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-Executive Summary

This report presents the findings from the 2008 Garda Public Attitudes Survey. The main
focus of the survey was on satisfaction with Garda service, policing priorities and

experiences and fear of crime,

The survey was the seventh since 2002, and the tenth overall. This 2008 edition
involved a sample- of 10,000, essentially comprising a survey of 400 in each of the 25
Garda divisions. Similar large-scale surveys were conducted in 2002, 2005, 2006 and
2007. The 2003 and 2004 surveys involved national samples of 1,000.

The survey was carried out by Millward Brown IMS by means of in-home, face-to-face
interviews. Interviewing took place between 9 January 2008 and 26 April 2008.
Respondents were selected according {0 quotas based on age, gender and social class.
Results were subsequently weighted to ensure' a match with national populations. The
sampling methodology is biased towards the settled community and is likely to under-
represent certain hard-to-reach groups. Respondents to the survey were aged 18 years

or over.

Results in respect of key indicators such as satisfaction-with overall service, satisfaction
with contact with the Gardai, Garda approachability and overall performance at local
level, have been consistent over recent surveys despite the use of different survey

companies and methodologies.

The survey findings are presented as point estimates and the true population figures are
likely to lie within a margin of £1% of the point estimate at the national level and $4.9%
at the divisional level. Wider margins.apply in comparisons between years, between

divisions and for smaller sub-groups within the sample.




Satisfaction with overall Garda service to the cdmmunity was 81 per cent, the same
as in 2007. Previous rates were: 79 per cent in 2006, 83 per cent in 2005, 85 per cent in
2004, 81 per cent in 2003 and 87 per cent in 2002. Rates ranged from 71 to 89 per cent
within Garda divisions. Compared with 2007, satisfaction rates increased in 12 divisions
and declined in 13. Satisfaction was lowest among those in local authority housing

compared with other housing tenure categories.

Crime victimisation rates were similar to most previous years, with 9.2 per cent saying
they or a member of their household had been a victim of a crime in 2007 (down by 0.6
of a percentage point compared with last year). Divisional rates of victimisation ranged
from two to 19 per cent. The most prevalent crimes were domestic burglary, criminal
damage to vehicle, physical assault, criminal damage to home or other property and

theft from vehicle.

Regarding crime reporting, 84 per cent of those victimised said that they reported the
most recent crime to the Gardai, a lower rate than in the 2007 survey (by three
~ percentage points). Fewer than half expressed satisfaction with being kept informed of
progress in the investigation of the crime they had been a victim of (44%). Divisional

satisfaction rates ranged from 27 to 63 per cent.

Forty per cent of respondents had contact with the Gardai in 2007. The most common
forms of respondent-initiated contact were to have a passport signed or to report a crime
or a nuisance/disturbance. The most common forms of Garda-initiated contact were to
carry out a routine vehicle check or to request the production of documents. Service
quality aspects such as speed of service, speed of answering telephone call,
identification of station, Garda heipfulness, competence, sensitivity, politeness and

interest were broadly on a par with previous surveys.

Four per cent of respondents requested an emergency Garda response in 2007. In 83
per cent of cases their phone call was answered within 10 seconds. This rate was higher
than those reported in 2007, 2006 and 2005, lower than in 2003 and 2004 and the same
as in the large-scale survey in 2002. Response time to a call was within 15 minutes for
48 per cent of respondents. Sixty-five per cent expressed satisfaction with the

emergency service received; five percentage points lower than in the 2007 survey.
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Satisfaction with overall contact with the Gardai was 79 per cent, similar to the 2007
survey. Divisional satisfaction rates ranged from 65 to 88 per cent. Seventy-two per cent
of respondents felt that the Garda service needed to be improved. The most frequent
suggestions were for greater manpower, more foot patrols, more contact with the

community and longer station opening hours.

When asked about Garda approachability, 91 per cent of respondents described
Gardai at their local station as either ‘very approachable’ or ‘approachable’ {excluding
‘don’t know’ responses). Divisional rates ranged from 82 to 97 per cent {excluding ‘don’t
know' responses). Almost four out of ten respondents knew a member of An Garda
Siochana at their local station by name (39%), a lower rate than in the 2007 report
{41%).

As regards unacceptable behaviour, eight per cent of respondents said that a member
of the Garda Siochana had, at some time, acted in an unacceptable way towards them.
This rate is similar to that in 2007. Divisional rates ranged from two to 14 per cent. The
most frequent type of unacceptable behaviour was that a Garda had been ‘disrespecitful

or impaolite’.

Relatively few respondents said that they had ever been subjected to a racist incident
(1.5%). Of these, 18 per cent had reported the most recent incident to the Gardai. The
rate of racist incidents for non-Irish nationals is higher, rising to nine per cent of the 220
respondents in the survey who were from outside the European Union. The survey is
likely to under-represent certain minority groups and therefore understate racist

incidents.

Regarding Garda visibility, 53 per cent reported seeing a Garda in their locality in the
previous week. Seven per cent of respondents remembered seeing a Garda on the day
of their interview. Sixty-five per cent of respondents were satisfied with the level of Garda
visibility in their locality (62% in 2007). Divisional satisfaction rates ranged from 52 to 77
per cent. Compared with 2007, increases in the satisfaction rate were registered in 15

divisions, while the rate declined in the others.
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Ratings for how good a job the Gardai do in the locality were at 82 per cent, the
same as in 2007 (‘very good’ or ‘fairly good’ combined). Satisfaction rates were lower
among local authority tenants compared with other housing tenure categories. Divisional
ratings ranged from 73 to 93 per cent. Compared with 2007, 16 divisions showed an
increase in satisfaction ratings. Ratings for how good a job the Gardai do in the locality
as regards road safety were at 77 per cent, similar to the 2007 rate. Divisional ratings
ranged from 58 to 88 per cent, with 14 divisions showing an increase in satisfaction

ratings compared with 2007.

Three per cent of respondents had been involved in a road traffic collision in 2007.
The level of satisfaction with the Garda investigation of the collision (79%) was similar to
that in the 2007 survey (80%).

Respondents were asked about their policing priorities and their perceptions of Garda
priorities. The public’s top priorities were, in rank order: enforcing drug Iéws, ensuring an
immediate emergency response, targeting of organised crime, investigating crime,
dealing with crimes of sexual violence and dealing with youths racing around in cars.
With a small number of exceptions, the public's rankings have been very consistent in

recent surveys.

The perceived Garda priority ranking was generally different from respondents’ own
ranking. The moré significant mismatches arose in respect to the sale of alcohol to those
under age, youths racing around in cars, underage drinking on the streets (to which the
public attached a higher priority than they perceive the Gardai do), and State security,
enforcement of traffic laws and immigration (to which the pubiic attached a lower
significance than they perceive the Gardai do). Note that, regardless of rank positioning,
the public attached higher levels of priority to all activities than they perceived the Gardai
do.
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Responses about the relationship between the Gardai and the community showed,
among other thing.s, high degrees of confidence that anyone in Garda custody would
have their rights fully respected, that the Gardai would heip if a person’s rights were
infringed and that the Gardaf carry out their role in a fair and impartial manner. Majorities
disagreed with the statements: ‘the Gardai discriminate against immigrants’ and ‘the
people around here have a real say.in deciding what is important for the Gardai to attend

’

to’.

Feelings of safety walking in the neighbourhood after dark were lowest in cities
other than Dublin (Cork, Galway, Limerick and Waterford) and highest in Dublin and
villages and rural areas. Overall, 74 per cent of respondents said that they felt safe out
walking, similar to the 2007 survey (75%). Divisional rates ranged from 57 to 83 per cent.
The proportion that felt safe alone at home at night was 89 per cent, sih‘nifar to the 2007

survey (87%). Divisional rates ranged from 77 to 97 per cent.

Regarding fear of crime, 37 per cent of respondents worried about becoming a victim of
. crime themselves while 44 per cent were worried about other family members and
friends becoming victims, identical to 2007 survey rates. Divisional rates for personal
fear of becoming a victim ranged from 21 to 51 per cent; the range for fear of a family

member or friend becoming a victim was 21 to 61 per cent.

Considerably more respondents thought crime and offending behaviour were major
problems in the country as a whole, than thought they were major problems in their own

area. Drug crime featured highest in both categories.

Responses about crime and the criminal justice system showed, among other things,
support for responding to juvenile offending and drug abuse primarily with treatment
rather than punishment. At the same time, a majority of respondents considered that the
criminal justice system was too lenient on offenders (79%) and disagreed that penalties
for possession of cannabis and ecstasy should be more lenient (68%). Just fewer than
half of respondents felt that victims get a raw deal from the criminal justice system
(49%).




A quarter of respondehts said they were in Neighbourhood Watch/Community Alert
schemes (25%). Seventeen per cent of those in schemes said that they were regularly
informed by scheme co-ordinators about criminal activity in their area (19% in 2007).
Forty per cent of all respondents and 59 per cent of those who were in schemes,
believed that such schemes were successful in preventing crime (*very successful’ or
'successful’). These rates are identical to those in the 2007 report. |




Garda Public Attitudes Survey 2008
introduction

This report presents the findings from the Garda Public Attitudes Survey 2008, the tenth
in a series of national surveys commissioned by An Garda Siochana. The main focus of
the survey was on satisfaction with Garda service, policing priorities and experiences
and fear of crime. The results inform Garda policy and planning and form an important
part of the Garda performance management system. The survey provides information on
key performance indicators, which are reported on in the Garda Annual Report. A copy

of the survey questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1.

The survey fieldwork was carried out by Millward Brown IMS, who were commissioned
following a competitive public tendering process. The survey was conducted by means
of in-home face-to-face interviews, with respondents selected on the basis of quotas in
each Garda division. Interviewing took place between 9 January 2008 and 26 April 2008.
Just over 10,000 interviews were completed across the 25 Garda divisions, generating a
representative sample of approximately 400 in each division. Quotas were imposed by
gender, age and social class, based on known demographics of the adult population
aged 18 years or over. Results were subsequently weighted at national level in order to
adjust for differences between the known population and the sample. It should be noted
that the sampling methodology is biased towards the settled community and is fikely to
under—r_epresent members of the travelling community and certain other hard-to-reach
groups such as non-English-speaking immigrants. Details of the methodology are

presented in Appendix 2. A profile of respondents is provided in Appendix 4.

This year's survey was substantially larger than those carried out in 2003 and 2004 and
of a similar size o those carried out in 2002, 2005, 2006 and 2007. The larger sarnple
size allows assessment of Garda performance in each division under key headings.
Where relevant, results from these earlier surveys are presented in conjunction with the
2008 findings. Comparability between the surveys is maximised by retaining the exact

wording in as many questions as possible.

Despite the use of different survey companies and methodologies over the years, the

results are broadly consistent, at least at the naticnal level.




A summary of methods used since 2002 is set out in table 1. An Garda Siochana also
carried out public attitudes surveys in 2000, 1 998 and 1993/94, but these are not

reporied on here.

Table 1 Survey methodologies: 2002 —~ 2008

Year Sample Company Methodology

2008 10,000 Millward Brown IMS gucta sampling, face-to-face interviews
2007 10,000 Millward Brown IMS guota sampling, face-to-face interviews
2006 10,000 Millward Brown IMS guota sampling, face-to-face interviews
2005 10,600 Millward Brown iMS guota sampling, face-to-face interviews
2004 1,000 RES electoral register, telephone
2003 1,000 TNS/MRBI telephone, random digit dialling
2002 10,000 RES electoral register, telephone and postal

The survey results are presented in the report as point estimates, and the true
population values are likely to lie within the range 1 percentage point of these point
estimates at the national level and within.the range +4.9 percentage points at the
divisional level. Thus, for example, the true value of a national sample satisfaction rate of
80 per cent could vary between 79 and 81 per cent, while the true value of a similar
divisional satisfaction rate could lie between 75.1 and 84.9 per cent. Larger margins of
error occur where questions were rotated and not asked of all respondents and for sub-
categories of respondents where numbers were small. Comparisons with other surveys
also need to take account of the error margins associated with those surveys. Multiple
comparisons between divisions widen the error margin further, Therefore, care should be

taken in drawing inferences from the survey resulis.

Results are presented under the following headings:

e overall satisfaction with Garda service
s experience of crime :

« contact with the Gardat

e emergency Garda response

(Garda approachability

unacceptable behaviour by Garda members
racist incidents

Garda visibility and activity

road traffic collisions

policing priorities

» further views on the Garda Siochana

s public safety and fear of crime

» views on crime and the criminal justice system
* Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

*




Overall satisfaction with Garda service

The 2008 survey found that 81 per cent of respondents were ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’

with overall Garda service to the community in 2007

Table 2 Qverall satisfaction with Garda service to the community and year of survey

Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very Total

Year dissatisfied
% % % % n

2008 11 70 14 5 9581
2007 14 67 16 3 10000
2006 13 67 16 4 9976
2005 16 . 67 14 3 9999
2004 15 69 11 4 096
2003 17 64 15 4 982
2002 17 69 11 2 10045

Some percentages do not sum fo exactly 100 due to rounding. Total respordent numbers are fewer than
overall sample sizes due to exclusion of ‘dor’t know’ responses.

The level of satisfaction varied widely between Garda divisions. The range between the
divisions with the highest and lowest levels of satisfaction was 18 percentage points. In

2007 and 2006 this range was 21 and 17 percentage points, respectively (table 3).

Table 3 Overall satisfaction: variation between highest and lowest division rankings

Vear ?anrq.;.r?g oy | satisfied | Dissatisfied diss};‘igﬁe 4| Total

. % % % % n
TR Ea e e e —
Tl me e me e
TRl Ee e e ——
2006 e ot 15 5 106

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

The highest level of satisfaction was in the Sligo/Leitrim division where 89 per cent of

respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’.

! There were n=1076 respondents in the ‘very satisfied' category and n=6704 in the ‘satisfied’ category {total
= 7780). Excluding respondents in the ‘don’t know’ category (n=451) the calculation is 7780/9581*100 = 81.2
per cent. When ‘don’t know' responses are included, the percentage is 77.6. The corresponding figures for
the 2007 report are 80.9 per cent and 80.3 per cent, respectively.
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The lowest level of satisfaction was in Waterford/Kilkenny (71%). Results are presented

in table 4, with divisions ranked on the basis of mean score.?

Table 4 Overall satisfaction with Garda service to the community and Garda division

Ve . , - Ve
Division satisfed Satisfied | Dissatisfied | . it
% % % %
Sligo/Leitrim 19 70 9 2
Cavan/Monaghan 20 67 10 4
Cork West 18 69 11 2
DMR Scuth Central . 22 60 16 3
Clare 14 73 13 1
DMR East 11 77 9 2
Kerry 11 74 11 4
Carlow/Kildare 16 64 15 5
Longford/Westmeath 9 76 12 4
Laois/Offaly 9 78 9 5
Roscommon/Galway East 8 76 13 3
Tipperary 13 69 14 4
DMR South 11 71 14 4
Galway West 7 78 13 3
l.outh/Meath 15 62 18 6
Mayo 7 75 12 5
Cork North 9 71 16 4
DMR North Central 12 67 14 7
DMR North 11 69 14 6
Cork City 6 78 12 B
Wexford/Wicklow 9 70 18 4
Donegal 12 67 11 10
DMR West 9 Il 16 7
Waterford/Kilkenny 15 56 21 8
Limerick ] 66 18 7
average 12 70 14 5

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Carlow/Kildare and Longford/Westmeath
divisions had the same mean score (2.09), as had Laois/Offaly, Roscommon/Galway East and Tipperary
(2.10}, DMR South and Galway West (2.12), Cork North, DMR North Central and DMR North {2.16),
Cork City and Wexford (2.17), DMR West and Waterford/Kilkenny (2.22).

Compared with 2007, satisfaction levels were up in 12 divisions and down in 13, based
on the sum of those who were ‘very satisfied’ and ‘satisfied’. increases ranged from 1.1

to 13.2 percentage points, with decreases in the range 0.3 to 7.8 percentage points.

% Calculated on the basis of a score of 1 for ‘very satisfied’, 2 for ‘'satisfied’, 3 for ‘dissatisfied’ and 4 for ‘very
dissatisfied’ (‘don't know' responses have been omitted from these calculations). These scores are multiplied
by the frequencies in each category of satisfaction level. Using the Sligo/Leitrim frequencies as an example:
[{1x70) + (2x267) + (3x33) + (4x9)] = [70+534+99+36] = 739/379 = 1.95. The lower the mean score, the
higher the level of satisfaction, Although Limerick division was ranked lowest using this method (Table 4), its
overail level of satisfaction (75% - ‘very satisfied’ and 'satisfied” combined) was higher than that of
Waterford/Kilkenny.




The largest increases in satisfaction levels were in the divisions of Laois/Offaly (+13.2

percentage points),

DMR East (+8.1),

Clare (+6.7),

DMR Waest

(+6.3) and

Longford/Westmeath (+6.1). The largest decreases were in Limerick (-7.8 percentage
points), Louth/Meath (-7.2) and Wexford/Wicklow (-6.5). See table 5.

Table 5 Overall satisfaction with Garda service: changes by Garda division

2008 | 2007 . 2008 | 2007
Division Change* | Division Change
% % % %

Sligo/Leitrim 88.9 89.4 -0.5 Carlow/Kildare 799 | 822 -2.3
Roscommon/Galvay | g46 | 87.0 | 24 | DMR East 88.7 | 80.6 | +8.1
Mayo 827 | 86.9 4.2 Donegal 79.3 | 80.3 -1.0
Galway West 84.2 | 85,2 -1.0 DMR South 81.3 | 816 -0.3
Cork West 86.6 | 84.0 +2.6 Tipperary 81.6 | 79.8 +1.8
Cork City 83.0 | 838 -0.8 Clare 864 | 79.7 +6.7
Louth/Meath 76.8 | 84.0 -7.2 Longford/Westmeath 84.9 | 78.8 +6.1
Wexford/Wicklow 78.2 84.7 6.5 DMR South Central 81.7 | 78.0 +3.7
Limerick 75.0 | 82.8 -7.8 DMR North 795 | 784 +1.1
Keiry 85.0 | 82.8 +2.2 Laois/Offaly 86.2 | 73.0 +13.2
DMR North Central 79.2 | 823 -3.1 DMR West 76.8 | 705 +85.3
Cavan/Monaghan 86.5 | 81.9 +4.6 Waterford/Kilkenny 70.9 | 68.0 +2.9
Cork North 79.8 | 81.5 -1.7 average 81.9 | 81.1 +0,80

*Change is given in percentage points (percentage 'very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’).

There was little difference between males (81%) and females (82%) regarding overall

satisfaction with Garda service, and the rates for each gender were similar or identical to
the rates in 2007 and 2006 (table 6).

Table 6 Overall satisfaction with Garda service and gender

Ver - . e Ve
Year Gender | satisfied | Setisfied | Dissatisfied | o ¥ | Total
% % % % n

male 10 71 14 6 4700

2008 female 12 70 14 4 4880
average 11 71 14 5 9580

male 14 66 16 4 4862

2007 female 14 68 15 3 5137
average 14 67 16 4 9999

male 13 66 - 17 4 4939

2006 femnale 13 87 - 16 4 5037
average 13 67 17 4 9976

Bome percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to reunding. Total respondent numbers are fewer than

overall sample size due to the exclusion of ‘don’t know' responses.




