
• 

RESEARCH ON MINORITIES: TOWARb A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

RACE AND CRIME 

Project Staff and Assistants 

Julius Debro, Ph.D. 
Project Director 

Criminal Justice Institute 
Atlanta University 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Bernard Headley 
Principal Investigator 

Jill Keiser 
Research Associate 

Research Assistants: 
Nancy Brown 
Cynthia Spence 

Elijah Anderson, Ph.D. 
Sub-Contractor 

Ethnographic Study 

Graduate Research Assistants: 
Beatrice Evans 
E. Yvonne Moss 
Lovie Neal 
Elaine Sutherland 
Anne Thomas 

Administrative Staff: 

Student Assistants: 
Angela Benton 
Deborah Fennell 
Coy Grandison 
Kathleen Nevels 
Iris Pyron 
Jan Tyler 
Valarie Watts 

Miriam Fox (1979-80) 
Judith Smith (1981-82) 
Patricia Berry (198l-82) 

Prepared under Grant Number 80-NI-AX-0003 from the U. S. Department 
of Justice, Washington, D.C. 

N C :J R S .•• ,., \ 

AUG 271m 

ACQUISITIONS 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



138088 

U.S. Department of Justice (p / I/)/ 3) 
National Institute of Justice I rf 1 "'"I cr 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of 

Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this ~ material has been 

grant~d.J:>l( • 
pun.LlC Darnall 

lJ.S. Department of0Ustlce 
to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis, 

sion of the ~ owner . 

. , . . , 

• 



• ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I wish to acknowledge the many persons who worked on the 
project for two and a half years. It started with a simple 
idea but grew into many over the years. The project is 
especially dedicated to Ms. Jill Keiser who started with the 
project on the day of its inception and remained with the 
project until its completion. She assisted in the re-write 
of the grant, started as a Research Assistant moved to Research 
Associate and finally was our re-write consultant at the 
termination of the grant. She left her job with the Criminal 
Justice Planning Unit in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania to assist 
in the project. She endured many trials and tribulations but 
she kept us on tract. She has since returned to Pennsylvania 
to resume her career. We wish her well. 

Howard Taylor, of Princeton University, served as the technical 
consultant for the project. He worked with us on the survey 
instrument, pre-coding, coding, factor analyses, Guttman 
Scale analyses, prediction analyses, etc. Howard is directly 
responsible for the survey data. Without his expert assistance, 
the project never would have been completed. 

The research staff, led by Bernard Headley, including Cynthia 
Spence, Nancy Brown and Jill Keiser were invaluable. They 
worked day in and day out to improve the quality of work. 
Ideas changed on a daily basis but somehow the best ideas 
always prevailed. 

Eli Anderson is directly responsible for the section on The 
Village-Northton. He received a sub-contract to complete the 
Ethnographic Section. We deeply appreciate his fine work. 
Beatrice Evans and Carl Klockers were responsible for the 
ethnographic work on the family in Washington, D.C. We believe 
that this section is one of the most important in understanding 
the Black underclass. 

Winifred Reed was most patient. When we had difficulty, she 
was the first to offer advice and support. Her guidance and 
support made the project a reality. The National Advisory 
Board provided the critical review of the project throughout 
its entirety. We are most grateful for their review of the 
final report. 

Miriam Fox, Judith Smith, Patricia Berry, Estella Funnye, 
were the four most important persons on the project because 
they were responsible for seeing that persons were paid, that 
reports went in on time, and for typing, re-typing, and re
typing. To them I owe a special thanks. 

Julius Debro 



ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS 
RACE AND CRIME 

Winifred Reed 
Project Monitor 

National Institute of Justice 

Lee P. Brown, D. Crim. 
Chief of Police 
Houston Police Department 
Houston, Texas 

Robert B. Hill, Ph.D. 
Director 
Research Department 
National Urban League 
Washington, D.C. 

Alfreda Inglehart, Ph.D. 
School of Social Work 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Reta J. Lewis 
Project Director 
National League of Cities 
Washington, D.C. 

Coramae R. Mann, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
Florida State University 
Tallahassee, Florida 

Marilyn McKnight 
Compton Action Center 
for Youth Development 

Compton, California 

Alphonso Pinkney, Ph.D. 
Department of Sociology 
Hunter College 
New York, N.Y. 

Hallem Williams 
Executive Director 
positive Futures, Inc. 
Washington, D.C. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

VOLUME I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

COInmuni ty Structures •...••...•..•••••••••..•. · . . . . 
Landecker's Types of Community Integration •.. · . . . . 
Crime and Social Life ••••. . . . . · . . · . · . . · . . . 
Fear of Crime .............. It •••••••• It •••••••• • • 

CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW AND STUDIES RELATING 
CRIME AMONG BLACKS TO CULTURE 

· . . . Literature Review ••.••••••.••. 
Chicago School of Sociology. 
Differential Association ..• 

It • • • It • · . . . • It • • . . . . 
Arlamie ...........• . . . . .......... . • • • It • • • • • • • 

· . . . . . · . . . · . . . 
· . . . . . . . . . . · . . · . . · . . . . . Culture Conflict ••. 

Delinquent Boys •••• 
Opportunity Theory. 
Labeling Theory .••• 

· . . · . . . . • • It • • · (; . . . . . . . . · . 
Conflict Theory •••••.••••.•.•. · . 

• • • • It • • • • • • • Theories by Black Authors •••.••.•••. 
Cultural-Normative Integration •••• 
Communicative Integration ...••.•• 
Functional Integration •••••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

CHAPTER III: FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

Community Characteristics ••••. 
Alienation .... It •••••••••••••••• . . . . 
Demographic Characteristics. 
Social Characteristics .••.••. · . . . . . . . 

CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Hypotheses and Core Variables .. 
Site Selection •••••.•..•••.•• ... 
Sample Size ........ 0 •••• It ••••••• . . 
Instructions to Interviewers ••. 

CHAPTER V: SURVEY RESULTS 

· . 

· . · . . 

· . . . . . . 

· . . 

. . 
. . . 

Introduction •••..•.... 
F'actor Analysis •.••••....•. 
Guttman Scale Analysis •..•.. 
Community Crime Scale ••.••. . . . . . . . . . . . 
House Watch ••••••••.. 
Perceptions of Crime •.. 

. . . . . ... . . 

· . . . . . · . . · . . . 

• It It • • 0 • • 

· . . . 

· . · . . . . . . 
• •• I,J •• Ii: 

. .... · ..... . 
• ••• It • . .. 

· . . . . . 

--------------------------

PAGE 

( i) 

3 
4 
"7 

10 

13 
13 
14 
15 
15 
16 
16 
17 
18 
19 
27 
29 
36 

32 
33 
34 
35 

38 
40 
56 
58 

64 
65 
76 
83 
85 
87 

-----.----------------------------------------~ 



TABLE OF CONTENTS (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Perceptions of Comn\unity Crime..................... 93 
Crime Perception and Safety........................ 146 
COmmunity Reporting of Burglaries, Robberies and 
Assaults........................................... 180 
Trouble with Police and Attitudes Toward Police.... 209 
Contextual Effects Analysis......................... 254 
Effects of A Control For Washington, D.C. 
Versus Atlanta ......... 8 • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •.• • • • • • 295 
Summary: Survey Results........................... 299 



FIGURES AND TABLES 

PAGE 

Figure 1: Landecker's Four Types of Integration......... 5 

Table 1: Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix: 
Attitude-Toward-Police 
Se al e ....... a a ••• a • .. • • i"II • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. • 72 

Table 2: Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix: 
Alientation Scale ••••••••...••••.••••••• ·•••••• 73 

Table 3: Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix: 
Self-Evaluation Scale......................... 74 

Table 4: Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix: 
Cr ime-Moral i ty Sc al e. . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 75 

Table 5: Hypothetical Spelling Test.................... 76 

Table 6: Cpmmunity Crime Scale......................... 83 

e T.able 7: 

Table 8: 

House Watch (Future).......................... 85 

House Watch (Past-Actual)..................... 86 

Table 9: Perceptions of Crime.......................... 87 

Table 10: Crime-Morality Scale......................... 88 

Table A.l: Fear of Crime (Tract)....................... 101 

Table A. 2: Excessive Drinking in Public (Age) ••••••.•.•. 102 

Table A. 3: Community Trouble Makers.................... 103 

Table A.4: Confusion Among Neighbors................... 104 

Table A.5: Excessive Drinking in Public 
(Club Affiliation).......................... 105 

Table A.6: Insulting Remarks........................... 106 

Table A. 7: Elements. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 

Table A.8: Fear of Crime/Club Affiliation.............. 108 

Table A.9: Trespassing In yards........................ 109 

e Table A.lO: People Fighting............................ 110 

Table A.ll: Property Damage............................ 111 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Table A.12 : Public Drug Usage •..••..•.......•..•.•...••. 112 

Table A.13: Community Trouble Makers.................... 113 

Table A.14: Confusion Among Neighbors................... 114 

Table A.15: Excessive Drinking in Public... ......•...... 115 

Table A.16: Ins ul ting Remarks........................... 116 

Table A. 17: Elements .... 8................................ 117 

Table A.18: Fear of Crime (Neighborhood-
Ch ur ch) ............... ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 

Table A.19: Trespassing in Yards (Neighborhood-
Ch ur c h) . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 11 9 

Table A.20: People Fighting (Neighborhood-
Ch ur c h) . . . 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • eo. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 120 

Table A. 21: People Fighting (Neighborhood-
Ch ur ch) .. Q •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 121 

Table A.22: Public Drug Usage (Neighborhood 
Church) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122 

Table A.23: Community Trouble Makers (Neighborhood-
Church) ................... CI • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 123 

Table A.24: Insulting Remarks (Religious Services)...... 124 

Table A.25: Fear of Crime (Religious Services).......... 125 

Table A.26: People Fighting (Religious Services)........ 126 

Table A.27: Community Trouble Makers (Participating 
in Church Activities)....................... 127 

Table A.28: People Fighting (Participating in 
Church Activities).......................... 128 

Table A.29: Property Damage (Participating in 
(Church Activities)........................ 129 

Table A.30: Confusion Among Neighbors (Status of 
Home Ownership)............................ 130 

---------------------



e 

Table A.31: 

Table A.32: 

Table A.33: 

Table A.34: 

Table A.35: 

Table A.36: 

Table A. 37: 

Table A.38: 

Table A.39: 

Table A. 40: 

FIGURES AND TABLES (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Excessive Drinking in Public 
(Status of Home OWnership}.................. 131 

Elements (Status of Home Ownership)......... 132 

Fear of Crime (Status of Home OWnership).... 133 

Community Trouble Makers (Negative 
Future perspective)......................... 134 

Confusion Among Neighbors (Negative 
Future Perspective}......................... 135 

Excessive Drinking in Public (Negative 
Future Perspective)......................... 136 

Insulting Remarks (Negative Future 
Perspective) . .. . .. . .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. .... .. .... .... .... .... .. .. .. .. .. 137 

Elements (Negative Future Perspective) .•..•. 138 

Fear of Crime (Negative Future Perspective). 139 

Community Trouble Makers (Feeling of 
Uselessness) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... .. .. .... .. .. .. .... .... .. .. .... .... ........ 140 

Table A.41: Confusion Among Neighbors 
(Feeling of Uselessness) .........••..•....•. 141 

Table A.42: Excessive Drinking In Public 
(Feeling of Uselessness) .....•.............. 142 

Table A.43: Insulting Remarks 
(Feeling of Uselessness) .........•.......... 143 

Table A.44: Elements 
(Feeling of Uselessness}.................... 144 

Table A.45: Fear of Crime 
(Feeling of Uselessness) .....••.......•..... 145 

Table B.1: Perceptions of Community Crime............... 153 

Table B.2: Community Crime Increase..................... 154 

Table B.3: Con~unity Crime Rate ••.....•..............•.. ISS 

Table B.4: Safe Alone During Day........................ 156 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Table B.5: Safe Alone During Night ...... o.............. 157 

*TabJ.e B.8: Safe Alone During Day (~ommunity 
Recreational Facilities).................... 158 

Table B.9: Safe Alone During Night (Community 
Recreational Facilities)..................... 159 

Table B.lO: Safe Alone During Day (Respondent Usage) •.•.. 160 

Table B.ll: Safe Alone During Night (Respondent Usage) •.. 161 

Table B.12: Community Crime Increase ..................... 162 

Table B.13: Community Crime Rate ............................... 163 

Table B.14: Safe Alone During Day (Club Affiliation)..... 164 

Table B.15: Safe Alone During Night 
. (Club Affiliation)........................... 165 

Table B.16: Community Crime Increase 
(Neighborhood Church) .••.•...•.••.•..•••••.•. 166 

Table B.17: Community Crime Rate 
(Neighborhood Church)........................ 167 

Table B.18: Safe Alone During Day 
(Neighborhood Church)................... •.... 168 

Table B.19: Safe Alone During Night 
(Neighborhood Church)........... .....•.. ..•.. 169 

Table B.20: Perception of Community 
(Religious Services)........... ..•........... 170 

Table B.2l: U.S. Crime Increase (Status of Home 
Ownership ..................... ,) ............ o. 171 

Table B.22: Community Crime Increase 
(Status of House Ownership).................. 172 

Table B.23: Community Crime Rate 
(Status of House OWnership).................. 173 

Table B.24: Safe Alone During Day 
(Status of Ownership)........................ 174 

Table B.25: Safe Alone During Night 
(Status of Ownership) ......•............•.... 175 

~rB.6 & B.7 No Tables 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Table B.26: Safe Alone During Day 
(Negative Future Perspective)......... .•..... 176 

Table B.27: Safe Alone During Night 
(Negative future Perspective)................ 177 

Table B.28: Safe Alone During Day 
(Dismal Outlook Black Children).............. 178 

Table B.29: Safe Alone During Night 
(Dismal Outlook Black Children).............. 179 

Table C.1: Frequency of Burglaries (City)............... 187 

Table C.2: Frequency of Robberies....................... 188 

Table C.3: Frequency of Assaults........................ 189 

Table C.4: Frequency of Burglaries (Tract).............. 190 

Table C.S: Frequency of Robberies....................... 191 

Table C.6: Frequency of Assaults........................ 192 

Table C.7: Frequency of Burglaries (Community Groups)... 193 

Table C.8: Frequency of Robberies. ....•.•...•...•••..•.. 194 

Table C.9: Frequency of Assaults........................ 195 

Table C.10: Frequency of Burglaries (Relatives Inside 
Communi ty) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196 

Table C.11: Frequency of Robberies....................... 197 

Table C.12: Frequency of Assaults........................ 198 

Table C.13: Frequency of Burglaries (Club Affiliation)... 199 

Table C.14: Frequency of Robberies....................... 200 

Table C.15: Frequency of Assaults........................ 201 

Table C.16: Frequency of Burglaries (Neighborhood-
Church) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202 

Table C. 17: Frequency of Robberies ...•................... 203 

*Table C.18: Frequency of Assaults .•..•.•.......•.......•. 204 

*C.19 & C.20 No Tables 

-, 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONTID) 

PAGE 
Table C.2l: Frequency of Assaults (Religious 

Services Attendance)....................... 20S' 

Table C.22: Frequency of Burglaries (Status of 
Home Ownership)............................ 206 

Table C.23: Frequency of Robberies..................... 207 

Table C.24: Frequency of Assaults...................... 208 

Table D.l: 

Table D.2: 

Table D.3: 

Table D.4: 

Table D.S: 

Table D.6: 

Respondent Trouble with Police (Tract) .•... 

Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance ..•.•... 

Respondent Trouble with Police (Age) .•...•.• 

Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance (Age) .• 

Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(ReI ig ion Reared) ......•.••..•..•.•.••••.••. 

Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Neighborhood-Church) ...•..•.•••..•.•.•••••• 

218 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

Table D.7: Respondent Trouble with Police 
(Neighborhood-Church) • •• • •• • . . .•. • . ••• . • • . .. 224 

Table D.8: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Religious Services Attendance)............. 225 

Table D.9: Respondent Trouble with Police 
(Religious Services Attendance)............. 226 

Table D.lO: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Participation in Church Activities}........ 227 

Table D.ll: Respondent Trouble with Police 
(Participation in Church Activities)........ 228 

Table D.12: Police Involve-Personal Acquaint~nce 
(Respondent Sex)............................ 229 

Table D.13: Respondent Trouble with Police 
(Respondent Sex)............................ 230 

Table D.14: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Status of Home OWnership).................. 231 

Table D.lS: Respondent Trouble with Police 
(Status of Home Ownership) •...•...•.....••.. 232 



-------------------------------------------------4 

F'IGURES AND TABLES (CONT' D ) 

PAGE 

Table D.16: Police Involve-Personal Acquainta.nce 
(Employment Status) •...•..•...•...... ......• 233 

Table D.17: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Finances without Employment)............... 234 

Table 0.18: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Education of Father) .•••.........••. o...... 235 

Table D.19: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Father's NORC Score)....................... 236 

Table D.20: Police Involve-Personal Acquaintance 
(Socio-economic Class)...................... 237 

Table 0.21: Police Good-Bad (Tract)..................... 238 

Table D.22: Police Good-Bad (Age)....................... 239 

Table D.23:· Police Good-Bad (Respondent Age) ••.....•.... 240 

Table D.24: Police Good-Bad (Community Groups) ..•..•.... 

Table D.25: Police Good-Bad (Club Affiliation) .•..•..... 

241 

242 

Table D.26: Police Good-Bad (Neighborhood-Church)....... 243 

Table 0.27: Police Good-Bad (Religious Services 
Attendance) ......................... 0 • • • • • • • 244 

Table 0.28: Police Good-Bad (Status of Home 
Ownership) ........ It • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 245 

Table D.29: Police Good-Bad (Head of Household)......... 246 

Table D.30: Police Good-Bad (Marital Status) •........•.. 247 

Table D.31: Police Good-Bad (Employment Status)......... 248 

Table D.32: Police Good-Bad (Education of Father)....... 249 

Table 0.33: Poli.ce Good-Bad (Respondent's NORC Score)... 250 

Table 0.34: Police Good-Bad (Socio-economic Class)...... 251 

Table D.35: Police Good-Bad (Negative Future 
Perspective) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 252 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONTID) 

PAGE 

Table D.36: Police Good-Bad (Dismal Outlook 
Black Chil dren) ............................ 253 

Table E.1a: Excessiv.e Drinking Public ( 1 ) . . . . . . . • . . . • • . 260 

Table E.1b: Excessive Drinking Public ( 2 ) • . • • . . . . . . . . . . 261 

Table E.1c: Excessive Drinking Public ( 999) .•..• eo •••••• 262 

Table E.2a: Excessive Drinking Public ( 1 ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 263 

Table E.2b: Excessive Drinking Public ( 2) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 264 

Table E.2c: Excessive Drinking Public ( 3 ) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 265 

Table E.2d: Excessive Drinking Public ( 4) •••••••••••••• 266 

Table E.3a: Fear of Crime ( 1 ) . • . • . w • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 267 

Table E. 3b:. Fear of Crime ( 2) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 268 

e Table E.3c: Fear of Crime (999) ••...•..••••.•.•..•••..• 269 

Crime ( 1) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Table E.4a: Fear of 270 

Table E.4b: Fear of Crime ( 2 ) . . • • . . . ~ . • • . • • . . . . • . • . . . . . 271 

Table E.4c: Fear of Crime (3) •.........•.•...........•. 272 

Table E.4d: Fear of Crime ( 4 ) ............................ 273 

Table E.5a: Community Crime Increase ( 1 ) • . • . • . . . . . . . . . . 274 

Table E.5b: Community Crime Increase ( 2 ) • . . . • • • • . • • • . . • . 275 

Table E.5c: Community Crime Increase ( 999) ••.••.• •.•.•..• 276 

Table E.6a: Community Crime Increase ( 1 ) ...•............ 277 

Table E.6b: Community Crime Increase ( 2) • • • • • • • • • • • G • • • • 278 

Table E.6c: Community Crime Increase ( 3 ) •••••••••••••••• 279 

Table E.6d: Community Crime Increase ( 4) •••••••••••••••• 280 

Table E.7a: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 1 ) .......•.. 281 

Table E.7b: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 2) • • • • • • • • • • 282 

Table E.7c: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 999 ) •.••.••. 283 



FIGURES AND TABLES (CONT'D) 

PAGE 

Table E.8a: Respondent Trouble With Police ( 1 ) . . • _ . . • . 284 

Table E.8b: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 2 ) • . . • • . • . 285 

Table E.8c: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 3 ) • e • • • • • • 286 

Table E.8d: Respondent Trouble with Police ( 4 ) •••••••• 287 

Table E.9a: Police Kindness ( 1 ) ........•......•..•.... 288 

Table E.9b: Police Kindness ( 2 ) ~ . . • . . • • • . • . • . • . • • . . . • . 289 

Table E.9c: Police Kindness ( 999) ..•••.•••.•.•••••••.. 290 

Table E.10a: Police Kindness ( 1 ) • • . • . . . . • . • • . . . . • • • 0 • • • 291 

Table E.10b: Police Kindness ( 2) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 292 

Table E.10c: Police Kindness (3) ••...••••.•••••• 0 •••••• 293 

e Table E.10d: Police Kindness (4) .•. I ••••••••••••••• a ••• 294 



RACE AND CRIME 

A Report of the Atlanta University 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Executive Summary 

Crime within the black community continues to be one of 
the major issues confronting our society today. Blacks 
comprise approximately 13% of the total U.S. population but 
account for 47.4% of all persons arrested for violent crime 
in 1980 and 30% of all persons for property crime (U.C.R., 
1980). By file and arrest category, blacks accounted for 54% 
of the arrests for rape, 61% of the arrests for robbery and 
40% of the arrests for aggravated assault. 

Many studies have been conducted which attempted to 
account for the sizable difference in arrest rates, but few 
if any offered adequate explanations for the high incidence 
of violence committed by blacks. Most of the violence commit
ted by blacks are committed against other blacks. The problem 
of crime in the black co~munity was a major focus of a special 
issue of Ebony Magazine of August 1979. The issue concentra
ted on black-on-black crime. In introducing this special 
issue, Ebony publisher, John A. Johnson said: lilt is our 
belief, and it is the basic premise of this issue, that black
on-black crime has reached a critical low that threatens our 
existence as a people. It is a threat to our youth, to our 
women, to our senior citizens, to our institutions, to our 
values. And although we are not responsible for the external 
practice that systematically create breeding grounds for 
social disorder, we cannot avoid the internal responsibility 
of doing everything we can to solve our problem that is 
ruining the fabric of our lives (Ebony, Vol. XXXIV, August, 
1979) • 

The first section of the special Ebony edition dealt 
with black on black crime: the consequences. This section 
presented such evidence that indicated that 85 of every 1000 
black males are prime victims against 75 of every 1000 white 
males, that crime breeds fear and mistrust among the citizens. 

This study is designed to study community structures 
within black communities. The study attempts to take a closer 

(i) 



• look at the intervening social processes which interract, or 
respond, to structural conditions as these relate to crime 
among blacks. 

Previous research on community and community organization 
conducted both in the United States and abroad, and employing 
both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, has suggested 
a relationship between community structures and the incidence 
of crime. For example, it is generally suspected that effec
tive control of property crimes, especially within a ghetto 
community, requires sufficient knowledge and friendship 
among neighbors so that: (1) there is a general tendency to 
reject the - temptation - to ste~l from a neighbor, (2) people 
will guard their neigliliors property, (3) strangers can be 
readily identified, and (4) residents will help if someone has 
been attacked. Certain social structures apparently facili
tate the growth and maintenance of such unity, while others 
seem inimical to their existence. These differences in 
social organization are the primary focuses of this study. 

The major objective of this study is to conduct a chrono
logical and sociological investigation into the nature of 
crime and cri~e perceptions within the black community. 
Four communities within two cities were selected for this 
study. In addition, ethnographic studies were conducted in 
Philadelphia and Washington, D.C. The two primary cities 
selected for the survey were, Atlanta, Georgia and Washington, 
D.C. Within each of these cities, two communities with high 
crime rates were selected and two communities with low crime 
rates were also selected. Communities were identified by 
census tracts and then further differentiated by socio-economic 
characteristics and racial density, in addition to crime rates. 
The study was essentially concerned with examining differences 
in census tracts both within the city as well as between cities. 
The study examined fear of crime and community perceptions 
about crime as those two variables impacted upon the socio
economic characteristics of the census tract. 

The study focused on community characteristics in black, 
low, and middleincome neighborhoods and their relationship to 
crime, individual perceptions of crime, fear of crime, exper
iences and contact with police, and overall attitudes toward 
the police. The study was interested in studying the effects 
of individual characteristics such as gender, religion, use 
of recreation facilities. 

The study included both quantitative research and quali
tative research. The format of the final report includes: (1) 
an introduction of the issues, (2) literature review and 
studies relating to crime among blacks to culture, (3) research 
methodology, (4) survey results, (5) appendices Which includes 
an ethnographic study of one family in Washington, D.C. and 
an ethnographic study of two communities within Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. 
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In Atlanta, Georgia and Washington, D.C., 100 persons 
were sampled in each census tract area. Questionnaries were 
administered to each of the 100 respondents. Items on the 
survey questionnarie measuring four concepts were validated 
by means of factor analysis. All four analysis yielded 
satisfactory results in that the principal factor, or main 
dimension for each set of skills explained about onethird of 
the variance in all items of a paticular set. For the atti
tudes - toward - police scales; the main dimension underlying 
the scales turned out to be an evaluation of: good vs bad -
dimension. The main dimension for the alienation scales 
turned to be a - mistrust - mistrust dimension. Self-evalua
tion is characterized by - self-worth- main dimension, in 
crime morality items are characterized by permissiveness 
dimension. 

Several sets of items were subjected to Guttman scale 
analysis 7 some sets revealed valid Guttman scales and some 
did not. Those that form valid Guttman scales were: items 
pertaining to what a person does to protect his or her home 
from criminal activity; and the crime-morality scale (also 
subjected to factor analysis). Those that did not form valid 
Guttman scales were: items pertaining to perceptions of 
crime in the immediate neighborhood; and certain fear-of
crime measures. It was concluded for these latter two subsets 
of measures that since they did not form an adequate scale, 
the items measure differing aspects of the concept being 
assessed; hence, the items were used separately in the later 
(prediction) analysis rather than together in a combined 
index. 

The predi<,,'cion analyses formed the bulk of the analysis 
of the survey data. We were interested in predicting individ
uals' responses on the following kinds of dependent variables: 
perceptions of troubles in one's neighborhood; fear of crime; 
awareness of criminal activity in one's own neighborhood; 
whether or not one feels safe during the day and at night; 
what one does to protect one's home from criminal activity; 
whether one has been criminally involved with the police; 
whether one's friends have been criminally involved with the 
police; one's psychological attitudes toward the police and 
how one feels' about the local police; and .other such variables.:, 
For the most part, these dependent variables pertain to 
individual perceptions of and reporting of crime. We were 
interested in discovering what variables (independent or 
predictor variables) were significantly related to these de
pendent variables. The major results are listed below: The 
following results remain basically the same for the Atlanta 
and Washington, D.C. samples. that is, for the most part, 
the independent variables that predict given dependent vari
ables for the Atlanta sample also do so for the Washington, 
D.C. sample. The overall structure of findings is the same 
in both cities. There are, however, a few exceptions; these 
are given in the text. The main findings, then, are these: 
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The dependent variables were concerned with whether or 
not the respondent thought the following kinds of crimes 
constituted problems in their own neighborhoods: drinking; 
fighting; neighbors not getting along; and other such items. 
The best predictor of these perceptions was tract type. In 
general, those in the middle-income, low-crime tract were 
least likely to see these crimes as real problems for them 
in their communities Q whereas those in the low-income, high
crime tract were more likely to indicate that such crimes 
were indeed severe problems. People in this tract type (in 
both Atlanta and Washington) also had the greatest fear of 
crime, with those in the middle-income, low-crime tract 
having the least fear (again in both Atlanta and in Washington). 
The other two tract types fell in between. Other significant 
predictors were: age (the older one is, the less fearful one 
is and the less one sees these crimes as problems); club 
membership (those who are members of some kind of neighborhood 
club are less likely to see the crimes as problematic); 
membership in a neighborhood church (church members are less 
fearful and are less likely to indicate that the crimes are 
problems); frequency of church attendance (the more the 
attendance, the less fearful the respondent was); degree of 
participation in church activities (the more the participation, 
the less the fear); and whether one owns or rents one's 
dwelling (those who own are clearly less fearful and less 
worried about the listed crimes). It was also noted that the 
more alienated a person was, the more fearful of crime he or 
she was. Also, interestingly, the lower one's self-evaluation 
was, the more fearful he or she was. 

It was interesting to note what independent variables 
ended up not. predicting responses on the crime perception 
variables-:--City (Atlanta versus Washington revealed no 
significant differences on this set of dependent variables)i 
recreational facilities availability and use; contact with 
relatives in the community; respondent's education; occupation, 
and other socio-economic characteristics; the education, 
occupation and other socio-economic characteristics of the 
respondent's father or principal guardian; marital status (no 
differences by marital status were found); gender (men and 
women did not differ on these variables); number of persons 
in the household; number of persons per room in the householdi 
and the respondent's own religion (note that while church 
attendance and participation in church activities makes a 
difference, the particular denomination of one's religion 
does not). 

Crime Perception and Safety. The dependent variables 
here were: Whether or not the respondent perceives crime in 
the U. S. as having increased, decreased or remained the 
same; whether or not the respondent perceives crime in his 
or her own community as having increased, decreased or remained 
about the same; whether or not one perceives crime in the 
community as being committed by r:outsiders i" how safe one 
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feels during the day: and finally, how safe one feels at 
night. These latter two are of particular importance. 
Differences on these variables are significantly predicted 
by the following: City (Washington respondents were more 
likely to report that crimes in their neighborhoods were 
committed by "outsiders: 1I while Atlanta residents were more 
likely to attribute crime to "insiders"). Also by tract 
type: Those in the low-income, high-crime tract perceive 
u.s. crime as having increased, feel their community is "more 
dangerous" than other communities within the city, feel least 
safe during the day and feel least safe at night. Those in 
the middle-income, low-crime tract are the lowest on these 
variables, with the other two tract types falling in between. 
1~e availability of recreational facilities ~s a significant 
predictor: The more the availability of such facilities, the 
safer the respondent in that area feels both during the day 
and at night. Additional predictors are: Club affiliation 
(club members feel that crime has decreased and feel safer 
both during the day and at night than do non-members): church 
membership (same results as for club membership): amount of 
church attendance (the greater the attendance, the safer one 
feels): and own versus rent (those who own perceive that crime 
has decreased in their own neighborhood and also feel safer 
during the day and at night than do those who rent). The 
picture that emerges from this set of findings is this: The 
more involved or integrated the individual is into the immed
iate community, the less crime he perceives around him, the 
less fearful he is of crime and the safer he feels, and so 
on. We suggest that church membership, club affiliation, own
ing rather than renting, etc., are thus indicators of the ex
tent to ~1ich the individual is integrated into the community. 

Reporting of Burglaries, Robberies and Assaults. Both 
officially reported as well as unreported crimes are assessed 
here. All three of these types of crimes were asked about 
separately on the questionnaire. Atlantans perceive fewer 
burglaries as well as robberies and assaults on their streets 
than do Washington, D.C. residents. The results for tract 
type within these cities were consistent with our general 
hypotheses: Those in the middle-income, low-crime tracts 
report fewer crimes of all three types, with those i~ the low
income, lowcrime tracts next, then those in the middle-income, 
high-crime tracts, and finally, those in the low-income, high
crime tracts report the Inost frequent occurrence of all three 
of these types of crimes. Fewer burglaries, robberies and 
assaults are reported by those who are members of some 
neighborhood club, by those who are members of a neighborhood 
church, by those who are regular church attenders, by those 
who have relatives in the community rather than outside it, 
and by those who own rather than rent. We also found fewer 
reported burglaries, robberies and assaults for those who are 
members of some community group, the purpose of which is to 
improve relations between the community residents and the 
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PQlice. Once again, we note the effects of variables which 
either directly or indirectly measure community involvement: 
The more-involved-persons (owners, church attenders, and so 
on) report less crime of these three types. 

Trouble with the Police and Attitudes Toward the Police. 
We investigated whether or not the respondent had acquaintances 
who have had troubles with the police and also whether or not 
the respondent himself or herself had had such troubles. It 
was found that those who have had run-ins with the police (as 
well as those who have friends or acquaintances who have) tended 
to be from the lowincome, high-crime tracts in both Atlanta 
and Washington, tended to be younger rather than older, were 
those who rented rather than o\VTIed their dwelling, tended to 
be Catholic rather than Baptist or any other denomination 
and were those who were not regular church attenders. Some 
new predictors emerged in this portion of the analysis: 
Those in trouble with the police are more often males rather 
than females, those who are unemployed or employed part-time 
rather than fulltime, those with less formal education and 
those of lower occupational rank. 

Similar results were obtained with respect to the atti
tude toward-police scales. Those with favorable attitudes 
toward their local police, both within Atlanta and within 
Washington were those who were in the middle-income, low-crime 
tracts, were older rather than younger, were those who owned 
rather than rented, were members of a club, were members of 
a church, were frequent rather than infrequent attenders of 
those churches, and were those who were married rather than 
single, separated, divorced or widowed; those who were employed 
full-time, and those who grew up in families of somewhat 
higher socio-economic status. 

We carried out a contextual analysis where the relation
ship between tract type (the income and crime characteristics 
of the tract) and the dependent variables was examined while 
holding constant the individual's socio-economic characteris
tics. (We also examined the relationship between the indivi
dual's socio-economic characteristics and the dependent 
variables while holding constant tract type.) In general, 
the above results held up: Those in the low-income, high-crime 
tract were more fearful of crime, reported more crime in 
their neighborhoods, had more run-ins with the police and 
had stronger negative attitudes toward the police. Those in 
the middle-income, low-crime tract came out lowest on these 
dependent variables, and the other two tract types fell in 
between. The following general conclusions were drawn: The 
income and crime "status" of one's tract is more pertinent 
to that individual's own criminality and perception of crime 
than is the "status" of that self-same individual. 

The most important finding of the study is that the degree 
of participation predicts for a person his or her attitudes 
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towards the police, support of the police, fear of crime, 
frequency of reporting criminal behavior and how safe a 
person feels in the community both day and night. 

The overall pattern is that for those who are members of 
some kind of community club, those more functionally integrated 
into the life of the community consider crimes to be signifi
cantly less of a problem. As far as they are concerned, 
than are persons who are not members of any club. In essense, 
the more the involvement of the individual within the community 
including church attendance the least likely one is to indicate 
that the particular crime is a big problem. 

An individual who owns his or her home is mare involved 
and tied to the community~ he/She has more of a stake in it~ 
he/she has more of a vested interest in it. Homeowners were 
more likely to say that certain crimes were not a problem 
than were those who rented in the neighborhoods. 

How an individual feels about himself or herself is also 
evidently predictive of that person's perception of crime in 
the community the same way as is alienation. The more nega
tively a person feels about himself or herself, the more the 
fear of crime, public drinking and so on are perceived to be 
a big problem in the community. In summary, when controlling 
for which city one resides in, the basic picture that emerges 
from both cities is one which tells us that the person who is 
more involved and integrated into the network of day-to-day 
activities of his or her immediate community is the one who 
is himself or herself less likely to be criminally involved 
with the police, less likely to have acquaintances who are 
so involved, less likely to perceive that crime around him 
or her is a severe problem, less likely to fear crime, less 
likely to evaluate the police negatively and so on. 

Ethnographic Studies: 

The qualitative data in Washington, D.C. and Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania provided interesting results. The Washington, 
D.C. study of one family, while not representative of the 
entire community, did present some interesting findings. 
The family consisted of husband, wife, four daughters and 
their four children. It was found that at least four different 
varieties of crime were part of the family lifestyle: (1) 
alcoholic abuse~ (2) illicit drug use, sale, and purchase~ 
(3) theft and the traffic in stolen goods, and (4) assault. 

The consumption of alcohol in various forms and on dif
ferent occasions played different roles for various members 
of the family. For the sisters, alcoholic beverages embodied 
a fairly elaborate and shifting status hierachy. Hennesy 
Cognac reflected the sophistication and good taste of the 
drinker~ this drink was in. Drinks such as vodka had a low 
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status preference and was out~ and drinks like rum and coke 
were very fashionable because of their Caribbean connotations. 

The attitudes of the family toward illicit drug use and 
their willingness to use such drugs differed across generations 
with respect to the drug in question and its effects on the 
user. Marijuana was used reqularly and openly within the 
household. Marijuana was obtained by purchasing it locally 
in very small quantities (never mor'e than five dollars worth 
"nickel bag") or by having it given to them by friends. The 
second most frequently consumed illicit drug was PCP {which 
the daughters referred to as "WACK". Although they occasion
ally purchase it in very small quantities, one or two joints, 
they normally obtained it by receiving it as a gift from one 
or another of their current boyfriends, who usually offered 
some to the other sisters as a gesture of goodwill. 

At least two of the sisters had used cocaine when it was 
given to them at a party, however they did not purchase it 
because of the high cost. Heroine is not a drug of choice. 

On a regular basis, perhaps weekly, the family would buy 
stolen property. The purchases were made in one of three 
ways: first, they may be offered an opportunity to purchase 
something through one of the male friends or one of the four 
daughters. A current friend was a thief and a regular vendor 
of stolen goods and other friends kept their eyes open for 
items that might interest one or another of the sisters. 
The second situation in which the family had opportunities to 
buy stolen property arose when they were offered it by door
to-door sellers~ some of whom were known as local residents 
or neighborhors and others of whom were strangers selling 
door-to-door. Transactions of this sort involved the sale 
and purchase of most anything, but clothing and common 
household products appear to be the most frequently tenant 
merchandise and the type of merchandise the family was most 
willing to buy. 

The third and final path which stolen property travelled 
into the family household was somewhat different from the other 
two in that the sisters tended to be active consumers who 
searched out stolen property bargains rather than passive 
purchasers who waited for it to be offered them. In short, 
they hung out in various areas of the city were addicts 
congregated and thieves would sell their wares. Especially 
at times of the year when special buying needs to be done 
(e.g., Christmas, birthdays, and so on). 

Assaultive behavior was a way of life with the family in 
dealings with each other and in dealings with friends and 
acquaintances. Fighting words, threats to harm others, 
insults, disparaging remarks all proved their capacities as 
fighters within that community. This presentation of them
selves as willing and able to fight signaled to others that 
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they would not be pushed around, slighted, or treated with 
disr'aspect, and would guard what they possess, including 
their reputations, with violent abandonment. 

The only conclusion one can draw from a study of one 
black family within the ghetto neighborhood is that drugs, 
stolen property, and assaultive behavior will probably continue 
from one generation to another. There is a possibility of 
reducing the purchase of illicit alcohol but this is only a 
minor response to many major problems within ghetto communities. 

Participant observation was conducted in two communities 
in Philadalphia for approximately two years. One community 
was an all black community and the second community was a 
community in transition moving from an all black community to 
basically an all white community. Both communities were 
located very close to the University of Philadelphia and we 
called those two communities the VillageNorthton. Northton 
is predominantly black as stated earlier, the Village is a't 
present integrated while becoming increasing white and middle 
income. 

To some extent, the thesis advanced by Charles Silverman 
in "Criminal Violence Criminal Justice" (1978) appears to be 
supported in the black community of Northton: the relatively 
well-to-do or middle income blacks are fleeing, leaving the 
area to the black lower class residents who are at the mercy 
of the criminal element. People tend to have very limited 
confidence in the criminal justice system. In the streets, 
the law of the jungle prevails. The Village, comprises mainly 
one-family houses with large porches, surrounded by nicely 
planted yards, with old fashioned wrought iron fences. During 
the day and after the evening rush-hour traffic, the streets 
are generally quiet, and the city seems far away. Throughout 
the area, young male street groups predominate. Their members 
tend to be unemployed and tend to be involved in the "under
ground economy.1I The law-abiding members of the community 
hold such youths responsible for street crimes in the vicinity. 

Particularly after dark, these young men and those who 
resemble them are held suspect by most community leaders, 
black as well as white. Some of the unemployed black youths, 
particularly the most desperate, tend to man the streets and 
set themselves up as community protectors and gate keepers 
offering to insure safe passage for money. Residents thus 
are inclined to remain indoors after dark or travel in small 
groups in order to navigate the streets with security. 

Both communities are undergoing major social problems 
especially high unemployment. As unemployed black youths 
increase, middle income newcomers, mainly middle-aged and 
young whites, and some blacks are moving into the area, 
displacing poor blacks and others. This residential and 
racial change is the source of conflict, resulting in increased 
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• street crime and burglaries. Not only do the perpetrators of 
such crimes often view such new people as invaders of the com
munity, they also see them as inexperienced in the ways of 
lithe streets". Such people, because of their actual and 
supposed inexperience, and to some degree because of their 
skin color, are viewed as easy marks, and they easily become 
victims. 

The two communities are separate but in essence are part 
of the same community. Both blacks and whites see themselves 
in relation to one another, if not ~xtensions of one another. 
Blacks very often show whites their attitudes about the 
general community. Blacks feel indeed that the neighborhood 
is not safe, though they tend to be less uptight about this 
feeling, mainly because they feel a sense of territory here. 
They tend to feel the environment is tougher for whites than 
for themselves. Consequently, the blacks tend to be much 
more relaxed in the general community area. The general 
feeling however, is that black persons on the streets are 
somewhat safer than their white counterparts. 

Crime control in both communities is partially regulated 
by community morals and perceptions. A person's color, sex, 
age, dress, demeanor and comportment are critical within 
these communities. Incidents in public places become situa
tions -- specific and person specific. There are great 
numbers of black youths in both communities who are committed 
to lawabiding behavior but their sub-culture displays 
tend to convey a different message. 

The major problem in such encounters is often one of 
public image and public relations. Many black youth exude an 
offensive/defensive posture because they themselves regard 
the city streets as a jungle. And their pose is generally 
not intended for people who are aggressive towards them: it 
is usually intended for other youth. And yet this pOse 
encourages fear, circumspection, and anxiety for law-abiding 
residents, black and white, whose primary concern is safe 
passage on the streets. 

City_Officials: 

Interviews were conducted with city officials as an 
additional part of the research effort. Those cities were 
Washington, D.C., Atlanta, Georgia and Philadelphia, Pennsyl
vania. Our concern was with local policy as it related to 
crime control within each of those cities. We felt that 
city officials had much more power than any other group 
within the city to regulate the degree of policing, the 
degree of public control over urban development, the degree 
of public subsidy, and the degree of social class integration 
to which a community is responsive to community cohesion. 
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We also felt that specific policy objectives could be 
obtained from city officials if they were responsive to crime 
problems within their cities. Our questionnaire was designed 
for the mayor, the district attorney, the superintendent of 
schools, the public defender, and the chief of police. It 
was our belief that these officials had more control over city 
government than any other person(s) within the governmental 
structure. 

We were not able to meet with any of the mayors because 
of their busy schedules but did meet with the mayors' repre
sentatives. The representa.tives say crime is directly related 
to high unemployment, drugs, discrimination, etc. They saw 
the most significant problem with the criminal justice system 
as being the courts and corrections and not the police. 

The church was seen as being an effective catalyst for 
crime prevention as well as the schools. The schools were 
seen as under-funded and generally not doing a good job in 
crime prevention. 

Questions were asked concerning the effectiveness of 
Operation Push and CETA as effective crime control mechanisms. 
Operation Push was seen as ineffective; however, the CETA 
program was seen as effective in providing jobs and job 
training for unemployed youth. 

The police chiefs in the various cities saw burglary and 
drugs as the most important problems in their cities. None of 
the chiefs were concerned with violent crime, yet violent crime 
within the three cities was seen as the most serious concern 
of its citizens. 

On the question dealing with the role of the school in 
crime prevention, most commissioners indicated that the 
school should start teaching respect for the law at a very 
early age. 

With respect to fostering community responsibility, the 
police chiefs mentioned the Crime Prevention Units, Neighbor
hood Watch Programs and THOR Units. 

Chief Na.pper of the Atlanta Police Department, was not 
sure whether or not black political representation had any 
significant impact upon the rate of crime, but he did indicate 
that it had some affect upon the treatment of people by the 
police. 

The district attorneys of the cities were much more vocal 
in their description of the crime problems. Mr. Greene from 
Washington, D.C. saw the crime problem as one involving violent 
street crime, Mr. Stiles of Philadelphia was primarily concerned 
with juvenile crimes and burglary and Ms. Potter of Atlanta 
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looked at causal factors of crime. She blamed increase in 
crime in the Atlanta area on a variety of factors such as 
migration and resentment. 

Most government officials felt that federal funds had 
been quite effective with their agencies in fighting crime. 
Some officials mentioned that the career criminal programs 
as well as the management of crime programs had been most 
effective in reducing crime. 

All of the city officials were quite responsive to 
questions concerning crime and crime control but felt that 
because of the massive social economic problems within our 
city that crime would continue to increase. 
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

The results of the research indicates very strongly that 
community cohesion is necessary for the reduction in crime 
and the fear of crime. Indicators for change in community 
are the following: 

1. Religion 

The respondent's actual religious preference does not 
predict his/her perception of crime, but the frequency of 
of church attendance is the major predictor. How involved one 
is with the church, thus can predict how one will feel about 
the fear of crime and about criminal behavior among peers. 

2. City (Atlanta vs. Washington, D.C.) 

Regardless of whether or not one lived in Atlanta or 
Washington, D.C. there was no difference in perceptions and 
fear of crime. This is especially significant because Atlanta 
was directly involved in the Murdered and Missing Children 
case. One could say that within large urban communities, 
there is very little effect upon fear and perceptions of 
crime from one city to another. Perhaps one develops a high 
tolerance for violence and that tolerance level remains 
regardless of the city. 

3. Recreation 

It has been generally believed that the addition of 
recreational facilities will reduce crime. We found that 
additional recreational facilities made very little if any 
difference in perceptions of crime within communities nor 
were they related to reporting of crime. 

Our conclusion is that recreational facilities must be 
placed in communities for recreational purposes and not for 
purposes of reducing criminal behavior. 

4. SES Variables-Non-Predictive 

Marital status, gender (male vs. female), number of 
persons in household, head of household, employed or not, 
number of bedrooms in house, had no predictive value for 
crime and fear of crime within communities. 

5. SES Variables-Predictive 

Tract type, age, whether or not a person is a member of 
some club, whether or not one owns or rents. 

The predictive variables tell us that the degree that a 
person feels a part of the community will have an affect upon. 
that person's perceptions and reporting of crime. That age is 
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important as well as club membership to changing perceptions 
within the community. 

6. Alienation and Self-Evaluation 

These two social-psychological variables predicted corre
lates of crime behavior. They were indicators of the indivi
dual's overall involvement with society. The more the alien
ation, and/or the lower the self-evaluation, the .less the 
extent to which the individual "fits" into society. 

The more alienated an individual is, the more likely one 
is to indicate that fear of crime and that crime is a problem 
within the community. Self-evaluation serves the same purpose 
within the community, i.e., the more negatively a person 
feels about himself/herself, the more fear of crime and crime 
are seen as big problems wi thin the communi. ty. 

7. Community Reporting of Burglaries, Robberies, and Assaults 

Fewer robberies and assaults, are perceived as occurring 
on one's street in Atlanta than in Washington, D.C. We were 
not sure whether or not this finding had any police implications 
simply because Atlanta has a higher arrest rate than Washington, 
D.C. We did believe that people generally feel much safer in 
the South than they do in cities such as Washington~ D.C. 

8. Tracts which have community organizations tend to report 
less burglaries, robberies and assaults. If there are 
organized police community groups there is less reporting of 
criminal behavior. 

9. Trouble with the Police 

The older the respondent, the less likely he or she is 
to have acquaintances who have been criminally involved with 
the police. Age was not significantly related to whether or 
not the respondent had had trouble with the police. 

10. Attitudes Toward the Police 

There was no difference in attitudes toward the police 
between cities (Washington-Atlanta). This was surprising 
because of the Murdered and Missing Children problem in 
Atlanta. 

Attitude toward the police is more favorable rather than 
less favorable or negative, depending upon tract type (middle 
income-low crime) for older, rather than younger, (single and 
over 18 who have the most negative attitudes toward the 
police) for respondents in communities which contain groups 
established to im·prove resident-police relations; for those 
who are members of some community club; for those who are 
members of some community church; for frequent rather than 
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e infrequent church attenders; for those who own rather than 
rent; for male rather than female households; for those who 
are married rather than single; for those who work or full
time students; for th6se whose father has a higher amount of 
formal education; for those who are in a higher social class 
and for those who are less alienated. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Invariably, whenever discussions arise concerning the 
"crime problem" in the United States, sooner or later, in 
the words of Silberman (1980: 159), "there is no escaping 
the question of race and crime." Scholars and lay persons 
alike generally point to official statistics (Uniform Crime 
Reports) as evidence that blacks in the United States are 
disproportionately represented both as victims of crime and 
at the retributive end of the criminal justice system. 

Crime within the black community continues to be one of 
the major issues confronting our society today. Blacks 
comprise approximately 13 percent of the tot,al U. S. popula
tion (fifteen million) but accounted for 47.4 percent of all 
persons arrested for violent crime in 1980 and 30 percent of 
all persons arrested for property crime UCR, 1980). By 
violent offense category, blacks accounted for 54 percent of 
all arrests for rape, 61 percent of all arrests for robbery 
and 40 percent of the arrests for aggravated assault. 

Many studies have been conducted which attempted to 
account for the sizeable difference in arrest rates, but few 
if any-have offered adequate explanations for the high inci
dence of violence committed by blacks. S6 alarming is the 
phenomenon of crime among blacks (i.e., blacks being both 

. the victims and the perpetrators of serious crimes), that 
Ebony Magazine (1979) recently devoted an entire issue to 
its most frightening aspects, citing frequently the grim 
statistics. For example, the editorial pointed out that 
"more blacks were killed by other blacks in 1977 than were 
killed in Vietnam." The editorial goes on to say that "homi
cide is the leading cause of death of inner-city black males 
15 to 44 years-old." 

If one looks at the class of offenses generally labelled 
"street crimes," we find that typically the victims are 
overwhelmingly black and poor people living in metropolitan 
areas. A 1975 LEAA sponsored study in the five largest U. S. 
cities found that: 

Blacks and Chicanos in Philadelphia and Los Angeles 
are most likely to be victimized by assault and robbery. 

Blacks in Philadelphia and Chicago are the ones most 
victimized by theft. 



Black family households irl all five cities suffered 
the highest rates of burgl~ry and auto theft. 

In Philadelphia, blacks are twice as lik~ly as whites 
to be burglarized. 

In Chicago, blacks are twice as likely to be victimized 
by auto theft. 

Follow-up nationwide studies, released in 1976, similarly 
found that the highest incidence of violent and property crime 
is among the black, poor and unemployed. Blacks have higher 
victimization rates than whites for rape, robbery and assault. 
Moreover, blacks over age 20 are robbed at 2 to 3 times the 
rate of their white counterparts. In the instances where 
perpetrators have been apprehended, they have been found to be 
from similar social and economic settings as their victims. 

The disproportionate involvement of blacks in the crime 
statistics is not, however, a recent phenomenon. With monoto
nous regularity in methodologically well-designed studies of 
delinquency, from Shaw and McKay (1942) in Chicago to Lander 
(1954) in Baltimore, the disparity between white and black 
involvement in criminality has been duly spread before scholars 
and lay persons alike. . 

The disproportionate trends in blacks' involvement in 
criminality are indeed alarming and cannot be easily dismissed 
on the grounds of statistical or methodological flaws in data 
collection and analyses as some authors (e.g., Geis, 1972; 
Pope, 1979) are inclined to do. Neither does the argument 
that blacks are more likely to be arrested, re-arrested and 
convicted than whites (see, e.g., Myers, 1979) obscure the 
fact that mostly black communities tend to experience higher 
rates of criminal victimization and that such victimization 
usually comes from those living only a few blocks away. How
ever, what these data clearly show is that blacks as a racial 
and ethnic group in the united States are systematically 
exposed (more so than the average white citizen) to the kinds 
of social and economic conditions which, as the literature 
will show, are empirically related to crime. 

These conditions (or what might be described as underlying 
causes) have been linked to lack of opportunity, unemployment, 
underemployment and racial discrimination. While numerous 
previous studies have indeed shown positive correlations be
tween these variables and high rates of crime among blacks, 
there has been little attempt to show how the larger socio
structural variables interact at an intermediate level to 
result in either criminal or non-criminal activity. Nor 
have these studies focused exclusively on black collective e response to (or perceptions of) the "crime problem." 

In view of these and other shortcomings, the present 
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study attempts an analysis of the crime problem, as faced by 
black Americans, from a multi-dimensional perspective. At 
one level, the study focuses on selected community and poli
tical structures which might help to explain the dispropor
tionate incidence of crime among blacks. A concentrated 
attempt is made, however, to go beyond mere statistical corre
lations to present a more insightful analysis--at the interme
diate, community level--of the relationship between the social 
and economic location of blacks in the society and their 
disproportionate rates of crime and criminal victimization. 

The other focus involves an examination of black responses 
(both individual and collective) to the "crime problem." By 
responses we mean the perceptions individuals have of the 
nature and extent of crime, the extent of crime, and the 
steps they take in response to these perceptions. What is 
commonly referred to in the literature as "fear of crime" is 
one component in such a response set. 

COMMUNITY STRUCTURES 

Several authors who have attempted to explain the dispro
portionate incidence of crime among blacks have suggested a 
basic, causal relationship between the disadvantaged location 
of blacks, as a group, in American society and their apparent 
"high" rates of crime. Structural conditions--e.g., high 
rates of unemployment, low-income availability, poor education, 
poor delivery of services, and marginal status have all been 
suggested as causes of crime among blacks. 

There is little disagreement here that these larger 
structural conditions have some empirical bearing on the 
incidence of crime among blacks. In fact, as the literature 
has shown, crime tends to be more prevalent in those sectors 
of American society (black or white) where these conditions 
are most evident. However, the contention here is that simple 
statistical correlations between "structural conditions" and 
rates of crime say little about the importance of intermediate 
causes. In other words, a more adequate explanation system of 
crime among blacks would be one which could resonate between 
larger structural conditions and behavior patterns. Rainwater 
(1970) put it best when he noted: "White cupidity (or white 
racism) creates structural conditions (which are) inimical to 
basic social adaptations among blacks." 

Thus, this study attempts to take a closer look at the 
intervening social processes which interact with, or respond 
to, structural conditions as these relate to crime among 
blacks. It is suggested here that the more important interven
ing variables--(i.e., as they relate to criminality), can be 
found at the community level. Studies by Suttles (19G8), 
Newman (1973) and others have shown that both the level of vic
timization and the tendency to commit certain types of crimes 
are to some extent related to the type of social integration 
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and the quality of the social organization found in communi
ties. These, however, are seen developing in response to 
structural conditions and are greatly influenced by them. 

Thus, one of the basic notions here is that an understand
ing of the type of integrative mechanisms which exist at the 
community level is crucial to an explanation of crime among 
blacks. 

Response to crime (more specifically collective response) 
is fundamentally rooted in the type of sodial structure that 
exists in communities. 

Previous research on community and community organization 
conducted both in the United States and abroad, and employing 
both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, has suggested 
a relationship between community structures and the incidence 
of crime (see, e.g., Lynd and Lynd, 1929; Angell, 1941; 
Clinard, 1966; Suttles, 1968; Parking, 1969; RogIer, 1967; 
Anderson, 1976). For example, it is generally suspected that 
effective control of property crimes, especially within a 
ghetto community, requires sufficient knowledge and friend
ship among neighbors so that: (1) there is a general tendency 
to reject the "temptation" to steal from a neighbor, (2) peo
ple will guard their neighbor's property, (3) strangers can 
be readily identified, and (4) residents will help if someone 
has been attacked. Such bonds would have to be quite strong, 
because economic pressures on ghetto dwellers can be overwhelm
ing. Certain social structures apparently facilitate the 
growth and maintenance of such unity, while others seem inimi
cal to their existence. These differences in social organiza
tion are the primary focus of this study. 

Perhaps one of the more useful and relevant formulations 
is Landecker's (1951) "types of (community) integration." He 
suggests four types of integration characteristic of any soc
ial group--cultural, communicative, normative, and functional. 
Neither size nor type of group is specified, but the city is 
used as a basic example. He admits that the types themselves 
must be considered provisional and may be modified depending 
upon the situation, and the interrelation among the four 
types is not examined. The four types of integration he 
identifies·not only seem relevant for examining differentials 
in the incidence of crime among subgroups in the black 
community, but they also possess the definite advantage of 
quantifiability. 

Cultural integration refers to the internal consistency 
of the cultural standards within a group. A lack of integra
tion exists when group values and expectations make conflicting 
demands upon members. Whether or not real culturally integrated, 
primarily black, communities can be found to exist in the 
urban areas of this country is, however, an empirical question. 
The feeling here is that there are pockets of such communities 
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in some urban areas. 

Normative integration is defined as the degree to which 
group conduct conforms to cultural standards. Relying upon 
the work of Angell (1941), Landecker suggests that a crime 
index covering the major categories of criminal behavior 
could be used as one measure of this variable. 

Communicative integration refers to the extent to which 
communicative contacts permeate the group. The concept is 
more individualistic than communal in Landecker's definition, 
dealing with the comprehensiveness of interpersonal communica
tion. One suggested index is the inverse of the number of 
isolates (i.e., those persons who have little or no communica
tion with other members of the group). However, it is also 
important to consider the size of communication networks. 
Quite large clusters indicate a greater degree of communica
tive integration than a pattern of numerous, small, isolated 
groupings. 

Functional integration was originally defined by Durkheim 
(1949) as the interdependence of group members through the 
division of labor. The concept is quite useful in reference 
to integration into urban society, implying that the more 
ties an individual has with the larger urban environment, the 
less likely he/she will contravene common norms of conduct. 
Ties could come through occupation, or through membership in 
organizations (local and non-local) or political parties. 

As suggested by Clinard and Abbott (1973) connections 
between Landecker's four types of integration can be made, thus 
suggesting a somewhat preliminary model, shown in Figure 1 
below: 

Functional 

Cultural Communicative Normative 

Figure 1 

The argument can be stated theoretically as follows: If 
two persons have the same cultural background, their ability 
to communicate is normally enhanced since they have shared 
meanings and experiences and lack many types of suspicions. 
And in the heterogenous urban environment, similarities 
receive added importance as forms of support (see Parkin, 
1969). A high degree of cultural integration would increase 
the probability of friendships and of an increased degree of 
communicative integration, which could act as effective 
forms of social control. Functional integration could affect 
the degree of normative integration--as this applies to 
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ndrms governing criminal conduct--in two ways. For one, the 
person could be in contact with unfavorable definitions of 
crime. Secondly, if the person has a job, power, or status 
through relations outside the community, he would be less 
inclined to jeopardize them through arrest and imprisonment. 

Collective response to crime at the community level is 
fundamentally rooted in the type of social structure that 
exists within individual communities. In this regard, two 
basic, related components are identified: (1) cohesion and 
(2) solidarity. The underlying notion here is that while 
crime may affect the social fabric of community life, resulting 
in the improvisation of various response mechanisms, the type 
of structure that exists in communities may also affect rates 
of criminal victimization. That is, there are communities 
where a type of social structure may exist independently of 
crime, and this, in turn, influences the rate of criminality. 
For example, communities which, over long periods, have shown 
high levels of social integration can be expected to demon
strate low rates of crime. Before examining the concept of 
social integration, however, a general overview of the related 
concepts cohesion and solidarity in discussions of criminality 
might be useful. 

The impact of crime can be said to be part of the larger 
issue of the effects of social conflict upon social cohesion 
and solidarity. The term cohesion refers to the structure of 
relationships between members of a collectivity. Solidarity 
refers to the disposition of the members of the collectivity. 
As Percy Cohen (1968: 135) notes: 

"The solidarity of a group, quasi-group or collectivity 
is a readiness to act in concert for certain purposss ••• 
Solidarity in any social system may derive from interests 
which stem from internal social relations, or it may 
result from external pressures, or as is common, it may 
result from both. But even internal bases of solidarity 
exist only because certain interests are opposed to those 
of outsiders, and external pressures can only create 
solidarity if they activate internal interests." 

Both Simmel (1955) and Coser (1956) have discussed the 
integrating effects of out-group conflict on in-groups. A 
large body of anthropological literature has shown that the 
rights, obligations and expected modes of behavior are imbedded 
in the structure of any society. Cross cutting ties between 
numbers of divisions within society produce cohesion while 
conflicts between divisions produce solidarity within the 
divisions (see Gluckman, 1959; Colson, 1953). The definition 
of the in-group is relative to the identity of the perceived 
out-group. Conflict between two tribes may unite the individual 
tribes but disrupt the region. Conflict between two classes 
within a tribe may unify the individual clans but may result, 
in the extreme, in the fission of the tribe, and so on. In a 
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similar fashion, conflict between ethnic groups may increase 
solidarity within each of the affected ethnic groups while 
dividing the larger "community." Suttles (1968) visualized 
this phenomenon as "segmentary opposition." 

To illustrate his point that crime undermines the fabric 
of social life, Conklin (1975) presents a number of cases 
which raise questions when viewed from the perspective of 
the relationship of insider/outsider groups. We will examine 
two of these illustrations as they relate to collective 
responses to the perceived threat of crime. 

The first case occurred in New York City (Conklin, 1975: 
66). In the neighborhood in question, much of the recent 
wave of violence has been attributed to blacks. Among the 
Jewish residents of the area there emerged strong feelings of 
"consciousness of kind" which was translated into many overt 
actions against blacks (such as resisting further black migra
tion). Conklin argues that the "Jews were made more conscious 
of themselves as a separate group facing a great (external) 
threat." This made them more hostile toward blacks. Conklin 
interpreted such actions as indicating that merely living 
together in a geographic area does not always mean a shared 
sense of "community." The community as a whole was not uni
fied," thereby producing in-group and out-group feelings 
within the same community. The in-group (in this case, the 
Jews) united in opposition to the out-group (the blacks). 
Thus, in a strictly Durkheimian sense (where community is 
defined by the extent of solidarity bonds among group members) 
the "community as a whole" was not a community at all. 

The second case which we shall draw on from Conklin is 
one most central to the issue of collective responses to 
crime , namely, the mass mur·der of the Clutter family. reported 
by Truman Capote (1965). The social situation in this rural 
Kansas town distinguishes it from the urban environments with 
which we are concerned in this study. First, the community 
was relatively crime free when contrasted with urban locales. 
Second, the crime was of a particularly heinous nature when 
contrasted with the crime problems which most frequently 
plague cities; namely, burglary, purse snatching, muggings, 
etc. Third, the victims were particularly well known and 
"well respected" by all members of the community. (As such, 
Skogan and Maxfield's [1979] notion of vicarious victimization 
goes a long way in explaining individual reactions to crime.) 
A fourth distinction, as Conklin notes, is the inability of 
the members of this isolated community to identify a group or 
set of individuals as the probable perpetrators of the crime. 

This latter condition, namely the inability to identify 
an out-group, highlights an important factor for our study 
of black collective responses to crime. As argued earlier, 
following Simmel (1955) and Coser (1956), it is in opposition 
to out-groups that in-group solidarity is enhanced. Thus, 
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the identification of a group, class, or category of perpetra
tors, or at minimum an individual perpetrator, is an important 
factor in understanding black collective responses e 

The perspective outlined here argues that human .collecti
vities will unite and react to crime if they constitute a 
community that is able to identify itself as insiders and if 
an opposing group of outsiders (in a sociological rather than 
geographical sense) can also be identified. It does not 
argue that solidarity will be increased within a geographic 
locale where there are few cross-cutting ties and where resi
dents feel no sense of community. In this case, solidarity 
may have to be created. 

Although solidarity can occur spontaneously through 
collective action (see Cohen 1968: 137),. it may have to be 
created to defend common interests. According to Cohen (1968: 
136): ~In some cases solidarity results from group participa
tion in common activities, and the sharing of common ideas 
and values." This possibility is recognized i~ a recent 
request for proposals by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration (LEAA). In that solicitation it was noted: "Fear 
of crime can motivate citizens to interact with each other 
and engage in anti-crime efforts" (LEAA, 1977: 5-8). The 
efficacy of this notion has yet to be tested by black 
researchers in black urban populations. 

The above discussion has two main implications for that 
part of our study which deals with black collective responses 
to crime. First, social solidarity (i.e., shared dispositions 
rather than individual psychological status) is related to 
the ability to mobilize collective responses to crime. Second, 
the ability to identify an out-group is related to the ability 
to define the in-group; for it is only in opposition to 
outsiders that insiders are unified. Moreover, the particular 
identity of the perceived out-group (ethnically or otherwise) 
is related to the steps which will be taken to reduce crime 
in the neighborhood. 

Wirth (1938) argued that the process of urbanization 
results in the reduction of the individual's primary ties 
(i.e., the network of internal social relations), thereby 
weakening the sense of community in the neighborhood. More 
recently Wilson (1975: 30) points out that "increasingly the 
central city is coming to be made up of persons who have no 
interest, or who face special disabilities, in creating and 
maintaining a sense of community." In contrast to Wilson, 
however, some urban ethnographic studies (e.g., Whyte, 1943; 
Suttles, 1968) have demonstrated that the process described 
by Wirth and Wilson is not a universal urban phenomenon. 

Clearly, not all urban locales demonstrate the kind of 
"moral" ties that Durkheim visualized. But it is equally 
clear that not all urban locales are disorganized. Rather, 
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we suggest that there are degrees of social solidarity, 
(primarily within black urban locales) which tend to fall 
along a continuum, from "high" degrees of social solidarity 
to "low" degrees of social solidarity. Since the degree and 
nature of social solidarity differs across locales (as does 
the perception of out-groups), we would expect differences in 
the extent and nature of collective responses to crime. 

In his chapter on Crime and Community, Wilson (1975: 21) 
begins, like Conklin, by asserting that "predatory crime does 
not merely victimize individuals, it impedes and, in the 
extreme case, even prevents the formation and maintenance of 
community~n Wilson claims that this occurs because ties 
between neighbors become disrupted. No evidence is presented, 
however, and it is not clear from his analysis why fear of 
crime (often translated as fear of strangers) should disrupt 
ongoing ties between people who know one another. Despite 
this beginning, Wilson moves quickly to the failure of commu
nity and problems of controling the immediate environment, 
thus linking the problems of crime in the community with the 
inability of urban communities to exercise a degree of social 
control. 

As long ago as 1918, George Herbert Mead pointed out 
that although crime may sometimes increase community solidar
ity and reduce the tendency toward criminal behaviors, actions 
of solidarity do not deal with the underlying causes of crime. 
This assumption might even be more applicable to the situation 
of urban blacks. It is, however, an empirical question which 
will be addressed in later chapters. 

The theoretical perspectives outlined here raise three 
main questions which constitute the core of what is being 
researched in this study. First, how is crime perceived in a 
mostly black urban community? Is it a problem of such stagger
ing proportions as to disrupt social and community life? Are 
residents engaging in collective and/or individual responses 
to crime? If so, what are these responses and what are the 
motivations or factors which result in residents doing some
thing about crime on a collective basis? Is the motivating 
factor fear, as is implied in one LEAA solicitation? Or is 
some other social process at work? Second, what are the 
factors implied in notions of social solidarity, cohesion and 
community which not only influence reactions to crime among 
urban blacks but may also serve to deter crime? And finally, 
are there differences across mostly black urban communities 
with respect to perceptions of the crime problem, collective 
responses to crime, fear of crime, and the extent of social 
solidarity, cohesion t and shared sense of community? And if 
there are differences, how can we explain these differences? 
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FEAR OF CRIME 

As Skogan and Maxfield (1980) found, "crime and fear are 
related problems, but they do not always go together." The 
"fear of crime" is no less true for mostly black communities 
than it is for predominantly white communities. Part of this 
research is an attempt to understand the apparent paradox be
tween the "fear of crime" and the actual extent of criminality 
in specific black communities. Fear of crime is explicitly 
measured in our survey reported below. Fear is especially 
pronounced among the elderly, data from a recent National 
Institute of Justice study has shown that -3 out of 4 elderly 
people deliberately limit their activities because of fear 
of crime. According to the report, the fear sometimes becomes 
emotionally crippling, restricting the elderly's social life, 
and thus further contributing to the already existing feelings 
of loneliness and depression. In most cases, the fears are 
unwarranted. The aged are less frequently victims of actual 
crime than are the young. The older a person becomes the 
less chance that he or she will be victimized. ("Police 
Service Delivery to the Elderly," 1981). 

In a recent survey conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Center (NaRC) interviewers asked a random sample of 
Americans if there is a place in their neighborhood "where 
you would be afraid to walk alone at night." Those surveys 
have given us a fair reading of the state of public opinion 
since 1965. They point to a steady increase in fear, from a 
low of 31 percent "yes" to a high of 45 percent "yes." 
However, reports of fear increased primarily during the 1967-
1974 period, and they too have remained at virtually the same 
level since then (see Baumer and DuBow, 1977). 

within our study we are concerned with the fear of crime 
within certain black communities. We expect, as in previous 
studies, that persons who live in middle-income, low-crime 
tracts will have the least fear of crime and that those in 
low-income, high-crime tracts will show the highest relative 
fear of crime. We suspect that there is a strong correlation 
between tract type and fear of crime. 

Fear of crime generally predicts behavioral characteris
tics of persons within tracts. If we can in some way suggest 
ways to lower the fear threshold, then we believe that it's 
possible to reduce the high rates of criminal violence within 
some black communities. 

While there is extensive national data on "fear of 
crime," there is no comparable data on what people do about 
crime, which, presumably, would be the best barometer of its 
impact on their lives. There is an ample supply of anecdotal 
and media accounts of the debilitating impact of crime on 
the quality of life. Responses to crime may be grouped into 
two broad categories: collective or group response and 
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individual response. A collective response. to crime, as 
defined here, is an activity in which unrelated individuals 
act jointly to "do something about crime." The collective 
quality of the response may involve a large or small number 
of people and may be highly organized or spontaneous and infor
mal. A number of collective responses have been accomplished 
in cooperation with others, such as neighborhood surveillance 
programs. 

Individual response, on the other hand, involves activi
ties that individuals undertake on their own initiative. 
People of all races, ethnic groups, and regions are known to 
stay behind locked doors, avoid public transportation, shun 
shopping downtown, decline to go out "on the town" for enter
tainment, and avoid involvement with strangers, even when in 
need of help. While this latter set of consequences for 
daily living are only indirect indicators of the effect of 
crime upon the quality of life in America. They reflect its 
impact upon some of the most" fundamental human values includ
ing: freedom of movement and affiliation with others, freedom 
from fear and anxiety, and the quest for community based on 
mutual trust and dependence. The latter is an all together 
important ingredient in anti-crime efforts. 

However, the relation between rates of criminal victimi
zation and type of response mechanisms is not a simple one. 
Crime rates for areas do not always correspond with what 
residents report doing. Furstenberg (1972), for instance, 
found that even in very high crime areas of Baltimore, on0~ 
quarter of his respondents reported taking no particular 
precautions against crime, while in the "safest" areas about 
one-quarter did a great deal in their neighborhood to avoid 
being victimized. Wilson (1976) found that in Portland, 
people who lived in the lowest crime areas were the ones who 
reported spending the most on security. 

In many cases, it is necessary to look beyond people's 
direct qnd personal experiences to understand what they think 
about crime and what they do in response to it. High levels 
of fear expressed in the present and related studies do not 
always square with what people do about crime. In particular, 
the rate at which incidences are reported to the police by 
victims is surprisingly low even in major crime categories. 
Many people are, in fact, careless with regard to their 
persons and property. For example, a large proportion of 
the burglaries recorded in victimization surveys are carried 
out without need for forcible entry, through unlocked 
doors or windows (see U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

The problems of crime, fear and response measures appear 
to be worse in cities. For one thing, crime rates are cer
tain ly higher there. In fact, there +s ample evidence that 
in all parts of the world, and for most of this century, 
crime has been more frequent in urban centers than in the 
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surrounding countryside (see Archor, et al., 1978). Serious 
assaultive violence, handgun use ahd robbery are so heavily 
concentrated in the big cities of this country that the over
all national violent crime rate is highly contingent upon 
socia~ and economic events and conditions there (Skogan, 
1979). The same opinion surveys that track fear of crime 
over time also indicate that fear is more pervasive in large 
metropolitan cities, among all social groups. 

Anxiety over crime increases with city size at almost 
every step, although there is a substantial jump in levels of 
fear in places over 100,000 population. Again, however, 
while this phenomenon is fairly generalizable, it has not 
been specifically examined for blacks living in major metro
politan centers. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW AND STUDIES RELATING 
CRIME AMONG BLACKS TO CULTURE 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The review of the literature on blacks and crime is 
designed to provide a brief overview of some of the works of 
black and white scholars who have addressed the issue of the 
relationship between blacks and crime. While some of the 
studies do not specifically concern themselves with community, 
they nevertheless address issues such as crime and delinquency 
that relate directly to minority communities. Most of these 
studies were used to assist us in framing questions that 
relate to the black community. 

An examination of the literature on blacks and crime 
reveal two perspectives. White authors were generally theore
tical in their approach, attempting to devise theories that 
in some way applied to criminal behavior within the black 
culture. Black authors were more concerned with societal 
problems that created crime and delinquency and leaned in the 
direction of racial discrimination as one,of the participating 
causes of high rates of crime within black communities. 

One cannot conduct research on com~unity societal struc
tures without reference to earlier work~ 'riompleted by the 
faculty of the Chicago School of Sociology. ,The studies of 
Shaw (1929) and Shaw and McKay (1~3l) are considered to be 
the most important studies conducted on delinquency areas 
within cities. By systematically plotting official residences 
of delinquents on a map of Chicago, Shaw and McKay found that 
the delinquency rate systematically declined the further the 
zone was from the c'enter of the city. In 1942, after comple
tion of a replicate study, Shaw and McKay concluded that a 
strong correlation existed between social and economic status 
and rates of delinquency. 

Lander (1954) replicated the Shaw and McKay studies in 
Baltimore, Maryland •. Although Lander found that the highest 
rate of delinquency was located in the central city, unlike 
Shaw and McKay he did not find that it decreased as one m6ved 
in zones away from the center of the city. He concluded that 
the concentric zone approach may oversimplify rates of delin
quency. He further postulated that it was not the physical 
condition of the city but, rather, its degree of social stabil
ity which is related to crime and delinquency. He arrived at 
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this conclusion after comparing high and low rates of delin
quency among Blacks within the same physical area. He took 
home ownership to be the indicator of stability and social 
integration (although he admitted that this might not always 
be the case). Lander concluded that "the delinquency rate 
in a stable community will be low in spite of its being 
characterized by bad housing, poverty and propinquity to the 
center city." On the other hand, he argued, one would "expect 
a high delinquency rate in an area characterized by normless
ness and social instability" (Lander, 1954:89). 

Ecological studies are particularly relevant as they 
portray the causation of crime among delinquents as a signi
ficant phenomenon related to deterioration of the inner city. 
While the earlier studies were concerned primarily with immi
grants, today the blacks and the poor predominate in the 
cities and the theory of concentric zones is still rele
vant. 

The theory of differential association (Sutherland, 
1934) was perhaps the first systematic formulation to deal 
directly with criminal behavior (see Sutherland & Cressey, 
1966). Suthe~land postulated that a "person becomes criminal 
because of an excess of definitions favorable to violation of 
law over definitions unfavorable to violation of law." That 
"definitions of Criminal Behavior are learned in a normal 
learning process. This learning includes: (a) techniques 
of committing the crime, which are sometimes very complicated, 
sometimes very simple; and (b) the specific direction of 
motives, drives, rationalizations and attitudes" (Sutherland 
& Cressey, 1966: 81). 

Differential association theory has been widely critized 
by such authors as Bloch and Geis (1962, 1970), Matza (1964), 
Cohen, Lindesmith and Schuessler (1956), Lemert (1953), Short 
(1960), and Reiss and Rhodes (1964). In this regard, Burgess 
and Akers have written: 

The attempts to subject the theory to empirical test 
are marked by inconsistent findings both within the 
same study and between studies ••• nearly all have 
indicated difficulty in operationalizing the concepts 
and recommend that the theory be modified in such a way 
that it becomes more amenable to empirical testing. 
(Burgess & Akers, 1966: 129) 

Nevertheless, other theories of crime causation have 
arisen using differential association as a starting point 
(see e.g., Glaser, 1960; Cloward & Ohlin, 1960). 

Sutherland's theory of differential associ~tion played a 
vital part in direrting the attention of criminologists to 
the sub-cultural sapport of criminal behavior. 
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Merton (1938) using Durkheim's concept of anomie, linked 
crime and deviance in American society to the disjunction 
between goals and means. Merton suggested that American 
society places great emphasis on individual success, while at 
the same time it does not provide the means for all indivi
duals to achieve a degree of success. He felt that deviant 
behavior is not generated simply by the lack of opportunities, 
but that 

••• a comparatively rigidified class structur~, a feuda
listic or caste order, may limit such opportunities far 
beyond the point which obtains in our society today. 
It is only when a system of cultural values extols, 
virtually above all else, certain common symbols of 
success for the population at large while its social 
structure rigorously restricts or completely eliminates 
access to approved modes of acquiring these symbols for 
a considerable part of the same population that antisocial 
behavior ensues on a considerable scale (Merton, 1938: 
672-682) • 

Merton's Social Structure and Anomie has been included 
in many anthologies and is often seen as a starting juncture 
for criminologists who attempt to link crime and social 
structure (Sykes, 1978: 265). 

In 1938, Sellin proposed "culture conflict" as an explan
ation of crime causation. Sellin argued that conduct norms 
are present for every defined group to which the individual 
belongs. There is a right (normal) and a wrong (abnormal) 
way of acting in specific situations. Culture conflict, 
then, is the inevitable result of a clash between conduct 
norms of differing cultures. Conflict was also used as an 
explanation for crime (but in a different context) by VoId 
(1958) and Dahrendorf (1959). Sellin's theory of "culture 
conflict" has sometimes been viewed by black authors as appli
cable to the consideration of race and crime (Staples, 1976: 
218). 

There were many studies relating to blacks and crime in 
the 1940's but most dealt with differential treatment within 
the criminal justice syste:in. One of the most important 
studies was conducted by Johnson (1941) who compared 220 
homicide cases in Richmond, Virginia from 1930--1939 and 330 
homicides in five counties in North Carolina from 1930-1940. 
Johnson compared homicides committed by blacks against other 
blacks, whites against blacks, whites against whites and 
blacks against whites. Johnson found that blacks received 
the most severe penalty when they committed crimes against 
whites followed by white-white, black-black and white-black. 
Johnson's study has been criticiLed on the grounds that he 
lumped all homicides together and failed to control for 
other aspects of legal sentencing--i.e., prior record (see 
Debro, 1975: 90). Garfinkel (1949) published a study using 
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data on all homicides from 1930-40 in North Carolina and 
found virtually the same results. 

In the early 1950's a number of white sociologists/ 
criminologists posited the idea of subcultural explanations 
of crime and delinquency. Cohen (1955) was one of the lead
ing exponents. He used the work of Merton in his theory of 
the lower class youngster, suggesting that the lower class 
boy accepts the goals of the middle class (learned through 
parental expectations and the media) but is unable to achieve 
those goals through socially acceptable means. This then 
leads to the development of a delinquent subculture whose 
values and subsequent delinquent activity'can be characterized 
as non-utilitarian, malicious, negativistic and further char
acterized by short-run hedonism and group autonomy. However, 
Reiss and Rhode's (1963) study produced results that generally 
questioned the validity of that theory. And Sykes and Matza's 
(1957) "techniques of neutralization" the6ry was generally 
critical of Cohen's theory. 

Also writing in the 1950's was Miller (1958). His work, 
however, departed slightly from Cohen's. Miller viewed lower 
class delinquents as responding to a distinct set of lower 
class "focal concerns," and that lower class values are 
internally generated. He concluded that "the dominant compo
nent of the motivation of delinquent behavior engaged in by 
members of the lower-class corner groups involves a positive 
effort to achieve status, conditions or qualities valued 
within the working class milieu" (Miller, 1958: 18). 

Writing in the late 1960's, Cloward ,and Ohlin (1960) 
attempted to integrate the earlier formulations of Cohen 
(1955), Merton (1938), and Sutherland. '~loward and Ohlin 
stated: "Given limited access to succest~goals by legitimate 
means, the very nature of the delinquent response that may 
result will vary according to the availability of variouS 
illegitimate means (Cloward & Ohlin, 1960: 152). The opportu
nities available will dictate which of the three delinquent 
subcultures (criminal, where illegal means are predominant; 
retreatist, where consumption of drugs prevail; and conflict, 
where violence wins status) will assume dominance in a partic
ular social setting. 

~wo other authors, Clark and Wenninger (1962), conducted 
a study of high school students in northern Illinois. They 
administered questionnaires to students from four distinct 
communities which they categorized as rural-farm, lower-urban 
(black area in Chicago), industrial city (area of the city 
with much industry present), and upper-urban (upper class 
area). Clark and Wenninger found that as one moves from 
rural-farm, to upper urban, to industrial city, to lower 
urban, the incidences of offenses become larger and at the 
same time more serious. They concluded that social class 
differentiation within status areas is apparently not related 
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to illegal behavior. They further suggest that there are 
community wide norms which are related to illegal behavior 
and to which juveniles adhere regardless of their social 
class origins. Finally, they indicated that subcultures 
characterized by more serious offenses will only be found in 
large, lower-class, urban areas. 

Reiss and Rhodes (1963) conducted a study which led them 
to question some aspects of Cohen's theory. They found that 
although some adolescents express status deprivation, the 
majority do not, and the "actual relationship between status 
deprivation and delinquency is so low that it makes the postu
late of little value to the theory" (see Reiss and Rhodes 
1963: 1987). 

Also in 1963, Becker contributed to the prior knowledge 
of labeling theory (see Tannenbaum, 1938; Lemert, 1951) and 
its relationship to criminal behavior. According to Becker: 
" ••• whether or not a given act is delinquent depends in part 
on what other people do about it ••• Deviance is not a quality 
that lies in behavior itself but in the "interaction between 
the person who commits the act and those who respond to it" 
(see Becker, 1963: 9). One of the reasons labeling theory 
has been given so much attention is the effect that it can 
have on those that receive a label. This is based upon the 
notion that people will respond differently to a stereotypic 
label, thus making the label a self-fulfilling prophecy (see 
also Schur, 1973; Skolnick and Schwartz, 1962). 

Unrelated to labeling theory, Matza· (1964) developed his 
theory of delinquency and drift. The main thrust of his 
argument is that a delinquent merely "drifts" into delinq
uency. He characterized the delinquent as an actor that " ••• 
is neither compelled nor committed to deeds nor freely choos
ing them; neither different in any simple or fundamental sense 
from the law abiding; nor the same; conforming to certain 
traditions in American life while partially unreceptive to 
other more conventional traditions; and finally an actor whose 
motivational system may be explored along lines explicitly 
commended by classical criminology - his peculiar relationship 
to legal institutions" (Matza, 1964: 28). 

Chambliss (1974) compared functional and conflict theories 
of crime causation. He noted that conflict theory [also 
referred to as "critical criminology" (Sykes, 1974); "radical 
criminology" or "conflict approach" (Taylor, Walton and Young, 
1973)] has become increasingly important as a causal explana
tion of crime. In comparing the schools of thought, he grouped 
together sociological approaches, ecological approaches, 
lower class approaches and labeling theory declaring that 
this comprised the functionalist approach. In general, he 
described the functionalist approach as accepting value consen
sus as a reflection of criminal law and the tendency to look 
for universal needs in all societies. He further argued that 
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empirical data collected for studies of the functionalist 
approach merely tried to make theories fit with this empirical 
data, based on value consensus. He concluded by stating that 
all that is left for the criminologist to do is to explain 
why some people accept the prevailing values and some don't. 

In reviewing conflict theory~ Chambliss (1974) argued 
that this theory is founded on Marxism and does not recognize 
the importance of value consensus as a starting point for 
analysis. He further points out that when value consensus 
exists, it is a result of the rule of one class of people 
over another. Criminal law does not reflect custom, according 
to Chambliss; rather, it reflects the desire of the ruling 
class to maintain its own interests at the expense of those 
being ruled. Criminal behavior is then viewed as the struggle 
between rulers and the ruled, all in the interest of pr~serving 
the existing social order. 

Quinney (1974: 11-13), the most prolific writer on the 
subject of conflict theory, proposes that the social scientist 
begin to "look critically at the legal order and question 
the assumptions behind the phenomena." He agrees with general 
conflict theory regarding the struggle between the ruling class 
and those ruled but takes conflict theory one step further by 
calling for the establishment of a socialist system (Quinney, 
1977: 165). 

Sykes (1974) says that he is not sure whether critical 
criminology is valid as it is presently only a "viewpoint, 
a perspective or an orientation" (Sykes, 1974: 212). He 
argues that the discrimination of the upper class over the 
lower class and other minorities has not been confirmed and 
he cites Chiricos and Waldo's (1975) study as an example. 
Chiricos and Waldo empirically tested the ~onflict hypothesis 
that the most severe criminal sanctions are imposed on the 
lower socioeconomic class. They concluded that "the hypothesis 
will have to be abandoned, or at least modified" if it is to 
have any impact on the theory (Chiricos and Waldo, 1975: 
768). They-further suggested that more studies should be 
done that analyze extralegal factors (e.g., sex, socioeconomic 
status and race) in relationship to legal factors (e.g., 
seriousness of offense and prior record). 'Sykes states that 
"for critical criminology to make a significant contribution 
to the sociology of crime, it must avoid the error of believing 
that because the legal stigma of crime does not match the 
occurrence of crime-in-general in the total population, the 
stigma is necessarily based on irrelevant factors such as in
come and race. Certain patterns of criminal behavio~ still 
have much to do with the matter" (Sykes, 1974: 213). 

On the other hand, Sykes concludes his article on a 
positive note by stating that "if critical criminology can 
help us solve the issue of inequality before t~e law in 
terms of income and race, while still confronting the need 
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to control crime, it will contribute a great deal" (Sykes, 
1974: 213). 

There have been very few definitive studies on crime 
conducted in black neighborhoods by black authors. 

w. E. B. DuBois was the first black author to investigate 
and write about crime in the black community. His publication, 
The Philadelphia Negro (1899) was a major sociological work 
concerning crime in the black slum area of Philadelphia. 
DuBois' 1904 monograph, ("Some notes on Negro crime particularly 
in Georgia") linked crime to discrimination, the movement 
from slavery to freedom, and the double standards of justice 
within the court system. Later, as a scholar at Atlanta 
University, DuBois would participate in a conference on the 
"Study of Black Problems" held in 1913. At the conference, 
he reiterated his views on the causal factors of black crime 
and added the following: (a) the difficulty of the young in 
adjusting to a caste system, (b) poverty, (c) poor home train
ing, (d) discouragement arising from lawless treatment and 
withdrawal of civil and political rights, and (e) the lack of 
self-respect under a caste system. DuBois' works greatly 
influenced later views of black crime by black authors. 

Root (1927), for example, found that blacks occupied 
the poorest homes in the poorest districts and that vice and 
crime flourished in those areas. He concluded that the black 
offender is the victim of a vicious circle of social, biologi
cal and economic forces which result in" criminal behavior. 
He found that black offenders had a lack of education and 
vocational skills and did not use leisure time properly. 
They were also victims of a caste system which forced the 
offender to live in discarded houses. Root concluded that 
blacks, because of their social and eco~o~ic condition, are 
forced to feel inferior and are humiliated in many ways. 
Thus, these factors must be considered in judging the status 
of blacks in the criminal world. 

Reid (1931) listed the causes of crime among blacks as 
unemployment and underemployment. In his study of black 
prisoners in New York, he found that the offenders were typi
cally young, unmarried and lived with a single parent prior 
to their eighteenth birthday. All had less than ten years of 
formal schooling prior to the commission of the offense. 

Moses (1936) published a study on community factors in 
Negro delinquency which was based on the zonal theories of 
Shaw and McKay (1931). He noted that this theory had parti
cular relevance to the black community as blacks comprised 
the greatest proportion of the inner city population. He 
attributed black delinquency to be the product of migration 
and settlement in areas of rapid deterioration. This migra
tion was a direct result of blacks moving to the Northern 
cities (presumably to escape widespread aiscrimination in the 
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South) and settling in areas where they could afford to live-
i.e., the inner city, where housihg was cheapest. Since 
blacks could not move away from the inner city because of 
housing discrimination in suburban areas, a stagnated popula
tion resulted, (see Report of the National Advisory Commission 
on Civil Disorder 1967: 101-105). 

Frazier (1932), one of the most important authors of his 
time, also advocated the Chicago School's zonal theory of 
crime. He proposed that the "extent, rtature and cause of 
crime among blacks will continue as long as they are discrimi
nated against in employment and .are forced to live in ghettos." 
Further, he noted that "social disorganization was the key to 
crime and discrimination among blacks" (in Debro, 1978: 40). 
He concluded that it was the deteriorated areas of the inner 
city that bred crime and suggested that, as a result, black 
crime rates would be no higher than white rates when studies 
of the relationship of crime to social disorganization were 
conducted. 

Himes (1938), in his study of crime in Columbus, Ohio, 
conceptualized four periods in the history of black crime 
as related to population trends in various city areas. The 
first period was characterized by "vice" crimes in the central 
part of the city. The second period began as the center city 
began to expand as the result of the northward black migration. 
Blacks entered these cities at the points of least resistance 
-- i.e., near the center of the city. As they moved out 
into more peripheral areas, they came into greater contact 
with the white population. This resulted in certain social 
and racial antagonisms between whites and blacks which led, 
eventually, to the gradual deprivation of services, such as 
theaters, hotels, cafes, restaurants and other public places 
to the black community. 

The third stage that Himes identified began with this 
isolation of the immigrant blacks; such isolation set the 
stage for social alienation and the concomitant development 
of a poor self-image among this group. As a result, a life
style of crime and delinquency developed ultimately leading 
to a way of life that condoned illegal activities in future 
generations. 

The fourth stage was characterized by conflicts between 
parent and child. The parent, a product of a southern mental
ity which advocated law and order, abhored their children's 
participation in criminal activities; as a result alienation 
within the family developed. 

Similar themes were maintained in other investigations. 
Blue (1948) studied juveniles referred to court in Detroit 
and found that economic status was more predictive of juvenile 
delinquency than race. However, he concluded that the c0mbined 
effects of race and economic status lead to a higher incidence 
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of juvenile delinquency (see Blue, 1948: 469-477). 

Lloyd (1950), using data from The Children's Bureau and 
FBI reports, proposed that the causal factors related to 
delinquency were environmental. He advocated looking towards 
character building in children, citizenship training, parental 
education and the strengthening of home life as examples of 
how to prevent delinquency. 

In 1959, The Journal of'Negro'Education devoted an entire 
issue to the question of delinquency causation among blacks. 
In this issue, Clark examined the relationship between the 
psychology of minority status and delinquency. Hill saw the 
deviant behavior of minority youths as a "way of life" in an 
urban environment. Unlike Hill and Clarki Hipps suggested 
that, since the home and neighborhood are strong conditioning 
factors toward delinquency, public schools should be altered 
so that they can become the preventors, rather than modifiers, 
of juvenile delinquency. 

Vontress (1962) then proposed a multifaceted theory of 
crime causation with the major focus on the factors of discri
mination and segregation. He saw unemployment, inadequate 
housing, population density, lack of education, frustration 
and other aspects of the surrounding environment as contribu
ting to crime. These he viewed as the result of discrimination 
and segregation. He also noted that the crime statistics are 
unreliable because of discrimination within the system of 
criminal justice which predisposes blacks to more frequent 
arrests and convictions than whites. Vontress' contribution 
to the understanding of crime causation among blacks can be 
summarized in the following quotation: 

"Listing an 'infestive' or 'slum environment as the 
cause of crime among Negros is inadequate. The basic 
cause is multivarious; it consists of a melange of 
attitudes and practices which have become institution· 
alized in American culture. Crime and other social 
maladjustments are common accompaniments of life in 
highly compressed ghettos; and as long as there exists 
economic insecurity and substandard conditions of living 
for large segments of people who are victims of segrega
tion and discrimination in a land of ~equality,' so 
long are high crime rates to be expected among Negroes" 
(Vontress, 1962: 115). 

In the late 1950's and early 1960's, considerable atten
tion was focused on Merton's theory of deviant behavior. 
Epps (1967) sought to test some hypotheses which he derived 
from the theory. Briefly, Merton's theory suggested that 
delinquency was due to the disparity in our society between 
culturally prescribed success goals and the means of achieving 
them. "When a large part of the population is restricted 
from achieving success by the culturally prescribed means~ 
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th~y will have the greatest pressure tow~rd delinquency" 
(Merton, 1957: 114). The hypotheses that Epps derived from 
Merton's theory included: 

1. Juvenile delinquency is most prevalent in the lower 
socioeconomic strata; 

2. High aspirations for achieving success goals are 
held by individuals in all social strata; 

3. Ethnic minorities, because of limited access to 
legitimate avenues of achieving success goals, have 
a high frequency of delinquent behavior (Epps, 
1967: 16-27). 

Epps then devised and administered a questionnaire to 
346 juniors (159 white students~ III Negro students and 76 
oriental students) at a Seattle, Washington high school. His 
findings indicated that: 

1. Juvenile delinquency did not differ among various 
socioeconomic levels; 

2. The differences between the rates of delinquent 
behavior among white and Negro boys were not statis
tically significant; 

3. High aspirations for achieving success goals were 
not found in all social strata (e.g., 60 percent 
of the Negroes did not expect to obtain a college 
degree) and those lower-status students with high 
aspirations exhibited no more delinquent behavior 
than did those with low aspirations. 

He concluded that Merton's theory was not supported by the 
results. 

One of the most important studies dealing with crime 
within the black community is the study completed by The 
National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (1968). The 
commission cited as causes of crime the following: (1) concen
tration of the Negro population in urban areas coupled with 
the white exodus from the cities and residential segregation; 
(2) unemployment and underemployment; (3) the "culture of 
poverty" that results from unemployment and family disorgani
zation (i.e., lack of supervision for children and an absent 
father); and (4) police practices. 

The commission concluded that black crime is a result of 
the "culture of poverty" that generates a system of ruthless, 
exploitative relationships within the ghetto, i.e: 

Young people are acutely conscious of a system which 
appears to offer rewards to those who illegally exploit 
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others and failure to those who struggle under traditional 
responsibilities. Under these circumstances, many adopt 
exploitation and "hustle" as a way of life, disclaiming 
both work and marriage in favor of casual and temporary 
liaisons. This pattern reinforces itself from one gene
ration to the next~ creating a "culture of poverty" and 
an ingrained cynicism about society and its institutions 
(The National Advis6rycommiss~onon·tivii Disorders, 
1968: 129-130). 

A questionnaire was also administered to 1,200 residents 
in the twenty cities that experienced the most damage from 
the riots. The results of the questionnaires indicated 
that, according to the residents, the precipitating factors 
of crime were: 

1. Police practices; 

2. Unemployment/underemployment (e.g., joblessness or 
inadequate jobs; discriminatory practices by labor 
unions, local and state governments, state employment 
services as well as private employment agencies); 

3. Inadequate housing; 

4. Poor education (e.g., de facto segregation, poor 
quality of instruction [facilities]); 

5. Recreation; 

6. Political structure (e.g., lack of adequate black 
representation in the political structure, lack of 
response to legitimate grievances or a non-existent 
grievance mechanism). 

Clearly, changes have been made in police practices and 
black representation in the political structure but, by and 
large, the four additional causal factors are still present 
within poor black communities. 

Despite all the works of black authors, it was not uhtil 
the 1970's that blacks with Ph. D.s in criminology began to 
appear. It was at this juncture in time that the greatest 
portion of literary works which offered explanations of blacks 
and crime was contributed by black authors. 

In 1973, the Institute for Urban Affairs and Research 
at Howard University was instrumental in bringing together 
black practitioners in the field of criminology and criminal 
justice for a symposium on blacks and the criminal justice 
system. A book was then produced which contained the views 
of the six leading black criminal justice practitioners. 
While these authors were not concerned with developinq theor
ies, their explanations of crime and blacks emphaslzea (1) 
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the underrepresentation of blacks employed within the criminal 
justice system~ (2) discrimination in the enforcement of 
laws~ and (3) the role of blacks employed in the criminal 
justice system (see Debro, 1978: 55). 

A year later, Davis (1974) published an article that 
maintained historical injustices inflicted upon Blacks under 
the law in this country have produced a black consciousness 
which views the law as simply another instrument for upholding 
white supremacy. Hi$ main focus is an understanding of the 
motives for committing crimes. Davis maintains that three 
conditions affect the emergence of criminality among blacks: 

1. The awareness of grievances concerning unjust 
conditions leading to low respect for law enforce
ment among blacks~ 

2. The awareness and acceptance of illegal methods 
as adequate solutions to these grievances; 

3. The willingness to engage in illegal activity 
as a solution to grievances resulting from 
feelings of injustice. 

In 1976, Davis published another work in which he criti
cized criminologists for perpetuating the unreal criminal 
threat from the black community to the dominant (white) soci
ety. Reviewing both crime and population data, he attempted 
to show that, "Blacks predominately commit property crimes,n 
and that nthe black rate of violent offenses, while substan
tially greater than that for whites, still accounts for 
only a minor portion of black crime" (Davis, 1976: 96). 

Staples (1974, 1975, 1976), in a series of articles and 
books, offered a theory of crime causation in black communities. 
In these works he applied Fanon's (1963) analysis of colonial 
relationships in Africa to the American pattern of racial 
dominance and sUbjugation. According to the precepts of the 
colonial model, crime by blacks in America is structured by 
their relationship with the racially dominant group who, in 
essence, defines what constitutes crime (Staples, 1976: 224). 
According to Staples, "Marcuse (1970) understood this well, 
as he wrote, 'The language of the prevailing law and order 
••• not only defines and condemns the enemy, it also creates 
him~ and his creation is not the enemy as he really is but as 
he must be in order to perform his function for the establish
ment'" (Staples, 1976: 219). In addition, he argued that the 
function that blacks provide "is to remain jobless thereby 
creating a surplus of labor (to artifically deflate wages) 
and a greater availability of black men for the draft n 
(Staples, 1975: 3-4). He further posits that violence is 
learned and it is learned from the colonizer i.e., white 
America. Perhaps Pinkney (1972) best describes this phenomenon 
in this quote: "while the victims of black violence are mostly 
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other blacks, the white majority and its political leaders 
have set an example of violence fbr black youth by its histor
ical acts of aggression against Tflird World people in the 
United States and throughout the world" (see Staples, 1975: 
6). Staples further describes colonization as a form of 
social control which is maintained by the police, judicial 
system and prison. 

Along these same lines, Goodman (1976) criticizes crime 
research that plays up the importance of crime resulting from 
poverty-ridden and socially deprived conditions and down 
plays middle-class, "white collar" crime. Goodman further 
proposes that this research is not used to change the condi
tions under which blacks have been forced to live; rather, it 
is used to justify greater law enforcement involvement within 
the black community. 

In 1977, a symposium for Black Law Enforcement Officials 
was held on the subject of black-on-black crime. This confe
ence resulted in the creation of a National Organization of 
Black Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE). In addition, the 
participants proposed that the major causes of crime were 
economic--i.e., poverty, inadequate housing, lack of quality 
education, and unemployment (see Bryce, 1977). 

Also in 1977, the Urban League convened a conference 
with seven of the country's black criminologists, along with 
criminal justice practioners and lay people. A paper presented 
by Napper (1977) called for a redefinition of crime. Napper 
argued that crime is a violation of basic human rights (e.g., 
food, shelter and human dignity) and that the denial of these 
rights is criminal. 

On the subject of the police and their relationship to 
crime, Brown (1977) stated: 

" ••• the mission of the police was developed for white 
people and not black people. The police consider them
selves as representatives of the white community and 
not the black community. Hence, within the black commu
nity, the police are indeed looked upon as an occupying 
army pr'otecting the interests of the ruling class" 
(Brown, 1977: 87). 

In summary, Brown called for "community control" as the 
most realistic, nonviolent means of social change. 

During the same symposium, Peirson (1977) looked at racism 
(particularly in police departments) and its relationship 
to crime. He said that the high rate of criminal arrest 
experienced by blacks is the direct result of racist police 
departments. He further advocated limiting the use of police 
discretionary powers of arrest. This, he said, would limit 
overt expressions of racism. 
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The theme of racism was echo~a by the proposals made by 
Debro (1977: 147). He posited th~t: "The foremost example 
of institutional racism in the adiliinistration of criminal 
justice is white domination of th~ structures and agencies 
which administer justice." Finally, Carmichael (1977) sugges
ted the causes of urban street crime (specifically hustling), 
as well as some methods to "stem the tide" of street hustling. 
Carmichael proposed that the rise of non-violent street 
hustling can still be attributed to the reasons proposed by 
the Presidential Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra
ion of Justice, (1967): 

1. The continued crowding together of people in imperso
nal urban areas; 

2. An expanded youth population unable to find gainful 
employment; 

3. The sheer abundance of things to steal and ways to 
do it; 

4. The affluence that makes people less protective of 
their possessions; 

5. The high cost of adequate security in homes; and 

6. Lingering tolerance and romanticizing of violent 
criminal behavior (Carmichael, 1977: 28). 

In order to effectively address the problem of street 
hustling, Carmichael proposed: (1) police must establish 
enduring community relations (to be achieved through heightened 
community visibility); (2) prosecutors and the courts must 
increase their efforts to keep proven criminals off the 
streets; (3) rehabilitation must remain the major goal of 
justice administration; and (4) the spirit and fiber of the 
community itself, working within the justice system and show
ing its outrage and contempt for neighborhood criminals and 
their crimes (Carmichael, 1977: 28-29). 

As the 1970's progressed, so did the contributions of 
the black authors. Debro (1978) was the first to attempt a 
summary of the relevant works of black authors in relation 
to crime. He presented an historic overview of the crime 
related works of black authors from the 1800's to 1978. In 
addition, he compiled a comprehensive directory of black 
criminologists and sociologists and provided a delineation 
by race of the major writers on crime among blacks. No attempt 
will be made here to summarize this work as it has provided 
the basic framework for this portion of the review of the 
literature. 

Crime has been a concern of the black community for many 
years, and traditionally black scholarly journals have 
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periodically devoted entire issues. to the sUbject. Recently, 
a popular black magazine (Ebonl, 1979) devoted an issue to 
black-on-black crime as viewed by ~ number of black crimin
ologists, law enforcement officials, politicians, religious 
leaders, activists, offenders and others immediately involved 
in the field. 

The conclusion drawn from the Ebony article was that 
crime was endemic to poor, black communities and that somehow 
community structures would have to be changed to reduce the 
amount of black-on-black crime. 

Essentially the literature gave us a base from which to 
begin our empirical study. White authors gave us theoretical 
notions of crime causation within poor black communities. 
Black authors provided us with information concerning social 
structural variables that could be used as indices of crime. 

Landecker (1951) provided us with the mod€'ll for types of 
integration within the community. Landecker's typology of 
integration was. the impetus for most of our research. 

Landecker's (1951) basic notion is that crucial to an 
explanation of variations in crime rates among urban blacks 
is an understanding of the type of integrative mechanisms 
(or lack thereof) which exist at the community levels; that 
is, while allowing social and economic status to vary. 

Landecker's formulation is viewed here as most applicable 
to an explanation of variations in crime rates among urban 
Blacks, precisely because it is not restricted to class or 
subcultural considerations. In addition, it has the flexibil
ity of allowing for the interjection of structural factors. 
To recapitulate: Landecker has suggested tour types of inte· 
gration characteristic of any social group--cultural, communi
cative, normative, and functional. The discussion which 
follows gives a more detailed explication of each concept 
than was presented in the introduction to this study. For 
purposes of conceptual integration, and because the two are 
so closely linked, from here on the concepts cultural and 
normative integration will be used in tandem. It should also 
be pointed out that because few empirical criminological 
studies have been attempted in the United States utilizing 
these concepts, much of the discussion below revolves around 
studies conducted by American scholars in several countries 
outside the United States. 

Cultural-Normative Integration 

Cultural integration, as pointed out earlier, refers to 
the internal consistency of the cultural standa~ds within a 
group. Normative integration is the degree to which group 
conduct conforms to cultural standards. At every general 
level, a measure of cultural-normative integration is the 
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extent to which there is a common sharing of values, expecta
tions, ideas, and other "symbolic-meaningful systems" (Kroeber 
and Parson, 1958: 582-583). At a narrower level, cultural
normative integration can be measured by the degree of shared 
community meanings, modes of behavior and outlook, definitions 
of reality (or of the situation), and imagery of expectations 
(Hannerz, 1969). 

A lack of cultural-normative integration exists when 
there is disharmony among members with regards to values and 
expectations. Whether or not there is, in fact, a shared and 
transmitted pattern of values, etc. among black Americans as 
a group is an issue which has so far not been resolved in the 
literature. Nor does it fall within the scope of the present 
study to undertake such a needed task. However, the conten
tion here is that within subgroups of the black population-
bounded, for example, by geographic areas, regions of the 
country, socioeconomic status, etc.-- one can find cultural 
elements which may either have existed historically or evolved 
from the dynamics of present structural realities. 

Cultural-normative integration appears to be quite 
important in relation to rates of criminal behavior. Cavan 
and Cavan (1968) describe a barrio in a Mexican village with 
a low rate of crime. The residents had a common Indian tradi
tion which differentiated them from the rest of the village. 
Their unity was strengthened through a serious effort to 
remain isolated and to lead their own lifestyle. The mental 
health of immigrant groups has been found to be better where 
the group forms a large percentage of the population and 
provides a greater support against the pressures of adaptation 
to a foreign environment (see Murphy, 1959). The case of the 
Japanese in America also relates to this point. Even though 
they lived under severe physical conditions, their crime rate 
was remarkably low (see Wood, 1947). Through isolation and a 
strong cultural tradition, they maintained a high degree of 
social control within their own community. 

Not only similarity but also conscious attempts to 
preserve beliefs and traditions can affect success or failure 
in adjustment to an urban environment. Lewis' (1965) study 
of a barrio in Mexico shows that the residents survived the 
more disruptive aspects of urban life through emphasis on 
their common traditions; they were aided by regular visits 
to their home village. Similar results occurred in a study 
of migrant adaptation in Brazil (see Wilkening, Pinto, and 
Pastore, 1967). 

In some instances, voluntary associations based on various 
unifying criteria have been known to develop in the city to 
aid migrants' adjustment. Large associations grew in Lima, 
Peru to help migrants from certain regions in the interior 
(see Mangin, 1965). . 
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Communicative Integration 

Communicative integration refers to the extent to which 
communicative contacts permeate the group; its existence can 
exert a deterrent effect on a community's rates of crime. 
This type of integration can operate on both individual and 
organizational levels. The former refers to the everyday 
interactions which occur among residents of the community. 
The nature of these relationships can be analyzed on three 
dimensions--scope, depth, and exclusivity. "Scope" means the 
number of acquaintances an individual can relate to within 
the community on a basis that goes beyond simple recognition 
of a common origin. "Depth" means the degree of commitment 
members have to each other; a behavioral indicator would be 
the degree to which people are willing to sacrifice or incon
venience themselves for another person. "Exclusivity" means 
the degree to which friendships are limited to members within 
the community. 

The level of communication can be· quite critical in the 
exercise of social control within a community. RogIer (1967) 
compared highly deviant slum clearance projects in Puerto 
Rico to the less criminal squatters' settlements of Lima. 
In the Puerto Rican case, the main characteristic of relations 
between neighbors was a basic animosity expressed through 
constant bickering. People without ties based on kinship or 
mutual interests were randomly distributed throughout apartment 
units. In Lima, the cooperative struggle for survival in the 
face of government opposition bound residents of squatter 
settlements into unified communities. The squatter settlements 
also exhibited a lower rate of crime than the older central 
city slums of Lima. 

Community cohesiveness, measured by ethnic homogeneity 
and degree of commitment to a collectively shared purpose, 
was also shown to be associated with low delinquency rates in 
Israel; it was a more potent influence on delinquency rates 
than were rural-urban differences (see Shohan, Shohan, 
and Razeh, 1968). 

Communication on a more formal level, through partici
pation in voluntary organizations, can have a potent effect 
on the tone of the social environment. It can provide the 
basis for relationships to open communication among clusters 
within the total community. Most members of an.organization 
would normally have non-overlapping relationships in their 
friendship networks. Acquaintances without formal membership 
could be inadvertently drawn into a greater awareness of the 
whole through discussion or observation. Depending on the 
goals of organizations, they could be a primary source of 
community cohesiveness. The concept of community integration 
and its relations to social control was investigated in an 
analysis of an attempt to create artificial local communities 
carrying out self-help projects in Delhi, India: 
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The very fact that these artificial entities have all 
continued to exist and to carryon their activities over 
a number of years is some measure of the degree of 
development of community feeling. The people in the 
programs generally become more conscious of their duties 
as well as their rights. They came to know one another 
better. Although the expectations of the people for 
more effective municipal corporation services were 
never fulfilled, they began to feel that they could 
solve many of their problems through joint efforts 
(Clinard, 1966: 2523). 

The stability of a population could affect its ability to 
attain a level of communication. In the event where a signi
ficant portion of the population remains'only for a short 
period of time, formation of binding ties and commitments 
is severly impeded. That is one reason why, for instance, 
the transitional areas bordering factory and industrial com
plexes in a number of northern cities in the United States 
have consistently reported the highest rates of crime (see, 
e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942; Lander, 1954). Suttles (1968) 
also observed that obtaining sufficient knowledge to control 
the movement of strangers becomes increasingly difficult 
when the population turnover is great. 

Functional Integration 

Functional integration is here defined as ties with the 
larger society (i.e., outside the local communities). In 
this sense, the concept refers more to a characteristic of 
community members than to a community's internal structure. 
Such ties could have a significant impact upon the probability 
of criminal behavior because criminal behavior would likely 
be discouraged in such associations. Also, contacts or 
positions could be achieved which might be jeopardized by a 
jailor prison sentence. Education and occupation would be 
principal examples of such connections, more so stable and 
secure employment. 

The importance of functional integration is emphasized 
by examples of communities having high levels of communicative 
integration but with high crime rates as well. The ethnic 
ghettos in the United States offer ample evidence of this 
phenomenon. Spergal (1964) noted extensive crimes in the 
Italian slums of New York even though communication in the 
neighborhoods was high. eell (1953) believes that advanced 
forms of organized crime may exist because alternative routes 
of social mobili.ty have been exploited by earlier immigrant 
groups. According to Bell, the criminal involvement of Italians 
diminished when th~y could obtain an education and advance 
through legitimate occupations. 

Inte9ration into the larger society can also come through 
organizatl.onal participation. Active me,mberships in broadly 
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based organizations, such as unions or political parties, 
provide access to jobs, power, and the processes of decision
making. In addition, because membership in such organizations 
confers a measure of status on its members, actual membership 
could serve as an incentive to avoid criminal involvement. 
(It should be borne in mind, however, that these activities 
sometimes offer opportunities for corruption once a certain 
level in the organization has been attained.) 

