table 5.2 gives the detailed percentage distribution of job ratings for probation,
in this study,) | :

j | parole, and correctional officers, but the short table below compares the "poor job" ratings

Toble 5.1 contains the data showing the extenf of the public's familiarity with, for all seven positions:

probation, parole, and correctional officers.

COMPARISON OF "POOR JOB" RATINGS RECEIVED BY
SEVEN CRIMINAL JUSTICE POSITIONS FROM THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC

. L f
TABLE 5.1 - ; i
Percent rating job "poor"
ACQUAINTANCE WITH PROBATION, PAROCLE, AND CORRECTIONAL '

OFFICERS: _ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX { ~ Adults Teenagers |
‘ | ABULTS " JEENAGERS ‘ | \ |
MALE FEMALE MAjl__:E'_'E FEMALE Correctional officers « . . « « «27% 33% i
g District atforneys o o « « « « 27% 10% :
Acquaintance with l;-robatl‘on officers: . , Judges  « 4 0 o @ e e e W 21% 12% ‘
Friend or rxelative , . . 0 oo e 13% 6% 9%  19% i icerse o o o o o o 120% - 26%- i
Know well enough to call by name R A 9 10 4 i;::i?:g:r\ﬁf:;:em: o e e e e e s 19%2 13% i
“Know only Dy sight + « v v v 0 0 e 0w 0 3 2 2 3 | ol dofanders e 7 15%
| E | POI;Ce | ) . . . . . - . . . . ]O% 9% i

Acquaintance with Parole Officers:

Friend or relative v h s e s w e s e e e e 7% 1% 3% 7% ?

Know well enough to call by name e e 4 6 5 4 i

Know only by sight , &+ + « « « « + s , & . % * - 2 |

Acquaintance with Correctional Officers: |

Friend or relative . . » » + &+ « & « o« o 138 7% 7% 7% |

~ Know well enough to call by name . ., . . .7 5 5 3 |
Know only by sight . + « « « ¢« v « ¢ « + « 2 1 2 -

Number of regpondents . « « + . , (381) (430) | (58) (88)

*Less than % of one percent. 50 ‘ . ' ‘ i .
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X C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES i%
i1
TABLE 5.2 Variances in the public's appraisal of each of the three criminal justice system ‘ }32
THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION(a) : positions being examined in this chapter are shown in Teble 5.3, parls a, b, and c. Here, &
PAROLE(b), AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS(c), ° Lt
ADULTS/TEENAGERS STATEWIDE the ratings given to each position are broken down by different socio-demographic charac= ‘%?
gROBATION PAROLE CORRECTIONAL | '
FFICER?EEN OFFICER‘]S.EE OFFICERS faristics. The findings of these analyses are described below: 4
JOB RATING ,. : - N- TEEN-
, ADULTS AGERS | ADULTS AGERS | ADULTS AGERS L
2 A ‘ %?}
\E;;cgfrer;gég gggd job . . . %7; « + o+ . 2% 5% 2% 13 2% 35 Probation officers: (see Toble 5.3a) People in the Southern part of the state are ;z
s o dB)e o 17 23 11 ’ *
Somewhat good j \ ; 18 8 9
2eutril{; gon'tjggow D gig Lo g; ig zg 12!(8) 232_ :23;?_ more favorable toward probation officers, while people in the Northern end c:f Cadlifornia :
Omew a poor jOb * ® [} 3 & * - " N ,;g
Very poor job . . . . . §2; . lz lg lZ g 15 20 are more likely to be rather critical of the job that probation officers are doing. Younger it
Extremely poor job (1) T 8 8 i
. . . . . N . 3 3 ;y
Mea "y 2 2 5 5 4 adults diso fend to be more critical than older adults are. a
nrating + . . .+ . + + . . . »4.37 4.50 4,28 4.62 3.98 4.00 : %
; At the Jower end of the socio-economic scale, people are more favorable toward f:
Number of respondents . . . (811) (126)) (811) (186) | (811) (126) e PeOP g
Ta) 'rgzﬁzfzzég’; Zifzi;fzr‘ztwhoze }Z"b Tt Testigate T To TIp e probation officers, and less critical, while people at the top end of the socio-economic
X ults who have been in trouble wi
receive suspended sentences or are placed on pgzzztfﬁi. ’Z,aw and who and educational scale are the most critical of probation officers’ job performance. i
" . R . . :
(b) izzo;ieveoffwers whose Jjob 1:1& 18 to supervise juveniles and adults ) ‘
oho, ave served part of their sentences and who have been allowed Black people are more likely than any other group to praise the job probation
leave correctional institutions on parole.” y
i v
(e) ngzzpez:;lmz.al officers whose job it is to supervise prisoners while officers are doing, and do not offer much criticism. Mexican and other Latin people neither |
’ in jaile, prisons or other correctional facilities.” ‘ praise nor criticize probation officers very often )
< |
Parole officers: (see Table 5.3b) The same North-South division of opinion is
apparent in attitudes toward parole officers as hes been observed in attitudes toward several "
’k of the other positions == people in the North are less supportive and more cri tical,
| especially those in the San Francisco Bay Area.
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Parole officers, in common with probation officers, receive their criticism

dlspropOrfi’Onafely from younger, upper class, well educated people, and get more than

average support from lower ¢lass, less well educated people. Black people are more prone

to criticize parole officers than they are probation officers, and they are more sparing of

their praise for parole officers, Orjentdl people are very critical of parole officers,

especially in contrast to the considerable support they give to probation officers.

Correctional officers: (see Table 5.3¢) The Jow opinion of correctional officers!

job performance is especially marked in the San Francisco Bay Area. Younger members of

the public are especially critical of correctiondl officers, and, as with probation and parole

officers as well, upper class and well educated people are especially critical,

Most critical of all toward correctional officers are Black members of the California

public -~ 53% of them rate the job they are doing as "poor. "
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TABLE 5,3A
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION
OFFICERS(aJ): ADULTS, BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
EX- EX~-
TREMELY SOME~ NO SOME- TREMELY | Number
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT  OR VERY. of re-
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL PROOR POQOOR gspondents
ALL AduUltS « + « + o .« . . 19% 27 3% 13 7 (811)
Area of state:
Los Angeles/Orange Co . s 20% 24 38 12 6 (341)
Other Southern Calif . . . 20% 28 37 12 2 (17§)
S.F. Bay Area « » « » » o 15% 26 32 16 12 (143)
Other Northern Calif . . . 17% 34 31 11 ‘6 (152)
Sex: ,
Males e a & 8 o ¢ + 8 o s 20% 20 36 15 9 (881)
F&males L] 4 " L] L] L] L L] L] a 18% 33 34 ll 5 (430}
Age:
18 e 24 0 [y 3 . 2 ® ) - " ° 16% 26 32 18 8 (143)
25 =« 39 . . s 4 + s s ¢ & o 18% 27 34 14 7 (252)
40 - 54 a » [ . " A " " e L) 22% 24 34 8 ll (199)
55 and oclder « « « « o o« o 18% 29 . 39 12 1 (817)
Socio—-econonmic status:
Lower v e e s s e s 6 o o 24% 29 © 30 11 6 (283)
Lower middle . ~ « « « « « 17% 25 37 13 8 (2383)
Upper middle . ¢ ¢ ¢« « - - 15% 31 38 13 3 (175)
* Upper e o a4 e s & & 4 o ~ 17% 20 37 16 10 (117)
Education:
Less than H.S. graduate . . 23% 26 31 12 9 (215)
High school compleved . . . 18% 24 40 14 4 (243)
1-2 years college or ,
trade school - , « « - «~ 22% 28 33 7 9 (199)
Three or more years
college + « s ¢ o 2 . . 17% 20 37 16 10 (154)
Race/ethnic category:
White e e e a6 4 e o e ~ 17% 25 37 14 7 (662)
Mexican/Chicano . . . + - . 16% 36 32 10 6 ( 50)
Negro/Black .« + » o - « - 37% 22 19 14 7 ( 48)
Other Latin American . . . 19% 68 11 3 - ( 24)
Oriental. . o L] L) L . * 4 ¢ 28% 20 39 3 10 (18)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it is to investigate and to supervise

juveniles and adults who

receive suspended sentences or are placed on probation.”

el

have been in trouble with the law

and who

e
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g 3 TABLE 5.3C
TABLE 5,38 i : |
8 COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PAROLE ol OFFICERS(e): ADULTS, BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
OFFICERS(b): ADULTS, BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS EX- EX-

, EX~- , EX— TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY | Number
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY| Numben OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY|of re-
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY of re- GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents
GOOD GOoOD  NEUTR

; AL_POOR__POOR spondents ALL AdULES « + » o o o o o . 10% 21 42 15 12 (811)

ALl Adults. 4 v s 5 ¢ 0 4 . . 14% 25 43 13 6 (811)

: Area of state:

Area of state: Los Angeles/Orange Co . .~ 10% 20 41 14 14 (341)
Los Angeles/Orange Co « » . 17% 28 40 11 5 (341) Other Southern Calif . . . 8% 31 39 18 4 (175)

" Other Southern Calif. » . . 10% 28 44 17 1 (175) S.F. Bay Area . » . « . . 5% 16 42 17 20 (143)
S.F. Bay Area . « o » o « 10% 19 44 16 11 (143) ‘ Other Northern Calif . . « 17% 19 46 10 ‘8 (152)
Other Noxthern Calif . « . 13% 22 49 11 5 (152)

Sex: .

Sexs 1 Males b A & s o & a e 10¢% 21 39 15 14 (381)
Males * = « .+ ¢ o s ox . . 12% 19 46 16 5 (381) Fermales .« « o « o o o o 10% 20 44 14 11 (430)
FemalesS « o + o o o » » » » 16% 30 40 10 4 (430) ‘

Age:

Ages ~ g18 - 24 .6 ¢ e o 4 4 e a 7% 16 32 24 21 (143)
18 - 24 s o s o 2 o o & o 12% 20 48 18 2 (143) 3 25 - 39 ¢ ¢ © « o ¢ o o s 9% l7 42 16 16 (252)
25 - 39 s s b e n e A or e b 14% 24 40 14 7 (252) 40 - 54 e & 9 € &« 4 @8 A @ 12% 24 42 12 lO (199)
40 - 54 , , , . S 1 26 43 10 9 (199) 55 and older « + ¢« 4+ o < o 1l1% 25 49 10 6 (217)
55 and older s n o4 . . 16% 27 43 12 3 (217)

Socio—-economic status:

Socio-economic status: Lower e e e o 4 e o o o 10% 26 39 12 13 (288)
LOWEE v « ¢ & o o 32 » o - 18% 26 40 10 5 (283) Lower middle » . &+ + . . » 11% 21 41 14 12 (238)
Lower middle . . . o . . . 13% 24 44 12 6 (233) | Upper middle . » &+ « « o » 8% 14 52 16 11 (175)
Upper middle . . + « 5 o« . 8% 26 46 15 4 (175) : * Upper s s s s s s o o » 1l0% 19 36 19 16 (217)
UPPEE  » « v 4 « o « o » o 118 21 40 21 7 (117)

Education:

Education: s Less than H.S. graduate . 10% 20 46 12 13 (215)
Less than H.S. graduate . . 21% 26 36 11 6 (215) ! High school completed. . . 12% 17 45 14 12 (243)
High school completed . . .~ 12% 24 49 13 3 (243) 1-2 years college or
1-2 years college or | | trade school + « o o o o 9% 29 34 14 13 (199)

trade school . . . . . . 12% 26 42 3 ~ Three or more years

Three or fiore years : ’ (199) college « + + o o ~ & = 9% 18 40 21 12 (154)

college .+ « o « 4 ¢« . - 9% 23 44 17 8 (154) ‘ ~
Race/ethnic category:

Race/ethnic category: ; White e s + & + s ¢ o s 10% 20 44 14 12 (662)
Whiteé & v 2 v « ¢ 4 & o - 13% 24 45 113 6 (662) Mexican/Chicano « o « » 6% 39 29 18 8 ( 50)
Mexican/Chicanc . » . « . - 16% 34 37 79 5 ¢ 50) b Negro/Black. « + « o « o o 6% 10 30 25 28 ( 48)
Negro/Black ~ « + « . « ¢ « 25% 20 30 18 6 ( 48) Other Latin American . . . 19% 33 A1 3 5 ( 24)
Other Latin American . . . 18% 54 26 3 - ( 24) Oriental » + & » + o » o a 5% 27 35 19 14 ( 18)
Oriental. . . « . . . oo 12% 11 35 28 15 ( 18) ' f >l ; ;

(¢) "Correctional officers whose job it 18 to supervise prigoners while

(b) "Parole officers whose job it is to supervise Juveniies and adulis they are in jails, prisons or other correctional facilities.”

who have served part of their sentences and who have been allowed f
to leave correctional institutions on parole,” 1
¥
§
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND JAIL EXPERIENCES

Knowing someone who has been in jail leads to somewhat more than average
criticism of probation officers, but the severest critics of the job parole officers are dojng
are found among people who are friends or relatives of a pesson in this profession, The

~ percentage is striking -~ 55% of the people who know « parole officer well rate the job
!?eing done by the group as "poor "', The survey does not offer any direct explanations of
why this is the case, but it is possible to conjecture that it may be a result of the fact that

parole officers as a group tend to refiect to those around them an attitude of self-

criticism and/or frustration about their own performance in what is conceded to be o very

difficult and exposed job environment,

Knowing someone who has served time in jail or prison also tends to make people

more critical of correctional officers, and, as with parole officers, the people who know «

E e s Sl S St
i o B S

correctional officer best are also most likely to express critical attitudes about the job they
believe the officers are doing (39% "poor job" ratings), Perhaps this, toa, can be explained
in part by the personal experiences which correctional officers might be most likely to talk
about to their family members and friends; f.e., stories which tended to emphasize problems

& .
and failures in the prison system rather than its successes.
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TABLE 5,4
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING PONE BY PROBATION(a),
PAROLE(b), AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS(c): ADULTS,
BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE
EX- EX~
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME-~ TREMELY|Number
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY{of re-
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR  POOR spondeﬂts
All Adults (Probation) . . . 19% 27 35 13 7 (811)
Acquaintance with a
Probation Officer:
Friend or relative . . » . o+ 25% 36 16 12 11 ( 77)
Know by name only . .« ~ . o 26% 33 16 22 3 ( 82)
Do not know any « . o » . « 17% 25 40 12 6 (625)
Know someone who has served
time in jail, prison, or
other institution:
Close friend or relative « » 19% 24 28 20 © 9 (268)
Other person » « « « ~ o+ - » 16% 24 34 15 10 (119)
All Adults (Parole). « . . « « 1l4% 25 43 13 6 (811)
Acguaintance with a
Parole Officer:
Friend or relative -~ -« « . , 15% 18 12 36 19 ( 32)
Know by name only . . » - » 29% 22 20 25 4 ( 40)
Do not know any. - « » . o » 13% 25 46 12 5 (7321)
Know someone who has served
time in jail, prison or
other institution:
Close friend or relative ~» » 12% 22 42 18 6 (268)
Other person - « » o & « o o 12% 21 38 18 11 (119)
All Adults {Corrections) . . . 10% 21 42 15 12 (811)
Acquaintaince with a
Correctional Officer:
Friend or relative "oaon o« 18% 22 20 18 21 ( 80)
Know by name only . -~ . . . 9% 11 44 18 18 ( 50)
Do not know any « « - » o » 9% 21 44 14 11 (670)
Know someone who has served
time in jail, prison or
other institution:
Close friend or relative - 10% 20 39 18 14 (268)
Other person » o « o + + » o 7% 17 35 17 24 (119)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it s
juveniles and adults who have been in trouble with the law and who
receive suspended gentences or are

(b) "Parole officers whose job 1t is to
who have served part of their sentences and who have been allowed
to leave correctional institutions on parole.”

