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FOREWORD 

Morvin Field and the Field Research Corporation have long been 
conUld tted to returning to the public some of the values gained from the 
opinj on surveys whlch that organization 'regularly conducts in California. 
This publicatiQ,n is a good example of tho policy related survey reseat'ell 
in which thoy (mgage. The '."ark Nas done by the Field organizat:i.otl for 
the California Department of Justice Commission on Peace Officer Stan .. 
dards and Training, on behalf of proj cct S'l'AR. It \~as through the Field 
organization l S association wi th the Instit\lte of Governmental Studies 
t~nt1 the State Data Program that the possibilities of acquiring the ma ... 
tcrial gnd issuing the report £01' general dist:dbution il\. its present 
fl\>rmat Callie to our attention. 

The Field Poll is n rema'l.'kable resout'ce, as it is the 'only stnte~ 
level poll that is comparable in frequency and quality to the principal 
national polls like Gallup and llarris. Moreover for many years Mervin 
Field and his associate, Robert Heyer) a\,1tho',!;' of this roport, have not 
only peT.mitted but also actively encouraged access to their poll results, 
ft:)J.' use by tho academic community and citizens nt large. 

California is therefore doubly enriched) first by the periodic 
l2'IJblication 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 sel."ias begins in 1956, and 110\'1 results arc added on a con­
tinuing basis as successive polls are completed and processed. Each poll 
is useful and interesting in its own l'ight"""ancl of course always timely 
because it deals with ro'cent views on issuos of ~urrent interest. But 
the cumulative worth of the entiro series as a research l'osource is much 
greater than the sum of its individun,l parts, because of the continuity 
of the polling efforts, and the gro\</ing span of years covered. 

The Institute of Governmental Studies has been pleased to facili­
tate the development and uti li zation of this reSOUl'ce, by helping make 
the poll data available for use by students, faculty, researchers and 
the general public. William Bicker, Director of the State Data Pl'ogram, 
has been instrumental in this effort. In addition, the task has boon 
made pleasant by the cooperative and constructive attitude and poliCies 
of the Field Research Corporation and staff. 

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

March 1975 

xi 

Stanley ScOtt 
Assistant Director 
Institute of Govel'nmcntal Studies 
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NATIONAL CHAIRMANIS PREFACE 

Project STAR has beon a multimillion dollar, thre(1 .. und"()n<,'~hn1f 
yenr effort by foul' sta tos uno I1UlnCt'ous 10cal~riminal justicC' agol'ldcs 
to identify appropriate roles for the cl'imlnul justice system und to 
develop moans for achieving dosi red role performance. Al though l'Ol<.~ 
ldcntif:'icat:lol1 1.s not n no\'1 concept, it is foreign to the c1'lminal jus­
tice system. 

In recognition of this need, working policemen from u''OOuntl the 
country began to seck funds to identify police roles tlPPl'oximatcly ten 
years ago. Subsequently) the effort \~as expanded to include athol' key 
criminal justice positions, and funds \'1{~l'e provided by 0. combifttltiof, of: 
federal, state, and local agencies beginl1ing in 1971. 

Although the findings and end products of Projoc:t STAR do not 
directly involve ovel'yona \'1orking in crime reduction and crimltnll. jus­
tice, they do daa) \'lith those six key positions that at'e primurily rcs w 

ponsible for rendering servl.ccs to the public and the c:lients of the 
system. Thus, f01' the first time) those l'espot'lsifl1e f(y1' criminal jus­
tice op<n'ations have an empirical data bnse on role perforll1ance upon 
\"Mch to recruit, $el~~t) train, educate, assign, evaluatc j and promote 
approprinte personnel within and among agencies. In addi Han, the Pro­
j oct has developed n useful basiS for a pub Ii. c education pro!;ram and 
for the analys is of the impact of social trends on the criminal just icc 
system. 

It is impossible to generate a commitment to a Pt'oj ect ..... and n 
conccpt--of such tromondous importamM! and scope in n fow words. \JOI'I­
ever) the response and interest of the 6, 000 pcrson.s who have been in­
volved .in Project STAR have been overwhelming. Their dedication hus 
avoided the ivory-tower approach and has provided (] needed mix of theory 
and practical insight. 

Of course, thl.n:e is no valuc to Proj ect findings und end products 
unless they at'e implemcnted. The Proj oct STAR National Advisory Cannel 1 
urges all those inVOlved in criminal justice to muke themselves familiar 
with the Project and to implement tho results. We talk a great deal about 
change, but Ul'C we afraid to change oUl'selves'? It I S time that \'10 in the 
business develop and provide tho most professionally competent person 
possible to maintain the order and justice needed in all of Amorican so­
ciety 24 hours a day. 

xiii 

Ben Clark, Chairmal~ 
National Advisory Council 
Project STAR 
(STAR = Systems and Training 
Analysis of Requirements for 
Criminal .Justice Participants) 
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PROJECT DIRECTOR'S PREFACE 

This volume contains the results of a pubHc opinion poll on crim­
inal justice issues and situatipns conducted during 1972 in California 
as part of Proj ect STAR. The report was originally prepared as a "''lork­
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 made available in its original forl1' on a general basis. 

, 
The results of the public opinion poll were used as one source of 

data for identifying the desired -roles, tasks, and performance objectives 
of key operational criminal justice personnel. Other l.'esearch'techniques 
u~ed by Project STAR include the administration of standardized question­
nai-res 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 Proj ect 
National Advisory Council in July of 1973. 

The general findings of Proj eet STAR research on criminal justice 
role performance and associated education, training, selection and per­
formance measurement requirements are contained in Role Pe't'j'o't'manae and 
the C't'iminat 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 Justiae System; Volume 
II: DetaiZed Performance Objectives. Further, the frequency distribution 
of responses to the survey'of operational personnel is contained in Role 
Performance and the C't'iminal Justice System; Volume III: Expectations of 
Operational Pe·W10nne Z. 

Project STAR also produced a final report entitled The Impact, of 
Social Trends on Crime and Criminal Justice which contains P-roject 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 Training Program for Caseworkers and Correc­
tional Workers, and a Role Training Program for Judges, Defense Attorneys, 
and P~osecuting Attorneys. 

Finally, the Project produc~d one other working document entitled 
Future Roles of Criminal Justi:ce Personnel.: Position Papers and contain­
ing views of three leading criminal justice scholars on potential future 
roles of key criminal justice positions. 

Charles P. Smith 
Director 
Project STAR 

xv 
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PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE ISSUES 
IN CALIFORNIA 

Chapter 1 

A. SALIENCE OF CRIME TO THE PUBLIC 

A~ the level of top-of-the .. mind concern, crime and criminal justice issues 

stand rather high ... - about two ou~ of five persons spontaneously mentions something 

in this area as being "one of the most pressing problems facing the peop'le of this 

communi ty these days. II Highest on the list of such concerns among teenag'srs is "drugs II 

while adul ts divide their COr'lcerns principally between "drugs" and lI unsafe streets. II 

Adul t males and females exhibit equal amounts of concern, but teenage girls seem 

especially fearful of drugs. 

Among ~he adul t pOpulation, economic issues also rank high in concern: 

"taxes and inflation" and lIunemployment and welfare" each is mentioned by 19% to 

22% of the peopl e. Men tend tQ be more concerned abou t these issues than women are. 

"Pollution and ecology" also ranks high with adul t men and women as a matter of local 

concern, being named by about 21% of all adults, regardless of sex. Beyond these issues, 

IItronsportation, II "minorHy and youth problems, II and "education ll arA each mentioned 

by about one-in ten persons. 

T~enagersl on the other hand, seldom express concern about economic issues, 

01 though a number of boys (14%) are concerned about employment matters. Girls, on 

the other hand, much more often than boys express concern abou t poll ution issues (19% 

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

(17% vs. 7%). 

1 
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Table 1. 1 contains the percentage distributions of survey respondents' freely 

mentioned concerns ;n response to an open ... ended question asked at the beginning of the 

.interview, before the respondent was exposed to further quesHoning about specific 

criminal justice issues. Placing this question at the begi nning means, ideally I that the 

responses reflect the most salient public concerns, i.e., those closest to the surface of 

peoples
t 

consciousliess. H will be noted that the question was designed to encourage 

d ~istilictly lo~al reference -- people were asked to soy what they fel t were the "most 

pressing problems facing the people of this communit~ these days. II Thus, missing from 

the list of concerns are some issues which are known to have high salience to people today 

(e.g., the Vietnam War, preservation of wilderness, etc.), but which are seen by most 

people as eXisting in a wider frame of reference than the local community. 

It is also important to consider in interpreting these findi ngs that asking people 

to nome issues that pre considered "most pressing II to them tends to encourage them to 

single out thos~ which have the highest immediate attenHon value, e.g. recent crimes which 

attrad front page news treatment, while tending to minimize mention of problems with less 

immediacy but possibly with no less long-range importance, e.g. transportaHon or 

housing, or heal tho A question of this type should be regarded as simply a sounding of 

the salience, or pr~rinencet of current public concerns rather them as on assessment of 

their possible importance to the public. 

TABLE 1.1 
LEVEL OF FREE-RESPONSE MENTION OF CRIME AND 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE ISSUES AS COMMUNITY PROBLEMS: 

3 

I 

ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX q 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~.~------~~~~'-----------"WHAT DO YOU FEEL ARE THE 

MOST PRESSING PROBLEMS 
FACING THE PEOPLE OF THIS ADULtS 
COMMUNITY THESE DAYS?" MALE FEMALE 

Crime/criminal ju,stice issues 
" 

. . 38% -• • 

Crime, unsafe streets ..•.. , . 17 
Drugs . . . . . . . . , . . I , • • 13 
More police protection, 

stricter laws. • . . . . • . .. 8 
Police harassment, brutality. . .• 1 
Reorganization of courts, too slow. 3 

Taxes, inflation issues • A • • • • I' 25% 

Unemployment, welfare issues . • . . . 21% 

22% Pollution, ecology issues 

Transportation issues 

Minority, youth issues. 

• • " ft • .. 12% 

. . 
Education issues . • It l ... ... • 1- ... .. • 

Housing issues . . . . , . . . " . . " 

Health issues • to • i • • • • • 1\ 

Public attitudes (morality, 

12% 

10% 

4% 

1% 

apathy, generation gap) ..• ~ .• 4% 

39% -
21 
18 

5 
i 
1 

19% 

17% 

20% 

11% 

9% 

10% 

3% 

1% 

4% 

Nu.mber of respondents • I •• (S81) (430) 

TEENAGERS 
MALE FEMALE 

38% 50% 

3 
35 

2 

-% 

14% 

3% 

2% 

9% 

17% 

-% 

-% 

16% 

(58) 

6 
47 

1 

-% 

9% 

19% 

2% 

6% 

7% 

2.% 

2% 

21% 

(68) 

MuLtipLe responses were possi Ze many respondents mentione more 
than one conaern J as is shown by fact tfiat each of the cotumns of 
pe~centages add to a g~eat deaL more than 100%. "Net" counts are 
shown for eaah item indicating the peroentage of re8~ondents making 
any comment in that categorYJ i.e. it is a count from which muttipte 
me~tions within the category ha~e been etiminated. Muttipte re8ponses 
between oategories are stit~ possibte~ however, . 



4 

Bo RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF CRIME ISSUES 

In order to provide a better index of the importance of criminal justice issues in 

relaHon ~o o~her public concerns, a question was next posed to survey respondents which 

asked them "0 rank ~heir concern with a set of nine specific issues, and then to rate 

the kin'd of job they felt local public officials were doing in dealing with each one. 

Table 1.2 shows the I ist 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 imporl'ance, as measured by mean 

Concern levels: (1) air and water pollution, (2) protection against property loss from 

crime, ClOd (3) dealing with unemployment and poverty. The next law enforcement issue, 

"criminal violencel! ranks fourth or fifth among the nine issues. II Equal justice for all" 

is ranked seventh in concern, and "rehabilitation of offenders" is ranked eighth. Last in 

concern by a fairly large margin is IItransportation" -- apparently few communlHes have 

trar )ortatiOrl difficulfies which concern their residents very much. 

Looking at the job ratings given to public offfcials on the maHers of most concernl 

it aF'pears that the greatest discrepaf"\cy betvveen impot'tance and performance centers on 

poll u ti on control .. - it is top-ranked in concern and lowes t ra ted in performance" Also 

discrepant is the performance of local officialdom .tn deal ing with unemployment 0 

Official performance on criminal justice issues tend!. to rank about par, 01' above 

par, viz: 

(Adul~s) 
Concern Performance 
rank rank . --------

ProtecHng against burglary and ~heft • 2 
ProtE)cting agctins~ violence. 0 • • • 4-5 
Providing equal jusHce • • • , • • 7 
Rehabil i tating parol ees • • • • • • 8 

3 
1 
5 
7 

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

TABLE 1~2 

RANK ORDER OF PUBLIC CONCERN 
AND THEIR ASSESSMENT OF THE 

ARE DOING IN DEALING WITH 

OVER COMMUNITY ISSUES 
JOB PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
THEM: TOTAL ADULTS 

CONCERN JOB RATING 
MEAN MEAN 

5 

pas 1 TI ON RANK RATING RANK 

Controlling and reducing air 
and water pollution • · · j • • ~ • 

protecting citizens against 
burglary and theft ' · • • • • • · · 

pealing with unemployment and 
poverty . . . • . • . . • r • • • • 

providing high qu(",li ty public 
schools in th~~ district · • . • • · 

Protecting citi~~ns against criminal 
violence on t~e s~reets of 
thi s community .....•...• 

providing medical and health 
services needed by citizens of 
thi? community • . • · . • • • · • • 

providing equal justice in the 
courts for all people of 
this community . . . • · • . • • • • 

Rehabilitation of criminal offenders 
who are being released on parole • . 

4.52 

4.50 

4.19 

4.19 

3.79 

3.43 
3.16 

1 

2 

3 

4-5 

4-5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

3.43 

'4.24 

3.45 

4.27 

4.16 

4.05 

3.71 
3.73 

9 

3 

8 

2 

1 

4 

5 

7 
6 Transportation facilities • · • • • • 

'--------------~--------------~--------
Numbe~ of respondents: eaah mean rating is aomputed on the 

totaZ respondent base Of 811. 

Conaern was measured by asking respondents to rank-order the nine 
issues starting with the one ranked number one J number two J and 
numberJthree' then with the one ranked towestJ nerot to towest J and 
third Zowest~ Items were then saored as foZto~s: Rank 1 ~ ?J a :::: 
:3 = 5 J 'Last = 1 j nerot to Zas t == 29 third. from /,ast :::: OJ at t othe!ls 

6 J 

= 4~ 
Job !lating was obtained fo~ eaah item on a seven-point saaZe ranging 
[!lorn "ero t!leme'Ly good" :::: ? to "extreme'Ly poorll :::: 1. 
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C. SUBGROUP DIFFERENCES IN LEVEL OF CONCERN 

Some differences in level of concern about criminal jvstice issues are found 

between adults and teens, between moles and females, and from area ~o area of ~he stote. 

Table 1 ~3 shows the average impor~ance rank accorded to the four CJ issues by various 

subgroups. In this table it will be noted that burglary and theH concerns male and 

female adults equally, but teenqge boys are much more concel'ned ~hCln teenage gids 

about this. Greater than average concern about this exists in Southern Califomia tHan 

In Northern, especially in the South outside of the Los Angeles/Orange County areCl. 

Concern about criminal violence, however, affects females of 01) ages more 

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

areas and in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

The issue of "equal justice in the courts for ail people" is of somewhclt more 

conCern to adult mal es than it is to aduH females, bur leenclge girls are more concerned 

than boys are about this maJter. People in Northern Cal ifornia are somewhat more 

strongly affected than are Sou~hern Cal ifomians, especially more so than those residing 

outsi de of the Los Angel es/ Orange area. 

Concern aboUt rehabilitation of offenders who are being !aleosed into the 

communi ty does not generally differ from one area to the nexl, bu t is markedly lower 

in outer parts of Southern Cal ifornia. I 

i 
! , ' , t 
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The performance of local officials on'these problems is shown in Tobie 1.4. 

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

Male adults ore consistently less strongly favorable towal'dlhe job 

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

7 

is reversed among teenagers, where young girls tend to be Jess favorabl"ii'/; 

on every issue except rehabil Hation. (this is partiaUy ,but not fully 
I.' 

explained by somewhat more Frequent "neutral/no opLnion", responses 

by girls which tends to depress their ~eon rating level somewhat.) 

Residents of the Los Angeles/Orange Counly olea are consistently less 

favoroble them average toward the job their public officials ate doing, 

particularly with regard to protecting agail"sl butglaty/theft and crimes 

of violence. Residents of the remaining Southern California counties 

are especially fqvorable on most issues. 

San Francisco B\:t~ Area residents are somewhat more critical than 

others on the issue o~,'lproviding equal justice for all. but are more 

supporti ve tha~dverage of efforts of rehabil itaH on. The Northern 

California public outside the Bay Area are qUite favorable toward the 

efforts officials eire making to proted ogainst burglaly/theft and 

vi 01 ant crimes. 



8 

TABLE 1.3 

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT FOUR CRlMINAL JUSTiCE 
SYSTEM ISSUES~ ADULT/TEENS BY SEX AND BY AREA OF STATE 

DEGREE OF CONCERN* ABOUT--
REHAB I Ll-

BURGLARY CRIMINAL EQUAL TAT ION OF Number oj' 
AND THEFT VIOLENCE JUSTICE OFFENDERS resoondents 

All Adults • · . · • · 4.50 

Males • · • 4.50 
F'emales · · • · · · · · 4.51 

Los Angeles/Orange Cos .• 4.48 
Other Southern Calif .. • 4.80 
S.F. Bay Area · · · • • 4.40 

'Other North~rn Calif. • 4.43 

All Teenagers 

Males' 
Females 

· . . 4.22 

· . " . · 4.40 · . " . . • • · 4.03 

4.19 

4.05 
4.31 

4.25 
4.11 
4.27 
3.99 

4.38 

4.21 
4.56 

3.79 

3.96 
3.64 

3.74 
3.58 
3.97 
3.86 

4.07 

3.97 
4.18 

3.43 

3.40 
3.46 

3.47 
3.24 
3.37 
3.57 

3.19 

3.22 
3.16 

(811 ) 

(381) 
(4:3 0) 

(341 ) 
(175) 
(143 ) 
(152) 

(126 ) 

( 58) 
( 68) 

IIMean pO$~tion ,caZeuZated on ~ seven-po'l-nt concel"n seal.e. See Tab7-.e 1,.,2 
for word1"ng oj seal.e eatego:r1"es and for fUZ.Z. wording of the foul" items 
whose means al"e shown hel"e. 
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TABLE 1.4 

PUBLIC APPRAISAL OF JOB PERFORMANCE OF LOCAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
ON FOUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM ISSUES: 

ADULT TEENS BY SEX AND BY AREA OF STATE 
--------------~-=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------~------,----RATING OF JOB* BEING DONE BY 

LOCAL OFFICIALS ON--

BURGLARY 
AND THEFT 

All Adults · , • • • • 4.,24 

Males • • · • .4.13 
Females • · · .4.34 

Los Angeles/Orange Co. .3.93 
Other Southern Calif . . 4.77 
S.F. Bay Area . • · · .4.32 
Other Northern Calif · .. 4.44 

All Teenagers · . . ~ . .4.36 

Males . . . 
Females . . • ••••• 4.43 

· • • • . .4.29 

CRIMINAL 
VIOLENCE 

4.47 

4.44 
4.49 

4.10 
5.01 
4.55 
4.76 

4.73 

4.86 
4.59 

EQUAL 
JUSTICE 

4.05 

3.96 
4.13 

3.93 
4.54 
3.89 
4.13 

4.26 

4.43 
4.09 

REHABILI-
TATION OF 
OFFENDERS 

3.71 

3.65 
3.78 

3.65 
3.72 
3.93 
3.59 

3.96 

3.79 
4.13 

Numbe:r of 
:reB ondenT;f}. 

(811 ) 

(381 ) 
(4:30) 

(;; 41 ) 
1'1'15) 
(14;; ) 
( 152) 

(126) 

( 58) 
( 68) 

Mean rat1"ng on a seven-p01"nt JO pel"formance sea e. See 
Tab~e 1.2 for wo~ding of seaZe aategol"ies and fol" f~ZZ wording of the 
four items whose means are shown here. 

, ,1 



10 FIGURE: 1. 
LIST Of CRIMES AND THEIR DeSCRIPTIONS 

WHICH WAS PRESENTED TO SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

r----------------------------------------

1. ARSCIN: 

2. ASSA')Ul'l 

CARP C 

Someon~ del~b~rately set fire, o~ tr1ed to aet fir~, 
to property belonglng to you or someone in your 
family. 

Someone l1ttaclced Or beat up 011 you or some other member 
of your household. !ncludce fiat fights, mugg~ngSt and 
other Klnds of phyalc~l vloLence. 

:1. l\UTO,OFFENSI:1S I You or someone ll) you\:' famll.y were inJured Py a hi\:.­
run driver, a drunk t or a reokle~. driv~r. ¥o~r 
property or. your car was damagod by someone al;o's 
reckloas drlving. 

4. SR!BERYI YOU or lJomeOllti 10 your houlilohold was /lsked to make an 
Under-COVer paymont to some public oftici~l, sUch as 
a policeman, an l.nspector, a cc>unoil.man/ or some official 
like that so he woul.d not. make trouble for you. 

5. BURGLAR¥; While yOU werc goha aOroGone broke lnto your homa or 
buainessl or attempt.ed to breaK in~ or came in through 
al'! open door or wlndow and too~ something. 

6. CAR THEFT. Someone stole a car bel.ongl,ng t.o you or some member of 
the faml.ly, or took your car wlthout permission. 

7. CONSUMER FRAUD: Metchand~sa wan m~ar~p~os~nted, wau not delivered! 
repal.ra wore not "lade an pa~d for. 

S. EMBEZZLEMENr: Theft ~f goods or money by employees/ pilfering. 

~. FQRGER¥ OR FRAUD I Someone gav4>i you CJr a mambal: of you),," hOl,lsehold 
cOllnterfol.t money, fOfCjJed your s1qnatl,lre. on $ check or 
a credit card, 96ve you a b~d ohecK, or awindled you 
out of money or property ~n any way 

10. LARCENY I Someone stole oomethlng belongl.o9 to you O~· some 
household member, from a car, a mailbox, a locker, or 
some other place outSide ot your home. Includes having 
your pooKet plckaa;-naVl.ng Q camera stolen, ehop­
lifl:lngl etc. 

ll. 

12. 

MAL,tCIOUS MISCHIEF OR VANDALISM: Som\;lOM destroyod, or trj,ed to 
dostroy property belongloq to you or to eome member 
of your household. Includes things like rippin9 down 
a fence, tearlng off a car aerlal. defacinq property 
with paint, etc. 

RAP~ OR CHILD MOLESTING I tau or a mQmo~' of your family was 
sexually assaul;~ed or raped I a ch.i.ld was sexually 
molested by SQ~~one 

.' 

13. ROBBERYt Someone ueed force, or thre~tened to use force to take 
money' or property from you or some household member. 
lncludes purse snatchlng, tak~n9 things from children 
by force, etc 

14. ANY OTHER lNCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAG~, LOSS OF'MONEY, OR 
PHYSICAL INJURY DUE ~~ CRIMINAL ACTION BV OTHER PERSONS. 

---------.-----

i 
i 

, t 

D. EXPOSURE TO CRIMINAL ACTS 

Nearly half of the California public, 45%, asser~ ~hat they personally, or 

members of their households, have been vicHmized by one or more criminal acts within 

the past year; many people relate instances of several cdmeso Within the past ,five 

years, 64% of the families report having been victimIzed. leenagers somewhClt less 

oHen tell of having been victimized ~- 37% say they have been victimized within the 

11 

past year, and 53% within the past five years. (H should be noted her'€! thd~ the teenagers 

interviewed were drawn from the some households that furnished the adul t sample of 

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

of adul ts al though they were encouraged to report only their own bebavior" experiences 

and a tti tudes.) 

Respondents' claims of criminal victimization are, of course" sub jed to consid-

erabl e error of reporting. the answers described here were el'tciled by exposing respondents 

to a checklist of major crime categories (except'ing homicide) and askll"lg them to designate 

which, if <;lnylof the events on ~hat list had happened to them or to a member of their 

f~mily (a) within the past five years, (b) within the pas~ year i (c) which ones had happened 

to d friend or close acquaintance in the post year or SOt and (d) which one they felt 

was most likely to happen 1'0 them. The I ist of crime descriptlons which wer'e prOVided to 

respondents is shown in Figure'. 

In all cases, the respondents' responses were token a~ face value. No oHempt 

was mode to verify the facts or to evaluate the seriousness of the crimes. Consequently, 

the frequencies of crime cloims will undoubtedly not correspond closely to any existing ;, 
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indices. A notionwide public opinion survey in 1966* estimated ~hal approximately 

?O% of U. S. households had been vicl'imized by crime during a year's time. The list 

of crimes used for that study and for this one are substantially the same v but in the 1966 

s~udy a careful eyaluaHon was made of each reported crime befote H was included in ~he 

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 appl i ed to the California finding of 45%j' the resul ting ad­

iusted rate would be approximately 300k, which is still substantiolly above I'he 20% figure 

reported nationwide for 1966. We cannot interpret this difference ony further, however, 

due to different methodology ond the different universe of study. 

The crimes most frequently reported as occurring wHhl'n the past year by California 

respondents in the present survey are: malicious mischief 0" val1dalrsm - 15%; burglary -

12%; auto offenses - \'1%; consumel' fraud - 10%; larceny - 9%. A5sa~it, robbery, forgery/ 

fraud, and car theft are mentioned by 3%-4% of respondents. Arson! bribery, embezzlemen~, 

and rape/child molesting are mentioned by 1% ot fewer persons. 

Within the past five years, these frequencies of victimizatior'l were reported to the 

survey interviewers! burglary - 24%; auto offenses - 22%; malicious mischief, vandalism -

21%; consumer frau~ - 16%; larceny 14%; ossault - 9%; cat' theft - 9%; robbery - 7%; 

forgery/fraud - 6%. Arson, bribery, embezzlement and rape/child molesting within the 

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

Tabl e 1.5 shows the distribution of crimes by frequency of mention. 

« 

kEnnis t Phillip H. Criminal Victimization in the United States, National Opinion 
Research Can ter 1 Universi ty of Chi cago. May I 1967. -

~,:--, ------
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When asked whot crime they were most f~i9htened by 1 "rape or child molesting" 

was far cmd away mos~ oHen named -- over half of the adults and teenagers selected that. 

Next tn order was "assaul t ,II named by about 15%-20%. No other crimes ellcHed such 

high fears. When viewing the situation from a probability standpoinll' the crime adult 

Californians feel is "most likely" to happen to 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 I 24% within p~st flve years). 

The same is true of robbery -- 10% expect this as most lIkely I but only 4o/q have 

experienced H 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 off~nses, car theft, and assault. 

Teenagers report somewhat less frequent inCidents of mallc\ous misGhief/burglary, 

and consumer fraud, as might perhaps be expected. Their expectations are glealer than 

adults' ore for the crimes of larc,eny, assault, and rape/chiid molestatIon; differences 

which can olso no doubt be attributed to teenagers' differ"ing life styles. 

Table 1.6 shows sex differences in reported incidence of crtmes and dIfferences 

in expectations about criminal victimization. In this table it appears t~at adul t men 

report slightly more crimes than women do, and that theit' frequency' of reporting consumer 

fraud is quite a bit greater than women's. The expectations of each group are not 

markedly di;ferent, however. 
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Teenage girls report almost four times as many cases of burglary os boys dOl 

while boys more often report such things as auto offenses, assault, robbery, and fraud. 

. Among girls, 3% report having been victims of rape/child molestaHon within the past 

year. The expectations of teenage boys and girls about various crime occurrences ore 

no! markedly different from their reported experiences. 

TABLE 1.5 

EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS 
FEEL ARE MOST LIKELY: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS 

ADULTS VICTIMIZED-- TEENAGERS VICTIMIZED--
FRIEND FRIEND 

PAST OR PAST OR 
PAST FIVE ACQUAIN- MOST PAST FIVE ACQUAIN- MOST 

CRIME YEAR YEARS TANCE Ll KEL Y YEAR YEARS TANCE LI KELY 

Malicious 
mischief, 
vandalism. · • • 15% 21% 13% 10% 11% 14% 20% 8% 

Burglary. · · · • 12 24 29 32 5 13 33 21 
Auto offenses • 11 22 15 15 7 12 19 15 
Consumer fraud. · 10 16 8 6 3 5 4 3 
Larceny • · · 9 14 9 5 9 16 15 10 
Assault, · · 4 9 13 7 6 7 16 13 
Robbery . · • · r 4 7 15 10 3 6 18 11 
Forgery/fraud · • 3 6 4 1 3 3 4 1 
Car theft. · · t 3 9 19 7 2 2 15 8 
Arson . , • • • 1 3 2 1 1 2 6 
Bribery • · • · ; 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 
Embez;z:lement · • 1 2 2 1 2 2 
Rape/child 
molesting. · • • 1 1 3 1 1 1 10 4 

Other . • · • • 1 1 1 1 1 1 

None of these ~: 55% 36% 36% 5% 63% 47% 23% 5% 

Number of 
respondents " · (811 ) (126) 
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TABLE 1.5 

EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME IN PAST YEAR, 
AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS BELrgVE ARE MOST lIKELY 

, 

a 
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H EN TO THEM' ADULTS AND TEENAGERS BY SEX TO APP 
ADULTS TEENAGERS 

IN PAST YEAR MOST LIKELY IN PAST YEAR MOST Ll KELY 
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

\ 

Malicious mischief/ 
15% 10% 10% 5% 18% 7% 9% vandalism · · · · · · .14% 

Burglary. .13 12 30 34 3 6 21 21 · · · · · · · • 12 11 16 13 9 6 16 1 .,. 

Auto offenses .• " ;;;I · · · · · 2 
fraud .14 7 6 6 3 3 5 Consumer · · · · Larceny 9 9 5 5 9 10 10 9 

· · · • · · · · • 
Assault 4 3 9 5 7 4 16 10 , · · · · · · • 
Robbery 3 5 8 11 5 2 12 10 

· · , n · · • · • 
Forgery/fraud 4 2 1 * 5 2 2 -· · · · • • 

4 3 7 7 2 2 9 7 
Car theft · · · · · · • 

1 * 1 -I - 2 - -
Arson n , · , · · • · • • 6 1 1\ 1 1 2 2 -Bribery · · , · · · · · • 

2 1 2 1 - - - -Embezzlement · · · · · • 7 Rape/child molesting 
,. 1 2 - 3 -· , 

1 1 1 - - 2 -Other . · · · · · · · · , 1 

No~e of thes~ , 53 57 5 4 64 62 3 6 
· · · · · , 

Number of respondents (381 ) (430) (;3 81 ) (4:3 0) [58) (68) (58 ) (68) · 
*~ess than ~ of one percent. 
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E. FEAR OF CRIME 

In recent years increasing public attention has been directed to crime and 
. 
criminal jusHce problems, both because of apparently increasing crime rates and because 

of thg heightened vlsibilHy of law enforcemeM, judicial, and correcHonal activities. 

Thus, it is not too surprising to find that about 55% of the adul ts interviewed, and 50% 

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

wi th in the pas I' year. 

Another evidence of citizen concern is the frequency with which people say they 

have sta}/ed home because they felt it would have been unsafe to go out _ .. 2SOk of the male 

adults ond 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 Poll 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. ** 

.f. 
Despite their fears, however, a majority of people think their port of town is 

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

ne i ghborhoods • 

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

*Ennis, £/?. ~ p. 74. 
'l\'*Gdllup, George, "Crime in the Streets: Fear is Rising," San Francisco Chronicle, 

Monday, April 24, 1972. 
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TABLE 1.7 

EXPRESSED FEAR OF CRIME: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS BY SEX 

IIHave there been any times recently 
wheh you .,. stayed at home because 
you thought it unsafe to go out?1I 

Yes 
No 

• r'I 0 1\ • • • 0 .. • . . 
ft • • • • • • • " • 

• • .. to • • 

"Compared to other par::ts of this city/ 
town how likely is a\ person here 
to b~ a victim of a crime'?" 

Lot more likely . . . • . . • • . · 
Somewhat more likely . . · · • . . · 
No difference ..•..•••.. 
Somewha~ less likely . • • . • • • • 
Lot less likely . · . • • . · • 
Don I t know • • . . . • . · • • · . · 

"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 . . • . . • . • . 
About same . . . . . . . • 

• • • 
• • • 

• • 
• • 

Less • , • 
Don't know 

. . . . . ,. • • ,.. " II ('I • 

,. II • II ft • • e , t- ... PI .. 

Number of respondents • ,. • ct It f • • 

Note: Columns of percentages may not a 
round-in,g. 

ADULTS TEENAGERS 
MALE 'FEMALE MALE FEMJ\"bS.... 

28% 
72 

8% 
12 
16 
36 
23 

4 

53% 
26 
11 
10 

(381/ 

42% 
58 

6% 
18 
17 
39 
19 

3 

57% 
23 
12 

8 

(430) 

I 
I 
I 

I 

28% 
72 

2% 
9 

22 
50 
16 

2 

48% 
19 
26 

7 

(58) 

41% 
59 

3% 
18 
19 
35 
24 

2 

52% 
19 
19 
10 

(68) 

to exact y 100% because of 

... 

,,'t; 

, 

\ 
'I 
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Fear of criminal victimization varies considerably from section ~o section of 

the state l 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 differen~ subgroups of the population. 

People in the Los Angeles/Orange County area have the greatest fear of going 

out, they more often feel their section of town is likely to experience crime, and a 

majority bel ieve that crime is on the increase over a year ago. Residents of o,ther penh 

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 abou~ ~he crime ra~e inc"ease -- just 44% of them think His 

going up compared to 55% in other areas. 

Fear of crime is a gl'ea~ deal higher among middle and lower socio-economic status~' 

people than it is among upper socio-economic s~atus persons., but perception that the crime 

rate 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/e~hnic groups 

do, ond 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. 