Education and the quality of schools in a community are, 
therefore, two important elements which provide the requisite 
credentials for functional integration into the larger society. 
At a secondary level, membership in formal, non-voluntary 
organizations provide additional credentials (including infor
mal ties with members within these organizations). Communi
ties in which these characteristics are absent or at least 
minimal can, therefore, be expected to exhibit low levels of 
functional integration. 

To a large extent poor, urban Blacks--i.e., those denied 
a "good" education and employment--are less functionally 
integrated into the society. They can, therefore, be expected 
to feel more alienated and less satisfied with self and 
personal achievements. In such instances, where there is no 
signicant attachment to an indigenous cultural-normative 
system, nor to formal organizations, and little communicative 
contact permeates the group, social controls on behavior 
become minimal and relatively high rates of crime can be 
expected. 

As mentioned earlier, however, the absence of one or 
the other integrative mechanisms is not sufficient cause for 
high rates of crime. Thus, for example, poor black communi
ties which are not functionally integrated. may in fact exhibit 
relatively low rates of crime. Conversely, some middle-class 
black communities do show high rates of crime. There are a 
couple of reasons why this may be so. In the first case, 
within some poor black communities the presence of cultural
normative and communicative integration (in the absence of 
functional integration) may be so strong as to decidedly 
produce lower crime rates. 

In the second case, a possible explanation of why some 
middle-class black communities may show high rates of crime 
is that their level of functional integration into the larger 
society may be quite tenuous, and with a gradual erosion of 
indigenous cultural-normative and communicative attachments, 
these communities become increasingly detached and atomized 
so that medium-to-high crime rates are likely results. On 
the other hand, there are middle-class black communities in 
which, because of a high level of functional integration, 
this alone is enough to produce lower crime rates. Thus, for 
such communities, indigenous culturalnormative and communica
tive attachments become obsolete in relation to crime. 
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CHAPTER III: FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

The primary objective of this study is to conduct a 
criminological and sociological investigation into the nature 
of crime and crime perception within the black community. Four 
communities within two cities were selected for this study. 
In addition, enthnographic studies were conducted in 
Philadelphia. The two primary cities selected for the study 
were Atlanta, Georgia and Washington~ D.C. Within each of 
these cities, two communities with high crime rates were 
selected and two communities with low crime rates were also 
selected. Communities were identified by'census tract and 
then further differentiated by socio-economic characteristics 
and racial density, in addition to crime rates. We are 
essentially interested in examining differences between 
census tracts both within the same city as well as between 
cities. We will examine certain kinds of crimes, fear of 
crime and community perceptions about crime as these bear 
upon the socio-economic characteristics of the census tract. 
Additionally, we will go beyond previous studies of the 
effects of tract socio-economic .characteristics in that we 
consider an extensive array of variables measuring the indi
vidual's integration into the community. We also consider 
the effects of both individual as well as community charac
teristics which have been largely unassessed in past studies. 

The study focuses on community characteristics in 
black low and middle neighborhoods and their relationship to 
crime, individual perceptions of crime, fear of crime, exper~ 
iences and contact with police, and overall attitudes toward 
the police. We are also interested in discovering the effects 
of individual characteristics such as gender, religion, use 
of recreational facilities, employment status, and a host of 
other individual characteristics. 

The aspects which are of primary concern within the 
study are those variables which indicate the nature of the 
social organization and the types of integrative mechanisms 
which prevail in a geographic area called "the community." 
While objectively, we were aware that residents of middle 
income communities would perceive their neighborhoods in more 
positive terms than those in lower income communities, subjec
tively, we were concerned about our feelings of alienation 
within middle income black neighborhoods and what consequences 
that would have on the perception of crime and c'rime control 
mechanisms within those neighborhoods. ' 



We suggest that there is a sehse of alienation and power
lessness among those in underclass status. This perception 
of powerlessness influences attitudes towards the law and 
law violation. Such a perception, we contend, mayor may not 
be shared by black middle class communities but in any case 
is not acted upon. Thus, they have a different set of responses 
as it applies to the law and law violations. 

Those in the black middle class, by and large, consciously 
or unconsciously feel as if they are a "part of the system." 
They may not identify with all elements of the politics and 
ideas of predominant white middle class America, but they do 
share a relatively positive perception of individualized 
opportunities for social mobility and self-fulfillment within 
the system. Within any black middle class community, there 
is the upper middle class, the solid middle class, and the 
precarious middle class (Billingsley, 1968). The essential 
difference between black and white middle class is that they 
do not share a common sense of peoplehood (Billingsley, 1968). 
They have very different histories, very different statuses 
in society, and very different levels of economic security. 

Blackwell (1981) attempts to explain the options that 
black Americans have for entry into the middle class: 

••• they can attempt to behave precisely as the 
the mainstream of the dominant group behaves; that 
is, they must use the dominant group life patterns 
as a model •• ~in .the process, they divest themselves 
of their original culture • 

••• they can practice cultural pluralism. In this 
way they follow dominant group expectations ••• but 
adhere to the cultural mandates of their ancestral 
culture in other aspects of daily life. 

Approximately half of the black families (Billingsley, 
1968) in this country fall into the lower class. The black 
lower class consists of the "working non poor," the "working 
poor," and the "non working poor." The latter group 
comprises about 25% of all lower class black families and 
it is this group that we are primarily concerned about in 
poor black neighborhoods. 

Crime within the black middle class may be low because 
those persons who fall within this class and are black may 
not want to jeopardize his/her tenuous and fragile position 
within the system by violating some law. Nonetheless, there 
may be other reasons operating in this regard; these may be 
stated propositionally: (1) the black middle class may have 
no "need" to violate the law. Since many crimes, for both 
blacks and whites, are economically motivated, the black 
middle-class individual, like his white counterpart, would be 
less mot,ivated to commit a criminal act. (2) Because the 
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law is an extension or embodiment of middle-class society, 
regardless of race, it may be argued to represent the interests, 
goals, and aspirations of middle-class blacks as much as it 
does mipdle-class whites. (3) Middle class blacks are less 
isolated, more integrated into the institutions of law enforce
ment and coterminous with these institutions; for example, the 
black businessman needs the power of the law to protect him/her. 
This in turn can affect an individual's perception of the 
extent of crime in his or her community. We focus explicitly 
on such perceptions in this study. 

The black lower class, on the other hand, removed from 
major social institutions and discovering channels of mobility 
sealed off, experiences relative deprivation, powerlessness 
and isolation. As a result they are more likely to engage in 
criminal activity as well as perceive crime ~ifferently. 

This does not suggest, however, that a "subculture of 
indifference" (or any other subcultural pathology) characteri
zes the black lower class, because other sources have indicated 
that the black poor subscribe to predominant cultural themes 
(see, e.g., Goodwin, 1972). What is being suggested here is 
that definitions unfavorable toward the law in the black 
lower class are deliberate and "rational" reactions to a 
perceived alienation and powerlessness status in American 
society. 

A. Demographic Characteristics 

1. Crimes Committed. The number of reported offenses 
known to the police was used in the determination of crime 
rates within communities. Part 1 crimes minus negligent 
manslaughter were used as the indicators for high crime rates. 
This was also done for the number of reported violent crimes 
per census tract, and the number of property crimes per census 
tract. Since the major criticism of community studies has been 
official arrest data, we are also obtaining offense data from 
the interviewee. 

2. Population. To qualify for the study, census tracts 
had to be at least 60% black. Tracts selected for the study 
were at least 90% black population and in some tracks the 
black population was 98%. 

3. Income. The income level varied according to city. 
Within the District of Columbia, the mean income was $13,451. 
Low income was $0 - $10,000, middle income was $10,500 to 
$30,000. Within the City of Atlanta, the mean income was 
$12,179. Low income was $8,000 and middle income ranged from 
$9,000 to $22,000 (1975 census data). 

4. Density. Public housing dwelling were eliminated from 
the study primarily bec'ause prior studies have indicated 
strong relationships between crime and public housing (Newman, 
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1972; Reppetto, 1974; Gwaltney, 1~78). Once the tracts with 
public housing were eliminated, we then focused upon the 
relative density of the area. The density was segmented into 
quartiles based on population per acre. The highest quartile 
(most dense) was found to be in the range of 42.5 and over. 
For the purposes of this study, the criterion for the most 
densely populated area was set as the highest quartile or 
42.5 and over, for the lower income neighborhood. Similarly, 
the lowest quartile was used (0.0-13.3) for the middle income 
neighborhood. 

B. Social Characteristics: The work of Shaw and McKay 
(1942) and later St. Clair Drake and Horace Cayton (1962) and 
E. Franklin Frazier (1932) all indicated that crime was much 
more pronounced in lower income, minority areas than in other 
areas of the city. 

In this study, we looked at the nature of the social 
organization within communities. Some of the characteristics 
are: 

a. Racial Composition. Our communities were more 
than 60% black. Prior studies have shown that crime rates 
are higher in black and poor neighborhoods. One reason given 
is the multiplicity of pool halls, storefront clubs, bars, and 
liquor stores that exist within the community. We believe 
that these studies did not look at the extent of community 
integration within community and did not ask the question of 
why some of the neighborhoods with the same characteristics 
are crime free and others are not. 

b. Home Ownership. Numerous studies have shown that 
home ownership is directly correlated with fewer crimes 
(Shevky and Bell, 1955; Coleman, 1976; Lander, 1954). The 
underlying assumption is that if people own homes then they 
have a higher stake in the community and will 'work harder to 
reduce crime. Perhaps this is the variable that will 
distinquish low crime, low income communities from low income 
high crime communities. 

c. Religion. Earlier studies have indicated no 
relationship between crime and religiousty that exists within 
communities to see whether or not it has an effect upon crime, 
perceptions of crime and community integration. 

d. Recreation. The number of recreational. facilities 
and their use is generally assumed to make a difference in 
crime within neighborhoods. We plan to test this assumption 
within black neighborhoods to see whether or not the same 
relationships exist. 

The kinds of dependent variables used in this study 
are: perceptions of community crime, including fear of crime; 
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perceptions of how much the respondent thinks crime is a big 
problem in the community~ safety from crime~ increase and 
decrease of crime within the community~ reporting of crime~ 
contact with the police; and attitudes toward the police. 

The kinds of independent variables .to be considered are: 
City (Atlanta vs. Washington, D.C.)~ tract type; respondents 
age; extent and use of recreational facilities; extent of 
integration into the community including such items as whether 
or not the person has relatives in the community; nature of 
contact with relatives, church attendance, owns or rents the 
home, member or non-member of a club, and so forth. Scales 
were used to measure self-esteem and alienation. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The primary aim of the present investigation is,to 
examine community characteritics as well a~ indi~idualcharac
teritics as they pertain to individual perceptiohs of crime, 
fear of crime, experiences and contact with the police, atti
tudes toward the police and other such dependent variables. 
Central to the research is our basic 2 x 2 sample design, 
whereby census tracts are classified in Atlanta and Washington, 
D. C. by income (middle versus low) and also by crime rate 
(high versus low). This yie~ds eight tract types, four per 
city. How these were selected is described later in this 
chapter. We are interested in discovering how these different 
tract types affect individual perceptions of, and reactions 
to, crime and the police. We are also interested in discover
ing how individual characteristics such as SES, gender, reli
gion and so on affect such perceptions and experiences, and 
we are further interested in finding out how various measures 
of the types of community integration affect these perceptions 
and crime variables. An added feature of the design as well 
as the analysis is that tract effects will be assessed 
while at the same time certain individual characteristics 
are held constant. Similarly, effects of individual character
istics will be assessed while features of the census tract 
are at the same time held constant. In this way we will be 
able to partition out separate effects of individual versus 
tract characteristics. 

The aspects which are of primary concern here have to do 
with the nature of the social organization and the types of 
integrative mechanisms which prevail in a geographic area that 
can be loosely called a "community." The underlying notion 
is that type of social organization/integration does exert a 
determinate effect on the incidence or rate of crime in a com
munity as well as on residents' perceptions and responses to 
crime. 

Thus it is argued that where the mode of social organiza
tion/integration among sub-groups of Blacks emphasizes ongoing, 
reciprocal communicative and social contacts (whether based 
on kinship, occupation, religion or residential proximity), 
and where interaction among other sub-groups (both within and 
outside the community) is frequent, these variables will have 

4It a negative influence on such things as fear of crime. 

"Fear of crime" in this study, however, extends beyond a 
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mere generalized notion of anxiety over crime. Such "fear," 
is more or less a universal phenomenon (what Skogan, et al 
call "formless fear"). Here we are equally inter.·estedinhow 
residents perceive crime at the local-community level, not 
simply what they hear or read about in the media. The study 
consists, therefore, of an empirical investigation of the 
types of social organization/ integration that prevail among 
urban Blacks residing in two basically distinct socioeconomic 
communities--low-income and middle-income--and how these 
affect actual involvement in crime and perceptions of and 
responses to crime. It is hypothesized that different 
socioeconomic segments of black America (presumably residing 
in differentiated communities) will exhibit different levels 
and types of social organization/integration, and consequently, 
that this disparity will influence differences in community 
rates of crime, residents' involvement in crime, and fear of 
crime. 

HYPOTHESES AND CORE VARIABLES 

Rather than having a highly, specificly focused hypothesis, 
this study is an exploratory one and thus has what one would 
call a general research question which guided the inquiry_ The 
focus of the investigation was the survey component. Ancillary 
to this were two other components (participant observation and 
interviews with community leaders all described later). The 
general research question, already specified earlier but 
which may be restated here, and which served as the main fo-
cus on all four components of the study, but especially the 
survey component, is simply this: How are individuals' percep
tions of crime, actual experiences with-crime, and attitudes 
toward~he police affected £l charaCteristics o~heir commu
nities, the integration of these individuals into their 
communitIeS,and ~ specIfic individual social and demographic 
characteristi"C'S? This single question (a research question 
per se, not an hypothesis) guided the entire project and the 
analysis of the data. 

Specific hypotheses then derive from the general research 
question. For the survey component, the hypotheses represent 
our statements of the relationships we expect to find between 
specified independent variables and specified dependent vari
ables. These variables, and our focus on them, grew out of 
the literature review and overall conceptualization of the 
project. 

While a complete listing and discussion of both the main 
independent as well as dependent variables is found in the 
presentation of the survey results, a brief listing might be 
given here. This classification is as follows: 

Variables used as dependent are: Perceptions of community 
crime, including fear of crime; perceptions of how much the 
respondent thinks crime is a big problem in the community; 
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responses to a specific checklist of community crimes (drink
ing, etc.; perception of crime safety, including whether or 
not the respondent perceives that crime in his or her own 
community has increased or decreased, and how safe one feels 
in one's own community by day as well as by night; whether or 
not the individual reports burglaries, robberies, and assaults 
in his or her own area; how these crimes are perceived, and 
how extensive they are perceived to be; the individual respon
dent's actual contact with, as well as trouble, with the police; 
and finally, respondent's attitudes toward the police. 

variables employed as independent (as well as, in certain 
places, control variables) were these (it will be helpful for 
the reader to consult the code book in the appendix): City 
(Atlanta versus Washington, D. C.); tract type (the 2. x 2 
sampling design distinction, namely income (middle, low) by 
crime rate (high, low); respondent's age; extent and use of 
recreational facilities in the community (a good number of 
questionnaire items were used to get at this); a large range 
of items intended to measure the extent of the individual's 
integration into the community (primarily functional integra
tion, but communicative and normative, as well), including 
(as examples only) such items as whether or not the person 
has relatives in the community; extent of contact with these 
relatives; whether or not the individual works in the commu
nity; whether or not the individual attends a church in the 
community and how active he or she is in the church's affairs; 
whether or not the individual owns or rents his or her dwell
ing (interestingly, as we will see below, when the findings 
are reviewed r this variable ended up being one of our best 
predictors of the dependent variables); whether or not a 
person is a member of some club in the neighborhood; and 
other such community integration var.iables to be detailed 
later when the results are reviewed. Additional independent 
variables included these relatively standard survey variables: 
A set of scales to measure alienation; a set of scales to 
measure the individual's self-evaluation; the individual's 
gender, education, income, family income, occupation and SJ 
on; marital status; religion; total persons per household; 
persons per rQom; whether the head of the household is male 
or female; fatheris occupation, education, and income; various 
measures of intergenerational mobility (respondent's occupation 
versus that of the parent): self-named SES (of what social 
class the individual perceives himself or herself to be); and 
information on folk religion and religious practices. 

The specific hypotheses, then, are simply deductions 
arrived at by systematically pairing the independent with the 
dependent variables. While it is obviously overly pedantic 
to list each such comparison, it should nonetheless be stated 
here that the core hypothesis of the entire study is: The 
greater the extent of integration (of whatever type) of the 
individual into the immediate community, then the less the 
extent to which the individual will fear crime, the less 
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crime he will perceive to be occurring in his immediate commu
nity, the more favorable will be his or her attitudes toward 
the police, the safer that person will feel both at night as 
well as during the day, the less trouble that individual will 
have had with the police, the less trouble that individual's 
friends will have had with the police, the less the extent to 
which the individual will report robberies, burglaries and 
assaults to have occurred in his or her tract (independently 
of the official statistical records), and others. This is 
the core hypothesis of the entire survey component. Further 
explication and elaboration of this core hypothesis occurs in 
the presentation of the survey findings. 

SITE SELECTION 

Two major cities, Atlanta and Washington, D.C., were 
used to collect the survey data. 

Four census tracts were selected within each city. 
These census tracts (using criteria described later) were as 
follows: 1) low income, low crime, 2) low income, high crime, 
3) middle income, low crime, and 4} middle income, high crime. 
Basically, the method of selection involved the following: 

(I) Using census tract and zoning information procured 
from the planning departments of the respective cities, commu
nities were arbitrarily and operationally defined as census 
tracts. 

(2) Using local and regional census information, the 
racial composition of each tract was determined. Only tracts 
with a majority of black residents (60 percent or more) were 
selected for further consideration. 

(3) Using the most recent U. S. census figures on natio
nal incomes, indices for lower and middle-income families 
were devised. The 1978 figures classified as "poor" a non-farm 
family with earned income of $8,000 or less. Thus for each 
of the predominantly black tracts all reported incomes were 
grouped as follows: (a) low-income - $8,000 or less, (b) 
middle-income - $8,100 to $25,000, and (c) upper-income -
$25,100 and above. 

(4) Using local and regional police statistics on number 
of reported crimes, crime rates per 1,000 population were 
calculated for each tract. All of the predominantly black 
census tracts were then designated in terms of "high" and 
"low" rates of crime -- depending on their deviation (in 
standard deviation units) from the mean crime rate for the 
city as a whole. 

(5) Eight tracts (four in each city) which met the re
quired combinations (i.e., in terms of income and crime rate) 
were then selected. In cases where more than one tract met a 
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particular combination (such as having identical highest/lowest 
crime rates and similar incomes), final selection was arbitrar
ily based on external considerations--e.g., proximity to re
search personnel. 

Site Selection - Washington, D. C. 

Before a comparison of census tracts was begun, all cen
sus tracts classified as non-residential were eliminated. 
The degree of residentiality was determined by zoning. If 
the percentage of land in the tract zoned for residential 
use was equal to or greater than the percentage for the city 
as a whole (45.2 percent) then the area was classified as 
residential. Similarly, those tracts classified as predominan
tly non-residential had less than 4~.2 percent of their total 
acreage zoned residential (Crime and Justice Profile: The 
Nation's Capitol, 1979). Using the census tract map fo-r--
1970, of the possible 150 census tracts in D. C., 56 census 
tracts had to be eliminated due to the preponderance of 
non-residential zoning in those tracts. This left 94 census 
tracts to be compared on the basis of population, percentage 
of Black population, income, density and crime rate. 

Population 

All census tracts were listed and the population break
downs enumerated. The information used was obtained from the 
District of Columbia's Office of Planning and Development 
(Population EstimatesI' Washington, D. Cq 1977). Population 
was the last determining factor used in the selection process. 
The majority of census tracts had over a sixty percent Black 
population. However, there were fewer census tracts that met 
both middle-income criteria and the over sixty percent Black 
population. The total non-white population in 1977 was esti
mated to be over seventy-five percent of the total population, 
which is actually a decline of about two percent stnce 1975. 

Crime Rate 

The number of reported offenses or offenses "known to the 
police," was used in the determination of crime rate in resi
dential neighborhoods (Criminal Justice Profile: The Nation's 
Capit.ol, 1977). The offenses used for our classification were 
Index offenses (or Part I crimes) minus negligent manslaughter. 
The total number of Index offenses for each census tract was 
assigned and ranked. This was also done for the number of 
reported violent crimes per census tract, and the number of 
property crimes per census tract. Index total, property 
crime total and violent crime total were all ranked for the 
census tracts. In addition, the crime rate per 1,000 popula
tion for each census tract was determined on the basis of 
number of Index offenses. The mean crime rate for all residen
tial tracts was found to be 65.3 offenses per 1,000 population 
with a standard deviation of + 34.2. 
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Income 

Information on income was obtained from the Office of Plan
ning and Development in the District of Columbia. Based on 
an analysis of 1977 tax returns, adjusted gross income was 
tabulated for each individual census tract. This information 
was then inserted on a chart for each census tract for the 
comparison. In addition, the mean income was calculated from 
these figures. In the District of Columbia in 1977, the mean 
income was $13,451.33. The standard deviation was found to 
be + $5,469.95. Low income for the purposes of this study 
has-been de~ined as $10,000 and below. Middle income likewise 
has been defined as ranging from $10,000 - $30,000. 

Density 

Density for the two cities was calculated differently. 
In Washington, D.C., relative density was determined by a 
quartile distribution based upon population per acre. The 
highest density was found to range from 42.5 persons per acre 
and over, the next highest quartile was in the range of 22 -
42.2 persons per acre, the next quartile ranged from 13.4 -
21.9 persons per acre, and the lowest quartile of density 
ranged from .0 - 13.3 persons per acre. The highest quartile 
of density (42.5 persons per acre) was used as the criterion 
in the low income neighborhood and the lowest quartile of 4It density (.0 - 13.3) was used for the middle income neighborhood. 

Selection of Low Income - High crime· Neighborhood -

Washington, D.C. 

using Appendix I and the quartile distribution of crime 
rates in the Crime and Justice Profile (1977), all the census 
tracts which had a crIme rate of less than 77.64 per 1,000 
population were eliminated from consideration in the low-income 
high crime neighborhood selection. Using high crime rate, 
sixty percent or more Black population, low income ($9,500 
and below for a family of four), and highest quartile of den
sity as the main criteria, the census tracts shown in Table I 
qualified for selection. 
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Table I 
Census Tracts in Washington, D. C. Meeting 

Selection Criterion (Low Income) 

Census Tract Population 

28 
30 
37 
44 
46 
49.1 

Total 
Population 

6,800 
2,600 
4,800 
3,300 
5,200 
2,800 

Black 
Population 

6,200 
2,500 
4,500 
3,300 
5,200 
2,800 

In order to determine whether or not our selection may be 
distorted based upon our definition of income, the ceiling fig
ure for low income was then raised to $11,149 to determine 
whether or not it would change the sample drastically. With 
the same criteria as listed above, the additional census 
tracts that would then qualify for low income are shown in 
Table II along with total population and number of Black 
population. 

Table II 
Additional Census Tracts 

Meeting Low Income Criterion 

Census Tract Population 

38 
39 

.50 
52.1 

Total 
Population 

4,200 
5,000 
6,200 
4,500 

Black 
Population 

3,300 
3,400 
5,200 
2,900 

In considering all of the above census tracts, the first 
elimination was made on the basis of those tracts which fell 
to the west of the 14th Street corridor because this area has 
been in transition with the refurbishing of run-down housing 
(this is explained in greater detail later). 

The following sites were eliminated on that basis: 

Census tracts - 28 
37 
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38 
39 
52.1 

The following sites were conditionally eliminated due to 
their being on the eastern boundary of the 14th Street corridor: 

Census tracts - 30 
44 
50 

The following census tracts were eliminated due to insuf
ficient total population (less than 3,000 people): 

Census tracts - 30 
49.1 

The following census tracts were eliminated due to the 
relatively small number of Blacks in the population: 

Census tracts - 38 
39 
50 
52.1 

After implementing all of the foregoing elimination pro
cedures, the following census tracts remained: 

Census tracts - 28 
37 
44 
46 

However, both census tracts 28 and 37 came within the 14th 
Street boundary and thus should be eliminated. The remaining 
census tracts are 44 and 46. Census tract 44 borders on the 
western boundary of the 14th Street corridor, although not di
rectly within it; thus, the affects of the transition might 
still be felt in that area. In addition, census tract 44 has 
a relatively small population (3,300) and barely meets our 
criterion for total population. Consequently, census tract 46 
appears to be suited for our purposes and is the only census 
tract that was not eliminated by some other factor in our set 
of criteria. As can be seen from the prior information, many 
ot the low-income census tracts had to be eliminated on the 
basis of a number of criteria. 

Census Tract 46 

Geographically, census tract 46 is located in the north
east section of Washington, D. C.; it is bordered on the east 
by New York Avenue, on the north by Florida Avenue and on the 
west by New Jersey Avenue. Graphically displayed it looks 
like this: 
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Florida Ave. - - North Capitol Street 

New Jersey Ave. - - New York Ave. 

As of 1977, the estimated population of this census tract 
was 5,200, with less than 100 whites living in that area. The 
adjusted gross income in 1977 was $8~698.00. It ranks 88th 
in terms of income in the city (out of a possible 94 residen
tial tracts). The total number of reported Index crimes in 
1978 was 427, this being the 16th highest in the city. The 
number of reported violent crimes in 1978 was 122, which ranked 
tenth (10th) in the city. The number of reported property 
crimes was 305, which ranked 26th in the city. 

The crime rate calculated for this tract was 80 offenses 
per 1,000 population. The mean crime rate for the city was 
calculated to be 65.3 for all residential tracts. This tract 
was found to deviate by a factor of + 4.3 standard deviation 
units from the mean for the city. In terms of income, this 
tract was found to deviate from the mean for the city ($13,451) 
by - 1.0 standard deviation units. 

This tract contains two high schools (Dunbar and Arm
strong). It is also known as "Hustler's Graveyard." In 
addition, it is sometimes referred to as the center for the 
black market trade within the city. 

Selection'of Middle-Income'Low'Crime'Neighborhood 

Using Appendix I and the quartile distribution of crime 
rates in the Crime and Justice ~rofiie (1977), the census 
tracts considered to be "low" in crime are those that had a 
rate of crime ranging from 0.0 - 39.41 per 1,000 population. 
All tracts with crime rates exceeding this rate were eliminated 
from consideration for the middle-income category. Then, 
using the quartile of density (as determined by the Office of 
Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis Crime and Justice Profile) 
determined to be the lowest of the residential tracts in the 
city (0.0 - 13.3 people per acre) and the income distribution 
f $11,000 and over, the census tracts listed in Table III 
qualified for selection. 
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Table III 
Census Tracts in Washington, D. C. Meeting 

Selection Criteria (Middle-Income, Low--Crime) 

Census Tract 

6 
8 
9 

13 
16 
95.3 

Population 

Total 
Population 

4 1 300 
7,400 
8,500 
8,500 
5,100 
3,900 

Black 
Population 

300 
400 
500 
500 

3,000 
3,000 

It can be easily seen from Table III that all but census 
tracts 16 and 95.3 would have to be eliminated due to insuffi
cient numbers of Blacks in the population. In light of the 
fact that tract 16 has only sixty percent Black population, 
it would be preferable to use census tract 95.3. A comparison 
of the two tracts in relationship to crime is shown in Table 
V. 

Tract 

16 
95.3 

Table IV 
Comparison of Census Tracts 16 and 95.3 

Relative to Number of Reported Index Crimes 

Crime Number Number 
Index Violent Property 
Total Rank Crimes Rank Crimes 

201 68 19 61 182 
125 81 7 68 118 

Rank 

55 
79 

In relationship to crime, census tract 95.3 has less crime 
than census tract 16. Since we are looking for a middle-income 
neighborhood with a low crime rate, it is important to note 
that the crime rate per 1,000 population in census tract 95.3 
is 30 and in tract 16 it is 40 per 1,000 population. Census 
tract 16 deviates from the mean for the city by less than one 
standard deviation unit (-.73), while tract 95.3 deviates 
from the mean by just over one unit (-.1.3). Statistically, 
tract 95.3 would provide a better sample than tract 16. 

In terms of income, the tracts are at divergent points. 
Census tract 95.3 has an adjusted gross income of $15,434 and 
tract 16 has an adjusted gross income of $24,788 (1977). With 
the mean income for the city being $13,451.33, tract 95.3 de
viates from the mean for the city by +.36 standard deviation 
units, and tract 16 deviates from the mean for the city by 
+2.07. The income for census tract 16 approaches upper income 
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in terms of our study. Seeing that we need a tract that 
approaches middle income, again tract 95.3 woul~ be more 
appropriate. 

Census Tract 95.3 

Geographically, census tract 95.3 is located in the extreme 
northern part of the city (it borders on Maryland). It is bor
dered on the north by Eastern Avenue, on the east by Michigan 
Avenue and 16th Street, on the south by Otis Avenue and on 
the west by Sargent Road and 13th Street. 

Graphically displayed it looks like this: 

Eastern Avenue 

Sargent Road Michigan Avenue 

95.3 

13th Street 16th Street 

Otis Street 

As of 1977, the estimated population of this census tract 
was 3,900, with 3,000 of the residents being Black. The adjus
ted gross income was $15,434~ giving this census tract a rank
ing of twenty-second highest in terms of income. The mean 
income for the city was found to be $13,451.33, and this 
tract deviates from the mean for the city by +.36 standard 
deviation units. 

The total number of reported Index crimes in 1978 was one 
hundred twenty-five~ giving this tract a crime rate of thirty 
offenses per 1,000 population and a ranking of eighty-one in 
terms of violent crimes (census tract 95.3 ranked sixty-eighth 
with only seven reported violent crimes). Reported property 
crime totalled one hundred eighteen for 1978, and this. gave the 
tract a ranking of seventy-ninth out of the nin·ety four resi
dential census tracts. With the mean crime rate calculated 
to be 65.3, this tract was found to deviate from the mean for 
the city (residential tracts only) by -1.3 standard deviation 
units. 

In addition, the relative density was found to range from 
0.0 - 13.3 people per acre. This is the lowest quartile for 

~ qensity (Crime and Justice Profile, 1977). 

Finally, census tract 95.3 contains the Ho.ly Name College, 
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Franciscan Monastery, Bunker Hill School, St. Gertrude~ School 
of Arts and Crafts and the Benedictine Foundation. 

Selection of Low-Income Low-Crime Neighborhood 

Chart I shows all census tracts that qualified for low
crime (40 and below) rate and income less than $11,500 ($11,500 
was used so as not to distort the maximum number of possibili
ties and because, relatively speaking, the cost of living is 
higher in Washington, D. C. than in Atlanta, Georgia) and 
population of census tracts that had sixty percent or over 
Black populations. The first elimination was then made based 
upon density and total population. All census tracts that 
did not have the highest quartile of density and from 3,000 -
5,000 people were eliminated. The remaining census tracts, 
after this elimination, were: 

Number of Number of 
Census Tract Violent crimes Property Crimes Income 

22.1 22 88 $11,466 
32 45 170 9,942 
68.1 31 89 9,426 
79.1 46 169 9,282 
80.1 50 159 10,322 

The next elimination was then made on the basis of income. 
All tracts with incomes exceeding $10,000 were eliminated. 
The remaining census tracts were then: 32, 68.1 and 79.1. 
The crime data was then addressed. All the tracts had similar 
crime rates (40); thus, it was necessary to look at gross 
numbers. Census tract 68.1 had the lowest number of violent 
and property crimes; consequently, it was selected. 

Census Tract 68.1 

Census tract 68.1 is located in the southeast quadrant of 
the city. The tract is bordered on the east by the Natiohal 
Guard Armory, the District of Columbia jail and D. C. General 
Hospital. Upon inspection, the area seems to be very quiet with 
little observable activity during the day. 

Census tract 68.1 has a crime index total of one hundred 
twenty reported offenses and ranks eighty-one out of a possible 
ninety-four tracts. The number of violent crimes for this 
tract in 1978 was reported to be thirty-one, giving it a 
ranking of fifty-four. For property crimes, there were eighty
nine reported, and this ranks eighty-third. The adjusted 
gross income for a family of four in this tract was $9,426.00 
per year (1977). There are approximately 3,100 people, and 
approximately 3,000 of them are Black. 

The tract's northwest border is East Capitol Street, 
the western border is 15th Street, the northeast border 1S 

-48-



19th Street and the southern border is Massachusetts Avenue. 
Graphically depicted it looks like this: 

East Capitol St. - - 19th Street 

68.1 

15th Street - - Massachusetts Ave. 

Selection of Middle Income - High Crime Neighborhood 

Chart II shows all census tracts that qualified for high 
crime using a crime rate of 80 and over and income of less 
than $35,900 (to avoid distortion). The first elimination 
was then made to delete all tracts with less than sixty percent 
Black population and those tracts that deviated from a popu
lation of 3,000 - 5,000. The remaining census tracts were 
the following: 

Census Tract Crime Rate Income Density . 

27.2 90 $10,595 2 
69 80 12,833 3 
76.3 100 15,051 1 
83.2 80 13,793 4 

The next elimination was then accomplished for density, 
highest income and highest crime rate. As can be easily seen 
from the chart, census tract 76.3 fits the criteria best. It 
has the highest crime rate, lowest density and highest income. 
Thus, it was selected as the middle-income, high-crime site. 
The major draw back as using this particular site is that 
the Black population is just barely sixty percent. It is 
interesting to note that it appears that in middle-income 
communities, the greater the number of Blacks in a tract, 
the lower the crime rate. The highest crime rates for middle
income tracts were found in areas that had an over fifty 
percent white population. Examples of this can be seen on 
Chart II in census tracts 2, 4, 40, 42.2, 53.1 and 66. Because 
of this phenomenon, it was difficult to find a tract that fit 
our other criteria and had a high crime rate with an over sixty 
percent Black population. 

Census Tract 76.3 

This census tract is located in the southeast quadrant of 
the city. It is bordered on the east by the state of Maryland, 
on the west by Alabama Avenue, on the north by pennsylvania 
Avenue, and on the south by Naylor Road. Graphically displayed 
it looks like this: 
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pennsylvania Avenue -

Alabama Ave.-

Naylor R. 

76.3 

- Southern Ave. 
(Maryland border) 

The tract neighbors Anacostia and contains the Hillcrest 
recreation center. In 1978, this tract had four hundred fif
teen reported crime index offenses, giving it a ranking of 
eighteen. It had eighty-three reported violent crimes and 
ranked twenty-second. The number of reported property crimes 
was three hundred thirty-two with a corresponding ranking of 
tenth. It has a density range from 0.0 - 13.3 persons per 
acre and a crime rate of 100. The adjusted gross income for 
1977 was $15,051. There are approximately 4,000 residents of 
this tract and 2,600 of them are Black. 

Site Selection - Atlanta 

Selection of Low-Income, High-Crime Neighborhood 

In determining census tracts which qualified for the low
income, high-crime site, the first consideration was crime rate 
as it relates to income level, sixty percent Black population 
and density. The following census tracts shown in Table I qua
lified for selection. 

Table I 

Census Percentage of Crime 
Tract Income Black population Rate Density 

22 $8,192 100 200 12.66 
36 6,693 99 430 11.19 
45 6,161 97 360 4.99 
46 7,025 99 340 6.61 
47 8,787 95 440 9.24 

66.02 9,617 73 320 9.15 

The above census tracts met the majority of the require
ments used in our criteria. The following tracts were elimi
nated on total population size. 

Census Tract 

36 
45 
46 
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47 
66.02 

Although these tracts are much higher in crime rate than 
tract 22, they did not meet our total population criterion of 
3,000 - 5,000, which is important in drawing a sample size 
of 300 households per tract. Because of this, census tract 
22 was selected based on the total population size. Tract 22 
has a population of 2,772 as of 1979 and met all of the other 
criteria except total population size. It was the tract 
which came closest to our 3,000 - 5,000 criterion and for 
this reason was selected. 

Census Tract 22 

Geographically, census tract 22 is located in the central 
section of Atlanta. It is bordered on the north by Bankhead 
Avenue, on the south by Simpson Street, on the east by Ashby 
Street and on the west by Northside Drive. Graphically dis
played, the tract shows the following boundaries: 

Bankhead Avenue 

Ashby Street Northside Drive 
22 

Simpson Street 

As of 1979, the estimated popUlation of this tract was 
2,772, with a one hunored percent Black population. The average 
income as of 1975 was $8,192. It ranked seventy-seventh in 
terms of income out of a possible ninety tracts (highest to 
lowest). 

The total number of known offenses in 1979 totalled 557 
(see appendix under Crime Index). The number of reported 
violent crimes was one hundred ninety-five which ranked sixth 
in the city, and property crimes numbered three hundred sixty
two which rankea thirtieth in the city. 

The rate of crime per 1,000 population was two hundred. 
The mean crime rate for the city was calculated at one hundred 
fifty-four for residential tracts. This tract deviated by a 
factor of +3.76 standard deviation units from the mean for the 
city. In terms of income, tract 22 averaged $8,192 annually 
for a family of four, the mean income for the city being 
$12,179. This tract deviated from the mean by -.71 standard 
deviation units. 

Tract 22 ranked 13th in the city in density rate out of a 
possible 90 tracts. The density rate based on person's per acre 
is 12.66. The mean for the city is 8.46. This tract deviated 
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by a factor of +5.62 standard deviation units from the mean for 
the city. 

Tract 22 is made up of forty-two industrial dwellings, 
thirty commercial dwellings, no public dwellings and no parks 
or recreation areas as of 1980. 

Selection of Low-Income, Low-Crime 

In determining the tracts which qualified for low-income, 
low-crime, the following census tracts were considered. 

Census 
\ . 

Percentage of Crime 
Tract Income Black pOEulation Rate Densitl 

53 $9,414 60 70 8.06 
60 $9,684 82 40 12.17 
84 $9,580 99 60 14.65 

86.01 $9,536 94 60 6.46 

The following tracts were eliminated based on their high 
crime rates. 

Census Tracts 

53 
84 

86.01 

Census tract 60 was selected as the low-income, low-crime 
site based on its low-crime rate, percentage of Black popula
tion, income and density. 

Census Tract 60 

Georgraphically, census tract 60 is located in the south
west section of Atlanta. It is bordered on the north by 
Derry Avenue, on the south by Beeche~ Street, on the east by 
Gordon Street and on the west by South Gordon Street and 
Westmeath Drive. Graphically displayed the tract shows the 
following boundaries: 

Westmeath Dr. 

South Gordon 
Street 

Derry Ave. 

60 

Beecher Street 
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As of 1979, the estimated population of this tract was 
4,662, with an 82% Bl.;:tck population. The average income for a 
family of four as of 1975 was $9,684. It ranke~ 46th in 
terms of income out of a possible 90 tracts. The total number 
of known offenses in 1979 totalled 19. The number of reported 
violent crimes was 45 which ranked gIst in the city from 
highest to lowest; property crimes numbered 124, which ranked 
88th in the city. The rate of crime per 1,000 population 
was 40. The mean crime rate for the city waq calculated at 
154 for residential tracts. This tract deviated by a factor 
of -9.33 standard deviation units from the mean for the city. 
In terms of income, tract 60 averaged $9,684 annually, the 
mean income being $12,179. This tract deviated from the 
mean by -.44 standard deviation unit. 

The density rate based on person's per acre is 12.17. 
The mean for the city is 8.46. This tract deviated by a fac
tor of +5.23 standard deviation units from the mean for the 
city. 

Tract 60 is made up of no industrial dwellings, 17 commer
cial dwellings, 3 public dwellings and no parks,or recrea-
tion areas as of 1980. 

Site Selection of Middle-Iricome, Bigh-Crim~ 

Census tracts which qualified for middle-income, high
crime rates are as follows: 

Census Percentage of Crime 
Tract Income Black i?opulcition Rate Density ---

68 $22,197 69 120 4.69 
76.02 19,658 79 100 3.76 
81.01 15,371 75 130 5.87 
82.02 10,627 100 180 2.36 

The following tracts were eliminated based on their low 
crime rates. 

Census Tracts 

68 
76.02 
81.01 

This left census tract 82.02 which appeared to be the most 
viable tract for purposes of the study. 

Census Tract 82.02 

Geographically, tract 82.02 is located in the northwest 
section of Atlanta. It is bordered on the north by Bankhead 
Highway, on the south by Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive and 
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Collier Drive, on the east by Interstate 285 and on the west 
by the Cobb/Fulton County lines. Graphically displayed, the 
tr.act shows the following boundaries: 

Cobb/Fulton 
County line 

Martin Luther 
King Jr., Dr. 

Bankhead Highway 

82.02 

Collier 
Dr. 

Interstate 
285 

As of 1979, the estimated population of this tract was 
$4,183, with a 100 percent Black population. The average 
income as of 1975 was $10,627. It ranked 39th in terms of 
income (out of 90). The total number of known offenses in 
1979 was 749 (see appendix). The rate of crime per 1,000 
population was 18·0. The mean crime rate for. the city was 
calculated at 154. This tract deviated by a factor of +2.13 
standard deviation units from the mean for the city. In 
terms of income, tract 82.02 averaged $10,627 annually for a 
family of four. This tract deviated from the mean by -.27 
standard deviation unit for income. 

The density rate based on person's per acre is 12.17 for 
tract 82.02. The mean for the city was calculated at 8.46. 
This tract deviated by a factor of +5.23 standard deviation 
units from the mean. 

Tract 82.02 is made up of 47 industrial dwellings, 30 com
mercial dwellings, 37 public dwellings and 47 parks and recre
ation areas as of 1980. 

Selection of Middle-Income, Low-Crime 

In determining census tracts which qualified for the mid
dle-income, low-crime rate, again (as in all other tracts), 
the first consideration was crime rate as it related to the 
income level, 60% or more Black population and density. The 
census tracts shown below all qualified for selection. 

Census percentage of Crime 
Tract Income Black population Rate Densitl 

71 $13,557 98 70 6.87 
73 13,557 82 90 3.58 

76.01 12,817 79 60 d. 0 2 
77.01 20,375 80 40 3.76 

79 24,018 87 60 2.01 
83.01 10,508 100 90 ·6.65 

The above census tracts met a majority of the criteria 
used for the study. The following tracts were eliminated 
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based on total population. These tracts were larger,in popu
lation than was allowed in our criterion. 

Census Tracts 

73 
76.01 
77.01 

After this elimination process, the following census tracts 
were examined. 

Census Tracts 

71 
79 

83.01 

Both tracts 71 and 83.01 were higher in crime rate than 
tract 79. They were also higher in density than tract 79 
and, for these reasons, they were eliminated. This left tract 
79 which appeared to be the most viable tract for the purposes 
of our study. 

Census Tract 79 

Geographically, tract 79 is located in the southwestern 
section of Atlanta. It is bordered on the north by utoy 
Creek. on the south by Cascade Road, on the east by Willis 
Mill Road and on the west by A.C.L. Railroad. Graphically 
displayed, the tract shows the following boundaries: 

A.C.L. 
Railroad 

79 

Cascade Road 

Utoy Creek 

Willis 
Mill Rd. 

As of 1979, the estimated population of this tract was 
4,268, with an 87% Black population. The average income as of 
1975 was $24,018. It ranked 5th in terms of income (out of 
90). The total number of known offenses in 1979 was 239. 
The rate of crime per 1,000 population was 60. The mean 
crime rate for the city was calculated at 154 for residential 
tracts. This tract deviated by a factor of -4.91 standard 
deviation units from the mean for the city. In terms of in
come, tract 79 averaged $24,018 annually for a family of 
four. This tract deviated from the mean by +2.09 standard 
deviation units for income. 
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The density rate based on person's per acre is 2.01 for 
tract 79. The mean for the city ~as calculated at 8.46. 
This tract deviated by a factor of -3.65 standard deviation 
units from the mean. Tract 79 rank~d 84th in the city (highest 
to lowest) out of a total 90. 

Tract 79 is made up on 3 industrial dwellings, 8 commer
cial dwellings, 24 public dwellings and 22 parks and recreation 
areas as of 1980. 

Sample Size 

Four census tracts were selected in each city based upon 
certain criteria, one of which being a population range of 
3,000 - 5,000 people. This range was selected for the follow
ing reasons: 1. it provided a workable number of people 
from which to select potential respondents; 2. most census 
tracts fall within the range of 3,000 - 5,000 people; 3. 
selecting census tracts with·populations that exceeded that 
number would have made the random selection process too time
consuming; and 4. selecting census tracts with populations 
less than that number would not have provided a sufficient 
number of potential respondents through random selection. l 

Since the study called for the comparison of four differ
ent tracts within each of the two cities, it was important 
that all areas be described with equal accuracy. The number 
of interviews per tract that was necessary was 100. This 
figure was established for the following reasons: 1. in the 
eight week period allowed for data collection, one interviewer 
was to complete interviews in two tracts bringing the total 
number of co~pleted interviews per interviewer to 200. It 
was calculated that 5 interviews could be completed in one 
day (25 per week). Although this was a high expectation, it 
did not prove to be too far from what actually was achieved; 
2. initial budget contraints allowed for the hiring of two 
summer graduate assistants; as the study changed and expanded, 
two more summer graduate assistants were needed. The maximum 
number that could be employed that summer was four. 

General Considerations 

At the first stage of sampling, a random selection of 

Inuring the sample selection process a random sample was 
performed on a selected census tract in Atlanta that had met 
all the other criteria besides population (the total population 
was less than 3,000). In attempting to oversample by 200, a 
random selection was run by computer using all possible 
streets and addresses within the tract. This yielded less 
than 100 potential respondents. Another tract was then 
selected. This is discussed in greater detail under General 
Considerations. 
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both streets and households was attempted. A 1979 city 
directory was used to enumerate all streets and all addresses 
(businesses were not omitted at this point) within the tract. 
A computer run was then made to randomly select 300 (representing 
an oversample of 200) potential households. After the computer 
run, the selected addresses were listed and business addresses 
were omitted. Due to the short length of many of the streets, 
many of the addresses were chosen more than once. Therefore, 
the sample resulted in less than 100 potential households. 
The random selection process was abandoned for the following 
reasons: 

1. Problems with computer programming. The program used 
for this selection had numerous flaws. The computer could 
not be programmed to randomly select streets and households 
in any kind of order. Therefore, manual interpretation of 
streets and addresses from the printout took in excess of 
24 man-hours for the completion of one tract • 

. 
2. The selection process resulted in duplication of 

selected numbers due to many streets having only one or two 
homes on them and the number of businesses located within the 
tract (when a business came up, the next household was chosen). 

3. Even though the oversampling strategy required that 
at least 300 choices of households be given, the random 
selection process yielded less than 100 potential respondents. 
(This could also be accounted for by the small population of 
the tract). 

Both sampling theory and survey experience suggest that 
the next best sampling design is a systematic sample. For 
our purposes a two-stage systematic sample was chosen. Our 
target number of completed interviews per tract was 100. 

First Stage Sampling Frame 

Different kinds of data were required for describing 
census tracts. It was necessary to know the street names, 
the number of streets, number of households, beginning and 
ending numbers of each street an1 the boundaries of each 
tract. The data were available in Washington, D.C. 
through the District of Columbia Directory of· Street Addresses 
b¥ Census Tracts published by the Executive Office of the 
Dlstrict of Columbia, 1970. Since there was no comparable 
pUblication for Atlanta, the streets were determined by using 
a 1979 City Directory and a 1980 roac map of the City of 
Atlanta. The census tract boundaries for this study in both 
cities were 1970 boundaries. 

It was not necessary for the purposes of this study to 
determine the homogeneity of various streets within the 
tract, as the tracts selected fit certain crite~ia. variations 
within the tract were expected and would not have significant 
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impacts on our study. Although th~ census tract boundaries 
were 1970, all other data used for this study was 1978 or 
later. It was not deemed necessary to actually go out and 
investigate the number of homes on a street due to the Qver
sampling strategy of 200 households per tract. 

Street Selection 

Since we had decided to oversample by 200, we needed a 
total sample of 300 households. The total number of streets 
in a tract (without regard to length of the individual streets) 
was divided by 10. The number of streets in a given' tract 
ranged from 12 (low) to 44 (high). The streets in the tract 
were then arranged alphabetically and in the case of the 
tract with 44 streets, every fourth street was chosen. In 
the case of the tract with only 12 streets, every street was 
used. 

Household Selection 

The selection of addresses on a street was determined by 
totalling all addresses on a street (each apartment was 
counted separately). Businesses were also counted in the 
total number of addresses on a street. Since the total number 
of streets in a tract was divided by 10, the total number of 
addresses on those selected streets was then divided by 30 
(10 x 30 = 300). The total number of addresses per street 
ranged from zero to 300. The potential addresses were taken 
from the 1980 Haines Inverse Directory for Washington, D.C. 
and from the City Directory for Atlanta. All addresses were 
listed in the directory, including those whose names and/or 
phone numbers were unknown. No addresses were omitted. In 
the final selection process, if a business address came up 
on the appointed number, the next available household was 
chosen. 

Instructions to Interviewers 

The following is an explanation of instructions given the 
interviewers: 

1. Make telephone contact first (if possible) to arrange 
a mutually convenient time for an appointment. The interviewers 
were given a standard response sheet to follow with the 
telephone calls. This technique was tried initially in the 
field test. Approximately 30 people were called for appoint
ments and interviews were granted by only six (6). Of those 
six (6), only three (3) respondents kept the appointments. 
It was originally thought that making appointments by tele
phone would save the interviewers time, provide legitimacy 
to the interview visit and reduce the number of refusals. 
After the field test, the interviewers were given the option 
of usin~ teleRhone appointments or abandoning them. Three 
of the lntervlewers tried the calls initially in the low 
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income neighborhoods but all three abandoned the technique 
after a two week period because: 1. it was time consuming 
to call; 2. people found it easier to refuse to participate 
over the phone; and 3. many numbers did not belong to anyone 
that lived in the tract (apparently many people had moved or 
changed their numbers after the directory was printed). 

2. The interviewers were given lists of names, addresses 
and phone numbers (when such information was listed) and in
structed to randomly select three homes on each of the streets 
for their first attempts to conduct interviews. A sample 
street list can be seen below: 

301 J. Jones 

303 Fred Smith 

305 X X X 

Tract 46 

Philadelphia Street, S.W. 

441-0560 

541-0349 

?* This designation implied the 
address existed but the name 
and number of the occupants were 
unknown. 

In order to get a representative cross-section of the entire 
tract, interviewers were instructed to obtain a minimum of 3 
interviews from every street listed (if possible). If 100 
interviews could not be completed with three per street v then 
a long street(s) could be randomly selected and households 
chosen at random from the list. Each interviewer was specif
ically instructed to obtain only 1 interview per household. 

3. The interviewers were instructed to give three call 
backs per potential respondent. A "no answer" to a knock on 
the door was to be considered call number 1. Two subsequent 
visits to that household had to be completed. A household 
was to be considered out of the interview process if after 
three attempts (on different days) there was no response. 
All of the interviewers were given refusal sheets to complete 
weekly. All refusals to participate as well as households 
where three call-backs were completed, had to be documented 
on these sheets. A "no answer" to a phone call was not to be 
considered an attempt to contact. 

4. If an interview was interrupted and couldn't be com
pleted at that time, the interviewer was instructed to make 
two subsequent visits in an attempt to keep an appointment 
with the respondent. If the attempts to keep two appoint
ments with the respondent yielded no result, the interviewer 
was instructed to abandon her/his efforts and turn in the 
incomplete questionnaire. 



5. The sample was to be stratified by age and the strati
fication was left chiefly to the interviewers to accomplish. 
This stratification was based upon age group representation 
in nationwide crime statistics for 1979. In the age group of 
15-18 years old, 27 completed interviews per tract was needed. 
In the age group of 19-24 year olds, 26 interviews were needed. 
The age range of 25 and over was to account for 47 of the 
interviews completed in a tract. The interviewers were in
structed to obtain interviews with 15-18 year olds as a first 
priority, followed by 19-24 year olds and then those 25 and 
over. The interviewers were further instructed to ask at 
every household for a 15-18 year old; if one lived there, then 
they were to interview him. If no one lived between the ages 
of 15-18 lived in the house, they were then to ask for a 
19-24 year old and so on. The rationale in trying to get all 
the 15-18 year olds first is that they would be the hardest 
to locate and pin down to an interview. It was correctly 
assumed that the 25 and over group would be easiest to inter
view. 

The decision to stratify by age was made for the following 
reasons: 

a. One of the purposes of the questionnaire was to 
masure self-report data as compared with reported crime index 
offenses. In this regard, juveniles between the ages of 15-18 
are overrepresented in the crime statistics in proportion to 
their total population. For example, iri 1978, crime statistics 
show that 15 years old was the modal age for arrestees in the 
District of Columbia. 2 . 

b. A separate section of the questionnaire was 
devoted to measuring attitudes and perceptions about school, 
peers, leisure activities and goals of high school students. 
This section was to be answered by juveniles between the ages 
of 15-18 who either had just graduated from high school, were 
still enrolled in high school or were still enrolled but planned 
not to go back to school in the fall. This section was 
fundamental to our study efforts and if too few juveniles were 
interviewed, no reliable results on this section could be 
obtained. 

. 
c. It is generally acknowledged by all survey and 

sampling experts that when interviews are conducted during 
the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (weekdays) the majority of 
poeple found at home will be older females. The results of 
our survey would have been less than valid if only one age 
group and sex predominated the interview process. 

d. The interviewers were told to limit their inter-

2Crime and Justice Profile: The Nations's Capital, Office of 
Cr~m~naI Just~ce plans and Analysis, 1979, p. v. 
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view attempts during the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. dur
ing the week. They were told to concentrate their efforts on 
weekdays from 5:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.; on weekends they could 
work 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. It was envisaged that more men 
as well as juveniles would be home during the dinner hour and 
on weekends. In some cases, the evening hours were imprac
tical for the interviewers as they were in high crime neigh
borhoods (two of them were). Both of the interviewers in 
the low crime communities were warned by residents to stay 
away from the communities at night. 

Interview Process 

Four interviewers were chosen from universities in Atlanta 
and Washington, D.C. Three of the four interviewers were 
working on Ph.D.'s and the fourth interviewer had just gradua
ted from college with a B.A. All four interviewers were wo
men. The interviewers received training during a three day 
training session in Atlanta on interviewing techniques and 
procedures, as well as specific instructions relating to our 
data collection. Two of the interviewers were then assigned 
to Atlanta and two were assigned to Washington, D.C. The 
interviewers were assigned to the low income neighborhoods 
first and spent four weeks in the low income neighborhoods. 
During this time, they were responsible for conducting 100 
interviews and completing participant observation (this will 
be discussed more fully in another section). After four 
weeks, the interviewers in Washington, D.C. had completed 
77 interviews in the low income, high crime community and 57 
in the low income, low crime community (4 additional interviews 
were completed for this tract by one staff member). For the 
same time perioa in Atlanta, 72 interviews'were completed in 
the low income v high crime community (an additional 2 were 
completed by staff members, and 14 were completed by additional 
'help that was hired and paid on a per interview basis). In 
the low income, low crime community, 65 interviews were com
pleted by the interviewer, 11 by staff members and 10 by 
part-time help. 

In the middle income communities in Washington, D.C., the 
middle income, high crime community had 80 completed interviews 
and the middle income, low crime had 37 completed interviews. 
It should be noted here that data collection for the middle 
income communities went on for six weeks instead of the origi
nally scheduled four weeks due to the fact that it was more 
difficult to obtain interviews in the middle income communities. 
In Atlanta, the middle income, high crime community had 94 
completed interviews (37 of these interviews were completed 
by the interviewer that had been originally hired but she 
resigned in the middle of data collection for that tract. 
Other interviews (57) completed in this tract were accomplished 
by part-time help hired and paid on a per interview basis). 
In the middle income, low crime community in Atlanta, the 
interviewer completed 70 interviews {part-time workers 
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completed an additional 8 intervie~s). See Chart II for a 
breakdown of completed interviews and age categories. 

Noninterviews 

Occasionally an interview for a sample unit could not be 
obtained. These were classified as noninterviews. Reasons 
for not obtaining interviews included the following: 

1. The unit was not occupied at the time. 

2. The unit was occupied by persons not eligible for 
interviews (e.g., when a specific age category was 
filled, no more interviews were to take place in 
that age group; in the case of households occupied 
by whites, the occupants were not to be interviewed). 

3. The unit was occupied by eligible persons, but an 
interview was not obtained (as in the case of refusal 
to participate). 

4. The unit had been demolished or was no longer used 
as living quarters. 

5. The address listed turned out to be a business. 

Data Collection 

The following procedures were used to develop and maintain 
the quality of interviewing: 

1. A three-day training session was held in Atlanta 
in which the interviewers were taught interviewing 
techniques and sampling procedures for the inter
view process. During this time, the questionnaire 
was field tested by the interviewers and direct 
observation was made of the interviewers.· 

2. For the first two weeks of data collection in 
Washington, D.C., a staff member was sent to 
Washington, D.C. to supervise the initial efforts 
of data collection. A temporary office was provided 
us by the University of Maryland and used by the 
supervisor to meet with the interviewers. The tele
phone there could be used to arrange interviews and 
the questionnaires were stored there. 

3. During the first two weeks, staff members in the 
office in Atlanta carefully scrutinized returned 
questionnaires for incorrect interpretations of 
questions, incomplete questionnaires, the following 
of correct skip patterns and specificity of answers. 
Incorrect or incomplete questionnaires were returned 
to the interviewer for follow-up interviews. 
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4. Throughout the data collection process, staff members 
in Atlanta logged in the questionnaires as they were 
returned and recorded ages so that each interviewer 
could keep abreast of where she stood in filling the 
age group quotas. In addition, questionnaires were 
randomly selected throughout the process and scruti
nized for interviewer errors. 

50 The staff in Atlanta began the editing process well 
before all the data was collected. 

6. Verification of interviews by calling respondents was 
completed intermittently throughout the process. 

7. Two months after the interview process was completed, 
10 respondents in Atlanta were randomly selected in 
order to re-test for reliability of the questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER V: SURVEY RESULTS 

INTRODUCTION 

In the presentation of the results of the community survey 
component of the project, we will proceed as follows. The 
first concern will be with the presentation of the results of 
two multivariate techniques which were employed for the pur
poses of assessment of item validity. Our approach to item 
validity, which is a standard approach for surveys of this 
kind, will be to examine the interrelationships (intercorrela
tions) within sets of questionnaire items and then determine 
the extent to which the items in any given set form a homoge
neous or "unidimensional" grouping or cluster of items. To 
do this, we shall employ factor analysis (for items which are 
either continuous or nearly so) and also Guttman scaling (for 
items which are dichotomies in raw data form, or for items 
which are meaningfully dichotomized even though the raw scores 
may be in three or four categories). 

The intent of these initial scale-validation procedures 
is to prepare the data for the next phase of the analysis, 
the prediction analyses. In this series of analyses (which 
employ bivariate cross tabulation), the essential purpose is 
to see what ind~pendent variables are significantly related 
to which dependent variables, given a pre-selected list of 
dependent variables. The hypotheses already discussed in the 
prior chapter have permitted us to focus upon a rather explicit 
and clear set of dependent variables, all of which refer to 
perceptions of crime, how crime is thought of and defined by 
the respondent, how crime is perceived in the community, how 
fearful one is of crime, how extensively the police are used, 
attitudes toward police, moral attitudes pertaining to crime, 
and others as well. What we are after is a series of answers 
to the following question: What are individual, community 
and structural correlates of how our respondents in Atlanta 
and Washington, D. C. feel and behave on these kinds of depen
dent variables. 

The final phases of the data analysis will entail the 
use of two multivariate techniques: Contextual effects analy
sis, where we examine selected effects of community (tract) 
variables while holding constant counterpart individual vari
ables: and second, further three-way cross tabulations or 
"test-variable" runs, to examine how the prior-observed predic
tive results hold up under controls. 
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Factor Analyses 

In order to assess the overall validity and dimensionality 
of a number of the sets of scales and questions that appeared 
in our survey of both the Atlanta and Washington, D. C. sam
ples, and also to reduce the number of items in a set down to 
a more workable number (this being called data~reduction), 
two techniques are appropriate for our data: Factor analysis 
and Guttman scaling. Factor analysis is used when a continuous 
variable is obtained for the response categories for a parti
cular item on the questionnaire. For example, if a set of 
items may be answered by the respondent as "strongly agree," 
"agree," and so on, thus giving a five-point distinction 
(this being an ordinal, but not an interval, level of measure
ment), then factor analysis was used. While it is sometimes 
advised that factor analysis be used only on true interval 
scales, given recent discoveries of the robustness of the 
technique, factor analysis is now widely and justifiably used 
on fivepoint and seven-point ordinal scales, such as the 
ones which we have employed in our survey. (Bohrnstedt and 
Carter, 1977; Bohrnstedt, 1981.) 

Guttman's analysis, on the other hand, is used when items 
may be meaningfully answered by only "yes" or "no," a dichoto
mous distinction, or at least when the nature of the data is 
such that only a dichotomous distinction can be meaningfully 
made. Guttman analysis can also be used on trichotomies (for 
example, "yes," "no," and "maybe"), but as it turns out there 
was no need for this in our analysis. Both of the techniques 
-- factor analysis and Guttman scaling -- are employed in 
our study as means of reducing the information yielded by a 
set of questionnaire items down to a fewer number of items, 
and also to aid in the selection of what are called criterion 
items -- items that end up being a "key" item (i.e., the most 
valid) in a set of items. Just how this was done will become 
clear as we proceed. 

The results of the factor analyses are reported in this 
section, while the results of the Guttman analyses are reported 
in the following section. The results of both are given 
prior to the presentation of the overall basic findings of 
the study (the "prediction analyses"). 

Procedures 

The general idea behind factor analysis is to first examine 
the intercorrelations among a set of questionnaire items and 
then algebraically create a new variable (called a "factor") 
which is correlated highly with some items in the set, but 
correlated less with others. In this way, one can identify 
"subsets" (or clusters) of items which "hang together" in the 
sense that they measure the same underlying concept. For ex
ample, the two variables height and we}ght Of person tendtto 
be positively correlated (the more one s helgh~, then on qe 
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average, the more one's weight)~ they thus form a "subset" 
(and will thus have a "factor"), which we might then call 
"stature," or something like that. "Stature" would then be 
the underlying concept, something which is indicated by both 
height and weight. If we measure a third variable, say for 
example a person's income in dollars, then we would probably 
find that while height and weight correlate strongly, neither 
of these would correlate much with a person's income. This 
would mean that height and weight indicate one thing (thus 
one factor), but income would probably indicate quite another 
(thus another factor -- probably something like socioeconomic 
status, which would not be correlated with height or weight). 

This is the essential idea behind the way factor analysis 
was applied to our data. The specifics are as follows: We 
used the Factor Analysis sub-routine of the SPSS package on 
the Georgia State University installation (in fact all of our 
analyses are done using some sub-routine of SPSS at Georgia 
State). Four previously-identified scale subsets were subjec
ted to factor analysis: (a) Our attitude-toward-police scales 
(variables 087 through 095, representing questionnaire items 
31a through 3li; results are given in Table 1 following). 
(b) The items intended to measure alienation, represented by 
variables 183 through 190 (and questionnaire items 54a through 
54h), given in Table 2. (c) Items intended to measure self
evaluation (variables 191 through 199; questionnaire items 
55a through 55i, given in Table 3 below). Finally, (d) our 
new crime-morality scale, represented by variables 176 through 
182, and items 53a through 53g, in Table 4 below. 

The method of factor extraction used was principal factor
ing with iteration (procedure PA2 in the SPSS manual), with 
varimax employed as the rotational technique. Thus all factors 
given below are orthogonal (the factors within a given analysis 
are uncorrelated). We used pairwise deletion of missing 
data, and selected as output the following statistics: The 
correlation matrix, communalities, eigenvalues, percents of 
explained variance, the rotated factor matrix, and the trans
formation factor matrix. All that is presented here, for the 
sake of clarity, are the rotated matrices and communalities, 
with the percent of variance explained figures entered at the 
bottom. 

Results 

All results of all factor analyses were interesting, inter
pretable and clear. This is not always the case in projects 
which elect to employ factor analysis. The clarity and useful
ness of the results from factor analysis is attributable to a 
well-designed questionnaire (at least for the item subsets in 
question) and a good preliminary selection and pretesting on 
the part of the research staff. 

We call your attention to Table 1. This table gives the 
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factor analysis results for the questionnaire items originally 
designed and developed to measure the respondents' attitudes 
toward "the police" as an attitude-object. As already noted 
in an earlier portion of this report, these scales are based 
on the Osgood Semantic Differential technique, and we have 
borrowed bipolar items from this instrument. Our set contains 
nine items, ranging from "honest - dishonest" (variable 087) 
to "tough - soft" (variable 095). It will be helpful at this 
point for the reader to consult the-CodebOo~as well as-t~ 
originar-questionnaire-(which you will recall-rs~ea-to the 
variable numbers ~ means of the Codebook). 

In Table 1, initial item polarities are given (on the far 
left); factor loadings after rotation are given in the main 
body of the table (these represent the simple correlation 
between item and factor); and communalities (h 2 ) are given 
on the far right. (These h 2 values represent the averaged 
item-to-factor correlations, for a given item.) The percents 
of variance explained are given along the bottom. These are 
important, as they are a measure of the "strength" of the par
ticular factor -- how much of the variance in all of the 
questionnaire items is explained by the particular factor. 
The percent labeled "cum" (for "cumulative") is the total 
percent of variance explained by all factors taken together, 
which is simply the sum of the other percents, since the 
factors are forced to be orthogonal, that is, uncorrelated. 

The results are interesting and strong. The first factor 
(called Factor 1) explains fully one-third of the item variance 
(35.2%). In other words, all nine of the questionnaire items 
tend to reflect some main underlying dimension (this is called 
the "principal factor"), and about one-third of all the item 
variance is indeed this one dimension. What is it? This is 
assessed by first looking at the specific item which correlates 
most highly with Factor 1. As the reader will note, this is 
the "good - bad" item. The item correlating next highest 
(regardless of sign) is the "hardworking - lazy" item! What 
this means is that the respondents in our study, across all 
tracts in both Atlanta and in Washington, D. C., evaluate 
police in what might· be described as a "good" vs. "bad" dis
tinction as well as a "hardworking" vs. "lazy" distinction. 
Furthermore, if someone rated the police as "good," then he 
or she very probably rated them as "hardworking" as well 
(this is due to the high correlation of both items with Factor 
1). It also means that if someone rates the police as "bad," 
they then also rate them as "lazy." 

This is an interesting finding within the framework of 
our study, for it tells us just how and in what terms our 
respondents tend to conceptualize and think of the police. 
It should also be pointed out that the good-bad item (the one 
correlating highest with Factor 1) becomes our criterion 
item, by virtue of its high correlation with Factor 1 (i.e., 
~ecomes the criterion for measuring whatever it is that 
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we decide is being measured by Factor 1 as opposed to Factors 
2 and 3). It should also be carefully noted that in-past 
studies which use the Semantic Differential technique (the 
technique from which we got our items), the good-bad item 
generally comes out correlating highly with the first factor 
(as with our results). This means that our first factor, 
like that in past research, measures what would be called an 
"evaluative" dimension of attitudes (as distinct from other 
dimensions commonly found in the literature such as "activity" 
and "potency"). Note, finally, that our initial selection of 
items was in terms of an "evaluative" dimension; the fact 
that the good-bad item correlates highest with Factor 1 thus 
validates this selection. 

We thus have labeled Factor 1 the "evaluative" factor in 
Table 1. As a general rule, one names a factor on the basis 
of the content of the item which correlated highest with a 
factor. Thus we see that variable 092 (friendly-unfriendly) 
correlates highest (among all items) with Factor 2. We would 
thus label Factor 2 "friendliness," or something like that. 
By similar logic Factor 3 becomes "toughness," since the 
tough-soft item correlates highest (among other items) with 
Factor 3. 

Note that Factor 2 explains 13.7 percent of the item 
variance (quite a bit less than Factor 1), and that Factor 3 
explains 9.5 percent of the item variance. All three factors 
together explain 58.4 percent of the item variance -- almost 
60 percent -- which is very respectable. It means basically 
that our three factors account for almost two-thirds of what 
our respondents say in the original nine items. So we have 
basically reduced nine items down to three, and only lost about 
one-third of the information in so doing. (This is why factor 
analysis is called a technique of data-reduction.) 

So in sum, what we have is this: Our respondents in Atlanta 
and Washington, D. C. expressed their opinions toward police 
in terms of three dimensions: Evaluative, friendliness and 
toughness. A good part of what they think is captured by the 
evaluation factor, which in turn is indicated by the criterion 
item "good-bad." Remember that since all three factors are 
orthogonal (uncorrelated), whether a respondent says the 
police are "good" versus "bad" does not tell us what he thinks 
in regard to any item measuring "friendliness," nor any item 
measuring "toughness." The three modes of judgment are inde-
pendent from each other. ----

We move on to Table 2, which contains the factor analysis 
results for our items designed to measure the concept "aliena
tion". The results here (in terms of explained variances) are 
strikingly similar to the results just seen above: Three fac
tors account for fully 60 percent of the item variance; the 
first factor (Factor 1) accounts for 33 percent Of tbe variance 
in (all) the Ltems -- quite respectable. The crLterLon Ltem 
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comes out to be variaole 186 (mistrust~ it is question 
number 54d on the original questionnaire), since it correlates 
highest with Factor 1. (Note also that this same item [vari
able 186] has the highest h 2 among all the items.) Thus we 
can label Factor 1 "mistrust" (I have labeled it "dependence -
mistrust" since another item, variable 183 [dependence] also 
correlates highly with Factor 1). 

The second factor, explaining 15.5 percent of the item 
variance, has two items correlating highly with it -- the 
only two items which pertain specifically to black people. 
One (variable l87) asks the respondent to give his or her 
opinion as to whether or not it is fair to bring children 
into the world, given the outlook for black people. Another 
(variable 188) asks about the person's perception of the 
condition of the average black person. Both of these items are 
the only ones which pertain specifically to blacks, and this 
is confirmed by the fact that they both load (correlate) on 
the same factor (Factor 2). This factor can thus be labeled 
"black situation," or "perception of condition of blacks." 

The third factor, which explains 11.5 percent of the 
item variance, is labeled "luck versus ability" by virtue of 
its high correlation with the item (variable l83) which asks 
the person whether or not success is more dependent upon luck 
rather than ability. 

To summarize Table 2: Three factors explain 60 percent 
of the item variance~ the largest factor pertains to dependence 
and mistrust, and the criterion item (for Factor 1 only) is 
variable 186, which measures a kind of general, overall degree 
of "mistrust" on the part of the respondent. In fadt, there 
are thus three separate criterion items (one for each of the 
three factors) here, each independent of the other, and each 
representing a separate aspect of what is the general concept 
of "alienation." In terms of scale validitYt for our study 
and our respondents in Atlanta and Washington, D. C., this 
means that "alienation" is of three rather distinct types: 
Dependence-mistrust, condition for blacks, and luck versus 
ability. 

We proceed now to Table 3 which presents the factor 
analysis for the nine items which are intended to measure 
self-evaluation. The first factor explains 35.7 percent of 
the item variance, thus in effect, validating the scales for 
measuring whatever dimension is conceptualized by Factor 1. 
Given the very high correlation (.838) between Factor 1 and 
variable 191 (which reads: "I feel that I'm a person of worth, 
at least on an equal basis with others;" then agree-disagree 
on a five-point scale), this variable (191) is clearly the 
criterion item. Thus the factor is labeled "self-worth." 
Note also that this item has, by a good margin, the highest 
communality, meaning that,of all nine items co~pareq to each 
other, it 1S the most val1d of all the other e1ght 1n terms 
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of capturing the meaning of the three separate factors. 

The second factor (Factor 2 in Table 3) is labeled "self
esteem," given its .562 correlation with variable 199 (which 
reads: "At times I think I am no good at all"). Note, interes
tingly, that given the relative orthogonality of the factors, 
a person feeling he or she is a "person of worth" (variable 
191) does not necessarily disagree with the item, "I think 
I'm no gooa-at all" (variable 199). This is because the 
factors with which these two items correlate are themselves 
uncorrelated. (This can be further verified by examining the 
original correlation matrix [not shown here]. In fact, the 
raw correlati6n between variables 191 and 199 is .21, which is 
quite low). The third factor in Table 3 is labeled "positivity 
of attitude;" it correlates most highly with variable 196, 
which is the item, "I take a positive attitude toward myself." 
But then this factor only explains 10.4 percent of the item 
variance. 

The end result is this: We can conclude that our self
evaluation items do indeed consist of a reasonably homogeneous 
set of scales, given that 35.7 percent of the item variance 
is explained by the first factor. The criterion item is 
variable 191, self-worth. 

We arrive finally at the results of our crime-morality 
scales, for which are presented in Table 4. The results are 
similar to those of our prior analyses, despite the fact that 
a fewer number of original items (seven) were entered into 
the analysis. It is encouraging to see that 63.8 percent of 
all the item variance is explained by the three factors that 
were retained for rotation, with the first factor explaining 
35.4 percent of the item variance. This is especially encou
raging because this set of scales represents a somewhat new 
attempt to construct a scale measuring a person's overall 
feelings about the "permissiveness" of different sorts of 
crimes under different conditons that might justify crime. 
This is why we have chosen to call it our "crime-morality" 
scale. 

The results show a strong first factor (35.4% of item 
variance explained), which correlates most highly on (criteri
on) variables 181 and 180. Variable 181 pertains to prisoner 
uprisings under deprived conditions wherein a prison guard is 
killed. Variable 180 pertains to a woman who becomes a pro
stitute in order to provide food for her children. Both of 
these variables correlate on Factor 1; this factor is, 
therefore, labeled "permissiveness-repression." (We invite 
the reader to label this factor; while the meaning and content 
seems clear, labeling it proved somewhat of a challenge.) The 
second factor appears to measure a materialism-wealth dimen
sion of the moral issues raised in this set of questionnaire 
items (note that variables 176, 179 and 182, all of which per
tain to material wealth and material belongings, all correlate 
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with this factor). Factor 2 is thus labeled "materialism." 
Factor 3 seems to pertain to whether or not a crime is justi
fied (it correlates most highly with variable 177); thus, it 
is (tentatively) labeled "justification." 

In sum, our set of scales here reveal an overall factor 
structure similar to the ones analyzed above -- about two
thirds of all item variance is explained; an interpretable 
first factor emerges and explains a highly r~spectable amount 
of the item variance (about a third); and criterion items are 
easily and sensibly identifiable. But a number of intriguing 
aspects to the analysis of these particular scales also emerge. 
They are: 

(a) The three emerging factors seem to cover vastly 
differing substantive meanings and concepts. But this is not 
especially surprising, as morality issues are generally seen 
by the public as more complex than, say, are issues involving 
alienation or, as we saw, even attitudes toward police. 

(b) However, despite the complexity of the crime-morality 
scale, it is nonetheless true that three factors explained 
almost two-thirds of all item variance, thus making this set 
of items a reasonably homogeneous set of items. Recall also 
that the main (first) factor explained half of this (i.e., 
one-third of the total item variance). 

(c) It seems clear that some kind of "permissiveness" 
dimension underlies these scales. This is an important conclu
sion in regard to the aims of the study as a whole. It tells 
us something about how people in Atlanta and Washington, D.C. 
think of crime and how they perceive crime. 

(d) An especially important finding emerged with regard 
to this crime-morality scale set; this will be noted again 
below when we take up the results of the Guttman Scale analyses. 
The crime-morality scale was (unlike the other scale sets) 
subjected to both factor analysis and to Guttman analysis. A 
result was that the same item in both analyses (variable 181) 
carne out to be the criterion item! Recall that this item is 
the one which asks the respondent whether or not it is right 
for prisoners deprived of basic conveniences such as toilet 
paper, etc., to riot and as a result kill one of the guards. 
What this means, from both the factor analyses as well as the 
Guttman analyses, is that this item is a very key one in 
getting at peoples' moral attitudes in regard to crime. 

As an aside, the reader might be interested in the margi
nals here: For this single item, 30 percent of our total 
sample of 621 thought it was either "quite right" or "somewhat 
right" to have the prison riot! In contrast, only 7% thought 
the "angry black arsonist" in variable 176 was either "quite 
right" or "somewhat right." 
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TABLE 1 -- VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX: ATTITUDE-TOWARD-
POLICE SCALE 

Evaluative 
Initial (Good-Bad) Friendliness Toughness 
Polarity Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h 2 

(+ ) V087 honest- -0.48227 0.20616 -0.15005 .29760 
corrupt 

(- ) V08S good- 0.65586 -0.16275 0.04376 .45987 
bad 

(- ) V089 fair- 0.45512 -0.26159 0.13597 .29523 
unfair 

(- ) V090 lazy- 0.52898 -0.22875 0.00769 .33220 
hardworking 

(+ ) V091 smart- -0.37455 0.35318 0.35298 .26778 
dumb 

(+) V092 friendly- -0.31594 0.68137 -0.13858 .58390 
unfriendly 

(+ ) V093 kind- -0.31234 0.58795 -0.18499 .47745 
unkind 

(- ) V094 harsh- 0.17983 -0.31815 0.47900 .36300 
easy 

(- ) V095 tough- 0.00133 -0.00901 0.65092 .42378 
softhearted 

35.2% 13.7% 9.5% 58.4% 
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TABLE 2 -- VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX: ALIENATION SCALE 

Interers 
Dependence- Black Luck vs. 
Mistrust Situation Ability 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h 2 

(+ ) V183 0.62900 0.10940 0.09585 .41680 
dependence 

(+ ) V184 luck 0.08309 0.14119 0.53519 .31327 

(+ ) V185 0.35980 0.30501 0.03029 .21340 
negative future 

(+ ) V186 0.80985 0.18801 0.06644 .69562 
mistrust 

(+ ) V187 black 0.20796 0.55578 0.14538 .37327 
children 

(+ ) V188 black 0.10549 0.57059 0.14850 .35896 
situation 

, 
(+ ) V189 public 0.20294 0.47789 0.12304 .28470 

officials 

(+) Vl~O stand. 0.03268 0.40948 0.36904 .30493 
of living 

33.0% 15.5% 11.5% 60.0% 
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TABLE 3 -- VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX: SELF-EVALUATION SCALE 

(+) V191 self-worth 

(+) V192 good 
qualities 

(-) V193 failure 

(+) V194 se1f
confidence 

Se1f
Worth 

Factor 1 

0.83793 

0.59719 

-0.36607 

0.38761 

(-) V195 lack of -0.30425 
pride 

(+) V196 positive 0.34201 
attitude 

(+) V197 satisfaction 0.10022 

(-) V198 uselessness -0.02315 

(-) V199 low self- -0.17841 
esteem 

35.7% 

Se1f
Esteem 

Factor 2 

-0.07957 

-0.16651 

0.49724 

-0.18721 

0.32230 

0.16236 

0.17068 

0.55720 

0.56196 

12.9% 
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Positivity 
of Attitude 

Factor 

0.12511 

0.24095 

-0.24659 

0.19294 

-0.26437 

-0.63937 

-0.44012 

-0.14047 

-0.11919 

10.4% 

3 

.72411 

.44242 

.44206 

.22251 

.26634 

.55212 

.23288 

.33074 

.36183 

59.0% 



TABLE 4 -- VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX: CRIME-MORALITY SCALE 

Permissive-
ness - Materia1- Justifi-
Repression ism cation 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h 2 

(+ ) V176 black 0.27340 0.47917 -0.10450 .31527 
arsonist 

(- ) V177 unusual -0.11863 -0.17989 0.59118 .39593 
holdup 

(-- ) V178 black -0.46520 -0.06742 0.38191 .36681 
killing 

(+ ) V179 0.23133 0.43191 -0.26769 .31172 
resistance 

(+ ) V180 0.48038 0.27568 -0.16206 .33303 
prostitute 

(+ ) VIal 0.68015 0.11986 0.07271 .43226 
prisoner 

(+ ) V182 book 0.02862 --0.66414 0.10108 .45221 
fixer 

35.4% 15.5% 12.9% 63.8% 
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Guttman Scale Analysis 

As with factor analysis, the main intent of Guttman scale 
analysis is to determine the extent to which a set of items 
together form a relatively homogeneous (unidimensional) 
grouping. However, there are two differences between the 
techniques which are of interest to us here. First, factor 
analysis is not easily performed on dichotomies (questions 
which, for example, require only a "yes" or "no" answer), 
whereas Guttman analysis is designed for dichotomies. Second, 
Guttman analysis can determine whether or not a cumulative 
property underlies a set of questionnaire items. (Factor 
analysis is not capable of assessing c~mulativity, even if 
it is done on correlations such as ¢ - coefficients resulting 
from dichotomies.) 

The following example will illustrate the cumulative pro
perty of a set of items. Assume that you are giving a spelling 
test, and that you ask each person to spell three words: 
"catastrophe;" "cattle;" and "cat." Now, if a person spells 
"catastrophe" correctly, then we certainly would expect that 
he would correctly spell "cattle" and "cat." If the person 
does not spell "catastrophe"_correctly but nonetheless gets 
"cattle," then we would expect him to get "cat." And so on. 
This is what is meant by the cumulative (also transitive) 
property of a Guttman scale. The following arrangement 
(Table 5) of the spelling words clarifies this example; this 
is what is called a Guttman ordering or a Guttman display: 

TABLE 5 -- HYPOTHETICAL SPELLING TEST 

Catastrophe Cattle Cat Scale .e..core 

1 1 1 3 
a 1 1 2 
a a 1 1 
a a a a 

Here a "1" means that the word is correctly spelled, and a "a" 
means that the word was not correctly spelled. Notice that 
the patterns are arranged in cumulative and descending order. 
Notice, also, that we can read the scale backwards: A person 
who cannot spell "cat" will also probably miss "cattle" and 
"catastrophe." And a person who gets "cat" but misses "cattle" 
will probably miss "catastrophe." 

The "scale score~ numbers on the right simply represent 
the number of words spelled correctly. But they also mean 
something more: Someone getting a score of "2" means not 
only that he got two words correct; it means that he got 
two specific words correct -- namely, cattle and cat (and 
he got catastrophe wrong). If by chance we come across some
body who, for whatever reason, spells catastrophe and cat 
correctly but misses cattle, then in the language of Guttman 
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analysis this would be called an error response and would be 
so counted in evaluating the whole scale. 

In other words, the idea is to see to what extent one has 
a Guttman scale by first looking at a particular item orderIng 
and then taking into account the number of error responses 
one obtaitls. Obviously, if there are too many errors, then 
one does not have a good Guttman scale; one would conclude 
that "these items do not form a Guttman scale." If the 
number of errors relative to the total number of items (and 
the sample size) is low, then one would conclude that the 
items do indeed form a Guttman scale. Just what constitutes 
"too many" errors is decided by the coefficients that are 
calculated (see below), one of which is called the reproduci
bility coefficient. 

The essential idea in Guttman analysis with survey items 
such as ours is to try to discover whether any sets of items 
one has might indeed form a Guttman scale. This usually 
means experimenting with different sets of items and with 
different orderings. We have done some of this experimentation, 
and we have come up with a couple of reasonable (though far 
from perfect) Guttman scales. Remember that while the results 
of our Guttman analyses given below are interesting in them
selves, the major reason for doing a Guttman analysis is to 
examine how these items behave in regard to one another, 
whether they form a good scale, and -- importantly -- whether 
or not the analysis yields a good criterion item which would 
then be employed in the later prediction analsysis. Once 
again, Guttman analysis is being used here as a technique of 
data-reduction: We are essentially taking a set of items and 
asking the question: "Can the information that this entire 
set of items gives us for a given person be boiled dOwn to 
one or two criterion items or, perhaps, to a scale ~core~" 
It is absolutely necessary to engage in such data-reduction 
analysis prior to the prediction analysis in a survey such as 
this; otherwise, the number of variables entered into the 
prediction analysis would be totally unmanageable and inter
pretation of the data would be out of hand and virtually 
impossible.* 

Procedures 

On the basis of preliminary conferences among research 
staff members and on the basis of the literature on Guttman 
analysis, it was decided that the following five sets of 
dichotomous items would be subjected to Guttman analysis to 
see whether and to what extent they would form acceptable 
Guttman scales (i.e., would they yield sufficient "reproduci
bility"): 

* Later analysis, not presented here, would, of course, use 
the scale score as the single (criterion) variable -- and 
treat it as a continuous variable. 
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(a) Variables 012 through 021, which we have called the 
Community Crime Scale, a series of items which ask respondents 
to indicate whether or not such things as confusion among 
neighbors, fear of crime, excessive drinking in public, and 
so on are a problem in the neighborhood. Thus, these items 
assess the respondent's own perception of the occurrences of 
such an array of crimes in his or her own·community. Please 
refer to the Code book and to the instrument for the wordings 
of the items. 

(b) Variables 022 through 027, which pertain to what a 
person would do by way of crime prevention in regard to their 
own house, such as stop mail delivery, have a neighbor watch 
the house and so on. These variables are grouped under what 
we call below the House Watch (future) items. 

(c) Variables 028 through 033 pertain to the exact same 
items, except that they indicate to whether or not the respond
ent has actually done these things in the past. These are re
ferred to as the House Watch (actual) items in the following 
analysis. 

(d) Variables 037 through 042 pertain to various kinds 
of perceptions of crime both in one's own community as well 
as in the united States in general. We were curious whether, 
as suggested by the overall conceptualization and hypotheses, 
an individual's perceptions of crime in his or her own commu
nity are scalable with his or her perceptions of crime in 
general. (We touched on this issue already in the factor 
analyses above; the Guttman analysis further explores this 
issue. ) 

(e) Recall our findings in regard· to the factor ~nalysis 
of the Crime-Morality scale above, which contained variables 
176 through 182. The Guttm?n analysis was performed on a 
subset of these (upon variables 176, 179, 180 and lSI) since 
greatly unbalanced marginals plus polarity problems dictated 
that a Guttman analysis of all seven original items would not 
be feasible. In any case, we did in fact try a Guttman analy
sis of all items and found that, as expected, these problems 
permitted no good scalable ordering. Thus, the results presen
.ted below pertain only to the four variables specified~ 

The specific procedure we used, and the SPSS option elec
ted, was to initially order the items on the basis of the 
marginal frequencies and percentages (i.e., upon simply the 
number of individuals agreeing or not agreeing with the parti
cular item). In general, the best first approximation of a 
Guttman ordering is simply to order the items on the basis of 
"yes's" to an item (which is exactly the same as ord~ring 
items in the above spelling test example on the basis of how 
many people spell the word correctly; that is, order the 
items (the words) according to their degree of difficult~ll 
This is what we did. The next step was to s-e-e what over 
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error patterns resulted when the items were classified in 
this way. It should be noted also that in Guttman analysis, 
one's results will depend upon where one places the "cutpoints" 
on the raw data~ that is whether one dichotomizes the item 
between "yes" versus "no," or between a "yes" and "maybe" 
together versus a "no," and so on. 

Each set of items below, after being ordered on the basis 
of the marginals, is subjected to the rigorous tests of stan
dard Guttman analysis. These involve the use of the following 
four coefficients, all of which appear in Tables 6 through 10 
following: 

(a) Coefficient of reproducibility. This is an overall 
measure of the proportIOn of errors one gets when one orders 
the items in a particular way (such as according to the margi
nals, as we have done). In general the higher this coefficient, 
the better the scale (the more valid the scale). The general 
guideline used today is that a reproducibility of .90 or 
above indicates a strong (valid) scale. A reproducibility 
between .85 and .90 is of some validity; a coefficient of 
less than .85 is not considered acceptable. Technically, 
reproducibility is defined as 1 minus the number of errors 
over the total number of possible responses, where the number 
of possible responses is defined as N (the number of respon
dents) times the number of items used in the scale. 

(b) Minimum marginal reproducibility. This is the lowest 
that the reproducibility coefficient could get based on the 
marginals alone. 

(c) Percent improvement. This is simply reproducibility 
minus minimum marginal reproducibility; that is, "a" minus 
"b. " 

(d) Coefficient of scalability. This measure combines 
the percent improvement measure with marginal reproducibility. 
It is defined as percent improvement divided by 1 minus 
marginal reproducibility. This coefficient should be .60 or 
above to be able to conclude that one has a valid scale. 
Anything in the .50 to .60 range is so-so. Anything less 
than .50 indicates that the items in question do not form an 
acceptable Guttman ordering. 

Results 

Overall, the results using Guttman analysis were somewhat 
encouraging, but not as encouraging as the results of the 
factor analyses. As it turns out, of the five sets of question
naire items subjected to Guttman analysis, two of these yielded 
reasonably valid scales. Let us examine the actual results. 

Examine Table 6. The ordering of items analyzed was from 
variable 017, "fear of crime" {on the right side of the 
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table) on down through "bad elements" (variable 016). This 
means that if these items were to end up forming a good Guttman 
scale, thenanyone who answered that "fear of crime" was 
either "not a problem" (thus getting the designation of zero, 
or "0;" cf. our spelling test example above) would also feel 
that all the other things were also not a problem (such as 
trespassing, public drug usage, excessive drinking in public 
and so on -- all in that order). Note that with reference to 
our spelling test-example above, one must read Table 6 from 
right to left, not left to right. Hence, someone indicating 
that fear of crime was a problem but that the next scale item 
(trespassing) was not, then (again if the items are scalable) 
that person would indicate that all the other items were also 
not a problem. And so on for all the remaining items through 
item 016, the last (left most) item, which is "bad elements." 
Note also that since this is the last item, this is the one 
which showed the most people (respondents) agreeing with it: 
Fully 88 percent of the cases used in the analysis felt that 
"bad elements" in their community were "not a problem." (The 
total number of cases used was 513 out of our total sample of 
621, due to listwise rather than pairwise deletion of missing 
data. ) 

Unfortunately, the pertinent coefficients do not indicate 
a valid Guttman scale. While reproducibility is at least 
modest (.8390), marginal reproducibility is also high (.8090), 
which means that improvement is only modest (.0300 percent) 
and thus, the coefficient of scalability is very low (.1571). 

We proceed to Tables 7 and 8, both of which involve the 
House Watch (house protection) items. The results here are 
interesting and useful. While the items ~n Table 7 (whidh 
pertain to what the respondent would do)' do not form an impres
sive scale (note that reproducibility is .7999, or about .80, 
and scalability is .2849, or about .29 -- more impressive 
than the prior scale but still not quite good enough), the 
items in the next table, Table 8, certainly do. Table 8 
pertains to what the respondent has actually done in the 
past. These items do scale. Reproducibility-rs-respectable 
(.87); there is a 14.4 percent improvement; and scalability 
is .53. 

Notice the item ordering, across the top of the table. 
Since the items form a relatively respectable Guttman scale, 
we may make the following inferences: Only 12 percent of our 
~ample has actually notified the police in the past to watch 
their home (look at the marginal percents at the bottom of 
the table). However, if a person has actually done this, 
then he or she has alsO-done the following in this order: 
Postponed mail (variable 029); given a key to a neighbor 
(variable 032); had a neighbor bring in newspapers or mail 
(031); had a neighbor keep a general look out (030), and 
finally, actually left a light on in the house {variable 033; 
note that 78 percent of our respondents in both Atlanta and 
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Washington, D. C. have done this). Note also the very low 
number of "error" responses (in fact zero errors for the 
first scale pattern). 

Continuing to interpret the scale, if someone has not 
actually notified the police (variable 028) but has postponed 
mail (029), then that person (with few errors) has-also done 
all the others. 

Looking at Tables 7 and 8 together permits the following 
conclusions: 

(a) The things that one actually does in regard to pro
tecting one's house form a considerably better scale than 
what one says that one might do. The former form a better 
unidimensional set of items than do the latter. 

(b) These particular items have a cumulative (Guttman) 
quality when asked in regard to what the respondent has actu
ally done in the past, but not when the items pertain to what 
one might do. 

(c) The scale scores (numbers on the far left of the 
table) are the overall index scores of simply the number of 
items to which the person responded "yes." It is an overall 
index (it is an "unweighted" index since it weights all items 
equally) of whatever property the scale is measuring. In 
this case, the index score simply measures the extent to 
which the person reports that they protect their horne by 
means of the items asked. 

Table 9 presents the findings pertaining to the items 
intended to measure perceptions of crime, broadly defined, in 
terms of the items in question (variables 037 through 042). 
The ordering displayed in Table 9 does not yield sUfficient 
reproducibility and scalability to enable one to conclude 
that the items form a valid Guttman scale. 

Table 10 tells another story, however. Recall that the 
items displayed in this scale represent a subset of all the 
crime-morality items which were already subjected to factor 
analysis above. This resulted in variable 181 (prisoner up~ 
rising) being designated as a criterion variable. It is now 
interesting to note its relative scale position here -- it is 
the left-most item, that is, the one showing the greatest 
percent of agreement with it: of the 393 cases that were inclu
ded, 35 percent answered the "prisoner uprising" item in the 
affirmative. This item thus combines two properties: First, 
its marginal percent is not severely skewed (35 percent is 
not "too small"); and secondly, it occupies a position at one 
extreme end of the scale. In this sense it is a "criterion" 
item for the Guttman scale (in addition to being so via factor 
analysis). This means that this single item is playing an 
important role for us in our study. 
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Returning to Table 10, we note that variable 176 (angry 
black arsonist) defines the other extreme end of the scale; 
it shows the lowest percent of agreement. Since reproducibi
lity is sufficiently high (.89), as is scalability (.50), we 
may interpret the results thusly: A person who answers 
"yes" (i.e., "quite right" or "somewhat right") to the "angry 
black arsonist" item also answers yes to all the others. Any
one who answers "no" to arsonist but "yes" to the purchase 
of hot merchandise then says "yes" to the remaining two items 
-- with a low probability of error. The "prostitute" item 
comes next, and as already noted, the prisoner uprising item 
comes last. Note that we may also read the scale in the 
other direction: Someone who said "no" (1. e., anything other 
than "quite right" or "somewhat rightll) 'to the prisoner upris
ing item also says no to all the others, and so on. (Note, 
finally, that a lower scale score [0 through 4] indicates 
greater "moral conservatism," or some such concept.) 

So, in sum, in regard to Table 10: We see that the crime
morality subset does indeed form a reasonably valid Guttman 
scale. The information yielded by it is useful for the addi
tional (predictive) analysis to come later, since it not only 
yields a criterion item, but also yielded the same criterion 
item as did the factor analysis procedure. But in addition, 
these Guttman results are interesting in their own right: 
They tell us not only that these items have a cumulative 
property, but the analysis also tells us the ordering of the 
items. The scale position of the "arsonist" item is interest
ing. It is useful to know, for example, that given our sample, 
o,ur sample design and our Atlanta and Washington, D. C. 
populations, and assuming representativeness of the sample 
(and other appropriate statistical assumptions), that anyone 
deciding that it is OK to burn the store' described in our item 
will also -- with a very high probability -- go along with: 
Purchasing hot merchandise, prostitution for purposes of 
feeding one's children, and the prisoner uprising involving 
the killing of a guard. This is interesting; it tells us a 
lot about the concept (crime-morality) that we are measuring 
here; and it gives us a good idea of how to measure it as a 
dependent variable in the predictive analysis, to which we now 
turn.* 

* Additional analyses might experiment with additional positive
polarity items added in (for the crime-morality scale), then 
the negative-polarity items, and finally, experimentation 
with different cut-points. The experimenting which we ourselves 
did yielded, as the best scale, the one presented here. 
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Prediction Analyses: Introduction 

After having examined the degree to which questionnaire 
items in a pre-designated set end up relating to each other, 
the next task -- the major task of the presentation of the 
findings of the survey research component of this project -
is a detailed account of the correlates of crime perception 
and experience, namely the prediction analysis component. 
The basic question asked is general and simple: Given the sets 
dependent variables which we have identified (those variables 
pertaining to perception of. crime and experience and contact 
with crime in the community), and which we list in detail 
later, what are the individual and structural variables which 
are statistically related to them? In other words, which 
independent variables predict which dependent variables? All 
the following analyses and tables are designed to answer this 
basic question. 

There are, of course, a wide variety of statistical tech
niques and tests which one might employ in prediction analysis. 
Essentially, the task is to examine the relationships among 
pairs of variables, taking one independent and one dependent 
variable at a time. This is called bivariate analysis. After 
examining these relationships, the next stage is to introduce 
additional variables into the picture, either as control 
variables (sometimes referred to as "teat variables") or as 
additional independent variables, to see what they explain in 
combination with the prior independent variables (for example, 
investigation of statistical interaction is of this sort). 
These latter analyses, which employ three or more variables 
simultaneously in a given table or analysis, are called multi
variate analyses. (In fact, the factor analyses and Guttman 
analyses just summarized are both multiva~iate techniques 
-three or more variables were entered simultaneously into a 
given test or procedure). 

A variety of techniques are available for both bivariate 
and multivariate prediction analysis. Some of the more common 
and well known ones are bivariate and multivariate cross
tabulation, one-way analysis of variance (which is bivariate) 
and multiple analysis of variance (called MANOVA, a multivar
iate technique), and the various varieties of bivariate regres
sion and multivariate regression, including Path Analysis and 
other forms of causal analysis. 

Which technique one initially chooses for one's analysis 
will depend upon many things, such as the levels of measurement 
of the variables one has (whether nominal, ordinal, interval 
or ratio), the nature and size of the sample, whether the 
study is cross-sectional (as is ours) or longitudinal (which 
ours is not), the nature of assumptions about the population 
and other such matters. The most important among these, at 
least in the initial stages, is the level of measurement 
question. An additional and important consideration is whether, 
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and to what extent, one has preliminarily designated variables 
as independent (that is, presumed or suspected causal factors) 
versus dependent (presumed effects). In certain cases, one 
can (as with many of our variables) designate a variable as 
independent on the basis of temporal priority (as with age 
and gender; both are predetermined variables). In certain 
cases, intervening (or "mediating") variables are preliminarily 
designated also. In fact, it is generally known and agreed 
upon that no meaningful analysis of data of any kind whatever 
can take place unless some preliminary decisions are made in 
regard to what are the independent and/or dependent variables 
to be investigated. (Certain analysis techniques, such as 
cross-logged correlations, can be used to estimate causal 
priority in cases where the temporal priority of variables is 
not ascertainable.) 

Our project has been designed to allow the conceptualiza
tion, literature review and basic goals of the study to dictate 
fairly clearly what the preliminary designation of independent 
and dependent variables looks like. While this, of course, 
is detailed variable-by-variable in the text following, the 
reader should at this stage recognize that we are treating 
the following kinds of phenomena as dependent variables in 
our study, all of which pertain, in one way or another, to the 
individual's own perceptions of, feelings about, and experien
ces with crime in his or her community: Perceptions of trouble 
in one's neighborhood; fear of crime in one's area; awareness 
of criminal activity going on in one's area; how one perceives 
crime in one's own community in relation to the entire country; 
whether or not one feels safe at night; what one does to 
one's home to protect it from criminal activity; whether one 
is aware of reported crimes; whether one actually utilizes 
police services such as calling the police; whether one has 
been criminally involved with the police; whether one's fr.iends 
have been involved with the police; one's psychological atti
tudes toward the police and how one thinks of the police; the 
image the police have with the individual; one's own moral 
attitudes about crime and how it is defined; and other such 
variables. 

The following examples of variables, on the other hand, 
constitute independent variables (and in some cases, control 
variables): The particular city, that is, Atlanta vs. Wash
ington, D. C. (we want to know how our respondents differ on 
all the above kinds of dependent variables in Atlanta as 
opposed to Washington, D. C.); the particular kind of tract 
as defined by our 2 x 2 classification of middle vs. low
income and high vs. low crime; the respondent's age; SES 
characteristics of the responden;, the respondent's gender 
(male or female); information about the respondent's use of 
recreational facilities in his or her community; information 
about the individual's integration into the community and his 
or her ties to the community (we will see that this cluster 
of variables, which we have fortunately measured 1n many 
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different ways and from many different "angles," will end up 
being perhaps the most important set of predictors in our 
entire study); and other variables such as the respondent's 
degree of alienation, the respondent's self-evaluation, the 
respondent's home situation in terms of own/rent, number of 
rooms, etc., and the respondent's religion, church attendance 
and participation in religious-related activities (as we 
shall see, this latter set of variables will end up being a 
surprisingly strong set of predictors). This is, of course, 
only a brief sampling of the rich list of independent variables 
which we employ below. As the reader will note, certain of 
these are unambiguously predetermined and are thus causally 
prior to our measurement of the dependent variables. Such 
predetermined variables are: city; tract type; gender; and 
certain SES characteristics, such as father's occupation. 

Given the mix of levels of measurement in our study, the 
large number of variables and the very exploratory nature of 
the survey, we have employed bivariate and multivariate cross
tabulation, adapted to both nominal and ordinal levels of 
measurement, for our basic analysis technique for the predic
tion analyses. (Some multiple ANOVA analyses and one or two 
selected multiple regression analyses, would be advisable, 
though they are not yet presented here.) We have already en
gaged in some data-reduction analyses (factor analysis and 
Guttman scaling) which will greatly aid the prediction analy
sis, but still the task has been massive. All told, well 
over five thousand cross tabulation tables were run -- and 
these were done after the number of possible tables was first 
narrowed down on the basis of data-red~ction analysis and pre
liminary selection of variables to be run based on the litera
ture review and other substantive considerations. The tables 
which follow represent only a small part of the total analysis. 
Yet the tables to be given below do represent an extensive 
picure of what we have indeed found, and we have tried not to 
burden this report unnecessarily with tables which are of 
minor importance. Nor have we chosen to present only those 
tables showing statistical significance; we also present 
non-significant tables (though relatively few) when contrasts 
are appropriate. 

Each table below was subjected to Chi Square analysis in 
order to determine the level of significance under the null 
hypothesis. A number of association measures were computed 
for each crosstabulation table, each having different proper
ties and advantages and disadvantages. We will focus for the 
most part on Cramer's V and upon the Pearson Contingency 
Coefficient, C, both of which give a good overall picture of 
the degree of association or correlation of the two variables 
in question. We also have calculated the following for each 
table, as supplementary: Lambda (asymmetric and symmetric); 
Kendall's Tau; Gamma; Sommer's D; and even Pearson's R. Not 
all are, of course, appropriate for any given table (which 
one used will depend among other things upon the level of 
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measurement of both of the variables). But Cramer's V and 
the Pearson's C are appropriate for all cross tabulation ta
bles, and we thus use both for each table. We will use V and 
C as well as any other where appropriate. 

All tables following are bivariate. All three-way (or 
higher) crosstabulations are presented in the next major 
section of this report. It was decided that in the interests 
of clarity of presentation, all simple bivariate results will 
be given first, in that these are the "guts" of the exploratory 
analysis. Following these bivariate presentation, two kinds 
of multivariate crosstabulations will be given: The contextual 
(compositional) analyses, where structural effects of the char
acteristics of the census tracts are assessed with counterpart 
individual variables being held simultaneously constant, and 
finally, further "test" analysis, designed to examine the 
effect of control variables on the previously-observed bivari
ate results. 
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A. PERCEPTIONS OF COMMUNITY CRIME 

Our first task is to examine what variables are related 
to those dependent variables which pertain to the individual's 
overall perceptions of specific crime activities that take 
place in his immediate "life space" or the environment immed
iately surrounding him. The preliminary set of dependent 
variables consists of the following: Variables 012 through 
021. These involve measuring what the respondent indicated 
on a three-point scale of "not a problem," "somewhat of a 
problem~ and "big problem" (including "don't know" and "no 
answer") for such things as "troublemakers hanging around" 
(variable 012 and questionnaire item number 3), "neighbors 
not getting along" (013), "public drinking" (014), and what, 
on the basis of the marginals and on the basis of conceptual
ization, has ended up being our criterion here, variable 017, 
"fear of crime." (Note that we actually measure fear of crime 
in a number of different ways, all to corne later. This is 
simply the criterion for this particular set of crime-percep
tion variables r~hich are being discussed at the moment.) 

The reader will recall that the Guttman analysis of this 
same set of variables did not yield a sufficiently scalable 
set, although the results did come close. It was thus decided 
to incorporate not only the criterion item (fear of crime) 
but the others as well, on the logic that since they all do 
not scale well, they all measure somewhat differing aspects 
of perceptions of, and fear of, crime. This, in fact, is an 
advantage and not a disadvantage in using this set of variables, 
for the findings that can emerge will, as a result, be somewhat 
richer and more broadly defined. 

We proceed, then, to the first actual prediction data table 
of the report, Table A-I, given below. This table shows the 
relationship between variable 003 (tract type, using the four
category classification) and variable 017, the criterion vari
able, fear of crime. From here on, the independent variable 
will be given on the left side (thus as the rows of the table), 
and the dependent variable will be given at the top (thus 
constituting the columns). This is read as "variable 003 BY 
variable 017" (that is, the independent variable is stated-
first, in keeping with the now well-established SPSS computer 
convention). 

Before elaborating on this table, variable 002 (Atlanta 
vs. Washington, D. C.) did not end up being significantly 
related to any of these dependent variables. This, therefore, 
means that for our samples in the two cities, the people did 
not differ in regard to any of these variables. This is, 
indeed, interesting; we would expect at least some differences, 
but we found none. As we will see later, however, respondents 
in Atlanta and Washington, D. C. certainly do differ on other 
dependent variables to come. 
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Table A-I shows a significant (P = .0312 = .03), though 
not tremendously strong relationship (C = .17) between tract 
type and fear of crime: In general, those in the middle-income, 
low-crime tract had the least fear of crime (that is, they 
showed the highest percent (75%) stating fear of crime was 
"not a problem"). Those in the low-income, high-crime tract 
show the highest relative fear of crime (17%, the highest row
calculated* percent in the column, indicated fear was a "big 
problem"). The importance of this finding lies not only in 
the combined effects of both tract income and tract crime 
rate, which are suggested here, but these findings serve as 
well as a kind of "validation" of our classification of the 
tract. (Note the separate effects of crime rate for the same 
income categories and of income category for the same crime 
rate categories.) 

The next interesting thing to note with regard to these 
variable~ is th~t each and everyone of ~he remaining depen
dent var1ables 1S related to tract type 1n exactly the same 
way! (We do not show these tables simply in the interest of 
saving space. On occasion we will follow the procedure of 
showing the criterion table only, if in fact it indeed reveals 
the same pattern (and significance) of results as the other 
tables for the set of dependent variables. In cases where 
the patterns differ, or when one is significant and another 
not, the~ we show those tables as well.) 

In other words, the middle-income, low-crime tract showed 
the highest percent of "not a problem" for the following: 
Community trouble-makers; confusion among neighbors; public 
drinking; insulting remarks; "bad elements;" trespassing in 
yards; people fighting; property damage; and public drug usage. 
This finding was consistent over all ten tables. Obviously, 
despite the fact that these dependent variables themselves 
measure somewhat differing aspects of awareness and perception 
of crimes in one's area (recall that they do not form a com
pletely uniform Guttman scale), they nonetheless show a clear 
pattern of correlation with tract type. As we will see, 
tract type ends up being a very important predictor in the 
entire study. Just as interestingly, the Atlanta-Washington, 
D. C. distinction, while it will show up as a moderately good 
predictor, does not predict as well (relatively) as the tract 
distinction. Thus, in general, as we will discover as we 
proceed, differences between tracts within the city predict 

* In any cross tabulation table which puts the independent 
variable on the left (i.e., by row), the correct percent to 
use is that computed by row (not by column or by grand total). 
Thus, for example, in Table A-l: The 70.5% is the result of 
103 divided by 146, not by 420. So from now on, for all 
tables following, the meaningful percent is the topmo~one 
in each cell, i.e., the row percent. 
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better than differences between the cities (and even for 
differences between cities controlling for tract type). 

We proceed to Table A-2 which shows'a significant rela
tionship (P = .005) between the respondent's age category 
(variable 007) and variable 014, public drinking. In this 
case, all the other tables except the one for fear of crime 
(variable 017) were significant. Table A-2, as well as the 
other tables (not shown), all show this: The older one is, 
the less one sees crime as a problem. The exact same pattern 
also shows up for our other measure of respondent's age (vari
able 260, wherein age was recorded in raw' form and then later 
recategorized on the basis of the marginals -- simply a way 
of refining our measure of age beyond that categorization 
exhibited by variable 007): The older the respondent, the 
less he or she perceives crime to be a problem in the community. 

This set of preliminary findings foreshadows what we will 
soon discover is a general pattern of results that runs through
out our data, and which, indeed, together constitute a main, 
focused, emergent finding of the entire survey component of 
the study: That the more ties the individual has with the 
community, the more clubs he or she is in, the more church 
attendance, the more involved the individual is with the 
day-to-day activities of the community -- in other words the 
more integration of the person into the 'immediate community 
social network -- then the less fear that person will have 
of crime, the safer he will feel during the day and night, 
the more positive will be his or her attitude toward the 
police and so on and on for an impressive list. But all this 
will emerge later, when we will also note some interesting 
exceptions. 

We press on to Tables A-3 through A-12. In this instance, 
we have decided to present all ten tables which show the rela
tionship between variable 161, which is whether or not the 
person is a member of a community club (such as a youth orga.n
ization, sports club, etc.) and some dependent variables 
(variables 012 all the way through 021). We present· all 
these tables here in order to allow the reader to appreciate 
the full range of findings. 

Table A-3 shows that those who are members of sqme club 
-- those who are (thus) "tied to" or involved with the commu~ 
nity in this way -- are more likely to report that community 
troublemakers are "not a problem" (84.2%) than' are those who 
are not members of some club (71.6%) and furthermor~~ that 
members are less 1 ikely than non-members to say that" communi ty , 
troublemakers are a "big problem." While the p~rcent. differen
ces are not great, they are nonetheless in the predicte~ di
rection and furthermore, the same pattern of f~nding~ is 
present in all but one of the following tables fbr these 
variables (the only nonsignificant relationship is in Table 

, , 

I"~ 

A-7, for "bad elements"). Let us look at these patterns a 
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bit more closely. 

Table A-4 shows that club members feel that confusion 
among neighbors is less of a problem than do non-members (90.5% 
vs. 79.2%). This relationship is significant (P = .011) and 
of only moderate magnitude (V = .12, C = .16). Note that the 
remaining tables show precisely the same pattern. Those who 
are members of some kind of club are, relative to non-members, 
more likely to indicate "not a problem" for all of the follow
ing: Excessive public drinking~ insulting remarks (note the 
particularly impressive. significant level here, P < .0001 
[Table A-6] and the relatively stronger degree of association, 
C = .22)~ fear of crime (the criterion item); trespassing in 
yards~ people fighting (another impressive significance level 
here, in Table A-IO); property damage~ and finally (in Table 
A-12), public drug usage, showing P = .0017 and C = .18. 
While 73.9% of club members feel that drug usage is "not a 
problem" in their community, 60.1% of the non-members feel 
this way. 