A larger percentage of respondents in the 65+ age group was satisfied with overall
service compared with their younger counterparts (85%). The maximum difference in
satisfaction rates between age groups was six percentage points (65+ and 45-64 years
categories). As age category increased there was an increase in the percentage of

respondents that reported being ‘very\satisﬁed’ with overall service (table 7).

Table 7 Overall satisfaction with Garda service and age category

Ver - . . Ver
Year | Age category satisﬁ)(/ad Satisfied Dissatisfied dissati;‘ied Total
% % % % n

18-24 9 73 14 5 1393

25-44 10 72 13 5 4219

2008 45-64 13 66 16 5 2825

B85+ 17 88 11 4 1141

average 12 70 14 5 9578

18-24 11 71 15 4 1380

25-44 12 69 16 4 4166

2007 45-64 14 66 17 4 3062
65+ 21 63 14 3 1394
average 15 87 - 16 4 10002

18-24 10 68 16 5 1372

25-44 10 . 69 17 4 4293

2006 45-64 14 65 16 4 2966
65+ 20 61 16 3 1345

average 14 66 14 4 0976

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Total respondent numbers are fewer
than overall sample size due to the exclusion of those in the category ‘refused/not stated’,

When examined on the basis of housing tenure, respondents in the ‘rented privately’
category had the highest level of overall satisfaction {84%}), followed by owner-occupiers
and ‘other’ (82%), and then those in local authority housing (78%).> See table 8.

® The ‘owner-accupied’ category included those who own their house outright and those who own with a
loan. The ‘local authority’ category included those renting and purchasing their houses from the local
authority.




Table 8 Overall satisfaction with Garda service and housing tenure

Housing tenure Very satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied diSS"aeﬁ%e g | Total
% % % % n
Owner occupied 12 70 14 4 7128
Local authority 11 67 14 8 888
Rented privately 13 AR 12 4 880
Other 4 78 12 6 358
average 10 72 13 6 9254

Total respondent numbers are fewer than overalt sample size due to the exclusion of those in the
‘don’t know’ category.

Respondents in social class F (farmers) had the highest level of satisfaction (86%).
Classes AB (upper middle and middle classes) and C1 (lower middle class) had the next
highest rates at 83 per cent and 82 per cent, respectively. Categories DE (other working
class and lowest level of subsistence) and C2 (skilled working class) had similar rates, at

80 per cent and 79 per cent, respectively (table 9).?

Table 9 Overall satisfaction with Garda service and social class

, Very e e Very
s;cgslc:;ass satisfied Satisfied D]gsat[sfled dissatisfied Total
% % % % n
AB 12 71 14 3 919
C1 11 71 14 4 3244
C2 9 70. 15 6 2073
DE 12 68 14 6 1856
F 13 73 10 4 588
average 11 71 13 5 8680

Total respondent number is fewer than overall sample size due to the exclusion of respondents in the
‘refused/not stated’ category.

* Alist of social class definitions can be found in Appendix 3.




Experience of crime

The level of crime victimisation was 9.2 per cent, down by 0.6 of a percentage point on
last year. Over the last six years the rate has ranged from 11.7 per cent (2005 report) to
9.2 per cent (2008 report). See table 10.

Table 10 Crime victimisation in preceding calendar year

Year 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003
% % % % % %
respondent 59 6.1 5.7 6.9 6.3 5.8
household member 2.5 2.9 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.7
both 0.8 0.8 1.3 1.1 0.3 1.2
not a victim 90.5 90.1 89.8 88.3 £89.9 89.3
total sample size (n) 10032 10067 10046 10035 1000 1005

For some years, percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to the omission of the ‘don’t know’ category.

For respondents who were personally a victim of crime in 2007, the breakdown by

gender and age category is set out in table 11. Males and those in the age categories

18-24 and 25-44 were somewhat over-represented among the victims, as seen in the

respective ratios.

Table 11 Crime victimisation in 2007 gender and age category

Gender Age
Status Male Female 18-24 25-44 45-64 65+
% % % % % %
victims 57.1 42.9 16.9 497 24.3 9.0
full sample 48.9 51.1 14.6 443 29.2 11.8
ratio 1.17 0.84 1.16 1.12 0.83 0.76

Percentages for victims' age categories do not sum te exactly 100 due to rounding. Victims only
inciude respondents {not other household members).

The majority of victims experienced just one crime incident (86%) and one crime type
(84%). Fourteen per cent were victims on more than one occasion, including three per

cent who were victimised on four or more occasions {table 12).

Table 12 Crime victimisation in 2007: incidents and crime types

c 1 2 3 4 5 or more Total
ategory % % % % % n
incidents 86 g 2 1 2 1010
crime type 84 12 3 1 1 929

Includes respondent and household victims. Percentages for crime type do not sum to exactly 100
due fo rounding. .




As in previous surveys, there was considerable variation in divisional rates of crime
victimisation. Mayo, Cork West, Clare and Sligo/Leitrim recorded the lowest rates, at less
than half the national average; Longford/Westmeath and DMR South Central recorded
the highest, with DMR South Central more than double the average. The average was
8.5 compared with 9.3 in 2007. |

Rural divisions that recorded higher than average victimisation rates were: Galway West,
Limerick, Wexford/Wicklow, Louth/Meath and Longford/Westmeath (table 13).

Tahle 13 Crime victimisation in 2007 and Garda division

Garda division % Garda division %

Mayo 2.3 Cork City 7.3
Cork West 3.2 Galway West 9.3
Clare 3.8 Limerick = 10.4
Sligo/Leitrim 4.1 DMR South 11.0
Laois/Offaly 4.3 DMR North Central 11.1
Cork North 4.8 Wexiord/Wicklow 11.2
Kerry 54 DMR West 11.3
Tipperary 5.8 DMR East 14.0
Waterford/Kilkenny 6.0 DMR North ' 14.0
Donegal 6.3 Louth/Meath 14.1
Cavan/Monaghan B.5 Longford/Westmeath 14.5
Roscommon/Galway East 6.5 DMR South Central 19.3
Carlow/Kildare 6.7 average 8.5

Includes respendent and household victims.

The most common crimes were domestic burgtary (expérienced by 26 per cent of
victims} and criminal damage to car or other vehicle (17%). These had also been the
most frequently cited crimes in the 2007 survey. The reported rate of burglary here was
the same as in 2007 (table 14). '




Table 14 Type of crime in preceding calendar year

Percentage victimised at
Type of crime least once
2008 2007

% %
burglary of home or outbuildings 26 26
burglary of business premises owned by respondent 4 4
theft of vehicle 9 9
theft from vehicle 12 10
theft of bicycle 3 4
criminal damage to car or cther vehicle 17 18
criminal damage to home or other property 12 11
robbery involving force or threat (including mugging) 4 5
theft from person without force {e.g. pickpocket) 8 6
theft from home or outbuildings (other than burglary) 5 5
consumer fraud (e.g. swindling or false pretences) 3 2
physical assault (other than sexual or domestic) 13 14
sexual assault 1 1
domestic viclence {physical) 1 1
other 5 5
total {n) 1132 1175

The majority of victims said that the most recent crime was reported to the Gardai (84%),

which was consistent with previous surveys (table 15).

Table 15 Was the crime (most recent) reported to the Gardai?

Yes No Total
Survey % % n
2008 84 16 929
2007 87 13 978
2006 86 14 1006
2005 83 17 1167
2004 79 21 101
2003 &1 19 107
2002 84 16 1292

Where crimes were not reported, it was mostly because the respondent felt that the
Gardai could not have done anything; thought there was no chance of recovering
property; felt the crime was not serious enough or believed the Gardai would not have

been interested. These were also the dominant reasons in the 2007 survey (table 16).
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Table 16 Reasons for not reporting crime

Reason 2008 2007 2006
% % %
not serious encugh/no loss 24 28 19
no chance of recovering property 28 29 24
no insurance claim anticipated 5 4 . 7
believed Gardaj could not have done anything 32 38 38
believed Gardai would not have been interested 18 20 25
felt the Gardai would not believe you 1 8 4
no involvement wanted with the Gardai 3 5 14
fear of reprisal 4 5 4
did not have time 3 1 2
other : 6 12 18
number of respondents 146 132 130

Respondents coutd give more than one reason, so percentages do not sum to 100.

Almost a third of victims who reported the crime to the Gardai indicated that they had
received a letter acknowledging the report of the crime, and giving the name of the
Garda dealing with the case or other information (32%). This rate is three percentage
points higher than that in 2007 (table 17). o

Table 17 Receipt of Garda letter about the crime

Receipt of letter Yes No Total
% A n

Survey 2007 29 71 773

2006 27 73 307

Respondents in the category ‘don’t know/can’t remember” have been excluded.

A majority of the letter recipients found it helpful {table 18).

Table 18 Helpfulness of letter

Year Very helpful Helpful Not much help No help Total
Y% % % % n
2008 31 40 23 7 229
2007 30 44 21 6 224
20086 28 40 24 8 217

Percentages for 2008 and 2007 do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Over two-fifths of victims who did not receive or did not recall receiving a letter said that
they had been given the name of the Garda dealing with the case by some other means
(47%). See table 19,
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Table 19 Victim informed of Garda name by other means?

Yes No Total
Year 5 % =
2008 : 47 53 704
2007 41 : 59 741
2006 46 54 755

As in 2007, 88 per cent of victims said that they hadn't received a letter reporting

significant developments in their case (table 20).

Table 20 Contact by Gardai about significant developments?

Receipt of letter Yes No Total
o T o n
2008 12 38 708
Survey 2007 12 38 791

The majority of recipients found the update letter helpful (table 21).

Table 21 Helpfulness of update letter e
Very helpful Helpful Not much help | No help Total

Year % % % % n

2008 43 42 11 ) 83
2007 24 44 12 - 92
2006 34 50 12 5 104

The percentages for 2006 do not sum to exactly 100 due to roun'ding.
Just over a quarter of victims — who did not receive or recall receiving an update letter —
reported that they had been informed by the Gardai in some other way about significant

developments in their case (26%). See table 22.

Table 22 Informed of significant developments by other means?

Yes No Total
Year % o o
2008 26 74 713
2007 27 73 777
2006 25 75 0 - - 802
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Forty-four per cent of respondents expressed satisfaction with being kept informed of
progress with their case. This level of satisfaction is similar o the 2007 figure (table 23).

Table 23 Satisfaction with being kept informed of progress

Ve e . - Ver

Survey satis;i){a d Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatisyfie d Total

% % % % n
2008 10 34 33 23 779
2007 11 34 35 21 824
2006 10 32 34 24 857
2005 12 37 31 21 956
2004 12 31 26 31 75
2003 9 28 37 26 82
2002 15 33 31 21 1045

The percentages for 2007 and 2005 do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Satisfaction with being kept informed of progresé varied widely between Garda divisions
and compared with the 2007 survey. The level of variation was due in large part to the
small sample sizes, as the question was confined to those in each division who reported
a crime to the Gardai. Respondent numbers varied from just 9 in Mayo to 60 in DMR
South Central (the range was 10~65 in 2007). Therefore, the results must be interpreted

with caution.
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Table 24 Satisfaction with being kept informed of progress and Garda division

Satisfied/very satisfied
Garda division 2008 2007 Change
percentage

% % points
DMR South Central 63.3 67.7 -4.4
DMR South 55.6 442 +11.4
Cavan/Monaghan 54.5 51.4 +3.1
DMR North Central 54.3 50.0 +4.3
Cork West 53.8 42 1 +11.7
Cork City 51.7 51.9 -0.2
Laois/Offaly 50.0 37.5 +12.5
Waterford/Kilkenny 50.0 25.8 +24.2
Kerry 50.0 43.8 6.2
Wexford/Wicklow 47.4 42.4 +5.0
Rascommon/Galway East 45.8 42.9 +2.9
DMR East 45.0 65.1 -20.1
Tipperary 44 .4 45.8 -1.4
Mayo 444 10.0 +34.4
Galway West 43.8 32.0 +11.8
DMR Wesl 43,2 30.8 +12.4
Clare 42.9 25.0 +17.9
Donegal 40.0 45.2 -5.2
DMR North 38.3 36.8 +1.5
Longford/Westmeath 37.7 32.4 +5.3
Limerick 36.8 45.2 -8.4
Louth/Meath 33.3 447 -11.4
Carlow/Kildare 30.8 441 -13.3
Cork North 29.4 47 .4 -18.0
Stiga/Leitrim 26.7 44.0 -17.3
average 445 41.9 +2.6

Ranked in terms of the percentages that were ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’, divisional

satisfaction rates ranged from 27 per cent in Sligo/Leitrim to 63 per cent in DMR South

Central.

Compared with 2007, 15 divisions recorded an increase in satisfaction, and rates
decreased in ten. The largest increases occurred in Mayo (+34.4 percentage points),
Waterford/Kilkenny (+24.2) and Clare (+17.9). The largest decreases were recorded in
DMR East (-20.1 percentage points), Cork North (-18.0) and Sligo/Leitrim (-17.3). See

table 24,
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Contact with the Gardai

Forty per cent of respondents reported having had contact with the Gardai in 2007,
almost identical to the rate in the 2007 report (for year 2006). See table 25.

Table 25 Contact with Gardai in preceding calendar year?

Yes No Total
Survey %, o, -
2008 40.5 59.5 10032
2007 40.3 50.7 10067
20086 41.8 58.2 10046
2005 42,6 57.4 10046
2004 38.1 61.9 1016
2003 - 554 44.6 1007
2002 37.9 62.1 10405

Two-thirds had contact on one occasion only (66%). Six per cent had four or more

contacts during the year (table 26).-

Table 26 Number of contacts with Gardai in 2007

S5or
Total
Survey 2008 ! 2 3 4 more ol
% % % % % n
Those who had contact 66 20 3 3 3 4061

The main reasons for respondent-initiated contact were to have passport forms signed or
to report a crime, similar to the pattern in 2007. The main types of Garda-initiated contact

were routine vehicle checks or requests for the production of documents (table 27).
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| Table 27 Type of contact with Gardai

2008 2007 2006
Type of contact % o 7
Respondent-initiated contact
to report a crime 14 14 20
to report a disturbance/nuisance 7 8 13
to report a traffic accident 4 4 7
to report suspicious activity 2 2 7
to report lost/found property 2 2 4
fo make a general inguiry 5 5 10
to make a complaint 4 4 8
to enquire about a person in custody 1 1 1
to be a witness 1 1 3
sighing passports 25 26 34
to avail of other services 9 9 12

Garda-initiated contact

to produce documents 5 5 8
to ask about a crime 2 2 5
to investigate a traffic collision 1 1 2
to investigate noise/disturbance 1 1 2
to carry out a routine vehicle check {on-street) 11 6 11
to fake a witness statement 1 1 2
alleged speeding offence 1 1 3
alleged drink driving offence 1 1 1
alleged other driving/iraffic offence 1 1 1
arrested, detained for questioning or searched 1 1 1
to receive summons 1 1 1
total (at least one centact as % of total sample) - 40 40 42
total (number with at least one contact) 4061 4058 4201

Responderts could indicate more than one type of contact.

Most respondents had only one contact per type of contact, but sizeable minorities had
more than one contact in the same category. For example, 34 per cent of those who
were in contact to report a disturbance/nuisance had contact under this heading more

than once (although not necessarily in connection with the same incident). See table 28.
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Table 28 Frequency of contact and type of contact in 2007

Number of contacts

Type of contact 1 2 3 or more

% % %

Self-initiated contact :
to report a crime 83 11 7
to report a disturbance/nuisance 66 14 20
to repert a traffic accident a0 5] 4
to report suspicious activity 72 14 14
to report lost/found property 99 1* -
to make a general inquiry 83 11 6
to make a complaint 74 11 : 15
to enquire about a person in custody 76 17* 7"
to be a withess 88 5* 8*
signing passports 96 3 1*
to avail of other services 92 5 3
Garda-initiated contact

fo produce documents 90 5 5
to ask about a crime 73 17 10
o investigate a traffic collision 84 16* -
to investigate noise/disturbance 78 18 4*
to carry out a routine vehicle check (on street) 52 29 19
to take a witness statement ' 85 8" 8*
alleged speeding offence 89 5* 6*
alleged drink driving offence 91 9* -
alleged other driving/traffic offence 92* 6* 2"
arrested, detained for questioning or searched 69 18* 14*
to receive summons 82 11* 7
other reason 82 9 10

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. An asterisk (*) denotes that percentages
are based on a number of respondents fewer than 10.

The forms of the most recent contact with Gardai are reported in table 29. By far the
most common forms were a visit to a Garda station (58%) or a telephone call to the
Gardai (21%). While the percentage of respondents that visited a station was three
points lower than in 2007, the percentage that spoke to a Garda at a vehicle checkpoint
was three points higher. Contact with a Garda on patrol was at a level similar to those in
2007, 2006 and 2005.
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Table 29 Form of most recent contact

2008 2007 2006 2005
Form of contact % % 5, 7
visit to Garda station . 58 61 61" 58
telephone call to the Gardai (excluding 999/112 calls) 21 22 22 24
telephone call from the Gardai 1 1 2 1
letter from the Gardai 1 1 1 0
electronic means {email etc.) 1 1 1 -
spoke to Garda on patrol 3 2 3 3
spoke to Garda at checkpoint/vehicle stop 11 8 7 7
Garda called to home or work 3 4 4 5
other 2 1 2 2
total (n) 4058 | 4057 | 4151 4243

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

A sizeable majority of visitors to Garda stations were dealt with more quickly than
expected or within the time expected (87%), and results were similar to most previous
years. In the three most recent surveys the pe_rcéntages reporting ‘quicker than
expected’ have been identical and represent a decrease for this category compared with

eatlier surveys (table 30).

Table 30 How quickly were you dealt with on visiting a Garda Station?

Quicker than Within the time Slower than Total

Survey expected expected expected
% % % n

2008 28 59 13 2349
2007 28 60 12 2435
2006 28 61 11 T 2517
2005 © 33 56 11 2447
2004 41 48 11 171
2003 38 50 12 321
2002 34 57 9 1618

The vast majority of those who telephoned the Gardai, other than by emergency
number, said that their call was answered ‘promptly’ or ‘following a short delay’ (92%),
up by three percentage points compared with 2007. The percentage of respondents that
reported having had to call more than once before getting through was down by three
points compared with 2007 (table 31).
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Table 31 How quickly was your telephone call answered?

Had to call

. After an more than
Following a

Promptly unacceptable | once before Total

Survey short delay delay getting

through

% % % % n

2008 69 23 6 3 814
2007 69 20 5 6 850
2006 70 21 3 5 876
2005 74 18 4 4 2994
2004 77 8 5 10 123
2003 88 6 4 2 124
2002 79 11 3 7 1300

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Three-quarters of telephone callers said that the Garda gave the station name when
answering (75%), while eight per cent said that the station name was not given (table
32). Excluding ‘don’t know' answers, 90 per cent of respondents said that the Garda

gave the station name.

Table 32 Was Garda station identified when telephone call was answered?

