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PREFACE

During the 1970's various types of victimization, attitude, opinion, per-
ception, and ''reaction to crime" surveys have been carried out in the United
States. Most of these have treated the elderly as one age category, e.g. 60 and
over (Midwest Research Institute, 1977; Rifai, 1976; and St. Petersburg Police
Dpt., 1978) or 65 and over (Forston & Kitchens, 1974; U,S. Dept. of Justice,
1975, 1977, and 1978-Florida and 1978-San Francisco), Some have used other age
categories, e.g., 60-64, 65-69, 70-74, and 75-84 (Maryland Dept. of Police, 1977);
60-64, 65-69, 70-74, 75-79, 80-84, and 85 and over (Rifai, 1978); or 60-69 and
70 and older (Venters & Thompson, 1978),

Some projects have involved face-to-face interviews (Ferston & Kitchens,
19745 Rifai, 1976; Maryland Dept. of Police, 1977; U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1975,
1977, and 1978-San Francisco), some telephone intervieﬁs (Midwest Research
Institute, 1977; and U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1978-San Francisco), some mail ques-
tionnaires (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1978-Florida); and some have been based on

incidence of crime (Midwest Research Institute, 1977; and St. Petersburg Police

3

Dept., 1978).

However, since the general population and the average life-span of those
65 years of age and older are both increasing locally as well as nationaliy, and
in order to achieve some balance within the sub-groups in this survey, three agsa
categories were employed: 65-69, 70-74, and 75 and older. The percentages of
male and female respondents and of the three age categories were approximately
the same as the 1980 projections for Hamilton County. The interviewers used to
conduct this survey were carefully selected from the 65 and over group and

specially trained for this task.

The purpose of the Search & Inform survey in Questionnaire T was to assess

the'intererelationship of certain demographic and socio-~demographic factors
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including self-report of current status; fear of crime, protection practices;
victimization incidents in the past year; evaluations of police and courts; and
recommendations as to increasing safety, security, and well-being of those 65
years of age and older, Follow-up Questionnaire II measured the usage and the
crime~related effect of the telephone directory and information packet which
was presented immediately after the initial interview,

Interview Questionnaire I was completed in a face-to-face interview situa-
tion which required approximately one hour. The personal victimization questions
were designed to elicit the reporting of all crime incidents during the one year
immediately prior to the date of the interview. Questions related to attitudes,
opinions, behaviors, and evaluations did not have this one-year time constraint.

Interview Questionnaire II was accomplished by telephone with those inter-
viewees who had indicated their willingness to have a call-back. Questionnaire IT
measured the value and any crime-related effect of a brief telephone Directory of

Services to the Elderly and a crime prevention packet presented following the

complete administration of Questionnaire I.. Call-backs occurred approximately
three months following presentation of information packets,

In this report, analytical statements of significant differences in compar-
isons are based on statistical analysis. Attention may frequently be called to
trends, particularly within the thyree age categories,

The order of presentation of the data and statistical analysis tables in
this report generally correspond to the analytical discussions. Copies of SEARCH

& INFORM Questionnaires I and II and of the Directory of Services to the Elderly

make up Appendix II. Appendix III supplies information on sample design and size;
interviewer selection and training; development of Questionnaire I, Questionnaire
IT, telephone directory and crime prevention packet; and the analysis of the

nominal data of this survey.
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The map showing the dividing lines between the City of Cincinnati and the
County of Hamilton and including{the Projected population estimates follows the
Preface., The 1980 Projected population estimates were made by the Battelle

Memorial Institute of Columbus and provided by the Better Housing League of

Cincinnati.
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MAP OF HAMILTON COUNTY
1980 projections:
City of Cincinnati (indicated by hatched area)
population 412,564

Hamilton County, including City of Cincinnati,
population 895,786,
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CHARTS
A, Victimization experiences and fear of crime
B. Behavior recactions of self and others
C. Current status
D. Suggestions for change
TABLES
Appendix I

1 Age, sex, and race of Hamilton County and City of Cincinnati
SEARCH & INFORM interviewees

2 Income, marital status, and type of dwellings of Hamilton
County and City of Cincinnati interviewees

QUESTIONNAIRE I
Section I. Current Status
3 Happiness at this time of life

4 General life-satisfaction at present time

5 Evaluation of health and serious activity restriction due to
physical disability

6 Sclf cvaluation in regard to age
7 FEvaluation of success in accomplishing important things

8 Perceived limitations of activities due to ill health or disability

O

Capability of protecting self and property

10 Activities related to health and disability limitation

11 Frequency of shopping and necessary business errands

12 Participation in social, church, civie, or professional organizations

13 Time spent watching TV or listening to radio
(13-4) TV news programs 'mever missed"

14 FEvaluation of income

15 Estimate of frequency with which older people are treated
respectfully by pecople younger than 35

Scetion TI. Victimization Experiences and Fear of Crime
16 Summary of victimization incidents by age, marital status,
race, and dwelling

17 Contract with door-to-door salesman and advance payment
for work at home

A-3

A-4

A-5

A-6

A-8
A-10
A~12
A-14
A-15
A-16
A-18

A-20

A-21

A-22

A-24

A-26
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18 Life insurance policies and payments

19 Comparison of health care pricing policies between medicare
and non-medicare recipients

20 Direct and vicarious experience with victimization incidents
21 Evaluation of older person's safety in neighborhood in daylight
22 Evaluation of older person's safety in neighborhood after dark

23 Evaluation of personal safety walking with another person in
neighborhood after dark

24 TFeeling of safety walking to and around shopping center alone
25 TFeeling of safety in own room, apartment, home
26 Whether or not safe place to sit or walk outdoors

27 Perception of difference in probability of victimization
between younger and older age groups

28 Perception of change in probability of being attacked or
robbed during past few years

29 Concern about having room, apartment, home broken into
30 Concern about being mugged, assaulted, robbed at home or on street
31 Opinions about crime in neighborhood

32 Perception of discrepancy between actual seriousness of erime
and newspaper and TV reporting

33 Most important reasons older people do not notify police
after victimization

Section ITI., Behavioral Reactions of Self and Others
34 Telephone calls for help when fearful

35 Consistency of locking doors and windows whenever leaving home

36 Consistency of keeping doors locked even when househeld
members at home

37 Method of paying monthly bills

38 Precautions taken after self or household member experienced
victimization incident

39 Whether or not home has watch-dog
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40 Whether stranger permitted entry to home to get a drink of
water or use telephone

41 Complaints made to police after victimization incidents and
police follow-up on such reported incidents

42 Walking in neighborhood alone when it's dark

43 Limitation or change in activities in past few years
because of crime concern

Not going places to do desired things because of danger of
being robbed or hurt

45 Activities desired by those fearful of being robbed or hurt
46 Evaluation of police performance~-~protection

47 Evaluation of police performance--other factors

48 Evaluation of court performance

Section IV, Suggestions for Change
49 Problems of recent concern

50 Recommendation to increase general life-satisfaction of older
people in neighborhood and community

51 Own or drive a car

(51~A) Usual mode of travel for business, social, or personal
reasons if no car

52 Changes in neighborhood and community streets which would
increase personal feelings of safety and security

53 Whether loneliness is most disturbing and difficult problem older
people face today

54 Interest in participation in a '"Call-A-Neighbor' program

55 Prediction of level of respect resulting from mixing older
and younger people in community centers

QUESTIONNAIRE II
56 Comparison of Questionnaire I and Questionnaire II participation

57 Use of telephone Directory of Services to the Elderly

58 Use or value of crime prevention packet
59 Discussion of directory or crime prevention packet with another

60 Effect on safety and happiness of interview and information packet

61 Victimization experience since first interview
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Statements of the key findings of this survey are presented here for
the convenience of the reader. Each of the five major sections of
the findings are summarized in more detail in the body of the report.

Questionnaire T

Victimization Experiences: An overall rate of 13 percent (10 in county, 16
in city) was reported when including only more traditional offense~descriptions
and excluding fraud and harassment by telephone. When fraud and harassment by
telephone are included, the overall victimization rate climbs abruptlyvto 70 per-
cent (county 64, city 75). When this victimization rate is refined to reflect
multiple victimizations of some respondents, the rate becomes 44 percent (41 in
county, 47 in city). City respondents more than county, and female respondents
more than male, experienced victimization, with fraud and harassment by telephone

as substantially the two highest victimization categories.

Fear of Crime: A majority of respondents were of the opinion that crime

is actually more serious than the news media report, and that their chances of
being attacked or robbed have gone up in the past few years. They also believed
that younger citizens are less apt to be victimized than older citizens. Addi-
tionally, although the majority of respondents felt at least reasonably safe
walking alone in their neighborhoods in the daytime, after dark a majority felt
at least somewhat unsafe. The main reason respondents believed older people may
not call the police after victimization is, overwhelmingly, "fear of retaliation".
"Fear of going to court", "desire to avoid a big hassle" or "being too confused

or upset at the time' were also thought to be important reasoms.,

Behavior Reactions of Self and Others: Respondents did report taking some

precautionary measures to protect themselves from crime. When afraid, city
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residents tended to rely more on family and friends, whereas county residents
tended to rely more on the police. Also, there was a group of respondents who
had limited or changed their activities in the past few years, Although this is
a relatively low percentage and includes more city than county residents and more
females than males, it indicates an unfortunate curtailing of life-satisfaction.
Police performance was evaluated positively and significantly higher than
court performance. Respondents generally reflected a high degree of unwilling-
ness to be involved in the court process, primarily based on a lack of confidence

in the court's ability to protect them from retaliation and to minimize other

negative experiences connected with pressing charges and making a court appearance,

Current Status: The majority oi respondents positively evaluated their

well-being and capability to deal with physical limitations, health problems,
and economic stress, Additionally, the majority evaluated their age as '"middle
aged" or "young'". These findings indicate a relatively healthy level of psycho-

logical functioning,

Suggestions for Change: Respondents emphasized as their major problems and
concerns: Inflation and income, safety against crime, dishonesty in government,
health care, juvenile delinquency, both public and Senior Citizen transportation,
better police protection, loneliness, and self-reliance. They also evidenced
interest in participating in a "Call-A-Neighbor" program, A substantial majority
overall believed that older people talking and doing things together in community

centers with children and adolescents would increase mutual respect.
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Questionnaire IT

Th? participation in the follow-up telephone interview for Question-
naire II, approximately three months after the first interview, is
considered high (76 percent in county, 81 in city).

Evaluation of Information Packet:

A majority, more in the city than in the

county, reported that they keep the Directory Oof Services for the Elderly in a

convenient place. City residents reported having looked at the crime prevention

packet more than county residents. Some noted that it was informative, useful,

interestingly bresented, reminded them to be more aware and careful, and valuable

to have and share,

Some emphasis was placed on the discovery that people care about or are interested

in older people,

Further Victimization Experiences: The rate of victimizations reported

over the approximately three-month period projected to a twelve-month period would
be some 14 percent in the county and 9 percent in the city (with 2.3 percent elect-
ing not to respond, and no questioning by the interviewer as to specific crimes

as was done in the original interview),

Recommendations based on the survey findings follow the Summary Charts in

the section entitled Recommendations,
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Chart A, Summary findings on victimization and fear & i
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9 { i{ T Chart D. Summary findings on suggestions for change
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. It is very clear that the number and complexity of the most important
problem-areas which the older people face require the development of a 'Master
Plan for the Elderly" in the Cincinnati-Hamilton County area. Such a plan must,
of necessity, extend far beyond the criminal justice system.

Those areas of service which normally contribute to 1ife-satisfaction and
which are usually considered as "remote prevention' in relation to crime, such as
adequate transportation and meaningful activity programs, should form the founda-
tion on which priorities for action and implementation are established and strati-
fied. Other areas, of more proximate prevention, often referred to as '"target
hardening', such as educating to prevent '"crimes of permitted entry" and better
use of security hardware, should be heavily emphasized. At the time of victimiza-
tion or observation of an offense, steps must be taken to bolster the confidence
of the older person so that a higher level of immediate reporting will occur.
After entrance into the criminal justice system as victims or witnesses, every
effort must be made to minimize the trauma and to facilitate the participation
of older citizens by extending traditional services to new levels of concern,
including innovative and dynamic programs to protect those who fear retaliation
and to interpret the criminal justice process to the unsophisticated, especially
to those suffering hearing loss, sight impairment, etec.

It is very important to note that "justice delayed is often justice denied",
especially with older citizens who are least able to cope with long delays whether
relating to time of hearings or delay in reception of victim compensation for in-
juries incurred. A neighborhood 'Victim Assistance Center' properly planned,
organized, and funded, probably provides the best vehicle to deliver these services,
This was emphasized earlier by Bishop, et al. (1979) who cautioned that " e

elderly victimization prevention and assistance programs are worthwhile but that
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ing opportunity for neighborhood control and "elderly helping elderly" as can

easily be observed i i i
ved in the operation of "neighborhood ombudsmen", "elderly criminal

Justice liaison', ete. A readily available source of support and assistance to
these efforts can be obtained by tapping into programs such as the "Hands Up"
program of the General Federation of Women's Clubs. (See Suggestions for Change

section,)

older people surveyed that joint activities in community centers with children
and teen-agers would increase their mutual respect-~thus not only serving as a
pPositive force in the prevention of crime, but also adding to general 1ife-
satisfaction., Thisg concept can be feadily implemented in such action programs
as joint "share-a-hobby", "share-a-skill" experiences, group "rap sessions",
mutual "need swapping'", ete. For example, the latter activity was implemented in
at least one location nationally and resulted in such interesting developments as
the elderly "swapping" their aid in obtaining a choice location for a basketball
court for teen-agers in 2xchange for youth assistance in arranging a "quiet period"
during the evening hours, Additionally, it is strongly recommended that local
government and all other appropriate agencies make every effort to cooperate with
the important national effort "Spotlight on Senior Americans' sponsored by the

Colgate-Palmolive Company as the 1980 project for its on-going "Help Young

America" program, (See Suggestions for Change section.)

3. Programs of personal support, such as ”Ca11~A-Neighbor”, should be in-

creased and intensified with a high degree of local control and involvement,

Survey findings support the telephone as a very important means of older people

-y



remaining involved and less isolated. Such programs should be located in well-
accepted, neighborhood community facilities, like the churches, Senior Citizen
Centers, service clubs, etc., and should be developed and accomplished by "non-
professionals'", With this approach, both calling and being called contribute to
feelings of self esteem and well-being.

Operating in this way, growth into other areas of service and advocacy is
encouraged and can more readily occur. Effectiveness training to reach goals
set by groups of older people in Senior Citizen Centers, church or club organiza-
tions, nursing homes, or retirement homes should be explored. Different groups
might be interested to work toward becoming more effective in different types of

life situations, for example, in finding and making new friends, in refusing

requests to "babysit" or "house-sit" for relatives, to request physician to write

out instructions, to express preferences for food, activities, programs, schedules,

etc, Trained staff or volunteers could lead these groups. (See Suggestions for

Change section.)

4. 1Intense efforts to alert older persons to the extent of the problem of
consumer fraud and to arm them with effective means of prevention should be de=-
veloped utilizing techniques particularly appropriate to their life-style, For
example, survey data very clearly indicate that the majority of the group can
be most easily reached through TV announcements on early and late evening news
programs. These announcements, if planned and presented by members of the older

group, along with selected youth and minority representatives, have the potential

of attracting and holding the attention of a large number of the target group.

5. The problem of telephone harassment is properly in the domain of
Cincinnati Bell and local law enforcement officials, The extent and seriousness

of the problem is substantiated by survey data which indicate that a heightened
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degree of effort on the part of the appropriate agencies is required. This
approach is preferable to other programs; such as,news media releases might

result in increased harassment due to the suggestibility of some of the viewing

and listening audience.

6. The lack of adequate public transportation requires that appropriate
authorities address this need in planning and funding local public transportation
services, While the expression of the need is county-wide, including the City
of Cincinnati, residents of outlying county areas particularly seem to face
activity limitations and; therefore, a lessening of life-satisfaction, While
some very commendable efforts to alleviate this problem are conducted by agency-

operated Senior Citizen buses and vans and private volunteer auto drivers, more

transportation of all types is needed.

7. An important avenue for elderly "self-help" and "neighborhood control"
action is the "block-watch'" and "hot-line" concepts. Although the support and
close liaison of local law enforcement is required to implement either program
successfully, actual organization and implementation can readily be accomplished
with indigenous leadership. Ranging in number from a mere handful in very small
communities to as many as 9000 in a large metropoliﬁan area, such programs seem
to have an ample supply of volunteers and a wide-range of particular techniques.
Whether crisis calls go directly to a police switchboard or through some inter-

mediate step, and whether training is directly administered or utilizes "trained

trainers', a real contribution to crime prevention and a heightened feeling of

community safety results,

8. Although the complexity of the subject-areas and the data resulting

from this survey present numerous opportunities for additional analysis and
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QUESTIONNAIRE I

I. CURRENT STATUS

This section of the report deals with self~perceptions of current happiness
and life-satisfaction; health and physical limitations, capabilities, activities,
etc,; evaluation of income; and respect received from younger persons. The find-
ings were drawn from Data Talles 3 through 15 found in Appendix I. The relevant

question or questions for each table are noted directly below the table involved.

Life-satisfaction, health, and activities

The great majority of both males and females evaluated themselves as happy1
(Table 3) with a significantly gréater percentage of males than females in all age
categories evaluating themselves as ''very happy" (X2 Table I-1)., Self evaluation
of general life-satisfaction (Table 4) reflected clearly that both males and
females were more sagisfiedz than dissatisfied with their lives in general at the
time of interview. Respondents in the county were generally more satisfied than
city respondenté, except for a reversal with females 75 and older.

Respondents evaluated their health and physical disabilities (Table 5) and
categorized themselves using the more popular age-labels placed on different groups
in our culture (Table 6). Respondents in the county (84 percent) viewed themselves
as significantly more healthy for their age than city (74) respondents (X2 Table
I-2). 1In terms of how seriously physical disabilities restrict activities, even
to the point of keeping respondents in their dwellings, again those in the county

(11 percent) felt less restricted than those in the city (25). Additionally, the

Happy in this paragraph includes responses ''very happy", "happy'", and "fairly
happy"'.

Satisfied in this paragraph includes responses 'very satisfied'" and "somewhat
p y

satisfied", and dissatisfied includes responses 'somewhat dissatisfied" and
"Very dissatisfied",
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majority of respondents reflect younger age perception of themselves with 55
percent in both the county and the city thinking of themselves as '"young" or
"middle aged", and 30 percent in the county and 28 percent in the city thinking
of selves as 'late middle aged". Thus there were only 15 percent in the county

and 17 percent in the city thinking of themselves as "old", ''very old", "other",

or electing not to respond. Blacks tended to view themselves as younger less

frequently than whites in the county (35 vs. 47 percent) and in the city (44 vs.
59); and females morz frequently than males in the county (57 vs. 52) and in the
city (59 vs. 49). It appears that the number of respondents evaluating themselves
as "healthy for their age", experiencing minor or no limitation of activities due
to physfical disability, and the general identification of self as younger than
late middle aged are similar. The number of respondents considering themselves
"not healthy" for their age (county 12 percent, city 20) tends to be similar to
number of respondents estimating how capable they will be in accomplishing some-
thing important to them or something they have not dome before (Table 7). 1In
the county 9 percent and in the city 14 percent expected that when trying some-
thing important or something new it would turn out "not too good", "a failure",
or gave no response (Table 7)., The difference between the white respondents
evaluation of such self competency (9 percent) as '"not too good”, "a failure", or
nonresponsive, and the black respondents' evaluation (28) is significant (X2
Table I-3).

Markides, et.al., (1977) noted that self-reported health esvaluation and
scoring on an activity index both were strong predictors of life satisfaction
(as measured by the 13-item version of ”Life~Satiéfaction" originally proposed
by Neugarten). However, they also noted that income had an influence on life
satisfaction indirectly through activities.

These findings tend to agree with

those of Reid, et.,al. (1977) who found that positive self-concept in the elderly
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correlated with the belief in one's internal locus of control; and with those of :
Linn & Hunter (1979) who concluded that better psychological status, especially

internal locus of control, is associated with younger age perception, and that

blacks tend to view selves younger less often than whites and females more

often than males. Rodin and Langer (1977) completed a study in which it was
found that increased personal responsibility in nursing home residents resulted
in improvement in activity level and a more positive affective state as measured
by questionnaire. Schulz (1975) found similar improvement in a group of retire-
ment home residents who were given control over a positive event., These two
studies indicate that the increasing of the elderly's perceptions of control
over relatively minor events, can have a powerful effect on their coping skills
and psychological functioning.

Major limitations as reported in the county and city differed among age
categories (Table 8). More'respondents in the county reported increasing major
limitations with age (65-69: 9 percent; 70-74: 10; and 75 and older: 13), whereas
in the city the trend was reversed (65-69: 24 percent; 70-74: 20; and 75 and
older: 17). Of the marital status groups, 'widowed'" respondents in the city re-
ported the highest level of major limitations (17 percent) and "married" reported
the lowest (12). Respondents' evaluation.of their feelings of capability to
protect self and personal property at home or elsewhere is reported in Table 9
which shows those assuming themselves ''capable" (54 percent in county, 48 in
city); '"not so capable" (25 in county, 32 in city); and '"incapable" (8 in county,
12 in city). Noteworthy is the fact that more in the county (13 percent) than in
the city (3) were 'mot sure' of their capability to protect self and personal
property.

Respondents were requested to relate specifically to their current activi-

ties as to types and frequency. Table 10 provides feedback as to activities of
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those respondents who considered that they had minor or no health or disability
limitations as well as those respondents with '"major limitations', The basic
questions were asked somewhat differently for the two limitation categories, but
the responses were recorded in the same response format. IEt is clear that the
telephone is of major importance to the everyday well-being of both county and
city fespondents reporting minor or no limitations, with 66 percent in the county
and 68 in the city reporting daily use of the telephone for outgoing and incoming
calls, When comparing those with major and those with minor or no health or
disability limitations, those with major limitations have less regular or less
frequent telephone communication (62 percent in county, 63 in city). Those with

major limitations in both county and city leave their living quarters substan-

tially less frequently than those with minor or no limitations: ''Hardly ever"

(13 vs. 6 percent in county, 19 vs. 6 in city), "Never" (21 vs. 2 in county;
11 vs. 3 in city).

The implications for possible remedial action are discussed

in section IV of this report.
Differences between county and city residents, between sexes and races,

and among ages as to the frequency of shopping and necessary business’ errands
are noted (Table 11). Overall, county male residents leave home for necessary
errands as shopping or business more ”eﬁeryday” or "twice a week! (83 percent)
than male city residents (70) which might relate to males in the county driving
the family car. However, female residents in the county also go out "everyday"
or "twice a week" (66 percent) which is more frequently than female residents
in the city (60). There is a clear general trend across age categories, marital
status, and income (except for reversal in the 'mever married", and in the
$3000-$5999 bracket in the city) for shopping and necessary business errands
"everyday'" or more than "twice a week or more'" in both county and city. City

black residents reported leaving home more frequently for necessary errands
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"once a week'" or "two or three times a month" (39 percent) than did county black
residents (33), but overall black residents (37) leave home for necessary errands
"once a week" or "two or three times a month'" more than white residents {(20).

The difference between black and white respondents in shopping and business er-
rand patterns is striking, especially in the category '"other" which was frequently
selected when someone else took such responsibilities. Generally, the trend to
leave home for necessary errands decreases in frequency from "every day" to
"twice a week" to "two or three times a month" in higher income brackets. Those
residents nonresponsive as to their incomes, especially in the city, responded
generally more like lower income residents, with 28 percent in the city having
the highest response in the category 'other'.

Table 12 shows that participation in three or more social, church, civic,
or professional organizations is greater across sex, age, and income (including
nonresponsives) for all respondents (42 percent) than participation in two (27)
or one (26) organization. There is not a significant difference between the
participation of males and females, but there is between the participation of
black and white respondents (X2 Table I-4), especially in participating in three
or more organizations or none.

The question related to time spent watching TV or listening to the radio
and the follow-up question seeking identification of TV news programs ''mever
missed" was included in Questionnaire I to secure information as to the most
popular TV station and time for spot announcements directed to those over 65
years of age., Noteworthy in th%s,report is the fact that 45 percent of all re-
spondents spend up to three hours daily and 33lpercent spend four hours or more
watching TV or listening to radio (Table 13); ;6f these, 679 of the 1000 respon~
dents in this survey reported listening to evening news programs with some tuning

in on more than one news program. These findings will be commented on in the

Regommendation section,
17
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Income evaluation

Table 14 indicates that over 50 percent of both county and city respondents
evaluated their income as "adequate for living comfortably' (county, 55 percent;
city, 53). More respondents in the city, 38 percent, than in the county, 35,
evaluated their incomes as "barely adequate", with 'inadequate" evaluation 9 in_
the county and 7 in the city. In spite of the fact that 61 percent of all respon-
dents reported their annual income as less than $6000 (36 less than $3000), 71
stated they were "happy'" or "very happy'; 48, 'very satisfied" with their lives
at this time; and 55, thinking of themselves as '"young'" or '"middle aged'". Not-

withstanding various medical problems and physical limitations of older age, only

15 percent viewed their health or disability as a "major limitation' of activities.

Respect shown older people

In the respondents' evaluation of the respect people younger than 35 accord
people older than 65 (Table 15), black respondents reflected significantly higher
extreme judgments "always', 'mever', "other'" or were more nonresponsive than
white respondents (X2 I-5). However, both white respondents (72 percent) and
black respondents (52) felt that older people were "always' or 'usually' treated
with respect by the younger group. Of the three age categories, more of those
75 and older felt that oldexr people were "always' or 'usually'" treated with re-
spect by the younger group. It is important to note that this question relates
to the "group younger than 35" and not specifically to adolescents and children.
This latter group is shown later in this report, Sections III and IV, to be a
source of concern of sufficient degree to lead to recommendation ¢f programs to
alleviate communication problems and to improve respect levels, Of the four

marital status categories, more of the '"mever married" (74 percent), and the

"divorced/separated" (74) than of the "married" (69) or 'widowed" (66) felt that
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older people were "always'" or '"usually" treated with respect by the younger group.
In relation to income, the percentages of responses "always" or "usually" treated
with respect by the younger group show a trend-increase to the higher income
brackets, excluding the group nonresponsive as to income figure.

Results presented in the first section of this report in relation to the
current status of the Cincinnati-Hamilton County respondents indicated that the
majority of both men and women in the county and in the city evaluate positively
their happiness, their life satisfaction at this time, their health for their
age, and their capabilities to do new and important things. The majority of
county residents evaluated themselves as being capable of protecting themselves
and their personal property. This representative sample, especially in the
county, seems to reflect capability to adapt to the physical disabilities, health
problems, and economic stresses of being over age 65.

These findings tend to

support other research findings of previous studies in the 1970's indicating that

psychological functioning is associated with younger age perception in the elderly.

This raises the question as to whether there is some experience~-reinforced, cul-

turally-accepted, peer-supported perception of these challenging experiences of

older age.
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IT. VICTIMIZATION EXPERIENCES AND FEAR OF CRIMFE

This section of the report deals with direct and vicarious victimizations,
including practices inviting potential fraud, experienced during the yea? preced=-
ing the interview. Also explored are the fear for personal safety in various

situations at different times of the day and night; perceptions of crime trends,
victimization vulnerability, and media crime coverage; and reasons for older
i people not calling the police after victimization. Whether or not the fear of
| crime impacts on activity patterns is aiso considered in this section. The find-
ings here are drawn from Data Tables 16 through 33 found in Appendix I, The rele~-

vant question or questions for each table are noted directly below the table

involved.

Victimization experiences

Table 16 reflects a total of 699 victimization incidents (322 occurring in
the county and 377 in the city) during the year preceding the date of the inter-
view for Questionnaire I, Incidents included robbery and assault, burglary and
illegal entry, larceny, auto theft, vandalism, fraud (including consumer fraud),
and harassment by telephone. The victimization rate is 70 percent, (64 percent
in county, 75 percent in city). However, where this figure is refined to reflect
the number of individuals who suffered multiple victimizations, then the rate is
reduced to 44 percent (41 percent in county, 47 percent in city). Females exper-
ienced more victimization incidents than males and more of both sexes were
victimized in the city than in the county. There was a significant difference
in victimization noted émong the marital status categories of county residents
and those respondents residing in the city, "married" being more victimized in

the county, and "never married" and "divorced/separated" being more victimized

in the city (X2 Table I-6). In relation to race-dwelling categories, of the 561
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victimizations of white respondents, the majority occurred to whites living in ?
single family and four-unit or more than four-unit dwellings. Of the 138 victim- g
izations of black respondents, the majority occurred to blacks living in single i

i
family, Metropolitan Housing, or four-unit apartments, 5 §

While it is not possible to compare the rate of victimization of Cincinnati~-

Hamilton County elderly with the rate reported in many other studies due to the
fact that fraud, including consumer fraud, and harassment by telephone, were not
included as victimization categories in the other studies; nevertheless, the

crime categories applied to the current project are relatively close to those of
the Portland-Multnomah County project (Rifai, 1976) which reported a victimization
rate of 58 percent of the approximately 500 interviewed men and women 60 years of
age and over when recording all previous victimizations which had ever been exper-
ienced. Victimizations were defined in that study as: 1) property damage
(burglary, theft, vandalism); 2) non-violent confrontation (fraud and harassment/
obscene phone calls); and 3) violent confrontation (sexual crimes and murder which
involved only a total of eight incidents), The Portland/Multnomah study empha-
sized that people over 60 are "not necessarily victimized by crime in general more
than other age groups', but that they "may be more often victims of such crimes as
purse-snatch, burglary, vandalism and consumer fraud" and "are afflicted most
severely with 'quasi-criminal' offenses such as harassment, extortion, and small
'con-games'" (Rifai, p. 121). In the current study the victimization incidents
are ranked highest for fraud, then harassment by telephone, larceny, vandalism,
burglary, robbery and assault, and least for auto theft. 1In comparing the two
victimization rates, the differences in age categories must be considered. Addi-
tionally, the Rifai study did include a breakdown for the year preceding the
interview which resulted in 57 victimization incidents reported by men and 99

incidents by women, totaling 156 incidents. This would appear to be a victimization
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rate during the year preceding interview of 31 percent in the 10 base areas of
Portland/Multnomah County for people 60 years of age and older. Comparing this
with the findings in this study--41 percent in the county, 47 percent in the

city, overall, a 44 percent victimization rate of people 65 years of age and

older was found.,

The emphasis on fraud in this report is in keeping with the increased atten-
tion which is being called to fraud, especially consumer fraud, in relation to
the older citizen. Among the issues included in the 1979 national legislative
objectives adopted at the annual meeting of the NRTA/AARP Legislative Council

wAas:

" . steps to reduce consumer fraud and development of educational

and informational programs to alert the elderly to fraudulent practices
and schemes."3

Similar emphasis was recommended by the Cincinnati Consumer Protection Office dur-
ing the development of this project.4

Several questions included in Questionnaire 1 related to behaviors of older
citizens which might possibly invite fraud. One area explored related to contract-
ing for goods and services, including the purchase of cemetery plots or future
funerals from door-to-door salesmen, or paying in advance for work done around
living quarters. Table 17 shows that behaviors which might invite fraud are more
prevalent among county residents (N=143, 29 percent) than among city residents
(N=68, 14 percent).

