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Abstract
Police bias and inefficiency are greater towards individuals living in low SES neighborhoods
and poverty and they tend to not report to the police because they experience abusive
behavior, distrust and corruption when dealing with police. A hypothesis was proposed:
People in low SES neighborhoods and poverty areas are less likely to report a crime to police
as police bias and inefficiency, being one of the reasons.
In USA 2012, NCVS conducted a survey for 12 years and older by BJS. A dataset of 7277
participants was available at ICPSR and used in this study, which focused on police bias and
inefficiency. NCVS data files include person, household and victimization weighted average.
From 3541 individuals not reporting a crime to the police, 67,8% live in poverty do not report
their crime to the police and 62,1% in high SES, which are both high numbers. Two answers
of three about police bias and inefficiency showed significant difference between poverty and
high SES when asking about the reason for not reporting to the police.
The lower the SES an individual has, the less likely he is to report to the police, because of
reasons such as police inefficiency. When it came to it not being important enough to the
police it was more likely to not report the higher the SES was, which did not support the
hypothesis. Future studies should focus on further questions about this issue and a study
conducted in low SES neighborhood in Iceland would be interesting.
Keywords: socioeconomic status, SES, poverty, low income, police bias, police effectiveness,
police effects on crime, victimization, crime, crime rates

	
  