If' 
"'Socio-economic status as used in this analysis is an index formed out of respondents' 
reported incomes ond occupations. Each person was given a position on ~he scale 
depending on his combined characteristics; then, four categories ranging from Il0wer" 
to "upper" were formed. See Appendix A for detailed description of scoring scheme. 
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When peopl e have been recent vi c tims of robbety or assault they much more 

often express fears' about going out. Having a car s'tolen or being a robbery victim does not 

increase fear about gorng out, but does leod to the belief that crime Is on the Increase, 

l'ABLE 1.8 

EXPRESSED FEAR OF CRIME BY AREA OF STATE) 
SOCIO-ECONO~\IC STATUS, RACE, AND VICTIMIZATION E~PERIENCE 

All Adults. · • · • 

Area of State: 

• 

PER CENT WHO SAY -~ 

VICTIMIZATION 
,MORE LIKELY 

UNSAFE IN THIS PART 
TO GO OUT PART OF TOWN 

· 35% 22% 

.0J4 

Los Angeles/Orange Co. 40% 29% 
Other Southern Calif . 26% 16% 
S.F. Bay Area • · • · 36% 16% 
Other Northern Calif · 29% 18% 

Socio-Economic Status: 
Lower · • • · · • 39% 29% 
Lower middle . · · , · 37% 20% 
Upper middle · · • 35% 22% 
Upper • • , · • · • • 23% 14% 

Race/ethnic category; 
'34% 21% White • · • · • · · · Mexican/Chicano · · · 30% 30% 

Negro/Black · • · · · 62% 43% 
Other Latin American 9% 10% 
Oriental · • • · · · • 37% 5% 

Self or family member of 
victim within past year 
of: 

Assault • · • • · · · 53% 39% 
Burglary • • · · · · • 39% 42% 
Car theft · • • • · • 9%. 34% 
Larceny · • · · · • · 31% 27% 
Malicious mischief • • 26% 20% 
Robbery • · • · • • • 62% 19% 

CRIME 
GREATER 
THAN A 
YEAR.AGO 

55% 

55% 
55% 
44% 
68% 

54% 
54% 
54% 
60% 

53% 
58% 
74% 
60% 
4a% 

55% 
55% 
67% 
58% 
61% 
66% 

Numbe:r 
Of 
l'Ie8 0 dents. 

(811 ) 

(341) 
(1 ? 5) 
(1 ~8) 
( 158) 

(883) 
(233) 
(1'15) 
(1 J?) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 18) 

( 29) 
( 98) 
( 26) 
( "I?) 
(11? ) 
( 32) .. 

J 

I 
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F. ATTITUDES CONCERNING PUNISHMENT, SENTENCING AND 
REHABILITATION ISSUES 

The survey questionnaire includes measures of public aHiludes on some of ~he 

issues surrounding punishment of criminal offenders and rehabilitation policies. Those 

eire not ~ntended to provide an exhaustiye study, but, rather, to indicate the direcHon 

of public attitudes on these issues. Table 1.9 shows the percentage distributions of 

publ.!c opinion on eight questions bearing on these matters. The subs~ance of the 

fi ndi ng$ i$ discum~d below. 

PlJniHve AHitudes Toward Criminals 

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

or ~ha~ harsh punishmen~ is a deterrent ~o crime, is accep~ed by only a minority of the 

public ~oday: 

liThe ancient Idw of an eye 
for an eye is sH11 a good 
rule to fCh!OW" . . . 

"Harsh punis~ment does not 
deter most criminal 

Per cent who: Agree 

• • • • • ~ • • 41% 

behavior" . . . , . . . . • , • 64% 

(See Tabl e, 1 .9) 

Disagree 

50% 

23% 

Furthermore, once an offender has served his time, a large maiority of the 

public agrees (88%) that he should be "treoted no differently from dny other citizen. 11 

Whether people would continue to endorse the principle in specific instances involving 

personal relaHonships or positions of trust is another maHer which this survey could not 

address; neverthel ess I the reaction to this question suggests, when combi ned wi th the 

preceding dato, that the weight of public opinion lies in the direction of supporting 

fot'gtvene~s and rehabilitoHon for criminals ra~her than harsh and venge.ful punishment. 

Adequacy of Rehabilitation 

In view of the aHHudes expressed above! how can the publ ICIS strong endorse ... 

21 

ment (62%) of the statement thot lI~he eourts these days are too lenient in the sentences 

they pdSS on criminal lawbreakers" be interpreted? The answer may be found in the 

fact that the public also believes that lltoo many people are being released from prison 

on parole before they are rehabilHated ll (69% agree). It could be argued in the light 

of the findings above that these.attitudes reflect dissatisfaction with the rehabilitation 

process rather than a punitive outlook. This interpretaHon is reinforced by examination 

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

\ 
L 
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Rehabilitation Policies 

Regarding general rehabilitation policy, a substantial plurality of Ihe public 

agrees (52%) that lithe 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," 

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

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

in recent years by a series of prison riots. It also pl"obably represents a growing public 
., 

awareness of other arguments against penal practices by responsible critics on ground!; 

of thetr high cost and their tendency to reinforce ctiminal behavior rather than to bring 

about'rehabllitaHon. 

Further 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 helpi'ng the convict to re-enter society. The frrst IS the idea of permitting 

prisof'le(s with good records to "go into the community from !Ime to time for short periods 

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

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

[, 
day furl oughs •• 0 to give them a chance to find a job and a place to /lve. II Sixty-six 

per cent of the pubft:lc agrees that this is desirable, and only 22% disagree. 

Detailed dota for 011 eight of the questions will be found in Table 1.9. There 

it will be noted also thot teenagers are rather more liberal In '~heit' views on all of these 

issues than adults are. 
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING POLICE IN CALIFORNIA Chapter II 

A. CONTACT AND FAMILlARI1Y WITH POLICE 

A substantial number of' adults and teenagers in California have a close relation .. 

ship wHh a pol iceman 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 y more than 50% of the California publiC above the age of 13 , 

apparently has had some kind of contact with a pol iceman Of pol icewoman of sufficient 

importance to hove resul ted in their knowing I'he offlceris name. 

Among the survey respondents, 14% of the male adults and 14% of the teenage 

males admitted that they had been ~aken to a pol ice station under arrest. While women and 

teenage gil'ls less often have themselves been arrested (2%-4%)y many of them know 0 

friend or relaHve who has -- 22% of the odul t women; and 43% of' the teenage girls 

claimed that someone close to them had been anested. 

About one in I'nree people in Cal ifornia k!"lollVS a close friend who has been 

in alcHi or pri:.on and if the l'ange is expanded to include acquaintances" then up to half 

of rhe California population over 13 knows someone who na!) 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 persona! contact of various kinds. (In 

comparing the teenage and adul t findings, it should be not'ed that the teenager sample 

was drawn from the same households which furnished the odt;1 t interviews; thus, it Is to 

be expeded that there will be a degree of correlation between adul ~ and teenage 

eXperiences, behaviors, and attitudes.) 

25 
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TABLE 2.1 

ACQUAINTANCE WITH THE POLICE AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE 
WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM: 

ADULTS AND TEENAGERS, BY SEX 
ADULTS TEENAGERS 

___ ------------------------,--------______ lM~A~LgE==fFgEHM6AhL~E=+jM~A~L~Et:jF~E~MUAULJE= 

Acquaintance with police: 
Friend or relative a 

policeman or woman . . 
Know one well enough to 

· . . . . . 39% 

call by name • . . . . 
K 

• (\ •• ~ -i fo ... 22 
. now a policeman or woman 

by sight . " . , • . 

police: Have been interrogated by 

For traffic incident .. .. ... 0$; • 

For other reason · . . 
Have been taken to police station: 

Und~r arrest . . , • . . 
For other reason , · • • • • · • 

Relative or friend has been arrested 

l<now someone \<1110 has served time 
in a jail, prison or other 
correctional institution: 

• . • 

. . 
. 

. 

41% 
16 

14% 
8 

25% 

~lose . friend*. . • . . . . . . . . • • • 36% 
cqua~ntance • . . • . . • • • . • • • • 17 

27% 

20 

5 

24% 
4 

2% 
3 

22% 

30% 
11 

Number Of ~sspondents • •••• ·(38J) (430) 

, r\tiu. 4 J ,\ t 11 ........ 

35% 

21 

5 

14% 
12 

21% 

26% 
21 

43% 

16 

6 

16% 
28 

4% 
12 

43% 

47% 
16 

(58) (68) 

.....•.......•........•. _, .................... , ... .,,, ... , ....... -......... , ""}'. !< 
( 
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B. EVALUATION OF POLICE JOB PERFORMA NeE 

When they are asked to evaluate the "pol ice depattmen~ thai' serves this area, II 

the largest number of peopl e rate it Mar fhe top of the scale in excellence. Teenagers 

are somewhat less enthusiastic than adul ts are in their endorsement of ~he local pol ice, 

howev~r9._tn Table 2.2 'u:\hown ~he percen~age of people choosl'ng each of the seven 

ra{'ing ca~egories that were provided, ranging from lIext-remely good iob
ll 

to lI
extremely 

pOOl' ~ob.1I There it will be noted tha~ about, 11% of the public choose ~ne of the three 

Ilpoor job" ca~egoriesr and that 50% of the public rate the police as dOIng 'a livery good" 

to Itexceilen~" job. 

Residents of the major urban areas of the state -- Los .Angele!>/Orcnge county 

and the San Francisco Bay Area, are somewhat less'slTong in their praise of the police 

than are people who live in ~he Sou~hern California region5 ol.'tside of the Los AngGles 

area. In most· cases, however, the differences refled merely slightly less enthusiastic 

. endorsement rather ~han greater fevels of dissatisfaction. 

By comparison with other components of the criminal justice Sy5tem~ the police 

rate qui'te a bit higher in public esteem: their mean rating of 5.26 compares with a 

mean ra~ing of 4.44 for judges, 4.43 for dis~ricr attorneys, 4045 for pt,;blic defenders, 

4.37 for proba~ion officers, 4.28 f.ol: 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 pol ice. 
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TABLE 2.2 

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY 
liTHE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA": 

ADULTS BY AREA OF STATE, AND TEENAGERS 
ADULTS 

L.A,/ OTHER S. F. OTHER 
ORANGE SOUTHERN BAY NORTHERN 

JOB RATING TOTAL CO. 
"' 

AREA CALI F" AREA CALI F • 

Extr,emely good job (7) . · .10% 10% 13% 10% 8% 

Very good job . • . • (6) . · .40 37 47 39 41 

Somewhat good job . · (5) • · .33 33 31 33 36 

Neutral, don't k.now . (4) • · · 7 10 4 8 4 

Somewhat poor job (3) • · • 5 4 3 3 7 

Very poor job . · (2) • 4 4 1 5 4 

Extremely poor job (1) , , · 2 2 1 2 * 

Mean rating • • • • till. 5.26 5.18 5.57 5.22 5.26 

Numbev of l1esponden'os. (811) (341) (175) (143) (152) 

'£OB8 than ~ of one psvcent. 

Nate: Cot".-tmns may not add to exactZy 100% because of 'X'ounding. 
1.. 

TEEN-
AGERS 

6% 

25 

51 

9 

7 

2 

1 

5.06 

(126 ) 
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Co SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES 

Desp i te the prepondera nce of favorabl e attitudes toward th~ police on the 

part of most members of the public, Table 2.3 shows some significant di"f'ferences from 

group to group among subsections of the public. 

The greatest divergence from the generally prevailing approval of police 
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occurs among Negroes. In this group, 22% rate the police job as bej'ng in some degree 

IIpoor," while only 2% rate it lI ex tremely good, II and if the two top categories (ve~y 

good, extremely good) are combined, just 20% of the Blacks are found choosing thes~ 

categories to describe their opinion of the police, as compared to more than 50% of th~ 

Whites. 

Mexican/Chicano persons are also a litHe less likely to rale the police high on 

the scale of excellence -- just 6% of them choose the top cal'egory -- but they are not 

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

Age does not have an important effect on unfavorabl e attitudes toward the pol ice, 

since it can be observed in Table 2.3 that at all age levels from feenage to 55 years, 

the total percentage of people critical of the police remains 1O%-'!2~. However, age 

groups below 40 are less inclined to praise the police as highly ~,~ just, 5%-8% of the 

people from teenage to 40 years of age rate the police lIexce!lent.1I From age 55 upward, 

there is relatively little criticism of the police and rather strong praise. 
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Critics of ~he police are more prevalent at both the top and the bottom of 

the socia-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. /I In the middle socio~economic status groups, on the other hand, 

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

Educational attainment alone is not an important determinant of police criticism, 

since all levels have generally similar sized critical groUpSj 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 

llextremely good," while among those with three or more years of college only 6% are 

found who rate the police job lI ex tremely good." Table 2.3 shows the percentage 

distributions of police ,'atings for various subgroups of the adult public. 

-------------------------!l/i i ±. "J r flail._ ); t _ .. _~~ _'"'-' 
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TABLE 2.3 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY 
"THE POll CE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THI S AREAlI: 

BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB--

EX-
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EX- SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY Numbe~ 
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION) WHAT OR VERY of ~e-

CHARACTERISTICS: GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL~P~O~O~R~~P~O~O~R~ ___ ~s~o~n~d~e~n~t~s 

All Adults. . . . . .10% 

Sex: 
Males . . . 9% 
Females . • . . . . 11% 

Age: 
18 24 
25 - 39 
40 - 54 
55 and older. . . 

· 5% 
· 8% 
· 12% 
.14% 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower. . .. .11% 
Lower middle .11% 
Upper middle . . . 7% 
Upper. ..... 10% 

Education: 
Less than H.S. 

graduate.. .12% 
High school 

completed .... 11% 
One-two years 

college or 
trade school 9% 

Three or more 
years college • . 6% 

Race/ethnic category: 
White. . . .• .11% 
Mexican/Chicano . 6% 
Negro/Black .. . 2% 
Other Latin 

American .... 15% 
Oriental . . . . . -% 

Home owner ..... 11% 
Renter . . . . . . . 8% 

Changed residence 
past 5 years. • 8% 

No change of 
residence •.... 12% 

40 

37 
42 

33 
38 
40 
47 

42 
41 
38 
36 

40 

44 

35 

39 

41 
32 
18 

7~ 
33 

43 
35 

39 

41 

33 

34 
33 

42 
35 
31 
27 

27 
37 
37 
36 

28 

32 

38 

37 

32 
45 
45 

8 
41 

35 
31 

34 

33 

7 

7 
7 

8 
8 
6 
8 

8 
4 

11 
7 

8 

5 

7 

9 

7 
6 

13 

4 
16 

4 
12 

8 

6 

4 

4 
5 

8 
5 
4 
2 

7 
4 
2 
6 

4 

3 

7 

4 

4 
7 
9 

3 
6 

6 

3 

6 

9 
2 

4 . 
7 
7 
2 

6 
4 
5 
5 

7 

4 

4 

6 

5 
4 

13 

10 

3 
8 

6 

4 

(811) 

(381) 
(430) 

(14:3 ) 
(252) 
(199 ) 
(21'1) 

(283) 
(233) 
(1'15) 
(11'1) 

(215 ) 

(244) 

(199 ) 

(154) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 

( 24) 
( 18) 

(474) 
(337) 

(445) 

(366 ) 

Note: Rows of percentages may not a d exactLy to 100% because of rounding. 
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D. EFFECTS OF POLICE FAMILIARITY AND CRIME VICTIMIZATION 

Personal acquaintance wi th a pol iceman 01 pol icewoman or simply knowing 

one by name leads ~o slightly more favorable ratings: 52% 1055% rate the police job 

"good" in some degree, while among those unfamiliar with any police person, only 45% 

late them "good." Critics of the police are found as often among friends and relatives (10% 

"pOOl job") as they are among strangers to the police (11% "poor job ll )" 

Recent victimization tends to polarize peoples· .f,.,.~m'Jdes toward the police, making 

them either more critical or mote inclined to praise the pollee. For example, more than an 

overage number of the victims of a car theft wnhin the past year give the police an "extremely 

good
ll 

job raNng (14%), while on ,·he other hand, 35% of them rate the police job "poor." 

.Likewise, victims of burgl aries are both somewhat more often critical (14%) and somewhat 

mor'e often supportive of police (12%). 

Victims of consumer fraud, of flaud or forgery (i'ndudl'ng bad checks. credit card 

forge"y, etc.), and malicious mischief or vandalIsm all are highly clitical of the police-­

~W% - 33% rate them doing a "pOOl' job. II 

The other expel'ience which seems to result in the gl'eatest hostility toward police is not, 

surprisingly, havfng oneself been arrested or incarcerated, but it l's having had a family 

member or close friend experience this. People who themselves have been stopped for 

IMerrogation on a ~on-trClffic matter, and those who have been arrested, are less strongly 

favorable than average toward the job the police are doing and they axpress somewhat more 

than average unfavorability, but their opinions are not quite as ex~reme as those of people 

wi th second-hand experi ence. 

Table 2.4 which follows shows the percentage distribuHon of raHngs given to 

the police by subgroups of the public. 

.,~ .. ",," .... ----, _u ...... tl_ ... , - ...... ----.. _~""' .. """"'''''''''''''''''''''''"''''''''Y'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''"' ______ _ 
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TABLE 2.4 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY 
liTHE POL 1 CE DEPARTME!NT THAT SERVES THI S AREAu : ADULTS BY 

ACQUAINTANCE WITH POLICE, VICTIMIZATION EXPERIENCE, AND 
ARREST AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE 

PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB~-

EX- SOME- NO SOME-

CHARACTERISTICS: 
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT 
GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

All Adults • . • . • • 10% 

Acquaintance with 
policeman or 
policewoman: 

Friend or relative • 10% 
Know by name only. . 11% 
Do not know any. .. 9% 

Victim in past year of: 
Assault . • . . .• 8% 
Auto offense • • •. 9% 
Burglary .•. 12% 
Car theft . • . . . 14% 
Consumer fraud . " 9% 
Forgery/fraud. • .. 8% 
Larceny . . " " .. 9% 
Malicious mischief/ 

vandalism. • . .. 9% 
, Robbery . • • . " 6 % 

Have been stopped and 
interrogated by police 
in past 5 years: 

For traffic matter 8% 
For other matter •. 3% 

Have appeared at police 
station in past 
several years: 

Under arrest . . •. 5% 
Other purpose • . . 13% 
Know another who 

has appeared 
under arrest . .• 5% 

Know someone who has 
served in jail, prison, 
or other institution: 

Close friend or 
relative • . . • • 10% 

other person . . •• 4% 

40 

42 
44 
3G 

15 
36 
26 
20 
31 
43 
44 

39 
29 

42 
25 

25 
48 

32 

33 
35 

33 

33 
33 
3Z 

57 
35 
41 
19 
33 
15 
33 

28 
56 

35 
41 

51 
19 

38 

39 
37 

7 

5 
6 

10 

8 
8 
8 

12 
4 

7 

4 
2 

5 
17 

5 
9 

7 

6 
7 

4 

4 
3 
5 

10 
4 
9 

17 
3 

24 
2 

10 
7 

3 
9 

6 
4 

9 

6 
8 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
POOR 

6 

6 
4 
6 

1 
7 
5 

18 
20 

9 
6 

10 

7 
6 

8 
8 

10 

6 
9 

33 

Numbe!l 
Of !le­
BPondenvs 

(811 ) 

(265) 
(170 ) 
(336) 

( 29) 
( 93) 
( 98) 
( 26) 
( 85) 
( 24) 
( (17) 

(117) 
( 32) 

(249) 
( 72) 

( 56) 
( 34) 

(186 ) 

(268) 
(' 119) 

~'LO-l- al.,,1d exaotLy to 100% beoause Of !lounding-./ Note: Ro~s of pe!loentages may r v ~ 
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES 

Among the general adult public, almost one in ten persons (9%) claims to be 

active in some civic acHon ofganizotion or civic improvement club; about one in five 

(20%) cloims 10 be moderately or extremely active in political affairs; and nearly one in 

four (23%1 soys he is an active member of some social club, union, or professional 

ossociation. 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 

lIioflucntialsU have of police performance in their communny are shown in Table 2.5, 

It appears that the small cadre of civic action group members are most likely to 

be both morc favorable and more unfavorable toward the police thaI' overage. The table 

shows that 14% of the civic activists are strongly favorable and 9% are strongly unfavorable 

toward the police. Among the rest of the public, only 9% are strongly favorable and just 

5% are strol"gly onfavorable toward police job perfolmaf!ce. 

CItizens who are politically most active tend to be a little more favorably 

oriented toward pOHCl~ performance and less crHical than persons who are not politically 

active. On the other hand, people who are active in elubs r unions;, and associations 
;c; 

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

It thus appears that on t., ,whole the pol ice have a somewhat more favorable 
I 

image among celtoin "community influential s" as described above, but this is not 

uOlversally true. 

~ 
.J6. ~.>(, .:.o ....... ~ .. _, .... , ....... ,.~, ...... ~ .. ".,""~+""'''''''' ....... _.~_",,~.,,-. 

Four dimensions of personal value structurE! which it was belteved might help to 

explai~ differences in citi%.ens· aHitudes toward the police (and other criminal justice 

ogencies) were measured by a battery of questionnaire items which hod evolved out of 

previous research and which were used in a national study of public opInion conducted by 

the Survey Research Center of Jhe University of Michigano* The four dimensions of value 

which were tapped are: 

1. Acceptance of outhod ty. 

2. SituaHoMl ethic (present needs should govern actions) 

3. Equal itar.lanism 

4. Individualism 

Each respondent was classified as high, medium, ol'low on each of the above 

35 

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

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

In Table 2.5 are shown the percentage distrib\Jt'io~s of police job ratings given b~ 

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

are high on the ~e!.af\f.;e of authority scale more often lend to give high praise to the 

police (18%), while those who are low on the scale are less often strongly favorable (7%) 

toward the job the police are doing, The scale does not I however. markedly distinguish 

critics of the pol ice -- that is, crHics 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, S. The U,S. and the U.S.S.R.: A report of the public's perspective on Unite.d 
States - Russian relations in late 1961, in D. Bobrow (ed.) Components ~ Defense PoliCY. 
Chicago: Rand McNalley I 1965, pp. 164-174. 
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On the ~ituario",al ethic scale, people who say they prefer to govern their 

,response by the demands of specific situations tend to be somewhat less strongly supportive 

of the police than are people who believe in more fixed and unchanging value standards, 

although the correlation of this scale with police job raHng is also quite low (r =: 0120) 

and does not account for more than a minor share of the observed variability in reacti'on to 

the police. 

Adherence to a belief in.=qualitarianism is correlated to only a slight, extent with 

less favorable at'tHudes toward the police (r:: -.1)8), but the relaHonship is a ba more 

successful in predi'cting unfavorable attitudes toward the police than is the case with the 

other scales (14% of those hIgh on equalitarianism are critical of police job y while only 

6% of those low on the scale are critical). 

Indlvidu~ism, however t appears to have virtually rothing 10 do with reactions 

toward the police -- the variation in favorable or unfavorable police ratings from high to 

low on the scale is negligible (r::, -.026). 

Table 2.5 shows the police job rating percent'age distribuHons for each of the 

four personal value scales. 
~ 
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TABLE 2.5 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DON~ BY 
liTHE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREAIt: ADULTS BY 

ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE 
PER CENT R~TING POLICE JOB--

EX- SOME- NO SOME~ 

CHARACTER I STl CS' 
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPIN~ON, WHAT 
GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

A,ll Adults • 0 • 10% 

Clubs, unions, 
associations: 

Active member 
Inactive or 

non-member 

civic action 
organizations: 

Member " . . 
Non-member , 

· . 

· . 
political activity: 

Active " r , , • 

Inactive or 
non-registered 

Acceptance of 
authority: 

High " n n , • , 

Medium n. 
Low · . 

, , 

.' r 

8% 

11% 

17% 
9~ 

14% 

9% 

18% 
8% 
7% 

Belief in situational 
ethic: 

High . r , • , • ,. 7% 
Medium n • , • • • , 10% 
Low , . , . , . , . 13% 

Equalitarianism: 
High , , , . • . 
Medium. , . 
Low . r 0 • • • 

Individualism: 
High . , 
Medium • 
Low • r , , 0 

• 0 7% 
•• 9% 
· • 15%, 

• • 10% 
11% 
,8% 

40 

37 

40 

23 
41 

38 

40 

40 
44 
34 

34 
38 
46 

37 
44 
36 

39 
38 
43 

33 

34 

'33 

36 
33 

30 

34 

27 
32 
39 

34 
38 
27 

33 
33 
35 

3l 
39 
30 

7 

6 

8 

8 
7 

7 

7 

7 
8 
7 

12 
8 
3 

10 
5 
7 

7 
7 
8 

4 

5 

4 

7 
4 

7 

3 
4 
6 

6 
2 
5 

6 
4 
3 

6 
1 
6 

EX-
TREMELY Number' 
OR VERY of l'Gl­
POORa~ondent8 

6 

.9 

4 

9 
5 

4 

5 

5 
4 
7 

7 
4 
6 

8 
5 
3 

6 
4 
4 

(811 ) 

(183 ) 

(~28) 

( 7tJ) 
(707) 

(215 ) 
(299) 
(297) 

(228) 
(013) 
(270) 

(244 ) 
(352) 
(215 ) 

(;; 80) 
(276) 
(216 ) 

Note: Rows of pel'aentages may not add exaatLy to 100% beaaUBe of l'ound~ngo 
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Fo PUBLIC IMAGES OF POLICE FAIRNESS AND COMMUNITY CONCERN 
(,= .. 

In evaluating the status of police in the eyes of the public, two relevant 

dimeMlons of concetn are the degree to which the public feels that the police are fair 

dnd even-handed In the admmistration 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 FOJrteen queries elledi ng ogree-disagree responses 

was prepared and placed on the questionnaire. In Table 2.6 the percet1tage distribuUon 

of responses by adul Is and tee'nagers to each item IS shown; the items are ranked in order 

of magnitude of response indicating favorable attitudes 10wQrd the police. Each item has 

boon classified acco~din9 to its conlent as relating ei the r to "community service ll or 

IIfalYness. II (These classifications are, of course, albi haty but are one useful way to 

separate tho items for purposes of tnttllprelation.) 

The first' obsQlvofiol'l that con be mode frorn loble 2 6 is that the public generally 

rates the police lower on items having to do with fairness. For example, among the five 

top items which hove favorabilily rates of58% to 70% among adlJits~ four are things 

having to do with what we hove classed as "community selVlce and polic,e demeanor" 

Items- namely: refraining from the use of offenSIve language, earning the confidence 

. and respect of the communitYr providing neighborhoods with good services, and encouraging 

community help in law enforcement. Only one IIfairl'less" issue ranks high among adults --

police do nott according to a majori ty of odul tS I pfck unfairly on young people; however, 

teenogers them$clves do not os strongly e(ldo~e police for t~isl since only 41% of them 
U 

deny it while 40% alloge that the pollee do to some extent tend to pick on young people 

unfairly n 
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Police lIfairnessll issues elicit less public support on the whole. For example, 

only 14% of the public believes that poHce will not be more likely to arrest 0 person 

who displays 0 IIbad atHtude. 1I And, just one-third of the public believes that an 

Investigation of pol ice 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 nationalHy. And, 30% of the public 

believes thot a citjzen who has a complaint dgainst a police officer will have 

a hard Hme getting the authorities to look into the matter. 

Teenagers hold views generally similar to those of adults on most of these motters 

wHh the exception noted above that they are less optimisHe that' pollee will treat yo\)ng 

people fal'dy. On the other hand, they le~s often believe that the police favor the rich 

over the poor than adul fs do. 
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TABLE 2 G 

THE PUBLICfS IMAGE OF POLICE FAIRNESS AND CONCERN FOR COMMUNITY RELATIONS" 

I TEt-1S RANKED 1 N ORDER OF 
RESPONSES (ADULT) INDICATING 
FAVORABLE ATTITUDES 
TOI/IARD POLl CE :: .... 

1. The police often use 
offensive language when 
dealing with the public 

Adults 
Teenagers . 0 

2. Police officers on the 
street behave in a way 
that earns the confidence 
and s~pport of the public 

Adults .. . . 
Teenagers . 

3. Police officers do not 
give my neighborhood as 
good services as they do 
other parts of town 

Adults 
Teenagers . 

4. The police have it in for 
young people and pick on 

ITEM· 
TYPE 
(#) 

C 

. 

. 1 c 

'C 

BY ADULTS/TEENAGERS 

PER CENT WHO--
AGREE DONlT KNOW" DISAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

* .t 

4% 10 16 53 17 
5% 11 24 47 13 

'* * 
10% 55 17 15 3 

1% 50 27 20 1 

* J\: 

5% 12 20 52 11 
6% 16 20 49 9 

them unfairly F * * 

CONBINEO 
PER CENT 
FAVORABLE 
RESPONSE{"') 

70% 
60% 

65% 
51% 

63% 
58'% 

Adults • ~ ~ 8% 20 11 52 8 60% 
Teenagers • • • I . 9% 31 18 33 8 41% 

*Responses -which-indicat;e a favorable opinion of-pol1:ce behavior-;i-:e-:, -agreement-with an-item 
expressing a positive value, or disagreement with an it;em expressing a negative value. 

#C = Community service and police demeanor 
F = Fairness 

~ !J-.~- -

ITEMS RANKED IN ORDER OF 
RESPONSES (ADULT) INDICATING 
FAVORABLE ATTITUDES 
TOWARD POLICE: 

5 .·~he police encourage people 
i~ the community to help 
th~~ in providing law 
enforcement services 

Adults. 
Teenagers. • • • 

6. The police often use ex­
cessive force in making 
arrests 

Adults . t 

Teenagers" 

7. A citizen who has a com­
plaint ag~inst a police 
officer will have a hard 
time getting the authorities 

I ITEM 

ITYPE 
(#) 

c 

F 

to look into the matter I F 
Adults .• 
Teenagers. t 

8. The poli.ce trea·t all 
people alike regardless 
of race or nationality I F 

Adults ~ - -
Teenagers. • 

,-.'+-----"~ . ....,.-«. 
--.~ -- ~~~---

TABLE 206 CCONT<) 

PER CENT WHO --
AGREE DON'T KNOW" 
STRONGLY AGREE NOT SURE 

* * 
8% 
7% 

7% 
5% 

8% 
7% 

.>!-

8% 
1 12, _0 

50 
52 

23 
32 

22 
30 

... 
27 
27 

20 
19 

19 
20 

21 
24 

12 
10 

DISAGREE 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 

20 
22 

* 
44 
38 

>£ 

42 
36 

34 
39 

3 
1 

* 
6 
4 

'* 
6 
2 

19 
13 

(continued) 

COMBINED 
PER CENT 
FAVORABLE 
RESPONSE(>IC) 

58% 
53% 

50% 
42% 

48% 
38% 

35% 
38% 

o 

.s::-
o 

------------------~--------------~-------~---~--~Responses which indicate a favorabZe opinion of police behavior, i~e., agreement; with an ~t;em 
expressing a positive value~ or disagreemen~ with an it;em expressing a negative value, 

#C = Community service and poZice demeanor 
F = Fairness 

(continued) 
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~PBLE 2 6 (CO~l) 

1 TENS RAm~fD H~ ORDER Of I' i 
RESpmJSES (AOUL T) INDICA! ING I TEt1U PER CEN"!" \<JHO--
F AVORASl EAT; i TUD E S'7 '{ PE i '::-A-=G-=R~E:-::E:-=-:"-":':';;'=---:o:-:o:-:t-:-r:-:-:-$ -:K:7.~:-'40:::-:\-::~ -:I ------::-O-:I-:S-:A-::G-:R.""'::E:-:::"E 

TOWARD POLICE: ~ (:'J !STRONGLY AGREE NOT !>lIRt~ OISAGREE STRONGLY 

9. police give more consi~ 
erate treatment to rich 
people than to poor people 

Adults • • ~ • . 
Teenagers. • • • 

10. 

11. 

Polipe investigations of 
complaints about police 
misconduct are always fair 
and thorough 

Adults • • . • • 
Teenagers. • ~ • 

The police become per­
sonally familiar with 
residents of the 
neighborhoods they patrol 

Adults • c • < ~ 
Teenagers~ 

l2~ Police administrators 
assign enough minority 
group officers to 
minority neighborhoods 

Adults . , • 
Teenagers" ~ 

r I 

F I 

F 

c 

F 

18% 
9% 

'* 
5% 
2% 

* 
4% 
7% 

-* 
1% 

34 16 
23 20 

>f 

27 
31 

'* 
28 
29 

,. 
21 
22 

34 
32 

17 
23 

52 
51 

* 
27 
40 

27 
32 

42 
33 

21 
25 

* 
6 
8 

7 
3 

9 
9 

4 
2 

CO}18INEO 
PER CENT 
FAVORABLE 
RESPONSE·'" 

33% 
48% 

32% 
33%. 

32% 
36% 

22% 
22% 

*Responses-U]hieh-indieate a favoZ;abl~ opinion of-poliee beha.vior -; i. e. -; agreement 'lUith -an item­
expressing a positive value, or disagreement U]ith an item I~xpressing a negative value. 

#C = Community serviee and poliee demeanor 
F = Fairness 

(continued) 

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

TABLE 2.6 (CONT a ) 

ITEMS RANKED IN ORDER OF 'COMBINED 
RESPONSES (ADULT) INDICATING ITEM PER CENT WHO -- t PER CENT 
FAVORABLE ATTITUDES TYPE AGREE DON'T KNOW, DISAGREE· FAVORABLE 
TOWARD POLICE (#) STRONGLY AGREE NOT SLIRE DISAGREE STRONGLY IRESPof\iSE(*) 

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 perspn who 
displays what they 
consider to be a bad 
attitude F 

,,£ * 
Adults. , ~ · · 15% 62 8 13 1 14% 

'reenagers. . · · 10% 67 14 8 1 9% 

Number of respondents for eaeh item: Adults = 8.21; Teenagers = 126 

~Responses lUhich indieaie a favorable opinion of poliee bj~havior~ i-e-, agreement with an item 
expressing a positive value, or disagreement with an item expressing a negative value-

#C = Community serviee and poliee demeanor 
F = Fairness 

.;::. 
N 

..p. 
w 

f) 

(:: 

7 rnwzm Trw« 'Ff . lrsrrrr me> r "!'iF »».>._»____ ____~ '" 1F ii5ZTT 



44 

G. PUBLI C OPINION ABOUT THE DESI RABILITY AND PROBABILI TY OF 
OCCURRENCE OF SELECTED POll CE BEHAVIORS 

As part of Project STAR's study of police roles, members of the public interviewed 

For this survef'wer9 asked to assess their perceptions of the desirability of selected police;" 

acHc.\ns, and the probabilitx with which they believed those actions actually take place. 