Survey Yes No Don’t know Total
% % % n
2008 75 8 17 841
2007 76 5 19 874
2006 77 8 17 894
2005 75 7 19 994
2004 73 12 15 124
2003 84 4 13 128
2002 76 8 16 1300

Same percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Respondents were asked about the helpfulness, competence, sensitivity, politeness and
interest shown by the Garda with whom they spoke. The majority of respondents said
that the Garda's manner met or exceeded their expectations, ranging from 90 per cent
for ‘politeness’ to 86 per cent for ‘interest. Compared with the 2007 survey, the
percentages saying that Garda performance was ‘better than expected’ were identical or

similar in all performance categories (table 33).
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Table 33 Garda manner

Servi 6 | 2 2
Categ(c:)?‘y Performance category 29/?8 22/?7 22/? 9/(35 2?/84 2/23
better than expected 20 21 21 25 30 31
Helpfulness as expected 69 69 70 65 59 57
worse than expected 11 10 10 10 10 11
better than expected 17 17 17 21 24 28
Competence as expected 72 73 74 70 63 64
worse than expected 10 10 9 9 13 8
better than expected | 17 - | 17 15 19 25 24
Sensitivity as expected 71 72 74 70 85 66 .
worse than expected 13 11 11 11 11 10
better than expected 19 20 19 23 30 33
Politeness as expected 71 71 72 69 66 60
worse than expected 10 9 9 9 5 7
better than expected 17 17 17 21 24 27
Interest as expected 69 70 70 85 62 61
worse than expected 15 14 14 14 14 12

Some percentages do not sum fo exactly 100 due to rounding.

Table 34 presents the results for follow-up contact by Gardai, focusing on the most

recent contact by the respondent. A fifth of those who made contact felt that the matter

required that a Garda call to them (20%). In three-quarters (75%) of these cases (not in
table 34), they were told that a Garda would call, and in the majority of these cases a

Garda actually called (68%). The percentages are similar to 2007 for three of the five

variables in table 34. For two variables: ‘did a Garda call on you?' and ‘did a Garda call

on you within the time indicated?’, decreases of six and five percentage points,

respedctively, were recorded.

Table 34 Follow-up contact by Gardai (percentages — ‘yes’)

2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003
Aspect of follow-up contact o % % o % o
Do you think the matter required a Garda to call to 0. 19 21 29 29 21
our home?

Did the?Gardal indicate that someone would cali 18 17 18 19 23 21
on you'?

Did a Garda call on you? 79 85 85 86 76 78
Were you told how long it would be before

someone would call on you? 51 o0 52 53 40 52
Did a Garda call on you within the time indicated? 74 79 77 83 77 69
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The Gardai got in touch with 16 per cent of respondehts about the outcome of their

contact. The majority of respondents who were not contacted did not think contact was

necessary (table 35).

Table 35 Follow-up contact by Gardai regarding outcome (percentages — ‘yes’)

2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003
Aspect of follow-up contact % % % % o %
Did the Garda Siochana get in touch later to
inform you about the outcome of your contact? 18 18 2 19 15 17
Do you think you should have been contacted? 21 20 21 19 * *

*Not reported in 2003 and 2004.

21




Emergency Garda response

One in twenty-five respondents sought an emergency Garda response in 2007 by

dialling 999 or 112, a rate similar to previous surveys (table 36).

Table 36 Dialled 999 or 112 for an emergency Garda response in previous year

Survey Yes . . Total
% n
2008 4 10032
2007 4 10067
2006 5 10046
2005 5 10046
2004 3 1014
2003 5 299
2002 5 10405

Of those who did seek an emergency response, 83 per cent had their call answered

within 10 seconds {excluding those who couldn't remember). See table 37.

Table 37 Speed of answering telephone

Including ‘not sure’ Excluding ‘not sure’
Survey W;tg'” Outside 10 | Not | . W;tg‘” Outside 10 | .
seconds seconds sure seconds seconds

% % % n % % n
2008 68 14 18 413 83 17 340
2007 70 16 14 395 82 18 338
2006 68 17 15 448 80 20 380
2005 66 20 14 456 76 24 391
2004 - - - - 87 13 30
2003 - - - - Q0 10 43
2002 72 15 14 478 83 17 413

One of the percentages for 2002 does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Where an emergency response was provided, in just under half of cases it.came within
15 minutes. No emergency response was provided in 13 per cent of cases (but one may

not always have been needed). See table 38.

In the 136 cases where a response took more than 15 minutes, 60 per cent were within
30 minutes (n=81), 85 per cent within one hour (=116} and 96 per cent within two hours

(n=131). Times longer than two hours were recorded in five cases.®

® There were n=154 respondents who reported that the response time was longer than 15 minutes. When
asked fo indicate how much longer, some respondents didn’t know.
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Table 38 Response time to call out to respondent

Including ‘did not respond’ Excluding 'did not respond’
Within Longer Did not Within Longer :
Survey 15 than 15 respond Total 15 than 15 Total

minutes minutes minutes minutes

% % % n % % n
2008 48 39 13 392 b5b 45 343
2007 50 38 13 366 57 43 319
2008 53 36 12 400 59 41 353
2005 51 38 11 373 58 42 332
2002 47 36 17 415 57 43 344

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Not asked in 2003 and 2004.

Two-thirds of respondents were satisfied with the emergency response received (65%).

This was five percentage points lower than the rate in the 2007 report (table 39).

Table 39 Satisfaction with the emergency Garda service received

Ve - . . Ver

Survey satis;ii; g Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatigfie d Total

% % % % n
2008 21 44 23 12 393
2007 20 50 18 13 369
2006 25 45 17 13 412
2005 26 43 16 15 395
2004 34 35 12 20 30
2003 50 31 15 4 44
2002 32 31 22 15 453

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. ~

Thinking of their overall contact with the Gardai, 79 per cent of respondents expressed

satisfaction (‘very satisfied’ and 'satisfied’ combined). These rates are similar to those in

2007 (table 40).

Table 40 Satisfaction with overall contact with the Garda Siochana

Ve L . . Ve
Survey satis;i{{e d Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatg‘ie d Total
% % % % n
2008 20 59 15 6 3942
2007 20 80 15 £ 3829
2006 20 59 14 B 4068
2005 25 55 14 6 4128
2002 27 55 13 4 4012

Some percentages do net sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Not asked in 2003 and 2004.
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Satisfaction levels ranged from 65 per cent in Limerick to 88 per cent in DMR East and
Cork North. Compared with results from the 2007 survey, increases were recorded in 15
divisions and decreases in ten. The largest increase was in Waterford/Kilkenny (10.4
percentage points); the largest decrease was in D.IVI.R.’North (15.4 percentage points).
The results should be interpreted with caution as the sample sizes are small, restricted
as they are to respondents who had contact with the Gardai in the preceding calendar

year (table 41).

Table 41 Satisfaction with overall contact with the Garda Siochana and division

_ 2008 2007
Garda division Satisfied/ Satisfied/ Change

Very satisfied | Very satisfied

' % % Percentage points
Carlow/Kildare 80.3 82.7 -2.4
Cavan/Monaghan 79.2 74.5 +4.7
Clare 86.6 82.3 +4.3
Cork City 81.5 N 81.2 - +0.3
Cork North 87.7 ] -85.0 +2.7
Cork West 86.1 82.2 +3.9
DMR East 87.9 80.7 +7.2
DMR North 66.3 L 817 -15.4
DMR North Central 82.5 74.5 +8.0
DMR South 76.0 80.6 ' -4.6
DMR Scouth Central 82.3 78.5 +3.8
DMR West 73.6 75.0 -1.4
Donegal 71.1 70.4 +0.7
Galway West 80.6 84.8 -4.2
Kerry 86.3 84.2 +2.1
Laois/Offaly 80.4 78.0 +2.4
Limerick 64.8 79.7 -14.9
Longford/MWestmeath 78.1 79.8 . -1.7
Louth/Meath : 72.8 76.1 -3.3
Mayo 83.7 78.0 +5.7
Roscommon/Galway East 85.2 80.3 +4.9
Sligo/Leitrim 79.5 83.6 -4.1
Tipperary 76.8 . 86.2 -9.4
Waterford/Kilkenny 79.4 ‘ 69.0 +10.4
Wexford/Wicklow 79.0 76.5 +2.5
average 79.5 ~ 79.4 +0.1

Divisional sample sizes ranged between 82 in Tipperary and 207 in DMR East.
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Just over seven out of every ten respondents (72%) felt that the Garda service needed
to be improved (75%, 77%, 73% and 64% in 2007, 2006, 2005 and 2002, respectively).

Respondents were invited to make unprompted suggestions for improvements. The

suggestions most frequently mentioned were for more Gardai, more Gardai on foot

patrol, more contact with the community and longer station opening hours (fable 42).

Table 42 Suggested improvements to Garda service

Suggestion

Percentage of respondents

2008 2007 2006 2005
greater manpower 53 54 60 56
more Garda foot patrols 53 b4 54 52
more contact with the community 32 30 31 -
Garda stations open longer 24 27 24 21
enforce traffic laws more thoroughly 16 18 21 15
Gardai to be friendlier 17 16 15 11
miscellaneous other 11 9 11 14

The answers were unprompted. Sample sizes: n=7170' in- 2008, n=7475 in 2007, n=7720 in 2006 and
n=7350 in 2005. Percentages sum to more than 100 as respondents could make more than one suggestion.
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Garda approachability

When asked about how approachable the Gardai were at their local station, 79 per cent
said that they were ‘approachable’ or ‘very approachable’, a rate identical to that in 2007.

Two per cent said that the Gardai were ‘very unapproachable’ (table 43),

Table 43 Approachability of Gardai at local station

.. 2008 2007 20086
Level of approachability % % o
very approachable 32 33 31
approachable 47 46 48
unapproachable 6 5 ' 8
very unapproachable 2 . 2 2
don’t know 13 13 13
total 10032 10067 10048

For the purpose of further comparison with previous years, categories have been
amalgamated and ‘don’t know’ answers excluded in table 44. The 2008 survey result is
similar to those in 2007, 2006 and 2005. The percentage of respondents that felt that
local Gardai were ‘unapproachable’ has been stable over the last four surveys (at either

nine or ten per cent), but represents a deterioration compared with earlier years.

Table 44 Approachability of Gardai at local station: 2008 — 2002

Very approachable/ Very unapproachable/ Total

Year approachable unapproachable
% % n

2008 91 ' ' 9 8727
2007 90 10 8771
2006 90 10 8792
2005 91 9 8969
2004 95 5 982
2003 94 6 959
2002 95 5 9618

In terms of age group and housing tenure, those in the 65+ cohort (95%) and those who
owned their own houses ({92%) feported the highest rates of Garda approachability.
These rates were notably different from the lowest rates in each category, which were
reported by those aged 18-24 (84%) and those in local authority housing (83%).
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The proportion of respondents that considered local Gardai to be ‘very approachable’
ranged from 20 per cent in Galway West and Longford/Westmeath to 52 per cent in
Sligo/Leitrim. The proportion that considered local Gardai to be ‘very unapproachable’
varied from one per cent (in eight divisions} to seven per cent in DMR North (table 45).
The table is not rank ordered because the wide variation in the number of ‘dont know’

respenses would distort the results.

Table 45 Approachability of Gardai at local station and division

. ap;‘;/r?)gch- Approach- | Unapproa- un:p?goa- Don't know

Garda division able able chabie chable

Y% % % % %
Carlow/Kildare 39 45 4 1 1
Cavan/Monaghan 33 38 4 2 24
Clare 44 35 B 2 14
Cork City 22 46 2 1 29
Cork North 36 52 3 1 ]
Cork West 44 42 3 2 10
DMR East 36 48 8 1 8
DMR North 28 49 5 7 13
DMR North Central 34 38 8 3 19
DMR South 37 43 B 4 10
DMR South Central 34 44 7 1 14
DMR West 28 58 5 4 6
Donegal . 26 33 8 5 29
Galway West 20 55 8 2 15
Kerry 46 38 5 3 9
Laois/Offaly 30 53 6 2 9
Limerick 38 38 8 3 12
Longford/Westmeath 20 63 6 1 11
Louth/Meath 23 46 7 3 21
Mayo 33 45 5 2 15
Roscommon/Galway E. 31 51 7 1 10
Sligo/Leitrim 52 40 3 1 6
Tipperary 43 45 4 2 7
Waterford/Kitkenny 34 49 5 2 11
Waexford/Wicklow 28 53 7 2 10
average 34 46 6 2 13

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Comparisons with 2007 are complicated by the variations in ‘don’t know’ answers. To
simplify, ‘don’t knows’ have been excluded and comparisons have been based on the

percentage that rated the local Gardal as ‘approachable’ or ‘very approachable’.
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Using this measure, satisfaction levels. ranged from 82 per cent in Donegal to 97 per
cent in Sligo/Leitrim, and 16 divisions showed an increase compared with 2007. The
largest increases were in the Waterford/Kilkenny, DMR West and DMR South Central
divisions (up by 10.5, 10.4 and 7.3 percentage points, respectively). The remaining nine
divisions showed decreases in satisfaction levels. The largest decreases were in
Louth/Meath, DMR North and Limerick (down by 8.7, 7.7 and 5.5 percentage points,
respectively). See table 46,

Table 46 Approachability of Gardai at local station and division: 2008 and 2007

Very approachable/ Very approachable/
approachable approachable
Garda division 2008 | 2007 { change | Garda division 2008 | 2007. | change
% %

% % points % % points
Carlow/Kildare 94.7 | 93.5 +1.2 | Galway West 88.8 | 92.9 -4.1
Cavan/Monaghan | 92.2 | 89.0 +3.2 | Kerry I 91.3 | 92.9 -1.8
Clare 91.3 | 853 +6.0 | Laois/Offaly 91.6 { 901 +1.5
Cork City 95.7 | 924 +3.3 | Limerick 871 | 926 -5.5
Cork North 96.4 | 923 | +4.1 | Longford/Westmth | 92.5 | 92.3 | +0.2
Cork West 94.8 | 916 +3.2 | Louth/Meath 87.0 | 95.7 -8.7
DMR East 90.5 | 84.3 +6.2 | Mayo 921 1 96.3 -4.2
DMR North 874 | 95.1 -7.7 | Roscom./Galway E | 91.6 | 90.3 +1.3
DMR Nth Central | 89.5 | 91.5 -2.0 | Sligo/Leitrim 96.8 | 92.7 +4.1
DMR South 88.6 { 86.3 +2.3 | Tipperary 941 | 92.2 +1.9
DMR Sth Central | 90.6 | 83.3 +7.3 | Waterford/Kilkenny | 92.1 | 81.6 | +10.5
DMR West 912 | 80.8 | +10.4 | Wexford 90.4 | 91.5 -1.1
Donegal 81.8 | 864 -4.6 | average ' 91.2 | 90.1 +1.1

Percentages exclude ‘don’t know’ responses.

Reasons why respondents thought the Gardai were approachable or unapproachable
are presented in table 47. In answering, respondents were not prompted and couid give
more than one reason. For those who felt the Gardai were approachable, by far the most
frequently cited reason was that the Gardai were friendly or helpful, followed by, ‘they
have time for you’ and ‘you] can communicate with them’. Among those who considered
the Gardai unapproachable, the most frequently cited reasons were that they were ‘just

not interested’, ‘unfriendly/rude’ or ‘think they are superior/formal manner’.
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Table 47 Reasons for approachability or unapproachability

Reason why Gardai were considered approachable n=7927
very friendly/helpful 58%
respondent knows them _ 19%
very reassuring 16%
they have time for you 22%
they are members of the community 17%
can communicate with them 21%
other 3%
Reason why Gardai were considered unapproachable n=800
unfriendly/rude ‘ 34%
not always there/station frequently closed 17%
just not interested ‘ 45%
think they are superiorfformal manner 32%
minar complaints dealt with more seriously 13%
unhelpful 28%
distance themselves from community 20%
other 5%

The answers were unprompted.

Almost four out of ten respondents said that they knew a Garda by -name at their local

station (39%). This is a decrease of two percentage points on the 2007 figure (table 48).

Table 48 Do you know any Garda member by name at your local station?

Survey Yes " No Total
% % n
2008 39 81 a 9982
2007 41 59 10002
2006 40 60 9950
2005 : 46 54 9912
2004 48 52 1016
2003 54 46 997
2002 57 43 10255
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Unacceptable behaviour by Garda members

One out of every thirteen respondents reported that a Garda had ever behaved towards
them in a way they considered unacceptable (7.7%), a rate similar to that in the 2007
survey (7.5%). The type of unacceptable behaviour cited most frequently was that the

Garda had been ‘disrespectful or impolite’ (table 49).

Table 49 Nature of any unacceptable behaviour

Nature of behaviour 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003

% % % % % %

was disrespectful or impolite . 4.4 4.2 4.1 5.0 10.9 6.6
did not follow proper procedures 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.4 3.8 1.4
stopped or searched without reason 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.4 2.6 0.5
harassed 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.6 3.8 1.0
clearly was very iax in carrying out duty 1.2 0.8 1.2 1.4 5.3 1.1
used racist language 0.1 0.2 | 0.2 0.1 0.4 0
made wrongful accusation ' 1.4 0.1 1.4 1.5 4.5 1.7
behaved in a violent way {e.g. pushing) 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.9 2.6 0.9
dlscrimlnated due to age, gender, race or 05 0.6 0.6 0.7 18 0.5
ethnicity

sSwore 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.8 3.3 0.9
searched house without reason 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.4 - -
took an item of your property 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.2
other (incl. use of sexist or sectarian language) 1.0 0.5 1.2 1.2 2.9 04
any of the above 7.7 1| 75 | 86 | 9.3 | 12.4 | 12.1
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Table 50 Unacceptable behaviour and Garda division

Garda division 2008 2007 CharTge
% % % paints

Carlow/Kildare 5.8 . 58 0
Cavan/Monaghan 4.0 9.2 -5.2
Clare 3.5 ) 3.9 0.4
Cork City 3.3 4.8 -1.5
Cork North 7.3 5.8 +1.7
Cork West 8.5 4.5 +4.0
DMR East 13.5 9.6 +3.9
DMR North 10.6 9.0 +1.6
DMR Naorth Central 13.1 11.3 +1.8
DMR South 9.6 10.3 0.7
DMR South Central . 14.3 10.2 +4.1
DMR West 8.1 12.7 -4.6
Donegal 6.0 8.0 -3.0
Galway West 9.3 6.4 +2.9
Kerry 6.9 7.8 -0.9
Laois/Offaly 7.6 8.6 -1.0
Limerick 8.2 6.0 +2.2
Longford/Westmeath 2.7 6.3 -3.6
l.outh/Meath 10.1 5.1 +5.0
Mayo 2.0 3.2 -1.2
Roscommon/Galway East 6.8 6.3 +0.5
Sligo/Leitrim 5.3 4.3 +1.0
Tipperary 4.7 3.6 +1.1
Waterford/Kilkenny 4.5 12.7 . -8.2
Wexford/Wicklow 9.0 9.7 -0.7
average 7.4 ' 7.4 0

Percentage of respondents who said that a Garda had ever behaved towards them in a way that they
considered unacceptable.

