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On December 30, 1980, Governor Graham apPointed a special Task Force 

on the Assignment of Florida Highway Patrol Troopers to Miami. This Task 
Force consisted of the following members: 

Mr. James York (Chu i rll1dn) 
Di rector 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement 

Mr. Chester Blakemore 
Executive Director 
Department of Highway Safety 

and Motor Vehicles 

Dr. Elton Gissendanner 
Executive Director 
Department of Natural Resources 

Colonel Robert Brantly 
Executive Director 
Game and Fresh vJater Fish Commission 
~1t,. Nat COle 
Policy Coordinator_ PUblic Safety, 
Office of Planning and Budgeting, 
Governor's Office 

Ms. Nancy Linnan 
Chief Cabinet Aide 
Office of Attorney General 

Nr. Bill Phelan 
Cabinet Aide 
Office of State Treasurer 

Mr. Jc;hn Burke 
Oi t'ectot' 
Division of PUblic Safety 
Oepat'tlllent of Vetet'an and COlllllluni ty Affairs 

Th 1sT <1s' '-ol'ce Wd s eha rged "lth the res pons I bil tty of eva 1 ua t I n'J 

the impact of the Governor's decl s ion to temporarily asslon 100 fli ghway 

Patrolmen to the Miami/Dade area, They were also asked to meet and make 

recommendations with regards to extending the length of Trooper asslgn-

1 
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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 

incl'eased law enforcement in Dade County as measUl'ed 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/~liami and rural areas of the State with regal~d 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 c~~nunities. 

This survey should not be viewed as a rigorous scientific survey of 

the target communities. While systematic sampling procedures were used, 

the low 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 overrHpre­

sent \'IOll1en and the elderly. This fact should be taken into consideration 

when analyzing the results of this survey. 

I I • ~lETJi0'pJ1.l:.oi1I 

1. ~li allli -Dade.J0l!!ltY. Sal1lQl~. 

The ~liami-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 ~lack 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 ()f the Miami/Dade County area and the 

racial composition of the survey population: 

Table 1 
Racial COlllposfffon~'- Miami/Dade 

Actual Survey 
# ~' 

1/ ~I 
" {~ White 755,000 47.% 189 49.5 Black 260,000 16. 5~:: 68 17.8 Hispanic 560,000 35.6:!- 123 32.2 Other ° QI"r 2 0.5 " TOTAL ";575,000 rOO.o:': - 382 -TOO:O% 

As can be seen from Table 1, the Mi ilmi /Dade survey closely 

paralleled the actual racial population of the Miami/Dade area. Whites 

are overrepresented in the survey and Hispanics are underrepresented. 

DlIe to the compressed time frame for completing this survey, the com­

pilil1!} of ;t ,s.t.l\,t.i.sj:.is.:.a.1.1Y representative sample was not possible. 

Howevel', due to racial silllilat'ity between the actual Miami/Dade 

County population and the sample popUlation, this survey is bnlitwed 

to be a fairly accurate representation with regard to Miami/Dade 

County'S racial compos1tion. 

This survey oval'represents women {58.6}O in the Miami/Dade survey. 

Females represent !53.3)5 of Vade County's population. The elderly are 

also overrepresented by this survey. Of all Dade County residents, 
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16.3% are 6b years of age or older. The elderly constitute 20.7W of 

the ~li ami /Dade survey respondents. 

No attempt was mude to assess the validity or reliability of 

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

clearly and contisely us possible. Proper sequencing of questions 

\."as 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. 

2. Urban/Rural Florida Surv~ 

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 0 geographical mix that would be reflective of Flori­

dais actual population. Rural survey cities all had populations of 

less than 20,000 respondents. The following cities were included in 

this survey: 

I~..Qf Ci~ 
Urban 
Urban 
Rural 
RUt'D 1 
Rural 
Rural 

Location 
Jacksonv,rl e 
Tampa 
Crestview 
Lake \~a 1 es 
Bell e G1 ada 
Palatka 

Pages were selected from each cityls telephone directory by 

using a systematic sampling procedure. Telephone numbers were also 

selected from sample pages on a systematic basis. Telephone numbers 
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were called dUl~ing afternoon and evening hours. The survey was 

conducted during a period from Thursday, January 22, 1981, through 

Monday, January 26,1981. 

II I. 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 lather urbani category; and the responses from Belle 

Glade, Crestview, Lake Wales and Palatka have been combined into a Irural· 

category. 

The demographic data presentad in the following section represents 

a summary of responses from all SUY'vey sites. Differences between the 

total survey results and those from the Mia~i/Dade sample are mentioned 

in the narrative which follows each table. 

The opinion question responses are displayed in one of four cate-

90l'ies: 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 

eit~et': ptopet'ty crime, personal crime or no crime. Those offenses 

rep()rted by victims Wet'C further categorized into Part I or Part II 

crimes. Due to a lack of information with regard to specific offense, 

coding l~ules were developed to assure consistency of coding. However, 

desi!1nations of offenses as either' Part I or Part II were quite aY·bitrary. 

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 var·iables. The Chi-square 
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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 thi s repol't, Such data can be I"evi ewed by ; nterested Darti es by con­

tacting the Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance. 

1. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ___ 1 

A) Location of Respondents 

IilbLe.J, 

Respondent~ Location 

, Relative Adjusted Cum 
: Freq Freq Freq 

~~::~i @ ___ • u • __ tN-Ul:;~ _~ _~~ :~ _____ ~~~.: L -.~!-~~ 
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 I 51 6.4 6.4 lOO.m~ 

TOTAL'79i --, Oo.(r~j roD:O 

Comments: Approximately 48~" of all survey respondents were frail' the ~1iall1i/ 
O·ade are'a. t·10re respondents were sought from this area since the Gover­
naris policy impacted most directly on the Miami/Dade area. Urban areas 
constituted 61.1~ of all respondents. 

B) Sex of Respondents 

. 
I , 

lil.bJ ~._4. 
Sex of Respondents 

: Relative: Adjusted: Cum 
: Freq I Freq I Freq 

NumlH~rl (Pct) I (Pet) I (Pet) 
.J>_,-~_'. __ .~"'--. a" _ .. ~-->O."""-* .. -------~-~ ..... "-"T ... :Ii. ...... -=_ .. -",-,*-4·,,",-*;a 

I , I 

Sex I 
--.~ *,a -- .•. ~ * •• t-
t1a 1 e I 
Female I 
No Response 

I TOTAL 

312 I 39 • n~ : 39. , I 39. 1 ':~ 
471 I 59.1 I 59.1 I 98.2 

. '7.~91 ~/' l, 1. 8 I, ~.t~0'Ol~.-80" 1100. m:, ~ Yoo : O~'I~ I 

,G.ol!!l!.ents: Approximately 59"; of all resporydents ,were female: T~e 
overrepresentation of female respondents 15 bel1eved due pr1mar,ly to 
the fact that approximately half of the telephone calls were made 
during working hours when \'Iomen would more likely be at home than llIan. 
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C) Age of Respondents 

litb.l'l.§ 
Age of Respondents 

I I Relative I Adjusted I CUIll 
: Freq : Freq 1 Freq 

A9..e_ •• ~ = •• _~~~~ ••.•• ~ ... ~,~1l~1'.1p_e!'~L "~jJE~l..J~ __ (Es:~D_~L~jl'~c=tj~ 
, , I 

18-30 170! 21.3 ! 22.3~ I 22.3% 
31-45 217 I 27.2 I 28.4 I 50.7 
46-64 226 1 28.4 ! 29.6 I 80.2 

65-9 
9 

TOTAL' . ~~l !1'6~~:-K ! -r6'a~~~~~ ! 1 00 . O~j 
MISSING CASES 33 

Con1!!LeJ).ts: The elderlywet'csolllcwhat overrepresented in this sample. 
Approximately 20" of al1 respondents were 45 years of age or older. In 
the Miami/Dade sample 22.5S of respondents were elderly while the actual 
elderly population in the Miami/Dade area is 16.3%. The overrepresentation 
of elderly ~as expe~ted since ~hB elderly are generally more likely to be 
at home durlng worklng hours 51nCB many are retired and/or have poor health 
which restricts their mobility. 

D) Respondent's Length of Time at Current Address 

Table 6 

Time at Current Residence 

. I Rel uti v~1 CUIll 

I 

I Freq I Freq 
Lengtb.. Of"]J,!!10 uu u ~ ..• l't4!llP.e..r:,t-. _1~.e}).L~ ~t~~L. _~_~~~ .. _ 
Less Than One Year 66: 8.3': 8. 3 "!, 
1 or 2 Veat'S I 13£1 I 17.3 25.6 
3 or' 5 Years 130: 22.6 48.2 
G Years or l.on!H~t' ! 404 I flO.? 9B.9 
No Response . I ,9 I J . .1 100.070 

HHAL 797' 100.0'~ 

C~ol!~lle!l.t.s.: Sli!'htly IIIOt'Q than OtP-lh\1f of all sut'vay respondents lived 
at thei r curl'ent 1'0S i donee fOt' 6 yc!ar's or longer'. The t1i alii; /Oade sur­
vey sh~wcd.) sl ightly low<H' pet'centuue (47.4',',) of t'cspondents that lived 
at thel r CUI'rent addt'ess for (i year's or longer • 

7 



E) Race of Respondents 

Table 7 

Racial Composition of Respondents 

Relative Cum 
Freq Freq 

~Ra~c~e ____________ ~~N~UI~nb_e_r~ __ (~P_ct~}~--~ 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 
No Response 

TOTAL 

519 
129 
133 

6 
10 

797 

65.17; 
16.2 
16.7 
0.8 
1.3 

-100.0% 

65.1% 
81 .3 
98.0 
98.7 

100.0% 

Comnents: The total survey was made up of approximately tW9-thirds white 
respondents. The Miami/Dade portion of this survey had a hlgher 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 raclal 
composition of the Miami/Dade area (see Table 1). 

F) Income of Respondents 

Table 8 

Total Family Income 
, , , , 

Fami ly Income Number: 

Under $10,000 122 
$10,000 to $19,999 148 
$20,000 to $29,999 125 
$30,000 and Up 130 
No Response - Don't Know 272 

TOTAL /9i 

Relative: Cum 
Freq I Freq 
(Pct) , (Pct) 

15.3% 
18.6 
15.7 
16.3 
34.1 

100.0% 

15.3% 
33.9 
49.6 
65.9 

100.0% 

Comments: The Family Income of respondents was fairly equally distri­
buted among income categories. Th~ Miarni/D,ade survey.showed results 
that were quite similar to the Farnlly Income frequencles that are 
reported in Table 8 above. 
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2. OPINION RESPONSES 

A) Opinion Question 1: 

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

- Responses 

Table 9 

Safety At Night 
(% Responses) 

Location 
, Reasonably ,Somewhat, Very ,Don't Know/ 

Very Safe I Safe : Unsafe I Unsafe : No Opinion TOTAL , 
Miami/Dade 10.4%: 34.5% 26.2% 28.2% 0.8% 100% 

, , I I 

----------~-------------~---------~--------~--------------------25.7 I 47.0 I 13.9 : 11.4 : 2.0 100% 
, I I I 

Other Urban 
----------~-------------~---------~----------~----------- -------Rural 28. 2 : 44. ° I 11 . ° : 16.3 : O. 5 100% 

I 

19.1% : 
I 

I 

20.8% : 
I 

Total Sal11~le I 1.0% 18.9% 40.2% 

w. 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 otl1er 
urban respondents felt unsafe at night while 27.3% of rural respondents 
felt unsafe at night. 

B) Opinion Question 2: 

How about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feel or would you feel being 
out alone in your neighborhood? 

- Responses 

I 

Table 10 

Safety During the Day 
(% Responses) 

100% 

Location Very Safe: 
Reasonably 

Safe 
Somewhat, 
Unsafe I 

Very 
Unsafe 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion TOTAL 

i 
Mi ami /Dade 30.3% I 45.3% I 15.3% I 8.5% I 0.5% 100% 
-------------.----------~-------------~---------~---------~------------ -------Other Urban 63.9 I 30.2 I 5.0: 1.0 I 0.0 100% 

I I I I ------------- ----------~-------------~---------~---------~------------ -------Rural 59.9 I 31,9 I 5.3: 2.4 : 0.5 100% 

Total Survey 46.5% 38.0% 10.1 % 5.0% 0.4% 100% 

9 



- Comments - As was the case with the "Fear at Night" question, ~1iami/ 
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. 

C) 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 11 

Perception of Police Performance 
(% Responses) 

Location Good: Average : ~p?r 'Don't Know/ 
I I 
I I 

Miami/Dade 44.3%: 33.9% : 12.5% I 9.3% 
---------------- ------t---------t-------t------------
Other Urban 54.2: 29.8 : 8.0: 8.0 
---------------- ------t---------t-------t------------
Rural 49.3 l 39.7 : 4.8: 6.2 

I I I 

Total Responses 48.1%: 34.4% 9.3%: 8.2% 

TOTAL 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

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

D) 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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Location 

Table 12 

State Official Concern 
(% Responses) 

Very : Reasonably: Somewhat: Very I No Opinion/ 
Concerned I Concerned: Unconcerned: Unconcerned: Don I t Know TOTAL 

I 

Miami/Dade 33.0% I 37.7% I 15.6% I 7.2%: 6.5% 100.0% 
I I I I 

--------------------------~-----------~-------------~-------------r--------------~------Other Urban 26.4 I 52.7 : 11.9 : 2.5 : 6.5 100.0% 
I I I I 

--------------------------~-----------r-------------r-------------r--------------~------Rural 27.8: 48.3 : 10.0 : 2.9 : 11.0 100.0% 

Total Sample 29.9% 44.3% 13.2% 4.9% 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 ~liami/Dade survey had a lower percentage of "concerned" responses 
(70.5%), the difference fro~ either the other urban sample (78.7%) or 
the rural sample (76.0%) was not great. 

E) 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 I No TOTAL 
I 

Miami/Dade 89.6% : 10.4% 
I 

100% 
------------ ---------1------ -------
Other Urban 85.0 I 

I 15.0 
I 

100% 
------------ ---------1------ -------

80.4 
I 100% Rural : 19.6 . -

Total Survey 86.0% 114.0% I 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. 
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F) Opinion Question 6 
In your opinion what effect has the placement of additional HighW~y 
Patrolmen in Mi~mi had on Miami's crime situation - Would you say lt 
has had a positive effect, negative effect or no effect? 

- Responses 

Location 

Miami/Dade 
------------
Other Urban 
------------
Rura 1 

Total survey\ 

Table 14 

Impact of Patrolmen Policy 
(% Responses) 

Positive I No I Negative I Donlt Know/ 
Effect I Effect I Effect I No Ooi ni on 

I I I I I I 7 59.3% I 19.2% I 1. 8% I 19. % 
-----------~-------~-----------r-------------

45.8 ! 8.5! 7.4 I 38.3 
-----------~-------1-----------r-------------45.2 I 10. 1 I 2.4 I 43.3 

54.4% 
\ 
I 

14.7% I 3.5% 31. 4~~ 

TOTAL 

100% 
------

100% 
------

100% 

100% 

_ Comments - The majority in the Miami/Dade survey indi~a~ed that the 
reassignment of the Florida Highway Patrolmen had a POSltlve effect on the 
Miami crime situation. "positive effect" was the most freq~ent response 
in both the 'other urban' (45.8%) and rural. (45.2%) Icat7gorles; Th7 
next most frequent response for all categorles was Don t Know or No 
Opinion.' The high response rate for 'No Opinion/Donlt Know' is uryder­
standable since the p01icy of reassigning Patrolmen has on1y been ln 
effect for approximately one month. Many responde~ts me~tloned that 
it was simply 'too early to tell' the effect of thlS POllCY. 

G) Opinion Question 7 
As a result of the placement of an increased number of patrolmen in the 
Miami/Dade area, is your locality now receiving better la~ e~forcement 
protection, worse protection or the same level of protectlon. 

- Responses 
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Table 15 

Impact of Policy on Local Protection 
(% Responses) 

Better I Same I Worse Donlt Know/ 
Location Protection I Level I Protection No Opinion TOTAL 

II II 
, , I 

~1lanll/Dade 27.9% I 51.4% I 1.0% I 17.9% 100% 
-------------r------------~-------~------------+-------------~------Other Urban 1.6 I 70.4 I 6.9 I 20.1 100% 
-------------r------------~-------~------------+-------------~------Rural 3.4 I 75.0 I 10.1 I 11.5 100% 

1: I 
Total Survey 15.9~~ I 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 law enforcement 
protection in the Miami/Dade area. Responses from the lother urbani and 
'~ural' ,resporydents wer~ more likely than those in the Miami sample to 
Vlew thlS polley as havlng '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 low (other urban 6.9% 
and rural lO.l~~). 
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H) Opinion Question 8 

J 
I 
I 
I 
J 

D~ ~ou believe that the control of local crime should be a responsi­
bl1lty of state government, local government or a shared responsibility? 

