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I. INTRODUCTION 

The University Center for Social and Urban Research at the 
University of Pittsburgh has completed a two volume report on the 
way the citizens of the United States view crimi and its related 
problems, entitled: The Nation Looks at Crime. The report exa
mines national attitudes toward crime itself since 1960, such as 
the extent to which Americans believe that crime is a pressing 
social problem, and specific factors that Americans seem to be
lieve cause crime generally. In addition, the report analyzes al
ternative solutions to the crime proolem--solutions in which Ameri
cans have expressed some confidence. Finally the report summarizes 
citizen evaluations of each component of the criminal justice system 
(police, courts, corrections) as well as of the officials who ad
minister these components, focussing upon the organizational and 
personnel changes that many Americans seem to wish implemented. 

The first volume of the report is subti~led: Crime as a 
National, Community, and Neighborhood Problem. The second volume 
is subtitled: Police, Court, and Prison,Systems. 3 Each volume is 
a descriptive study of American public opinion generally, and of 
agreement or lack of agreement among Americans who share different 
demographic characteristics. To the extent that is possible, these 
volumes address changes in American attitudes toward crime and the 
criminal justice.system as the changes have occurred over the course 
of the past 18 years, as well as differences of opinion that have 
been expressed by similar and dissimilar groups of citizens living 
at approximately the same period of time in different regions of 
the nation or in areas of differential population density. 

As one of the important research tools in the hands of the 
social scientists, surveys are rarely questionned in toto. Not in
frequently, of course, those who find particular results displeasing 
or somehow running quite contl'ary to their expectations or hopes or 
both may be inclined to engage in a critique, often a methodological 
one. Such criticisms then generally tend to question the very mean
ing, and implications, of sampling itself the underlying theoretical 
and mathematical models of which have certainly failed to become 
understood throughout the nation or, for that part, among potential 
survey results users. Such criticisms, even with some reluctant 
acceptance of sampling theory (or in the absence of knowledge on 
the basis of which it devalues it), often address the particular 
sampling design--the extent to which it includes the "right" kinds 
of respondents or the degree of its representativeness. 

Not infrequently, criticisms are levied agains~ the wording 
of particular questions or, indeed, against the sequencing of the 
items in a questiomaire instrument: Nor is it, sometimes, merely 

." .... M t..,. '~·~I---"l~"---""".""-. " ________ ._~ ___ T~ ... ~' .. ~~ 
, , -

I , .fCF 

s), ... 

a matter of question "wording." Rather, serious debates range also 
among social scientists themselves as to the relative worth of more 
open-ended or in-depth questionning as opposed to the easier-to
administer (and process) more structured approaches. But these are 
all matters with which books on sampling, on questionnaire construc
tion, and on interviewing deal rather adequately, and little would 
be added here were we to simply restate what the literature has to 
offer in these regards. As a research tool, apart from such criti
cisms as might be heard, survey data allow us to understand the ex
tent to which, on particular issues, the subjects of the study tend 
to be homogeneous in that they view them essentially alike, and the 
degree to which they may be heterogeneous. The latter problem, of 
course, has to do not merely with the determination of the extent 
to heterogeneity but also its socio-cultural and demographic anchor
ages: In what ways, indeed, maya particular population be differen
tiated with respect to the issues under study? Which segments of 
our society, of a state, of a city or other community, hold what 
perspective, and "why?" 

As a research tool, sUl'veys allow us to interpret the manner 
in whJ:ch various attitudinal positions "hang" together or fail to 
be intercorrelated. Thus a research for systems of attitudes and 
beliefs, for syndromes, for clusters and configurations of issues 
both in the aggregate and in the mere disaggregated components of 
our society, the socio-cultural and demographic segments and groups. 

Responses to surveys often assess reports of behavior; re
ports of actions. They do not, of course, measure directly the be
havior or action itself. But reports of behavior are a good proxy 
and, apart from almost unmanageable efforts at actual observing and 
recording behavior (something rather obviously not doable on a na
tional or even community-wide scale with any degree of accuracy 
short of mammoth costs--and even then quite problematic), the data 
amount to about the only body of evidence we (can) have on the ac
tions of larger aggregates or larger entities. 

Again, issues of relative homogeneity aI),d heterogeneity with 
respect to action reports are raised ~s a central research focus, 
along, as is the case with "opinion" kid attitude" expressions, is
sues regarding the socio-cultural and demographic patterning'of such 
heterogeneities as may be disclosed. 

In the same manner as concerns opinions and attitudes, the 
search for action and behavioral configurations is an important 
one--how, to what extent and among whom various reported ways of 
behaving interact and relative to what kinds of existential issues 
and problems. 

And finally, of course, the researcher's legitimate concern 
has to do with the manner in which opinions and attitudes are linked 
with reported,behavior and action, either in the sense of a more 
direct linkage whereby some attitudes might manifest themselves in 
behavioral responses or in the sense of an indirect (and often un
disclosed or difficult to interpret) chain which binds the "states 

2 

i ~\ 

! ' 

Ii 
II 
1. 
1/ 
II 
I. 
Ii I: 
Ii 
I 

I 
I, 

fj 
I, 
il 
if 
!' 

• ,ij 
Ii 
Ii 

i: 
i' 
I' 

i.!. 

I
ii 
" P1 

I' 
I 

If 
i' 

I: 

, 



\ 

of mind" which expressions of opinion, sentiment and attitude seek 
to assess and the pattern of s,cting Which questi~ns bearing on re
ports of behavior seek to elicit. 

Repeated surveys, using identical, or sufficiently similar 
questions in similar samples over time, permit us to note the dyna
mics of issues \U1der study. They make it possible to come to grips 
with trends along all the lines previously touched upon, and they 
facilitate an imperfect, even loose but nonetheless extremely im
portant, interpretation of stabilities and changes in the light of 
events and oocurrences which intervene between the respective tim
ings of such repeated surveys. Even better, panels--as surveys 
repeated with the same respondents and with the same questions-
make it possible not only to assess the basic trends and oscilla
tions at the gross level, but also to evaluate "net" changes, that 
is, the ways in which particular survey subjects or gr.oups of sub
jects seem to be altering their views or behavior and, indeed, both. 
Thus a data bank of over-time surveys, each ot"which deals with 
similar clusters of problems--crime-related issues in this instance-
provides an opportunity to explore these varied dimensions of the 
search for better knowledge on the part of social scientists. This 
is so even though the basic samples may differ from survey to sur.vey 
or from group of s~veys to a group of surveys, as long as the sam
pling design is grounded in the ma,thematical theory of sampling. 
This is so even if the specific questions in the respective surveys 
are not identical, or, occasionally, not·even similar. Because 
while the narrowest mod.e of interpretation may greatly benefit from 
such identical or e$§entially similar approaches to the data ac
quisition process, the broader meanings--as they bear on the under~ 
lying issues as a Gestalt--become interpretable even in the context 
of diver,se ways :in which various aspects of the issues are probed 
into. 

We say this to underscore the following point: How particular 
groups of people answer a specific and very confined question either 
at one time or even over time becomes somewhat less important than 
the underlying manner in which our people, and segments and groups 
of our people, "construct reality" with respect to the major problem 
on hand. 

But apart from all such, and other, research ramifications, 
and the admittedly vexing methodological and substantive problems 
of interpretation of both single surveys and, especially, of many 
surveys over time, there are two questions deserving further, if 
brief, attention here. 

The first question has to do wit~ the possible use, by prac
titioners, to which survey results can be put. The second question 
has to do with the possible use-value of a large scale data bank 
such as we have, on the crime-related problems, created--with its 
160 plus surveys over a span of almost twenty years and with the 
diversity in focus. 
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;;, Public opini'.:>n polls or surveys do not represent the nation's 
or a community's, ·votes. Nor are they referenda which would say a ' 
clear, majority-rules, "yeah" or "nay" to a specific policy optio~ 
raised. The polls are not, nor do they intend to be, a. substitute' 
for the voting booth. 

This i-s-not because of rlsampling" limitations per see Some 
polls, such as the Nielson one with regard to television programming, 
may be more used as actual votes than other polls. Thus some surveys 
may have a more decisive bearing on the adoption of policies than 
other surveys. But this is more in the way of the user's choice and 
prefere~ce than it is something that has to do with the properties, 
or find~ngs, of a survey. Even so, of course, it is not merely 
Nielson "ratings" which are like'ly to determine the fate of particu
lar programs. More often than not, many other considerations enter 
into such decisions and' the "polls" are but one (perhaps exception
ally important) input among many others. 

Along these lines, it is quite crucial to recognize the second 
major limitation of surveys--and, indeed, of any other single study 

'""" - /: "" .--. ......... .... ,' ..... _ _ ~.t ......... 

no matter what its methodological thrust: It has to do with the fact 
that no single study, no matter how well designed (or how well financed) 
does, or even can, address the full spectrum of issues which face an 
actual decision maker. No single study is, therefore, isomorphic to 
all the dimensions of a policy problem no matter how well the study 
gets designed, carried out, interpreted and analyzed. 

There are f.undamental fiscal considerations which a typical 
survey cannot adequately handle. They have to do not only with a
mounts of money (and energy) to be spent in a fundamental sense, but 
also with the allocation of priorities among competing alternatives 
(in the sense of opportunities foregone by wholehearted adoption or 
any given alternative policy) and, indeed, with policies-within
policies which have to do with the alternative sources of revenue or 
manpower or both whereby whatever option can be actually implemented. 

There are broader economic consid~rations which polls them
selves do not, and cannot, address as much as would be required to 
arrive at unviable decision. They have to do with the ramifications 
of a policy for such "things" as unemployment levels, productivity, 
the welfare system, wage and salary policies, prqfit-related con
cerns, management-labor relations 1 price structures and the like. 

There are,'of course, profound legal issues which are so 
technically complex that generalized public judgement is not the 
best guide ~ more than it can be the best guide to a systems 
interpretation along fiscal or economic lines--at least, at the 
level of detail at which an actual policy has to be actually stated 
and carried out. 

There are sensitive political issues which interface with 
any particular policy thrust. These, too, cannot be simply dis
regarded nor can they be adequately incorporated into a given in
quiry in a manner wM.ch would decisively provide evidence of one 
kind or another. 
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Many policies, especially in the domain of int.ervention against 
crime or crime impact alleviation, raise profound tecl!nological ques
tions as well. These ~lso do not lend themselves to easy adjudica.,. 
tion by public ~ixpresl::ions of views and sentiments no m}.\tter how well 
a survey may be, designed even in these terms. 

, ') 

I( At the~~ame time, the resu.lts of surveys help to el~tablish a 
kind of riverbed of national perspective on this or that issue. They 
indica'te what kinds of approaches might be acceptable and lIrhat kinds, 
of polid,~ options might find a degree of resistence, or perhaps cynii. 
cism, i'n our larger body politic. The results show what plagues the 
nation,!and what might be the sources of relative satisfactiol\ with 
the existential conditions of the times. They show patterns of lay 

\' reasoning as to causes and effeots as well as to the perceived con
sequences of alternative intervention to reinforce positive effects 
and cirq:umstances and to alleviate negative ones. 

Thus, the results of surveys, at any given time and over time, 
are one of the important inputs into decision making processes but, 
never the only,or perhaps even the dominent, one. 

In ~nation based on a representative form of governance, and 
o~) in which the delivery of services (including very much those pro
vided by the adininistration of justice system) hinges very much on 
the need for such services (since limited human, physical and fiscal 
resources have to be allocated with some degree of wisdom among many 
competi'ng needs and possibilities), it is at the peril to our "way 
of life" that the findi'ngs of ,surveys, within the framework of such 
limitations as we have already expressed, can be ignored. It is 
then within this narrower-fiscal, broader-economic, legal and poli
tical framework in which the utilizability of surveys must be con
sidered, and even more, their actual ~must be seen. 

How direct or indirect the usability (in the context of the 
other economic , political and legal factors). :may be depends', of 
course, en the natu:reof the sUrvey and of the issues actually raised. 
Thus there is a somewhat different "ut,ilizability!l of results which 
show t~e extent to which "crime" is seen as an important national 
issue, and the findings which indicate whether more police officers 
on the beat or more street lights in one's neighborhood might be a 
better way of coping with crime. 

In other words, it would be necessary to discuss the d~tailed 
pattern of surveys, both ata time and over time, to different1ate 
variable utilizability of the results. But some general prinCiples 
can be derived, indeed, and they are the ones which we seek to ad
dress herein. 

Many findings then have essentially a sensitizi?i value. 
They show how a particular problem "rates" on the nation's, or a 
community's, agenda of issues which require attention both by our 
elected officials and by the service burea\1.cracies~ The "user" is 
thus made aware mainly about the relative importance of issues with
out any specifications whatsoever as to what might, or is, to be done 
about them. 
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How else, were it not for sUrveys, would our responsible of
ficials, both in the elective and the service administration domain 
know what seems to bother our people? What seems to please them? 
Protests, demonstrations, letters to officials, media reports and 
commentaries and all other methods by which such information enters 
the arena of national or community political discourse are slanted, 
limited and certainly not in any manner representative of the sense 
of the body politic. Thus surveys, with all their problems and im
perfections, remain the only mechanism, short of the actual voti'ng 
booth, whereby we can ascertain at any time (rather than only en 
election and voting days) what seems to be on the mind of our people, 
this or that constituency. 

Thus, in a profound sense, the ttmonitorir of the pulse of the 
nation" (or, as the case may be, subparts of it is the only viable, 
systematic and scientific mechanJ:sm by which representative govern
ment can remain representative even if it means, as we have asserted 
previously, that such results form only a F?rtion of the needed in
puts for decision making (or decision not-making). 

Often, survey findings reflect direct or indirect assessments 
of performance of this or that program of this or that agency, of 
this or that institutional fabric of our society. Such findings, of 
course, may be inaccurate in terms of some objective performance in
dices; or they may be accurate to some degree. 

The user, under these conditions, may well wish to confront 
the survey findings with the more objective, or objectifiable, re
sults to see the extent to which the view of the constituents is 
accurate or invalid. 

Public misperceptions then, in a rational world, would in
duce educational and i'nformational efforts to show why and how parti
cular issues are misperceived. 

Accurate perceptions of inadequate performance would, in turn, 
induce efforts to identify alternative ways of acting which would 
modify the objective conditions, and perhaps, the perceptions as a 
consequence of such actual changes in the state of affairs. 

For instance, if many people feel (as they do) that police of
ficers do not arrive at the scene of a crime on a ti'mely basis (or 
fast enough, -to put it in other words), the question is indeed one of 
determining whether the time between a crime report and response to 
the report is re&'2Qnable or "too long" (relative to what it might be 
given officer deployment, traffic conditions and all). If the com
plaints seem to have some validity, one subset of actions may be 
suggested. If the complaints mirror simply the foreshortened ti'me 
perspective of victims (that is, the victims may feel that the re
sponse time is "too long" while it actually is near "optimal" under 
the circumstances), perhaps a policy of explaining to the victims 
the process by which the report is received, acted upon, responded 
to up to the point of reaching the scene of the crime, works. } 
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The former is the policy/action change to deal with a real 
problem. The latter is an educational strategy to help the pUblic 
understand what it takest,o responCi to an incident. The~. 
policy, of course, is one to ignore the public perception or mis
perception and simply convince oneself that "we are doing all we 
can" and fail to react in any manner to the accurate or inaccurate 
public sentiment. 

Often, the survey results point to particular claEjses of 
policy interventions. The users also need to take these matters 
seriously. 

For instance, lIISIlY' Americans are convinced that our courts 
have become simply "too lenient," at least as far as repeated of
fenders are concerned. This would suggest that the members of the 
nation's judiciary need to consider whether this, in fact, is the 
case (as it may well be). If so, then consideration needs to be 
given to more generalized standards for dealing with repeated of
fenders (for particular categories of crimes), to reach some pro
fessional agreements as to future standards, and to apply such 
standard.s. 

Or else, of oourse, there may be great need to educate the 
public as to the "reasons" for judicial leniency and to the "rea
sons" how current treatment in the courts accomplishes the bes·t 
objectiyes (a) for the offender, (b) for. the victim, and (c) for 
society at large. 

,Often, survey findings reveal what people sal they are 
doing about a particular problem. In our instance, of course, 
what they seem to be doing to minimize the danger of'becoming 
victims of a crime. 

In this regard, the user is generally faced with a decision 
to help reinforce the existing behavioral trends or to modj.fy them. 
The user actions, as far as these matters are concerned, have to 
do with public education and enlightenment as well. For example, 
should double locks on all doors or, for that matter, burglar alarms 
be encouraged? Here, the answer may seem relatively simple: Doubl.e
locks a.."'ld/or burgler alarms (or window bars) cannot do harm relative 
to crime epidemiology so that the user might be tempted to encourage 
them regardless. But in a broader societal context in which rather 
fundamental values are at stake, such values as those which have to 
do with patterns of mutual trust wi thin our soc~,ety and those which 
pertain to the relative costs of such devices (especially if break
ins were to QCcur anyway), some thought needs to be given to. the 
various trade-offs. In the "trust" dimension, the trade-offs bear 
on rather basic issues which form the cornerstone of our society. 
In the "economics" of crime protection dimension, the trade-offs 
have to do with such sirr~le observations as those which might sug
gest that the people most likely to be able to afford adequate pro
tection ar~ precisely the people who, in their neighborhoods and 
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areas, need it the least. For instance, should some patterns of 
normal social activities be encouraged and reinforced or do they 
need to Qe discouraged despite the disbenefits which derive from 
them? Examples, indeed, abound: Should our people (or particular 
segments of our society, such as women, or the elde~ly) be further 
discouraged from going to some parts of their own city or community? 
To their pal~k? To walk their dog in the evening? To go for a stroll? 

These are difficult questions which no survey can answer. 
The surveys suggest how many people claim tobe doing what and for 
what reasons (generally, crime-related reasons). But what prudent 
action needs to be taken is another matter: MOre police patrols 
at all times in the vulnerable areas? At the risk, perhaps, of 
simply shifting the locus of crime from one area to another one 
simply because with limited resources the manpower deployment im
plies somewhat degraded services in one area once the services are 
shifted to another area? 

The questions for. the decision maker are more numerous and 
more difficult than are the answers which surveys can ever provide. 
But the survey findings can help pin-point the key domains (sub
stanti"1,l'e) and areas (geographic) of concern, and thus shed light on 
the manner in which the decision makers establish their own agendas 
for action. 

Now, it is important to note: All measures of crime protec
tion on the part of our citizens alter our way of life in an unwanted 
direction. This means that all: are sort of "inherently" undesirable, 
at least as far as the more lasting ethos of our society is concerned. 
But s:i.nce some action measures may be required, or at least prudent, 
the choice--c;r-the data user is one among the alternative "evils" 
and not a choice between an open and trusting society and one that 
is poised toward expecting the worst from some, no matter how few, 
of its, fellow members. 

Apart from its obvious implications as an important, if not 
essential, data base to understand trends and changing patterns over 
time for research purposes, a data bank such as the one we have de
veloped on crime-related issues simply reinforces the possibilities, 
and problems, which the user faces. 

Clearly, it indicates the extent to which various problems 
change in theirpr~orities, if they do, on the nation's or a com
munity's agenda. Thus it suggests the manner in which various prob
lems need to be attended to, and how much attention needs to be paid 
to them at various points in time. Clear.ly, it indicates the chang
ing, or stable, perception~ regarding the performance of our various 
institutions, agencies, and personnel. Thus it also points to the 
saliency of more specific subsystems to which we need to addr~ss more, 
or less, attention. 

Clearly, it ind:{;cates the changing, or stable perceptions of 
desirable policies to deal with this or that problem. Thus an over
time data bank points in the direction of policies which require 

8 

o 



:,i 

'/ 

- r , 

further cort~ideration or scrutiny so as to deal with the perceived 
I 

needs of: the nation or of the community. 

Clearly, it helps to indicate the changes, or stabilities, 
in the reports of behavioral responses to the issues which face us. 
And this, of course, indicates the extent to which our fundamental 
way of life is changing, or oseillating, or remaining relatively 
unaltered. 

Furthermore, the key t~e-drift may be toward greater homo
geneity in per'ceptions and actions of our people. This "homogeneity" 
may be, of course, in a more or less desirable direction. 

The key time-drift may also be toward greater heterogeneity 
along socio-cultural and demographic lines. And such increased 
heterogeneity would point toward greater potential divisiveness of 
our society and toward greater potential of internal conflict (though, 
in no way, necessarily toward greater violent conflict). 

Our results, to be highlighted in the following sections of 
the report, show tendencies toward a more homo enous rather than 
heterogeneo~ interpretations by our peop e of cr e-related con
cerns. Thus we are drifting, in so far as we are, toward a more 
shared perspective on the importance of crime, its causes, the ways 
of dealing with it, and the individual and family responses toward 
crime prevention. This would be a relatively optimistic picture to 
portray were it not for the fact that the crime problem has been in
creasing in its severity, in its impact on our people, in the per
ceptions of its impact, and in responses to ways of ,dealing with it 
both at the societal and the household/family level. 

Thus, the emerging "homogeneity" of sentiments and action 
responses is highly problematic from the vantage point of the kinds 
of standards to which our society aspires to, adheres to, or prefers 
to identify as the hallmarks of the "American way of life." 
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II. ISSUES ADDRESSED 

The surveys tat have been compared w:f:thin this Executive 
Summar.r have addressed many different problems related to crime 
in the United states since 1960, by a.sking respondents various 
questions. The actual questions cannot be reproduced in this 
:;"eport on account of space. However, some mention needs to be 
made of the areas which the original questions addressed. As 
will be done when the findings themselves are presented, the 
questions are arranged according to the six major areas of con
cern which this report addresses, namely: Crime as a National, 
Community, and Neighborhood Problem and the Police, Court, and 
Prison Systems. 

A. CRIME A13 A NATIONAL PROBLEM 

Six major issues dominate the investigation of public 
opinion about crime as a national problem. These issues include: 

1. To what extent do Americans see crime as being a 
national problem? 

2. To what extent do Americans demand Federal actions 
in response to the crime problem? 

J. To what extent is the average citizen personally 
concerned about crime being one of the nation's 
major problems? 

4. To what extent does the average citizen see crime 
increasing throughout the United States? 

5. What factor~ do Americans consider to be helpful 
in explaining the causes of crime? 

6. How might the nation deal with the crime problem, 
in the opinion of the person in the street? 

B. CRIME A13 A COMMUNITY PROBLEM 

, Eight major issues dorainate the investigation of public attitudes 
toward crime as a community problem. These issues include: 

1. To what extent do Americans see crime as being the 
single most important problem that a commun:i.ty faces? 
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2. To what extent do Americans see crime as being one 
of the several most important problems that a com-
munity faces? . 

3. To what extent does the crime problem require the 
special attention of local government, community 
law enforcement officials, and. citizens generally? 

4. To what extent should funcU.ng be earmar~ed and pro
vided to deal wi tp. the problem of crime in the 
communit~? 

5. To what extent is -crime in the community of concern 
to the individual Amerioan citizen and to the family 
unit? 

6. To what extent do oitizens see orime as increasing 
within the Amerioan~o'mmuni ty? 

7. What ractor~:\'Q.o Americ~ believe contribute most -:;. 
to the epidemiology and etiology of crime and to 
its inorease? 

8. What specific steps do Americans perceive as being 
needed or taken to combat crime at the community 
level? " '. 

CRIME AS A NEIGHBOBHOOD PROBIm 

Ten maJ 0,1' issues are central to the stu~ of public opinion 
about crime as a neighborhood problem. These issues include: 

1. To what extent do Amerioans see crime as being a 
major problem in the nation's neighborhoods? 

2. To what extent is there variability in the waY' 
in which inhabitants of different oommunities view 
crime in their neighborhoods? 

:3. To what extent is there variability in the way in 
which inhabitants of different neighborhoods within 
the same community view crime in their neighborhoods? 

4. How safe do Americans perceive their neighborhood 
streets to be? 

5. What speci£.ic crime hazards do citizens believe 
threaten their neighborhood areas? 

6. To what extent has the rate of neighborhood crimes 
.been increasing in the opinion of neighborhood 
residents? 
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7. Whom do Americans view as being the main criminal 
offenders in their neighborhoods? 

8. What measures might~i tizens or their government 
take to address the problem of crime in the 
neighborhoods? 

9. What measures have individual Americans and their 
family members taken to deal with the crime risk 
which they feel lurks in their neighborhood streets? 

10. What measures have individual' Americans and their 
family members taken to protect their homes and 
their families while at home against personal 
or property crimes? 

D. THE POLICE SYSTEM 

Eleven major issues are of critical importance to the study 
of what oitizens think about the police in the United States. These 
issues include: 

1. How satisfied are Americans with their local 
police? 

2. How much respect do Americans have for their 
local police? 

3. What feelings toward police do Americans 'see 
on the part of their neighbors? 

4. How willing are Americans to cooperate with 
the police, and in what ways are theY' willing 
most to cooperate? 

5. How do Americans evaluate the performance of 
the police? 

6. How do Americans regard and evaluate specific 
tasks which they view as constituting the func
tion of the police? 

7. How rapidly do police officers respond when 
notified that they are needed? 

8. Do Americans believe tha~ police officers are 
honest? 

9. Do Americans believe that police officers are 
equally fair to all citizens, or, if not, to
ward what segments of the public are the police 
perceived as being unfair? 
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To what extent do Amerioans beiLieve that polioe 
offioers use unnec·essary' physioal force against 
citizens, and against which segments of the pUb
lic is unnecessar.1 force most likel1 to be di
rected by the polioe? 

11. Does police authority need to be expanded, cur
tailed, or redefined, and, if' so, in what ways? 

E. THE COURT SYSTEM 

Eleven major issues confront the study of the manner in which 
citizens view the courts throughout the United States. These issues 
include: 

1. Does the wei in which the oourts function now 
encourage or deter the violation of the law? 

2. Do Amerioans believe that aocused oriminal 
offenders have to wei t too long before coming 
to trial? 

3. Do Americans believe that the sentences which 
Judges impose against oonvioted criminal offenders 
are too harsh, too light, or Just about right? 

" 

4. Do citizens perceive the courts as freeing too 
many guilty people? 

5. Are there any crimes for whioh c!1pi tal punish
ment should be imposed, and, if' so, what are 
these crimes? 

6. What aotions might be taken in the courts to 
restore law and order within the United States? 

7. Do Americans believe their courts to be unfair, 
and, if so, against which segments of the popu-
lation? 

S. Row much oonfidence do citizens have in the 
oompetence and discrett~nof their judges? 

9. Should more tax dollars be spent to solve 
the major problems facing the courts? 

10. 'What do Americans consider to be the major 
problems faoing the court S1stem? 

11. What might be done to reorganize the courts 
in order to make them more effective? ,. 
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F. THE PRISON SYSTEM 

There are seven critical issues that surround the study into 
the views of Amerioans toward their prison system. These issues in
clude: 

1. What general impressions do Americans have of the 
nation's prison system? 

2. What general impressions do .Americans have of the 
nation's Jail system? 

3. Row do Americans regard the fairness of the' treat
ment received by persons who have been incarcerated 
wi thin the nation's prisons? 

4. To what extent do Americans respect correctional 
officers? 

5. How much oonfidence do Amerioans share in the 
parole system, and what ohanges, if any, do 
oi tizens feel should b~ made to improve this 
system? 

6. To what extent do Americans believe that rehabilita
tion programs inside of prisons are suooessful in 
ourbing" reoidivism? 

7. To what extent do Amerioans believe that oommunity
based rehabilitation programs are suooessful in 
ourbing reoidivism? 
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III. DEVELOPMENT OF THE SURVEY DATA ARCHM 

Under the original LEAA grant (i!l76-TA-99-0026) the principle 
task was the development of a data archive of studies being on the 
attitudes and opinions of Americans since 1960 with respect to crime 
and some keY' (related) issues. Specifically', data sets were consider
ed for inclusion in the archive if any- of the following issues were 
addressed: 

1) Crime as a national, community, or neighborhood problem. 

2) Opinions about the police and police proteqtion, the 
courts and the court SY'stem, or the prisons and jails 
of this coun:try-. 

3) Attributions of the c.auaes of crime. 

4) Considerations of self-protection measures. 

;) Recommendations for way's of dealing with crime and· 
criminals. ' 

ObviouslY' this leaves out a large humber of substantive areas that 
are of interest, including issues of juvenile delinquencY', gun coitl-· 
trol, drug abuse and the drug traffic issue, and the like. 