The survey respondents Were exposed to thirty-three items*' describing police actions in 

various situations. These items were selected from a longer list contdined in the Role 

Survey queHionnaire which the American Justice Institute has administered to criminal 

lustrce persom1el in California and in the other states being studied. The items chosen were 

those which it w~s 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 

".:over behavior in a (qnge of situations in which police mayor do take action, (;uch as 

handling crowds, traffie, regulation, family disturbances, civil disorders, court appearances, 

arrest, InterrogGtion and bpoking, community relations, and items falling under the heading 

II I ' genera performance of dutt~s • " 

The situations and the'ltems presented to respondents are shown in Table 2.7. 

In this table are s?own the mean (dyerage) rating for respondents as a whole regarding 

(I) the Desirability of the action, and (Ii) the Probability of its occurring. The two ratings 

Were elicited on a five-point scale consi\sting of the following categories, each having 

the indicated weight in computing the medp. 

'~ 
\ 
\' 

\\ 
*Becouse the list of Hems for all seven positio~~~\bejng studied was too long to be accommodated' 

in the interview time available, 0 split-half sa~~pling technique was used in which any 
lndtvidual respondent Was exposed to only one-h&,t,f of the items. See Appendix A, p. 125. 
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Desirabil tty: , Probability: 

(5) Very probable 
(4) Somewhat probable 
(3) In between 
(2) Somewhdt improbable 
(1) Very improbable 

(5) Very desirable 
(4) Desirabl e 
(3) In between 
(2) Undesiroble 
(1) Very undesirable 

Also shown in Table 2.7 is the rank-order of the items, considered in terms of 

their mean Desirabil ity ratings and their mean Probabil ity ratings. Comparison of the two 

rank-orders reveals items which are discrepant, that is, which have a P,robability rank 

markedly higher or lower than their Desirabi Iity rank. 

A third element of information contained in Tab!e 2.7 is the degree of correlation 

between the Desirability/Probabill~ty scales of an item and basic attitude toward the police 

as revealed in the overall "job rating" scale exami~ed 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 val ues were given when the respondent rated the item as havi ng high 

Desirabil ity combined with hig,h ,Probabil ity, and lowest neW score val ues 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 to establish a single continuum of new 

scores for each respondent on each item in which descending values were given to answer 

combinations starting with HD-fHP -+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 (P~,arson r) indicate the extent to which believing that a 
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Figure 2 

CATEGORIZATION' OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIVITIES m 'IERHS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESEh'T EMPHASIS 

IMPORTAliICE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL POLICE JOB RATING 
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Restrict family advice to area of 
authority (20) 

Stay "invisible" to trap violator (28) 
Treat prisoners severely (29) 

Be influenced by public opinion (23) 
Tolerate verbal abuse (25) 
Arrest bystanders slow to obey 

orders (24) 
Be lenient enforcing laws frequently 
vio~~ted (27) 

Observ0 traffic regulations except 
in emergencies (2) 

Listen to motorist's story before 
issuing citation (18) 

Act more harshly in some db orders (30) 
Use pressure tactics for information(3l) 
Permit racial origin to impair 

their objectivity (33) 

Be aware of racial discr~lnation 
problems (7) 

Treat accused as innocent (21) 
Explain actions to accused (3) 
Respect suspect's dignity 1~hen 

booking (14) 
Recognize and handle emoti·onal 

disorders (17) 
Treat all vehicle violators 

equally (19) 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the "DesirabiUty" rank of each item. 

~'"--~""'-,--'"""'.-.--.-""" ........ --~-.--~>.-" ~.,~ .. .,.,..,-~-..... 

* * * ""'oO<() 
-. 0 0 

-. ~:::!. ~ 
:r~OCD 
CDCD:J-

:J 0 0 
-00 CD:!. 
c P.I '" 0 -0 "," :J 

00 0 0 ",-.,00 
m -., e, CD o ...... ...., 
o C -'::!1 -.,.... !? 0 
~ 0 CD _. 
:::s-.... :J CD 
-. ~::J 

"'3"'ur 
000 
:J .... -.,:::s-
O CD 0 

-< 
-<"-0 CD CD 
'" 0 l:l t;;- ~. -r Q 

::!". 5" .... 
g :J if 
'" Ii- Q 
-". CD 
:J --' .... 

t-.l -. 
Q 0 0 
:J 0 

"'8 .... o :J 0 
.... :J :J 
O-oc.c 
CD .... CD .., 
~ 0- 0 
<CD-., 
go. 

o 0 o :J 0 g ~. 0 
'" 0- ..... -. CD 0 
0- ..... 
CD CD Ii-
.... 0---' 
CD • 
O-~. 0 
'" c.c 0 
-':J 0 co - •• 
:J ::!l _. 0 
::!1 0 0 
o :J C o .... CD 
:J • ..... 
.... 0 
0--. 
'" -0 
o 
o 
CD 
3 
CD 
:J .... 

til 
o 
3 

-0 -. 
:J 
c.c 

m 
o 
o 
:::s-
o -., .... 
:::s­
CD .... 
:::s-.., .... 

X 
I .... 

:::s­.., 
CD 
\l) -. .... 
CD 
3 
'" 
5" 
'" 
0-

~ 
:J 

o 
o 
'" '" 
::!1 
CD 
0-
o 
:J .... 
:::s­
CD 
til 
CD 

~ o 
0--. 
3 
CD 
:J 

'" -. o 
:J 

'" 
:J 

:n 
c.c 
C .... 
CD 

t-.l 

o 
o 
o 
C .... ..... 
CD 
:J 
n 
CD 

in' 
.... o 
:J 
A 
CD 
0-

o 
~ 
CD .... .... 
:::s­o 
:J 
..... 
:::s­
CD 

o 
CD 

'" -. .... 
o 
2; 

.... x .. 

..... 
:::s­
CD 

.... 
CD 
3 

'" o 
o 
CD 
0-

-
C 
:J 
0-
CD .., 
I 

CD 
3 

-0 
:J"" 
o 
'" N 
CD 
0-

= 

.... 
:::s­o 
:J 
..... 
:::s­
CD 
.... 
o 
CD 

'" .... o 
0-_. 
.... 

"< .... 
o 
:J 
A 

...., 

..... 
:::s­
CD .., 
CD 
< 
CD .., 
'" CD 

-0 
o .... .... 
CD .., 
:J 

'" .... 
:r o 
~ 
:J .. 
. 
CD .. 
...., 
..... 
:::s­
CD 

-0 .., 
o 
0-
o 
0--. 
-< 
o ...., 

o 
'" 
0-
CD -. 
:J 

c.c 
-o 

< 
CD 

i 
CD 
3 

-0 
:::s­
o 
'" -. 
N 
CD 
0-

...., .... 
:::s-
~ 
:::s­
o 
< 
CD 

o 
-0 
(3 
0-
o 
0--. 
--'< ... o 
::J 
7' 

-­:::s-
o --in' 

'" c.c 
:J 

::!1 
o 
o 
:J .... 

X 
:::s--. c.c 
:::s­
CD .., 
* * 

0-

3 
CD 
:J 
~. 
o 
:J 

o ...., 
..... 
:::s­
CD 

o 
:::s­
o .., .... 
'" :::s-o 
~ 
:J 

:J 

:n 
c.c 
C .... 
CD 

~ -. 
'" 0-
n. 

c.c .., 
CD 
CD 

I~ 

~ 
:::c 
CD .., 
CD 

..... 
CD 
3 
'" o 
~ 
o 
o 
U> 

'" 
::!1 
CD 
0-

o o .., .... 
CD 

o 
::!". 
o 
:J 

'" o 
0-
o 
< 
(l) . 
~ o 
o 

c.c 
o 
< 
CD 

o 
:J 

.... 
CD 
3 
o 
o 
o 
'" '" 
::!l 
o 
o .... o· 
:J 

o ...., 
= :::c 

c.c 
:::s-

3 
-0 o .... ..... 
o 
:J 
o 
CD 

= 
-of 
:::s­
CD 

o .... 
:::s­
CD .., 

Q.. 
o 
'" '" CD 
c-
o 
'" 
3: 
CD 
0-

C 
3 

3 
-0 
~ a 
:J 
o 
CD_ 

o .., 
CD 
..... 
:::s­o 
'" CD 

~ 
:::s­o 
'" CD 

o 
9 .... .... 
CD 

o 
::!". 
o 
:J 
U> 

~ 
~ 
CD 

V 
CD 

~ 
CD 
CD 
:J 

~ o 
o 
::J 
0-. 
~ o o 
~ . 

o ..,., 
'" c.c 
:J 

::!l 
o o 
:J 
o 
CD .. 
CD 

~ 
z: 
o 
:::s-
:::s­
o 
0-
:J o 
3 
CD 
o 
'" C .... o 
0-
CD 

o 
'" '" o 
o -. o .... o· 
:J 

~ ..... 
:::s--. o 
0-.., 
o 
:::r. 
:J 
c.c 

* 
""1-
CD 
3 
'" 

-. o 
0-
.... 
o 
::!". 
:J 
c.c 

r­
o 
~ 

3 
-0 
o --. 
a 
:J 
o 
CD= 

..... 
CD 
3 
'" o .., 
CD 
..... 
:::s­o 
'" CD 

~ 
:::s­o 
'" CD 

o o .... .., 
CD 

o .... o· 
:J 

'" 
~ 
CD .., 
CD 

0-
CD 

o 
~ 

--:::s-
CD 

CD 
< 
CD 

CD 

'" d 
0--. 
'" :::s-
CD 

'" 
"'1" 
:::s­
CD 

~ 
I~ 
o -., 
o 
:J 

..... 
CD 
3 

o 
'" 
3 
CD 
o 
'" C .... 
CD 
0-

:J .... 
CD .., 
3 
'" o -., 

ur 
o 
o ..... .... 
CD 

o 
"'1" o· 
:J 

~. .... 
:::s-
v­o 
'" o 

0-

3 
CD 
:J 

'" o' 
:J 

'" cr 
-0 .... o 
< -. 
0-
CD 

o 
=r> o 
3 
CD 
~ o .... 
'" 0' .., 
:J ..... 
CD .., 

-0 .... 
CD --o 
Z. 
o 
:J 

o 
:J 
CD 

0-

3 
CD 
:J 

'" -. o 
:J 

o ...., 
"'1" 
:::s­
CD 

o 
:::s­o .... --

.... 
:::s-
.... ..... 

X 
I .... 

:::s­.... 
CD 
CD 

..... 
CD 
3 
'" 
0-
CD 

'" o ... -. 
0-

:J 
c.c 
-g 
o 
CD 

o 
o 
::!: 
o 
:J 

'" o 
:J 
0-
0-
CD 
:::s­
o 
~. 
o .... 
:::s­
o 
< 
CD 

0-
CD 
CD 
:J 

o .... .., 
o 
:J 
c.c 
CD-
0-

:J 

~ o 

-of 
:::s­
CD 

:J 

0' ... 
3 
o 
:!. 
o 
:J 

=r> o 
3 

~ 
0-
CD 

~ 

'.J 
:J"" 
o 
'" 0-
CD 
CD 
:J 

'" C 
3 
3 
o .... 
N' 
1'1) 
0-

:J 

:n 
c.c 
C .... 
CD 

~ 

~ 
:J" 
CD 

a 
..... 
::;-
CD 

Overlook minor violations in crowds (22) 
Expect their testimony to have greater 

credibility (26) 
Viev community relations as part 

of job (16) 

Slant testimony to support 
their position (32) 

Allow accused to communicate (4.5) 
Treat requests for service 

seriously (8) 
Prevent occurrence of crimes (1) 
Establish a friendly helpful image (9) 
Deter pickpockets, purse snatchers 

in crovds (15) 

Stimulate citizen participation (6) 
Communicate vith citizens groups (4.5) 
Maintain discipline in 

confrontations (10.3) 
Use minimum force in arrests (10.3) 
Instill respect rather than fear(IO.3) 
Strengthen the family (13) 
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From Figure 2 a set or priorities for police attention can be suggested. 

First, those things which Californians believe are being given about the right amount 

of emphasis by police now, and which ore considered to be of high importance in maintaining 

a favorable attitude about police, include: crime prevention, treating requests fo,' service 

seriously, establtshing a friendly and helpful image, allowing accused persons to communi­

cate, deterring pickpockets and purse snatchers, and not attempting to support police 

positions by allowing officers to give IIslanted ll testimony in court cases. Somewhat less 

important I but stili significant, is being aware of racial discrimination problems. Less 

important •• and pretty much taken for granted by the public is that officers always ob~erve 

traffic reg~llations except when they clearly show that they are operating in an emel'~ency 
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 participotion. The publ ic also feels the police are not sufficiently concerned 

about maintQ(~ing discipline in confrontation, in using minimum force when making arrests, 
'<, 

and in insH lling on attitude of respect rather than fear when making arresl's. 

Also underemphasized, although at a lesser level of importance, is treating on 

accused person as if he were innocent, exploining their actions to on accusEld, respecting 

a suspect's dignity, resolving fan ily problems in ways which will strengthen the family, 

and learning to recognize and handle people with emotional disorders. I 
, I 
i 

, ! , t 
, t 

t 
: I 
, I 

, I 
j I 
! , 

I' I 

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

in a significant way to crt~ate a poorer image in the public1s 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 impail' 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 should IIview community relCltions as on essential 

port of their job ll but rated it somewh~'lt 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 considered merely a IIpart of their job ll but that police should more 

actively reach out to citizens than they are sean as doing at present. 
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TASlE 2.7 

~ES!RASILrrrf At~u PRu8ASEL~TY OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIO~S~ AOUL1S STATEwiDE 
- ~ P DISCREPANCY ~ CORRELATION 

DESIRABILITY ~ PROBABILITY II IN E~!?HASIS 1: ';'HTH JOS RATING 
SI'tUATIG~.f AND ACT lOti MEAN RANK. ~ MEAN RAt~K. 1I {raj ~ fbi 

-~-~- r ----)1---
In ~ ~aI. pe.rfol::nalx:e of the:ir duties I "1 11 
police officers: ,If 

l..Pel:mit a person's racial origin 1:0. I I 
irrpajrtheir objectivity. • • • • . . • 1.81 33 3.22 23.3().."er 

2. Take every opportunity to prevent tOO 
occurrence of crines ••••.. 

3. Are lenient in enforcirq laws that they 
observe are frequently violated by 
tl1e ger.eral public ... • • . • . ... .. . . 

4. ~ ~ o~ ~ problems of racial 
d.i:scrjmi,nation ." • • • • • • • • 

5. :Are Capable of recogniziIxJ and. handling 

4.53 

2.66 

4.42 

persoos with em::>tional disorders . • . . 4.09 

" When perf~ duties 'invo1vinJ large 
crowds such as sporting events, parades I 
and civic functions, police officers: 

6. Terxi to overlook minor law violations 

7. Deter crirres such as picking pockets, . 
snatching purseS.l· and theft of autos . 

3.24 

4.17 

l 

27 

7 

17 

22 

is 

3.83 4 i 

3.19 27 if 

3.87 3 if 

3.22 23.3 Urrler 

.' 

3.44 16 OVer 

3.41 18.5 if 

.156 

.263 

* 

.138 

.135 

.200 

0200 

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probabZe = 5 and very'undesirable/improbable = 1. 

(a) 

(b) 

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

Discrepancies in rar.X between Desirabil~ty and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peopl~ think warranted (I'over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under"). 
Correlation (Pearson r) between police job rating and respondent desirability by probability scor~ in wltich 
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) 

~':'I 
o 

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

TABLE 2.7 (CONT,) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY IPROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

In regulating vehicle and pedestrian 
traffic, pOlice officers: 

8. Ci>serve all traffic regulations except 
when in an erergency or in pursuit status 
witl?- pxoper warn:in;J devices operating • • . 4.50 

9. Attertpt to stay "invisible" to trap 

10. 

violat:ors .......... . 

Listen t:o a violat:or's story before 
decid:ihg whether t:o issue a citation 

2.62 

. or just a warn:in;J • • • • • • • • • • • 4.06 

11. Treat all violat:ors equally regaxd1ess 
of the type of car, car decorations, 
and regardless of ~ appearance of 
passengers in the car •••••• 

Wlen responding t:o a I:eql1est for assistance 
related to a family disturbance, police 
officers: 

12. Help resolve the prcb1em in a way that 
will strengthen rather than weaken 

4.01 

the family .. . . . . . . . . . . . If 0 4.29 

2 3.92 2 

28 3.71 7 

18 3.10 29 

19 ., 2.93 31 

13 3.41 18.5 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(a) 

# 

Over 

Under 

Under 

Under 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

* 

* 

* 

.149 

.227 

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

__ have _aUthority_..: _0_:":,:,,:, _0_:...:.:....: _._3~9~ __ }~_ -'3.72 ___ ::~ JI __ OV~ _ ~ _ L ____ ~ ___ _ 
Mean: average rating on<ii;,f~~/)e-point scale on which very desirable/probable = .5 and very undesirable/improbable = 10 

NwrWer of respondenv.;: 354 to 372 per item. 
(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are 1.'eceiving more 

. emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is wa.:rranted (I'Under") G 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between police Job rating and respondent desirabiZity by probability score in which 
highest val~s were assigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/ 
Low P~ and lowest val,ues to Low D/High P responses. 

# Difference in ranks too small, to be si9JL.ifiaant~ 
* Correlation too low to be signi ficanto "'-

(CONTINUED) 
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14. ~ each :request ser.i,cusly.. ,.. ... " .. t' 4.40 

lbm .. usi.gned to ccmt:rol civil di.so:n:Se.rs l 

police .officexs: 

15. Aneat: l:!{-s~~~p:s 1Qboam sIo..t to cbe:i 
'oxde:rs to ~~: the a:rea ., .. • .. • .. 

16 •. ·Hiaintaln discinlined behavior in 
~tioni with daIalstrators .. 

1.7.. P.ct:.nom ha:r.shly to quell disol:ders 
lnv'olv.i.ng saze groups than ~ .,. 

lB. Make' arrests with min:inun use of 

2.95 

4.32 

2 .. 53 

ph;ysical :for<::e" • .. • .. • • .. .. .. • . • 4 .. 32 

l'bl:n.making' an arrest, polioe officers: 

19.. 'IOleJ::ate ve.rba1 ablse ftanthe person 
:J:ei.llg- a.rrest:.eCi • • • • .' • '(t • • .- .. • 2.92 

20. :rnstillan attitu:le of respect 
rather than fear.. • • • • • .. • • • • • 4.32 

When ~ in court as a witness, 
police officers: 

21. Expect their testim::ny to have greater 
credibility than that of others • .. • 2.80 

s 

~. 
13 .. 72 5 .. 5 

24 3..4.0 20 

10.3 3 .. 49 15 

30 3.58 10 

10.3 3.43 17.5 

25 3.31 21 

10.3 3.19 26 

26 3.70 8.5 

-------- .... -,....------_._-------------- ...... _------

t 

i 

Under 

Over 

under 

i 

Under 

f\: 
11 n 
U 

I 
I 

• lEiS 

.. 
.346 

.154 

.219 

.. 
.284 

OVer J ~264 
------ -----------

l.Jean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 6 and very undesirable/improbabZe = 1" 
- Nwnber of respondsnts: 364 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peopZe think l.IXUTanted (llover") or Zess emphasis than is UJa.r'ranted (IIUndepfl)" 

(b) COr.Pelation (Peareon 1') between police job rating and respondent desirabiZity by probabiZityscore in which 
highest values ~ere assigned to High D/High P responses$ next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/ 
Low P, and lpb)est valueB to Low D/High P .responses. 

II Differe1')Ce in. ranks too smaZ'/,. to be significant. 
* COr.Petation too ~ to be significant. 

(CONTINUED) 
'~.:::r--~'~ • 

~ .. - . I . ...;.-~,~-.--."''''-~~-<- .. ".-

SITUATION AND ACTION 

24. Slant ~~r testiIrony to support their 
~ ~~tion ..•..• eo. ~ • • e. 

~ interrogating a suspect, police offi~: 

22. Use pressure tactics to obtain infolltlation • 

~ holding a person accused of an offense, 
police officers: 
23. Treat'the accused as if he were innocent • . . . . 
25. Explain .. to the accused exactly 

why . actions are taken • • • • • • • • • • 

26 •. Allow the accused persa1 to cxmro.m:icate 
with his attorney, faini.1y 1 or frierx1s • • • 

When bc:lakinJprisoners into a jail, 
po~oe officers: 
27 .. RespeCt the dignity of the person beirq 

booked by treating him courteously 

28. Treat prisoners severely; -shaN them 
jail is no hotel . . . . c . . ." 

When participati.n;J in camunity relations 
and education pl:OgraItlS, police office...~: 

29. Are influenced by publiccpinion al 

criminal justice issues . 0 0 ~ . . 0 

TABLE 2 .·7 

DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

2.01 32 

2.25 31 

3.90 21 

4.48 3 

4.45 4.5 

4.25 14 

2.60 29 

. 3.17 23 

(CONT.) 
DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 

PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 
MEAN RANK (a) (bJ 

3.01 30 #' .210 

3.13 28 OVer .127 

2.89 32 Under .156 

3.50 14 Under .139 

4.06 1 # .249 

3.22 23.3 f Under .150 

3.43 17.5 OVer * 

I 3.24 22 # * 

" ----------------~---------------~--------~----------------Mean: avergge rating on a J"ive-pl;li.nt scale on which very desirabZe/probable = 6 and -very undesirabZe/improbabte == 1. 

Number of respondents: 364 to 372 per item. 
(a) Discrepancies in rank between VesirabiZity and ProbabiZity which indicate activities that are receiving more 

emphasis than most peopZe think 'liJaITanted (ltovez>l1) or wss emphasis than iS1JXZI>r'anted (tlUndertl) 0 

(b) Correlation (Pearson z» between police job p,ating and respondent desirabiZity by probabiZity Bcore in which 
highest vaZues ~Ee ~ssigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/LOW P; next highest to Low vi 
Low P~ qnd lowest values to Low D/High P responseso 

. I) 

# Differende in ranks too snrz'?Z to be significanto ~ 
Jt Cor:reZation too 'low to be significant. (CONTINUED) 

._" ~ __ ._~~"_. _.~.c.. ___ ~ __ ~""""" - 'rttS'V'''m'Wilt=i1"''' Sf haN m%w1t277Wt113iU.liiiiEMiiWPF ''''757f5535f 7Z?YGfiTfEfiijiZSii!ll 
'~'~~"~-'---'m-'T 6G?5? . ·,;;...·iiPr -'"±szrzsjril ,.' l~t1t .,. ',U " 
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30. Stlr.Wate citlze."l particl.P;1tion m 
cri.--:e pmvention activities 

31. ViE*l these activities as an essential 
part of their job •• ~ • 

32. CoIm.micate effectively'V;ith citizen 
-grotJi?s • .' • • .. 

33 .. Establish a friendly, helpful image 

TABLE 2.1 (co··~~ ) 

4.44 6 I 3.51 13 I ~~~ -" .. 
4.10 16 I 3.51 li.S ft OVer ~246 

4.45 4.5 3.57 11.5 Under .. 350 

4.38 9 3.70 8.5 If .. 206 

MetDl: ~vel'age !lating on a five-point scale on which very desirabZe/probable = 5 ar.d vezoy u'I".desirable/improbdbte := 1. 
li~"l/ber of reapor.dents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in ~rJC between DesirabiZity and ProbabiZity which indicate activities that are receiving more 
empnasic than most people think uarranted ("over ll

) or less emphasis than is TiJa1'ranted (lIU1del~II), 
(b) Correlation (Pearson 1') between police job rating and respondent desirability by probabiZity score in ~hich 

highest values ~ere assigned to High d?High P responses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next higheet to Low V/ 
Low P~and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. 

# Differ>enae ir:. ranka too arran to be significcrat. 
* Correlation too low to be significant. 
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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 · · • · · · · .12% 
Know well enough to call by name. ·l,7 
Know only by sight • · • · · . 5 

Called to jury duty · · · · · · · .45% 

HaVe served on a jury in a 
criminal case · · • · · .10% 

Have ever been in court 
(other than jury) . · · • · :"I'. .65% -
As Party in a case · · · • · .44 
As witness · · · .19 
As spectator . . . · · · · · .16 

Occasion of court visit: 

Traffic incident . . . . . 
C+i~inal case . . . . . 
C~v~l matter, other .••.. 

· ,42% 
,18 
.26 

Numbe~ of respondents · . . . (381) 

10% 
12 

3 

46% 

7% 

51% -
32 
14 
11 

18% 
10 
29 

(430) 

9% 2% 
5 6 
3 6 

n,a. n.a. 

n.a. n.a. 

36% 29% -
22 15 

9 4 
14 15 

19% 
12 

9 

(58) 

10% 

1~ 

(68) 

~ 
Cou~t visit categories add to more than subtotaZ,s Note: shown 
because muZtipZ,e re8pons~s were accepted. 

n.a . .::: not appZ,icable. 
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Bo EVALUATION OF JUDGES' JOB PERfORMANCE 

Evaluating the performance of "the judges who preside over the courts in this 

communi 'Y , It th e publ i c accords them a ma i ority vote of con fi dence -- 55% ra te them 

as doing a "good job ll and just 21% rate them in the "poor job U categaries. Judges 

have a mean rating score of 4.44 on a scale of seven. It will be recalled from Chapter" 

thaI the mean rating given ~o police by adults wos 5.26. The Judges l rating is on a par 

wi th those of other positions in the court system, i.e" district attorneys =: 4.43 and 

publ i c defenders = 4.45. 

Contrary to the case with pol ice, where te~\'nagers rated ~he police less favorobly 

than adul ts did, the judiciary i$ rated somewhat higher by teenagers than by adul fs. The 

mean scale value checked by teens was 4.73, while Ihe average value for aduHs os a 

group was just 4.44. 

Son Francisco Bay Area re'sidents (odults) are more lukewarm in their endorse~ 

ment of the judiciary than IS the case with residents of the res~ of the stote: Bay Area 

residents give the judges an average of 4.27, while in the los Angel es/Or'ange county 

area the mean rating is 4.40, in other parts of Northern California it is 4.63, and in 

Southern Callfornio outside of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Areo the meon judidal 

favorability rating is 4.58. 
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The percentage dis~riblJtions for each of these areas in Table 3.2 shows that 

rust 49% of the Bay Area public put judiciol ratings on the "good job" side, and 27% 

of them pltlce their ratings on the "poor iob" side. By contras~v in Southern CalHomio, 

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

TABLE 3.2 

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BElNG DONE BY 
"THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY": 

ADULTS BY AREA OF STATE, AND TEENAGERS 
ADULTS 

LOS OTHER S. f. OTHER 
ANGELeS/ SOUTUcRN BAY NORTHERN TeEN-

JOB RATING TOTI-\L ORANGE CO. CAll F. AREA CALI F. AGERS 

mxtremely good job. (7) • 3% 2% 3% 2% 3% 4% 
Very good • . • · (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 16 11 
Very poor job I · • (2) • 5 5 4 9 3 1 
Extremely poor job (1) • 3 5 1 2 1 

Mean rating • • • · . .4.44 4.40 4.58 4.27 4.63 4.73 

Numbel" of l"espondents. (811) (341) 
~ 

(1 '15) (143 ) (152) (126) 

Note: Co~umns of pe:r'oentagBs may not add to exaotZy 100% beoause 
of J.lounding. 
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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 perce\1tage distribution of 

ratings given to judges by subgroups*. For example, men are much more criHcal of 

judges than women are~28% of the men rate judges as doing a IIpoor job" while only 

'14% of the women are critical. There is also a distinct tendency for middle aged people 

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

Sodo-economic class is also a factor: will ingness to praise judges ror doing Q 

good job decl ines somewhat as one goes up the class/income radder, starting wah 22% 

most strongly favorable among lower dass people to just 16% strongly favorable among 

upper closs persons. Persons at the top of the socio-economic scale are also more prone 

to be strongly crHlcol of 'judges. The same tendency ro withhold st-rong praise for iudges 

occurs as educational level increases, but it is people at the intermediate educational 

levels -- with high school or just one or two years of college -- who are most often 

critical of the judiciary. 

Among different racial or ethnic groups, bo~h Whil'es and Blocks are polarized 

tOWl:lrd judges -- a large proportion of each group has high praise for judges .. but another 

substanHal proportion of each group is critical. Mexican/Chicono people tend to be 

sparing in hIgh praise for judges and many of them have unfavorable opinions (22% 

IIpoor job IIraHng). Oriental persons are also rather often crlHcal of the judiciary (20% 

II poor job" rating). II 

'''To simplify presentation of the rating scale data in this and ~he succeeding table, ~he top 
two scale categories and the boHom two categories on the original seven poin~ scale have 
been collapsed. The shortened sCCiI e is easier to read and does not 01 fer the substance of 
the fi ndi ngs. 



60 

TABLE 3.3 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY 
liTHE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THiS COMMUNITY": 

ADUlTS l BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
PER CENT R~ TI NG JUDGES' JOB--, 
EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OP1N{ON J WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults • • • • • • • • 19% ~5 25 13 8 

Sex: 
« Males. · • • • • • • .17% 31 25 16 1~ 

Females e · • · • • • • 23% 38 24 9 5 

Age: 
18 - 24 ft • • · • • , 1 13% 35 3$ 11 6 25 -, 39 • • • · • • · .17% 31 28 15 10 40 , .. 54 · · • • • • · .22% 33 21 16 8 
55 <~nd older • • · • • 26 39 18 9 8 

Socio-economic status; 
Lower . , , • • · • • .22% 34 22 14 9 
LoWer miq,d1e , · • • .20% 35 24 12 9 
Upper middle · • · ~ ,18% 36 30 12 3 Upper • • " • • • · , .16% 34 26 12 12 

Education: 
Less than H.S. 

gradUate · • · • • .23% 34 24 7 11 
High sohoo1 

completed . · • • • .20% 34 26 13 8 
1-2 years college 

or trade school . · .19% 
Three or more years 

33 24 17 7 

college . • • 0 • • .16% 40 24 14 6 

Race/ethnic pategory: 
White , • • ~ • • • • • 21% 34 24 13 8 
Mexican/Chicano · • • .:),0% 46 22 6 16 
Negro/Black . • · · • · 16% 39 18 21 4 
Other Latin American. • 5% 45 43 7 
OrientaL • • · • • · • 9% 27 45 10 10 

Note: Rows of pero.ntagea may not a to (Jxaot eoaU8E3 
of pounding 

I': 

Number' 
of .rs-
S ondents 

(821 .; 

(08,] ) 
(430) 

(J4:5) 
(252) 
(149) 
(217) 

(88:5) 
(233) 
(175 ) 
Ull) 

(215 ) 

(243) 

fl99 ) 

(154) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 
( 24i 
( 18) 
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE 

Experience in court and personal acguainfance with a judge also make some 

difference in evaluations given ~o the performance of the judiciary, as Table 3.4 shows. 

Here it will be seen that people who know a judge well tend to give judges less extr,emely 

favorable raHngs (just 15% do so), while those who know a judge by name only are 

much mot'a likely (26%) to ~hink highly of th,e job judges are doing. Furthermore, people , 

who know a judge well are most likely of all to rate judges' performance as IIsomewhat 

poor" II 

People who have s8\"Ved on criminal juries are often strongly favorable toward 

judges (3'1%), but a few are also strongly critical (11%). 

Presence in court as a party or 0 witness in a criminal cose leads more often 

to unfavorable opinions of judges' performance -- 17% are s~rongly critical and only 

! 1% ol'e strongly favorable. Parties or witnesses in civil cases, on the other hand, are 

more likely to be favorable, and ~hose who have been just spectators in court are most 

favorabr e of all court aHenders toward judges. 
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TABLE 3.4 

COMPARISON OF RATtNGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY 
liTHE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVEn THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY": 

ADULTS, BY ACQUAINTANCE WITH JUDGE l AND COURT EXPERIENCE 
PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB--
EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TR~MELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All 10~lts . • • • 

Acquaintance with 
a judge: 

• • 19% 

Friend or relative. 15% 
l<now by name on 1y 26% 
00 not know any .; 19% 

Have served on a 
criminal case jury: 31% 

Have been in court 
(other than jury): 

Party or witness 
in criminal case. 11% 

Party or witness 
in civil case .• 17% 

Spectator only . ., 21% 
Never in court . •• 24% 

35 

36 
30 
36 

38 

30 

31 
42 
37 

25 

16 
18 
27 

9 

21 

27 
16 
26 

13 

23 
18 
10 

11 

21 

16 
16 

7 

8 

9 
8 
8 

11 

17 

9 
6 
6 

Number 
of re­
spondents 

(811) 

( 8'1) 
(114 ) 
(5'16) 

( (9) 

( 90) 

(291) 
( 85) 
( 345) 

l 
I 
I 
If . 

L
I} 

- -

E .. EF:FECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND. PERSONAL VALUES 

A crude index of "communHy influence" is provided by questions about respondents' 

degfee of activity in various kinds of clubs and civic ofganizatiom, and in pulitics. 

EKomining the opinions of active and non-active people (Tobie 3.5), H appears that judges 

ate most oHen criHcized for doing a Hpoor [obI! by activists of all kinds. ~or example, 

24% of the aclive members or a club, union, or association rated judges "poor"; 30% of 

the members of civic action orgonization$ rated them "poor"; ond 32% of tho~e most active 

in politics downrated judges' job performance. Active support for judges is also Jess 

ptevolenl omong the most acHve people than it is among non-activis's. 

