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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOVJARD CRIMINAL lTUS'I'ICE AGENCIES, 

POLICIES, AND LEVELS OF CRIHINAL VICTHIIZATION: 

A Preliminary Analysis of Citizen 
Responses in Portsrnou-th, Virginia 

During the ~\!inter of 1973-197L~ the research staff of , 

the Metropolitan Criminal Justice Center of the College of 

Hilliam and 11ary, in cooperation t-;i-th criminal justice 

agencies in Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and Virginia 

Beach, Virginia, designed and conduc-ted a large survey r'2-

search project which focused on a variety of questions rele-

vant to criminal justice planning activities in these juris-

dictions. The topics on which par-ticulcn-' a.-ttention \-7as 

focused included the extent and type of criminal victimiza-

tion that had been e~perienced by residents of the four-city 

area, attitudes toward and asseSSlnents of the criminal justice 

agencies which serve the area, evaluations of present or 

potential progr~ns and policies of these agencies, and atti-

tudes to'\,yard a series of contempoP'::lry issues relQted to th~ 

criminal justice system. The purpose of this preliminary 

report is -to provide a brief ove:cvie\1 of selcc-tec1 findings 

-that have been derived from analysis already completed, an 

overview which is intended to provide meaningful input into 

ongoing criminal justice planning_ 
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The Researcih Method 

Too frequently practical concerns have forced criminal 

justice personnel to operate withput the benefit of input 

from a repl'esentative cross-section of the communities they 

serve and, instead, to react to individuals and groups Hhose 

interests were such that they made their feelings aDd pre-

ferences known. The attitudes, opinions, and experiences of 

the vast majority of citizens could not be taken into con-

sideration because there has typically been no reasonable 

means by which such information could be ob-taineci. Thus, the 

most basic issue addressed in this research has been to 

counter the problem posed by the paucity of data by SOliciting 

relevant information from as broad a spectrum of the popula-

tion as was possible. In order to do so, a systematic random 

sample was drawn from the most current telephone directories 

that were available in late 1973, telephone directories having 

been chosen as the source for o\.q.' sample because it provided 

the least biased source of names and addresses that we were 

able to locate. Our sampling procedure yielded a listing of 

9,178 households in the four-city area~ 

The design of our study dictated that the head of each 

of the 9,178 households be contact ell by mail a-t several points 

in time in order to maximize the representativeness of the 

data \-?e obtained. ThUS, early in November of 1973 a letter 

was mailed to each of the households we selected. The letter 

briefly described the purpose of the research and encouraged 
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the cooperation of those who ~ould later be asked to provide 

a fairly substantial amount of information for our analysis. 

Shortly thereafter ~ach household received a questionnaire 

and a pre-addressed business return envelope in h1hich the 

respondents were instructed to place the completed question­

naire.. Those from \'/hom completed questionncires \-Jere not 

received within a short period of time received a reminder 

letter encouraging them to complete and return th~ question­

naires they had previously received and, if we still received 

no response, a fourth mailing Hhich included another copy of 

the questionnaire and another business return envelope. All 

mailing envelopes carried a request for an address correction 

tiO that \'Je could delete responden-ts from our sample if they 

no longer resided in the four-city area. We were forced to 

delete 1,949 households from our sample because the respon­

dents has moved from -the area, died, or could no-t be reached 

at the address we obtained from the telephone directories. 

Of the 7,229 households that we \01ere able -to contact, ade­

quately completed qU8stionnaires were returned by 46.1 per­

cent. This provided data on 10,659 individuals in the four­

city area ";·,'ho are I;":e;rrbers of 3, 3 3'~ households. It sho~:ld be 

notcd, hm"evc:t"', tha-t these returns shotv i1 bia.s in fc:vor of 

those \-;ho \-;ex'e older, \7hi tc, be-tter cduca ted, highor in oc­

cupational prestige~ and relatively affluent. In this pre­

limi.ncn"'y report He have not Heighted the l'esponses to adjust 

for -these biases, and any intel'pretrltion of the results 



'I presented in' this report must !1ecessari.ly take into consicle"r.<l-

tion the fact that, while our sample selection \'laS accomplished 

in a strictly random" fashion, our I'etnrns are in some vJays .not 

representative of the population in the four-city area. The 

final repor-t Hill include analysis of the e}:ten-t -to which, if 

any, these biases may have affected the results reported herein. 

Analysis and Findings 

Our findings on Portsmouth are based on ,J.h an.alys is of 

completed returns :from 1+16 households in -the ci-ty; this number 

accounts for 1,176 citizens. Relevant statistical information 

derived fl"'om these responses is pl'ovided in Appendix A. Com-

parable information derived from the 3,334 questionnaires ob-

tained from the four-city area is located in Appendix D. The 

narra-ti ve segment of this prelimindl'Y repori.~ is in-tended -to 

report the general nature of our findings with regard to criminal 

victimization experiences, citizens perceptions of crime as a 

problem in POl"'tsmouth ~ and ci-tizen attitudes tm,w_rd criminal 

justice agencies, policies, and programs. 

Criminal Vic-timization in Portsmouth 

Turning our attention -tmvapd the expe:r'ience.s of those 

Portsmouth residents in our sample that pertain to their criminal 

victimization, 22.1 percent of the households in the area re-

port having been victirni~ed on one or more occasions, a rate 

lower than that noted for the fOU1"'-city area (28.5 percen-t). 

Relative to the entire sample, Portsmouth residents were more 

frequently the victims of crimes against person than crimes 

----- -------_.....::;..-.--_ ... _--
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against property and were th~b.more likely to report physical 

harm related to their victimiz~tion. The offenses tended to 

occur outside the home, and the amount of financial 108s that 

was incurred "las somewhat higher than that noted for the entire 

sample. The distribution of offense types on the vic-timizations 

that tve""e described by our respondellts is provided in Section 

II of Appendix A. Hhen this pattern of experiences is compared 

with that of all 3,334 households in the sample, the. probability 
\ 

that a Portsmouth resident will become -the victim 6f a criminal 

offense is l'elatively low. From the 1,17 6ci tizens represen-ted 
,. 

in our sample of 4-16 Portsmouth households, 153 separate vic-tim-
.. 

izations were repo~tedo A c~ude victimization Chte per 1,000 

people in the population can thus be expressed as being equal 

to 158 victimizations reported divided by 1,176 citizens of all 

ages mul-tiplied by 1,000. This yields a crude victimization 

rate of 134.37 per thousand. The comparison figure for the 

four-city area is equal to 1,776 victimizations, divided by 

10,659 citizens in the sample from \ilhorn return~ Here received, 

and then multiplied by 1,000, a crude victimization rate of 

166.62. Portsmouth residents reported ~hcir victimizations to 

the police less reliably than the entire sample (85.5 percent 

versus 87.16 percent), but this reporting ra'te is still highe:i:' 

than tha-t suggested in much prior vic-timization research. 

Although the rathel" small number of non-reported inciden:ts 

makes any examination of the reasons fo~ non-reporting very 

speculative, our data suggest that those who failed to report 

!I 
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incidents felt that -the offense 'tva,s minor a.nd tha,t the police 

probably could not be of assistance: to them. 

A majo:r. point on ~'ihich the quality of any system of 

delivering police services may be properly evaluated is, of 

course, the ~xamination of citizen assessments of the adequacy 

bf police reJponses to their calls for assistance following a 

victimizatiorl. For that reason, the heads of Portsmouth house-

holds which had been victimized were asked additional qllestions 

with regard to the quality of the response they received after 

they repor-ted the off(mse. This information is summarized in 

Section III of Appendix A. A subs-tan1:ial maj m:,i ty of those 

responding to: these questions felt that the police response 
': 

had been prompt (84.7 percent), that the police had been very 

considerate when they responded to citizen calls for assistance 

(89.2 percent), and that the police has explained both what 

needed to be done, and what the citizen could expect in adequate 

detail (81.5 percent). On balance, with regard to these three 

measures of citizen evaluations of police performance, Portsmou-th 

respondents Were slightly more favorable than Here "those from 

other areas studied. On the o"theY' hand, Portsmolrth l"'esiden-ts 
i 
I 

whose households had been victimized were somewhat less favorable 
I 

in their evaliation of the quality of the investigi;lti ve HO:r'k done 

by the police i< 40.3 pcrcen-t of those responding from Portsmou-th 
! 

were favorabl« versus 49.6 percent of the entire sample). 

When vie inquired about the' experience v/hich these 
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respondents had lVhen their complaints resulted in arres-t and 

trial, a sizable majority were either uncertain or negative ln 

their responses to questions about the general hendling of 

their cases (71.1 percent), the extent to which post-arrest 

procedures vere explained to then (67.8 percent), and the 

length of time ~equirad for their cases to be processed (72.2 

7 

percent). This would appear to identify a fairly serious prob-

lem for criminal justice agencies in Portsmouth~ but it should be 
. 

noted that this negativism is consistent with the evaluations 

of a majority of the respondents from the entire four-city area. 

Citizen Perceptions of Crime as ~Social Problem 

Although the evalutions of Portsmouth residents that are 

rela-ted to actual experiences as the victims of criminal offenses 

are clearly relevant to any attempt -to evaluate community re-

sponses to the criminal justice system, the vast majority of 

citizens in any metropolitan area do not become the victims 

of such offenses. Their attitudes and evaluations are no less 

important, however, and criminal justice planners mus-t take 

care to include information from this larger gr'oup of ci ti:~ens 

in their work. One particularly significan-t area that deserves 

systematic attention is the assessment of the magnitude of pub-

lie concel'n over crime as a social problem. Our research 

approached this issue in two ways. First, we a"ttempted to 

measure the relative importance of the crime problem among those 

\"lho responded to OUI' survey.. Second, \-Je raised a number of 

questions Hhich focused on the extent to vlhich ci-tizens \..;ere 
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f.earful -thaY they "1Ould b0.come. ~che victims of criminal offenses 

(see Section IV of Appendix A). 

In general, our findings r.learly ShOH tha-t Por tsmouth 

residents, not unlike other area residents, view crime as a 

major social problem and perceive the probability of their be-

corning the victims of criminal offenses to be rather high. For 

example, 77.6 percent of our Portsmouth respcndents (ard 79.2 

percent of the total sillnple) agree that they ar~ mor~ fearful of 
-

being victimized th3.nthey had ever been pr.evio\'isly. This 

finding is fur·ther amplified by the finding tha-t only 23.6 

percent of our Portsmouth sample, as compared Hi 1:h 42.1 per'cent 

of the total four-ci-ty sample, agreed -that the c1tlnger of 1Ie-

coming the victim of a criminal offense in their city is lower 

than in many o-ther pal'lts of -the country. Thus, no-t surpr.i.sin[~ly, 

11.7 percent of out' Portsmouth responden-ts feel that the crir.18 

problem in their neighborhood has become so serious that they 

would like to Inove out of the neighborhood as soon as possihle, 

a percentage higher than the 7.3 percent of the total sample Hho 

suggested that they t-lou.ld like to move from -their present 

neighborhoods. 

