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Abstract

Understanding the determinants of crime reporting is fundamental to developing responsive judicial services that seek to
pursue justice while fostering good relations with citizens. Building on Carpenter’s (Carpenter, D. (2014). Reputation and
power: Organizational image and pharmaceutical regulation at the FDA. Princeton University Press.) dimensions of reputa-
tion and the principles of procedural justice, this article aims to explore the influence of institutional reputation on crime
reporting decisions for the Mexican case. To test three hypotheses at an individual level, nested logit models were estimated
with information from a victimization survey in Mexico over a 9-year period. Findings suggest that time spent in prosecu-
tors’ offices and the perception of untrustworthiness, related to two of the reputation dimensions described in this study’s
framework, are negatively associated to the probability of reporting a crime. Our results have implications for public policy
regarding the treatment by the police of the population reporting a crime. This is particularly relevant in regions such as Latin
America, characterized by high victimization and the lack of adequate procedural justice in situations of contact between

the public and police authorities.
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Introduction

The decision to report a crime to the authorities has been
shown to be determined by factors such as the victim’s
demographic characteristics, the seriousness of the crime,
and the offender’s characteristics (Hart & Rennison, 2003;
Kruttschnitt & Carbone-Lopez, 2009; Skogan, 1984). Stud-
ies have also found that another important determinant is
social influence, mainly advice received from others, such as
family, acquaintances, and bystanders (Greenberg & Beach,
2004; Greenberg & Ruback, 2012; Spelman & Brown,
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1981). Greenberg and Beach (2004, pp. 182), for example,
found that “victims who were advised to call the police were
more than 12 times more likely to report the crime than
those who either did not receive advice, or those who were
advised not to call the police.” This might be due to the
fact that when faced with difficult decisions, “citizens often
place the responsibility for making the decision on others”
(Spelman & Brown, 1981, pp.122).

Interpersonal influence has been studied since the 1960s
in order to explain victims’ proclivity to report a crime
(Darley & Latané, 1968; Rosenthal, 1964; Bickman, 1979).
The bystander intervention model refers to a series of
behaviors that include noticing and interpreting an event,
taking responsibility, and finally, reporting (Latané &
Darley, 1970). Perceptions of who is responsible for
reporting a crime are the major determinants of interven-
tion (Allen, 1971; Tilker, 1970). Since the development
of the model, analyses of the decision-making process
have become more complex, although still rely on Latané
and Darley’s model. They include variations in reporting
rate that depend on the magnitude of the crime, that is,
how much is stolen (Hindelang & Gottfredson, 1976), the
impact of a victim’s emotional state (Mintz & Mill, 1971),
and differences between bystander and victim eyewitnesses
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(Buckhout, 1974). In the 1970s and 1980s, the set of deter-
minants for victim crime reporting became more sophisti-
cated and was developed according to three broad groups:
(a) crime specific correlates (Gottfredson & Gottfredson,
1987), (b) individual specific (Garofalo, 1977; Riger, 1981),
and (c) environment specific (Feins, Peterson & Rovetch,
1983; Ruback et al., 1984).

More recently, Goudriaan (2006) developed a socio-eco-
logical theoretical model that transforms victims’ decision-
making process into a “cost-benefit” analysis to explain
crime reporting. Simply put, victims make an unconscious
analysis of the costs (transactions with the authorities, trans-
port and time involved, risk of reprisals), and benefits (pre-
vent other crimes against themselves or others, punish the
aggressor, take revenge for the event, recover stolen items,
receive compensation or insurance payouts) of reporting. In
this study, the control variables used included the victims’
norms and culture, their social environment, the existence of
informal resolution instructions, and the degree of individu-
alism and trust in the authorities. Later studies expanded on
these original control variables with Baumer and Lauritsen
(2010) focusing on the type and seriousness of the crime
as well as on the harm suffered by the victim, and Tarling
and Morris (2010) considering the crime context, the socio-
economic characteristics of the victim, or the victim’s rela-
tionship with the aggressor. Nevertheless, evidence based on
comparative studies between countries remains scarce due to
the lack of a consistent methodological strategy in studies of
victimization across countries (Zakula, 2015).

Research into predictors of crime reporting by victims has
diversified to become a multi-disciplinary endeavor (Tjaden
et al., 2000). The most common findings show three clusters
of crime reporting motivations: (i) crime specific: there is
a higher level of reporting for motor vehicle theft (Rand
& Catalano, 2007), or when the crime involves a weapon,
results in injury to victims, or causes significant financial
loss (Baumer et al., 2010); (ii) individual specific: crimes
are more likely to be reported when the victims are elderly,
women, African American, or poor (Hart & Rennison,
2003); and (iii) environment specific: the degree of neigh-
borhood social cohesion and confidence in police effective-
ness will influence the probability of victims reporting a
crime to the police (Goudriaan, Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta,
2006). The latter may include social context elements that
influence the discourse on reporting to the police such as
racial differences (Catalano, 2006) and community-oriented
policing (Schnebly, 2008).

Some of these studies propose a new framework for
distinguishing between situational (rational and norma-
tive reporting decisions) and contextual (community level)
influences on reporting decisions (Goudriaan, Lynch &
Nieuwbeerta, 2004). Obviously, confidence in the police
alludes to procedural justice, that is, to the equality of
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processes in contact situations. Citizens’ opinions regarding
the trustworthiness and legitimacy of the police are based
on the way in which they have been treated by the police,
rather than the result of the criminal encounter (Fondevila,
2008; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Tyler, 1990; Tyler & Huo,
2002). Procedural justice theory has two distinct compo-
nents: (1) the quality of decision-making procedures (the
police provide a “voice” to those involved and behave pro-
fessionally, competently, and impartially); and (2) the quality
of treatment, that is, if police treat the public with dignity
and respect. Current research suggests that the police may
foment greater legitimacy, cooperation (in the form of crime
reporting), and compliance when they deal with citizens in
a procedurally fair way.