- Responses 

.Locati on 

Miami/Dade 
--------------
Othel' Urban 
--------------
Rural 
---~---.......-.. .... ~--

Total Survey 

Table 16 

Responsibility for Local Crime 
(% Responses) 

State I Local I Shared I No Opinion/ I I I 
Gov. I Gov._~sponsibi1ity I Don't Know I I I I I I I I 
6. 3~1~: I 19.5% I 70.0% I 4.2% I I I 

------~-------~----------------r-------------5.0 I 22.0 I 69.5 I 3.5 
______ ~-------~----------------l-------------
2.9 : 21.1: 74.2 I 1.9 
,- f 

5.0%: 20.6% I 71.0% 3.4% 
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TOTAL 

100% 
------

100% 
------

100% 

100% 
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- Comments - The most frequent response in all survey location cate­
gories was that the control of local crime should be a 'shared responsi­
bility between state and local governments. The next most frequent 
response was that local government should be responsible for control 
of local crime. 

I) 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) 

Location Yes 
! No Opinion/ 

No I Don't Know TOTAL 
I I 

Miami/Dade 91.3% ! 2.9%\ 5.8% 100% 
--------~-----~---~---------- ------Other Urban 

I I 
86.7 I 7.7: 5.6 100% ______ M_~ _____ ~ ______________ _____ _ 

Rural 
I I 

92.3 I 4.8 I 2.9 100% 
! i 
I I 

90.4% I 4.6%1 5.0% 100% Total Survey 

- Comments - All responding locations strongly believed that the State 
should have specialized law enforcement manpower to assist local law 
enforcement agencies in times of need. IYes l responses ranged from a 
10\'/ of 86.7% in 'other urbani areas to a high of 92.3% in rural survey 
locations. 

J) Opinion Question 10 

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

- Responses 
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Locatio~ 

Miami/Dade 
------------
Other Urban 
-------.----
Rural 

Table 18 

Support for Tax Increase 
(~ Responses) 

I No Opinion/ I 
Yes I No I Don't Know I I -r---, I I 

71. H: I 20. 7~~1 8.2% I 
I I 

--------T------r-------------61.9 I 27.0 
, 

11. 1 I I I I --------T------r-------------
75.3 I 24.7 I 7.2 I I 

I I 
Total Survey 68.5% I 22.8%1 8.7% I I I 

TOTI\L 

100% 
... _----

100% 
------

100% 

100% 

- Comments - Respondents in all survey location categories strongly 
supported an increase in state taxes to provide additional funds for 
law enforcement. IYes l responses ranged from a high of 75.3% in rural 
survey locations to 61.9% in 'Other Urbani survey locations. Omitting 
INa Opinion/Don't Know' responses yields an even higher percentage of 
positive responses: Miami/Dade (77.5%), Other Urban (69.6%), Rural 
(75.3~;) and Total Survey (75.m,;). Thus, three-fourths of all respon­
dents that expressed a yes or no opinion supported an increase in 
state taxes for law enforcement purposes. 

K) Victimization Question 1 

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 Proger~ Yes No TOTAL 

LocaTion- ---HI I" #T% #i%- - III !l' # I ~:. % '---,...---- .. ----r~---- --r-- ---;---_. I I I I I I 

Niami/Dade 20\ 5. 2'~, 59 1 15. 4~:, 79 : 20.5% 304 : 79.4% 383\ 100% I I I I I ------------- ----T------ -----t------ -----1------ ----of------ -----+-----Other Ul'ban 71 3.5 23 \ 11. 4 30 : 14.9 172 : 85.1 202: 100% I I I I I ------------- ----T------ ----'"1------ ----..... _---- ----of------ -----+-----Rural 4: 1.9 18 : 8.6 22 : 10.5 187 : 89.5 209: 100'Z 
"--~.---- "" ... " __ .OM-+-_ ._. -.-

\ 

I 

I 100 112.6%\ 
I 

663! 83.5%\ 
, 

Total Survey 59 : 3. 9~:' 131 ~ 16.4% 794 : 100% I I I 
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- Comments - Victimization percentages ranged from a high of 20.5% in the 
Miami/Dade survey location to a low 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). 

L) Victimization Question 2 

If yes, what was the offense? 

- Responses 

Table 20 

Number of Offenses by Type 

VlI 
~ 
U 
OJ 

I .s::: 

Location 

4..!1 
VlI U 

I 4-11 ~ Vl I 4-1 .-- I "0 Vl tn 4-1 I I OJI :::II rd OJ OJ :::I ,.- I I .s::: I rdl co U Vl s-:::II I 1-1 VlI S- 51 C Q rdl C I I VlI " rd VlI ~ I 
S- cI VI I >,1 OJI c::t:1 C ..../ .,.. I .--VII rd CI .-- I I ,.... I 4- 0 OJ OJI c::t:1 ,.. OJ I UI S-I OJ 4-1 rdl 0 .s::: "0 .c I I tn UI '''' I OJI tn .,.. "0 I 0 S- .c I tn I ~- S- I .C I .s::: I S- 4-1 CI >< U :::I 01 tn I :::I rd 1 OJI 4-1 I 0 OJ rdl OJ .... 0::1 c::t:! co ..../ I 

,... TOTAL "'- > I 01 l.L.. 0.. >1 en c::t: 
I I 1 I I I I I I I 

~li ami /Dade I 9 I 3 I 20 1 14 : 4 I 2 I 0 I 5 I 4 I 1 : 0 
I I I I I I I I I I 1 ------------ ----~----~---+----~----~---~---~---~----~----~---~---Other Urban 0 I 4 I 0 I 8: 8: 2 I 1 I 0 I 2 I 3 I 0 I 0 
I I I I I I I 1 I I 1 ------------ ----~----~---~----~----~---~---~---~----~----~---~---Rura 1 i 0 I 1 I 1 I 5 I 3 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 4 I 3 I 1 I 1 

i : : : I : I 

63 N=383 
--------------

28 N=202 
---------------

21 N=209 

Tota 1 Survey I I 14 I 4 I 33 25 6: 4 11 I 10: 2 
1 I I I I I 112 N=794 

- 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. 

M) Victimization Table 3 

Table 21 

Offenses by Type (Part 1, Part 2) 
(% Responses) 

Location Pay·t 1 I Part 2 TOTAL I '------_. I 
I 

Miami/Dade 81.0% I 19.0% 100% I 

------------- I --------T-------- ------
Other Urban 78.6 I 21.4 100% I 

------------- I --------T-------- ------
Rural 52.4 I 47.6 100% I 

Total Survey 74.1% 25.9% 100% 

In 
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- 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 
did rural survey locations. 

N) Victimization Question 3 

If yes on victim question, was the offense reported (to law enforcement 
authorities)? 

- Responses 

Table 22 

Reported Crime 

Yes No TOTAL 
Location tt I % ttl % 11 I % 

I I i 
~1i ami / Dade 48 I 77 .4% 14 I 22.6% 62 I 100% I I 

I I I ------------ -----'1"------- ---r-------- -----.,-----
Other Urban 18 

, 
66.7 9: 33.3 27 1 100% I 1 

I 1 I ------------ ..... _--,.------- ---1-------- -----.,-----Rural 17 I 81.0 4: 19.09 21 I 100% I I 

I I I 
Total Survey 83 I 75.4% 27 : 24.6% 110 I 100% I 1 

I I I 

- Comments - Due to the low 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 
authorities. 

IV. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
"'- .~"""' .. ,."'" '""'","" -- -'--, ..... ~ ... 

The Chi-Square statistic was used to isolate those demographic 

variables that were significantly related to other opinion questions. A 

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

Appendix 3 contains copies of computer cross-tabs for those variables 

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

nificant relationships that appear to have practical Significance and 
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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 value~ 

t d gard,'ng statistical significance. recommended before statemen's are ma ere. . 

1. ~e~_2.nA.QpiDi9_tL Be..§.P.on~~]. 

A. Statewide Sample 

Women in the total sample tended to feel less safe during 

the daytime (27.1Z 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 ~1i ami /Dade survey tended to be more aware of the 

Highway Patrol reassignment policy (95.6%) than di' 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 High\~ay Patrol reassignment policy than did either black 

respondents (77.5%) or Hispanic respondents (78.8%). Blacks were 

more likely to believe that State officials were unconcerned about 

local crime (30.8~[.) than either white respondents (17.5%) or lIis­

panic respondents (15.5%). Hispanic respondents are more likely 

to view the control of local crime as a State responsibility (12%) 

than eitherwhites (4\,~) or blacks (4.1%). 
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B. Miami/Dade Sample 

Hispanics in the Miami/Dade sample tended to feel more 

unsafe in the daytime ~8,2~than did either the white respon­

dents(15%) 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.l%). 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 l14.7%). 

3. Age and Opinion Resgonses 

A. Statewide Sample 

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 

(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 
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varia:; by age. A larger percentage of the younger respondents 

rated State officials as being unconcerned than did the older 

respondents. 

4. f..amil"x rnc.9m~_and . .oRinion HesRons~ 

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 l'esulted in the "same level" of local 

police protection (82%). Those respondents with an income level 

lower than $20,UOO were less likely to respond that the level of 

police protection was the same (67%). The respondent~ in the 

upper income ranges were also more aware of the Florida Highway 

Patrolmen (FHP) reassignment policy (93%) th~n were respondents 

in lower income categories (82%). 

B. Miami/Dade Sample 

Respondents in the lower family income categories were more 

likely to respond that the FHP reassignment resulted in "better 

protection" (47%) than were respondents in the upper income cate­

gories (27~';). 

5. Length of.Resi~ence and Opinion Respon~ 

Statewide Sample 

Respondents who lived 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%). 
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V. EXECUTIVE SUMM~~Jl 

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 the Miami/ 

Dade sample to assure a racially representative sample. Citizens 

were randomly contacted in other target cities after pages were sys­

tematically selected from te1epho~e 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 state'l'/ide sample. Survey results indicate that women and 

the elderly are somewhat overrepresented in this survey. 

2. Results 

The followinq ure some of the more relevant findings in this sur'/ey: 

- 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 slightly less confidence in police 

performance (78% good/average) than either the other urban (84% good/ 

average) or rural respondents (89% good/average). 

~ Most survey respondents (74)~) bel'leve 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. 
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- Most respondents (51%) believed that the FHP reassignment policy 

has made I 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/Uade respondents, who perceived a change in the 

level of protection, rated the change as positive (28%), as opposed 

to negatlve (1%). 

- Most respondents (71%) believed that the control of local crime 

should be a 'shared responsibility' between state and local govern­

ments. 

- Almost all respondents (90%) believed that the State should have 

specialized law enforcement manpower to assist local agencies in 

times of need. 

- Three-quarters (75%) of the respondents who had an opinion sup­

ported an increase in State taxes to provide additional funds for 

law enforcement. 

- More (20.55;) ~liami/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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THE CM'''O~ 

TALLAHAS&EC 32301 

BOil GHAIIAM 
C;OVtFtNOR .. 

Hr. James York 
Director 
Department of Law Enforcement 
Post Office Box 1489 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Dear Jim: 

December 30, 1980 

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. 

The first job of the task force must be to develop a recpm­
mendation for the Cabinet and me for our meeting of January 13, 
1981 on whether the additional troopers should be assigned 
to Dade County for a total of 90 days. On December 16, 1980, 
we decided to assign them on a temporary basis for 30 days and 
notermine at the January 13 meeting whether the assignment 
,~hould continue. The selection of individUal troopers for 

:,';u;signment and their rotation from other areas of the state 
,;~r.e administrative issues to be decided within the Department 

"';;. n.::o&f Highway Safety and l'lotor Vehicles. 

The task force should complete all of its work 
possible and ask that the group be dissolved. 
dissolve it will be made by the Cabinet and me 
recommendations. I 

as quickly as 
The decision to 
based on your 

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 
along a continuum from no support to the Governor 
declaring an emergency and sending in the National 
Guard; the type of appropriate state response at 

25 

An Arrirmath I! AClion 'Equal Opporlunil!.' F.mployer 



\. 

(. 

I 
\ 

r·lr. James York 
Page 2 

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

2. 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; 

3. The level of increased law enforcement presence in 
Dade county/city of Hiami 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, B~ and Palm Beach counties; 

~\'.J.-:'I"·"" 

4. The consequences of increased 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; 

6. 

7. 

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. : 

I 

~ , 

You should feel free to calIon any agency of state government ~ " 
, which can render assistance in your task. 
with kind regards, 

-=~~7 ~ 

Governor I' 
( 

BG/tlc 

Enclosure I 
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LAW ENFORCH1ENT OPINION SURVEY: rlIAMI/DflDE 

.uITJi.OJlliillQti 

Hello. Ny name is ___ • We are conducting a short survey for the 

Governor's La~1 Enforcel,lent Assistance Task Force to determine citizen atti~ 

tudes regarding 1al" enforcement in ~liami/Dade. This survey will take less 

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

A. Respondent resides in: 
1. Niami 5. Crestview 

'DD NOT ASK 2. Tampa 6. Palatka UNLESS 3. Jacksonville 7. CraWfordvi 11 e 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 
NEMBER OF THE HOUSEHOLD; IF NO ADULTS ARE AVAILABLE TERMINATE). (REPEAT 
INTRO. I F NECESSARY). -

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

I I I illl1.ltIATE 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. No response 

F. What is your racial or ethnic origin? 
1. White 
2. Black 
3. Hispanic 
4. Other (specify) __ _ 
5. No response 

G. Hou1d you tell me approximately what your total family income ~/as for 
the past t~/e1 ve months? 

1. $4,999 or under 
2. $5,000 to $9,999 
3. $10,000 to 514,999 
4. $15,000 to 519,999 
5. $20,000 to $24,999 
6. $25,000 to 529,999 
7. $30,000 or above 
8. No response/don I t kno~' 

I 1. QP.. i..!liQ.rL.~ £. t ion ~ 

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? 

1. Very safe 
2. Reasonably safe 
3. SOlllewha t unsa fe 
4. Very unsafe 
5. Don't know/no opinion 
6. No response 
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1. flol~ about DURING THE DAY M hOl~ safe do you feel or would you feel 
being out alone in your neighborhood? 

1. Very safe 
2. Reasonably safe 
3. Some.~at unsafe 
4. Very unsa fe 
5. Don't know/no opinion 
6. No response 

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

K. 

L. 

1. Good 
2. Average 
3. Poor 
4. Don't know/no opinion 
5. No response . . 
Would you say. in general, th~t Florida offICIals arc concerned 
about the crime situation in your al'ea .. vrry concerned, reasonab1 .. 
concerned, somewhat unconcerned 01' very unconcerned? 

1. Very concerned 
2. Reasonably concerned 
3. Somel',hat unconcerned 
4. Very unconcerned 
5. flo opinion/don't know 
6. No I'esponse 
Did you knOl~ that Florida officials temporarily transfel'I-ed 100 
Florida Highl,ay Patrolmen to f.liar.i? 

1. Yes 
2. flo 
3. No respon5e 
In YOUI' opinion, 111ldt effect has the placement of additional HiQI· .. av 
')atrolmen in ~1ianli had on foliami' s crimp situation M !.Iou 1ri IIOU soy • 
it has had a positive effect. neqative effect or no effect~ 

1. Positiveeffect 
2. No effect 
3. Negative effect 
4. Don't know/no opinion 
5. No response 

N. As a result of the placement of an increased number of ::)atrol~Ien 
in the fliami/Dade area is your locality nOl" receiving cetter lal'l en M 

forcement protection. vlorse protection or the <;/lme 1evp.1 Of "I'otc-=tion? 

1. Better protection 
2. Sar.le level of protection 
3. Worse protection 
4. No opinion/don't I:nol'l 

O. 
5. No response , . 
iJo you believe that the control of local cnn:e should :e a respc'sl M 

bility of state government. local govel'nment or' a shal'ed "espon-'-
bi 1 ity? 

1. State government 
2. Local qovernment 
3. Shareu responsihil i ty 
4. No opinion/don't knol'l 
5. No response 

P. Should the st,lte havl' spcciali7ed 101'/ enforcell;C'lIt man:'J',,(!r to a·:-i'.t 
local lil\~ enforcrlllrnt auencies in tilllo of need? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. 110 op i n; on/don' l knol" 
4. No resptll1sc 

Q. Would you support an increase in state taxes to provide additio~~l 
funds for law enforcement? 

R. 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. 110 opinil)n/don't knol" 
4. No response 

Have you or any member of your household been a victh of a cl'i',? 
dul'ing the past 12 months? What ~"IS the crime? Has the crime ,'e:'or'ted 
to the police? 