As a matter of fiscal prudence, specific studies were then 
included in the archive an a "cost effective basis." In general, 
surveY's were not included if less than three items in that surveY' 
addressed the above issues. However, when the cost of a survey ex
ceeded the ordinarY', a minimum of five items was established. 

At the close of the original project approximately- 140 sur
veys had been considered for inclusion in the archive. Approximately 
70 of these studies ~ere substantivelY' eligible for inclusion and ac
quired. Although more than ;0 research institutes and centers across 
the country- were solicited, the principle sources of data were: 

1) The Roper Public Opinion Research Center, and 

2) The University- of Michigan's SurveY' Research Institute 
and Center for Political Studies, (headquarters for The 
Inter-University Consortium for Political Research). 

Among the acquired surveys was the September 1972 National Crime 
Survey, and the 1972, 1973, 1974, 197; LEAA National Crime Survey-
Cities Attitude Sub-Sample, conducted by the Bureau of the Census. 
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In order to facilitate anaJ.,-sis ot data in the archive nth 
respect"to not onlY' when the stu~ was conducted but where it. was 
conducted, the 70 some data sets were x-rtitioned into 147, data sets 
that are un:f.que nth reS{lect to time, space, and un:f. t ot anal,ysis. 
For ezample, the four (4) Cit7 Attitude Sub-Sample data sets were 
partitioned' into 78 data fUes, each un:f.que with respect to tlt,.e cit7 
ot the stu~, the un:f. t ot ~81s, and the ,-ear the stu~ was con
ducted. 

Under the current crant (*78-NI-AX-0126)' the Center for Social 
and Urban Research undertook the expansion and-:,updat1nC ot the archive. 
.u the reaul t ot contactinl our original sources once again, 17 sur
vqa were added to the archive, for a total ot 164 data sets in the 
archive. Appendix A lists each stu~ nth its relevant samplinl in
t01'lll&tion. 

,. 
Each studT in the archive has be catelored nth respect to 

tM methDdolorical issues ot renaralizabUi t7, canparabW t7 and 
substantive and dcorraPhic i tealS included in the SUl"VeJ'. General1-
abilit7 deala nth the population ot reneralization, and is assessed 
in terms ot the population frame information, criteria ot eU,eibUitY' 
tor inclusion in the semple, time and gqraph10 space. Canparabilit7 
is represented in terms ot sampllnC desirn, umt ot aDal:1s:1s and the 
population ot reneral.1zation. Further compara~iliV i8 available 
nth respect to issue. addressed, while item ccmparabilit7 is currently 
not a put ot this catelOCinl. In the "final" iteration ot this in
dex1:Drit has been rendered machine readable to allow greater flex1-
bW t7 and speed in the selection ot data s.ts ot specific analy-tic 
tasb. 

Each substantive item ot the archive (sai~' 1200) has also been 
indexed nth respect to issues addressed. This substantive indexing 
detaUs each i tell b7 a vartev ot crime related issues, including 
(for example) "pali tenells," "speed ot response, n "brutall V," "sen
tencing," "pun:f.sment," "crime in relation to other problems," and 
the like. This indexing S7stem allows the researcher to e.i ther se
lect data sets on whiCh to carry- out analy-tic research, on methodo
lorical grounds or on substantive grounds. 
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IV. MAJOR FINDIN.GS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Thif'( Executive SUJIIIDal"Y' (Iontains six sets of maj or findings 
and p~ conclusions. The {'irst three sets are drawn from the 
first volume of The Nation looks at Crime, and pertain to public 
a.ttitudes towardCame as a NatIonal, Community, and Neighborhood 
Problem. The last three sets a:~e drawn from the second vol'UIlle of 
that report, and pertain to pub~~ic opinions of the Police, Court, 
and Prison Sfstems. Each find:tr.\g is accompanied by at least one 
pri1D8E' conc uslon which represe1nts an effort by the authors to 
recite the basic implications of: the finding according to their 
own perspective.'· Any attempt to address the implications of an 
empirical bod3' of data amounts tt, a search tor the "meaning behind 
meaning," which is a risq entel1)rise. The researcher must stay 
wi thin the domain of the availabl,e information, and, at the same 
time, go beyond it. Doing so is justified by the fact that data 
do not speak for themselves. DatIl must be interpreted and trans
lated into statements that explaill their messages. Beca\lf.le re
searchers have studied Prima,17 daiia, they are in the best position 
to render second order interpretatlions and to initiate the ongoing 
process through which data ~ be 'utilized to affect public policy 
and social action •. Interpretations of data cannot but. reflect some 
value judgments on the part of the researcher, however, which in 
turn must be taken into account by the reader wha considers the 
significance of the objective data, together with its subjective 
interpretation: . 

A. CRm AS A NATIONAL PROBLEM 

A number of findings relate' to crime as a national p~blem. 
These findings reflect the patterns and trends in public thinking 
about crime as an issue of national rather than merely of community 
or neighborhood dimension. MaDy of these findings are based upon 
open-ended probes. In such cases J the scatter of responses over a 
variety of acute national proble~1 such as war and peace, inflation 
and unemployment, and cha.ng'...ng enE.rgy resources may obscure ('the 
ser;f.ousness with which Americans have looked at the rising arime 
rates. . More structured inQ.uiries:, when used to follow-up the open
ended probes, provide clear evi4e1'lCe as to how intensely concerned 
,Americans have become about the c:rime problem. 

FINDING 1. Crime is seen ~y the American Public con
sistently as Setng more 01' a commUriIty than a national 
problem. senIor citizens .• ' feel this way more than do 
younger Americans, non-whites more than whites, and, 
among Slicks, men more thlm women. 

17 

. ,. 

'. 

to 

I 

o 

",.,' 

o 

'", 'II ,,_, 

~~ ."~""~ .......... ;-.~--.-.\ 

By its very' nature, most crime is a localized phenomenon. 
War, inflation, unemployment, and other national dilemmas seem to 
evoke concern and even fear among most groups of Americans re~ard
less of who they are or where they live. The same oS·ta tement is less 
true of crime. People in the United States seem to be lIJIlch more 
oo~cerned about an out-break of c~ime in their own city, - town, or 
neighborhood than about even more serious criminal behavior in more 
distant places. One reason why Americans in general may be more 
worried about crimes that take place nearby than far away' is the 
obvious likelihood that, for example, the criminal who haunts the 
streets of Baltimore will not directly harm a resident of Denver 
unless the latter travels to MQr.1land. Americans seem to perceive 
crime as being a danger more to indi'Viduals 'l'ho have the misfortune 
of being victimized personally rather than to the nation l s survival. 
The s~ Americans appear to witness war, economic depression, or 
a scarcity of energy resources as being threats to the collective 
population. Another reason may be that the details of serious 
crimes are seldom reported on the national news networks to the 
extent that political and economic turbulance is, but local news
papers and television stations report the particulars of communi ty
based crimes and may even sensationalize them. 

Minority and senior citizens may be more alarmed than other 
Americans are about problems within their own· communities, including 
crime, because they enjoy closer kinship ties to a particular geo
graphic area. They may be less concerned than others about problems 
that affect more distant areas of the nation because of economic 
limitations on their ability to traYel, less familiarity with the 
needs of people whom they do not know or identify with, or even on 
account 0·1' their accentuated concern for personal 01' ethnic struggles 
that, to them, tend to diminish the significance of other people's 
battl;~s. Men, and particularlY" males from minority groups, have had 
to be preoccupied with obtaining and retaining employment because of 
the many economic barriers that have confronted them in their Q.uest 
for a livelihood. Also, men have had to register for the draft, 
undergo or avoid military training, and in either event sustain per
sonal hardship throughout the histor.r of this nation's military' in-
vol vements. Hence, men and especially minority men have not had an 
opportunity to eQ.uate crime with warfare and economic uncertainty 
as being one of the country's critical problems. Yet, a methodo
logical issues may well be involved in the perSistent pattern of 
results as well. When survey researchers ask open-ended questions 
about the "major problems" of the national body politic, responses 
tend to be limited to two or three key items. Thus, it is not sur
prising that at the level of collectivity, the 1960's manifest mainly 
concerns over the conflict in Viet Nam and unemployment, the early 
1970's over unemployment and inflation, and the latter part of the 
decade finds Americans stressing inflation, energy and unemployment. 
These issues, as national problems, "victimizeN all Americans either 
directly or mdirectly. Crime, as wide~read aIld as frustrating as 
it may be in its persistence and in its escalation, is simply over
shadowed by the national macroissues raised in the context of open
ended Q.uestions. That such. an interpretation is reasonably justifiable 
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is~seen from those limited studies in which some form of rating 
so~~e is provided and "crime" is included among the concerns to 
beirated. Under suoh structured questiohning, crime does emerge 
as ':a major problem indeed, something the format of "national prob
lems" questions tend to mask to some degree. 

Concern among Americans about crime as" a national problem 
halJ increased roughly' to the same extent that serious crimes have 
belm reported bY' the Federal Bureau of Investigation to have in
creased. Of oourse, the reports about inoreases in orime ~ well 
be ma.~ responsible for the inoreased sensitivity of the nation 
tc, orime as a national problem. Victimization researoh indioates 
tl~t reported orimes mB.'1 acoount for only' about one-third of all 
01~fenses t.o whioh Americans are e%posed, and that viotimization 
~ltes ID8.'1 have been increasing at a faster paoe even than that of 
reported orimes. Does the rate at which Amerioans begin to reoog
nize orime as a national problem parallel most closely' the reported 
crime rate or the actual victtmization rate? There are not enough 
victimization studies available for the 1960's to enable this ~les
tion to be answered at this time. 

Conoern over crime, in the national context, has increased 
particularlY' among the senior citizens, non-whites, and those with 
less formal education. Thus in the 1970's, the respondents in the 
numerous surveY's have become more homogeneous with respect to their 
senai ti vi ty to crlme and some of the sociocultural and demographic 
distinctions which mark the data of the 1960' s come to be all but 
obliterated. Indeed, senior citizens have always been more likely 
vi~tims. MinoritY' and poorer neighborhoods have also borne more of 
the brunt of crime insults. But aotual increases in the numbers of 
crimes have occurred disproprotionately'among these groups, also. 
Thus, we suspect that crime has simply' become mOl'e visible in these 
settings and to these groups. 

But, speculatively', there may be even more to that--the 
1960 's began to mark a transitional period in national focus on 
serious problems of minorities, of the elderly and, indeed, of 
the poor. Discrimination of all lP.nds in Jobs, housing and housing 
problems--simple and vexing matte~s of daily existence--would 'then 
lie at the roots of conoerns espe,c;l,;J.lly among the less privileged 
Americans. In this context, problems or. crime and the like may well 
seem rather secondary, to these respondents, when compared with the 
underlying existential dilemmas. 

The decade of the 1960' s has strongly been'transitional in that 
aspirations at first class citizenship came to be thoroughly legi ti·· 
mized., Major social programs and social policies were adopted, and 
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efforts at alleviation of the extant inequities were launched sY's
tematically. In so far as some perceptions of what plagues the 
nation then came to be increasingly homogeneous (in this regard, 
we focus on perceptions of crime as an issue), and increasingly 
the less privileged came to share the views of the rest of the 
nation, we might be tempted to argue that this evolving likeness 
in defining the realitY' of national problems can itself be construed 
as a distal measure of the process of integration and reintegration 
into, and in, our societY'. 

As the rate of reported serious crimes esoalated between 1960-
1975, Americans turned increasingly to the federal government for 
intervention. Such has been the trend historically in America when 
state and local governments have not succeeded, or have been unable, 
to solve an urgent problem. A higher percentage of Americans who 11 ve 
in aities Qf 250,000 and over compared with other Americans favor federal 
action against crime. Undoubtedly', this is due in part to their closer 
proximity to serious criminal episodes and especially to dangerous 
street crimes. Perhaps this is due also to the century-old tradition 
of using federSl tax dollars to counteraot inner-citY' problems--a popu
l~ praotice among big aity politiaal leaders and their associates. 
The big jump on the bandwagon came by or just before 1970 (comparable 
data are unavailable for 1969) when the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration began to operationalize federal crime interdiction 
strategies fo~ use by local law enforcement personnel. Around the 
same time ~ more Amerioans seem to have begun to take seriously 
'the pressing need for federal action to curb crime, and to realize 
that this necessitY' was different from and more urgent than other 
forms of federal assistance which the states and aities seek routinely 
from Washington. 

As late as 1975, however, as muoh as 80 percent of the nation's 
citizenry seemed unable on, their own initiative and without a reminder 
to identify crime as a major problem that requires direct action by 
the United States Government. The precise reasons for this are dif
ficult to come by, but obviously other issues dwarf crime as a conaern 
of most Americans, at least until they are reminded that crime m~ 
be a. problem. 
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There have always been problems that Americans have perceived 
as outranking crime in terms of danger or urgency. Of course, these 
greater problems have varied from one moment to another in time, as 
would be expected. In times of international conflict and tension, 
the threat of war has surpassed crime. In times of economic uncer
tainty, both inflation and unemployment have done the same. In 1965, 
when about 40 percent of Americans ranked crime among the top three 
national probleIlls, about 45 percent of l..mericans ranked the need to 
improve public education as being among the"top three national priori
ties, and over J5 percent felt th'lt trying to conquer "ldller diseases" 
sb.ould be ranked in ,this category. 

" 

Of greater significance is the fact that crime remain$ a pro
blem in the minds of Americans across different economic and political 
eras. Americans change ~heir perception of the "biggest" problem from 
time to time, somewhat cavalierly, but crime perSist's as a major prob
lem that Americans target when it is mentioned, no matter when that 
happens. 

Before 1970, non-white Americans were much less' likely than 
other citizens to rank crime even among the top three priorities for 
action. Wh1 not? A likely reason was the preoccupation by black 
Americans in the 1960's towards the civil rights movement and its 
derivative objectives of reducing minority unemployment and racial 
discrimination in hOUSing. 

Whether or not they would rank crime as being among the nation's 
top two or thrae critical problems, most Americans believed by the end 
of the 1960's that crime required a great deal of attention as a major 
national problem. Women felt that way in slightly higher proportions 
(about 10 percentage points) than did men. Whites felt that way in 
substantially higher proportions (about 20 percentage points) than 
did non-whites. Differential attitudes qased on sex might be explained 
in a number of ways, such as that men more than women are preoccupied 
with more basic problems such as earning a living, or that women more 
than men are afraid that crime will endanger their children. In 1974, 
an equal proportion of males and females ~bout 94 percent) agreed that 
to deal with the crime problem is not unimportant. About twice the 
proportion of non-whites (about 12 percent) fel til that it is unimportant 
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to JICOmbat crime. Wh1? It would be easy to explain this dif.ferential 
as being a function (or as being even the cause) of a simila.r differen
tial between the ~tes at which blacks and whites are arrested and 
convicted on criminal charges, and at the same time, victimized. Nor 
is there any evidence to suggest that black criminal offenders were 
more prevalent than were white offenders in the populations that 
were sampled for the 1974 Uni versi t'1 of Michigan (CPS) study' from 
whioh the data were obtained. On the contrary, there should be a 
shortage of black compared with white offenders in any representative 
area of the free world community, because higher propo:r:'1iions of black 
compared to whit!! offenders are incarcerated in Jails EUld prisons. 

Two alternative explanations might be offered. Some non
white respondents who considered crime not to be a problem may have 
been persons who ware abused in the arms of the law or at least 
close' relatives or friends of others who have suffered inequities 
at the hands of the police. To them, perhaps, it would be better 
for real criminSls to remain at large than for innocent citizens to 
be ha.:rrassed unfairly. Secondly', the rhetoric of "law and order" 
and "crime in tnt:.' streets" acquired some doublebarr<elled meanings. 
On the one hand, it was used as an essentially descriptive state
ment of a problem (" crime in the streets," the need for "law and 
order").. On the other hand, and perhaps more often, the same rheto-' 
ric. was used also as still a new terminology of (white) racism and, 
in fact, 'by spokesmen whose anti-mino%'t ty views wore not exactly 
unlalown. Thus, it would seem that for Jl!8Il'1 non-white Americans the 
prevailing rhetoric of the t~s suggested an anti-black, o~,. more 
generally, anti-minority bias to begin with. The finger of "law 
and order" protagonists seemed too often to be pointed at attempts 
to bring about some effective end to discrimination(l>y protests, 
marches, demonstrations and the like), and the concep'tualization of 
"crime in the streets" appeared too often. to be a shorthand for 
crimes, real or alleged, committed by non-whites. 

Hence, we suggest that in a subtle, perhaps unconscious way, 
the a.ssociations which "concern with crime" evoke alI'~;lng the non
whites have, onoe again, to do with white stereot~es of the nation's 
racial :minorities. If this were so, then the woraings of the ques
tions themselves would not have been culture-free, especially in 
the tense transitional period, since the very meaning of "crime" 
would relate to very different imageries on the part of the major 
racial segments of our society. WhatevE~r the answer( s ) , it is im
portant to stress that as late as 1974 a signi£icantly greater pro
portioIL of non-whites disagreed that crime is a major national prob
lem, and this disagreement oannot but affect· their attitudes toward 
the Aml!rican oriminal Justice system. But the main line along which 
we have interpreted the result, as in the above, has not been suf
ficiently explored. It merits attention. 

FINDING 5. Throughout the first half of the 1970's, 
at least two-thirds of Amerioans favored an increase 
in the expenditure of publIc funds to combat crime, 
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There has been a strong national mandate in the 1970' s for 

publio and especially federal funds to be spent on anti-crime effv~ts. 
When disagreement emerges at all, it is over the trade-off that mus~~ 
take plaoe neoessaril7 between orime fighting and other programs f;.,Jr 
oompetitive priority funding. Amerioans who have amassed substantial 
property assets seem to be willing to spend more to protect themselves, 
whether their assets have been aoquired because they have lived longer 
(persons over 50) or because theY' have earned more money (the more 
highl7 educated). Businessmen appear to be willing to spend the most 
money for anti-orime proteotion, probably because theY' feel responsible 
not onlY' for their own propertY' but for oommeroial assets as well as 
their. employees' safetY'. Undoubtedly, one reason why' only half the:; 
proportion of non-whites oompared with whites favor priority fundin~ 
on orime fighting is that theY' believe other sooial problems are of 
greater immediate oonoern to themselves and to those others with 
whom theY' identifY' most olosely. Programs suoh as aid to dependent 
children, publiolY'-finanoed housing proJects, welfare and many' others 
all compete with anti-crime efforts for priority funding. 
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Americans appear to blame themselves or at least their neigh
bors for the crime problem. TheY' seem to believe without question 
that crime as a major national problem could be sharply reduced or 
eliminated if families, schools and especially government offioials 
would do the "right thing." Of course I not every'one agrees upon 
Just what is "the right thing." !li. the 1960' s, Americans lost con
fidence in the abilitY' of many- parents to rear their ohi1dren pro
per1y, and cited the home as being tho souree of orimina1 behavior 
especiallY' among teenagers. In the 1970's, Americans lost confidenee 
in the abUi tY' of publio officials to define and enforce the law. 
In the 1960' s, Amerioans sensed the inadequacies of primary' organiza
tional units sueh as the home and often blamed crime on that. In' 
the 1970's, Americans sensed the inadequaeies of more complex or-' 
ganizationa1 units sueh as the legislatures, the police, and the 
courts, and began to transfer the blame for crime. Clearly, 'most 
Anlericans seem to witness crime as being the product of both i..'l-
di vidual and organizational change of our times. It is interel:!ting 
that white Amerioans seem to be emphasizing the malfunotioning of 
the legal systems whioh they oontrol much more than do non-whites 
whose inf1uenoe over these sY'stems has been marginal at best. It 
is equallY' interesting that blaok Americans have begun to view 
personal disorganization suoh as drug,abuse as produeing deviant 
behavior, instead of re-eohoing the rhetorioal sentiment that le
gal institutions of the dominant olass in society produoe criminal
i t7 among minor! ty group members. 

Crime maY' or maY' not be the produot of suoh individual or 
organizational malfunotions •. If it is the produot of eith~r, than 
it should be ourable or', at least, containable. It might be a part 
of the human oondi tion, and unalterable. In a.n;r event, most Ameri
cana believe that crime Oan be lessened, and are pursuing a relent
less search to locate a treatment for the ailment that will work. 
Their expectations for some relief from this problem are high, and 
theY' will be disappointed if relief is not forthooming. 

But, the underlying theme which seems to run through the 
data has to do with widespread negative eValuations of an in
creasingly permissive society. ,In other words, the lay cause
effeot linkages tend to suggest a turn to a (morally) more con
servative posture toward crime than toward sooiety-at-1arge through 
the workings of the families, eduoationa1 institutions, and in
stitutions of governanoe seems to have been oharaoterized by. 
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, The average American has reached the conclusion that the po
lice are his f'irst line of' def'ense against crime, but that police 
action must be supported in the courts if' it is to be ef'f'ective. 
During the COUl"se of' the ear~ 1970's, blacks joined whites in adopt
ing this point of' view, which has turned into a nationwide consensus. 
Although blacks and white women still seem to be confident that im
provE!,'llElnts in social conditions would reduce crime if' these improve
ments were to be implemented, white males have lost confidence in 
this c.:rime-f'ighting model. The mandate is clear, however. Ameri
cans want to hire more policemen, train them better, give them more 
ef'f'ective power and, at the same time, hold them accountable f'or 
their conduct. Americans want to support their police when the 
police are discharging their duties, and they expect the courts to 
do the same. 

Wh1 were the blacks more retiscent about ef'f'orts to increase 
police power during the 1960's? ~ did they support these ef'forts 
strongly begiDnjng in the 1970's? Black resistance to police author
ity in the 1960' s seems linked to the civil rights movement that was 
in f'ull f'orce throughout the early and mid-1960's. During those 
years, blacks and even many whites f'eared the police whom they be
lieved were prone to abusir.g the power'which they had at the time. 
Police in many comnmnities were perceived as opponents of' civil 
liberties, and especially as opponents of' the right 'of' the people 
to peaceably assemble. Blacks more than whites seem likely to have 
interpreted police opposition to their civil rights demonstrations 
as representing racism. Against that perception, clearly the black 
American could not have been expected to endorse any enhancem~nt of' 
police authority which he f'elt would be inimical tp his own interests. 

The dynamics of' civil rights movement slowed-down in the 
years f'ollowing 1969, and the civil rights demonstrations that had 
been so prevalent by blacks in the South during the early 1960's 
and by anti-war demonstrators during the last years of' the Johnson 
Administration subsided. As black. Americans returned to and of'ten 
remained conf'ined within their neighborhoods, they discovered that 
they were plagued by crimes and needed police to protect them. In 
the early 1970's, it is not unlikely that the police in many cities 
failed to deploy suff'icient patl~l strength in black neighborhoods. 
At that time, black Americans occupied inadequate housing which was 
often untenable against intruders, and black neighborhoods were situ
ated along streets with inadequate lighting. These and other f'actors 
contributed to making many black Americans the victims of serious 
crime, which in turn stimulated their outcry for greater police au
thori ty to pJ:'otect them. 
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It is Significant, also, that blacks more than whites f'avor 
improvements in social conditions as being necessary to crime re
duction. Black Americans believe at once that they are easier 
victims of crime than are white Americans, primarily due to their 
inadequate housing and much greater street exposure. Blacks, parti
cularly women and the elderly, 'mllk the streets or use public trans
portation more so than do more affluent whites. Since a higher per
centage of blacks than of whites come into confrontation with the 
law (regardless of' whether or not this is Justif'ied or the product 
of discrimination)" the average black American has had greater oc
casion than the average white American to become f'amiliar with the 
lifestyles of potential and actual off'enders. MOre so than whites, 
perhaps, blacks are f'amiliar with accused delinquents and ca.dul t of'
f'enders as people, and as such, they understand at least in part 
that socio-economic deprivation predisposes many individuals to 
crime, or, as a minimum, does not serve as a buffer against those 
'topportunities" in which criminal acts are more likely. 

A good deal, if' not most,. of' the street crimes that take 
place daily in most oities has been attributed to Juveniles or 
young adults. Arrest data support such perceptions. Whether or 
not tbis is true matters not, of' course, since newspaper and tele
vision depiction of' youth as thugs af'f'ects public attitudes toward 
the young. What is more, there is a greater tendency on the :part 
of' Americans tl?an, f'or instance, of' Asiatics and Europeans to 
separate the youth f'rom the elderly. As one example of' this, el
derly ancestors and collateral relatives reside in the homes of' 
their off'spring, nephews and neices much less in this country than 
abroad. A Ukely outgrowth of this American living pattern is the 
polarization of' the old and the young--each somewhat less comfort
able with the other. 

,. There is another conclusion that lII8Y' be reached f'rom this 
finding. Americans, and perhaps older citizens more than younger 
ones, seem to have become preoccupied by visible crimes and to have 
ignored or repressed the existence of' the more invisible crimes. 
It may well be that American youth are disPi,\'oportionately responsible 
for many visible f'orms of' crime, including the most obvious forma 
ot street crime. The elderly walk the streets more than do middle
aged or young Americans, and so consider themselves to be potential 
if not actual vlctims of' street crimes more than of' other crimes 
Americans should f.ace the fact, however, that many serious f'orms' 
of' crime that arp ~ommitted daily in the United ,States are not 
commi tted by America IS ytluth, and that many other crimes are in
spired by older criminals even if' actually carried out by younger 
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ones. The major rackets, high volume narcotics trafficking, and 
corporate conspiracies to discourage or eliminate competition in 
violation of the anti-trust statutes, price gouging and the like 
are a few of a number of very serious criminal conspir.acies that 
cannot be attributed exclusivel1 to the young and that may not be 
attributable to the young hardl1 at all. 

FINDING 9. 

The term "org~zed crime" is not a very precise one and 
has become replete with derogatory ethnic imagery, much of which 
is misplaced or unjustified at all. For instance, this term has 
been abused in connection nth the Sicilian Mafia, and has become 
associated with gambling and prostitution "rackets" more so than 
with other forms of criminal syndicalism. Of course, the term 
"organized crime" is at least as apt, if not more so, when applied 
to co~~orate unfair trade practices, political dirty tricks, in
ternational cartels such as those that control the prices of dia
monds, uranium and oil, and especially:, the world drug trade. 

In anal1zing this finding, however, it must be assumed that 
the average American misconstrues the term lIorganized crime, II or 
otherwise considerably more than sixteen percent of the population 
would. feel that this sort of activity affects them personally! Why 
do Americans believe that "organized cr1mell is detrimental. to the 
collective welfare of the citizenry? Among the reasons is the tra
dition that small businesses are preferable to mammoth ones, an 
historical tradition that has lingered since colonial times. An
other reason may well be that citizens feel that "rackets" are 
morally pernicious, particularl~ if they rarely or never participate 
in these activities. 

The more important questions, however, are the dual ones of 
why 16 percent of the population believes that "organized crimell 
affects them as individuals, while the other 84 percent do not? 
Who are the concerned ones? Are they the small enterpreneurs who 
feel that they must meet periodic extortion demands as protection? 
Si.neen percent is too high a figure. Are they the "racketeers" 
themselves, but particularl1 those who have double-crossed their 
cohorts? Sixteen percent is too high a figure he:re, also. Are 
they the victims or the parents of victims of drug addiction? Six
teen percent is far too low a figure. 

It seems more' likely that about 16 percent of the American 
population have become victims of various propagaILda campaigns that 
have been designed to instill among unsevy people a fear of the 
wrong dangers. llRacketeers" have long been pegged as being the 
country's "bad gwS,1I and it appears that about 16 percent of the 
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citizeDr1 believe that they are threatened by their image of the 
f'underworld," whatever and however accurate their image may be. 
Although this finding alon~ may be alarming, its corolla.I'1 is much 
more ominous. About 84 percent of the American people do not feel 
persoilally threatened at all by "organized crime. 1I Clearl1, either 
they have fallen into the trap of limiting "organized crime" to 
domestic "rackets," or they are extraordinaril1 brave. Every Ameri
can should .orr:! about the personal effect that any one of several 
international conspiracies will exert on this nation's survivall 
Since four-fifths do not do so, ~~e obvious inference is that Ameri
cana still believe the gasoline retailer on the corner of their 
block is responsible for the energy crisis, and that "hippies" who 
grow marijuana in their window boxes are to blame tor the narcotics 
trade. 