Trust in the police and the legal system increases will-
ingness to report crimes (Goudriaan, 2006; Warner, 2007,
Vilalta & Fondevila, 2018), especially if this trust includes
the perception that the police are effective against crime
(Kédridinen & Sirén, 2011). It is precisely here that reputa-
tion, related to procedural justice perception, is seen as a
social influence mechanism, and plays a fundamental role
in the crime reporting decision process. Victims will decide
to report a crime according to their perception of the institu-
tion. The concept of reputation derives from public admin-
istration studies and refers to a set of social beliefs about
an organization’s past actions and future prospects based
on its perceived capacity, roles, and obligations (Fombrun,
1996). An important feature of this concept is that among the
organization’s constituents, beliefs around its reputation are
so continuously shared, and with such minimal variation that
the reputation obtains an “air of objectivity” and impacts
perceptions of the organization even among those who have
never had any direct contact with it (Carroll, 2013).

The purpose of incorporating this notion into the study
of crime reporting is not to replace the analysis of victims’
rational choice, but rather to complement it with another
layer of analysis within the context of procedural justice.
Applied to crime reporting, this means that even when vic-
tims have not received advice or arguments regarding the
immediate reporting of a crime, or when they have never
had direct contact with the police institution, they have nev-
ertheless already been socially influenced through reputa-
tion, which affects their decision to report the crime. As
it involves individual perceptions that are influenced by
social perceptions regarding the police, this concept inter-
relates two of the abovementioned clusters: (ii) individual
decisions, and (iii) environment specific. In practice, this
means that victims may already have an idea of what can be
expected should they decide to report a crime to the police,
and their expectations are commonly related to three dimen-
sions: treatment, result of the investigation, and fairness and
justice (Carpenter, 2014).
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In this context, this paper aims to explore the influence
of reputation on crime reporting decisions and more spe-
cifically, the importance of each of these three dimensions
for the Mexican case. In Mexico, in contrast to other judi-
cial systems such as the one in the US, most police duties
are related to crime prevention. Their main functions are to
patrol, to respond to citizens’ calls, and to assist people in
need. However, they are not the judicial body responsible
for receiving and processing crime reports. This function is
assumed by the local prosecution offices (MP, in Spanish:
ministerio puiblico). This institution oversees most of the
judicial procedures related to the registration and pursuit of
justice, such as crime investigations, witnesses’ calls, evi-
dence obtention, and accusation generation.

If a citizen wants a crime to be recorded in the official
registry and investigators to begin working on the case, the
crime must be reported directly to the MP offices. These
offices depend on the courts of each of the 32 Mexican states
and have local laws and regulations that result in important
differences in the procedures followed by each. Some of the
consequences of this structure are low crime reporting rates,
usually below 11.4% (INEGI, 2020), a high perception of
corruption (61.7% think the MP is corrupt), a generalized
negative perception of its performance (only 10.4% think
the MP is very effective) and a high report of poor attention
(only 8% said they had received excellent attention). Mexico
is, therefore, a good case study to explore the link between
reputational aspects of the MP and the crime reporting deci-
sion, as the offices are characterized by incompetence, high
workloads and insufficient resources, illegitimacy, and lack
of responsiveness by the criminal justice system (Zepeda
Lecuona, 2014).

Dimensions in Crime Reporting

According to Carpenter (2014), three dimensions impact
how reputation affects the crime reporting decision. The
first dimension, treatment reputation, refers to victims’
expectations of how they will be treated by the police while
reporting a crime. This has been found to be an important
determinant of victims’ reporting decisions as they will
only do so if the criminal justice system can deal with the
crime without causing undue inconvenience to the victim
(Spelman & Brown, 1981). Even high costs of transportation
and parking, or excessive time lost at the office will nega-
tively impact the reporting decision (Greenberg & Ruback,
2012). Of course, a person has no way of knowing exactly
how they will be treated by the police, and hence the reliance
on the police’s reputation, based on opinions and experi-
ences of other victims who have reported a crime in the past
and shared these experiences with family, friends, media,
and in surveys, among others.

The second dimension that can affect a victim’s decision
to report a crime is the efficacy reputation of the police. This
refers to a victim’s expectation of how proficiently and effec-
tively an investigation will be handled by the police. The
efficacy reputation is related to what Carpenter identified as
an organization’s performative reputation, which expresses
the audience’s judgment “of the quality of the entity’s deci-
sion making and its capacity for effectively achieving its
ends and announced objectives” (pp. 46). In the case of
the police, the performative reputation is closely related to
another item of Carpenter’s reputation components: the tech-
nical reputation, which “includes variables such as scientific
accuracy, methodological prowess, and analytic capacity”
(pp. 46—47). These components define the degree to which
audiences perceive an organization as an expert authority on
the issues it is responsible for.

The last dimension is whether people perceive the
office as corrupt or unfair. The fairness reputation refers
to a victim’s expectation of corruption-free justice. This
includes two aspects: On one hand, the moral reputation,
which expresses the public’s feeling about the means and
ends of an organization, and includes its ethical behavior,
its transparency, and its commitment to human considera-
tions, among others. On the other hand, the legal-procedural
reputation “is related to the equity of the processes by which
[the] behavior is generated” (pp. 47). The fairness reputa-
tion, thus, includes the expectation that the police will fol-
low procedures, respect the rights of victims and offenders,
and abstain from corruption or external influences, among
other things.

Of the three dimensions of the police reputation, the fair-
ness reputation is the most difficult for a citizen to assess.
While the treatment and efficacy reputations are easier to
evaluate through publicly available information and trust-
worthy accounts from acquaintances, the fairness reputation
carries at least two burdens: (a) corruption is likely to be hid-
den by both the police and citizens who have benefitted from
it, and (b) given the discretionary powers of the police, it is
difficult to separate corruption from practices that might be
considered unethical but not necessarily corrupt (Newburn,
1999; Roebuck & Barker, 1974).

The above three dimensions are profoundly related with
the four main elements of procedural justice that relate to
the perceived fairness of a process, based on an individual’s
experience: (1) neutrality, (2) respect, (3) trustworthiness,
and (4) voice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Skogan & Frydl, 2004).
Generally, people react favorably when they think the police
are impartial: for those in contact with the police, receiving
respectful, polite, and dignified treatment is fundamental
(Tyler, 1990).