Victim? 1. Yes 
2. No 

Crime? ~ ____ .•• _______ _ Reported? 1. Yes 
No 
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LAW CNFORCHltNT OPINION SURVEY: STATE AT LARGE 

1 NTR_O.DUCT ION 

lIello. t·ly name is __ • \~e are conducting a short survey for the 

Governor's Law Enforcement Assistance Task Force to determine citizen atti M 

tudes regarding law enforcement in Florida. This survey will take less 

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

A. Respondent resides in: 
1. Niami 
2. Tampa 
3. Jacksonville 
4. Lake Wales 

B. Sex of the Respondent ~ 
1. t·lale 
2. Female 

5. Crestview 
6. Palatka 
7. Crawfordville 
8. Belle Glade 

DO NOT ASK 
UNLESS 
UNSURE 

C. Are you 18 years of age or older? (IF NO. ASK TO SPEAK TO AN ADULT 
HnlBER OF TIlE HOUSEHOLD; IF NO ADULTS ARE AVAILABLE TER/·IINATE). (REPEAT 
INTRO. IF NECESSARy). . --«.~-

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

I I I 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. tlo response 

F. What is your racial or ethnic origin? 
1. ~/hite 
2. Black 
3. Hispanic 
4. Other (specify) 
5. No response 

G. "'ou1d you tell me approximately what your total family income ~/1lS for 
the past twelve months? 

1. S4.999 or under 
2. S5.DOO to $9.999 
3. SlO.OOO to $14.999 
4. 515.000 to S19.999 
5. S20,000 to 524.999 
6. 525.000 to $29.999 
7. 530,000 or above 
8. No response/don't kno~ 

11. Qp.i.!li.cmJi~.c.ti.9.rt-

H. HO~I safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your 
neighborhood AT NIGfIT M very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat 
unsafe. or very unsafe? 

1. Very safe 
2. Reasonably safe 
3.. SomC\~hat unsa fe 
~ Very unsa fe 
5. Don't know/no opinion 
6. No response 
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1. lIow about OUrUflG 1111: OIlV - how silfe do you focl or would you fccl 
tlCi ng out ill one in your ncj qhtJorhood? 

1. Very silfe 
2. Reasonnbly silfc 
3. Somewhat unsilfa 
4. Very unsn fa 
5. Don't kllOw/no opinion 
6. No responsc 

J. Would you say. in gcnernl. that your local police arc doing il good 
job. iln averilge job. or a poor job? 

1. Good 
2. Average 
3. POOl' 
4. Don't know/no opinion 
5. No response . 

K. \~ould you saYI in gcnerill. thilt Florida officials nre conccl'nod 
i1bout. the crilllc situntion in YOUI' oreil M very concerned. reasonilbly 
concQrned. sOlllcwhot unconccrncu or vcry unconcerned? 

L. 

1. Very concerned 
2. Reasonilbly concerncd 
3. Somewhat unconcerned 
4. Very unconcern cd 
5. flo opinion/don't know 
6. No rcsponsc 
Did you know that Florida officials temporarily transferred 100 
Florida Highway Patl'olmen to 1·liarni? 

1. Ves 
2. tlo 
3. No responsc 

M. In your opinion. \~htlt effect has the placement of additionnl H1gh\~i1Y 
:'iltrolmen in ~Iiami hild on ~liani 's crimp. situ!ltiol'l • Would IIOU say 
it hns had il positive effect. neqiltive effect nr no effect? 

1. Positive effect 
2. No effect 
3. Negiltive effect 
4. Don't know/no opinion 
5. No response 

N. As a result of the placement of nn increased number of patrohlon 
in the Iliilmi/Oilde area is your local ity now receiving better lawen-

o. 

P. 

Q. 

forcement protection. worse protection or the 5i1m(\ level oi' Dl'otection? 

1. Better protection 
2. Silhle level of protection 
3. Horse protection 
4. No opinion/don't know 
5. No response 
00 you believe that the control of 10cill crime should be il r('sponsi­
btl ity of state government. lOCil1 government or il shilred responsi-
bil ity? 

1. State government 
2. Locnl qovernment 
3. Shilreti responsihility 
4. No opinion/don't know 
5. No response 
Should the state have specinlized law enforcement manpower to ils'iist 
10cill 1i1w enforcement agencies in time of need? 

1. Ves 
2. No 
3. No opinion/don't know 
4. No response 
Would you support on itlcrense in stilte taxes to provide additioOill 
funds for 1ilw C'nforcement? 

1. Ves 
2. No 
3. No opinion/don't know 
4. No response 

R. Have you or any member of your household been a victim of 0 crime 
dUring the past 12 months? What WilS the crime? Was the crime reportlld 
to the police? 

Victim? 1. Ves Crime? 
2. No -------------------

Reported? 1. Ves 
2. No 
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0 

0 
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0 

0 
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LAW ENI:OI~Cr. "Ern OPINION ~\lRVEY ALL 

FILE L EOAT.\ tCRE~TIO~ DATE :: 01/29/811 LA'll ENFORCEMENT OPINION 

... ... ... 'II- 'II ... ... ... "" 
... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... C R 0 S S T II B U L A T 1 0 N 

V7. sex 
BY VB 

'" « ... * .. 4< It- ... 4< 4< ... ... ... ... ... ... ... • • • ... ... • ... ... ... 4< • '" 
... ... '" ... 

'" 
va 

CIJU~T I Rn~ PCT IVE~Y SAF REAsaNAB SOMEWH~T VERY UNS ROW 
OIL PC T 11: L v SAFe UNSAFE AfE TOTAL 
TPT PCT I 1.1 7.1 ).1 4.1 ________ 1 ________ 

1 
________ 1 ________ 

1 
________ 1 

1. I 160 I 1 t 5 I 26 1 B I 309 
I 51.B I 37.2 I 8.4 I 2.6 I 39.7 
I 44.3 1 3Q.b I 32.9 I 20.0 1 
I 20.6 I 14.9 I 3.3 1 1.0 1 _1 ________ 

1 

________ [ ________ 1 ________ 
1 

z. I 201 I to) I 53 1 32 1 469 
1 4l.~ I 39.0 1 11.) I 6.8 1 60.3 
I 55.7 1 61.4 1 67.1 1 80.0 1 
1 25.8 I 2).~ 1 6.S I 4.1 I _1 ________ 

1 
________ 1 ________ 1 ________ 

1 

C, )LIJ •• q 361 2q13 79 40 718 

V2 

I~ALC 

FC~AL F. 

..,., C1 r- C1 
t.:n _\ L~ ... _~I 

SURVEY DATA 

0 F '" ... * SAFETY IN 
... ... ... ... '" • '" 

u TOTAL 46.4 )O.l 10.2 5.1 100.0 

3 ~EGREES OF FREEDOM SIGN[FICANCE = 0.0'099 
CHI S/~IIARr = 11.37746 wITH 

1'"--; lC1 ,- to ,-r:::1 

L.:::l :""'J 1..:::1-..1 L'::': t..-._J 

01/29/Bl. PAGE 

" '" '" '" * '" " * II< '" '" DAyTIME 
... '" '" 

... ... ... ... ... PAGE 

CR~M[~'S V = 0.12013 
CQ'HIN .PICV C'1EFrICIE'lT = 
LA'HHlA (ASV;·HETRICI = 0.0 
LA'IIlUA (SY,\'.iF.T,{ICl = 0.0 

0.12005 
wlm V2 DEPENDENT. ". 0.0 WITH VS DEPENDENT. 

0.00697 WITH V8 

U~C[pT\INTV COCFrlCIE~T IASY~METRICI = 0.01149 WITH V2 
UNC[RTAI~TV CU~FFICIE~T (SYX~ETRICI = 0.00867 

o DEP ENOENT. 

'" 
1 

o KE:\jI)ALI.'S TAJ I~ = :).10202 SIGI'.IF1CANCE:: 0.00L4 
KENDALL'S TAJ C = 0.11163 SIGNIFICANCE ~ 0.0014 

0.1l65~ WITH V8 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

o 

• 

GA~MA = O.l~7~2 0.00'130 I-IITH V2 
0.10113 sn'~ERS.' s 0 (\S V'~'ICT~ [C I = 

SO"lEKS'S J (')Y"I'\[TRICI -= 
Er~'" 0.l20~) wiTH VZ 
PF,ARSOI1'S II = 0).ll821 

I)EIl~Nf)ENT. 
SIGNIFICANCE'" 0.0005 

NU"BER OF ~ISSIN~ OUSERVATln~s = 
19 

DEPENDENT. = 
0.llS27 WITH V8 

, 

l·~-~ , .. ::lJ I.~~ ~ L. __ I 1._ 

3 

'" '" 
... 

OF 1 

DEPENDENT. 



, 

L'\W CNFr.PCE'~E~T OPI'1I0"l SURVEY ALL 01/29/81 PAGE 10 

FIll: LEIlATA (CRLATtn~ ~AT~ .:: 01/29/01) LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

$ • * • * • • • • * • • ~ • • • •• C R 0 SST A U U L A T ION 0 F * * * • * * • • * * • • • • * • • * V2 sax BY V15 SPECIALIZED LAW ENFORCEMENT ", : ... , 
* • * • * * • • * • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 o~ ... 

V15 

) 
COlJ'll' I 

1J,f111 PC T I VE S Nn ROW 
CtlL r(. T I TOTAL 
TIlT PCT I 1 • I 2. I 

V2 --------1--------1--------1 
1. I 278 I 24 I 302 

) 
:-1/.LF I 1)2.1 I 1.9 I 41.1 

I )CJ.iJ I (1).6 I 
I '37.9 I 3.3 I 

"\ -1--------1--------1 .' 2. I 421 I 11 [ 432 
r r.: '~AL E I 97 .'5 I 2.5 I 58.9 

I 6':1.2 I 3t.4 I 
w I c; 7 .', I t.'5 I 
~ -1--------1--------1 

COLU"\~ 69'1 3'5 734 
TO Tl\L 95.2 4.'3 100.0 

CORI~ECTE[) CIII C;~IJ'\p!: = 10.7.5t147 WITH 1 DEGR!:!: OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE" 0.0014 
I~AW CHI 'ill-JARE .:: 1l.41bF32 WITH 1 DEGREe OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE" 0.0001 

PHI '" ~.12472 
C () ~I TIN'; E ~C Y co C F FIr. I E 'I T = 0 • 1237 6 
LA~~DA IASV~~IlrRICI = 0.04305 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. ~ 0.0 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. 
LA~~nA (SV4~CT~ICI = O.0JA'5H 
lJNr.r:F.TAI'HV cucFrICIE'H (ASV'IMETKIC).:: 0.01131 WITH V2 DEPENDENT. .. 0.04003 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. 

UNCERTAINTV C:)t:FFICIE'H (SV'IMr:TIUCI '" 0.01766 
KE~I:1ALL'S T,\J n '" -0.12472 SI,;NIFICANCE'" 0.0004 

() 
~:r:'I:)"LI.'S TAU C = -1').05231 SIG~llrrCANCE = 0.0004 
:;.\"'IA = -O.'iH3J 
SO~~RS'~ I) (A~V,~~FrRICI '" -0.28600 WITH V2 OEPENDENT. x -0.05401 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. 

; 

o SO~CRS'S ~ (SV'~ETRIC' = -J.~q096 
~TA: 0.12471 WITH v'. OEPfiN~CNT. = 0.12413 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. 
PEAr-SON'S R =-0.12472 SIG"IIFICMICE'" 0.0004 

NU10E~ or MISSI~G OUS~RVATI0NS 2 63 

.. 
o 

• 
" 

I 

-



.. 

o 

• 
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., 
"" 

.t:-
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• 
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LAH £:N"ORCC'ICIH OI'INl'lN SIJRVr:V _ ALL 0112'1/01 PAGE 15 
FILE Lr.DHA (CR~ATION ~ATE • 01/29/011 LA" ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

* • * ~ • • • • • • • • * • * • •• C R 0 SST A 0 U L A T ION 0 F •••••••••••••••••• 
V3 A3E BV va SAFETV IN DAVTIME 

~ * • * • • ~ • * * ~ • * • • • • • ~ • • • • • • * • • * • • * • * * • * • • * • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 OF 1 

VJ 

19-:-10 

31 -4'j 

46 -6'+ 

Vil C lU'l T I 
ROY ~cr IVERY SAF ReAsn~AU SOMEWHAT VERY UNS 
ell. I'CT Ir LY SAFE U"tSAFE ~FE 
lOr I'Cl I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 
--------�-----~--I--------I--------I--------I 

1. 1 07 I 70 I II I 2 I 
I 51.2 I 41.2 I 6.5 I 1.2 ( 
I 23.~ 1 24.4 I 15.5 I 5.3 I 
I 11.4 I '1.2 I 1.4 I 0.3 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
.!. I 11? I 70 I 20 I 7 I 

r r,S.l I 3~.4 I 9.3 I 3.2 I 
I 12.7 I 24.4 1 28.2 I 10.4 1 
I 1:;. 7 I 1).2 I 2.6 1 0.9 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. r 109 I 05 I 20 1 12 1 

I 40.0 1 37.~ I 8.9 I 5.3 I 
I 29.7 1 2~.6 [ 28.2 1 31.6 1 
1 14.2 I 11.2 I 2.6 I 1.6 1 

-I--------I--------l-~------l--------( 4. [ SO I 62 1 20 I 17 ( 
65 - 99 I 3l.b I 41.b I 13.4 I 11.4 1 

t 13.7 I 21.6 I 28.2 1 44.7 1 
I 6.6 I 0.7 I 2.6 1 2.2 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLU~N 164 l07 71 30 

TOTAL 4r.~ 37.8 9.3 5.0 

ROW 
TOTAL 

170 
22.4 

216 
28.4 

225 
2Q.6 

149 
19.6 

760 
100.0 

CIlI SQUARE" 1'tob7.')04 WI rH I) DEGI{ECS OF FREGDO"l SIGNI FICANCE.. 0.0001 
CRA~ER'S V.. 0.121S1 
corlT 1'Ir.f·'ICV C:IFFF Ie IE'lT.. 0.21)(11}0 
L~vIUA (A5V~4LTtIL'" ?O?~91 drYH V3 OEPENDENT. .. 0.03030 WITH va DEPENDENT. 
L·": \!)h (,\V'I·Il.T .OC I = ').OlOI)8 
'J'j':l ~I.T<\I'IIV CllrrflcrflH (flSV'~I-ICn:ICI" 0.01640'1 WITtI V3 OEPENDENT. • 0.02071 WITH va 
1J'I(UU\P:rv Clur-tCtrllf IW'PIr.TIl.Ir., .. 0.01935 
I(.I';"A! L' c; r 1\1 II & ).1 \ \,.", S Iti'll rr CANC!!" 0.1):>':>0 
1'., '. ltd I ,:; r \I r.. .' .In.l" 5 1';'11 r I t:oVlce.. I) .0000 
.. \""", '.1'),,' 
')~H'I")',.I 'hV'!\!·r,ICI t '014/,,'11 WITII V) llCPt:NJENT. • 0.12142 WITH va OElPENDENT. 
'i!IIlIJ~,", 1 1·,'t~IIIKlrl. 0.1'"'''' 
11\. '.ll'll ./1', VI pt"",'IP'f. .. 0.11')661 WITH VO DEPEtlDENTe 
.' I , t. .' l : • '\. I II ' I . ., ,'111 Ie \I,i.!..' C. Ou')O 

DEPE~DENT. 

13" I'I'::Ill- II ·11;. ... ' I'~ "'1" ~Vif"'lo; .. 11 

c 

~ 



, 

) 

~ LhW ENror'ct'u:~r flPI'H'J'/ SI/RVEV _ ALL 
01/29/81 PAGE 18 

rIll: LCl)hTA (CrdtAT ION OHF. .. 01129/0l) LAh ENFORCE~ENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 
~ 

* * ott '" (f * '" . '" ... ... 
ott '" ... * .......... C R 0 ') S T A B U L A T I o N 0 F ...... '" 04< ... .... .... ... ,.. ,.. ... ... ... ... ... .... ... ... V", II if: IlV VLl FHP IN MIMB ... .. ... ... '" to ... ... ... . ... III ... ... ... 

