








Chapter I,

TABLE 1.2

RANK ORDER OF PUBLIC CONCERN OVER COMMUNITY ISSUES
AND THETR ASSESSMENT OF THE JOB PUBLIC OFFICIALS
ARE DOING IN DEALING WITH THEM: ADULTS STATEWIDE

CONCERN JOB RATING
MEAN MEAN
ISSUES POSITION RANK RATIMNG_ _RANK

Protecting citizens against
burglary and theft . . . . . + « « . 4,83 1 4,57 3

Providing medical and health
services needed by citizens
of this community . . . o « « o + « . 4,52 2 4,42 5

Protecting citizens against criminal
violence on the streets of

this community . . . . « s e 4 4,30 3 4,78 2
Providing hlgh quality publlc

schools in this district . . . . . . 4,28 4 5.09 1
Dealing with unemployment

and poverty e o e e 4 e e e e s 4,14 5 3.96 9

Providing equal justice in the
courts for all people of

this community . . ¢ +« & ¢« & & o + . 3.97 6 4,46 4
Controlling and reducing air and
water pollution . . . . . « . & . e 3.80 7 4,12 6
Rehabilitation of criminal offenders _
who are being released on parole . . 3.46 8 4.10 7
Transportation facilities . . . . . . . 3.13 9 4,03 8
Number of respondents: each mean rating is computed on the total

respondent base of 749

Concern was measured by asking respondents to rank-order the nine issues. Items
were scored from first rank = 1 to last rank = 7, with ranks 4 and & each receiving
a score of 4.

Job rating was obtained for each item on a seven-point scale ranging from
Mextremely good" = 7 to "extremely poor" = 1.
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TABLE 1.3

RANK ORDER OF PUBLIC CONCERN AND ASSESSMENT OF J0OB PUBLIC OFFICIALS ARE DOING:
BY AREA COF THE STATE

ADULTS DALLAS~ HOUSTON- OTHER NORTHWEST SOUTHWEST
STATEWIDE FT. WORTH GALVESTON EAST TEXAS TEXAS TEXAS
JOB JOB JOB JOB JOB JOB
CONCERN RATING | CONCERN RATING | CONCERN RATING | CONCERN RATING | CONCERN RATING | CONCERN RATING

ISSUES RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK RANK
Protecting

against bur-

glary and

theft . . . 1 3 1 3 1 5 2 3 3 3 1 4
Medical and

health services 2 5 3 4 5 1 2 7 2 7 3 5
High quality

schools, . . 4 1 4 1 4 2 1 1 4 1 5 1
Protection

against vio—

lence in streets 3 2 2 2 2 4 4 2 6 2 4 2
Unemployment

and poverty . 5 9 6 6 ° 6 6 9 1 9 2 9
Equal justice

in courts. . 6 4 5 5 6 3 5 5 5 5 6 3
Air and water

pollution. . 7 6 7 7 3 8 7 6 7 6 7 6
Rehabilitating

offenders. . 7 8 8 8
Transportation. a
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Chapter I,

Figure 1

LIST OF CRIMES AND THEIR DESCRIPTIONS
AS PRESENTED TO SURVEY RESPONDENTS

CARD C
ARSON: Someone deliberately set fire, or tried to set fire,
to property belonging to you or someone in your
family.
ASSAULT: Someone attacked or beat up on you or some other member

of your household. 1Includes fist fights, muggings, and
other kinds of physical violence.

AUTO OFFENSES: You or someone in your family were injured by a hit-
run driver, a drunk, or a reckless driver. Your
property or your car was damaged by someone else's
reckless driving.

BRIBERY: You or someone in your househocld was asked to make an
under-cover payment to some public official, such as
a policeman, an inspector, a councilman, or some official
like that so he would not make trouble for you.

BURGLARY: While you were gone someone broke into your home or
business, or attempted to break in, or came in through
an open door or window and took something.

CAR THEFT: Someone stole a car belonging to you or some member of
the family, or took your car without permission..

CONSUMER FRAUD: Merchandise was misrepresented, was not delivered;
repairs were not made as paid for.

EMBEZZLEMENT: Theft of goods or money by employees; pilfering.

FORGERY OR FRAUD: Someone gave you or a member of your household
counterfeit money, forged your signature on a check or
a credit card, gave you a bad check, or swindled you
out of money or property in any way-.

LARCENY: Someone stole something belonging to you or some
household member, from a car, a mailbox, a locker, or
some other place outside of your home. Includes having
your pooket picked, having a camera stolen, shop-
liftang, etc.

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF OR VANDALISM:; Someone destroyed, or tried to
destroy property belonging to you or to some member
of your household. Includes things like ripping down
a fence, tearing off a car aerial, defacing property
with paint, etc,

RAPE OR CHILD MOLESTING: You or a member of your family was
sexually assaulted or raped; a child was sexually
molested by someone-

ROBBERY: Someone used force, or threatened to use force to take
money or property from you or some household member.
Includes purse snatching, taking things from children
by force, etc.

ANY OTHER INCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAGE, LOSS OF MONEY, OR

PHYSICAL INJURY DUE TO CRIMINAL ACTION BY OTHER PERSONS.




Chapter I.

" ¢. THE EXTENT OF THE PUBLIC'S EXPOSURE TO CRIMINAL ACTS

About one iIn three adult Texans assert that they personally, or a
member of their household, have been victimized by one or more criminal
acts within the past year, and many persons relate instances of several crimes.

Within the past five years, 51% of the families report having been victimized.

(Respondents' claims of criminal victimization are, of course, subject
to considerable error of reporting. These answers sere elicited by exposing
respondents to a checklist of crime categoriles, excepting homiclde, and asking
them to desdgnate which, if any, had happened to them or to a member of their
family within the past year and within the past five years. They were then
asked which crimes they felt were most likely to happen to them. Figure l
shows the list of crime descriptions as they were presented to respondents.

In all cases, respondents' claims were taken at face value. No effort was
made to verify the facts or to evaluate the seriousness of the reported crimes.
Congequently, the frequencies of crimes reported here are unlikely to corres-

pond closely tc any existing state or local indices.)

A nationwide public opinion survey in 1966* estimated that approxi-
mately 20% of U.S. households had been victimized by crime during the preceding
year., The list of crimes used in that study and the present one are sub-
stantially the same, but in the 1966 study a careful evaluation was made of
each reported incident and about one in three was discarded as ineligible for

inclusion (happened outside the U.S,, to a non-family member, etc.) or as

*Ennte, Phillip H. Criminal Vietimization in the United States, National
Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago. May, 1967.
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being unreliably reported. Adjusting that rate to make 1t comparable to
that of the present study results in a figure of approximately 307%, which
is close to the 347% found in Texas by the present study. (The comparable

figure from the 1972 California survey is 45%.)

The crimes most frequently reported by Texans are: malicious mischief
or vandalism (12%), burglary (9%), auto offenses (8%), consumer fraud (8%),
and larceny (5%). Car theft within the past year 1s reported by 3%. The
distribution of reported criminal victimizations within the past five years
is higher, as would be expected (51% vs. 34%), and appears to be generally
higher in all categories. Californians report nearly all of these crimes

with proportionately greater frequency. (Table 1.,4)

When asked to describe the crimes which they believe are "most likely"
to happen to them, Texans are most likely to worry about "burglary.'" Fear of
burglary, in fact,is’ about three and one~half times greater than its reported
frequency (32% think it most likely, while only 9% report experiencing it
within the past year). Auto offenses (damage or injury resulting from another
driver's recklessness) are also feared by more people (18%) than reported
frequency of occurrence would predict (8%). Robbery and car theft are also
somewhat more often believed to be likely to happen than reported frequency
of occurrence would suggest. Table 1.4 shows the distribution of reported

crimes and the percentage of Texans who think each one is likely.
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*
; TABLE 1.l
. EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS
: FEEL ARE MOST LIKELY: ADULTS STATEWIDE
CALIFORNIA
VICTIMIZED~- BELIEVE SURVEY
: PAST PAST MOST LIKELY (Vietim in
@ CRIME YEAR FIVE YEARS | TO HAPPEN past year)
Malicious mischief,
vandalism . « v 4 v 4« v 0 . 12% 17% 12% 15%
BUrglary « « o« o o 0 v 0 e o 9 15 32 12
i. Auto offenses « « + ¢« s+ « o o o 8 15 18 11
Consumer fraud . . . « « + o & 8 12 5 10
Larceny .« « « ¢ o o s o o o o o 5 8 2
: . Car theft . L] L] . - L] - o L] ) . 3 8 6 d
® Forgery/fraud . . . « + « « . 3 5 1 3
' Assault. « « ¢ o 4 4o 4 6 6 8 4 . 2 4 3 4
o Robbery' L] L] . . L] ] ° L] o ° L L] l 3 6 4
. Embezzlement . . ¢ « ¢+ « 4 1 1 * 1
o AYSON v o s o o o 6 o o o o o * 1 2 1
‘ Rape/child molesting. . . . . * * 2 1
: o Bribery s s e 2 s e ¢ e % e & » - * * 1
3 Other L] o L] ] L] ° . L] . L] L] . L] * l * 1
®
: One or more of these .. . .. 34% 51% 83% 45%
f. Number of respondents . . . (749)  (749) (749) (811)
- *Less than % of one percent.
®

=11




Chapter 1. g

D. THE TEXAS PUBLIC'S FEAR OF CRIME

The public of the United States as a whole has shown evidence of
growlng concern about crime rates, and in Texas, 51% of the people inter-
viewed in this cross-section survey said they believed that "...the danger
from crime of all kinds in this city/town has become greater" in the past
year. (In the 1972 survey of California, 55% of the California adults inter-

viewed expressed the same sentiments.)

Further evidence of citizen concern about crime 1s the frequency
with which people say they have "... stayed at home because [they] thought
it unsafe to go out." Twenty-two per cent of the Texas men and 347 of the
women said they had done thisy the comparable figures in California in 1972
were 28% of the men and 427 of the women. A nationwide survey in 1966 by the
National Opinion Research Center* asked a similar question and found only
12% of the men and 187 of the women this much concerned about danger from
crime., This appears to reflect a generally rising level of fear in recent
years, a conclusion that is supported by Gallup Poll figures which show an
increase from 317 to 417 between 1968 and 1972 in the per cent of people who
say they would be afraid to walk alone at night in the neighborhood around

their homes,**

Despite their general fears, however, a majority of Texans believe
that their part of town is safer than others. Table 1.5 shows that while 18%
think crime would be "more likely'" in their part of the city, 62Z think it

would be "less likely."

*Ennis, op. ¢it., p. 74.
**Gallup, George, "Crime in the Streets: Fear is Rising,' April 24, 1972.

-12-
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Chapter I,
TABLE 1.5
N EXPRESSED FEAR OF CRIME: BY SEX
STATEWIDE California
- ADULTS MALES FEMALES | survey
"Have there been any times
- recently when you ... stayed at
home because you thought it
unsafe to go out?" .
Yes . e . L] ] L L] . o o L] L ] ] L] 28% 22% 34% 35%
No [ ] . * - L] . & L] . L] . L] * [ 72 78 66 65
"Compared to other parts of this
city/town, how likely is a person
here to be a victim of a crime?"
Lot more likely o v e o e e 3% 2% 5% 7%
Somewhat more likely o e e s 15 15 15 15
No difference . o e s s e s 16 15 16 17
Somewhat less likely . . . . . . 36 35 38 37
Lot less likely . . + « & o « 4« . 26 30 23 21
Don't know . . « . + « « ¢« o + . 4 3 4 3
"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
lesg?"
Greater e e e e e e e e e e 51% 44% 57% 55%
About same . . . . o 4 4 0 . . 30 o2 29 24
Less e e e e a e e e e e e e 12 16 8 12
Don't know . . . . . . . & .« . 6 8 5 9
- Number of respondents . . . (749) (342) (407) (811)

Note: Columns of percentages may not add to

. ~13-
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By section of the state, concern about crime is only about half as
great in Northwest Texas a8 it is in Southwest or East Texas, The people .
of the Dallas-Forth Worth area are somewhat less concerned about being
victimized on their streets than is the case with residents of the Houston-
Galveston area, or of other East Texas cities and towms. Table 1.6 shows the

regional breakdown of responses to the three questions touching on fear of

crime.

Texans of Mexican extraction, and Negroes, are even more greatly
concerned about the crime rate increase, and are more often worried about
personal safety in their neighborhoods than the Anglo/White population is.
Table 1.7 shows that 627 of the Mexican-American population, and 687 of the
Black population feel the crime rate is greater now than it was a year ago;
30% of the Mexican-Americans and 44% of the Blacks say they have feared to go
out at times; and 29%Z of both groups believe that victimization is greater in

their section of town than elsewhere.

Having been a victim of crime like burglary or malicious mischief/
vandalism makes people more sensitive to fears about going out and leads to the °
more often expressed belief that their néighborhoods are not safe. In Table 1.7
it will be seen that 45%-50% of the victims of burglary or malicilous mischief
feel it is sometimes unsafe to go out and 27% to 337% of them think victimization ‘.

18 more prevalent where they live.

Socio-economic status also affects how people see crime danger. The

o
rising rate of crime is perceived most often by "upper-middles," but is of least
concern to "uppers." On the other hand, while lower SES Texans are most
likely to see their own sections of town as being high in crime and to be more

®
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afraid to go out, lower middle SES people are least fearful about

| ‘ going out, and are less likely to believe their section of town is crime-
®
| ridden than are lower SES level people.
\ TABLE 1.6
t' EXPRESSED FEAR OF CRIME: BY AREA OF STATE,
| SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, RACE, AND VICTIMIZATION EXPERIENCE
- PER _CENT WHO SAY--
VICTIMIZATION CRIME
@ UNSAFE MORE LIKELY  GREATER | Number
! TO GO IN THIS PART THAN A of
QUT PART OF TOWN YEAR GO | respondents
Adults Statewide . . 28% 19% 51% (749)
e Area of State:
East Texas o o s s o s+ o+ « 35% 21% 58% (402)
Dallas-Forth Worth . . . . 27% 10% 59% (137)
Houston-Galveston. . . . . 42% 29% 58% ( 98)
Other East + « + &« +« « o o 36% 23% 58% (167)
@ Northwest Texas . « « o o =« 9% 11% 26% (186)
Southwest Texas . o « « + o 31% 20% 56% (161)
Socio-Economic Status:
. LOWEE « + a2 o o o o o « o« o 32% 25% 50% (287)
L Lower middle e e o s+« o . 20% 17% 52% (1£9)
Upper middle . . . . . . . . 31% 13% 57% (174)
UpPpPer o« o « o o o s o o« o« o+ 28% 11% 42% (118)
Race/ethnic category:
® Anglo/White . . « o« o « . . 26% 15% 48% (598)
Mexican-American . - . . .+ . 30% 29% 62% ( 76)
Negro/Black . o o + &« + « o 44% 29% 68% ( 54)
Self or family member or (a)
victim within past year of:
. Burglary e« s o o & o« o 45% 33% 65% ( 62)
Car theft . . . +. « « « . . 25% 14% 56% ( 21)
LAYXCeny .« o « s o o o o o o+ 24% 28% 65% ( 43)
Malicious mischief . . . . . 50% 27% 56% (88)
® (a) Shown here are only those eutegories of crime reported by 20 or more
. respondents in the sample; percentages based on subsamples as small ac
those shoum are subject to large sampling tolerance and should be used with
eaution.
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E. ATTITUDES CONCERNING CRIMINAL PUNISHMENT AND REHABILITATION

To obtain some information about the direction of public attitudes
on basic issues of policy regarding criminal punishment and rehabilitation,
the survey questionnaire contained a set of questions addressed to these
matters. While these questions do not deal exhaustively with the problem,

they provide guidance as to the present state of public opinion.

Punishment

The Texas public largely agrees that "harsh punishment does not deter
most criminal behavior" (51% agree with that statement), and only a minority
disagrees with it (28%). (See Table 1.7) PFurther, once an offender has
served his time, a large majority of people (86%) believe that he should be
"... treated no differently from any other citizen." While this seems to
reflect general support for a non-punitive outlook toward criminal punishment
and for rehabilitation procedures which would make it possible for the former
convict tore-enter soclety on an equal footing with others, it should be
noted that these opinions were offered to questions dealing with the issue at
a generalized, abstract level. Whether this many individuals would, for
example, actually treat an ex-convict 'mo differently from any other citizen"
1f he were involved in a personal relationship or if he was occupying a
position of trust, is doubtful. What these findings appear to show 1s that
the majority of the public 18 willing to entertain the idea of a public policy

toward crime which has rehabilitation, rather than punishment, as its goal.

Rehabilitation

A large number of Texans today agree with the statement '"the courts

these days are too lenient in the sentences they pass on criminal lawbreakers"

~16-
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(67% agree). 1In view of the fact that a majority also feels that harsh
sentences do not deter crime, what interpretation can be given to this wide-
spread dissatisfaction with courts' sentencing policies? It can be argued
that this dissatistaction is not so much directed at the courts as it 1s
toward the whole criminal rehabilitation process. Reinforcement for this

interpretation 1s provided by examination of additiuvnal material trom the survey.

A plurality of the Texas public, for example, endorses the idea that
"the crime problem would be reduced if fewer offenders were sent to prison
and instead more of them were re-educated and readjusted outside of prison"
(47% agree; 38% disagree). (See Table 1.7) This is not as pronouced a
difference as was found in the California survey (527 agreed; 347 disagrecd),
but it seems to reflect fairly widespread dissatisfaction in Texas with the
performance of prisons, No doubt this feeling has been reinforced in recent
years by revelarions of bad prison conditions in many places, and by growing
currency for the view that prisons arevery expensive and that they tend to

reinforce criminal behavior instead of promoting rehabilitation

Public reaction was also tested in the survey toward two procedures which
would be aimed at helping convicts to re-enter society. Both get substantial
public support. One of these ig a policy which would permit prisoners with

good records to "

.o go into the community from time to time for short periods
to take care of personal business.,'" This idea is endorsed by 59% of the Texas
public and is opposed by only 267%. The second is giving prisoners scheduled
for release "two or three day turloughs ... to give them a chance to find a
job and a place to live." Nearly two out of three members of the Texas public

(€27%) agree with this, and only 22% disagree. The Califoirnia public had sub-

stantially the same reaction to these proposals. (Table 1.7)

)
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®
TABLE 1.7 _
THE PUBLIC'S VIEWS ON SELECTED CRIMINAL PUNISHMENT o
AND REHABILITATION ISSUES: BY SEX ®
ADULTS calif-
STATE- ornia
WIDE MALES__FEMALES || survey
Experience proves that AGREE STRONGLY . . « 9% 8% 10% 13% ®
harsh punishment does not AGREE o o o ¢ o o o o 42 44 40 !
deter most criminal DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . 20 16 25 13
behavior DISAGREE « « o o « o 22 25 20 19
DISAGREE STRONGLY o 6 6 6 4
Once a person convicted of  AGREE STRONGLY . . . 22% 25%  19% 28% @
a crime fulfills his AGREE s e o e . 64 63 64 60
sentence, he should be DON'T KNOW, NOTSURFe 7 3 10 8
treated no differently from DISAGREE . . . . . . 7 8 6 6
any other citizen DISAGREE STRONGLY . . 1 1 1 !
Courts these days are too AGREE STRONGLY 25% 28% 22% 27% o
lenient in the sentences AGREE o ¢ v s o o o & 42 38 47 35
they pass on criminal DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . 13 11 14 78
lawbreakers DISAGREE « o« + ¢« « . 16 19 13 19
DISAGREE STRONGLY . 4 5 4 3
®
The crime problem would be .
reduced if fewer offenders ﬁgégs STRONGLY .« + - %2% %g% %g% éi%
were sent to prison and DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . 16 10 21 14
instead more of them re- DISAGREE 26 29 24 25
educated and re~adijusted et v
outside of prison DISAGREE STRONGLY . . 12 13 10 9 @&
Prisoners scheduled for
parole should be given 2 or ﬁggEE.STRONGLY s ég% é?_% %‘g% gg%
3 day furloughs before their ire vumd  NeT oflor
, . DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . 16 12 20 12
formal release to give them DISAGREE 18 20 16 17
a chance to f£ind a job and [0 ocs ety T T Ty p 0 5 L4
a place to live when they =e o2 :
are finally released
Prisoners with a record of
good behavior should be AGREE STRONGLY . . . 6% 6% 6% 11% ®
permitted to go into the AGREE . « « « « » . . 53 56 52 50
community from time to time DON'T KNOW, NUTSURE. 15 12 17 13
for short periods to take DISAGREE . . . « . . 21 21 21 21
care of pressing personal DISAGREE STRONGLY . 5 6 4 6
business
[
Number of vespondents (749) (342)  (407) (5'

*Less than % of one percent,

~18-
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Chapter II.

PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING POLICE IN TEXAS

A,

B.

Contact and Familiarity with the Police
Evaluation of Police Job Performance
Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of Police

The Effects of Familiarity and Crime Victimization on
Attitudes Toward the Police

Public Opinion About Police Services

Public Opinion About Police-Community Relatiomns

Public Opinion of Police Conduct

Public Opinion About College Training for Police Officers

Public Opinion About the Desirability and Probability of
Occurrence of Selected Police RBRehaviors
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Chapter II.

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH THE POLICE

Many Texans have a close relationship with a policeman or police-
woman -~ almost one in three claims to be a friend or relative of a police-
person, and 267 more say they know one well enough to call him or her by name.

Women are virtually as well acquainted with policepersons as men are,

(Table 2.1)

One in three Texans also acknowledges having been interrogated by the
police in connection with a traffic incident, and 147 for some other purpose.
Ten percent of the men and 17 of the women interviewed admitted to having
been taken to a police station under arrest, and 17% said they knew a relative
or friend who had been arrested at some time. One-fifth of the Texans
interviewed (217) admitted to having a close friend or relative who had served
time in a prison or jail, and 187 said they had an acquaintance who had.

In combination, this means that about two-fifths of the Texas adult population

(39%) knows someone who has been incarcerated.

(In the California population, familiarity with the police is about
the same, and admissions of arrest are similar in frequen:', but somewhat
more Californians claimed to have a close friend who had been in jail or

prison.) (Table 2.1)

-20-
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Chapter II
TABLE 2.1
ACQUAINTANCE WITH THE POLICE AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
' WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM: BY SEX
ADULTS California
STATEWIDE| MALES FEMALES survey
Acquaintance with police:
Friend or relative a
policeman Oor wOmManN « « + o ¢« & » +» « 31% 31% 32% 33%
Know one well enough to
call by name . . « 4 ¢« o s s s o o 26 32 20 21
Know a policeman or woman
by Sight o o L[] . L . -] . L) L] L] . a 6 5 6 5
Have been interrogated by police:
For traffic incident . . . « « ¢ . 34% 44% 25% 32%
For other reason C e e s e e e e . 14 18 10 10
Have been taken to police station:
Under arrest. « ¢ o o ¢ o« o o « o o & 6% 10% 1% 8%
For other reason . « ¢« o « o o & + @ 5 7 4 5
Relative or friend has been arrested 17% 19% 15% 23%
Know someone who has served time
in a jail, prison or other
correctional institution:
Close friend or relative .. . . . 21% 23% 19% 33%
Acquaintance . . . ¢ o ¢ s o o s 0 18 19 17 13
Number of respondente . . . . (749) (342) (407) (811)

21




Chapter 11.@

B. EVALUATION OF POLICE JOB PERFORMANCE .

Texans are, by and large, very favorably disposed toward their
police departments. Statewide, 467% say they feel their department is doing
a "very good to extremely good job," and 37% more rate the job as at
least "somewhat good." At the negative assessment end, only 3% say their
department is doing a '"'very to extremely poor job," and 7% call the job
"somewhat poor." 1In sum, only about 10% are critical of the police job,

while well over 80% are favorable. (Table 2.2)

While there is not a great deal of variance in the public's assess-
ment of its police departments from one part of the state to another,
there are some suggestive differences., Most favorable, on the whole, are
residents of the Dallas~Fort Worth area, where only 4% found anything to
criticize. Houston-Galveston residents also rate their police highly.
Most critical, on the other hand, are residents of East Texas communities
outside of the major metropolitan areas. Here, 15% of the public gave their
police departments '"poor job" ratings of some sort, In Northwest Texas, where
urgency of concern about crime is apparently much less prevalent, police
departments are rated about at the statewide average. Southwest Texas residents

also rate their departments near the average. (Table 2.2)

_90m
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On the same rating scale, California residents rated their local police

departments very much the same as Texans did, as shown below:

Texas California
Police department job rating: survey gurvey*
Extremely good . . . . . . . . 8% 10%
Very good v v ¢ 4 o« o o « o« o +38 40
Somewhat good . « o« .+ « + . . .37 33
Neutral, don't know . o « « . » 7 7
Somewhat poor « + « « & & o o o 7 5
Very poor « + o o o o« s o s o o 2 4
Extremely poor . « 4 o o « o+ o 1 2

*Adde to 101% because of rounding,

Comparing police with other components of the criminal justice system

to be examined in later chapters, the Texas public gives the police substan-

tially higher ratings. For example, below the 5.22 mean average for police,

prosecutors are rated 4,60; judges, defense attorneys, and probation officers

get mean ratings of about 4.53; parole officers are rated at 4.45, and

correctional officers at 4.28,

-23-




TABLE 2.2

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

®
Chapter II,

EAST TEXAS

NORTH SOUTH

DALLAS/ HOUSTON/
TOTAL FT.WORTH GALV,

WEST  WEST
OTHER _TEXAS TEXA

JOB RATING

Extremely good job . . (7).
Very good job. . . . . (6).
Somewhat good job . . 65).
Neutral, don't know . (4).
Somewhat poor job . . (3).
Very poor job . . . . (2).
Extremely poor job . . (1).
Mean rating . . . . .« . ..

|l 2 RN B |

6% 6% 10%

39 37 29

31 37 44 ®
9 10 4
9 g8 11
2 2 , ®
4 * -

5.04 5.15 5.1l7g

Number of respondents

(167) (186) (161)

*Less than % of one percent.

Note: Columms may not add to exactly 100% because of rounding.
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C., SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS OF POLICE

While the public as a whole is favorable toward the police, there
are some significant differences in attitudes from group to group in the
public. Most critical of the police are Negroes, 25% of whom rate their
local police department as '"poor." Mexican-Americans, on the other hand,
tend to be at least as strongly supportive of theilr police departments as

Anglos are. (Table 2.3)

Younger segments of the Texas population are less favorable toward
the police than their elders are. Aﬁong Texans in the 18~24 age group, 15%
rate the police job "poor'"; among those in the 25-39 age group, 13% say
"poor'"; among those over 40, unfavorable attitudes are held by 6%-8%.

(Table 2.3)

People in the lowest socio-economic levels of the Texas population
are inclined to be more critical of the police (17% "poor job") than are

those with higher SES standing (4%-8% "poor job"). (Table 2.3)

Men are more likely than women are to be critical of their police
(14% "poor job" vs. 7%Z). Educationally, people with some college (1-2 years)

are less critical of the police (7% "poor job") than are either those with

less educational attainment or those with more (11%-12% "poor job"). (Table 2.3)
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TABLE 2.3 °
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA":
BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB-- :
EX- o
EX~ SOME~ NO SOME- TREMELY
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY |Number of
CHARACTERISTICS GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondents
Adults statewide . . . 8% 38 37 7 7 3 (749)
L
Sex:
Males o o« s a o o o o o 8% 35 38 6 10 4 (342)
Females . ¢ o o o s o o 8% 42 35 8 5 2 (407)
Age:
18 - 24 o ° o o ° ° o o 3% 32 42 9 13 2 (154) .
25 - 39 o 3 ° o ° ] o . 9% 29 42 7 9 4 (259)
40 - 54 ° o [} ° ° ° o 10% 41 40 3 4 2 (147)
55 and older . » .« .« o . 8% 51 23 9 4 4 (187)
Socio~economic status
Lower o« 6 o s o & a @ 8% 38 28 10 11 6 (287) ®
Lower middle . . o« « o & 8% 38 40 5 6 2 (169)
Upper middle . « o & o o 8% 39 45 3 4 1 (174)
Upper . s o s o s 8% 37 43 9 4 * (118)
Education:
Less than H.S. graduate. 11% 43 29 9 2 (207) e
High school completed. . 8% 38 37 6 8 4 (214)
One-two years college
or trade school . . . 9% 41 38 5 5 2 (157)
Three or more years
college s o o o o a 2% 32 45 11 7 4 (167)
&
Race/ethnic category:
Anglo/White . o o o o o 8% 39 37 6 7 2 (598)
Mexican-American « . . . 8% 34 43 6 8 1 ( 76)
Negro/Black . o o o o o 5% 32 25 13 11 14 ( 54)
@
* Less than % of one percent,
Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
@
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D. THE EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND CRIME VICTIMIZATION ON
4 ATTITUDES TOWARD THE POLICE

Being related to a policeman or policewoman cr knowing one as a

—' friend makes one more favorable toward the job the police are doing, but
— casual acquaintance, that is, knowing a police person by name, seems to be
é related to holding more critical opinions of the police. (Table 2.4)
 —
Most critical are people who have been interrogated for other than
- a traffic matter (21% "poor job") and those who have been arrested (27% 'poor
e job"). Also more critical of police are persons who have suffered damage

from malicious mischief or vandalism, and those who have been victims of

burglary or car theft (157-17% "poor job"). (Table 2.4)
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TABLE 2.4

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE POLICE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA'":

Chapter II,

BY ACQUAINTANCE WITH POLICE, VICTIMIZATION EXPERIENCE, »
AND ARREST AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE
PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB--
EX-
EX~ SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY e
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY |Number of
CHARACTERISTICS GOOD GOOD__GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondente
Adults statewide 8% 38 37 7 7 3 (749)
Acquaintance with policeman ®
or policewoman:
Friend or relative . . . . 12% 41 33 8 4 2 (25¢4)
Know by name only . . . 5% 29 42 10 8 6 (181)

Do not know any . o o o o 7% 41 36 6 9 2 (266)
Viectim in past year of:(a) ®
Auto offense 12% 37 39 3 9 - ( 53)
Burglary - o o o ¢ « o o o 10% 30 39 5 15 2 ( 62)
Car theft. . . . . o o, 14% 28 32 9 15 2 ( 21)
Consumer fraud . . . « o . 9% 31 44 7 9 - ( 57)
Laxceny o« o + o o o o o o 17% 19 53 - 5 5 ( 43)

Malicious mischief/ ®
vandalism .« o « o o o o 2% 30 49 4 14 1 ( 88)
Have been stopped and
interrogated by police
in past 5 years:
For traffic matter . . . . 5% 30 45 8 10 4 (260) @
For other matter . . . . . 11% 34 22 12 13 8 (108)
Have appeared at police
station in past several
years: (a)
Under arrest ™ o . . . « . 4% 27 33 8 25 2 (38) @
Other purpose . 5% 38 40 - 12 4 ( 40)
Know another who has
appeared under arrest. . 6% 37 35 6 12 3 (170)
Know someone who has served
in jail, prison, or other ®
institution:
Close friend or relative . 7% 32 38 9 13 * . (148)
Other person © o o s o 8% 35 34 10 8 5 (161)
_Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
(a)

"

Shown here are only those categories of crime or arrest experience reported by 20 or
more respondents in the sample, and percentages based on subsamples as small as those

shown are subject to large sampling tolerance and should be used with caution.

iLess than % of one percent.
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E. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT POLICE SERVICES

A majority of Texans acknowledge that the police service in their
neighborhood 1s as good as in any other parts of town and relatively few
disagree with that (54% agree; 18% disagree). Nevertheless, there is
considerable disagreement that "... police are personally familiar with

residents of the neighborhoods they patrol" (38% agree; 44% disagree).

(Table 2.54)

When it comes to assigning minority officers to minority neighborhoods,
only half of the people‘interviewed had any opinion about this, but among
those who did, opinion was divided -- 29% felt this was the case, but 21%

felt it was not. (Table 2,54)

On the question of neighborhood service, Dallas<Fort Worth residents
are somewhat more favorably inclined than other Texans, while Northwesterners
are slightly less inclined to rate their neighborhood ser .es strongly
favorably.. (Table 2.5B) Residents of the large metropolitan areas (Dallas-
Fort Worth and Houston=Galveston) are less likely than others to feel that
their police are familiar with neighborhood residents. Northwesterners
are most likely to believe the police personally know people in the areas

where they patrol. (Table 2.5B)

Minority officers are not widely believed to be assigned in sufficient
numbers to minority neighborhoods, except in Southwest Texas, where 42%

agree that this is the case. (Table 2.5B)




TABLE 2.5A

PUBLIC OPINION ON MATTERS OF POLICE SERVICES:
ADULTS STATEWIDE

Chapter II.

0
Police officers do not ﬁgggg STRONGLY ».. o v & ‘12°
give my neighborhood as ) A A
good services as they g?gAgRégow’ NOT SURE . . . 'ig
do other parts of town DISAGREE STRONGLY . . . . . 7
The police become per- AGREE STRONGLY . . . . . . . 4%
sonally familiar with AGREE . & o« & « « o« « « .« .34
residents of the DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . . . .19
neighborhoods they DISAGREE . . + « + « o« o o+ .38
patrol DISAGREE STRONGLY « « + « o B

[2)
Police administrators zgggg STRONGLY . . « . . 'Zgﬁ
assign enough minority . o st e
group officers to B?EAERESOW) NOT SURE . . . ’ig
minority neighborhoods DISAGREE STRONGLY. . . . . . 3

Note: Percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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TABLE 2.5B

PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE SERVICES:

BY SEX AND AREA OF THE STATE

Chapter II,

PER _CENT WHO SAY:

NEIGHBOR- POLICE MINORITY
HOOD FAMILIAR  OFFICERS
SERVICE WITH TO MINORITY | Number of
GOCD RESIDENTS NEIGHBORHOOD | respondents
Adults statewide . o . o o o « o 54% 37% 29% 0%9)
Males o o ] . o 0 . L] -] o o . . ] 54% 37% 31% (342)
Females L] o o o o o -] @ [ ] -] 3 [ ) (] 54% 37% 27% (407)
FEast Texas:
Dallas/Ft. Worth . . . . . . 66% 31% 24% (137)
Houston/Galveston . . . . . 50% 26% 23% ( 98)
Other L] o o o -] o L) ] o ° 55% 39% 29% (167)
Northwest TeXas . - o » s « o » 48% 51% 23% (186)
Southwest Texas .« + o« o« « » o o 51% 37% 42% (161)
California Survey . . . . . . . 63% 32% 22% (811)
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F. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT POLICE~COMMUNITY RELATIONS

There is widespread belief that the police do not give people
enough follow-up information about what is happening in their cases.
Forty~-five per cent agreed that this was the case, while only 18% disagreed.

feeling is universsally shdred - across all areas of the state. (Table 2,64,

2.6B)

On the other hand, most people believe that the police do encourage
people in the community to help them in providing law enforcement services.
This feeling is held by 63% of Texans statewide, and is especially strong in
the Dallas~Fort Worth area. Citizens of East Texas cities and towns outside

of the major cities, however, are not so strongly convinced of this.

(Table 2.6A, 2.6B)

When a citizen has a complaint against a police officer, 39% of
all Texans believe he will have a hard time getting authorities to look
into the matter. Forty-one percent of the people gquestioned disagreed with
that statement, however. The people of the Dallas~Fort Worth area and of

Southwest Texas expressed the most faith that they would get a fair hearing,

while the people of Northwest Texas were the most cynical. (Table 2.6A, 2.6B)
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TABLE 2.6A

PUBLIC OPINION ON MATTERS OF POLICE-COMMUNITY RELATIONS:
ADULTS STATEWIDE

%
The police encourage people ﬁgggg STRONGLY » & v =+ "Sg
in the community to help : oM ettoe
them in providing law S?EAIREEOW' NOT SURE . . . 'ig
enforcement services DISAéREE éTéONGLYG R 9

&5

%
The police donit give ﬁgggg STRONGLY . L] ° . o » . %g
people enough follow-up : Ay AT etiee
information about what's B?SAZREEOW) NOT SURE . . . '?g
happening to their cases DISAGREE STRONGLY . . . . . 2

9
A citizen who has a com- ﬁgggg STRONGLY v v ';g°
plaint against a police DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . . . .21
officer will have a hard DISAGREE ’ 37
time getting the authorities DISAGREE éTéONGLY' et 4

+o look into the matter

Note: Columms of percentagee may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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@
TABLE 2.68
PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE~-COMMUNITY RELATIONS: @®
BY SEX AND AREA OF STATE
PERCENT WHO SAY: .
GIVE AUTHORITIES
ENCOURAGE ENOUGH INVESTIGATE | ;
COMMUNITY FOLLOW-U* CITIZENS? Number of @
HELP INFORMAT iz COMPLAINTS respondents
Adults statewide . . . . . . . 63% 18% 41% (749)
Males e o s o s o s s s o s+ o 63% 17% 39% (342) ®
Females o ¢ o s s o o o o o o o 63% 18% 42% (407)
East Texas:
Dallas/Ft. Worth . . . . . . 78% 21% 55% (137)
Houston/Galveston . . . . . 64% 15% 37% ( 98) ]
Other East + « & & s« s o » « 45% 20% 39% (167)
Northwest Texas . « « « » s « » 63% 16% 29% (188)
Southwest Texas . - « « « o « o 65% 17% 47% (161)
.:
California Survey « o« s+ . o . 58% 20% 48% (811)
]
®
®
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G. PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE CONDUCT

¥
i
:
o4

Nearly half of all Texans (48%) do not believe that police officers

T ety

- are in the habit of using excessive force in making arrests, but 25%
believe that they do. The least favorable attitudes about police conduct on
this issue are found in the Houston-Galveston area and in other East Texas

h‘ ‘ communities outside of Dallae-Fort Worth. (Table 2.7A, 2.7B)

- Most Texans, however, are of the opinion that the police are more
il likely to arrest a person who displays what they consider to be a 'bad
attitude' (76% agree). This is especially thought to be the case in

Northwest Texas. (Table 2.7A, 2.7B)
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PUBLIC OPINION ON MATTERS OF POLICE CONDUCT:

TABLE 2.7A

ADULTS STATEWIDE

Chapter II.

The police often use
excessive force in
making arrests

AGREE STRONGLY .
AGREE . .

DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE,

DISAGREE . .

DISAGREE STRONGLY . .

®

e o s =+ o

07%
18
27
L3

The police are more
likely to arrest a
person who displays
what they consider to
be a bad attitude

AGREE STRONGLY .
AGREE . . . .

DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE

DISAGREE. . . . .

DISAGREE STRONGLY .

° s & o »

* & o 0 ®

15%
61
12
12

*Less than % of one percent.
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TABLE 2.7B

PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE CONDUCT:
BY SEX AND AREA OF THE STATE

Chapter II.