B. CRIME AS A COWUNITY PROBLEM 

Some Americana ~ consider crime to be a strategic problem 
facillg their community even if they do not believe that crime is 
a major national concern. To repeat a point already made: This 
may well stem from the fact that crime is most visible to the peo
ple who live in close proximity to the place of its occurrence. 
It may em1nate, also, relate to the fact that most crimes committed 
in the United States are prosecuted in the state courts and are vio
lations of state laws, so that publicity about crimes is most acute 
wi.thin the state and city or town where they were perpetrated. .Only 
a few of the "spectacular" ldnds of crime such as kidnappings and 
political assassinations receive national attention, although sta
tistics about orime are reported nationally in aggregate form. Un
like the inquiries about crime as a national problem, questions 
that relate to crime as a community problem are likely to evoke dif
ferent patterns of responses that, in part, are functions of the 
particular community in which respondents reside. 

Unlike many. national problems such as military defense and 
economic stability, ~rime has a limited locus, and its visibility 
to the public is affected by proximity. This is true, particularly, 
of street crimes and offenses that Jeopardize the security of the 
dwelling, which have much more of a local focus because rates and 
modi operandi Va.I'1 from one community to the next. Although there 
may well be several types of crime, at least, that constitute a 
major national problem (e.g., conspiracies to restrain the volume 
and increase the unit price of various fossil fuels), when the 
average American thinks about "crime" he envisions being beaten 
or having his belongings stolen from his or damaged. This finding 
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documents quite well the fact that Americans are more upset by small 
crimes perpetrated in great frequency and near to home than they are 
by large capers committed sporadically in far-away places. 

There is some evidence that, among Americans, non-wbi tes are 
more concerned than whites about a variety of oommunity problems 
while whites are more concerned than non-whites about a variety of 
nationwide issues. This tends to suggest that, in general, non
whites DI8Y' be most concerned abo.ut problems that occur closer to 
home, and, of course, crime is such a problem. One can only specu
late as to ~ non-whites are more concerned than whites about com
munity problems but less concerned than whites about national issues. 
Perhaps one reason is that non-whites have not had the same oppor
tun! ties as whites have had to travel widely, and see themselves as 
members of a nuclear family unit that has ties almost exclusively 
to a given geographic area. Another valid reason could be that 
non-whites have been so concerned, out of necessity, about cleaning
up and securing the area that. immediately surrolmds their homes' that 
they have not enjoyed enough leisure time to focus upon problems 
facing other citizens in more distant places. Most oDlinously of 
all, perhaps, is the likelihood that 'non-whites have been victimized 
personally by serious crimes committed in and arolmd their homes 
much more so than whites have been, and so the reality of crime as 
an unpleasant experience rather than merely as a social phenomenon 
has been impressed upon them. 

Juvenile deliquency manifests itself as a street crime much 
more so than m.a.ny it not most other forms of criminal behavior. The 
Juvenile offender, more so than his adult counterpart, must be con
tent to prey upon victims who reside in the vicinity where he lives 
or hangs-out, because he enjoys little access to automobiles and 
even less access to airplane transportation, and because he does 
not have criminal contacts outside of the city or area of the city 
in which he has grown-up. For this reason, principally, it seems 
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reasonable to conclude that the Juvenile offender antagonizes and 
victimizes citizens who spend a good deal of the day'_ and night in 
a single ~eighborhood, often alone, and who rely on walking along 
the streets safely as their sole means of travelling to stores and 
other commerical outlets. The Juvenile offender is in a position 
to haunt the elderly, and especially women and elderly women, in 
this way. 

It is more difficult to try to explain why non-whites and 
men came to equal whites and women in targeting delinquency by 
1972 and 1975 respectively. The most obvious explanation that may 
be offered is a two-fold one. During the early 1970's, the ac
centuated "white flight" out of the inner-cities and, particularly, 
mo~e elderly non-whites in decaying urban neighborhoods that bad 
become crime-ridden. In the 1960's, delinquents may have preyed 
upon elderly and female victims who were white more than those who 
were black, perhaps because whites were perceived then as possess-
ing more p:i~perty that c0111d be fenced, or perhaps because whites 
were seen as being less "street-wise" and consequently as easier 
prey. When the whites left the oi ties, the non-whites remained to 
become the exclusive victims of inner-city delinquents. But, as 
the whites entered suburbia, white delinquents followed with them 
and began to commit crimi nal acts against suburban! tes • Since 
suburbanites walk the streets much less frequently than urbanites 
do and rely on their automobiles much more so, one might suggest 
that suburban delinquents began to alter their modus operandi by 
abandoning or diminishing street crime activity in favor of house
hold and vehicular burglaries. If true, this is somewhat explana
tory of the increase in men targeting deliquency. The working man 
is less concerned than the elderly or women are about daytime street 
crime, since he works during the day, or, if he works at night, he 
rests during the day'. If delinquency ·shifts from street crime to 
household and vehicular crime, the male American becomes more directly 
victimized because the property lost is more a part of him personally. 
This is true when delinquency affects his automobile more than other 
property, perhaps. 

But, then, there are probably other major forces at work as 
well. The 1960' s and early 1970' s were marked, also, by sharp in
creases in drug abuse, and drug addiction does tend to characterize 
the young more than other members of our population, especially when 
it comes to harder drugs. The drug habit, of course, has to be fed. 
That the pattern of drug abuse tended to spread from inner cities 
into wealthier suburbia is also not difficult to document. In ad
di tion, there is lmemployment. Always higher among the young (say 
18-25 years of age) than others, it is felt particularly during 
periods of economic difficulty because the increases in unemploy
ment victimize the young much more severely and much more frequently 
than they do other employees, if only due to various seniority pro
visions. At the same time, unemployment rates among the nation's 
non-whites (especially blacks) tend to betweice as high, and even 
higher, than those among whites. 
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Nor would it be \ml'easonab1e to argue that more of a "genera
tion gap" evolved during the 1960' s and that is a problem which has 
not disappeared even as late as the late 1970' s. To all appearances, 
it has diminished in significance, however. The problem arose due 
to inter-generational arguments about "permissiveness" in general 
and due to the younger generation"s resentment, in the 1960' s, of 
the conflict in South East Asia and especiallY' the role they played 
in it as soldiers. These factors affected the perceptions by adult 
and elderly .Americans of the nation's youth, and created objective 
conditions under which such propensities toward crime or delinQ.uency 
as ~ have existed anyway would tend to manifest themselves mere 
often in actual behavior. 

There is little doubt but that crime is on the minds of many 
people when they think about their community's problems. Crime 
generally has not ranked first among those problems. It seems 
reasonable to speculate that some people cite crime on their own 
initiative as being among their community's most pressing problems 
because ei'tiber they or their relati vee or friends have been vic
timized. Oi ties such as AlbuQ.uerQ.ue, Milwaukee and San Diego seem 
to inspire a smaller proportion of people to cite crime on their 
own initiative as being a major problem, perhaps because these 
cities have less of a visible crime problem than do other cities 
such as Baltimore, Boston, or Kansas City. More likely even than 
this, however, is the possibility that the media in cities such 
as Albuquerque, Milwaukee and San Diego have focused attention 
onto criminal episodes less frequently and/or less intensively 
than has the media in cities such as Baltimore or Boston. One 
reason for this ~ be that crimes themselves are less violent in 
some cities compared with others, but some cities may suffer more 
than others do from racial tensions, economic depression, or gen
eral population heterogeneity, all of which may inspire citizens 
to associate crime with general social disruption and to blame 
ethnic or social groups whom they dislike for particular criminal 
episodes. 
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Although citizens point to crime on their own initiative 
as being a community problem at a much smaller rate, at least two 
out of three Americans who live in major cities appear to agree 
when asked about whether crime is a major problem wi thin their 
community. This response confirms the major statistics on crime, 
which indicate empirically that crime is indeed a major problem, 
particularly in urban centers. ' 

One vital implication that emerges from this finding is that 
many citizens may not be cognizant, or may even disagree, abo~t what 
conduct actually constitutes a crime. Respondents in both AlbuquerQ.ue 
and San Diego complained less on their own initiative about crime 
than did citizens in other cities that were surveyed at about the 
same time, but these respondents answered affirmatively to probes 
about drug abuse or reckless driving and speeding at higher rates 
than did citizens living in other cities. The corollary was true, 
also. Respondents in Boston and Kansas City who complained most on 
their own initiatives about crime generally answered affirmatively 
to probes about drug abuse or reckless driving and speeding at lower 
rates than did citizens living in other cities. Apparently, when 
Americans complain or fail to complain about crime on their own 
initiative as being a major community problem, they are inspired 
to do so on account of specific types of crime Which are on their 
minds.' It is rather obvious that neither drug abuse nor vehicular 
abuses are among the crimes that inspire citizens to complain most 
about the crime problem. 
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For a number of years leading up to 1975, more and more Ameri
cans seem to have become preoccupied with crime in their comnuni ties. 
It seems significant that Americans identified crime as being the 
most pressing community problem at higher rates than they identified 
the economy as being the most pressing community problem during a 
recession ;year. This indicates at least that crime is more compre
hensib'le than the economy to ~e man in the street. Therefore, it 
implies that the average American expects solutions to the crime 
problem even ahead of solutions to economic problems.c In addition, 
it is possible that during periods of economic recession, both fear 
of crime and concern about unemployment rise together as joint 
symptoms of increasing social u:crest. Or, it might be interred that 
people think about unemployment more when they are in fact unemployed, 
and that when idle people become more concerned about the crime prob
lem than they do when they are working. 

Of course, the pattern should not be very surprising. Prob
lems in the nation's economy, such as intlation and unemployment 
are really not seen as being, linked by particular system of produc
tion of goods and services in 8llY' given community. The 1&1 reason
ing, as sound as it is, views economic difficulties as having their 
roots in the larger national s;ystem or, possibly, in the workings 
in the world markets as a whole. Hence, the basic thrust of the 
data may also be understood to mean that Americans are perceiving 
key economic problems as being beyond the capability of an1 com
munity to deal with. For this reason, they wouldn't cite such prob
lems as "community" but ,as "national" problems. On the other hand, 
because of its localized manifestatipns and impacts, crime does lend 
itself to community intervention, if only in part, and in this sense 
is thought to be more of a " community" problem. ' 

There is an emerging amount of evidenoe that oitizens in urban 
America have beoome as much or more ooncerned about violent orimes 
and drug abuse as they have been traditionally about burglary and 
robbery. No real doubt exists as to why Americans feared both bur
glary and robbery more than many other crimes throughout the 1960's. 
These crimes struck them in their homes and on the streets, and, in 
the case of many burglaries, took from them items of personal pro
perty that were seldom reoovered. Before the 1970's, Americans seem 
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not to have really believed that drugs and related crimes including 
murder oould hurt them. MUrders were perceived by the populace as 
being either the aftermath of intra-family disputes or inheritanoe 
struggles, o~ the product of bizzare plots to assassinate important 
people. Rap& was often seen as the consequenoe of "sexual provoca
tion," and anyway, very' unusual at that. Drugs were viewed as being 
the m;ysterious baubles of strange and remote sUboul tures • Since the 
beginning of the 1970's, murders, rapes, and other orimes many of 
which have been or have been perceived as being drug-related have 
affected ordinar,y people while in pursuit of their routine daily 
activities. 

Citizens are demanding both better policing and better street 
lighting as their bulwarks in the fight against crime. It is sig
nificant that most citizens would improve pOlicing rather than light
ing if a choice were neceSSitated, implying that most Americans still 
rely on others rather than on themselves to prevent crime. In some 
cities, non-whites supported the minority viewpoint that better street 
lighting would be preferable to better policing, denoting their be
lief that the citizen needs to protect himself from crime rather than 
to rely on others to do this and that self-defense requires the pro
per tools such as proper street lighting. Clearly, Americans are 
not satis.fied with the condition of street lighting in their communi
ties, just as they do not believe that police patrols are available 
in quantities and/or qualities that are necessary. 

Whatever else may be said, however, the relative differonce 
between the demand for more and better policing and the desire for 
better street lighting displays an important logic of its own: More 
policing, if effective at all, would serve as a deterrent to crime 
or permit early intervention in those cases when the insult itself 
cannot be prevented before it happens ~oth during day and night hours. 
By contrast, "better street lighting," whatever its eff'ectiveness, 
has implications for crime intervention only during evening and night 
hours. Thus, better policing is in fact a more generetic strategy 
th,an is simply better lighting, and even the latter, as an occasion
ally preferred option, might be most workable only when linked to 
better policing at the same time. 
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FINDING 18. 

Urban Americans have been both aware of and concerned about 
crime more so than citizens who resided in areas with lesser popu
lation densities, presumably' because in the cities crimes have been 
at once the most rampant and most visible. As expeoted, awareness 
of and concern about crime as a problem have increased at about the 
same rate among citizens living in urban and less populous areas, 
since crime rates have inoreased s1gn1ficantly in all areas of the 
nation since 1960. Age, race, and sex as well as other demographic 
variables such as education level, income, and general socio-economic 
status are salient factors that have influenced' individual reaotions 
to the crime problem, and this means that no clear concensus exists 
among average Amerieana as to what oauses crime or what should be 
done to curtail crime. Demographic variations have been the same, 
largely, in urban and exurban areas, but when present these varia
tions have been stronger among city dwellers. This is true, at 
least in part, because conflict and tensions are exacerbated when 
people live in close confinement. Moreover, city dwellers are more 
likely' than thei:r rural counterparts to identify as part of an eth
nic or other demographic group of subculture, and consequently to 
adopt a "party line" instead of drawip,g their own conclusions about 
the etiology of and solutions to the crime problem. 

C. CRIME AS A NEIGHBORHOOD PROBLEM 

Within many communities across the United States, people who 
reside in some residential areas display attitudes toward crime that 
differ from those of citizens who live in other areas of the same 
community. This is to be expected, ordinarily, inasmuch as crime 
rates vary considerably within different sectors of many ci~ies and 
towns. Neighborhood feelings about crime and views about strategies 
to cope with crime yield insight as to the collective thinking of 
economic, ethnic, and other social groups, because in America neigh
borhoods tend to reflect ethnic and socio-economic stratification. 
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Strong, albeit inconclusive, evidence emerges to suggest that 
~ about one AmericQll in ten takes the time to wonder about exactly 
what problems do confront him in his ne;ighborhood. When induced into 
doing this by means of being questioned for a survey, another three 
or four out of tem Americans seem to think about crime at once. To 
the other half of the nation's citize~, crime is not perceived as 
threatening their neighborhoods. Two implications deserve to be 
underscored. First, three or four out of every ten Americans have 
to be reminded that the neighborhoods in which they reside are dan
gerOl.lS places to live on account of crime 1 If this is the case, 
how can these citizens survive? Surely', the epitomy of victim pre
cipitation is reached when people who live in orime-ridden neighbor
hoods cannot identify orime as being a neighborhood prob~em unless 
someone else raises the question. The criminal seldom notifies his 
victim that the oonduct being perpetrated constitutes a crime! Seo
ondly, half of all' Americans deny' that orime is a problem within 
their ne:tghborhoods even when asked direotly if this is true. Are 
half of all neighborhoods 1:tl the United ',States virtually free of 
crime? This seems unlikely. Instead, it seems more likelY" that 
as more members of eaQh household work at jobs, there is less in
~eraotion between different family' units living in the same neigh
borhood. With less interaction, there is less communication includ
ing less exchange of information about the occurrence of crimes be
ing oommitted. 'It would seem as it a great maDY' people who live in 
neighborhoods which in fact do have a crime problem fail to notice 
the problem merely' because they have not been (or are not aware that 
they have been) viotimized themselves. The key issue probably has 
to do with the fact that significant portions of time (at work, ree
rea tional' acti vi tfl~s , shopping) are generally' not spent in one's 
"neighborhood" so tbat even the ooncept of "neighborhood" as a more 
differentiated meaning and is, generally', of lower saliency in help
ing to define the variegated loci in whioh many American families 
actually function. 
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Quite clearly, residents of some American cities perceived 
a crime problem in their neighborhoods more so than do residents 
of other cities, and seem to be able to document their reasons 
for this belief. Undoubtedly, both police protection and street 
lighting, among other salient factors, vary considerably in terms 
of both quantity and quality from city to city across the nation. 
This is to be expected, ina::3much as some cities (primarily, those 
along the Eastern seaboard) are much older than other cities (most 
of those in the West, and some of those in the Midwest). Some 
cities have been plagued by major racial or other social unrest, 
and Denver is one such city. The fact that one in five Americans 
does not think the neighborhood in which he resides is a good 
place to live may not be wholly significant, since one out of five 
persons might be expected to dislike virtually any condition of 
life for good reason, bad reason, or no reason. 

Streets are considered unsafe at night by people who have to 
walk along the streets at night ,particularly if they have to do so 
alone. Minority citizens and the elderly enjoy less access to pri
vate transportation than do whites, and minority as wsll as older 
women rely upon public "t,ransportation muoh more so thi~ do whites 
and men. Lower income inhabitants, particularly of 'tAe cities, 
rely on public transportation almost exclusively when they can af
ford it, and must resort to walking when they cannot afford it. 
One major reason why people who are aged between 40-59 years feel 
safest on the streets is that they walk the streets very infrequently, 
and almost never alone. These are the oitizens who tend to occupy 
the more important positions in the community. They drive automobiles, 
reside in the suburbs, and avoid walking the streets at night mu.oh 
more than other age groups do. They do not have to worry about street 
safety, beoause they do not have to rely upon the streets. 
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Fewer Amerioans feel that streets are unsafe during the day 
compared with at night because, at least in part, streets are safer 
during the daylight than after dark, and streets are more crowded 
bY' day than bY' night affording security in numbers. MallY' elderly 
have beoome afraid of using the streets at anytime, as have some \ 
minorities and women in other age braokets, because theY' have been 
victimized at muoh higher rates than have other citizens, and be
cause even during the day they frequently must walk alone and feel 
defenseless. Citizens generally are beooming afraid of using the 
parks in their neighborhoods even during the day, because incidents 
of crime have oacurred there and have b~en well-publicized in the 
news media. Unlike most European communities, American cities often 
do not assign police patrols or even maintenanoe crews to parks in 
sufficient numbers to make them safe. Publicity about instances 
when no one seems to want to come to the aid of thec~ime victims 
even during the course of a robbery or a beating may further beliefs 
that ma.ny' streets are unsafe at any time, but this is difficult to 
ascertain. What does remain important is the degree to which ma.ny' 

Americans, especiallY' the elderly and women, have~ reached the con
clusion that theY' are taking a risk Just walking in the streets of 
their communities, even when ma.ny' others are around. 

This finding reveals the extent to which Americans are afraid 
of daytime burglaries. The 30-59 1~ar old women are likely to be 
concerned more about rape in their homes because they stay home more 
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than younger women who work. Women in these age brackets may be 
concerned about rape more than younger or older women because they 
are most concerned about monogomous sexuality, being in the child
rearing age. Women under 20 years old may be least concerr.led about 
rape in the present era because, erroneously, they associate rape 
with sexual promiscuity toward which some take a cavalier attitude. 
In this age bracket, also, women are more likely to feel physically 
able to thwart an attempted rape. It is likely that men and women 
between 20-59 years of age worry most about burglaries because 
during these years mBn1 of both sexes work and leave their homes 
unattended during large portions of the daytime. 

~&Ost Americans believe that their own neighborhoods are as 
safe as other neighborhoods in the same community, because they 
associate safety with value and believe their own neighborhoods 
are as good as others in which to live. The longer they live in 
a given neighbo~hood, the more this feeling becomes reinforced. 
Of course, some citizens are less happy than ara others in their 
respective neighborhoods. This is true, particularly, of women 
who st~~ at home more than men or, if they work, often do so to 
purchase a more expensive house in a better neighborhood. It is 
t~~e, also, more of the younger and less affluent citizens who are 
less established in the neighborhoods where they live for the moment. 
Many Americans believe that crime is worse now than at earlier times, 
apparently because they have forgotten about the crime problems of 
the "good old days. II That those days may not have been so good is 
indicated by the fact that, over at least a ten year period between 
1965 and 1975, the rates at which respondents complained about the 
crime problem during any given current year remained virtually con-
stant. ' 
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There is. an abundance of empirical evidence collected by 
various law .enforcement agencies that suggests that young offenders 
are in fact responsible for a great manr of the crimes which are 
perpetrated' in American neighborhoods. Americans may perceive 
this situation accurately. One reason why the more educated may 
blame an older youngster while the less educated blame a younger 
teenager could ,be that, in the poorer neighborhoods socio-economi
cally, delinquency starts at an earlier age and escalates at a 
more rapid pace than it does in the more affluent neighborhoods. 

There is an abundance of statistical informa:tion, some of 
which is of dubious accuracy, that suggests more street crimes are 
in fact committed by non-whites than by whites. If this informa
tion is accurate, and it could be, then once again Americans may 
have formed impressions which are basically valid. If this in
formation is inaccurate or exaggerated, as it may well be, then 
it is likely that mBn1 Americans blame non-whites for crimes com
mitted in their neighborhoods because media accounts depict non
whites being arrested more of'ten than whites, a fact the. t remains 
all too true throughout much of the Un! ted States to this da:r. 
Proportionately, fewer whites than non-whites are arrested for 
street crimes, but these differential rates may be explained in 
part by the greater reluctance of police to arrest whites compaI'ed 
to non-whites. Whether non-Whites should be arrested proportion
ately more frequentll~ than whites really is of little consequence 
to public impressions, since the populace is like11 to blame crimes 
on people and groups who are targeted by the police as having com
mitted the crimes, whether or not the official accusations are 
based on fact. 
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One reason wb1 younger and older women of both races seem to 
be afraid of males who are of a different race may be that women 
in these age brackets are most likely to be single and unescorted 
by a male when wa'king along the streets. At least some of these 
women may fantas:1.ze the risk of sexual assault, and associate an 
imaginary occurrence as being perpetrated bY' a man with whom vol~
tar,r sex is felt to be a taboo. In the United States, interracial 
sex is among the highest social taboos. 

The finding that about half of all Americans of either race 
are more afraid of a stranger at their door if the stranger is of 
a different race, is a vestige, at least in part, of America's ig
nominious history of segregated neighborhoods and, consequently, 
of segregated schools. Blacks and whites are afraid of each other, 
at least superficially, and this fear is exacerbated when someone 
of another race threatens even peaceable intrusion into the sanctity 

. of the home. The fact that as many as SO percent of black Americans 
are afraid of any stranger who appears at their door signifies the 
fear in which racial minorities live in aome neighborhoods across 
the nation. This fear has historical origins in hate groups, such 
as the Ku nux nan, which have intimidated black Americans for 
more than a century. This fear has contemporary origins, also, 
in the fact that many minority neighborhoods are overcrowded and 
unsafe against many hazards including fire and disease as well as 
crime. Minority Americans are JllII1PY', and with some justification 
for being so. 

In some communities but not in others, residents tend to 
blame strangers for crimes that have been committed.in their 
neighborhoods. To a certain degree, this inconsistent target
ing of offenders may reflect guesswork on the part of at least 
some respondents. However, it must be rememb'ered that some 
communities are more transient than others are, and that still 
othe~ communities are more conducive to transient crimes. For 
instance, neighborhoods that abut interstate highwaY'S facilitate 
intrusion by transient offenders more so than do neighborhoods 
that are more complicated to enter and leave. So are neighbor
hoods in communities that are served by efficient rapid transit. 
systems, or that are largely 1minhabi ted by day when households 
have been vacated by husbands and wives who both work. 
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(usually ten percent or fewer) admit to c~ 
a weapon or to acqUiring skills iii the mar tao 
arts, and women esp~cialll admit to carrying a 
cheID!ciii repellant.· 

Although many AmeriC9l'lS admit to having made minor al tera
tions in their basic habits to cope with the crime problem, onlY' 
a small proportion have reacted by arming themselves. A number 
of citizens respond to their perception that crime affects some 
areas of a community more than it does other areas by avoiding 
areas in which they feel crime abounds. Of course, by doing so, 
they may be oreating a Self-fulfilling prophecy by causing inci
dental deterioration of the sectors of the community which they 
have shunned. 

Al thoug'.1 a significant proportion of Americans C~dm to have 
reacted to the crime problem by becoming. more security conscious in 
their homes. at least two-thirds of the population has not done 
this. Consequently, of course, crime affects residential dwellings 
rampantly. Do two out of every three Americans already' live in 
buildings that were ~ompletely secure even before 1966? This is 
doubtful, especially since the average Ame,rican is lftelY' to have 
moved at least six times since then. Each time a person moves from 
one house or apartment to another, he can be expected to inherit 
security deficiencies if only because, unless he changes the exist
ing lock, people who resided in the same abode before him also ha\"e 
kers to his dwelling 1 This finding emibi ts a lack of concern on 
the part of most .Americans about crime prevention, and probably a 
lack of knowledge about basic crime prevention techniques. 

D. 

the 

THE POLICE SYSTEM 

MOst Americans have exhibited rather strong feelings about 
competence and role of police officers serving their community 
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and neighborhoods. These views range from general feelings toward 
the police and peroeptions of oommunity cooperativeness to more 
specific ratings of police activities and performance, including 
polioe honesty, fairness, brutality and authority. Polioe officers 
are the most visible agents of the Amerioan criminal justice sys
tem, because most citizens see unifor.med polioe on a daily basis. 
Man1 Americans have had occasion to benefit individually from an 
act of assistance by a police officer, and some have been injured 
by police conduct or misconduct. For these and many other reasons, 
undoubtedly, Americans seem to have developed attitudes towa~d 
p'olice that have become more crystallized than similar attitudes ' 
toward other components of the Justice system and the personnel who 
funotion as officials of those other agencies. 

Most Americans not only support their local police strongl.y 
but also seem confident that their neighbors do likewise. This find
ing tends to show that citizens are quite satisfied with police ser
vices generally, and want the poli~e to keep on doing the same good 
job. The slight decline among most groups of citizens in suppo,rt 
for their police since 1966 is insignificant. 

Police in the large cities enjoy a little lesl;l suppol'tfrom 
the citizens whom they serve than do police officers elsewhere. But 
this is explained easily by the fact tbat non-whites have been much 
less (about three times less) supportive of their local police than 
whites have been, and that non-whites constitute a higher proportion 
of urban compared with suburban or exurban populations. The more im
portant question, however, is why non-whites are less supportive of 
police than whites are? Undoubtedly, one reason is the negative image 
of police that has developed among non-whites particularly since the 
days of the civil rights demonstrations of the early 1960's. Non
whites remember more vividly than do whites the examples of police 
misconduct and oppression that occurred in various communi t:i.es even 
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as late as 1969. Moreover, as late as 1974 most pollce departments 
were either all-white or included only "token" non-whites, prior to 
the time when court-ordered affirmative action plans were operation
ali zed for minority rec~tment in police departments. 

It is likely that Americans with less formal education have 
been more supportive than others of their local police because, for 
one thing, these are the people from whose ranks the police have 
been traditionallY' recruited in disproportionate numbers. But also, 
less formally schooled Americans are active in less rewarding ocoupa
tions on the one hand, and are more likelY' to be unemployed on the 
other hand. The7 live in less~well-kept, if not outright poor, neigh
borhoods, often on account of their lack of a formal education. Crime 
whiah concerns most citizens is precise17 the kind that oocurs dis
proportionately in less advantaged neighborhoods, and the police of
ficer cannot be seen other than as a main buffer against possible 
viotimization. Furthermore, attitudes toward authority on the part 
of the less formally educated tend to be different from the more 
educated, and the direction of the difference is one of greater ac
ceptance of authority in the context of a desire for maximum societal 
order. 

In non-white neighborhoods, as we have alreadY' pointed out, 
the essential white police officer is not seen in a similar light, 
mainly because the poliae officer's activities of all kinds brings 
him into more likelY' confrontations with black residents. White 
police officers may be somewhat more inclined to respond in an au
thori tarian manner' in non-white compared with whi·te neighborhoods, 
if only to mask the sense of uneasiness, if not anxiety, that ac
companies their deployment into poor black neighb.orlioods • 

Women, too, tend to be consistently more supportive. Mor~ 
than men, they are likelY' victims of crimes against the person, and 
the perpetrators aI'e much more often male than female--at least 
throughout the period which our data addresses. Police officers, 
themselves have been almost exclusively male throughout the period 
under discussion, and thus can be easily seen as being the key pro
tectors of the more vulnerable women. 