This means that the police explain their decisions to
those involved and allow them a voice in the decisions that
affect them, for example, by giving them the opportunity
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to explain their situation or version of the facts before the
police decides how to proceed (Murphy & Mazerolle, 2018).
In this regard, procedural justice can be understood as a key
predictor of public trust in the police and consequently, in
the context of our study, of the institutional reputation of the
Public Prosecutor (Hohl et al., 2010; Jackson, et al., 2012;
Murphy et al., 2014; Wolfe, et al., 2016).

It has been observed that police procedural justice can
foment willingness to cooperate with the police (Murphy,
2015; Murphy & Barkworth, 2014; Murphy & Cherney,
2012; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). This is based on the idea
that the effects of procedural justice are a function of the
processes of social identity (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler &
Blader, 2000). Fair treatment transmits social value to the
members of a social group and reaffirms both identity and
the individual’s connection with society (Bradford et al.,
2014).

Procedural justice promotes police legitimacy and obe-
dience to the police (Murphy et al., 2015) by reinforcing
group social identity and, consequently, a greater proclivity
to crime reporting. As such, it is related to an improvement
in the institutional reputation of the police and judiciary.
Murphy (2015) demonstrated that young people are espe-
cially sensitive to procedural justice, and thus, it is more
effective in encouraging young people to report than it is for
adults. Nevertheless, the studies of Murphy and Barkworth
(2014), together with those of Wolfe et al. (2016), show that
even in adults, victims are more sensitive to expressions of
police procedural justice precisely because after victimiza-
tion, they are more insecure about their status in society.

Given the above, in order to incorporate individual victim
elements in the decision to cooperate through crime report-
ing, their willingness to report a crime should also be con-
sidered. The police largely depend on public cooperation
and reporting to do their job. If citizens did not report crimes
after an event, a high proportion would go undetected by
the police (Vilalta & Fondevila, 2020). A growing body of
research suggests that the best way for the police to increase
the probability of public cooperation is to be perceived as a
legitimate authority (Nix, 2017).

A consistent issue in this line of research is that citi-
zens are more likely to view the police as legitimate when
they exercise their authority in a procedurally fair manner
(Jackson, et al., 2012; Mazerolle, et al., 2012; Tyler, 1990;
Tyler & Huo, 2002). Many crimes come to police attention
only once they have already been committed and offend-
ers have left, that is, when citizens report the crime to the
police. Similarly, police investigations depend largely on
the information provided by witnesses and victims to help
solve cases. If citizens do not feel inclined to provide useful
information to the police, their work becomes that much
more difficult (Nix, 2017). Simply put, when individuals
consider that police actions are procedurally fair, they are
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more inclined to perceive them as a legitimate authority. At
the same time, it is more likely that they will cooperate with
the police by reporting crimes and providing information.
Thus, police procedural justice ultimately leads to coopera-
tion and higher levels of crime reporting.

In sum, public willingness to report crimes to the police
forms part of a broader set of factors linked to police cooper-
ation, legal compliance, and the acceptance of the decisions
of legal authorities (Bradford et al., 2014; Mazerolle et al.,
2013; Tyler & Huo, 2002); however, in contrast to coop-
eration and compliance, it reflects a particular willingness
that centers on prospective and voluntary behavior (Rengifo
et al., 2019). Intentions to report have also been linked to the
perceived trustworthiness of the police (Sunshine & Tyler,
2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Tyler & Huo, 2002). Evalua-
tions of the police, in terms of instrumental concerns such
as police effectiveness, can also impact reporting intentions
(Bradford et al. 2014).

Crime Reporting in Mexico and Latin
America

Literature on reporting is scarce in the Latin American con-
text, especially studies that look directly at crime report-
ing. The vast majority only analyze levels of reporting for
specific crimes, particularly violence against women, whose
reporting is traditionally the most studied in the region. Lit-
erature on the factors that determine crime reporting of the
latter violence is broadly divided into two areas: (a) the dif-
ficulties, obstacles, and filters of the judicial system that
discourage reporting; and (b) challenges faced by women
to report (for example, fear of reprisals, guilt, shame, demo-
graphic, and/or socio-economic conditions). In a study in
Cuzco (Peru), Sierra et al. (2014) found that the highest
levels of reporting of intimate partner domestic violence
(37% of interviewees suffered physical abuse and 48% non-
physical) were registered in cases of (a) greater intensity
and chronicity of abuse (reflected in physical abuse and
high levels of anxiety), (b) labor market insertion (working
outside of the home), (c) older groups (age group), and (d)
membership of women’s associations.

Another line of research on the issue analyzes the judicial
system. For example, Casas Becerra and Gonzalez-Balles-
teros (2004) study how prejudices held by the police, foren-
sic experts, prosecutors, and judges are associated to low
levels of reporting sexual assault in Chile. Similarly, Lépez-
Valdéz (2014) studied the processes of revictimization in
cases of sexual assault in the Mexican prison system, such
as lack of credibility, depersonalization, and victim blaming,
lack of information and privacy, inadequate spaces, and prej-
udices regarding victimization. These factors, strictly related
to the judicial treatment received, discourage the reporting
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of sexual crimes. In Colombia, for example, Sotelo Bar-
rios and Gonzélez Rubio (2006) report that, during the legal
process, this type of violence does not receive the necessary
medical attention or psychological treatment, nor is there an
attempt to reconstruct the social fabric with the support of
social actors who surround the victim.

These patterns of behavior of the victim (resistance to
reporting for fear of reprisals) and the judicial system (rev-
ictimization and institutional resistance to reporting) are
repeated with minimal variation in Peru (Espinoza-Barrera,
2016), Ecuador (Boiraa, Carbajosa & Méndez, 2016), Bra-
zil (Ferreira Amendola, 2009), and Argentina (Birgin &
Gherardi, 2008). In Mexico and Colombia (Jiménez Vargas
& Casas-Casas, 2012), in addition to the above, other crimes
are included, such as femicide (Inchaustegui Romero, Bara-
jas & de la Paz, 2012) or extortion (Pérez Morales, et al.,
2015). In the latter cases, relatives of the victim, in the case
of femicides, or victims themselves, in the case of extor-
tion, fear reprisals from aggressors, distrust institutions as
reflections of the revictimization to which they have been
subjected, and frequently face considerable obstacles in veri-
fying their victimization.