Rates of unacceptable behaviour ranged from two per cent in Mayo to 14 per cent in
DMR South Central. Compared with the 2007 survey, the percentage of respondents
answering that a Garda had ever behaved towards them in an unacceptable way was
lower in 12 divisions, higher in 12 and the same in one.® The biggest improvements were
in Waterford/Kitkenny (by 8.2 percentage points) and Cavan/Monaghan (by 5.2
percentage points). Disimprovements were l-'.i'iggest in Louth/Meath (by 5 percentage
points) and DMR South Central (by 4.1 percentage points). The national average was
unchanged from 2007 (table 50).

® Note that a negative change in percentage points represents an improvement.
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Racist incidents

A racist incident was defined as ‘any incident which is perceived to be racist by the

victim, a witness to the incident or the investigating Garda’.

Overall, 1.5 per cent of respondents said that they had ever been subjected to a racist
incident (n=152). Eighteen per cent of these had reported the most recent incident to the
Gardai (n=28). Of these, a third were satisfied (33%) with the way the incident was
handled (n=9). In the 2007 survey, 2.1 per cent reported having experienced a racist
incident (n=215); 18 per cent reported it to the Gardai (n=39) and 49 per cent were
satisfied with the way it was handled (n=18).

The vast majority of the 10,032 respondents to the survey were of Irish nationality (92%),
and the exclusion of these produces a different picture. The rates of experience of racist
incidents by non-lrish nationals are as follows: UK {2%), EU (7%), and non-EU (9%).
These represent decreases of three, eight and 17 percentage points, respectively,

compared with the 2007 rates.

When asked if they had ever been subjected to a racist incident by a Garda, 17
respondents said they had, compared with 33, 22, 31 and 21 in 2007, 2006, 2005 and

2002, respectively. Two non-Irish nationals were included in the 17.

In another section of the survey, 57 per cent of respondents agreed with the statement
‘people who are different are likely to experience ridicule or personal attack on our

streets’, while only 22 per cent disagreed.’

7 The rest were undecided. These findings are identical to those in the 2007 report.
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Garda visibility and activity

Just over a fifth of respondents reported seeing a Garda in their locality that day or the
day before (22%). More than half had seen a Garda in the previous week (53%),
identical to the rate in 2007,

The proportion of respondents that remembered seeing a Garda on the day of their
interview was similar to that in 2007 (table 51).

Table 51 Garda visibility

Last sighting of 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003
(Garda in locality % % % % % %
today 7 8 8 3] 16 15
yeslerday 15 17 17 16 13 17
2-7 days ago 31 28 29 28 26 27
1-4 weeks ago 21 20 19 19 15 14
longer ago 14 14 14 18 21 21
can’'t remember 11 13 14 12 8 6

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Sixty-five per cent of respondents were satisfied with the level of Garda visibility in their

locality. This represents an increase of three percentage points on 2007.

This year's level of satisfaction with visibility was higher than in any of the reports since
2002 (table 52).

Table 52 Satisfaction with the level of Garda visibility in the locality

Ver . . - Ver
Survey satisf?./e d Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatisyfie d Total

% % % % n
2008 9 56 29 6 9301
2007 10 52 31 8 9937
2006 8 51 32 - 10 9915
2005 11 50 30 8 9979
2004 15 - 42 3 13 989
2003 15 49 29 7 987
2002 12 48 33 7 9798

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Satisfaction with the level of local Garda visibility ranged from 52 per cent in
Carlow/Kildare to 77 per cent in Cavan/Monaghan and Clare {table 53).
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Compared with 2007, 15 divisions registered an increase in satisfaction levels and rates

decreased in ten.

Compared with 2007, the largest increases in satisfaction rates were achieved in DMR
North (+15.2 percentage points), Laocis/Offaly (+12.6) and Galway West (+12.3). The
largest decreases were recorded in Carlow/Kildare (-8.9 percentage points),
Sligo/Leitrim (-8.5) and DMR South Central (-7.0).

Table 53 Satisfaction with the level of Garda visibility in the locality and division

Satisfied/very satisfied
Garda division 2008 2007 Change
_ Percentage

% % points
Cavan/Monaghan 76.9 73.2 +3.7
Mayo 73.7 77.9 4.2
Kerry 72.1 60.6 +11.5
Sligo/Leitrim 89.1 - . 77.6 ~-8.5
Roscommon/Galway East 68.7 . 68.2 +0.5
Clare 76.5 - 66.3 +10.2
Donegal 70.2 69.2 +1.0
DMR South Central 72.0 79.0 -7.0
Tipperary 61.9 64.4 - 2.5
Galway West 65.1 52.8 +12.3
DMR East 75.0 V6.5 -1.5
DMR North Central 62.5 59.6 +2.9
DMR South ' 63.3 69.2 5.9
Cork North 58.3 594 14
Laois/Oifaly 70.8 58.2 +12.6
DMR West 57.0 46.4 +10.6
Cork West 75.4 67.3 +8.1
Cork City 59.4 56.3 +3.1
DMR North 62.7 47.5 +15.2
Limerick 59.5 61.5 -2.0
Carlow/Kildare 52.1 61.0 ' -8.9
Longford/Westmeath 67.4 58.6 +8.8
Louth/Meath 84.1 70.5 -6.4
Wexford/Wicklow 62.1 B 56.9 +5.2
Waterford/Kilkenny 55.4 - 44.0 +11.4
average 66.0 63.3 +2.7

The majority of respondents felt that the level of general Garda activity (60%) and the
level of foot patrol (59%)_in the locality had stayed the same in the previous year. This is
broadly consistent with results from the 2007, 2006, 2005, 2004 and 2003 surveys.
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A fifth of respondents felt that the level of general activity had increased (20%), while 13

per cent felt that it had decreased. Seventeen per cent felt that the level of foot patrol

had increased, while16 per cent felt that it had decreased (table 54).

Table 54 Perceived changes in Garda activity in the locality in the last year

s 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003
Activity Change 5 % % % o, %
increased 20 21 15 17 22 24
L about same 80 57 60 60 60 60
General Garda activity - sed 13 14 15 15 1 1
don’t know 7 8 9 9 8 5
increased 17 18 12 14 19 15
about same 59 56 61 60 59 57
Foot patrol decreased 16 15 16 16 16 17
don’t know 9 11 11 11 6 1M

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Over eight out of ten respondents rated the Garda performance in their locality as either

‘very good’ or ‘fairly good’ (82%). This performance rating is consistent with the

satisfaction level with overall Garda service to the community as described at the

beginning of this report {81%). Seventy-seven per cent of respondents felt that the

Gardai were doing a ‘very good’ or ‘fairly good’ job in their locality as regards road safety

(table 55).

Table 55 Garda performance in the locality

. 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

Performance Rating o 7 % 5, % T
. . very good 15 17 15 22 22 27
gg'ggﬂég;’(‘;‘gﬁﬁ"%?o’” 40 iy good | 67 65 65 62 62 59
locality? y fairly poor | 14 15 16 13 12 10
' very poor 4 3 4 3 4 4
. very good 14 15 - 12 21 20 26
How goad ajob do the fairly good |63 61 58 58 50 51
ardai do in your locality as o 18 20 54 17 50 16
regards road safety? verg goor 5 = = 5 0 =

Some percentages do not sum to exactily 100 due to rounding.

Male (82%) and female (83%) respondents had similar levels of satisfaction (‘very good’

and ‘fairly good’ combined) for local Garda performance. Rates of satisfaction for males

(77%) and females (76%) were also similar regarding road safety performance in the

locality.

35




Respondents in the 65+ age category expressed a higher level of satisfaction with local
Garda performance than those in other age categories (88%), while those in this group

also had the highest levels of satisfaction with Garda performance in road safety (81%).2

On a divisional basis, ratings for how good a job the Gardaf do in the locality ranged
from 73 per cent in Donegal to 93 per cent in Cork West (‘very good’ and “fairly good’
combined). See table 56.

Compared with 2007, 16 divisions showed an increase in the satisfaction rating, with an
average increase among these of 5.2 percentage points. The largest increases occurred
in Waterford/Kilkenny (+11.6 percentage points), DMR West (+10.7) and DMR South
Central (+9.9). For the nine divisions in which there were decreases, the average
decrease was 5.9 percentage points. The largest decreases were in Louth/Meath (-8.6
percentage points), Donegal (-9.2) and DMR North (-8.1).

Ratings for how good a job the Gardai do locally regarding road safety ranged from 58
per cent in Donegal to 88 per cent in Clare and Laois/Offaly (‘very good’ or ‘fairly good’).

Compared with 2007, 14 divisions showed an increase in the satisfaction rating, with the
average increase being 7.5 percentage points. For the other eleven divisions the
average decrease was 5.2 percentage points. Compared with 2007, the largest
increases in satisfaction occurred in DMR South Central (+16.8 percentage points),
Waterford/Kilkenny (+14.6) and Clare (+14.5). The largest decreases were recorded in
Donegal (-14.1 percentage points), Carlow/Kildare (-10.4) and DMR North (-9.5).

® For Garda performance locally the exact percentages were: 81.7% (18-24 years), 81.3% (25-44), 81.2%
{45-64) and 87.8% (65+). For Garda road safety performance the percentages were: 78.6% (18-24 years),
74.7% (25-44), 76.2% (45-64) and 81 2% (65+).
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Table 56 Garda performance in the locality and division

Overall performance Road safety
o very goad / fairly good very good / fairly good
Garda division 2008 | 2007 | change | 2008 | 2007 | change
Y% % % points % % % points

Cork West 92.5 87.6 +4.9 82.7 75.3 +7.4
Clare 91.1 83.3 +7.8 88.1 73.6 +14.5
Cork North 91.1 82.9 +8.2 76.0 71.1 +4.9
Sligo/Leitrim 89.0 87.7 +1.3 80.7 78.0 +2.7
Cavan/Monaghan 89.0 84.5 ) 85.5 80.1 +5.4
DMR East 88.9 85.6 +3.3 80.4 84.4 -4.0
Kerry 88.5 79.7 +8.8 80.0 72.0 +8.0
Laois/Oifaly 88.3 85.3 +3.0 87.8 84.8 +3.0
Roscommon/Galway East | 87.0 86.6 +0.4 81.1 77.0 +4.1
DMR Secuth Central 86.6 76.7 +9.9 83.2 66.4 +16.8
Tipperary 86.4 88.4 -2.0 84.5 86.4 -1.9
Mayo 85.0 87.3 -2.3 78.0 82.3 -4.3
Galway West 83.0 80.2 +2.8 77.7 73.1 +4.6
Longfard/Westmeath 82.7 79.8 +2.9 81.0 77.2 +3.8
DMR North Central 82.6 80.8 +1.8 782 | 787 -0.5
WexTord/Wicklow 81.8 83.7 -1.9 76.1 73.4 +2.7
Carlow/Kildare 80.8 88.0 -7.2 72.2 82.6 -10.4
Limerick 79.3 84.0 | -4.7 75.9 76.1 -0.2
Cork City 79.3 78.8 +0.5 69.4 70.4 -1.0
DMR West 79.1 68.4 +10.7 79.9 67.1 +12.8
DMR South 78.5 86.2 -7.7 75.8 83.6 -7.8
DMR North 76.6 84.7 -8.1 71.8 81.1 -8.5
Louth/Meath 75.0 84.68 -9.6 71.8 74.7 -3.1
Waterford/Kilkenny 73.5 61.9 L4116 68.9 54.3 +14.6
Donegal 72.6 81.8 -9.2 58.4 72.5 -14.1
average , 83.5 82.3 +1.2 77.8 75.8 +2.0

Divisions ranked according to proportion rating overalt Garda performance as ‘very good’ or fairly good'.

When respondents were categorised according to housing tenure, the range of ratings
for satisfaction with Garda performance locally in 2008 was similar fo that in 2007.
Ratings ranged from 78-85 per cent, compared with 76-84 per cent in 2007. In 2008,
occupants of local authority housing gave a lower rating than other respondents, with 78
per cent saying they thought the Gardai did a ‘very good’ or ‘fairly good’ job in their
locality (table 57).

Table 57 Local Garda performance by housing tenure 2008 and 2007

2008 Survey 2007 Survey
Housing fype % . - Housing type %
owner occupied 82.4 owner occupied 82.9
local authority housing 77.5 local authority housing __75.8
renied privately 85.2.. | rented privately 84.1
other 85.1 other 82.6
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Road traffic collisions

Three per cent of respondents said that they had been involved in the previous year in
road traffic collisions dealt with by the Gardai, similar to last year's percentage (4% in
2007). The majority believed that the other party ‘was at fault for the collision (58%),
while 28 per cent felt that they themselves were at fault. Thirteen per cent felt that both

parties were, while one per cent did not know who was at fault.’ Seventy-nine per cent of

respondents were satisfied with the Garda investigation of the collisions, a finding similar

to last year’s (table 58).

Table 58 Satisfaction with the Garda investigation of road traffic collisions

Sutvey Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Total

% % % % n
2008 31 48 17 4 273
2007 22 58 11 10 344
2006 30 48 13 8 358
2005 25 48 15 12 272
2002 39 40 12 9 465

Respondents who expressed dissatisfaction were invited to give a reason. The number
of reépondents was small. Responses were not prom'pted and the reasons that were

cited are presented as frequencies in table 59.

Table 59 Dissatisfaction with Garda investigation of road traffic collisions

, . . Mentiched {n) Mentioned (n)

Reason for dissatisfaction 5008 2007
Garda withheld information - 7
nothing was/has been done 13 23
nobody came to the scene 9 N
Garda took very long time to come to scene _ 17 20
Garda wrongfully charged the respondent 3 1

very bad service 18 21

were not interested in incident 21 25
other 5 8

In 2008 there were no responses to the category ‘Garda withheld information’.

° There was oniy one respondent who reported not knowing who was at fault. This frequency has been
rounded up to one per cent.
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Policing priorities

As with previous Garda surveys, respondents were asked about the priority they would
give to policing tasks and the priority-they think the Gardai actually give. The questions
were preceded with the statement the Garda Siochana has limited resources and is
faced with a wide range of demands’, and respondents were asked, ‘in your opinion,
what priority do you think the Garda should give to the following policing tasks?’, and
then, ‘in your opinion, what pricrity do you think the Garda actually give to the following
policing tasks?’ A listing of 28 tasks was presented, with rotation of the starting point to

avoid any position effect on responses.

The top priority for respondents was enforcing laws relating to drugs, followed by
ensuring an immediate response to | emergencies, targeting organised crime,
investigating crime and dealing with crimes of sexual violence. Crime prevention advice
to businesses, advice on personal safety and home security and supervision of licensed

premises were the lowest ranked tasks (table 60).

The majority of respondents assigned a ‘very high' or ‘high’ priority to all tasks, even the
lowest-ranked tasks. The percentages assigning these levels of priority ranged from 77
per cent for ‘supervise licensed premises’ to 99 per cent for ‘investigate crime’. Readers
should note that differences in rank can reflect very small differences in levels of priority,
especially for tasks that are ranked closely together. It would be unwise, therefore, to
attach too much importance to, say, the first-ranked task over the second, or the second
over the third, and so on, or to over-emphasise relatively minor changes from one year

to the next.
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Table 60 Respondents’ policing priorities

hgn | Hon | Low
Task priority priarity | priority | Rank
% % %

enforce laws relating to drugs 75 22 3 1
ensure immediate response to emergencies 73 25 2 2
target organised crime 72 26 2 3
investigate crime 69 31 1 4
deal with crimes of sexual violence 66 31 3 5
deal with youths racing around in cars 62 34 4 6
enforce drink driving laws 62 34 4 7
enforce speed laws 59 36 5 8
deal with domestic violence incidents 59 37 4 9
deal with underage drinking on the streets 59 36 5 10
tackle the sale of alcohol to those under age 57 36 6 11
deal with underage drinking in pubs .53 38 9 12
deal with vandalism 46 46 8 13
enforce laws relating to fraud and white collar crime 45 48 8 14
provide help and support to victims of crime 44 48 8 15
enforce laws relating to wearing of seat belts 44 48 8 10
patrol by car/fvan 43 49 8 17
ensure State security 43 46 11 18
deal with public annoyances (e.g. loud music, flghts) 41 49 10 19
eniorce immigration laws 39 48 13 20
work with community groups 36 53 11 21
patrol on foot or bicycle 39 47 15 22
ensure effective traffic management and flow 34 53 13 23
enforce other traffic laws - 32 54 14 24
patrol by motorcycle 34 47 19 25
supervise licensed premises 30 47 23 26
advise on personal safely and home security 26 52 22 27
advise businesses/shops on crime prevention 25 53 22 28

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 because of rounding. ‘Don't know' answers are excluded:;
they ranged from 0.5% to 1.5% of respondents. Tasks are ranked by mean score, and these scores are

shown in table 63.

Respondents’ perceptions of the priority that the Gardai assign to tasks are presented in
table 61. In answering, respondents were allowed an additional option of ‘very low
priority’ that was not offered in relation to their own priorities. The top ranked activity was

investigating crime, which was followed by ensuring immediate emergency response,

targeting organised crime, enforcing drink driving laws and ensuring State security.

The perceived Garda priority order was generally different from respondents’ own
priorities. The rankings were the same for five activities: ensuring immediate response to
emergencies, targeting organised crime, dealing with domestic violence incidents,

dealing with public annoyances {e.g. loud music, fights) and advising on personal safety

and home security.
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The difference in rankings was relatively small for 13 of the remaining activities, while the

other ten showed differences of six or more ranking places (table 62).

Table 61 Respondents’ perceptions of Garda priorities, ranked by mean score

VoY | digh | Low | Y&V
Task hrgh priority | priority low Rank
priority priority
% % % %

investigate crime 31 55 13 2 1
ensure immediate response to emergencies 33 49 15 3 2
farget organised crime 29 49 17 5 3
enforce drink driving laws 26 53 18 4 4
ensure State security 26 50 18 6 5
enforce laws relating to drugs 26 51 19 5 8
enforce speed laws 25 51 20 5 7
deal with crimes of sexual violence 24 51 20 5 8
deal with doemestic violence incidents 19 47 26 8 9
enforce laws relating to wearing of seat belts 18 48 27 5] 10
enforce immigration laws 17 46 29 8 11
patrol by car/van 16 48 29 7 12
enforce laws relating to fraud and white
colfar crime 15 44 32 9 13
enforce other traffic laws 13 46 33 7 14
ensure effective traffic management and flow 13 44 36 8 15
provide help and support fo victims of crime |- 13 40 37 10 16
deal with youths racing around in cars 14 36 37 13 17
deal with vandalism 13 38 38 11 18
deal with public annoyances (e.g. loud
music, fights) 12 40 38 10 19
deaf with underage drinking on the streets 14 34 39 13 20
deal with underage drinking in pubs 14 32 41 13 21
supervise licensed premises 12 34 40 14 22
tackle the sale of alcohol to those under age 12 32 42 14 23
work with community groups’ 9 36 41 14 24
advise l;usmesses/shops on crime 9 31 43 17 o5
prevention

atrol by molorcycle 9 28 42 22 26
advise on personal safety and home security 8 29 44 19 27
patrol on foot or bicycle 9 24 42 25 28

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 because of rounding. ‘Don’t know’ answers are excluded;
they ranged from 0.9% to 3.5% of respondents. Tasks are ranked by mean scores, and these scores are
shown in table 63.