The question of the payment schedule of life insurance policies (Table 18)
reflects a high percentage carrying two or more life insurance policies (county

50 percent, city 43, overall 46). Significantly few respondents reported premium

3 AARP News Bulletin, Vol., XX, No. 3, Washington, D.C., Mar. 1979, p. 6.

& Conference with Noel Morgan representing Consumer Protection Office at Xavier
University, February 15, 1969.
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payments "every week" or "every other week" in either county or city, and 16
percent in county and 27 in city reported paying '"once a month'.

overall reported feeling they were sold too much insurance.

!

Only 2 percent 3
|

Within this repre- |
[

sentative sample, the likelihood of insurance fraud was not indicated,

Opinions as to any possible relationship between the charges of health-care f

B =

professionals and the older patient's medicare status (Table 19) indicated that ‘
residents in both county and city believed that the charge was '"more because
older person is on medicare' (54 vs. 39 percent), charge the "same" (28 vs. 37),
and charge 'less" (,06 vs. 1), In the county 15 percent and in the city 20 per- :
cent stated they didn't know, When considering the response of various sub-
groups of categories reporting that they were of the opinion that health-care
professionals charge more for older people on medicare, the following seem note-
worthy in relation to the response 'charging MORE": 1) Both males and females
in the county compared to the city (males 56 vs. 45 percent, females 52 vs. 35);
2) of all marital status groups, married (58 vs. 47); 3) white respondents com-

pared to black respormdents (50 vs. 30), with the lowest percentage being black

respondents in the county (12).

Significantly few respondents reported either rape or any attempt to sexually
assault any person living in respondents' dwellings or the victimization of

friends or relatives during the year preceding the interview (Table 20).

Neighborhood safety

Regardless of age, sex, or geographical area, Table 21 shows that the major-
ity evaluated their safety walking alone during the daylight in the neighborhood

5
as safe” (males 91 percent, females 85; county 94, city 81l). The San Francisco

5 . .
In this discussion the responses ''very safe" and ''reasonably safe' were combined

into the category ''safe''.
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(1978) report on their population 65 and over showed that white males (91 percent),

frea

black males (90), white females (81), and black females (78) evaluated their Certain differences again emerged among respondent groups as they considered

ind

being out alone during the day as safe. The National Crime Survey (1977) reported § : the general crime trend along with neighborhood and community crime trends and
3
89 percent males and 82 percent females feeling safe in their néighborhoods in I, | the probability of victimization
the eight impact cities when out alone during the day. Cincinnati-Hamilton County - Overall, 75 percent (70 in county, 80 in city) were of the opinion that the

respondents apparently feel about as safe out alone in the daytime as similar age younger citizens are less apt to be victimized than the older citizens, with 15
]

[ pariend
R

groups in San Francisco and in the eight impact cities of the National Crime Survey o percent overall (19 in county, 11 in city) perceiving the probability of victimiza-

(Atlanta, Baltimore, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis). ‘ L tion being the same (Table 27).
When evaluating the safety of neighborhoods when walking alone after dark Both men (64 percent) and women (71), especially those with income less than

(Tahle 22), 51 percent of the county residents and 77 percent of city residents $3000 (75) and blacks in the city (88) believed that their chances of being at-

. 6 . .. (I
(71 percent males and 83 females) considered themselves unsafe. When comparing §~ tacked or robbed have "Gone Up" in the past few years (Table 28), The smallest

these findings with the San Francisco study in which 68 percent of the 65 and over } : percentages are noted among those with income $12000 and over (52 percent) and

[ —)

"divorced/separated" in the county (50), The differences among the five answer

group reported feeling unsafe when out alone in the neighborhood at night, county
residents are reflecting less; and city residents, both males and females, are choices between men and women are very significant (X2 Tabie I-7). Comparing this
reflecting more fear of being out alome at night than the San Francisco residents. study with the San Francisco (1978) study (61 percent) and the Public Opini;n

The belief that walking alone in the neighborhood after dark i® unsafe tends to i t About Crime (1977) report (males 58 percent, females 57), citizens 65 years of

increase with age for both men and women in the city, whether walking alone or age and older were apparently more concerned about the probability of being at-

walking with another person (Table 23)., Results presented in Table 24 indicate E : tacked or robbed in Cincinnati-Hamilton County in 1979 than residents in San

that walking in a shopping center or mall is considered safe by a majority of ) Francisco in 1974 and in the eight impact cities in 1972-73,

respondents (males 86 percent, females 79; county 84, city 80). Approximately f Table 29 indicates that more men than women in both county and city are

equal feelings of being safe in their own dwellings are reflected whether compar - § "very concerned" or "somewhat concerned" about having their dwelling broken into

ing responses of county and city or male and female respondents (Table 25), ’ (men 40 percent, women 33). This concern was greatest in men and women 65~69
Table 26 shows that few men and women in the county or city reported that ] and least, in men and women 75 and older. Individual answers to the question

they did not have a safe place to sit or walk outdoors when the weather was good | . asking whether respondents had more concern about being mugged, assaulted, or

(county 3 percent, city 9; men 2 and women 8), - robbed at home or on the street frequently indicated difficulty in responding due

6 In this discussion responses "Somewhat unsafe and Wery unsafe" were combimed ! gg to the crime potential being related to two different locations in the same ques-

n 1 b . . . . .
into the category ''unsafe''. tion. Despite this difficulty, 39 percent of men and 41 percent of women reported
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being "very concerned" or "somewhat concerned' (Table 30), Overall, 38 percent
reported that they were "not worried" and 21 percent that they '"did not think
about it", with insignificant differences between sexes or geographical areas.
There is no way to assess the feelings which may accompany such responses,

More respondents in the city felt that the level of crime in their neighbor-
hoods was "more" (8 percent) or "about the same" (43) as in other neighborhoods,
with 34 percent in the city and 69 percent in the county feeling that there was
"less" (Table 31). Overall, outsiders, persons not living within the neighbor-
hood, were much more likely than neighborhood residents (48 vs. 10 percent) to
have been viewed as the criminal perpetrators. More city than county residents
felt that crime is committed about equally by neighborhood residents and outsiders
(24 vs. 13 percent), However, 20 percent did not have an opinion as to the resi-
dence of offenders. It should be noted that the term "neighborhood" could have
been quite differently interpreted by individual respondents.,

Relatively few respondents (6 percent) perceived that crime is less serious
than the news media report, with a range from 3 percent in the "less than $3000"
and ""$9000-11999" income brackets to 10 percent in the'$3000-5999" bracket
(Table 32). The greatest percentage (51 percent) agreed with the statement that
"crime is more serious than newspapers and TV say", with black respondents (58)
evidencing more emphasis than white respondents (50), and those with income less
than $3000 (59) believing it was more serious, Overall, there was no significant
difference between county and city opinions as to the seriousness of crime, When
comparing the Cincinnati-Hamilton County findings with those of the San Francisco
(1978) study, fewer in the present study responded that crime is "less serious"
or "about as serious" (43 vs. 48 percent), a higher percentage reported it was

"more serious" (51 vs. 39 percent), and fewer expressed "no opinion'" (6 vs, 12

percent) than in the San Francisco study. The exploration of the relationship
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between TV dramas involving crime and violence and both the elderly's fear of
crime and behaviors believed to lessen their vulnerability might shed further

light on the factors contributing to the elderly's opinions, fears, and behaviors.

Reluctance to report criminal victimization

The final question in Questionnaire I was formulated to explore reasons
why people over 65 think that those in their age-range would not notify the police
after being victimized (Table 33), Respondents were encouraged to indicate three
out of a choice of 14 possible reasons, 'Afraid offender would retaliate or
come back and get even" was clearly the most frequent reason chosen by both county
(66 percent) and city (70) residents; "Not wanting to take time and get in a big
hassle'" was the second choice of city residents (36) and the third choice of
county residents (20); and "Too confused or upset at the time" was the second
choice of county residents (29) and the third choice of city residents (30),
The fourth choice of both county residents (16 percent) and city residents (24)
was '"Afraid of going to court", The table reflects that there was a higher per-
centage selecting all of the above reasons among city residents than among county
residents, Substantial sex differences are noted among age categories: 1) age
65-69, more women than men in the county (77 vs. 62) and in the city (79 vs. 71)
indicated '"fear offender would retaliate'; 2) age 70~74, more men than women in
the city (52 vs. 30) selected the reason as '"mot wanting to take the time and
get into a big hassle', and, overall, more women than men (31 vs, 23) selected
"confusion or upset" as a reason; and 3) age 75 & over, more women than men in
the county (68 vs. 55) indicated fear of retaliation., Overall, "fear of retalia~-
tion", "too confused or upset at the time" and "afraid to g0 to court'" were the

reasons for not reporting victimization selected more by women than by men,

These findings are related to one of the specific recommendations of this survey.,
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Results presented in this section have indicated that females expe=ienced
more victimizations than males and city residents more than county residents,
with fraud and harassment by telephone being the two highest victimization inci-

dents. Behaviors inviting possible fraud were reported more among county than

among city residents. Irrespective of demographic characteristics, a very high

percentage in both county and city felt at least reasonably safe walking alone
in their neighborhoods in the daytime; but, when neighborhood safety out alone
at night was the question, 51 percent in the county and 77 in the city felt at

least somewhat unsafe, and 19 in the county and 42 in the city would continue to

feel unsafe even though another person were walking with them,
Findings also indicate the opinions that younger citizens are less apt to

be victimized than older citizens and that older people's ¢hances of being at-

tacked or robbed have risen in the past few years. More than one-third of the

respondents in both county and city were at least somewhat concerned about

their dwellings being broken into. Some fifty percent of both county and city

residents felt that crime was actually more serious than the news media reported,
"Fear of retaliation" was the primary reason selected for not reporting victimi-

zation to the police., 'Fear of going to court", as well as "desiring to avoid a

big hassle" or being "too confused or upset at the time" were frequently reported

reasons also.
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III. BEHAVIORAL REACTIONS OF SELF AND OTHERS |
Whether or not older respondents' behavioral reactions at home and in the

communi i
1ty relate to their levels of fear of crime is a matter treated in this

e

section,
Data Tables 34 through 48 present the results on whick this discussion

is based i
+ The relevant question or questions for each table are noted directly

below the table involved,

To whom do older people turn when feeling afraid for any reason? Table 34
indicates that family members (29 percent) and friends (11) are most apt to be
contacted for help by city residents, with police more apt to be called by county
residents (53) than by city residents 42), Respondents in both county (97 percent)

and oi . ..
nd city (94) expect immediate help from whomever they might call, But, what
L4 2

questioned as. to locking doors and windows whenever leaving home, in the county
86 percent and in the city 90 percent report "always", in comparison with 5 percent
in the county and 3 percent in the city reporting "hardly ever" or "never"
(Table 35). But, there is a clear shift, Tegarding keeping doors locked when
household members are at home (Table 36), with 63 Percent in the county and 77
percent in the city reporting "always'" and 22 percent in the county and 13 percent
in the city reporting "hardly ever", '"only at night", or "never",

Newspaper, TV, banks, and social agency personnel have placed Strong emphasis
on the importance of older citizens using check or money order to pay bills in

orde
r to decrease robbery or assault incidents, Table 37 indicates that both

29

PO W _‘" .




county (83 percent) and city (78) residents do use check and money order sub-
stantially more often than cash to pay monthly bills.,

Of the respondents reporting victimizations,7 excluding fraud and harass-
ment by telephone, 93 in the county and 143 in the city, only 20 in the county
and 42 in the city indicated that they took additional precautions after self or
a household member experienced a victimization incident (Table 38). It is impor-~-
tant to re~emphasize that the report of victimizations experiénced directly was
limited to the period of the year preceding the interview.

In response to questions concerning potential crimes with "permitted entry",
there is little difference between county respondents (9.6 percent) and city
respondents (1.2) permitting a delivery man, door-to-door salesman, or a stranded
motorist to come into their dwellings to get a drink of water or use the telephone
(Table 40), Although relatively few respondents are involved, it is interesting
to note that 5 percent in the county and 4 percent in the city indicated that they
did not know what they would do--but would decide according to such things as the
stranger's appearance and the total situatiom. However, more males than females
in both the county (17 vs. 4 percent) and in the city (17 vs. 4); more "married"
(16) or "divorced/separated" (12) in the city; and more white respondents (11)
than black respondents (4) would permit a stranger to enter to get a drink of
water or to use the telephone.

Over twice as many county residents (19 percent) as city residents (8) have

a watch-dog, but even in the county this is a low percentage (Table 39),

/ These victimizations include only robbery and assault, burglary and illegal
entry, larceny,.auto theft, vandalism, and assault, rape or attempt to sexually
assault household member.

~
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In response to questions concerning potential crimes with "permitted entry",
there is little difference between county respondents (9.6 percent) and city re-
spondents (9.2) permitting a delivery man, door-to-door salesman, or a stranded
motorist to comé into their dwellings to get a drink of water or use the telephone
(Table 40). Although relatively few respondents are involved, it is interesting
to note that 5 percent in the county and 4 percent in the city indicated that
they did not know what they would do--but would decide according to such things
as the stranger's appearance and the total situation. However, more males than

females in both the county (17 vs. 4 percent) and in the city (17 wvs. 4); more

"married" (16) or "divorced/separated" (12) in the city; and more white respondents

(11) than black respondents (4) would permit a stranger to enter to get a drink of
water or to use the telephone.

County residents have reported 88 incidents to the police in the past and,
of these, 16 incidents were followed up by the police; city residents have re-
ported 104 with 21 followed up (Table 41),

The frequency with which persons actually walk alone in the neighborhood
after dark should be compared with respondents' evaluation of safety in walking
alone in such situations., 1In the county 56 percent (male 37, female 69) and in
the city 75 percent (male 66, female 80) reported '"never" walking alone in the
neighborhood when it's dark (Table 42), For comparison, the findings presented
in Table 22, 51 percent of county respondents (men 35, women 62) and 77 percent
of city respondents (men 71, women 83) evaluated the safety of an older person
walking alone in his/her neighborhood after dark, as '"somewhat unsafe" or "'very
unsafe'. The comparison would indicate county residents tend to take the pre-
cautionary measure of never walking alone at night in their neighborhoods after
dark more than city residents do. However, several other factors could well be

influencing this trend as well as the safety factor.
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Victoria Jaycox of the National Council of Senior Citizens (1978), in review-
ing recent research on fear of crime among the elderly, concluded:

"The elderly's fear of crime, then, appears to be a product of their
recognition of both the external and internal realities they face.

The external realities, the risks of victimization, are different

for different subgroups, who measure their relative vulnerabilities
with reasonable accuracy, The inner reality is their increasing
incapacity to recover from certain kinds of assaults, a gerontolog-

ical actuality which favors no particular race or class., Perhaps, then,
our fearful elderly are no more or less irrational than their younger
neighbors" (Jaycox, p. 333).

Table 43 indicates that 28 percent of the respondents (county 19, city 36)
reported that they had limited or changed their activities in the past few years

because of concern with crime. Table 44 shows that 13 percent of county and 17

percent of city respondents reported not going places to do desired things because
of danger of being robbed or hurt. Women in the city reported curtailing such
activities most, especially those aged 65-69. Responses to the open-ended ques-
tion which probed for specific activities being avoided due to fear of crime are

summarized in Table 45. County residents evidenced almost three times as much

non-attendance at desired activities as did city residents (N=171 vs. N=65),

Police and court evaluations

It was the opinion of 75 percent of the respondents in the county (males
75, females 75) and 63 percent in the city (males 64, females 62) that police
protection performance was '"excellent'" or "good'" (Table 46). More had "no opin-
ion'" in the city (11 percent) than in the county(7) and these respondents fre-
quently verbalized that they had no basis for judging. The significant differences
between white and black respondents when evaluating the job performance of the
ﬁolice (X2 Table I-8) reflect a relationship pattern where a greater percentage

of white respondents give a significantly higher rating of "excellent'" and a

greater percentage of black respondents give ratings '"fair', "poor' or '"no opinion'.
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Table 47 shows that the majority of respondents felt that the police treat older

people with respect ("excellent" or 'good": county 77 percent, city 68). 1In

S

evaluating police honesty in the neighborhood and community, more respondents in
the county expressed the belief that "most" police are honest (county 57 percent,
city 21), but more in the city were of the opinion that "some" police are honest
(county 9, city 51). Again, the relatively high percentage of respondents unwill-
ing to make a judgment due to lack of knowledge or having no opinion (county 32,
city 18) lends credence to these findings. The relationship pattern in the evalu-
ation of respect accorded older people by the police (X2 Table I~9) reflects a
greater percentage of white respondents giving a significantly higher rating of
"excellent" and a greater percentage of black respondents giving the evaluation
of "good", "fair", or "poor'". '"No opinion'" on this question has approximately the
same percentage for both white and black respondents.

The majority of older citizens clearly placed greater emphasis on the main
job of the police being to 'prevent crimes" (county 67 percent, city 60) rather
than to "catch criminals" (Table 47).

The evaluation of court performance in relation to offenders who break
the laws affecting the safety and legal rights of the older citizen shows that
only 14 percent of respondents (county 10, city 19) feel that court performance
was ''excellent" or "good", Overall, 75 percent (county 79, city 71) evaluated
the court performance as "fair', "poor", or "other", with 11 percent expressing
no opinion (Table 48). '"Other" required specifying responses and such evalua-
tions were lower than '"poor'. The significant difference between white and black
respondents when evaluating the job performance of the courts (X2 Table I-10) is
noted in the markedly higher percentages of black respondents evaluating the
court as "excellent" and "good" or expressing "mo opinion' and the higher per-

centages of white respondents evaluating the court as "fair", "poor", or '"other'.
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Here the "no opinion" percentage of black respondents is more than twice the
percentage of white respondents.

Question 81 related to how many respondents in the survey had ever been
asked to testify in court in relation to a crime committed against an elderly
person, Of the eight in the couﬂty reporting being asked to testify, only one
person testified; and of the 14 in the city, none testified. (The fact that three
in the county and 28 in the city were nonresponsive could reflect that a greater
number were asked to testify, but there is no evidence in direct support of this
hypothesis.)

It is challenging to attempt to bring together the findings on the items
related to older people testifying, reasons older people do not report victimiza-
tion, and total victimizations with the findings on those items related to the
evaluations of the police and the courts, The majority of older citizens empha-
sized the prevention of crime and the positive evaluation of the police. However,
the majority reported to the police barely 50 percent (56 percent in county, 46
in city) of criminal incidents out of a total of 93 victimizations in the county
and 143 in the city during the past year (not counting fraud and harassment by
telephone).

These findings might well lend themselves to further research based on the
hypothesis that: Older citizens will avoid difficult, time-consuming experiences,
such as calling and reporting to the police, pressing charges, and going to court;
especially when they believe that the predicted outcome is either not to their
advantage or that the fear of retaliation by the accused offender would be in-
creased.

This may even carry over to their unwillingness to testify for another

older citizen against whom some crime has been committed.
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IV. SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE

Findings on certain specific questions which suggest remedial actions that
might be taken in Cincinnati-Hamilton Coﬁnty to improve the well-being, life-
satisfaction, and personal safety of older people are presented in this section.
Data Tables 49 through 55 present the results on which this discussion is based.
The relevant question or questions for each table are noted directly below the
table involved.

In some instances criminal justice and other governmental or social agencies
might provide the most appropriate response, However, it is important to note
that some of the proposed remedial actions would lend themselves very readily
to planning and implementation by older citizen-groups, independent of government
or social agencies, with perhaps only agency liaison or ombudsman involvement.
These suggestions are explored in this section, with references to other action

projects, and appropriate recommendations are summarized in the Recommendations

section of the report,

Problems and concerns

Given eleven choices of problems of recent concern, and multiple responses
encouraged, "Inflation-Income-Money" was the problem ranked first by county re-
spondents whereas city respondents were most concerned with "Safety against
crime' (Table 49).

The problem ranked second by county and city respondents was

the same: '"Dishonesty in government'. The third ranking concern by respondents

in the county was "Health care" and by the city, "Inflation-Income~-Money". Three
times as many county respondents (N=157) as city respondents (N=58) viewed

"Transportation" as an important recent concern, and city respondents (N=246)

evaluated "Juvenile delinquency' as substantially more of a concern than did
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county respondents (N=150). Concern with juvehile delinquency is discussed under
Participation Interests later in this section.

In response to an 'open-ended' question as to ithe one thing that could be
done in their neighborhoods or communities to increase general satisfaction of
older people, Table 50 shows that county respondents emphasized the need for
better public transportation, including a senior bus or minibus; in contrast, city
respondents emphasized the need for better police protection. City respondents
frequently questioned why police patrol cars could not drive through all neighbor-~
hood streets occasionally rather than just patrolling the main streets as they
believed this would be a deterrent to crime, Ranking third, overall, was the em-
phasis placed on older people doing more to help one anotﬁer and to help themselves.

Table 51-A reflects how older people usually travel for personal, business,
or social reasons when they do not own or drive a car, Friends, public bus, and
Senior Citizen transportation are used much more by city respondents than county
respondents, whereas county respondents rely somewhat more on family. In reality,
public bus and Senior Citizen transportation are much more available in the city
than in the county.

Table 52 shows that county respondents ranked the five most important changes
in the neighborhood and community which would increase their own feelings of safety
and security: ''Neighbor helping neighbor' (N=222), "Better transportation' (N=156),
"Better police patrol' (N=130), '"More respect for the older citizen'" (N=123), and
"Improved street lighting'" (N=119). City respondents ranked the five highest as:
"Better police patrol' (N=302), "Neighbor helping neighbor" (N=195), "Improved
street lighting' (N=181), 'More respect for the older citizen" (N=151), "Clear
trash and cut back shrubbery" (N=146). Tables 49, 50, 51, and 51-A, as well as

Table 52, all indicate the need for men and women over age 65 to have better trans-

portation to meet their personal, business, and social needs.

-
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James N, Tien, et al. (1979) in reviewing the research literature and
assessing street-lighting projects as to the impact of street lighting on crime

and the fear of crime,8 noted:

"While there is no statistically significant evidence that street light-
ing affects the level of crime, there is a strong indication that
increased lighting--perhaps uniformity of lighting--decreases the fear
of crime. The evidence is unclear as to whether better street lighting
reduces crime or merely displaces it, sending a would-be burglar, car
thief, or purse snatcher to a less well-lighted area. In some areas
studied, the rate of crime actually increased in certain well-illuminated
areas. This may have been because car thieves were better able to see
what they were doing or because more crime was reported when residents
could better see the incidents taking place. 'Uniformity of lighting'
was perhaps the most important element in reducing the fear of crime
(p. 336)."

As to the concern related to '"Dishonesty in government', Maggie Kuhn, founder
and convener of the Gray Panthers, an organization which emphasizes ''Youth and
Age in Action', frequently suggests in her personal appearances that old people
should become the '"watch dogs" of social and governmental agencies. Many ''old
people', as she feels they wouid prefer to be called, have the time, the interest,
and, in some instances, quite specific professional or business background exper-
ience which renders them knowledgeable, She stressed, in 1978, the importance
of "steering committees and task forces to bring people together, especially the
old and the young, to take the risks of social change.”9

In Section IT of this report the majority of respondents were reported as
expressing the opinion that crime prevention is more important than catching
criminals,

Realistically, when considering the city respondents' emphasis on the

need for better police protection, there are a number of reasons why such

8 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Criminal Justice Abstracts Vol. 11,
No. 3, Sept. 1979.

9 Thirteenth Interagency Workshop of the Institute of Contemporary Corrections
and the Behavioral Sciences held at the Criminal Justice Center in Sam Houston,
State University, Texas, 1978.
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protection is difficult to increase, for example--funding limitations, and the
differing theories as to how police should function to provide maximum protection
for citizens, Consideration might well be given to programs involving volunteers,
including older people as a support service in law enforcement,

Cohn, et al., (1978) found that those white working-class subjects in
Philadelphia who belonged to a community organization emphasizing crime prevention
reported less fear of crime and more control over it than those who did not belong
to such an organization but engaged in many crime avoidance behaviors,

Some special programs have directed their attention to increasing the citizen
involvement in crime prevention and the reporting of crime. The Seattle Law &
Justice Planning Office, Community Crime Prevention Program, encourages residents
to participate in block-watches, security inspections, and property-marking cam-
paigns which are reported as reducing the chances of being burglarized. Also, in
Seattle, volunteers from Neighborhood House are part of the Mayor's Neighborhood
Crime Control Council focusing on crime prevention techniques that symbolize its
motto, "Neighbor Helping Neighbor". One of the major goals of this city's program
is to coordinate neighborhood crime prevention activities with city and law en-

forcement officials. The program is reported as at least reducing the fear of

crime.10

In Baltimore, Maryland, volunteers organized block-watches, cleared trash,
trimmed shrubbery, and operated a crime reporting hotline to increase neighbor-
hood safety and thus help crime prevention.11

Victoria Jaycox (1978), Director of the program Criminal Justice and the

Elderly, called attention to "Neighborhood Watch" implemented broadly in

10 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Criminal Justice Abstracts, Vol. 11,

No. 3, Sept. 1979, pp.348-9.

11 1rAA Newsletter, Vol., 8, No, 1, January, 1979, p. 13.
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Milwaukee as well as to tenant patrols and escort services similar to the one she
considers most successful which is run by the Elderly Antivictimization Project
in Washington, D,C, The Assistant Director, John Stein, stated in discussing

the prospects for elderly being more involved with crime prevention:

". « . the experience of many crime prevention projects based outside

of police departments indicates that there is virtually nothing that

police officers do in the crime prevention field that trained civilians

do not do equally well and perhaps more cheaply (p. 9)."12
Further exploration of an appropriate role for volunteer support of police preven-
tion efforts could well be of benefit.

Frequently in the evaluation of specific crime prevention and victim-assis-
tance programs the statement appears suggesting that to be effective a program
must be ready to confront neighborhood concerns more extensive than its crime
problems. For example, Contra Costa County, California, was forced to move to
volunteer membership in their crime prevention program as government money dried
up. They found that trained citizens could assume more responsibility for crime
prevention education, citizenship education for students, victim and witness
assistance, vandalism, and traffic,l3 Stephanie L, Mann who recruited and trained
20 community self-lhielp committees stated, 'They focused on the importance of
neighborhoods getting>together to help themselves and each other in a community
responsibility program.'" George Sunderland, National Director of Crime Prevention
Program of NRTA/AARP, has plugged for police to utilize the elderly as a "volun-
teer resource".,13

Another crime prevention program involving older volunteers is the "Senior

Power" program in Akron, Ohio, wherein a Senior Citizen Crime Prevention Unit has

12 CJE Newsletter, Summer, 1979.

13 Community Crime Prevention Letter, Vol. 7, No. 4, Dec., 1979, p. 4 and 9,
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enrolled 9,000 residents, 14 Each member is assigned a number to use to alert
police anonymously to suspicious occurrences in the neighborhood. The program
sends out a newsletter to its members and places crime prevention tips in local
newspapers.

Tampa, Florida Seniors are organized not only to help victims, but also to
hold many public meetings aimed at involving the community with crime prevention,
The organization is housed in a community mental health center and has the repu-
tation of an efficient referral system with positive relations with law enforce-
ment agencies, according to a review of the program by G. Byrne.15

The program 'Citizen Alert" involves the Philadelphia Citizens Crime Commis~-
sion and the District Attorney working together to alert citizens of specific
criminal activity, frauds, and '"scams'" as they are brought to the attention of
the local police. Specific advisories are issued and a "Citizen Alert" is
immediately prepared and wired to the daily press, radio, and TV stations, often
within hours. Among the crimes brought to the public's attention have been
"guaranteed roofing' which proved to be ineffective, "gasoline saving" gadgets
and additives testing no significant savings, fraudulent home owners and auto
insurance sales, and two burglars gaining entry into homes posing as city watey
department inspectort".16

In response to the specific question as to whether or not loneliness is the
most significant and difficult problem older people have to face in day-to~day
living, 80 percent in the county and 85 in the city agreed (Table 53). Of those

disagreeing, concerns with money, health and old age, transportation, and

14 CJE Newsletter, Fall, 1979, p. 3.

15 ik Newsletter, Fall, 1979, p. 6.

16 Washington National News Reports. Community Crime Prevention Digest, Vol, 7,
No. 6, February, 1980, p. 6.
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self-reliance were most frequently mentioned among the less than 20 percent
overall. The interviewers noted that frequently interviewees would explain that
the statement about loneliness being the most difficult problem might "generally

be true for others~-but not for me", and then they would proceed to tell the

e S

various activities and coping skills which they possessed, and, finally--"1

like my life the way it is, etc." The emphasis was again being placed on per-
sonal control of life-situation as a key element in life-satisfaction. The
percentage of those selecting loneliness as a problem of recent personal concern
(Table 49, county 15 percent, city 17) is much lower than the percentage respond-
ing that loneliness is the most difficult problem older people face in day~to-day
living (Table 53, county 80, city 85). The difference may Weil be due to the
fact that the first identifying loneliness as a personal concern and the second
was less threatening in that it involved evaluation of loneliness as a problem

to older people in general. This problem has been noted previously by observers

as a criminogenic factor related to victimization of the elderly (Hahn, 1976).

Participation interests

Table 54 reflects the interest in participation in a "Call-A-Neighbor"
program. The extension of such a program appears to be of more interest to
county respondents than to city respondents (48 vs. 26 percent), although more
city respondents (17) than county respondents (1l1) reported already being in
such a program. Of those interested, attention should be called to the desire
to "call others" or "both call others and be called", The Co-Directors and
interviewers became increasingly aware during the survey that there are many
churches in the Cincinnati-Hamilton County area which not only have the space
and active volunteers, but, more importantly, have pastors who are interested

in the broad welfare not only of their parishioners but also of the older
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residents in their general neighborhocds and communities. A number of churches

have apparently developed their own telephone support organizations.

Table 55 reports the findings for Item 25 wherein the respondents were
requested to predict the result if young people (children and adolescents) and
older people talked together or did things together more frequently in community
centers. Positive evaluation of this type of activity-program is overwhelmingly
reflected by 78 percent of county respondents and 72 percent of city respondents.
Of these, the majority (64 percent in county, 58 in city), predicted that such
activities would "increase respect for each other.'" There was a group in both
the county and the city who believed it would "increase respect for older people"
and even a few who believed it would "increase respect for younger people,"

The pattern of positive response to this item appears to be general across sex,
age, race, marital status, and income. The importance of respect is also sup-
ported by the responses in Table 52 where 123 in the county and 151 in the city
selected "More respect for the older citizen" as a change in the neighborhood

and community which would increase their own feelings of safety and security.

The findings emphasized in this paragraph are considered important in conjunction
with the level of concern about juvenile delinquency and are reflected in the
Recommendations section.

A number of projects involving juveniles and the elderly have been developed
and implemented, Two which Silberman (1978) discusses in his book Criminal

Violence, Criminal Justice are briefly related to: 1) In East Palo Alto, Cali-

fornia, in a community of 18,000 poverty-stricken, predominantly black people,
a Community Youth Responsibility Program was organized with a Community Panel
composed of four adults and three youngsters, With a Board of 12 Directors,
composed of seven adults and five youngsters, they are funded by state and

federal agencies. 2) Puerto Rico Center for Orientation and Services is
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designed to prevent delinquency, to assist citizens in defining their problems
and needs in a way which was intended to reduce dependenceé, and to enhance dignity
and self respect. Special emphasis is placed on the community and its youth,

Silberman closes his review of these two programs with the comment that
from such projects important lessons can be learned about wasted talent and
ability, and about the human capacity for change.