(ec) "Correctional officers whose job it is to supervise prisoners while
they are in jails, prisons or other correcitional facilities.”

to investigate and to supervisge

placed on probation."
supervise juveniles and adults
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES

People who are active in political offairs are slightly more likely to be
critical of the job performance of dll three positions =~ probation officers, parole officers,
and correctional officers. Also slightly more critical of parole and corrections officers
are persons who tend to be most active in clubs, unions, and association activities.
In no case , however, does organizational acﬁvli'fy make a major difference in opinion.
Members of civic action organizations, on the other hand, do not markedly differ from non-

members in their reactions to the three positions,

Personal values os measured by the four scales on Acceptance of Authori ty, Belief
in Situational Ethics, Equalitarianism, and Individualism also do not significantly differentiate
opinion of the job that probation, parole, and correctional officers are doing. In short,
both criticism and praise for these officers seem to be distributed rather impartially across
groups of people regardless of their organizational activity or personal values. If there s

any tendency, it is for more socially and politically active people to be slightly more critical,

Table 5.5A, B, and C show these data,

TABLE 5.5A
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COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION OFFICERS(a)
ADULTS: BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE

EX~ EX=-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY |Number
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY |of re-
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL‘POOR POOR spondents
All Adults e v e e e e e« . 19% 27 35 13 7 (811)
Clubs, unions, associations:
Active member . . . « o o 21% 28 33 7 11 (183)
Inactive or non-member . . 18% 27 35 14 6 (628)
Civic action organizations:
Member . L] . . ° . (] . . L} 13% 38 32 8 8‘ ( 74‘)
Non-member + . « + +« « » + 19% 26 35 13 7 (737)
Political activity:
ACtiVe . . % u’i N . . . * 14% 30 30 16 10 (164)
Inactive or non-
registered . .« . . . . . 20% 26 36 12 6 (647)
Acceptance of authority:
High [ . [} . [} [ [} . . . . 28% 15 34 12 lo (215)
Medium + ¢+ ¢ & o + & ¢ « » 18% 34 34 8 6 (299)
LOW v « v o o o o « o + « 13% 28 36 18 5 (287)
Belief in situational ethic:
High . » [ . . . . . . . . 1.5% 21 41 16 8 (223)
Medium + « « « + « ¢« o« « o'21% 28 36 9 7 (313)
LOW « o « s « o« o o 4 + o 19% 31 28 15 6 (270)
Equalitarianism:
High . 3 [] L] . ] L] L] L] [] L] 20% 26 31 15 8 (244)
Medium + o « o+ + « « ¢« « . 1l9% 31 36 10 4 (352)
TOW + o o o« o s o & + » ¢ 17% 21 37 156 10 (215)
Individualism; Jj
High [ . . . . . . L] . L] 13 23% 26 30 13 8 (320)//
Medium . + +« ¢« + ¢« « s + , 1l6% 29 36 11 7 (876)
LOW « o v 4 o o o o o o« « 15% 26 39 15 6 (215)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it 18 to investigate and to supervise
Juveniles and adults who have been in trouble with the law and who

receive suspended senbences or are placed on probation.”
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TABLE 5.58 *
. TABLE 5.5C
COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY PAROLE OFFICERS (D) :
ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE $STRUCTURE ‘ COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL
EX~ EX~- OFFICERS(e): ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY|Number ; AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY|of re- EX- EX~
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents | TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY| Numbexr
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY|of re-
ALl Adults . .« .+ ¢ « . . . . 13% 25 43 13 6 (811) GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR spondents
Clubs, unions, associations: o ' | ALl Adults . ¢ + +« + « + 4 . 10% 21 42 15 13 (811)
Activg member . . . . . ¢ 13% 22 41 15 9 (183) | et T
Inactive or non-member . . 14% 26 43 13 5 (62F) Clubs, unions, associations:
- , Active member . . . 4+ . . . 8% 24 41 12 16 (183)
Civic action organizations: Inactive or non-member . . 11% 20 42 16 12 (628)
Member . « « + » 4 » 4 » o 7% 33 41 15 4 ( 74) | ]
Non-member . + « « « » . , 14% 24 43 13 6 (737) Civic action organizations: ‘ '
Member. + + « « « o » s + o+ 10% 30 35 17 8 ( 74)
Political activity: , Non-memnber v e e o 0 o . 10% 20 42 14 13 (737)
Active . . .« . . . . . . . 8% 25 33 21 13 (16¢) | ‘
Inactive or non- ) Political activity:
registered . + . . . . , 15% 25 45 11 4 (647) ATEive. « + + 4+ ¢ s ¢ o o 8% 23 37 20 12 (164)
i Inactive or non- 10% 20 43 13 13 (047)
Acceptance of authority: f registered . . 4 v o 4 o
High . . o . 0 . ..., 208 17 43 9 11 (215) |
Medium . . & o +« . + + &« . 15% 32 38 12 4 (299) ! Acceptance of authority:
Low Y 1 24 48 17 3 (297) High .+ + + « « o v = « + « 15% 23 41 9 12 (215)
| Mediumv s & e+ ¢ 8+ 8 & @ ll% 28 40 13 8 (299)
Belief in situational ethic: ? LOW  « + o o o o s o+« o+ 2 » 6% 13 43 21 17 (297)
High « . v v v 0 0 v o 148 24 47 11 4 (228)
Medium , « ., + + « + ¢ « o 16% 23 43 12 5 (313) ‘Belief in situational ethic:
Low e I 27 38 16 9 (270) % High « ¢« ¢ ¢ « = « o ¢ o+ 4 8% 15 49 12 17 (228)
| Medium . « « ¢ + . o o« . « 11% 23 37 18 10 (313)
Equalitarianism: LOW  + « « ¢ « & « « 4« + ¢ 10% 23 41 14 12 (270)
High ¢ v 4 s+« v 4 4 . 15% 23 40 15 8 (244) ,
Medium . +« 4 & « + +« 4 &« o 15% 28 44 11 3 (352) ' Equalitarianism: :
Low I X 21 44 16 8 (215) High .+ . » 4 » + o o » » 1 10% 22 36 14 8 (244)
¥ Medium . . . . [} IS YO » iv ll% 19 42 18 lO (352)
Individualisms Low e P P -1 22 48 12 10 (215)
High . . . .. v . 178 26 40 11l 5 (320)
Medium . + » + « + o + & » 12% 25 45 11 7 (276) Individualism:
Low T 22 44 18 5 (218) ; High . . « « « « v+ 200 o 11% 18 39 15 17 (320)
! Medium .+ + « « « « 4+ o+ . . L0% 24 42 15 8 (276)
(b) "Parole officers whose job it 1§ to supervise auveniles and aduits ; LOW  « « « « « « o « o « « 8% 21 46 14 12 (215)
who have served part of their sentences and who have been allowed | -
to leave correctional institutions on parole.! | (¢) "Correctional officers whose job it 18 to supervise prisoners while
§ they are in jails, prisons or other correctional facilities., "

e
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F. PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE

OF SELECTED BEHAVIORS BY PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS

Previous chapters have shown how survey respondents evaluated the desirability

" and Erobab'ilifx of certain actions by incumbents in the various criminal justice positions

being studied. (See Chapter Il, pp. 44-46 for detailed description of the rating process.)
In this chapter the comparable ratings given by the public to Probation, Parole, and

Correctional Officers will be analyzed.

Tables 5.6 (Probation), 5.7 (Parole), and 5.8 (Correctional) present the list
of items that were evaluated for each position, together with their mean ratings and rank
orders on desirabilify and probability of occurrence. When items have higher perceived
desirability rank than probability of occurrence rank they are termed "under-emphasized."
When the reverse is true, they are termed "over-emphasized." All others are considered
"about right" in present degree of emphasis. Correlation coefficients for each item

indicate its degree of association with basic attitude toward each position.

Probution Officers @

Figure 6 provides a summary analysis of the fifteen items rated for Probation
Officers. Here it will be noted that probation officers are seen as somewhat over-
concerned about problems of racial discrimination. They also don'f‘pufvenough emphasis,
according to the public's view, on crime prevenfién. While Californians seem to feel

that Probation Officers should more d.iligenﬂy seek aid from commurity organizations to

assist rehabilitation, they balance it with a feeling that efforts to gain more public

7
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4
acceptance of probationers are somewhat overdone. Nevertheless, despite a

general disposition toward more firmness and less favoritizm-toward probationers, the

public still believes that Probation Officers may be too willing to revoke paroles.

It is quite important to the public that Probation Cfficers assist probationers
to adjust and that they be able to cope with emotional disorders, and they are believed
to be placing about the right amount of emphasis on this. Also important, and being

done with proper emphasis, is counseling probationers and setting standards they can

fulfill.

Parole Officers

Figure 7 shows the distribution of items describing how the public perceives
Parole Officers. Here it will be noted that Parole Officers are seen to be too ready to
revoke parole, and that this is an important matter in judging the job that ;rhéy do. Also
important in judging the kind of iob being done by Parole Officers, and being under-
emphasized in the public's view; is identifying potential employers for parolees. Also
not sufﬁcien‘fly emphasized, the public feels, is the efforts exerted by Parole Officers

to prevent crime, and to recognize emotional disorders and fo assist parolees to adjust.

Important, and being performed adequately at present, are such things as being
aware of racial discrimination problen;ns, setting standards which parolees can understand
and fulfill, and giving them counseling and advice and seeking rehabilitation aid from

community agencies. The public also credits Parole Officers with being more concerned

S
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Figure 6

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFICERS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

IMPORTANCE OFxTHE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROBATION OFFICERS JOB RATING
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theses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item,

Numbers i

Note:

in paren

4

with rehabilitation than with punishment. Parole Officers should not, and do not
according to the public's view, identify too closely with the parolee, or permit

racial bias to affect their judgment, and they should take care not to appear to be slanting

their testimony in court to justify their actions.

i

Correctional Officers

The public image of Correctional Officers (Figure 8) is not entirely favorable,
as earlier sections of this chapter have shown. The factors shown in Figure 8 which
appear to be at least partially responsible for this include treating prisoners too severely,
using force on prisoners who refuse to obey, and permitting racial origin to impair
objectivity . All of these things are importantly associated with shaping basic attitudes.
Failing to recognize and handle emotional disorders, and fo treat prisoners with respect

and to report their grievances are also matters for strong criticism at present by the public.

Important things which the public feels Correctional Officers are doing adequately
at this time are: being aware of racial discrimination problems, of seeking community
help for rehabilitation and jobs and of giving prisoners maximum freedom within the |
rules. Permission for conjugal visits and tolerance of homosexual practices in prison
are not seen as very desirable (12th and 15th in desirability), and are seen as receiving
about the right amount of emphasis at this time. Prevention of crime and medical attention

are also seen as adequately emphasized at present.
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CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED PAROLE OFFICERS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

OPINION ABOUT DEGREE OF EMPHASIS
BEING GIVEN TO THIS ACTION BY THE PAROQLE OFFICERS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PAROLE OFFICERS JOB RATING

OVER~
EMPHASIZED

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH IMPCRTANCE

Recommend revocation when
warranted (8)
Identify potential employers (10)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Identify with parolee not
establishment (11)
Slant testimony to support position (12)
Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (13)

Give counseling and advice (1.5)

Seek aid for rehabilitation of
parolees (7)

Seek support for rehabilitation over
punishment (9)

Aware of problems of racial
discrimipation (37 ,
Set standards parolee can fulfill (6)

UNDER- .

r__ EMPHASIZED

Hapdie emotional disorders (4)
Go out of way to assist parolee
to adjust (5)

Take opportunities to prevent
crime (1.5)

Numbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item.