If middle income earners display stronglr favorable views 
toward the police, also, this is not particularly surprising. What
ever the sQcial roots of policemen, their actual occupational status 
brings them into the "middle income" category' themselves.. In some 
subconscious sense, then, theY' "belong" to similar groupings and 
live, for the most part, in middle income neighborhoods. But it 
is alsi' accurate to speculate that the highest for.m of internaliza
tion ot some of the central American values occurs in this segment 
of' our societ,y. These values include the key one: "society under 
the laws," as well as IIlaw and order," and the police!!UlJ;'"1 is the most 
visible and ubiquitous symbol of the nation's justice system, a 
daily embodiment of these important values. 
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Among Amerioans, women and the lower income e8l"%lers appear 
to have become much more polarized than other oitizens in their 
views toward the police. Some women are highly supportive of the 
police, while others are equally negative, but more than men, women 
seem to be willing to express superlative opinions about law en
forcement agents. The same is rather true of lower income earners, 
although lDBIlY' but not all of these people may be non-whites whose 
,hostility toward the police is motivated more by racial than by 
economic antagonism. High income earners have the most to lose 
financially when the social order breaks down, and so would be ex
pected to support the police as much as apy other group of citizens, 
or more so. On the other hand, the most highly educated have often 
been the most critical of the existing social order and, of course, 
in other countries have functioned as the catalytic agents of re
volution. That the American intelligensia supports the police is 
a sign of social stability, and also a sign that at least among the 
whiteS the police are not perceived as being anathema to democratic 
institutions in the United States. 

The elderly seem to have become polarized in their views of 
the police role in community relations. Inasmuch as the police can
not be expected realistically to bear complete responsibility for 
either good or poor community relations, the significance of this 
finding is that senior citizens seem to look upon their police as 
possessing extraordinary burdens and powers. If community relations 
are good, the elderly seem to be contented and to cred1 t the police 
for their happiness. It communi ty relations are poor, the elderly 
seem to become excited and to blame the police for their discontent. 
Perhaps as citizens become isolated through age or otherwise from 
family and close friends, they turn to the police at least for psy
chological reinforcement. 

The population segments in which the increased polarization 
of views occurs (with the negative feelings characterized relatively 
small ~ but not insignificant, minorities in a.n:r event) are also the 
groups that are most likely to be victimized: viomen, the elderly, 
the lower income earne~s and even those in middle income groups. 
Thus, it may well be that the more negati,ve assessments relate to 
IOOre direct experiences with crime and with the patterns of police 
in.tervention in face of such victimizations. It this is an accurate 
interpretation, then it suggests that the actlml crime-related con
tacts with the police force lead to disappointments and frustrations 
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in some, if not man1, instances and that the more generalized favor
able assessments, which we consider to have a more symbolic meaning, 
might yield to feelings of dissatisfaction and, on occadons, to 
feelings of outright hostility. This would suggest then that the 
very positive views of the police may have their roots in the per
ception of the major police functions of which the police officers 
are visible carriers, whereas actual on-the-Job performances may 
induce IOOre of a sense of dissatisfaction when some of our citizens 
are faced with actual situation-specitic actions on the part of the 
officers. 

Although Americans aeem to be supportive of their police 
strategically, citizens have expressed much more doubt about police 
tactics and, particularly, about police·deployment tactics. In 
other words, clearly, Americans believe tneir police want to do a 
good Job but are undersuc"cessful in doing the Job in important 
measure because of external constraints. Naturally, the average 
American is unable to identity which of a number of' such constraints, 
1£ alleviated, would cause the most improvement in police services. 
The lay citizen is not an expert in police administration. This 
finding documents the extent of concern among ci t1~ens generally-
for improving the quality of policing. 

The public feeling, rather widespread and important as it is, 
that the police officers generally do not get to know people in the 
neighborhoods and especially the young people seems to indicate fur
ther the symbolic presence of the police rather than the presence 
of real human beings. This may be because assignments in street 
duty keep police officers on the move from neighborhood to neigh
borhood Without acquiring a sufficient familiarity, or even the 
need to become familiar, with any particular neighborhood. The data 
do not show whether this is perceived by the Americans as a major 
factor, or whether there is an indication that police officers do 
not particularly care to know neighborhood residents. 

The emphasis on knowing, or rather on not knowing, young 
people in tt!e neighborhuods becomes espeaiallY' salient in light of 
the fact that so many- people attribute high crime rates to juveniles 
and young adul.ts. Furthermore, the survey results suggest that bet
ter knowledge of neighborhood people as persons might serve as a 
deterrent to crime and might lead to better chances of speedy appre
hension of suspects, so that it is seen in part as being an effective 
intervention strategy. 
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On more technical matters of policing, the respondents are 
quite divided and this is not surpri~ing: TheY' are willing to 
commit themselves to saying that more and better policing is needed, 
but as many citizens seem to favor foot patrols as favor car patrols, 
therebY' providing little indication in this respect as to lq beliefs 
about which types of policing strategies work best. If aDYth!ng, 
however, ~;here is an implicit (and modest numerical) preference for 
foot patrols, an observation strengthened bY' the belief that police
men "ought" to get to know neighborhood people, something much 
easier done bY' patrolmen on: ,the sidewalks than bY' those who have 
to spend most of their dutY' time in a vehicle. 

Minor! tY' citizens, and particularlY' racial minorities, seexB 
to lack trust in the police significantlY' and consistentlY' more ~~ 
to the whites. Whose fault this has been is perhaps unimportant. 
The mandate is clear and urgent, however: American police must rEI
gain the trust of the entire ci tizenr.r • UndoubtedlY', non-white 
Americans have resented the fact that lo~al police have been al
most entirelY' white and male. What is more, non-whites appear to 
believe that police treat them differentlY' than theY' treat whites, 
as suspects, as complainants, and as victims. Having lost this 
basic trust of the police, minority citizens have become consider-
ably L,-:~'~S enthusiastic than whites about assisting their local police. " 
Without citizen oooperation, of course, the task of the police be-
comes harder, and the discrimination that minorities perceive will 
become fully realized in practice even if it were not based on fact 
originally. 

Thus~" relativelY' high overall levels of expressed cooperative 
intentions mask the sharp differences and the attendant problema: 
The level of cooperation is likely to 'be much lower in precisely
those areas of our communities where such cooperation might do the 
most &~ood. 

An attit~de has emerged among poor and non-white Americans 
that the police cannot or wi~not help them when they need help, 
and that consequently they are wasting their time and perhaps exacer
bating their problems bY' turning to the poli(Je for help. These citi
zens are unwilling, particularly, to identify known criminal offeuders 
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for the police, apparentlY' fearing reprisal that maY' be likelY' when, 
as theY' believe, the offender avoids prosecution and returns to the 
communitY' without punishment. An ominous implication surfaces, also. 
If poor and minoritY' citizens cannot expect to receive justice at 
the hands of the law, !DaY' theY' not t8:ke the law into thei:r own hands? 
Relative cynicism about the actual workings of the sY'stem can breed 
onlY' further cynicism and even resentment until the feedback cY'cle 
somehow is effectivelY' broken and an environment is created in which 
a sense of growing confidence can beg~ to be restored. Whether, 
as we have mentioned previouslY', more detailed knowledge of neigh
borhoods at the human and personal level works partially as such 
a mechanism cannot 'be ascertained, but on the surface of the issue 
it seems to be quite possible. 

It is quite important to note that large majorities of Ameri
cans, though with some variation among the cities, have come to the 
conclUsion that police performance in their own residential neighbor
hoods is not inferior to police services in other parts of their com
munities. In part, of course, this is a byproduct of the fact that 
the majority of residents live in acceptable if not well to do neigh
borhoods where the frUstrations, such as theY' may be, with police 
performance generally have run very low. But while non-white re
spondents expressed much more dissatisfaction than whites did in 
comparing the police performance in their own neighborhoods with 
other city areas, it remains highlY' significant that even in such 
(minority) neighborhoods majorities do not view the police force as 
neglecting theirareM in the pattern and quality of p10lice per
formance. 

On the other hand, almost three times as m&n1 non-whites com
pared with whites are dissatisfied, a~d this means that in these 
neighborhoods minorities ~~e convinced that there is some form of 
discrimination in the ~livery of police services to their city areas. 
This alone might help to explain the lower overall performance rat
ings which police officers get, and the much more frequent mention 
of complaints and frustrations, in these citY' areas. UntortunatelY', 
the data do not rel,veal the extent to which the neighborhood compari
sons of police services have some objective, or even clearly objecti
fiable, basis or whether the perceptions are part and parcel of a 
more underl$ir~ syndrome of discrimination that is felt in one waY' 
or another. 48 
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Notwi thstand1ng general satisfaotion with looal polioe ser .... ' 
viaes~ oitizens in some Amerioan oities feel that polioe are slow 
to respond to emergenoy situations, and they feel this is a short
coming. Non-whites seem to feel that police are lax or slow to 
mspond to emergencies more so than whites do. In ~ given oom
munity, it is likely that twioe as many- non-whites oompared with 
whites have adopted this view. Whether the view is true, this is 
but one more manifestation of a growing lack of oonfidenoe in polioe 
by minority oi tizens. If polioe do respond slower in minority neigh
borhoods compared with elsewhere in the same oomunmi ty, then this 
is an example of overt racial discrimination that should not be 
tolerated. 

Unfortunately, the surveys do not provide any estimates of 
the time which is likely to elapse betw~en the police being called 
in for help and the actual arrival of officers on the scene. If 
it were oolleoted, such data oOllld then be easily oompared with of
fioial records and would enable us to understand better whether there 
exist significant differenoes of a systematic nature in the relati ire 
speed of response. Moreover, such data might illuminat'e whether 
police response time itself varies aooording to suoh faotors as time 
of day' or night, prevailing traffio and olimatic oonditions, and popu
lation densities. Stioh data might reveal, also, whether tlle stl'('lng 
need for polioe help, once it is re~uired, simply makes almost any 
lapse of time too long from the perspeotive of those Americans Vlho 
oonsider the delays to be excessive and, perhaps, UIlllecessary' • I' 

Americans seem le:~s oonoerned about police dishonesty than 
about polioe impol! teness , sometimes evenorutali ty and ineffecti ve
ness. This ifil9. little surprising, inasmuch as a number ot' studies 
have indicated rather clearly that not negligible proportio~s of 
o';:~icers wi thill ~ police departments, partioularly urban \ oneJ,:' , 

. . 
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may be less than honest to one extent or another. Muoh of the dis
honesty involves police toleration of rackets, however, and may exist 
without the knowledge of most citizens. This finding is a tribute 
to the Ameri~aan polioe. At least, there is not any widespread al
legation among Americans that citizens must pay tributes to reoeive 
Justioe. Some oitizens believe they can reoeive Justioe from the 
polioe, while others believe that they cannot, but few seem to be
lieve that a bribe will make the differenoe. 

Polioe fairness is perceived by some citizens to vary fro~ 
one neighborhood to another, but this perception is must st~onger 
in some oities oompared with others. Su~h a pattern of variation 
in this regard tends to suggest the pol:1.ce are mo:t'e fair to ci ti
zens living in some neighborhoods and less fair to citizens living 
in other neighborhoods, but only in some and nClt all oi ties of the 
country. Baltimore and Boston were two cities where this feeling 
was much more p,ronounoed than in other cities, and both cities have 
experienoed sUbstantial raoial tensions in reoent years. 
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The average American, black or white, does not believe that 
the police ~buse their authority by engaging in unwarranted violence. 
A small minority of citizens disagree, however, and believe that 
police brutality is commonplace. Does this mean that between five i < 

and ten percent of the American population dislike police intrinsic
ally, believe what they see on television without considering its 
reliability, or are people who instigate phYSical conflict with the 
police? It may. On the other h~d, it may mean that ten percent 
of the population live in areas of their communities where police 
tend to violate the rights of citizens Il¥:)re often and more blatantly 
than they do in other areas of the community. The young, the less 
educated, and the low income earners are convinced that police bru
talitY' exists much more so than are other citizens. Men are more 
convinced of this than are women. If strong police action, even 
over-~actions which may often be categorized as brutality, exist, 
of co~~e, it is likely to be directed toward the young, poor, under
educat(Jd male, and particularly against non-whites. Could concern 
about police brutality be experiential? We must not fail to heed 
the cries and complaints of any segment of the communitY', no matter 
how small the proportion, because to do so is at our peril. 

The Il¥:)st educated people are the ,ones who are most afraid 
among non-whites to increase authority. Clearly, educated minority 
citizens fear police abuses toward themselves and toward their com
pa.triots. That there may be fire amidst the sll¥:)ke cannot be dis
missed in haste. These citizens may be expressing fears which the 
less educated minority citizens fear expressing. 

E. THE COURT SYSTEM 

Americans are not reiuctant to diagnose the symptomatology 
that confronts the nation's courts, and they are eager to suggest 
specific changes, however pedestrian, that might be implemented in 
an effort to reduce the major problems which they perceive to exist. 
While citizens views of police have been often formed on the basis 
of experience, or at least greater visibility, for the most part, 
their understanding of the judicial processes and of the problems 
that are inherent in the court system are much more likely to have 
been the products of hearsay; rhetoric or, often, media-produced 
imagel"Y'. Perhaps for tbis reason, among others, there appears to 
be less divers:i,ty in the viewpoints expressed by Americans toward 
the court system compared with viewpoints expressed toward the po
lice system. However, the confidence which manY' Americans profess 
to have or to lack in the nation's courts seems to be somewhat enig
matic, if not entirely paradoxical. Many citizens express satisfac
tion with the courts gens.:,ally and with judicial fairness particular
ly, but cr:i,ticize intensely specific trends in judicial behavior such 
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as sentencing practices. Some citizens express dissatisfaction with 
the courts generally and with judicial fairness particularly, but 
praise specific trends in judicial behavior such as sentencing prac
tices. 

Defini tely 1 Americans have lost confidence in the abilitY' 
of the nation's court,s to administer justice. This loss of con
fidence has been gradual but has gained momentum in recent years. 
It has been pervasive 1 extending from the United States Supreme 
Court down through the state and countY' courts of general juris
di.ction. In a sense, Americans seem to have blamed the courts for 
law enforcement inadequacies fO.r which the police should at least 
share the blame. 

Citizens seem p~rturbed that judges have hampered the police 
by imposing procedural co.~tstraints that '. delay or impede criminal 
investigations and prosecutions. Although mat of these procedural 
constraints have emanate from the decisions of the t~ted States 
Supreme Court in its efforts to maximize the rights of the accused, 
there is no doubt but that the average American assesses all courts, 
high and low, equally and negatively. Perhaps the major reason why 
Americans havel:iecome disenchanted wi t.h trial courts is their be
lief that judges are too lenient with known offenders, permitting 
dangerous criminals to be released from pre-trial confinement and 
r.efusing to impose adequate punishment against most offenders once 
theY' are convicted. 

Olearly, Americlms have a high regard for pUlnshment, and 
theY' seem to feel that potential offenders will curtail their crimi
nal activities if the~' face a greater certainty of severe punishment. 
Obviously, enhanced punishment would be an easier and more pedestrian 
solution to the crime problem than alternative solutions such as bet
ter crime prevention programs, but the populace looks towa.rd a simple 
solutior.i. 
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Since 1973, and, particularlY' since 1975, Americans have 
adopted much harsher views of punishment than 1;heY' harbored in 
earlier Y'ears. Without any- doubt, the average 'citizen in the 
Un! ted States has become tired of hearing about the crime prob
lem and the threats posed bY' repeated criminal offenders. Ameri
cans want the crime problem reduced, believe that more severe. 
punisbment will do the job, and are not bashful about saying so. 

A greater concensus has been reached bY' Americans toward 
sentencing the crim:tnal offender in the ;rears since 1975, also. 
While talk about long prison sentences used to be initiated bY' 
men and most freq:uentl~' bY' utl.dereducated and poor men, since 1975 
enough women and af'fiuent men have agreed with these views so that 
few demographic variations remain as to American views of:' punish
ment for crime. Americans from ever:! walk of life have become 
victimized on the streets and in their homes to the extent that 
the;r have become pragmatic and "tough" about dealing with the crime 
problem. 

Between 1967-1975, .Americans supporting greater punishment 
of convicted criminal offenders increased bY' 17 percentage points, 
from one-half to two-thirds. During this time, white .Americans 
came to issue a national mandate for dealing with the convicted 
offender much more severely. Non-wbi te Americans were slower to 
follow this mandate and have never done so yet to the same extent 
that whites have done, but the increase among the nan-whi tea who 
have adopted this view has been greater than that of whites, ex
panding from ane-quarter to one-half of the non-white population. 

One reason why more whites than nan-whites have criticized 
punishments imposed bY' American courts is that offenders who have 
been sentenced bY' courts recentl;r in most states of, the United 
States have been disproportionately non-white. Still, although 
whites seem to believe that judges should have dealt more harshly' 
with offenders including non-white offenders, only half the pro
portion of non-whites compared with whites expressed confidence 
in the nation's courts. Non-white Americans seem to feel that 
they have not received justice in the courts. One reason for 
this is that non-white .Americans have become more polarized than 
whitas on the issue of how severely to sentence the convicted 
criminal offender. ObviouslY', non-whites who feel the' courts 
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should impose more severe sentences, as about half of them do.,. ma;r 
lack confidence in the courts because j.udges do not impose more 
severe sentences. Th;is is somewhat unlike1;r, however, inasmuch' as 
even among whites who feel more strongly on this issue there is a 
stronger tendency to express confidence in the courts. Some non
whites ma;r not harbor oonf'idence in the courts because they feel 
the courts impose too severe sentences, perhaps upon non-white of
fenders especiall;r. 

There seems to be another more likely reason why non-whites 
have not reached the point of expressing much confidence in the 
nation's courts. To non-white Americans, the courts like the po
lice are white institutions from which the;r, as non-whites, have 
been kept aloof. Few courts in the 1960' s had black judges even 
as "tokens, II and that is all that black judges became even in the 
1970's. Moreover, in the 1960's and 1970's, few blacks occupied 
posi tions of authori t;r or responsibility in the judicial pI'ocess 
as attorne;rs for the prosecution or defense. 

The gap between the elderl;r and the ;roung widened during the 
late 1960's and earlY' 1970's as to how severelY' convicted criminal 
offenders should be punished. Undoubtedl;r, one reason wbY' senior 
citizens came to believe that punishments must be made more severe 
is that, in their own youth, punishments were more severe and the;r 
thought crime was less prevalent. Although punishments have become 
more humane in the years since the Second World War and yoUDger 
Americans have grown-up in the new tradition, this certainly does 
not explain wbY' crime rates have escalated as the;r have. Better 
methods of maintaining criminal statistics may explain part of 
rising crime rates, but I!I8IlY' senior citizens do not seem to recog
nize this. Prevalence of narcotic drugs and other changes in social 
condi tiona maY' explain higher crime rates, and although I!I8IlY' senior 
citizens do recognize this, they seem nevertheless to focus on the 
punishm~nt issue more so than on other questions related to the 
crime problem. 

FINDING 42. Thr0rfhout the late 1960's and 1970's 
about hilf of Amer ~ans who were surveyed have ap .. 
peared to be erpiexed at the extent to which de-
a;rs are common as cr t18. cases are processe in 

the court s;rstem, but this a tt:! tude was str.ongest 
among respondents who hid attended college. LOcal 
surve;rs conducted duriDi this period confirm thit 
at least three-fourths of the citizens who were 
interviewed favored one or more proposats to re
organize the operational structure of their local 
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oourts, suoh as the establishment of speoial adminis
trative procedures for adjudioating traffio offenses, 
and the oreation of separate oourts to hear cases'that 
involve disputes within the family unit. 

Amerioans seem to feel that their oourts are less than ade
quate procedurally as well as substantively, but partioularly on 
aooount of time delays oaused by oase baoklogs. If the alfJernative 
to delay reduct1..on in the number of cr1minal oases to be neard in 
oourt, the average citizen is prepared to reorganize the court struc
ture and to alter court Jurisdiotion so that fewer oases will be 
heard but so that the oases that are heard will reach a speedy and 
more predictable disposition. 

There i.s some evidence that significant proportions of the 
population do not witness traffic and famil~ offenses as being com
parable to other criminal oases. Ci tizens seem willing to have these 
oases heard before a referee of other non-Judicial decision-maker 
as opposed to a Judge, if necess8.l"l to reduce oase backlog. It is 
important to stress that some Americans seem to prefer taking traf
fio and family' cases out of the courts even though theY' do not worry 
about delars, inasmuch as onlY' about one-half of the population is 
ooncerned about oourt delays but about three-fourths of the popula
tion would favor reorganization of the court structure. 

One reason why oollege graduates and others who' have attended 
college seem to be more concerned than other oitizens about delaY'S 
in the courts is that these oitizens are most oognizant of the re
quirements of due prooess of law, having studied the same in oollege. 
Another reason might be that people who have attended oollege, and 
especially those who have graduated, have become accustomed to com
pleting their wor.k on schedule, and are annoyed when officials who 
are being paid bY' their tax dollars are unable or unwilling to do 

, 

so, also. 

Americans believe strongly that punishment will deter crime. 
That theY' may be mistaken on this score seems unimportant to them. 
The average citizen s"ams to blame the rising crime on a relaxation 
in the severitY' of plmishments oommonly imposed by the oourts. One 
reason why the elde.rly feel this waY' more so than younger Americans 
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maY' be that, when theY' were younger, punishments tr..at were imposed 
more severelY' than theY' are now. Of course, years ago, punishments 
were imposed less ~quitablY' than theY' are now and were, more often, 
discrimirla tory toward disadvantaged citizens. Whi te citizens, and. 
partioularlY' affluent whites, stress the need for enhanced punish
ments, undoubtedlY' because when theY" tbink of someone being' punished 
they tbink of someone other than themael ves. ~~eY' think of the poor, 
and theY' think of non-whites. On the other ~nd)" the poor and non
whites think of themselves, realize that when; punished' theY' are not 
always guiltY' or $S guiltY' as charged, and th~refore theY' are more 
reluctant to endorse greater punishments lest greater unfairness 
result. 

There is no doubt that the average Amerioan favors capital 
punishment as an appropriate punishment for persons who have been 
convioted of murder. Non-whites feel this waY' almost to the same 
extenttha t whites do, a generallY' strong national sentiment. The 
strange part of this finding is that, of course, ma.Dy' forms of mur
der actually cause less harm to society- than numerous, other crimes. 
Yet, respondents were much less consistent in favoring capital punish
ment for any- other crime, except treason. A handful of persons have 
been charged with treason since the Constitution was ratified in 17911 

That Amer.ioans seem to focus their attention'as well as their 
wrath on the most visible of orimes is obviated moreover by their 
willingness toward particularlY' severe d~aling with suoh offenders 
as a drug dealer' who is shown to have sold heroin to a m:tnor child. 
Once again, there are III8l1Y other crimes that oause as much, if not 
more, harm including more harm to ohildren and to more children 
(suoh as, to illustrate, child abuse itself). Americans do seem to 
be preoccupied with meeting out tough penalties against these of
fenders while remaining contented to rehabilitate other offenders, 
or, at least, to be less severe with them in the administration of 
appropriate penalties. 

In the aftermath of the Watergate saga, quite a few Amerioans 
seem to have become oonvinced that officials of government oonspire 
routinelY' with criminal offend'era, and that bY' impeding official 
activities and punishing officials severely when caught in a oriminal 
offense, the oountry will be better off. The American Bar Associa
tion voted at its meeting in the summer of 1979 to make it unethnical 
for a laWler to know about corporate activities that are illegal with
out reporting them. For. several years, it has been unethnical for a 
laWler to know that individual clients were planning to commit a crime 
and not to report them. Still, it is safe to conclude that the aver~ 
age lawyer will not call the police every time his client tells him 
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about criminal activities in the works. Probably, it would undermine 
the attorney-client relationship more to enforce these restrictions 
than it would to overlook them. In other words, the American Bar 
Association and similar organizations give the people what they seem 
to want--paper sanctions that can be invoked but that seldom will be 
invoked against officials. - -

To make it mandatory for a defendant to answer qu~stions posed 
to him during a trial, wi:thout limitation, would be to abrogate the 
Fifth Amendment to the United states Constitution. The public seems 
disenchanted with the privilege against self-incrimination, but this 
is explained largely by reason of the fact that few ordinar.1 citizens 
are ever charged with having committed a crime, and fewer still ever 
go on trial. A different attitude could be expected to prevail among 
persons. who have been tried 1'01' a crime, and e~eoially among those 
who have invoked their Constitutional protections. This finding is 
part of a general trend among lII8llY' Amerioans to want to change the 
Constitution after two hundred years, perhaps to change it only for 
the sake of change itself. 

The inconsistencies are patent: in the way Americans are re
acting to post-Watergate ideology. They want at once to compel 
defendants od laW1ers alike to "tell the truth" even at the cost 
of undermin:ing the American System of justioe, but they want to 
restrain offioials of govermnent from usirlg wire-tapping. Wire
tapping is a very useful investigatory tool that is invaluable to 
protecting the nation from foreign and domestic subversions. A 
reasonable person wouJ.d hardly be expected to trade away the Fifth 
AmendDlent, whioh proteots a few guilty individuals on occasion, in 
exchange for a prohibition on wire-tapping which enables Federal of
ficials to monitor and curtail serious espionage activities. In 
favoring this trade, at least implicitly, the average American il
luminates his lack of understanding of the complex! ty of the Ameri
can crim:inal justice system. 

There exists some signifioant polarization in the way Americans 
view fairness in the courts. A bare majority feel that the courts 
generally treat people fairly, but this means essentially that a 
strong minority of citizens harbor the opposite viewpoint. About one
sixth of the population believes not only that the courts do not al
ways treat people fairly, but that instead courts are likely to treat 
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everyone unfairly. Indeed, a:small but not insignifioant proportion 
of the American population has adopted a rather existential view of 
the courts, from which they appear to have become quite alienated. 

There is a pervasive feeling across the United States that 
the poor do not receive Justice: in the courts, and this view is 
strong among the poor themselves. It is stronger still among the 
affiuent, particularly affluent men, and among the elderly. In our 
sooiety, the elderly are often. among the poor, or at least they see 
themselves as relatively poor, since their style of living becomes 
diminished. abruptly upon retirement in most cases. Therefore, that 
the elderly share views of the poor is not surpriSing. That the 
affluent do is star.tling. Why do they? 

One reason wby the affluent believe that the 'poor are dis
criminated against :tn the courts has to be the faot that nearly 
everyone cannot help but conclude that obta:ining justice in the 
courts is expensive. It is. Affluent men lmow that justioe is ex
pensive to obtain, because they pay a considerable amount of their 
own money- and business assets to obtain justice for themselves. If 
they have to spend so muoh money to bbtain justice, then in their 
minds poorer people who cannot spend as much money must be reoeiving 
less justice. Maybe so. Wby do affluent women not. agree(/ The likely 
reason is that affluent women seldom enter the criminal courts , be
cause when they encounter difficulty with the law their husband or 
someone else bail them out. Moreover, affiilent women do not even 
use the oourts for civil litigation to the extent that affluent men 
do, except to obtain. a divorce and prop~rty settlement, which custom
arily is paid for by the husband in cooperation with the wife I s law
yer but apart from her presence. Affluent women more than other 
Americans do not. seem to know what the courts are like. 

Other findings in this study have documented that lII8llY' Ameri
cans blame the courts for incompetence in other areas of the criminal 
justice system. At the same time, II19.DY' Americans seem to look beyond 
the courts themselves for solutions to problems that face the courts. 
A number of citizens seem to conclude that economic and racial dis
crimination are at the roots of many of the problems confronting the 
courts. This may be true, to an extent, but it does not explain the 
organizational difri,i3\J~ ties facing courts in most Jurisdictions. 
Citizens seem to feel, also, that a return to more traditional moral 
and religious value~would improve the lot of the courts, presumably 
by reducing the volume of cases entering the courts. This is not 
true, neoessarily, since indeed the least moral and least religious 
people in the population may well be brought· into court less ofteh 
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than other people. The strangest irony' is that Americans seem to 
feel that the courts have paral1zed the police, but that better 
policing could cure the courts. In a sense, this is circular reason
ing. Implicitly', on the other hand, the mandate from III8.IlY' citizens 
may be that more lay citizens themselves should become involved in 
the criminal Justice system by supporting the police and the courts 
more than they have done, both financially and morally. Some of the 
problems facing the courts require more sophisticated strategies such 
as automated record keeping, elimination of politics in Judicial 
selection, and better usage of existiDg courtroom facilities. Most 
citizens do not identify these or similar remedies as being necessar.1. 