The Golden Bridge Project, developed in 1978 by Family Service of Butler
County, Ohio, is an "inter-generational" program which has been evaluated as
"paying large dividends."17 As a part of this program many troubled or court-
invcolved youths were employed to work part-time at minimum wage in the homes of
older persons to do such tasks as errands, yard work, letter-writing, and reading.
Careful matching of youth-elderly and training of the youth were emphasized as
important to the success of the program, with follow-up visits by project staff
members to see that the program was proceeding in an appropriate and satisfactory
manner,

"Help Young America" was created by the Colgate-Palmolive Company as a
youth~-aid service in 1972.18 It offers cash awards to youth ages six~to-17 for
community service programs. The national goal for 1979 was "Help Senior Americans".
It is interesting to note that the 1980 goal is "Spotlight on Senior Americans"
which involves intergenerational community projects. Such project has attracted
participation by Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Boys Clubs, Girls Clubs, Camp Fire
Girls, and 4-H, |

Other community crime prevention programs have developed during recent

years with a shift in the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards

Council on Aging, Cincinnati. Age-Wise, Vol, 7, No. 8, October, 1979,

18 , s q i ;
8 AARP News Bulletin, Vol. XXI, No. 1, January, 1980, p. 2.

Contact: Help Young America, P,0. Box 1058, FDR Station,
New York, N.Y, 10022,
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and Goals to emphasize: '"Action by private citizens is at the heart of community

crime prevention."19 Among such programs are the following, referenced in Steps

Lo Safer Neighborhoods and Schocls.’,20 Neighborhood Watch in Los Angeles,

Citizens' Local Alliance for a Safer Philadelphia (CLASP); volunteers of the
Community Resources Division of Maricopa County, Arizona; and the National
Elderly Victimization Prevention and Assistance Program initiated in Milwaukee

in 1975. CLASP, together with the Chamber of Commerce, developed business par-

ticipation in crime prevention for community and business. Also included in this
publication is reference to youth Escort Patrols in Harlem, and the '"Hands Up"

program of the General Federation of Women's Clubs, a national volunteer effort

to halt crime, which has a chairman for local projects in Cincinnati. The '"Hands
Up Process Guide'" outlines the development of a Community Crime Profile to serve

as a basis for a broad community summit on crime which would establish priorities

for action and implementation.

Another challenging volunteer program involved originally 20 housewife
volunteers and other female volunteers in New York City who worked on Friday
and Saturday nights at the particular police station in the precinet in which
they lived?()Their receptionist duties include greeting visitors, learning the
needs and listening to the requests of local residents, providing information
or putting the inquirer in touch with the appropriate official in the station or
in a city agency. This project was evaluated as having the capacity to "humanize

the police" and reduce friction between the police and the commurity while, at

the same time, permitting the station house to provide greater service to the

O~ =

19 Goldsmith, Jack, Community Crime Prevention and the Elderly, Crime Prevention
Review, July, 1975, p.2.

20 National Alliance for Safer Cities (Executive Director, Harry Fleischman).
Steps to Safer Neighborhoods and Schools, June, 1979,
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people in terms of advice and counzel on their health, housing, education, and
welfare programs. It also relieves policenien from desk duty so that they are
free to patrol the neighborhood. The success of this project has been such that
it is reported to have spread to virtually every precinct in New York.

Some schools have special projects, for example, the Clifton school in
Cincinnati has one involving the delivery of such essential services to senior
citizens in the community as shopping at grocery or drug store, escorting elderly
to some appointment, shoveling snow, or completing other household tasks. Six
students are donating ome and one-half hours of time three days a week and pay
their own transportation costs. As the students make these contacts they alsa
distribute packets containing suggestions for preparing for winter emergencies,
a list of valuable service telephone numbers, and a form which older persons can
sign requesting help which is then returned to the Clifton Senior Multiservice
Center.21

A great deal of emphasis seems to be placed today on "Outreach Programs"
tailored to reach more older people who are isolated, physically handicapped, or
simply have never participated in any on-going senior program. Kushler and
Davidson (1978) reported a study in which they concluded that the '"mode of con-
tact is a critical determinant in whether the elderly individuals actually gain
access to community resources (p. 359)." In-person contact was found to be
significantly the best approach, but they also raised the question as to whether
some of what is being done in programming for the elderly at the present time
is necessarily the most effective course of action.

They recommended further

research to explore the "effectiveness of service programs for the elderly,

21 The Cincinnati Enquirer, January 7, 1980,
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particularly by developing and including systematic methods for gaining direct

-

feedback, in terms of participation and %pinion, from the elderly themselves
(p. 361)."
The question is raised as to whether the citizens over 65 should be more

directly involved in planning, implementing, and working through programs which

have to do with their problems and well-being. From a number of the research

Projects reported in this section, it would appear that older people do become
motivated and involved to carry through a number of different types of programs.
Webster Groves, Missouri Police Department; employed about 30 delinquents
and pre-delinquent youths in jobs ranging from yard and maintenance work for
elderly residents to typing, telephone answering, and washing police cars as long

as the youths were enrolled in school, Volunteer teachers also provided one-

to-one speech therapy and tutoring in remedial reading.22 The fact that every
city has many elderly with educational tutoring skills provides an opportunity
for effective programming in this area,

Some of this survey's interviewees in the Sharonville area related with
considerable pride and satisfaction that the Sharonville Police Department had
tried a program where juveniles were trained and actually did some street patrol-

ling on foot. This degree of approval in one community indicates that further

exploration of this concept might well be warranted.
In summarizing this section, respondents have emphasized as their major

problems and concerns: Inflation and income, safety against crime, dishonesty

in government, health care, juvenile delinquency, both public and Senior Citizen
transportation, better police protection, loneliness, and self-reliance., They

also evidenced interest in participating in a "Call-A-Neighbor" program, A

N

2 National Alliance for Safer Cities, Steps Lo Safer Neighborhoods and Schools,

June, 1979, p. 29,
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substantial majority of the respondents overall expressed their opinicn that
talking and doing things together in community centers with children and adoles~-
cents would increase the respect they have for each other.

The references included in this section support many different types of

proegrams which have made or might make positive contributions to alleviating

If a particular project involving both youth and older people were to
be developed, it should be carefully tailored to fit the differing and specific
needs of those neighborhoods or communities in which it would be implemented
and should have both youth and age representation in the plamning, organization,

and on-going implementation of the program,
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QUESTIONNAIRE II
This brief telephone interview follow-up questionnaire explored the value

of the one-page telephone Directory of Services to the Elderly in Cincinnati

and Hamilton County and the packet of crime prevention material. This informa-
tion had been presented and explained by the interviewers at the conclusion of
the administration of Questionnaire I approximately three months previously.
It had been suggested that the directory be kept near the telephone or in a
convenient place. Finally, a question was asked pertaining to any personal vice-
timization which might have occurred since the administration of Questionnaire I,
The findings were drawn from Data Tables 56 through 60 found in Appendix I.
The relevant question or questions for each table are noted directly below the
table involved.
A comparison of Questiomnaire I and Questionnaire IT participation is sum-
marized in Table 56. The willingness to respond to Questionnaire II (76 percent

in county and 81 in city) can be considered high.

Telephone directory evaluation

The Directory of Services to the Elderly was a one-page listing of the

telephone numbers of important agencies offering a wide range of services to

the elderly. The directory was coded for use by Cincinnati or Hamilton County

'

residents (See Appendix II). The results, as indicated in Table 57, show a
noteworthy difference in the value and use of the directory between the 52
percent in the county and the 68 percent in the city reporting that they still
have it in a convenient place (X2 Table II-1). However, the number reporting
actually having used the directory is significantly small (1 percent in county,
11 in city). The fact that the period of time involved is approximately three

months is again noted,
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Crime prevention packet evaluation

CGity residents reported having looked at the packets on crime prevention
more than county residents (53 vs. 31 percent), but seemingly found it of less
use and value than county residents (22 vs. 28 percent), The value of the ecrime
prevention packet was frequently emphasized for its being informative, useful,
and interestingly presented; or that it served to remind them to be more aware
and careful; or that it was valuable to have and to share (Table 58).

The findings reported in Table 59 reflect that significantly more city
than county respondents (62 vs., 38 percent) had discussed the directory or the
crime prevention material with someone else, such as a friend or relative
(X2 Table II - 2).

The majority of respondents to Questionnaire II in both county (62 percent)
and city (71) expressed the opinion that the first interview and crime preven-
tion information did not help them to do anything that had made them feel safer
and happier (Table 60), However, of the 35 percent in the county who stated
that the first interview and the crime prevention information had made a positive
contribution, the most important gain was expressed as the discovery that people
care about older people; second, that they had become better informed, or had
valuable information available if needed, or had their self confidence increased;
and third, that they had become more aware, alert, or cautious, Of the 27 percent
in the city, the most important contribution to their increased feelings of safety
or happiness was that they had become more aware, alert, or cautious; second,
that they had discovered people care about older people; and third, that they
took some specific actions as a result of the first intervieﬁ.

This factor of assuring older people that "other people care" is recognized
Such programs

more frequently as the proper base for "programs with a heart."

increase communication with the elderly, provide safety from crime and from
49
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unexpected accidents and illness, and generally raise the level of life-satis-

faction, An outstanding current example of this is the Olathe, Kansas, Community

Crime Prevention program which is a stratified program of needed services based

23
heavily on the ''people care' concept.

Further victimization experience

The final item in Questionnaire II related to any possible victimization
experienced by the respondents since the first individual interview, The viec-
timization rate appears low, 3.4 percent in the county and 2.2 in the city,

during approximately a three-month period of time (Table 61)., If this were

projected to a twelve-month period, the rate in the county would be approximately

14 percent and in the city 9 percent. This is a reversal trend from that ncted
in vietimization experiences reported in Section II of this report which indi-
cated that city respondents (47 percent) experienced more victimizations than
county (41). Even though 76 percent of the 500 respondents originally inter-
viewed in the county and 81 percent of the 500 in the city were willing to
complete the telephone interview, it should be noted that 2,1 percent in the
county and 2.5 percent in the city did not wish to respond to the question on
further victimization since the original interview. Also the telephone inter-
viewer was usually not the same person who completed the first face-to-face
interview, even though the name of the first interviewer was mentioned at the
beginning of the call. Therefore, this finding may best be interpreted as
reflecting the value of using an older person in a face-to-face interview when
seeking information that the interviewee has some reluctance to provide., Such
interview also provides opportunity to ask about each victimization category

rather than using the general question used in the telephone interview.

23
Washington National News Reports, Inc. Community Crime Prevention Digest,
Vol., 7, No. 6, February, 1980, pp. 1-2, '
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APPENDIX 1

Survey data tables

The 61 statistical data tables in this appendix present the results of the

SEARCH & INFORM survey conducted in Cincinnati-Hamilton County between April 15,
1979, and January 15, 1980. They generally parallel the report's analytical
discussion, but questionnaire sequence was planned to maximize responsiveness
of older people. For a given population, each table clearly indicates number
and/or percent distribution of responses to each item. There is a note beneath
each data table identifying the item that served as the data source. There is
also an indication if multiple responses were possible or encouraged,

Data preparation was accomplished by data cards being key punched directly
from coded Questionnaire I and verified by the Xavier University Computer Center,
Cincinnati, Ohio. Data preparation for Questionnaire IT items was accomplished
by hand analysis.

As an expedient in presenting the tables, table headings and certain cate-
gories were reworded or abbreviated. TIn some instances data from several items
were combined in one table.y The questionnaire facsimiles (Appendix IT) should
be consulted for the exact wording of both the questions and the response cate-
gories.

The first two data tables summarize demographic statistics as to age, sex,
race, income, marital status, and pre of dwelling of respondents. Then, data
tables 3-15 were used in preparing the "Current Status" section of this report.
Tables 16-33 relate to "Victimization and Fear of Crime" and tables 34-48 sum-
marize "Behavioral Reactions of Self and Others". Tables 49-55 reflect
respondents' "Suggestions for change' and complete the presentation of data

related to Questionnaire I. The report on Questionnaire IT items is based on

data tables 56-61. Chi-Square tables I-1 through I-10 and II-1 and TI-2 follow.
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*% relates to percentage of total number of interviewees
in survey, 1000.

A-2

TABLE 1. Age, sex, and race of Hamilton County and
City of Cincinnati Search & Inform interviewees
e
N N N
AGE AGE AGE
65~69 70-74 75 & older
Male 132 Male 128 Male 150
County 69 County 76 County 67
City 63 City 52 City 83
Female 179 Female 163 Female 248
County 86 County 84 County 118
City 93 City 79 City 130
N *7 N *% N *%
Total Male
and Female 311 31.1 291 29,1 398 39.8
County 155 15.5 160 16.0 185 18.5
City 156 15.6 131 13.1 213 21.3
i)
N *7, 1 N %
SEX ' RACE
§
County ' County
Male 212 21.2 : White 443 44,3
Female 288 28.8 ! Black 57 5.7
! Other 0 0.0
1
City ! City
Male 198 19.8 ! White 372 37.2
Female 302 30.2 ! Black 127 12,7
) Other 1 0.1
)
Total ! Total
Male 410 41.0 ! White 815 81.5
Female 590 59.0 ' Bluck 184 18.4
: ! Other 1 0.1
i
1
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 1, 2, and 3.

= ==

[ |

L 3
[ |

& 3
[pesepacs |

| Srccmp e |

ez

==

b ke
ST e

| St
=

3

-]

| Sant

FROTEE
LTSI

RS

S ramerd

L it )

&g

3
= |

i

I ?
| Eeamionut]

j ]
| rpeceding |

TS

Ty
Ceie ]

[b=

5
[aaranse]

3
[

3
o 4

fe
H
t

==

Income, marital status, and
type of dwelling of Hamilton
County and City of Cincinnati
Search & Inform interviewees

TABLE 2,
County
N %
INCOUE T
Less than 3,000 139 27.8
3,000 to 5,999 128 25.6
6,000 to 8,999 103 20.6
9,000 to 11,999 41 8.2
12,000 and over 36 7.2
Nonresponsive 53 10.6
Total 500 100.0
DWELLING
Rooming house 1 0.2
Duplex house 42 8.4
Four-unit apartment 35 7.0
More than four-unit
apartment 51 10.2
Metropolitan housing 5 1.0
Single family house 327 65.4
Other 39 7.8
Total 500  100.0
MARITAL STATUS
Never married 32 6.4
Married 212 42,4
Widowed 238 47.6
Divorced or separated 18 3.6
Total 500 100.0
NOTE:

City
L
225 45.1
119 23.8
55 11.0
25 5.0
46 9.2
30 5.8
500 99.9
0 0.0
43 8.6
76 15.2
118 23.6
88 17.6
135 27.0
40 8.0
500 100.0
50 10.0
153 30.6
265 53.2
31 6.2
500 100.0

Data based on interview questionnaire Items 6, 8, and 9,

Total
N %
364 36.4
247 24,7
158 15,8

66 6.6
82 8.2
83 8.3
1000 100.0
1 0.1
85 8.5
111 11,1
169 16.9
93 9.3
462 46,2
79 7.9
1000 100.0
82 8.2
365 36.5
504 50.4
__ég 4.9
1000 100.0
A-3
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TABLE 3. Happiness at this time of life (Percent) ﬂﬁ X 5{ TABLE 4. General life-satisfaction at present time (Percent)
Very Fairly Not too Non- [{ ; %{ Sometimes
N happy Happy  happy happy Unhappy Other responsive ol Very Somewhat satisfied- Somewhat Very
L satis-  satis- sometimes dissatis~- dissatis- Non-
| } N fied fied dissatisfied fied fied Other responsive
MALE 0ol J
65-69 132 46.2 25.8 16.7 6.8 3.8 0.8 . MALE
County 69  52.2 27,5 8.7 8.7 1.4 1.4 gf ‘B e
City 63 39.7 23.8 25.4 4.8 6.3 0.0 = 65-69 152 50,0 21.2 19.7 6.8 2.3 0.0
County 69  50.7 21,7 21.7 2.9 2.9 0.0
70-74 128 43.0 28.1 19,5 6.2 1.6 1.6 T City 63 49.2 20.6 17.5 11.1 1.6 0.0
County 76 48.7 25.0 19,7 1.3 2.6 2.6 i
City 2 34.6 32.7 19,2 13.5 0.0 0.0 | 70-74 128  47.6 28.1 21.1 1.6 0.8 0.8
; o County 76 47.4 34.2 17.1 0.0 1.3 0.0
5 75 & older 150  45.3  28.0 17.3 7.3 1.3 0.7 | City 52 48.1 199 26.9 3.8 0.0 1.9
: County 67 47.8 28.4 17.9 6.0 0.0 0.0 -
; City 83  43.4 27.7 16.9 8.4 2.4 1.2 75 & older 150 50.0 24.0 22.7 2.7 0.7 0.0
! g{ County 67 41.% 32.8 22,4 1.5 1.5 0.0
; Total 410 44,9 27.3 17.8 6.8 2.2 1.0 iy City 83  56.6 16.9 22.9 3.6 0.0 0.0
- County 212 49.5 26.9 15.6 5.2 1.4 1.4
i City 198  39.9 27.8 20.2 8.6 3.0 .5 3? Total 410 46,8 26.8 21.2 3.7 1.2 0.2
: i; County 212 46.7 29.7 20.3 1.4 1.9 0.0
f City 198 52,0 18.7 22,2 6.1 0.5 0.5
| FEMALE ﬂjs
i , o
65-69 179 34,6 31.3 21.8 8.9 2.2 0.6 0.6 ~ 7 *  FEMALE
County 86 36.0 36.0 20.9 5.8 1.2 0.0 ! T
City 93 33.7 27.2 22.8 12.0 3.3 1.1 1.0 il 65-69 179 43.6  26.2 23.5 3.9 1.7 0.6 0.6
L | County 86 45.3 26.7 23.3 3.5 1.2 0.0
70-74 163 30.7 40.5 19.0 8.0 0.0 1.8 City 93 41,9 25.8 23.6 4.3 2.2 1.1 1.1
i County 84 29.8 44,0 17.9 7.1 0.0 1.2 T
? City 79 31.6 36.7 20.3 8.9 0.0 2.5 )i 70-74 163 47,2 25.8 20,2 3.1 3.1 0.6
’ County 84 44,0 31.0 16.7 3.6 3.6 1.2
75 & older 248 36.7 35.1 17.8 5.6 2.4 2.4 City 79 50.6 20.3 24.1 2.5 2.5 0.0
County 118 37.3 35.6 19.5 4.2 0.8 2.5
City 130 36,2 34.6 16.2 6.9 3.8 2.3 = 775 & older 248 48.4 25.0 22,2 bob 0.0 0.0
Total 590 .4 35 4 19.3 5 3 1.7 1.7 0.2 County 118 42.4 28.8 25.4 3.4 0.0 0.0
ota 275 . . . . . . . Cit 130 53.8 21.5 19.2 5.4 0.0 0.0
County 288 34.7 38.2 19.4 5.6 0.7 1.4 A . i
City 30z 34.2 32.9 19.3 9.0 2.6 2.0 Total 590 46,6  25.6 22,0 3.9 1.4 0.3 0.2
; 7 ! County 288 43.8 28.8 22.2 3.5 1.4 0.3
[ City 302 49.3 22,5 21.9 4.3 1.3 0.3 0.3
GRAND TOTAL 1000 38.7 32.1 18.7 7.1 1.9 1.4 0.1 ‘
County 500 41.0 33.4 17.8 5.4 1.0 1.4 . .
City ~ 500 36.4 30.8 19.6 8.8 2.8 1.4 0.2 | GRAND TOTAL 1000  47.7  25.1 21.7 3.8 1.3 0.3 0.1
- "~ County 500 45.0 29.2 21.4 2.6 1.6 0.2 0.0
., City 500 50.5 21.0 22.0 5.0 1.0 0.4 0.2
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 1l. Percentages may not add to 100,0 R i
due to rounding.
f . 1 NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 27. Percentages may not add to 100,0
s A-4 ) jﬁ due to rounding,
o A-5
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TABLE 5.

Evaluation of health and serious activity restriction
due to physical disability

Healthy for age

Not healthy for age

Other

Nonresponsive

Total

(1) Serious restriction

of activities

General mobility
Seeing
Hearing
Other

(2) Restricted inside

much of time due
to disability

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 13, 54-A, and 55-B.

County
N %
419 83.8
61 12,2
17 3.4
3 0.6
500 100.0
47 9.4
29 5.8
17 3.4
48 9.6
57 11.4

(1) Multiple responses on 54-A,
(2) Responses requested on 55-B only of those indicating serious

restriction of activities on 54-A,

A-6

N %
370 74.0
100 20.0
14 2.8
16 3.2
500 100.0
118 23.6
47 9.4
28 5.6
84 16.8
126 25.2

- |
- o ey Eofta N o e - o " - AR, DU o - ] .
— j
Li A j
| |
E IS
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Total ’ i ;
N % { é
789 78.9
{
1
161 16.1 N
31 3.1 T |
19 1.9 :
1
1000  100.0 bt
I8
165 16.5 ]T
76 7.6 : Page left blank to
; i
45 4.5 J; i preserve table sequence
132 13.2 ﬁf L
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183 18.3 }% |
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/ 3 Lo
1
L \ 1§ TABLE 6. concluded ;
TABLE 6. Self evaluation in regard to age (Percent) K 3 I g
I %§
f« 1 Late i
Late t[ i T . . j
_ : ; Middle middle Very Non-
Middle  middle Very Non 1 L .
N Young aged aged o1d old Other responsive . | N Young aged aged 0ld old Other responsive %
. ~; j
11
- RACE 5
SEX / -
0.2 0 White 814 18.8 39.1 27.0 11.7 1.4 1.6 0.5 %
Male 410 13.4  37.3 23-? 12-2 é'g 1'2 o5 Il County 43 16.9  40.4 29.1  10.8 0.7 1.4 0.7 f
County 212 iz-z gg-; 28-8 157 a0 1S City 371 21.0 37.5 24.5 12.7 2.2 1.9 0.3
City 198 . . . . . . - |
é Black 184 7.1 34.3 39,7 17.4 0.5 0.5 0.5
. 1.4 0.7 i . . . ° .
Gounty 20 14 392 2a 108 o0 e 1 Couny g kPl ome msous oo
oun * * ¢ * T 1 Hi y . - o . ] .
City 301 20.3 38.2 28.2 10.0 1.3 1.7 0.3 3 |
! * Other 1 0.0 0.0 0.0  100.0 0.0 3
AGE
T T i INCOME
65-69 310 21.3 49.7 22.9 4.5 0.6 o.g 8.2 | |
County 155 19.4 51.6 22'2 g'g 8'2 3‘3 ’ Less 3000 364 16,2 37.1 30.8 12.9 1.4 1.4 0.3
City 155 23.2 47.7 23. : ’ y - ' County 139 11.5 36.7 33.8 14.4 0.7 2.2 0.7
o 201 s " 5.0 0.0 0.7 1.0 1.4 i City 225 19. 37.3 28.9 12.0 1.8 0.9
County 160 15.0 38.8 31.2 11.2 g'g é'g é'g 3000-5999 247 16.2 36.8 30.0 14.2 1.2 0.8 0.8
City 131 14.5 . 46.6 28.2 8.4 : . . County 128 15.6 41.4 27.3 13.3 0.8 0.0 1.6
e e i - s 2.1 339 14 2.0 g.g City 119 16.8 31,9 32.8 15.1 1.7 1.7
County 185 11.9 30.3 35.7 ;g'g ;'é o } 6000-8999 158 19.0  37.3 29.8 12.7 0.0 0.6 0.6
City 213 16.4 22.5 32.4 . . . County 103 15.5 36.9 33.0 13.6 0.0 0.0 1.0
| City 55 25.5 38.2 23.6 10.9 0.0 1.8 1
MARITAL STATUS . ,
/ 9000-11999 66 7.6 51.5 22,7 12.1 0.0 4.5 1.5 i
4 0.5 34.1 28.0 4.9 0.0 1.2 1.2 | |
e N ST T T
City 50 26.0 32.0 32.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 : i . . . . . . s
53 10,7 .y 54 o5 - 0.2 I 12000 & above 82 18.3 36.6 30.5 9.8 2.4 2.4
Married 365 . . . . . . : County 36 22,2 30.6 41,7 5.6 0.0 0.0
.2 42.0 28,8 13.7 0.5 1.4 0.5 - :
County 212 13.2 re e 207 131 o7 0.7 3 City 46 15.2 41.3 21.7 13.0 b4 A
City 153 18.3 . . . )
W Non-responsive 82 20.7 39.0 24.4 12,2 2.4 1.2
i : 14.5 37.4 30,2 13.9 1.6 1.8 0.6
Widowed 503 4 AN 327 126 13 13 1.3 . County 53 26.4 41.5 20.8 7.5 3.8 0.0
County 238 13.9 . . . J, City 29 10.3 34.5 31.0 20.7 0.0 3.4
City 265 15.1 37.7 27.9 15.1 1.9 2.3 Rl
) 0.0 | CRAND TOTAL 1000 16.6 38.1 29,3 12.8 1.2 1.4 0.6
Divorced/separated 49 24,5 40.8 20.4 10.% l(;.o 2.0 | ﬂ " County 500 15.9 39.6 30.2 12.9 0.8 1.2 0.8
County 18 ol 300 2.8 b0 00 L ciey 500 18.0  36.6 28.4  13.4 1.6 1.6 0.4
City . . . . )
‘__: NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 12. Percentages may not add to 100.0
due to rounding.
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TABLE 7. Evaluation of success in accomplishing 15 iL TABLE 7. concluded
important things (Percent) 1y
™ E T
Very Pretty Not too Non- ]; Very Pretty Not too . Non-.
N good good Okay good Failure responsive N good good Okay good Failure responsive
I
]
SEX 3 RACE
Male 409 27,2 37,1 23.1 10,5 1.7 0.5 1 | White la  29.8 40.0 21.6 6.9 0.4 1.3
County 212 25.5  45.3 20,8 5.7 2.4 0.5 ~ County 3275 6.0 21.9 3.6 0.2 0.7
City 197 28.9  28.9  25.4  15.2 1.0 0.5 City 71 32.1 34.0 21.3 10.2 0.5 1.9
§
h Female 580 29.6 39.8 20.7 8.5 0.1 L4 Black 183 24.2 31.3 16.5 23.7 4.4 0.0
! County 288 28.5  43.8  19.1 7.6 0.3 0.7 ) County 57 246 3L.6 3.5 31.6 8.8 0.0
3 City 301 30.6 35.9 2203 903 O°O 2.0 - Clty 126 23.8 31.0 2994 15.9 0.0 0.0
AGE k : Other 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
65-69 309 29.1  40.5 18.4 10.7 1.0 0.3 I’ INCOME
| Count 155  30.3 43.2 20.0 . ) 0.0 !
] City 15 279 33_7 16 9 12 g : 2 o6 Less 3000 364 28.4 32.9 18.7 16.7 2.6 0.8
i " ) ) ’ ' . County 139 26.6 36.0 18,7 13.7 4,3 0.7
5 70-74 201 27.4 425 20.2 8.9 0.4 0.7 I City 225  30.2 29,8 18,7 19.6 0.9 0.9
% Count 160  28.8 7.5 17. .6 .0 o i '
{ ciy 31 260 394 as S o P » 3000-599¢ 246 233 44.7 24.6 7.0 0.0 0.4
2 ' . ' y y ° ] County 128 21.1 53.9 19.5 5.5 0.0 0.0
| 75 & older 398 28,5 35,0  25.1 8.6 1,0 1.7 : City 118 25.4 35.6 29.7 8.5 0.0 0.8
: Counts 185  23.2 2. . . . .
g oity 213 538 aay S 0! oo 3 . 6000-8999 158 32.8 38.1 24 .4 3.4 0,0 1.4
@ ) ) ’ . . : | County 103 29.1 39.8 25,2 4.9 0.0 1.0
| MARTTAL STATUS - City 55 36.4 36.4 23.6 1.8 0.0 1.8
3 1Y
Never married 82 36.6 31.7 21,9 8.5 0.0 1,2 }g 9gLO 11999 2? ig'? gg'z i?'i g'g 8'8 8'8
County 32 31,3 344 21,9  12.5 0.0 0.0 - ounty . . - . y .
City 50 40.0 30,0  22.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 | City 25 40.0 36.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 4.0
1
Married 366 29.6 4l 211 5 8 0.5 11 1% | 12000 & above 82 41,5 40,2 15.9 1.2 0.0 1.2
County 212 26,9  47.6  19.8 3.8 0.9 0.9 |,  County 6 4722 38.9 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
City 152 32.2 36,2 22.4 7.9 0.0 1.3 i { City 4 3.0 413 17.4 2.2 0.0 2.2
IR E I
Widowed 503 26.1 37.9 22.3 11.5 1.3 0.9 gl Non-responsive 82 23.0 34,5 35.3 4.6 0.0 2.6
County 238 269 P 157 7 e 13 o4 | f County 53 32,1 41.5 18.9 5.7 0.0 1.9
City 265 25.3  32.1 24,9  15.5 0.8 1.5 1§ [l Gity 29 13.8 27.6 >1.7 3o4 0.0 3.4
Divorced/separated 49 34,9  32.8  18.0  14.4 0.0 0.0 | GRAND IOTAL 1000 28.5 38.7 21.6 9.2 9.8 1.2
Gounty s 278 33 e 23 o 0 o County 500 27.2 L4 4 19.8 6.8 1.2 0.6
City 51 419 323 19’4 pa 00 0o i City 500 29.8 33.0 23.4 11.6 0.4 1.8
1% , NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 15. Percentages may not add to 100.0
S ! due to rounding.
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TABLE 8. Perceived limitations of activities mE gﬁ TABLE 8, concluded
due to ill health or disability (Percent) i :
I : .
Not at Minor Ma jor Non- [ ! ’ Not at Minor Ma jor Non-
N all limitations limitations responsive ; N all limitations limitations respousive
It
| f
SEX RACE
Male 409 51.1 33.5 15.4 g% '3 White 811 54.9 33.3 11.8
County 212 57.1 31.6 11.3 ! ! County 441 59.4 33.1 7.5
City 197 44,7 35.5 19,8 ‘ City 370 49.5 33.5 17.0
Female 587 48,2 36.5 15.3 | i Black 184 25.5 44.0 30.4
County 286 53.5 36.0 10.5 County 57 21,1 42.1 36.8
City 301 43,2 36.9 19.9 . ; City 127 27.6 44,9 27.6
AGE ' ANCOMR
65-69 309 54,0 29,4 16.5 ‘ Less 3000 363 34,2 42.1 23,7
County 155 63.2 27.7 9,0 ' County 139 36.7 45.3 18,0
City 154 44,8 31.2 24.0 City 224 32.6 40,2 27.2
70-74 291 49.8 35,7 14.4 I» 3000-5999 246 48.8 36.2 15.0
County 160 55.6 34.4 10.0 ; County 127 57.5 34.6 7.9
City 131 42.7 37.4 19.8 : f City 119 39.5 37.8 22,7
75 & older 396 45.4 39.4 15.2 ‘ é ‘ 6000-8999 157 61.8 30.6 7.6
County 183 47.5 39.3 13.1 ; County 102 63.7 28.4 7.8
City 213 43.7 39.4 16.9 : City 55 58.2 34.5 7.3
MARITAL STATUS 9000-11999 66 59.1 30.3 10.6
‘ County 41 58.5 31.7 9.8
Never married 81 49.4 34.6 16.0 7 City 25 60.0 28,0 12.0
County . 32 46.9 40,6 12.5
City 49 51.0 30,6 18.4 . 12000 & above 82 70.7 24,4 4.9
| County 36 72.2 19.4 8.3
Married 365 55.6 32.0 12.3 , City 46 69.6 28.3 2.2
County 212 58.4 29.7 10.8 '
City 153 50,3 35.3 14.4 i Non-responsive 82 65.8 25.6 8.5
| , County 53 66.0 ‘ 26.4 7.5
Widowed 501 45.9 36.7 17.4 City 29 65.5 24,1 10.3
County 236 53.0 36.0 11.0 . :
City 265 39.6 37.4 23.0 : { GRAND TOTAL 1000 49,2 35.1 15.3 0.4
- County 500 54.8 34.0 10.8 0.4
Divorced/separated 49 38.8 44,9 16.3 City 500 43.6 36.2 19.8 0.4
County 18 44,4 50.0 5.6 ﬁ
City 31 35.5 41,9 22,6 Ll
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 14, Percentages may not add to
2 , *} 100.0 due to rounding.
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TABLE 9, Capability of protecting self and property (Percent) | {I TABLE 10. fi\;:;z::ﬁs; ;iiii:giggsh?;iglgeszc)l |
|
Not so Incapable Non- ' ;F . . Other 4
) . . TR ew times Hardl Non-~ il
N Capable capable (can't) Not sure responsivé (3 Everyday a month Monthly every Never responsive }
B !
|
MALE Visit or be visited by }
AL | friends, relatives, etc. :
65-69 132 62.9 20.4 8.3 7.6 0.8 ]l I? :
County 69 69.6 14,5 7.2 7.2 1.5 ol Co?nty »
City 63 55.6 27.0 9.5 7.9 : E Minor/no limitations 31.1 54.8 5.9 7.5 0.2 0.4
- Major limitatioms 24.5 50.9 5.7 13,2 5.7 0.0
70-74 128 56.2 29,7 8.6 5.5 il
County 76 65.8 19.7 7.9 6.6 o City
City 52 42,3 44,2 9.6 3.8 é Minor/no limitations 29.7 50,6 7.1 10.3 2,0 0.3
ik Major limitations 21.0 54.0 3.0 13.0 9.0 0.0
75 & older 150 54.0 30.0 8.0 8.0 P
County 67 55.2 28.4 6.0 10.4 )
City 83 53.0 31.3 9.6 6.0 Call or be called on phone
i | by friends, relatives, etc.
Total 410 57.6 26,8 8.3 7.1 0.2 )
County 212 63.7 20,7 7.1 8.0 0.5 7 County
City 198 51.0 33.3 9,6 6.1 ! Minor/no limitations 66.4 27.3 0.5 4.7 0.9 0.2
: Ma jor limitatioms 62.3 17.0 5.7 5.7 9.4 0.0
FEMALE T City
SaTAln i Minor/no limitations 68.3 20.7 2.3 7.3 1.0 0.4 |
65-69 179 44,1 26.8 i1.2 17.3 0.6 Major limitations 63.0 16.0 2.0 8.0 10.0 1.0
County 86 52.3 16.3 9.3 22.1 T
City 93 36.6 36.6 12.9 12.9 1.1 I
’ ** Leave living quarters for
70-74 163 48.5 32.5 9.2 9.8 B social or enjoyable events :
County 84 47.6 33.3 9.5 9.5 }}
City 79 49.4 31.6 8.9 10.1 County ;
Minor/no limitations 63.8 2.8 23.1 5.9 2.1 2.4
75 & older 248 44,4 29.8 13.3 11,7 0.8 n Major limitations 34.0 9.4 17.0 13.2 20.8 5.7 i
County 118 39.8 32,2 9.3 17.8 0.8 ! :
City 130 48.5 27.7 16.9 6,2 0.8 City
Minor/no limitations 66.2 5.0 12.8 6.3 2.8 6.8
Total 590 45.4 29.7 11.5 12.9 0.5 E Major limitations 49.0 9.0 10.0 19.0 11.0 2.0
County 288 45,8 27.8 9.4 16.7 0.3 %
City 302 45,0 31.4 13.5 9.3 0.7
Bj L NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22.
GRAND TOTAL 1000 50,5 28.6 10.2 10.5 0.2 % Percentages may not add to 100,0 due to rounding.
County 500 53.5 24.8 8.4 13.0 0.2 - :
City 500 47.5 32.3 12.0 8.0 0.2 i
it
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 23. Percentages may not add to 100.0 & I
due to rounding.
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SEX