1	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  
Introduction
Those who live in low socioeconomic status (SES) or poverty have a higher rate of
distrust towards the police and therefore are more likely not to report a crime then those who
live in higher SES neighborhoods (Warner, 2007). The correlation between SES and police
bias has long been a problem in low SES neighborhoods and where people live in poverty,
especially for those of color (Barthe & Stitt, 2011; Solis, Portillos, & Brunson, 2009).
Socioeconomic status (SES) is referred to as the social standing or class of an
individual or group (Saegert, Adler,Bullock,Cauce, Liu, & Wyche, 2007). The combination
of education, income and occupation is generally used to assess whether the SES is low,
middle or high. When SES is looked at it shows discrimination when accessing resources, it
also shows problems with privilege, power and control (e.g. misuse of it and/or big gap
between SES because of money, disadvantage, education and mobility to access resources)
when looking at individuals who live in higher SES status. With lower SES usually follows
lower education, poverty and poorer health (Saegert et al, 2007)
There are more victims of crime in low socioeconomic neighborhoods then in higher
socioeconomic neighborhoods (Chong, Lee, & Victorino, 2015). Inhabitants in lower SES
have a higher likelihood of being victims of crime the more concentrated their neighborhoods
are and there is a higher likelihood of victims living in low SES that will have mistrust in the
police rather than victims living in high SES. (Lee 2000; Sampson & Groves 1989; Warner,
2007).
When crime happens, first on the scene are most often the police to take an incident
report, take action (e.g. apprehend criminal(s)) or help the victim(s) (Spano, 2005). Knowing
that, it is important that the victims trust the authorities and know that the police will provide
them with basic citizen security. It is especially important that they treat all victims the same,
no matter where they come from in society (SES, race etc.) (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). The
evidence, however, points to the contrary (Granot, Stern, & Blacetis, 2017; Sivasubramaniam
& Goodman-Delahunty, 2007; Slocum, Taylor, Brick, & Esbensen, 2010). Being a police
officer comes with public expectations which police officers feel they have to follow; 1)
Dealing with crime and disorder, preventing them when possible and to bring down those
who disobey the law, 2) The public expects the police to be impartial, fair and effective when
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seeking justice for the crimes and offences individuals commit and that the police restrains
from misusing their authority (National Research Council, 2004).
The results of a qualitative study made on youth living in high-crime neighborhoods
in America, most had a negative attitude toward law enforcement, predominantly because
they had their own negative experiences with the police or because they considered police to
be ineffective and less than 10% reported that they would call the police if they would see a
criminal act by someone in their neighborhood (Carr, Napolitano, & Keating, 2007).
Individuals in high-crime neighborhoods have a negative view towards the police mainly
because they experience procedural injustice, in meaning so they have encounter dishonesty
in the police force and them lacking enthusiasm and determination in their interactions. In
addition they are stopped for no good reason, harassed or treated roughly by police and
because of these encounters, young people feel their complaints are not about the outcomes
of their procedure but the fairness of it and how they are treated. Therefore youths do not feel
complete opposition towards the police and the legal system; rather they base their opinion
on the unfairness and injustice in how police exercises their authority (Carr et al., 2007).
As a result of poverty and high mobility, the neighborhood has limited resources to
produce effective relationships with offices outside the neighborhood, such as with the police
(Slocum et.al., 2010). Therefore, it creates uncertainty between residents of low SES
neighborhoods and communities and little confidence that the police will keep them safe
(Warner, 2007).
Social disorganization theory states that when neighborhoods have high levels of
poverty, mobility, and diversity, then there is a higher likelihood to be lower levels of social
control in those neighborhoods and they are less able to control behaviors of residents (Shaw
and McKay, 2006). Poverty and mobility, unsettles the structures of social ties between
residents of neighborhoods and increases their anonymity, reducing faithfulness between
residents, encouraging mistrust in the police and willingness to report crime (Warner, 2007).
In high-crime areas, police tends to patrol them more heavily then low-crime areas,
and residents in high-crime areas are more likely to experience negative contact with officers
(Barthe & Stitt, 2011). In high-crime neighborhoods, the crime rate and the suspects going to
jail or being arrested are higher, but the police file fewer reports on behalf of victims than in
low-crime areas (Smith, 1986). Those living in high-crime areas are more likely to witness
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police corruption, verbal and/or physical abuse and therefore having mistrust in the
authorities (Weitzer, 1999).
A study of Afro-Caribbeans in low SES neighborhoods in New York City, explains
how Latino and African-American youth experience the police in their neighborhoods (Solis,
Portillos, & Brunson, 2009). The results show that Latino youth feel disrespected by the
police and that the police display little concern for the safety of those low SES neighborhoods
the youths live in (Solis et al., 2009). In addition, the police respond slowly to calls in those
lower SES neighborhoods and the residents perceive that the police treat them with
disrespect. In African-American neighborhoods, this under-policing (neglecting calls,
showing little concern for safety, etc.) seems to be followed with aggressive over-policing
(verbal and physical violence), which only strengthens youths’ negative view of authorities
and only reduces the likelihood and trust to report crimes to the police in the future (Solis et