F. THE PRISON SYSTEM 

The person in the streets of America does not know very much 
about what life is like behind prison walls, does not seem to want 
to learn more, and exhibits fear and anger at that possibility. Or
di.nal:y" eitizens display a desire to be compassionate t'oward criminal 
offenders, but appear to lose patience-when the crime rate continues 
to escalate. AmeriCans do not balk at the prospect of using retribu
tive punishment when rehabilitative treatment fails, without inquir
ing in depth as to wby treatment strategies may fail or who should 
share the blame when this occurs. The average American I s knowledge 
about the prison system, of course, like that,about the ~ourt system 
but unlike the police system, is based on second-hand information 
rather than first-hand experience. They"are inconsistent in their 
attitudes toward the prison system just as they are toward the court 
system, but much more" divided in their :1l!c.onsistencies. There is a 
tendency on the part of a number of Americans to see. the prisoner as 
a different type of person from themselves, and to become preoccupied 
with the type and number of crimes which an offender has committed 
without due concern for wby those crimes happened or how to prevent 
the recurrence of crime through efforts of their own. 

White Americans seem relatively satis'fied that accused criminal 
offenders who face pretrial incarceration will receive fair treatment, , 
while non-white citizens seem equally' convinced that this is not true. 
One explanation for this dichoto~, obviously, is the fact that far 
greater proportions of non-whites than whites face pretrial detention 
when accused of a crime. Non-whites have had many more occasions 
than whites have had in recent years to experience pretrial detention. 
Experientially, non-whites are in a better position to evaluate the 
fairness of pretrial incarceration. 

, 

The oddest finding in this study may be the fact that among 
Americans generally, more are satisfied with local jails than with 
state prisons. Studies have documented repeatedly in the past decade 
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that local jail conditions are far worse than conditions in most 
state prisons. Jails are less healthful places because they are 
older, smaller, and attended by lesS competent staff than are pri
sons. Jails are less safe places because they are less competently 
supervised than are prisons, and because, unlike prisons that at 
least pretend to rehabilitate, most jails cannot be labeled any
thing other than warehouses. Moreover, Jails contain a greater 
heterogeneity of inmates than prisons do, since middle-class de
fendents who are unsavy about social practices among the confined 
are likely to be 8%p1oi ted in Jails much more- than in prisons. 'rIle 
public is not aware of the considerable actual difference between 
Jails and prisons, or of the tremendous inferiority of jails com
pared with prisons. 

Americans do not seem to know whether the prison system is 
effective in reducing, crime. How can they be, when expert penolo
gists are uncertain of the answer to this question! Persons who 
have attended college, particularly in the past decade when criminal 
Justice courses have been offered widely to students, seem convinced, 
~y a two to one margin, that prisons are ineffective. This may re
llect the literature that is prominent on III8.IlY' college campuses and 
that tends to devalue prisons, sometimes unjustly so. 

In this conclusion, another implication of the preceding find~ 
ing surfaces. Since three-fourths of the population believes that re
habilitation should be the main purpose of imprisonment but less than 
one-half believe rehabilitation is beiDg accomplished during imprison
ment, clearly many Americans express a belief that prisons do not ac
complish their intended purpose. 
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This dichot~ is made even more enigmatic by the fact that be
tween 1967-1969 when the American population generally came to lose 
faith in rehabilitation programs that were conducted inside the pris
ons, there was about a 20 percent increase in the number of non-whites 
who exhibited confidence in these kinds of programs. This was at a 
time proportionatel~ more non-whites~than whites served as inmates in 
the nation's prisons. Does this mean that significant proportions of 
minority :f..DiDates were pleased enough with the rehabilitation programs 
they experienced while in prison that they praised these throughout 
the non-white coumuni ty? Or, does it mean that non-whites were came 
to hope against hope that prison rehabilitation programs would be 
successful, as a psychological defense mechanism used to justify the 
disproportionate rates at which non-whites were confined in prison? 

This finding suggests that among both whites and non-whites, 
Americans have developed shibboleths surrounding their perceptions 
of the nature and purpose of imprisonment. In most state prisons, 
possibly with a few exceptions, inmates do not really live behind 
bars and guards are not that "tough," to be quite honest. Guards 
have little control over prisoners in ~ state prisons, where in
mate cliques control order. Although iumates sleep in small cells 
within most prisons, the average iumate spends most of the day out
side of those cells, exercising or working, watching television or 
engaging in various activities some of which are illegal. Neverthe
less, non-whites may apprehend prisons accurately as being bad places 
in which to live, although not necessarily for the reasons that ap
pear from their descriptions. MOst state prisons do not afford the 
average prisoner an opportunity for either psychological counseling 
or to learn a trade, and in believing that they do many whites do 
not understand accurately the meaning of imprisonment. That elderly 
whites still think a prisoner has a chance to learn a trade is an 
example of how technology has bypassed the American prison system. 
Several decades ago, prisoners did enjoy that opportunity, but no 
longer, since the "trades" which are useful today in the earning of 
a living are not the ones which the prisons are equipped to teach. 
The white "free-world" community does not understand this at all. 
Prisons are operated around service industries such as the production 
of food, clothing, and institutional equipment. There are few jobs 
in the outside world for people who possess these skills, and a 
prison record is sufficient to preclude access to those jobs of this 
variety that 40 exist outside of prison. Unlike a few decades, ago, 
prisoners cannot expect to find work outside of confinement in shops 
that make shoes, file cabinets, beds, or on far.ms. Today, jobs re
quire more technological skills such as familiarity with computer 
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hardware and software, and most prisons do not have on hand equip
ment that would be necessary for learning these skills. The popu
lation does not comprehend this limitation on the part of prisons. 

Prisons do possess the capability, in theory;; of offering 
psychological counseling to inmates. The primary difficulty is 
that successful counseling presumes cooperation by the patient, 
and the prison environment does not foster but instead impedes 
this cooperation. In addition, ~ prisons retain part-time 
psychological staff members who do not have sufficient time to 
work with more than a few prisoners. Some prisons may well re
ceive adequate psychological counseling while in prisons, but 
this benefit is not broad-based. The population misapprehends 
this limitation, also. ' 

There is an emerging concern among Americans that prisons may 
do more har.m than good. The more educated citizens share this belief 
much more so than the less educated, which undoubtedly explains the 
racial dichotoIDY'. Women share this view much, less than do men, per-
haps because they are less familiar than men are with prisons generally. " 
The very young and the elderly seem to support this view much less 
than do persons between the ages of 20 and 50 years 'old, perhaps be-
cause the young do not fully realize the consequences of imprisonment, 
and the elderly retain attitudes toward life that have become anachro
nistic. 

Americans seem to understand correctly that ~ prisoners are 
released from prison prior to having served their maximUm sentences. 
However, most Americans seem to feel that parole is a necessary evil, 
at best, and that per:baps it should be curtailed. There is a tendency 
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by Americans not to want to accept fai1ure whether the failure is in 
international relations, economic growth, or cr1mdnal rehabilitation. 
Perhaps for this reason so maD1 Americans favor denial of parole to 
second offenders. Citizens do not seem to understand, apparently, 
the,t most state prisoners are at least second offenders and that by 
d~ them parole the coit'of imprisonment would escalate traumati
cally-I 

One major reason why more non-whites compared w:l'th whites favor 
increasing the use of parole is that proportionately more non-whites 
than whites are imprisoned today, and undoubtedly some are imprisoned 
unjustly. One way to minimize the effects of imprisonment, and es
p~cj,ally the effects of unjust imprisonment, is to shorten the length 
o:._-.::.ncarceration. It is more likely that a citizen will favor the 
release from prison of someone whom he knows or is related to than 
of someone whom he is familiar with only on account of having read 
a name ill a newspaper. Whi te Americans seem much mo:l'e remote from 
the prison experience than do non-white Americans, and this finding 
is just another example of this si tua tion, which in :L tself is alarm
ing. 

Americans seem to want to hold parole officers responsible for 
the success or failure of their clients, much in the same way as Ameri
cans seem to have blamed the courts for failure of police to eliminate 
crime. The fact that citizens want to improve services to parolees 
reinforces this implication. Throughout these surveys, there is an 
abundance of evidence to suggest that Americans want to spare little 
money or resources in making available to the criminal offender al
ternatives to crime, but this attitude is followed by a vengeance 
that is directed toward the offender who does not avail himself of 
these opportunities. There is an impression that Americans wan,t to 
expand community-based services to offenders in order' to justify longer 
and more arduous incarceration as an alternative to unsuccessful~ com
munity-based programs. Originally, release into the community was 
envisioned as an alternative to impris~nment. Now, the opposite may 
be true, in that imprisonment may be viewed as the punishment not so 
much for having cormnitted a crime, but more for having failed to be
come rehabilitated in the community. 
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This findixlg is another example of the paradoxical thiIlldng 
that has surfaced among many Americans in their views of rehabili
tation and community-based corrections generally. The average citi
zen has imagined that his neighbors rather than he himself dislike 
correctional facilities in the neighborhood. This imaginary barrier 
is a reinforcement for their own individual distaste for offenders, 
not s(.) much because offenders have done wrong, but because they have 
failed to right themselves. This finding, coupled with the preced
ing one, also indicates a sort of sublimation among Americans that 
to send offenders to prison without first offering them community
baaed treatment is unlikely to work, offenders should not be housed 
ill their neighborhoods since if they are, and they go to prison 
'.LS they surely will, the nei!rbors ~:ther than amorphous other citi
zens will have fdled along th the offendersl In ~ event, the 
main thrust of the finding suggests that Americans say that more 
community-based centers would be quite desirable, but they ought to 
be located "somewhere else,I in the community, wherever that may be. 

Another way in which Americans might be somewhat misleadixlg 
themselves generally as well as in the rehabilitative context is to 
believe somehow DlC're money can be spent without raising taxes. Ci ti
zens are not very eager to pay more dollars into the correctional 
system. They are willing, however, to allow dollars to be diverted 
from some other governmental earmark. There is an obvious desire 
among Americans to retain local autonomy over corrections as well 
as over other facets of the criminal justice system, and therefore 
they favor state rather than Federal spending on offender rehabili
tat:ion. Another way of interpreting this finding, of course, has 
to do with the possibility that the respondents believe that such 
money as is available is not being ~ent wisely Ol!' efficientlr. In 
this vein, citizens may believe that an appropriate reallocat~ton 
and development of more efficient spending patterns would save enough 
money to do the joq that needs to be done. 

FINDING 55. Surveys document repeatedly that Ameri
cans feel reEabilltation is possible for about aIL 
offenders, even repeat offenders and those who have 
committed serious crimes, but tEat most citizens 
strongly favor long prison sentences for murderers, 
ar.med robbers, arug dealers, and even embezzlers. 
Some surveys hive Shown tEat between eight and nine 
out of ten Americans favors imPrisonment at hard 
labor. Some surveys have shown at least hilt of 
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Since most Americans believe that all offenders can be rehabi
litated, whether or not this is true, a fear of failure""iiiUst be among 
the pri.Inal7 explanations for the view adopted bY'. ~ Americans I +'he. t 
long prison terms and even capital punishment are necessary. Are 
long prison terms necessary to effectuate rehabilitation? Or, in
stead, are long prison terms necessary so that popular mowledge of 
rehabilitation failure will be prolonged? WhY' should offenders be 
executed if theY' can be rehabilitated? This sort of confronts the 
Amel'ican with the need to put his life on the l.ine, which ~ seem 
unwilling to do. Apparently, ~ citizens are not as sure as ·theY' 
profess to be that serious and violent offenders can be rehabilitated, 
and bY' killing them this risk can remain untested. 

the philosophical desirability of rehabilitation and the value
laddEl.n belief that man can learn (is teachable and thus rehabili tat
able)~-one of the keY' beliefs in the structure of the American nation
al chara<.lter--may' well go hand in hand with the conviction that known 
approache's to rehabilitation do not work and cannot work. Viewed in 
this light, citizens may believe that viable alternatives to the 
rehabilitative model have not been otfered, so that greater punitive
ness in the form of the length ot incarceration, tougher parole pro
visions and the like are kinds ot fallback against releasing into 
societY' ott'enders whom the "system" seems unable to integrate into 
social lite "anywaY'." 

This type of an interpretation seems supported particularly 
bY' the persistent finding that especially tough sen"cences are favored 
for repeated ottenders who, bY' the very nature and existence ot their 
repeated crimes, have proven themselves ditficult to rehabilitate or, 
for that matter, whom the fallible system has been unable to reinte
grate into the normal workings ot social lite. But this, too, is 
paradoxical in the face ot a strong beliet that incarceration tends 
to "harden" the offenders and that it increases, rather than decreases, 
the likelihood ot engaging in a criminal career upon release rather 
than becoming a valuable member of societY'. 

65 

, , 

o 

.. 

4)) 

... 

V. IMPLICATIONS 

A:ny a t·tempt to address the implications ot an empirical bodY' 
ot data amounts to a search for "meaning behiIld the meaning." A 
varietY' ot constraints emerge. The researcher must staY' wi thin the 
domain of the available information and, at the same time, go beyond 
it. The researcher must underscore portions of the data that seem 
to be the most signiticant, but without torgetting about or contra
dicting less signiticant portions ot the same data. The researcher 
must resist the temptation to treat as being meani:agi"ul onlY' such 
segments ot t~~~\ata as fultill his own ~priori e~~ectations. 

Data do not speak tor themselves, however. Even in the most 
restrictive meaning ot the term, data must be "interpreted" and trans
lated into clear and concise statements concerning their message(s). 
The "meaning behind the meaning" then lies in the second order ot 
interpretations, so to speak, in order that the more contextual and 
more configurational implications can be expressed. The derivation 
ot such interpretative statements remains somewhat idiosyncratic and 
cannot but retlect some value judgments on the part ot the researcher 
as well as on the part ot anyone who reads or uses the research re
port. 

Implications for policY' or tor action programs are espeoially 
ditficult to derive from data alone. For instance, 7hat is: meant 
bY' a finding that ":30 percent" ot a given population exhibit a cer
tain attitude or trai't? May this be understood as ,1~ean1ng that "onlY' 
:30 percent" as opposed to 70 percent in some other response category 
exhibit the attitude or trait? Or, should it be interpreted as meSll
ing that "as many as :30 percent," but possiblY' a higher percentage ot 
people, exhibit the attitude or trait? Or, instead, should it be in
terpreted as meaning that "not more than :30 percent," but possibly a 
lower percentage ot people, do so? The linguistic habits alone require 
that some statement be made about ":30 p~rcent, "and the implication 
~f the statement tends as a rule to underscore either the importance 
,bt ~ percentage or ot its compleme.nt. 

The predilection of our democratic dispositions is to view ex
pressions of feeling, sentiment, attitude, and opinion as a varietY' 
ot "votes," and we yield to the temptation to view the underlying 
tenor ot empirical. data in this way even when the data do not amount 
to expressions ot actual and responsible judgment or decision such 
as would be the case in an election O~ other voting and more tormal 
decision making situation. This type ot a democratic bias maY' be 
unavoidable in our society, and we all maY' be better off because ot 
it. However, it cannot resolve the subtler questions ot principle 
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because majorities as well as minorities have been known to be wrong! 
In ~ event, public opinion data do not represent votes or other 
decisions. They serve mainly as a sensitizing device. They establish 
the riverbeds of the flow of sentiment, and in doing so they yield a 
feeling for the nation's climate of thought, for the pulsations of 
the national heartbeat, for the economic, moral, and socio-political 
searching of the population. 

Much more is needed in ~rder to resolve matters of public poli
cy, and data from public opinion surveys funotion onlY' as a first step 
toward this end. No single survey, no matter how well conceived, can 
address the variety of complex factors that must be brought to bear 
upon the types of adjudications out of which new public policy is born 
or extent policy becomes altered. Yet, each study contributes to a 
piece of essential information, although the size of the piece of in
formation may' be small. Thus, each relevant inquiry hae both a "di,.. 
reqt meaning" in that it discloses some aspect of the baffling com
plexity of individual and social life, and a "meaning behind the mean
ing" of which the study is an indicator, to which 8IlY' s1llg1e inquiry 
may' be a clue, and for which it serves as a weathervane or as a baro
meter. 

, 

It is in this spirit that implications are approached in this 
report. These are among the limitations that are inherent in an 
assessment of national thinking about crime in the twenty years since 
1960. While the findings of this report have been grounded in the 
data themselves or in the aritllmetric maiIipulations that have been 
performed on that data, these implications will go somewhat further-
beyond the data base itsel£--and "read into it" the deeper or more 
underlying concerns of the American people which maybe discerned 
from careful consideration of the available infor.mation. 

Begiml1ng early in the 1970' s, but based at 1ea.st in part on 
events tl.'lat transpired in the 1960's, Americans have altered their 
1ifesty~es considerably on account of the crime problem as they see 
it, and on account of the fear which their perception of the crime 
problem has provoked. Crime aJ.'ld its apprehension by the population 
have changed some significant apsects the American way of life from 
one of relaxation and trust to one of tenseness and doubt. In re
sponse to an emerging belief that crime is escalating beyond control, 
~ Americans seem to have reacted by retreat1llg into the enclaves 
of small groups such as family units or neighborhoods where guarded 
relaxation and trust still remain. Some Americans have fortified 
their homes and even armed themselves whenever they leave their homes. 
A good deal of the American public has thought about who ts to blame 
for crime in general, and in doing so substantial segments of the 
citizenry have pinpointed the blame for crime, accurately or not, on 
groups of people who are law-abiding for the most part but from whose 
ranks a few known criminal offenders have been identified and pub1i~ 
cized. Namely, Americans have exhibited a tendency to associate 
crimes with you:ng people, poor p,'i!op1e, and non-whites at rates that 
far exceed the extent to which tnes~ demographic components of society 
bear criminal responsibility in fact. 
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The lay theories of m~ Americans suggest t~t a decline in 
the nation's moral standards lies at the roots of escalating crime 
rates. Increases in the occurrence of crime that have been reported 
are witnessed by man1 Americans as representing excessive value ~e
lativism and behavioral permissiveness beyond what they consider to 
be either appropriate or morally right. Two important ramification, 
may be imputed to these expressions of con!3ern. One has to do with 
the need for value clarification, reaffirmation or redefinition. The 
second impl1catfon bas··to do with the need to reassess the relation
ship between rights and duties, between privileges and obligations. 
The subsurface ethOs of our society reflects a growing desire to es
tablish or to reestablish clear riverbeds of moral conduct as opposed 
to conduct that is merely' compatible with the narrower framework of 
t,he legal system or with its still narrower adjudicative interpreta
tions. 

The American people pride themselves in ha~~ established 
IUld maintained a "society under the laws," and justly so. But, this 
bELS meant traditionally a social fabric in which patterns of conduct 
and misconduct are basically predictable and interpretable, not be
cs.use fleeting whims of men: or of' the times and fashions of the day 
pl.ay the determining role, but because there exists a deeper frame
work of moral principles and legal rules. Citizens prefer a system 
in which both ethical and legal propriety can be evaluated in a last
ing rather than in a momentary manner. They look toward the courts 
to provide guidelines that can withstand. the test of time. To their 
increasing dissatisfaction, however, Americans have begun to view the 
courts as being institutions which cater to political fantasies of 
various interest groups, and, consequently, which attenuate and sub
ordinate, justice in order to placate different criminal elements. 

There is an implied yearning among Americans for resollring 
the contradiction which they witness as having emerged between using 
and abusing Constitutional rights and privileges. The citizenry has 
developed the impression, accurately or not but perhaps more accurately 
than not, that their collective Constitutional rights have been ignored 
and left to evaporate as public officials have become concerned only 
about the Constitutional rights of accused criminal offenders. 

Qui t9 a few Americans seem to consir.ier crime to be a byproduct 
of basic economic and social injustice, notably of racism. Apart from 
those whose own racism itself enters into their interpretation, many 
Amerj.cans consider significant proportions of crimes that are perpe
trated by blacks and Spanish-speaking Americans to be a response to 
our SOCiety's racial and ethnic inequalities. Of course, both national 
guilt and expiation enter into this sentiment, to some degree at 1eastA 
Ne:verthe1ess, Americans are convinced that governmental measures to 
deal with crime must address the broader quest-ions of economic and 
se)cia1 inequality, and must do so clearly and consistently. 

Feelings are mixed among Americans. For some citizens more 
than for others, oociety is to be blamed for establishing a pattern 
of circumstances, relations, and conditions in which the suffering 
of some creates anger and that anger manifests itself sometimes in 
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oriminal misoonduot. For other oitizens, the individual is seen as 
being aooountable for his aotions, whioh explains wb;y" there is suoh 
a olamor for more severe punishment of known oriminal offenders. The 
Amerioan people are of two minds, then, and this is not a oontradic..
tion at all. We must alleviate economio and social inequalities, pat
terns of discrimination, and racism on the one hand. On the other 
hand, we must hold individuals who have been convicted as criminal of
fenders accountable for their actions. Social inequalities, the data 
support, oannot be permitted to exouse most oriminal offenses, suoh 
as the mugging of an elderly woman to obtain a dollar or two, or the 
selling of addictive narcotics to susceptible ,children. 

, 

Leaders of the minority oommunities in America must provide 
the kinds of ideas and role models which will counteract eao~ of two 
stereotype tmages: That minorities are all criminals, while of oourse 
most are not, and that minorities who do oommit crimes may be exoused 
for their misoonduot because of their minority status, which of course 
they should not be. The most important thing to be remembered is that, 
notwithstanding the fact that historioally injustice against minorities 
has fostered some patterns of orime, nevertheless most orimes that are 
perpetrated by minority members of sooiety are direoted against other 
minority members themselves. This faot, alone, makes the "racial in
justioe" interpretation of the origins of orime muoh weaker than it 
might be otherwise. 

Some Amerioans blame 1.memployment for the crime problem. We 
oannot tell whether people are saying tMt t.he unemployed are prone 
to oommiting orimes because they are unemployed and therefore idle, 
or beoause during periods of unemployment people are oonfronted with 
acute eoonomic needs, or because unemployment is accompanied by a 
severe loss in PSYGhologioal self-esteem. Younger and non-white Ameri
cans are represented disproportionately among the ranks of the 1.mem
ployed and among known criminal offenders. Many Amerioans tend to 
equate these two conditions, acourately or not, and to blame eoonomio 
reoession for creating unemployment as ,well as 1.memployment for creat
ing the olimate in which ol"ime flourishes. Amerioans believe, rightly 
or wrongly, that minimization of 1.memployment partioularly among the 
nation's youth would serve as an effective deterrent against many forms 
of'icrime, partioularly property offenses. Whether or not 1.memployment 
fosters orime to any significant extent is beside the point in this 
report. Many Americans feel that there is a olear relationship between 
the two oonditions, and look to government, the nation's business lead
ers, and the nation's labor unions to do something about 1.memployment. 

A sizeable segment of the American population has become con
vinoed, also, that the nation's orime problem has been exaoerbated 
if not actually caused by the disintegration of the nuolear family 
unit. Citizens believe that the family unit and parents who should 
be leading the family unit have failed to inouloate values in the 
minds of Amerioan ohildren, have failed to socialize them into the 
mainstream of respeot for "law and order," and above all have failed 
to discipline children suffioiently to teach 'them the difference be
tween right and wrong. Like the family, the American publio school 
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system is witnessed by many oitizens as bearing joint responsibility 
for failing to instill in the nation's youth a suffioient conoern for 
moral values and for "law and order" and for failing to discipline 
children so as to teaoh them the differenoe between right and wrong. 
A paradox does surfaoe when these critioisms are analyzed in depth, 
however. Most respondents to the surveys that have been: studied have 
reared ohildren of their own, but they blame families other than their 
own and school systems other than those whioh their own ohildren at-
tend for these failures. ' 

Thus, the nation advocates a major assault on crime by deal
ing with other sooial problems whioh they view as being essential. 
The g~neral moral fiber of the nation itself needs to be strengthened, 
from parent to teacher to child, and Amerioans believe that the na
tional morality may be raised U sooial injustioes and official oor
ruption are oombatted. There is a pervasive belief that young people 
and minority citizens must be integrated into the larger community, 
espeoially into the nation's labor force, and that this will reduoe 
the dimension of the crime problem sharply and abruptly. 

Moreover, Amerioans do not' seem to worry about the prospect of 
spending more money on, sooial programs,~ore than they seem to 
balk at allocating more money directly to crime prevention strategies 
such as better and more polioing. Citizens seem to be distressed that 
ourrently polioe officers do not show enough respect for the citizens 
who employ them, and that one reason for this may be the polioe of
ficers in many oommunities have not taken the trouble to become famil
iar with neighborhood residents on a personal basis. There is keen 
sentiment, partioularly, that the polioe have not endeavored to be
come familiar enough with the youth who reside in neighborhoods where 
polioe are on patrol. Nevertheless, Americans are optimistio about 
remedial efforts ·to alter the status quo. They exhibit a surprisingly 
high degree of condifenoe in the polioe in general, and seem to per
ceive the limited number of shortoomings to be characteristic of in
sufficient polioe motiYation and training, as well as lack of support 
for the polioe in the nation's courts. 

Americans seem to perceive prison correctional offioers and 
community-based probation and parole officers as being, dedicated pro
fessionals, like police officers, whose efforts to reintegrate ex
prisoners into society are stymied factors beyong their own control. 
Among these obstacles are diffioulties involved in securing the re
entry of ex-prisoners into the labor foroe and into the family \mits 
whioh offenders left as they become inoaroerated. Most citizens blame 
others, rather than themselves, for not acoepting released prisoners 
back into the community, and for resisting efforts to locate comm1.mity
based facilities such as "half way houses" in their own neighborhoods. 
To this extent, some hypocrisy is evident among the citizenry. ' 

There appears to exis'~ a considerable amount of dissatisfaction 
among many Amerioans toward their oourts and toward the Judicial pro
cess and those who administer it. Americans seem to view judges as 
being responsible for handcuffing the police and for releasing known 
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criminal offenders wi:thout prior punishment. Clearly, the average 
citizen has lost some, even a great deal of, confidence in the ability 
of government to protect him and his family from the depredations of 
criminal offenders. In v.i:ew of this loss of confidence, it does not 
matter really' on whose shoulders the citizens places the blame. In
stead of continuing to rely upon officials of government to inter-
dict c:J:ime, ordinary citizens have begun to take the law into their 
own hands, at least defensively 1£ not offensively. People have 
started to barricade their homes, to regulate their personal activi
ties and behaviors especially at night, and to become more guarded 
during social and recreational activities. The changes in the be
havioral patterns of Americans cannot heip but weaken the social fab
ric of the country. There is no doubt at all but that Americans have 
regressed to social defense patterns that are more typical of an ear~ 
lier era. They have receded into small units, sometimes but not al
ways into family or constructive family units, and have become sus
pirious of "outsiders." Indeed, some evidence exists to at least im
ply that some, perhaps even many,. Americans have beCOOle so preoccupied 
with the tbreat of crime that they hav'e repressed the tendency to iden
tify crime as a maJ,or community problem and, instead, they have dis
placed their aggression toward crime with hostilities toward other 
members of society who are different from themselves. For instance, 
the elderly have become increasingly skeptical about thamotives of 
the young, sometimes documentir,g their apprehension by accusing the 
young of disproportionate involvement in crime, but sometimes failing 
conspicuously to specifically' cite crime,as being at the root of their 
antagonism. A similar pattern of interpersonal hostility has emerged, 
particularly in the large cities, by whites toward blac'ks and even by 
blacks toward whites, with crime as a source of antagonism, but often 
an unspoken one. 

In a complex society, the search for value anchorages is an end
less one. The reconciliation between uses and abuses of rights, be
tween the demand for rights and the acceptance of obligations which 
flow from those rights, is a tenuous one at best. Although it is dif
ficult to identify a national consensus on the speCific interface of 
law and morality as well as rights and obligations, the search process 
that is aimed at clarifying these relationships is not impossible. 