* '" * '" .. . ... .. '" ... • • .. '. ... • • * ... ... ... .. ... .. .... ... ... ... ... '" ... '" ... ,.. PAGE 1 OF 1 
Vii 

CHl'H I 
R'lw PC T Ives NO ROW 
C,IL olC T r TOTAL 
rrl r ,IC T I 1.1 2.1 

V1 --~-----I--------I--------I 
1. I 133 I 36 I 169 

II! 18-30 I 10.7 I 21.3 1 22.2 . I ~I).?' 1 )1,.3 I 
I tl.5 I ' •• 7 I 

~ -1--------1----- --I 
2. I 1')1 I III I 216 

31 -45 I 91.2 I 0.0 I 28.3 
I :1').0 I 111. 1 I 

.~ r 25.t) I 2.5 r ..... 
-1--------1--------1 J. I 2M 1 26 I 226 1.6 -64 I 01l.5 1 Lt.s I 21}.7 

I ·~O. " I 24.1.1 1 
I ?b.2 I ':\. '. I 

~I--------l--------t 'to lt~ 7 24 1151 
6'5 - ~9 .\ 'to 1 LIi.1} 11l.8 

19.3 2l.? 
lflo 7 "3. 1 

-1--------1-------_1 
C ILl) 1'1 h57 105 762 

rrlTO\L Ob.2 13.1.1 LOO.O 

.. 
) 

ClII 'It'UMIE .. L/ •• 1l6'H WITH 3 J~CiRCeS OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE. 0.0028 
C'~h\\::ll' s V 'II 0.1 )/llt 
CO~/T 1'!,~nICV (;IHJ'r:lC !r'H • 0.1'3','17 
L,"II)fIA (~~V\I'\::rruc) e J.,H/lbC, wITH V3 DEI'ENDENT. !II 0.0 WITH Vll DEPENDENT. 
LA'·I"i'A 'SV'I'\IHRICI" 0.01560 
lJ'ICFtT.\I~:rv (.llt:IFI(;tr'IT 'f\SV'p·Ir.TP[CI" 0.00657 WITH V3 OEPENDENT. .. 0.022'.9 WITH Vl1 
u:icCn,\I'.rv ('h.:~rICIl:'IT (SV"i~t:TlUr..) .. 0.OLOL7 
KENt\.\LL'S To\1I l t! -O.'lH~l SIIHIIFICANCr: .. 0.L302 
l{F~IJ.\LLIS To\;J C" -).t)31\b StCiIIlFIChNCF.. 0.1302 
liA'!'\.,.. -".'H11'1 
SIlIt~'SIS ) ',\$Yl'\I:hICI "-O.M"!)'" WI Til V3 DePENDCNT. • -0.02110 WUH VlL DEPENDENT. 
S!I'It:,,:,'s I (SV'1!LTRIt.) II -0.,)')11), 
!:Ti\.. ,:). H 1ST ~l TI~ v, I>Ff'tZtl"lrNT. • 0.1361.2 WI UI Vll DEPENDENT. 
p~~~s~~,~ ~ =-n.141J4 SIJ~t~ICO\Hce u 0.1243 

, . 

; 

DEPENOENT. 

r '. 
I 

~- -~ ---------~ 



r-··i- c:-::t 1--: ""'" 
,..., = ro ~ r-;;: .,.., r-; = to";: ..,., ('-:-; t:1 

t::li!i -- l:'lSI -_. l.!!Ol -. = l_ . .' I,;;,) :""J C._I 
.. "''' !'-;-: «:::1 1·--~g;.1 1 :::.:?J = = LJ L;;:O LJ l.';'::: LJ L::;; L_J L-: L.J I 

o 

J 

'\ lA;/ CNrrlRCl: ~r.NT OP II\jl{)\f SURVCY ALL 01/29/B1 PAGE 19 
~ 

.) 

3 

~ 

t3 

3 

0 

~ 
N 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

F I L!; LEOATA Cell,HATI IN UI\ TC '':: 01/291 BlI lA~ ENFORCEMENT OPINION 

'" '" II< '. >t V3 
'" . '" .. .. . 

V3 

18-30 

3l -',5 

46 -64 

.. '" . ~ . '" ,.,. .. .. ... ... ,.. ... C R 0 S S T A B 
A'ir 

* • .. ... 4< .. .. '" '" .. . '" ... .. .. .. .. .. ... .. ... .. 
Vl,z 

COlJn I 
IUl.-I r>er IP.);'ITIVE NO t:FFI!C NEGATIVE ROW 
t;;UI. I'C l I H-I'CCT T FFFECTTOTAL 
Tor "C r I 1. I 2. I 3. 1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. I H I '~') 1 9 1 126 
1 69.0 I 23.0 1 1.1 1 24.0 
I 22.0 I ZQ.6 [ 34.6 1 
1 Ib.S I ~.1 I 1.1 [ 

-[--------1--------1--------1 
2. I 1')1 I 42 1 8 I IS 1 

I 66.(1 I 27.0 1 5.3 1 2B.1 
( 7.~.b [ 40.0 I 30.B I 
I \9.2 I 0.0 [ 1.5 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
3. I 125 I 7.0 I 6 1 151 

1 B2.U 1 13.2 I 4.0 I 28.1 
I H.6 I 14.0 1 23.1 I 
t 7.3.8 1 3.q I 1.1 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
'to ( 32 I 13 [ 3 I 9B 

65 - qq I 03.1 1 13.3 1 3.1 1 18.6 
t lO.S I 12.4 I 11.5 I 
I 15.6 1 2.5 I 0.6 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
C III U'-\'I 395 105 26 526 

TOTAL 1~.1 20.0 4.9 100.0 

U L A T I o N 
BY VIZ . ... .. .. .. .. . .. 

SURVEY DATA 

0 F ... .. .. 
EFFEC TOF .............. 

CHI SQUARE = 11.59109 WITH 6 JEGRCES OF FREEDO~ SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0073 
CR,\'1I!D.'S V .: 0.12(HI 

. .. ............. .. .. ... 
FHP IN MIAMI 
• • .. .. .. .. .. ... PAGE 

CU\fTING~NCV C~CFFICIE~T = 0.11Q09 
L\~llJA (I\SY~·It.:TUr.1 = 0.06661 IHTII V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH VIZ DEPENDENT. 
LA\~'JI\ (SV'~H:rI{IGI = 1'l.049'tl 
U~lrtKT,'\I~ITV C,)F.rrIClf:QT (ASV"\'~r.rI{ICI.: 0.01231 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. z: 0.02463 WITH V1Z 
U'.r.Co),T\lNTV ClleFIICIG'lT (SV~"'CT~ICI.:: 0.01641 
Kf'I'),\Ll'$ TI\;/ t\ ': -1).131111' SIG'lIFIC\NCE = 0.0002 
1<F.'hHU'S TA') C ': -ll.lllllT SlG"lIFICANCE = 0.0002 
li,\~I":A '" -,).2 'B/.b 
S -"1".$'5 1 (\$'1"\ \lmlCI = -1).189'<) HlTH V3 UEPENOENT. .. -0.10036 WITH V12 DEPENDENT. 
S,,\[~<;,S iJ ('.Y'I-IIT!l.ICI = -0.n1?:) 
EP, = ".l'll'ii. ,11TH V.\ (lCpr;'J)ENT. .. Ool6033 WITH V1Z DEPENDENT. 
PEA~SOI'S R =-O.14lJ4 SIGNIFIC_"lC~ = 0.0005 

'1'./-\!\Ef.. OF ·\I!;SI'!', O!\Sf~I{VI\T[(lNS = Z11 

... .. .. .. 

1 OF 1 

DEPENDENT. 

r:::tEl ~ 

1 
i 

, t 

, 

\ 



o 

1 
10 

o 

• 

o 

o 

c 

-

I. 
• 
• 
• 

• 

uw ENF{)RCE'~ENT ()PI'lrnN SlIfJVEV 
01129/81 28 

I\LL 
PAGE 

FILE Lr.,)ATA· (CREATIIlr..J DATE .:: 01/29/1311 LA" ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

* * ~ • • • • * ~ • ~ • • ~ * • ~. C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION 0 F •••••• * * • • • • • • • • • • 
V4 LE:~IGTH AT ADDRESS BY V9 POLICE PERFOR.'-tANCE 

~ * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • • • • * * • + * • • * + * • • * • * • • • • * • * * • • •• PAGE 1 OF 
V9 

CI)IJ'H I 
Q.()'"" PC T IGdOI) AVE:P.AGE POOR ROW 
(,fIL PC T 1 TOTAL 
PH I>CT I 1.( 2.[ 3,[ V't --------1 -------- 1-------- [ ________ ( 

1. r 27 [ 25 ( 7 [ 59 
LESS TIIA"I ONE VC ( 45.1.1 ( 42.'. [ 11.9 ( 8.2 

( 7.1 [ 9.3 [ <1.6 1 
1 3.7 [ ~.~ ( 1.0 ( 

-1--------1--------[-------_1 
z. 1 S') 1 '>2 L 1 q 1 126 

1 OR 2 YEARS [4~.7 [ 41.3 [ 15.1 [ 17.5 
114.511<1.4 [ 26.01 
1 7.6 ( 7.2 ( 2.6 [ 

-1--------1--------1-----___ ( 
3. 1 7'1 [ f>7 I a [ 169 

3 OR ') Vr."KS [41.') [ 39.9 ( 13.1 ( 23.3 
I ?:).q 12').'') 1 30.1 [ 
1 t1.0 1 ~.3 1 3.1 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
4. I 219 [ 124 [ 25 [ 368 

6 YC~RS ~~ ~ I 59.S [ 33.7 ( 6.~ 1 51.0 
A..;JlfJrc?lll ')'f. 6 [ 'tf>.3 1 34.2 [ 

1 3J.4 I L7.2 1 3.5 1 
-[--------1--------1--------1 

COLIHN ~8t') ZbB 73 721 
TOTAL 52.7 37.2 10.1 100.0 

Cltl S'JUARE = LH.)1797 WITH 6 JEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0062 
CRA~tR'S V = 0.1117A 
CI1~ITPIr;E'JCV CIJr.H:ICIf;'H '= O.15b14 

L"IPli)\ (\,)V·~ ItT UCI '= /).0 WITH V4 DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V9 DEPENDENT. 
LA'IIl'A (SV'!'1r:TRIC) = 0.0 

IJNCl:~ThINTY ClI"Pf'IClr.'/r (&\SV"~£:TKICI = 0.01051 WITH V4 DEPENDENT. = 0.01337 WITH V9 
ImCEIJT.\PHY CO(;FFICIF'IT (C;V'I:·ICTRICI = 0.01176 
I\EWl.',LL'S TAU '1 = -).13269 SIC;~IIFICANCE = 0.01)00 
KOI,1",LL'S TAJ C.:: -0.12136 SIu'!IFICANCE = 0.0000 
G\~IA = -0.21~4U 

Sn'~CI'5'S ,) (\SV~"CHICI = -0.14100 WITH V4 DEPENDENT. = -0.12487 WITH V9 DEPENDENT. 
<;U~If:PS'5 I) (SV'~Ir-T!UCI "-O.13?'t5 
CT.\" :".lV,/t 7 Hl·1 V4 JEPE;'I')PH. = 0.15713 WiTH V9 DEPENDENT. 
"I:Ai\',:''1'C; 'I "-0.1"1(,43 SL'NIFI::h~ICE.:: 0.01)01 

/4u~I'IrI\ (If" til C;S Ilv tlJ5t:RVUllINS = 76 

DEPENDENT. 

, 

, 

, , 

I 

I 
IT D 

[\ 
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..... 
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FilE l f'l)A T A (CKCATIUN DATE = 01/29/81) 

~<::::1 
l-"l!I.-. ' 

LA~ ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

01/Z9/B1 PAGE 

~ * • * * ~ + • * • • • • * • * •• C R U SST ABU l A T ION 0 F • * * • • • • * • • • • * • • • • • 
V6 FAMilY INC,,',IE BY Vll FHP IN ,'-HAMI 

• * • * * • * + * * * * • * * * * * * * • * * • * * • * • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • • * • • •• PAGE 1 OF 1 
Vll 

cnu'a I 
')~),I rCT [yes NO ROW 
Cill PC T 1 TOTAL 
TeTreTI 1.[ 2.1 

V6 --------1-------1-------- I 
1. I 95 I 25 [ 120 

U~OER $10,000 1 79.2 ( 20.Q ( 22.9 
1 70.6 1 40.3 1 
( lB. 2 ( ' •• I.l I 

-1-------·1-------- 1 
2. 1 127 ( 21 1 148 

'10,n)n TU '1~,~ 1 H5.0 1 14.2 I 28.3 
I 27.5 1 33.9 1 
1 24.3 1 4.0 I 

-1--------1--------1 
3. ( 11 7 I 8 I 125 

$lO,O~O Tn $21,1 1 ~3.6 ( 6.4 1 23.9 
175." ( 12.'11 
I 22.4 I 1.5 I 

-1--------1--------1 
7. 17.2 I I.l 1 130 

$30,000 ANn UP 93.0 I 6.2 I 24.9 
lb.5 I 12.9 1 

1 23.3 I 1.5 1 
-1--------1--------1 

COl'J'IN 461 62 523 
rurAL BA.l 11.9 100.0 

CHI S~II.\RE = 17.bH14 HUH '3 ~)~GREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE'" 0.0005 
CR4~ER'S V = O.1~~61 
CO'IT H!(iHICY CO~Frl~p"'IT = 0.111059 
lh'\(hl" (4.iY'III:TiUC) = :).01067 ',HTH Vb DEPENDENT. .. 0.0 WITH Vll DEPENDENT. 
lI\4q~" (~Y'I~rrRICI = 0.J0915 
Ijr,Cl~r",PlTY C!/~:Ff'ICI!:'IT (,\SYI'ICTRICI '" 0.01210 WITH V6 DEPENDE"lT. "" 0.04596 WITH Vl1 
IJ', (" L ,', T ,\ I 'I rye II I.r I I C I r.' IT (5 Y '1'1 E TlU C I.. 0 • 0 1 q 1 5 
1{!'I)"ll'~ TAu J = -1.1(1)1<; SI(jNIFICA~CE '" o.ooop 
I\f'::lt.ll..·~ T" I l. = -:).17/,(" SI'i"lIFICANce .. 0.0000 
~"\'l't.\. -1." )O'it' 
S'!"Ii\~IS ,I (,\;n~rTalt:) = -0.101"6 WITH Vb DEPENDENT. • -0.00/t63 WITH Vll DEPI:NDENT. 
S···Il'i{'t·~ ) ('IV'~"LT'UCI '" -0.11711 
FI,\' ".1'.'>')'. WITH V(, "rI'!"w)r~:r. • 0.10361 WITH Vll DEPENDENT. 
I'! \I~. I I.) , .. - J. L .',1 II, ~ I'~ '/I He \lIt L" 0.0 ')0 5 

Z 74 

DEP ENDENT. 

I'~ #':1 

'.~ t-I 
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LAW CNFOPCE~E~T OPINION SURVEY _ ALL 

FILe LEOATA (CREAT ION DATE = 01/29/811 LA~ ENFORCEMENT OPIN[ON 

* + ... « * <. * *(.***+** * * * C R 0 S 5 T A B Vb FAIH LY I '~CO'1E 
'" ... '" ... ... ... 4- .. '« .. '" ... .. ... ... '" ... ... ... ... '" '" '" '" '" ... '" 

V13 
cnUNT I 

ROW PCT I~CTTEK P SA~E LEV WORSE PR ROW 
CIlL PC T I ~OTCCT 10 EL OF PR OTECTIOt-l TOTAL 
TuT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 

Vb --------1--------1--------1--------1 
1. I 27 I 50 I 9 1 94 

UNOER $10,)10 I 2~.7 I 61.7 I 9.6 I 21.9 
I 33.3 I HI.l 1 32.1 I 
I 6.3 [ 13.~ [ 2.1 I 

-1--------1 --------1-------- I' 
2. I 25 I H7 I 10 I 122 

$10,000 T!J $19,9 I 20.5 1 71.3 I 8.2 I 20.4 
I 30.9 I 27.2 I 35.7 I 
1 5.0 1 20.3 I 2.3 I 

-1--------1--------1--------[ 
J. 1 18 1 87 I 3 I 108 

$20,000 T~ $29,9 I 16.7 1 00.6 1 2.8 1 25.2 
I 22.2 1 27.2 I 10.7 I 
I 4.2 1 20.3 1 0.7 [ 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
7. I 11 I H~ I 6 I 105 

$30,OOU AN~ UP I 10.5 1 83.0 1 5.7 I 24.5 
I 13.6 I 27.5 [ 21.4 1 
I 2.6 I 20.5 I 1.4 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
CIJLU'IN 81 320 28 429 

TOTAL 18.9 74.6 6.5 100.0 

CHI SQ'JARC = 17.4709') WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 
CRAME~·S V = 0.14270 
CONTI~JENCY C~EFFICIENT = 0.1~782 

U L A T I o N 
BY V13 

* ... '" '" ... '" '" ... 

SIGNIF [CANCE = 

01/29/81 PAGE 

SURVEY DATA 

0 F + ... + '" + '" '" '" '" '" ... '" '" '" EFFECT OF fHP IN LOCAL 
'" '" ... ... l!< ... ... ... ... '" '" '" '" ,.. PAGE 

0.0077 

LAM~DA (ASY~~ETRICI = 0.00977 WITH V6 
LA'IO,)A (SY'\\lrTRIC) = 0.00721 

DEPENDENT. = 0.0 WITH V13 DEPENDENT. 