al., 2009).
People tend to often have a positive perception about police visibility in high-crime
areas (Hawdon, Ryan, & Griffin, 2003). Although this is the attitude some people have, it is
not the reality for individuals living in these areas. (Skogan, 2009). Direct contact with police
in high-crime areas is more likely to be negative than positive, and a bad experience with
police is 4 out of 14 times more likely to happen rather than a good experience in these
neighborhoods (Skogan, 2006).
Ineffectiveness and bias usually happens with the police officers on the streets, where
the police can be the judge and jury and they lack direct supervision (National Research
Council, 2004). There is a fine line between following protocols and what they are authorized
in their police work (writing citations, arresting criminals, using force etc.) and treating
citizens unfairly because of bias, especially minority groups, where ethnic and racial profiling
is at the forefront. As a result of this, it minimizes the legitimacy of the police with these
groups and in their neighborhoods (National Research Council, 2004).
When asked, people said they would more likely report a crime if they believed that
their ethnic community was respected and integrated into how their government is run
(political structure) (Davis and Henderson, 2003). In addition, they wanted their government
to be responsive to their needs. There was a positive correlation between the ethnic
communities getting problems solved to the willingness to report (Davis and Henderson,
2003). In short, individuals felt, predominantly, that they could report to the police if the
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police were, in fact, located in the neighborhood and showed by their actions that they were
cooperative, supportive and effective.
The present study focuses on police bias in low SES neighborhoods and poverty
areas. The aim of the study lies mainly in improving the understanding of the police bias that
happens to residents in low SES and poverty areas with higher crime, increasingly more than
those living in higher SES areas, with lower crime. This research focuses on why people in
higher crime areas and lower SES areas tend not to report crimes to the police. This topic has
not been researched in Iceland to the extent it has in the United States and with this study
being published in Iceland it might lead to some thought-provoking ideas and offer an
opportunity for further studies on the subject.
From the writings above, this is the hypothesis proposed: People in low SES
neighborhoods and poverty areas are less likely to report crime to police as police bias and
inefficiency, being one of the reasons.
Method
Participants
A dataset was used in this study, which was taken from the U.S. Census Bureau for
the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), which they collect annually (Harrell, Langton,
Berzofsky, Couzens, & Smiley-McDonald, 2014). It was accessed from the website of
Institution for Social Research, which is funded through inter-agency agreements through the
Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of Justice and the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention of the Office of Justice Programs (Institute for Social Research
[ICPSR], 2013).
The participants in this study were recruited from 92,390 households, initially
recruited from 162,940 in total, ages 12 and older, male and female (Harrell et al, 2014). In
2012, each household was questioned twice for the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS) in the United States. All first interviews are conducted in person; following
interviews are either in person or by phone (Harrell et al, 2014). The dataset sample available
for use from ICPSR, from those who took part, was made into a sample of 7277 participants.
Therefor this study and its results are based on that number and the sample available (ICPSR,
2013). ICPSR creates a ready-to-go data files regularly, along with setups in software formats
as well as standard codebooks to accompany the data.
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NCVS data files use weighted average to produce annual estimates of victimization
for individuals age 12 or older living in U.S. households (Harrell et al, 2014). A weighted
average is a mean calculated by giving values in a data set more influence according to some
attribute of the data. The reason for relying on a sample rather than a census of the entire U.S.
population, a weighted average was used.
The participants who were the focus of this study, answered questions about
household income and why the participants did not report their crime/incident to the police,
whether it being because of police bias, not being important to the police, or that the police
were inefficient (see Output a, pages 18-23).
Measures
Selected questions were used from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau for the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) (Harrell et al,
2014) (see Output a, pages 18-22). The survey is a data collection, which is conducted
annually and is a self-report survey where participants are asked how often they have been a
victim of a crime and the characteristics of it during the last 6 months. The survey collects
information on crimes reported and not reported to the police. The crimes are nonfatal
personal crimes (rape or sexual assault, robbery, aggravated and simple assault, and personal
larceny) and household property crimes (burglary, motor vehicle theft, and other theft).
NCVS is the primary source to get information on the nature of criminal victimization
incidents and provides annual level change estimates on criminal victimization (Harrell et al,
2014).
In this study the questions that were used from the survey were the ones that focused
on household income and why the participants did not report their crime/incident to the
police (see Output a, pages 18-23). The question asked was: “What was the reason it was not
reported to the police?” and the answers used in this study (related to police bias) were:
“Police would not think it was important enough, would not want to be bothered or get
involved”, “Police would be inefficient, ineffective (they would arrive late or not at all,