In effect, the American people have been saying the following: 
The problem of crime is not simply a problem of particular forms of 
conduct which have been criminalized, but rather, it is a problem 
that reaches to the moral backbone of the nation itself. It is not 
the only problem that reaches to the moral backbone of this llation, 
however, and citizens realize that crime takes its place along with 
several problems of equal magnitude, such as the maintenance of peace 
and economic prosperity, the conservation of energy, the stabiliza
tion of inflation, and the maintenance of honesty among government of
ficials. Americans appear to be convinced, however, that no single 
strategy of crime prevention or interdiction is likely to be effective. 
Rather, multi-pronged approaches are seen as being needed. These ap-
proaches vary considerably across and even within different demographic 
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segments of the community and different geographic regions of the 
nation. While some citizens look towaro. removal of the root causes 
of crime, others seek acceleration of official law enforcement'ac
tivities while still others have retreated into their own little 
worlds and olosed-off themselves from "outsiders." The surveys that 
have been studied do not show the existence of naive optimism,. There 
is some evidence of unwarranted pessimism, but only among lW~"c. 
numbers of the oi tizenr,r • The average American seems to regaz'it .an
swers to the crime problem in a way that exhibits something in the 
nature of a cautious hope, but that is accompanied by a definite 
zeal to step-up the arduous task at any reasonable expense. 

" 
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NlLECJ SURVEY 

bATA ARCHIVE SAMPLING INFORMATION 

To fu~ther standardize the archive and to generate sUllllllAry materials 

for the methodological assessment, the University Center for Social and 

Urban Research (University of Pittsburgh) produced the attached tabulation 

of major s .. pling infomation. 'for each of the surveys in the data bank. 

Apart from its tabular form, as ~resented here, the documentation 

is computerized and it is retrievable in terms of any study characteristic 
or combination of characteristics. 

1. Each "study name" (generally a name of the organization respon

sibl. for the survey) is preceded by a number (1-164). This 

number ia the computer file number of the survey • 

2. "File naae" reproduces the d .. tgution of the survey by the 
originating organization itself. 

3. "SC:udy.date" refers to the period of fieldwork. The computerized 

a .. pling tables include, however, detailed' information about 

when the fieldwork began .s well aa when it ended. 

4. "Sample size" refer. to the actual number of records in the 

archive and thus to "completed interviews" rather than to the 
designed s .. ple size. 

S. "Time points" information simply identifies whether a partic

ular aurvey waa carried out only on one occasion or on more 
occaaions. 

6. Any major crtteria defining the study population (from which 
(/ 

the sample was drawn) are specified under "Othef" population 
criteria." 

7. "Sample area" delineates each survey in terms of geographic 

<>ar .. coverage. The term "national" refers to thC:1 48 contiguous 

statea. We found two surveys (conduced by u.S. Department 

of Commerce--Social and Economic Statistics Administration-

Bureau of the Census) that have included Alaska and Hawaii 

as well. No studies include other United States territories 
and holdings. 
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8; "Inclusion criteria,l'further detailed under the columns for 

"sex," "age" and "race" have to do with definitions of 

eligibilitv for the inclusion into the study sample. When 

fl race ," for instanc~, remains unspecUied, the survey simply 

included eligible (age/sex/other criteria) respondents 

relardle.. of race. 
9. "Unit" de.ilnaeion pertain. to still another aspect of the 

s .. plinl de.iln: whether the sampiinl frame. involved an 

"individual" as the respondent (with generalizability to . 
individuals) or a respondent representinla "household." 

10. The type of sample is identified but more detail is available 

in the docUllentation since .all~y of the samples are not precisely 

definable by the .U1IIIary "catl:h phrase"tabulated here. In 

each inatance, however, the kay designation reflects the 

specification of the sample a. stated by the responsible or

lanization itself and it does not represent our own decision 

as to the s .. plinl mode. 
11. The last coluan of the table identifies such siratifiers as 

the ."plinl de.ien docUllentation specifies. 
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Pr:1Jnary 
and 

Date Other Secondary 
Stll,dy File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Area criterial Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

~CIAL ATTITUDES WUITEN January 2584 1 None 15 citieslO None U 16-69 White I Representa- City blocks 
''\N 15 AMERICAN April 68 F tive dwelling units 

CITIES BY Probabll1ty4 
CAMPBELL AND 
SCHUMAN 

43 BOSTON AREA STUDY BAS69 January 723 1 None fl'Qston None U Adultll - II Area Geographic area 
lAarch ~9 

2,753,8003" 
F Probability4 occupied 

housing (> 

." ~. 

!dultll 44 BO~FN AREA STUDY BAS70 January 571 1 None Boston None U - II Area Geographic area, 
March 70 2,75JI8003~ F Probability4 occupied 

housing 

45 RACIAL ATTITUDE BLACKN January 2809 1 None 15 U,S. None J.I 16-69 Black I Representa- City blocks 
IN 15 AMERICAN cities10 F tive dwelling units 
CItIES BY April 68 Probability 
CAMPBELL AND 
SCHUMAN 

-" 
46 PUBLIC OPINION CAL72 January 937 1 None California Adults J,( 18+ - I Represer.ta- Social economic 

OF CRIMINAl. February Teenagers F 14-17 tive levels ages, 
JUSTICE IN 72 Probability race 
CALIFORNIA 

CJ 
,! 

~ 

II" 

zl, ... 

\ 

\ 

(' 
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,~ .. "'-', 
, 

Date O/ther 
Study File Year- Sample I,. Time Pop.ulation 
Name Nrune Month Size Points C!;'lteria 

" ~ 

, 
CRMPNA1• 47 PITTSBURGH NEIGII- Spdng 9'167 1 Registered 

BORHooD ATLAS, 76 fii ttsburgh 
NEIGHBORHOOD iioter as 
SURVEY jot November 

1/75 

48. 'I'IIE QUALITY OF QAL71N July 2164 1 I None f 

AMERICAN LIFE BY August /1 

CAMPBELL, e~.81. 71 /1 

/1 
,j 

49 JUSTIFYING JV69N SWlIIler 69 1374 Iii None ,I 
VIOLENCE: I! 
ATTITUDES OF / 
AMERICAN MAN BY 1 

''\BLUMENTHAL, kAHN f 
AND ANDREWS # 

50 DEFENSE CIVIL CD414 February 1496 t None 
PREPAREDNESS 66 
4GENC:Y (UCSUR) 

51 UNIVERSITY OF cps60N November 1181 1/ 1 None 
MICHIOAN CENTER 60 
FOR POLITICAL January 
STUDIES AMERICAN 61 j NATIONAL ELECTION 
STUDY 

I 
" 

'i. 

.------------------------------------~--------.---------------~-----.--... ----~--.. ~------.. -
II 

Sample 
Area 

Pittsburgh 
520,16732 

National 

National 

National 

National 

" 

f f, 
J 

C'·.' .. . 

" , 

fr:lJnary 
and 

Seoondary 
Inolusion 
Criterial 

None 

None 

None 

; 

None 

None 

Sex Age 

M 18+ 
F 

M 15+ 
F 

M 16-64 

" M 18+ 
F 

M .~dult 
F Voting 

Age 

", 

I }/ 
/1 

r ~.p P" ... h-...... ~ --..~., -;;- ~ . ....." 

~ :" .... 1 0lil .. __ \,' , 

l 

,,\ 

\\ 

" 

Raoe Unit Type Stratified by: 

- I Random Voting distriots 

- I Mult.i stage Geographio 
area proba- regions 
b:llity SMSA, oounties 

- I Equal Small oompaot 
P:robabili ty geOgra~hia 

areas:t 
'::. 

I Probability 
Region of - "!]Q!lPl:rl! , ~ 

"Size of city 

- I Probability Population 
density geo- \ 
graphio 1008-
tion 

ii 

" 

, 
r 

, 
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Primary 
and 

Date . Other Secondary 
Study File Year- ~ple Time Population Sample Inclusion 

" 
Name Name ).bnth Size Points Criteria Area Criteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratif'hd by: 

52 UNIVERSITY OF CPs64 Hoxember 1571 1 None National None M lat - I Probabili ty 12 lar~est 
MICHIGAN CENTjm 64 F cities 5 

FOR POI.I'l'ICAL January Propol'tion to 

STUDIES AMERICAN 65 size 
J~A'l'IONAL ELECTION 
is'roDY 

5;3 UNIVERSITY OF CPS66N November 1291 1 None, Na.tiona1 None U 1&1- - I Frobabili t.y 12 larfest 
MICHIGAN CEN'l'ER 66 F cities 5 
FOR POLITICAL Janu~ry 

Proportion to 
STUDIES AMERICAN 67 -::;} sble 
NATIONAL ELECTIO~ 
STUDY 

, 
CPSMN 1673 M 18t Probability 12 lar~~st 54 UNIVERSITY OF November 1 None National None - I 

MICHIGAN CENTER M F cides 

FOR POLITICAL January Proportion to 

" STUDIES AMERICAN 69 size 

NATIONAL ELECTION 
STUDY 

;", 
y 

., 

55 UNIVERSITY OF CPS70N November 1694 1 None National None ).( 18t - I Probability 12 1arfest 
MICltlGAN CEN'fER 70 F oities , 

FOR POLITICAL January Proportion to 

STUDIES AMERICAN 71 size 

NATIONAL ELECTION \ 
i) STUDY 

\ 
, 

r 
, 

'r I 

z), 
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\1 

'I 
\1 

il 
'I 

II 
'I 
I 

I 

! ~pl. If 
Date Other Study File Year- Time Population Name Name Month Size Po1.nts Criteria I 

I 
56 UNIVERSITY OF CPS72N November 

\270' 
1 None ·urCHIGAN CENTER 72 

FOR POLITICAL January 
STUDIES, AMERICAN 73 \ NATIONAL ELECTION 
S'ruDY 

57 UNIVERSITY OF CPS74N November 1575 1 None UICUIaAN "CENTER 74 
li'DR POLITICAL Janl!ary 
STUDIES, AMERICAN " 7'; 
NATIONAL ELECTION 
STUD:i 

>, 

58 A STUDY OF F~ILY DAS63N 63 1'36 1 Mothers of - SCHOOL children in RElATIONSHIPS IN grades 5a; 
~!~r 00, 6b OIT AREA 

59 CITIZENS IN SEARCH DAS6?N 67 780 1 Haad or OF JUSTICE wife of' --DETROIT AREA 
head of STUDY 

-I''-;-~:, 

pr!marr 
family 9 

" 

60 BLACK ATTITUDES DAS68N April to 619 8 of 10 None IN DETROIT July 68 33 --DETROIT AREA 
STUDY I 

.. 

'\ 

Primary 
and 

Sample 
Secondary 
Inclusion 

Area Criterial Sex Age 
I, 

National None M 18+ 
~' , 

National None M 18+ 
F 

Detroit None F Adultsl ? 
area 

School Dis .. 
trlcts 

Detroit 1I0ne ),( Adults 
area16 F 

. 32 
/,,199,931 

, 

City of None J,( 69 or 
Detroit F less 
1,'11,33632 

, 
i 

Race Unit Type 
----r 

- I Probabi~~ty 

, 

., 

- I Propability 

.-

I 

// 

1 I. 

Stratified by: 

12 larf~st 
cities 
Proportion to 
size 

12 lSl'fest 
oities , 
Proportion to 
size 

Black I ,i Random ClaSsroom. 8 
limtillg. raoe1 White 

" 

- I/~ 19 Area 1.nner ~bty 
:'.'f ' :,' ' 

;/ Probsbili ty :lIuLurbs / Random ! 

I . ;I 

II / 

. , 
! ( , d 

lli'kf J.fu1 t1 stag,,! Itlgll ,and Low incOII\e 
/ Prohabil1 t', Ullper and Lower socio-

! • , eooIlOlllio, Strata twicCl 
as lUal\Y t1'Olll high 

I strata as loW atl'ata 
/ 

,-..• ~, I...J.~-; 

'? 

,. 1 

\ 

\ 

, 
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Primary () 

and 
Date Other Secondary 

Study File Xear- Sample Time Population Sample Inolusion 
'. Name Name Iklnth Size Points Criteri's Area Criterial Sex Age Raoe Unit Type Stratified by: 
.-'" 

61 WHIT~ ATT1TUDES DAS69N 69 640 9 of 10 Head or Detro;l.t16 None U 69 or White I/H19 Multi stage SOcio.ecQnomio 
AND !(ITIONS IN :33 wife of arsn F less Probability patterns 
URBAN \l'.ltOBtEMS head of 4,199,9.3132 
--DETIIt'IT AREA primari 
STUD:(' family 9 

r - , -
62 SQ¢IAL PROBLEMS DAS7l33 

7l, ,~ 10 of 10 None Detroit16 None U 21+ - I [Multi stage Race, size21 
~JD SOCIAL CHANGE ~~ 33 area F Probablli ty 
(A-DETROIT AREA 4,199,93132 

-fYSTUDY ,~ \ 
e;~ DE'fROIT DLSN August 847 1. COlMlunity Detroit16 None M 16+ - 1 !c;1uster34 

proportional1~ 
LONGITUDINAL 67 sample ~refl F riot non riot 2 

;1 
STUDY WAVE 1 ),(arch ' . and riot 4,199,93132 

68 II area sample 
,.- • 

,... 

64 NATIONAL CR:ij(E DUALHII September -D 1 None Natic:ma123 None U Adult - 11 ~epresenta- Geograpllio region 
SURVEY, ATTITUDE 72 F tive population 
SUPPLEMENT Probability density rate of 

.. ~rowt~ 1960-

f 0/70 4 

~ . 
Nationa123 ~epreBenta- Geographic region 65 NATION.\L CRIME '. DUALIN September 9933 1 None Nolle M 12+ - I 

SURVEY, AT'l'ITIIDtI 72 F 

I \ 
tive, population 

SUPPLEMENT Probability density rate of 
itrowth 1960-
970 24 \ 

'\ 
, 

\) \ ~ I' 

I 
\ 
': , 

, 

, 
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. 

Date 
Study File Year- Sample 
Name Name Month Size 

66 NATIONAL OPINION ENNIS Swmner .3781 
RESEARCH CEN't'ill GP 
VICTIMS OF CRIMES 
SCREENER BY 
PHILLIP ENNIS 

67 PUBLIC OPINION OF TEX74 January " 749 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 16 to 
'IN TEXAS Februa~~ 

28 7~ 

68 COLUMBIA lltIIXER- CUBS 71 612 
SITY - BEDFO D 
STUYVESANT STUDY 
ON ADDICTION RE-
SEARCH AND TREAT-
MENT CORPORATION 

69 UNIVERSITY OF SWPA76 October :37.3 
PITTSBURGH CENTER 76 
FOR SOCIAL AND 
URBAN RESEARCH 

\ 

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

'.I 

\) 

IJ 

.~ 

J 
\ 

'b I'r1rm~ry " 
amI ~ 

Other Secon<lary 
Time Population Samp14'l Inc1u&tion 

Points Criteria Area Criter~a1 Sex Age " 

I;,~. 

1 None National None M 21+ 
c .' F 

1 None 'rexaa None M Adults 
F I 

1 of 2 Community Brooklyn M !Adults 
11~aders 2,602,012 

F 
busineasmen 
aonvnunity 32 
residents 

1 South- None },( Adults 
Positive we~~ern F 
response to PA~ 

raquest 
ii, ~ermission 

to inter-
view 

-" ,if 

'/ 

? 

co 

Race Unit Type -
... I Block quota3 

- I rrobability 

- I 
1:1 

\:1 , 

" 
I 

- H Pr<>portional 
Pl'l~babili ty 
saillple 

,\./J ,;. 
«. 

-

Stratified by; 

~eographic 
al'ee & metro-
Flitan & non 
tnetropoli tan, 
nedian family in-
flome, economic 
pharacteristic 

25 

~one 

e, 
" 

--

C! .-

Stege used -
enwnera tion 
di13trict, block 
~roups 

(. 
I 

.3 

\ 

, 
, 
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Prilll8ry 
and 

Date , Other Secondary \,_.'-',;'; 

Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion 
Name Nama M:lnth ., Size Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Aie, Rt\ce Unit Type Stratified by: 

of 228 " 

Syatemati-
() 

70 LEA! - NJ.TIONAL !ATL72 July to 5803 20 percent Atlanta ,M 16+ - H Oocupied boua-
CRIME SURVEY November 1970 census 

497,02432 None F oa11y30 lng uni ta and (CI'l'IES AT'tI'ruDE 72 augmented !)therB29 
SUBSlIMPLE) by building 

pel'lllits 
used as 
sampling ;/ " .. \ frame 

i 

1 of 228 '".' 

9267 Atlanta I ~ystemati-. pocup:lad bous-71 LEAA - NATIONAL PATL72 July to 20 percent M 16'1' -CRIME SURVEY November 1970 oensus F pa11y3l ng units Bnd 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 72 augmented 

497,02432 pthers29 
SUBSAMPLE) by building None permits , 

used'as . sampling 
fl'ama --72 LFA! - NATIONAL IlBAL72 July to 5960 1 of 228 20 percent Ba1 tilllOre M 16+ - 11 3y~telll8 ti- [lIlcupied haus- .. 

CRIME SURVEY November 1970 census F a11y30 ne units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 72 augmented 

905,75932 None ~thers29 
SUBSAMPLE) by building 

pel'lllits 
used as 
sampling , 
frame 

) 

I 
, 

j) 

, 

\ 

~~--~------------~------------------------------------------------------,------------------~,\~------------~~~------~~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~-----~--
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, Primary 
and 

Date . ',:4)ther Seoondary 
Study File Yellr- Sample Time Population Sample Inolusion 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Area CrUet-ial Sex Alge Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

73 LEAA - NATIONAL PBAL72 July to 10,376 1 of 228 20 percent Baltimore }.( 1M - I SyfJtemati- Ocoupied oous-CRIME SURVEY November 1970 oensus 
905.75932 F cally31 tug un~~s and (CITIES ATTITUDE 72 augmented others SUBSAMPLE) by 'building ; None 

permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame -, "-

74 LEAA - NATIONAL lICLE72 July to 6028 1 of 228 20 percent Cleveland },f 16+ ~r - H Systemati- Occupied 11ous-CRUm SURVEY November 19700ensus F " 

r 
ca11y30 ing uni ts and (CITIES ATTITUDE 72 augmented 

751,(}4632 others29 SUBSAMPLE) by bUilding Notle 
per~its " used as 

" . sampling 
frama 

- '",-

' .. ' 75 LEAA - NATIONAL PCLE72 Jllly to 9248 1 of 228 20 percent Cleveland 
}.( 16+ - I Syste~ti- Occupied hous-CRIME SURVEY November 1970 oensus 
F cally ing units and (CITIES ATTITUDE '12 augmented 

751,04632 ~thers29 SUBSAMPLE) by building, . None 
permits ., 
used as 

() sampling 
" frame - "'-

----~~~ \ 
., . 

, 
--

, 
, 

r 
, 

. ), ... 
c 
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'r , 

(, 

ij 
// 
if 
ij 

I 1 /, 

f 
ij 

ii 
,1 

I 
i/ 

,1 
, 1/ 

/1 

I 
II 

, ), 

'i 
'/ 

II 
" /l 

II 

1 
,1 Date 

~ Study /' File Year-
Name ;l Name Month 

1/ 
/IDAL72 76 LEAA - NATIO~ July to 

CRDAE SURVEY ! November 
(CITIES ATTITt10E 72 

OO~) 

77 WA- NA~7L PDAL72 July to 
CRIM"E SUR November 
(CITDm j TIWO. 72 
SUBSAlAPL~ ) 

! 

/ • 

78 LEAA f NATIONAL HDEN72 July to 
CR~ SURVEY November 
(C~ES ATTITUDE 72 
SU iAMPLE) 

j 

-I 0 

" 
, / 

I 

Sample Time 
Size Points 

59)) 1 of 228 

9472 1 of 228 

5895 1 or 22f 

dJ 

\\ 

. 
PrillU1l'Y - and 

Other Secondary 
Population Sample Inolusion 
Criteria Area Criterial Sex 

Dallas 20 percent M 
1970 census F 
augmented 

844,18932 None 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sl:!lIlpling 
frame " 
20 percent Dallas M 
1970 census F 
augmented 

844,18932 
by building 
permits None 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

20 pergent Denver "M 
1970 ~ensus F 
augmented 
by building 514,678)2' tlone 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

G " 

r, 

. ), ... 

Age Race Unit 'r.'lPe 

16T - H Systelllliti-
cal.ly)O 

. 

16T - I Systemati-
' cally)1 

16T - ''\ 
II Systemati-

cally)O 

,1 

. 

u. ) 

, i 

Stratified by: 

ccupied hous-
ng Ufj~~s') and 
thers 

~ccupied hous-
ng units and 

lthers29 

ccupied hous-
ng units and 
tbers29 ~ 

,! 

\ 

.// 

1 
Ui 

.. 

\ 

, 
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. 
, Primary 

and 
Date , !: Other SeoonJary 

Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inolusion 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Al'ea Oriteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

79 LEAA - NATIONAL PDEN72 July to 9430 1 of 228 20 peroent Denver ).( 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied hous-
CRIME SURVEY November 1970 census F ca11y31 Ing un! ts and 
(CI'l'IES ATTITUDE 72 augmented 

514,67832 None 
others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by bu:l.lding 
permits 
used as II 

sampUng 
frame 

80 LEAA - NATIONAL HNWK72 July to 6037 1 of 228 20 perc~'Il"'"- Newark 1.( 16+ - H Syste~ti- Ocoupied hous-
CRIME SURVEY November 19700e';:t- .; . F oa11y3 ing units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE '72 augmente 382,3711.2 

others29 

SUBSAMI'LE) by bu:l.lding NQJle 
permits 
used as 

r 

. sampling 
frame 

81 LEAA - NATIONAL PNWK72 July to 

,~ 
1 of 228 20 pel'cent Newark 1.( 16+ - I Systemati- Ocoupied hous-

CIUME SURVEY November 1970 oensus F 0&11y31 ing U{lits snd 
(CITIES ATTITUDE ~ 72 

) 
augmented ' None others29 

SUBSAMPI.E) ~--- by building 382,3'1732 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

\ 

"JI , 

.J 

, 
• • 

, 
, 

~r ; 

,\ ... 



, 

Ii 
if 

.t"'~a; 

( 

0 

" 

Study 
Name " 

82 LEA! - NATIONAL 
CRIME SURm 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SU13SAUPLE) 

83 LEA! - NATIONAL 
CRIME SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE) 

. 

84 LEA! - NATIONAL 
CRIME SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAllPLE) 

, 

Pate 
File Year-
Name Month 

HPLD72 July to 
November 
72 

PPLD72 July to 
November 
72 

c 

1I8TL72 July to 
November 
72 

Other 
Sample Time Population 
Size Points Cdtel'ia 

5953 1 of 228 20 percent 
1970 census 
augmented 

0 by buildIng 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

9571 1 of 228 20 percent 
1970 census 
aUgTAented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

6044 1 of 228 20 percent 
1970 census 
augmented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 

fir frame l :~-'\\ 

( I 
I 
J 

/ 

_,./ Primary 
and 

Secondary 
Inclusion 

Area Criterial 

// 
Portlan~ 

I 
I 

381, 87fJ2 
fL 

None 

1 
f 
j 
1 

PO?land 

32 

T
W None 

/ 

,jSt. Louis 
/ 

i 622,23632 

None 

... 

Sel( 

}.I, 

JI 

U 
F 

U 
F 

L 
1:, 
'.' 

" 

Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

16+ - H Systemati- Occupied hous';: 
ca11y30 ing unMs and 

otbet-ll 

-
16+ - I Systemati- Occupied hous-

cally3l ing unl ts and 
otbers29 

16+ - U Systemati- Occupied bous-
oally-30 Ing un! ts and 

otbers29 

\ 

, 

. , 
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.. 

I " r 

c 

St\ldY 
Nallk'l 

85 LEAA ~ NATIONAL 
CRD.(J!; SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE) 

86 LEAA - NATIONAL 
CRIME SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE) 

. 

87 ikAA ~ NATIONAL 
ClllME SUllVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE) 

. 

Date 
File Year" 
Name Uonth 

PSTL72 July to 
November 

{"'fl' 
72 

HCHI7) January 
to 
Jlarcb 73 

PCHI73 January 
to 
Marcb 73 

D 

Other 
Sample TIme Population Sampla 
Size Points Criteria ~ea 

87'4 lot228 20 percent St. louia 
1970 census 
augmented 

6?2;23632 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

6098 1 of 228 20 percent Chicago 
1970 ceilSUS 

3,362,82532 augmented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling " 

frame 

" 
9451 1 of 228 20 peroent ChicaRO 

1970 C8IlS!,IS 
3.362,82,32 augmented 

by building f 

permits 
used as 
sampling 
frame 

,), 

Primary 
and 

Seoondary 
Inclusion 
Criterial Sex Age Race 

),( 
None F 

16+ ~ 

),( 16+ -
F 

None 

),( 16+ -
none F 

." 

C) 

Unit 

I 

H 

,,' 

I 

" 

\ \ 
\ \\ 

Type Stratified by: 

Systemeti- Occupied hous-
cal1y3l ing un~~s aud 

others 

SystelllB.ti- Occupied hous-
ca11y30 ing uni ts and 

others29 

Syst&mati- Occupied hous-
cally31 ing units and 

others29 

. 

l 

\ 

I' 

t u: 

\ 
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tlJ-·.':-J. , , 
; . 
I 

""--'n. 
4-.. \ " 

I 

c r 
I) 

c 

. .~ 

Primary 
and 

De.te . Other Secondary 0 

Study File Year- Sample TAme Population Sample Inclusion 
Name Name ",nth She Points Criteria Area Criterial S~;( ~e Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

r 
88 LtA! -NATIONAL HDE'173 Jan\l.l:l~Y 6081 1 of 228 20 percent Detroit h 16+ - H Systemati- Occupied 11ous-CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census 1';;1l~3.3632 cl.llly30 ing units' !lnd .(CITIES ATTITUDE t'I March 7l! augmented None others29 SUBSAMPLE) 

,. by building I, permits 1 
/1 used as " .! sampling c> ) 

frame 

\-
1 of 226 89 LEA! - NATIONAL PDE'173 January 9863 2~ percent D6troit l.~ 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied 11ous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1 70 census 
1,511,3.3632 F' cally31 ing units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 73 au~ented " others29 \, SUBSAMPLE) c:/ by~ building NOlle 
permits // 

used as 
,,' . 

sampling ':.:, 
frame 

90 LEA! - NATIONAL ULA73 Jlmuary 5984 1 of 228 20 percent Los M 16+ - 11 Systemati- Occupied hous-
CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census Ang~lfllt F ca11y30 ing units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE Marcll 7') augmented None others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 2, 816,1ll32 
permits .... ' \ 

" 

II used as 
sampling 
frame 

~. 

0 , 
\ 

, 

~f 

... 



( 

) 
-

Date . Other 
Study File Yeer- Sample Time Population 
Narn& Nama Month Size Points Criteria 

91 LRAA - NATIONAL PtA73 ' January 9864 1 of 228 20 peroent 
CRIME SURVEY ') to 1970 census 
(CUlm ATTITUDE .'-' , lfaroh 73 augmented 
SUBS.A).4PLE) fj by building 

permits 
used as 
sampling 
frarn&s 

92 LRAA - NATIONAL 1INY73 JanuarY 6002 1 of 228 20 psroent 
cnnm $URVEY to 19700ensuB 
(CITtKS ATTITUDE }.(aroh 73 augmented 
SIJllSAJ.(PLE ) by building 

perllllts 
used as 

I sampling 
trames 

.-

93 LRAA - NATIONAL PNY73 January 9839 1 of 228 20 }HoNent 
C1UU! SURVEY to 1enO oetlSUtl 
(CITIES ATTITUDE ),larch 73 augmented 

" 
SUBS.AJ,IPLE ) by building 

pel'lllits 
used as 
sampling 
.framea 

(il 

'.' 

-' .. 

f 

Pr1lllary 
and 

Seoondary 
Sample Inclusion 
Ar~a Criterial Sex Age Raoe 

Los U 1M -
Angeles None F 

2,816,11132 

New YQrk U 16+ -
7 894 8~132 

F 
. , , 

None 

New York U i1 16+ -
, 32 , 

7,894.851 
None 

" "'--

.,. 