PER CENT WHO SAY
POLICE NOT LIKELY TO
DO NOT USE ARREST FOR
EXCESSIVE BAD Number of
FORCE ATTITUDE respondents
Adults statewide . . . . e . o 48% 12% (748)
Males o L] -] L] ° L] (] L ] -] o -] [ ) ° [ ] 50% 11% (342)
Females . o 9 [ ] ° 13 o [ Q ° ] ° 3 46% 13% (407)
East Texas:
Dallas/Ft. Worth ... . . . B55% 15% (137)
Houston/Galveston . « « « - « 36% 15% ( 98)
Other East « o e o o s o« 39% 14% (167)
Northwest Texas . « o o + o+ o » 53% 6% (186)
Southwest Texas « ¢ ¢« o« « « o « 56% 11% (161)
California Survey .« .« . . . « «» 508% 14% (811)
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H. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT COLLEGE TRAINING FOR POLICE OFFICERS

Texans, on the whole, do not feel that a college education is
essential for a policeman to do a good job today (55%), but a majority are
nevertheless willing to grant them paid leave time to attend college courses
(59%) and to allow them to qualify for higher pay brackets by taking college
courses (67%). (Table 2.8A) Apparently, while higher education 18 not seen
as a necessary requisite for a policeman, most people feel that college

training is such a desirable thing that they are willing to offer substantial

incentives to policemen to obtain it,

Opinions vary somewhat, depending on respondents' own education --
those with more education themselves are more often in favor of granting
policemen lenve time for college courses and added compensation for course
credits. Tower income people are not quite as favorable to these ideas as

others are, but even here a clear majority favors encouraging higher education

for policemen. (Table 2.8B).
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TABLE 2.8A

PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT COLLEGE TRAINING FOR POLICE:
ADULTS STATEWIDE BY SEX

P,

PER_CENT WHO -~ g?mber
AGREE DON'T KNOW DISAGREE | respon-
STRONGLY AGREE  NOT SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY | dents
1. To do a policeman's
job well today, a
person really needs
a college education
Adults Statewide . 6% 29 10 49 6 (749)
Males . . . . 8% 29 8 47 8 (342)
Females ., . . 5% 29 12 50 4 (407)
2. Policemen should be
given paid leave
time to attend
college courses
Adults Statewide . 8% 51 14 23 4 (749)
Males . . . » 8% 52 12 24 4 (342)
Females. . . 7% 51 17 22 3 (407)
3. Policemen who take
college courses
should qualify for
higher pay brackets
Adults Statewide . 11% 56 11 20 2 (749)
Males . . . . 12% 58 6 21 2 (342)
Females. , . 9% 55 15 19 2 (407)

Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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TABLE 2.8B

Chapter II.

ABOUT COLLEGE TRAINING FOR POLICE:

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, AND AREA OF STATE ®
PER CENT WHO AGREE
THAT POLICEMEN SHOULD-- Number
HAVE PAID LEAVE QUALIFY FOR HIGHER| of
TO ATTEND PAY BY TAKING respon-®
COLLEGE COURSES COLLEGE CQURSES dents
Adults Statewide « + « o 4+ o 59% 67% (749)
Age:
18 = 24 v v v v v e e 623 63% (15¢) @
25 -~ 39 . o . v 4 s e e e 54% 67% (259)
40 = 54 . o s o 4 e 6 o e 59% 69% (147)
55 and older . . o« « . . & 62% 69% (187)
Socio-economic status:
LOWEE o ¢ v o o v o o 528 613 (287) ®
Lower middle « o o « « o 68% 72% (169)
Upper middle . . e e e 55% 67% (174)
Upper o e e v e o e 69% 79% (118)
Education: @
Less than H.S. graduate . 52% 57% (207)
High school completed . . 54% 66% (214)
One-two years college or
trade school ‘e s n 61% 77% (157)
Three or more yeakrs college 75% 77% (167)
Race/ethnic category: o
White/Anglo . « + « « + . 60% 69% (598)
Mexican-American . . . . . 55% 67% { 76)
Negro/Black . . . e e 53% 55% ( 54)
Area of state: ®
Total East Texas . « + .+ » 61% 66% (402)
Dallas/Ft. Worth . . 57% 68% (137)
Houston/Galveston . . 62% 68% ( 96)
Other Eastern . . . . 63% 63% (167)
Northwest Texas .« + o« « o 57% 71% (186)
Southwest Texas . . + s & 56% 67% (161) g
®
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I. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF
OCCURRENCE OF SELECTED POLICE BEHAVIORS

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

interviewed for this survey were asked to assess their perceptions of the

desirability of selected police actions, and the probability with which they

believed those actions actually take place. The survey respondents were

expoged to twenty~seven items* describing police actions in various situations.
These 1ltems were selected from a longer list contained in the Role Survey
questionnaire which the American Justice Institute has administered to criminal
justice personnel in Texas and in the other states being studied. The items chosen
were those which it was believed would be relevant to the public and to which
people in the general public could reasonably respond with an opinion or a value
judgment. The items cover behavior in a range of situations in which police

may or do take action, such as handling crowds, traffic regulation, family
disturbances, civil disorders, court appearances, arrest, interrogatior and

booking, community relations, and items falling under the heading ''general

performance of duties."

The situations and the items presented to respondents are shown in
Table 2.9. In this table are shown the mean (average) 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 filve~point scale consisting
of the following categories, each having the indicated weight in computing

the mean.

*Because the list of items for all seven pogitions being studied was too long to
be accommodated in the interview time avatlable, a split-half sampling technique
was used in which any individual respondent was exposed to only one-half of the
items. See Appendix A, p. A-7,
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(5) Very desirable (5) Very probable

(4) Desirable (4) Somewhat probable .

(3) In between (3) In between
(2) Undesirable (2) Somewhat improbable
(1) Very undesirable (1) Very improbable

Also shown in Table 2.9 is the rank-~order of the items, consildered in
terms of their mean Desirability ratinge and their mean Probability ratings.
Comparison of the two rank-orders reveals items which are discrepant, that is,
which have a Probability rank markedly higher or lower than their Desirability

rank,

A third element of information contained in Table 2.9 is the degree
of correlation between the Degirability/Probability scales of an item and
basic attitude toward the police as revealed in the overall "job rating" scale
examined in Section B. For this purpose, each respondent was given a new
score on each item in accordance with a scheme in which highest new score values
were given when the respondent rated the item as having high Desirability
combined with high Probability, and lowest new score values were assigned to
ratings in which low Desirability was coupled witl high Probability. Inter-
mediate high new score values were attached to answer patterns in which higher
Desirability and lower Probability were assdciated, and intermediate low values
were assigned to lower Désirability-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+HP - HD+LP - LD+LP - LD+HP. (See Appendix A, p. A-10)

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

The resulting correlation coefficients (Pearson r) indicate the extent to

vrizh believing that a given behavior is, for example, highly desirable and O

i D m
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highly probable is paralleled by feeling that the police are doing a good job
(or whether low desirability and high probability is associated with the

opinion that police are doing a poor job). A high degree of association for

an item suggests that the particular behavior may be influentidl in'determining
basic attitude toward the police, and thus provides a kind of "index of

importance" for items.

The information from Table 2.9 has been summarized in Figure 2, where
the twenty-seven items describing police actions and behavior have been
arranged in two dimensions to provide a framework for interpretation. One
dimension . the chart establishes the importance of an item, as measured in
terms of its correlation with basic job rating. 'Low importance' items are
those whose correlations were below the level of significance, i.e., which
had no measurable association with job rating.* Items classed as 'Medium
importance" are those whose correlations were below .200; correlations above .200
gave an item a classification of "High importance." The other dimension of

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

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

item is called "Under-emphasized." Each of the twenty-seven items has been

claggified on these two dimensions in Figure 2,

* Correlation coefficients have a theoretical range of .000 to *1.000. Due to
sampling varianceg, coefficients of less than *.120 cannot be congidered
significant.

*4Differences of four or more positions in rank order was considered significant
displacement for the purposes of this analysis.
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From Figure 2 a set of priorities for police attentién can be
suggested. First, looking at those things which Texans believe are being
given about the right amount of emphasis by police now, and which are con-
sidered to be of high importance in maintaining a favorable attitude about
police, include: crime prevention, using minimum force in making arrests,
and not attempting to support police positions by allowing officers to give
"slanted" testimony in court cases., Somewhat less important, but still
significant, is making sure that officers always observe traffic regulations

except when they clearly show that they are operating in an emergency situation.

Important things being under-emphasized by the police today, according

to the Texas public, would include: treating all requests for public service
agsistance seriously, and respecting the dignity of persons being booked into
jail. Also important, although at a lesser level, is treating an accused

person as if he were innocent, listening to a traffic violator's story before

issuing a citation, resolving family problems in ways which will strengthen

the family, and learning to recognize and handle people with emotional disovrders.

The public feels the police are over-emphasizing the following actions,

which are also contributing in a significant way to create a poorer image in
the public’'s eyes: wusing pressure tactics to obtain information, allowing
racial origins to impair their objectivity, and in responding with more harsh

action to quell civil disorders when they involve certain groups.

The police are also over~emphasizing some other things in the opinion of
the general public, but these do not significantly affect the basic attitude

which people have toward the job the police are doing. These items include:

—llym
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@ patrolling large crowds to deter plckpockets and purse-snatchers, arresting
@ bystanders at a civil disorder who may be slow to obey police orders,
- expecting police testimony to have extra credibility in court, Staying
"invisible" to trap traffic violators, treating jail prisoners severely, and being
8 lenient in enforcing certain laws that are frequently violated,
o .
®
@
®
@
®
@
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TABLE 2.9
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY § IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK { MEAN RANK (a) (b)
In the general performance of their duties,
police officers:
1, Permit a person's racial origin to

impair their objectivity . . . « . « . }2.00 27 3.15 22 Over .123
2. Take every opportunity to prevent the

occurrence of crimes . . . . . . . . o }4.48 1 3.82 1 .515
3. Are lenient in enforcing laws that they

observe are frequently violated by the

general public . . . . . ¢ o « o o . . }2.65 24 3.25 19 Over *
4, Are capable of recognizing and handling

persons with emotional disorders. . . . }[4.18 12 3.12 23 Under . 145
When performing duties involving large
crowds such as sporting events, parades,
and civic functions, police officers:
5. Deter crimes such as picking pockets,

snatching purses, and theft of autos. . }]3.89 16 3.57 8 Over *
In regulating vehicle and pedestrian
traffic, police officers:
6. Observe all traffic regqulations except

when in an emergency or in pursuit

status with proper warning devices

operating . . . . . 4 ¢ ¢ o 4.39 3 3.77 3 .133

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability arnd Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between police job rating and responient degsirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/Eigh P responses, next highest to High D/Low F;
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/Eigh P respcrses.

* Correlation too low to be signifiemt.

) ) ) , )

next highest tc Low D/
See Appendiz 4 rir descriptior. :F procedure.
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TABLE 2.8

(CONTINUED)D

SITUATION AND ACTION

DESIRABILITY

MEAN

RANK

PROBABILITY
MEAN RANK

DISCREPANCY
IN EMPHASIS
{a)

CORRELATION
WITH JOB RATING
(b)

7. Attempt to stay "invisible" to trap
violators . . ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o s & © & & o

8. Listen to a violator's story before
deciding whether to issue a citation
or just a warning . o o o« ¢ 5 &+ ¢ o o ¢

9. Treat all violators equally regard-
less of the type of car, car
decorations, and regardless of the
appearance of passengers in the car . .

When responding to a request for assistance
related to a family disturbance, police
officers:

10. Help resolve the problem in a way
that will strengthen rather than
weaken the family . . . ¢ . ¢ o « & o &

When responding to requests for public
service assistance, police officers:

11, Treat each request seriously . . . .
When assigned to control civil disorders,
police officers:

12. Arrest by-standers who are slow to
obey orders to clear the area . . . . .

— e G —— T Gvvn v — S tv— — S, —— — — — t—_ W e mmn —— awa W e S m—

4,22

4,34

22

15

b — o e m—e—— A m—— —

3.69 4.5

3.06 25

— — o e bl mn i ! S A Am— A G e m——. ]

Over

Under

Under

Under

Under

.130

.183

.239

—— m——— - — am— o G m—— —

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

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

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

* Correlation too low to be significant.

See Appendix A for description of procedure.
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TABLE 2.9 (CONTINUED)

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

13. Maintain disciplined behavior in
confrontations with demonstrators . . .| 4.22 8-11 1| 3.54 9 *

14, Act more harshly to quell disorders
involving some groups than others . . .| 2.82 21 3.38 14 Oover - .182

15, Make arrests with minimum use of
thSical force P 3 . 3 a ° c 3 @ c © Y 4!22 8—1.1 3-49 ll ;206
When making an arrest, police officers:

16. Instill an attitude of respect

rather than fear ., . . « ¢ « ¢ « ¢ . .| 4.28 7 3.37 15 Under *
17. Expect their testimony to have greater

credibility than that of others . . . .| 2.84 20 3.69 4.5 Over *
18. Slant their testimony to support

their own position . . . . . . « o o o{2.23 26 3.11 24 .234

When interrogating a suspect, police
officers:

19. Use pressure tactics to obtain

information o o e o o s s s « o ¢ .| 2.38 25 3.29 17.5 Over .130
When holding a person accused of an
offense, police officers:

20, Treat the accused as 1f he
were innocent c o o s & o s o s s o <13.75 17 2.81 27 Under .163

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = § and very undesirable/imprcbable = 1.
L Number of respondents: 254 to 372 per item.

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

(b Correlation {Pearsorn r} between police job rating ard respondent destirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest tc High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/
Low P; and lowest values to Low D/High P res.cvwses. 3See Apperdix i jcr deseription uF procedures. ‘

*Comelc‘n too low to be significant.
{ A 1‘4::_'
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TABLE 2.9 (CONTINUEDD

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

STITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
21. Explain to the accused exactly why

actions are taken . . . . . . & . . . o o|4.31 5 3.65 6 *
When booking prisoners into a jail,
police officers:
22, Respect the dignity of the person

being booked by treating him

courteously <« ¢ o« o ¢ o o o o s o o o < .34.08 14 3.02 26 Under . 269
23. Treat prisoners severely; show

them jail is no hoctel . . . . . . . . . .|2.69 23 | 3.34 16 Over *
When participating in community relations
and education programs, police officers:
24, Are influenced by public opinion

on criminal justice issues . . . . . . .|3.06 19 |3.29 17.5 *
25, Stimulate citizen participation in

crime prevention activities . . . . . . .| 4.22 8-11 1| 3.64 7 *
26. Communicate effectively with

citizen groups . . . . . . . . < . . . .| 4.15 13 3.48 12 *
27. Establish a friendly, helpful image . . .| 4.40 2 3.81 2 *

o v e S b Ame  ome e e e e mmme e e e e e S mm S e e o]
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Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = & and very undesirable/improbable = 1.

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) be‘ween police job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/

Low P, and lowest values to Low D/H igh P responses.

* Correlation too low to be significant.

See Apperdixz A for desecription of procedures.
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING JUDGES AND‘GOURTS IN TEXAS

A, Contact and Fémiliarity with Judges and Courts

B, Evalugtidhlof Judges' Job Performance

C. Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of Judges

D. Effects of,fémiliarity and Court Experience on Opinions of Judges

E. Public Opinion About the Desirability and Probability of
Occurrence of Selected Judicisl Actions




Chapter III-

A.  CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH JUDGES AND COURTS

About one out of six persons in Texas (17%) claims to be a close friend
or relative of a judge. Another 19% say they know a judge well enough to call

him, or her, by name.

Approximately 407 of all adults say theyhave been called to jury duty.
Men somewhat more often than women claim this (46% vs. 34%). One 1in twelve
Texans (8%) says he or she has served on a criminal jury at some time., Men are also

more frequently in this category than women are (13% vs. 4%).

Besides jury duty, 387 of all adult Texans say they have been in court
at gome time or another, 177 of them as a party to a case. In describing the
occasion of their visit to court, 157 said it was in connection with a traffic
incident, 197 said it was a civil matter, and 87 were in court for a ciminal

case. (Table 3.1)

As Table 3.1 shows, the exposure of Texans to theilr court system is
somewhat less widespread than it is in California, where 457 claimed to have
been called to jury duty and 58% said they had been in court on other than jury
duty. Texans show greater personal familiarity with their judges, however,
than Californians do -~ where 257 of the California survey sample sald they
knew a judge by name or as a friend or relative, 36% of the Texas sample claimed

this.

~51-
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L 2
TABLE 3.1
ACQUAINTANCE WITH JUDGES AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE IN COURT:
STATEWIDE ADULTS, BY SEX
o — ADULTS California
STATEWIDE MALES FEMALES survey
- Acquaintance with judges:
‘ Friend OJ’.' relative ° [] ° . . . 17% 17% 17% 11%
o Know well enough to call
by name . ¢ o « ¢ + o o o 19 20 18 14
Know only by sight . . . . . & 5 7 3 4
Called to jury duty -« o o « o o o 40% 46% 34% 48%
® . .
Have served on a jury in a
crir al case e e 6 s 6 o s e 8% 13% 4% 8%
|
Have ever been in court
® (other than jury) 38% 43% 33% 58%
As party in a case : « o o o o 17 20 15 38
As witness « o « o o o 4 & o 11 14 9 16
Bs spectator « o + & ¢ o & o 9 10 8 13
@ . .
Occasion of court visit:
Traffic incident . . . . . . . 15% 20% 10% 30%
Criminal case « o« o o « o & 8 12 4 14
Civil matter, other. . . . . . 19 20 18 25
y
| Number of vespondents . . .  (749) (342) (407) (811)
ij Note: Court visit categories add to more than subtotals shown because multiple
& ® responses were accepted.
®
]
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Chapter III.‘

B. EVALUATION OF JUDGES' JOB PERFORMANCE

When asked to make an evaluation of the job being done by '"the judges g
who preside over the courts of this community," a majority (53%) of Texans
rate it "good." A substantial number, 30%, are neutral or have no opinion,
however, and 18% of the public offers the opinion that the job being done by .
judges 1is "poor." (Table 3.2)

Judges in the Dallas-Fort Worth area are held in highest esteem, with PY
only 9% offering "poor job" ratings and 60% rating judges as doing a "good
job."

People in Southwest Texas are most often critical of their judges (29% ¢
poor job ratings). Residents of the Houston-Galveston area and other parts of
East Texas are also frequently critical of their judges -- 197 to 21% rate

®
the judges of their communities as doing a ''poor job." (Table 3.2)

In Northwest Texas, nearly half of the public has no opinion or neutral
opinions (46%). Among those with opinions, 447 are favorable and 10% are ®
unfavorable. (Table 3.2)

Texas judges are rated very closely on a par with their California

&
counterparts, as the comparison below shows:
Rating of the job Texas California
judges are doing: survey* survey*
L
Extremely goed « « + + . . . 4Z 3%
Very good . . » « « + « o+ » 18 17
Somewhat good . . .+ . . . . 31 35
Neutral, no opinion « o o« o+ 30 25
Somewhat poor . . . .« . . . 12 13
Very poor « + o o s o o & o 9 5 ®
Extremely poor « . . . . . . 1 3
*Adds to 101% because of rounding.
L
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TABLE 3.2

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

BY AREA OF STATE

AREA
DALLAS-
— ADULTS TOTAL FT. HOUSTON- OTHER NORTH SOUTH
- JOB_RATING STATEWIDE| EAST  WORTH GALVESTON EAST WEST WEST
Extremely good job . . . . (7) 4% 3% 3% 1% 4% 5% 5%
Very good . o o o « o o o (6) 18 20 17 17 26 18 13
Somewhat good job. . . . . (5) 31 34 40 41 23 21 32
o Neutral, no opinion. . ... (4) 30 26 31 22 26 46 21
Somewhat poor job . . . . (3) 12 12 "8 17 10 19
= Very poor job . . . . . «(2) 5 4 * 2 10
Extremely poor job . . . . (1) 1 1 1 - 1
Mean rating . . « « + &« 2.0 o 4,53 4.60 4.72 4,58 4,52 4.58 4,31
Number of respondente . . . (7489) |[(402) (137) (98)  (167) (186) (161)

Note:
*Less than % of one percent.

Columms of percentages may not add to exactly 100% because of rounding.




