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I L. INTRODUTION

f On December 30, 1980, Governor Graham appointed

on the Assignment of Florida Highway Patrol Troopers

Force consisted of the following members ;

a special Task Foree

to Miami, This Task

Director
Florida Department of Law Enforcement

Mr. Chester Blakemore
Executive Director

Department of Highway Safety
and Motop Vehicles

Dr. Elton Gissendanner
Executive Director

Department of Natural Resources

Colonel Robert Brantly
Executive Director

Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission

Mr. Nat Cole
Policy Coordinatop-

|
1
Mr. James York (Chairman)

Public Safety,

fice of Planning and Budgeting,
Governor's Office

Ms. Nancy Linnan
Chigf Cabinet Aide

1ce of Attorney Genera]

Mr, Bil] Phelan

Cabinet Aide

Office of State Treasurer

Mr. John Burke

Director

Division of Public Safety

Department of Veteran and Community Affairs

This Tash Force was charged with the responsibility of evaluating
the impact of the Governor's decision to temporari]y assign 100 Highway
Patrolmen to the Miami/Dade area. They were also asked to meet and make
recommendations With regards to extending the length of Trooper assign-
4
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ment to a total of 90 days.

The Governor directed the Task Force to examine a variety of issues.
(See Appendix 1) Among the issues to be addressed was the impact of
increased law enforcement in Dade County as measured by response time,
citizen perceptions and other measures. The purpose of this survey is
to assess the attitudes of citizens in the Dade/Miami area, other urban
areas outside of Dade/Miami and rural areas of the State with regard to
a number of enforcement questions. Of primary interest was citizen
awareness of the Governor's decision to reassign 100 Highway Patrolmen
to the Miami/Dade area. Likewise, information was sought on the perceived
impact of that policy on citizens' satisfaction with law enforcement pro-
tection in their communities.

This survey should not be viewed as a rigorous scientific survey of
the target communities. While systematic sampling procedures were used,
the Tow number of respondents made the generation of a statistically
representative sample impossible. An attempt was made in the Miami/Dade
survey to obtain a sample that was representative of the racial compo-
sition of the Miami/Dade area. Other demographic variables such as the
income, sex and age were not controlled. The survey tends to overrepre-
sent women and the elderly. This fact should be taken into consideration

when analyzing the results of this survey.

METHODOLOGY.

1. Miami-Dade County Sample

The Miami-Dade County survey utilized a systematic selection pro-
cedure to obtain random pages from the Greater Miami telephone book.

Numbers were generally selected on a systematic basis from the sample

pages. To obtain a representative sample of the Miami-Dade population,
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increased effort was placed on obtaining Black and Hispanic respon-

dents. Telephone prefixes that yielded Dlack respondents

during the first few days of the survey were purposely selected by /

one interviewer in an attempt to increase the percentage of Black
respondents in this survey. When it was noted that Hispanic respon-
dents were being under-represented, one interviewer was instructed
to call individuals with Spanish surnames. The Miami/Dade survey
contains 382 completed interviews. The following table shows the
actual racial composition of the Miami/Dade County area and the

racial composition of the survey population:

Table 1

Racial Composition - Miami/Dade

Actual Survey
# i # %
Whi te 755,000  47.9: 189 49.5
Black 260,000 16.5% 68 17.8
Hispanic 560,000 35.6°% 123 32.2
Other 0 o el 0.5

TOTAL 1,575,000 100.0% 382 100.0%

As can be seen from Table 1, the Miami/Dade survey closely
paralleled the actual racial population of the Miami/Dade area. Whites
are overrepresented in the survey and Hispanics are underrepresented.
Due to the compressed time frame for completing this survey, the com-
piling of a statistically representative sample was not possible.
However, due to racial similarity between the actual Miami/Dade
County population and the sample popuiation, this survey is bnlieved
to be a fairly accurate representation with regard to Miami/Dade
County's racial composition.

This survey overrepresents women (58.6%) in the Miami/Dade survey.
Females represent 53.3% of Dade County's population. The elderly are

also overrepresented by this survey. 0f all Dade County residents,

3
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16.3% are 6b years of age or older. The elderly constitute 20.7% of L
the Miami/Dade survey respondents.
No attempt was made to assess the validity or reliability of

the survey questions. An effort was made to word all questions as

clearly and concisely as possible. Proper sequencing of questions

e

was also deemed important. (See Appendix 2 for copy of survey in-
strument) Opinion questions (H-R) were asked first and the more
personal demographic characteristics questions followed. Certain
opinion questions (Questions H, I, and J) were used in a previous
telephone victimization study that was sponsored by the Police Founda-

tion.

Urban/Rural Florida Survey

In order to compare citizen attitudes in the Miami/Dade area

with other areas of the state, two urban and four rural cities were
chosen to be surveyed. In selecting target cities, an attempt was

made to obtain a geographical mix that would be reflective of Flori-
da's actual population. Rural survey cities all had populations of
less than 20,000 respondents. The following cities were included in |

this survey:

Table 2 !
Type of City Location Number of Individuals Surveyed
Urban Jacksonville ’ 101
Urban Tampa 101
Rural Crestview 50
Rural Lake Wales 59 !
Rural Belle Glade 51

Rural Palatka 49 .

Pages were selected from each city's telephone directory by

using a systematic sampling procedure. Telephone numbers were also I

selected from sample pages on a systematic basis. Telephone numbers }ﬁ

T e . .
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were called during afternoon and evehing hours. The survey was
conducted during a period from Thursday, January 22, 1981, through
Monday, January 26, 1981.

RESULTS

Survey data has been aggregated into three categories according to
the geographic location of the respondents. The Miami/Dade respondents
are included in one category; the responses from Tampa and Jacksonville
are combined into an 'other urban' category; and the responses from Belle
Glade, Crestview, Lake Wales and Palatka have been combined into a 'rural'
category.

The demographic data presented in the following section represents
a summary of responses from all survey sites. Differences between the
total survey results and those from the Miami/Dade sample are mentioned
in the narrative which follows each table.

The opinion question responses are displayed in one of four cate-
gories: Miami/Dade, Other Urban, Rural and Total Survey. Percentages
are reported in most instances to facilitate the analysis of survey data.

Responses to the questions regarding victimization were coded into
either: property crime, personal crime or no crime. Those offenses
reported by victims were further categorized into Part I or Part II
crimes. Due to a lack of information with regard to specific offense,
coding rules were developed to assure consistency of coding. However,
designations of offenses as either Part I or Part II were quite arbitrary.
Any analysis of the victimization data should take this weakness into
account.

The final section of the report analyzes the degree of association

between a number of demographic and opinion variables. The Chi-square




statistic was used to isolate statistically significant relationships

between variables. Those cross-tabulations that were found to be signi-

ficant at a .01 level or better are displayed in Appendix 3.

Nata on individual survey sites (except Miami/Dade) are not discussed

in this report. Such data can be reviewed by interested parties by con-

tacting the Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance.

1.
A)

B)

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

Location of Respondents

Table 3

Respondent's Location

: Relative Adjusted Cum

: Freq Freq Freq
Location ... i Number . (Pct) ___ (Pct) _ (Pct)
M{ami 386 48,4% 48.4 48,49,
Tampa 101 12.7 12.7 61.1
Jacksonville 101 12.7 12.7 73.8
Lake Wales 59 7.4 7.4 81.2
Crestview 50 6.3 6.3 87.5
Palatka 49 6.1 6.1 93.6
Belle Glade 5 6.4 6.4 100.0%

TOTAL 797 100.0%  100.0

Comments: Approximately 487 of all survey respondents were from the Miami/
Cade area, More respondents were sought from this area since the Gover-
nor's policy impacted most directly on the Miami/Dade area. Urban areas
constituted 61.1" of all respondents.

Sex of Respondents

Table 4
Sex of Respondents
| | Relative | Adjusted { Cum
I ' Freq | Freq | Freq
Sex Muniher! (Pct) ! (Pet) 1 (Pct)
P . ‘;)1,.:“ e e maE % B 6 B T.rj. o A 3 B R e ‘-;,:A.u e oA
Male i 32 39.0% 391 4 89.1%
Female | 471 1 591} 591 4 98,2
No Response My o8 o 1.8 4100.0%
' TOTAL 797 v 700007 ' 00,0

Comments: Approximately 59 of all respondents were female. The
overrepresentation of female respondents is believed due primarily to
the fact that approximately half of the telephone calls were made
during working hours when women would more Tikely be at home than men.
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Age of Respondents

Table §

Age of Respondents

I Relative ! Adjusted; Cum

; Freq ; Freq g Freq
Age e Number:  (Pct) ! (Pet) 1 (Pct)

} i i e
18-30 170 1 21,3 1 22.3% | 22,3y
31-45 217 1 27.2 1 28.4 | 50.7
46-64 226 1 28.4 1 29.6 | 80.2
65-99 1810 18,9 1 19,8 1 100.0%

TOTAL 764 1+ 10000 ¢ TT00.0%

MISSING CASES 33

Gomments: The elderly were somewhat overrepresented in this sample.
Appro§1mqte1y 20° of all respondents were 45 years of age or older. In

the Miami/Dade sample 22,57 of respondents were elderly while the actual
elderly population in the Miami/Dade area is 16.3%. The overrepresentation
of elderly was expected since the elderly are generally more 1ikely to be
at home dur1ng working hours since many are retired and/or have poor health
which restricts their mobility.

Respondent's Length of Time at Current Address
Table 6
Time at Current Residence

Relativel  Cum

I

| Freq | Freq
Length of Time . _j. Number! _(Pct)! (Pct)

i 1
Less Than One Year | 66 E 8.3ﬂ5 8.3
1 or 2 Years 136 17.3 1 25.6
3 or b Years 180 1 22.6 | 48.2
6 Years or Longer 404 ! 50.7 + 98.9
No Response | 91 1.1 1 100.0%

TOTAL 797+ 100,040

Comments: Slivhtly more than ono-half of all survey respondents 1ived

at their current residence for 6 years or longer. The Miami/Dade sur-

vey showed a sTightly Tower percentage (47.4%) of respondents that 1ived
at their current address for 6 years or longer.

Y
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Race of Respondents
Table 7
Racial Composition of Respondents

Relative| cum

|
| I
| Freq | Freq
Race Number |} (Pct) E (Pct)
| !
White 519 | 65.15 1 65.1%
Black 129 | 16.2 | 81.3
Hispanic 133 1 16.7 | 98.0
Other 6 | 0.8 | 98.7
No Response 10 | 1.3 | 100.0%
TOTAL 797 ' 100.0% '

Comments: The total survey was made up of approximately two-thirds white
respondents. The Miami/Dade portion of this survey had a higher propor-
tion of Hispanics (32.2%) and Blacks (17.8%) than the total survey. The
Miami/Dade survey was also closely representative of the actual racial
composition of the Miami/Dade area (see Table 1).

Income of Respondents
Table 8

Total Family Income

! Relative | Cum
! Freq | Freq
Family Income Numbey | (Pct) | (Pct)
] I
Under $10,000 122 | 15.3% 1+ 15.3%
$70,000 to $19,999 148 | 18.6 | 33.9
$20,000 to $29,999 125 | 15.7 | 49.6
$30,000 and Up 130 | 16.3 | 65.9
No Response - Don't Know _272 | 34,1 | 100.0%
TOTAL | 797 | 100.0% |

Comments: The Family Income of respondents was fairly equally distri-
buted among income categories. The Miami/Dade survey showed results
that were quite similar to the Family Income frequencies that are
reported in Table 8 above.

OPINION RESPONSES
Opinion Question 1:

How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neigh-
borhgo? AT NIGHT - very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, orgvehy
unsafe?

- Responses
Table 9
Safety At Night
(% Responses)
_ : Reasonably :Somewhat i Very 1 Don't Know/

Location Very Safe i Safe i Unsafe 1 Unsafe iNo Opinion | TOTAL

] 1 ]
Miami/Dade 10.4% | 34.5% 1 26.2% | 28.2% ! 0.8% 100%
________________________ e it e e e o o 2w e e B et e e e e i o o e L-----—-------------
Other Urban 25.7 i 47.0 P13.9 & 11.4 I 2.0 100%
............. SR SV SO SVURS SS O S
Rural 8.2 1 440 ! 1.0 | 16.3 } 0.5 " 100%

1 T 1 }
Total Sample | 18.9% 1  40.2% | 19.1% | 20.8% { 1.0% 100%
- Comments - A wide disparity exists between the Miami respondents and
the respondents from both the other urban and rural areas of the state.
Over one-half (54:4%) of the Miami/Dade county respondents reported feeling
unsafe out alone in their neighborhoods at night. Only 25.7% of other
urban respondents felt unsafe at night while 27.3% of rural respondents
felt unsafe at night.
Opinion Question 2:
How about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feel or would you feel being
out alone in your neighborhood?
- Responses

Table 10
Safety During the Day
(% Responses)
. , Reasonably , Somewhat, Very , Don't Know/
l.ocation | Very Safe! Safe ! Unsafe | Unsafe ! No Opinion TOTAL
. ) H T T 1)

Miami/Dade 30.3% |  45.3% | 15.33 | 8.5% |  0.5% 100%
_______________________ 1____________~I___—_____l_________l_________-__________
Other Urban | 63.9 |  30.2 § 5.0 | 1.0 | 0.0 100%
_______________________ e e e
Rural 59.9 | 3.9 1 53} 24 | 0.5 1002

] 1 14 1
Total Survey | 46.5% |  38.0¢ | 1004 | 5.08 | 0.4 100%

] t }




- Comments - As was the case with the "Fear at Night" question, Miami/
Dade respondents reported a higher degree of fear than did respondents
from other areas of the state. Approximately 24% of Miami/Dade respon-
dents reported feeling unsafe during the day as compared with 6% for
the respondents from other urban areas and approximately 8% for rural
respondents.

Opinion Question 3:

Would you say, in general, that your local police are doing a good job,
an average job, or a poor job?

- Responses
Table T1
Perception of Police Performance
(% Responses)
Location Good ! Average %ﬁPpor EDon't Know/ | TOTAL
Miami/Dade 44.3%§ 33.9% | 12.5% 1 9.3% 100. 0%
Other Urban | S e e T e 00,0
wral | 931 3 a8 | 62 | To0.ox
Total Responses 48.1%% 34.49 § 9.3% E 8.2% 100.0%

- Comments - The Miami/Dade County respondents had slightly less con-
fidence in police performance (78% good/average) than either the other
urban r?spondents (84% good/average) or rural respondents (89% good/
average).

Opinion Question 4:
Would you say, in general, that Florida officials are concerned about
the crime situation in your area - very concerned, reasonably concerned,

somewhat unconcerned or very unconcerned?

- Responses

10
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Table 12

State Official Concern
(% Responses)

Very EReasonab1y | Somewhat i Very i No Opinion/
Location Concerned i Concerned | Unconcerned 1 Unconcerned ! Don't Know TOTAL
] ] ] [}
Miami/Dade 33.0% ; 37.7% i 15.69 ; 7.2% ; 6.5% 100.0%
-------------------------- o = ot i e e e e et e e e e e e et o i o O e b
Other Urban 26.4 t 52,7 : 11.9 i 2.5 : 6.5 100.0%
.......................... b e e e o e o e e e
Rural 27.8 | 48.3 10.0 i 2.9 | 11.0 100.0%
| ] | |
Total Sample | 29.9% | 44.3% |  13.2% | 4.9% i 7.7% 100.0%

- Comments - Survey results indicate that respondents from all survey lo-
cations believed that Florida officials were concerned about local crime.
While the Miami/Dade survey had a lTower percentage of "concerned" responses
(70.5%), the difference from either the other urban sample (78.7%) or

the rural sample (76.0%) wasnot great.

Opinion Question 5

Did you know that Florida officials temporarily transferred 100 Florida
Highway Patrolmen to Miami?

- Responses
Table 13

Awareness of FHP Reassignment
(% Responses)

Location Yes ! No TOTAL
Miami/Dade 89.6% E 10.4% 100%
other Urban | "85:0” 1150 | oot
Rural 80.4 119.6 | 100%
Total Survey| 86.0% i 14.09 100%

- Comments - Results from all survey locations show an extremely high
degree of awareness of the decision to reassign 100 Highway Patrolmen

to the Miami/Dade area. It is surprising that the rural and other urban
percentages were almost as high as those in the Miami/Dade portion of
this study. These results tend to indicate a high degree of awareness
statewide.