~ 

:,\ 

Unit Type 

I Sylltemati-
oally31 

H SYl:ltematl-
0811y30 

I Systemati-
oally31 

Stratified by: 

Oooupied bous-
lug un~%s and 
others 

7 

Ocoupied bollS-
ing unitB and 
others29 

Ocoupied MUS-
ing un~ tB end 
otlJera 9 

I)~ 

0 

( . 

~ 

" ~ I 

\ 

.,---\ 

\ 
I u: 

, 
, 

~ ________________ --...........lr __ ------! ... ~-,,-,, ____ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ .... ~ .. _~ 



\ I, 

( 

ii 

-,d:-· 
~; 

co 
0 

0 -. 
~ 

" -
Primary 

11\ 

IanQ 
Date Other Secoluiary II c'Study l"1le Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inolusion 

Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Age Raoe U~ t Type Stratified by: 

94 LEAA .• NA'fIONAL HPHL73 January 6094 1 of 228 20 peroent Philadelphif J.( 16+ - II Systemati- Oooupied 11ous-
CRIME SURVEY to 19700ensus 

1;948160932 None F oally30 :lng units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE Maroh 73 augmented ot11ers29 
SUBSAJ.lPLE) by building 

permits /) 

used as 
I:~rnpling 

. 
frames 

95 LEA! - NATIONAL PPHL73,., Jandary 10,160 1 of 22E 20 peroent PhUade1phi J.( 16+ - I 

\ 
Systemati- Oooupied hous-

eHM SUHVEY .. ' to 1970 census 
1,94$,60932 Nona F cally31 "ing units and 

(Cl'l'IES A~{TUDE Maroh 73 augmented otbers29 
SUBSAMPLE) V' by building 

perJdts - -... ~~:::.. used :as 
I sampling 

frames 
~ (. 

96 LEA! - NATIONAL IiB0S74 Jf\lluary 6217 2 of 228 20 peroent Boston J.( 16+ - U Systemati- Oooupied hous-
CRIME SURVEY to (\ c) 19700ensus F oally30 ing units and 
(CITIES A17ITUDE 

I' 
Maroh 74 augmented 641.05332 

None othel's29 
S~BsAMPLE) " by building 'I 

I! permits 

\ 

" used as (, 

" [, samp1ing 
" c. 

" 
frames 

II c: 

" . 
r:;:::='" I c' 

.~,. 

" 
s:. 
c·~ , 

I • 

, 

~ _______________________ ~ __________________ r __ ~ ____________________________________________ • ______________ ~,~\~ ____________ ~~~ ________ L_ _____________________ • _________________________________________________________________________ ~_ ~_ 



., 

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

~'.~~ 
J t.' ..... , A , '. 
I : 

I' ",0-

; 

I 

c 

Date Other 
Study File Year- Sample Time Population 
Name N8Q\e Uonth Size Points Criteria 

o/l LEAA - NATIONAL POOS74 January 8998 2 ot 2 2~ 20 peroent 
CRIME SURm to 19700ensus 
(CITIES ATTITUDE Maroh 74 augmented 
SUBSAUPLE) by building 

permits 
used as 
sampling 

\' fl'ames 

98 LEAA - NATIONAL IffiUF74 JI,',nuary 5954, 2 of 22e 20 peNent 
CRIME SURVEY to' 19700ensus 
(CITIES ATTITUDE }.(aroh 74 augmented 

" SUBSAMPLE) by build:lng 
permtts 

:.,::.' used as 
• sampling 

fl'ames 

.~ .'-' 

of 22 99 I.EIU\ - NATIONAL PBUF74 January 9646 2 20 percent 
CRIME SURm to 1970 census 
(CITIES ATTITUDE }.(arch 74 augmented 
SUBSAMPLE) . by building 

permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames 

, . 

': 

. \ 

Primary 
and 

Seoondary 
Sample Ino1usion 
Area Criteria1 Sex Age 

Boston M 16+ 
F 

641,05332 None 

Buffalo M 16+ 
F 

462,78332 None 

,. 

Buffalo J,( 16+ 

462,783')2 
F 

None 

r;. 

... 

Raoe Unit Type 

- I Systemati-
oally31 

. 

- H Systemati-
cally30 

- I SysteJl\llti-
oally3l 

Stra tifled by: 

Oooupied bous-
ing units and 
others29 

Ocoupied bous-
:lng unMs and 
others 

Ocoupied bous-
:lng un~ ts and 
othol'S,.9 

I ~! 

1 
\ 

\ U[ 

\ 

r 
, 



!,,:4 '. .j!#N4i 

Primary 
~ " 

and " 
Date Other Secondary 

Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion Stratified by: 
Name Name Month Size l'ointl:l Criteria Area Criteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type 

100 LEAA - NATIONAL HOIN74 January 6007 2 of 228 20 percent Oincinnati J.( 16+ - 11 Systemati- Occllpied hous-

CRn.1E SURVEY to 1970 census 
452,5!$b32 F oa11y30 ing units and 

.- (CITIES ATTITUDlj;\1 },larch 74 augmented others29 

SUBSAUPLE) ! 
by building None 
permits 
used as 

C sampling 
frames 

M, 

101 LEAA - NATIONAL POI.N'74 January 9110 2 of 228 20 percent OincilUlati M 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 cenSUS 
452,55032 F ca11y31 ing units and 

(OITIES ATTI'l'UDE March 74 augmented None 
others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
,', permits 

(~) used as 0 

, \1 sampling 
frames 

102 LEAA - NATIONAL IDIOU74 January 6199 2 of 221 ?O percent Houston M 16+ - H Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRD-IE SURVEY to 1970 census F 
"j ca11y30 ing un~ts and' 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 1,232..40732 None . others 9 

SUBSAMFLE) . by building 
,.~ 

pannUs 
used as 
sampling 
frames \ 

" 

L 

\~ 

, 
" 

, 
, 

-
. " ... 



,!",,4 '. :::::JL:;: 

[ ':-=-~ 

" ~' 

( 
,~ 

, 

(" 

Ii 

Q 

~, 

~~ 

~ 

Primary 
il and 

Date 
" 

Oi)her Secondary 
Study File Year- Sample Time i' Population Sample Inclusion 
Name Name Month Sbe Point~ Criteria Area Criteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type St,ratified by: 

.-,-
20f 2~~ 103 LEAA - NATIONAL PHOU'/4 January 9748 20 pergent llouston ),( 1( .... - I Syste~ti- OC~lupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to " I: 1970 oensus None F i~t units and 
Iii 

1.232,40732 
oally 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 i,' augmented otl)ers29 ' 

SUBSAMPLE) " by building Iii 

r pel'mits 
u used as 
" sampling 
Ii 
I,i fl'ames 

I , 
104 LEAA - NATIONAL 1!Mp.74 January 6070 2of228 20 percent Wami U 16+ - 11 Systema.ti- Od.cupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 oenaua F cally;O i~g units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 335 07532 o1:hers29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
. , I, 

None 
, permits 

'I 

" 

Ii ,I used as 
,II' , 'i sampling Ii 

I, frames 

, , 

1'1 

--i 
, 

105 LEAA - NATIONAL PUlA74 January 9909 2 Q~228 ,20 peroent },(iami ),( 16-1- - I Sys'te~ti- Oi~ouPied hoUB-

.~ CRIME SURVEY to 1970 canslIs 11' ilt1g units and 
" 

oally 

" 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 14 augmentsd 335.07532 None o'Lhers29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
pel'mits " used as 
sampling " \ 

" 
frames Ii 

" : 

" C 
• \ 

l' 
, 

~, 

. ), ... 



.-... -... ...... ="""""""""""'. --~-------~---...,....---------
~-----------------------------------------------------------~~' ------~----------,----.~~-

I 

Date Other 
Study Filii! Year- Sample Time Population 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria 

106 LEAA - NATIONAL IOOL74 January 6W7 2 of 228 120 percent 
CRn.m SURVEY to 1970 census 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 /iugmented 
SUBSAMPLE) ~y building 

"" 
permits 
used as 
sampHng 
frames 

lW LEA! - NATIONAL pt,qL74 January 10,6'27 2 of 22if< 20 pe:{'aent 
CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census 
(CITIES ATTIWDE March 74 alJgmented 
SUBSAMPLE) by building 

permits 
us ad as . sampling 
fl'ames 

f,t. 

108 LEAA - NATIONAL llUIN74 January 5940 2 of 228 20 percent 
CRn.m SURVEY to 1970 census 
(CITIES ATTITUDE )'farch 74 augmented 
SUBSAMPLE) by building 

permita 
used aa 
sampling 
frames 

I 

_ .. _-"_ .. -

, 

~I 

Prilll8l'Y 
and 

Secomlary 
Sample Inclusion 
Area Criteria1 Sex Age 

Milwaukee J.( 16i-

7l7~1243~ None 
F 

Milwaukee J.( 16+ 

717,12432 
F 

:? 

None 

Minne~-pol1s ),( 16+ 

It34,38132 
F 

None I 

(') " 

I lJ 

~ 

'. 

... 

Race Unit Type 

- H Syllte~t1-
cally 

- I iSYstelll8t1-
cally31 

c~_..:::..::-

c 

c; 

- H iSYstell\6ti-
II !<lally30 

Stratified by: 

!occupied houa-
Ing uni ts and 
Iot~erB29 

Pccupied hous-
ing units and 
Iothers29 

pccupied !lous-
lng units and 
pthers29 

• 

( ~I""I' '_" ._"'~I'''''''''-;''~\''~ 
\ 

\ 

! l> 

t 'I .......,. 

, 
l 

, 



" 
( ( 

,1 

\\ 

- \\ . 
Primary I" 

and 
Date Other Seaondary ,', 

Study . File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion 
,Name Name Month Size Paints Criteria Area Criterial SelC A{{e Raae Unit Type ' Strati1'ied by: 

. 

109 tEAA - NATIONAL PMIN74 January 9151 2 of 228 20 peraent Minneapolis None M 16+ - I Systemati- Oaaupied hous-

CRIME SIJRVEY to 1970 aensus F cally31 lng \1n~ ts and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 434 38132 others 9 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
, , 

permits 
used as 
sampling " 
frames c:, 

.' 
.2 of 228 

110 LEAA - NATIONAL HNOR74 January 6075 20 peraent New Orleans )l 16+ .' 
c) - JI Sys1iemati- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to p 1970 census 
593,47132 

F cally JO ~ ing unMs and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE ~rch 74 !h augmented None others 
SUBSAMP,LE ) by building 

permits I) 
used as . sampling 
framas 

-
III LEAA - NATIONAL PNOR74 January 9778 1'0<2. 20 percent Nel'! Orleans U I 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 censue 
593.47132 

F cIll11y:31 ing units and 
(CITIES A'rTITUDE March 74 augmented None (.Jthers29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling " frames \ 

. 
" 

, 
\ 



"',!i,"",:,~.JStIlIa::;:;: 

.. " 
( 

II -
" 

/~mary I' " 1;-''1in~ Date Other Becond;;}y Study File Yellr- Slll1lple Time Population Sample Inolusion "">""" Name Nlll1le Month Size Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Age Raoe Unit Type Stratified by: 
112 ~\ - NATIONAL HOAK?4 January '824, ~ of 228 20 peroent, Oakland ),( 16+ - II Syste~t1- Oooupied hous-CRII.<E SURVEY to " 1970 oensus None F " oally ing un~ts and (CITIES AT'l'ITUDE Marob. 74 :1 

augmented ,361 61r.a others 9 suasAMPLE) by building I \ (, 

" c permits 
-- used .IIS 

sariipUng 
frames' 

I, 

0 " 
'---113 lJl:AA - NATIONAL ' ~AK74 Jenuary 8601 2 of 228 20 peroent Oakland 11 16+ - I Syatemati- Oooupied housCi CRM SlffiVEY to 1970 oensus F 

'~"'" 9.,a11y31 ing uni ta and (CITIES ATTITUDE Maroh '74 a~grnented 361,61332 
None " " otherafl9 SUBSAMPLll: ) 0 

by building 
~,~ : pei'mita --

~'.' 
\ 

used as . 
sampling 
frlWles 

\';\ ,::.-.:-
/) -114 LEA! - NATIONAL IIPIT74 January 6058 2 or 228 20 percent Pittsburgh ~, 

M 16+ - II Syste~~ti- Ocoupied houB-CRIME SURVEY to 0 1970 oensus F oally '. lng un~B and (en'lES ATtITUDE Jlaro~ 74 augmented 520,16732 Hone 
others SUfiSAMPLE ) 

by building 0 

permits .. 
used as 

»~, 
liIampl!ng " \\ frames -. , 

"' j~\ .::.:. 

-' 
r 
0~~ 

\;1/ 
II 

\ 

" Ct 

J 0 

\\ 
" I '.' 

J , 
, 

, 
I 

... 



.... , 'j!CJ"'li4"i ........ > 

::r." 