Personal values of respondents were assessed by four aHitude scoles designed to 

lap their degt'ees of (i) acceptance of authority, (ii) belief in situaHonal ethics, (iii) 

equalih:llr(~('l,smf and (iv) individuolism.* Inspection of the data in Table 3.5 will show 

tha~ there is a sliCht relationshtp between atHtudes toword judges' iC!b performance and 

, ~~..::P~~:..?! au~hority in which perspns with high values on that seale are found to be 

both more oHen favoroble and more often cri tical of judges, 

Persons who are mos~ opposed to the notion of sHuotion~ ethics are also a I mle 

more likely fa be critical of judges' job performance, but there is no consistent relationship 

between peoples' scores on scales of equal Harianism or individualism and their job raHngs 

for judges. 

----_.,.......--
·See Cha~~ter lit Section E and Appendix A for further description of scales. 
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TABLE 3.5 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB 8EING DONE 8Y 
firm:: JUDGES 1'/HO PRES I DE OVER THE COURTS OF THI S COMMUNI TY"'! : 

.. J\PMJ~T51 ,BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE sTRUCTURE 
PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB -- f 
EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY Numbe~ 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY of ~e-

~ .. ""'="","'_~. ___ ~, _.~ _________ G;:;.;O::;..O::;-.:D::..-_...::G:..:O::..::O:...:D:.--...:..N:.!:E:.:::U:...:.T.:.!R:...;,A~L_:....P~OO::::..R~,,","P'-..:O:::..:O:::..:R.!..-_~s~o~n~d:.::e:!.!n~t~s_ 

All At.lults • • 19% 

(; tuba f unions I 
arw()c;ia tions: 

ActlVO membel:' .•... 16% 
·Inac ti va or non-

momber . n , \ • • • 21% 

Clvic ~tction 
or9anizo.tions: 

Mambar , • • • • • . • 12% 
Non-member • • • . • • 20% 

PfJliticu1 activity: 
Activo ' • i • .'. • \ 16% 
Inactivo or non­

registered ••••• 21% 

o.uthOl:'ity: l\(.~coptilnc(.) of 
IIigh • • 
W;;c1ium . ; 

• • • • • I 26% 
• • • . • • 19 % 

!AOW. •• • . . . • • 16% 

13elio£ in situational 
(}th,'l.c: 

111gh. , • • • . . • • 
~Wdium 
tJOW • . , 

• • • · . . 
:C:qua 1 i tUl: ial1i am; 

. . . . 
Hl~lh. • • ~ .. • . • • 
Medium . . • • . . . 
tc,\'.' " ••••••• 

lntlividuulimi\: 

• 19% 
.21% 
.18% 

• 19% 
• 24% 
.14% 

Hi~lh. • • • . • • • • • 20% 
Mcd1um ••••••. 24% 
Law .•..• > .14% 

35 

37 

34 

3S 
35 

38 

34 

28 
39 
3S 

36 
31 
38 

33 
35 
36 

34 
33 
38 

25 

22 

26 

23 
25 

14 

27 

20 
25 
28 

28 
26 
20 

23 
26 
25 

26 
18 
31 

13 

18 

11 

20 
12 

22 

10 

17 
9 

13 

8 
13 
16 

14 
8 

18 

9 
16 
13 

8 

6 

9 

10 
8 

10 

8 

9 
8 
8 

10 
8 
8 

11 
7 
7 

11 
9 
3 

(811 ) 

(183 ) 

(628) 

( 74) 
(737) 

(16!~) 

(847) 

(215 ) 
(299) 
(297 ) 

(228) 
(313 ) 
(270) 

(244) 
(852) 
(215 ) 

(S20) 
(276) 
(215) 

__ d_,=._t~_= _______________________________________ ~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~'l ________ _ 

--~- ._. ------~ 

'. ;; 
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F. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCI: 
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 11 with respect to police behavior. * In this, each 

. person interviewed was asked tc:n.waluate the desirability and the erobabilitx of specific;. 

actions that described things-judges do, or might do. In all, eighteen ~uch items were 

measured on five-poin~ scales. The Hems rated by respondents, and the m~an ral'ing 

SCQreS for each item are shown in Tabl~ 3.6. Also shown in that table are the rank order 

positions of each item and the extent to which discrepancies in rank o~der indicah~ some 

degree of "over-" or "under-emphasis ll on the part of the judiciary. In addition, (~ 
, ••• ~ I 

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

the item was found to be related to hording a fovorable or unfavorable basic attitud\Sl 

toward judges and the1r job performance. * 

Figure 3 provides a summary of the significance of the data shown ih Table 3.6. 

In the figure wi II be found each of the eighteen items on which iudg(~s were rated, 

placed in accordance with their importance to publ ic atmudes and the relative degree of 

emphasis which the public feels is being placed on each one by iudge~;. From this 

grouping it is possible to infer what sorts of iudicial behavior may be in need of attehl~ion 

in order to imp~ove public attitudes, and which others are indicative of presently 

favorable opinions of the judiciary. 

*See Ci,~pter II. pp. 44-46. 
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For example, the behaviors whic;:h are currentiy bel ieved to be being given about 

the right amount of emphasis by judges, and which are quite influentiol in governing h?w 

people form their iudgment of the job that judges, are doing, include these things: 

recognizing "th,~ needs ,arid vi~wp~ints of citizens and poying attention to public opinion, 

considering the circumstances ~hat m'otivoted a crime when passing sentence, and giving, 
., 

similar sentences for similar orimes., rhe,CaliflDrniapublic also places high importance 
... " •. ' 1-',. .. 

on stimulating citizen participation in crime prevention. Also importont is that judges 
t 

should, and do, protect citize~s' legal rights, comll)unicote with the public, and do what 

they can to improve the i~age6f of her criminal justice aget'1cies. 

67 

Important things that the judiciary over-emphasizes, according to many Californions, 

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

sentence. Less important, but nevertheless overemphosiz:ed, 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 tibout the effects 

of various types of sentences, according to the pub/ ic, 

There are several activities of judges which California.ns as a group also do not 

consistently associate with judges' jobrotings, but which they now feel are prp.sently 

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 
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED JUDICIAL ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION ~c ____________________ ~M_E~A~N ____ R~A~N_K~~M~E_A_N~ __ R_A_N~K~ ____ ~~_a)~ __ ~~~ __ ~{b~) ______ __ 

In the general perfonnance of their 
duties,' ju:iges: 

1. l~e nore concerred with noving cases rapidly 
through the courts t.l-Jan wit-Jl seeing that 
each defer&nt receives jU;!.~i:reat:nent. • • 2.31 

2. Permit a defeOOan.t· 5 racia:.:--:...igin to 
inpair their objectivity •• 0 • • 2.09 

3. Are ~ of the problems of racial 
discrmrl.nation . 0 • • c • • • • • • • 4.25 

4. Are capable of recognizing and· handling 
persons with enotional disorders . o. 4.28 

5. Observe aID protect the legal rights 
of citizens •••• 0 • .0 • •• 4 • 54 

6. Are lenient in enforcing laws which are 
frequently violated by the public.. . 2.62 

7. Areinfluencec1 by public opinion on 
cr:im:ina1. jus-nce issues • .'. • . • • 0 • 2.75 

8. Believe police test:inony over that of 
the defendant, CIS a general practice < 0 2.57 

9. Recx:lgnize the viewpoints and needs of 
citizens 0. .~ 0 0 0 G • 0 0 0 0 Cl 0 4.32 

16 3.13 14.5 

17 2.88 18 

6 3.73 2 

4 3.49 5 

1 3.83 1 

14 12.98 17 

13. 13.22 13 

15 13.37 7 

3 13.44 6 

- ~ -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -I ___ - __ 

if .178 

# * 

OVer .129 

# * 

# .169 

if -0' * 

# .307 

OVer * 

# .276 

-------\ 
Mean: average rating on a five-point scaZe on which very desirable/probable = 6 and very unde8irab~e/improbabZe = 10 

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rarik between DesirabiUty and ProbabiZity which indicate aa-Pi-vii;iea that are receiving mope 
emphasis than most peopZe think lUaJ:lZ'anted ('~overtl) or les8 emphasis than is wa:t'!.?'1.ted (tlUnder") r:; 

(b) Corre1;ation (PeClI:'son:1') be ween judge job :1'ating and respondent desirabiUty by p~!ob:.tbiUty score in which 
highee.t val-uss werE assigned to High D/High P :1'esponses~ ne:r:t highest to High D/Low P; ne:r:7; highest t:o Low D/ 

. Low Ps and Zowest vaZues to Low D/High P responsesc 

# Difference in ranks too STTrZ.Z~ to be signifiaanto 
>t CorreZation too low to be significanto .' 

(CONTINUED) 

o 
~ 

en 
.(,0 
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TA8LE 3~6 (CONT ,,) 

~fTUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

ffDl~CREPANCY I CORRELATION 
PROBABILITY IpN EMPHASIS WITH JOS RATING 
MEAN RANK h fa) fb) . 

~ 

10. ~ the ptb1icJs image of other 
........::-.t __ '1' • .LZ' 4 01 
~~JC;LL, J'US~~ .ageI'X:.l:eS-.. ft· .. ,. • • • .. • ..'" . 

12. Seize CXl opportunities to ~ their 
own political interests.. .. .. .. ,. .. ,. . .2 .. 03 

Wlen part:ic.ipating in camn.mity relations and. 
educatioo programs, judges; 

11 .. St:bwlate citizen participatioo in cr:il.,"e 
prevention activities .. • .. .. .. . / • 4.23 

14, .. Camunicate effectively with citizen ~lrOUPS .. 4.26 " , 

~involved in sentencrl.n; a person 
c:xxwL~ of a crine, j\Xiges: 

13. Give s:iIn.i:tar sentences for siInilar cr.iIIes. _ _ 3.82 

15. consider the circtmStances that rrotivate 
pecple to o:::mnit crine .. .'. . • • • .. .. . 4.04 

16. Treat all convicted persons similarly 
reganlless of their social class or 
pi¥sical appearance ................... 4 ~ 34 

17. Are aware of the opinions of ex-canvicts 
about the effects of varioos "tyJ;es of 
sentences .. 

,18.. Base sentences nostly on the criminal 
histox:y of the per~n convicted .. .. 

3.83 

3.31 

9. 

18 

7 

5 

11 

8 

2 

10 

12 

3 .. 28 

3.25 

3.26 

3.53· 

3.26 

3_26 

3.13 

3 .. 09 

3.68 

8 

12 

9.3 
4 

9.3 

9.311 

14.5 

16 

3 

'J 

OVer 

t 
i 

~. 

t 

Under 

Under 

over 

.116 

'* 

... 275 

.167 

.229 

.317 

* 

.234 

.143 
---------------------------------~-------~-------~-----~----Mean: average mting on a five-point 8caZe on which very de8imbZe/probabZe ::::: 5 and very wuieairabZe/improbab/te ::::: 1" 

Nwnber of re8ponde~lt8: 354 to 372 per ii;em.~,,"~:' 

(a) Discrepancies in ~nk beb~een De8irabiLity and ProbabiLity which indicate aotivitie8 that are receiving more 
emphasi8 than most peopZe think 7.J]a!'ranted ("over") or Les8 emphasi8 than i8 walTanted (ItUnderll)~ 

(bJ CorreLation (Pear80n rJ between judge job rating and respondent de8irabiZity by probabiZity score in whioh 
highe8i; value8 were a88igned i;o High D/High P re8pon8e8~ next highest t9 High D/Low P; ne~t highest to Low D/ 
Low P" and Zowe8t val.ues to Low D/High P re8ponse8. 

# Difference in rank8 too 8maZZ to be 8ignificant. 
*" Correlation too Zow to be 8ignificant. 
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S, EVALUATION OF PROSECUTORS' AND DEFENDERS' JOB PERFORMANCE 

. , 

People rote disfrict ottorneys ond pub/ ic defenders much fhe some way -- the 

petGent(lge di'slribuffon of job ratings and the meclh (overage) fovorability levels are very 

close, 4 .. 43 and 4.45, teenagers are, jf.onything t slightly more favorable ~han adults 
~ ...... .... -
or.e, olthQl1gh the differences are too small to be $~aNstically. or sob~tantively significan~. 

It will be recalled from Chapter III that judges olso have a mean raHng of 4.44 (adults) 

and 4073 (feen~), while police (Chapter II) obtair.ed Q meon favorability rQting of 5.26 

ornong adul Is and 5.06 omo.ng tee~s. ' 

TABLE 4.2 

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY 
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS(a) AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS(bJ: 

ADULTS/TEENAGERS STATEWIDE 

Joe RATING 
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS . PUBLIC DEFENDERS 
ADULTS TEENAGeR~ ADULTS TEENAGERS 

Extremely good job. . (7}. • ! ~ 2% 
Very good job. • • • . (6) ." • • 17 
Somewhat good job •• (5). • • • 29 
Neutral, don't know •• (4) •••• 35 
Somewha. t POOl:', job. • (i3). • • • 11 
Very poor jdb " • • • (;~,~. • \. 3 
Ex.tremely poor job • . (l~. • •. 2 

Mean ratin<J • • « . " • 4.43 

Numbo~ of ~e8ponde~ts (8J.1 ) 

-% 
12 
42 
37 

6 
2 
2 

4.52 

(128) 

3% 
17 
29 
36 
11 

3 
2 

4.45 

(821) 

1% 
12 
35 
37 
12 

3 

4.45 

(1UU 

(a]-lIxhe aist~iot attOl"ney ana hi.8 8taff who ave the job of pl"o8eauting 
oasos wha~e peop'e hav$ been ohal"ged w~th breaking Zaw8,» 

(b) uThe publio dafender and other detense attol"neys a,pointed by th~ 
dou~t to ~Spl"e8Bnt people Who hape been aoaused of al"imes" 

Note: cotumna of pel"oentage8 may not add to e=aatZy 100% beoause 
of l'oundi.?tg. 

c. SOCrAl AND DEMOGRApHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES 

In Table 4.3 a breakdown of IIgood job" and "poor job" ratings by various socio .. 

demographic characteristics is shown for dIstrict attorneys (Table 4.3a}'and for public 

defenders (Table 403b)o One significaM difference shown in these tables is that Northern 

Callfornio residenl's are more sparing of pr'aise for both prosecufors and defenders than 

residents of Souther" parts of the s~ate are. Only,12%-1~% of ~he publi" in.the North, 

ral'es them as doing "extremely or very goo2/" jobs, while In the South, favorable raHogs 

range be/ween 20% and 24%. 

By socio-economic status, there are no consistent differences in reaction to 

prosecufors, but public defenders tend to be rated quite a bIt higher by people at the lower 

socio-economic s~al'us levels than by those at the higher levels:' 24% of the lower socio'" 

econoMic sfa~us group rates defenders as doing "extremely or very gQod ll jobs, while only 

14% of upper st.atus people rate them fhls high. 

By race, however, there are significant ,differences in reaction to publ ic defenders 

or court-appointed lawyers: Black people have both stronger negatiVE! Clnd stronger 

positive feelings thon others do about defenders, with negotive feelings predominating. 

Mexican/Chicono people also show more negative than positive feelings toword defenders. 

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

adul ts rather fh an younger persons. 

Toward prosecutors, Mexican-Americans and Orientals show a pradominanee of 

73 

favorable attitudes,.. while other groups tand /'0 strike a mor'a even balance between favorable 

and unfavorable attitudes. 

i: 
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TABLt; 4.?JA 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF ~OBS BeING DONE BY DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS(a): ADULTS BY socr ~DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIC 

EX~ EX-
TREM~LY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR V~RY WHAT OPINION WHAT O~ VERY 
GOOp, ~OB GOOD NEUTR L 0 POOR 

All Adults. • • • • • •• 18% 29 35 11 6 

Area of state:. 
toe Angel~a/Orange Co. , 20% 
other South~rn Calif. 22% 
S. F. Bay Ar·ea • . • •• 12% 
Other Northern Calif. 18% 

Sex: 
Males . . . • • • . . • 
Females It • • ~ • • , • 

Age: 

18% 
18% 

18 - 24 • • • • • • •• 11% 
25 - 39 •••• , • •• 17% 
40 -' 54 • • • • • • •• 27% 
55 and older • • • • •• 18% 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower 0 • • • • • • ., 20% 
tower middle . • • • .. 14% 
Upper middle . • • • " 22% 
Upper • • . . • • • .. 18% 

Education: 
Less than H,S. graduate. 
High school completed 
1-2 years college 

or trade school • • . 
Three or m~re years 

college - n • • • • • • 

Race/ethniC category. 
Whi te . . . . . • • . . 
Mexican/Chicano • • "f • 

Negro/Black • • • • • • 
other Latin American . 
Oriental • . . • • • . , 

17% 
19% 

21% 

16% 

19% 
19% 
16% 

7% 
22% 

28 
34. 
27 
33 

25 
33 

26 
25 
32 
34 

28 
34 
28 
29 

28 
28 

32 

32 

29 
41 
32 
46 
16 

35 
30 
44 
3l 

38 
32 

45 
38 
23 
35 

35 
35 
34 
35 

32 
39 

29 

40 

35 
31 
37 
43 
50 

11 
9 

12 
15 

13 
10 

II 
l3 
1]' 
10 

11 
10 
12 
14 

12 
8 

lS 

11 

13 
6 
e ... 

7 
S 
~ 
4 

6 
6 

6 
7 
a 
2 

7 
6 
4 
4 

10 
6 

4 

1 

5 
4 
7 
4 
9 

(~t 1) 

(341) 
(1'15) 
(143 ) 
(1 S 2) 

(382 ) 
(4;5 0) 

(143) 
(258) 
(199 ) 
(81'1 ) 

(283) 
(233) 
(1'15) 
UJ(1) 

(815) 
(243) 

(199) 

(164 ) 

(e82) 
( 60) 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 28) 

T e ~at~~ot attorney an ~8 ataf 
outing oase8 whe~e peopZe have been 
what kind Of a Job a~e they doin~? 

30 of pf'~'''­
bl'~aki.ng taws ..... 

"it 
'1 

fl 
11 

IJ 
1 

jl 
, \ 

I' II 
I 
1 , 

.J , 

i t 
1 ; 
: \ 
) \ 

\ ! 
, t 
! I 
I I 
i t 
1 r 
I ' I! 
! { 

-Lt' 10 \,\ i 
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TABLE 4.3B 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PUBLIC 
DEFEND£~R~S~(~b~)~:~A~D~U~L~T~S~B~Y~S~O~C~IO~-~D~E~M~O~G~R~A~P~H~I~C_C~H~A~R~A~~C~,T~E~R~I2S~T~I~C~S ______ __ 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOM~- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR'VERY 
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults. • 0 19% 

Area of State: 
Los Angeles/Orange Co •• 23% 
other Southern Calif. • 24% 
S.F. Bay Area •. 0 n .12% 
other Northern Calif •. 14% 

Sex: 
Males ••• 
Females . " . 

Age: 

It I) • 0 .18% 
.18% 

18 - 24 • • n • • • • • 16% 
25 - 39 , , •••••• 17% 
40 - 54 0 n • • • 0 • • 20% 
55 and older. . . • . . 23% 

Socio-economiri status: 
Lower , ••• 0 ••• 24% 
Lower middle .• .19% 
Upper middle • • •. • . 16% 
upper , ••.••.• 14% 

Education: 
Less than H.S. 

graduate~ • . • . • 
High school completed 
1-2 years college 

or trade school . 
Three or more years 

college ? ' • • • • 

Race/ethnic category: 
Whi te ......" 
Mexican/Chicano • • 
Negro/Black • . • . • 
Other Latin American. 
Oriental , • . • • . 

.23% 

.18% 

.19% 

.14% 

.20%' 
• 8% 
.27% 
.8% 
~ 15% 

29 

26 
26 
30 
36 

25 
32 

30 
25 
28 
32 

29 
32 
28 
21 

28 
32 

26 

29 

28 
48 
14 
42 
24 

36 

34 
37 
39 
34 

32 
39 

33 
40 
35 
33 

29 
34 
46 
39 

31 
36 

34 

43 

38 
24 
15 
47 
42 

11 

10 
10 
13 
13 

16 
8 

15 
11 
12 

9 

10 
12 

9 
18 

11 
11 

16 

8 

10 
13 
26 

3 
5 

5 

7 
3 
.6 
3 

8 
3 

6 
7 
5 
3 

8 
3 
2 
7 

8 
2 

6 

6 

4 
8 

18 

14 

Numbst' 
of ~e-
s ondents 

(811) 

(341) 
(175) 
(143) 
(152) 

(381) 
(430) 

(143 ) 
(252) 
(199 ) 
(217 ) 

(283 ) 
(233) 
(175 ) 
(117 ) 

( 215) 
(243) 

(199 ) 

( 154) 

(662) 
( 50~ 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 18) 

rbJThe pubLio defsnder and other defense attot'neys appo~nted by 
the oo~rt to ~epre?ent peopLe who have been aooused of crimes-­
what kind of job dQ you feeL they at'e doing? 
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE 

Personal acquaintanceship wah a prosecutor or a public defender tends to 

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

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

persons in mind, since among those who claim tha~ they "know a prosecut'or by name only," 

24% express criHcal aHitudes, and among those who IIknow a defender by name only," 22% are 

critical, whereas the level of criticism for those who kt10W one of these lawyers persol'ally, 

or of those who know none, is onl y 16%-17%. 

Persol'IS who have served on a iury in a criminal trial tend to prais~ the prosecutor 

a bit' mo!'e often fhan 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 resul ts in somewhat higher frequency of ~1ritical comments about both 

prosecutors and defenders. For example, of those who have appeared in connection with 

a criminal case, 30% have cri!'ical opinions of the performance of the defense attorney, 

and 22% rate the prosecutor's job as "poor, 1/ while among those never in COUI't, or there 

only os'speC"tator~., the level of criticism for defender and prosecutor is only 13%-18%. 

Table 4.4 shows the job I'oHng data for various levels of the public's experience 

or fom iI i ori ty wi th attorneys. 

~1iiiiiiiiili~ ___ IiiIiiaIliiillal __________________ ~._~ .. 

.~A, -7.#4 , suo 
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE 

Personal acquaintanceship with a prosecutor or a public defender rends to 

Improve significantly peoples· ratings of the jobs they are doing, as Table 4.4 shows. 

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

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

24% express critical attitudes, and among ~hose who "know a defender by name only,I' 22% are 

critical, whereos the level of criticism for those who know one of these lawyers personally, 

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

Persons who have served on a fury in a criminal trial tend to praise the prosecutor 

a bit' more often ~hon the defender (25% vs. 21%), but they mueh 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 cril"ical comments about both 

prosecutors and defenders. For example, of those who have appeored in connection with 

a criminal case, 30% hove erit'ical opinions of the performance of the defense aHorney, 

and 22% rate the prosecutor's job as "poor, II whiLe among those never in court, or there 

only os spectators, the level of criticism for defender and prosecutor is only. 13%-18%. 
1-' 

Table 4.4 3hows the job rating data for various levels of the public·s experience 

or familiarity with attorneys. 

TABLE 4.4 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY DISTRI2r 
ATTORNEYS(a)AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS(b): ADULTS, 

BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND COURT EXPERIENCE 

All Adults • 

Acquaintance with a 
district attorney: 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
GOOD 

• .18% 

Friend or relative 
Know by name only 
Don't know any .. 

. . • .27% 
• •• 28 % 

.16% 

Have served on a 
criminal case jury •.... 25% 

Have been in court 
(other than jury) 

Never in court ...... 20% 
Spectator only • •. .17% 
Party or witness in 

civil case .•..•.. 16% 
Party or witness in 

criminal case . e • " • .24% 

All Adults . . . 0 • 

Acquaintance with a 
public defender: 

.19% 

Friend or relative • • • • 22% 
Know by name only . . • . 23% 
Don't know any .•... 18% 

Have served on a 
criminal case jury . . , . 
Have been in court 
(other than jury) 

Never in court 
Spectator only. • • 
Party or witness in 

civil case . 0 • • 

Party or witness in 
C:t' h>:l1nal case • . 

• • 
• • 

· . 
• • 

.21% 

.20% 
• 14% 

.17% 

.27% 

SOME- NO SOME-
WHAT OPINION WHAT 
GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

29 

32 
34 
29 

42 

32 
33 

25 

30 

29 

32 
25 
28 

28 

31 
43 . 

26 

14 

35 

24 
14 
39 

23 

'38 
32 

36 

24 

36 

30 
29 
37 

29 

36 
30 

38 

29 

11 

13 
10 
11 

9 

8 
12 

16 

10 

11 

14 
12 
11 

17 

12 
6 

12 

15 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
POOR 

6 

4 
14' 

5 

3 
6 

7 

12 

5 

2 
10 

5 

5 

1 
7 

7 

15 

77 

Number 
of re­
spondents 

(811 ) 

( ??) 
( 64) 
(652) 

( 69) 

(345) 
( 85) 

(291 ) 

( 90) 

(811 ) 

( 53) 
( 72) 
(673) 

( 69) 

(345 ) 
( 85) 

(:3 91 ) 

( 90) 

(a) The district attorney and his staff who have the job Of prose-
~ h" been charged with breaking Za~s-­outing oases ~here peopve ave. ? 

(b) 
what kind of a job are they do~ng. . 
The pubZic defender and other defense attorneys appo~nted.by 
the oourt to represent people ~ho have b~en?acoused of ar~mes-­
~hat kind of job do you feet they are do~ng. 

I 

.1 
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSQ\lAL VALUES 

D.sfrict aHorneys are slightly less often praised for Q t1good job" by people who 

are active in civic action organizations tha" they are by people who are active i" politicClI 

affairs. And the personality types that see district attorneys in the most favorable light 

tend to be people inclined toward a high acceptance of authority ond low pt'eference for 

equalitarianism. The correlations are very low, however, and the relationships, which 

are shown in pel'centoge distribution form in Tobie 4.5a, are not marked enough to warrO/1't 

more than passing comment. 

Public defenders are not viewed signlficontly diffel'ently by active os compared to 

inactive people. Nor is there a signmcant pattern of attitude toword defenders connected 

with any of the four personal value scoles thot were odministered; in all cases, the corra .. 

lations are so low os to be substantively insignificant. Table 4.5b show~ the percentage 

distribution of responses toward public defenders by people c;:laiming differing levels of 

civic activity and with different levels of response on the personal value scales. 
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TABLE 405A 

COMPARISON OF JOB BEING DONE BY DISTRICT ATTORNEYS(a~: 
ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PER§ONAL VALUE STRUCTURE 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults . . n" @. ~ • • e e 18% 

Clubs, unions, associations: 
. 16% Act~ve . . . 0 • • • • • • 

Inactive or non-member . • l~% 

civic action organizations: 
Membe+=, . . • . . . . . • . 
Non-member . . . • • . . . 

Political activities: 
Active . . . . • . • . 0 • 

Inactive or non-
registered .. ... 

Acceptance of authority: 
High . . " .. . 0 (I t'l • • • 

Medium . • . . . . • . • . 
Low • • . 1'1 It I'l '" • ~ • 1'1 

Belief in situational ethic: 

9% 
20% 

24% 

17% 

24% 
17% 
16% 

gigh . . . . • 0 • • • • • 14% 
, Medium . • . • . . • . . • 21% 

Low • ••••• -19% • .., • It • 

Equalitarianism: 
High . ....• 
Medium . . . • . . • 
Low . " " " . DO" 

Individualism: 
High . • . • • • 
Medium . . . . . 
Low I' " • e .. 1\ '" • 

• • • 15% 
• • • 18% 

. 23% 

• • • 19% 
• •• 18% 
· . . 18% 

29 

33 
28 

38 
29 

37 

28 

25 
36 
26 

29 
29 
31 

25 
34 
27 

25 
35 
29 

35 

32 
36 

40 
34 

24 

38 

31 
32 
40 

35 
36 
34 

39 
31 
36 

33 
33 
40 

11 

11 
12 

6 
12 

10 

12 

12 
12 
10 

14 
9 

12 

15 
10 
10 

13 
9 

12 

6 

8 
5 

6 
6. 

5 

6 

8 
3 
8 

7 
5 
5 

6 
7 
3 

9 
5 
2 

NumbeY' 
() f Y'e-
s ondents 

(811) 

(183 ) 
(628) 

( ?4) 
(?3?) 

(164 ) 

(64?) 

( 215) 
(299) 
(29?) 

(228) 
(313 ) 
(2?O) 

(244) 
(352) 
(215 ) 

(320 ) 
(2?6) 
(215) 

(a) The distY'iat attoY'ney and his staff who have the job of pY'ose­
'~he~e peopZe have been ~haY'ged with bY'eaking Zaws--auting aases w .L 

what kind of a jqb aY'e they doing? 

, I 
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TABLE 4.5B 

BEING DONE BY PUBLIC DEFENDERS(b): 
ADULTS 

COMPARISON OF JOB 
BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE 

EX- EX- -------
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults .. . .. .. . . ,. 19% 

Clubs, unions, associations: 
.,Acti ve . . . . •. 13 % 
Inactive or non-member. 21% 

Civic action organizations: 
Member . . . . . , . . 
Non-member fI ,. " Q r ,., 

Political activities: 
Active . . • • " 
Inactive or non­

registered 

Acceptance of authority: 
High .. ,., . (It • t' .. It 

Medium " . . • . • • . 
Low • '" ,. • • .. " (0. '" 

Belief in situational ethic: 
High . " ,., . & 1t q 

Medium . . . . . 
Low II I!t .. e 

Equalitarianism: 
High . . • . , 
Medium . 0 " • • • 0 • 

Low ,.,.. ,1'. & e'i • " " .. 

Individualism: 
High ... 1'1 II " • I" f' • 

Medium "," .••. " . 
Low ""...".... .. 

18% 
19% 

22% 

18% 

26% 
18% 
16% 

20% 
18% 
20% 

19% 
20% 
18% 

22% 
19% 
14% 

29 

28 
29 

26 
29 

29 

28 

23 
36 
25 

33 
28 
27 

33 
31 
20 

25 
35 
26 

36 

37 
35 

40 
35 

27 

38 

34 
31 
40 

33 
36 
36 

26 
34 
49 

33 
33 
43 

11 

15 
10 

9 
12 

15 

10 

15 
9 

11 

3 
10 
13 

13 
11 
10 

12 
9 

14 

5 

7 
5 

7 
5 

6 

5 

2 
6 
7 

11 
8 
4 

9 
4 
3 

7 
4 
4 

Number 
of re-
s ondents 

( 81.1) 

(183 ) 
(628) 

( 74) 
(737) 

(164 ) 

(647) 

(215 ) 
( 299) 
(297) 

(228) 
(313 ) 
(270) 

(244) 
(352) 
(215 ) 

(320 ) 
(276) 
(215 ) 

( ) The pubLic ot er efense attorneys appo~nte 
the court to represent peopLe who have been accused of crim~s-­
what kind of job do you feeL they are doing? 
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F. PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE 
OF SELECTED PROSECUTOR AND PUBLIC DEFENDER BEHAVIORS 

Survey respondents were asked to provide their opinions about selected aspects 
1/' " 

of prosecutors' and public defenders' behaviors in a manner similar to that previously. 

analyzed in Chapters II and III for police and the judiciary. A detailed description of 

the procedure will be found in Chapter II (pp. 44 to 46). In brief, each person inter-

81 

viewed was asked to evaluate the desirabilit.l. and the probability of .oocurrence of specific 

actions on the part of prosecutors and defenders. The basic rating val ues for each item 

are shown, in Tables 4.6 (Prosecutors) and 4.7 (Defenders). Also shown there are the rank 

orders of items and the discrepancies, if any, between their desirability rank and their 

perceived probability of occurrence. Items which have a higher perceived desirability 

rank than probabi lity of occurrence rank are termed "under-emphasized, II while those 

with lower desirability rank than perceived probability of occurrence are termed "over-

emphasized. II Correlation coefficients are shown for each item to indicate the degree of 

relationship of these assessments with basic attitude toward each of the criminal justice 

positions. 

Prosecutors 

Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of the nineteen items of behavior 

for Prosecuting Attorneys which were rated by the public in this survey. Interpreting the 

data in the figure, it appears that Prosecutors are felt by Californians to be somewhat 

over-zealous in prosecuting marijuana and pornography offenses, and in obtaining convictions 

, 
.' 
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Figure 4 

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED PROS~~UTORS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS 

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROSECUTORS JOB RATING 

LOW IMPORTANCE 

Prosecute most marijuana offenses (9) 
Prosecute most pornography_ 

offenses (10) 
Tell witnesses what to say (15) 
Use opportunit·ies to further 

political interests (16) I , 

More concerned with convictions 
than justice (18) 

Aware of problems of racial 
discrimination (2.5) 

Establish friendly, helpful image (4) 
Lenient on offenses frequently 

violated (13) 
View community relations as 

nuisance (17) 
Permit'racial origin to influence (19) 
Prosecute most gambling offenses (11) 

Take opportunity to prevent crime (5) 
Recognize and handle emotional . 

disorders (8) 
Prosecute most sex offenses (12) 

MEDIUM lMPORTANCE 

Improve image of other CJ agencies (7) 

Recognize needs and viewpoints 
of citizens (1) 

Spend excessive time on nuisance 
complaints (14) 

HIGH IMPORTANCE 

Stimulate citizen participation (2.5) 
Communicate with citizens (6) 

Note: Nunibers in parentheses indicate the "Desirobi1.ity" rank of each item. 
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Figure 5 

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

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

{f) 

~ lOW IMPORTA~CE I 
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MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 
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Tell witnesses what to say (8) 

Aware of problems of racial 
discrimination (3) 

Visit scene of crimes (5) 
More concerned to free 

defendant than justice (9) 
Allow clients to lie on stand (10) 

! ~. 
~-, 

~_r 

Inform public what defenders do (4) 

Defend clients to best of ability 
even when guilty (7) 

Call witnesses who will lie (11) 

Note: Nz.urWe1;'s in parentheses indicate the "DesirabiUty" rank of each item. 