All the above are specific case studies that include deter-
minants of crime reporting associated with the crime under
study, for example, the revictimization of victims of sexual
crimes that occurs within prosecutors’ offices. Given this,
there is a growing body of literature on crime reporting in
the region, based on victimization surveys. The systematic
application of victimization surveys that began in the region
almost 20 years ago in Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Ecuador, Honduras, Mexico, Pan-
ama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela, has meant
that the majority of studies on crime reporting have been
strengthened by data and empirical material.

There are two areas of analysis within this context. The
first, well developed area looks at the consequences of low
crime reporting without delving into an analysis of the deter-
minants of reporting. For example, studies in Chile on low
crime reporting describe the increase in the dark figure of
crimes as an issue of the lack of procedural justice (Alva-
rez & Fuentes, 2005; Dammert, 2009; Dammert & Zuiiga,
2007; Dammert et al., 2010), while others look at the conse-
quences of low crime reporting on crime impunity: without
crime reporting there is no possibility of crime enforcement,
meaning that crimes go unpunished; and authorities are una-
ware of the magnitude of the problem and do not establish
focused public security policies (Benavente & Cortés, 2006).
However, none of these studies investigate the determinants
of crime reporting.

The second line of investigation concentrates on the
factors that determine the propensity to report a crime.
Generally, the studies develop statistical models that, once
again, include two considerations as explanations for crime

reporting: characteristics of the crime and socio-economic
conditions of individuals, and trust in legal institutions,
including attitudes toward the prosecutor. In this regard,
Quinteros (2014) indicates that younger, married men with
lower socio-economic and education levels are the least
likely social group to report a crime in Chile, while Duce
(2018) found that factors such as labor situation, educa-
tion level or economic losses associated with the crime
have a significant impact on the decision to report to public
institutions.

Regarding people's attitudes toward the prosecutor,
Zepeda Lecuona (2014) analyzed the role of favorable/ unfa-
vorable attitudes in levels of crime reporting in Mexico. He
notes that high levels of distrust (only 6.98% of respond-
ents claimed to have significant confidence in the police in
the survey used for the study) substantially explain the low
crime reporting in Mexico. This attitude adds to the gener-
ally low credibility and negative perception of the capac-
ity of security and legal institutions in the country. More
recently, Vilalta et al. (2022) study the early impact of anti-
COVID-19 measures on crime reporting in Mexico City
and, consequently, on criminal investigations by the local
prosecutor's office.

Similarly, comparative analyses have been conducted
between the different regions of a single country. In Colom-
bia, Mancera (2008) compared the rates of police effective-
ness with the level of reporting between regions with and
without the presence of guerilla activity (more efficient
police and less guerilla activity determined a higher rate
of reporting). In Mexico, Zakula (2015) accounted for the
difference in rates of reporting between States in two ways:
the variation in type and seriousness of crimes occurring
with greatest frequency; and the circumstances under which
a report is made, for example, the average time involved,
perceptions on treatment, and the result of the report.

Unfortunately, surveys are still not sufficiently standard-
ized for country comparisons (Londofio et al., 2002; Bal4n,
2011; Lagos & Dammert, 2012) although some effort has
been made for inter-regional comparisons on a theoretical
level (Sozzo, 2003). Nevertheless, there is still a shortage of
studies compared to the level and depth of those that focus
on the United States or European countries. This paper seeks
to contribute to the debate in the region and, particularly,
to the Mexican case, by looking at a variation of institu-
tional trust/credibility as a determinant of crime reporting:
reputation.

Data and Methodology
The data for this study came from Mexico’s National Sur-

vey of Victimization and Perception of Public Security
(ENVIPE, in Spanish), published annually by Mexico’s
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National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI, in
Spanish) from 2011 to 2019. The survey is conducted by
INEGI on an annual basis, through face-to-face interviews in
households selected by conglomerate sampling with statisti-
cal representativeness for each of the 32 states of Mexico.
In total, this work utilizes around 270,000 survey entries,
as the number of observations each year is close to 30,000.

For this study, only observations for "theft in the street,
public transportation or ATM” were selected. This decision
was taken for two reasons: First, these crimes are particu-
larly relevant within the Mexican context, as they represent
the most frequent offenses in the survey (47.3% of the total).
The second relates to unbiasedness in the reporting process,
as when using a victimization survey as the main source of
analysis, the reporting of serious crimes tends to present
significant biases and limitations that make them unreliable
(Sozzo, 2003). The three types of theft are not cataloged as
high-impact crimes according to the Mexican classification;
therefore, one can expect that the reporting bias is less than
that for serious crimes.

Observations in the database were weighted according to
a crime factor. Weights adjusted to 5% were used, based on
the crime factor of the ENVIPE for each year of the survey.
The procedure was as follows: 5% of the highest values of
the crime factor were adjusted to the value of the observation
in the 95th percentile. The same was done with the lowest
5% of the values, adjusting them to the value of the obser-
vation in percentile 5. The average of these values was then
obtained, and the new crime factor was divided by this aver-
age in order to obtain the weighting for each observation.
Additionally, reports coming from urbanized regions are
over-represented in the crime factor in comparison to those
in rural areas where crime is less prevalent. The weights
used for this overrepresentation are taken directly from INE-
GI’s victimization survey methodology in which, for each
municipality and state, a factor is allocated considering both
population density and urbanization statistics.

Variables related to reputation were grouped annually and
lagged (differenced) by a year. This was done for three rea-
sons. First, in year ¢, the reputation of a prosecutor’s office
in the state is not determined primarily by the people who
reported crimes in the same year, but those who reported, for
example, in ¢t — 1. This helps to capture the reputation’s dif-
fusion effect through time. Second, even though the survey
asks for the specific month in which respondents were vic-
tims of a crime, this variable is not a reliable way of knowing
the real month the person actually reported the crime at a
MP office. The great number of missing values for the month
of reporting is a consequence of people’s tendency to forget
the exact month that they were victims of a crime (Dodge,
1981). Third, as the process of reporting a crime might
take several months in Mexico because victims need to go
repeatedly to the prosecutor’s office to ratify information and
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complete forms, among other processes, respondents may
specify either when the process began or when it finished,
without properly identifying the time of the crime report-
ing (Bergman et al., 2008). By grouping the observations
in yearly counts, both reporting time mismatches become
irrelevant.

