




Chapter I. 

• 
discrepancy between rank order of concern and rank order of performance: 

burglary and theft protection ranks First in concern but Third in performance; 

but equal justice ranks only Sixth in level of concern while it places Fourth 

in level of performance. Protection from criminal violence and rehabilitation 

of parolees both are ranked closely similar on importance and performance: 

3-2 and �8�-�7�~� respectively. 

Other discrepancies between importance and performance are noted for 

• • 
• 

"dealing with unemployment and poverty," which ranks Fifth in concern, but places • 

only Ninth in the ratings given to adequacy of performance by local officials. 

Medical and health services are also rated higher in concern (Second) than 

they are in performance (Fifth). The quality of public schools, on the other • 

hand, is seen to be Fourth in concern, but ranks First in excellence of 

performence, 

By region of the state, residents of the Houston-Galveston area are 

more inclined than other Texans to see discrepancies in the performance of 

their public officials in protecting against burglary and theft and against 

violence in the streets. In Table 1.3 it will be seen that where Texans 

statewide rated burglary protection First in concern and Third in performance, 

people in Houston-Galveston rated this matter First in concern but Fifth 

in performance. Likewise, where Texans as a whole rated protection from 

street violence only Fourth in concern and Second in performance, Houston­

Galveston rated this Second in Concern and Fourth in performance. 

In Southwestern Texas there is also a somewhat more critical attitude 

about burglary protection -- here it is rated First in concern but just Fourth 

in adequacy of pe'rformance. Equal justice in the courts and rehabilitation of 

offenders is rated similarly in all parts of the state. (Table 1.3) 
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TABLE 1.2 

RANK ORDER OF PUBLIC CONCERN OVER COMMUNITY ISSUES 
AND THEIR ASSESSMENT OF THE JOB PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ARE DOING IN DEALING WITH THEM: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

Chapter I • 

CONCERN JOB RATING 
MEAN MEAN 

~I~S~S~U~E~S ________________________________ ~P~O~S~I~T~I~O~N __ ~R~A~N~K __ ~R~A~T~I~lG RANK 

Protecting citizens against 
burglary and theft . . • • . . . . . 

Providing medical and ·health 
services needed by citizens 
of this community . . • 0 • • • • • • 

Protecting citizens against criminal 
violence on the streets of 
this community 0 •••••••• 

Providing high quality public 
schools in this district . . • . 

Dealing with unemployment 
and poverty ...• 

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

Controlling and reducing air and 

• • • 0 

water pollution . . • • . . • • • • . 
Rehabilitation of criminal offenders 

who are being released on parole 
Transportation facilities • . . • . . . 

4.83 

4.52 

4.30 

4.28 

4.14 

3.97 

3.80 

3.46 
3.13 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

4.57 

4.42 

4.78 

5.09 

3.96 

4.46 

4.12 

4.10 
4.03 

Number of respondents: eaoh mean rating is oomputed on the total 
respondent base of 749 

3 

5 

2 

1 

9 

4 

6 

7 
8 

Conoern was measured by asking respondents to rank-order the nine issues. Items 
were soored from first rank = 1 to last rank = 7~ with ranks 4 and 5 eaoh reoeiving 
a SOOl~e of 4. 

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

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

ADULTS DALLAS- HOUSTON- OTHER NORTKWEST SOUTHWEST 
STATEWIDE FTo 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 . 0 1 3 1 3 1 5 -:t 3 3, 3 1 4 . -

Medical arrl 
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 

Unarq;>loyrrent 
and poverty • 5 9 6 6 9 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 

Rehabilitat.ing 
offenders. · 8 7 8 8 8 7 8 4 8 8 8 7 

Transportation. 9 8 9 9 

I 
7 9 9 8 9 4 9 8 

~_~J ___ I I • _. - _._-- --~--~----- ~ ~~~~---------~---------- -
o 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ • • ; 
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1. ARSON: 

2. ASSAULT: 

Figure 1 

LIST OF CRIMES AND THEIR DESCRIPTIONS 
AS PRESENTED TO SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Chapter I • 

CARD C 

Someone deliberately set fire, or ~ried to set fire, 
to property belong~ng to you or someone in your 
family. 

Someone attacked or beat up on you or some other member 
of your household. Includes fist fights, muggings, and 
ot~er kinds of phys~cal violence. 

3. AUTO OFFENSES: You or someone ~n 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. 

4. BRIBERY: 

5 • BURGLARY: 

You or someone ~n your household was asked to make an 
under-cover payment to some public official, such as 
a policeman, an ~nspector, a councilman, or some official 
like that so he would not make trouble for you. 

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. 

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

7. CONSUMER FRAUD: Merchandise was m~srepresented, was not delivered/ 
repairs were not made as pa~d for. 

8. EMBEZZLEMENT~ Theft of goods or money by employees, pilfering. 

9. 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. 

10. 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
lifhng, etc. 

11. 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. 

12. RAPE OR CHILD MOLESTING,: You or a member of your family was 
sexually assaulted or raped1 a child was sexually 
molested by someone. 

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

14 •. ANY OTHER INCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAGE, LOSS OF MONEY, OR 
PHYSICAL INJURY DUE TO CRIMINAL ACTION BY OTHER PERSONS. 



Chapter I. 

C. THE EXTENT OF THE PUBLIC'S EXPOSURE TO CRIMINAL ACTS 

About one in 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 ·;lere elicited by exposing 

respondents to a checklist of crime categories, excepting homicide, and asking 

them to designate 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 we're then 

asked which crimes they felt were most likely to happen to them. Figure 1 

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 

m.ade to verify the facts or to evaluate the seriousness of the reported crimes. 

Consequently, 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-

mat ely 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 

*Ennis., Phil-Zip H. Criminai Viotimization in the United states, Natiorl:aZ 
Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago. May, 1967. 
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Chapter I • 

being unreliably reported. Adjusting that rate to make it comparable to 

that of the present study results in a figure of approximately 30%. which 

is close to the 34% 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 is 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 1.4 

[. EXPOSURE TO SELECTED KINDS OF CRIME AND CRIMES RESPONDENTS 
FEEL ARE MOST LIKELY: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

CALIFORNIA 
VICTIMIZED-- BEll EVE SURVEY 
PAST PAST MOST LIKELY (Victim in '. CRIME YEAR FIVE YEARS TO HAPPEN past uear) 

Malicious mischief, 
vandalism · · · · • · · · · · 12% 17% 12% 15% 

Burglary · · · · 9 15 32 12 

• Auto offenses · · • · 8 15 18 11 

Consumer fraud • · · · • 8 12 5 10 

Larceny · · · · · 5 8 2 9 

Car theft · · · • · 3 8 6 .) 

• Forgery/fraud 3 5 1 ;~ 

Assault. · · · · 2 4 3 4 

Robbery. · · · · · · • · · • 1 3 6 4 

Embezzlement · · • · · · · · · 1 1 >I- 1 

• Arson . · · · · · · · >I- 1 2 1 · · · · · 
Rape/child molesting. '* '* 2 1 · · · · 
Bribery * * 1 · · · • · 
Other · * 1 '* 1 • 

• One or more of these .. · 34% 51% 83% 45% 

• Number of respondents (749) (749) (749) (811) 

*Less than % of one percent. 

• 
- •. 
•• _11_ 



Chapter I •• 

D. THE TEXAS PUBLIC'S FEAR OF CRIME • • 
The public of the United States as a whole has shown evidence of 

growing 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 is 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 34% of the 

women said they had done this; the comparable figures in California in 1972 

were 28% of the men and 42% 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 18% 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 31% to 41% 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, 62% think it 

would be "less likely." 

• 
*E· 't '14 nn'/..s" 9E... ~." p. • • **GaZZup" George" "C'X'ime in the Streets: Fear is Rising,," April. 24" 19'12. 
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TABLE 1.5 
EXPRESSED FEAR OF CRIME: BY SEX 

STATEWIDE California 
ADULTS MALES FEMALES surveu 

"Have there been any times 
recently when you . . . stayed at 
home because you thought it 

1. 
! 

unsafe to go out?" 

Yes . · · · · · · · · · · · · · 28% 22% 34% 35% 
No . · · • · · · · · · · · · · 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 · · • · · · · · 3% 2% 5% 7% 
Somewhat more likely · · · · · · 15 15 15 15 
No difference · · • · · · · · · 16 15 16 1? 
Somewhat less likely · · · · · · 36 35 38 37 
Lot less likely · · · · · · · • · 26 30 23 21 
Don't know · · · • · · · · · · · 4 3 4 3 

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

Greater · · · · · · · · · · · · 51% 44% 57% 55% 
About same · · · · · · · · · · · 30 ~;} 29 24 
Less · · · · · · · · · · · · · 12 16 8 12 
Don't know · · · · · · · · · · · 6 8 5 9 

-
Number of respondents · · · · (749) (342) (407 ) (811) 

;tt Note: CoZumns of percentages may not add to exactZy 100% because of rounding . 

• • 
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• 
By section of the state, concern about crime is only about half as 

great in Northwest Texas 'as it is in Southwest or East Texas. The people ~ 

of the Dallas-Forth Worth area are somewhat lees 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 towns. 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 62% of the Mexican-American population, and 68% of the • Black population feel the crime rate is greater now than it was a ~ear ago; 

30% of the Mexican-Americans and 44% of the Blacks say they have feared to go 

out at times; and 29% 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 neighborhoods are not safe. In Table 1.7 

it will be seen that 45%-50% of the victims of burglary or malicious mischief 

feel it is sometimes unsafe to go out and 27% to 33% of them think victimization • 
is more prevalent where they live. 

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

• rising rate of crime is perceived most often by "upper-middles,1l 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 

• • 
-14- • 
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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. 

I TABLE 1.6 
I.- 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 
OUT PART OF TOWN YEAR GO res ondents 

Adults Statewide 28% 19% 51% (749) 

• Area of state: 

East Texas · · · · · · · · 35% 21% 58% (402) 
Dallas-Forth Worth · · · · 27% 10% 59% (137 ) 
Houston-Galveston. · · · · 42% 29% 58% ( 98) 
Other East · · · · · · · · 36% 23% 58% (167 ) 

• Northwest Texas · · · · · · 9% 11% 26% (186) 
Southwest Texas · · · · · · 31% 20% 56% (161) 

Socio-Economic Status: 

Lower . . · · · · · · · 32% 25% 50% (287 ) 

• Lower middle · · · · · · · 20% 17% 52% (169) 
Upper middle · · · · 31% 13% 57% (174) 
Upper . . · · · · · · · 28% 11% 42% (118) 

Race/ethnic category: 

• Anglo/White · · · • · · · · 26% 15% 48% (598) 
Mexican-American · · · · · · 30% 29% 62% ( 76) 
Negro/Black · 0 · · · · · · 44% 29% 68% ( 54) 

Self or family member or 

• 
victim within past year of:~) 

Burglary · · · · · · · 45% 33% 65% ( 62) 

Car theft " · · · · · · 25% 14% 56% ( 21) 
Larceny " 0 · · · • · · 0 · 24% 28% 65% ( 4(3) 

Malicious mischief · · · 50% 27% 56% ( 88) ,-, ,. 

• (a}Shown here m?e onZy those categories of crime reported by 20 or more • respondents in the sampZe; percentages based on subsampZes as smalZ ac 
those shoum w~e 'subJect to large sampling toZerance and shouZd be used with 
caution. 

• -,~-
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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 ctiminal 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) Further, 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-en~er society 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 "no differently from any other citizen" 

if he were involved in a personal relationship or if he was occupying a • 
position of trust, is doubtful. What these findings appear to show is that 

the majority of the public is 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). In view of the fac~ ~hat a majority also feels that harsh 

sentences do not deter crime, what interpretation can be given to this wide-

spread dissat1sfact10n with courts' sentencing policiesl It can be arg~ed 

that this dissatisiaccion is not so much direc.ted at the courts uS it 1S 

toward the whole c'!:lminal rehabilitation proc.ess, Reinforc2menc for thIS 

interpre~ation 18 provided by examination of additi0nal material tram the survey. 

A plurality of the Texas public, for example, endorses tbe idea that 

lithe crime problem would be reduced if fewer offenders were sent to prIson 

and instead more of them were re-educated and readjusted olltside of prison" 

(47% agree; 38% disagree). (See Table 1.7) This is not as pronouced a 

difference as was found in the California survey ,52% agreed; 34% disagrel,.;~l) ~ 

but it seems to reflect fairly widespread dissatisfaction in Texas \."ith the 

performance ot pr1sons. No doubt this feeling has been re1nforc~d in recent 

years by revelations of bad prison conditions in many places, and by growing 

currency tor the view that prisons are very expensive and that they tend to 

reinforce criminal behavior instead of promoting rehabilitati~n 

Public reaction was also teSted in t:he survey towcnd two procedures which 

would be aimed at helping convicts to re-enter soc1ety, Both get substantial 

public support. One of t:hese is a poliCy which would permit prisoners \.,rith 

good records to "." go into the community from time to time for short perlods 

to take care of personal businessD" This idea is endorsed by 59% of the Texas 

public and is opposed by only 26%. The second is giving prisoners scheduled 

for release 1I two or three day furloughs 00. co give them a chance to flnd a 

job and a place to live." Nearly two out of three members of the Texas public 

(E2%) agree with this, and only 22% disagree. The Cali£o~nia publ1c 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 • AND REHABILITATION ISSUES: BY SEX ______________________________________________________ ~------------~------. I 

ADULTS 
STATE-

==-= __ =-____ -=~_= __ ~_= __ _= ______________ =__=__WIDE 

Experience proves that 
harsh punishment does not 
deter most criminal 
behavior 

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

AGREE STRONGLY •• ~ 9 % 
AGREE 0 0 • • • • o. 4 2 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE 0 20 
DISAGREE • ~ • . o. 22 
DISAGREE STRONGLY .• 6 

AGREE STRONGLY ••• 22% 
AGREE • . • 0 0 • o. 64 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURF. 7 
DISAGREE 0 0 • • •• 7 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 0 0 1 

CaZif­
ornia 

MALES FEMALES surveu 

8% 
44 
16 
25 

6 

25% 
63 

3 
8 
1 

10% 13% • 
40 51 
25 I 13 
20 19 

6 4 

19% 
64 
10 

6 
1 

28% • 
60 

6 
6 
;I 

------------------------,---------------------------------r--------------~-----
Courts these days are too 
lenient in the sentences 
they pass on criminal 
lawbreakers 

The crime problem would be 
reduced if fewer offenders 
were sent to prison and 
instead more of them re­
educated and re-adjusted 
outside of prison 

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

AGREE STRONGLY .. 0 25% 
AGREE 0 0 • 0 0 0 •• 4 2 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE. 13 
DISAGREE 0..... 16 
DISAGREE STRONGLY •. 4 

AGREE STRONGLY • • • 
AGREE 0 • • • • • • • 

DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE • 
DISAGREE •••.•• 
DISAGREE STRONGLY 0 • 

AGREE STRONGLY ••• 
AGREE • • • • 0 • • • 

DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE . 
DISAGREE ••.•• 0 

DISAGREE STRONGLY .• 

13% 
34 
16 
26 
12 

10% 
52 
16 
18 

4 

28% 
38 
11 
19 

5 

15% 
33 
10 
29 
13 

10% 
51 
12 
20 

6 

22% I 27%· 
47 35 
14 ' .1t! 