Ci-tizen Evalua·tions of Police and Court PerfOPJllz·.rtCe 

_ .. _-_.- . It would appear obvious that, in an area where crbne and 

possible victimization are major concerns among reoidents, 

citizen evaluations of the performance of criminal justice 

agencies \dll become 'a -topic of considerable importance. 

Fu'rther, if criminal justice agencies are to cffec-tively serve 

-~- - --- -~---. 
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a community, . it is imperative that theynoni'top public opinion 

regarding the quality of their operations. The set of fifteen 

separate questions regarding relevant aspects of public opinion 

-that were posed in our survey are provided in Section V of 

Appendix A. 

Generally speaking, Portsmouth residents appear quite 

positi~e toward both their police and courts, an opinion shared 

by other area residents to whom these questions were posed. A 

majority of o~r Portsnouth respondents (53.6 percent) and our 

entire sample (78.0 percent) agree that their police departments 

are doing an effective job. Similarly, a majority of both our 

Portsmouth sample (51.7 percen-t) and our total sample (63. 7 

percent) believe that their court system is performing effec-

tive1y. Indeed, this entire set or items suggests that area 

residents feel that thes8 criminal justice agencies are operating 

In an equi-tab1e and just manner thc.l.-t meri-ts more respect than is 

of-ten forthcoming. 

This certainly does not mean that significant minorities 

do not feel that there is inefficiency, inequity, and discrimi-

nation. Many did express negatiVe, sometimes even hostile 

feelings abolrt police and court activities. On the other hand, 

it does medn that the ITajority of area residents are supportive 

-- of their police and courts, and this, in turn, implies the pre-

sencc of a major advantage and resource for those in criminal 

- -justice agencies Hho seek to fos-teJ.' g1. ... eater involvement of area 

residents in criminal justice planning and the operation of 

~ ---i;'" 
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criminal jus,tice agencies. Further, our data do no't support 

emy hypothesis that l-lOuld sugges't that either 'the police or the 

courts are forced to operate within an antagoni3tic or hostile 

context. 

Public Evaluation of Potential Criminal Justice Programs and 

Policies 

10 

If citizens are supportive of their local criminal justice 

(1gencies, and if they feel that crime is (" maj ot' socJal probl~~r;'i, 

\ole vlould expect their support and concern to ha'Je ,m inpact on 

their willingness to expand the scope and sophistications of 

programs and policies related to the operation of the criminal 

justice systeD .• To dc'tel~mi ne \>lhether or not this is in fact 

·the case, a series of sixtt.::en queotions (see Section VI of 

Appendix A) Here posed to our responden'ts on a br'oad variety of 

topics that a~e of considerable concern to criminal jus,tice 

administrators and planners. The ~esults that we obtained in 

Portsmouth dre encouraging. More than one-half of our respondents 

indicated their support for such programs and policies as assis­

tance to 'the victims of criminal offenses (83" 2 percen't), 'the 

0J:tployment o:~ more j uc1ges and presecutors (58.3 percen·t), job 

counseling for ex-convic,ts (92.5 percent), increase3 in the size 

of the police force (6 11.0 percent), and the reledse of individuals 

Hho are to be 'tried fo1"' crim.inal ac'ts on their O\-ln recognizance 

(57.'1 percent) .. 

Perhaps most importantly, many Portsmouth residents ~ppear 

interested in becoming personally involved with the activities 

_. _____ . __ .... ~ ______ ...... L_ _____________________ __"_ _____________ ........._ 
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of their criminal justice agencies. This is reflectccl by our 

responden-ts expression of intcl"leL;t: in inform~t·t:i.on on c:ciminal 

. justice agency activities and their willingness to either hecom~ 

actively involved in some types of py.'oe1'ams or suppor.t progror.lS 

and policies -that would have a direct impac-t on them. for 

example, 76.3 percent of our Portsmouth responrtents indic~tpd 

an interest in receiving a ~ewsletter that would keep them in-

formed about the programs and activities of the ,police-, COtlFts, 

-
and related agencies. A considerable numbe:C' (3 ~1. S perc"!r~ '::) 

would be willing to spend some of their free "time each week 2n 

working with juvenile or adult offenders. A sizable majority 

appear \oJilling to suppot't the tax burden l-'t"!quired for the expan-

sion of criminal justice agencies, a point illustrated by the 

£ act- 88.6 percent approve of substantia.l incl-'c'-lSeS in t'h.::.! sala,ries 

of police officers as a meclns by which the city could obtain 

bett:eI' qualified offic2I'ls. Thus, thel-'e appears to be a real 

opportuni ty in Portsmouth -to put a high level of public sl1ppor-t 

and willingness to become involved to productive uses. 

Related _Public Attitudes and OpinicJns 

A variety of issues related to criminal jus"tice activiti~s 

2nd agenci~s were explored during the course of our research, 

issue~ th~t included such topics as levels of support fo~ 

capital punishrn.ent, sente.ncing plYl.c-tices, and opinions on COJ1-

stitutionally guaranteed civil liberties. (See Section VII of 

Appendix A). Those in our sampJ.e support hal"'shcr punishment fox' 

offenders and a l"claxation of mu.ny of the constraints -that have 
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been' :"mp?sed" on enforcement ag~ncies by c.ontp.mpora.ry court 

decisions. For example ~ 77.1 pcr'cent of the Portf~mouth :-'2-

12 

spondents and 80.3 percent of the four-city sample respondents 

agreed tha~ we should have a mandatory death penalty for some 

types of particularly serious offenses. 

This support for more serious sanctions appears to be 

premised on the belief that the harsher the punishment an of-

fender receives, the less likely he Hill be to commit another 

crime. Thus) 71.6 percent of our Portsmotrth sample agreed thLl:t 

longer sentences Hould lessen the probability that an individual 

would become reinvolved in crime; 86.3 percent agreed that 

punishing an offender shows others that crime does not pay even 

if punishment has no real impact on the offender \\1ho is puniGhec1. 

In other words, our respondents appear to favor harsh treatment 

and a removel of some basic civil liberties because of their 

belief that this would lessen the problem that they presently 

confront. Yet this opinion is not supported by correctional 

research and evaluation, which has demonstrated, instead, that 

none of our current sentencing patterns and dispositions have 

much if any rehabilitative or deterrent impact. Thus, these 

citiZf'.I1S at-titudes indicate tha.t criminal justice ar.;encies have 

no"t adequately presented the public with hard, obj ective evi-

dence on these issues. 

Conclusion~; 

In brief, our preliminary analysis of "c]cl'l:.:t obtain8d from 

a sample of Portsmouth residents reveals both significafit levels 

') 

.\ 
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of criminal, ~ic-timization and the belief among area residents 
I 

that crime i~ a major social problem. It is impo~tant to note, 
r 
I 

however, tha~ the majority of those we contacted feel that the 

criminal jus~iCe system in their city is functioning in an 
I 

efficient andl effective manner. Moreover, thel~e appears to be 

a sUbstantiall1 interest among these citizens in suppo!'ting both 

more extensiv~ criminal justice programs and a greater degree 
, 

of citizen involvement in the work 'of criminill justice agencies. 

TL~se facts sbeak well of local criminal justice operations and, 
I 
i 

more importan~tly, they iden-tify a significant resource upon 

which responsible agencies can depend in the structuring of 

their activit s. 
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APPENDIX A 

Section I: Social and Demographic Characteristics of 
Portsmouth Respondents 

(1) Age: 
Mean = 47.89 

(2) Sex 
1. Male ••••••••• 0 •••• 

. 2. Female ••••••• 0 • 0 ••• 

(3) Race: 
1. Black •••••• o ••••••• 

20 ~lliite •••••••••••••• 
3. Other •••••••••••••• 

(4) Martial Status: 
1. Single ••••••••••••• 
2. Married •••••••••••• 
3. Separated.o •••••• ~. 
4. Divorced ••••••••••• 
5. Widowed •••••••••••• 

(5) City Live in Now: 
1. Chesapeake ••••••••• 
2. Norfolk •••••••••••• 

*3. Portsmouth ••• c ••••• 

4. Virginia Beach ••••• 
5. Other in Virginia •• 

N=309 
104 

87 
319 

3 

29 
305 
11 
20 
46 

tn6 

(6) How many years at this address? 
l1ean = 13.47 

( 7 ) Ot-m or rent home? 
1. Own ••••••• gO ••••••• 

2. Rent •••••• oo.oo.ooo 

(8) Education: 

297 
107 

(74.8%) 
(25.2%) 

(21.3) 
(78.0) 
( 0.7) 

( 7.1) 
(74.2) 
( 2.7) 
( 11.9) 
(11.2) 

(100.0) 

(73.5) 
(26.5) 

1. 1st through 8th grade ••••• o ••••••••• 

2. 9th through 12th grade •••••••••••••• 
3. Some college ••••••••• o.o •••••••••••• 

4. College degree •••••••••••••••••••••• 
5. More than 4 years of college •••••••• 

, .. 
.. 

14 

84 (20.7) 
179 (44.2) 

97 (24.0) 
211 ( 5.9) 
21 ( 5.2) 



______ • c ____ _ 

(9) Occupational Type: 
1. Professional.oD ••••••••••••• 

c2. Business •••••••••••••••••••• 
3. \-1hite Collare,.oo.eco ••••••• o 

~. Skilled Manualo ••••••••••••• 
5. Semi-skilled Manual ••••••••• 
6. Unskil1ed ••••• oo ••••• ;~.o ••• 
7. l-lili tary ••• 0 ••• 0 /;Ii •••••• c ••• 0 

8. Student •••• o •• oooo •••••• ooo. 

9. Unemployed - Retired ••••••• o 

(10) Are you presently: 

41 
'+4 
78 
88 
21 
10 
17 

3 
84 

1. Working in primary occupationooo ••• o. 

2. \-lozoking in sone other- occupation ~ • ~ 0 " 

3. Not e!ilployed at this ti!!le ... ooo ••• oo." 

~. Retired.o •••• Q~.oooo •••• ~~.oo.~ooooc. 

(11) Are you the head of the household? 
1. yes........... 377 (91.7) 
2. No ••• oo •••• ~o. 34 (8.3) 

(10.6) 
(11.4) 
(20.2) 
(22.8) 
( 5.4) 
( 2.6) 
( 1~.lt) 

( 0.8) 
(21.8) 

283 
17 
54 
l;. g 

15 

00.2) 
( ll.?) 
(1:3.!~) 

(12.2) 

(12) Ho .. , many live at this address <counting yourself): 
Nean = 2.83 

(13) Income: 
1. Less than $2,OCO ............ . 
2. $2)000 $3,999 ••• 00 ••••••• 
3. $4,000 - $8,99G •••••••••••• 

12 
36 
.,;>, 

98 4. $9,000 - $11,~990.nD ••• e •• Q 

s. $12,000 - $19,999 •• 00 •••••• 

6. $20)000 and above ........... o. 