11



Opinion Question 6

ini dditional Highway
jon, what effect has the.p1acgment‘of a )
égtig#;ezp}ﬁ Miémi had on Miami'g crime situation - WOuld you say it
has had a positive effect, negative effect or no effect?

- Responses
Table 14
Impact of Patrolmen Policy
(% Responses)
Positive ! No t Negative! Don't‘quw/
Location Effect | Effect! Effect | No Opinion | TOTAL
l " g | g 100%
Miami/Dade | 893 | 1L 1:?%--;____1‘;’;?.%____..-_;_a}
"""""""""""""""""" [ i y
oher Urban | 458 | 854 74 4 B L o
------------------------- o1 1 2.4 1 43.3 100%
Rural 45.2 E } : . >
Total Survey 54.4% 1 14.7%| 3.5% | 31.4% b

cans _— N he
- - The majority in the Miami/Dade survey indicated that t
reggg?zgggnt 22 theJF1or%da Highway Patrolmen had a positive eifect onszhe
Miami crime situation. "Positive effect" was theomost frequen r$ipon

in both the 'other urban' (45.8%) and rura]‘(45.25)lcat$goE1es; ?No
next most frequent response for all categories was D?n t now O:nder-
Opinion.' The high response rate for 'No Opinion/Don't Kn?w b1s nd
standable since the policy of reassigning Patrolmen has og‘y geghat
effect for approximately one month. Many respondegts mentione

it was simply 'too early to tell' the effect of this policy.

Opinion Question 7

As a result of the placement of an increased number of patrolmen in the

.

j i ing better law enforcement
sami/Dade area, is your locality now receiving |
g;o;eétion, worge protection or the same Tevel of protection?

- Responses
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Table 15

Impact of Policy on Local Protection
(% Responses)

Better | Same | Worse | Don't Know/
Location Protection i Level E Protection ! No Opinion TOTAL
Miami/Dade 27.99% § 51,49 § 1.0% 17,94 100%
""""""""""""""""""""" | sindaluindeiadel thaladekelnindeieibaiaiab bbb ikl ahndehehaieied
Other Urban | 16 4704 4 88 B L 100%
Rural 3.4 i 75.0 E 10,1 11.5 100%
t ]
Total Survey 15.9% | 62.3% | 4,9% ! 16.9% 100%

- Comments - The majority of the Miami/Dade survey (59.3%) indicated that
the reassignment of Highway Patrolmen had no effect on Taw enforcement
protection in the Miami/Dade area. Responses from the 'other urban' and
"rural' respondents were more Tikely than those in the Miami sample to
view this policy as having 'no effect' on protection in their respective
localities. More respondents in the 'other urban' and 'rural' samples
rated the impact as having a negative effect on local protection than did
respondents in the Miami/Dade area. However, the percentage of negative

responses in areas outside of Miami/Dade was quite Tow (other urban 6.9%
and rural 10.1%).

Opinion Question 8

Do you believe that the control of Tocal crime should be a responsi-
bility of state government, local government or a shared responsibility?

- Responses
Table 16
Responsibility for Local Crime
(% Responses)
State | Local ! Shared i No Opinion/

Location Gov. | Gov. ! Responsibility ! Don't Know TOTAL

{ [] ]
Miami/Dade 6.3% 1 19.5% | 70,04 | 4.2% 100%
.............. Y AU SOOI
Other Urban 5.0 | 22.0 | 69.5 ' 3.5 100%
..................... OGP U SO SORUOIPUEY UM UV
Rural 2,9 1 21,1 | 74.2 P 1.9 1009

[ i ]
Total Survey | 5.0% ! 20.6%! 71.0% 1 3.4% 100%

13



- Comments - The most frequent response in all survey 1ocat1on cate~
gories was that the control of local crime should be a
bility between state and local governments. The next most frequent
response was that local government should be responsible for control
of local crime.

Opinion Question 9

Should the State have specialized law enforcement manpower to assist
local law enforcement agencies in times of need?

- Responses
Table 17
State Assistance for Local Agencies
(% Responses)

E E No 0p1n1on/
Location Yes | No ! Don't Know TOTAL
Miami/Dade 91,3% i 2.9%% 5.8% 100%
Other Urban | 867 | 7.7 1 5.6 | 1008
Rural | 2.3 Laa | 29 | ioox
Total Survey| 90.4% ; 4.6%§ 5.0% 100%

- Comments - A1l responding locations strongly believed that the State
should have specialized law enforcement manpower to assist local law
enforcement agencies in times of need. 'Yes' responses ranged from a
}ow of 86.7% in 'other urban' areas to a high of 92.3% in rural survey
ocations.

Opinion Question 10

Would you support an increase in state taxes to provide additional
funds for law enforcement?

- Responses
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Table 18

Support for Tax Increase
(% Responses)

- Comments - Respondents in all

| | No Opinion/
Location Yes E No E Don't Know | TOTAL
Miami/bade | 71.1% | 207 8.2 1002
Other Urban | 61.9 | 27.0§ 111 | 1008
Rural | L"'5§T§"{"§ii§“{ """ 7.2 | 1004
Total Survey| 68.5% i 22.8%§ 8.7% 100%

survey location categories strongly

supported an increase in state taxes to provide additional funds for

law enforcement.

"Yes!

responses ranged from a high of 75.3%
survey locations to 61.9% in 'Other Urban' survey Tocations.

in rural
Omitting

'No Opinion/Don't Know' responses yields an even higher percentage of

positive responses:

Miami/Dade (77.5%),

(75.3%) and Total Survey (75.0%).
dents that expressed a yes or no opinion supported an increase in
state taxes for law enforcement purposes.

K) Victimization Question 1

Other Urban (69.6%),

Rural

Thus, three-fourths of all respon-

Have you or any member of your household been a victim of either a
personal or property crime during the past 12 months?

- Responses
Table 19
Victim of Crime in Past 12 Months
Yes Yes Total

Personal Property Yes No TOTAL
Location kﬁ: L #i_5% #I % #i % i %
Miami/Dade 20? 5.2 59§ 15.44% 79| 20.5% 304= 79.4% 383i 1007
Other Urban | 7 3.5 | 23i11.a | 56:"?&?5"“'{95.'55“?""565'"566i
roral | i1 | ié}"éfé""éé.'?6'&"'553.'55'5""'565,'566&
Total Survey | 59§ 3.9% | 100 {12.63] 1311 16.43) 663} 83.58 794} 100

1
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- Comments - Victimization percentages ranged from a high of 20.5% in the
Miami/Dade survey location to a Tow of 10.5% in the rural survey location
category. Table 21 categorizes these crimes in terms of serious (Part 1)
and less-serious (Part 2).

- Comments - Due to a lack of information on offenses, coding of offense
data into categories of Part 1 and Part 2 crimes was quite arbitrary.
However, coding rules assured that offenses were coded consistently
between location categories. Table 21 indicates that the Miami/Dade sur-
vey location had a higher percentage of serious (Part 1) offenses than

did the other reporting categories. However, urban areas (Miami included)
were quite similar and had a considerably higher Part 1 percentage than

~

¢

L) Victimization Question 2

e ¥

If yes, what was the offense? L ] did rural survey locations.
- Responses ﬁ
rable 2 it N) Victimization Question 3
able 20
g If yes on victim question, was the offense reported (to Taw enforcement
Number of Offenses by Type g authorities)?
- Responses
wn i
?5 i Table 22
I SE S i | Co Reported Crime
. (SISl Rl e 8
S, IErEiel gy _ 8lE
Bl BBl pleidl sl BlalT . . Yes |t ToTaL
g Qi< 8='§=$:%=“:;§Egi'§ / Location # 1 % # 1 % # 1 %
LI.QIU)IS-IS-I.CI..C:IS.I-SI i 1] : { :
Location 2 ? ac:’i E’g e 1 8280y El éi E TOTAL Miami/Dade 48 E 77.4% 14i 22.6% | 62 1 100%
| | 1 i i ; —1 ; : : : ’[ —————————————————— L N il L EEL T
Miami/Dade ] i 9 E 3120 i 1414 5 2 E 0 E 5 E 4 E 1 E 0 63  N=383 | Other Urban | 18 E 66.7 | 91 33.3 27 i 100%
------------- S e e b e e e b e e e e e e e e e o g e e e e N i e o 0 e e 0 e e 0t
Other Urban | 0 § 41014 8y 812} 11 0} 2§ 31010 28 N=202 a, Rural 17 181.0 |4} 19.09 | 21 | 100%
------------ e b e e e e e e e e e e e ] e o o i ! ! !
Rural | 0: 1111 51 3t0t1i0t 4l 31111 21 Ne209 : Total Survey| 83 i 75.4% |27 { 24.6% | 110 { 100%
1 ! ! | ] ] | : : : :
Total Survey| 1 i14{ 41 33{ 2516} 4}!1{1}10}2/1] N2 w794 |
|

- Comments - Due to the Tow number of respondents who were victimized
and responded to the question on reporting, caution is recommended when
forming conclusions on the basis of this data. Table 22 indicates that
approximately three-quarters of those responding to the reporting
question indicated that they did report the offense to law enforcement

- Comments - Coding of survey victimization data was complicated by a lack
of offense information reported by survey respondents. Coding rules were
developed to assure that data was coded consistently.

authorities.
M) Victimization Table 3 ¢
Table 21 . IV. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Offenses by Type (Part 1, Part 2) | _ | The Chi-Square statistic was used to isolate those demographic

(% Responses) . o . _
variables that were significantly related to other opinion questions. A

Location Part 1 | Part 2 | TOTAL

significance level of .01 was chosen as a cut-off point for analysis.

Miami/Dade 81.0%
_______________ | Appendix 3 contains copies of computer cross-tabs for those variables

]
]
{
]
]
i
Other Urban 78.6 | 21.4 100%
|
H
!
)
1
t

............... 7" with a significance level of .01 or better. Only those statistically sig-

- e s e o b bt et o e o

nificant relationships that appear to have practical significance and

Total Survey 74.1% | 17




relevance to this study will be discussed. Caution is urged in making

any conclusions on the basis of the chi-square data that is presented in
Appendix 3. Due to the low number of cases in certain cells and, in some

cases the absence of cases in some cells, the level of statistical sig-
nificance may be inaccurate. Further, collapsing of certain response values is
recommended before statements are made regarding statistical significance.

1. Sex_and Opinion_Responses

A. Statewide Sample

Women in the total sample tended to feel less safe during
the daytime (27.1% unsafe) than did men (11.0%).

B. Miami/Dade Sample

Women in the Miami/Dade survey felt more unsafe being alone
in their neighborhood at night than men. Approximately 60% of
women reported feeling unsafe compared to 48% of men.

Men in the Miami/Dade survey tended to be more aware of the
Highway Patrol reassignment policy (95.6%) than dic women in the

same survey (85.3%).

2. Racial Characteristics and Opinion Responses

A. Statewide Sample

In general more white respondents (90.2%) tended to be aware
of the Highway Patrol reassignment policy than did either black
respondents (77.5%) or Hispanic respondents (78.8%). Blacks were
more Tikely to believe that State officials were unconcerned about
local crime (30.8%) than either white respondents (17.5%) or His-
panic respondents (15.5%). Hispanic respondents are more Tikely
to view the control of local crime as a State responsibility (12%)

than eitherwhites (4%) or blacks (4.1%).
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Hispanics in the Miami/Dade sample tended to feel more
unsafe in the daytime (38.2%) than did either the white respon-
dents(16%) or black respondents (20.9%). Blacks in the Miami/
Dade sample were less inclined to rate local police performance
as 'good' (35%) than were either Hispanic respondents (46.9%)
or white respondents (57.1%). Blacks were more inclined to
believe that State officials were unconcerned about crime in the
Miami/Dade area (34.3%) than either the white respondents (25.9%)

or the Hispanic respondents (14.7%).

Feeling unsafe during the daytime tended to increase with
age in the statewide samples. Approximately 8% of the respon-
dents in the 18-30 age group felt unsafe during the day compared
to 24.8% of the respondents in the 65 years and older category.
Belief that the Highway Patrol reassignment policy has had
a positive effect on Miami/Dade's crime situation tends to vary by
the age of the respondent. The 46 years and older respondents
tended to perceive the impact as being more positive (83%) than

those respondents between the age of 18 through 45 years of age

B. Miami/Dade Sample

Age and Opinion Responses

A. Statewide Sample
(67%).

B. Miami/Dade Sample

Respondents' feelings of safety at night tended to vary by
age. Approximately 45% of those respondents between the ages of
18-30 felt unsafe at night. A large majority of elderly respon-
dents (71%) felt unsafe in their neighborhoods at night. The

belief that State officials are concerned about local crime also

19




4.

5,

varies by age. A larger percentage of the younger respondents

rated State officials as being unconcerned than did the older
respondents,

Family Income and Opinion Responses

A, Statewide Sample

There appears to be a slight tendency for the more afflu-
ent (family income of $20,000/year and up) to respond that the
Highway Patrol policy has resulted in the "same Tevel" of Tocal
police protection (82%). Those respondents with an income level
Tower than $20,000 were less Tikely to respond that the level of
police protection was the same (67%). The respondents in the
upper income ranges were also more aware of the Florida Highway
Patrolmen (FHP) reassignment policy (93%) than were respondents
in Tower income categories (82%).

B. Miami/Dade Sample

Respondents in the Tower family income categories were more
Tikely to respond that the FHP reassignment resulted in "better
protection" (47%) than were respondents in the upper income cate-
gories (27%).

Length of Residence and Opinion Responses

Statewide Sample
Respondents who Tived in their current address for 2 years or
less were more likely to rate local police performance as either

'average' or 'poor' (55%) than would those who lived at their current

address for 3 years or longer (44%).

20

V.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

Introduction

This survey was conducted during a period from January 22
through January 26, 1981. Telephone interviews were conducted with
individuals selected from local telephone directories. Increased
emphasis was placed on contacting Blacks and Hispanics in theinami/
Dade sample to assure a racially representative sample. Citizens
were randomly contacted in other target cities after pages were sys-
tematically selected from telephoune directories. Rural sample cities
included: Belle Glade, Crestview, Lake Wales and Palatka. Urban
target cities included Jacksonville and Tampa. Due to a compressed
time schedule, no attempt was made to obtain a statistically repre-
sentative statewide sample. Survey results indicate that women and
the elderly are somewhat overrepresented in this survey.

Results

The following are some of the more relevant findings in this survey:

- More Miami/Dade respondents feel unsafe at night (54%) than either
respondents from other urban (26%) or rural (27%) areas.

- The Miami/Dade, respondents had s1ightly less confidence in police
performance (787 good/average) than either the other urban (84% good/
average) or rural respondents (89% good/average).

- Most survey respondents (74%) believe that State officials are con-
cerned about local crime.

- A large majority (86%) of all respondents were aware of the reassign-
ment of 100 Highway Patrolmen to the Miami/Dade area.

- Most respondents (54%) believed that the reassignment of Highway

Patrolmen has had a positive effect on Miami's crime situation.

21



- Most respondents (51%) believed that the FHP reassignment policy

has made 'no change' in the level of local law enforcement protection.
- Of those who perceived a change in protection, most rated the change
as positive (15.9%) as opposed to negative (4.9%).

- Almost all Miami/Dade respondents, who perceived a change in the
level of protection, rated the change as positive (28%), as opposed
to negative (1%).

- Most respondents (71%) believed that the control of local crime
should be a 'shared responsibility' between state and Tocal govern-
ments.

- Almost all respondents (90%) believed that the State should have
specialized law enforcement manpower to assist iocal agencies in
times of need.

- Threec-quarters (75%) of the respondents who had an opinion sup-
ported an increase in State taxes to provide additional funds for

law enforcement.

- More (20.5%) Miami/Dade respondents stated that they were victims
of a crime in the past year than did 'other urban' (14.9%) or 'rural’

{10.5%) respondents.
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APPENDIX
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SYATL OF 1 VDA

Office of the Governor

THE CAMITOL
TALLAHAGSEE 32301

Bons GRAHAM
GOVERNOR -

X December 30, 1980

Mr. James York

T Director

Department of Law Enforcement
Post Office Box 1489
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Dear Jim:

: You are hereby appointed as Chairman to a task force established
. by the Cabinet and me to evaluate the assignment of 100 troopers
of the Florida Highway Patrol to Dade County.