0.02963 WITH V13 ut:ccrU\l'HV COt':FFIC!l:"lT (ASV'~METRIC):: 0.01525 WlTH V6 
1)'lCFRT.\INTY C'JEFr.IClI:'lT (5Y'HETRICI = 0.02014 
Kr~UALL'S TAU 0 = 0.08006 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0197 
KCt~!1ALL'S T.\U C :: 0.1')7324 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0197 
',A'I\IA:: n.16')11 

0.12095 WITH V6 
0.00'.'l0 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

= 

o I! .' !: 'I .J !; 'I T • 

S"{LRS'S t) (,""Y"I'·I!·TJIICI" 
5 I'·IFRS· C; r') (':;Y"I"\!' TRICI :: 
cr.\" ).lI,,'b') 'H Tit Vi> 
pro\/{:in'I' $ /{ " o. )\jI)~l SI(jNI F [Ct.~ICE = 0.0246 

= 0.10194 WITH V13 

368 

= 

0.06529 WITH V13 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

T 

/[ 
J L 

56 

'" .. ... ... 

1 OF 1 

MIAMI/DADE SAt1PLE 

.:.-:. 

DEPENDENT. 
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" 

FILF LFn~T~ (C~EATION QATE : 01/29/01) 
SlHFILE /.11'\'1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • •• C R 0 SST A S U L A T I a N U F • ~ • * + • • * • • • • • • • • • • 
V'> MCE IlV VII SAFeTY IN DAVTl'1E 

• • • • • * • • * • • • • • * * • • * * • • • • * • • • • • • • * • • • • • • • * * • • • • • •• PAne 1 or 
V!l 

C (JIJ~IT I 
R Iii PCT IVl;kV SAr RF.ASm"~B S\l,·'F.~IHAT VLlRV WIS 
CIIL I)C T I U L V SliFE UNC;Art.: An 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 

V5 --------1--------1--------1--------1--------[ 
1. I b 'j 1 ' 'I I) I Z 0 [ 9 1 

WHITE 1 36.~ 1 4U.l I 10.1 r 4.3 I 
1 5~.~ I ~1.4 [ 35.7 [ 2~.2 1 
I 1~.2 I 2'.7 I ~.3 1 2.1 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. 1 I l!.i 1 'IJ 1 10 1 I, 1 

uLACK 1 '2d.4 I 56.7 1 14.9 1 6.0 1 
1 Li!.? I 21.7 I 17.') [ L2.L 1 
1 ,.~ 1 11.0 1 2.6 I 1.1 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. ' [ 30 1 4~ 1 26 1 21 1 

.t 1 S p.un C 1 2/, • 't 1 31 • 't 1 21. 1 1 1 7. 1 I 
1 2').Q I 2~.3 1 46.4 1 63.6 1 
1 1.9 I 12.1 1 6.0 I !.i.e; 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
4. I 2 I 1 1 0 1 0 [ 

OTIIFR [ I,f,.l I 33.'3 1 0.0 I 0.0 [ 
1 1. 1 I O. (, I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 0.5 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------[ 
C .lLU"IN 116 175 56 33 

TUTAL 30.5 4~.1 14.7 !l.7 

ROW 
TI")TAL 

123 
32.4 

, 
3 

n.o 

3ao 
100.0 

CHI SQUARE = 31.SQ032 WITH q DEGREES OF FREEDO~ S ((iNI FICANCE .. 0.0002 
r.RA~ER'S v = n.l~6~7 
cn'lT ['H;!:~CY C:lCFFICIE'1T = 0.27704 
LA~BDA (ASV'~ETqICI: 0.09ij4,) WITH V5 
LA~H)A (SY~"'ETRIC): 0.05~25 

DEFENOENT. 

JJ'ICE~TAINTY C.JEFFICIENT (ASV'HICTRICI: 0.03823 WITH V5 
U~CERTAINTY CUEFF[CIF~T (SYM~ETRIC). 0.03561 
KE~OALL'S TAJ "= 0.IH~74 SICN1FICANC€ z 0.0000 
KE~OALL'S rAJ C : 0.15932 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000 
CA~~A .. 0.2~4)4 

0.17(}5S WITH V5 
0.1656'\ 

:)EP ENDENT • 

.,. 0.00488 WI TH va 
DEPENDENT. 

.. 

OEPEN:lENT. 

0.03333 WI Ttl VI! 

OEPEf'lI)E~T. SQ~F.RS'S 0 (ASY~~CrRICI .. 
S01C~S'S 0 (SV~~ETRICI .. 
ETA z: 0.236'5 -ilTH V.5 
PEARSON'S R .. 0.22016 

I)E:PENO(NT. 
51GNIFICANCE 2 0.0000 

'" 0.24'162 WI TH va 
0.19213 HlTH V3 

DEPENDENT. . 
NU~"ER OF ~ISS[~~ OdSERV4T10NS .. 6 

DEPeNDENT. 

-----------------------------_._----

, 

\. 

-



.. 

• 
• 

o 
o LA',I £:~lf('lPCE,IENT ,lPI NI (J~I S'IRV£:V _ ~ I.~IH 

":IL-: U:O~T" (CfJ,CATIU'I OhTF .. 01/2'1/011 LAii (NfrrRr.t::Mr.NT UP1NIllN SUFVflY nATA 
• ,SUOIFILE "'1 liM 

• 
• 
• 
• 
•• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R'O SST A e U l A TIC N U F •••• ~ ..... • • * • • • • •• 
V5 MCF AY V'> pOlice PF,I\FOll'WICG • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • * •• PAr,e 1 OF 

V'' 
C;lU'1T I 

R'JW PCT (GllnD AVF.RAGE POOR ROW 
COL PC T r TOTAL 
T' 1 T PC TIL. 1 2. 1 3. 1 

V5 --------1--------1--------1--------1 
1. 1 96 I 54 1 19 I 166 

WHITE I 51.1 I 37..1 I' 10.7 1 4".1) 
I ,~.~ I 42.9 I ll.~ 1 
r 27.9 [ 15.7 1 5.2 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
2.' 21 I ~7. 1 7 I 60 

ULACK 1 ,~'i.O 1 53.3 I ll.l 1 17.4 
1 12.4 I 25.4 1 14.6 I 
1 b.l [ q.3 ( 2.1) I 

-1-------1--------1-------1 
3. 1 53 1 3)1 21 1 113 

III SPh'ltf, I 4('.Q 1 ~4. 'i 1 11l.b I 3l. R 
I 31.2 I 31.1) 1 43.0 I 
I 15.4 I 11.3 1 6.1 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
4. 1 I) 1 1 1 2 I '3 

OTIIFR I ').0 I 33.3 I 66.7 I ').9 
I '.0 I 0.9 I 4.2 I 
I 0.0 1 0.3 I 0.6 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
COLU'I'I 171) 126 48 344 

TJTAL 4q.4 36.6 14.0 100.0 

CHI SQUAPE : 21.01141 WITH ~ DEGREES OF FREEDO~ SI~NIFICA~CE. O.OOlij 
CRA~ER'S V : '.17479 
CO'IT INIiENCY cr)CFFICIENT .. 1.'.23997 
L\~AOA (ASY"'~ET~ICI· 0.01705 WITH V5 DEPENOENT. • 0.07471 WITH V9 DEPENDENT. 
LA~aOA (SV ...... ETRICI· 0.04511 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIE'IT (ASYM'IETRICI" 0.02635 WITH V5 OEPE"lDENT. • 0.Ol82'3 W(T1t V"i 
UNCERTAI~TY CUeFFICIE~T (SV~~eT~ICI. 0.02126 
KE~OALL'S TAU q • J.131)12 SI~N[FICANCE. 0.0040 
KE~DALL'S TAU C • J.11956 SIGNIFICANCE. 0.0040 

I GA!~"'A. 0.20775 
SOMERS'S 0 (ASY~~ETqIC'. 0.13237 WITH V5 DEPENDeNT. • 0.12792 Wlnt V9 DePEN~eNT. 
so ... eRS'S D (SV~~ETR[C). 0.13011 • eTA. 0.14793 ~IT~ V~ DEPF.NOF.NT. • 0.1944S WITH V9 DEPENDENT. 

• PEARSON'S R • 0.14592 SIGNIFICA~CE. 0.0034 

NUMBER OF MISSING OOS~RVATIONS • 42 

• 
• 
ell r, II 

-
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-
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I,.~---· _ .. ~, .. 
ti 

Lt\'r/ t:;'lFIJPCF WH IP 1 '11'1'1 S')r1Vf;V 111"'1( 

PILF lFfHT4 (Cfl.r::hTl')'~ uATr II OLI29/PL I L 1\" r.'~I:CJfH. F.~lr 'IT Ut> 1 N I u'/ 
·SlJUFllE 

III .. ... .. ... 
V5 

... ... ... ,.. '" 

V5 

WHITE 

AL A(~K 

"I I .\"1 

.. .. oj, ..... a .. >I< .. .. ..... C p, U C; S T 1\ U U L 1\ T 
RI\CC 1\'1' 

,.. ... ........ ~ ... ... .. .. '" .. ... .. .. '" '" ... III .. ... .. iii .. .. '" 
VLO 

C )I)'JT I 
ROW PCT IVERY CON REASONAU SO,"IEWHI\T VCRY UNC ROW 
COL peT tCER~EO LY C~~CG UNCONCE CNCLRNCU TOTl\l 
Tor PCT I L.I 2.1 3.1 'to I 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 1. 1 ~,., I 75 1. 30 I 16 I 117 

I 3L.6 I ~2.4 t 16.9 1 q.o I 4Q.4 
I 4 't. 4 I Ijl. 1 1 50.0 I 57. 1 I 
I L5.6 I 20.~ I B.4 I 4.5 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. I I 22 1 ?2 1 L6 I 7 1 67 

I '3<'.J 1 32.8 1 23.Q I 10.4 I lR.7 
I 17.5 I L5.3 1 26.7 I 7.5.0 I 
I ~.1 I 6.1 I 4.5 I 2.0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. 1 47 1 47 I 14 I '3 1 111 

HISPANIC I 4~.3 1 42.3 I 12.6 I 2.7 1 31.0 
I 37.3 I 32.') 1 2::1.3 I 10.7 I 
1 11.1 I 13.1 1 3.9 1 0.11 r 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 4. 1 1 I 0 1 0 I 2·1 '3 
OTH~R 1 33.3 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 66.7 1 0.0 

1 O. 'I 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 7.1 I 
I \).3 I 0.0 I 0.0 t 0.6 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 COL'J ~N l?6' 144 60 28 350 
T~TAL 35.2 40.2 16.0 7.B 100.0 

r o N 
VL\) . .. .. .. 

CHI SQ~ARE = 26.3QQZ2 WITH q Cr~RE(S OF FREE10M 5ICNIf'!ICANCE '" 
C~A~CR'S V II 0.15b70 

Ol/,!"/'ll pt\(jr 

'iUI{Vl. V .)1\ r A 

I) F .... ,.. ... ~, ...... .. .. ... .. * ,. ... 
IlFFICIAL. CUNceRN 

'" .. . .. ... ... .. .. . .. .. .. '" .. PI\Ii( 

0.0010 

CO'IT l~I'iE'lCY CUEFF Ie IE'IT II 

LA~~DA (ASV~~ET~ICI. ~.J 
LA'\'HJA (SY'o\'1ETrUCI It O.O'SO(, 

0.26206 
WITH V5 DEPENoeNT. • 0.00935 W I TIl ViO OEPE"IJCNT. 

0.0237" I'ilTH VlO IJHCI.:RTAINTY cuer-FlctE'IT Ci\SV\vFTRIC). 0.02743 WITH V5 
UNCt:KTAI~TV ~tlt;r:PIC1E'IT CSV'HrT?ICI" O.()2543 

I')EPENOCNT. '" 
KC'lDhLL'S TAU d. -J.Ja7~5 SIJ~lrIC~NCE. 0.0314 .0 KI:'li)I\LL'S TAU C" -').;)7563 Str;~lIrlCM .. CE. 0.1)314 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

GA\~A" -0.11257 
sn~FRS'S 0 (ASY~~ET'IC) ~ -'.'6340 WITH VS 
s~~eRStS 0 (SY~·\ETRICI .. -'.OA6Q7 
ETA ~ 0.10065 WITH V~ OFPC~'ENT. 
PEARSON'S R "'-0.0?7~1 SIG~IFICANCF" 0.0325 

NU~OER OF 'ISSI'JG O~S~RVATao~s • 

nEPE"l:JENT. 

.. 0.11l732 HI TIl ViI) 

'C -').09Q1J6 WITH Vl0 

OEPENJC~T. 

DEPEV)ENT. 

Itt 

.. .. ,.. .. 
L (IF 

OEPE~OENr. 
i' 

!, 

'\ 
d 

.: 
'\ 



o 
'11,\ '1 r 

01 n'l/1l1 PA(iL 
!. LAW E"IF"RCF~'rtJT :1PPHIJ~1 SIJPvr:y 

FILE LEOATA (CR5ATION DATe = 
•. SUBFILE IHA'·, 01/2'1/Ull LAh ENFURCEMENT OPINIUN,SURVEY OATA 

• 
• 
• 
• '. 
• 
• 
(.-, 
o 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• · 
• 
• 
• 
• 
tl 

* • • • • • * • * • * • • • * • • * C R n SST A ~ U L A T I a N 0 F *.. * * • * • • • • * • • • • * • V2 sex tlY V7 SAFETY AT NIGHT 

* • * • • • • • ~ * • * * • ~ * * * * • * * * * • * • * • • * • * • • * * * • • * • * • • * • • * PAGE 1 GF 

V2 

~tALE 

rr-MALE 

V7 
COUNT 1 

~OW f)CT IVF.RY 'lAF IlEA~;rItIAB SONEWHAT VERY UNS RClW 
cnL PCT 10 LY SAFE UNSAFE AFE TOTAL 
rrH PCT I 1.1 7..1 3.1 4.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1----____ 1 

1. I l~ I 63 I 47 I 20 I 156 
I 11.5 I 40.4 I 30.1 I 17.9 I 41.2 
I 46.2 1 48.1 I 47.~ I 25.7 1 
( 4.7 I 16.h ( 12.4 1 7.4 I 

-1",-------1-------1--------1-------- I 
Z. I I 21 I 6R 1 53 I 81 I 223 

I . 9.4 I 30.5 I 23.8 I 36.3 I 58.0 
r ~3.q I 51.9 I 53.0 I 74.3 I 
I 5.5 1 17.9 1 14.0 I 21.4 1 

-1--------:--------1--------1---_____ 1 
crLU~N 19 131 100 109 379 

fQfAL 10.) 34.A 26.4 20.8 100.0 

Cdl S;JUAPE = 'l5olflZH tilTH 
C I{ 1\ 't ED'S V = ') • 20 'Jl c; 3 1)f.:G~EI:S UF FREE[)II"1 c)IIJNIF ICA'lGE 
CO'ITINGI:NCY COEFlqCII:~1T = 
LA~qJA (ASY~~ETRIC) = 0.0 
LA~dDA (SY~"1F.TR[CI = 0.03218 

0. 1%~6 
WITH V2 DEPENDENT. = 0.05242 WITH V1 

U~LERTAINTY COEFFICIENT [ASY~~ETR(C) = 0.03Q72 WITH V2 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SY~1fTRICI = 0.02093 DEPENDENT. = 

DEPENDENT. 

0.015A7 WITH V7 
KENDALL'S Tflil S '" 0.15122' SIGNIFICA'4CE = 0.0007 
KFNnALL'S TAU C = 0.17831 SIGNIFICANCE = Q.0007 
GA~"1A = 0.25241 
SU~~RS'S 0 (ASY1METRICI = 
SO~ERS'S 0 (SY~~eTR'CI = 
ETO\ 0: 0.200tS WllTH V2 
PE~RSON'S R = O~16200 

0.12424 WITH V2 
0.141\34 DF.PE~DENT. 

r~U"'BF.R OF HI SS II~G 

t 

DEPE~IDENT • 
SIGNlFICANCE = 0.0008 

OBSER.VATlDNS ':: 7 

= 0.162')0 WITH V7 

= 0.18406 WITH V7 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

u n 2 n 

I~ 
r 
II 

II 
II 

I 
\ 

) 

, 



1'-? ,-, = 0 a .. -0 u IT [ IT IT IT I 0' r .' :.l h 0 r 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• -
tn ...... 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

., 
L .\., CNF(lIJG r. '11:.'1 T a.ll II W-I 511iJ Vi:Y '! 1,\ II 

:Jl/."'l/Ql FILe: I.E ,lo\T ., ( C p,.~ ,n Irl'l ,lAT C = nt/21/Htl UII E '-IF 111«: I: 11r. N r OPI~"IO"l SUI{VI.V rJ.HA 
Su!lF ILE '-t I A'~ 

* II< II< II< ... ,., 'Ie Itt .. Itt ~ II< 'Ie II< ... '" ... II< C R I) SST A II U L A T [ (j N 0 I' ... '" * ... '" '" '" ... * * + ~ ... ... ... * '" ... 
V2 sex BY V11 FHP IN MIAMI 

... * ... ,.. ... ,.. '" '" '" '" '" ... '" ... '" ...... '" ... '" '" '" ............ '" ............. II< .. '" '" ... II< II< '" II< '" II< '" '" '" ... * '" PAGC 1 \IF 
Vll 

C 'lUll T I 

"1ALE 

P'(hl PCT IYUS NO Rnw Clll PC T I TOTAL T I) r PC T I 1 • I 2. I --------1--------1---_____ [ 
1. I 151 I 7 I 1511 I '1/j.6 I 'to 4 I 41. '. I 4't. ? I 17.5 I 

I '3 'J. !i I 1 • q I -1-------_1 ________ 1 
). I • 111 I I j I 224 I ' '1'i.1 I 11 •• 7 1 5 H.IJ I 55.u 1 82.5 I I 'j.1.0 I '.1.6 I 

-1--------1--------1 COLU'1"1 34? 40 1H2 T J T~l 119.5 1f').5 10J.O 

V2 

FI '14 L E 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARe: = 
RAW C~ll S~II"R!! = 

PHI = 0.16571 
9.41070 WITH 1 DEGREE or FRFF~UM. 
1~.4B3~1 WITH 1 DeGREE OF FREE~O~. 