Figure 8

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

X

OPINION ABOUT DEGREE OF EMPHASIS
BEING GIVEN TO THIS ACTION BY THE CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH IMPORTANCE

OVER-
 EMPHAS I ZED

Seek support for rehabilitation
over punishment (9)

-

Use force when other methods fail (13)

Treat prisoners severely (14)

Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (16)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASTS

Provide necessary medical
attention (2.5)

Take opportunities to prevent
crime (4)

. Tolerate homosexual practices (15)

_Permit conjugal visits (12)

Give maximum freedom within rules (7)
Identify potential employers (10)

Aware of problems of racial
discrimination (1)
Seek aid in rehabilitation (5)

s

UNDER-
EMPHAS 1 ZED

Treat accused 4s if innocent (11)

Report prisoner grievances (6)
Treat prisoners with courtesy
and respect (8)

Handle emotional disorders (2.5)

Note: Numbers in pareniheses indicate the "Desirability' ramk of each item.

g




TABLE 5.6

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFIGERS ACTIONS:
ADULTS STATEWIDE

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY | IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK {a) (b)

In the general performance of their duties,
probation officers: >
1. Are aware of the problems of racial
discrimipation . . . . . . < . 0 . o . . 4.4 4 3.94 1 Over .221
2. Permmit a probationer's racial origin to
impair their cbjectivity . . . . . . . . . .2.09 15 2,91 14.5 # *

3. Give counseling and guidance to their :
probationer asneeded . . . . . . . . . . .4.50 1 3.85 2 # 177

4. Take every opportunity to prevent the :
occurrence of crimes . . . . . . . . . . . .4.45 2.5 3.62 6 Under 272

6. Are capable of recognizing and handling
persons with emotional disoxrders . . . . . . .4.35 7 3.51 9 # .293

When supervising persons on probation,
prabation officers:

5. Identify with the probationer rather than

with the "establistment. . . . . . . . . . .3.83 10 3.25 12 & *
7. Recanmend revocation of probation when .
warranted . . . o s ¢ ¢ o o « & o o . . .4.04 9 3.67 3 Over *
8. Go out of their way to assist probationers
tO adjust . . » o° 3 ° ° . ° e ° ° ° . . - 4.45 2.5 ‘
10. Set behavioral standards for each probationer
which he can understand and fulfiil . . . . . .4.39 6 3.59 7 # .181
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Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = & and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphaeis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under").

(b} Correlation (Pearson r) between probation officer rating and respondent desirability by probability score in
which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant. (CONTINUED)D

oLl

.TABLE 5.6 (CONT.)D

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY (IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

SITUATION AND ACTION ___MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK {a) ()

- When appearing in court as a witness,

probation officers:

9. Slant their testimony to support their

ownp'os:;\tion A 14 3,15 i3 # *
lz.Ezpectthéﬁ testimony to have greater
credibility than that of others . . . . . . 3.00 12 3.45 10 # *

When participating in community relations and
education prograns, probation officers:

11. View these activities as nuisance assigmments. 2.31 13 2.91 14.5 i # *
13. Use such occasions to identify potential
employers for probationers . . . . . . . . 3.81 11 3.38 11 # *

14. Seek the aid and cooperation of public and
private service organizations for

rehabilitation of probationers . . . . . . . 4.40 5 3.58 8 Under 135
15. Attempt to increase the public's acceptance
of probationers in the camumnity . . . . . . 4.12 8 3.63 4.5 Over *

»

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very deszirable/probable = & and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphaste than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under").

(b) Correlation (Peavson r) between probation officer rating and respondent desirability by probability score in
which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant. i
* Correlation too low to be significant.
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TABLE 5.7

eLL

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PAROLE OFFICERS ACTIONS:
ADULTS STATEWIDE

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATICN
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY HIN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
In the general performance of their duties,
parole officers: i
1. Give counseling and guidance to their

parolees asneeded . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,53 1.5 3.81 3 ¥ .132
2. Take every opportunity to prevent

occurrence of crimes . . . . . . . . . . . 4.53 1.5 3.73 4 Undexr .301
3. Are capable of recognizing and handling

persons with emotional disorders . . . . . . 4,34 4 3.46 8 Under .192
4. BAre aware of the problems of racial

discrimination « . .+ ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ . . . . . 4.41 3 3.92 1 ¥ .308 |
5. Permit a parolee's racial origin to

impair their objectivity . . . . . . . . . 1.81 13 2,93 12 # *
When supervising persons on parole, parole
officers:
6. Recamend revocation of parole when warranted . 4.21 8 3.83 2 Cver .315
7. Go out of their way to assist the parolee

toadjust . . . . . . e 4 v 6 6 s s o« . . 4.32 5 3.45 9.5 Under +132
8. Set behavioral standards for each parolee

which he can understand and fulfilli . . . . . 4.31 6 3.64 5 # .213
9. Identify with the parolee rather than with

m "eswljnsmtli ” L] L - w - ° - o - » 3. 67 ll 3. 15 ll # *

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desivable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = I,
Number of respondents: 364 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desiraliility and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under"}.

(b} Correlation (Pearson r) between parole officer rating and respondent desirability by probability score in
which kighest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.

* Correlation too low to be significant. CCONTINUEDS
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TABLE 5.7 (CONT.)

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
© DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY HIN EMPHASIS [WITH JOB) RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK { MEAN RANK (a) (b
wWhen appearing in court as a witmess,
parole officers:
10 g'mantp;ogﬁfmtes . nyto s . rt . lr . . 1.99 12 2.91 13 # *
when participating in commnity rel‘.ations
and education programs, parole officers:
11. Seek public support for the polif;y of v
rehabilitation as opposed to punishment . 5 ; 152
fOr mrol&s . - » . e . ° < - - * * » - 4.14 9 3;45 9 .
) 1] . 3 ta! -
12. o s o e . w1 s 7 over 300
13. Seek the aid and cooperaticn gf public
and private sexrvice organizations for 0 . . 156
rehabilitation of parolees -« « - « =« + = ° 4.30 7 3.6 )

. . . . = 1.
Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on .which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. ' o
(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate _al':mzntzesdt%t are sz'ecewmg more
emphasis than most poeple Think warranted (Yover") or less emphasis than is warrante Under").

2 . . irability by probability score in
lat Pearson ) between parole officer rating and respondent dest. / . 800
®) ggﬁi hi;?zst{; values were assigngd to High D/High P responses, next highest %o E:z,gh D/Low P; nexi highest to

Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant.
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[ TABLE 5.8
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DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ACTIONS:
ADULTS STATEWIDE

DESIRABILITY | PROBABILIT DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
== mABl L1l Y | PROBABILITY || IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB '
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (al (b) RATING

In the general performance of theit duties,
correctianal officers:

1. Permit irmates to be with their wives in

private for conjugal visits. . . . ., . . . . 3.70 12 2.81 14 7 *
2.Arecapab1eofzecognizingardhandling

persons with emotional disorders . . . . . . 4.39 2.5 3.26 8.5 Under .208
3. Take every opportunity to prevent the

occurrence of crime . . . . . . ., . . . . 4.38 4 3.41 4 # *
4. Are aware of the problems of racial

discrimination . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . 4.40 1 3.64 3 # .292

5. Pemit a prisoner's racial origin to
f impair their objectivity . . . . . . . . . . 1.82 16 3.11 11 Over .248
: When holding an accused person in jail, 1
correctional officers:
6. Treat the accused person as if he

were imnocent . . . . ., . . . . . . . . . 3.8 11 2.79 15 Under * |
7. Provide necessary medical attention for |

theaccusedperson . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.39 2.5 3.66 2 # *
—————————————————————————————————— e - = . -

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable robable = 5 and undest 2 =
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. i /probe e svrable/inprobable = 1.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probabilit Lch indi VLT A7E2
. ’ ; Yy which indicate activities that ,
emphasis than most people think warvanted ("Over”) or less emphasis than is warranted ( ”Ungze"’f‘,feewmg e
(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between correctional officer rating and respondent desirability by probability score in

* which highest values vere assigned to High D/High P responses, next hWighest to High .
© D/Low P;
Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responseg. ’ g gh b/ 5 next highest to

¥ Difference.in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant.

CCONTINUED)

~ TABLE 5.8 (CONT.>

DISCREPANCY [CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS [WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b}

When supervising prisoners in a correctional
facility, correctional officers:
8. Treat prisoners with courtesy and respect - - - 4.11 8 2.77 16 Under 132

9. Use farce when individual prisoners refuse
to cbey reasonable orders and other methods

have failed - « ¢« « « « « o ¢ & « . o o . 3.33 13 3.81 1 Over .247
10. Report priscner grievances to the proper '
authoripé;s . .gr. s e e e e s s . o« . . . 4,30 6 3.09 12 Under 173

11. Give prisoners the maximum freedam

possible within the institution's rules. . -.. 4.13 7 3.26 8.5 # -130
G
- 12. Tolerate hamosexual practices , ., ., . . . . . 1.94 15 2.82 13 # *
13. Treat prisoners severely; show them that
prisonisnotaresort . . . . .« . . . . . 2.45 14 3.32 6 Over .297

When participating in commnity relations and
education programs, correctional officers:

14. Use such occasions to identify potential
employers for immates . . . . . .+ « . . . . 4,03 10 3.15 10

15. Seek public support for the policy of reha-
bilitation as opposed to punishment for
prismers L ] ] » - - o L3 L] 12 € L] L] 2 s 4005 9 3 - 36 5 mr *

16. Seek the aid and cooperation of public and
private service organizations for
rehabilitation of inmates . . . . . . . . . 4.32 5 3.29 7 # .209

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirvability and Probability which indicate activities that ave receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted {"over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under"). L .

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between correctional officer ratingand respondent desirability by probability score in
which highest values were assigned to High D/High P resporses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to
Low D/Low P, and lowest valuee to Low D/High P responses.

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant.
* Correlation too low to be significant.
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Appendix }\

THE SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Overview of the Survey Method

This public opinion survey was made by means of interviews with a cross-
section sampling of the general public of Cdlifornia. in all, 811 persondl, in—l;o‘me
interviews were made with persons 18 and older, and 126 were made with teenagers tged
14~17. The survey was designed to produce tesults that could be projected. to the popula-
Hon of the state at large; to this end, it includes a proportionate number of people

representing all socio~economic levels, ages, and races.

~ Interviews were made in the homes of respondents by trained interviewers

employed by Field Research Corporation, between January 15 and February 6, 1972,

The Sample Design

Field Research Corpol:cﬁon‘s Master Sample of California wes used as the sampling
framework for this project. Sixty of the master sample's primary sampling units (PSU's)
were used, These PSU's have been selected by a systematic random sampling procedure
with probability of selection in proportion to population. Within each PSU, three semple
clusters were drawn, each one consisting of a group of 10 households. (Four clusters were
drawn in eight randomly designted PSU's to provide added interviews.) Starting points for
the formation of clusters were located by random selection from the current telephone
directory covering the PSU. Once begun, the cluster listing process includes households

without telephones as they are encountered in the block.,
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Interviewers made up to three callbacks if necessary in an attempt to obtain

an interview at designated households. Within households, an adult respondent was

selected by a systematic procedure which called for the interviewer fo interview the

youngest male adult af home; if no males were at home, then the interview was made with

the oldest female at home. This manner of respondent selection, while not o sfrict

probability model, has proved to be an efficient way to obtain a range of respondent age

and sex groups that conforms quite closely to the census population distribution by sex

and'age. Any imbalances in the distribution of the sample are corrected by weighting,

os described below.

Weighting Corrections - Adult Sample

Two stages of weighting were used to provide a resulting sample that is free of

directory scmpling bias, and which is ol igned with known population parameters. The

first stage of weighting corrects for variable telephone density from neighborhood to

neighborhood, a fact which tends to bias the probability of selection of cluster starting

addresses. For example, neighborhoods within o directory area which have a [ow proportion

of households listed in the current directory (whether because of absence of telephones
altogether or because of q high proportion of unlisted numbers) will hove less chance fo be

selected as cluster gites, while neighborhoods with proportionately more iisted telephones

per household will han a'greater probability: of falling into the sample, This probability

bias is qorrecred‘rhrough a process which assigns o weight to each cluster of interviews which

s inversely proportional to the density of listed telephone homes encouritered in the cluster,

This procedure results in an adjusted sample in which non-telephone and non-listed tele-

phone homes are represented in thejr proper proportions, *

7

*This sample procedure and Tha weighting correction is based on g desi
by the late J, Stevens Stock and Market-Math, Inc. 1t is curr
Corporation and several other leading research organizations,

gn concept originated
ently used by Field Research

T
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A second weighting stage was then applied to the adjusted probability sample
resulting from the first stage weighting described ab‘ove. Although the original sample ({s\.
designed to be self-weighting, i.e., proportionate to population, variations from ideal
fulfillment occur due to operational factors, such as the age/sex respondent selection
procedure, and to random sampling variability, Consequently, the purpose of this second
stage of weighting is to adjust the sample for deviations from major population parameters,

such s age, sex, and area of the state.

Teenage Sampling Procedure

The teenage sample interviews were made with young persons resi‘dling in house-
holds where adults had been interviewed. At the conclusion of each interview the age
composition of household was oscertained, and where the family had one or more teenagers
the interviewer asked to be allowed to make cnorher.inrerviqw. Where there was more than
one teenager in the household, the interviewer asked to interview the oldest boy then at
home, or the oldest girl in that order of preference. Where necessary, interviewets made
callbacks to obtain teenage interviews. A limit of a maximum of two teenage interviews
per cluster was established to remain within the desired sample size of approximately 125

teenagers.