The task force will meet at your call and a list of the members
is enclosed.

QEQT The first job of the task force must be to develop a recom-
mendation for the Cabinet and me for our meeting of January 13,

- 1981 on whether the additional troopers should be assigned

(ol to Dade County for a total of 90 days. On December 16, 1980,

o wve decided to assign them on a temporary basis for 30 days and

dotermine at the January 13 meeting whether the assignment

: ~should continue. The selection of individual troopers for

t wiissignment and their rotation from other areas of the State

ave administrative issues to be decided within the Department

“¢ Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.

5 -

L I 1

‘fhe task force should complete all of its work as quickly as

3 possible and ask that the group be dissolved. The decision to
;[ dissolve it will be made by the Cabinet and me based on your

N recommendations. !

{I The task force evaluation should examine the following specific
issues:

?[ 1. The State's role in supplementing local law enforce-

* ment during emergencies, including consideration of

what circumstances justify State support for local
law enforcement; the points of State intervention
l along a continuum from no support to the Governor
declaring an emergency and sending in the National
l{ . Guard; the type of appropriate State response at

25
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Mr. James York

Page 2

each point, and the type of police forces to be used
at each point;

Local initiatives being taken to strengthen crime
prevention in Dade County--officers transferred from
special units to general law enforcement, use of
overtime and to what degree, recruitment, selection
and training efforts, use of para-professionals;

The level of increased law enforcement presence in

Dade County/City of Miami resulting from the reassign-

ment of 100 troopers and support personnel compared
to the potential of other supplementary means to
increase law enforcement manhours/days including
Dade, %ﬁevagd and Palm Beach Counties;

APy RN
The consequences of incréeased law enforcement in
Dade County--decrease in response times, citizen
perceptions, and similar proxy measures since time
would be insufficient to determine the effect on
crime;

The consequences on the balance of the State, espe-
cially highway safety, and on the FHP organization;

Activities of the Florida Highway Patrol to fill
present vacancies in Dade, Broward and Palm Beach
Counties; and

The equitable distribution on a permanent basis of
State traffic law enforcement resources, to include
review of trooper assignments in Dade County versus
assignments in other counties, and development of
recommendations on a policy or process to establish
a policy to achieve uniform assignment of resources

statewide. :

You should feel free to call on any agency of State government

- which can render assistance in your task.

with kind regards,

BG/tlc

Enclosure

Sincerel
—
=

Governor
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY: MIAMI/DADE

INTRODUCT ION
Hello. My name is . . We are conducting a short survey for the

Governor's Law Enforcement Assistance Task Force to determine citizen atti-
tudes regarding law enforcement in Miami/Dade. This survey will take less

than four minutes to complete., Would you mind if I asked you a few questions?

Respondent resides in:

AI
1. Miami 5. Crestview DO NOT ASK
2. Tampa 6. Palatka UNLESS
3. Jacksonville 7. Crawfordville UNSURE
4. Lake Wales 8. Belle Glade

B. Sex of the Respondent -
1. Male
2, Female

C. Are you 18 years of age or older? (IF NO, ASK TO SPEAK TO AN ADULT
MEMBER OF THE HQUSEHOLD; IF NO ADULTS ARE AVAILABLE TERMINATE). (REPEAT
INTRO. IF NECESSARY),

D. What is your age (as of 11/81)?

TERMINATE IF UNDER 18

E. How long have you 1lived at your present address?
1. Less than one year
2. 1 or 2 years
3. 3 or 5 years
4. 6 years or never moved
5. No response
F. What is your racial or ethnic origin?
1. White
2, Black
3. Hispanic
4. Other (specify) 3
5. No response
G. Nould you tell me approximately what your total family income was for
the past twelve months?
. $4,999 or under
. $5,000 to $9,999
. $10,000 to 514,999
. $15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to 524,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 or above
No response/don't know

.

ONO U W N —

-

IT1. Opinion Section -

H. How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your
neighborhood AT NIGHT - very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat
unsafe, or very unsafe?

. Very safe

. Reasonably safe

. Somewhat unsafe

+ Very unsafe

. Don't know/no opinion
. No response

O 2reo Ny —
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How about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feal or would you feel
being out alone in your neighborhood?

1. Very safe

2. Reasonably safe

3. Somewhat unsafe

4, Very unsafe

5. Don't know/no opinion

6. MNo response . ‘

\lould you say, in general, that your Jocal police are doing a good
job, an average job, or a poor Job?

1. Good
2. Average
3, Poor

4, Don't know/no opinion

5. No response , .
Would you say, in general, thdt Florida officials are concerned

about the crime situation in your area - very concerned, reasonabl,
concerned, somewhat unconcerned or very unconcerned?

. Very concerned

Reasonably concerned

Somewhat unconcerned

Very unconcernecd

Ho opinion/don’t know

. No response

Did you know that Florida officials temporarily transferred 100
Florida Highvay Patroimen to Miami?

AT WN —

1. Yes

2. No

3. No response

In your opinion, what effect has the placement of additional High.ay
Jatroimen in Miami had on Miami's crime situation - Would vou say
it has had a positive effect, negative effect ar no effect?

1. Positive effect

2. No effect

3. Negative effect

4. Don't know/no opinion
5. No response

As a result of the placement of an increased number of zatrolmen
in the Hiami/Dade area is your locality now receiving tetter Taw en-

forcement protection, worse protection or the sama level of nroteition?

Better protection

Sarie level of protection

Worse protection

No opinion/don't know

. No response

Jo vou believe that the control of local crire should =¢ a respc-si-
bility of state government, local government or a shared vespone®-
bility?

O B LN~

State government

Local gqovernment

Shared responsibility

No opinion/don't know

. No response

Should the state have specialized law eriforcement many ywer to ac-ist
loca) law enforcement agencies in time of need?

T2 LN~

1. Yes
2. No
3. HNo opinion/don't know

4. No response . .
Would you support an increase in state taxes to provide additie=al

funds for law cenforcement?

1. VYes
2, No

3. lo opinion/don't know
4. HNo response

Have you or any member of your household been a victin of a cri-e
during the past 12 months? What was the crime? Was the crime rerorted
to the police?

Victim? 1. Yes  Crime? Reported? . Yes
2. No . 2. No

-
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LAWY CNFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY: STATE AT LARGE

INTRODUCT ION

Hello. My name is . We are conducting a short survey for the
Governor's Law Enforcement Assistance Task Force to determine citizen atti-
tudes regarding law enforcement in Florida. This survey will take less

than four minutes to complete. Would you mind if 1 asked you a few questions?

A. Respondent resides in:

1. Miami 5, Crestview
2. Tampa 6. Palatka DOU“EESQSK
3. Jacksonville 7. Crawfordville UNSURE
4, Lake Wales 8, Belle Glade

B. Sex of the Respondent -
1. Male
2. Female

R ot e TouSEyot0: T No AOULTS ARE AVAILABLE TERAIIATE).  (r
i S ARE AVAILABLE TERMINATE).
INTRO. IF NECESSARY). , ). (REPEAT

D. What is your age {as of 1/1/81)?

TERMINATE IF _UNDER 18

E. How long have you lived at your present address?
1. Less than one year
2. 1 or 2 years
3, 3 or 5 years
4, 6 years or never moved
5. Mo response
F. Vhat is your racial or ethnic origin?

1. White
2. Black
3, Hispanic

4. Other (specify)
5. No response
G. ‘ould you tell me approximately what your total family income was for

the past twelve months? ]
1. $4,999 or under !
2. $5,000 to $9,999 ;
3, $10,000 to 514,999 !
4, §15,000 to $19,999 ]
5. 520,000 to $24,999
6. $25,000 to $29,999
7. 530,000 or above
8, No response/don't know

Prav——y

1. QOpinion Section -

H. How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your
neighborhood AT NIGHT - very safe, reasonably safe, somewhit
unsafe, or very unsafe?

1. Very safe
2. Reasonably safe
g. Somewhat unsafe
. Very unsafe
5. Don't know/no opinion
6. No response
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How about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feel or would you fecl
being out alone in your neighborhood?

1. Very safe

2. Reasonably safe

3. Somewhat unsafe

4, Very unsafe

5. Don't know/no opinion

6. No response

Would you say, in general, that your local police are doing a yood

Job, an average job, or a poor job?

1. Good

2. Average

3. Poor

4. Don't know/no opinion

5, No response \
Would you say, in general, that Florida officials are concerned

aboul the crime situation in your area « very concerned, reasonably
concerned, somewhat unconcerned or very unconcerned?

1. Very concerned

2, Reasonably concerned
3. Somewhat unconcerned
4, Very unconcerncd

5. HNo opinfon/don’t know

6. No response
Did you know that Florida officials tewporarily transferred 100

Florida Highway Patvoimen to Miami?

1. VYes
2, Ho
%. No res%onse

n your opinion, what effect has the placement of additional Hiqh
Jatrolmen in M15m1 had on Miami's crime situation - Would vou sgyway
it has had a positive effect, nesative effect nr no effect?

1. Positive effect

2. No effect

3. HNegative effect

4, Don't know/no opinion

5. No response

As a result of the placement of an increased number of patrolmen

in the Niami/Dade area is your locality now receiving better law en-
forcement protection, worse protection or the same Tevel of nrotection?

1. Better protection

2, Same level of protection
3, Worse protection

4, No opinion/don't know

5. No response
Do you believe that the control of local crime should be a responsi-

gg}:gy?of state government, local government or a shared responsi-
Y

1. State government

2. Local qovernment

3. Shared responsibility

4, No opinion/don't know

5. No response

Should the state have specialized law enforcement manpower to assist

local law enforcement agencies in time of need?

1. VYes
2. No
3. No opinfon/don’t know

4, No response
Hould you support an increase in state taxes to provide additiona)

funds for law enforcement?

1. Yes

2. No

3. HNo opinion/don't know
4. Mo response

Have you or any member of your household been a victim of a crime
during the past 12 months? What was the crime? Was the crime reported
to the police?

Victim? 1. Yes Crime? Reported? 1. Yes
2. No 2. No

P

-

APPENDIY

CROSS-TABULATIONS WITH A

OF SIGNIFICANCE OF ,

CHI
01

3

~SQUARE LEVEL
OR BETTER




g

TOTAL STATEWIDE SURVEY

9 9 0 0 © e 6 © 0 e

O 6 6 © 0 o 9 ¢ ¢

b

EY

e

{

e

\
e o L .o - oo - o M :n ‘MB D '"Q
J mwm oow o 20 b e kb ek e b e ¢ -0 O 0
LAW CNFORCEMENT QPIMION SURVEY _ ALL 01/29/81 PAGE 41
FILE LEDATA (CREATIUN DATE = n1/29/81}) LAW ENFORCEMENT QPINION SURVEY DATA
oW o ok ok R R N k% ok kW sk Rk Wk CROS STABULATION QF * & % K & kK A Kk & % B kR &k k&
V5 RACE 8y V10 OFFILCIAL CONCERN
Wk o ok o ok ok B ok e ok ok % A Rk ok Mk ok %k ok k ok ok ok b sk ok Ok ke ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ko k k %k kA ok % &k PAGE L OF 1
. vio
CouMT I
RIA PCT IVERY CON REASONAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNC ROW
CHL PCT IGERNED LY CONCE UNCONCE CNCERNED TOTAL
THT PCT I 1ol 2.1 3.1 4l
V5 mmememee [E— TETRTSuY SRS J———
le I 155 1 2ne 1 60 1 24 1 481
WHITE I 32.2 1 50.3 1 12.5 1 5.0 I 6643
I 65.46 I 69.7 I 58.3 1 6l.5 1
I 21.3 1 33,3 | 8.3 | 3.3 1
e Bl S et § el | -~
2. | 34 1 49 1 2T 1 10 I 120
BLACK I 23,3 1 40.8 1 22.5 1 8.3 I 1645
I tasd 1 14l 1 2642 I 25.6 1
H 7 1 Hhe? 1 3.7 1 1-4[
il e D 1 -~ Edaind { ' '
3. 1 At 1 53 1 16 1 3 1 119
HISPANIC I 395 1 44.5 1 13.4 1 2¢5 1 léb.%
I 170 I 15.3 1 15.5 1 Te7 1
1 heH I 7.3 1 2.2 1 0.4 I
el e Bl I 1
e 1 L 1 31 o 1 2 1 6
OTHER [ 6.7 1 50.0 t 0,0 1 33.3 1 0.8
I Detv  { 0.9 1 0.0 1 Sel I
! 2.1 1 Dety ] 0.0 I 0.3 1
e | ke fmm—= 4 I
CHOLUN 237 347 103 39 726
TOTAL 32.6 47.9 14.2 Set 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 2537436 YUITH 9 DECREES COF FRECDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0026
CRAMER!S V = 0.10794
CONY INGENCY COEFFICIANT = 0.10377
LAMBDA [ASYMMETRIGC) = 2.0 WITH VS DEPENDENT. a 0.0 HITH V10 DEPENDENT .
LAMBDA (SYHNETRIL)Y = 0.0
UNCERTAINTY COEEFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0,01584 WITH V5 DEPENDENT . = 0,01246 WITH V10 DEPENDENT.
DMCFRTAIMTY CHEFFICILNT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.01394
KENDALL'S T ) = D00054%  SIGNITICANCE = 0.,3996 v '
REHOALLYS TAY C = 2.00049 SIGMIFICANCE = 043996
GAMSA = 0001"(.,
SGHERSYS ) LASYMMETIRIC) = 0.00758 WITH V5 DEPENDENT., = 0,00961 HITH V1O DEPENDENTY,.
SIERSYS D (SYUMPTRIGC) = 0.00848
ETA = AO6680 WITH Vb OFPEHNEMT . 2 0,130%6 WITH V1O DEPENOENT.

OEANLBUNTS B¢ D212 MIGHEICVICE = C.4773
N IER GF HISSINS QISLRVATIINS = 1

[ard



e o 6 O w e

G

Ge

LAW EMFNRCEME'T OPINION SURVEY ALL

FlLE LEDNATA (GREATION DATE = 01/29/81)

% & m A & K % A% Kk KK S KKKkX CROSSTABULATIOQN
8

V5 RaCH

. Vil
CIuNT I
RUW PCT IYES NO ROW
cnL Per i TOTAL
™mr eCcr 1 1.1 2.1
VS  memeeeeee [mmmmee e [ {
le 1 467 1 51 1 518
WHITE [ 0.2 1 9.8 1 66.0
I 69.1 1 46.8 1
I 59.5 1 6.5 1
e e B il |
2. 1 170 I 29 1 129
OLACK T 77.5 1 22.5 1 16.4
l 11008 l 26.6 l
I 1.7 1 3.7 I
=l [me—mmm 1
3. 1 104 1 28 1 132
HISPANIC I 788 1 2l.2 I 16.8
I 15.4 I 25.7 1
I 13.2 1 36 I
bl Bl [owmm——— 1
4. 1 5 1 11 6
OTHER I 83.3 [ 6.7 1 0.8
1 Vel I 0.9 I
I Jeb I 2.1 !
e ———— [ [
COLUMN 676 109 785
TOTAL 86.1 13.9 100.0
CHI SCQUARE = 21.00537 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM
CLAMER'S V = 0.,16358
CONTIMGONGY CNEFFICIENT = 0.16143
LAMBDA (ASYMIETRIC) = 0.0 WITH V5 DEPENDENT.
LAMBDA (SYYMETRIC) = 0.9
UNCERTAIMNTY COEFFICIFNT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01398 WITH V5
UMCCRTATNTY CUOEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.01937
KEHDALL'S TAU B = 0.15002 SIGMIFICANCE =
KFMDALLYS TaU € = J.10470  SIGNIFICANCE =
NAMMA = Yedbnl?
SAMERS'S D {ASYMMETRIC) = 0.21891 WITH V5
SOMLRS!S D {SYMITTRIC) = 0413991
E1a = Dolaid) WITH VS DEPENDENT,
PEAPSUN'S R = 0.14338 SIGNIFICANCE = €.J000
NUMRES OF MISSING ONSERVATIONS = 12

! ! ' J

LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

ok ok ok ¥ R ok ok Kk ok ok ok ok ok ok k% Kk

FHR IN MIAMI
of ok ok ok &k ok A Bk Ak Aok ko ok bk ok ok ok K & Kk ok ok kR ok ko kR ok ok ok kR Rk Rk &k ok

SIGNIFICANCE =

DEPENDENT.