In sum then, the overall pattern is that for those who 
are members of some kind of community club, and thus more 
functionally integrated into the life of the community (at 
least by this one indicator, club membership), these persons 
consider the crimes listed to be significantly less of a prob
lem, as far as they are concerned, than are persons who are 
not members of any club. These findings thus fit the general 
pattern that seems to be emerging from the data pertaining to 
the relationship between community integration and perception 
and awareness of community crime. 

Tables A-13 through A-22 all pertain to the effects of 
another independent variable, whether or not the person indi
cated that he or she was actually a member of a neighborhood 
church. The effects are not as well-patterned as was the 
case' with club membership, but five out of the ten dependent 
crime-perception variables showed a significant effect. 
Those who are members of their neighborhood church see the 
following crimes as less troublesome than those who are not 
church members: Troublemakers; confusion among neighbors~ 
public drinking~ people fighting; and public drug usage. The 
remaining variables do not reveal a significant relationship 
to church membership/non-membership. These non-significant 
tables are shown here for the sake of illustration. Nonethe
less, the basic pattern seems to emerge here, too: To the 
extent that membership in a church in one's community is an 
indicator of community ties, then to that extent the effect 
of this upon the tendency for the individual to see crime as 
less troublesome is a tentative confirmation of the emerg:ng 
pattern. 

In fact, being a member of a church may be no different 
from being a member of a club in the community, at least in 
terms of the role both of these variables play with regard 
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to the dependent variables. Both seem to work the same way 
on these crime-perception variables. In this sense, the 
church is simply a kind of club. 

Moving to Tables A-23 through A-26, we encounter results 
which supplement the foregoing, this time in regard to church 
attendance. In three instances, for the crimes of community 
troublemaker, insulting remarks and fighting, the more frequ
ently the individual attends church, the more likely he or . 
she is to indicate that the particular crime asked about is 
not a problem. Equivalently, the more the church attendance, 
the less likely one is to indicate that the particular crime 
is a "big problem." The table for the criterion variable (fear 
of crime, Table A-25) does not, however, reveal a significant 
relationship, although the other three do. In fact, a tendency 
for there to be what is called a monotonic relationship may 
be seen: Note that in Table A-24, for example, in the first 
column, except for "don't know/no answer," the percents 
decrease "stepwise" from 90.3% for "once a week" to 87.3% 
for "two or three times a month" to 77.6% for "once a monih" 
to, finally, 64.5% for "never." This sh6ws us that there is 
a smooth, clear decrease in tHe percent of those who feel 
that insulting remarks are not a problem, as a function of 
decreasing church attendance. Note also some monotonicity 
in the third column ("big problem"), in the increasing direct
ion, of course. (Note also that the differences are smaller 
due to the considerably smaller marginal total.) The signifi
cance level for the table is extremely good (P < .0001) and 
C = .26. The other two tables which also reveal some monoto
nicity are Tables A-26 (for "people fighting") and also A-23 
(for "community troublemakers"). 

So it seems that not only does church membership predict 
these perceptions of crime reasonably well, so, too; does 
actual amount of church attendance. Once again we have 
evidence that the more the involvement of the individual 
with the community (this time as reflected by amount of 
church attendance), the less problematic crime is seen to be 
by that individual. There is, however, one qualification which 
must be placed on this interpretation. variable 249 represents 
a question asked of the respondent about church attendance 
in general, and does not specify whether or not the attendance 
was at a church in one's own neighborhood. In fact, many of 
the responses clearly involve churches which could well be 
outside the neighborhood, given that only a small percent 
actually indicated membership in a neighborhood church (see 
the marginal percent in Tables A-13 through A-22 just reviewed). 

We arrive at yet another church-related indicator of com
munity involvement and integration into the community: Vari 
able 250, participation in church activities, whose relation
ship to three of the crime variables is displayed in Tables 
A-27 through A-29 (in this case only three dependent crime 
variables showed a significant relationship to the independent 
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variable). In general, those who participate in church 
activities are less likely to see troublemakers, fighting and 
property damage as problems. These findings nicely compliment 
the prior ones. 

We arrive now at still another set of results which tend 
to confirm the emerging pattern. There are, no doubt, quite 
a few ways to measure an individual's involvement in the 
community. One of these, which we did not anticipate in the 
earlier stages of the study, including the hypothesis-formula
ting stage, was whether or not the individual (or the head 
of household) owns or rents his home or room. An individual 
who owns is more "involved" and "tied" to the community; he 
has more of a stake in it; he has more of a vested interest 
in it. It thus makes considerable sense to treat home owner
ship as an indicator of community integration. If so, then 
this variable should predict our crime-perception variables 
in the same way that the previous independent variables have. 

This is, in fact, what we obtained, as seen in Tables A-
30 through A-33. In each of the following instances, those 
who own were more likely to say "not a problem ll than were . 
those who rent in regard to: Confusion among neighbors; public 
drinking; bad elements; and our criterion item, fear of crime. 
All relationships are at an impressive level of significance, 
and the degrees of association are respectable though not 
spectacular (the C coefficients are in the .17 to .18 range). 
But once again, the findings are sufficient to point out the 
overall effect of community integration on perceptions of the 
dangerousness and fearsomeness of crime in one's community. 

All remaining tables in this section pertain to the effects 
of two social-psychological variables: Alienation and self
evaluation. These are both treated as independent variables 
in the analysis. As can be seen from a perusal of the tables 
(Tables A-34 through A-45), both of these social-psychological 
variables predict reasonably well -- in fact, somewhat better 
than we initially suspected. While these two variables them
selves may not actually be treated as direct indicators of 
community integration (and there is, of course, no reasoh 
that they should; not all of our predictor variables pertain 
only to community integration!), they nonetheless provide 
useful information about the correlates of crime perception. 
At the very least they are indicators of an individual's over
all involvement with society in general: The more the aliena
tion, and/or the lower the self-evaluation, the (perhaps) 
less the extent to which the individual "fits" into society. 

Tables A-34 through A-39 use variable 185, "negative fu
ture perspective," as the independent variable. This is one 
item from the set of items which measure alienation, although 
it is not the criterion item (the criterion did not show a 
significant relationship to the dependent crime variables). 
In general, the tables show that the more negative one's 
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perspective (the more alienated one is, as indicated by 
an "agree" or "strongly agree" response to the item), then 
the more likely one is to indicate that fear of crime, public 
drinking and so on are problems in the community. The more 
alienated the respondent, the more likely he or she was to 
indicate that crime was a problem, especially for "fear of 
crime;" see Table A-39. 

How an individual feels about himself or herself is also 
evidently predictive of that person's perception of crime in 
the community in the same way as is alienation. Tables A-40 
through A-45 generally show that the more negatively a person 
feels about himself or herself (the more the degree of agree
ment on variable 198, feelings of uselessness -- not, inciden
tally, the criter.ion item), then the more fear of crime, 
public drinking and so on are perceived to be a "big problem" 
in the community. Note, too, the nearly monotonic percents 
in the "big problem" column in some of these tables (in A-40, 
A-42 and A-44). This is all indeed quite interesting and 
informative. How a person feels about himself or herself 
tells us how worried he or she is about crime in his or her 
community! It is thus tempting to speculate that how indivi
duals perceive crime and how fearful they are of it in their 
own neighborhoods is at least in part a function of how they 
feel about themselves! 

This, then, nearly completes the subsection. We note, 
in summary, what independent variables are reasonably good 
predictors of how fearful and worried people get about crime 
in their own neighborhoods: Tract type; age; whether or not 
the person is a member of some club: whether or not the 
person is a member of a neighborhood church (suggesting that 
church membership and club membership play the same kind of 
role in regard to the dependent variables); amount of attend
ance at religious services; actual amount of participation 
in church-related activities; and whether or not one owns or 
rents his or her home. All these are, directly or indirectly, 
indicators of the extent of involvement and integration of 
the individual into his community. The more the evidence 
of these kinds of involvements, then the less fearful the in
dividual is of neighborhood crime and the less the extent to 
which crime in the neighborhood is perceived as a problem. 
Finally, individual alienation, as well as certain kinds of 
self-evaluation, are predictive of how individuals perceive 
crimes in their own communities. 

Having listed what our predictors are, we might now men
tion and list the independent variables which did not predict 
our dependent perception-of-crime variables. There are a few 
surprises here. Here is the list of variables which, while 
they were entered into our prediction analysis, did not end 
up being at all significantly related to the dependent vari
ables: City (Atlanta vs. Washington, D. C.; this is a bit of 
a surprise); recreation facility availability and use; contact 
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with relatives in the community; respondent's education; re
spondent's occupation; respondent's other SES characteristics; 
all the SES characteristics of the respondent's father or 
main guardian; maritial status (surprise!); the respondent's 
own gender -- male vs. female (surprise!); number of persons 
in the household; who the head of the household was; whether 
employed or not (surprise!); number of bedrooms in the house; 
self-named SES; and finally, the respondent's religion. Note 
very carefully that all other religion-related and church
related variables do predict well. The respondent's actual 
religion (whether he or she is Baptist, Catholic, etc.) does 
not predict the dependent variables in this sUbsection of the 
report. So it is a matter of how often one goes to church, 
how involved one is with church activities, etc., that predicts 
perceptions and fear of crime, not what religion one is. It 
is always fun to find out these kinds of little surprises. 
This is what behavioral science research is all aboutl 
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I 2' • ~ I 30· ! 1 2~.C t 20.C 
I' 22.' I 2.t 1 I.tl t o.e 

·J········t········l········1········1 
S2C 

d 1 • , 

Q('1l 

IOl&l 

!6 , 
~'1 .1 

8~ l' .r 

H~ 

~ 1 • ~ 
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2 elll Of 12 1 1t.7t1 or 1 .. ( ~HID CLllS .. -H Op((f({' CtLl FACOurNC, U:SS fHIN 5.0. 
"tNII1U' LJP[Cltr C.!:lL rRtouo;"r,: 3.~~~ 
CHI !OUfP[: 2,"".2 ~I'H (CfG~£rS 0' rRrEDC~ ~JGNlrte'NC[ 0.!'1! 
(tUl'rR '5 ~: C.OIlHI 

_~IINcr"Ct COOFICHN': r..C091 
wr",e{" IH'''''Etrlel : C.coocr. IItTH ~17? IJrFCNOfNI. : 0.00000 1I1IH IIOU Orp[NO[Nr. 

LI"~OI I S,M"r fIIlC I: c.oroou 
uNCE~T Jlllr, co£" ICHIII 'IS'''HH1cl: O.CO;:H "1fH 11112 orHNDtNI. 0.001"(" wll" ~OI6 
UPlCtArl,,,,, CC["ICHNI Ih",,.rUIICI : n.C:UHa 
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IIEN[,.ll·S '.u c: -C'.CI!o5 sJG"lflCJNC!:: 0.2512 
"_I1P": ,o.ut !~~ 
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prILtn~" Q :.n.~l~~q SI~"I'TC'NC( : ""~"l 
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TABLE A.18 

• • • •• • ". • • • • • • • • • •• c r; c. ! , I !' I! l , , I (.' N n, ~ C II 
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '. • • .'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• r:, Gr 1 ('\f 

Ct'lJ~' 
POll PCI 
COL PC I 
101 per 

~t'l , 
1 
lMIJ A 

,09lr" 
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f>P ~C"[IIH" tilG PRO~ ~ONI ~NO 
& H" ·1I·t/OINSII 

I • , 2 • I 3. , , • , 

11011 
TOUl 

.···.··.1········1········,······8-1········1 
r.. , 2 ~" t6 1 "I I ,! 367 

I •••• I 18.C , II ... 1 2.5 , S'.I 
J 59.1 , 52.8 1 __ .1 r H.o 1 
J 110. II , , O. t 1 e. t , , • ~ 1 ., ........ , ........ , ........ , ........ , 

I, I se I 22 I 7 J 0 I 115 
I t5.'1 J .5.'1 J ~.2 I 0.0 1 I!.7 
I 11.! I 17.e J IC.' 1 e.c I 
1 •• 0 J 3.'J 1 1.1 , (1.0 I 

·J········J········I· .•.• ···I········t 
~ . II! 17 If ~ H~ 

6t. , 21. ~ ~. c I .8 ~ 1.2 
2e.~ 2 ~.t l5 .!~ ~5 .tl 
18.2 ~ .[j 2. ~ .~. 5 

.1········ ,··· .. ·.··1········,···· .. ···, 
COlU"" "20 115 till 12. t 21 

ICIAl t 7. t 20. I 10. , I. ~ 10r..0 

2 CUI 0' 12' It. III or 'H[ _HID CllLS l!avE [xPfCICD CEll FII[QU£NCt US! 1HIN 5.0. 
"INI"U~ OPFCIF:1' tEll FII[QUr"o: '.t" 
CHI SQUlllt : S.~H12 111114 II orc,A[[S or "RCtOO" ! IGNIFlCUiCE : 
CIU"CII'~': t.OH52 
CO"'''HC''C1 CO(" ICtcHI: 0 .!l~lH 

ALI";;rJ. rl~"1I1rrIlICI : 0.00000 IIIrH ,"~ 1')r.Pf.''lOOll. ."_'HO. 151/1,."RI(I: o.ocooo . 
UNC(RI'I,.." CO[rfICI(Nr "~""'EIIIICI : O.O:H:l~ III1H V!72 
UNC(."I"" COtHICltNI 151""I:IAIc' : r.Ollen 
_[Nf'l .. ·S IAU B: o.oo~,e SIGNlrICAHCE: 0.~51' 
MCNOlll'S I'u c: r.co'5~ SIGNIFIC'NC(: 0.~SI9 
IIA""': t.00852 
SO'HA~'~ 0 "H""E1AICI: o.co~l1 II)fH "72 
50"£11' 'S 0 15'""( IAI CI: O. (10"" 

O[P["O(NI. 

[I': (I.o!e~_ wllH _172 OEPtNOENI. : 
P[.RSO~IS II :·O.~Ct71 SICNJ'ICAHC£: 0.-0_1 
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TABLE A.19 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• roe l ! I' L l , • c ~ 0 r 0........ 
~ I ,~ .,11 U,P.O":t<:-Ol·· aT vo,e TAr~rAS51~G I~ TIRrS . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

y~ J It 
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c.:lL Pi. I 10tLI.. • H" .. "NO'NSII 
ICT PU". •• I Z.I,!.t· •• 1 
••••• .: ·..;.!.I •••• ~ • • 1- •••••• -I •••••••• 1-· .. • ..... 1 

O. I 26' J 7C I 22 I • I 
I 7Z.1 1 1'.1 I •. 0 I 2,2 1 
I St.s' J !l6.' 5'.5 J U'7 J 
I .,.O I Jld S.S 1 Jol I 

·t·······-1········1········J········J 
I • 6 J' I J , I 6 I 

11.8 J 20.C 1 ,701 1.2 
.,.. I J 1." 1 le.~ e.3 
••• J 2.1 I Joo 0.2 

~J········1·······~J· ••••••. J •••••••• ! 
. ~. I 

I 
I 
1 
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It. !, 
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it.l r 
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0.5 t 

·1· .. ······r.·· .. · .. I········,· .. ······1 
CClU",. , "" U! H U e"l 

lOI'.L 72.! 19.8 e.n I.' 10(1.0 

i wr 0'14 t 'It. ru C' III~ ,.un t'[LU IIn[ ['P[CTEt' eEt.!. '''[OUCNe, LESS IH ... S.o. 
"'NIMUI' ["tefto CEt.t. ucouttlO: ",11' 
CHI SCUHt ~ 0'''!t5 ,,"II • orGllu~s 0' FIIHOO" !IG!jtncAHCIi: : 
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to"'II4Cf:"C1 COtHleIEN': C.03Hr 

• • • •• 
• • NGf 

•
"~Q' IAU""CI"JC' : 0.00000 \lUll _Ir~ 
"bC' IS'''"tlAle.: c.ocecc 

: O.OOD~Q 'It'M ,OU Df'P£NDUIT • 

HeU,.,,.,, COH' rCltt .. "St""EUIe' : 0.00011 """ '172 
UIIIC[II"''''' corHICIE'" I!,"/lfllllc' t'.ooen 
arHO't.L'S t'u I: D,cor~. 5'6Nl'ICINe[: O.~~DO 
R[NtAl L'i JlU c: c.eO!!1 SIGNIF IONcr: o •• ~cc 
Ga""': o.cr~!c 
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TABLE A.20 

t. '" II 1 1 ..... 

ilL I ~ 
U' ••••••••••• • • • 
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\! 1:' '.' , ,.'" ~t:t-ICOf -
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or"£"O[I;I. 0.00000 VIIH VOl9 

• •• I H.r 
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ptG Pill" 0::111 ~ .. o nO. 
HI1 W·~OI"SW I 0 tAL 
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1 I n. t 19~ J 41!1 , 1 ~ , !tl 
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I 15. II I 
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·,· .. ·····-I········,········t········1 
7C 

, I • 3 2.1 
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27 .2 

~ 21 
Ir'ln.o 

• • •• • • • 

• • •• 
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CONII'!,r .. c, CCCFfICH"': 0.Ce05 
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f)[P£k:H N'. 

•
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. . . . 
lU 
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TABLE A.22 

••••••••••• ~ •••••• (~u 

\11' liIll:' .. II)t:t1:10r- ~I·U\;C .. 
• , 1 t " 0' •••••••••••••••••• P, V021 PUPlIC ~QuG ~SAGr 

• • • • • • • • • • • .• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • •• rlcr 1 Of 
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COL Pc I lQIlL£M , l£" "·NO'NS .. TOtAL 
'0 , Fel I ,I. 1 ;> • I :. ) .. , \, 12 •• - ••••• J ••• -'~ ••• J ••• a •••• ' ••••••• -t ......... t 

C, I 22: J H J ~~ J 112 1 361 
I 'C.! J 15.11 1 H.' I IS ... , 5f" I 5".1 J f2 ... 1- n.l 1 H.2 1 
J '5 oJ J 9.3 r 7.1 ) •• 8 I ·1········J········t······· .•.•••.... ! 

I. Ir ~ " 2 15 tCS 82 ... IO.t ". 1 2,", I'. , 1101 ~, 1 ~,Z J.t' 
I I • , I," C.~ 0, , 

·I········I········J-••••• ·.I······ •• l 
~ . t III! ~t It IH 

1 t ~. ~ 15.41' ~.! 5. 1 2J ,2 
I 28.11 2" C 2 •• e J ,. C , 19.0 ".2 ~.t I. " ·,·······-1········)········,········1 

COlUM" -In " f5 , , 01 10raL, tt.o I!. C I r.. ~ a.s lee,o 

CHI ~OC.ot[ ~ 61..25"8" .. iTH e orGII£[S OF HrrOO'1 nGNIf'fCAIIC[: O.COB 
tR'~[' '5 v: t.nJ1e 
CONIJ"~r .. " COU'ICI£II': O.IHD 
lIMeOA .An"l1crAJtI : c.oooon "Uti -172 O[PEND!;"!. ' ': o.OOOtlO \tUtI -021 orpn.O[Nl. 
lIH,C[l1 ISH1"rrATc': c.ccooe 

uNClRT""" CO(ffICl(1I1 lOSY""URfC, : 0.01'18 1I1IH ~172 O[PCNO!NI. : C.OIfl'! IIlrll v021 
V'IC[I:T',,," CO[rflCI(NI IH""CIRICI : ('.r:'P~2 
k[Noall'S ,.u p: ·n.11810 stGNlrIC'IICt O,~~O! 
K~~L'Ll'S 'IU C: -O.09~" 51~~IFI~AHcr: D.COOt 
G •• ou: -O.22!H 

SOHER! 's 0 'ASP'HETPlel : '0.122101 IItrH '112 O[p[NO[Nr. : -0.11_" IIJlH _021 O[prIlO(HI. 
SOMtA!'S 0 IH""(!RICI : -0.1\82_ 
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•••••••••••••••••• CRCJ5S A e u L ~ T I ° ~ 

~l ve12 
0' ••••••••• •••• eo * •• 

';"~ ~£Lt(ilO\;~ StllVltt~ AlHHtJt.(E CO~"UljlT1 ,lOU9Ll RAlliS 
• • • • • • , • .,. * • • • • • •••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'AGE 1 0' 

v':1Z 
tell .. T 

,~. PCT IllieT • " ~O~E~H&T CIG P'~9 DLNT I~O ~O. 
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TCiT 'CT t __ 1.: Z.l. '.1 9.1 

.,;"r, ···----·I-----·--I----·--·I--------l--·-~---J 1 • 1 '4· 1S 1;1 " 175 
C', C ' • .fll 'I tZ.3 !.e. 6.9 l.l 2~.z 

.s0.1 1 ~. 7 25.C 11.1 
~! .2 , .l- 1.t; 0.6 

-t-----·--l---·~·--I·-·-··-·J~-·-·~·-t 
2. " Z 11 l lJ' 

r.~ ~. ',,'H I . G 1.6 t.e ~,z z., <:1.6 
i 3., 1:.5 H.t; 15 .S 
te.c 1 .! 1.! :>.5 

-,----·---I--------I--------!--------1 ~ . , ! 2 !O 15 6 16~ 
'; Z ',~ c. • • C'.-H 7 Z~ 1 I ~ .4 f:.~ 3.3 ZQ.5 

( 7.6 ~Q.~ ~ , '. ~ 31.6 
I Z I o! I 4.! 1 Z.1. 1 1.0 I 

-I--------l--------!--------I--------! 
5 • ! St- 1 

. , 

.~ I Ie ! ~ J 93 
,.: .J' ... I c~.z 1 2! • ., r 1::.! 5 ... 1 15.!J 

t " .1 I 2! .If 1 Z;:.E ~6.3 ! 
r ?: I 3.~ r 1.~ O.S t 

·J----~·--I---·----I-----·--!--------r 9. !, e 1 36 
t~·, f ... , . ,.r, At.~ .. , ., 2,~ 0.0 2.S 5. ! 

e 1.t 1 • ~ I).C 5.3 
I 5.S 1 O.z 1 C.C I 0.2 1 

-I--------I--------I--------!--------I 
C OI.U"", 47!! 76 . ,~ 1~ f ~ I 

fOAL 71.0 12., 7.1 3. t 10C',O 

• ~u, L' i1 l~.C;) 0' T~( VILID CELLS ~AvE [,PECtto CELL "tQUrNey LtSS 'HaN S.D • 
• : • .t"~" tJHC"U CEll. fllt~Uf"C'. '.1C1 
t~: ','.liUr. !4.57'o" ,01'" IZ DCGD[fS or t~EtDO" SIc,,,r'!CAIiICE • 
('il~~.'s v. ::,"6~" 
l~'f;":';f .. e, ceE"lerEII'. r::.zne6 

• ..... :. us '''''!Ult) • :l.'1&741j WPI' V'?109 
~ •. :. (~'.·t 'PI". ,j.C1Jt>5 
~"!_T~:·,T' CCtfrICI['Ir UST~'1EHIC) • O.C2,)OI IIlrH v249 
. '.(t.·'I~T' (NnICft'll (S'·"[TII~O • r:'.~U52 
r~;.1 L'S UU 9' G.IJH3Q :l"~HICA~C[. 0.0:>37 
f':'l~'S Tlu C. ~.Ct~19 SI~~l'lC'~CC. 0.0::137 
.... ,. ~.'72~' . 
C~l·'·S ~ o s'''''''rr 0 10 • 
p~.' '!. D (HUt TIll tl I 

C.1!2t.! kITH VZl.9 
O."~911l 
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•••••••••••••••• e.Os~T&8UlAlI0" 
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• • • " • • • • .• • • • • • til • • • • • • • • • • • e'·. • 

COU'" 
"OW , C T 
COL peT 
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thOl , 
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I 
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'.1 2.1 l.1 9.1 

y 149 -- ______ l ------.--1--------1--------1-------1 , . I ,58 1 11 ! 6 I 0 175 
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I ".l 1 13 ." J 23.1 I 0.0 
I 25.4 1 '.8 1 1.0 I 0.0 

-1--------1--------1-·------1--------1 
Z. t '17 1 12 3 2 I lH 

Ttl 0 011 T" P (f A ,. 1 II 7 • 3 J 9.0 2 ~ 2 I .5 I' 21.6 
1 Z3.1 J ".6 ".5 Z!.b 1 
1 '8.8 1 1.9 0.5 0.3 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3. 1 142 1 31 r 10 1 0 1 18 3 

DINer, "ONTH ! 77.6 1 16.9 1 5.5 I 0.0 I 29.S 
I ~e.1 I 37.8 1 3e.S I 0.0 I 
1 22.9 1 5.0 1 '.6 1 0.0 1 

-1--------1--------1--0 -----1--------1 
5.! 60 1 23 I 7 1 3! 93 

~[VfA I 6~.5 1 2'.7 1 7.5 1 3.2 1 15.0 
1 11.9 1 28.0 1 26.9 1 '2.9 1 
1 9.7 1 3.7 ! ,~, I 0.5 1 

-t----·---I------··I--------l--------! 
9. 1 29 5 0 Z 

CO~T "NO. 110 AilS 1 60.6 ,'.9 0.0 5.6 
I 5.7 6.1 0.0 28.6 
1 '.7 1 o.~ 1 0.0 I D.' t 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 eOLullII .. 506 ~2 26'" 
TOT_L a1.5 13.2 4.2 t.1 

l6 
5.8 

621 
100.0 

Of· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
I~SUlTING .[.&11$ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 O • 

" OUT 0' ~O-( '40.01) 0' THt VALID CELLS'"A~E [XPlCUO ClLL' UUU(NCf un THAN S.D. 
"lhl"U" £JP[Ct[D ClLl f.[QU[NC,. 0.406 
tkl SQUAIE. 45.57706 WITH 12 O['I,£S 0' 'l'lDO" SI'HIFICAHCE_~ , o.oooq 
C .. llll'S V .-r'- O.1h'f'- '._-' ".. ",._, ,.: 
[CNTIIIG(NC' C01"IClINT. 0.26ti9 
LAMBDa (A$,""IYlle, • 0.04]38 WITH V249 
l U'IBDA u","uaicr·';--O".bS436 . 
UllttltAlN'Y CO!"lell'" (A"""E'ltt). 0.02495 VITH Vl49 
UHctAT&tN'Y COl"SCII"l (S'''"lTIIC) • 0.055" 
UIlDAI.L'$ 'AiJ·.-'i~'-'-·D';"5S9' "'''USC'A .. CI • "O.'ObOO-'---
IlliOAl L'S tau c·, 0.11'" ' SI"'1f lUNCI. 0.0000 

~ ~O.OOODO .. ,TN V01~ 

• 0.06050 WITH vO'5 

'OIlA. o.'4I"f' , " " " '" ;" , 
., ~n.iu"t·'II-r'niili' Iitl. O~n1~:riiffiryln"-·-nn .. nit-.-:--~'~"3B-.. -nifvOlS--Ii~ .. U.DIIIt;-·" 
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TABLE A.25 

----r .-•••••••••••••• tRC~~I,.lIlIl. .. tlO'" 0, ............... 8 • • • 

V(~9 Rl,lIGIOU~ ~I ~VIClS "'I( .. D'''(( '" V017 HU 0' CQI~( . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 

V 249 

- --'ili(" A"', 

, VI',7 
C OUltl 1 

ROW PtT INOt.A PI SOMlwHA' DIG '1~9 ~Olt' IItC 
COL Pit IOPI.£" A Lf" W·ItOAltS_ 
to, PCl 1 1.1 2.1 '.1 0.1 
·---····1··--··-·1········1-···-···1·--···--1 

,. I 124 1 34 1 14 1 3 1 
w·H.; 0" t -70".9' 'I '-19;' "f a.o 1 '.7 1 

I ;!o.s 1 27.3 .1,21.0 1 n.D 1 
, .. ' 1 20.0 1 5.' I . 2.' 1 0.5 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. 9Z 

TIIO 01 t.HI£[. A "loa. 7 1 
. 1"'2';9' 1 

I 14.a 1 

16 ".9 
ZS.O 
2.6 

, 
0.7 
e.3 
O.l 

OINel A MNTH 

HU' A 

OONl .KNOII 110 

3. 

5. 

·1--·--·--1-~------1------··1--------1 111 42 2' 3 
03.9 23.0 ".5 '.6 
27.9 33.6 3Z.e 25.0 
la.a 6.8 3.4 0.5 

·t········l···--···I·······-l···--···1 
1 63 1 '6 1 11 1 3 1 
1 01.7 1 17.2 1 ·".S I 3.2 I 
1 15.0 1 f2.S I 17.2 1 25.0 1 
I 10.1 I 2.6 1 1.a I 0.5 I 

-1---·-·--1--------1----~---1--------1 9. 1 210 1 
AilS t 66.7·1 

"1 ·S.7 1 

8 . t 
22.2 I' 

6.4 I 
I .3 t 

2 

t 3.9 1 

-l-~------l----·---J-·------l--------l . COLU .. II ,-.. 420 H' 61. 12 
tOTAL 07.6 20.1 10.3 1.9 

i • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

.' 
lOW 

101 AI. 

93 
'5.0 

62' 
100.0 

6 ouT 0' 20 (" !O.CI) 0' TH( VAl.lD ctUS HAVE UPECHO CELL ,REQUElle, LESS THAN 5.0. 
"1111"U" [IPECTEO CILL 'AlQUIIIC'. 0.696 
CHI sou .. ! • 8.89058 WitH 12 O£G.HS 0.' .•..•.. £.10.0" SIGllt.'.lCAHCE!,. ,O,.7tH 
t .-a" I I -,,,-.--- O~ l)UO.·-· _._- ._- . -. . 
COIITIII"ICT (OI"lellNT. 0."8aO 

P.c,( , 01 

1.'"80A (AS'""!T.!C) • 0.01598 VllH v240 OlPINOtIlT. • 0.00000 VI'" V017 oEPrllolNt. 
UJII8Da CSTl'l"HiiIc) • . 0.01095 
UIICIAlAl"'Y (OI"ICl£"' (AS'JII"lTRt(). 0.00453 WITH V21.9 oEPtNorNT. • 0.007~6 W11H vO'7 

.1 UIiCUlAtIITY COIFFI(UIt' CSY""URIC) II 0.00567 

. ~.~ -"KINDALL'.' Tiu·i-'-::-·~·O~040~O -·SI'''I.icANCf.. 0.'240 "-*----. 'r'; l. ENOAI.L', lAU (. .0.03215 SI'MJ'I(aN([. 0.1249 
, SAFI",. 0.0651) 
.. 'O"IIS'S"O (aSY""iTfit)--.· 0':050\8 WlTH v2109 O£PlNDUT''--'" • 0;03236 "ITH'VOH' DEPEIoHNT. 
.. SO"I.S"S 0 (sY""llllt(). 0.03935 

\" 

.,' 
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TABLE A.26 

SSSSi' c ••••••••• • CROS!olAQUla'IO" 0' •••••• e • • • • • • • • • -.:-.---

vZ49 I£LIGIOU$ StAvlCtS "'[ND"NCt ~, V01Q "lOPLl ftGH1IIjG 
• • • • • . ,. ~ . . . . • • • • • • . . . . . . . . • • ., t. . 

. \ vt'19 
--. .. -.. - ., . COUN'- J 

.. r-, 

ROW PC' JNOT A ,. SO"[II""T OIG 'loa DONT lNO 
COL peT J aBLE" r U" II-IIOANS" 
TOT PCT I - 1.1 2.1 3.1 9.1 

V249 -------·I·-~~-··-I--··-·--r·-------l-~------I , • 1 . 153 16 I 5 1 
oilier A .,ttl 0 J 111.4 9.1 I 2.9 0.6 

I SO.3 19'.11 J 17.9 ","' 
J l4.6 1 2.6 I o.~ 1 0.2 I -·I-·--.. ----I-~-----·-I--------I-- -----1 

Z. I 113 1 16 I 4 I 1 I 
'II 0 Oil Til" £t A "I 84 • , I 1 1 .9 I 3 • ~ I 0 • '1 1 

I ZZ.4 I 19.11 1 14.3 1 '14.3 I 
I 111.2 1 Z.6 I 0.6 'I 0.2 1 

-t-------·I-~-·--··I--------J--------l 

ROW 
tOTAL 

134 
21.6 

3.. 146 21 15 1 1d3 
01lte( A MONTH 79.11 11.5 ,11.2 0.5 29.5 

ZIl.9 25.9 ~3.6 14.3 
23.5 3.4 2.4 0.2 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 5. I 64 I 23 I 4 1 2 I 1).3 
NtYEII I 611.11 I 24.7 I 4.3 1 2.2 I 1~.0 

I 12.7 1 211.4 I 14.3 1 ZII.6 1 
I .. 1 0.3. I 3.7. 1 _,9. (\ 1 O. 3 I 

-J-----·--l-·---··-t~-------1--------1 I). 1 . 29 1 'I 0 1 2 36 
OONTUO""OANSI·aO.6·1 13.9 1'0.01 5.6 5.11 

I - 5.7 I 6.2 1 - '0.0 1 28.6 
I 4.7 I 0.11 I 0.0 1 0.3 I 

-J--------I--------J--------I--------1 COLU"N 505 111 21 7 6Z1 
TOTAL e1.3 13.0 4.5 1.1 100.0 
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UPEHDUl. • 0.0366' .,lTH v019 
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TABLE A.27 

........ .-------. . . • It • • • • a t.I.:·· •. '.uI.LAt IJ' ••••••••••• 
v;-;tJ J.' A " , 1 C 1 r .. , 1 ~ .. : '. C., t ... ( I. Arll~!:tl' "t c\ ... .,U·o1 I, 'AI"U£ll ( ... t.~ . . . ,. . . . . . . . . . . . " . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

v~1~ 

C OI.N' 1 
ROW P(T.th~l • P' S~~L.HAt SIr. PROD DC~T ~~O 
COL pet IOPLl" • l~" W-'~ANS. 
tOT PCT 1 t.1 201 '.1 ?I 

vZSO --------1-----::-1--------1--------1--------1 
1. 1 199 I' 19 I 19 1 4 1 

HS 1 02.6 I 7.9 I, 7.9 I 1.7 t 
1 41.6 I 2S.0 I 39.6 I 21.1 I 
1 lZ.O I 3.1 1 !.1 1 0.6 I 

-I--------l-------rl--·-----I--------l 
2. 1 232 I ~3 I ~! 1 12 J 

.. 0 I 72. S I H .6 I 7.2 1 3. II I 
I 4!.5 I 69.7 I 41.0 I 63.2· I 
I H ... I 8.~ I 3.7 I 1.9 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
9. I 47 I 4 1 ell I 

co",, 1110 .. NO AI.~ 1 7'!.3 I t.7 I 10.0 1 ~.o I 
I 1).8 I 5.3 1 1~.~ 115.51 
I 7.6 1 C.6 1 1.0 I 0.5 I 

-1---·----1--------1--------1--------1 
COLU~~ 47a 7t 4~ 19 

TOtAL 77.0 1~.~ 7.7 l.1 
to 2 1 

10r..: 

l aUT or '2 ( '6.7%) or THt VAllO CEllS HAVE [_PEtTEt Ctll 'PEQUENC, ltSS TMAN 5.0. 
"I~I"U" EJP(CTtD tELL "lOUfhC'. 1.'36 
(MI ~C.U"[. 1S.Ze709 wit.. 6 O[(',A[($ or "'{[DO" S1G"1f HANC( • 0.01112 
(~'M~"~ V. C.1'003 

•
rhtl~tl~C' CO[fIICIthT. 0.15~ge 
~"ODA CAS'~~['Aic) I a.oocoo WI'H V25~ O~P(~DENT~ 
AMOCI (S'''''t'~I(). o.ooo~o , 

U~C(~T'I~T' to['rtCtE~T (.S'''''tTA)CI • O.C1SS7 ~ITH'viSO 
UP-CERTAINT, COHIlCa'll 'CSY""ETRIO • O.014~5 
~E~DALL'S TAU p. r.oeo,' SI(',LlrltINCt. o.C162 
~(NDALL'S TAU C' ~.05670 Slr."lrICANCE. O.t16Z 
GA""~. O.17Z4~ 
~C"(RS'S ~ (AS'""E1RICI· C.0980! wllH v2SC 
SO In. R S'5 D (S '"" t Til t I. 0.0 7! 7to 

DEP[NOt14t. 

• O.C~OOO wITH vO'2 

O[PEI>DtNT. • 

• 0.06~eo ~ITH V012 

t'l. O.059~' WITH vZ50 DEPEhDENT. • 0.0841a WITH velZ 
~fAMSOh'S ~ • O.C4812 SIGNIfICANCE. 0.11S6 
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TABLE A.28 

.......... ~tc ~l.\h\"l.'l\,.·. 

V;'l .. : J'4,,'lCl:·:..t:,!\ 1'-' Crt~C.' Arl1\r!fltf: Fl, V~,..; 
r. f ...... l1li • • • • 

"l(Hll nc.Hl11lG . . . . . . . . . . • • • a I • • • • • • • • .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . "aGl 1 01 

v·1Q 
( OUN T I 

WOW PCT INn, A pp SC~l.HAT bl' PR09 OO~T K~O 

COL PO 101'LEII A tf'" W-~O.N~. 
TOT PCT't 1.1 Z.I ~.I ~.I 

v25u --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1. I ~u I ~!i I ~ 1 I I 

YtS I &8.0 I 6.3 I 3.3 I 0.4 I 
1 42.0 I 24.7 I 28.6 I 14.3 1 
I j4.1 I 3.2 t 1.1 I 0.2 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
Z. 1 250 1 ,7 1 19 I 4 1 

.. 0 1 B.l 1 14.7 'I 5.9 1 1.3 I 
1 ~9~S I 58.0 1 67.9 1 S7.1 t 
1 40.3 1 7.6 I 3.1 I 0.6 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
9. I 4~ I 1~ 1 1 I Z I 

OO~T ~hO~ hD ANS I 11.7 I 23.3 1 1.7 1 3.3 1 
I 8.S I 17.~ 1 l.t I 28.6 I 
1 6,9 I 2.3 1 O.? 1 0., 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLU"," 5CS !, ~e 7 

TOTAL e1.' 13.G 4.5 1.' 

RO>l 
'OT AL 

6(l 
9.7 

fll' 
,('n.o 

4 CUT L' '2 r !J.3l) 01 THE VALID tEtLS HAVE E.pECTl~ CELL F'EQUENC' L!~S TMAN 5.0. 
"INl"U" EIP[Ct[O C~lL 'R(OUlhC'. 0.676 
tHI SQUU[. '9.08939 liP.. 6 DeGREES 0' JRrEOO'" SIGhIFlC".C( • 0.0040 
(HIIL"S V. 0.1231)8 
COhTINGENC' CO£"I(I£.'. r.17~69 
tAlleo' rAS'~"(TAIC) • c.oacco wllH v25~ DtP(~O[NT. • 0.00000 wI'" YO'O DEP(ND(Nl. 

e
LA~9DA (S'~"'£'AIC)· 0.00000 
UNC(RY.'NTY COI"IClfMT (A$Y"-(Ta,C). O.O'SO! wITH v250 
UhCI~TAINT' COl"ICI!NT (S'~"£T.IC). O~O'O'O 

• 0.02l&S WITH VO'o 

a[NOALL'S tAU B. r.13'62 SIG"lfICA~C[. 0.C~02 
l(hDA~L~S TAU C. ~.Oe58~ SlG~lfICANCf. 0.C~02 

~.""'A. 0.~07ge 
SO"EIS'S D (ASY"~ETIIIc). C.17917 WITH v25C 

--s'o,,£is"s b- (S'"IHTII! C) • 0.12807 
IT •• 0.14231 WITH Y2)O DEPENDENT. 

_~tA .• ,~0!i:L!. • 0.092~3 SIGIIUl(AhC[· o.o'c~ 
• O.1'6S7 ~ITH VOt9 

-+28-

e' 0.09965 wITH voto OEPfNDlHt. 
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TABLE A.29 

•••••••••••••••••• (IC')!tlAdl.JL"lO~ c. • • • • • • . . . . . . . . 
v;>~c I'U'ICI"AlIO~ III Clil.:ACH ACJIVIT1.~ PI vc~c PAOPEA', DA .. ac,£ 

• • • • e • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PA~l 1 O. 

y 250 

US 

100 

v'ldl 
CCUNl t 

lOW RCT tll~"A PA SO"t~HA' PIG p'a9.DD~T ~1l0 
Cal PCT 101llE" A LUI II-~O''''s.. 
TOl PCl I 1., 2.1 3.1 9.1 
~-------I--------I--------I--------I--------l 

1 • J Z08 1 21 I 9 I l I 
I 86.3 1 s.? J 3.7 J 1.: 1 
I 40.8 J 30.0 1 32.1 1 23.1 1 
I H. 5 1 3.4 1 1.4 1 0.5 I 

-r--------J--------!--------l-------~I 2. 1 254 I 43 I 18 I 5 I 
t 79.4 1 13.4 t 5.6 I 1.6 I 
I 49.8 1 61.4 I 64.3 1 38.S J 
I 40.9 1 6.9 I Z.9 I 0.6 t 

.1-----··-1·_···---1-·------1--------1 

hOIl 
TOTAL 

HO 
51 .5 

9. 48 6 5 60 
DONT INO~ NO AilS 1 bO.O 10.0 1.7 a.3 9.7 

I 9.4 8.6 3.6 38.5 
I r.? I 1.0 I 0.2 1 0.8 J 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 COlU"" . 510 70 211 13 621 
ToTAL 62.1 ".3 4.5 2.1 'CO.O 

lOUT 0' 12 ( 16.71) 01 THt VALID CEllS HaVE [.PEeTED tEll '.(UUENC, lESS THAN 5.0. 
"tNI"UH [XPECTED CELL I.EQUr~CY. 1.256 
C~I $QUAAt. te.35~96 wITh 6 DEGREES 0' 'AtEOO" SIGHI'IC'Ht~. 0.0054 
CU""I'S V. i).12tH 
CO"'T1NGENt' COE"ICIENT. 0.16944 
LAMBD' (AS1~"ETIIC) • O.OOCLO IIITH VZ50 DtPE.DENT. • 6.00000 wITH v~20 o£prhDE~T. 
L'"BD' (S'""ETRIC)· 0.00000 
UNCERT'!NT, COE'fICIENT (AS'""ET.!C). 0.0'210 IIITH VZ50 DEPENDENT. • r.o,aoo WITH vOZ~ 
U"'C[RTAINTY CO["'CIENT (~Y~METRIC). 0.0,447 
lE"'OALL-S TAU D. 0.07857 SlC,~l'ICANC[. 0.0191 
IlNOAlL~S tAU C. Q.04976 SIGNIfICANCE. 0.0191 
'A"~A. 0.18682 
~OM!RS'S D (ASI""ETAIC). 0.106t9 WITH YZ50 DEPt~D[NT. • 0.05775 WJTH V020 OEP(ND(NT. 
so .. r.~ #S-O (S '''"ETII Cl. 0.07496 .. 
ETA. 0.14494 WITH vZ50 OfPt~DtNT. • 0.12249 wIT~ VOlO otPENOlNT. 
PURSON'S I • 0.12124 HGIIUICAlitE. 0.00'2 
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TABLE A.30 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
nOl ~r.,u~ 

,., 
till" ~ '.Ij~H04tP 

c " j ~ s r • e J ~ • , I 
p, 

c .. 
W wll 

Of' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
~O~fUSt~~ I"O~G IjE(lMHO'~ 

• • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• • • • • •• P'Gt '0' 

, 

W ':II 

!t[H' 

:I.H 

tf'i" 
C ou"" ( 

ROW": r (~O, , p~ SO .. I:"",, BIG pqOI OOtil tlNO 
r.Ol 'tr r 01 .... [" A L[" lI-tiOUlS. 
rOT 'Cl ( 1.1 l.t l.1 ~.I 

----····l-·---·-·I-·~-·---J·--···-·!--···--·I 
I. 

l. 

tOl" .... 
TOTIL 

t Il~ I U I I~ I , 1 
. r ~4".6 r IS. ~ r ?7 I 2.: I 

I 1t..0 I ,].1 I n.1 I SII. , r 
r 2 J .? r •• s r 2.] I 0.6 I 

-t·····--·r··--····,·---····I·---·---I 
I ]U I 53 1 Il 1 6 ! 
1 llIoZ J B.O I Z •• I 1., I 
I JO.' I ~a.6 I ]11.5 1 ~,. '5 t 
I 5 •• 9 1 5.3 I 1.& J 1.0 I 

-!--------,_·------!------··I-------aI 
19 1 I 

n.o u'.o e.o •• 0 I 
'.7 •• 7 7.7 •• 1 1 
] .1 o.s 0.3 0.2 t 

-,--------'J-·--_·--!-----···I----·---I 
11 

1.1 

~O. 

raUL 

III 
29.1 

'15 
~6 •• 

2S 
'.0 

621 
1:10.0 

, OUT Dr H C !s."u ;)W r,,~ ULID ceLLS IIU!: [V!:CH:D CELL rqtouCtlCY ltSS ",I", 5.0. 
~tlll"u" [IPtCft) Ct_L F'tOU!\I:,: ~"'l 
CHI SQUA'~: lO.~']7' wrr~ h or~.t[~'~' "[EDDN SrG~I'IC'~C!: 0.00l2 
Cq'"E~'S .: O.ll161 
COIIU.:if:NCY COE'nCI!"': :l.l1U5 
LI~'D' CA~'""['lICI: 0.Ot"2 wl'H .JOl ~t.tND[NT. : 0.00000 _ITH wot] o['(_D[HT. 
~'~80' I~Yft .. tT~I:': ~.OISJS 
U"C[A"I~" COt"lCl~'" IIS'~~E'~IC': O.~lO" w!'H W3Dl DEPEND!N'. : 0.02 •• , wI'" WOl3 
U"C[A"I~T' cot',rClt .. , .S'~.~'AIC': 0.02S0' 
~tND'LL'~ 'IU a: -~.IZ82S SI.~I'ICANC[: 0.0035 
~~"OALL'S TAU c: ~0.070Jl SI'''I'JCANCC: 0.0005 
GIM",: -o.SO'" 
$O~tA$'S 0 IAs'~~t"ICI : -l.1631. 111'" VSll O[P£NOt .. ,. : -O.IOOS' 1I1'~ VOIl DePENDE"'. 
SOM!RS'S ~ IS,"~['.rc. : -0.12'" 
ETA: 0.J29'1 ~ItH VWOI )~P['O!"'. : 0.10771 WItH vOl1 DEPE"DENf. 
'E'~SO-'~ • :-0.35". SlG"1FIC •• :t: D.O •• ? 
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TABLE A.3l 

••••••••• f' •••••••• cn!)!o!ot.!lJ~.TIO .. 
v301 $T.TU. ~r HO~~ !)v~~~~~l. . ~, YOI_ 

0' '" ~ • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • 
Il:ts~twt ,qt'.l~. 'UILlc 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P.~( 1 0' 

V!' 1-
'Din r 1 

DOW ":r 1'101 A p~ S0141:4.11 T BIG P~OB oo"r liND ~O. 

COl. =":T I :lq\.! P4 & LEH oI-"OINS. T:lUL 
TOT ~;r I 1.1 2.t l.t 0.1 

v !::ll -~-····-l·--·-'-··l------·-t---··---I~-------I I • 11" 2 I' I 1I 1 11 I 181 
II[N' b] .0 15. !a I n.s 1 r.ol , lo.1 

H.I S3. S I 119.1 I -Z.3 1 
I •• 5 1.11 U.~ L ~,5 I I 

·t-···--··I·-·-·-·~I~---··-·I·--··--·t 
2. r 320 I S" I 21 1" t illS 

OWfl t T7 .1 I 13.0 r 6.5 J.II I ~6.11 

t 70.5 r 611.3 1 IIl.1t Sl •• t 
r !l1.S t 11.7 t 'I. J Z.l I 

-I--~·~··~I •• -·----I·-~-~---I---;---·I 
J. 1 20 I 2 r Z 1 1 I l~ 

~ 

ofhe..-
t b!l.O 1 1.0 I II.) 1 II.:! t II.:) 
r 11.11 I l." t l.5 I S.II t 
t !.2 1 O.l 1 O.l 1 D.~ 1 

-l·-·--·-·I···-·-~-r-·----·-l·-··----I 
COLU'I'C ItSIt •• 5? a 621 

tOTH J:! .1 o. !a 9.2 ... 2 100.0 

J OUT or 12 I ~~.O" ow T~t VALID ctllS ~&VC tIP[CTtD CELl rA[OUChC' LESS T~'" S.D. 
~IHIHU" lIP[CTE' C[.~ 'Qtout~CY: I.,., 
CHI SQUARE: 11.lS_1Z WIr~ r. O£G'[[S ~, rR!£OON SIG~I"C'~CE: 0.0061 

. COlIHf:II."S v: , :I.-H,lIlO 
CO~T1"G[I/CY COE r rrCI!:IIT: 0016799 
laMBDA C'SY""Er~lC': ~.OO"5 wIT" v301 )C.C~O£HT. : 0.00000 wITH VOl.. D[~rNotHT. 

LI"IIO& C ~'""t"'!CI: :».ilOU' 
UHCEATAlhr, COC'FlCltlil USY .... CTIIICI: O.OIlU IIIf" v301 £I['[IIO£Ht. : o.OUU 'wnH vOl' 

A UNC£QTAhT' COCr'lCrEIIJ CS'I .... !T.IIICI: 0.0171' 
_.I!ltflOILL· S TAU a: ~o.I .. ~n' SlS'l'lCI"C[: 0.0001 

~(flDALL'~ tlU c: -n.09bIl7 stS'~'lClhC[: ~.O~OI 
G&~HI: -0.Z95S] 

. $0"[115'5 0 C'S'~~tT~ICI : -J.I'77~ lilT" _3l1 O(P(I/O~~T. : -0.13'3S IIIT~ VOl, DCP[~D[.r. 
S014tAS'S 0 li'H""TAICI : -0.lltZ8' 
[TI: 0.15538 ~IT" V!Ot· OEP['O~Hf. : O.llllb! IIITH YO~II O!P£NO[NT • 

•. !.L~AiQ!t· $ R :*0.&0'" . SlGHl'ICutt : ,0.0011$ .. 
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TABLE Ad2 

• • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • C A J S ~ T • " '" L • 1 1 0 .. (I , • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
V!Ol ~",,,; 'If H~·~t )",,~ ~ 1>'41" P1 1/;.11 b 31) U[ME .. U 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • P1~l 1 or 

~r.H 
tOU'" I , 

ROil ec, I .. "1 " p~ SOltr:"HH au ,~61 !)OHI ""0 olO. 
COLo Ittl I :I '". E " " LtM 1I·IIO&II4S, T:lUL 
lOT 'er I 101 ~.1 J.l 'l.1 

1301 ·.······r·--·-.··I.·--·---t---.·--el··.·a···r 
1. I .1112 1 lS I , 1 15 I 181 

AEIIT I 71.~ I I.J I 5.0 1 I.J I 2 •• 1 
I, 21.3 I 21.1 I n.s I 60.0 I 
I 22.' I 2,~ I 1., I 2,Il I 

-r-···--··I-·---···!-----···I-----··-1 
2. HI? 56 I U I 7 t III'!; 

DiaN ".0 1.7 1 l.fa 1 1.7 I Ioto.a 
61.1 '9.2 1 '2,S 1 21.0 1 
~,.~ s •• I 2.' t 1.1 r 

-l·_·--·_·t-·_·_·--r····-··-I-···----l 
S. 1 21 r t !) I 3 lS 

~e.r 
t ".0 I '.0 t 0.0 I 12 .0 ... 0 
I ',0 1 1 • ., I 0.0 I 12 .0 
I s._ I 0.2 1 0.:1 1 O.S 
-I-------·I------·-r·-·-··o·l·-~-·--·I 

tOLU .... '5Z:I H lill 25 loll 
10TH .".7 II ... 3.9 111.0 1:10.0 

_. l OUl OF az c ?~,O,' )' T"! VALID CELLS "AVE tXPECTtO CtLL FREQUENCY LESS T~'_ s.O. 
~IHl"U" EIPECTE) CELL rIEQut .. :,: 0.966 
CHI SOUAAE: 20.'Il73' wlr~ ~ DEGQ[[S ~, FQEEOOIt SIG~Irlc.~et: 0.Y020 
tAa_t,'S V: a.ll.S. 
CO~Tl~GEHC' cOtr'~Cl~Nr: l.I')Z~ 
LAKIo' raS'''_[T1ICI: O.oS'.l ~I'H v301 ottCNOEHT. : 0.0:1000 lilT" ~ll' Ot·r.D[~" 

- L_Pl80l C S,""[TIUC': O.026J1t 
~ u~CtR"rHT' COE"ICIENT "S1~~tT.tCI: 0.)21'5 wITM VlOl O~P[NoEHT. : 0,0265' WI'H V016 O(p(lIor .. " 

UNCERTAINT' CO["ICIENT IS'~~~TRI:t: 0.0231, 
KENDALL'S tau I: ·0,0 •• 21 51~~I'ICAHCt: D.Oi10 
KE~oaLL'5 ',u c: ·~.0"5' 5IG_lrlC'~C[: 0.0110 
GA""': -0.2l1'7 

_ltJ'1tflS!S 0 .u~, .... uHcl : -;1011211 IIITHnn DEP[ND!NT. : -o.OUlI IIlH vOla OEPt"!)E,T. 
lO"[RS'S D CS'"'ETRICt : -O,~'S7S 
tTl: O.IDSU IIITH Y'OI 3[P£'0£HT, : O.Ulo, IIlTH V016 OE"[IIO[lIt. 

j P[AASON'S A :-0,101" SI6111'[C',,:[: O,0~~6 
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~. 

• • 

TABLE A.33 

•••••••••••••••• CIl~~~TAIIJ~.TIC .. 
v]OI ~r"U\ ~, H"_~ '.~E~i~l~ py v~17 

or. • • • • • 
f'[.q 0' CU'H 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . .. ...:it I 0' 1 

von 
COu .. ' t , 

O~II ICT 1'01 A ,~ SO"~"tI&1 IIIG ".oe 00"1 liND 110 .. 
COL ":, tOPL!M A I.EM ., ~NO'NS~ l:l Tf, I. 
lOT -:, I I. I !.I S.l 9.1 

W .\0 I _.e···_·I~_··~· __ I·· __ ·_·_I ___ ···_·I·_·· ____ 1 
1. I 11\ I U r 17 I 1 1 111 

R[NT I .'.1 I 11.1 I I' •• I 3.9 I 29.1 
r H.6 I 21t •• I 112.2 I 511.J I 
I lIJ .7 1 5.0 .1 II.l J 1.1 I 

-r---"--·-I----···-I---····-I--------I z. 1 UI 19 r H I 3 'Ill 5 
OliN r 69.' ll. , I e ... I :1.7 ~6.11 

r 61.6 '71.2 r !I,. 7 1 7S.0 
r 116.' 1'. 1 I 5.11 I 0.5 
·I·-~·~···I··-··---I-----···I--·-----I , . III 5 I 2 I Z I 2S 

~er .'.0 20.0 I I.l I 1.0 I '.0 
3.1 11.0 t 3.1 1 U.7 1 
2.6 D.e t "., 1 O.S ! 

-r·-··-·-·I···-·---J--·-----l·--··~·-I 
COt.U1'1 1120 us L' U 1>21 
10UL U.6 :ZDd 10.3 1.9 I~O.O 

1 OUI or u t 25.0" 0' fll! VlLIO C~Lt.S lIaYt t'PECTEO C[LL fAtOU[flCY L[U 'It'N !I.O. 
~rNrMU" trPCCTt, CE~~ "~Qut.:,: 0 •• e3 
CHI SQUaR[: le.'SDI' wl'~ . II DEG'tES " 'A[EOO" SIG~I'IC'NCt: 0.0052 
CA'''E'·S V: ~.lZlI2 
COIITlNG[ "CV CO['nCH;NI: ~.I"15 
LII'IIO' C .sy"~[nlC.: D.I!I"Z WIfH UOI OttCNDEN1. : D.DDDOD tlnlt .01 J Ott[NO[NI •• 

_:'''801 1 ~YIIM[utC': 0.00." 
~NC[ATaIN'Y Cocr'lcrEN' laS'''~ETAIC.: O.~I':l wtTH V301 DEP[NDENT. : O.Ol'S, "lTM wOlf O["[IIO[IIT. 

UNCERTaIN" CO£"IC([NI 1,,1"E"I:': 0.0IS1' 
.[NO't.~'S "U .: -0.DS6.' Sra'I'IcaNC~: D.O~'S 
~(NOIL~'S T,u c: -r.O~05~ sr6'I'IC'N~[: 0.0615 
Ga"M': -0.11'11 

. SOlltAS'S D ,as'.1r;'~IC. : -,.'S50' tll'H '3)1 O£'[NO£'1'. : -0.OS7'0 .ITI4 V~17 D£'[NO£'1I. 
$Oll[AS'S 0 Is,,,.r;'R'C' : -D.,S," 
tTl: 0.10610 dTM "':11 '[P['O[NT. : D.IU6S "lTl4 WOU O!:P[NDENT • 

• __ !t&ASQH'S A :-0.01135. SI6NI'(C'NCt: 0.03a. 
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TABLE A.34 

• • • •••••• '. • • • • • •• e II I) S, leu t, • I I 0 Of ° J' .••••••••••••••••• • 

vl!C 'jrt..lllvf fllhJlIl l'(nSHetl~'C "' t012 ~O"""NIP rROU'It,r .. ",(lIS 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '0. • • • ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P. G£ ,('If 

~ (:1 2 
cOU'l1 1 

RO. pel 1 .. 01 a ,. SO"tIlHII BIG PIIC8 DOli' ~NO ROW 

COL PCI IOBl.h • UH V''IOINSW rOUl 

101 PC! I , • I 2. , hI •• 1 

,I ~ ........ I········l········ t • .. ······, .. •• .. __ ··, 
J. I " 1 J I t '" 

, J 
... , IS. 

~ I ~ 0 ~rou 'GReI: I 7E. S 1 •• l 1 11.11 I 2.~ r " .2 

I I~.O I ,1t.5 1 H.2 1 n.e 1 

I I". 1 I , .. r 2.' r O.~ 1 
.•....•.•• I········,········J········1 

1. J 1 J! 21 I q e 12~ 

I (,fH l , H.' , a. e ~. , 3.5 H.' 
1 H.t J5 .~ !~ • t '12. J 

I 2e.% II. ! ,. I 1 • 3 

.1········1-······· t •••••• •• J·_······ 1 
1. 2' 1 .. ~ "0 

"e onl,TON 72. ~ I I.!> IC~. n 10.0 6. " 

ttl I 3.~ e. , 2 J • I 

.. oJ I· C. ~ 0.6 O.t 
.t ••• ·····1········1 .• ····•01•••••••• 1 

q. II! ! '5 11 II Hl 

DIHOI[( 78.5 1 J 5. a ... I I • I !l.5 

e 38.3 1 'It .1 22.~ 21 • 1 

29.5 J !o.t J. ! 1 c.t I 
•. 1° ••••••• , •••••••• , •••••••• 1 •••••••• 1 

COlU~" ",. H 1111 H Ul 

tC1H 77.0 _ Ie •• 1.7 3.1 100.0 

~ Cl!1 CF It • .,!.ott 0' 'ltr ~llH' cEll~ 1t1V( nPECYEI'I CElt. ,pEOU'Nr1 l£5S 'H'N 5.0. 

~I"'''II~ [H(tl[t t.lLl fA[CU(N(': 1./2Q 
tHI !OIJUI£: H.~H2J IIIfH ~ O[c,nn 0' '!.I[(OOll 
eRA .. [D '! ~: C .Ij~ SC!I 
co .. I1NC["C1 COHf ICl[N' :O.te2"· 
LIIHfO I •• Hlllln!:\CI : O.OSO" III1H "n 
ll"'toOI 15"'I1[lAlt': t.02UO UNCl"'Il~T' CO[rFICIOII.ln,""[Tlllc l : C.CCHI IIJTH \IUs. 
UNClRTI%!tT1 coUFlCJ(NI 15,,,,,,,AICI : (1.0120' 
tlENOall.'S ,.u e: • .,.02107 UC"IF IONcr: C.21" 
'(NO,"~'5 ,.U c: ·r.Qlt2o SlCUSflCIUC[: 0.21" 
Col""': ·0.05"2~ 
50,,[R! .s 0 !l51MII[TRICI : -0.OU13 VITH 'illS 
!OlOl lll5 's 0 C $, ""[ '" J C I .;_~.OJ OHU 
til : 0.10151 wllM .181 .DlPtNOf/lt. 
P[.RSO"'S 11 :.0.0'115" UI"HIC.Nct·: 0.150J 

SlGNI" CANct : 0.051. 

: 0.00000 vltH "012 

OtP[NOEtn. : 0.01511 VltH vOl2 O(p[1l0r'll. 

OEPtNO[NT. : -0,02110 vlTH ,012 O[P£NO[If' • 

: 
.- . . 
Df ptllD! N" 
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• • • • • • • 
~ I r' 

• • i. • .. • • • 
',t t I , I \ r I II, lJR r 

. ,. '" ~ " ~ r, r,~rr r,ll~r 

TABLE A.35 

, . lJ l • , I U N 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
", v U' I C" .. n'SI"~ ... ONG NEIGHBOR! 

• • • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• • • • •• raGE 1 or 

S IAO~CL' 

¥nl! 
CIlUli I I 

AQ~ PCI INO'., PR SO~(lIh" elG p~c~ rONI "'10 
COL Ptl to-t£N A UP! V·NOH,s.. 
101 HI I '.1 2.1 3.1 •• 1 
········,········,········,········1········1 ,. 1 92 1 IS 1 e 1 3 r 
'GIIH J 17.J , 1501 , ~'n ! 1.~ , 

1 11.7 I "'.1 I 2'.1 I 27.] I 
1 I~.! 1 2.~ , '.0 J C.S I 

·,········,········1········1········1 
.,. "e. ~h I n I ~ 1 

I ilC.J ,<.~ 1 ~.r J 1.1 I 
1,3~ ... ~!.e 1 5'.01 H.q 1 
I 2'.t 1 ".5 , 2.1 , O.f I 

·t········,········I ••••••• ·I········, 
5. 1 Jl J 1 2 r ~ I 

1 i!2.~ I 7.~ ~.n 1 5.r I 
I t.J ,,,07 107 I 18.( , 
, 503 I n,~ I ('.l 1 0.3 I 

.1·.··.···I········I········r········1 
~. 1 211 J IS 1 5 J '1 I 

COLU"" 
fa fH 

I ~o.t I to~ I 2.' r c.~ 1 
I qc., I 2l ... I I~.~ I '8.~ I 
, J~;n J ~.~ , n., 1 003 I 

.1········1········1········1········, 
520 t~ H 11 

al., Ill,] ~.~ I.r 

IIOW " 

IOTAl 

119 
J q • ~ 

~ 29 
H .q 

q('J 

~ • q 

~]J 

J7 .5 

01 
Ice.c 

7 el/I or H t Itl.UI C' !HC ~Hlr. cnLS ".~E [lP£CYC{1 CfLl rR£QUCNCI U:SS "liN 5.0. 
"IN I"U ~ (,prC aC' ClLL fqCOu["c,: C .1C~ 
CHI SOllIRr: 11.07!H III p, ~ CICC~[( S or F'Al:EDO" !IGNYFlCANC[ : 
CnAM[I;'$ V: c.o'HO 
COli 1111 GE IIC' el)Uf JeIENI: n.1t lH 
l'PtbD' .IHHH[ IPIC,: O.DHiII IIIIH ~ III" Of"[NOFNI. 0.00000 vIIH VOl3 
lA,.p(>. 'sY"PtEIAlc': C.OIIIOJ 

O~P[NOtNf • 

uHCtRT'Ir.r, COEffiCIENt IIS,,. .. £t~ICI : 0.C11I3 II17H VIeS 
UIIC£AI'Ir.I, cornlCI£NI '51""':IRIC' : n.CI~Cf 

OEP[NOtN r. : 0.02329 W'IH ~OIJ 

~rN!Jlll' S "U B; ·n.l!oo~ sJC'IlfJCI .. cr: 0.:10:]2 
~(N~llt·S "u C: ·O.Cle, .. 5ICHlrrC'NCE: 0.00e2 
G.M"A: ·0.2H~2 

SOMERS '5 0 rA5 1"11011 ICI : ·0.2CC!9 w IfH v'e~ 
SOM[IH'S 0 IH""E IIIICI : ·0. Hel0 

[I~"£NO(N'. 

OA: 0.rIl5S! ""H vll~ o(pr'lorr.l. 
Pf'RSO~'S A :·C.C,20" SI~NJ'lC'NC£ : n.clo~ 

: 001127' IItrH VOI3 
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TABLE A.36 

• • • • • • • • ~.. • • • • .. • •• l', l , ~ , I r r •••••••••••••••••• 

,'ncr<Hvr o~tllwlllt; PUellc ~ I .. '" . II I ~ r r U I ~'l. I rt'. ~ I I ~ II ~; 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• tac, 1 cr 

S IAO~GLY 

~':'I~ 
(CU':, 1 

POI. r.LI .... rl I PI! ~(I"[w".' I!tr, PI!,II 0'''' "lie 
COL Ftr' 10DlCH I LE" II.'NOlt.SW 
lUI ret I 101 :,1 3.1 9.! 

····1:··~····;~··1····~;··1····~;··1·····;··~ 
'Gl:tr I t7.", i 15.1 1 U •• I 5'0 I 

J 1F.6 In ... r 21.1 J :n .. I 
I 12.9 I 2.~ I 2 ... I I.e] 

·1········,········1········!········! 

!IQ 
19.2 

160 
n. ~ 
n.D 
27. I 

I 2 Zt; 
3.~ t H.t; 

10.8 I 
I • 3 I 

·J.·······l········,· •.•..• ·I········1 
,..!. 2~ ~ " ~o 

II,IJ ~ F I "YO,j ~2.~ 2 C. 0 10.n '.~ t ." 
5.5 ~.~ 7.1: " .! 
II, n loJ o.e O.! 

eo I~' ~.ll[ ., ........ \· .... ···,········1········1 
~ , 1 181 I It; I I ~ 1 t; I 131 , 11. , , J:!." bC I 3.t; n,5 

I H,q t 3~.~ 2Q.f I , ... t 

I 2~ ol 1 "" ~. , I , . " 
·.········I········!········!········I 

COL t: .. ~ liS" eq 57 2t t 21 
10 f Il 7301 J3 .~ 9.2 ".2 100.0 

! w, or It I 18,8t1 cr IH! ~AlI!'l cELLS HavE EIPrcl(O C£ll '~EQuENC1 lrss IHIN 5.0. 
"l'n"l!~ (,PECIED cnL FPEQur"n: l.t75 
CHI SOUIAC: ~"~lH w'lTll ~ r.f'G~Ers or F~r.({\o" SIGNIFICANce: 0.'!118 
C"~(c'~~: (,07231 
(OIlIIN(r~C' COUfICI£Nf: n.JZ~28 
l'''~O' 11~"H'[lnl(l : o.r2~71 WITH ~I~~ DePENOr",. : 11.00000 1I1TH vall, OfP(hOENT. 
\.IIIbO' t~'/O."lIAtC I: u.al~02 
uNCEPT'I"" COtrflCIt.1I1 tlSU"'URlc': C.CCtH 111114 vies oepCNOENI. : O.OO~OT IiITH vOI~ 
UNC(IlTlI,," CoEFfICI£'" IS,,.,,rIRICI : t).t'O?~] 
"(~[)lll'S I'U e': ·r.cHII SIGlilfIONC[: 0.02-' 
"[NL.ll'S 'lU !: -O.C~17~ sIG~lrIClNCE: 0.02'1 
(;'"",: -0.127t3 . 
SOMERS'S 0 IIH"HtlRTcl : .C,I)UIl6 1I1f" vU~ O(P[NOCtw', : ·O.OSt'1 1111" VO" O£HNO[Ni. 
SO!'fRS.'S 0 ISt""tlAICI : -o.Ot'lHi 
[fa: 0.1)'-" VI1H VIIS . n[p[NtJ[hl. : 1).017'" \/I1M yelll OtP[NOE .. t. 
P['RSO~'S R :'O.o~2]' S1GNIF1CANCE: O."e2 
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--.-::7'---.~-' -_ ... _.-
• • • • • • • . . . . . . '. . . . . c q c 5 

TABLE A.37 

leUL'TION 
Pl V:;IS 

/ 

0" ••••••••• 
tN~ulrlNG R(MaRKS 

• •••• • • • • 
•••••••• • ... • • • • • • • • • • • ... • •••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• paGr 1 OF' 

_Ol~ 

I COUNI 
nOli per 
r;OL Pc. I 
loT PCI 

1~01 • ~n ,CM[lIh.1 DIG P_08 DONI .NO ROil 
10~L[M • lrH W-Noa .. sw Tor'L 
I .1" ~.I ],) .oJ 

".~ ·········J········1········,·······-I········1 
i, I IJ I 2_ 1 1 J I J 119 

"AOMa.' 'GIl£[ I 7301 20.2 I ~." I 0.11 I I~." 
J 11.2 2'.S 1 H.' J 1"03 1 
r 1'1.0 3.' 1 1.1 1 0.2 I 

·1········1········1········1········1 
~. I 181 t ,~ I I~ tOT ~29 

.('~[E 1 n.~ 1 1 .... ! 5.2 I 0.0 I H.q 
I H.2 1 ~I.!; t "to 1 1 0.0 I 
1 H.! I 5.S I.. J o.e J 

! • I H 5 1 ! 
he OFI,,10" I 72.~ 12.5 2.'5 12,5 1 5.1 t, I !. G JJ • ~ 

e 1 ... 1 D.! 0.: 0,11 

·1········1········1········1········, 
~ . J 201 1 H J t J 1 J 2!3 . 

015'(11[( I U.II I e.2 I 2,t J 0,_ J1.~ 
I "O·~ I 23,2 1 n,l 1 1-. ! 
J 3!.! J 3. I. I I.e 1 0.2 

·1········1····-···J········l--·~····1 
eOLUI't. 

lOl'L 
1 

I , I 
e21 

100.0 

t CUI or It 1 H.511 C' IHE VALID CHlS HAVt Op[CTrO crll FAEQUENcY LESS IH ... S.o. 
_ "I h "'U" 0 P ( C I [C C tL I. FII E 0 U r 100: C • II 51 

CHI SCU'Ar: (S,IO"7 wlfH 'O£GP[£S 0' 'A[EOOIO SIGNJ'IC,NC£: D.DOOO 
CII',,(1"5': 0.11"11 
CON flNE[HC'. CO[fllC.IEH1: 0.3011011 
L'"~~' I,5'""[flll(1 : 0.0.'''' WITH _If! Of'[NO[NI. : 0.00000 wITH ,01S O[P(NO[NI. 
llHbOa IS'""EIAJCI: O.OHiO • 
UNCEAT'lh', CO[fflCr[NI I'S'~"[IRIcl : O.C2~1I' WItH '115 OEP[NOENI. : 0.0"6' wIIH .015 
UNC[Af'hH COEFFlCJ[1f1 IS,M"[fRICI : 0.012511 
R(ht'll'S IIU 8: -0,128.' SJGNI'lCAIfC[: D.0002 
1I("oAlL'S tau c :. -0.on6S SIGNHICJNCE:. 0.0002 
UK"': 'o.2tSIt] 
SD"r!tS'S 0 IISI""(IAICI : '0.111511 WUH 'liS O(P[NOCHT. : ·0.01l! .. IIlTH 'on, D£PrNopH, 
SOHERS'S 0 .ISTH"tIRICI : '0011957 
[fa: O.J5I1H willt "I! !l[PEHor"T. :. D.nOH wlIH ,o11- ·-·o[;r .... DtN-'.· 
P[.ASO~·S A :-o.05e" SIGNlfIC.NC[: 0.0101 

•• _ ._ .•• _ •• __ •. _. _____ • __ ._. ____ • _. __ ..... --',_._. __ • 'rl~·',",··:':" ___ '·-
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TABLE A.38 

• • • • • . • . ' . • • • • '. . • • . ( :1 l I I 

" 
l' l I , , () " u, •••••••••••••••••• 

,It Q .. t , : , ,It: I 1 ~CH P.!' [l[W[~I~ ,,1 ~ t '.'1 \l1~' , ~ '\,;~f. 

• • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• , lGr 1 0' 'I 

Vrlt 
COUI" T 

POll P(. , HI (I , • fA S 'l"(""' t I!IC PPOO 'OOli! ""0 R tlw 

cOL rc I I O"L£" lr" .. -/jO' NSW TO l It 
10 T PCl I I • I 2 • T !. T 9. I 

'II~ ....... • •• 1 ... ·.·.·.······ .. ·1········.····· .. ··, 
I. J B I I. 1 tIt t lit 

StROMH.' 'Gil£!: I , ••• 1 lad 1 !.CI I 5.0 1 19.2 
1 /8.J'1 23.1 I B.O 1 2~.0 1 
J 15'" J I.~ I 1.0 I 1.0, T 

·1······_·1········,·······-1········1 
2. 1 I' ~ 1 , t 1 'I , 0 r '129 

, GIi( C I & 5 • ~ I I • Q 1 ! " 1 ~ • ~ I H .9 

-. 

137.' 1 !O.@ T 2,.21110.01 
I ll.e 1 2.t t I.·, T '.t J 

·1········1······_-1· •••• ···1········1 
H 

72.5 
~.e 

".7 
200 

a~. e 
le.! 
H.2 

7.S 
5. e 
o.S 

Z I 
~.o 

"0. ~ 
',It 

'.11 
!3 .1 

103 

'2. !I 
20.C 
0.' 
-1 • 1 

U.O 
o.~ 

1 
I 
T 
.I 

·,········1··---···1········1········1 
520 

IS.J 
52 

e ... 
25 

.,0 

'!J 
! , • OJ 

e 21 
100.0 

! (UI OF Ie' !1.3U CF THE YIlID C£LL~ Hiy( [Jf[CTFO CnL ,A[QUr,.n l£SS rHIN S.O. 
1'\1"I"U~ [Httlt!' ~[\'L ,lItCut'.c,: I,~'" 
c"' SOUI~[ :, 15.0111" wiTH ~ O[GR[[S OF FAfEOOH SJGNI,ICINC[: 0.0'05 
C"'''CII-SY: t,ce~7J 
COHIJN~[heY CO£"ICJEN': o.l!le! 
L'H~~' 'I!.HH£I~JCI : o.cIS.e WITH wle~ O£P[NOfNT. : C.QCO~O Wlr" weI' O£P£NOENT. 
l'IH'O' 'S,IIM[ 1I11t I: 0.0122 I 
UHC[Rf'l~rl COEFFICI[NI "SI~"[IRJC' : O.OOfSI vtlH Wl85 O[P[NOEHI. : 0.01112 WJ'" volt 
U1jCLAf.tr,U COHflCIUd 151""tlAle': to.olln 
.[NLILL'S 'IU e: ·O.C19se 510HI'lr'HC[: 0."'" 
atHca1L'S "U c: -O.02!II' SIO"lF'C'Hct: 0.139. 
C.,Ht'.: -C,eatll' , 
SOHtAS'S 0 "S'''''UA1C·' : -o.tleC82 I1I1H 'laS O[P[NO[IIT, : ·0'025" wlr H WOU O(PrNO[IIT, 
SOMtRS'S D, 'H""( rllICI :. -G. CHI , ,,, 
Eft: O.CHH Iflf" VU5 [l[PENOtNT. ' : C.l11l111 IIllH YOU DEFINO[ .. f., 
'r.~so~.S A :-0.0.'65 SIGNI'IC.NC(: 0.012' 

O[P["O[III. 



TABLE A.39 

•••••••••••••••••• t4'( 

'If" .. tLI11~( fUJU1! r~C!;:lcrlvr 
'AFUlII10'l a, ~O,' 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
r[IR Of C'I1"£ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • '-:-' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~.. ~} • • • • • • • • •• ". r.' '0 r 
~:: I 1 

C OU ~II I 
ROil PC I • 11;0 I 1 PI! 'O"(IIHI, 61 G PAM 00" I "'10 A (h' 
COt Pel 101ll[M A l[H V· NO I I;S V TO I Il 
10 r PC, I I. I 2 • t !. I 9.1 

~ II ~ ········1········1········,········1········1 
I. .1 n 1 11 , 27 I 2 I 119 

SIAOl.Gl, IGIIH I 61.3 1 lit,] I 27, , I I , , 1 IQ .2 
I 17. It I 13, ~ 112.2 I 16.7 T 

- 1 12 •• 1 2. 1 11.1 I 0.1 I 
-1·······-1-·······,·······-1········1 

2. I J 10 H 1 J7 1 S 22' 
I IIl1t I: I 7~ .• 2 Ito2 I J.II I ~. 2 lh9 

·1 ~O.! Z'.! 1 H.t 1 , I • 7 
I 27. ~ I t.O I 2. I I C.ft I 

·1········1········1········1········1 
l. 1 lr 1 , I C I 1 ~o 

10O o~rloTON I 75.0 r I 7.5 I l1.n I 7. 5 ~ .-
I 7.1 I 5.6 1 0.0 I 25 oil 
I II.I! 1 I .1 , 0.0 , 0.5 

·t········1········Jg ...•••. l···o····t , . 1~7 til 20 2 2~~ 
o lSi ~IIH 63.1 27.5 e •• C.~ 3 7 .5 e lS.O I ~1. 2 lI. ! 1t.7 

23. 7 1 10.3 !.2 C.3 
·1········1········1········1········, 

COlUH,. 1120 125 t, U 01 

"0' JL !7.e 2 Col 10.1. I •• 1.00.0 

5 CUI 0' It I !Idtl C' lilt ~ILJr. C£LlS H.y[ OJl[CT[[I crn FII[OU[NCt l£5S rHIN 5.0. 
IIIN IIIUI' f..PEelto C:HL fRtouHiCt: 0.713 
CHI SCUtAt: "!I.eS". vlT,. ~ CEGAUS 0' 'ArEOD" SIGNIFIcaNCE: c.roeo 
CRA"EII'5 .: CoI56~. 
c:O"IJN~["C1 COU'ICHNt: o.HtH 
lAllt-tt 1&5,""[IIIICI : 0.oe5c~ WIlH 'U~ 
ll"I!OI 15'""[IlIlcl: D.D~'O! 

0.00000 VITH 'lOll 

uN~tRTlIIII1.COEFFlCJ[NI l.sn,~nlliCI: 0.02eo_ WlTH VIeS 
UNC£Afll .. " COtH ICIENI t5,"'~,rAICI : 0.1:32_1 
KrN~llL·5 flU 8: ·o.oo'to SIGNIFICANce: 0.""5' 
KeNDAll'S tAU C : . ·O.CO]la SIGNI'IC,NCE:: O'~'5t 
G'"~I: ·C!.co.3t 

OI:P[NotN T. 

SO"lA! 'S D uSt ""f.lR ICI : .0.r05711 VITH VII! 
SO"tR5.·! D IS'"PlEJAJC': ·o.cr'l~ 

O(PrNorNT. 

[T': O.llIS] wIt" ".S O[P[HO[Nt. :: 0.0 •• 32 WITH VOl7 
P['ASO~·S • :·0.03722 SISMJrICANC[ : [I.J172 

-:)..39-

. . 
O[prHO[HT. 

0.0l! H IIITH veil 

OCP("O[NT. 

O[P["D~Pj'. 



.. 
TABLE A.40 

...... ~t .. "· •• ··'.,,i L l • ,It!', ',\ r •••••••••••••••••• 
., I (, 'I .•• I ~ !", i It .. ,. oJ ( t l r ' , -;, " " ., ~~1~ ~~~vu~tr' r~~~nlr w,~r~~ 

• • " • i , • "1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• r A :""r 1.' f' 

- I ~ I: 

At-H[ 

'e,.. I ~ 
C ('1;1. I I 

~O. , t I INII I 'i PI! 
COL I ( I I OJ'L [ " I 

lor I't I I I. I 

5 o .. r "'" I PIG "'ll~ P~'11 .~Ojll 

• U'1 1I·'1Cl.~SI. 

1. I l.1 ~. I ........ , ........ , ........ , ........ , ........ , 
2. I , "'! I 51 I 2 1 I t I .1 Ie. s I III 03 I 12. -

, 2 •• I , !2 .0 , _ o. e I 5e. , 1 H.f , 
I 2'.t I ~.c 1 _.1 J J • a I 

·1········1········,········1········1 
! • , 

"q 
, , ! i II I 

Ijt. on .. ,o;. , 17. ·2 I , o.~ I ~.3 , 7. C I 
I '.2' I 1.9 , t. 1 , 11.1 I 
I 1.1 , 

"0 
, o.t! , 0.6 I 

·,········1··· ·····1· ..... ··1····· ·.·1 
It. I I q q I ! 2 1 ~ I 

U I!' (nCC I ,~.~ I I 1.2 ]. 7 I J. ] I 
I ~O.t I '2.J I!. ~ ~2. I I 
I SJ.2 I '1.2 I. - 1.3 I 

·1········1········1········1········1 
~ . I e 1 I 7 I 9 I I , 

~ '1lC1 ~r.l' III! ir.Ii( I 8 ~. 1 , t. 7 , 6. 7 I I. C 
I Ift.2 , 9.2 I I p. ~ I 5 • ~ 
I 1 ... (' J 1.1 , ,. q I c.2 t 

·I········r········,········,········! 
COL U"" _U 7t II" , ~ 

TO I 'L 11. C , 2 • 2 t. 7 ] • I 

ROil 
TO I Il 

~ 17 
1, •• 

51 
~ .2 

~_1 

] ~ 01 

101t 
It.7 

0' 100.0 

1 CUI or I' I 18.8t1 tr IHC WAll" cellS "AVe pprcT[p crll 'A[aU£Nt' HSS TH'N 5.0. 
"I"I!!!!. (HrCfrP ([ll t"E~UO.c, I.H' a:", s~uIRr: 22.0e!H wllH 9 C[('P[FS or 'P£[OC" 

W'AH(P'S ~: CoICe8U 
nCNHltlNCE : c.cou 

(OIlIII;((/oC, CC'Urt(Jfllf: (,.18~31 

LI~~O' f'!'~"(TRICI : C.C~1t7 MITH 'I~' 
lA~bCI ISt,,"trAICI: C.O!~5~ 

O[HNOr NI. 0.00000 WitH vOll 

UHC(RT'I"" CO£f}ICI(HI 11S"'''rlRlcl : C.OI~5~ W!JH vue 
uHe£RT'I"" CDHfICIEHI Ih""£UICI : 0.011108 
_ENO'll'S T.u B: -0.10122 SIGNI"caNC!: C.0015 
lIt/foIlL'S "U C: ·o.enes slGNlflCIHcr: 0.0010; 
GIM"': ·0.20~H 
SOMrIlS'S 0 IAH,,"EI"rCI : ·O.I~!2q wITH vIa 
SO~lR~'S D.ISll~"[IRICI: ·0.10281 

CEPENOr.NT. 

Ot PENOEN ,. 

[fa : a.u!u VIIH VI9I1 DEPENorNT. : 0.08889 vlTH '012 
pr'RS(!~'S R :·0.07317 SIGNI"C'NCE: 0.Ol31 

-J.40-

: 

.O£PFNOlNI. 

;1, 

, 
I; 

" 

t. 

I. 

\" 

0.023118 vllH VOl2 

O[P£NO[HI. 

O[P(OjOCIiI. 

.... 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
~l~' f'lll',;< Cf U5Ilrs~N .. ~! 

TABLE A.41 

I • u l • 1 I C OJ 
q HI~ 

.. 

"r •••••••••••••••••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t • • • • • • • • • • • • •• r • c.' ,C', 

• GAr t 

DISICrtr 

tOU"I. 
ROil Fl:' 
COL PI. I 
101 ~CI 

~!'J ! 
I 
l!jeT • 
10 1"\1: " 
I 

p~ SO~(~H" 'It PROA ~O~1 ,!jO 
• UH W'NO' ~Sw 

I,J 2,1 !.I ~,I 

··~·····'······--I··-·····t······-·l········1 

AOII 
lOUl 

2. I It' I 2~ J J~ I ~ 1 717 
J , • ., I .101 1 ,,~ I 1.1 IS .... 

It. 

1 n., I 37.5 I 81.5 1 H_II 1 
I ~7.' I ,.9 J 2.t I o.e I 

·t········l········1········1········, 
It! 18.' .. , 

7.2 

It 
11. !I 
,5.t 

1, t 

I. e .. , 
0.2 

·1·-···~··1···-···~1· .•.. ···1···-····1 
2011 I 24 Bt' 

85.t I ~.. ,.1 1.2 
~o.o 1 !l.s sc.e 2 1 

J n.! I ,.~ t 1.3 I 0.5 1 

s. ·:·-·-;;··!·~···;··~·····;··~··n··;··~ 
OJ!'GR[ I '0... 1 5.a ,I 1.0 I 1'12'-; I 

, 1101 I .... J '.8 J 27., J 
. _ 1 1501 J I.C 1 C.2 I ID.~ I 

·,········I········t·······-1········1 
COLUMN 5:0 6~ 2t I II 

IOI'L IS.1 10.l ~.2 ,1.8 

57 
'.2 

7 .. , 
,901 

IO~ 
1t.7 

f 21 
100.0 

. ' 

l CUI 0' It' 17.511 or IHt ULJO CElLS HAft. (lptCT[[I CELL 'Il[our~(", U'ss rHUt s.o. 
I'!INIIN .. tJPtc.rtc CEll.rne:cU[r.c,: J.010 I 

CHI saUIA!: .... Of2. wllH 'O(UtrS OF 'AttQli 0" 
(AAI'[It'SV: O.O ... ~I II 

SIGNtrICANCe: : 

CONIJH~tNCT corr'IClt~,: D.ltl!! 
UMBClI IAS"'H£IAICI : O.O~181 WIlH _ItA OEPt Not Ifl • : 0.00000 wllH ,Oil 
liMBO' ISlM"tfA1CI: O.OIlH 

orp[Not If'. 
U~~lRT'Jhr, COEr'ICIENI IAS'~"[IR'c' : D.Dloes WIIH VI98 
UNC [A' 'h" cot" ICIEHr ,S' ..... ·'A!C I : 0.0111 n ' 
K[HOalL'S I.u e: ·O.O"I~ SIGNIFicaNce: O.OOlt 

OEPhour •. : .0.02315 WITH ,o13 

~tNoaLL'S r.u c: -C.CSlof SIGNIFICANce: o.OOlt Ii."".: -0.221"5 
SOKErI! '5 D 1&51 "M[fAtel : -0.15221 II1TH UH 
50,HA5'S 0 1h''''"tIR1C' :.·O.DIHlt 
[I.: 0.11025 III iN 'I,.' D£P[NorNI. 
'ra.so~·s I :-0.0""0 sl8NIFlcaNCE : 0.12" 

DEP[NOtNI. 

: 
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.. 
TABLE A.42 

or. 0 • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (" ( , t, f l t U l l t , C " 

"'~. I r;t 1'. .. • tF t,"'l!~'·.f 1(: r, ~C," . . . . . . . . . . . ... . • • 4' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• r ~ If 

~ r L:', t I 
PC. r r 1 ''':'1 a I'r. < UI'':,; f·. 1 tlG I'Q O~ "0'11 ~tlO IIflW 

r "l r t 1 1 'l!'l ~ 14 a LrH w·"0·..,511 I 0 I ~t 

101 ~ \ I I I. I ( c 1 !.1 ~ • 1 
, , ~ t ..... ·.·I········,········I········,··~·····, , . I 1~4 I l5 I zq 1 <; , 217 

a ", ( [ I t!.11- , 1'.1 1 n ... I " .1 I '11,9 
t J I • 7 I It I • I I 50.9 I ,_ • e I 
I l J. 7 1 5.t J II. , I I • It J 

·1········1········1········,········1 
1. I "' I It I ~ I It I 57 

Nu OFT~ION I I!:. 'I 7. t. I 'O.~ \ 1.0 I <; .2 

I <;.5 ". t- J 10.~ J 15. It 1 

I f • q I C.! 1 1.0# , O.t , 
., ..•..... , •.••...• \· .•...•. 1········, 

4. , Ia~ 
, H , 1 ~ 1 9 I 7ql 

o 'SA (pH , H.I , I ~. e I ~." I J • 3 I 1 <; • l. , .. 0. 7 , It 2 • <; 1 2Q.t Jo.e 1 , H.! 1 5. e 1 2. ] , I • 3 I ., ........ , ........ , ........ , ........ , 
~ . , 82 1 \ I ~ , ! , 10 .. 

S Ino ~GI.' OI5aGH I l~. e 1 8. 7 , 1. 7 , It. P H.7 

I Ie. I , , r .. l I I" .0 , 1<;.2 , 13. Z I I ... t I • J , o. e I 

e . , ........ , ........ , ........ , ........ , 
COL U'''', .. s, 8" 57 H f 21 

Ie HI. n.1 I 3.5 '.2 ".2 100.0 

2 cur 0' It' 12 ... " C, l!l£ ulln CEll'> !lavE [lP[CHI' eCll Fq[O\f.1NC' l£SS TH'N 5.0. 
"IN'~U~ E,Preltn ctl.l. fREoUE~r.,: 2.!e~ 
CHI SOC.R[: It.ltl!l20 lilT" • 0£611[[5 0' 'ArEOO. SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0511 
(R' ,.£11" 'I: 0 .09l115 
CONlIN~thC, tOLHltJ[NI: O.lHIt~ 
La~eo. IAs,~~[rPJCI : C.C~2!! W'TH vl~e 'l(p(NOrNI. 0.00000 ~t'H VOl' OfP[NO[NT. 
I.'Meo. IS'""EtRltl: o,o,~!t 
UNtlPfJt",', CCE"ICHNl IH'II1'f:TRIc.1 : O.0IQ~2 WUH vuo O[HNOENT. : 0.015.2 vllH VOl' 
UNC(A"tNH CO[FfICHNT I!,HI'fTAICI : 0.0121' 
K[NO'll'S "U s: 'o.CqtlS SIGNI'ICANCE: 0.OC37 
K[NCalL'S TAU c: ·C.CIClI sIGNIFIcaNCE: 0.00l7 

o(p[':orN I. 

G'""': -0.17 !~, ~OH[AS'! 0 1l!'"HLllotCI : -O.IZOH wITH "U O[P[NO[Nt. : -o.oUIl WITH '101' O[PrN[I[NT. 
SO".tP,·s 0 IP"~[!PIC' : '0.0'372 
[fa: n.llZ" WITH vl.e O[AENorNT. 0.C70117 wITH YOI' O[PfNO[HT. 
Pt'A~O~'S A :'O,OS't7 SlGN,rrCANel : O.09Ql 
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.. 

• .: ~ ! • • • • ,. • • • • • • • • • 4 lJ c • • • • • • • • • • • • e , • • • • 

~I~~ f'llI',r.· Of u!tLn~'IU5 ,,~rl'I~G IIE~'R_! 

••••••••••••• 0 ••••• t •••••••••••••••• • •• • •••• • • • •• raG£ 1 Cr 

Yr.1 ~ 
CClUP: I , 

ROil Pt I 'NOI A PR 50M(WH' f III Ii PRt'~ DONI '0.0 
COL ref IORLE" • lEH W'NOI~SW 
'0' Fel I 1.1 2.1 l.t •• 1 

,,911 •••••••• 1 •••••••• , •••••••• , •••••••• , •••••••• , 
i. I let 1 l~ 1 15 1 1 1 

HIli r ( \ Ie. ! \ , ~ oJ to ~ I O. 9 , 
, n.R I _).5 'l107' H.t \ 
\ 2t.l I 5.S 1 2.~ 1 0.3 1 

.) ........ ) ........ , ........ , ........ , 
,., ~~ I !, \) 2 

NC f-F',,)C,PI J 8't.2 I 10.5 I I.~ I 3.5 
I ~.~ I 1.3 I ,.n I 'B.t 
I 1.1 I I. C 1 u.2 I O. ] 

·1········1········1· ..... ··1········1 
_. I 20~ I ~~ I '~I 1 \ 

OIHUH 1 ftS.t I Inol I 3,] I a,' I 
1 ~I.I I le,s 1 3c.a 1 ad \ 
I n.s I ~.() I loJ ) 0.1 I 

·1········\········1········\········) 
~. I eq I 17 I 2 I I I 

!IROMil' OiSUi~[ I ac.! I It.! I I.~ I '.t 
, ltot , 20.1 1 7.7 I 1~.3 

COlU"" 
10 III 

I Il.S I ~.r I C.3 I C.2 

!Ct 
8 \. 'l 

. 82 
\ 1.2 It.: 

7 ,.1 

POll 
, Olll 

57 
«; • ~ 

t 21 
Inn.o 

t cu, ,)r It, ,7.5" l'F 11i( 'fAlIn cEllS HAVE E,PEeTEO tHl fI/EQUENe! USS rHIN 5.0. 
"I N I IOU ~ E' P (C f( 0 ct l L F ~ r 0 u (~O: 0 • 6 ~ 1 
CHI SOU-liE ': 1~.q_2~7 I/IIH 'I DfGR(rS OF FRreOO" SHiNHICINCE O.IOH 
CIII 1'£11 '5 ~: C.088[;5 
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B. CRIME PERCEPTION AND SAFETY 

We concern ourselves with dependent variables 037 through 
042 in this section. Recall that this set of variables was 
subjected, unsuccessfully, to Guttman analysis: Whether or 
not the respondent perceives that crime in the united States 
has increased, decreased or remained about the same (variable 
037); whether or not the respondent perceives that crime in 
his or her own community has increased, decreased or remained 
about the same (variable 038); whether or not the respondent 
perceives crime in his or her community as being committed by 
those who live in the community or by "outsiders" (variable 
039); how one's community compares with others in terms of 
crime rate (variable 040); how safe one feels in one's commu
nity during the day (variable 041); and finally, how safe one 
feels in one's community during the night (variable 042). 

Since all these dependent variables do not form an ade
quate scale, and since they thus reflect different aspects 
of crime perception and safety, it was decided to enter each 
one into the prediction analysis. For the most part, only 
significant tables will be presented, although a few nonsigni
ficant tables will be presented for contr-ast when deemed 
advisable. The marginals for variables 038 (community crime 
i~crease) and 040 (perception of community crime rate) conform 
more closely than the others to a 50-50 split, and so we will 
emphasize results pertaining to them. 

The final two variables are of more substantive importance, 
and hence we emphasize them in analysis as well. They are 
variable 041 p how safe the respondent feels in the community 
during the day, and variable 042, how safe he or she feels 
at night. Finally, these latter two dependent variables, 
which pertain to very "realistic" perceptions, will themselves 
serve as an apt introduction to the next section of this 
report, which deals with reports of serious criminal behavior 
in the community: burglaries; robberies; and assaults. 

Our first table, Table B-1, gives us our first encounter 
of an effect (and a minor effect at that) of whether or not 
the respondent is in Atlanta or Washington, D. C. (variable 
002). People in our Washington, D. C. sample tend to perceive 
that crime in their immediate community is being committed 
by outsiders more than do those in Atlanta: 54.7% of the D. 
C. sample perceives that the crime is committed by outsiders, 
whereas a lower percent (40.1%) of our Atlanta respondents do. 
By a similar token, only 8% of the Washington, D. C. sample 
say "insiders," while 22.5% of the Atlanta sample say this. 
These combined results show a solid significance level 
(P < .0001) and a very respectable C of .29, showing at least 
a moderately strong degree of association between the two var
iables. However, this is the only dependent variable in the 
set that ended up being significantly related to Atlanta vs. 
washing~on, D. C.. (We will have to. wait until the following 
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section of the report for the next set 
several significant relationships.} 

which does show 

Tables B-2 through B-5 following assess the effect of 
our next significant predictor variable, tract type. Once 
again, we note that tract type is emerging as a sound predictor, 
certainly better than the Atlanta-Washington, D. C. distinction. 
Table B-2 suggests that individuals in the low-income, high
crime tract are more likely than individuals in the other 
tracts to perceive that crime in their tracts has indeed 
increased. Once again, this tends (though only somewhat) to 
validate our initial tract selection, in terms of what the 
individuals in the tracts actually perceive to be the case in 
regard to crime around them. Individuals in the low-income 
tracts (for both the high and low crime rates) tend to perceive 
crime in their community as having decreased, relative to the 
other two tracts. This is a confusing finding and does not 
completely fit the overall pattern of foregoing (and sub
sequent) results; nonetheless, this is what the data for this 
table reveal (P = .0008, C = .21). In general, findings to 
come will, contrary to this finding, reconfirm that effects 
are in the predicted directions in regard to tract income/crime 
rate effects. 

Some reasonably consistent results are revealed in Table 
B-3 (though still not completely), where it is seen that the 
low-ipcome, high-crime tract shows the highest percent (15.2%) 
for those who feel that their community is "more dangerous" 
than other communities. The biggest contrast is for the 
middle-income, low-crime tract (remember, this is for Atlanta 
and Washington, D. C. combined), where fully 42.5% of the peo
ple there perceive that their community is "much less" danger
ous than others. This table shows a very highly significant 
relationship as well as the highest association measures yet 
encountered (C = .40, although some of the other association 
measures for this table are,not all that high). 

Tables B-4 and B-5, p~rtaining respectively to how safe 
the respondent feels during the day and during the night, 
offer strong contrasts between the tracts. Table B-4 shows 
that it is the respondents'in the middle-income, low-crime 
tract who feel the safes t (77.6% "very safe"), and those'. in 
the low-income, high-crime tract who feel the least'safe' 
(lowest percent, 62.2% for ~very safe" and al~o the highest 
percent, 11.0%, who indicat~d "somewhat unsaf~"). The r~sults 
are even more striking for .how safe respondents feel at 
night. Table B-5 shows that (only) 39.6% of the respond~nts 
in the middle-income, low-~iime tract indicate they feel "very 
safe" at night, but this i~ the highest percent "very safe" 
for all four tract types. '(Note also that in comparing Table 
B-5 to B-4, the percent ot ~iddle-income, low-crime tract re
spondents indicating "very safe" drops drastically from 77.6% 
pertainin9 to "very safe" during the day; to the 39.6% who feel 
such at n1ght.) Note fina~ly (Table B-5) that a relatively 

I 
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large percent (40.9%) of th'ose in the low-income, high-crime 
tract indicate that they fJ,el "very unsafe" at night in 
their own community. This percent is higher here than in 
the other three tracts., T·li:el significance level is very strong 
(P < .0001) and the degreg ~9f association is strong (C = ,,40, 
which is as we already noted~ quite high for this survey). 

I' , 

. 1 I'". . Agal.n, we can conc .. ud,e 'from thl.s that our selectl.on of 
tracts on the basis of incbme and crime rate data seems to 
be validated by the percepbaal and experlential data from , 
our survey. I ", 

We move on to a new set of predictor variables heretofore 
not encountered: Existenc'~',and use of recreational facilities 
in the community. Do thes~' ~ariables make a difference in 
how crime is perceived and' "how safe the person feels? Let 
us look at the pertinent tables, Tables B-8 through B-ll. 

,'.' . 
Tables B-8 and B-9 bo~h show that the more recreational 

facilities there are (as r~~orted by the respondent) in the 
community, then the safer 'r~, or she feels both in reference 
to day safety (Table B-8) a,s well as night safety (Table 
B-9). Note carefully that, 'p,ome of the percents in both tables 
reveal a monotonic ("stepwi~e") pattern. Those indicating 
"ver.y safe" during the day ,increase in percent, from 64.9% 
for those reporting no recieational facilities present in the 
community to 81.1% for tho~~ reporting "quite a few" recreatio
nal facilities. The "someW~at unsafe" percents reveal a 
partially monotonic patterql. In Table B-9, those indicating 
"very unsafe" at night dec~~~se in percent monotonically as 
the number of reported rec~$htional facilities increases. 
The relationship in the w~6le table is highly significant . .' and the degree of assocl.atEbn good. 

I, 
,-

It is indeed interes~~hg that with our data we are able 
to detect this kind of rela~~onship. There evidently is in
deed a relationship betwee~"'how safe one feels and the degree 
of presence of recreationa'jl",facilities -- especially at night 
(note that the percent dif.t,~rences are somewhat greater and 
the association measure is'''13,omewhat higher for "night" as 
opposed to "day" safety). ',I,If the number of recreational 
facilities has anything td~~p with the amount of integration 
of the individual into the"'dommuni ty, then this finding would 
fit our overall grand patt.'~',f,n. But it is difficult to concep
tualize the presence of re~reational facilities as being a 
direct indicator of indiv1dbal integration~ even so, the 
finding is of great interes~ in its own right. Recall that 
very early along in the pr~~~ct, it was hypothesized that the 
number of such facili ties :d.h the community would help people 
feel safer. This is evide~~ly true to some extent. However, 
we must note at this junctu~e that this set of predictor 
variables fails to predict" any remaining dependent variables 
in the study in subsequent"~ect ions. In other words ( this is 
it. All the remaining depe:n'dent variables to be revl.ewed in 
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the remainder of this report fail to be predicted by either 
the number of recreational facilties, or by the extent of 
use of them. 

Actual use of recreational facilities is, in fact, rela
ted to how safe the respondent feels, but only for safety at 
night (see Table B-ll, showing a very strong monotonic pattern 
of percents) but not for respondent indications of safety 
during the day (Table B-IO, showing an insignificant relation
ship between the two variables). Thus, we conclude that 
actual use of recreational facilities makes a difference in 
feelings of safety only at night, but not during the day. 

We arrive now at what is emerging as a solid and consis
tent predictor variable: Club affiliation. Recall that 
this is a direct indicator of integration into the community. 
Ihdividuals who are club members tend to perceive crime in 
their community as having decreased (slightly) moreso than do 
those who are not members of a club (Table B12). Similarly, 
club members are more inclined than non-members to rate their 
community as "much less dangerous" than other communities 
in their city (by 38.2% vs. 16.7%, see Table B-13, P < .0001, 
C = .25). 

The same kind of pattern holds for ,the other two depen
dent variables, how safe the respondent feels during the day 
and at night (see Tables B-14 and B-15). Club members more 
often indicate "very safe" than do non-members, both for the 
"day" (Table 8-14) as well as the "night" item (Table B-15). 
As we noted above, the differences are greater for the item 
pertaining to night safety. Thus the ~ifferences predicted 
by the variable club affiliation are not only in the expected 
direction for both day and night safety, but the differences 
are even more pronounced in the case of night safety. , 

Our next successful predictor is whether or not the reS
pondent is a member of his or her neighborhood church (variable 
172), which, you will recall, is a community integration indi
cator. Interestingly, those who claim membership in a neigh
borhood church are more likely to perceive that crime in 
their community has decreased, whereas non-members are more 
likely to perceive that it has increased (look at the percents 
in Table 8-16). Similarly, those who are neighborhood church 
members do, by a good margin, think of their community as 
tlmuch less dangerous" than other communities in their city 
(40.0% vs. 16.9%), while non-members tend to report that 
their community is "more dangerous" and also "about average ll 

moreso than do church members (Table 8-17). Note furthermore, 
from Tables 8-18 and 8-19, that respondents who are church 
members tend to feel safer than non-members both during the 
day (Table B-18) as well as at night (Table B-19), thus 
confirming, along with the results just reviewed on people's 
perceptions of community crime rates, the overall emergtng 
pattern pertaining to the effects of community integrat10n. 
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(It might be noted here, from Table B-20, that amount of 
church attendance successfully predicts whether one perceives 
crime as being committed by community "outsiders" or "insiders": 
The less frequent one's church attendance, the less the percent 
who indicate that the crimes are committed by "outsiders" and 
the more the percent who indicate that crime is being committed 
by people "in the community." Percents in both columns are 
monotonically ordered. But this independent variable [frequency 
of church attendance] failed to predict the other dependent 
variables in this set, including how safe one feels during 
the day and at night.) 

Moving on to a consideration of the'effects of whether 
one owns or rents housing, we note a confusing pattern of 
relationships to variables 037, 038 and 040 (see Tables B-21 
through B-23). While Table B-21 shows a significant relation
ship, it is in the direction opposite to predictions: Those 
who own tend to perceive an increase in U. S. crime and those 
who rent are more likely to perceive a decrease. However, Ta
ble B-22, which pertains to perceptions about increase/decrease 
in crime in the community, reveals a significant relationship 
in the predicted direction: Those who own are less likely to 
have perceived an increase in community crime than renters, 
and more likely to have perceived a decrease (although the 
level of significance is borderline, at ,P = .084). We would 
infer from this that crime in the U. S. as a whole may not 
be perceived to be as relevant or as "close" as crime right 
in one's own community. 

This interpretation tends to be confirmed by Table B-23, 
which shows that those who own are more likely than those who 
rent to perceive their own communities as "less dangerous» 
and "much less dangerous" than other communities in their 
city, while those who rent are more likely to perceive their 
own communities as "more dangerous." The relationship here 
is highly significant (P < .0001) and reasonably strong in 
magnitude (C = .29). 

Whether one feels safe in the day and night is clearly 
predicted by own/rent: Those who own are more likely than 
renters to indicate that they feel "very safe" during the 
day (Table B-24) as well as at night (Table B-25). 

We arrive finally at an examination of the predictability 
of our two social/psychological variables, namely alienation 
and self-evaluation. The results are that self-evaluation 
did not predict any of the dependent variables being considered 
here, while some of the alienation items did. Some (not all) 
of these relationships involving alienation are exemplified 
in Tables B-26 through B-29. While the "negative futur~ per
spective" variable does not predict how safe one feels in 
the day {Table B-26}, it does predict how safe one feels at 
night (Table B-27). There is a very slight (~nd not particu
larly clear) tendency for those who are more 1n agreement 
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• with the item (i.e., the more alienated) to be more afraid, 
but the ordering of the percents in the cells muddies the 
relationship, though it is still significant. 

Tables B-28 and B-29 pertain to an interesting predictor 
variable, variable 187, an alienation variable, whether or 
not the respondent feels that it is fair to bring black chil
dren into the world. Not surprisingly, the more the degree 
of agreement with the item (the more the respondent agrees 
with the unfairness of bringing children into the world), 
then the more unsafe he or she feels in the community both in 
the day (Table B-28} and at night (Table B-29). The differen
ces in Table B-28 are very pronounced and monotonically ordered, 
as are those in Table B-29. 

That completes our look at predictors for the inside/out
side perception variables and the question of what best pre
dicts whether or not the respondent feels safe during the day 
as well as at night. To summarize, the successful predictors 
are: City (Atlanta vs. Washington, D. C.); tract type; recre
ation facilities; use of recreation facilities; club membership; 
church membership; church attendance; own/rent; and alienation, 
especially the item about black children. Note that recrea
tional facilities and their use ended up being a good predictor 
here but not in the previous section. Once again, we note 
that, in general, the successful predictor variables, for the 
most part, all say something directly or indirectly about the 
degree of the individual's involvement with his or her commu
nity. It is particularly interesting to note that how safe 
one feels in walking around the streets in the day and at 
night in one's community is predicted by these community
integration variables -- as well as (to some extent) overall 
alienation. 

We wish to stress once again the variables that do not 
predict these crime perceptions and feelings of safety. --
While we will not list all of them here, it would be interest
ing to list those which were expected to have at least some 
predictive power, but which instead have none at all: Gender 
(women do not feel any more or less safe than men, at night 
or during the day); whether or not one has relatives in the 
community (this is a community integration indicator which 
does not predict); whether or not one works in the community' 
(another integration indicator); self-evaluation; respondent's 
education; all SES and occupational characteristics of both 
the respondent as well as the respondent's father; marital 
status (whether or not you are married, single, divorced; sep
arated or whatever is not -- repeat not -- significantly re
lated to how safe one feels in the day and at night, at least 
for our 621 respondents in Atlanta and Washington, D. C.); 
religion (remember -- it is beginning to look like religious 
activities, attendance and so on are the good predictors; 
what religion one is does not predict); and some others. 
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We move on next to an analysis of respondent estimates 
of serious crimes in the community: burglaries; robberies; 
and assaults. 
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(Ou"T I 

tOW PCT IOUTSIDta IQUAll' peOPLE DO_T ._0 
__ .• __ .COLP.U .. l.l __ ._.-BL.1I0T.t._.LIVIU. " .... 0 AIlS .. 

tOil 
. tOTlL ._. _._ . __ 

TOT PC T I 2.1 '.1 ".1 0.1 
va02 ----·~··I-·-·~···I····--··I·-·-----I··---·--J 

___ 1A_-1._.1l2.~.l. _ ... l4l-.1 ..... 78 ..• 1 .... 94-_1 __ .3U 
AT LA.,. I 40.1 I 9.1 I U.5 I 27.7 I 55.Q 

I 4S.1 I ,'.4 1 7S.0 J 70.6 J 

_. II.C. 

.. __ .. 1 __ 11.4_.1._.1..1-.L.12.6._1 . U.S. 1 

-I--------I--------I---·----!--------! 2. 1 150 I 62 J 22 I, 40 I 27" 
.. 1 .. H.l._l 22 .~. 1. 11.0. I h.t> .. I ..... 1 

I 5'.9 I 64.6 I 22.0 I 29.4 t 
I 24.2 I 10.0 I ,.5 I &.4 I . 

.. .. .. __ .1 ....... aL •••••••• t ......... l ~ ...... ...,..1. ~ ~ .. M ___ ~ _. _. _ •• _____ _ 

eOlu"H ZIIO 06 100 ,,6 621 
A .. ___ . __ .. TOfAL 46.5 '5.5 16.' Z1.9 100.0 

~"I IOlIUE' f5;;a53"ij· .. ·n" 3 Dl5UEI C,",.E!D·O"" Il,"UICA~CI'~' '00

.0000. . - ... 
CtA"U", V • _ 0.Z0810 

.tDMlIU9CY .• COUUCllll. .. L.-C.21SU_ .. _ .• ___ . ,. ___ ... _______ . __ .. ___ ._. __ ._ •. __ . _. ___ ... - -. 
lAlleD' (ASY""£Tllt). 0.1,234 wiTH V002 OEP[NO£NT. • O~OOOOO ~JTH v039 or'£NcENT. 
LAlleDA 'S'''~fT.IC)· 0.064'6 

.JJktUTAUU_ tOUUUE~LUUI"'£T110. 0.06701. dh.vOOl.., .. _.Dl'EIID~NT._ . _. ___ ~_ .. t'.03617 wlTH ~039 
lIIICI.,Ar.TY COEfFICIENT CS'~.(T'IC" 0.04698 
lE~eAll-S-TAU e' -0.19298 srCIII'IC."CI· 0.0000 
-'!flDALL~ .. 1AU -,.!' __ .!!.Q.nULI1I.f1UICa"Cf... D.QOOO •••• ____ •. __ 
'A"".. -0.32504 
SO"£'$-$ D (AS'''"ITIIC) .'-0.1636& ~ITH v002 
_SOIlE.~LA .. U","ETA 1£:1 ._~Q.a19D'39 
ETA .' 0.29810 WITH V002 DEPI_DI_'. 
PIAtSO,,-••• ·0.19509 11 •• r.ICAIICI· a.ooeo 

UPEND!"T. 