Figure 3
CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED JUDGES ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL JUDGE JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE
Base sentences mostly on criminal Belleve police testimeny over that of
history of person convicted (8) defendant (10)
ﬁ Seize opportunity to further own political
PN interests (13)
L =
w v
> <C
ox
o
-
w
Communicate with citizen groups (2) Protecting legal rights of citizens (1)
Consider circumstances that motivate Capable of recognizing emotional disorders (5)
crime when sentencing (6) Lenient about laws frequently violated (9)

Moving cases through court rapidly (11) Influenced by public opinion (12)
Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (14)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Stimulate citizen participation in
crime prevention (3)

Treat all convicted persons similarly
regardless of social class or
appearance (4)

Simjlar sentences for similar crimes(7)

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

UNDER~
EMPHASIZED

Note: Numbers in parentheges indicate the "Desirability” rank of each item.
Source data from Table 3.5)




Chapter II]’

C. SOCTAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS OF JUDGES

Within the Texas population there are some significant differences
in the degree of feeling about judges. Men are more prone to criticize the
judiciary than women are, for example -- where 237 of the men interviewed
give judges "poor job" ratings, only 13% of the women do so. At the favorable
end, however, men and women are found in equal proportions; thus, the
difference is that if women are not favorable, they are more likely to have

"no opinion' about judges. (Table 3.3)

Young people are a lot more likely to be critical of judges than older
people are. Below the age of 25, for example, 247 are critical of judges,
while just 42% are favorable; but above age 25, the ratio of unfavorable

opinion drops rapidly to just 127 among people in the 40-54 age bracket.
(Table 3.3)

Good opinion of the performance of judges increases steadily with
socio-economic class: Just 487 of those classified as lower SES rated judges’
job performance '"good," but 647% of those at the top of the SES scale

thought judges were doing a "good job." (Table 3.3)

Negroes in Texas are less supportive of the judiclary than are
Mexican-Americans or than the White/Anglo population is. Critical attitudes of
judges are held by 26% of the Black population members interviewed, but by

only 17% of the Mexican-Americans or Anglos. (Table 3.3)
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- TABLE 3.3 o

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

PER CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB —-
- EX~ EX~
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY |Number of
00D GOOD  NEUTRAL POOR  POOR resgpondents
Adults Statewide . . . 22% 31 30 12 6 (749)
p Y
L e Sex:
:7 Males L] . ® Q [ [-] [ ] -] [*] ['] 22% 31 25 16 7 (342)
Females o o« ¢ + o o o o o » 22% 31 34 8 5 (407)
Age: |
! 18 = 24 o v 4 v 4 0 o . o . 118 31 34 18 6 (15¢) @
: 25 - 39 ° ° ° ° o ) ° ] ° e 20% 34 28 12 7 (259)
. 40 - 54 ° o ° . ° o ° e o ° 22% 39 26 7 5 (147) .
55 and older . o . o o « o 32% 20 31 12 5 (187)
Socio~economic status:
LOWET  « o ove o o o o o o 24% 24 33 13 6 (287) @
; Lower middle . . . . . . . 17% 35 34 13 2 (159)
Upper middle . . . . o o . 20% 35 25 11 9 (174)
UPPEY &« & o o o o o o o o 26% 38 20 10 6 (118)
Education: _
Eee Less than H.S. graduvate . . 24% 29 34 11 3 (207) $
: High school completed . . . 20% 24 32 12 12 (214)
; 1-2 years college
- or trade school . . . . 29% 36 24 10 1 (157)
¢ Three or more years
7 college e e e e e o ow  17% 39 25 15 5 (167) ®
; Race/ethnic category:
2 White/Anglo . « « « « . . . 22% 31 30 11 6 (598)
! Mexican-American . . . . . 20% 38 24 15 2 { 76)
?‘i . NegrO/BlaCk o ° ° . s ° o . 28% 22 24 14 12 ( 54)
H
E o Nete: Rows of percentages may not add to exactly 100% because of rounding.
; 9
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D, EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE ON OPINIONS OF JUDGES

People who know a judge as a friend, or who are related to a judge,
rate the job of the judiciary a bit more favorably than do those who are less
well acquainted with & judge, and both groups are more strongly favorable
than thoée who do not know any judge. In the first group, 60% say judges
are doing a "good job," and in the second 57% say this; among those unacquainted
with a judge, just 487 offer favorable opinions. The difference is in the

percentage of "no opinion" rather than in "poor job" ratings, however.

(Table 3.4)

Having served on a jury in a criminal case does not appear to affect
a person's opinion of the judiciary, but having been a party or witness in a
criminal case does -- this group is much more polarized toward judges, with
60% of them saying '"good job" and 26% of them saying "poor job." People who
have been in court as spectators have tended to form more negative attitudes
toward the judiciary than the public as a whole holds ~~ 257 of them feel

judges are doing a "poor job" and only 44% rate it a "good job." (Table 3.4)
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TABLE 3.4

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY
"THE JUDGES WHO PRESIDE OVER THE COURTS OF THIS COMMUNITY'":
BY ACQUAINTANCE WITH JUDGE, COURT EXPERIENCE

PER_CENT RATING JUDGES' JOB--

EX- EX~
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY
OR VERY WHAT  OPINION, WHAT  OR VERY | Number of .
GOOD GOOD _ NEUTRAL POOR __ POOR regponden’.

Adults Statewide . . . . .22% 31 30 12 6 (749;
Acquaintance with a judge: L Y
Friend or relative . . . .32% 28 26 12 2 (128)
Know by name only. . . . .23% 34 24 12 7 (157)
Do not know any . . . . .1l8% 30 33 12 7 (416)
®
Have served on a criminal
case JUry . o o o o o o o o24% 33 23 16 3 { 57)
Have been in court ®
(6ther than jury):
Party or witness in
criminal case . . . . .34% 26 13 24 2 { 36)
Party or witness in
civil case » o o & o o o24% 35 22 15 3 ( 90) ®
Spectator only « . » . . .17% 27 31 19 6 (67)
Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
]
[ 4
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E. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE
OF SELECTED JUDICIAL ACTIONS

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 II with respect to
police behavior.*

In this, each person interviewed was asked to evaluate the

desirability and the probability of specific actions that described things

judges do, or might do. In all, thirteen such items were measured on five-point
scales. The items rated by respondents, and the mean rating scores for each
item are shown in Table 3.5. Also shown in that table are the rank order

positions of each item and the extent to which discrepancies in rank order

indicate some degree of "over-" or "under-emphasis' on the part of the judiciary.

In addition, a correlation coefficient for each item is shown, which represents
the extent to which the item was found to be related to holding a favorable

or unfavorable basic attitude toward judges and their job performance.*

Figure 3 provides a summary of the significance of the data shown in
Table 3.5, 1In the figure will be found each of the thirteen items on which
judges were rated, placed in accordance with their importance to public
attitudes and the relative degree of emphasis which the public feels is being
placed on each one by judges. From this grouping it is possible to infer what
sorts of judicial behavior may be in need of attention in order to improve

public attitudes, and which others are indicative of presently favorable opinions

of the judiciary.

*See Chapter II. pp. 41 to 43 for a detailed description of this procedure.

~59-
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. For example, the behaviors which are currently believed to be being
given about the right amount of emphasis by judges, and which are somewhat
influential in governing how people form their judgment of the job that judges

y are doing, include these things: protecting citizens' legal rights, being
lenient about laws that are frequently violated, being influenced by public
opinion, and being capable of recognizing and dealing with emotional disorders

. in people. ®

Important things that the judiciary over-emphasizes, according to many
Texans, are: believing police testimony over that of defendants, and seilzing
opportunities to further their own political interests. These are factors

which contribute to a negative attitude on the part of a significant number of

people.,

While not strongly related to basic feelings about judges, a number of
people belleve that the judiciary over-emphasizes a defendant's criminal

history when passing sentence, and that they under~emphasize such things as: @

citizen participation in crime prevention, consistency in sentencing, and

treating all convicted persons similarly regardless of their social class or

¥ s ST e

appearance. ¢

There are several other activities of judges which Texans as a group

also do not consistently associlate with judges' job ratings, but which they

3
:
’%

¢

.
% niow feel are presently being given about the right emphasis. These
% include: moving cases through court rapidly, not permitting racial origins of
defendants to impair their objectivity, considering the circumstances that Py

motivated a crime when passing sentence, and communicating with citizen groups. ‘

o
E
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To summarize the impressions which the data in Figure 3 provide,
it appears that Texans are most concerned that Judges not appear to be in
league with the police, nor that they appear to use their positions to further
their own interests. People will think well of Judges to the extent that judges

continue to be diligent in protecting-citizéns' legal rights, and tempering

.Justice with compassion (recognize emotional problems) and good sense (be

lenient about some laws and listen to public opinion).

The public seems to take for granted that Judges are moving cases
through court rapidly, that they are free of racial ‘bias, and that they consider
motivating factors when passing sentence. They would, however, like to see
somewhat more emphasis on consistency in sentencing, and they would like judges
to pay more attention to class discrimination as well. While the public feels
judges are communicating with citizens' groups adequately, they apparently

would like to see greater effort to stimulate citizen participation in crime

prevention.

61~




TABLE 3.5
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED JUDICIAL ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

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

In the general performance of their
duties, judges:

1. Are more concerned with moving cases
rapidly through the courts than with
seeing that each defendant receives
just treatment . . . . o . o ¢ ¢ 4 o o of 2.33 11 3.17 11 *

2. Permit a defendant's racial origin
to impair their objectivity . . . . . of 1.87 14 2,81 14

3. Are capable of recognizing and
handling persons with emotional
disorders « o o o s s o o s s+ s o o of 4,05 5 3.29 6 .135

4, Observe and protect the legal rights
of citizens . . o o o « o o o o o o o o 4.46 1 3.91 1 .162

5. Are lenient in enforcing laws which
are frequently violated by the public. .| 2.76 9 3.25 8.5 .121

6. Are influenced by public opinion
on criminal justice issues . . . . . . .| 2.32 12 3.20 10 .146

— S man  m—— tmma S ae e e e Gam e B S e e B e Gme G A dmd mme e e e e e e e e e e e e B wem e mee e M e e see S e e G e -

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

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between judge job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/High P resporses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/
Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. Sze Appendix A for description of procedures.

* Correlation too low to be significant.

‘ ' CCONTINUED) ‘
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TABLE 3.5 (CONTINUED)D

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)

DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY || IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

7. Believe police testimony over that
of the defendant, as a general
practice o o s o s s s o o o o o o o o 236 10 3.46 5 Over .120

8. Seize on opportunities to further
their own political interests . . . . .| 1.96 13 3.27 7 Over .190

When participating in community relations
and education programs, judges:

9. Stimulate citizen participation in
crime prevention activities. . . . . . .| 4.09 3 3.25 8.5 Under

10. Cammunicate effectively with
citizen groups o « + « o o s o & s o o o 4.22 2 3.51 3

When involved in sentencing a person
convicted of a crime, judges:

11. Give similar sentences for
similar crimes . . ¢ « « &« o o & o o « o 3.61 7 3.09 12 Under *

B e T T T

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

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between judge job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in which
highest values were assigned to High D/digh 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. See Appendix A for description of procedures.

aQ

* Correlation too low to be significant. é;
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TABLE 3.5  (CONTINUED)D
DISCREPANCY { CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY{ PROBABILITY | IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
12. Consider the circumstances that
motivate people to commit crime 4,01 6 3.50 4 *
13. Treat all convicted persons similarly
regardless of their social class or
physical appearance 4.08 4 2.68 13 Under *
14. Base sentences mostly on the criminal
history of the person convicted 3.20 8 3.61 2 Over *

— v e ma A Mmm W mae  mm G e S G A e S Swe e e e e e

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probably = & and very undesirable/improbable

Number of respondente: 3854 to 372 per item.

10

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are recieving more

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

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

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

* Correlation too low to be significant.

See Appendix A for description of procedures.

°I1I 293deyp




PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING PROSECUTORS AND COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE

Contact and Familiarity with Prosecutors and Defenders
Evaluation of Prosecutors' and Defenders' Job Performances

Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of
Prosecutors

Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of
Defenders

Effects of Familiarity and Court Experience on Opinions of
Prosecutors and Defenders

Public Opinion of the Desirability and Probability of

Occurrence of Selected Prosecutor and Defense
Attorney Actions
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A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH PROSECUTORS AND DEFENDERS

Not many Texans are acquainted with a prosecutor (10%) or court-appointed

Chapter 1IV.

defenge attorney (6%Z). This level of familiarity is quite a bit less than

that for judges (17%) or policepersoms (31%). Texans and Californians are

closely similar in their levels of awareness of prosecutors and defenders.

(Table 4.1)

TABLE 4.1

ACQUAINTANCE WITH PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS AND
COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS: BY SEX

ADULTS California
STATEWIDE [ MALE FEMALE | survey
Acquaintance with a prosecutor:
Friend or relative. . « « + « » 10% 11% 9% 9%
Know well enough to
call by name . o « « » o o o 14 16 12 8
Know only by sight . . . . . & 4 6 2 2
Acquaintance with court
appointed defense attorney:
Friend or relative . . « . . & 6% 6% 5% 7%
Know well enough to
call by name . = s o o o o o 8 11 5 9
Know only by sight . . . . .« . 1 2 1 1
Number of respondents . . . (749) (342) (407) (811)

—AA




Chapter 1IV.

®
B. EVALUATION OF PROSECUTORS' AND DEFENDERS' JOB PERFORMANCES
‘ In Table 4.2 it can be seen that the Texas public has a somewhat clearer
P idea of the job performance of its prosecutors (73% offer an opinion) than of ®
its court-appointed defense attorneys (607 offer an opinion). Among those who
do have an opinion, however, there is a close similarity between the ratio of
P favorable and unfavorable opinion. About 17% of the public rates the prosecutors ®
as doing a "poor job" while 12% rate defenders as doing a "poor job." At the
! favorable end of the scale, 26% rate the prosecutors in the two highest favor-
P ability categories, while 19% rate defenders that high. ®
In California, it appears that prosecutors (distriét attorneys) are
neither as well known, nor quite as highly regarded as Texas prosecutors are,
California public defenders and Texas court-appointed defense attorneys are ®
generally on a par in visibility and favorability with the public. (Table 4.2)
o TABLE 4.2 ®
THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY
PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS(a) AND COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS(b):
ADULTS STATEWIDE
CaZifbrniE
L gurvey* ®
. Pub.
JOB RATING PROSECUTORS | DEFENDERS || D.A. Def.
Extremely good job » « o o o (7). « o o . 4% 3% 2% 3%
Very good job -] (] -] L] L] -] o (6)0 @ a ] I22 16 17 17
@ Somewhat good job . « « o « {5)s « o . .30 29 29 25 @
Neutral, don't know . . . . (4). + . . .27 40 35 36
Somewhat poor job . « » « o (3} . . . .10 8 11 11
Very poor job ¢ o« o o & ¢ o {(2). ¢« o + o 5 2 2 g
Extremely poor job «.6 o o o (1)e o o & - 2 2 2 2
e Mean rating © o 9 o s o o s o o o o 4.60 4.54 4.43 4.45 @
Number of respondents « « o« o o o« o (749) (749) (811) (811)
(a) ""The prosecuting attorney and his staff who have the job of prosecuting cases where
people have been charged with breaking lawe." Py
& (b) "The defense attormeys appointed by the court to represent people who have been
O accused of crimes.'
* Do not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS OF PROSECUTORS

Prosecutors in Texas are held in generally high esteem in all parts
of the state, but especially in Northwestern Texas and in East Texas cities
and towns outside the metropolitan areas. Northwesterners often do not have
any opinion at all of prosecutors (40%), but of those who do, opinion is pre-
dominantly favorable. In the Southwestern part of the state, opinion of
prosecutors is rather polarized -- many people are high in their praise, but

many others are more than usually critical. (Table 4.3A)

Younger people are less inclined to praise, and somewhat more inclined
to criticize prosecutors. Socio-economic status and education do not make a
marked difference, although people with more education are less well acquainted

with prosecutors and tend to rate them less highly favorably. (Table 4.3A)

Mexican-American persons are less inclined to criticize prosecutors
(12% poor job) than are Blacks (19% poor job) or White Anglos (18% poor job).

(Table 4.3A)
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COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY

TABLE 4.3A

Chapter IV. @

PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS (a): e
BY SOCIiO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

EX~ EX-

TREMELY SOME-~ NO SOME- TREMELY

OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY | Number of

GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR responden®
Adults Statewide . . . 26% 30 27 10 7 (749)

Area of State:

Total Fast.: o « o o o o o 24% 31 26 11 8 (402)
Dallas-Ft. Worth; « « o 21% 32 25 16 5 (137) @
Houston-Galveston . . . 21% 29 31 10 8 ( 98)
Other RBaste » « s » o - 30% 31 22 7 11 (167)

Northwest . o o o + o o o 29% 25 40 4 1 (186)

Southwest . = « « o o o o 28% 34 16 13 10 (1611

Sex: ®
Males o « o o o o o o o o 25% 32 24 12 8 (348)
Females . ¢ o o o o o o o 27% 29 30 8 6 (407)

Age:

18 - 24 . o o ¢« v o o o « 14% 33 33 10 10 r154)

25 = 39 . . . 4 4 0 o . o I6% 32 28 8 6 (2:9) @

40 - 54 o o o o o o o & 27% 30 29 9 5 (147)

55 and older . . . . o o 34% 26 20 13 8 (187)

Socio-economic status:

Lower e o o 8 o o o o o 27% 25 31 10 7 (887)

Lower middle . o « . . . 26% 28 27 10 9 (169, ®

Upper middle: - o o o o o 24% 38 22 10 7 (174)

UPPEr  « » o o o o o o o 27% 38 21 10 4 (118)

Education:

Less than H.S. graduate . 30% 29 26 7 7 (207

High school completed . . 26% 29 26 10 9 (214) @

1-2 years college

or trade school o o 28% 31 22 12 8 (157

Three or more years

college . &+ o+ & & . 20% 33 32 12 4 (167)

Race/ethnic category: ®

White/Anglo -« o « = o « o 25% 30 26 11 7 (5398)

Mexican-American . . . . 33% 32 23 9 3 ( 76)

Negro/Black » . « o o « . 32% 28 22 5 14 ( 54)

(a) The prosecuting attormey and hie staff who have the job of prosecuting cases where @
people have been charged with breaking laws--what kind of a job are they doing?

Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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) D. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS OF DEFENDERS

Court—-appointed defense attorneys are not as well known as prosecutors,
@ but among those with an opinion about them, the people of Southwest and Eastern

Texas (outside of metropolitan areas) are most inclined to give them favorable

job ratings.