-, 

~~~', 

Date Other. 
'. Study File Year- Sample 4'1me populat'ion 

Name Name "Ionth Size ,::~oints Criteria 

115 LEAA - NATIONAL PPI'l74 Janll~,ry 9992 ~ of 228 20 percent 

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 cenSllS 
(SITIES ATTITUDE Uarch 74 augmented 

'I SUB3M\PLE) by building 
permits 
used as 

I' sampling 
frames 

116 LEAA - NATIONAL HSDG74 January 5851;' 2 of 228 20 percent 
CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 

SUBSAMPLE) " 
by building 
permits 
usad as 

, sampling 
fl'tlmes 

117LEAA - NATIONAL PSDG74 January 9521 2 or 228 20 percent 

CRnAE SURVE'i to 1~70 census 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 
SUBSIIMPLE ) by bU1Ming 

permits 
used as 
,sampling 

" 

J 
frames 

<, 

J " 

01 I 
.. 

Primary 
and 

Seoondary 
Sample Inclusion 
Area Criterial Sex Age Race 

'Pittsburgh ' U 16+ -
520,1673~ 

F 
None 

.. 
San Diego U 16+ -

F 

696,56632 

NOlle 

San Diego ).( 16+ -
F 

696,566'32 
None 

';7-

.-. ,-
, I" 

1 
- 1 

\ 

Unit Type 

I Systemat:t-
cally31 

II Sys·temati-
cally30 

I' Systeflti-
cally 1 

':) . .~j---:.-

I 

II 

.~( 

1 

-

Stl'atit'ieq by; 

Ocoupied hous-
ing units and 
others29 

Occupied hous-
ing unit!}. and 
others29 --' 

'. 

Occupied hous-
ing units and 
otbers29 

I 

~~4' •.• 

. ---~--~\ 
\ 

\ 

, 
r 

~ _______ ---,,_~,\ _--=-... _~c __ ~_~ ___ ~ _________ ._ .. _. __ ~. 

, 



( f" 1 ,~ 
I 

" ~ - Primary <1 

and 
Date Other Seoondary 

Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Area Criteria1 Sex Age Raoe Unit Type Stratified by: 

118 LEA! - NATIONAL HSFR74 January 5881 '2 of 228 20 peroent San M 16,t ~ 11 Syste~ti- Ocoupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census Franeiaoo F cally ing uni ta arfu 
(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented None others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 715,67432 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames ,. 

119 LEA! - NATIONAL PSFR74 January 8713 2 of 228 20 peroent San M 16+ - I Systematl- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 cenaUB Franlliaco F cally31 lng units and 

" (CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented others29 
0 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 71516743~ 
permits None 
used as , 
sampling 
frames 

" 

-

5862 2 of 22E 
-

120 LEA! - NATIONAL llWDC74 January 20'jlel'cent Washington },( 16t - H Systemati- Occupied boua-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census DC F ca11yJO ing units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 74 augmented 
756, 51OJ2 

others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building None 

I I 
permits 0 

I I used as 
'J f ' c 

" sampling 1 ···c' 
.;, frames 

il 1-4.....-

\ 

;~/ , 

I , 

I" I I " 

I c " 
.. \i'. /' 

1 , 
• • 

, 

'c 



-

( ( 
( 

.. -----, 

\ 
U i 

" 

if 
" 

~~ 1/ 
Primary 

and 

+ Date Other Secondary 

File Year- Sample Time population Sample Inclusion 

Ne e Name Uonth Size Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

121 LEAA NATIONAL PWOO74 January 841~4 ao1' 228 20 peroent ~ashington U 16+ - I SystemaU .. Ocoupied hous-

CRIMI SURVEY to 1970 oensus pc F 
oa11y31 ing un~~s and 

(CIT 'J!;S ATTI'1'lJDE Maroh 74 augmented 
others 

SUBS MPLE) 
by building 756, 51032 None 
permits 

J .. 

used as 
sampling 
frames 

~ - NATI~NAL f.A.TL75 Maroh to 5858 2 of 228 20 peroent if.t1anta U 16+ - II systemat:t- Oooupied hous-

C . ME SURVEY May 75 1970 oensus 1~;;~'; 32 , F 
oa11y30 ,> ing un~ ts and 

/'ITI.. ATTI<"D' 
augmented 497,024 None 

others 9 

S BSAMPLE) 
by building 
permits 

\\ 
used as 

I 

""'" 
sampling 

" 
frames 

12~ LEAA ~ NATIONAL 

J 

2 of 228 IAt1a~ta 
PA'it7') March to 8731 20 percent U 16+ - I SystemaU ... Occupied hous-

I CRIME SURVEY May 75 1970 oensus 
4?7,O24

32 
F 

oally31 ing un~~s and 

,{ (CITIES •• "TUDE 
augmented None 

others 

! SUBSAMPLE) 
by building 

I 
permits 

I 
used as 

I 

., sampling 
I· i'rarl'1es --

(, 

; 

I 

f ',$,' \ I I 1 ) 
. :;: 'J 

.' , 
.' 

~ '~1"7 '1 I 
":,-

s~, 

\ 

.,,: 

\ 
, 

• 'so 
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( 

I) 

-' , Primary 
and 

Date Other Secondary 

Study File Year- S~iIlIP1e Time Population Sample Inclusion 

Name Name M:lnth IUze Points Criteria Area Criteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

, 

124 LEAA - NATIONAL HBAL75 March to ~953 2 of 228 20 percent Ba1t.imore None ),( 16+ - H Syst~ti- Occupied haus .. 

CRM SURVEY May 75 1970 census I'· F cally ing units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE augmented 
others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 905,7')932 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames 

125 LEA! - NATIONAL PBAL75 March to 10,451 2 of 228 20 percent. Baltimore M 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY May 75 1970 census F cally31 . ing \IlIits and 

(CI't1.l!'.S ATTITUDE augmented 905,75932 othera29 

SUBSAMPI.E ) by building None 
permits 
used as 

, sampling 
frames 

1~i6 LEA! - NATIOtlAL 11011175 January 62'5 2 01' 228 20 percent Chicago U 16+ - II Systemati- Ocoupied houa-

CRIME SURVE! ' to 1970 cen~ll~ 
:3,362,82')~2 

,F c811y30 ing unMs and 

I:' 
(CI'rIES ATTI'i'UDg' March 75 augmented 

athel'S 

SUBSAMPLE) by building None .. 

peI'lQits 
ueed as \ 

.~::;;C sampling 

II 
-.:-: 

fr&mes - -'-', " " 
~ '. -

'."1 1 
11, 

" 

1 
,~ I c· 

I;> () 

~r-:'/' 

~ 

'" , "' 

0 

0' 

, 

l' 
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(; 

. 
Frimal-Y 

and 
Date Other Seaondary 

Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inolusion 
" Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Age Raae Unit Type Stl-BUried by: -

127 LEAA - NATIONAL PCHI7' January 10,602 2 of 228 20 percent Ch:l.oago ),( 16:1- - I syste~t1- Occupied hous-
nRIME SURVEY to 1970 ceneus None F oally ing unMs end 
(CITIES ATTITUDE Maroh 7') augmented 3.362>82,)32 others 
SUBSAMPLE) by build:l.ng 

permits 
used as 
sampling '~: 

frames 

128 LEAA - tlATIONAL HCtE7' March to 631' 2 of 228 20 percent Cleveland , M lot - n Syst~t1 •• Occupied houa-
CRIME SURVEY May 7') 1970 census F cally 0 ing un~ ts and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE augmented ~'1.04632 othBl'S 9 
SUBSAMPLE) by building None 

PBrmits 
used as 

, sampling 
frames 

" 

129 LEAA.. HAT~ONAL PCLE?') March to %78 2 of 228 20'l>eroent Cleve1.and U c 16+ 
I - I Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRIl.m: SUR,!,\;;?,- May 7' l,970 census 
7'1.046.32 

F cally31 !ng units and 
(CITIES KfTlTUDE liugmented others29 

"SUI3SAMPLE ) by building Nona \ 

P9!'!"..ita 

~) 
uf'ied"as 

" ;sampling 

" 
trames 

- I - --
" -' 

" 
,-

.=. ':."" 

-- 1) 

, 
, 

, 

,\ 
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- Primary 
end 

Date Other " 
Secondary 

Study File Year~ Sample,. Time Population Sample Inclusion 

Name Name Month Size ' Points Cx'Heda Area Criterial ,Sax .A.ge Race Unit Type Stratified by: _. 
1/ 

130 LEAA - NATIONAL IIDAL7!i March to 6:233 2 of 226 20 percent Dalla.s Hone M 16+ - 11 Systemati .. Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY May 75 1970 census 
844,189J2 

F celly30 ing units end 

(CITIES A1~!TUDE augmented othera29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
" 

u 

permits 
used as 

,.,,~ , sampling 
" frames 

131 LEA! - NATIONAL PDAJ.75 March to 9816 2 of 221 40 percent Dallas ),( 16+ - I Syatemati- Occupied houa-

CRIME SURVEY It ).(ay 75 1970 census 
844,1893,2 

F cally3l ing units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE 
, augmented H()ne others29 

SUBSAMPLE) ,':-~ by building 

') permits 
used as 
aampling 

'.."; frames 
" ~ -

~:::-! 
,c. 

132 LEAA .. NATIONAL I1DEN75 March to 6159 2 of 221 20 percent Penver ),( 16+ - H Systeillati- Occupied hOIlE!-

CRn.m: sURVEY May 75 1970 census 
514,6'7832 

F ce.llyJO tng un2~s and 

(CI'rIES A'l'TITUDE augmented None othera 

SUBSAMPLlt) by b'!ildJ.ng 
perni1ts 

,~) used as 
-, I. sampling 

:.:.-

'rr\:1 
c/ 

frames ':"',' 

\ 

" 

)', 
" " ---- -' --

":~':. • 
I 'I 

-':-.. I .-
' ' 

'.7 

::' 
J I 'I 

\;. I -- , , 
, 

, 

.... L ... _ ... , ____ _ ... 
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Dat.e Other Secondary :J '-:::. 

Study File Year" Sample Time Population Saffip1e Inclusion 
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1.\ 

133 LEAA - NATIONAL PDRN75 ' Marc}} to 9342 2 of 228 20 percent Penve~ ).( 16+ .. "i' Syst~~ti~ Occupied hous" 

CRIME SURVEY May 71) 1970 censuS NOm> F caliy ing un~~s and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE augmented' . 
514~67832 

others 

SUBSAMPLE) oy building 
permits 
used 8S , sampling " -
frames " (\ ) 

; " 

/ , 

" 2 of 228 
134 LEAA - NATIO~AL HDET71) JanuBl'Y 5893 20 percent Detroit, M J.6+ - H Systemati- Occupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 oensua ~one 
F cally30 ing units and 

(CITIES ATTTITUDE March 7!i:, augmented 1,511,3%32 
others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 
permits 

-
" 

used 8,S 
• sWl'pling 

0 frames ;, 

135 J.EAA - NATIONAL PDET75 January 9369 . 2 of 228 20 percent Detroit ~one 
).( 16+ - I Systemnti- Occupied hous-

CRM SURVEY to 1970 r,ensus ,F cally31 ing un~~s ~nd 

(CITIES ATTI1UPE Ual'ch 75 augmented 1,:Ill,.33J2 
others' 

SU~.MPLE) by bl.lildlng " 

, pel'fllits " 
\: 

used as ~.1} 

\ 

sampling 
I;.:' 

c frames - ---\t:, -_.--
" ., 

T'J' '~ 
" 0-' 

\ 
\} I I 

'" 'fl 

" 

, 
:?:-.~, 

I 

.... 

~------'----------------------
..... ... 
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Study "'11e Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inclusion .' 

Name Name Month Size Points Criteria 4rea Criteria1 Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

" 
136 LEAA - NATIONAL RLA75 January 5973 2 at 228 20 percent Los M 16-11 ~ R i3ystemati- Occ,ppied hous~ 

CRIME SURVEY • to 1970 census Angeles ~one F 'ca11y30 ing uni ts and 
(CITIES ATTI1~DE March 75 augmented . 

1// 
others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building 2,816,11132 
permits 
used as ~ 
sampling 
frames 

" 
.. 

... ' 137 LEA! - NATIONAL PLA75 January 9873 :',. 2 of 228 20 percent Loa M 16..- - I Syatemati .. pccup~ed hails .. 

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census Angeles r ca11yJl ing units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE Marcil 75 I augmented ~one othel's29 

SUDSAMPLE) by building 2,816;11132 
permits 
used as 

• sampling 
frames ,',~ , 

;;' " J -

138 LEAA - NATIONAL HNY75 January 5862 2 of 228 20 percent New York M 16+ .. H Bys tEllllB ti- pccupied hous-

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 cenaua one'-' F ca11y30 ng units and 
(CITIES ATrITUDE March 75 augmented 7,894,851 32 pthers29 

SUBSAMPLE) • by building I.:d"/ \ 

0 permits 
used as 
aampling 
framea ,0 

c) 

0 

\ 
, . 

, 
, 

It. 
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Primary 
and 

Date Other Secondary 
Study File Year- Sample Time Population Sample Inc1us,f.on 

Stratified by: 
Name Name Month Size Points Criteria Ar(!a Criterial Sex Age Race Unit Type 
'i 

1.39 J~ - NATIONAL PNY7') January 96.38 ~ of 228 20 percent New Yprk None J,( 16+ - I Syst;nti- Occupied hous-
CHIME SURVEY to 1970 census 

" l~ 
F call ing units and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE Barch 75 augmented' 7,894,851.3· others29 
SUBSAMPLE) by building 

permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames 

" 

,if, 
, 

March 2 of 22~ 
. 

140 LEAA - NATIONAL HNWK75 6187 20 percent Newark U 16+ , - H Syate~ti- Occupied hous-
CRM SURVEY to 1970 census F cally ing units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE May 75 augmented 

.382,'.377 32 
None others29 

SUBSAMPLE) by building ~:: 

Permits 
used as 

I I:lampling - frames " 

141 LEAA - NATIONAL " PNWK75 March 9292 12 of 228 20 percent NElwark ),( 16+ - I Systemati- Occupied housw 

CRIME SURVEY to 1970 cenaus -. F aally.31 ng units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE May 75 augmented 

.382,.377.32 
~ , othera29 

SUBSAMPLE) by bulldine; None 
\ 

. permits 
used as 
s8ll'pling 
frames 

c 

• II ~~~ 
~'-

~.:.:~ , 
, 

, 

'r 

. ), ... 
c 



.. __ ... ~~_,,~ ... _.~~ ,~_o.;",_"..-_~~--____ ~_--...-_____ ~ _________________ _ -

I c 

C)' 

i 
., 

/1 -, 
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.:1 and 
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Nlime Name Month Sizlf. Points Criteria Area Criterial Sex Age Race Unit Type Stratified by: 

142 LEAA - NATIONAL ~HL75 January 6048 2 of 228 20 percent Philadelphia :u 16·t - II Systemati- Occupied hous-
I,) CRIME SURVEY to 1970 census F cally30 lug un~~s and 

(CITIES ATTITUDE March 1') augmented. 32 othera 1\ 

SUBSAUPLE) by building 1,948,#)9 
permits 

None used as 
sampling 

" frames 
,"H -

143 LEA.r\ - NATIONAL ~PHL7,) January 10,1')1 2 of 228 20 percent Philadelphia M 16+ - I Systellll\ti- Occupied hous-
CRIME SUlliEY to 1970 census F cally31 !n~ un~ts and 
(CITIES AfITUDE March 7') augmented ~.948.60932 ot~E\rp 9 
SUBSAMPI.E " by building \' " 

\ permits None \1 used as \ . sampling 
frames \ 

~c .~ 

144 LEAA - NATIONAL HPLD7') March 6029 2 of 22 20 percent Portland M 16+ - c lL Syatemati- Occupied hous-
CRIME SURVEY to 1970 oensus F oally30 ing units and 
(CITIES ATTITUDE May 7') a~ented 381,87732 others29 
SUBSAMPLE) by' building ::J 

permits 

" 
used as 

None sampling i 
\\ \ 

frames 

\"'" 

\ 

~~) 

" , 
, 

I 
, 

,t. 
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Study"~ 
Name 

, 

145 LEAA- IlATIONAL 
eRn.1E SuaVEY 
(CITIF13 ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLF. ) 

146 LEAA - NATIONAL 
CRM SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE ) 

I 

Y:3 LEAA - NATIOl~L 
CRIME SURVEY 
(CITIES ATTITUDE 
SUBSAMPLE )' 

" 

/'.'. 

J;<:.te 
File Year-
Name Month 

PPLb'15 },(arch 
to 
May 75 

HSTL75 lJI:)rch 
to 
May 75 

PSTL75 
March 

to 
May 75 

-

Other 
Sample Time Population 
Size Points Criteria 

9455 2 of 228 20 percent 
1970 census 
augmented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
i'rames 

6410 2 of 228 20 peroent 
1970 census 
augmented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames 

9281 2 of 22E 20 percent 

" 
1970 ceneus 
augmented 
by building 
permits 
used as 
sampling 
frames 

.... 

-t. 

Primary 
and 

Secondary 
Sample Inclusion 
Aroa Criterial Sex Age Race 

Portland ).( :16 .. -
None F 

381,877 32 

St. Louis M 16+ -
Hone F 

622,236 32 

St. Louis M 16+ -
F 

622,2% 32 None , 

... 

Unit Typo 

I Systemati-
cally31 

:\' 

H Systemati-
ca11y30 

I Systemati-
cally31 

. i 

Stratified by: 

Occupied houa-
ing units and 
others29 

Occupied hous-
ing units and 
others29 

Cklcupied hous-
1ng units and 
others29 

II 

\ 

l 

l 
I 

\ 

, 

.--------------~.~--~.---
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Date Othu SacollClal'J' 
) ~ Study 1'-11e tur- lallple TiM ,oJlulattoa SapIa Includoll 

HAM .- Hant" S:lu 'ointe Crited. Area Cd.tllr:la1 Sax Al. lace Unit Type Stratifiad bya 

~8 NATIONAL OPINIOI J«)RC'16 P'eb1'\l!l17 1499 1 None National None 1.1 18+ '. ,I /2 FUll Probabi1it¥ by aize RESEARCH CrmTER to 
" 

., 
~ba- geographic region, -OOPER INSTIT.UTl April 76 
~Uity SWA, geographio GENERAL SOCIAL 
~ 1/2 location within area, SURVEY 
~1oo~ raoe, income by block 

'. ~uota sex; agG elllployment 
status 

, -... 149 NATIONAL OPINIOt NORC71 February 1'30 1 None National None 1.1 16+ - I iFuu Hone RESEARCH CENTER to il r Proba--ROPER INSTITUT April 77 b:llity4 GENERAL SOCIAL 
SURVEY • -

1~ NATIONAL OPINIOI J«)RC78 Februa1'1 1'32 1 Hone National. None 1.1 18+ - I Full None RESEARCH CENTER to F Proba--ROPER mSTITUT April 78 

T 
biUty4 GENERAL SOCIAL 

SURVEY 
0 .. 

\ 

, 
, 

, 

': 

... 
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,~, 'n'r 

I . - 'd!Alary 
II. ,." 

n.te Other 8.t.lOndary 
Study rUe Year- Sldtple TiM·· 'opulatloQ Suple It'Jclualoll 
NaM ..... Itonth Sbe Point. edteda Ar •• CrU:eda1 Sax A,e Ibee UIlit Type Stratified by: 

-'" ,: . 
1!iJ. A PROFILE OF rEI EGYPT June 10679 1 None Southern None ),( Adults .. .1 Randa. Geoiraphical araa, 

CRIME IN GREAT to Illinois .. r Diilt 3 digi t telephone 
EGYPT CRWlNAL ' August 76 l' 3" 

Dialing exohanges 
JUSTICE PLANNIN( 

.,--

Counties" 
., Teohnique 

0 REGION 

1,2 LOUIS HARRIS -- H20"T January ~OO 1 None National None ),( 16-20 .. I ~t!, leoeraphio ragion 
ABC TELEVISlOO 7' F !irA ot plaoe 

1" LOUIS HARRIS -- H20"A January 2692 1 None Nattonal Nona ),( 21+ - I Bloolc Peograpblc regi9n 
ABC TELEVISlOO 7' r Quota , ~:lr.e ot place " 

¢ 

1'4 LOUIS HARRIS H7490 January 1'43 
".-:' 

1 None National None ),( 18+ I Block , Peographlo region -
STUDY' 7490 7' F Quota ~he ot placQ ; 

if --
1" LOUTS HARRIS H7689 December 14'9 1 None ~ationai None ),( 18+ .. I Blook , ~ographic ragion 

STUDY' 7689 76 F Quota. size ot place 
I \ 

1,6 PERCE~IONS OF ;;JICHl September 800 lto2 None ~ohlian Nona M 16+ - I Proba- aaple baaed on 
,?RlME BY to J.I' blUty 970 US Census OOWl t 

RESIDENTS OF Qatober Propor- t ocoupied dwelling 
UICHIGAN 72 tionate mite in L(1chigun 
WAvt I to size 

-, 

" , 
, 

-
. , ... 
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n.t. O~I' hcondarJ ,I 
Study rile Year- lu;pl~ 'rtH 'opulatioa 'upl. d IncludoQ ·.1 

,I 
II Hue N .. Month 8iq 'oiDl:e CrUeria Ar •• Criterial Sex Ap b($ UGit Ty.,. StratlUed by* 

.... u \\ u 

~ 
1'7 PERCEPTIONS OF MICl Januuy 9ClO 2 or 2 ~ lO.ohla&n None U 16+ - ,I Supl. baaed on 1970 CRIIIE BY H2 74 r .;::. US Census count of 

RESIDENTS OF ~ 

ProPOl'~ ocoupl~d dwelling MICHIGAN ~ ttonate unl ta in Wchll\(tm ~ 

WAVE II to all" 
G 'oJ .. 

1'8 FAU[L~ STUOl ~ F.AII 1976 1230 1 Intervt •• National 
,-;;-: 

\:Y A.dUl.ta I Proba- None None . 
1976 ADULT ,76A. 

'.' (7 
conduoted F ~Uity BY YANKELOVICK, oo1y it .a 

SKELLY .. WlUTE ob1ld'-'undel' 
OOPER I 8084 13 :resldel1 i t., 

" household 
.~ }l 

.ue; 
1'9 F~LY STUDY - FAIl 1976 469 1 &lnduot.d National Hone . U 6-12 .., L Pl'obll..-' None 

1976 -;:toom '76Cl wi th ohUd:re , bllity 
BY YAN . VICKr hi or parent.~ 1/'J j6 OOLLY & \mITE who parUoi- 0 nando.. 
ROPER 10084 " 

'/ {lata in . , 
prhlary " ., Interview 

- ~ -
160 FAUILY STUDY - FAM1'1 1976 1230 1 Hone National P ..,. Adults II Adults - H Proba· None 

1976 • Il00SElIOLl1' 76ti /., S - Children F ~_l~)7 bll1~ 
DY YANKELOVICK,u /<1 ,,-

.f 1213-oJ8 SKELLY & WlHTE "' land 
ROPER /I 8084 

\ 
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Study rUe 'a.r- 'lIIIpl. Ti_ Population l.-plc Inclualon 

"- I(- Honth Ih. Pointe Crlted. Ar •• Criterial Su A,. bee Unit T,,. Stratifiad by: 
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161 PORTLAtID 10/U.)9 'ron 19704 4192 1 (39) Portland f39) (39) (39) (39) (39) (39) (39) 

T7~ smA 
,~ 

1,OO7,1jo II 

32 . -- -,_ ... -.. ---- W:U 

''162 PORTLAND 1m» !'OR 1977 1 (39) Portland (9) (;J9) (39) (39)< (39) (39) (39) 

m )81,m 
;'J 

32 --
16) POT(N.\C OAI 1976 '~ 1 110M National P .. Y~~iit It 18+ - I .codified SlH of '\IOIIII1I\Ullty 

ASSOCIATE STATE W6 ~;'!; S .. Old •• t r 18+ - I rz.c,ba- « Reglond, Oeo-
or THE NATION 

~1l1t12 ( erapllic area, 
1976 i'\~ 

Paira of location 

-
1M POTOJMC OBI 1976 'JI.7 1 NOna National P - YOUl1leat II 18+ - I ~cUfled She of oomuni ty 

ASOOCIATE STAT! 976 S - 011S.IIt , 18+ - I IProb&-;a Regional, Geo-

or nit: NATION 1b1l1tJ pllpillo 81'ea, 

19?6 Palr8 of location 
. 

c, 

--

\ 

, 
r 

, 

~! , 

.), .... ' 
c 
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FOOTNOTES 

1primary and secondary inclusion criteria indicate that resoondents 
are selected in two stages. For examnle, AI PO studies instruct their inter
viewers to interview youngest male over 18 years of a~et but if that person 
is not available they are to interview oldest female over 18 years of age. 

~tldified Probability indicates that some minor non-probabilistic 
augmentation is used in the selection of respondents. This is usually done 
to insure representation of particularly important subgroups. Primary and 
Secondary Selection as in above characterizes the samp1ir~ procedure as the 
"modified" type. 

3Block quota means random[y selected areas at the block level, quotas 
are used wi thin blocks'. 

4rull, strict, and representative area probability are taken as 
equivalent. 

5MUlti-Stage Cluster -- selecting geographic areas at the minor civil 
division level, i.e., cities, towns, townships, with probabilities proportionate 
to their respective household population size., 

6 . 
l5-beat expe~imental area -- a police foundation defined area which 

does not encompass all of Kansas City. The actual population involved is being 
pursued. 

7 . Sector of city -- essentially. equivalent to a borough. 

8Equal and Random Probability Samples will be considered equivalent. 

9Ten cities include: (1) Atlanta, I".;eorgia; (2) Albuquerque, New 
Mexico; (3) Baltimore, Haryland; (4) Boston, Massachusetts; (5) Denver, 
Colorado; (6) Kansas City, Kansas; (7) Kansas City, Missouri; (8) Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin; (9) Nashville, Tennessee; (10) San Diego, California. 

lDrifteen cities include: (1) Baltimore; (2) Cincinnati; (3) Detroit; 
(4) Boston; (5) Brooklyn; (6) Chicago; (7) Cleveland; (8) Gary; (9) Newark; 
(10) Pittsburgh; (ll) St. Louis; (12) San Francisco; (13) Washington, D.C.; 
(14) Milwaukee; (15) Philadelphia. 

llThe following criteria are used to define an adult: (1) adult age 
21 years or older; or (2) married regardless of age; or (3) anyone who is 
not 11 ving with parents, or guardians. 

l~.{ail Survey. 

l3Small compact geographic areas -- 620 segments defined by the University 
of Michigan, Survey Research Center. 

/) 

I 
: ' 

.... 

l4Fieldwork conducted by National Opinion Research Center (NORC). 

l5The twelve largest cities drawn with certainty; the rest of the 
country drawn with nrobabi1ity proportionate to size of population. Samnle 
is representative of the entire contiguous U.S. as well as the fcur (4) . 
major regions of the U.S. -- Northeast, Northcentral, South, West. 

l6Detroit area SHSA includes Wayne, Oakland and ~{acomb counties. 
1'7. Mothers of school age children (in grades 5a, 6a, 6b). 

l80ne_ha1f white, one-half black. 

19 Some items may be considered household items, while others can be 
considered individual items. 

, 20 Imler city sampled at twice the number of ~urban residents to 
lllcrease the number of black interviews. 

2lCensus Tracts were stratified by racial composition in 1960, proportion 
to population size iUl 1960 .. 

22 Riot areas defined as those areas that apparently had riot related 
fires. Four (4) such strata were defined non-riot east, non-riot west, riot 
east, and riot west. 

23Includes Alaska and Hawaii. 

24poo's are grouped into self-representative PSU's which are not stratified 
and Poo's which are grouped according to similarity in characteristics mentioned 
in the table. 

25 ' 
Block quota means blo,cks are selected using a standard multi-stage 

probability. Sampling within the block uses quotas based on age, sex, employ
ment status, size. 

2~ . 
~ther documentation from the University of California's State Data 

Program, Texas 74, was actually conducted in the year and month specified on the 
table. We are not making a change in the file name since that file name exists 
in copies of the archives of a variety of locations. ' 

27 Twelve counties: (1) Allegheny; (2) Armstrong j (3) Beaver; (4) Butler; 
(5) Cambria; (6) Fayette; (7) Greene; (8) Indiana,; (9) Lawrence; (10) Somerset; 
(11) Washington; (12) Westmoreland. 

28 While these stUdies were conducted in a panel design, no information 
is available to make matching of cases from Wave 1 to subsequent waves possible. 

29Stratified by income, owner or renter, family size, further stratified 
by race of head of household, vacant units, low value, medium value, high value. 
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30For all of the household £'iles systematic selection of the 20 percent 
sample of the 1970 census was used, for further detailed information see 
Survey Documentation Central Cities Sample, 1975. 

31For all the individual files systematic selection of the 20 percent 
sample of the 1970 census was used, for further detailed information see 
Survey Documentation Central Cities Sample, 1975. Enumeration within house-

holds. 

32population Figures are accordi~~ to 1970 Bureau of Census report 
County and City Data Book, 1972. 

3:3The Detroit Area studies conducted in the years 1968, 1969, and 
1970 are srudies of social change focusing on replication of items included 
in prior Detroit Area studies (i.e., 1953-1959). This replication represents 

a time series. 

34We assume tlcluster" refers to a "multi-stage-cluster" sampling 
teclmique. 

35Fifteen counties include: (1) Alexander; (2) Franklin; (:3) Gallatin; 
(4) Hamilton; (5) Hardin; (6) Jackson; (7) Jefferson; (8) Jobn~on; (9) Massac; 
(10) Perry; (11) Pope; (12) Pualiski; (13) Saline; (14) Union; (15) Williamson; 

:36One third (1/3) random selection of children (6-12 years) in the 
national sample used in study #158. 

37We define a household record as a recbrd containing a parent and 
child interview set or a double parent interview set. 

:38Two thirds (2/3) random selection of second parent in the national 
sample used in study #158. 

39Block probability is the random selection of blocks with interviews 
in every Nth structure, a maximum of :3 structures per block. 

40Completion rate is 60.8 percent. 
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Name and Title 

3 • . --_ •. _--

~. ." 

Date Sub:::ittpd ---_.-----, 

.Sept. 79 

Nov, 79 

To 2/16/80 

To 

To 
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1. _Sid~ey Epste~.!:_~ 3." ______ '--,-__ _ 
2. Charles Kinder_m_a_n ____ _ 4. __ _ 

PllBLICATIOi~ RECo;·;:·iEtmATIONS & APPHOVfIL 
t) 

--Pro 

. 

ffue Dir~~.~~ 
,. 

, 

.' 

... 

" I. FINDINGS AND SUBSTAN'fIVE QUALITY , 

1. G}'ant Hanagel's Assessment Report 

Provide a narrative assessment not to exceed 200 words describing 
the follO\'Jing: problem addrcssed and lIla~or ob~cc~ivcs, aCCOnl
plishl,lcnts activities tlndel'taken, princlp.:tl fllldlli£1S and 
documents produced. Thi s l'cpot't vii 11 be ente~e~ i nt~ th~ LEAA 
Grant Profile File (PHOFlLE) to be used by CI'lll11nal Jtlstl~e, . 
planners an? LEFIA management and staf~. F~r fUI'iI:el' ~lanflcatlOn 
of the requll'E:l:1C'nt,\, see LEAA Handbook HB I rocedUi cs for 
Administration of Categorical Grants, chapter 6. 

l 
r 

This project was intended to give the grantee an opportunity':to 
improve his product produced earlier under O.P.M. funding. It 
integrated public opinion surveys conducted b~tween 1960 and 1976, 
on opinions and attitudes about crime and the criminal justice 
system. , 'At the project's close, the Institute, at O.P.M. 's request, 
had its products reviewed.' The revi~wers concluded that the Executive 
Summary should be published after extensive revision. 

A follow on revision project began i~ 1978 and included new tasks: 
-

1. Include all new surveys of the same kind completed since 
the first phase • 

2. Produce a generaliz~d document on how to use 'archives of 
data from co 11 ecti ons of surveys whi ch Wel"e only parti ally 
congruent. 

3. Conduct special analyses of the data as requested by the 
Instit~te. Because df poor progress made by the grantee 
during the course of the project) the last requirement 
was later cancelleq. 

Two documents were produced~ &08 H s tee =011 the fi rs t page 0 F til is" 
1'IQPid:-. They are unsatisfactorily written, in,strilcture and 
language. One is the revised executive summary. The other ;s 
the methodology document. 

Internal and external reviews resulted in strong recommendations 
against publishing either document. 

, . 

." ,: , 



2. 

(\ 

.. 

, 

Oelilil the Ilwjot' 'findings t.nd rp.cOnll!lC"w'ations. 
" 

A list of fifty six major findings is attached to this Project 
Review Form. The confi~ence which can be placed in these findings 
is very quest'ionable ac'cording ',to the reviewers of the executive 
summary. 

i 
I 

" 

, . ... 

, 
I 

I. 

.w 

~11fl~lS~~;;;t;iilifl,~~Jj:j::;E~'ri,fuiB~~(a~Itfa~!f:~~Eilii~:~it~l~ij;~~!iii~:i:;i~~j~;~i;:iiIEi~iJj:.L 
•• !\,.i(~ I 

3. 

, ' 

EVil lWlte: the t'cport in terills of thc sour,dn(~~;:; of the n:c thodo 1 oei, 
the vnlidity and rclia!)ility of tile dat,1, the quality of tho '" 
ana 1)'5 is and the apl->l~opri u. t.cnes s of the cone 1 us ions and t'oCOt11-
menclrrtions. HO\,I do' the results rolate to othel' l'cseill'ch t'csults 
of whicil \'IC lIl'C a\,hlre (e.g., do they contruuict, modify, 
reinforce, etc.?). 

The methodology was to combine the data of the collected public 
opinion and attitude surveys and to draw conclusions about their 
collective import and about chapges in attitudes and opinions over 
time. As the list of fifty six major findings will show, the 
results relate to very many facets'of the criminal justice system 
and the crime problem and do-not always agree with previous find
ings~ However, according to the outside reviewers, we cannot rely 
on the analyses made and conclusions drawn by this grantee. 

, ' 

• . 

, 

~--------------------~----~~~ ... ~~------~------~ ,_ .'J, 
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4. 

5. 

I 

.. 

SUmma}'; ze tlic outs i de rev; CV/S and aciclrcss any di ffercllces bet\-/ccn 
yOlll" assessm0nt and· those of the tev; eVlCrs . 

My assessment was that the two reports were badly written and 
structured but might be of value.if rewritten and restructured. 
Two other reviewers, one outside and one in B.J.S. considered 
both documents worthless and not worth re-writing. They urged 
strongly against publication. Another reviewer, one who had 
reviewed the final report of the original grant, caned the :lie 
methodology volume a useful a,nd excellent document. With respect 
to the executive summary, he:said that th3 best of his observations 
in the original review had not been acted upon and that the p 
presentation of data was poor. That is a score of "4"'to "0" against 
the executive summary and "3" to I~lll against the methodo"logy document. 

list the membe}'s of the Research Utilization Conunittce. 

Fred Heinzelmann 
Bob Burkhart 
Sid Epstein 
Anne Schmidt 
Paul Cascarano 
Mi ke Farrell 
Jane Middlebrook~ 
Paul Estaver 

. . 

, 

. 
... ;:I.';"'",,+~""""''''''''''''''''''''''~''''H''II.''''''~'''''''\_ ---.-" - ...... ~- .... ,-P- .. 

. . .. " .... 

. , . ... 

• Pu~C 5 

.6. Discuss the IIscfu1ncss of this roport in tetlllS of the following 
issues: 

A. Additional Research 

Hhat il~lpl ;ccltions does the report have in terms of future 
research efforts? 

None. It does not seem fruitful to pursue this:archiving 
effort further. 

RUC COlllments 

Concur: . ORP/OEtd~ 
Other': 

" 

) 

I 



.. 

.. 
B. 

Hhat arc the implications in ter!lIs of LEI\I\ policy and flJtul'Q 
progrw.1 development (i.e., technical assi5-tunce pacl~dgcs, prescril:tivc 
packages, training, fUl'thcl' testing, c1clIlonstratiClrls?) 

• I 

None at this time. 

i 
r 

RUC Comments 

. ~.~ 
OTTCP~~ Concur: 

Other: 

,'s. 

il 

r , f: 
~ 
,i 
it 

.. t 
t" 

... 

I 
I 

I' 
" 

: 

... 

. . 
Arc therc ;1I~plications for OPCI"Cltil1\'j agencies? 
straic£JY 01' strategies should U.I\I\ employ to: 

If so, ""hat 

1. nwkn uppr0pr'iatc t1uencics a\':are of the implications? 
2. assist these agencies in·dcc'jding \·,hE:!thm' to implc.:ilcnt 

the findings? 
3. implement the findings? 

None. If the reviewers are right in saying that we cannot trust 
these findings as they are presented, then we had b~~tter do nothing 
about implementation and dissemination. The tapes that are 
available will be sent to the archives in Michigan. 

RUC Comments C:0 
tJ· <lQ. ; 

OTT~· 
\. 

Concur: ORP/OE~ 
o tiller : 

, 

, 
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~.~D·;~.:,~~;~;;:~t~~J,~::~:';:.;::t;~,;,~-:::;~:~\:1;;~f·:~~:tit!i~~;;d;::~;~:;;:;::,:~~:1~1~;ji~lidi~U~mJr~;:11:1F;tl}T~~;L~:~;i~:~~'\;:~;~~~,:;,f?l~~:r:~;~~~t~T=~1IiIl~mr:: . 
:~·;t:~1 .. . . Pnge 8 

1. 

(Ollly rl:ql1in:cl fOI' final IH'oject C10ScCllt) 

J 1. ,GR!\NTEE PCRf-OH'·\l\NCE 

Do the prociucts listed on Page 1 meet «11 of the grt:nt's objectives 
as P\'cS(!llt(!d in the Pl'oposal or as officinlly Ii:od'i fied durin::; the 
course of the grunt't 

Please explni~ any discrepancies YES NO -2L_ 
,rhe reports are not well written and the 
methodology volume does not fullfil the 
purpose originally intended. 

2. ,Rate the grnntce/contrtlctors cOll'plia'ncc "lith the administratiVe repol,ting 
requirements of the gl'ant/contt'act (sub:wission .of fiscal and pr;:;gress 
reports, et.c.) 

Excellent, attentive to requirements 

Adequate performunce 

x Inadequate - frequent difficulties encountered (Explain) 
There were frequent delays and failures to submit interim reports. Two 
time extensions were required. 

3. Rate the project directol"S overall management of the pl'oject and the 
staff independently from the LEA,~ repol'.ting l'eqllil'em~nts in 1/2 above. 

Excellent 

_ ,Adequate - average number of 'problems 

.-!L. Inadequa ~e serious and persistent problems encountered (please 
explain nature of problems on attached sheet, e.g., 
lack of coordination, frequent delays, exce~sive 
start-up time, lack of cooperation). 

We simply did not get the kinds of products we wanted. 

4 • .Is there anything about the petforlilance of the grantee/contractor in 
accomplishing either the administrative ot' substantive require:7>onts 
of the project that should be taken into account by LEAA staff in 
planning future projects with this grantee/contractor? 

It seems likely that the Univ~rsity' of Pittsburgh Center for Utban Research 
cannot be relied upon to deliver timely and adequate products. However, this 
should not reflect on of her parts of the University such as their Criminal 

, Justice Research Center. . 

i , 

.. 
.. 

1. 

III. fRODUc1 DissiMl~ArJO~ 

Grant/Contl'act # -------:-
L~;~t i::P \l1:i~ten rcr~t'ts .producld by the' contract.ol'/gnlntcc intender! for 
~~ .,seT.l 110t 1 ?TI clnd yrl t.~ 11). next t.o each all Vie 1 etters Cnl'l'cspondi n'] to 
tIle ap~l'opnut(! tilsscrnlllatlon activiti8s using the codes bel 0\'1. Note 
all thataPi)ly. 

CODE I CODE. iI , CODE II r -,-- -----
Av;dlclbility and Pu!Jlication 
__ 01_ Rnp_q[t b:,~~o'lGrnn:2nt 

Pr'i VutH Pub 1 i c'at ion 
by Grantee 

~---

Methods of Publici!in~ 
_-B~'ports and Fidings __ _ 

A. 
B. 

C. 

D. 

r. .... 
F. 

Reading Room 
NCJRS Data [3ase 
(including Document Loan 
Program,and Microfiche) 
Printing of Enough Copies 
for Direct Mailing to 
Specific Persons ~r Groups 
(no extra copies for sale) 
Printing of Sufficient 
Copies fdr Director Mailing 
and NCJRS Distribution 
Printing and Sale 
NTIS 

Proposed Dissemination 
Activities 

1. ., A 

2. A 
------~---------

3. H 

4. -------------------

G. 
H. 

1. 
J. 

Com.;i2tcial PrintinCl K, 
Publication by ~ L. 
Rescar'ch Fi rill H. 
Journal Al'ticle 
Article in Magazine 
or Periodical- N. 

O. 

P. 
. Q. 

R. 
S. 

T. 
u.. 
V. 
H. 

Report Ti tle_ 

SIH 
F1YCI' 
Personal trans,ittal 
letter with ~irect 
mail cony 
LEAA Ne\':sletter M'tic1 
Propos2 Press ~eleasc 
to PIO 
Pl'CSS Confcn:mce 
Briefinq of Director 
Insti tute Semi !1ar 
National Conference 
(NILECJ) 
Prescriptive Package 
Training Works~orr 
Program Field Test 
Other (Speci fy 

Some Perspectives on Crime in the United 
States Since 1960: Executive Summary 

A Methodological Exploration of the Crime 
opinion data archive 

. , ...., 
The volumes'of data'and the ~a~es should 
be sent'to the archives in Michigan. 

, 
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Page 10 
.. 

For each repott above for \'~hi ch only !\ (l'cadi ng I'oom) \I/as tecol1i:ncnded, 
bl~i(d1y summarize the reasons fol' that recol11l11cnuatio-n. 

The reason is the same for both doctlments. They received very negative 
. reviews 1rom, the reviewers, who said that they merited no attempt at 
further revision. 

3. FOI· each repott above fo)' which C, 0, E, K, was )'ccollilllcncied, please 
list l:Jailing categol'ies and number df copies l'equil'ed' fo)· each LEI\A 
mailing li5t. (Instruction 1441.1[3, September 1975). If any addi
tional distribution is recommended, 'indicate number and attach fIluiling 
labels. 

N/A 

4. Are there any articles or privately published I'eports cUl'rently avail
able or soon to be available which were produced undel' this grant. 

;( No 

Yes (if book) Publisher's name: 

Address : 

Yes (if article) Name of Publication: 

Volume # and date of Publication: 

! • 

J 

.; .. ,..1 
..,.;¥!J.j 

1 .:lll~;~tl 

, :~Wl!~~l~ ... '"', . 

I: 
1 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------~~,~~~----~-----~-----------
1!.Wo ..... ____ .-... 

Page 11 

.. 

5. Is any fUl'ihel' c:dH:ing/l'cvJsing I'cquit'cd fOl' the reports listed on p. 7. 
(If so, indicatn the na:nGs(s) of the report and t.he nature of the cditintl. 
Has it beell discussed \·lith the grantee? Hm·, should the .editing best be 
accolllpi i shed'? 

, , 

No. According to the reviewers 1 thes~ reports should not be published. 

. 
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List 
Code 

CCltcgOl~Y 
--f95te _ 

Other Di.stri.but'io~: 

,', 

""t"" 

SJ\!·\PLE r'~I LING LIST 

Sub 
Catcgol'Y 

Code 

I' 
N/A t 

'N/A 

P(1gc 12 

1/ of 
{\dcl'esse!; ._----

, 

b-__ ~ _____________________________________ ~\ ______ ~ __ __ 

~ c III a: 
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