Male
County
City

Female
County
City

AGE
65-69

County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

MARITAL STATUS

Never married
County
City

Married
County
City

Widowed
County
City

Divorced/separated

County
City

A-16

TABLE 11. Frequency of shopping and necessary
business errands (Percent)
Every-  Twice/week 2-3 times/ Non~
N day or \ore Once/week month Other  responsive
406 36.4 40,1 12.3 5.9 5.2
209 40.2 42,6 11.0 1.4 4.6
197 32.5 37.6 13.7 10,7 5.6
588 22.8 40.3 15.8 10.7 10.4
288 21.2 45,1 19.1 9.4 5.2
300 24,3 35.7 12,7 12.0 15.3
309 31.1 44,0 12,0 5.8 7.1
154 37.0 46.8 9.7 1.9 4.5
155 25.2 41.3 14.2 9.7 9.7
289 33.6 39.8 14,9 6.6 5.2
159 35.2 40.9 15,7 5.0 3.1
130 31.5 38.5 13.8 8.5 7.7
396 22.5 37.6 15.9 12.6 11.4
184 17.4 44,6 20,7 10,3 7.1
212 26,9 31.6 11.8& 14.6 i5.1
82 34,2 35.4 13.4 6.1 11.0
32 25,0 46.9 25.0 0.0 3.1
50 40.0 28.0 6.0 10.0 16,0
363 34.7 44.4 12.4 5.0 3.6
211 37.0 46.0 10.4 3.8 2.8
152 31,6 42,1 15,1 6.6 4.6
501 22,6 38.1 16.6 12.0 10.8
237 22,4 41.8 19.8 8.4 7.6
264 22,7 34.8 13.6 15.2 13.6
48 32.2 39.6 8.3 8.3 12.5
17 35.3 47.1 5.9 11.8 0.0
31 29,0 35.5 9.7 6.5 19.4
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RACE

White
County
City

Black
County
City

Other
INCOME

Less 3000
County
City

3000-5999
County
City

6000-8999
County
City

9000-11999
County
City

12600 & above
County
City

Non-responsive
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

NOTE:

TABLE 11, concluded
Every Twice /week 2-3 times/ Non-
N day or more Once/week month Other responsive

813 32,2 42,1 13.8 6.3 5.6
443 30.9 45.4 15.8 4.5 3.4
370 33.8 38.1 11.4 8.4 8.4
180 11.1 32,2 17.2 20,0 19.4
54 14,8 33.3 14.8 18,5 18.5
126 9.5 31,7 18.3 20.6 19.8
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
362 20.4 37.6 15.2 14.4 12.4
137 18,2 41.6 18.2 13,1 8.8
225 21.8 35.1 13.3 15.1 14,7
245 33.9 33.9 17.6 6.1 8.6
127 36.2 37.0 18.1 3.1 5.5
118 31.4 30.5 16.9 9.3 11.9
157 30,0 49.0 14.7 5.1 1.3
103 27.2 50,5 16.5 4.9 i.0
54 35.2 46.3 11.1 5.6 1.9
66 31.8 51.5 9.1 4,6 3.0
41 34.1 53,7 7.3 2,4 2.4
25 28.0 48,0 12,0 8.0 4,0
82 41.5 47.6 4.9 3.7 2.4
36 38.9 52.8 2.8 0.0 5.6
46 43.5 43.5 6.5 6.5 0.0
82 28.0 37.8 14,6 7.3 12.2
53 34.0 41,5 17.0 3.8 3.8
29 17.2 31.0 10.3 13.8 27.6

1000 28.3 40,0 14.3 8.7 8.2 0.6

500 29.0 43.8 15.6 6.0 5.0 0.6

500 27.5 36,2 13.0 11.4 11.4 0.6

Data based on interview questionnaire Item &3.
due to rounding.

Percentages may not add to 100.0
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TABLE 12, Participation in social, church, civic, or
professional organizations (Percent)
Three Non-
N One Two or more None responsive
SEX
Male 410 29.8 24.6 39.8 5.8
C?unty 212 27.8 25,0 39,6 7.5
;4 City 198 31.8 24,2 39.9 4.0
; Female 587 23.9 28.6 43.1 4.4
C?unty 287 18.8 27.5 48.1 5.6
City 300 28.7 29.7 38.3 3.3
AGE
65-69 309 27.8 26.8 40,8 4.5
C?unty 154 23.4 22.1 48,7 5.8
City 155 32.3 31.6 32.9 3.2
70~74 290 25,9 27.2 44.1 2.8
C?unty 160 23,8 27.5 44 .4 4.4
City 130 28.5 26.9 43,8 0.8
75 & older 398 25.4 26.9 40,7 7.0
C?unty 185 21.1 29.2 41,1 8.6
City 213 29.1 24,9 40.4 5.6
MARITAL STATUS
Never married 82 22,0 29.3 42.7 6.1
C?unty 32 18.8 34.4 40,6 6.3
City 50 24.0 26.0 44.0 6,0
Married 365 24.9 26.3 43.8 4.9
C?unty 212 25,9 25,0 2.5 6.6
City 153 23.5 28.1 45.8 2.6
Widowed 500 27 .4 27.4 40.4 4.8
C?unty 237 20.3 27.4 46,0 6.3
City - 263 33.8 27 .4 35.4 3.4
| Divorced/separated ' 49 30.6 24,5 38.8 6.1
C?unty 18 22,2 16.7 55.6 5.6
City 31 35.5 29.0 29,0 6.5
A-18
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TABLE 12, concluded
Three Non-
N One Two or more None responsive
RACE
White 814 24.1 25.2 46.2 4.6
County 443 22.1 25.5 47.2 5.2
City 371 26.4 24,8 45.0 3.8
Black 182 36.3 35.2 22.0 6.6
County 56 26.8 33.9 23.2 16.1
City 126 40,5 35.7 21.4 2.4
Other 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 100,0
INCOME
Less 3000 361 35.5 28.8 30.2 5.5
County 138 22.5 28.3 40,6 8.7
City 223 43,5 29.1 23.8 3.6
3000-5999 247 22.3 32,0 41.3 4,5
County 128 18,0 32.8 43.0 6.3
City 119 26.9 31.1 39.5 2.5
6000-8999 158 23.4 19.6 51.9 5.1
County 103 26.2 18.4 48.5 6.8
City 55 18.2 21.8 58,2 1.8
9000-11999 66 16.7 28.8 54,6 0.0
County 41 22,0 24.4 53.7 0.0
City 25 8.0 36.0 56.0 0.0
12000 & above 82 14.6 22.0 61.0 2.4
County 36 27.8 27.8 41.7 2.8
City 46 4.3 17.4 76.1 2.2
Non-responsive 82 22.0 22,0 45,1 11.0
County 53 24.5 22.6 45.3 7.5
City 29 17.2 20.7 44,8 17.2
GRAND TOTAL 1000 26.2 26.9 41.6 5.0 0.3
County 500 22,6 26.4 b4 4 6.4 0.2
City 500 29.8 27.4 38.8 3.6 0.4
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 60. Percentages may not add to
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TABLE 13, Time spent watching TV
or listening to radio (Percent)
Every day up
Not at Several times to three Four hours Non=-
N all a week hours or more responsive
Total 1000 1.2 17.5 45.4 33.1 '
2 2.2
County 500 0.6 17.8 46,2 33.
City 500 1.8 17.2 44,6 33.0 3.4
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 30. Percentages may not add to 100,0
due to rounding.
TABLE 13A, TV news programs
"never missed"
WLW CBS ABC
6:00 11:00 6:00 11:00 5:30 11:00
Sub Total 133 71 184 112 109 70
County 101 60 131 87 76 50
City 32 11 53 25 33 20
WLW CBS ABC
Total 204 296 179
County 161 218 126
City 43 78 53

Grand Total

County
City

NOTE:
A-20

Evening news program

679

505
174

Data based on follow up to interview questionnaire Ttem 30,
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TABLE 14,

Evaluation of income (Percent)

Adequate for

living Barely Inadequate Non~-
N comfortably adequate (not adequate) Other responsive

MALE

65-69 132 55.3 34.8 8.3 0.0 1.5

County 69 50,7 39.1 10,1 0.0

City 63 61.3 30.6 6.5 0.0 1.6

70-74 128 57.0 35.9 6.2 0.8

County 76 59.2 34.2 6.6 0.0

City 52 53.8 38.5 5.8 1.9

75 & older 150 58,7 33.3 6.7 0.7 0.7

County 67 53.7 37.3 6.0 1.5 1.5

City - 83 62.7 30.1 7.2 0.0

Total 410 57.1 34.6 7.1 0.5 0.7

County 212 54.7 36.8 7.5 0.5 0.5

City 198 59.6 32.3 6.6 0.5 1.0
FEMALE

65-69 179 48.0 39.1 10,1 1.7 1.1

County 86 51.2 36.0 10,5 1.2 1.2

City 93 45.2 41.9 9.7 2,2 1.1

70-74 163 47.2 42,9 8.0 1.8

County 84 51,2 38.1 8.3 2.4

City 79 43.0 48.1 7.6 1.3

75 & older 248 57.2 32,7 8.1 1.2 0.8

County 118 60,2 28.0 9.3 0.8 1.7

City 130 54.6 36.9 6.9 1.5

Total 590 51,7 37.5 8.6 1.5 0.8
County 288 54.9 33.3 9.3 1.4 1.1
City 302 48,7 41.4 8.0 1.7 0.3
GRAND TOTAL 1000 53.9 36.3 8.0 1.1 0.7
County 500 54.8 34,8 8.6 1.0 0.8
City 500 53.0 37.8 7.4 1.2 0.6
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 16,

due to rounding.

Percentages may not add to 100.0
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TABLE 15. Estimate of frequency with which older ‘I TABLE 15. concluded
people are treated respectfully by people P
younger than 35 (Percent) b
¢ ‘ ‘e:“
il
Non- ! Non-
N Always Usually Sometimes Never Other responsive 7; ] N Always Usually Sometimes Never Other responsive
i
SEX N RACE
1 39.8 25 8 5 5 1.2 2.0 White 811 30.6 41.3 23.4 3.4 0,7 0.5
Mgiﬁnty ifi 52.7 44.5 24,2 3.3 1.4 3.8 County 42 28.1 45.9 22.4 2.7 0.2 0.7
City 196  29.6 34,7 27.6 7.1 1.0 0.0 City 369 33.6 3.8 24.7 4.3 1.4 0.3
Female 585 33.8 36.2 24,3 3.9 1.0 0.7 BéaCk 133 gé*l 51-1 31.7 8.9 2.8 bob
County 288 36.5 41,3 18.4 2.4 0.7 0.7 % C?gnty o 22-8 2202 4§-§ 13-2 ;-g 12.3
City 297 31.3 31.3 30.0 5.4 1.3 0.7 | ity . . . 1. . 0.8
AGE INCOME
Less 3000 360 29,2 29.2 31.7 5.5 2.5 2.0
- i . . .0 1.3 . . .
e ey L 2.0 29:2 > e e County 139 32.4 34.5 23.0 2.2 3.6 4.3
City 154 24.0 35.7 31.8 7.1 0.6 0.6 City 221 27.1 2>.8 37.1 7.7 1.8 0.5
- 3000-5999 247 35.6 33.6 23.5 5.7 0.4 1.2
= . . . . 0-7 °
70-74 290 29.3 37.6 27.9 3.1 1.4 County 128 33.6 39.1 21.1 3.9 0.0 2.3
County 160 31.3 41,3 23.8 1.2 1.2 1.2 . oot 12 P el 6 > PP oo
City 130 26.9 33.1 33.1 5.4 1.5 0.0 } A y . . : . :
75 & older 394 36.0 37.6 19.3 4.6 1.0 1.5 ) i 6900-8999 e 308 47.4 19.9 1.3 0.0 0.6
County 185 34,1 45.9 13.5 3.2 0.5 2.7 county 27. 1.5 18.4 1.9 0.0 1.0
City 209 37.8 30.1 24.4 5.7 1.4 0.5 ity 3 377 39.6 22.6 0.0 9.0 0.0
| 9000-11999 66 21.2 54.6 21.2 3.0 0.0 0.0
MARITAL STATUS [ County 41 19.5 56.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Never married 82 34.2 40.2 19,5 3.7 1.2 1.2 City 25 24.0 52.0 16,0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Count 32 34.4 46.9 18.8 0.0 0,0 0.0 :
City 50 .0 36.0 20.0 6.0 270 2.0 12000 & above 81 23,5 54.3 16.1 3.7 1.2 1.2
] County 35 28.6 48.6 17.1 5.7 0.0 0.0
Married 361 25.5 43.7 24.1 4.2 1.4 1.1 City 4 19.6 >8.7 15.2 2.2 2.2 2.2
Gounty 2l gg-g gg'g 22.7 23 i'g o i Non-responsive 81  36.6 39,0 20,7 3.7 0.0 0.0
y ¥ : ¥ . . - County 53 35.8 41,5 18.9 3.8 0,0 0.0
Widowed 500 34.0 32,2  26.6 4.8 1.0 1.4 R City 29 37.9 34.5 24.1 3.4 0.0 0.0
Gounty 2 e 201 ol oy 08 2 I | M craw zomr 1000 30.4 37.4 24,7 bb 1.1 2.0
y : oY . : ° : i County 500 30.6 42,6 20,8 2.8 1.0 2.2
Divorced/separated 49 28,6 44.9 22.4 4.1 0.0 0.0 m’m §}i City >00 30.2 32.2 28.6 6.0 1.2 1.8
County 18 50.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 L | =
s 31 16.1 51.6 25.8 6.5 0.0 0.0 IS
City = | f NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 24, Percentages may not add to
I i } 100,0 due to rounding.
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TABLE 16, Summary of victimization incidents by - : TABLE 16. concluded
age, marital status, race, and dwelling I i :
Fraud (includ-
Robbery & Burglary & ﬂ; ing consumer Harassment by
assault illegal entry & 1 : Larceny Auto Theft Vandalism fraud telephone
N County  City County  City County City County City County City County City County City
scr 11
65-69 235 1 8 8 2 L 17 23 0 2 12 5 39 50 40 28
Male 96 1 4 2 2 g:[ ; I 6 8 0 2 3 2 18 27 13 8
Female 139 0 4 6 0 ’ 5 11 15 0 0 9 3 21 23 27 20
70-74 205 0 9 4 5 T T 18 16 0 2 8 5 45 33 38 22
Male 79 0 4 3 1 L4 10 4 0 2 5 2 24 12 10 2
Female 126 0 5 1 4 ] 8 12 0 0 3 3 21 21 28 20
i o
75 & older 259 0 9 8 12 i ; 10 31 0 2 7 12 40 46 27 55
Male 84 0 2 2 4 ‘ - 2 10 0 2 1 3 22 16 4 16
Female 175 0 7 6 8 IR 8 21 0 0 6 9 18 30 23 39
[E DA i
Total %699 1 26 20 19 g: e 45 70 0 6 27 22 124 129 105 105
Male 259 1 10 7 7 . 18 22 0 6 9 7 64 55 27 26
Female 440 0 16 13 12 T ' ;{‘ 27 48 0 0 18 15 60 74 78 79
i UL
MARITAL STATUS
; it
Never married 59 0 2 1 2 }I ’ {Hi 7 . 9 0 0 2 3 4 13 4 12
Married 258 1 4 7 6 P 18 17 0 5 11 6 61 54 42 26
Widowed 346 0 17 10 10 ‘ - 17 39 0 1 14 12 55 52 57 62
Divorced/separated 36 0 3 2 1 II H?: 3 5 0 0 0 1 4 10 2 5
5 il
Total *699 1 26 20 19 : j 45 70 0 6 27 22 124 129 105 105
T S—
N White Black White Black I dhp White Black White Black White Black White Black White Black
DWELLING g
- Lo
Rooming house 1 0 0 1 0 []: j i'ﬁ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Duplex 53 1 1 1 0 ' I 7 2 0 0 5 (0] 20 0 15 1
Four unit apartment ! 80 8 1 5 2 e 10 4 1 0 2 1 25 1 20 0
More than 4 unit apartment 123 3 0 3 2 fl NE 21 5 0 0 7 1 38 6 34 3
Metropolitan housing 60 2 2 0 0 i i B 3 5 1 3 1 1 6 13 8 15
Single family » 332 3 1 19 3 ‘ 36 11 0 1 25 1 95 32 92 13
Other 50 4 1 3 0 o }} 9 2 0 0 5 0 14 3 8 1
|8 o
: &
Total *699 21 6 32 7 86 29 2 4 45 4 198 55 177 33
Waite 561 l ?5
Black 138 &
Other 1 1\
! E NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 33-A, 34-A, 34-C, 35-A, 36-A,
Lo 40-A, 41, 44, 45-A, 46, 50-A, and 51-B.
4 % ! g *This number represents in:idents reported by 440 respondents (322 incidents
A-2 S involving 206 in the county and 377 incidents involving 234 in the city).
el
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| l TABLE 18. Life insurance policies and payments f,
TABLE 17.  Contract with door-to-door salesman . | T |
and advance payment for work at home ff | B
1S : County City Total :
i 1 N N N b
County City Total 0I5 i }
N N N Li Number of policies
1
Contract with door to door salesman " j One 146 162 308
b
Furnace repair 4 1 5 ) Two , 134 151 285 ‘
. ]
Chimney repair 1 1 2 | Three 73 40 113 | ;
Roof or gutter repair 8 3 11 ; Four 25 16 41
' Foundation repair or replacement 1 0 1 Five or more _16 8 24
Blacktop driveway or walk 4 2 6 S o : Total 394 377 771
Tree, shrubbery, yard trimming 55 ‘ 23 78 ' None 106 123 229 :
Other 5 6 11
Payments on policies
Contract with door-to-door salesman 7 . ,
for cemetery plot or own funeral 32 9 41 Weekly 2 1 3
Advance payment for work done around f Biweekly 1 4 5
living quarters 33 23 56
Monthly 82 137 219
Total 143 68 211 ) Other 295 205 500
Nonresponsive (usually
paid by someone else) 14 30 44 ;
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 48, 49 and 51-A. Multiple ‘ —_— —_— -
responses possible. ) ! Total 394 377 771
= NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 52-B and 52-C.
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TABLE 19. Comparison of health care pricing policies between ﬁ ‘ jL TABLE 19, concluded
medicare and non-medicare recipients (Percent) ’2
L .
Don't Non- k 4 s Don't Non-.
N More Less Same know responsive i N More Less Same know responsive
R
SEX  RACE
Male 409 50.9 0.7 32.5 13.9 2.0 White 814 50.1 1.1 33.1 15.0 0.7
County 211 56.4 0.5 26.5 14.2 2.4 | County 43 39.1 0.7 29.1 10.8 0.2
City 198 449 1.0 38.9 13.6 1.5 | City 371 39.4 1.6 37.7 19.9 t.3
Female 588 43.4 1.2 33.3 20.8 1.4 R plack 182 392 2-6 339 2.8 o
County 288 52.1 0.7 29.9 16.3 1.0 ; ounty 5 .3 0. 23 51, .
City 300 35.0 1.7 36.7 25.0 1.7 y Gity 126 38.1 0.8 37.3 21.4 2.4
ACE | i Other 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
65-69 309 48.2 1.3 32.4 16.5 1.6 o coE
ggggty 12 a 3 a7 e I | Less 3000 362 36.7 1.7 35.1 24,0 2.5
’ ) ) ) ) " p County 138 39.9 0.0 26,1 29.7 4.3
70-74 290 42,1 1.4 39.0 16.6 1.0 § 2 City 224 34.8 2.7 40.6 20.5 1.3
Count 160 7.5 0.6 36.9 13.8 1.3 .
Cgﬁ; y 130 gs 4 2 s 0.0 o8 3000-5999 247 51,0 0.4 33.2 14.2 1.2
. . . . ° T County 128 59.4 0.0 27.3 12.5 0.8
75 & older 398 48.2 0.5 29.2 20,1 2.0 | City 119 42.0 0.8 39.5 16.0 1.7
County 185 55.1 0,0 25.9 16.8 2.2
City 213 2.3 09 319 23.0 19 - , 6000-8999 158 48.1 1.9 33.5 14.6 1.9
21 County 103 55,3 2.9 31.1 9.7 1.0
MARTTAL STATUS “ | City 55 34.5 0.0 38.2 23.6 3.6
Never married 82 42.7 1.2 35.4 20,7 0.0 2 : ; 9000-11999 66 60.6 0.0 27.3 12.1 0.0
County 32 46.9 0.0 28.1 25.0 0.0 Lo County 41 68.3 0.0 26.8 “.9 0.0
City 50 40.0 2.0 40.0 18 O 0.0 :vs g) Clty 25 48.0 0.0 2800 24.0 0.0
[ 1A
Married 365 53.7 0.6 30.1 14.3 14 gf'g h 12000 & over 82 54.9 0.0 34.2 9.8 1.2
. . ° [

County 212 58.5 0.5 25.9 14.2 0.9 B Sounty Zg gg'g 8'8 gg'z lg'g g'g
City 153 47.1 0.7 35.9 14,4 2.0 Eﬁ 4 ity . . . .
Widowed 502 42,8 1.4 34.9 18.9 2.0 1 Non-responsive 82 >2.4 0.0 25.6 22.0 0.0
County 238 51.7 0.8 30.7 14.3 2.5 Ty County 33 64.2 0.0 26.4 9.4 0.0
City 264 34.8 1,9 38.6 23.1 1.5 [y City 29 31.0 0.0 24.1 44.8 0.0
|
Divorced/separated 49 35.4 0.0 31.2 31,2 2.1 P GRAND TOTAL 1000 46.3 1.0 32.9 17.9 1.9
County 17 41.2 0.0 29.4 29.4 0.0 | County 500 53.8 0.6 28,4 15.4 1.8
City 31 32.3 0.0 32,3 32,3 3.2 City 500 38.8 1.4 37.4 20,4 2.0

b g NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 47. Percentages may not add to
¥ L‘ 100.0 due to rounding.
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- f TABLE 21, Evaluation of older person's safety
ﬁ% 1 in neighborhood in daylight (Percent)
TABLE 20. Direct and vicarious experience §K7
with victimization incidents (Percent) m gé Very Reasonably Somewhat Very Non-
di ) N safe safe unsafe unsafe responsive
County City Total 1 g3
— ‘f; © MALE
1. Rape or attempt to :
sexually assault any P 65-69 132 59.1 31.1 4.5 3.8 1.5
person living in gf NN County 69 69.6 23.2 2.9 2.9 1.4
dwelling il City 63 47.6 39.7 6.3 4.8 1.6
No 99.6 99.6 99.6 ’2 { gf 70-74 128 64.8 28.9 3.9 2.3
Yes 0.2 0.0 0.1 Iy T County 76 77.6 22.4 0.0 0.0
Nonresponsive 0.2 0.4 0.3 City 52 46.2 38.5 9.6 5.8
™ {
g} E‘ 75 & older 150 47.3 42.0 4.0 4.7 2.0
2. Assault or threaten . - County 67 65,2 33.3 0.0 0.0 1.5
to assault any per- 1 ;i; i City 83 33.7 49.4 7.2 8.4 1.2
son Hiving in duelling 5 A Total 410 56.6 34.4 4,1 3.7 1.2
No 98.6 95.8 97.2 1 County 212 71.1 26.1 0.9 0.9 0.9
Yes 1,2 3.4 2.3 f fg City 198 41.4 43.4 7.6 6.6 1.0
Nonresponsive 0.2 0.8 0.5 L
1
s | FEMALE
3. Friends or zeéatives ; 4 65-69 176 3.9 590 - 1 -
victimize uring - - . o . . .
past year | - County 86 56.5 38.8 3.5 1.2
AR City 93 20,0 66.7 11.1 1.1 1.1
No 91.6 88.8 90.2 L P
Yes 8.2 9.8 9.0 ; 70-74 163 37.4 49.7 9.2 3.1 0.6
Nonresponsive 0.2 1.4 0.8 § gounty gg ;i.g g;.g 1;.2 g.g
: ity . . .
gé 75 & older 248 47.3 42,0 4.0 4.7 2.0
! County 118 57.6 33.1 2.5 3.4 3.4
. City 130 25.4 46.9 10.8 13.8 3.1
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 37-A (1), 38-A (2), and i i 4
42-A (3). i Total 590 38.6 46.4 7.6 .9 1.5
4 N County 288 55.7 37.3 3.1 2.4 1.4
. City 302 22.8 56.0 12.1 7.4 1.7
“ GRAND TOTAL 1000 46.0 41.5 6.2 4.4 1.9
" Té County 500 62.0 32.4 2,2 1.8 1.6
| [ i City 500 30.0 50.6 10.2 7.0 2.2
L f
i
LN I S NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 53-A, Percentages may not add to
3@ 100.0 due to rounding,
A-30 Mi % A-31
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MALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

TABLE 22,

Evaluation of older person's safety
in neighborhood after dark (Percent)

=

Very
N safe

Reasonably
safe

responsive

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 53-B.
100.0 due to rounding.
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MALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65-69
County
City

70~74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL

County
City

Percentages may not add to

NOTE:
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TABLE 23, Evaluation of personal safety walking
with another person in neighborhood
after dark (Percent)
Very Reasonably Non-
N safe safe responsive
132 28.0 48.5 8.3 4.5
69 39.1 46.4 5.8 2.9
63 15.9 50.8 1,1 6.3
128 32.8 40,6 8.6 1.5
76 40,8 44,7 3.9 2,6
52 21,2 34.6 15.4
150 26.6 44,0 14,7 3.3
67 35.8 46.3 1.5 6.0
83 19.3 42,2 25.3 1.2
410 29.0 44,4 10.7 3.2
212 38.7 45.8 3.8 3,8
198 18.7 42,9 18.2 2.5
179 16.8 53.6 13.4 2.2
86 20.9 62,8 3.5
93 12.9 45,2 22,6 4.3
163 15.3 46.0 17.8 0.6
84 17.9 57.1 7.1
79 12.7 34.2 29,1 1.3
248 13.3 43,5 24,6 4,0
118 16.9 50.8 13.6 4.2
130 10.0 36.9 34.6 3.8
590 14.9 47.3 19.3 2.5
288 18.4 56.2 8.7 1.7
302 11.6 38.7 29,5 3.3
1000 20,7 46,1 15.8 2.8
500 27.0 51.8 6.6 2.6
500 14.4 40.4 25.0 3.0