®
Young people, especially those under 25, are more often critical of
defenders (20% poor job) than are older.people. Socio-economic status does not
f make a consistent difference, nor does education, although it appears that
®

people with one or two years of college are more likely either to support defenders

or to critieize them than are other segments of the population. (Table 4.3B)

Negroes are most critical of court-appointed defenders (21% poor job),

while also giving them "extremely or very good job" ratings with considerable

frequency (247). Mexican~Americans tend to praise defenders somewhat

more often than Anglos do (23% vs. 197 extremely or very good job). (Table 4.3B)
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TABLE 4,.3B

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY COURT
APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS (b) :
BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

EX~- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY Number of
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondel;
Adults Statewide . . . 19% 29 40 8 4 (749)
Area of SBtate:

Total Fast + « ¢ o + o .+ « 17% 33 38 7 4 (402)Q
Dallas-F+. Worth + + - « 14% 43 32 9 3 (137)
Houston-Galvesten. . . . 13% 30 44 9 4 ( 48)
Other East . s s s 23% 27 39 4 6 (167)

NOLTIWESE o o s o o o o o 22% 18 54 3 2 (i58)

Southwest =+ o « o « & o o 22% 31 28 13 4 (161,

9
Sex:
Males =+ « o ¢ » + o o + . 1B% 31 35 10 5 (3842}
Females. + o « o o« s o » o 20% 28 44 5 3 (407)
Age:

18 = 240 o o o o o o v 4 o 10% 29 41 15 5 (154)@®

25 - 390 ] ] [ . c ° . [ . 21% 26 40 8 5 (259)

40 - B4. ¢ ¢ o v s 0 e . . 22% 31 36 7 3 (147)

55 and older . » ¢ + .« . . 21% 32 42 2 3 (147)

Socio-economic status:

LOWEY o « + « « o« « + o » 20% 24 44 5 7 (287)®

Lower middle . . . . . . . 17% 31 42 9 1 (159,

Upper middle . . o . « . . 22% 32 31 14 2 (1.4)

Upper « « « o o + o o .+ o« 17% 39 36 4 3 (118)

Education:

Less than H.S. graduate. . 20% 24 44 6 6 (207)@®

High school completed. . . 19% 27 42 7 5 (214)

1-2 years college
or trade school . . . . 26% 28 32 13 1 (157)

Three or more years
college = s « o o « o . 13% 41 38 & 2 ('.16'7’)0

Race/ethnic category:

White/Anglo . . . . . . . 19% 30 41 8 3 (598)

Mexican-American . . . . . 23% 35 29 8 5 ( 76)

Negro/Black . . . . - . . 24% 21 35 7 14 ( 54)

(b) The defense attorneys appointed by the court to represent people who have been L
accused of erimes--what kind of job do you feel they are doing?
Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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E. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE ON OPINIONS OF
PROSECUTORS AND DEFENDERS

To know a prosecutor or defense attorney as a friend or relative
is to have a more favorable opinion of the job that they are doing. For
example, among those who know a prosecutor, 34%Z-35% rate their job performance
"very good," while among strangers, only 237 rate it this high. A similar

pattern is true of defense attorneys. (Table 4.4)

Having served on a c¢riminal case Jjury does not markedly affect how
people assess the job of prosecutors nor that of defenders; however, having
been a party or a witness in a criminal case does: among this small group
(just one in twenty persons interviewed), criticism of both the prosecutor

and the defender are very high. (Table 4.4)




TABLE 4.4

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PROSECUTING
ATTORNEYS (a) * AND COURT APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS (b) :

Chapter IV. @

BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND COURT EXPERIENCE ®
EX- ‘ EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME~ TREMELY
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY |Number of
GOOD GOOD__ NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondents
PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS ¢
Adults Statewide . . . 26% 30 27 10 7 (743)
Acquaintance with a
prosecuting attorney:
Friend or relative . . . 34% 23 30 9 4 ( 87) @
Know by name only. . . . 35% 31 13 10 11 (105}
Don't know any . o o 24% 30 29 10 7 (520)
Have served on a
criminal case jury . . . . o 31% 30 27 8 3 ( 67) ®
Have been in court
(other than Fjury)
Never in court . o o 25% 32 28 8 8 (445)
Spectator only « « . » o 26% 22 30 15 8 ( 67)
Party or witness in
civil case . . . . . . 28% 34 18 13 8 (1:7) @
Party or witness in
criminal case. . . . 34% 6 30 21 9 ( 36)
DEFENSE ATTORNEYS
Adults Statewide . . . 19% 29 A0 8 4 (749) ¢
Acquaintance with a
defense attorney:
Friend or relative . . . 35% 39 22 4 1 ( 52)
Know by name only . ., . 26% 35 30 7 1 ( 63)
Don't know any . s e o 17% 28 42 8 4 (619) ¢
Have served on a
criminal case jury . . o . 15% 32 42 6 5 ( 57)
Have been in court
{other than jury) ®
Never in court . » . . . 20% 27 42 8 4 (445)
Spectator only « « . - . 18% 20 50 11 1 ( 67)
Party or witness in
civil case . o o . 20% 40 31 7 3 (177) .
Party or witness in
criminal case, o o o 15% 35 30 13 8 ( 36) @
ta) The prosecuting attorney and his staff who have the gob of prosecuting cases where
people have been charged with breaking laws--what kind of a job are they doing?
(b) The defense attorneys appointed by the court to represent people who have been
accused of erimes--what kind of job do you feel they are doing?
Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding. ®
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F, PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE
OF SELECTED PROSECUTOR AND DEFENSE ATTORNEY ACTIONS

Survey regspondents were asked to provide their opinions abour selected
aspects of prosecutors' and court-appointed defense attorneys' behavior in a
manner similar to that previously analyzed in Chapters II and IIT for police
and the judiciary, A detailed description of the procedure will be found in ®
Chapter IT (pp. 41 to 43). 1In brief, each person interviewed was asked to

evaluate the desirability and the probability of occurrence of specific actions

on the part of prosecutors and defenders. The basic rating values for each item ‘
are shown in Tables 4.5A (Prosecutors) and 4.5B (Defenders), Also shown there

are the rank orders of items and the discrepancies, If any, between their

desirability vank and their perceived probability of occurrence. Items which %
have a higher perceived desirability rank than probability of occurrence rank

are termed "under-emphasized," while those with lower desirability rank than

perceived probability of cccurrence are termed "over-emphasized.'" Correlation ¢
coefficlents 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 sixteen items of .

behavior for Prosecuting Attorneys which were rated by the public in this

gurvey, Interpreting the data in the figure, it appears that Prosecutors are

Tl




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

Figure 4

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROSECUTOR JOB RATING

OVER=~
EMPHASI ZED

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH TMPORTANCE

Prosecute marijuana offenses (6)

More concerned with convictions than

- with justice (16)

Seize opportunities to further political
interests (14)

Lenient in prosecuting offenses frequentlyj
violated by public (10)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Establish a friendly, helpful image (2)
Communicate effectively with citizens
groups (3)
Tell witnesses what they should say (12)
View community relatioms as a nuisance (13)
Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (15)

Stimulate citizen interest in erime
prevention (4.5)

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

UNDER~
EMPHASIZED

Prosecute pornography offenses (7)

Prosecute gambling offenses (&)

Prosecute sex offenses between
consenting adults (9)

Spend excessive time on nuisance
complaints (11)

Take opportunities to prevent crime (1)
Recognize and handle emotional
disorders (4.5)

Note: Numberg in parentheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item,
Source data from Table 4.54)
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Figure 2
CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR TMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OYERALL POLICE JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE
Deter pickpockets, purse snatchers (18) Act more harshly to quell some disorders
Arrest bystanders who are slow to obey (18) than others (21)
o | Expect police testimony to have more Use pressure tactics for information (25)
181 credibility (20) Permit racial origins to impair
o N 1 Stay invisible to trap traffic violators (22) objectivity (27)
W | Treat prisoners severely (23)
O x | Be lenient in enforcing laws freguently
S viclated (24)
wi
Establish a friendly, helpful image (2) Observe traffic regulations except in Prevent occurrence of crime (1)
Explain actions to the accused (5) emergencies (3) Use minimum force in making
Stimulate citizen participation (8-11) arrests (8-11)
Maintain discipline in confrontation (8-11) Slant testimony to support officer’s
Communicate with citizen groups (13) position (26)

Be influenced by public opinfon (19)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Instill respect rather than fear (7) Listen to traffic violator's story Treat each request for service
Treat all vehicle violators equally (15) before issuing citation (6) seriously (4)
Resolve problems so as to strengthen Regpect dignity when booking
the family (8-11) prisoners (14)

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

Recognize and handle emotional
disorders (12)
Treat accused as innocent (17)

UNDER~
EMPHASIZED

Noter MNumbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability” rank of each item.
{Scurce data Ffrom Table 2.9)



Chapter 1IV.

‘ felt by most Texans to be somewhat over-~lenient in prosecuting certain offenses
that they observe to be frequently violated by the public, and they do not
exert enough effort to tske opportunities to prevent crime. These are

matters of some importance to the attitudes they take toward prosecutors.

Less important, but over-emphasiied according to many Texans, is
prosecution of marijuana offenses. On the other hand, Texans feel that
more emphasis should be given to prosecuting pornography, gambling, and
sex offenses. People feel that prosecutors could improve their ability to

recognize and handle emotional disorders.

Prosecutors are also felt by some Texans to be overly concerned with
obtaining convictions at the expense of justice, and to be a bit too promne to

selze opportunities to use their office to further their political interests.,

(Figure 4)

Defenders

Figure 5 portrays the public's perceptions of court~appointed defense
‘. attorneys. Here it will be noted that a Defender gets higher marks for being
able to recognize and deal with emotional disorders, and for raising every

possible defense for his clients. Defenders are also, however, seen as

. under~emphasizing the opportunities they might have to prevent crime.

1
|
\
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The public places a fairly high priority (3rd rank in Desirability) on
providing more information about what defeiders do, and feels that this should
receive more emphasis than it is now getting. On the other hand, the public
feels that Defenders are overdoing it when they seem to be defending their
clients to the best of their ability even when the client is known to be
guilty. This appears to some people, apparently, as showing greater concern
for the client's freedom than for the cause of justice, another factor that

i1s believed to be over-emphasized.

7




IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH IMPORTANCE

Defend clients to best of ability even
vwhen guilty (6)
Tell witnesses what to say (7)
More concerned with defendant's freedom
than with justice (8)

OVER~
EMPHASTZED

Visit gscenes of crimes (4.5)

Allow client to testify knowing he will
lie on witness stand (9)

Call witness who will lie on stand (10)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Raise every possible defense 2)

Recognize and handle emotional
disorders (4.5)

OPINION ABOUT DEGREE OF EMPHASIS BEING GIVEN
TO THIS ACTION BY THE COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS

Inform public what defenders do 3)

UNDER-
EMPHASIZED

Take opportunity to prevent
crime (1)

Note: Numbere in parentheses indicate the "Desirability” rank of each item.

{Source datq From Table 4, 5p)
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TABLE 4.5A

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROSECUTING ATTORNEY ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

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

In the general performance of their :
duties, prosecuting attorneys:

1. Take every opportunity to prevent
the occurrence of crimes e = o o o o of 4.30 1 3.39 4 Under .123

2, Permit a defendant's racial origin
to impair their objectivity . . . . . «f 2.08 15 3.07 13.5 *

3. Are lenient in prosecuting offenses

which are frequently violated by
the public . 2 ¢ o ¢ o o o s o o o o o of 2.67 10 3.26 7 Over .126

4., Are more concerned with securing
convictions than with seeing
Justice done . « o o o o « & c 2 o o o o 2.06 16 3.20 8 Over *

5. Are capable of recognizing and

handling persons with emotional
disorders . . « .+ o ¢ o o 6 o s o o o o 4.12 4,5 3.18 9 Under *

In determining which cases to prosecute,
prosecuting attorneys:

6. Prosecute most sex offenses committed
between consenting adults which are
reported to them by the police . . . . . 2.98 9 2.91 15 Under *

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

(a) Discrepancies in rank betweer Desirability awd Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over') or less emphasis tkan is warranted ('"under').

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney job rating and respondent desirability by probability
score in which highest values were assigned to High S/Eigh P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next
highest to Low D/Low P, and lowest values toc L:u D/Figh P recr_rscs. Sece Apperdiz 4 For deseription of
procedures. :

*AT z23deyp
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TABLE 4.5A (CONTINUED)

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

7. Prosecute most gambling offenses
reported to them by the police . . . .} 3.61 8 3.09 11.5 Under *

8. Prosecute most pornography offenses
reported to them by the police . . . .| 3.63 7 3.07 13.5 Under *

9. Prosecute most marijuana offenses
reported to them by the police. . . . . | 3.91 6 3.54 2 Over *

When involved in settling domestic and
civil disputes, prosecuting attorneys:

10.Spend excessive time on nuisance
complaints . ¢ o o s ¢ o s « & o s o o | 2.57 11 2.84 16 Under *

When participating in community relations
and education programs, prosecuting
attorneys:

11. Establish a friendly, helpful image . | 4.24 2 3.68 1 *

12, Communicate effectively with
citizen groups . . o+ « o+ o o o o o o o | 4.19 3 3.33 5 *

— i wwm Sam e mia  Ces G wewe e Grm s e e Eem e e o e e o dmed See e Sme e e e el et e e sem tmm e e cen e e e e eme e e S e e e

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

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r} between prosecuting attorney job rating and respondent desirability by probability
seore in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P, next
highest to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. GSee Appendizx A for description of
procedures.

* Correlation too low to be significant.

I (CONTINUED) .
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TABLE &4.5A  (CONTINUED)
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION -
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY § IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (bJ -
13. Seize on these opportunities to further
their own political interests . . . . .{2.18 14 3.30 6 over *
14, View these activities as nuisance
assigmnents © ° ° < L] o o -] o o © -] < 9 2635 13 3009 1195 *
15. stimulate citizen participation in
crime prevention activities . . . . . .} 4.12 4.5 3.46 3 .128
During trial proceedings, prosecuting
attorneys:
16. Specify to witnesses, before they
take the stand, exactly what they
should say . ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o of 2,41 12 3.15 10 *

S Gmma e tmes WA e ewm e Rmm e TEe SR e e T e e e e e e b G e Gm aee e e

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

N T

5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney job rating and respondent desirability by probability
seore in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next

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

procedures.

* Correlation too low to be sighificant.

See Apperndix A for description of
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TABLE 4.58B

DESTRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED COURT APPOINTED
DEFENSE ATTORNEY ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)

DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY { IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING

In the general performance of their duties,
defense attorneys:

1. Take every opportunity to prevont the

occurrence of crimes . . . : < . . o o o 4.30 1 3.18 6 Under .235
2. Are capable of recognizing and handling

persons with emotional discorders . . . . 4.12 4.5 3.14 7 .284
3. Are more concerned with securing the

defendant's freedom than with seeing

that justice is done . . . . . ¢ . . . o 2.31 8 3.34 5 Over o
4, Defend their clients to the best of

their ability, even when they believe

they are guilty . « . ¢ ¢ ¢ « &« « « « « o 3.91 6 3.62 2 Over *
5. Should take a more active part in

informing the public about what

*

public defenders do c s s e e o o o . o 4.14 3 2.90 9 Under

— mm e Gwe Gme mee s S e G me e e e e M e e e e G e

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between defense attormey job rating and respondent desirability by probability
score ir. which highest values were assigned tc High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next
highest tc Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. See Apperdiz A for description of
procedures.

* Correlation too low to be significant.
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TABLE 4.5B (CONTINUED) 1

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

6. Should visit the scenes of the crimes
which their clients are accused of . .| 4.12 4,5 3.29 3 *

During trial proceedings,; defense
attorneys:

7. Raise every possible defense for

their clients . . . « ¢ ¢ « o o o o «] 4.19 2 3.69 1 - .187
8. Call witnesses to the stand whom

they know will lie for their

clients . . . ¢ o o 6 o o 6 o« o o o +1 1.79 10 2.89 10 *

9. Specify to witnesses, before they
take the stand, exactly what they
should say . . ¢ ¢ « s o o a « o « « o] 2.60 7 3.37 4 Over *

10. Allow their clients to testify even
when they know the client will
lie on the witness stand . . . . . . .| 1.94 9 2.94 8 *

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

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

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

highest to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P respcrses. See Appendix A for description of
procedures,

* Correlatior too low to be significant,
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Chapter V.

PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS

A. Contact and Familiarity

B+  Evaluation of Probation, Parole, and Correctional
Officers' Job Performance

C.  Social and Demographic Group Differences
D.  Effects of Familiarity and Incarceration Experience

E. Public Opinion of the Desirability and Probability of Occurrence
of Selected Actions by Probation, Parole, and Correctional Officers




Chapter V.

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY

Parole officers are the least widely known members of the criminal
justice system -- only about one in fbufteen persong (7%) is personally
familiar enough with one to call him, or her, by name. Probation Officers
and Correctional Officers are somewhat more widely acquainted among the

public, since they are known fairly well by 15%-137% of the Texas public.
(Table 5.1)

TABLE 5.1

ACQUATINTANCE WITH PROBATION, PAROLE, AND
CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS: BY SEX

ADULTS Californic
STATEWIDE| MALE FEMALE survey
Acquaintance with Probation
Officers:
Friend or relative . . . . . . 7% 7% 7% 9%
Know well enough to call :
by name « « ¢ ¢ ¢ « + « o 8 10 7 10
Know only by sight . . . . . . 3 4 2 3
Acquaintance with Parole
Officers:
Friend or relative . . . . . . 3% 4% 2% 4%
Know well enough to call
by name . « ¢« « o s o 4 o 4 6 2 5
Know only by sight . . . . . . 2 3 1 4
Acquaintance with Correctional
Officers:
Friend or relative . . . . . . 9% 12% 6% 10%
Know well enough to call
by name « = « « ¢ + o o & 4 5 3 )
Know only by sight . . . . . . 2 4 1 1
Number of respondents . . . (749) (342) (407) (811)
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Chapter V.

B. EVALUATION OF PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS' JOB
PERFORMANCE ‘II'

Of the three positions under discussion in this chapter, Correctional
Officers are the most often criticized. In Table’5.2 it is shown that 18% of
the Texas public rates their job "poor," while only 12% rate the other positions
in the "poor job" category. None of the Texas positions is as frequently
criticized as was the case in California: Table 5.2 shows that 197 to
28% of the California public rated occupants of these three positions as doing

a "poor job" in the survey conducted there in 1972,

TABLE 5.2

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION (a),
PAROLE (bJ, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS(e) : ADULTS STATEWIDE

California
PROBATION| PAROLE |CORRECTIONAL| survey

JOB RATING OFFICERS | OFFICERS |OFFICERS Prob. Far. COWQb
Extremely good job . . . . (7) . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 2% N%
Very good job ., . . . ., .(6) . . 15 12 13 17 11 8
Somewhat good job . . . .(5) . . 27 25 19 27 25 21
Neutral, don't know . . .(4) . . 42 48 46 35 43 42
Somewhat poor job . . . .(3) . . 8 8 12 13 13 15
Very poor job ., . . . . .(2) . . 3 3 4 4 g Y
Extremely poor job . . . (1) . . 1 1 2 3 2 5
Mean rating L] o e o L] o 0 L 8 4.53 4.45 4.28 40 37 4. 28 '5-‘ 98

Number of respondents . . . . . (743) (748) (749) (811) (811)(&811)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it is to investigate and to supervise juveniles and
adults who have been in trouble with the law and who receive suspended sentences
or are placed on probation,'

(b) "Parole officers whose job it is to supervise juveniles and adults who have
served part of their sentences and who have been allowed to leave correctional )
ingtitutions on parole.'

(e) "Correctional officers whose job it is to supervise prisoners while they are 1,‘
Jaitls, prisons or other correctional facilitiesg."

Note: Columns of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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Chapter V.

. Co SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES

Probation Officers are particularly often criticized in Southwest
Texas and in the Houston-Galveston area (18%-20% poor job), and by younger
people: Among persons under 25, 197 say '"poor job" and among those 25-39,
15% rate Probation Officers as doing a "poor job." Mexican-Americans are more
often critical (237 poor job) than are Blacks (15%) or Anglos (11%).
(Table 5.34)

Parole Officers are also frequently criticized by younger people.
The percentage of "poor job" ratings is 17% among the youngest segment (18-24),
167% among 25-39 year-olds, 10% among persons 40-54, and just 3% among people
55 and older. Mexican~Americans and Blacks are both more critical than Anglos

are (17% - 18% poor job). (Table 5.3B)

Correctional Officers have a poorer image in the Houston-Galveston
area and in Southwest Texas than elsewhere (28%-29% poor job). They also
suffer from heavier criticism from young people: 32% "poor job" ratings
- among 18-24 year-olds; 237 among 25-39 year-olds; and only 8%-13% among

people over 40, Criticism of Correctional Ofticers also appears to increase
with education, sincr it is only 13% among those with less than high school

education and rises to 237 among those with three or more years of college.