The largest difference occurred in respect of ‘ensurihg State security’,'which the public
rated 13 ranking places lower than it perceived the Gardai do. The next largest
differences were for tackling the sale of alcohol to those under age, dealing with youths
racing around in cars and dealing with underage drinking on the streets, which the public

rated 12, 11 and ten places, respectively, higher'than it perceived the Gardai do.
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Other significant mismatches arose in relation to dealing with underage drinking in pubs
{to which the public attached a higher ranking than they perceive the Gardai do),
enforcing other traffic laws and enforcing immigration laws (to which the public attached
a lower ranking than they perceive the Gardai do — ten and nine ranking places,

respectively).

Table 62 Respondents’ priorities and their perception of Garda priorities — rankings

E o § o Rank difference
Task DE | 85
A= | 5= | Garda | Garda Same
o lower | higher
enforce laws relating to drugs 1 6 5
ensure immediate response to emergencies 2 2 0
target organised crime 3 3 0
investigate crime 4 1 3
deal with crimes of sexual violence 5 8 3
deal with youths racing around in cars G 17 11
enforce drink driving laws 7 4 3
enforce speed [aws 8 7 1
deal with domestic violence incidents 9 9 0
deal with underage drinking on the streets 10 20 10
tackle the sale of alcohol to those under age 11 23 12
deal with underage drinking in pubs 12 21 9
deal with vandalism 13 .18 5
eqforce laws relating to fraud and white colfar 14 13 1
crime
provide help and support to victims of crime i5 16 1
enforce laws relating to wearing of seat belts 16 10 6
patrol by car/van : 17 12 5
ensure State security 18 5 13
qleal with public annoyances (e.g. loud music, 19 19 0
fights)
enforce immigration laws 20 11 9
work with community groups 21 24 3
patrol on foot or bicycle 22 28 6
ensure effective traffic managemeént and flow 23 15 8
enforce other traffic laws 24 14 10
patrol by motorcycle 25 26 1
supervise licensed premises 26 22 4
advise on personal safety and home security 27 27 0
advise businesses/shops on crime prevention 28 25 3

Without exception, respondents assigned a higher priority to activities than they
perceived the Gardai do. This was so even when an activity appeared in the same

ranking position in both respondent and Garda lists.
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Table 63 Respondents’ priorities and perceived Garda priorities — mean scores

. Perceived
De.S'r.Ed Garda Difference

Task priority priority

mean mean mean

score score: score
enforce laws relating to drugs 1.28 1.98 -0.70
ensure immediate response {0 emergencies 1.29 1.86 -0.57
target organised crime 1.30 1.93 -0.63
investigate crime 1.32 1.84 -0.52
deal with crimes of sexual violence 1.37 2.02 -0.65
deal with youths racing around in cars 1.41 2.36 -0.95
enforce drink driving laws 1.42 1.95 -0.53
enforce speed laws 1.45 2.00 -0.55
deal with domestic violence incidents 1.46 2.14 -0.68
deal with underage drinking on the streets 1.46 2.38 -0.92
tackle the sale of alcohol to those under age 1.49 2.45 -0.96
deal with underage drinking in pubs 1.56 2.40 -0.84
deal with vandalism 1.63 2.36 -0.73
enfarce laws relating to fraud and white collar crime 1.63 2.26 -0.63
provide help and support to victims of crime 1.63 2.34 -0.71
enforce laws relating to wearing of seat belts 1.65 215 -0.50
patrol by car/van 1.65. 2.21 -0.56
ensure State security 1.68 1.97 _-0.29
deal with public annoyances (e.g. loud music, fights) 1.69 2.36 -0.67
enforce immigration laws 1.73 2.20 -0.47
work with community groups 1.75 2.45 -0.70
patrol on foot or bicycle 1.76 2.58 -0.82
ensure effective traffic management and flow 1.79 2.30 -0.51
enforce other traffic laws 1.81 2.27 -0.46
patral by motoreycle 1.85 2.55 -0.70
supervise licensed premises 1.93 2.42 -0.49
advise on personal safety and home security 1.96 2.55 -0.59
advise businesses/shops on crime prevention 1.97 2.52 -0.55

Mean scores for desired priority are calculated on the basis of ‘very high priority’ = 1, ‘high priority’ = 2
and 'low priority’ = 3. For example, when asked what priority the Gardai should give to tackling the sale
of alcohol to those under age, 5710 said “very high’, 3628 *high’ and 637 ‘low’, giving a mean score

of [(5710x1)+(3628x2)+(637x3)] / [5710 +7256 +1811] = 14877 / 9975 = 1.4914. Mean scores for
perceived Garda priority are calculated on the basis of ‘very high priority’ = 1, ‘high priority’ = 2, and
low priority* + ‘very low priority’ = 3. The lower the mean score, the higher the priority. Mean scores

are shown to two decimal places. Ranking is based on four decimal places.

The largest differences occurred in respec’t of tackling the sale of alcohol to juveniles,

dealing with youths racing around in cars and dealing with underage drinking on the

streets and in pubs. Among the other sizeable differences were those relating to

patrolling on foot or bicycle and dealing with vandalism (table 63).
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With a small number of exceptions, the public’'s own rahkings have been very consistent
in the surveys since 2002. Compared with 2007, enforcing laws relating to fraud and
white collar crime, enforcing immigration laws and working with community groups
achieved the greatest jumps in ranking. The largest falls in ranking were for enforcing
laws relating to wearing of seat belts, ensuring effective traffic management and flow and

enforcing other traffic laws (table 64)."°

Table 64 Respondents’ priorities: 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005, 2002

Year | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2002

Task '

n n’ n’ n’ n* n°
enforce laws relating to drugs 1 2 2 2 3
ensure immediate response fo emergencies 2 1 1 1 1
target organised crime 3 3 3 3 2
investigate crime .4 -4 5] 5 6
deal with crimes of sexual violence 5 5 8 4 -
deal with youths racing around in cars & 7 8 6 3
enforce drink driving laws 7 6 4 8 3
enforce speed laws 3 8 7 12 7
deal with domestic viglence incidents 9 10 11 10 -
deal with underage drinking on the streets 10 9 9 7 8
tackle the sale of alcohol to those under age 11 11 10 9 9
deal with underage drinking in pubs 12 12 12 11 11
deal with vandalism 13 15 14 13 13
enforce laws relating to fraud and white collar crime 14 17 15 14 12
provide help and support to victims of crime 15 14 16 15 14
enforce laws relating to wearing of seat belfs 16 13 13 16 10
patrol by car/van 17 16 17 17 16
ensure State security 18 18 19 18 15
deal with public annoyances {e.g. loud music, ...) 19 19 18 19 17
enforce immigration laws ' 20 23 25 25 23
work with community groups 21 24 23 22 22
patrol on foot or bicycle 22 22 20 20 21
ensure effective fraffic management and flow L2377 20 22 23 18
enforce other fraffic laws : 24 21 21 24 18
patrol by motorcycle 25 25 24 21 20
supervise licensed premises 26 27 27 27 24
advise on personal safety and home security 27 26 28 26 26
advise businesses/shops on crime prevention 28 28 28 28 25

Table includes two tasks: ‘deal with crimes of sexual violence’ added in 2004 and ‘deal with domestic
violence incidents’, added in 2005. Sample size: n' = 10,000; n = 10,000, n* = 10,000; n* = 10,000 and
n®=10,000. Rankings prior to 2005 were based on mean scores to two decimal places and joint
rankings occurred in several instances.

'® Note that a change in rank position from 23 in 2007 to 20 in 2008 (enforce immigration laws) represents
an increase in respondents’ priority for that task. A change in rank from 21 in 2007 to 24 in 2008 (enforce
other fraffic laws) represents a decrease in priority.
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Further views on the Garda Siochana

The survey sought the public’s views about other aspects of the relationship between the
Gardai and the community and attempted to gauge the degree of public confidence in
the Gardai. Respondents were asked to indicate if they agreed or disagreed with various

statements using a five-point scale from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’.

Table 65 Relationship between the Gardai and the community

Statement Agree Neither | Disagree
- % % %

Anyone in Garda custody would have their rights fully 75 13 r

respected

i my rights were infringed, | could rely on the Gardai

to help me 73 15 12

[ would encourage a friend or relative to join the 59 17 13

Gardai

Peaple like me would be welcome in the Gardai as a 68 16 17

member

The Gardai carry out their rale in a fair and impartial 67 17 16

manner

Gardai are sensitive to the needs of vulnerable people 64 -19 16

The Garda organisation is made up of honest/ 63 29 15

honourable people

Gardai are representative of the communities they 62 19 19

serve

Anyone in Garda custody would be well treated 55 28 17

Garda management fully supporis community pohcmg 55 25 21

(e.g. assigning Community Gardai to area)

The Gardal provide good leadership in the guidance 54 23 24

and direction of our young people

The local Gardai reflect the make-up of my local 52 22 26

community

The local Gardai are fully answerable to the people for 50 19 32

their actions and conduct .

The Gardaf never blame victims of crime 45 31 24

The Gardai serve the interests of the rich more than 25 24 44

the poor

When people are dissatisfied with what the Gardai do,

g 35 22 43

it is easy to have the matter corrected

The people around here have a real say in deciding 26 23 51

what is important for the Gardai to attend to

The Gardai discriminate against immigrants 15 25 B0

Domestic violence is a private matter, not a Garda 13 14 73

matter

Questions were rotated in four groups and sample sizes ranged from 2435 to 2542, Some percentages
do not sum to exactly 100 because of rounding.
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The results are summarised in table 65 showing agreement {‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’

combined), disagreement (‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ combined) or neither."

The highest levels of agreement were with the statements: ‘anyone in Garda custody
would have their rights fully respected’, ‘if my rights were infringed, | could rely on the
Gardai to help me’, 1 would encourage a friend or relative to join the Gardai' and
‘domestic violence is a private matter, not a Garda matter’ (73% disagreed). Agreement
was also high with: ‘people like me would be welcome in the Gardai as a member’ and
the Gardai carry out their role in a fair and impartial manner'. Minorities that disagreed
with these statements ranged from 11-17 per cent. A majority disagreed that the Gardai

discriminate against immigrants (60%,).

The results are broadly along expected lines, with majorities agreeing where agreement
is desirable or disagreeing where disagreement is desirable. There were two notable.
exceptions. Over half disagreed that ‘the people around here have a real say in deciding
what is important for the Gardai to attend to’ (51%), while 43 per cent disagreed with the
statement ‘when people are dissatisfied with what the Garda do, it is easy to have the
matter corrected’. These were also exceptions in the 2007, 2006, 2005 and 2002

surveys.

A comparison of responses from 2002 to 2008 is set out in table 66. Sixteen statements
were common to all surveys, and for one statement, ‘when people are dissatisfied with
what the Gardai do, it is easy to have the mafter corrected’, there has been a continuous
increase in the percentage agreeing with it; from 23 per cent in 2002 to 35 per cent in
2008. In 2002, 56 per cent of respondents agreed that ‘the local Gardai are fully
answerable to the people for their actions and conduct’. This year the level of agreement

for this variable was 50 per cent.

" Most statements were posed such that a high tevel of agreement would be desired {e.g. ‘if my rights were
infringed, 1 could rely on the Gardai to help me’) and others were posed such that a low level of agreement
would be desired (e.g. 'the Gardai discriminate against immigrants’).
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Table 66 Relationship between the Gardai and the community: 2008 — 2002

Agreement with statement 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2002

% % % % %

Anyone in Garda custody would have their rights fully 76 79 70 70 64

respected

i]fq:;ny rights were infringed, | could rely on the Gardai to help 73 71 69 72 75
t would encourage a friend or relative to join the Gardai 69 68 65 67 71
People like me would be welcome in the Gardai as a 68 64 63 63 71
member

The Gardai carry out their role in a fair and impartial manner 67 67 65 89 -
Gardai are sensitive to the needs of vulnerable people 64 59 62 61 60
gggp(liarda organisation is made up of honest/ honourable 63 60 61 62 60
Gardai are representative of the communities they serve 62 61 64 66 68
Anyone in Garda custody would be well treated 55 51 50 56 60

Garda management fully supports community policing (e.g.

assigning Community Gardai to area) 55 52 48 54 52

The Gardai provide good leadership in the guidance and 54 48 51 51 46
direction of our young people :

The local Gardai reflect the make-up of my local community 52 50 53 53 54

The local Gardai are fully answerable to the peop[e for their 50 50 51 51 56
actions and conduct

The Gardai never blame victims of crime 45 43 42 42 -

;'Qngardai serve the interests of the rich more than the 35 35 39 34 34

When people are dissatisfied with what the Gardai do, it is

gasy to have the matter corrected 35 34 32 31 =3

The people around here have a real say in deciding what is
important for the Gardai to attend to 26 23 27 25 22

The Gardati discriminate against immigrants 15 16 16 14 11

Domestic violence is a private matter, not a Garda matter 13 13 17 16 -

The statements: ‘the Gardai carry out their role in a fair and impartial manner’, the Gardai never blame
victims of crime’ and 'domestic violence is a private matter, not a Garda matter’ were not included in the
2002 survey.

An increase in agreement from 2002 to 2005 with respect to the statement ‘anyone in
Garda custody would have their rights fully respected’ (from 64% in 2002 to 70% in
2005), was sustained in 2006 and improved on in 2007 and 2008, In the period 2002 to
2006 there was a decline in the percentage agreeing that ‘anyone in Garda custody
would be well freated’. However, since 2006., there -has been an increase in agreement
for this variable (51% in 2007 and 55% in 2008).

From 2005 to 2006 the largest changes had been for declines in agreement with the

statements: '‘Garda management fully supports community policing’ and ‘anyone in

Garda custody would be well freated’ (a drop of six percentage points for each).
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From 2006 to 2007 the largest changes were in respect fo the statements: ‘Garda
management fully supports community policing’ (an increase in agreement of four
percentage points), ‘the Gardai serve the interests of the rich more than the poor’, ‘the
people around here have a real say in deciding what is important for the Gardai to attend
to’ and ‘domestic violence is a private matter, not a Garda matter' (a decrease in

agreement of four percentage points for each).

From 2007 to 2008 the largest changes were for the statements: the Gardai provide
good leadership in the guidance and direction of our young people’ and ‘Gardai are
sensitive to the needs of vulnerable people’ (an increase in agreement of six and five

percentage points, respectively}.
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Public safety and fear of crime

Almost three-quarters of respondents said that they felt safe out walking in their
neighbourhood after dark (74%). In eariier surveys the corresponding figures were: 75
per cent in 2007, 71 per cent in 2006 and 69 per cent in 2005 and 2002.

Feelings of safety were lowest in cities other than Dublin (Cork, Galway, Limerick and
Waterford) and in large towns. An average of four per cent of respondents felt very
unsafe walking in their neighbourhood after dark, rising to six per cent in cities outside
Dublin (table 67).

Table 67 How safe do you feel walking in your neighbourhood after dark?

Type of area Very safe Safe Unsafe u\rlnggf’e Total
% % % % n
Dublin 16 62 18 4 2589
ofher city 11 57 27 6 1047
large town (10,000) 17 52 26 5 837
town (1-10,000) 17 55 . 25 3 1813
village, rural, open country 19 56 20 5 3709
all 17 57 22 4 9995

One percentage does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

The vast majority of respondents felt secure alone in their homes at night (89%),
although on average ten per cent felt unsafe and one per cent felt very unsafe. Feelings
of safety were similar in four Categories of area (range 87% — 89%), with respondents in

the ‘large town’ category having a notably higher rate (93%). See table 68.

Table 68 How safe do you feel alone in your home at night?

Type of area Very safe Safe Unsafe u\rfgge Total
% % % % n
Dublin 21 86 11 2 2589
other city 19 70 10 2 1048
large town (10,000) 26 67 6 1 837
town {1-10,000) 22 66 10 1 1813
village, rural, open country 28 63 10 1 3709
all 23 66 10 1 9996

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.
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Feelings of safety walking in the neighbourhood after dark varied substantially by
division (‘very safe’ and ‘safe’ combined), ranging from 57 per cent in Carlow/Kildare to
83 per cent in Clare, DMR East and Cavan/Monaghan (table 69).

Of the seven divisions that had the lowest rates for feelings of safety, three (Cork,
Waterford/Kilkenny and Limerick) contain ‘other cities’ consistent with earlier results in
table 67, '

The proportions feeling ‘safe’ or ‘very safe’ alone at home at night ranged from 77 per
cent in Waterford/Kilkenny to 97 per cent in Cork North (table 69).

Table 69 Feelings of safety and Garda division

Out walking after dark Home alone at night
Garda division safefvery unsafe/very safe/very unsafe/very
safe unsafe safe unsafe

% Y% % %
Clare 83 17 96 4
DMR East 83 17 95 5
Cavan/Monaghan 83 18 94 6
Mayo 82 19 90 10
Sligo/Leitrim 81 19 94 B
DMR South Central 79 21 91 9
DMR North Central : 79 21 88 12
Donegal 78 22 91 9
Longford/Westmeath ' 78 22 30 20
DMR North 77 23 84 16
Galway West 76 24 91 9
Tipperary - 76 24 90 11
Roscommon/Galway East 76 24 87 13
Cork West 76 24 92 8
DMR South 76 25 85 16
Louth/Meath 75 25 93 8
DMR West 74 26 86 14
Cork North 72 28 97 3
Wexford 69 31 82 18
Laois/Offaly 69 31 89 11
Cork City 69 31 93 8
Kerry 68 32 91 9
Waterford/Kilkenny 67 33 77 24
Limerick 63 a7 81 : 19
Carlow/Kildare : 57 43 89 12
average 75 25 89 11

Table ordered according to values in column 2 (to one decimat place). Some percentages do not sum
to exactly 100 due to rounding.
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Compared with 2007, feelings of safety when out walking after dark were higher in 14
divisions and lower in eleven. The largest increases were recorded in Clare, DMR South
Central and DMR West (table 70).

From 2005 to 2008, feelings of safety when out walking after dark have shown
continuous improvement in four divisions (Cavan/Monaghan, Mayo, DMR North Central
and Cork West),

Using the 2005 and 2008 reports as reference points, the largest increases in feelings of
safety out walking after dark were recorded in DMR North Central, Galway West and
Cork City. The largest decrease was in Limerick.

Table 70 Feelings of safety and Garda division: 2008, 2007, 2006 and 2005

Safelvery safe out Safefvery safe home
o walking after dark alone at night

Garda division 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005

% % % % % % % %
Clare ' 83 74 80 83 96 94 95 93
DMR East 83 88 79 76 95 93 88 93
Cavan/Monaghan 83 - B2 77 70 94 g2 86 91
Mayo 82 79 74 73 90 91 89 80
Sligofi_eitrim 81 80 71 78 94 93 85 87
DMR South Central 79 74 77 74 91 77 90 87
DMR North Central 79 77 68 63 88 85 85 78
Donegai 78 81 74 75 91 12 84 83
Longford/Westmeath 78 74 77 72 80 79 83 78
DMR North 77 78 75 70 84 88 93 87
Galway West 78 79 73 61 91 92 87 83
Tipperary 76 75 76 70 90 36 89 83
Roscommon/Galway East 76 77 83 74 87 85 94 85
Cork West 76 75 72 67 92 93 93 91
DMR South 76 77 67 65 85 88 82 85
Louth/Meath 75 79 - 76 63 93 20 87 78
DMR West 74 89 68 71 86 85 88 86
Cork North 72 68 71 67 97 87 83 87
Wexford/Wicklow 69 66 | 69 71 82 | 81 81 82
Laois/Offaly 69 71 60 62 89 80 73 76
Cork City 69 70 62 55 93 92 88 87
Kerry 68 | 65 73 68 91 82 90 83
Waterford/Kilkenny 67 66 67 69 77 76 77 84
Limerick 63 687 56 68 81 86 78 81
Carlow/Kildare 57 66 69 59 89 77 75 73
average 75 74 72 69 89 87 86 84

Table ordered according to values in column 2 {fo one decimal place).
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Compared with 2007, feelings of safety alone in the home at night were higher in 18
divisions, lower in six and the same in one. The largest increase was recorded in DMR

South Central and the largest decrease in Limerick (table 70).