DEPENDENT. 0.03152 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.

NEPENDENT 0.10280 WITH V1l DEPENDENT.

0.16358 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.
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LAW ENFNRCEMENT DPINIAN SURVEY _ ALL 01/29/81 PAGE 43 I
FILE  LEDATA  (CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAk ENFORCEMEMT QPINION SURVEY DATA , |
wove o ok ok ok ok o W ok Kk ek % k& kK CROSSTABULAYIION 0 F Wk &k % ok ok ok ok Kk K ok ok &k ok ok k& &
Vs RACE AY V12 EFFECTOF FHP IN MIAMI
dow b % ok % % & h ok o % ok ok ok % o % % ok ko ok ok ok sk ke ok sk ok ok ok i ok o e ok ok A ok ok ok ok sk Wk ok ok PAGE 1 OF 1 !
V12 ‘
CUUNT 1 |
RO4 PCT IPNSITIVE NO CFFEC NEGATIVE  ROW
COL PCT I EFFECT T EFFECT  TOTAL ‘
TUT "CT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 |
V5 memmeeee (-  p— I |
1. 1 248 1 68 1 12 1 328 - |
WHITE I 75.6 1 29,7 1 3.7 1 6l.l |
I 61.7 1 6leB I 48.0 I
I 4be2 1 12.7 I 2.2 I
mlmmemmmem [ommmeee [ mmm e [y
2. 1 66 1 25 1 1L 1 102
ALACK 1 64,7 1 26.5 I 10.8 I 19,0
I l(,l’. i 32.7 l 4’0.0 l
I 12.3 1 6.7 [ 2.0 1
~[mmmmm e ] ————1 1
3. 1 R6 1 17 1 1 I 1064
HISPANIC I 82.7 [ 163 I 1.0 1 19.4
I 21.4 1 15.5 1 4.0 I
[ l(ino l 302 [ 002 I
—[emmmmmmm = [ommmm e |
4. 1 2 1 n 1 1 1 3
OTHER 1 667 1 0.0 I 33.3 1 0.6
! 0.5 t 0.0 I 4.0 I ‘
I 0.4 I 0.0 I 0.2 I
“mmmmm e e o e e [ |
COLUMN %92 110 25 537
TOTAL 7449 20.5 4.7 100.0 )
CHE SNUARE = 21.88722 WITH 6 GCGRECES OF FREEDUM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0013 .
CRAMER'S V = 114276 :
CONT INGENCY COEEGICICNT = 0.19789 ™
LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIL) = D.0 WITH V5 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V12 DEPENDENT. f
LAMBDA (SYMMLTRIC) = 0.0 A
DNCERTAINTY COLEI ICICHT [ASYMMETRIG) = 0.01813 WITH V5 DEPENDENT. =  0.02553 WITH Vi2 DEPENDENT.
UMCEKTAINTY COEFFICIEMT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.02120 3
KEHJALL'S TAU B = =2.00421 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.4536 N
KENDALL'S TAJ € = =).00205 SIGMIFICANCE = 044586 il
GAMA = =031 t
SIMFRS'S 1 {ASY ICTRIG) = =0.09498 WITH VS DEPENDENT . = -0,00356 WITH V12 DEPENDENT.
SUMPESTS ) (3Y LI"TRIC) = =N, 00415 X
ETA 2 0.0 36 dh JLTH ¥ PEPCNILNT = 0.16823 WITH V12 DEPENDENT. N
PLARSLAYS 1 2230164 SIGNIFILANGT = 04364185 . !
NUMOLR OF MISSTIG OJSLRVATIUNS = 260 ,
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LAW ENFORCCMENT OPINIUN SURVEY _ ALL 01729781 PAGE 45
FILE LEDATA (CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

R A K Kk R % om om ok ok ok A ok k CROSSTABULATION OF % & & & % % & & & % & % & & &k & & &

V5 RACE BY V14 (LOCAL CRIME CONTROL
R K R R kK b ok kg ok k k kK ok K Kk ok ok Mk ok ko Kk K K K Kk K R K R Ak ok Kk % & k ok & &k & &k PAGE | OF 1

Via
coutrT
ROW PCT TSTATE GO LOCAL GND SHARED R ROW
CJL PCT TVERNMENT VERNMENT ESPONSIB  TOTAL

TOT PGV I 1ot 2.1 3.1
V6 e [ [w—mmmmn [~——————— 1
1. 1 20 1 115 I 3710 1 505
WwHITC I 460 1 22.5 1 13.3 1 6b6.6 )
1 5293 1 71243 1 66.2 1
l 206 l 15-2 ! ’0805 l ¢
o e CLE LTI S |
2. I 5 1 15 1 103 I 123
BLAGK 1 441 1 12.2 1 83.7T | 16,2
I 12.5 1 9.4 I 18.4 1
1 0.7 1 2.0 I 13.6 1
o RS { -]
. 1 15 I 28 1 82 1 125
HISPANIC I 120 1 22.4 1 65.6 1 1645
I 375 1 17.6 1 14.7 1
[ 2.9 1 3.7 1 10.8 1
-1 -1 el GEET Y |
4e 1 0 1 1 1 4 1 5
OTHER 1 0.9 I 20.0 I 80.0 1 0.7
I 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.7 1
{ 0.0 I 2.1 1 0.5 I
e [ e [ e |
cCOLUYN 40 159 559 758
TOTAL 5.3 21.0 73.7 100.0
CHI SAHUARE = 21.22534 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0017
CRAUER'S V = 0.11R33
CONT INGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.16504
LAMDOA [ASYMMETRIC) = 0,0 WITH VS5 DEPENDENT. ® 0.0 WITH V14 DEPENDENT .«
LAMBDA (SYMMETRICY = 0,0
UNCLRT SINTY COEBFFICICNT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01441 WITH VS DEPENDENT. = 0.01825 HITH V14 DEPENDENT.

UNCERTAINTY COEFFLICICNT (SYAMETRIC) = 0.01610
RENDALL®'S TAUu 3 = -N.N1820 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,2973

KENDALL'S TAU C = =0.01239 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.,2973

GAMMA = =0.0470C2

SOMCRS'S ) ASYYMETRIC) = =0,02017 WITH VS DEPENDENT. = ~0,01643 WITH V14 DEPENDENT.
SAMLRS*S D {SYMMITRIC) = ~0.01811

ETA = 0411729 4TI vs DEPFNDENT. = 0413457 WITH V14 DEPENDENT.

PEARSON'S R =-0.06406 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0390

MUMBER DOF MISST IS ONSLRVATIONS = 39
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY _ ALL . 01/29/81, PAGE 3
FILE . LEDATA (CREATION DATE = n1/29/81) LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA
F R T L L I CROSSTABULATION o F v***#******a****wt

va SEX 8Y 8 SAEETY IN DAYTIME
######atv##tt#*##**t*#*#*tmitt***‘****#**#***#*mt PAGE 1 OF 1
vs
CHOUNT I
RN PCT IVERY SAF REASONAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW
. ciiL PCT I LY SAFC UNSAFE AFE TOTAL
ynr pCT | l.1 2.1 3.1 4.1
v2 AN El et B .
1. I 162 1 115 1 26 1 8 |1 309
HMALEL { 5.8 1 37.2 1 8.4 1 2.6 1 39.7
1 44.3 1 38.6 I 32.9 1 20.0 {
1 20.6 1 14.8 1 3.3 1 1.0 1
mm—m—— [ [ mm—————— [mmmrm = -1
2. 1 201 1 183 I 53 I 32 1 469
FCMALE 1 42.9 1 39,0 1 1L.3 I 6.8 I 60.3
1 55.7T 1 O6la.4 [ 67.1 1 80,0 1
1 25.8 1 23.5 1 6.8 1 4.1 1
-I----*-——l--———-—-l———-—-~—l—— —————— 1
C LM 361 278 79 40 178
TOTAL 4644 30.3 10.2 5.1 100.0
CHI SWIARE = 11.37746 WITH a2 NEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIF ICANCE = 0.0099
CRAMER®S V = 9.12073
CONT I WENCY CAEFFICIENT = 0.12005
LAUBDA {ASYHIETRIC) = 0.0 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.
LADLA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.0
UNCELRTAINTY GOCFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01149 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. ' = 0.00697 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY CUEFFICIENT (SYMUAETRIC) = 0.00867
KEMDALLYS TAJ 4 = 7.10202 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0014
KEMDALL'S TAU C = 0.11163 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0014
CAMHMA = 0.18752
SNMERS!S U (ASYWILTRIC) = 0.087230 MITH V2 DEPENDENT . = 0.11656 WITH va DEPENDENT.
SOMERS!'S V (SYMUECTRIC) = 0.10113
ETA = 0412093 WwiTH V2 DEPENDENT » = 0.11827 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.

PEARSON'S R = N.11827 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0005

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 19
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LAW CNFORCEMENT QPINION SURVEY _ ALL 01/29/81 PAGE 10
FILC LEDATA (CRLATION OATE = 01/29/781) LAW ENFORCEMENY OPINION SURVEY DATA
|

Kok & Ak f ko Kk ok &k k R k &£ k k & CROSSTABULATILION OF % % b & % & & & & % &k % & & %k & & %
va SEX BY V15 SPECIALIZED LAW ENFORCEMENT ‘b
Ak ok ok ok ok ko ok ok ok & ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Wk R ok R X ok R K X W ok K ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ko x k &k k &k kx &k PAGE 1 OE 1
, V1S
couny 1
By PCT LYES ND ROW
COL PCT 1 TOTAL
™T PCT | 1.1 2.1
ve = s [ mmmme e [wmemmm—— I
1o 1 278 1 24 1 302
MALF f 9z2.1 1 T.9 [ 4l.l
I 39.4 | 06%.6 I
1 37.9 1 3.3 1
et Sl l l
2. 1 421 1 1L 1 432
FEMALE I 97.5 1 2.5 1 58.9
I 6%.2 1 3l.4 |
1‘37.’01 l-‘il
mlemmmem e [ e |
COLUMN 699 s 734 ) ,
TOTAL 9542 4.9 1040.0
CORRECTED CHI SQUARL = 10.25847 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOMe SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0014
RAW CHI SJJARE = 11.41632 WITH L DEGREE OF FREEOOM. SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0007
PHI = D.12472 .
CONTINGENCY CUEFFICIENT = 0.12376
LAYADA (ASYMMLTRIC) =  Q.04306 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V15 DEPENDENT.
LAMLDA (SYAMETRIC) = 0.01858 s
UNGCERTAINTY CUSFFICIENT (ASYMMETHIC) = 0.01133 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. =  0.04003 WITH V15 DEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.,01766
KENDALL'S TAJU B = ~0.12472 SISNIFICANCE = 0.0004
KENDALL 'S TAU C = ~N.05231 SIGMITICANCE = 0.0004
SAMUA = -0.5353} ’
SOMLRS'S 1 (ASYAMRTRIC) = -0.28800 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = =0,05401 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. .
SOMERSS D (SYMMETRIC) = =0.09096
LTA = 0.12471 WITH V2 DEPENDENT . = 0412473 WITH V15 DEPENDENT.
PEARSON'S R =-0.12472 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0004
f
NUMBER OF MISSING OUSGRVATIONS = 63 ?
!
i
i | | I I b
R T T S T T
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LAY ENFORGEMENT QPINION SURVEY _ ALL 01/249/01 PAGE 15
FILE LEDATA (CREATION NATE = 01/29/81) LAW ENFORCEMENY OPINION SURVEY DATA
ok ok Rk ok ok ko ook ok om & K A kK CROSSTABULATILGN 0OF L IR B BN BE B R N N N N R R Y
V3 ASE BY v8 SAFETY IN DAYTINME
L R N N N R R R R R R T T PAGE 1 OF 1
. v
CINT I
ROW PCT TVERY SAF REASNNAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW
CIL pCcT 1IF LY SAFE UNSAFRE AFE TOTAL
wr pey | 1ol 2.1 3.1 4.1
Vi - e | e | e E L E e L |
1. t nr 1 70 U It 1 2 1 170
18-30 I 512 I 41,2 1 6.5 t l.2 I 22.4
I 23.9 1 24.4 1 15.5 1 5.3 1
I lten I 9.2 1 led I 0.3 1
- ———— [mm——————— [eom————— [ i 1
2. 1 112 1 70 1 20 1 7T 1 216
3l ~45 I %5.1 ! 32.4 1 9.3 1 3.2 1 28.4
I 32,7 1 2444 1 2842 I 18.4 1
I 1%.7 ! 9.2 1 2.6 1 0.9 1
s ——— e [mom———— [me———— -]
Jo. 1 103 1 85 1| 20 1 12 1 225
46 -64 I 48,0 ! 3r.8 1 8.9 1 5.3 | 29.6
I 29,7 1 29.6 1| 28.2 1 31,6 1
I 14,2 1 11.2 1 2.6 | 1e6 1
el e B e ) bt LT |
4, 1 50 1 62 | 20 I 17 1 149
65 - 99 I 336 1 416 1 134 I Lle® I 19.6
I 13.7 1 21.6 1 28.2 ! 44,7 1
1 .6 1 Be? I 2.6 1 262 1
S CL [ ——— [rmm e [em - t
COL UYN 164 207 4} 38 760
TOTAL 41.9 37.8 9.3 5.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 34.07004 WITH 9 DEGRECS OF FRECOOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,000}
CRAMER'S V = 0.12331
COMTINGENCY COFFRICIENT = 0.20018
LAY DA LASYMAUTIIL) = 2.02790 WITH V3 OEPENDENT. = (0.,03030 WITH V8 DEPENDENT .
LAMADA (SY'1MLTRIC) = D,03008
UNSERTATHEY CORFFICIFNT (ASYAMEIRIC) = 0.01649 WITH V3 OEPENDENT. = 0.,02071 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.
HMCERTAIRTY COLIPLCITINTY (SYMMETRIGY) = 0.01835%
KESHALLYS TN D a Yol WA SIGMIFICANCE = 0.0230
RESIATL 'S TN G o» JelM¥E)  SIGMIFICANCE = 02,0000
wAMA el
BIMERST L (ASYIME TAIC) v da16008 WITH V3 DEPENUENT,. = 0.12142 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.
S RLHYY Y YL IRIC) = D, 18070
N N R R 1 AR TR IR S TaL g% 2 0.19066) WITH V8 DEPENDENT .
MEAG s Y LR LG & 00009

3

1




J

-~

-

A 4

Ly

LAW ENTOICLIENT DPINION SURVEY - ALL 0L/29/81 PAGE

FILE LEDATA (CHREATION DATE = 01/29/781) LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

MR E KK MR Pk kR A6 x Kk CROSSTABULATI QN OF
- oy

L I B
va At vii FHP IN MIAME
*****mtntt*m*t*&***‘th#t#**#t*##**#*#i#‘*t*#*#‘*** PAGE
Vit
! COHNT 1

R\ PCT IYES NO ROW

G.IL 2T 1 TOTAL
Tt »’CTI lot 2el
V3 e [ —e————— 1

e 1 133 | 36 1 169

18~30 I 18.7 1 21.3 1 22.2
U202 1 4.3
I 1res 1 he7 1
il Rt L e B ==

2. I 1ar 19 1 216

31 -45 U 9l.2 1 8.0 1 28.3
1 T 0 R R U O
I 25.0 1 2.5 1
e [ an |

Jo 1 200 1 26 1 226

46 =64 I BB.S 1 118 | 29,7
I 304 1 24.8 1
‘ ?6-2 l 3-4 [
e [ e |

he I er 1 24 | 154

65 - 09 I 4.1 1 1%.9 1 19,8
: [ 19.3 1 22.9 1
I tner 1 3.1 01
il CEEECE P |

CILuAN 657 105 762

TOTAL 6.2 13.8 100.0

CHL SQUARE = 14.1165) WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDUM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0028
CNAMLR'S V = 0.13411
COMT IMGTMCY COLERICIFNT = 0.13407

LAMBDA (ALYMMITHIC) 2 3.01866 WITH V3 DEPENDENT., 2z 0.0 HITH V11 DEPENDENT.
LAMBDA [SYMMETRIC) = 0.01560
UNCELTALNTY COUIFICIENT (ASYMMETD[C) = 0.00657 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.02249 WITH V1t

UHGERTATINTY LILEFICILIT (SYMMLTRIC) = 0.01017
KENNALL*S TAU ) = =0.03731  SIGMIFICANCE = 0,1302
KFEMOALLYS TAU € = =2.031% SIGHIFICANCE = 0,1302
GAYMA = =004 71Y

SIMESYS ) (ASY IMETHIC) & =0.06509 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = =0.02110 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.
SOMERSYS 3 ISYMILTRIG) = -0.0%197

ETA = J.¥1a7 vrd vy DEPLNIENT, = 0413612 WIFH V11 DEPENDENT.