The resulting teenage sample was weighted to compensate for a slight sex bias.
The row sample consisted of 46% males and 54% females; this was corrected to match the

population ratio of 51,5% to 48.5%.
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Interviewer Training and Supervision Cheracterlstics of Persor tervienes terviewed
| | ; : et s interviewed.
| A total of Joyed on th h | Table B below shows the distribution of characteristics of the persons i
total of ninety resident interviewers were employed on this survey. These : R he stage ohe and two
. ighted frequencies, after the stag
ta in this table are based on weig
ware members of Field Research Corporation's corps of experienced survey research inter- The data i l
1
' sustments were made in the sample.
viewers in Cdlifornia, Each interviewer was provided with detailed written instructions adjustmen
for administering the survey questionnaire, and her work was carefully checked while in R'B\jﬁglj QFWCHARACTERIST‘CS OF
i ' PERCENTAGE DiST PLE DATA)
progress. When completed, each interviewer's work was verified by supervisors who re-contacted | ADULT RESPONDENTS (BASED ON WEIGHTED SAM
‘ H
o somple of respondents to assure that the interview reports were authentic ond accurate. It
| Sex: .
No work was accepfed which did not meet stringent standards of fidelity and completeness. § . 48,4
}; MGlei o . . . . . . . . . > L 51 °6
i Female . o+ « « o o v 000t
Field Intarviewing Results 3
1 Age:
In total, 1,880 households were visited by the field interviewers employed on 13 18-20 .. 8.2
: - ° ° s . * ! o 9«5
| this survey, Contact could not be made with 573, or 30%), of the households because of 5_, g;'% ooe v T ‘ . 13-%
. 2 o * * ) ) ) ) . \ » . 86
: persistent not-at-homeness (18%), illness in the home (7%), language barriers (4%), and ;: _ gg—g‘; . ’ ) . ) . 9.1
: ‘ it - o 0 7.0
% inaccessible residences (2%). From the remaining households interviews were completed :@ ig'ig ¢t . ‘;g
o { — L4 . . * . . . . .
{E“. with 811 adult persons and 126 teenagers. Table A shows the disposition of household calls '1’1 gg:gg ’ o L zg
E" : | ) ) I °
! 5 N | 60"‘64 L ,. _ . ]3.2
%(’ |r\" dafG” . % 65 Ond o]del‘. . . R . . . . . . .
Table A L .
¥ RESULTS OF FIELD INTERVIEWING | Family Income: 10.6
Number Pet cent Undgg 0$30§§ 799 . L. 8T
$3/ - ’ oo 0 « o 8.3
Total households in sample . D £::1¢ 100.0 $4,800 ~ 6,499 « .+ o o0t 4.6
L. . . . d ¢
, , \ $6,500 - §7,499 y 10.0
No one ot home or no adult or eligible teenager 67,500 - $8,499 . .. . boe 20
rgached ofter callbacks e e e e e 346 18.4 $8' 500 - $11,999 « « . . e 20.6
(HIness in the family P e e s e e 126 6.7 $1§ 000 - $14,999 . . 1?0
Language barrier C 6 h v s e e s s e 71 3.8 $15’000 ~§19,999 . . o . e 3.4
Inaccessible household ., , . . . . . . . . . 30 1.6 $20'000 ~$22,999. . . . o« o+ ¢ . e 6’4
Refused interview {unwilling, too busy) . R 24.6 $23'000 and over . . o Y
Began but did not complete interview o e v e s 28 1.5 Reﬂ:sed, not reported . . . . o+ .
Interview completed in household . -1 V4 43.4 | (continued)
Adult only interviewed . . . « . . . O . . 811 43.1
Teenoger also interviewed e e e e e e 120 6.4
Teenager only interviewed (adult could not
3

be reached for interview) .

L] *+ @ * L] . . ¢« 6
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Table B (cont.)

Education:

8th grade or less , . , , . . .

9-1lthgrade . . . , . , . = 1160‘3
High school completed . . , , ., . . 30.]
1 - 2 years technical or trade school . ' 7.]
1 year college or university . , , . 6.0
2 years college or university . . . ‘ ll'i
3 years college or university . , , 3.7
4 years college or university . . . . 6.4
Sormore years , , , ., . . . : 8.8
Refused, not reported . ., , . . .. °5

Racial/ethnic group:

Mexican/Chicano |, | 6
Other Latin American . . 2
Negro/Black , ., ., ., . | . é
Orientel , . , , ., , | L :
White . . . . . . . L ;
Other . ., , . . . SR L

The ¢ i i
e eegc:ge sample (weighted for sex) was distributed 51,5% male, 48,5%

female; : =‘-‘ = 9
e oge 14=19,6%, age 15 = 24,4%, age 16 = 28,6%, and age 17 = 27,4%,

123

Questionnaire Processing

Completed questionnaires were returned fo Field Research Corporation’s
central data processing facility in San Francisco, where they were edited for consistency
ond completeness, and where open-end question responses were read and coded for
tabulation. The processed questionnaires were then keypunched, Five data cards for
each survey respondent were required to record all of the questionnaire and rating booklet
data obtained. When punched, these data decks were next subjected to a computerized

k)

card=editing and logical consistency check. o

The statistical data were obtained by computer tabulation using .speciul programs
designed for processing questionnaire survey data. Basic tabulations were prepared on
Field Research Corporation's in~house IBM 1130 computing system, and additional tebula-

tions and correlation analysis was performed on a CDC 6400 computing system,

Estimates of Sampling Error

All surveys based on probability sample of human populations are subject to some
degree of error tolerance due l'c; random sampling variability, The extent of this variability
is a particular survey can be assessed through the use of a technique known as "replicating
sampling. "** This procedure utilizes data generated byk the sutvey itself to estimate
empirically the amount of sampling tolerance in the data. Table C contains the tolerance
limits for data from this survey, calculated af the 95% confidence level. The figures
in the table indicqte‘ the plus or minus range within which we have 95% confidence that
the "true value" of a given statistic would be found if we were to survey the whole

population, For example, 55% of the adult sample said they believed that the danger of

*W. Edwards Deming, Sample Designs in Business Research (New York: Wiley, 1960)
Pp. 87"101 .
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crime "hos become greater compared to a year ago." In Table C it will be seen that data
based on the total sumple of 811 persons which have a frequency near 50-50% are
$ubiect to o tolerance range of plus or minus 4 percénfage points. Thus, we are 95%
certain thot if we had interviewed all adults in Cdlifornia, we would have obtained o

"true value" for this statistic somewhere in the range between 51%and 59%.

Teble C
TABLE OF SAMPLING TOLERANCES AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL
gggple Percentage Division of Replies
50-50 60-40 70-30 80-20 20-10 95-5

Aduit sample: /
5 ..., 16 15 14 13 9 7
e, . .., T 11 10 9 7 5
5 ... .. 9 ? 8 7 5 4
20 , ., ., .. 8 8 7 6 5 3
20 .., .. 7 7 6 6 4 3
@ ., . .. 6 6 6 5 4 3
3% . .., . 6 6 5 5 4 3
400 , , , ., 6 5 5 4 3 2
50 , , ... 5 5 5 4 3 2
60 . . ... 5 4 4 4 3 2
7o, ., , . 4 4 4 3 3 2
goo , . ., . 4 4 4 3 2 2
Teenage sample:

26 . . ... 9 9 8 7 5 4
8 . v i . N 1 1 9 7 5
58 .. ... 14 14 12 n 8 6

-
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CJS Role Survey ltem Booklets

It was desired to have members of the g@;nerdl public respond to certain of
the same items that are contained in the Role Survey questionnaire which wos administered
to criminal justice system agency members in California, Texes, Michigan, and New Jersey.
One hundred and twenty-five items were selected from the Role Survey as being relevant
to the public and were presented to the public opinion survey respondents in a self-
administered questionnaire booklet that was presenféd to each adult and teenage respondent
midway through the persondl interview. This part of the questionnaire was filled out by
the respondent and returned to the interviewer, af which point the orally administered parﬁyon
of the interview was resumed. [n order to keep the interview length within tolerable
limits (i.e., approximately 45 minutes average), it was necessary to divide the Role Survey
item list into two matched halves, and to have each respondent make answers to only
one~hald of the total list of items. One=half of the réspondenrs (alternating interviews)
were given the set of even-numbered items to fill out; the remaining one<half filled out

a similar booklet containing the odd-numbered items.

Not every respondent completed a Role Survey rating booklet due to unwilling~
ness or inability to cope with the items. In a few cases the interviewer read the items to
persons who could not manage the task themselves, In all, approximately 675 of the adult
respondents and 110 of the teenagers filled out booklsts. A booklefcyjas accepted os
"completed” if the respondent was able to respond to items in at least one section of the

{1

ratings.
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{ The cover page for the Role Survey booklet items which describes the rating

‘task os it was presented to respondents will be found in Appendix B, The specific odd-

and even~numbered items that respondents evaluated dre presented in Tables 2,7; 3.6; 4.8;

ond 5.8 of the report,

SociO*ECOnomic Status Scale

A scale of "socio~ecnomic status” wos formed out of respondents' answers to
three questions: income, occupation, and employment status. Table D below shows the

closs positions assigned to various combinations of characteristics.

Toble D
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS SCALEF

Retired,

Income Self- Work student,

Occugation of chief earner quarfile* employed for other  unempl.
Professional , technical v u U -
] U UM -
] UM LM -
l LM LM -
Managers, proprietors, officials v U U -
{1 U UM -
" UM LM -
. | LM LM -
Clerical, white collar v U UM -
il UM UM -
i LM LM -
! L L -
Sales ' v U UM -
i UM UM -
I LM LM -
i L L -

continued--

:eé
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Table D (cont.)
SOCIO~ECONOMIC STATUS SCALEF
Retired,
Income Self- Work student,
Ocaupation of chief earner quartile* employed  for other empl.
Foreman, skilled manual workers v UM UM -
" LM LM -
i LM L -
| L L
Operatives, semi-skilled \Y, UM LM -
11 LM LM -
i L L -
| L Lo -
Service workers v LM LM -
i L L -
H L L -
| L L -
Laborer, unskilled manuals vV LM LM
" L L -
] L L -
| L L -
Student, unemployed v - - LM
Hi - - LM
1 - - L
i - - L
Retired IV - - UM
1 - - LM
i - - L
| - L
IV = §15,000 plus fU = Upper SES
iit = $8,500 -~ $14,999 UM = Upper middle SES
Il = $5,000 ~ $8,499 LM = Lower middle SES
| = Under $5,000 L. = Lower SES
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Personal Value Structure Scales

Four dimensions of personal value structure which it wes beljeved might help
to explain differences in citizens' attitudes toward the various criminal justice system
positions being studied were measured by a series of twelve questions incorporated in the

survey questionnaire. The items were those used on a national survey of public opinion

conducted in 1961 by the Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan. (Withay, S

The U.5. and the U.S.S.R: a report on the public\';_s; perspective on United States -
Russian relations in late 1961, University of Michig’;ﬁkSurVey Research Center monograph
serfes 30.) The Withey items were in turn drawn from a longer set devel oped by Bales and
Couch (Bales, R. and Couch, A, The value profile: a factor analytic study of value

statements. Sociological Inquiry, 1949, 39, 3-17).

Table E shows the items used and the mean (average) response given to each ifem

on a five-point scale by adults in the 1961 national survey and in this California survey.,
As will be seen in the table, thers is a close correspondence in the responses given to the
items in the two surveys. This suggests that the items are apparently relicble, i.e,, they
provide consistent, stable, measures. As to their validity, i.e., their ability to measure
the attitudes which they purport to measure, they have face validi ty based on item content
and they were o;I\ginally selected out of a larger list of items by a factor analytic procedure
which established that they were perceived by respondents to have a domain of common
content. The findings of the present survey show correlations of some of the scales to be

in expected directions with attitudes toward police and certain of the other agencies, thus

lending support to the judgment that they are at least partially valid indicaters, Table F

L3
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shows the correlation of each of the four persondl value scales with basic job rating scales
for the seven criminal justice system positions studied,
Table E
PERSONAL VALUE SCALE ITEMS MEAN SCORES*
Nationwide  California
sample sample
1961 1972
ACCEPTANCE OF AUTHORITY: ‘
1. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas,
but as they grow up they ought to get over them . . . 4,1 '3.58
5. You have to respect authority and when you stop |
respecting authority, your situation isn't worth much . . 4.2 4,13
9. Obedience and respect for authority are the
most important things in esharacter that children
shouldlearn ., ., . . . « .« « . . .. . 4.2 3.88
SITUATIONAL ETHICS:
2. Solutions to most human problems should be based
on the situation at the time, not on some general
idea of right orwrong ., . . R Y 3.62
6. Do what you want to do that's Fun and worry
about the future later , . . . . 23 1.90
10, Since no values last forever, }he only reol vulues
are those that fit the needs of rightnow . . . . . 3.0 2,79
EQUALITARIANIS M:
3. A group of people that are nearly equal will work
a lot better than one where people have bosses
and where some people have higher positions
than others . e e .. R T 2,72
7. Everyone should have an equol chance and »
an equal say inmost things . . . . . . . . . . 3.9 4,03 . *.
11. Everyone should have what he needs for his life, .
the important things belong to allofus , . . . . , 3.5 3,64
’ (continued)
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Table E  (corit.)
Nationwide  California
sample sample
| 1961 1972
INDIVIDUALIS M:
4, A man who starts out bravely on his own
shouldbe admired « « « « « « « o . . 4. 4,14
8, In life a person should for the most part "go it ‘
dlone, " working on his own and trying to
meke hisown life « « + + + + « « « « + .« 31 2,96
12, One should not dspend on other persons or | .
things, the canter of life should be found
inside oneself .« » « . . v . . o . . . s 306 © 3,63
Number of respondents (1475) (811)

W ¢ ” o " )
Agrea strongly = 5; Agree = 4; Not sure = 5; Disagree = 2; Disagree strongly = 1.

, Table F
CORRELATION OF PERSONAL VALUE SCALES WITH JOB RATINGS

Acceptance  Situational Equal~ Indi~

of Authority  Ethics itarianism _ vidualism
J°b raﬂng OF PO‘?\‘:& . Y . . . . . . ﬁ]37 -.]20 had ]]8 - 026
JOb ftlﬁng O‘F JUdgeS ) . Y . » . 0038 gOZO - 00] = 028
Job rating of Disteict Attorneys . . . . .0583 ~-.050 -. 104 ~.071
Job rating of Public Defenders . . . . . .096 .035 -.014 026
Job rating of Probation Officers . . . . .049 -,064 .036 053 -
Job rating of Parole Officers .+ . . . . .040 07 044 091
Job rating of gorrectiondi OF?iEérs e . W 196 -, 075 -.076 -.035
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Desirability and Probability Scoring

Each respondant was ssked to give desirability and probability responses to a
number of Role Survey items that were contained in the special self-administered questionnaire
booklets. In order to facilitate the analysis of these items a rescoring procedure was
adopted which provided a single index number indicating the degree of discrepancy between
the respondent's perception of the desirbility of an action and his assessment of the
frequency with which he considered it Iikely to occur, and the direction of the discrepancy .
The new scoring scheme provides for assignment of increasing weight to a response o the
perceived probability of occurrence of the behavior increases and/or as its desirabillty was
felt to be increasingly greater or lesser. ftems having "in between" desirability were given

& neutral or "0" score, regardless of their perceived probability.