From 2005 to 2008, feelings of safety in the home at night have shown a continuous
increas.e in two divisions: Cork City and Carlow/Kildare. Using the 2005 and 2008 survey
findings as reference points, the greatest increase in feelings of safety were recorded in
Carlow/Kildare, Louth/Meath and Laois/Offaly. Two divisions recorded decreases:
Waterford/Kilkenny and DMR North.

In two divisions — Mayo and Cork West — a decrease in feelings of safety alone at home
at night occurred, even though an increase had been recorded regarding feeling safe

when out walking after dark.

In each of the report years 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008, every division reported higher
levels of feelings of safety alone at home compared with feelings of safety walking in the
neighbourhood after dark. For the period 2005-2008, the percentage of respondents that

felt safe alone at home was, on average, 14 points higher.
Just over a fifth of respondents felt less safe when out walking in their area than they
had felt 12 months ago (21%), while over a quarter felt less safe out walking than they

had felt 6 years ago (29%). See table 71.

Table 71 Do you feel more safe or less safe out walking in your area now?

No Less Don't Didr‘_n’t
Time suvey | S | ditterent | safe know Igfe;n o
% % % % % n

2008 5 71 2 1 2 10032

compared with 12 2007 5 71 20 2 2 10067
months ago 2006 4 70 23 1 2 10046
2005 3 69 23 2 2 10046

2002 5 69 24 1 1 10193

2008 8 52 29 3 9 10032

compared with 6 2007 9 53 25 3 8 10067
Jears ago 2006 ) 52 29 2 9 10046
2005 7 50 37 3 9 10046

2002 11 38 44 2 | 5 10051

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Missing values have been excluded; there
were n=15 of these for the variable, ‘compared with 12 months age’ and n=46 for the variable, ‘compared

with & years ago'.

s




Thirty-seven per cent of respondents were worried about becoming a victim of crime
themselves and 44 per cent were worried about other family members and friends.

These rates are identical to those in 2007 (table 72).

Since 2002 there has been a downwards trend in the proportion of respondents that

worried about themselves, or their family and friends, becoming victims of crime.

Table 72 Worry about becoming a victim of crime

; Yes No Total
Persecn Survey % % =
2008 37 63 10018
2007 37 63 10044
2006 41 59 10009
2004 45 55 1016
2003 54 45 1007
2002 52 48 10267 -
2008 44 56 9972
family member of 2006 49 51 9939
friend 2005 53 47 9892
2004 88 32 1016
2003 68 32 1003
2002 69 31 10147

One percentage does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. ‘Don't knows’ have been excluded; there
were n=14 (for 'you') and n=60 (for family member or friend’).

Almost eight out of ten respondents were as worried about becoming a victim of
personal injury crime as property crime (78%), and over six out of ten were as worried
about personal injury crime as property crime for a family member or friend (66%). Of the
remainder, eight per cent worried about themselves being subject to personal injury only
and 14 per cent worried about property theft or damage only. The corresponding figures
for worry about family and friends were 28 per cent (personal injury only) and six per

cent {property theft or damage only). See table 73.
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Table 73 Worry about personal injury or property theft/damage crime.

Personal | AP Both Total
Person Survey injury only © ;iriglage ° ota
% % % ' n

2008 8 ' 14 78 3715

2007 10 14 77 3656

you 2006 18 15 69 4011
2005 15 13 3 4396

2002 16 17 87 5141

2008 28 6 66 4326

family member 2007 25 8 69 4325
or friend 2006 25 7 69 4713
2005 18 7 75 5118

2002 26 7 87 6801

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Fear of personally becoming a victim of crime ranged from 21 per cent in Donegatl to 51
per cent in Limerick. Compared with 2007, the levels of fear were lower in 14 divisions

and higher in eleven (table 74).

The largest decreases in fear of crime were registered in Kerry (15 percentage points),
Cavan/Monaghan (10 points} and Longford/Westmeath (8 points). The largest increases
were recorded in DMR East (21 percentage points), DMR West (2 points) and

Roscommon/Galway East (8 points).
From 2005 to 2008, the levels of fear of personally becoming a victim of crime have

continually decreased in four divisions. The largest decrease was in Donegal (22
percentage points — from 43% in 2005 to 21% in 2008).
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Table 74 Worry about crime victimisation and Garda division (percentage ‘yes’)

You Family member or friend

Garda division 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005

% % % - % % % % Y%
Donegal 21 26 32 43 26 27 39 52
Mayo 25 32 24 35 35 33 30 47
Cavan/Monaghan 25 35 26 31 29 42 35 40
Clare 27 31 33 32 21 26 30 35
Sligo/Leitrim 29 27 35 45 44 26 37 b2
Louth/Meath 31 36 37 48 35 47 46 57
Cork West 32 33 34 26 40 40 41 31
DMR North Central 32 36 43 44 42 43 45 50
Cork City 34 31 48 62 41 39 50 64
Longford/Westmeath 34 42 46 43 34 49 54 55
DMR South Central 35 41 36 39 47 52 39 47
Laois/Offaly 36 39 49 50 31 36 52 53
Galway West 37 41 39 46 39 44 52 53
DMR South 38 32 51 55 45 45 61 85
DMR North 38 40 39 55 48 54 49 65
Kerry 38 53 36 38 49 66 38 41
DMR East 39 18 40 44 48 27 49 53
Tipperary 39 34 40..| 45 40 36 43 45
Roscommon/Galway East 42 34 33 | 48 41 42 48 51
Wexford/Wicklow 43 40 48 49 49 48 57 80
DMR West 45 36 40 44 58 48 53 51
Carlow/Kildare 45 38 51 55 50 43 48 56
Cark North 48 42 44 50 61 45 52 53
Waterford/Kilkenny 49 46 52 41 56 48 60 56
Limerick 51 52 56 49 53 58 87 55
average 37 37 40 45 42 42 47 51

Table ordered according to values in column 2 (ascending).

Fear of a family member or friend becoming a victim of crime ranged from 21 per cent in

Clare to 61 per cent in Cork North. Compared with 2007, the levels of fear decreased in

13 divisions, increased in ten and were at the same level in the remaining two (table 74).

The largest decreases were in Kérry (17 percentage points), Longford/Westmeath (15

points) and Cavan/Monaghan (13 points). The largest increases were in DMR East (21

percentage points), Sligo/Leitrim (18 points) and Cbrk_ North (16 points).

From 2005 to 2008, the levels of fear of a family member or friend becoming a victim of

crime have continually decreased in seven divisions. The largest decrease was in
Donegal (26 percentage points — from 52% in 2005 to 26% in 2008).
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In an attempt to get specific information on their perception of particular crimes,
respondents were asked how worried they were about particular types of personal injury
and property theft/damage crimes. On average, respondents worried more about
becoming the victim of property theft/damage crimes, compared with personal injury
crimes. One of the major concerns identified was ‘having your home broken into and

something stolen’ (87% — ‘very worried’ and *fairly worried’ combined). See table 75.

Table 75 How worried are you about the following crimes?

- Very Fairly Not very | Not af all
Personal injury 7 o %, 5
being mugged or robhed 35 48 16 1
being raped . 22 27 29 23
being physically attacked by stranger 34 . 47 16 3
being insulted or pestered by anybody in :
street/public place : 23 -3 30 14
being subject to physical attack because of :
your religion/race/skin colour 15 15 28 42

Very Fairly Not very | Not at all

Property theft/damage 5 o % %
having your home broken into and 41 46 114 2
something stolen
having your car stolen 38 39 16 8
having things stolen from your car 35 39 18 8
having your property vandalised 40 40 16 4

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

The majority of respondents indicated that fear of crime did not affect their quality of life
significantly. A quarter indicated that fear of. crime moderately reduced their quality of life
(25%), while 29 per cent indicated that it reduced the quality a litfle. There was no
reduction in quality of life for aimost a third of {hdée who responded (32%). See table 76.

Table 76 How much did the fear of crime reduce your quality of life?

Year Greatly Significantly | Moderately Little None Total
% % % % % n
2008 4 10 25 29 32 3640
2007 4 11 27 30 28 3549
2008 4 11 25 31 29 40186

‘Don't knows' have been excluded; there were n=81 in 2008, n=12¢ in 2007, and n=117 in 2006.

Relatively few respondents thought crime was decreasing or staying the same in Ireland.
Almost nine out of ten respondents thought that it was increasing (89%). Respondents
were more optimistic about their own area; half of them thought crime was increasing

(50%), while 45 per cent thought it was staying the same (table 77).
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Table 77 Do you believe that crime is increasing, decreasing or staying the same?

Where Increasing Decreasing Stag;r:r?ethe Total
% % % n

in lreland 89 3 8 9852

in your area 50 5 45 9869

‘Don't knows’ have been excluded; there were n=180 (‘in Ireland’) and n=163 ('in your area’).

Eighty-nine per cent of respondents thought crime was a ‘very serious’ or ‘serious’

problem in Ireland (table 78).

Table 78 How would you describe crime in Ireland today?

A very . A fairly Not a
sertous A foir;g;s serious serious rl\(l)g?:m Total
problem P problem problem P
% % % Yo % n
57 32 10 1 1 9805

Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

In an attempt to get more specific information about respondents’ perceptions of the
nature of the crime problem, respondents were asked about different types of offending
in their area and in Ireland as a whole. The order of questions was rotated among

respondents to avoid position bias.

Considerably more respondents thought crime and offending behaviour were major
problems in the country as a whole, than thought they were major problems in their own

area. Drug crime featured highest in both categories.

Nine out of ten respondents thought ‘drug abuse’ (91%) and ‘other drug crime’ (91%)
were major problems in the country as a whole, while for their own areas the
corresponding figures were 39 per cent (drug abuse) and 33 per cent (other drug crime).
in the country as a whole, 'violent crime’ (78%) and ‘juvenile crime’ (76%) were the third

and fourth most prominent of the categories (table 79).
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Table 79 Do you think the following are a major, minor, or no problem?

Major Minor Not a )
Where you live probjlem problem problem Don’t know
. % Y% % %
juvenile/teenage crime 27 47 24 3
drug abuse 39 38 17 7
other drug crimes 33 33 . 22 12
public drunkenness 22 41 34 3
public nuisance 18 42 37 3
race/hate crime 8 26 57 9
violent crime 13 30 51 5]
property crime 21 44 30 6
car crime 22 44 29 5
white collar crime 9 27 40 24
rape-sexual assault 9 25 51 15
domestic violence 10 27 36 26
' Major Minor Not a .
In the country as a whole probjlem problem problem Don't know
% % % %
juvenile/teenage crime 76 21 1 -2
drug abuse 91 7 1 1
other drug crimes 91 7 1 1
public drunkenness 60 33 5 2
public nuisance 52 39 6 3
race/hate crime 48 36 11 6
violent crime 78 18 2 3
property crime 83 31 3 4
car crimeg 64 30 3 3
white collar crime 51 30 7 13
rape-sexual assault 59 28 6 8
domestic violence _ 53 29 3 15

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding; n =10032.

58




Views on crime and the criminal justice system’

Respondents were asked about what they believed was the main cause of crime in
ireland today. They were pressed to give only one answer but some réspondents gave

more than one.

Two-thirds believed that crime could be attributed to drugs or drink or both (66%), which
for these categories was five percentage points higher than in the 2007 survey. The next

most frequent answer was ‘lack of parental control’ (9%). See table 80.

Table 80 What do you believe to be the main cause of crime in Ireland today?

Cause 2008 | 2007 : 2006 | 2005 | 2002
% % % % %
drugs 24 22 13 18 29
drink/alcohol 8 7 8 7 4
drugs and drink 34 32 34 32 19
reduction in moral standards 5 6 7 5 5
human greed and individual deviance 5 5 5 5 6
an unequal society — unfair distribution of wealth 4 5 5 5 8
insufficient education, health, and welfare provision 3 3 3 4 3
lack of parental control 9 10 10 11 7
the [rish system of criminal justice 4 4 4 4 2
poor palicing 2 2 2 2 1
lenient penal system 2 3 3 4 2
other {specify) 2 1 2 2 12
don't know 1 2 1 2 3

n = 10032 in 2008, n = 10067 in 2007, n = 10046 in 2006 and 2005 surveys, and n=10315 in 2002 survey.
Percentages do not sum to exactly 100, due to rounding and because some respondents gave more than
one cause.

A majority of respondents felt that the predominant response to juvenile offending and
drug abuse should be treatment rather than punishment (52% for juven'ile offending and
61% for drug abuse). Since 2002, there has been a notable increase in the proportion of
respondents advocating punishment, and this year the percentages advocating
punishment for juvenile offending and drug abuse were five and four percentage points

higher, respectively, compared with 2007 (table 81).
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Table 81 Response to juvenile/teenage crime and drug abuse

. Rehabilitation "
Category Survey | PUMSIMENG | oounseling | DOMtknow Total
O/D % D/U n

2008 45 52 3 0949

juvenile/teenage 2007 40 56 4 10021
crime 2006 40 56 4 9997
2005 38 55 7 10046
2002 32 63 5 10245

2008 36 61 3 9809

2007 32 63 4 9994

drug abuse 2008 32 63 2 9992
2005 30 63 7 10046

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. The response category ‘both’ has been
omitted from the questions. There were n=83 of these for uvenile/teenage crime’ and n=223 for ‘drug
abuse’. '

When asked to indicate which of three statements about the treatment of offenders in
the criminal justice system was nearest the truth, over three-quarters opted for ‘our
criminal justice system is too lenient on offenders’ (79%). This has also been the most

popular option in previous surveys (table 82).

Table 82 Criminal justice system treatment of offenders

. 2008 2007 2006 2005 2002
View % % % % %
...is too lenient on offenders 79 78 82 71 74
...deals with offenders properly 19 19 16 24 23
...18 too harsh on offenders 2 3 2 4 3

One percentages does not sum to exactly 100 due fo rounding; n= 9934 in 2008, n= 9945 in 2007, n= 9936
in 2008, n= 9882 in 2005 and n=9560 in 2002. ' _
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The survey also sought the views of respondents about other aspects of the criminal

justice system by asking whether they agreed or disagreed with various statements.

Table 83 Views on the criminal justice system and public safety

Agree Neither | Disagree

Statement

% % %
Prison does not prevent re-offending 80 10 10
Alternatives to prison, such as fines, community
service and probation, should be used for all but the 60 18 24
most serious crimes and offenders
People who are different are likely to experience 57 Y 29
ridicule or personal attack on our streets
Young people who are caught in possession of
cannabis or ecstasy should be cautioned for first 56 13 32
offence '
Young people who are caught in possession of _ 54 20 26
cannabis or ecstasy should be treated as criminals
The better off you are, the better you are treated by 52 16 33
the criminal justice system
Victims of crime get a raw deal from the courts 49 24 27
Irish culture accepts violence as a means to resolve 36 18 46
problems
Penalties for possession of so-called ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ 125 12 52
drugs should be the same :

g

The criminal justice system treats crimes of violence
committed by strangers as different to those . 35 35 31
commitied by people known to the victim '
Penalties for people caught in possession of cannabis 18 14 68
or ecstasy should be more lenient

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. Questions were rotated in four groups
and sample sizes ranged from 2464 to 2541.

Eight out of ten respondents agreed that prison does not prevent re-offending (80%),
while six out of ten felt that alternatives to prison should be used for all but the most

serious crimes and offenders (60%). See table 83.

Just over two-thirds disagreed that penalties for possession of cannabis or ecstasy
should be more lenient (68%), while over half disagreed that penalties for possession of
‘soft’ and ‘hard’ drugs should be the same (52%). Over half agreed that young people
caught in possession of cannabis or ecstasy should be treated as criminals (54%) and

over half agreed that they should be cautioned for a first offence (56%).
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Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

A quarter of respondents said that they were in a Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert scheme (25%), with half saying they were not (50%); a quarter were unsure. The
proportion of respondents in schemes is two percentage points lower than in the 2007

survey (table 84).

Table 84 Is your household in a Neighbourhood Watch/Community Alert scheme?

Yes No Don't know Total
Survey
% % % n

2008 25 50 25 10032
2007 27 49 25 10067
2006 29 48 24 10046
2005 33 49 18 10046
2002 45 48 9 10149

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Of those who said that they were covered by a scheme, 17 per cent were regularly kept
informed about criminal activity in their area. This is two percentage points lower than in
2007 (table 85).

Table 85 Do your scheme co-ordinators keep residents informed?

Survey Regularly Occasionally Never Total
% % o o
07 L % 38 2428
2007 19 T = 2428
2006 15 45 40 2773
2006 18 38 " e
e s %0 50 4336

Some percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding; ‘don’t knows’ excluded.

This year, the level of information provision was higher than that recorded in any of the
large-scale surveys of recent years. Four out of ten respondents said that they knew the

name of at least one of the scheme co-ordinators (41%). See table 86.
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Table 86 Do you know who your scheme co-ordinator({s) are?

Yes No Not sure Total

Survey
% % % ' n

2008 43 ) 36 21 2488
2007 41 38 21 2675
20086 37 38 25 2868
2005 36 43 21 3338
2002 32 63 6 4526

One percentage does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Four out of ten respondents felt that the schemes were ‘very successful' or ‘successful’
in preventing crime (40%). This is identical to last year's rate, but lower than in years
prior to 2007. Almost a third of respondents felt that the schemes made no difference
(31%), While the remainder didn’t know if the schem.es were successful (29%). See table
87.

Table 87 How successful are such schemes? (all respondents)

Year suc\(l:zgsfu[ Successiul dni/lffiﬁnn; o Dor't know Total
% % % % n
2008 7 33 31 29 10032
2007 8 32 30 31 10067
2006 8 34 28 30 10046
2005 9 33 26 32 10046
2002 10 42 31 17 10062

One percentage does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

The results were more positive from respondents who had said that they were in a
scheme. Almost six out of ten felt that the schemes were ‘very successful’ or ‘successful’

in preventing crime (59%). See table 88.

Table 88 How successful are such schemes? (respondents in schemes)

Ver Make no o
2008 Survey succes?{sful Successful difference Don’t know Total
% % % % n
all respondents 7 33 31 29 10032
those in schemes 13 46 31 9 2488

One percentage does not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.
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Appendix 1

Survey questionnaire
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Questionnaire no.

OOOO0)

Version no.