PRARSENIS R 2=D0)%1 34 SISHIEICANCE = 0.1243

RUMIER GE MISSTNG (MO CRVATLONS = 35
L e e

1

18

LI I B T T B Y

0F 1

DEPENDENT .

g
i

e
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2 LAY ENFORCLAENT OPINION SURVEY _ ALL 01/729/81 PAGE 19

FILE LEDATA (CREATIIN DATC = 01/29/81) LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

') % & 'k oy & & & & ok ko ok R ok K kK CROSSTABULAT[UN 0OF Mok ok o k& &k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok kX
V3 AGE BY V12 EFEECTOF FHP IN MIAMI
9ﬁ‘.***ﬂﬂlt*#*"*“*‘***"#**.‘**‘**“*“‘*‘***“**‘*“ PAGE 1 OF 1}
vie
o COUNT I
ROA PGT IPISITIVE NO GFFEC NEGATIVE  ROW
cUL PCT I CFFCCT T EFFECT  TOTAL
5 Tor oCr 1 1.1 2.1 3.1
V3 mmmmemee  JE—  E— PP— 1
1. 1 a7 1 30 1 9 1 126
3 18-30 I 69.0 1 23.0 1 T.1 I 2440
. l 22-‘) I 2%.6 l 3"06 l
I 16.5 1 5.7 1  1a7 1
o S P P R 1
20 1 191 1 42 1 8 I 151
31 =45 I 66.9 1 27.8 1 5.3 1 28.7
{ 25.6 1 40.0 1 30.8 I
o~ I 19.2 I 8.9 I 1.5 I ‘
N el [ e o e e |
3.1 125 1 20 1 6 I 151 .
4 =04 I 82.8 1 13.2 I 4.0 1 28.7
I 3.6 1 19.0 I 23.1 I
I 23.8 [ 3.8 I 1. 1
Y P PR P 1
. he 1 12 1 13 1 3 1 98
o 65 - a9 I 83.7 I 13.3 I 3.1 I 18.6
[ 20.8 [ 12.4 1 11.5 1
I 15.6 I 2.5 1 0.6 1
: e[ [ e [ e |
o coLunt 395 105 26 526
TATAL 75.1 20.0 4.9  100.0

LY CHI SQUARE = 17.59109 VITH 6 JEGRCES OF FREEDGOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0073
CRAMER!'S V = 0.12931

o CONT INGENCY CNEFFICIENT = 0.17989 .
LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0406667 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V12 DEPENDENT.

LAWRDA (SYAHLTRIC) = 0.04941

o UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01231 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.02463 WITH V12 DEPENDENT.
UNGERTAINTY CUCFEICIENT (SYMMOTRIC) = 0.01641
KENDALL S TAU B3 = ~0.13787 SIGMIFICANCE = 0.0002
REMOALLYS TAY C = ~0.11187 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0002

Q GAMMA = -J3.253006
SMFFSES D (ASYMILTRIC) = =0.18939 HWITH V3 DEPEMDENT . = =0.10036 WITH V12 DEPENDENT.

. SRS ) (LY TINIC) = -0.1312)

Q ETA = Nol51%4 J41TH VI QLPECDIENT, = 0.16033 WITH Vi2 DEPENDENT.

PEARSDI'S R ==0.14344 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0005

Qo NUARER OF 1SS OBSFRVATIONS = 271

4
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OPININN SUFVEY - ALL 01729781
FILE LEDATA - (CREATIUN DATE = 0l1/29/81) LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

PAGE

28

BOE R K K R A R W oW N oKk koW ok kK CROSSTABULATION 0F AR EEE T

V4 LENGTH AT AODRESS BY V9 POLICE PERFORMANCE
h#"a#t'«ﬂl#tt***#*‘#1‘*‘*“***#******#*‘*****‘l*#**i*t PAGE
V9
: COUNT 1
RUM PCT 1G00OD AVERAGE  POOR ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
OEITS 1.1 2.1 3.1
V4 B ] Ty JU -
e 1 27 1 25 1 T L 59
LESS THAN ONE YE I 45.8 [ 42,4 § 11.9 | g.2
Io7el 1 9.3 1 9.6 I
I 3.7 1 3.5 1| 1.0 |
B L LT
2 1 55 | 52 | 19 1 126
1 UR 2 YLARS L 437 1 41.3 1 15.1 1 17.5
I 14.5 1 19.4 I 26.0 I
I 76 1 T.2 1 2.6 1
] CEER [==mmmm— mmmmmmee [
3o I 791 a7 I 22 & 13 :
3 UR 5 YEARS L 47.9 1 39.9 1 13.1 [ 23.3
I 20,9 1 25.0 1 30.1 1
I 1o 1 9.3 1 3.1 1
] DT [=sommme I~ I
be 1219 1 124 I 25 1 368
6 YEARS OR WewR | 59,5 [ 33,7 | 6.3 | s51.0
: AoVGORL  ST.6 1 4b.3 I 34u2 1
I 33.6 1 17.2 1 3.5 |
i) LR (S
COLUAN 380 268 73 721
TITAL 52,7 37.2 10,1 100.0
CHLLSAUARE = 18,1797 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0062
CRAMER'S v = 9.1117A
COMTINGENCY COLFFICIENT = 0.18514
LANADA (ASYIETRIC) = 0.0 WITH V4 DEPENDENT, = 0.0 WITH V9 DEPENDENT.
LAIDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.0 :
MNCESTAINTY CUREFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01051 WITH Vé DEPENDENT. = 0.01337 WITH V9
MNCERTAINTY COGFFICIFNT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.01176
REMDALLYS TAU 8 = =3.13269 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000
RCHDALLYS TA) € = =0.12136 SISMIFICANCE =  0.0000
GAMAA = ~0,21248
SOMEPSYS ) (\SYA4ETRICY = -0.14100 WITH V4 DEPENDENT. = =0.12487 WITH V9 DEPENDENT.
SUMERSYS 0 (SYMHETRIC) = -0.13245
ETA = 0.13647 Y171 V4 DEPE‘INCNT . = 0.15713 WITH V9 DEPENDENT.
PEARSINTS # 2=0.1%0643  SISNIFICANCE = 0.0001
NUMATR OF HISSEIG UJSERVATIUNS = 76
Illl’ls/ﬂﬂ‘g“g’grﬁr_.«z

1

OF 1

DEPENDENT.
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LAY EMFORCEMEMY CPINION SURVEY _ ALL 01729781 PAGE
FILE LENATA {CRCATIUN DATE = 01/29/81) LAw ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

M R oM ok Kb Kk B ok k& kok ok ok A CRODSSTABULATION OF & &% % & % % & % & % & % & % & & & &

vé FAMILY INCOME BY V11 FHP IN MIAMI
*##**xr#t###*w\*###******************tt****tt#**#ﬁ* PAGE
Vil
COAUNT I
M PCT OIYES NO ROW
CoL PCT 1 TOTAL
TCT PCT I 1ol 2.1
V6 = emememee [mmmmmm e | 1
l. 1 95 | 25 I 120
UNDER $10,0D0 I 79.2 1 20.% 1 22.9
I 20.6 1 40.3 1
- [lB-Zl '0-81
-l ——— e 1
2. 1 127 1 2L 1 148 '
$13,000 TU 4L)yY 1 #5.8 1 14.2 1 28.3
I 27.5 1 33.9 1
1 24.3 1 4.0 1
e CET T R T 1
3.1 1y o1 8 1 125
$20,000 TN £29,9 1 93.6 1 bet 1 23,9
I 2560 I 12.9 1
I 22.4 1 1.5 1
] | !
Te ¢ 122 1 81 130
£30,000 AND UP I 93.8 1 6.2 | 24,9
I 26,5 1 12.9 1
I 23.3 1 1.5 1
S} EE TR L EOE
COLYMN 461 62 523
TOTAL BR.Y 11.9 100.0
CH1 SAUARE = L7.632%4 WITH 3 JEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0005
CRAMER'S Vv = D.10761
COMT INGENCY COGRFICIFNT = 0.18059
LAMBOA (A3YMICTRIG) = 2.01067 WITH V6 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V11 DEPENDENT,
LAARNDA [ SYMMPTRIC) = 0,00915
ULCLRTAINTY CHSFFICIENT (ASYAMECTRIC) = 0.01210 WITH V6 DEPENDENT. . = 0.04596 WITH V11
UNCERTATNTY CULFILCIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.01915
KEUNALL S TAY 3 = =1.16915 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000
KESDALLYS TAT L = =2,12661 SIGNIFIGCANGE = 0.0000
SAIMN = ,4 3040
SUMERSES O {AVYAARTRILY) = =0.30306 WITH Vb DEPENDENT, = =0,08463 WITH Vil DEPENDENT.
SUMERGTS Y (NYMNUTRIC) = =0.1323) '
FIA = S.1629 WITH V6 neEpENILENT, x 0.,18361 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.
PEAIS 4t 0 =da1492 1% LISNIFICAILE = 040005
NIMSEP N M{SSING ONSFRVATIONS = 274

DEPENDENT.



NUMBLR OF MISSING ORSERVATIONS = 368

01/29/81 PAGE
EY DATA

56

ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok & ok k k%

EFFECT OF FHP IN LOCAL
ok K K K ok K Kk % %k % PAGE

WITH V13 DEPENDENT.
= 0.02963 WITH V13

«» 06529 WITH V13 DEPENDENT.

DEPENDENT.

(+)
O
0o
© LAY CNFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY _ ALL
FILE  LEDATA  (CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LA ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURV
O*******#***#****** CROSSTABULATION 0 F
Vo FAMILY [NGOME BY VL3
O***1!****ﬂ**************#*************
Vi3
COUNT I
G ROM PCT IACTTER P SAME LEV WORSE PR ROW
CL PCT IROTECTIO EL NF PR OTECTION TOTAL
TOT PCT | Lot 2.1 3.1
C ove  alailll  C— 1 1-- I
1. T 27 1 58 1 9 1 94
o YNDER 510,390 I 28.7 I 61.7 [ 9.6 [ 21.9
1 33.3 I 18.1 I 32.1 1
I 6.3 1 13.5 1 2.1 1
o Y R JE A S
; 2. 1 25 1 81 1 10 I 122
$10,000 TU $19,9 I 20.5 1 7T1.3 I 8.2 I 208.4
- 1 30.9 I 27.2 1 35.7 1
~ I 5.8 1 20.3 I 2.3 1
o -] —1 1 f
1. 18 1 a1 1 3 1 108
$20,900 TN $29,9 I 16,7 I 80.6 | 2.8 [ 25.2
I 22.2 1 27.2 1 10.7 1
o I 4.2 1 20.3 I 0.7 1
[ | t I
. 7. 1 11 88 I 6 1 105
o $3C,000 ANG UP I 10.5 I 8348 I 5.7 1 24.8
I 13.6 I 27.5 [ 21.4 1
I 2.6 1 20.5 1 1.4 I
o mlmm o e [ s [ ]
COLUMN 81 320 28 429
TOTAL 18.9 Ta 46 6<5  100.0
O cur sanare = 17.47095 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0077
CRAMER'S V = 2.14270
© CONTINZENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.19782
LAMRDA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.00977 WITH Vé DEPENDENT. = 0.0
LAMBIA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.00721
@ MNCCRTANINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.01525 WITH V6 DEPENDENT.
UNCFRTAINTY CHOEFFICIENT (SYWAETRIC) = 0.02014
KEMDALLY'S TAU 8 =  0.08886 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0197
KEHDALL'S TAU € = 0.07324 SIGNIFIGANCE = 0.0197
QO Shma s a.1ed
STALRS'S D (ASYMMETRIC) =  0.12095 WITH V6 DEPENDENT. = 0
SIMERS'S N (SYMAFTRIC) =  0.08490
@ Era = 314205 4ITH Ve DEPENDENT., = 0.10194 WITH V13
| PFARSONTS B = 2.)0501 SIGNIFICANCE =  0.0246
;'0

N I ! I ! I I ! ! l

1

0F 1

DEPENDENT.

.

MIAMI/DADE SAMPLE
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LAY CMEARCRALNT WPINIAM SHRVEY A1A4]

(CREATION DATE = 0OL/29/781)

FILE LENATA
SUSFILE MIAaM

k &k & ok ok &k & kK % &k kK x &k %k k & k &

C e mehate u W

E-3
-

A

CROSSTABULATION

. oy -y ) o ™4 o L] A = |
& U [=1 1= LS ) [ [==
01729741 PAGE

LAW ENFORCEMENT UQPINIUN SURVEY JATA

Ve RACE ay vi SAFETY IN DAYTIYE
& & K & & %k &k & & & ok ok % ¢ X %k k ok % % k % A ok %k R A % kK %k k & % Kk & Kk ¥ A k w ok %k K % ¥ Kk & w PAGE
ve
COUNT I
R)d PCT IVERY SAF REASONAB SUJEWHAT VERY UMS ROW
CiUL PCT (L LY SAFE UNSAIFL  AFL TOTAL
. TOT PCT 1 l.1 2.1 3.1 bl
L | | [ B R [
1. 1 [ I M 1 20 I 8 1 187
HHITE I 36,9 1 481 I 10.7 I 4.3 1 4n.2 )
L 59,8 T Sle4 I 35.7 [ 20.2 1
Iow.2 1 2%.7 1 b3 1 2.1 1
o B il Seletet [= { -==1
2. 1, 1% 1 Ll | 10 I 4 1 6!
HBLACK I '2246 1 567 1 14,9 1 6.0 1 1746
I 127 1 2te7 1 179 1 1l2.1 1
. l .‘-() l l').O t 206 l l-l l ’
el et Bl B Bl bl |
3. "1 30 I 46 | 26 1 21 1 123
JALSPANIC I 2406 1 37.4 1 211 I 17«41 [ 32.4
l 25-(, l 2»‘)-3 l l’bo[f l ()3.6 I
! Te I 12.1 1 6.0 [ b5 1
el Bt R nlababtettl Kbttt d | .
. 4. I 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 I 3
OTHER I Ahe? I 33.3 1 0.0 I n.0 I N.8
I L7 1 0.6 1 0.0 1 0.0 1
I 0.5 1 0.3 1 0.0 1 0.0 1
=l [ -I= [ -1
C JLUMN 116 175 S6 33 380
TUTAL 3N.5 l'(‘cl 1,007 8.7 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 31459032 WITH 9 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0002
GCRAMER'S V = N.15647
COMT INGENCY CICFFICIENT = 0.27704
LAABDA (ASYVMETRIC) = 0.0984%5 WITH V5 DEFENDENT . = 0.,00488 WITH V8 DEPENJENT.,
LAMBIA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.05025
UNCERTAINTY CIEFFICIENT (ASY'UMETRIC) = 0.03823 WITH V5 DEPENDENT. = 0.03333 WITH VA4
UNCERTAINTY CUOEFFICIFNT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.03561
KENDALL'S TAJ 8 = 0.18574 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000
KENDALL'S TAU C = 0.15932 SIGHNIFICANCE = 0.0000
GAMMA = N.2394)4
SOMERS®*S O (ASYMMLTRIC) = 0.17955 WITH VS DEPENDENT ., = 0.19213 WITH V3 NDEPENDENT.