Table G shows the scores assigned to each combination of dasirability/probubility.
The properties of Vthe scoring scheme are such that within the usomewhat" desirability ‘evels,
probability scores are successively incremented by 2, 3, 4, and 5; and within the "extreme"
desirability levels the increments are 3, 4, 5, and 6. Proceeding in the other direction,

the increment between desirability levels within levels of desirability is successively

1,2,3,4, and 5.

Table G
DES IRABILITY/PROBABILITY RESCORING SCHEME ,
Extremely  Somewhat In= Somewhal  Extremely
unlikely  unlikely  between likely likely
Extremely desirable 42 +5 +9 +14 +20
Somewhat desirable +1 +3 +6 +10 +15
In-between 0 0 0 0 0
Somewhat undesirable -1 -3 -6 -10 ~15

‘Extremely undesirable -2 -5 -9 ~14 ~20
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Appendix B 8a, 3b.
RANKING OF  JOB PUBLIC
THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE CONCERN__ OFFICIALS DOING
a) Transportation facilities for this community e 6 4 6 e .23[:] 3»?4[_—_‘
b) Providing high quality public schools in this disttict « » o« o :&‘/D 33 D
Field R he c)  Protecting citizens against burglary and theft in this part of town . -?b'D ad D
feld Research Corporation Time begun:
145 Montgomery Street gmn Int, 375-001 d) Protecting citizens against criminal violence on D [__—]
San Francisco, CA 94104 pm No. 010672 the streets of this community . « o « ¢« « o « o « & 2% 35
' ) COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY - Final e)  Providing medical and health services needed by D ‘ D
"Szr!{:?y;g L:a;;;\;;y ;A;osf:oiﬁ:df:esera:ch Corpl:r'aﬁon, an independent public opinion research company. We're ciffzens of this community + 1« e v g 7 \ ' *
£ interest in your communifyg. e state on public opinion and I'd like to jnterview you on some questions of f) Pr:’\;i?}i?sg;i:l;ti;syﬁce in the courts for all people ’ 25,[:] 37 l:]
5 la,  First of all, how long h ived in thi | ‘
O ’ g have you lived in this state, aliogether? (REC trolli d reduci iv and wat Hution in this
b, How long have you lived hare in this city or town? (RgCORD BE(SLOV(\?)RD BELOW) o Co:or:?rlnt:?f;n ,re °U°|.n9 nmr.qn, Woﬂ e“l' P:’ U 'fin ':1 .|S o e o e 27[] 3¢ D
{ A LENG TH OF TIME LIVED IN-;- h)  Rehabilitation of criminal offenders who are belng released D ‘3 D
‘ : STATE Clty/T into the community on probationorparole . . . o . o & 7
! 221k CITY/TOWN — _ munity on p pa
i ‘ LESS THAN 1 YEAR . , , , .”’I e . ‘/6-] i) Dealing with unemployment and poverty . . v « o + . . &/ D o D
I YEARTO2.9YEARS . . , . . 2, . . 5 ,
: 3TO4IYEARS . . , . . . . 3. .. . 5 3
5'9‘9YEARS'°oa,,°4.u:°°4
TO-199YEARS . . . . . . .5, ... s
% 20 YEARS ORLONGER . . . . . 6. . . . . &
. 2, What do you feel are the most i
: : pressing problems facing t : S
' PROBE: Any other problems you think :re ssriousgcmg he peoele of this community these days?
i . , 47
4, Are you a member of any social or fraternal clubs, or labor union,  NOT A MEMBER . . \2
a business association, or a professional association? (IF YES.) NOT TOO ACTIVE . - 2
Are you extremely active, moderately active, or not too acfive MODERATELY ACTIVE :
3a. Now, this card (CARD A-1) shows a Jist of : /422 in these? (IF ACTIVE IN MORE THAN ONE, ANSWER FOR EXTREMELY ACTIVE .
list, please tell me which of rhe\:es rhir:sgfso)'os:nv:/im;;;ues rl?q' mgy pe of concern o pecple hare. On this ONE MOSTACTIVE IN) 42
. \ rank number one in concern or importance t tod o
Which one would you rank number two? Which one number Thres? (PLACE RANK NUMBERS IN BOXES) 5. Are you @ member of any civic action organizafions or NOT 700 ACTIVE | & . ;
Now, whichss i , oo v . , ivic improvement clubs? (IF YES) Are you extremely active, : B
vou ok 'nexrng 'irl’tb:?t hsrhwould you rank lowest in concern or importance fo you? Which one would ;‘:é:rg?gl oclective or not too active? MODERATELY ACTIVE . . 3
" © :owest? Which one would be of least concern after that? (PLACE NUMBERS IN BOXES) ’ ’ ' ' EXTREMELY ACTIVE . . A
WHEN FINISHED o - "
BOXES WILL };E Ezﬂ?# SHOULD HAVE SIX BOXES FILLED WITH NUMBERS (1,2,3,7,8,9) THREE 6. Are you registered to vote? (IF YES) Besides voting, are you NOTREGISTERED. . . . ;
3b " S ’ : extremely active, moderately active, or not foo active.in mggg&?EfYcu\églqu g
+ Maw, I'dlike you to give me a rating of what kind of a job you fesl the public officials in this cit politcal offalrs, such as working en campelgns, attending EXTREMELY ACTIVE . . . 4
or town are doing in dealing with gach of th blems R als In Ihis city meetings, and so on? - : ) :
rating of the public officials. RECOAS NUMBEeI;eOPrO ems. Use this card (A-2) to give me your )
. F.ANSWER IN BOXES UNDER 3b. 7. 1'm going to read you a few statements about some of the things that some people be.lieve cnd_others don't.
I'd like you to tell me whether you agree or disagree with each statement as | reac.i it ,Her"e, Is C;“’"rdl
% showing the danswer categories (CARD B) Tell me whether you fsel .strongly about it, oll; on };angv:& E::{\;D
? If you don't know how you feel about it, just say so. Here is the first one =~ (READ EACH \
f:_'~ / DISTINGTLY. REPEAT IF NECESSARY FOR UNDERSTANDING)
\ .,
)
132
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: 8. Next, I'm going to show you a list of things that sometimes happen to people and 1'd like you to lock it
ol over for a moment. (HAND OVER CARD C AND PERMIT-RESPONDENT TOREAD IT THROUGH. IF
fGREE DK, : RESPONDENT HAS TROUBLE READING OR UNDERSTANDING IT, READ IT ALOUD FOR HIM OR HER .}
. NOT
1) Young ‘ STRONGLY AGREE SURE DISAGREE SD‘}:?)?\EI;EEV A.  Would you tell me, please, whether any of these things have ever happened to you or to members
°“}‘,"9 people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but w g of your househald within the past five years? IF YES, ASK: Which ones? Any others? (CIRCLE
as they grow up they ought to get over them . . ., , .5. . .4 3 ) : CODE(S) UNDER A) e
B 2) SO, H D O v e e Ty
_ ,heusz’f%’;’ﬂt’n";‘:sih};u;?;t; pr:;lems should be based on B. (FOREACH CIRCLED IN A) Was this within the past year, or was it longer ago than that?
on som
idea of right or wrong ’ RN .e g.enerol %-5 C.  Which one crime on that list is the most frightening one to you, personally -~ the one you'd
3 A group of - T I S I L2, . 1 least like to have happen to you or someone in your family?
people that are nearly equal will work
a lot better than one where people have bosses and where 4¢ D.  Of course, no one likes to think about being victmized, but sometimes it happens. 1'd like you to tell
some people have higher positions than others , ., . .5 4 3 2 : me which one of the crimes on that list you think might be the most likely one to happen to you?
4) A man wh ) S R PSP ‘ migni
be dd?n:'/r‘ez starts out bravely on his own should 47 ; E.  Have any of the things on that card even happened to someone you know=-a friend or close
| - D S L2 | ‘ acquaintance in the past year or so? Which ones? . N
: 5) :(ec:u hc::/e to respact authority and when you stop Jy A, B. C. D. E.
pecting authority, your situation isn't worth much 5 Eos ; Within | M Happened
6) Do wh o appene ithin | Most to friend
A T R ive years year enin ikely |quaintance
7) Ev T %0 42 ¢t
) sq;'}){’:’rf:‘iss‘r\;:)il:g:\ave an equal chance and an equal §0 1) ARSON « v v v v v v e e e ) 5&.1 .o | i, R I A N
. » * . * ] . . . LS . * .5. 2) ASSAULT . . . + * . . ’ . ] L] 020 [ '2- + 2. . s 20 - . 02
8) In life a person should for the most part "go it alone, " 3) AUTOOFFENSES . . « .+ « « « o « 23+ « | 3. . 3. .| 3. . =3
working on his own and trying to make his an' g 4) BRIBERY . o. o e e e SO R ER L
o s ownlite. . .35, 5 BURGLARY . . » + v v+ o v uf e 5w v W3 . 5. .| 5. . 5
) Obedlence and respect for authority are the most &2 ) CARTHEFT . « v « o v o v o ol e s 6. B - YRR Y- S P
Important things in character that children should learn . 5 j 7)  CONSUMER FRAUD . . + . « « YR 7 A A .7
]0 . * ¢ t 8) EMBEZZLEMENT . . ‘ . » . . . . s 8 . . . 3 8 . . 8 ’ . . 8 ° ° . 8
g ) 32"&:52 ‘;;Lﬁ;efs“’?if Fore\;er,rrhe only real values 53 9)  FORGERY/FRAUD. . » « « + « o » «9c oo a9 ofe Tuu ] 7u vy .9
e nee :
: 11) Everyone should h ettt S }?g kAA:S?I\Jc\J('US'Mi'scf-uE'F/\}Ar'\so/'xu'SM' d 5’;'(1)' . 5'7?' "’?' e ) "‘?
; aryone snou R N el e . . . . [ . . ° . B .
o (mpcrtont s bl hat he noeds for his life, the 5 12)  RAPE/CHILD MOLESTING &+ % « « +| « <24 « [+ +2u «|s 20 o |0 20 o] 2
ngsbelong toall of us . ., .. L LS, 13)  ROBBERY. . . . . 3 3. 1. 3. a3 .. .8
12) One should not depend , o OTHER bpecify) . ' -3 .8 3. 3. ;
pen on ofher arsons o t ) H p Y . . . . . . D . ° o . . . 3 . . .
the center of life should be founc’!) insige %ne};g]‘?h Ks NONE OF THESE « v v v v v e e Yoo e Y P Y e Y Y
éh
« 9. Have there been any times recently when you might have wanted YES . . .1
to go somewhere in town, but you stayed at home because you " NO, . .2
thought it would be unsafe to go there? '
67
10. Compared to other parts of this (city/town/area), how LOT MORE LIKELY, « « « + « o+ o1
likely is a person around here to be a victim of a crime=- SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY . .o 2
a lot more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat |ess ABOUT THE SAME, NO DIFFERENCE .3
likely, or a lot less likely? SOMEWHAT LESS LIKELY o o o4
LOT LESS LIKELY .+ & ¢ o o5
. DON'TKNOW + + « » o « « 26
17
o 11, Compared with a year ago, do you feel that the danger GREATER, *+ « « ol
from crime of all kinds in this city or town has become ABOUT SAME . . .2
greater or has it become less? LESS e s W3
DON'T KNOW .4
)
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12, MNow, I have some more stotements that |

'd like to see whether you agree or disagree with. As |
tead coch one, please use this card (CAR

R R T T e A -

BTN ':::w'w\"*

D B) and tell me which answer best fits how you feel
obout i17. e
DK, ‘
AGREE NOT DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE  SURE DISAGREE  STRONGLY
[BEeINeARp 2
1) The crime problem would be reduced if
fower offunders were senf 1o prison and
zstead more of them re~educated and M
réadjusted outside of prison ) . N TR SRCEN o]
2} The ancient law of on eye for dn eye Is
still @ good rule to follow in dealing with
crime. Social {ustice demands that people
who offend against the law be punished s
?othc]fm!t.....,..,..5....4. 3 .2, 1
3)  Courls these days are too lenient in the /%,
sentences they pass on criminal lawbreakers . 5 P S I Y
4)  Experience proves that harsh punishment 7
does not doter most criminal behavior | | LE L., 4, .3 .2, ]
5)  Too many people are being released from v
prison on parole before they are rehabili~ 7’
’Q'ed + * L . * 4 * * L] * + * "’ 5 . + 04 . & 3 * . 2 . v [ ]
6)  Prisoners scheduled for parole should be
given 2 or 3 day furloughs before their
formal release to give them a chance to
find a job and a place to live when they #
are finally released , , , | | I - .2, .
7} Prisoners with o record of good behavior
should be permitted to go into the
community from time to time for short periods 20
to toke care of prassing personal business 5. 0. . 4, ., 3., .2, N
8)  Onee o person convicted of o ctime fulfills
his sentence, he should be freated no 2/
differently from any other citizen . . ) 5. . . 4. . .3. .2, el
9} The police treat all people alike regardless 5,
ofrccaornmionqlny Ve e . N S .2, e
10)  Police glve more considerate treatment 23
ta tich people than to poor people . . . , 5, , 4. 3. 2. .. 1
1) The police have it in for young people 2
“and pick on them unfairly , , , , , . . 5. . 4.0 .3, ., .2, )
12)  The police ore more likely to arrest a
parson whe disploys what they consider 25"
to be a bad attitude . . T 4, . .3, 2, . !
13)  The polica become personally familiar
with residants of the neighborhoods they 26
paifnl - * * L3 B L [ L] L3 * 4 * 5 * L3 . . 4 . 3 L 2 . . & . '
N (continued)

J 12,

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

(COnfiﬁued)

AGREE °

STRONGLY AGREE  SURE

DK,
NOT
DISAGREE

i in the
The police encourage people in th
com:zunify to help them in providing law 275
enforcement services . « + + ¢ v o s \

i i have in @
Police officers on the street be
way that garns the confidence and support ,efs
of thepublic . . . « « « + « v

Police offiers do not give my neighborhfood
os gaod sarvices as they do other ports o .275 .
'own + . “ v . . » . . . . . ]

Police administrators assign .enol.Jgh
minority group officers to mipority
neighborhoods . . .« . . o o 0 o

Police investigations of comploh.ﬂs about .
police misconduct are always fair and

[
TR T 3 w ¢
T L R

i int against a
A citizen who has a complain .
police officer will have a hard time getting 323
the authorities to look into the matter « « + 9.