Raise eve~y possible defense (2) 
Recognize and handle emotional 

disorders (6) 

Take opportunity to prevent crime (1) 

\';; 

(X) 
<n 
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TABLE 4.6 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS ACTIONS: 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 

co 
m 

DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN 

5 

6 

In 
p: 

7 

8 

perfonnance of 't:he4: duties 
t:orneys: 

r opportunity to prevent i:lle 
~ of cri.m:s • . .. . . . . · · 4.22 5 3.26 
3efendant I s racial origin to 
dr objectivity • . . · · · 1.9~ 19 2.93 
It in prosecuting offenses which 
mtly violated by 1:he public. · . . 2.70 13 3.07 
:onoerned with securin:J convictions 
seeing justice done • o • · . . . 1.94 18 3.11 
of the problems of 
iCrimination . . . . · · .. . . 4.30 2.5 3.67 
e of recogniziDg and harxlli.ng 
.th em:::>tional disol:ders · .. ~ 4.04 8 2.97 
which cases to prosecute, 
oxneys: 

m::>St sex offenses carmitted between 
adults which are reported to 

e police . .. . . • . 
• It 

. -. . 2.72 12 2.97 
toost gambling offenses reported 
the police 0 3.56 11 3019 .. . . . o c • 0 

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

RANK (a) (b) 

lO Under * 
18 if * 

14 if * 

13 OVer * 
1 if * 

16.5 Under * 

16.5 Under * 
12 Jl. 

* 1r 

-- -- ------------_._--------
Mean: average .zoating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 6 and very wzdesirable/improbable = 1. 
- Number of respondents: 364 to .372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desi~bility and ~obabiZity which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under") 0 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney rating and respondent desirability by probability score 
in which highest vaZue~were assigned to High D/High P respor~es~ nP-xt highest to High D/LOltJ P; next highest to 
LOltJ D/LOltJ P~ and lOltJest vaZues to LOltJ D/High P responses. 

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant. 
Jt Correlation too ZOltJ to be significant. 

(CONTINUED) 
---~-~-~~--------"-as ". ~', .. -.,-__ ~="~_~~M,--.. __ •• __ ~ __ ,.,~_.~~~_<'~_,..."".,...,...~~. _" ..-..-.~~..,..~~",... __ ~._.~"~ ..... ~_.._._ ... ~~ __ ~.__. __ .,..__~ __ ,...._.__.,,_ __ .... ______ ., __ ~. __ • ___ ,~w __ _ ~~.~,-.-,~ ___ ~...,_ .... .......",..,,~~_._~, "..-.-..<''"'''''-..~ .. 

TABLE 4.6 (CONT.) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

DISCREPANCY 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY IIIN EMPHASIS 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (a) 

9. Prosecute roost pornography offenses 
reported to them by the police. • • 

10. Prosecute nest marijuana offenses reported 

• 3.67 

to than by tba police • • • • • • • • .. • • 3.69 

l'hm involved in settling darestic and civil 
disputes, prosecuting attorneys: 

12. Spend excessive t:iIre on nuisance ccnplaints • • 2.45 

~ participating in ccmmmity relations and 
education programs, prosecuting attorneys: 

11. Establish a friendly, helpful mage • • . 4.25 

13. Recognize the viewpoints and needs of citizens. 4.32 

14. Ccmnunicate effecitve1y '~,i.th citizen groups •• 4.20 

15. Inprove the public's image of other 
criminal justice agencies • • • • • • • 4.15 

16. Seize on tbase opportunities to further 
their own political inter€sts. • • . • • . • 2.23 

17. View these activities as nuisance assignm;mts • 2.15 

18. St:i.tm.11ate citizen participation in cr:iIre 
prevention activities • • • • • • • • • • • 4.30 

During trial proceedings, px:osecuting attorneys: 

190 Specify to witnesses, before tbay take the 
si:aOO, exactly what they should say • • • • • 2.39 

10 

9 

14 

4 

1 

6 

7 

1£ 

17 

2.5 

.15 

3.36 

3.51 

2.86 

3.49 

3.48 

3.27 

3.36 

3.42 

3.04 

3.25 

3.35 

6.5~! 

2 

19 

3 

4 

9 

6.5 

5 

15 

II 

8 

Over 

OVer 

Under 

if 
Under 

Under 

# 

0vP.r 

# 

Under 

Over 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

* 

* 

.167 

* 
.123 

.279 

.. 184 

* 
* 

.241 

* t 
----------------------------------~-------~-----------------
~ average rating on a five-point scale on 1JJhich very desirable/probable = 5·and very undesriable/improbable = 1 .. 

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank be~en Desirability and ~obability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peopZe think lVarranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("Under") c 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney rating and respondent desirability by probability score 
in which highest values 1JJere assigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/LOltJ P; ne:J;t; highest -to 
LOltJ D/Low P~ and ZOltJest values to LOltJ D/High P responsesc . 

# Difference in ranks too sTTfZlZ to be significant. 
* Correlation too Zo7.tJ r-o be significant. (CONTINUED) 
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TABLE 4.7 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PUBLIC DEFENDERS AND 
DEFENSE ATTORNEYS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE; 

DISCREPANCY 
DESIRABI LITY I PROBABILITY IIIN EMPHASIS 

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (a) 

In the ge..'leral perfonnance- of their duties, public 
defenders and defense attorneys: -... 

1. ~ ~ o~ the problans of racial 
d.i.scrllllll'la,:tiCIl. • • • • • • • • • 

2. Take every opportunity to prevent 
the occurrence of cr..:mes • .. • . . 

3. Are capable of recognizing. and handl.in;r 
persons with arotional disorders.. . • • 

4 .. Are IIDre concerned with securin:J the 
defendant's freedan than with seeing that 

I j1.lStic:e. is dOIl.e • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • 

, 5. Defend their clients to the best of their 

4.34 

4.39 

4.15 

2.46 

:i ability, even ~ they believe they are guilty", 4.06 

6.. Should take a nore active part in infonning 
the public about what public defenders do.. 4.24 

7.. Should visit tl':2 scenes of the crimes which 
their clients are accused of .. • • . • • 4.18 

During trial proceedings., public defenders 
and defense attorneys: 

3 3.89 

1 3.22 

o 3.21 

9 3.16 

7 3.37 

4 2.83 

5 3.17 

1 

5 

6 

8 

3 

10 

7 

JL 
1T 

Under 

# 

# 

Over 

Under 

# 

r!') 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

* 

.256 

.220 

* 

.183 

* 

* 

3.68 # __________________________________________ J _______________ _ 8.. Raise every possible defense for their clients 4.38 0233 2 2 

Mean: average rating on a five-point saale on 1.rJhiah very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbabZe = I. 
Number of respQndents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Disarepanaies in rank between DesirabiZity and Probability whiah indiaate aativities that are reaeivingmore 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is UJarranted ("Under") " 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between pubUc defender and defense attorney rating and respondent desirability by 
probabiZity saore in whiah highest values were assigned to High D/High·P responses, next highest to High V/Low P; 
ne:r:t highes.t to Low V/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses .. 

#- Differenae in ranks 1;00 snv.ZZ to be signifiaant. 
* correZation too low to be signifiaant. 

(CONTINUED) 
----~--.- -------

r &1"': 

TABLE 4.7(CONTc) 
DISCREPANC¥ t CORRELATION 

co 
co 

DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY IN EMPl-fASIS 1 WITH JOB RATING 
{ai ! (bJ 

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

9.. Call witnesses to the stand whom they knew 
will lie for their clients ~. • .. . . • ~ • .. 1. 69 

10. Specify to witnesses, before they take the 
stand, exactly what they should say. • • . 2.62 

11. A1lChl their clients to testify even when 
they knc:M the client will lie on the 
wit:.rless stand. c. ••• 0- • r __ •••• ~ ••• • 2.00 

II 2.68 11 

8 3.28 4 

10 2.90 9 

JL 
11" 

Over 

JL 
11" 

.183 

* 

* 

Mean: average rating on a five-point saale on whiah very desirable/probable = ij and very undesirable/improbable = 10 
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Disarepanaies ir..rank bewaen Desirability and Probability whiah indiaate aativities that ax'e reaeiving more 
emphasis than most people think 1JJa.!Tanged ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted (,'Under" j .. 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between publw defender and defense attorney rating and respondent desirability by 
probability saore in whiah highest values ~ere assigned to High D/High P responses, nex~ highest to High D/Low P; 

=--__ next highest to Low V/Low P, and lowest values to LOI.V D/High P responses.. • 

~fferenae in ranks too smll to be signifiaant. 
~ Cor?elation too low to be signifiaant. 
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTlnNAL 
OFFICERS- IN CALIFORNIA 

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY 

Chapter V 

Porole officers ore less well known to odult~ or' teenog61'5 In Colifornia than prQbation 

and correctionol offrcers ore. The lotter two groups $telnd Clbout on 0 por with ludges, prosecu ... 

tors, and publ ic defenders in pub I ic visibilHy. Men tend to know people 111 these profenrQns . 
somewhot better than women do, CI$ Is the case with most of the other crimrnol i\.lsHc:e positions 

~xomined. Among teenaeers, howev'ert girls $eem equcd/y as well acquarnted as boys ora 

wr.~h parole ond cQrrectional officers, ond they appear to be somewnot better acqucdnted with 

probation officers than boys are. (While this difference is greot enough to be. statistically 

sitmificont, Its meaning Is difficul t to interpret without deeper InvestigQtJon thon WClS possrble 

in this study.) 

Tobie 5.1 contains the data showing the extent of th~ public', familiarity with. 

probation, porola, ond correctional officers. 

TABLE 5.1 

ACQUAINTANCE WITH PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL 
OFFICERS: ADULTS AND TEENAGERS 1 BY SEX 

ADULTS TEE~AqERS 
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

Acquaintance with Probation offioers: 
Friend or relative • . • . . • • • • • • 
Know well en('Pugh to oall by name •. , • 
Know only ",QY sigh t . . . . . . . . . . . 

Acquaintance with Parole Offioers: 
Friend or relative • ~ , • • • • , • • , 
Know well enough to call by name · • • • 
Know only by sight , ~ , • • • · • • , ~ 

AC<;luaintance with Correctional Officers: 
Friend or relative • • , • - • · • • • , 
Rnow well enough to call by name • , • • 
Know only by sight • , • · • - - • • • • 

Numbe'X' Of re'spondsnta • • • • · , • • 

*Le88 than 1; of percent. one 
90 

\:' 

13% 
-.11 
.3 

• 7" 
, , 4 
· * 

• J.3i 
· 7 
• 2 

(~8l) 

6~ 
9 
2 

1% 
6 

* 

7% 
5 
.1 

(4$0) 

9% 
10 

2 

3' 
5 

7% 
5 
2 

(S8) 

19% 
4 
3 

7% 
4 
2 

7. 
3 

(88) 

\ 

I , 

I 
I 
I 
\ 
\ 
1 
I 
i 

! 

I 

I 
,1 

I 
I 

1 
,I 
i 
I 

I! 
t I 
1\ 
II 

B. EVALUATION OF OFFICERS' JOB PERFORMANCE 

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

ius~ice system positions examined. This is partially due to the large number of people who 

say they donlt hove any opinion or are IIneu tral,l! but it also is due to a large number of 

oduHs ond teenagers who simply think correctional officers are doing a "poor job. II More 

people are overtly criticol of correctional officers than of any other group. Teenagers also 

&Ingle out probaHon officers for a larger than usual amount of criticism. 

Table 5.2 gives the detailed percentage distribuHon of iob ratings for probation, 

91 

b I h'" bit r parole, and correctional officers, but the shor~ table e ow compares t e poor 10 ro Ings 

for all seven positiol1s: 

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

Percent rati ng job "eOOr" 

Adul ts Teenagers 

Correcti onal offi cers • • • • • • 27% 33% 
27°1 10% District attorneys • • • • • • • 10 

21O/C 12% Judges ••••• ••• ° 
Probation officers. •• ...20% 26%· 
Parole officers • • • • • • • • 19% 13% 
Public defenders. • • • • • • • 17% 15% 
Police •••••••••• 10% 9% 

-'--

'~ 
1'·, 
\ ; 

i 
I 
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TABLE 5.2 

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION(a) 
PAROLE(b), AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS(o), ~ 

ADULT / S TEENAGERS STATEWIDE 
, . PROBATION PAROLE CORRECTIONAL 

OFFICERS OFFICERS OFFICERS 
TEEN .. TEEN- TEEN-

JOB RATING' ADULTS AGERS ADULTS AGERS ADULTS AGERS 

Ext.reme1y good' job . · • (7). · · · 2% 5% 2% 1% 2% 3% 
Very good job . . · · • (6), · · · 17 23 11 18 8 9 
Somewhat good job • · • (5), • · · 27 28 25 40 21 24 
Neutral, don't know · • (4), · · · 35 19 43 28 42 31 
Somewhat poor job · • • (3). · · · 13 15 13 9 15 20 
Very poor job . • · · • (2). • · · 4 8 4 2 8 8 
Extremely poor job . · · (1) . , • · 3 3 2 2 5 5 

Mean rating • . . · · · . . · , .4.37 4.50 4.28 4.62 3.98 4.00 

Numbe:t' of :t'espondents . · · (811 J (126 ) (811) (126 ) (811 ) (126 ) 

taJ ilP:t'obation off'1:oe:'(Is whose 'ob it \ t . Juve~iZes and aduZts who ~ave be!~ ~o ~nve8t~ga~e and to supe:t'vise 
reoe~v~ suspended sentenoes o~ a'~e ~n t:t'oubZe w~th the Zaw and who 

~ ~ pZaaed on p:t'obation. " 

(b) "Pa:t'oZe offioe:t's whose job it is to su e:t" . . who have se:t'ved pa:t't of th' t P v~se Juven~~es and adults 
to leave oo:t':t'~~tionaZ inst~:~t~:~se~~e=a:~~e~~o have been alZowed 

( J 
II i:'o 

a Co:t':t'eotiona Z offioe:t's wh ' b' . the arae i .. . ose JO ~ t ~s to supe:t'vise prisone:t'8 whi Ze 
y n Ja~Zs~ p:t'~sons 01' othe:t' oo:t':t'sotionaZ faoiZities. " 

.':::;,~ 
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C. SOC1AL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES 

Variances in the public's appraisal of each of the three criminal iustice system 

posiHons being examined in this chapter' are shown in Table 5.3, parts a, b, and c. Here, 

the ratings given to each position are broken down by different socio-demographic charac-

.'eristicso The findings of these analyses are described below: 

Probation officers: (see Table 5 0 3a) People in the Southern part of the state are 

more favorable ~oward probaHon officers, while people in the Northern end of California 

are more likely to be rather crirical of the job that probation officers are doing. Younger 

adults also tend to be more critical than older adults are. 

At the lower end of the socio-economic scale, people are more favorable toward 

probation officers, and less critical I while people at the top end of the socio-economic 

and educational scale are the most critical of probation officers· job performance. 

Black people are more I il<ely than any other group ~o praise the job probation 

officers are doingl and do not offer much criticism .. Mexican and other Latin people neither 

praise nor critic~ze probation officers very oHena 

Parole officers: (see Table 5.3b) The same North-South division of opinion is 

apparent in aHitudes toward parole officers as has been observed in attitudes toward several 

l'l 

I 
of the other posHi ons -- peopl e in the North are I ess supportive and more cri ti cal, 

especially those in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

II , 
I,ril 
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Parole officers, in common with probation officers, receive their criticism 

. disproportionately from younger, upper classy well educated people, and get more than 

average support from lower class)' less well educated people. Block people are more prone 

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

their praise for parole officers. Oriental people are very critical of parole officers, 

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

S;orrectronal offi5':'::': (see Table 5.3c) The low opinion of correctional officers' 

job performance is especially melt'ked In the San Francisco Bay Area. Younger members of 

the public are especially critical of correcHonal officers, and, as wHh probation and parole 

officers as well! upper clas5 and well educated people are especially critical. 

Mosr critical of all toward correctional officers are Block members of the California 

public -- 53% of them rate the iob they are doing as "poor. II 

, , 
i. 

COMPARISON 
OFFICERS(a): 

TABLE 5.3A 

OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE 
ADULTS BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC 

BY PROBATION 
CHARACTERISTICS 

EX-

95 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
GOOD 

SOME- NO SOME-
WHAT OPINION WHAT 
GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

TREMELY l\1umbep 
OR VERY of 1Ie-
POOR s ondents 

All Adults t r. _ • 0 • II " t 19% 

Area of state: 
Los Angeles/Orange Co 
Other Southern Calif 
S.F. Bay Area •.. 
Other Northern Calif 

Sex: 
Males .••.• e • 

Females • • • • • • • 

• • 20% 
· • • 20% 
• • • 15% 
• • . 17% 

• • • 20% 
• • • 18% 

Age: 
18 
25 
40 
55 

- 24 • • • . • • . • • • 16% 
39 • • • • • • 18% - .... 

- 54 • • . • • • " " 0 • 22% 
and older • 0 " " • • • 18% 

socia-economic status: 
Lower ..,...... " 24% 

17% 
15% 
17% 

Lower middle . ~ . • • " • 
Upper middle 0 • • 0 • • • 

" Upper f' (t • ~ ..- fI; ,. " " ,. 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate •• 23% 
High school comple~ed ~ • . 18% 
1-2 years college or 22% 

trade school • , r , • • 

Three or more years 17% 
college ..•••••• 

Race/ethnic category: 
• • • " 17 % White .....' 

Mexican/Chicano . • 
Negro/Blaok .••• 
Other Latin American 
Oriental. . • . . • • 

" . 16% 
,~ 37% 
• " " 19% 
. • • 28% 

27 

24 
28 
26 
34 

20 
33 

26 
27 
24 
29 

29 
25 
31 
20 

26 
24 

28 

20 

25 
36 
22 
68 
20 

35 

38 
37 
32 
31 

36 
34 

32 
34 
34 
39 

30 
37 
38 
37 

31 
40 

33 

37 

37 
32 
19 
11 
39 

13 

12 
12 
16 
11 

15 
11 

18 
14 

8 
12 

11 
13 
13 
16 

12 
14 

7 

16 

14 
10 
14 

3 
3 

7 

6 
2 

12 
, 6 

9 
5 

8 
7 

11 
1 

6 
8 
3 

10 

9 
4 

9 

10 

7 
6 
7 

10 

(811 ) 

(541 ) 
(175) 
(143 ) 
(152 ) 

(581 ) 
(450) 

(145) 
(258) 
(199 ) 
(217 ) 

(285) 
(235) 
(175 ) 
(117 ) 

(215 ) 
(245) 

(199 ) 

(154 ) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 18) 

(a) h job it is to investigate and to supe1lvise "P~obation office1ls w ose 'th ~h • M and who 
4 h have been in tpoubZe w~ v e vaw juveniZes and aduZts w 0 b t' " 

1Ieceive suspended sentences OP ape pZaced on P1l0 a ~on • 
.., 

I~' i I 1 , 

'"I j~ 
~I 

Ji 
II 

i· ,~I 

l , 
.~ 
.4 

~ 
" 

" . " 
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TABLE5.3B 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY ~AROLE 
OFFICERS(b): ADULTS BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

EX EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults. 14% 

Area of state: 
Los Angeles/Orange Co ••• 17% 

"Other Southern Calif. • • , 10% 
S.F. Bay Area .••• 0 • 10% 
Other Northern Calif • • • 13% 

Sex.~ 

Males ....•••••• 12% 
Females • " . • • • • . . • 16% 

Age; 
18 
25 
40 
55 

- 24 . 0 • b 0- ? " 0 " (J 

- 39 . . • 0 

- 54 fI e , ,. ,.. 1\ ", tI 

and older . . 
socio-economic status: 

12% 
14% 
12% 
16% 

Lower •...•..••• 18% 
Lower middle . • . • . • . 13% 
Upper middle . 0 •• ~ 8% 
Opper ••••.•• • 11% 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate .• 21% 
High sohool completed • 0 • 12% 
1-2 years college or 

trade school . • • 0 • • 12% 
Three or ~ore years 

college .••••• 9% 

Race/ethnic category~ 
Whi te ,.......".' 13% 
Mexican/Chicano . • • • • • 16% 
Negro/Black . . . . . • ~ • 25% 
Other Latin American . • • 18% 
Oriental. . . • • • . . • . 12% 

25 

28 
28 
19 
22 

19 
30 

20 
24 
26 
27 

26 
24 
26 
21 

26 
24 

26 

23 

24 
34 
20 
54 
11 

43 

40 
44 
44 
49 

46 
40 

48 
40 
43 
43 

40 
44 
46 
40 

36 
49 

42 

44 

45 
37 
30 
26 
35 

13 

11 
17 
16 
11 

16 
10 

18 
14 
10 
12 

10 
12 
15 
21 

11 
13 

13 

17 

18 
3 

28 

6 

5 
1 

11 
5 

5 
4 

2 
7 
9 
3 

5 
6 
4 
7 

6 
3 

7 

8 

6 
5 
6 

15 

NumbeT' 
of T'e-
s ondents 

(811) 

(341) 
(175) 
(143 ) 
(152) 

(381) 
(430) 

(143) 
(252) 
(199) 
(217) 

(283) 
(233) 
(175) 
(117) 

( 215) 
(243) 

(199 ) 

(154) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 18) 

(b) "PaT'o~e offiaeT's whose job it is to supey>vise juveniZeB and adu~ts 
who have seY'ved paT't of theiT' sentences and Who have been aZZowed 
to Zeave cOY'Y'eationaZ institutions on papoZe." 

I 
I' I 
I 

II 
! 

~ 
I 
r 

I i 
! 
! 
f 

t 
! II 
f 
'I 
! 
I 
I 
J 
j 

l
';' 
>.> 

~ 

TABLE S.3C 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL 
OFFICERS(c): ADULTS BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARAcTERISTICS 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults . . . • . . . o • 10% 

Area of state: 
Los Angeles/Orange Co ." 10% 
Other Southern Calif • •• 8% 
S. F. Bay Area . • . • •. 5 % 
Other Northern Calif • ',. 17% 

Sex: 
0110$00\9 Males 

Females .. II 0 ". 1'1 lit eo 0 ,. 

Jl.ge: 
18 - 24 • • • • " • • 
25 - 39 • • • • • • • 
40 - 54 • • • • • • • 
55 and older • • • . • 

Sooio-eoonomic status: 
Lower •• 

. . 
e " 

Lower middle • • • • • • • 
Opper middle • • • • • • • 

\ Opper ••.•••••• 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate 
High school completed. • • 
1-2 years oo11ege or 

trade school • • • 0 • • 

Three or more years 
college . . • D • " • 0 

Race/ethnio category: 
White .•.•.• e • • 

Mexican/Chicano • • . • • 
Negro/Black. • • • • • • • 
Other Latin American • • • 
Oriental • • • • . • • • • 

10% 
10% 

7% 
9% 

12% 
11% 

10% 
11% 

8% 
10% 

10% 
12% 

9% 

9% 

10% 
6% 
6% 

19% 
5% 

21 

20 
31 
16 
19 

21 
20 

16 
17 
24 
25 

26 
21 
14 
19 

20 
17 

29 

18 

20 
39 
10 
33 
27 

42 

41 
39 
42 
46 

39 
44 

32 
42 
42 
49 

39 
41 
52 
36 

46 
45 

34 

40 

44 
29 
30 
"1 
35 

15 

14 
18 
17 
10 

15 
14 

24 
16 
12 
10 

12 
14 
16 
19 

12 
14 

14 

21 

14 
18 
25 

3 
19 

12 

14 
4 

20 
8 

14 
11 

21 
16 
10 

6 

13 
12 
11 
16 

13 
12 

13 

12 

12 
8 

28 
5 

14 

97 

NumbeT' 
of T'e-
s ondents 

(811) 

(341 ) 
(175) 
(143 ) 
(152 ) 

(381) 
(430) 

(143 ) 
(252) 
(199) 
(21'1) 

(283) 
(233) 
(175 ) 
(11'1) 

(215 ) 
(243) 

(199 ) 

(154) 

(662) 
( 50) 
( 48) 
( 24) 
( 18) 

CO~T'ect~ona~ officeT's w ose jo it ~s to supe~v~se pT'isoneY'B wh~Ze 
they a~e in jai'lsJ pr'isons Or' otheT' co!'~ectionaZ faciZitieB. /I 

1 ; 

.1 

J 
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D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND JAIL eXPERIENCES 

Knowing someone who has beeli In jan leads to somewhat more than average 

criticism of probation officers ... but the severest critics of the lob parole officers are doing 

are found among people who are friends Of' relatives of a person in this profession. The 

percentage is striking -- 55% of the people who know CJ parole officer well rate the job 

h,eing done by the group as "poor ", The survey does not offer any direct explanations of 

why "his is the case, but It is possIble to conjecture that rt may be a result of the fact that 

parole officers as a group tend to reflect' "0 those around them an attitude of self-

criticism and/or frustration about "he'ir own performance in what is conceded to be a very 

difficul t and exposed job environment'. 

KnOWing someone who has se.rved Hme in jail or prison also tends to make people 

more criHcal of correcf'ional officers: and,? as wHh parole officers, the people who know a 

correctional officer best are also mas!' likely' to express critical attitudes about the lob they 

believe the officers C:II'e doing (39% "poor job" raHngs). Perhaps ~hi5, ~oo, can be explained 

in part by the personal e,~perlences which cortecHonal officers might be most likely to talk 

about to their family members and frIend!»; i .eo .. stories which "ended to emphasize problems 
..; 

and failures in 'the pr'ison system rather ,·han it's successes~ 
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TABLE 5.4 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PROBATION(a), 
PAROLE(b), AND CORRECTIONAL OFF'ICERS(a): ADULTS, 
BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults (Probation) • •• 19% 
Acquaintance with a 
Probation Officer: 

Friend or relatIve " 0 • • • 25% 
Know by name only " • n • Q 26% 
Do not know any " . 0 ••• 17% 

KnOW someone who has served 
time in jail, prison, or 
other institution: 

Close friend or relative 0 • 19% 
Other person • •• •.• 16% 

All Adults (Parole) •••••• 14% 

Acquaintance with a 
Parole Officer: 

Friend or relative 
Know by name only 

• • • 15% 
• " • 29% 

Do not know any" . r • • Q • 13% 
Know someone who has served 
time in jail, prison or 
other institution: 

Close friend or relative ' • 12% 
Other person n • • • • • .. • 12% 

All Adu1 ts (Correct,ions) 
Acquaintaince with a 
correctional Officer: 

10% 

Friend or relative 
Know by name only 

h , • • 18% 
• , • 9% 

Do not know any • • • , ., 9% 

Know someone who has served 
time in jail, prison or 
other institution: 

Close friend or relative . 10% 
Other person • • • • . • 7% 

27 

36 
33 
25 

24 
24 

25 

18 
22 
25 

22 
21 

21 

22 
11 
21 

20 
17 

35 

16 
16 
40 

28 
34 

43 

12 
20 
46 

42 
38 

42 

20 
44 
44 

39 
35 

13 

12 
22 
12 

20 
15 

13 

36 
25 
12 

18 
18 

15 

18 
18 
14 

18 
17 

7 

11 
3 
6 

9 
10 

6 

19 
4 
5 

6 
11 

12 

21 
18 
11 

14 
24 
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Numbet' 
of t'e­
s'tJondents 

(811) 

( 'l?) 
( 82) 
(685) 

(268) 
(119) 

(811 ) 

( 32) 
( 40) 
(731) 

(868) 
(119) 

(811) 

( 80) 
( 50) 
(670) 

(268 ) 
(119 ) 

(a) '/P~obation offiae~s whose job ~t ~s to invest~gate and to supe~vise 
juveniZes and aduZts who have been in t~oubZe with the taw and who 
~eaeive suspended sentenaes o~ a~e pZaaed on p~obation." 
"Pa~oZe office~s whose job it is to supe~vise juveniZes and aduZts 
who have se~ved part of thei~ sentenaes and Who have been aZZowed 
to Zeave ao~~eati~naZ institutions on pat'oZe." 

(b) 

(a) "Co~~eationaZ officet's whose job it is to supe~vise p~isonet's whiZe 
they a~e in jaiZs J p~isons ot' other ao~t'eotionaZ faoiZities. 1I 

I" 
"1 

,I 
I 

:J 
I 
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E. EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUES 

People who are acHve in poliHcal affairs are slighHy more likely to be 

cri Heal of the job performance of all three posi Hons"~ probaHon officers, parole officers, 

emd correctional officers. Also slighHy more criHcal of parole and corrections officers 

are persons who tend to be mO,sf active in clubs, unions, and association acHviHes. 

In -no case, however, does organizational a{!:trvity make a major difference in opinion. 

Members of civic action organizations, on the other hand, do not markedly differ from non-

members in their reacl'ions to the three positions_ 

Personal values os measured by the four scales on Acceptance of AuthorHy, Belief 

in Situational Ethics, Equalitarianism, and Individualism also do not significanHy differentiate 

opinion of the job that probaHon, paroleI' and correctional officers are doing. In $hort, 

both criticism and praise for these officers seem to be distributed rather impartially across all 

groups of people regardless of their orgonizaHonal activity or personal values. If there is 

any tendency, It is for more socfally and politically acHve people to be slightly more critical. 

Table 5.5A, B, and C show these dafa .. 
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TABLE :;. SA 

COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION OFFICERS(a) 
ADULTS: BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE SiRUCTURE 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD NEUiRAL POOR POOR 

All Adults . . . . . . . . 19% 

Clubs, unions, associations: 
Active member . , . . • • 21% 
Inactive or non-member • . 18% 

Civic action organizations: 
Member , • . . • , . . . • 13% 
Non-member . . . . . . • • 19% 

e , 

Poli tical aotJ,vi t,Y: 
Active. ',,' .' ", . . • . • 14% 
Inactive or non-

registered • . • . . . • 20% 

Acceptance of authority: 
High • • . . . . • . . . . 28% 
Medium • . . . . . • . . . 18% 
Low • • . . . . . , • . . 13% 

Belief in situational ethic: 
, High . • • • . • . . . . . 15% 

Medium • • . . . . . . • .' 21% 
Low . • • • . . . . • • • 19% 

Equalitarianism: 
High . • • . . . . . . . . 20% 
Medium • • • • . . • . . . 19% 
LoW • • • • • • • • • • ~ 17% 

Individualism; 
High . • • • . . . . . • • 23% 
Medium • , • . . . . • • . 16% 
Low . . • • . . • . . . • 15% 

27 

28 
27 

38 
26 

30 

26 

15 
34 
28 

21 
28 
31 

26 
31 
21 

26 
29 
26 

35 

33 
35 

32 
35 

30 

36 

34 
34 
36 

41 
36 
28 

31 
36 
37 

30 
36 
39 

13 

7 
1.4 

8 
13 

16 

12 

12 
8 

18 

16 
9 

15 

15 
10 
15 

13 
11 
15 

7 

11 
6 

8e 

7 

10 

6 

10 
6 
5 

8 
7 
6 

8 
4 

10 

8 
7 
6 

Number 
of J:?e-
s ondents 

(811 ) 

(183) 
(628) 

( '14) 
('13'1) 

(164) 

(64'1) 

(215 ) 
(299) 
(29'1) 

(228) 
(15 13) 
(2'10) 

(244) 
(352 ) 
( 215) 

/J 
(320) 1/ 

(2'16) 
( 215) 

7a) "Probation offioeJ:?s whose job it is to invesiigate an to supervise 
duveniZes and aduZts who have been in troubZe with the Zaw and who 
J:?eoeive suspended sentenoes OJ:? aJ:?e p'aaed on pJ:?obation." 
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TABLE 5.5B 

COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY PAROLE OFFICERS(b) " . ADULTS BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE 
EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY Numbsr .. OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY of rs-
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR s ondents 

All Adults · • · • • 0 · 0 · 13% 25 43 13 6 (811) 
ii 

I: Clubs, unions, associations: 
IIi Active member · · ~ • · , 13% 22 41 15 9 (183.) !IV' Inactive or non-member • 14% 26 43 13 5 (62'S) I, ~ 

I' 
[I 

I! 
Civic action organizations: , 

I Member 7% 33 41 15 I, 
0 0 • · • • • • 4 ( 74) • it 

'I Non-member 14% 24 43 13 6 (737) · · · • · • • • 

Political activity: 
Active · · • 0 0 · · • • • 8% 25 33 21 13 (164) 
Inactive or non-

I~ (I 
:registered 0 • • · • · • 15% 25 45 11 4 (647) 

" 
Acceptance of authority: i 

i High 20% 17 43 9 11 (215 ) · • • • • · · · • · t, 
Medium . 0 • • · · · · • • 15% 32 38 1~ 4 (299) 
Low 0 · • · · · • · · • 8% 24 48 17 3 (297) 

Belief in situational ethic: 
High · · • · • • • · • • 14% 24 47 11 4 (228) 
Medium • • • • · • • · 16% 23 43 12 5 (313) 
Low · · • • • · · · • • 11% 27 38 16 9 ( 270) 

Equa~itarianism: 
High • · • · ~ · • • 15% 23 40 15 8 (244) 
Medium · · • · • • · • • • 15% 28 44 11 3 (352) 
Low · · • · • • • • • • 11% 21 44 16 8 (215) 

Individualism:( 
High · • • • · • · • ~ • 17% 26 40 11 5 (320 ) 
Medium • · · · · · • • • • 12% 25 45 11 7 (276) 
Low · • • • • 0 · • • • 11% 22 44 18 5 (215) 

Parao e offiae:rs whose job it is to supe:rvise itweni es and aduZtG 
who have served parat Of their sentenaes and who have been at 'lOlJ.'ed 
to 'leave oorreotionaZ institutions on paro'le. II 
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TABLE S.SC 

COMPARISON OF RATING OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL 
OFFICERS(c): ADULTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIVITY 

AND PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURE 
EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
GOOD 

All Adults • ~ • • • 41 • • ~ 10% 

Clubs, unions, associations~ 
Active member . . • ; .. 8% 
Inactive or non-member . " 11% 

civic action organizations: 
Member. . . . . . • • 0 • • 10% 
Non-member ..•.••• 10% 

Political activity: 
Active. . . . . . • • • •• 8% 
Inactive or non- .10% 

registered . • • • . • • 

Acceptance of authority: 
High · • · · · • • · • • · 15% 
Medium. · • • • · · · • 11% 
Low · · • • • • • • • • • 6% 

'Belief in situational ethic: 
High . 8% · • • · · · · • • • • 
Medium · · · · , • \\ • · • 11% 
Low · • · • · • · · • • • 10% 

Equalitarianism: 
10% High · • · • • • · • * • I' ~ 

Medium • · • · • • • • • • 11% 
Low · · · • · • · • .. : ... t B% 

Individualism: 
High · · · · • • · · • •• • 11% 
Medium · • · • • • · • · • 10% 
Low · · · · • · · · · • • 8% 

SOME- NO SOME-
WHAT OPINION WHAT 
GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

21 42 15 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
POOR 

13 

24 
20 

41 
42 

12 16 
~6 I 12 

30 
20 

23 
20 

23 
28 
13 

15 
23 
23 

22 
19 
22 

18 
24 
21 

35 
42 

37 
43 

41 
40 
43 

49 
37 
41 

36 
42 
48 

39 
42 
46 

I 

17 
14 

20 
13 

9 
13 
21 

12 
18 
14 

14 
18 
12 

15 
15 
14 

8 
13 

12 
13 

12 
8 

17 

17 
10 
12 

8 
10 
10 

17 
8 

12 
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Numbe:t" 
of re-
s onaents 

(811 ) 

(183 ) 
(628) 

( '(4) 
('13'1) 

(164 ) 
(04'1) 

(215 ) 
(899) 
(897) 

(828) 
(313 ) 
(8'10) 

( 2(4) 
(352) 
(215 ) 

(320) 
(276) 
(215 ) 

(0 ) "Oorrectiona'l officers whose dob it is to supe:rvise prisoners whi'le 
. t f ''l't' /I they are in dai'ls J prisons o:t" othera oor:t"eat~ona ao~ ~ ~es. 
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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 probability of certain actions by incumbents in the various criminal justice positions 

being studied • (See Chapter II, pp. 44-46 for detailed description of the rating process.) 