Blue
Green
Pink
Yeliow

ON =

PUBLIC ATTITUDES
TO THE GARDA SIOCHANA

TELEPHONE : ..,

GARDA REGION CODE:

GARDA DIVISION:

ASSIGNMENT NUMBER

LENGTH OF INTERVIEW

MINS

INTERVIEWER NUMBER

I certify that this interview has been carried out strictly in accordance with your insiructions

SIGNED........cooii e, DATE
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES
TO THE GARDA SIOCHANA

Good morning / afternoon / evening, my name is from
Millward Brown IMS. We have been commissioned by the Department of
Justice, Equality and Law Reform to conduct a Garda Public Attitudes Survey.

Garda Surveys are conducted to get the views of the public on Garda
performance, priorities and policies. Information from the surveys helps An
Garda Siochana to continuously improve and develop the services it provides.

We would like to get your views and experiences. The guestions will take about
twenty minutes to answer. :

The replies you give are completely confidential and your household will never be
associated with the responses. The information collected will be used only for
the purpose of the survey.

If you have any questions about the survey, feel free to call:
» Garda divisional office (list provided)

» Conor Hughes — Millward Brown IMS (01-2974500)
e Garda Research Unit — Sergeant Patrick Kennedy at (0504) 35428
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The following question relates to the level of satisfaction with the overall service provided by the Gardai

How satisfied or dissatisfied overall were you with the service provided to the community by the Garda
Siochana during 20077 {(circle one only).

Very . o " Very ,
Satisfied Satisfied .| Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

The following set of questions relate to any experience of being the victim of crime in 2007

Were you or any member of your household the victim of a ¢rime in 20077 (circle one oniy).

You 1
Household member 2
Both 3
Neither 4 = gotoQd |
SHOW CARD ‘A’
a) - What type of crime did you or a household member
experience in 20077
b} How many times did you experience this in 20077
c) Which incident was the most recent? (single code only).
(A) (B) <
Type of No. of Most
crime occasions | recent
Yes | No [ - in2007
burglary of your hame or
outbuildings (breaking and 1 2 1
entering and stealing or
attempting to steal)
burglary of your business 1 9 2
premises {owned by you}
theft of car or other vehicle 1 2 3
theft from car or other vehicle 1 2 4
theft of bicycle 1 2 5
criminal damage to car or other | 4 2 6
vehicle
criminal damage to home or 1 2 7
other property
Robbery invalving force or threat| . 4 2 8
of force {including mugging}
theft from your person without 1 2 g
force {e.g. pickpocket)
theft from your home or 1 2 10
outbuildings, other than burglary
consumer fraud, such as
swindiing or obtaining payment 112 1
using false pretences
physical assault {other than 1 9 12
domestic or sexual)
sexual assault 1 2 13
domestic violence (physical) 1 2 14
Other (please specify) ............ 1 2 15
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5{a).

5(b).

5(c).

5(d).

6(a)

6(b).

6{c).

Thinking of the most recent incident, was the crime reported to the Garda Siochana?

Yes 1 .
No 2 = goto Q8 |

Did you or anyene else in your household receive a letter acknowledging the report of the crime and giving the
name of the Garda dealing with the case and other information?

Yes 1 Go to Q5h
No 2 | GotoQic
Don’t know/can't remember 3 Go to Q5¢
To what extent did you find the letter helpful?

Very helpful 1

Helpful 2

Not much help 3

No help 4

Were you or anyone else in your household informed of the Garda’s name through any other means?

Yes
No -
Don't know/can’t remember

LN =

Have you ever received information on vicim support services from a member of the Garda Siochéana?

Yes
No
Don’t know/Not sure

L |h]—=

Did you or anycne else in your household receive a letter reporting significant developments in your case {such
as an arrest)?

Yes 1 Go to Q6b
No 2 Go to Qéc
Daon’t know/can't remember 3 Go to Q6c

To what extent did you find this further letter helpful?

Very helpful
Helpful

Not much help
No help

R Liv] ON) s

Were you or anyone else in your household contacted through any ofher means by the Gardai about significant
developments?

Yes 1
No 2
Don't know/can’t remember 3

SHOW CARD ‘B’

In regard to this most recent incident, how satisfied or dissatisfied was your household with being kept informed
of progress?

Very Satisfled | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied
1 2 3 4
Please go to Q9.
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SHOW CARD ‘C’

8. Why was the crime not reported (circle all that apply).

Not serious enough/na loss

No chance of recovering property

No insurance claim anticipated

Believed Gardai could not have done anything
Believed Gardai would not have been interested
Felt the Gardai would not believe you

No involvement wanted with the Gardat

Fear of reprisal )

Did not have time

Cther (please specify)

[ed o+ BoN] Foo] [A 1 B-H [3] 6] RN

-
o

Don't Know 11

ASK ALL:
The following questions relate to various forms of contact you personally may have had with the Gardai in 2007

SHOW CARD ‘D

3. a) Have you had contact with the Garda Siochana in 2007 for any of these reasons?
b} How many fimes have you had contact with the Gardai for that reason? (Repeat for each contact)
¢) What was the most recent contact? {Single code only) '

(A) (B} ()
No. o_f Most
Yes | No loccasio] . ..opnt
236;‘ contact
Contact initiated by you
to report a crime 1 2 1
to report a disturbance/nuisance 1 2 2
to report a traffic incident 1 2 3
to report suspicious activity 1 2 4
to report lostfound property 1 2 5
to make a general enquiry 1 2 2]
to make a complaint 1 2 7
to enquire about a person in 1 2 8
custody
to be a witness i | 2 9
signing passports 1 2 10
to avail of other services (withass 1 2 1
documents etc.)
Garda-initiated contact
to produce documents 1 2 12
to ask about a crime 1 2 13
to investigate a traffic collision 1 2 14
to investigate noise/disturbance 1 2 15
to carry out a routine vehicle check 1 2 16
on public street)
1o make a witness statement 1 2 17
alleged speeding offence 1 2 18
alleged drink driving offence 1 2 19
alleged other driving/iraffic offence 1 2 20
arrested, detained for questioning 1 2 21
or searched
fo receive summons 1 2 22
any other reason {please specify)
If ‘no’ to all above please go to Q25(a)
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SHOW CARD ‘E’

10. Thinking of the most recent contact, what form did it take? {circle one only}.
Visit to a Garda station 1 - go to Q11
Telephene call to Gardai
(excluding 999/112 calls) 2 = goto Q12
Telephone call from Gardai 3 = go to Q14
Letter from Gardai 4 = go to Q15
Spoke to Garda on patrol 5
Spoke to Garda at 6
checkpoint/vehicle stop
Garda c.alled o my hontlelwork 7 = g0 to Q14
Electronic means (email, etc) 8
Gther (please specify) 9
1. If you visited a Garda station were you dealt with...? (circle one only)
Quicker than expected 1
Within the time expected 2 = goto Qi4
Slower than expected 3 :
12. If you telephoned, was your call answered...? (circle one only)
Promptly 1
Following a short delay 2
After an unacceptable delay 3
Had to call more than once before getting 4
through
13. When your call was answered, did the respondent identify the station?
Yes 1
No - 2
Dan't know/cant remember 3
SHOW CARD ‘P’
14. To what extent did the manner of the Garda with whom you spoke meet your expectations in terms of the
following?
Read out Better than you As you Worse than you
expected expected expected
Helpfulness - 1 2 3
Competence 1 2 3
Sensitivity 1 2 3
Politeness 1 2 3
Interest 1 2 3
15. Thinking of the most recent contact, do you think the matter reduired that 2 Garda call on you at your home?
Yes 1
No 2
16. Did the Gardai indicate that somecne would call on you?
Yes 1
No 2
17. Did a Garda cali on you?
Yes 1
No 2
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If ‘no’ to both Q16 and Q17 please go fo Q20

18. When you originafly contacted the Garda Siochana on this matter, were you told approximately how long it
would be before someone would call on you?

Yes 1
No 2 — gotoQ20. |
19.. Did a Garda call on you within the time indicaied?
Yes 1
MNo 2
This amount of time has not yet 3
elapsed
Ask All
20. Did the Garda Siochana get in touch later to inform you about the cutcome of your contact?
Yes 1 = go to Q22(a) |
No
21. Do you think you should have been contacted?
Yes 1
No
Ask All

22(a). Have you dialled 999 or 112 and asked for emergency Garda response in 20077

Yes 1
Na 2 — GotoQ24 |

22(b}. Was your call answered within 10 seconds?

Yes 1
No 2
Not sure 3
22(c). How leng did it take for the Gardai to call out to you?
Within 15 minutes 1 = go to Q23
More than 15 minutes = go to Q22{d)
Did not respond 3 = go to Q23

22(d). If more than 15 minutes, how Ibng did it take for the Gardai to call out to you?

SHOW CARD ‘G’

23. If you called for emergency Garda response, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the service you
received? )

Very Satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied
1 2" 3 4

The following questions relate to your overalt contact with the Gardai and suggestions for improvement

SHOW CARD ‘G’ AGAIN

24, Thinking of your overall contact with the Gardal, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the sérvice you
received?

Very Batisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied
1 2 3 4
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25(a). Do you think the service which the Garda provides needs to be improved?

Yes 1
No 2 = go to Q26

25(h). How do you think the service could be improved?

More Gardai on foot patrols
Greater Garda numbers

Enforce traffic laws more thoroughly
Garda stations open longer

Gardai to be friendlier

More contact with the community
Other {please specify)

@i || —=

~l

The next questions deal with Garda approachability and behaviour

SHOW CARD “H’
26. In general, how approachable do you think the Gardat are at your local station? (circle one only)
Very approachable 1
Approachable 2 = go to @27(a)
Unapproachable 3 s 27(h
Very unapproachable 4 = go to Q27(b)
Don’t Know 5 = go to Q28

27(a).  Why do you think they are approachable? (circle all that apply)

Very friendly/helpful 1
Respondent know them 2
Very reassuring 3
They have time for you 4
They are members of the community 5
Can communicate with them 6
Other {please specify)
...................................................... 7
GO TO Q28
27{b).  Why do you think they are unapproachable? (circle all that apply)
Unfriendly/rude 1
Not always there/station frequently closed 2
Just nof interested 3
Think they are superiorfiormal manner 4
Minor complaints dealt with more seriously 5
Unhelpful . 8
Distance themselves from the community 7
Other (please specify)
............................................................ 8
ASK All
28. Do you knaw, by name, any member of the Garda Siochana at your local station or the station which you would
normally contact?
Yes 1
No 2
29. Has a Garda ever behaved towards you in a way you consider unacceptable?
Yas 1
No 2 = goto Q31 |
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SHOW CARD I’

30.

ASK ALL

In what way was the behaviour unacceptable? (circle all that apply).

Was disrespeciful or impclite

Did not follow proper procedures

Stopped or searched without reason

Harassed

Clearly was very lax in carrying out duty

Used racist language

Used sexist or sectarian language

Made wrongful accusation

Behaved in a violent way (e.g. pushing)

oo~ o] |w{r]=

Discriminated due to age, gender, race or ethnicity

Swore

Searched house without reason

Tock an item of your property

Other ~ please specify:

The next set of questions are about racism

31,

32.

33.

34,

Have you ever been subjected to a racist incident?

Yes 1
No 2 = goto Q36 |

Thinking of the most recent incident, was it reported to the Garda Siochana?

SHOW CARD

Yes 1
No 2 = goto Q34 |

How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with how it was dealt with?

(A racist incident is any incident which is perceived to be racist by the victim, a witness to
investigating Garda.)

Very Satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied

1 2 3 - 4

Piease go to Q35.

Why did you not report the incident?
SHOW CARD ‘J1’

the incident or the

Not serious enough

Believed Gardal could not have done anything

Believed Gardai would- not have been interested

No involvement wanted with the Gardai

Fear of reprisal

Did not have time

Cther {please specify)

Don't Know

] ~ oo
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35, Have you ever been subjected to a racist incident by a Garda?

auh

Yes
No 2

ASK ALL

The following guestions are concerned with Garda presence in your focality and road safety

SHOW CARD ‘K’
36. When was the last time you remember seeing a Garda in your locality?
Today 1
Yesterday 2
2-7 days ago 3
1-4 weeks ago 4
Longer 5
Can't remember B
SHOW CARD ‘L’
37. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with this level of Garda visibility in your locality?

Very Satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied

1 2 3 4
SHOW CARD ‘M’
38. Do you think the level of Garda foot patrol in your locality has changed in the past year?.
Yes — increased 1
Yes — decreased 2
About the sameflittie or no changs 3
Dan't Know . 4
SHOW CARD ‘M’ AGAIN
39. Do you think the level of Garda activity in your locality, generally, has changed in the past year?
Yes —increased 1
Yes — decreased . 2
About the sameflittle or no change 3
Don’t Know 4

SHOW CARD ‘N’

44(a).  Allin all, how good a job do the Gardai do in your locality?

Very Good | Fairly Good | Fairly Poor | Very Poor
1 2 3 4

SHOW CARD ‘N’ AGAIN

40{b).  How good a job do the Gardai do in your locality as regards.road safety?

Very Good | Fairly Good | Faiily Poor.{ Very Poor
1 2 3 4
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41, Were you involved in a road traffic collision as a driver of a vehicle {e.g. car, bus, lorry, motorcycle efc), a
pedestrian or a cyclist in 2007 which was dealt with by the Gardai?

Yes o1
No 2 = goto Qdd. |
42. If yes, who was most at fault?
You 1
The other party 2
Both equally 3

SHOW CARD ¢’

43(a). How satisfied were you with the Garda investigation of the collision?

Very Satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Very Dissatisfied
1 2 3 4
go to Q44 go to Q43(b)

43(b).  Whywere you dissatisfied with the Garda investigation?

Garda withheld information

MNothing was/has been done

Nobody came to the scene

Garda took very long time to come to scene
Garda wrongfully charged the respondent
Very bad service )

Waere not interésted in incident

Other (Specify)

O~ D || PN
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SHOW CARD ‘P’

44, The Garda Siochana has limited resources and is faced with a wide range of demands. In your opinion, what
priority do you think the Garda should give to the following policing tasks? ROTATE STARTING POINT.

Very High Low
high priority | priority
priority
Investigate crime 1 2 3
Patrol on faot or bicycle 1 2 3
Patrol by carfvan 1 2 3
Patrol by motorcycle 1 2 3
Enforce drink/drive laws 1 2 3
Enforce speed laws 1 2 3
Ensure effective traffic management and 1 > 3
flow
Enforce laws relating to wearing of 1 2 3
seatbelts
Enforce other traffic laws 1 2 3
Advise on perscnal safety and home 1
security
Advise businesses/shops on crime 1 3
prevention
Enforce laws relating to drugs 1 2z 3
Ensure immediate response to 1 5 3
emergencies
Deal with public annoyances {e.g. loud -} - 1 5 3
music, street fights) |
Deal with vandalism 1 2 3
F'r.ovide help and support to victims of 1 2 3
crime
Supervise licensed premises i 2 3
Work with community groups (e.g.
Neighbourhood Watch/Community Alert, 1 2 3
youth clubs, schools, senior citizens)
Ensure state security 1 2 3
Enforce immigration laws 1 2 3
Deal with under-aged drinking in pubs 1 2 3
Deal with under-aged drinking on the 1 2 3
streets
Tackle the sale of alcohol to those under 1 2 3
age )
Target organised crime 1 2 3
Deal with youths racing around in cars 1 2 3
Enforce laws relating fo fraud & white 1 2 3
collar crime
Deal with crimes of sexual violence 1 2 3
Deal with domestic violence incidents 1 2 3
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SHOW CARD ‘@

45. In your opinion, what priority do you think the Garda actually give to the following pelicing tasks? ROTATE

STARTING POINT.
Very High Low | Verylow
high Priorit y { priority | priority
pricrity
Investigate crime 1 2 3 4
Patrol on foot or bicycle 1 2 3 4
Patrol by carivan 1 2 3 4
Patrol by motorcycle 1 2 3 4
Enforce drink/drive laws 1 2 3 4
Enforce speed laws 1 2 3 4
Ensure effective traffic 1 5 3 4
management and flow
Enforce laws relating to
wearing of seatbelts 1 2 3 4
Enforce other traffic laws 1 4
Advise on personal safety 1
and home security
Advise businesses/shops on
crime prevention 1 2 3 4
Enforce laws refating to
drugs ! . 2 . 8 4
Ensure immediate response 4 9 3 4
fo emergencies i
Deal with public annoyances
(e.g. loud music, street i 2 3 4
fights}
Deal with vandalism 1 2 3
Provide help and support to 1 5 3
victims of crime
Supervise licensed premises 1 2 3
Work with community
groups (e.g. Neighbourhood
Watch/Community Alert, 1 2 3 4
youth clubs, schools, senior
citizens)
Ensure state security 1 2 3 4
Enforce immigration laws 1 2 3 4
Deal with under-aged 1 9
drinking in pubs
Deal with under-aged 1 2 3 4
drinking on the streets
Tackle the sale of alcohol to 1 5
those under age
Target organised crime 1 2
Deat with youths racing 1 2 3
around in cars .
Enforce laws relating to 1 5 3 4
fraud and white collar crime
Deal with crimes of sexual
violence ! 2 3 4
Deal with domestic violence
incidents | 2 3 4

79




Blue

ASK ALL

The next set of questions concam the relationship between Gardal and the community, personal safety and crime

generally in Ireland

SHOW CARD ‘R’

46. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
strongly . . strongly
agree agree neither disagree disagree

The Gardai serve the interests of the rich more than the
poor 1 2 3 4 5
The better off you are, the better you are treated by the 1 5 3 4 5
criminal justice system
Gardal discriminate against immigrants 1 2 3 4 5
Gardai are representative of the communities they serve 1 2 3 4 5
The local Gardai reflect the make-up of my local 1 3 3 4 5
community
Gardai are sensitive to the needs of vulnerable people 1 2 3 4 5
The local Gardai are fully answerable to the people for 1 2 3 4 5
their actions and conduct
The peaople around here have a real say in deciding what 1 5 3 4 5

is important for the Gardai to attend to

GREEN

ASK ALL

The next set of questions concern the relationship between Gardai and the community, personal safety and crime

generally in Ireland

SHOW CARD 'R’

48, Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
* strongly . . strongly
agree | agree neither disagree disagree
When people are dissatisfied with what the Gardai do, it 1 4 5
is easy to have the matter corrected
The Gardai carry out their role in a fair imparfial manner 1 4 5
Garda management fully support community policing 1 3 4 5
{e.g. assigning Community Guards to area, etc.)
The Garda organisation is made up of honest and 1 2 3 4 5
haneourable people
People who are different are likely to experience ridicule 1 5 3 4 5
or personal attack on our streets
The Gardai provide good leadership in the guidance and 1 5

direction of our young people

Anyone in Garda custody would be well reated
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PINK
ASK ALL

The next set of questions concern the relationship between Gardai and the community, personal safety and crime
generally in Ireland

SHOW CARD ‘R’
46. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
strongly : . . strongly
agras agree neither disagree disagres

Anyone in Garda custody would have their rights fully 1 5 3 4 5
respected . .
Penalifes for pecple caught in pogsession of cannabis or 1 2 3 4 5
ecstasy should be more lenient )
Penalties for possession of so-called ‘soff’ and ‘*hard’ 1 3 3 4 5
drugs should be the same
Young people who are caught in possession of cannabis 1 2 3 4 5
or ecstasy should be treated as criminals
Young people caught in possession of cannabis or 1 2 3 4 5
ecstasy should be cautioned, for first offence
Alternatives to prison, such as fines, community service
and probation, should be used for all but the most 1 2 3 4 5
serious crimes and offenders
Prison does not prevent re-offending 1 2 3
| would encourage a friend or relative to join the Garda 1 2 3
Siochana

YELLOW

ASK ALL

The next set of questions concern the relationship between Gardai and the community, personal safety and crime
generally in Ireland

SHOW CARD ‘R’
48, Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
strongly . . strongly
agree agree neither disagree disagree

People like me would be welcome in the Garda 1 P 3 4 5
Siechana as members
I¥ my rights were infringed, | could rely on the Gardai to 1 2 3 4 5
help me
The Gardai never hlame victims of crime 1 2 3 4 5
Domestic violence is a private matter, not a garda matter 1 2 3 4 5
Irish culture accepts viclence as a means to resolve 1 2 3 4 5
prcblems
The criminal justice system treats crimes of viclence
committed by strangers as different to those committed 1 2 3 4 5
by people known fo the victim
Victims of crime get a raw deal from the courts 1 2 3 4 5
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SHOW CARD 'S’

47. How safe do you feel walking in your neighbourhood after dark?

Verysafe | Safe | Unsafe Very Unsafe
1 2 3 4

SHOW CARD ‘S’ AGAIN

48, How safe do you feel alone in your home at night?