Thepolice don't give people enou?h
follow-up information about what's
happening to theircases , . , . . . . 2. .

Thepolice often use excessive force in
making arrests . . . . 0 e e e e

The police often use offensive language 335 n
when dealing with the public  « « « «

N

. 40 ’ 0 3| [) . ch

137
DISAGREE
STRONGLY
. .]

. .]
.
.

A
ol

1
L] l]
col
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18, Now, I hove some queslions about the differ
system of police, coutls, and corrections. |

?nt.peopla and agencies that make up the criminal justice
d like you to tell me which of the answer categories on

this card (CARD A-2) best fits your opinion about the kind of job that each of these agencies is doing.

Hera 1y the first ongee~

Some-~ Soma~
g‘“’zme')' \éel’)'d Véhaf what Very  Extremely
00 00 d N
A}  The police department thal serves ‘ = el Foor  Poor  Poor
this area~~what kind of a job would A
you say they are doing? I A - - | 3 2 1

B)  The district aHorney and his staff who
,‘ have the job of prosecuting cases
“ where people have been charged with

TR} . . ) . .

bracking Jows--what kind of ajob 37

are ’hey doing? L T T SN

iy

C)  The judges who preside over the courts

7' L] 06‘0 . 50 L '4. + 30 L 20 L] |I

in this community=~what kind of a job 3¢

do you feel they are doing? . , . |,

D}  The public defender and other defanse
attorneys appointed by the court to
represent people who have been accused

70 L} ‘\{,t * 5‘ * 045 . 30 . 20 . o]

of erlmes-~wha kiad of job do you feel 39

they are doing? .\ . . . . . . |

E)  Probation officers whose job it Is to
investigate and to supervise juventles and
adults who have been in trouble with the
law and who recoive suspendad sentences
or are placed on probation-=what is your

7. . & 5 A oA a 4

impression of the job Probation Officers 40

ra dOiﬂg? L

F}  Parole officars whose job If Is to supervise

¢ [uveniles and adults who have served part of
their sentances and who have been allowed
to leave correctional Institutions on parole--
what s your impression of the job Parole ¥

Officersare doing? . o« . . . . . 7. . vbe

G) Correctional officars whose job iris to
/~ Supervise prisoners while they are in jails,
 prisons or other correctional facllities—-

7...6..5...4..3..2...]

/

what is your imprassion of the job Correc- 42

tionalOfﬁcm‘saredclng?. T - S |

30002, 0

14, Noxt, | hava a booklet hers in which i
. at . you con fill out your own ratings of several of the different
agancles making up what is called the Griminal Justice System—-—thur?s, the courts, theelulw Zl;\ef:rcr
mant agencles, and the correctional institutions. (HAND OVER BOOKLET AND A PENCIL)

Hare's how you fill these Tlems oyt == (SHOW RESPONDEN
, T HOW TO FILL OUT EXA
HBY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS OR OFFER ASSISTANCE IF RESPONDENT SEEMS TO N@:éﬁ)T?TAND »

REMIND RESPONDENT OF THESE THINGS AS HE STARTS, AND ONCE OR TWICE AT INTERVALS

AS HE IS WORKING THROUGH THE EXAMP

LES:

L. Please answer sach item to the best of your ability. There are no "right" or "wrong"

i e et gt e

answaers =~ wa just want your frank and honest opinions,

2. Remember to chack two answers for aach jtem:

Fitst, how dasirable you think it is that the action descr i
Sacond, how affars ' tbed in the item be done,
_____mncond, haw often you think it h“PP’“‘ the way the item dascribes ;:m © done, and

If you reclly con't answer an jtem, i i
; , ¢ just leave it blank and go
7 unswer sach ona, howaver, 90 0n 10 fhe next one. Ty to

T ru—

S

e e i

15,

16,

139
43

Have you ever received a notice that you were being YES o

called to serve on jury duty? NO o X

(IF YES):

A. Have you ever served as a juror in a crimina) case, that is, where W
someone was being tried for a felony or for some other crime that YES e
involved a possible prison sentence? NO .o 2

£

Have you ever been incourt for any reason (besides being on a jury)? YES oo ]

NO e X

(IF YES):

A. When you have been in court, were you personally PARTY IN CASE . . .4
involved as one of the parties in the case, as a WITNESS « . . . 2
witness, as a spectator, or what? (MULTIPLE SPECTATOR ., .‘. .. 3
ANSWERS O.K.) OTHER . 0

47

B. When you have been in court, was it because of TRAFFIC INCIDENT . .
a traffic incident, a criminal case, or some civil CRIMINAL CASE . , v 2
matter? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS O,K.) CIVIL MATTER , . . , 3

OTHER . 0
Do you happen to know anyone who Is ~-
'
A. A policeman or policewoman? YES A
NO o X

(IF YES) -
Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE o . . o1
COULD CALL BY NAME ., . .2

(IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to
call him by name if you met him on the street?

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3

50
B. A district attorney, or prosecutor? YES . . .1
No L] . . X
~({IF YES) , =7
Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND ORRELATIVE , . .1
(IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to COULD CALLBY NAME . . .2
call him by name if you met him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3
52
C. A judge? °YES . . ]
NO ¢ WX
(IF YES) » -
Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . , . "/
(IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME . .2
call him by name if you met him on the streel? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3
T s
D. A public defender or court-appointed defense attorney? YES . . .1
,NO L] L] 1] X
(IF YES) -

Is that person a close friend or relative?
(IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to
call him by name if you met him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . .1
COULD CALL BY NAME , . .2
CQULD NOT CALL BY NAME .

-
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17, (Continued) ~ ;; 22. What is your occupation, please? Nol where you work; but the kind of work you do and the type of
; business or industry that it is in? [BEBiTAw 5]
£ A probotion olficor? VES . A. RESPONDENT: y
(F VES NO Ty ! {type of work) (type of business or industty)
o )A ‘ . ‘ B. (IF "HOUSEWIFE", STUDENT OR "RETIRED") What is the occupation of the chief earner in this
’{7;:";32)”!”" a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . £ household?
A e m"?' Eo :::;&k;\fow that‘;;e;’risoni wax!‘l enoogh fo COULD CALL BY NAME . 2 CHIEF EARNER; /8"
, 14 ; , you met him on the street? COQULD NOT CALL BY NAME . 3 (kind of work) (type of business or industry)
/"
F. A parole officer? YVES . '”l ; 23. Does the chief earner work for someone WORK FOR SOMEONE ELSE . ol
. NO ) X 5 else, or is he (she) self~employed? SELF EMPLOYED +~ + . « + coeo. 2
(IF YES) | B ‘ RETIRED, STUDENT, NOTWORKING . . . 3
. " . 'r/
'&F”f,’op"g""“,i"“’ friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . ! 24, What is your age, please? 18-20 . ) 45-49 . . . T
ot ) bo you know that person well enough to COULD CALLBY NAME . . . 2 21-24 2 50-54 . . . .38
I him by name if you mot him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 3 25-29 . .3 5559 . . . .9
' 30-34 . 4 60-64 . . . 0
G, A correctional officar, that is a guard or other person who YES “, 35-39 . .5 65 OR OVER . X
works in o jail, or prison, or correctional facility? NO o x 40-44 . .6 ' .
A /
(IF YES) 25. What was the last grade you 8TH OR LESS . . . N
s " ) . completed in school? 9TH - 1TTH GRADE . - . =+ » .. 2
?wfhﬁtogegon a c’:om fr;;md or relative? v FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . . 1 12TH GRADE (H S. COMPLETED) . - « . . 3
. coti Him bor?:?’c ?_ow} ot person well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME . 2 1-2 YEARS TECHNICAL OR TRADE SCHOOL - 4
) by nama it }'99 met him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME . 3 1 YEAR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . v a9
’ 2 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY + « » 4
18, Have you ever been stopped and interrogated by a VES “ 3 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . . . . 7
policeman for anything in the past five years or so? NO C 4 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . . . . 8
? v X 5 OR MORE YEARS o
(IF YES) : 19
" 18a, Wos that for o traffic incident or was 2 for classificati 'd A, UNDER $3,000 1
. ! TRAFFIC INC ] o7 6. Just for classification purposes, we ' ' e e e e
it for somathing else? SOMETHI'SGI?E:T e é like to have a rough idea of your total B, $3,000-8$4,799. . .« . & . 2
' . — family income here. | don't need an C. $4,800-$6,499. . « . + i
19.  Hove you over been taken to the poli 24 exact figure, but would you please D. $6,500-%7,499, . + + .
fot anything in the past soveral zsm;’;:e station YES . . look at this card and tell me which amount E. $7,500 - $8,499. -
, NO . . X shown there comes closest to the total F. $8,500 - $11,999 -
‘ UF YES) ; yearly income of this household, before G. $12,000 - $14,999 . . . .7
i A, V}!‘arc you undet arrest or were you appearing ot ARREST 75 taxes. (CARD D) }li glzg,ggg - 2123,333 o v v e g
. ' 8 'Or 3 * ¢ ' » ) o ] - . . & .
:‘ a station for some other purpose? OTHER PURPOSE ", 823000 AND 'OV g
as anyone | . NOT REPORTED (Interviewer
" 20. H‘as anyane in your family, or o close friend ever been taken to YES Lt " (esﬂmqte group D )
. tha police station for anything in the past several years? NO v 2
e X
* 27. Do you own or rent this dwelling? OWN . . .1
: {IF YES) N RENT . . . 2
. A, Was this parson under arrest, or was h i - 2
i ab the station for some ofher’ re;s\;ni? ® appecring gRREST et il 28. How many times have you changed your address NO CHANGE - . . . « ]
= » THER REASON . 2 during the past five years? ONCE . + » « + » 2
; 21 DQ ou hO t k " o8 TW'CE . . ‘ v . 3
) el o PRSI0 Ko ongons personally who hos served time YES . . i THREE TIMES . .. 4
county jnil, o state prison, or other correctional institution? NO . X FOUR OR MORE TIMES . . §
: : 22
UE YES) . ; 29. Is there a private telephone in this residence? YES . . . ;(
3 A s that u close friend, or is it somesna CLOSE FRIEND Ca (IF YES): NO. . ;3
you don't know oo well? Tl , ' A. s your telephone number listed in ths current | COYES. .. T
: DON'T.XNOW WELL. 2
g QTHER 3 telephone directory? NO . . )
g et s e DON'T KNOW . Y
(IF "NO" OR "DK"): .
B. Is that because you have only had |
your telephone connected since the INSTALLED SINCE CURRENT 44
current directory was issued, or is DIRECTORY . + + « » ]
this an unlisted number? UNLISTED NUMBER . . + . .2
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30 Counting yourself, how many people live in this household? TOTAL 25"
A, How mony ore 18 years of age or older? 18+ 2t
B. How many ore teenogers 14 to 17 years of age? 14 = 17* 27

o *MF ANY TEENAGER (14-17) IN FAMILY, COMPLETE THIS FORM AND THEN ADMINISTER SUPPLE-
MENTAL BLUE FORM QUESTIONNAIRE UNLESS YOU HAVE ALREADY COMPLETED TWO TZENAGER

IMTERVIEWS TN THIS CLUSTER,

CLASSIEY BY OBSERVATION:
SEX OF RESPONDENT: TYPE OF DWELLING: 20
MALE . . .7 SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED . . , . . . |
FEMALE , 2 DUPLEX OR ATTACHED SINGLE FAMILY
. RESIDENCES ROW HOUSES) » . . . . 2
ETHNIC/RACIAL CATEGORY: P MULTIPLE UNIT BUILDING -~ SEPARATE
MEXICAN/CHICANO ., + . ] ENTRANCES OUTSIDE . . . . . . , 8
PUERTO RICAN  + « « + » 2 MULTIPLE UNIT BUILDING -~ ONE ENTRANCE
OTHER LATIN AMERICAM . , 3 2-6UNITS &+ v v v v v v v v . 4
NEGRO/BLACK . . . . . . 4 JUNITSORMORE . . . . + ., . . &
ORIENTAL . . 5
WHITE . ., ., . . 6
OTHER (specify) ‘ .7

Mow, just so my supatvisor can verify my work, would you please tell me your nome?

MR, U 3
MRS, ( ) ,
MISS { ) (First name) {(Jast name)
ADDRESS:

(number) (street)
CITY OR AREA NAME: STATE:

TELEPHOMNE NUMBER WHERE RESPON DENT CAN BE REACHED:

(orea code) (number)
Date semploted:
am
Tima completed intarviaw: pm
Totol time: ; min,
| hursby cortify this to be a true and accurate account of this interview:
LS
INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE:
(full name, please)
Verified by: OFFICE USE ONLY
am
Date: Time: pm 3
Replicate number
Commants:
State/PSU 3%/s3
¢
Cluster Number § s

Field Research Corporation
145 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

143

375-001
« Cluster No.,_____________________ 010772

COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY
Supplemental Interview for Young Persons 14=17

FAMILY LAST NAME:

ADDRESS;

(Number)
CITY OR AREA NAME:

(Street)

STATE:

e v 0 = Lt

IF ONE TEENAGER IN FAMILY: 1)

IF MORE THAN ONE TEENAGER
IN FAMILY: 1)

2)

4)

ASCERTAIN WHETHER AT HOME RIGHT NOW
IF AT HOME, ASK TO SEE THAT BOY OR GIRL INTERVIEW

IF NOT AT HOME NOW, FIND OUT WHEN Hé OR SHE
WILL BE AT HOME AND MAKE APPOINTMENT TO CALL
BACK THEN

(callback day and time)
TEENAGER NAME: ’ AGE:

o ot b von.