would not do a good job, etc.)” and “Police would be biased, would harass/insult respondent,
cause respondent trouble, etc.)”. Participants would check the box if the answer applied to
them. That said, if the participant had not reported to the police because he felt that they were
biased he/she would check that answer on the survey, and if they did not feel they were
biased they left that box unchecked.
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The definition of Police ineffectiveness in this study is the following: the officer tends
to focus on him/herself over others, ego/arrogance, closed mindedness, micromanagement,
and impulsiveness. Additionally there is poor work ethic, failure to act, ineffective
communication, lack of interpersonal skills, and lack of integrity (Schafer, 2010).
The NCVS data files include person, victimization and household weighted average
(Harrell et al, 2014). Person weighted average produce an estimate of the population
represented by each person in the sample. Victimization weighted average was measured by
the number of participants present during an accident and/or crime and for high-frequency
repeat victimizations (or series victimizations). To definition series victimizations is when
crime happens to a victim so periodicity that the victim has a hard time to recall each
individual event or describe them in detail (Harrell et al, 2014). Weighted average of
household provides an estimate of the U.S. household population described by each
household in the sample.
Household income as a percentage above, at, or below the Federal Poverty Level is
the main measure of poverty for this study (FPL) (Harrell et al, 2014). The participants are
asked about their household income level during the first interview and after that they are
asked in every odd-numbered interview. When the participant is not asked about household
income, the information from the previous interview is used. When included, respondents are
asked to choose a household income from 1 of 14 categories, the highest category is an
income of $75,000 and more, middle being $20.000-24.999 and the lowest being less than
$5000 (Harrell et al, 2014) (See Output a, page 18).
To determine the SES of victims, a yearly household income was divided into 4
groups. Victims of crime that had their SES in Poverty with a yearly household income of <
$17,500, victims of Low SES that had yearly household status of $17,500-39,000, middle
SES victims that had the yearly household income of $40,000-74,999 and victims in high
SES that had a yearly household income of $75,000 +.
The variables in this study are income level and score on the scale of reasons for not
reporting a crime. The independent variable is income level and the dependent variable is the
score on the scale of reasons for not reporting a crime.
Procedure
A BSc student in University of Reykjavik did the procedure of this study, focusing on
the questions on police bias and ineffectiveness. However, the U.S. Census Bureau did the
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main procedure of conducting the survey for the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) on the
behalf of the National Crime Victimization Survey in the year of 2012. The survey was
administered to individuals ages 12 or older, both female and male, from a nationally
representative sample of households in the United States (Harrell et al, 2014). The NCVS
defines a household as a group of members who all reside at a sampled address. Individuals
are considered household members when the sampled address is their usual place of
residence at the time of the interview and when they have no other place of residence.
Usually, all first interviews are conducted in person; following interviews are either in person
or by phone (Harrell et al, 2014). The households in this study remain in the sample for 3
years, and eligible participants are interviewed every 6 months, either in person or over the
phone for a the sum of 7 interviews. The reason for choosing interview or phone call is the
availability and the mobility of the participant.
Individuals who took the survey provided information about themselves (e.g., age,
sex, race and Hispanic origin, marital status, education level, and income) and whether they
experienced victimization (Harrell et al, 2014). For each victimization incident, the NCVS
collects information about the offender (e.g., age, sex, race and Hispanic origin, and victimoffender relationship), characteristics of the crime (including time and place of occurrence,
use of weapons, nature of injury, and economic consequences), whether the crime was
reported to police, reasons the crime was or was not reported, and victims’ experiences with
the criminal justice system (Harrell et al, 2014).
New households are rotated into the sample on an ongoing basis to replace outgoing
households that have been in the sample for the duration of 3 years (Harrell et al, 2014). The
sample includes all individuals who live in a group housing, such as dormitories, rooming
houses, and religious group establishments, and excludes individuals living in military
barracks and institutional settings, such as correctional or hospital facilities, and individuals
who are homeless. Victimizations that occurred outside of the United States were excluded
from this report (Harrell et al, 2014).
Results
In this study, from 7277 participants in the dataset, 5493 in total answered the
question about reporting or not reporting to the police. 1784 participants did not answer this
question in the survey. There were 3541, that answered the question about whether they did
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not report to the police and 1952 participants, that answered the question that stated that they
did report to the police (see Output b, page 24). This study focuses mainly on those 3541
participants who did not report to the police, and why they did not report.
There was a significant difference in frequency in reporting or not reporting a crime
to the police by socioeconomic status (χ2(3) = 10.687; p = .014). Spearman’s rho test showed
that the lower the SES an individual has, the less likely he is to report to the police (r = -.033;
p = .013), see Table 1.
Table 1
Victims by socioeconomic status who reported and not reported to the police
SES