139 
37 

S2ction II: Criminal VictiMization in PQrts~outh 

(1) Victim Status: 

(2) 

10 Yes.~tlI ........ c-

2. l!d -:: _ 0 • '0 ... ~ 0. ~ .. c-

92 
3? 1; 

Ntlffib~r of Victinizations: 
1 DOne •• c • CI 0 C " , ••• " 52 
2. T'trl0 •• , Q I) Co ... " til 0 0 • 24-
3 0 Thrce ••• oo.~.cco 9 
4. Fo~r ••. ~ ••• P.... 4 
5. Five ••••• o...... 3 
6. Six ••••• o •• ce •• o 

7. Seven~.OD ••••••• 
8. Ei.ght or more .... 

(22.1) 
(71.:1) 

(Sf-b) 
(?S.l ) 
( fl. 8 ) 
( ,~. 3 ) 
( 3.3) 
(----) 
(----) 
(----) 

( :5.0) 
( 9.1) 
(18.5) 
(?l;.C) 
(35.2) 
( 9.4) 



(3) 

(5) 

VictbA of First Offense Reported: 
1. Rec-ipient of questionnaire. e.. •• 11 7 
2. Wife - Husband .................. 13 
3. Son - Daughter .................. 17 
~. Family ••••• : •••••••••••••••• ~.e 14 
5. Other relat~ves~ •••••••••••• o.. 2 

Victim of Second Offense Reported: 
1. Recipient of questionnaire ••••• 22 
2. \-1ife - Husband ....... e.............. 3 
3.. Son - Daughter.................. 9 
4. Family •••• o ••••• o ••••• o ••• o.... 7 
5. Other relatives.o ••••••• e •••••• 

Victim of Third Offense Reported: 
1. Recipient of questionnaire ••••• 12 
2. ~'life - Husband .................. ,. 
3. Son - Daughter 0.00 ••••.•• 0.... 3 
4. Fa:1ily" ... 0.0.00 CI •••• 0 ••••••• n _. 

5. Q'ther relatives ......... 0........ 1 

(6) Physical Harm froD First Offense Reported: 
1 e ri 0 harm ••• 0 • 0 e. " 0 •••••• " 0 • e It _ ••• DO. \J' 0 • 

2. Ernotional. Goo • ~ • ., 0 ••••••••••••• (II • ~ 0 0 • 

3 • Threat. ~ 0 • 0 0 ., ... ". ..... 1) 110 • C. ••••• '0 .. eo _ 0. • 0 • 

l~. Attack - m~nor --: no. i~j ury ••••••••••• 
5. At tack - d~sabl~ng ~nJ tll"'Y. ,. • ~' •••• 0 ••• 

6. At-tack tt7/Heapon '- rail10r inj ury .. · •• ., . 0 • 

7. AtTack v-1lwea;;on - disabl in,!; inj U1'"'Y ••• 

8 .. Death ........ Co '" • '0 co", •• 90 ................. . 

(so.S) 
(IIi. 0 ) 
(18.3) 
(15.0) 
( 2.2) 

(53.7) 
( 1.3) 
(22.0) 
(17.0) 
(----) 

(75.0) 
(--:---) 
(18.8) 
(----) 
( 6.3) 

8 
4 
6 

14-
1 

(7) Physic21 Harm from Second Offense Reportod: 
1. No harm ••••.• c ....................... . 

2. Emotional ••••••••• c ••••••••••••••• oPo 

~. Threat •••••••••••••••••••••• o •••••••• 

~. Attack - minor - no injury ••••••••••• 
5. Attack - disabling injury.o •••••••••• 
6c Attack wI weapon - minor injury •• ~ •••• 
7. Attack \olltveapon - disabling injury.". 
8. Daath.~.o ••••••••• o ...... o •• o ••••••••• 

(8) Physical Harm from Third Offense Reported: 
1. J~ 0 harm 0 ••• 0 ... " • 0 ••• 0 • ~ c p • " • ~ ~ •• .., 0 •••• 

2 v I::not ional '" 0 II .... c • " c C) •• ~, •• a • Q •• 0 •••••• 

3. Threa-t.,. eo •••• \J- ~ -:,) ••••• c ••••• 0 Co •••••••• ..-

4. Attack - minor - no injury ••••••••••. 
5. Attack - disabling injury ••••• o •••••• 

6 .. Attack tv/tveapon - minor inj ury ....... . 
7. Attack w/weapon - disabling injury ... . 
8. Dcath •••••••••••••• Q ••• ~G •••• o ••• ~ ••• 

1 
::: 

3 
7 
1 

1 
::: 

1 
2 
1 
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(2 11.2) 
(12.1) 
(18.2) 
(4- 7. If) 
( 3.0) 
(---_ .. ) 
(----) 
(----) 

( 8.3) 
(----) 
(25.0) 
(58.3) 
( 8.3) 
(----) 
(----) 
(----) 

(20.0) 
(----) 
00.0) 
(l!O.O) 
(20.0) 
(._--- ) 

(----) 
(----) 
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(9) Financial Loss from Firs.t Offense Reported: 
Mean = $287 0 25 

(10) Financial Loss from Second Offense Reported: 
Mean = $ 2 tf 7 • 5 7 

(11) ·}'inancial Loss from Third Offense Reported: 
Mean = $346.00 

(12) Place Where First Offense Reported Occurred: 

(13) 

(14) 

1. Within home.............. 19 (27.9) 
2. Outside home ••••••••••• oo49 (72.1) 

Place Where Second Offense Reported 
1. Within home............. 7 
2. Outside home •••••••••••• - 21! 

Occurred: 
(22.5) 
(77. 11 ). 

Place tVhere Third Offense Report~d Occurred: 
1. Within home ••••••••••••• - 3 (27.3) 
2. Outside home............ 8 (72.7) 

(15) City in tVhich Offenses 
Occurred: 
1. Chesapeake ••• c ••• o. 

2. Norfolk •••••••••••• 
3. Portsmouth ••••••••• 
~o Virginia Beach •.••• 
5. Other in Virginia •• 
6. Other~outside of 

First 
3 
9 

66 

Virginia ••• c....... 7 

(16) Type of Victimization: 
1. Car theft •••• oo ••••• 

2. Armed robberyoo ••• o. 
3. Robbery (involving 

threats)o ••••••••••• 
4. Breaking & entering. 
5. Petty larceny (under 

$100) •••• 0 ••• 0 •••••• 

6. Burglary (theft that 
occurs during or as 
a result of a break­
ing & entering into 
a building ... in con­
trast to a car •••• oo 

7. Rape •••••••••.•••••• 
8 • l-1urder ••••••••••• 0 •• 

90 Police brutality •••• 
10. Hit & run (only 

where property is 
involved) •••• " .... 0 ••• 

First 
9 
1 

10 
4. 

5 

15 
2 

Second 
? 
~l 

31 

2 

Second ,---'-
2 

3 
'J 
,J 

(3 

5 

1 

17 

Third 
1 
2 

1/ 

1 

Third 
J 

2 
1 

.., 
" 

? 

1 

.. , 
1 
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I First Se'cond Third I 
! 

11. Bike theft •••••••••••• e •• 3 3 ! 
12. Obscene phone calls ....... 2 I 13. 

. 
5 Mugg~ng •••••••••••• e.o.o. 

ll~. Assault •••••••• ~.ooe.o ••• 1 ? I 
15. Assault & Battery··· ••••• 9 5 1 i 

IS. Vandalism •••••••• DoDDD ••• 2 6 1 I 
17. Grand larceny I 

! 
(thefts over $100)0000.0. 6, 2 ! 

18. Theft (undetermined I amount •••••••••• 0 0 DOli Q •• 0 2 1. 1 
..L 

! 19. Child 1 ..... ? -mo es~~ng •• DDDOO.OO I , 
20. Felonious wounding.ooe.". I 

1 

21. Tampering w/l!l.ails.o •••••• 1 ! 
22. Attempted car theft ... " •• , 
23. Attempted robbery •••••••• 
24. Attampted assault .......... 1 
25. Breaking & entering 

on a car (no theft) •••••• 
26. Burglary on a careD •••••• S 3 1 
27. Purse snatching •••• o ••••• 3 1 1 
28. Attempted theft •••••• D ...... 1 
29. Attempted breaking 

& entering ••••••••••••••• 
3~. Non-criminal victim-

ization ••••.••••• ooao •• oD 2 
31. Kidnapping .............. o ... 

32 .. Forging checks (in-
cludes credit cards) •• ~.,o 

33. Trespassing (prowling) ••• 
34. Attempted breaking & 

entering on a car ......... " ... 
35 .. Arson iI 0 • 0 ••••••••• a' • 0 0 If It l: 

36 .. Extortion ••••••• ~ •••••••• 
37. Attempted rape ............. o .. 

38. Indecent exposure ••• o • o •• 

39. Attempted arson'" .............. 
'- --- 40. Embezzlement and/or 

fraud g ••••••••• a, •••• 0 •• Co ., 

41. No;;!: applicable •••••• ft •••• 
:1 '> I.. 
~ L. • a7S 3 ('0 , J 

17. Did you report first offense to police? 
10 Yes. 0 0 0 •• 0 GOO 0 ., • 0 Co 00 0 •• " 83 (9 1,.3) 
2. No. 0 eo •• 0 • 0 • C " DO" 0 Q 0 ., • ,g 5 ( 5.7) 

18 0 Did you report second offense to police? 
1. yes~ ••••• o •••• o~ •• o.ooo 34 un.?) 
2. 1-10 .. •••••••• CI' 0 • e _ 00 0 • ., 0 •• s (12.8) 

19. Did you report third offense to police? - 1. yes ............. oo •••••• 12 (75.0) 
2. No.~ ••••••••••• ooo ••• o. 4 (:~5.0) 

-
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~ --;~ 

. 
(20) Did you-have insur'ance -that covered losses 

1. yes •••••••••••• ~~. 31 (87.2) 
2. No ••••••••• ~.~ •••• l~ 9 (12.8) 

(21) Did you have insurance that covered losses 
1. yes ••...••..•.• CJo. ll~ (35.0) 
2. No •••••••••••••••• 26 (65.0) 

(22) Did you have insurance that covered losses 
1. yes •••••••••• ~ •••• 3 (20.0) 
2. No •••••••••••••••• 8 (80 .. 0) 

(23) Regarding the offender, was the offender: 
1. A stranger •••••• ~ •••••• ~.o ••••• o.o ••• 

2. A casual acquaintance •••••••• ~ •• 3 ••• a 

38 A close friend •••••••••••••• o •••• o~~~ 
4-. l1ember of the family, ................ . 
50 Unknown •••••••••••••••••... 0 •••••••••• 

(2 1+) Non-reporting information: 
1. Offender was ·friend •••••••••••••••••• 
2. Offense too minor •••••••••••••••• a ••• 

3. Police couldn't help.a •• o ••••••• o ••• ~ 
4. Offense partly my fau1t ••••••• o ...... . 

5 ,. h . • Don t w~s to appear ~n court ••• 8 •••• 

6. No one should know ••••••••• o ••••••••• 

7. Afraid to report ••••••••••••••• oo.~o. 
8. \<lould never repo'rt an offense ~ • 0 ~ • ~ •• 
9. Other •.•.••.•.•• c;J ••• () • j) (II • eo " •••• f' ••• ., • 

10. Combination of above •••• o~ •••• a •••••• 

Section" III: Victim Evaluations of Criminal Justice 
Agency Responses 

10 Reaction to Police Responses 

(1st offense)? 