SCACRS'S O (SYMMETRIC) = 0.1856%
ETA = 0423675 ALTH VS NEPENDENT .
PEARSON'S R = 0.22016 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000

NUMBER OF MISSING OJ4SERVATIONS = 6

0.24962'HITH Vs

DEPENDENT,

9

UF % % % %k % & % % & & & & & % % & & &

oF 1

DEPENDENT .
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LAY EMFORCEAENT OPINION SURVEY _ MIAMI

FILF LEDATA '(CRCATIUV DATE = 01/29/481)

SURFILE  MIAM

& & A Kk & &k Kk ¢ & & &k & & » & &k & &

wharieerm o 3

CRODS STASBULATICN

uF

01/7489/91 .

LAk ENFARGEMENT UPINIUN SUFVEY DATA

PAGL

4"

ok R ok ok o om ok B ok k& Wk k%

V5 RACF BY V9 POLICE PERFURMANCE
Mo ko ko ko ko ko ok kR ok b ok ke ok Ak ok ok &k ok ko kR Rk ok kR Rk k& &k k& Rk kR k¢ PAGE
V)
ciuir 1
RIW PCT LGNON AVERAGE POOR ROW
COL PCY I TOTAL
™T oCv 1| LI 2.1 3.1
V5 e et B R e it
le 1 96 1 54 1 19 1 168
WHITE T 5ret 1 32.1 U 107 1| 4H.3
I 50e5 1 42,9 1 37.5 1
I 27.9 1 15.7 1 5.2 1 )
e e | [ l
2. 1 21 I 32 1 T 1 60
BLACK I 850 1 53.3 1 1l.7 1 17.4
I 12.4 [ 25.4 1 1l4.6 1
I 6el 1 9.3 2.0 1 )
—[eme—e——— Jromme e [ e {
Jo 1 53 1 3) 1 21 1 113
HISPAMIC I 46,9 1 3.5 1 18.6 [ 32.8
I 3l.2 1 3l.0 1 43.4 1
I 154 1 11.3 1 6.1 I
il Bl b Dt e Jmmmmmm [
4. 1 0 1 11 2 1 3
NTHER [ 2,0 I 33.3 | 66,7 1 2.9
I 2.0 I N.3 I 4.2 1
I 0.0 1 0.3 1 0.6 I
=l=- 1 { I
CAOLUMN 170 . 126 49 344
TITAL 4% 4 36.6 140 100.0
CHL SQUARE = 21.0174% HITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0018 .
CRAMER'S V = V417479
COMY IMGENCY CHEFFICIENT = 0.23997 '
LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0,01705 HITH V5 DEPENDENT. = 0.07471 WITH V9 DEPENDENT.
® LAYBDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.04571 .
¥  UNCERTAINYY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0,02635 WITH V5 OEPENDENT . = 0,02823 WITH V9
UNCERTAIMTY CUEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = C.02726
KEMDALL'S TAU 84 = J.13012 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0040
KENDALL'S TAU C = Ja11956 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0040
GAMMA = 020775
SOMERS'S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.13237 HWITH V5 DEPENDENT . 0.12792 HITH V9 DEPENDENT.
SOMERS'S D (SYMMETRIC) = 0.13011 ¢
ETA = 0414793 AITH V5 DEPENDENT . = 0.19448 WITH V9 DEPENDENT.
PEARSON'S R = 0414592 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0034
NUMBER 0OF MISSING ODSERVATIONS = 42

L ng 1

DEPENDENT.

oo

B

(==




Ceop

-

I I e e an A et amer

CHI SQUARE = 26439922 WITH 9 DESREES OF FREENDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0018
CRAMER'S ¥V = 0.15678
COMT IMGENCY CUEFFICIEMNT = 0.26206

LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = 04D HITH V5 DEFENDENT. = 0.00935 WITH V1O DEPENOLNT.
LAYRDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.00806
UNCERTAINTY COERFICIENT (ASYAVETRIC) = 0.02743 WITH VS5 NDEPENUDENT. = 0.02379 WlTH VIO

UNGCERTAINTY CUERRICIENT (SYIMLTRIC) = 0.02543
KENOALL!YS TAU 4 = =2,08725 SISMIFICANCE = 0.0314
KENDALL'S TAU € = =),07563 SIGMIFICANCE = 0.N314
GAIMA = -0.13257

SOMERS!S D (ASYMMETUL) = =2.08340 WITH V5 . NEPENDENT. = =0,09086 HITH V10 DEPENIENT,
SOMERS'S D (SYWIETRIC) = =2,0R697
ETA = 0410065 WITH V5 OFPENDENT . = 0.18732 HITH V19 DEPENJENT.

PEARSOM'S R ==0.0974) SISNIFICANCF = 0.0325
NUMBER OF MISSING OASERVATIONS = 28

hl

L OofF 1

Sd T d { { { ! i
LAW ENFOPCEAEMT IPININN SHRVEY | MTAYL 01720741 ’ PAGF
FILFE LEDATA (CREATIIN DATE = 0l1/29/01) LAw ENFORGEMENT UPRINTULY SURVLY DATA
‘SUBFILE MIAM
ok ok & ok ok K ok k& A & ok o ok ok ok @ CRUSSTABULATYTTITITON t) ¢ L3N TR T SN O N BN N U B NN B AR BN B A

V5 RACC AY V1o OFFICEAL CUNGERN
ok & ok ok o ok ok ok ok Ak kb ok ok ok k& R ok ok K ko ok ok R K R ok o & ok ok k k& % ko ok ok kR A x A PAGE
vVio
CINT
ROW PCT [VERY CON REASONAB SOMEWHAT VYERY UNC ROW
COL PCT ICGRNED LY CNNCE  UNCONCE CNCLRNCU TOTAL
™mr peT 1 lel 2¢1 3.1 4.1
v5 e |- I [= -] mm—cnann]
le 1 56 1 75 1 30 1 16 1 177
WHITE I 3l.6 I #2.4 1 16.9 1 9.0 | 49.4
l ’0’0.’0 l 5?-[ l 50.0 [ 5701 l '
I 156 1 20.9 | Bet |1 485 1
el Rl B R [amw -1
2 I , 22 1 22 16 I 7T 1 67
BLACK I ™2.3 1 32.8 I 23.9 I 104 I 1847
I 17.% [ 15.3 1 26,7 1 25.0 1 .
I Gol | 6.1 1 445 1 2.0 1
e e Rl | { -
3. 1 61 1 47 1 14 1 3 1 111
HISPANTIC I 42.3 1 42,3 1| 12.6 1 2.7 1 31.0
I 373 I 32.6 1 23.3 1 10.7 I
I 13.1 T 13.1 1 3.9 ! 0.8 I
el e o J= wme -1
40 1 L 1 0o 1 0o 1 2 1 3
NTHFER I 33.3 1 0.9 I 0,0 I &6.7 I D.8
I 0.9 1 0.0 I 0.0 1 Tel I
I 0.3 | 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 1
e Bl Bl B R st |
COLYAN 126 ' 144 60 28 358
TIOTAL 35.2 4042 16.8 7.8 100.0

DEPENDENT .

Al b, | oa
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L AW EVF”RCF“CN( OPTMION SURVEY _ 1AMy 01729741 : PAGL ?

FILE LEDATA (CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAw ENFGRCEMENT QPINIUN .SURVEY DATA

- SUBFILE HIAY

FREE KK R Kk kKR Ak KRk CROS STABULATLION OF % % %k s% ko & & & % n u e

ve SEX BY v7v SAFETY AT NIGHT
***********tt*'ﬁt**#*0‘#****#**‘*#***#***#**t*tt‘** PAGE 1| GF 1
v
COUNT 1
ROW PCT IVERY SAF REASHHAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW
CnL PCT I8 LY SAFE UNSAFE AFE TOTAL
TOT PCY I 1ol 2el 3.1 4.1
V2 s e —— [msomm e [=mme—mm [emmmmmae [
le 1 18 I 63 | 27 1 28 1 150
MALE I 11.6 I 40.46 [ 30.1 1 17.9 1 41,2
[ 46,2 I 48,1 1 47.7 1 25.7 1 .
{ G 1 lbeh 1 12,4 Te4 1
el T [ == Il [emmmmen I
2s 1, 21 1 68 1 53 1 8L 1 223
FEMALE 'Y 9.6 1 30.5 1 23.8 I 36.3 | 58.8
I' 83,8 I 51.9 1 53,0 I 74,3 | ,
f 55 1 1729 I 14.0 1 21.4 i
il e e et [memmmen I
COLYUMN 39 131 100 109 379
TOTAL 10.3 3446 2644 28.8 100.0 —
CAl SQUARE = 1518239 AITH 3 DEGREES UF FREEDUM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0?iz/:>
CRAMER'YS v = D.20915 C _ -
COMTINGENCY COEFFICTENT = 0.195626 . ’
LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.0 WITH v2 DEPENDENT. = 0405242 WITH V7 DEPENDENT,
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIL) = 0.03218 .
UNULERTAINTY COEFFICIENT {ASYMMETRIC) = 0.03072 WITH ve DEPENDENT. = 0.01587 WITH V7 DEPENDENT,

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT [SYMYETRIC) = 0.02093
KENDALL'S TAl) 8 = J.15122 * SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0007
KENDALL'S TAY C = J.17821 SIGNIFICANCE = 00,0007

GAMMA = Ne25241

SUMERS'S D (ASYIMETRIC) = 0.12424 WITH V2 DEPENDENT., = 0418406 WITH v7 QEPENDENT.

SOMERSYS D (SYH4ETRIC) = 0.141434 '

ETA = 0420015 WITH v2 DEPEMDENT, = 0416290 WITH v7 OEPENDENT.,

PEARSON'S R = 0,16290 SIGNIFICANCE = (¢.0008 ' .
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 7
gnfllﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁna(ﬂggggg

E =

£73

3

=

-3¢ ]
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o LAW ENFORGE aNT OVLIIGN St vey - AL 21729741 rang ]
FILE LEJATA (CRUATINY JATC = NL7297819 LAw ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVLY DATA
SUBFILE MIAY
o
T B LA I CRUOSSTADULA T I GN 0 Fk L R R % X ok %
ve SEX 8y Vil FHP IN MIAML
‘*#*****#*#********tt*#*****t**&**t***&*mt******** PAGE!UFI
Vil
® CINT 1
POW PCT IVYES NO ROW
® CoL »crT TovaL
THT PCT 1 o1 2.1
v2 el S Lt o, [
be 1 151 1 T 1 158
® e L 9.6 I 4,4 1 41,4
T 4402 1 1705
I 395 | 1.9 i
® o CR N — !
T SV L T V301 224
FIYMALE , Loss.3 1 14,7 5946
4 I S5.9 1 g2.5 |
I 8%0 3.6 I
- I e et [
COLUN 42 40 382
TITAL 9.5 1n.5 102.0
(351
'ﬂ CORRECTED CHI SQUARE = 441820 WITH | DEGREE OF FREENDUM, SIGNIFICANCE
RAH CHI S3IARE = 12.48831 WiTH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE
PHI = 2.1657?
COMT INGENCY COEFFICIENT = 016347
LAaMBOA LASYMMETRIC) = 0.0 WITH v2 DEPENUENT, = 0.0 WITH V1t DEPENDENT.,
LAMBDA { SYMMETRIC) = 0.0
UNCLRTAINTY COEFFICIENT [ASYMMETRIC) = 0.02235 WITH v2 DEPENDENT. = 0404521 WITH v11 DEPENDENT,
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYYMETRIC) = 0.02992
KENDALL'S TAU 8 = V16577  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006
KENDALL'S 1Ay € = Q.09994 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006
GAMMA = 0.57690
SOCRS'S p» (ASYMMETRIC) = 0+26652 HWITH v2 DEPENDIENT., = 0410302 WITH v)1] DEPENDEMT,
SOMERS'S n (SYMMETRIC) = 0.14860
ETA = 0416570 WITH ve DEPENDENT. = 0416571 WITH V1L DEPENDENT.

PEARSON'S R = 0.16570 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 4 .

52
G
£l
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LAA ENFORLEMENT OPINION SURVEY MIAMT olsa2n/ny PAGE L4

FILE LENATA (CREATIUN DATE = 01/29/8l) LAW ENFORCEMINT OPINION SURVEY DATA
SUBFILE M1AM )

ok ok X % K Kk Kk Rk % K % % k £ 2 % CROSSTAUBULATION UF % % % % % % % % % % % % % & % % & %

V3 AGC \ RY V7 SAFETY AT NIGHT
B ook Kk ok ok ok ok % % & Kk &k Kk ok ok Kk %k ok ok ok ok ok ok & ¥ ok ok ok ok % ok % ok ok ok Ok ok ok ok ok % &k % % %k &k k ok Xk PAGE L OF 1

V7
COUNT 1
RUW PCT IVLRY SAF REASINAB SOMCWHAT VERY UNS  ROW
cnL PCT [E LY SAFE  UNSAFE AFE TOTAL
. TOT PCT I 1l 2.1 3.1 4.1 '
172 S S | E T, [mmmmm e [~ [~m—m— e 1 ,
le 1 6 1 36 1 22 I 13 1 17
I 16e2 1 293 1 2444 I 12.7 1
1 1.7 1 10.2 I 6.3 1 3.7 1
[ m—————— [~ e [ m e [ommemmee 1
2o 1 13 ¢ 19 21 19 1 94
31 =49 1o l3e3 1 3.0 1 20,6 1 19.4 L 27.8
l 35"1 [ 310 7 l 3000 l 18«’) l
. I 3.7 1 1l.1 I 7.7 t S.& 1 .
‘ T B ] Gt e PP |
’ 4. 1 17 1 13 25 1 26 1 97
46 ~b4 1 12,3 1 34.7 1 25.8 1 29,9 | 21.6
I 27.0 1 26.8 1 27.3 1 2d.4 1
I 2.9 1 e84 I 7.1 I 8.2 1
] [ e [ [ e | .
. Cohe 8 1 15 I 16 1 41 1 80
65 - 99 I 10.0 [ 18.3 1 20.0 I 51.3 [ 22.7
I 216 1 12.2 I 17.8 I 40.2 1
I 2.3 1 4.3 1 4.5 1 1l.6 1
e G e e ] |
COLU4N 37 123 90 102 352
. TOTAL 19.5 34.9 25.6 29.0 100.9 ;;3::>"
CHI SQUARE = 33.14789 AITH 9 DCGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE =,
CPAMER'S V = Y. 17717
COMT INGLMNCY CUEEFICIENT = 0429337 ’
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.28661 WITH V3 NEPENDENT. = 0411354 WITH V7 DEPENJENT,
LAMBDA ({SYMMETRIC) = 1.99938 .
UNMCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.03360 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.03536 WITH V7 DEPENNENT .
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIEYT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.93446
KENDALL'S Talu B8 = D.18451 SISNIFICANCE = 0.0000
KENMALL'S TAU C = 0.18012 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000
GAMMA = 0.24906 .
SOMERS®S D [ASYMMETRIC) = 0.18%27 WITH V3 DEPENDENT . =  0.18083 WITH V7 DEPENDENT.
SOMERS'S D (SYMMETRIC) = 0.18448
ETA = 0428418 WITH V3, DEPFNOCNT. = 0423418 WITH V? DEPENDENT.