In accordance with the crime reporting literature, the
main hypothesis of this paper is that the good reputation
of MP offices positively affects the decision of victims to
report a crime. This is particularly important in the Mexican
case as, in contrast to systems such as the one in the US, the
prosecutors are the only entity that can judicially process a
crime. Therefore, simply put, the better the reputation of the
MP office, the more probable it is that a victim will report
a crime.

In order to measure the treatment, efficacy, and fairness
reputations of MP offices, five questions from the survey
were selected, and responses from each year were aggregated
for each of the 32 states. We incorporated these state-level
measures as contextual variables as one individual’s opinion
on the actions of the justice system and the police largely
depends on the context in which these occurred. Simply put,
the aggregated response regarding a state was assigned to an
inhabitant to control for the heterogeneity of Mexican states.
The underlying idea is that if an individual contemplates to
report a crime in a state considered to be more secure than
others, it will be more likely that his perception of the MP
reputation will be different (perhaps better) than the one of
a state considered to be more insecure.

Finally, two variables were created to measure good and
bad reputations on separate scales: one for good reputation
(only good opinions) and one for bad reputation (only very
bad opinions). Median and mid-bad opinions were omit-
ted. Only these two options were considered as, given that
victims are required to go to the prosecutor’s office on vari-
ous occasions, by only accounting for extreme opinions,
we assume a person always received either good or poor
treatment, omitting those who sometimes experienced good
treatment and sometimes bad. For the perception of corrup-
tion, a single variable was maintained. Table 1 summarizes
the nine variables that measure reputation.

Considering the three dimensions of reputation, the main
hypotheses to be tested are the following:

e H]I The treatment reputation of the prosecutor’s office
is positively correlated with the probability of a victim
reporting a crime to the office.

e H?2 The efficacy reputation of the prosecutor’s office is
positively correlated with the probability of a victim
reporting a crime to the office.

e H3 The fairness reputation of the prosecutor’s office
is positively correlated with the probability of a victim
reporting a crime to the office.
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Table 1 Description of variables used to measure treatment, efficacy, and fairness reputations of MP offices

Dimension Survey question

Good reputation variable [% of sur-
veyed in the State that answered...]

Bad reputation variable [% of surveyed
in the State that answered...]

Treatment reputation How do you rate the treatment you
received in the MP when you
reported the crime?

How long did it take to process your
report in the MP?

How effective do you consider the
performance of the MP?

Efficacy reputation
Fairness reputation ~ How much trust does the MP inspire?

In your opinion, can the MP be
described as corrupt?

(1) Received good treatment

(3) Spent less than 1 h
(5) Perceive the office as effective

(7) Perceive MP as trustworthy

(2) Received very bad treatment

(4) Spent more than 3 h

(6) Perceive the office as not effective
at all

(8) Perceive MP as not trustworthy at
all

(9) Single variable (to avoid collinearity):

Perceive MP as corrupt

To test the three hypotheses at the individual level, three
logit models were created. In addition to the explanatory
variables to measure the MP reputation explained above,
three dummy variables were also included to measure per-
sonal opinions regarding confidence in the MP: trust in the
MP office, opinion of its effectiveness, and perception of
corruption. Several control variables were also incorporated
into the models, motivated by the literature on crime report-
ing, and described in the following paragraphs.

In accordance with Goudriaan, Lynch and Nieuwbeerta
(2004), and Greenberg and Beach (2004), the first set of
control variables is related to crime characteristics such as:
the amount lost as a consequence of the crime (in Mexican
pesos, deflated to 2013 values); recognition of the crimi-
nal; physical harm; if the victim was accompanied during
the crime; weapon used by the criminal; objects stolen by
the offender (if the objects are protected by insurance, or
would need a theft report in order to be replaced). In addi-
tion, based on works such as Hindelang and Gottfredson
(1976), and Skogan (1984), a second set of control vari-
ables related to victim characteristics was used. This set
includes victim’s sex; educational level; age; place of living
(urban, semi-urban or rural); perception of security around
the living place, and personal concerns on security-related
issues. Finally, the variable of educational level is included
as a proxy to control for the victim’s income as this is not
included in the ENVIPE. Table 2 provides a description of
all the variables included in the models.

Results

Three nested logit models were estimated, results are pre-
sented in Table 3. The first, with a sample size of 21,915
observations, only includes the nine MP reputation vari-
ables and the three personal opinion variables. The second,
with 18,556 observations, incorporates characteristics of

the crime to model 1, while the third, comprising 17,801
observations, additionally includes variables related to
the characteristics of the victim. Regarding the reputation
related to the treatment received by the victims, results
suggest that more time spent in the MP office is negatively
related to the probability of reporting a crime. The rest of
the variables related to treatment do not seem to be signifi-
cant. These results hold for the three models.

Regarding the crime characteristics, the amount lost as
a consequence of a crime is the variable that most impacts
a victim’s decision to report. For instance, robberies with a
limited loss (less than $5,000 Mexican pesos (MXN), ~250
USD) are unlikely to be reported as the results for models 2
and 3 suggest there is no significant change in the probability
of reporting when compared to the no loss case. However,
as the amount increases, from $5,000 MXN or above, so
does the probability of reporting. When the amount reaches
the maximum level, around $50,000 MXN, ~2,500 USD,
it becomes seven times more likely that the crime will be
reported compared to the no loss case. Simply put, these
results imply that economic loss remains one of the main
determinants of the decision to report a crime.