13 19 
4 ;; 

10% 
35 
21 
24 
10 

10% 
52 
20 
16 

2 

15% 
37 
14 
25 

• 

9 • 

16% 
50 
12 
17 • 

5 

--------------------------------------------~----------~-------------~-----
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 

*Less than ~ of one percento 

AGREE STRONGLY .•• 6% 
AGREE • • • • • • • • 53 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE. 15 
DI SAGREE .••.•• 21 
DISAGREE STRONGLY .• 5 

, (749) 
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6% 
56 
12 
21 

6 

(342) 

6% 
52 
17 
21 

4 

(407 ) 

1,1% • 
50 
13 
21 
6 

• 

• 
~~~~~~-----~- --~-~-----------------~--~---'------' 



• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 

Chapt~r II • 

Chapter II. 

PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING POLICE IN TEXAS 

A. Contact and Familiarity with the Police 

B. Evaluation of Police Job Performance 

C. Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of Police 

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

E. Public Opinion About Police Services 

F. Public Opinion About Police-Community Relations 

G. Public Opinion of Police Conduct 

H. Public Opinion About College Training for Police Officers 

I. Public Opinion About the Desirability and Probability of 
Occurrence of Selected Police Behaviors 
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• 
Ao 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 26% 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 14% for some othEr purpose. 

Ten percent of the men and 1% 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 (21%) admitted to having a close friend or relative who had served 

time in a prison or jail, and 18% 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 jailor 

prison.) (Table 2.1) 
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TABLE 2.1 

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

ADULTS 
STATEWIDE MALES FEMALES 

Acquaintance with police: 

Friend or relative a 
policeman or woman · · · · · · · · . 31% 31% 32% 

Know one well enough to 
call by name · · • · · · • · · · · 26 32 20 

Know a policeman or woman 
by sight . · · · · · · · · · · · · 6 5 6 

Have been interrogated by police: 
For traffic incident · · · · · · · 34% 44% 25% 
For other reason · · · · · · · · · 14 18 10 

Have been taken to police sta'cion: 

Under arrest. · • · · · · • · · · · · 6% 10% 1% 
For other reason • · · · • · · · · · 5 7 4 

Relative or friend has been arrested 17% 19% 15% 

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

Close friend or relative · • • · · 21% 23% 19% 
Acquaintance · • · · · · • · · · · · 18 19 17 

Numbe~ of ~eBpondentB · · · · (749) (342) (407 ) 
'" -
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CaUfornia 
Burveu 

33% 

21 

5 

32% 
10 

8% 
5 

23% 

33% 
13 

(811) 



Chapter 11.8 

B. EVALUATION OF POLICE JOB PERFORMANCE 

Texans are, by and large, very favorably disposed toward their 

police departments. Statewide, 46% 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 e}:tremely poor job," and 7% call the job 

"somewhat poor." In sum, only about 10% are crit:1.cal 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 4t 

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 4t 

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

• 

• • 
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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: 

Police department job rating: 

Extremely good 

Very good. • • 

Somewhat good • 

• 0 • 

· . . 
Neutral, don't know 

Somewha t poor • 

Very poor. • Q • 0, • 

Extremely poor · . . 
. . 

*Adds to 101% because of rounding. 

· . 

Texas 
survey 

• 8% 

• 38 

• 37 

· 7 
• • • 7 

• • • 2 

• • • 1 

California 
Burvey* 

10% 

40 

33 

7 

5 

4 

2 

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. 
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TABLE 2.2 

THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY 
"THE POL! CE DEPARTMENT THAT SERVES THIS AREA": 

BY AREA OF STATE 

ADULTS EAST TEXAS 
STATE- DALLAS/ HOUSTON/ 

JOB RATING WIDE TOTAL FT.WORTH GALV. 

Extremely good job (7) • 8% 8% 5% 12% 

Very good job. (6)' · · 38 42 48 40 

Somewhat good job (5) . · · 37 34 36 34 

Neutral, don't know · (4) • 7 7 7 5 

Somewhat poor job (3). · · 7 5 3 4 

Very poor job • · (2) . · • 2 2 1 5 

Extremely poor job (1) . 1 2 

Mean rating • . . . · . . . · .5.22 5.27 5.43 5.35 

OTHER 

6% 

39 

31 

9 

9 

2 

4 

5.04 

• Chapter II • 

• • 
• 

NORTH SOUTH 
WEST WEST~ 
TEXAS TEXA 

6% 10% 

37 29 

37 44 • 

10 4 

8 11 

2 2-
* 

5.15 5.17. 

Numbep of pespondents •• (749) (402) (137) (98) (167) (186) (161) 

*Less than ~ of one pepcent. • 
Note: CoZumns may not add to exactZy 100% because of pounding. 

• 

• • 
• 
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C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS OF POLICE 

vfuile 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 their police departments as 

Anglos are. (Table 2.3) 

Younger segments of the Texas population are less favorable toward 

the police than their elders are. Among 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 socia-economic levels of the Texao population 

are inclined to be more critical of the police (17% "poor job") than a,:ce 

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

Men are more likely than women are to be critical of their police 

(ll.% "poor j ob l1 vs. 7%). Educationally, people with some college (1-2 years) 

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

less educational attainment or those with more (11%-12% l1poor 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- • EX- SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 

TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY Nwnber of 
CHARACTER! STI CS GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR f'es ondents 

Adults statewide • · 0 8% 38 37 7 7 3 (749) 

• Sex: 
l-1a1es · Q 0 • 0 · 0 8% 35 38 6 10 4 (342) 
Females 0 0 0 • · · 0 0 8% 42 35 8 5 2 (40? ) 

Age: 
18 - 24 0 · · • · 0 3% 32 42 9 13 2 (154) • 25 - 39 0 • 0 0 0 · 9% 29 42 7 9 4 (259) 
40 - 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 10% 41 40 3 4 2 (14'1) 
55 and older 0 0 0 0 • • 8% 51 23 9 4 4 (187 ) 

Socio-economic status 
Lower . • · · 0 0 • · 8% 38 28 10 11 6 (287 ) • Lower middle · " 0 · · • 8% 38 40 5 6 2 (109) 
Upper middle 0 0 0 0 0 · 8% 39 45 3 4 1 (174) 
Upper . 0 • 0 · • 8% 37 43 9 4 '* (118) 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate. 11% 43 29 7 9 2 (20? ) • High school completed. · 8% 38 37 6 8 4 (214) 
One-two years college 

or trade school 0 0 0 9% 41 38 5 5 2 (15? ) 
Three or more years 

college • 0 0 0 • 0 0 2% 32 45 11 7 4 t167 ) 

• Race/ethnic category: 
AnglO/White 0 · 0 0 0 0 8% 39 37 6 7 2 (598) 
Mexican-American • · · ~ 8% 34 43 6 8 1 ( 76) 
Negro/Black 0 · 0 0 0 0 5% 32 25 13 11 14 ( 54) 

• 
'* Less than. ~ of one percent. 

Note: Rows of pepcentages may not add exactZy to 100% because of rounding. 

• • 
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• Do THE EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND CRIME VICTIMIZATION ON 
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE POLICE 

Being related to a policeman or policewoman or 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 

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% "poo"r job") and those who hav"e been arrested (27% "poor 

jobU
). 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 (15%-17% "poor job"). (Table 2.4) 
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TABLE 204 

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

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

CHARACTERISTICS 

Adults statewide 

Acquaintance with policeman 
or policewoman: 

Friend or relative • • 
Know by name only 0 0 

Do not know any 0 0 • 

Virtim in past year 
Auto offense 
Burglary • • • 
Car theft. 0 • 0 

Consumer fraud • 

of: (a) 

• " • CI 

o e 000 

Larceny 0 0 • 0 o • • 

Malicious mischief! 
vandalism 0 • • • 0 • 0 

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

For traffic matter • 
For other matter • • 

Have appeared at police 
station in past several 

• • • . . . 

years: ( ) 
Under arrest a. ... 
Other purpose (a' • • • • 0 

Know another who has 
appeared under arrest. • 

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

Close friend or relative 0 

Other person •• 0 • 0 • 

PER CENT RATING POLICE JOB--
EX-

EX- SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
TREMELY VERY WHAT OPINION, WHAT OR VERY 
GOOD GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

8% 

12% 
5% 
7% 

12% 
10% 
14% 

9% 
17% 

2% 

5% 
11% 

4% 
5% 

6% 

7% 
8% 

38 

41 
29 
41 

37 
30 
28 
31 
19 

30 

30 
34 

27 
38 

37 

32 
35 

37 

33 
42 
36 

39 
39 
32 
44 
53 

49 

45 
22 

33 
40 

35 

38 
34 

7 

8 
10 

6 

3 
5 
9 
7 

4 

8 
12 

8 

6 

9 
10 

7 

4 
8 
9 

9 
15 
15 

9 
5 

14 

10 
13 

25 
12 

12 

13 
8 

3 

2 
6 
2 

2 
2 

5 

1 

4 
8 

2 
4 

3 

5 

Note: Rows Of percentages may not a exact y to 100% ecause of roun ~ng. 

• • 
Nwnber of • 
res ondents 

(749) 

(254) 
(181) 
(266) 

( 53) 
( 62) 
( 21) 
( 57) 
( 43) 

( 88) 

(260) 
(108) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

(38) • 
( 40) 

(170) 

(148) 
(161) 

• 

(a) Shown here are only those categories of crime or arrest experience reported by 20 or 
more respondents in the sample3 and percentages based on subsamples as small as those 
shown are subject to large sampling tolerance and should be used with caution. • • ~Less than ~ of one percent. 

• 



Chapter Il. 

E. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT POLICE SERVICES 

A majority of Texans acknowledge that the police service in their 

neighborhood is 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. SA) 

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 2.5A) 

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.SB) Residents of the large metropolitan areas (Dallas-

Fort Worth and Houston~alveston) 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 patrolo (Table 2n5B) 

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) 
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TABLE 2.SA 

PUBLIC OPINION ON MATTERS OF POLICE SERVICES: 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

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

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

Police administrators 
assign enough minority 
group officers to 
minority neighborhoods 

AGREE STRONGLY .~ . .... . 3% 
AGREE 0 • • • 0 • 0 • • • • 15 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE •. 28 
DISAGREE ••..••••.. 47 
DISAGREE STRONGLY •.••. 7 

AGREE STRONGLY 0 •• •• 4% 
AGREE •• 0 •••••••• 34 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE .• 19 
DISAGREE. 0 •••• 0 0 •• 38 
DI SAGREE STRONGLY . . . • • 6 

AGREE STRONGLY ... 0 

AGREE . . . . . . . . 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE. 
DISAGREE . 0 ••• 

DISAGREE STRONGLY .. 

. 3% 

.26 

.50 
• • • 18 

• • 3 

Note: Percentages may not add exactly to 100% beoause of rounding. 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 
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TABLE 2.5B 

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

PER CENT WHO SAY: 
NEIGHBOR- POLICE 
HOOD FAMILIAR 
SERVI CE WITH 
GOOD RESIDENTS 

Adul ts statewide 0 0 • 0 0 •• 0 54% 37% 

Ma 1 e s • • • • 0 0 • 0 • . . . 54% 
Ferna Ie s . 0 0 0 • 0 o • • o • • • 54% 

East Texas: 
Dallas/Ft. Worth. 0 · · 0 · 66% 
Houston/Galveston . · 50% 
Other . . . 0 . 0 . 0 · · . · 55% 

Northwest Texas 0 0 0 0 0 · 48% 
Southwest Texas 0 . . . • · 0 0 51% 

California Survey •.•••• 0 63% 

-31-

37% 
37% 

31% 
26% 
39% 
51% 
37% 

32% 

MINORITY 
OFFICERS 
TO MINORITY Number of 
NEIGHBORHOOD ~eBpondentB 

29% 

31% 
27% 

24% 
23% 
29% 
23% 
42% 

22% 

(749) 

(342) 
(407 ) 

(137 ) 
( 98) 
(167 ) 
(186) 
(161) 

(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. This .. 

feeling is universally shared- across all areas of the state. (Table 2.6A, 

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 tt 

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 questioned disagreed with 

that statement, however. The people of the Dallae~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 
in the community to help 
them in providing law 
enforcement services 

The police donit give 
people enough follow-up 
information about what's 
happening to their cases 

A citizen who has a com­
plaint against a police 
officer will have a hard 
time getting the authorities 
to look into the matter 

AGREE STRONGLY 0 •••••• 7% 
AG R E E • • • • . • • . • . . 56 
DON'T KNOW" NOT SURE . . • . 17 
DISAGREE ••..•.. 0 •• 18 
DI SAGREE STRONGLY • . • • . 2 

AGREE STRONGLY .•. 
AGREE • • . • • • . 

• 0 • 
• 10% 

· . • . 35 
• • • • 36 

• • • 16 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE 
DISAGREE 0 •••• 

DISAGREE STRONGLY • • • • • 2 

AGREE STRONGLY ••••.•• 10% 
AGREE • • • • • . . • • . . 29 
DON'T KNOW, NOT SURE .... 21 
DISAGREE ....•.••.• 37 
DISAGREE STRONGLY .•... 4 

Note: Columns of pepoentages may not add exaotZy to 100% beoause of pounding. 
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TABLE 2.6B 

PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE-COMMUNITY RELATIONS: • BY SEX AND AREA OF STATE 

PERCENT WHO SAY: -AUTH()iiI~ GIVE 
ENCOURAGE ENOUGH INVESTIGATE 
COfvMUNITY FOLLOW-Of" CITIZENS) Numbe:ro of • HELP INFORMATH'.lN CCMPLA!NTS 

1'"~"" 
:roes ondents 

Adults state,,,ide • 0 · · · · 0 63% 18% 41% (749) 

Males . 0 0 0 · • · • • · • • 63% 17% 39% (342) • Females 0 . 0 0 • 0 • • 0 0 0 · 63% 18% 42% (407 ) 

East Texas: 
Dallas/Ft. Worth 0 · • · 78% 21% 55% (137 ) 
Houston/Galveston • · · 64% 15% 37% ( 98) • Other East . · 0 · 0 0 0 · · 45% 20% 39% (167 ) 

Northwest Texas · 0 0 · • • · • 63% 16% 29% (l86) 
Southwest Texas · • · · • 0 65% 17% 47% (16V 

-- • 
California Survey · · • · 0 · 58% 20% 48% (8ll) 

• 

• 

• • 
,.. .. • 
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G. PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE CONDUCT 

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

are in the habit of using excessive force in making arrests, but 25% 

believe that they doo The least favorable attitudes about police conduct on 

this issue are found in the Houston-Galveston area and in other East Texas 

communities outside of Dallae-Fort Worth. (Table 207A, 2.7B) 

Most Texans, however, are of the opinion that the police are more 

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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TABLE 2.7A 

PUBLIC OPINION ON MATTERS OF POLICE CONDUCT: 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

The police often use 
excessive force in 
making arrests 

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

*Les$ than ~ of one pe~aent. 
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AGREE STRONGLY •••. 
AGRE E . • • • . • . • • 
DON'T KNOW 1 NOT SURE •• 
DISAGREE • •. •• 
DISAGREE STRONGLY ••• 

• • • 7 % 
• • 18 
• • 27 

43 
5 

AGREE STRONGLY •..••• 15% 
AGREE •••••••••.• 61 
DON'T KNOW I NOT SURE • 12 
DISAGREE •••••.••.• 12 
DISAGREE STRONGLY. . • •• * 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 
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TABLE 2.7B 
PUBLIC OPINION OF POLICE CONDUCT: 

BY SEX AND AREA OF THE STATE 

PER CENT 
POLICE 

WHO SAY __ _ 

DO NOT USE 
EXCESSIVE 
FORCE 

Adults statewide ..••... 0 48% 

Males ..•. 
Females. • . • 

• • 0 • e • 

0000.0 

East Texas: 
Dallas/Ft. Worth · · · • Houston/Galveston. • • • 
Other East · · • • 0 0 

Northwest Texas • • • • · • 
Southwest Texas • • • · • · 

· 0 

0 • 
• • 
• · 
0 0 

California Survey • • e _ 0 • • 

50% 
46% 

55% 
36% 
39% 
53% 
56% 

50% 

NOT LIKELY TO 
ARREST FOR 
BAD 
ATTITUDE 

12% 

11% 
13% 

15% 
15% 
14% 

6% 
11% 

14% 

Chapter II • 

Number of 
rea ondenta 

('149) 

(342) 
(407 ) 

(137 ) 
( 98) 
(16'7 ) 
(186) 
(161) 

(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 is not seen 4t 

as a necessary requisite for a policeman, most people feel that college 

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

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 l('.f1ve time for college courses and added compensation for course 

credits. ";" (w('.r 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 

PER CENT WHO --

Chapter II. 

Number· 
of 

AGREE DON'T KNOW DISAGREE reapon-
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 
Males . • • • 
Females. . • 

2. Policemen should be 
given paid leave 
time to attend 
college courses 

Adults statewide 
Males . • a • 

Females. • . 

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

6% 
8% 
5% 

8% 
8% 
7% 

Adults StatE~wide 11% 
Males . . •. 12% 
Females •• 0 9% 

29 
29 
29 

51 
52 
51 

56 
58 
55 

10 
8 

12 

14 
12 
17 

11 
6 

15 

49 
47 
50 

23 
24 
22 

20 
21 
19 

6 
8 
4 

4 
4 
3 

2 
2 
2 

Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactZy to 100% because of rounding. 
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(342) 
(407) 
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(342) 
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TABLE 2.8B 
PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT COLLEGE TRAINING FOR POLICE: 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, AND AREA OF STATE • • 
PER CENT WHO AGREE 
THAT POLICEMEN SHOULD-- Nwnber> 
HAVE PAID LEAVE QUALIFY fOR HIGHER of 
TO ATTEND PAY BY TAKING :r>eBpon-e 
COLLEGE COURSES COLLEGE COURSES dentB 

Adults statewide · • · · • 0 · 59% 67% (749) 

Age~ • 18 - 24 · · • · 0 · 0 · · 62% 63% (154) 
25 - 39 0 • · 0 0 • · · • 54% 67% (259) 
40 - 54 · · .. · 0 • • • · 59% 69% (147) 
55 and older • • • · · 0 • 62% 69% (187 ) 