Data based on interview
100.0 due to rounding.

questionnaire Item 53-C,

Percentages may not add to
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} i i
) ) T o Feeling of safety in own room,
TABLE 24, Feeling of safety walking to and H‘-» * \ 1T TABLE 25. .
around shopping center alone . o apartment, home (Percent)
om
7 ﬂ-l | ﬁ Very Reasonably Somewhat Very Non-
Not able - o N safe safe unsafe unsafe responsive
Very Reasonably Somewhat Very to Non- ‘ i
N safe safe unsafe unsafe walk responsive gi- g "}'
- 3 MALE
HALE Il T 65-69 132 86.4 9.1 3.8 0.0 0.8
65-69 132 36.4 50.8 3.8 2.3 3.0 3.8 de County 69 88.4 g-; 4.8 0.0 1.6
County 69  30.4 58.0 2.9 0.0 4.3 4.3 | City 63 84.1 . .
City 63  42.8 42.8 4.8 4.8 1.6 3.2 }f 7074 128 84 .4 14.8 0.0 0.0 0.8
i - ' : 0.0 0,0
70-74 128 39,8 46.1 9.4 0.0 2.3 2.3 County o 32'3 i?'i 0.0 0.0 1.9
County 76 40.8 47 .4 7.9 0.0 2.6 1.3 T City ’ )
City 52 38,5 44,2 11.5 0.0 1.9 3.8 }; 75 & oldes 150 81.3 17.3 0.7 0.0 0.7
75 & older 150  30.7 54,0 4.0 2,0 4.7 4,7 County 67 83.6 14.9 0.0 0.0 1.5
. ) . . . . . T . 19.3 0.0 1.2
County 67 29.8 58.2 0.0 1.5 6.0 4.5 i City ' 83 79.5
ota . *
T ' T County 212 85.8 12.7 0.9 0.0 0.5
otal 410  35.4 50,5 5.6 1.5 3.4 3.7 1 g : 198 81.8 15.9 1.5 0.5 1.0
County 212 34,0 54.2 3.8 0.5 4.2 3.3 i : City . )
City 198  36.9 46.5 7.6 2.5 2.5 4.0
T: 3
I FEMALE
AN .
TRLE 65-69 179 77.1 20.7 ;.; 8.3
65-69 179  25.7 56.4 8.9 2.8 2.8 3.4 I * County o 33'2 ig'; 1.1 1.1
County 86  29.1 55.8 9.3 2.3 2.3 1.2 i City 93 0 :
City 93 22,6 57.0 8.6 3.2 3.2 5.4 ” N 70-74 163 742 23.3 1.2 0.0 1.2
r{g ] ‘! - ¢ O'O 0.0
70~74 163 23.3 62.0 8.0 3.1 1.8 1.8 I ! County 84 ;g'g fg'? 2.5 0.0 2.5
County 84  21.4 63.1 8.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 City [ . ’
City 79 25,3 60.8 7.6 3.8 1.3 1.3 I f 75 & older 248 75.4 23.0 1.6 0.0
: ! o 3.4 0.0
75 & older 248 24,2 48.4 6.8 5.6 9.3 5.6 - - County 1.8 33'2 3?"; 0.0 0.0
County 118 18.6 55.1 6.8 3.4 10.2 5.9 _r . City 130 : . ’
City 130 29.2 42.3 6.9 7.7 8.5 5.4 | ' Total 590 75 6 22.4 1.5 0.2 0.3
, bk o > '
e 2. 1 Oo 0
Total 590  24.4 54.6 7.8 4.1 5.2 3.9 : County ggg §§'§ iS'Z 0.9 0.3 0.7
County 288  22.6 57.6 8.0 2.7 5.6 3.5 i ik City : )
City 302 26.2 51.7 7.6 5.3 5.0 4.3 ﬁ{ | i
i ,  GRAND TOTAL 1000 79.0 18.9 1.4 0.2 03
GRAND TOTAL 1000 28,9 52, 6.9 3.0 4.5 3.8 Ll 1 cowey 30 aon0 176 1.2 0.4 0.8
County 500 27.4 56.2 6.2 1.8 3.0 3.4 S Y iy 20 . '
City 500  30.4 49.6 7.6 4.2 4.0 4,2 f
z?§»
V { - NOIE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 58. Percentages may not add to
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 57, Percentages may not add to 100,0 | iVl 100.0 due to rounding.
due to rounding. “ A-35
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MALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65~69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

TABLE 26.  Whether or not safe place
to sit or walk outdoors (Percent)
Non-
N Yes No responsive
132 97.0 2.3 0.8
69 100.0 0.0 0.0
63 93.7 4.8 1.5
128 97.7 1.6 0.8
76 98.7 1.3 0.0
52 96.2 1.9 1.9
150 96.7 3.3 0.0
67 100.0 0.0 0.0
83 94.0 6.0 0.0
410 97.1 2.4 0.5
212 99.5 0.5 0.0
198 94.4 4.5 1.0
179 92.2 7.3 0.6
86 95.3 4.7 0.0
93 89.2 9.7 1.1
163 90.2 9.2 0.6
84 96.4 3.6 0.0
79 83.5 15.2 1.3
248 90.3 8.5 1.2
118 94.9 5.1 0.0
130 86.2 11.5 2.3
590 90.8 8.3 0.8
283 95.5 4.5 0.0
302 86.4 11.9 1.7
1000 93.4 5.9 0.7
500 97.2 2,8 0.0
500 89.6 9.0 1.4

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 59-B,
not add to 100,0 due to rounding.
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TABLE 27, Perception of difference in probability of
victimization between younger and slder
age groups (Percent)

Young Young Chances No Non-~
N less apt more apt are same opinion responsive
SEX
Male 410 75.6 6.1 13.9 4.4
County 212 72.6 5.7 16.5 5.2
City 198 78.8 6.6 11.1 3.5
Female 588 74.7 6.3 15.5 3.6
County 238 , 67.0 9.0 20,1 3.8
City 300 82.0 3.7 11,0 3.3
AGE
65-69 310 74,2 7.1 15.8 2.9
County 155 66.5 9.0 20,6 3.9
City 155 81,9 5.2 11.0 1.9
70-74 290 76,2 5.5 14,1 4,1
County 160 71.9 7.5- 16,9 3,8
City 130 81,5 3.1 10.8 4.6
75 & older 398 74,9 6.0 14,6 4.5
County 185 69.7 6.5 18.4 5.4
City 213 79.3 5.6 11,3 3.8
MARITAL STATUS
Never married 82 80.5 7.3 12.2 0.0
County 32 75.0 9.4 15.6 0.0
City 50 84.0 6.0 10.0 0,0
Married 364 72,2 7.1 16,5 4,1
County 212 69.3 6.6 19.3 4.7
City 152 76.3 7.9 12.5 3.3
Widowed 502 75.5 5.6 14.5 4.4
County 238 69.3 8.0 18.1 4.6
City 264 81.1 3.4 11.4 4,2
Divorced/separated 49 77.3 5.6 12,7 4.4
County 18 61,1 11,1 22,2 5.6
City 31 93.5 0,0 3.2 3.2
A-38
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TABLE 27. concluded
Young Young Chances No Non-
N less apt more apt are same opinion responsive
RACE
White 814 72.7 6.1 16,8 4,3
County 443 68.8 6.3 20.5 4.3
City 371 77.4 5.9 12,4 4.3
Black 183 85.2 6.6 6.0 2.2
County 57 73.7 17.5 3.5 5.3
City 126 90,5 1.6 7.1 0.8
Other 1 18C.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
INCOME
Less 3000 362 82.9 4.4 8.0 4.7
County 139 74.8 8.6 10,8 5.8
City 223 87.9 1.8 6.3 4,0
3000~5999 247 74.5 8.1 14.6 2.8
County 128 72.7 8.6 14,8 3.9
City 119 76.5 7.6 14.3 1.7
6000~8999 158 63.9 8.2 24,7 3.2
County 103 63.1 7.8 26.2 2.9
City 55 65.5 9.1 21.8 3.6
9000-11999 66 68.2 7.6 21.2 3,0
County 41 63.4 7.3 26.8 2.4
City 25 76.0 8.0 12,0 4.0
12000 & above 82 68.3 4.9 22,0 4.9
County 36 55.6 2.8 33.3 8.3
City 46 78.3 6.5 13.0 2.2
Non-responsive 82 75.6 4.9 14.6 4.9
County 53 73.6 5.7 17.0 3.8
City ‘ 29 79.3 3.4 10.3 6.9
GRAND TOTAL 1000 74.8 6.2 14.8 3.9 0.3
County 500 69.4 7.6 18.6 4.4 0.0
City 500 80,2 4.8 11,0 3.4 0.6

NOTE: 'Data based on interview questionnaire Item 68,
due to rounding,

Percentages may not add to 100.0
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. ) 1 ! TABLE 28, concluded
TABLE 28, Perception of change in probability of being : QH
attacked or robbed during past few years (Percent) 2
TR ]?
N No Non-
_N? Non . : N Up Dowm Unchanged opinion responsive
N Up Down Unchanged opinion responsive
RACE
SEX
N 6.6 | White 815 64,9 3.7 25.0 6.4
Male 410 63.9 2.4 27.1 7-1 | County 443 64.6 3.4 26.9 5.2
County 212 58.0 2.8 32.1 . City 372 65.3 4.0 22,8 7.8
City 198 70,2 2.0 21.7 6,1
ﬁ Black 183 82,5 3.8 7.1 6.6
Female 589 71.1 4.6 18.0 g-g : County 57 70,2 7.0 8.8 14.0
County 288 70,5 4.5 19.4 . City 126 88.1 2.4 6.3 3.2
City 301 71.8 4.7 16.6 7.0 ‘
; Other 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
AGE
| INCOME
65~69 311 73.0 2.9 18.9 5.1 - A
County 155 71.6 2.6 2;.9 2-2 Less 3000 363 74.9 3.9 14.0 7.2
City 156 74.4 3.2 16.0 . County 139 66.9 6.5 17.3 9.4
City 224 79.9 2.2 12,1 5.8
70-74 290 69.7 3.1 20.0 7.2 l
County 160 65.0 3.8 23,8 7-3 | 3000-5999 247 69.6 b 20.7 5.3
City 130 75.4 2.3 15.4 6. County 128 71,9 3.9 18.8 5.5
City 119 67.2 5,0 22.7 5.0
75 & older 398 63.3 4.8 25.1 6.8
County 185  60.0 4.2 28,1 J - 6000-8999 158 60.8 5.7 29,8 3.8
City 213 66.2 4.7 22.5 . County 163 63.1 3.9 29,1 3.9
) City 55 56.4 9.1 30.9 3.6
MARITAL STATUS .
2.4 | : 9000-11999 66 60,6 1.5 31.8 6.1
Never married 82 79.3 4.9 13.4 3-1 by County 41 56.1 0.0 41,5 2.4
County 32 71.9 3,1 21,9 . (. City 25 68.0 4.0 16.0 12,0
City 50 84.0 6.0 8.0 2,0 ;
I& 12000 & above 82 52.4 2.4 34.2 11.0
Married 365 66.0 2.5 26.0 5.5 County 36 47.2 2.8 41,7 8.3
County 212 64.2 3.3 28.3 4.2 - City 46 56.5 2,2 28.3 13.0
City 153 68.6 1.3 22.9 7.2 }V
7.9 = Non-responsive 82 69.5 0.0 23,2 - 7.3
Widowed 502 68.7 4.4 19,7 8.0 County 53 67.9 0.0 26.4 5.7
County 238 66.4 4.2 21.4 . ih City 29 72,4 0.0 17.2 10.3
City 264 70.8 4.5 18.2 6.4 I
5 9 GRAND TOTAL 1000 68.1 3.7 21,7 6.4 0.1
Divorced/separated 49 59.2 4.1 24.5 1 2 SNt County 500 65.2 3.8 24.8 6.2 0.0
County 18 50,0 5.6 33.3 11, Hj 1 {[ City 500 71.0 3.6 18.6 6.6 0.2
City 31 64.5 3.2 19.4 12,9 L
i | NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 69, Percentages may not add up to
100.0 due to rounding.
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MALE

65~69
County
City

7074
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL

County
City

NOTE:

TABLE 29, Concern about having room,
apartment, home broken into (Percent)
Very Somewhat Not Don't think Non-
N concerned concerned worried about it Other responsive
132 12,1 33.3 37.9 14.4 0.7 1.5
69 14.5 34.8 29.0 20,3 1.4
63 9.5 31.8 47.6 7.9 0.0 3.2
128 10.2 32.0 37.5 18.8 0.0 1.6
76 13,2 28.9 32.9 25,0 0.0
52 5.8 36.5 44,2 9.6 0.0 3.8
150 8.0 26.7 46,7 18,7 0.0
67 7.5 32.8 34.3 25.4 0.0
83 8.4 21,7 56.6 13.3 0.0
410 10.0 30.5 41.0 17.3 0.2 1.0
212 11.8 32.1 32.1 23.6 0.5
198 8.1 28.8 50.5 10.6 0.0 2,0
179 6.7 33.0 34,6 25,1 0.6
86 9.3 36.0 23.3 30.2 1.2
93 4.3 30.1 45,2 20.4 0.0
163 7.4 29.4 39.9 22,7 0.0 0.6
84 10.7 26.2 34.5 28.6 0.0
79 3.8 32.9 45,6 16.5 0.0 1.3
248 5.2 21.4 41.9 30.2 0.8 0.4
118 5.9 21,2 42,4 29.7 0.0 0.8
130 4.6 21.5 41.5 30.8 1.5
590 6.3 27.1 39.2 26.6 0.5 0.3
288 8.3 27.1 34.4 29.5 0.3 0.3
302 4.3 27,2 43.7 23.8 0.6 0.3
1000 7.8 28.5 39.9 22.8 0.4 0.6
500 9.8 29,2 33.4 27.0 0.4 0.2
500 5.8 27.8 46.4 18.6 0.4 1.0

100.0 due to rounding.
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Data based on interview questionnaire Item 66.

Percentages may not add to
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MALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
Civy

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

NOTE:;

Data based on interview questionnaire Ttem 67-A.

TABLE 30, Concern about being mugged, assaulted,
robbed at home or on street (Percent)
Very Somewhat Not Don't think Non-~
N concerned concerned worried about it Other responsive
132 9.1 30.3 40.9 18.9 0.8
69 10.1 29.0 37.7 21.7 1.4
63 7.9 31.7 44.4 15.9 0.0
128 7.0 34.4 43.8 14,1 0.0 0.8
76 7.9 39.5 31.6 21.1 0.0
52 5.8 26.9 61.5 3.8 0.0 1.9
150 6.7 29.3 42,7 21.3 0.0
67 7.5 34.3 26.9 31.3 0.0
83 6.0 25.3 55.4 13.3 0.0
410 7.6 31.2 42.4 18.3 0.2 0.2
212 8.5 34.4 32,1 24,5 0.5
198 6.6 27.8 53.5 11.6 0.0 0.5
179 6.1 36.3 30.7 22.3 4.5
86 5.8 36.0 23.3 29.1 5.8
93 6.5 36.6 37.6 16.1 3.2
163 9.8 36.2 28.2 24,5 0.0 1.2
84 7.1 35.7 23.8 32,1 0.0 1,2
79 12.6 36.7 32.9 16.4 0.0 1.3
248 7.7 28.2 41.5 21.8 0.8
118 7.6 28.8 40,7 22,0 0.8
130 7.7 27.7 42.3 21.5 0.8
590 7.8 32.9 34.6 22.7 1.7 0.3
288 6.9 32.9 30.6 27.1 2.1 0.3
302 8.6 32.8 38.4 18.5 1.3 0.3
1000 7.7 32.2 37.8 20.9 1.1 0.3
500 7.6 33.6 31.2 26.0 1.4 0.2
500 7.8 30.8 44,4 15.8 0.8 0.4

Percentages may not add to

100.0 due to rounding,
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TABLE 31.

Opinions about crime in
neighborhood (Percent)

1. Comparison of neighborhood
level of crime with other

places,
More
About the same

Less
Don't know
Nonresponsive

Total

2, Neighborhood identity of
those committing crime

By people living here

By outsiders -

Equally by people living

here and outsiders
No crime happening
Don't know
'Nonresponsive

Total

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 71 (1) and 72 (2),

County

2.2
16.8
68,8
10.6

1.6

City

7.8

43.2
34.0

13.0

2.0

100.0 100.9

8.0

52.0

13.4
6.0
20.0
0.6

100.0

[

12.0

44.0

23.6
0.8
19.0
0.6

100.0

e,

=

=]

[
[ S

Total [

i
i

—

4.0

('- >

30.0

2§

.
L&

51.4
11.8 :

oz
b

2.8

100.0 .
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3 wod [

10.0

=

48.0

[ Feasrori

i

18.5

2.4

19.5
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0.6 [

100.0
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Page left blank to

preserve table sequence
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TABLE 32, Perception of discrepancy between actual seriousness of ’ ‘?{ TABLE 32.  concluded
crime and newspaper and TV reporting (Percent) .
No Non- ] ' No Non-
N Less More Same opinion responsive N Less More Same opinion  responsive
F ; 1
B |
SEX g RACE
4
Male 410 6.3 50,7 36.1 6.8 | | .
County 212 6.1 50.0 36.3 7.5 White 815 6.4 49.4 38.4 5.8
City 198 6.6 51.5 35.9 6.1 ggg;ty g?g g-g 23-; gz ; ?-g
3 Female 588 6.3 51,2 36.7 5.8
; County 288 5.9 52.8 36,8 b5 ’ Béiﬁﬁty 125 g-g ;g g ig-g 12 g
i Gity 300 6.7 49.7 36.7 7.0 § City 125 7.2 52.8 35,2 4.8
; AGE '
. — . Other 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100,0
; 65-69 311 6.1 55.3 34.7 3.9 E
: County 155 5.2 59.4 32.9 2.6
i City 156 7.1 51,3 36.5 5.1 E INCOME
' 75 & older 397 6.3 48.4 38.5 6.8 “ 3300‘5999 igg ;g-; §i°2 §g°g Z';
2 County 185 5.4 45.9 41.1 7.6 { P 119 > 5 . P
] City 212 7.1 50.5 36.3 6.1 ity L 2. 47.9 36.1 -
X MARTTAL STATUS . “ 6000-8999 158 7.0 46.8 40.5 5.7
| . . County 103 4.9 50,5 38.8 5.8
‘ Never married 82 4,9 47.6 43.9 3.6 | City 35 10.9 40.0 43.6 3.5
: C 1 y [ ] L] L] :
ng;ty s >t gg : gg g Z.é 9600-11000 66 3.0 45,4 48.5 3.0
: * County 41 2.4 43.9 51.2 2.4
Married 364 6.9 49.7 37.4 6.0 City 25 4.0 48.0 44.0 4.0
Count 212 .7 50. 37.7 5.7
C;E; Y 159 g 6 8 0 36 8 e 12000 & above 82 8.5 46.3 41.5 3.7
* * ¢ ‘ ] County 36 13,9 41.7 44 .4 0.0
j Widowed 502 6.2 52.2 34,9 6.8 N City 46 4.3 30.0 39.1 6.5
punty . . 2 .
gztyty 322 g i :jjg g gg 4 2 ; Non-responsive 82 8.5 36.6 43.9 11.0
* ) ' County 53 5.7 41,5 49.1 3.8
Divorced/separated 49 6.1 53.1 34.7 6.1 City 29 13.8 27.6 34.5 24.1
gz:nty ;? lé'é Z%'S 22‘; g'? GRAND TOTAL 1000 6.3 50,9 36.4 6.2 0.2
LEy . . . . County 500 6.0 51.6 36.6 5.8 0.0
City 500 6.6 50.2 36.2 6.6 0.4
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 70, Percentages may not add to
A=46 100.0 due to rounding.
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TABLE 33.

Most important reasons older people do not
notify police after victimization (Percent)

Not want to take time and
get in big hassle

Not want harm or punish-
ment to come to offender

Afraid offender would
retaliate or come back
and get even

Police couldn't do
anything about it

Police wouldn't do
anything about it

Didn't know how or if
police should be notified

Too confused or upset
at the time

Not sure if offender
would be caught

Thought it was private-
not criminal matter

Fear of insurance cancel-
lation or increased
insurance cost

Afraid someone in author-

ity or family member

would:

1) Take away some inde-
pendence

2) Take charge of older
person's money

3) Make older person move
where rent might be
higher

Totals for K (1) (2) (3)

Afraid of going to court

A-48

65+69
Cty. City
24,6 36.5
2.9 4.8
62.3 71.4
7.2 7.9
8.7 19.0
1.4 1.6
34.8 30.2
10.1 22,2
1.4 0.0
0.0 0.0
1.4 9.5
14,5 20,6

70-74
Cty. City
27.6 51,9

5.3 0.0
63.2 75.0
10.5 5.8

1.3 9.6

6.6 11.5
22,4 23.1

2.6 17.3

3.9 1.9

1.3 3.8

2.6 7.7
15.8 23,1

75+ Total
Cty. City Cty. City
20.9 32,5 24.5 38,9
1.5 3.6 3.3 3.0
55.2 66,3 60.4 70,2
7.5 7.2 8.5 7.1
7.5 13.3 5.7 14,1
6.0 6.0 4,7 6.1
25.4 30,1 27.4 28.3
7.5 15.7 6.6 18,2
7.5 4.8 4,2 2.5
0.9 1.2 1.4 1,5
3.0 0.8 2.4 9.7
16.4 22.9 15.6 22,2

o -»—-n‘..,;\sﬁg

e

‘ ;<\ o TABLE 33. concluded ;
§[ i |
|
!i T FEMALE I
Rl 65-69 70-74 75+ Total GRAND Total Total !
Cty. City Cty. City Cty. City Cty. City TOTAL County City d
ii ; E 16.3 44,1 11.9  30.4 20.3  27.7  16.7 33.4 27.8 20.0 35.6
i{ 2.3 2.2 0.0 2.5 0.0 3.8 0.7 3.0 2.4 1.8 3.0
z | |
i 4 | 76.7 78.5 66.7 67.1 67.8  65.4 70,1  69.9 68.0 66.0 70.0
1 4.7 3.2 6.0 10,1 5.9 5.4 5.6 6.0 6.6 6.8 6.4 3
T 11.6 11.8 4.8 7.6 7.6 8.5 8.0 9,3 9.1 7.0 11.2 ;
i
T 7.0 6.5 11.8 2,5 7.6 3.1 5.9 4.0 5.1 5.4 4.8
- | 29.1 30.1 31.0 31.6 30.5 30.0 30.2  30.5 29.3 29.0 29.6
11.6 24,7 9.5 8.9 5.9 11,5 8.7 14.9 12.0 7.8 16.2
'~ 2.3 3.2 3.6 1.3 4.2 3,1 3.5 2.6 3.2 3.8 2.6 §
‘ ‘g 4.7 2.2 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.8 2.1 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.4 %
Ll
i |
- a
Il
éi T E?
* ] - :
| ﬁ,‘<k ;
B i
@ 4 116 11.8 4.3  10.1 7.6 11,5 10.8 11,2 8.9 7.2 10.6 ;
w (| F 12.8 29.0 17.9  22.8 18.6 22.3 16.7  24.5 19.9 16.2 23,6 :
,if NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 83 with multiple responses,
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TABLE 34. Telephone contact for help E »: gif
when fearful (Percent) b
County City Total i g‘
1. Contact ‘
Family member 26.0 29.2 27.6 i ‘}f ‘
| Friend 4.2 11.0 7.6 i I
- Neighbor 11.6 11.4 11.5 it
Social or agency worker 2.2 1.2 1.7 5 5
Police 53.4 41.6 47.5 ;
Other 2.4 5.0 3.7 I Il
Nonresponsive 0.2 0.6 0.4 { | ;
Total 100.0 100.0 100, 0 '
; ’ qj !
2. Expectation of immediate help g Page left blank to
Yes 97.2 93.8 9345 I preserve table sequence
No 0.4 ‘ 1.6 1.0 :
Other ) 0.8 2.0 1.4 {E
\ Nonresponsive 1.6 2.6 2.1 -
Total 100.0 m 100.0 %1
I
5 NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 26~A (1) and 26-B (2). é
] i
‘ |

]
S
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TABLE 35.

Consistency of lecking doors and windows
whenever leaving home (Percent)

Frm—

P

e -
—_—

o E

Hardly Non-
N Always ever Never responsive
SEX
Male 399 90.5 4.0 2.8 2.8
County 202 88.1 4,5 4.0 3.5
City 197 92.9 3.6 1.5 2.0
Female 583 89.4 7.2 0.9 2.6
County 287 87.8 8.0 1.4 2.8
City 296 90.9 6.4 0.3 2.4
AGE
65-69 306 92.8 4,3 1.3 1.6
County 151 91.4 4.6 2.0 2,0
City 155 94.2 3.9 0.6 1.3
70-74 285 89.1 6.3 1.8 2.8
County 156 88.5 5.8 2.6 3.2
City 129 89.9 7.0 0.8 2.3
75 & older 391 88,0 6.9 1.8 3.3
County 182 84,6 8.8 2,7 3.8
City 209 90.9 5.3 1.0 2.9
MARITAL STATUS
Never Married 82 96.3 1.2 2.4 0.0
County 32 96.9 0.0 3.1 0.0
City 50 96.0 2,0 2.0 0.0
Married 363 92.0 3.6 1.6 2.8
County 211 90.0 4.3 2.8 2.8
City 152 94.7 2.6 0,0 2,6
Widowed 490 86.7 8.8 1.4 3.1
County 230 83.9 0.0 2,2 3.9
City 260 89.2 7.7 0.8 2.3
Divorced/separated 46 93.5 2.2 2.2 2.2
County 16 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
City 30 90.0 3.3 3.3 3.3
A~52
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RACE

White
County
City

Black
County
City

Other
INCOME

Less 3000
County
City

3000~5999
County
City

6000-8999
County
City

9000~11999
County
City

12000 & above
County
City

Non~responsive
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

NOTIE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 61,
100.0 due to rounding,

TABLE 35, concluded

Hardly Non-
N Always ever Never responsive

812 89,2 6.0 1.8 3.0
441 87.8 6.3 2.5 3.4
371 90.8 5.7 1.1 2.4
169 93.5 5.3 0.6 0.6
48 89.6 8.3 2.1 0.0
121 95.0 4,1 0.0 0.8
1 0.0 0.0 100.0
352 92.6 0.3 2.3
130 90.8 0.0 1.5
222 93.7 0.5 2.7
243 90.1 2.1 0.8
127 89.0 2.4 1.6
116 91.4 1.7 0.0
157 86.0 2.6 5.1
103 85.4 2.9 5.8
54 87.0 1.9 3.7
66 89.4 3.0 3.0
41 85.4 4.9 4.9
25 96.0 0.0 0.0
81 91.4 2.5 0.0
35 88.6 5.7 0.0
46 93.5 0.0 0.0
82 82,9 2.4 7.3
53 84.9 3.8 5.7
29 79.3 0.0 10.3

1000 88.1 1.6 2.6 1.9

500 86.0 2.4 3.0 2.2

500 90.2 0.8 2.2 1.6

Percentages may not add to
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TABLE 36. Consistency of keeping doors locked even when L ‘rr TABLE 36 concluded
‘ household members at home (Percent) _% i .
j Some-  Hardly Only at . Non-
Some- Hardly Only at Non- z f TE N Always times ever Night  Never responsive
N  Always times ever night Never responsive f i
T | . RACE
SEX i I White 813 69.4 11.3 5,2 10.2 3.9
Male 407 62.7 147 5.9 12.8 3.9 - Jounty Yi oo Sia e 2 ML 36
County 209 53.6 17.2 6.2 18.7 4.3 | i y . . . . .
o o ‘
City 198 72.2 12.1 5.6 6.6 3.5 Black 180 76.7 15,0 A 2.8 1.1
Female 587  76.2 10.1 b 6,1 3.2 I ! Siinty 122 23‘3 ii'g 2'2 Z'Z 3'3
County 286  71.3 11.5 5.6 8.6 2.8 L j v . : . . .
City 301 80.7 8.6 3.3 3.7 3.7 m ~ Other 1 0.0 0.0 0.0  100.0 0.0
AGE da ¥ INCOME
65-69 310 67,7 12,3 5.8 11.6 2.6 T Less 3000 360 79.7 9.4 3.1 3.6 4.2
County 154 62.3 14-3 5.8 15.6 1.9 j Count 136 77.9 11.8 2.9 5.1 2.9
City 156  73.1 10.3 5.8 7.7 3.2 - ounty y . . . .
. . . City 224 80.8 8.0 3.6 2.7 4.9
70-74 289 72.7 11.4 3.5 9.7 2.8 I? 1 3000-5999 247 67.2  14.2 7.3 10.1 1.2
County 159  64.2 13.2 3.8 15.1 3.8 i
oy 30 81 3 ° County 128 60.2  14.8 8.6 16.4 0.0
tty ‘ . . 3. 3.1 1.5 - City 119 74.8  13.4 5.9 3.4 2.5
I
73 & aldax 395 7.4 12,2 5.6 6.1 4.8 | 6000-8999 158 65.2 12,0 7.0 10.8 5.1
City 213 77.0 10.3 3.8 3.8 5.2 | - ounty y . . . '
- . . . , | City 55 76.4  12.7 3.6 5.5 1.8
MARTTAL STATUS - 9000-11999 66 59.2  13.6 3.0 21.2 3.0
Never married 82 81,7 8.5 2.4 6.1 1.2 gzznty g; ég'g ig'g g.g ig.g g.g
County 32 75.0 15.6 3.1 6.3 0.0 Y . : . y :
City 50 86.0 4.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 12000 & above 81 64.2  13.6 4.9 13.6 3.7
Married 365  60.0 15.6 7.1 13.4 3.8 county 22 2l 29-0 Z'; }2'8 2'2
County 212 55,2 17.0 7.1 17.5 3.3 y . . . . .
City 153 66.7 13.7 7.2 7.8 4.6 Non~-responsive 81 64.2 13.6 4.9 13.6 3.7
Widowed 497  76.9 9.3 4.0 6.4 3.4 gggnty gg ?é'g 12'3 g'g 12'3 §°2
County 233 69.5 11.6 5,2 10.3 3.4 7 : . ¥ . :

City 264 83.3 7.2 3.0 3.0 3.4 GRAND TOTAL 1000 70,2 11.9 5.0 8.8 3.5 0.6
Divorced/separated 49 67.4  18.4 4.1 4l 6.1 - . Sounty o o2 3 At S Ao o2
Gounty L 18 72.2 5.6 5.6 5.6 11,1 v y ¥ : . g ‘

City 31 64,5 25.8 3,2 3.2 3.2
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 62, Percentages may not add to
‘J 100.0 due to rounding.
i & .
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TABLE 37. Method of paying monthly bills (Percent)

=4

E
s
y s

[ ey

R

County City Total IT f IY 1
I !
By cash 25,2 21.2 23,2 | |
e . ? !
; ! i {
By check 71.8 56.8 64.3 Jt 3 i j ;
By money order - 11.4 21.4 16.4 - &
Other 3.0 2.4 2.7 ik

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 63,
Multiple responses possible.