In t·his chapter the comparable ratings given by the public to Probation, Parole, and 

Correc.tion?1 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 desirability and probability of occurrence. When items have higher perceived 

desirability rank than probability of occurrence rank they are termed lI under-emphas'ized. 1I 

When the reverse is true, they are termed 1I0ver-emphasized." All others are considered 

II b t . htll • d a ou rig In present egree of emphasis. Correlation coefficients for each item 

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

Prob-t:ltion Officers 

Figure 61fJrovides a summary anal ysis 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 don1tput enough emphasis, 

according to the public1s view, on crime prevention. While Californians seem to feel 

filat Probation Officers should more d'iligently seek aid from commuNity organizations to 

assist rehabilitation, they' balance it with a feeling that efforts to gain more public 
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• 
acceptance of probationers are somewhat overdone. Nevertheless, despite a 

general disposition toward more firmness and less favorJ~kmctoward probationers, the 

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

It is quite important to the public that Probation Officers 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 pro~ationers and setting standards they can 

fulfi II. 

Parole Officers 

105 

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 they do. Also 

important in judging the kind of job being done by Parole Officers, and being under-
, 

emphasized in the publ ic1s view, is identifying potential employers for parolees. Also 

not sufficiently emphasized, the public feels, is the efforts exerted by Parole Officers 

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

Important, and being performed adequately at present, are such things as being 

aware of racial discrimination problems, 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 
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with rehabilitation than "Yith punishment. Parole Officers should not, and do not 

according to the public·s view I identify too closely with the parolee, or permit 

racial bias to affect their judgment, and they should take care notto appear to be slanting 
'-..,', 

their testimony in court to justify their actions. 

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 Figur:e 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 qf these things are importantly associated with shaping basic attitudes. 

Fail ing to recognize and handle emotional disorders, and to treat prisoners with respect 

and to report their grievances are also matters for shong criticism at present by the publi c. 

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 (l2th 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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Figure 7 

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

~ 

IMPORTANCE O~ THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PAROLE OFFICERS JOB RATING 

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 

Recommend revocation when 
warranted (8) 

Identify potential employers (10) 

Identify with parolee not Give counseling and advice (1.5) Aware of problems of racial 
establishment (11) Seek aid for rehabilitation of discr1.min-<!'t"iou {3r' 

...... 
Cl 
co 

Slant testimony to support position (12) l'arolees (7) Set standards parolee can fulfill (6) 
Permit racial origin to impair Seek support for rehabilitation over 

objectivity (13) punishment (9) 

c 

Ha~dle emotional disorders (4) Take opportunities to prevent 
Go out of way to assist parolee crime (1.5) 

to adjust (5) 

~ 

,-:J 

--_L...... ---------~---- ----

Note: Numbers it: parentheses indiaate the "DesirabiZity" rank of eaah item. 
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Figure 8 

CATEGORlZAnONOFSmCTED CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ACTIVITIES IN TEBHS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACX OF PRESENT EMPHASIS 

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

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 

o 
W 

IN 
~ .... 
W Ul~ 
>~ o::c 

a. 
~ 
ILl 

l­
I 
l!)Ul -..... 
~Ul « 
I-:I: 
:::>0.. 
O:E 
COW 
~ 

Seek support for rehabilitation 
over punishment (9) 

Provide necessary medical 
attention (2.5) 

Take opportunities to prevent 
crime (4) 

Tolerate homosexual practices (15) 
Permit conjugal visits (12) 

Treat accused as if innocent (11) 
01 
ILl 
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~­IllUl 
oc;! 
Z::c 
::Jo.. 
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Give maximum freedom within rules (7) 
Identify potential employers (10) 

Report prisoner grievances (6) 
Treat prisoners with courtesy 

and respect (8) 

NWTibel's in· parentheses indicate the "DesirabiUty" :rank of each item. 

Use force when other methods fail 
Treat prisoners severely (14) 
Permit racial origin to impair 

objectivity (16) 

Aware of problems of racial 
discrimination (1) 

Seek aid in rehabilitation (5) 

Handle emotional disorders (2.5) 
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TABLE 5.& 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFICERS ACTIONS: 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

DISCREPANCY 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY IIIN EMPHASIS 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (a) 

In the general perfozmance of their duties, 
probation officers: "A. 

1. Are aware of the problems of racial 
discriIni.rla.tion • • • • • • • . • • 

2. Pemrl.t a probationer's racial origin to 
.inpair their objectivity .... ." • • .'. 

3. Give counseli~ ar.d guidance to their 
prci:>ationer as needed "...."" 

4. Take every ClfP)rtunity to prevent the 
occurrence of cr.iInes " " " " " • • 

6. Are' capable of recognizing and handling 
;:ersons with E!IIOtional disorders • 

When supervising persons on prOOation, 
probation officers: 

5. Identify with the probationer rather than 

.4 .. 41 

" 2 .. 09 

• 4.50 

.4.45 

• 4.35 

with the "establishIrent". " • • " • • • • • • 3.83 

7. P.ecamend revocation of probation when 
war:t:'all"t:ec:l. 0 0 0 0 C) C 41 ,,0 0 .. 0 • .4.04 

8 G Go out of their way to assist probationers 

4 

15 

1 

2.5 

7 

10 

9 

to adjust • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • 4.45 2.5 

10. Set behavioral standards for each probationer 
which he can understand Chid fulfill. • " " • • 4.39 6 

3.94 1 OVer 

2.91 14.5 # 

3.85 2 # 

3.62 6 Under 

3.51 .9 i 

3.25 12 # 

3.67 3 over 

3059 7 # 

• 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

.221 

* 

.177 

.272 

.293 

* 

* 

.. 181 - - - - - '-' - - - - - - __ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1.- _____ ~ _____ ~ _______ _ 
Mean: ave~e pating on a five-point scale on whiah very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbabZe = 1. 

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(aJ Discpepancies in rank be~een Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think wa:r'ranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted (flUnder"). 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) bev..tJeen probation Officer rating and rt38pondent desirability by probability score in 
which highest va "lues were assigned to High D/High P Z'esponses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to 
Low D/Lo£J P, and "lowest v:al,ues to Low D/High P responses. 

# Difference in ranks too small, to be significant. 
* Correlation too 7,cn.v to be significant. (CONTINUED) 

--' 
-' 
o 

,"~~""':':""~~ .. _~.~ _____ ,~_~_~. __ <,-;':-_":':':'..-';:":-:,, ___ ~_'_ .. ---_. ~~. __ .. _.,~ ___ ,~:===:::::===:==--:.-=-_____ ..... ~~_"'..,...,.-.. ~--.-.,_.~'""'"',.,. ___ ~ __ ...,.."." .. ~...:... ____ .,....,.....", __ ,~ ___ . ~~~ __ ._~_, __ . ____ -·::..~i:,.,..t::.'.-

~ TABLE 5.6 (CONT.) 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (a) (bJ 

When appeari~ in court as a witness, 
probation officers: 

9. Slant their testinony to support t..~ir 
own position 2.19 14 3.15 13 # * ... . . • . .. • · · · · • · " 12. Expect their testiIrony to have greater 
credibility than that of others 3.00 12 3.45 10 # * · · · · · . 

When participating in cc:mmJI'ity relations and 
education p~ams, probation officers: 

l1. Vie::.--t these acti.vities as nuisance assignnents. 2.31 13 2.91 14.5 # * 
13. Use such occasions to identify potential 

enp10}>e:t's for probationers .. . . . • · .' 3.81 11 3.38 II # * · 
14. Seek the aid arx1 roq>eration of public arx1 

private service organizations for 
rehabUitation of probationers • · · • · · · 4.40 5 3.58 8 Under .135 

15. Attatpt to increase the public's acceptance 
of probationers in the camnmity • 4.12 8 3.63 4.5 OVer * · • · · · ,. 

~: average ~ting on a five-point scale on which very desipable/ppobable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = I. 
Number Of pesponaents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability ~hich indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peop Ze think 7.J)O;PZ'anted (" ovexo") or less emphasis than is 1JXU:Tanted (l1Underlt) c 

(b) CorreZation (Pearson r) between probation officer pating and respondent desirabiZity by ppobabiZity scope in 
ltJhiah highest values were assigned to High D/High P Z'esponses~ next highest to High V/Low P; nea:t highest to 
Low D/Low P" and lowest values to Low D/High P pesponsesc 

#- Difference in ranks too smaU to be significant. 
* CozareZation too low to be signifiaantQ 
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TABLE 5.7 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PAROLE OFFICERS ACTIONS~ 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

DISCREPANCY 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY IIIN EMPHASIS 
MEAN RANK i MEAN RANK (a) 

In the general pen9~ of their:;., duties, 
parole officers: . 

1. Give counseling and guidance to tOOir 
parolees as needed . .- -. . ~ ~ ~ . · .. .. .. 4 .. 53 

2. Take every qJpOrtunity to prevent tOO 
occurrence of crines . . · · . · · · • 4.53 

3. Are capable of recognizin; and han:11in] 
persons with em:>tionaI disorders • • • • 4.34 

4. Are aware of the problems of racial 
discrimination . . . . . · · . · · 

5,. Permit a parolee's racial origin to 
inpair their objectivity • · 0 · · 

Wh3n supervising persons on parole, parole 
officers: 

4.41 

,. . . • 1.81 

6. Becatmend :revocation of parole when warranted. • 4.21 

7. Go out of their way to assist the parolee 
1:0- ad.just • • tJ • • • • • ., • a • • • III • 4.32 

8.. set behavioral standards for each parolee 
which he can understand am fulfill 0 • • • • 4.31 

9. Identify with the parolee rather than with 
the "establisbnent" #;............ 3 .. 67 

1.5 I 3.81 3 II if 

1.5 J 3.73 4 II Under 

4 l3.46 8 II Under 

3 I 3.92 1 II i 

13 I 2.93 12 II # 

8 3.83 2 Over 

5 3.45 9.5 Under 

6 3 0 64 5 # 

11 3.15 II if 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

.132 

.301 

.192 

.. 308 

* 

.315 

.132 

0213 

* 
---------~~--~--------------------~-------~-~-----~--------Mean: average X'ating on a five-point scaZe on lUhich very desirable/probabZe = 5 and very undesirabZe/improbabZe. = 10 

Nzunber' Of r'esponif.ents: 354 to 372 per item~ 

(a) Discrepancies in rank be~eenDesira(~lity and Probability lUhich indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peopZe think wC1X'ranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted (IfUnii.erlf) 0 

(bJ Co~eZation (Pparson rl between parole officer rating and respondent desirability by probabiZity score in 
which highest vaZues lUere assigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/LOb) P; next highest to 
LOb) D/LOb)?~ and lOfJJest vaZues to LoU] D/High P responses. 

'# Difference in ranks too small to be significant. 
* Correlation too Zow to be significant. 

\) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

When ~ari.ng in court as a witness, 
parole officers: 

10. Slant their testinony to support their 
CJI(flJl pc>si nOll . . . DO. • .. • • • 

tbm participatit:g in camnmity relations 
and education pn:>grams, parole officers: 

11. seek public support for tle policy of 
rehabilitation as opposed to punislJnent 
for pa:rolees . . . . . . · ~ . . . . 

]2. Use such occasions to identify potential 
eupl.oyers for parolees . · . 0 . . . . 

13. seek the aid ani c~tion of public 
and private service organizations for 
xehabilitation of parolees · . . . . . . 

. 

. 

TAB LE 5.7 (CONT • ) 

DISCREPANCY 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY \\IN EMPHASIS 
MEAN RANK MEAN RAN}(~ (a) 

1 .. 99 12 2.91 13 * 

4.1.4 9 3.45 9.5 \I * 
4.09 10 3.54 7 II OVer 

4.30 7 3.60 6 II # 

(CONTINUED) 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

* 

.152 

.. 300 

.156 

!!EE!E average rating on a five-point scale on lUhich very desirable/prooabZe = 5 and very uruiesirabZe/improbable = 1. 
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and ProbabiZity lUhich indicate ~tivities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most poepZe tftf,nk 1J1ar1!anted (I'ovez>") or less emphasis than is 'bJalTanted ("Under'''). 

(b) CorreZation (Pearson Z') betu1een paroZe officer rating and X'espondent desi:mhiZity by probability score in 
'Which highest vaZues 1Pere assigned to High D/High P X'esponsess next highest to High DjLozu P; next, highest to 
L01iJ D/LOUJ p~ and lOlJ)esi; vaZues to L01iJ D/High P responses. ~ 

'# Difference in ranks too smll, to be significant. 
* Correlation too lOb) to be significa:rtt. 
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TABLE 5.8 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ACTIONS: 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING _SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (aJ (bJ 

In the general perfOIItance of theU: duties I 
correctional officers: 

1. Pennit inmates to :be with their wives in 
private for conjugal visits ~ ,. .. .. .. ,. .. .. ,. 3 .. 70 12 I 2 .. 81 14 1/ Jt 

* '1t 

2. Are capable of recognizing ani handling 
persons with em:>ticnal disorders . · . · • • 4.39 2.5 I 3.26 8.5 II Under .208 

3.. Take ENery opportunity to prevent the 
occurrence of crine • . . · . · . • . • • • 4.38 4 3.41 4 II * * 4. Are aware of ~ problans of racial 
disctimination • • • • . · . · . · . • • • 4.40 1 3.64 3 II * .292 

5. Pexmit a prisomr l s racial origin to 
:i.npair their objectivity • · . · . · . • 1.82 16 3.11 11 II OVer .248 

Nlenhol.ding an accused person in jail, 
axrectional. offioers: 

6 .. Treat the accused person as if he 
were innooent . . . . .. . . . . • 3.89 11 r 2.79 15 II Under * · . · .. 

7. Provide necessary medical attention for 
the accused person 

G G 'IT • 'G' .. .. 4 .. 39 2.5 I 3 .. 66 2 /I Jt 

* 
.- • 0 .. .-

'1t 

----------------------------~--------------------
Mean: ave~e pating on a five-point scale on which ve~ desirable/probable = 5 and ve~ undesirable/improbable = I. 
----- Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between DesirabiZity and ProbabiZity which indiaate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis -than most peop Ze think T.tJaPranted ( I1OVen") or less emphasis t;han is warranted (l'lJnder"). 

(b) CorpeZation (Pearson r) between correctional officep pating and respondent desirability by probabilit;y score in 
" which highest values UJepe assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest; t;o High D/Low P; next; highest; to 

LOb1 D/LOb1 P, and ZOlUest vaZues t;o LOb1 D/High P pesponses. 

'# Difference.in ranks too small to be significant. 
It Correlation too ZOU} to be significant;~ 

(CONTINUED) 
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TABLE 5.8 (CONT.) 

DISCREPANCYtCORRELATION 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY IIIN EMPHASISlWITH JOB RATING 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (a) t (bJ 

i'hm supervisin:1 prisoners in a correctional 
facility, correctional officers: 

8. Treat prisoners with courtesy ani respect • 

9. Use force when individual prisoners refuse 
to obey reasonable orders ani other nethods 
l1a,~, fail.ed. • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • 

10. Report prisoner grievances to the pxq:er 

" • 4.11 

3.33 

authoriues . • • • • • • ~ • .. • .o. 4.30 

11. Give prisomrs the maximum freedan 
possible within the institutionfs rules· • . . 4.13 

g 

13 

6 

2.77 16 Urder .132 

3.81 1 Over .247 

3.09 12 Under .173 

3.26 if .. 130 

'12. Tolerate harosexual practices. • • . • • • • 1.94 

7 

15 2.82 

8.5 

13 if * 
13. Treat prisoners severely; show them that 

prison is not a resort ..o.o.... . 2.45 

ltlen participating in camn.mity relations and 
education prog:t:allls, correctional officers: 

14. Use such cx:casions to identify potential 
enployers for imates . . . . . . . . . 

15. Seek public SU};:!X>rt for the policy of reha-
bilitation as cpposed to punisbm=nt for 

4.03 

priSOl1erS • 0 0 flo • • • • 0 C\I c • • • • 4.05 

160 Seek the aid and cooperation of public and 
private servioe oJ:gaIlizatians for 

14 

10 

9 

3.32 6 OVer .297 

3.15 10 # .148 

3.36 5 Over * 

___ ~:J:~~~ of_~te~.:-=_._:...:.:.:_,,_:... 4.32 ____ 5_-'_3.:.2: ___ ~_1 ___ * __ J ____ o:.09 __ _ 

!1!!5!:!!:.: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirab1"e/probabZe = 5 and ve1"'~ wuiesirabZe/improbabZe = 1 .. 
Numbepof pespondents: 354 to 372 per item. . 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between DesimbiZity and Probability 7,r)hich indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most peopte think warranted ("over") or Zess emphasis than is 7.UaXTanted (IlUnder") c 

(bJ Corre1"ation (Pearson p) betuJeen correctional Officer ratingandrespondent desirabiUty by probabiUi;y score in 
which highest; vaZues lr1ere assigned to High D/High P pesponses~ 1".e$t highest to High D/Low P; next highest to 
LcnP D/LOU} p~ and 'lowest vaZuss to LOb1 D/High P responses" 

# Difference in ranks too small to be significant. 
>I; CorreZation too Zow to be significant. 
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Appendix A 

THE SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

, I 
'I 

Overview of the Survey Method 

This publ ic opinion survey was made by means of interviews with a cross" 

I ' 

sect; on sampli ng of the general publi c of Cali forni a. In all, 811 personal, i n ... home 

interviews were mode with persons 18 and older, and 126 were mode wi,th teenagers eged 

14 .. 17. The survey was designed to produce resul ts that could be projected. to the popula-

tion of the state at large; to this end, it includes a proportionate number of people 

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

'nterviews wer~ .mode in the homes of respondents by ~rained in~erviewers 

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

The Sample Design 

Field Research CorporaHon's Master Sample of C(;Ilifornla was used as the sampling 

framework for this project. Sixty of the master sample's primary sampling uni ts (PSU 's) 

were used. These PSU's have been seleded by a systematic random sampling procedure 

with probability of selection in proportion to population. WHhin each PSU, three sample 

clusters were drawn, each one consisting of a group of 10 households. (Four clusters were 

drawn in eight ra'ldomly designted PSU's to provide added interviews.) Starting points for 

• the formation of clusters were located by random selection from the current telephone 
1 i 

directory covering the PSU. Once begun, the cluster listing process includes households 

without telephones as they are encountered in the block. 

117 
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rn~erviewers made up to three callbacks if nec'essary in an at/'empt to obtain 

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

$.elected by a systematic procedure which called for the interviewer to interview the 

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

the oldest female at home. This manner of respondent se/edion, while not a 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 dish'ibution by sex 

and'age. Any imbalancesi'n I-he distribution of the sample are correcfed by weighting, 

as described below. 

WeighHng Corrections - Adul-t Sample 

- , 

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

directory sc/mpling bias, and which is aligned with known population Faramef'ers. The 

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

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

addresses. For example, neighborhoods within a diredory area which have a low proportion 

of households I isted in the current directory (whether because of absence of telephones 

01 together or because of a high proportion of unl isted numbers) will hove less chance to be 

selected as cluster,~Hes, while neighborhoods with proportionately more listed telephones 

per household will have a 'greater probability of fall ing into the sample. This probability 

bias is correct~d ,through a process which assigns a weight to each cluster of interviews which 

is inversely proportional to the density of listed telephone homes encountered in the cluster. 

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

phone homes are represented in thei i proper proportions 0 * 

*This sample procedure and the weighting correction is based on a design concept originated 
by the I~te J. Stevens Stock and Market-Math, Inc. It is currently used by Field R h 
Corporation and several other leading research organizaHons. . esearc 
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A second weighting stage was then appl ied to the adjusted probability sample 

resul ting from the first stage weighting described ab~ve. Although the original sample ~~ 
\"" ~:) 

designed to be self-weighting, i.e., proportionate to population, variaHons from ideal 

fulfillment occur due to operaHonal 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 os age, sex, and area of the state. 

Teenage Sampl ing Procedure 

119 

The teenage sample interviews were made with young persons residing in house­

holds where adults had been interviewed. At the conclusion of each interView the age 

composition of household was ascertained, and where the family had one or more teenagers 

the interviewer asked to be allowed to make another .interview. 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 I interviewers made 

callbacks to obtain teenage interviews. A Iimi t of a maximum of two I-eenage interviews 

per cluster was established to remain within the desired sample size of approximately 125 

teenagers. 

The resul ting teenage sample was weighted to compensate for a slight sex bias. 

The raw 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 Sueervision 

A to~al of ninety resident interviewers Were employed on this survey. These 

were members of Field Research Corporatio,n/s corps of experienced survey research inter-
I' 

viewers in California. Each interviewer was provIded with detailed written ins~ructions 

ror administering the survey questionnaire, and her work was carefully checked while in 

progress. When completed, each interviewer's work was verified by supervisors who re-contacted 

a $ample of respondents to assure that the interview reports were aufhentic and accurate. 

No work was accepted which did no~ meet stringent standards of fidelity and completeness. 

Field IMarviewing Results 
• 1'"'*' 

In total, 1 ,eao households were visited by the field interviewers employed on 

this survey~ Contact could not be mode with 573, or 30010, of fhe households because of 

persistent not-at-homeness (18%), illness in the home (7%), language borriers (4%), and 

inQccerssible residences (2%). From ~he remaining households interviews were compleled 

wrth 8ll adul t persons ond 126 teenagers. Table A shows the disposition of househol d calls 

in detail. 

Table A 
RESULTS OF FIELD INTERVIEWING 

Number Per cent 

Total households in sample · · · • • • · · · · • · 1880 100.0 
{I. 

No one at home or no adul t or el igible teenoger 
reached after callbacks · · • · · · · · 346 18.4 

Illness in the family · · • • • · · · · • · · 126 6.7 
Language barri er • · · • • · · · · • · • 71 3.8 
Inaccessible household • • · • · • · • • · · 30 1.6 
Refused interview (unwilling, too busy) · · · • · • 462 24.6 
Began but did not complete interview • • • • · 28 1.5 

Interview completed in household. 01"7 43.4 · • · '. • · • • · VIi -
Adul t only i nteNi ewed · · · • • • • · • · · 811 43.1 
Teenager also interviewed · · • • · · · • 120 6.4 
Teenager only interviewed (adult could not 

be reached for interview) • • · .. • · • • 6 .3 

-
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Characteristics of Persons Interviewed 

Toole B below shows the distribution of c::haracteristics of the persons interviewed. 

The data in this table are based on weighted frequencies, after the stage one and two 

adjustments were made in the sample. 

Table S 
PERCENTAGE DITSSTR(BI~~TE~~No~~~::egT;1~~~~S D~~A) 

ADULT RESPONDEN I""W 

Sex: 

Age: 

• • •• 
• • • • • • ill . . . Male 

Female • • • • • • • Q • 
. . . . 

18 .. 20 • · · · • • 
• • · · • · • 

21-24 · · · · · · • · · · · · · 25-29 · • · · · • • · · · • • · 30-34 · , • · · · • · • · · • · 35-39 · • · • · • • • • • • · · 40-44 · .. · · · · • · · · · · • 
45-49 · • · . . . .. 

· · · .. · • 
50-54 • · • • • • • · · · · · · 55-59 · • • · · · • • • · · • • 
60-64 · · \> · • • '. · • · • · · 65 and ol der • • • · • • · • • • • · 

48.4 
51.6 

8.2 
9.5 

13.3 
8.8 
9.1 
7.0 
9.S 
7.9 
7.2 
6.2 

13.2 

Family Income: 
10.6 
8.7 
8.3 
4.6 

Under $3000 . • • • . • • • • • • 
$3,000 - $4,799 • • • • • • • • • • 
$4,800 - $6,499 • • • • . . • • • • 
$6,500 ... $7,499 • • • • • • • • • • 
$7,500 ... $8,499 • • • • • • • • • • 
$8,500 ... $11,999 .' • • • • • • • • 
$ 12, 000 - $14,999 • • • • • • . • • 
$15 ,000 - $19,999 • . • • • • • • • 
$20,000 - $22,999. • • • • • • • • • 
$23,000 ond over. • • • • • • • • • 
Refused, not reported. • • • • • • • • 

10.0 
20.3 
15.6 
9.0 
3.4 
6.4 
3.0 

(continued) 
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female; 

Table B (cont.) 

Education: 

8th grade or less. • • • • • • • 
9 ... ] 1 th grade • • • • • •• " 
High school completed. • . • • • • 
1 - 2 years technical or trade school • • • 
1 year col/ ese or universi ty • • • 
2 years college or university' • • • 
3 years coli ege or universi ty. :. " 
.4 years col/ege or university • • 
5 or more years • • • • • • 
Refused, not reported • : : : : : : : 

Racial/ethnic group: 

Mexican/Chicano 
Other Latin Amerlca~ • • . 
NegrO/Black • • • • • • . . . 
Oriental • . . .. . . .. . . 
Whi te • • • Q • • • • • • 

Othe r • • • • • • • • . . . 

. . . 

10.3 
16.0 
30. 1 
7. ] 
6.0 

11. 1 
3.7 
6.4 
8.8 
.5 

6.3 
2.8 
6.0 
2.4 

81.7 
.8 

The tee~Oge sample (weighted for sex) was distributed 51.5% male, 48.5% 

age 14:::: 19.6% age 15 = 2.1 .101 16 2 
I . ""'."t/o, age :::: 8.6%, and age 17 = 27.4%. 

" 
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Que~tionnaire Processing 
< 

Completed questionnaires were returned to Field Research Corporation's 

central data processing facility in Son Francisco, where they Were edited for consistency 

and 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 ond rating booklet 

data obtained. When punched, these data decks were next subjeded to a computerized 

card"'editing and logical consistency check. } 

The staHstical data were obtained by computer tobulatio~ using special programs 

designed for processing questionnaire survey data. Basic tabulations were prepared on 

Field Research Corporation's in-house IBM 1130 computing systeml and additional tabula-

Nons and correlation analysis was performed on a CDC 6400 computing system. 

Estimates of Sampl ing Error 

All surveys based on probabil ity sample of human popul ations are subje.r.t to some 

degree of error tolerance due to random sampling variability. The extent of this variabflity 

is a particular survey can be assessed through the use of a ~echnique known as "replicaHng 

sampl ing. "* This procedure utiliZes. data generated by the survey itself to es~imate 

empirically the. amount of sampling tolerance in the data. Table C contains the tolerance 

limits for da~a from this survey, calculated ot the 95% confidence level. The figures 

in th~ table indicate the plus or minus range within which we have 95% confidence that 

the "true value H 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 ifhOs' become greater compated to a year ogo." In Table C it will be seen that data 

posed on the total sample of 811 persons which have a frequency near 50-50% are 

subject to a tolerance range of plus or minus.4 percentage points. rhus, we are 95% 

certoin that if we hdd interviewed a" adul ts in California, we would have obtained a 

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

Table C 
TABLE OF SAMPLING TOLERANCES AT 95% CONFIDENCE lEVEL 

Sample Percentage Division of Replies 
Base 50 ... 50 60 .. 40 70 ... 30 80-20 90-10 95-5 
'Adult sample: 

50 ~ • · • • 16 15 14 13 9 7 
100 • • • • • 11 11 10 9 7 5 
150 • • • • • 9 9 8 7 5 4 
200 • · • • • B e 7 6 5 3 
250 , • • • • 7 7 6 6 4 3 
300 • • · • .. 6 6 6 5 4 3 
350 It · • • · 6 6 5 5 4 3 
400 • • • • • 6 5 5 4 3 2 
500 • • • · • 5 5 5 4 3 2 
600 

" • · • • 5 4 4 4 3 2 
700 • • • • · 4 4 4 3 3 2 
800 • • • · • 4- 4 4- 3 2 2 

Teenage sample: 
124 • .. • • · 9 9 B 7 5 4-6& · • • 1-. • 11 11 11 9 7 5 
58 · • · • • 14 14 12 11 8 6 

125. 

CJS Role Survey Item Booklets 

It was desired "0 have members of the generol public respond to certain of 

the some items that are contained in the Role Survey questionnaire which was administered 

to criminal justice system agency members in California, Texos, Michigon, 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 tn a self­

administered questionnaire booklet ~hat was presented to each adul t and teenage respondent 

midway through the personal interview. This part of the questionnaire was' filled out by 

the respondent and returned to the interviewer, at which point ~he orally administered portion 

of the interview was resumed. In order to keep the interview length within tolerable 

limits (i .e' l approximately 45 minutes average), it was necessal"\/ to divide the Role Survey 

item list into two matched halves, and to have each respondent make answers to only 

one-hal d of the total ) ist of items. One-hal f of the respondents (al ternati ng interviews) 

were gi ven the set of even-numbered Hems to fi II ou t; the remai ni ng one~hal f fi II ed out 

a similar booklet containing the odd-numbered items. 

Not every respondent completed a Role SUl'Vey raHng booklet due to unwilling-

ness or inability to cope with the items. In a few coses the interviewer read the items to 

persons who could not manage the tosk themselves~ In all, approximately 675 of the adult 

responden ts and 110 of the teenagers fi) led ou t book/,sts. A bookl e t))os accep ted as 

IIcampleted" if the respondent was able to respond to items in at least one section of the 
I::, 

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

'task as it was presented to respondents will be found in Appendix B. The specific odd-

and even-numbered items tha~ respondents evaluated ore presented in Tci>les 2.7; 3.6; 4.8; 

and 5.8 of the rapod. 
'.~ 

Socto ... Economic Status Scale 
". 

A scale of "socio-ecnomic status" was formed out at respondents' answers to 

three questions: income, occupation, and employment status. Table D below shows the 

class positions assigned to various combinations of characteristics. 

Table D 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS SCALE# 

Retired, 
Income Self- Work student I 

Occu,::ation of chief earner quartile* employed for other unempl. 

Professional, technical IV U U -
'" U UM -
II UM LM -
I LM LM -

Managers, ~roprietors, officials 'V U U ... 
III U UM ... 

" UM LM .. 
!-' 

I LM LM -
Clerical l white collar IV U UM ... 

III UM UM .. 
II LM LM -
I l L -

Sales IV U UM -
III UM UM -
It LM LM -
I L L .. 

continued--

Table D (cont.) 

- SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATU~ SCALE' 

Occupation of chief earner 

Foreman, skilled manual workers 

Operatives, semi-skilled 

Service workers 

laborer, unskilled manuals 

. 
5 tudent, unemployed 

Retired 

*IV $15,000 )Ius P 
III = $8,500 ... $14;999 
" = $5,000 - $8,499 
I = Under $5,000 

Income 
quartile* 

IV 
III 
II 
I 

IV 
III 

" I 

IV 
III 
II 
I 

IV 
III 
II 
I 

IV 
III 
II 
I 

IV 

"' " I 

ifU ::: 

UM ::: 
lM ::: 
L ::: 

Self- Work 
employed for other 

UM UM 
lM LM 
lM L 
l l 

UM LM 
lM LM 
L L 
L L 

LM LM 
L L 
l L 
L l 

LM LM 
L l 
L L 
L L 

- ... 
- -- -... .. 

... -- .. 
- ... 
.. ... 

Upper SES 
Upper middle SES 
Lower middle SES 
Lower SES 

\ 
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Retired, 
student, 
empl. 

... 

... 

... 
-

.. 

.. 

.... 

.. 

-.. 
.. 
-
"'" .. 
... 
.. 

LM 
LM 
L 
L 

UM 
LM 
L 
L 

1 

I 

I 
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Personal Value Structure Scoles 

Four dimensions of personal value structure which it was bel ieved might help 

to explain differences in citizens' attitudes toward the various crimindl justice system 

positions being studied were measured by a series of twelve questions incorporated in the 

stJrvey questionnaire. The items were those used on a naHont'll survey of public opinion 

conducted in 1961 by the Survey Research Center of the Unive1rsity of Michigan .. (Withey, 5 .. 

The U .. S. and the U.S.S.R: a report on the publicl~",.~erspective on United States-
',:"7 

Russian relations in late 1961, University of Michig~n Surveykesearch Center monograph 

series 30.) The Withey items Were in turn drown from a longer set developed by Bales and 

Couch (Bales, R. and Couch, A. The value profile: a factf.)r analytic study of value 

statements. Sociological Inquiry, 1969 1 39, 3-17). 

Table e shows the items used and the mean (overage) response given to each Hem 

on a five-point scale by adults in the 1961 national survey and in this California survey. 