O.16)'t7 
WITH V2 DEPENJENT. 

COtlT lNGENCY COEFFICIENT '" 
LA~no, (ASY'-t'-tETRICI = 0.0 
LA'-tOOA (SY~'-tErRICI = o~o 
U"lCERTAI~rY tnEFFICIE"Ir (ASYM~ETRrc, = 0.02235 WITH V2 
UNCERTAI"lTY COEFFICIE'''IT (SY·"~ETRIr.1 = 0.029')2 
~EN~ALL'S TAU a = 0.16571 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0006 
KENDALL'S TN) C = Q .. 09994 StG:-JIFICANCE .. 0.0006 
GA~MA = 0.57690 

DEPENJENT. 

SIGNIFICANCE 
SlljNIF ICANCI:: 

0.0 

OEi>ENDENT. 

wITH Vll 

= 

DEPENDENI. 

0.04521 WITH 'Ill 

IJEPI:NlJl:tlT • 

SO'-tERS'S ~ (ASY"1~Er~rCI = 
SO'-tERS'S ~ (SYM~eTRrCI • 
ETA = 0.16570 WITH Vl 
PEARSO~'S R = 0.16570 

0.26652 WITH V2 
0.14060 

DEPEN:JENT. 
SIGNIFICA~ce = 0.0006 = 0.16571 WI TH Vlt 

0.10302 WJTH Vll 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPE"lI)t:"IT. 

• 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS ~ 4 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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\ 

'I 
! 

'I II 
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Ii 
Ii 
I: 
" I' II 
II 
II 
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II 
I, 
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II 
Ii 
II 
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" , 

o 
o Ll\tI E~Fnv.t.E"1I::NT flPI'HrJN 'iIIRVI!Y .~ r fI ~t I o 1/2'l/ll 1 P 0\ Cir: 

FILE LE'1I\TA (CI~I:fI T gIN nUE = o liZ '11 III , LAII EtJF(JRGEM:~IT I)PPIIrl~1 SUI< V rv IMTA 

• SllllFILE "'11\11 

· ... ... ... .. ... ... ... ... .. ... 'Ie ... ... .. ... ... ... • c I{ a S S T A U U L A T 1 () N (J F ... ,.. 
,. '" Ii< 1« * '* '" '* ... '* ... '* 

V3 AGE AY V7 SAFETY AT NIGHT • ... ... ... ... ... ... '" . .. ...... '* ,.. ... ... ... ... • >I< ... .. ... ... ... '" ... ,.. >« ,.. ... ,.. ,.. ... ... ... ... ., ... ,.. ,.. ,.. ... ... ... ,.. ... ,.. ... ... " A(i/: 

• 
• V3 

• 18-30 

• 
• 
• 46 -64 

• 
• · .. 

V7 
crlU~IT I 

RrlW PCT IVCRY SAF RFA,)r)f.JAO SOMEWHAT VERY U'JS 
C~L PCT IE LY SAFE UN51\FI! APE 
TI] T ? C TIL. I 2 • I 3 • I 4. 1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. I 6 I 36 I 22 I 13 1 
I 7.11 I 46.13 I 28.6 I 16.9 I 
[ lb.l I ZQ.3 I 24.4 1 12.7 I 
1 1.7 I 10.2 1 6.3 1 3.7 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
l • 1 1 I I ~ tJ I 2 7 I 1 Q 1 

I LJ.J I )'1.11 I U.6 I 1'1.4 I 
I JS.'l I 31.7 I 30.0 1 lU.6 1 
I 3.7 1 11.1 1 7.7 1 5.4 1 

-[--------1--------1--------1--------1 
i. '1 1:) 1 B [ 25 [ 2(", 1 

I 1~.1 1 )4.1 1 25.9 1 2~.9 [ 
I 27.0 1 26.8 1 27.3 1 2~.4 1 
I 2.Q 1 '1.4 1 7.1 I C.2 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
4. I 8 I 15 1 16 1 41 I 

COL 1)'1"1 
TUTAL 

1 10.0 1 1~.q 1 20.0 I 51.3 1 
I 21.6 1 12.2 I 17.9 1 40.2 1 
I 2.3 1 4.3 I 4.5 1 11.6 1 

-I--------I--------I--------l--------I 
37 123 90 102 

10.5 34.Q 25.6 29.0 

ROW 
HIT AL 

tJlI 
27. !I 

tj7 
7..1. U 

80 
~2. 7 

352 
100.0 

CHI SQIJARE = 33.11t189 tilTH 9 I)EGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE 

• C:l,A'IER'S V = ).17717 
CO~TINGtNtY ~UEFFICIE~r = 0.29337 
LI\~DDA (ASY~~ETR[GI = 0.08661 WITH V3 
LA~~OA (SY~~ErRICI = 1.09938 

nEPENLJENT. = 
~ 
O.1l35 t• WITH V7 

• U~CEKTAINTY C~EFFICIE~r ('SY~METRICI = 0.03360 WITH V3 
UIilCERTAPHY C'JEFf.ICIF.'jf (SY~"1ETRICI = 0.1)3446 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPEN,)EtIlT. 

0.03536 WlrH V7 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

KE~nALL'S TAU ~ ~ O.IQ451 SI~NIFICANC~ = 0.0000 
K(~'ALL'S TAU C ~ 0.18012 SI~NIFICANCE = 0.0000 
G~~~A ~ 0.24906 
Sn"1EKS'S 0 I'SY~~ET~IC) = 0.1~q27 WITH V3 
SO~ERS'S ) (SY~~ETRtCI = 0.18449 

DEP I:"IDENT • 

ETA = 0.28418 WITH Vl, DEPrN0ENT. .:: 0.234tl) WITH V7 
PEAPSOf.J'S R =: O.21ZQr SIGNIFICANCE.:: 0.0000 

~U~BER OF MISSING nqS~RVATlaNS =: 34 

el I 

=: 0.18,)83 W [TH V7 

DEPEND~Nr. 

DEPENDeNT. 

, 

'* ... '" ... 
1 (IF 

DE P EN')ENT • 

r 
t 
j ~ 

\i ,I 

Ii 
n n !i 

I' ;1 
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LlIW CNPIlRCC'1C,'lT 'JPI'HlJ~' 5UHVI.Y 

f! [U: LF'MTA (('REATI':J"I nArt: '" H/29/011 Lhh ENFOkCE~E~T UPI~[UN sut{vey tJA TA 
S'JIIF[LE MIA!.1 

... ... ... ... • ... • ... ... * ... ... .c. ... ... ... '" '" C R 0 S S T A fl U L A T 1 r.; N u F ~, * ... ~ ... ... ... ... ... * ... ... >I- * V3 A.'E BY VLa nrF[CIAL CONCEKN 
(0 '" ... ... • • ... • • ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 01< ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... I/< ... ... .. .. ... ... 41 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... PAGE 

V) 

Vl0 
ClJlJ'lT [ 

PllW PCT IVr:P,Y Ct1:-,j PFhSO",Ad S;J'ICW 1iAT VEi{Y U,'IC RI1W 
CUL PC r lr:,CR'l[ ) L Y G'1'lCE u'~cmlCE c~,ceRNLD T'lTAL 
TOT pcr [ 1.[ 2.1 3.[ 4.1 
--------[--------1--------1--------(--------( 

1. I LI) [ 10 [ 10 [ a 1 72 
10-30 122.2 [ 'ti.7 [ 25.0 I LL.l [ 21.7 

1 Li.l 1 Z3.1 134.01 ZQ.6 t 
[ 4.n 1 q.o 1 ~.4 1 2.4 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. [! ZIt I 41l 1 14 1 q 1 95 

31 -ItS 1 25.1 1 50.5 [ lIto 7 1 9.5 1 28.6 
1 19.7 I 3b.1 I 26.4 [ 33.3 I 
Z 7.2' I 14. 5 1 4 •. 2 1 2.7 [ 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. 1 'tV 1 31 I 17 I 't [ CJ2 

46 -64 1 43.5 [ 33.7 1 1~.5 1 4.3 1 27.7 
1 37..13 I 23.tl I 32.L 1 L4.0 1 
I 12.1 [ ';1.3 1 5.1 1 1.2 [ 

-1--------[--------1--------1--------1 
4. I 42 [ 21 I 4 I 6 [ 73 

65 - 99 ,I 57.5 I 29.8 I 5.5 I 0.2 I 7.2.0 
I 34.4 I lb.2 I 7.5 I 22.2 I 
1 12.7 I 6.3 I 1.2 1 1.8 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
CdLU~N 122 130 53 27 332 

TOTAL 36.7 39.2 16.0 8.1 100.0 

CHI SQUI\RC = 35.00648 WITH 9 OEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0001 
CRA~ER'S V = 0.18748 
COHTINGENCY COEFFICIE~T = 0.30884 
LI\~~[H)A IASY'1\IcrRICI" 0.On83 WITIt V3 DEPEN!)ENT. = 0.14851 WITH Vl0 DEPENJENT. 
l~~ODA ISYM~ETRICI = 0.1l045 
U~CCRTAINTY CUEFFICIENT (ASYM~ETJlICI = 0.03952 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. = 0.04421 WITH Vla 
UNCE~TA[NTV COEFFIC1ENT (SV"..,ETRICI = 0.04173 
KE~aALl'S TAU d" -0.22~50 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000 
KE~nALL'S TAlJ C = -0.21692 SIGNIF1~ANCE = 0.0000 
GA~~A = -'.31613 
SO~ERS'S 0 (ASY1'ET~IC' = -0.23 Q41 WITH V3 UEPENUENT. = -J.21S09 WITH Via OEPE~OENT. 
SQ~ERS'S 0 (SV~~ETRICI .. -0.22825 
ETA = 0.2a41~ ~ITH V3 OEP~NDENT. = 0.23956 ~ITH VlO DEPENOENT. 
PEARSON'S R =-Q.2381l2 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000 

NU~OER OF ~ISSI~G O~SERVATIONS = 54 

, 

, 

17 

* * '" ... 

1 OF 

DEPENDENT. 

d 
" 

f 



, 

, 

• 
• UW ENFOIH:E mIT OPI 'H J~I SURVEY ~1(A'" I 01129/131 PACt 18 

FILl; L EDA Ttl ICf{EArIO"l DATC " 01/29/911 LAh C!ljFUf{CI!~lNT UPINIIJN SUfJ. vr. Y ,)ATA 

• 'ill'IF I LE M I A'1 

.. .. .. . • • • ... . .. .. .. .. .. . * '" '" C R 0 S S T A B U l A T I a ~ r. F .. .. .. ... '" . ... .. .. ... '$ . ... ... .......... 

• V3 AiE BY VLl FHP IN MIAMI 
'" ... .. ... ...... .. .. '" '" .. .. ... ... rIt .. ...... .. * * * '" .. .. . .. .. '" ........ .. ... .. .. . .. ... .. .. . ... .. .. . P i\(j E 1 OF 

• Vll 
COUNT , 

R~t4 PC T IY!!S NO ROW 

• COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PC r I 1. I 2.1 

V3 --------1--------1--------1 • 18-30 
1. I 63 I 14 I 77 

1 Al.S I . l'~ • 2 1 21.7 
1 19.7 1 41).') 1 

• 1 17.7 1 3.9 I 
-1--------1--------1 2. 1 q6 I 3 1 99 

• '31 -45 r .09 7 .1) I 3.0 I 27.9 
1 30.0 [ A.6 I 
1 27.1) I (J.e [ '. • 46 -64 

<.n 
oj::> 

-1--------1--------[ 
J • 1 9~ 1 a [ 99 

[ 91. q I 8.1 1 27.9 
I 23.4 [ 22.q [ 

1 2'i.6 1 2.3 1 
-1--------[--------1 

• 65 .:. 99 
4. [ 70 I 11) 1 00 

I 137.5 1 12.'1 I 22.5 
I 21.'1 I 7.iI.6 1 
1 1Q.7 1 2.6 1 

-1--------[--------[ 
CllL ~"~I 320 3'1 3!Pi 

TlJTAL 90.1 9.9 100.0 

CHI SQIJARE = 12.1703l WITH 'l IJEGP.EES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE'" O.OObO 
CRAM!!R'S V = 0.19520 
cn'ITI~IGE~CY cnEr:r:ICI!!'H lit O.lA210 
LA"10DA I~SYW1ETRICI.: 0.04297 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. :: 0.0 WITH Vll OEPEN)ENT. 
LA"I60A (SY"I'IETRICI '" 0.')37110 
U'JCtRTAINrY COEr:F ICII.:·'.jT II\SY·'''~ETRIr.I.: 0.01311) loll HI V3 IJEPEN'JENT. '" 0.05612 WITH Vll OEPENOENT. 
UNC~RTAINTY COEFFICIE"lT (SYM~FTRICI ~ 0.02124 
KENDALL'S TAU H '" -0.)l~6l SIGNIFICANCE: 0.2709 
KE~fI)ALL'S TAU C '" -J.02158 SIGNIFICANC!! z 0.2701} • 
GAM~A '" -n.07)05 
SO'IERS'S 0 (ASY-I"1ETRlr.1 :: -0.06071 hlTH V3 DEPEN:1r"lT. '" -0.01 /.45 WITII Vll IJUPENI1l:NT • 
su..,eRS'S 0 (SY~1ETRICI ~ -0.'2335 •• 
ET4 '" O.()3500 WITH' V3 DEPeNDENT. = 0.18520 WI Til Vll DCPENOENT. 

• PEARSON'S R ::-0.0'34"1q· SIi',NIFlCANCE" 0.25% 

NUMBER OF ~ISS[NG 01SCRVATIU~S = 31 

•• 
.. 

~ I 

.~ 1\: 

It " . r IT ~ IT (! ii n 
,.,. n (i I 
~ ,I 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• .. 

• 

J '" :J '"' n' n r> 

'"' "'" r', , . ., ,..., .. ,'" ~, r''-) 

" l..., ui '-' '-' l.,J '" LJ '-' 
r; I~"'. 

'-' "" '-.I u U w t.J '- , 

Ll\-/ t:IFrmCI.It.'11 r;PI'1I1"1 ~I:IV~Y OLlZ9/lll PAlIl 34 

nLI! LI=IM1'<\ tc,PF.l\TWN I)ATI:' III Otl21')/6L\ LA\! r;mur..CI!'1r.~T l)r(N(rl~ SUiWrv tI\Tl\ 
SU6F1LE I-IIAH 

• • • • • * • • t • • ~ • • • • •• c q 0 SST h " U L A T [ a N 0 F •••••••• + • t ~ • • • • • • 
V', le~HiT'1 fIT .\1I1);,I:S5 AV Vl!i SI'E(.(,\UlCll LAH cm:OI{CE,,·\{;tIT 

• • • • • * • • • • ~ • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAnE 1 or 

Vts 
cou'n r 

RI')~I PC r I vr. C; IICl ROW 
r,dL PC r r TIJT AL 
T'H 1'1:1' I 1.1 2.1 

V4 --------1--------1--------1 
1. I lfJ! 3 1 14 

LESS nWI UNE VI: I fJI •• 2 1 15." I 5.'t 
I 4.7 r 3'., 1 
1 4.1 t 0.1') 1 

-1--------1--------1 
2. 1 I II,) 1 0 I HO 

1 01' ? VI±M~S ['lOv.:> 1 0.0 1 zad 
I 2).1., 0.1) I 
1 ~~.7 1 o.~ 1 

-1--------1--------1 
'!. 1 'Jl I 2 t q4 

3 OR 5 VtARS ! 97.6 1 2.4 1 23.~ 
1 24.' 1 2n.o 1 
1 ZJ.J 1 0.6 I 

-l--------I---~----l 4. 1 104 I 5 1 169 
6 VF.A~C; '1R....... qT • .) I 3.0 1 40.0 

UNHIlI 411.0 1 'l0.0 I 
1 4b.~ I t.4 I 

-1--------1--------1 
CIJtU"IN J42 to 352 

TOTAL 97.2 2.~ 100.0 

CIII S';lUt\PE = 13.95337 WITH 3 DEGReES Of' f-REE!I>O'1 Srr~N1FICANCe ... 0.0030 
CRAHFRtS V : ~.lq?lO 
CO~TI~G~~CV C1EFFICIE~T a 0.19527 
LA'10'JI\ \I\S'f'!'IErUC) ... 0.0 WITH V'. OI!PI!NOENT. .. 0.0 WITH '115 OEPENllENT. 
LA'IBOA (SV~'ETHICI 2 0.0 

C I-~ 

,..:,. 