(2nd offense)? 

(3rd offense)? 

72 (88.9) 
.5 ( 6.2) 

(----) 
1 ( 1. 2) 
3 ( 3.7) 

- (----) 
1 ( g.l) 
1. ( 9.1) 
2 (18.2) 
- (----) 

(----). 
- (----) 
- (----) 
2 (18.2) 
5 (45.5) 

(1) The police vIera 
to my call. 

very considerate when they responded 

(2) 

'·;SA A 
18.5 70.7 

u 
0.0 

D 
7.G 

SD 
3.3 

The police responded as rapidly as could be expacted. 
SA A U D SD -

21.7 63.0 1.1 7.6 6.5 

10 

~ SA = strongly agree; A = agree; d , uncertain; D = disagree; SD = 
strongly disagree. In the text, percentages quoted represent the 
merger of either stron~ly agree and agree percentages or strongly 
disagree and disagree percentages. 
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(3) The police explained \-1hat r had to do and 't-lhat I 
cohld expect in adequate detail. 
SAl A U D SD 

13.6 68.5 3.3 g.8 5.4 
I 

(l~ ) I felt that the police did good job . investiga-a 1n 
ting the offense. 
SAl A U D SD 

12.0 28.3 32.6 16.3 10.9 

2. "Reaction to Case Processing ----------,-- ---- -

(1) Nobody ever explained what was going o~ to me. 
SA A U D SD 

4.41 13.3 67.8 10.0 4.4 

(2) I thought the general handling of -the case ~'/as good. 
SA A" U D SD 

6.7 i 10.0 71.1 7.8 4.4 

(3) I thought the case took much -too long to process. 
SA A U D SD 

3.3 7.8 72.2 10.0 6.7 

Section IV: Ci-tiz"en "Perceptions" "of Crime "as a" "Social Problem 

1. Percepti6n. of Crime Rates 

(1) The extent of crime in -t:his city is one of my 
concerns 0 

SA A U D SD 
50.7 41.8 If • lt 2.6 0.7 

(2) Nany people don't seem to r'ealize hOH serious 
crime problem has become in this city. 
SA: A U D SD 

20.9 '+ 0.6 14.7 18.5 5.3 

JJF'l. j 01' 

the 

(3) The crime problem in my neighborhood has become 80 

serious that I would like to move as soon as I can. 
SA A U D SD 

3.8 7.9 9.4 49.8 29.1 

The 
use 
SA 

"crime problem" is 
to get voteso 

. t ..,. t JUs a glJTIm1Cl"( i:na politicians 

A U 
3.1 2.9 9. 1f 

D SD 
39.9 4l~.7 

(5) The crime rate in the area t-lhere I liVE! seems to be 
raBidly increasing. 
SA': A U D SD 

7.0 I 

2~1. 3 24.0 35.3 l~. 3 
I 
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2. Fear of Victimization 

(1) This city's downtown section just isn't safe at night 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

anymore. 
SA A U D SD 
46.2 39.4 6.5 6.5 1.4 

!' don't really feel that the threat of criminal be-
havior is any greater today than in the past. 
SA A U D SD 
3.6 10.8 t~ • 3 32.5 48.8 

The danger of becoming the victim of 
fense seems to be lower in this city 
other parts of the country. 

a criminal of­
than in many 

. 
SA A U D SD 
3 u. . . 
I avoid 
because 
SA 
9.9 

20.2 19.7 41.1 15.6 

shopping in the downtOtvn section of the city 
of the crime problem. 

A U D SD 
27.9 15.4 38.7 8.2 

(5) During recent years I've become more afraid of being 
victimized by criminals than I ever was before .. 
SA A U D SD 
27.6 50.0 7.5 11.5 3.4 

(6) My family and I feel reasonably safe and secure in 
this com.rrluni ty c 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10)' 

SA A U D SD 
9.1 56.3 11.1 17.3 6.3 

I am confident that police protection in the area of 
Scope during events there is adequate .. 
SA A U D SD 
3.6 23.6 55.5 13.0 4.3 

Crime is such a 
a safe place to 

problem that this 
raise children .. 

city is simply not 

SA A U D SD 
8.7 B .t~ 21. L+ 20.0 In.6 

The 
can 
SA 
16.6 

threat of crime has become so great that 
feel safe in his own nome anymoreo 

A U D SD 
38.0 8.9 31.7 4.8 

nobody 

Crime has become such a problem in my 
that I'm afraid to go out at night .. 

neighborhood 

SA A U D 
7.2 21.6 8.9 50.0 

SD 
12.3 



Section V: Citizen Evalu2:tion of Police c:;.fld Court Pl.~:('form2:!1Ce 

1. Evaluation of Police 

(1) The police in our city are doing an effective job 
and deserve our thanks. 

SA A U D sn 
7.7 45.9 2?G 12.5 5.3 

Ct)----'I'he--polic:~ in jT1.Y cor!IJr!1Jni,ty iJ.r>e guilty of discrim'l.na.­
tion against people like th;: poor a:llC namb-?rs of 
minor:i.ty groups. 
-Sk- A U D SD 

5 • ,j 17.5 2i~. 3 1) .5 

(3) Tne police conrt show th~' proper res~~ct for citiz~n5. 

(4) 

(5) 

SA A U D SD 
6.5 IH.S 18.8 47.1 B.9 

The police here are too ~··"1 . ,·.l. __ J..ng 
violence. 

SA A U D 
l} • 9 13.7 21.5 50.0 

Police officers in this city are 
co!"rupt -tl1an p:?ople in any othe't:' 

SA A U D 
8.~ ~1.7 15.4 13.2 

to use fo-rce and 

SD 
9.8 

gen~Y.'al1y T:C) :.:or·~ 
lin-a of '\lO:::'k. 

SD 
5.3 

(6) People don't t show our po lice, the respect th~y, de::;(~rve. ~ 
SA f'. U D SD 

10.1 53.1 13.7 21.11 1.7 

20 Evaluation of Courts 

(1) The courts are so SlOT,-1 in processing cases th2:t it 
unfair -to require th2 a.i_l.0rag2 citizen to come -to 
court: as a Hitness. 

SA A U D SD 
8 0 • .J 27.f5 27.4 ~~ -., /. • I 2.1.1 

(2) and juries in .... . 
LDl.S area ar2 

s. 
D SD 

7.2 57.2 21.2 12.3 2.2 

(3) Iri general~ I feel the court system in this city is 
doing an effective job •. 

SA A U D SD 
48.3 2!~. 8 IO.ll 3.1_ 

is 
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You don't have a fair. chance in the courts in -this 
ci ty unless you have money to hire a good la~~yer. 
~ A U D ~ 

6.5 26.2 27.7. 34.9 5.3 

(5) Too many people are brought to trail for t"ha-t are 
~eal1y little more than political crimes. 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

SA· A U D SD' 
1.9 13.0 33.9 45.'9 S.3 

Members of 
against by 

SA 
2.4 

minority gr~up~ in this 
judges and Jurles. 
A U D 

8. :3 28. 6 I~ G • 1+ 

city ar>e discri~Tll.nated 

SD 
13.7 

OU:' court:s 
-thcl rights 
citizen. 

Se2r,l. to be 1:10re interested in .i?ro-:'~cting 
0': criminals than in protBcting th~ uV~;,",lJa 

SA 
10.8 

A 
26.7 

U 
18.0 

D 
39.9 

Hany innoe2n: p30ple are convicted by 
SA A U D 

il.3 28.[: 29.1) 33.7 

SD 
II. c 

the courts. 
SD 

3.8 

(9) There is li-ttle justice i.n this coun ~ry for -those Hho 
do not have money, powe~) or poli,tical influe~cc. 

SA 1\ U D SD 
9.1 2f..lr 1!~.7 til. 8 7.9 

Section VI: Public Evaluation of Potential Cri~inal Justice 
~rograms and PolIcies 

(1) I would be in favor of a program that iriould provide 
some assistance to people \-1ho have been the victims 
of criminal offenses. 

(2) 

SA . A U D SD 
18.8 64.4 10.1 5.2 1.S 

This co;;ununi-ty should hit'c more judges u.nd proseCit-tors 
in order to speed up "i.:he \.Jo:,k of t'h0 couP"ts. 

Sl". A U D SD 
11.1 47.2 27.2 13.8 0.7 

(3) I would like to receive something like a newsletter 
that t-lould keep me informed on the pl.~ograms anj 
activities of the police, courts and related agencies. 

SA A U D SD 

19.3 57.0 12.S 10.1 0.7 

I , 

I 
! 

I 
1 



(ll) I -think we need a prOgl.~.:ml to provide good employnent 
and job counseling for men and '-lOmen Hho are put on 
proba-tion or who have just been released from prison. 

SA A U D SD 

(5) 

(6) 

27.1 65 • 1~ 4.9 2.2 0.5 

I would be willing and able to volunteer some of rnv 
free time each Heek to ~-lOrk Hith groups li};:e Gelin: 
quent children, people \'li-th drug problems, or thonp 
on probation and parole. 

9~1- 2~.6 3J\1.1~ 2 ,P 1. 
...... ' • ..J 

I think 
area of 

SA 
21.5 

the city governli1ent should do more in ·th·~ 
drug education and drug ·trea:tBent progr'J..1:1.s. 

A U D SD 
57 . 0 14. !~ 5.6 1.5 

(7) I would support the establishment of a small trea"tmen-t 
center for juvenile delinquents in Iny section of the 
city. 

(8) 

SA A U D SD 
1?9 55.5 18.9 10.9 1.7 

I Hou1d 
ppo~rillil 

SA 
7.5 

support the cGt2blishment 
for adult offenders in my 

A U D 
l} :3 • 1 ? 7 • 7 - 1 7 • 5 

of a ha1f~ . .'a.y 11onsf-; 
section of the ci-ty. 

SD 

(9) I approve of the idea of -treatment centers and hr'.lf~-JaY 
houses, but feel they '>;·;ould not properly be locatccl 
in my neighborhood. 