• 0.19509 wlY" V039 

' _____ ._. __ .~.-. __ .. ___ -1.. __ . __ . ____ .0 .... __ .. " . __ . __ .. 
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.. 
TABLE 13-2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C A 0 SST • 8 U L A T I 0 ~ O. •••••••••••••••••• 
yeo! TUCTtO fit ytl311 co""ulln, ur"l! ll1enlll •.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e. 'A', 1 0' 

wC3~ 
COuNT r 

tOw peT I1NCREASE SA'! 
COL PCT 10 

Of CRt AS! ~ONT aNO RO. 
o WmNO.NS~ TOTAL 

TOT peT t 1.1 2.1 3~J 9.t 

.e:! --------I--·-----J---·----I-------GI--------~ 1. I 26 J 14 22 1 12 ! 
·!DI~CO .. E-LO.CRJ r 19.4 I 55.2 16.4 I 9.0 r 

r 21.7 1 25.3 14.S 1 21.' I 
I 4.2 1 11.9 3.5 J 1.9 J 

-I--------I--------I--------J-------~t ~. I H 66 ,~ 9 
~~.I~CO·e·LO.C.l I "'.8 45.2 30.E 6.2 

t 21.7 22.5 29.6 16.1 
I '.2 10.C) 7.2 1.' 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 3. I H I 94 I 35 I ,a ! 
-:r, lie r '''.7 J ·5 ... I 1 9.~ 1 'O.~ I 

I 21.7 I 33.4 1 23.0 1 !2.1 1 
I '.2 I 15.d I 5.6 2.9 I 

~ -1--------1--------1--------1--------1 ". • "2 5S SO 17 1 
l ol~CO.[-"tGHC. 25.6 33.5 30.5 '0.4 1 

35.~ 1@.3 H.9 30U J 
6.!! 8.9 8.1 2.7 I 

-t--------J---.--·-l----·~-·!··----··I 152 
24.5 

134 
21.6 

146 
2~.5 

177 
H.5 

16" 
26.4 

e2' 
100.0 

c~. SQU'RE. 23.324110 wIT" 9 OEGQ£ES 0' 'R£eoo" SIGNIFICANC!. o.oooa 
C'loED'$ ". 0.12330 
CC\TJ\GfNCT CO£"I(I[NT £ O.ZO!86 
L'·Qoa (AST ... rTRIC). 0.~6~82 ~IT" wOt! OrpE~O[~T. • O~OOOOD wITM vosa or,EIIO'_T. 
l'·~oa CS, •• [TRIC) • G.040'6 
c~C~q'aI~T' COE"lCIEHT CAS' .... ETRICJ. 0.01695 vlTM VOO! DE,ENDENT. • ~.0'S97 WITH ~D3B 
L~'~RT'I~T' COE"ICIE~i (S'~"ETAIC). 0.01790 
I£~~ALL'S T~u 9. 0.03t!~ SIGkI'ICANCE· O.16!0 
'{~DaLl's T.U c. a.o3io? SIGNI'ICANCE. 0.1680 
G'~·'. ~.0'e01 
~O··R!·S 0 (AST'''ETRICJ. 0.03462 ~ITM v003 DEPEkOE.T. • 0.01'" .ITM 'D~' .(,i_Olllt. 
~r.~·'S·~ 0 (S'~·[T.IC). 0.0'219 
trl. 0.'2159 .lfH vOO! O!pE~D£NT. • 0.0454' vlT" v03a OEP(_O£.T • 
• f~·SO~·S A • J.03Y07 SlGNlfIC'HC£· 0.1655 

-154-

.... 



.. 

.. 
·e TABLE B-3 

o • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 SST A e U l A T 10_ 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
8' v040 CO.RU~IT' cirRI .aTi y~03 TRACTIO 

• • • • • •••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'A'I 1 0' 

v04(1 
I . COuIIT 

'Ow PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

I_OR! DAII _OOUT AV l[SS OAII .UCh 0011' 1110 IOV 
IG!.OUS [P.AG£ GEROUS l£SS CAli ~-IIO ANS TOTAL 
! 2.1 ~.I 4.1 S.I 9.1 

wn~' --------I--------I--------J--------I--------I--------l 
1 • 

·IOINCO-f-lO.CI! 

2. 
, '.!O.co·r-L".CII 

~. 
.: c '" 

... 
~1~CO.E-"16"C. 

COLv .... 
TOTAL 

J 2 Z4 4! 57 , 1 
! 1.' 17.9 3'.~ '2.S 2.2 J 
I 5.1 13 ... 22.3 !6.3 9.7 1 
I 0.3 3.9 7.7 9.2 0.' , 

- %«00\ .. ------ I--------t --------J --------1--------1 
! ., 47 47 41 , ! 
I 4.8 !2.Z H • .: 28. , 2.7 1 
I 17.9 LO.] 21.9 Z6.1 1 Z.9 1 
I 1.1 7.6 7.6 0.6 0.6 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
r 5 I 52 70 49 1 1 
I 2.~ I ?9.~ 39.~ 'l7.7 0.6 I 
I 12 .8 1 29.1 32.6 !1.2 '.2 1 
I O.~ 1 11.4 11.3 7.9 0.2 ! 

-I---·----l-~-·--·-l--------l--------r--·-----I 1 2S 50 SC 10 23 
r 15.2 ~ ... 1 30.5 6. , ,. .0 
1 64.1 !1ol i!3.3 6.' 7& .2 
1 4.'} 9.0 e .1 , .6 3.7 

-!--------I·_·-----I---·····I------·_,_···--·-1 
215 

34.6 
31 

'.0 

134 
21 ~6 

160 
23;' 

177 
20.5 

164 
16' ... 

621 
,OO~O 

C~I sou.a,· 11J.03CZl wJ'H 12 CfGRf!S OF 'IEECO" $l'''I'ICA~C! - 0.0000 
C·'-E.·S ~. 0.25128 
(O~TI~GE .. C' COf"l'lt~T. 0.39907 
L'~~DA (AST-"tT'I'). C.12162 wITH vaO! OEPI"DE"T. • O~03605 wlTM W040 .r,,_t •• 1. 
l'·~DA IS' •• lTAIC). 0.Oa"0 
U~(FITAt~T' COE"JCr[~T enS'""!T.IC) g 0.06974 wTTH VOO! O(pr"DE-T. • 0.0619' VIT. W040 
~~tE'T.I~T' CO£"I(llII' (S'""!TR1C). O.oe~!, 
Ir~~AlL'S TAu e. -Q.1720~ SI6"1'IC_"(£. O.C~OO 
'EhO'lL'S TAU e. -0.16903 SIGIII'lca"c!. o.OOCO 
"~·A. -~.2JC64 
SC"~I$'S D (ASY-"ETUO • -0.17446, "IT .. vOO! OEPE"DrIlT. • -0.16967 wUM WO&O u'rilDl~T. 
se·r.s·s D (S'"~["IC' • -O.172C3 
fTA' O.!S224 WIT" vOO! DEPE"O[kT. • 0.09607 wITH VOiD Cf'!"D£"T. 
~f~'SO~'S •• -u.04c31 SJ'~Tfr(.NCE· C."47 
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
veo~ ".CTIO 

; 
TABLE 8-4 

( • 0 SST , 8 U l • T I 0 ~ 
Bt ,0" 

.. 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
S.'I .lO.' .UII.' •• , . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •.• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ,." , 0' 
1104' 

(OullT I 
lOll 'tT h!U S., 'I'SO .. 16 SD"E~M.T OO~T 1_0 .O~ 
COL PCT U LY S" E UIIUFE 11-110 illS TOUl 
TO' 'e T I 1 .1 2.1 3.1 I) .1 

: : ' --··----I---·~---J-···--··,·---·---I--·-----1 ,. 1CH 1 zs ] I 2 1 "4 
·:cr~co·r-LO.C'I I 77.6 I 18.7 2.2 1 '.S t 2' .6 

r 23.9 I 1!.1I 8.6 I " .& J 
1 H.7 I 4.J C.5 I 0.3 r 

-r--·····-s·_·-·-·-I-·_·--·_J····----r z. 'O! 3~ 7 I He 
l~.r~co·!-~D.C'I I 74.C ;0.5 4.e 0.7 I H.' r . 2'.8 Cl.6 20.0 5.9 r 

r 17.4 ... a , ., 0.2 I 
-1--------,--------1--·--·--1--·_·---1 

~ .. r H2 !9 7 I I) 177 
- : t. III I toP.o Z2.:i 4.0 r ~ ., 2'.5 

I H.O "0.3 20.e I "2.0 
H.6 6.3 ,. , I '.4 

-I·-------I------·-I--------l·---·~--I '. 102 ]0 18 5 '64 
I'.I~CO·(-"IG"C. I 62.2 "'.b 1!.C !.C 26.4 

COL""~ 
Tt\HL 

t l!.4 29.3 ~'.4 29.' 
1 16., 6.3 2.9 I o.e r 

-1--------1--------1-··-----.···-----1 
'H 

7C.2 

~CUT~' ,~ C 25.01) Of T"E V'lIO CELLS M"I £1'feT£O CfLL "lourll" LESS TMI .. S.O. 
~" £"!CT[O (ELL "lQ~E~C'· !.ee~ 

'1 SOUA.,. 22.60680 ~IT" 9 or"'ls 0' '.(Eoo. SIG~t'ICAIiCI. 0.00'1 
.·f,'S V. C.11C16 
~"~'E~C' COl"I(I£-T. O.1!74l 
.no. CIS.-"fT'IC). O~C~'77 vlT" ~CC3 OE.E~OE~T. • 0;00000 .ITM YO" I"I_I(.T. 
·~c. C$,"-£T'IC) ~ O.O'7'~ 
t!'TII~T' COt"ICI!hT CAS'".ET'IC). C.012~2 .I'K vOO] OEpf"O!IIT. a 0.02'26 WITM wO" 
C"TAThT' COlf'ICIEHT (S'''"ET'rC). C.OteD' 
~O'lL'S TAU b. C.'ZO!! SrGhl'JC'~CE. 0.000] 
~DALL'S f.U c· 0.014" SI'HJ'IC'~C(. O.OOo! 
•• ". C.2ce1! 
·'.~·S D 'IS'·"[TRICJ. C.1S&46 _IT" vO~! 
·rls·s C (S'"'l11'C'. O.,,1Za 
•• C.'S", ~IT" vC03 D!PEHO[~T. 
~·S~~·S •• C.t12e6 SrG~I'ICJ.C!' 0.0025 

(: 
• I 

," ;, 
" 

!. 

I 
, I 

I:,.! 

J,' , 

II 
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.. 
TABLE B-5 

........ ' ,. ........ . 
~CC3 T.AtTID 

~ 0 SST A e U L A T i 0 ~ 
1\, vO'2 

O' •••••••••••••••••• 
SA'( aLOMI ."I~' _J'MT 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ,aCl Of 

COullT 
1I01t PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PC T 

~C4 2 
! 
IVERl 
IE 

sa' 'l.sO~Ae SOM£_Ha7 VEAl U~S DOHT KNO ~Ow 
lY SAfE UNSAfE 'FE It-hO AHS TOTAL 

1 1.1 2.1 3.t 4.t 9.1 
yC~' --------I--------l--------1-----·--%--------!--------1 

1. I 53 J 42 ,~ I , t , I 134 
·IDI"CO'E-LO.C~t 1 H.6 1 !1.3 2S.t, 1 0.7 t '.0 I 2'~6 

1 B.l I 25.0 SO ... t 0.9 1 ".4 1 
J e.5 1 /).b 5.S 1 0.2 1 0.6 1 

-I----··--I··------I--------I--------!--------I 
Z. 50 3tJ 3! I 2Z 6 1 "6 

l~ .. P.CO·£-1.0.(RI I ".2 20. ~ 26.0 J , ~ ., " .1 1 23.5 
I 23.8 18.3 33.9 1 19.6 26. , t 
! ! .1 4.e 6.1 1 3.5 1.0 I 

-!--------I------·-I--------J----~---t--------l , .. t 05 65 15 I 22 10 177 
-1(' I" J 36.7 !0.7 !.5 I 12." 5.6 28·05 

I 31.0 !9. t> 1! .4 I '9.0 .. ~.5 
r 1C.5 10.,. 2.4 I 3.5 1.6 

-t--------l----·-·-I--------l----~---1--------1 4. I •• z Z7 Z5 07 3 1H 
411f.I~CO.£-"lb"C~ I 25.6 HI.S B.Z &0.9 , .I! 26~4 

I ze.o '6. ~ 22.3 59.1! 1!.0 
r t • ~ 4.J '.0 10.11 O.S 

-1--------1--------t--------I--·-----I--------1 
COlu'H 21a 16 .. 112 112 23 621 

TOTll 33.a ~6 ... 18.0 18.0 ~.7 100.0 

1 OUT 0' 20 S.Ot) 0' THE ~'lID CELL~ HA~E EXPECTEO CEll f'EQUrNCY LESS TM_N 5.0. 
PI~I·u~ (IPftTED CEll fPEouENC'. '.Ye3 
(»1 SOUl.!. "7.24649 _ITM 12 DEGREES O' '~EEDO~ SJC~!'lCA"CE - 0.0000 
C'.·E~~S V' C.250~7 
tC~fl~'E~Cl COE"lCJ(~T. 0.~9!~2 
l.·~D' (Asye"rTIIC)' O.'S'" ~I'" vat! O[PE~DE~T. • O~O~O" wITH y042 .£,r_DrNT. 
l'·~D' (S'~.£TRIC)' O.1~b77 
U~CfPTAI~TY COEf'ICIE~T (ASY"~ET.rC" 0.07266 -ITM veOl OEP£~DE"T. • 0.061!79 WIt" V042 
U"~[.TAI"T' COE"ICl[~T (SY-M!T'IC). 0.070&7 
'!'O.ll~S TAU e. 0.15426 SIGNIFIC.NCE' O.OCOO 
'f~DALL'S TAU C' O.'53~1 SI'"lflCANCE - O.OCOO 
•••••• C.20279 
50-(15'5 0 IAS,-"(T_ICI. a.15'02 vlT~ y003 DfPEHD[~t. • O.1~"9 wIT" '042 •• 'I_o£_T. 
~~· •• S~S 0 (S,"'ETAIC)' G.15426 
IT', 0.,4311 ~lT" vOOl D[P(HD[~T. • 0.15970 wITH V04Z D"I_OI_T. 
P(.Qst~·S •• 0.1'738 !IChlfIClNCE' O.OOCl 

ERRATUM: THERE ARE NO TABLES NUMBERED B~6 AND B-7 
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.. 
TABLE 9-8 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 S S 1 A e U l A T I 0 ~ 0, •••••••••••••••••• 
~~96 CO~.u~lT' ~ECRl.TIOhAl 'ACllITI£S ~y Vv41 SA'E AlOhf DU_th, DA' 

• • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 0' 

VO"6 

1I0ti( 

vfR~ 

A , Ell 

QUITE 

DOti' 

It II 

~ 041 
(OUtiT I 

ROil PCT IvU, SAf REASO~A8 SO""'HAT DO,.T IttiO 
COl.. pcr IE l' SAFE UIIS" l lI-tiO A,.S 
TOT PC T I , • I 2.1 3.1 9.J 

--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1. 

2. 

3. 

I 61 19 ! 11 3 I 
I' U.9 20.2 I 11.7 3.2 I 
I 14.0 14.3 I 31.4 17.6 J 
I 9.11 3.1 I 1.1t 0.5 I 

-I-~------l----·---I--------I--------J J 149 51 11 J " I 
I 69.3 23.7 5.1 J 100 I 
J 34.2 38.3 31.4 I 23.5 I 
I 24.0 11.2 1.11 I 0.6 J 

-I---·----I·-------I------·-l--------! 06 
72.0 
31.2 
21.9 

J 36 
I 19.0 
I 27.' 
1. 5.11 

5 
2.6 

29.lo 
0.11 

-1---·----1--------1--------1--------1 

ROil 
TOTAL 

94 
15 .1 

215 
34.6 

180 
30.4 

4. I 73 I 16 I 0 I 1 00 
A IIU I a'.1 J 17.~ J 0.0 I 1.1 14.5 

9. 
KIIOII tiO AilS 

.-.' COLu"" 
TOTAL 

J 16.7 1 12.0 J 0.0 1 5.9 
1 '.1.8 J 2.6 I. 0.0 I 0.2 

-t--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 17 11 , J 4 I 
I 51.5 33.3 !.o 1 H.1 t 
t !~9 11.3 2.9 I 23.5 1 
J 2.7 1 .11 0.2 1 0.6 1 

-J----p---r--------J----~---l-----·--1 436 
70.Z 

133 
21.4 

35 
5.6 

33 
5.3 

621 
100.0 

4 "OUT 'or . 20 20·.OU OF THE VAllO' (El'LS HAV! EXPECTED'CELL FaEQuUtt\' lUS TltAli 'S-.O·.----- .-----.- .. -
"IIII"U" EIP!CTED CELL FREQUE.CY. 0.903 
CHI SQUAIIE. 31.5H0311lTH 12 DHIIHS D'.rREEO~"'. Sl'lItfICJI"CE. 0.0016 ___ .. __ .. _________ ._. ___ _ 

-U'A';li-s V·· 0.13010 
COIITI"'!IIC' CO£"I(IEII'. 0.2'9113 
LAillBOA (AS''''''(TRIC). 0.00'93 WITH v096 

LA;'BDA (S''''''ETRJO'' 0.00338 
0(PEtiDE"1. 

ulleE.TAIIIT, CO£"lel£IIT (AS''''"!T.JC). 0.01690 IIITH V096 
UlitEATAl"T, COlr'JCIE'" CSY""ETRIC). 0.OZ142 

-Ur.oAlL-' TAu I. '-0;04664' U'''lPlCA''C£. 0.OU3·· . 
UIIDAL"'S TAU C'. -0.0.3619 S1'mflCANC!. 0.0943 

• 
DEI'UtHNT. • 

-. "1----'.-··---'·.~. t-

'A""'A· -0.07961 . 
-f/)M·tIPrDCASYMI .. I,.n-)-.';.lf~·O~q3·olil·Tit-""ijO~6·· ---·OEPeNDEN'T;-----·.-;;O';0356...-il-r'if-jO"----.-:-Dt"ruP1[Jj1T'Tr.------· 
SO"EIS'S D (S''''''ETAIC) • -0.04531 
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TABLE B-9 

• • • • • • • • • • _ _ • ~ • •• c, 0 SIT A • U l A T ION 0, • ~ • • • • • • • • • 
CO~"u~11' Ilt.taTIONAl 'aCllITI!S ~'V04l $A'I AlONI D •• INC _ICMT 

• • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . -. . . . . ~ . . . 
,,042 

. COuilT I' ... , . I 

'OY 'CT Ive., lA' IIASON •• S@MlwMA""II' UNS DONT lNO 10V 
COL 'CT II l"IA'! UNSAfl A" V-NO A_S TOTAL ",oTitcTi---t;C'-' - '2':'--' ·,;r- ..... ;1' ..... 9.1 .. -.- .... 

D96 ··---•• ·I·---.···Ip----··-I-··.--·.!a··--·--I-···.·.-l 
t. I 2' 1 '4 1 '11 1 3. I 3 I ., 'lIoilr---'--' --'T' 2i.6' r .. h·.9 .. ·-s' .. ··1 •• l -I 56~'2 1-' ,.z . C'U-~' 

1 11.~ 1 11.5 J 16.1 1 30.. 1 13.0 I 
_ ................ ___ .. _.!t!..0_~ .... ~~3 __ 1. _.z.! 1 ... ~.s too ,0., _ I 

-I--------I--------I·-------I-w·--·--l-----·a-I 
2. I 69 I 61, I 41 I 

.~!., !~w_ I 32.1 I 28.4 1 19.1 I 
.. -'''-'f -32.9 . i- 31.2 I' 36.6 I 

40 1 
, 11.6 1 
35~ 7 1 
6.4 I 

4 1 
1.9 1 

11.,"1 
0.6 1 I "., I 9.11 I 6.6 I 

-1-····---I···-----I-n····_-I···-----I--------l --_ .. .- . - . -,.;. j"' ""j,-'i-' . 54"'!' -
211 25 II 

.. .. 189-I I 
A 'hi 1 39.2 I 211.6 I 14.11 13.2 I 4.2 I :SO., 

I 35.2 1 32.9 I 25.0 22.3 1 H.II I _ .. -- .. -I 11.9"1 11.7 I 4.5 4.0 1 1~3 I 
·1---·--··I·-------I--····--l--···---J·-~-----l 

4. J 35 1 29 I "1 6 1 S 1 90 
"Oiiill'-- "" '"u-j .. ·l8;~·-1·-··!'2~C'-1 -n~'o 'I . 6;7 ...... - 3.3 . 1"- h~5 

I '6.7 1 17.7 I 15.2 I 5.4 J '3.0 I 
1 S.6 I 4.J I 2.7 I 1.0 I 0.5 1 e-._ ......... -. -~. ~!--";' ... ;~';~· .. ;'.-.; .. ';:';';;;;.~-;':-e~·,,-;-"';-';.--;-';':" -;~ ... -

DON' aNOW _0 ANS I 21.2 1 111.2 1 2-.2 1 21.2 I 1S.2 1 5.3 
-- --- ... ___ 00 .. ,-" f.3·-·f·-·3~7-·t -'-;'-1- 6.3'" 1- ·2f~'--I---------

I 1.1 I 1.0 I 1.3 I ,., 1 0.8 I 
-I----··--l---·----l--------I--··----J---M----l --colli' .. "-· ... ---z10-··· .. -U4-·- "112 "-'-"'12' , 'U-'---621--'--

TOUl' ·33.8 26.4 , 111.0. ,8.0 3.7 100.0 

••• 

-- rbUT--O;-'-2 rTTr.llrr"o, -,iii'-vALID'" Ei.TiH'i"vT'l·iJt,t Tf.6--C u:rnhuf'NC, 'LISS- T"A"T~O;---- --'-'
~1~INU~ eIP!CTED CEll 'IEQUENC,· '.222 

• • • • 
, O. 

~:{"U~f~-r--.~~i{.~;~~.-~!!."-.. 16 ~!~.U! .0_' .' .... E.!!!!~_. _~)!!!~'I.~~!'~.~ .• _O!~~.~O ____ ____ ._ ... __ r ___ • ___ • 

CONTINCE"C' coe'fICIINT. O.2115'~ 
LA"8DA (AI'NNITIIC). 0.U2217 WITH ,,096 DE't"DENT. • 0.02633 vI'. vO.2 or'IIiDENT. 
UNIIDl-CSuNiTi·icr.· 0;-1123'20'" • -- .. ----..... - --------- -. --_.-.--- .-----.----. -.- -- -'---' 
UNCEITAIN" COI'fICIENT CAS'""ETR1C). 0.02766 WITH V096 DEPENDEN'. • 0.02752 WiT" v042 
UNCEI'AIN" coe'flCIEhT (SY"METllt). 0.02759 
'1:[lIl1[[-' TlU-I-.··" -U.lJUU· -II'CfjlTttANCI"-"O;UO"~- - ---.-.-

... _..L-_. ____ _ 

KIN'ALL', TAU C. -0.08209 'i'~I'ICAIiCI. 0.00" 
, .. ".... · ... 0.111.,· : . "10"'''-' • CU,.""IIC,.;:!J."UIntvnntln---n"UlInrT;------.-atf;01BIlS"·IJSn-'Ocl--Dt?tUrllT;----· 
10NlIS'S 0 (""MITIIC) • -0.011814 I 

-_._-_._--------.,.------------
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TABLE B .... 10 

••••••••••••••••• CtOSSTAl\uLA 10 .. 0 ••••••••••••••• 
~C9' R(SPO~Of~T USAL( 0' ~!(tt~Tl0~Al 'AC 'P' _04\ SA'( AlO~l DUll'" DA, 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • •• ~A'l 
VC41 

(OU~T I 

'0" PC T hER' SA' leASO"Ae $O"[."A' OO~T 111(1 10 .. 
COL PCT U LY S ArE UIIS'" , 11-110 Ali'S TOUl 
TOT per 1 I .1 201 l.1 9.1 
~----·~~I·--·----l--------J-_----_al--------J I • 15l 1 46 15 1 6 1 ~20 

110 69.5 1 20.0 6.11 1 2.7 I 35.4 ss., 1 34.6 4Z.0 I H.S 1 
24.6 1 7.4 2.4 J 1.0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
l. 130 I 40 ~ I 3 I 1711 

'of S n.o 1 ~2.~ 2.8 I 1.7 I 28.7 
29.11 1 !0.1 14.! I 17.6 I 
20.9 1 6.4 0.8 I 0.5 1 

.t--------l--------I--------I--------1 
S. 110 22 5 2 "8 

,ES-QUIT£ O'TE~ 75.4 111.6 &.Z 1.7 10.0 
20.4 16.5 '&.3 11.8 
14.3 3.5 0.8 D.! 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 O. I 64 1 25 I 10 1 6 I 105 
DO~T ~hO~ ~O AilS I 01.0 1 23.8 I o.S 1 5.7 I 16.9 

COI.U"1I 
TOUl 

I 14.7 1 18.8 1 28.6 1· !S.3 I 
lID.! 1 4.0 I '.0 I 1.0 I 

-J----.---I------~-J--------I·-------t 436 
70.2 

131 17 
2.7 

621 
100.0 

~ 3 OUT 0, 16 I lB.1I1) O' 'HE ~AlID CEllS HAVE lIP(CTED celL f'Eour"c, LISS 'HAil 5.0. 
""l~I"U~ IIPECT£D CIll "IQu[~C'· 2.874 

HI SQUAIE. 13.66013 IIITH 9 OEC'EES O' 'AEEDO" SICNlfICANCi. 0.1'&9 
AA"EA'S Y' 0.OB563 
ONTIII'tIlC, COE'fICIENT. 0.14671 
A"BOA (AS'""£'IIC). 0.00000 ~IT" Y007 
A"eDA (S'''''ITRIC)' 0.00000 
NCENTAINT, CO£',ICIEIIT CAS'""ETAIC). 0.00791 wITH Y097 
_ctITAINT' COEf'ICIENT ·Ci'''"IT'!C) ~ 0.00973 
ENDAll"S TAU 8 • 0.02708 SIGNIIICANCE. 0.224' 
ENDAlt'S TAU c. 'O.020B3 SIGIII'ICANcr. 0.2243 A""". . 0.04673 " . 
O"£IS'S D (AS'''"(''IC). 0.03416 ~ITH w007 
0"1.5', D (S'""'TIIC). 0.02637 
TA. 0.'0389 wiTH W007 DI'ENDE_T. 
EAISO.·S • D 0.09620 IIChl'ICANCE. 0.0082 

• 
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... 

TABLE B-11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c. 0 SST , 8 U L A t 1 0 h 0' •••••• & • • • • • • • • • • • 
v097 leS'OHDlhT USA" 0' 'fCIE'TI0HI~ 'AC 8' V04l SA't ALowE O,llw' Wl'M1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• '.S[ 1 0, 

v042 " 
toUIiT '--'j .'; 

10v.'CT I~II' SA. IllSOhAe SO"IVWA? ~II' UNI eOIiT INO lOW 
COL 'CT II L' IA'I UNaA •• ' ••• _-NO A.I TO'AL --'-0",r1---'-;1'-'-' . ~~-·--r.1 ,-;y -"-"o-;;r--' 
·····-.·I····.·--l·---~·-·l-·----·-I-···-·--J-·-·-··-I 

,. ' I 6] 1 '9 I Sf J SO I 9 1 no 
--iT " t 28-.6 1fI".1J-,,;y-:r:u;,- ~~·t-l--'SS-;4·"-" 

. ,I ]0.0 1 s..O I 34.. I ".6' J SO.1 I 
r .'0.1 I •• , I··.;,t' 'J" •• , I , ... I 

. - '-'-" --.;y:-;;..;;-.;. - 1='====i ------.1 ______ ._ r-;;;";'0:a.';';.-;j --
2. I 60 I 68 I S1 I 16 J 3 1 178' .-___ ._,~s .. _.___ I 33.7 1 ~1I.2 I 17.4 I 9.0 I 1.7 1 211.7 
--,-zlI;'6i -,t", -f rr.r'.' J' u;s-r'-,,;o- J- . 

J 9. 7 J " .0 J '.0 I 2 .6 J 0 .5 I . 
, -1-··-----1········1-· .... ··1-···----1--------1 .. ·l ... i' -- SII 1-'--~6" c-,'·· .. -i--.,,-·j· ... ',-' 1 - 11&" ... 

,IS-QUITI OfTEN I 49.2 1 22.0 I 16.1 I 9.3 1 3.4 1 19.0 
J 27.6 1 ,'.9 1 17.0 I 9.8 1 17.4 1 --._.-.-...... -"-"--T-t.l -C--.·,·2"-t-,-';1 ,J . ';8-1";0;6 · .. 1 .... ·-

·r·-·· .. --I··-··-··I·· ... ··-I ... ~--I--------l 
9. I .29' 1 11 I lS J. l' I 7 I 10' 

--... oO;,T-ihO'; IiO-A" Siz" .6'- C"10. $'-'-1-"}1 .0 s U.r-l- -'6-;7-r"1t\-;O" --
. J ".8 I 6.7 I 20.5 I "., ! 30.4 1 

I 4.7 1 1.8 I !.7 I '.6 ! 1.1 I 
- -·--·-·--··-----;;r;;; • .;~;.M.l·;,;;;~';~-;,;.;.:i~~.l ..... ,.--J •• ,..';;:'-';-j---C--i 

COLU"" 210 164 112~' ,,2 23 621 
__ ".~. ___ T~~.!: ___ 11~~ .... _-1.~!.4 __ . .J'!.o ,1I.D 3 •. .:.7_...-.,;1:.;:00.0 _________ _ 

2 OUT 0' 20 C 10.01) O' TilE 'AlIO CELL. MAVI 11'ICTfC CELL ,llOurllCT LISS Tllall '.0. 
IIIIIIIIUM •• ,eCTED CELL 'RaaIlEIIC'. 3.889 

--CHChiinl".---U·;!6970'l:hii -,- ,rOIUtI." 6J"",..,,!·, IICNHUUtl-. ""-.0000" -
CI'"ER"S V,. 0.111903 ~ '. ,~, •. ,.';.~ 1 

COIITJIIUIIC! COU'lCIUT • " .0."'16 . .I' ~ .• :'.!. 
-LAiiaoA- (As·,IIi"ETlliCr".-o.O'2zu "ITH v'Off"""- oOhillit. 

LAMaeA (I'""ITIIC'. 0.028'3 , 
UNceRTAI"T' COE"ICIENT CAS,""ITII(). 0.04D" MIT" VO'? OE'EIIOEIIT. • e.037!! vlTM ,042 D£'EwDlWT. i ~.ClITAI,.n uE,fi'i:IiinfiiimIIC) ,. o.DJn.-;:-;~,<O)l",· "., • ......--.--~--.----=-....!:~::..:..:::=-=-=-.:..::...-=-=..:.:..--..:.:.:.. 

I UIlDALL", TAU •• -o.ntua lI"IHCAIcr. D';n1 '1, .• ~", . 
~IIULL·' TAU.J.!~.Ot!UJ_~!,!~"C~. o.so: ':,/.~ . __ _ 

'A""A. -o.u.".:o 
SOMEIS", 0 (Aa'""ltIIC) • -0.01'21 vlTM v097 1.',_""" 
10"!1'''' D (l,a"I'II() • ·O.O"~' . 

t • • CD" vITi von . "'JPPmil,.,·, .. ' ,·d.*'mt4it.fM4'.w,n ,au 
, ' AUO ........ D.'U'~ 'U •• UIC •• U. 0.~00. ,'W.(?~~!.':'.t..:,~, ,,' . 
~ •• ' __ .4 ..' • 

.r".~.~ .. -._-T-~--~·--~,j--~-----"·---------.,---------.--
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e ( NOS S 
,,'e1 (LUI! Af fIll AlJlJlt 

TABLE B-12 

A H U l A t I 0 ~ 
!" 1 ~ 11' Ii 

... 

Of •••••••••••••••••• 
CO·~U~lt' c_t~( I~(-(AS( 

••••••••• ft •• fI ••• * • CI ••••••••••••••••••••• e • • • • • • • •• "AGE 1 Of 

vLlH 
COIl,.T I 

AOII PCT nlleAEASE SA"E OECRlAS! DOtl' lhO RO" 
COL PCT 10 0 W-IdOAltSII TOTAL 
TOT PC T I 1 .1 2.1 5.1 9.1 

" , IJ 1 --------1--------1-----··-1--------1--------1 
1. .b 1 11Y 611 I II ! a,. 

HS '9.' 1 49.10 28 .2 I !I.3 I le.e 
,511.3 I 40.0 .'.7 1 H.3 1 

7.10 1 19.2 
" .0 1 1.3 I 

-1--------1-·---··-1--------1--------1 
2. 72 165 112 47 I ~66 

~O 19.1 '5.1 22.4 12.& I Se.9 
60.~ 56.3 53.9 e3.9 J ".6 lb.6 13.2 7.6 1 

.1--_ ..... 1 .. --_.--1--------1--------! 
Q. t 2 9 2 , t ". 

OOtil CItO. itO ANS 1 ,. .3 1 610.3 '''.3 7.' J 2.3 
I . 1.7 1 3.1 1.3 1./1 I 
J 0.3 I t.4 0.3 0.2 J 

-l--------I--------I--------!--------t e COLU~~ 120 293 152 5b 621 
TOtaL 19.3 47 .2 24.S 9.0 100.0 

S ~uT 0' 12 ( 2S.01) Of THE YALID CELLS HAVE [.PEeTED CELL IREQUEIIC' LESS '"All S.o. 
"IIII"U" EIPECTED CELL '.'QuEhe,. '.2eZ 
C~I SQua.E. 1&.94949 ~ITh 6 DEGREES Of '-E£OO" 
LIA",I'S V· 0.1235% 
CONTINGENt, COEfFICIENT. 0.17208 
LA"OOa (as'""tTRIC). Q~ODO~O ~lTh Y1b1 
~lKBO~ (5'""£Tllt)· O.OOOOu 

DEPENDENT. 

SIGNIfiCANCE .. 0.004Z 

• 
uNCER1AIN" CO£FIICIEN1 ,as'"'ETRIC). 0.02217 WI'H V'61 
UNCE.TaINT, COEffICIENT (Sl"~ETAIC). 0.01696 

OEP£NDEIlTo • 0.01374 wITH v03! 

I.EIIO .. LL'S TAU.B • ... D.0311~9 SI6NIV1CAlttE •. 0.",83 
KENDALL"S TAU t. 0.03361 SIGNIfICANCE. 0.'4&3 
6'""1. 0.06681 
SDR!.lS~S. D ClS"."ElUC)· O.C:nH wlTH y161 . 
SO"ERS-S D (S'"~ETAlt). 0.03818 

DHEND[NT. 

ITA. 0.07850 wITh V161 DEPENDENT. • 0.13975 wiTH Y03~ 
PUIlSDIII·s.. •. • 0.04396 SI611UIONCf.. 0.1370 

-162-
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TABLE B-13 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C A 0 S 5 • b U l • t \ ~ ~ 
fit ~a4il 

0' ••••• ~ • • e • • • • • • • • • 
CO-MUhrT' CAI~E IATt 

•••••••••••••••••• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'AGE 1 OJ 

V04C 
COutiT I 

ROw PCT 'I"ORE DA~ A80uT AV lESS DAN "UeM DO~T ~hO ROW 
COL PCT JGEROUS ERAGE G£ROUS LESS DAH W.h~ AhS TOTAL 
TOT peT I 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 9.1 

v1t1 ·-------1-·------1--·-··--1-·-·----1--------1--------1 1. 10 1 511 1 77 1 92 .. 241 
HS 4.1 1 24.1 1 32.0 I 38.2 1.7 3D.1 

25.& 1 !2.4 1 35.~ 1 58.0 12.9 
1 1.6 1 9.J .1. 12.4 1 '''.8 I 0.6 1 

·f-·-·····l·---··--\·-------I-------·I---··---l 
2. 1 B I 1h t 135 1 e1 1 Z6 1 366 

1 7.7 1 ~'.7 1. 36.9 I 16.7 1 7.1 1 Sa.9 
1 71.11 J 64.8 1 62.8 1 38.9 Y 63.9 1 

9. 
DOliT K/fOW liO AliS 

COlU"Ii, 
TOTal 

1 4.5 1 '8.1 1 21.7 'I 9.e 1 4.2 1 
-1----.----1------ ··1--------1--------1--------1 

1 , 5 1 3 1 ~ I 
I 7.1 35.7 I 21.4 1 28.0 1 7., 
1 2.6 1 2.11 1 1.4 1 2.5 r 3.2 
1 0.2 J 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.6 1 0.2 I 

-I-·-----·I----·---I--------l-------·!-·------I 
39 179 215 157 31 

6.3 28.11 3'.6 :!S.3 5.0 

14 
,.3 

621 
100.0 

5 OUT 0, 15 ( 33.31) 0' THE vAL!D tELLS HAVE lIPECT[D CELL 'RtGU!NCY LESS THAN S.O • 

I SQUARE. 43.'1365 WITH 8 DEGREES Of 'RE[OOM SlGlilfICAHCE. O.OCOO 
• 

NI"UM [.PEeTED CELL 'AEQUEhC'. C.699 

. K"'U·S V. 0.111644 . ,. ,. _ ._ .. , 
COhTIHGE~C' COEffICIEhT. 0.!S4ge 
LA"8DA (AS'"METAIC). O.121S7 _ITH V1t' DEPENDENT. • O.041~1 WITH WD40 DE'ENDENT. 

_LJ~BDA (ST"~£T.IC'· 0.07Z6Z, 
UNCERTAI~T' COt"IC1EliT (ASY"~ETAlt'. 0.0'669 WITH v161 DEPENDENT. • n.02555 ylTM w040 
UNCERTAINT, tOE'FICIENT (S'""ETR1C)· 0.01303 

_lhDAlL'"S TAU o. -0.1240% SIGNI'HANCE. 0.0003 . 
KEhDAll·S TAU C· -0.1'285 SYGNI'!CAHC£· 0.0003 
GA~"A. -0.20318 

_SOftEIS~$D.. USlllftEtllt) , •• O.10H3 .lTM. "'61 CEP!.HD[hT. • -0.15001 IIIUH '040 _. or.'!IIHllt. 
SOIlERS·S D (STllftETRIC) • -0.12251 
!TA· 0.',20 .. wITH V161 DEP!liDEHT. • 0.0307] vlTH w040 DEPENDl.' • 

. 'IAISON·S I •• 0.00090. SIGNI'ICANCE. 0.4319 
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.. 
TABLE B-14 

I • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ( A 0 S S 1 ABU L All 0 k 
II' Y,,41 

0' •••••••••••••••••. 
y161 CLUS Af'lL1A110~ SA" ALON! OUI!h' OAf 

• • ~ Q • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••• I • • • • • • •• Pl'l , n, 
yOt,1 

COu"l I 
AOII PCT IvU, SU At ASOIIAS SOI'l£"MA' 00"1 11.1,0 
COL PC T U L' SAf£ UIlSAH II-NO IoNS 
lOT PC T I 1 .1 2.1 '.1 9.1 

V 161 --------1·---··--1~-·-·---I--------J--------J t ..... 1 . . tal 1 . .. 4Z 1 7 1. S 1 
YES 1 77.6 I 17.4 I 2.9 1 201 lit 

t U.'> 1 31.6 1 20.0 I 29.,. 1 
1 SO.1 1 6.0 1 1.1 1 o.a 1 

-1--------I--------l---·---·I--------J 
2. U 257 1 90 1 211 11 

kO. .. -.. - I . 6'.1! 1 24.6 1 7.7 1 3.0 
1 ~ ... " 1 67.7 1 110.0. 1 64.7 
1 311.2 1 14 .5 I 4.5 1 ,.a .!--.• " .. -1-~-•• ~·_1 __ •• ____ 1 ________ 1 

9. 1 12 I 0 1 , J . OOHl CIIOII 110 ANS r 1I~.7 1 7.1 1 0.0 1 7.1 ! -_._-_ .... - 1 2.a. 1 0.11 1 C.O 1 5.9 I 
J 1.t) I O.l 1 0.0 I 0.2 I 

-1--·_·---1--------1--------1--------1 
COluM 436 

_ TOUL 70.2 
133 

21.4 
17 

2.1 

10 .. 
TOTAL 

241 
38 .9 

!oo 
Sa.9 

14 
2.3 

621 
100.0 

I 
/ 

•. _._ .... 3 OUI Of _.12 ( ZhQU.o, ltl!..,ALlII 
"IIII"U" IIP!tT!1I CELL ,.!QUlMC,. c.]e] 

CELLS.HAV! '.PEtTED CELL ,1[OUtNCY LESS THall 5.0 • 
I 

t"1 SoulRE. 16.85528 IIITh 6 1I£'~£rs 0' nUDO" SIGHIHCAhCl • 
_U.I!u.~J V'. D.116U. __ . __ ............... . 
CO~11N6ENC' COE"ICIENT. 0.16l,6 
LA"8DA (AS'""ETRIC). 0.00000 ~lT" V'e' D£P[NDthl. • O.O~OOO .IT" vO" 

.. Luau lSYMUl1t)· Da.Q,OODO.. ..__ '. . 
UNCER1AINT, CO["ICl£IIT '.!'""!TRlt). 0.01921 ~tT" V16' 
UNCERTAINT, COEFfICl£1I1 cSY""tTRIC). 0.01832 

_K!IIDAU-.s .TAU 8 • D.1H66. SIGNIflCANC£. Ii 0.0015. 
KE~OALL·S TAU C. 0.Oa237 SIGNt'IC.II'!. 0.DC'5 
6AM~A. ~.24556 
SOIlUS"S II USYIIJlltlllt) .1'. _ 0 .. 120011 IIlTH viti' 
SO"ERS-S II ($'"JlITIIC). 0.1145, 

DEPf.IID£HT • 

, 
• I 

OEP!IIO!IIT. 

- ... 
ETA. 0.05016 IIITtI V16, DU'UDEkT.. I • O.0~539 ~ITH VO'" 

. PUISOII':S • • 0.0 .. 395. 1l6111fItAIICL.". 0.1311 
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.. 
TABLE B-15 

• • • • • • .-.--. • • • • • • • • • 0' ••••••••••• 

"'6' (LUB "flllA tlON 

·1 • • · 
I 

• • • • • 8 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

v042 

• • • • • • • • • • 
SA'E ALOM' DURIM, _I'HT . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . 

I 
I 

(OUN,' I 

I ---". 
ROw PCT IVER' $A' RIASOMAe SO"IWMA' VII, Uhl OOh1 IMO 
tOL 'CT 11-.. _ LY SUI .. 1II1UIl_.IIL ..... w.alQ AilS RO" I tQUl_. __ .. 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 9.1 ·_·· __ ~_·I __ ·_· ___ I_o_·_··_! ___ ···_·I· ___ • ___ I ____ • ___ I 

----.-.•....• 1 •. l ... is 1.--.1IZ-1---U-l---.23 ·.1.-_l.-l-.. lU ----i 
I 39.4 1 15.7 I n.z J t., I Z., I 31';' 
I "S.2 I ~7.11 I 50.0 I 20.5 I 21.7 I . .' 

__ ._._ ........ _ .... 1.._15.! _.1 _'0.0 .~-'.O. 1 __ Sol .. 1._ -0 .. 1- 1. ' __ ' _ .. _ .-.:_ 

__ MO .-.... 
-I----.·--I------·-I-----·-·J--~·----t·-·--·--l 2. I 111 1 100 I 54 I liS 1 '6 I 366 

.. I. SO.3.J 2,7.J-I_U.a .. I_.2l.2 1-4.4.1_.5&.0 __ . 
J 5t.9 1 61.0 I 411.2 I 75.9 I 69.6 I 
I 1?~9 J U.1 I 11.7' I 13.7 I 2.6 I .. __ -1--~ .. iI!I'---l--·'!'..s..t·l.II!!.·~-~-.. l··-·---·J--•••••• l .. ~ ____ ; 

o. I .. I Z 2 .. 2 I 
OO_T 1t1'l0" .. 0 AItS I 2e.6 I 14.3 1 ,4.3 1 211.6 I 14.3 1 

____ ...... . . .. 1 1.9 I '.l. -1-... 1.! 1. 3.A .. 1 .8.1 1 
I 0.6 1 0.3 I 0.3 I .0.6 I 0.3 I -1·-4-___ ·1· ___ ·_·_1_·· ____ ·1_· ______ 1~-------1 

._. __ . _ ....... COLUl'lh .. 210 ...... _.16".! __ .. tU ..... \12 . 21 __ ... ~Z.£.1.. __ . 
fOTAL 33.8 26.4 111.0 111.0 3.7 100.0 

___ 1 OUT 0, .. _.15 ( 33.31) 0' lHt .. "aLID.tlLLS HAyt U,ttTlD CELL.flUUEaCJ.LUS.tUIl.5.0. __ . 

• • • 

I'II~IIIIU~ 11'ICTID CILL FIIQulhC,. C."9 
e-l:!,,::~~:-: .... ~!;:~;~~. "I.~~. e ~~, .• u~~~~n~olll_ .~~~~~~~tlCI' 0.0001 ___ . __ . ______ ._. 

COItTI .. 'E .. C, co£,rltlEMT. O.~2423 
UMBDA (ASTM'UUIC). 0.P0.7114 wIT" '1161 DIPIltUM'. • 0';00000 wIT" .,042 Ol'hohT. 

• ••• 
, 01 

-4U8DA.Jj'fI"'I1T .• IO .. ~_.D.OOJOO' ... ____ __. ___ ~ ________ ._.-___ .... ___ ._._. _ 
~.CI'TAIMT' COl'FICI,M' (AS'MIIIIT_Je,. 0.03.50 VI'" "'01 OE".OI." • 0.01109 vlTM Y041 O('l~O(_' 
U.CERTArtl" COI"ZCI£NT (SYM"ITIIIC>. 0.02373 . . 

JlJaIlAI..C.S .. TAU B ........ O.U7.il, SruIUtntl_!-.D...OQ02 .. ____ • _______________ . ______ .'. _ .. _. __ __ 
lE.r.DAU'"S TAU C. 0.11765 IIGtlUlClIIC!' 0.0002 
GAI'II'IA. 0.20701 

...-$.CJ'lLlCS D .USUUlUIIC1 .. ' .. t:I.1.QULIiUIL..t.!6L __ IUtIiDEllt ... ___ ,ft.t3uLJinLIJlU -»UlIlDtllt. 
SO"US", 0 (IT""ElUt), 0.12540 .' 
ETA. 0.15613 wUIt ",61 nnltOIIlT.: • , 0.15350 wUIt .061 ."nulT. 
~u~s .••. 0.13065 .. l1ti_1I IUIICl ' __ 0.000&.. ________ . 
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TABLE B-16 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 SST A e U L A T 10M 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
.• 112 NElGHIlORHOOD- CKlIICK 1!1 VO~o CO"",uIiIIH CU"I IIIC.·(&$( 

••••••••••••• • •••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• '.'l t 01 

"72 

YES 

COu'" 
11011 PCT 

-_. tift. .Cf 
TOT PCT 

ve3!! 
J 
IIlIelUU SA"I 
10 
I 1.1 

D2CI'.SI DONT aNO 
.. D . II.wO& .. h 

2.1 ,.1 Q.2 
--------J----.---1--------2--------I----M---1 o. . I U 1 168 .J 12 1 46- S 

I 19.' 1 "~.a I U.3 1 U.S 1 
1 50.Z 1 57 ., 1 53.0 I 12., 1 
1 n ••. I ~7 .1 _1. U.2 -1 _7 •• 1 

-1----.---1-·------1--------1--------1 
1. I U 1 43 1 25 I 3' • 1 

I '6,S 1 50.0 1 ·20." 1 ,.S I 
I ".P 1 H.l I '6.4 1 S ... 1 
1 2.' 1 6.9 1 0\.0 I 0.5 I 

.1.---.· .. ·1···.·.·.1 .. · •• --.. 1-·------1 
9. t 3S 1 U U 1 7 

1 20.1 1 '8.5 I 26.6 I ,., 
I 2'hZ 1 28.0 1 . ZO.6 1 12.5 
r 5.6 1 15.2 1 7.2 1 1., 

-!·--····-l--···· .. t···-----J------a-1 
COLU"'N . uo_ . 20') __ .... .152. 56 

TOUL ,9.3 t.7. Z 2',' 0.0 

.. tlll_SQUARE· 1S.117'S .. lIlTlI 
_ CUIIIU"S V' 0.1'036 

!lOll 
'OTAL 

_ 361 
SO., 

&S 
13.7 

169 
27.Z 

6Z1 
100.0 

~CO_TIIIC!"C' 'Off'lctE"" . 0.15'21 
.. U,lIUI1 .. lAS, .... tUiCL.'! .n-CDOeD \llTK .W1U __ .!lEPUDlIIT. . ....... _.~ ._O·.ODODO .. wITH .• 038 ___ UPUDUT. 
LAMeDA (S'lilMETRIC) • 0.00000 
UNCERTArllTY COt"tClt .. T (AS'~~IT.JC)' 0.0,,,21 IIITH v172 

. 1I~CUTAlfj" COUflC.llNT .UYIII,UTlIlCLlI __ Jl.D.12Z7. 
KE~DALL·S Tau e. -0.04690 SIGN1'IC'.CI' O.OQ54 
KENDALL·S TAli t. -O.O'SDS SIGNI'ICaNCI' 0.09S4 

• ~.o,oeo V1TM ¥03~ 

-~::~s:s 0 ·~A~!!!:l-,,·ic-)·;- -0.0'4274 'i."iTitVrn--'-DI·'iiiD·'ii".· ....... -.... - -";-':'o':o5ui .i,;'oss"' -DE,£w.i .. ·T." 
SO"!RS·! D (S'''''''ET.tt) • -0.04670 
.f.LL!_.O.113at. IIlTlI '1112 ._ .... _.Of,PElIUIlT ........ _ ..... ___ !'_.C .. 12890 .. ltH .. v031 .. __ D!PhDUt. ___ ..... _____ .. ___ " 
PEARSOll'" • --0.10417 St'''I~ICANC!' 0.0047 
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TABLE B-17 

•• 0 ••••••••••••••• ,AOS A ~ U l A T t 0 ~ 0' .................. . 
~'7Z ~EIGHeORHOOD- CHUA(h l" VU40 to·~u~tl' C.l~[ _ATl 

I • to • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • PH! , O. 

l-,,,, 
~--.--.... 

v!:l"O 
COu~T 1 

11011 PCT ·l"OR( DAII ASOUT All LESS oall "UtH 0010, .~O . 11011 
COL PCl IGEROUS ERAGE 'fiCUS lESS DAN ~-1I0 ANS TOTAL 
TOl PCT 1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.t 9.1 

·-------I--------l----·---I--------l--------!----~---l o. _' 1 ZIt 1 11~ .1 ____ 13S _.1 62 I 26 1 367 
1 7.6 1 " .6 I 36.8 I 16.9 1 7.1 1 59~ 1 
I 71.8 1 64.8 1 62.11 t 39.5 J 83.9 1 
1 4.5_ 1 .18.1 ... 1.._2t.7 .. 1 ., 0.0 I 4.% 1 

-1--------1--------1-----·--1--------1--------1 
1 • 1 3 H 30 34 2 1 115 

._ .,ES 1 l.S 1. 18.8. 1._l5.3.1 '.0.0 2.4 .1 13.7 
I 7.7 .J 8.9 14'.0 ~1.7 6.5 J 
I o.~ J 2.0 '.Il 5.5 0.3 1 

aI~··~.~--l-·-p--··l---·----l----~-p-I---·---.l 
9. I 8 1 47 1 50 1 61 3 169 

I 4.7 J 27.8 1 29.6 1 36.1 108 1 ~7.2 
. 1 20,,~ 1 26.3 .t 23.3 1 38.9 9.7 .1 

I 1.3 1 7.6 I 1!.1 1 9.8 0.5 1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

COlUPI,. .59 .179 _215 157' 31 021 
TOTAL 6.3 Z8.6 34.6 25.3 ~.O 100.0 

___ 1 OUT 0, 15 ( 6.71) 0' THE ~ALlO.CEllS HAV! £IP[(1ED CtLL 'RfQUEkC, LESS '"AM 5.t. _ 

ji.
" ~t."U" [.P£eTED CELL FA!QU£hC'. 4.24] 

. SQUARE a ".69292 NITH I! DEGAtES O. 'REEDO" SIGhllICAIIC!. 6.0000· 
!R~S 11.- . O.18~22 . . _ ._. ___ . . _ .... _ .. __ 

CO~T1NGEHC' (OEFFICIE~T· 0.Z5003 
lA"ODA (ASy~"eTRIC). 0.00000 wITH ~172 DEPENDENT. • 0.03695 wIT" VO&O OEPE~DE~T. 

_Li"ilDA (S'""'!TRlU •. 0.02273. "._ .. _. . ._. __ 
UNCERTAINT' CO£"tCIENT CAS'"~!T.IC'. 0.03672 1I11H "72 DEPENOENT. • ~.Ol4D3 vlTH vO'O 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SY""ETRIC). 0.02949 

_A:EhULL'S TAU a.. 0.101070 U'"1f1CUt1.· .0.0015 
~£HDALl'S TAu C. 0.10000 SIGhlFICAlice. 0.0015 
GA"~A. 0.16315 

JOA[.IS~.s_o (ASu"EU1t) ~ .O.091h IIlTH.w172_. _ DEP£IID!IIT. • _ O.UU'LdTK. 1040 . _ . UP£aHII'. 
SO"EAS~S 0 (S'H"ETRIC)· 0.10)79 
ETA ~ 0.11!55' vITH V172 DEPENDENT. • 0.0'804 IIJTM '0'0 Df,r_OE.T. 

_PlAISO,,'S R _-0.00093 SIr,~UltA .. U •.. 0."908 .• _. __ . ____ . ____ . __ ._ 
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TABLE B-18 

. . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . . . Q 0 S S A 8 U l All 0 " 
III v041 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
_"2 hEIGHIIORHOOO· CHORCH SA" AlONl OUI!h' OA, ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••• ~ • • • • •• "'1 t 0' 

v041 
COillIT 1 

'011 PCT IVUy SAP RUSO'Ue S o lilt IIH AT DOIIT .110 .011 
COL PC T U LY SAFE UIISU E "-fi0 AIlS TOTAL 

I 
TOT PCT 1 , .1 2.1 3.1 9.1 

"172 ----~~I--------I·-------I--------I--------J 
I· Q. ' 1 -237 L _ .. 9' .. 1., •. Zft 1 " I 367 -----_ .. 

I 6'.6 1 24.8' J 1'.6 1 3.0 I sq. , 
I H.4 . 1 ell.4 I '0.0 1 64.7 I 

.•.•... __ •.. 1. .• 11l..z -~-1l.il_.l-. 4.5 1 1.a I 

-1-·------1--------1-·-·----1--------% 
1. I 65 1 13 I , I 2 1 8S 

US ......... I. 7A.! .J. _'5.~~._1 .. 5.9 .1- 2., I 13.7 
I 14.9 I 9.1 I 14.3 1 " .8 t 
I 10.5 I 2.t ! 1].11 I 0.3 I 

. _____ . _ ... _ ........ _.l"-... ·-•• P.!rt. ........ l .... --... l-~ .. ---.-cal 
9. I '34 1 29 ~ 4 t 169 

I 79.3 1 17.2 1 '.2 1 2.4 1 27.2 

1

__ .. 1 ... .3C.l·_~_..zl"II_I. 5.7.1 23.5 I 

-~-.!!:~-.1-.-~:~--~---~~:--~---~;~--~ 
TOTAL 70.2 21.4 5.6 2.7 '100.0 I 

.. -_ ... ___ .. JOLUP, .. - .... _U6 ___ t.33 35 11' 621 . 

3.0UT 0,._ '2' 25.01) .. ta . ..1ItE ~AL1D CELLS HAv! h'[CTU.t!LL 'I!1QUENCf LfU.....lltAII._LoO •. __ .. __ ---... -
I "III1"UR EKPECTEO tELL 'RIOUE~C'· 2.327 
. CHI SQUAU. 17.7)403 WITH 6 DEGREES 0' 'REEDOR 
: ... tUIIU~1 .W. !II _ ._0.11956. __ ......... .. 

st'liUlCAIIC! • 0.0089 

COhTI~cr~c, COE"ICIENT. 0.16672 
, L""BDA (A$,"MITRJC)· 0.00000 VITH "'12 OIPEIIOE~T. • 0.00000 wITH wO" 

: EITAI~T' COEFFICIENT CAS'''R!TIIC). 0.01760 vtTH v172 
1 !ITAI~T' COE"ICIENT (S'RRITRle)· o.c,!!, 
; -iirU_UYIIIIUAltL!_.OOQQOOO' ..... ... . .. 

_l£llUL~LUU .. a. .~.U08n III.U1C"IICE .-._.0.000' _. _ ... _.,_._. ___ . ____ . __ . _____ . ---
~!~D"LL-S TAU C. -0.10668 SICNIFICAIICE. 0.0001 

. G"""A. -0.~903' 
I JOIlUS"S _D. CAUIIRUIlti.. L.1".tla.Ulll...Jll.TtI 11272 

IOR!IS·5 D (S'"METIIC) • -0.14010 
ETA. 0,'4995 VIT" V172' GIPE_DINT. • 0.084011 IIITH VO" or'I.DE.l~ 

-LUUG~S. . ..l.J~D.07.s11_U'IIl1UUllt1J.. 0.03Q7 ._._._ ._. _._ ...... _ ..... _. ___ . __ . ____ _ 
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TABLE B-19 

... 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c. 0 s _ ~ U l A T J 0 ~ 

8' YOH 
Of •••••••••••• '11 •••• 

v'7~ ~llG"80'"OOD. CHURCH SAft AlU~' OUII~' ~I'"T 
• • •••• • •••• • • • ••• • • ••••••••• • •••••••••••••• • • • • •• ,." '0' 

r.~1'.2 
I . 

f 
1 •••• _ •• 

.- In 

COU,.1 
lOll 'CT 
COl. pet 
TOT I'CT 

v042 
1 
IHU 
U. 
I 

sa' IEaSO_A8 SO"!whAT '1,1' UNS oO~T KNO 
I., sl,e UNSA'! .111 11-.0 INS 

,.1 l.1 5.1 4.1 9.1 
---··---1---···.-1---.-.--1--------1--------1--------1 
.'. O. 1 .. ,"_~ .. n 1 .. 55 .. 1 116 ,161 

I SO.l i ~7.0 1 15.0 I 23.4 &.4 I 
J 5Z.0 J 60., I '0.' 1 16.1 .0.6 I 
I 17.9._1 '5.~. 1 .!I.O 1 n.ft Z.6. 1 

1. -~·---i;--!··--;i·-~----;~--~-----;--:-----;--~ 

O. 

(Ot.U"h 
fOUl 

1 36.5 1 25.9 1 23.5 1 10.6 J 3.5 1 
I 14.8 1 1'.4 I 17.9 I 8.0 1 1l.0 1 
I 5.0 I 5.5 I 3.2 1 1.4 I 0.' 1 

611 4l I H J 17 I 4 1 
40'.2 25.4 I 2' .9 I 10.1 1 2.4 I 
32.4 26.2 I 33.0 1 15.2 I 17., I ",.0 6.0 1 ".0 I 2.7 I 0.6 1 

-t--a-·--·I---··~··!_·_-_- __ I---~--_-I------_·1 
210 '6, .1\2 112 n 

33.8 10." 18.0 111.0 3.7 

lOll 
TOUL 

__ ... 1. OUT 0, 15 ( 6.7U 0' TilE ~AllD CEllS HAvt EI'ECTf.1I CELL 'U.IU!IIC, USS T~"" 5 .0. "'_lAU" !I'!CT£II C(LL '.!QuElle,. 3.148 
CIII SQuAA!. 24.19644 IIITII 8 Of~.elS OF 'l!tCO~ 

I_ •. CRAI'IU"S V· O.1395~ ...... 
COIITI,,6EIIC' COEffICIENT. 0.1930e 
LA"BDA (AS,""!T.!C)· 0.00000 WlTH ,,72 OE'[IICEIIT. 
LAII!!D". tsTlIl'IURUl • .0.00000 . ,_ .. __ .. , . 
UNC!ITArllT, (OE"I(I£II' CAS'""E'A!C). 0.02166 IIITM V172 
UNC!.TAINT' to!"ICI!NT CST""!'.IC) • 0.01695 

[flDiLL"S .lAU B - .. -0.11t69 51(;"1IIC"'CI.- a. 0.Oe07 
CEIIIIALt. .. S TAU t. .0.10834 SIGNI'ICANCE. 0.0007 
'A~"A. -0.17254 

--tQ.JlUS~ .lLUS,""UAl.tl.' __ .. C.09637 knit V172 .•.. IllP(NDENT •. 
SO"£IS"S D (S,I'\II!TAIC) • -0."049 
ITA. 0.16072 WITh ~'7Z DE'tllD!"'. • 
'lAISO.-! I -.0.10564 .SlGlll1lCAII(t. 0.0042 . 
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TABLE 8-20 

. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ( ~ 0 s ~ 1 A II U l 

..,24; antGtOuS HilI/ICES II. , H .. 011." C! 

• ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
yOH 

eOu~T t 
now peT 10uTStDf.1I !GuAlt. , HOPLL DO"T 'NO 
COL HI IS· Bl IIOT" L1VI,.G II-itO AItS 

TOT PCT J 2.1 !.I 4.1 9.1 
l .. O 

________ I ___ 
e

_" __ I· •• _____ I ________ 
1 

________ 1 

1 • 1 1111 1 21 I 19 1 47 I 

Olfct A .UII 0 I ~c.s 1 u.a 1 10.t;, • J l6.9 I 
I 30.4 I 21.9 I 19.0 I !4.6 I 
I 14.2 1 3.4 t 3.' 1 7.6 I 

-t--------l--------J--------1--------1 
z. loS 1 19 22 I 30 I 

two 01 hlU A • 1 41.0. 1 14.l 16.1, 1 22.4 I 
1 21.11 1 19.0 22.0 1 ~l.1 I 
I 'a.' 1 So' 3.5 1 4.1! I 

_1 ••• __ ···1 •••••• ··1 ••••• ···1 •• --•••• 1 
3. II" 33 32 I 34 

ot,.C~ fI "O,.TI1 105.9 1 111.0 17 .5 1 18.& 
29.' 1 !4 ... 32.0 1 25.0 
13.5 1 5.l 5.2 t 5.5 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
5. 36 1 21l 22 1 B 

I 3~.~ 1 21.) 23.7 1 , e.' 
1 12.5 I 20.8 22.0 I ".0 
1 5.11 1 3.2 3.5 1 2.4 

-1--------1--------1--------1----·---1 
9. ! HI J 3 I 5 1 10 I 

DO,.Y.K,.OIl 110 A,.S 1 50.0, 1 , &.J 1 13.9 1 27.8- 1 
5.0 1 7.4 J 

.. e 
COLUI'It 

TOUL 

1 e.2 1 3.1 1 
I 2.9 1 O.S I 0.8 I 1.& J _1 ______ ·_1_· __ ~_·_1 ____ ·_·_1 ______ ·_1 

2119 
46.5 

100 
16. , 

.. T I 
!', 

• . • 
110. 

TOTAL 

175 
2~.2 

134 
21.6 

1113 
29.5 

93 
l' .0 

36 
5.11 

621 
100.0 

0 .. 
'O!y 
• • 

o. • ••••••••••••••••• 
Pf' 01 COR·u"I" Cil-' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'I~t 1 0' 

eMl SQUAll!. 19.03271 lilT" 12 DEGREES 0' '"HDO" SlGIIUXCA"C.1 • 0.0877 

C~A"!I'S v. 0.10107 

DE'!."OEItT. 
tOkTING!NeT (O£"I(I£,.T· _.~.'724' 
LA"BDA (ASY""ETIIC' - 0.038e' vI'" V249 
LA"BDA (S'""IT~IC)· 0.0220b 
UIICERtAINTY tOE"ItH.NT .(U.Y""ETUO • .,0.010:51 _ITH 
UItCEATAINTY (OE"I(I£"Y (S'~"ETAIC'· 0.01,,5 
KE,.OALL'S TAU B • 0.01'''' SJ5hl.ICAItCE· 0.367~ 
IENDALL'S TAU C ~ 0.01099 SIGN1'lCANCE· 0.3615 
5A""A. 0.01573 
'0,,£IS'5 D CAS'''"ITRIC)· O.O'~Ol vlTH v2~9 
SOI'lUes D.,UTl'llnTUC) ,. 0..Q.113.9 - -----. 

DEPeHOUT. 

• 0.00000 vlTH vO" OEPlIIO(lllT. 

DEPEIIDEIIY. 

• 0.010&2 wlTM 90" 
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TABLE B-21 

• • • • • • • G • • • • • • ~ • •• c. 0 S S , A e U l A t I 0 h 0' •••••••••••••• 
V~O, SlATUS 0' HOME O.hfRS"lP e, VO~7 U.S. ('lMf I_CIIASf 

••• ' ••••••• • •• • • • • • • • ••••••••• • ~ • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • •• '1'( 

vO!:' .' (Ou_T r • 
ItOlf PCT. Illlt.un SAI'l DlClUS! DO'" kilO lOti 
eOl PC t lD _ • D. •• ,,~oalil" TOT'L 
TOT PCT 1 '.1 l.I 3.1 9.1 

~lO' --.·-•. -J·-···-·-I~---·---I····----I·-~-··--I I~ 
____ - _' .-- ...• , •.. 1_ .... UL.l .. __ 26 -1-_-.U .. ·1 .. -'6._.L_. 141 

IIIIIT . I .4.6 1 ,... 1 '2.2 J '08 I Z •• , 
I Z6.2 1 31.7 I "., I ".6 1 

., I .. U.a..-I ....... Z..L._.S.S. I .2.6 I 
-I·····---l-···_···I--------I--------! 

:!. I 1I11 1 52 1 40 I 12 r 415 
--·0 .. 111 •• ._..J . ".9 . 1 .... 12 .~-. 1-..... 0.6 1 . a.1oI . 1 6& •• 

1 69.7 I 63.4 ! .4.5 ! 31.7 1 
1 50.1 1 8.4 1 644 1 '.9 r 

.1·· •••• ·.1···.· ••• ,1 •••• _· .. 1 •••••••• 1 
3. r 18 1 " 1 0 1 3 1 H 

"U J H.O J '6.0 J 0.0 1 H.O 1 4.0 
--_ .. . 1 . 4.0 .J _1 .. 9 .1. .0.0 1 9.7 1 

I 2.9 I 0.11 I 0.0 I 0.5 1 
-1----··-.-1--.. _·--1-------1 · ... ------1 

COlo",. .. 'U6 82 .. 62 " 621 
TOTAL 71.8 13.2 '0.0 S.O 100.0 

I' " . .... _, J 

•. _ ... 3 .OUT .01 .. 12.f .25.01.>"0'. THE IfAL1ILCtLLS HAV! f.1'ECHO ULL '1I,f,ClUUICT .LUS TIIA" .5.0. __ . 
"1_I"U" EIPEeTED CELL '.EQUE_C,· 1.218 . 
(MI SDUA.E. 17.23213 VJTk 6 DE'.EIS 0' 'I!EDO" SJ6HUJtAIiCI • D.DOIIS 

• C .... !.~S.,_. __ •. 0.t1779 ._ •. __ . __ ._. __ ....... .. 
CO~Tl~G'"C' COI"IC1lIlT. 0.16432 

•

8DA CAS'R"~TIIC). 0.01'42 VITH V301 
9DA CS'"""llt) •. 0.n105Q 
'ITAI." CO£'FJC1!HT CASTR"IT'Jt)· 0.0~98'-~li~·~301 

UIIC!'TAI." COE"ICIE"T CS'-"'TIIC). 0.0,821 
,IU.ULL'1 TAU, 8. ..-0.091102 511111 'ICA .. n ..•. _ 0.00411 ...... 
IE_DAlL'S TAU t. -0.06771 SrG~lflCAIICf. 0.0048 
SAR"A. -0.20195 

..sOBEIIS!:.! .IL Us. '''"£ lilt) .II!.. -.O~.o9936..vn.JL.¥lot ..... ___ .D!'UIDf.IIT •. 
SO"E.S~S D CS'M"ET •• C) • -n.09801 I 

• O~OOOOO wlTM VO,: 
-. ,,~.---.-

DEPUDUT. 

ITA. '0,'080' VITM v501 DIPINDENT. • 0.'4437 vlTM VOl7 D"I.DE~T • 
.2.UIS.OII~I .... ~-O.0973' .. 1151111 !Callet .•. _.0.007.6. . .. _. . . __ '_~_'_' __ '_ .- _____ .-. 

--..---.- -_ .. -. - - ------ -_.-.. " 
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TABLE B-22 

II 

I' 

" 

II 

I 
....................... • .. .. ... (" 0 5 ~ I • 8 U I. " T I u" u r .. _ •• '. _ • • • • _ _ • 

V~O, STATUS 0' HO~! OwhEASMIP BY V03B CC~~U~IT' (AJ~I l~CIEASE 
• • • • • • • • • • • • .• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • a • • • fI • • • • • • \. • • • • •• '.6 to, 

v 301 

FlU 

.. 
vOH 

tOOIiT 1 
ROW PCl IINt.[A~1 s.~( 

COL.P'Ct ID 
OItAUn OOIiT !tNO 'lOw 
D .II .. NO""SII ,TOUL 

TOl PCT 1 1.1 2.J S.I 9.1 

-···--·-r··--··--l----~··-I-----u--l--------1 , . .1 .'0 . 1. 71 1 50 1 20 1 181 
J 22.1 I 39., I 2'7.6 J ".0 1 29. , 
1 3],3 I 26.2 I 32.9 i 35.7 I 
1 6.4 1 " .4 1 B.' I '.2 I 

-t--------J--w·_·--l--------J--------t 
2. 7b I 2" I 97 H "5 

18.3 1 !O.II I 23.4 1.5 66.11 
I 63.3 I 72.0 I 63.11 55.4 
I 12 .Z I '4.0 I' 15 .6 5.0 

• 1 ••••• ·.pl •• __ •••• ! •• ·.--•• l--------! ,. " " I 5 I 5 Z5 
16.0 44.0 J 20.0 1 ~ 0·0 4.0 

3.3 3.11 1 3.3 I 11.9 
O.b '.0 1 0.11 I 0.8 

-1···---·-l--------1-----···J--------I 
COLu .. N - 120 293 152 56 62' 
lOUI. '9.3 41.2 21..5 9.0 100.0 

i. __ I. 
" ·1 

.. 
" '1 

I __ 

I 
_ 2 OuT 0' 12 ( 16.7U 0' TII£ vALlD ~:~Ll.S HAY[ EKPlCTu tELL_.IIlOUUltT LUS TltA. SoOo ___ .. _ .. __ .. 

•

"U" E'PECTED CELL '.EQUEliev.. 2.254 

_ ... ~:~:A~.: ~!o~:~~~ ~!T_" 6 DEGIIEES .~f_.~."~E.~O" . SI~U_f1~~_~tE ... ~.olln 
I 

COhTI~GEhC' COEFFtCIENT" 0.132aQ 
LAl'leDA (A$'"~ETAIC). o.oocoo WITH v30' 

_ LAII!!DA CS,II"E.Tlllt) ... 0.00000 
.. 0.00000 MI1H VO!' 

UNCEAlAthT' COl"I(IEIiT (AS~"l'ItlIIC'. 0.0',04 wITh V,01 
UNtEIT"I.T' tOEfFICIE.1 (S,""ETA1C) .. 0.001141 

_ KlhDALL"S .TAU. a • _ ~D .. Dall_.u'MlIlCAMCI.· ... 0.3443 ___ . __ . ___ _ 
!tE~OALL'S TAU C" -0.01231 SI'lIl'lCANCE" 0.3443 
GAI'I",,· -0.02~66' 

__ ,SQII[RS"S I) USTI'IMEUltJ ~ -.0.01227 tiltH V:S01 .• 
SO"£IS"S D (5' .... ITR1C) • -0.01448 

IHPIIIDlllt •. 

.. .. ~ 

UPENU,T. 

ETA" 0.08616 wITH v301 . DEPENOENT. • 0.09215 IIITH VO'd 
_ PEAUOM"S • _ •• 0.01' 10. _ 51 "'If lCAPlCE. .- .. 0.3912 
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• TABLE B-23 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• t. 0 S S 
-'0\ STATuS 0' "O_f O.NtRS"l' 

••• Q •••••••••••• e •••• e •••••• e ••••••••••••••• e • • •• ,.,( t 0' 

v 30' 

COUlll 
.0" 'CT 
COL ,C 1 
TOT I'CT 

v040 
I 
,"O.! DAII ADOUT AV LIIS Dall MUe" 0011' K_O 
16110US. IlAn.. UIOUS un DA .. " .... 0 AIlS 
1 2.1 301 4.1 S.1 9.1 

-···-··-I--·-~·--l------··I----·-·-I---·----l--------1 __ ._ .. _ .... _ ._ .... 1 •. _ 1 ... U- 1 61 1 14 1 .. n 1 19 1 
I!U 

-.---~-. 

..... 0" .. 
2. 

3. 

. tOLII"" 
TOTU 

I 12.2 1 33.7 29.8 I U.8 1 10.5 I 
I SO.4 I 34.' I n., I 15.9 I 6'.3 I 

.1 ... 3.L I ..... 9.A_. 1 .. _ I.? I '.0 I 3.1 ,1 

-I--·-··--I··--·-·-I··~·----I·-------J--------J 1 '4 1 112 1 155 1 124 1 10 1 
I 3.4 . 1 27.0 1 37.3 1 29.9 1 " .4 1 
I 35.9 I 62.& 1 72.1 I 79.0 I 3l.3 1 
1 2.5 I 18 .0 1 25.0 1 20.0 1 1.6 1 

-l·--~.p.~l---.--·-%------.. J-·------I--~ ... -l 
1 5 1 6 6 1 II I 2 1 
J 12.0 I 24.0 2~.0 I ~2.0 I 8.0 I 

.1 .7 .. 7 .1. 3.4 z.a 1 5.' 1 II .1 .1 
J 0.5 1 , .0 1.0 I '.3 1 0.3 I 

-J.---.---l------·-I-----~--I--------!--------l ._39 ..... 179 _ .. 
. 6.3 211.11 

. '57 . 
25.3 

.31 
~.o 

11011 
totaL. 

2S 
4.0 

.621 
'00.0 

___ .Leu.t_o, .. 1' C 13.n) 0' Tltf VALID C[LLS "AVe. UI'EtTlD tr.t.L ,IIUUII,O' LESS THA .. .5.0 .... _ 
~I~I~UR I.'ECTED CELL FREOuEhCY· 1.2'8 
C"1 SOUAI.. ~2.23779 wITH a DEG.rtS 0' '.EEDO~ .IGllt,ttA"CE. 0.0000 

-LlA!llC:LL'!._ .Jl.20501._.. _. .... _ .. ,,_ . __ . . . __ ... _ ... ___ . __ ... . ... _ . ___ ... , _____ ._. 
CO"Tlh,,"t1 CO!"ICIEhT. 0.27855. 
LI"BDA 'AS'""!T.IC) e 0.082~2 WITH V!c, Df'[hD!"'. • 

_LUau_U111lU,TlltLe_.0.OU,40.. . . 
Dr'E"Dl"T. .,

lefA1AIHTY COl"I(ll"' (ASY~"IT.tC). 0.0'4'4 vtT" v501 
tE.TAIIIT' COt"lCIIIIT (I'""!T~IC). 0.03~30 

_. t.IIJU.U.~..uu_8 .. ·_ ... 0.10867 . SI",UltAIiU ~.-D..ODH._ .... . .... -- . ---- -.~ .. " .. - . _ ... -._--- - --.. - ~ .... 

• 

KlhDALL-1 TIU·C. 0.09495 SIGNl'ICANCI. 0.001. 
IA""A. 0.'8064 

_.lD"U~ . .L..uS"'''IUl1tl.!L. n.08710111!" .. 301_ .. ' .. DtPUDE"t. 
10NE.'-' 0 (S'""E1AIC) e 0.10e07 
ITI e 0.23029 wiTH v301 DEPENDE"T. • 

____ L- D.13559._1ll tll..lo..aO __ IEPEIIDEllt. 

D!'UDIllT. : . . , 
-PJAlSD~I._~~_1L.01051 .SUII" ItANe! I! 0.3'~9 ~ ....... __ . -'--" . ------
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TABLE B-24 

•••••••••••••••••• (lOSS ."UlAIIO" 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
.l01 STATUS Of "0"£ O~~(R~HIP l" VOl" SA'E AlONt OUll", OAT ............... · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. '.'l , O' 

~ 041 
COUN' 1 

ROil PC, 1 \IE AT SU "t'SON All SO"I,,"AT DO""1II0 ao" 
COL PCt If LY SUI tillS U I W-IIO AilS tOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 9.J 

'301 --·---··I----·--·l-----·--l--------1---~----J 1._1,_ 1.1J.-l ,s 1 11 1 6 1 181 
lhaT t 62.4 I 24.9 I 9.' I '.3 I 29.1 

1 25.9 I ".lI ! 411.6 I :"5.3 I 
I 111.2 .1 . 1 .• 2 1 , 2.7 I 1.0 I 

-1--------1--------1------·-1--------1 
2. I 30~ 1 8. 1 16 I 10 415 

- 0"" 1 73.5 ! . "~0.2 1 . 3.9 I . 2.' 66.& 
f 70.0 1 63.Z I 4'.7 I 511.11 
I 49.1 I 13. S 1 Z.e I 1.6 .t.-_ .••. ~l ••...... I.--••.• -I-··---.-1 

3. I 18 1 " I 2 25 
,aEi! ! 12.0 1 16.0 1 11.0 4.0 4.0 

I A., 1 '.0 1 S.7 5.9 
I 2.9 I 0.6 J 0.3 0.2 

-1-----·--1--------1--------1--·-----1 
COlUl'I1! .436 ...... _ B.3 . .. .. 35 17 eZ1 

tOUL fO.Z 2,. .. 5.6 ~.7 10.0.0 

__ .. .3. OUT 0, .12 t 25 .OU 0' .tHE VAL.IO .. tELLS HAvt BPIC Tf.D UlL f "UUl .. l:, lUS til AN . S .• O 0 __ •• _ 

"llt!"U" EIPECtlD C£l\ '''EQU!lIe,. C.6e4 
tHI SOUAIE. 11.46493 WI'H 6 DEGRIES 0' '"eIDO~ $lGNtflCAIICI • 0.0750 
tlA'lU"S V .• _ 0.096D8 ______ ." ..... _. __ _ 
COItTIII'.lte, to["ltlINT. 0."464 
JIIIDA 'AS,""'TIIC)· 0.00'&5 IIITH ,'01 

DA u' .... nuc>-· .. O.0015~ ,_. . 
ITAIIIT' COE'FICIENt CAS''''''.TIIC). 0.0"66 .JT" v30' 

UNtlltAINT, COE"IClENt CS,""!t.!C). 0.01101. 
,1 .. ULL"S tau It.·. ,-0.'OU1 ... UIIII HCAIICE .• __ 0.00311 
KENDAll"S TAU C. -0.01061 SIGNI'ICANtE. 0.O~311 
GAM-A. -0.20971 

• 0.00000 wlTM V04' 

D EPIIIDtIIT. a Q.0105' MltK v041 

SOIlU 1 ... 1 0 (U'"'''' Ult) _" .. !"Oa.tQ!O! )lUK ,,30t. ,_ DEPlILDEU •. - .. -O.10CltLMITIL'0&1,_ ., uputUT. _. 
SO"EIS"S 0 'S'''"ETIJC) a -0.1Q196 
ITA. 0.',0S4 VITH v301 DEPEIIDEN'. • 
(tAISOII"S • ,-0.0~63~ .ll'.1IltANCl· 0.0732 
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TABLE 8-'25 
• • • • • • • • • • • • J • • • •• c" 0 S $ 

V~O, STATUS 0' "0"1 Ollhl~SHIP 
A e u ~ A 1 I 0 h 

e, vllH 
0' •••••••••••••••••• 

$.'£ ALO~( OUR I .. , _16_T 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • •• ,.,. 1 Of 

- _ Olilll 

'1IE1 

• 11042 
COUll' 1 

ROil 'CT hUT SA' 'EASOII.a SOll",IIa' Vt l , u_s DO~T ho ROil 
.COLPCT If. . __ IT SAft UNUfl Arl II-flO au TOtaL 

TOT PCT 1 1.1 Z.I ~.I 4.1 ·'.1 
·····.·-1-.·---·-1··--···-1·····---1-·.·----1--··--··1 

,. 1 _ .. 12 
1 28." 
I 24.11 

. ___ ._ 1... 8., 
1.. 3~ 1 33 1 
1 ' •• 3 I 18.2 J 
1 21.3 I 29.~ J 
~ __ 5.fI .. 1 _ 5.1. 1. 

I 
I 
I 
I. 

1 
I 
1 
I 

-1·-·-·---1--------1--···---1--------1------·-1 2. 1411 I 116 I 72 I \, I 15 I ,'5 

._. _ COLli"" 
TOTAL 

35.7 1. 30.' 1 17.3 1 '3.0 1 3.6 1 60.8 
70.5 J 76.8 I 64.3 1 4e.2 I 65.2 I 
23.8 1 20.3 I 1,.e I 8.' I l.4 1 

I 10 1 
I 40.0 I 
I &.8 I 
I '.6 I 

l I 
, 2.0 J 

2.11 1 
0.5 I 

7 J 
ZB.O 1 
6.3 1 
,., 1 

l 
H.O 
2.7 
0.5 

I 
I 
1 
I 

2 1 
J 
I 
J 

-I-·_·· .. -I-·--·_·-!----·_·-I-·------I--------l __ 2..10 .• __ .... 1640 
33.11 26.' 

,. 11Z 
11.0 

tt2 
1e.o 

021 
'00.0 

__ ... 3 OUT Or. 15 ( 20.0U 0' 'HI "ALlD"ULLS HAVE I."ecru eEl\. "f,OUlIICY ... us TtI.1I ~.O. 
~l"!~U" I.'!C'~D CELL ,1[OUIMC'. C.926 
CHI SOUAR' - '4.372&' wITH II D£'REIS O' "£[DO~ SlhHICANC( • 0.0000 

_t .. "u:s Y -. 0.' 0036 
COII'I"'EIIC' CO['.ICl£II'. 0.22901 
l.~SDA (AS'~~!'RIC). 0.00405 VI'H v30' 

..LUIIU (S'fPlI'IIUlt) .-_ •. 0.QDU6 '_"_ . 
DEPEND!"T. 

• 

Nr.EI"IH" COI"ICII'" (as'''"ETRlt). 0.03416 wiTH vSO, 
EI,alll" COI"ICll11' CS'."IT'IC) - 0.02S7e 

LL"S . .fau 1.-.. -O.1Z01l1.1IlfllflCAJItl a .0.0004 
K~"DALL·S TAU t. -0.'065S SIGlll'I(AII([. O.O~O' 
,a,,~, a -0.'981' 

...JQ"ElS.~.1I ._US"UIl tlltL· _:".0.09116. ~lTtI. "S01 . 
10l'l'RS", D (S'''''I'I.C) • -n."67! 
ITA a 0.1941' vlTH IIS01 DI'END!II'. 

_'1AIt1QJ1~.LIl . .!.!!!O.Oa09!_ .Jlb1UtAlitf. a._.D.OZ1 9. 

C!PEIIUllt. 

• 

• O.007!0 wIT" V042 

DE'UtD!N'. • 

. ao -O."Z11 .• UIL ,OU. __ It'."'. lit •. _ 

-----------.. - ... '_._- .. 
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TABLE 8-26 

a ••••••••••••••••• C"OSS _eUlAlIO" 0, ••••••••• 0 • • • • ••• 

~'b' ~!GITlw[ 'UTU-' PlRSP[CTIVE !.'T WCJ'1 SA'l ALONt DUll'" D.' 
••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~'Gl 1 0' 

vo" 
COUN' I 

ROw PC T lVlU 
COL PCT IE 
TOT pCT I 

SA' .£&SOhA8 SO"r .. "AT DOhT khO 
LY SA.E UNSA'E V_NO ANS 

101 ~.I 3.1 9.1 

Uhf 
TOTAL 

~1e~ --... -~-J·-~--·--1---·--·-1--------1--·-----t a 1 1 
73 .1 
20.0 
16.0 

'9 1 
'6.0 1 
14.l 1 
3.' 1 

" 1 9.2 1 
"., 1 

1.11 I 

2 
,.7 ".8 
00.3 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. I 153 I 5'; 1 13 1 4 I .,29 

AGut 

3. 
NO 01'1"10" 

4. 

COL U"" 
TOTAL 

I 66.6 1 25.0 I 5.7 1 1.7 I 36.9 
I 35.' I 44., I 37.' I 23.5 I 
I 24.~ 1 9.S I Z.' 1 O.~ I 

-1-----... I·.· ..... J--------l-·_·----! 
211 7 2 I 3 

70.0 17 .S 5.C I 7.5 
e." ~.3 5.7 1 17 .6 
4.S , ., 0.3 I 0.5 

-1--------1--·---·-1--------1--------1 
J HIli 1 '8 1 9 8 
I 72. , 1 20.6 I 3.9 3 ... 
I 31'.5 1 36. , I 2S.7 & 7.' 
1 27.' I 7.7 1 1 ... 1.3 

-1--------1·-------1--------1--------1 
!5 

5.6 " Z.7 

40 
~ ... 

"21 
100.0 

3 OUT or 16 ( '8.IIZ) 0' THE VALID CELLS HAVE r.prCTED CELL F~tOUf~C' LESS T"Ah 5.0. 
"l~l"U" tlPEtTED tELL fREQuENC,. 1.095 
CHI SOUAU. 13.77924 wlT" 9 OEGIIUS O' 'HEDO" SlG"UICAIIIC[ • 
CRA~E.'S y. O.O~OOO 

.CQkTl~'ENC' COE"ICIENT. 0""33 
LA"BDA (ASY.W!TIIIC)" 0.03~66 wIT" v1e5 
LA"BD. (SY"METAIC)· 0.0261e 

Dt PlhOENT. 

.U~C!ITAI~T7 COE"ICIEhT (AS,",,!TIlC). 0.00829 wIT" v,a5 
UNCr.TAlhT, COE"ICJEhT (S'~"ET~IC). 0.009115 
lEhDALL'S TAU B a -0.01357 SICNI'ICANCE. 0.35" 
IENDALL'S TAu C. -0.0101' SIGNI'ICANCE. 0.35" 
6A""A. -0.OZ427 
&0"EI$·5 D (A$'".rTIIJC) • -0.01&511 ~11H v'85 UPE"or"T. 

JQII!'U~S -A .(S'""lTRltJ ". -0.01331 .. __ _ 

• 0.00000 wlTM V04, 

CHIIIDUIT. II 

• -0.0"" wITH '04' 
~ .. - -- ----- _ ... _ .... 

fTA.. 0.09191 wiTH V1a5 DEPfNDENT. " 0.06636 vlTH '0" DI!'INUIIT • 
'EAIISO.·' R • 0.02675 SIG"I'IC •• tl. 0.2529 
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TABLE 8-27 

••••• '8'1 • • • • • • • • • •• C lOS S TAB iJ l • T J 0 " 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
~'85 hl'I'J~E 'u'~.l '1IS'lt'IVI R' vo', SA'1 A~ONI 0 •• 1.' .J,", 

•••••••••••••••• & •••••••••••••••••• • • • • •••••• • • •• '.51 , 0, 

vU5 

WO'2 
COu"T .'y 

lOll Pet IWIU 
COL PCT IE 
TOT PeT 1 

SA' IUIO' ... SO"III"AT :VI" U"S 1I0"T 1110 
L' SI.I UMIA'I 1.1 "_,,0 '"S 

1.1 2.1 3.1 '.1 9.1 

-----···I·---~·-·l----·~·-I··-----·J------·-I------·-I _ .. _ .... -,_ .. _ ..... 1._ 1 " . 1 .. _.20 _ 1. 13 .1 .. 38 .1 1 1 
SUO"'L' IUU I 39.5 1 16.1 I '0.9 I ".9 I 0.& I 

I U.' I 12.2 I ".6 I 33.9 I 4.3 1 - _ ....... - -. 1 ..... 7 .. 6 .. 1 .. _3..2 .•.. 2.1 .• 6.1 - I 0.2 1 
-1.-·_·-·-1-··---··1--------1·_····--1--------1 

2. I 7Z I U I 46 I 36 J " J 
AGIlI I 31.4 ,. 27.9 .. 1 20.1 1 '5.1 1 '.8 I 

J 34.3 I 39.0 1 41.1 I 32 .1 J .. 7.8 1 
J ".6 I 10.1 1 7.4 1 ~ .B J , .8 1 

.1 ••••• ···1··· .. ···I········I·--··---t----··--l 
3. I ,.. J 7 I 6 J 10 3 1 

110 01"1111011 1 35.0 1 '7.5 1 15.C I 25.0 1.5 1 
. '1 6.7 1 .. 4.l 1 5.' 1 8.9 13.0 1 

1 2.' 1 1.1 I '.0 I '.6 0.5 1 
-1------·-1-··-----1--------1--------1--------1 4 ... I . 77 1 73 1_ ., 1 24 1 I I 

OUAUl! I ,n.o 1 31.] I 20.2 I 12.0 J 3.4 1 
J 36.7 i u..s I 42.0 I 25.0 1 34.8 I 
1 12.. .. 1 " .6 1 7.6 1 , .5 I , .] 1 

·I··--·---l·-·----·I-·------l--~-----J-··-----I COLU"" 210 164 '12 1U l] 
tOUL. S3 ••. Zt ..... - ___ . ..111.0 .. " U.O :5.7 ... 

lOw 
lOUL 

119 
19.2 

229 
!o.9 

40 
& ... 

02\ 
100.0 

" 

2 OUT 0' 20« 10.01) o. THE ,ALID CIL~S "A~E I.PECTED CELL 'RIIUI"e, LESS T"'~ s.o. 
JUIlHIUA UPttTU tlLL fHQuUICI •• _ 1.U1 ____ .., . 
CMI IQU.R,. S8.10'1I2 1I1Th '2 01'1111 O' '.rIIlO~ SI'~I'IC'.CI. 0.0001 
CII~EI'S y. 0.14301 
L.a.llJ1UIlCY tOlffltlElll .•.. __ .'O.24C41 ____ ... 
LAMBDA CAS'"METIIC). O.033S1 VITH V1115 
LAM8DA CS'MMETlle). 0.U1621 
AJIlUUAlIlH eOlfHClUI1_ u.s.'''UlltJ ... 0.C2501 WIT. V185 -
v.crITAIIlT' COE"ICIINT CS'~fTIIC). 0.02Z8e 
KIIDALL'S TAU'. -0.033~0 516"1'1(1"(1. 0.1628 
.r.I.dAl..L!'~llu_t .• ·_-O.OS'94 .. .1X61l1flCAliCE. 0.1628 .. -. - .. '. 
6A .... A. -0.04659 
SOMERS'S D CASY-MfTIlt) • -0.03196 II1TM v'IIS 

• 0.00000 wI'" ,04Z 

.14Jl!U!.£..Luruu.Utl. "_.0..03146 _. ___ .. " . _. --_._-. 
" •• 0.171'7 Ill'" v115 OIP."DlllT. • 0.0'409 wt'M V04Z 
PUISO .. ', I -·0.02520 IUNIFIUIlU., 0.2654 
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TABLE B-28 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C I 0 S 5 A b U L A T I 0 

v1U DU"AL OUTLOO- ilL AC_ (HILDHN '!I' vO" 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

vO" 
CCult' I 

lOti ,eT IlfU' SA' teaSO,,'1I SOllhlllT ~Oli' .110 lOW 

COL ,tf U l' SUI UIIS'" .... 0 AilS tQlA~ 

TOl ,et I 1 .1 Z.I S.I 9.1 

If1117 

• _______ 1 ________ 1 ________ 1 ________ 
1 

________ 
1 

.1. U 1 12 n 1 Z 1 70 

snOIl'L' AU£( 61.' 1 H.1 111.6 I l.9 1 " .~ 
9.9 I 9.0 31.1 I " .a t 
11.9 1 , .9 2.1 I O.l 1 _1 ___ •• ___ , ________ 1 ________ 

1 
________ 

1 

2. I 95 I u n I 2 1H 

Ar.IU 1 61.2 1 211.9 1I.t. 1 1.3 Z4.~ 

e I Z1.] 1 n., 51.1 I 11.f 
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C. COMMUNITY REPORTING OF BURGLARIES, ROBBERIES AND ASSAULTS 

This section of the report deals with the prediction of 
respondents' reporting of the frequency of occurrence of 
three serious crimes in their own communities: burglaries; 
robberies; and assaults. These were assessed by means of 
three items on the survey questionnaire (and are designated 
as variables 034, 035 and 036 on the tables following and in 
the Codebook attached). The first of these (variable 034, 
corresponding to questionnaire item number 14) reads as 
follows: "On your street, how frequently do burglaries 
happen? What would be your best guess about how often burg
laries happen on your street?" The response categories are 
"never," "very rarely," "once in awhile," "fairly often," 
and "repeatedly." (The "fairly often" and "repeatedly" re
sponses were combined, given the very small percent of respond
ents who indicated "repeatedly" (6%); as in prior analyses, 
"don't knows" and failures to answer were kept separate.) The 
second of these dependent variables (035) reads as follows: 
"On your street, how frequently do robberies happen? That 
is, someone holding up another person or place of business 
with a gun or knife for the purpose of getting money or some 
other goods. What would be your best guess?" The same response 
categories were used. Finally estimates of assaults (variable 
036) were measured by means of this item: "On your street, 
how frequently do assaults happen? That is, someone, or a 
group, attacking or b~ating up someone else for no apparent 
reason. What would be your best guess?" Following this ques
tion were the same response categories as for the prior two 
items. Given that there are only three items in this set, it 
was not advisable to subject them to factor analysis or to 
Guttman analysis. Hence, all three are used separately as 
dependent variables in the analysis foliowing. 

It should be pointed out that while these three dependent 
variables are perceptual in that they involve the respondents' 
estimates of crime in his or her community, they nonetheless 
ask the respondent for information in a more direct manner 
than a number of the crime-perception items already examined. 
In this respect, the three items we detail here, which pertain 
to burglaries, robberies and assaults, have -- perhaps -- a 
somewhat greater "face validity" as estimates of actual in
stances of these three crimes in one's immediate community. 
There is no doubt that some positive correlation exists between, 
say, the number of actual burglaries on one's street within a 
given time period and the average respondent's perception of 
the frequency of burglaries, although few would argue that 
this correlation is perfect. 

We, of course, do not measure actual reported instances, 
nor is it our intent to do so. Recall that formally reported 
burglaries, robberies and assaults are subject to measurement 
error, as it pertains to both validity and reliability; crimes 
that are unreported do not, of course, enter official records 
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at all and thus only further increase the amount of measure
ment error. Thus, while our three items used here no doubt 
are far from perfect measures of actual occurrences of these 
three types of crimes, they nonetheless offer the distinct 
advantage that they pertain to respondent perceptions of 
unreported as well as reported crimes (although the relative 
ratio of the two is, of course, not ascertainable). An addi
tional advantage is that respondents' answers to these three 
items pertain to what the respondent feels directly affects 
him or her in his or her own immediate environment; they 
pertain to frequencies of burglaries, robberies and assaults 
as the respondent is directly aware of them. So in this 
respect, respondent perceptions of the frequencies of these 
three types of crimes carry relatively high "face validity" 
and in addition offer us valuable information about how, and 
why, people in Atlanta and in Washington, D. c. perceive 
these three quite specific and serious types of crime. 

We arrive then at the results, presented here in Tables 
C-l through C-3 which pertain to how burglaries, robberies 
and assaults are reported depending upon whether the respondent 
is in Atlanta or in Washington, D. C •. The tables show quite 
clearly that respondents in Atlanta are more likely to report 
"never" for each of these three crimes on their own street 
than are people in Washington, D. C. in regard to their own 
streets. The differences are in the same direction for all 
three cri~~s, and each of the three tables reveals an impres
sive level of statistical significance. 

Table C-l shows that 30% of those in Atlanta report that 
burglaries "never" happen on their street, whereas only 20% 
of the D. C. respondents report this. This relationship is 
not consistent throughout the whole table, however, as we 
note also that slightly more respondents in Atlanta than in 
D. C. report "fairly often" (10.4% for Atlanta versus 5.1% 
for D. C.). Nonetheless, the relationship between the varia
bles (the Atlanta-D. C. distinction being one variable, tre
quency of burglaries another) is highly significant (P < .0001) 
and of moderate strength (C = .24). 

The next table (Table C-2) shows an even stronger diffe
rence, and in the same overall direction: Fully 64.8% of 
th~ Atlanta sample indicate "never" for robberies on their 
street, whereas only 35.4% of the D. C. sample so indicates 
with regard to their streets. This is a big difference. The 
percents switch for the "very rarely" and "once in awhile" 
categories, which are in turn greater for the D. C. sample 
than for the Atlanta sample. The differences are highly 
significant (P < .0001) and fairly strong in magnitude 
(C = .29). 

Table C-3 shows essentially the same pattern for reported 
assaults, although the differences are smaller in magnitUde: 
67.1% of those in Atlanta indicate "never" whereas 60.2% of 
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those in D. C. so indicate (C = .15 here, less than in the 
two prior tables). 

In general, then, while the pattern of percents in the 
tables is not wholly consistent, we may nonetheless conclude 
that fewer burglaries, as well as fewer robberies and assaults, 
are perceived as occurring on one's street in Atlanta than 
in Washington, D. C., at least as far as is suggested by our 
samples of 347 Atlanta respondents and 274 Washington, D. C. 
respondents. Remember, too, that to th~ extent that our 
samples constitute approximations of random samples, then to 
that extent the results may be generalized to the two broader 
populations. 

We move on to results presented in Tables C-4 through C-6, 
which pertain to tract type as the predictor variable. If 
the results for this predictor are anything like the results 
already reviewed, then the middle-income, low-crime tract 
should reveal a lower reported frequency of burglaries, robber
ies and assaults than the other three tract types and further, 
the low-income, high-crime tract should reveal the highest 
reported frequencies of these three crimes. In general, this 
is what the tables indeed show. Note also that this lends 
some credence to our argument that these three questionnaire 
items have relatively high "face v~lidity" as reflectors of 
actual crime frequencies. Let us take a closer look. 

Table C-4 does not show the highest percent reporting 
"never" (for burglaries) in the middle-income, low-crime 
tract (as expected the low-income, low-crime tract shows the 
highest percent, 37.7% "never") butlI does show the highest 
percent reporting "very rarely" for burglaries (53%). Yet, 
as expected the low-income, high-crime tract type (again, 
remember that this table combines the Atlanta and D. C. sam
ples) shows the greatest percent (12.2%) indicating "fairly 
often" (which includes "repeatedly"). The level of signifi
cance is strong (P < .0001) and the strength of relationship 
respectable (C = .26). 

Table C-5 (pertaining to robberies) does show the expected 
pattern: The greatest percent indicating "never" for robberies 
on one's street occurs in the middle-income, low-crime tract 
(65.7%), whereas the highest percent indicating "fairly often" 
(or "repeatedly") occurs in the low-income, high-crime tract 
type (15.2%). The table is highly significant, and the associ
ation measure (C) is quite high here (at .37). 

Table C-6 again shows the exact same overall pattern -
and with even a stronger degree of association (C = .40): The 
greatest percent indicating "never" for frequency of assaults 
on their street occurs for the middle-income, low-crime tract 
(86.6%) (which is very high), whereas the greatest percent 
for both,"once in,awhile" as well as "fairlYlQfte~" occurs in 
the low-~ncome, h~gh-cr~me tract (18.9% and b.5%). 
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In general, then, all three tables show that the frequency 
of these types of crimes is perceived to be less for those 
who live in the middle-income, low-crime tract, and most for 
those who live in the low-income, high-crime tract. This is 
consistent with our predictions. It is also noted, incidentally, 
that in general the effects of tract income for a given crime 
category are as expected; and likewise for the effects of 
tract crime category for a given income category. More im
portantly, these results tend to support the notion, advanced 
above, that the individuals in the tracts do indeed fairly 
accurately perceive the extent of crime (at least, for these 
three types of serioUS-crimes) Tn their immediate envIronment 
-- this timedefining "immediateenvironment" as their own 
street. This adds to the face validity of these three question
naire items as measures of "accurate" crime perceptions. 

These results collectively give our study a sort of added 
bonus. The stated purpose of the survey component of this 
study is the measurement, and the prediction, of community 
perceptions of crime in Atlanta and in Washington, D. C. The 
series of dependent variables examined are strictly perceptions. 
Nonetheless, we have here some evidence that our classification 
of the four tracts in Atlanta and the four in D. C., based on 
official records, is validated by the degree of awareness on 
the part of residents in these tracts of the extent of burgla
ries, robberies and assaults. The perception data, as reported 
by the respondents, line up pretty well with our tract classi
fication. Mind you there is no necessary reason for this. 
Perception data gathered in surveys is often fleeting and sub
ject to considerably less predictability than the researcher 
might imagine. One certainly does not always have correspon
dence between official data on a community and the perceptions 
of those data on the part of the community residents -- as 
many past surveys have shown, much to the dismay of the inves
tigators of such surveys. We are, however, fortunate to have 
found a reasonably close correspondence. 

Moving on to Tables C-7 and C-9, we see the effect of a 
new predictor variable (i.e., which now emerges as a significant 
predictor), namely whether or not there are any organized 
groups in the person's community which exist for the purpose 
of improving communication between the police and the community 
residents (variable 072; question number 28a on the question
naire). While this variable does indeed predict respondent 
reporting of the three crimes in question,· it is nonetheless 
true that the relationships are far from clearly patterned. 
The three tables generally show a slightly greater tendency 
for respondents in communities who have such organized groups 
to also report less burglaries, robberies and assaults, but 
as can be seen by the patterns of percents in the three 
tables, the relationship is by no means striking (though it 
is significant beyond the .001 level in all three tables). 
So while it does appear that the presence of such groups in 
the community does have some connection with respondent 
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reporting of these three crimes, the connection is tenuous 
and not too much should be made of it. 

The next set of tables, Tables C-10 through C-12, intro
duce still another new and first-encountered predictor: Whether 
or not the respondent has relatives who live in his or her own 
immediate community. We quickly note here that once again we 
encounter a predictor variable which has something to do 
with the individual's overall ties with the community; persons 
having relatives in the community are more tied to the community 
(more integrated into the community) than those who do not. 

As can be seen from the three tables, this variable pre
dicts, but only for two out of the three dependent crime 
variables. (We point out here that the number of relatives 
in the community is not a significant predictor of all three 
dependent crime variables.) There is a slight, though statis
tically significant, tendency for those who do have relatives 
in the community to indicate "never ll for robberies (Table C-ll) 
as well as assaults (Table C-12) but not for burglaries (Table 
C-10 is not significant). 

We arrive at an examination of the effects of club affi
liation (variable 161), ~ predictor which as we now see is 
emerging as among the strongest predictors in the study. 
Tables C-13 through C-1S give the results. Generally, as 
expected, those who are members of some club in the community 
are more likely to indicate "never" and also "very rarely" 
for frequency of all three crimes than are non-members. 
Non-members are more likely to report "once in awhile" and 
"fairly often" for all three crimes, as can be clearly seen 
in the tables. The differences are strongest in regard to 
the reported frequency of robberies (Table C-14), where the 
pattern of percents is clearest (and where C = .23). Those 
who are club members tend to say "never" and "rarely" for 
robberies on their streets, while non-members tend to say 
"once in awhile" and "fairly often". The same thing applies 
with respect to reported assaults (Table C-1S), and just 
about as strongly. The pattern is somewhat less strong, but 
still evident, for reported burglaries (Table C-13). 

These results are interesting. They indeed illustrate 
how reporting of crime in a community is a perceptual pheno
menon: While the layperson would tend to think of reported 
crimes as a relatively invariant function of actual crimes 
(and it is to some extent; recall the results above in regard 
to effects of tract type) -- the notion that the more crime 
there is in the community, the more the extent to which those 
in the community will be aware of it and "perceive" it -- we 
see that in addition to this, how crime is perceived and 
reported is also subject to other kinds of rather surprising 
influences, such as whether or not one is a member of a club. 
In other words, one's reporting of the extent of crime on bis 
or her very own street is "colored" by whether or not one is 
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a member of some sort of community club! -, 
I, 

It is thus interesting that one's awareness of the freq-
• • I • 

uency of real, actual cr~mes that are be~ng cdmmitted r~ght 
on one's own street is subject not only to th~ obvious kinds 
of predictor variables (such as tract type, by crime category 
as well as median income) but to considerably'more subtle, 
yet no less powerful influences, such as community integration. 
We just saw this with respect to club membersmip. But what 
is even more interesting is that reporting of , these same three 
crimes is predicted just as well by other indicators of commu
nity integration, to which we now turn: Neighborhood church 
membership; church attendance; and whether one owns or rents 
one's own home. (It is worth emphasizing that these latter 
variables once again show up as significant p~edictors even 
when all other independent variables are also,considerecr;-
that is, entered into the analysis. It is-Indeed intriguing 
that similar [though not identical] sets of predictors emerge 
even for diverse dependent variables.) , 

The effects of whether or not the respon~ent is a member 
of a neighborhood church are clear and consistent (see Tables , 
C-16 through C-18). Those who are members are more likely 
to report "never" for burglaries (29.4% versu~ 25.6% for 
non-members; see Table C-16), as well as for tobberies 
(74.1% versus 47.1% -- a big differ~nce; see rable C-17) and 
for assaults (81.2% versus 58.9%, also a big difference; see 
Table C-18). Those who are non-members are m~re likely to 
report "once in awhile" and "fairly often" for all three 
crimes. 

Table C-21 shows the effects of attendante at religious 
services. The effects of this variable upon reported robberies 
and burglaries are not statistically significant (tables not 
shown). But note from Table C-21 the consistent (though not 
strong) tendency that the more frequent the attendance, the 
more likely one is to say "never" for assault~ on one's 
street, and the less likely one is to say HonSe in awhile" 
and "fairly often." The percents are not quite monotonic, 
nor are the differences large, but the overala pattern is 
clear enough nonetheless. Once again: The e~tent to which 
people appear to either be aware of or perceiwe the frequency 
of actual crimes on their street (in this cas~ assaults 
only) is associated with such subtle and othetwise unknown and 
undiscovered influences as how often one attepds religious 
services. 

I 

Our final successful predictor variable ~s our old friend, 
whether or not one owns or rents one's dwelling. The relation
ships in Tables C-22 through C-24 are clear ahd quite consistent. 
If one owns one's dwelling, then one is more ~ikely to indicate 
"never" or "rarely" for all three crimes. If. on the other 
hand, one rents, then one is more likely (thap those who own) 
to indicate "once in awhile" and "fairly often" for all three 

I 
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crimes. The significance levels are strong in all three 
tables, and the magnitudes of the relationships are in the C 
= .21 to .26 range. Yet again, those who have the stronger 
ties in the community are more likely to report less of an 
extent of serious crimes on their own streets than are those 
with fewer ties to the community, even though the reported 
crimes themselves do indeed vary according to tract classifi
cation. 

To summarize: The frequency of reporting of the serious 
crimes of burglary, robbery and assault as these are perceived 
to occur on one's own street, does indeed vary as expected 
according to the income and crime rate category of the census 
tract of the respondent. There are also marked between-city 
differences, with respondents in Atlanta reporting (perceiving) 
less of these crimes on their street. In general, fewer 
burglaries, robberies and assaults are also reported by those 
who live in areas which have organized police-community groups; 
by those who have relatives inside the community; by those 
who are affiliated with some club in the community; by those 
who'are members of a neighborhood church; by those who attend 
religious services frequently; and by those who own, rather 
than rent, their primary dwelling. The overall generalization 
from this cluster of bivariate findings is that to the extent 
that these predictor variables are treated as indicators of 
the person's involvement and integration with his or her 
immediate community, then the more the degree of such involve
ment of the individual in the community, the less the extent 
to which he or she will perceive the occurrence of bu~glaries, 
robberies and assaults on his or her own street. This finding 
fits in very closely with the previously elaborated findings 
which pertain to individual, broad perceptions of crime and 
fear of crime. 

A number of independent variables are notable in their 
absence as predictors of reported frequency of burglaries, 
robberies and assaults. Among the non-successful predictors 
are these: Alienation and self-evaluation, both of which the 
reader will recall were successful as predictors up until 
now; respondent's age (an indicator of community integration, 
of sorts, which predicted previously but not here); presence 
and use of recreational facilities; whether or not one works 
in the community; respondent's education, occupation, income, 
gender and marital status; number in household; financial 
support variables; and variables measuring occupational and 
educational intergenerational mobility. Note finally that 
religion does not predict, although whether or not one is a 
church member, frequency of attendance and so on do predict. 

We move next to the final section on the bivariate results, 
which pertain to respondent relations with the police, whether 
or not the respondent and his or her friends have had trouble 
with the police and respondent's attitudes toward the police 
as measured by our attitude-toward-police scale. 
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t 9.2 1 '9.5 I I.Z 2.S , .0 I -1-----··-1-----·-.-1-·· .. --_·,. _·,;.----1--------1 

161 210 B9 50 ., 
25.9 '7.0 22.4 e.1 6.6 

IIIQII 
TOTAL 

347 
'S";' 

274 
H.1 -

~~I "IUA'(. 36.S'5'0 IIITM 4 Of I. lIS 0' "Iroo~ SJ5NI'JC".CI - 0.0000 
~IA~Eft·. V. 0.24262 

COIITllllllle, COI"ICII .. ,. 0.23578 
LA'UIDA (U,.U.UIIIO. 0.120." 111'" v002 nPINDENT. • 0-:-00000 "ITII yO,. DlPlIIDIICT. 
LA~eD" (1'~~IT.IC) - 0.04962 
UNCERTU .. " COHflC UNT "SY~"'ETIlc). 0.0.367. IIITH V002 O!P!NO~~T'" - 0.02088 wIT" wOH 

'V_CIITAIN;' COI"ICIINT (S'~"ET'IC) - 0.OZIZ5 
ll_OALL', 'AU e • 0.04781 IJ'NII1C""CI - 0.0~59 

_.~.!,,~~ ... t.~' .TAu c - 0.05764 SIGNlflCANCI .. - 0.0959 
'A~"'A _ 0.07865 
SO"US"'I D (AS''''"lTUC) - .0.03923 lilt" v002 UPENOENT. • 0.05645 wITH W034 DEPENDENT. 
SO",EIS"S 0 (S'''''''ITlle)· 0.04695 
nA·. '0.24262 lilt" V002 ~£PlUENT. • O .. 1!153 IIITH v03. DE'IIIUn; 
'IA.SO .. •• I • 0.13152 S15111'ICAIICl· o.ooos 
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TABLE C-2 

. ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
v[)02 tIl' ID 

1I0SSTAeUI.ATI°'" 
ey VIlH 

0, •••••••••••••• •••• 
,.,gut"C, 0' .0a&f_l(S 

• • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••• '. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• '.'1 1 OF 

v002 

ATLANTA 

D.C. 

vQ35 
tau'" 1 

11011 PeT l .. tvE. vu, II All OliU IN 'AULon 0011' KilO 
tOL PCT " EL' A WHILI I .. . II-liD AilS 
TOT PC T 1 , .1 2.t 3.1 4.1 9.1 

-------·I--------l·-·-----1--··--··I--------J-----~--1 1. 