On the other hand, the severity of a crime also increases
the probability of crime reporting. From both models 2 and
3, a significant increase in the probability of reporting can
be seen when the crime was committed using a firearm or
other weapons when compared to cases where no weapon
was used. Furthermore, if the victim was subject to violence,
was accompanied, or could recognize the offender, the prob-
ability of reporting a crime also increases. This boosts crime
reporting as injuries or external confirmation may be con-
sidered evidence that helps to build a stronger case against
the offender. When analyzed by type of items stolen, only
the theft of an official document increases the probability of
reporting a crime. In fact, this almost doubles the chances
of reporting a robbery. Other items do not appear to be sig-
nificant to the reporting decision. This can be explained by
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Table 2 Description of variables included in the logit models

Variable

Values in database

Min Max Mean SD

Dependent variable

Crime report

Explicative variables [all models]
MP Treatment reputation

(1) % of people in the area with excellent reviews of
contact with the MP

(2) % of people in the area with very bad reviews of
contact with the MP

(3) % of people in the area who spent less than 1 hour
in the MP to report the crime

(4) % of people in the area who spent 3 or more hours
in the MP to report the crime

MP Efficacy reputation

(5) % of people in the area who perceive the office as
very efficient

(6) % of people in the area who perceive the office as
very inefficient

Personal opinion Do you consider the performance of
the MP as effective?

MP Fairness reputation
(7) % of people in the area who do trust the MP

(8) % of people in the area who do not trust at all the
MP

Personal opinion Do you trust the MP?

(9) % of people in the area who perceive the MP as
corrupt

Personal opinion In your opinion, can the MP be
described as corrupt?

Characteristics of the crime [model 2 and 3]
Amount lost as a consequence of the crime

Would recognize criminal(s)

The criminal used violence or physically hurt the
victim

The victim was accompanied

1 =Did report
0=Did not report

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they received excellent treatment]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they received very bad treatment]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they spent less than 1 h]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they spent 3 or more hours]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they perceive the office as very
effective]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they perceive the office as very
ineffective]

0=The MP is not effective
1=The MP is effective

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they perceive the MP as very
trustworthy]

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they perceive the MP as very
untrustworthy]

0=Do not trust the MP
1=Trust the MP

1-100 [Percentage of respondents in the State in the previ-
ous year who indicated they perceive the MP as corrupt]

0=The MP is not corrupt
1=The MP is corrupt

Five groups of reported loss in Mexican pesos, deflected to
2013 values:

No loss (base)

$1 to 5,000

$5,001 to 10,000
$10,001 to 50,000
More than $ 50,000
0=Would not recognize
1=Would recognize
0=Did not suffer injury
1 =Suffered injury
0=Was alone

1=Was accompanied

2.7

7.8

4.6

9.5

0.4

15

1.5

12.4

56.6

9.9

294

56.8

72.7

17.6

41.1

21.3

48.1

94.9

0.11

6.3

17.2

19.8

7.5

20.9

0.41

9.5

25

0.39

76.1

0.75

1.9

8.2

13.4

35

6.4

42

6.8

7.7
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Table 2 (continued)

Variable

Values in database

Min Max Mean SD

Weapon used by the criminal

The offender stole...
(a) Cellphone
(b) Official documents
(c) Electronic equipment
(d) Jewelry or watch
Victim’s characteristics [model 3]
Sex

Educational level

Age group

Place of living

Feeling of security around the living place
Feels safe in his/her home

Feels safe in the street

Feels safe in the municipality
Personal concerns

Is concerned about insecurity

Is concerned about corruption

Is concerned about impunity

Is concerned that might be mugged before the end
of the year

Is concerned that might be hurt before the end of
the year

Is concerned that might be extorted or kidnapped
before the end of the year

Survey year
Dummy variable for each year

Grouped by type of weapon:
No weapon (base)
Other weapon (knife, tube)

Firearm
0=Was not stolen
1=Was stolen

0=Woman (base)
1=Man

Grouped by educational level:

Up to primary school (base)
Secondary school

High school

Undergraduate or graduate
Grouped by 10-year intervals
Less than 20 years old (base)
20-29 years old

30-39 years old

More than 80 years old
Grouped by domain:
Urban area (base)
Rural area

Semi-urban area

0=Feels unsafe

1 =Feels safe

0=Not concerned

1 =Concerned

Seven dummy variables

the need to invalidate a stolen official document, for example
an ID or passport, to avoid future misuse.

For the set of variables that includes the victim’s
characteristics, sex seem to be irrelevant as a factor for

reporting, with no difference in crime reporting found
between women and men. This is also true for age groups.
However, a differentiated effect between urban and semi-
urban areas in the probability of reporting a crime is found.
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Table 3 Summary of results from the logit regression models