As will be seen in the table, there is a close correspondence in the responses given to the 

items in the two surveys. This suggests that the items are apparenHy reHable, i.e., they 

provIde consisteM, stablef measures. As to their validity, i.e., their ability to measure 

the aUitudes which they purport to measure, they have face validity based on item content 

and they were 0~.9inally selected out of a larger list of Hems 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 wi th attitudes toward police and certain of the othf3r agencies, thus 

lending support to the judgment that they are at least parHal\y valid in~(cators. Table F 
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shows the correlation of each of the four personal value sCdles with basic job rating scoles 

fOlr the seven criminal justice system positions studied. 

Table E 
PERSONAL VALUE SCALE ITEMS MEAN SCORES* 

ACCEPTANCE OF AUTHORITY: 

1. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, 

Nationwide 
sample 
1961 

but as they grow up they ought to get over them • • • 4. 1 
5. You have to respecl' authority and when you stop 

respecting authorif)" your situation isnlt worth much. • 4.2 
9. Obedience and respect for authority are the 

most important things in cc;haracter that children 
should learn •••••••••••• • • 4.2 

SllUATIONAL ETHICS: 

2. Solutions to most humon problems shoul d be based 
on the si tuati on at the time I not on some general 
ideo of right or wrong • • • • • • • • • • • 3.4-

6. Do what you want to do thatls fun and worry 
about the future later • • ; • • • • • • • • 2.3 

10. Since no values last forever, the only real values 
are those thot fit the needs of right now ••••• 3.0 

EQUALITARIANISM: 

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 •••••••••••••• 3. 1 

7. Everyone should have on equal chance ClOd 

dnequolsayinmostthings •••••••••• 3.9 
11. Everyone should have what he needs for his life, 

the important things belong to all of us • • • • • • 3.5 

California 
sample 
1972 

'3.58 

4.13 

3.88 

3.62 

1.90 

2.72 

(continued) 
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Table E (cont.) 

Ndtionwide 
sample 
1961 

INDIVIDUALISM: 

4. A trion who dorts out bravely on his own 
should be admired. t • • • • • • • " 4 1 

B. rn Ure a person should for the most part "go H' • • • • 
olone," working on his own and trying to 
make his c>wn life. • • • • • • • • • • • • 3. 1 

12~ One should not depend on other persons or 
things; the center of life should be found 
inside oneself ~ • • • • • • 3 6 • • • • • • • • 

Number of respondents (1475) 

Californid 
stlmple 
1972 

4.14 

2.96 

3.63 

(811 ) 

'*ASree strongly:;:;: '5; i\Sree ::: 4; Not sure =: $; 9isagree ::: 2;' Disagree strongly::: 1. 

Table F 
CORRELATION OF P~RSONAL VALUE SCALES WITH JOB RATINGS 

Acceptance Situ ati onal Equal- Indi-
of Authority Ethics itarianism vidlJal ism 

Job rating of Police • • . • • • • • ~ 137 -.120 -.118 -.026 

Job rating of Judges • • • · • · · • .038 .020 -.001 ... 028 

Job rating of Dtst~"ct Attorneys · • - · .053 -.050 -.106 ... 071 

Job rating of Public Defenders • • • · • .096 .035 -.014 .026 

Job raHng of PrQbation Officers • • • • .049 -"OM .036 .053 ' 

Job raH ng of Parol e OFfi cars • • • · · .040 .071 .044 .091 

Job rattng of <;orrectional Officers · · • .196 -~O75 -.076 -.035 
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p~esirabilHy and Probability Seoring 

Each respondent was\?Sked to give desirability and probability responses to a 

nlJJmber of Role Survey Jtems that were contained in the special self-ddminlstered questionnalre 

booklets. In order to facilitate the analysis of these Hems a rescoring procedure was 

adopted which provided a single index number indicating the degree of discrepal'\Cy between 

the respondent's perception of the desirchllity of an action and his assessment of the 

frequency with which he considered it likely to occur, and the direction of the discrepancy. 

The neW scoring scheme provides for assignment of j ncreasi ng weight to a response as the , 

perceived probability of occurrence of the behavior increases and/or as its dos!robillty was 

felt to be increasingly greater or lesser. Items having "in between" desirability were given 

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

Table G shows the scores assigned to each combindtion of desirability/probability. 

The properHes of the scoring scheme are such that within the "somewhat" de~irab!lity ~~velsl 

probability scores are successively incremented by 2, 3, 4, and 5; and within the "extreme" 

desirability levels the increments ar~ 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. 
lable G 

DES IRABILllY /P.ROBABILITY RESCORI NG SCHEME 
Extreme y Somew at n- Somew at Extreme y 

Extremely desirable 
Somewhat desirable 
In .. between 
Somewh(lt undesirable 
. Extremely undesirable 

unlikely unlikel between likely likel 

+2 +5 
+1 +3 

0 0 
-1 -3 
... 2 -5 

+9 
+6 
0 

... 6 

... 9 

+14 
+10 

0 
-10 
-14 

+20 
+15 

o 
-15 
-20 
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Field Research Corporation 
145 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Appendix B 

THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Time begun: 
am 
pm 

COMMUNITY OPINION SU~VEY 

Int. IT] 
No. 

375-001 
010672 
Final 

Hello. 11m •••••••••• of Field Research Corpol'a~ionr an independent public opinion research company. Welre 
'Working on a survey throughout the state on public opinion and lid like to i"terview you on some questions of 
Interest in your community. 

10. First of all, how long have you lived in thi's slate, allogether? (RECORD BELOW) 
lb. How long have you lived here in thIs city or town? (RECORD BELOW) 

LESS THAN 1 YEAR • 
1 YEAR TO 2.9 YEARS • • • • 
3 TO 4.9 YEARS 

LENGTH OF TIME LIVED IN--
STATE - CITY/TOWN 

IS" ,I'll. 
1,1 0 0 II 1 

• 2 II • 

3. • • 
5 - 9.9 YEARS •••• 
10 - 19.9 YEARS 
20 YEARS OR LONGER. • 

o • • 40 0 

. 5. ,. 

2 
3 

. 4 
5 
6 6. to 0 

2. What do you feel are the most pressing problems facing the people of this community these days? 
PROBE: Any other problems you think are serious? 

/t/~~ 
3d. Now, this cord (CARD A-I) shows a list of some issues that may be of concern to people ,here. On this 

IIst~ please tell me which of these things you would rank number one in concern or importance to you t?day. 
Which one would you rank number two? Which one number three? (PLACE RANK NUMBERS IN BOXES) 

Now, Wr.(ckK"ne on tf,at list would you rank lOWest in concern or impo~tance to you? Which one would 
you rOr'lk naxt 't~ !eWest? Which one would be of least concern after that? (PLACE NUMBERS I N BOXES) // 

WHEN FINISHED YOU SHOULD HAVE SI.x BOXES FIllED WITH NUMBERS (1,2,3,7,8,9) THREE 
BOXES WILL BE EMPlY. ' 

3b. NQw, lid (Ike you to give me a rating of what kind of a job you feel the public officials in this city 
or town are doing in dealing with"- of these problem~, Use this card (A-2) to give me your 
rating of the public officials. RECORD NUMBER OF ANSWER IN BOXES UNDER 3b. 
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a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 

30. 
RANKING OF 
CONCERN 

T ,an'porrat! on fao n U; e' f 0' thl' oommun I ty .......;t3 8 
Providing high quality public schools in this district. • • • • ~O 
Protecting ci.tizens against burglary and theft in this part of lown • :(5 

Protecting citizens against criminal violence on 
the streets of this community •••••• • • , • 

Providing medical and health services needed by 
citizens of this community • • • , , • 

Providing equal justice in the courts for all people 
of this community • • • • • , • • • , • • '. •. 

Controlling and reducing air and water pollution in this 
communi ty • • • • • • • • • • " • • • 

Rehabilitation of criminal offenders who are being released 
into the com,munity on probation 01' pa,role , • " • 

Dealing wHh unemployment and poverty. ,'. to. 'j 4; 

. «to 
~7D 

.~rO 

. :<70 

,3.J0 
",/0 
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3b, 
JOB PUBLIC 
OFFICIALS DOING 

:szO 
330 
al/O 

$s'D 
stD 
$70 

3fD 
'310 

~O 

, mb'er of any social or fraternal clubs, or labor union, 
4, Arbe.y,ou a me 'ation or a professional association? (IF YES,) 

a uSlness aSSOCI, tit' e or not too active 
t I ct've madera e y ac IV , 

NOT A MEMBER • . 
NOT TOO ACTlVE • 
MODERATELY ACTIVE 
EXTREMeLY ACTIVE. Are you ex reme y a I , AN ONE ANSWER FOR 

in these? (IF ACTIVE IN MORE TH , 
ONE MOSTACTIVE IN) 

A ou a member of any civic action organizations or , 
5. ,re, y , . I b? (IF YES) Are yol,J extremely active, CIVIC Improvement c us, 

moderately active, or not too active? 

NOT A MEMBER • . • 
NOT TOO ACTIVE .• 
MODERA TEL Y ACTIVE 
EXTREMELY ACTIVE, , 

42-
, 1 
. 2 
, 3 
• 4 
4~ 
, "1 NOT REG./STERED. , , 't d tb vote? (IF YES) Besides voting, are you NOT TOO ACTIVE • . . 2 6. Are you regis' e~e . ' , or not too octive in r:. 3 

extremely active, moderately active, 'attending MODERATELY ACTIV", , • 
politicai affairs, such as working on ~ampalgns, EXTREMELY ACTIVE. • • 4. 

7. 

meetings, and ,so on?· h d It 

f the things that some people believe and ot ers on , 
11m going to read you a few statements aboutdsome 

0 'th each statement as I read it. Here is a card I 

lid like you to tell me whet,her (cAR~g~)e ~;II r~:g:he~ler you feel strongly about~t, ~A~~'~~~~~t~~D 
showing the answer categones I about it 'ust say so. Here is tJ1e first one -- (RE D . 
If you donlt know how YOFuNJeEeCESSARY F6R UNDERSTANDING) 
DISTINCTLY, REPEAT I 

,,\ ----

II, 

, 
I. 
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AGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE 

J/1 1) Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas but 
as they grow up they ought to get over them'. • . • .5 f • .4. . 

2) Solutions to most human problems should be based 0 

the situation at the time, not on some general n 

DK, 
NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 

• .1 

Ideo of right or wrong . . . . . . . . • . ,5, 4 3 2 • • • • • • • • 1 
A group Of people that are nearly equal will work • • • • 3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

S) 

9) 

Cl lot better than one where people have bosses and where~ 
some people have hIgher positions than others ' .•.. 5 •.. 4. 

A man who starts out bravely on his own should 
be (;Idmired 

• • • t> at • • • • • • • 

You have to respect authority and when you stop 
respect! ng authority, your sHua Han isn I t worth much 

Do what you want to do that's fun and worry 

41 
.5. 

4'1 
.5. 

~bout the future later • • • • • • 0 • • . .5. 

Everyone should have on equal chance and an equal 
soy I n most things • • • • • • • . . "' . , 

~-o 

.5. 

In life a person should for the most port "go It alon II S1 
working on his own and trying to make his own life e., • .5. 

Obedience and respect for authority are the most 

.4. 

.4. 

. .4. 

.4. 

.4. 

Important things in character that children should learn $~ .5. . .4. 
10) Since no values last forever, the only real values S~ 

ore those that fit the needs of right now • • • • • 

11) Everyone should have what he needs for his life th 
Important things belong to all of us I e . ., , . . . 

12) One should not depend on other persons o't things, 
tho center of I.fe should be found inside oneself 

'\ 

o 

, i 

.. 

.5. 

•. 5. 

.5 . 

.4 . 

.4. 

. . 4, 

.3. 2. D • ,1 

.3. • 0 2. .1 

.3. 2 

.3, 2 • • 1 

.3. 2 • .1 

.3. 2 • .' 01 

~ • 3 • 

.3. 2 ", • 1 

.3. 2. • • • 1 

" .3. • • 2. • • ,. 1 
\ . , 
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S. Next, I'm going to show you a list of things that sometimes happen to people and I'd like you to look it 
over for a moment. (HAND OVER CARD C AND PERMIT,RESPONDENT TOREAD tr THROUGH. IF 
RESPONDENT HAS TROUBLE READING OR UNDERSTANDING IT, READ IT ALOUD FOR HIM OR HER.) 

A. Would you tell me, plea$e, whether any of th~se things have ever happened to you ot to membar~ 
of your househClld within the past five years,? IF YES, ASK: Which ones? Any olhers? (CIRCLE 

CODE(S) UNDER A) --

B. 
C . 

" 

(FOR EACH CIRCLED IN A) Was this within the past year, or was It longer ago thClr\ that? 

Which one crime on that list is the most frightening one to you, personally ~~ tlit! one you'd 
least like 1'0 have happen to you or someone in your family? 

D. Of course, no one likes to think about being victimized, but sometimes it happens" I'd like yo", to tell 
me which ~ of the crimes on that list you think might be the most likely one to happen to you,? 

E. Have any of the things on that card even happened to someone you know~-a friend or close 
acquaintance in the past year or so? Which ones? 

A. B. C. D. E. 
Has Happened 
happened Within Most to friend 
within past fright... Most or ac" 
five years year ening likely guainlance 

$(. 9"t. 4/J 1,2, 4'1 

1 ) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 

10) 
11) 
12) 
13) 
14) 

ARSON • • • • • • • • • • 1 • .1 • 1 • I • • 1 
ASSAULT • • .2. • . • 2, . , 2. • • 2. .2 
AUTO OFFENSES. • . • .3. .3. 3... 3. ; 3 
BRIBERY. . • .4. . . .4. . • 4. • . 4. . . .4 
BURG LARY. • • . • • • ,".5, • 5 . 5 • 5 • • 5 
CAR TH EF T. • • ,.' 6 . . 6. • • 6. • . 6. . • . 6 
CONSUMER FRAUD • • 07. .7. 7 . 7....7 
EMBEZZLEMENT • .8..8. 8. 8. .8 
FORGERY/FRAUD. • • • • .9. • • .90 , • 9. • • 9. • • 09 

LARCENY. • • • • • • •. " 57, °
1

,. • • 57. °
1

,. '. ,,(.,°1 ., • '. ~901 '. .'. 4>.' °1 
MALICIOUS MISCHIEF/VANDALISM 
RAPE/CHILD MOLESTI NG • • .2..2..2. . • 2. .2 
ROBBERY. • • . • • .3. . • .3. 3.. '. :3. • • .3 
OTHER (sp,ecify), _____ • • • • .4. ,4. 4. 4. .4 
NONE OF THESE. ,. •••••• Y, • • ,Y. • • Y. • • Y. • Y 

9. Have there been any times recently when you might have wonted 
to go somewhere in town, but you stayed at home because you 
thought it would be unsafe to go there? 

,~ 

YES. • 0 1 
NO ••• 2 

10. Compared to other ports of this (city/town/area), how 
likely is a person around here to be a victim of a crime-­
a lot more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat less 
likely, oro lot less likely? 

LOT MORE LIKE LY. • 0 • • • • 

SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY. 0 • , 

ABOUT THE SAME, NO DIFFERENCE 
SOMEWHAT LESS LIKELY • 
LOT LESS U KELY •••••• 
DON'T KNOW •••• • • • 

GREATER. , • • 
ABOUT SAME 

<.7 
• 1 
.2 
.3 
,4 
.5 
.6 
,~ 

• 1 
.2 
.3 

11. Compared wi th a year ago, do you feel that the daneJer 
from crime of all kinds in this city or town has become 
g rea ter or has it become less? 

LESS •• 
DON'T,KNOW • .4 

; 
, 1 

., 

.l 
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12, 
Now, , havo SQme more stafements that lid like to see whether you ogree or disagree with, As I 
UJod (loch ()(It!, pleose IJse this card (CARD B) and tell me which answer best fits how you feel 
obout it?, 

J) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7} 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

AGREE 
STRONGLY A.GREE 

DK, 
NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 

IBg;,mo~?. ~I 

14 

Tho crIme problem Vtovld be reduced if 
(ewer offenders were sent to prison and 
t"';Jtead mote of them re"educated and 
rcod/ustcd ou/sfde or prlson . 5. , . .4. , .3. . . ,2. . . (J 1 

The ancient low of on eye for an eye Is 
$tIll (1 good rule /0 follow in dealing with 
crfme. Social justice demands that peopl e 
who offend agoinst the law be punished 
to the limit , . . . , " . . , .. 

Covrts these days orc too lenIent In the 
sentences they pass on criminal lawbreokers 

Experience proves that harsh punishmen~ 
does not doter mc>st criminal behavior • , 

I~ 

. 5. 

,I.. 

• 5. 

11 
.5 • 

Too many people are be ins released from 
prison on porole before they are rehabili- !t 

.4. ,3 

.4 , .3 

. .4, , . 3 

. ,2 . · 1 

. . . .2. . . · 
, . . .2 . . . · 1 

tated -. .. • . .. • . t. • • • • f 5 It 

Prisoners scheduled for parole should be 
gtven 2 or 3 day Furloughs before thei r 
form.ol rolcose to give them a chance to 

. .. 4. " .3 .... 2 .. ~ . I 

find (I lob and a ploce to live when they 19 
ore (1l1ol/y released. • • • • •• • 5. 

Prisoners wi th a record of good behov; or 
should be permitted to' go into the 
community tram time to time for short periods ~o 
to loke core of pressing personal business. • 5 • 

Once 0 parson convicted of (I crime fulfrlls 
ht$ scmtenee, he should be treated no 
differently from ooy other citizen • • • 

The poliee treal 01/ people alike regardless 
of t(lC& or n(;lti oneill ty • • • • • • . 

Pollet; give more considerate treatment 
to rich p~ople than to poor people • • 

The police have it in tor young people 
. <:Ind piek on them unfairly. • • • • • 

ThC! poliee ore more likely to orre$t 0 

par$on who di$plo;ys what they consider 
to bt.u,1 bad attitude. . . • • • • • 

Tho police becon'e personally fomi! ior 
with t~~idonl$ of thl,} neighborhoods they 
patrol • • • • , • • • t • • 

· 5. 

· 5 t 

~a 

• 5. 

.2.4 
· 5. 

:l.~ 

, 5 . 

~G 

• 5 • 

• . . 4 .. ,3, ..• 2 .. " . I 

. . ,4, . ,3 .... ,2 .. ,. . 1 

.4. . .3. .2. . , ;. 

.4, .3. .2. 

. . • 4. .3 . .2. 

. . .4. .3. .. . .2.. . . L' 

. .. . 4 ... 3. " ... 2 ... 

• • • 4 •.• 3 ..•• 2 •••• 1 

(continued) 

12, 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 

20) 

21 ) 

22) 

(conHnued) 

AGREE 
OK, 
NOT 

137 

STRONGLY AGREE SURE DISAGREE -
DISAGR~E 
STRONG~t 

The pol ice encourage people in the 
community to help them In providing low 
enforcement services • • • • I • • 

Police officers on the street behave in ° 
way that torns the confidence ond $upport 
of the public ••••••••• 

Pol iee offit.ars do not give my neighborhood 
os SQod servi ces os they do other parts of 
town . . " . . . . .. . . . • 

Pol ice admi nlstrators assign enough 
lTlinority group officers to miilority 
neighborhoods • • • • • • . . . 
Police lnvestigotions of complaints about 
polic~ misconduct are always fair and 

~'l 

, 5. 

~f 

· 5. 

~ 

• 5 . 

~o 

· 5 • 

.31 

" rhell'Ql,/gh , • • • ; • • • • • , . ..". 

A citizen who has a complaint against a. 
police officer will have a hard time getting 
the authorities to look into the maHer. • 

Thepolice donlt give people enough 
f.ollow-up information about whatls 
happening to their cases • • • • . . 

J~ 

• 5. 

$~ 

· 5. 

!J4 

4 3. • • .2. • • • t .... • t • 

4 3. • . .2. • •• 1 ", . , , 

· . 4. . . 3 . • . .2. • . • 1 

· . 4. . . 3 • . . .2" . . • 1 

· , 4. 

4 3 • • • .2. . , • 1 .. "". 

4. " • 3. , . • 2 • • • • 1 

lliepolice often use excessive force in 
mak i ng arrests • • • • • • • • • · 5. . . 4. . . 3. . . .2. . • • t 

The pol ice often use offensi,ve language 
when dealing with the publiC •••• 4 3. • • .2. • • . 1 c!. • ~ .. 

II 
\1 

fI 
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13. Now I J n(Jve some qvc$/ions about the difFerent people and ogencies that make up the criminal justice 
system of po/iC(!, cOutls, and corrections. I'd like you to tell mewhich of the answer categories on 
thi$ cord (CARD A .. 2) best fits your opinion about the kind o( job that each of these agendes is doing. 
Horf! 1$ tho first one"'· 

A) 

6) 

C) 

D) 

E) 

F) 

G) 

Th~ polrce deparfmerH thaI serves 
this area ..... whof .kfnd of a Job wourd 
you $ay they (ite doing? 

" . . 
Thedlslrict (il/orney and hi$ staff who 
hove the lob of prosecuting Cases 

" where people. have been charged with 

• 

Extremely Very 
Good Good 

d4 
• 7, • • 6. . 

Some" Some-
what what Very Extremely 
Good Neutral Poor Poor Poor -
5. • • .4 • • 3 • • 2 . . . 

breaking laws--whal kind of aJob ~7 
are they doing? • • " • • • • • 7. • .6. • 5. • .4, • 3. • 2. • ,I 

'! 

The fudges who preside Over thQ courts 
In thh communlty .. -what kind of a job :Jf 
doyovfeeltheyoredoing? •••• 7 ••• ~ •• 5 ••• 4 •• 3 •• 2, • ,1 

The public defender and other defense 
attorneys oppointq~ by the court to 
represent peoplo who hove been occused 
of erfmos--whct khd of job do you feel 
tb~y me dot1\g? .:\ .. • ~ ~ " " 

~ \ \ 

Probation officers whose job it Is to 
fnv!'stlgote clOd to supervhe juveniles ond 
adults who have be(l11 in trouble with the 
law and who receive suspended sentences 
or ore placed on ptobation--what is your 

49 
7. .... 6. i " ". . A . ..,. . 1'\ , 

• &.. • .. I 

impression of the job Probation Officers "10 

tire, dol1191 ••••••••• 7. • • 6 • . 5. • . 4 . • 3. • 2. • . 1 
Parole officers whoso job It is to supervise 
luvenllc$ and adult$ who havtl served part of 
their sentt;lOCes and who have been allowed 
to leave eorrecHonal Institutions on porola--
what h your Impression of thE! lob Parole "1/ 

om Clil rs 0 re doi 091 • q • • • • • 7. • • 6. • 5. • • 4. • 3. • 2. • • 1 

CorrectIonal orflcots whose job it i$ to 
suporvlse prlsoocrs whfle they are in lai Is, 
prisons or other correcti onol facllities--
whot h your impression of the lob Correc- 42-
Honed Offictfrs ore doing? • • • • • 7. • • 6. • 5. • • 4. • 3. • 2. • • 1 

Next I I hov(i (1 booklet here In which you con fill out your OWn ratings of several of the different 
ogonc:lo$ making up what i$ coiled the Criminal Justice System--that is, the courts, the low enforce­
mont ogonc:les t ood the eorrectlonol institutions.. (HAND OVER BOOKLET AND A PENCIL) 

Horo '$ how you rill the.~e items out ..... (SHOW RESPONDENT HOW TO FILL OUT EXAMPLE) STAND. 
BY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS OR OFFER ASSISTANCE IF RESPONDENT SEEMS TO NEED IT. 

REMIND RESPONDENT OF THESE THINGS AS HE STARTS, AND ONCE OR lWlCE AT INTERVALS 
AS HE IS WORKING THROUGH THE EXAMPLES: 

1. Plttlso answor each item to the ba$t of your ability. There are no "right" or "wrong" 
On$WOrs "' .. we ius. won~ your frank and honest opinions. 

2t Remember to chockJwo answars for eoch item: 

First, how deslroble you thtnk it is thot the action described In the item be done, ond 
SO'C'Ondt how ~you thInk it happens the woy the item drscrlbes it. 

If you roally canlt answer an Hem, just leave it blank and go on to the next one. Try to 
t'AlUwor each OM , however • 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Have you ever received 0 notice thot you were being 
called to serve on jury dvty? 

(IF YES): 

A. Have you ever served os 0 juror in a criminal cose'hthot is, whhetre 
someone was being tried for 0 felony or for some ot ar crime t 0 

involved a possible prison sentence? 

Have you ever been in courHor ony reason (besides being on a jury)? 

1>1 
\ ' 

, \ 

.1/3 
YES . 1 
NO . . . X 

W 
YES •• 1 
NO • 2 

-t:t 
YES • 1 
NO •• , X 
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J(~IFJY~E~S)~: ______________________ ~ __ ~~~~~ ______ ~.~l ____ _ 

II PARTY IN CASE • • A. When yot) have been in court'lwerhe you persona y WITNESS... •••• 2 
involved as one of the parties n t e cose, as a 
witness, as 0 spectator, or whot? (MULTIPLE SPECTATOR. • I. • • • 3 
ANSWERS O.K.) OTHER ______ • 0 

B. When you hove been in court, was it because. Of, I 
a ~rcffjc incident, 0 crimlno.l case, I;>r some CIV 

~~tt~;-?- (MULTIPLE ANSWERS O.K.) 

Do you happen to know onyone who Is .. -

A. A policeman or policewoman? 

(IF YES) 

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

B. A district attorney, or prosecutor? 

(IF YES) 

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

C. A judge? 

D. 

(IF YES) 
Is that person 0 close friend or relative? 
(IF NO) Do you know thot person well enough to 
coil him by nome if you met him on the street? 

A public defender orcourt~oppointed defense attorney? 

(IF YES) 

Is that p~rson 0 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? 

'17 
TRAFFIC INCIDENT. • • • 1 
CRIMINAL CASE • • • • • 2 
CIVIL MAlTER. • • • • • :3 
OTHER 0 

'If 
YES • • .1 
NO ••• X 

-11 
FRIEND OR RELA TlVE. • • • 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME • • • 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 

b"O 
YES • • • 1 
NO ••• X 

31 
FRIEND OR RELA TlVE ••• 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME • • • 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 

. . 52 
• 1 

. .. x 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE. •• 
COULD CALL BY NAME •• 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 

$-/ 
YES • • " 1 
NO • , .X 

FRI END OR RELA TlVE. • • • 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME • 2 
COJLD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21 

f A probation ol£i<:cr? 

lIF YES, 

YES 
NO • 

SC-
I 

X 

Is that ponon a close friend Of relative? FRIEND OR RELATIVE 3'1, 
lIF NO) Do you know that person w~.11 enough fo 
t:tJlI him by Mme If you met hfm On the street? 

COULD CALL BY NAME 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME. 3 

F. A parol e officer? 

(IF YES) 
~~ -*_ .. 

Is that person (I closC! rri end or rela Hve? 
(IF NO) Do YOll know thaI person well enough to 
call him by name If you met him on the street? 

YES • 
NO 

FRIEND OR RELA TIVE 
COULD CALL ay NAME 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 

G. A corroctlonal officer, that ls a guard or other person who 
works in a ioil, or prison, or eorrt'lctional facility? 

YES 
NO 

(IF Y9,S) 
Is that person a cle$e friend or relatIve? FRII:ND OR RELATIVE 

COULD CALL BY NAME (IF NO) Do YO'J knew that person well enough to 
~ii ~im by n~Q If you mot hrm ... on the street? COULD NOT CALL BY NAME. 

Have you evet been stopped and interrogoted by a 
poirc:emclf) for onything In the post five yeors er 5e? 

(IF YES) 

YES 
NO . . 