Very safe | Safe | Unsafe | Very Unsafe

1 2 3 4
SHOW CARD T
49, Do you feel more safe or less safe out walking in your area now than you did 12 months age? And compared
with six years ago?
Didn’t
No Less Don't live in
Safer different safe know area
then
12 months ago 1 2 3 4 5
G years ago 1 2 3 4 5
50(a). Do you worry that you might become a victim of a crime?
Yes 1 . )
No 2 = go to Q51(a) |
SHOW CARD ‘U’
50h) Do you worry that you might become a victim of personal injury or praperty theft/damage?
Only personal injury 1 = go to Q50{c)
Only property theft, damage 2 = go to Q50(d)
Both personal and property 3 = go to Q50 (¢) & (d)
SHOW CARD 'V’
50c) How worried are you about the following?
very | Fairly Not Mot at
very afl
Being mugged or rabbed 1 2 3 4
Being raped 1 2 3 4
Being physically attacked by 1 5 3 4
stranger
Being insulted or pestered by 1 2 3 4
anybady in street/public place
Being subject to physical attack
because of your 1 2 3 4
religion/race/skin colour
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SHOW CARD vV’ AGAIN

50d) How worried are you about the following?
Very Fairly Not Not at
very all
Having your home breken into 1 2 3 4
and something stolen
Having your car stolen 1 2 3 4
Having things stclen from
your Gar ! 2 3 4
Having your property 1 5 3 4
vandalised
SHOW CARD W’
508) How much has your fear of crime affected your quality of life?
Greatly Significantly Maoderately | Reduced efl‘;l;) ot
reduced reduced reduced quality a on
quality quality quality little quality
1 2 3 4 5
Ask All
51(a). Do you worry that a family member or friend might become a victim of a crime?
Yes 1
No 2 = goto Q52 |
SHOW CARD X’
51{b}. Do you warry that a family member or friend might become a victim of personal injury or property theft’damage?
Only personal injury - 1
Only property thedt, damage 2
Both personal and property 3
52. Do you believe that crime in Ireland is increasing, decreasing or staying the same?
Increasing Decreasing Staying the same
1 2 3
53. Do you believe that crime in your area is increasing, decreasing or staying the same?
Increasing Decreasing | Staying the same
1 2 3
SHOW CARD “Y’
54. How would you describe crime in Ireland foday?
Avery : A fairly Not a
serious A;soebrllg#qs serious serious E%t!:m
problem P problem problem P
1 2 3 4 5
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SHOW CARD ‘Z

55. Thinking about where you live, do you think the following are a major problem, miner problem or not a problem?
ROTATE STARTING POINT.

READ OUT Major Minar Not a Don't
problem | problem problem know

Juvenile / teenage

crime 1 2 3 4

Drug abuse (taking

drugs)

Cther drug crime

(importing/selling}

Public drunkenness

Public nuisance

Race/hate crime

Violent crime

Rape/sexual agsault

Domestic violence

Property crime

Car crime

White collar crime

-
~N
L3
P

JECY [SE PIEN PUTY PUY Y JEE (Y BTN Y
NRMRENN R NN N
Wlwiw|w|W || w|w|]| w
-h‘-h-h-h-h-h-h-r—‘-h BN

SHOW CARD 'Z’ AGAIN

56. With regard to the country as a whole, do you think the following are a major problem, minor problem or not a
problem? ROTATE STARTING POINT.

READ OUT Major Minar Not a Den’t
problem | problem | problem know

Juvenite / teenage '

crime ! 2 8 4
DCrug abuse (taking 1
drugs)

Other drug crime
(importing/selling)
Public drunkenness
Public nuisance
Race/hate crime
Viclent crime
Rape/sexual assault
Domestic violence
Property crime

Car crime

White collar crime

n
w
~

-k

Al | afalalalal -
BININ | RO MR RN 8] B
Ll w ||| L]
-0 PN B o B B RN P N

SHOW CARD ‘Z1°

57. What do you helieve to be the main cause of crime in Ireland today? (circle one only)

Drugs

Crink/alcohal

Drugs and drink

Reduction in moral standards

Human greed and individual deviance

An unequal society — unfair distribution of wealth
Insufficient education, health and welfare provision
|_ack of parental control

The Irish system of criminal justice

Poor policing

Lenient penal system

i |
23S [o|oo]~| | pas|eairol =

Other (please specify)

-t
[+

-
w

Don't know
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58A. Do you believe that juvenilefteenage crime should be combated predominantly by ... ?

58B. Do you believe that drug abuse {taking drugs) should be combated predominantly by ... ?

} Rehabilitation Don't
Punishment /counselling know -
Juvenile / teenage crime 1 2 3
Drug abuse {taking :
drugs) 1 2 3
SHOW CARD 22
59, Which of the following de you fee! is nearest to the truth? (circle ofte anly)
Our criminal justice system is too lenient on 1
offenders
Our criminal justice system deals with offenders 2
properly
Our criminal justice system is too harsh on 3
offenders
ASK ALL:
The next set of questions is about Neighbourhood Watch/Community Alert Schemes
60, Is your househeld in a Neighbourhood Watch or Community Alert Scheme?
Yes 1
No 2
Don't know 3 = go to Q62

61(a). Do your scheme co-ordinators keep residents informed abaout criminal activity in your area?

Regularly | Occasionally | Never
1 2 3

61(b). Do you know who your scheme co-ordinator(s) are?

Yes
No
Not sure / don’t know | 3

-

[y

62. How suceessful do you think such schemes are in preventing crime?

Very successful

Successful

Make no difference

Don't Know

Alw|N] =
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ASK ALL
These final questions are general background questions used for basic analysis

B1. ‘What was your age last birthday...
(STATE EXACT)

& CODE:-
18-24 i
25-44 2
45-64 3
65+ 4
B2. Record...
Male 1
Female 2
SHOW CARD ‘23’
B3. What is your marital status?
Single (nhever married) 1
Married 2
Co-habiting f living 3
fogether
Separated 4
Divorced 5
Widowed B
SHOW CARD ‘Z4'
B4, What is your nationality?
Irish 1
English / British 2
Austrian 3
Belgian 4
Czech 5
Cypriot 6
Danish 7
Dutch 3
Estonian 9
Finnish 10
French 11
German 12
Greek 13
Hungarian 14
ltalian 15
Latvian 16
Lithuanian 17
Luxembourg 18
Maltese 19
Polish : 20
Portuguese 21
Slovakian 22
Slovenian 23
Spanish 24
Swedish 25
Other Non EU Country
{please specify) '
.................................... 28
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SHOW CARD Z%5

BS. What is your highest Educational Qualification? {circle one only).

Primary education

—_

Lower secondary {Junior/Group/O Level)

Upper secondary

-~ Technical or Vocational

- Leaving Certificate

- Both Technical/\Vocationai and Leaving Certificate

|

Third Level

- Non degree qualification

- Primary degree

- Professional qualification (of at least primary degree status)

- Primary degree and professional qualification

wo|~|ag

- Postgraduate degree (excluding postgraduate diplomas)

No formal qualification

ala
alo

B6. Which one of these areas would best describe your locality?

Dublin City

Other city (Cork, Galway, Limerick, Waterford)

Town {10,000 - 40,000 pop.}

Town {1,000 — 10,000 pop.)

Village/rural/open country

[ 20 [FE I S

B7. Do you have any dependent children?

-

Yes
No 2

SHOW CARD ‘Z¢’

BS. Is the home you live in...{circle one only)

QOwned occupied with loan

QOwned occupied without loan

Being purchased from a Local Authority

Rented from a Local Authority

Rented privately unfugnished

Rented privately furnished

|| On| B | e o=

Ocgupied free of rent

Other (please spegify)

Don’t know I 9
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SHOW CARD “Z7’

B9. Employment status {(circle one oniy):

Self-employed

Warking full-time

Working part-time

Seeking work for the first time

Unemployed (having lost or given up a job)

Home (domestic) duties

Unable to work due to permanent iliness / disability

Not working {seeking work)

Not working {not seeking work}

On a government fraining / education scheme (e.g. Fas)
On government employment scheme (CE, Jobs-option etc.}
Retired

Student {further education)

Other (please specify)

Slwofe|~|o| o] &l rei—

-
-

-
~

-
w

-
i

B10. Have you ever had a paid job?

Yes 1
No 2 = gotoB13 |
B11. If at work {either self-employed or employee) what is your main occupation OR

If unemployed, retired, engaged in home duties or on government training scheme and previously employed,
what is the main occupation you previously held (please give as full a description as possible).

B2, If currently / previously a farmer or farm worker, please state the NU MBER OF ACRES of land farmed.

INTERVIEWER RECORD CLASS

AB
o
c2

D

E
F50 +
F50 -

B13. Do you have a telephone land-line?

-

Yes
No 2
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B14a.

B14h.

B15.

Including yourself, how many peopie

aged 18 years and gver usually live in
your household?

How many people aged under 18
usually live in your household?

SHOW CARD ‘Z8’

Do you have any of the following long lasting conditions? {circle yes to all that apply)

Yes No
Blindness, deafness ora
severe vision or hearing 1 2
impairment
A condition that substantialty
limits one or more basic
physical activities such as 1 2
walking, climbing stairs,
reaching, lifting or carrying
A learning or intefleclual 1 2
disability
A psychological or emotional 1 2
condition
Cther, including any chronic 5

illness

ASK IF YES TO ANY OF THE CONDITIONS IN Bi5

B16.

SHOW CARD ‘29

Do you have any difficulty in doing any of the following activities? (circle yes to all that apply)

Yes No
Learning, remembering or 1 2
concentrating
Dressing, bathing or geifing 1 9
around inside the home
Going outside the home alone
to shop or visit a doctors 1 2
surgery
Working at a job or business or 1 2
attending school or college
Participating in other activities,
for example leisure or using 1 2

transport
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Finally, do you have any further comments
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Appendix 2

Survey methodology
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The Garda Fublic Attitudes Survey 2008 is the tenth in a series of national surveys of the
adult population commissioned by An Garda Siochana. Surveys were also carried out in
2007, 2006, 2005, 2004, 2003, 2002, 2000, 1998, and 1993/1994. The main focus of the
surveys was on satisfaction with Garda service, policing priorities and experiences and

fear of crime.

The sample size was 10,000 in 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005 and 2002, and 1,000 in the
other surveys. The larger sample size allows analysis at Garda division level and the

national sample of 10,000 essentially comprises 25 divisional surveys of 400 each.

The fietdwork for the 2008 survey was carried out by Millward Brown IMS {MBIMS), who
were commissioned following a competitive public tendering process. The guestionnaire
was drawn up by the Garda Research Unit and minor changes agreed with MBIMS.
Comparability with previous surveys was maximised by retaining the exact wording in as
many questions as possible. Following discussions with the Naticnal Disability Authority
(NDA), two questions were added this year's survey to identify respondents who had a
disability as defined by the NDA. The survey findings relating to respondents with a

disability were the subject of a separate Garda Research Unit report.

The survey was conducted by means of in-home face-to-face interviews, with
respondents selected on the basis of quotas in each Garda division and a limit of one
interview per household. Interviewing took place between 9 January 2008 and 26 April
2008.

The sampling frame was created by MBIMS by matching Electoral Divisions (EDs)
contained in a dataset of Garda divisions supplied by the Garda Research Unit with the
complete list of EDs recorded by the Central Statistics Office. The sampling methodology
is biased towards the setfled community and is likely to under-represent members of the
travelling community and certain other hard-to-reach groups such as non-English-

speaking immigrants.

Quotas were imposed on each division by gender, age and social class, based on the

known demographics of the adult population aged 18 years and over.
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Social class was recorded on the basis of the occupation of the chief income earner in
the household and then later coded according to the standard list of the Association of

Irish Market Research Organisations (AIMRO) occupations {see Appendix 3).

A total of 10,032 interviews were conducted across 25 Garda divisions. One thousand
two hundred and fifty (1,250) sampling points were selected nationwide; 50 sampling
points per division. The interviewers received two copies each of four different colpur
coded questionnaires for each sampling point. This allowed specific quest'ions tc be
rotated between respondents. The ordering of certain questions was also rotated to

avoid possible position bias (see survey questionnaire in Appendix 1).

The interviewers used show cards where appropriate. Show cards are typicaliy used
when a question has a list of possible responses, one of which needs to be chosen by

the respondent. The cards helped to speed the interview and were only used selectively.

On completion of the interview, the interviewer collected personal information such as
name and telephone number. These were collected for verification purposes, and a
supervisor at MBIMS verified at least ten per cent of the completed interviews. This

information was removed from the final data file fo preserve anonymity.

Once interviewing was completed, the data was entered ontoc computer by MBIMS using
its Odin software package. The questionnaires were 'punched’ into a flat ASCIl datafile
and the data then analysed using the company’s Diana software package. The data was
checked to ensure that all question filters had worked properly, and cleaned to remove
internal system data as well as any personal information obtained from respondents (e.g.
names and telephone numbers) that was present in the ASCI! datafile. The dataset was
then exported to an SPSS file for analysis by the Garda Research Unit. Results were
subsequently weighted at national level in order to adjust for differences between the

known population and the sample.
The survey resulis are presented in the report as point estimates and the true population

values are likely to lie within a range of 1 per cent of these point estimates at the

national level and within a £4.9 per cent error margin at divisional level.
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Thus, for example, the true value of the national sample satisfaction rate of 81 per cent
could vary between 80 and 82 per cent, while the true value of a similar divisional

satisfaction rate could lie between 76.1 and 85.9 per cent.

Larger margins of error occur where questions were rotated and not asked of all
respondents and for sub-categories of respondents where numbers were small.
Comparisons with other surveys also need to take account of the error margi.ns
associated with those surveys. Multiple comparisons between divisions widen the error
margin further. Care should be taken, therefore, in drawing inferences from the survey

results.
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Appendix 3

Social class definitions
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Appendix 4

Sample profile
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The sample profile variables presented here are from the weighted database. Therefore,

in some cases, the variable categories do not sum to exactly 10032.

Table A1

Housing tenure of respondents n %
owner occupied with loan 4467 44.5
owner occupied without loan 2980 297
being purchased from a local authority _ 165 1.6
rented from a local authority 765 7.6
rented privately unfurnished 108 1.1
rented privately furnished 829 8.3
loccupied free of rent ) 102 1.0
other 269 2.7
don’t know 347 3.5
total 10032 100
Table A2

Gender of respondents n %
male 4905 48.9
female h127 51.1
total 10032 100
Table A3

Marital status of respondents n - %
single never married 3080 30.7
married 5297 52.8
cohabiting/living together 669 6.7
separated 325 3.2
divorced 110 1.1
widowed 520 5.2
refused/not stated 31 0.3
total 10032 100
Table A4

Social class of respondents n %
AB (middle/upper middle class) 973 ' 9.7
C1  (lower middle class) 3399 33.9
C2 {skilled working class) 2179 21.7
D (other working class) ' 1899 18.9
E (lowest subsistence level) 31 0.3
F  (farmer) ' 606 6.0
refused/not stated 946 2.4
total 10032 100

Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.
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Table A5

iAge category of respondents n %
18-24 1465 14.6
25-44 4449 44.3
15-64 2933 29.2
B5+ 1181 11.8
refused/not stated 5 0.05
total 10032 100
Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

Table A6

Dependent children of respondents n %
Yes : 4333 43.2
No 5621 56.0
Not stated 78 0.8
total 10032 100
Table A7

Employment status of respondents n %
self-employed 1154 11.5
working full-time 4164 41.5
working part-lime 1039 10.4
seeking work for first time 22 0.2
Linernployed (having lost or given up job) 180 1.8
home {domestic) duties 1182 11.8
unable 1o wark due to permanent illness or

disability 109 11
hot working — seeking work 120 1.2
\Zlv%trl\:vorkrng — not seeking 98 10
on govt. training/education

Schgeme ° 30 0.3
on govt. employment
sch%me Doy 7 01
retired 1155 11.5
Student — further education 689 6.9
other .26 0.3
refused, not stated 55 0.5
total 10032 100

Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.

108




Table A8

Nationality of respondents n %
Irish 9220 91.9
UK 333 3.3
EU State ' 248 2.5
Other non EU country 220 2.2
Refused/not stated 10 0.1
total 10032 100
Table A9
Highest educational qualification of %
respondents n o
primary education 737 7.3
lower secondary 1242 12.4
technical or vocational 795 7.9
leaving certificate 3293 32.8
both technical/vocational and leaving certificate 659 6.6
non-degree qualification ‘ 958 9.5
primary degree 1225 12.2
professional qualification — at least primary 458 4.6
degree level
primary degree and proféssional qualification 309 3.1
postgraduate degree 289 2.9
ne formal gualification 31 0.3
refused/not stated 37 0.4
total 10032 100
Tahle A10
Loocality of respondents n %
Dublin City 2591 25.8
other city 1047 10.4
town {pop. 10,000 — 43,000) 837 8.3
town (pop. 1,000 - 10,000) 1813 18.1
village, rural, open country 3717 37.1
refused, not stated 27 0.3
100

{otal 10032
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Table A11(i)

People aged 18 and over in respondent’s n o
household °
none 19 0.2
one 1439 14.3
two 4972 49.6
three 1803 18.0
four 1201 12.0
five 375 3.7
SiX 125 1.2
seven 25 0.2
eight 17 0.2
nine or more 15 0.1
not stated/refused 42 0.4
total 10032 100
Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding. ‘
Table A11{ii)

People aged under 18 in respondent’s o
household n ©
none 4613 46.0
one 1720 17.1
two 1708 17.0
three 765 7.6
four 266 2.7
five 62 0.6
SixX 21 0.2
seven or more 11 0.1
not stated/refused 866 8.6
total 10032 100

Percentages do not sum to exactly 100 due to rounding.
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