2. 

COlU"'1I 
TOilL 

1 US ~ U 1 S7 I 21 I 10 I 
I 6&.8 J n.a J '0.7 J 6.1 J 4.6 I 
J 69.9 1 36.6 J 43.0 1 53.11 r 37.2 1 
I 36.2 1 7.1 I 6.Q .. I _ 3.4 I 2.6 I 

-I----~-·-l-·---·--l----·--·I--------I-·------l I 91 I 113 1 49 1 1D I Z1 1 
I 35.4 1 30.l 1 \7.9 1 6.6 r ., .9 I 
I 30.1 1 63.4 I 51.0 1 46.2 J 62.8 1 
I ,5.6 I 13.10 I 7.9 I 2.9 I 4.3 1 

-%-------·l·--·--·-I---·----J--~-----J--------I 322 
51.9 

131 
21.1 

., 
6.9 

11011 
TOUI. 

347 
55.9 

174 
44.1 

021 
100.0 

CH~·'.E. 51.1601a 1I1Th 4 DEGAEEI D' F.rloo", SI6111'JCAIICI. 0.0000 
CII~S " • 0.30139 
CO .. TIIII£ .. C' COI"ICIEIIT. 0.29032 
L''''90A (AS''''N!TIIIC). 0.2110a lilT" V002 DEPE"DEIIT. • 0;00000 wlTM ,,0" OEPElioENT. 
1.''''9DA (S'NNITRIC)· 0.10122 , 
UNCEIITAINT' COl'FICIEIiT (AS'N"'!T_lt'· 0.0019a ~IT" ,,002 DEPENDE"Y. • O.03ses VITH v03S 
UNCE.TAINT, COI"ICIIIIT CSYN"ITIIIC)· 0.04694 
KINDA~L'I TAU 8. 0.24107 115HIFICAIICI· 0.0000 
KENDALL"S TAU C. 0.27478 11ClllfICANC!· 0.0000 
U"",· ,0.39750 
SONIIIS'S D (AS'NNITIIIC). 0.20851 wITH "002 DEPENDENT. • 0.27863 alTM 9035 DEP!HDENt. 
SONEIIS's D <S'NNETRIC). 0.23857 

'ETA. 0.30339 VITH v002 DI'IHDEIIT. • 0.11923 1I1TM VO'S D!pINDENT. 
PEA_SON'S •• 0.'1923 SIGNIfiCANCE. 0.0000 
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.. 
'e TABLE C-3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C.OSS,AIIU·LATIO ... 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
\100: OHID ~'VO'b "'QUE"'C' O •• ssaULTS 

• ••••••• - • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • •••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• "'1 1 0' 

vCH 
COUNT I 

'011 '0 lUVlA 
CO\. ,CT', 
TOT PC T 1 

vEl' ••• ONCE I~ "~.LO'T DONT INO 
fL' A VHILI 'N' II-NO ANS 

'.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 9.1 
~002 -~--····I··-·---·l-·----·-J--·-·---l------·-J--·-----l 

'011 
TOTAL 

. . ._ .. _ ..... _1 ... _.1 _ .. 2,n.1. _3~ I _ .U_l hI. ZO 1 3,'+7 

.• TL.NTA I '7.1 1 'o.t , to.t I 6.9 I 5.8 1 5S.9 
I 58.1 I &Z.7 I 6'~' I ,a.5 I 40.8 I 

__ 1._37.5 1 5 •• I , •• I !.9 I 5.Z 1 
-I··------I--------I--------!--------I--------l ,. I 165 I 47 1 16 17 29 1 174 

D.C. _ .. , ___ .. 1 60.l I .. 17.Z. I. . s.e 6.2 10.6 I 4,'.1 
I 4'.' 1 S7.3 J 51.4 &1.5 59.2 1 
I 16.6 I 7.6 I 2.6 2.7 4.7 I 

-l~·~-··--l·-·---··I------·-I--------I--------l COlU"~ 598 82 51 41 49 o~1 
TOTAL .• 4.1 ".2 8.2 6.6 7 Q 9 1d6~0 

.01"1'-" -. 1i.tHh III'" 4 'OlUEiS eI, ,liUOOII UCNlflCAIICE" 0.0049 
t •• ,,11·5 ,. . 0."5o, 
CONTiMIENC' CO!'"CIENt. O.153ZC 
LAIISU' (U''''IiIlUIC) ... jj~0766~ IIlTH voo:f OE",PiDENT. ;. 0-;00000 IIITH vOlt. CE'EIlDlIIT. 
LAMBDA (""",'lSe) ~ 0.04225 _ 
uNCE.Tar .. " cot"lt!!111 (AS'"~IT.IC'. 0.017'4 WITH v002 DE,,"D1NT. • 0.01058 wITH vOlt. 
UNCIIIT'I_t,·COI"SCIEWT ca,,,kETlIC). 0.01320 . 
lENOALl-' TAU 8 • 0.06255 SiC.SPICAHCE. 0.0&86 
U.OALl·a.T~t,I ~. _.:_.o.~n41 unlflCA"CE· 0.0&86 
"M"'. ·0.'1800 
SONEIS-S 0 CAS'.NETale). 0.058~8 wITH v002 OEP!HDrIlT. • 0.06632 wS'" W030 orPE.DlIlT. 
'O,,'I$'S 0 CI'N~IIT.IC'. 0.062&4 

. ITA. 0.1S50' IIITH VOOZ' OI"IIOI.T. • 0.07901 IItTH V036 orpl.Ol.T~ 
'EAIIO.', Ii • O.0790~ 111.lfle'Nel. 0.024S 
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TABLE C-4 

\. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
v003 '.ACTID 

t lOS I T A 8 U L A T 10M 
IIY V"~4 

0' •••• ~ • ; • ~ • • • • • • • • • 
'I(QUEM" 0' IU.IL.tlll • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~.'! , 0' 

COUIIT 
'0 .. 'CT 
COL ~CT 
TOT ~n 

wOH 
I 
IIIEvU 
J 
I 

VERY ._. 0_(1 111 'AIILO.T DOhT lllO 
rL' A "HILI r. .wMO AMI 

1.% 2.r 3.% 4.1 9.1 
.c:! .-------J-·.-----J--------I--------i--------t--------I ,. I 21 J 71 J 23 I e I 4 J 

-JDIIICO-,-lOII'" I 20 •• I '3.0 J 11.2 I 6.0 I !.o I 
I H.4 I 30.9 % '6.~ 1 '6.0 ! 0.8 I 
1 4.5 1 , 1.4 J ,., I ,.! I 0.6 I, 

-1----·---1-····---1--------1--------1--------1 
~. 1 55 1 51 I 2' I 0 I '1 J 

lO~l_CO-r-LO.('1 I 31.7 J :!4.9 I 16.4 1 6.2 t '.e 1 
I 3'.2 1 22.2 I 17.3 I 18.0 I 11.1 J 
I 1.9 1 1.2 I !.o 1 '.' I 1. , I 

-J--.-.---J----e-·-l·-------J·~·----I---... --l 5. I 30 1 67 U r 13 14 I 
,·U 1" f 22.0 1 !7.9 1 24.9 I 7.3 7.9 1 

I 24.2 I 20. , J . 31.7 I 26.0 34.1 I 
I e.3 I 10.8 t 7.1 J z., 2.! I 

-1-.. ·····1-····-·-1---·----1-··-----1-·---··-1 

lOll 
TOUL 

'" 21;. 

1&6 
23~5 

,n 
2&.5 

4. 30 I 4' ~8 2C 16 t 1U 
In.I_CO·'-HJ'"C' J 2l.! J 2'.~ 29.' 12.2 ~.8 I 26~' 

I 24.2 I '7.6 34., 40.0 l~.O 1 
J '.3 1 6.b 1.7 l.Z ~.Il 1 

-1-.. -----1---··---1--------1--------1-··-----1 
COLli"" 161 BC '39 ~O 4' 

TOTaL 2'.9 !7.~ 22.4 ~.1 e.1l 
671 

100';0 

tlltSQlla.!. 45.40C86 wIT" 12 DtGR(fS 0' •• rIDO~ U'''JfICAilCI • 
(_.-(,"S w. 0,"01, 
CO~Tl~'fll(Y tOl,.,elI1l1. 0.l6'~1 
l'.~D' CISY-"I'tlC). a.~7432 ~IT" voe! 
La~eo_ (S' .... 'T.IC) e O.O'Zb9 
U~C~'TAIIIT' COI"ltl£"T tAS'PPETPIC). 0.02593 wl1H v003 
II~CfRT'IMT' COl',lCIII1T (ST''''''IC)· ~.02~4! 
If~'AlL"1 'au b e C.1267~ SIGhl'IC'~Cr. a.occ, 
'(~O'lL"S Tau C e 0.12519 SIG~l'IC_IICI. O.OCO' 
~..... C.'0094 
so-ras'! e CAS'~'fT.IC). 0.127eo ~lT~ vOO! 
~O.f.S"S e (S,"P!Tale). 0.12672 

• 

(1_. O.21Qa2 ~lT" veO! DEPEIIDfhT. e ' 0.15867 wITH VOl, 
"AlSOII"S •• C.148!0 SlGr." le'"C( e. C.Oil01 
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TABLE C-S 

• • • • a a a • • • a • • • • • • a C" 0 SST A 8 U L A T i 0 ~ 0' .........!. ~ .. . . . . . 
veD3 TUCT 10 8Y v035 'UQU~IIC' Of _01.1111_ 

•• a ••••••••••••••••• a' •• a •• a • a ••••••••••••••• e' e-••• 'ACI 1 0' , 

COOIIT 
11011 fleT 
tOl flCT 
TOT ,n 

ve., AaA OIlCf III 'AIAlOFT 00111 1110 .OV 
ELY A "MILE ,_ W-IIO A_I TOTaL 

1.1 2.1 3.1 4.t 9~1 

yO~~ --------1---·.·--1--------1--------1.-------1--------1 
t. I '6!1 1 30 1 G 1 2 1\ 1 

-IDIIICO-!-LO.CII J 6'.1 I 22.4 I 6.0 J 1.5 4.5 1 
I 27.3 J n.9 1 9.3 J 5.1 14.0 1 
1 ,4.2 1 4.1t I 1.3 I 0.3 1.0 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. I 91 29 10 1 7 I 9 1 

LO.JhCO~I-LO.C.J % 62,.3 19.9 6.1! I 4.8 I &.Z 1 
J 2!.3 22.1 " .e 1 11.9 I 20.9 I 
I "'.7 4.1 1 .11 J 1.1 I 1.4 1 

-1--.--.. -1 .. ------1-.0 -----1 .. ------1 .... --.. 1 
3. I 97 1 43 1 20 1 5 I H 

.!D Iii I 54.8 1 24.l I 11.3 I, 2.11 1 6.e 
1 :SO., 1 !2.0 1 23 .3 1 H.e 1 2' .9 
J 15.6 I 6.9 1 ].2 J o.e J , .9 

-I--------I--------I--------!--------I--------l 
4. U , 29 4! I ,5 111 1 

l~.I~CO·E-"tG"C. I H.!) 1 H.7 29.3 t 15.2 9.8 1 
I '4.] 1 22.1 55.! I ~'.' 37 .2 1 
1 7., I 4.7 7.7 I 4.t 2.6 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1··------1 
COLU-III !22 131 

21 .1 
39 

0.3 ~ TOTAL S'.9 

134 
21'.6 

1&6 
l3~5 

177 
Us'.s 

1&4 
20:4 

tl2' 
100.0 

(~OUA.E. 101."20. ~lT" 12 D~G'EES 0' 'R~EOO~ 
(' •• £1'$ v. 0.23520 

SlGr.UlC,,.Cl • 

t~~TIIII't~C' CO["ICIEIIT. C.374~1 

0.0000 

L'-!OA (a".~IT'lC). e", 7 12 ~lT" vOt] 
L'·~DA (ST.-tTIIC). 0.072&a 

Dt ".DfIlT. • O~00669 ~tTM VO]5 

Uh:!IT'JIIITT COE'FICIENT ('ST~~ITIJC'. 0.056~0 ~TTN V003 
~~C!.T.I.T' COE"ICI[NT (S'"~ET'tC). O.05F4~ 
'!~O'LL'S TAU 9. 0.26'54 SJG"lflCA~CE. C.OCCO 
"hOALL'S TAU C· 0.2'539 SIC~lFICA"CE. 0.0000 
G'~.A a C.513C1 
50-£1$'$ D C'S'~~ET'JC'. 0.28281 ~lTH v003 
~t·~.S·$ D (ST~~ETRIC)· O.265~' 
,~.. ~.34~C' wITH v~03 DEPEND!kT. • C.2315~ .IT" V03~ 
P~ADSO~'S •• :.2093& Sl'~t'JCAillCE. O.COOO 
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.. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . 
wOO] TRACTID 

c • 0 SST A e U L A T 1 O'~ 
IIY Y036 

0' ••••••••••••• ~ • • • • 
,.rovINC, 0' A.SAUlT. 

• • • • • •••••••• • • • • • • • •••••• • •••••••••••• • ••••• w • 'w w 'ACE 1 0' 

cou", 
ROW ,CT 
COL 'CT 
TOT ,CT 

,036 
r 
IfIhU 
J 
r 

Yl~' AAA ohef IN 'AIILO'T DO"T tHO 
EL' A WHILE EN _·NO ANS 

1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 9.1 

'O~! ~.-... --I·--·----I.--··---J--------J---.----!-----.--l 1. I 116 I 13 1 J Ij I , 1 
~lot"CO~!·LOwC'1 J 86.6 I '.7 0.7 I 0.0 ! 3.0 , 

I 29.1 I ".9 2.0 I 0.0 r -.z I 
J 18.7 I %.1 0.2 J 0.0- I tI., , 

-I···--·-·I-·-·a···t--------t-·~-·_·_I-·---.·el 
2. I '011 1 12 9 1 e J 9 1 

L~_l"CO·!.LO.C.J J 74.0 1 11.2 1\ .2 I 5.5 J 11.2 1 
I 21.1 1 14.6 17.11 I '9.' I 11! ., I 
I 17.4 1 1.9 1.4 I 1.S J , .4 I 

-I--··----l-----·--I------·-J---·-· .. r·---~--I 3. t ~u I 29 10 I II 16 1 
IIU III I liS., J 111.4 5.11 I 3.' Q.O I 

t 2"9.1 1 !5 ." '9.6 J ".6 H.7 1 
I 18.7 I 4.7 1.& I 1.0 l.1I 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 4. I 56 1 2! I :S1 J 27 I 20 1 
Ln.I"CO·'-"tINC' I .H.4 I 17.1 r 111.9 I 'G.5 r n.2 1 

J 14.& I !4.1 I 60.1! I 1!5.9 J 40.1 I 
1 9.] J '.5 1 5.0 I 4.3 I 3.2 1 

-1------··1··------1------··1----··--1··-----.1 
COLu,ul 398 112 ~, 4, 49 

fOUL 6_.1 " .2 11.2 6.6 1.9 

1011 
TOTAL 

154 
%1.6 

146 
Zl~' 

177 
lD~' 

164 
Z6~4 

ot' 
10.,.0 

~SOUA.I s 120.07547 wIT" 12 Dr~.Ers 0' '.f[DO~ SIChl'J(AHCI. O.~OOO 
~1'·S V· O.25~811 
(O~'I~CI~C' tOI"lellllT. 0.'02'3 
LUeu UU.IIIITlIlC)" O.'0!6~ WIT" vee" U'IflDfJoT. • O~OOOOO lilT" v03" . O"UO •• T. 
LA.e •• CS' •• ITIle). 0.O&e07 
u~cr'TaI.T' COI"le!!"T (AS'~~eT'IC). 0.01S82 -IT" V003 DI't.DI.T~ • e.01'60 wlTM ,03' 
U~t!'TAI_T' COI"ICIe-T CS'.IIIIT~JC). 0.OA09' 
'"OALL". TlU 8. 0.32734 'JC.I'ICA_C!. o.O~OO 
1'"OAll·S ,au c. 0.2e092 SI,,,r'IC •• (1 D a.oooc 'A.... ~.4~!67 
!O-!.s·S 0 ("' ••• TIIC). 0.37998 IIITH wOO! Dr'I •• ,.T. • 0.1!191 IIITM WO,. .," •••• T. 
!O.!IS·S 0 ("~.ITIIC'. C.32373 
ETA. O.'9&~1 IIITH w003 D[PI"D£.T. • 0.27142 lilT" Y036 Df'ENoe.T. 
F[A.SO~·S • • ~.26223 5'O.I'IC.IICI. 0.0000 
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... 
TABLE C-7 \ 

... 

~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c. 0 S S , A • U L A T 10M 0' ••••••••••••• ~ • • • • 
wen 'OLICE CO''IIIIIIIITY caou" BY V034 "IOUUC, 0' avllLA'UI . 

• • • • • • • _ •••••••••••••••••• _ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'A'I '0; 

072 

YES 

"I) 

OO"~T 

.,034 
COvIlT I 

10" PC, 1 III" U WEltY IU OIlC! 111 'AIILO'T DOIIT lllO 
CO~ ,U I eL' A '''"IL!. Ell ..... OlllS 
TO' ,,, I , .1 2.% 3.1 4.1 9.1 

-----·--I--·-.---l--~-----I---·--·-I--------I--------l , . 

2. 

9. 
."Ow·II0INS 

COlU"N 
fOUL 

J 50 J 67 34 1 15 J 6 
I Z~.1 1 3 •• 0 19.8 1 11.7 J 3.5 
1 31.1 1 29.1 24.5 1 30.0 J 14.6 
I 8.1 I 10.11 5.5 ! 2.4 J 1.0 

-I---···G-I-----·_·I--------I--------!--·_·---! 
I 94 I 117 1 77 1 27 1 17 1 
J ZS.] 1 3~.Z 1 23.2 I 11.1 I 5.1 1 
I 58.4 I ~0.9 J H ... J ~4.0 1 41.S 1 
1 15. , I 18.a 1 12.4 I 4.3 I 2.7 1 

-1----··--1--------1------··1--------1·_·-----1 
I 17 1 lob 1 2Po I a I a 1 
J 14.5 1 !9.l I 23.9 1 6.' S 15.4 I 
I 10.6 J 20.0 1 20.1 1 16.0 I 43.9 1 
I 2.7 1 7 •• S 4.5 1 1.s I 2.' 1 

-I---·-.. -l----···-J-·-·----I--------I-------~l 161 
Z5.9 

2]0· 
37.e; 

41 

lOll 
TOTAL 

172 
21~7 

.B2 
53.5 

1U 
111.1 

:~UA'I. 26.22955 "ITh 8 DIGREES O' 'IElDO" SI'N!tJCANCI. 0.00" 
CIA-el·' ,. 0.14532 
COIITI""C, COl"It II.' - O.201J1 
~A"ItDA USY""IUIU. 0.00!46 .. IT" .. 072 OIl'UDIII'. • o~ooooo dT" 'os. "'.I.~'.Y. ·.-eo. "'''''ITlIe)· 0.00147 
;N'fPTAXNT' tOt"!CII"T CAS'''''ETR!C). 0.019" wITH ,012 DE'E.D£.T~ • e.01SS7 wST_ .05' 
u~((.TAJ~T' tOl'.lell.T CS,""ETISC). 0.01596 
C'"GALL·S Tau • • 0.10789 IU'UrzCAlltI· 0.0010 ....... j-' 
«."OALL'S TAU C. 0.10762 It'lIl'lCAIICl D 0.0010 'A.... 0.1615' 
,o~ •• S'$ D (IST""lt.IC'. 0.09166 _ITH v072 DI'!NDrIlT. • 0.1191' 1111'" .03. II,,"OI,T. 
SO-('s's D (S,".ITlle). 0.10735 
ITI. 0.20'25 wiTH v072 OE'EIIOfNl. • 0.1e329 wtTH VO!4 D£'ENOl"" 
,(.15011', • • 0.1&321 IJGIII'ICAIICI· 0.0000 
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.. 
TABLE C-8 

•••••••••••••••••• (IIOSSTAIULATtON 
~072 POLIC! CO~"UNITY GIIOUPS e, ~03S 

0' ••• ,0 •••••••••••••• 

'REQUENC' 01 1I0eeEIIIE' 
•••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P.Sf 1 Of 

• v03 5 
COuNT J 

11011 PCT INEvU VEn lIAR OIlCf III 'AUlon DOIIT KIlO 1I0w 
COL PCT r It' A IIHIlE til II-NO .uS TOUL 
TOT PC T I , .1 l.1 3.1 4.1 9.1 

11072 --------1---.··--1-.··----1------··1--------1--------1 
1. I 93 1 40 J 19 I 12 8 I 172 

'ES I 54 .1 I· u.! ".0 I 7.0 '.7 I H";7 
I 28.9 I 30.5 22.1 I 30.a 18.6 1 
r 15.0 I 0.4 3.1 J , .9 1., 1 

- J --------1------ --1-'-------1------=--1 .. ------- J 
2. 191 1 6Z 42 J 22 I 15 1 330! 

NO 57.5 1 1& .1 12.7 I 1\ .6 I 4.5 1 53.5 
59.3 I ,7.S 48.11 1 56.4 I 34 .9 , 
30.8 J 10.0 6.11 I !.5 I 2.4 1 

-J----·--~l-·----·-I--------l-·------I--------I 9. 3!1 I 29 25 5 I 20 1 117 
DO"-T KIIOW-NOAIU 1 H.5 I 24.S 21.4 4.3 I 11.1 1 11l.a 

1 11.11 1 22.·' 29. , til .LI I 4t1.5 I 
I 6.1 I '.7 4.0 0.8 J 3.2 I 

-t-----·--l·-----·-I--·-----I----~---J----·---l COLU"N 322 131 86 39 43 021 
TOTAL 51.9 21 .1 B.1l 6.3 6.9 100~0 

C!t:UAIIE. 41.331112 WITH SJGNI'ICA~CE •. 0.0000 ~ 
C I-S V. 0.t1242 
CON 11I'IIlC' COE"ICIENT. 0.24981 
LA"8DA CAS'''"I'''!C). 0.01730 wITH V072 
LA"eDA C$'~~ET.IC'. 0.00650 
UNCERTAINT' COEfFICIENT (AS'"~ETIIJC). 0.03003 wITH V012 
UIlCEIITAI~T'.COE'FICIENT (SY"~ET.IC). 0.02&11 
KE~DAll·S TAU 8 • 0.12'97 SI'~l'JCAHC!· 0.0002 
KENDALL·S TAU C. 0.11709 II'Nl'lCANCE. 0.0002 
'A"~A. 0.1911& 

• 0.00000 wITH VO!5 

• 0.02319 vlTH v035 

-io"rls·s"i CAS'~MET.IC). b."~5t ~ITH v072 
SOMEIS·' D CS'~~ITIIC). o.~2!e4 

DEPENDENT. • 0.12968 wITH '035 

ETA. 0.24866 kITH v072 . OEP!~DENT. 
PEAISON-S • • 0.2164' SIGNI'ICANCE· 0.0000 

• 0.22001 kJTH v03~ D!PEhOEliT • 
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.. 
TABLE C-9 

tILt ""~C,""l" •• "' ........ . 

••••••.•••••••••••• C·O$STA8 U lATIOII 
v07l POLICE (O""Ulll" ,aou,s 81 VO!~ 

0' • II ••••••••• a ••••• • 
,a'QUENt1 0' aSsaULTS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'ACt 1 0' , 

V072 

COU"T 
.011 'CT 
COL p" 
TOT 'CT 

110'6 
I 
llli!VU 
I 
I 

VI., I •• ONCI IN 'AIILO.T DOIIT INO 
IL' A "MILl Ell " .... 0 AIlS 

1.1 l.1 3;1 4.1 '9.1 
----.··.1-·------1------··1-.--.-.-,--------1--------1 

lOll 
TOUt. 

1. I 1.1 9 1 Z~ I 9 1 10 '0 1 112 
.. I 6'.2 I 14.0 I ,.2 I '.8 501 I Z7~7 us 

110 

DO""T 

I 29.9 1 29.3 I '7.6 I 24.4 20.4 I 
._. _I~" 1~.Z , "3.9, I 1.4.1 _ ,.6 1.6 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2. I 

I , i 
I 

230 I 
69.S 1 
57.8 I 
S7.0 J 

32 
9.6 

39.0 
5.2 

1 
1 
1 
I 

28 
e.4 

54.9 
4.5 

1 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
1 
t 

19 
5.7 

38.8 
101 

1 
1 
1 
1 

·rw··-·--·I······--I·-----~-I--·-----l-------.1 ,. 
ItlloW·"oaIlS 

COLU"'" 
TOTAL 

1 49 I 26 J 14 I 8 I 20 I 
t 41.9 I 22.2 I 1l.0 I 6.11 I 17.1 1 
1 H., 1 31.7 I 27.5 I 19.5 I 40.8 I 
I 7.9 I 4.2 I 2.3 1 1.3 t '.2 1 

-1···· .... 1··----··1--------1--------1.-------1 
3t1 

64.1 
51 

8.2 
41 

6.6 

332 
5'.S 

'" 1 b·. e 

021 
10~~0 

CHI SQUAI!. 41.15961 lilT" 8 DfGREES 0' 'IEEDO" SI6 .. 1'ICA"CE. 0.0000 
'.A"II-S V. 0.18204 
CONtIMC!NCt COE.fICIENT. 0.24932 
LA"'~A (AS'""ETRIC). 0.00346 WITH v072 ~EPENDENT. • O~OOOOO wITH ~D36 DEPENDE.T. 
LA"DOA"CS''''"ETRlC). 0.00195 
UNCEITAIIIT' COEf'ICIENT CAS''''"lTRIC). 0.03096 WITH V072 DE,EIIDENT. • 0.02735 vlTH ~036 
uNCERTAINT, COE"ICIENT CS,""ET.I('. 0.02904 
_ENOALL-S 'au 8 • 0.1S25l SIC.l'ICAIICE. 0;0000 
ItENDALL~S TAU C. 0.13216 SIGNIfiCANCE. 0.0000 
CA""'A. 0.25228 
IO"EIS~S D CAS'""E,IIC>. 0.158'0 .iT" v072 DE'ENDE.T. • 0.14637 "I'M '03b DE'ENDENT. 
SO"!RS·S 0 CI'""ET.IC). 0.15238 
ETA •. _,.2427' IIITM vOlZ _ DEPENDEIIT. • _o,'9924 wlTM V03b DE,I •• 1NT. 
'EARSO.·. R • 0.19821 SISNI'lt.IICI. 0.0000 
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.. 
TABLE C-10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C. 0 SST A e U L A T 1 ~ ~ O. •••••••••••••••••• 
v111 IELATlvES l~$tor (O""UIIIT' e, v03~ ,.rQUINC, Of IUI'LAIIIS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • •• PACE , 01 

COullY 
10V 'CT 

.COI. 'CT 
TOT '0 

V034 
I 
IIIhu 
I 
I 

vrl, IAR OMCI IN 'AlllO'T DONT KNO 
n, A 11"11.1 IPi w-tlO ANS 

1.1 ~.I '.1 4.1 9.1 
~'" --.... --1---.... -1--------1--------1--------1--------1 ._- _. ___ .1 ... __ .1 ___ !7 __ , 75 .• 1. ~L.~ 11 9 1 214 

'es I Z'.' I '5.0 I Z4.3 I 9.8 4.~ 1 '4~5 

110 

DOh'T KIIOII 110 

I 'S.4 1 'Z.6 1 31.4 I 4Z.0 Z2.0 I 
• .:.._J. L, .' 2 .1 . I •• 4 1 • 3 .4 , .4 J -1··· .. ···-1-·----·-1--------1-·--···-1-----·.--1 

2. I 103 I 155 1 J 86 29 J 31 
_ ..... 1 __ 25.5 .. I.. 'a.It I 21.3 I 7.Z I ?? 

9. 
AU 

I 64.0 I 67.4 I 61.9 I 58.0 I 75.6 
I 16.6 '1 ~5.0 I 1 n.1I 4.7 I 5.0 

a I-~,.!!I.-----l •• ·-.--·-I--·"----J ._------t---.. ----l 
I , 0 1 1 I 0 1 , 

J 
I 33.' I 0.0 I H.' I 0.0 I .B.l J 

. .1 ... ,0.6 , 0,0 L 0.7 I 0.0 I Z.4 1 
I O.Z 1 0.0 I 0.2 I I 0.0 0.2 I -1---·_·--J-·-···_-t··----__ J._a _____ I ________ 1 

. 161 
25.9 

230 
37.0 

139 
Z2.4 

50 , 
11.1 

41 
6.6 

3 
O.~ 

5011'_0, .. 15 ( .. U.3U O'.THE .• A"'O CELLS HAVI ErPECTED CELL '1l0U!flCT LUI THAll 5.0. 
_ IIIUI! ""CT!D CELL nuue .. u. 0.198 

IQU'.' • '165473 VITH 8 OriREES O' 'REEDO~ SllNlfJCA~Cr. 0.~90' 
~l." •• 0.0111' 

CON'IN'E~ci COI'FICIIN'-;" 0;'2373-· 
LA"IDA CAS' .... !T.1C). 0.00000 WITH V1" DEPENDENT. • ~.00256 ~IT" .034 OrPE .. OENT. 
LA"IOA (SY"~IT.IC'. 0.00164 
IINCUTAtNTY·Coe"iclIlIT Un''''ITIIC) • ·0-.01145 IIITH·.'" DE PEhOlllT'; • 0.00537 wITH vOH 
U .. C'.'AI .. T, COI'fICIENT (S'''''I'lle,. 0.00731 
KINOA~~'. 'AU • ~ __ 0.00"5 11'.I'IC~NCI -. 0.4441 
KENDALL-S 'AU C. 0.0044S SJG"I.JCANCI. 0.4441 
IA""A. 0.00S85 
SO"UI'.S_.O .. (~H"!!'UJn~} _-_0.004°' "UH .11' cr'UDUT. • 0.00652 lIiTH '034 DEPE"DUT. 
SO"E.S~' ~ (I~""'T.IC'. 0.00501 
ETA. 0.'07.4 W.'H .", II'INOENT. • 0.076'Z vtTH Y034 DEPENDEN', 
I!UISO,,'I .I_! O.onn .. SUIlIf HAIICI .• _ 0.Ol07 
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.. 
TABLE C-11 

• • • • • • * - ~ • • • • • • • •• c. 0 S s 0' ••••••••••• It • • • • • • v'" AtlrTlvES l~SIDf CO."C~IT' ,.(wU(~C, Of '088(-1£$ 
••••••••••••• • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • •• 'AGE , Of 

Vl1' 

HS 

flO 

OOIiT 

COu~i 
ROil PCT 
COL peT 
TOT PCT 

v035 
I 
lliEVU 
I 
I 

VE., .A. ONce IN 'AI.lO.T ~OIlT .110 
ELt A IIHIlE EN 11-110 AHS 

,.1 2.1 3.1- 4.1 9.1 

-·------I-·------l-"------J---·--~-l--------J--------I 1. 114 , 47 I ZZ 1 19 12 1 
53.3 I 22.0 J to.3 I 8.9 5.6 J 
3~.4 I 35 .9 I H.6 I 4S.7 17 .9 1 
18.4 1 7.6 I 5.5 I 3.' , .9 1 

-1----·---1·-----·-I--------I--~-----!--------1 Z. 1 207 1 1110 1 64 1 20 J 29 1 
I 5'.2 1 20.11 J 15 .11 J 5.0 1 7.2 1 
I 64.3 1 64.1 I 74.4 I ".3 I 67.4 1 
1 33. ~ 1 13.5 I '0.3 1 3.2 I 4.7 1 

-J--------I----~---I·----·--I--------I--------I 9. I 1 1 0 I 0 1 0 I 2 1 
KIIOII 110 AilS 1 33.3 1 D .0 I 0.0 J 0.0 I 66.7 1 

I 0.3 I 0·0 I 0.0 I 0'.0 I 4.7 I 
J 0.2 1 0.0 I 0.0 1 0.0 J 0.3 1 -1-----_._J _______ a% ________ J ________ % ________ 1 

COLO"II 322 131 116 39 43 
TOTAL 51.9 21.1 B.II 6.3 6.9 

11011 
TOTAL 

214 
311.5 

3 
0.5 

5 ouT 0, 15« 33.3%) 0' TH! VALID CELLS HAVE EIP[CT(D CELL '~£Ou!lIe, LESS THall S.O. 
~"I~I"U" EXPECTED CELL FREQuENCY. C.1I1S 
~CH1 SQUARE. 24.24275 IIITH B DE'lrES O' 'IEEOO" 

CIA"!R~S V. 0.13971 
SlGIIHICAMCE • 0.0021 

CDIITI~GE"t' CD!'F1C1E~T. 0.19'11] 
DEPEIIDEIIT. • 0.00334 ~ITH VO]5 LA"9DA (AS,""IT.1C). 0.00000 ~lT" v111 

LA"90A (S'""ETRIC). 0.00194 
UIICERTAIMT, COEF'ICIENT (AS'""£TIIC). 0.01358 IIITH V111 
UIiCEITAIIIT, COE •• 1Cl!IIT CS'""!TIIJC). 0.01266 

DEPEIIDEIIT. • 0.00960 1I1TM vO]S 

KE~DALL~S T~U a • 0.02718 SIGNIFICANCE· 0.2320 
K(flDALL~S TAU C. 0.02240 SI'IIIFICANCE. 0.2320 
GA""A. 0.04945 ' 
SO"ERS~S D (AS'""!T.IC). 0.02267 IIITH v111 
50"'15-$ D (S'""!T.JC). 0.02674 

DEPEIIDEIIT. 

ETA. 0.15693 WITH V111 DEPENDEIIT. • 0.140B9 wITH V03S 
PIARSON·S R • 0.1~d33 Sl'MJlleANet. 0.0016 
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.. 
TABLE C-12 

•••••••••••••••••• cRO!S,."ULAtlO" o. ................. . 
~", kEl.'lVES l .. SID! CO~~O"ll' ~t Y~30 'Ar~U[~C' 0' A$$.UllS 

••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• p_Ct 1 0' 

V, " 
YES 

NO 

DOHT ~"Ow 

11036 
COu"T I 

ROil PCT I"EVER \lIU RU ONCE IN 'AI'LO'T DOHT ~HO 
COL PC T r !L' • IIMIL! Ell .. ·100 ."S 
TOT Pet t 101 2.1 :5 • J 4.1 9.1 

-------·I-----~--l--------I--------J--------I------·-J 1. 

2. 

9. 
NO ."s 

COLU'''. 
TOTAL 

• 139 I ZZ 24 1 19 1 10 1 
I oS.O J 10.3 , 1.2 I 8.9 1 . 4.7 J 
1 34.9 I 26.11 47.1 J 46.' I 20.4 1 
I 22.4 I 3.~ , .9 I ;S.1 J 1.6 1 

-J----···-I··------I--·-----I--------I--------I 
2511 1 60 C7 I 22 1 37 

63.9 I , U.9 6.7 J 5,4 I 9.2 
64.11 J 73.l 52.9 I 53.7 I 15 .5 
4' .S 1 9. , 4.3 1 3.~ I 6.0 

-I-----·-·I--------l--b~----I--------I--------l I 1 0 0 1 a z I 
J 33.3 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 66.7 1 
I 0.3 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 4,1 1 
I D., 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.3 1 -1--------1--------,-----._.1 ________ 1. _______ 1 

3911 51 
8.2 

41 49 
6.6 

ROil 
TOTAL 

Zh 
' •• 5 

404 
65.1 

3 
0.5 

621 
10U.O 

~ OUT 0, 15 ( 33.31) 0' THE vALID CELLS HAVE E.'£CTtD CELL f~EQUENC' LESS THAN 5.0 • 

• 

"" IxPECTED CHl ,RlOuOO. C.198 
QUAR!. 26.29057 WITH 8 DEGNE!S O' '.EEDO" 

r.~s V. 0.14549 
COhTJ"'ENC, COI"JCJENT. 0.Z01S3 
lA"8DA (ASY""E'.lC)· 0.00000 lilT" Y111 
LA"8DA (S'""lTRlC)· 0.00221 

DE PE"DENT. 

SIGNIFICANCE· 0.0009 

• 0.00448 IIITH VO'D 

UNC!.T~INT' cori'ICIENT (AS'""IT.tC). 0.02S17 wITH ~111 
UhCE.TAJNT, COE'.ICIENT (SY""!TRIC). 0.01722 

DHENG!NT. • 0.01,70 wITH v036 

IEND.Ll~S TAU B. 0.017'2 SICNI'ICANCE· 0.3216 
KEhDALL~S TAU C. 0.01317 SICNI'ICANCE a 0.'Z16 
GA""A. 0.03441 
SO"E.$~S 0 (AS'""ET~lC)· 0.01584 ~ITH V',1 
SO"ERS~S D (S'""ETRIC). 0.01734 

DEPUiOENT. 

ETA. 0.1~340 WITH V111 OEPENOENT. 
'EA'SON~S • • 0.12855 S"NI'IC •• CE c 0.0007 

• 0.14C85 IIITH W03D 

-198-
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.. 
TABLE C-13 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C A 0 S S , A e U l • T I 0 h 
&, vaH 

0, .................. . 
_'61 ClOe A"ILIA'IO~ '.(QUE"C, 0' 8U.'L •• llS 

•••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• eo. ,.~t 1 Of 

V101 

YES 

PlO 

DO,.T 

vOH 
COulol' •. J 
RO~ PCT lNIVIll veRY AU ONU til '''ULO'T DONT UO 
COl. 'CT I U, A "HIl.I 'N V-IIO AIlS 
TOT PCT I 1.1 l.I , .J 4.1 9.1 

--------1··------1···--··-1--------1--------1--------1 1. ._, . 59 • '1Z . I 4' 1 17 J. 10 1 
I 24;5 1 46.5 I -"..8 I 1.1 I 4.1 I 
I 36.6 1 48.7 . I SO.9 I ~4.0 I 24.4 I 
I O.s I 18 .0 I 6.0 I . 2. 7. I 1.6 1 

-1··------1-----·--1--------1--------1--------1 
2. I 95 1 '15 I 04 I H I 29 I 

J 26.0 I ~,.~ I 25,7 I 9.0 1 7.9 1 
I 59.0 1 50.0 1 67.6 I 66.0 1 10.7 1 
I 15.) I , .. ~ I 1~.1 I 5.' I ,.7 1 

-I--------I-----··-I-·------J--------I--------l 
9. I 7 1 :5 2 1 0 2 1 

11:11011 110 AU I 50.0 1 21 .~ 14.3 J 0.0 1 14.3 1 
I 4.3 I 1.3 t., I 0·0 . J 4.9 J 
I 1.1 1 0.5 0.3 I 0.0 t .0.3 1 -I-·--· ___ I_. ______ I· _______ I __ ~ __ • __ J _______ ·I 

COLO"II 1&1 230 159 50 41 
TOTAL 25.9 31.0 22.4 8., 6.6 

lOW 
TOTH 

366 
5a.9 

021 
100·.0 

• 

4 OUT 0, 15 C 26.7%' OF THE ~ALID CELLS HAVE E.PECTED CELL '.'QUEIIC' LESS THAM 5.0. 
NI~U" Ix'ECTID CELL 'RlOUEIIC,. (.924 
I SOUAIE. 23.83015 WITH • DEGNEr. 0' 'IEEOO" SISNt'ICANCE· 0.0024 

CIA"II'S v· 0.13852 
CONTINGfNC' COI"lCI'"T. 0.'922' 
LAReDA CAS,""ETRIC,. 0.00000 wiTH V16' CIP,IIOENT. • 0~0'023 wITH V034 DEP'NDENT. 
~A"eDA (S'""ETAIC)· 0.00&19 
UNC!RTAINT, COE.'ICIENT (AS'""ETIIC). 0.02550 IIt'H V16' DE'ENDENT~ • 0.0'363 wITH vOl 4 
UIICEATAINT' COE"ICIENT (S'""ETAIC)· 0.01719 
lENDALL'1 TAU B • 0.OS763 IIGNIFICANCE· 0.0562 
lENOALL', TAU C. 0.052,7 SIGNI'ICANCE· 0.0562 
GA""A. 0.09411 
SO"fNS·S.O CAS'""ETRIC). 0.04761 wITH _161 DI~EIIDENT. • 0.06975 wITH W03' DE'ENDENT. 
10R'IS·1 0 (S'R"ITRIC). 0.05659 
ETA. 0.1'343 vITN V161 DE""DENT. • 0.09249 IIITH V03, O"ENDENT. 
'EA.SON'S A • 0.04123 SIGNI'ICANCE· Q.1S25 
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... 

TABLE C ... 14 

• n • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • It U $ OF ••• , ••• a ••••••••••• 
~161 CLuB A"llIATION 'R(QUENC' OF 1I0&8(R.[$ 

•••••••••••• ~ ••• a * ••• e' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'A'E 1 0' 

vto1 

YES 

110 

OOltT KIIOW 

yaH 
COuNT o't 

1t01i PC T INrvU VEil' RU ONCE 1,. H!RlOFT DOilY l"O 
COL PCT I I!l Y A IIhILE E,. \1.,.0 AIlS 
TOT PC T I , .1 2.1 3.1 4.r 9.1 

--------J~·--.---l·--··-·-J-------·I-·------J--------l 1 • 

2. 

9. 
,,0 ANS 

COLO"" 
TOTAL 

I hO I IlU ~1 \I 11 1 
J Sll." I 24.9 8.7 3.7 4.6 I 
I 43.' I 45 .iI 24.4 23.1 25.6 I 
1 Z2.~ 1 9.1 3.4 , .4 1.e I 

-I----·---I--------J--------J----·---J-~------I 174 69 65 1 30 28 
47.5 1e.9 17 .8 1 II .2 7.7 
54 .0 52.7 75.6 1 70.9 65.1 
2! .0 11. " 10.5 I 4.8 4.5 

~J·----·--I--------J··------l----·---I--------1 r 8 1 Z 0 0 4 1 
1 57.1 1 14 .J 0.0 0.0 H.6 1 
I 2.5 I 1 .) 0·0 0.0 <;.3 1 
I 1.3 I 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 1 

-I----·--.l~·'------I-·------I--~-----1--------1 131 
210 1 

11011 
TOTAL 

Z41 
H~e 

366 
50.9 

14-
2.3 

621 
100.0 

4 OUT 0, 15« 26.7') 0' THE VALID CELLS HAVE ExP(CTEO CELL fRlQUENC, lfSS T"AII 5.0 • 

• 

MUM UPECTED CHL 'UQuE,.". C.1I79 
SQUAft!. 3~.79581 lilT" 8 DEGREES O' 'IEEDOM 

C MEA-S V. 0.16496 
CONTI~GEhC' COE"ICIE~T. 0.22"e 
LA"BDA (AS'""ETRIC) c' 0.00000 WITH ~161 
lA"eDA (ST"METRIC)· 0.00000 

OEPE~o!HT. 

SIGNUICANCE • 0.0000 

• 0.00000 II!TH v035 

tlNCtIlTA!NT' COE"ICIEIIT (AS'""ITIIC). 0.03500 IIITH V161 
u~CERTAINT' COE"lCIENT (ST""ETIIC). 0.02S90 

DEPEhO(NT. • 0.0205e wITH vQ35 

KENDAll·S TAU 8 • 0.12565 SIG"l'lCANCE E 0.0003 
lE"DAlL-S TAU C. 0.10e~3 SJGIIIIleANCE. 0.0003 
GAM"A. 0.21986 
SOMERS·' D (ASY"METRIC). 0.10963 IIITH V161 
SOMERS-' 0 (ST""ETIIC). 0.12449 
ETA. 0.1'602 WITh V161 D!PENDENT. 
PEARSOh-' R • 0.121123 SIGh!fIC.HCE· 0.0007 

• 

0.14400 ~IT" Y035 DF.PEND(Nl. 

0.14709 IIITH Y035 D!PEIIDtIllT. 
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.. 
TABLE C .... 15 

-- ..... 1; ••••••••••• C N U 5 S ABU L A 1 ION 0 f ••• * • * • • • • • • • * ~ • • • 
v16' CLUB AfflLIATIOH py v03~ ,'.EQUtHC' 0' ASSAULTS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• * * n * ••••• * ••••••• ~ ••• *. PACE 1 Of 

v'01 
.. 
~ 

Y'U 

1i0 

COUIIT 
lOW peT 
COl. 'eT 
TOT .CT 

V036 
1 
II1!VU 
I 
I 

VEl' ••• OIlCE III IAIILO'T DOli' RIIO 
EVI A IIMIL E Ell W.IIO AltS 

'.1 :!.l ".1 4.1 9.1 

------.wl--------l-·----·-1··------1--·-·--·J·--·---~J ,-" ,_.L HZ 1 35 1 15 I 1 I 1Z 1 
I 7-' .4 i 14.5 i 6.2 I 2~" I '.0 I 
1 4:5.2 I 42.7 I 29.4 1 17.1 I 2,4.5 1 
I 27.7 1 5.6 I Z .4 I t., I '.9 1 

~I-----··~-l--~-·-··l·~-----~I--~----·I--------l Z. 1 216 1 46 '6 I 54 34 1 
1 59.0 1 12.0 I 9.& I 9.5 Q.3 1 
I 54.5 1 56.1 I - 70.6 1 82.9 69.4 1 
I .;".11 I 1.", r 5.11 1 5., 5.5 1 

-1--···---!-----···I------·-I--------I--------1 9. I 10 I 1 r 0 1 0 I 5 I 
. DONT now 1i0 AIlS I 71.4 I 1.1 I 0.0 J 0.0 I 21.4 1 

I 2.5 1 102 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 6.1 1 
I '.6 1 O.i! I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.5 I 

-t-----._.l----···-I--------I--------l--------1 
COLli"" 398 B2 " 41 49 

TOTAL 64.1 15 .01 e.2 6.6 7.9 

ROW 
TOTAL 

j!41 
sa";. 

366 
511"'" 

14 
Z.5 

.2' 
100.0 

4 OuT 0, 15 ( 20.71) 0' THE vAL!~ CELLS HAVE EI,ECTED ClLL fREQuEIIC, LESS THA~ ~.O. 
~I~I.U" Ix'ECTID CILL 'IEQU!_C,. C.924 
~Hl SQUAal. 24.5S',& Wl'H a DE'.lIS 0' '.EEDO" 

.C.A"I.·, Y. 0.'4060 
COM'I"'I"" COlf'ICIEIlT. 0.19502. 
LA .. IIDA (AS'~~E'.IC). 0.00000 WITH v16' 
LA .. SDA (S' .... ET.IC). 0.00000 

SUMlflCAliCE • 0.0019 

• a~ooooo wITH VO)o 

UNCE.TAIIITY COI"ICIEIlT (AS' .... ITAlt). 0.02831 WITH Y161 
UNCEaT_I"TY COE"ICIII1T (S' ..... T.IC). 0.02276 
.'"DALL-S 'AU 8 • 0.126611 SI'MI'!CAIICI· 0.0003 
KENDALL-$. TAU C. 0.10020 IIGNIfICAIlCE. 0.0003 
'A .... A. 0.24462 
~~"E.S-I ~ (AS' .... I'.IC) ~ 0.120411 ~IT" v161 
10"(.S-1 0 (IY."IT.le). 0.'26'2 
ITA. 0.1059:5 WIT~ V161 DI.'ltDEhT. 
~I!AIISOIl~S • • 0.09394 $U"U HAIICE.. 0.0096 

• 
• 
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... 

TABLE C"'16 

• • • .. -.. • II • • • • . .. • • • • ° s S T A e o L ,. T 1 o " 0 , • • • • . , . • • • • • • • • 
_OZ "E ,5IIIIOI .. OOD- ellOI ell '" vOh '.'.01"" 0' 10HLlIIlS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • 
wO!4 

COull, I 
'Olf 'C'r, "'het ua, lAa OIlCl lit 'AULon 10liT a .. o 
COL pt" I '''' • If" 1&.1 fit "."0 AIt' 
TOT ptC T I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 9.1 

"H2 --·-----I-··--···l··-·--·-J··-----·I-·~··---J--------I o. I t4 J 11tl 9~ I 33 J Z9 I 
I 2'.6 I n •• n.9 I '.0 I 1.9 J 
I 5/1 •• , 50.4 61.3 J 66.0 I 70.7 I 
J n., I 18 .7 15 .3 I . '~3 I 4.7 I 

-1·······-1··------1-·······1----·---1-----·--1 '0 I 2' I 34 I 16 J 7 I 3 1 
.u I Z9 .. 4 I 40·0 I ".8 I •• z J , .s I 

I U.S I '4.8 I " .5 I h.O I 7.3 I 
I 4.0 I '.5 I 2 •• I , .1 I 0.5 I 

·a--······J····--··I···---··J········I··--····l 
9. I U I 80 I ZI I 10 I \I J 

I 24.9 I 47 .3 I t •• 6 a ,., I 5.! I 
I 26.1 I 34.8 I 20.t I 20.0 J 22.0 , 
I 6 •• I 12.9 I 4.5 I 1.6 J t., J -J-·----.. I .. -.-.·.t··-----.l-.~-·.--I.·.-.---l 

COLUIIII 
TOT.L 

161 
25.0 

no 
!7.0 

so 
1.1 

~I SOU.I!. ,7.43127 VI'" I O".'IS O' 'aIIIO~ 
~AIII'~S ". 0."847 

COII'IIIIIIIC' COI"ICIIN'. 0.'6524 
LARI •• CAt'~RI'.JC'. 0.00000 III'" V'72 
LARIIA (S'R-ITaIC). 0.00000 

41 
6.6 

• 

• • • 

lOll 
TOUL 

3~7 
S9~1 

85 
".7 

169 
21.2 

021 
100:0 

• • • • • • • • • 

0.0259 

UIIC!.'AI,," COt"ICIIHT (AS'R"'T.IC). 0.015" ~I'" V"2 
U_CI.'AI_', ,01"ICI'_T (.,IIRt'IIC). 0.01'" 

DfPfIIOlll'. • 
lI1l6ALL·' TAU D. ·o.Oao., 1111I1'ltA"CI· 0.0108 
CI_DALL·' 'AU C. -0.07766 111"I'lC."". 0.010. 
"R"A. -0.126'2 
10",IS·, I CAI'~RI,aJC' • -0.07047 _I'" ""2 
IORfIS·5 D CI'R-I,a.C) • -0.010', 
"A. 0.'4'.' ~IT" v,7Z '.'IIIDIIiT. 
'IA'IO_· ••• ·0.06S20 III,.'ICA_CI. 0.0'78 

• 

. -202-

• -0'.002" IIITII .034 

IU'I_tlU • 

• • • • ,.AU 

11'111',.,. 

• • • • , 
0' 



.. 
TABLE C-17 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (- 0 SST • e U l A 1 I 0 h 0' •••• Q • • • • • • • • Q • • • • 
~'7Z ~£lG"80.HOOO- (HUACH e, V035 '.rQUE_e, 0' 10elllliS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • •• 'A'I 1 0' 

~O35 
COufiT J 

110111 PCT IUIIU vU' II .11 OIiU IN HULon 0011' 1110 
CO,",," ., J EL' A IIMIL! II. .. .... 0 AIlS 
TOT "CT I 1 .1 2.1 3.1 4.J 9.1 

It 112 ------.-l--.-----J------·-I--------I--------I---o.---1 O. I 17S 1 70 J 65 I 30 29 1 
J 41.' , ".1 I 17.7 I e.z 1.' J 
I ".7 I 53.4 I 75.6 J 76.9 67.4 J 
I 27.9 I " .s 1 10.5 1 4.S 4.7 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------)·-·-----1 , . 1 65 1 13 1 8 J 0 1 , 1 
YES I .74. , 1 15 .) I 9.4 I 0.0 1 , .2 , 

I 19.6 1 9.9 I 9.S I 0.0 I 2.' 1 
1 10.' I 2.1 I 1.3 1 0.0 1 o.z I 

-I--------l------·-I-----·--I----~---I-·------J 9. 16 1 48 13 9 I 13 1 
50.9 1 ?II .4 7.7 5.3 t 7 .. 7 1 
26.7 I 36.6 " .1 23 .1 I 30.2 I 

".11 I 7.7 2.1 1.4 1 z.t J 
-I--···.-.I··----·-l-·-·----J--------I·-~~----J 

(OLU'''' 
TOUL 

131 
21 .1 

86 
13 .s 

aC"1 SQUAIIE· 38.l4736 lilT" 8 HUHS O' 'UUOIII 
~CIIAIIIE~'1 V· 0.'7548 

COIiTINII_e, COl"ICI".'. 0.Z4047 
L.III8DA (AS'~"rT.IC'. 0.00000 VITH "72 
LAIIIIDA (S'""ETIIIC)· 0.00000 

0( "(IIOUT. 

43 
6.9 

IIOV 
TOTAL 

361 59"., 

liS 
11.7 

169 
21'.2 

0.0000 

• 0.00000 wi'" v03) 

UNcrRTAI_T, COl"ICJENT CAS'""I'lle). 0.03876 IIITH 11'72 uprHDUT. II 0.Ol792 IIIITH v035 
. UNCERTAINT, cor.'ICIINT Ci'"~rrlllC). 0.03246_ 

IENDALL'. TAU D. -0.0966' I1INJ'ICA_CI. 0.0034 
IENDALL'I TAu C. -0.01187 51CNI'IC_NCE. 0.00S4 
IAM"A. -0.16292 
50lll£R$'5 D (AS'""£T.I() e" -0.08893 ~IT" v172 
50"EIIS'5 0 (S'"~ETAIC) • -0.09630 

OEPEIIDE"'. • -0.10500 lilT" 9035 

OfPEltUNT • ETA. O.H.~94"V1T""V.1!2 __ DE"UDEIIT. 
PIAIISOII'I II .-0.01862 III_I'le'HCE. 0.3l16 

• 0."973 WITH.V03S .. 
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.. 
TABLE C-lS 

• -;--.-;..........-••••• til • • • • •• c. 0 s S A e U LA., 1 0 ~ 0' ••••••••••••••••• ~ 
v1'2 ~[IG"eOAHOOO- CHURCH B, VU~~ 'A!QUIIIC, Of ASSAULtS 

•••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• '.51 1 01 

v030 
COUhT • IIOW."" IH!Va. VEIIY II All 011(( IH FA tALO'" OOhl !thO 1t0W 

COL "CT I ELY " IIMIL! £H II-NO _liS TOUL 
TOT PCT • 1.1 ,.1 3.J 4 •• 9.1 

1/ 172 ·-····--1~--·.---1----·-··1--------J·-------l-·~·-·--1 O. I 216 I 47 • 36 I 34 I 34 I 367 
I 58.9 I U.8 , I 9.1 I 9.3 I 9.3 I 59~ 1 
I 56. ] , 57.1 I 10.6 I 82.9 I 69.4 • I :54.8 I 7.6 • 5.8 I 5.' I 5.5 1 

-1·-------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 , . 69 1 • 5 1 1 3 I lIS 
,£$ 81.2 8.2 1 5.9 1.2 1 3.5 J 13.7 

17.3 8.5 J 9.8 I 2.4 .. 6.1 I 
11.1 '.1 J o.e 1 0.2 J 0.5 I 

-x----··--l-·---···I·-------I--------I--------1 9. • 10 • Z8 • 10 I 6 I 12 J 1.69 
1 66.9 J 10.0 1 5.9 I 3.6 • 7.1 1 27.2 

• 28.4 1 34.1 J 19.6 J 14.6 I H.5 I 
I 111.2 I 4.5 1 1.6 I 1.0 '.9 I 

.1·----·_·1--------1---··---1--------1--------1 
CO~UAN 398 . 82 " 41 49 6Z1 

i TOT_L 64.1 '3.l e.2 6.6 7.9 100.0 

•
1 SQU"R!. 24.68468 WITh ! ~~6REE~ 0' FIEECO" SIGht"C"~CI. 0.0018 
A"EI·S·V. 0.14098 

CO~TI.'ENC' COI"leIE.T. 0.19553 
!.~A"eDA 'AS'""E'I'C) w 0.00000 WITH V112 OE'EhDEN'. • 0.00000 wl,M YO!6 DEPE.DIN'. 

~A"BO. (S'MAETAIC)· 0.00000 
U~CERTAINT' COl"leIE", '''S'""I'"1C'. 0.02331 III'M V17Z OE"E~OtNT. • ".01925 wl,H v036 • OEPL~Df~l. 
UHCEIT"I"T' COE"ICIEHT (S'""ETlle). 0.02", 
·IEND.l~·S T"u 8 - -0.109.' SI5.1'IC".C!. 0.001Z 
'EHOAll~S TAU C. -0.09135 SI6NI'IC".C! - 0.001Z 
5A""A. -0.Z051' 
SOM£IS'S ~ ("S'""(TIIC' • -0.10983 wITh v112 DEPENDEhT. • -0.1091' ~ltM -036 DtPEHOENT. 
SO"EIS'S 0 (S'""ITRIC) • -0.'0949 
ETA. 0,"634,WI," v17Z O!PINOEhT. • Q.1334b WI'h Y03~ Dr"ENDINT. 
"EAISO.·S I --0.05687 115hl'IC"NeE. 0.078' 

ERRATUM: THERE ARE NO TABLES NUMBERED C-19 AND C-20 
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e· TABLE C-21 

• • • • • • .. .. • • • .. • .. .. . • c ~ 0 s S 1 A 8 u l A 1 JON 0 r • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • 
VO'U R£L tea OU ~ HP'IC(s ATH ~OANC[ 8Y V03" fll(OUEIIC' Of ASUUllS . 

• • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • paGE 

'0 J6 
OUII' I 

11011 PCT r"'Of'R V[II' AIR 011(( IN f'tAlOn OONT ""0 11011 
COL PC 1 I [l.' A .HIl[ til ,"-110 US TOUL 

v .... 
TO,' PCT I •• 1.1 2.1 l.l.. ".1" '.1 
-~ .. ~-.. I··.·.·-·~1-.--·.-·r-·.·"'~··1"--· .. -:-1~-····,"'1 

1. I 119 I 21 I 11 I I I 16 I 175 
OHCt , 11[[11 0 I tl.O I 12.0 t 6.3 I 111.6 I 9.1 I 16.2 

t ".9 I 25.6 t iI.6 I n.s I U.l I 
J ,1!.2 I J.II r ,1.1 ,I, .. 1~.J, 1 .2.6 __ I 

-I ··.·-·-·-I-· .... ~···r-· ·--··-1--··--··1-··· .. ··-1 
2. I 9] I!> I 10 I 6 I 10 13'1 

TwO Cit THRE[ A "I t9." 11.2 i l~S 1 ".5 r 1.5 21.6 
r a.1I U.] J J9.6 I t".6 J 20.' 
I IS. 0 I 2. " r 1.6 I 1. a I I.' I 
-!·····---I-·-···-·I--·-----I----.·~·I·-~~--·-I 3. I • 117 . I' 2 Ii 1- . II I . - '12 . I" '-- i 2' . I 111 3 

OIIIC£ A MONTH I H.9 1 13.1 1 9.11 I 6.6 I 6.6 I 29.5 
I ~9.41 I 29.3 I ~S • .J 1 29.3 I 2 ... 5 I 
I 111.8 I ] •• I 2.9 I 1.9 J I.' --1 

-I .'- .~. - .. 1-······':. ... 1-· ••• -_. I~·-·----I -.. -;. •.. ~ I 
S • I 50 1 11\ I '1 1 I] , I - s' I 9] 

N£v(A I ~'.II I 19." I 7.5 I 1 ... 0 I 5." I 15.0 
I 12.6 1 22.0 I 13.7 1 31.7 I 10.2 I 
I " ~. 1 I.,. 2,. 9, t 1 • 1 _ I.. ,2.~"L I. __ .E-~ 1 __ I 

-% ··.--~-·-l-·-.. · ·--1 • ... ···-... -I·-·~ .. ·-.~r ···-·~.··I 
9. I 19 I "J 5 I 2 6 I 36 

DOHT IINOII .. 0 ANS I ~2.11 I 1101 I 13.9 I 5.6 16,7 I 5.' 
I ... 11 1 " • 9 I 9.11 I . , .9 12 ~ 2"- "r 
I 3.1 I 0.6 I 0.8 I D.l I 1.0 I 

-% -. -:..--·-I-----·-·r-···--·-I~-·-·--·I-·--··.~I COLUM.. • "-98' - .112 "" 51 - 'I' _ .... ;. 621 
HiuL t".1 13.2 11.2 6.6 7.9 100.0 

_ II our Of 25 I U.Ol' of THt VALID CELLS HAVE tIPECt£O C(LL 'R[QU(NC' USS TH'" S.D. 
"""INIMU~ EIPECT[D CELL fREQUENCY: 2.317 

CI'I SQUII!: 2".l81~5 wIlH 16 OEGAtE! 0' '"HOO", Slfl'!J'lCUCE: 0.0115 
ellA MER'S ,,: 0 .09 90 1 
CONTINGENC' COEF'rrCIEHT: 001'''31 
L'MBDA 'IS'""ETIIICI : 0.01591 WITH V2" OEPENOEN'. : 0.00000 NITH 'Ol6 DEPtNO[NT. 

-- L 'HBO,,- IS'''"! TRI C I: C.D 1059 
U~C(RT'JHT' CO[f'ICI£NI CASY""ETRIC': C.01162 NITH W2'" CEPENOENT. : 0.015]0 WITH _036 

__ UNC[A'~IHT' CO["ICI£N1 CS'""ETAICI: 0.01321 
KENOALL·S 'AU 8: 0.0111111 SIGNIfICANC[: 0.0066 
KENOALL·S 'IU C: 0.061110 SI5"lfICINC[: 0.0066 
"""A: 0.12915 

-S-OHEAS'S 0- US,""ETRIC I: 0.09921 IIlTH un D[PENDENT. : 0.0722. IIUH '0]6 OEPhOtNI. 
SOMERS'S 0 CS'"METRIC': 0.01366 
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... 

TABLE C-22 

•••••••••••••••••• c~o!>~ 

no !oTATu!o Of tlO"[ O"N[II~HIP 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
fAfIlU[NCT Of tlU~(;llR Tl5 

•••••••••• ., ••••••••• 4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P AGl 1 or 

V !O 1 

.- "AtNT 

OliN 

rREE 

va !" 
COl/NT 1 

ROil PC, IN[\tR vtAY RAA ONCt IN rAlALOn DOtH II~O ROW 
COL PC' 1 ELY A ~.:1L[ [fj II·NO"'~ TOUL 
'0' PC, 1 1.1 2.1 1.1 11.1 ~.1 _. ____ ~.1-··~----I·--·----I-··-----l----~···1--~--··-1 

1. t ' 511 'J 119 1 311 1 25 l!i 181 
I a.1I 127.1 1£1.0 1 U.I II.] 29.1 
I ~3.!i I 2103 t .7.3 1 !iO.O 36.6 
I !.7 1 ,7 .. 9., I, ~.,~, ,I.,. ~ .. o, I 2.". I 

-1-·------1--------1------··1--------1-----·--1 
Z. 1 96 IH1 I 116 2!i 23 "1!i 

1 ~3.t .. 2.2 t .3.1 6.0 5.!) bb.1I 
I !>9.b 76.1 I n.l 50.0 56.1 
115.51211.2 I IS.S 1 ... 01 3.11 

·t·~·~----I~-~---~.I·-··----I~-~-----J-·------I 
:5. I ' 11 1 I> 1 ' 5 1 a 1 '3 1 25 

COLU"" 
TOTAL 

] 1111.0 1 211.0 I .0.0 1 0.0 1 12.0 I ~.O 
I 6.8 I 2.b I 3.6 1 0.0 1 7.3 1 
1 t.1I I, 1 •• 0.] 0.11 1. 0.0 1 O.S ] 

-I --,------1--------1-·------1-----·-·1- -.-_. --I 
till 210 

37.0 
139 

.2.11 
50 

11.1 " 1 621 
100.0 

2 CUT 0' 15 I 1 ~.3" or THE VAllO CELLS Hut [xPEC'EO CELL FR[Out .. C'f LESS TH ... S.o. 

e, "INl"UI' tJP[CTto CtLL fllf-OU[NCY: 1.6S1 
C~l SQ~'.[: 2B,919~1 wITH • O[GAEE! or 'R[[OO" 
CAA"ER'$ V: 0.1525'; 

S]GNlflUNCE : 0.0003 

CCNT1N~tIllC'f CO[HICtt"': 0.2109' 
LAHBOA I'S'f""t'RICI : 0.00000 IIITH V301 OEPt .. Ot .. T. : 
L'"BOA ISY""t'AICI: t.Ot675 

DEPENO[NT. 

UNCEAHINTY COEHrCIUl US'f""tTAICI: t.Oll4ilinH V10l : 0.01659 Wl,H y03~ 
UhCEAT'!hTl COEF"fICtt'" IS'fH"[TRICI: 0.02111 
KENOALL'~ TIU 8: ·O.O~9"1 5JGNI'IC&N([: 0.08"2 
KENOALL'~ TAU c: -0.0'36~ 51GNl'ICAN([: 0.01"2 
G'""A: -0.011267 

_ S,O"~RS'S 0 USY""t.TA lC 1 :, ,-0.0391>0 VlTH ,,01 
SO"tRS'S 0 15'""t'''ICI : -0.0,elt3 
E": 0.15633 wITH v!tl DEPtNDENT. 
P[ARSOh'S R :-0.05222 516Nl'ICINC[: 0.0969 

OEP.tNOEN T. 

: 
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OEPENDtNt, 
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.. 
TABLE C-23 

•••••••• --r ••••••••• c~o 

v !C 1 ~ T AT US 0 I tI QMl O. Nt II 5t11 p 
,eulaTla,,n YOH 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
f!![\lutlle, Of IID88[IIIB 

••••••••••••• 0 •• 0 00 •••• 0 0 o· 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 •••• 0 0 0 • 0 •• 0 • • •• Par,E 1 O( 

OWN 

.0 ~I\ 
COUNT r 

AOIl PCT 1"'[11[11 v[A, AU ONCE IN 'UALon ODNT UO ROW 
COL PeT 1 [Ly A .Hn[ [N "-NO U$ TOUL 
TOT PCT I 101 Z.I :S.l 11.1 '.1 
--------1---.----1-----.--1-.··----1-----··-1----···-1 

1. I 66 35 I "' 1 19 r sa lies 
r !6.!I 19.3 I a.e r 10.5 r ••• 1 29.1 
r ~O.5 26.7 t ~O.O r lIe.7 1 'I •• 1 
1 ,10.6, 1 .. ,5.6 r 6.9 I., .. 3.~1~ r, '.'_.1 

-I ··.-"·-~I--·---·-I-· ··----1----···,-1-:-----. --I 
2. Z .. I 1 • S .. 0 1 Ie 1 Z l I .. 15 

~II.I I ZZ... 1).6 I 'ol 1 5.5 I 6b.1 
1".11 I 71.0 .. 6.5 I I16.Z I 53.5 I 

1 .. !II.II, I ,15.0. I 6." I. 2,.9. I ,:s.7, I 
-I ·-.·-~---I .. ·-----·J -- -·_···1--------1-.-'---... 1 

3. I 15' " I :s I 3 I 2 • tz- "1 25 

COLUHN 
TOUL 

r to.O I 12.0 I 12.0 I 1.0 I 1.0 1 ... 0 
I 11.7 1 2.:S I 3.5 I 5.1 I 11.1 1 
I . 2.11 1 0.5 t 0.5 1 o. :s I . o. :So I -I _. -----I------ e -l-..• --.-1-------.1- .... ---, .. 1 

322 
~J •• 

131 
21.1 

3' 
6.9 

621 
100.0 

3 CUT 0' 15 t ,2(.011 0' THt VALIa CHlS HAV[ txP[CtEO CfLL FR[QUENCY L[SS THA" 5.0. 

e"·· "IHIHU," ElCPECTtO CEll 'AEQutNey = 1.570 
C"I SQUAE: lI2.711 11 IIIlIi ,II D[6R[E! 0' '''[EOO'' 

• ellA HER'S V: o.lII 5S ~ 
.. CCNTIN(l[HCY COEH ICltHl = 0.253117 

SIGNI'1(ANCE : 0.0000 

LA"aOA CA~Y""[TAIC' : 0.01'lI2 WITH '1'01 DEPEND["'. 0.00000 wITH Val!. 
L'HaOA CS"'HETAIC': t.00792 

--UhCEII"!N" COEf'f'ICI["' USY,,"ETRtC.: C.OIl]'!. wITH Y;SOI ""·-CEP[HOUT. 
utoCEAUINTY CO["I(I[N1 (5'H"[TRI(': 0.03236 

: 

KENOALL'S 'AU 8: ·0.t9129 SIGNI'ICAN([: 0.0000 
K[NOALL'S TAU t = ·0.1~_9_ SIGNI'ICANC£ = 0.0000 
G'"HA: -D. 3366:S 
50H[RS'S D USY""ETR lC. : -0.16693 IIlTH '301 

-"-SO"ERS "S 0 CSY,,"ETAtct : .'0.195311 
[fA: D.2210~ wIT" '1](1 OEPEND[NT. 

_~!.ARSOh'S A :-0.111935 SlGNrrICANC[: 0.0001 

D[PENOEN~. ___ , _ 

: D.ITZ3. WI1H YOl!. 
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: -0.2l!.SII 1I1TH '1035 

OEP[NOtNT. 

OEP(HDEHT. 

D£PENDtNT. 



.. 
TABLE C"'24 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (J 0 , S , , I U L , T 1011 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
v'tl STATUS or "0"[ O~N[RJHIP I' VO" 'REQU[NC, OF 'SSAUL'S 
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D. TROUBLE WITH POLICE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD POLICE 

This section of the report contains two subsections. The 
first of these concerns the prediction of whether or not the 
respondent has personal acquaintances who have had trouble 
with the police and whether or not the respondent himself has 
had trouble with the police. The second subsection is concerned 
with predicting responses on the attitude-toward-police scales 
(these scales themselves were analyzed for validity, as noted 
in the factor analysis section above). 

(a) Trouble with Police 

The survey instrument contains two questions which pertain 
to trouble with the police, the first of which pertains to 
acquaintances of the respondent, and the second of which per
tains to the respondent himself or herself. As we will see, 
these two items, treated here as dependent variables, are 
predicted by a reasonably rich range of independent variables. 

The first of these, variable 78 in the Code book (corres
ponding to questionnaire item number 29a), asks the respondent: 
"Has anyone you have known personally ever been in trouble 
with the police?" The interviewer then used a probe in order 
to clarify that what was meant was criminal involvement. The 
response categories were simply "yes," "no," and "don't know/ 
no answer." A series of follow-up probes ascertained whether 
that person was a relative, friend, acquaintance and so on. 

The second dependent variable is whether or not the res
pondent has had trouble with the police. This is variable 86 
(question number 30), and reads: "Have you yourself ever 
been in any kind of trouble with the police?" The response 
categories were, as with the above, namely "yes, "no," and 
"don't know/no answer." 

The reader will note in the tables following that while 
the marginal totals for the first of these variables are not 
far from a 50-50 split for "yes" versus "no," the marginal 
totals for the second variable, pertaining to the respondent 
himself or herself, are somewhat lopsided (10.6% "yes" versus 
88.6% "no," with only .8% "don't know"). This is as expected. 
People will more readily answer in the affirmative to such 
incriminating questions when the item pertains to someone they 
know rather than to themselves. One advantage of having 
asked the respondents this kind of question about themselves 
(after having appropriately "buttered them up" first by having 
them respond about acquaintances) is that we can be quite 
confident that the small percent who did indeed answer in the 
affirmative are very probably telling the truth. A respondent 
is far more likely to say he has had no trouble when in fact 
he has, than to say he has when he in fact has not. The 
probabilities of lying are far greater for the first type of 
lie than for the second type of lie. pence, in the absence 
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of other means of validating this item (we have no appropriate 
items or records with which to examine its intercorrelation, 
as we did with other sets of items), what this means is that 
we may probably assume at least some moderate degree of "face 
validity" in regard to this item. Hence, it is very wise to 
use the item as a dependent variable despite the unequal 
marginals. 

The next two tables (D-2 and D-3) show the effects of the 
respondent's age. In general, the older the respondent, the 
less likely he or she is to have acquaintances who have been 
crIminally involved with the police (Table D-2). Note that 
both the "yes" as well as the "no" columns of percents are 
monotonic. Note that this is also true -- even moreso -- in 
Table D-4, which involves a more fine-grained categorization 
of age. However, age is not significantly related to whether 
or not the respondent himself has had trouble with the police 
(Table D-3). This is somewhat of a surprise. We must conclude 
from this that for our respondents in 'Atlanta and in D. C., 
age has no overall effect on whether or not one reports having 
trouble with the police. Recall, too, that age is an indirect 
indicator of community integration (in general the older one 
is, the longer one has been in the community, though this is, 
of course, not a perfect correlation). 

Our next series of tables, however, tend to confirm once 
again the prior findings regarding the overall effects of 
indicators of community integration (Table D-5 following). 
Interestingly, and unlike all analyses thus far presented, 
the respondent's religion is significantly related to whether 
or not an acquaintance is personally involved with the police 
(Table D-5), although religion is not related to this as it 
pertains to the respondent (table not shown). Note from Table 
D-5 the interesting and rather surprising result that Catholics 
have the greatest percent (56.3%) of acquaintances who have 
had run-ins with the police, with Baptists running a distant 
second (with (43.2%). A slight qualification here is that 
only a small percent of the total sample is Catholic (48 or 
7.7% out of the total of 621 in both cities). The lowest 
percent of those reporting acquaintance trouble with the police 
are those who give their religion as Methodist (35.6% indicate 
knowing someone who has had trouble with the police). The 
significance level for the whole table is P = .011, and C = 
.18. 

As with our prior results, variables which pertain to 
religious activity rather than religion per se are the good 
predictors. Tables D-6 and D-7 show that whether or not one 
is a member of a neighborhood church is related to acquaintance 
trouble with the police (Table D-6) but not to whether the 
respondent has had trouble with the police (Table D-7). 
Table D-6 shows a significant, though not tremendously strong, 
relationship: Those who are members of a neighborhood church 
are less likely to report having an acquaintance who has had 
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troubles with the police (32.9% for members, 41.1% for non
members). 

Tables D-8 and D-9 show impressive effects of another 
such variable, frequency of attendance at religious services. 
Note from Table D-8 the smooth, monotonic relationship: The 
less frequent the church attendance, the more likely the 
respondent is to know someone who has had run-ins with the 
police; the relationship goes from 30.9% of those who attend 
once a week all the way to 61.3% of those who never attend. 
The same monotonic pattern is present when the question per
tains to the respondent's own troubles with the police (Table 
D-9). Despite the small percent who so indicate, even these 
few are monotonically distributed such that the less frequent 
the attendance the more likely the respondent is to have had 
troubles with the police. 

The same finding is obtained when participation in church 
activities is taken into account (Tables D-IO and D-ll): 
Those who participate in church activities are, by a signifi
cant margin {P = .0013} less likely than non-participators to 
have acquaintances who have had trouble with the police (35.7% 
versus 50.3%). When the dependent variable is the respondent's 
own troubles with the police, the same kind of finding is ob
tained: Significantly less a percent of the attenders (6.2%) 
have had trouble with the police, relative to the non-attenders 
(12.8%), although one will note that the differences in the 
percents, thus the overall relationship, is not great (P = 
.04; C = .13). Nonetheless, the relationship is in the predic
ted direction and is consistent with all the prior findings 
regarding the effects of indicators of community integration. 
The overall conclusion here is that those more involved with 
religious activities in the community are less likely to be 
adversely involved with the law -- and also less likely to 
have acquaintances who are. 

The next set of tables (Tables D-12 and D-13) show the 
effects of one of our less powerful predictors, the effects 
of gender: Men are more likely than women to know someone 
who is involved criminally with the police (although the 
significance level is borderline; P = .09 and C = only .11). 
Furthermore, men are more likely than women -- by a bigger 
margin than in the prior table -- to have been involved them
selves with run-ins with the police (P < .0001; C = .22). 

The effects of the own/rent variable, an indicator of 
community integration, are displayed in Tables D-14 and D-lS, 
where it is seen that those who rent are more likely than 
those who own to have acquaintances who have had troubles 
with the police. However, this predictor is not related to 
the respondent's own troubles with the police (See Table D
IS). Hence, this indicator of community integration does not 
predict here quite as well as for previous sets of dependent 
variables. 
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We come now to a series of tables which show, for the first 
time, the effects of some socioeconomic variables. It bears 
repeating that despite evidence in previous studies of the 
effects of socioeconomic variables on such things as crime 
perception and connections and associations with crime, we 
have found no real evidence of any effects of socioeconomic 
variables, at least when such variables are treated as char
acteristics of the respondent (characteristics of the respond
ent's tract do appear to predict). Those few effects that we 
find here (in Tables D-16 through D-20) are only upon dependent 
variable 078 (police involvement of personal acquaintance) 
and not upon variable 086 (respondent's own trouble with the 
police). Furthermore, although the effects here are statisti
cally significant, the strengths of the relationships are 
less than those generally observed above, and in two cases 
the level of statistical significance is borderline. 

Table D-16 shows some relationship between a person's 
employment status and involvement of acquaintances with the 
police. Those who are most likely to have such acquaintances 
are the unemployed or those in regular but part-time employment. 
Interestingly, the highest percent of those with such acquain
tances occurs among students. Those who are employed full-time 
have the lowest percent of such acquaintances, a finding 
consistent with past studies. 

For those who are not employed full-time (i.e., for those 
who fall into some category other than full~time employment), 
Table D-17 shows the relationship between their source of 
finances and involvement of acquaintances with the police. 
The table shows that those who receive their primary support 
from welfare have the greatest percent (72%) of those who 
have such acquaintances, with those on social security as 
their primary source of income having the lowest percent. 

Continuing with the effects of socioeconomic variables, 
Table D-18 shows a (limited) effect of father's educatioh 
(the amount of education of the respondent's father) upon 
whether or not the respondent has personal acquaintances 
involved with the police. The relationship is strictly non
monotonic, not well patterned and of borderline significance 
(P = .09). Those whose fathers have only a grade school 
education are the ones having the greatest percent of acquain
tances who are involved with the police, with the lowest 
percent being those whose fathers never attended any school 
at all. As already noted, this independent variable is not 
related to respondent's own troubles with the police. 

Father's NORC score (National Opinion Research Center) 
(categorized; the higher the number, the higher the NORC 
prestige score) is significantly related to the dependent 
variable (Table D-19), such that the greatest percent of 
those having involved acquaintances occurs for the second
highest score category (erroneously designated as code "4" on 
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Table D-19). The relationship is not monotonic and not at 
all clearly patterned. In general, this table only serves to 
uriderscore the lack of clear relationships between socioecono
mic variables and our dependent variables. 

Note from the next table (Table D-20) that when we con
sider self-named SES as the predictor variable (variable 
323, "Into which groups [lower working, middle working, etc.] 
would you consider yourself?"), even though there i~ a signi
ficant relationship (P = .016 and C = .18), the pattern of 
percents is confusing: The greatest percent of those claiming 
to have acquaintances who have had troubles with the police 
occurs among those who call themselves "lower working class." 
This is not particularly surprising, but then (this is confu
sing) the lowest percent occurs for those who place themselves 
in the next highest category, "middle working class." These 
latter respondents also have the highest percent who do not 
have such acquaintances. The percents for the other self-named 
SES categories are roughly the same. Note finally that those 
who classified themselves as "middle class" constituted the 
greatest portion of the total sample (218 respondents, or 
35.1%; see the marginal total). 

To summarize: We were concerned in this sUbsection with 
the prediction of whether the respondent has acquaintances 
who have had run-ins with the police and with the prediction 
of whether or not the respondent himself or herself has had 
such run-ins. In general, the first dependent variable was 
predicted better than the second; namely, more independent 
variables predicted the first than the second. This means 
that at least for the array of predictors which we consider 
in our study, it is easier to predict the extent of involve
ment of one's acquaintances than the extent of self-reported 
criminal involvement. But nonetheless, even this latter 
variable is predicted by certain of the variables that we 
have used. 

The predictors of either or both of these two dependent 
variables turn out to be the following: Tract type; respond
ent's age; religion (unlike our prior analyses); whether or 
not one is a member of a neighborhood church; frequency of 
attendance at religious services; participation in church 
activities; gender (which predicts here for the first time); 
whether one's primary dwelling is owned or rented; and certain 
socioeconomic variables -- which themselves only achieve a 
very moderate overall predictability -- namely, employment 
status, source of income for those not employed full-time, 
father's education, father's NORC (prestige) score, and final
ly, self-named socioeconomic class. In short, certain inde
pendent variables, which themselves constitute indicators of 
community integration, again do the successful predicting, 
this time with the slight qualification that in addition, some 
socio-economic variables do some very moderate amount of 
predicting. The overall conclusion for this subsection is 
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that reported trouble with the police, either for the respon
dent or the respondent's acquaintances, can indeed be statis
tically predicted; and further, those variables which say 
something about the person's involvement within the community, 
especially religious involvement, are the successful predictors. 

(b) Attitudes Toward the Police 

The reader will recall that as part of our survey we 
developed a set of bipolar adjective scales to measure respond
ent attitudes toward "the police" as a single attitude-object. 
Thus we asked respondents to rate police on five-point scales 
of "good" versus "bad," "honest" versus "corrupt," "lazy" 
versus "hardworking," and so on. These scales were all submit
ted to factor analysis; the results have already been detailed 
(see Table 1 above). Recall that three factors were used, 
and that the first factor explained over one-third of all of 
the total item variance -- a very solid amount. 

The questionnaire item which correlated most highly with 
the first factor was the "good - bad" item, a result which 
consistently shows up in past research which uses items in 
connection with the good-bad item. We thus concluded that 
the first factor was our valid measure of "attitude toward 
police," and that the good-bad item was the criterion item. 
In this section, then, our task is the prediction of responses 
on this single item. Note, in~identally, that such results by 
inference will apply as well to any single item correlating 
highly with the first factor. Thus, for example, say that we 
find (as we do, see below) that respondents who are members 
of some community club are more likely than non-members to 
rate the police as "good" rather than as "bad" (or down toward 
the "bad" end of the scale). If this is so, then we may also 
make the inference that club members (as opposed to non-members) 
also feel that the police are honest rather than corrupt, 
fair rather than unfair, hard-working rather than lazy, and 
smart rather than dumb. This is because (once again, refer 
to Table 1 earlier) these four items correlate highly on 
Factor 1, the same factor upon which the good-bad item corre
lates most highly. This should be kept in mind while examining 
all the tables to come next. 

The results which pertain to the variables which success
fully predict the good-bad item (hence an overall evaluation 
of the police) are straightforward and are given in Tables 
D-21 and following. A rich range of predictors indeed emerges. 
As expected, those variables which serve as indicators of 
community integration are the better predictors, but there 
are some additional successful predictors as well. 

We ask, then: What kinds of respondents are the ones 
who generally favorably evaluate the police in Atlanta and 
Washington? 
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The first thing we will note is that there are no diffe
rences between Atlanta and Washington in regard to the good 
versus bad ratings. This was a bit of a surprise, and so we 
checked this finding by examining the tables which relate 
Atlanta versus Washington to the bther attitude items as 
well (honest-corrupt, etc.). Here~o, we find no significant 
relationships. There thus seems to be little question -- again 
in terms of our sample, and in terms of the specific items 
asked -- that respondents in Atlanta do not evaluate their 
police any differently in terms of general positive-negative 
attitudes than do people in Washington, D. C. And remember 
that we are dealing here with a set of highly valid attitude 
scales, scales which have shown up again and again in numerous 
past studies as excellent measures of overall attitudes; and 
fm;thermore, a se.t of scales wh ich we subjected ourselves to 
our own validation analysis (namely, factor analysis). So 
be it. 

As expected, and consistent with our own previous results, 
the variable tract type is related to attitudes toward the 
police. The results areln Table D-21, where it is seen 
that the rating "very good" as well as "somewhat good" occurs 
most heavily (i.e., the greatest percent) in the middle-income, 
low-crime tract (Atlanta and Washington combined; for separate 
results for Atlanta and Washington, see below under the three 
variable (three way) analyses). But in a pattern not quite 
consistent with what we have obtained in the study thus far, 
the middle-income, high-crime tract shows the worst rating 
(highest percent "somewhat bad"), although the low-income, 
high-crime tract also shows nearly the same percent rating 
the police as "somewhat bad" (this is consistent with our 
own past results). 

Thus we 'see once again that even when it comes to predict
ing something very highly perceptual and general like global 
attitude toward "the police," it is the distinction among 
tract types within a city rather than different cities which 
predicts these attitudes. (This has yet to be substantiated 
by three-way analysis, where tract type is related to the 
dependent variable while Atlanta-Washington is held constant. 
These results are presented below.) 

Table D-22 shows a significant effect of age of respondent 
(and with a C of .26): The older the respondent, the more 
favorable the evaluation of the police. The pattern of per
cents is clear. The results are substantiated by the fine
grained age categorization given in Table D-23, where the 
strength of the relationship is even greater (C = .28). So 
it is the younger respondents who have the more negative 
attitudes toward the police; the older one is, the more favor
able the attitude. 

The next set of predictors pertain directly to community 
integration. Table D-24 shows that respondents who report 
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that their communities have groups established to improve 
communication between the residents and the police also are 
the respondents who have the more favorable attitudes toward 
the police. Table D-25 shows reasonably clearly that those 
who have some club affiliation in the community are the ones 
with the more favorable attitudes toward the police. The 
next table (Table D-26) shows some tendency (though not a 
strong one) for those who are members of a neighborhood 
church to have on the average a more favorable attitude than 
those who are not members. And finally, a very slight tendency 
(Table D-27) is seen for those who are the more frequent church 
attenders to have the more favorable attitude, although here 
the significance level is borderline. 

We continue with our examination of the effects of indi
cators of community integration and community involvement. 
As we have been noting throughout this report, whether one 
owns or rents is (still!) a solid predictor (Table D-28): 
Those who own have on the average the more favorable attitudes 
toward the police; those who rent have on the average the, 
more negative attitudes (and also are more likely to say "no 
opinion"). In this case, who the head of the household is 
(Table D-29) predicts: The more favorable attitudes are held 
by the male who is hpqsehold head rather than by the female 
household head, who is in turn more likely to say either "no 
opinion" or "somewhat bad." 

Even the variable marital status is related to good-bad 
police attitude (Table D-30); remember that marital status 
is not a strong predictor in our survey. Nonetheless, it is 
the single and over-eighteen respondent who tends to have 
the negative attitudes toward the police, and the married 
respondents who have the favorable attitudes. (An exception 
is that the under-eighteen single respondents tend also to 
have favorable attitudes.) Those who are separated tend to 
be neutral. 

We next encounter a cluster of socioeconomic variables 
which, it will be recalled also, predict (though only to a 
fair degree) troubles with the police. Table D~3l shows 
that employment status is related to good-bad rating of the 
police (but only at a very low level of magnitude) such that 
(in general) those who are unemployed, and those who are only 
occasionally employed, are (not surprisingly) the ones who 
have the more negative attitudes toward the police. Those 
in part-time and full-time employment are more likely to 
have the favorable attitudes ("somewhat good" and "very 
good"). Note also that those classified as "student" tend 
to have favorable attitudes. 

Table D-32, showing the effect of father's education, 
shows that the greater the amount of formal education of the 
respondent's father, the more favorable the attitude (of the 
respondent) toward the police. The pattern of percents is 
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reasonably clear here. 

In a similar vein, the higher the ~espondent's NORC score 
(Table D33), the more favorable his or her attitude toward 
the police. (Father's NORC score was not significantly 
related to this dependent variable.) When we consider the 
effects of the respondent's own, self-named social class 
(Table D-34), the effects are similar: The higher the self
named social class, the more favorable the attitude toward 
the police. 

Finally, we note that, not surprisingly, the alienation 
variable is in some ways significantly related to attitude 
toward the police (Tables D-35 and D-36). The more negative 
one's perspective on the future (i.e., the more alienated), 
then the more negative, also, is one's attitude toward the 
police (Table D-35). Similarly, the more dismal one's outlook 
for the future of black people, then the more negative the 
attitude toward the police (Table D-36). 

To summarize, general attitude toward the police, as we 
have measured it, is predicted by the following: Attitude 
toward the police is more favorable rather than less favorable 
or negative, depending upon tract type; for older, rather 
than younger, respondents; for respondents in communities 
which contain groups established to improve resident-police 
relations; for those who are members of some community club; 
for those who are members of some community church; for freq
uent rather than infrequent church attenders; for those who 
own rathe~ than rent their dwelling; for male rather th~n 
female heads of households; for those who are married rather 
than those who are single or separated; for those who are 
either fully employed or full-time students, rather than 
those who are employed part-time or who are unemployed; for 
those whose father has a higher level of formal education; 
for those who are higher in self-named social class; and for 
those who are less alienated in terms of some of our measures 
of alienation. 

Notable among variables that did not significantly predict 
attitudes toward the police -- but which predicted at least 
one prior dependent variable -- are these: City (Atlanta 
versus Washington); presence and use of community recreational 
facilities; whether the respondent has relatives in the 
community; self-evaluation; respondent's education; religi.on; 
source of financial support; and a number of other socio
economical variables. 
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TABLE D-2 •• • • • • • ~ • • • ••••••• CRO~!'.eul.TJO,. 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
C.,CGOA, or R(spor.or", p, wou POllC[ IIIjVOlY£-'FlSQIUl HQUI, .. , ... (( we C7 AGL 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~ ••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • •• 'A6r I 0' 

_078 
COu'" 1 

AOII PC1" JH'S lila OONT K"O • ROil 
CO'" PCI J " NO ,"S TOTH 
TOT PC, 1 I • I 2.1 •• I 

'00' ········1········)··--···-1········1 
I. 1 J2 u J :z 1 III --_ ... '. 

f[e: tUG t; J U.O H.l I 1.1 I U_o 
J 26.5 11. I U.7 I 
1 II ., ,.1 O.l 1 

-1-·······J·o······I········J ,. 1 7~ I s~ I J I,. , . 0 1 57. , J ,'.9 1 0.1 I '0.1 
! 2f. :I 1 16 .0 r 8.l r 
J lI.9 I 8.7 T 0.2 1 

.J •••• -.--J~ ......• J.-.-.--.J 
3. Joe 175 2ee 

" • AOUl r 36.8 J 6D.8 2." 1 " 116._ 
39.0 J ' 5 1.9 51. ] 1 " 

J 1701 I 2' .2 J .1 I -1 0 _._._._)-_._ •• --1-•• -----1 
,. J U J S8 I :I J 711 

5 [Po I C~ I 23. 1 J 71f.1I 1 2.6 ] J2. t 
I 6.e 1 , 7.2 1 H.7 I 
J 2.CI J 9.3 ] 0.3 1 

.J •••••••• J •••••••• , •••••••• , 
t. ] :I 6 1 0 1 

D ON' I KNOll-NO aN J 25.0 75.0 1 0.0 I I • 3 
J 0.7 1.8 1 0.0 I ,'. 
) 0.3 1.0 I 0.0 1 

.J •••••• _-J •••••••• , •••••••• ) 
COLUMN 217 331 12 621 

fOTll '!.8 Sq.! 1.9 100.0 

_. 6 cur 0' 15' "0.0" of flir. VALID CELl.S "'v[ (lPCCT[O CEll 'R[OUrNcI~ USS THA,. ,.0. 
M1NI"Ul> [JPECTEO CHt FR[OU[fjC,: O.ISS 
CHl SOUl![ :. H.J ]193 III TH ". O[GREES oJ' rR£tDOM·-5.5NIH(ANCC·1 0.00.00 
CAaIllA'S \f: o.ttoal 
tONTlNEEIIC' COHFICt[NI: Cl.260;!9 
LAMIOA "'S'"METAIC": 0.00000 IIlTH WOOT O[P[NO[IIT. 
LA"BDI ISYMM[TRIC': D.D7780 
UNCEAT'."" COHFlCIENT "H""ETRICI : Q.028-1 IoIUH YO!!7 
UNCUT n"n COEFF1CIENI. lS'"I![tAJCI : 0.015" __ . __ 
"ENoaLL'S TAU I: 0,23159 SIGNIFICaNCE: 0.0000 
IIENO'U'S fAU C: 0.212'- SlGNlnCANC[: O.DODO 
GUflA .:_ o. !t26o 
SOMEAS'S 0 USYMM[TRICI: 0.276S7 VITH V007 
SOM[AS'S 0 tSYMMETRIC': 0.2HOI 

DEPENDENT. 

-219-

'. o. 'ltOI; lin" VOll 

OEPENO[Nf. : 

: 

" 

" , 
I, 

I~I , 
," 

" I 
\ 

. ' 
il 

I. 

:, , 

IIUH VOll 

O[P[ND[NT. 

O[POIO(II' • 



--------

•• TABLE D-3 
.- - .... _._-_. 

( 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C II 0 5 5 , A e U l a t 1 0 H 0 , • • • • • • • • _0 C7 aG[ Ca,[GOA, OF A[SPONOrH' ii, YOU IIUPClNOtHf III0UlIl[ 
0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

voU 
COUNt· I 

11011 peT I HS 110 OONt INa . 11011 
CIlL PC I I II-NO ANS 10 TAl 
tOT PC( 1 I • I l.I ,.I 

VOO 1 _·_····-J--------1----····t--------1 
-- I. 1. .. 11 JOII 3 . I n8 

TEEN 'G[ T .. ] 1101 l.! J U'O 
J 16.7 11. , 60.0 J 
I I •• U.7 D.! 1 

-J •••••••• J ••••• __ .) •••••••• J 
2. I U 1S3 ° I 12 CJ 

1 .0 1 12.11 .7.6 0.0 I 20 •• 
I 2".~ 2 O. 5 0.0 J 
I 2.~ 111.2 0.0 t 

·J········J·---···-l········! 
3. 3! 253 Z I 218 

A OUl , J I • S 87.8 0.7 I 116. " 
50.0 116.0 110.0 1 
5.3 110.7 0.3 I 

-J·····_--J··--····l-·······1 
II. S 13 0 18 

5 tNt til ~." ~ 3.6 0.0 ) 2. t 
7.6 I J. J 0.0 
0.8 ) ) • 9 0.0 

.J.-- ...•. J •• M--···t·····---J 
~ . I I ° I e 

o CN' , ."Ol/-NO AN 12.5 87.5 1 0.0 1 ) • 3 
I. 5 1.3 1 0.0 I 
0.2 101 I 0.0 J 

.J·-······J···--Q·~J·······-l 
COLU"N H sse ~ ~2) 

fOIAl 10.! IlS.t 0.1l )oe.c e e CUT OF 15 I IIO.OU OF THE vALID C£l.lS .. A_E OPE'CHO CEll F!;[OU[NCt LHS IHAN 5.0. 
"fNIHU~ [,prCT[D CELL FAtOu£~C': 0.06_ 
CMI SQUIIE :.. 8.5"'12 1I1TII 8 OEGII££S or rA[[OOM, s IGlllrJCUlCt: 0 •. 3.21 
CIIA"[A'S II: 0.0821111 
CONTIN6EhC' CoE"ICl£NI: 0.11650 

• • • • • • • • • • 
III'MPOllrr 
• •• PA6£ I 0' 

UMBOI IAS'M"ETAlC) : o.OOlOO IIJ1H 'OC7 DEPENDENT. : 0.00000 II11H ,DU OFPrNDENt. 
UMBO. fUMH£IIlIC':: 0.002118 
uNCERtAINT, CO£FFICI(N' IAS'~"[IRtC' : 0.005_2 WITH WOOl DEPENDENt. : o.oilss IIITH ,aI' 
. Ullcr.aUlr.T1.CO£FflCltN, t""!tEIRIC' : 0.001l9 
KENDALL'S tAU 8: 0.00006 5IGNl'ICANC[: O.~'II11 
K[NOALL'S T.U C: 0.00003 SIGNIFICANCE: C._ •• _ 
'A"JlII .. : O.OOOIS 
SOMERS'S 0 uStHHUAtC,: 0.00010 wltH '007 DEPENDENt. : o.oooos IIITII '0" OO[NO[l". 
SOMERS'S 0 fSlIH4[IAtCI: 0.COC05 

J 
! 
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•• TABLE 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • c " 0 
S S T A Ii u l 

vlf,C 1/[ SPOil or NT AG!: 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Yf: 78 " 
CouliT I 

flOV PCT'IYU NO OOU IINO 
COL PC'T I V 110 AilS 
TOT peT I • 1.1 ~.t ~.l 

• • • 

ROV 
'fOUL 

. __ •• ___ I_ ..... ---I.-.. ··.-I!"'-,-... ·.-I 
_, __ " _.~~_,l:,· 99 1 63 I 1 1 163 

Z6.2 I to.7 1 SII.T I 0.6 1 
'1 16.' 118.7 I e.31 

___ , __ ' .•• _ 1 1~.9. I 10.1 I 0.2 I 

-J-------·I--------I------··l 2. I . 71' I 50 r ' 2 J 
I ~1.7 1 '10.7 I 1.6 I 
I 26.1 1 n.e I 16.7 1 
I l,~.11 I., 11 •• 1 I p.~ I 
~I--··~--~I··-~-~·ot-·~-~-·-1 

3. I 32 I liP t 2 I .,,. 
1 ~3. 2 I 511 .s t 2.7 1 11 .9 
I u.a I 11.9 I 16.7 I 
1 5.2 1 6.11 I 0:3 J 

-1-··-----1---·····1--·--· .. -1 
". I ''s1I I IS 5 t l 1 126 

I ~('. 2 I 6.,. 5 I 2.11 I 20. 3 
1111.0125.2 1.5.01 
I ~.1 I. 13 •• 7. I o.~, 1 

-1--------1--------1-··-----1 s. I' 26 I 90 I 3 J 119 
I a.1I 1 75.6 I 2.5 1 19.2 
I 9.6 I 2b.7 1 .5.0 I 
1 11.2 I 111.5 1 0.5 I 

-!--~-----I-------~I-~~-~---I 99. I 6 J 9 1 1 1 
!CNOII NO AilS I 37.5 1 56.3 I 6.3 I 

1 Z.2 1 2.7 ! S.3 1 
1 , ~.o 1 1 .... J • 0.2 I 

-!--------l-------·I .. ··---·-l 

16 
2.6 

• • 

COLU~H :272' 337 12 621 __ _ 

TOTAL "loll 5" 3 1.9 100.0 

D-4 
A l J 0 N 

fI" vOTa 
• • • • • 

" 

0 r 

• • • 
• • 

POLlCE 

• • • 
• ••••••••••••••• 
INVOLvt-PERSONAl .COUA INT 'Ne[ 
" • • • • • • •• P &GE I or 

6 OUT or 111 ( 3!.31l.0r TH~ val.lD CEI.LS HUE [.PECHD CELL FREQUENCY LUS THAN 5.0. 
"1IIiMUM EXPCCTED CELL fREOUENCY: 0.309 
CHI SOuAIIE: 63.9'1 .. 90 IIlTH 10 DEGREES 0' 'RttDOM SiGNIHCAIiCE : 0.0000 

._tR~"[R 'LY:. O,lZ6C1 t 
CON1IMCENCY COErrICIENI: 0.3055' 
""IDA .ASYMMETRIC, : 0.06332 WITH V260 OE'EHOhT. DEPtllOENT. = 0.20010 wITH '07' 

I.."BD~ (nl'l"tTAIC' =, [,11590 ,--, ... ,. o'.'O'.'1';.7",,'T.H"'V'2'-60 
U "CERTAINTY COEH le1£H 1 USYHH!: TRt C, = ~.. • 
UHCERUIHTY COtHICIENl (SYMMETRIC': 0.0113511 
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TABLE DJS 

e·.· · · · · · · · · · · .- · · · · · · nOSs,Il!U~"'ON 
.·,Pl 'lOll 

0" •••••••••••••••••• 
w~~, ItllGION R[I,,[O ~OL'C[ JNVO~'f·prR50N'L 'CaU'IN"NCt 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • PaGf ,0' 

.2' r 
1 . ." U, 

H teA [W 

" 
.. fTI4COlSI 

C 'IHt\, Ie 

o Ollt 1It.~ 

VOll 
C ou,,', J 

MilO' ROW PCI "U. NO COli' 
COl. PCl 1 1/ NO II., 
101 PCI 1 I • J :I .1 •• 1 
········1-·:-····· J········1······.··J , ... J JU J 216 .1 II I 

1 IU.2 ! 55 •• I 1.0 J 
J ". " J 111.1 J U.1 I 
I Z ••• I 311 •• I 0 •• I 

-I·-~-·---J··-·-·-·l·~····--t 
II' 110 50 J 1 t 

113.0 IJ.I I J.:r I 
III. 7 III., ] 25.0 I 

6 .• II ••• t ' 0.5 I 
·1·······-1········1········1 

7. I 2f 1 .. " ' t 1 
1 3S.t I to. ) J 11.1 
I 9.' I 13. I 1 25.0 
1 11.7 J 7. J I 0.5 I 

·I··~·····J·······-l· •••••• -J 
a. J 21 J 21 J 0 J 

1 '56. , J II 3 .11 J 0.0 I 
1 'I.' 1 ,.2 J 0.0 I 
1 ... 1 I S ... I 0.0 J 

-1···_·_·_)····----1····-···1 
". I Il • t 2 I 

NO INS" 1 ,0.0 SO.O I 10.0 J 
I 11.11 I.a 1 U.1 I 
I I. ~ J.e 1 0.1 1 

·1·· ... ·····I········J···.····1 
COLU"H 212 3D 12 

101A1. 1I1.a !>II 03 '.~ 

lOll 
10UL 

'." U.3 

'3 ".0 

1l 
11 • II 

III 
7.7 

20 
3.2 

.' 

III CUI or 15 I H.111 C' IH[ VALlO CHLS I<A'I[ [JPtcTED CUI. '''[OUtNt1 lrsS IH." 5.0. e' fllNII'IUI' [JPECI[O CEll 'REOUHC1: 0.3U 
-CH,1 SQUARE: ... 15Ii21 IIItH • OtGAUS 0' "RHOO.. SIGIIHIUNC(: 0.011]·-

CRA!![n'S v: 0.12610 
CONTINGENC1 COEH1ClE''': C!oll55'J 

-' LlIIIOA IAS1MMtIAlC1 : 0.00000 IInH V2117 DEPENDENT. : 0.0"221 lin .. ,a.,. DEPENDENT. 
UflSDI 'ST"METRICI :, a.07]17 
UNCUT'lIIn COEf'FJCltNI "~1I ... [TAJCI : 0.01225 IIJTH ¥2~7 DEPENDENT. : 0.OU13 I1I1M ,o'r. 

_UIlt.ut.UNI1 (OurICIENI IHl'ltltTAJC.: 0.C1IIIU _._._ ..... 
If.OAll'S TAU e: ·0.01,'7 SIG!ll'lcaNCE: 0.]2'. 
I[NDAlL'S T.u c: ,'0.01'5' SIGNIFIcaNCE: 0.326. 

-_. 8.t""A-: ·0.0'011 . __ •.. _ 
SOllERS'S 0 1&S~""fTAICJ : '0.01"5 tilTH, VHf Of.P[NorN'. : ·O.o15h IIltH von O[P(IIO[N'. 
lOIl[R"S 0 I"""ETRIC' : '0.01'" 
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TABLE D-6 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '. C A 0 TapULaflON or ...... ., •••••••••••• 
W112 NflGHBORHOO(,. CHU~CH p, W07' POLICE INWOLV£·'[.!O~ll ICQUltNfaNC[ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• Pa,£ I 0' 

YES 

n'u 
COUNI I 

1101/ PC, J ,[S NO O(lN7 /ClIO' "01/ 
Cal Pcf II/NO I .. S' 'OUL 
,or PC, I 1,1 2.1 9.1 
········r········I········I········l 

o. I 151 J 2)J 1 5 J In 
J ~J.I J 57.5 J I, .. J 59.1 
1 55,5 J 62.6 1 '1.7 1 
1 2'.3 l 3~.0 , 0.8 1 

·J····_···J········)········I 
I. I 28 1 5e J I 1 15 

9. 

1 32.9 1 65.9 1 1.2 I 13.7 
1 10., r U. 6 1 8,! I 
I _.5 1 9.0 J 0.2 1 

.J •••••••• J ••••••• -J •• -.~ •• -J 
91 70 6 1 

55.0 _1.~ 3.6 J 
3'1.2 20.8 50.0 J 
IS.0 1 1. ] 1.0 I 

·t-····--·J········,········J 
17 

1,9 
621 

100,(' 

2 CUt OF • C 22.211 or rHE val 10 CELLS HaVE tlP£CTEO CCLI. FREOUENCY U:SS 'HIN 5.0. 
~INI"U~ [rPEerEO ctLL fREOUENC': I.eq] 
_HI SQUARE: J8.eS9H 1/1 'H II DEGREES 0' 'RrEOO" SIGN!FlCANCE : o.oooe 

Clti,tI/ 's v: 0.12323 
CONTJNE[NC' COEFF JCHN': 0.1 71U 
LA"80. UsY""t'AJCI : O.OOH_ tlnll "12 
LI"801 CS'""tlRlcl: 0.0"61 

O[PENO['" • 

UNCERT'IN" COEFfICIEN' ,ISY""ETRICI.: O.OUOS tlnH -172 
UNCEIITaINT' COEFFICIEN' 'S'"~E'RJCI: 0.01763 
KCNoaLl'S IIU 9: ·0.01'62 SIGNIFICINCE: 0.0198 
..!~NOILl'S Uu c: ·0.D6111 SlGNl'lc.NCE: 0.0198 
GA""A: -0 ..... ,6 
SOHtAS !S. .. D_ .AS'"HUAJC.J-= -0.01191- III rM" U 
SO"ERS'S D 'SY""!fIlJCt : -0.07aSt 
E,.: 0.tS.90VJrH "72 DEPENDENT. 
PURSOl'S It : 0,,00:123 . UGNHICANCE· .:-_. 0."79 

DEPeNDENT. 

: 

: 0.080.' tllTM V07' 

OEP£fCOtitT. : 

DEPE"OENT. 
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TABLE D-7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• AOS 'aBULATJON 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
VJ l~ HE I GH8 o"HOO 0- CHullCH I!Y VO" I[!POltDEIIT flOUIL[ IIUN 'OlJn 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • · · · · · · · · · . · · · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .a ,r I 0' 

"oe~ .. ' 
COUN], J 

1t01l PCT )yES NO DON' IINO lOll 
COL PCT I II-NO 'itS 'OTAL 
JOT per J I.J 2.1 •• J 

.1,2 ·······-1-······-1·······-1········1 
~._ ... _._ ~. __ - ____ 0.- J .---.~ J l2's I "I . 167 

us . 

J 11.11 1 18.0 to.!! J 5.01 
1 ".6 J 5 •• 7 1 110.0 1 
J 6.. J 52.0 1 0.] J 

J. 5 J eo 0 J 115 

, . 

COLUMN 
TOUL 

!I.' 1 VII.1 0.0 I 13.1 
,., 1 JII.S 0.0 J 
0.8 I 12.' 0.0 J 

·J········I········J·······-1 
It 10 3 

11.2 117.0 1.11 J 
28.' "'.1 ,o.0 J 
,. I 23.7 {,.OJ t 

·J····_--·J········1-······-1 
66 

JO.t 
5 

0.11 

U9 
21.2 

131 
100.0 

" . 

... _-

'. :J CUT OF .., « 33.3U 0' TH[ vAllO CELLS H"E-np[CT~ELL F'R[OUENCY U:SS 'Ha .. s.O. 
aUltl1UI' [JPECTEO CELL 'REouENn: O.UII 
_HI SO\lUE : 5._1556 IIITH 'I O£GIlEES 0' 'R££OOM SlGlltF'JCANCE: o.Hn 
, CRAMU'S v: 0.06603 

COHnNEE"C' 'CD[HJCIEN': 0.09298 
LA"BOA ,a$t,,"rTRICI : 0.0039'1 IIITH Vl72 O['[IIO[NI. : 0.00000 IIITH VOU orPENotltt. 

__ LAMBDa IStHMEtAICI :' .• 0.00308 
UNerA""!t, corrnCIENI IU,M"rtAICI: 0.00513 1I1f" "72 DEPrNOENf. : c.OUSo IIITH VOU 
UNCfRf HU' COF:FFJCIENT ISUH'£ TAICI: 0.00127 
IIENDAll'S TAU B: 0.02135 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.2301 
II[NDALL'S tau C: 0.01'135 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.2102 
6a"'" :', D.OU2Q 

~-SO"tRS's_O"U"I"EtAICI: O.OIlUs IIITH UU OI#("O£N7.-, - - 0.0171S lin ... 0" OEPrNOrN1 • 
. SONf:A5'S D IS'""ETRICI: 0.02511 ;-
. £fA: 0.0650S IIlTH VJl2 DEPENDENt. t,' c.os." WITH VOe. ' DEPENDENt. 
___ PEARSO"S A : O.OS~OO SIGNIFicaNCE: o.o •• a 
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TABLE D.1..8 --A-:-:-:-:--. . -. . . 
~7-' ArLIGIOUS 

•••••••••••• 
•••••• CROSSYAIIUlA'ION 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
,[RyICES ."rNOINCE ~,V01. 'Ollct INYOLY(-;[ISONAL ACOUAtHflNcr 
•• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE '0' 

• ·~oJl 
COUNt I 

1I0V PC I IHS NO DONI ""0 
CO" 'CI I II NO I tiS 
'0' Pet 1 1.1 2.1 ,.1 

U ... ········J·······_)········I········1 -- I •. 1 . U .1,. I " 1 
o"e£ A IltElI 0 1 30 •• ".0 101 1 

1 J9 .9 35.! 16.7 1 
1 1.7 19.2 0.3 1. 

·1······~·1········1·-·····-1 
2. 1 52 1 82 J 0 J 

fIIO CD THIiIU A II -_I 31.11 I U.2 1 0.0 1 
1 I ~. I . J 2,.3 1 0.0 1 
I 1.11 I I S.2 7 0.0 I 

·J········2······&·J········1 ,. 90 I 117 1 6 
o INC': • MONI" '1'2 1 II 7.!l 1 3. ] , 

J .1 1 25.8 J . 50.0 1 
111.5 I 111.0 J 1.0 I 

·1-·······J····-···!··~····-l 
5. 51 I n I J I 

NEVe A 61O! I !5 .5 t 3.2 1 
2JoO J 9·11 1 25.0 I 
9.2 1 5.3 1 0.5 1 

·J·······-l········1-·······J •• I 19 16 1 t 
o ONT KIeOIl 110. ANS 1 52.11 1111.11 1 2.11 I 

I 1.0 ... 7 1 a.3 I 
J 3. I 2.6 1 0.2 J 

-1-·····.·J········%D·······Z 
COLUMN 272 337 

tOUL 113.11 511.3 
12 

1,9 

.' 