SA A U D SD 
5.5 39.0 24.1 27.5 4.0 

(10) I'd like' to see the num'oer of police \olho patrol my 
section of the city increas~d, 

SA A U D SD 
13.3 49.1 21.7 15.3 0.5 

(11) I think it would heJp if police offic~rs patrolcd the 
area \·lhere I live on foot ra-'cher than in patrol cal'S. 

SA A U D SD 
5.7 13.6 16.6 58.9 5.2 

(12) In my opinion, the size of the city police fO:f'ce 8hould 
be increased. 

SA A U D SD 
11.3 52.7 25.G 9. 11 1.0 



(13) I believe that the 
police salaries if 
officers. 
SA A 

:18.2 60. l: 

75 

c'ity should subs·tantial1y increase 
this \·1ill result in be·ttet" qualified 

u 
7.3 

D SD 
0.7 

(14) I would have no objection to women police-officers 
perforning the same duties as male police officers 
in our city" 
SA A U D SD 

48.9 9.8 19.3 7.3 

(15) There are too nany police in my neighborhood" 
SA A U D SD 

O.? 0.2 7.8 6 8. l~ 23.3 

(16) I would not oppose releasing people accused of a 
crime before their trial if -they have ties to the 
community and therefore aXle likely -to appe2~r for 
their trial. 
SA A U D SD 

7.3 5 (1. If 18.8 18.6 L~. 8 

Section VII: Related Public Attitudes and 

1. Attitudes Concernillg,Punis!1T:l.ent 

(1) I think He should have .;3. mandatory deerth penal-ty :for 
soma types of very serious criminal offen::;es. 

SA A U D SD 
48.3 28.8 6.3 9.9 6.7 

(2) If judges would give longer sentences to criminals 
fewer of them would break the law again. 

SA A U D SD 
34.6 . 37.0 12.3 13.S 2.6 

(3) People should only be sent to prison after every other 
alternative has been tried. 

SA A U D SD 
5.5 11.3 39.2 J.9.7 

(4) A firm response to those ,;,.rho viola:te the laH Hoald 
soon reduce the crime r.J:te :Ln our socie-ty. 

SA A U D SD 
3 1;.9 48.1 9.9 5.3 1.9 

(5) Juveniles should never be put in jails or prisons. 
SA A U D SD 

8.7 24.5 l~.O 41.3 12.S 



(6) 

26 

Regardless of whether-we actually use· t~~ death penalty, 
I think our laws should allow us to put \. someone to 
death should the need ever arise. 

SA A U D SD 
29.6 39.4 11.1 11.3 8.7 

(7) The more seriously t-Te punish someone for a crime the 
less likely he will be to break the law 'again. 

SA A U D SD 
23.6 39.4 16.1 15.9 5.0 

. . .. 
(8) Punishing a criminal does little to keep him from 

committing another crime. 
SA A U D SD 

6.3 25.2 12.7 43.0 , 12.7' 

(9) No offense is so serious that it deserves to be punished 
by death. 

SA A U D SD 
4.8 9. '+ 7.9 41.1 36.8 

(10) Regardless of t-7hat a person has been convicted of, 
there are many things other than the offense he com­
mitted that must be considered in determining the 
right'sentence. 

SA A U D SD 

13.2 6.7 13.0 2.9 

(11) Regardless of whether prison sen-tences keep the person 
t-iho received the sentence from breaking the law again, 
they do show others in our society that crime does not, 
pay_ 

(12) 

SA A U D SD 

22.4 63.9 ,~. 6 q7.2 1.9 

It's a good idea to use the death penalty once in 
awhile just to !'emind people that we will not tolera-te 
some kinds of behavior. 

SA A U D SD 

7.0 17.1 39.9 29.8 

(13) Sending criminals to prison is a waste of tax money 
because it does so little to rehabilitate them. 

SA A U D ' SD 

3.1 11.1 12.0 57.9 
if 

(ll~) If people were certain that they '-1ould b~,'punished 
for their actions, there t-1ould be far lesi,s crime. 

SA A U D ~D 
29.6 52.2 5.5 11.1 1.7 

(I 
1.( 

\ 

\ 
\ 

J 
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(15) \-lhether we like 
pe~alty in some 
SA' A 

. .-------.----
~ t or 1}9,t,"we must use the death 
case-s-if we are to evel" control crime. 

U D SD 
34.1 37.5 10.8 8.2 

(16) We!have a moral obligation to punish people who break 
the laws. 
SA A U D SD 

22.,+ 63.5 6.3 7.5 0.5 

(17) The execution 
so6iety. 

of criminals is a disgrace to a civilized 

SA. A U D SD 
5.5 10.8 12 .. 3 50.5 20.9 

(18) He should provide help and assistance as well as 
punishment for those ~7ho bT'eak the laHs: 
SA A U D SD 

16.6 70.-0 4.6 7.5 1.4 

2. Attitudes Concerning Lmv 
, 

(1) . \'Ie ',have many laws in our country that are unfair and 
" tinj~st. 

SA' 'A U n sn 
2!~ • 0 47e8 17~5 9.6 1.0 

(2) If \<~e have to have the death penal-ty, the only kind 
"that I would approve is one that leaves the decision 
of whether to use the death penalty, in cases where it 
is duthcrized, entirely to the judge or juryo 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

SA AU: D SD 
15.6 47.8 13.0 14.7 8.9 

It is our duty to 
alHays agree with 

obey 
it. 

the l~w even though we may not 

SA A 
35.6 58.2 

U 
1.7 

• ! 
I D SD 

~,I • If 1. 2 

If a law 
to abide 

SA 

is not 
by it. 

fair and jus}) I feel no responsibility 

2.1t 
A 

11.3 
U 

10.6 

The laws of "this country 
mandments established by 

SA A U 
707 33.7 22.4 

I 

, D 
[l9 ~ 6 
I 
I 

are'based 
God,. 

'n 
26.4 

:sn 
16.1 

on rules and com-

Sn 
9.9 

Laws, are made by 
interests. 

the po't-lerful to protect their own 

SA A", 
4.3: ll~ .. 7 

U 
13.5 

'D 
5'7. a SD 

10.6 
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(7) Generally, our 
prohibit. those 
in our country 
citizens. 

SA A 
10.6 60.1 

28 

current criminal lal-ls accurately 
things that the majority of people 
believe must not be done by good 

U 

17.3 

D 

10.3 

SD 
1.7 

(8) There are certain kinds of behavior 
wrong and which must always he made 

that are 
illegal. 

morally 

SA A U D 
20.2 54.6 lC.6 12.3 

(9) Laws discriminate against the 'Vleak, 
members of minority groups. 

SA A U D 
7.0 18.0 10.6 

SD 
2.4 

the poor, and 

SD 
18.8 

(10) La\vs are properly used only in order to protect 
citizens 0 

SA A U D SD 
8.2 49 .. 8 16.3 23.8 1.9 

(11) The only reason to abide by the law is to avoid 
being punished. 

SA A U D SD 
3.1 7.2 3.6 59.9 26.2 

(12) Laws are for the poor to obey and -the rich to ~gnore. 
SA A U D SD 
4.1 7.5 2.9 43.0 42.5 

(13) All citizens should show respect for the law. 
SA A U D SD 
56.0 11-1.3 .1.2 0.2 1.2 

. Atti·tudes Conderning Civil Liberties 

(1) The police should have the right to listen to and 
record telephone conversations if they believe 
that they need to do SOD 

(2) 

SA A U D SD 
11.3 31.5 10.6 23.8 22.8 

Convicted criminals should not have the right to 
appeal their convictions to a higher court. 

SA A U D SD 
9 0 4 14.2 8.9 45.4 22.1 

(3) Tax money should not be used to pay for jury trials 
when the offender is obviously guilty. 

SA A" U D SD 

11.8 21.9 13.? 39.:? 13.9 
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(5) 

People \o1ho do not believe in and support our form 
of governhlent should be punished. 

SA A U D SD 
6.5 19.0 14.2 4S-0 

If there is evidence that proves "that someone is 
guilty, it should be used in court regardless of 
hOH it ~/as obtained by the police. 

SA A U D SD 
18.3 42.1 12.7 20.0 7.0 

29 

(6) If ~le are to protect the rights of the innocent, \-7e 
must also protect the rights of the guilty. 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

SA A U D SD· 
14 c 9 66.1 5 c S 10.3 3.1 

Every citiz~n 
and should be 
afford to pay 

SA A 
38.0 57.9 

has the right 1:0 a compe"tent lat;"yer 
guaranteed one even if he cannot 
for the service himself. 

U D SD 
1.4 1.7 1.0 

The police should be allowed to stop and search 
persons on the street if they feel it is necessary. 

SA A U D SD 
10.1 32.7 12..0 29.1 15.1 

The -police r:hould never be alloHecl to search a 
private home' t·ri thout a valid search Harrant. 

SA A U D SD 
tt 0 • 6 3.1 7.7 2.2 

(10) Protests and demonGtrations against our governmerr~ 
even if peaceful, should not allowed in such ~roubled 
times as these. 

SA A U D SD 
12.0 - 22.6 13.0 39.2 13.2 

(11) When a person is arrested, he should be held in 
jail until his case comes to trial if the police und 
prosecutors believe this is necessary. 

SA A U D SD 
12 • 0 If 7 • 1 13 . 2 21. l~ 6 • 3 
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APPENDIX B 

Section I: Social and Demographic Charac-teris-tics of 
All Respondents 

(1) Age: 
Mean = 44.16 

(2) Sex 
1. Male • • • • 0 000 • 0 0 0 0 • N=2625 (79.5f'o) 
2. Female •••• 0 ••••• 0 ••• 675 (20.5°.;) 

(3) Race: 
1. Black .••••• oo •••••• 325 (10.0) 
2. White ••• oo ••••••• o. 2893 (88.9) 
3.- Other •••••••••••••• 36 ( 1.1) 

(4) l1artial Status: 
1. Single ••••••••••••• 196 ( 5.9) 
2. Married •••••••••••• 2691 (81.3) 
3 .. Separated ........... 53 ( 1.6) 
40 Divorced ••••••••••• 144 ( t~. 3 ) 
s. Widowed •••••••••••• 227 ( G.g) 

(5) City Live in Notv: 
1. Chesapeake ••••••••• 371 (11.1~) 

20 Norfolk •••••••••••• 1328 (lfO.'!) 

3. Portsmouth ••••••••• lflS (12.7) 
4. Virginia Beacho •••• 1137 (34.8) 
s. Other in Virginia~ • 12 ( O. If) 

(6) Hm-/ many years at this address? 
Mean = 10.15 

( 7 ) Ot-m or rent home? 

(8) 

1. Ol.'ln 0 •• at •• 0 0 0 ••• " 0 •• 

2. Rent •••••• oo •••••• o 

Education: 

2l~ 29 
847 

(7 '!.1) 
(25.9) 

1. 1st through 8-th grade ............. 0.". 
2. 9th -through 12th grade 0 ............. . 