R

TABLE 38, Precautions taken after self or
household member experienced
victimization incident

County City Total : ' Page left blank to
0. Obtained weapon 0 2 2 - preserve tabls sequence
1. Had checks deposited directly 1 1 2 i %
2, 1Installed better locks on door 4 5 9 § . ?
3. Put in alarm system or got dog 1 1 2 | § ;
4. Added outdoor lighting 5 0 5 E
5. Improved indoor lighting 1 1 2
6. Installed bars, steel mesh on windows 0 1 1 I ' ;
7. TIdentification numbers on property 1 3 4 i k ;
8. Hid valuable property 1 10 11 ‘E | i
9. Cooperative scheme with neighbor 1 3 4 - 7 l
10, Other 5 15 20 L . -
Total , 20 42 52 g Lo i
i L
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 39-A. Item relates only to ' ,§ .
respondents having experienced victimization directly or vicariously. E \; H
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T : TABLE 39, concluded
5 TABLE 39, Whether or not home has watch-dog (Percent) E - Nom-
; _— - M N Yes No responsive
P Non- ; —
N Yes No responsive § }{f_ RACE
B iU :
SEX é White 792 14.9 86.1
£ -_— i County 430 20.2 79.8
f Male 396 13.6 86.4 T | ( City ' 362 7.7 92.3
! County 202 19.8 80.2 | :
City 194 7.2 22.8 . |
Black 173 13.9 86.1
; Female 570 14.0 86.1 } : County 52 17.3 82.7
; County 280 20.0 80.0 ! i City 121 8.3 91,7
City 290 8.3 91.7 ]
K . Other 1 0.0 100.0
: AGE L |
— | INCOME
5§ 65-69 301 19.9 80.1 . B
: County 150 30.0 70.0 - [E A Less 3000 349 10.0 89.9
! City 151 9.9 20.1 - P County 132 14,4 85.6
! | City 217 7.4 92.6
; 70-74 282 12,1 87.9 T L
; County 155 16.1 83.9 | 3000-5999 238 13.9 86.0
City 127 7.1 92.9 County 124 16.1 83.9
| City 114 9.6 90.4
75 & older - 383 10.4 89.6 ET
County 177 14.7 85.3 y 6000-8999 155 20.6 79.4
City 206 6.8 93.2 - County 101 26.7 73.3
! . é City 54 9.3 90.7
| MARITAL STATUS e
B 9000-11999 64 26.6 73.4
Never married 78 10.3 89.; ¥ County 40 35.0 65.0
County 29 17.2 82. b City 24 12,5 87.5
City 49 T 6.1 93.9
e i 12000 & above 81 9.9 90.1
Married 350 18.3 81,7 I County 36 19.4 80.6
County 205 23.4 76.6 - : City 45 2.2 97.8
City 145 11.0 89.0 o !
t; P Nonresponsive 78 14,1 85.9
Widowed 488 12.3 87.7 L [ County 49 18.4 81.6
County 230 17.8 82,2 IR City 29 6.9 93,1
City 258 7.4 92.6 F i
ﬂj s GRAND TOTAL 1000 13.4 82.9 3.7
Divorced/separated 49 4.1 95.9 L F County 500 19,2 77.2 3.6
County 18 11,1 lgg.g n = l City 500 7.6 88.6 3.8
City , 31 0.0 ) ﬂi. §= E
e . .
@ o NOTE: Data based on interview Questionnaire Item 65, Percentages may not add
b %f to 100,0 due to rounding,
11
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g TABLE 40. Whether stranger permitted entry to home to
% get drink of water or use telephone (Percent)
§ 56 65 18 89
7 Don't 99 Non-
; N know No Yes responsive
SEX
; Male 408 5.2 77.9 16,9
i County 210 5.2 78.1 16.7
f City 198 5.1 77.8 17.2
g Female 581 4.0 91.7 4.3
) County 288 4.9 90.6 4.5
3 City 293 3.1 92.8 4.1
| AGE
f 65-69 309 3.9 85.8 10.3
] County 154 4.5 86.4 9.1
; City 155 3.2 85.2 11.6
{
| 70-74 284 5.3 83,4 11.3
, County 159 5.7 81.8 12.6
City 125 4.8 85.6 9.6
75 & older 396 4.3 88.1 7.6
' County 185 4.9 87.6 7.6
{ City 211 3.8 88.6 7.6
MARTTAL STATUS
- Never married 81 2.5 93.8 3.7
: County 32 6.3 90.6 3.1
; City 49 0.0 95.9 4.1
§ Married 363 5.5 78.5 16.0
f County 211 5.7 79.1 15.2
1 City 152 5.3 77.6 17.1
: Widowed ; 495 4.0 90.5 5.5
County ‘ 237 4.2 89.5 6.3
City 258 3.9 91.5 4.7
Divorced/Separated 49 4,1 83.7 12,2
County 18 5.6 94 .4, 0.0
City 31 3.2 77.4 19.4
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RACE

White
County
City

Black
County
City

Other
INCOME

Less 3000
County
City

3000-5999
County
City

6000-8999
County
City

9000-11999
County
City

12000 & above
County
City

Non-responsive
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

NOTE:

Data based on interview questionnaire Item 64-A.
to 100.0 due to rounding.

TABLE 40, concluded
Don't Non-
N know No Yes responsive

806 5.1 84,2 10.7
441 5.4 84.4 10.2
365 4.7 84.1 11.2
182 1.7 94,0 4.4
57 1.8 93.0 5.3
125 1.6 94.4 4.0
1 0.0 100.0 0.0
351 2.0 91.3 6.7
138 2.9 90.6 6.5
219 1.4 91.8 6.8
245 2.9 90,2 6.9
128 3.1 89.1 7.8
117 2,6 91.5 6.0
188 3.8 85.4 10.8
103 1.9 87.4 10.7
55 7.3 81.8 10.9
66 10.6 74.2 15,2
41 12.2 70.7 17.1
25 8.0 80.0 12,0
80 12.5 67.5 20,0
35 8.6 77.1 14.3
45 15.6 60.0 24,4
82 8.5 79.3 12.2
53 13.2 75.5 11.3
29 0.0 86.2 13.8

1000 4.4 85.1 9.4 1.1

500 5.0 85.0 9.6 0.4

500 3.8 85.2 9.2 1.8

Percentages may not add
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TABLE 41.

Complaints made to police after victimization
incidents and police follow-up on such reported

incidents

AGE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

RACE

White
County
City

Black
County
City

Other

TOTAL -~ 1000

County - 500
City =~ 500

NOTE:

* Percentage is of actual complaints made to police.

A-62

Complaints to
police after
victimization incidents

N

—

67
34
33

66
29
37

59
25
34

159
80
79

33

25

192

88
104

Reported incidents

followed up

by police
17 (25.4)
7 (20.6)
10 (30.3)
13 (19.7)
5 (17.2)
8 (21.6)
7 (11.9)
4 (16.0)
3 ( 8.8)
31 (19.5)
14 (17.5)
17 (21.5)
6 (18.2)
2 (25.0)
4 (16.0)
0
37 (19.3)
16 (18.2)
21 (20.2)

Data based on interview questionnaire Items 78-A and 78-B.
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MALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & older
County
City

Total
County
City

FEMALE

65-69
County
City

70-74
County
City

75 & Older
County
City

Total
County
City

GRAND TOTAL
County
City

e S - s ){
{
I

NOTE:

TABLE 42. Walking in neighborhood alone
when it's dark (Percent)
Every Few times Few times Not Non-~
N day a week a month Seldom able Never responsive .
132 7.6 7.6 11.4 26.5 0.0 47.0
69  10.1 11.6 13.0 34.8 0.0 30.4
63 4.8 3.2 9.5 17.5 0.0 65,1
128 3.9 9.4 7.0 29.7 0.0 50.0
76 5.3 9.2 9.2 42.1 0.0 34,2
52 1.9 9.6 3.8 11.5 0.0 73.1 1
150 7.3 5.3 0.7 29.3 1.3 56,0 !
67 6.0 6.0 1.5 35.8 3.0 47.8
83 8.4 4.8 0.0 24,1 0.0 62,7
410 6.3 7.3 6.1 28.5 0.5 51.2 !
212 7.1 9.0 8.0 37.7 0.9 37.3
198 5.6 5.6 4.0 18.7 0.0 66.2
179 2.8 5.6 5.6 15.6 0.6 69.8 !
86 3.5 4.7 8.1 22.1 0.0 61.6 {
93 2.2 6.5 3.2 9.7 1.1 77.4 ;
163 0.6 2.4 4.9 19.0 0.0 72.4 0.6 ;
84 0.0 2.4 7.1 23.8 0.0 66.7 ;
79 1.3 2.5 2.5 13.9 0.0 78.5 1.3 |
|
248 2.8 2.4 2.0 1.7 0.8 80.2 §
118 1.7 2.5 1.7 6.1 1.7 76.3 §
130 3.8 2.3 2.3 7.7 0.0 83.8 |
590 2.2 3.4 3.9 4.9 0.5 74.9 0.1 j
288 1.7 3.1 5.2 0.1 0.7 69.1 ]
302 2.6 3.6 2.7 9.9 0.3 80.5 0.3 i
1000 3.9 5.0 4.8 20.5 0.5 65,2 0.1 }
500 4.0 5.6 6.4 27.6 0.8 55,6 0.0 ;
500 3.8 A 3.2 13,4 0.2 74.8 0.2 i

Data based on interview questionnaire Item 56.
100.0 due to rounding.

Percernitages may not add to
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TABLE 43. Limitation or change in activities in past j?ﬂg TABLE 44 N i 1 s
few years because of crime concern (Percent) j & ' tggngg Egczuzzezftgagge:ezzrsd.ng
el
'fﬁ robbed or hurt (Percent)
7 Non- b
N ' Yes No responsive X
on=-
; N No Yes responsive
MALE ’
65-69 132 18.2 77.3 4.5 gﬁ | MALE
County 69 o7 5.0 7.2 ot " 65-69 132 83.3 12,1 4.5
City 63 8.6 9.8 - ? County 69 84.0 10.1 5.8
r0-74 12 2.7 134 - | 2 City 63 82.5 14,2 3.2
County 76 17.1 77.6 5.2
70-74 128 79.7 16.4 3.9
2 0. 67.3 1.9 - / . :
City 5 30.8 | ; County 76 80.3 15.8 3.9
75 & older 150 18.7 76.7 4.7 - * City 52 78.8 17.3 3.8
County g; ;g-g 33-; Z-Z ™ 75 & older 150 84.0 12,0 4.0
y . - . ;L County 67 85.1 10.4 4.5
Total 410 19.8 75.8 bty City 83 83.1 13.2 3.6
County 212 12.3 81.1 6.6 ‘r
_ I Total 410 82,4 13.4 4.2
198 27.8 70.2 2.0 , ) .
Gity 9 7 d County 212 83.0 12.3 4.7
City 198 81.8 14.6 3,5
FEMALE ¢
65-69 179 35.2 53.1 1.7 FEMALE
County gg Zg-l Zg-g g'g [[ 65-69 179 74.9 20.7 4.5
Cit .3 . . ) ' ’ :
1ty County 86 77.9 18.6 3.5
70-74 163 36.2 58.3 5.5 o City 93 72.0 22.6 3.4
County 84 29.8 63.1 7.1 g: i 70-74 163 79.8 17.8 2.4
City 79 43.1 53.2 3.8 County 84 79.8 17.9 2.4
75 & older 248 29.0 66.9 4.0 City 7 79.7 17.7 2.3
) ) .1
gzzity i;g §§ 2 gi g g . 75 & older 248 83.9 13.3 2.8
. . * County 118 88.1 8.5 3.4
Total 590 32.9 62.9 b,2 City 130 80.0 7.7 2.3
County 288 24.3 70.5 5,2
oun Total 590 80.0 16.8 3.2
City 302 41.1 55.6 3.3 County 288 82.6 14.2 3.1
City 302 77.5 19,2 3.3
GRAND TOTAL 1000 27.5 68.2 4.3
gggnty ggg ;g-g Zi-g g'g GRAND TOTAL 1000 81,0 15.4 3.6
y : . : County 500 82.8 13.4 3.8
City 500 79.2 17.4 3.4

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 73. Percentages may not add

0.0 due t ding. : .
to 100.0 due to rounding } NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 59-A. Percentages may

not add to 100.0 due to rounding.
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}E jé TABLE 46, Evaluation of police performance-protection (Percent)
ABLE . Activities desifed by those fearful » J§ No Non-
T 45 o; ;Zin; robbed or tht gE 8 N Excellent Good Fair Poor opinion responsive
REE
- Number g~ U MALE
Count Cit - 65-69 132 26.5 49,2 14.4 7.6 2.3
<ounky ~= {‘ M county 69 31.9 47.8  14.5 4.3 1.4
Shopping, window shopping 37 13 7 % e City 63 20.6 50.8 14.3 11,1 3.2
45 1 é %@ 70-74 128 27.3 43.8 15.6 5.5 6.2 1.6
Skywalk, go downtown } U County 76 35.5 40.8  11.8 5.3 5.3 1.3
Concerts, movies, plays, eat out » . City 52 15.4 48.1 21.2 5.9 7.7 1.9
i tai t 32 13 ChE
and evening entertaimmen i j& 75 & older 150 18,7 44,0 24,0 5.3 7.3 0.6
Sightsee, trips, go out alone 4 9 ‘ gz:;tj g; ig'g 2;’3 ;;‘g g'g 2‘8 1.9
Z ention hall N f zﬁ
00, museum, conv R il
Yeatman's Cove, coliseum, parks , 18 ;3 ggﬁiiy g%g gg'g Zg'g %2'2 2'% g'g 8';
. 2 . . . . . .
stadium games m ity 198 17.7 46.0  22.2 7.6 5.6 1.0
Senior center, church, lodge ki
and alumni socials, visit friends 8 10 ' FEMALE
Miscellaneous (visit specific areas ‘ % ££ '
of eity, fish, get out of house) 18 1 gg;ﬁgy 1;2 ;g'g gg'g %%'g Z'g g'g 1.1
I — ! : . . . . .
Total BT 65 ol Qﬁ City 93 8.6 57.0  14.0  10.8 7.5 2.2
) 70-74 163 14.7 57.0 17.2 2.4 8.0 0.6
' ?E County 84 19.0 56,0 17.9 2.4 4.8
NOTE: Data based on follow-up question to "Yes" responses to + Ul City 79 10.1 58.2 16.5 2.5 11.4 1.3
Ttem 39-A. Multiple responses possible, 75 & older 248 21.0 41.9  16.5 5.2 14.5 0.8
R County 118 25,4 44.9 13.6 2.5 13.6
Vﬁ = City 130 16.9 39.2 19,2 7.7 15.4 1.5
| ﬁ@ Total 590 18.0 50,5 15.6 5.2 9.8 0.8
g Rt County : 288 23.6 51.4 14,2 3.1 7.6
- City 302 12.6 49,7 16.9 7.3 11.9 1.7
A
A
ﬁé § GRAND TOTAL 1000 20.4 48.5 16.7 5.6 8.0 0.8
- County 500 26.2 48,8 14.4 3.8 6.6 0.2
Fz }& City 500 14.6 48.2 19.0 7.4 9.4 1.4
p il
R; 0 NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Ttem 76. Percentages may not add to 100.0
‘ { due to rounding.
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TABLE 47, Evaluation of police performance-other factors | }g TABLE 48, Evaluation of court performance (Percent)
. 1 No Non-
County City Total I N Excellent Good Fair Poor Other opinion responsive
N % N % N % ] i
- e
Job police do being
respectful, listening . 65-69 132 2.3 12.1 18.9 49,2 8.3 9.1
and talking to older g g County 69 0.0 4.3 20.3 0.9 7.2 7.2
people | ocity 63 4.8 20.6  17.5  36.5 9.5 11,1
Excellent 157 31.4 238 47.6 EEr N o 1 70-74 128 0.8 13.3  17.2 46,1  12.5  10.2
Good 226 - 45.2 102 20.4 i i County 76 1.3 3.9 19.7  47.4 14.5 13.2
Fair 37 ;-g 182 zi'g 115 115 City 52 0.0 26.9 13,5 44,2 9.6 5.8
Poor 2 . * )
No opinion 71 14,2 29 5.8 100 10.0 75 & older 150 1.3 12,7 21.3 44,0 11.3 8.7 0.7
County 67 3.0 11.9 28.4 37.3 6.0 11.9 1.5
City 83 0.0 13.3 15.7 49.4 15.7 6.0
Honesty of police in
neighborhood and % Total 410 1.5 12,7 19.3 46,3 10.7 9.3 0.2
community A County 212 1.4 6.6 22,7 48,6 9.4 10.8 0.5
T Cit 198 1.5 19,2 15.7 43.9 12,1 7.6
Most police homest 283 56.5 104 20.8 387 38.7 y 3
Some police honest 47 9.4 257 51.4 ng Sg.g
Very few police honest 10 2.0 49 9.8 .  FEMALE
Don't know 142 28.4 20 4.0 162 16.2 ===
No opinion 18 3.6 70 14.0 88 8. 65-69 179 1.1 20.1 22,9  43.0 6.1 6.7
N County 86 2.3 10.5 31.4 47.7 2.3 5.8
' City 93 0.0 29.0 15.1 38.7 9.7 7.5
*Main job of police should . g
be 7 70-74 163 1.2 9.8  27.6 44,2 8.0 9,2
To prevent crines 3% 66.8 207 594 63 631 1 iy I RO B TN R I
To catch criminals 151 30.2 172 34.4 323 32.2 i *
Nonresponsive 15 3.0 31 6.2 46 . +» 75 & older 248 0.0 10.5  19.8  43.5 8.1 17.7 0.4
g County 118 0.0 10,2 24,6 44,1 3.4 17.8
E City 130 0.0 10.8 15.3 43.1 12.3 17.7 0.8
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 75, 77, and 79. Percentages may | ? Total 590 0.7 13.2 22.9 43,6 7.4 12.0 0.2
not add to 100.0 due to rounding. County 288 1.1 9.4 28.5 45,5 3.8 11.8
* The word "main'" used to designate "primary" for sake of clarity in inter- City 302 0.3 16.9 17.5 41.7 10.9 12,2 0.3
view, 3
GRAND TOTAL 1000 1.0 13.0 214 44,7 8.8 10.9 0.2
County 500 1.2 8.2 26.0 46,8 6.2 11.4 0.2
ﬁ City 500 0.8 17.8 16,8  42.6 11.4 10.4 0.2
i ﬂ NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 80. Percentages may not add to 100.0
due to rounding,
H
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TABLE 49, Problems of recent concern
County City Total
Order of Concern
Multiple Choices (29-A) N % N % N (Rank)
Health care 163 32.6 185 37.0 348 5
Safety against crime 154 30.8 258 51.6 412 3
Spare-time activities 24 4.8 30 6.0 54 10
Inflation~income~money 363 72.6 253 50.6 616 . 1
Juvenile delinquency 150 34.0 246 49.2 396 4
Dishonesty in government 311 62.2 257 51.4 568 2
Housing 53 10.6 51 10.2 104 8
Loneliness , 74 14.8 84 16.8 158 7
Transportation 157 31.4 58 11.6 215 6
Age discrimination 31 6.2 38 7.6 69 9
Other 15 3.0 21 4,2 36 11

Ranking of three

Two Choices (29-B) problems of most concern

County City
Inflation-Income-Money 1 3
Dishonesty in government 2 2
Health care 3
Safety against crime 1

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 29-A and 29-B. Multiple responses
encouraged on 29-A; two responses only on 29-B,
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TABLE 50,

Recommendation to increase
general life.satisfaction of older
people in neighborhood and community

Better transportation including
"Senior Bus'" or minibus

Better police protection

Housing, including '"Senior
Citizen Apartments"

Help one another, do more
for self, help handicapped
or visit others more

Better street lights or more
lights at night

Clean up community including
streets, snow removal, and
repalr sidewalks

Curb juvenile delinquency,
have place for kids to play,

or keep teenagers off streets

U .
More activities including
church activities

Senior Citizen Center

More respeé£ or help for
elderly

Solve traffic problems
Emergency social, medical

service at nights and on
weekends

County |
N %
152 30.4
25 5.0
51 -10.2
15 3.0
17 3.4 .
17 3.4
9 1.8
21 4.2
21 4.2
3 0.6
14 2.8 .
_4 0.8
349 69.8

N %
16 3.2
114 22.8
12 2.4
63 12.6
33 6.6
32 6.4
30 6.0
25

12 2.4
20 4.0
_8 1.6
365 73.0

SIQ .”:'

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 28, an open-endad question.

Total

N %
168 16.8
139 13.9
63 6.3
78 7.8
50 5.0
49 4.9
39 3.9
46 4.6
"33 3.3
PRI 0

23 2.3
14 1.4
12 1.2
714 71.4
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TABLE 51, Own or drive a car

Yes

N %

§ Total 1000 4.1
County 500 58.2

City 500 34.0

NOTE: Data based on intervlew questionnaire Item 31. Percentages may

not add to 100.0 due to rounding.

TABLE 51A. Usual mode of travel for
personal, business or social
reasons if no car

County City

*N=209 *N==330
Friends 85 132
Public bus 25 200
Taxi (cab) 6 22
Senior Citizen transportation 39 143
Family 122 101
Household member, not family 5 2
Walk 37 56
Multiple ways 22 20
Never go anywhere 8 5
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 32. Multiple responses

possible,

*N refers to total number of respondents not having a car.
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TABLE 52, Changes in neighborhood and
community streets which would
increase personal feelings of
safety and security

County City
N % N %

Better police patrol 130 (26.0) 302 (60.4)
Improved street lighting 119 (23.8) 181 (36.2)
Clear trash and cut back

shrubbery 96 (19.2) 146 (29.2)
Removal of potential

hiding places around

buildings 62 (12,4) 143 (28.6)
Better transportation 156 (31.2) 68 (13.6)
More respect for the

older citizen 123 (24.6) 151 (30.2)
Neighbor helping neighbor

(Block Watch, Tele Care) 222 (44.4) 195 (39.0)
Other 19 ( 3.8) 29 (5.8)
All 38 (7.6) 10 ( 2.0)

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 82-A,

Total
N %
432 (43.2)
300 (30.0)
242 (24.2)
205 (20.5)
224 (22.4)
274 (27.4)
417 (41.7)
48 ( 4.8)
48 ( 4.8)

Multiple responses encouraged.
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TABLE 53. Whether loneliness is -most disturbing and
difficult problem older people face today (Percent)
County City
*Loneliness 80.2 84.8
Money and rising cost 9.4 2.2
of living
Transportation 3.0 0.2
Health 3.0 1.2
Self reliance 0,2 2,2
Miscellaneous problems
(Each problem N=1 to 5) 4.0 3.6

NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Item 74%.

*Respondent requested to state opinion as to most difficult
or disturbing problem if disagreeing with "loneliness'.
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§ No

Already in
a program

s Yes

Call others
Be called
Both

¢ Not sure

Nonresponsive

TABLE 54. Interest in participation in
a "Call-A-Neighbor" program
County City Total
Total Sub~totals Total Sub-totals Grand total Sub~totals
N % N % N % N _ % N % N %
181 (47.2) 254 (68.0) 435 (43.5)
55 (11.0) 86 (17.2) 141 (14.1)
240 (48.0) 131 (26.2) 371 (37.1)
61 (12.2) 35 (7.0) 96 ( 9.6)
11 ( 2.2) 15 (3.0) 26 ( 2.6)
139 (27.8) 40 (8.0) 179 (17.9)
29 ( 5.8) 41  (8.2) 70 ( 7.0)
24 (4.8) 29 (5.8) 53 (5.3)
500 500 1000
NOTE: Data based on interview questionnaire Items 82-B and 82-C,
A-75
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g a‘, TABLE 55 concluded
TABLE 55, Prediction of level of respect resulting from mixing older L2 '
and younger people in community centers (Percent) oTH
}'; ? _H; Increase respect
Increase respect t - for Make
for T : jg each for for No dif- situation No Nonre-
each for for No dif-  situationm No J; j e N_ other older vounger ference worse Other opinion sponsive
N other older younger ference worse Other opinion g I
. RACE
A White 813  63.4  12.0 1.1 17.7 1.1 3,7 1.0
Male 408 60.5 12.8 1.7 18,6 2.0 3.2 1.2 r County 443 65,2 12.4 1.8 17.4 0.5 1.6 1.1
County 210  61.4 12.9 2.9 19.5 0.5 1.0 1.9 7 City 370 61.1  11.6 0.3 18.1 1.9 6.2 0.8
City 198 59.6 12.6 0.5 17.7 3.5 5.6 0.5 L
T Black 182 51,7 17.0 2,2 24,7 2,2 1.7 0.6
Female 588 61.7 13.1 1.1 19,2 0.8 3.4 0.7 - County 55 56.4 12.7 3.6 21.8 0.0 3.6 1.8
County 288 66.3 12,2 1.4 16.7 0.3 2.4 0.7 . City 127  49.6 18.9 1.6 26.0 3.1 0.8 0.0
City 300 57.3 14,0 0.7 21,7 1.3 4.3 0.7 -
. INCOME
AGE =
Less 3000 361 56.8 16.6 0.6 20.0 2.2 3.3 0.6
65-69 308  58.4 16.2 1.6 18.8 2.3 2.3 0.3 - County 137 62.8 8.8 1.5 21.9 0.0 3.6 1.5
County 154 64.3 9.7 3.2 20.1 1.3 0.6 0.6 City 224 53,1  21.4 0.0 18.8 3.6 3.1 0.0
City 154 52.6 22.7 0.0 17.5 3.2 3.9 0.0
' , 3-5999 247 59,1 13.0 2.0 21.2 0.8 2.8 1.2
70-74 290 64.5 12.2 1.0 18.3 0.7 2.4 1.0 X County 128 57.8 16.4 3.1 18.0 1.6 1.6 1.6
County 159 65.4 11.9 1.9 17.0 0.0 1.9 1.9 I ! City 119 60.5 9.2 0.8 2.4 0.0 4.2 0.8
City 131 63.4 12.2 0.0 19.8 1.5 3.1 0.0
' 6-8999 158 62,7 13.9 1.3 18.4 1,9 1.3 0.6
75 & above 398 61.1 11.1 1.3 19.6 L.0 4.8 1.2 I County 103 64.1 17.5 1.0 15.5 0.0 1.0 1.0
County 185 63.2 15,1 1.1 16.8 0.0 2.7 1.1 ) City 55 60,0 7.3 1.8 23.6 5.5 1.8 0.0
City 213 59.2 7.5 1.4 22,1 1.9 6.6 1.4 .
3 9-11999 66 62.1 9.1 0.0 25.8 0.0 3.0 0.0
MARITAL STATUS bt County 41 68.3 7.3 0,0 24,4 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘ City 25 52.0 12.0 0.0 28.0 0.0 8.0 0.0
Never mar-
ried 82  64.6 11.0 0.0 19.5 2.4 2.4 0.0 z ‘ 12000 &
County 32 65.6 12.5 0.0 21.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 above 82 72.0 3.7 1.2 12,2 0.0 8.5 2.4
City 50 64.0 10.0 0.0 18.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 County 3 77.8 5.6 2.8 8.3 0.0 2.8 2,8
City 46 67.4 2.2 0.0 15.2 0.0 13.0 2.2
Married 365 63.6 10.4 1.6 17.5 1.9 3.8 1.1 -
County 212 65.6 10.4 2.4 18.4 0.5 1.4 1.4 Nonre-
City 153 60.8 10.5 0.7 16.3 3.9 7.2 0.7 sponsive 82 73.2 7.3 3.7 11.0 0.0 3.7 1.2
County 53 71.7 11.3 3.8 13.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
City 29 75.9 0.0 3.4 6.9 0.0 10.3 3.4
Widowed 500 59.4 15.2 1.2 19,2 0.6 3.4 1.0
County 236 63.6 14,0 1.7 16.9 0.0 2.5 1.3 GRAND TOTAL 1000 61.0  12.9 1.3 18,9 1.3 3.3 0.9 0.4
City 264 55,7 16.3 0.8 21.2 1.1 4.2 0.8 County 500 64,0 12,4 2.0 17.8 0.4 1.8 1.2 0.4
‘ Cicy 500 58.0 13,4 0.6 20,0 2,2 4.8 0.6 0.4
Divorced/ |
separated 49 57.2 12,2 2.0 26,5 2.0 0.0 0.0 { e NOTE: Data based on interview questimnnaire Item 25, Percentages may not add to 100.0
County 18 55.6 16.7 5.6 16.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 1 due to rounding.
City 31 58.1 9.7 0.0 32.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 i Tﬁ A-77
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TABLE 56. Comparison of Questionnaire I and
Questionnaire II participation

County —City —Total
N % N % N %

Interviewees completing 500 100.0 500 100.0 1000 100.0

Questionnaire I
Interviewees completing 380 76.0 406 8l.2 786 78,6
Questionnaire II

Interviewees not completing 120 24,0 94 18.8 214 21.4

Questionnaire II

Indicated on Question-
mire I "No return call" 93 46

Deceased/moved 2 4
No phone or disconnected 8 22

No answer after minimum
of three calls 6 17

*Non-responsive when
contacted 11

NOTE: Data based on interviewers' records for Questionnaire TI.
*Did not wish to be interviewed again or did not remember being

interviewed previously.
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TABLE 57. Use of telephone Directory of Services to the Elderly

Haven't needed to
No

Misplaced it
Threw it away

Don't remember getting it

Other

Yes County City
One call (3) (7)
More than one call (1) (4)

Still has Directory in
convenient place

Does not still have Directory
in convenient place

NOTE:

Counti
N %
76 20.0
216 56 8
33 8.7
5 1.3
41 10.8
5 1.3
4 1,0
196 51.6
155 40,8

Cit
N A
243 59,8
64 15.8
38 9.4
1 0.2
45 11,1
K} 0.7
11 2,7
278 68.5
103 25.4

Data based on interview Questiommaire IT, Items 1~A, 1-B, and 1-C.

*Percentages based on total number responding to Questionnaire IT
in County (N=380, 76 percent) and in City (N=406, 81 percent).
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TABLE 58. Use or value of crime prevention packet
County City
ﬂ N % N %
% No 143  37.6 84  20.7
Have looked at it some 118 31.0 217 53.4
i Yes 105 27.6 88 21.7
; Informative/useful/interesting 66 50
! Reminder to be more aware/careful 21 12
5 Valuable to have/share ' 9 19
: Increased feelings of safety,
: showed people care, resulted in
1 crime prevention actions, was
used to call for help 9 7
Nonresponsive 14 3.7 17 4.2

NOTE: Data based on interview Questionmaire IT, Ttems 2-A and follow=up question.