PEARSON'S R = 0.21297 SIGNIFICANCE = 040000
NUMBER OF MISSING OHSERVATIONS = 34
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Py LAW ENFORCCMENT QPIYION SURVLY _ 41AMI a1/29/91 PAGE 17 '
FILE  LFEYATA  (CREATIYN DATL = J1/29/81) LAw ENFOKCEYENT UPIMIIN SURVEY UATA
SUNFILE  MIAM '
o
w ok ok ok ok o ok ok ok o ok ok ok ok ok ok Ok CROSSTABULATION UuF [ I I EEEEEEEE
® v3 AE BY V12 NFFICLAL CONCERN
& ok & ok ok ok &k & Kk &k %k & &k & k #® %k ok % % Kk ok & ok k &k & Kk Kk K ok ok k ok ¥ ¥ & & % % %k Kk K ¥ & Kk ¥ % & PAGE 1 OF 1
V10
® cCauNT 1 ‘
RUW PCT IVERY CON FFASONAY SIMEWHAT VERY UNC  ROW
® CUL YCT ICCRHE) LY CONCE  UNCONCE CNCERNLD  TATAL ,
YOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1
vy e e[ m————— [-mme e R [ 1
® le 1 e 1 30 1 18 1 8 I 72
1R=-30 I 22,2 1 41.7 1 25.0 I Ll.l I 2.7
T 13,1 I 23.1 I 34,0 1 29.6 1
® l 4.8 1 9.0 1 Set 1 2.4 1
e ———— e [ | I
2. ! 24 1 48 1 14 I 9 1 95
° 31 =45 : I 25.3 I 50.5 1 14.7 1 9.5 1 2846
I 19.7 1 3b.79 1 26.4 [ 33.3 1
1 T2 1 1445 1 4.2 1 2.7
°® e Bl B et
3. 1 40 1 31 I 17 I 4 1 92
: 46 ~64 I 43.5 1 33.7 1 1#.5 1 4.3 1 2747
g ' I 32,3 1 23.8 1 32.1 1 14,0 |
1 12.7 1 2.3 1 5.1 1 1.2 1
) e B B ek e
® 4. 1 42 | 21 1 4 1 6 I 13
65 - 99 g 57.5 1 28.8 1 5.5 I 8.2 1 22.0
I 34,46 1 16.2 1 7.5 1 22.2
. . l 12.7 l (.'-3 [ 1:2 l 1.8 l
. e Bl ol [~ I -1
) COLUMN 122 130 53 27 332
® TOTAL 36,7 39.2 16,0 8.1 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 35.00648 WITH 9 DECREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0001
CRAMER'S V = N.18748
@  CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.308894
LAMDDA (ASYM4METRIC) = 0.09283 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.14851 WITH V10 DEPENOENT . ' .
® LAMDBDA {(SYMYETRIC) = 0.11845 »
UNCERTAINTY CUEFFICIENT (ASYMHMETRIC) = 0.03952 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0404421 WITH V10 DEPENDENT . ’ -
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYUMETRIC) = 0.04173
KEMOALL®S TAU 8 = -0,22850 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0000 ‘ -
@  (ENDALL'S TAU € =  =0.21692 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000 . |
GAMMA = =1,31613 ,
SOMERS*S D (ASYMETRIC) = =3,2394]1 WITH V3 UEPENVENT . = =J.21809 WITH VIO DEPENDENT. i
@  SOMERS'S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = =-0.22825 ' |
ETA = 0.28419 4ITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0423956 WITH V10 DEPENDENT. 3
° PEARSON'S R =-=0,238%2 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000 %
NUMBER OF WISSING OBSERVATIONS = 54 ﬁ
) ' i
‘ . .
-~ I

I




® 06 ¢ 0 06 0 0 o o

® O S @

e ¢

@ @

LAW ENFORGEAENT DPINI N SURVEY _ MIAMI 0l1/29/81 PAGL 18

FILRE LEDATA {CREATION DATC = 0l/29/81}) LAh ENFURCGMENT OPINION SURVEY NATA
SUARILE MIA4

oA R ok Kk K kK kR Kk & kxR & CROSSTABULATIDN BF % k% % & & & € & % % » k & & & & &

v3 ASE BY VIl FHP IN MIAMI
Rk & A ok ok ok B & ok Kk ok & & k ok & & ok % &£ % & & % %k %k K Rk & % & & & & & & & k & % % &% & k kx & ¥ k PAGE 1| OF 1}
Vil
COUNT I
ROA PCT IYES NO ROW
coL PCT 1 TOTAL
TaT PCT I 1.1 2.1 .
vl . et e | e e | e e e e |
le I 63 1 14 1 17 R
18-30 I B8ls8 I 18.2 1 2L.7
I 19.7 I 40n.n 1 '
[ 17.7 1 3.9 1
~l—— —] e ———————
2a 1 96 1 3 1 99
31 ~-45 I 97.0 I 3.9 1 27.9
. I 30,0 I 8.6 1
. I 27.0 1 Ne8 I
. -] mrm e [ ———— ] . '
. 3. 1 9. I 8 1 99
4b —64 I 91.9 1 8.1 I 27.9
I 23.4 1 22.9 1
I 28.6 1 2.3 1
[ v mam——— |
e 1 70 1 17 1 80 .
65 =~ 99 I 87.5 1 12.5% 1 22.5 :
I 21.9 1 23.6 1
1 19.7 1 2.8 1
-] —l=- ¢
CUL UMM 320 35 35%
T TAL 90. 1 9.9 100.0

CHI SQUARE = 12.17031 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0068
CRAMER?'S V = 0.14520
COMT INGENCY CHEFFICIENT = 0.18210

LAMDDA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.04297 HITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V1l DEPENIENT. '

LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.93780

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0401310 WITH V3 DEPENJIENT, 2 0.05612 WITH Vil DEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY CDEFFICIENT (SYMMFTRIC) = 0.02124

KENDALL'S TAU 8 = ~0432962 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.,2709

KEHDALL'S TAU C = =J.02158 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.2709

GAMMA = =N.,07305

SOMERS*S O (ASYMMETRIC) = ~0.06071 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = =0.01445 WITH V11 DEPENNENT .
SUMERS*S N (SYMAETRIC) = -0.922335

ETA = 0.,03500 WITH V3 DEPLNDENT. = 0.18520 WITH VIl DEPENDENT .

PEARSON®S R ==0.03499: SIONIFICANCE = 0.25%06 ,

NUMBER OF MISSING OSERVATIUMS = 31




-

cc® &6 & & e e o o & O (-

® & & & o o o ¢ o o o

KEMDALL!S TAU 8 =  =2,01897 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.3520

KENDALL'S TAY € = =0,00723 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.3520

GAMMA = =N.09380 ,

SOMERS'S D (ASY4METRIC) = =0.06550 WITH V4 DEPENDENT. = =0,00550 WITH V1§ DEPENDENT.
SOMERS'S N {SY4{ETRIC) = =0.01014 :

ETA = 3.04408 NITH V4 DEPENDENT . = 0,19913 WITH V15 UEPENDENT.

PEARSON'S R ==0,04438 SISNIFICANCE = 0,2048

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 34 '

oo '-~! =y s = ,_., ™ el hy r‘ﬁ‘ Cal rg‘ 5 P~ ™ ~y =5 ~ - e el -y i)
= BT eT e Q9T 2730 9020 L oLt oToog St oor
LAd CTFDRCL AL BRI S nveEY _ M1 oL/29/81 PALL 34
FILE LENATA {CPEATION DATC = 0l/29/61) LAW ENFURCEUMENT OPININON SURVEY OUATA
SUBFILE M1 AN .
ko ok kK ok ok % & F ok ok & R ok ok k% CROSSTABDUL AT ILION O F Mok & ok Kk ok ok R h k% % % R A K
Va LENGTH AT ADDRESS ARY V1Y SPELEALTIZEL LAY EMNRORCEMENT
® ok ok ok ok % Kk & ok ok & ok & A d ok ok ok ok ko kK ok ok B ok ok kR kW o R R Wk ok kMo & ok ok % % DAGE of 1
Vis
ooy 1
Ry pCT tyrs HO ROwW
CaL »Cr ! TIATAL
TUT paT | Lot 201
Va wmmmmmmm ] v ] o ————— -1
1. 1 16 t 31 19
LESS THAM OME YE I 4.2 1 15.0 1 Sef
§ 4.7 1 3d0 L
{ 4.5 1 0.0
—lemem———— = mmmme 1
2. 1 ngy 1 o 1! 1Y)
1 OR 2 YEARS I 10v.d 1 0.0 1 22.1
l 23-'0 I 0-0 l
o227 & 0 1 ‘
el e el o el |
e 1 12 1 2 1 Y4
3 OR % YLARS [ 97.6 ! 2.4 1 23.9
I 24,0 1 2n.9 1
I 23.3 1 N.6 |
[ [t |
4, | o4 1 5 169
6 YEARS NR wipmem- | 97,9 | 3.0 1 48.0
LOMeeR 1 41,0 1 0.0 I
l (0()06 [ l-(? ‘
) e |
COLUMN 342 10 352
TOTAL 97.2 2% 100.0
CHI SQUAPE = 13.,95337 WITH 3 DEGRELES OF FREEDOY SIANIFICANCE =  Q.0030
CRANWER'S v = N.19910
CONTINGENCY CNEFFICIENT = 0.19527 :
LAMADA (ASYUMETRIC) = 0.0 HITH Va4 DEPENDENT = 0,0 WITH V15 DEPENDENT.
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) =2 0.0
" UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT {ASYMUETRIC) = 0.01243 WITH V4 DEPENDENT, = D.11439 WITH V15 OEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.02243



LAY EHFURFP%CvaﬂPlNIUN SIRVEY | MIAMd

» SUAP LLE MLAYM

Wod ok Rk % R K k% ok k% ok u k% CROSSTABULATIGCN UE

0.17108 WITH V13

or/29/11 ‘ PAGE %6

FILE LEDATA (CREATEUN DATE = 0t/29/81) LAW LNEFORCLMENT UPINIOM SURVEY DATA

I A A A L B R I B
LERECT 1F FHP IN LUGAL

DEPENDENT.
= 0.06330 WITH V13

DEPENDENT.
DEPENDENT,

3 )
-]
®
Ve FAMILY [HCOME BY V13
@ b ook ok m E k K R o ok Rk R R ok kb %ok ko b % B ok ok ok ok k% K %k K R b N % kR % % % kR % L DABE | OF
Vi3
o COUNT I
ROM PCT INCTTCR P SAME LEV WORSE PR ROMW
® COL PCT LROTECTIO EL OF PR OTECTION TOTAL
TIT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3ol
Ve e [ e e e [mm————— P 1
e 1 26 I 19 | 1 1 46
®  UNDER $10,000 L 5645 I 413 1 2.2 1 22.9
U %%.2 1 15.6 1 33.3 |
[ 12,9 1 9.6 1 0.5 1
L [ mmmamam ~[mm———— [P 1
20 1, 26 1 33 1 2 1 59
° $10,000 TO $17,9 1 *43.7 [ 5.9 1 3.4 [ 29.4
[ 31,6 1 27.) 1 6647 I ‘
I 119 1 l6en I 1.0 I
° ~fmmm o [ - !
3o | s 1 32 1 0 1 48
$200000 T $22,9 1 33.% 1 667 I 0.0 I 2349
o I 2l.1 1 26.2 1 0.0 1
a 1 3.0 I 15.9 | 0.0 1
mfmm e [ mm— e [ = e e |
7. 1 to 1 3t 0 1 48,
o $30,000 AND UP I 20.8 I 79.2 I 0.0 1 23.9
I 13.2 I 31.1 1 0.0 I
° [ 5.0 ! 18.9 I G«3 I
clmm———— B P | -1
COLUMN 76 ¢+ 122 3 201
° TUTAL 37,0 607 1.5  100.0
CHI SQUARE =  17.35034 WITH .6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0081
@ CRAMER'S V=  0.20775
CONT INGENCY COEFFICIENT =  0.28180
LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.04930 WITH Vo DEPENUENT. = 0.,08861 WITH V13
@ LAMOA [SYWETRIC) = 0.06335
UNCERTAINTY COCFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.03362 WITH V6 DEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY COERFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =  0.064391
KENDALL'S TAU A =  0.21164 SIGNIFICANCE = 2.0005
@  KeENDALL'S TAU C = 0.19190 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0005
GAMMA = 0434307
SOMERS'S D (ASYMAETRIC) = 0.26181 WITH Vé DEPENDENT . =
@ SOMERS'S D (SYMMETRIC) = 0.2069%
ETA = 0.26004 WITH V6 DEPENDENT = 0.22659 WITH V13
@ PEARSON'S R = 0.20440 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0018
NUMDER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 185
o
® .

oy
259

.[43. ) i

1

DEPENDENT.
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Wl LTORCER JENT . QPINION SURVEV/_ URBAN & RURAL

v {LE LEJATA {CREATION BATE = 01/29/81) LAk ENFORCEMENT OPIMION SURVEY DATA
SUNILE URBAN :

.

01/29/91 PAGC

Fold d ok K Rk kK Kk Kk K K Kk C'ROSSTABULATION OF % % & & & & & & % k & & & 6 % & & &

CARRECTED CHI SQUARE
*RAW CNI SJUARE

9.29339 WITH 1 DEGREE UF FREEDOMs SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0023
10.60661 WITH L DEGREE QF FREEDOM., .SIGNIFICANCE = 0.,0011

R

PHI = 0.23443

CONTIMGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.22824

LAYMDBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.0 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH Vi1
LA'TMDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.0

'MICERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.04892 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. =
DHNCCRTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.05964

KTUDALL'S TAU 8 = 0+23443 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006

KESIIALLYS TAY € = 0.16204 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006

GAMMA = 0.72583

SMLRS'S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.31728 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0417321 WITH
SMMERSYS D (SYMMETRIC) = 0.224)9

ETA = 0423443 WITH V2 DEPENDENT, *  0.23443 WITH V1L DEPENDENT.

‘PCARSON'S R = 0.23443 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0005

NUMBER OF MISSING ORSERVATIONS = 9

vz SEX BY Vil FHP IN MIAMI
#*#t#*#****##****************#t**********tw#**t*t PAGE
Vil
CHUNT T
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW
. coL PCT 1 TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1ol 2.1
V2 = e [~ el GEE R 1
te I 69 1 3 1 72
MALE I 95.8 1 4.2 1 37.3
I 42.1 1 10.3 1
I 35.8 1 1.6 1
=== ———— | 1
2 I ! 95 1 26 1 121
FEMALE I 7845 I 21.5 I 62.7
. I 57.9 1 89.7 1
. ) I 49,2 1 13.5% 1 '
L e [m—————— ]
CULUMN 164 29 193
TOTAL R5.0 15.0 100.90

DEPENDENT,
0.07637 WITH V11l

Vil DEPENNENT.

\
e~

6

ofF 1

DEPENDENT .
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LAV ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY _ URBAM & RURAL

{CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAW ENFURCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

01/29/A1 PAGF 17

FILE LEDATA
SUBFILE RUR: L

Mok % Kk % % & K k k & k % % & %k k CROSSTABULATION DF % k% k% & &k &k &k & & % &

v2 SEX BY V11 FHP IN MIAMI
ok % ok R ok ok ok ok ok ok ok & & & % o ok ok ok ok ok % % %k & ok ok ok ok Aok & ok ok ok ok b ko %k ok ok ok R % % PAGE L OF 1

Vil
COUNT 1
RIM PCT IYES NO ROW
coL pPCT 1 TOTAL
. TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 J
V2 = emeseeee (oo e [=ecomm—— x
le 1 73 1 8 1 81 !
MALE [ 9'30‘. l 909 i 39.1 ]
I 44.0 [ 19.5 1
I 35.3 1 3.9 1
ol e [ommemmm I
2. | L9 1 33 1 126
FEYALE I 73.%9 I 26,2 1 60.9
Il 54:0 1 80.5 1
I 44.9 1 15.9 1 .
) e e e 1
! COLUMN . 166 41 207
TOTAL 0.2 19.8 100.0
CORRECTEYD CHI SIJARE = 726418 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREELDOMe SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0070
RAW CHI SQUARE = 8.26136 WITH 1 DEGREE UF FREENDOMe SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0040
PHI = Ja V977
CANT INGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.19590 '
LA4BDA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.0 WITH v2 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V11 CEPENDJENT.
LAMBUA {SY'WIETRIC) = 0.0 :
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.03219 WITH V2 DEPENDENT . = 0.04329 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.
UNCERTAINTY COEBFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0,03692
KENDALLYS TAU 3 = D.19977 SISNIFICANCE = 0,0021
KEMDALL®'S TAJ C = 0.15543 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0021
GAYMA = 0.524d07
SOMERS!*S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.24464 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.16314 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.
SNYERS'S D (SYMMETRIC) = 0.19574 .
CTA = (0419977 AITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.19979 WITH V11 DEPENDENT.