Did report

Did not report

N

Poverty

32.3%

67.8%

1200

Low SES

36.7%

63.3%

1495

Middle SES

34.6%

65.4%

1316

High SES

37.9%

62.1%

1482

Because of this significant difference in reporting, 3 answers about police bias and
inefficiency were looked at more closely to see whether that would be a reason for
individuals living in poverty and low SES not reporting to the police.
There was a significant difference between socioeconomic groups and victims not
reporting to police because of police inefficiency (χ2(3) = 18.258; p = .000). Spearman’s rho
test showed that the lower the SES an individual has, the less likely he is to report to the
police due to police inefficiency (r = -.062; p < .001) (see Output b, pages 28-29). In total,
there were 249 individuals out of 3541 that did not report to the police because they thought
police was inefficient in their work. It was more common that police was inefficient in their
work when it came helping victims in poverty, or 5% difference between the lowest SES and
the highest. See Table 2.
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Table 2
Percentage of victims mentioning police inefficiency as a reason for not reporting to the
police
Police was inefficient
SES

No

Yes

N

Poverty

90.9%

9.1%

813

Low SES

92.7%

7.3%

947

Middle SES

92.1%

7.9%

861

High SES

95.9%

4.1%

920

3292

249

There was a significant difference between socioeconomic groups and whether
individuals did not report to the police because they felt it wasn’t important enough to the
police (χ2(3) = 8.206; p = .042). Spearman’s rho test showed that the higher SES an
individual has, the less likely it is that he is to report to the police due it not being important
enough to the police (r = .035; p = .038) (see Output b, page 31). There were 702 individuals
in total out of 3541 that did not report their crime because they felt it was not important to the
police. In high SES it was more common that victims felt that their case wasn’t important
enough to the police, or 3,7% difference between the lowest SES and the highest. See Table
3.
Table 3
Percentage of victims that did not report due to it not being important enough to police
Unimportant to police

	
  

SES

No

Yes

N

Poverty

83.4%

16.6%

813

Low SES

79.9%

20.1%

947

Middle SES

77.9%

22.1%

861

High SES

79.7%

20.3%

920

2839

702
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A significant difference was additionally found between socioeconomic groups and
whether victims did not report to police because they felt the police was biased against them
(χ2(3) = 32.225; p < .001). Spearman’s rho test showed that the lower SES an individual has,
the less likely he is to report to the police due to police being biased (r = -.087; p < .001) (see
Output b, page 33). A total of 37 participants out of 3541 did not report their crime to the
police because of bias. Victims in low SES were less likely to report to the police because
they felt the police are biased, or 2,7% difference between the lowest SES and the highest. As
shown in Table 4, no high SES victims reported police bias.
Table 4
Percentage of victims not reporting to the police because police was biased
Police was biased
SES