3. Some college •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4. College degree ••• Do.oD •• ~ ••••••••••• 

S. More than 4 years of college •••••••• 

3711 
1272 

822 
400 
If 0 6 

30 

(ll. l f) 
(38.9) 
(25.1) 
(12.2) 
(12. l f) 



• 
(9) Occupational Type: 

(10) 

1. Professional •••••••••••••••• 
2. Business •••••••• o ••••••••••• 

3. \1hi te Collar .... 0 • 0 •••••••••• 

4. Skilled Manual •• o ••••••••••• 

5. Seni-skilled Manual ••••••••• 
6. Unskilled ••••• o ••••••••••••• 

7. Military ••• ~ ............... .. 
8. Student •••••••••••••••••• o •• 

9. Unemployed - Retired ••••••• o 

Are you presently: 

1169 
Il11t 
596 
~46 
123 

56 
505 

54 
462 

1. \']orking in primary occupation 0 00 ••• 0 • 

2. Working in some other occupation ...... 
3. 1!ot employed at this time.ooo ••• oo.o. 
4. Retired •••• o ••••• o ••• o ••• o.~.o •• oo ••• 

(11) Are you the head of the household? 
1. yes........... 2982 (90.7) 
2. No............ 306 (9.3) 

(15.0) 
(13.2) 
f19.1) 
(l lt.3) 
( 3.9) 
( 1.8) 
(16.2) 
( 1.7) 
(14.8) 

2 l t 39 
194 
317 
300 

(75.0) 
( 6.0) 
( 9.8) 
( 9.2) 

(12) How many live cJ.-t this address (counting yourself): 
Mean = 3.20 

(13) Income: 
1. Less than $2,000 ••••••••••• 51 
2. $2,000 $3,999 •••••••••••• 138 
3. $4,000 - $8,9990 •• 0 ••••• 0 •• 635 
4 .. $9,000 - $11,999 •• 0 •••• 0 ••• 67 Lf 

5. $12,000 - $19,999 •• 00 •••••• 1106 
6. $20,000 and above •••••••••• 59 Lf 

Section II: Criminal Victimization in All 

(1) Victim Status: 
lQ yes.ooo •••••• o 

2. No •••••••• oo.o 

948 
2380 

(2) Number of Victimizations: 
I .. One •• o •••• o ••••• 495 
2. Tvl0 ..... 0 0 •• 0 0 I) Cl ~ 239 
3 .. Three ••• OD ••• oea 150 
4. Four •••••••••••• 30 
5 .. rive .• G ••• oo o ••• 16 
6. Six ••••••••••••• 10 
7. Seven ........... o •• 3 
8. Eight or more ••• 9 

(28.5) 
(71.5) 

(52.0) 
(25.1) 
(15.8) 
( 3.2) 
( 1.7) 
( 1.1) 
( 0.3) 
( 0.9) 

( 1. 6) 
( Lt. 3 ) 
(19.9) 
(21.1 ) 
(3tf.6) 
(18.6) 

31 
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(3) Victim of First Offense Reported: 
1. Rec'ipient of questionnaire. c c •• 
2'. \'lif e - Husband .................. . 
3~ Son - Daughter ••••••••••••••••• 
4. Family •••••••••••••••••••••• o •• 

5. Other relatives •••••••••••••••• 

49f. 
120 
133 
156 

J 0 

(53.G) 
(13.0) 
(14.4) 
(17.9) 
( 1.1) 

(4) Victim of Second Offense Reported: 
1. Recipient of questionnaire ••••• 
2. Wife - Husband •••• ~ •••••••••••• 
3. Son - Daughter ••••••••••••••••• · 
4. Family ••••• ~ •••• o •••••••• oo •••• 

5. Other relatives.o ............ o ... . 

246 
3l~ 

86 
76 

9 

(St~.5) 

( 7.5) 
(19.1) 
(16.9) 
( 2.0) 

(5) Victim of Third Offense Reported: 
1. Recipient of questionnaire ••••• 
2. Hife - Husband ••••••••• " ...... . 
3. Son - Daughter o.oc •• O~ •• cO •••• 
lJ.. Family 0 •• 0 • '0 • 0 • 0 •••• 0 •• 0 •• 0 •••• 

5. Other relatives ......... o ........ . 

121 
1'i 
42 
28 

9 

(55.8) 
( 7. R) 
(i9. lt) 
(12.9) 
( Lf.1) 

(6) . Physical Harm from First Offense Reported: 
IoN 0 harm ••• 0 e Q • GO. CI •••• 0 0 ......... 0 •• 0 • 6 3 
2. Ernot ional. " 0 ....... Ct •••••• 0 0 ...... 0 •• 0 0 • 25 
3. ,!'hr eat • • 0 • Q 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 ., • • • 0 0 • 1;1 • • • 4 5 
4. Attack - minor - no injury........... 56 
5. Attack - disabling inj ury. • • • • • • • • • • • 10 
60 Attack Vl/tveapon·- minor ·injur'Yo.o .• " u • • 7 
7. Attack H/tv~apon - disabling injury..... 6 
8. Death.o •••• o.e • .,o.e.o.o~ ••• · •••••••• GO 6 

(7) Physical Harm from Second Offense Reported: 
1. ~J 0 harm •••••••••••••• () CI •• IS _ •••••. ~ • • • • 2l~ 
2. Emotional ••••• Go •• o ••••••• o •••••• oooo 6 
3. Threat.................................. 13 
4. Attack - minor - no injury........... 23 
5. Attack - disabling injury ••••• o.o.... 4 
6 .. Attack wlt-leapon - minor injury •• 0..... 3 
7 .. Attack w/t'leapo:;:t - disabling inj ury. .. • 1 
80 Dea-th • .,. 0 (t • I!t 0 • ep. _ • 0 .00 0 g " 0 • 0 0 • ~ •••••• 

(8) Physical Harm from Third Offense Reported: 
1. }Io l"lal"'m 0 g •• " •• ell ••••• 0 •• 0 go ..... 0 0 •• 0 • • • • 12 
2 0 Enlot ional Q ., 0 • c# ~ Co Q ., 0 G • " 0 •••• ., •••• 0 •• a ~ 
30 Threatooo ••• o.~ •• o •. o ••••• o •• o....... 8 
4. Attack - minor - no injury............ 6 
50 Attack - disabling injury ........ o.... 2 
6. Attack w/weapon -. minor injury ...... II. 1 
7. Attack VI/weapon - disabling injury.o. 
8. Death •••••••••••••• 0 ••• I» 0 •••• 0 ••• I> • • • 1 

(28.9) 
(11.5) 
(20.6) 
(25.7) 
( 4.6) 
( 3.2) 
( 2.8 
( 2.8) 

(32.1}) 
( 8.:U 
(17.6) 
(31.1) 
( 5.4) 
( 4.1) 
( 1.4) 
(----) 

(l~0. 0) 
(----) 
(26.7) 
(20.0) 
( 6.7) 
( 3.3) 
(----) 
( 3.3) 

32 
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(9) Financ-ialLoss from First Offens~ Reported: 
Mean = $279.61 . 

(10) Financial Loss from' Secor,td Offense Reported: 
Mean = $274.1~0, 

i/ ' 

(11) Financial Loss from Third Offense Reported: 
Mean = $293.84) 

(12) Place ·t-Ihere First Offense Reported Occurred: 
1. Within horne.............. 240 (32.2) 
2. Outside home~ •••••••• ~eoo . 506 (67.8) 

! 
(13) Place t']here Second Offense Reported Occurred: 

1. Within home •••••••••• ·••• 103 (28.8) 
2. Outside horne ••••• ·••••••• 255' (71.2) 

(14) Place Where Third Offense Reported Occurred:' 
1. Within home~............ 46 (27.4) 
2. Outside home............. 122 (72.6) 

(15) City in Which Offenses 
Occurred: . First . 'Se'cond . 'Third 
1. Chesapeake ••••••••• 53 ( 509) 29 ( 6.7) 12 ( 5.8) 
2. Norfolk •••••••••••• 374 (41.7) 199 (1~ 6.2) 105 (50.7) 
3. Portsmouth ••••••••• 84 ( 9.4) 38 ( 8.8) 18 ( 8.7) 
Q.o Virginia Beachn ..... 213 (23.7) 105 (21+.1.;.) ll8 (23.2) 
5. Other in Virginia •• 32 ( 3.6) 15 ( 3.5) 8 ( 309) 
6. Other~outside of 'j 

V· •• 
~rgln~a •••• G •••••• III I (15.7) 45 (10. ll) 16 ( 7.7) 

(16) Type of Victimization: First . 'Se'cond Third 
1. Car theft ............. 61 20 9 
2. Armed robberyo ....... 13 2 
3. Robbery (involvi!lg '" 

threats)o~ •••••••••• 82 27 15 
4. Breaking & entering. 31 16 11 
5. Petty larceny (under 

$100) •••• 0 •• ~ ••••••• 75 48 31 
6. Burglary (theft that 

occurs during or as 
a';Fesul t of a break-
ing & entering into 
a building, in con-
trastto a car •••• ~. 199 9 11 38 

I 7. Rape •••••••• «) ••••••• 12 3 1 
8. Murder ••••••••• o • o •• 11 

~""~.,.. -,-"'- 90 Police brutality •••• 1 1 3 
10. Hit & run {only 

where property is 
~z..-•. -.v.".- involved).oo •••• o ••• 11~ 7 II 

, 
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11. 
12. 
13,. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

18. 

• .. .0 

Bike theft .•• -.••• e ••• e 0 0 •• 

Obscene 9 phone calls ••.•• o. 
Mugging •••••••••••• o • o • oo 

Assault •• ~.' ••••• oo •• o.~. 
Assault & Battery........ \ 
Vandalism •••••••• ooooo ••• 
Grand larceny 
(thefts over $100)000000. 
Theft (undetermined 
.amount ••••••••••• oooo •••• 

19. Child molesting •• ooooo ••• 

20. Felonious wounding ••••• o. 
21. Tampering w/mails •••••••• 

'22. Attempted car theft •••••• 
23., Attempted robbery ••• 0 •••• 

24. Attempted assault •••••••• 
25. Breaking & entering 

on a car (no theft) •••••• 
26. Burglary on a car •• o ••••• 
27. Purse snatching •••••••• oo 
28. Attempted theft ••••• o ••• o. 
29. Attempted breaking 

& entering ••••••• o ••••• o. 
300 Non-criminal victim-

31. 
32. 

33. 
34. 