Socio-economic status: • Lower · · • · • · · 0 0 52% 61% (287) 
Lower middle I> • 0 · • • 0 68% 72% (169) 
Upper middle 0 · 0 0 • · · 55% 67% (174) 
Upper · · • · 0 0 • · 0 69% 79% (118) 

Education: • Less than HoS. graduate · 52% 57% (207 ) 
,High school completed · · 54% 66% (214) 
One-two years college or 

trade school · • · • 61% 77% (157 ) 
Three or more years college 75% 77% (167 ) 

Race/ethnic category: • 
White/Anglo · • 0 • 0 • 0 60% 69% (598) 
Mexican-American · • · 0 · 55% 67% ( 76) 
Negro/Black · · 0 0 0 0 0 53% 55% ( 54) 

, 

Area of state: • Total East Texas 0 0 0 0 • 61% 66% (402) 
Dallas/Ft. Worth 0 • 57% 68% (137 ) 
Houston/Galveston 0 • 62% 68% ( 98) 
Other Eastern • • · • 63% 63% (167 ) 

Northwest Texas • 0 • 0 • 57% 71% (186) 
Southwest Texas 0 0 0 0 • 56% 67% (161) '. 

• • 
• 
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I. PUBLIC OPINION ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE OF SELECTED POLICE BEHAVIORS 

Chapter II. 

As part of Project STARvs study of police roles, 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 

exposed to twenty-seven items* describing police actions in various situations. 

These items 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 'vhich police 

mayor do take action~ such as handling crowds, traffic regulation, family 

disturbances, civil disorders, court appearances, arrest, interrogation 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 five-point scale consisting 

of the following categories, each having the indicated weight in computing 

the mean. 

*Because the Zist of items for aZZ seven positions being studied was too Zong to 
be accommodated in the interview time available, a split-haZf sampling technique 
was used in which any individuaZ respondent was exposed to onZy one-half of the 
items. See Appendix A, p. A-? 

1.1 



• Chapter II. 

(5) 
(4) 
(3) 
(2) 
(1 ) 

Very desirable 
Desirable 
In between 
Undesirable 
Very undesirable 

(5) 
(4) 
(3) 
(2) 
(1) 

Very probable 
Somewhat probable 
In between 
Somewhat improbable 
Very improbable 

Also shown in Table 2.9 is the rank-order of the items, considered in 

terms of their mean Desirability ratings and their mean Probability ratings. 

Comparison of the two rank-orders reveals items which are discrepant, that ;f.s, 

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 Desirability/Probability scales of an item and 

basic attitude toward the police as revealed in the overall "job rating" scale 

exa~ined in Section Bo 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 Desi'rability was coupled witl" high Probability. Inter- • 

mediate high new score values were attached to answer patterns in which higher 

Desirability and lower Probability were associated, and intermediate low values 

were assigned to lower Desirability-higher Probability patterns. The effect of 41 

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 co'rrelation coefficients (Pearson r) indicate the extent to 

• w~~,~h believing that a given behavior is, for example, highly desirable and • 
• -42-
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Chapter II. 

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 influential 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 importan.ce" items are 

those whose correlations were below the level of significance, i.e., which 

had no measurable aasociation with job rating.* Items classed as "Medium 

importance" are those whose correlations were below 0200; correlations above .200 

gave an item a classification of "High importance." The other dimension of 

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

as being "Over-emphasized" if they have a Probability rank that is significantly 
I 

higher** than their Desirability rank. If ~he 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 

classified on these two dimensions in Figure 2. 

* C02~r:'elation ooeffioients have a theoretioa'l range of .000 to fl.OOO. Due to 
sampZing va'l'ianoes~ ooeffioients of 'less than f.120 cannot be considered 
sigm: .fioan t. 

*~Differenoes of four or mpre positions in rank order was oonsidered significant 
dispZacement for the purposes of this ana'lysis. 
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From Figure 2 a set of priorities for police attention can be 

suggested. Firs~? 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 

lIslanted" 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 

assistance 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 i resolving family problems in ways which will strengthen 

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

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: using 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: 

-44-
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Chapter II • 

patrolling large crowds to deter pickpockets 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 

lenient in enforcing certain laws that are frequently violated. 

-45-
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TABLE 2.9 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

In the general performance of their duties, 
police officers: 

1. Permit a person's racial origin to 
impair their objectivity 0 • • 0 

2. Take every opportunity to prevent the 

2000 

occurrence of crimes . e ••• 0 •• 0 ~4.48 

3. Are lenient in enforcing laws that they 
observe are frequently violated by the 
general public 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 • 0 ••• l2.65 

4. Are capable of recognizing and handling 
persons with emotional disorders .... l4 0 l8 

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 .. l3.89 

In regulating vehicle and pedestrian 
traffic, police officers: 

6. Observe all traffic regulations except 
when in an emergency or in pursuit 
status with proper warning devices 
operating ........•...... 14.39 

27 

1 

24 

12 

16 

3 

MEAN RANK kJ ~) 

3.15 22 Over .123 

3.82 1 .515 

3.25 19 Over * 

3.12 23 Under .145 

3.57 8 Over * 

3.77 3 .133 
-------------------------~-------~-------~-----------------

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

(aJ Disorepanoies in rank be~een Desirability ar.d Probability ~hioh indioate aotivities that are reoeiv~ng more 
emphasis tr.a.n most people think ~arranted ("over ll) or less emphasis tr.an is ~a:r-rar.f;2d (I1Under l1

). 

(bj Corl'elation (PeaT'son r) beween poUoe job rating ani responc.ent desirability by pf'obabiZity soore in ~hiGh 
highest values ~ere assigned to High D/High P responses~ ~ext high8St to High DIL~ E; next highes~ tc Lo~ DI 
Low p~ and l~est values to Lou: !J/High P respvy:ses, See Appendix A .~-,;·r des oJ"ip tioy; ~.+ prooedure, 

* COY'relation too l~ to be signifio~t. • • (CONTI I D) 
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TABLE 2.9 (CONTINUED) 

DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANC~Y~~C~O~RR~E~L~A~T~I~O~N~-­

IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 
SITUATION AND ACTION 

7. Attempt to stay lIinvisible" to trap 
violators 0 • c • • • 0 eo. • 0 • • • I 2. 72 

8. Listen to a violator's story before 
deciding whether to issue a citation 
or just a warning . 0 . . · 0 · e · · e I 4.30 

9. Treat all violators equally regard-
less of the type of car, car 
decorations, and regardless of the 
appearance of passengers in the car I 3.99 

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 . . . . · . · . · · 

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

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

12. Arrest by-standers who are slow to 

. I 4.22 

. I 4.34 

obey orders to clear the area. .. I 3.20 

(aJ (bJ 

22 3.69 4.5 Over * 

6 I 3.06 25 Under .130 

15 I 3.18 21 Under * 

8-11 I 3.21 20 Under .183 

4 I 3.53 10 Under .239 

18 3.43 13 Over * 
_________________________ -L. ______ __ I ________ r _______ --' ________ _ 

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. 

(aJ Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis "than most peop Ze think warranted ("over" j or less emphasis tr.an is wa:rranted ("Under") e 

(bJ Correlation (Pearson r) between police job ratinG and respondent desirability by probability score in which 
highest values were assigned to High D/High P responsbs~ nex~ highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/ 
Low P3 and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. See Appendix A for description of procedure. 

;I- COrTela"tion too low t'') be significant. 
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TABLE 2.9 (CONTINUED) 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

'SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (aJ (bj 

13. Maintain disciplined behavior in 
confrontations with demonstrators 4~22 3-11 3.54 9 * · · · 

14~ Act more harshly to quell disorders 
involving some groups than others · · · 2.82 21 3~38 14 Over .182 

150 Make arrests with minimum use of 
physical force · 0 · · · · e 0 · c · · 4.22 8-11 3.49 11 .206 

When making an arrest, police officers: 

16. Instill an attitude of respect 
rather than fear 4.28 7 3.37 15 Under * · · 0 · c 0 c · c · · 

17. Expect their testimony to have greater 
credibility than that of others 2.84 20 3.69 4.5 Over * · e · 0 

18. Slant their testimony to support 
their own position c 0 · · · · · · · · 2.23 26 3.11 24 .234 

When interrogating a suspect, police 
officers: 

19. Use pressure tactics to obtain 
information · • · · · · · · · c · · 2.38 25 3.29 17.5 Over .130 

When holding a person accused of an 
offense, police officers: 

20. Treat the accused as if he 
were innocent · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.75 17 2.81 27 Under .163 

-------------------------- '--------- ---------------~---------
Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on ~hioh very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/imprcbable = 1, 

Number of respondents: 354 to J?2 per item. 

(aJ Discrepancies in rank between DesirabiZity and ProbabiZity which indicate ac~ivities ~hat arG rece~v~ng more 
emphasis th.an most people ~hink 1.VaT'ranted ("over") or less emphasis th-J.Yl is warranted ("Under"), 

(bj C01'Tela~ion tPearson rj be~LJeen police job rating and respondent dGsirabiUty by probc:.biZi~y soore in which 
highes~ ~alues were assigned to High D/High P responses~ next h&ghest tC High D/Lo~ P; nex~ highes~ to Low D/ 
LoU) P~ and lowest va Zues to Low D/High P res;.<:v:ses, See il..pper.::ix !: jo' 3.escripr.ion :Jf prooedv.res e 

*correl~n too low ~o be significan~. • I'" > I" 1."1='> • 
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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) 

21. Explain to the accused exactly why 
actions are taken 0 4.31 5 3-.65 6 * c . · . · · · · · · · 

When booking prisoners into a jail, 
police officers: 

22. Respect the digni~y of the person 
being booked by treating him 
courteously c . " 0 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 c · 4.08 14 3.02 26 Under 8269 

23. Treat prisoners severely; show 
them jail is no hotel . 2.69 23 3.34 16 Over * · 0 0 · · · · 0 · 

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 * · · · · 0 · · 

25. Stimulate citizen participation in 
crime prevention activities . 4.22 8-11 3.64 7 * · 0 · 0 0 · 

26. Communicate effectively with 
citizen groups 4.15 13 3.48 12 * . . . . · . · · c · · · · 

27. Establish a friendly, helpful image. 4.40 2 3.81 2 * · · 
----------------------- -------------~--------------
Mean: cwerage rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = 1. 

Nwnber 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 Zess emphasis than is warranted ("under"). 

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

* Correlation too low to be significant. 
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Chapter III. 

• 
PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING JUDGES AND COURTS IN TEXAS 

A. Contact and Familiarity with Judges and Courts 

B. Evaluation of Judges' Job Performance 

C. Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of Judges 

• D. Effects of familiarity and Court Experience on Opinions of Judges 

.E. Public Opinion About the D1asirability and Probability of 
Occurrence of Selected Judicial Actions 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 
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• 
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 40% of all adults say they have been called to jury duty. • 
Men somewhat more often than women claim this (46% vs. 34%). One in 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, 38% of all adult Texans say they have been in court 

at some time or another, 17% of them as a party to a case. In describing the • 
occasion of their visit to court, 15% said it was in connection with a traffic 

incident, 19% said it was a civil matter, and 8% were in court for a ciminal 

case. (Table 3. 1) • 
As Table 3.1 shows, the exposure of Texans to their court system is 

somewhat less widespread than it is in California, where 45% 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 25% of the California survey sample said they 

knew a judge by name or as a friend or relative, 36% of the Texas sample claimed • 
this. 

• 

• 
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• 
TABLE 3.1 

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

--- ----

ADULTS CaUfomia 
STATEWIDE MALES FEMALES surveu 

Acquaintance with judges~ 

Friend or relative · · • · · · 17% 17% 17% 11% 
Know well enough to call 

by name . · · • • • · · • 19 20 18 14 
Know only by sight • · · • • · 5 7 3 4 

Called to jury duty 0 · • · 0 0 · 40% 46% 34% 45% 

Have served on a jury in a 
crir ~l case · · • · 0 0 · · 8% 13% 4% 8% 

Have eve:r. been in court 
(other than jury) 38% 43% 33% 58% 

As party in a case • • 0 · • · 17 20 15 38 
As witness . 0 · • · · , • · · 11 14 9 16 
".s spectator . • • · · · · · • 9 10 8 13 

Occasion of court visit: 
4 

Traffic incident • • · · · • · 15% 20% 10% 30% 
Criminal case • • 0 · · · • • 8 12 4 14 
Civil matter, other. • · · • • 19 20 18 25 

- -
Number of respondents · · · (749) (342) (407 ) (811) 

Note: Court visit categories add to more than subtotaZs shown because muZtipZe 
responses were accepted. 

• 
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B. EVALUATION OF JUDGES' JOB PERFORMANCE 

When asked to make an evaluation of the job being done by "the judges 

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 is "poor." (Table 3.2) 

• 

• 

Judges in the Dallas-Fort Worth area are held in highest esteem, with .. 

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 -- 19% 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, 44% are favorable and 10% are 

unfavorable. (Table 302) 

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

counterparts, as the comparison below shows: 

Rating of the job 
judges are doing: 

Extremely good 
Very good . . 
Somewhat good 

• • 

· · 
• • 

Neutral, no opinion 
Somewhat poor · • 
Very poor • • 0 0 

Extremely poor • • 

· 
• • • 
• • • 

• • 
• • · · · · 
• · · 

· 
• 

· · · 
• 
• 

Texas 
survey* 

· 4% 
• 18 

· 31 

· 30 
• 12 

· 5 

· 1 

*Adds to 101% because of rounding. 

-53-

california 
8U:MJeyJi' 

5% 
17 
55 
25 
15 

5 
5 
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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 
MEA 

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 . . • 0 • · • • (6) 18 20 17 17 26 18 13 

Somewhat good job. · 0 · • (5) 31 34 40 41 23 21 32 

Neutral, no opinion. 0 · .• (4) 30 26 31 22 26 46 21 

Somewhat poor job · · • • (3) 12 12 8 17 10 6 19 

Very poor job . · • (2) 5 4 * 2 10 3 8 · • • 
Extremely poor job · · • • {1} 1 1 1 1 1 2 

-I 
Mean rating • · . · • • • • 0 • 4.53 4.60 4.72 4.58 4.52 4.58 4.31 

Numbep of pespondents • •• (749) (402) (13'1 ) (98) (167) (186) (161) 

Note: CoZumns of pepcentages may not add to exactZy 100% because of pounding. 

*Less than ~ of one pe~ent. 

• 
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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 crimina1 
history of person convicted (B) 

Communicate with citizen groups (2) 
Consider circumstances that motivate 

crime when sentencing (6) 
MOving cases through court rapidly (11) 
Permit racial origin to impair 

objectivity (14) 

Stimulate citizen participation in 
crime prevention (3) 

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

Similar sentences for similar crimes(7) 

Believe police testimony over that of 
defendant (10) 

Seize opportunity to further own political 
interests (13) 

Protecting lega1 rights of citizens (1) 
Capable of recognizing emotional disorders (5) 
Lenient about laws frequently violated (9) 
Influenced by public opinion (12) 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the ''DesirabiUtyn rank of each item. 
(Eource da:ta. from Table 3,5) 
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C. SOCIAL 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 23% 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 

p~QPle are. Below the age of 25, for example, 24% are critical of judges, 

while just 42% are favorable; but above age 25, the ratio of unfavorable 

opinion drops rapidly to just 12% 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 48% of those classified as lower SES rated judges' 

job performance "good,'~ but 64% of those at the top of the SES scale 

thought judges were doing a "good job. 1I (Table 3.3) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• • 
• 

Negroes in Texas are less supportive of the judiciary 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) 

-55-

• 

• 



., 
~ - ~ 

~, ., 
~ 
\, 

~ 
.~ 

Chapter III • 

TABLE 3.3 • 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 Nwnber' of 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR r'espondents 

Adults Statewide • • · 22% 31 30 12 6 ('149) 
"-

Sex: 
Males • · · • • · 0 • 22% 31 25 16 7 (342) 
Females 0 0 · · • • · • · · 22% 31 34 8 5 (40'1 ) 

Age: • 18 - 24 0 • · · · • • · · · 11% 31 34 18 6 (154) 
25 - 39 · 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 20% 34 28 12 7 (259) 
40 - 54 0 0 · · · 0 · · 0 · 22% 39 26 7 5 (14'1 ) 
55 and older • 0 · 0 • 32% 20 31 12 5 (18'1) 

Socio-economic status: • Lower • • o •• 0 0 0 · • • 24% 24 33 13 6 (287) 
Lower middle 0 · · • · 17% 35 34 13 2 (139) 
Upper middle · · 0 · 0 • · 20% 35 25 11 9 (1'14) 
Upper · • 0 • • · • · 26% 38 20 10 6 (118) 

Education: • Less than H.S. graduate • • 24% 29 34 11 3 (20'1) 
High school completed • · 0 20% 24 32 12 12 (214) 
1-2 years college 

or trade school • • · • 29% 36 24 10 1 (15'1 ) 
Three or more years 

college · · • · · · .. 17% 39 25 15 5 (16'1 ) • Race/ethnic category: 
White/Anglo • • 0 • · · · • 22% 31 30 11 6 (598) 
Mexican-American • 0 • • • 20% 38 24 15 2 ( '16) 
Negro/Black • · • • · · 0 • 28% 22 24 14 12 ( 54) 

• --
Note: Rows of per'centages may not add to exactZy 100% because of r'ounding. 

• • 
• 
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Chapter III • • 

• 
Do EFFECTS OF FAMILIARITY AND COURT EXPERIENCE ON OPINIONS OF JUDGES 

People who know a judge a.s 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 a judge, and both groups are more strongly favorable 

than those 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 48% 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 -- 25% of them feel 

judges are doing a "poo'r job" and only 44% rate it a "good job. 1I (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
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
GOOD 

Adults Statewide •••.. 22% 

Acquaintance with a judge: 

Friend or relative . . .• 32% 

Know by name only •.••. 23% 

Do not know any ••.•. 18% 

Have served on a criminal 
case jury .••• 0 • 0 •• 24% 

Have been in court 
(other than jury): 

Party or witness in 
criminal case .34% 

Party or witness in 
civil case . • . • .24% 

Spectator only 0 . 0 . . .17% 

SOME- NO SOME-
WHAT OPINION, Wr~T 
GOOD NEUTRAL POOR 

31 

28 

34 

30 

33 

26 

35 

27 

30 

26 

24 

33 

23 

13 

22 

31 

12 

12 

12 

12 

16 

24 

15 

19 

EX­
TREMELY 
OR VERY 
POOR 

6 

2 

7 

7 

3 

2 

3 

6 

Note: Rows Of peroentages may not add ereaotZy to 100% beoause of rounding. 
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Nwnber of .... 
res onden'-. 

(749) 

• (128) 

(151 ) 

(416) 

• 
( 51) 

• 
( 36) 

( 90) • ( 67) 

• 
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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 behavio!' 0 * In this, each person interviewed was asked to evaluate the 

desirability and the probabili~ of specific actions that described things 

judges do, or might do. In all, thirteen such it.ems 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. In 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 judiciaryo 

• *See Chapte~ II. ppo ,41 to 43 fo~ a detailed desc~iption of this p~ocedure • 
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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 

are doing, include these things: protecting citizens' legal rights, being 

lenient about laws that arefrequentLyv;!.olated, 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 seizing • 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 believe 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 

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

also do not consistently associate with judges' job ratings. but ,~hich they • 
now 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 • motivated a crime when passing sentence, and communicating with citizen groups. • 
• 

---.--------~-
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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 interestso People will think well of judges to the extent that judges 

• continue to be diligent in protecting"citizens '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. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 3.5 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED JUDICIAL ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

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 

DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

just treatment • • • • • . • • c • • • .1 2.33 11 3 .. 17 11 

2. Permit a defendant's racial origin 
to impair their obj ecti vi ty • • • • . 0 I 1. 87 14 2.81 14 

3. Are capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders . . . . . . . . · · · ., 4.05 5 3.29 6 

4. Observe and protect the legal rights 
of citizens . . . . . . . . · · . . · '1 4

•
46 1 3.91 1 

5. Are lenient in enforcing laws which 
are frequently violated by the public. .12.76 9 3.25 8.5 

6. Are influenced by public opinion 
on criminal justice issues • · · . . · .1 2.32 12 3.20 10 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(a) 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

* 

* 

.135 

.162 

.121 

.146 

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

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank bethleen Desirability and Probability hlhich indicate activities that are rece~v~ng more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("under fl

). 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) bethleen judge job rating and respondent desirability by probability score in which 
highest values were assigned to High D/High P response8~ next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/ 
Low p~ and lowest vaZues to Low D/High P responses. S~e Appendix A for description of procedures. 

~ Corre7,ation too low to be significant. 
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TABLE 305 (CONTINUED) 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (aj (b) 

7. Believe police testimony over that 
of the defendant, as a general 
practice . . . 0 · · · . · · c · 0 0 · 2.36 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 * · 0 · · · · . 

10. Communicate effectively with 
citizen groups . 4.22 2 3.51 3 * . · · · 0 · · · · 0 · · 

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

11. Give similar sentences for 
similar crimes • 3.61 7 3.09 12 Under * . · · · . · · · · · · · 

---------------------- -------------- ------ ---------
Mean: ave~age ~ating on a five-point soale on whioh very desi~able/probable = 5 and very undesirable/imp~obabZe = 1. 

Number of ~espondents: 354 to 372 pe~ item. 

(a) Diso~panoies in rank between Desirability and Probability whioh indioate aotivities that are reoeiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted ("under"). 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between judge job ~ating and respondent desirability by probability soore in whioh 
highest values we~e assigned to High D/aigh P responses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next highes~ to Low D/ 
Low P~ and lowest values to Low D/High P responses. See Appendix A for desoription of prooed~es. 

* Correlation too low to be signifioant. 
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TABLE 305 (CONTINUED) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITYl PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(a) 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

12c Con.sider the circumstances that 
motivate people to commit crime 

13. Treat all convicted persons similarly 
regardless of their social class or 
physical appearance 

4.01 

4.08 

6 3.50 4 

4 2.68 13 

history of the person convicted 3.20 8 3.61 2 

* 

Under * 

Over * 
14. Base sentences mostly on the criminal 1 
--------------------- ...... -.----- ------ II-- ____ __ • _______ _ 

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

(a) Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are recieving more 
emphasis than most people think warI'anted ("oveI''') OI' less emphasis than is wa:rzoanted ("undeI'''). 

(b) Cozorelation (Pearson I') between judge job rating and respondent desiPability by pI'obability score in which 
higr~st values were assigned to High D/High P I'esponses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest to Low D/ 
Low P~ and lowest values to Low D/High P responsesc See Appendix A for description of pI'oceduresc 

* Correlation too low to be significant. 
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Chapter IV. 

PUBLIC ATTITUDES CONCERNING PROSECUTORS AND COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE 
ATTORNEYS IN TEXAS 

A. Contact and Familiarity with Prosecutors and Defenders 

B. Evaluation of Prosecutors' and Defenders' Job Performances 

C. Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of 
Prosecutors 

D. Social and Demographic Group Differences in Opinions of 
Defenders 

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

F. Public Opinion of the Desirability and Probability of 
Occurrence of Selected Prosecutor and Defense 
Attorney Actions 
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Chapter IV. • 

e. 
A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY WITH PROSECUTORS AND DEFENDERS 

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

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

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

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

(Table 401) 

TABLE 4.1 

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

ADULTS 
STATEWIDE MALE FEMALE 

Acquaintance with a prosecutor: 

Friend or relative. · · • · · · 10% 11% 9% 
Know well enough to 

call by name 0 • · • 0 • 0 0 14 16 12 
Know only by sight · · 0 • · · 4 6 2 

Acquaintance with court 
appointed defense attorney: 

Friend or relative · • • · · • 6% 6% 5% 
Know well enou~h to 

call by name 0 0 • 0 • • • · 8 11 5 
Know only by sight • 0 0 · 0 · 1 2 1 

Numbe~ of ~eBpondentB · • · (749) (342) (407 ) 

CaZifol'nia 
BUT'Veu 

9% 

8 
2 

7% 

9 
1 

(811) 

• 

• 
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Chapter IV. 

• B. EVALUATION OF PROSECUTORS' AND DEFENDERS' JOB PERFORMANCES 

In Table 4.2 it can be seen that the Texas public has a somewhat clearer 

idea of the job performance of. its prosecutors (73% offer an opinion) than of • 
its court-appointed defense attorneys (60% offer an opinion). Among those who 

do have an opinion, however, there is a close similarity between the ratio of 

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'~ 

ability categories, while 19% rate defenders that high. • 
In California, it appears that prosecutors (district 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) 

TABLE 4.2 • 
THE PUBLIC'S EVALUATION OF THE JOB BEING DONE BY 

PROSECUT I NG ATTORNEYS (a) AND COURT -APPO I NTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS(b): 
ADULTS STATEWIDE 

California • sUJ:>Vey,* 
Pub. 

JOB RATING PROSECUTORS DEFENDERS D.A. Def. 

Extremely good job • · · 0 · (7) • · · " . 4% 3% 2% 3% 
Very good job 0 . 0 · · 0 · (6). · 0 · .22 16 17 17 
Somewhat good job · · · 0 · ~ 5) 0 · · 0 .30 29 29 29 • 
Neutral v don't know 0 0 · · (4 ). • · · • 27 40 35 36 
Somewhat poor job 0 0 0 • 0 (3) 0 · · · .10 8 11 11 
Very poor job 0 0 · 0 · · 0 (2) • · 0 · . 5 2 3 3' 
Extremely poor job o • 0 • 0 0 (1) • · 0 · 0 2 2 2 2 

Mean rating 0 0 • · • • · • . 0 · · 4.60 4.54 4.43 4.45 • 
Number of respondents • · • . • . . (749) (749) (811) (811 ) 

0 . - . . (a) "The prosecut'l-ng attorney and rns staff who have the Job of prosecut'l-ng cases where 
peopt.e have been charged with breiiking' laws." 

(b) "The defense attoy-neys appointed by the court to represent people who have been • 
accused of c:t'imeso" 

* Do not add exactly to 100% because of rounding. 
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• Co 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) 

• 

• 

• • 
-68- • 



Chapter IV. • 

• TABLE 4.3A 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS (a) : • 

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 res onden. 

Adu1 ts State"dde 0 0 • 26% 30 27 10 7 (749) 

Area of State: 
rrotal East. · · · 0 0 0 · 24% 31 26 11 8 (402) 

Dallas-Ft. Worth. 0 · • 21% 32 25 16 5 (13? ) • Houston-Galveston 0 21% 29 31 10 8 ( 98) 
Other East. 0 · • · 0 • 30% 31 22 7 11 (]6? ) 

Northwest 0 · 0 · · 0 • · 29% 25 40 4 1 (186) 
Southwest · 0 0 · • • 28% 34 16 13 10 (1611 

Sex: • Males . · • · · • 25% 32 24 12 8 (342) 
Females · 0 0 0 · 0 · • • 27% 29 30 8 6 (40? ) 

Age: 
18 - 24 · 0 · · u 0 • 14% 33 33 10 10 (JS4) 

II 25 - 39 " 0 0 • · 0 0 · 0 ~6% 32 28 8 6 (2.~9) • 
40 - 54 · 0 0 · 0 0 • 0 · 27% 30 29 9 5 (111 j 
55 and older • · · • • 0 34% 26 20 13 8 US? ) 

Socio-economic status: 

• Lower · 0 · 0 · · • · · 27% 25 31 10 7 (287) 

Lower middle · · · · · · 26% 28 27 10 9 ( 1691 • 
Upper middle. · • • • 24% 38 22 10 7 (1?4) 
Upper u , · · 0 0 · 0 0 27% 38 21 10 4 (118) 

Education: 

• Less than H.S. graduate 0 30% 29 26 7 7 (207 ) • High school completed 26% 29 26 10 9 (214) 
1-2 years college 

or trade school · 0 0 28% 31 22 12 8 (157 ) 
Three or more years 

college • 0 · • · · 0 20% 33 32 12 4 (l6? ) 

• Race/ethnic category: • 
White/Anglo 0 • · · • · • 25% 30 26 11 7 (598) 
Mexican'-American · • 33% 32 23 9 3 ( ?6) 
Negra/Black · · 0 0 0 0 · 32% 28 22 5 14 ( S4{ 

i
a ra) The prosecuting attorney and his staff who have the job of prosecuting cases where. ,.\. people have been charged with breaking Zaws--what kind of a job are they doing? 

Note: Rows of percentages may not add exactZy 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 

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 def~nders 

or to criticize 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 (24%). Mexican-Americans tend to praise defenders somewhat 

more often than Anglos do (23% vs. 19% extremely or very good job). (Table 4.3B) • 

• 

• 

• • 
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TABLE 4.38 

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 
GOOD JOB GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR 

~~au1ts S'tatewide · · " 19% 29 40 8 4 

Area of State: 
Total East · · 0 · · · · · 17% 33 38 7 4 

Dallas-Ft. Worth · · 0 · 14% 43 32 9 3 
Houston-Ga1vest0n· 0 " · 13% 30 44 9 4 
Other East · · · · · · · 23% 27 39 4 6 

NOl:'\~,.ilwe::; i: · · · · 22% 18 54 3 2 
Sou't.hwest · · · · · · 22% 31 28 13 4 

Sex: 
Hales • " " .' . · · · · · 18% 31 35 10 5 
Females. · 0 · · 0 20% 28 44 5 3 

Age: 
18 - 24. · · · · · • · · " 10% 29 41 15 5 
25 - 39. · · · · · 0 · 21% 26 40 8 5 
40 - 54. · · · · · · · 22% 31 36 7 3 
55 and older · · 0 • · · 0 21% 32 42 2 3 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower 0 · · · · · · · 20% 24 44 5 7 
Lower middle · 0 · · · 17% 31 42 9 1 
Upper middle · " · · · 22% 32 31 14 2 
Upper . · · · 0 · · 0 · · 17% 39 36 4 3 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate. · 20% 24 44 6 6 
High school completed. " · 19% 27 42 7 5 
1-2 years college 

or trade school · 0 • · 26% 28 32 13 1 
Three or more years 

college · · · · " · 13% 41 38 6 2 

Race/ethnic category: 
White/Anglo • · · · · 0 0 19% 30 41 8 3 
Mexican-American " 0 · • · 23% 35 29 8 5 
Negro/Black · · · · 0 · · 24% 21 35 7 14 

~The defense attorneys appo~nted by the oourt to represent people who have 
aOa'Used of Ol)Unes--'1;)hat kind of job do you feel, they ar>e doing? 

Note: Rows of peroentages may not add exaotly to 100% beoause of rounding • 

-71-
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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%-35% rate their job performance 

"very gOOd," while among strangers, only 23% rate it this high. A similar 

pattern is true of defense attorneys. (Table 4.4) 

Having served on a criminal case jury does not markedly affect how 

people assess the job of prosecutors not' that of defenders; however, having 

been a party or a witness in a criminal case does: among this small group 

(just one in twenty pe'tsons interviewed), criticism of both the prosecutor 

and the defender are very high. (Table 4.4) 
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TABLE 4.4 

• COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEYS (a) 'AND COURT APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS (b) • 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 0 0 0 26% 30 27 10 7 (749) 

Acquaintance with a 

• 
prosecuting attorne~: 

34% 23 30 9 4 ( 87) • Friend or re1atlve · 0 · Know by name only. • · 0 35% 31 13 10 11 (105j 
Don't know any · · · 0 0 24% 30 29 10 7 (52()) 

Have served on a 

• 
criminal case jury 0 · · · 0 31% 30 27 8 3 ( b?) • Have been in court 

(other than jury) 
Never in court · 0 · 0 · 25% 32 28 8 8 (445) 
Spectator only 0 · 0 · 0 26% 22 30 15 8 ( 67) 
Party or witness in 

civil case . · · • · • 28% 34 18 13 8 (11?) • Party or witness in 
criminal case. 0 · • · 34% 6 30 21 9 ( 36) 

DEFENSE ATTORNEYS 

• Adults Statewide • · · 19% 29 40 8 4 (749) • 
Acquaintance with a 
d~fe~se attorney: 

Friend or relative · · · 35% 39 22 4 1 ( 52) 
Know by name only · " · 26% 35 30 7 1 ( 63) 

• Don't know any · 0 , · · 17% 28 42 8 4 (619) • 
Have served on a 
criminal case jury · 0 · · · 15% 32 42 6 5 ( 57) 

Have been in court 

• (other than jury) • Never in court · 0 0 0 · 20% 27 42 8 4 (445) 
Spectator only • 0 Q • b 18% 20 50 11 1 ( 67) 
Party or witness in 

civil case 0 · 0 0 · • 20% 40 31 7 3 (1'17), 
Party or wltness in 

• criminal case. · · • 0 15% 35 30 13 8 ( 36) • • (a) The pl1osecut'l-ng attorney and h'l-s staff Who have the Job oj' proseout'l-ng oases where 
people ha7)e been oharged with breaking Zaws--what kind of a job are they doing? 

(b) The defense attorneys appointed by the oourt to represent people who have been 
aocused of orimes--tuhat 7<ind of job do you feel they are doing? 

• Note: Rows of peroentages may not add exaotZy to 100% beoause of rounding. • -73-
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Chapter IV. 

Fa PUBLIC OPINION OF THE DESIRABILITY AND PROBABI:LITY OF OCCURRENCE 
OF SELECTED PROSECUTOR AND DEFENSE ATTORNEY ACTIONS 

Survey respondents were asked to provide their opinions about selected 

aspects of prosecutors' and court-appointed defense attorneys' behavior in a 

manner similar to that previously analyzed in Chapters II and III for police 

and the judiciary. A detailed description of the pl:ocedure will be found in 

Chapter II (pp. 41 to 43). In brief, ea~h person in\terviewed \vas 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 rank and their perceived probability of occurrence, Items which 

have a higher perceived desirability rank than probability of occurrence rank 

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

perceived probability of occur'tence are termed "over-emphasized." Correlation 

coefficients are shown for each item to indicate the degree of relationship of 

these assessments with basic attitude toward each of the criminal justice 

positions. 

Prosecutors 

Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of the sixteen items of 

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

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

• 
.. 

" 

• 

• 

• 
• • 

• I 
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Figure 4 

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

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL PROSECUTOR JOB RATING 
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Prosecute marijuana offenses (6) 
More concerned with convictions than 
. with justice (16) 
Seize opportunities to further political 

interests (14) 

Establish a friendly, helpful image (2) 
Communicate effectively with citizens 

groups (3) 
Tell witnesses what they should say (12) 
View community relations as a nuisance (13) 
Permit racial origin to impair 

objectivity (15) 

Prosecute pornography offenses (7) 
Prosecute gambling offenses (8) 
Prosecute sex offenses between 

consenting adults (9) 
Spend excessive time on nuisance 

complaints (11) 

Lenient in prosecuting offenses frequently 
violated by public (10) 

Stimulate citizen interest in crime 
prevention (4.5) 

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

disorders (4.5) 

Note: Numbers in pa1'entheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item. 
(Source data fran Table 4. SA) 
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Figure 2 

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED POLICE ACTIVITIES IN TERHS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EHPHASIS 

IMPORTANCE OF TH~ INDICATED ACTION IN AFFECTING OVERALL POLICE JOB RATING 

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIuM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 

Deter pickpockets, purse snatchers (16) 
Arrest bystanders who are slow to obey (18) 
Expect police testimony to have more 

credibility (20) 
Stay invisible to trap traffic violators (22) 
Treat prisoners severely (23) 
Be lenient in enforcing laws frequently 

violated (24) 

Establish a friendly, helpful image (2) 
Explain actions to the accused (5) 
Stimulate citizen participation (8-11) 
Maintain discipline in confrontation (8-11) 
Communicate with citizen groups (13) 
Be influenced by public opinion (19) 

Instill respect rather than fear (7) 
Treat all vehicle violators equally (15) 

Act more harshly to quell some disorders 
than others (21) 

Use pressure tactics for information (25) 
Permit racial origins to impair 

objectivity (27) 

Observe traffic regulations except in 
emergencies (3) 

Listen to traffic violator's story 
before issuing citation (6) 

Resolve problems so as to strengthen 
the family (8-11) 

Recognize and handle emotional 
disorders (12) 

Treat accused as innocent (17) 

Prevent occurrence of crime (1) 
Use minimum force in making 

arrests (8-11) 
Slant testimony to support officer's 

position (26) 

Treat each request for service 
seriously (4) 

Respect dignity when booking 
prisoners (14) 

.Vote: !lWTIbers in pax>entheses indioote the "Desirability" rank of each item. 
(SoUl'ce data from Table 2.9) 
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• 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 take opportunities to prevent crime. These are 

I 

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

I 

\ 

\ 

Less important, but over-emphasized according to many Texans, is 

prosecution of marijuana offenseso 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 o 

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 prone to 

seize opportunities to use their offic~ to further their political interests. 

(Figure 4) 

• Defenders 

Figure 5 portrays the public's perceptions of court-appointed defense 

I. 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 • 

• • 
-75-• 
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The public places a fairly high priority (3rd rank in Desirability) on 

providing more information about what defeuders 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 

is believed to be over-emphasized. 

• 

• 

• 

• '. , 
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Figure 5 

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS 
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IMPORTANCE OF THE INDICATED ACTICN IN AFFECTING OVERALL COURT-APPOINTED DEFENSE ATTORNEYS JOB RATING 

LOW IMPORTANCE tvlEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 
Defend clients to best of ability even 
when guilty (6) 

Tell witnesses what to say (7) 
More concerned with defendant's freedom 

than with justice (8) 

Visit scenes of crimes (4.5) 
Allow client to testify knowing he will 
lie on witness stand (9) 

Call witness who will lie on stand (10) 

Inform public what defenders do (3) 

Raise every possible defense (2) 
Recognize and handle emotional 

disorders (4.5) 

Take opportunity to prevent 
crime (1) 

Note: ."IW71bers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability" ~k Of each item. (Eource data from Table 4.5B) 
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TABLE 4.5A 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROSECUTiNG ATTORNEY ACTIONS; ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(aJ 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

In the general performance of their 
duties, prosecuting attorneys: 

1. Take every opportunity to prevent 
the occurrence of crimes · · 0 · 

2. Permit a defendant's racial origin 
to impair their objectivity 0 0 · 0 

3. Are lenient in prosecuting offenses 
which are frequently violated by 
the public . 0 0 . . · . 0 · · . 

4. Are more concerned with securing 
convictions than with seeing 
justice done 0 . 0 0 · 0 . 0 · ~ · . 

5. Are capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders . . . . . · . 0 · 0 . · . 

In determining which cases to prosecute, 
prosecuting attorneys: 

6. Prosecute most sex offenses committed 
between consenting adults which are 

0/4.30 

0 .1 2.08 

0 .1 2.67 

0 .1 2.06 

. .1 4.12 

reported to them by the police ..•.. 12.98 

1 3.39 4 
II 

Under 0123 

15 I 3.07 13.5 " * 

10 I 3.26 7 

" 
Over .126 

16 I 3.20 8 II Over * 

4.5 I 3.18 9 II Under * 

9 2.91 15 Under * 
- - r.... _ 

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

(aJ Discrepancies in rank betueen Desirability ar~ Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or Zess empt-tasis tt-tan is UJar'raanted ("underIfJ. 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) bet1J.ieen prosecuting attorney job rating and respondent desirability by pl'obability 
score in which highest ~alue8 were assigned to Higr. J/High P ~esponse6~ next highest to High D/Low P; ~ext 
highest to LOlLl D/LOW p~ and lowest values to .:~:.: D/Eig1-:. P 1"f:;:cf,_r:6E:.S, See AppeYi.dix h for description of 
procedures. 

* Correlation too l~w to be significant. "-:'yn rN'JFr)') 
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TABLE 4.5A (CONTINUED) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

D1SCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

fa) 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

7. Prosecute most gambling offenses 
reported to them by the police 

8. Prosecute most pornography offenses 
reported to them by the police 

9. Prosecute most marijuana offenses 
reported to them by the police •• 

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

10. Spend excessive time on nuislance 
complaints a • , 

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

11. Establish a friendly, helpful image 

12. Co~nunicate effectively with 
citizen groups . . a • • • • 

3.61 8 

3.63 7 

3.91 6 

2.57 11 

4.24 2 

4.19 3 

3.09 11.5 Under * 

3.07 13.5 Under * 

3.54 2 Over * 

2.84 16 Under * 

3.68 1 * 

3.33 5 * 
_____________________ -.l ______ --J ______ L..- _____ _______ _ 

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

(a) Disorepanoies in rank between Desirability anc P~obability whioh indioate aotivities thut QT'e reoeiving more 
emphasis than most people think w~ranted ("over") or less emphasis than is warranted (Uunder") , 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between p~oseauting at~orney job rating and respondent de8i~ability by probabiZ~ty 
soore in whioh highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses, next highest co High D/Low P, next 
highest to Low D/Low P, and Zowest values to Low D/High P responses, See Appendix A for desoription of 
prooedures. 

~ Correlation too low to be signifioant. 
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TABLE 4<>SA (CONTINUED) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(aj 

CORRELATION· 
WITH JOB RATING 

(bi 

130 Seize on these opportunities to further 
their own political interests 0 0 0 C ., 2.18 

14. View these activities as nuisance 
assignments • 0 • • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • • 0 I 2.35 

15. Stimulate citizen participation in 
crime prevention activities .•• 0 •• 14.12 

During trial proceedings, prosecuting 
attorneys: 

16. Specify to w1tnesses, before they 
take the stand, exactly what they 
should say • • . • • 0 • • • • • 2041 

14 3.30 

13 3.09 

4a5 3.46 

12 3015 

6 Over * 

11.5 * 

3 .128 

'- - - -
10 -_J_--: 

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

(a) Disorepanoies in rank between Desirability and Probability whioh indioate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over" j or less emphasis than is warranted ("under") Q 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between prosecuting attorney job rating and respondent desirability by probability 
soore 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 lOU) 1;0 be significant. 
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TABLE 4.5B 

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

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITYI PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

raj 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(b) 

In the general performance of their duties, 
defense attorneys: 

1. Take every opportunity to prev~nt the 
occurrence of crimes · 0 c . 0 · · 

2. Are capable of recognizing and handling 
persons with emotional disorders · · 

3. Are more concerned with securing the 
defendant's freedom than with seeing 
that justice is done . . · . . e · · 

4. Defend their clients to the best of 
their ability, even when they believe 
they are guilty 0 . . . . · . . . 

5. Should take a more active part in 
informing the public about what 

· · 

· 

· 

· 

0' 4 a 30 

.1 4.12 . 

.1 2.31 

.1 3.91 

public defenders do ..........1 4.14 

1 3.18 6 
1/ 

Under 0235 

4.5 I 3.14 7 

" 
.284 

8 I 3.34 5 II Over * 

6 I 3.62 2 II Over * 

3 2.90 9 Under * 
- - - - - - - - - - _ - __________ t- _______ _ 1 ______ -..JI ______ • ______ _ 

Mean: average rating on a five-point scaZe on which very desirable/p~obable = 5 and very undesirabZe/improbabZe = 1, 
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) 

(bJ 

Discrepancies in rank between DesirabiZity and Probability which indicate activities tr~t are rece~v~ng more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") or less emphasis than is LJaITanted illunderll): 
CorreZation (Pearson r) between defense attorney job rating and respo~~ent desirability by probability 
scope in which highest values were assigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next 
highest to Low IJ/Low P, and lowest vaZues to LOlJ D/High P responses. See Appendix A for description of . 
procedures. 

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

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(aJ 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(bJ 

6. Should visit the scenes of the crimes 
which their clients are accused of •• I 4.12 

During trial proceedings i defense 
attorneys: 

7. 

8. 

Raise every possible defense for 
their clients • . • . e • • 

Call witnesses to the stand whom 
they know will lie for their 
clients • • . e • • • • • • • • 

9. Specify to witnesses f before they 
take the stand, exactly what they 

4.19 

1.79 

should say ..••..•...••.. I 2.60 

10. Allow their clients to testify even 
when they know the client will 
lie on the witness stand . . . • . . . I 1.94 

4.5 

2 

10 

7 

9 

3.39 3 * 

3.69 1 .187 

2.89 10 * 

3.37 4 Over * 

2.94 8 * 
---------------------~-------------~-----~-------
Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/impPObable = 1. 

Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between DesiPability and Probability which indicate activities that aPe receiving more 
emphasis th.an most people think warPanted ("over ") or less emphasis than is WaPranted ("under"). 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between defense attoPney job rating and respondent desirability by probability 
score in which highest vaZues were assigned to High D/High P responses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next 
highest to Low D/Low p~ and lowest vaZues to Low D/High P responses, See Appe~~ix A for description of 
procedures. 

'* COT'7'elatiorz too low to be significant. 
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Chapter V. 

PUBLIC ATT~TUDES CONCERNING PROBATION, PAROLE, AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 

A. 

B. 

C • 

D • 

E. 

Contact and Familiarity 

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

Social and Demographic Group Differences 

Effects of Familiarity and Incarceration Experience 

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

A. CONTACT AND FAMILIARITY 

Parole officers are the least widely known members of the criminal 

justice system -- only about one in fou.rteen persons (7%) is pe-rsonally 
/ 

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%-13% of the Texas public. 

(Table 5.1) 
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Chapter V, 

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

Of the three positions under discussion in this chapter, Correctional 

Officers are the most often criticized. In Table /5.2 it is shown chat 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 posit.ions is as frequently 

criticized as was the case in California: Table 5.2 shows that 19% 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 (b), AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICER~c): ADULTS STATEWlDE 

• 

California 
PROBATION PAROLE CORRECT! ONAl sU.f'vey 

JOB RATING OFFICERS JFFICERS OFFICERS Prob. Par. COY', 

Extremely good job o (7) 5% 4% 3% .)", ;5% >1111 · · · · · w/J ... Ii) 

Very good job · • 0 · · • (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 6~j 43 42 • Somewhat poor job · · 0 · (3) · · 8 8 12 13 13 75 

Very poor job · 0 0 · · · (2) · 0 3 3 4 4 4 8 

Extremely poor job " 0 0 • (1) · · 1 1 2 3 2 0 

Mean rating · . · · · 0 0 0 . 4.53 4.45 4.28 4.37 4.28 3.9d' 

Number of respondents 0 . . . 0 (749) (749) (749) (811) (811) (&11) 

(a) "Probation officers whose Job it is to investigate and to supervise j'uveniles and' 
adults who have been in trouble with the law and who receive suspended sentences 
ot" are placed on probation." 

(bJ "ParoZe officers whose Job it is to supervise Juveniles and adults who have 
served part of their sentences and who have been aUowed to leave correctional 
institutions on paroZe." 

(cJ "CorrectionaZ officers tt,hose Job i't; is to supervise prisoners lI)hiZe they are 
jails, prisons or other correctional faciUties." 

Note: CoZumns of percentages may not add exactZy to 100% because of rounding. 
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Chapter v • 

C. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP DIFFERENCES 

Prob ... tion Officers are pa-rticulatly often criticized in Southwest 

Texas and in the Houston-Galveston area (18%-20% poor job), and by younger 

people: Among persons under 25, 19% say "poor job" and among those 25-39, 

15% -rate Probation Officers as doing a "poor job." Mexican-Americans are more 

often critical (23% poor job) than are Blacks (15%) or Anglos (11%) • 

('rable 5. 3A) 

Parole Officers are also frequently criticized by younger people. 

The percentage of "poor job" ratings is In~ among the youngest segment (18-24) ~ 

16% 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-aIds; 23% among 25-39 year-olds; and only 8%-13% among 

people over 40. Criticism of Correctional Officers also appears to increase 

with education, siner it is only 13% among those with less than high school 

education and rises to 23% among those with three or more years of college. 

Mexican-Americans are very much more critical of Correctiona.l Officers 

(31% poor job) than are Blacks (15%) or Anglos (17%). (Table S.3C) 
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TABLE 5.3A • COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PROBATION • OFF! CERS (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 res ondent/t 

Adults statewide • • 0 19% 27 42 8 4 (71:9) 

Area of state: 
To .... al East c · • • • • 0 19% 30 40 8 4 (402) 

uallas-Ft. Worth 0 0 0 10% 37 50 2 2 (137) • Houston-Galveston· • 0 17% 27 38 14 4 ( 98j 
Other East · · · · 0 · 28% 26 34 6 6 (l6? ) 

Northwest. · · · · 0 0 0 20% 17 57 5 2 (lb6) 
Southwest. • · • · · • · 21% 30 30 14 6 (161) 

Sex: • Males · 0 0 • • · · • 18% 25 42 11 4 ( .342) 
Females 0 0 • 0 • • 21% 28 41 6 4 (407) 

Age: 
18 - 24 • · • 0 • • 0 0 13% 33 35 15 4 (154) 
25 - 39 • • • • · 0 0 0 20% 32 34 10 5 (259) • 40 - 54 · • • • • • • • 24% 17 49 7 2 (147 ) 
55 and older • • • • • • 20% 24 50 3 3 (18?) 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower · • • • • • 20% 25 42 9 4 (287 ) 
Lower middle · · • • 0 • 21% 27 39 8 5 (:lC;9, • Upper middle · • · • 17% 33 40 9 1 (174) 

Upper 0 0 · • 0 • • · 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 · 0 · • • 25% 26 36 9 4 (157 ) 

Three or more years 
college 0 0 0 0 0 · 0 9% 34 43 9 4 (167 ) 

Race/ethnic category: • White/Anglo. • • • • · 0 18%. 27 45 8 3 (598 ) 
Mexican-American · • 0 • 23!8 29 25 18 5 ( 76) 
Negro/Black. 0 · · • 0 0 ~7% 29 29 4 11 ( 54) 

(ex) i "Pt-obation OJfice'P8 whose job it is to 7;nvest7;gate to SUpel'7nBe Juve,n es an • aduZts who have been in t'PoubZe with the Zaw and who receive suspended sentences 
or' al'~ p laced on probation. /I • 

Note: Co'Zumns of percentages may not add exactZy to 100% because of rounding. 
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TABLE 5.3B 
COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY PAROLE 

OFfY CERS (b) : BY SOCrO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

EX- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY Number of 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR pes ondcl2ts 

Adults Statewide 0 · · 0 016% 25 48 8 3 ('; 49 ; 

Area of State: 
Tntal East 0 0 0 0 • · · 015% 26 48 8 4 14('3/' 

Dallas-Fto worth 0 0 · 0 6% 36 52 4 1 (137 ) 
Houston-Galveston 0 0 0 .12% 24 50 10 4 ( 98) 
Other East 0 0 0 0 0 0 .26% 19 41 9 5 (167 ) 

Northwest 0 0 · · 0 0 • 0 .16% 16 63 5 1 (186 ) 
Southwest 0 0 · · 0 0 0 0 019% 29 35 12 5 (l6I) 

Sex: 
Males 0 0 0 0 0 0 · 0 0 015% 25 46 10 4 (34.'-]) 
Females " 0 0 0 0 , · .17% 24 50 6 3 {4.'),i/ 

Age: 
18 - 24 0 .' . 0 · • 0 0 · . 9% 25 50 14 3 (2b4) 
25 39 0 c, 0 c. 0 0 0 • 0 .14% 30 40 9 7 (~69) 

40 - 54 0 0 0 0 0 " 0 v 0 020% 19 50 8 2 (J4?) 

55 and older 0 0 0 0 0 0 021% 22 54 2 1 (18?.' 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower • . 0 0 • • 0 0 · .19% 23 46 8 4 (28'/ ) 
Lower middle · 0 · · · • 018% 23 44 11 4 (1uB) 
Upper middle 0 0 • · 0 0 010% 30 49 9 2 (1'74) 
Upper 0 0 • • 0 0 • 0 0 014% 24 59 2 1 ( 1.18) 

Education: 
Less than HoS. graduate .19% 22 48 8 3 (20l) 
High school completed · · 015% 25 46 12 2 (214 I 
1-2 years college or 

trade school · · · · 0 020% 23 44 6 6 (157) 
Three or more years 

college 0 0 0 0 0 • .10% 28 55 5 3 (161) 

Race/ethnic category: 
White/Anglo 0 0 0 • • 0 • .14% 24 52 7 2 (598) 
Mexican-American 0 0 • • 018% 32 33 14 3 ( 76) 
Negro/Black 0 · 0 • 0 n • 033% 21 28 5 13 ( 54) 
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TABLE 5.3C • COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOB BEING DONE BY CORRECTIONAL 
OFfICERS (a): BY SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS • 

'E'x- EX-
TREMELY SOME- NO SOME- TREMELY 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION WHAT OR VERY Nwnber of 
GOOD GOOD NEUTRAL POOR POOR res ondents 

• Adults Statewide. 0 0 17% 19 46 12 7 (749) 

Area of State: 
Total East . • • • · 0 0 17% 19 46 12 6 (402) 

Da11as-Jrt. worth. • • 9% 25 51 9 5 (137 ) 
Houston-Galveston. 8% 16 47 20 8 ( 98) • Other East. · · • 32% 17 40 7 4 (167 ) 

Northwest 0 · · 0 • • · 19% 13 60 5 4 (186) 
Southwest 0 · • 0 · • 0 14% 25 32 17 12 (161 i 

Sex: 
Males . • 0 0 0 · 0 · • 13% 20 44 14 9 (342) • Females. · . 0 0 0 0 0 • 20% 19 47 10 4 (40? ) 

Age: 
18 - 24 0 0 0 0 0 · 0 0 9% 19 39 19 13 (154 ) 
25 - 39 0 • 0 0 0 · 21% 21 35 14 9 (259) 
40 - 54 0 0 0 · • • · 0 15% 18 54 10 3 (J1j'/ ) • 55 and older • 0 0 0 • 0 18% 18 56 5 3 (181) 

Socio-economic status: 
Lower 0 • 0 0 0 0 · • 0 22% 16 45 11 6 (287 ) 
Lower middle · 0 0 0 17% 21 48 6 8 :lC9 ) 
Upper mi.ddle · · · • 10% 22 42 20 8 (174) • Upper 0 • 0 0 0 · 0 0 0 12% 22 52 10 4 (118 ) 

Education: 
Less than H.S. graduate. 20% 18 49 6 7 (207) 
High school completed. 0 21% 16 44 14 5 (214) 
1-2 years college or .-

trade schoc)l 0 · 0 17% 22 42 12 7 (157) 
Three or more years 

college t, 0 • • • · 0 6% 23 48 16 7 (167 ) 

Race/ethnic category: • White/Anglo • 0 • 0 0 • 14% 19 50 11 6 (598J 
Mexican-American 0 0 0 • 17% 24 27 21 10 ( 76) 
Negro/Black. 0 0 0 0 · 0 40% 17 28 5 10 ( 64) 

(aJ "Correational, offiaers whose job it is to supervise prisoners while they are in 
ja"lZs~ p'Pisons OXI other aorreationaZ faaiZities." • Note: CoZumns of peraentages may not add exaatZy to 100% beaause of rounding. • 
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Do 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% - ,48% very good job), 

but close association 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 jailor prison also leads to less 

favorable ratings for officers in all three positions, especially for 

Co'rrectional Officers, (Table 5.4) 
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TABLE 5.4 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF JOBS BEING DONE BY PROBATION(a), 
PAROlE(b;" AND CORRECTIONAL OFF I CERS (C:/~ 

BY ACQUAINTANCESHIP AND INCARCERATION EXPERIENCE 

EX-
TREMELY SQ'vlE- NO 
OR VERY WHAT OPINION; 

PROBATION OFFICERS 

Adults statewide ~ • • Q 0 • 

Acquaintance with a 
Probation Officer: 

Friend or relative 
Know by name only • 
Do not know any • • 

· . 
• 0 · . 

Know someone who has ;,~erved 
time in jail, prison, or 
other institution: 

· . . 
• • 0 · . . 

Close friend or relative 
Other person • • • • . • o 0 

PAROLE OFFICERS 

Adults Statewide 

Acquaintance with a 
Parole Officer: 

e _ • • • 0 

19% 

46% 
32% 
16% 

19% 
21% 

16% 

Friend or relative 0 • • •• 48% 
Know by name only • " • • •• 35% 
Do not know any • • • • • •• 14% 

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

Close friend or relative •. 18% 
Other person 0 0 • • • • •• 14% 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 

Adults Statewide • • • QQ. 

Acquaintance with a 
Correctional Officer: 

Friend or relative • • • 
Know by name only • • • • 
Do not know any • • • 

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

Close friend or relative 
Other person • 0" • • • 

• 0 

• • 

• 0 

• • 

17% 

25% 
11% 
16% 

15% 
20% 

27 

34 
32 
26 

30 
26 

25 

14 
24 
25 

28 
23 

19 

20 
24 
19 

14 
18 

42 

10 
21 
47 

36 
36 

413 

25 
18 
50 

40 
46 

46 

30 
36 
49 

43 
41. 

RAL 

EX­
SOME- TREMElY 
WHAT OR VERY 
POOR 

8 

9 
8 
7 

10 
12 

a 

9 
16 

8 

8 
13 

12 

18 
16 
10 

19 
15 

4 

2 
7 
4 

6 
5 

3 

4 
6 
3 

5 
4 

7 

7 
14 

6 

8 
6 

LtlapteJ. V. 

• 

• Number of 

(749) 

• 
( 60) 
( 55) 
(611) 

(148) 
(161) 

(749) 

• 

• 

( 23) 
(26') • 
(683) 

(148) 
(l6l) • 

(749) 

( 64) 
( 37) 
(629) 

(148) 
(l61) 

• 

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

who have been in trouble with the Zaw and who 'l"eceive suspended sentences OT' are • 
placed on probation." • 

(b) "Pa'l"oZe officer>s whose job it is to supe'l"'Vise juveniles and adults who have ser>ved t 
of their> sentences and who have been allowed to leave aor>'l"eational institutions on 
pa'l"ole." 

(a) "Cor>r>ectional office'l"s whose job it is to supervise pr>isone'l"s while they ~~e in ja~Zs, 
pr>isons or> other> cO'l"r>ectionaZ faciUties. /I " 

Note: CoZumns of pe'l"Centages may not add exactZy to 100% because of roundinn. 
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Figure 6 

CATEGORIZATION OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFICERS ACTIVITIES IN TERMS OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRES~&! EMPHASIS 

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

LOW IMPORTANCE_ i MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE l 

Go out of way to help probationer adjust 
(3.5) 

Seek outside aid for rehabilitation of 
probationers (6) 

Attempt to increase probationer's 
acceptance in the community (7) 

Identify with the probationer (10) 
View community activities as a nuisance (12) 
Permit racial origin to impair 

objectivity (13) 
Slant testimony to support own position (14) 

Set standards probationer can understand 
and fulfill (3.5) 

Be capable of recognizing and handling 
emotional disorders (5) 

Recommend revocation of probation when 
warranted (8) 

Expect their testimony to have greater 
credibility (11) 

Gh-" . ;; __ ;-,.teling and guidance to 
prot,,~tioners (1) 

Identify potential employers for 
probationer (9) 

Take every opportunity to prevent 
occurrence of crimes (2) 

~'~~ 

Note: !lwnbers in pcwentheses indicate the "DesirabiUty" rank of each item. 
(Source data from TabZe 5.5A) 
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Figure 7 

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

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

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 

Be capable of recognizing and 
handling emotional disorders (4) 

Identify potential employers (9.5) 
Slant testimony to support their 

own position (12) 

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

Take every opportunity to prevent occurrence 
of crime (2) 

Set standards which parolee can understand 
and fulfill (3) 

Permit racial origin to impair 
objectivity (11) 

Recommend revocation of parole when 
warranted (6) 

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) 

Note: Numbers in pa:t'entheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item. 
(Source data from Table 5.58) 
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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 probabllity of certain actions by incumbents in the various 

Chapter V 

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 S.SA (Probation), S.SB (Parole), and S.SC (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 ~s true, they are 

termed "over-emphasized." All others are considered "about right" in present 

degree of emphasis. Correlation coefficients for each item indicate its degree 

of association with basic attitude toward each position. 

Probation Officers 

Figure 6 provides a summary analysis of the fourteen items rated for 

Probation Officers. Here it will be noted 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)o Probation officers also should not expect their 

testimony to have greater credibility than others. 



• Chapter V • 

It is quite important to the public that Probation Officers use every 

opportunity to prevent crime~ and they are believed to be placing about the 

right amount of emphasis on thiso 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 4t 

emotional disorders in probationers. These items do not contribute a significant 

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. 

Parole Officers 

Figure 7 shows the distribution of items describing how the public 

perceives Parole Officers. Here it will be noted that Parole Officers are seen 

to be too ready to revoke parole, and that this is an important matter in 

judging the job that they doo 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 TER}!S OF THEIR IMPORTANCE AND ADEQUACY OF PRESENT EMPHASIS 

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

LOW IMPORTANCE MEDIUM IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE 

Take every opportunity to prevent 
occurrence of crime (1) 

Seek aid 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 homose~Jal practices (13) 

Report prisoner grievances to 
proper authorities (3) 

Treat prisoners with courtesy and 
respect (5) 

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

Permit racial origin to impair 
objectivity (14) 

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

Treat accused person as innocent when 
holding in jail (6) 

Treat prisoners severely (12) 

Be capable of recognizing and 
handling emotional disorders (2) 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the "Desirability" rank of each item. 
(Fcurce data from Table 5.5C) 

I 

I 



Chapter V. 

Also moderately important, and performed adequately at present, are 

such things as preventing crimes whenever possible and setting standards which 

parolees 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 public: 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 o 

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 receiving about the right amount of emphasis at this time. 

• • 
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TABLE S.5A 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PROBATION OFFICERS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITYI PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

In the general performance of their 
duties, probation officers: 

1. Permit a probationer's racial origin 
to impair their objectivity 0 0 • 0 .11.98 

20 Give counseling and guidance to 
their probationer as needed 0 o· 014.37 

3. Take every opportunity to prevent 
the occurrence of crimes 0 0 0 •• 0 014.31 

4. Are capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders • 0 • 0 0 0 •• 0 0 • 0 0 .14025 

When supervls1ng persons on probation, 
proba~ion officers: 

5. Identify with the probationer rather 
than with the "establishment". 0 • 0 .13.65 

6. Recommend revocation of probation 
when warranted •••• 0 • 0 • 0 ••• 14.02 

13 2.92 14 

1 3.54 3 

2 3.66 1 

5 3.30 10 

10 3.36 8.5 

8 3.58 2 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(a) 

Under 

Over 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(bJ 

* 

,,173 

.200 

* 

* 

.173 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ • ____ .L- _____ _ - _____ _ _______ 1...-. _______ _ 

Mean: average ra~~ng on a fiv.e-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = ], 
Number of respondents; 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between DesirabiZity and ProhabiZity which indicate activities that a2~ receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warTanted ("overIlJ OT' less emphasis than is warranted (I'under"): 

(b) Correlation (Pearscn r) between probation officer' job rating and respondent desirability by probability score 
in which highest values were assigned to High ~/Eig~ P responses, next highest to High D/Low P; next highest 
to Low D/Low P:; and lowest values to Low D/Pig}: P !''':::'''!; 7Y!6~S; See Appendix A for description of procedures. 

* CorreZation too Zow to be significant. 
c:;:. '-' 
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• 

When participating in community relations 
and education programs i probation officers: 

11. View these activities as nuisance 
assignments , , e 0 0 = , . 0 , , 

12. Use such occasions to identify 
potential employers for probationers 

• 

12 c 12 
1

2
•

94 12 13 /I * 

I I 

9 ,3.67 1
3

.
23 11 I' .131 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -, _ - - _I - - - - - - '-- - -1- - - - - - ...... - - - - - - - --

Mean: avepag~ rating on a five-poin~ scaZe on whioh Jery desirahle/probabZe = b and verb undesipabZe/~MprobabZe = 1. 
Number of respondents: 354 to 312 per item, 

(ai Discrepar..c7..es in rar'lk between Desirab-l-Ziti:: and. !?1'obah lity whi(!1- indicate activities that ar'e rece1.-v1.-ng more 
emphasis th..an '71.0st peopZe think wQ.f'rant~·~ /"0/.Jf;12,J') or' 2esa emph::.';-:I:: r.r..ayz 1-8 IJarranted ("under") , 

(bi Correlar;ioYf. (Pea:t'soY, r) bei;ween pre-baticY:. c!.':'ioer jer J.·atir:.g ar:c. :t'€i6pondent desirah-ditb by pr>obab1.-lity score 
in which h7..ghe8t ()alues wer·e assigy.ed ~0 P.~g!. _ /H1,.gh .. " re6por.6eS,. next highest to High D/Low P; next highest 
to Low DiLo ..... ~ PJ and lowest values to Low L/H'&g;' _ respcfZsbS, See Apper..dix A for description of procedures, 

* Correlation too low to be significant. 
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TABLE 505A (CONTINUED) 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION MEAN RANK MEAN RANK (aj (b) 

13. Seek the aid and cooperation of 
public and private service 
organizations for rehabilitation 
of probationers 0 0 . . . . . . . . 0 4.15 6 3.50 4 * c 

14. Attempt to increase the public's 
acceptance of probationers in the 
community . c . . • . . . . 4.07 7 3.36 8.5 * 0 . 0 . . 

--------------------------------------------------
Mean: average rating on a five-point scaZe on which very desirable/probabZe = 5 and very undesiTabZe/improbabZe = 1. 
-- Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank between DesirabiZity and ProbabiZity which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted ("over") o:t' Zess emphasis than is wa:rranted ("under"). 

(b) Cor-relation (Pearson r) bei;lJ)een probation iff1:cep job rating and respondent desirabiZity by probability score 
in whioh 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 ~atue8 to Low D/High P responses. See Appendix A for description of procedures. 

~ Correlation too low to be significantc 
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TABLE 5.5B 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED PAROLE OFFICERS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY/ CORRELATION 
IN EMPHASIS I WITH JOB RATING 

(a) (b) 

In the general performance of their 
duties, parole officers: 

I. Give counseling and guidance to 
their parolees as needed GOO • • 

2. Take every opportunity to prevent 
the occurrence of crimes 0 0 0 

3. Are capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders 0 • • 0 • • • • • • " 

4. Permit a parolee's racial origin 
to impair their objectivity . 0 

When supervising persons on parole, 
parole officers: 

5. Recommend revocation of parole 
when warranted . . 

6. Go out of their way to assist the 
parolee to adjust . . . . . . 

4.43 

4.36 

4.29 

2.15 

4.12 

4.27 

-----------------------"'---

1 

2 

4 

11 

6 

5 

3.78 1 .232 

3.51 4 .176 

3.41 5 * 

3.06 11 .133 

3.71 3 Over .226 

3.32 9 Under * 
1-------

Mean: average rating on a five-point scale on which very desirable/probable = 5 and very undesirable/improbable = 10 
Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Dis~repancies in rank between Desirability and Fl'obability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis than most people think warranted (lfover") or less emphasis than is warranted ("under"). 

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between parole officer job rating and respondent desirability by probabiZity 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 fop description of procedures. 

* Correlation too low to be significant. 
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TABLE 5.5B (CONTINUED) 

SITUATION AND ACTION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEA~ RANK 

7. Set behavioral standards for each 
parolee which he can understand 
and fulfill . • • . • . • • . . • 

8. Identify with the parolee rather than 

4.30 

with the "establishment" ....... I 3.76 

When appearing in court as a 
parole officers: 

9. Slant their testimony to 
their own position • . • 

witness, 

support 

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

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

2.00 

punishment for parolees. . • • •. I 3.95 

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 parolees. . . • . . . . . . . 

3.76 

4.11 

3 3.73 2 

9.5 3.13 10 

12 2.95 12 

8 3.34 8 

9.5 3.37 7 

7 3.38 6 

DISCREPANCY 
IN EMPHASIS 

(aJ 

CORRELATION 
WITH JOB RATING 

(bJ 

.151 

.206 

* 

.210 

.154 

.414 

------~------~-----~---------
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. 

(aJ Discrepancies in rank between Desirability and Probability which indicate activities that are receiving more 
emphasis tran most people think warranted ("over" J or less emphasis than is warranted {"underll J. 

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

;+ CorreZat·ion too low to he significant. 
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TABLE S.SC 

DESIRABILITY AND PROBABILITY OF SELECTED CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ACTIONS: ADULTS STATEWIDE 

DISCREPANCY CORRELATION 
DESIRABILITY I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 
SITUATION AND ACTION 

In the general performance of their duties, 
correctional officers: 

10 Permit inmates to be with their wives 
in private for conjugal visits •.•• 13.52 

2. Are capable of recognizing and 
handling persons with emotional 
disorders •. Q QQ ••••• 0 ••• 14.25 

3. Take every opportunity to prevent 
the occurrence of crime •••••..• 14.36 

4. Permit a prisoner's racial or~g~n 
to impair their objectivity •••.•• 11.90 

When holding an accused person in jail, 
correctional officers: 

5. Treat the accused person as if 
he were innocent . . . . . • .,3.86 

10 

2 

1 

14 

6 

- - --

(a) (b) 

2.65 12 * 

3.32 4 .289 

3.45 3 * 

3.02 10 Over .161 

2.63 13 Under .123 
1- ____ _ 

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

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

(b) Correlation (Pearson r) between correctional officer job pating and respondent desirabiZity by probability score 
in which highest values were assigned to High D/High ? ~esponses~ next highest to High D/Low P; next hiqhest 
to Low D/Low P, ar~ 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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TABLE SoSC (CONTINUED) 

DESIRABILITY 
MEAN RANk. 

PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY 'I CORRELATION 
IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION 

When supervising prisoners in a 
correctional facility, correctional 
officers: 

6. Treat prisoners with courtesy and 
respect 0 e ~ 0 0 c c 0 c e 0 c c 

7. Use force when individual prisoners 
refuse to obey reasonable orders and 
other methods have failed 0 c 

8. Report prisoner grievances to the 
proper authorities < 0 c 0 . 0 , 

9. Give prisoners the maximum freedom 
possible within the institution's 
rules 0 0 0 0 0 . " . 0 . . . . 

10. Tolerate homosexual practices 0 o 

11. Treat prisoners severely; show them 
that prison is not a resort 0 . . . . 

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

12. Use such occasions to identify 

.13.94 

01 3 • 47 

.1 4.18 

01
3085 

. 1.94 

.12.65 

potential employers for inmates ceo .1 3.54 

ra) , (b) 

5 1 2.99 11 II Under * 

11 3.75 1 1/ Over .123 

3 3.13 7.5 
" 

Under * 

7 3.13 7.5 
II 

* 
13 2.58 14 * 

12 3.17 6 1/ Over .297 

9 3.07 9 * 
--------------------------~------------~---

Mean: average rating on a five-poin~ scale on which very desirabZe/probable = 5 and very undes~rable/improbable = 1, 
-- Number of respondents: 354 to 372 per item. 

(a) Discrepancies in rank bet~een De&irabiZity 2nd P~obabiZitd whioh ind~cate aotivities that are peae~v~~g more 
emphasis than most people think 1JarT'anted ( lI.Jvepll) OP Less emphasis than is warranted (lIunder ll;: 

(bj Correlc.;;ioY:. (Pearson r) between c::;yreetional officer job rating and respvndent desirabiZity by probabiZiry seore 
in which highest values were ass~gned to High D/Hig~ P responses, next highest ~o High D/Low P; next highest 
to Low V/Low P~ and lowest values to Low 9/High P r~cipo~ses, See Appendix ~ :or desoription of prooedures. 

~ Co:t'Telati~ ~oo Zow to be signifioant, 

• • • • • • • • 
(CONTINUED) 

• • • • 

(') 

::T 
III 
'0 

"' (I) 
1'1 

<! 



->{.,."r.':/.~,,",""~""#'''-'~'l:7.'''M"~ ~rn~~~,.\'z.W.(.\~~~~"',;m':? =.tr'i;i""~~.m:w""~,~~·,,~ r,~n{tI""'~''';t,t"p:qW~!it,,>r?9!E!'"--t:~~>';:~7,p:.y~~W~t~'-W~w~~_«.~~~.-t:Mf®''r·~.mt~!~.~~::.",,· 

• • 
TABLE 5.SC (CONTINUED) 

DESIRABILITy I PROBABILITY 
MEAN RANK MEAN RANK 

DISCREPANCY·' CORRELATION 
IN EMPHASIS WITH JOB RATING 

SITUATION AND ACTION (aJ I (b) 

13. Seek public support for the policy 
of rehabilitation as opposed to 
punishment for prisonersc e , 0 : • I 3 Q 78 8 I 3.30 5 II .144 

14. Seek the aid and cooperation of 
public and private service 
organizations for rehabilitation 
of inmates , ~ . 0 0 . I 4.11 4 I 3.46 2 II * . . . . c 

---------------------- --------------""------"------

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

(bJ 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 responseso 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 

cross-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 socio-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 Desi~ 

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 g'roup of 10 households. Starting points for 

the formation of clusters were located by random selection from the current 

telephone directory covering the PSU. The cluster address listing process was 

ca'rried 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 is applied later~ to adjust for variations in telephone density from 

neighborhood to neighborhood. See below.) 

A-I 



• 
Interviewers made up to three callbacks if necessary in an attempt to 

obtain an interview at designated households o Within households, an adult respon~ 

was selected by a systematic procedure which called for the interviewer to • 
interview the youngest male adult at home; if no males were at home, then the 

inte'rview was made with the oldest female at home. This manner of respondent 

selection is 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 belowo 

Sample Weighting • 
Two stages of weighting were us~d 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 • 
weighting corrects fo'r variable telephone density from neighborhood to neighbor-

hood, a fact which tends to bias the initial probability of selection of cluster 

starting addresseso For example, neighborhoods within a directory area which • 
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 

is 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 adjusced sample resulting 

from the first stage weighting described above. The original sample is designed 

to be self-weighting, ioe., 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: 

Note: 

Table A 

CHARACTERISTICS OF:.:......;;T;.;;;H;;;;;E~S.AMP;.;;;;,;.;;;;,..;;;;L;.;;E __________ -,--_, 
1970 Raw Corrected 

Characteristic~s~:~ ______________________ C~e~n~s~u~s~ __ ~S~a~m~p~l~e ____ ~S~a~m.p_l~e ______ __ 

East Texas 
Met't'o Area 0 0 .0. · . . . . .36.0 

• 19.9 
.21. 9 
.22.2 

Other 0 0 0 • • 0 • 

0000000 Northwest Texas 0 

Southwest Texas a 000 Q 0 0 g • 

Sex: 

Age: 

Male. c (\ c;, 0 o 0 (., • 0 ••• 047.9 
Female • 0 • Q 0 0 c • • 0 • • • 52.1 

18-24 0 Q 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 • • 19.2 
.37.3 

• • • 23.6 
25-44 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 

45-59 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 

60 and over. 0 0 0 0 _ • • • • • 19.9 
Not reported o. 0 • · -

Race/ethnicity: 
Mexican, other Latin American 
Negra/Black 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 

Tenure 
Own Q Q 0 0. o 0 .0. o 0 

Rent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 <l (\ 0 0 

Not reported 0 • • 

. . o 1405 
• 11.5 

.64.6 
035.4 

31.4 36.2 
22.3 19.8 
24.8 22.0 
21.4 22.0 

45.7 47.8 
54.3 52.2 

20.6 19.2 
40.7 37.1 
19.6 23.6 
18.8 19.8 

.3 .2 

11.9 13.7 
7.2 8.5 

70.5 65.6 
28.4 33.6 
1.1 .8 

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

*This sampling procedure and the weighting correction is based on a design concept 
originated by the late Jo stevens stock of Market-Math~ Inc. 

A-3 



• 
Interviewer Training and Supervision 

A total of 55 resident interviewers 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 accurateo No work was accepted which did not meet stringent 

standards of fidelity and completeness. 

Field Interviewing Resul~ 

In total, 1,605 households were visited by the field interviewers 

employed on this survey. Contact could not be made with 502, or 31%, 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 

Total households in sample 1605 

No one at home or no adult 
reached after three callbacks 0 • • • • 374 

Illness in the family.. • 0 • • • • 65 
Language barrier. • • • 0 • • • • 0 • • 45 
Inaccessible household 0 • • • • • •• 18 
Refused interview (unwilling, too busy) • • 310 
Began but did not complete interview • 0 • 44 

Interview completed in household • • • • • 749 
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Per cent 

100.0 

23.3 
4.1 
2.8 
1.1 

19.3 
2.7 

46.7 
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Questionnaire Processin[ 

Completed questionaires were returned to Field Research Corporation's 

central data processing facility in San Francisco, where ~hey were edited for 

consistency and completeness, and where open-end question responses were read 

and coded for tabulation. The processed questionnaires were then keypunched. 

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. 

The statistical data were obtained by computer tabulation using special 

programs designed for processing questionnaire survey data. Basic tabulations 

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

system, and additional tabulations and the correlation ana.lysis were performed on a 

CDC 6400 computing systemo 

Estimates of SamElina,. EEE£E. 

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 va:i::'iability is a particular survey can be assessed through 

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

utilizes data generated by the survey itself ~o estimate empirically the 

amount of sampling va'riability in the data. Table C shows the tolerance limits 

for data from this survey~ calculated at the 95% confidence level. The figures 

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

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 

*w. Edwards DemingJ SampZe Designs in Bus'tness Resea'l'ch (New York: r';ileYJ 1960) 
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 t.he (weighted) sample. 

• of 749 persons which have a frequency near 50-50% 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 55%. 

Table C 

TABLE OF SAMPLING 'TOLERANCES AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL • 
Percentage Division of Replies 

Sample Base 50-50 60-40 70-30 80-20 90-10 95-5 

50 0 0 • • · 0 • · • 16 15 14 13 9 7 

100 11 11 10 9 7 5 • 0 • 0 0 0 • • • • 
150 • 0 n 0 0 0 0 0 · 9 9 8 7 5 4 

200 0 0 · 0 0 0 0 • 0 8 8 7 6 5 3 

250 0 0 0 • · 0 0 • 0 7 7 6 6 4 3 

300 6 6 6 5 4 3 • • 0 · 0 0 • 0 • · 
350 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 5 5 4 3 

400 0 • 0 0 · 0 0 0 0 • 6 5 5 4 3 2 

500 • 0 ~ 0 • 0 0 0 • 5 5 5 4 3 2 

600 · 0 0 0 0 · • 0 · 5 4 4 4 3 2 • 
700 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 3 3 2 

800 0 0 0 0 • • 0 0 0 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 questionnaire which was 

administered to c'l':i.minal justice system agency members in California, Texas, 

• • 
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Michigan~ and New Jerseyo 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 portion of the 

interview was resumedo In ()'l~de'r to keep the interview length within tolerable 

limits (ioe., 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 itemso 

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 in 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 Fiveo 

Socio-Economic Status Scale 

A scale of "socio-economic status" was fotmed out of respondents Y answers 

to three questions: income, occupation, and employment status. Table D below 

shows the class positions assigned to various combinations of characteristics • 

• 
A-7 
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Table D 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS SCALE# 

Income 
Occupation of chief earner quartile* 

Professional, technical IV 
III 
II 
I 

-
Managers) propriet~)'t s ~ officia.ls IV 

III 
II 
I 

Clerical, white collar IV 
III 
n 
1 

Sales IV 
!II 
n 
I 

Foreman, skilled manua.l WOrkE!rS LV 
III 
II 
I 

Operatives, semi-skilled IV 
III 
11 
I 

Service workers IV 
III 
II 
I 

- ::-: - - . 

A-a 

-

Self-
empl'11.ed 

tJ 
U 
OM 
LM 

-
U 
U 
UM 
1M 

U 
UM 
LH 
L 

U 
UM 
1M 
L 

UM 
LH 
Ll'[ 
L 

UM 
LM 
L 
L 

LM 
L 
L 
L 

• 
Retir. 

Work studen ) 
for other unempl. , • 

U -
UM -
LM -
LM - • 
U -
TIM -
LM -
LM - • 
UM -
UM -
LM -
L - • 
UM -
UM -
LM -
L - • 
OM -
LM -
L -
L - • 
LM -
LM -
L -
1 - • 
1M -
L -
L • -
L -

(continued) 

• 
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• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
I 

• 
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Table D (cont.) 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS SCALE# 

Income 
Occupation of chief earner quartile* 

Laborer, unskilled manuals IV 
III 
II 
I 

Student, unemployed IV 
III 
II 
I 

Retired IV 
III 
II 
I 

*IV ::: $15,000 plus lIu 
III = $8,500 - $14,999 UM 
II = $4,800 - $8,499 LM 
I = Under $4,799 L 

Desirability and Probability ,Scorin&-

I 

Retir.ed, 
Self- Work Student, 
employed for other unempl. 

LM LM -
L L -
L L -
L L -

- - LM 
- - LM 
- - L 
- - L 

- - UM 
- - LM 
- - L 
- - L 

"" Upper SES 
= Upper middle SES 
= Lower middle SES 
z:I Lower SES 

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 

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

number indicating the deg'ree 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 pro'vides 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. 
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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 D 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 
unlikel unlikel between likel likel 

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 • 

• 

• 

• • 
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Field Research Corporation 
:?J4 Front Street 
~an FrancIsco, CA 94111 

Time begun: 

am ____ --'pm 
Int..No. 

TEXAS COMMUNlTY OPINlON SURVEY 

375-003 
121272 

Hello. I'm ....•••••••... of Field Research Corporation, an lndependent publ!c opinion 
research company. We're working on a survey throughout the state on public op1nion and I'd 
like to interview you on some questions of lnterest in your community. 

lao 

lb. 

2. 

3a. 

3b. 

LENGTH OF TIME LIVED IN--
STATE CITY/TOWN 

LESS THAN I YEAR • .Q1 • 1 ~ 1 
First of all, how long have you 1 YEAR TO 2.9 YEARS .2 .2 lived in this state, altogether? 

3 TO 4.9 YEARS .3 .3 

How long have you lived here in 5 - 9.9 YEARS .4 .4 

this city or town? 10 - 19.9 YEARS .5 .5 

20 YEARS OR LONGER .6 .6 

What do you feel are the most pressing problems fac1ng the people of this community 
these days? P~ohe: Any other problems you think are serious? 

Now, thIs card (CARD A-I) shows a list 
of some issues that may be of concern 
to people here. On this list, please 
tell me which of these things you 
would rank number one in concern or 
importance to you today. Which one 
would you rank number two? Which 
one number three? (Place rank 
nwnbel's in bl'ackets.) 

NOW, which one on that list would you 
rank lowest in concern or importance 
to you? Which one would you rank next 
lowest? Which one would be of least 
concern after that? (Plaae nwnbers 
in braakets) 

When finished you 'should have six 
braakets filled with nwnbers 
(1.2.'3J ?B.9) three braokets w·i,ll be 
empty, 

Now, I'd like you to give me a rating 
of what kind of a job you feel the 
public officials in this city or town 
are doing in dealing with each of 
these problems. Use this card (A-2) 
to give me your rating of the public 
officials. (Reaol'd nwnbel' of 
answer in b1'qakets undel' 3b.) 

3a. 
RANKING 
OF 
CONCERN 

a. Transportation facilities 
for this community, .[ J24 

b. Providing high quality public 
schools in this district [J25 

c. Protecting citizens against 
burglary and theft in this 
part of town . [ J 26 

d. Protecting cltizens against 
criminal vlolence on the 
streets of thlG community. . [ J 27 

e. Providing medical and health 
services needed by citizens 
of thi6 community . [ ] 26 

f. Providing equal justice in 
the courts for all people 
of this community . [ J 29 

g, Controlling and reducing air 
and water pollution in this 
community. . [ J 30 

h. Rehabilitation of criminal 
offenders who are being 
released lnto the community 
on probation or parole ,[ J 31 

i. Dealing with unemployment 
and poverty .[ J 32 

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

17/23 

3b. 
JOB PUBLIC 
OFFICIALS 
DOING 

[ ] 36 

[ ] 39 

[ J 40 

[ J 41 



4. Are you a member of any 50clal or 
fraternal clubs, or labor union, ~ 

buslness association, or a professional 
association? (If Yes) Are you 
extremely active, moderately act1ve, or 
not too active 1n these? (If active ~n 
more than one, answer fop one most 
active in) 

NOT A MEMBER 

NOT TOO ACTIVE .2 

MODERATELY ACTIVE .•• 3 

EXTREMELY ACTIVE .4 

7. Next, I'm going to show you a list of 
things that sometimes happen to people 
and I'd like you to look it over for a 
moment. (Band over Card C and permit 
respondent to read it through" If 
respondent has troubZe reading or under­
standing it, read it aZoud for him or her.) 

A. Would you tell me, please, whether any 
of these things have ever happened to you 
or to members of your household within 
the past five years? (If Yes, ask): 
Which ones? Any others? 
(Circle coders) under A) 

B. (For each circZed in A) Was this within 
the past year, or was it longer ago 
than that? (Ci~aZe under B) 

C. Of course, no one likes to think about 
be1ng victimized, but sometimes it 
happens. I'd like you to tell me which 
one of the crimes on that list you think 
might be the most likely one to happen 
to you? (Cipcle under C) 

I 

9. 

8. Have there been any times recently 
when you might have wanted to go 
somewhere in tOlm, but you stayed at 
home because you thought it would be 
unsafe to go there? 

YES 

NO 

I 51 

2 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

5. Are you a member of any CiVlC actlon 
orgilll!ZatlJnS or ClVIC improvement (Iub.) 
(If Ye~) Are you extremely active, 
moderately aCtlve, or not too acttve' 

NOT A MENBER . . 143 

NOT TOO ACTIVE .2 

MODERATELY ACTIVE .. 3 

EXTREMELY ACTIVE .4 

6. Are you reglstered to vote? (If Yes) 
BeSides voting, dee you extremely active, 
moderately actlve, or not too active 1n 
polltical affalrs, such as working on 
tampalgns, attendlng meetings, and so on1 

ARSON 

ASSAULT 

AUTO OFFENSES 

BRIBERY 

BURGLARY. 

CAR THEFT 

CONSUMER FRAUD 

EMBEZZLEMENT 

FORGERY/FRAUD 

LARCENY 

NOT REGISTERED .1
44 

NOT TOO ACTIVE .2 

MODERATELY ACTIVE .. 3 

EXTREMELY AC'fl VE .4 

A. B. 
Has 
happened Within 

C. 

within past Most 
five years ~ likely 

1
45 1 47 1 49 

2 2 2 

3 3 3 

4 4 4 

5 5 5 

6 6 6 

7 

8 8 8 

9 9 9 

0 0 0 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF/ 
I 46 I 48 1 50 VANDALISM 

12) RAPE/CHILD MOLESTING. 2 2 2 

13) ROBBERY • • • . • . . 3 3 3 

14) OTHER (speclfy) ___ 4 4 4 

NONE OF THESE . . . . . Y Y Y 

Compared to other parts of th1s (city/town/area), 
how likely 15 a person around here to be a victim 
of a crime--a lot more l1kely, somewhat more 
likely, s~mewhat less likely, or a lot less 
likely? 

LOT MORE LIKELY 

SOMEWHAT MORE LIKELY 

ABOUT THE SAME. NO DIFFERENCE 

SOMEWHAT LESS LIKELY • 

LOT LESS LIKELY. 

DON'T KNOW 

, .2 

.3 

.4 

.5 

.6 

10. Compared with a year ago, do you feel that the 
danger from crime of all kinds 1n this cit.y or 
town has become greater or has it become less? 

;REATER 1 S3 

ABOUT SAME • 2 

[ F'lS 

DON "" KNOW 

3 

4 

• 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 
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11. Now, I have some more statements that I'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? 

AGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE 

1) 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 ••• ..5 Sit 

2) Courts these days are too lenient in 
the sentences they pass on criminal 
lawbreakers 0.. .. .. 5 55 

3) Experience proves that harsh 
punishment does not deter most 
criminal behavior • 0 •• • •• 5

56 

4) Prisoners scheduled for parole should 
be given 2 or 3 day furloughs before 
their formal release to give them a 
chance to find a job and place to live 
when they are finally released •• • •• 557 

5) 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 
bus iness.. • • • • • .5 56 

6) Once a person convicted of a crime 
fulfills his sentence, he should be 
treated no differently from any other 
citizen ••• •••••. 5 59 

7) The police are more likely to arrest 
a person who displays what they 
consider to be a bad attitude • •• • •• 560 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

The police become personally familiar 
with residents of the neighborhoods 
they patrol • .,. ••••• • • • .5

61 

The police encourage people in the 
community to help them in providing 
law enforcement services ••• •• .5 62 

Police of£lcexR do not give my 
neighborhood as good services as 
they do other parts of town ••••• 5 63 

Police administrators assign enough 
minority group officers to minority 

i hb h d ••••• 5 6ft ne g or 00 s • • • • • 

A citizen who has a complaint against 
a police officer will have a hard 
time getting the authorities to look 
into the matter ••• •••••• · . .. 5 

65 

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

The police often use excessive force 
in making arrests • • • • • • • •• • 

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

P~licemen should be given paid leave 
time to attend college courses 

Policemen who take college courses 
should qualify for higher pay brackets 

.. 

66 
.5 

.566 

.569 

• .570 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

DK, 
NOT DISAGREE 
SURE DISAGREE ~NGLY 

3 2 1 

3 2 

3 2 1 

3 2 I 

3 2 

3 2 1 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 
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12. NoW, I have some questions about the different people and agencIes that make up the criminal 
justIce system of police, courts, and corrections. I'd like you to tell me WhiCh of the 
answer categorIes on this card (CARD A-2) best fits your opinlon about the kind of job that 
each of the8e agenc1es is doing. Here is the first one--

EXTREMELY 
GOOD 

A. The RollC~ department that serves 
thlS area--what kind of a job 
would you say they are doing? •••• 715 

B. The Erosecutlng attorney and his 
staff who have the job of prose­
cuting cases where people have 
been charged with breaking laws-­
what kind of a job are they 
doing? •• • • •• •• 

C. The ~dges who preside over the 
courts in this community--what 
kind of a job do you feel they 
are doing? • '" • 

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 dOlng? • • •• 

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

19 

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 
parol~--what lS your impression of 
the job Parole officers are doing? .720 

t. Correctional cfficera whose job it 
1s to supervlse prisoners while 
they ate 1n jails, prisons or other 
correctional faciI1ties--what is 
'lour impression of the job 
Correctional Officers are doing? •• 7 21 

13. Next, 1 have a booklet here in which you 
can fill out your own ratings of several 
of the dlfferent agencies making up what 
is called the Criminal Justice System­
that is, the courts, the law enforcement 
agenctes, and the correctional institu­
tions. (Harld ovel' bookZet and a pencil) 

Here's how you fill these items out-­

(Show ~espondent how to fiZZ out exampZe) 
Stand by to answe~ questions op offer 
assistance if l'espondent seems to 
need it. 

Remind respondent of these thtngs as he 
startsJ and once Ol' twice at intervals 
as he is wot'k.ing through the examples: 

SOME­
VERY WHAT 
QQ.Q!l GOOD NEUTRAL 

SOME­
WHAT 
POOR 

VERY EXTREMELY 
POOR _POO--,-,,-Rc...-_ 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

6 5 4 3 2 

6 5 4 3 2 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

6 5 4 3 2 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

1. Please answer each item to the best of 
your ablHty. There are no "right" or 
"wrong" answers--we just want your 
frank and honest opinions. 

2. Remember to check two answers for each 
item: 

First, how deSirable you think it 
~at the action described in 
the item be done, and 

Second, how often you think it 
happens the way the ttem describes 
it. 

If you really can't answer an ttem, 
just leave tt blank and go on to 
the next one. Try to answer each 
one, however. 

• 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
-
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14. Have you ever received a notice that you 
were being called to serve on jury duty? 

15. 

YES. •• 122 

NO • • X 
(If Yes): 

A. Have you ever served as a juror in a 
criminal case, that is, where someone 
was being tried for a felony or for 
some other crime that involved a 
possible prison sentence? 

YES. 

NO ••••• X 

Have you ever been in court for any reason 
(besides being on a jury)? 

(If Yes): 

YES 

NO 

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? (MUZtipZe 
answers O,K.) 

PARTY IN CASE . · 125 

WITNESS . . · · • 2 
SPECTATOR. . . · · · 3 

OTHER 0 

B. When you have been in court, was it 
because of a traffic incident, a 
criminal case, or some civil matter? 
(MuUipZe answers O,K.) 

TRAFFIC INCIDENT • 

CRIMINAL CASE. • 

CIVIL MATTER • 
OTHER ______ _ 

1 26 

2 

• 3 
o 

16A. Do you happen to know anyone who is 
a policeman or policewoman? 

([f Yes): 

YES 

NO 

••• 1 27 

X 

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 • 

COULD CALL BY NAME • 

1 28 

2 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME • • 3 

-5-

B. Do you happen to know anyone who 1s 
a prosecutlng attorney? 

(I Yes;: 

YES. 

NO . 

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 hlm on the street? 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE 

COULD CALL BY NAME 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 3 

C. Do you happen to know anyone who is 
a judge? 

([ Yes i : 

YES. 

NO . x 

Is that person a ~lose friend or 
relative? fIf No) Do yo know that 
person well enough to call him by 
name if you met him on the street? 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE I 32 

COULD CALL BY NAME 2 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 3 

D. Do you happen to know anyone who is 
a court-appointed defense attorney? 

(I Yes): 

YES 

NO . 

1 33 

X 

Is that person a close friend or 
relative? I If No) Do you know that 
person well enough to call h1m by 
name 1f you met him on the street? 

FRIEND OR RELATIVE 

COULD CALL BY NAME 

1 34 

• 2 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 3 

E. Do you happen to know anyone who 18 

a probation offIcer? 

II Yes/: 

YES 

NO 

.1 35 

•• X 

Is that person a c10se friend or 
relatlve? 'If No; Do you know that 
person well enough to call him by 
name if you met him on the street? 

FRIEND OR RELATlVg. 

COULD CALL BY NA~ffi 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME 

.1 36 

.2 

•. 3 

J 



F. Do you happen to know anyone who is 
a parole officer? 

YES 

NO 
(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 

COULD CALL BY NAME 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME • 3 

G. Do you happen to know anyone who is 
a correctional offic.er, that is a guard 
or other person who works in a jail, or 
prison, or correctional facility? 

YES 

NO 

(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 40 

COULD CALL BY NAME • 2 

COULD NOT CALL BY NAME • 3 

17. Have you ever been stopped and questioned 
by a policeman for anything in the ~ast 
five years or so? 

YES •• 1 41 

NO • X 
(If Yea): 

A. Was that for a traffic j~Ldent or was 
it for something else? 

TRAFFIC INCIDENT • • 1 42 

SOMETHING ELSE •• 2 

18. Have you ever been taken to the police 
station for anything in the past several 
years? 

YES •••• 143 

NO •••• X 

(If Yes): 
r::.a!--=~----------·, _ .. _--

A. Were you under arrest or were you 
appearing at the station for some other 
purpose? 

ARREST .. 
OTHER PURPOSE • • • • 2 

19. Has anyone 1n your family, or a close 
friend ever been taken to the police 
station fot anythIng In the past 
several years" 

YES 

NO ....• X 
~Y(/s,: 

I A. ~as this person under arrest, or was 

I 
he appearIng at the station for some 
other reason? 

ARREST 146 

OTHER REASON • • 2 

20. Do you happen to know anyone personally 
who has served tIme in a county jail., a 
state prlson, or other correctional 
institution? 

(I Yes): 

YES 

NO 

1 47 

X 

A. Is that a close fr1end, or is it 
someone you don't know too well? 

CLOSE FRIEND •• 1 ljB 

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. IIf HOlAsewife, Student 01" Retired) 
What 1S the occupatIon of the chief 
earner in thl~ household? 

CHIEF EARNER: ----(type of work) 

(type ~f business or industry) 

22. Does the chlef earner work for someone 
else, or 1s he (she) self-employed? 

WORK FOR SOMEONE ELSE 151 

SELF-EMPLOYED 2 

RETIRED, STUDENT, 
NOT WORKING. • . . • • . 3 

50 
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• • 
• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

• • 



23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

What is your age, please? 

18 - 20 .1 52 

21 - 24 · . · · .2 

25 - 29 .3 

30 - 34 · .4 

35 - 39 · .5 
40 - 44 .6 

45 --49 · · .7 

50 - 54 · · .8 

55 - 59 • ..9 

60 - 64 • .0 

65 OR OVER. • • .X 

What was the last grade you completed in 
school? 

8TH OR LESS ..........1 53 

9TH - 11TH GRADE •••••••• 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 •••••••• 9 

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 comea closest to the total 
yearly income of this household, before 
taxes. (CARD D) ------

A. UNDER $3,000 .1 54 · 
B. $3,000 - $4,799 .2 
C. $4,800 - $6,499 . . . . .3 
D. $6,500 - $7,499 .4 
E. $7,500 - $8,499 .5 
F. $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 0 
(Inte~viewe~ estimate group ) 

Do you own or rent this dwelling? 

OWN 
RENT 

..... 

27. How many t~mes have you changed your 
address duclng the past flve years? 

28. 

29. 

30. 

NO CHANGE 

ONCE 

TWICE 

THR!!:E TIMES 

FOUR OR MORE TIMES 

.1 56 

.2 

.3 

.4 

.5 

Is there a private telephone in this 
reSidence? 

YES 

NO 

.1 57 

.X 

(1 Yes;: 

A. Is your telephone number listed 1n 
the current telephone directory? 

YES . .1 58 

NO ••..• 2 

DON'T KNOW .. Y 

. (If' "No" or "DK";: 

Is that because you have only 
had your telephone connected 
since the current dIrectory was 
issued, or is thiS an unlisLed 
number? 

INSTALLED SINCE 
CURRENT DIRECTORY .• 1 59 

UNLISTBD NUMBER ...• 2 

Counting yourse1f,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 b~ of MeXican, Puerto 
Rican, or other Latin American descent? 

(1 Yesi: 

MEXICAN • 162 

PUERTO RICAN 2 

OTHER LATIN AMERICAN 3 

(I No;: 

NEGRO/BLACK 

ORIENTAL 

WHITE 

OTHER (specify). 

4 

5 

• 6 

• 7 



CZassif~ by Observation: 

SEX OF RESPONDENT: 

MALE •• 

FEMALE .2 

Now, just so my Bupervisor can verify my work, would you please tell me your name? 

Mr. t l Mrs. 
Miss (first n!1llle) (last name) 

Addr~~8: ____________ ~~~~-------------~--~~---------------------(number) (streec) 

City or Area Name: ________ ... ___ State: _____________ _ 

Telephone number where respondent CBn b~ reached! 
(area code) (nUmber) 

Date completf.\d:., ____________ _ 

Time completed interview: ______ JIB 

Total time :-----~(;-m-:in-u-t:-e-9')------

I hepeby oeptify this to be a t~UB and aocurate aooount of this inteMJiew: 

INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE: -----...,..-:r-:r."......---"..---.,...-------­(/Uti name~ please) 

OFfiCElJSE ONLY 

VERIFIED BY: _______ _ 

DArE :------------AM 
TIME : ___ , _____ ---PM 

COMMENTS: 

" 
-8-

COUNTY 61/65 

CLUSTER NUMBER 
66/68 

• 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 
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I 

• 

• • 



~"~"«v ' "'-'--~lJ' "...---. 

• 
F:eld Research Corporation 
234 Front Street 
S~n Francisco. CA 94111 

l < }~ I' '"~ 

SELF-ADMINISTERED OPINION CHECK LIST 

• • • • 
375-003 
010973 

i'.~ "'""', 

The f0110w~Dg questionnaire asks for your o~iDic~s 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 institutions. Please fill out this questionnaire yourself, but 
If 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 

~, how probable it is that the thing actually happens the way it is described in the item. 

EXAMPLE: 

Yhen directing traffic, poJ.ice officers-

1. Wear white gloves so their hand 
signals can be more easily seen. 

DESIRABILITY OF THIS Probability of This Happening 
Some- ' Some-

VERY VERY Very 1JJhat 1JJhat Very 
DESIR- DESIR- IN UNDE- UNDE- Prob- Prob- In ImpI'Ob- 1mpI'Ob-
ABLE ABLE BETWEEN SIRABLE SIRABLE able able Between able able --- -~ 

.0 •. D. • D. . o. .0 0. . 0. . 0. .0. .0 

(Check one anS1JJel' 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. 

~ow go on to fill out the rest of the items. Ask the interViewer to help you if there is anything you do not understand. 

RESPONDENT'S NAME: CLUSTER NO.: __________ '----