Mexican-Americans are very much more critical of Correctional Officers

- (317% poor job) than are Blacks (15%) or Anglos (17%). (Table 5.3C)
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TABLE 5.3A .
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION @
OFFYCERS (a): BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

EX- EX-

TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY

OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY | Number of

GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondent®

Adults Statewide . . . 19% 27 42 8 4 (749)
Area of State: \

Total Bast « « o« o » o o 19% 30 40 8 4 (402)
Lallas-Ft. Worth - . - 1l0% 37 50 2 2 (137) @
Houston-Galveston. . . 17% 27 38 14 4 ( 98)
Other East o « » « . - 28% 26 34 6 6 (167)

Northwest, o o o« o o o » 20% 17 57 5 2 {156)

Southwest. « ¢ o« o s o o 21% 30 30 14 6 {161)

Sex: ®
Males « o o o s o o o 18% 25 42 11 4 (&42)
Females . - o o« o o o o 21% 28 41 6 4 (407)

Age:

18 - 24 o o o o o 0 ° ° 13% 33 35 15 4 (154)

25 = 39 . . . . . . . o 20% 32 34 10 5 (259) @

40 - 54 ° ° ° 0 ° o ° ° 24% 17 49 7 2 (147)

55 and older o o o o o o 20% 24 50 3 3 (167)

Socio~economic status:

Lower s o o s o o o o 20% 25 42 9 4 (287)

Lower middle o o » o - o 21% 27 39 8 5 (169, @

Upper middle . . « o . o 17% 33 40 9 1 (174}

Upper e o o o o o o o 19% 24 47 6 5 (118)

Education:

Less than H.S. graduate. 24% 25 42 4 5 (207)

High school completed. . 19% 24 43 11 3 (214) @

1-2 years college or
trade school . . . . . 25% 26 36 9 4 (157)

Three or more years
college ¢ ¢ o o o o o 9% 34 43 9 4 (167)

Race/ethnic category: ‘ @

White/Anglo. « - « o - - 18%. 27 45 8 3 (588)

Mexican-American « « o o 23% 29 25 18 5 { 76)

Negro/Blacke: o o o o o o Z27% 29 29 4 11 ( 54)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it ie to investigate and to superviee juventles and °

adulte who have been in trouble with the law and who receive suspended sentences

or are placed on probation.'

Note: Columns of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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OFFYCERS (b) :

TABLE 5.3B

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PAROLE
BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Chapter V.

EX- EX~

TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY

OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY | Number of
=00D GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondc nts

Adults Statewide . . o . o.16% 25 48 8 3 (749

Area of State:

Total East ¢ o o o o « - +15% 26 48 8 4 7403,
Dallas-Ft. Worth ., . . . 6% 36 52 4 1 (137,
Houston-Galveston , , , ,12% 24 50 10 4 ( 96)
Other East , ., . . . . .26% 19 41 9 5 (167)

Northwest o o« o o o« o o o «16% 16 63 5 1 (186)

. Southwest . . o o o o s o19% 29 35 12 5 (161)

Sex:
Males s o o s & o o o o o15% 25 46 10 4 {548)
Females ¢ ¢« o o o » o s o o17% 24 50 6 3 Cd0
Age:

18 - 24 o o [ ) ] L] [ E) © . 9% 25 50 14 3 (2054)

25 bl 39 9 o o « o o o o [ 014% 30 40 9 7 /21519}

40 = 54 o o o ] o o ° y o o20% 19 50 8 Z (.14.71‘

55 and older . o o o o o «21% 22 54 2 1 (187.

Socio-economic status:

Lower e s o e & s & o o o19% 23 46 8 4 (28v)

Lower middle .. « « « - - .18% 23 44 11 4 {1u9)

Upper middle . . o« o - o -10% 30 49 9 2 {174)

Upper e o o o o o o o o ol4% 24 59 2 1 (118)

Education:

Less than H.S. graduate . .19% 22 48 8 3 (207)

High school completed . . .15% 25 46 12 2 (2141

1-2 years college or
trade school ., . . o 220% 23 44 6 6 {157)

Three or more years
college . . o o o o o o10% 28 55 5 3 {167}

Race/ethnic category:

White/Anglo « « s o o o o «L1l4% 24 52 7 2 (598)

Mexican-American . . » . .18% 32 33 14 3 { 76)

Negro/Black « o o o o o o o33% 21 28 5 13 ( 54)

(b) "Parole officers whose job it

Note:

on parole."

18 to supervise juveniles and adults who have served
part of their sentences and who have been allowed to leave correctional institutions

Colurms of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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TABLE 5.3C

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL

Chapter @

OFFICERS (e): BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS ®
EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY | Number of
GOOD GOOD__ NEUTRAL POOR _POOR respondent:;.
Adults Statewide. . . 17% 19 46 12 7 (749)
Area of State:

Total East « » v o o o o 17% 19 46 12 6 (402)
Dallas~Ft. Worth , ., . 9% 25 51 9 5 (137)
Houston-Galveston, . , 8% 16 47 20 8 ( 98) @
Other East , ., ., . . . 32% 17 40 7 4 (167)

Northwest .« o o o o o o 19% 13 60 5 4 (186)

Southwest o+ o « o « o o 14% 25 32 17 12 (161,

Sex:
Males . ¢ « o o o o« « o 13% 20 44 14 9 (342) @
FemalesS: « + s o o o o o« 20% 19 47 10 4 (407)
Age:

18 - 24 . o . . o o o e 9% 19 39 19 13 (1541

25 - 39 o ° o o o o ° ° 21% 21 35 14 9 /259)

40 = 54 & o & o 4 . . o 15% 18 54 10 3 (147) @

55 and older . » - » « o 18% 18 56 5 3 (167)

Socio-economic status:

LOWEY o o « s o o o o o 22% 16 45 11 6 (267)

Lower middle « o o « » o 17% 21 48 6 8 [168}

Upper middle . . . . . . 10% 22 42 20 8 (174) @

UPpPEY o s o o o o o o o 12% 22 52 10 4 (118)

Education:

Less than H.S. graduate. 20% 18 49 6 7 (207)

High school completed. . 21% 16 44 14 5 (814}

1-2 years college or ¢
trade school . « o » o 17% 22 42 12 7 (157

Three or more years
college «+ ¢ o o ¢ o o 6% 23 48 16 7 (167)

Race/ethnic category:

White/Anglo . « o . . . 14% 19 50 11 6 (598) @

Mexican-American . « . . 17% 24 27 21 10 ( 76)

Negro/Blacks. ¢ o « s« » o 40% 17 28 5 10 ( 54)

(e} '"Correctional officers whose job it is to supervise prisoners while they are in
Jails, prisons or other correctional facilities.' ()

Note:
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Chapter V,

D. EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE

Having a Probation or Parole Officer as a friend or relative leads
one to give the group high ratings in job performance (46% -~ 487 very good job),
but close assoclation with a Correctional Officer leads to a somewhat less
pronounced increase in favorable ratings. Knowing someone by name who occupies
any of the three positions is associated with more critical opinions than is

the case where the officer is more intimately known to the respondent.

(Table 5.4)

Knowing someone who has been in jail or prison also leads to less
favorable ratings for officers in all three positions, especially for

Correctional Officers, (Table 5.4)
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TABLE 5.4 PY

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PROBATION(a),
PAROLE(b;, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS(c¢/,
BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE

EX-- EX- ‘ -

TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY ®
OR VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY |Number of
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR respondents

PROBATION OFFICERS

Adults Statewide . . . o - o 19% 27 42 8 4 (7489)
Acquaintance with a ®
Probation Officer:

Friend or relative . . . . « 46% 34 10 9 2 ( 60)

Know by name only « . o . « o 32% 32 21 8 7 ( 65)

Do not Xnow any - « « « o o « 16% 26 47 7 4 (611)
Know someone who has served @

time in jail, prison, or
other institution:

Close friend or relative . . 19% 30 36 10 6 (148)

Other person . . s e . 'y o ° 21% 26 36 12 5 (161)
PAROLE OFFICERS @

Adults Statewide .. . « « . o 16% 25 413 g 3 (749)

Acguaintance with a
Parole Officer:

Friend or relative . . . . . 48% 14 25 9 4 { 23)
Know by name only . » . - - . 35% 24 18 16 6 (26) @
Do not know any « « « « » o « 14% 25 50 8 3 (683)

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

Close friend or relative . . 18% 28 40 8 5 (148) @
Other person - « « « o o o o« 14% 23 46 13 4 (161)

CORRECTI1ONAL OFFICERS
Adults Statewide ., . . . . . 17% 19 46 12 7 (749)

Acquaintance with a ¢

Correctional Officer:

FPriend or relative . . . . . 25% 20 30 18 7 ( 64)
Know by name only ., . . . . . 11% 24 36 16 14 ( 37)
Do not know any ., . . « . - . 16% 19 49 10 6 (629)

Know someone who has served

time in jail, prison or ®

other institution: .

Close friend or relative . . 15% 14 43 19 8 (148)
Other person .« « « « ¢ o » o 20% 18 41 15 6 (161)

(a) "Probation officers whose job it is to investigate and to supervise juveniles and adults
who have been in trouble with the law and who receive suspended sentences or are ®
placed on probation.'

(b) "Paroie officers whose job it is to supervise juveniles and adults who have served t
of their gentences and who have been allowed to leave correctional institutions on
parole.”

(e¢) "Correctional officers whose job it ie to superviee prigoners while they are in jails,
prisons or other corrvectional facilities.” e

Note: Columne of percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of roundine.




Figure 6

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

IMPORTANCE OF THE TINDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROBATION OFFICERS JOB RATING

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH IMPORTANCE

wy
o
e Recommend revocation of probation when
g: warranted (8)
o a Expect their testimony to have greater
wnZ & n credibility (11)
22 |82
<=
iz |z
S0 b
e
w :
O% Go out of way to help probationer adjust Gle» -.niiweling and guldance to Take every opportunity to prevent
w - (3.5) proxationers (1) occurrence of crimes (2)
W Seek outside aid for rehabilitation of Identify potential employers for
o = probationers (6) probationer (9)
o af [
oz ®wn | Attempt to Increase probationer’s
=2 o acceptance in the community (7)
3 5 < f Identify with the probationer (10)
o <C S { View community activities as a nuisance (12)
< 4w |2Z | Permit racial origin to impair
ZT < objectivity (13)
=k Slant testimony to support own position (14)
- O
o -
o
=
u
> o
o i M ] Set standards probationer can understand
o %o and fulfill (3.5)
Z % % Be capable of recognizing and handling
w 5o emotional disorders (5)
]
Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability” rank of each item.

Source data Ffrom Table 5.54)




Figure 7

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

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

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

LOW IMPORTANCE

MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

HIGH IMPORTANCE

ra—

OVER~
EMPHASIZED

Recommend revocation of parole when
warranted (6)

Be capable of recognizing and
handling emotional disorders (4)

Identify potential employers (9.5)

Slant testimony to support their
own position (12)

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Take every opportunity to prevent occurren
of crime (2)

Set standards which parolee can understand
and fulfill (3)

Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (11)

ce

Give counseling and guidance to
parolees (1)

Seek aid of other organizations in
rehabilitation (7)

Support policy of rehabilitation as
opposed to punishment for
parolees (8)

Identify with parolee (9.5)

Go out of way to assist parolee
to adjust (5)

UNDER~
EMPHASTZED

Note:

Numbers in parventheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item.
(Source data from Table §.5B)
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E. PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE OF
SELECTED ACTIONS 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.41-43 for detailed
description of the rating process.) In this chapter the comparable ratings

given by the public to Probation, Parole, and Correctional Officers will be

analyzed.

Tables 5.54 (Probation), 5.5B (Parole), and 5.5C (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 "under-emphasized." When the reverse 1s true, they are
termed "over-emphasized." All others are considered "about right'" in present
degree of emphasis. Correlation coefficients for each item indicate its degree

of association with basic attitude toward each positionm.

Probation Cfficers

Figure 6 provides a summary analysis of the fourteen items rated for
Probation Officers. Here it will benoted that probation officers are seen as
somewhat over-zealous in recommending revocation of probation, and that this
contributes to some of the less than favorable attitudes toward Probation
officers (Medium importance). Probation officers also should not expect their

testimony to have greater credibility than others.
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It is quite important to the public that Probation Officers use every g ‘
e
opportunity to prevent crime, and they are believed to be placing about the
right amount of emphasis on this. Also important, and being done with proper

emphasis, is giving counsel and finding job opportunities for probationers.

- ©
The Texas public thinks that Probation Officers are under-emphasizing
- the matter of setting standards that probationers can understand and live up to,
and they do not feel enough emphasis is being given to recognizing and handling -
- emotional disorders in probatiomers. These items do not contribute a significanf
- amount to overall attitudes, but they are rated high in desirability. Remaining
items, shown in the Low importance/About right emphasis box in Figure 6, are ®
- things which Probation Officers appear to be doing adequately, in the view of the
Texas public as a whole.
o
Parole Officers
Figure 7 shows the distribution of items describing how the public
B 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 components in judging the kind
of job being done by Parole Officers, and things to which they are presently “
believed to be giving about the right amount of emphasis, include: giving
counsel and guidance, seeking assistance from other organizations for rehabili-
tation of parolees, and supporting rehabilitation policy as opposed to punishment. ®
®
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Figure 8

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

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

LLOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE

‘HIGH IMPOPRTANCE

Use force when prisoners refuse to obey
reasonable orders (11)

Permit racial origin to impair
objectivity (14)

OVER-
EMPHASIZED

Treat prisoners severely (12)

Take every opportunity to prevent
occurrence of crime (1)

Seek ald of other organizations
in rehabilitation (4)

Give prisoners maximum freedom
possible within rules (7)

Identify potential employers for
prisoners (9)

Permit conjugal visits (10)

Tolerate homosexual practices (13)

Seek support for policy of rehabilitation
rather than punishment for prisoners (8}

ABOUT RIGHT
EMPHASIS

Be capable of recognizing and
handling emotional disorders (2)

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

Report prisoner grievances to Treat accused person as innocent when
proper authorities (3) holding in jail (6)

Treat prisoners with courtesy and
respect (5)

UNDER~
EMPHASIZED

Note: MNumbers in paventheses indicate the "Desirability"” ramk of each item.
Scurce data From Table 5.5C)
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Also moderately important, and performed adequately at present, are
such things as preventing crimes whenever possible and setting standards which
parclees can understand and fulfill, Permitting racial origin to impair
objectivity is seen as undesirable and if it occurs it would damage the reputation
of Parole Officers in the eyes of the public. Parole Officers are sometimes
seen as not going enough out of their way to assist parolees to adjust, but
this is not a serious omission in terms of its affect on overall attitude.

(See Figure 7)

Correctional Officers

The overall Image of Correctional Officers is not entirely favorable, as
the earlier section of the chapter has shown. The factors shown in Figure 8
which appear to be at least partially responsible for this include these views
held by the publict Treating prisoners too severely, using force on prisoners
who refuse to obey, and permitting racial origin to impair objectivity. All
of these things are importantly associated with basic attitudes., Jailers who
fail to treat an accused person as innocent while he is being held in jail are

also strongly criticized,

Correctional Officers are believed to be guilty of under-emphasizing
things like reporting prisoner grievances to authorities and treating prisoners
with courtesy and respect, although these factors are not strongly instrumental
in shaping attitudes toward the performance of the profession as a whole.
Permission for conjugal visits and tolerance of homosexual practices in prison
are not seen as very desirable (10th and 13th in Desirability), and are seen

as recelving about the right amount of emphasis at this time.
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TABLE 5.5A
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFICERS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

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

In the general performance of their
duties, probation officers:

1. Permit a probationer's racial origin

to impair their objectivity . . .  ./1.98 13 2.92 14 *
2, Give counseling and guidance to

their probationer as needed . . . ...|4.37 1 3.54 3 «173
3. Take every opportunity to prevent

the occurrence of crimes . - » o « - o|4.31 2 3.66 1 .200
4. Are capable of recognizing and

handling persons with emotional

disorders . . o o o o s o« o o o o o o|4.25 5 3.30 10 Under *
When supervising persons on probkation,
probation officers:
5. 1Identify with the probationer rather

than with the "establishment". . . . .|3.65 1e 3.36 8.5 *
6. Recommend revocation of probation

when warranted . . . « ¢ o s o o o« ¢ o|4.02 8 3.58 2 Over 173

— — m— S st W e Gmm  Gmm fmam e e Smws e s fmem Mt G e e e M e A M e Ge e eme ma mam e e mea wmd e e wme m— e e b e - e - - — — -

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

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

emphasts than moet people think warranted ('over") or less emphasis than is warranted ('"under").
(b) Correlation (Pearscn r) between probation officer job rating und respondent desirability by probability score

in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest Q

to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/Figh P rzeromses. See Appendix A for description of procedures. E;

* Correlation too low to be significant. E
&
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TABLE 5.5A (CONTINUED)
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY || IN EMPHASIS | WITH J0B RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK [ MEAN RANK (a) (b)
7. Go out of their way to assist
probationers to adjust . . . . . . . . |4.28 3.5 3.48 6 *
8. Set behavioral standards for each
probationer which he can understand
and fulfill . . . ¢ o < 2 o 5 o » o  |4.28 3.5 3.43 7 Under *
When appearing in court as a witness,
probation officers:
9. Slant their testimony to support
their own position . . - . « & o ¢ - « [1.97 14 3.01 12 *
10. Expect their testimony to have greater
credibility than that of others . . . |2.98 11 3.49 5 Over .123
When participating in community relations
and education programs; probation officers:
11, View these activities as nuisance
assignments . . . . . : : . . o s 2.12 12 2.94 13 *
12. Use such occasions to identify
3.67 9 3.23 11 .131

potential employers for probationers

e wmm S mm— e Smen me S e et W s fmm Dme e fmma e mel s wem Ve e

Mean: average rating on a five-puint scale on which very desirable/probable = & and very wundesirable/improbable = 1.

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

— mar e mee e mas  men mme mm e e e e

ta; Discrepancies in rank betweer Desirability and Probabrlity whict indicate activiiies thatr are receiving more

emphasis than most people think warrant. Mover') or less emphiste than is warranted ("under'!,

(b} Correlation (Pearsor. r) between prebaticr cfiicer jor rativyg and respondent desirability by probability score

wn whick highest values wzre assigred o Figr .
to Low I'/Low P, and lowest values to Low L /Hig”

* Correlatior too low to be significant.

. PEspsnses.

(CONTINUED)

/High I resporses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest
See Apperdix A for description of procedures.
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TABLE 5.5A (CONTINUED)
DISCREPANCY { CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY || IN EMPHASIS [WITH JOB RATING
SITUATICN AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
13. seek the aid and cooperation of
public and private service
organizations for rehabilitation
of probationers . . . ¢ « o o . < 4.15 6 3.50 4 ®
14, Attempt to increase the public's
acceptance of probationers in the
4.07 7 3.36 8.5 *

community s ¢ s s+ & ©° s & e o s

- e TE S mar  fOem  mee e S e Thue e e e Sme e e Omee s e e

" Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = & and very undesirable/improbable
354 to 372 per item.

Number of respondents:

— . Grwi e e e -

= 1,

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson v} between probation §ficer job rating and respondent desirability by probability score
in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest

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

* Correlation too low to be significant.

See Appendix A for description of procedures.
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TABLE 5.5B
DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PAROLE OFFICERS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE

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

In the general performance of their
duties, parole officers:

1. Give counseling and guidance to
their parolees as needed . o o« o o« « o | 4.43 1 3.78 1 .232

2. Take every opportunity to prevent
the occurrence of crimes . . . . . . .| 4.36 2 3.51 4 .176

3. Are capable of recognizing and
handling persons with emotional
disorders . . o o .« o ¢ « s o ¢ o . o | 4.29 4 3.41 5 *

4. Permit a parolee's racial origin
to impair their objectivity . . . . .| 2.15 11 3.06 11 .133

When supervising persons on parole,
parole officers:

5. Recommend revocation of parole
when warranted . . . . . « . « « .« . .| 4.12 6 3.71 3 Over .226

6. Go out of their way to assist the
parolee to adjust . . . . . . . . . .| 4.27 5 3.32 9 Under *

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 6 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.
Number of respondents: 3564 to 372 per item.