ASCERTAIN WHICH ONE(S) ARE HOME RIGHT NOW

IF ANY BQYS AT HOME, ASK TQ SEE OLDEST ONE
AT HOME FOR INTERVIEW,

IF NO BOYS AT HOME, ASK TO INTERVIEW OLDEST

* GIRL NOW AT HOME,

IF NO TEENAGERS HOME NOW, FIND OUT WHEN

OLDEST BOY WILL BE AT HOME AND MAKE APPOINTMENT
TO CALL BACK THEN. IF NO TEENAGE BOY IN HOUSEHOLD
MAKE APPOINTMENT TO INTERVIEW OLDEST TEENAGE GIRL.

(callback day and time)

TEENAGER NAME: AGE:
Date completed:
‘ am
Time started interview: pm

Time completed:

| hereby certify this to be o true and accurate account of this interview:

INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE:

(full name please)
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Fisld Ressarch Corporation  Time begun:

Field ch Co Int. 375-001

145 Montgomery Shrset om 7

Sun Francisco, CA 94104 ..«.._.,f.m Nov 21:;/2
"COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY ‘

Hello, I'm..,ouvus .. of Field Ressarch Corporation, an independent public spinian reseaﬂ;h company., We'te

working on ¢ survey throughout fhe state on public opinion ond |'d like to intervi ‘
v | W
interesi In your community, ° siyow on seme questions of

la.,
b,

3a,

3b,

a)
b)
¢}
d)

f)

g) J

i)

. Rehabilitation of criminel offenders who are being relensed ) :
2]

First of oll, how long have you lived In this siate, altegether? (RECORD BELOW)
How long have you lived here In this city or town? (RECORD BELOW)

LENGTH OF TIME LIVED |N=~

STATE CITY/TOWN
LESSTHAN TYEAR . . . , . M
IYEARTO2,9YEARS . , , , . 2, . . . . 2
3TO4*9YEARS R4 + ¥ L] L3 * L] 30 * ¥ + * 3
5“9:9YEARS L Y T Y 40 L N 4
IO"‘ 19:9 YEARS ¥ [ v . ] 5: Noe ¢ 5
20YEARS ORLONGER « v . . , 6. o, , , &

Whot do you feal are the most pressing problems focing the osﬁ naople of thi
PROBE: Any other problems you think are serfous? PoURS PaSpls of Tl community those doys?

| /4422
Now, this card (CARD A=1) shows a st of some Issuss that may be of concern to people here. On this

lst, please tell me which of these things you would rank number one in concern or importonce to you today

Which one would you rank numbet two? Which one number three? (PLACE RANK NUMBERS |IN BOXES)

Now, which one on thot list would you rank lowest In concern or Im - |
: ! porfance to you? Which one would
you renk next fo lowest? Which one would be of least ¢oncern ofter that? (PLA)éE NUMBERS IN BOKES)

WHEN FINISHED YOU SHOULD HAVE SIX BOXES 3

Now, I'd like you to give ma & rating of what kind of a fob you fesl the public officials in this city

of town are doling In dealing with gqch of these problems  Use this card (A=2) to gl
rdfiq:p of the publfc officials, RECORD NUMBER OF ANSWER IN BOXES U(NDE)R abg.we mereur

3o, | 3b,
RANKING OF  JOB pUBLIC
CONCERN OFFICIALS DOING

<
Transportation facilities for this community . , . , . . ,‘23[:] 33[]
Providing high quolity public schools In this distriet » . . . .af D 33 [____]
Protacting citizens agolnst burglary and theft in this part of town . &‘b‘D 3/ D
Protacting citizens ugainst criminal violence on

ih“ straals of this cbmmunﬁy L T T T T . '?AD ‘ 35‘;[:]
Providing medicol and heolth sarvicas nesdad by ‘

citizens of this community . ., , , . .y vy s "‘7[] Je D
Providing equal justice in the courls for o)l people

OF ‘hfﬁ Gbmmun“‘)’ L3 * » » * * * (p ¥ p » * ¥ * ¥ E ‘:‘)’D ‘37 D

Can!rﬁﬂying and reducing alr and woter pollution in this

COMMUR“}? Al . - L) * . L] * ¥ * ¥ * * * [ . - R?C) 34” D

Into the community on probation or potale

* * *

Dealing with unemployment and poverty . . . . . . . . ., ’/D "@D :

a

T I T st s o

4,

)

3)

4)
5)

6)

8)
9)
10)
)

12}

145

Are you a member of ony social or fratornal clubs, or laber union,  NOT A MEMBER . . ..”1
a business association, or a professional association? (IF YES) NOTTOOACTIVE . . , 2
Are you extreniely active, moderately active, ot not too getive MODERATELY ACTIVE . , 3
in these? (IF ACTIVE IN MORE THAN ONE, ANSWER FOR EXTREMELY ACTIVE . . . 4
ONE MOST ACTIVE IN) | v
Are you o member of any clyic action organizations or NOTA MEMBER + . « + ]
civic Imptovement clubs? (IF YES) Are you axtramely active NOTTOO ACTIVE , . . 2 |
modetately active, or not too actlve? MODERATELY ACTIVE , , 3 |
: EXTREMELY ACTIVE . , , 4 '

(NOT APPLICABLE)

I'm golng to read you o few statements about same of the things that some people balleve and others don't,
{'d llke you to tell me whether you agree or disagrae with each statemant as | read It. Here is o sard
showing the answet categories (CARD B) Tell me whether you feel strongly about It, or only modemtely.
If you don't know how you feel about It, just say so. Hera is the flist one =~ (READ EACH SLOWLY AND
DISTINCTLY, REPEAT IF NECESSARY FOR UNDERSTANDING)

oK,
AGREE NOT DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY

Young people sometimes get rebellious {deas, but W
as they grow up they ought to getover them +« « + « 5. « 4. + 8., , 2, « , ]

Solutions to most human problems should be based on
ths situation at the time, not on some general 5"
*dﬁﬁ@Ffigthfoﬁﬂg P T 04v . 030 (Y ] 2. . | o 1

A group of people that are nearly equal will work
a lot batter than one where people have bosses and where /4 ;
soms people have higher positions than others ., , , ,5, , .4, , 3, , , 2, , , .1

A man who staris out bravely on his own should 47 .
beadmh@d--n\\'cp,o;;c;;-;541’4»ou3nn»*.;s$l

You have to respect authority and when you stop e » ‘
respecting cuthority, your sttuation {sn't worthmuch | 5, , 4, , 8, . , 2, , . I

Do what you want to do that's fun ond worry 9
about the future fafer Y T T T P SO |

Everyone should hove an equal chance and an squal 3o
Say!nmostthiﬂgs P T - T t4l [ ;3! s s 24 v s ;]

In life o person should for the most part "go it alone," &7 r
working on his own and trying to moke his own [ife, . .5, . I S D S |

Obedience and respect for outhority ore the most -~ &2 ;
impostant things in character that children should feorn (5.« 4, « 8. « « 2.« v ]

Since no values last forever, the only real values 53
are ’hOS@ that fit the needs of righl’ NOVW v ¢« v s & s 5 o e 4§ e 3 [ 2, PO )

Everyone should have what he neads for his life, the s/
important thingsbelong toall ofus . v« v v« W80 0 AL o W30 2, , o)

One should not depend on’ather persons or things, 55
the center of life should be foynd inside oneself . . .5, . .4, . 3. . . 2, ., .}
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' 8, r‘lﬁ)ﬁf/ Pm gUfﬂg to thow A : o ’ . L " tthe A
. - you a {ist of things thot j NN C 12.  Now, | hove somp more statements that |'d like to see whether you ogree of disagree with. As
4 g‘g; fora momﬁm (HAND OVER CARD ?2 A;Dsggggﬁez?gggﬂt)’gfﬁo}e{};gﬁd‘; ﬁ-l;‘;{% é"&;; "°°l: it read Ieach one, p&ase use this card {CARD B) and tell me \uhich answer best Fits how you feel
PONDENT HAS TROUBLE READING OR UNDERSTANDING IT, READ T ALOUD FOR HIM OR HER, ) about it? ‘
e A ; : e ) . DK
- Wittin The 523 five 5:::?-:3’ hsthar ony of these things have aver happened fo you personally AGREE NOT DISAGREE
% ) + ASK: Which ones? Any others? (CIRCLE CODE(S) UNDER A) ' ’ \ STRONGLY AGREE SURE  DISAGREE STRONGLY
B (FOREACHC T | | [Eram s &

3 : o ‘ lJRCLEthN]A) Was this within the past year, or was It Jonger ago thar that? 1) The crime problem would be reduced if

‘ ) one crime on that list Is the most frightaning one to yo . . fewer offenders were sent to prison and

loot 11Ke 1o have hagpan fo you o someans In your family? panonelly =~ the ona you'd instaad mor of thert re~educated and “, 4 3 2 1
red iUSl’e outside o prison R . Y I ) T R T R L

OF course, no one likes to think about being victimized, but sometimes It kappens. 1'd like you to tell 2)

me which one of the crimes on that list you think might be the most lkely one to happen to you? The ancient law of an eye for an ey

still a good rule to follow in dealing with

\

\

|

who offend against the law be pynished /4 . : \

E.  Hay any of the things on that ; o] st |
" as on that card even happened to so - crime. Social justice demands that people
‘chugfnmnc:a in the past year or so? Whlchpgnes? meone you know-=a friend or close
PR ' to H’\e Hm“’ FUPEEEN ’ . . . . . . v 5 ’ P u4 » " '3 w0 °
e B c. . E. ,
S, ot cs + L3 v
= . Happened 3)  Coutts these days are too lenient in the A
hf;‘F‘P""ed Within | Most fo frFI.end sentences they pass on criminal lawbreakers . 5. . AL, 8, 2
' ‘gnh!n pes! fright- Most —or ac- 4)  Experienc ves that harsh punishment v ‘
T B ’ ve years year | eni ikely. xperience proves puni
LEC‘ 1OARSON & v v v v v v e (;:] | \,-;] w:L %I_g_'elx_ 9—"-’%?19-“—65 does not deter most criminal behavior . . . 5. . . A4, . 8.0 00 20 0 . 1 |
; g; ﬁi}STAULT P T T PN . 2: : 2 : . 2 : ° ' ; o "; 5)  Too many people are being released from
5 p BR,B?RYOFFENSES ! U DA DD PR ! 3;‘ i 3 ptison on parole before they are rehabili- - /& 4 3 5. .
. ’ M A A R T S R T ¥ R T S SRS T I A tat d A A e e [ . o g (O T TR 5 e e L [ D . LI TR T A
E 5) BURGLARY [ N P . . . . \ g' 'g' » . 21 . + 4v o ¢ '.4 q,e . ‘ \ L
3 ) CARTHEFT . . . . v , . + ., J. .6 e 6. | s 1 SRR R &)  Prisoners scheduled for parole skould be
?\ 7)  CONSUMERFRAUD . . . . , . .. .7 Cp s . : e o 6, .6 given 2 or 3 day furloughs before their
4 8)  EMBEZZLEMENT . . . . ., , J. .8 e s 1 A 7. e V7 formal release to give them a chance to
: . ]9’ FORGERY/FRAUD . v + « .+ » . .| . .9. . 1. ‘9‘, N g M IO g find o job and a place to live when they 7
3 : 0) LARCENY. L A Y S . . v O s 0 o 0 B are finaHy releqsed FRE e T T 5 . v e ,4 P e .3 v .2 v oy }
% {'p MAL!ClOUS MIS.CHIEF/VANDAHSM ol 5?] . ' '5?1 : .Hl‘“ ) “‘31 sl “"'? 7) Prisoners with a record of good behavior
| 133 ggf;%égsnw MOLESTING « + .+ . J . 2. .| .2, .. 2. . | 2. .| .2 should be permitted to go info the
14)  OTHER (5f;eaf.fy)' oo v e 3 L3 e 30 3, :3 ' community from tme to time for short periods 20
( NONE OF THESE ; ) X ; ) : : : ’ :¢Q ] 3 - f’(e “ ¥ ¢.‘ N N ‘3’. N ‘;i’ rO tdke care Of pl’essing pel‘sonCIl EUSineSS . » 5 . » . v 4 . . 3 3 M . i . 2 . . o Y ‘
G S A : 8)  Once a person convicted of a crime fulfills
i %, H here b . his-*antence, he should be treated no 2/ . ‘
+ Hava there baen ony times recently when you might have wonted YES “] _ differently from any other citizen . ..+ - R L L 2, coe 1
to go somewhere In town, but you stayed at home because Yo N ) . . ‘
thought It would be unsafe to go there? ' I . 9)  The police treat all people alike regardless 22,
£ of race or nationality v « . .+ s o+ oa D 0 AL, W3, . . e20 0
o 10 ﬁﬁgt{;a;:i ::;g::;f:::do‘: fhist (cgfy/tow;»/dreu), h,?w LOT MORE LIKELY. . « « . . f7] 10) Police give more considerafe freatment 23
g lof o piaon & here o ha a victim of a crime~~  SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY . . . .2 to rich people than to poor people + « 5o o o+ o4, B e w20 e 1
el : yo somawhat more likely, somewhat less ABOUT THE SAME, NO DIFFERENCE .3 ‘
Yo oralol !ess Iikely? SOMEWHAT LESS LIKELY ‘4 11)  The police have it in for young pecple. 24 i
| LOT LESS LIKELY. . . . . : : 5 and pick on them unfairly « « v v o 0 e 5. « . 4. ."77;)/3 e e 20 e e “{]
: : . S N ; = \
' : DON'TKNOW v v v & o o v .6 12) The police are more likely to arrest @ 7
] " " N . , 3 H \ .d
i, ?omparadwifhuyeur ago, do you feel that the danger : GREATER “ ' f:L:an&%i'fm?;Whm they consicer . gs; < SO A 1
rom ¢time of all kinds in this city or town hos become L= ABOUT S;\M'E o ; Dot ' * ;
grectar or hos 1t hecome less? | LESS ’. . e 3 13)  The police become personally familiar
DON'T KNOW. : 4 with residents of the neighborhoods they 26 . ) :
} pal’l’0| . s e . " T .. 5 i + 2+ 3 4 PO . s v e D . U
{continued)
> =y
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“ 13, Now, | have some questions about the different people and ugencies that make up the criminal justice