AOV 
tOUL 

1 7 5 
28.7 

IH 
:11.6 

ttl, 
H.5 

t] 

15.0 

H 
5.1 

62J 
100.0 

. -.5 cur 0,' 15' 113.311 Cl' 'HE VALJO CELLS HUE [JP[CHD CELL 'A[OU[ltC' less '"IN s.a. 
IMU~ ['PECtED CELL FREQUENC, = 0.69& 

--.. CHI5(1)"': 37.IIIl'_ IIIfH 8 OE6RE£S 0' FA£EDO" SIGNIFICaNce: 
CAAIltR'S ,: 00172116 
CONIINEtIlC' COHFlCI(I": 0.23111' 

---LAMIDI CAS'""".IC. : 0.0130' IIITH ~211' 
lAMBDA 'S'MMEtRIC.: C.01S81 

DEPENDENT •. : 

0.0000--- --..:.-. 

UNCER"II1T' COEFFICIEN' 'AS,""ETRIC.: 0.021110 VltH '211' 
rr..-JINC.£IIf 11.1.'_I:OU, lelur lSUIt': tUc.· =-.0.02127 

DEPENDENt. : 

I' ,,[NDAU'S TaU I = -0.1'995 UGNIFICANCE: 0.0000. 
, IIENaAlL'S 'IU C: -0.15917 SIGNIFICINCE: 0.0000 
-.I .... I~ ~ .• O .. 26UO .. ,- _ --_ .•.•. --- ----' 

SO"ERS'S 0 1I"""!'Rte. : -0.206.' IIITH '211, 
SOMERS'S 0 In""E1AICI : -D. uuo 
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•• •• '0 •••••• • • • • • • 

TABIJE D-9 

CR05S"8U 1'1011 or •••••••••••••••••• 
W~_q ArllGIOUS S(RvICeS 1"r/jOllicr p, vo., A(SPOND[IIT ,tOUILE wiTH 'OLlcf 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PIGE I 0' 

" WOIt 
COUPiT ,. 

R'OIl 11011 PCI H(S HO DO/j' liND 
COL PC' I II-HO .. .,s TOUL 
TOI PCT 1 1 • J 2. 1 •• I 

"2~ ~ -·-·--··t··--·-··J~-······t--····--J 
1. I , 11 J 162 2 Ps 

O"C[ • W[[II 0 1 6.5 I .2 •• 1.1 28.2 
J U.7 J 2'.5 110.0 
1 I •• 1 :UoI e.3 

-1.-- ••• 0 .1 •••••••• 1.--....• 1 
~ . 1 1 • 1 127 C 13~ 

, ~O ell IHAU .. " 1 &.2 I ~1I.a 0.0 21 •• 
I 10. e I 23.1 0.0 
I 1. I 1 20.5 0.0 

·I.······-J········I········1 
3. ] 20 U2 I 183 

Ollie ( a lION TH I 10.~ 8 II. 5 0.5 2Q.S 
I 30.3 2 ".5 20.0 
I ,.2 26.1 0.2 

-%········1··~·-··-1·-----·-1 
5. 2(1 72 I 0 

N [vr" ':II.~ '7. 'I 1.1 15.C 
30 o! 1301 2C.O 

3.2 t 1.6 0.2 
·J--·--···t--~~···-t-·-·---·l 

". I 8 2' J H 
OONI IINOII HO .NS I 22.2 7S.0 1 2.8 5.8 

I 12.1 Q.9) 20.0 
J I.! ... J I 0.2 1 

·.········J········)········1 
COLUI'N U s~c 5 621 

ro,al lo.e ae.t 0.8 100.0 -t CUI or 15' IIC.ou 0' ,H£ willn C[US HAH [Xprcrrn CELL '"[QU[NO U:SS 'HAN 5.0. 
~"U,. £l!PEC1[D CELL ',/f.:ourll":: 0.2~O 
CHI SQUUt .. : " 21.965111 IIlYH II OCGIIErS or FRHDOM SIGNIFICUlC[: 0.000'-
CUI'[II'S 11: 0.15005 
CON'JN~[HC' coe'fICIENT:: 0.2D75~ 

,-U"OD' USU"ErIlJC. : 0.0022' IIltH -211' DtP[Notll'. :: 0.00000 """ '016 OI:'[IIDEII'. 
L'''OD. ISYM"ETRlc':: 0.00196 
UNCEAT'IhTY COEfftc1r." ,AS'MMETAICI: 0.0,1116 wllH "2'19 OEPENDENT. : 0.05512 VI'H ,oae 

•. UHCtRUlJIIY,COEfFJC1[NI ISYHII£JRICI:: 0.02253 
'"ENOIILL'S TAU II: ·0.1'1696 SIG'IUIC.NCE:: 0.0000 

.ENC'lL'S 'AU c: -0.01l!9] SIGNIFICANce:: 0.0000 
_G. II MA • ..L......P.a. !5162 _. 

SOMERS'S D' ,ASY"METRIC' :: ·0.21137S II1TH 1I2Q'l D£PENO(NT. : *0.07611 IIIYH _0" OO[IIO(N'. 
SOMEA~'S 0 'U""ETIt!CI :: aD.1200] 

; •• 0,,'1 ... 
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•• TABLE 0-10 

•••••••••••••••••• C~OSStA8UI,A'10N or •••••••••••••••••• 
vZ!oO P-ATlC'II,"10N IN CHUACH AC llv1tlES BY vou POI,ICE 'HWO\..vE-PERSoOIIIA\.. AtQVAlIIUNC( 

• • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • •• PAGE t or 

V 250 

YU 

NO 

ve 1lI 
COUNT I 

ROil pel I'ft~ ~o DO~T IINO 
COLI'Ctl' "'NOANS 
tOT PCT I 2.1 2.t 9.1 
··---·-·1·· .. ·· .. 1~··-···-1·--~···1 

1. . I .. _ ... 16.~ • U J I Z· I 
I JS.T I .,.5 ! 0.1 I 
I 31.. 1 It I. tt I 16. T I 

~ L U.I 1 21t.. I 0.3 1 
-1·-~·-~1·---·-·-1-~·~~·-·1 

2. t 161' • 1 152 I 7 I 
._ .... _ .. 1. ·~.3 I 111.5 I 2.2 1 

I b9.2 I ttS.l I !II.J I 
. I ~~.9 I .• 2tt:S~ I J.I I -1·-.. ·-~l.------·I·-·-·---l 

9. I 25 I 32 I 3 I 
OOIt,T IINOII ~o AilS 1 ~l." I !13.3 I 5.0 I 

I 9.2 I 9.5 I .5.0 1 
1 _.0 I 5.2 t O.S 1 
-I-~~--~l------·-I--·~-·~-I 

272 
.. 3. II 

12 
1.9 

Rot 
TOtAL 

ZItI 
31 •• 

320 
51.5 

60 
9.1 

6:!1 
100. ° 

.' 

_ 2 OUT 0,.. .9« 22.211 Of' THE VALID CELLS HAVE UPECtEO etLL ,.REoUr;NC'f LU5 THAN S.D • 
• IMUM UPECTEO C[ll f'EoutflC,.: 1.159 

CHI SOUARE: 17.111_15 "IT~ ~ DEGREE! 0' 'R[[OOM SlGNI'lClItCE = 0.0013 
CRlMER'S V: 0.11976 
CONTtN~IIC'f eou, ICI [N1: 0.11\699 
11MBOA 'ASYMMEtRIC' : D.00332 wrTH v250 OEPENO[NT. = 0.031" wITH .07. b[PtHD[NT. 
LAMBe. U'fM"ETRI'e,: t.01709 
UNCERTAINTY cotP'nCI[IH USy""tTRIC': 0.0111'5 WnH V250 [[HHO[N'. : D.DUU IIlTH von OP'[NO£Nt. 
UIiCERUlNTY c OE" retEll 1 '$V""! TAlC 1 = 0 .016110 
K£NOALL'S TAU 8 = -0.08683 SIGNI'ICANCE: 0.011' 
KENDall'S TAU c: -C.D7073 SIGNI'IC'NCE: 0.0119 
G'""A: -0.15757 
5011[RS'S D. lASytlIlETRICL: l-o.D9186 IIITH WZ$O DEPENDENT. .. : .~0,0I2D7 IIITH Y071 OEP[flD[Nt •. 
SOMERS'S a (S'""ETRIe, : -0.00669 
[fa: 0.0811n tilTH wHO D[P[NOENT.·· : 0.07112 IIllH '071 DEPE.OtllT. 
PURSO"'S II : 0.061911 SIGNIfICANCE: 0.DU6 
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• 

• 

... 
TABLE D-11 

••••••••••••.•••••• (~OssT.elJL.T]ON OF •••••••••••••••••• 
vBO PARTIC {"HIOH I~ CHURCH ACTIVITIES 8Y VOU R[sPONDEHT lIIOUIIL[ IItTH POllC[ 

• • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P AG[ I or 
Wl"t& 

t COuNT 
11011 PC T 
COL P~T 
TO' PC, 

I YF!. 
1 
I 

NO DOhT kNO 0\ ROil 
li-hO AIjS 'TO'~L 

2.1 •• 1 
V2SD -.~-.---I.-------I--------I-...... -I 

,1. I 15", 225-1 1 I 2111 
YES t 6.2 1 "3... r 0.11 IS ••• 

I 0:2.7 1 110.9 r 20.0 I 
I 2. It, I 36. 2, I O. 2 I 

"I ··-----1-.. --.' ••• 1 .... --••• 1 
2. I "1 I 2H I' 's 1 320 

~o I .12.8 I 86.3 I D.9 I 51.5 
I 1>2.1 I 50.2 r to.o 1 
1 6.6 I ....... t 0.5 I 
-l·.·L-·--l----·-;-l-··-~·~~l 9. I ' i 0 - I _ 9 'T' ... i' I 60 

DONT Kr.Oll NO ANS J 16.7 I 81.' I 1.7 I 9.7 
I 15.2 I 11.9 1 ,0.0 , 
r I." I • 7.9 , I 0.2 1 -I ··,-----1---._ ••• 1, ••. -----1 

66 
10.6 

550 
88.6 

5 
0.8 

621 
100.0 

" 

/ 

3 OUT or _9 C 3J.3tJ or THE VAI.ID CELLS HAVE EXPECTED C[LL fREQUENCY L[SS THaN 5.0 • 
M lI'HMUM EXPECTED CELL rR£C~NC'I': 0"113 

CHI SOUAR!:: 10.1l31~ IInH .. OEGR[[S 0' FREEOOH SIGNInCAIiCE = 0.0316 
CRAMEA'S II: O.0902~ 
CONTlNGE"C'I' CaE ,F'lClE~l: 0.12659 
L'MBDA 'ASYMMETRIC' : O.OOOOO·IIITH 11250 DEPENDENT. = 0.00000 IIITH WOll6 DEPENDENt. 
1.'"80A (SYMMeTRIC': ~.OOOOO 
UNCEATAI"Tl tOE'" ICIEN T US'I'HHtTRIC': (.00901 "ITH 11250 [£P[,;'OE"T. = 0.02190 WITH WOII6 
UNCERTAINTY COE"ICIENl (SYMMETRIC': 0.01277 
K£NDaI.L·S T'U B: -0.10033 SIGNI'ICANCE: 0.00 .. , 
KENDALL'S TAU c: ·r.05155 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.00117 
G '"M"; -0.211&77 

SOMERS'S 0 (ASTMMtTRIC, = ,-0.161128 "nil V2S0 DEPENOENT._. __ ,_, :,~0.05982 wITH WO.6 DEPENDENT. 
SOMERS'S 0 (ST"~ETRIC' = -0.08827 
ET.: 0.092 .. 7 IIITH Y2~0 DEPENDENT. = 0.019511 WI1M 11086 DEPENDENT. 
P (ARSOh'S A =-1} DOIlI 3 SIGNIf'ICANCE: D .11591 

-228-

Drp[~OrNl 



TABLE D-12 

•••••••••••••••••• e~O!.!.Tl8uL .. TIO .. 
"Z61 !;(SPO .. Dr "HOI ev 11018 

•••••••••••••••••• ,e ••••••••••••••• 

,!" III 
(OU".t t 

1I0W Ie T I ~r s NO OOH KNO ROil 
COL pet t \I NO ANS JOTAl 
TOT PCt·l ,1.1 . Z.I 9.1 

------·-1--··----1--~-----t--··---ul ' 1~ 1 129 1 122 I S I 25~ 
t !l0." I .. ., .. , I 2.0 I 111.2 
I ,,7.11 1 3'.2 I ~1.7 1 

_ I ,0. II 1 19.6 I 0.1 1 
~ -1---·-:.~l.:..---r.-~-I-.... ·---·.l 

2. 1 1~0 1 210 t 7 1 3S7 
FtMau: I ~9.;: I 511.11 I 2.0 1 S7.5 

I 51.S 1 62.3 1 !1l.3 I 
t ~.2.5 1 33 .••. I 1.1 1 
-l···---~-I~--·---·I-··---·-l 

q. I 3 . 1St . O· 1 II 
DONT IIIcOIl 110 ails I 37.S 1 62.S t 0.0 1 103 

COLU"II 
TOTAL 

1 1.1 1 1.5 1 0.0 I 
1 p. 5 I O. II 1 0.0. I 

-1·- -----I---ul----I-·_· .. ··-l 
272 

,,3.8 
12 621 

lCO.O 

.' 

.. 

Of •••••• 0 ••••••••••• 

POLICt IljVOLV[-P(R!.O"U .COU.l ... T .... CE 
• • • •• • • • • • • • • •• P AGE I 0' 

It OUT .01' 9 C ~~."u 0' THE VlLIO CCLLS HAVE U:PEtTEO CELL "REQut"C., LESS THAN.S.O. 
"1111MU," [JPr:tT£D CELL FREQU[NCY:: 0.155 
C"I SQUARE: II.OUIII wITH 'I DEGREES OF FRHOO" SIGNIFICANCE:: ('100913 
eRA flER 'S V:: 0 • ca 03 t 
C ONTlH6ENCY tOEFl' ICI [N T: 0.112113 
LAMBoa (A~YI'I"ETRICJ : o.OCOOO wITH ¥2bl OtPENO[NT. : 0.02'165 wITH V01l OEP£'PlOEPlT. 
L'MBOa «sYMMETRIC): C.Ol.277 
UPICERTAINTY COEF'FICaHl (ASYMMETRIC): c.ooau \lITH V261 tEPtNOtNT. : D.ooeSIi wlTH VOle O[P(NOC"" 
UNCERTUNT,Y COEHIcalll ISYMMETRlcl: o.ooan 
AElioatt'S Tau 8: 0.20520 SIGNIrICANCE: 0.0039 
KENDALL'S TlU c: 0.Q79119 SIGNIrICANCE: 0.0039 
Gal'l''': 0.201193 
SOMERS'S 0 IASYf1I1LTR It): 0.10377 IIITH ~2bl OEPENDENT. : 0.10665 wItH V078 OEPEIIOE .. T. 
SOMERS'S 0 ISYMMETRIC!: 0.10519 
[Ta : 0.071116 IIITH v2~1 OtPENOENT. : 0.0~1I92 wITH V07' DEPENDENt. 
PEARSON'S'R : 0.Dla19 SIGNlnCANct: 0.3255 
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TABLE D-13 

•••••••••••••••••• CldSS labLATloN or •••••••••••••••••• 
,,1"1 A(~POH(Jr .. H[X 8\' VO" RUPOflO[NT TIIOuBlE lin" POlIef 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PASt I or 

~rt6 

COUln I 
ROIIPC"''1,(~ NO OOIlTIINO 011011 

_. __ COL ,PCT I II-NO ANS TOTA\. 
TOT PCT I . 1.1 ... :.! 9.1 

V261 --------r·· ... ·--z--------l--u.·---I 
~ ____ J .•. .I. ~.~1_.:.l_.2Q5.' J' : .•. It.·x 256. 

"ALE I 111.11 1 eo.1 I 1 •• J Itl.2 
1 71.2 J :n.l J 10.0 I 
I , 706. .. 1 3l.0 J 006 1 

eJ -- .. ~.~l------- .. I:_-.----l 
2. J 19 I 337 1 1 I 357 

F!:"ALL... I .5.3. I 911.11 1 O.l I 57.5 
1 28.8 I 61.3 J 20.0 I 
I 3. J J 511.3 r 0.: I 

-I ~~ .. ·~:-~~1;.--~;..-;.;-1~~.·-.~~.--1 
9. 1 0 1 I I 0 I 8 

60NT KNOll NO 'NS I C.o I 100.0 I 0.0 J 1.3 
1._.0..0 1 1.5 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 1 1.3 I 0.0 I 
-I·~~--·-I----··--t-··---~-l 

COLU"N ._~u 550 5 621 
TOTAL 10.6 118.6 o.e 100.0 

" 

_ It OUT OF 9. (_11.11.11" 0' THE VALlO CE\.l$ "AYE ElIPECTED CELL fREQUENCY LESS THAN 5.0. 
INIMU" [XPECTEO CELL FP[OU[NCV: 0.0611 
HI SOUARE: 31.SI'~~ wITH It DEGREES 0' 'REEOOM SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0000 

CRA"EA'S Y: 0.15,91 
CONTINGENCY CO[F'FlCJENI: 0.219311 
LA"80. (AS'"METRIC' : 0.117~2 wITH Y26i DEPENDENT. : 0.00000 wITH VOl' D[P[NDE~T. 
L '''BOA UY'!"EJArC:L;_._ t.e9Z!!1I . 
UNCERTAINTY COE"ICIEN1 (AsYnMETRIC): C.031173 IIITH V261 CEPE_DENT. = 0.0667. ~ITM ~086 
U~CERTAINTY COE"ICIENI (S'""ETRIC): 0.011570 
KENDALL'S TAU e : __ ._ 0.lU15 SIGNIF'lC'NCE: 0.0000 
KENDALL'S TAU C : 0.Oe759 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0000 
G '"",:: 0.512 3! 
SOHERS·S .• D_CAs.nutllUC' : .0..28593 WITH V261 _DEPENDENT._ : 0.11693 IIITH vDI6 DEPeNDeNT. 
SO"EAS'S D (S'"HETR1C): 0.1659, 
ETA: 0.111707 IInH V2t:1 DEPENDENT. :: 0.02933 WI1H YOU DEPENDENT. 
PEARSO"·S.R :;.0.02122 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.2919 
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TABLE D-14 

•••••••••••••••••• C~OSST.BulA'IOlo or •••••••••••••••••• 
v301 ~TAlUS t'l "014( O .... CIISHIP liT va,. POLlCt l1ovOlV(-P[lSOloAL 'CCUlllfTlloC[ 

•••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••• e ••••••••••••• e • • • • • • • •• P IG[ I or 

nOl 

v::o }II 

COUll' 2 
IIOV PC T I Y! S NO DOIIT «NO flail 
COl. PC r·r 10 hO AHS rOT'1. 
lOJ PCT I •• 1.2 1.2 •• 1 
-:---"··-1-· --···-1-·"'---·· r:-- ·····,.1 

10 . I 9" I 13 r 5 1 181 

s. 

COI.U"" 

I H.' I .5.9 I 1.' r Zt.l 
I !, .1 I 111.6 I II 1.7 . ! 
I 15.0 I 13.11 r 0.. 1 

-1·-----1-----···1---.-· .. 1 
I 1&1 1 2'1 I • 
I . ~('. 5 1 51. 1 I 1. II 
r 111.1 1 71.S I !lO.o 
r _!.l I. lI.1 r 1.0. I 

-I -·~·-·-~I- .. ·-·.--·I ... o-"~~.I 
~ 11 J 13 I I 
J .. ".0 1 52.0 1 11.0 
1 ".0 I 3.9 1 1.3 
I .1.1 I 2.1 t .0.1 I 
·I-··-··~I-·--·-·-I----·-··l 

171 337 12 

15 
... 0 

A 'O'll 1f'.1 5,.3 I.' 
621 

100.0 

• Z CUT or 9 ,. le.ZU or THI: VALID C[US H'Ve [XP[CT(O Ctll. fA[OUEIiCY UU iHIII 5.0. 
"INI"u" (rP[CT[D CtLL 'IItOI1I1CY: D.llil 
CI<' SOUIAt : 110615111 \11tH II O[GA[tS 0' rRUDO" SIGHI' HANce: 0.071$ 
CIIU.U·S v: o.O'H~ 
COr.TINGr:,.C' COr:rrICI(Nl: O.I1UI 
lUleO& UsY" ... [l,JCl : l'.00000 IIlTH v301 
l .... eO. 'sY""(TIIICl: t.020"1 

0.01521 vtTM vO'1 

UIIC!;!!fll,," cotrrrCJ[lIl "SYIIN[T/UC,: C.00899 IInH V301 
UIfC[AY,II1TY CO["%C1["l UY""ETIIIC,: 0.00192 

[[PENOElit. 

A(kO'LL'~ Tau 8: O.CIOIII SJ6HI'lC'HCE: 0.01'_ 
R(r.OAlL·~ Tau C: ~.O~936 SIGHl'lC'HCr: 0.019' 
G'""': O.lfil"l 
~O"'ERS'~ 0 IAS'"MttRIC': 0.0770' wiTH ~301 
~O"tAS'S 0 ISYMM[TIIICI: 0.01075 

OEP[NO[N T. 

r:": 0.09179 .1 TH vHI DtPtHQCHT. : 0.02656 I/ITH vOTe 
P[ARSOII'S • : 0.018S0 SUi"I"C ... Ce: 0.3227 
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.. 
. - TABLE D-15 

•••••••••..•.•••••••• CIiO!.~TAlluLA110 .. or •••••••••••••••••• 
v'CI ~TATUS Of HOME O.~EASH1P II' WOBb RESPONOEN' tROUBLE vlTH POLICE 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of 

V!Ol 

AEHT 

FREr: 

vf" t6 
COultT •. 

ROW PC T Iyf.'!. NO 00'" IINO 
COL PCT I W-NO AilS 
TOT PCT I •• 1.1. . 2.1 ,9.1 
·-------1-······.1-.------1--·.·.·-1 

-1; I 22 -1 150 I ' "I' 1 

z. 

l. 

I 12.2 I 87.l r 0.6 I 
I 33.3 I 211.7 I .0.0 I 
I , ,3." I 25. III I 0.2, I 
·I-·---·--I---·---~[~-·-----l I 39 I 373 I 3 I 
I 9.111 1 B9.' I C.l 1 
I S9.1 I 67.8 I 60.0 I 
I 6.3 1 60.1 I 0.5 I 
~i--·~~ft-~I----·-~·t--·-···-I 

J S I 19 I 1 1 
I .;:0.0 1 16.0 I 111.0 1 
I 7.b.I 3.5 I ,0.0 1 
I .. 9.B. r 3.1. I C.Z. I 

--I-·------I--------%--··----I 
COLO"N 66' 550' -·5 

10TAL 10.6 1111.'6 D.!'! 

, 
ROW 

TOUL 

101 
2901 

'15 
66.0 

2S 
111.0 

621 
100.0 

a OUT or 9. C '111011\1 OF THE VALID' ceLLS HavE EXPECTED CELL FREOUENCV L£SS THaN S.D. 
"_U" EXP[CTEO C(LL· fIlEOuthCY: 0.201 
CHI SOlllRE : 6.f6H7I1ITK II DEGA[£5 OF nr:r;oo" SIGNIFIcaNCE: 0.1379 
Clla"U'S V: 0.0""81 
CDIITINGENC., COErnCItN1: 0.10529 
LA"IIDA IASY""ttAIC' : 0.00000 wITH V301 DEPENDENT. : 0.00000 WITH va.. DEPENDENT. 
LA"BOA 15".,"[1111CI: (.OOOtlO ., 
UHCEItTAINTY COEF'FrC!ENI !ASYMMETRIC): 0.00533 wlTlt Vl01 t£PENDENT. : 0.01051 WITH VOl6 
UNCERTAINT'f cOUrIClEN1 CS'f""EVRICI: 0.0070. 
K[NDALL'$ 'TAU 8 ': 0.01968 SIGIt!F'ICANCr::· 0.30l1li 
KENOALL'l,"U C: 0.00912 SIGHlrICANCE: 0,301111 
GA""a :. 0.05913 . ' 
50MERS'S ,0 IAS'"HETR IC,: 0.02976 WITK nOI DEPENDENT. : 0.01302 _ITH va.. DfPEND!:ICT. 
SOMERS'S 0 CS'""ETAIC' i q.Ol112 
ETA: ti.01ll377 wITH v3tl DEPENDENT. : 0.0'5l~ wITH V086 OEPtNDENT. 
'EaRSOh'S A : o.otl055 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.15611 
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TABLE D-16 

•••••••••••••••••• C .. O~STABulAtlo~ Of ••••••• '.e ••••••••• 
vlOS ("PLOYHr", STATUS B' VoU POUt!: 1N'OLvt-P[ltSONAl ACOU'!NYUIC[ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • Ii • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P llit 1 or 
•• VO J! 

COUNT t 
ROil PC T IY!:~ NO 00'" IlleO 1101/ 
COL pCT I " hO aleS TOTAL: 

II 305 
TOl pcr r 1.1 .~.I 9.1 
.-------1--------1··------1-··-----1 

1. I 90 I 96 I - I 190 
NO I ,,7.11 I 50.5 ! 2.1 I 30.6 

J H.I ! 28.5 r H.3 J 
I 14.5 1 15.5 '1 0.6 I -I·-·---.. r-··-·-~-r-·-··---l 

2. I 27 I III r D I 65 
YES.OCCASIONAL P I ,,1.5 I 50.5 I 0.0 1 10.5 

I 9.9 1 11.3 t 0.0 1 
I 11.3 I 6.1 I 0.0 1 

-l··------~------:·t--·-~--·I l. I 101 I 109 t 1 I ZI3 
I'f:S, REG PAAT TlH r ".,. ~ I 51.Z t 1.11 I 311. ! 

r J7 oJ I 32.3 t .S.O 1 
t 16.3 t H.6 r 0.5 r 

-I·· -----:.0-1 -'-~-- ---1-- -·_·--1 
II. I 27 1 75 t 3 1 105 

'ES 'ULI. TIMt I 25 • ., 1 71. II 1 2.9 1 16.9 
I 9.9 1 2z.3 I ~s.o I 
t 11.3 1 12.1 I 0.5 1 

-I·· ----.. I--.. ····.;.·r-- ------1 
II. I 21 1 9 t 0 I So 

STUO!:N' t 70.0 J 30.0 r 0.0 1 11.11 
t 7.7 1 2.7 r 0.0 I 
I 3 ... I 1.11 t 0.0 J 

-r-~·-----I-·------I--e---_-J 9. I 6 I 10 r 2 1 18 
~T ICNOIII 140 " 1 J3.3 t 55.6 I 1201 1 2.9 

I <'.2 1 3.0 1 16.7 1 
I 1.0 1 1.6 r 0.1 1 
-1·-··----,----~---I~-·--···I 

COlU"~ 272 337 12 621 
TOUL 113.11 5'1.3 1.9 100.0 

6 OUT OF 18 ( Bel" OF THE VALID CELLS HAVE [)(PECT£D CELL FRtduENCY LUS tHAIi 5.0. 
"INl"u" EXPECTE [ CELL fIlEOUENCY: 0.311e 
CkI SOUARE: 3'1.77310IlITH 10 OEGREES of FRrtOOM SlGNIrlCAhCE: 0.0001 
C RAIIER'S V :. 0016 7! ~ 
CONTINGENCY COE"rCIE~l : 0.23028 
L'''BOA IAS'""[TAICI : 0.00Z1I5 WlTH vlOS DEPENDENT. : 0.011225 IIITH YO'll OEpENO[IIT. 

_ LAMBDA UY"Ht:TAICI: &.011179 
UPlCEIITlIlen COE .,rCtElll CU,""ETRlC': C.01765 IilTH VJOS t!:ptND[NT. : 0.031115 IiITH VaTS 
UNCERTAINT., COE. ,F ICI EN 1 «SY""tTR Ie I: 0.023111 
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'I )1 
1,.".1 

I . 

I' , 
, I , , TABLE 0-17 e. •••••• 

'nil 
•••••••••• ·.1 C"OS~TAaULl' 
rl"a~c[ .. WIT .. OuT r .. PL'f1~"(~1 AT 

! 0 ~ 

VOU 
Of· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

POlIce ' .. VOL wE -PrRSO'lU ACQUa l'<II'1C[ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ,,'",1. • • • • • • • • • • • ••• .. • • .. • • .. • • • • .. • •• PAGE ,or 

~IJ i~ I"~' 
COUNt I .' '" 

RO.WPC T I yr. ~ NO " oo"t IlNO 
COL PCT t ,'Ii NO .NS 
TOt PCT l' 1.1 ~.r 9.1 

v 111 --------1 -------I-··---f·.I-- ·----1 
I. I 113 1 1291 1 3 1 

I ~6. 1 I !5 2. "(., . I 1.2 1 
I 111.5 I 3&.3("1 .5.0 I 
I 111.2 1 20.8, I 0.5 1 

-1-- -.---.. ,.-.---~! --,··---"1 

ROil 
TO,Al, 

:. I 17 I 5.' :, I II 1 
SOCHI. SECURE-At I a.s 1 73.11' r 5.1 1 

79 
12.7 .. 

I 6.3 1 17.2 ,., H.] I 
I ~., I 9.3, r 0.6.1 

-1 --·----I-~---.--'-I·-·-·---l ~ • t II lb,' I '0 1 
olSABILITUY I ;3.3 66.11'1 0.0 1 

1 2.9 I ~.7 I 0.0 1 
1 1.3 1 206'1' I 0.0 I 

-I-·------I-----~--I--·-----l 3. I 18' I ~', I 0 I 
wn,..At-p.A. I 1~.0 I Z8.0:1 I 0.0 I 

I 6.6 I Z.l,·.1 0.0 I 
1 Z. '1 1 1. 1 .. I O. a I 

-I --------I-----.:.J.:,I.r-------1 

3.9 

. 25 
~.O 

II. I 56 52',1 1109 
ALLOIt.NCE I ~1." 117. '71, t 0.9 I 17.6 

I ~0.6 15.If,I 8.3 1 
I 9.0 I.~I 0.21 

-1.-" .-:'.:"-"~ I ~- --- ~f"I~ I:-~· ~-~':";.- J 
9. I 60 I 7.5',1 II I 139 

OONT KNOIt 110 AN5 I ~3.2 I 511.01 J I 2.9 I 22.1\ 
I eZ.l I 2Z'~'.1 33.3 I 
I 9.7 I lZ.\ I 0.6 I 

-I--------I-----~·-I-··-----I COLUI1N 272 337.'" lZ 621 
roul. "3.8 511.'3 ',', 1.9' 100.0 
. . 

6 OUT or 11 I !3.3" or THE' VALID C£lLS HUE EXPECTED CEll 'RCOUtNC' L[5S rHAN 5.0. 
MINIMUM OPEC TEO CELL fAECtf:NCY: 1).11611 
CHI SQUARE: 32.831 ~o IiITH 10 OCGIlEE 5 OF rRHOOM SIGNt,. ICUCE: 0.0003 
CIIAMEA'S V: 0.16Z5~ I' 
CONTINGENCY COEHICI ENT: 0.221109, ' 
LAMBDA IASY"METRIC) : 0.00266 WIT~ V311 DEPENDENT. : 0.05282 IIIrH VOTI OEPEND(NT. 
LA"BOA CSYM"ETAJe): l.OZIIZIl .... '.' 
UNCERTAINT' COEF'FICIENI CAS'""£TRIC,I: C.OU03 IIITH Vlli C(PUOENr. : 0.03572 IIITH VOU 
UNCERTAIN TY COEH lelEN I C SYMME TAlC I.' ill 0.02397 

.'," 
II 

• t ~t· 
, ', .. ' 
',4':'·i!' 
, III' ,'., . 
• 

1".1
'

1' 

"11'1, 

"'t' I' 
"',, 
,I I 

,r'", 
:"" ". 'I '1' .. 

II 

I , ., , 
"1 I 
: \I f, 

I, ' 
.' :"1' 
,'1 
., I 

, I"~ ~ i' 
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• ·1~ ;! 
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TABLE D-18 

• • • • • • • 
V30] 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
lOUCAT lC''' or rATH[1! 

c~OS$TAaUlATIOII or ••••••••••••••••• 
By VOU POLICE IIIVOUE-PEIISONAl ACQUAII/TANCE; 

••••••• • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " •• PAGE 1 or 

V~ ill 
COu,.' I 

1101/ PC, r Y[ S NO DOn 11140' ROil 
COL pt:l I .... 0 ANS I TOTAL 

v 303 
TOT PCT I . 1.1. 2.1 9.1 

-··---··I·-·---··I·--.. ···J~··-·-··J 
.. 0 •• 1 '10Z 1 _.IU.'r 6: 1 25'--._. 

I .a.Z I 51.5 r I., I IlO •• 
1 31.5 I .3.3 r !O.O 1 
r 16., ! 23.5 r 1.0 I 

-1-':' ·~ .. • .... l.:.-~·'-r •• ··---··I 
1 • r . 73' I III t" 3 I 1117 

f'UHtR,NfVtR ATT I !9.D 1 59.Il 1 1.6 I ~O.I 
I 26.11 I 32.9 t .5.0 1 
r . 1,1.11. I, n •• Z 0.5 I 

-x .- ... ·-~I .•. -· ....... ~t~·.···~·-I 
2. I 59 J 311 I 1 I 98 

GIlAOt SCHOOL I 1>0.2 I lII.1I I 1.0 J 15.11 
I a • ., 1 11.l I I.l 1 
I •• 5 J 6.1 r 0.2 I 
-I--·~----I----··--r-·· .. --~I 

30 1 13'1 16'J' 1 J 
H.S. OROI' OUT I .. S.! I 53.3 I 3.3 I 

I '.8 I ~.7 J 1.3 I 
._ .• _.1. ~.1.1 2.6, l, 0.2 I 

30 
~.II 

-1--.. --.. 1·······-1-···--·-1 ~ • I . 'I 5 • I 1 5 . r . 0 I 30 
HIGH SCHOOL GRAD I !oO.o I 50.0 I 0.0 J - ,.1 

I 5.5 1 11.5 I 0.0' J 
I 2.~ I Z.. t 0.0 I 

-r--·~----l------~~l-~·-----1 5.-I'-iO'1 ii r - .. e HIGH SCHOOL 

COLUI1If 
TOUl 

J .. 5.5 I 50.0 t '.6 I 
I .3.7 I 3.3 I 11.3 I 
I .1 • 6. I. 1 .. e . I 0 .. 2 I 

·I-·-·~---I--------r--·----·I 12 
1.9 

621 
100.0 

.' 

6 OUT 0' 111 t !3.3t. Of' THE VAllO C!LLS HAVt [XPtCTfO CELL 'R[QU[~CT lfSS THA" 5.0. 
HlhIMUH EXPECTtD CtlL fRE~UENCY = 0.1125 
CHI souaRE: 16.lS7~6 wITH 10 DEGIIE[~ or rAttoOH SIGNlf'ICANCE: 0.01" 
CIIAII[R'S V: D.UII7t 
CONTINGENC, CotHICIEN1: 0.16020 
LlHBoa .aSYMMtTRIC' : 0.00000 IIITH V!03 OtP£NDtN'~ : 0.013', MIT" VaT' DePENDENT. 
lAHeOA CUHHtTRle.: I..D3226 

•! I 

UNCERTAINTY Cotf'f'IClt:N I USYHHtTRICI: [.00935 IIITH Vl03 c[;i:ItDiHi: : 0.017311 UTH VOU O[P[N[I[HT. 
UNCERTAINTY COEHICHNl &SY"METRIC.: 0.01216 
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'.--"I"""'l'<"""l.:-"'l'r-1'~':-;"-'. • • • • • • • • •• C ~ 0 ST5A~~EB ~~1,9T 1 0 Ie 0 f •••••• " ••••••••• ,10 • 

" 

! 

VHI fATHERS hO~C SCORr In V011 POLlCE IIeVOLVr;·PERSONAl ACQUAINTANCE 
•••••••••••••••••• e ••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• p'Gt 1 Or 

CK 

V(l18 
COUIIT • I 

ROW pct 1 ,[' ~ If 0 DOU IINO I ROW 
COL PCT ! II NO ANS TOTAl 
TOT PCT 1 , I.!, 1.r •• 1 · .. ------I·-... ---l--.. ·---I---~·-l 

1. _L $5 1 62--..1 __ ..D .. 1 _ 115 
! ~ •• 1 I 51.. I 0.0 1 11.5 
I 19.5 I 11.11 I 0.0 1 
I 1.5. I 10.0. I 0.0 1 

-I·----·_·r·_····--I-··-----I 
2. t ' (oJ' 1 76 1 l' I 138 

1 ~II. Z I 5S.1 I 0.7 I Z2. Z 
r .~... I 22.6 I e.3 I 
I ?e I. 12.2. I O.~ I 

-I·-·----~I-----·--I-·.---·-1 1. t 11 I 19 I 1 I 37 
t ~5.9 I 51., t 2.7 I 6.0 
I 6.3 1 5.6 I e.3 I 
r 2.7 t. 3.1 I ,0.2 I 

-r--~·----I-·------I-·------I II. I 51 I 39 I 2 1 92 
t !>5 ." 1 "2. , r 2.2 I III • e 
r 111.1 J 1I.ft 1 16.7 I 
1 , .e.2 I 6.3 •. 1 ;; .. O.~ 1 

-t ···---.... 1··--·· ... ·1-... ----1 
73. I 28 "I 72 r'" '2 I 102 

r Z1.5 1 70.6 I 2.0 1 16.'1 
1 10.3 I 21.'1 r 1&.1 I 
I ~.5 1 l1.b, I O.~ I 

-1 -·.--.~--=-I .---- ---I~_-..:-~:-.--I 
.99. I 62 1 69 I 6 I 137 

I ~5.3 I 50.11 t 11.11 1 22.1 
I &2.11 I 20.5 1 50.0 I 
I 10.0 I 11 • 1 I 1.0 r 

-1-·------1--------1-··-----1 
COLUMN .._ 27Z 337 : •• lz.. 621 

TOTAL "'.e 5q.3 1.9 100.0 

6 OUT OF 18 ( 3!.;H, OF THE \/ALID CELLS HAVE EXPECTED CELL FR[QUENCY LESS THIN S.D. 
HINIMU" EICP[CTEO CELL 'REOUENcY: 0.115 
CHI SQUARE: 2~.a2&lI WIIW 10 O£G~£ES 0' FREEDOM SIGH%FICIHCt: 0.0057 
eRA 'lEA'S V .:. O. 111 I ~ ti ' . ___ .. __ ._ • _. __ ._ .. 
CONTING!"CY COEF'ICI[HT : 0.19&06 
LaHBDA CAS'H"ETRIC' : 0.012'2 WITH WII18 D[PEtlOENT. : 0.0_225 wITH W071 
LaHBOA (SY"HETRIC':: L.O'Z3'41 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENl 115,""OAIC':: c.on'6 WITH nil C[P[NOENT. : 0.027'8 WITH v07e 
UNCERTAINTY COEHICIEN1 ISYMMETRIC': 0.017211 
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e TABLE 0-20 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ., j; 0 s s , . B U L A , tON 
W323 $OC 10E COIIO"IC CUSS fIT VOU 

• • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • ••• 
We'll 

COuNT I" 
1I0W I ICT 1 ,I! S NO 001lf IINO ROil 
COL PCT 1 " NO ANS . TOYAL 

V 323 
TOT ICT I . I.!. ,,2.1,... ..1 
.~-.. ---.! ----·~l-.... -·-·-I·.-.~·~I 

.. 1. I . SS I JS I I 1 .... ,u.,. __ _ 
LOlltR IIORIIING ! !l0.7 I "7.a! S." 1 U.l 

1 12.' I ••• I '.3 I 
I, ~.6 l~ 5.3". I. O,~, I, __ . _____ ., 
·1-··-··~I····-···t···-··.-l 20 'I ,n 'I 57 '1' ., 1 I 95 

"IDDLI: 1101111111 ( C.1. Je.? 1 60.0 t 1.1 I 15.3 , __ _ 
I 13.6 I 16.9 1 &.3 1 
I. ~.o. I, 9!2.1 0.2 I -I····_·--l-·_·----t--·--···I 

3. I' 36 -1 "'I 'I " - 13 I 80 
LOwtR "10 CLASS I '15.0 1 55.0! 0.0 I 12.9 

I 13.2 1 13,.1 t 0,0 I 
t 5.8 I, 7.1, I 0.0.1 

-l-·------I------~-l--·-----I 'I. I 95 I 122 I 1 I 
"IOOlF: CLASS I It3.6 I 56.0 I 13.5 I 

I 3" • 9 I 36. 2 I I. 3 I 
I . l~. 3 I. 19. 6. I 0.2 I .-1 --.. ---~ I-·-----I,~- .---- I 

5. I .... 1 .. a I "I 
UPPER "IOOLE CLA I 1f5.8 1 50.0 I ~.2 I 

. I H •• ~ I 1".2 r !3. 3 I 
I 7.1 1 1.7 I O.b I 
-I···~-~--l~-··--~-I--·-·---1 9. I . 25' -1 33 1"-' 5 I 

"KNOll NO ANSW 1 !9.7 1 52 ... I 1.9 r 
.. 1 9.2 I 9.8 I "1.1 1 

I .... 0, I, 5.3, Io.e, 1 
-1-- .. ----1--------1-----·--1 

•• COL""H 272 337' .. 12 
TOUL '13.& 511.3 1.9 

218 
35.1 

96 
15.5 

63-"--· .. 
10.1 

--'='-' --_ ... 

.621 ____ . __ . 
100.0 

0 

• • 
f • • 

POL let 
• • • • 

. . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . 
1IIvDLvE-'USOIlAL ACGullliJaIiCL 
• • • • • • • ... , AG[ I 0' 

6 OUT or . IS C 33.3" 01' THE VALID CELLS HAVt.U!EC.Y£Q_.Cn.L nEGutNC., LESS Ttll" S.O. 
MrNII1UM E.PECTtD CELL f~EoUtHC':: 1.217 
CHI SQUIRE:: 21.91193I1ITH 10 DEGAtES Of fREEDOM UGHUICAHCt::: 13.0156 

J:RA"!:R.~. L=!_ •.. D.UZSii ... 
CQNTlHGEHCY cOt"rCIENt :: 0.111161 

)., . . , 

. Lllt80. CASY""UIUC' :: 0.00.93 IIlTH v3Z3 DtpEMlr~.~., = o.oeuo, WUH VOlt 
J..mIDLUy,."URIC' : .c.00&1.1. . _ ... _ '_-:-~_-:-__ ~ ... '_ ... _ 

UIICUTAIHTY COEHtCHHl IASTI1"tT~JCJ = t.OO.Ol IIITH uu ttPENOENT. : 
UNCtRUIHTY CotH rC!EH 1 (SYM"ETRIC':: D.OIU6 
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-
• TABLE 0-21 

. ..... _ ............. _ .. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c ~ 0 SST A 8 U L j flO _ 0' • _ • • ~ • • • • • • • • ! • • • • 

vOO~ Tunu ,P' vOlle 'OLICE COOD·UO 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'A,( 1 0' 

Couw1 
'011 ,C T 
COL ,CT 
TOT ,CT 

1I0ee 
I 
IVU, 
I 
I 

lao SO'I~"&l ~O O'I~J 'O'r~HAT VE.' 500 
elD '011 '000 0 

1.1 2.1 4.1 501 
~r~! .-.-·.·-I--------I.-------I--------I--------!--.-----1 

1. I 
"IDIIICO~'-LO_C.I I 

I 
r 

o I 
C.O J 
0.0 I 
0.0 I 

t1 I 
'.2 J 

14.9 I 
1 • II I 

2Z 1 
16.4 J 

'''.6 I 
3.5 I 

19 J 
~'.O t 
25.2 I 
12.1 I 

22 , 1;4 
16.41 21 •• 
Z@.9 I 
3.5 I 

·1·· ... --·J----··--l--------I--------I------··1 
2. 0 1 12 20 I e 2 I 23' , U 

l 0 • J " CO.! -L o. C • J I 0.0 I II .2 '9 .9 I 56 • Z I 15 .11 1 2 3 ~ ~ 
I 0.0 1 16.2 19.2 I 26., r 30.3 1 
I 0.0 1 1.9 1 4.7 J J3., r ~.7 J 

-1--------1 8 -------1--------1--------1--------1 
:5. I 2 I 21 40 I 01 t 11 177 

"/0 I" J 1.' I 15.' 22.6 J ".4 I Q.6 2a.5 
J 33.3 I 36.5 26.5 1 29.0 J 2Z •• 
I 0.3 I 4.3 6.. J '4.7 I ~.7 

-I-----·--I--------I-------~Z--~---o-J--------l 4. r 
lO.tllCO-E-Ht,HC. I 

I 
I 

4 
2.4 

66.7 
0.6 

1 
I 
I 
J 

2.. 1 
14.0 I 
!2.4 t 
3.9 1 

60 1 
56.6 J 
30.7 I 
9.7 I 

6Z 
!1.8 
19.7 
10.0 

r 
J 
J 
J 

COLU"" 
TOUL 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
151 

24. '! 

• ouT 0' 20 ( ZO.Ol' 0' THE VALJD CELLS MAVE I."CTEO tEL~ "IIUI'CY LISI T.,_ S~O. 
~~r~u .. IIPICTED CELL '.tQuI_CT. '.295 
...,1 S'UA~I. ".6Z760 wITH 'Z DE'R!fS 0' "fIDO~ SlCUFlUMU • 0.0000 

C'A.f'~S ¥. 0.14948 , 
CO~TJII'EIIC' COt"ICIIIIT. 0.2500' 
l'·~O' (AS'~"f"2C'. 0.063C6 _ITM vee] 
l.~90' (S'~~ITRJC' • O.O'!7za 
u~Cf'TAIIIT' CO["ICIIIIT (.s' .... eT.Ie). 0.02'OS wITH vOOl 
U~(£'TArIlT' COI"I(J!IIT (S'~"!Ttl(). 0.0263' 
J!~D&LL·S TIU •• -0.111156 SJ'"l'ICAII(I· o.OOOC 
.f~~ALL·S TIU C. -O.176uO Ir'"l'I('_CI. O.OCOO 
6'.~.. -0.26770 
SC·ERS·S D (AS' ..... ,.'t' . ·0.20'24 wITH vOO] 
SO~E.S·S 0 (S,,,-rT.Je) • -G.1ell'O 
(T4. 0.2]840 WITH vOO] I.'I"O£IIT. 
P[&DSOII'S • -·0.21402 SI'hl'ICA"CI. 0.0000 

• 
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• TABLE 0-22 

;'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • G CliO 5 5 T 1 II U l , T ! 0 Nor ••••••••••••••••• L 
VOtT lG[ CAI[GOA, Of A[SPONor .. , II' YO.. POlIC[ 5000-110 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAS£ I 0' 

'00 1 ---_. 
TEENAst: 

'OUL T 

5 [NJ CII 

" 
,,088 

COUNT,'I :. 
11011 Pet 111[11, 

. COL I'C 1 J 
,aD SO"EWH.' NO 01'1"1 SOMEIIHaT V[A' GOO 

•• 0 ON 1000 0 
TOT 'CI J 1.1 ~.1 J.t _01 5.1 
•••••••• J ••••••• - r- •••••• -1-••••• _1-1----" •• -1-."---.. 1 

.. ,- __ - . .1. I -' .1- .1 ZO J JII . I u· ! III J 
J 0.1 1 Ie.t I It.l 1 5_.2 1 it .t J 
J U. , I Z, .0 J 12.6 J 20._ 1 1I.1l J 

. J 0.:1 J J.2 t S.I t 10.S I :I., I 
-I----····J···---··l···-··-·J·--·-·-·J----·-~·J 

2. I 2 I ~. t H t 60 t 7 
0 I 1.6 J JII •• J 27.9 I ".5 I 5., 

I 33. ] 1 32 ." t 2'. 8 J It. I I 9.2 
I 0.] J ].9 J 5.8 1 t.7 1 J .1 ·1········J········1· .. ___ .·2········I···· __ ··2 

3. 2] t 611 J 160 3. J 
1.0 8.0 I 23.6 I, 55.e 11 .1 J 

5il.0 S I 01 t "5.0 I 51.0 ., .7 I 
(].5 , 3.7 t 11.0 ~!S •• ~ .5 J 

-1-·······1·--·····1--···---1·······-1··---··-1 
II. I 0 6 J 25 I 26 21 

I 0.0 7.7 t H. I J H.3 H .f 
1 0·0 8.1 1 16.6 1 II. 3 27 .~ 
J 0.0 1.0 I •• 0 J 11.2 S ... 

·I········)·····---I········I········!·····_··I 
t. I 0 1 I J 3 I 1\ a I o ON', t INOII~NO AN t 0.0 J 12. S J 37.5 ~ 50.0 0.0 I 

J 0.0 I I." J 2.0 J J • l 0.0 J 
J 0.0 1 0.2 I O·S I D.! 0.0 J ·1---··---1·······-J-... --·.1··.·····I--···_··s 

COLUMN 6 711 151 SI" 
SOot 

76 
12 .2 

'" IU 
n.o 

IH 
20.1 

281 
lit ... 

71 
12 .6 

s 
I.l 

121 
100.0 

• 

TOUL 1.1l JJ.' 211.' 

f CUI OF 25' !6.0111 0' THE VALlO CELLS ""E [,PECT£O CELL FREQUENC, l!'SS T .. · ... 5.0. 
f!INJ"UJo [,P[CTEO C[LL FREI~U[tlC': o.on 
CHI SQUU!: . _ ...... n 'IlITH u DUAEts OrrR[[OOM 
CUMEA'S': O.IHIO 
CONJJNEEIICY COEFFlCltHT: O.2eHI 
LANBOA IAS'MMETRICS : C.00300 wIT" VC07 
LIMBOA IS'M"ETRICI: 0.0015t 

OEPUDE NT • 

SlGNJrI CANCE :: C.OCOI 

: C.COOOO IITTM ,a •• ' 
UNCERTAYHT' COE'FICIENT ,as'""ETRIC': O.O~."J VITH VOC7 
UIIC £AT 'lillY COEFFlUtJII .CSU!1It TUC I: 0.021 20 

DEPENOf:N T. c.osoa, VltH '0.' 
KENDALL'S Tau e: 0.076S' SIGNIFiCaNCE % 0.0133 
KENDALL'S Tau c: 0.01 .. 37 SIGNIFIC.NCE: O.OISS 
Sa" "A_: __ O. J I 112 
SOKUS'S 0 ,."""UAtel:: O.OlUl IIUH WOOT 
SOMEIIS'S 0 ·U'''''EIIIIC'.= o.OUS' 

: O[HtlOtHT. 
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TABLE D-23 

•••• 0 •••••••••••••• c r. 0 S S 
WHO RtsPONOr. liT ~6E 

ABULATJON 
liT von 

or. • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • , • 

POLICt GaDa-ii 0 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 • .. • • •• 'AS( I 0' 

,II 260 

YO as 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT IvEhY BAO SOHEwHaT NO oPtNI SO"EWHa' ~EAY Geo AOW 
COL PC T I BAD ON GOOO b TO UL 
TOT PCT I . ~.l . ~.!. 3.1. ...t. 5.1 ---- ·---I-.. ·.---I---·G---I--.·-~-~-I··---· .. =-t:'!-·--· --I 

1. I 'I 21 I .n I 13 i 17 I &63 
I 1.8 I 16.6 ! 20.2 1 50.9 r· 10.11 I 26.2 
I ~C. 0 1 3f,. 5 ! H. 9 I 26... t 22." 1 
I . 0.5 1 . If. 3. I 5.3 I 13. It I 2.7 I 

or .- -----1--.. ·- -·-1-·~--·-·-1-·-·--~-1---"'- --I 
2. I I 22 I 30 I 62 I 8 I 123 

I a ,II 1 17,9 1 211... 1 50. II 1 6, S 1 19. II 
I 16.7 I 29.7 t 19.9 I 19.7 I lQ.!; 1 
I 0.2 I 3.5 I 11.11 I 10.0 I 1.3 t 

-1--------1--------1-- ... ----1 8 ---.---1-------.. 1 
5. I 2 12 I 11 I 113! 6 I 711 

I 2.7 16.2 I 111.9 I sa.l I 11.1 J 11.9 
I !3.3 16.2 t 7.3 1 13.7 I 7.9 1 
1,,0.3 11.911.11 16.9 J 1.0 J 
-1--·--··-I--·-----l···--~·-1--··-·--1------·-1 

II.! 0 I. !l I 37 1 69 tIS t 126 
I 0.0 I ".0 r 29 ... ·1 511.8 1 11,'1 I 20.3 
I 0.0 J 6. • r 211.5 I 22,0 1 19.7 I 
t 9 • 0 I O. II t !. • 0 I. 11.' 1 I 2 • II I 

-1--·-----I·---·---I-~--·---I---·----I------·-l 5. I 0 . 1 7 I . 35' I 118 I 1/9 J 119 
I 0.0 t 5.9 J ~9.11 I '0.3 I 2~.ij t 19.2 
I 0.0 I 9.5 I a.2 I 15.3 I 3h2 X 
I 0.0 I 1.1 I 5.6 I 7.7 1 11.1 I 

99. I O! I 5 I '1 I I 16 
OOIlT KNOw NO aNS I 0.0 I 6.3 I 31.3 I 5 •• 3 I t .• 3 I 2.6 

I 0.0 I 1.11 I 3.3 I 2.9 1 1.3 I 
I .. 0.0 I 0.2. I 0.8 I .. 1.11 I 0.2 1 

-I -- -----l----··-·I~ ... ·-.. ---I--·-·---I-·-· .... ·-I 
COLUMN 6 7tt 151 3111 76 .21 

TOT.I. 1.0 11.9 a".3 50.6 l2.2 100.0 

9 OUT or 30 , 3L.O~' O~ THE VALlO CELLS HaVE EXPECTED CELL rAEOuENCY LESS TH'N 5.0. 
"11I1"UI4 [XPECTED CElL fPEOUENCY; 0.155 
CHI $OUlRE: S~ •• 20b5 wI1H ~O DEGREES 0' rREtooM SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0000 
CRAMEIPS W: 0.11l.5b 
CONTIN6£NCY COEFFICI[Nl: 0.21"81 
LAMBDA (aSY"METRIC': 0.03'93 WITH Vl6D OEPEMOENT. : 0.00000 wtt" VO.I DEPENDENT. 
LAM80A (SYMMETRIC I = (.02092 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT USTNMETRlc' = C.027S7 IIITH W260 CE"ENOENT. : 0.03679 '11TH VO" 
UNt£RTahiTY COEF'rIC1ENl (SYM"ETRIC': 0.03152 
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.. 
·e TABLE D--24 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• CliO or •••••••••••••••••• 
1072 POL Ie!: CO""UNI tv GROUPS POL IC[ GOOO-UO 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P'G£ 1 or 
.' 

• VDIII 
COUNT I.' 

ROW PCT IVEAl eAO SO"[VHI' kO Ol'INI 50N[VHAf VEAl ibo ROW 
COL PCI I _ UO ON SOOO D 'OUl 
101 PO J 1.1 2.1 J.l 11.1 ,5.1 

'072 

HS 

······--l··~·····J········J··~·····I······-·l···-····J 
____ J. 1_. __ .0 _1 _21.1 . 2' J. 94 I .2' 1 J,2 

1 0.0 t 12.21 III.' I !U.7 1 U.! J 27.1 

NO 

OON'1 

2. 

, . 
I(NOII-,.01"5 

COLUMN 
TOTaL 

I 0.0 J 2... J ... :r I 2t.. 1 51.' I 
I 0.0 I 1., t .•• J 1 U.I t ,.5 1 

·l··-·····J········l··-·····J········l·····-·~l • J' .... t eS I H3 U I 
1.2 1 IS .3 J 25.0 J 1119 .J 11.' I 

6f. 1 I 5'i.5 1 55. 0 I 51. c; 50.0 I 
0.6 1 101 J IS ... 1 a.2 I • I J -1-······-1-·······1-. __ ...• 1.·.·····z········! 

I 2 I 9 J n 51 10 
I I. 1 t 7.7 I H.' .... 7 • ,5 
J 33. ] J J2 .2 J 25.' 11.2 13.2 
I 0.3 I 1.11 1 '.3 9.2 106 

·1 __ •.•• -·J··.·····l·---···~I··-·····1····--·-1 
151 

2,.3 

3U 
53.5 

III 
II •• 

n. 
100.0 

A3 cut OF 15 I 20.011 or INt ,ALIO CEUS HIY!: EXPt:CtED CEll FREOUENCY ltsS IHIII 1.0. 
WlNUI' UP!CTtO CEll Fllr:aUE~Y: 1.130 . 
CHI souaRE: 11.25302 IIlTH • OEGRtB 0' rutoo.. ! JGNHtcA .. CE: 0.02 U 
CRAIlER'S V: o.IPU 
CONTINGENC' (O["ICIENT: O.I'~_I 
lA .. aoA ,'S'""[IIIICI: 0.00000 wII" '072 OEI'ENO[IIT. : 0.00000 1111" ve.. DE,ENOtNI. 
LAMeoa ISY""EIRICI: 0.00000 
UNCERTAINt' COEFFICIENI IAS'""ETRICI: 0.01523 WI'H Y072 DE'[~oENT. : 0.01230 vITH ,088 
UHCEATllrcTY COE"IClnn ISt"I'rTilICI: 0.0!!61 
.ENoALt'S tAU 8: -0.01612 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0015 
KENOlll'S TAU c: eO.O.ll" !ISNlrIC.NCE: 0.0075 
1a""A: -0. !lelO , 

. .,st",us.'s O.IASYHMETAICI : -0.01]07 IIJIH won DEPUIOE .. t. = -OeO'052 IIUM ,Oil .. OO[NO["i.. 
SOMERS'S 0 15'""[IAICI : -0.CU6_ 
ET': 0.1355. VITM V012 DEPENDENT. : 0.0.711 WItH '0.' DEPENDENt. 
PEARSOl'S A :-0.0_.3, SIGNIFICANCE = 0.11 __ 
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.. 
TABLE D-25 

• • • •••• ••••••••••• lie IAeollTtoN 0' •••••••••••• " ••••• 
~ I e I CluB 'F'llI-Ttc" p, VOSS 'OlteE 6000-eao 

o • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • i. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P1SE I 0' • • • • • •• 
~O .. 

COUNT t " 
ROW pct IV[A, eAO SOHEWH.T hO 0'1"1 SOMEWHaT 'rA' SOO -ow 
COL Pc r J I'D 011 Goon tI rOUl 
TOT 'l>C, I 1.1 2.1 ,:J •. 1 5.1 
.-.- .. -.I····-··-J······-~l···-·-·-I-·······J·-·--···I 

J. I 0 J 20 I .. I J U J '1 I Z'I 
J o. OJ •• , J It. I IS" , t J].' I 1 ••• 
J g'O 1 21.0 I. 'a.! 1 u.s I ,;,t.1 I 
J .0 J '.2 J ,.11 I ;U.O I 1.2 I 

-J •••• o··-I·······-l-·····--I········l········1 
2. J 6 I 5" I 102 J 16' III ". 

HO I 1.6 I IiI.S 1 21 •• J •••• JI.2 51.9 

9. 
o O",T ""0101 110 ANS 

I I 00 • a I " ., J U. 5 J 5 2 • 2 5 , •• 
I 1.0 I •• 5 J ,.." I H.. e .6 

·1········t········l···--···1·······-1-...•• --1 
I 0 I I I 1 1 
J D.C I 7.1 ll ... J 50.0 lJ .'1 
I 0.0 I J • 'I 2.0 I 2.2 3.9 
J 0.0 J 0.2 0.5 J loJ 0.5 

-1--·····_J·····_··J· •. m •••• t-·····_-t·······-1 
6 

I. a 
h 

II. , 
lSI 

2'1.' 
3''1 

SIl., 
ur 

100.0 

a ,cur 0' 15' 'IO.DU 0' IHC VALID CEllS Hi,! [.PECTEO CELL 'REQutNe, USS '"AN S.D. 
~JHJHU' E.p~erEO CELL fREouENC,: 0.135 

CHI SOUIRE: ~1.!]'79 WITH • 0[6REES 0' 'RrCOO" SIGNJ'IC.Ncr ~ o.ooe! 
CUfI(R'S .: 0.1l10' 
COlflllffCIIC:' COEHICIEN': 0.TI~2' 
LA",eOI IAH""'CTAJCI : 0.00000 "UH '161 D['(NOEN'. : 0.00000 "UH 'Oil DEPENOEllr. 
UIISO' • SW"IIE rAIC I: 0.00000 
UIfClRT'III" COErrlCIENT "S'"~ETRICI : o.O~_'S wITH ,.fl CEPENDEHf. : 0.01527 WITH YD" 
UNCUT,hT, COEFFJCIE"H 15""'['RICI : o.OJlU 
K[NO'lL'S "U e: -0.J2~'9 SIGNI'IC1Ncr: 0.0005 
KCIfCAll'S rAU C: -0,10556 SJGNlrlc'NCE: 0.0005 
6U,,,,,: -0.ZH35 
SOH US 'S 0 tAH","!tAICI : -0.ro728 IIITH '161 O[PEIfOENT. : -O.HOJJ WI'" 'Oil OEHNOENl. 
50"£R5 '$ 0 'SYHMETRlC' ; -0. "'160 
r,A: 0.06007 "UH '161 OEPeNDrNT. : 0.1599. IIfTH you O["[NO["'. 
PEAA50~'S A :-0.02357 SIGNIFICANC£: 0.27" 
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'e TABLE D-26 

................... CRe TABUlA110N 
'" vou 

or ." ••• ,'" ............ ' •• 
WI 1;> Nr IGllI!OIlHOOC. CHURCH ~Ollcr GOoo·ruD 

• • .. • • • • • .. .. • .. • • .. .. .. • • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • oa • .. .. .. .. .. .. " .. • .. .. .. • • • 0 .... " Gt I 0', 

~O" 
COUNT ! 

ROil pct IHII, 
COL Pcr -r 
rOT PCI I 

.' 
9'0 SO"[VH" ~o OP!N! EO~[VH" WrR' tOO 

lAO ON GOOD D 
1.1 2.1 3.J II.J 5.1 

U72 .. o···-·r··--····I···-····J·~·----·J····-·--I-··--···J 

ROV 
'O,Al 

0. 1 6 J. ,53 I 10] J IU J .. II, I Ju 
J ,., I III ... I 211.1 1 ..... J r 11.2 I st.a 
1 '00.0 J '1.6 ,I 6',2 J 52.2 J 53.9 I 
I 1.0 1 '.5 1 16,' I 26._ I 6.' I 

.J •• -- •••• J.-••••• -J.- •••• ~.J •••••• o-J.-•• - ••• ! 
I. I 0 J II I 19 I 119 I 13 I as 

HS J 0.0 J 11.1 J 22." J 51,6 I ~I,l I 13.7 

~ . 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

I 0.0 I 5.11 I 12., J Is.e I 11.1 1 
i 0.0 I 0.6 J 301 J 7.9 1 2.~ I 

-!········I··.···.·I· •. -----l····.·--1----·---J 
J 0 J Ii 29 10 1 1 22 
I 0.0 1 10.1 11.2 5',11 J J! .0 
1 0.0 I 2 ].0 19.2 32 .~ ! ;; •• V 
I 0.0 I 2.7 ".7 U.3 I ! .s 

.J •• - •••• -J-.--.-.. J.G····-·!·---···-J--~·--·-l 
6 ,'. UI ] PI 16 

1.0 1 1.9 2'103 SO.t J2 .2 
62 1 

100.0 

_ cur 0, IS I :lo.aU 0' ,HE WALlO CELLS HUE UPECfrO CElL 'REQUENC, LUI TH ... !S.o. 
UI' [JrP[CHO CELL fR£QUENO: 0 •• 21 

C SOUARr: 2'.]!~57 wITH ~ DEGREES OF FRErDOM SIGNIFICANCE: 0.002. 
CAAIIlIPS V: O.137~J 
CONIINEEkC' COE'FICIENI: O.J~O_~ 
LAPIBOA IAHMPI[fRlCI : 0.00000 IInH Wl72 Ot:PENDENT. : 0.00000 WUH VoU OEPCNour. 
UMBDA I $.Y liNE fla'IC :: 0.00000 
UNC£IlTIHITY COHFICJEN' IUr""ETAHI : 0.022"1 UUH Vl72 DEPENDENT. : 0.01?!1 VIrH ,0" 
UNCEnr'!"" COEFFICrF:lfl I$YPlllrTAlCI: O,OUllI 
"rNDALL~S tAU 8 : 0.1].'8 SIGNI'ICANCE: 0.000' 
KE~Olll'S 'AU C : 0.122~! SIGNIFICaNcE: 0.000' 
6AII"': 0.22610 

-,SOIlERS'S,D ,AsumURJCI : '0.1211,. V'ITH Vl72 C['UDEHf. -, O.,II6U IIItH ,OU OE.UjDEHT. 
SO"ERS'S D .sYMMrTRICI :' 0.13115' 
ErA: 0.111611 vlrH 1172 DEPrNDENT. : 0.11392 VITH 'OU orPENorNT. 
P[AASO~'S A : 0.111110 SI'N,'Ic ... cr: 0.00" 
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e TABLE D-27 

• • • • • • • • • • '0 • • • • • • • ( ~ 0 s S T A 1< II L • , I II " 0 
~2 ~9 IItL!GIOI'~ SE ~~ I C r!' AT l( ~')AhC( e, V O~8 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
V(' L8 

COU 1 J 
ROil IC T I ~[II' 810 SO"EwtjIT "0 OPlhl ~O"[IIHAT VtRTr.CO ROil 
COL PCT I aAO ON GOOD 0 TOTAL 
lOT PCT I 101 2.t 3.1. ~.r ;,3.1 
--------I--_a----I--------I-$-·-·--l--------I·----··-I 

1. I 1 1 I~ t '" I 89 I 21 t I'1S 
II 2119 

OPjC[ A 

hO OR 

litEM 0 I O.b I 8.0 I 'S.l I SO.9 I 15.~ I 21.2 
I 16.7 I 18.9 I ,9.1 I 28.3 J :55.S I 

2. 
THREE A M 

J 0.2 t. 203 I 7.1 I. III.] I ~.] I 
-I-- .. ----Ig---·-·-I--·----·l~-------I--------l I I I 1 S I 31 1 b5 I 22 1 

I 0.7 1 11.2 I a.l I 1111.5, I 16.~ I 
I 16.7 I 20.3 1 ,(l.S I 20.7 I 211.9 1 
I 0.2 I 2.11 I 5.0 I 10.5 I 3.5 1 

-I--·-----I~-------I-----_a-I~-------I--------I 

13'1 
21.6 

3. I 
OIhCE A MOPjTH I 

I 
I 

2 I 
I • t I 

:]. j I 
0.3 I 

23 I 
12.6 t 
31. 1 I 
3.1 I 

106 I 
!;7.9 I 
33.8 I 
17. I I 

15 
lI.l 

1907 
2 ... 

1113 
29.S 

·I·-··--~I~---·---I-a.-----l~-------I------·-I 
!). I' 2 . I I 6 I 27 I ! II I 1 a 9) 

NEVER I 2.2 I 17.2 I .9.0 I "'0.9 I 10.8 15.0 
I !3.3 I 21.f) I 11.9 I 12.1 1 13.2 
I 0.3 I 2.t. I 11.3 I b.1 I 1.6 

9. I 0 I 6 I 12 16 I 2 36 
OONt K~OIl NO AHS t 0.0 I 16.7 I B.l .. /f." r 5.6 5.8 

1 0.0 r eol I 7.9 5.1 I 2.6 
I C.O 1 1.0 r 1.9 t. 2.6 I Dol I 

-I·-·-·--~I·a---·--I·-·--·--I--------I------·-r COLUM" «I 711 lSI 
~ TOTAL 1.0 11.9 'Q.3 

31'1 
50.6 

f> 21 
100.0 

f • • • • • • • 
POLICE GOOD-BAO 

• • • • • • • • • 

~ OUT 01' 2S I 211.0\' OF THE VALlO CELLS HAVE E.PECTEO CELL fRE~UEHCY LESS THA" 5.0. 
MINIMUM OPECTEO CELL fREQUE"CY: 0.31111 
CHI SOUARE: 22.128,,0 wITH 16 OEGIIEE S OF FREEOOM SIGNt!' I CU~CE : 0.1391 
CRAMER'S V: 0.09 .. 3. 
COI'lTINGENC' COEFF ICl(Pjl = 001115119 
LAHBOA IAST~HETRICI : 0.011338 WITH V2119 
L'MBO& ISYMMETRIC': t.02550 

OEPEND!:NT. 

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENt IAS'""ETRICI: C.012011 IIITH VZ,,9 
U"C[RTAI"TY COEr" ICI EN 1 I SYMMETRIC J: 0.01320 
KEPjOALL'S TAU 8: -0.10Z'1 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0012 
KENOALL'S T&U C = ·0.090&9 SIGNI'!CANCE = 0.0012 
GAM"': -0.lQIl26 

: 0.00000 ~ITH VOl. 

tEPEPjOENT. = 

SOMERS'S 0 IASYM"ETRICI : -0.110&1 WITH VZll9 
SOMERS'S 0 (SYHMETRICI : -0.102311 

DEPEI/D[I/ T. : -0.09529 ~tTH VOl. 

• 
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.. 
TABLE D""'28 

•••••••••••••••••• e~OS~TlPlJl.flt~ 
VJCI !.UTUS 01 tlOM!: o" .. rRSHIP nv VO~8 

Of· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
rOl ICE GOOo-BAO 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• P IG£ t 0' 

vI" ~p 
COUI4T I 

ROW PCT IvE"" IUD SO,otIlHII kO OPI~I SOl',E\jHll VCRy Geo ROW 
CO!,. PC T I IUD 0,. GOOD 0 TO T al 
lOT PCT I 1.1 ~.r 3.1, ".1 5.1 

v 301 --··----J-··-----I---·----I--·-----I---~----I-·------I I'" I • -I 22 1 65 1 73 I 17 I 181 
AtilT I 2.2 I 12.2 t :5.9 I "003 I 9 ... I 29.1 

2. 
OliN 

3. 
rllt[ 

COlUI'k 
TOTAL 

I 66.7 I 29.7 1 11).0 1 23.2 I 22.it I 
J ~.6 I 3.5 I 10.5 I 11.8 I 2.7 1 

-1-- 0 -----1- 0 ------1--------1--------1--------1 
I 2 I 119 1 7S 1 231 S5 
I 0.5 I 11.8 I 18.8 I 55.7 13d 
I !!.3 1 66.2 I 51.7 I 73.6 72 ... 
I p.) I 7.9,,1 12.6 I.37.:? I 8.9 I 

-I--·-----l·-------I--·-~---l--------I--·---·-I I () I 3 II 10 t It 

I 0.0 I 12.0 ~2. 0 ~O.O I 16 • .; 
I 0.0 I II. 1 503 3.2 I 5. J 
I 0.0 1 0.5 1.3 1 .6 I 0.1> 

-I--------I-----o--I--------I--------I--------l 
6 7'1 151 li .. 7b 

1.0 11. 9 411.3 50.6 12.2 

25 
11.0 

I>? 1 
100.0 

•

5 fluT or 15 I n.H) of TH! VAllO CEllS "'HE OP[CT£O CEll FREOuENCY LrSS THAIi S.o. 
I1U" (lP[CHO CEll fRE.OuEkC,: 0.2112 

• SO~ARE: Z8.2~6~q IIITH 8 DEGREES or FIIE[OOI1 SlGN!FICA~CE: O.OOO~ 

CRA"tA'S V: 0 ol50~ 1 
COIiUNIiEIiCT COEFFICIENT: 0 .... oe58 
lA"BOA IASTI111E1 Ie) = 0.00971 ~ITH v301 O[P[~OtNT. 0.00000 ~ITH voee DEprIiDE~t. 
La"BDA CS'""ETRICI: (.00390 
UNCERTAINTY COE IFICHlfT USY""ETIIICI:: C.OHOl> wITH V~Ol CEPENOENT. :: 0.01771 ~ITH VOU 
UNCERT AIN'" COE FFICIEN 1 I SV""P:TRIC I: 0 .02201 
KENDAll'S TAU e: ~~12191 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0005 
"(NOAll'S TAU C: (I.l01:!11 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0005 
GA""': 0.212011 
SOMERS'S 0 'ASYI1HETAIC): 0.10290 IIITH \301 OEP£NOEN1. 0.1 •• 58 MITH voee DEPENDENT. 
SOI1[RS'S 0 eUK I[ TAl C I: 0.12023 
E fa: 0.16e51 I%fH v3C.l OEPENOENT. : .0.13715 WItH VOU DEPENOENT. 
PEARSON'S R : 0.11782 SIGNIFICANC!:: 0.0016 
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TABLE D--29 

••••••••••• II •••••• C~OSSTAeu 

11300 urAD or .(,lI~(HOLO 
A T I a " 

fiT ~ue~ 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
I'OL Ict GOOCI-RAO 

••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 or 

11(,,11 

C OU~ 1 I 
11011 FCl IHhY 11A0 SO".EI/"Al NO OPINI SO"[IIHAT VEn GeO 1101/ 
COL ,tT I aAO ON GeOO ° TOTAL 
'0 1 IC 1 1 I. 1 <1 • ! 3. I ". ! ~. I 

V300 --------l--------I--------t--·-----l~----·--I------·-l 
I.! 3 I 39 I 1, 1 211 1 5 iI 1 385 

FATHER-IWS8A"0. I o.e I 1001 r ,1~.2 1 511.11 r Bel I b2.0 

L. 

"OTH Ell-II IrE 

J. 
GIIANOr I TH(P 

COLU tN 
TOTAL 

! ~a.o I 5207 I .,9.0 1 bl.2 t 76.3 I 
1 a.51 6.3 r 11.9 13 ... 0 t ~.J I 

-I---~-·--I·D------I--·--·--l~-----~-I----·---1 1 I 2b I 67 1 liS ' 1 15 
I 1 .5 1 1 J. 1 1 33.7 1 ~". 2 I 7.5 
I ~o.o 1 35. 1 1 "" ... 1 211 .0 I 19.7 
I 0.5 1 11.2 1 10.8 1 1".2 I 2 ... I 

-I -- -~---~ 1-------- I _. ---:-.~--I-----· .. -1----- - --I 
1 0 9 t, 10 1 15 
! 0.0 211.3 I .7.0 1 "O.S 8.1 
1 (I.e 12.2 I 6.6 1 ".8 J.'i 
I 0.0 I 1 ... I 1.6 I 2." 1 0.5 'I 

-%--------I--------t--------l--------I--------1 
eo 7'1 151 31" H. 

1. a 11.9 _".3 50.6 1 2.2 

199 
32.0 

!7 
b.O 

621 
100.0 

5 out OF 15 I 3J.llI Of' THE YALIO CELLS H~'i/E EXPE:CTEO CELL f'REQUENCY Lr5S TH.1j 5.0. 
HINIHU~ [.PECTEO CELL fREQUENCy: 0.357 
CHI SQUARE:: 211.1123;9 IInH II Df.:GREE~ OF FRHOOH SIGNifiCANCE :: 0.0003 
CRltHEIPS V: 0.1523'1 
CONTINGENCY COEFF ICIE'It;; 0,Z10U 
llllaOa USYHMET IICI : 0.00000 WITH v300 O(PENO[HT. : 0.00000 IIITH VOIIII OEPrNO(Nl. 

41BOA fSYHI'ETII ,CI: t.OOOOO 
ERraINTY COErFICIEHl CISYMMETIIICI: 0.02732 IIITH VJOO [j(P[HOENT. : 0.01821 IIITH ~ole 

CERTAINTY COEFf'ICH'Il CSYMMETRIC.:: 0.02186 
IIrltaAU'S TaU 8: -0.17173 SIGNlrICANC[: 0.0000 
KENDAll'S Tau c: -0.1'1190 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0000 
GIMMA: -0.2SQ55 
50"ERS'S 0 USY"HETlUC I :: -0.1513' IIITH ,300 
SOHERS'S D (SYMMETRIC' : -0.17037 

DEPENOEN T. 

ETA: a.18679 .ITH VHO OEPEHOENT. : 0.1766~ wITH VOllft 
PEARSOh·S A ::-0.17222 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.1l000 
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e· TABLE 0"'30 
• .. • • .. • . • • • . • • • • .. • c • 0 ~ ~ T A & U L A 1 I 0 N 0 F .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

w:! ttS M~RITll .fA IUS BY V O~8 POLICE (,000-8A 0 .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. • • .. .. .. " .. .. • • • .. • • .. • • • .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. ~ AGE 

~(' t~ 

tOu .. ' I 
ROlf tf lIIrhY IIAO SO.-EWHU HO OPINI SO"(\oHAt ~tRY Geo IIOW 
COL PCT I DAD ON GOOO 6 TOTAL 
fOT PCT I . Io! Z.t 1.1. 11.1.. !.l 

~2_5 -·--·---J----·---l----·---!·-·---·-I--·-~·--J··---·--I 1. J 1 1 21 ·1 19 I "2 I 15 1 118 
51NGl[ UNO[. 18 I (1.11 J 17.. I 16.1 1 52.5 I U.7 I 19.9 

I 16.1 I 28 ... I 12." J 19.1 I 19.7 I 
I 0.2. J 3.11 I 3.1 I 10.0 I 2.. 1 

-1--------1--------1---·----1--------1--------1 
2. J 2 27 I 37 1 "" 1 8 1110 

SIt.lGlt OHR 18 I 1.11 19.3 1 c6." I 117.1 I 5.7 22.5 
1 !!.3 3e..51 .11.51 Zl.0 110.5 
I 0.3'1 11.3 I 6.0 1 10.6 I 1.3 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 3. I Z I 13 I 112 1 119 I II a I 216 
'URRIEO I 0.9 J e..o 1 19." 1 5501 I 18.5 1 H.e 

1 ·J3.3 I P.e. J .7.11 I 37.9 I 52.b I 
I 0.3 I 2.1 r 6.8 1 19.2 1 ".tt J 

-I--·~-·--J------·-t--.--.--I--------I--------l 
It. 1 I 11 r "6 1 61 I 13 1 132 

HP I (1.8 I 11.3 I 311.11 1 "b.2 1 9 • .:1 1 21.3 

9. 
DOhT KIIOII NO _NS 

tOLUH" 
TOTAL 

I 16. 7 I III • '9 r 30.5 I 19. II I 1 7. 1 1 
I 0.2 1 1.11 I 7.. I 9.8 J 2.1 1 

-1-- ------1----· ·:.. ... %.--·-----1 :-------1--------I 
r 0 J 2 I 7 I 6 J a 1 
I c.O I 13.3 r .6.7 I ,,0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 J 2.7 t II." I 1.9 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.3 t 1.1 1 1.0 I O.C 1 

~I--·----~I·-------I--·-----I~-------t·-----·-l 6 711 151 31. h 
1.0 11.9 ••• 3 50. I> 12.2 

IS 
2.11 

"21 
100.0 

A 8 OUT of 25 ( 3 •• 0" OF' THE VAllO CEllS HAVE EXPECTEO CELL fREQUENCY LESS THAN 5.0 • 
• HINIMUH E:XPECH.O CELL fREQUENCY = 001'15 

CHI SQUARt: 1j9.2$Stll wITH 16 OEGR£E~ nF fREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE: 0.0000 
CRAHER'S V: 0.1'10112 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT: 0.27109 
LAMBDA (ASY~M[TAIC) : 0.0.,,,- WITH '12"$ OEPENDENT_ = 0.00326 wITH '10110 OEpr~OE"T. 
LAHBDA ISYI1HETAle): 1..0261>9 
UNCERTAINTY COE IFlCHNT (ASYMMETRIC): t.0211118 WlTH '12.5 C[PENOENT. : 0003292 WITH voea 
UNCERTAIh" COEIrICHN1 (SYHMETRIC': 0.0305. 
KENOALL"S TAU 8 = 0.020111 SIGNIfICANCE = 0.2107 
KENOAlL·S TAU C = 0.01820 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.2701 
G A""' = 0.029119 
SOHERS·S 0 'ASY "ETRIC. = 0.02220 WITH V2_5 DEPENDENT. : 0.01951 wITH yoe. OEPE"OE~T. 
50MER5'S 0 ISYMMETRIC': 0.02077 

-247-

.. .. .. .. 
I 0' 

OEPENOfIlT. 



-e TABLE 0-31 

•••••••••••••••••• c ~ ass A 8 U l , 1 LO N 0 f •••••••••••••••••• 
v H!> ( .. ".l 0' M~ "T STAT U S ay Vbft8 POLICE GOOO-~iD 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••••• i • .• • • •• P AGE I OF 

·vO III 
COu'" J 

ROV .ct IVrhY ~AO SOM[WHlt NO OPINI SOMEWHI' VERY Geo ROw 
COL PC T J BAD ON GOOD 0 TOUL 

V 3D!> 
lOl teT J ,,1.1 2.1 ,S.I. ".1 HI 
·.--·-·-l·---··~-I-~---·Q-I--·--·--I·----·--l---·--··J I. 1 '3 I 32 I "0 1 99 I lb 1 190 

"0 1 1.6 I 16.11 1 21.1 1 S2.l! •• ~ 1 30.6 
J ~O.D r 113.2 t 26.5 I 31.5 I 2101 I 
I, D.S I 5.2 1 6 .... I, 15.9 I 2.b 1 

-I--------I--------l--------I-a------I--------I 
I I 10 I 17 I 29 I II 1 

Y£S.OCCUJONA t P I 1.5 1 15 ... I .6.2 I ..... 6 I 11.3 I 
1 16.7 1 13.5 1 11.3 I 9.2 1 10.5 1 
1 C.2 1 1. b I 2.7 I ... 7 I 1. l I 

-I-------~I~-----~-I--·-~--~I~-------J------·-I 1 I 21 I 50 I 117 I 23 1 
y~S ,REG PART. 1M I c.S I lad I 23.5 1 5".9 J 10.8 1 

1 11 •• 7 I 29.7 t ~3.1 I 37 .3 I 30.3 I 
t 0.2 I 3.5 t e.l I 11.8 I 3.7 I 

-I--------I-----~-·I--·.----l··------l~--~--·-I '. I 1 I " t 3 .. .... I 22 I 
YES fUll TIHE I 1.0 1 3.8 I !2 ... 111.9 I 21.0 I 

! 16.7 I 5.'1 I .2.5 111. a I 28.9 I 
r 0.2 I, 0.6 t 5.5 7.1 I 3.!> I 

-1-··_·---1--------1----·---1----··--1--------1 
t. I 0 3 1 5 1 17 I !I I 

STuDENT 1 0.0 10.0 I 16.7 1 S6.7 I 16.7 I 
to.O .. 01 I 3.3 I 5. ~ I 6. to I 
I 0.0 1 0.5 t 0.8 I 2.7 I 0.8 1 -I -- -----1--------1 -- ------11.-------1 ------ --1 

9. I 0 I :I 1 5 I a 1 2 I 
• 1 0.0 I 16. 7 I :t7.8 1 '" • II I 11.1 I 

I 0.0 1 '.1 I 3.3 1 2.5 I 2.6 1 
I C.O 1. D.!> r o.e. t. 1,~3. I 0.3 1 

• IINOII NO 

COLUMN 
tOTAl. 

-I--·-----I-·------I--·-----t~-·-----I-----~·-I 6 
1.0 

7'1 
11.9 

7b 
12.2 

65 
10.5 

105 
111.9 

30 
~.e 

18 
2.9 

6 ~l 
100.0 

11 OUT 0' 3D ( H.U) 0' THE VAllO C£LLS HAVE EXPECTED CElL fREQUENCY L[SS THIIt 5.0. 
11Nl"U" [)'PECTEO CELL fAEOUENCY: 0.1711 
:HI SQUIRE: 30.666lJ9 wITH 20 DEGREE: 5 OF fAtEDOM SIGN1' ItANCE: 0.0591 
:RAHEP'S V: 0.11111 
:ONTlHGEHCY COEfflCI EN I: 0.21693 
.'''8oA CISYM"tTAIC' : 0.D2'Hl WIT.1i W305 DEPENDENT. = 0.00000 WITH WOU DEPENDENT • 
• A"BOA ISY"METRIC': t.01618 
If/CERTAINTY COEffIClENl USYMMETRIc): C.01688 IIITH ¥3D5 CEPENDEHT. : 0.02056 IIltH vOU 
,,,CERUINTY COEHICIE'lI 'SYMMETRIC) = 0.0185 .. 

.t 
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.. TABLE D-32 

C~O!>~TaIlUL1TION OF ........... . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. 
V303 (OUCA' lO~ 0' raTlltR .8' voal POLIC[ 6000-eao . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 

VO ell 
COUNT I 

lOW PCT IvrR' eao SOMEWHaT NO OPINI SOMEWHaT VEA, ~tO ROW 
COL PCT r BID ON 'GOOD 0 TOUL 
'OT PCT I 1.1 l.I 3.! 11.1 , !.r 

V303 --.----·!·~·~-· .. r-··-~.-~I--·--~·.l··---D~~t~.~-·-·-l 
O. r 2 I 11 I .] I 105 I !l 1 2511 

I - I':i." I 11.1 1 32. , I III .] I 15.0 1 II O. 9 
I J30' I 111.9 I !lS.O J n.1I I 113.11 I 
I 0.3 I 5. D I 13.11 I 16.9 t 5.l I 
-I--~~-~I~----~-t-~·---·-I~-~~·--I~--~e-~-I 

I. I 3 1 22 I 36 I lDII I la r 187 
rATHER NEVER aTT r 1.6 I 11.8 t 19.3 I 51.8 I '.b 1 SO.1 

r !lD. 0 I 29. 7 I .3.. I 311 .11 I 23. 7 r 
r . p.5 I 3.!I I 5.e I, 17.11 1 2.9 1 

-I-·---···t···---·-!-·_····-l--._.··-l··---·_·I 
2. I . 0 1 1'1 ' I 2'3 1 ' SO' I 11 1 9a 

GRaOE SCHOOL I 0.0 I 1'1.3 t 23.5 I 51.0 1 11.2 I .5.11 
r 0.0 l' 18.9 r 15.2 1 15.9 I 111.5 I 
I , ~.D I 203 .. J 3.7 I, e.l, 1 _ l.a 1 

·J·-·-----I·---·---I--"---·-l---·----I~·----·-I 3. I 0 I 2 t ] I 23 I 2 I 3D 
H.S. DRo, OUT 1 0.0 I 6.7 I 10.0 I 16.7 I 6.7 I 11.8 

I 0.0 I 2.7 I 2.0 I 7.3 I 2.b 1 
I ~.o 1,0.31 0.5 I, ].7 I 003 1 

-I .... -----l----~--J-:-.·----I---.. --I~-----.--l 
". I 0 1 Z 1 3 I 19 1 6 1 30 

H16H SCHOOL GRAO 1 D.O I 6.1 1 10.0 I 6::s.3 I 20.0 I 11.8 

ro. 
HIGH SCHOOL 

t 0.0 1 2.7 r 2.0 I 6.1 I 7.9 I 
I ~.o I. D,.3 I 0.5 I, 3.1 I 1.0" I 

-% ··.--·--~l-----··-t·· ··-·--1--------1------ --I 
t 1 3 I ] I 9 1 6 I 
I 11.5 I 13.6 I 13.6 I 110.9 I 27.3 I 
1 16.7 I 1101 I 2.0 1 2.9 I 7.9 I 
I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.5 I 1.' I 1.0 ! 
-r-~ .. ----I·-----~-I···-~--·I~-·-~--~I~--~--.-I 

- 22 
3.5 

COLUMN 
tOTAL 

6 
1.0 

?II 
11.9 

151 
ill.] 

76 621 
12.2 - 10D.0 

12 OUT 0' 30 I IIt.OU 01" TH£ VALID CELLS Havt txPECTto tnL I"R(QU[NCY LESS THaN 5.0. 
"I"I"UI'I EXPECTED CELL fREQutNCY: 0.213 
CHI SOUAR(: 111.7&523 wITH 20 DEGREES 01" fREEDOM SIGNI'IcaNC£: O.OOl' 
CRANEIPS V: 0.12117[; 
CONTl"'!"C'-COt~'lCI[Nl : 0.25109 

. . . 

LA"80a CA5Y""ttRICt : 0.01090 WITH V3D3 DEPENDENT. = a.OOODO wITH vOle DEP[NO[NT. 
LaH8DA U'i'KREfAIC': t.00595 
uHC[RUrN"-COEF'lCl£'" CAS,MKETRIC,:r G.O""" tilTH UOS - efP[NO£NT. : 0.D26" WITH vod 
UNCERTaIN" COt"ICIENl CSY"METRIC): 0.0250' 
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e TABLE D .... 33 

• • • • 0 • • • • • .. • • C h 0 S S T II [\ U L /I T 1 0 N 0 f • • • • • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • • • • • .. • 
v~ 20 hf SPON l'r~' ~ "oue sec Ijr py VU88 rOllC ( GOOD-Ill 0 .. . • • • • • • • .. • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. • .. .. .. • .. • • .. .. .. .. .. • • .. • .. • • .. • P IGl 

CII 

COU" T 
Pow PC T 
COL "C T 
TOT PeT 

VC' <tI 
1 
I vr ~Y 
J 
I 

eAO ~O"[WHAT HO OPIHI SO~[wH.T VeRY Gto 
aAO ON GOOD 0 

1.1 1.1 3.1 It.l ~.I 

ROil 
TOUL 

--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1. 1 10 I 31 1 110 1 15 1 lell 

t .0 I 9. b I JI .. !o 1 58.!o 1 111. " 1 1 1..7 
11..1 I 13.5 J .5.2 1 12.7 I 19.7 I 

1 0.2 1 1.1. I boll, 6.1i I 2 ... 1 
-1--------1------··1--------1--------1--------1 

~. I I" I 31 1 5.. 1 ~ I 109 
0.9 1 12.S 1 48.11 I ~9.5 I a.3 I 17.6 

16.1 1 18.9 I ,,0.5 J 17.2 1 11.6 1 
I ~.2 I 2.J [ 5.0 I. S.l I 1.1t I 

-I--------1--------1--------I··------l--------1 
J. I 

I 
I 
I 

! 
1 • 1 1 

16.7 t 
0.2 1 

B t 
a.s t 

10.8 I 
1. 3 1 

22 52 I 
55.3 1 
11..6 I e... 1 

1 1 I 
11.7 1 
1/j.5 1 

1 • e I 

-I--------l----~---I--·-----I--------I------·-I 'I. 5 I 12 5'1 II. 88 
101 5.7! 13.1. 61... 18.2 iii.;? 

1(.. 7 b. 8 ! 7.9 17 • 2 • 21. 1 
I C.2 1 0.8 T 1.9 I 8.7! 2.1> I 
-I--~----I--------I--------I--------l------·-1 

999.! 2 I 37 I ~ft I lIlt I 25 I 221. 
r.9 1 lb .... I <1.2 I 50.11 I 11.1 I 31.._ 
~3d 1 1)0.0 t ~1.8 1 36.3 1 32.9 I 
r.3 I 1..0 I 7.7 I 18./j I ".0 1 

-I---~-·--I------·-I--4-o---1~-------I~--·----1 COLUMN 6 7" 151 ll~ lb 621 
. TOTAL 1.0 11.9 .... 3 50.6 .12.2 100.0 e OUT OF 25 f ?l.oll OF THE VAlID CEllS HAWE EXPECTED CELL FREQuENCY lESS TH ... 5.0. 

"INIHUJI EXP£CTEO CEll fP(QUENCY:: 0.850 
CHI SOUARE:: JO.IIS7t6 IItTH II. DEGRE£~ OF 'RHDO~ SIGNIFICANCE:: 0.0158 
CRAHfR'S V:: 0.1107J 
C ON TIN GENCT cor;r F ICIEN 1:: 0.21622 
L'"BOA IASYMMEtRICI :: 0.00000 WITH V"lO OEPENO[NT. :: 0.00000 WITH voee O[PENOENT. 
LAMBO .. CSV"H[TRIC I:: (..00000 
UHC[RTArltn COEHIcrENI laSTMM[TRICI;: C.01615 wITH n20 t£PtNO(Nt. :: 0.01992 IIlTH voee 
UHC[RUIHTV COErFICl(Nt IS'H"EtRICI:: 0.0111" 
.~HOALL·$ TAU e: 0.OZj37 SIGNIFICANCE:: 0.211.3 
~EHOAll'S TAU C :: 0.02070 SIGNIFICANCE:: 0.2"", 
GAMMA:: 0.03289 
'SO"EAS~ D IAS'""ETRICI:: 0.02525 WITH ~1I20 OE~ENO£NT. :: 0.02163 wTTH VOl. OEPEIIOENT. 
SOHERS'S 0 IS'HtlETRICI:: 0.02330 
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TABLE 0"';34 . .. . 
V!~! 

••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

~Il' tor." ~o"IC CLASS 
ChOS~ll ILlA' I ..... 

~~ '1C~8 
o • • 0 • • • • • • 

• • ,'(lLlCe GOOO-8At' 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • CI • • 

V,. til 
C OU'/ T I 

110. PC T I~!~' IIAO SOl'EWHAT hO OPI~I ~O"!:~HAT vtRT Geo 
COL PC r 1 ruo O~ Groo 0 
,TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 301 ".1 ~.I 

--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1---·---_1 
I. 1 0 I 1 I I ZII I 3D I ~ I 

LO .. ER .. OIl~ING I 0.0 I IS.9 I ]".8 I u.S I S.a I 
I r. ell ~. 9 I 15.9 1 9.6 J S oJ 1 
I O.r 1 1.8 t 3.9 I 11.11 I O.b 1 -1--------1--------1---·----1--------1 ________ 1 
leI 9 I 2S I ~ 9 I 12 1 

"'IODLE "'OR"I~f C 1 0.0 1 9.S I .6.3 I 51.b I 12.1. I 
I (1.0 I 12.2 I 16.6 1 IS.b I IS.d 1 
I r.D I 1 ... 1 11.0 I 7.9 I 1.9 1 
-I---~·---l--------l-----___ I ________ I· _______ I 

J. I <1 I 9 I 18 I ~5 I II 1 
LO~ER "YO CLA~S I 7.S I 11.3 I 22.5 I ~6,J I 7.5 1 

"IDOU: CLASS 

I ;3.3 I 12.2 1 11.9 1 1~.J I 7.9 I 
I 0.3 I 1.- I 2.9 1 7.2 I I.U I 

·I--·~----l--------I-·------I---··---I----- ___ I 
If. I 1 I 2b I 35 I 123 I II 1 

! (1.5 1 11.9 ! Ib.l 1 S6.~ I 15.1 1 
I 16.7 I 3501 I B.2 ! 39.2 I .. 3.~ 1 
I ('.2 I ... .: I S.6 I 19.8 t 5.3 I 
-I--------l··------I--------I~-------I------ __ l 

5. I 2 J 13 I 23 I 112 I It. I 
UPPER MlliOLE CLA 1 :1.1 I 13.5 I ,q.o 1 "3.8 I )6.7 I 

I ::3.3 1 17.1. I IS ... 1 13 ... 1 2101 1 
I Cd I 201 I 3.7 1 b.8! 2.b 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1---·_·--1 
y. 

OO~T~NOW ~o £~SW 
I 1 I b I 2b] 2S I 5 I 
I I.b 1 9.S I ~1.3 I 39.7 I 1.9 1 e I Ib.7 1 1101 I 17.2 1 8.0 I b.b I 
I n.' I 1.0 I ".2 1 ... 0 r 0.8 1 

-I--~-----r--------I--------I--------I--------l 
b 7.. 151 3111 711 

1.0 11.9 .... 3 SO.6 12.2 

ROw 
TO T JL 

63 
1001 

b 21 
100.0 

to OUT OF 30 t 2(.OU or TIlE VALID CELLS I"wE EXP[CTEO CELL FREQUENCY LESS THAN 5.0. 
I'lINII'IU" ElIPECT(O CELL fPEOU(NCY:: 0.60~ 
CHI SOUARt:: 37.3671;> wIT" 20 O£GR((S OF fll([OO" SIG~IFICANCE = 0.0106 
eIlA"ER'S V:: Ool226~ 
CONTINGENCY cOunCI EN I:: 0.2382 .. 

••••• 

l'"BOA IAS""",ETRICI :: 0.002'18 WITH VJ23 DEPENDENT. :: 0.00326 WITH VOU o!:prNOE~T. 
lA"aOA fSY"METRICI:: [.00282 

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENI IA$YM"(TlIlCl:: t.011l22 IIITH V323 OEPENDENT. = 0.02'165 WITH VOle 
UP1CERTAINTY CCEH!CIE"l ISYMMETRICI:: 0.02095 
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• TABLE D-35 

• • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R ~ S I I PUll I /0 III 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
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E. CONTEXTUAL EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

One of the strongest predictors that has emerged in the 
foregoing analysis is tract type: Our 2 x 2 classification 
of census tracts in each of the two cities (Atlanta and 
Washington, D. C.) on the basis of middle versus low-income 
(based on median income census figures) by high versus low 
crime rates. This gives us four tracts per city. This is 
our main sampling design variable, since the random mUltistage 
sampling strategy employed the tract as the initial unit; 
sampling of persons proceeded from there through blocks, then 
streets within blocks, then households on streets. Overall 
sample sizes were monitored and equalized as much as possible 
by tract within each city. 

In order to further confirm and test for the tract effects 
which were found in the foregoing prediction analyses, we 
decided to subject a selected subset of these results to what 
would be called modified contextual analysis. Contextual 
analysis is multivariate technique whereby one attempts to 
assess the effect of some aggregate independent variable 
characterizing some structural unit (such as school, or a 
neighborhood, or a census tract, or even a small group) upon 
a set of dependent variables, while some individual "level" 
of the aggregate variable is simultaneously held constant. 
Any effect of the aggregate variable(s) upon the dependent 
variables{s), while at the same time the individual level of 
the aggregate variable is constant, is called a "contextual 
effect" (also "structural effect", or "compositional effect"). 
The technique was developed in the early 1960's by sociologists 
P. Blau and J. Davis, and has been applied to the analysis of 
neighborhood effects and school effects in the 1970s. It 
has come to be known as part and parcel of the whole matter 
of aggregation and disaggregation in the social and behavioral 
sciences. 

Let us exemplify. Suppose that one wished to see whether 
or not some characteristic of one's school (say the percent 
of "upper class" students who go to it) affected the grade
point average (GPA) of its students. First, you would do so 
by studying students from several schools. Here, the school 
is the contextual unit. (In our study, the census tract is 
the contextual uni~Additional analysis, which we do not 
undertake, could re-define (re-aggregate) this so that, say, 
the block, or even the street, would then be the contextual. 
unit.) The independent aggregate variable is: Percent of 
upper-class persons who attend the school containing the 
particular person. The independent individual variable is 
simply the social class of the given person. Note that this 
is the individual "level" of the same variable (class). The 
dependent variable (an individual variable, not an aggregate 
variable) is the person's own GPA. 

Now say that we compare individuals of differing social 
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classes and find that the higher their social class, the 
less their GPA. Let us assume that, further, even when we 
compare individuals within the same school (and across schools 
which have the same percent of upper class persons), it 
comes out the same way. (This would mean that we are "control
ling for" the aggregate variable.) This would be called an 
individual effect. Now we reverse this process and see if the 
aggregate variable is related to GPA with the individual 
variable constant: In other words, we try to see if students 
in different schools (remember, schools differ in percent 
"upper class") have different GPAs even for students who are 
the same in their own personal social class. If they do, 
then this would be called a contextual effect. 

This can all be summarized succinctly: An individual 
effect exists if the individual independent variable is 
related to the individual dependent variable even when the 
aggregate variable is held constant. A contextual effect 
exists if the aggregate variable is related to the individual 
dependent variable even when the individual independent vari
able is held constant. 

We use a modification of this technique. Here is how we 
did it: We take tract type as our aggregate variable (which 
involves two aggregate variables, median income and crime 
rate), and then we take some appropriate individual variable 
(such as respondent occupation or income or some other SES 
characteristic) as the other independent variable. The depen
dent variables are a (selected) list based on the foregoing 
prediction results. Our analysis is "modified" contextual 
analysis in that: (a) tract type consists of two aggregate 
variables rather than one (although we did try, successfully, 
to use only tract income and then tract crime separately; 
these results, not given here, are available upon request); 
and (b) we use (separately) different kinds of "individual 
level" variables. Below, we show results for only one: Respon
dent's NORC (occupational prestige) score. We tried others 
as well, with similar results (again, available upon request). 
We present here only those results which use tract type as 
the aggregate variable and respondent's NORC score as the 
individual independent variable. These results follow. 

We use resp'ondent's NORC score as the individual indepen
dent variable, rather than the individual's (family) income, 
even though income is more of an "individual level" for 
tract income by crime than is NORC score. We do this because 
of the better marginals resulting from the NORC score distri
butions. (Nonetheless, the results using family income as the 
individual independent variable are available upon request; 
they are very similar to the results following, which use 
respondent's NORC score.) 

Tables E-Ia through E-Ic (actually these three are sub
tables) relate tract type to the respondent's observations-
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of excessive drinking in public, while controlling for respond
ent's NORC score. These subtables thus analyze whether or 
not there is a contextual effect (not whether or not there 
is an individual effect). Recall that in the above prediction 
(two-variable) analysis, tract type was significantly related 
to this dependent variable. These tables here tell us whether 
tract type is still related to the dependent variable (observed 
drinking) even when respondent's NORC score is held constant. 
Put another way: Is there a relationship between tract type 
and observed drinking even for individuals who are roughly 
the same in occupation rank (NORC)? 

The three subtables (Tables E-Ia through E-Ic) clearly 
show a contextual effect: Looking within the separate cate
gories of NORC score (each subtable represents one NORC 
grouped classification), in each case the relationship between 
tract type and observed drinking is highly significant and 
strong (the CiS = .31, .37 and .33). And in each of the 
subtables, those who are in the middle-income, low-crime tract 
are most likely to say that excessive drinking is "not a prob
lem." In other words, this effect of tract type persists 
regardless of respondent's NORC score. So: We noted above 
in the prediction analysis that tract type predicts this 
variable. We now see that it is still true, regardless of 
the occupational prestige score of the respondent. We have 
a tract effect that persists even when the individual variable 
is controlled. We indeed have a contextual effect (at least 
as far as this one control variable goes). 

But these results are even more interesting when we look 
at the next set of tables, Tables E-2a through E-2d (four 
subtables). These tables simply interchange what variable is 
being controlled for and what variable is being treated as 
the independent variable. Here it is the person's NORC score 
which is independent, and tract type which is the control 
variable. These four subtables Tone per tract type) will 
tell us whether or not there is an "individual effect." 

Some of you might now ask: "But we already got signifi
cant effects in the first three tables, so why'bother to look 
at these?" An interesting question, indeed. Look at the 
tables! Each of these four subtables shows no significant 
relationship between individual's occupation (NORC) and the 
dependent variable, observed drinking. This means 'that there 
is no individual effect. All seven tables put together (the 
E-l~ables and the E-2 tables) may be thusly summarized: We 
have a contextual effect but no comparable individual effect. 
Tract "status" is related to observed drinking, but individual 
"status" (as reflected by NORC score) is not. 

In other words, tract type is related to observed drink
ing, even when we hold occupation constant (when we compare 
persons of roughly the same occupation). However, occupation 
is not related to observed drinking, when tract type is held 
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constant (when' we compare persons within the same tract). 
This is a very interesting finding, and an important one, 
given the framework and hypotheses of the study, especially 
as they pertain to the effects of the income-crime of the tract 
a person lives in. (These effects remain roughly the same 
for both Atlanta and Washington, D. C., incidentally.) 

The next set of tables all use "fear of crime" as the 
dependent variable -- one of our important criterion variables. 
Recall that tract type (cf. "tract status") was significantly 
related to fear of crime in the prediction (bivariate) analysis. 

These tables (three E-3 subtables and four E-4 subtables) 
show us results that are a bit more complicated than the 
results that pertain to observed drinking. Note that Table 
E-3a shows no significant relationship between tract type and 
fear of crime, for (only) individuals in the "high" NORC 
occupational group. However, for the "low" group (subtable 
E-3b), there is a significant relationship (P = .04, C = 
.30); those in-the low-income, low-crime tract are the least 
fearful. Also, for the third subtable (E-3c), which includes 
all those who are "don't know" or no answer on the NORC vari
able, there is a significant relationship -- those in the 
middle-income, low-crime tract are the least fearful (and C = 
.35). So we have what is called a conditional relationship 
(also what is called statistical interaction): Tract type is 
in fact related to fear of crime under certain specified 
conditions (i.e., for those who are "low" in occupational 
rank, or who are in some "don't know" category) but not under 
others (i.e., for those "high" in occupational rank). So we 
would conclude from this that, yes, people in the different 
tracts do differ in fear of crime (with the middle-income, 
low-crime tract ~enerally showing the least fear), but this 
is true only for those of moderate to low occupational scores 
(for lower SES persons). In sum, we have a conditional context
ual effect here. 

To make matters even more complicated, as the next four 
subtables show (Tables E-4a through E-4d), we have individual 
effects in two of the tables but not in two others. So, in 
addition to having a conditional contextual effect, we also 
have a conditional individual effect. (This is what is some
times called a "double contingency" in contextual analysis 
when crosstabulation is used.) Occupational score is related 
to fear of crime (and the higher the score, the more fearful!) 
but only for those who are in the low-income, high-crime 
tract (Table E-4b) or in the middle-income, low-crime tract 
(Table E-4c). Figure that one out! 

The next series of tables (E-5a and following) concern 
the effects of tract type and occupation on whether or not 
the respondent perceives crime in his or her community as 
having increased, remained the same or decreased. Generally, 
there is a contextual effect of tract type, with some sligh~ 
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contingency: Tract type predicts this dependent variable for 
both the "high" and "low" NaRC score groups, but not for the 
"don't knows" -- a relatively minor qualification. The next 
set of tables (Tables E-6a through E-6d) show no effect of 
occupation (tract type constant) except for those in the 
middle-income, low-crime tract. In general, an absence of an 
individual effect here is the rule. So while we have some 
slight "double contingency" here also, the overall conclusion 
is that people in the different tracts do indeed differ in 
their perceptions of whether crime in their community has 
increased or not, and, with the minor qualification that this 
is not so for the "don't knows" on the occupational scale, 
the effect appears to be independent of occupation. Thus a 
(conditional) contextual effect exists on respondent's percep
tion of community crime increase. 

We arrive now at an analysis of whether or not the respon
dent has had run-ins with the police (self-report). Tables 
E-7a through E-7c show that in general, as we noted in the 
earlier prediction analysis, those in the low-income, high
crime tract are the most likely to have had such run-ins. 
But it is conditional: It is not true for those who are in 
the high occupation group; it is true for those in the low 
group (and also for the "don't know" group). We thus have 
another conditional contextual effect -- but clearly, an 
interpretable one. It is indeed expected that tract type 
would be more predictive of trouble with the police for those 
of lower, rather than higher, occupation ranks. This is what 
these tables show, and it is a substantively important finding. 

As Tables E-8a through E-8d show, here again is a case 
of only a (conditional) contextual effect but no individual 
occupational effect whatever. None of these four subtables 
for the effect of occupation are significant. In sum, then, 
we have the following: Tract type does indeed exert a contex
tual effect upon whether or not one has had trouble with the 
police. Those in the low-income, high-crime tract'are the 
ones w~o are most likely to have such troubles. This effect 
persists even when we control for individual occupation (and 
by inference other SES characteristics as well); and occupation 
itself does not exert any measurable effect on tro~ble with 
the police. --

One overall conclusion for our study thus seems to be 
that tract effects are very powerful indeed. We have seen 
them many times over, in the prior prediction analyses as 
well as here in the contextual analyses. They are quite a 
bit more powerful than the effects of occupation (and SES) of 
the individual. This is true even for the extent to which 
the individual has had (self-reported) troubles with the 
police. (And remember that "troubles with the police" is and 
item with pretty high face validity.) It thus seems that 
tract "status" is more relevant to indiVTd'"i:i"alcrimina9 as 
well as crlme perceprron than ls---"Ehe "status" of that se f=8ame 
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individual. It is tract "status" that makes the difference, 
less so indivlduaI "status." We have some measure of confi
dence-rn these results, since we have controlled for indivi
dual status when assessing the effect of tract status, and 
we have also controlled tract status when assessing the 
effect of individual status. 

We arrive finally at what we will present here as our 
last contextual analysis. (Other contextual analyses, with 
the same dependent variables but with controls for individual 
income and father's NORC score, all yielded results similar 
to those presented here. These tables are not, of course, 
presented, for the sake of necessary brevity.) Tables E-9a 
through E-9c show a (conditional) contextual effect of tract 
type on attitude toward the police (in this case, police 
"kindness"). In general (for two out of three occupation 
groups) the police are seen as more favorable in the middle
income, low-crime tract (or in the low-income, low-crime 
tract); as less favorable ("cruel") in the low-income, high
crime tract (or in the low-income, low-crime tract); and as 
less favorable ("cruel") in the low-income, high-crime tract. 
This is consistent with our expectations. 

Now note (again) the total absence of an individual effect: 
Tables E-lOa through E-IOd show that for all four tracts, occ
upation is not related to attitude toward the police. 

So once again, we have a reconfirmation of the powerful 
effects of tract type (occupation constant) and the absence 
of effects of individual SES variables (here, occupation) 
even with the tract type constant. This time, the dependent 
variable is attitude toward the police. The generalization, 
and the appropriate conclusion, is quite clear: It is the 
status characteristics and the crime-rate characteristics of 
one's own community (if we assume for the moment that tract 
and community are roughly the same) that determine such things 
as involvement with the police and overall attitudes and 
feelings about the police. The status characteristics of 
the individual make little, if any, difference. We saw this 
for variable after variable in the early prediction analyses, 
and these findings are now only reconfirmed when tract type 
is held constant. The effects of tract type, on the other 
hand, persist and remain strong -- in some cases become even 
stronger -- when we hold constant the SES characteristics of 
the individual. 
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SO-f.5", 0 (AS'"HITRIC) - 0."t53 wITH vOO) 
SO~!.S"S 0 (s,.aITtIC). 0.23377 
ETI· ~.27509 .ITh v003 DEPENO£hT. • 0.22847 wITH .6'4 
'tA~SON'S • D 0.22001 S16hI'ICANC£. C.00C4 
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TABLE E-lb e 
• e , , , , • • • • • • • • • • • • 

_003 llACTIO 
C • 0 S • T A • ~ l A t 1 ° N 

n, yDh 
"i-i •••••••••••••••••• 

•• CISSlyf •• r.ll •• 'UllSC 
CO_T.OllJ~' '01 •• 

vHO US'O .. D!I!TS IIoae SCOH YALuI • 2. :: ttl. 
• • • • • • • • • , • • • • , • , • * • • * • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • ~ • • 

wOH 
COullT i 

'ew ", 1II0T A ,. SO'E~"_T erG 'R08 DO.T •• 0 
COL'" lon," A L£" II·"OANSW 
TOT 'C1 I , .1 2.1 3~J 9.1 

yOe;3 .·· ... ·-1--.···--1--------1--------1--------1 
1. 