TABLE 59. Discussion of Directory or crime prevention
information with someone else
‘ County City
: N *% N *%
; No 221 58.2 142 35,0
i
? Yes 143 37.6 253 62.3
’ Nonresponsive 16 4,2 11 2.7
NOTE: Data based on interview Questionnaire II, Item 2-B,

A-80

*Percentages based on total number responding to
Questionnaire II in County (N=380) and in City (N=406).
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TABLE 60. Effect on safety and happiness of first interview

and information packet

County Cit

Did not increase feelings of safety
and happiness 236 62,1 288 70.9

Increased feelings of safety and
happiness 133 35.0 109 26.8

Discovered people care about/

interested in older people 48

Become more aware/alert/cautious 27

32

52

Become better informed/have available
information if needed/increased
self confidence 28 6

Feel safer/more secure/happier 5 8

Happy because invited to express
opinions and talked with inter-
viewer or others 8 1

Took some specific action 3 12

"Persuaded landlady to put another
lock on all apartment doors"

"Put crime decal on window"

"Got busy and marked possessions"

"Changed 'living' or 'car parking'
arrangement"

"Locked doors'/'better locks'"

"Check out noise"

Nonresponsive 11 9 2.2

NOTE: Data based on interview Questionnaire II, Item 3 and follow=up question.

*Percentages based on total number responding to Questionmaire II in
County (N=380) and in City (N=406).
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- ; Ti TABLE I-1. Comparison of male and female evaluations of happiness
TABLE 61. Victimization experience since first interview ﬁ ;U ’
_ § i . _ “Not too happy
| Very Fairly Unhappy
County City § happy Happy happy Other
N ko N 7, . N N % N % N % N yA
1’ SEX
No 355  93.4 371 91.4
" Male 410 184 44,9 112 27.3 73 17.8 41 10.0
Became more alert/aware 4 1.1 16 3.9 ) '
4 Female 589 203 34.5 209 35.5 114 19.3 63 10.7
Yes 13 3.4 9 2,2
I Total #999 387 321 187 104
Victimized once ‘ 9 8 | 2
X =12.22 p <€£0,001 df=3
Victimized more than once , 4 1 T
‘ é *Responses to last three categories combined due to size of cells if uncombined,
Important erough to call police 3 6 o Nonresponsive to this item: one female.
Police/other agency helped 1 & 1]
TABLE I~2, Comparison of county and city respondents as to health evaluation
Nonresponsive 8 2,1 10 2.5 1 '
.
1l Healthy Not *0ther
' ) for age healthy Nonresponsive
NOTE: Data based on interview Questionmnaire II, Items 4-A, 4-B, 4-C, and 4-D. 5 N N % N % N L
AREA
N - County 500 419  83.8 61 12,2 20 4.0
8 ‘ City 500 370 74.0 100 20.0 30 6.0
Total 1000 789 161 50
! 2
. X =14.48 p €0.005 df=2
i *Responses to last two categories combined due to size of cells if uncombined.
I TABLE I-3. GComparison of white and black respondents' evaluation of
| success in accomplishing important things
- V Very Pretty Not too *A failure
good good Qkay good Nonresponsive
N N % N % N % N % N %
A RACE
y White 815 241 29.6 330 40.5 176 21.6 54 6.6 14 1.7
Black 184 44 23,9 57 31,0 _3% 21.2 38 20.7 _6 3.3
T Total *999 9 285 387 215 92 20
d} i X“=39,08 p«0,001 df=4
; }y *Last two categories combined due to size of cells if uncombined., Missing: one
A-82 . gi S American Indian. A-83
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TABLE I-4. Comparison of participation of white and black respondents

in social, church, civic, or professional organizations

Three
One . Two or more None
N N % N % N % N %
RACE
White 815 196 24,0 205 25.2 376 46.1 38 4.7
Black 184 66 35.9 64 34.8 - _40 21,7 14 7.6
Total *999 262 269 416 52
2
X =38.80 p <0.001 df=3
*Missing: one American Tndian
TABLE I-5. Comparison of white and black respondents' evaluations of
frequency with which older people are treated respectfully
by younger people
*Never
Other
Alwavys Usually Sometimes Nonresponsive
N N % N % N_ % N %
BACE
“White 815 248 30.4 335 41.1 190 23.3 43 5,2
Black 184 _56 30.4 38 20.7 57 31.0 33 17.9
Total *999 304 373 247 75
2
X =53,07 p <0,001 df=3

*Responses of last three categories combined due to size of cells if uncombined.
Missing: one American Indian.

AREA
County
City

Total

TABLE I-6., Comparison of victimization experiences of county and city
respondents according to marital status
Never Divorced/
married Married Widowed separated
N N % N % N 7 N %
322 18 5.6 140 43.5 153 47.5 11 3.4
377 41 10,9 118 31.3 193 51,2 25 6.6
*699 59 258 , 346 36
2
X =16.69 p ¢0,001 df=3

*Total number of victimizations.
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TABLE I-7. Comparison of the perceptions of males and females as
‘ to the probability of being attacked or robbed

Gone Gone ' No.
up down Unchanged Qplnlona
N N yA N A N A N A
SEX
Male 410 262 64,1 10 2.4 111 26.9 27 6.6
Female 589 419 71.2 27 4.6 - 106 18.0 37 6.3
%999 681 37 217 64
2
X =14,04 p {0,005 df=3

* Missing: one female

TABLE I-8. Comparison of white and black respondents'’ evaluation
of police protection
No
Excellent Good Fair Poor opinion
N N % N % N % N % N %
RACE
White 815 196 24.0 395 48.5 126 15.5 33 4.0 65 8.0
Black 184 _ 8 4,3 _88 47.8 41 22.3 23 12,5 24 13,0
Total *999 204 483 167 56 89
2
X =35.18 p«0.001 df=4

*Missing: one American Indian.

TABLE I-9. Comparison of white and black respondents' evaluation
of police respectfulness of older people
No
Excellent Good Fair Poor opinion
N N % N % N % N % N yA
RACE

White 815 245 30,1 378 46,4 56 6.9 21 2.6 115 14.1
Black 184 _16 8.7 103 56,0 30 16.3 8 4.3 _27 14,7

Total *999 261 481 86 29 142

2

X =45.98 (with Yates correction) p < 0.001 df=4

*Missing: one American Indian,
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; i CONTROL NIMRBER
[
-y QUESTIONNAIRE I
TABLE I-10., Comparison of white and black respondents' evaluation of gF : % ~JEARCH AND INFORM
court performance related to elderly's legal rights !
' How happy would you say you are at this time in
T ‘ your life: Very Happy. + « « « »
Good Poor No ﬁ Happy o « o « ¢ o o »
excellent Fair Other opinion Fairly happy. « + «
N N % N % N % N % i Not toe happy + + «
RACE i mpw....-..
White 815 101 12.4 191 23.4 457 56,1 66 8.1 LL (Specify: Other « « + « s s ¢ «
Black 184 38 20.6 23 12.5 77 41,8 46 25.0 ‘
Total %999 139 214 534 112 i In vegard to age how do you think of yourself?
2 H I'll read the categories and you tell me how
X =59.67 p ¢0,001 df=3 : : you think of yourself: (Read) YouBE « « ¢« s o s o o
L3 0 1" 1" 1" 11" 1 " " n . : i‘? ‘ mddl‘ “‘d PR
Both categories "excellent" and "good", and "poor' and "other' were combined as it i? Late middle aged. .
. did not change the direction of the difference and eliminated two cells which were - Old & o o 6 o o o o o
% too small if uncombined. WMissing: one American Indian. - Very old, . « « « & &
§ . (Specifyt Othey s " a s @ - v =
40 (nonresponsive) . . .
; Table II-1. Comparison of county and city respondents' keeping T Do you considexy yourself healthy for your age?
; telephone Directory available for possible use g ” YeB o o o o o o o o o
: NO. ¢ o 6 6 ¢ ¢ e o »
- (Speeibg Other « . « ¢ v « ¢
No Yes Nonresponsive ~ (nonresponsive) . . .
A N % N % I .
) Are your choices of activitiese~doing things--limited
AREA by any 111 health or disability?
County v 380 155 40.8 ].96 51.6 29 7.6 Not at all 4 6 & a & ® » & & 9 0o e @
City é_o_6_ _]_._Q:_i_ 25.4 27_8. 68.5 _2_5_ 6.2 Minor limitations. « « ¢ o o - « * @
Total *786 258 474 54 i (as: ‘''slowmees of old age')
2 - Major or many limitations. . . . , .
X =24.14 p <0,001 df=2 - . (bedridden, wheel chair,
" heart trouble, etc.)
*Total number responding to Questionnaire II. ’ !E
= When you start to do something importsnt to you or
. ) oo ) . i I something you haven't done before, how do you
TABLE II-2., Comparison of county and city respondents' discussion I . think 1t will turn out? (Read)
of Directory or crime prevention information with : P Very good, + . 2 4 ¢« »
someone else ! .{T Ptetty 8°°d. * o s o
Pl Okay (all right) . . .
I " Hot&oogoodo‘-.o
“E ‘ Afailllﬂ!....oo¢
N N % N % N % N % Ll 'ET (nonresponsiva). . .
AREA 1 i
C?unty 380 221 58.2 143 37.6 16 4,2 b Hiow do you avaluate your income?
City *!_/;g_g _1%_2_ 35.0 %g_z_ 62.3 _21__1_ 2,7 by (Read) Adequate for living comfertably . . . .
Total 785 563 7 i A SRR EEEREEE
i LB arlaMay [T aucy - ® & & 3 & B8 e
X =47.86 p<0°001 df=2 em Specityx (eghﬁ!) S & § & % ® 8 § @ ¥ & & @« ® @
¥ (mesmat“).loncoooonoo

_—
B iorirics

*Total number responding to Questionnaire ITI.
-l
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INTERVLEWER NOTE: If {uterviewees has minor limitations or none 17,18,19 ( ; I Wh§c1d° you think would be the result 1f young people
1f ingerviewee has major limitatfons 20,21,22 ( %? ' j; (children, adolescents) and older people talked together
IIB i . or did things together more frequently in community
1£ MINOR or NO limitncigns agk: L MAJOR, limitations ssk: centers?  (Raed) '
o5 etk e LAV AE B8N - T, I

12 o e do Jouvisit or are you 20 ow often are you vistted by Uogrgo [ || | Incresse respect for order peerte | | 1 ¢
visited by friends, relatives, friends, relatives, neighboys, b ‘ Increase respect for younger poopl; : : : 2
“elshbox'. minl!to!" mhli.at.;: da o ( ) . L‘,: Hlke no dlffet”m.. S * 0 0 4 % 4 s 06 s @ 3

awe‘:gl y R 1 ( ) ;fg I Jﬁl Make .1tu.tion erd. not b.tttt. * & & o ‘
F“&"z;saa.m:néh.‘...z() WMw  f :“‘" (SPCCifyx (othcr)..-..........-...s
H&rdly GVeYrs o ¢« 4 4 6 s o 3 ( ) o ; }r}”
Hever, « . . .). b e s e ok ! g gg ; i (no opinion expressed). . . “ v e
(nonresponsive). . . . . . 8§ ( o

o 1f you ever felt afraid--for Yeasonws

33 Mow often do you speak on the 21 Bow often do you receive i8 or 21 i i whom would you call for halp?.uy
telephone to friends, relatives, telephone ealls and make them JL g Family member, , , , . . 0
neighbors, or other people whe (1€ that is poasible) to friends, o Friend . , ., , , . . . . D 1
are importank to you? relatives, social worker, ministex? Bl L Neighbor ., . ., , ., , : . : : : : 2

gzzzzgay L g g ; gi - : Social or agency worker. , . e . 3
Ye @ 8 & 4 & o0 6 o Police . " & & s *a & & s ¢ @ o 4
e es BEREE R I B T
" ¢ @ & & o & » ;! X 3
Wewers o ¢ o v o v 600 a6 () U AN Do you think this person would come
(nonresponsive). . . ., . 5 ( ) L immediately and help you?
ar : Yea. .

12 When weather permits, how 22 When weather permits how 39 or 22 Lé; ; No . . ?
frequently do you get out of your frequently have you gone ov i (Specify: Other. 2
living quarters to go to some been taken to some socizl e ;
social ox enjeyable place or event? or enjoyable event? ii : Taking everything imto consideration, how would you
(8x. Citizmenq, Community Center, church, Pow times a week, . . v « 0 ( ) ey describe your satisfaction with your life in general
play, wovie, musical) Once aweek « o o o, . , ., 1 ( ) o at the present tima? (Read)

Monthly L ] * [ ] L . L ¢ ° L] 2 ( ) %i H very aati.fied Ld L] L] L] & L] * L ] L] a * . * L] L] L] » L] a [ ] 0

n&rdlyevero¢.-0013() al - smatsatiﬂfiﬁdu-c--ocoocno---aocl

Never . . o . v v e s oo & () - Sometimes satisfied~sometimes dissatisfied . e e s e 2

(Specify: ozhat‘.!'l"‘lQ 5 ( ) rr i; Somevhat‘.dilla!‘.isfied.................3
(Mnraama’-W) « & o ¢ o 6 ( ) ?Mi iR Vaty diﬁ'atinfied- M A I I I R N T T T TP R, . 4

Y y " Y A - i W R L g s (specify’ (Other)o ® & * 5 B s 4 e 4 A e e e » ® & & o+ & & a2 o o 5

How capable do you feel yuu are in protecting yourself, m i

including your personzl property, whether at home, in the dl By

neighborhood, on the streat, er elsewhera? (Read%h ble o ?315 . What one thing do you think should be done in your

Ngi so.c;p;bia‘ ¢ s o 8 a s 1( ) f? ﬁ? naighborhood or community (o increase the general
SR il 1t life satisfaction of people in your general age
Xnnapable (cmlt) ¢ ¢ 5 o o 2 ( ) ! ru,‘ae?
(mot sure)s . . 4 . . 0043 ( ) . .
b e
(Weamﬁiva) & o ¢ a o @ 4 ( ) ﬂ? 1% (SPQC’.fy’
How do you feel people younger than 33 treat people ?ggy 8
in your general age range? (Read) Always with respect ., . . . 0 ol f{
Usually with respect. . . . 1 ( ) i R
Somatimes with reapect, , , 2 ( ) o
Hever with raespeet. . . ., 3 ( ) -]
(SPQE.“_ ] (ot‘her) ¢ o o 0o 2 0 008 0 s h (. ) i 3?
(monzesponsive) « o o 4 o o 5 ( ) bl B
S - -3
]




Homiins

T,

(INTERVIFWER: Hand Respondent Capd I) I !
Which of these problems has been concerning or bothering you lately? e .
Please tell me all the problems concerning you recently, I'Ll read %2-A ﬁy During the past year, say from about April of 1978 to April, 1979,
along with you: A Health care: « o+ v 4« « o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 s (last Easter time to this Easter) have you been a victim of any of
B Safety againet crime . . . . + . ., ., 1 ( ) the following crimes? (INTERVIEWER NOTE: Presant CARD II vhen
C Spare time activities. . . , + « » « 2 ( ) ) i "Yes'" reaponse to any crime,)
D InflatiOn‘Incon"HD“.y ¢ o 0 0 00 03 ( ) ! 42
E Juvenile delinquency . « + « « o o o & ( ) ! Did anyone attempt to actually break into your
F Dishonesty in government . . . . , . 5 ( ) 77 apartment, home, garage or shed in the past year? No....
G HO“Binsﬁ © » o s s s s 9 0 6 0 a0+ b ( ) : ﬂ§ Yes...
H Joneliness « .« o o ¢ « o o 2o 0o oo o 7 ( ) ; : (If '"Yes'", ask: When?
I Tranaportltion * o o s ¢ o 0 6 s ¢ 8 ( ) T S
J Age di‘criﬂiﬂation * s a e e s 0 e ¢ 9 ( ) !3' T% Offender!?
(SPGCify! K Other, e % o & 5 o 3 e 8 6 & 8 e @ 010 ( ) li ‘ : Known o 2 .
N T ; Unknown . .
Of thesc problems you have indicated, which ™o .
are bothering you the most recently. Pilck 29-B i e Time?
TWO. (Indicate Respondent's choices {f Avue 0 () Goeo 6 ( ) PR R Daylight
person secms not to remember all indicated.) Bioo 1 () Hieo 7 ( ) - Afzer dark.
Cov 2 ( )  IL... 8( ) L Fhe
I
g:::zg g :::: 135 ; IRAS Reported to police? « « o o o v v v o . .
Fooc 5 { ) ; i . Yelco.
- ; ! No.ﬂl.
To change the subject for a time--how much do you 30 (i Within the last aid
1 year anyone steal property from you
watch TV or lieten to the radio? Not at all, . . " ¢ 2 & v s e @ 0 ( ) ‘ i } without your knowledse of it beins taken at the timge-~
Several times a week, . . . . . 1 ( ) @j g like: (Read)
i:::ygzzr:po:om:t:ee hours. . . g g ; 5} From room, apartment or home . . . .
e e oo From mail box. . . « v v o v 4 o o
(INTERVIEWER: Score previous use if TV or radio stolen, . ;
or out of order) T From yard or garage. . o o o o o o .
. j From CBY o o ¢ o o 8 ¢ » o o ¢« » o @
Is there any ome TV news or special program you never miss? - - (M0) & ¢ v v ot e e e e e e e
Station/Channel: Program Day Time ié : 73 (If property stolen, ask:
Is there any one radio news or epecial program you never miss? ) . What? when?
Station/Dial set m™ AY P !
Program: Day Time ,if <7 Reported to p0110'? ¢ o 6 ¢ 2 8 6 o B 5 8 s e & z:..-a
] 1
Do you own or drive a car? 31 i }
T3 Ll i In the past year was your automobile stolen or taken
(INTERVIEWER: Skip to Item 33) ::. : : : : g ¢ ) 5! f without permission--even if by a member of the family?
| ? 1 NOo-oo
Since you don't drive a car, how do you usually travel witain your BERE (If "Yes" ask: Yes...
comunity or downtown when you make a trip for personal, business I
or soclal reasons? (Check all indicated) 32 Pl
Priends , ., s s 4 s s s s s v s 8 s o o0 z 5 | ! g& chorted to police? ®« ¢ 0 4 & 0 a2 8 e e 0 e & u NO-...
PUblic b\ls. ® s s & ¢ & s & & 8 & 9+ & tl ( ) f ?._M{ Yea‘..
Taxi (cab)- 2 0 e 8 s+ 4 6 8 4 s 4 s s s2 ( ) J‘ f
Senior Citizmen transportation . . . . .3 ( ) Loar
Family. L Y 3 ( ) 35 “E
Household member, not family., , . . . .5 ( ) |! -
WAIk. ¢ 4 v & U & 2 &8 5 8 & & & & » » ‘6 ( ) P ey
Hultiple WBYB ¢ ¢ o ¢ 4 o o &« 8 s o o o7 ( ) | ‘%m
Never go anywhere . . + o . o o o . . 8 ( ) (1=
i
-4 = i %il
N -3 -
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Ha v R LIEM
an your roem, spartment, yard, car or other property been *r‘;\ +  (INTERVIEWER NOTE: If Respondent reported no crimes on g
sed (willful, intended destruction} in the past year? 35-A .,’E\ 1 Items 33 through 38, skip to Item 40.) |
' “GDIO. o J ‘?
(1f "Yes" ask: Yes,.. 1 g ; 11 After the first incidant you just reported to me of yourself or someone !
) 5}_ 2 in your housahold or living here being a victim of some crime, did you
By vhom? , . , . . Friend . . . . 0 32:B d take any of the following precautions to protect againet further crime? :
Ewployes trer e ¢ ) Did you do any of these things? (Present CARD 1II and check all anawers)
Y80 « v o v v v e v e 10 ) Tl T 1'11 read along with youe- 39-4
Attendant or nuree , , . . . . 2 ( ) I 3}‘;: ng y
R 1 : e e @ o =
s:r:n;:: ¢ o v & 8 ¢ 3() AObtninedawelpon...............-...-..o...- 0()
Don't k’uc; T“‘; &1:! ic. A M) ?\} {? B Had checks dOPOI’.th divectly to bank aEcount ¢« ¢« ¢ o 2 o » o o o 2 p 1 ()
s e e 5() do | s C Installed special or hetter locks or gteel mesh on doorse « « + + + o » 2 ( )
Re - DNtiullnmayntemorgotldog...............-.... 3()
Pottﬁd to Police? . . « « + .+ & » o 0 s «XOBca, 0 p" : T E Added more outdooy 11‘!\‘1“8 e o 5 ¢ o 8 8 & % & & & & & a 0o 8 & 2 s 00 4 ( )
‘ No.... 14 ) _!n : %g ¥ Improved indoor lighting (use timer, keap light burning)s ¢ ¢ ¢ o » o« « S ()
(If person known, ask: How did you know who df pe G Had bars or steel mesh ingtalled on windows « . & « « o o o ¢ ¢ v 0 o0 6 ()
¥ d 1e? |
. o o H Put police indentification numbers on personal property « o « o o o o o 7¢)
Lo h I Hid valusble personal Propertys o « s o o ¢ o o o o 0 s ¢ o o 0 & 0 00 8 ()
R A J igl d chame with 1ahlioxs v« ¢« o o 4 o o ¢ s ¢ o . 9
l;l:v; you h;d personal clothing or other personal possassions . De;:e:l;:be: cooperative & neish ' ¢
°en|tﬂen.wayfrwyou’byﬂnyoneinthepﬁ‘tyC‘r? -A ™ T" K‘Othet..........................-...o.. 10( )
No,eso 0 C ) L A (Spacifyr
Yes... 1 () .
(1£ 'yes" agk: e - Do you feel these precautions you've taken have given 39-B
By whom? 26=B H Lé%. you added protection from crima? YeSaoo 0( )
falks i |- P 1 : )
Briend - oo e e 00D
Atcengnnt. teer e 1 () {T il Within the past year have you been assaulted--hit ox lmocked dowm,
Relative or murse . . . . .. 2 ( ) Koy ol robbed of your money or persomal possessions on the street o in
Stranrer e e e e 30) any building other than wherc you live? 404
Donitslm . ;hc & ¢ & & o o0 & 4 ( ) ??‘ LomR mo.‘g 0 ( )
owwhodid ie. . . . . 5 ( ) é{ O (If 'Yes" say: Yes,os 1 () :
il ,
What taken? , = Tall me where and what you lost and its money value 1
, ‘ 16-C {r . Where? ¥hat lost? Money velue? 5
Reported to police? . o ¢« « o » o & Yes... 0Ty i ;
(If person kn No.... 1 () o
P owm, ask: How did you krow who did it? Tl -
h_ R Did you take any special precautions after this experience 40-B i
pid an ‘ o Stop carrying your wallet, mondy, O¥ purss » .« . o+ o 0¢C )
yourahz:t::h:;geo:r]_:::mﬁ CO?BQMIIy assault any persom in 7= %Y 111 == Stay home after daxk . ¢ +» @ o o o e 8 & % o 8 0 0 & ¢ 1 ( )
(If "es" askt ng hexe NOoens ) H QL l Btay home in the daytime e 6 &4 o @6 a 2 ¢ o v 8 s s s 0 2 § ) ‘
Yictim? Yeseaa 1 ( ) 'y Not go out on the streets AlONEG. ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ o ¢ » o @ 3 ) :
Where? - Other (Specify: 4 () 'ﬁ
bl i
' 37-B v
Reported to police? ., . . + ¢ ¢ o o o « o Ya8... 0¢ ) {“L Did you or anmyome in household receive any threatening
No.sas 1 () . or obscene phone calls during the past year? ‘(ALY
Did - ’i il NO« ¢« ¢ o« ¢ o a o ¢ o V]
aaua:?{on:u...‘ult that 16. hit or be‘“a or threaten to L 3 YeB o« o ¢ ¢« v o s o @ 1 ( )
you or any person living here? 8 L (If "Yes" ask: (Nonresponsive) . « « 2 ( )
e H an 1F ?
(1f "Yea'" aski: ;?;"' ? ‘ B’! L Wiat did you do about L€
Victin? Where? SBene \8-; ek
Reported to police? . . + ¢ + « o » = o « Ye8,.,. 0 CH) ) ‘ ',
No.... 1 () ﬁg i
¥ -7 =
- 6 - j ]
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‘ JEEM
Do you have any friends or relatives who have been victims
of any crime during the past year--at home, on the street, 42-A Within the last year have you paid any money to a public official
anywhere? , No.... 0 '(ZT (such as a policeman, an inspector), a landlord or housing admin~
Yes... 1¢ ) P T istrator, or a nursing home ox hospital attendant so that paxson
(X "Yes" ask: i‘“ E would do something for you? Yo o ’(j:%
Who? How many? « « ONG o « o o o a o 0 ( Y (If 'Yes" ask: Paid to whom!? Yes... 1¢)
™O o« o« ¢« 4 & P | ( ) g;m ¢ ' !
What crimes? Three « + o+ o ¢« « 2 ( ) LN (job, positione~-no names)
Fours o o « ¢« « ¢ 3 ( ) .
P’-'.o 4 & » o o 3 4 ( ) iéf . 'ot Uhlt?
/H : . “ -
fix or more . . . 5 ( ) o Did perdon keep the agreement,. « « o « « v o+ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ s « Yo8,.. 0 (
How many of these (refer to number givem by m ? ; No.ues 1 ¢
respondent above) do you know wexe reported - Jg ; i’
to the police? One « o » o a4 a o 0 %3..‘)2 | Do you feel that anyone has taken advantage of you by
N } . misrepresenting vhet was being sold to you--or by charging
Three « » o o o o 2 ( ) B E you too much or chaxging you a higher price than you had
FOur. » « o o 0 o 3 ( ) ! i been told the item would cost--or in some other way tried
PIVE: o ¢ o 2 o o & ( ) ! to cheat you in relation to any of these? (Present CARD IV)
Six or more . . . 5 ( ) gén | 1’11 read along with you-e
il _9.6.y
How often do you leave your wxoom, apartmant or home to == A Eyeglasses or eye examina€ion. + + « « « o 4 ¢ o 9o 5 0 0 s 0 v 060 00 0
doneceuaryen'andalikesrocetyphopping,goinggo - BHearinglid.........-.-.......-.......... 1( )
dms store, a shoppiug genter, the poat office or bank n} C Dentures or dental work, . . & s e 6 4 s 8 s a s s e e s e o0 s e e 2( )
now that the weather is battex? L D '"Sure cures" or new "miracle" medications or treatment®. . + + « o o o« 3 ( )
(Read) 42 1o E Health program or battet"h“lth Pmuctl € ¢« 2 8 ¢ v s 0o 0 e e 0 uea b ( )
Eeryd‘y....'.'....o() ﬂf}‘\ FCatrepaif.....g--....-........u........5()
Mcea"eekO”‘mre.....l() g Gwrepait......n..o...‘....-.o...-...o...6()
‘ OnceEWGQk'.'..‘...‘z() - Hsoctllc1ub°rdmcms13.’manoﬁno-on-..cano...to ’()
Two or three times a month , , 3 ( ) an 1 Number of pills or capsules In drug prescription . ¢« + « ¢« v « o s o » 8 ( )
(Specify: Other.u....-......a() glf J'l.‘rlwelotepm:illtout...‘.....,............-.9()
- K Money owed by another family member but not
Have you had any of the following experfences in the : T paid back to you as agreed Upon . . + + o o ¢ o 5 s s ¢ 0 0 e e s 10 ()
pastyear? (Reddelchcatesoryandwaitforresponse) g’: }%} LNoue........-.......-...‘.-..-..-o.o--ll()
A Been given a bad check which was never made goo6de + « « o « o o o o o 0 7% s ) M Other (Specify: o0 120 )
B Made a bad investmant because of falge promisa@s « « ¢ v 4 o s 0o 0oV () L
C Been given countaxfeit MONEY: o o o o o ¢ o o s 6 o 000 vsovee2( ) i ! Since people over 65 now have Medicare--what's your opinion about the
D Been persuaded to draw money out of the bank because someone ’“ i charges of health-care professionals like doctors, nurses, pharmacists,
I promised to make much more money for you, « + « « « o « o o 3 ( ) 8 etc.,--are they: (Read) .
e.".'il.l.'.ll.QCD..QI'.Q.Q...... ¥ 3 1
P(nonraaponaive)..,,,,,,,.‘_...‘..'..’._.._ gg ; 5 31,3 A Charging MORE because the older people are om Medicare . . « « « « o« » o 0 ( )
* < T B Charging LESS because the older people are on Medicare . o « » « « « o » 1 ( )
(I£ A, B, C, or D, ask: i n C Charging about the SAME whaethex older people on Medicare or mot. . « » . 2 ( )
B M‘ ? T g i :u: (don'c hlw) L] L] L] [ ) L] L] [ ) L ] L] L] L] - . [ ] L ] - L] L ] L ] . L] L] L] L L] L 3 L L ] L 4 3 ( )
y Whom _ porw.c? ig]‘-‘“’- (nonresponeiVlﬁ).....-..........u-...........4()
Lo}
(N B
i1
l“ [l
B

o .m»ﬁ"
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Have you agreed to pay for any home iwprovement with a

door-to-dooxr salesman who was selling any of the following?

(Pead and check sach one indicatsd)

A Furnace repair (perhaps salesman told you your furnace was

dangerous or about €0 "blow up") . . 4 . 4 s 4 e s e s
Chimney repair or screens over chimmey to
Roof orx gutter repaivr ("tar the roof"), .
Foundation repair or replacement. . . . .
Blacktop driveway or walk . . « o « & « &
Tree, shrubbery or yard trimming., . . .

(BO)O « ¢ 2 s %N s & 6 8 B e U e 4 a s ®

Other (Specify:

«Q NRUoOoo

Hava you
apartment or home!?

Have you ever paid

keep out birds.

» . [} [ ] » L4 ® .
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to have any work done around your room,

Yes...
No.".

vange to any dooxr-to-door salesman or

sanh.llggul

home improvement salesman foy any specific purchase or nervica and

never recelved the purchased item or the service?

(If "Yes" ask:

(1f "Yes" ask:

No...l
Yas..,

Did you do anything about {t?, , ., .., . .. .

No‘...
Yes,..

Have you aver signed a contract with a door-to-door salesman

to purchase a cematery or burial plot or pay for your own
future funeral? Ask:

Do yeu carry any life insurance?

{If "Yes" say:

Do you feel it wasc a fair price? . ,

It would be valuable for us to have
more infexrmationw-
How many policies do you have?.

Cemetery Plot?. .
Puneral?, . . « . &

-

& & & 0 w0

Yeg. « o o

No . . L. L]

Don't know

NO....

Yes.,.,

One o ¢« o « o o » .
Two o & o & ¢ v s
Threa . « . o s ®
Four., . LR TS
Five or more. . . .
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28-S

How do you p‘Y? © e 0 0 & o o o Every week « 0 6 ¢ & @ & 4 o n 0 < )
' Every other waek , + « « o » » 1 ( )

Once a month s & ¢ @ o o 8 8 @ 2 ( )

(Sp@ﬁit’: Others « s ¢ ¢« ¢ s« o o 0 0a ¢ ¢ 3 ( )

Do you feel you were sold too mmch insurance 32D
or charged too much? Nowens 0 (¢ )
(If '"Yea” Cotment: Yes... 1 ()
Are the beneficiaries on your life insurance -
policy younger people? :ea... 2 ¢ 3

Qesee

Now, let's talk about something quite different--
How safe do you fecel about each one of the following?