x 
31, 

• 2 
J 

to 
! 
x 

,'f I 

2 
J 

('2-

I 

" X 

~~~""~-"""~------------------------)r-r----fi! ISo. Was that for a traffic incident or was TRAFFIC INCIDENT , • 
it for somothing el~e? SOMETHING ELSE 2 -----

Hovo you ever been token to the polico statlen 
fot any thins In tha post soverol yecm? 

YES 
NO 

td 
J 

X 

(IF YES) 
I"'A;';O • ...".;..;;;;W;.,;;.e-r-~-y-ou-'~$~1 er' w;;;e--;O-;;-op-p~-o-ri-ng-ot·-------A--RR-E-S-T-. -, -, ----;.''"Z'3-l---

the ,station ror some other purpese? 0 THER PURPOS E 2 
~-------------'~~ __ .'I'-----------------------------------------------------

H:lS anyone In your family, or 0 clese friend eVer been token to' 
thb police stotion ror anything in the PO$t several years? 

(IF YES) 
A:' ." Wos this person under arrest I or wos he appearing 

ot thl} $totlon rQt $omtl other leoson? 

00 yov happen to know anyene pcmonolly whO' hos served time 
10 Q county i,l))il, 0 $Iat~ prison, or other correctienal institution? 

YES 
NO , . 

ARREST • , • 
OTHER REASON 

YES 
NO 

,,&. 
I 

X 

,,, I 

2 

~ 

I 
X 

(IF yES) ____ . ____ '--------------------'711"'"---
CLOSE FRIEND ~9 I 
DON'TKNOW WELL. 2 

A Is thol IJ close Friend I Ot is I t $ome~ne 
you don't k!'1ow too well? 

OTHER ____ ~~__ .3 
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22. What is your eccupaHon/ please? Not where you work, but the kind of work you de and thel~~~&t !>::J 

business or industry that it is In? 
14 

A. RESPONDENT: (type of werk) ( . (type of business 'or i"laustty) , 

B. (IF "HOUSEWIFE lI , STUDENT OR "RETIRED") Who' is the eccupation of the chief earner in thIS 

heuseheld? 
CHIEF EARNER; ___ ~-.~:_::_::r.~---

(kind of work) (type of business otinduStryl 

I' 
IS" 

\ 
23. Does the chief earner work for someone 

else, or is he (she) self-empleyed? 

WORK FOR SOMEONE ELSE 
SELF EMPLOYED • • • • 2 

24. What is yeur age, please? 18-20 
21-24 • . 
25-29 

RETIRED, STUDENT, NOT WORKING ., .. III 3 

I" 
,1 45-49 • 
2 50-54 • . • .3 

03 55-59 • " 9 
30-34 • " • 
35-39 • 
40-44 

.4 60-64 •• 0 
: 5 65 OR OV ER \ • >< 

.6 
18 

25. What was the lost grade you 
completed in scheol? 

• '. 1 8TH OR LESS, . • • 
9TH - I11H GRADE , ••••• 
12TH GRADE (H s" COMPLETED) • . • . 
1-2 YEARS TECHNICAL OR TRADE SCHOOL 

2 
• :3 

4 
5 
6 

1 YEAR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, • • • • 
2 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY • • • 
3 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY •• 7 
4 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY • ., 8 
5 OR MORE YEARS • • • • 9 

26. Just for classification purposes, weld 
like to have a rough ideo of your total 
family inceme here. I donlt need on 
exact figure, but would you please 
loek at this cord and tell me which ameunt 
shown there comes closest to the tota~ 
yearly income of this household, pefere 
taxes. (CAR D D) 

27. De you ewn or rent this dwelling? 

19 
A. UNDER $3,000 • •• '" 1 
B. $3 ,000 - $4,799 • • • , t • 2 
C. $4,800 - $6.499. • • . • • 3 

4 D. $6,500 - $7,499, 
E. $7,500 - $8,499. 
F, $8,500 - $ 11, 999 , • 
G. $12,000 - $\4,999 • 

, • " 5 
. . , 6 

7 
H . $15 ,000 - $19,999. • • • • 
I, $20,000 - $22,999. • • • • 

8 
9 
o J. $23,.000 AND OVER • • . 

NOT REPORTED (Interviewer . 0 
estimate group 

OWN 
RENT 

. . 
, . 

..to 1 

· 2 
~/ 

28. How many times have you changed yO~lr address 
during the post five years'? 

NO CHANGE .. , 
ONCE • . •• 
TWICE •• • • 

, 1 
• 2 
• :3 
, 4 THREE TIMES , 

FOUR OR MORE TIMES · 5 
:~tl 

29. Is there a private telephone in I·his residence? ~~: : • X 

(IF YES): ----------:-Y'7:E:::'S-.-.-. -;l::~3'1-----
A. Is yeur telephone number listtld in thG current 2 

NO". •• 
telephene directery? DONtT KNOW . Y 

(IF "NO" OR "DK"): 
B. Is that because you have only hod 

yeur telephone cenne~ted since ~he 
current directory was Issued, or IS 

this on unl isted number? 

INSTALLED SINCE CURRENT ~.o{ 
DIRECTORY • •• • 1 

UNLISTED NUMB~R • • • • .2 



J,! 
t 
, ! 
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30 Co:)ntirl9 youtUIJr, hoVl mooy people live in this household? TOTAL :W 

A. How moor art 18 yoars of age or older? 18+ f?' 
B. HO'N lOOny "r~ tccl'I"9cr~ 14 to 17 yflars of age? 14 .. 17k ::17 

~lF ANY reeNAGER (14 .. \7) IN FAMILY I COMPLETE THIS FORM AND THEN ADMINISTER SUPPLE~ 
MENTAL aLUE FORM QUESTIONNAIRE UNLESS YOU HAVE ALREADY COMPLETED TWO mENAGER 
INTERVIE'WS rN THIS CLUS TER. 

CLASSIFY BY OBSERVATION: 
~~\~~"Il~ 10:>*" 

SEX OF ,RESPONDENT: n 
MALE • • . I 
FEMALE. 2 

ETHNIC/RACIAl. CATEGORY: :l1 
MEXICAN/CHICANO. , • • 1 
PUERTO RICAN ...., 2 
OTHER LATIN AME~lCAN • • 3 
NEGRO/BLACK. • • • • • 4 
ORIENTAL • • 5 
WHITE • • ••••• 6 
OTHER(spocify) • 7 

TYPE OF DWELLING: XI 
SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED • • •• 1 
DUPLEX OR ATTACHED SINGLE FAMILY 

RESIDENCES (ROW HOUSES). • • • • 2 
MULTIPLE UNIT BUILDING -- SEPARATE 

ENTRANCES OUTSIDE • • • •• 3 
MULTIPLE UNIT BUILDING "" ONE ENTRANCE 

2 - 6 UNITS • • • • • • • • • • 4 
7 UNITS OR MORE • • • • • • • • 5 

tol,'"*" .... ~~_~ ____________________________ _ 

Now} lust so my sup(!rvis,or can verify my work, would you please tell me your name'? 
MR. ( » 
MRS t ( ) 

MISS ( )" 
AOORESS: 

{last nome) 

.--.. (number) (street) 
CITY OR AREA NAME:. __ ~. ____________ STATE:, ________ _ 

TELEPHOt-JE NUMa~R WHERE RESPON DENT CAN BE REACHED: _,-..-_..,...."._..,..--,.--,--__ _ 
(area code) (number) 

---~-~~~~~,------------------------------------------------------------
Dat(l C!Qt1\plctod:_. _______ _ 

om 
Tiwo completed intervlewl _____ ,pm 

Totol timl': .... _. __________ -.;min, 

I hl"ohy cortlfy thls /0 be a true and occurate account of this interview: 
'l 

I NTERVI EWER SIG NATURE: _________ -r.:-r,--_---r:~,__------
(full nome, please) 

VtrHlod by:",,_, __________ _ OFFICE USE ONLY 
am 

Tlme.,.;;.l ___ ._,.J...pm...;.· 
Replicate number 

1-

~I 

Cluster Number 

32/3 

'. J 
CQmmonts: 

3 State/PSU 

Field Research Corporation 
145 Montgomery Street 
Son Francisco, CA 94104 

FAMILY LAST NAME: 

• Clu~ler No. 

COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY 
Supplemental Interview for Young Persons 14~ 17 

----- 375-001 
010772 

---------------------------------------------
ADDRESS :-,----"-"7t'.,..--,.--'('--------~--:"I~--------

(Number) (5 tree t) 

CITY OR AREA NAME:_. ___________ _ STATE:, ______ "' ___ _ 
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---------.-------------------.....-~---.. - ....... ,-
IF ONE TEENAGER IN FAMilY; 

IF MORE THAN ONE TEENAGER 
~N FAMILY: 

1) ASCERTAIN WHETHER AT HOME RIGHT NOW 

2) IF AT HOME, ASK TO SEE THAT BOY OR GIRL INTERVIEW 

3) IF NOT AT HOME NOW, FIND OUTWHEN HE OR SHE 
WILL BE AT HOME AND MAKE APPOINTMENT TO CALL 
BACK THEN 

(callback day and time) 

TEENAGER NAME: AGE: 

1) ASCERTAIN WHICH ONE(S) ARE HOME RIGHT NOW 

2) IF ANY BOYS AT HOME, ASK TO SeE OLDEST ONE 
A T HOME FOR INTERVIEW. 

3) IF NO BOYS AT HOME, ASK TO INTERVIEW OLDESl 
GIRL NOW A THOME. 

4) 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. 

rcallback day and time} 

TEENAGER NAME: AGE: 

--------------------------________ Il .. ,a."" •• ~,.. 

Date completed: -----------------am 
Time started interview: pm ------
Time cOJl'f)J'eted: _______ _ 

I hereby certify this to be a true and accurate account of this interview: 
, 

INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE:, ________ ""'r::""'lrr-._--:-_~--------
(full nOme please) 
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F101d RfI$C!olch CCIPOfQtrorl 

145 MOl1fgOtiuuy Strettf 
Son FraneiS(;Q} CA 94104 

Htnt't begull: 
am 
pm 

COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY 

Int. IT] 
No. 

375 .. 001 
010672 
riMI 

HtJlI(l. I'm • •• no ". " o( F I aId Resuareh CorpOtbt/ol'l f 0tI independent public opl nl on re$eareh company. W s' /(;: 
~lolklnQ 0/'1: <i ~urv~y IhtQugholJt the state on pubHc opInion and I'd IIkft to lntervlewyou on some questions of 
Intlmut 1n y¢ur commurttty. 

10. F11$J of all f hoP'll long havl$ yov lived In this sfatt~1 altogether? (~ECORO BELOW) 
rb~ He>w 10/'19 hove you I1v~d hero In this city or lown? (RECORD BELOW) 

LENGTH OF TIME LIVEO IN .... 
~TATE tITYIT6WN 

LeSS THAN I Y EAR I • • • • /;J. '. . . ,15"1 

1 YEAR TO 2.9 YeARS • I ••• 2 ••••• 2 
a TO 4-.9 YEARS 4 • • • • • • 3. • • • • 3 
5 .. 9.9 YEARS ....". 4. • , • • 4 
to .. 19.9 YEARS • , • • • • • 5. ••• 5 
20 YEARS OR 1.0NGER. • • , • 6. , • • • 6 

2. WhQI do YOII felf! are th~ mO$t preufns problems foelnS the yo~~'9 p~op!~ of thh ¢ommunfty thele doys? 
Pr\'.O&E: Any oth~r probl,ms you thrnk ar(l hlr/aU!? 

3Q, Itl;!:? 
Now, tnts cQrd (CARD A .. l) show. 0 list or $ome IS$ues that may be of eoneern to people hete. On this 
list, pl.ose tell me whtch of thlm~ thlnss you would ronk number one in concorn or Importance to you today 
Whleh OM would you ~nknumber tw~? Whleh OM numbel' tllr~<:? (PLACE RANK NUMBERS IN BOXeS) 

Now J whl<:h OM on that fist would you rank IQwest In concern or Importance to you? Whleh one wo~~ld 
you ronk Mxt tb Ibwcst? Whleh Of!Q would be of least ¢oncern oftl!lr that? (PLACE NUMBERS I N 80;{E~) 

WHeN FJNISHEO YOU SHOULl) HAVE SIX BOXES FILLED WITH NUMBERS (1,2 37,8 9) THREE 
BOXES Will. BE EMPTY. " I 

3b, Now I ttd like you to give me Q roUng bf whot kind of 0 fob you feef the public offil:loh In til /s city 
01 town are doIng in dealing with W of tho$e problem~ Use thh c(lrd (A-2) ~o give me your 
r<ttlr(~ or .h~ pubHc Q(ffclo/$. RECORD NUMBER OF ANSWER IN Boxes UNDER 3b. 

31;1. 3b, 
RANKING OF JOB PUBLIC 
CONCERN OFFfCIALS DOING 

~ ~ ~--

0) Tr(losPQrt<tUM facilitIes: for this community ••.••• • .:l~ 0 j~ 0 
b} PtQvfdtng Ofgh quotH)' pl,Ibllc $<:hooI5 1ft this d'htrfet. • • • .:2H'O 3a 0 
e} Protcctlng CIHUM agaInst bUl'Slory cnd thoH In this port of town , ~~-O # 0 
d} ProtocHn; cHl:i:ttns agaInst crlmfncd vfolel1C6 01'1 

th. strOOh or lhh cbmmunlty • • • \ • • • . ~ . 
0) Provfdtn9 mltdlcot and hl:'lolth servleo$ neodod by 

cHittln5 of fhfs communIty • • i • • • • , • • • 

f) !'ravldt"g oql./Ot iu,tjc:c in tho eourb fot' all poople 
of thllc communHy • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0») Ct)ntrolling ond todu~ll'IS ofr and woter pollution in thi$ 
communIty • • • • • • • • • • , • « .. . . 

, h)<,,; k",hClbWtaUon or crimtMI Qff~nders whQ are being r~l!o$ed 
. " Into. tho eOIl'II'1uII'IHy (In probation or potalo • • • • • 

f) OeoUnQ withurlomplQymont and pov~rty. • • • • • • 

. ~~O 
oz.70 
~lO 

. ;:10" 

.£t10 

.~/O 

~i'O 

$lt 0 
,~O 

~tD 

3?O 
~O \) 

4. Ars you a member of ooy secitll e>r frotlirnal clubs, or lab~t)If;llon( 
a busine$s aS$ocitltlon, or a profes~iMal association? (If: YES) 
Are you e~trel'l\ely Clctive, moderafely active~ or nl>t too ~ctiV& 
in these? (IF ACl'IVE IN MORE THAN ONE, ANSWER FOR 
ONE MOST ACTIVE IN) 

5, Are you a member of any civic action orsonlzotlons or 

6. 

civic imptovement clubs? (lr YES) Are you extremely octlve 
moderatilly acHvE! I or I\ot too active? 

(NOT APPLICABLE) 

\411 NOT A MEM&ER • . 
NOT TOO ACTIVE • < • 2 
MODERATELY AC liVE • t :} 

EXTREMELY ACTIVE.. • • 4 

, ,,~ 

NOT A MEMBER • • • • 1 
NOT TOO ACTIVE • • • 2 
MOOERATELY AGTIVE • • 3 
EXTREMELY ACTIVE. • • 4 
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7. Pm gol119 to read you a rew $h'ltements about $Qme of the thtnas thc:\t some people bellevtl and other$ don't. 
lId like you to tell me whether yOIJ agree or dl$ogree wi th eoch statfSmtlnt as I reQd It. Hote h Q eard 
$howlng the onswet categories (CARO B) Tell mill whether you fut strongly (lbClut It, or 1;I",ly modEJl'Cltely. 
Ifyov don't know how you feel about It, IU$~ soy so. H~re h the (lilt OM .. ", (ReAP eACH SLbWlY AND 
DIS TfNCT1.Y. REPEAT IF NECESSARY flOR UNDERSTANDING) OK,. 

AGREE NOT DiSAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY " ~~ ,~ ". 

1) Young people sometltne$ get rebellIous Ideas, but # 
as they grow up they ought to get over them. • • • .5. • J 4. • .3. j , 2. • I ,1 

2) Solutrcms to most humon problems should be hClS~d on 
the sItuatIon at the tlmej not I>I'l some seneral ~ 
Idell of rIght or wrong ..,..,.....5...4...3... 2. , • • 1 

'3) A grQup of people that ore neQrly equal will work 
a lot better thon one where peepl e hQva bos$e~ and where ~ 
some people hove higher positIons than others • • • .5. • • 4, • .3. t • 2. • 1 

4} A mQn who storts out brovely on hIs own $hould ';1 
be admIred • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ,5. • .. .. 3.. .. • 2. .. • ~ 1 . 

5) You have tb respect authority Qnd when you $top 4t 
respecting dlJthorUy I your sltuatron Isnlt worth much " .5. • .4. • .3. • • 2. • • • 1 

6) 00 what you W(lJ')t to do ,that's fun and worry 1'1f 
o:lbout the future kIter • • . • • • . • • • ,5. 

7) Everyone should hove an equal ehance ond an \~qual ~1;l 

soy In most thfngs . . • . \ . . • . 4 • . • 5. 

8) In life 0 person shculd for the mO$~ port IIgo It OIOM, II 
workIng on his own and trying to mQke hl$ own fife. • 

Sf 

• 5. 

9) Obedience and rl;!spect for authority ore the most .$;2, 

Impol'tant thIngs In ehar(;lcter that children should Iflom .5. 

10} Since no values last forever, the only reol values 53 
are those that fit the needs of rlsht now • • • • • .5. 

11) EveryoM should hav<t who~ he ne$ds for his life I the 5"4 
imp{lrtqr'lt things bl!lohS to all of us . • • • • • " 5 • 

12) OM should not depend on'oth~r persons or thIngs, 
the center of lif~ should be fotJnd Inside oneutlf • • • 5. 

, • 4. · • 3 • ~ , 2 • • ~ • 1 

; • 4 • • .3 j • • 2 • • • • 1 

• • 4 • • • 3 • · • 2 • « 1 

• • 4 • • • 3 • • • 2 • • • • 1 

.4. • .3. j • 2. • • ; 1 

.4. .3. \ • 

• ,4-. • • • 2. • • • 1 
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S. Next I 11m going to s/i()Y{ you 0 fist of things thot sometimes happen to people Cind h:i 'like you to look It 
oW1f (or (1 momf.!ot. (l-fAND OVER CARD C AND PERMIT RESPONDENT TOREAD IT THROUGH. If 
RESPONDENT HAS TROUBle READING OR UNDERSTANDING IT, READ IT ALOUD FOr{ HIM OR HER.i 

A. Would Y<1U terl me f pl~(l$e j whether any of these thIngs hQve eVer happened fo you personally 
w1thrn the past five ye(m? IF YES, ASK: Which ones? Any ofher$? (CIRCLE CODE{S) UNDER A) 

(FO.R EACH CIRClED IN A) Wa~ fhi$ within the post ye(:lr, or was It longer ogo tho, thai? 
<." 

WhIch one crime on that JIst h the most frightening one to YOU; persono/fy -- the one you'd 
loost IIJ(;1o hove h(:lppen to you or Som~one In your family? 

D. or (:00($/1, no one "ke$ to think abollf berne vIctimized, ~ut sometimes It happens. I'd like you to tell 
lJUJ whIch 2!!! of th~ crlme$ on that list you thInk ~t bE) the m~st likely one to happen to you? 

I' 

E. Hcv~ any of the fhrnQs on that cord even hoppeMd to someone you know-.. a fdend or clos€! 
ocquQtnfonc:e In tho PO$t ye<;:.1r or ,o? Which ones? 

A. B. C. D. E. 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
8) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9} 

10) 
10 
\2} 
13) 
14) 

ARSON . · · · • • • · • • 
ASSAULT • · · • , • · • · AUTO OrFENSeS • · • • • · • 
8RIBERY • • · · • · • · · · aURGLARY • • • • · , · CAR THEFT. • · · • • , · · CONSUMER FRAUD • · · · • · EMBEZZLEMENT · · · FO~GERY/FRAUD • · • • · LARCENY. • · • • · • • , · MALICIOUS MISCHIEF/VANDALISM 
RAPIVCHII.D MOLESTING • · · , 
ROBBERY. • · · • · • · · , 
OTHER ($paclfy) • • 
NONE OF tHESE , · · · · · , 

Has 
hoppened 
withIn 
lli:,e ~ears 

· ' «: I 
,", ... • 

. 2. 
• · ... 3. 

· • ,4. 
• · 5 . 
• · • 6. 

· ~ . 7. • 
• 8. · .9 . · 

• · 00. · 67 · " • 1 • · 
• · • 2 • · , · • 3. • 

· · ,4. · • · .Y~ , 

Happened 
Within Most to friend 
past frlght- Mo~t or ClC-

lear enlne ~!1L gualntance 
~"t 4() 4..l '" . · . 1. , • I • • 1 • · • .1 
.2. • · 2 • · • 2" • 2 
.3. • · 3 • · • 3. · • .3 
.4. , · 4. · • 4. .4-
.5. 5, .. • 5. .5 
• 6 • • · 6 . · , 6 • · · .6 

· .7. , · 7. · • 7 . · · ,7 
• . a. · · B. · • 8 • · · .8 

· .9, • • ,9. , • 9, .9 
• #0. , · ,l' · • ''10 

, · · t:r0 
• .1. • • 1. · , 1. • 1 
, .2. • · 2. · • 2 • .2 
• .3 . ' . • 3, , • 3 • .3 

• .4< • • 4. · • 4. · · .4 
, ,Y. • · Y. · ~ Y. • · .Y 

9". H~vu thoro bl'.\en ahY times recently wh~n you might have wanted 
to SQ somewhere in town, but you stQyed at home because you 
tho~ht It would he IJn~aFe to go there? 

,I, 
YeS. • • 1 
NO. .2 

,0;, 

. lO. CQmporllQ fo other ports of thls (clty/towrVareo), how 
likely is a person around here to hI;! Q vlotlm of Q crime~­
a lo~ more Hkcly; $omewhat more likely I somewhat less 
likely I or Q lot 10$$ likely? 

t J. CQmporod wrth () yedr ago, do you feel that the donger 
from Cl'rmo of' of( kInds in thIs city or fOWIl h9s become 
grt'lQhu or hO$ l~ h"come len? .. 

'7 
LOT MORE LIKELY. • • • •• . I 
SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY • .2 
ABOUT THE SAMe, NO DIFFERENCE ,3 
SOMEWHAT lESS LIKELY ••••• 4 
LOT LESS LIKELY, , • • • .5 
DON'T KNOW ••• Ie • , •• 6 

GREAHR" • 
ABOUT SAME 
lESS •••• 
DON'T KNOW 

t.~ 

• 1 
.2 
.3 
.4 

1 

12. 

1 ) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

B) 

9) 

10) 
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ld I'k t h,th r you al":lree Qr dhagree with. As I No J have som more statements that I leo see W t:'. ~ 0;.> t I 

w I ~ thO d (CARD B) and tell me ~,'hICh answer bes~ fHs how you ee read each olie, p,ease use IS cor 
about it? 

AGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE 

OK, 
NOT 
SURE DISAGREE 

DISAGREE 
STRONG'=.V - .... . 
l!3.f§lli~~P 2.\ 

The crime problem WQuld be reduced if 
fewer offeinclers were sent to prison olld 
instead more of them re-educated and 
readjusted outside of prison 

14 
• S. 4 3,.. ,2. . • • 1 

v , • t • • 

The ancient law of an eye For an eye is 
sUIl a good rule to follow in dealing with 
crime. Social justice demands that p~ople 
who offend against the law be PlInished . 
to the limit . . . . . . . . . 
Ct:)urts these days ore too lenient in the 
sentences they pass on criminal lawbreoker$ 

Experience proves that harsh punishment 
does not deter most criminal behavior • 

Too many people ore being released fr?m 
prison on parole beFore they are rehab,dl-
tated \ . . , . . . . . 
Prisoners schedul ed for parol e should be 
9iv~n 2 or 3 day furloughs before their 
formal re!Qase to give them a chance to 
find a job-and a place to live when they 
are finally released. • • • . • • 

Prisoners wi th a record of good behavj or 
should be permitted, to go into the 

. 

. 

/0 
• 3 , ,2 • 1 

5 • .4. . . . • . . . • 

/(. 
.2 , 5 . ,4. .3 . · . · · . . 

11 
.3 , ,2 . 5 • .4. · . · · , . . 

I~ 
5 • ,'4, .3, · I .2. • • . 1 . . , , 

19 
, • • 1 

t 5. • . ,4. . ,3. . .. 2, 

community from time to time for short periods ~o 2 
I t. 5 .. 4. _ ~3t# • , ••• ~,~ to toke care of pressing persona DUSlness.. ••• 

Once a person convicted of a crime fulfills 
hip~ntence, he should be treated no 
diH~rently from any other ci ti~en • • • 

The palice treat all people alike regardless 
of race Of natfonality , • • • • • • 

Police give more considerate treatment 
to rich people than to poor people • . • 

" 

. 

:(/ 

5 

~2.. 

5 

!l.~ 

5 

· . ) .4 . 
\' 

• , . .4. 

· . • .4. 

.2 • . 3, , · · . 'f . 
.3 .' · · .2 · · , · 

.2 .3 . · · · • . · . 
The police have it in for YOUI'9 people 
and pick on them unfairly. • • • • • 

.2!/ "=='~ .2 J 5 .4. . ~53 . • · · · . · 11) 

12) 

13} 

The police are more likely to arres.t 0 

person who displays what they conSIder 
to be a bad attitude. . • • • • • . " 

The police become personally familiar 
with residents of the neighborhoods they 
patrol • • ., .",'" 

. · 

• III 5. , 

/Jl~ 

,. 54 

/,7 
(/ 

II 

4 3 .' .2 •••. 1 , , . . . . 
4 3 ••• ,2 ••.• 1 

~ . . . , 

(continued) 
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AG~EE 
STRONGLY AGREE 

OK, 
NOT 
~ DISAGREE 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

J4) Tho poHcfJ encourage people in the 
community to help them in providIng law :1.1 
ttnforc:omont $etvfco, • .. • • • • , • 5.~ ., • 4 t ; ~ 3 I , (), .. 2.. .. • 'Ii 1 

PoUco Om~(m 011 the ~t(j~et behdve In (l 

way thc:,t !i!orO$ tho eonfidenc~ ond SlJpport 
of l;;b,P/,Jbltc .....,... IU 

• 5. , .. 4t .... 3 f • III .2 .... 1 

16) Polico officers do not gIve my nelghborhooq 
OJ good ~~rvlcc$ os thew do othor PQrts of :2<J 
town ' 

, ..... f •• , ;, .. , f" • 5....4 3 2 1 ',. . -. . ~ ......". 
17) i Pelle., odmlnlr.tratots aS$rsn enovQh 

minority grQup Offft;ers to mInority $a 

'8) 

19) 

2()) 

20 

22) 

MfghbQrhood$ 
.. ~ # f • II • If • ,'\ 5. • • 4, , • 3. , • .2. • p .. J 

3/ 

Pol/ce illvCUtfgClttons of col'tlplalnts about 
portCl) mrsconduct ar~ always fatr and 
thorough • • , • .' 

, • '4 • • • • 5 ~ • • 4. • • 3. • r .2. • • . 1 

A c1tfz~n who ha$ Q camplolnt t:I9alnst (:I 

ppHe~ ()rF/CtH' will have (I hard tlme getting J~ 
the avthorltJes fo look rl1io the maHer, • • 5. 

Tho pt)HcQ do!) I t siva people enough 
follow-up fnformotion obout whoPs 4~ 
hOPPQntng to thol r eases 5 • v • ~ '" • . , 

Tho pol!e~ often U$O exc:eUfve foree in .II{ 
mOK:rn" orre$t$ • " • ; • • • • • • 5. 

Thtt pollee eFten \.lSI' ofrc.;nsfve IQtlguoge at"' 
wh~n doaifng with the ,Public • • • . . 5 , 

, • 4. , • 3. ; •• 2 •••. I 

.' 4. . • 3 • • . .2. ~ . • 1 

• . 4. " " 3, • . • 2, • . • 1 

• • 4 • . • 3 • .2 . • 1 • • . . 
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l3. Now, I have some qllesHons abollt the different people and agencies thot make \.Ip the criminal iustice 

system of police, courts, and corrections. I'd like you to tell mewhich of the onswer categories On 
this card (CARD A-2) best fits your opinion about the kind of job that each of these agencies is doing. 
Here ;$ the first one~-

Some- Some ... 
I 

Extremely 
Good 

Very what 
Neutral 

what Very Extremely 
Good Good Poor Poor 

A) The police department that serves - - - ~ 
this'areo-~what kind of a job would .:u. 
you soy they are doing? ••••• 7. . 6. . .5 • . .4. . 3 • . 2. . • 1 

B) The distri~t attorney and his staff who 
have the job of prosecuting cases 
where people h~ve been charged with 
breaking laws .. -what kind of ajob ~7 
are they doing? • • • • • • • • 7. • • 6. • 5. • • 4. • 3. • 2. • • 1 

C) The judges who preside over tho courts 
in this community--what kind of a lob 38' f' 

do you feel they are doing? • • • • • 7. • .6. • 5. • .4, • 3. • 2. • • 1 

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

E) 

F) 

of crlmes--whc:t kind of lob do you feel ~9 
they are doing? • • • • • • ~ ,", • 7. • • 6. • 5. • • 4. • 3. • 2. • • 1 

Probation officers whose job it is to 
investigate and to supervise juveniles and 
odults who have been in trouble with the 
low and who receive suspended sentences 
or are placed on probation .. -what is your 
impression of the job Probation Officers 40 
Qr~.doing? • )'~ , • " • " • " 7. " 

parole officers whose job n is to supervise 
juveniles and adults who have £erved port of 
their sentences and who hove been alloW\ild 
to leave correctional igstnuHons on parole-:-
what is your impression of the job Parole All 

.6. .5 ••• 4 •• 3 •• 2, •• 1 

Officers are doing? ••••••• 7. • .6. . 5. • ,4. • 3. • 2. • • l' 

Correctional officers whose job it Is to 
supervise prisoners while they are in jails, Jr\ 
prisons or other correctionot foci! i tles-- :-II ,\\ 
what is your impression of the job COIJ:~~4." \~ 
tional Officers are doing? , • :. • 7. -; .6. • 5. • .4. • 3. • 2. • • 1 

Next, I have a booklet here in which you can fill out your own rott~~f several of the different 
agencies making lip what is,called the Criminal Justi~e System-... th6r Is, the courts, the lawehf'oree­
rnent agencies, and the correctional institutions. (HAND OVER BOOKLET AND A PENCIL) 

Herefs how you fill these items out ... - (SHOW RESPONDENT HOW TO FILL OUT EXAMPLE) STAND 
BY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS OR OFFER ASSISTANCE IF RESPONOENT SEEMS TO NEED IT. • 

REMIND RESPONDENT OF THESE THINGS AS HE STAR'l"St AND ONCE OR 1WICE AT INTERVALS 
AS HE IS WORKING THROUGH THE EXAMpLES: 

1. Pleas,e answer each item to the best of your ability. There are no llrightll or Uwronglf 
answers -- we jY$t want your frank and honest opinions. 

2. Remember to check two on~wers for each item: ~, 

First, how desirable you think It is that the action described in the Item be done, and 
Se'Co'nd, ~ow often you think-it happens the way the Item describes It. 

If you really con1t answer on item, iust leave it blank and go on to the next one. Try to 
answer each one I however. 



I ,; 

P 
1 i 

" 

15{J 
15~ 

(NOT APPLfCA8l'f) 

4~-

YES • · · 1 16. Hav, you "yor b~M ill courtfor any r~O$on? 

17. 

{If: Yes): 

A. When you hava been In eourt, were you personally 
fnvQlvod aJ I'M of the part/es In the caSe, 0$ a 
wltnoss, as a fpectdtor, or what? (MUl TlPl.E 
ANSWE~S O.K.) 

S. When YOI) hQVIt baen In court, was It because of 
Q troff/c;: IMidenf, a cdmfno/ 1;:0$0, or some civil 
m(1tfer? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS O.K.) 

bo YOll happen fo know QnyoM who ls ... 

A. A pol/ceman or policewoman? 

(IF YES) 

r$ thot person Q close Friend or Q'el<;Jtiva? 
(IF NO) Do y¢u know thof person well enou$h to 
cctll hIm by namo If you met hrm on thcstreet? 

a. A district- ottorney I or prosecutor? 

NO 

PARl'( IN CASE 
WITNESS . • . • · · SPECTATO~ • , . · · OTHER 

-------------------
TRAFFIC INCIDENT. • 
CRIMINAL CASE •• 
CIVIL MA TTER, • • • 
OTHER' 

· X 

",,- . 
• 1 

· · 
41 

2 
3 
0 

t 
2 
3 
o 

til 
YES • • • 1 
NO ••• X 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE ~~ "I; I 
COULD CALL BY NAME • • .2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .3 

!}b 
YES • • • 1 
NO ••• X (IF YE~~ __ -:--~ ________________ -;:r_ 

Is thCl~per$Qn a close friend or relative? FRIEND OR RELA rIVE •• ~! 1 
HF NO~, 00 you know thot p~l'$on well enough to COULD CALL BY NAME • • . 2 
CQII Mrri by nome if y()U met him on the street? COULD NO T CALL BY NAME .3 

C. A 11.10g07 

(IF YES) 

\$ that persona elo$e friend or relative? 
(IF NO) 00 YOII know tha~ person well onough to 
coB htm by nomo if you me~ hhn ()n the street? 

D. A ptJbllc dt\ronder or court ... appointed defense attorney? 

(IF YES) 

I, tho~ p~rlon tl close friend or relative? 
IF NO) Do you know tnQ.t p~l'$()(\ wl)li enough to 

liaU hfm by "cuna If you Met him on the street? 

':>2-
YES'. • ;) 
NO. • X 

fRIEND OR RELA TlVE. • •. ,,: 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME •• 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME ,3 

·~~.s1 
YES ~ • • I 
NO ••• X 

FRIEND OR RELA TlVE"'~--:-:S~ 1 
COULD CALL 8Y NAME • _ • 2 
COHO NOT CALL BY NAME .3 

(continued) 
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17. (Conti nued) 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

E, A proboHon officer? 

F. 

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

A parole officer? 

(IF YES) 

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

~ 

YES • t 
NO ••• X 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE. .S'll 
COULD CALL BY NAME •• 2 
COULD NOT CALL 6Y NAME, • 3 

FRIEND OR RELA TlVE • • U • 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME • • • 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME .. _ 3 

G. A correctional officer, that is Q gUQrd or other person who 
works in a jail, or prison, or correctional foe II ity? 

YES 
,NO · . • X 

(IF YES) 

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

Have YOLI eVer been stopped and interrogated by a 
policeman for anything in the post five yeal'$ Qr sO,? 

(IF YES) 
180. Was that for a traffic incident or was 

1 t for something else? 

Have you ever been taken to the police stotion 
for anything in the post several years? 

(IF YES) 
A. Were you under arrest or were you appearing at 

the staH on tor some other purpose'? 

fRIEND OR RELA TlVE , • · ,u 1 
COULD CALL BY NAME • · · 2 
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME. · 3 

,z. 
YES , 1 
NO · · · X 

TRAFFIC INCIDENT 14 · • • 1 
SOMETHING ELSE . . · • · 2 

t.1 
YES · 1 
NO · • • X 

ARRES T \.. .'5 1 
OTHER PURPOS e • 2 

Has anyone in your family, or a elos~ friend ever been token to 
the police station for anything In ,the post several years? 

YES 
NO · . "" 1 

· X 

(IF YES) 
A. Was this person under arrest, or was e appearing 

at the station for som~ other reason? 

Do you happen to know anyone personally who has served time 
in (I county jail, a stote prjson~ OT other corr~ctionol insUtution? 

(IF YES) 

A. Is that a close friend, or i$ it someone 
you don't know toCi well? 

ARREST • •• • I 
OTHER REASON • 2 

CLOSE FRIEND 1 
DON1TkNOW WELL. 2 
OXHEK __ 3 

,:;, 
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Field Research CQfpo!'"otion 
145 MCirllyomc'lf Street 
Son f'~qnciJ\Ca CA 94J04 

SELF-ADMINISTERED OPIN[ON CHECK UST 

375-001 
011172 

'The following questiolll'loire asks for your opioiQll$ obout certain things having to do wHh different parts of the Crimina! Justice System -- that is, the courts~ khe low enforcement ogeoeies; 
ond the correctionol 'n$tituticm. Please fin out this questionooire yourself, but if you hove any questions or problems, the interviewer will herp you. 

HOW TO 00 fT. There are (t number of statements, or items, which describe dIfferent possible actions of criminal justice agencies. We wont to hove your opinion on two aspects of each item --

'.' 
Fi15t, how desirable )IOU think it is thot such Qction o<;cur, and 

S~Ond, how probable it is that the thing ochiolly happens the way it is described in the item. 

FXAMPLE: 

When d~rc~ting traffic> potice officers--

DESlRASlL1TY OF THiS 

VERY 
D~SrR­
ABLE 

VERY 
OESIR- IN UNOE- UNDE-
ABLE BETWEEN SIRABLE SIRABLE 

I. Wear white gloves so their hand 
signals can be more easily seen • • • • • • O. • • o. . . o. . ~ o. . , 0 

ProbabiZity of PhiBHapp_~~~~g 

l/st'y 
Prob-
~ 

Some- Some-
~hat ~hat 
Prob- In Improb-
~ Bet~een ~ 

Very 
Improb-
~ 

O. .0. .0. 0 . .0 

(Check one an8~er for each scaZe) 

fOR YOlltt INFORMATION; Please ons,<¥er eodl item to the best oFyout ability. There ore no "right" or "wrong" Qrl$Wers - iustyourhones~opinions .. Yoor opinions wit r .!!!2t 
be. identified with you personoUy; we ore interviewing 0 cross.-1.eCtion of people throughout the state and we will put everyone's o.nswers together fo get a profile of how the puhlic as 0 whoJe 
reefs ~. some of t~~ i~. If you feolly con1 t answer.Qne of the items .. just leave it Monk and go to the next one. 

NOVI go OR to flU CtJt the rest of the Hems. A5k: the interviewer to help yOII if there is anything you do not understand. 

..... 
ffi 

" 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

ARSON: 

ASSAULT: 

155 

CARD C 

Someone del~beratelY set fire, or tr~ed to set fire, 
to property belnng~ng ~o you or someone ~n your 
fam~ly 

Someone attacked or beat up on you or some other member 
of your household.. Includes f~st fights i muggings ( and 
other klnds of physlcal v~olence. 

AUTO OFFENSES: You or someone In your fam~ly were inJured by a hit­
run driver t a drunk, or a reckless dr~ver. Your 
property or your car was damaged by someone elsets 
reckless drlv~ng# 

BRIBERY: You or someone In your household was asked to make an 
under-cover payment to. some publl,c officialr such as 
a poll.ceman, an lnspector, a counc~lmar, or some official 
like that so he would not make trouble for you. 

Whl.le you were gone someone broke into your home or 
business, or attempted to break In, or came in through 
an open door or w..tndow and took something. 

6" CAR THEFT: someone stole a car belongJ.ng' to you or some member of 
the fam:t.ly, or took your car wJ.thout permission. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

CONSUMER FRAUD: Merchandise was mJ.srepresented, Was not delJ.vered; 
repalrs were not made as pald for. 

EMBEZZLEMENT: Theft of goods or money by employees; pilfering~ 

FORGERY OR FRAUD: someone gave you or a member of your household 
counterfe~t money, fOLged your s~gnature on a check or 
a credit qard, gave you a bad check, or swindled you 
out of money or property :t.n any way 

LARCtNY: Someone stole nometh..tng belong:t.ng to you or some 
household member, from a Car, a mailbox, a locker, or 
some other place ?~e.~de of 'your home.. Includes having 
your pooket plcked J hav~ng a camera sto1enr shop­
liftlng, etc, 

MALICIOUS MISCH.IEF OR VANDALISM: Someone destroyed, or tried to 
destroy property belonglng to you or to some member 
of your hoUsehold. Includes th1ngs like ripp~ng down 
a fence, tear~ng off a car aerJ.al l defacing property 
with paint, etc. 

RAPE OR CHILD MOLESTING~ You or a member of your family was 
sexually assaulted or .raped; a Chl1d was sexually 
molested by someone~ 

13. ROB13ERY: Somepne used force, or threatened to use force to take 
money or property from you or some household member. 
Includes purse snatch~ngt taklng thJ..n9s from children 
by force, e to 

14. ANY OTHER INCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAGE/LOSS OF MONEY, OR 
PHYSICAL INJURY DUE TO CRIMINAL ACTION B:l OTHER PERSONS. 
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