~lollltOft(·Lo.c.r 

2. 
Lo.rIlCO-I-LO.C.l 

! • 
oro 1" 

4. 
L~.l~CO·!-"IGMC. 

COLU"" 
TOTAL 

r 5& 1 2 1 C I , J 
I '501 1 ,., 1 0.0 J 1.6 1 
I 40.3 1 8.7 1 0.0 J 25.0 I 
1 31.9 1 , .1 I 0.0 J 0.5 r 

-1--------l------~I--------I--------I I 24 I 4 7 1 , ! 
I 66.1 1 " .1 19.4 1 2.& J 
1 16.7 1 17.4 6'06 I 25.(; 1 
1 13.2 J 2.2 3.8 I 0.5 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 41 1 10 1 1 I 
I 77.4 1 '8.9 1.9 t '.9 r 
r 2!.5 1 ".S 9.1 t 25.0 t 
1 22.' 1 5.S c., 1 0.5 J 

-l-------·I-·------t-M----a-I--~-----I t Z1 7 3 J , I 
1 65.~ 21. Q 9.4 J 3.1 1 
1 ".6 !0.4 i27 .3 J 25.0 1 
J ".5 3.6 1.t. I C.5 1 

-z-----·--l--------J--------I--------I 144 
79., " 6.0 

lOll 
TOHl 

61 
33 .5 

36 
10.8 

5] 29., 

32 

" .6 

H2 
'00.0 

'0 OUT O. 16 ( e2.5S) 0' THE VALID CELL! HAY! II'ICT[O CELL "Elur.c' Lias 'MA. S.O • 

• 

!.U~ (.,(eTED e[LL '1IQUElleT. 0.103 
SIUA'I· 28.28&07 ~lT" 9 Df'l[fS 0' '.f(DO-

,Dl'-$ V. C.22761 
CO~TIII'E_C' CO["lellll' ~ 0.!6616 
La.,., (AS,-"'T'lC). o.123~1 ~lT" v003 
L'·~D' (ST"ITIlt). 0.09434 

0.0009 

,.,. 

~IIC['Tal_T' COI"I(I£IIT '.S'.-ETIIC). 0.0601& ~!T" v003 
ullceI1.1IlT' COE'flCIEIIT (S"~(T'ICJ. 0.07928 

• 8.1'618 VIT" V014 

"~D.lL·1 T'U •• 0.2012' stGH('IC'"C!. 0.0012 
IE~O_LL'S TAU c. 0.136&2 SI'~lflcAlleE' 0.0012 
t'~·A· 0.37028 
SO-!.,·, D CAS,.'IT.le). ~.2eQ54 .ITH Y003 
SO.f.S·, D (S'~.!T.IC). 0.1 •• 5. 

01'£I'ID'"1. 

fTA. O.24t05 ~lT" v003 O['IIID[IIT. • 0.'776& IIITH vo,~ 
'r •• s~~·, I • 0.',C80 51G"t'JeAIICE. 0.06!2 
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... 
TABLE E-2a 

• • • • II) • . . -. . . -• •••• CliO SST A 8 U L A t J o II 0 , ... -.... • • • • • • • 
,,- ~O At$POIiOEHa IIORC SCOAt: I. vDn [XCtSSIVE O_INKIIiG ,UILIC 

CON tAO lL 1116 'OA •• 
TUtllO V llu[ : t • LOW-INCO"l[ VA Ol . ., • • • • -. . . . . . • • • I) • • . -..... , . • • • •••••••• • • • •••• • •• ! • • • p~G[ 

"..20 

ca 

" 

VOl' 
'COUIIT . J:. ._- - . . ... 

now 'CT INor A 'A SOM[WHAT el8 PAD' OONT .NO ROW 
cOL 'CT tOILEM A LEM .,-NOU.SII ToTAL 
TOT .PCT I __ .1.. . Z.S ...... .l.t. ,.1 . 
... D .... I····i···I.~ .... -I ..... ~ .. I •. ~~--.J 

'" 1 ~ • I • - 9" J 5 I 'I' o· I " 
1.1916 .. 1 .lQ.LI..2IhL.L_. 0.0_1. 33.6 
1 39.0 1 ~0.8 I 26.S I D.O 1 
I 26.7 I 3.1t I S., I 0.0 1 

·l-·-··-·-%·-----·-l~-·-· .. I·-··----r 
2. I -Z',- I"',"!' - -"'. "1' I ,. 

I U'" I 11.1 I It.' I 1.1 I ZII." 
I 211.0. I 16 • ., I 36.8. J 330 S 1 
I 16.. I 2.7 J 11.8 I D." I 

.r-·-···f·r.--"---I--~.-."I.-••. "-I 
999. • .. ~7 .,l . 15 I. 7 1 .. 2 I 61 

1 '0." I n., I U.5 I 3.J·1 111.1 
I 37.0 1 .2.5 I 36.1 I n • ., I 

. I 2!1.3 .1. 10.3 .1 .. ,~.. I l.1I I 
DI-·-b.-·-J····-·~·r .. •• .... l~·····--I 

COLUMN • UiD • 211 .. 19 • l 1116 
.. TOTAL 61,5 ..... \._.U.O .. 2.1. 100.0 

II CUT 0' 12 C 33.31' Of THE VALlO CELLS HAVE [XP[tTEO CELL' 'IIEQutIlC, LESS THAll 5.0. 

-..

lMU'!fx,t;\;n:O.ct\.\, n";QU!CL:;.._O.HIL- . __ . ____ . __ ._, ..... __ . - . _ .. 
souaAE : 8.T81011 WITH 6 OEGR[ES 0' 'R[EOOM S!5_I'ICANCE: 0.'159 

.lA"';II·~ V: 0.17!II7 . 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT: 0.23126 

- ilMao. "S'"MUIle,: 0.OZU3 IIITH Vii2ff' 'O[;iirDEN'-;' ~ . 
LAMID. ISYMMETRIC.: 0.01121 

_U!l~t;lt.u!..NT!. C.!!~!.'~CJENL!n~""E~AIC.' .~_Il.o'On.JflltUL'~D. -.
UNCERTAINTY councl£n lSyl"~TIIIC' : 0.03292 
.f_oa~L'S Tau. : 0.1'22" SIGNI'ICA,.CE: 0.02.5 
II.t~OAU~'.[AU C : .. _.JJ.1Z0U .. sIIHtlrIUIlCt.-=-.D.0Z9L-___ .-
'AMMA: O.UOlS 
lOMERS'S D •• SY""fT'IC' = 0.16'11 IIITH "20 DEPENDENT. 

- - :'-0;00000 WITH ,an OE"ENO[NT. 

OtPtllOUh. __ .. _. __ .. _.= .. 0.OSU2. IIITH.WO'.--

= 0.122'0 1I1TM VOl' 
O!'m.1.lL!lruUU~,_;.._.o..uW:!L' __ _ 

[TA: 0.20"'3 .,UH nzo OE'ENOENT. -_.-: 0.1!I6,7I1ITHVD1'·-··DEPEIID-l"~-··--·- '-". 
'EaASOh'S A'= 0.0'105 SIGNI'ICANCE = 0.11" 
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TABLE E-'2b 

........................ 
v, 20 RESPONOtNH NORC HORt 

C R 0 SST • B U l A T j 0 II 
ev '101'1 

or. .. • • • • • • • • • .. .. • • • • • 
EXCESSIVE ORINKIN6 PUBLIC 

CONTROLLING FOR •• 
va Cl lUCTIO VALUE: 2. lOll INC014[:"Ht6H CIltH 

•••••• $ • II ................................. e .' • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 Of' 

'101' 
COUNT I 

flOIl PC T INOT • PA SOMEWHat Illi PAOI OONT liND AOII 
COL peT IOllE" • lEI! II-NoaNSIi TOTAL 
TOT PCl t 1tl 2.1 l.I 9.1 

.'20 .-~ •• -"I·M·-~--·I·"·--··t",,""t·_a·~~-I 
,- 1 ~ 'I 't;, .. I' 12 -I ' I! I 6 ~ I TIt 

ell I SI.l t 16.2 t n.6 I •• 1 1 ,5.1 
I 116.7 1 35.3 I '6.' % &0.0 I 
I 26.2 I 1.3 I 7.9 I 3.7 t 
-l~~~-:-:-l·~"·--~~I:--·~·~-I·-~~-~~·I 

2. I 21 1 7 I 3 I 1 I 32 
I .5.6 I 21.9 I 9.11 I 3.1 I 19 .5 
I 22.8 1 20.6 I 10.7 I 10.0 I 
1 12.1 I ,.3 I 1.11 I 0.6 I 

-I-~".---I------~-I··-----·l·------·1 999. I 21" I 15 I 12 I 3 I 58 
I ,,11.5 I 25.9 I 20.7 I 5.2 I 35., 
I 3D.' I 1111.1 I It2.9 I 10.0 I 
I 11.1 1 9.1 I .7.3 I .1 ... I 

-I·-~·~-~·I---.·--·-t"··--·.I--•. ----I 
COLUMN 92 H 28 10 1611 
.TOT AL 56.1 20.7 ... 17.1 &.1 .100.0 

3 CUT 0' 12' 25.0" " THE waLIa CEllS NAWE Elp[CT[O CELL '"[OU[NCy LESS THill S.D. __ ."'I! EXPEC.TED Ctll.. FREOUENCY = 1.UL __ .... _ ... __ .. ___ . . .. _ 
;ouUE : 5.28U2 IIITH "DEGREES OF FRtEOOM SlGNtFICUlCf::: 0.5073 

C .. ,1:i:1I 'S .: 0.12699 
._COHTINEtNC, CotFP'ICIENl: 0.17n6 

LAMIOA (IS'""E'.IC) :: D.Oll!! IIITH .'20 OE'EIIDt:Nl. :: 0.00000 VITH '01' O[ptND!:NT. 
LAMIOA CS'MMETAIC' = a.01152 

Jl!e D.iHIJoIn .1:!1e:p"nClCilT. HIT""ETA%cI: a.D16!1.VUILV'20, OE,tllot",. 0.01501 vITH w01' OEP[1I0[H1. 
UNCERTAINTY COEHICI[II1 CSyHtt:TIUCI: 0.01560 
KENO'lL'~ TAU B : 0.Olt5_8 SIGNl'lCANct: 0.2519 

_l\tH01L~$_UU C: 0.0'239 SIGNIFICaNC!:. 0.2519 
I 'AMI'IA:: O.OJlU 
I SOM£RS'S 0 CiSY"META!C):: 0.0_636 WITH "20 OEPtNDf:NT. :: DEPENDENT. 
-'QJl[RS~!LD.UJ.""URIC'.:: .• D.~Slte .. _ .. ___ . __ . _____ ... 

[Ta: 0.ll3.' IIITH V_20 OEPEHDENT. :: 0.0916' WITH V01-
'EAASON'S R : 0.01896 SIGNIFICANCE: O.ltO'1 
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TABLE E-2c 

• k __ ~._. ___ .. 

• • • • • • ••••••••• • • • • C I 0 SST'IUL a T tON nzo RtSPONOtNTS NOle stoAr BY '0111 
CON lID U. IN, 'OA •• 

von TRAtTlD VALUE : 

• • • • • • ••••••• •••••• • • • • • • •• • • . , • • • • 
Valli 

tOUlll I 
AOII PCT IIIOT I PA SO .. tIlH'T 8!1 PAOI DONI RNO lOll 
COL PC:T 10lLEfI • U" II-MOaNSII TOUL 
TO.T PCT I .,.1 J.I 3.1 '.1 
·"';'~.~ ••• la;···i··IoI~~.~.!"'''' •• ~Cll:.''M6>J'' -_ . 
. - .! -;' .• I ~ I" J' z· J ." ·'0 J - o· J SO 

._. t .n., . I .... '-1_1_D.a._I_ .. D~O. In.' 
I 22.6 I 21.6 I 0.0 J 0.0 I 
I zo.. I 1.5 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
~I.-:·:~:·l~·:~·~~~l~~·t~~J·-Z~.~.1 

2 ~ I 'I J Z lOt 1 I 61 
I ,5.1 I !.S t 0.0 t 1.t I liS., 
1 ",.1 I ZI.6 J .0.0.1 sa.o J 
I IIS.l I 1.5 I 0.0 J G.7 J 

.1-···-.·-1· .. ··.·-1 .. ···· .. 1····----1 
.... I ' .. S. IS' I f .. I .'_ I I ., 

I .... 1 1.0 I 2.! J. z.! t U.l 
I so.t I '2.' t 100.0 1 50.0 I 

.1 ze".1 2.2 I 0.7.1_0.7 I 
.1~-:·S···I~ ....... t .. ; ••• ~I •••••••• 1 

COLU"" iz.-· . ., ~ ",' 2 
_ 'fOUI._ U.5 _ S.l 0.1-. __ .1.5 

'!II 
ICO.O . 

.. 

0 , • • • • • • • • • • • • 
[XC[SSIW[ D_IN~I~I PUILlt 

3. flto INCO~E:LOII 
• • • ••• • • . . . . . . ~ 

.. • OUt 0' 12' TI.au f1f TME WAUO CELLS MawE EXPECTED etLL FlnuttlC' LUS TMal 5.0. 

-e~: ~i:'~CTEO ~~~ht:C:~~~T :-'D~G:~~S-0;- ;-.[£OOM· -, IGiei,i clN-ci-:o.'iss"-
CIIlIe"S ,= O.ll 770 

_C0!l1IM6ENC'. COE"ICIENT: a.I'''l~,,, _. __ .. _._ ... ' __ 
UflID. IlSTfI"UIIC,: OeOZHO IInH ,.20 DEPEeiD'i",. - '" ----·:-·O;OOODO IInH ,OU 
".UOI "",,,n'lc, = 0.011110 

• • • 

,aGE 

_UIICDtUII1T,_.coE,nUENLUU"'UUti .It... D.DIS24 .. llltll..lUG._._OEPUDUt ... _._ _ .. :'_.o.a,9I'."U" 'alii 
UNCEltT AI NT, COUFlCltNT U'"ICTRIC.: O.Dun 
KENDlLL'S Tau I: 0.07 •• , SI,NI'ICINCt: D.lt., 

J~"'P'~I,\'~L'I\I_~.: 0.0]515 _nGNI~lC.I~C'-: __ .Q • .1Ul ____ .. __________ .. _ . __ ... _._ 
IA""': 0.U6S. . 
SO"OS os D un""ulUc:.: 0.16"" 1111" weza Dt""DENT. ~ 

JUW .. !L1LlItMUIU.CLL.A • .MIDt __ .. ~ ________ ._-= ____ 
ETA: D.tUn iliUM VIIZD DEPtNDUT. : o.onn iliUM wan 

----_ ... - ...... _-
DEPENDENT. 

PtIASO~·S \II : 0.07.50 SI'llrICI.CE: 0.110t 
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- -------~.-,--,-----------~------...-.,......-

TABLE E-2d 

. .. . . . .. ........ • • • • • CliO SST , • U l • t tOil 0 .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
nZD AUPOND[NTS NORe SCOIt! ", ,0111 £XCESSt,£ 0.INKIN6 PUllie 

COli TItO lL 111& FOIt •• 
va 113 T.ACTlD "AluE : II. "10 IlIeON[~HIGN CltlN 

.. • I.' I • ... I •••• •• I I ... • • .. .. .. • • .. • I .. . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. PAGt 

VOl' 
COUItT 1 

1t01l per INOT • ,It SO"EIIHAT Ire '1101 DI)IiiT .NO 1t01l' 
COL 'CT 101lE" A lE" II-NOANSII faTAL 
rOT PCT I 1.1. 2.1 . _ l.1 •• 1 
•••• &.-.I~···t-·-l· .. -~--·I ... ··W~I~-·-·~1 

_. I ~ I ., III· I .. ,.! ... - I 5 . I 60 

I .0.0 I 5.D I 6.'1 I e.' I ,So, 
I 311.8 I 15.1 I ....... I U.S t 
t 2'1.1 I 1.1 I 2.3 I 2 •• J 

·!·····-··I· .. ·····l .. ~··-.. l·-··· .. ·! 
2. I -1" I 10' r I" I 1 I U 

1 17." J 11.9 I 1.' r l •• ! 19.' 
I 29.1 I 12.6 I 11.1 I '.1 t 
I 23.2 I 5.6 ! 0.6 I 0.6 I 

.I··.·.·.·I.···--~-!.c_---.. t-·w·--··t 
,n. I •. ~t J 6 I '.. I • 5 1 611 

I n.6 I •• 11 ! 6.3 I .,..! 56.2 
I ss.! I 31.6 I ....... I "5.5 I 

____ % 27.7 I l." I .2.S .. I._ 2.1_1. 
·%·~·~····I·----·~·t.:··_&·-JG-8 .•••. ! 

COLUMN "Ii.' ··It • ... II 171 
_ TOTAL 11,0 10.7 _ .. 5.1 6.2 100.0 

6 CUT 0' 12 C 50.0U t# THE VAL to CELLS MnE UpE cno CELL FUQUENCy lESS T .. AII 5.0 • 

.. 

""" tx'ECTEO CELL FRUuE HI: y: 2.615 .. __ .... . ___ . . .... '" .. 
SOUU! : '.0.011 IIITH 6 DEIiREES 0' FREEDOM SI&NHICUC[: O.IUS 

C tC:1t'S W: D.U02S 
.CONfIlHENCY COE'rlCItNT: 0.22102 
lanlaa laS,nN'TltIC': 0.OJ5'0 VITH ""20 
LANlaa IS'""'TtIC': 0.02632 

: 0.00000 wIT" '01" DEPENDENT. 

J,!!tCtRr'JIfT'_CO"UCle:"", JUU"UItICJ .. :_O.OZl2U.UH r'tlD .. 
UNcpr AI." COEFFICIENT .sY"fCTUC.: 0.02 ... 

DtP'EilOENT •. 

"[lfOALL'S ,au • : o.bi'" Sl6NI'ICANC!: 0,''''1 
.~f;"QAL l!Lhu. C = .. O,OZIlU .. SIGNIFICANCE: O.3U'~ 
.... ~: O.OUU 
SONUS'S D IASUlinRIC': o.ossn VITH w .. za DEPENDENT. 

.JOll Us... 'l O~CI"'''UIU''; __ .0. OZSI1 ... _._ . .. __ ._._ .• _ .. 
: 0.02011 lilT" 'Ot' 

[fA: 0.010aS VITH 'llao DEP'NOElfT. • 0.110'" IItTN "otll DEPENDENT. 
'I'RSO~" • : o.OSJo' SIalfl'ICANCE: o,Z"I .. 
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.. 
TABLE El-3a 

~ .... - ... __ ... 
~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C a 0 SST A I U L A t I 0 ~ 0' ....,. ~ • • • • • • • • • • • 

wCo03 "ACTIO ,t v011 •••• o' ellM. 
(O~"OLL1N6 '01.. If 

.'2/) IU'OIlDi!IITS .. ole seol! vALur • , • .. - ~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• • • • • • • • • • •• ,A6' 1 0' 
v017 

(oun I 
'011 'CT 1110T A 'I SO~lw"'T 816 "0' OO~T 1110 lOll 
COL'" rOil!" .. lrlll II-NOAIISII TOTAl. 
TOT 'CT J 1.1 2.1 3.1 9.1 lie", .··-----1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1. I Z5 1 4 I 1 1 0 % !o 
~IDll1co~r·lO.c.J I II!.' 1 13.3 I 3.3 J 0.0 J '''.1 

I 16.4 I " .1 1 5.0 J 0.0 I 
r 11.1 1 , .9 1 0.5 J 0.0 r 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
~. I 34 I II I 6 J 1 I 49 

Lo.r .. co~r·Lc.c.r 1 69.4 r 16.3 1 12.2 I z.o J B.O 
I 22.4 1 22.2 I 30.0 1 20.0 I 
f 111.0 1 5.a I 2.~ J 0.5 I 

-J------a-l--------J··-----~I--------l ,. 1 38 1 17 I 4 1 1 I 60 
HI 1 1I!.3 J 28 .. 3 I 6.7 I 1.7 J ze.z 

I 2'.0 J 47.2 I 20.0 I ~O.o I 
I 11.8 1 a.o I 1.9 I 0.5 r 

I.. I 55 1 7 1 • 3 
Lo.r"co·r·"t,~cl r 14.5 I 9.5 I 12.2 '.1 

J !e.2 I ,t.It J "'.0 eo.o 
I ih! I 3.3 I 4.~ , .4 

-t--------l--------I--------I----·---, 

U 
:54.7 

21' 
100.0 

• 

tOil' lIP ,. C H.51) o' TM! VALlO (flU HAYI U'fCTID Ull. ,u.UIIICY llSl T ... '.0 • 
• t~lI~ 11'[CTtO elLl "IQU[hC'. C.104 
I slu.a,. 12.99944 .1'" 9 OE"llS O. "IIOO~ SIChl'IC •• CI. 0.'626 (.A-,,', ,~ 0.142~3 

(t~Tlh'r~c, CO!"I(IE~T' 0.2396' 
LA"!O' CAS'"~ITIIC)' 0.07194 wITH vOC3 OI'lhO'.,. • 0;00000 .ITM vO,' 0,'1 •• 111'. 
LA.e,A (S"""IC)' O.O~OOC 
II_CI"Alh" COI"ICIEhT (AS,.,[T"e). O.D~'~' wtTM _OC3 o"rhOI.'; • 0.OS7" vI'. ,01? 
UhctITA1"" COl"SCSI .. T lS""IT'IC)' 0.02~'~ 
"'~ALL'S T.u • • 0.0'·10 sr ... IPIC'HC!. 0.21" 
'(~DAll'S T.u e. 0.0291' S!GHI'le •• C!' 0.Z655 
~.··A. 0.0&&22 
SO'fIS'S 0 CAS'."IT'IC)· O'O'~29 wiTh v003 OI'lhDr'T. • 0.03007 wiT. 90" t" •• Ol'T. 
S~"'S'S D eS'.-fT"e). 0.03706 
fTA' 0."021 _JT~ v003 OE'E_O!hT. • 0,"'3S wITH YO,' OE"h.,," 
'fA'SON'S •• 0.09"5 SIC~!'IC •• Cl' O.08~O 
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TABLE E-3b 
" ..... _ • OM _. __ ._. 

• • • • • t t t t. t t • • • • • • • 
w003 f.ACTID 

C • 0 SST A • U L A T IOu von 
0' •• t • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • 

HAl o' CIIU 
CO"'CllI_S '01.. • 

W4Z0 I!S'O.,e:.T, _o.e SCO.I 
• • • • • • • • • • t • • • t • t • • • 

VAUlt • 2. -&..0 
• • • • • • • • • • • t • • • t • • • • • • , • t • ~ ~ • 

v017 
COUIIT I 

10V PeT rllOT .. ,I SO"!WKAT en 'lOll DO.' lNO .Ov 
COL ,CT 101LI" A I.E" It-NO A lIS It TOTAL 
TOT 'CT 1 1.1 2.1 3~J 9.1 

.co ...,---.-.J----.·--I---·-.. -I··-----J,~---1 ,. I 36 20 I , J 0 I 61 
-loJ,eO-£-lO.CII 1 5~.O .~ !Z.e t s.i!. I 0.0 I 33.5 

I 32.4 t 40 .• a 1 Z3.8 1 0.0 I 
I 19.8 I 11.0 I 2.7 I 0.0 1 

-1------··J8-------1--------I--------1 
2. I Z3 I fI I , , I 16 

Le.t.co-r-LOwell I 03.9 1 n.z I l' .1 1 Z.8 1 '9~1 
I ze.7 1 16.3 I 19.0 I H'O.O 1 
1 12.6 1 ".4 I z.Z I 0.5 1 

-1--------1--.. ----1--------1--------1 
3. 1 3S I 17 S J 0 5' 

.YO JIll 62 .• ' I 3Z .1 5.7 I 0.0 29.1 
1 29.7 I 34.7 ~,., I 0.0 
I H.1 1 9.3 1.6 1 0.0 

-J •• ------J--------t-~----·-I--------I 4. 1 19 I 10 9 % t 3Z 
Lt.I'CO-I-MJ'~CI 1 59.10 I '2.5 21.1 J 0.0 17.6 

I 17.1 1 s.z 42.9 I 0.0 
1 10.4 1 2.2 4.9 I 0.0 

-1----·---I·-----·-J-------·1-·--~---1 COLli". 11' 4~ Z, , 182 
TOT.L 61.0 Z6.~ ".5 0.5 100.0 

C OUT O' 10. 37.',) 0' TH' YALIO CEllS HAYI ,.prCTIO CELL ",tur.c, llSS 'MA. s.O. 
~~III ,."CTID CllL ,.EOU[Ne,. C.176 
~QUall. 11.0'''50 W%TH 9 .£G'[ES 0' 'IrrOOIil SI'~I'ICAMCE. 0.03" 
C'.-I'-' Y' o.,e,s .. 
CO~TI_".C' COI"lerr_T. O.!OO~' 
L •• ftO' C'I'"III~"IC'. 0.0.'32 ~ITK w003 DIP'.' •• T. • O~OOOOO WIT" vOt7 "' •• '.IT. 
L •• e ••• S!III',TIIC). 0.02604 
u~t!'TAt." COI'!ICI,.T (AI'''.,T'lC) ~ 0.03257 _I'M V003 Olpr.'l.'~ • 8.0_72' WIT. w01' 
UM"I'AI.T, CO&"I'II_' CS".IT'IC). 0.0385' 
'(~O'll·S Tau.. 0.CZ232 S~G.r'JC'~CE' ~.366 •. 
'(~Oall" TtU C • 0.C1S76 IIS.I'IC •• C •• Oe36al , •• w,. 0.03507 
SO-!'S'S • CASYIII"IT'IC' - 0.02'95 ~IT" vOOS "'II.I.T. • 0.0'920 wll. YO" 'I~I"I.'. 
SO.!'S'i 0 C"""'T'le)' e.Ql207 
(la' O.,7C1] VIT" vOD] DI'EMOEMT. • 0.""6 VIT" vO'7 ,!,!.".,. 
,tjISO_-••• 0.0364' !1~~I'IC •• CI. O.3'la 
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TABLE E-3c 

,:'l •. 

• ••• i'~ •••••••••••• 
v003 ,I.CTI. 

C • 0 SST A • U LA' * 0 .. 
u von 

0' •••••••••.•••• ~ •••• 
HU O' CIII" 

CO-"OLLJ~' '01 •• 
"20 IU'OIlUIITS "Olt !COIU UdlE • 999. ·Wcl M · ........................................... " ... . 

(01111' 

'Ow "T 
COL 'CT 
TOT 'CT 

w017 
J 
."01 A 
IOILlN 
J 

,. SO~EWM.T elG ',08 DOHT K~O 
A lUI w-IIO'II511 

1.1 2.1 1.1 9.J 
VOL' -·······J---····-I-----·--l------·-1-·----~·J ,. I 40 I l C , 

.IDI~CO·EGLO.C.I I 93.0 I 4.7 c.o 2.! 
J 2'.5 I 5.C c.c 16.7 
I 17.7 1 0.9 c.(\ C.4 

-1--------1------ .. 1--------2--------1 
2. J 46 1 i , I , 

~~.I"CO·I-LO.CU I 15.4 I '" .a l.Z I 1.6 
J 29.1 I 22.5 21.7 • 16.7 
J ze., 1 1t.0 2.2 J 0.4 

-1·-------~--------I--------I~-------1 3. • 44 1 9 a 1 ! • ·to 1" I 6!.a 1 14 .t 12.5 J 4.7 I 
J 2l!.0 1 22.5 lit.! I 50.0 J 
I 19.5 I 4.0 1.5 I 1.! I 

-I----·---!----·---J--------I--~-----J 4. 21 1 Zu 10 I 
l~.I"CO·I-hl."C. I 46.6 1 !4.5 11.2 I 1.7 

1 17.2 1 '0.0 41.5 I '6.T 
11.9 1 e.e I 4.4 I 0.4 I 

-1--------1·_·-----1---·----1---· .. ·_, 
COLU"" 157 ,,~ 2] 6 

TOUL 69." 17 .7 10.1 2.1 

61 
21.0 

U 
2!.3 

SII 
25.7 

U6 
100.0 

•

5 O\lT O' 16 C 31.'1) 0' TME vallO CEUS flAV! U'!CTIO ClLL uuuellCY US! T"A" 5.0. 
u~ II'ICTIO CELL F'IOUI~Ct - 1."2 

c. SOu'l'. 31.5124~ wIT~ 9 D('~(ES O' '.1100. 11ShJFJcaNCI. C.OOOl 
('a-.,'S Y' 0.21559 
(O_'I_SI_C, CO£"leIIIlT' ~.~493~ 
L'-~O' (IS".'T.IC). C.092S9 ~I'" _C~, 
\.·'D' eST •• ,'IIC)' 0.06.'4 

• 

,aU 

~~CE'T'l~T' COI"ICJEhT ("T"~!TIJC'. 0.0567" wIT" vOOl 
u~CfITal_TV COI"JCIE~T CS' •• fTRIC). O.Obe9S 

.. O.De715 lilT" vO". 

'r_OiLL-' T'U • • 0.21122 SI'"I'IC'_CI' O,OCOO 
.t~O.LL'S TAU' • 0.2l3~' SISh"le.hCr - D.O~OO 
G'.·' - C.&6"e5 
SO-(',·S 0 C'S'.~ETIJC'. 0.35216 _1'" vC03 
SO-£15'$ 0 CS,",iTIJC'. C.21"Z5 
(T" 0.''''39 _ITM vOOl O£'I~O£IIT. 
'~"SOh·S • - O.'60!6 SJ'hl'ICJNC[. D.0~77 

• 

• 
. 

0.16t2~ kIT" VO,7 
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TABLE g-4a 

•••••••••••••••••• C It 0 SST I I'U L 1 T I 0 It 0 
, • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • a, vou n 10 RUPONOENTS MORC SCORl 

CON TItO U.SN' '0 .... 
voes TUCTtO 

••••••••••••••••••• 
ValUE :: 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
"on 

COUNT I . 
ItOIl PCT 11.0' A Pit SO"EI/HIT IU PROt DOIlY INO itOIl 
COL PCT lOlL!" • Lt" II-MOIMSII tOTAL 

"_._~_._:to .. L~~J._I_ .. ___ .'.J. _ .. _~.J._ ...... _s,t ..... ,.1_ 
",20 ··~·'···I"''''··I·''·-''·I''''''''I--''.~I .... 1;" I .• ' .,. I .. i "'1 • I 1 I , • 
. _c!!.. _______ . ____ ~~.t .. , ~_I6.L_I_n,: I _ hO_ !. n •• 

I 33.0 I SZ.O 1 '0.0 J ,s., J 
I n., I 5 .• 5 I '.1 r 0.7 I 

~, _. _ ~_ . ~1!~:'.:_=~I·~~·:~:J~~:~~l--~~!'f~-l 
2. I zs rat 'I t t " 

In.. t 22.Z I n.1 I Z.' J 2'.7 
__ . ____ ..... _ I_.U.S_ I 32.0. J . 26.1 J. IS.S .1_ 

I 15.1 I S.S 1 2.7 1 0.7 I 
-I·~··--I~ .. ~·.~·I·:~-.. I···~~-·-I . ___ .. _ 99, •. : L .~ ...... I . 9 "1 . 5' I I I 61 

I 75.' I ".1 ! 1.2 I ••• I '10' 
J ... 1 I 16.0 r :n.3 I n.3 t 

______ .... _ .. _. I sa., I •• 2 I . '.' I 0.7 I 
·I·····-··I~ .. ·~···l~ .. --.. I--~·---~l 

(OLU"N ·.ii,· 2S ... IS' ., 1 .. 
_. __ ._ .. ___ .TOHL... 70,5 .11.S.. 10,'. .. 2.1 100.0 

rElit 0' Cltl"! 

I. LOII-INCOII[ 
• • • • • • ••••• 

_~I!J:.J'~x:;~J:t!)~~~\..S:A::~t;:t'~~~.::Ht~_~~~ .. H.I."~. ~_~~~T~~_ ~~LI. _~~_Q.U!NC' ~rs~ ~~I~ ~:.~. 
CHI souaRE :: '.113.2 VITH 6 OESREEI 0' '''EtOO" SI&NI'lcaNct:: 0 •• '.0 
CRa CI os ,,:: 0.01 .. ' 
~C~!,~.~!,~~' .c~t~nCtENY? . O.!110n . 
LAHIDI II"",,£T.IC':: O.OlIT. vlTH "20 
LUloa "'''"UIICI:: O.OOTl' 

• • • • PaG£ 

OtPENOENt. 

JlIIUIUINT'-COUFlc:"NLta.Y."'&.TItlC.Ll< .... O.IlOOIU_tll.tttnZD ___ DtPEIIO'''T. _____ '.; .0.00101. Ill'" '017 
UNCOfAlNT' COE"ICIEN'IU,,";TlIc' .:0.00630 7 
dNDALL'S TaU I: ·0.0 .... SIGNlnca",ct:: 0.2!JU 
.r;NOa.u.!.~_talLc_;:_~o.,.D~ots. _ U~Nl.~UA."C'-.::._O,Zg .. __ . __ ...... __ .. _._. ____ ... _ .. ___ ... __ •. _. . 
'a""a:: -a.11I01t . 

;::;:; ;:L~;~;~~' • J: ~O.;.~:~_~U~~~_ DE'E"DEN~.~ _____ -=_ ~.~20~."~~~~_ • ~_~EMcrNT. 
ETA:: 0.0.1.0 VUH ''10 DEPENDENT. :: o.oun IIUH yon OtPUOEltT. 
'EaltSOhes • ::~O.O'SIIt SJ •• IFICINct:: 0.21" 
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TABLE E-4b 

••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • cROSSTa • u t. , T I a It 
n20 RU,OfllOEfilU .. ORe SCORt BY vou 

CONtRO LlING 'OR •• 
VO CJ TRACTIO VALUE : ... . • .'e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

vou 
COUNT I. . 

ROw PCT IHOT a ,It SOMEwHaT II. 'ROI OONT KHO ~ow 
cOL PCT r08LEM A LtM w·.,oa .. sw TOUL 

_~ _____ '" 'OTPCTI. lel 2.1 3.1 9.! 
V 112 a -.··.-r ... • .. ··I .. - .. • .. ·r--.. ·a ... th.r··_·t 

• ~ .. ; I .... IS" I • 1 I 9 J 3 ~ 1. 
__ .CIl_ .. __ . __ "" 1 .. n.l I ,.51.12.2 I ,.1 J 115.1 

I ".5 I 22·.6 I 32.1 I 15.0 I 
I U.5 I •• s r ·S.5 J 1.1 t 

tI~~;~'·~~l·--~--~~I~-·~-~!·-~r&--~l 
2. J ,9 I ,I 'I a I 12 

I 5',' r 12.5 I 21.1 r 0.0 I 1'.5 
1 .. 11.1 I 12.9 1 32.1 I. 0.0 r 
I 11.6 I 2.. r s.s r 0.0 I 

·l··--.. ··r~ .. ··-··t-=-·--··I·-··----t 
.999. I :21- I 20 I 10 lit 51 

COLUMN 
__ . __ . __ .. _TOTAL 

I 116.6 I 3 •• 5 I 11.2 I 1.1 I 35 •• 
I 26.1 r 6II.S I 150" ! n.o I 
I. h.S .. l 12.2.1 1.1 1_ 0.6. I. 

·r· .. ·····I~ .... -··I~··--··I·-··----r 
"101 li .. 2. • 16' 
61.6.. 111.' .. " n.l .... z •• '" _100.0 . _. _ 

.. 

0 , • • • • • • • • •••• nu 0' ClUNE 

2. law IfIICO"[~"tG" CRI" 
• • • • • • e • e., ••••• 

1 GUT A' 12 C 25.0" C' THE ,aLIa CtLLS MavE EXPECTEO CtLL 'REOUENC, LESS T"a. 5.0. 
A!JUflUIL ElPECTEO CELL fREQuENCY .. :. O .. uQ. ____ . __ . _._ ......... ..' 
_"I SOUIAE: ZO.76601 VUH • DEUEES 0' nUDO" SIGNIFIcaNCE: O.DOZD 

CUMER'S ,= 0.25162 
__ CQNTINIE~' COl'fIClt"T: .0.33525 

U"IO' UsY""UIIIC.: o.UUt 1/ ITN VII ZO 
U .. IOI U,"MnltIC': 0.09&50 

= 0.00000 VIIM Y017 

_UJlc.W.AlJiTr...c:onnCIENJ...1An",URIC1.:-DAD6DU_MUH .. U2D . ____ .. llUtMDEIt •. _ .... _ .. _.:: .. ..D.062U 
UNCOIT alII" COE'FICUNY 1S'''ICYAlCl: 0.D61.0 
aENDALL'S Tau I : 0.1.321 SIGNIFICANCE: 0.00'1 

__ AEIl01LL'..s_fAU C: O.I.ZI6 __ SlGNlflCIKCr..: O.DOU ..... 
''''NA: D.2"SO 

• • • • • • 

PAGE 1 O~ 

DE'tHO£N1. 

SO"E.S~D CaS'""ET*!e,: 0.lt5" vlT" "20 DE'ENDENT. = 0.171S6 lilT" Y017 ot,rNDtllT • 
_U"EIJJ_-t.D..JS'''!'tTIUct =_.D.I12I12. ___ . ___ .... __ . ___ ._ ...... _,_. ____ . 

tTa: a.3025! lilT" V'20 DEPENDENT. : 0.0550. lilT" VOl7 DEPENDENT. 
'URSO"'S II : 0.05,,, SUIIHICANCE: D.lUII 
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TABLE E!-4c 

• • • ••••••••••• • • • • C lOS S T , I U l I T ! ° ff 0 ,. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• 
"HO RESPONDENTS NOIC SCORE 

COlt TIO,LLlNG '0"" 
"DCl 

• • • • • • 
TUCTID 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '.- • • • • 
'olT 

COUN' J 
"OW PC, INOT I ,. 10MEWHAy-.is '101" DONT .NO 
cOL PCT 101LE" a LEM W-HOINSW 
TOT PCT.I 1.1 .. r.l .. _.3.1 ...•• 1 •·•• .. ~I········I· .. ~···I.A ...... l~·a.·~r 

BY 'DlT 

vaLUE : . -.... 
"OW 

TOTal 

:. '':'-1 .. '5'1 .. itl", J '·0 J 
"I U.J I .n,~._ L .. ~ .• J_ 1_ 0.0 I. 

3D 12., 
I Z_.I 1 15 ... 1 '6.7 I 0.0 I 
1 II.T I l.O I 0.7 1 0.0 1 

-1· ... --···· !·--·"-··1-···-·~1·-._-~·'1 2."1 ·j ... ·1 20 I- S-J '0'1 
1 19.0 1 U.I J 1.2 I D.O' I 
I ,5.6 I T,.9 I IS.J I 0.0 I 
I Z6., 1 1'.. I ,.7 1 0.0 1 

·l .. ····--I· .. -··~·I--···-··I~···----r 
",. I .. tio I 2 I a I 1 1 

I 'loD 1 _.7 I 0.0 I 2.S I 
I .19.6 1 T.'I I 0.0 I 100.0 I 
I 2',' I 1.$. J 0.0 I. 0.1 ,. I 
·l----····!-·-··~-J·~·-·--~J--··---~r 

COLUMN' . 101 ' .. 2~ • I 
TOTAL T5._ 19._ ....... 5 O.T . 

'EAR 0" Cltl"' 

s • 1110 IIICO"'E;'LOI/ 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• OUT 0' lZ' 10.01. ~ THE ,aLID CELLS HavE Ex'ECTEO CELL fIEQUENC' LESS TH'. S.D. 
A MIIII"U" EXPECUD en .. FIlQUENC' ,: .0.22-
., CHI SQUIRt: Zl.Z!U5 IIITH 'DEG"EES 0' 'IEEOOII SlGNI'ICINCE: 0.001 T 

CAlIlE"'S v: O.Zll'l 

• • PU£ 

CONTlNIltHCT COE"ICI!NT: 0,'69".,. 
LI"loa raS'''"tTIIIC': 0.061.9 wITH "ZO DEPENDEN'. : 0.00000 wtTH '011 O£'£wOENT. 
LI"IDa IS,,,IIET.IC.: 0.011117 

1 0' 

_UNCOITAI..." C;OE'FlClU,Llln""n/l.t~J~.O,OIS'UUtLUza. __ otPEIIOl.lI.la __ ._ . _ : O.UT" lin" '017 0['£110£1.,. 
UNCIJIUINY' COU'ICIENT CS,"IIET"ICI: 0.10UI 
"tIlOALL"S TaU I: .0.12320 SI8NtnCAHCt: 0.061' 

_KEN..Dal'-'.~S_Ja!J C.: ~Q,09n. __ SlGNI'I~AN.c:tL D.D6Z'-__ ._ ...... _____ ' ... _ . ____ _ 
'I""': -0.ZIl.05 
SOli EllS '5 D~laSY""ET'J.C. I: :!G.UT311 IIITM."20 otP[lOtNT. : aO.O"" IIITH yon DE,ElIIoun. 

JO'lUl.!SJ. U'"."UIUCJ ~a.11J60_. __ .. _____ .. ______ . ____ .... ___ .' 
[Ta: 0.33071 IIITH ,,_20 DEPENDENT. : 0.15'1' vr," Y017 DE'!"oE"T. 
'[1"50.'5 ":.0.01.10 SIINt'IC.NC!: 0.153. 

/' 
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TABLE E-4d 

-••• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • C • 0 s s , • I U L , , I 0 It 0 , • . . . . . . . . . , . • • • • 
WHI! 

CON '10 lL INI 
voes 

...•. . • '.' . 

_.CI! ._. 

RES'ONotNYS NORC StOAE I'f wall 
'OA •• 

UICTlD ~"ALut: : . . . . . " . . , .... • ••••••••• • • • • • 
vou 

COUll' .. I. . . 
ROV PCT INOT l ,. SO"tWMAT It I 'ROI DOli' .110 10V 
COL PCT I alLt" A Lt" II-NOUlS" TOTa1. 
TOT PCT I. a,1 Z.I. 3.t '.1 
~·-""l· •• ··.··r&"·····I""·~~I",,·.ue1 

• 1;'·' I .. ft·· r n", _ I I I 60 
I ,3,' 1 ZI,3 J. t.7. J 1.1 1. n •• 
I SloO I .3'.5 1 n • ., 1 n.o I 
l' Zl.S I •• e. I 2. SID. 6 t 

-!-·-··--~l·--···~-l.c·"·--I·--·----l' % •• 1 ... jS" I .• 11 . t 's' t 0 I 53 
1 62., I 32.1 t S • ., I 0.0 t 2'.' 
I Z@.T I ".5 1 ZO.O 1 0.0 1 
J '1.6 1 9.6 t ,.1 J 0.0 I 

·I,·~···--·I~··"'''~'''·I-&-,,··!·_a;·····t 99' • 1 ... _.. 1 ' .' I 8 I S I 
I •••• 1 '_.1 I U.S I •• ., 

. I U.S I ·ZO.. ISS., 1 75.0 1 
1 U,',l IS., 1._I.S 1 1.T! 

·l·······-l·--··~··J-' .. ·• .. I····-···t C01.UIIN ",is _S l5 _ If? 
___ .... ,YOUL 65.0 .. Z-.S .. II.S 2.3 100.0. 

FtU 0' CRII't 

,. "10 I .. CO"[~HfGH eliM 
• • . ..... '.' ..... 

a • GUT 0' 12 • n.s" or THt vaLIa CELLS MAYE ,nEtTED cnL 'UoutllC, U:SS T"a. S.O. 
~"JII 1!l1I",EX'ECTED CtLI. 'I!QIIEHCT: l.n •. _ __.' . _ 

CM! SOUI.E : '.6ITII IIl'M • Ot'RttS 0' 'REEOOII SIGN1FIC'"C': 0.1_'1 
Clltel'S V: o.""S 

PAGe: 

._CO,,""RIIC, CO"rIeztN' = 0.22102 
LllllOa .. """UI!C': 0.0701l! 111T~ vuo .. at' ,iii,.:' .. , • 
LIMIDA el'''''lTllt,: 0.0_51, . 

= 0.00000 wtT" '017 OErEIIDtMT. 

_U~~Q.'~NTY ,CO'''ICII:''T US't-URIc'_: 0.on'Q_VU" .. ,-20 
UNCPT lINn co"nenNT UT"IltTRtC, :0.0300S 

O"'"D''''' __ . _ .... : o.O)2n: wIT" '01' 

.tlloal.~'S TIU I: -0.012TO SIGNl'lca .. c,: a"lt' 
_~1110"'\.~. U~ C ;. .... ~O.Ollu .. SlGNIFlCINC!: = ,O"U-._ ... 
.. ""a: ~.02l61 
SOflERS os D USY"MEtRIC' = ,0.01'" WUM nzo Dt'UDtNT. : ~D.OIIII vtT" rOl7 

_&aJlW.~1."D_Cl'""t1IlCI : .~O.OUtO .. " .... .' . _. _ .. _ . .. _, 
'Ta: 0,12'" lilT" V'20 DEPENDENT. : 0.106'0 VrT" '0'1 O[ '["O"'T. 
"aISO.'s R : 0.10011 SI6I1IFICANCE: 0.0'Z3 

.. 

-273-

s 

• • 

or 



TABLE E-5a 

• • • • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • 
vtO' T.AtTID 

C R 0 S S , A 8 IJ LA' i 0 " 
9' V 031 

0' ••••••••••••• ~ • • • • 
CO~IIU"IT' CII~I Jllt11A11 

:O~Y.OLLIH' .01 •• 
v'20 US'O"DUITS .,oae SCORE VALIJE • 1. e- ..... ~ 

, . . " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 O' 

v03! 
tOuHT I 

lOll 'CT 11lttUASI SA-I DfCRtAst DO'" .110 lOll 
COL 'CT JD D II-IIOI"SII TOTAL 
TOT '(T I 1 .1 2.1' S.I 9.1 

IO:;! -.···---1--··----1---··---1--------1-.-----·1 
1. I 3 I 20 1 .. 1 S SO 

'Iotllco"r-LO.CII 1 1C.O 1 u.1 t 13.3 1 10.0 14 .1 
r r.l I ".5 t 2.9 1 1Z .5 
I 1.4 I 9 •• 1 1.9 1 1.4 

-l-~·-----l-----·--t--------J··------t Z'. J 7 2Z 15 1 5 49 
LO.I~CO·f·LO.C'1 t ".S ".9 30.6 I 10.2 23.0 

1 19., ~D., 33.3 J ~O.I! 
I s.S 10. ! 7." I 2.S 

-1--------1·-------1-·----··1----·---1 
3. 1 5 1 '2 1 ! 1 5 I 60 

·to I" 1 P.3 I 70.0 1 n.' 1 a.' I Z~.l 
I 13.9 I !1.9 t 17.! 1 ZO.& I 
t 2.3 1 19.7 1 , .e I l.3 1 

-1·-·-----1-·_·----2--------1--------1 '. I Z1 1 24 HI 11 I 14 
t~.l"CO·E·MI'"CI 1 ze.4 I 32." 2'.3 ".9 r 34 .7 

t 58.3 1 n.2 40.0 '5.! 1 
1 9.9 I 11.3 e.5 5.a 1 

-1--···---1--------1--------1--------1 
COLu~II 36 'Oil 45 24 ~" tOTAL 16.9 50.7 2 1.1 " .~ 100.0 

• 

OUT O. ,. C 6.S1) 0' TM! VALID tELLS "AVI II'f(TID CELL 'Illur_c, LISS TMa. '.0. 
~" "'ECTIO CELL "IO~[IIC'. ~.'!O 

, OUAI! w 26,'61.0 IIITM 9 Dr6~IIS 0' 'AEIDO~ Slehl'ICAII(I. 0.0014 
C""II'S V. C.20'" 
CO~'I".e_c' C01"lellll'. 0.~35ZC 
L"eDI U""flaTaU). 0.129'0 IIlTK vet! 1t*IIIUhT. • 0;00000 IIITM vosa ."a. ... T. 
l'''BD' (S, •• ,T.te,. 0.07371 
~~C!'TAIIIT' COI"ICIIII' (A5'~.ET.tC'. 0.0"l8 III'M vtO] OE,11I01_', • 0.OS1 •• WITM w038 
uIIC'.TAIIIT, (Ol"ICIIIIT (I'''~IT'ICJ. Q.049~' 
.!~~ALL'S "u •• -0.02.,9 IICIt!'ICAlief. 0.S~12 
'E~~llL'S TAU'. -0.02727 51'''I'ICAk(l. 0.3r7l "'·A· .'.0"220 
SO-!U'S 0 "",uIIUICJ • -0.03'" "nM vOO' U'IIIOfil'. • -c"~ouu 111111 90Sl ·n" .... II'. 
S~~f.S'$ 0 (~'".I'.IC' • ·~.Ol'" 
(TA' 0.ZD4!1 IIITII vCO! OIPIIIO£IIT. • D~0~61' wlTM ,0'& OI""OlliT. 
'fl'SON'S •• 0.C"34 Ill.,r'I,I,,(I' 0.3Z'6 
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.. 

e •••••••••••••••••• 
TABLE E-5b 

••••• 
_COl TIACTID 

CO~TIOLLl_' '01 •• 
V4Z~ RESPONOENTS Ioole SCOIE 

C lOS 5 T A I U L A T J 0 _ 
!If yO!! 

VAL\.IE • 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
co~"UIlt" CI"" It,elUU 

2. ".. .. ~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PA'E 1 0' 
v03! 

tOullT I 
1011 PCT lUCIUS! U'I orCllASI DONT KNO 
COl. 'C T 10 0 W-lIIoaNh 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.% 3.1 9.1 

wec,! ···-----1--------1--------1--------1--------1 t. 
,rOlI11COIliE-LO.Cll 

Z. 
LO.IIIICO'[aLO.CIJ 

!. 
-II! lit 

4. 
Ln.IIIICO'E-HI'"CI 

COlu"lII 
TOUL 

I 17 I 31 , 4 r 
I 27.9 1 t.0.7 4.~ 6.6 J 
J 3'.8 , ot!." ".9 30.b I 
J 9.3 I 20.3 1.6 2.2 f 

-1··-~---l--------t--------I----·-·-1 7 1 11 I 10 I 2 r 
I H.4 I '7.2 I 27.8 I 5.6 I 
1 15.6 1 19.8 % 26.3 I H.4 I 
J 3.! I 9.3 I 5 .~ J 1.1 I 

~I---·----l----·---I----~--J--------! J 12 1 21 I " J 6 J 
I n .• I 39.0 J 2e •• J " .3 I 
I 26.7 1 24.4 I 36.11 I 46.2 I 
I 6.6 J 11.~ I 7.7 J 3.3 I 

-1--------1--------1------··1--·-----1 : 9 I 11 " I I 
I 28.1 I !4.4 J4.4 J J.1 1 
r ZO.o 1 12.!! 2!.9 I 7.7 I 
I '.9 1 6.0 6.0 1 0.5 f -1-----·--1--------1------__ 1 ________ 1 

311 
20.9 

13 
7.1 

1O"! 
TOTAL 

61 ".5 

36 
10.1 

53 
20.1 

32 
17.6 

182 
100.0 

. • OUT O' 16 ( 25.01) 0' '"I VALID CELLS HAVI II,rCTIO (ELL '1Iour.c, Lrss THI. ,.o~ 

•
r.u" '1'ltTIOClLL "llur.c,. 2.2E& 
SOUI'I· 16.99513 wITH 9- OfGRE£S O' '.EIOOIII 

-E"5 Y • 0.111652 
CO~T!.'f.C' COI~'ICII_T. O.30"~ 
tA.eo. cAs",rr.IC). C.,t14' ~JT" ~CC3 
L •• SD. (S'.-.'IIC). 0.0'991 

DI'IIilOOT. 

SIGNIFICANCE - 0.0;152 

• 0;00000 wITH vos' 
u_crPTII.T, (O£"ICIINT (IS'_M!T.le). 0.044'9 wITH W003 
\.I_cr.TAI.T' COI"ICIIIIIT (S""ET'IC). 0.04654 • 0.04915 WITM WOla 

rr_DAlL'S Tau e • 0.12'2~ SJG~I'JCANCE. 0.026~ 
'(hDAl~~S TI\.I C • O.114tll SIGNI'ICANCE. 0.Ol6] 
6A'-'. 0.'7291 
SO~f_S'S • CA" •• I'II() - 0.'29Z0 wITH VOD~ 
SOMI_S'5 • (S'".ITale) - C.12!1' 
(T'. 0.2136' wlTN vD03 DI'IIIIO£.T. 
'fA'SON" _ • 0.05662 SJG_t'IC'.C!. 0.2230 

• 
• 0.11'" wiT. tOS. "" •• lIIT. 

O."Oft VIT" VOla 
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TABLE E"'5c ...... '~ -.' ~"; ........... . 
V~O] r.ACTI. 

C • 0 S S fA, U L A T 10" 
!II won 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
CORRU.IT, ClfRr IIIe"ASI 

CO,TAOLLIN, '0' •• 
v'20 US'O"UJIrs NOH seOH vALur • '90. p)lclll"" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

11O'! 
Cou"T I 

tOil "CT UNCIEASI SA"I DECt!AS! DO.' .''0 
COL "CT III D 1I-"OA"$11 
TOT ,"CT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 0.1 

.003 -.-.----1··.-.-.-1--···---1--------1--------1 
1. 

-tDl.CO*!-LOwClr 

2. 
lc.rllCOW(-LOwell 

!. 
.! 0 HI 

'. 
L~.J"eO·E-"t'"C. 

1 6 J 17 I 15 J , 1 
I ,4.0 I 39.5 J 34.9 J " .6 1 
J 15.4 I 17.l J 2'.7 J "e.3 r 
r 2.7 1 7.5 J 6.6 1 2.e ! 

-I--------I--------J--------I--------I 
12 1 i!7 ZO 1 2 r 

1 19.7 1 U.J .S2 .8 I 3.l J 
I 30.e 1 27.3 29.0 1 '0.5 J 
I 5.3 I 11.;' e .~ r 0.9 r 

-1---·----1--------1--------1···-----1 
I 9 , 35 13 I 7 J 
1 ,4.1 J !o4.7 ZO.3 1 10.9 t 
J ~!.1 J !5 .4 18.8 I !6.8 t 
J 4.0 1 15.5 , .8 J 5.1 J 

-l---·----l-·----·-%--------J--~-----I J 12 1 20 I 21 J 5 J 
I 20.7 1 ~'.5 1 36.2 1 8.6 J 
J lO.8 J ~o.z J 30.4 I 76.l 1 
J '.3 1 a.e J 9.3 J 2.2 I 

-!----··--I--------I--------I--------1 
99 

4l.e 
69 

30.5 
19 

8.' 

r 
~Ol/ 

TOUL 

43 
'Q.O 

6' 21.0 

114 
2~.5 

S8 
25.7 

Z OuT 0' 111 ( 12.'1) 0' TH! VALID CELLS HAV! IXPICTE. CELL flleuf.e, LISS TR •• S.D • 

• 

~J.u. 11"'CTID (ILL '1IOb!hC'. 3.61' 
,I sou •• r. 10.4"25 ~IT" 9 OE'.'I' 0' "IIDOH "-f'-. V. 0.12394 

CO~TI~'!.C' COl"I(II.T. D.zo~ee 

IUkI'rcuU • o.suo 

L'-~D. (AS'-HET'IC). O.067~0 wITH votl 
l'''aD. (S,._ITtIC). 0.041'2 

• O~007" .,TH 1103. 

U~Cf.T.'.TT (OI"ICII_T 'AS'"RI,I'C). 0.0"89 _r'M VOOl 
bhC!'TAJ"TT COl"ICIE'" (s,""£r.IC). 0.01886 
'(~D.~L-I Tau.. -0.01631 SI'.I'IC."CI. 0.3'69 
'lhCA~L·S TAU C. -0.C1545' SI'~I'lCAhCI. 0.3'60 
, ••• ,. -~.02278 

~o.!.S-S 0 (A,,"RIT'rC) • -0.01109 IIITH wOOl 
so.!.s·, 0 ("""ITIIC) • -0.01029 

er,uuJIT. 
fT" 0.03906 .rTH W003 D!'!NDfhT. • 0."'24 WITH v~! • 
,"r"SOh·' •• -C.D0313 SIG~r'IC'hC!. 0.4778 
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TABLE E-6a 

. 
! • • • • • • ••••••• • • • • • C It 0 S S , I II U l 
I vlt 20 ":"ONO[IIU NOAC SCOAr 
:' . CON TAO lllN' rOA .. 

vO 0] 
• • .- • 

nzo'-'" 

.... C" 

uIeno 
• • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •••••••• 

VOll 
COU,.T 1 

.OW 'CT IINCA['S! SI"E otCAlaSt'DONT 11'10 
. COL 'CT 10 0 V·,.OINSII 
.~OTPC.T,' 1.1, l.r .3.1 ,.r 
.... ~ ... I~C··~a..I~ .. ~ 'J"'-~"I~·'.·~.I 
.. I~" I .. -, I' 22"1 ", is 'I '!5 I 

.. I n.s I ",'. 1 30.6 I ID.Z I 
I 2'.9 I :n.! I n.! I !5.6 r 
r ... I r 15.1 I 10.:s 1 S.II t 

·t·----···I····L.··I.:·.····t.···---·! 2: ·,---' .... 1· . aT'l ''10--1''· f'l 
I 19... I .. ,.2 , 27.1 t I.. I 
12ft.' 1.25.8 ! 22.2 I n.2 I 
I ".8 I 11.6 I fI.1 I 1.4 t 

·!· .. ·····I······"·I.I··--..I1--'·--... ·1 
'99. I • 12 I 27 I 20 I 2 . 1 

COLU"'N 
TOTAL. 

I 1'" I .... 3 1 32.1 I 'h:' t 
I .... 2 ! "0.9 I !til. It I 22.2 I 
I 1.2 I U.S I 13.7 I I." 1 

·1······-·I· .. -·-··t .. ~··&··I·-··· .. ·! 26' 66 • 115 ' • 
U.I 115.2 JO.I 6.2 

• 

~ T J o N 
&'1' von 

tVllUE = ...... 
ROil 

TOTAL 

61 
1tS.1 

U. 
100.0 

0 , • • • • • • • • • • • 
C OM""II IT 'I' CIII ME INCltUst 

1. lOW~lNCO"E 

• • •••••••••••••• 

, lilT 0' 12 • 25.011 f6 Ttlt vaLID CELLS tlUE U'ECTr:O CUL 'IItoutNC, l[SS TH ... S.D • 
. "IIII"UII £lPE~T!O CELL f'ACOUENeY =.2.21' ____ ,_ .. ___ ... ___ ... _ .. _. _... . 

AtHI SOUIRE : 2 .... U II1TtI 6 OUAEts 0' FRrEOO" SIGNIFICANCE: 0.1227 
•. CA'..,;II·S V: 0.099115 

• • • 

'IGE 

_ CO!HINSilENCY CO["ICIEN~: 0.U921 , . ___ . . ... .. _ . 
lIltlloa US""IUAle': 0.OlS2' IInH ,UO OE'EIIO£,," : 0.00000 IIITH VOSI Or'EliDEIfT. 
LI"IOI eST""I'.IC': 0.01.1. 

_U"H!H!!CJ'!. ,C'Er1.!~U;IIl •. !A$,!",URltl.:_ a.oO'Il .. UT."-lUo .JIC,nun. __ ...... _=_.0.0011.1 IIITH WO:18 
UNCOIf UNn COE"IClEHT CS,"ICTAlCt: 0.00162 
MENDILLoS T'U 8: -0.Ofl,9' SIGNI'ICaNCE = 0.1'1. 

_j(E"OI~,l..UU C.: .. .!"a.OU19 .. sIGHlrlCAttCl:_= 0.191. __ . . , __ .. _._- -,-~ .-

• • 

1 

11111... = -a.096" 
SO"OS os 0' USY""Ehtr~' = -O.OUSII IIUH V"ZO O~lICOENT.. : ~o.G"'" WITH 'on Dt'[NOENT. 
_S.~!OU_!LJJ'~."nl!h .. L';'. !I.J~4~9·L . _______ .. ____ .. ___ . __ ------.. - -_ .. - ... - .. -
tTA: 0.11022 III'M V'20 DEPENDENT. : 0.1210' IIITH '031 OEPENDEN'. 
PEaASON·S A :·0.0'5S' ,SI6NI'IC'NCE: 0.12.1 

" 
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.. 
TABLE E-6b 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 S S T l 8 U l A Y I o ~ 0 , . . .. . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Y' 20 AESPONDENTS NORC SCORE BY Y03. COMMUNity CAIII[ INCIEASE 

tON TAO LLING FDA •• 
vO C3 TRAtTlO VALUI: : 2. LOll hCCl1E-HtGH CAl" •••• • • • • • • •••• • • • • • • .. . . • ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • PAGE 

W031 
COUNT I 

ROil PCT UNCAtaSE SAME KCAUSE DO .. T IINO AOII 
COL PCT 10 0 II-IIOU.SII TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1. I Z.t 3.1 9.1 

uza -···----I·---···-I·--~ .. ·t---·-~·-!·-··-··-I· , 1;' 'I .• 21' I 2'· t 11 J '11 1 " .tll I 211 •• I S2 •• I 2 •• 3 I " .9 J 115.1 
I 50.0 I '3 •• I 36.0 I .... 7 1 
J 12. II r 1 .... r 11.0 I ,.7 I 

-I--:·r--~-I····~-·-I-····-~I.-~--"-I 
2. 1 91111 HI It 32 

t 211.1 t ,. .. I 311.' I 3.1 1 1'.5 
I :11 •• I zo.O 1 ZZ.O t 5.9 t 
1 5.5 I 6.7 I 6.7 I 0.6 I 

-%·-·-···~I·--~··--!·---·--·I---·----I •• 9. I rz 1 ZO I ZI I 5 I 511 
t 20.7 I 3 •• 5 t 3 •• 2 1 1.6 1 , 35 •• 
I 28.6 I 36.11 1 112.0 r 29.11 t 
I 1.1 . I 12.Z 1 12 •• t 1.0 r 

-1-·:-~·~·I·-;---~-I---··-~-1·-·-----1 
COLUMN 112 55 50 11 Holl 

TOTAL 25 •• 33.5 30.5 10.11 100.0 

1 CUT 0' 12 r 1.31t or THE valiD CEllS HAVE EXPECTED CELL fAEOuENCY USS THAN S.D. 
111",", £XPECTED CELL fREQuENCY = 1.117 

SQu.1t[ : 5.131169 IIlTH 6 DEGAEES 0' 'R££DOM SIGNIfiCANCE: 0 .... 20 
'MU'SY: 0.13337 

. CONn'UENC't COEFFICIENT = 0.18535 
L ... IDa ,.SYM"ETAIC': 0.03133 IIITH Y'20 DEPtNDt"' • : 0.00917 IItTH va,. D[P[NDENT. 
La"eD. ISY"METRIC,: 0.OZOI0 

IIC£1I' 'INT' COEfnCIENT CU',,"ETRIcI: 0.01851 IInH n20 
UNCEA' 'INlY COEFfICIENT ISyMt'lTUC,: 0.016111 
"ENDUL"S TAU I : 0 .• 0]561 S16NlflCI"CE: 0.30U 
KENDal. L"S TAU C : 0.03.03 SIGNIfICANCE: 0.3!Ue 
"'""': 0.05273 
SO"t"S"S 0 'ASYM"ETRIC): 0.033" vITH vllza 
SONDlS'S D (S,""EtRIC,: 0.035511 

OEPENDE NT. 

DEPENDENT.. 

: 

ETA: 0.11320 1I1TH VIIZO DEPENDENT. 0.11827 IIITH V038 
PEAASOh'S II =-0.00529 SIGNI,rCANCE: 0.111'2 
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... 

TABLE E-6c 

----~------

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C • 0 s S T 1 B U l ~ T 1 o ~ 0 , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • v, 20 AU'OHDEHTS HOAC SCOAt If .0,. 
CO N litO LL ING 'OR .. 

vO C3 TAACnO VALUE : .' .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VOla 

COUNT I 
AOII 'CT IINCArast saME orCAtASt OONT MHO 1t0W 
COL PCT ID 0 II-NoaHSII TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 •• t 

v,zo -~·-.~~! .. :-~Q~·I."-·-~~r~"""J·-·~.~·1 
I. I 3 1 20 I • I 3 r so 

CII I 10.0 I ".7 I U.J. I 10.0 t n.It 
I 11.5 1 27.0 I 11.2 I n.D I 
l! 2.2 r 1'.9 I S.O 1 2.2 ! 
~!·~·~·:·l·~~~-·~l~·~~~l~"~-·-·l 

2. I l' I 3? I S I '1 61 
1 2'.9 I 60.7 r ,.. 1 ••• 1 It5.5 
I 65.' J 50.0 I 13.6 1 1303 I 
t 12.7 1 27.6 t 2.2 I l.O 1 
.%"-·.--·~~-~··"·I"·"·~I·······-t 999. 1 ",' I . 17 "1 _ i 5' 'I . 5 I '1 

I 1,.0 t U.S 1 Sit.' I, 11.6 r 52.1 
I 23.1 I 23.0 J 61.2 I '1.7 t 
I 1t.5 1 12,.7 ! 1102 I. ,., I 

-1-··---··1---···_·1"·--·--1--···---1 
COLUMN •• 2', . 7" 22 12 1 SIt 

, .. TOUL 19., 55.2 16... '.0 100.0 

C O"""Hl" Ul"E INCUAU 

3. MID r,.COIIE tLOII 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 IlUT 0' U' 25.DU '" THE ¥lUO CELLS HAVE EXPECTED CELL "'EOUEltey LUS TMAN 1.0. 
_.tMUII EXPECTED CELL FREOUENCY: 2.617 

SCUAAE: 22.02159 IIITH • OEGAEU 0' FREEDOM 
":11 'S V = 0.21665 

• CONTlMErNCT cOUnCIE", = ,O.nU9 
LA"IOI •• SYMMETRICI: 0.1"0' VITH V'20 
LAMBDA tSy""tTRIC': 0.0911. 

OE'UDENT. 

SI5NHIClNCE : 0.0012 

0.00000 IItTH VOS' 

'AU 

-P"~ER:r.nH!'_ COE'''CUIILUS"",n!lIC'.; 0,07152 "UtLV,UO. _____ .01.PENOEItT,_. ____ ; _D.OTriTe IIITH yon 
UHC[AJ AIN" COEFFICIENT UT"ICTIUC I : 0.01'00 

, KENOALL'S TAU • = o.12It'O SISlilnCANCE: o.osn 
_"r:IIDAU·S TAU c: 0.11112 nOMlnc.ltCE: 0.OU5 . 

• lftMA: O.ttIU 
SOURS'S 0 USY""ETAIC': 0.12652 IIlTH "20 

_SOliDS ,'S 0 CSTft"UnC).: . 0.12." Er.: 0.S6015 IIITH Vlt20 DEPENDENT. 
'EaRSO~'S R : 0.159" SIGNIFICANCE: 0.OS36 

0.12SII IIITM VOSI OE'ENDENT. 
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.. 
'e TABLE E-6d 

L 
• • • .. ' .. • • • • • • • • • • • C lOS S T A a u l A T ION 0 , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • vlt 20 
CON TIO LL ING 

vO III 
•••••• 

vua 

CK 

RU'ONOENts NORC SCOAt 
F'OA •• 

TUCTIO 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . .. . . . . . 

V03. 
COU'" I 

ROW PC, IIMCIraSE saME otCREaSE OONT KNO 
COL PCT 10 D W"NO'lfSW 
TOT PCT 1 1. J ~.I, 3.! '.1 
-···-~--J···-"-·I~····-··l"·"·"J--"····1 . .. I :.. I ,. "s' I It i . I 'e! 5 I 

I a.3 I 10.0 1 U.S· 1 I.] I. 
I 19.2 I 112.9 I 22.9 I 27.8 I 
I 2.8 I 23.7 I II.! r 208 t 
~1··~-:-:-I··-~·-~:%~~-~:r-J •• 6~-~.-J 

2. I U I U I 111 I 6 t 
I ,22.6 I 39.6 I 26.' ll.l I 
1 lt6.z I 21.11, I 'O.D t H.3 t 
I 6.1 X 11.9 r 7.. I S.II I 

-l·-··~--l---··-·-I---··~--I·-~-~-·-r .99. I • -9- I 35 'I IS I 1 I 
r 111.1 I 511.7 r 20.S I 10.9 I 
I 3".~ I 35.7 r ]7.1 lSI.' r 
I s.i J U.I t. 1.' 1_ .... 0 I. 

BY V031 

VALUE : 

• • • • • 

1t0ll 
TOTAL 

60 ,!O. 

53 
:9.9 

-1---· .. ·-1-.. -----1 .. ··.··-1·.·--... 1 
COLUMN ' 2'6 . . .. ' :1! 11 177 

COMMUNITY CRIM! INCRtASf: 

II. "10 INCO"E:"16H CAl" 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

.. TOUL 111.1 55.,. It.a. __ .. 10.Z __ 100.0._. ____ • 

.. ;"1 SOuaRE = 11.110210 "ITH 6 OteRErs 0' 'RttDO" St6I1I'ltl\llCr = 0.0767 
_,ClIl~It'S , = '. O.U'" . ___ . ,. __ . ___ .. _ 

CONnNRNCY COEFFlCn", = 0.Z1t60Z 
LAK8Da 'aSY""[TRIC. = 0.0'73! "ITH VIIZO 

.LA"IDA (SY""ETRIC': 0.05'~' , 
DE'UDENT. = a.ooooo vtTH 'OSI 

PAG!: 

UNC mr UHfY COUVlCU:N' un ... nttcJ = o.o~"i viTM "'II~O - .-. iiEP[.-DiltT'~
UNC [RfA!NYY COE'FlCIENT UYH..e:TtIt ,:1: 0.OZ1I5 = 0.OZ102 vITH vos. 

Jle:NOALL'S. TAU • : _ O.Q271t9 ... SII"!FlCAIIC£ = .. D.35.I..._,_ ... _________ • _______ •. _. __ 
"["DaLL'S TAu C = 0.DZ652 SIIMH'aa"CE = 0.33" 
&A"IIA = 0.011193 

.SOl'ltRS., 0 (ASY""ETlttCJ.=. O.O%alll IIlTM VIIlO 
SO"95 OS 0 (SYJI"UIIC1: 0.02148 
ETA = D.OZlln tilTH WIIZD OtJOUDENT. 
.r.tA~O~·~ It : a.azz.s SIIIlI'ICANCE: 0.SIZ5 

_ • DtPEffDENTo •• ,, ___ • __ = ,.0.0: .. 0 wn ... YOll 

: D[PfItD[NT. 
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TABLE E-7a 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c. 0 SST A e U L A T 10M 0' • _ • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • 
~rOl T,aCTIt 8Y VO!6 tfS'OMDIMT ,IOUILI wiT" 'aLICE 

co,r'OLll __ '0' •• 
• '20 .n'OM,fMTS Mal( SC\JU vALUE • , ... ~ 11-

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'A,r , 0' 

(OuM! 
'011 'CT 
Cal 'CT 
TOT 'CT 

vOU 
I 
IUS 
I 
I 

DOIIT INO 
II-MO "M5 

2.1 9.1 
_(ie' .-------1-.···.·-1.-.. ----1--------1 ,. r 2 1 le 0 J 

·IDIMCO*t-LO.Clt r 6.7 1 ~3.l C.O I 
I to ., 1 " .6 O.C I 
I 0.9 1 13 .1 0.0 I 

-I--·--·--l-·----·~I-·------l 
2. I 11 1 !! J 0 J 

LO.J_CO~I·LO*C.J 1 ZZ.4 I 77.6 1 0.0 J 
J 33.' I .. , .z I C.c t 
J 5.2 1 17.11 1 0.0 1 

-1--------1--------1·-------1 • -. I 9 1 50 , 
I'll c IN 1 B.I) 1 Pl.3 1 1.1 

1 27.) 1 27.9 I 100.0 
I ,.2 1 23 .5 I 0.5 

. -I---·----!----··--I-------a! 
'. 1 " 63 1 0 

~~.I~CO~f-~16"C. I '4.9 t5 .1 1 0.0 
J 33.3 35.2 I 0.0 
I 5.2 29.6 I O.C 

-1--···---1--------1--------1 
COlU'" 33 179 . 1 

TOUl 15.5 114.0 o.~ 

11011 
TOTAL 

3~ 
14. , 

49 
.. ~.O 

60 
211.2 

213 
100.0 

~ OuT 0' 12 ( ".7S) O. TM! ~IL:D CllLS MIVI ,.,reTfD ClLL "I.ur.CY LIS. ,.aM '.0. 
_l~IU' "'HTlD CElL n'QUUlCY. C.1" 
~ SOUl" • 6.18'02 IIITH 6 DE"IES 0' '.EIDO" 
CPA-I'''S y. 0.12049 
CO~TI~'I.C' COI"lerl.'. 0.167Qa 
LA "RD' (A.,~"r'.IC). 0.OL7" WIT" ~Ot3 
lA~~D' (,,"*.T.rt) • 0.0051& 
u~Ct'Tll_" COI"I(IIM' (AS'.'ITIIC). 0.0"21 .1'" v003 
~h(!'TAI_T' (01"1('1_' CS'""!T'!C). O.Otto! 
'f~O.tL'S 'AU'. -0.00$07 Sf,Ml'IC,.". 0;'.'6 
.f~C'lL·S T_u C. -0.C040' II'''''ICI_CI. 0.461& 
"~... -~.0137S 
50'!.S"S D ("'""IT.IC) • -Q.00991 IIITH y003 
SO,!~s .. s • (I'""I'IIC) • -C,OO'!9 

U'UDIU. 

fT' fl 0.02016 wIT. yOO! D!Pt"Or_T. • ,r'-no_"s _ .-0.001" SIG_r'IC'.C'. 0.4ef' 
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• 

e TABLE E-7b 

• • * • * * • • • • • • • * • • • * 
.C03 T'AtTII 

CO~T'OLLI"' '01 •• 

C • 0 S $ T A e U L A flO II 
"' vOl'6 

0' ••••••••••••••••• * 
'ISPO.'I'" '.OUILI WIT. POLICE 

v420 USPOIIDEItTS fIoO.( S(OH ValUE • l~ 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 'AU 

,,086 
(ouIIT I 

'011 PCT nn HO '011 
COL PCT t TOTAL 
TOT PCT J 1.1 2.1 

vet. ! -----·--1-.------1--------1 ,. I , 1 60 6' -IDIIICO*E-LO.C'l I '.6 1 98.4 )3.5 
t 6.7 1 3S.Y 
I 0.5 1 33.0 

-I--------I--------J 
2. 1 5 " t 36 

L~.lhCO~!-LO.C.1 I ,'.9 ~6 .1 I '9.8 
I .53.3 18.6 1 
I 2.7 17.0 r 

-1-----··-1--·---·-1 , . 1 .. 1 49 53 .. ro III I 7.' I 92.5 29.' 
I 26.7 1 29.3 
I z.z 1 26.9 

-J--------l-----···I '. I 5 1 27 32 
LC.lhCO~E-hl'hC. I 15.6 1 !4.4 17.6 

I 33.3 1 '6.2 
I 2.7 1 U.! 

-t--------I--------I 
COLu"h 15 167 182 

TOUL ~.2 91.11 100.0 

louT O. 8 C 31.5" 0' THE VALID CELLS HAV~ (rprCTED CELL "lour.c, LISS TMA" 5.0 • 

•

. , I"U. (IPfeTED CELL "Eourll'" Z.6!7 
SOUA'I • 7.374D9 IIITH , DEGREES 0' "£IDO" 
E.IS V' 0.20130 U'NurcallU • 0.0609 

(C~Tlh'lhC' COl"ICIEIIT' 0.19734 
L •• !D. (,s'~"rT'lC)' 0.03'06 lilT" v~03 
""'DI CSY·.lT.le,. 0.02941 

DEPU,D(IIT. • O~OOOOO w!TH .0aD 

~~t['Tlt"T' tOE"I(I!IIT (.SYMMET'IC" 0.016!5 WITH. vOO, 
uhCF'Tal_T, CO£"ICIENT CS'""['RIC). 0.02783 
'E~DjlL"S T.U B' -0.1304' SI'NI'ICANCE. D.OlO' 
-"DllL"S T'U t· -0.09286 SIGNI'ICANC[. O.O~O, 
LA·-a. -~.3Y255 

SO-('S"S D (AS"~[T.rC) • -0.30699 WITM VOO! 
~o~r.s"s 0 (s,"alTAIC' • -0.10504 
fT.. 0.15075 IIITH v003 DEPEIID[NT. 
Pf~'SOhIS , .-0."~74 SI'N!'IC'"CE. 0.0211 

• 0.l01!! wITH .086 

-282-

• 0.0.002 W!TM VOl6 

'''''.UT. 

, O. 



TABLE E-7c 

~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
vee) '.ACTIO 

C lOS 5 T A 8 U l A T I 0 h 
11'1 11086 

0' •••••••••••••••••• 
.ES'OIlD(II' "OUILI ~ITH POLICI 

CO~·'OLLJ~' '01 •• 
"'2C USPOIIDfilTS IIORC SCORE ~ALU£ • 999. :t. ~J Wr , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...... . 

II0U 
COUll' I 

10~ PC, nu 110 DOIIT KIlO 
COL PCT I ~-IIO A .. S 
TOT PCT 1 1 .1 l.1 9.1 

,: :., -·---~--I·---···-I------"I-------·: 1. I , I 40 1 2 I 
~rDrhcowf-LO.CIJ I 2.3 1 93.0 t 4.7 I 

J 5.6 I 19.6 I 50.0 I 
I 0.4 1 11.7 I 0.9 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
2. 6 1 55 I 0 J 

L~.I"COwE-Lo.C.r J 9.a 1 90.2 1 0.0 I 
I 33.3 I 27.0 I 0.0 1 
I 2.1 1 24.3 1 0.0 J 

-1--------1--------1--------1 
!. 1 Z 1 60 2 1 

"II) 111 1 3.1 1 93.11 :! .1 1 
I " .1 1 29.4 50.0 1 
1 0.9 1 :l6.5 0.9 I 

·l---··--·I---·-·~J--u-----! 
'. I 

L~.IhCO-E-HJGMC~ I 
9 I 

n.s 1 
50.0 1 

4.0 1 

49 
1'4.5 
24.0 
21.7 

o 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

COLu,"" 
TOTAL 

I 
I 

al--------l--------I--------J 
1& 

11.0 
204 

90.3 
4 

, .11 

10V 
TOTAL 

43 
19.0 

61 
21.0 

Co4 
28.3 

5e 
B.7 

226 
'''0.0 

7 ouT 0' 12 C 511.3X) 0' TH! VALID CEllS HAV! E.PECTED CEll F'EIU'IC' llSS T"AI S.O. a,.I"U- ,.ltECTf.D CILl "UI/!,.". 0.761 
~1 SQI/.I" 13.14534 .1'H 6 DEGIIES 0' '.1100- SIGIII'ICA~CI. 0.040' 

CI.-t'·S ,. 0.1705. 
cehTI"C'"C' CO["I(IEHT. 0.23"5 
LA-RDa (AS'-"!TIIC). e.04321 vI'" vet! DI~~"O!"T. • O~OOOOO .IT" ,0'6 I"I_I'M'. 
La"". (ST--I'IIC)· O.OlaO. 
~IIt!'TAI"" COl'~nCIINT (AS'""I"IC) - 0.023!Z wlTM ~OOl 'l'I.'IIIT~ - 0.0"'9 WITM vOl' 
u~lf.TAllI'T C01'~ICIE.T (ST-"IT'IC). 0.03765 
'f~DALl'S TAu e. -D.12702 SIC_I'ICANel· 0.01" 
.r~D'LL·S Tau C. -D.C6948 SI6NI'ICANC!. 0.0179 
6'~.'. -~.'4560 
SO'(IS'S D fA"_"ETIZt) • -0.259.3 WI'" V003 ol".or",. • -o~06Zt' _IT. 1016 Ir"."NT. 
Sow£'S'S D (S'"-IT'IC) • -C.100!3 
El.. O.t']3! vl'H vOO] O[PINDEil', - 0.19019 wITH 110116 t"IIiOIMT. 
Pf •• seh·S , -·C.10720 SI6"!'!C'"Cl· 0.05&0 
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'e TABLE E-8a 

-. t -_.- - . -.. --.-• • • • • 
VII 20 

COli TIIO LL ttlG 
,0 C! 

••• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 s i T • 8 u 
R!:SPOIIO!:ICTS 'NORe SCOAt 

Foil •• 
TltICTtD 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
vou 

COUNT I 
ROil PCT IY[S NO ROil 
COL PC T I TOTAL 
TOT Pel I 1. I ,Z. I 
····-~ .. r···· .... I ... ~---! - l~" I U-- I . ,i"l II' 

In._II 1 17 ••. I H.6 
I 50.0 r SO.6 I 
I 1.5 I 26.0 I 

~I-·~~:-:·l·-:r·~~:t 
2. I 5 I 11 I 3. 

I 13.9 I 16.1 I 211. T 
I 22.7 I 25.0 I 
I 3011 I 21.2· ! 

~I·-·-·-·-J·-----~-l '99 •. I "'6 I . 55 I U 
I 9.1 I 90.2 I 111.1 
I 27.S I 1111.11 I 
I 11.1 I .n.7. ! 

~!.-··~·-·t·--·--·-r COLUMN iz' UII .. III. 

L • I o II 0 , . .. " " ... • • • • • • BT va .. IttSPOIIDhT .. TROuBL[ IIlTH POLlct 
I 

valut : I • lOIl-tIlCOM[ 

• ••••• • • . " . . . . . . . • • • • pur 

• 

TOTAL 15.1 l1li.9 100.0_ 

souur : ,.U961 lilT" 2 DUREts 0' 'I[!OOll S!6NItrCUCr:: O.UOO 
. ellA tell·S , : " 0.15 3n " _.. _ .. 

COllnNac, COUrIClf:n : 0.15150 
lAM80A faS'""!TRIC': 0.051~ VITH VIIZO O!P[IIO!IIT. 

_.lAMIIOA U"'"ErIUCt: 0.0'613. _ _ . . _ .. _. 
UIICER'.I.." cor"ICIEII' ,a"""E'IICI: 0.010.' VlfH 'IIZO 
VNCDlT AlN" COnnelENT C""CTUC. : 0.01533 

= 0.00000 wITH '016 O!"ENO[tff. 

DEPUDENT. : 

__ 8IHP~1. t.·s.nU .. '_L._O.IU TL .. IlG"rrIClltCL:; _ D.03U. __ ... _,.'_'" ____ . _ ... ________ . ___ " __ 
IC!NOAlL'S tau c: 0.11511 SUNlucaNcr = 0.on6 
GU",: 0."1.,1 . 

-10JtERS'S D .• UST""URIc:t :. O.226U .. lIlTtLnzo ... OEPLMOEtttA ...... _~. __ .: __ a.oln, "nH. UU, 
101U.S·S 0 C,,""UltICI: 0.12152 
ETA: 0.12!91 VITH .IIza D!PtNOtNT. = 0.lS321 WITH VO" 

_'EU$C! tt·$ R._=. O.U~ .. _ .sItIlHICUCE = o.C"O 
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... 

TABLE E-8b 

J_ 
• • • • • • 

n20 
• • • • • • • 

IIESpOIIorllTS 
rOA .. 

••••• cllOSSTa'lILatIolI 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
1I0RC SCORl R~ vO" .[SPOMOE"T '"OUILE MITH POLICE 

COM TIIO LL ING 
voes TIIAeTlO vALUE: 2. LOM INCOII[-MIGH CIII" 

, ..... . • • • • • • • • • •••••••••• '. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE 1 0' 

, • C 1\ 

COUffY 
IIOV PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT peT 

YO" 
I 
I't£S 
I 
I lei 

NO 

2.1 

AOII 
TOTAl. 

.. ··-· .. r-···· ••• t.--~·-•• I 
,. 1. I ll~ I 6S· I '" 

J 1'.. 1 lS.l I 115.1 
I ,'.0 I ,5.1 I 
I 6.1 I lI.' I 

~I-··-~···I··-··-·-I 2. I . . 5' I ' 21 "1 .12 
I 15.6 In., r ~9.5 
I 20.0 ~ 19., I 
I S.O I 16.5 t ·I· .. -·~··J~·····~·! 

'''' I ..... , I U -I 58 

COI.U"1I 
TOUl 

t U.S I ".5 r S5.' 
I S6.0 I n.s I 
I $.5 I 29., I 

-I··-····-t·--~--·~I 

I CUT 0' • t 16.711 ~ THE VALID CELLS HnE [X'ECT[D CELL '.[OUElleT un TH'N 5.0 • 
.• " I"U" E.'tcrED .• CtLl. ,"Ecutlle': ,.171. 

SOul"E : 0.01511 "ITH 2 DURtts 0' '"[EDOM ,SI&NtrtCINC[: 0.992' 
,€A'S V :. 0.00962 

_caN TIN GfffC' COUf'ICltHT : , 0.00962 . 
lAMIOA 'AS'""ETIIIC': o.COOCO WITH V'20 DEPENDENT. : 0.00000 WrTM va •• 
LAUDA tSY""UArc.: a.ooooo 

_u .• ~.tltr .t~J_cn'Flclt.T. IAS"'METIIIC. := _ 0.000011 wnlLV'lD .. _ O[P[IIDtIIT, .' __ 
UI!C[in ar." COE"lcrENT CS'''I«TRICt: 0.00006 

., a.o00.lI.VITM vou 

ltMDAL LoS TAU .: -0.00.0' SIGMlFIUNC[: 0.'561 
K[NnAl.I.'S TAU C: ~O.D065' SlGfflnCANCE: O.ltSt7 ,. 

:::~s;s D~A:::::Tltle. : ~,O.D12" MUM Y'ZO DEPEMOUT. 
.... SO"U1'S D.JII""URICI.: ~O.DQ7n 

: .0.DOSI7 MITM va •• 

ETA: O.OOSiO "ITM v_2D O£PENDEHT. 0.0100' MITH VO.6 OEPrMOtNT. 
PEARSO .. ·S. :.0.005U SIGNIFICaNCE: D.'1I5 
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TABLE E-8c 

•••••••••••••••••• CAOSSTA9ULATIOH 0' •••• 0 •••••••••• 0 •• 

VII 20 A(S~ONO(NTS HOAC SCOAt 8' VOl' R~SPOHOtHT T~OuaLt wITH 'OLICE 
COH TAO LUNG rOil •• 

vO as TUCTIO valUE: 3. "10 hCO .. E':LOlil 
• • • • • 0 • • • • • 8 • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • " • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • •• , al [ I 0' 

VOll6 
COUNT t 

11011 PCT lYtS NO OONT 1Ih0 _011 
COL PCT I II-NO ANS TOUL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 9.1 

VII20 .~.o_·.·I·_~D~oe·I~_·· __ ·~l .. __ ··~·r 
I. 1 2 1 2a 1 0 t ]0 

CII I 6.1 I ,3.3 I 0·0 1 U.II 
I 50.0 I 2 r.9 I 0.0 I 
I 1.5 1 20.9 I 0.0 I 

~I-~-··--·I·----·~~I~-----~r 
2. I .' -1 ~ 1 . 60 "I o· r 61 

1 1.6 I 9a.'I I 0.0 I 115.5 
I 25.0 I 116.9 I 0.0 I 
1 0.7 1 ".8 I 0.0 I 
·l---~~---I---·--·~I--·-G·--l 

999. I 1 I '10 t 2 I 113 
1 2.3 I 93.0 I 11.1 I 32.1 
1 25.0 I 31.3 I 100.0 1 
I 0.7 1 29.9 I 1.5 I 

-1.·------I--------1---e .---1 
COLUMN . .... 128 . 2 13' 

TOTAL 3.0 95.5 1.S 100.0 

6 CUT or 9 C 66.721' Of THE vALID CtUs HUE EXPECTED CELL f'A[OU["C' LtsS THAN 5.0. 
_".UII [ltPECTEO CtLL f'R[OU(!NC': 0.l1li8 

,(!·UAAt :: 6.12208 IIlTH II O£GREES Of' 'REEOO" 
C.. If 'S V: 0.15 'II ~ 
CONTlnGENtY cOtH1Cl£IIT: 0.:r0902 
lANBD. t&S,"~r:TRIC':: 0.011110 IIITH VIIZO 
UNGD. lSY1t.PIURICJ:: 0.03197 

OEIIIEIIDEflT. 

S 16Hl n CANCE :: 0.1902 

= . 0:00000 IItTH vOh otP[~OEHT. 

.• IJIfC£RT ~IifT' ~OEFnClr:fn.I&SYPI"nRlc): 0.02111 WtTlI .. Y'ZQ 
UNCE:RT AINTY COEf'f'lCIENl ISY""f:TRICI: 0.03620 

DEIIIENDtNT •••• __ ;:_13 •. 100.11 IIITH YoU 

IIEI4DalL"S TaU 8 = D.nIl9$ SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0'11 
KENDAlL'S TAU C = 0.05112 SIGNlrIC~NCE = 0.0311 
SliPl",,: 0.56817 
SOIfERS os D USv""URIC': O.39l1n WITH Y'20 

_.SO"tR$_O$ D.U'N"ETAlel:: 0.Cl9388 
ETA:: 0.18052 IIITII v-zo DEPENDENT. 
PEAASO~'S A : 0.18008 SIGNI'ICaNCE = 0.0187 

O!"ENOE NT. = O.OS'~I IIITN VOl6 O[HNOENT. 

OEP[NOENT. 
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.. 
.e TABLE E-8d 

I 
-' 

o-.61Q • .,G"' •••• O"." •• CROSSTAIIUlA"tlolf 0' ••••••••• <£1 •••••••• 

VII ZD RtSPONDtNTS NOli( SCORP: lit YOl6 IttSPONDtlfT TROUeLE: IIITH POLICE 
CON TRO II IN& rOR •• 

IJO 03 TRACT!O vlluE = II. HID IlfCO"E:HIGH ClttM 
e • I) ~ • • • • • • • CO • • • • • • • • • • ., • • • • • ., • " • • CO • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• pa 6 ( 1 OF 

VOU 
COUNT I 

nOli PCT lY£S NO OONT IINC 1t01/ 
COL PCT I II"NO ANS TOUL 
ToT PCT I 1. I 2.1 9.1 

VIIZO ~_Wn·~ __ !_····---t---~--··I~~··~·-l 
.' I:' I ~. ",' 1 50 I ~ 1 60 

ell I 15.0 I &3.3 1 !. I 33.9 
1 60.0 1 31." I 33.3 1 
I 5.1 I 211.2 I 0.6 I 

-I--~~:·:-I·--·---~I·~·-~-~·l 
2. I II X "' I D I 53 

I 7.5 1 '2.5 I 0.0 I 1',.9 
I 26.7 1 30.8 1 0.0 I 
I 2.3 1 Z 7. 7 I 0.0 I 

·r~a.o~··-I--------I·~--·-·-I 
999. I "2 I 60 I Z 1 611 

I 3.1 X 93.11 I l.l 1 ,..2 
I 13. :5 J 37.7 I 6th7 I 
Z I.! I 33.9 I 1.1 I 

·I--·-~·--I··--·---I .. -···--l 
COLUMN is" 159 . 3' 177 
nUL 0.5 11'.8 1.7 100.0 

~ OUT 0' 9 C 1111.11., 01 THE ULIO CEllS HA.E EI'ii:CTEO CEI.I. "U:OUENC, LESS THAN S.D. 
__ XflUI'. ElIP[CTtO CELL F'R[OuEM:'f:: 0.894__ . _ • ' , .. -. -- _ .. __ .. _ .. 
. ,.., SQUARt = 7.33257 VITH 4 OEGREES 0' rREEOOM SIGNIFICANCE: 0.1193 

eRA ~Q'S 11: 0.1«1392 
._'ONJ1"ltHCY COtFFICl~"T, : O.1994~ 

UllaDA C AS'"H£iRIC' = 0.0t:»195 11171-1 VII7.D 
LARBOA (SV"~ETRIC): 0.OS3~~ 

. ---- ~ ... 
OEPEI;JOEIfT. : 0.00000 WITH .oe, O[P[IIO(IIT. 

_.UU.CERTAINTT CotfnCItNT US.'I""URIC) .: .• O.II~111 IInH WIIze • _. Dtl'£JlO!Mt. _. ____ •. :: .. 0.OU9LIfITH VOar. 
UIICERTAINTY COEFFICIENT ISV"~TRICI = 0.03J55 
KENDAI.LoS TAU n : 0.169110 SlONlnCANCE = o.OOU 

._ 1I!!f;lOAI.I..'S TAU c: = _ 0.OG9Z!L SIOlfIP'lCANCE: 0"n08Z 
GIlIHIA: 0.117600 
SOltERS os 0 U5'lHCI[TI'UCI: 0.32061 IUTH ,1\20 : O.OO.SI WIV" VOl6 

_.liOIURS}'10 CS'lIH-1ETRICL=. O.I39U . 
ETA = 0.16'15 wITH \1'20 DEPENO!NT. : 0.1221' ~ITH 11086 . O[I'(NO£lIr. 
pe:anSOh'S A = 0.120B9 SIGNIFICANCE = O.05~5 
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TABLE E-9a 

eo. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c" 0 IS' A 8 U LA' 1 0 ~ 
~003 TI.CTID 8Y VOql 

0' • _ • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • 
"OLICI 11.'.11. 

CO~TtOLLI~C '01 •• 
w'20 us"ollnllu 1I0lC SCOIE VALUE. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • ~ • ~ • • - • • • • • • • •• "ACE 1 0' 
vO~3 

COu"T 1 
11011 PCT IVERY UII SO"EIlNAT 110 0"11111 SOl'lfwloU VEIIY eMu 11011 
COL "CT JD III II I) 0111 CIIUEL IL TOUL 
TOT PCT I 1 .1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 

_o,~ 

-----·--t----·---I--------I--------I---~----I------.. l 1. I 3 t7 8 2 0 I '0 ~IOllleO·E-L~.Clll I 10.:l 56.7 26.7 6.7 0.0 I 14~' 
t ,4.3 1a .5 " .1 7.7 n.iI I 
I 1.' a.o ! .f 0.9 0.0 1 

-1--------1--------1-----·--1--------1-----··-1 z. IS I 20 12 1 9 0 1 49 
L~.:IICO·l-LO.C.1 I 16~3 I 1,0.6 24.5 1 H.4 0.0 1 H~O 

I n., 1 21.7 16.' 1 ,4.6 0.0 1 
1 3.a 1 9.4 '.6 I '.2 ".0 1 

-1-------~l--------l--------J-·------I·--·---_1 3. I 2 I 30 I 17 10 1 1 '60 
"II) lit I 3.3 1 50.0 I la.3 16.' '.7 1 ,28.2 

I 9.5 1 :!2 .f) I 23.e. !l1.S 50.0 1 
J C.9 1 1,1 •• 1 1 e.o 4.7 ~.5 I 

-I--------I--------I--------J--------I------__ I 
4. I e 1 B 3~ I S 1 14 

~O.I~CO·!-"JG"C. I 10.! 1 n.d '7.3 I e.e 1.' 54.7 
r 3P .1 I 27.2 411.6 I 19.2 50.0 
I !.IS I , 1. 7 16.4 I 2.3 0.5 

-I----···-I·-----·-l~----·--I--·-----I-·------l C.ClU"" 21 92 72 26 2 2" TOTAL 9.9 " .2 33 .P 12.2 0.9 100.0 

7 Ou' 0' 20 C 3'.01' 0' THI ~.LJI) ClLLS HAVI (l'lCTID CELL '"IIUt.C, LISS TMI. ,~O. 
~~u. EI"ICT£D CILL "EQuEII". C.2'2 
~,cu.'[' 20.72157 wlTM 12 I)EG'EES 0' '.IEDO~ 
C'.~E'"S V' 0.18008 
CG~TIIII'rllcy COl"IC1111'. C.29776 
L'~~O' (A5'~"rT'IC). 0.07'~4 IIITH veo~ 
l'·~D' IST"~'T.IC). O.076q2 

SUIIUIC'NCl -

• 
O~C~'T'I11TY COE"leIEIIT CaS'""('IIC). 0.038'6 Mt'" VOOS 
UIIC(.TI,"Ty COl"ICllllT (S,~~rT'IC). 0.OS9', 
'l~D.LL"S Tlu a • O.C'523 SJ'~l'lC.IICE. 0.073& 
,E'DllL"S TIU C. 0.07955 SI'~l'ICANCE. 0.0736 
,..... ~.1,029 

sO~E'S'S I) (15'-.IT'IC). O.OIS!'O .1T~ vOO! 
SO~!'S"S I) (ST."I'.Ie). 0.0!5" 
(TI' ~.'Q201 wIT" v003 DEP(IIOEhT. 
PE~'S~~'s • • 0.092'5 SIGNr'lcINCE. 0.0901 

• 0.'249' MIT" V09J 

" 

" 
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'e TABLE E-9b 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• c, 0 SST A 8 U L A T 1 0 _ 0' •••••••••••••••••• 
POLlet' IUI .. III vOu~ ilACTID BY V09! 

tO~T'OLlI~' '01 •• 
vHO a£SPOltor_TS 1o0Ie SCOIE VALUI • 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e ••••••••••••••• _ • • • •• PA" 1 0' 

11093 
1'.0vIIT I 

-aw peT Iv£I' ll11 SO~IWHAT 100 OPIHI SO'IW"AT W[A' CIU NOV 
COL peT 10 KIND 0"- CRUEL Il TOTAL 
TOT peT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 

wO',.! --··--.--r----· .. --I-·-~---·J ·_·----1 --------1-----.·.1 
1. I 9 I 37 "1 4 0 a, 

·IDIIICO"E·lO~C'1 I '4.! 1 60.7 t8.0 J 6.6 0.0 33;5 
I 34.~ 1 !9.4 24.4 I ~a.7 C.o 
I 4.9 1 20.3 6.0 I 2.2 ~.o 

-1--------1--------1···-----1--------1--------1 
7. I 9 h ~ 3 0 3. 

L~.t"CO~£·lo.eAI I 25.0 U •• 1t 22.2 11.3 0.0 '9~8 
I 34.6 H.O 17.8 20.0 0.0 
I ,.9 8.8 4., 1 .~ {l.0 

-1--------1--------)-~------I--------I--------l , 
I 6 1 26 H- 6 1 1 1 ." -. rIO I" I 1'.3 1 49 .1 26., " .3 1 1.9 I 29~t 
t 2!.1 I 27.7 31.t 40.0 t 5l'.0 1 
I 3.3 I '4.3 7.7 3.3 . I 0.5 1 

-1--------1··~-·---t-_Q-----l------·-J-----·--J , . I Z 1 B I 12 2 1 I !Z 
l~.INCO·!·"l~H(. I 6.3 1 46.9 1 37.5 6.3 ! .1 I 17~6 

I 7.7 J '6.0 . 1 26.7 " .3 SIl.O 1 
1 1.1 1 I! .2 1 6.6 1 , .1 1 0.5, 1 

-I--------l·-·-----I-·---··-l---·----l·--~-·--l COLu"" ze 94 4, H l 182 
TOT-L H.3 51.6 24.7 11.2 1 ., tOo;o 

~ OUT O. 20 40.0l) O' THI VALID CELL! MAV! 1.'!C~lD Cl~l f.,tutwC' LISS '"AW s.o. 
·1~I~uP trptCTEO CELL "EQUE~C'. l'.352 
C"; SQUIR!' 13.10013 wIT" 12 oE"rES Of '.rEOO~ SI'"I.~C •• CI. 0.S61Z 
cP.·(,'S W' 0.",Q5 
CO~TIN'£~C' COE"ICIE~T. ~.25~l1 
L''''1OJ USY"~!TIJC). 0.0"9'9 wITH v~03 DI"E"UltT. • o~ooooo wIT" vo., 1['.lnEHT. 
lA-aD' ($'''''IT.re). O.Ole7, 
v~Cf'T.J~T' COE"I(IE~T (AS,~p!T'le). 0.027'6 .IT" ~CO] .IP~-.l.'~ • 0.03610 VIT" w093 
U~(!'TAI"T' COE"I(II_T (5'''"ITIIC). O.OZeS5 
'f~DALL'S TIU a • O.1 .. 7~2 stC"I'IC.HC!. 0.0101 
If~O.Ll·S Tav C" 0.135'7 SIGNI'IC."C[. 0.0101 
t.~.a. 0.21279 
SO"fIS'S 0 (A"""ITIJC)" 0.15769 _ITH w003 Of~IMO!"T. • 0."e7' .1'. yet, .IPIMOI"T. 
SO.~'S·S D (S'"-IT'IC). O.1476Z 
ETA. O.20!Z5 WITH VO'03 OEPE"DEHT. • O.H!'] wITH V093 D!PIJlDEltT. 
PEA~SC"'S • • 0.17436 SI'''I'ICI''(I. 0.0093 
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... 

TABLE E-9c e 
• • . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . C lOS S T A e U l A t I 0 h 

U yOOS 
0' ••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • 

'OlICI Ki_D.ISI v~03 "ACTID 
rC\·'OLLI~' '0' •• 

~'2~ _rS'O~D!~TS ~~.c sco_£ VALUE • 999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
COUIIT 

AOII PCT 
COL 'C, 
TOT 'CT 

ve9] 
I 
HU' 
lD 
I 

KIN SO*!I/HAT hO 0'1111 SO*(I/HAT vr.' CIU 
I( IIID Oil "UIL IL 

1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 • 5.1 

~O~! .---~---I----··--I--·----·l-------·I·.------l----.---1 

lOW 
TOTAL 

,. 12 U I Ii I 3 0 I " 
-1O'''CO-E-LO.CRl I 27.0 &A.l J. ZO.9 1 7.0 0.0 J 19';0 

1 ,c.o '7.9 I 15.! J '0.0 0.0 1 
I ,.s 1 8.4 I 4.e I ,.3 I 0.0 I 

-1---.----1--------1--------1--------1--------1 2. I 6 37 e I 9 J 1 ., 
L~.hCO·E-L.O.CU 1 9.8 60.7 13.1 1 14.8 I , .6 J 27~0 

I ZC.IJ !4.9 14.G J ~o.o I 33.3 I 
I 2.7 16.4 3.5 I 4.0 t 0.4 t 

-1-·----·-1--------1--------1--------1--------, 
! • 1 7 J 32 18 I 6 I 1 64 

-/0 111 I 10.9 1 ~o.o 28. , 1 9.4 1 '.6 J 2a.3 
1 2!.3 1 !O.~ st.6 I ZO.O I H.S 1 
1 !.1 I 14 .Z 1.0 I 2.7 r 0.4 I 

-I-~------I--------r--··----l-·------!--.--.. -J 4. 5 1 18 22 12 , 58 
l',.tr.COO[-HTGHCI T e.~ 1 3100 37.9 ~0.7 '.7 Z5~7 

1 H.7 I 17.0 3! .e &0.0 H.] 
! l.Z I 8.J 9.7 5.3 0.& 

-1--------1------··1--------1--·-----1--------1 COL U~IiI 30 ,ee 57 30 3 226 
TOHL ;!.3 '6.; 25.l 13.3 1.3 'OIl~O 

4 OUT C, lO ( 20.~1) 0' THE VALID CEllS HAvr !X,rCTED CELL 'RIIU'_C' LfSS THa_ 5.0 • 

• 

/~U~ (1'(CTlO CELL "IOuf"'C'. r.571 SQU.... 27.48~30 wITH 12 OE"f!S O' "I(DO~ 
"('"S V. C.2C1]Z 

C~~TI\'["'C' COl"ICI£~T. c.!292e 

SU"'rFlClNCE • 0.0066 

L,vaCJ (AS'-HfT'le). ~.12~46 ~lTH vcc~ 
L'~~C' (S'"~ETIIC). 0.085" - O~O!'3' wiT" vO., 

U~C~'T.I"'T' COl"rClfhT CAS"H£TIIC). 0.04350 ~ITH v003 
~~Cf'TII"'T' COE"I(IEIIT (SY-HfT'IC). ~.0.4eo 
_r,CALL"S TIU 8. 0.Z14e O Sr'IiII'lcahCE. 0.C001 
.E~OJLL"S TIU C. O.Z03t~ SIGHI'lca",c •• C.OOO' 
,..... 0.29&85 
'O~"S"S 0 'AS'-HET.IC). C.Z2&54 ~ITH ,OO! 
SO~F'S"S D (S'~.ET.!CJ. 0.21448 

D[PUlDE"T. 

IT •• C.Z5184 wITH vOC! O(P("'O(",T. • 0.24967 wiT" vO'3 
'f&.SO~"$ I • 0.23145 SIGIIJ'ICA",CE. 0.0002 
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.. 
TABLE E-l0a 

d ' ..... 
_. .._ ....... 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C If 0 S S T • I u l a T I 0 , ••••• • • • • • • 
n2Q USPOlCorilTS NOAC SCOAE BY YO') 'OllCt IIIIO"US 

0 .. TIIO lllNG 'Olf •• 
va Cl TUCUO valuE : , . lOW-IIICo"t 

• • , . . • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
vou 

COUIliT r 
.OV PCT IV[A' 1111 SO,,[wHI, NO OPtllt SO~EW"aT VEA' CAU ROV 
COL PCT to lIND 011 cllun [l TOUt. 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.r ~.I ".1 ~.I 
··.··---I-.. -.. ·.l~ .. o··~·J.c····~J·.w.·---t~· .. -·1 

.. , I: t . ·1' 1 20 I 12 I • I 0 1 '" 
I 16.] I ,,0,1 r 2".5 I II.'" r c.o I 33.6 
1 U. I 1 21. If t "2," i • 2.' I 0.0 1 
r 5.5 1 13.1 r 8.2 r 6.2 ! 0.0 1 

·1······~·1~·-·--··1~-·--.. 1·-···-·-!~~·~-·-·1 2. 1 _'M 9 W " 1 & I I' I . 3 I' • ° 1 36 
I 25.0 1 "".41 I 22.2 I 1.3 1 0.0 t 2"." 

•••• 

COLu"" 
TOTAL 

1 39.1 1 21.9 t Z8.60 I 1 •• 3 I 0.0 1 
I 60.2 I 11.0 I 5.5 I 2.1 I 0.0 I 

-1-.-.-.--1.···----1-------.1-.. ·----1-.------1 r . "60' t '1 r I' I • t 1 r 
I •• 1 1 '0.1 t lS.1 r 1".8 I 1.60 1 
I 26.1 I 50.1 I 28.6 I "Z.' r 100.0 1 
r ".1 I 25.3 J 5. $ 1 •• 2 1 0.1 I ·r·-... ·-·l---·--·-I---·-···I~-··----l--·----·1 .. 23' 7J 18 21 I 

15.8 50.0 1'.2 141,.. 0.7 
IU 

100.0 

•

T 0' 11' 20.0" ~ THE VAllO CEllS HlV! EXPECTED CELL 'REOutNC, l!SS 'HIN 5.0. 
"III [IP[CTtO C(LL FRUUENC': 0.2411 
CMI .RE: 10.6"11 wIT" • DEGREES 0' 'II££OOM 516Nl'IC •• C[: 0.220. 
cta..:.·S V: 0.1'11' 
COli UII GUC' eOE'''CltN': D .26102 
LUIOI .. SY""UIlICt: 0.012 S5 WITH "20 
u"eOI t """URltt: 0.0",,'0 
UIICUT '111" .CO''',CI(II, .IIsY-CUle, ;: _ O.ossS? WUM "UO. 
UNC EA' .t"" CO[FFlCIEII' CS,"~ 'lilt': 0.032" 
II[NOal. L·S Tau • = -0.02116 SIGNIFICaNCE: 0.'''5 
1["O~l ". $ TAU C = .. ..... 0.02'111 st8Nl'IC aNC[: 0.3"5 
"a""': -o.a.h, 

: 0.00000 wr'" ,ot, 

• • • • • • 

'aGE 1 0' 

$O"ERS'S 0' usy""nUCI : -0.02112 VITH "'20 OEHIIIOEIIT. 
'O"EJlS'S 0 U'''"UIlICL; ~.azI15 _. . - --' -... Ef.: 0,23512 vIf" v'20 OEP[NO[NT. : 0.12"0 lilT" vo., OEPeIlOENT. 
PEAASON'S II : 0.011'3 SIGNI,lcaNCE: 0.35S, 
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... 

TABLE E-10b 

r 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 S S T a 8 U l A T ION a , • • • • • • • • • • • • , __ 20 

RC!oPONOrl«Ts NORC SCOAt h va9' POLlC[ K!lIOI/US 
'I« TAO It.II<<G rOR •• 

vo C3 TlfAtTtO VALUE : 2. lO~ INCO~[;HI&H till" 

• • 

120 

CII 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
V09] 

COUNT I 
ROv PCT IV[RY KIN SO"EVHIT NO OP1111 SO"EWHAT VERy CRU ROW 
COL PCl to 1(1NO 0,. C,UEl El fOUL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 ~.I ,3.1. ~.I ... " ~.I .-•. _.,) .• 1 .. 1. ••• • ... 1-.• --•• 1--... ··-1-··· ···-1 ····----1 

1 ~ •. I a I IS "1 35'1 5 I 1 I 1_ 
tID.' 1 :n.a 1 41.3 1 tI.1I t 1., 1 'S.l 
I 5l.3 t 'S.l I 50.7 I 26.3 I B.! I 
I 11.9 I !S.2 I 21.3 1 l.O I O.b J 

·%--·--···I-·--·-·-I~~·----l·-··--·-l.-·~-·--I 
2. 1 2" 1 • 15 1 12 t 2 I" 1 I 52 

I 6.3 J '6.9 I 31.5 I 6.3 I 3.1 J U.S 
I 13.3 1 25.9 I 11._ I 10.5 I 3].s I 
I 1.2 I 9.1 1 7.3 I 1.2 I 0.6 I 

-t--------I •• ----'-·I --------1,,·,,'·_·_·1 --------1 
999. '5 I 111' 1 22 I 12 I I 58 

COlU"N 
TOTal 

a.6 J SI.O I 37.9 I lO.l I 1.7 I 35.' 
S,.] I 31.0 I 31., t U.l t 33.3 I 

I 3.0 I 11.0 I 13.' I 7.3 I 0.6 J .I ... _ ... -I-.------I--.-a·--I·-~·--·-J-~·~-·~-I 
15 

9.1 
58 

35.11 
3 

1.1 
In 

100.0 

• • . .... , , , , , . 