B Model 1 B Model 2 B Model 3
SEB eB SEB eB SEB eB
MP treatment reputation
(1) Received good treatment —.006 0.006 0.99 —.001 0.007 1 0 0.007 1
(2) Received very bad treatment —-.010 0.004 0.99 —.006 0.005 0.99 —-.007 0.005 0.99
(3) Spent less than 1 h —.002 0.004 1 —.004 0.005 1 0 0.005 1
(4) Spent more than 3 h —.009* 0.003 0.99 —.011%* 0.003 0.99 —.010%* 0.004 0.99
MP efficacy reputation
(5) Perceive the MP as effective —.043 0.018 0.96 —.045 0.021 0.96 —.051 0.022 0.95
(6) Perceive the MP as not effective at all 0.003 0.013 1 0.023 0.015 1.02 0.03 0.016 1.03
Personal opinion MP is effective —.045 0.053 0.96 —.005 0.061 0.99 —-.027 0.062 0.97
MP fairness reputation
(7) Perceive MP as trustworthy 0.02 0.017 1.02 0.022 0.019 1.02 0.025 0.02 1.03
(8) Perceive MP as not trustworthy at all —-.019 0.013 0.98 —.044%* 0.015 0.96 —.047%* 0.015 0.95
Personal opinion MP is trustworthy 0.105 0.053 1.11 0.133 0.061 1.14 0.148 0.062 1.16
(9) Perceive MP as corrupt —.011 0.005 0.99 —-.010 0.006 0.99 —-.012 0.006 0.99
Personal opinion MP is corrupt 0.047 0.054 1.05 0.08 0.063 1.08 0.059 0.065 1.06
Characteristics of the crime
Amount lost (base No loss)
$1 to 5000 —.127 0.081 0.88 —.128 0.082 0.88
$5001 to 10,000 7168* 0.098 2.15 .709* 0.1 2.03
$10,001 to 50,000 1.250* 0.105 3.49 1.188* 0.108 3.28
More than $ 50,000 2.021%* 0.204 7.55 1.956%* 0.209 7.07
Would recognize offender(s) .656* 0.048 1.93 .638%* 0.049 1.89
Offender used violence .566* 0.052 1.76 .594* 0.054 1.81
The victim was accompanied .228%* 0.049 1.26 218%* 0.05 1.24
Weapon used (base no weapon)
Other weapon .190* 0.068 1.21 .196* 0.07 1.22
Firearm 465% 0.065 1.59 A84* 0.067 1.62
The offender stole cellphone 0.068 0.05 1.07 0.057 0.052 1.06
The offender stole official documents 783 0.065 2.19 759% 0.067 2.14
The offender stole electronic equip 0.192 0.096 1.21 0.15 0.099 1.16
The offender stole jewelry or watch —.141 0.075 0.87 —.146 0.076 0.86
Victim’s characteristics
Sex (base woman) —.016 0.049 0.98
Education (base Up to primary school)
Secondary school 0.2 0.103 1.22
High school 387* 0.101 1.47
575% 0.099 1.78
Age group (base less than 20 years old)
20-29 years old 0.106 0.106 1.11
30-39 years old 0.182 0.11 1.2
40-49 years old 0.254 0.116 1.29
50-59 years old 0.081 0.135 1.08
60-69 years old 0.138 0.179 1.15
70-79 years old 0.183 0.367 1.2
More than 80 years old 0.782 0.582 2.19
Place of living (base urban)
Rural area 0.081 0.1 1.08
Semi-urban area .240%* 0.067 1.27
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Table 3 (continued)

B Model 1 B Model 2 B Model 3
SEB eB SEB eB SEB eB
Feeling of security around the living place
Safe in home 0.086 0.056 1.09
Safe in the street —.153 0.076 0.86
Safe in the municipality 178%* 0.06 1.19
Personal concerns
Insecurity —.053 0.055 0.95
Corruption 0.006 0.051 1.01
Impunity 0.138 0.058 1.15
Might be mugged —-.221 0.1 0.8
Might be hurt 0.018 0.065 1.02
Might be extorted or kidnapped —.026 0.055 0.97
Survey year
2012 —.082 0.092 0.92 —.111 0.11 0.9 —.114 0.122 0.89
2013 0.039 0.087 1.04  0.203 0.1 1.23 0.194 0.112 1.21
2014 —.251% 0.091 0.78 —.180 0.103 0.83 —.233 0.114 0.79
2015 0.099 0.089 1.1 0.164 0.102 1.18 0.16 0.112 1.17
2016 —.086 0.096 0.92 —.035 0.109 0.97 —.046 0.119 0.96
2017 -.219 0.099 0.8 —.230 0.113 0.79 —-.220 0.123 0.8
2018 0.096 0.081 1.1 0.075 0.094 1.08 0.085 0.095 1.09
Constant 0.023 0.39 1.02 —-1.067  0.457 0.34 —1.417* 0.505 0.24
X 253 1511 1533
df 19 32 55
N 21,915 18,556 17,801
Pseudo r* 0.0152 0.1083 0.1142

*Denotes significance at a 1% level, answers were coded as 0=Did not report; 1 =Report

Additionally, higher education levels seem to increase the
probability of reporting a crime, particularly when com-
paring the High school and the Undergraduate or Graduate
levels to the base case (up to primary school). Finally, a
feeling of safety in the municipality appears to increase
the probability of reporting a crime, mostly sustained by
the confidence that there will not be any retaliation from
the victimizer, while no other personal concerns seem to
be significant in the decision to report a crime.

None of the variables that measure reputation related
with efficacy were significant, and only one variable asso-
ciated to fairness reputation (the victim’s personal opin-
ion of the MP’s trustworthiness) was significant and had
a negative effect for Models 2 and 3. Simply put, if the
victim perceives the MP as untrustworthy, the probabil-
ity of reporting the crime decreases. It is worth noting
that Model 1 has a very limited predictive power (pseudo
r*=0.015). This means that reputation variables cannot
explain, on their own, a victim’s decision to report a crime
to the prosecutor’s office. In Models 2 and 3, when includ-
ing control variables of crime and victim characteristics,

the predictive power of the regression increases as the
pseudo r approximates 0.11 in both cases (Table 3).

Consistent with past studies, results suggest that the
most important determinants of theft crime reporting
are those related to the seriousness of the crime, such as
amount lost, violence, and/or use of firearms (Greenberg
& Beach, 2004; Kury et al., 1999; Schneider, Burcart &
Wilson, 1976). Even when some variables of the MP’s
reputation are significant, these alone cannot explain the
decision of a victim to report a crime. Nonetheless, when
combining the severity of a crime with the significant
variables of reputation, the effects of changes in the MP’s
reputation on the probability of crime reporting is mean-
ingful. This is illustrated in Fig. 1.

Regarding the treatment reputation, it is interesting to
note that the distinction between good and very bad treat-
ment is not relevant in terms of the probability of reporting
a crime. This might be due to the particular characteristics
of the MP offices in Mexico: attention is usually bad, there
are long waiting periods, revictimization is expected, and
staff will frequently try to persuade victims not to report a
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Fig. 1 Probability of crime
reporting for the two significant
reputation components, accord-
ing to Model 3, disaggregated
by levels of amount lost.
Source: own elaboration, logit
margins according to Model 3,
amounts expressed in Mexican
pesos MXN
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crime in order to reduce the officially reported crime rate of
the area (Baranda, 2018). Hypothesis H1 is, thus, found to
be partially validated by the time component of the treatment
received, but not by the experience alone.