U~CCRTA[NT'f CO~':FICIE/.lT tASV'I'1ETRICI. 0.OL243 WITtI V', DEPENDENT. .. O.1l't39 WITH V15 DEPENDENT. 
llNCCRTf.lNT'f CUEF~IC[c'H (SV'1'1~TRtC) a 0.02243 
KE~QALLes TAU ~ = -Q.01997 SIGNIFICANCE... 0.3520 
KE~OALLIS TA~ C = -0.00723 SIGNIFICANCE" 0.3520 
GA~~A.. -'J.09)QO 
SO'1ERS'S 0 (AS'f~'i£:TRIC) R -0.06550 WITH V4 DEPENnENT. .. -0.00550 WITH VIS DePENDe~T. 
SO~ERS'S ~ CSV~lETRIC) .. ~0.l)l014 
ETA III J.'44Qij ~ITH V4 OEPC~DENT. .. D.1Qq13 WITH VIS ~EPENOeNT. 
PEARSON'S R --0.044)9 S11NIFICANCE" 0.2048 

NU~DeR OF MISSt~~ Q~SeRVATIONS - 34 

"'" ....., 
1:.J , W , .• 

I~"'-~ 

; _.:-..1 

Ii 
,I 

! 
P 
I 

'~ 
I 



• '1/ "'II 01121)/ 111 IWit 

FlU: LeO"T~ ICI\CArrUN f)ATE '" OL/2QIIIl) LA" L'WORCLI-tE"lT UIJINIl1~I SIJP.Vr.V ""TA 
• • S Dill' II.!! '~I AI,l 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• . 
• 
• 
• 

* • + + + • • * * • * * • + + * * * C R 0 SST A U U L A T 1 GNU F •••••• ~ • • • • • ~ • ~ • * • 
V6 F.\'I1LV PIC n '11; flV VLJ u:Pl1cr 1)1 nil' IN LUCAI. 

••••• + ••••••••• * • + • * ~ * ••• * * • * + * • * •• * •• * * * • , • ~ •• *' p,,~~ L DF 

VL3 
CllU'IT I 

P.UW PC r ItIlHTCR P SA'll: Lev WORSe: PI~ IWW 
CUL ~CT IMOTEeTln EL OF PR QrfiCTIUN TOTAL 
TH PCT J 1.1 2.1 3.1 

Vb --------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 • I ? (. I 1 q, t 1 46 

U~OCR ~l~,Q)~ I ~6.5 I 41.1 1 2.2 1 22.9 
1 H .. 1 I l~.(J I 33.3 1 
1 P.lI 1 'I. Ii I 0.51 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
i:!. I. Z 4 I 33 1 2 ( 59 

$10,000 TU $11,9 1 '4J.7 I ~5.q I 3.4 1 29.4 
I 31.6 I 27.) 1 66.7 I 
1 t1.Q I 16.. I 1.0 t 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
J. I Lb I 32 1 0 1 4B 

S20,OOO T~ $2J,Q 1 33.' 1 6~.7 [ 0.0 1 lJ.1) 
1 21.1 1 26.? 1 0.0 1 
1 3.1) [ 15.? 1 0.0 1 

-1--------1--------1--------[ 7. 1 LO [ JU I 0 I 4U 
$30,000 ANn UP [ 2a.0 [ 79.2 I 0.0 [ 23.9 

r 13.21 lld ( 0.0 I 
1 5.0 I lU.Q [ o.~ 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
CJLU'1N 76 122 3 201 

TUTAL 37.U 60.7 1.5 100.0 

Cf.f[ SJUARC '" 17.1503'. WITH ,6 :>EGP.EES OF FRt:!:OO'-t SIGNIFICANCE lit 0.008L 
CRAMEP.'S V s 0.20175 
Ct:lNllt-lGENCY COEFFICIE'n .. O.2S!')" 
LA~bO~ (ASY~~ET~rC) s 0.04930 WITH Vb OEPENUe:NT. .. 0.oa~61 WITH V13 O~PEN~F.Nr. 
LA-IBM I SV'1'1ETlHCI .. 0.06335 
U~CERTJ\tNTY COCFFICI6~IT (hSVH"IETRICI s 0.0'3362 WITH V6 Df:iPENDENT. • 0.06330 WITH V13 
U~CCRT"INTV COEFF(CIE~T CSY'1'1CTR[C) s 0.043~1 
KENDALL'S TAU ~ .. 0.21164 ~IGNIFtCANCE '" ).0005 
K~~OALL'S TAU C s 0.191~0 SIGNIFICANCE .. 0.0005 
GA'1MA * 0.34307 
SO~ErtS'S 0 (ASY"I1I:!TRtC) '" 0.26101 WITH V6 t>!:PE"lUE~T. .. O.l710tl wiTlI V13 I)E:PE~IIH;/IIT. 
SO'1E:RS'S 0 (SYM~ETR(C) ~ 0.206Q4 
CTA" 0.26004 WITH V6 OEPENOE"T. .. 0.22659 WITH Vi3 OEPE~DENT. 
PEARSO~'S R '" 0.20440 SIGNIFICANCE" 0.0018 

NUMOEP OF MISSING OdSERVATIONS ~ 185 

DePENDENT. 
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, 
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URBAN/RURAL SAMPLE 
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1 • ~ . ""'" 

LF' 

'" ' .. r. T' "I-- r r.:. IF.,'H OPINION 'SURVEY/_URBAN (; RURAL 01/29/'11 PAGC , 
, It t, LCJArA (CREATION GATE: 01/29/811 LAk ENFORCEMENT OPI~ION SURVEY DATA $ljlrIU: URdAN 

'" .. *+ .. ... .. '" ... 
............ ... ... ... ... ... C R 0 S S T A B U L A T I a N 0 F ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... V2 SEX BY Vll FHP IN IHAlH * .. \'I ~ * * * ... * ... '" I« * '" '" ... '" ... ... ... ... .. ... 

... '" ... ... ... ... '" ... ... '" ... '" ... ... ... lit ... ... ... II< ... ... I/o .. ... . PAGE 

V2 

I~ALE 

FEMAL E 

Vll 
C')U~T r 

RO~ PCT IYES NO ROW 
COL PCT [ TOTAL 
TOT PCT [ 1.1 2.[ 
--------[--------1--------1 

1. I 69 [ 3 I 7Z 
I 95.6 I 4.2 [ 37.3 
[ 42. 1 I 10.3 [ 
[ 35.8 [ 1.6 I 

-1--------1--------1 
2. I ! 95 1 26 I 121 

I 76.5 I 21.5 I 62.7 
I 57.9 I 69.7 I 
1 49.2 I 13.5 I 

~I--------I--------I 
ClILU'1N 164 2? 193 

rOT\L ij5.0 15.0 100.0 

C~RRECTEO CHI S1UARE : 
'RAW Cill S~UflRE = 

PHI = 0.23443 

9.29339 WITH 1 DEGREE UF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = 
10.60661 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEOOM •• SIGNIFICANce .. 

0.0023 
0.0011 

Cn~TI~GENCY COEFF[C[E~T '" 
L A'1['\Ofl (ASY'I'1ETR {C I '" 0.0 
lA'II\Ofl I SY""IETRICI '" 0.0 

0.22824 
WITH V2 DEPENDENT. 

I/',CERTAINTY COEf!FICl£:'NT (l\SYH'~ET~lCI = 0.048q;z WITH V2 
IPl~C().TflINTY COEFFIClcrlT ISYMMET~ICI '" 0.05964 
KC'/I)l\LL'S TAU a = 0.23443 SIGN[FICANCE" 0.0006 
KI",)flLL'S TAl) C... 0.16204 SIGNlrlCANCE" 0.0006 
G~~~A = 0.72503 

0.31720 WlTH V2 
0.22409 

DEPENDENT. 

0.0 

DEPENDENT. 

S0'1tRS'S 0 IASY'1~ETRICI • 
sn~CRS'S 0 ISYM'1~TRICI = 
erA'" 0.23443 Wlni V2 

,PEARSON'S R '" 0.23443 
DEPENDENT. • 0.23443 WITH V11 

SIGNtFICANCE" 0.0005 

NUMBER OF MISSING D~SERVATIONS • 9 

WITH Vll 

.. 
OEPENDENT. 

0.07637 WITH Vll 

0.17321 WITH Vl1 

DEPENDeNT. 

DEPENI')ENT. 

, 

. 
r,:-; ,... 
, '.., 

6 

.. .. .. .. 
1 OF 

OEPENDENT. 
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LAW CNF~RC~~PNT OPI~I~~ SU~VCY _ URBA~ CRURAL PAGF 17 

FILE LEDATA (CREATION DATE = 01/29/61) LA~ ENFORCEMENT OPI~ION SURVEY DATA 
SUtlf I LE rWR'L 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION OF. * * • * * * • * • * • * * * • * " V2 SEX BY V1L FHP IN ~IAMI 

• * * • * * * * * • * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * *' * * * * * * * * * * + * + * * * * * * * * * * PAGE L OF 

V2 

"IALE 

VLt 
COU"lT 1 

ROW PCT IYF.S NO ROW 
CUL Pr.T I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 
--------1--------1--------1 

L. I 13 I 8 I 61 
I 9~.1 I 9.9 I 39.1 
I 44.0 I 19.5 I 
I 35.3 I 3.9 I 

-1--------1--------1 
2. 1 91 I 33 I 126 

I "13 • q 21 •• 2 I 6 0 • 9 
I ~6~O 90.5 I 
I 44.9 I 15.9 I 

-1--------1--------1 
COLUIIN' • 166 41 201 

TOTAL 80.2 19.8 100.0 

CORReCTE') CHI S,J·JARE = 
RAW CIII S~'JARE = 

1.26~L~ WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM. 
8.26136 WITH 1 DEGREE UF FREEDOM. 

Pili = J.l'l977 
CnIITII,j.iENCY COEFFICIENT :i: 

UdODA (A SY'·,'1E TR I C) -= 0.1) 
U'1AOA (SY'\,'I:TRIC) = 0.0 

0.lQ590 
HITH V 2 DEPENDENT. 

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIE~T (ASY~~ETRICI = 0.03219 WITH V2 
U~CERTAI~TY CQ~FFICIE~T (SYMMETRIC): 0.03692 
KEN~ALLIS TAU a = O.19~17 SI~~IFICANCE = 0.0021 
KE'I;)ALL'S TA,J C -= 0.15543 SIGNIFICANCE .. 0.0021 
GI\""IA '" 0.52t101 

0.24464 WITH V2 
0.19574 

DEPENDENT. 

S04~RSIS D (ASYM~ETRIC) = 
sn~ERS'S 0 (SYM~ETRICI = 
ET~ = .0.19977 ~ITH V2 
P~ARSONIS R = 0.19918 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0020 

NUHRER OF HISSIN~ O~SERV4TIUNS = 2 

DEPENDENT. 

-= 

SI~NIFICANCE = 
,SIGNIFICA~CE = 

= 0.0 

0.0010 
0.0040 

WITH Vll DEPEN')CNT. 

DEPENDENT. = 0.04329 WITH Vll 

... 0.16314 WITH Vll 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 

Ii 
l\ 
Ii 
!I 
" 

" I 

, 
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• LAW ENFOI{CEMENT OPINlnN SlJRVEV _ URBAN I: RURAL 01/ZCl/fl1 PAGE 7.0 

FILE LEDATA (CR~ArIUN DATE = 01/29/811 LAh ENFORCEMENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

e SUBFILE RU~AL 

* * • * * * * * * * * * • • * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T [ a N 0 F *.... * • • * • * * • • * • • • 
VZ SEX BY V14 LOCAL CRIME CONTROL • •• * •• * • • ••• * •• * • * * t * •• * • * * • * * * •• * * * * •• * * * * * • * • * * * PAGE 1 OF 1 

e 

• V2 

• MALE 

• 
• FEMALE 

e 

V14 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT ISTATG GO LOCAL GO SHARED R 
COL peT IVERN~ENT VE~N~ENT ESPONSIB 
TIJT PCT i 1.( 2.1 3.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. I 2 [ 26 1 51 [ 
I 2.5 I 32.9 1 64.6 I 
1 33.3 I 60.5 1 33.1 I 
I 1.0 I 12.0 I 7.5.1 I 

-1--------1-------1---··-- 1 
2. I 4 I 11 1 103 I 

l .. 1.Z 1 13.1 I 83,,1 [ 
r 66.7 ( 39.5 ( 66.9 I 
( 2.0 1 8.4 I 50.7 I 

-1--------1-------1--------1 
COLUMN 6 41 154 

rOTAL 3.0 21.2 75.9 

ROW 
TOTAL 

19 
38.9 

121; 
61.t 

203 
l()J.O 

0'1 CHI SQUARE = 10./,5116 WITH 
OCR Alii ER 'S v = O. 2191 "i 

2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

CnNTI~GENCY cnEFFICIENT = 0.22334 .. U~IOf)A (A'iV""~r:rRICI = 0.11397. WITH VZ DEPENOENT. 
LA'IUDA (SYI~"1EfRICI = 0.070H 

SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0049 

= 0.0 WITH V14 

• UNCC~TAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYM~ETRICI = 0.03643 WITH V2 
UNCE~TAINTY coeFFICIE~T (SV"1METRICI: 0.03919 

DEPENDENT. = 

OEPEN:lE:NT. 

0.0~998 WITH V14 

e 

e 

e' 

e 

• 
e 

e 

• 
• 

KE~DALL'S TAU B = 0.19935. SIGNIFICANCE R 0.0021 
KEtIDALL'S TAU C = 0.16919 SIGNIFICANCE .. 0.0021 
r,A~~A = 0.42585 
SOMERS'S D (ASYM"1ETRICI = 
SO"1ERS'S 0 (SV"1"1ETRICI = 
ETA = 0.22913 WITH V2 
PEARSON'S R = 0.11144 

0.22335 WITH V2 
0.19807 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDENT. 0.11144 WITH V14 
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0012 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 6 

= 0.11193 WITH V14 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPEW)eNT. 

DEPENI)ENT. 

, 
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LAW ENFORCE~ENT OPINION SURVEY _ URBAN & RURAL 

FILE LEUATA (CR~AT(ON DATE u 01/29/81) 
StJllF(LE URBAN LA" ENFORCE~ENT OPINION SURVEY DATA 

." ........ t • 

01lZ9/fl1 PAGE 26 

~ • • * • • • • • * • * • • * * • * C,R 0 SST ABU L A T ION OF. * * ••••••••• * ••••• 
V3 A~E BY va SAFETY IN DAYTIME 

• * * • • • • • • • • * • * * • • • • * • • • • • * * * * • * • * * • • • * * * * * * • * • * *. PAGE 1 OF 1 

V3 

18-30 

31 -45 

46 -64 

65 - 99 

VI1 
COU~T ( 

ROW PCT IVERY SAF REASONAB SOMEWHAT VEIW UNS ROW 
COL PCT IE LV SAFE UNSAFE AFE TOTAL 
TOT PCT ( l.[ 2.[ 3.( 4.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. I 36 I 13 1 2 [ 0 I 51 
1 70.6 1 25.5 I 3.9 I 0.0 I 25.2 I 27.9 I 21.3 I 20.0 I 0.0 1 
I 17.8 I b.4 [ 1.0 I 0.0 1 

-I--------I-~------I--------I--------I 
2. r 46 I 12 I 2 I 0 I 62 

I 77.4 I lq.4 1 3.2 I 0.0 I 30.1 
I 37.2 I 19.7 I 20.0 1 0.0 I 
I 23.8 I ~.9 I 1.0 I 0.0 r 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. ,I 32 [ 25 1 4 1 0 I 61 

I 52.5 I 41.0 ( 6.6 I 0.0 I 30.2 
1 24.0 I 41.0 [ 40.0 [ 0.0 [ 
I 15.6 1 12.4 [ 2.0 [ 0.0 I 

-I--------I--------I--------J---~~---I 
4. I 13 J 11 I 2 I 2 I 26 . 