PUARSON'S R = 0.19978 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0020
MUMBER OF MISSING ONSERVATIUNS = 2
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LAW ENFORCEMENTY OPININN SURVEY _ URBAN & RURAL

FILE LEDATA  (CREATIUN DATE = 01/29/81) LAW ENFURCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA

LAMBDA (SYMMETYRIC) = 0.97031

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.03843 WITH V2

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.03919

S

d °

KENDALL'S TAU B = 0.19935, SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0021
KENDALL'S TAU C = N.16919 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0021
GAMMA = 0.42585

SOMERS*S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.22335 WITH V2
SOMERS'S O (SYYMEVRIC) = 0.19807
ETA = 022913 WITH V2 DEPENDENT,

PEARSUN'S R

= 0.1714% SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0072

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 6

CSUBFILE  RURAL
% % % ok k ok % % % % % Kk & % %k k k k CROSSTABULATIGAGN
V2 SEX BY V14
ok ok ok Kok K Kk kK ok kR ok ok ok K b ok ok ok % k& %k ok ok ok h k ok Rk ok ok ok kB ok Kk k%
Vié
COUNT I
ROW PCT ISTATE GO LOCAL GN SHARED R ROW
COL PCT IVERNMENT VERNMENT ESPONSIB TOTAL
TOT PCT T 1.1 2.1 3.1
v2 i g Sl ol O I -1
le 1 2 1 26 1 51 1 79
MALE [ 2.5 1 32.9 I 64,6 1 33,9
1 33.3 1 60.5 1 33.1 1
I 1.0 I 12.8 1 25.1 1
el S 1 [ -1
2. 1 4 1 17 1 103 1 124
FEMALE P 3.2 1 13.7 1 83.1 1 6141
66.T [ 39.5 1| 6609 1
[ 2.0 1 Bed I 5067 I .
=l memm e [ e [ e |
COLUMN b 43 154 203
TaTaL 3.0 21.2 1549 10J.0
CHI SQUARE = 1065716 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE =
CRAMER'S V = 0.22913
CONTIMNGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.22334
LAMBDA (ASYMH4ETRIC) = 0.11392 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. =

DEPENDENT.

= 0417144 WITH V14

[

DEPENDENT.

DEPENDENT. 0.03998 WITH V14

017793 WITH V14 DEPEMICNT,

DEPENDENT.

20

ok ok ok ok ok Ak ok Rk ok & ok ok ok %k ok &
LOCAL CRIME CONTROL
0F 1

UEPENUENT.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY _ URBAM & RURAL 01/29/91 PAGE 26
FILE LEUATA {GREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAw ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA
SUBFILE URBAM N
ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok % ok ok Kk ok ok ok * CROSSTABULA T1AON 0F L IR R B B B I T R Y L
V3 ASE ‘ ' BY va SAFETY IN DAYTIME
t**‘*****##*************************#*****‘*tt*tt PAGE OF 1
L .
COUNT I ‘
ROW PCT IVERY SAF REASONAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW
COL PCT € LY SAFE UNSAFE AFE TOTAL
TOT pCT | iel I 3.0 461 ,
Vi " emmm—— i LT [-emmmmee R et ) [ ——— 1
L. I 36 1 13 [ 2 1 0 I 51 .
I 27,9 1 21.3 1 20.0 1 0.0 1 '
I 17.8 1 bt 1.0 1 N.0 I
s e [t [ [ e
2. 1 48 1 12 1 2 1 0 I 62
31 =45 [ 77-10 I 19.4 1 3.2 I 0.0 I 3007
I 37.2 1 19.7 1 20.0 1 0.0 1
. [ 23.8 1 5.9 1 1.0 I 0.0 I .
-l=-- I [-— [ --1 '
. 3. 32 1 25 1 4 1 o1 61
46 -64 I 52.5 | 41.0 6.6 1 0.0 1 30,2
I 24.8 I 4len 1 40,0 1 0.0 I
I 15.8 1 12.4 1 2.0 1 0.0 1
. -1 1 1 Jews 1
. vob4e 1 13 1 11 1 2 1 2 1 28
65 - 99 I 46.4 1 39,3 1 Tel 1 Toel 1 13.9
{ 10.1 I 18.0 I 20.0 1 100.0 I
! 64 I 5«4 1 1.0 1 1.0 1
il St el | 1 I I
COLUYN 129 61 10 2 202
TOTAL 63.9 30.2 5.0 L.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 24412433 NITH 9 DEGREES GF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,004l
CRAMLR'S Vv = 0.19952
CONT INGENCY COEFFICIENT = 1.32663
LAMBDA (ASY4METRIC) = 0412143 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH v8 DEPENDENT. !
LAMBDA (SYMAETRIC) = 0.07981
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIEMT (ASYMMETRIG) = 003636 WITH V3 DEPENDENT . =  0,05807 WITH VB DEPENDENTY.
UNCERTAINTY COEFEICICNT (SYMMETRIC) = 0,04472
KENDALL'S TAU 8 = 0419545 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0010
KENDALL'S TAU C = 0.15737 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0010
GAMMA = J.31535
SOMERS*S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 1.23680 WITH V3 DEPENDENT, = 0.16132 WITH Vs DEPENDENT, .
SOMERS'S O (SYMMETRIC) = 0.19190
ETA = 0.25085 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0,26965 WITH V8 DEPENDENT.
PEARSON'S R = 0.23021 ' SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0005 ’ .
L 1 { [ ! i
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® LAW EMFORCCMUNT OPINION SURVEY _ URBAMN & RURAL oL/249/7481 PAGE 36
FILE LEDATA {CREATIUN DATE = nL/29/701) LAW ENFNRCEMENT OPINION SURVLY DATA
® SUBFILE RURAL
Aok ok ok ok R ko ko k &k kK Kk ok k k% CROSSTADULATINN OF % % % % & & % % & % & % & & & % 4 %
V3 AGE BY v7v SAFETY AT NIGHT
@ R R I R R L I I O I O R N T 17 Yot S W T
vy
® COUNT I
RUW PCT IVERY SAF REASHONAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW
® COL PCT 1E LY SAFE UNSAFE  AFC TOTAL
. TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 bel
V3 = mmeeeee- [ o [~=mmm—— B D e I .
PY | 17 I 24 1 5 1 3 1 42
18-30 I 23.8 1 S7el I 11.9 1 T«1 1 20.4 '
I 16,9 I 26.4 I 21.7 1 9.1 1
PY I 4.9 1 1l.7 1 2.4 1 le5 1
= ——] | [~=w I
2« I 4 22 1 22 1 9 1 3 1 56
® 31 =45 I 39.3 1 39.3 1 16.1 1 Se4 I 2T7.2
. I 371.3 1 24,2 1 39.1 1 2.1 1
I 10,7 1 10.7 1 be4 1 1.5 I
e = em—— [ommme e [mmm— s [ e ~--1
3. 1 14 1 32 1 9 1 11 1 66
o 46 ~64 I 2l.2 I 48,5 1 13.6 1 16,7 1 32.0
o I 23,7 I 3%.2 1 39.1 1 33.3 1
I 6. I 15.5 1 4 1 5.3 1
m[emm—er e [ imna———] - [ -1 .
' 4. 1 13 1 13 1 0o I 16 1 42
65 - 99 I 31.0 I 31.0 1 0.0 [ 38,1 [ 20.4
I 22.0 I 14.3 1 0.0 1 48.,% 1
* 1 6.3 1 6.2 1 0.0 1 7.8 1
= ————— | R e e [ e———— I
CHOLUMN 59 91 23 33 206
TOTAL 2846 44,2 1.2 1640 100.0
CHI SJUARE = 37.16235 WITH a9 QEGRECS OF FRELD'M SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0001
CRAMER!'S V = 0.23060
CONT INGENCY COCFRICIENT = 0.37292 '
LAAn9a (ASYAMETRIU) = 0,79296 WITH V3 DEPENDENT . = 0.02609 WITH V7 JEPENDENT,
LAMGDA (SYMAETRIC) = 0436275
UMCTRTAINYY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.06338 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.,06892 WITH V7 DEPENDENT .

UMCFRTAINTY CUEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 0.06603
KENJALL'S TAU O = 0.11598 SIUNIFICANCE = 0.0253
KEMDALL'S TAU C = 0.LLN1N  SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0253

GAYMA = 0.16359 .
SU“ERS'S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.12759 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.lll54 WITH V7 DEPENNENT,
SUMERS'S U (SYMMETRIC) = 0.11549

ETA = 0.30581 AILTH V3 DEPENDENT . = 0.21292 WITH V7 DEPENDENT.

PEAKSON'S R = 0.17847 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0051
NUMBER OF MISSING O3S5ERVATIONS = 3

.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 0PI 1IDM SURVELY _ URBAN & RURA

FILE  LEDATA {CREAVION DATE = Ql/29/81)
SUBFILE  URDAN

oA ek ok ok d ok kR kR k% kR %

V6 FAMILY INCOH4E
o o ok ok ko ok A ok ok kA N N ok ok ok k&

CRNOS

)
cOuNT I
ROW PCT L6NOD AVERAGE PCOR
cuL PCY ]
OV PCT | Lol 2ol 3
Vé LT L L L ) L il
le I 19 1 1L 1 4
UNDER $10,000 I 40.0 @I 44,0 1 1640
R 4 124 8 I 2249 I 40.0
{ Ted 1. 841 1 2.9
el et L L B e ey CE L -
2. 1Y 29 1 15 1 4
$10,000 T7) $19,9 1 513 I 38.% [ 1043
I 25%.6 I 3ls3 I 4040
I les?7 I 11.9 1 249
-] em————— S e
3. 1 28 1 5 1 0
$20,000 T 82949 1 84.8 I 1%.2 1 0.0
I 35.9 1 10.4 1 0.0
I 20.6 1 7 0.0
= e [ ——] -
T. I 20 1 17 1 2
$30,000 AND UP I S51.3 I 43.6 1 5.1
I 2546 1 35.4 | 20.0
. I 14,7 I 12.5 1 1.5
=] m———————] - 1 -
culudi 78 48 19
TTAL 574 35.3 Ta4

CHI SQUAPE = 17404379 HITYH 6 DLGRELS OF
CRAMER'S V = 0.25032

CUNT INGENCY COCGFFICIFMT = J.33371

LAMBOA (ASYMMETRIC) = 0410399 WITH V6

LAMBDA {SYJIMETRIC) = 0.07097

UHCERTAINYY CNEFFICIET (ASYHMETRIC) = J.051
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = C.0632
KENOALL'S TAU B = =1.12280 SIGNIFICANCE =
KENDALL'S TAY C = ~J.11678 SIGNIFICANCE =
GAMMA = -0.13968

SNYFERS!'S D (ASYMMETRIC) = =N.14388 WITH V6
SOMERS!S N (SYMMETRIC) = -0.12127

EYA = 0.11181 HITH Vb DEPENDCNT,
PEARSDN'S R =-0.05289 SIGNIFICANCE = C.2704

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 66

L 01729731 PAGL 94
LAn ENFORCEMENY OPINIUN SURVEY NATA

STADB ULATION OF & sk w ok ku x a0 ¥ bty s nea
BY V9 POLICE PERFORMANCE
ok ok & & R &k ok ok ok ok & ok & k& R ok & & ko x & &k & PAGE 1 DR L

RUW
TOTAL
ol

e

25
18.4

39
2847

33
2443

1

39
207

Pt Py g St P Py g g Pt P e P G P et P

136
100.0

FREEDUM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,091

DEPENDENT.
DEPENDENT. = 0.08106 WITH V9

DEPENVENT. = 001724 WITH VS
92 WITH Vvé DEPENDENT.
90.0543

0.0543

DEPENDENT,

DEPENDENT . = ~0,10480 WITH V9§

= 0.33525 WITH V9 DEPENDENT,
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@ LAY ENFORCEMENT OPININN SURVEY _ URaaN & RURAL 01729/ 01 PAGL 123
FILC  LCDATA  (CREATION DATC = 01/29/81) L ap ENFURCEMENT DPINTON SURVEY DATA
SUBFILL  UkiAY
® - .
*.‘**‘*‘-‘0**#’3‘#***** CRDSQTABULAT[QN OFr ******ﬁ*‘i‘**ﬂ**‘#‘
V15 SPECIALIZED LAW ENFURCEMENT BY Vi INCREASE TAXCS
.*“(#"****R**"*******#*ﬁ****(ﬂ*****’ﬁ‘***"***#*4‘****4\ PAGL lOFl
Vi
¢ COWNT |
ROW PCT (VES HO RGH
° coL PCT | TOTAL
TOT PCT | L1 .1
V1s R TE Y RS S
e 1 119 1 71 147
® I 7408 I 25,2 [ 93.0
[ 97.3 1 g2.9 |
I 696 1 23.4 1
® e [mmmmmen I
2. 1 1 i1 1
° ) I 1273 & 72,1 1 1.0
U 2.7 1 17.8 1
I 1.9 1 5.1
o C R S -1 .
® COLUMN 113 45 158
TOTAL 71.5 28.5  100.0
R CURRECTEN CHI §3)4Re = 9414350 WITH | DEGREE UF FREEDOM. SIGMIFICANCE < 0.0025
RAW CHE SITARC = 1136341 WITH | OEGREE OF FRECDON SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0007
PHL = 0.26818
¥ CUNTINGENCY CUEFFICIENT =  »n.25993
LAMBDA (ASY4AETRIC) = .0 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. = 0.11111 WITH Vi DEPENDENT.
LAM3DA (SYMMETRIC) = 0.98929
©  GtceRTAINTY CoERFICTONS (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.12558 WITH Vs DEPENDENT. = 0.05311 WITH Vie DEPENDENT.
UMCERTAINTY CUEFFICIGNT (SYHMETRIC) = o0o07oe%
REIDALLYS TAU'B = 0.26818  SIGNIFICANGE = 0.3004
® KEuoALL'S TA ¢ o 0412722 SISNIFICANCE =  0.0004
GAMMA =  0.7759%
@ SMUEKSTS D (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.15173 WiTH v1s DEPCNDENT. = 0.47557 WITH Vie DEPENDENT.
SUMERS'S ) [SYMAETRIC) = 0.3294n
ETA = 0.26818 HITH V15 DEPENDCNT. = 0.26818 WITH Vie DEPENDENT.
@ FPEARSON'S R = 0.26810 SIGNIFICANCE = "0.0003
MUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 44
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L AW ENFOPCFMENT,OPIN[UN SURVEY _ urpAn ¢ RURAL

FILE LEDATA (CREATION DATE = 01/29/81) LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA
‘SUBFILE RURAL

01/29/n1

INCREASE TAXES

' PAGE

124

ok ok ok ok ok g LR B

t##t#***#t***t#**t CROSSTABULATKDN OF % % % % % % % x
v1s SPECIALIZED LAW ENFORGEMENT BY V16
* ok ok ok ok ok & LR T N I * ok ok ok ok % * ok K K ok ok ok K * & ok ok ok ok % L R T R L R ST PAGE
V16

COUNT 1
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW
coL PCT 1 TOTAL
TOT PCT | 1. 2.1

vV1s —t e (O,

YES I 78.5

2. 1, 3 6 I 9
NO I 333 1 66,7 1 4.7
I 201 I 13.3 -
I 16 1 3.2
B ] E
CILUAN 145 45 190
TaTAL 76.3 23.7  100.0
.CORRECTED CHI SJUARE = 732170 WITH 1 DEGKEE OF FREGDQOM, SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0008
RAW CHI SQUARE = 9+63665 WITH | DCGREE OF FREEDOM. S{oNif{cAncr o 0.0019
PHI = 0,22544 :
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT =  0.21992
LA4SDA (ASYMHETRIC) = 0.0 WITH V15 DEPENDENT, = 0406667 WITH V16 DEPENIENT,
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = 0,95556
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.10925 WITH V15 DEPENDENT, 0.03896 WITH V16
KNCERTAINTY CUEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = oo pooss
RENIALLYS TAIN 8 = '0.22544  SIGNIFICANGD 9.0010
KEWDALLYS TAU C = 9.90144 SIGMIFICANCE - 0.0010 .
GAM4A = 0 7585 : :
SOMERS'S U (ASYMMETRIC) = 0.11264 witH vis DEPENDENT. = 0.45120 WITH Vie DEPENDENT,
SUMERS'S N (SYMMETRIC) = 0.18033
ETA = 0.22544 WITH y15 DEPLNDENT, = 0.22544 WITH V16 DEPEMDENT.
PEARSON'S R = 0.22544 "SIGNIFICANCE = " 0.0000 :
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 19
Lo [ [ { { | { | [ f f i f E

OF 1

DEPENDENT.,

RS o o
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This document was promulgated at a cost of $2,500 or $12.50 per copy to !
inform members of the Governor's Law Enforcement Assistance Task Force, !
Criminal Justice professionals and the general public of citizen attitudes oY
regarding law enforcement in Miami, Florida and other areas of the State. f’ i
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