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between parole officer job rating and respondent desirability by probability score
in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest
to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. See Appendix A for description of procedures.

* Correlation too low to be significant.

‘A asadeyn
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TABLE 5.58B

(CONTINUED)

SITUATION AND ACTION

DESIRABILITY
MEAN RANK

PROBABILITY
MEAN RANK

DISCREPANCY
IN EMPHASIS
(a)

CORRELATION

WITH JOB RATING

(b)

7. Set behavioral standards for each
parolee which he can understand
and fulfill . L] L] L] L] L] [ -] -] L] e & o

8. Identify with the parolee rather than
with the "establishment” . . . . . . .

When appearing in court as a witness,
parole officers:

9. Slant their testimony to support
their own position . . o « ¢ o o &+ « &

When participating in community relations
and education programs, praole officers:

10. Seek public support for the policy of
rehabilitation as opposed to
punishment for parolees. . . . . . . .

11. Use such occasions to identify

potential employers for parolees . . .

12, Seek the aid and cooperation of

public and private service

organizations for rehabilitation

of parclees. . . .+ v ¢ ¢ 4 6 4 4 e . s

12

3.73 2

3.13 10

2.95 12

e ma  mm  am  mee Gme s e mem e S dmm m e e wme  emm e mee m—m e

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

s e ae e e e e e

b e mme e e e aee

.151

. 206

.210

.154

5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1,

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more

emphasis than most people think warranted ("over”) or less emphasis than is warranted ("under").

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

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

* Correlation too low to bz significant.

P responses.

See Appendix A for description of procedures.
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TABLE 5.5C
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 (a) (b)
In the general performance of their duties,
correctional officers:
1. Permit inmates to be with their wives
in private for conjugal visits . . . .|3.52 10 2.65 12 *
2. Are capable of recognizing and
handling persons with emotional
disorders -2 ® -3 -3 o L -] L3 -3 £ o L o o 4-25 2 3.32 4 .289
3. Take every opportﬁnity to prevent
the occurrence of crime . . - - - « . .|4.36 1 3.45 3 *
4, Permit a prisoner's racial origin
to impair their objectivity . . . . . .[1.90 14 3.02 10 Over .161
When holding an accused person in jail,
correctional officers:
5. Treat the accused person as if
he were innocent . . . . . . + . « » .|3.86 6 2,63 13 Under .123

— — o — mm mm v G e e mme men S e e ek A e mem e e S e M mme S e G ed

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between correctional officer job rating and respondent desirability by probability score

in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest

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

* Correlation too low to be significant.

See Appendix A for description of procedures.

(CONTINUED)
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TABLE 5.5C  (CONTINUED)
z DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY{ PROBABILITY jj IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK i MEAN RANK {a) {b)
When supervising prisoners in a
correctional facility, correctional
officers:
6. Treat prisoners with courtesy and
respect . : ¢ e o ¢ ¢ s o e =z & < o = 3.94 5 2.99 11 Under *
7. Use force when individual prisoners
refuse to obey reasonable orders and -
other methods have failed . . . . . . 3.47 11 3.75 1 Over .123
8. Report prisoner grievances to the
proper authorities . . ¢ o ¢ o - o o« 4,18 3 3.13 7.5 Under *
9. Give prisoners the maximum freedom
possible within the institution's
rules o -3 © © c . © L) o -3 o 3 o L) L] 3085 7 3.13 7.5 *
10. Tolerate homosexual practices . . . & 1.94 13 2.58 14 *
11. Treat prisoners severely; show them
that prison is not a resort . . . . - 2.65 12 3.17 6 Over . 297
When participating in community relations
and education programs, correctional
officers:
12, Use such occcasions to identify
potential employers for inmates . . . 3.54 9 3.07 9 *
____________________________ [ I UUUUR U T T e TR

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 6 and very undesirable/improbable = 1.

Nuymber of respondents: 354 to 372 per item.

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving morg

emphasts than most people think warranted (V".ver') or less emphasis than is warranted ("under':.

(b} Correlazior. (Pearson r) between correctional officer job rating and resrondent desirability by probability score

* Correlation too low to be significant.

(CONTINUEDD O

wn which highest values were assigred tc High 2/Higr P responses, next highest vo High D/Low P; next highest

to Low T/Low P, and lowest values *o Low D/High P respcvses. See Appendix i For cdecceription of procedures.
- g - - - o
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TABLE 5.5C  (CONTINUED)
DISCREPANCY | CORRELATION
DESIRABILITY | PROBABILITY |f IN EMPHASIS | WITH JOB RATING
SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK | MEAN RANK (a) (b)
13. Seek public support for the policy
of rehabilitation as opposed to
punishment for prisoners. . . . - . - 3.78 8 3.30 5 .144
14. Seek the aid and cooperation of
public and private service
organizations for rehabilitation
of inmates . . . . ¢ o ¢ o o o c o 4.11 4 3.46 2 *

e i mas et e e emia e e s tmea e e Tmea mmem e Gmm  teme mam e

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

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

(b) Correlation {Pearson r) between correctional officer job rating and respondent dzsirability by probability score
in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest
to Low D/Low P, and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. See Appendix A for description of procedures.

* Correlation too low to be significant.
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Appendix A

THE SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Overview of the Survey Method

This public opinion survey was made by means of interviews with a
crogs—section sampling of the general public of Texas., In all, 749 personal,
in-home interviews were made with persons 18 and older. The survey was designed
to produce results that could be projected to the population of the state at
large; to this end, it includes a proportionate number of people representing

all soclo~economic levels, ages, and races.

Interviews were made in the homes of respondents by resident interviewers
employed by Field Research Corporation, between January 19 and February 28,

1973.

The Sample Design

Field Research Corporation designed a statewide sample of Texas for
this project. At the first stage, primary sampling units (PSU's), consisting
of census county divisions were selected by a systematic random sampling
procedure with probability of selection of any given district being in propor-
tion to its population. Within each selected PSU, three sample clusters were
drawn, each one consisting of a group of 10 households. Starting poilnts for
the formation of clusters were located by random selection from the current
telephone directory covering the PSU. The cluster address listing process was
carried out by the interviewers in the field, following a specified procedure.
The procedure results in the inclusion of households without telephones as
they are encountered in the systematic listing process. (A weighting proce-
dure 1s applied later, to adjust for variations in telephone density from

neighborhood to neighborhood. See below.)

A-1




Interviewers made up to three callbacks if necessary in an attempt to
obtain an interview at designated households. Within households, an adult respone
was selected by a systematic procedure which called for the interviewer to A
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
selection 1is not a probability model, but has proved to be an efficient way
to obtain a range of respondent age and sex groups that conforms quite closely
to the census population distribution by sex and age. Any imbalances in the
distribution of the sample by age and sex are corrected by weighting, as

described below.

Sample Welghting

Two stages of weighting were used in the process of arriving at a working
sample that is adjusted for telephone directory sampling bias, and which is
aligned with known sex and age population parameters. The first stage of o
weighting corrects for variable telephone density from neighborhood to neighbor-
hood, a fact which tends to bias the initial probability of selection of cluster
starting addresses. For example, neighborhoods within a directory area which o
have a low proportion of households listed in the current directory (whether
because of absence of telephone altogether or because of a high proportion of
unlisted numbers) will have less chance to be selected as cluster sites, while @
neighborhoods with proportionately more listed telephones per household will
have a greater probability of falling into the sample. This probability bias
18 corrected through a process which assigns a weight to each cluster of ®

interviews which is inversely proportional to the density of listed telephone
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homes encountered in the cluster. This procedure results in an adjusted
sample in which non-telephone and non-listed telephone homes are represented

in their proper proportions.*

A second weighting stage was next applied to the adjusted sample resulting
from the first stage weighting described above. The original sample is designed
to be self-weighting, i.e., proportionate to population, but variations from
ideal fulfillment occur due to operational factors, such as the age/sex respondent
selection procedure, and to variable completion rates. The second stage of
weighting, therefore, adjusts the sample to fit basic major population ratios
of age, sex, and area of the state. The final '"corrected sample' is closely

aligned with major population parameters, as the de+~ 1 Table A show:

Table A
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE
1970 Raw Corrected

Characteristics: Census Sample Sample
East Texas

Metro Area o o o o o o o o o o +36.0 31.4 36.2

Other o ] ° L] ] o -] o Q e 1] ® . 19.9 22.3 19n8
Northwest Texas ¢ o o o o o o s s+ « 21,9 24,8 22,0
Southwest TeXas s« o o o o « o o o » 22,2 21,4 22.0
Sex:

Male o © o [ -] [ 7] o 9 9 -] [ % & 4709 4507 47.8

Female [ o L] Q o (>3 (4 [ o o o L] ] 5231 5403 5202
Age: ,

18“24 o 0 o o o [ o o ° o ] . o 19.2 20‘6 19-2

25"‘44 ° ° ] ] o o o o 1 ° ° Q ° 37.3 40.7 37.1

45"‘59 a ] o o ] o o a ° . 8 o . 23.6 1906 23.6

60 and over ) o [ o -] - [ o . - . 19;9 1808 19!8

Not reported .« o s o o« o o o o o = .3 2
Race/ethnicity:

Mexican, other Latin American . . .14.5 11.9 13.7

Negr'O/Black o o -] o o o [ o n o L) 1105 7.2 8.5
Tenure

Own o a o o -] 4 (] [ o -] o L) o 06406 .7055 6506

Rent (¢ -] -] [ L2} o o 3 <] o a o o 03504 2804 3306

Not reported .« ¢ o o o s o o & o = 1.1 .8

Note: Percentages within categories may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.

*Thie sampling procedure and the weighting correction is based on a design concept
originated by the late J. Stevens Stock of Market-Math, Inc.
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Interviewer Training and Supervision

A total of 55 resident interviewsrs were employed on this survey.
Each interviewer was provided with detailed written instructions for adminis-
tering 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 sample of respondents to assure that the interview reports
were authentic and accurate. No work was accepted which did not meet stringent

standards of fidelity and completeness.

Field Interviewing Results

In total, 1,605 households were visited by the field interviewers
employed on this survey. GContact could not be made with 502, or 317, of the
households because of persistent not-at-homeness, illness in the home, language
barriers, and inaccessible residences. From the remaining households, interviews
were completed with 749 adult persons. Table B shows the disposition of

household calls in detail.

Table B
RESULTS OF FIELD INTERVIEWING
Number Per cent

Total households in sample 1605 100,0

No one at home or no adult
reached after three callbacks . . . . . 374 23.3
Illness in the family. . . . o « « . « . 65 4,1
Language barrier . « « + ¢ « o &+ &+ o o o« &5 2.8
Inaccessible household . « . . + o « . . 18 1.1
Refused interview (unwilling, too busy) . . 310 19.3
Began but did not complete interview . . . 44 2.7
Interview completed in household . . . . . 749 46.7




Questionnaire Processing

Completed questionaires were returned to Field Research Corporation's
0 central data processing facility in San 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.

B Four data cards for each survey respondent were required to record all of the

“' questionnaire and rating booklet data obtained. Before being tabulated, these
data decks were subjected to a computerized logical consistency and completeness

§ check.

e

g The statistical data were obtained by computer tabulation using special

% ” programs designed for processing questionnalre survey data. Basic tabulations

%15 were prepared on Field Research Corporation's in-house IBM 1130 computing

system, and additional tabulations and the correlation analysis were performed on a

CDC 6400 computing system.

- Estimdtes of Sampling Error

All surveys based on probability sample of human populations are

. subject to some degree of error tolerance due to random sampling variability.

; The extent of this variability is a particular survey can be assessed through

% ' the use of a technique known as '"replicating sampling.'"* This procedure

?‘D .. utilizes data generated by the survey itself to estimate empirically the

E amount of sampling varilability in the data. Table C shows the tolerance limits

é ) for data from this survey, calculated at the 957 confidence level. The figures

. in the table indicate the plus or minus range within which one can have  95%

o confidence that the "true value" of a given statistic would be found if the
whole population were to be surveyed. For example, 51% of the adult sample said

%qp *W, Bdwards Deming, Sample Designs in Business Research (New York: Wiley, 1960)

S pp. 87-101.
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they believed that the danger of crime "has become greater compared to a year

ago." In Table C it will be seen that statistics based on the (weighted) sample .
of 749 persons which have a frequency near 50-507% are subject to a tolerance

range of plus or minus 4 percentage points., Thus, we are 95% certain that if

we had Interviewed all adults in Texas, we would have obtained a 'true

value" for this statistic somewhere in the range between 47% and 557%.

Table C
TABLE OF SAMPLING TOLERANCES AT 957 CONFIDENCE LEVEL

Percentage Division of Replies

Sample Bage 50-50 60-40 70-30 80-20 90-10 95-5
50 6 s o 6 o o @ o 16 15 14 13 9 7
100 o ¢ 6 6 6 o o & o 11 11 10 9 7 5
150 ¢ o & ¢ o o o o 9 9 8 7 5 4
200 0 ¢ ¢ 5 5 o o o o 8 8 7 6 5 3
250 . . ¢ s 6 o 0 o o 7 7 6 6 4 3
300 ¢ o 2 6 e s o o 6 6 6 5 4 3
350 6 6 ¢« s 6 o a o o 6 6 5 5 4 3
400 . . o o s o o s o o B 5 5 4 3 2
500 ¢ & ¢ s s s o5 s s 5 5 5 4 3 2
600 . & o o o o o o @ 5 4 4 4 3 2
700 ¢ & ¢ 5 o 6 o o o 4 4 4 3 3 2
800 . o o o & o o o o 4 4 4 3 2 2

CJS Role Survey Item Booklets

It was desired to have members of the general public respond to certain
of the same items that are contained in the Role Survey questionnalre which was

administered to criminal justice system agency members in California, Texas,




Michigan, and New Jersey. One hundred and six items were selected from the
Role Survey as being relevant to the public and were presented to the public
opinion survey respondents in Texas in a self-administered questionnaire booklet
that was presented to each 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 the orally administered porction of the
interview was resumed. In order to keep the interview length within tolerable
limits ({.e., approximately 45 minutes average), it was necessary to divide the
Role Survey item list into two matched halves, and to have each respondent make

answers to only one-half of the total list of items.

Not every respondent completed a Role Survey rating booklet due to
unwillingness or inability to cope with the items. In a few cases the inter-
viewer read the items to persons who could not manage the task themselves. In
all, 726 respondents filled out booklets that were acceptable for analysis,

A booklet was accepted as "completed" if the respondent was able to respond

to items 1in at least one section of the ratings.

The cover page for the Role Survey booklet items which describes the
rating task as it was presented to respondents will be found in Appendix B. The
specific items that respondents evaluated are presented in Chapters, Two,

Three, Four, and Five.

Socio-~Economic Status Scale

A scale of "socio-economic status" was formed out of respondents’ answers
to three questions: income, occupation, and employment status. Table D below

shows the class positions asgsigned to various combinations of characteristics.




Table D
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS SCALE#
Retiref
Income Self-~ Work studenthy o
Occupation of chief earner quartile* employed for other unempl,
Professional, technical Y U U -
ITT U UM -
I1 UM M -
I LM M - ®
Managers, proprietors, officisals v U 1) -
III U UM -
I1 UM LM - .
I M LM - ®
Clerical, white collar v U oM -
TIY UM UM -
IT LM LM -
1 L L - ®
Sales v U UM -
1IL UM M -
I1 M M -
I L L -
e
- Foreman, skilled manual workers IV uM UM -
I1I M LM -
IT M L -
1 L L -
[
Operatives, semi-skilled v UM LM ~
111 1M M -
1L L L -
1 L L - ®
Sexrvice workers iAY LM 1M -
ITL L L ~
1T L L - ’
I L L -
(continued)




Table D (cont.)
SOCIO~ECONOMIC STATUS SCALE#
Retired,
Income Self- Work Student,
Occupation of chief earner quartile* employed for other unempl.
Laborer, unskilled manuals v M LM -
ITI L L -
IT L L -
I L L -
Student, unemployed Iv - - M
ITI - - LM
IT - - L
I - - L
Retired v - - UM
ITT - - LM
IT - - L
I - - L
*IV = $15,000 plus #U = Upper SES
IIT = §8,500 - $14,999 UM =  Upper middle SES
IT = $4,800 - $8,499 IM = Lower middle SES
I =  Under $4,799 L = Lower SES

Degirability and Probability Scoring

Each respondent was asked to give desirability and probability responses

to a number of Role Survey items that were contained in the special self-

administered questionnaire booklets. In order to facilitate the analysis of

Ve

these items a rescoring procedure was adopted which provided a single index

number indicating the degree of discrepancy between the respondent's perception

of the desirability 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 increasing weight to a response as the

perceived probability of occurrence of the behavior increases and/or as its

desirability 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 combination of desirability/

probability. The properties of the scoring scheme are such that within the

"somewhat" desirability levels, probability scores are successively incremented

by 2, 3, 4, and 5; and within the "extreme" desirability levels the increments

are 3, 4, 5, and 6,

Proceeding in the other direction, the increment assigned

to greater or lesser desirability levels within levels of probability becomes

successively greater (in steps of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) as a respondent's judgment

of probability of occurrence increases.

Table G

DESIRABILITY/PROBABILITY RESCORING SCHEME

Extremely Somewhat In- Somewhat Extremely

unlikely unlikely between likely likely
Extremely desirable +2 +5 +9 +14 +20
Somewhat desirable +1 +3 +6 +10 +15
In~between 0 0 0 0 0
Somewhat undesirable -1 -3 -6 ~10 ~15
Extremely undesirable -2 -5 -9 -14 -20

A-10
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Appendix B

The Interview Schedules




® Field Research Corporation Time begun: 375-003

234 Front Street am Int..No. 121272
— San Francisco, CA 94111 pm
‘ TEXAS COMMUNITY OPINLON SURVEY
d Hello. I'm .....¢eveas...0f Field Research Corporation, an 1ndépendent public opinion
é research company. We're working on a survey throughout the state on public opinion and 1'd

like to interview you on some questions of 1nterest in your community.

LENGTH OF TIME L1VED IN~-

STATE CITY/TOWN
LESS THAN I YEAR . . . .151 . .. . 1% =
_ la, First of all, how long have you

® lived in this state, altogether? 1 YEAR TO 2.9 YEARS . . .2 . . ...2
3 TO 4.9 YEARS . . |
1b. How long have you lived here in 5 - 9.9 YEARS B
’ this city or town? 10 ~ 19,9 YEARS . . . . .5 . ., . .5
20 YEARS OR LONGER . . . .6 . . . . .6

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?