No

Yes

N

Poverty

97.3%

2.7%

813

Low SES

99.2%

0.8%

947

Middle SES

99.2%

0.8%

861

High SES

100.0%

0.0%

920

3504

37

Discussion
By looking at the result, the hypothesis of this study: A hypothesis was proposed:
People in low SES neighborhoods and poverty areas are less likely to report crime to police
as police bias and inefficiency, being one of the reasons, was supported when looking at the 2
of the 3 reasons given for police bias and inefficiency. Where participants answered the
question about not reporting to the police because they felt the police was biased or
inefficient, there was a significant difference between socioeconomic status and reporting to
the police. The lower the SES status was the more likely individuals were to not report to the
police because of police bias or inefficiency. When it came to the reason of not reporting
because the participants felt their case was not important enough to the police, there was also
a significant difference between SES and reporting to the police. Although, the higher the
SES was the more likely individuals would not report to the police due to it not being
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important to the police, which did not support the hypothesis of this study. Previous studies
seem to show similar results, such as the study Carr et al (2007) conducted, where youths in
high-crime neighborhoods have negative view of the police and rate them dishonest and
inefficient when asked how the police conducted themselves towards them and other
individuals in the neighborhood. They also had little or no trust in the legal system.
Furthermore, in low SES and poverty areas where crime rate is high, the rate of individuals
going to jail or being arrested will therefore be higher too (Smith, 1986). Even for this fact,
the police seem to file fewer reports on behalf of victims in those areas than in low-crime
areas where the crime rate is lower and victims in low SES and poverty areas are more likely
to have distrust in the police because of witnessing police corruption, verbal and/or physical
abuse. (Smith, 1986; Weitzer, 1999).
The results of this study show that only about one third of each socioeconomic group
reported crimes to the police. Seeing that poverty and low SES neighborhood have higher
crime rates and victimization than high SES neighborhood those numbers come as a surprise,
both that there are only 32,3% of individuals that report to the police who live in poverty and
36,7% in low SES and also that there area only 37,9% in high SES neighborhood that report
to the police. Previous research tell us that individuals in high-crime areas, and then those
who live in low SES and poverty areas do not report their crime to the police because of
police tend to show individuals in these areas physical/verbal abuse, dishonesty, are
inefficient, respond slowly when called for help, show low concern for residents safety in
these areas and treat their residents with disrespect (Carr et al, 2007; Smith1986; Solis et al.,
2009). Additionally, police tends not to file police reports in high-crime areas, whether that
being bias or they being too overworked and underpaid in those areas (Weitzer, 1999).
Results showed individuals high SES that reported crime to the police was only 36,7%.
Either it is just that individuals in high-SES are not victimized by crime in high rate and
therefore that number is so low or that the crime committed is such that individuals will not
report because of some reason (e.g. domestic violence).
By looking at the p-value for the chi square test, which was significant, then it is
showing the closer you are to 100% or 0% mark, if looking at something that happens rarely
like someone not reporting to the police because of a specific reason, then the confidence
limits will be really tight and even though few people are in the “yes” group, the p-value will
still be significant. By this explanation, there is significant difference in individuals reporting
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and not reporting to the police, even though the numbers in the tables shown in the results are
not significantly high. The only reason given for not reporting that the significance did not
match the hypothesis was that: “it was not important enough to the police”. In that case, the
higher in SES you were the more likely you were not to report a crime because you felt it was
not important enough to the police. Those results did not match the hypothesis given and
previous studies where individuals in low SES feel as the their case is not a priority for the
police in their neighborhood and in some cases the crime is not even filed in the first place
(Smith, 1986; Solis et al, 2009; Warner, 2007). There could be other factors that have the
effect that victims in high SES are more likely not report, for example that they feel that
property stolen from them is not as valuable as that same property coming from a low SES
household and therefore they don not report. The dataset doe not show those numbers, nor
did the individuals answer questions in the survey to understand why they felt it was not
important to the police. Previous studies show that residents of the wealthiest and poorest
neighborhoods use methods aside from seeking police intervention when coming across a
dilemma and when settling conflicts (Baumer, 2002; Warner, 2007). Individuals living in
poverty and wealthy neighborhoods might deal with conflicts by looking for other recourses
than reporting to the police, usually some form of self-help that includes retaliation (Baumer
2002; Warner 2007; Portes 2000). Previous studies could then support in some areas that
individuals in high SES feel their case is not important enough to the police and therefor they
do not report it. In addition the results showing the low percentage of individuals reporting
their crime to the police both in poverty and high SES would be understandable.
The theoretical implications of the study at hand is that it supports previous research
presented although in regards to the results of individuals not reporting to the police because
they felt it was not important enough, then individuals in high SES were more likely to not
report rather then those living in low SES and poverty areas (Carr et al, 2007: Warner, 2007)
Given those results, it does not match previous studies presented or the hypothesis stated.
Practical implications of the study would be that there have not been many studies on the
topic of individuals not reporting to the police and the reason why, therefore knowledge
could be gained from the results of the study at hand. In addition, this study could be used as
a measure or a focus point for future studies in the same field.
Limitations in the study would be that someone other than the BSc student conducted
the survey for the result chapter. National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) was
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conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau for the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), and then the
dataset available was used (1 question and 3 answers, plus variable about household income)
for the study and result conducted about police bias and inefficiency. As a result of the survey
and method not being conducted by this particular study then the researcher did not have
control of study conditions, study questions and method of the survey. In addition to this, out
of 7277 participants 1784 did not answer the question about reporting or not reporting to the
police, which is a fair amount. It is not known if those who did not answer the question did so
because they have never reported a crime, never been a victim of a crime or a witness one.
Further, it is not known if participants chose not to answer the question because of a different
reason they did not want to disclose
Future studies should address further questions on police bias and inefficiency, for the
reason that the dataset available for this study had only 1 question and 3 answers available
addressing police bias or police inefficiency of some sort. It could be interesting to see
whether there is police bias in wealthier neighborhood as well as the poor neighborhoods and
see where the bias lies. Another study could be conducted in Iceland as well, to see if the
police has bias or is inefficient in neighborhood that has individuals that have low SES or are
inhabited by more immigrants/foreigners than those who are from Iceland.
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Questions about reporting to the police and why
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Output b - Statistical Evaluation
Statistical Evaluation from SPSS

	
  

24	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

25	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

26	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

27	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

28	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

29	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

30	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

31	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

32	
  

Police bias and socioeconomic status: Are the police biased towards individuals in lower
SES and poverty areas?
	
  

	
  

33	
  