How safe do you feel an older person would be walking alone
in your meighborhood during daylight? (Read) 33«4

'Cry safe. . . .0 ( )
Reasonably safe,l ( )
Somewhat unsafe.? 2( )
Very unsafe. . .3 ( )
(nonxesponsive).4 ( )

How safe do you feel an older person would be walking alome
in your neighborhood after dark? (Read)

£

Very ﬂafeo e o o0
Reasonably safe.l
Somewhat unsafe,2
Very unsafe, . .3

Pt Y Y e Yl
S o Nt

(nonresponsive).4
How safe would you fieel walking (or with mobility limitations:
say: 1f you were sble to walk) with another person in your
neighborhood after dark? (Read) 23-C
Very safe, . . .0 ( )
Reasonably safe.l ( )
Somewhat unsafe,2 ( )
Very unsafe, ., .3 ( )
(nonresponsivey.4 ( )
Do you have any physical disabilities which gexiously restrict Sh-A
your activities as: (Read)
General mobility restricted . . . . .0 ( )
Use: cane ___ _ walker
Seeing. R ) ! ( )
Heaing « « v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« o « 0 s ¢ o 2 ( )
(Specifyt Other ¢ o ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 2 6 0 v o 3 ( )
{If any dieability reported:
Do you feel you have to stay in much of the time because of it? v o 73=B
[:1: P
NOcsne 1 ( )
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t
ol
How often do you actually walk in your neighborhoed alome ai | %“_L
when it'e dark? (Read) "o When you or other housshold members are at home, do
' Bveryday, ¢ « « » s o o 0 o o 0( - you lock your doors? (Read if necessary) :
Few times aweak. » o » o o 1 ( ) Jj Ié; Al'ﬂy‘u o % e ¢ o o
Pow times a mouth « » ¢ o o » 2 ( ) b : Sometimes . . + & o
SBeldom, Lf ever « « « o« o « « 3 ( ) : Hardly ever . . . . .
Kot able 2o walk, ¢ » ¢ « ¢ « 4 ( ) {”. W},‘ . mly at ni‘ht ¢« o s &
Ne’vor..o...-....aS() LL ‘j Hever « o v o 0 o o o
How safe do you feal when you're alone walking to and 1 How do you pay your bille? (Read if necessaxy)
around in a shopping msll ox store? (Read) _(3]_3_ d R . Bycash ., . ¢« « « 4« «
Veryaafe......-...ﬂ = Byuheck.......
Re&ﬂonably gafa, o s o o6 o« » 1 ( ) B’ money ot‘det. e & a
Somevhat unsafe. ¢ & B A & o 2 ( ) g:- (Speci!'yl OtheY « ¢« s s ¢ s » o
Very unsafa. o s« o o « o« o o 3 ( ) Ui,
Not able towalk « « « o « o & ( ) Would you let a delivery man, s doer-to-door salesman,
(nonxesponsive), + » o » ¢ » 5 ( ) T : a stranded motorist come inte your apartment or howe to Don't know
I{- : get a drink of watex or use your telephone if you had NOo « ¢« v o
How safe do you feel in your own room, - nevei secen that pevson bafore? Yes., . . «
apartment, or home? (Read) -1 - ¥ (1f "Yes" ask:
ve“ﬂﬂfﬁoonu-uonno 0() }i i‘
Reagonably safe. . + o+ « « « 1 ( ) - Would you ask for any identification or
Somewhat uneafe, + + o o » » 2 ( ) other information? Don't know
Verytmsafe....-.... 3() Y: i NO ¢« ¢ ¢ »
(vonresponsive)e » « o+ « o« « & ( ) ;i, ; (1f '"Yas'" ask: What? Yes. + o
Are thers places you would simply like to go or things you ¥ Do you have a dog that is a wetchdog, even though
would like to do but do not because you think there is a 39-4 g{ i also a pet? Yes. . « »
dﬂngat Of be:l.ug rObbed oy hurt? nO-Qenoa 0 ( ) = No ¢ & o »
(Xf "Yas™ ank:) ¥e8s000e 1 () . .
. ‘ { i Some people worry a great deal about having their
o do vhag? Yhere?--¥hat genorel sreal g ! room, apartment or home brokem into-~others are not
so concerned. Are you (Read) Very concerned. . . .
1 i Somewhat concerued, ,
I\: i Not'wbrried e v s 5 @
Do you have a safe place te sit or walk outdoors when weather :2;153‘ . (Specify: gz;: .: think sbout it,
13 SOOdT ' . Yes..... o ( ;&‘ i}’ P . a = & o 2 8 & @
(I ™Mo ask: Nosvsres L O A : Some pecple worry a great deal about being mugged,
39-C N assaulted, knocked down and theixr money or
Would you like 0%, ¢ o + « Y@B.40ac 0 () Poba poasessions taken away from them at home or on Very concerned. . . .
Nocacoss 1 ¢ ) Lbg ot the atreets, Are you (Read) Somewhat concerned. .
Not worxdad . ., « & «
How many organisations like sccial =lubm, senfor citizen or commumnity 18 C0E Den't think about it.
center, church, eiviec or professional organizations do you belong to? 0 zgg_y o (Specify: Othexr . « v « ¢ ¢ o
OnGe « « ¢ o o -
™0s o o o oo L C ) e Do you worry move about being assaulted and
Three or movre. 2 ( ) [ %f robbed at home oxr on the streets? At home « + & 5 o v o
Nmm ¢ & ¢ 8 o 3 ( ) e . == On the streets, . «
When you leave your home, even if only for a short time, do you lock B ol m No differsnce (seme).
your doors and windows? (Read if necessary) Always o o« o » 0 ( ) I 3 jsu
Sometines., , . 1 ( ) .
Hardly ever. . 2 ( ) R -
Never " o e 3 ( ) i f}gn i - 13 -
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Some people believe that younger citizens are more likaly to be b ] Some people believe the main job of the police is to prevent crime
victims of crime than older citimena--others think the oppasite. Ty =k from happening~-others believe the main job of the police iz to catch
Uhi:h :{ these do you tl;;g;c? (Rend‘)’ tetintaed th y o (é&) - . peoiiie who h":d cﬂomhttetzncr:l;en. Do you bel?.eve the police should be
4t youngey are apt to be victimise an older 4 . 4 o 0 ¢ o 8 o o mainly concexn tha aa
B Thac younger axe MORE apt to be victimimed thanolder . . . + + ¢« o o » 1 ( ) S ;i Prevanting crimes-~keeping crimes from happening. . « « &
C That their chancea of being victimised are about the same ., . ., . . . . 2 ( ) : Catching criminals--after crime has been committed. . , .
DNoopinim... B 8 % @ ¢ ¢ & & & 6 P L O S 3 4 & @ * 8 8 & 0 & @ & 3() H e
) ’ ) R ;: How good a job do t+«> police do in giving protectiom to the people
Now, X have a few other quastions about your opinion concerning T B in your neighborhoc. or commmnity? (Read)
crime. Pleswa-takes this card (CARD V), Look at the top set of - Excellent . « « ¢ o o o
statements. Which one do you sgree with? 1I'll read along with you: 69 c } _ Goode o 4 « o s 0 s 0 0
A My chances of baing attacked or robbed have GONE UP in the R -8 Falr, ¢ « o« o o o ¢ o @
past:fawyears....... 0( ) ‘ POOT: o ¢ ¢« o 4 o 9 » o
B My “hances of being attacked or wrobbed have GONE DOWN in the R (no opinion). o o o » o
past few Foars, « ¢ o 4 s s 1 ( ) Ei
C My chances of being attacked or robbed haven't changed in the P How good a job do the police do in being respectful, listening
paet few years. « +» « o o« 2 ( ) to and talking with older people like yourself? (Read)
DNoapinian......c-.......c----.........o.. 3() }j(} &:‘?llentpooc-on
Pogoee Good, & « o o o ¢ 0 o &
Which of the second sat at the bottom of the card do you agree with . ) Fad¥. o ¢« o ¢ s o o o o
most? I'll read 810“8 with yout 7 ,l IR POOXs o ¢ o 6 o o o o
A Cxime {8 a LESS sexrious problem than the newspapers and TV say, es e 0C : 1 fi“ (no opinion). . » & « o
B Crime 18 a MORE serious problem than the newspapars and TV say. « » « « 1 ( ) |
C Crime {s about aes serious & problem as the newspapers and ™V eay. . . » 2 ( ) , i e Have you ever complained to the police about some
D Noopinfone o o ¢« o« o« « ¢« o o o o o s o o o 8 o o a a a s 800000 3 ] 0 crimcmni..:todagainstyou? Yo .
' PorT (If 'Yeas' ask: Yas.
i
Do you think your neighborhood has more or less ?(j_y p ! .
crime than other places? More, « s s + 2 » o O g‘i 37} Did the police follow up your complaint? Yes
About the game, . . 1 .
LeBH, « o o o v o o 2 g g | (If "No' ask: Why do you think the police did not? No .
DOﬂ‘t know. « » . 0 3 ( ) % ‘T‘
(nonresponsive) . . & ( ) | i : .
Now, for a minute, think about any crimes which MAY i What do you think of thz police around your neighborhood
be happening in your neighborhood~-would you say they RIS and commmity? (Read)
are committed mostly by people who live here in this R Most police are honest. . . . . .
neighborhood or mostly by outsidera? 72 Lo Some police are honest, , « + « &
No crimes happening in the neighborhoed. « « « v o o » « 0 ( ) X;:’} fmolice are honest. . . .
Bypeoplclivinghere............-.-... 1() : t L S S
Byou&siders........-.....-»....... 2() ? (naopinion)‘e""""'
Equally by people living here and outsiders. . . . « « « 3 ( ) f
Don't KDOW o o « o o 2 + o s o s v v ¢ o 0 000 s 008 & C) P What kind of a job do you feel the courts are doing in relationm
(nonresponsive). « o« + o ¢ o « + v 4 s o 0 0 s 0 0 v o 53C) i to offenders who break the laws affectiug the safety and lagal
In general, have you limited or changed your activities 73 rights of the older citizen? (Read) Excellent . .
in the pant few years because of your concern with crime? Yes. . . O ( ) 1 Cood. . . . o 4 oo
No ... 1() ~L Falr: o ¢« o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o @
POOYe o ¢ 5 6 ¢ o ¢ « ¢
Many people are saying today that loneliness is the most ww Specify: th . e e v v e s
disturbing and difficult problex older people have to Jb if (Specify g:o :;z.nion). e e e
face in day-toeday living. Do you agree or disagree? Agree , ., ., O é ) -
(1€ "Disagree' asks Disagree. . 1 h) Ha
g ve you evay been askad to testify in court in relation to
problem older people have to £ace? » L (1f "Yeu" ask: YE8 v v e s e .
?’vyﬂw Didyn\l?.o'oaconoo Teltlfy.-.--
M h i { Not testify. e o
‘ - § e (If 'w)" .’k, my mt? No ® o v ¢ e o
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NI/ | i CONTROL NUMBER
ITEM ! Now, we need some information in order to include your respomses in the
] T proper group of older citizens interviewed. As 1 told ¥ou be!:re,u::ur
What changes {n the neighborhood and commnity streets would increase i = name will ngg.be on your QUE?IIOSNAI&E :2:::1;:22122 :: y':yco ¢ numer.
your feelings of safety and security? (Present CARD VI. Rezd---and ( No individual's responses will ever be : y .
oursge selection of all that apply. 82-4 i ‘
cReotTes ° A ;:ttef p:lizﬁ ;‘tgg’.Y o) L L e 0 ( s {::j \ Please :ell me how old you were on your I.at bir';hday? 6(2529-——-)
B Improved street Lighting., . . . . . . . . v v v v v v v v . 1 ¢ ) j 70:74 . . . . " : :
C Clear trash and cut back shrubbery. . . . . . . .. ..... 2( ) o T 75 and above. . . .
D Removal of potential hiding places around buildings . . . . . 3 ( ) f;
EBettortrlnlportation--......-..........a 4() h z
F More respect for the older citfzen. . . . . . . . . . N D . Sex! . »» Male. ., O ( ) Racet . . . » White ., ..,
G Neighbor helping Neighbor (Block Watch, Tele-Care). . . . . . 6 ¢ ) i i Female ., 1 ( ) Black . . . .
H Other (Specify: e T () b (Bpecify: Other . ., .
I(all).-..coo--.o-o--.ln.-o-ooooto 8() ‘ (llkifﬂOQCIIlty)
I o .
Would you be interested to participate in a Call-A-Neighbor program? [ Which of the following best deseribes your living arrangements?
(Telephona program) 82-3 & (1f noninatitutional: (If inatitutional;
No.... 0() : Alme.e..".'.“o mr'mshm.oovtit
(If "Yes", ask: Yes... 1 () SR With spouse (marriad), . .1 ( ) Hospital., « « « v o & o
o With family. « » o 00 0 o 2 ( ) Home for elderly. . . . ,
Would you like to: 2:-C . o With roommate (unrelated). 3 ( ) Batirement homa ., , . . .
Callothers . « . . . .. c. 0y O0( ) I e With friends » . « o . « o & ( ) Other (Specify:
getgllledoo'o-ooc'coa ;gg ! wichgrwp........S()
o * * * . L] L] L] [ ] - » L ] L] L] L] .
Already in a calling program. . . 3 « ) ; ; (nonresponsive). . « . .+ 6 ()
/ : CARD ich cate best
If older people like yourself do not notify police after being victimized h ' g::::::z-lszz:.own f.::::)orI::::::;1“2n:om.-fo:”:zve me
in ANY of the many ways we have talked about today--what would you say are ; : your wonthly income.
the main reasons? (Present CARD VII) Please select no more than three ' gg A Less than § 3,000, . ., « . »
reasons~-I'l1l read along with you _83 = B $3,000 to 8 5,999 . . . . »
A Did not want to take the time and get in a big hassle . . . . . , . , 0 C $6,000to $8,999 . +. + ¢« &
B Did not want harm or punishment to come to offender . . . . ... .. 1( ) b D § 9,000 to 811,999 . . . . .
C Afraid offender would retaliate or come back and get even . . . . ., 2 ( ) ; E 812,000 and over . « o+ « o o
D Police couldn't do anything about ft. . . . o o « o o o . . A N F (nonrespongive). . . + o » o
E Police wouldn't do anything about ft. « « o o o o o o o . . . N - i )
F Didn't know how or 1f polfce should be notified « o o « o o o . . . . 5 ) | i} How long have you lived here, How would you describe your dwelling?
G Too confused or upset at the time + » . o o o v o o o o o o .+ . . e o 6 () ’ s at thia place or address? T“ZS (Read if necezssary)
H Not sure 1f offender would be caught. & o o o 4 o 4 2 0 0 0 v v oW 7 (G . . Less than 6 months. . . . 0 Rooming house . « . « o ¢ ¢ 4 ¢
I Thought it was a private--not a criminal matter . . . « . . . . v oo 8 () ; if Six months to 1 year. . . 1 ( ) Duplex house. . + « + v o o ¢ o ¢ &
J Fear of inaurance cancellation or increased insurance cost. v e s e 9(C) i L One to 3 years, . « « « « 2 ( ) Four-unit apartment . . « . o .+ s &
Afraid someone in authority or family member would: Three to 10 years . . . . 3 ¢ ) More than four-umit apartment . . .
K 1) Take away some of older person's independence . . . . . . s oo 10 () ; I Over 10 years « « . « « . & ( ) Metropolitan Housing. « « o o « + &
K 2) Take chaxge of older person's money . . . . . e v s e e e ee.s 11 C ) { ;? Single family house . . « « . + . &
K 3) Hake older person move where rent might be higher . . . . . ., 12 ( Y ; Other (Specify )
L Afraid of going to court, . . . T T T . 1 | ( 7 §§‘ Which of the £011mn3 best dascribes your marital status?
1f you have been victimized in ANY of the many ways we've talked about . Never :arried R
today~-Were you halped by any commmity agency, special group or organ- 84-A gi::i:d e s o o s : : : : : :
1:5&1?:; "Yos", aski ﬂz;::: g E g b Divorced or separated . . . .
What agency or organization: We might have to call you oa the telephone about some quesation we
? Yem ¢ o o ¢ o ¢
Did they contact you first or did you contact them? 84-3 have on this survey. That would be all right with you I
I contacted them ., ., . . . 0 ( ) (nonresponaive) .
They contactad me, . . ., . 1 ( ) 1!
i g -17 -
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Control Number ey
St
Interviewer ! | - 2-B Have you talked about the telephone numbers or any of
(initials) the other information with anyone else--like a friend
QUESTIONNAIRE TI o a relative--anyone? Noseeceeravnssses(
M e[‘ Yes.-.........---l
x ‘ il
Project: SEARCH & INFORM LRk If "Yes", ask:
Telephone Follow-up 1 1}? With whom?
Ut
e
This is from the Xavier University Cincinnati Survey ‘ i (list friend, relative but NO NAMES used in survey.)
of older citizens. One of our interviewers filled out a questionnaire with ‘ '? i
you about three months ago. Do you remember when came to see N K 3 Did the first interview and the information given
you? After you answered a lot of questions you were given some papers and : ! you help you to do anything that has made you feel
pamphlets. We wonder if any of these papers were of help to you. ] safer or happier?
B H NO.-..--------..O
1-A Have you used or called any of the telephone 1-A : If '"Yes", ask: D 4=T- R |
numbers on the Blue Telephone listing? T 4 -
Haven't needed toee.vvvuvever.n 0 ( ) r ; : What?
L T O !
Misplaced it..eiiviviininnnnnnnn2 ()
Threw it away....vvvvvvvvennnnnnad () . ‘
] Don't remember getting it...... 04 () | BE 4-A One last question: Has anyone stolen anything from
Specify: Other..ie.eieiiiiniienneennnnnnads () : you, cheated you, or committed any other crime
against you since you talked with the interviewer?
If "Yes", ask: b4 T | O
I've become more alert, aware ....e. L
1-B Onme call or more than one ? 1-B P
Onee.evvvinene.ed0 ( 5 If "Yes", ask:
More than one....1 () L
: 4=B Have you been victimized once or more than once?
1-C Do you still have the Blue Directory 1-C e Once svevvscncesees 0
sheet in a handy place? ; : More than once ee++ 1
NO . c e -ono-.o () - ': h
Yes. cereiaensl () 4-C Did you feel that it was important enough
i that you called the police?
2-A Did you find the packet on crime prevention 2-A Notsererencennese
of any use or value? | Yes cercrrceesecee]
NO e ireinriarionarnenanssal () ‘ |
Have looked at it some...l1 () 1 4-D Did the police or some other agency give you
YeSe. v ivieiininninnnees 2 () | help in some way?
If "Yes", ask: e No 0
How? ’ ‘% LL Yes 1
x If "Yes", ask:
i
kigﬁ What did the Police or other agency do for you?
' il
an
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(Telephone numbers coded "C" for Cincinnati,

ASSISTANCE :

ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES . . . . .
ASSOCIATION FOR THE BLIND . .

CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERVICE . . . . . .
CONSUMER PROTECTION DIVISION. . . .
COUNCIL ON AGING. &« & & o v & & o+ .

FAMILY SERVICE. « v & &« & v & o 4 .
FOOD STAMP OFFICE . . . . « « . . .
HEALTH DEPARTMENT . . . . . . . .

HOME AID SERVICE (and TELECARE) .
LEGAL AID SOCIETY . . . . + o . .
SALVATION ARMY FAMILY SERVICE . .

SENIOR SERVICES, INC. (and OUTREACH). .

SOCIAL SECURITY OFFICE. .

SOCIAL SERVICES, WELFARE DEPARTMENT

VISITING NURSE ASSOCIATION. . . . .

HOUSING AND HEATING:
ADULT FOSTER CARE . . . . . . . . .
COUNTY AUDITOR - HEATING DISCOUNT .
HOMESTEAD. ..
METROPOLITAN HOUSING AUTHORITY. . .

TRANSPORTATION:

ACCESS: v ¢ v ¢ v. & . c e 0 e s
EASY RIDERS (Medical trips) .

ESCORT SERVICE (Welfare Department) .

QUEEN CITY METRO DISCOUNT . . . .
GOLDEN BUCKEYE DISCOUNT . . . . . .

CALL CONTACT (Lonely, need someone to
talk to) . . . . o

DIRECTORY OF SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY

"H" for Hamilton County)

EMPLOYMENT OR HOURLY COMPENSATION:

.« 8724648 (H)
. « 221~8558 (H)
. o 241-7745 (H)
. .« 352-3971 (C)
. . 721-1025 (H)
. . 381-6300 (H)
« . 221-8141 (H)
. 352-3100 (C)
632-8451 (H)

. 721-6962 (H)

» 241-9400 (RH)

-+ » 241-0160 (H)
« » 721-4330 (H)
. » 563-8550 (H)
« » 632-6224 (H)
+ « 241-5930 (H)

EMERGENCIES:

FOSTER GRANDPARENT PROGRAM., ., . ., . . .
SENIOR COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT for

Limited Income . . . . . . . . .
SENIOR COMPANION PROGRAM. + « + o « « .
SENIOR JOB REGISTRY + v v & o o o o o .

LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES:

CINCINNATI RECREATION COMMISSION. . . .
PUBLIC LIBRARY - BOOKS BY MAIL. . . . .

LIBRARY FOR THE BLIND.

RETIRED SENIOR VOLUNTEER PROGRAM. . . .

SENIOR ‘

281-5458

. 721-0717

281-5458

. 721-1025

. 352-4000

.

369-6070
369-6074
352-4046

(1)

(H)
(H)
(H)

(c)
(H)
(1)
(#)

AIDE TO VICTIMS OF CRIME. . . . . . . .

. FIRE. . .
. . 632-6751 (H) POLICE.
. . 632-8822 (H)
. . 632-8386 (H)
. . 721-4580 (C)

421-9490

(H)

If you have a question or problem, suggest you call before
making a trip to an agency as your question may be

answered over the telephone. If you do not know which

agency or service to call, there is a twenty-four hour
assistance number:

. 621-1234 (C)
. 651-2611 (H)

INFORMATION & REFERRAL.

. 721-7900 (H)

. . 632-6909 (H)
. . 621-8261 (H)

. . 721~-0502 (H)

« . 631-0111 (H)

DIRECTORY PRESENTED BY:

PROJECT SEARCH AND INFORM
Graduate Corrections Program
Xavier University
Cincinmati, Ohio 45207
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Appendix III

TECHNICAL INFORMATION

Survey population

Survey results presented in this report are based on data gathered between
mid-April, 1979, and January 15, 1980, from 1000 men and women over age 65, 500
living within the limits of the City of Cincinmati, and 500 living within
Hamilton County outside of the Cincinnati city limits. Since the survey data
are based on a representative sample of one percent of the population 65 years
of age and over in the Cincinnati-Hamilton County 1980 projection1 and not a
total population, the results are estimates.

Estimates from this survey are based on the data obtained from a repre-
sentative sample which was appropriate to the best 1980 demographic projections
available for Hamilton County:

Projections by Battelle Labs and by Atchley & Smith of the Scripps

Foundation for Hamilton County, 1980; Age 65-69 32 to 34 percent;

age 70-74 28 to 29, and age 75 & above 38 to 39.2

Ohio Commission on Aging, Hamilton County, 1980 sex projection: Male
39 percent and female 61.3

Tn each of tem statistical neighborhoods in the City of Cincinnati and in each
of ten geographical areas in Hamilton County, consideration of these demographic
factors was given in seeking and accepting interviewees to round out the repre-
sentative sample, The Co—difector located and invited interview-participation

through Senior Citizen and Nutrition Centers; health fairs; retirement homes;

lBattelle Labs projection made available by the Better Housing League,
Cincinnati, Ohio,

2Battelle Labs and Atchley & Smith projections made available by the Better
Housing League, Cincinnati, for county, sub-county, and Cincinnati-Hamilton

County forecasts with 1970 U.S. Bureau of the Census as basic statistical data,

30hio Commission on Aging telephone call, March 12, 1979.
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- would be able to find rural addresses and provide their own transportation, it
nursing homes; Metropolitan Housing; home for the sightless; homebound through T P P ?

became expedient to employ and train six additional interviewers. The ten inter-
Meals~on-Wheels programs and Home Aid Service; churches and church-related P poy

3

. . . ‘s viewers who accomplished most of the 1000 interviews involving Questionnaire I
services; independent clubs and organizations of older citizens=--as well as

ey
E2

were: three white men, three white women, two black men, and two black women;

]

i

) and the three telephone interviewers who accomplished Questionnaire II were
Representative sample

-]

4

two white and one black woman, Training was accomplished at the Department

through various governmental and social agencies. T
As a result of the broad contacts made by the Co-director in securing this ™ I

E?.::,

, . . R . of Corrections, Xavier University, and involved the two Co-directors of this
representative sample, 95 percent were drawn from a non-institutional living

-1

. . R . R project, one of whom was the Department Director, and it additionally involved
arrangement and 5 percent from such institutional settings as retirement home,

£

the Assistant Department Director as training consultant. Each interviewer

3

convent, home for the sightless, and nursing home.4 Interviewees living in

N |

was checked out by one of the Co-directors who was also available throughout

Fomes
®

various types of dwellings, and representing all marital status situations were

. the project to answer questions ive assistance, and deal with specific
included. Consideration of black-white ratios was evaluated only in relation prod d > & ? P

i
(‘/-'"“-‘“—’1'

roblems related to any interviewee or to the questionmnaires.
to each of the specific twenty areas.5 However, over-all, 18 percent of inter- P v d

. It was stressed, both in training the interviewers, and in all of the
viewees were black (6 percent in the county, 13 in the city). The pattern of ? & >

“,.,‘_.‘u

. Co~directors' presentations to potential interviewers individually or in groups
representation from the various types of dwellings, levels of income, and P P 7 groups,

1

e St o

T

}

. . . that there would be no pressure for interviewees to respond to questions with
different marital status groups indicates that this representative sample seemed 4 P P 1

which they did not feel comfortable.

st

g

i

to tap realistically across these categories,

o

All appointments, set at a time convenient for the interviewees were

Interviewers 7 i i% made by telephone. The name and description of the interviewer was always
Potential interviewers were contacted through Senior Citizens' Centers and }§ provided so that the jnterviewer would be recognized before the door was opened.
; i
clubs, churches, Council on Aging Job Registry, and township Police Department }ﬁ; The interviewers also carried some personal identification as well as a letter
s
or mayor's office. The original group of nine interviewers attended a two-day in of introduction from one of the Co-directors of the program
training workshop at Xavier University. Due to time pressure, some interviewers' QL,
., . Development of Questionnaire T
attrition, and the need to have interviewers in certain outlying county areas who iy P of & =
{
§ L In the development of Questionnaire I used in this study, careful considera-
I?stltuFlonallzed ?opulatlon over 65 egtlmat?d a?out 4 to S-percent at any iy tion was given to other questionnaires which had been used in somewhat similar
given time., Hendricks, Jon and C, Davis, Aging in Mass Society: Myths and

Realities, Cambridge, Mass: Winthrop Publ. 1977. surveys during the 1970's (Forston & Kitchens 1974; U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1975,

)
P

5 : . . \ . i
1980 prOJec?lons fo? black population in Hamilton County vary from 14 percent, ; q 1977 and 1978; Rifai, 1976; Midwest Research Institute, 1977; Montgomery County,
Atchley & Smith, Scripps Foundation, Miami University to 18 percent, City % B S
Planning Commission, Cincinnati, Ohio. i : ‘ 1977; St., Petersburg Police Dept., 1978; Klechor & Bishop, 1978). Suggestions
) E il -3
[
o
b
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as to Questionnaire I item content and structure were secured from a number of
administrators and staff in city and state agencies involved with services to
the elderly, including Cincinnati City Council Task Force on Crime Against the
Elderly; regional, county, and city criminal justice personnel. Academically
input and revierwere cbtained from several sociologists and psychologists,

both on and off campus. Trial runs with Questionnaire I were accomplished with

colleagues and volunteer elderly men and women in two areas in Cincinnati, Such

interview data were not used in the actual sample, These provided opportunities
to check such factors as time necessary to complete the interview and to-
present the information packet; interviewee fatigue due to length of the
instrument; and appropriateness of language-level for older interviewees coming
from, different socio-economic, educational, and cultural backgrouﬁds.

The first interview began with more neutral questions related to opinions
and feelings about current life satisfactions, activities, coping skills, and
recent problems of personal concern. Then, questions shifted to the exploration
of victimization experiences, both direct and vicarious, including fraud and
harassing phone calls. The next group of questions dealt with the fear of crime
in relation to the effect which such fear and any physical disabilities had on
activities. TFollowing this were questions related to certain crime prevention
behaviors of the interviewees, opinions as to crime trends, and evaluations of
police and court performance. Finally, interviewees had the opportunity to
recommend specific changes to increase feelings of safety and security and to
indicate their possible interest in a "Call-a-Neighbor" program. The final
question related to the reasons older people do not notify police after
victimization,

A few key areas had several related questions placed in different parts

of the questionnaire in order to check consistency of response. Questions

ST

T
wEUUL

|8

i

]

¥

PR

[

vzzmzmmra

LR

L

13

;;u.w,..}

pom sy

f

ey
o |

3

-

A

3
TR

L

oy

ey

KT

P

e B

S T

related to evaluation of personal safety preceded crime prevention behaviors

of self and others so that evaluation of prevention measures would not immediately
affect evaluation of feelings of personal safety in various life situations.

The necessary demographic information was recorded at the end of the interview.

It was hypothesized that older people might feel more willing to give such
information as age, income, and marital status after becoming more comfortable
with the non-pressured interview techniques, which included non-response to a

question,

Development of Questionnaire IL

This was a telephone interview follow~up questionnaire exploring the value

of the one-page telephone Directory of Services fo the Elderly in Cincinnati-

Hamilton County and of the packet on crime prevention presented on the completion
of Questionnaire I approximately three months previously,

On completing Questionnaire I each interviewee was asked if it would be
acceptable to call back about some question on the survey. Even the interviewers
did not know that there would be a telephone follow=up interview. Only those
interviewees who had indicated willingness to be called were contacted for the

Questionnaire II interview.

Directory and crime prevention packet

The selection of specific telephone numbers to be included in the Directory

of Services to the Elderly was made after consultation with Pro-Seniors, Informa~

tion and Referral of the Community Chest, Public Library, and Council on Aging.

Copy of the directory is included in Appendix III.
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The crime prevention packet included the following publications:

Association of Home Care Agencies, Cincinnati
Coordinated Home Care

Community Chest and Council, Cincinnati
Information and Referral: 721-7900

Council on Aging, Cincinnati
Brochure listing Available Services

Division of Crime Prevention
A Citizens Handbook
Auto Theft
Crime Prevention for the Senior Citizen
Inventory Record of Your Valuables
Operation Crime Alert (stickers)
Residential Burglary

Sears, Roebuck and Company
Home Security

Analysis of nominal data

Most of the data from the interviews were at the nominal level of measure-
ment and, therefore, required employing the chi~square statistic for contingency
tables. The chi-square test determined whether or not the obtained distribution
of observations into certain item categories conformed to theoretically determined
expectations. In some instances categories were combined in order to avoid
theoretical frequencies less than 10. The basic statistical null hypothesis is
that the variables in a specific table are independent of one another. If a chi-
square value was found significant at the 0.05 level or lower, it was considered
to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected., Since the significance
of the chi-square value merely indicates the presence of some type of relationship,
which could be either linear or curvilinear, inspection of the contributions to
chi-square from the different contingency table cells is necessary in interpre-

tation.1

1Comrey, Andrew L, Elementary Statistics: A Problem Solving Approach.
Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press, 1975,
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