35. 
36. 
37. 
38 .. 
39. 
40. 

ization.o •••••••• oo.o •• co 

KOd ° l napplng •••••• ~.o.o~o.o 
Forging checks (in­
cludes credit cards).o.o. 
Trespassing (prowling)o •• 
Attempted breaking & 
entering on a caro. o •• ooo 
Arson 0 0 • I» 0 •••• 0 ••• lit • II ~ 0 0 G 

Extortion' ••••••• 0 ••• 0 •• 0 • 

Attempted'rapeoDoo ...... .. 
Indecent exposure •• DOO O •• 
Attempted arson.o.o.oo o •• 
Embezzlement and/or 
fraud 0 • 0 !. 0 •• 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 • ., c 

L~l. Not applicable 00 .... 0 D ••• 0 

i 

Tli"'st 
312 
'4 

22 
22 
33 
4;6 

7
1e 

5 
87 
24 

1). 

5 

13 
1 

3 
5 

1 
2 
2 
;3 
is 
1 

2 
2382 

17. Did you report first offense to police? 
808 

89 

l8~ 

19. 

1. Yes ••• o •• OOOODO •• OO ••• o 
2. r~o 0 lit 0 II •• 0 • 0 • II 0 0 I' 0 0 II 0 0 • 0 

Did you report second offense to police? 
370 

61 
1. yesQ ••••• o •••• oo •• o.~oo 
2 lit l~o CI • !' ••• lit •• 0 0 • 0 •• 0 • 0 0 •• 

Did you report third offense 
1. yes ... oo •••••• coo •••••• 

2. NO.D.o.o ••• o ••• oo~ ••• o. 

to police? 
159 

47 

'S'e'c'ond 
24 

2 
3 v 

8 
15 

:"44 

40 

14 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1). 

3· 

2 
46 

9 
1 

3 

2 

3 

2 
2872 

(90.1) 
( 2.7) 

(85.8) 
(1l~.2) 

(77.2) 
(22.8) 

" 
'Third 

10 

3 
3 
It 

21 

22 

10 

1 
2 
3 

3 
16 

2 
1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3108 

, 

I ,. 
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(20) Did you have insurance'that'covered losses (1st offense)? 
1. yes............... 415 (49.9) 
2. No ••• o ... oo........ 416 (50.1) 

(21) Did you have insurance that covered losses 
1. Yes ••••••••••••• 0 • 190 (46.9) 
2. No •••••••••••••••• 215 (53.1) 

(22) Did you' have insurance that covered losses 
1. yes ••••••••••••••• 69 ( 35 • t~) 
2. No 0 'lJ •• 0: ••••••••••• 126 (64.6) 

(23) Regarding the offender, was the offender: 
1. A stranger ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2. A casual acquaintance •••••••••••••••• 
3. A close friend •• ~ ••••••••••••••••• , •• 
1}. l1ember of the family ••••••.•••••••••• 
5. Unknown •••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.• 

(24) Non-reporting information: 
1. Offender was ·friend •••••••••••••••••• 
2. Offense too minoro ••• ~ •••• u.oo ••••••• 

3. Police couldn't help ••••••••• o ••••••• 

!~. Offense partly my fault ............... . 
5. Don't tvish to appear in court ••••• 0 •• 

6. No one should know ••••••••••••••••••• 
7. Afraid to report.o .•••• O • ODG •••••••••• 

8. Would never report an offense •••••••• 
9. Othel"" •••••••• 00 ~ j'\ 0 •••••• & .. ., 0 •••••••• ~ • 

100 Combination of above ................. . 

" 

Sec-tion': 'I'll: Victim Evaluations of Criminal' Just'ice 
Agency Responses 

1~ Reaction to Police Responses 

(2nd offense)? 

(3rd offense)? 

686 (84.4) 
59 ( 7.3) 

3 ( 0.4) 
8 ( 1.0) 

57 ( 7.0) 

2 ( 1.1~ ) 
26 (17.9) 
41 (28 • .3) 
10 ( 6.9) 

1 ( 0.7) 
2 ( 1. 4) 
-3 ( 201) 
1 ( 0.7) 

21 (14.5) 
38 (26.2) 

(1) The police were very considerate when they responded 
to my call" 

~:SA A U D SD 
25.1 61.8 3.3 7.0 2.8 

(2) The police responded as r'apidly as could be expected. 
SA A U D SD 

24.0 61.7 11·. 3 6.7 3.3 

* SA = strongly agree;'A = agree; ti = uncertain; D = di~agree; SD = 
strongly disagree. In the text, percentages quoted represent the 
merger of either stron~ly agree and agree percentages or strongly 

,disagree and disagree percentages; 



(3) The police explained what I :had to do and" \-lha~t I 
could expect in adequate detail. 
SA A U D SD 

18.4 64.0 5.5 8.2 3.8 
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(4) I felt that the police did a good job in investiga­
ting the offense. 
SA A U D SD 

15.8 33.8' 26.0 15.2 9.1 

2 • Reaction -to Case Processing 

(1) Nobody ever explained t'lhat was going on to me. 
SA A U D SD 

2.8 7.6 71.1 14.2" 4.3 

(2) r thought the general handling of -the case was good. 
SA A U D SD 

5.3 12.4 71.8 6.4 4.0 

(3) I thought the ca~se-to(jk- much too long to process. 
SA A U D SD 

3.8 7.4 74.0 12.0 2.7 

Section IV: . Citizen Per"ceptions'of Crime :as' a 'Social 'Problem 

10 Perc'eptionof Crime Rates 

(1) The extent of crime in this city is one of my major 

(2) 

(3) 

(5) 

concerns 0 

SA A 
34.1 45.1 

Nany people don't 
crime problem has 
SA A 

12.5 36.6 

U 
9.4 

D 
10.5 

SD 
0.9 

seem to realize how serious 
become in this city. 

U D S.D 
25.5 22e4 3.0 

the 

The crime problem in my neighborhood 
serious that I vlOuld like to move as 

has become so 
soon as I can. 

SA A U D 
1.9 5.4 7.6 46.3 

SD 
38.9 

'The 
use 
SA 

"crime problem" is 
to get voteso 

just a gimmick that politicians 

A U 
2.2 3.3 7.6 

D 
43.9 

SD 
43.0 

The crime rate in the area where I live seems to be 
rapidly increasing. 
SA A U 

4.2 21.1. 26.5 
D 

1l2.4 
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2. Fear of Victimization --
(1) This city's downtown section just isn't safe at night 

(2) 

(3) 

(L~ ) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10.) . 

anymore. 
SA 
32.0 

A 
31.5 

U 
15.8 

SD 
2.3 

!' don't really feel that the threat 
havior is any greater today than in 

of criminal be­
the past. 

SA A U D 
3.5 12.7 5.9 39.5 

SD 
38.4 

The danger of becoming the victim of a criminal of-
fense seems to bJ lower in this city than in many 
other parts of the country. 
SA A U D SD 
5.9 3 6 ~.2 21~1 28.1 8.7 

I avoid 
because 
SA 

shopping in the dot.,ntm.,n 
of the crime problemD 

section of the city 

A U D 
9.1 20.5 1707 44.0 

SO 
8.8 

During recen"t years I've become more afraid of being 
victimized by criminals than I ever was beforeo 
SA A U D SO 
18.7 45.7 9.7 20.4 5.5 

Hy family and I 
this community. 

feel reasonably safe and secure in 

SA A 
12 w 4 64 ~ 1+ 

U 
10.0 

D 
10.9 

SD 
2.2 

I am confident that police protection in the 
Scope dU):'ing events there is adequateo 
SA A U D' SD 
3.3 30.1 45.4 15.2 5.9 

area of 

Crime is such a 
a safe place to 

problem that this 
raise childrenu 

city is simply not 

SA A 
3.8 13.5 

U D 
15.7 51.5 

SO 
15.5 

The threat of crime has become so gl'eat that nobody 
can feel safe in his ovm home anymore. 
SA A U D SO 

8.6 27.7 11.8 41.1 10.8 

Crime has become such a problem in my neighborhoQd 
that ! 1m afraid to' go out at night .. 
SA A U D SO 

3.9 12.'7 8.1 55 0 3 20.1 



38 

-Section V: ' Citizen Evaluation 'of 'Police 'and 'Co'llrt'P'erf'c>rJIiance 

1. Evaluation of Police' 

(1) Th~ police in our city are doing an effective job 
and-deserve our thanks. 

SA A U D SD 
17.1 60.9 12.8 7.6 1.6 

(.2) The police in my community are guilty of discrimina-
tion against people like the poor and members of 

, minority groups. 
SA A U 'D SD 

2.6 9.0 22.1 49.6 16.7 

(3) The police don't show the' proper respect "for citizens. 

(4) 

(5) 

SA A U D SD 
2.9 10.9 14.4 60.2 11.6 

The police here are too willing to use force and 
violence. 

SA A U D 
1.9 6.6 18.7 59.1 

Police officers in this city are 
corrupt than people in any other 

SA A U D 
10.6 6407 14.9 7.8 

SD 
13.6 

generally no more 
line of work .. 

SD 
2.0 

(6) People don't show our police the respect the~deserve. 
SA A U D SD 

1~.3 51.1 14.5 19.0 1.2 

2. "EV'aluat'i'on' 'of Courts 

(1) 

(2) 

The cour~s are so slow in processing cases that it 
unfair to require the average citizen to come to 
court as a tvitness. 

SA A U D SD 
7.0 23.8 25.9 37.9 5.5 

I feel that most judges and juries in this area are 
fair in their decisions. 
SA A U 

8.3 63.6 18.6 
D 

7.8 

(3) Iri general, I feel the court system in this city is 
doing an effective job •. 

~ SA A U D SD 

6.0 57.7 22.9 11.5. 1.8 

is 



(4) You don't have a fair, chance in the courts in this 
city unless you have money to hire a good lawyer. 

SA A U 0 SO 
5.5 28.6 lfO.5 7.0 

(5) Too manv· people are brought to trial for what are 
~eally little more than political crimes. 
SA' A U 0 SO" 

1.1 9.0 33.0 47.3 9.6 
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(6) Hembers 
against 

SA 

of minority groups in this 
by judges and juriesD 

city are ~iscriminated 

A U D 
1~2 5.7 27.2 50.1 

SD 
15.8 

. 
(7) Our courts seem to be more interested\in protecting 

the rights of criminals than in protecting the average 
ci"tizen. 

SA A U D SD 
8.9 24.0 17.1 44.1 6.0 

(8) Many innocent people are convicted by the courts. 
SA A U D SD 

(9) 

2.1 1504 34.0 41.8 6.8 

There is little justice in this country for those 
do not have money, ~ower, or political influence. 

SA A U D SD 
5.9 19.2 16.9 47.8 10.2 

who 

Section VI: . Public Evaluation of Potential Criminal Justice 
. 'Pro'grams" a'ndPoli'cIes 

(1) I Hould be in favor of a program that vlOuld provide 
some assistance to people who have been the victims 
of criminal offenses. 

(2) 

(3) 

SA . A U D SD 
20.1 66.1 9.7 3.5 0.6 

This community should hire more judges and prosecutors 
in order to speed up the \'lork of "the courts. 