17/ 23
3a. 3b.
» 3a, Now, this card (CARD A-1) shows a list g%NKING ggglggiiéc
of some issues that may be of concern CONCERN DOING
to people here. On this list, please
tell me which of these things you a. Transportation facilities 24 13
would rank number one in concern or for this community . . . . . .[ ] [ ]
- importance to you today. Which one
would you rank number two? Which b. Prﬁviiing higg q:iliti EUblic [ ]38 [ 13
one number three? (Flace rank schools in this distric )
numbers in brackets.) c. Protecting citizens against
Now, which one on that list would you burgla;y and theft in this [ ]25 [ ]35
rank lowest in concern or importance part of town ot
to you? Which one would you rank next d. Protecting citizens agalnst
lowest? Which one would be of least criminal violence on the
- concern after that? (Place nwnbers streets of this community. . .[ ]27 [ 1%
in brackets) e. Providing medical and health
When finished you ‘should have siz services needed by citizens
. brackets filled with numbers of this community . . ... .[ 120 [ 137
gl,§,3,7,8,9) three brackets will be £. Providing equal justice in
TPy . . the courts for all people
3b. Now, I'd like you to give me a rating of this community . . . . . .[ ]2% [ ]38
— ' of what kind of a job you feel the
public officilals ii chis city or town g. Controlling and reducing air
and water pollution in this
are doing in dealing with each of communit [ ] 30 [ ] 39
these problems., Use this card (A-2) y s e
to give me your rating of the public h, Rehabilitation of criminal
officials.  (Record number of offenders who are being
angwer tn brackets under 3b.) teleased into the community
on probation or parole . . .[ ]3 [ 140

i, Dealing with unemployment
and poverty . . . . . Y B - [ ] 41




5. Are you a member of any civic action

Are you a member of any social or ' organizations ¢r civic improvement ¢ lub-.?
fraternal clubs, or labor uunion, a {1f Yes) Are you extremely active,
business association, or a professional moderately active, or not too active’
association? (If Yes) Are you . 43
extremely active, moderately active, ot NOT A MEMBER . . . .l
not too active in these? [(If active in NOT TOO ACTIVE . . .2
mere thqn one, answer for one most MODERATELY ACTIVE. .3
active in)
42 EXTREMELY ACTIVE . .4
NOT A MEMBER . , . . .I
? r 3
NOT TOO ACTIVE . . . .2 6. Are you registered to vote? [([f Yes)
Besides voting, dre you extremely active,
MODERATELY ACTIVE . . .3 moderately active, or not too active f{n
EXTREMELY ACTIVE . . .4 political affairs, such as working on

campaigns, attending meetings, and so on?
NOT REGISTERED . . .1
NOT TOO ACTIVE . ., .2
MODERATELY ACTIVE. .3
EXTREMELY ACTIVE . .4

A, B. C.
Has
happened Within
within past  Most
five years vear likely
Next, I'm going to show you a list of 1) ARSON . . . . . . . L1 147 14?
things that sometimes happen to people .
and 1'd like you to look it over for a 2) ABSAULT . + v v« 0 v n - 2 2 2
moment., (Hand over Card C and permit . 3) AUTO OFFENSES . . . . . . 3 3 3
respondent to read it through. If
respondent has trouble reading or under- 4) BRIBERY . . . . . . . .4 4 4
standing 1t, read it aloud for him or her.) 5) BURGLARY. . . . . . . .5 5 5
Would you tell me, please, whether any 6 CAR THEFT . « « « « « + . 6 6 6
of these things have ever happened to you '
or to members of your household within 7) CONSUMER FRAUD . . . . .7 7 7
the past five years? (If Yes, ask): 8) EMBEZZLEMENT . . . . . . 8 8 8
Which ones? Any others?
(Circle code(s) under 4) 9) FORGERY/FRAUD . . . . . . 9 ? S
(For each eireled in A) Was this within 10) LARCENY . . . v v .. . 0 0 0
the past year, or was it longer ago 11) MALICIOUS MISCHIEF/ 4E 48 S0
than that? /Cirele under B) VANDALISM . . . . . . 1 1 1
0f course, no one likes to think about 12) RAPE/CHILD MOLESTING. . . 2 2 2
being victimized, but sometimes it -
happens. 1I'd like you to tell me which 13) ROBBERY . . . . . v . . .3 3 3
one of the crimes on that list you think 14) OTHER (specify) .+ 4 4 4
might be the most likely one to happen
to you? (Circle under C) NONE OF THESE . . . + « . Y Y Y

9. Compared to other parts of this (city/town/area),
how likely 1s a person around here to be a victim

f a ctime~~a lot wore likely, somewhat more
Have there been any times recently ° ?
when you might have wanted to go iiigiy; somewhat less likely, or a lot less
gomewhere in town, but you stayed at y 50
home because you thought it would be LOT MCRE LIKELY . . . . . . . . .l
unsafe to go there? SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY . . . . . . .2
YES . . .. .13 ABOUT THE SAME, NO DIFFERENCE . .3
KO . ... .2 SOMEWHAT LESS LIKELY . . ., . . . .4
LOT LESS LIKELY. . . ., . . .+ . . .5
DON'T KNOW s e e e e e e . .b

10. Compared with a year ago, do you feel that the
danger from crime of all kinds in this city or
town has become greater or has it become less?

SREATER . . . . . . 1%
ABOUT SAME . . . . . 2
IFSS . v v v v v . 3

DON'™I' KNOW . . ., . . 4




11. Now, I have some more statements that 1'd like to see whether you agree or disagree with.

As I read each one, please use this card (CARD B) and tell me which answer best fits how
you feel about it?

i3]

2)

3

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)
15)
16)

17)

The crime problem would be reduced

if fewer offenders were sent to prison
and instead more of them re-educated and
readjusted outside of prison . . . . . .

Courts these days are too lenient in
the sentences they pass on criminal
lawbreakers o + « . + 4 ¢ o 4 6 e a4 e

Experience proves that harsh
punishment does not deter most
criminal behavior . . « o + ¢« + ¢ ¢ o . .

Prisoners scheduled for parole should

be given 2 or 3 day furloughs before
thelr formal release to give them a
chance to find a job and place to live
when they are finally released . . . . ,

Prisoners with a record of good behavior
should be permitted to go into the
community from time to time for short
periods to take care of pressing personal
business + « « 4 v ¢ v v e v 0w e e e

Once a person convicted of a crime
fulfills his sentence, he should be
treated no differently from any other
citizen e e e e s e e e e vt e e e s

The police are more likely to arrest
a person who displays what they
consider to be a bad attitude . . . . , .

The police become personally familiar
with residents of the neighborhoods
they patrol . . . + 4 v « v v v 0 v 4

The police encourage people in the
community to help them in providing
law enforcement services . . « .+ « & 4 o

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

Police administrators assigr enough
minority group officers to minority
neighborhoods « . &+ « & « v & v v v v 4 W

A citizen who has a complaint against

a police officer will have a hard

time getting the authorities to look
into the matter « « + « o + ¢ ¢ ¢ & 4 e

The police don't give people enough
follow-up information about what's
happening to their cases s e e ey e

The police often use excessive force
in making arrests . .« ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 o0 e e o

To do a policeman's job well today, a
person really needs a college education .

PSlicemen should be given paid leave
time to attend college courses . . , « .

Policemen who take college courses
should qualify for higher pay brackets .

DK,
AGREE NOT DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE SURE DISAGREE STRONGLY

Sk

. .5 4 3 2 1
. .55 4 3 2 1
. .56 4 3 2 1
. 597 4 3 2 1
. .5% 4 3 2 1
. .5%9 4 3 2 1
. .5%0 4 3 2 1
AL 4 3 2 1
. .58 4 3 2 1
, .5%3 4 3 2 1
. .55 4 3 2 1
L5 g 3 2 1
66
. 4 3 2 1
. .5%7 4 3 2 1
, .568 4 3 2 1
. .589 4 3 2 1
. .570 4 3 2 1




Begin Card 2 l

12, Now, I have some questious about the different people and agencies that make up the criminal

justice system of police, courts, and corrections.

1'd like you to tell me which of the

answer categories on this card (CARD A-2) best fits your opinion about the kind of job that

each of these agencies is doing.

Here is the first one--~

A, The police department that serves
this area--what kind of a job
would you say they are doing? . . .

B. The prosecuting attorney and his
staff who have the job of prose~
cuting cases where paople have
been charged with breaking laws-—
what kind of a job are they
doing? v . v 4 4 v v v e e e s e e W

C. The judges who preside over the
courts in this community--what
kind of a Job do you feel they
are doing? . . . . ¢ 0 4 0w e .0 W7

D. The defense attorneys appointed
by the court to represent people
who have been accused of crimes--
what kind of job do you feel
they are doing? . . . + + + + ¢« o &« W7

E. Probation officers whose job it is
to investigate and to supervise
juveniles and adults who have been
in trouble with the law and who
receive suspended sentences or are
placed on probation--what is your
impression of the job Probation
Officers are doing? . . . . « « « + .7

F. Parole officers whose job it is to
supervise juveniles and adults who
have served part of their sentences
and who have been allowed to leave
correctional institutions on
parole--what 1s your impression of
the job Parole officers are doing?. .7

Correctional cffigers whose job it
is to supervise prisoners while

they are in jalls, prisons or other
correctional facilities~-what is

your impression of the job
Cotrectional Officers are doing?. . .7

Next, ! have a booklet here in which you
can f£ill out your own ratings of several

SOME~ SOME~
EXTREMELY VERY WHAT WHAT VERY EXTREMELY
GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR POOR
718 6 5 4 3 2 1
16 6 5 4 3 2 1
17 6 5 4 3 2 1
1
8 6 5 4 3 2 1
19 6 5 4 3 2 1
20 6 5 4 3 2 1
21 5 4 3 2 1
1. Please answer each item to the best of

of the different agencies making up what
is. called the Criminal Justice System—
that is, the courts, the law enforcement
agencies, and the correctional institu-
tions. (Hane over booklet and a pencil)

Here's how you fill these items out—-

(Show respondent how to fill out example)
Stand by to answer questions or offer
assistance if respondent seems to

need it.

Remind respondent of these things as he
starts, and once or twice at intervals
as he ts wopking through the examples:

your ability. There are no "right" or
"wrong' answers-—we just want your
frank and honest opinions.

Remember to check two answers for each
item: -

First, how desirable you think it
is that the action described in
the item be done, and

Second, how often you think it
happens the way the item describes
it,

If you really can't answer an item,
Just leave it blank and go on to
the next one, Try to answer each
one, however.




15.

16A. Do you happen to know anyone who 1is

Have you ever received a notice that you
were being called to serve om jury duty?
2
YES . « « . 12
NO ... . X

(If Yes):

A, Have you ever served as a juror in a
criminal casge, that 1s, where someone
was being tried for a felony or for
some other crime that involved a
possible prison sentence?

YES « . . . .1
NO ., ... X

Have you ever been in court for any reason
(besides being on a jury)?

YES . . . .
NO ... X

I2k

(If Yeg):

A, When you have been in court, were you
personally involved as one of the
parties in the case, as a witness, as
a spectator or what? (Multiple
answers 0.K.)

PARTY IN CASE . . . . |
WITNESS . o « « + & o+ 2
SPECTATOR. . . . + . . 3
OTHER . 0

25

B. When you have been in court, was it
because of a traffic incident, a
criminal case, or some civil mattex?
(Multiple answers 0.K.)

TRAFFIC INCIDENT . . . 128

1
CRIMINAL CASE. , . . . 2
CIVIL MATTER . « . + « 3
OTHER . 0

a policeman or policewoman?

YES . . . . 27

NO ... X

(If Yes):

Is that person a close friend or relative?
(If No) Do you know that person well
enough to call him by name if you met

him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE , . . . 1 2%
COULD CALL BY NAME . . . . 2
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME . . 3

B. Do you happen to know anyone who 1is
a prosecuting attorney?

YES. . . . . 123

NO . ... .X
(If Yess:

1Is that person a close friend or
relavive? SJf No} Do you know that
person well enough to call hiwm by
name if you met him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE . , . . 130

COULD CALL BY NAME . . . . 2
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME , ., 3

C. Do you happen to know anyone who is
a judge?
¥ES, . . . . 13

NO.....X
(If Yesi:

1s that person a close friend or
relative? ¢If No) Do yo know that
person well enough to call him by
name if you met bim on the street?
FRIEND OR RELATIVE , . ., . 1
COULD CALL BY NaME , . ., . 2

COULD NOT CaLL BY NAME ., , 3

D, Do you happen to know anyone who is
a court~sppointed defense attorney?

YES . . p 33

NO .. o0 X
(If Yesi:

Is that person a close friend or
relative? “‘/If WVo! Do you know that
person well enough to call him by
name 1f you met him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . . 1 3%
COULD CALL BY NAME . . . . 2

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME . . 3

E. Do you happen to know anyone who 18
a probation officer?

35

(If Yess:

Is that person a ctose friend or

relative? ‘If No) Do you know that

person well enough to call him by

name 1f you met him on the street?
FRIEND OKR RELATIVE. . . . .1 38
COULD CALL BY NaME . .

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME , .3




17,

180

F. Do you happen to know anyone who is
a parole officer?
YES . . . . . 1%

NO ... ..X
(If Yes):

Is that person a close friend or relative?
(If No) De you know that person well
enough to call him by name if you met

him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . . 138
COULD CALL BY NAME . . . 2

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME . 3

G. Do you happen to know anyone who is
a correctional officer, that is a guard
or other person who works in a jail, or
prison, or correctional facility?

YES . ... .13

NO .. ... X
(If Yes):

Is that person a close friend or relative?
(If NoJ) Do you know ‘that person well
enough to call him by name if you met

him on the street?

FRIEND OR RELATIVE . . .
COULD CALL BY NAME . . .
COULD NOT CALL BY NAME ,

L
2
3

Have you ever been stopped and questioned
by a policeman for anything in the past
five years or so? :

YES . . . . .1
NO .. ...X
(If Yes):

A, Was that for a traffic i  ::dent or was
it for something else?

TRAFFIC INCIDENT . , 1 42

SOMETHING ELSE . . .2

Have you ever been taken to the police
station for anything in the past several
years?

YES . . . . 1%

N ... X

(If Yes):

A. Were you under arrest or were you
appearing at the statilon for some other
purpose?

ARREST U

OTHER PURPOSE . . . . 2

19. Has anyone in your family, or a close
friend ever been taken to the police
station for anything in the past
several years?

YES . 145
NO .. .. X
(If Yes::

A, Was this person under arrest, or was
he appearing at the station for some
other reason?

ARREST . . . .
OTHER REASON . , 2

1 46

20, Do you happen to know anyone personally
who has served time in a county jail, a
state prison, or other correctional
institution?

YES . . . 1Y%7

NO .. . X

(If Yeg):

A. 1s that a close friend, or is it
someone you don't know too well?

CLOSE FRIEND , . . 1 "8
DON'T KNOW WELL, , 2
OTHER 3

21. What is your occupation, please? Not
where you work, but the kind of work
you do and the type of business or

industry that it is in?

49
A. RESPONDENT:

(type of work)

(type of business or industry)

B. (If Housewirfe, Student or Retired)
What 1s the occupation of the chief
earner in this household?

CHIEF EARNER: 50

(type of work)

(type of business or industry)

22, Does the chief earner work for someone
else, or 1is he (she) self-employed?

WORK FOR SOMEONE ELSE . . . 15!

SELF-EMPLOYED ., . . . . . 2

RETIRED, STUDENT,
NOT WORKING. . . . . . . 3




e
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23. What is your age; please?

18-20. ., ., .15
2l - 24, , ., . .2
25~-29.,....3
36 -34. ... .4
35-39.,....5
40 - 44 ., ., , .6
45 =49 , ., . . .7
50~-54,....8
55-5%.....9
60 -64 ., ., .., .0
65 OR OVER., , , .X
24, What was the last grade you completed in
school?
8TH OR LESS .., . ., . ..., .153
9TH - 1ITHGRADE . . . . . . . .2
12TH GRADE (H.S. COMPLETED) . , .3
1-2 YEARS TECHNICAL OR
TRADE SCHOOL , ., . . , , . . .4
1 YEAR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, . .5
2 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . .6
3 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . .7
4 YEARS COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY . .8
5 OR MORE YEARS s e s e e o4 L9
25, Just for classification purposes, we'd
like to have a rough idea of your total
family income here. I don't need an
exact figure, but would you please look
at this card and tell me which amount
shown here comes closest to the total
yearly income of this household, before
taxes, (CARD D)
A. UNDER §3,000 . . .., .,, ,1 5%
B. $3,000 - $4,799 . .., .. .2
C, $4,800 - $6,499 ., ., . .3
D. $6,500 - $7,499 . .. .. .4
E. §7,500 - $8,499 . . ... .5
. $8,500 - $11,999 . . . . . .6
G. $12,000 - $14,999 ., ... .7
H.  $15,000 - $19,999 ., , ., .8
1. $20,000 - $22,999 , ., ., .9
J.  $23,000 AND OVER . . . . . .0
NOT REPORTED
(Interviewer estimate group J
26, Do you own or rent thig dwelling?
oM ... ..., 158
RENT . . . . . .. 2

27.

28.

29,

30,

How many times have you changed your
address during the past five years?

NO CHANGE . . , . ..., .. 56
ONCE . ., . .. .. .., ...2
TWICE . ., . ... .. .,.3
THREE TIMES . . . . . . ., .4
FOUR OR MORE TIMES . . , . .5
Is there a private telephone in this
residence?
YES ..., 1Y

NO . ... .X

(If Yes;:

A. Is your telephone number listed tin
the current telephone directory?

YES . . . .l 58

NO ., .. .2
DON'T KNOW. .Y
[If "Ng' or "DR';:

B.

Is that because you have only

had your telephone counected
since the current directory was
issued, or is this an unlisted
number?

INSTALLED SINCE 59
CURRENT DIRECTORY. ,1

UNLISTED NUMBER . . . .2

Counting yourself, how many people
live in this household?

TOTAL 60

A, How many are 18 years of age
or older?

18+ 61

Do you happen to be of Mexican, Puerto
Rican, or other Larin American descent?

(If Yes):

MEXICAN . . ., . ..., 182

PUERTO RICAN ., ., ., .. . 2
OTHER LATIN AMERICAN . . . 3

(If Noi:
NEGRO/BLACK t e e v s s . b
ORIENTAL . , . . .. .., .5
WHITE . . . . . . . . . .. 6
OTHER (specify) .7




Classify by Obgervatic:n:

SEX OF RESPONDENT:

MALE ., .. . .15%
FEMALE . . . .2

Now, just so my super&iaor can verify my work, would you please tell me your name?

Mr,
Mrs,
Miss (£1rat name) i (last name)
Addreus: :
(number) (streat)
City or Area Name: I State:

Talephone number where respondent can be reached:

(area code) (number)

Date complated:

Time completed interview: Sﬁ

Total time:

(minutes)

I hereby certify this to be a true and acourate account of this interview:

INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE:

(full name, please)

OFEICE USE_ONLY

VERIFIED BY:

" e4/65
DATE: COUNTY
AM

TIME: ' , PM CLUSTER NUMBER

COMMENTS: 66,68




Fieid Research Corporation 375-003
234 Front Street 010973
San Francisco, CA 94111

SELF—-ADMINISTERED OPINION CHECK LIST

The following questionnaire asks for your opinicms about certain things having to do with different parts of the Criminal Justice System—~

that is, the courts, the law enforcement agencies, and the correctional imstitutions. Please f£ill out this questionnaire yourself, but
1f you have any questions or problems, the interviewer will help you.

HOW TO DO IT. There are a number of statements, or items, which describe different possible actions of criminal justice agencies.
We want to have your opinion on two aspects of each item—

First, how desirable you think it is that such action occur, and

Second, how probable it is that the thing actually happens the way it is described in the item.

EXAMPLE: DESIRABILITY OF THIS Probability pf:This Happening
Some- Some~
VERY ‘ VERY Very what what Very
DESIR- DESIR- IN UNDE-  UNDE- Prob- Prob- In Improb- Improb-
ABLE ABLE BETWEEN SIRABLE SIRABLE able able Between able able

When directing traffic, police officers—

1. Wear white gloves so their hand
signals can be more easily seen. . . .. . O. . .0O0. . .0, . .3 I I T e

(Check one answer for each scale)

FOR YOUR INFORMATION: Please answer each item to the best of your ability.

There are no "right” or "wrong" answers--just your honest
opinions.

Your opinions will not be identified with you personally; we are interviewing a cross—section of people throughout the state

and we will put everyone's answers together to get a profile of how the public as a whole feels on some of these issues. If you really
can't answer one of the items, just leave it blank and go to the next one.

Now go on to £ill out the rest of the items. Ask the interviewer to help you if there is anything you do not understand.

RESPONDENT 'S NAME: CLUSTER NOC.:






