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The Research Question 

The Prob tern to be Stud i ed c. 

The allocation of urban public services is not m~rely a sou,rce of 
.:;' 

po1it~cal conflict b~t Is also a fundamental redistributive mechanism. 

Public services, can represent "hidden multipl iers of Income." (Lineberry, 

1977:14) Low qual ity services can contribute to poverty In two wa;~1;' 

,e'to absolute poverty by depriving the poor9f ''resources and opportunities 
.' 0, . ",e ~ <::::;c;; 

enabling them to "Increase their IncOme; and to relative,poverty by 

o ~~ • 
further reducing the real income of poorer citizens .s compared to 

wealthier citizens receiving better services. (Lineberry and Welch, 

1974': 702) 

The problem,to be studied in this research is whether or not 

urban public services are distrlbuted,equally. The major hypothesi. 

to be tested Is the one Lineberry has labelled ~'underclass.1I This 

supposes that, ,i 'f seri-vices are unequally d~stributed, .•• ,.Icme groups 

suffer because of their race, because of their soc,lal status, or because 
" ?/ 

of their p,auclty of political power .... " (r977d2) In an earll~~~> 
1\1 

formul.tion of the underclass hypothesis Lineberry wrote, I~hlle it 

Is w I de I ~, bel i eved tnst the poor;' esp'ec i a Il,y them i nor I ty poor, ,are 

habitually shortchang~d In the provision of local public services, only 

• handful of stUdies have ever sought to test thls.~,~xlomj empirically.'" 
I) '"""\1 

'(Lineberry and Weich,197lt:703) Thh work will atte~t to test this 

axiom us.lng 1977 data on police services In three U.S. metropolitan areas. 

1\ 
a 
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The Specific Hypotheses 

The underc la.. hypothes I s cou I d .be tes ted on two I eve II of .na I ys is, 

that of the ne I ghborhood or that of the Ind I v I dua I. Jus t I f ~at Ion 

for the neighborhood level of analysis was set out by Jones' Kaufman 

In a 1973 paper presented to the Northeast PolltlCi~1 Science Assoc.lation. 

They suggested that the delivery of urban public services 15 intimately 

bound up with the geograph,1c dispersion of the population composing a 

partlcu}ar metropolitan region. They echo Kevin Coi in offering as 
i": :~,7 

".,; 

a ba$lc fact of urban geography that diverse urban populations are 

not dt~trlbuted randomly across the urban landscape. Rather, Indl~iduals 
r,ln 
~r"'J 

similar In class, race, religion andlor ethniclty ~end to cluster 

together. Thus. region Is composed of a diversity of clusters~ not a 

diversity of discrete Individuals. Each municipality of • metropolitan 

region Is composed of a population dlstin'ct from the other municipalities. . 
Within municipalities populat'ions are further segmented by neighborhoods. 

(1973:1) Or to quote Cox: 

The social geography of the cities of North America 
shows a high degree of rescldentlal segregation based not 
only on the race criterion but also on such variables as 
socia,1 class or ethnic ori9in •• ~. we can conceive of the 
cltyl\~lng o,rganized Into a set of. neighborhoods or terrL,if'" 
torles; the inhabitants of each neighborhood exhibiting 
greater 'similarity to one another than to the residents o~ 
other ne I ghborhoods. (1973 :17-18) 

One,of the policy implications Cox sees arising out of this 
~ 

phenomenon of residential segregation is that II ••• middle- and 

upper-income neighborhoods pf the city tend to get more of what is 

given publicly than do the lower-income and black areas. This has 

( 

~I 

1\ 
(/ 

(I 

~\ 

() 

( ) 

• 

• ) 
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been partJcularly apparent In the ir~~s of education and ~ollce 
protection ••• 11 (J 973 : lOS). ,C' 

Jus t I f I cat Ion for the "'fnd i v I dual I eve I of anal ysls may. be found 

In a study by Fowler (1974) which found tha~cltlzen evaluation of police 

service In their neighborhoods v8rl~id monotonically with Income. That 

Is, as the Income of respondents increased, so"did their ratings of 

pollee. (in Antunes and. Ostrom, 1979:19) In a 1973 ~tudy of Rochester, 

N.Y., PerrY;J'f Sornoff found that 82% of ~ominants or whites rated the 
""'-

police excellent or pretty good, whereas only 46.7% of minorities or. 
o 0 

poor people gave police suc.h evaluat ions. 
<~',) (in Thomas and Hyman, 

1977:309) In their own study of the Norfolk, V~., are~,'Thomas and 

Hyman found that although blacks constituted 9.8% of their sample, 

theywen~, 25.4% of the respondents with the most negative attitudes 
c ;::/ 

toward pol ice. (1977:314.) Using 1967 and 1971 surveys of a total of 

1,333 persons 16 years and ~Ider I iving in DetrOit, Michigan, Aberbach 
,. 

and Walker (1973:"26) found that whereas only 20% of the white respondents 

expressed dissatisfaction with the quality of police work In their 

neighborhoods, 50%nof the black· respondents were discontent. (1973:50) 

This research will attempt to test the underclass hypothesis 

by'examinlng individual citizens' behavlor4t~ard police In the form 

of reporting of criminal victimizations and complaints concerning 

service receIved. 

The specific operational izatlon of these variables will be 

discussed In section II'.B. below. The rationale behind the use 

of ihese'measures is that the preponderance of police work Is reactive, 
c 

, "' .. 
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not proactive. (Thomas and Hyman, 1977:317) Or as Herbert)Jacob 

Law and Order In Amerlcan.~)tles, most cr"imes 

I Q 

himself,;. victim ofc;rim.lnal activity and the numbers ofe:) incidents 

police labe.1 as'{crlmes, r,esults from the failure of citizens to report 

the crimes to pol ice.pJI973:30-31) 

Therefore," the police cannot perform what Robert Wintersmith 

calls their crucial "Iaw enforc~inent" function without the assistance 

of the people they are supposed to protect. Yet Winter'smith finds th~ 
~-;,c\r 

,.; 

following paJ:~aoxi(;al situation. The other major police function, which 
" 

he cal" "order rna itltenafice," accounts for the major I ty of call s f{)r 
,! 

service to police, It Is lnformed by personal prejudices, historical 

l~e~pons,'~11 Ities, and the traditional roles pollc£ have performed in 

essu,rlng the perpetuation of· inequitable social arrangements based 

on color. "(1974:50-52) As a result, even though blacks are more often 

. victimized b,y bl'ack offende.rs than are whites, and ev,firi though they 
I 

, lIve day to day with a more realistic fear of physical injury, of 

'.' deati:f. and of suffering material losses than do whites. he argues that 

they are skeptical and hesitant to cooperate with police in their law 

enforcement role. (1974:87) 

Wlntersmlth suggests that this paradox extends to other citizell's 

whose values appear 'd.lfferent from the police. He maintains th~t pol Ice 

act on the basis of·a lerl6sof soclologl~al variables such ~.s a 
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,c It.lzen's ne Ighborhood. ,'oc loeconomlc status, and reference group. 

,The more different the citizen seems from the policeman. the more 
\·~u " 
I Ike I y the I a'W enforcement off i cer I s act Ions are to be dis Hked,by 

the cit I zen, and th,e more I Ike 1 y the po 1 i cernan is to d i sp 1 ay d I :sregaFd 

for eqUitable treatment based on the facts In a situation. (1974:54) 

In their 1966 study of Denver.", Colorado, Mlnorities:\,imdthe Pollee, 
o 

Bayley and Mendelsohn conducted surveys with ,806 members of the genera"l 

public Including minorities, 200 minorities separately. and 100 memb~f5 

of the city police force. Among thelr'ffnd)ngs were the following: ' 

The proportion of people who called the polJce for help was the same 

In each ethnic group (23%). even though figures on the natidnal inci­

dence of crime show that rates of victimization are much higher among 

minorities than dominants. Bayley and Mendelsohn suggest that this may 

be used as presumptive evidence that minorities are less willing to~ 

call the police for help. Further, the risk 6f vlctimiza~16n Is 

hJghest amonglower-Incom~' groups generally, but especlally\high among 

minorities. Therefore the need for pol ic~ help and protection is greater 

for minority people. Respondents were asked whether they had ever 

thought of calling the police but then decided not to, and If not, why 

not. Minorities were more apt than dominants to attribute their change 

of plan to some judgment about the pol ice. (1969:79-80) 

Finally .. ,. Thomas and Hyman salTllled 3.334 households in the Norfolk, 

V/rglnl. area~\ In 1973 and 1974 ,.(1977:310) and found Ifhatvictlm.lzatlcms 

~re more likely to be reported by persons with high levels of 'nc&ne. 

education .nd occupation. (1977:313) 
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Due to the n.ture of the data upon wh Ich th I s research will re I y, 

• lurvey of 12,019 eltlzen., and du.Cto the ~.ct th.t victimization. 
~J,. '1 

.n~ Inel'dents provoking complaints;; about 'pollee occur to ind.lvlduals 
\\ .. / 

and hencel,.re reported by them., the neighborhood level of analysis WII'I

/

! 

be eschewed In hvor of the I nd i v I dua I • The spec I f I c, hypothes Is, then, ", 
~ iJ 111' I ,,)', 

Is that persons Who are poor and/or black will be less likely to report ., 
" 

crimes or *0 c~I,laln to police than persons who are'~ealthy and/or 

white. 

Since police cannot perform t.heir law enforcement role without 

cltlzen'cooperation (what Whitaker, Percy and others have ICa 11 ed IIcoproductlon 
i\ 

of poll{:e serv Ices"), non-report i n9 of v i~t imizat ions ang non-camp I a in I n9 

(I 

". 
I·" 

by low Income or minority persCfls may result In their recelvlng'unequal 
,;:;" . 

servlce'~from police. While Wintersmlth believes that police need to 

&mend their style of order maintenance to be more acceptable to the bl_ck 

community In order to galn~ooperatlon in their law enforcement role 

(J974:77)~ I agree with Bayley/and Mendelsohn that citizens may be 

somewhat respon,s I b I e as we I I : 

There seems to be a rec i procat i ng eng i ne of' resentment 
at work In therela'Eions between police and minorities, 
an engine Which Is fueled \tiJth the demands each side 
makes on the OCher and theL~xpectations each entertains 
about the other. If police-community relations are to 
be Improved, the nature of this relationship __ and 
espeCially of the structural basis for it -- must be 
understood and studied in great detail. 0969:108) 

Perhaps this research can make some contribution to the understanding 

of the structural basis of negative police-minority community relations 

If Indeed such 'are, found to exist In the form of a tendency not to 

report victimizations or to complain on the part of poor or black people. 
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Control ~j lables Ii, 

Othe r fac tor s i.es I des rae e .J~ income of ne I ghbor j~od r 1\~ I den t s 
". 1; i"~ 

might be expect'ed to affect reportr;g of crlmln~1 vlc1mIZ.~lo\S and r 

filing of complaints. speclflcal'liy , I will Include as control\,arlable~ ,I 

{ \ ,) 

knowledge of police mistreatment Jif citizens, rate 01' victimlzatfpn 
" () P , ~~', 

wi th In the ne I ghborhood, and pert I ved po II co resp;nse time. In \\ 

examining non-reporting I will a.l/so look at type ;~Jf offense Involv~;~" 
// l ' \ , 

IW"the victImization and At evaruations of pollcl~ handl ing of prevlo:u'? 

:Ict Imlzat Ion •• , Theoret leal JI. t I f I c~~ Ions for/Inc Ius I on "of these 

variables as controls will fot'low below. 

1 ft, . I knowledge of Police Mistre.atment of Cit zens 

In Smith and Ha~klnsI1973 survey of more than I ,~OO citizens In 

Seattle, waShlngt:n, thefound tha't persons who had nOt witnessed 

Police misconduct were m6re~positive'Jn theJr evaluations than those . D II 
d' d who h~d. They conclud.~ that one of th~ best predictors of attitu es 

# . ' 
):toward law enforcemenl officers wa.s,. a citizen's.~observation:of police 

/! '1.1 ", 
/ II . ..: 

dol~g ~omethlng the.I/.tespondentothou9ht Impro:er. (In Thomas and Hyman, 

1977~310) , ! 
;/ -.; 

Aberbach anc/Walker report that over one-third of black 
fI 

"respondents to '~rveys In Detroit agreed that police lack respec.t, use 

Ins~J1t~rg language, search and frisk people without good reason, and 

use unnecessary force In making 
" !! 

c!;ne-tenth of wh I te respondents. 
jI 
I' 

arrests, as compared to only .round 
., 

(1973:53) 
, , 

Finally, Bayley lind Mendelsohn's study of Denver foi~nd that _ 

higher ,percentage of minorities than dominants knew of.polic, 

o 

" . .,-, ;:., ~'_F$'t' ~~~~~_~_. __ ~> __ ,~ •• ". 'V~ 
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mistreatment of cltlzej)s. (1969:.17) Minorities believed they could 
. !, 

cite personal evlden~e upon which to base grievances agalnst the pol it:e,. 

(1969: 119) Many more m I nor I t I er.~ ttlan domlnan ts cIa I med the Denve r po I Ice 

had mistreated them or someone i'n t~elr family. Mlnorltle5~experienc~d 

I higher Incidence of bad treatment '"<more serious forms, Including 
(·7 

physical abuse, than dominants. (1969:126-7) Citizens Wh9 ha"e been .I _ 

mistreated by "1i"w enforcement officers or who know of such mistreatment 

eVlluate the police negatively. Bayley and Mendelsohn concluded that 
~ 

In Importlnt result of minorities' unfavorable attitudes toward police 

Is I tendency to avoid them. (1969:120) Thus I would expect cltlzens
c 

1/ 
who knew of police mhtreatment to not report c,rimlnal victimizations 

":») 

or complaints as often u citizens who did not know of police mistreatment. 

Rate of Vlc'tlmlzation 'within the Neighborhood 
I,',. 

Thomas and Hyman· report on the 1966 Bureau of Social Science 
. 

Research survey of more than 500 households In Washington, D.C., In 

which support for p~,1 ice was found to be greatet1among persons who 

were leu fearful of victimization. (1977:309) In their own survey 

In the Norfolk, Va. area, Thomas and Hyman fo~nd that persons fearful 

of victimization were more negative in their evaluations of police. 

(1977: 314) 

I would expeCt residents of neighborhoods with high victimization 

rites to tend to report crimes and complaints less frequently than 

residents of neighborhoods with low victimization rates. 

" 
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Perceived Pollce'Response Time 

7° 
c3 Antunes and Ostrom .tate that severa I stud les have found tha,t 

I? . 
citlJ~n evaluations o~ police services are positively affec~ed by 

faster'resp~ns~ times. (1979:44-,~) Using data from the Kansas City 

experiment on preventive patrol, Tony Pate and others arrived at the 

following conclusions concerning pol ice response time: 
" 

People who were most satisfied with response time were 
also satisfied with the responding officer. (1976:41) 

- Among the predictors of citizens' general attitudes toward 
police are demographic variables, response t'ime, le"el of 
satisfaction with response time, level of satisfaction with 
responding police officer, and citizens' perceptions of 
neighborhood safety. (1976:45) 

- The best single predictor of general attitudes toward 
police is citizens' level of satisfaction with the 
respoMing police officer. Pe08le who were satisfied 
with t~e responding pol ice officer also had positive 
attitudes toward the pol ice in general. Citizens who 
reported the fastest response to calls held the most 
positive attitudes t"oward police. (1976:47) I' 

" 
would expect citizens who perceive pol ice response time to be 

slow to not report vlc,timlzations or complaints as frequently as citizens 

who perceive poPlce response time to be fast. 

Rating o~ Police Action~ 

Researcher. have found that c I tl zen! who have had unhv,~rab I e 

contacts with police are more likely to have negative opinions about 
, 

t,hem than citizens who have had favorable or no contacts with police 

(~aYley Ind Mendelsohn, 1969; Jacob, \971; Parks, 1976; 

Hawkins, t973. and Walker. ~1977, in Deby Dean, 1978:4). 

Smith and 

In fact, two 
~ 

studies have found that attitudes of blacks toward pol Ice are resistant 

~ 
I 
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c.' 

to the positive effects of good experiences with them (CI,zanc~a5'and II 

Purv I,nce. 1973. and c'o~tes. 1972, In Rus I nko !!.!.!.. 1978: 55) • Thes~ 
o 

flndlng~ lugg~lt tnat citizens who were dissatisfied wlt~/ pol fce handling 
-

of previoul vlctlmlz~tlons might be more likely to not repo~t lubsequent 

victimizations f~r the three reasons Indicating l~ck of conffdence In 
eP . 

polrce. They'urther suggest that even If evaluations of prior police 
-- - ' ,-~-

actions were positive, the reporting behavior of nonwhites would not be 

affected. 

Seriousness of Offense Involved In Victimization 

Looking at the results of the 1972 and 1974 LEAA surveys of the 
II 

five largest cities in the U.S., Wolfgang and ~inger find that robbery 

with serious Injury was more I ikely to be reported'than robbery with 

minor Injury; aggravated assault was ~,eported more oft~n than simple 
~ c.,."7; ,":.',<i~ . 

assault; and~household larceny of grea;~er than $50 was reported more 
. 

of ten than theft of I e55 than $50. ( 1'1378 : 381 ) 

Based on the first nationwide survey of criminal Victimization, 

Herbert Jacob states that ther,more serious the crime" the more, likely 

I tis to be reported. (Jacob a Iso 'found' that a theft was~ more like 1 y 

to be repp,rted when an Insurance claim could be made on the stolen 
\! :: .. ~! ~ 

property. This makes sense since many property Insurance policies have 

$50 deductible clauses,. and may account for Wolfgang and Singer's 

observation of les5 reporting of larceny under $50.) 

Based on the$e findings, I would expect that (fie ,more serious 
" \\ " 

the type of victimization, the more I ikely citizens would be to report 
\'(1 

It to"pollce.' That is, I would expect non-reporting,pf victimizations 

to have an lnverse relationship with seriousness of offense, 

. . 
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The Data Set 

The Pollee Services Study Citizen Survey 

The data to be used in this research, as indicated above, is a 

surv~Yiadminl5tered by telephone to 12,019 citizens in 60 neighborhoods 

In the ~ochester " N.Y. , St. Louis, Mo., and Tamp~-St • Petersburg, 

F I a., SMSA ',s, dur i ng the sunvner of 1977. The survey was one of a 

number of In5t.~umenCts used to collect data in the field as part of 

Phase " of the National Science 'FcU~dation-sponsored It4d,y, "Evalua-
" ' 

" I Ii 

tlng the Organization of Service Otdivery: '·Police." " 

Questions on the citizen survey were based on a similar Instrument 

used In a study of pol ice services in Indianapolis In 1972 and on other 

such surveys. The instrument was pre-tested on several hundred 

citizens 'chosen at random ~rom the phone books of Chapel Hill, N.C. 

and Bloomington, Indi,ana, the two university towns in which the study's 

co-pllncipal investigators are based (Gordon Whitaker, the University 

of North Carolln'a, and El inor Ostrom and Roger Parks, Indiana 

University). 

The final survey was administered to .about 200 citizens in each 

of the 60 neighborhoods which were chosen for study. Most of the 

random samples of ,households were drawn bX\ the Hili-Donnelly Corporation. 
~ " .. 

Th Is group cont i nua 11 y updates I ts computer I zed f 11 es bas~d upon te I ephone 

listings, automobile reglstr.tlons, tax lIstlngs'cutlllt~~ hookups, etc~ 

" A few neighborhood samples were based only on the most recent semi-annual 
(~ 

o 

, . 

j 

! 
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cross-referenced telephone listings. The final respondents were . 
compared to the characteristics of residents In th;~lr Census traCts 

and found to be similar enough to be considered representa~lve. Interviews 
;. 

were administered by trained personnel in each of the three ,~MSA's. 

The 60 study neighborhoods \l!ere selected qn the bash of consultii-
0' 

"" " " [', 

tlon with the 24 police departments serving them. Neighborhoods were 

chosen, not necessarily to reflect, the clients of the v~rlous law 
-:: 

e"forcement agencles,c' bl!~ to represent a range along the two sociological 

If var I ab I es of r~ce and I ricome and a long the organ I zat iona I var I ab I e '(~f 
<~. 

size of police department. For example, among the areas served ~y" 

the Pinellas County, Florida Sherlff's Department was the only black 

neighborhood in the entire county chos.en for the!§tudy. Study 
,<::::' . ....\. 

"nelghbqrhoods w~.re also 11mlted to those In which the clear majority 
.:~/~i·~;: 

of c,alls for-5'ervice to the police were frorn r'esidences, rather than 

businesses. The neighborhQods may be grouped by race l and Income as 

follOW$ : 

c, 

Race 

Predominantly minority (greater than 75% minority) 
Mixed - (25 to 75% minority) 
Predominantly white - (less than 25% minority) 

Mean F am II,Y Income 

Lowe r Income G? 

Lower-middle Income 
M,tdd I e' Income" 
Upper-middle Income 

(less than $6,250) 
($6,251 to $10,000) 

- ($10,001 to $15,000) 
(greate~ than $15,001) 

o 

1,4.8% of minority residents of study neighborhoods were black; 2.6% 
were Latino, 1.3% were Native American, and 1.2% were members of other 
racial groups. 

II> ,.. 

0' 
! ( I 

(I 

( I 
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Combining racial and Income categories, the study neighborhoods 

are of the follOWing types: 

!J 

Lower Income minority 
Lower income white 
lower-middle Income minority 
lower-middle Income mixed 
Lower-middle Income white 
Middle Income minority 
Middle Income mlxe'd 
M Iddl e ,! ncome wh i te; 
Upper-middle Income white 

Number 

11 
I 
3 
7 
9 
I 
3 

17 
8 

Technical Considerations wlth Victimization and Telephone Surveys 

In the first national survey of crime victimization, initiated by 

the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 

Justice In 1965, and conducted by ~he National Opinion Research Center 

(NORC), It was found that respondents remembered more of their own 

victimizations than those of other members of their households. More 

detailed surveys conducted In high and medium crime rate precincts 

of major metropolitan areu by the Bureau of Social Research (Ennis, 

1967:21) aho suggested "that a single respondent cannot adequately 

report all Victimizations of other household members. 11 (Garofalo, 

1977:19-20) This of course may result In the underreportlng of the 

actual number of victimizations in this stUdy, since a single respondent 
o 

answered for an entire houlehold. 

Survey pretests by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

!'",dieated that respondents' recall of Victimizations was more accurate 

over a six-month than a twelve-month reference period. (Garofalo, 

1977(11) Since the Police S~rvices Study C)tizen Survey u~ed a 

c ~~~~~~~ ______________ ~~~~ __ ~ ____ ~~=-~~~~~~==~~~~~~~~==~~~==~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ __ =_~~~~~ __ ~ -~ -.•.. -~ .~, " ... ~ • r • "' ~,~ .,:. ~l' "' 
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twelve-month reference period, t'hls may" h.ve re,ulted In underreportlng 

of victimizations as well. o 

Fln.lly, social sclentl,ts have traditionally crltlcfz~d telephone 

Inter~lewlng on the gro\lnds that it contains an Inherent class bias. 0 

f) 

The loWer a household's Inco th I I'k I It 15 to me, e ",ess 'I e y have • phone. 

However, the percenta~e of U.S. househoJds with telephones increased;' 

from ,~4' In 1965 to 92% In 1972, Indicating that this criticism may 

be becoming les~5 valid. ':"[1 

Advantages to the use of the telephone include 
" 

simplified monitoring of Interviewers and removal of fear of physical 
h 

danger or threat from both respondent and Interviewer~ (Garohlo, 

1977:22~23) 

i' 

(~ 

Operatlonalizatlon of Variables 

Ii 
Non-Reporting of V'ictimizations - Dependent Variable 

It will b~ recalled that one speclfic hypothe,ls to be tested Is 

that criminal vlctimizatio~s are less I Ikely t~ be reported by 

Individ~als who are black or poor. Th~ technique used to test this 

hypothesis will b;contingen~y table analysti. The dependent variable 
\' 

will represent non~reportin9 of victimizations'and will be operational !zed 

as follows. 

Respondents to the citizen survey were asked to recall crimes 

which h.ppened to themselves,:,?r to meRlbers of their households during 
;,.~ 

the previous twelve months.~~ven questions dealt with Victimization. 
, 'f' . 

The first six mentioned specific situations such as robbery, assault,1' 

theft, and vand'a 11 sm. The seventh quest Ion referr'~d to other cr imes 

o 

o 

o 

0' 
I ~~. 

o 

(J 

-- () 

o 
() 

• 
_. 

o 

a 

15 

" end gave respondents the opportunity to describe victimizations not 

previously covered. 
,Q' 

Information was collected on as many as five separate incidents 

for each respondent. For each Incident respondent~ could li~t three 

tYPC$ ~f victimizations, Only victimizations which occurred at the 
, " 

respondent I S home, on his block, or I nh"i'~ ne I ghborhood (deii ned as 
• j) 1.,\ 

(,0 
." ,;,(i 

two to three blocks around his home) are ana lyzed herje. Limiting 

victimizations to those occurring In the respondent's neighborhood 

allows computation of a rate of victimization within e!lch neighborhood 
'''-::-.. 

o 
to be Included in the analysis as 

that we are considering reporting 

a control va~iable and also assures 
() . \'" ", 

behavior\"as it concerns the citizen's 
'"'. '\, 

own neighborhood pollee. Looking at vlctimiz\tions within neighborhoods 
., \ 

makes theoretical sense in'light of Wolfgang and\,Slnger's finding on 
\ 

the public's behavior being InflLlenced by what the)' hear from neighbors 
'I:, 
\ 

and the media in their community. (1978:387) \ 

It will be recal1ed that the purpose of this research Is to test 

Lineberry's underclass hypothesis, to see whether low income or black 

people are receiving different police services from middle Income or 

white people, The.speclfichypothesls to te tested Is whether poor or 

minority persons are less likely to report criminal victimizations than 

"we'cflthy or dominant persons. We are therefore Interested in nonreporting 

only for reasons Indicating lack of confidence In the pollee. 

If, .5 Wlntersmlth, Bayley and Mendelsohn, and others suggest, 

black and poor people believe they have received poor treatment from 

po! Ic~, In the pas~, they should tend to continue to expect such poor 

treatment • I would expect their resultant lack of confidence In the 

• > 

, 
; 
• 

! 
i , ' 
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pofl~. ~o b~ reflected In a"greater tendency on their part not to 
o 

report criminal victimizations for the fol::,l~ing three reasons (out 
6:' ... 

of 17 categories of citizens' reas"pns~'~r not reporting victimizations): 

Category 

5. Police wouldn't want to be bothered, futile, 
wouldn't do any good, couldn't do ~ny~hlng. 

9. Fear of reprisals, afraid to call. 

10. Reported to someone other than pollee. 

.:. 

Number of 
Victimizations 

Not Reported 

442 

1.6 

76 

The other reasons citizens gave for not reporting victimizations were: 

I . 

J? 2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

11. 

Police came by, noticed by police. 

Nothing taken, at,~empted crime only. 

Not Important, little damage. 

Lack of proof; suspect. un~,~,~~,~ 

Too inconvenient or unable to report. 

Private or personal matter, handled without police. 

Scared criminal away, or caught and handled himself. 
, f~h;..,.c 

Victim also i lleg~;r;~{arugs' stolen, intoxicated, 
etc.) 

12. Victim partially to blame, carelessness, left 
property unguarded. 

13. Didn't want to get friend in trouble. 

14. , Jus t d I dn ' t 

88. Other 

99. Don't know 

n 

, , 

150 

553 

249 

29 

125 

26 

o 

37 

41 

92 

204 

56 

• j 

"I o 

o 

o 

" o 

() 

e;· 

'" 
ii' 

o 

; () 

o 

I,r-· 
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~ For purposes of th is ana I y s 15', these cases are cons I dered"Not 

Reported due to Lack of Faith in po~ic~r'lf the reason given was 

5, 9 and 10, and "Reported" if the reason given was I. 

'I'"~ 

Called .REPTCMA through REPTCME, these variables have values of "1" 

If the crime was not reported for the three reasons indicating lack of 

confidence In police, and a value of "2" if the crime was reported. 

(They also have a value of "2" if the victimi~ati'bn was not reported 

because the PtilCe came by or I t was not iced by police. In th!3t case 

the police were already on the scene and did not need to be called.) 

Re~pons~ls to four separate quest ions were used as dependent 

variables ind:.examlnlng citizens' complaint behavior, as will be dls-

cussed in se~tlon v. below. Following are" explanat ion~, of these 
" !I 

Reason to 0:2[10 I a i n - Dep'endent Var i ab I e 

Cltiz~n5 were asked, "In the past year ••• have you or any member 

of your household had any reason to complain about any aspect of 

poll ce services •.. ~" Responses were as follows: 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

754 
11,196 

38 

This v~rlable name Is COMPLAIN. The underc~$S,theory would indicate 
~;,;;::'~-"'" 

-""~;.-~ 

that poor or black persons wou I_~~ have had more reason to C:9!WI a I n than 

wealthy or white p!rsons • 

-'.~ 

\) 

• Q; 

:' .JI!IiIM.l---...... -'"""'!*iIIJtf1 .... • ... lr _ ..... ,_. - __ ,.;';:o.,._~ltt ... " ",,",_' __ '_Itt _ .. _ .... ____ ... :)""' ___________ .~.,~ __ ....... 

!! !I 

c' 'I' "" 
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II 

Nature of Problem - Dependent Variable . 
Re~p.~ndents ~hoaa i d they had had reason . .to cOf11) lal n wer:,e asked, 

if "r .o,~ \1 

"What wa" the problem?i! They,could Identify two problems for each of 
'0 .:. 

two separate Incidents. Following Is the distribution of responses: 

Nature 6f Prob;em . 
I. Request for more service, police presence, or 

visibility 
2. Pollee courtesy, rude, abusive officers 
3. Physical mistreatment 
~.Unnecessary stop 
5.·Car unfairly towed' 
6. Speed traps 
7. Ineffective/Incomplete police work 
8 •• Unf~lr parking ticket 
9. Complaint about traffic signal or stop sign 
10. Police not being equitable In delivering service 

or treating people 
88. Other 

Frequency 

197 

122 
13~ 
62 
9 

16 
213 

37 
II 
95 

156 

These variable names are WHYCMPIA through WHYCHP2B. Particular 
.. --,-

anent 10"- w n I be pa I d to reasons I, 2, 3 and 10. Reasons I and 10 

refl~ct citizens ' perceptions that police are not giving adequate or 

fairly distributed service. Reasons 2 and 3 deal with police mistreatment 

of citizens. Members of the underclass might be expected to"select these 

reasons to complain about their police services more frequently than 

more privileged persons. 

Filing of Complaint - Dependent Variable 

Respondents were asked, "Was a co~laint filed by any member of 

your household? (IF"YES") Was thls~ YOU or another member of the 

household?" Answers were as follows: 

, . 

Yes, Myse If 
Yes, Other Member 
No 
Don't KnOW 

"iff 
~ 

221 
8Jt' 

Jt85 
6 

(j 

0' 

o 

() 

o 

o 

o 

Q 

" ,., 

(7 

;1 

, 
T' 
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, M 
These varl.-ble name~ are FILCOHPI and FI'L,cOMP2. If these data are to 

support the under~lass hypothesis, poor or black citizens will be found 
" to have filed complaints lesl often than wealthy or white cltizens. This 

I.s' sImilar to the expectat-Icm'above th,ilt members of the underclass will 

be found less 'Jkely to report criminal victlm'lzations than mOre fortunate 

citizens. 

1:.\ 

Reasons 'C<?!!!plai,nt Not Filed - Dependent Variable 
. n 

" 

~ I t I zens wh~, thought of <;~il i ng a corilPfaTnt aQout the I r po lice 

services but did not do so were asked, "Why didn't you complain?" 

Is the distribution of their responses. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
~. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

88. 
99. 

,( 

, ;1 

Reason Complaint Not Filed 

Afraid of pol ice 
No time 
Problem fixed without need to complain 
Wouldn't do any good to cQmPlain 
Complaining might make problem worse 
Dldn't know to whom to complain 
Other complained, no need for me to do so 
Not Important enough 

i,: 

DIdn't think , shoul~:complain about something 
parking ticket or ~ther minor infraction 

Other '" ,,/' .7 

Don't know 

Freguency 

18 
17 
20 

232 
Jt3 
29 
22 
2,8 

I ike a 7 

I'.;: 102 
25 

These variable names are NOCOMPIA to NOCOMP2B. Special attention 

will be given to reasons I, Jt and 5, since these indicate lack ~f 
'\ 

confidence In police and may be given more frequently b,ymembers of 

the underclass than by wealthy or white persons. " These reasons are 

o 

(, 

0' 

,-

Below 

\ 
!' 
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~parall.1 to the three reasons for not reporting victimizations to'pollce 

lelecte~ to represent lack of confidence In pollee. as,,(tiscussed above. 
" (\~::"~""'\~;;~' 

Income - Independent Variable :. 

The Independent varlaqi~ of Income Is op'eratlonallzed as respondents' 

reporte~ yearly family Income according to these response categories: 

,/ Range! Distribution 

1 • Below $5,000 2,131 
2. '"Between $5,000 and $10,000 2,372 
3. $10,001 to $15,000 2,135 
It. $15,001 to $20,000 1,625 
5. $20,001 to $25,000 901 
6. $25,001 to $30,000 456 

c') 

7. More than $30,000 512 

Th! variable name Is FAMINCOM or the family Income category coded for 

each respondent to the Citizen Survey. 

Race - Independent Var I ab Ie';'; -
The I ndependen t va,"'1 aQ,1 e of race, is operat i ~na I I zitd accord I ng to 

i,\ , 
the folfowing.categorles of race or ethnic background identified by 

!I "_, 

respondents: 

Category 

1. White 
2. Black 
3. Latino 
,4. Nat i ve Amer i can 
S. Other Race 

Oi'strlbution 

8,412 
3,346 

92 
47 

u 43 

A dUIll1lY variable MINORITY was created. MINORITY has a value of "0" 

If the respondent gave his or her race or ethnic background as white, 

and "I" If It was one of the other four categories above (nonwhite). 

u 
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Knowledge"of Pollee Mistreatment of Citizens - Control Variable 

Respondents to the Police Services Study Citizen Survey were asked, 

"00 you know anyone who has been mlstreatep"by t,he _po~ice in the 

last year?" (The Interviewer inserted In the blank the name of the 
. ~' ') 

law enforcement agency serving the respondentls neighborhood.) Responses 

to this question' were distributed as follows: 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

615 
I 1 .255 

120 

"The variable name Is MISTREAT. Responses of "Donlt Know" will be li!xcl~ded 
,.!1 ',) 

from the analysis. The variable will have a value of Ill" if respondents 

knew of po lice m is t rea"tmen t, and "2" if they did not. 
,.', ~') 

'fJ , 
:1' 

Rate ofHousehol~ Vlctlmlzatibn within the Neighborhood - Control Variable 

This variable was operationallzed by dividing the numqer of 

victimizations within the past year ~ithln a neighborhood (VICTIMB) by the 
~~:' 

numb¢'t, of respondents to the cit i zen survey in that ne I ghborhood and 
-~ 

mul'tlplylng by 100. The variable name Is VBSTO. The range of values 

on VBSTO ''is 15 to 65, with a mean of 35. 0Categor I es of VBSTO were 

coded and neighborhoods ar~ dist;':lbuted as follows: 

~ Range of VBSTO No. Neighborhoods 

I 15-25 16 
2 26-35 15 
3 36-45 12 ,. 

46-55 8 '" 
5 56-65 4 

It 

Perceived Pol Ice Response Time 
o 

Respondents were asked. "When the police are called 'nyour 

neighborhood, In your oplnron, 'do they 'arrive very rapJdly, 
" 

o 

II, ; 

"CG~ ! 
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quickly enough, I'owly,' or very slowly?" Their res.ponsesQ;were
i
: 

dlltrlbuted al 'follows: 

Code Relponse -
• Very Rapidly 

~ 
2 Quickly Enough 
3 Slowly ,.- Very Slowly 
5 Not at All 

The variable na-me Is RATERESP. 

No. CItizens 

Jt,099 
Jt,791t 
1,166 

471' 
"7 

Rating of, Pol ice Actions - Control Variable 

The Pollee Services Study Citizen Survey offers a unique 

opporturdty to examine the effect '6f multiple victimizations on 

reporting behavior. Since each responJZt could describe as many as 
.~ 

five victimizations, by sorting ~hem in the order of the dates they 

occurred, It Is possible to determine whether citize,ns behaved differently 
, f{ ::--_ 

If they were more or less satisfied with police handling of previous 

Incidents. 

Since researchers such as Deby Dean (1978) have found that citizen. 
1\ 

evaluations of pol Ice are more strongly affected by negative experiences 

than theyar~ by positive ones, the five-point sc_le used to code 

responses on satisfaction on the clUzen survey was c.ollapsed into 

three categories for the purposes of this analysis. That Is, citizens 

were asked, "How satisfied were you with what the police did? Were 
,-

you very c$atlsfled, satlsfled,neutral, dissatisfied, or very dis~atlsfled?" 

New var~1 ab I es named TH IRD, FOURTH, and FIFTH were" created, cons 1st i ng 

of evaluations of the first and second, first, second and third, and 

first, second, third and fourth vlctimlzat'1ons respectively. 

variable!' could take on the following three values: 

These 

t,.1 

------------~"""J ---"'-.,..r---"· .. ~>.,<-"-.",,.-~IJii..,- •. ,~ 
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AJlprevlous viet imlzat Ions rated "Very Sat isf led," 
"Satisfied," or "Neutral." 

At le.st one previous victimization rated 1I~lssatlsfled" 
or ''Very Dissatisfied." _ 

Not OK: All previous vlctimitallons rated "Dissatisfied" or 
liVery Dissatisfied," 

For the se~ond vlctlmlzatlon~ of course, there was no need to create o 

a new evaluation variable as there was only one previous incident, 

which was rated either ,"OK" or "Not OK." Victimizations were limited 

to those occurrfng wlth~n the past yea~ within two to thre~blocks of 
~ . 

respondents' homes (VICTIMB's). Di.!itributions of each of these 
' \ 

variables follows: 

" 

Rating of Police Actions 

Variable Names OK Mixed Not OK ..---

EVALPOLI J ,370 415 THIRD 264 81 84 FOURTH 64 40 .16 FIFTH 16 9 3 

Seriousness of Offense Involved In Victimization - Control Variable 

Three categories of. type of offense ~y seriousness have been based 

on an appendix In Sell In and Wolfgang's ~lasslc work, The Measurement 

of Delinquency. The scores In Appendix E-8~ containing ratings of 

twenty-one offenses by police line officers and male students enrolled 

In the Introductory sociology course at the Penn State Ogontz Center, c 

were averaged together. (1964: 400) }, 

This prOCedure Indicated that 

offenses could be grouped by seriousness as follows: 

I ~ 

~l II 
f 
! 

1
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Most Serious - Crimes In which. weapon was Involved (armed robbery, 
aggravated assault) and/or in whlch~the victim was killed br 
Injured. 

Moderately Serious - Attempts at the most serioul crimes, th~ft, 
burglary, arion and'kldnap. 

Least Serious. -I:o\~tempts at the moderately serious crimes, vandalism, 
victimless ~rlmes and public nuisances. 

7' 

For the purposes of this analysis, only the first type of victimization 

named.was Included In computing total victimizations.. It was assumed 

that the first victimization named was the most Important crime. Indeed, 

very few of the incidents r.eported by the over 12,000 respondents were 

assl'gned multiple" types of victimization, as may be seen below: 

No. of Inc:ldent 
No. Reseonses 
First T}:ee 

to Ty~e of. Vlctt,~lzatlon 
Second'TYee t~ird Tyee 

First 3,612 105 0 
Second 1,193 48 I 
Third 412 11 0 
Fourth 128 7 0 
Fifth 43 4 0 

Of 82 possible codes for type of offense, ViCTIMBtsare found under-

4S. These 45 offense types were grouped into the three categories of 

seriousness above. Type'-of crime was summed by eachnof the five possible 
o 

~Ictlmlzatlon Incidents to create five new varlabl~s, TYPCRMI through 

TYPCRMS. Each of these variables can have thr~e possible values: 

'-OTHER (Least Serious); 2-THEFT (Hoderately Serious); and 3-KILLINJ 
1\ 

(Host Serious). The 4f'offense types and their distribution Into 

these three categories are-shown below: 
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Crime Levell 
Variable Name 

Host Serlousl 
KILLINJ 

Moderately Serlousl 
THEFT 

Least Serlousl 
OTHER 

o 
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~. ," 

T}:pe of VICTIMB 

Aggravated Assault 
Robbery 
Rape 
Homicide 

"':;," 

Kidnap . 

• 

Threatened Injury 
Simple Assault 
Attempted Robbery 
Attempted Rape 
A hemp ted Hom I c ide 
Other Peti'Onal Crime 
Hqtor Vehicle Theft 
Theft from Car. 
Breakin Car 
Shoplifting 
Purse Snatched. 
Burglary 
Unspecified Theft 
Arson 
Hit and Run 
Leavin9 the Scene 

PrOWler 
Attempted Car Theft 
Attempted Theft from Car 
Attempted Breakln Car 
Attempted PurSE: Sr.~tch 
Attempted Burgl1ary 
Attempted Breakln General 

oVandallsm,:::J " 
Attempted Arson 
Problems with Money 
Other Property Crime 
Pub I I c Nu I sance 
Drunk 
Disorderly 
Pornography 
Obscene A~tlvlty 
Noise 
Argument 
Prostitution 
Curfew Violation 
Drug Violation 
Ju~enlle Problem 
~\nnoy I ng Call s 
H,arassment 

No. -
55 

-132 .:. 
It 
1 

3 
22 

149 () 
34 
9 
I 

19 
157 
746 
87 

I 
113 
937 
595 

9 
4 

27 . 

26 
25 
38 
!6 
9 

145 
, 31 
903 

3 
6 

55 
13 
3 
2 
I 

36 
2 
3 
I 
I 
4 

26 
23 . 
9 
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The Findings Concerning Reporting Behavior 
~;--

'0 i" 

In t~e courleof thls~an.lYII. contingency t.bles were run with 

the sum of case. of non':'reportlng of each victimization Inc;ldeAt 

(REPTCHA-E) as the dependent variable by each of the Independent and 

control v'riables separately. Results of these two-way crosst'abulations .. 

will be described below. D 

A. Reporting of Victimizations by Income of Respondents 

,', REPTCMA-E BY FAMINCOM 

No. , % of 
VICTlMB' s: 

Reported~ 

Not Reported 
Lack of Faith 

In Po I i'ee 

Under 
$5,000 

416 
87.8 

58 
12.2 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
$5,000- $10,001- $15,001- $20,001- $25,001-
$10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 

484 
85.7 

81 
14.3 

510 
84.7 

92 
15.3 

367 
87.2 

, ·'54 
12.8 
o 

208 
84.2 C:,:"'"'., 

39 
15.8 

liS 
77.2 

34 
22.8 

II It will be recal",1ed that the specific hypothesis being tested in this 

research Is that persons who are poor or black are less likely ~o report 

crimes to police than persons who are wealthy or white. As may be seen 

by the contingency table above, respondents to. the Pol ice Sel)rvices Study 

citizen survey showed a pattern of behavior opposite to that which was 

expected. That Is, the percentage of VICTIMB's not reported due to 
~ ~, 

lack ofofalth in pollee increased with each $5,000 increase in range of 

family Income, with the exception of twp columns. In the $15,001 to 

" $20,OO~range the dependen~ variable dropped from 15.3% to 12.8% before 

climbing b~ck up to 15.8%.' Also, In the over $30,000 r~nge of family' 
~ a 

.. 

Over 
$30,000 

118 
90.8 

12 
9.2 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Income, the percentage of,VICTlMB's not reported due to lack of faith 
C r, 

o In polrce dropped from 22.8% to 9.2%. The overall p.ttern of this 

table, though, Is that of wealthy peopl~ berng less likely to}eport 

.~ . crime. 

~, 
than poor people becaus~ of lack of confidence In po,l ice. 

o ' 

() 

,) 

" 

• ,,--. 

D. Reporting of Vlctimtzations by Race of Respondent 

REPTCMA-£ BY MINORITY 

No •. & % of 
" VICTIMB'S: White Nonwhite 

Reported 1,699 '''- 803 
85.5 85.8 

\I, 

Not Reported 288 133 
Lack of Faith 14.'5 14.2 

in Police 

The a priori expectation was that nonwhite people would be less likely 

to report crimes than white people. This contingency table shows that 
'l 

expectation Is Incorrect. That is, 14.5% of VICTIMS's involving members 

of white households were not reported due to lack of faith in police, 

compared to 14.2% of VICTIMB's involving nonwhite households not being 

reported for that reason. 

C. RepQ!t Ing of Vict Iml zat Ions 'by Knowl'edge of Pollce,.{'i'N streatment 
. d ~' 

No. & % of 
VICTIMB's: 

Reported 

./ 
Not Repprted 
Lack of Faith 

in Pol ice 

REPTCMA-E BY MISTREAT ,.'l-.\ 

Knowledg,~ of Mistreatment by Police 
Yes.' No 

246'. 
83. I .• 

50 
16.9 

2,247 
86. I 

364 
13.9 

0" 
(] 

(I 
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This table shows that, although many fewer respondents dl'd not = 

know of police mistreatment In i\he last year than did know of such 

abuse, proportionately more of those knowing ofmlstreatmen~ did not 

report victimizations due to lack of faith in police than those 

ignorant of such police behavior. This finding was In accord w'hh 

theoretlcal.expectatlon~. 

D. Reporting by Rate of Victimization in Neighborhoqd 

. REPTCMA-E BY VBSTO 

No. & % of Rate of Victimization in Nei~hborhood VICTIMB's: 15-25 26-35 36-~ 46-55 ~6-65 
Reported 420 693 543 d 548 0318 89.7 86.7 81.8 87.8 BI.5 
Not Reported 4B 106 121 76 72 lack of Faith 10.3 13.3 IB.2 12.2 oIB.S In Pol ice 

o 
This table Is in accord with t~eoreticab expectations that as the 

rate of victimization in a neighbor,hood increases, the percentage of 

crimes not reported due to lack of faith in pol ice a,lso increases. 

Only one column shows a deviation from this pattern, that for 46 to 55 

vIctimizations, and it only drops from 18% to around 12%, b~fore rising 

to 18.5% for 56 t~ 65 victimizations. 

\J 
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E. Reporting o(Vlctlmlzations by Rating of Police Response Time 

REPTCMA-E BY RATERESP 

No. & % of 
'VICTIMB's: 

Reported 

Very 
~apidly 

799 
89.8 

Not Reported 91 
Lack of Faith 10.2 

in Pol ice 

Rating of 
QUickly' 
Enough 

996 
87.3 

145 
12.7 

Police Response Time 
Very 

Slowly Slowly 

398 215 
81.1 

\ 82.1 

93 47 
18~9 17.9 

Not 
at All" 

9 
75.0 

3 
25.0 

.'~ I As expected;' as citizens" ratings of pol ice response time bl?,fame ess 

'''" favorable, their tendency'-not to report crime due to lack of faith ift''-, 

police increased, as may be seen by the above table. 

F. Reporting of Subseguent Victimizations by EvaJ~atJons 
of Previous Ones 

No. , % of 
VICTIMB's: 

REPTCMA through E by EVALPOLI, THIRD, FOURTH and FIFTH 
Rating of Police Actions 

OK Mixed Not OK 

Reported 347 33 130 
91.3 94.3 86. I 

" Not Report~d 33 2 21 lack of Faith B.7 5.7 13.9 in Police 

Table F shows that, as anticipated, respondents who were dissatisfied 
I";l 

with police handling of previous Victimizations were more likely to not 

report SUbsequent Incidents for the three reasons Indicating lack of 

confidence in police than were respondents who rated prior police actions 

" more satlsfactor~? Interestingly enough, If tKe evaluation of prior 

police actions was mixed, respondents were slIghtly more likely to report 

.j II 
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~",:.~ ,,0.0 (;~~{]'9' 

subsequent ylctlml~atl~ns ~r)fn If the "1~.,t'ng was totally posipve. 
~ I· ' 

To test the underc 1 ass hY'p~fthes is, anq in part i cu I ar the find i n9 that 
(/ ~ ... , 

po,ltlve experience does not affect nonwhites' reporting be~avlor, 

~hree .. w.y cont I ngency tab I es were run w I th'~EPTCHA through REPTCME 
~ ~. ' 

as'\the dependent variables/FAMINCOM and MINOR!TY as Independent 
_ " c","L ' 
-to ' "S';:'Gtl" 0 

, variables separatelY'-,and ratin~Fon pol ice Cictions a~. ~he control 
. ~:.::, ~, 

-, ": . ~, 

variable. Results are snown below. 
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) 
No. " % of 
VICTIMB IS: <.5 5-10 10-15 

Reported 57 54 77 
95.0 88.5 95.1 

Not Reported 3 7 4 
Lack of 5.0 11.5 4.9 
Faith in 
Pol Ice. 

" 

7'" Over 

o 

'~, 

G. ~eportin9 ofSubse9uent \lictl;;'lzations by Income of Respondents 
\\ 

Control I ing for Evaluat"J,onsof Previous Viet imizat ions 
REPTCMA through E by FAMINCOM 'by,EVALPOLJ: THIRD, FOURTH and F!FTH 

OK 

15-20 20-25 25-30 

54 23 14 
94.7 71.9 87.5 

3 9 2 
5.3 28.1 12.5 

" 

... 
. I 

.~~ 

Rat i n9 of:::pol ice Act ions 
'I, 
\\ 
" J1,\ Mixed 

lRanges of Yeadv Fami Iv Income} 
730 ~5 5-10 10-15 15-2.0 20-25 25-30 

(~> 

26 6 6 '6 6 4 1 
100 100 100 75.0 100 100 100 

,. 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
0 0 O. 25.0 0 0 0 

!'" 

I 

:730 <:'5 5-10 

I 25 32 
'. 100 B3.3 91.4 

0 5 3 
0 6.7 8.6 

I 

All income figures are in $1,000 1 5. 

" 

__ ._ ..... 0:,;:;.... ____ '"""'-___ , __ ~._' .. 'H. 

''''. 

o 0 

Not' OK 

10-15 12-20 20-25 25';;30 730 

20 14 12 6 4 
87.0 82.4 85.7 85.7 80.0 

3 3 2 \ 1 1 
13.0 17.6 14.3 14.3 20.0 

.,' i' 

, I· 

" 

,oi 

-- .... 
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Table G showl that persons ~ho evaluated police handling of previous 

victimizations as unsatisfactory were more 'likely to not report subsequent 

vlctlmlz.tlonl due to lack of confidence In poi Ice than were more satisfied 
" 

citizens. Contrary to the underclass hypothesis, however, poorer 

respondents were not less likely to report su~sequent victimizations 
'. 

than were wealthier 'respondents, no matter what their fating of prior 

" pol Ice actions. 

,,0 
H. Reporting ofSubseguent Victimizations by Race of Respondents 

Controlling for Evaluations of Previous Victimizations 
REPTCMA through iE by M I NOR I TV by EVAlPOll, TH I RD, fOURTH and fifTH 

o . 
Rating of Pol'lce Actions 

No. & % of OK Mixed Not OK 
VICTIMB's: Whi tes Nonwhites Whites Nonwhites Wh i tes Nonwhites 

Rl!ported 258 89 20 13 70 60 
91.~ 89.9 95.2 92.9 82.4 90.9 . 

Not Reported 23 10 1 1 15 6 Lack of Faith 8.2 10. I 4.8 7. I 17.6 9.1 In Pol ice , 

Table H bears out the previous finding that posltlye experience with 

polIce does not affect nonwhites' reporting behavior. That Is', nonwhites 

who evaluated police handling of previous victimizations as "OK" were no 

less Ilk~ly to not report subsequent Incidents du~ to lack of faith in 

polIce than were nonwhites who were dissatisfied with prior pol ice,actiQns., 

WhIte respondents, oR the other hand, were over twice as likely to not 

report subsequent victimizations due to lack of confidence in police If 

.,~.~~""~"-.. ",,,..,,->.,,.~'f-"" '._ 
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they thought prior pol ice actions \-Jere "Not OK" than If they were 

satisfied with pollee handling of previous victimizations. Again, 

respondents ,to/ith mixed experience were the most Ilkefy of a", ':'to report 
later crimes. 

I. 
Reporting by Type of Offense Involv!d In VictImization 

~EPTCMA through E by TVPCRMI through 2. 
No. & % of Most Serious Moderately Serious Least Serious VICT/MB's: K IlLlNJ THEFT OTHER 

0 

Reported 123 1,722 677 93.2 86.4 82.6 
Not Reported 9 271 143 lack of Faith 6.8 In Pol ice 13.6 17.4 '" 

As expected, as the seriousness of the offense InVolved In a 

vlctjmlzation decreased, the'percentage of victimizations not reported 

due to lack Of. faith In police Increased. Th f 
ese 'ndlngs seemed 50 

clear-cut that they were Used 'as the basis for h ' 
;;1 tree-way con t I ngency 

tables with REPTCMA through E as the dependent I bl d T 
var a e an YPCRMI through 

5 as the Independent variable, controlling for fAMINCOM and MINORITY 
separately. o 

ReSUlts of these tables were then d 
summe by each of the 

fIve ~ossl~le victimization InCidents, as I h 
n t e table above, and 

separated out by seriousness of offense. Results will be diSCUssed 
be I 0\.,. 
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J. Reporting by Type of Offense Involved In Victimization 

Controlling for Income of Respondent 
REPTCHA-E by TYPCRMI-S by fAMINCOH 

Ranges of Yearly family Income -
No. , 'of Under $5,000- $lOiOOI- $15,001- $20,001- '25,001-

(] 

Over 
VICTIMB's: ~S,OOO $10.000 $15.000 $20.000 $25~OOO 130.000 $,30.000 

,~ .. I(Over SI5K) ! 
~eported 32 c 32 24 13 

"" 

97.0 100 92.3 86.7 I 

I 

, 
, 

Not Reported I 0 t 2 i 
u 

3.0 0 7.7 13.3 
I 

i 
I 
I 

II I 

Reported 274 "", 325 378 268 136 73 75 
89.3 84.9 85.1 87.9 87.2 82.0 90.4 (; 

Not Reported 33 ,\ 58 66 37 20 16 8 
10.7 15. I 14.9 12. I 12.8 18.0 9.6 

",' 

Reported 110 127 108 93 69 39 1t2 
82. I , 84.7 81.8 85.3 78.4 69.6 91.3 

Not Reported 21t 23 24 16 19 17 It 
17.9 15.3 18.2 14.7 21.6 30.it 8.7 

\, 

" 

For the most serious types of offenses involved In vJctimlzation 

Incidents (KILLINJ), the percentage of VICTIMB's not reported due ~o lack 

of faith In police clearly increases with range of family income. However. 

there are so few Incidents of this type that these findings are not very 
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stable. It will be noted that there were only 15 such Incidents In 

the top four I ncome c.teg~i e5 so that they were comb tned for th i s 

particular table. 

Moderately serious offenses (THEFT) show a more variable pattern 

'of Increase In non-reporting with family income, with drops ih percentages 

1n the SI5,001 to $20,000. $20,001 to ,25,000. and over $30,000 ranges. 

Least5~r.lous offenses (OTHER) are similar to THEFT In the variability' 

of their pa;t~rnof non-reporting. If the three types of offenses indicate 
,-;, 

any pattern,of non-reporting of victimizations vis-a-vis family income, 

It Is the direct relationship discussed In A. above. That is, as family 
,) 

Income Increases, non-reporting Increases. The offense types maintain 

the pattern dfscussed IrlF;:;-""above. which is higher levels of non-reporting 

for less serIous crimes. 

K. Reporting by Type of Offense Involved in Victimization 

Controlling for Race of Respondent 
REPTCMA-E by TYPCRMI-5 by MINORITY 

K I LLiNJ THEFT ,QIH2. No. , % of 
VICTIMB's' . White Nonwhite White -Nonwhl'te White Nonwhite 

;', 

Reported 63 59 I ,127 587 509 157 
92.6 93.7 87.2 84.8 c 81.2 86.7 

, 

Not Reported 5 4 165 105 118 24 
Lack of Faith 7.4 6.3 12.8 15.2 18.8 13.3 

In Police 
';\ 

The percentage of VICTIMB's not reported due to lack of faith In pol Ice 

Is .lower for nonwhites than whites for the most serious (KIL'LINJ) and least 

i " 
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serious (OTHER) offenses. This Is In keeping with the two-way 

contingency table In B. above and II contrary to theoretical expectations. 

Non-reporting of moderately serious (THEFT) victimizations Is higher for 

non-whites than whites In this three-way crosstabulatlon, however. 

These tables maintain the pattern discussed In F. above of higher 

levels of non-reporting for less serious offenses, except for nonwhites' 

non-reporting of the least serious crimes; That is, the percentage of 

"Other" offenses not reported by nonwhites was lower than the percentage 

of "Theft" offenses not reported by them. Here one may want t? consider 

the fact that nonwhites experienced these types of VICTIMB's much less . ~. 

frequently than whites. Indeed, as we move from most serious to least 

serious offenses, we see that non~hlte. were Involved less often. That 

Is, almost half of the most serious vi:ctimizations occurred to nonwhites, 

while they experienced only around a third of the moderately serious 

offenses, and less than a q4,arter of:the least serious crimes. Perh~ps 
,I 

nonwhite respondents to the Po~t·ice Services Study citizen survey did 
;.{".;, " Ii 

not label as victimizations Incidents fall ing in this category which 

white respondents would consider crimes. Black citlzeMs might experience 

vandalism, v'lctlmless crimes and public nuisances, the types of offenses 

Included In the OTHER category, much more frequently than white citizens. 

They might be less likely to label such incidents victimizations In the 

first place. If such Incidents seemed important enough to be remembered 

as crimes, however, poor black citizens might have been more likely to 

report them than white respondents experiencing many acts of such petty 

offenses a~ vandallsm~ 

~ , 
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C) 

Shown bet~ are th~,~re'ul hof cross tabs of type of offense 

Involved In a Victimization by whether It was reported, not reported 

for the three reasons Ind.lcat:lnglac~r. of faith In pol ice, or nOt reported 
\~ '" ~~~·~:~:~X 

for all other reasons, controlllng'<~or race (')f respondent~ Teble L. shows 

thet, while nonw~lte~,~~j7'd;(~?fn"deed ha~e a lower rate of non-reporting of 

the least serious offens(!"s:;Jthan they did for moderately serious off~nses 
for the three reasons Indlcatln..f:f'.lacK of faith in police, when all' other 

reasons for not reporting y}ctimizations are considere~, their behavior 
I:), 

returned to the expected pattern of a higher rate of ron-reportl~g of 
. .' 

OTHER of f ~nses than the f ts . Tab Ie L. also s how, ,th~ t nonwh I teo ~f~ a 

Jower overall rate of nonreporting of THEFT offenses than did whl~es 
~ . 

Table H below Is" breakdown of all t~e. reasons given by nonw~~ t. 
respondents to the Pollee Services Study ~ 

the least serious offenses. These results support the hypothesis abYe 
o ' 0' 

by indicating that nonwhltes.do not seem to take OTHER offensesoserlously 

enough to report them. That Is, the two' reasons minority respondents 

gave most frequently for not reporting these types of victimizations 

Were "2. Nothing taken, attempted crime only," and "3. Not Important, 

little damage." ~hlte respondents' reasons for not reporting OTHER 

offenses were almost as likely to be 5, indicating lack of faith in 

pollee, as they were to be 3, Indicating a belief that the Incident was 

.not serious enough to warrant reporting. 
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II c~ ... Reporting Behavior by Type of Offense Involved in Victimization COI'trol1lng 

o KI:LlNJ of Respondent THEFT Ii 

for Race 

No. , t of ,~ \! 

V I tTl HB' s· Wh i tes Nonwh i tes Wh i tes Nonwhi tes l' 

OTHER 

Whites . 
'; ;1 r.' 

I !Reported 63 57* I • I I 2* 586* I; 
505* 78.8 " 70.4 62.0 I) 61.1 Ii 50.9 0) 

0 
\~; 'I 

" 
[) 

I:, ' -
" 

","1 Not Reported 5 4 "165 105 '118 Lack of Fal th 6.3 . ".9 • 9.2 10.9 11.9 in Pol ice 
I 

~ (~ 

" ,j. ,p 

Not Reported, 12 20 517 268, \ 370 iA11 Reason~ , 15.0 2".7 28.8 .. 27.9 :, 37.3 Except "0 on-I t ~!,1!, " 
~~ 

c Know" ' 
I' ., 

I.U,~. ~"Ii i' 
, 

-,.. 
,I 

Nonwhi tes 

156* 
52.9 

24 . 8.1 

115 
39.0 

() 

Q 

*These figures are lower than'thosE: in Tabl~,K because victimizations wli·ich were not reported for reason 1, 
"Police came by noticed by police," are intl'4ped under"Reported" there but are Included under "Not 
Repor ted W A 11 Other- Reasons Except' Don I t Know III here. 
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H. TYPCRHI-5 by NOREPTiA-5B by MINORITY 
i .. 

No. , %of "OTHER" VICTIMB's Not Reported by Nonwhites Because: 

! 
.7 

34.5 
18.0 
14.lt 
15.8 o 

\7 
4.3 
1.4 
o 
1.5 
o 
o 

2.2 
.7 

5.B 

I. Po I I ce came by, noi~ I ced by po I Ice 
2~ Nothing taken, attempt~d crime only 
3. Not important, little damage 
4. Lack of proof, suspect unknown 
5. Police woul'dn'twant to be bothered~I, futile, 

wouldn't do any good, couldn't do anything 
6: Too Inconvenient or unable to report 1,1 

7. Private or personal matter, handled without pol ice 
8. Scared criminal away, or caught and handle4:himself 
9. Fear of reprisals, afraid to call " 

10. Reported ~9 someone other than police 
II. Victim also illegal (drugs stolenf Intoxicated, etc.) 
12. Victim partially to blame, carelessness, left 

property unguarded 
13. Dld~'t want to get friend In trooble 
14~.'_ Just. didn't ).,.jJ 

88. ,Oth~r_, 
-J 

Interpretation of FindiR3s Concerning Reporting Behavior ,---, 

From the above, It woulli appear that"'lf one 'were to attempt to 

predict non-reporting of victimizations due to lack of faith In police 

by means of individual variables, one would have more success using 

knowledge of pol Ice mistreatment, rating of pol ice response time, rating 
::;:;'-r 

, 
of prlor'\,p,ol ice actions, and seriousness of offense, than one would 

"'using mlnor~t)· status or range of famHy Income of respondents to the 

Pollee Servl~'es Study Citizen Survey. 
.'-" 

Citizens who pa~tlcipated in thIs survey f.iled to i~port 
• victimizatIons fo~ reasons Indicating lack of faith In pollee, based 

H 

more on their perceptions of police behavior rather than on the basis 

'of their race or Income. At least in terms of willingness to use police 

services, citizens In these neighborhoods do not In~icate a"l'pattern of 

I 
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rae,Jal or Income dllcrlmlnatlon. These results do not offer support 
. A 

for the underc 1 aSI hypothes I s that p'Oor or black peop I e are rece I v I "g 

unequal lervlces from'pollce. Rather, they Indicate that citizens' 

" 

victimization reporting behavior Is based on their evaluations of police 

lervlces In their' area (knowledge of mistreatment, rating of re.ponse 

time, ratlng of prior police actions). of general neighborhood crime 

(rate of v"lctlmlzlItlon), and of seriousness of the offense Involved In 

the victimization. 

I THe}lndlngs c:~ncerning Complaint Behavior -~~ 
,' .. , \ 

\ 

(,1 C9ntlngency tables,were run usIng "various aspects of citizens' 

complaint behavior as dependent variables by e~.th or the Independent 

~nd control var lab les separate 1 y. I 

" " 

\ Following are"'the results of these two-way crosstabulations: 

\ 
~ 

\ 
\ 

~ 
\ 
\ 

A. 

'\ 
\ 

No. " % 6f R's 
AnswerlnQ: 

" " Yes 

~ 

No 

" 

,0 

, 
Reason to Complain by Income of Respondent;': 

COMPLAIN by FAMINCOM 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
Under $5,000- $10,001- $15,001- $20,001- $25,001-

i25.000 $30,000 $5.000 

102 
4.8 

2,012 
95.2 

Q 

" 

, . 

0 

S10.000 

145 
6.1 

2,216 
93.'9 

)) 
;1 
ii 
" 

$15.000 

148 
7.0 

1,'977 
93.0 

S20.000 

114 69 37 
7.0 7.7 8.2 

1.505 828 413 
93.0 92.3 91.8 

• 

, Ii 
:1 
" !i 

--------"~-"'""'--"-~--------'--..:.....:....-----'----'-',: .. " 

).1 

o 

In order to sapport th'e ' ~ unde,re I asS hypothe~ f s,' '/",1 ';-"1 , fh~ ~ercentage of 
respondents hav I ng reas~n to comp I a i n ~)" (') 

about 't'he Ii" pol Ice serv fees dur I ng 
the previous year~hould be higher at 

,lower ranges of famll{ Income. 
Tab I e A shows the oPPo~~1 te to be, 

the case; as range ~f family 
Increases, the percent~g"e'''-'' 

of respondents 

about police I serv ces Increases. 

\" \ 

0 I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

o 
income 

perceiving reason to complain 
. IF"" 

n l~' 
G ' 

i 

I 

\ 

[1 

$.30.000 
(' 

38 
7.4 

" 

473 
92.,6 Il 

',' 

o • 

o 

Ii! 

'I 
\1 

) , 

\1 
Ii 

o '. II 
l! 

Ii 
II ,or" " ... '''is!! WIH rt ! ""' .... ,1 
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\\ 

B. Nature of Prob I em by Income of\\ Respondent 

~'t 
(.{:§lJ 

No. , = of 
responses: 

I . 
I. Request for 
more IVC •• pol. 
presence/ 
vis Iblllty 

2. Pol. courtesy 
r.,;.ude, abus I ve 

. officers 

3. Physical 
mistreatment 

14. Unnecessary 
stop 

D 

5. Car unfairly 
towed 

6. Speed traps 

" 

7. Ineffective/ 
Incomplete pol. 
work \1 

8. Unfair pkg. 
ticket 

~; 

9. Coq>lalnt re 
traffic signal/ 
stop sign 

10. Pol. not 
svc./ equ It. de I. 

i'rea t I ng peop I e 
I~t 

WHYCMP by FAMINCOM 

/ Ranges ,of Yearl y Family Intome 
Under $5.000- $10,001- $15,001-'$20,001- $25,001-
$5.000 $10.000 $15.000 $20,000 $25.000 $30.000 

{ 32 42 30 24 17 12 
26.7 27.8 19.9 20.0 22.7 28.6 

II 

21 25 31 16 7 6 
17.5 16.6 20.5 13.3 9.3 14.3 

,n:,~-:: 

1,0 'II 7 3 3 II 4 0 
8.3 4.6 2.0 2.5 5.3 O· 

6 5 16 14 8 -- 'I 
5.0' 3.3 10.6 11. 7 . 10.7 2.4 

2 • 2 0 I I I 
1.7 1.3 0 .S 1.3 2.4 

0 3 4 2 4 2 
0 2.0 2.6 .1. ]" 5.3 4.8 

I' e 
25 34 40 39 215 15 

20.8 22.5 26.5 32.5 33. ~\ 35.7 

\. " II 
I 

6 ;10 8 4 3 II 0 
5.0 6.6 5.3 3.3 4:j 0 

I I 2 2 
110 It 

3 
.8 .7 1.3 1.7 " 0 7. I :, , ~ ,I 

., 
\1 

17 22 17 15 6 \ 2 
14.2 14.6 11.3 12.5 8.0 \1 4.8 

II 
• \ 

,,.. -

o 

o 

Over 
$30,000 

10 o 
27.0 

3 
8.1 

>.~) 
\\ 

3 
8. I 

4 
10.8 

0 
0 

0 
0 

I, o 
\ 

6 
16.2 

o 
3 

8. I 

I 
2.7 o 

7 
18.9 o 

o 

"". ~ll!!!!I'l!!!JJ_"tl~~r _1tlI ___ ;;:;a:;::; ~~"_i ______ _ 

I, 

,t 

o 

o 

o 

o 

() 

,j 

Reasons l, 2, 3 end 10 In Table a'would Indtcate lack of faith In 

police and might have been expected to have been glv:en more often by 

poor people. This general pattern is found for reasons 2 (Police courtesy, 

rude, abusive officers), 3 (Physical mistreatment) and 10 (PoJi'ce not 

being equitable I.n delIvering ~erv!ce ~~ treating people). Interestingly 

enough, distributions under reasons 1 (Request for more service, pol Ice 

presence or visibility), 3 and 10 violate this tJ~end for the highest 

ranges of yearly family Income, especially that over $30,000. Perhaps 

the richest r~spondents felt entitled to excellent police service by 

vIrtue of their high tax contrlbutions and were accordingly critical 

of their neighborhood law enforcement officers. This might be borne 

out by the pattern of responses to reason 7 (Ineffective/incomplete 

pol tee work). As range of family income increased, so did the percentage 

of responses In this category, with the exception of a decrease In the 

over $30,000 range. The overall pattern would indicate that higher 

Income respondents (who probably have corresponding higher educations) 
I 

" 
are more critical of the quality of police services they receive. 

\) 

C. Filing of Complaint by Income of Respondent 

FtLCOMP by FAMINCOM 

No. & t of <~nd~r 
Ranges of Yearly Family Income 

$5,000- $10,001~ $15,001- $20,001- $25,001-
Responses :"$5,000 SIO 000 $ ~5,OOO $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 

Yes, Mysel f" 46 52 54 42 36 21 
or Other 42.6 33. , 36.0 34.4 51.4 50.0 
Member 

.-" 

No 62 lOS 96 80 34 21 
57.4 66.9 64.0 65.6 48.6 .. 50. a 

Over 
$30.000 

16 
40.0 

24 
60.0 

11 
Ii 
1\ 

J 
I 

I 
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If Table C. were to Indicate lack of.,falth In the pol ice on the part 
-: {J 

of the underclass, the percentage of citizens who did not complain about 

,their police services would, show an Inverse crelatlonshlp to family Incane. 
,,' 

That I., a. range of yearly Income Increased, the percentase~of respondentl 
~ 

who did not canp lal n Ihou I d have decrease4. I,nother w.ords, pro-

portionately more low Income citizens should have answered "No" to this 

lurvey question. This table shows, on the contrary, that the percentage 

of persons not complaining generally Increased with Increases In yearly 

family Income, at least up to the $20,000 mark. This may relate to the 

previous finding of high Income people feeling they have reason to 

complain about their police service (Ineffective/incomplete police work). 

That Is, richer respondents may have been more articulate In identifying 

cause for complaint, but their criticisms may have been of a general 

nature and not Immediate or pressing enough to warrant "acting upon ther~. 
• \\ I" 

"Poor~r respondents, as will.be seen below, 1 ive in neighborhood~\with 11,\ 

',I 

higher ral~es of criminal victimization and perceive police response ti~le 
\ Ii 

Ii • 
to be·:r.ome,what slower and thus may be motivated to complain more freque·ntly. 

(I 

\ 
" 

,r t 

II 
1/ 

II 
) 

1 
/1 

1/ 
II 
1/ 
I, 
Ii 

'i 

u 

o 

o 

~ 

II 
1/ 

II 
II 
II 

It - () 

(I 

0 G' 

o 

o 

D. Reasons ComplaInt Not Flled'by Income of Respondent 
" --:;;1 

NOCOHP by FAMINCOH 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
$5.0QO~ $10,001- $15,OO~- $20,001- $25,001-No. & % of Under 

Responses: $5.000 $10.000 $15.000 $20,000 $25.000 $30.000 
---

I. AfraId 6 3 ~ 3 0 0 
of pol ice 9.2 3.4 5.2 4.~ 0 0 

',' 

" 

2. No time ·4 1 4 3 0 I 1 
6.2 1.1 5.2 4.4 0 6.3 

1.\ 

3. Problem 4 4 0 3 ""'4 '.I I 0 
fixed w/out 6.2 4.5 0 4,4 12.5 , 0 
need to , I 
complain " 

I ;. 
.. 

;4. "Wouldn't 35 54 40 f 33 21 12 
:do any good 53.8 60;7 "~l. 9 48.5 65.6 75.0 
~o complain ',,! " 

I "I :5. Complaln- 12 8 9 5 I 2 
'ing might 18.5 9.0 1l.7 7.4 3.1 12.5 

II 

make .' n 

problem 
worse 
~?, 
~~, ~! ~ 

6. Didn't 3 7 
I, 

5 9 2 0 
know to 

, 
4.6 1.1 6.9 13.2 6.3 0 

whom to ';, 

complain ,. 

I 7. Other 1 6 4 ~ 2 0 
comp t • , no 1.5 i 6.7 5.2 '. 5.9 6.3 0 I 

need for me I 

i 
to do so 0 

I 

I 
,., 

8. Not (I 3 8 8 1 I 
Important ~I 3.4 10.4 It.8 3.,1 6.3 
enough ! 

--' 
" 

Didn't 9. Ol 3 3 0 1 . 0 
think , 0 3.4 3.9 0 3.1 a 
should compl. 

1 

about" it II 

-

I 
I 

i 

Over 
$30.000 

0 
0 

0 
, 

0 I . 
0 
0 

9 
64.3 

I 
7.1 

I 0 
I 

° ) ( 
,. : 

I 

1 
1 I 

7.1 I 

3 
21.4 

0 
0 

I r 
f 
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The underclass hypothesis would l~~e one to expect poorer 0 

.'j , -~ ': 

" respondents to give reasons 1 () 4 and 5 for not coqll al n 1 ng about pol ice 

services more frequently than richer respondents. Reason It. ''Wouldn't " 

o do any' good to comphln," was chosen at least half the time py respondents 

at all ranges of yearly family income. However. reason\, "Afraid of 

" 
police." was given most frequently by the very poorest citizens and, 

'ndeed, not se 1 ected at a" by respondents whos~ yearl y fam 11 y Income 

was over $20,000. Slml1arly~ reason 5, "Complaining might make problem 
" 

worse," Wal aao chosen more often by poorer respondents as cause for 

" 
not .comp 18 In I ngabout the I r pol ice ser'J ices. 

E. Reason to Complain by Race of Respondent v 

COMPLAIN by MINOR lTV -
No. " % of 
R' A I 

N hi Whl 
s nswer ng: te onw te 

. 
Yes 473 28' 

c' 
5.6 8.0 

No 
,. ,I 7,966 3,227 I. 

. 

94".4 92.0 

'The underclas5 hypothesis would lead one to expect that a higher 

percel1tage of nonwh I te than wh i te respondents had reason to comp' a I n 

about the police services they {eceived In the previoos year. The 

Ii 
dIfference (8.0% for nonwhltes,\\S.6% for whites) Is not very large, 

I' but unlike the dependent varlab~e concerned with respondents' non-reporting 

if' 

of victimization., It I. In the\antlclPated direction, 

As .was expected with low i1come respondents, according to the underclass' 

hypoth,esls nonwhites should havJ\giVen reasons " 2. 3 and '\0 more frequently 

than Jh I tes as the I r causes' for ~omp Ia I" I n9 about poll ce serv I ce, Foil owl n9 

I s the dis t r i,but Ion of respon ses" 

o o 

Q 

o 

o 

o 

1', 
'b 

Ii 

() \\, 

t> 
II .'---

o 
1', 

': 

u 

I) 

3" 

5. 
16. 
7. 

rg-. 
9. 
10. 
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Nature of Problem by Race of R _ espondent 

'WHYCOMP by M I NOR I TV 0 

, % of ',ResDonses: 

Reques t for more . I . service, po Ice presence 
or vlsibil ity 
Police COIJrtesy, rude. abus ive off icers 
PhYsical mistreatment 
Unnecessarvstop 
Car unfairly towed 

Unfair parking ticket 
Com~laint about traffic signal or stop siqn 
Police n~t being equitable in del iverlng service 

wh i tes 

1'36 ~6:6 

71 13.9 
12 2.3 
31 6,1 
5 1.0 
8 1.6 

159 j 31. 1 
20 I 3.9 

8 i 1.6 

-
62 j12. 1 

.:. 
~nwhites 

" 
• I 

61 21.5 

51 18,0 , 
22 7.7; 
31 10.9 ' 
4 I.ll! 
8 2.'81 
54~ 
17 1 • O. 

31 1. I ! 

j 331 ll.~ 

Only reasons? and 3. of the four reasons 'Ind'icating lack of faith in 

pol ice and support i ve of the underc rass h h " ypot e~is, were chosen by non-

wh I tes more often dian wh i tes' as ~lauses fl' \1' '\ or comp alnt about po.lice service . 

The pattern observed above with f~im i I y income of mor 1'1 .! ' e pr yteged respondents 

being more cri.tical of pol i~ serv;\ce. as indicated by choos! II ng reason 7, 

is fou.nd here. with whites being all.ll.most twice as likely as nonwhites to 

complain about Illneffectiye/inCompl~ete pol ice work. 1I 
" 

No. " % of 
!tesponses: 

F i ling 

Yes, Myself or 
Other Member 

No 

! 
:1 

II l' 

il \\ 

312 
152.8 

Responden!, 

\ 

Nonwhites 

120 
41.0 

173 
59.0 

'-
________ ..J.._ ), ,, ________ :II~_--___ -.JI' 

Ii 

rIm JMill\ik 1 

'.\ 

" 
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The underclan hypothesis would have led us to e:cpect proportionately 

more nonwhites than whites to have not filed a complaint about t~elr police 

service. The citizen survey data In Table G. show the opposite to be the 
0.:. 

case. As with lower Income respondents" ~onwhltes live Ut( neighborhoods 

with higher rates of victimization. and perceive police response 

time to be slower. They are also more likely to have knowledge of police 

mistreatment and thus may have pressing reasons to act~al1y file complaints. 

H. Reasons Complaint Not Filed by Race of Respondent 

NOCOMP by MINORITY 

No. " % of 
R Wh't esponses: , es N hit onw es 

l. Afraid of police 8 3.2 10 6. I 
rIo No time 9 3.& 8 .i.~ 
3. Problem fixed without need to complain 10 4.0 10 ,0. I 

114 • Wouldn't do any good to complain 142 i56.& ,,90 54.5 
15. Complainina miaht make problem worse 24 9.6 I~ 11.5 

~ I 

&. Didn't know to whom to complain IT 7.2 II &.7 
'1. Other complained. no need for me to do so 15 .&.0 7 4.2 
'8'. Not important enou'oh 23 9-.2 5 oJ.O 
9. Didn't think I should complain about 2 .8 5 

something I ike a parking ticket or other minor 
Infraction 

As was found with family Income In Table D. above. members of the 

underc lass (I n th i 5 cas~\, nonwh I tes) were more I I ke I y to choose reasons 

1 and 5 for not filing complaints than were more privileged respondents. 

In the case' of reason 5. "Complaining might make probfem worse," nonwhites 
, . 

were not as likely to be represented as were poor people. Again, re~,son '+ 

(Wouldntt do any good to complain) was chosen over half the time by both 
" 

whites and nonwhites. 

" 
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I. Reason to ComplaJn by Knowledg,e of Pol ice Mistreatment II 

COMPLAIN by MISTREAT 

No. , % of R's 
A I nswer no: Yes No 

Yes 155 589 
25.4 5.3 

.. 

No 455 10,605 
74.6 94.7 

" , 
~', 

As might be expected""a,Qd as was found with respondents' non-reporting 

behaVior, citizens who know of police mistreatment have a lower opinion 
" 

of their law enforcement officers, as witnessed in this case by a higher 

percentage of SUch persons having reason to complain about the pol ice 

ser~ices they received In the previgus year. 

J. Nature of Problem.by Knowled~e of Pol Ice Mistreatment 

°WHYCMP by MISTREAT 

No. & % of Responses: Yes No 

1. Request for more service, police presence 20 10.8 174 29.2 
II or v I s Ib II I tv 
1~2~.--~Po~'~ic~e~c~0~u~rt~e~s--y'.--ru-d~e---a~b-u-s~iv-e--0~f~f~ic-e-r-s----~~5~0~~26r.~9~----~~7~1~~I~I.~9~ 
'113. Physical mistreatment 21 11.3 coil ,1.8 
illi. Unnecessary stop 22 11.8 v 39 \:6.5 
: 5. CarunfelrlY towed _4 2.2 5 i, .8 
lb. Speed traps 3 1.6 12 112.0 
17. Ineffectlve/incomDlete Dol ice work 28 15.1 182 :30.5 
IE. Unfair parking ctlcket 7 3.8 29 114.9 
~ Complaint about traffic signal or stop sign 1.5 10 111.7 
fOe Police not being equitable In delivertng 30 16.1 63 ill0.6 

,, ____ ~se~r~v~l_c_e~o~r_t~r_e_a_t~l~nQ~D~e_o~pl~e ______________ --~--~------~~--~Ii;--~ 
11 

Ii 
I' Table J shows that citizens who knew of police mistreatment were jlore 

likely to give reasons 2,3 and 10 as cause for complaint th~n were I 

II 
~ 
k 

o 
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respondents not knowing of pol ice mistreatment. The other reason 
c, il}p , 

Indicating lack of faith In police (Request for more service, police 

presence or vislbil ity) was chosen almost three times a5 often by 

persons ~ knowing of police mistreatment as It w';~~y=~esp~ndents 

with suc;.h knowledge. Certainly it Is plausible that persons knowing 

of police mistl{,eatment would not desire more expos.ure to possible abuse. 

Persons with knowledge of mistreatment selected "Unnecessarystop" as a 

reason to complain about pol Ice service almost twice as f~equently as 

persons not knowing of such abuse. Unner.essary ~tops may in fact be 
";.: -' 

}Iew.ed as a form of mistreatment. In fact, "Ru,blnsteln (1973) found 
a 

that ~,Itlzens dislike the arbitrary use of pow~r embodied In making 
~ 

stops on the street (In Deby Dean, 1978:6). 

o 

K. ~g of Complaint by Knowledge of Pol ice Mistreatment 

FILCOMP by MISTREAT 

No. & % of 
R 

" 
esponses: Yes No ''. 

." 

Yes, Myself or Other 65 235 
Member )) 38.5 38.7 

'. ~~ 

No '(I 104 372 , . ' .. 
61.5 

,. 
0 ". 61.3 

,:~ 

.. 

Table K shows~hat persons with knowl~dge of police mls.treatment 

are only I'llghtly less likely to file a compl.alnt about police service 

than persons without such knowledge (38.5% versus 38.7%). Evidently 

respondents ~o:ithe citizen survey who knew of police mistre:atment had 

..... 
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not concluded tbat It was useless to complain about se,rvlce received 

even thou~h their opinion of their law enforcement officer~ WQS not 

of the hi ghes t. 

o 

l. Reasons Complaint Not Filed by Knowledge of Police Mistreatment 

.~OCOMP bL~1 STREAT 

o. o,V eSJ>onses :', Yes No 
" ,', 

1. Afraid of Police I\. 10 9. 11 8 2.7 
2. No time I .g~ 16 5.4 
3. Problem fixed without need to complain c 4.7 15 5.0 
Ilt • Wou I dn ,. t do any qood to complain 5~ 51.9 167 55.9 
5. Complaining might make problem \'lOrse I? 14.2 27 
6. Didn't know to whom to complain 9 8-,5 20 
7. Other complained, no need for me to do so ~, 2 l.H 20 
8'. Not Important enouoh 8 7.5 20 
9. o idnTt think I should complain about 

I 
I .9 6 

something 1 ike a parking ticket or other Ii minor infraction " I . 
/.1 I -

Knowledge of police mlltre~tment is related to reasons 1 and 5, of 

the three reasons fo~ not fil ing a complaint indicating lack of faith 

In police. As was found with family income and race as the independent 

variables, reason 4 (Wouldn't do any good to complain) was chosen at 

least half the time. whether there was knowledge of)police mistreatment 

or not. 

.......'>rf'- ... '1" ! .. k •• *,~!4 

f ~ 

9.0 
6.7 
6.7 
6.7 
2.0 

l. 

[ 



o 
o 

o 

52 

H. Reason to Complain, by ~te of Victimization In-.NelghborhoOd 
II .' " 

o .. "", COMPLAIN by VBSTO ,. 

Answer I,ng:' <, " ;'l!~25 26-35 36-lt5 lt6-55 56-65 .. 
"6 ~~:s 

Yes 150 228 158 IltO 78 
" 4.7 6.0 6.8 7.9 9.1. 

() 
I;;.... 

C.J 

No 3,057 3,578 2,162. 1,641 755 
95.3 94.0 93.2 92.1 90.6 

Table M. shows the expected results that residents of neighborhoods 

with higher rates of criminal v,i)ctimization were more likely to have 

reason to complain about the policeservi~es they received during the 

previous year. 
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H. Natureot Probh~m by Rate of Vlc~imlzation, il:n Neighborhood 

WHVCMP "by WBSTD 

No. & % of R'~ 
A I nswer ng: 15-25 'he 26-35 

, 

36-45 46-55 .' , 56-65 
II 

1- Request for more 30 .' 56 53 40 18 
service, police 22.2 1'\ 23.3 28.6 27.6 19.8 
presence, or 
visibility 

., 

2. Po I'i ce courtesy. 18 35 29 27 /' 13 
rude. abusive 13.3 14.6 1:,5.7 18.6 /1 1".3 
officers \ 

;5 
'\ 

~ 

3. Physl.cal 3 8 9 7 7/i 

mistreatment 2.2 3.3 4.9 .,4.8 7.7 , . 

4. Unnecessary stop 23 19 6 7 " 7 
17.Q, 7.9 3.2 4.8 7.7 
(. 

S. Car unfairly towed 1 3 2 1 2 
.7 1.3 1.1 .7 2.2 

. .,~2.:: 

')' L . 6. Spe~d traps ] ... -!L= ~~,_ 2 2 --
. 

.-

- . 

'='5.2 ~ 

1.7 1.1 1.4 1.1 
,j! 

,. 

I 7. I neffect I vel 
" 

31 64 59 38 21 
incomplete police 23.0 - 26.7 31.9 26.2 23.1 
work 

" 

8. Unfa I r parking 5 019 4 2\~ 7 
ticket 3.7 7.9 2.2 1.4 , 

7.7 0 

" 
.-

9. Comp I a'i nt about 1 5 it o C)'\J 1"/ 
traffic signal .7 

1,/.' /) 

or 2.1 2.2 1;. j)/ 

, stop sign o /'~Ill 
c>. ~I "r ;,' \1. 'J 

// ~\ ~~ 

10. 
"- /J ,r-(Q)'-

Police not being 16 ' , 'pI --. 

equl table In 
27 17 1" 21 \1, 14 

1109 11.3 9.2 -- 14.5 1i 

del iverlng ~ervlce \1 IS.~ 
II 

or treating people Ii" 
" :1 

" 
',) II 

(? 

,fi1 . 

Ii I: 

\\ 
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The four reasons Indicating lack of fal'~h in police arid supporting 

the underclass hypothesis, 1,2, 3 and 10 above, were generally chosen 

mor.often as causes for complaint about police services as the rate of 

o 
vaSTO byFAMINCOM 

No. & % of R's 
with this Rate of Under $S,OOO- $10,001- $IS,OOI- $20,001- i2S,001- Over 
Viet imi z. In Nbrd: ~5,OOO $10,000 $12,000 $20,000 $25.000 $30.000 J30.000 

J5-25 501 631 514 469 273 143 207 
23.5 26.6 24.1 28.9 30.3 31.4 40.4 

{J 

16O 154 26-35 606 . 694 744 !;S2 320 
28.S 29.3 34.8 34.0 35.5 35.1 30. I 

36~45 439 447 436 304 161 [)~3 118 (, 

20~4 20.6 18.9 20.4 18.7 17.9 23.0 
\\ 

.-, 

94 41 26 46-55 393 400 296 209 
18.5 16.9 13.9 12.9 10.4 9.0 5.1 

56-65 191 198 

1 

145 9li ':) 53 19 7 9.0 8.4 6.8 5.6 5.9 4.2 1.4 
I 

I 

() 

In the two highest ranges of rate of neighborhood victimization, 46-55 and 

56-65 t 0percentages of respondents dec line wi th each i ncreasel n orange of 
,i 

famll'y Income. That Is, the higher the income, the less likely respondents 

" were to reside in neighborhoods with high rates of victimization. ,I 

., 
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u c)' 

o 
',} 

o 

r,-

o 
I. 

() 

o 

o 
J 

•• 

o -' 

o 

55 

Rate of Victimization in Neighborhood by Race of Respondent 

VBSTO by MINORITY 

No. & % of R's wrth 
this Rate of Vlctimiz. 
In Nbrd : . 

15-25 
1 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

I 
I 
I 

" 
« -~ 

I 

Wh I te s N h onw ites 

2,478 751 
29.2 21.3 

2,995 832 
35.3 

I 23.6 

1,815 519 21.4 '4.7 

760 1,030 
8.9 297.2 

444 395 
5.2 11.2 

. 
As with the finding for low income a~ove, respondents Who are 

potentially members of the lJnderclass by ~irtue of being nonwhite are 

much more 'likely than whit~s to reside in neighborhoods with the two 

highest rates of victimization. 

O. 
in Nei hborhood 

flLCOMP by VBSTD 

N & % f R o. 0 esponses: 15-25 26-35 36-4i 46-55 56-65 
Yes, Myself or Other 75 J 84 64 48 34 Mem~~r 49.7 36.4 36.8 32.9 38.6 \j 

C~ 

No .~ 

\ 76 147 110 98 54 " 50.3 63.6 63.2 67. , 61.4 " -"-,.--~. 

,;' 

I 
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JPDfe 0 shows that 81S rate of victimization if: the neighborhood 
?' 

In~c~eased, the percentage of complaints which were formally filed with 

police decreased. This Is not consistent with the findings that poor 
, 

~l::c. Ind nonwh I te persons, who tend to 'I ve In ne I ghllorhoods w I th~ the h' ghes t 

"rate of victimization, reported complaints more often. However,'Just as 

the tendency for poor and black people to report complaints was not much 

greater thali that of wea'thy and white people, so the differencesl/in 

tendency to file compla,lnts by rate of victimization In the neighborhood 

are not extremely large either. 
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P. Reasons Complaint Not Filed by 
Rate of Victimization In Neighborhood 

-<-" n ,~ 1) 

~!OCOHP by VBSTO 

, % of Response's: 15-\2'5 26-35 36-45 

: I I 

Afraid of police 2 5 6 
2.9 4.3 R6. 3 

1\ 
\\ 

II --;-r No time 3 " 5 
4.4 ! ~.3 2.1 

Problem fixed 4 5 5 
without need to 5.9 4.3 5.2 
complain <:; 

Wouldn't do any 37 60 51 
good to 54.4 

I 
52.2 S3. I 

cOmplain c 

" I 
'Complaining might tl I 6 11 
make problem 16.2 I 5.2 11.5 
worse " I 

. 
Didn't know to whom i1 12 8 
to complain 1.5 10.4 8.3 

", 

~:. 

Other complained, 5 6 6 
no need for me to 7.4 5.2 6.3 
do so . 

,I. 

" 

Not important 4 , 12 7 j 

enough 5.9 I 10.4 7.3 
c I 

Ii I 
Didn't think I 1 4 , 

0 I " 
should complain 1.5 I 3.~ 0 
about something ~ \1 
'Ike a parking 0 

ticket or other 
minor Infraction 

" 

46;55 

3 
3.4 

4 
4.5 " 

5 
5.7 
D 

51 
58.0 

'0 

14 
15.9 

" 

5 
5.7 

,~ 

3 
3.4 

2 
2.3 

1 
1.1 

i 
" 

il 

56-65 

2 
4.2 

3 
6.3 

1 
2.1 

33 
68.8 

, 

1 
2.1 

3 
6.3 

2 
4.2 

3 
6.3 

e::.) 
0 
0 

\ 

II 
\ 
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Of the three reasons for not 1.1 Ii n9 a comp I a i nt I nd 1 cat (ng lack ,of 

tarth In the pol.lce, only reason 4 (Wouldn't do any good to complain) 

was chosen more often as rate of victimization in the neighborhood 

Increa,sed. As was found In Tables 0, Hand l, no matter whatr the value 

of the Independent variable, reason 4 was chosen over half the time 

by respondents In all types of neighborhoods. 

Q. Reason to ,Complain by Rating of Police Response Time 

(\ No. , %of R's 
i Answer na: 

Yes 

No 

COMPLAIN by RATERESP ~ 

Very 
Id Rap Iv 

153 
3.8 

3.921 
96.2 

. 

Quickly 
E h noug· S owly 

271 0 166 
5.7 14.3 

0 

4,499 992 
94.3 85.7 

Very 
S I I owy 

104 
22.5 

358 
77 .5 

-

Not 
II at A 

12 
'25.5 

35 
74.5 

Table Q shows that respondents who were dissatisfied with police 

response time were also more I ikely to have reason to comp1ain about 

the pol Ice, service they received in the previous year. 
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R. Nature of Problem by Ratln9 of Pol Ice Response Time 

WHYCMP by RATERESP 

No •. & % of Very Quickly .:. Very 
R esponses: Rapidly Enough Slowly 'Slowly 

0 I 1. Request for more 30 74 42 36 
s vc . , pol. 19.1 24.5 

I 
2$.1 31.3 

presence, or visib. 

2. Pol. courtesy, 28 48 I 23 14 
rude. abu,~ i ve 17.8 15.9 

I 
13.8 1;\12.2 

officers 
.'" 

",V \ 

3. Phys. mis- $ 19 I 6 4 
treatment 3.2 6.3 I 3.6 3.5 

I 
(,;" 

" 

I 
4. Unnecessary stop 17 21 8 a 

~ 

't 10.8 7.0 4.8 7,';8 

5. Car unfairly 2 4 I 2 
towed 1.3 v1.3 .6 1.7 

" 
.. 

6. Speed traps 7 7 I 0 
4.5 2.3 .6 0 1 ., 

7. Ineffective! - 34 70 59 33 
i ncomp Ie te po I . 21.7 I 23.2 35.3 28.7 
work \" 

8. Unfair parking 6 17 6 4 
ticket 3.8 5.6 3.6 3.5 

9. Complaint about 3 )\4 1 3 
traffic signal or 1.9 r:j .6 2.6 
stop sign " \;' 

10. Pot. not being 2S 38 20 10 
equ rt. in del. 15.9 12.6 12.0 8.7 
sve. or treating 
people " 

/) 

t) 

n _~_--------~~-------'-'-----"------'--'-----'----"--'------''--~~~-'--'---'--LC •. ----'-~~~~~~"~~~~ .. "'~" .~. --'"' -"----"-". 

Not 
at AI I 

5 
45.$ 

0 
0 

c 

0 
0 

° 0 

0 
0 

.' 

0 
0 

4 
36.4 

.. , 

j: " 

I ' 
9.1 

0 
0 

I 
9.1 
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Of the four reasons Indicating lack of faith In pol ice,Q!;1ly the 
o 

flrs~ (Reques~ for more service, pol ice presence, or visibll ity) increases 

along with Increase In dissatisfaction with response time. The only other 

reason whIch showed this pattern was 7(lneffective/incomple~e police 

work). The fact that respondents who'rated police response time poorly 
":0-

were .lso quite critical of service in general bears out other researchers' 

frndlngs of the Importance of resP9nse time as a determinant of citizen 

satisfaction with police. ,,~ 

S. Filing of Complaint by Rating of Police Response Time 

No. , % of R's Very 
Answer Ing: R • dl ap, 

~es, Myself or 66 
~ther Member 41.0 

No 95 
59.0 

FILCOMP oYRATERESP 
o 

Quicldy' 
y " E h , nougl 51 oWly 

.... 
" 

"'-,1·; 
,:;:, 

~117 59 
40.1 34. I~ 

,\:'1f ',-",,::::"::--\ 

175 114 
59.9 65.9 

Very 
SI I oWly 

36 
34.3 

69 
65.7 

With the exception of the few.(13) instances in which pol ice 
Ii 

at 
Not 
All 

6 
46.2 

7 
53.8 

response time was rated "Not at All," the more dissatisfaction there 

was with the time I t seemed to take po lice ,to respond to ca II s for 

s~;~vice, the less I ikely it was for a complaint to be filed. 
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II 

T. Reasons I:_olllniaint Not Fil db R • 
Ii t:.w._ ........ ..;.;..:;;-.:.;:;.:....:....:..:..::.e::::~::..:;Y~~il~t.!.' !!n g~0~f~P20ll .ul c~e:...'~R~e!sE;p 02.!n~s~eL1T.l.i ~me 
Ii i NOCOMP by RATERESP 
\ 

\ Very 
, No. & % '(.if ResP()ns,es: \:-- Rap i dl y 

I. Afraid of P1 i~e II 2 I 
2.6 I 

.:. 
QUickly'" Very Not 
Enough Slowly SlOWly at All 

4 
4.2 

4 
5.6 
~ t4.3 I I------------~L-, ________ ~ I 

ii, ' I ---II---il----I--.-~---.Ji, 

1_

2

_. ___ N_o_t_i_me ____ '_I, _ I d i 4 .~ I 2. f I 1.1 I ~ j 

3. ~,'Problem f j'xed \oil thout ~~ I 4 I 8 /1 -;:-r---I--~" ~I!, 
~ ~e~d to comp I a i n / I ; S. 3 I 2 0, 
_"~.,,,/~ f ! 5 • G 6 • 3 " 2 • 8 0 j 

Wouldn't do any good 
to ocomp I a i n 

l 
I 39 
,"51,3 
, 

77 
53.5 

55 
57.3 

., 43 
59.7 

, ':I 

1
42

.9 I 
I ~ 

__ ~~~--~. __ --__ ---_rI--__ -+1--71~,~.--~I-J~~5-' 0~.+_1-1._~ __ ~1-14_.~~__J1 
6. I) I dn I t know to whom i' 

r ,). Comp I a i n'l ng m i gh t 
make problem worse 

j 
I i 10 

13.2 

to complain . I 
7. Other complained, no 

need for me to do so 

I 
1.3 

5 
6.6 

8. NotU Important eno~fS1h I 7 
9.2 

10 
6.9 

6 
4.2 

14 
9.7 

7 
7.3 

7 (J 

7.3 

4 
4.2 

3 
4.2 

2 
2.8 

2 
28.6 

o 
o 

o 
o (? 

l----~--------~~--~~----+---~---~--~ 
9. Didn!t think I should 

complain about something 
like a parking ticket 
or other minor Infraction 

3 
3.9 

4 
2.8 

o 
o 

o 
o 

,"'r 

o 
o 

Of the three reasons for not filing c6m~larnts Indicating lack of 

faith In police, reasons I (Afraid of pol ice) and 4 (Wouldn't do,.any good 

to complain) were ch~sen more often as rating of Dpol ,'ce d response 
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time became less favorable. 00ce again reason 4 was ~onsistently chosen 

around half the time. 

Two of the four dependent variables dealing with citizens' complaint 

behavior were chosen for further analysis. COMPLAIN and FIL~OM~, whether 

respondents had reason to complain about their police services and 

whether they actually filed complaints, were used as the dependent 

~clr\la~le5 In a series of thr(\,\e-way conti~gency ta~les. The independent 

variables were FAMINCOM andMl~ORITY, and the control variables were ""c\ 

MISTREAT, VBSTO, andRATERESP. 
" 

'Table AA shows that when knowledge of pol ice mistreatment is 

present, the percentage of respondents saying they had reason to 

complain about pol Ice services was fairly evenly distributed across 

all ranges of yearly family Income. Table BB may ~hed some light on 

this finding. 
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AA. Reason to COf!!llain ,by' Income of Respondent Contrail ingfor Knowledge of Pol ice Mistreatment 

COMPLAIN by FAMINCOM by MLSTREAT 

o 
Knowledge of Pol ice Mistreatment? 

Yes No 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
$5,000- $10,001- $15,001- $20,001- $25,001~ Over Under $5,000- $10,001- $15.001- $20,001- $25,001-

Svcs.? $~OOO $IOJOOO $I~~OOO $20,000 $25.000 $30,000 $30,000 $5/,000 .$10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 

Yes 

t--

No 

)~ 
'i' 

I 
1 

I 

I 

o 

22 37 
25.0 29.6 

66 88 
75.0 70.4 

o 

32,; 23 9 6, 
27.6 .. 29.1 20.9 18.8 

84 56 34 26 
72.4 70.9 79.1 8),2 

f 

i.l 

() 

!i 

~I 

J ! 7 78 I 107 115 
25.9 11 3·9 I 4.8 5.8 

.. 
/, 

20r 1,912 2,103 1,870 
74.; 96.1 95.2 94.2 

. -. 

90 
5.9 
" 

1,437 
94.1 

1')./. 

/' // 
It 

I 

59 30 
7.0 7.3 

785 383, 
93.0 92.7 

o 

Over 
$30.0~ 

31 
6.4 

452 
93.6 

o 

n 

r 
j 
1 
1 

I 
l 
! 

I 
II 

I 

I 
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'" BB. Knowledge of Police Mlstre:atinent by Income of Respondent 

Knowledge 
of Pollee, Under 

'" ,I, 

MISTREAT by F J\H I NCOM 
'I , 'S8nges of Yearly Family Income 

$5,000· . 10,001-$15,001- $20,001.- $25,001- Over Mlstreatment7~ $5.000 $10,000 $15.000 $20 .... 000 $25-,-000 ·~JO-,-OOO $30_1000 
Yes 89 ,126 117 79" 43 32 27 4.3 5.4 5.5 4.9 4.8 7. I '::5.3 

No 2,004 2,218 1,994 1,532' 847 418 483 95.7 94.6 94.5 95.1 95.2 92.9 94.7' 

i~\ 
Table BB shows that, indeed, percentages of respondents say ins they 

had knowledge of pol ice mistre~tment are, similar across al1"ranges of 

family Income. Where respondents did not know of police mistreatment, the 

pattern was more simll~r to Table A, with higher perceni'ages of persons 

having reason to complain about pol ice services Cat higher levels of income. 

This three-way table also shows, as was seen in Table I. above, that when 

knowledge of police mistreatment was pres~nt, much hIgher levels of 

percentages of respondents said they had reason to complain about pol ice 

services. 
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fteason to 
Complain 
about Pol 

C\vt"c: 1 

Yes 

No 

Reason to 
COfT'~lain 
abr-·'t Pol --

SlIcs.1 

Yes 

0" 

No 

~! 

. 

. 

o 

CC. Reason to Complain brrncome of Respondent Controlling for Rate of Victimization in Neighborhood 

40 5 5-10 10-15 

11 20 30 
2.2 3.2 5.9 

it85 60S 481 
97.S 96.S 94. I 

.t::.S 5-10 to-15 

24 27 31 
5.5 6. I 7. I 

412 1t17 404 
94.5 ~3.9 92.9 

L.... ill Under 

COMPLAIN by FAMINCOM by VBSTD 

n Rate of Victimiza~lon in Neighborhood 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
15-2.0 20-25 25-30 730 '5 . 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 

I 22 20 15 15 . 23 39 43 45 25 
4.7 7.4 10.6 7.3 3.8 5.6 5.8 8.2 7.9 

445 252 126 191 

il 
579 1~'~1··· 698 505 292 

95.3 92.6 89.4 92.} 96.2 94.2 91.8 o 92.1 

. . :,"-Rate 0' VictimizatIon In Neighborhood 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income -15-20 20-25_ 2S-J_O 730 <. 5 5-10 10-15 15-20 ZO-25 

21 15 7 '. 5 25 33 33 17 6 
6.9 9.3 7.6 4.2 6.4 8.3 11.2 8.2 6.4 

J 366 88 282 146 85 113 367 262 191 
93.1 90.7 92.4 ~5.8 93:6 lSi. 7 88.8 ·91.8 93.6 

Reason to Rate of Vlct Imizat Ion In NeIghborhood 
~ 

56' .. 65 Complain 
about Pol. 
~VcS 1 5 5- 10 R~~9~; ofl;e;~IY i~m~? I~~O;~ 730:·~:-n;". - - - -L Yes> 19 26 II 9 3 4 1 

10.1 13.1 7.7 9.9 5.7 22.2 14.3 

No 170 172 132 82 50 14 6 
89.9 86.9 92.3 90.1 94.3 77.8 85.7 

'7 - Over 
All income figures are in $1,OOO's. 

\ 

25-30 730 

8 15 
5;0 9.7 , 

151 139 
95.0 90.3 

25-30 730 

3 , 2 
7.5 7.7 

37 24 
92.5 92.3 
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Table CC shows that when rate of victimization in the neighborhood 

Is controlled, the percentage of respondents saying they had reason 

to complain about police services generally Increased with I.ncreases in 

range of yearly family income, as was found In Table A. S-llght exceptions 

may be seen In the two moderate to high ranges of vlctlmlzatlon~ The 

percentage of ~espondents In neighborhoods with a rate of 36 to 45 

victimizations who said they had reason to complain about police services 

was highest in the $20,001 to $25,000 range of yearly family Income. 

Similarly, respondents In nelghborhoods with a victimization rate of 

46 to 55 were most likeJy to have had reason to complain about pol ice 

services If their Income range was $10,001 to $15,000 per year. 

As was seen In Table H above. as the rate of Victimization in 

neighborhoods Increased, the levels of percentages of persons saying 

they had reason to complain about pol ice services Increased also. 

Table DO shows that wheD rating of police response time is 

controlled for, higher percentages of wealthier respondents said they 

had reason to complain about pol ice services. This is congruent with 

the findings in Table A. As In Table Q above, as rating of pol ice 

response time became less favorable~ the level of percentages of 

respondents saying they had reason to complain about police services 
:::·c· 
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DO. Reason to Complain by Income of Respondent Controlling for Rating of Pol ice Response Time 

Reason to 
C~lain 
about Pol. 

Svcs.? 

Yes 

No 

Reason to 
Complain 
bPI a out 0 
Svc~ ? 

~,es 

No 

. 

" <. - Under 
7' III Over 

. 

~5 5-10 

15 29 
2.2 3.6 

672 771 
97.8 96.4 

"::::'5 5-10 

27 29 
12.4 10.4 

190 249 
87.6 89.6 

COMPLAIN by FAMINCOH bX RATERESP 

Rating of Police Response Time 
Very Rapidly Quickly Enough 

10-15 15-20 

32 19 
4.7 3.4 

648 534 
95.3 96.6 

Slowly 

10-15 15-20 

" 37 23 
19.2 15.4 

156 126 
80.8 84.b' 

Reason to 
Complain 
about Pol. 

Svcs.? L. 5 

Yes 2 
15.4 

'" 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
20-25 25-30 :::r 30 <::'5 5-10 10-15 

15 14 8 24 50 58 
4.4 8.1 3.7 3.0 5.4 6.3 

329 158 207 763 879 866 
95.6 91.9 96.3 97.0 94.6 93·7 

Rating of Police Response Time 

R anges 0 f 1 F . I Yeary amI y ncome 
20-25 25-30 ;>3U ~5 5-10 10-15 

11 4 6 24 27 13 
15.5 16.7 23. I 22.6 26.0 17.3 

60 20 20 82 77 ~ 62 
84.5 83.3 76.9 

I 
77.4 74.0 82.7 

Rating of Police Response Time 
Not at All -

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 

2 I 2 0 2 
33.3 12.5 25.0 0 50.0 

I 

No II I 4 7 I 6 2 2 
84.6 66.7 87.5 75.0 100.0 50.0 

I i 

15-20 20-25 

SO 32 
7.3 8.5 

" 

634 344 
gJ.7 91.5 

Very Slowly 

15-20 20-25 

14 3 
28.0 15.8 

,J 

36 16 
72.0 . 84.2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

All income figures are in $1,000'5. 

OJ, 

" 

25-30 

12 
6.3 

177 
93.7 

25-30 

jJ 3 I 
1r11,3.- ! - '" 
f 

10 
76.9 

. ,. 

730 
" 

19 
9.3 

186 
90.7 

730 

4 
33.3 

8 
66.7 
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EE. , by Race of Respondent Controlling for Knowledge R on to Complain _ _ 

r I 

Reason to 
Complain 
about Pol. -Svcs.1 Whites Nonwhites Whites Nonwhites 

Yes 7S 80 392 197 
25.8 25. ~ If.9 6.3 

No 216, 239 7,670 2,935 
7lf.2 7lf.93 95. I 93.7 

Table I above, In that persons with TableEE mirrors the results In 

pol Ice'm'l,streatment were around five times more likely kn'owl edge of 

I ' . about their pol ice services than were to say they had reason to comp aln 

p~rsons without such knowledge. Control I ing for MISTREAT, however, seems 

race had on complaint behavior. to diminish the impact That Is, Table EE 

. nonwh'lte respondents saying they had I h Percentage of does not show a h 9 er 

~ I pol ice services, as did Table E above. reason to complain about the r 

FF. Reason 

ReaSiQn to 
Complain 
about Pol. 

S\lcs.1 

Yes 

No 

~ .... ~ 

by Race of Respondent Controlling ~Rate 
to Complain in Neighborhood J~ . of Victimization, ,:: 

COMPLAIN by MINORITY by VBSTO 

Rate of Victimization In Neighborhood 

-15 25 26-35 36-45 46-55 ~ 
W NW VI NW W NW W NW W NW 

102 lf8 164 64 121 37 45 95 41 37 
4. I 6.4 5.S 7.8 6.7 7.2 5.9 9.3 9.3 9.4 

1,682 480 713 928 398 357 2,356 701 2,817 761 
92.8 94. I 90~· 7. 90.7 90.6 95.9 93.6 94.5 92.2 93.3 
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Unl Ike TaMe E.E, t\5is crosstabs 

does resemble Table E in that 

o 

higher percentages of nonwhites than WhItes said they had reason to 

complaIn about theIr police services, no matter what the rate of 

victimization In their neighborhoods. Table FF also resembles Table M 

above in that the percentage'of respondents with reason to complain about 

their police services Increased as rate of victimization In neighborhoods 
Increased. 

GG. Reason 

Reason to 
Complain 
about Pol. 

of Res ondent Control' in for 
Response Tim~: 

COMPLAIN Pl MINORITY by RATER~ 

Rating of Police Response Ti~e 
Svcs.1 Very RapIdly QUickly tnough Slowb.. Very SloWly 

W NW W NW W NW \OJ Nt;T Not at A II 

Yes 109 
'W N'W 

" 44 176 95 90 76 ,~ 56 48 9 3 3.6 4.5 5. I 7.2 15.3 13.3 27.1 IB.8 28, I 20.0 
" No 2,993 928 3,269 1,230 497 495 lSI 207 23 12 96.4 95.5 94.9 92.B 84.7 86.7 72.9 81.2 71.9 80.0 

,. 

The results shown In Table GG mirror those in Ta,b. Ie E, COMPLAIN by ~ 
if-'--- ,. 

MINORITY, <0d Table Q, COMPLAIN by RATERESP, with the somewhat anomalous 

exception of lower percentages of nonwhites than whktes in neighborhoods 

with the three least favorable ratings of police response time saying 

they had reason to complain about their Pollee services. Perhaps 

r~sponse time does not seem as Important II component of police serVices 

to nonWhItes as It does to white citizens. 
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HH.7jdl"~~ng of C9!'!Pl~int 6). Income of R.espondent Control I ing for 
~owledge of Police Mistreatment 

FILCOMP by FAMINCOM by MISTREAT 

Knowledge of Police Histreatment? ""I 

tlb 
, 0 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income ;r;-
$20,001- $25,001- Over~ ~nder $5,000- $10,001- $15.0al- $20,001- $25,001-I Old HH 

IJ, , File Under $5,000- $10,001- $15,001-
$30.000 $30.000 $5.000 $10.000 $15J OO O $20,O(~0 $25,000 $30,000 

I C~la int? $5 .000tl 0000 $15.000 $20.000 $25.000 '; . 

Yes, Myself 8 15 14 6 5 6 4 36 37 39 ''j6 30 15 
21.){ or Other 36.4 36.6 42.4 45.5 66.7 57. I 43.4 32.5 33.6 38.7 51.7 48.4 

Member -. 
" 

No 14 26 ' 19 22 . 6 3 3 47 77 77 57 28 16 

63.6 63.4 57.6 78.6 54.5 33.3 42.9 56\6 67.5 66.4 61.3 48.3 ,.51.6 

I ~ c 
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Table HH shows that when knowledge of police mlstreatmen} was 

present, there was more of a tendency for members of wealthier households 

to have filed a complaint about their police servic~s .. thai'! when such 

knowledge was absent. This is particularly true·~f the two highest 

ranges of yearly family Income. Levels of percentages of respondents 

having filed a complaint about pol ice services were almost as high 

when knowledge of police mistreatment was absent as when it was present. 

Such respondents, however, showed a pattern similar to that in Table C 

In that members of wealthier households were not much more I ikely to 

have filed a complaint about their PQJ i~e services when they had no 

knowledge of pol ice ml~treatment. Perhaps this finding i$ another 

indication of wealt~ler respondents' ~lgh expectations of pol ice services 

in that when they knew of pol ice mistr~atment, they were more likely to 

become indignant enough to file a complaint than were poorer respondents. 

Table 'I shows a simIlar pattern to Tables C and O. In all three 

cases there I sagen-era I tendency for the I eve I s of percentages of 

respondents who filed a complaint about their police services to form a 

U-shape. That Is, respondents with the l,owest ranges of yearly family 

Income and resi.plng In neighborhoods with lowest rate of victimization 

were more likely to have filed a complaint about their police servIces 

than were respondents In the middle ranglts of Income and victimization 

rate. levels of percentages of respondents with th!!':'.hlghest ranges of 

yearly family Income and residing In neighborhoods with the highest 

rates of victimization, In turn, were higher than those In the'moderate 

ranges aryd, In some cases, higher than those In the very lowest ranges 

of family Income and victimization rat,~. The only significant exception 

I 
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Did HH 
File 
Complaint? 

Yes, Myself 
or Other 
Member 

No 

Did HH 
F i Ie 
Complaint? 

IYes, Myself 
or Other 
iMember 
, 
~No 

, 

<:::5 

4 
40.0 

6 
60.0 
'? 

<-5 

8 
30.8 

18 
~9.2 

II 

5-10 

10 
50.0 

10 
50.0 

5-10 

13 
43.3 

17 
56.7 
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II. Fit i n9 of Co"!> I a i nt by I ncome of Respondent Controll i n9 for Rate of 
Vict imizat ion in Neighborhood ' 

FllCOMP by FAMINCOM ~J(.VBSTD 

15-25 
Rate "of Victimization in Neighborhood 

'\ 26-35 
Ranges of Yearly Fami Iy Income 

10-15 15-~rJP'C'20-25 25-30 730 ..:::.5 ,2-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 
.;)'" 

f· 1 

'/ 

17 :?!O 
63.0 43.5 

10 13 
37.0 5.6.5 

36-45 

10-15 15-20 

11 
31.4 

24 
68.6 

I 
4 

\ 15.4 
I 

! 22 
: 84.6 

Did HH 
File 
Comolaint 

Yes, Myself 
or Other 
Member 

No , 

9 12 5 14 11 14 . 
47.4 66.7 31.3 56.0 26.2 33.3 

10 6 II 11 31 28 
52.6 33.3 68.7 1,4.0 73.8 66.7 

. . . Rate of Victimization In Neighborhood 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
20-25 25-]0 730 ~5 5-10 10-15 

9 
i 

3 3 13 7 7 
60.0 37.5 60.0 50.0 20.0 20.6 

6 5 2 13 28 27 
40.0 62.5 40.0 50.0 80.0 79.4 

! . . . . . Rate of Victimization In Neighborhood 
56-65 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
.(5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 

'7 11 5 4 0 3 
33.3 36.7 41.7 36.4 0 75.0 

Ih 19 7 '7 3 I 
66.7 63.3 58.3 63.6 100.0 25.0 

~ ;, 

17 14 
39.5 53.8 

26 12 
60.5 46.20 

15-20 20-25 

7 4 
36.8 ; 57. I 

, 

I 12 I 3 
63.2 ; 42.9 

2'30 

I 
100.0 

0 
0 

25-30 

I 
12.5 

7 
87.5 

25-30 

2 
50.0 

2 
50.0 

, ,. 
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to this pattern is In neighborhoods with the highest rate of 

victimization, where the pattern is more of a g~neral increase In 

percentages of respondents filing complaints about pol ice services 

with Increases In ranges of yearly family Income. Since there are 

only four complaints filed by respondents In the three highest Income 

ranges, this exception may not be noteworthy. However, it is discouraging, 

especially in light of Table 0 below, that higher percentages of residents 

of neighborhoods .. with the very highest rates of victimization did not 

file complaints about their police services. Their failure to do so may 

be symptomatic of a vicious circle of citizens' lack of faith in pol ice 

reSUlting in their not reporting victjmizations (Tables 0 and L in 

section II I above) and not fil fng complaints as f~equently as residents 

of less victimized neighborhoods; whi<.h in turn means that pol ice are 

not kept well enough informed about crime in those neighborhoods to 

work effectively to redud~ its rate. 

Table JJ shows a similar U-shaped pattern to Table II. T~is is 

especially true for citizens in neighborhoods where the rating of 

police response time was "Quickly Enough," "Slowly," and liVery Slowly." 

There are too few cases In the category "Not at All" to draw any 

conclusions about those responses. In the category "Very:Rapidly," 

respondents at all Income levels were approximately equally likely 

to have filed complaints about their pol ice services • 

The findings of this three-way contingency table are more 

encouraging than those In Table II above, In which knowledge of police 

mistreatment was the control variable. They are also more encouraging 

than those in Table S above, in which proportionately, fewer respondents 
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JJ. Fil ing of Complaint by Income of Respondent Control I ing for Rating of Pol ice Response Time 

FllcOMP by FAMINCOM by RATERESP 

Did HH 
File 
C I' omp alnt 1 <. 5 

Yes, Myself. 8 
~2. J or Other 

Member 

No 

Did HH 
Fi Ie 

11 
57.9 

Como ta int? < 5 

Yes, Hyself 
or Other 
Member 

No 

- Under 
:or Over 

'12 
~2.9 

16 
57.1 

Very Rapidly 

5 10 - 10 15 15 20 20 25 - - -
10 

33.3 

20 
66.7 

5-10 

9 
26.5 

25 
73.5 

15 
46.9 

17 
53.1 

10-'9 

9 
23.7 

29 
76.l .. 

Did HH 
File 

7 
38.9 

" 
II 

61 .1 

Slowly 

15-20 

8 
34.8 

IS 
65.2 

l-

I 17 "'-5 t:omp a n 

Yes, . Hysel f 0 
orcOther 0 
Member 

No 2 
100.0 

6 
42.9 

8 
57.1 

20-25 

4 
36.4 

7 
63.6 

5 10 -
I 

50.f! 

I 
50.0 

All income fiqures in SI ,OOO's. 

() (l o 

I 

~g of Pol ice Response Time 
li Quickly Enough 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
2 30 5 10 10 15 15 20 20 25 5-30 7 <. 5- - - -

, 
\ 

i 
i 

i 
I 

1 3 :11 21 
36.8 37.5 40.7 37.5 

12 5 I 16 35 
63.2 62.5 

11
59 . 3 62.5 

Rating of Police Response Time 

Ranges of Yearly Family Income 
25-30 730 .::.5 5-10 

J 

3 5 
, 

9 9 
75.0 71.4 4?9 33.3 

I 2 12 18 
25.0 28.6 

; 
57. I 66.7 

ll. 

Rating of Pol ice Response Time 
Not at All 

Ranges of--vear~mi Iy 'ncome 
10 15 15 20 20 2 - - - 5 25-30 

, 
I I 0 2 

100.0 50.0 0 100.0 

0 '" """c I 0 0 
0 50.0 0 0 

I), 

22 20 20 
36~7 35.7 58.8 

38 36 14 
63.3 64.3 41.2 

Very S I owl Y, 

10-15 15-20 20-25 

It 5 2 
':::l,/Ir') 26.3 50.0 33~J 

8 14 2 
66.7 73.7 50.0 

730 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-25 30 

6 
50.0 

6 
50.0 

25-30 

I 
50.0 

I 
50.0 

, , 

7 
35'.IJ 

13 
65.0 

730 
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0 I 
0 

4 
100.0 
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-"~·flled complaints as ratings of police response time became less 
~ ; 

favorable. Rather, Table JJ shows that residents of neighborhoods 
.:. 

with unfavorable ratings of po) ice response time did not seem to have 

sunk Into the apathy possibly aff! icting persons in high crime areas, 

but continued to exhibit concern by filing complaints about their police 

services. 

Contingency tables were run with FILCOMP as the dependent variable, 

MINORITY as the Independent variable, and MISTREAT, VBSTD and RATERESP 

as control varIables. One table was computed for each of the latter 
/I 

three variables separately. The results are shown below. 

KK. fil ing of Complaint by Race of Respondent Controlling for 
Knowledge of Pol Ice Mistreatment 

FILCOMP by MINORITY by MISTREAT ~ 

Knowledge of Police Mistreatment? 
Did HH 
fit e 
C I' omp alnt 7 

Yes -Whit es N onw hit es Whit es N~ Nonwh' tes I 

Yes, Myself 32 I:; 33 151 84 
or Other 36.4 40.7 37~8 40.6 
Member 

No 56 48 249 )23 
63.6 59.3 62.3 59.4 

Table KK resemb1es table G above in that higher percentages of 

nonwhites than whites ftled complaints about police services, regardless 

of whether knowledge of police mistreatment was present or not. These 

resultt are similar to Table K In that a higher percentage of white 

respondents who did not know of mistreatment filed a compla'lnt than did 

white respondents knowing of mistreatment. Also like Table K, however, this 

difference is not very large. 
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Filing of Complaint by Race of Reseonde~t Control I Ing for Rate of 
Victimization "In Neighborhood 

FILCOMP by KINOKITY byVBSTO 

Rate of Victimization In Neighborhood 
Old HH 
File ~ 26:35 36-45. 46-55 56-65 
Compla In? W NW W NW W NW W NW W NW 

Yes, Mysel1 49 26 56 28 4lj 20 19 29 17 17 
or Other 47.6 5'+,2 33.9 42.4, 34. I 4'+.'+ 35.8 31.2 36.2 41.5 

Member 

No 54 22 109 38 85 25 \ 34 
6'+ 30 24 

52.4 ' 45.8 66. , 57.6 65.9 55.6 64.2 68.8 63.8 58.5 
, 

This contingency table shows results similar to Table G, FILCOMP 

by MINORITY, In that, overall, higher percentages of nonwhites than whites 

filed complaints about pollee service. It resembles'Table a below in that, 

'as rate of vlctl~ization In neighborhoods increased, the percentage of 

respondents who'flled coinplaints about their police services decreased. 

Thl~ 15 a similar finding to Table II, FILCOMP by FAMINCOM by VBSTO, and 
\ 

a Iso to repor t i ng behav lor as ev i denced by Tab I es 0 and Lin sec''t i on II I 

above. Evidently the reality of a high crime rate has a depressant 

effect on citiz,ens' willingness to cooperate with law enforcement: officers 

In the coproduction of pol Ice services, at least as measured by these 

aspects of their behavior. 

. . 
"--~~"'-"'''"' ' . ;'", 

\ 

0 . 

0 ~ u 

1.1 

'" 

?': 

o 

'I 
1 • 

u 

J 
() 

.I 

I 
I 
; ::1 

) . 
I 

I' 
I 

.1 
,-. 

:J 

.i 
t i 

1 

'. 

·tb -

'I. 

MM. 

77 

Firing of Complaint by Race of Respondent Controlling 
for Rating of Police Response Time 

FILCOMP by MINORITY by RATERESP 

Old HH 
File 
C I I 

Rating of Police Response Time 
Very Rapidly Quickly Enough Slowly Very SlowlY Not at All 

? W NW W W om . a nt NW W N W NW W NW 
I 

Yes, Myself 45 21 79 38 24 35 17 I 19 5 I 
or Other 39.1 45.7 41.4 37.6 25.3 44.9 30.4 38.8 50.0 33.3 
Membt~r I.; 

I 

No '70 25 , , 2 63 71 43 39 30 5 2 
60.9 54.3 58.6 62.4 711.7 55.1 69.6 61.2 50.0 66.7 

: 

As with theU"parent" two-way contingency table, adding the control 
<) 

variable RATERESP to this three-way crosstab leaves nonwhites more 

likely than whlt~s to have filed complaints about their pol ice services, 

excep't: for res i dents of ne i ghborhoods where the rat i n9 of po I I ce response 

time was "Quickly Enough" and "Not at All." In the latter instance there 

were very few responses, In.any case. The presence of the Independent 
D 

variable MINORITY I~ this three-way table seems to temper the finding. 

In Table S, FllCOMP by RATERESP, of lower percentages of complaints 

filed by residents of neighborhoods with the least favorable ratings of 

pol ice response time. 

I nterpretat ion of Find i ngs.C.oncern i n9 Comp I a i nt Behav lor, 
Sunrnary and Cone I usk-l+5-

The tables below sUl11T!srlze the findings concerniqg complaint 
'\ 

behavior of respondents to the Pol ice Services Study citizen survey • 

. In Table A, the four dependent variables representing different 

component~of complaint behavior are arrayed by the two independent 
:"'7 
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varlable!\ family 'ncome. and race, and by the three co'htroll: v~riables, 
i) ii ' 

knowledge of po! Ice mI5t,re~tment, rat.e of victimization In:: the neighborhood, 
r;1 

end rating of pollc~ response) time. In Tabi~ B, two depe~:~ent varJables, 
,,,il Ii, .:. 

COMPLAIN and FILCOMP, are ar_rayed by the three control var,.iables, ~ISTREAT, (J 
, ,:p' 

< 

VaSTO and RATERESP, and-by the two independent variables FAMINCOM and, 

MINORITY. Within each,,ccell of the tables is an Indication of "the extent 

to wh;:~;h that component of citizens' c9!l1plaint b~chavior indicates lack of 
"~ _J 

J 
~ailh in pol Ice consistent with the underclass hypothesis. 

Findings Concerning ,Complaint Behavior 
Con~15tent with Underclass Hypothesis? 

A. Two-Way Contingency Tables 

() 

Control Variables 

\'; 

D epen d ent V I bl ar a es " 

Independent Variables 
FAMINCOM MINORITY MISTREAT' VBSTO RATERESP 

'. 

COMPLAIN No Yes but Ye!S Yes Yes 
small diff • -. 

\~~--.: 
" 

'~"e 

, .. " ill -

0 

() 

o 

o 
,~:,.. 

l!:-"!'-
~, '. I 

WHYCMP 3 out of 2 out of (> j' out of Yes J 1 out 01 ,. rsns .• ,. rsns. ,. rsns. 
10 

,. rsns. 
c 

FILCOMP No No " Ye~ but No Yes 
\> very 

, , 
0 

, 
small diff.i I I 

;:~ 
._ ....... ,. .. -: 

\' 
NOCOHP 2 out of 2 out of 2 out of 2 out of 

3 rsns. 3 rsns. ,. rsns ~., 3" rsns. 3 rsns. o 
" 

0' 

() 
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B~ Three-Way Contingency Tables 

MISTREAT 

Y 

" No 

No 

,"'< 
Control Variables 

VBSTO 
Independent Varlable~ 

Race Y Race 
i 

No No Yes .. 
c;. 

0 , , ,) 
.~ 
./ 

Yes No Yes 
" 

RATERESP ; 

Y \: Race, 
~',..' '. 

No Partially 

No Yes 

While nonwhite citizens do appear to behave more differently from 

whites vis-a-vis complaining about police services than they did in the 

area Of reporting criminal Victimizations, these tables show race to be a 

weak predictor variable. The' findings concerning family income, on the 

other hand, not only failed to support the underclass hypothesis, but 

act6all~ showed greater complaint activity on the part of the wealthiest 

respondents.0 

As ~Ith reporting behavior,one might more successfully predict 

citizens' complaint behavior by means-of their kno~ledge of police mis­

treatment, rating of police resporl'se time, and rate of\llctimizatlon In 

the neighborhood than by means of respondents' race or family Income. 

Unfortunately, both these sets of behavioral variables paint a relatively 

gloomy picture of the least citizen cooperation In those cases where It 

Is most needed. 
I), 

,~ 

'. 



-
c 

c 

. -

REFERENCE;S 

Aberbach, Joel D. an~d Jack L. Walker. Race in the City: Political Trust 
and· pclJb II c Po "icy I n the New Uruan~sy~-s~':t~e:-':m:-."";;';';~~-:o~s±-to~n~:--~L":::I.~t-:-t~1 e~, ~B~r":'o.!.w~n:..!:... 
6. Co. ~,' .l973. 

Antunes, George and EI inor Ostrom. "Slt",a.tional, Personal and Behavioral 
Determinants .of Citizen Satisfaction In Specific Encounters with 
Pol Ice: An Initial Analysls." Paper pres~,nted at Western Poi/tical 
Science Association Annual Meetings, March 22-2~, 1979. 

Bayley, David H. and Harold Mendelsohn. Minorities and the Poltce. 
New York; The Free Press, 1969. 

Cox, Kevin R. Conflict. Power and Pol itics In the City: A Geographic 
~ ~. New York: McGraw-~jll Book Co., 1973. 

De~~. Deby. "Cltlzen Ratings of the Police: The Difference Contact 
'\~akes." Police Services Study Technical Report T-43.0 Bloomington, 

Indiana: Indiana University Workshop In Pol itlcal Theory and 
Po'.1lcy Analysis, 1978. 

Ennis. P.H. Criminal Victimization In the United S;tates: A Report of a 
National Survey. President's Commissi08 on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice, Field $urveys". Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office~ 1~67 . 

Garofalo, James'
r 

The Police·and Public Opinion: An Analysis of 
VJ.c.tJ.mJza.t-to''''-Jlna-At"t"''itude Data from 13 American Cities. Washington, 
D.C.: Criminal Justice Research Center, 1977. 

, =----,,,,, ~; 
Jacob, Herbert. ". Urban Justice: la"" and OrQer-~ln American Cities. 

Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pr:ent Ice-Hal I, Inc., J973. 
- " ':;-~, 

Jones, Bryan D. and Clifford Kaufman. liThe DlstrlbuH~n of Urban Pub) ie 
Services: A Preliminary Model. 1I Paper pre5ent~~>'&tNorthaa5t 
Po I It i c:a I Sc I ence Assod at ion Annua 1 M~et I ngs f .:J 973. 

Lineberry, Robert L. Equal ity and Urban,. pol icy: The Distribution of 
Munlc:lpa!." Public: Services. Vo1.~3.9hSage Library of Social 
Research. Beverly Hills, Call.forn~·~;)s Sage Publl.catlons, 1977. 

__ ~_ and Robert E. Welch, Jr. ''Who Gets "What: Measuring the 
Distribution of Urban Public: Servlces.'1 Social Science Quarterly, 
Vol. 54, No.4, Harch 1974, pp~·700-712. 

o 

:.'''; 

.. ' 
. j 

o 

II 

o 

o 

.Cl 

.' 
, 1I$ II. 

~ . 

. __ ~ e 