SA A U D SD 
13.1 47.4 27.9 10.7 1.0 

I would like to receive something like a newsletter 
that Hould keep me informed on the programs and 
activities of the police, courts and related agencies. 

SA A U D SD 
15.6 56.3 16.5 10.8 0.7 
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- (4) -. I think we need a program to provide good employment 
and job couIlseling for men and women who are put on 
probation or who have just been released from prison. 

SA A U D SD 
27.8 64.8 5.1 2.1 . 0.3 

(5) I would be 1:'l1illing and a,hle to volunteer S0me of my 
free time each week to W61~k with groups like delin­
quent children, people with drug'problems, or those 
on probation and parole. 

(6) 

SA A U D SD 
7 • 4. 31. 4 . 3 7 • 5 21. 2 2 • 5 

I think 
area of 

SA 
17.4 

the city government should do more In the 
drug education and drug treatment programs. 

A U D SD , 
53.4 19.8 8.7 0.8 

(7) I would support the establishment of a small 'treatment 
center for juvenile delinquents in my sectioiiil of the 
city. 

(8) 

(9) 

SA A U D SD 
12.3 56.5 20.4 9.4 1.4 

I would 
pl"ogram 

SA 

support the establishment 
for adult offenders in my 

A U D 

of a halfway house 
section of the city. 

8.3 43.9 28.9' 16.3 
SD 

2.6 

I approve of the idea of t~eatm(mt centers and halfway 
houses, but feel they would not properly be located . neighborhood • ~n my 

bA A U D SD 
4.9 30.2 3100 29.4 '+.5 

(10) I'd like' to see the number of police who patr~l my 
section of the city in~reased. 

(11) 

SA A U D SD 
9.~ 40.0 27.4 22.5 0.9 

/ 

I think it v70uld help-'if police officel"s patroled the 
area where I live on foot rather than in patrol C2rs. 

SA A U D SD 
3.5 9.8 14.8 64u3 7.7 

(12) In. my opinion, the size of the ciity police force should 
be increased. 

SA A U D SD 

~ 10.3 47.2 31.6 10.4 0.5 

-
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(13)- I- believe that the city should substantially increase 
. ,. I • 

. police sa;I.arJ,es if this wi-II resul-t in better qualified 

(14) 

officers. 
SA A U D SD 

26 .. 0 60.3 10.0 3.3 0.4 

I would have nt oojection to women police'officers 
performing the same duties as male police officers 
in our city. 
SA A U D SD 

13.9 53.9 9.6 17.4 5.3 

(15) There are too many po ~ce in my neighborhood-. 
SA A U D SD 

0.2 0.4 8.6 69.8 20.g 

(16) I would not oppose releasing pe9ple accused of a 
crime before their trial if they have ties to the 
community and therefore are likely to appear for 
their trial. 
LA A U D SD 

6.2 52.5 19.6 17.5 L~. 0 

Sec'tion VII: - Related Public Attitudes' and Opinions 

10 Atti tudes Concerning Punishment 

(1) r thi~'j( t-7e should have a manda'tory death penalty for 
soine .types of very serious criminal offenses. 

SA A U D SD 
53.9 26.4 5.1 8.3 6.2 

(2) If judges would give longer sentences to criminals 
fewer of them Fould break the law again. 

SA A U D SD 
29.5 . 33.4 14.0 18.5 4.6 

(3) People should only be sent to prison after every other 
alternative has been tried. 

(5) 

SA A U D SD 
5 0 8 25.5 12,,7 38 0 6 17.'1 

A firm response 
soon reduce the 

SA A 
34. 2 t~ 7 • '+ 

to those who violate the law would 
crime rate in our society. 

U D SD 
10.8 6.1 1.5 

Juveniles should never be put in jails or prisons. 
SA A U D 

10.3 24.2 14~5 40.2 r~.g 

'1 
I 
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(6) Regardless of whether we actually use· the death penalty, 
I think our laws should allow us to put someone to 
death should the, need ever arise. 

SA A U D SD 

34.8 39.8 8.1 11.0 6.3 

(7) The more seriously we punish someone for a crime the 
less likely he will be to break the law again. 
-SA- A U D SD 
20.2 36.5 17.8 20.6 4.9 

(8) Punishing a 'criminal does little to keep' him from 
committing another crime. 

SA A U D SD 
1+.9 22.4 14.9 44.1 13.7, 

(9) No offense is so serious that it deserves" to be punished 
by death. 

SA A- U D SD 
4.8 6.6 7.8 40.4 40.4 

(10) Regardless of what a person has been convicted of, 
there 'are many things other than the offense he com­
mitted that must be considered in de-termining the 
right'sentence. 

SA A 
18.4 58.8 

U 
7.0 

D 
12 8 

SD 
2.9 

(11) Regardless of whether prison sentences keep the person 
who received the sentence from breaking the law again, 
they do show others in our socie-ty that crime does no-t 
pay. 

SA A U D SD 
21.1 61.2 7.4 8.4 1.9 

(12) It's a good idea to use the death penalty once in 
awhile just to remind people -that He will not tolera-te 
some kinds of behavior. 

(13) 

(14) 

SA A U D SD 
6.6 15.6 7.3 40.5 30.0 

Sending 
because 

SA 

criminals to prison is a waST~ of tax money 
it does so little to rehabilitate -them. 

3.8 

If people 
for their 

SA 
26.6 

A U D SD 
13 ~ 1 1 !~ • 1 5 3 • 9 15 • 1 

were certain that they \-1Ould be punished 
actions, there would be far less crime. 

12 . 9 7~ 5 1 ~_. 5 r~6 

. 
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(15) vlhether we like it or not, we must US? the death . 
penalty in some cases if we are to ever control crime. 
SA A U D SD 

33.4 39.0 9.7 11.3 6.5 

(16) We have a moral obligation to punish people who break 
the laws. 
SA A U D SD 

19.3 62.6 8.0 9.0 1.0 

(17) The execution of criminals is a disgrace to a civilized 
society. 
SA A U D SD 

4.3 9.0 9.6 50.8 26.2 

(18) We should provide help and assistanc~ as well as 
. punishment for those \-1ho break the laws.· 

SA A U D SD 
21.8 67.3 5.2 4.8 0.9 

2. Attitudes Concerning Law 
~ 

(1) 'Hehave many laws in 
. (inj t,Ist'G 

our country that aI'e unfair and 

SA A U D SD 
21.0 '+ 5.5 18.3 13.2 2.0 

(2) If we have -to have the death penalty, the only kind 
that I would approve is one that leaves the decision 
of vlhe-ther to use the death penalty, in cases tvhere it 
is authorized, entirely to the judge or juryg 

SA A U D SD 
15.2 48.7 13.3 15.9 6.9 

(3) It is our duty to obey the law even though He may not 
al\-lays agree wi th it. 

(t~) 

(5) 

(6) 

SA A U on SD 
36.7 55.8 3.5 3.2 0.7 

If a lat-l 18 not fair and 
to abide by ito 

SA A U 
2.1 8.0 10.'+ 

'The laws of this country 
mandments established by 

SA A U 
7.1 31.6 19.7 

just, I feel no responsibili-ty 

D 
58.8 

are based 
God. 

n 
29.6 

SD 
20.6 

on rules and com-

SD 
12.0 

Lav1s are made by 
interests. 

the pOHerful to protect their own 

SA A· 
2.9 12.7 

U 
1'1.2 ~9..9 
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(7) Genera.lly, our 
prohibit, 'tho.se 
in our country 
citizens. 

SA A 

64.2 

cur~ent criminal laws accurately 
things that the majority of people 
believe must not be done by good 

u 
13.1 

D 

11. 3 
SD 

2.0 

(8) There are certain kinds of behavior -that are morally 
""Tong and \vhich must al\V'ays be made illegal • 

. 'SA A U D SD 

17,5 50.0 ·12 ~ 7 16 • l~' 

(9) I.;aws discriminate against the toleak, the poor, and 
members of minority groups. 

SA A U D SOD 

s.o 15.8 10.5 20~7 

(10) Laws are properly used 
citizens. 

only in o:C'der to protect 

SA A U D SD 
9.0 45.0 1706 2 l j·.8 2.7 

(11) The only reason to abide by the law is to avoid 
being punished. 

SA A U D SD 
1. !~ 50 :'J 2.9 56.0 ~j 3 • ~/ 

" ~4, 

(12) for obey and the rich La~vs o.re the poor to to ?-gnore. 
SA A U D 3D 

2.6 6.6 Ij • 0 I~~~o'+ !~ l.f • 'i-

(13) All citizens should show respec·t for the law. 
SA A U D 3D 

52.6 If If • 2 102 005 1.6 

3.' At'titudes Conc'erning Civil Liberties 

(l) ,The pol ·_ce should have the right to listen -to and 
record te] .phone conversations if they believe 
that they need -to (10 so ~ 

(2) 

SA A U D SD 
11.8 30.0 11.8 26.0 20.3 

Convicted criminals should not helve the right 
appeal their convictions to a higher court. 

SA AU' D SD 
5 • 9 1 a • 'i 8 • 1 l~ 6 • 8 2 8 . 7 

·to 

(3) Tax money should not be used to pay fop j Ul'Y trials 
when the offender is obviously guil-ty" 

SA A U D SD 
8.0 16.2 11.2 43.8 20,,8 ' 

;! 
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(4) ·People who do not believe in and support our form 
- ... ..of government' should be punished • 

. sA A U D \ SD 

5.6 13.6 46.9 19.8 
(5) If there is evidence that proves that someone is 

guilty, it should be used in court regardless 'of 
how it was obtained by the police. 

(6) 

(7) 

SA A U D SD 

+9.7 4100 10.6 20~6 8.1 

If we are to protect the rights of the innocent, we 
the guilty. must also protect the 11ights of 

, fD· SA A 
1808 63.4 

Every citizen 
and should be 
afford to pay 

SA ' A 

42.4 53.1 

U D 
5.9 906 2.·3 

has "the right to a competent li.~,~..]yer 
guaranteed one even if he cannot 
for the service himself. 

U D SD 
1.9 2.0 0.5 

(8) The polic~ should be allowed to stop and search 
persons on the street if they feel it is necessary. 
, SA AU, D SD' 
8.9 3 L~ • 3 12.8 > 27,> 6, 16.4 

(9) The ,police should·never, be' 'allowed 'to"sea~ch' a 
private home ~7ithout',:i, valid, search warrant. 

SA AU> D SD 
42. L~ L}. 3 11.2 1.6 

(10) Protests and demonstrations against oup governmen~ 
even if peaceful, should not allowed in such troubled 
times as these. 

SA A U D SD 
8.2 17.8 44.7 18.1 

(11) When a person is arrested, he should be held in 
jail until his case comes to trial if the police and 
prosecutors believe this is necessary. 

SA A U D SD 
10.8 48.9 11.9 22.5 6.0 
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