I 46.4 I 39.3 I 7.1 [ 7.1 I 13.9 
I 10.1 I 16.0 I 20.0 I 100.0 J 
[ 6.4 I 5.4 1 1.0 [ 1.0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 COLU'N 12q 61 10 2 202 
TOTAL 63.9 30.2 5.0 1.0 100.0 

CIII SQUARE = 24.17.433 WITI. 9 O(;GREES GF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE::II 0.0041 
CRAMeR'S V = 0.1??S2 
CONT[NGENCY COEFFICI~NT = '.37663 
LA~ODA (ASY~~ET~[C) ~ 0.12143 WITH V3 DEPENOENT. "" 0.0 WITH V6 DEPENDENT. LAMRDA (SYM~ETR[C) = 0.07961 
UNCERTA[NTY COEFF[CIENT (AS¥~METRIC) = 0.03636 WITH V3 DEPENDENT. "" 0.05807 WITH Vij 
U'NCERTAINTY COEFFIClfNT (SV"'''IF.TRIC) a: 0.04472 
KENDALL'S TAU 6 = 0.19545 SIGNIFICANCE m 0.0010 
KENDALL'S TAU C = 0.15737 SIGNIFICANCE. 0.0010 
GA~"'A • ).31~3S 
SO~ERS'S 0 (ASY"I~ETRIC) ~ '.23680 WITH V3 DEPENOENT. 2 0.16132 WITH va DEPENOENT. 
Sn"lERS'S 0 (SYM1ETRIC) • 0.19190 
ETA ~ 0.25065 WITH'V3 DEPENDENT. • 0.26965 WITH va DEPENOENT. 
PEARSON'S R ,. 0.23021' SIGNIFICANCE:II 0.0005 

DEPENDENT. 

1\ 

II 
1/ 

, 

, 



.. 

I, 

.. 
G;f' 

• LAW r:~IFOP,CC'H::IT DPI '1l0~1 SI)IWEY _ IJRBMI I: IWRAL 

•• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

FILl! LEIJA TA (CRF.MIIJN DAre = 01/29/011 LAII ENFORCEMENT UPI~ION SUHVCY 1M T A. 
SUflFILE RlJrt 4L 

* .. II< ,.. ,.. '" '" ... '" '" ... '" ... ... ... '" '" ... C R 0 S ) T A 0 U L A T I n N tl F '" * V3 4r:iE BY V7 SAFE TY 
'* '" '" .. '" ... Ct '" '" • * '" * * * .. ~ * ,.. '" '" '" '" II< ,.. ... '" 'I< '" '" ... '" ... '" '" * .. 

'" '" ... 

V3 

18-30 

31 -45 

46 -64 

65 - qq 

V7 
CrJlJNT I 

HUW PCT rVERY SAF REASOfllAB SOMEWHAT VERY UNS ROW 
COL PCT IE LY SAFE UNSAFE AFC TOTAL 
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. 1 1? r 24 I 5 I 3 I 42 
1 23.~ I 57.1 I 11.9 1 7.1 1 20.4 
1 1~.9 1 26.4 1 21.7 1 9.1 I 
I 4.9 1 11.7 I 2.4 1 1.5 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. 1 ! 22 1 22 I 9 1 3 1 56 

I '39.3 1 39.3 1 16.1 1 5.4 1 27.2 
1 '37.3 I 24.2 1 39.1 I 9.1 I 
110.7 110.7 I 4.4 I 1.S 1 

7[--------1--------1--------[--------1 
3. 1 14 1 32 1 9 1 11 I 66 

I 21.2 1 Itll.'} I 13.6 I 16.7 1 32.0 
1 23.7 [ 35.2 I 3~.1 I 33.3 I 
1 6.~ 1 15.5 I 4.4 1 5.3 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
4. 1 L3 1 13 [ 0 [ 16 I 42 

1 3L.0 I 31.0 1 0.0 I 311.1 I 20.4 
I 22.0 I l4.3 I 0.0 1 4H.5 I 
[ 6.3 I 6.? I 0.0 1 7.8 I 

-I--------I--------I-----~--I--------I 
CQLU~N 5q ~L 23 33 706 
TOT~L za.6 44.2 L1.2 1~.0 100.0 

CHI SJIJAFlE = 37.'l6'D!i ..11TH Q DeGREeS Of- FRH,o~m S 1 G~H F ICANcr; ::: 
CqA~ER'S v = 0.23060 
cn~TI~~E~CV CaGFFIC[[,T : O.17~92 

0.0001 

'" '" '" * '" AT NIGHT .. '" ... ... ... 

L\'l'l')4 IASY~1'H;TI{((;) '" O.,)?2IJ() W[TH V3 
LA·lti!)4 (SV"I~ETRICI = 0.)627') 

OEPF.NOCNT. 0.02609 WITH V7 

f-:.,- ~,--- ~ 

t.::.l 4J U U 

PAGE ;)6 

.. '" '" * *' '" <- It- ... '" '" 

... * . ... PACI: 1 OF 

• U'jcrPT\I~TV CIJEFFIC[E'JT IASY.'1'1FTR[CI = 0.0(,338 WITH V3 
U~CPRTA[NTV CU~FF[CIF~T (SY4'1ETRICI ~ 0.06603 

DEP F.Nr)FNT. 0.06692 wlTtt V7 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

KE~J~LL'S TAU ~ ~ 0.11598 SI~N[FICI\NCC = 0.0253 
KF~OALL'S T4U C = 0.Ll010 S[G~(FICA~CE = 0.0253 
GA'I~A = 0.16059 
SlI"ERS'S 0 (ASV"Ir.tETIUC) ::: 0.i7')'i Q WITH V3 

0.1l5tl9 
DEPCNDENT. 

SO'lERS'S J (SV'I~ETR1CI : 
OEPENOCNT. ETA = 0.3058L ~ITH V3 

reM-<SO/llIS R = 0.17947 SIGNIFICANce: 0.0051 

NIJ'IAER OF "IISSING OJ5ERVATIONS '" 3 

0.Z1292 .WITH V7 

O. ll15 4 W ITH V 7 

OEPENOtNT. 

UP.PEW>CNT. 

, 

\ 

..... :J. 
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FILE lEUAT' (C~EArIO~ nATe ~ Ol/2QIOl) 
sunFllE UROAN 

lA~ ENFORce~CNr OP("'I~N SUMYFY OATA 

• '" "'. .. ,.. ,.. • .. .. .. ,.. .. .. • ,.. .. ..,.. C R n SST A II U L II. T , 0 N tl F ,........ '" '" ... '" '" '" " t ,.. '" • • '" '" '" 
Vb rA'HLY INC01E BY YII pOLlce PERFORMANCE 

• '" '" • '" ... '" ... ,.. ~ '" '" .. '" ~ $ .. '" * ....... ,.. ,.. ...... ,.. ,.. ... ,.. ..................... ,.. ................ ,.. ... ..... PAce 1 UF 

V6 

CIlU'IT 
ROW peT 
CUl peT 
TO T PC T 

Y? 
I 
fI.i'JO:J 
I 
1 

AVERII.GE peOR 

1.1 2.1 3. I 

-----~--I--------I--------I--------r 1. 1,) I 11 4 
UNDER $10,000 40.0 I '.4. Q 16.0 

1 Z·. El I 22. ,) 40.0 
1.4 I B.l 2.9 

-1--------1--------[--------1 z. I .' 2') 15 4 
$10,0')0 rrJ $19,9 I 51.3 38.5 10.3 

I 25.6 31.3 41).0 
r 1,..7 11.':> 2~9 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
3. I 26 r 5 r 0 I 

'20,000 TI) '2?,9 r B' .. O I l!i.~ I 0.0 , 
1 '\5.9 I 1(1.'. , 0.1) 1 
1 20.6 I ~.7 I 0.0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
1. I zo , 17 I 2 I 

$'iO,QOO AN,) UP r OJ 1. J 1 '.3.6 I 5.1 r 
I Z s. fJ r 35. '. I 20.0 I 
I 14.7 r 12.5 , 1.5 I 

-1--------1--------1--------[ cuLu··w 76 '.a 1:) 
fllTAl !H.4 35.3 7.4 

RUW 
TOTAL 

25 
10.4 

39 
20.7 

33 
24.3 

39 
2 o. 7 

136 
100.0 

CIII SIJUI\PI: = 17.)437'1 'HPI 6 OCGR[H!S OF FREEDWI SIG"!rHCA"ICE" 0.0)91 
CRA~~M'S V = 0.25J3Z 
CONTINGENCY COEFFrcrF~T • J.J1371 
lA~UDA (ASY~~ETRIC). 0.10309 41TH Y6 OEPEN~ENT. = 0.01724 WITH V9 DEPEN~E~T. 
LII.~~DA (SV~~ETRICI ~ 0.07017 
UtICF.RTAINTY CI'lEFFIC1F,'IT IASY·4. ... FTRIC) '" J.05192 WITH V6 OEPENUliNT. • 0.01)106 WITH yq 
UNCERTAINTY CrJEFF1CIEIlT (SY"'IETRlr.I" C.06329 
KLNOAll'S T4U B '" -1.122RO SIGNlrlCANCE = 0.0543 
KENUALl'S TAU C. -0.11676 SIGNIFI~ANCE. 0.0543 
GA'IMA = -O.la~6a 
sn'lFRS'S 0 I.SY~~ETRICI = -".14388 WITH Vb DEPENOENT. • -0.104BO WITH V9 DEPENb~NT. 
Sn~ERstS ~ ISV~~ETRICI a -O.12t?7 
ETII. 0.11101 WlTlI V" t.>EPENDCNT. '" O.335l5 WITH V9 DEPENDENT. 
PEARSON'S R .-O.0~289 SIGNIFICANCE· C.2704 

NU'ISER OF M[SSING OBSERVATIONS a 66 

t' 

OEPENDENT. 

, 

" 

" 

-
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LAW ENFORC:E'H:"Ir ~PIHrn~ SyqveV _ U~C3t\N r. HURt\L 
FILr LCnA T i\ (CH EM 1 Jill IJ A Tt' .. 1J1/21'811 U\I ENF'IJRCF.'H:'Jr DPINIII~1 SUOf"ILC UK/IMI 

'" .. ... ... ... ... .. ... ... « « .. « 
'" '" * ... ... C R a S ~ T A 13 U L A T I n N Vl5 spec r ,\L I ZFIl LAW E~FrlJ{CFllt="T Uy Vlb ... '" (I 1< 

>I< .. " ... III '" f< 11 ... + • ... ... ., '" « '" * « ... ... ... ... « ... ... ... '" * ... 

I) 1129/1)1 

SURVey llA TA 

0 F ... ... ... .. ... ... '" .. ... INCREASE Thxr.!:i ... * 

1--'·"-, t:::""l 
L..:.i ,_.I 

« .. .. 

,-"'. r.:'::i 

t:.:::J L-l 

,Pi\Cjl 

I\' ... .. 
'" * ... '" ... '" '" 

(I 
II< '" ... '" * P,Hit Vll) 

V15 

YES 

'10 

CIlU'IT I 
ROW PCT (yes ~o RCW 
COL ~CT I TOTAL 
ror pcr I 1.1 2.[ --------1--------[-_______ [ 

1. I 11 ') I 17 I 147 
[ 7~.H I ?~.2 [ 93.0 
I 97.3 [ 8?.2 [ 
I ~9.b 1 73.4 I 

-1--------1--------1 
2. I "\ I 1 I 11 

1.'2703 I 72.7 I 7.0 
I ~.7 I 17.8 I 
I 1.9 I 5.1 I 

-1--------1--------1 
COLU~N 113 45 158 

TOTAL 71.~ 20.S 100.0 

C[JRP(!CTEn CHI S UAF.'-: = 9.14'351") ';11TH 
11.3~3't.1 WlTH 

DEGREE UF FREF.DO~. 
J~GREE OF FREEDO"l. 

RAW CHI S;JIARC = 
PHI = 1).2/)1)10 

').259 )3 

WITt/VI5 DEPENDENT. 

CullT UIGENC Y CO EFF I C I r:~lT = 
LA~BDt\ (ASY~4ETRICI = 0.0 
LA~ODA (SY~~ETRICI = 0.')0929 
UNCERTAI~TY ~0EFFICICNT (t\SY~~ETRICI = 0.12550 WITH V15 
U~CERTAINTY ~IFFFICIE~T (SYMMETRICI = 0.07465 
KI:'IDALL'S TAu·n = 1) • .16811"1 SIGNIFICANCE = 1).)1)04 
KE~UALL'S TAJ C = 0.12122 SIJNIFICANCE = 0.0004 
GAY~A = 0.77~9q 
SrJ\tFkS'S D (ASY~"IEmICI = Ool51?) tilTH V15 
5lJ'tERS'S I) (SY"HETRICI = 1).229/,11 DEPeNDENT. 

SIG~llFICANCE = 
SIGN[FICANCE = 

0.0025 
0.0007 

= 0.11111 WITH V16 

DEPENDE"lT. = 

IlEPENDENT. 

0.05311 WITH VI6 

= 0.47557 WITH V16 Dr: PEN '"lEN T • eTA = 0.26616 ~ITH V15 DEPENDCNT. 
PEARSON'S R : 0.26810 SIGNlrlCANCE 0.0003 DePENDENT. 0.26818 WITH V16 

~IU'toER OF 'IISSING OI3S£RVAT[ONS = 44 

, 

, 

1.:2EJ 

11:!3 

.. ... ... 

1 OF 

DEPENDF~jf • 
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• UW £:NFOPCFI-1CNT ,DPI/IIUN SIJRV£:Y _ lJ~OMI (; RURAL 

FIL~ LF.QATA (CREATION DATE ~ 01/29/81) 
'SUOFILE RURAL P!\(;E 124 

LAk ENFORCF.MENT OPINION SUHVEY DATA • 
• * * * • • * * • • • * * * • • * •• C H 0 SST ABU L AT, a N 0 F *... * • * * • • • • • * • * * • V15 SPECIALIZF,O LAW ENFORCEMENT BY VL6 INCREASE TAXES 

* • • * • • • • • * * * • * • • • • • • • .,. • • • • • • • • • • • • * * • • • * * * • • • * *. PAGE 1 OF • 
• Vl5 

• YES '. 
• NO 

• 
0"1 

V16 
COU'H I 

ROW PCT IYES NO ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 
-~------I--------I--------I 

1. I 142 I 39 (. 181 
I 76.5 I 21.5 J 95.3 
I 97.9 I 86.1 I 
I 74.7 I 20.5 I 

-1--------1--------1 
2. I • 3 I 6 I 9 

I )3.3 I 66.7 1 4.7 
I 2.,1 I 13.3 I 
I 1.6 I 3.2 ( 

-1--------1----____ 1 
CJLU~N 145 45 190 
TOT~L 16.3 23.7 100.0 

01 CORRECTED CHI S':)'JAR£: 
RAW CHI S~UARE ~ 7.3217n WITH 1 DEGkEE OF FRE£:DO..,. 

9.65665 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM. • 
• 
• 
• 

PHI::: 0.2Z'44 
cmlT INGENCY CIJEFF ICIE~IT = 0.21992 

WITH VIS DEPENDENT. 
L· ... ~9DA I ASY'-1'IE TRI CJ = 0.0 
LA~BDA (SY~~ETRICI = 0.05556 
lJ~'CERTAINTY CI)EFFICIC~IT IASY"1"'ET~ICJ ~ 0010925 WITH VIS 
UNCERTAI~TY CUEFFICIE~T (SYM~~TRICI = 0.05645 
KENJALL'S TA" a = 0.22544 SIG,~IlFIC.\NCE = 0.0010 
KEI/'MlL'S TIIIJ C = 0.00144 SIG~IIFl(H\NCE = 0.0010 
GA~~A = 0.75651 
SO~ERS'S ~ (ASY"'METnICI = 0.11264 WITH VI5 
S(lIIERS'S n (SY,"1"1ETRICI = O.Lno~q IJEPE~mt:NT • 

SIGNIFICANCE = 
SIGNIFICANCE = 

0.0066 
0.0019 

0.06667 WITH VL6 

DEPENDf:NT. 

= 

IJEPEN1ENT. ' 

0.0381)6 WITH V16 

Dr;PCNncNT. 

• ETA = n.22544 ~ITH V15 DEPENDENT. 
PEARSON'S R = 0.22544 SIGNIFICA~CE = 0.0009 = 0.22544 WITH V16 

0.45120 wiTH V16 

DEPENDENT. ., NU~BER OF MISSl~G OBSr:RV4TIONS = 19 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• L .' r . f 

DEPf:NOF.tIT. 
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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 
regarding law enforcement in Miami, Florida and other areas of the State. 
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