12 (eontinued) , system of police, courts, and corrections, 1'd like you to tell mewhich of the answer categories on
DK, this card (CARD A-~2) best fits your opinjon about the kind of job that each of these agencies is doing.
AGREE NOT DISAGREE » Here is the first one~~-
STRONGLY AGREE SUR : ‘ . Some- Some~ .
1) The o ~ E_ DISAGREE STRONGLY : Extremely Very what what  Very Exiremely
@ polics encourage people in the Good Good Good Neutral Poor  Poor  Paor
:ggr:ﬂ::fiz ;z hc[fp them in providing law 27 A) T:e police dgparfmenr that serves
an enbiewvices . . v . . 0 .50, , 4, , o this' area-~-what kind of o job would 3
VIt 2e you say they are doing? B Y - TR SR < B S

13} Police officers on the strast behave in o '
way that earns the confidance and woport e B)  The district attorney and his staff who
of thepublic . . , ., [, ., 5, 4 3 have the job of prosecuting cases
' A R DA where people have been charged with
16} Police officers do not give my neighborhood breaking laws--what kind of ajoh a7 ,
[+3.3 good gerviqcs as ”“’Y do thér qu’,s Of .27 are fhey dofng? P ) .6 [ 5. . 04 v e 3 . . 2 D T 1
town ‘ v -
L S L 5! 9 4. 3 2 '[ C) The.d h id h
P e o ale W u judges who preside over the courts
17 Police adminlstrators asslan o in this community--what kind of o job 3¢ s
gn enough ;
mf;.og“y aroup offfcers fo minority 2 do you feel they are doing? . . . . . 7. . 6. . 5, . .4, ' 3, . 2, , .1
nefghborhoods , . , , , | . | T Y < T S ] D)  The public defender and other defense
19) Police i = T attorneys appointed by the court Yo
| o’ ce vnvcsﬁgaﬂqns of complaints aboyt represent people who have been accused
police miscondyct are always falr and 7 of crimes--whot kind of {ob do you feel 97

H”Ofough L e T N 5-, [ 4. . s 3, .1 : theyaredoing? T O S S 7' e 6. 5. .4, P 3. A 2¢ + &1

E)  Probation officers whose job it is to
= investigate and to supervise juveniles and
: adults who have been in trouble with the

19y A ¢lHzen who hay o complaint ngalpst a
poUce offtcer will have o hord Hime getiing 32
the authorities to look Into thematter v+ + . 5, , ., 4,

ey 3 0w W20 0 ! Jaw and who receive suspended sentences

20)  Thapolice don't glve people snough P ' or ar¢ placed on probation-—what s your
: follow-up Information about what's 43 ‘ f fmpression of the |0ﬁb Probation Officers 40
- hoppaning to thelr cases e e . L5 v 4 3 2 | P are doing? B A - T Y T I S
3 21)  Thepolics DR F)  Parole officers whose job it is to supsrvise -
' m:k?:g Z‘ir::::" use excessiva force in o/ :  juveniles and adults who have served part of
(. R A I T P - A N theit sentences and who have been allowed
K 2 The police , ' to leave correctional institutions on parole-=
- ha pollce oftan use offénsive language Kl what is your impression of the job Parole ¥/
b

Wh(#h dﬂo”ng W”h the pUb“C [ P 5 Ve s 4 Vooe s 3 . . . . 2 . . . . ] : Ofﬁcers are doing? . o w e 8 . v 7 N . N 6 ’ . 5 « e q4 ¢« s 3 . . 2 ¢« v a l *

" G) Correctional officers whose job it is to
supervise prisoners while they are in jails, JF:\
' prisons or other correctional facilities~~ (A
f P i : what is your impression of the job Corres= % \
' , , Honal Officers are doing?, » . . . » 7. .6, . 5. . .4, . 3. , 2, , .1

14, Next, | have a booklet here in which you can fill out your own rafj,;ﬁ//;f several of the different
agencies making up what is.called the Criminal Justice System-~that {s, the courts, the law enforce-
ment agencies, and the correctional institutions. (HAND OVER BOOKLET AND A PENCIL)

~ Here's how you fill these items out ~~ (SHOW RESPONDENT HOW TO FILL OUT EXAMPLE) STAND
BY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS OR OFFER ASSISTANCE IF RESPONDENT SEEMS TO NEED T, :

S | REMIND RESPONDENT OF THESE THINGS AS HE STARYS, AND ONGCE OR TWICE AT INTERVALS
R , | | AS HE 1S WORKING THROUGH THE EXAMPLES:

3 . 1. Please answer each item to the best of your ability, There are no "right" or “wrong"
‘ e : answers ~~ we just want your frank and honest opinions,

§ ; :
: ( : , 2.  Remember to check two answers for each item: ‘ =

First, how desirable you think it is that the action described in the item be done, and
Second, how aften you think-it happens the way the item describes it

i If you really can't answer an item, just leave it blank and go on to the next one. Try to

R , ‘ : ’1% answer each one, however,
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15,
' 17, (Continued)
E. A probat fficer? ' YES “‘
) . ) ; . T H i ¥ . ¥
(NOT APPLICABLE) probatian offieer ( NO . x
; (IF YES) , o
: | | Is tht person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . N
v ‘ ‘ : (IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME .2
5 ' " call him by name if you met him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME, ., 8
1S &, Have you ever been incourt for ony recson? YES B ’ | N T
‘ NO . . . X F. A parole officer? YES . S
A
{F YES): — » {IF YES) - o
A+ When you have been in court, were you personally PARTY INCASE . . . . .™ & Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . o1
; Invoivod us one of the partles In the case, as o WITNESS . . . . . . 2 (IF NO) Do you know that person well.enough to COULD CALLBY NAME . . . 2
Z’rfg";;é({?g s};;e;:ta‘for, or what? (MULTIPLE SPECTATOR . , ., . ., 3 call him by name if you met him on the streel? COULD NOT CALL.BY NAME. . 3
: K. OTHER 0 ’
G. A correctional officer, that is @ guard or other person who YES . . . ]
-y works in a jail, or prison, or correctional factlity? ‘NO . L X
B, Wbe‘n you have baen In court, was It because of TRAFFIC INCIDENT . , . 71 , ’
3 o trafflc Incident, o criminal case, or some civil “CRIMINAL CASE . , , . 2 (IF YES) . ‘
matter?  (MULTIPLE ANSWERS O,K,) CIVIL MATTER , . . . . . 3 Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . ."1
- OTHER ) . 0 (IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to COULD CALLBY NAME , ., . 2
' call him by name if you met him on the straet? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME. . 3
{ - — : ) 2
: 18.  Have you ever been stopped and jnterrogated by a YES . . .1
i i f thi i th fi Y NO X
17, Do you happen fo know snyons who 1s - policeman for anything in the past five years or so? . voe o
8 . (IF YES) ~
N ‘ P ¢ j v 3
} A, A policeman or policewoman? YES ., . .1 18a. Was that for a traffic incident or wos TRAFFIC INCIDENT , . . . &1
(IF YES) - NO , . .X it for something else? ‘ SOMETHING ELSE . Coe 2
; — ' e
§ Is that person a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . 1) 19, Have you ever been taken to the police station YES . « .}
(IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME , ., .2 for anything in the past several years? ‘ NO , ., X
3 call him by name If you met him on the sfreet? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 ’ (IF YES) '
B, Adistrict ottorney, or prosecutor? | YES ab] i ‘ A, Were you under arrest or were you appearing at ARREST . . . .1
| . NO e X the station for some other purpose? OTHER PURPOSE . . 2
(IF YES) S | ‘ ‘
: L ‘ | o
Is that petsan a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE T 20. Has anyone in your family, or a close friend ever been taken to YES o ..
E (IF NOY, Do you know that person well enough fo COULD CALL BY NAME : ’ S | _ the police station for anything In the past several years? : NO . . « X
3 cull him by name if you met him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 (IF YES) |
3 : ' 2 ; A, Wos this person under arrest, of was he appearing ARREST . . . « <71
L;* Co Ajudge? YES . . .} at the station for some orher'reason? OTHER REASON . .
| {lF YES) - MR 21, D h k Hy wh h‘ d H X /72' ES “1
Is that person a tlose Friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE N <1y Do you happen fo know anyone personally wio has served fime N o
P » » . = H HH o) H 1 i i \\\ L 2 » Y
(IF NO) Do you know that parson well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME R in o county jail, a state prison, or other corrgctional institution? «~ NQ X
: call him b)f name if you met him on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 ! {If YES)
3 ' 5 : ‘ of
: U. A public defend b . ‘ » wsf ‘ A. s that a close friend, or is it someone » CLOSE FRIEND N
?v | p ofender or court-appointed defense attorney? LFS e . . )1( you don't know toa well? | DON'T KNOW WELL, 2
‘ AEYES) ~ C ; . OTHER . 3
_ Is that parson o close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE , . . 1 |
| IF NO) Do you know that person well enough to ~ COULD CALL BY NAME . . .2 ‘i
call him by name if you met him on the street? CQULD NOT CALL BY NAME ,3
: | . . (confinued)
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Field Research Corporation ,
011172

145 Monlgamery Sireet
San Franciscar CA 94104

SELF-ADMINISTERED OPINION CHECK LisST

The following questionnaire asks for your opinions obout certain things having to do with different ports of the Criminal Justice System —- that is, the courts, the low enforcement ogencies,
and the correctional institutions. Pleose FIT oot this questionnaire yourself, but if you have any questions or problems, the interviewer will help you,

HOW TO DO {7, There are o number of statements, or items, which describe different possible actions of criminal justice ogencies. We want to have your opinion on two aspects of each item ~~

[

First, how desiroble you think it is that such action occur, and

Second, how probable it is that the thing sctually hoppens the way it is described in the ifem.

S S

DESIRABILITY OF THiS

Probability of Thig Happening

EXAMPLE: Some— Sorie-
VERY VERY Yery  what what Very
DES{R- DESIR- IN UNDE-  UNDE- Prob- Prob- In Improb- Improb-
ABLE ABLE BETWEEN SIRABLE SIRABLE able zble Between able able
When dipacting traffic, pelice officers—-
1. Wear white gloves so their hand -
. .o, . .80.,.,.0...0...0 go. . 04O, . .0 LO. . .0

signals can be more easily seen . .

{Check one answer for each scalel

FO? YO‘UR lN}fORMAﬂON: Plecse onswer e?ch ite:n to the best of your obility. There are no “right" or "wrong® answers ~ just your honest opinions. Your opinjons will not
be. identified with you personclly; we ore interviewing o cross—section of people throughout the state and we will put everyone's answers together fo get o profile of how the public os o whole
feels on some of these issues. If you really con't answer one of the items, just leave it blonk and go fo the next ore.

Now ga on to fill out the rest of the ftems. Ask the interviewer to help you if there is anything you do not understond.,

i €

€61
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CARD C

CHARD R=3D

1. ARSON: Someone deliberately set fire, or tried to set fire,
to property belonging to you or someone in your
family

2. ASSAULT: Someone attacked or beat up on you or some other member
of your household. Includes fist fights, muggings, and
other kinds of physical violence.

J08

3. AUTO OFFENSES: You or someone in your family were injured by a hit-
run driver, a drunk, or a reckless driver. Your
property or your car was damaged by someone else's
reckless dravang.

4. BRIBERY: You or someone in your household was asked to make an
under~cover payment to some public offiicial, such as
a policeman, an inspector, a councilmap, or some official
like that so he would not make trouble for you.

SOMEWHAT GOOD JOB

EXTREMELY GOOD
VERY G000 g8
NEUTRAL, NO OPINION

SOMEWHAT POOR J0B

VERY POOR JOB
L. EXTREMELY POOR JOB

oo
-

3
-
e
e

F
[
3
L)
3
2
1

5. BURGLARY: While you were gone someone broke into your home or
. " business, or attempted to break in, or came in through
¢ an open door or window and took something.

L 6. CAR THEFT: Someoné stole a car belonging to you or sqme.member of
& : the family, or took your cat without permission.

e . , 7. CONSUMER FRAUD: Merchandise was misrepresented, was not delivered;
e | repairs were not made as paid for.

8. EMBEZZLEMENT: Theft of goods or money by employees; pilfering.

9, FORGERY OR FRAUD: Someone gave you or a member of your household
counterfert money, forged your sagnature on a check or
a credit card, gave you a bad check, or swindled you
out of money or property in any way.

-

£ criminal

10. LARCENY: Someone stole something belonging to you or some
household member, from a c¢ar, a mailbox, a locker, or
some other place outside of your home. Includes having
your poocket picked, having a camera stolen; shop-
lifting, ete.

*

this community

=

izens agains
ce in the courts

gainst burglary

and theft in this community

itires for this

4
1

faci

11. MALICIOUS MISCHIEF OR VANDALISM: Someone destroyed, or tried to
© destroy property belonging to you or to some membey

of your household. Includes things like ripping down

a fence, tearing off a car aerial, defacinyg property

with paint, etc.

t

>

ing ci
th unemployment and

-

e

12, RAPE OR CHILD MOLESTING: You or a member of your family was
sexually assaulted or raped; a child was sexually

molested by someone.

-

who are being released into the
community on probation or parole

needed by citizens of this

violence on the streets of
community

this community
for all people of this

in this district
community

ing wi
poverty

Community

i3
Provading high gquality public schoels
water pollution in

Providing medical and health services
Rehabilitation of criminal offenders

Controlling and reducing air and

Protecting citizens a
Providing equal 3jus

Transportation
Protect
Deal

13. ROBBERY: Someone used force, or threatened to use force to take
| money or property from you or some hpuseho;d memper,
i ' Includes purse snatching, taking things from children

by force, etc

Fesa ]

&
e

¢

a3
el
£3
g)
hj
i)

‘ ' ‘ ONEY, OR
14. ANY OTHER INCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAGE, LOSS OF MONEY,
PHYSICAL INJURY DUE TO CRIMINAL ACTION BY OTHER PERSONS.
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