In this regard, the results of the treatment reputation are
consistent with findings from past studies, which have shown
that inconveniences, like high costs of transportation and
parking, or excessive time lost at the office, have a nega-
tive impact on a victim’s reporting decision (Greenberg &
Ruback, 2012). Citizens expect the criminal justice system
to deal with a crime without causing undue inconvenience
or embarrassment (Spelman & Brown, 1981). Thus, if the
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prosecutor’s office has not been able to do so in the past, a
victim might decide to avoid the trouble of involving the
authorities. Simply put, the greater the prevalence of bad
opinions in the area, the lower the probability of a victim
reporting a crime. The Mexican case seems to reflect this,
as citizens rarely expect to receive good treatment at MP
offices; it may, therefore, be understandable that their report-
ing decision depends more on the time spent on the reporting
process than on the quality of treatment.

Efficiency and corruption perceptions do not appear to
have an effect on a victim’s decision to report a crime. Fol-
lowing a similar logic to the previous dimension, it would
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seem that neither the effectiveness of the MP office nor the
perception of their levels of corruption are relevant in the
reporting decision. This can be explained by generalized and
high rates of impunity prevalent in the judicial system. A
citizen might report a crime independently of the MP’s effi-
cacy and fairness reputation (or the lack procedural justice,
i.e., equality of treatment), in order to claim from insurance,
for example, rather than to pursue justice for the crime they
suffered. Nonetheless, personal opinions on the trustwor-
thiness of the MP, do affect the probability of reporting,
particularly, in the extreme case of untrustworthiness. If the
MP is perceived as not trustworthy at all, the probability of
reporting crime decreases. In this case, hypothesis H3 is par-
tially validated by a negative perspective of trustworthiness.
As explained above, the fairness reputation is the most diffi-
cult for a citizen to assess as there are incentives to lie about
one’s experience in the MP offices (particularly in cases of
unequal treatment), or it might be skewed depending on the
outcome of the process. Citizens cannot be sure that the
prosecutor’s office’s reputation is indeed real, and thus, when
deciding whether or not to involve the authorities, they seem
to rely more on their own idea of the trustworthiness of the
office than on the general opinion.

Discussion and Concluding Remarks

Past studies have shown that social influence, partly deter-
mined by levels of procedural justice perceived in treatment,
is an important factor when a victim is deciding whether
to report a crime to the police. Direct advice (“I think you
should call the police”) and arguments (“The police are
likely to apprehend him”) from family, acquaintances, or
bystanders, are good predictors of a victim’s decision to
report, as they can increase by up to 12-fold the probability
of crime reporting (Greenberg & Beach, 2004; Greenberg
& Ruback, 2012; Spelman & Brown, 1981). However, this
influence is not always present as not all victims receive
direct advice or arguments in favor of involving the authori-
ties in an investigation. The effect of the indirect social
influence, namely reputation, has not been directly and thor-
oughly studied regarding the question of crime reporting.
This article explored the influence of institutional repu-
tation on crime reporting decisions. From the three reputa-
tion dimensions described in the study’s framework (treat-
ment, efficacy, and fairness) only one component related
to the treatment dimension, time spent in the prosecutor’s
office, and one related to the fairness dimension, percep-
tion of untrustworthiness, were negatively related to the
probability of reporting a crime. Few reputation variables
were significant while control variables related to the crime
circumstances were better predictors of a victim’s decision

to report a crime (mainly the amount lost and the theft of
official documents).

The finding related to the amount of time spent in the
reporting process is relevant for the design and implemen-
tation of public policy regarding tools such as online crime
reporting systems (Iriberri, Leroy & Garrett, 2006) or strat-
egies to improve mechanisms that provide efficient atten-
tion to the public. On the other hand, building trust involves
enhancing policing strategies, from the number of officers
and their distribution, to improving police-community rela-
tions, and the reduction of impunity (Block, 1973; Skogan,
1976, 1984; Warner, 2007). The direct negative effect of
not dealing with these, is a low level of crime reporting,
resulting in the police working blindly or using their own
sources of information which do not necessarily respond
to the “true” behavior of crime. This is particularly criti-
cal in regions with high victimization and limited trust in
the police, related to the lack of adequate procedural justice
in situations of contact with the public, such as in Latin
America (Dammert, 2009).

Interestingly, we found that regardless of the reputation of
the MP office in Mexico, the probability of reporting a crime
will be very low unless the crime was especially costly. The
reason may rest in the regional situation, particularly in
Mexico, that is somewhat reminiscent of the spirit of legal
cynicism (incompetence, illegitimacy, and lack of respon-
siveness of the criminal justice system) described by Kirk
and Papachristos (2011) to explain the low rates of reporting
in poor and/or minority communities.

The results are not without their limitations, and we
acknowledge that the characteristics of the Mexican jus-
tice system (legalist, ineffective, and unkind to victims who
decide to report a crime) might impact the crime reporting
decision. It is possible that in other countries, other compo-
nents of efficacy and fairness reputations do impact a vic-
tim’s decision to report a crime, while in Mexico the effect
is null due to the widespread impunity and corruption that
generally characterize state prosecutors’ offices.

The link between impunity/corruption and institutional
reputation, as a category of public administration, has almost
not been studied in the literature on crime reporting in Latin
America and may be key to any public policy in matters of
criminal justice. Most literature in the region has focused on
processes of revictimization, evidence filters for the report
to be accepted, and population distrust as mechanisms to
explain low regional reporting. However, as has been seen,
distrust, coupled with the slowness of procedures, influence
the decision to report. This explains why the true predictor
of reporting is the type of crime, as well as its characteristics
and seriousness, or the need for a report for an insurance
payout.

We recognize the importance of pursuing this course of
research in future studies in order to compare other countries
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and the characteristics of their judicial systems. New surveys
of victimization that include these types of variables, will
allow for comparative work on a regional level, given that
almost the entire region shares the challenge of low report-
ing. An ideal future study, in terms of institutional reputa-
tion of the justice system, is to disaggregate the variable of
perception of the prosecutors’ equality to understand more
precisely, the cause of this distrust. This would be particu-
larly interesting for respondents with no previous contact
with prosecutors and where social influence operates, but
where procedural justice does not work as a mechanism of
explanation. This information would also be useful for the
development of any public policy that aims to improve crim-
inal reporting in the region, based on changing the treatment
of the population by the authorities.
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