__ 5 CUT 0' 15' 33.'1. OF THE VALID CEllS HA,[ [.PECTED CELL ,REQUEMC' lESS THA. S.D. 
I" IMU" t.PECTt:DCEI.I. 'REOut:flC,:: D.!IIS . 

an SQuaRE:: 9.1811110 wlTH II OEGR£f:S or 'REtDOM SIGNIFIClNCE: D.UDS 
:"UIf:It·s Y: 0.1727, 

• • • 

PAG!: 

;O"TING[NCY cor;rncltNT: 0.231za 
.AM8DA IAS'MMETRICI: 0.011111 wITH "20 OtPEIIDENT. : 0.03151 MITH YO" DE,E"O[NT • 
•• "80A "'M"UAIC I:: O.OS'O 5 
JltCEIiT AUTr COE"ICIENl IASY,,"ETRICS: O.o2TU IoIUH V11120 DEPUDEIIT... :. O.OU25 WUH ,OH 
JIIC!:RT'INTY COEfFICIENT ISY"I€TRIC.: 0.02'" 
«(NDAl.l'S flU e :: 0.0811311 Sl6NtrICANCE: 0.1117 
~£M01LL'S TAU C : D.D8Z7b SIGNlf'IC .... CE:: O.Ull 
"""A: D.I2n, 
SOMEIt! IS 0 IASY""ETUC.:: 0.oiU5 IIITH "2D O[PENOENT. :: O.087U MITH YD" O[PENDENT. 
10"EAS~ D ISY""ETIIIC.: 0.01'30 
[TA: 0.210'0 wItH "20 DEPEND!NT. :: D.IZi12 wI1H '093 DEPENDENT. 
P(aRSOh'S" : 0.12106 SIGNIFICaNCE: o.OU' 
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... 

TABLE E-IOc 

••• • • • • •••••• • • • • • CAOSST' 
• U 

L , T t a N 0 , • • • • • • • • • • . ..... " . v .. 20 II[sPONDrlnS NOlie S COAt II, V09 ] "OLICE .rltOllns 
COli TIIO LLING '011 .. 

va (3 TUeTIO VALUE : ,. "ID IIICO"E:LOIiI 
••• • • • • • • •••• • • • • • • ••••••• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V093 
COUNT I 

AOII PCT IVtRY 11111 SO"EIIH" NO OPINI SOIl[IIHU AOII 
COL PCT 10 KlkD 011 "un TOUl 
TOT PCl I I. I 2.1 :s. I ~.I 

"'20 ..... ~-.I ••••• ·.-I-.. ····-t .. ·--· .. r .. ··-.. ·l 
• 1 ~ r .. S· I 17 "I • I 2 I 30 

CII I 10.0 I 56.7 I U.l I .. , J u ... 
I 12.5 I 23.3 I 211.6 I U.2 I 
I 2.2 J 12.7 I 6.0 J 1.5 t 

.J .~-:.:.~. I··:·---~t -------! ·",-:--·.-1 
2. I • J H I It I .. I 61 

I , ... 11 I 60.7 t tII.o ! 6.6 I .. 5.5 
I 37.5 I SO.7 I 39.3 I , ..... I 
I 6.'1 J 27.6 I 1.2 I 1.0 I 

-I~--·····I···~-···I-~-----·I:..·\~'·--··I ''119. I f2 I 19 I • I :1 I II! 
r 2'1 •• I "'.2 I 20.' I 1.0 I 32.1 
r 50.0 r 26.0 I U.I J J3.3 I 
I •• 0 I 1 ... 2 J 6.'1 I 2.2 I 

-1·······-1···· .. ---1-.------1-·---···1 
COlU"N f .. ' H 211 • IS .. 

TOUl 11.9 5 ... 5 20.9 6.' 100.0 

S CUT 0' 12 ( 25.0" 0' TMt VILIO CtLLS Hlvt tlPtCTtO CtLl '.tGutll', LtSS 'HaN S.D. 
_" •.. ·~U" [1'tCTEO. CtlL '"tGutNe,: 2.015 
C OUIII[: 5.80059 IIITII 6 DEGIiEtS 0' FRttOO" 
C ·R·SV:. 0.1111112 
CONTtNGtNC' COt'FlCltN': 0.20370 
L .... e. C.S'""ET'IC.: 0.0 .. 110 lilT" V .. 2o 
LAMIIO. CS'""ETIIIC.: 0.02259 

SIGNIFICANCE = 

: 0.00000 II!'" VO., 

• 'PAGE 

_UNCDlUIMTT. COE,nc:lENf Un""URIU: 0.02006 .lIlttl .vUO_. __ OEI"EllDtIIt. ... _ .. __ : .. 0.011" IIITH V093 
UNC [IT alNn COt'F'lCIEIfT CSY"II:TIUC.: 0.0192" 
.tNO'Lt'S TAU 8: -0.10 .... ' SI&NI'JCINct: 0.0.7. ~ 
_"_tIl9~LL'$ TAU C_: ,~O.09ll'l SIGNJ'IcaNct: 0.0178 I." ... : -0 • ..,300 
10"[1$ 'S O-,ISY""tTIIC. : -0.IOSI5 IIUH , .. 20 
~9".f;~S.'S.9_CS'_".!'ET.%C. :' ~11' .. '0"5 .. 

DEPENDENT. : ~"D!O' IIITH 10" D[lI'[NDENT. 
. .. - -"- - -_ .. - ................. - _.... ----_ .. 

ET' = 0.11170 IIITH V'20 DEPENDENT. : 0.1053. IIITH Y09! DE"ENDtIlT. 
PUASO"'S R :~O.!)'lI' SlGNIrrCINCE: 0.1'136 
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.. 
TABLE E-IOd 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C A 0 S S , • II U l Il T t o .. 0 , • •••• ., . . . • • • • • • • • 
VI' 20 AESPONDENts HORC SCORt II, V093 "OLlCE KI110NUS 

CON TAO lLING· 'Olt •• 
VD C3 TRACTlD vALUE : '. MID INCOME~HI5H CAlM 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . ., . . . . . . . . . • • PAGE 

VO" 
cov'n % 

ROW PCl IVERT kIN saMEwH'T NO O"!NI SOMENKaT vrA' CAU ROW 
COL 'CT 10 ktND ON cltun [L .TOUL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2,1 3.1 '.1 5.1 

U20 ...... ··%~···C·u-I.---... ·I ... ---.. J._4··~··J~·~··--1 
•• l~' 1 •. 2~ J 30 I 17 I 10 J I I 60 

I 3 • .! I 50. a 1 21. S I 16. 1 t 1.7 1 33.9 
I U.3 I 3'.1 I 3'.7 I 'u.s I H.] I 

_ .c" 
I 1.1 t 16.9 I 9.6 I 5.6 I 0.6 I 
·l-~·-···-I·-·-~--·I·~--·-·-Z·--·----I-----~-·1 2. J '''6'! 26' 1 ' 111" I 6 . x' 1'1 S3 

I 11.] J , •• 1 I 26.' I U.] I 1.9 I %9.9 
I 110.0 r :19.5 I ZI.6 r H.] I 33.3 l 
1 3.' I III .7 I 7.9 I 3. II I 0.6 I 
·r···-···-I~--·---·I-~~---·~t._ •• -_.-J".L._--I 

"'. I '1 t l2' I 111 I 6 r I I 611 
I 10 •• I 50.0 I 21.1 I •• , J I.' I 36.2 
I ".7 J 36.. I '6.7 t 21.S I 33.3 I 
J '.0.,111.1 110.2 I :S., I 0.6 I 
·I--·····-I···---·-I--··-"-~I·-···---r--------I 

COLUMN is" sa ., Z2 3 117 
TOTAL 1.5. 119.7 21.1 It.1I 1.1 100.0 

, GUT 0' 15 f 2,.11' D' THE VALID CELLS HAVE EXPECTED CELL 'R[OUENCY L[SS THI .. s.o. 
--"."" .. EXPEcno C[I.L f'IU:OUE He T: 0.891 

o UU£ : 11.30515 1/1 HI • D[GA[[S or 'UEOO" S IGNI n CANCt: : 0.1216 
c. .~ os V: 0.1102' 
CO!; rIl •• NeT COE'FICIENT : 0.151110 
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F. EFFECTS OF A CONTROL FOR WASHINGTON, D.C. VERSUS ATLANTA 

In addition to the three-variable analyses just discussed 
(the contextual effects), an additional set 'of analyses were 
run which introduced a control for Atlanta versus Washington. 
Essentially, this involved examining the prior bivariate 
relationships separately for the two cities in an effort to 
determine whether or not any of the previously noted relation
ships would change if this was done. Thus, we were interested 
in seeing if whether any prior non-significant relationship 
became significant if examined separately within the two cities; 
or, if any prior significant relationship became non-signifi
cant. Also, while the significance of a relationship might 
not change, the degree of association (V and/or C) might. 
These three-variable analyses were performed on a selected 
number of the previously examined two-variable 'relationships. 

But as we shall see, looking at the foregoing results for 
Atlanta and Washington separately makes only a small overall 
impact upon the previous bivariate relationships. In other 
words, controlling for city (Atlanta versus Washington) does 
not change the results very much at all. To be sure, there 
are a few isolated results of some interest, and we shall 
look at them! ~ the overall picture wa!:! ~ the .eEeviollsl~ 
delineated f1nd1ngs are for the most part the same 1n both 
Atlanta and in Washingfon;-D.C. ---- ---- ---~ -- ----

Let us first cite the instances in which a control for 
city does make some difference. Recall that our first set 
of independent variables involved perceptions of community 
crime, fear of crime, perception of how crime in one's commu
nity has changed overtime and the like. While the foregoing 
(bivariate) analyses for the most part remained quite the 
same under the control for city, the following results of 
differences did emerge (no tables will be presented here; all 
results are summarized in the following text; tables are, of 
course, available upon special request): 

(1) For the relationship between age and perception of 
community crime increase (the older one is, the less one 
perceives crime in one's community as having increased), the 
relationship becomes non-significant for Washington, but 
remains significant for Atlanta. Thus, we seem to have a 
conditional relationship here: Age predicts this particular 
dependent variable only for our Atlanta residents (lumping 
all four tracts together, of course). (Tract type does not 
change in its relationship to this dependent variable; that 
is, the relationship stays significant.) 

(2) The length of time at present address (for the respon
dent) was an independent variable that, it will be recalled, 
did not predict anything. However, under the control for 
city, interestingly, it becomes significant in its relationship 
to two dependent variables: Fear of crime (the longer at the 
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present address, the less the fear); and perception of commu
nity crime increase (the longer at the present address, the 
less likely one is to perceive crime in one's neighborhood 
as having increased). In the case of both dependent variables, 
the relationship stays the same in significance and strength 
for both Atlanta and for Washington. 

This finding is of interest for two reasons: First, note 
that we may treat length at present address as an indicator 
of community integration. We thus again have a restatement 
of the now familiar theme that the longer one has been in the 
community (thus the more "involved" one is in the community), 
then the less the fear of crime, and the less the extent to 
which one perceives crime in one's community. Secondly, this 
set of findings illustrates what in research is called a 
suppressor effect: Some prior non-significant relationship 
becomes significant when a control variable is introduced. 
(The control variable is thus seen as having "suppressed" the 
relationship between the independent and the dependent vari
able.) We thus see that in these instances city tends to act 
as a suppressor variable. 

(Further elaboration of this kind of result would entail 
detailed causal analysis, in which we would systematically con
sider alternative causal models and proceed by elimination. 
Or, one basic model might be assessed, as in path analysis. In 
general, a suppressor relationship is represented in research 
as a model giving the suppressor variabl~ as a "confounding" 
or "residual" variable.) 

(3) Under the control for city, the previously non-sig~ 
nificant relationship between use of public transportation 
and perception of drinking in public, as well as fear of 
crime, becomes significant. Thus, we have another case of 
the suppressor effect. Once again, it involves the effect 
(previously "suppressed") of a variable that can be considered 
a community integration indicator, namely, whether or not one 
must rely on public transportation: Those who are forced to 
rely on public transportation perceive less crime in their 
neighborhoods and are less fearful of crime. The result is 
the same for both Atlanta and for Washington. 

(4) When 'a control for city is introduced, then father's 
occupation (as measured by NORC score) becomes significantly 
related to perception of excessive drinking in public (but to 
no other dependent variable in this set), both for Atlanta 
and Washington. The level of significance is borderline, 
however. But it seems that this meager finding serves, once 
again, to underscore the lack of predictive power of individual 
SES variables (this time for father's occupation), a glaring 
absence which we have seen throughout this entire study. 

We move on to the additional sets of dependent variables, 
which involved such things as respondent troubles with the 
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police, attitudes toward the police and the like. Again, the 
overall result was that a control for city makes little differ
ence. Nonetheless, those few instances in which this control 
did make a difference are these: 

(5) We encounter here a prior significant effect which 
becomes even stronger under the control: The relationship be
tween tract type and trouble with the police (which you will 
recall is lowest in the middle-income, low-crime tract in 
each city) becomes somewhat stronger (in terms of the coeffic
ient C) for both cities. What this means is that there is 
indeed a relationship between tract type and whether or not 
the respondent has had run-ins with the police -- a variable 
with high face validity -- and when one looks at Atlanta and 
Washington separately, this relationship becomes even more 
pronounced within each city. (And the relationship is about 
of the same magnitude in each city.) 

(6) The previously-observed relationship(s) between tract 
type and positive-negative attitudes toward the police stays 
significant, and moderately strong, for both cities, but with 
the following interesting qualification: The relationship is 
slightly stronger for Atlanta than for Washington, D. C. (C 
= .30 for Atlanta and .26 for D. C.). These results are given 
here for their substantive importance. What they mean is 
this: That for both cities, the "image" of the police on the 
part of community residents is dependent upon census tract 
within the city, such that those in the middle-income, low
crime tract have the more positive attitudes toward the police 
and those from the low-income, high-crime tract have the more 
negative attitudes1 while these differences persist when each 
city is looked at separately, it is nonetheless true that 
such differences exist somewhat more for Atlanta than fer 
Washington, D. C. Stated in still another way, what tract 
one is from within a city makes a difference in one's attitude 
toward the police1 and this is (slightly) more the case within 
Atlanta than within D. C., though it is generally true in 
both cities. 

That, surprisingly enough, exhausts the summary of results 
that came out differently under a control for city. All 
other results, for this one control variable, and sticking 
with the selected variables used (all independent or predictor 
variables used in the prior bivariat~ runs were also entered 
into this set of control runs), did not change as a result of 
introducing a control for city. What this means is that all 
other bivariate results cited in the bulk of this report did 
not change with the introduction of city as a control variable. 
Anything which was previously non-significant remained non
significant for both Atlanta and for D. C., and anything 
which was previously significant remained significant for 
both Atlanta and for D. C., with virtually no difference in 
association measures for the two cities compared. (There 
were two or three very isolated instahces of conditional 
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relationships not reported here because of their extreme low 
frequency of appearance.) 

Of particular interest regarding such unchanged relation
ships are these (simply given as examples; this is by no means 
an exhaustive list): Tract type continued to predict without 
any changes in significance-nonsignificance; availability 
and use of recreational facilities continued to fail as a 
predictive variable, as we previously consistently noted; 
club affiliation, church membership and so on continued to 
predict just as well; alienation and self-evaluation continued 
in their role as nonpredictors for the most part; own-rent 
continued as a very consistent and strong predictor, as before; 
employment status, SES variables and the like stay non-signif
icant -- with the exceptions of father's occupation and respon
dent's occupation already noted here. and in the contextual 
analyses; and all other results remained the same. 

So, to summarize the effects of controlling for which city 
one resides in, while at the same time varying all other 
independent variables, including tract within city: The 
basic picture that has now emerged from the bivariate results 
(and also the contextual analysis results) remains essentially 
unchanged -- with only several exceptions already noted. And 
that picture is one which tells us that the person who is 
more involved and integrated into the network of day-to-day 
activities of his or her immediate community is the one who 
is himself or herself less likely to be criminally involved 
with the police, less likely to have acquaintances who are so 
involved, less likely to perceive that crime around him (which 
he nonetheless recognizes) is a severe problem, less likely 
to fear crime, less likely to ·evaluate the police negatively, 
and so on, and on. We would now be in a position to hypothe
size that additional controls, should they be undertaken (as 
for age, gender and one or two others) would have little 
overall effect on these results. But then, that would, of 
course, remain to be seen. 

These results, as well as all foregoing findings, includ
ing those first presented on validity (the factor and Guttman 
scale analyses) are summarized in a section following. [Special 
note: This overall summary of the project findings appears 
only in the final version of the report, not the November 10, 
1981 version.] 
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G. SUMMARY: SURVEY RESULTS 

1. Scale Validation: Factor Analysis. Items on the 
survey questionnaire measuring four concepts were validated 
by means of factor analysis, a technique for examining the 
interrelationships among the items themselves - attitudes 
toward the police, alienation, self-evaluation and crime
morality. All four analyses yielded satisfactory results in 
that the principal factor, or main dimension for each set of 
scales explained about one-third of the variance in all items 
in a particular set. For the attitudes-toward-police scales, 
the main dimension underlying the scales turned out to be an 
evaluative or "good" versus "bad" dimension. The main dimension 
for the alienation scales turned out to be a "mistrust" dimen
sion. Self-evaluation is characterized by a "self-worth" 
main dimension, and crime-morality items are characterized by 
a "permissiveness" dimension. For use in later analysis, a 
single criterion item -- the item correlating highest on the 
main factor or dimension -- was often used; such an item for 
a given set of scales can be regarded as the most valid measure 
of the set. 

2. Scale Validation: Guttman Scale Analysis. Several 
sets of items were subjected to Guttman scale analysis; some 
se ts revealed val id Guttman scales and some did not. Those 
that form valid Guttman scales are: Items pertaining to what 
a person does to protect his or her home from criminal activi
ty; and the crime-morality scale (also subjected to factor 
analysis). Those that did not form valid Guttman scales are: 
Items pertaining to perceptions of crime in the immediate 
neighborhood; and certain fear-of-crime measures. It was 
concluded for these latter two 'subsets of measures that since 
they did not form an adequate scale, the items measure differ
ing aspects of the concept being assessed: hence, the items 
are used separately in the later (prediction) analysis rather 
than together in a combined index. 

3. Prediction Analyses. The prediction analyses formed 
the bulk of the analysis of the survey data. We were interes
ted in predicting individuals' responses on the following 
kinds of dependent variables: Perceptions of troubles in 
one's neighborhood: fear of crime: awareness of criminal 
activity in one's own neighborhood; whether or not one feels 
safe during the day and at night; what one does to protect 
one's home from criminal activity; whether one has .been crimi
nally involved with the police; whether one's friends have 
been criminally involved with the police; one's psychological 
attitudes toward the police and how one feels ab9ut the local 
police; and other such variables. For the most part, these 
dependent variables pertain to individual perceptions of and 
reporting of crime. We were interested in discovering what 
variables (independent or predictor variables) were signifi
cantl¥ related to these dependent variables. The major results 
are lIsted following. The following results remain basically 
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the same for the Atlanta and Washington, D. C. samples. 
That is, for the most part, the independent variables that 
predict given dependent variables for the Atlanta sample also 
do so for the Washington, D. C. sample. The overall structure 
of findings is the same in both cities. There are, however, 
a few exceptions~ these are given in the text. The main 
findings, then, are these: 

A. perceptions of Community Crime: The dependent vari
ables were whether or not the respondent thought the folowing 
kinds of crimes constituted problems in their own neighborhoods: 
Drinking~ fighting; neighbors not getting along; and other 
such items. The best predictor of these perceptions was 
tract type. In general, those in the middle-income, low-crime 
tract were least likely to see these crimes as real problems 
for them in their communities, whereas those in the low-income, 
high-crime tract were more likely to indicate that such crimes 
were indeed severe problems. People in this tract type (in 
both Atlanta and Washington) also had the greatest fear of 
crime, with those in the middle-income, low-crime tract having 
the least fear (again in both Atlanta and in Washington). 
The other two tract types fell in between. Other significant 
predictors were: Age (the older one is, the less fearful one 
is and the less one sees these crimes as problems); club 
membership (those who are members of some kind of neighborhood 
club are less likely to see the crimes as problematic); member
ship in ~ neighborhood church (church members are less fearful 
and are less likely to indicate that the crimes are problems); 
frequency of church attendan0e (the more the attendance, the 
less fearful the respondent was); degree of participation in 
church activities (the more the participation, the less the 
fear); and whether one owns or rents one's dwelling (those 
who own are clearly less fearful and less worried about the 
listed crimes). I~ was also noted that the more alienated a 
person was, the more fearful of crime he or she was. Also, 
interestingly, the lower one's self-evaluation was, the more 
fearful he or she was. 

It is interesting to note what independent variables 
ended up not predicting responses on the crime perception 
variables-:--City (Atlanta versus Washington revealed no signif
icant differences on this set of dependent variables); recrea
tional facilities' availability and use; contact with relatives 
in the community; respondent's education~ occupation, and 
other socioeconomic characteristics~ the education, occupation 
and other socio-economic characteristics of the respondent's 
father or principal guardian; marital status (no differences 
by marital status were found); gender (men and women did not 
differ on these variables); number of persons in the household; 
number of persons per room in the household; and the respon
dent's own religion (note that while church attendance and 
participation in church activities makes a difference, the 
particular denomination of one's religion does not). 
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B. Crime perception and Safety. The dependent variables 
here were: Whether or not the respondent perceives crime in 
the U. S. as having increased, decreased or remained the 
samei whether or not the respondent perceives crime in his or 
her own community as having inc'ceased, decreased or. remained 
about the same; whether or not one perceives crime in the 
community as being committed by "outsiders;" how safe one 
feels during the day; and finally, how safe one feels at night. 
These latter two are of particular importance. Differences 
on these variables are significantly predicted by the following: 
City (Washington respondents were more likely to report that 
crimes in their neighborhoods were committed by "outsides," 
while Atlanta residents were more likely to attribute crime 
to "insiders"). Also by tract type: Those in the low-income, 
high-crime tract perceive U. S. crime as having increased, 
feel their community is "more dangerous" than other communities 
within the city, feel least safe during the day and feel 
least safe at night. Those in the middle-income, low-crime 
tract are the lowest on these variables, with the other two 
tract types falling in between. The availability of recrea
tional facilities is a significant predictor: The more the 
availability of such facilities, the safer the respondent in 
that area feels both during the day and at night. Additional 
predictors are: Club affiliation (club members feel that 
crime has decreased and feel safer both during the day and at 
night than do non-members); church membership (same results 
as for club membership); amount of church attendance (the 
greater the attendance, the safer one feels); and own versus 
rent (those who own perceive that crime has decreased in 
their own neighborhood and also feel safer during the day and 
at night than do those who rent). The picture that emerges 
from this set of findings, as well as those listed under "A", 
is this: The more involved or integrated the individual is 
into the immediate community, the less crime he perceives 
around him, the less fearful he is of crime and the safer he 
feels, and so on. We suggest that church membership, club 
affiliation, owning rather than renting, etc., are thus 
indicators of the extent to which the individual is integrated 
into the community. 

C. Reporting of Burglaries, Robberies and Assaults. Both 
officially reported as well as unreported crimes are assessed 
here. All three of these types of crimes were asked about sep
arately on the questionnaire. Atlantans perceive fewer bur
glaries as well as robberies and assaults on their streets 
than do Washington, D. C. residents. The results for tract 
type within these cities were consistent with our general hypo
theses: Those in the middle-income, low-crime tracts report 
fewer crimes of all three types, with those in the low-income, 
low-crime tracts next, then those in the middle-income, high
crime tracts, and finally, those in the low-income, high-crime 
tracts report the most frequent occurrence of all three of 
these types of crimes. Fewer burglaries, robberies and assaults 
are reported by those who are members of some neighborhood 
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club, by those who are members of a neighborhood church, by 
those who are regular church attenders, by those who have 
relatives in the community rather than outside it, and by 
those who own rather than rent. We also found fewer reported 
burglaries, robberies and assaults for those who are members 
of some community group, the purpose of which is to improve 
relations between the community residents and the police. 
Once again, we note the effects of variables which either 
directly or indirectly mea~ure community involvement: The 
more-involved-persons (owners, church attenders, and so on) 
report less crime of these three types. 

D. Trouble with the Police and Attitudes Toward the 
Police. We investigated whether or not the respondent had 
acquaintances who have had troubles with the police and also 
whether or not the respondent himself or herself had had such 
troubles. It wa~ found that those who have had run-ins with 
the police (as well as those who have friends or acquaintances 
who have) tended to be from the low-income, high-crime tracts 
in both Atlanta and Washington, tended to be younger rather 
than older, were those who rented rather than owned their 
dwelling, tended to be Catholic rather than Baptist or any 
other denomination and were those who were not regular church 
attenders. Some new predictors emerged in this portion of 
the analysis: Those in trouble with the police are more 
often males rather than females, those who are unemployed or 
employed part-time rather than full-time, those with less 
formal education and those of lower occupational rank. 

Similar results were obtained with respect to the atti
tudetoward-police scales. Those with favorable attitudes 
toward their local police, both within Atlanta and within 
Washington were those who were in the middle-income, low-crime 
tracts, were older rather than younger, were those who owned 
rather than rented, were members of a club, were members of a 
church, were frequent rather than infrequent attenders of 
those churches, and were those who were married rather than 
single, separated, divorced or widowed; those who were employed 
full-time, and those who grew up in families of somewhat 
higher socioeconomic status. 

E. We carried out what is called a contextual analysis 
where the relationship between tract type (the income and 
crime characteristics of the tract) and the dependent variables 
was examined while holding constant the individual's socioeco
nomic characteristics. (We also examined the relationship 
between the individual's socioeconomic characteristics and 
the dependent variables while holding constant tract type.) 
In general, the above results held up: Those in the low
income, high-crime tract were more fearful of crime, reported 
more crime in their neighborhoods, had more run-ins with the 
police and had stronger negative attitudes toward the police. 
Those in the middle-income, low-crime tract came out lowest 
on these dependent variables, and the other two tract types 
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fell in between. We drew the following general conclusion: 
The income and crime "status" of one's tract is more pertinent 
to that individual's own criminality and perception of crime 
than is the "status" of that self-same individual. 
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

The results of the research indicates very strongly that 
community cohesion is necessary for the reduction in crime 
and the fear of crime. Indicators for change in community 
are the following: 

1. Religion 

The respondent's actual religious preference does not 
predict his/her perception of crime, but the frequency of 
of church attendance is the major predictor. How involved one 
is with the church, thus can predict how one will feel about 
the fear of crime and about criminal behavior among peers. 

2 •. City (Atlanta vs. Washington, D.C.) 

Regardless of whether or not one lived in Atlanta or 
Washington, D.C. there was no difference in perceptions and 
fear of crime. This is especially significant because Atlanta 
was directly involved :t:n the Murdered and Missing Children 
case. One could say that within large urban communities, 
there is very little effect upon fear and perceptions of 
crime from one city to another. Perhaps one develops a high 
tolerance for violence and that tolerance level remains 
regardless of the city. 

3. Recreation 

It has been generally believed that the addition of 
recreational facilities will reduce crime. We found that 
additional recreational facilities made very little if any 
difference in perceptions of crime within communities nor 
were they related to reporting of crime. 

Our conclusion is that recreational facilities must be 
placed in communities for recreational purposes and not for 
purposes of reducing criminal behavior. 

4. SES Variables-Non-Predictive 

Marital status, gender (male vs. female), number of 
persons in household, head of household, employed or not, 
number of bedrooms in house, had no predictive value for 
crime and fear of crime within communities. 

5. SES Variables-Predictive 

Tract type, age, whether or not a person is a member of 
some club, whether or not one owns or rents. 

The predictive variables tell us that the degree that a 
person feels a part of the community will have an affect upon 
that person's perceptions and reporting of crime. That age is 
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important as well as club membership to changing perceptions 
within the community. 

6. Alienation and Self-Evaluation 

These two social-psychological variables predicted corre
lates of crime behavior. They were indicators of the indivi
dual's overall involvement with society. The more the alien
ation, and/or the lower the self-eva.luation, the less the 
extent to which the individual "fits" into society. 

The more alienated an individual is, the more likely one 
is to indicate that fear of crime and that crime is a problem 
within the community. Self-evaluation serves the same purpose 
within the community, i.e., the more negatively a person 
feels about himself/herself, the more fear of crime and crime 
are seen as big problems within the community. 

7. Community Reporting of Burglaries, Robberies, and Assaults 

Fewer robberies and assaults, are perceived as occurring 
on one's street in Atlanta than in Washington, D.C. We were 
not sure whether or not this finding had any police implications 
simply because Atlanta has a higher arrest rate than Washington, 
D.C. We did believe that people generally feel much safer in 
the South than they do in cities such as Washington, D.C. 

8. Tracts which have community organizations tend to report 
less burglaries, robberies and assaults. If there are 
organized police community groups there is less reporting of 
criminal behavior. 

9. Trouble with the Police 

The older the respondent, the less likely he or she is 
to have acquaintances who have been criminally involved with 
the police. Age was not significantly related to whether or 
not the respondent had had trouble with the police. 

10. Attitudes Toward the Police 

There was no difference in attitudes toward the police 
between cities (Washington-Atlanta). This was surprising 
because of the Murdered and Missing Children problem in 
Atlanta. 

Attitude tOtJlard the police is more favorable rather than 
less favorable or negative, depending upon tract type (middle 
income-low crime) for older, rather than younger, (single and 
over 18 who have the most negative attitudes toward the 
police) for respondents in communities which contain groups 
established to improve resident-police relations: for those 
who are members of some commun i ty cl.ub; for those who are 
members of some community church: for frequent rather than 
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• infrequent church attenders1 for those who own rather than 
rent; for male rather than female households; for those who 
are married rather than single; for those who work or full
time students; for those whose father has a higher ~mount of 
formal education; for those who are in a higher social class 
and for those who are less alienated. 
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PARI' I 

CRIME AND THE roLICE 

First I I d like to ask you a few general questions about this area 
am your feeli11:3s toward the crirre problem here. 

1. (a) About row 1011:3 have you lived here in ? 
-7""( n-arre--th-:-::-"e-c-=-i":-ty-;)r-'-

(write out number of years and/or nonths) 

(b) Am how 1011:3 have you lived here at this present residence? 

(wri te out mmber of years and/or nnnths) 

2. (a) Where \>Jere you livi!l3' befure rnovirg to this address? 

1/18-19 

1/20-21 

Another a::ldress in this camm.nity ••••••••••••••••• 1 1/22 
Mother ,t:a.rt of towrl •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
Out of the city but in the metro area ••••.•••••••• 3 
Out of the metro area-another ,t:a.rt of the 

state (or a::ljacent states of M:1. or Va.) ••• •••••• 4 
Another state (Specify ~ich ) • • • • • 5 
Mother COlU1try (Specify -v.hich ) • • • • 6 
C>t:.her •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 
DK, ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

(b) Am row 1011:3 '#Jere you living there? 

(write out nuniber of years am/or months) ----------

:Now lid like to ask about things that can &:metimes be problems in 
your cOIlmni ty. You can use this card fur the next few questions 
(give R card I). fur each i tern, I mention I'd like you to tell me 
if it's a big problem, sanewnat of a problem, or not a problem in your 
canrm.nity. (Explanation: I mean a problem generally for people in the 
cammunity). . 
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3. Troublemakers han:Jl.n:3 around? 

Not a ,!JCoblen •••••••••••••••••••• .................. 
SCIl1E:!\\tla.t a .PI"oblan •••• tt •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Big problE!l1 •••••••.••••••••..•• •••••••.•••••••••••••• 
OK, ~ ••••••••..•.••••••••••••••••...••••• e •••••••••• 

(Probe: fbw big a IX"oblan? etc. 

4. N9iglibors not gettiIXJ along? 

......................................... Not a p:-oblem 
Sane\\hat a .PI"oblan •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• G ••••••• 

•••••••••••• o •••••••••••••••• ., ••••••••• oe •••• Big problem 
DK, NA' •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 

(Probe: 

) 

1 
2 
3 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

5. Excessive drinkin:.3' of alcchol in public places, like streets 
or playgrourrls? 

~t a IX"oblen ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ," ••••.•••• 
Scrce\\tla. t a .PI"obl en ••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e • Big problem 
DK, NA ................................................. 
(Probe: 
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6. People ~o say insultin; things or bother people as they walk 
down the street? 

~t a ,Il['oblen •••.••••• " 0 • • • • • • • • • • • •••• " a • • • • ••••••••• 

SCIlleW"lat a pr-oblan .................................... . 
Big problen ........................................... 
DK, m ................................................ . 

(Probe: 

;--------------------------------------) 

7. Bcrl elenents mavin; into the neighborh::x::d? 

........................................... N::>t a problan 
Scrne'l.hat a IX"oblan ...................................... 
Big problan .... ., ....................................... . 
DK, ~ ............................................. CI ••••• 

(Probe: 

) 

8. Crime or fear of crime? 

N::>t a ,Il['oblen. •••• •.••••••.•.••••••••••••• t,t •••••••••••• 

SatewtlcLt a problan ............... ~ ................... . 
Big problen ........................................... 
DK, ~ ............................................... . 
(Probe fur kim of crime: 
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9. Kids or crlults tresrassinj in p3ople ' s yards? 

Not a problem ••••• 
Sanev.hat a p:-oblem 
Big problem ••••••• 

· ............................... . · ............................... . · ................................. . 
Dk, :t'lA ............................................. . 

(Probe: 

----------------------------------------) 

10. People fighting? 

11. 

tiklt a f1("oblan ••••••••••• e ••• ~ • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••• 

Sane:\'Jta t a prahl an , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Big problem ........................................ 
DK, ~ ............................................. . 

(Probe: 

People darnagirg the cars or property of others? 

:r:«:>t a problan ............... 0 ...................... . 

Sanewhat a problem 
Big problem ••••••• 

•••••••• fit ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NA .............................................. 
(Probe: fbw big a problem? etc. 

1 
2 
3 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

12. People usirg drugs in public places, like streets, parks and 
playgrotmds? 

Not a J;lC"oblall •••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Sane\\tla t a prabl ern •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Big problen •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II •••••••••••••• 

DK, NA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0. 

(Probe: 
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TAKE BACK CARD: 'lhat's all for that card. 

N:Jw, I'm gain:] to mention sane thin:Js that people saretiroes do to· 
protect their hanes \<.hile they are away. As I read each item, I would 
like you to tell ne tv.o thin:Js: first, if you \\Ould be willin:] to do 
this on this street, am secom, if you have in the p:tst done this at 
this a:idress \\here you are row livin:J. (circle appropriate resp:>nse for 
each item). 

Would you be willin:] rave you done this 
to do this? in the p:tst? 

DK DK 
YES 1'0 NA YES ID NA 

13. (a) Notify the 
!Dlice EO they 
can keep a 
sfecial \'.etch 
on your tcrne. 1 2 9 1/35 1 2 9 1/41 

(b) Stop delivery 
of thin:Js like 
newsp:tper am 
mail. 1 2 9 1/36 1 2 9 1/42 

(c) Have a neighbor 
keep a watch on 
your rouse or 

1/37 apartment. 1 2 9 1 2 9 1/43 

(d) Have a neighbor 
brin:J in news-
papers or mail. 1 2 9 1/38 1 2 9 1/44 

(e) Give a key to 
a neig1lbor s::> 
he/ she can go in 
am check the 
place once in 
a While. 1 2 9 1/39 1 2 9 1/45 

( f) Leave a light 
or a rcrlio on 
in your rouse. 1 2 9 1/40 1 2 9 1/46 
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----------------~--------------~~------~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SERIOUS CRIME 

Sanetimes in residential areas there are crimes such as burglary, 
robbery am assaults. lid like to talk a bit about burglary, Le., 
,Feople breakirg into your muse and stealing things. 

14. CXl your street, bJw frequently do burglaries happen? 
What ~uld be your best gooss about row often burglaries 
happen on your street? (circle one) 

t\rever •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Very rarel.y ....................... g •••••••••••••••• 

()r). ce in a \tJl1.U e •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fairly often ........................ ~ ............. . 

••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••• Repeatedly 
DK, NA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

15. On your street, bJw freqlEntly do robberies happen? Le., 
g:meone lDldirg up another person or place of business with 
a gun or a knife for the purpJse of gettirg noney or sane 
other goOO.s. What ~llld be your best gooss? 

Never ••••••••••.••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•••••••. 
Very rarely ........................................ 0 

CXlce in a \tJl1.Ue •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fairly often ................ Q •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Re,Featerlly 
DK, NA 

........................................ 

16. en your street, how frequently do assaults happen? Le., 
sOPC!One, or a group I attackirg or beatiIlg' up saneone else 
for no ap:r;,arent reas::,m. What would be your best gooss? 

Never .............................................. 
very r arel y ... ..................................... . 
CXlce in a ¥it1il e ..................................... . 
Fairly often •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• CI •••••••••• 

Fe,Feate:11y ••••.••.•..•• " ...•...•....••..•••..• CI ••• e 0 

DK, NA ............................................. 
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CRIME AND FEAR OF CRIME 

Now, lId like to ask you a few additional questions about crime 
or fear of crirre. 

17. Within the last year or two do you think tllat crime 
in the UnitErl States has increasErl, decreasErl, or renamed 
aboot the same? (circle one) 

....................................... 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••• lSI ••••••••••••••• 

Increased 
Same 
Decreased 
DK, NA 

•••••••••••••••••• 41 •••••••• It a •••••••••• · ........................................ . 

18. Within the FBst :year or tYJO do you think. that criIoo 
in your cammni ty has increaSEd, decreased, or ranainErl 
about the same? 

Increased ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e •••••• 

Same •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Decreased 
DK, NA 

••• l1li •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• •••• G ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

19. Ibw about any crirres that may be happenirg in your 
canmmity - would you say they are camnittErl IIDstly 
by the p:!Ople Who live here in this camnnityor 
IIDstly by outsiders? 

No crime happ:min3 in ccmrmnity ..................... 
OUtsiders ........................................... 
EqtJa.lly by bot.h .......•.............................• 
People liviIl9' here ............ s •••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NA • •••• , , • , •• , , •••••••• , ••••••••• , ••••••••• II , ••• 

20. Ibw do you think your carnnmity canFBres with others 
in this rretroJ.X)litan area in terms of crime? Would you 
say it is ••• (Just give me your best gooss.) 

.................................. Much IIDre daIl9'erous 
M:>re dargerous 
~out average 

• , •• , •••• II , •• , ••••••••••••••••••• , ••••• ...... , ..................... , .......... . 
less dargerous ................................. , ..... 
Much less dargerous •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• It ••• 

DK, NA · ............................................. . 
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---------------~-------~---------~-------

21. Ibw safe do you feel (or would you feel) beirB out alone 
in your ccmnuni ty during the day? 

•••••••••••• II •••••••••••• til 0 ••••• II ••••• Very safe 
Feasonably safe 
Sanev.hat lI1safe 

• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II • ................................ 
Very 1.msafe •••• II •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NA • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II • 

22. Ibw aboot at night --row safe do you feel (or would 
you feel) beiIl3 alone in your catmll1i ty AT NIGHT? 

•••••• It ............................. II ••• Very safe 
Feasonably safe 
Sane.-.hat msafe 
Very unsafe 

• •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••• · ................................ . 
.11 ••••••••••••••••• " •••• 11 •••••••••••• 

DK, NA · ........................................ . 

23. IX> you think that PEOPlE IN THIS CQ.1MUNITY have 
limitErl or changErl their activities in the past 
few years because they are afraid of crime? 

24. 

Yes 
No 
DK, 

(a) 

(b) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II ••••••• .............................................. · ........................................ . 

In general, have YOU limi too or chaIl3Erl your 
activities in the past few years because of 
crime? 

Yes 
tb 
Dk, 

.......................................... .......................................... 
NA •••••••• CI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

If yes, can you give Ire an excmple or t\\O of 
these charges in activities? 
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Police Community Relations 

Now I I d like to ask you sane questions about the PJlice arrl their 
services to this cannuni ty • 

25. (a) First of all, have :you ever had to calIon the PJlice for 
any kim of service? 

Yes 
N:,) 

............................. fI •••••••••••••• ............................................ 
DK, NA ........................................ 

(b) If yes, describe the reaoon fur the call am. 
opinion of low service was renderErl: 

1 
2 
9 

26. What is :your opinion of the service this ccrrmunity gets fran 
the PJlice? (circle one) 

Police 
Police 
Police 
Police 
Police 
DK, NA 

sel:"\7 ices very PJOr ••••••••.•••••••••••••••.••• 
serv-ices:r;x:x>r ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ser\7 ices averClCJe •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
sex:vice s gcx:x:I ••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 

serv-ices very gcx:x:I •••••••••••• 8 •••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••• "t ••• 0 •••••••••••••••• 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

27. What are the ways in v.hiCh you think rolice sel-vices could 
be lmp:oved in this canmunity? 

Describe fully: (Probe fur specific suggestions) 
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28. (a) As far as }Du know, are there any canrrnnity groups 
organize1 arounCi here to linprove camnmications between 
residents arrl the rolice? (circle one) 

Yes ••••••••••••••.•••.••••••.••••..••.•.••• 0 ••• 

No ............................................ 
DK, m ........................................ 

(b) If yes, What groups are these? 

Describe fully: (Probe for the name of an 
organization or something specific Which tells 
What the organization does) 

1 
2 
9 

29. ( a) Has anyone you' ve known, personally, ever been in trouble 
with the police? (NarE: i.e., criminally involved) 
(circle one) 

2/25 

2/26-32 

Yes ............................................ ". 1 2/33 
th •....•••••....•••••••..•...•.••..••••.•.•••• 0 •• 2 
OK, Nt\. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

(b) If yes, who? (circle all that apply) 

Saneone in :inune:liate family (parent, brother, 
or sister): Explain the Jd.nj of trouble 

1 2/34 

Relative ( s) outside immediate family (amt, uncle, 
cousin, etc.): Explain ---------------------Frierrl: Explain 

casual aquaintan-c-e-:~Ex~'-p~l-a~in----------------------
Saneone krow distantly (e.g. ,saneone down the 

street) : Explain --------------------------
other ( Specify Whan --------------------------Explain ________________________________ ___ 

No. of i tans circled 
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30. Have you yourself ever been in any kim. of trouble with 
the p::>lice? (NarE: Le., criminally involve:1.) (circle one) 

Yes: EXplain 1 
NJ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
Dk, l:\lt\ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• It • • •• 9 

HAND RESroNDENl' SCHEDUlE A 

31. As you think about the fOlice in this camTI1..l1ity, arrl their 
actual behavior, h:M \\Ould you rate then on each of the 
fi:;,llC'lWiI1\g traits -- usin:J a fOint systen of one to five. 
(Explain. fully to Resp:md1ent arrl allaw HIM/HER to canplete 
the SCY.J!DULE) 

PARI' II 

DELIVERY OF SERVICES 

N:M I I d like to ask a feN questions about sane of the other se:r:vices 
that most catml1..l1ities uslE.lly receive, su:::h as recreation arrl health 
se:r:vices, arrl transfOrtation. 

32. As far as you know, 
fur this cammni ty? 
there are? 

are there any recreation facilities providerl 
What \\Ould be )!Our best guess as to row many 

l\Ic)ne ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• It •••••••••• 

Very ff!.N ., ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• It ••••••••••• 
A few ............................................ . 
M te a n'l.lI1"itler ..,................................... 
A Whole lot ••••••• ." ••••• It ......................... . 

DK, NA ............................................ 

33. IX> you (or anyone in your family) fiNer use any of these 
facilities? (circle one) 

No •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,.. ••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

Yes, OIlCe irl a 't/Jtlile •••••••••••.•••••• " •••••••••••••• 
Yes I quite often 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NA •••••••••••••••• III ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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34. ( a) other than the anergency roanbf a rospi tal, do you know 
of any public health facilities in this camnmity-includil1CJ 
mental and dental facilities? (circle one) 

Yes •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• It •••••••••••••• 

l\lc) •••••••••••••••••••• 4I •••••••••••• II •• e •• 

DK, l'IA. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(b) If yes, 'Mlat facilities are these? 
Describe 'Mlether mental, dental, etc. (get a 
name or street location) -----------------------------

35. other than the anergency roan of a rospital, do you (or 
anyone in your family) f:Ner use any of the public health 
facilities p:'ovided in this carnnunity -- includil1CJ mental 
am dental facilities? (circle one) 

::th •••••••• II ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Yes, once in a 'Mlile •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Yes, qlli.. te often •..•••••.•••••••.••••••••.•• " ••• 
DK, l'JA. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

36. What is your opinion of the service this carmuni·ty gets 
fran the city's public transp::>rtation syste:n? (Explain: 
Bus am. rail). (circle one) 

Service veq p::>or ••••••••• Q ••••••••••••••••••••• 

SeIV'ice fX:X)r ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II ••• 

SeI:V'ice about average ••••••.••••••••••••.•• ~ ;. •.•. 
Se:r:v i.e e gcx:xl •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SeI'V'ice veq gocx:l .•.••••••.••••••••.•..•••••• fI ••• 

DK, l'IA. •••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••• 0 •••••••••••••• 

1 
2 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

37. Ibw much do you rely on public transp::>rtation to get to and 
fran \\Ork? (Ask even if R not currently employed). (circle one) 

Can get by witrout public trans:pJrtation 
(Explain row ) •••• 

Sane'l.hat dependent on public transp::>rtation •••••.••• 
Q.ri. te deperrlent on pUblic trans:pJrtation •••••.•••••• 
oth.er ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• *' ••• 
])1<, NA. ........................... II • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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PARI' III 

CCMMUNITY COHENSION 

Now Ild like to ask }Qu a few rrore gene.:r:al questions about this camnunity 
am your opinions about sane other thiIBs that might be of concern to you. 

38. First of all, \\here exactly do you think your canmmity is located? 
You can use street names am other landmarks, such as smps or 
churches, as bOlmdaries. 

39. (a) Do you have relatives (outside of the f:eOp1e in your 
oousemld) living in this canrnunity? (circle one) 

40. 

(b) 

Yes ............................................................ .. 
No .................................................................................... 
(SKIP 'ID QUESTION 41) 
DK, N1\ ...... If ................................................. . 

If yes, tow many? 
(write out nurriber) 

Ibwoften do you visit with these relatives? (circle one) 

Week! y or rrore ••••••••••••••.•. 0 ...................... . 

'I'Nc> -to fi:n.lr times a month, •••••••••••••••• ............. .. 
Ole to t~ tirres a nonth •.••••••.•...••••..•••.•••••.. 
A few times a year ........ II ...... ~ ..................... . 
Perhaps once a year .................. c ••••••••••••••••• 

Ra.re:Ly ................................................ . 
Never ................................................... . 
Il<, m ................................................ . 
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41. 

42. 

( a) How mu::!h face-to-face contact do you have with p:l.rents or 
relatives who live outside t~his city? What is your best 
gless? (circle one) 

Week! y 0 r IlY.)re ...........·t...................... 
'I'No to four: tiInes a rronth •••..••.••.••••••.. ••. 
One to two times a month ••.•••••.••••• ~ •.. 8 •••• 

A few tirPes a )'ear ••••••• ........................ 01 • 

Perhaps once a yea!"' •••••••••• s •••••••••• 0 •••••• 

Rarely 
Never 
DK, N]I~ 

" •••••••••••••••• II •••••••••• 1\1 •••••••••••• .......................................... ......................................... 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

(b) (Probe fur occasions) 

(a) 

(b) 

How about your closest friends, do they live in this 
carmunity? (circle one) 

Yes ••••••••••• a .... II •••••••••• II •••••••••••••••••• 

N:l •••••••••••••• a ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NFl. . ........................................ . 
1 
2 
9 

If no, \\here do your closest friends live? (circle one) 

In a nearby canmmity ............................. 
In another part of town •••••.....•.••....••.•.•• 
out of city but in the metro area (the suburbs) •• 
Another city (not in netro area) but in this 

state (or nearby states of Md. & Va.) ••.••••••• 
Out of the state ................................ 
Other It ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DK, ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
9 

43. Ib ya.l york in this carmunityor in sane other section of 
town? (NCYI'E: If R not currently w::>rkin::J, ask for last job.) 

Work( ed) in this catnluni t;y •••••••..•..•••.•••••••••.•• 1 
Work(ed) in another section of the cit;y (e.g. downtown) •• 2 
Work( ed) outside of the city (e. g. in the suburbs or 

same distance fram the community) ••••••••••••••.•••••• 3 
Never \\Or km .................... 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 
other (Specify \\here: 

5 
DK, ~ •.••••••.•••••••.••••.•.•.••••.•.•••.••••.••••••• 9 
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44. Wlxl do you see as a leerler (s) in this CQT1l11l11ity? 'Ihat is, 
saneone you ,,~uld go to if you neErle:l to get sanethinJ done. 
What is the name of the j;erson( s) and \\hat office (if any) 
does she/he h::>ld? 

Write out: ----------.----------------------------------

45. Ha.ve you ever contacted a city official about a prablan you or 
saneone in this carrnunity Wf'..re having? That is, either in perron 
or writ.in:j a letter. (circle one) 

Yes ••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• It •••••••••••••••••• 1 
(ASK QUESTION 46) 
No ••••••••••••••••••••• 8.......................... 2 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 47) 
DK, ~ • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • . 9 

46. wto was the city official(s} you contacted? What is 
hiS/her names( s) and p::>sition( s}: am \\hat \\as the reaoon 
why you merle su:::h a contact? ____________________ _ 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 48) 

47. Generally s:r.eakirg, \\hat is the reaoon Why you never contacted 
a city official? 

(Write out) : ---------------------------------------------
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--------------------------------------

48. fbwabout s::rne other agency than city officials, such as 
business or bankil'B. Have you ever had any contact with them 
about a problem you or s::xneone in this carntu.ni ty ware ha.vil'B? 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
(~SK QUESTION 49) 

No ••••••• 8 •••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 50) 
DK, lq}\ •••.•••••••••••..••••••••••.•••••.•.••.•.•• til 9 

49. What ag.:o..ncy vas this, am mat was the reason ...my you contactoo 
them? 

Write out: ----------------------------------------------------

(SKIP TO QUESrrION 51) 

50. Generally sJ;eakirg, ...mat is the rea&:m ...my you never contactoo 
any such agency'? 

(write out: 

51. (a) As far as you know, are there any groups or organizations 
in this ccrrmtmi ty \\hich you can go to if you had a problem 
with su::h thirl3s as oousirg, employment, trash pick-ups, 
street lightirg, etc. 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••• 8 •••••••••••• ( ........... ... 

t\k:) ••• () •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• a •••••• 

Dk INA. • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(b) If yes, do yol yourself ever contact these 
organizations? (circle one) 

1 
2 
9 

No •• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Yes, once in a ~ile ••.•..•.•••••••••••..••.•••••• 2 
Yes, qtli te often .................... CI • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 
DK, ~ •••• 0 •••••••• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 
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52. (a) Do you beloll3 to any organization, clubs, etc.? 

Yes ................... 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II • 

DK, :NA. ••••••••••• Ib ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(b) If yes, Yklat kim of organization am t,o,hen was 
the last time you attended a meeting? 

Organization Last Attended 

Sp::>rts Club 
Recreational Group ---

3/69 
3/70 
3/71 
3/72 
3/73 
3/74 
3/75 
3/76 
3/77 
3/78 
4/18 

Youth Organization 
Political Group 
Trade Union 
Professional Assoc. 
Cooperative 
Pl'A 
Fraternity 
Civil Rights 
N3ighbo:dxxxl 
Other (Specify: 

Other (Specify: 

other ( Specify: 
) 

---

---

4/19 

4/20 

4/21 

PARI' IV 

CRIME DEFINITIONS 

1 
2 
9 

3/68 

Next I I d like to know your feelin:Js re;ardin::J sane ac·tions that p:!ople 
might take on occasions Yklen they believe they have a right to. (HAND RES
PONDENl' SCHEDUIE B) 

53. USllB the sheet in your ha."ld, I want you to do the fOllowing = As I 
read a list of thill3s YkliCh people might do, I want you to judge, fran 
one to five, Yklether or rot you think the act is right or wron:]. 
Circle the actual number, ranging fran right to wrong that you v.ould 
give the act. 

a) As a way of slowing their anger a:rainst a Yklite store owner 
Wto has consistently been charging "rip off" pcices to ghetto 
residents, a group of Black youngsters decide to set. fire to 
his store one night. 
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b) An unenployed man uses a gun to rold up a grocery store in 
order to provide focx1 am clothing for his family. 

c) A young Black male kills a White p::>licenan after the p::>licenan 
calls him narres (uses racial slurs) and. threatens to "blow his 
(the Black male's) brains out." 

d) Sanoone decides to purchase a color TV or an expensive ....etch 
for a gocrl bargain even th:mgh he/she kno\\S it's "rot." 

e) A wcman becanes a prostitute (sells her bcdy) in order to 
provide fuod am clothin;; for her children. 

f) A group of prironers in the state penitentiary are kept in 
irolation fur several ~eks \there they are subject to insults 
fran guards, am not even the rrost basic conveniences like 
toilet :r;aper. '!hey then decide to violently take over the 
.r;riron, am in the prcx::ess one of the guards is killro. 

g) Saneone Who \'JOrks in a bank or place of business downtown is 
able to Ilfix'~ the books ro that he/she is able to get away with 
a huge sun of'rroney. '!hat person then uses the money to buy 
sane of the finer thin:Js of life, such as a color TV, a new 
car, or a stereo systen. 
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---------------

PARI' III 

ATrITUDE MFASUREMENI' 

rbw I'd like to knOW' your opinions and feelligs about s:me things. 

54. People differ about the way they feel about the w:>rld am their 
camntnity. Arrl as you knOW' a lot has been said that the reason 
\lJhy there is so much crirce in the Black carmunity deperrls on lnw 
BlacJ~ view the world. (HAND R CAID 2) I am going to reeD you 
a list of statenents I tell me ~ether ya.l: 

1. S~org ly agree 

4. Disagree 

2. Agree 3. Ha.ve no opinion 

5. Strorgly Disagree 

(Write numerical c<rle in the spice provided) 

a) '!hese days a r::erson doesn't really know wh::> he can 
count on. 

b) Success is rrore der::endent on luck than real ability. 

c) N.:>wadays a person has to live pretty much for today 
am let tcm:Irrow take care of itself. 

d) It is hard to figure out Who you can really trust 

e) 
these days. 
It's hardly lair to brirg children into the w:>rld 
wi th the way t11in3s look for the future of Black 
people. 

f) In spite of'lhat s::me r::eople say, the corrli lion of 
the average Black person is gettirg v.orse. 

g) There's little use writllg to public officials 
because they aren't really interested in the problems 
of the average r::erson. 

h) '!here is very little tnat the p:x>r in .America can do 
to raise their standard of livlig. 
(LET R KEEP c.~) 
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55. People also differ in the way they feel about themselves. Am, again, 
it has been said that cr.in"e in the Black camnmity depends on h::M 
Blacks view themselves. Cnce a;ain I am going to recrl you a list 
of statenents, tell me \<hether you: 

1. Strorglyagree 2. ~ree 3. Have no cpinion 

4. Disagree 5. Strongly Disagree 

(Write rn.nnerical code in the srace p:'ovided) 

a) I feel that I'm a person of \\Orth, at least on an 
equal basis with others. 

b) I feel that I have many good qualities. 
c) All in all, I am inclinErl to feel that I am

a failure. 
d) I am able to do things as \'.ell as most other 

P=Ople. 
e) I feel I do rot have m~h to be pcoud of. 
f) I take a p:>sitive attitme toward myself. 
g) On the Whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
h) I certainly feel useless at t.in"es. 
i) At times, I think I am no good at all. __ 

('lAKE BACK CARD. THAT'S ALL FOR THAT CARD.) 
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PARI' V 

EDUCATION AND SaI(X)L EXPERIEN:E 

N:::>w lId like to ask you a few questiol1S about your sch:>ol ex~rience. 

56. First of all, h:Yw much sclnoling have you had? (circle one) 

Still enrolled in High School................... 01 
(SKIP 'IO QUESTION 58 AND BE SURE TO CCMPIETE 
SUPPLEMENI' ) 

Dropped out of grade school..................... 02 
(ASK QUESTION 57) 

CCmpleted grade school only..................... 03 
(ASK QUESTION 57) 

Dropped out of High School....................... 04 
(ASK QUESTION 57) 

Gradua.ted fran High School but received m 
ooditional ed~ation ••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 05 
{SKIP TO cm:STION 58) 

Groot:iated fran High Sclnol and had vocational 
'traini.rg .••• ~ . • . . . • • • . • . . • • • • . • • • . • . . . • • • . • .. • . 06 
(SlaP TO QUESTlON 58) 

Had vocational traini.rg but did oot gradua.te 
fran High Scl'r::Jc>l • .,............................ 07 
(SKIP TO cm:STION 58) 

Canpleted one to two years of college ............. 08 
(SlaP 'IO QUESTION 58) 

Canpleted t\'.Q to three yeats of college •••••••• j • 09 
(SlaP 'IO QUESTION 58) 

Gradua.ted fran college ............................ 10 
(SKIP 'IO QUESTION 58) 

Grooua.te or professional trainin::J •••••••••••••••• 11 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 58) 

Other (S~cifY: ____________________________ __ 

~-=~---------------------------------) DK, NA ........................................... 
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57. What would you say is the main rearon \\hy you dropp:!d out 
of (or never attended) High Sch:Jol? (circle all that apply) 

r.rb t.aJ.ce a job ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Because of teenage ~egnancy ••••••••••••••••••••• 
r.rb Sllpp)rt. my farnil y ••• tI •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

r.rb supIOrt my child ............................... . 
Just ~sn't making the grades •••.•••••••••••••••••• 
r.rb be \til. th friends •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Because of teachers Who just didn't care •••••••••••• 
Because I just got llbored" or II fed" up 

wi tll ~l"ool ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Because I just cOuldn't make the adjustment 

-to ~l"ool ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Because prrents just couldn't affurd -to keep 

me in e;c::11cx:>1 •• '............ ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Because I ran into troUble police ••••••••••••••••• 
Was expelled fran sch.cx:ll because of scme otller 

miscomuct (srort of getting in troUble \tIl.th 
the IOlice) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 

N:>t enough guidance counseling .................... 
Other (Specify: ______________________________ __ 

-----------------------------------------------
(# of items circled) 

58. (a) Did you (are .you) attend (ing) SchJol here in 
? (circle one) 

-r( n-ame----:-t~h-e-c-..,ir-;t-y"T)-

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N:> •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DK, ~ II •••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••• 

(b) If yes, \'.hat is the name of the sch:Jol? 

(write out) 

(c) Is this a ~ivate or pUblic schx>l? (circle one) 

Ptlblic •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Pri'Va.te ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other (Specify: ------------------------DK, ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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-~~-~-~----------------------

59. What 'NO\.lld you say was (is) generally the racial make-up of your 
sch::lol? (circle one) 

hll Black .................................. . 1 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 62) 

~re t:hctn hal f Black ........................ 2 
Phout even between Blacks & Whites •••••••••. 3 
Mostly Wlite ................................ 4 
other ( Specify: ) 5 
DK, ~ •• III • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 

60. In general, were (are) Wlite students treated a..'1.y differently 
in your sch::lol? (circle one) 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N,) .0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(SKIP TO QJESTION 62) 

1 
2 

DK, l'lA • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 

61. Ibw \\ere (are) Wlite sttrlents treated differently? 
(circle all that apply) 

4/68 

4/69 

~re respect £ram teachers ••••••••••••••••••• 1 4/70 
NJt get calloo into p:-incipal' s office as 

often ... It ••••••••••••••••• e • 8. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 4/71 
~re :p:-ivileges (Explain: 

1 
Better grades even trough not w::>rked for ••••• 1 
More attention £ram teachers •••••••••••••••••• 1 
~re attention fram guidance counselors •••••••• 1 
More attention fram coaches ••••••••••••••••••• 1 
Treated w::>rse than Blacks ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
NJt expelled as often as Blacks ••••••••••••••• 1 
Other (Specify: 

1 
-(~#-o-f~i~t-em--s-c~~~·r-c~l-ed~)----~------------------

---------

62. In general, h::>w much did (do) you like sch::lol? (circle one) 

Very m~h 
Same\\hat 

••••••••••••••••••••••• iii •••••••• ................................. 
~t too m1.X:!h ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• 
NJt at all: I hated it ••••••••••••••••.•. 
OK, l'lA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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I , 

" 

, 
63. (a) While in school, do you recall ever having"heard of any 

financial assistance programs .-.hich could help you get beyorrl 
the high school level? (circle one) 

64. 

Yes 
No 
DK, 

, 
•••••••••••••••••••• 01 •••••••••••••••• ,,' ••• 18 •• 

, , , 
•••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 .................... . 

~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l1li •••••• 1 ••••••• 

,', 
(b) If yes, .-.hich program( s)? 

(Write out) 
, , 

I' 
Ii 

~ , 

1 
2 
9 

tbw many tirres do you recall ever discussirx;r yoUr e::1ucation 
or job plans fur after grooLBtirr:] fran sch<::x)l aione with a 
guidance counselor? (circle one) 

!:\lever ...................................,.. '. e 
," 

Q1ce ....................................... fa 

'l'\e-u or three times II ••••• II •••••••• " ••••••••• 

Follr or five tirres •••••.•••••••....••••... all. 

Six or more times " ••.•••••••.•..••••••••.• "\. 
OUr counselors only rreet with groups I ' 

of stooents ••.•......•...•••.•••••••••• 1. 

We did (do) not have guidance counselor ••• ~.'. 
DK, NA .................................... ~ . 

" 

PARI' VI ,,, 
I, 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
9 

Finally, I I d like to ask sare qoostions about yourse~,f am your 
family. " 

" 

" 65. What is your birtlrlate? " 

" 

5/22 

5/23-32 

5/33 

(funth) (Day) II----...---r----',' (Year) 
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66. What is }Our present marital status'? (circle one) 

Single {under 18 years old} •••.••••••.• 
Sing le (19 and above) •••••••••••••••••• 
Marrie:1 
Separated .................. " ......... -.. 
Di'VOrcro ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wid~ ............................... 
Living together 
DK, rl1\. . 0 ........ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

67. Ibw many children do you currently have? 

68. 

Write out: 

{a} In \'.hich religion ~e you reared? 

Write out: 

(b) Ba.sically, is this the denanination with \'.hich you 
still identify or have you been converted to another? 
{circle one} 

Identify with same religion ••••••••••••••• 
Cbnverted to another {Specify \'.hich: 

} 
No longer identify with any religion 
Atlleist ................... II ••••••••••• • , •••• 

other 
Dk, NA 

...................................... 
•••••••• 1t III ••••••••••••••• II •••••••••••• 

69. About row often, if ever, have you atterrled religious 
services in the last year? (circle one) 

(bce a week or more 
Two or three times a month ••••••••••••••• ~ ••• 
(bee a month •.••••.•.•.......•.••....••..•... 
A few times a year or less •..•••••••••••••••• 
ot1ler ........................................ . 
Nev-er ..••..•.••••••...•.•.••.•.•..•...•••.... 
DK, NA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

5/34 

5/35-36 

5/37-38 

5/39 

5/40 



• 

70. ( a) Have you taken p3.rt in any of the activities or 
organizations of your church, other than simply attending 
services, within the p3.st year? (circle one) 

Yes •••••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••••••• 
tib 
DK, 

••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ................. . 

-m ••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 

(b) If yes, describe the kind of activity( s): 

71. Of trose relatives JOu really feel clcse to, how many are 
of the same religion as you? (circle one) 

All of than ................................. . 
~arly al.l of than •.•.•.•.••.•••..••. ~ ••.•... 
More than half of them CI •••••••••••••••••••••• 

less than half of then ..••••.•.••.••••••••.•• 
~bne of than. ••.•.•.••••.••••••••••.•••••••.•• 
Donlt identify with any religion ••.•••.••.••• 
DK, :NA .............................. ., ...... . 

72. 'Ihiriki03 of your closest friems, how many are of the 
same religion as you? (circle one) 

All of then ................................. 
f:E.arly all of then ••••.•...•••.•••••••..••.• 
More than half of them 
Less than half of them •.....•...•.••.••.. s •• 

tibne of them 
Donlt identy with any religion •..•.••••.•.••• 
DK, ~ ••••• tt •••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••• 

73. 'Ib which racial group do you belorg? (circle one) 

1 
2 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

5/41 

5/42-48 

5/49 

5/50 

Oriental .................... , ............. . 1 
2 

5/51 
l\rnerican Indian ........................... . 
Sp3.nish - surnamErl American of Cuban, 

Mexican or Puerto Rican descent •.••••••• 
Black (Afro-American) •••••.••••.•.•••.•••••• 
Black (West Indian or Caribbean descent) .•.• 
Black (African) ............................ 
N:me of these (Specify \\hich: --------
OK, -m 411 •• II ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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----------

74. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1l. 

12. 

\vho are the other manbers of this immediate rousehJld, v.hat are 
their ages and sex, am ....nat relat.ionship are they to you? Just 
give me their first nanes only_ 

NAMES llGE SEX REIATION 

Resp:?ndent: 1///////// 
(5152-53) (5/54) 

(5-55-56) (5/57) (5/58-59) 

(5/60-61) (5/62) (5/63-64) 

(5/65-66) (5/67) (5/68-69) 

(5/70-71) (5/72) (5/73-74) 

(5/75-76) (5/77) (6/18-19 ) 

(6/20-21) (6/22) (6/23-24) 

(6/25-26) (6/27) (6/28-29) 

(6/30-31) (6/32) (6/33-34) 

(6/35-36) (6/37) (6/38-39). 

(6/4G-41) (6/42) (6/43-44) 

(6/45-46) (6/47) (6/48-49) 

a) 'lbtal # in rouselDld: 
b) No. of male a:iults: ----
c) tb. of fanale adults: 
d) No. of male children: ----
e) tb. of fanale children: ----
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6/50-51 
6/52-53 
6/54-55 
6/56-57 
6/58-59 

--_ .... 



• 

75. Who is the head of the h:mserold? 

Write out the first name of perron liste1 in 
Question 74: --------.-------------------------

76. J):) you or your family own this rouse, rent it fran saneone, 
or live free of charge? 

.Rent •...••.•...•..•...........••.•.......•.. 
ChJrl ••••••••••••• '" ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Free of charge .................... 0 ••••••••• 

OK, l:\lA. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••• 

77. What is (vas) your father's rrain occupation? 

write out: 

78. fbw mu:::h scooolill3 did your father have? (circle one) 

Father never atterrled schx>l •••••••••••.• 
Grade school education only •••••••..•••.• 
Droppe:1 out of High Schx>l •••••.••.•••.•• 
Graduated fran High School but 

received no additional education ••..•• 
Gradua ted fran High School and had 

vocational training ••••••..••••••••••• 
Hcrl vocational trainirg but did rot 

graduate fran High Schx>l ••••••••••.••• 
Conpleted one to "b.u years of college ••••• 
Canpleted tw::> to three years of college ••• 
Graduated fran college ••..•••.••••••.••••. 
Graduat.e or professional training .••.•••.• 
other (Specify: _ ..... , _________ _ 

DK, ~ .•.•••.•.•.••.•..•.••..•••••.•..• ~ •• 

79. What is your main occur:ation? 

(Write out) 

(if still enrolle1 in high schx>l, be sure 
to canplete supplanent) 
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1 
2 
3 
9 

01 
02 
03 

04 

05 

06 
07 
08 
09 
10 

11 
99 

6/60 

6/61 

6/62-63 

6/64-65 

6/66-67 



• 

80. Are you currently employed? (circle one) 

No (Ulanploya:::1) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(SKIP TO CUESTION 83) 

Yes, occasional part-time ••••••.•••••••••.•• 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 83) 

Yes, regular part-time ..................•... 
(ASK QUESTION 81) 

Yes, full-time .....••....................... 
(ASK QUESTION' 81) •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Retirm .......... G ••••••••••••••••••••••• it •• 

(SKIP TO QUESTIOO 85) 
Disable(! ................................... . 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 85) 
other (Sp:!cify: 
DK, m .•..................................... 

81. Do yoo w::>rk fur saneone else, such as a canpanyor 
organization, OX" are you self-employed? (circle one) 

Work fur someone else ••.••••••••••••••.•••••• 
Self-atlployed ................................ . 
Other (Sp:!Cify: 

DK, m ........................................ 

1 

2 

3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

1 
2 

3 
9 

82. fbw did you manage to obtain the job in ....tl.ich you are rr::M 

enployed? (Probe fur persons or ol:9anizations \'hich helt:ed) 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 87) 

83. (a) Are you currently actively looking fur full-time work? 
(circle one) 

Yes •••••••.•••••••••••••• 8 •••••••••• 0 ••••• 

I!b •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DK, ~ ••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••••••.••• 
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1 
2 
9 

6/68 

6/69 

6/70-71 

6/72 



• 

84. 

(b) If yes, \'.hat kims of things are you doing to find 
work? (circle one) 

Filling out :tr.:JlJUS at state unanployment 
office ....................... II •••••••••• 

M:ikin; contact with anployment agencies ..••. 
Checkin; newsp."'l.pers, other advertisin:J ••••.. 
Visitirg v.ork sites ........................ . 
Word of rrouth fran friends am relatives •.•• 
Other (Specify: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
DK, ~ ••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

Ibw lon; have you been wi tlDut enployrnent? (circle one) 

Less than one rronth ........................ 
1-3 rronths 
4-6nonths 
7-12 rronths 

........................ , ....... . ................................. ................................ 
1-2 years .................................. . 
3-5 years .................................. 
6-10 }'ears ••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
More than 10 years • . ...................... . 
Retira:1 ••••••••••••••••• lit •••••••••••••••••• 

DK, NA. ..................................... 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
99 

85. Ibw have you been able to make ems meet wi th:>ut regular 
enployment? (Probe fur welfare, social security , disability, or 
any kim of IIhustlirg" or ille:Jal activity) 

Descr ibe fully: 

6/73 

6/74 

6/75 

86. (a) If you can It fim any source of incare here in 
( ), would you consider moving to another 
city or another part of the country? (circle one) 

Yes •. ................................... 
~ ...................................... . 
DK, m ................................... . 
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9 

6/76 
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(b) (Probe fur reas::ms am \<here): 

6/77 

7/18-19 

87. Ib you have any source of financial sUJ?IX)ct., such as family, 
relatives, or frieoos, that you could call on in times of crises? 
(circle all that apply) 

Yes, fam.lly ..... ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 7/20 
Yes ~ relatives •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 7/21 
Yes, frierrls ............... "_1\0 ••• 8 •••••••••• 1 7/22 
Yes, others (such as Church groups or 

fraternal o~anizations) •••••••••••••••• 1 7/23 
Yes, others (Specify: 

N:::> one to call on 

(# of items circled) 

1 
1 

88. lbw many bedrc.xrns are there in the rouse Where you now live? 

(Write out) -----
89. HAND RESPONDENr CARD 3 

Into \'.hich of the groups listed on this card w::>uld you consider 
yourself? (circle one) 

lower working class ..•.•. n ••••••••••••••••• 

M~dle working class ..•......••....•....•.. 
Lo~r middle class ..•....•.......•....•..•. 
Middle clas s .011 •.•..•.•.... It • ~ •• '" ••• 9' • • • • ••• 

upper m~dle class .....•.•.• Q ••••••• ~ •••••• 

lo\\'€!:r upper class ..................... " .. . 
lJpper class ...... It a • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• 

other (Specify: -------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 
DK, NA. ••••••••••••••••••• '.................... 9 

TAKE BACK CARD 3 AND HAND RESPONDENl' CARD 4 
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7/24 
7/25 

7/26 

7/27 

7/28 



90. Usin:J this card, into ~ich of the incane groups listed. w:::>uld 
y"'Ou say your family's total incare for last year (1979) fell? 
Be sure to include earn.irgs fran all family members \'.ho w:::>rked 
or receival incare fran welfare or social security. Just give 
me the mmiber sh::>wn beside the dollar figures. 

N:> il1.C!OTle ••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

$100 to $3,000 •••••••••••••••••••••• 
$3,001 to $5,000 •••••.•••••••••••••• 
$5,001 to $8,000 •••••••••••••••••••• 
$8,001 to $12,000 ••••••••••••••••••• 
$12,001 to $18,000 •••••••••••••••••• 
$18,001 to $25,000 •••••••••••••••••• 
$25, 001 ~ c:JVer ••••• " •••••••••••••• 

Dk, ~ •....... 0 •• " ••••••••••••••••••• 

Thank you very llu.x::h fur your time Mr( s) • 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

7/29 

-----------------------
(Inform R. that hel she can obtain a copy of the f;inal rep:!rt by calling 
the office in about a year's time.) 

BE SURE TO CCMPlETE HIGH SCEooL supprn>1ENI' IF R IS HIGH SCHOOLER 15-18 
YEARS OLD. 

Resp:m::lents Nmle: 
--------------------------~----------------

Mdress: ------------------------------------------
Phone Nuniber: 

------------------------------~-------
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HIGH SCHOOL SUPPLEMENI' (]5-18 YEARS OUS) 
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91. What was the grade you canpleterl at the errl of this school year? 

Wri,te out: 

92. As far as you kn<:M, are there problens with any of the 
fullCM.i.I')3 in your school? (circle all that apply) 

Mar i j l.l2lIla use ......................... . 
Fard drugs (such as heroine) ••••••••••• 
other typ:!s of drugs, such as 

amPhetamines -- "lI,I;Pers" or "downers" 
McoooliSll1 ............................... . 
Teen03'e PrB3'nancy ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Violen.t. - fights ........... " .............. . 
Varrlalisn ••• destroyl.Il3' school property •••• 
'!heft, including scbJol property •••••••••.• 
other problans (Specify: _______ _ 

('# of i tens circlerl): 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

93. If eonethirg happenErl am you could not groouate fran high school, 
h:Iw \tJOuld you feel? (circle one) 

7/30-31 

7/32 
7/33 

7/34 
7/35 
7/36 
7/37 
7/38 
7/39 

7/40 

7/41-42 

Very happy: I'd like to quit ••••••••••••••• 1 7/43 
I \'vUuldn' t care one way or the other......... 2 
I \tJOuld be eon~at disaPFOinted •••••••••••• 3 
I'd be very disapFOintErl ••••••••.••••.••••••• 4 
DK, l.\IA. " •• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 

94. Do you feel that you can get to see a guidance eotmselor 
...men ycu want to or neerl to? (circle one) 

Yes ........................................... 1 7/44 
to ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
DK, m ..................................... .,. 9 
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95. D::les your guidance camselor have the information you feel you 
need? (circle one) 

Yes 
~ ..................................... . 
Have no gtudance camselor ..•..•..••.•.. 
DK, ~ ••••••.•••.••.••.•••..•••••...••.. 

96. In general, do you think that any of your teachers are 
interested in helpiIl3 you? (circle one) 

N:>, not at all 
Yes, but only a little •••••.•.•••.•.•••.•• 
Yes, qtJite a bit ......................... . 
Yes, a lot ............................... . 
DK, NA ................................... 
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1 
2 
3 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

7/45 



97. What rarticular plans do you have for yourself next year? 
(circle any b.o Which rrost apply) 

Erlter tlle military ••••••••••••••••••• < 0 •• 

Go to vocational, technical, business or 
tr ClCl e ~hc:x:>l ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Go -to colle:::re ••••••••••• G •••••• It •••••••• 

Enter apprenticeship or on-the-job 
training ~ams .••••.•.•••.••••••.• 

Try to find a full-time job ••••••••••••• 
Cbntinue high school •••••••••••••••••••• 
Get rnarria:l ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Becane full-time oousewife or rrotller 
other: (Specify: -------------------
I don I t m<JVI ••••••••••••••••• ill 0 ••••••••• 

98. (a) What \\Ould you like to be doing four years fran noW? 

(Write out) 

(b) What do you think you will be doing four years fran 
now? -----------------------------------------

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

99. What type of \\Ork or profession do you think you will take up? 

(Write out) 

7/47 

7/48 
7/49 

7/50 
7/51 
7/52 
7/53 
7/54 

7/55 
7/56 

7/57-58 

7/59-60 

7/61-62 

100. Approximately \>hat 1:s the avera:Je time you Sferrl on b:mework a day? 
(circle one) 

None: .tb h:me\t.Ork is ever assigned ••••••• 
NJne: I have hCIneW:.)rk but didn I t bother 

1 

-to do ,it ..••.•..••••..•...••.••.••• 2 
Sore: less tllan an hour a day •••••••••••• 3 
Between· an l"our arrl t\\O l"ours a day ••••••• 4 
More than t\\O hours a day................. 5 
ffi, ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• eo. 9 
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101. Ibw do you spmj rrost of your inmErliate after-sch:>ol oours, 
say between 3:30 and 6:00 in the evenir:gs? (circle any t\\O 
It.hich apply) -

Doing Chores at home ••••••••••.•••.•••. 
Doing herne,\-Drk .•••••••.••.•••••.••••• & • 

Ha~ir:g out with frierrls (Explain: 
) ... 

Particip:lte in s::me sIX>rts activity (e.g., 
ba.seball, basketball, or football) 
not organized by any p:trticular group ••• 

Particip:tte in serne, form of organiZe:l 
spJrts activity ..•.....••.•.....•....•. 

Watdl T. V ... II •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other: ( Speci fy: 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

7/64 
7/65 

7/66 

7/67 

7/68 
7/69 

-- 1 7/70 

(# of items circled) 7/71 

102. Ibw do you spmj rrost of your late evening oours, say 
bet~en 6:00 (tvbndays thru Fridays) and midnight7 that is, 
duri.n:J the raJular school time? (circle any t~ \'Jhich apply) 

Doirg crores at Elane ...... s ••••••••• 0 ••••• 

Doing 1lc.rn~rk •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ha~ing out with friends ••••••••••••••••••• 
Particip3.te in s:me sp:>rts activity (e.g., 

ba.seball, basketball, or football) not 
organized by any particular group •••••••• 

Particip:tte in serre fonn of organized 
sIX>rts acti vi ty ......................... Q 

Watdl T. V ••••••.••••••••..•••••..•••.•••••••• 
Other: ( Speci fy: 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

7/72 
7/73 
7/74 

7/75 

7/76 
7/77 

----------------------- 1 7/78 

# of items circled 8/18 

103. Do you ever skip scOOol intentionally'? (circle one) 

Yes I all the time ...................... ~ .. 
Yes, about once a ~ek •••••••••••••••••••• 
Plx:>ut OIlCe a nonth .... e, ................... . 

N:>, I never skip scOOol intentionally ••••. 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 106) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

DK, ~ •• It • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 
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104. When you skip, do your friends join you, or do you skip alone? 
(circle one) 

F'rierrls jOll1 me •••••••••••••••••••••• II 

Skip a1.ane ••.••••.•••••.•....•.•.•...• 
DK, m. ••••••••..••••••••..•••...••.•• 

105. When you skip sch::>ol \-hat mostly do you sperrl the time 
doing? (circle any bt.u Which apply) (Probe) 

Harg rut. at another 98hool where my frierrls 
are ( Explain: ) 

Han:J out on the street or by the shJps 
in my neighborb:xxls with frierrls 
(Explain: ~~ __ ~ __ ~~~~~ ____ __ 

:EIarg out nostly downtown with frierrls 
(Specify where & _E __ xp ..... l_a_i_n ______ _ 

--~~----~~-----------------) Generally hang out alone •••••••••••...••.. 
Participate in. sc:rre sports activity not 

organized by any particular group •••..•. 
Particip:lte in same organized sfOrts 

act~v~"ty' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other: (Specify: -------------------
S"tay hare •••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(# of i tans circled) -------

1 
2 
9 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

8/20 

8/21 

8/22 

8/23 
8/24 

8/25 

8/26 

8/27 
8/28 

8/29 

106. N:>w that 98h::>ol is out fur the sumter, what kinds of activities 
have you been involve:l in nostly? (circle any t\'JO Which apply) 

Working full-time stmner job •••••.•••• 
Working part-time srnrner job •••••••••• 
Helpirg parents aromd the rouse •...•. 
Workirg on personal 1x>bby ••••••••••••• 
Goirg to SUl1TIer 9811001 ••••••••.•••••.. 
Going to summer c~ ••••..••.••.•.•..• 
Enrolled in organized athletic or 

recreational activity ....•...•.•••• 
M:::>stly playirg games with friends in 

nearby parks or lots .•..•..••..••••• 
Just 11.a.rl<:J irg out ..••••.•.•••••••.•.•.. 
Stay hare ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
Babysi ttirg 
Other: 
(Specify=-: ~~ ____ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_~-_-_ -_ -_ -_ -_-_ ) 

(# of items circle:l) ------
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1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

8/30 
8/31 
8/32 
8/33 
8/34 
8/35 

8/36 

8/37 
8/38 
8/39 
8/40 
8/41 
8/42 

8/43 



HAND R CARD 4 

I am goin:J to recrl you a list of sane of the things v.hich teenagers 
saret:i.mes do without necessarily being caught. As I go down this list, 
generally SfeakinJ WJuld you say that you or your friends did it 
"almost al\VaYS," "quite often," or "never. 1I 

107. 
AIMa3T aJITE 
AIltfAYS OFI'EN SOMEI'IME'S NEVER 

a} Driving a car 
wi tlout a license •• 1 2 3 4 

b} Skipped scrool •••• 1 2 3 4 
c} Carried a knife, 

razor, etc ......... 1 2 3 4 
d) Run a\Vay fran hare •• 1 2 3 4 
e} Reckless or fast 

drivin:J ............ 1 2 3 4 
f) Taken things WJrth 

over $10.00 ••••••• 1 2 3 4 
g} Used force to get 

money fran saneone •• 1 2 3 4 
h) Fight ......... ' .... 1 2 3 4 
i) Car theft (taken a 

car with-out the 
owner I s fennission •• 1 2 3 4 

j) Bought alcoholic 
1:>ever~e •••••••••• 1 2 3 4 

k} Drank alcoholic 
beverage •••••••• 1 2 3 4 

l} Sold narcotics ••• 1 2 3 4 
m) Used narcotics ••• 1 2 3 4 
n) Sniffed glue ••••• 1 2 3 4 
o} Destroyed property 

WJrth CNer $10. 00 .• 1 2 3 4 
p) Hard to harrlle at 

hane .. ~ ......... 1 2 3 4 
q) Care hane later 

than midnight •• 1 2 3 4 

108. (a) Do you live with both plrents? (circle one) 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••.. 
~ •••• " ........................... til •••••• 

DK, NA ••••••.••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 

(b) Did you live with both plrents tbree years ago? 

Yes •••••••• .,. G •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

No ••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 •••••••••••••• 

DK, ~ ••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••..•••••••.•• 
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1 
2 
9 

1 
2 
9 

DK 
NA 

9 
9 

9 
9 

9 

9 

9 
9 

9 

9 

9 
9 
9 
9 

9 

9 

9 

8/44 
8/45 

8/46 
8/47 

8/48 

8/49 

8/50 
8/51 

8/52 

8/53 

8/54 
8/55 
8/56 
8/57 

8/58 

8/59 

8/60 

8/61 

8/62 



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

109. 

110. 

111. 

As far as you knaN, 1nw much schoolirg do your p:rrents 
want :you to get? (circle one) 

She wants IOO to quit high school without 
groo ua tiI'B 

She wants me to graduate fran high school 
am stop there ......................... . 

She wants me to graduate fran high school 
and. then go to a vocational, technical 
or business school •.••••••••••••••••.•• 

She wants me to go to a two-year or 
j l.lI1ior colleg-e . . . . . . . . . . . ............. . 

She wants me to go to a folIC-year 
college or university ...•.•...•......... 

She wants me to go to a grcrluate or 
professional school after groouating 
fran 4 - year college or university ••••• 

N::> idea What she wants for me •••••••••••••• 
Haven't seen mother in years ••••••••.•••••• 
~her dec:ease::l •••••••••• eo ••••••••••••••• 

other ........... " ........................ . 
NA. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

fbw close would you say :you are to your nother? 
(circle one) 

Not close at all ••••••• II ••••••••••••• 

N::>t very close ........ " .............. . 
Farrly clooe ................... $ •••••• 

Very close ........ 0 ................ s ••• 

Motl1er deceased. ••••••••.••• .......... .. 
DK, t\l1\. 0 ............................... . 

fbw close would you say you are to your father? 
(circle one) 

Not close at all 
N::>t very close ... II 0 •••••••••••••••••••• 

Fairly close .......................... . 
Ver-y close ..•• oil •••••••••••• II ••••••••••• 

Father deceaseCl .. __ ................ iii •••• 

DK, ~ .•..•••••••••.•....•••..•••••• 0 •• 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
99 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

THAT'S ALL ••••••••••••• THANK YOU VERY MlX::H •••••••• 
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8/63-64 

8/65 

8/66 



SCHEDULE A 

RFSIOI:£E TO QUESTION 31 -- roLICE RATINGS 

Very &:me\lhat :t'b &::mev.hat Very 
Ibnest Ibnest Opinion Cbrrupt Cbrrupt 

1 -2- "3 ""4 5 2/42 

Very &:melthat :t'b &:me"lhat Very 
J3aj Bcrl Opinion Gocrl Gocrl 

1 2 "3 ""4 5 2/43 

Very &:me\lhat l\b &::meiliat Very 
Unfair Fair Opinion Fair Fair 

1 2 -3- ""4 5 2/44 

Very Sanev.hat l\b &::mev.hat Very 
Lazy Lazy Opinion Hal:d~rkir:g Hard~rking 

1 2 "3 ""4 5 2/45 

Very &::mewhat tb &::mev.hat Very 
Smart Smart Opinion Dtmb Durrb 

1 2 "3 ""4 5 2/46 

Very Sanevhat 00 Sanev.hat Very 
Frierrl1y Frierrl1y Opinion Unfrierrl1y Unfrierrl1y 

1 -2- -3- ""4 5 2/47 

Very &::mev.hat NJ &::mewhat Very 
Kim Kim Opinion Cruel Cruel 

1 2 -3- ""4 5 2/48 

Very &::mevhat NJ Sanev.hat Very 
Harsh Harsh Opinion EasygoiIl3 Easygoing 

1 2 "3 ""4 5 2/49 

Very &::me\\hat NJ &::mev.hat Very 
Tough Tough Opinion SoftheartErl Softhearted 

1 2 3 4 5 2/50 
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----- -----~---------------.......,.--

SCHEDULE B (FOR QUESTION 53) 

,e 
a) Quite SaneWhat ib Sane\4kla.t Quite 

Right Right Opinion Wrong Wrong 

1 "2 "3 4 5 4/22 

b) Quite Sane\4kla.t :tb SaneWhat Quite 
Wrong WroIl'J Opinion Right Right 

1 "2 "3 4 5 4/23 

c) Quite Sane\4kla.t ib Sare\l.hat Quite 
WroIlJ lrV'rong Opinion Right Right 

1 2 "3 -4- 5 4/24 

d) Quite SaneWhat ib SaneWhat Quite 
Right Right Opinion Wrong Wrong 

1 "2 "3 4 5 4/25 

e) Quite SaneWhat ib SareWhat Quite 
Right Right Opinion Wrong Wrong 

1 2 -3- 4 -5- 4/26 

f) Quite Sane\4kla.t ib Sanevmat Quite 
Right vJrorg Opinion Wrong Right 

1 2 -3- 4"" 5 4/27 

g) Quite Sane\l.hat ib Sane\4kla.t Quite 
Right Right Opinion Wrong Wrong 

1 2 "3 4 5 4/28 
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INI'ERVIEWER IS CCMMENI'S 

1. 'llirre interview began: Time errled: ------
2. Was resp:m:lent: Enthusiastic O:x:lperati ve Indifferent 

Ibstile? 

3. Where did interview take place? Indoors Porch Front Steps 

Backyard Sidewalk 

other (Where -----------------
4. (a) Was anyone else present during the intervieW? 

Yes 

(b) If yes, do you think this affected resp:m:lents anS\Vers? . 

Yes 

(c) If yes, hoW? ------------------------------------------

5. (a) Was the interview interrupted (Le. broken off) in anyway? 

Yes 

(b) If yes, describe row and for row long 

6. ( a) Was resp:mdent distracted in anyway during the course of the 
intervieW? (e.g. by T. V., mailman, or children, etc.) 

(b) If yes, describe: -----------------------------------------

Other camnents: 
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CEN3US TRAer INFORMATION 

1- Census tract N:>. 9/1-4 

2. Crime Pate J?E!r 1,000 pJpulation 9/5-7 

3. Incane $ 9/8-12 

4. Population Density 9/13-17 

5. Percent Black Population 9/18-20 

6. Percent White Population 9/21-22 

7. Percent Unemployment 9/23-26 

8. fbusiIB Density 9/27-31 

9. Age Patio 9/32-35 

10. Sex Patio 9/36-39 

11- Birth Pate 9/40-43 

12. Patio of Police to Population 9/44-47 

13. Pat~ Recreat~n Facilities 9/48-51 

14. Patio ~alth Facilities 9/52-55 

15. Ratio Political Representation 9/56-59 

16. Patio # schools to school-age 
pJpulation 9/60-63 

Interviewer's Name ----------------------------------
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APPENDIX B 

~ INTERVIEWING 

Every questionnaire, whether it is self-administered or 
administered by an interviewer, should contain clear instruc
tions. Even though the survey instrument was administered by 
an interviewer, there was a thorough explanation and review 
of the questionnaire given to the interviewee. A disadvantage 
of a self-administered questionnaire is that if the subject 
somehow misinterprets a question or records his/her responses 
in a confusing way, there is little that can be done to remedy 
the situation. In a questionnaire which is administered by an 
interviewer, there is the possibility of making sure that ques
tions are understood before the responses are recorded. 

The questionnaire which is administered by an interviewer 
is the more appropriate technique for revealing information 
about complex, emotional subjects or for probing the sentiments 
that may underlie an expressed opinion. If a verbal report is 
to be accepted at face value, it must be elicited in circum
stances that encourage the greatest possible freedom and 
honesty of expression. 

Explanations as to how responses would be handled and re
corded were addressed. Several questions required that speci
fic instructions be given to the interviewers. The following 
are examples of these types of questions: 

Question 31 (Police Rating): - "As you think about the 
police in the community and their actual behavior, how 
would you rate them on each of the following traits -
using a point system of one to five." 

This question required the respondent to write his respon
ses directly on the questionnaire. In rating the behavior of 
police, respondents were asked whether they felt that the 
police were: 

(1) Very honest 
(2) Somewhat honest 
(3) No opinion 
(4) Somewhat corrupt 
(5) Very corrupt 

Another question which required the respondent to write 
his responses directly on the the questionnaire was question 
53. 

Question 53 (Crime Definitions): - "Using the sheet in 
your hand, I want you to do the following: As I read a 
list of things which people might do, I want you to 
judge from one to five whether or not you think the act 
is right or wrong. Circle the actual number, ranging 
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from right to wrong, that you would give the act." 

Respondent's were asked to evaluate a series of crime 
situations and record their responses regarding whether the 
acts were: 

(1) Quite right 
(2) Somewhat right 
(3) No opinion 
(4) Somewhat wrong 
(5) Quite wrong 

In order for questions of this kind to be answered correct
ly, clear and detailed explanations of the questions were 
given to each of the interviewers. 

Once the interviewers were in their respective communities, 
the task of locating a respondent at a designated household 
began. If a respondent was not home or for some reason did 
not have the time to be interviewed but wanted to participate 
at some other point in time, a rule of three call backs became 
mandatory (refer to sample design for call back criteria). 

The rate of refusals for Atlanta and Washington, D. C., 
was another task taken on by the staff. Each interviewer 
was required to record respondents who refused to participate 
in the survey. 

"Refusal rate" refers to a measure of the interviewers 
unsuccessful attempts to acquire an interview. There are 
many instances and circumstances which fall under the umbrella 
of a refusal. The following were considered refusals for the 
purpose of this study: 

(1) True refusals (persons who did not wish to partici
pate) (110) 

(2) Non-locators (70) 
(a) Non-existent addresses 
(b) Vacant houses 
(c) Vacant lots 

(3) Call backs (253) 
(a) No answers 
(b) Those people too busy at the time 

(4) Available respondents not interviewed * (1,650) 

Rates of refusal were calculated in the following manner: 
The cells below represent different methods of calculating 
refusal rates. 

* Available respondents not interviewed consisted of those 
respondents which appeared in tQe list to be interviewed but 
were not needed once the age crlterlon was met. 
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Cell I expresses a "raw" percentage rate which included 
the total number of potential respondents available to be 
interviewed. These potential respondents were arrived at 
through the selection and design outlined in the sample design, 
which included an oversample by a factor of three for Atlanta 
and Washington, D. C. (see sample design). The items which 
appear in the denominator include the number of completed ques
tionnaires (621), available respondents not interviewed 
(1,650), call backs (253) and non-locators (70). Each value 
is summed up and then divided into the true refusal (110). 
The following equation for cell I is as follows: 

R x % 
(A)+(B)+(C)+(D) 

Where: 
R = true refusal 
A - complete questionnaires 
B - available respondents not interviewed 
C = call backs 
D = non-locators 
% = percentage 

So, 110 x 100 = 110 = 4.24% 
(621)+(1,650)+(253)+(70) 2,594 

4.24% falls below the normal range of refusal rates which 
is 10-20 percent for a study of this magnitude and design. 

Cell II represents an "adjusted" refusal rate which in
cludes in the denominator the number of completed question~ 
naires (621), the available respondents not interviewed, and 
the number of call backs. The sum of these values equals 
2,524. The numerator is expressed by the true refusals (110) 
plus the non-locators (70). The following formula for cell 
II is as follows: 

R + D x % 
(A)+(B)+(C) 

Where: 
R = true refusals 
A = completed questionnaires 
B = available respondents not interviewed 
C = call backs 
D = non-locators 
% = percentage 

So, 110+70 x 100 = 180 = 7.13% 
(621)+(1,650)+(253) 2~ 

The "adjusted" refusal rate represents those people who 
did not wish to participate in the study (true refusal) and 
those addresses which were vacant or vacant lots (non-locators). 
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These two instances were exluded from the total number of 
possible interviews for two reasons: 

1. True refusals consisted of those respondents who said 
"no" although they were chosen as potential respon
dents through the sample design. 

2. Non-locators consisted of those addresses which did 
not exist. 

7.13% again falls below the normal range of refusal rates 
for this type of study. 

Cell III represents a refusal rate which includes in the 
denominator the number of completed questionnaires (621), the 
number of call backs (253), and non-locators (70). The sum 
of these values equals 944. The numerator is expressed by 
the true refusals (110). The following formula for Cell III 
is as follows: 

R x % 
(A)+(C)+(D) 

Where: 
R = true refusals 
A = completed questionnaires 
C = call backs 
D = non-locators 
% = percentage 

So, 110 
(621)+(253)+(70) 

x 100 = 110 = 11.65% 
944 

11.65% falls within the normal range of refusal rates for 
this type of study. 

Completion Time 

The completion time of a single questionnaire was calcu
lated using three measures of central tendency and the range. 
The mean, median, mode and range were used to compute these 
measures. Table 1 illustrates the frequency distribution of 
completion time fer the 621 questionnaires. 

Measure of central tendency refers to a statistical meth
od that yields a single value which gives information about 
an entire distribution. There are a number of measures of 
central tendency which are designed to give representative 
values of a given distribution. The most popular are mean, 
median and mode. For the purpose of this study, range which 
is considered a measure of variability, was also employed. 
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Frequency Distribution of Interview Completion Times 

TIME (MINUTES) 

0-4 
5-9 
10-14 
15-19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45~"49 

50-54 
55-59 
60-64 
65-69 
70-74 
75-79 
80-84 
85-89 
90-94 
95-99 
100-104 
105-109 
110-114 
115-119 
120-124 
125-129 
130-134 
135-139 
140-144 
Time Not R,ecorded 

TABLE 1 

TOTAL 

2 
1 
5 
10 
20 
87 
70 
69 
76 
33 
36 
32 
20 
27 
16 
7 
9 
2 
o 
3 
2 
o 
2 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
1 
90 
621 

The sum of the questionnaires used to compute the comple
tion time equals 621 rather than 624 (which is the total 
number of questionnaires which were received). The sum of 90 
(time not recorded) accounts for those interviewers who did 
not record their completion time. 

The frequency distributions were then grouped into inter
vals of fifteen (15) minutes. Table 2 illustrates the grouped 
data. 
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Grouped Frequency Distribution of Interview Completion Times 

TIME 
5-19 
20-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65-79 
80-94 
95-109 
110-124 
125-139 
140-154 
Time Not Recorded 

TABLE 2 

FREQUENCY 
18 
177 
178 
88 
50 
11 
5 
2 
1 
1 
90 

f = 621 

Measures of variability can be defined as the fluctuation 
of scores about a measure of central tendency. In contrast, 
a measure of central tendency yields the best single value 
which describes the performance of the group of data as a 
whole (average). It is a value that best represents the 
entire group of data. There is more to describing a group of 
data than noting the average performance because a measure 
of central tendency tells nothing concerning the variation of 
data about the average. Some scores fall below the average 
while others fall above it. The fluctuation of scores about 
a measure of central tendency is called variability (refer to 
Bartz, Descriptive Statistics, 1979; Champion, BaSic Statis
tics for Social Research, 1970). 

The range is the simplest and most straight-forward 
measure of variation about a mean. The range is the distance 
between the two extreme scores. This value describes the 
dispersion of a distribution. The calculation of the range 
is computed by subtracting the least value from the highest 
value of a distribution. 

RANGE 
144 - 5 = 139 

Where: 
144 = longest completion time of a single questionnaire 
5 = shortest completion time of a single questionnaire 

In terms of this measure, 139 minutes indicates the range 
of completion time· for a single questionnaire. 

Although the range is a good preliminary measure of 
variability, it lacks accuracy for two reasons: 

1. A single extreme value can greatly alter the range 
(which existed in our data). 
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2. The range is based on only two scores and does not 
tell anything about the pattern of the variability 
of the entire distribution., 

The mean represents the "average" value of a given distri
bution. For the purpose of this study, we employed the mean 
for grouped data since it was the most convenient form of 
measuring our data. 

A formula for calculating the mean for grouped data is 
illustrated in the following way: 

M = Mp + i (~) 
N 

Where: 
Mp = the midpoint of the interval at the origin 
i = the size of the interval 
N = the number of scores 

fd = the sum of the fd column 

The computation for the mean for grouped data is: 

TIME f d fd 

5-19 18 4 72 
20-34 177 3 531 
35-49 178 2 356 
50-64 88 1 88 
65-79 50 0 0 
80-94 11 1 -11 
95-109 5 2 -10 
110-124 2 3 -6 
125-139 1 4 -4 
140-154 1 5 -5 

N=531 fa" = 1,011 

1. To obtain the values in the "d" column, one of the inter
vals is chosen as the "origin" and a zero is placed in 
the "d" column opposite that interval. Any interval can 
be chosen. 

2. Count (+) up by units from the zero until you reach the 
top of the distribution. 

3. Count down (-) from the zero until you reach the bottom 
of the distribution. The value of "d" is simply the dis
tance each interval is from the origin. 

4. To obtain the values in the "fd" column, you simply multi
ply "f" by "d" for each interval. Finally, to obtain the 
sum of the "fd" column you add the positive values and 
the negative values. 
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So, 
M = Mp + i ( fd) Mp = 72 

~ i = 15 
fd = 1,011 

N = 531 

M = 72+15 1,011 
531 

M = 72+15 (1.90) 

M = 72+ (28.55) 

Mean = 100.55 

The mean completion time of a single questionnaire was 
calculated at approximately 100 minutes. 

The median represents the 50th percentile of a distribu
tion. It is that point that exactly separates the upper half 
of a distribution from the lower half. Referring to Table 
II, the formula for calculating the median for grouped data 
is as follows: 

Median = L + i R 
-P50 

Where: 
L = the exact lower limit of the interval containing the 

median 
i = the size of the interval 
R = the remainder after subtracting necessary frequencies 

from 50% of N 
P50 = the frequency of the interval containing the median 

The computation of the median for grouped data is: 

1. Calculation of the mean which is 50% of N. 

2. Count up from the bottom of the "f" column by adding each 
frequency until you get as close to your desired number 
(265.5) without exceeding it. This says this is the median 
or P50 is within the next interval. 

3. Subtract the frequencies that have been totalled from 
the value that is actually needed, 50% of N. 

4. Refer to the interval which contains the median and locate 
its comparable interval which will give you the frequency 
for this interval (P50). 

5. Determine the exact lower limit for the interval containing 
the median. As mentioned earlier, the formula for the 
median for grouped data is: 
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Median = L + i 

34.5 + 15 107.5 
215 

34.5 + 15 (.60) 
34.5 + 9 
Median = 43.5 

R 50% 
P50 1 + 

R = 
P50 
L = 
i = 

of 513 = 265.5 
1 + 2 + 5 + 11 + 50 + 88 
265.5 - 158 = 107.5 
= 178 
34.5 
15 

The median completion time of a single questionnaire 
was calculated at approximately 43 minutes. 

= 158 

The mode can be defined as the value which appears most 
frequently in a distribution. Since the actual identity of 
each individual value is lost when the scores are grouped in 
a frequency distribution, we can only make an assumption con
cer-ning the value of the mode. This value is referred to as 
the crude mode. It is computed by simply using the mid-point 
of the interval with the greatest frequency. Referring to 
Table II, the crude ,mode was arrived at by taking the mid
point of the interval, 31-45, which is 38.5. 

Again, the mean, median and mode all represent a measure 
of central tendency. The question regarding which one is the 
best measure to use which will give a true description of a 
distribution is somewhat academic. The mode is a fairly 
crude measure if it is being used to describe grouped data. 
The mean is most often used as a measure of central tendency. 
However, there are many instances where the median is a valu
able measure. Since the median is not affected by extreme 
values, it is very useful in instances where the distribution 
is either positively or negatively skewed. This situation 
occurred in developing the completion time distribution (see 
Table 2). (Since the mean (100) takes into account the exact 
value of each score while the median (43.5) represents the 
center of the distribution and would not be affected very 
much by the addition of a single score at the extreme end.) 
In developing the completion time frequency distribution, 
one score was recorded at the 140-154 interval which represents 
the greatest amount of time for completing a questionnaire. 
Clearly, the median would be the most accurate picture of 
completion time in this instance. 

, 
Interview Problems 

Many times the interviewer encountered problems in get
ting designated respondents to participate in the study. At 
this point the interviewer briefly explained the nature and 
intent of the study, how respondents were selected and assured 
the respondent that anonymity would be maintained. These 
three concerns seemed to be the questions most often asked by 
the respondents. If these questi9ns we~e explained, the 
respondent usually agreed to the ~nterv~ew. 
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A few instances occurred where interviews were not com
pleted. If the majority of the questionnaire was completed, 
the questionnaire was included in the sample. Codes "9" 
(don't know/no answer) were then assigned to the remaining 
questions which were not answered by the respondent. 

As in any interview situation, several instances occurred 
which were unusual and even humorous. One instance occurred 
where an interview was in progress when the respondent's hus
band returned home from work and became very suspicious as to 
the type of questions being asked. He then ordered the inter
viewer to leave; consequently, the questionnaire was not 
completed. 

An interviewer in one of the low-income, high-crime 
areas was in the middle of interviewing an elderly woman who 
dozed off to sleep. After realizing what had happened, the 
interviewer waited approximately twenty minutes before the 
woman woke up and then proceeded to complete the session. 

Another problem encountered during the start-up period 
involved an interviewer who felt certain questions were inap
propriate or inapplicable to the respondent and, therefore, 
chose not to ask them. It was vital that every question be 
asked except where the interviewer was so instructed by a skip 
pattern. 

Example: An elderly man was being interviewed who 
appeared to be either retired or disabled. Question 
79, "What is your main occupation," was not asked by 
the interviewer because it was assumed he was not 
employed. Later on, during the course of the conversa
tion, it was found that the man was employed on a 
part-time basis. The interviewer then coded his 
occupation. 

Another such instance occurred concerning the series of 
questions concerning religion. Question 68(a), "In 
which religion were you reared." If the respondent 
replied "none," the second section (b), which states, 
"Basically, is this the denomination with which you 
still identify or have you been converted to another?" 
was not asked. Question 69: "About how often, if ever, 
have you attended religious services in the last year?" 

Once a week or more • • • • • • . • 
Two or three times a month 
Once a month • • • • . • • . . 
A few times a year or less ••.• 
Other • • • • • . . 
Never . 
DK/NA • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

This question was not asked since the interviewer felt it was 
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inapplicable because the respondent did not identify with a~y 
religion. Many times people attend church with family members 
or friends whether they identify with that religion or not. 
If the respondent does not attend religious services, he 
would simply respond by saying "never." Once this problem was 
addressed and the interviewer was informed as to the correct 
procedure, the problem was amended. 

The time of day which the interviewers went out to inter
view often dictated the age and sex of the respondents who 
were available to be interviewed. In low-income communities, 
for instancefmany elderly residents and women receiving pub
lic assistance tended to be home and available more often 
than other residents. Consequently, it was necessary for 
interviewers to return to these tracts during the evening 
hours (6:00-9:00 p.m.) in order to fulfill the required age 
category criterion. Likewise, in the middle-income areas, 
many residents were employed during the daytime hours and, 
therefore, could not be reached. Again, it was necessary for 
interviewers to return during evening hours in order to 
conduct the interviews. 

The typical interview situation occurred in the respon
dent's home or on their front porch (since it was hot and 
most respondents were sitting outdoors). This allowed for an 
informal environment which aided the interviewer. Many respon
dents offered food and drink to the interviewer which also 
brought about a more casual interaction~ An effort was made 
by the interviewers to create a pleasant, non-threatening 
atmosphere in the hQpes that the respondents would reply in 
an open and honest manner to the questions. 

A random selection (approximately one-third) of the 
respondents were contacted by the staff a few days after they 
were interviewed in order to verify whether an interview had 
actually taken place. All of the respondents contacted veri
fied that an interview had taken place. 
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APPENDIX C 

EDITING 

Questionnaire Editing 

Most researchers would agree that editing completed ques
tionnaires prior to coding is the most effective and efficient 
method of insuring accuracy and uniformity during the coding 
process. Editing refers to the process of reviewing all 
questionnaires to make sure the information provided is legi
ble and in conformance with research requirements. Research 
assistants assigned the task of editing are responsible for 
thoroughly examining each completed questionnaire for complete
ness, accuracy and clarity. 

Several steps were taken during this phase by the research 
assistants. The first step was to make certain that each 
question was answered by the respondent. If certain questions 
were not answered, determinations as to why the particular 
question was not responded to were necessary. Several plausi
ble explanations existed. Perhaps the interviewer neglected 
to ask the question. This would be concluded if all other 
questions had been responded to by the respondent, thus lead
ing the editor to the conclusion that the unanswered question 
was a mere oversight on the part of the interviewer. Inter
viewer oversights appeared rarely. Another conclusion which 
could be drawn from such an occurrence would be that the 
respondent declined to comment on the particular question. 
This was also a rare occurrence. Respondents generally were 
eager to answer all questions. However, in both instances, 
if unanswered questions appeared, they were assigned a code 
"9" which indicates a "don't know" or "no answer" to the 
particular question. 

In all research projects that involve computer analyses, 
codes must be developed to indicate missing values. Missing 
values refers to unknown information or unanswered questions. 
The convention adapted by the research staff in addressing 
missing values was to assign a code "9" unless otherwise 
instructed. 

To illustrate the applicability of code "9," it ~s nec
essary to briefly review the codebook. Included in the ques
tionnaire are certain questions intended to elicit responses 
from all subjects. For instance, questions #17-#24 (see 
code book pp. 6 and 7) address issues concerning the respondents 
fear (or lack of fear) of crime. Question #17 asks the respon
dent if he/she feels that crime in the United States has 
increased, decreased or remained about the same. All respon
dents, whether high school students or adults, employed or 
unemployed, married or single should be able to comment on 
this question. However, there were instances when such queS
tions were not answered by the respondent. If these queStlons 
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or similar questions were not answered, it was assumed by the 
editor that either the question was not asked by the interview
er or the respondent failed to comment on it. Thus, if ques
tion #17 or any within the fear of crime series were unanswered, 
code "9" would be assigned. 

There were a few instances in the questionnaire where the 
assignment of code "9" might be misleading. For example, 
four Likert-type scales are included in the questionnaire 
which contains fixed responses (see codebook pp. 11 and 12). 
These scales are designed in such a way as to require respon
dents to respond to certain items in terms of the degree of 
approval or disapproval. The responses to various items are 
scored in such a way that a response indicative of the most 
favorable item will be a code "5" on a scale of 1-5 and the 
least favorable item will receive a code "1." A neutral code 
"3" is provided for those individuals who are somewhat indeci
sive. An example of a scale question would be question #31 
which asks the respondent to rate police officers as being 
(1) very honest, (2) somewhat honest, (3) no opinion, (4) 
somewhat corrupt, and (5) very corrupt. There were a few ques
tionnaires in which the respondent answered all but one or two 
of the scale items. Because unanswered scale items appeared 
so infrequently, the editors decided to interpret the unanswered 
items as indicating "no opinion." Therefore, in accordance 
with established precedent of similar studies, rather than 
assigning a code "9" to the unanswered scale question, a code 
"3" was assigned, which indicates "no opinion." This procedure 
was adopted for all scales. 

A second explanation addressing why certain questions were 
not answered was that perhaps the particular question was 
not applicable to the respondent. Determinations of inappli
cable questions were made by examining the questions preceding 
the unanswered one to determine if certain responses rendered 
the following question inapplicable. If the unanswered ques 
tion begins with "if yes" referring to the answer to the 
previous question, the editor would then look at the preceding 
question to see if the respondent answered "yes." An answer 
of "no" to the preceding question would render the unanswered 
question inapplicable, and thus it was determined that the 
questidn was appropriately skipped. A code "0" would be 
assigned to the question, indicating the inapplicability of 
the question. For example, question #5l(a) (see questionnaire 
p. 16) asks the respondent if there are any groups or organi
zations within his community to which he/she can go for prob
lems with housing, employment, trash pick-up, etc. Provided 
that the respondent answered "yes" to 5l(a), question 5l(b) 
instructed the interviewer to ask the respondent if he/she 
ever contacts these organizations. If the respondent answered 
"no"' to 51 (a), there is no reason for ques tion 51 (b) to be 
asked; therefore, 5l(b) would be assigned code "0" indicating 
its inapplicability. 
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Throughout the questionnaire designated skip patterns ap
pear. Among the employment questions, such inquiries appear 
~ddressing the respondent's employment status, how present 
employment was obtained and steps taken towards gaining employ
ment. If a respondent is presently unemployed, retired or 
disabled, certain employment questions would not be applicable. 
An interviewer would not ask these individuals such inappro
priate questions. To make sure that the interviewer did not 
ask inappropriate questions, there were instructions to skip 
to the next applicable question. During the editing process, 
it was important to make sure that skip patterns were accurate
ly interpreted by the interviewer. If certain questions were 
skipped which should not have been, a code "9" (don't know/no 
answer) would be assigned. Appropriately skipped questions 
would receive a code "0" indicating the question's inapplic
ability. 

other Responses 

The questionnaire allowed for "other" responses which 
provided respondents with an alternative answer if he/she 
failed to see the applicability of the predetermined pre-coded 
responses. However, the final analysis plan does not allow 
for "other" responses; therefore, these were carefully examined 
by the editor to determine if their essence could be captured 
by the pre-coded responses. Question #52(b) asks the respon
dent what organizations he/she is affiliated with. There was 
one instance where the respondent indicated that he was a 
member of the Boy Scouts. Because Boy Scouts did not receive 
a specific response category in the questionnaire, the inter
viewer recorded the response in the "other" category. However, 
youth organizations receive a specific response category. It 
was determined by the editing staff that such a response 
could be captured by the pre-coded response category "youth 
organization." If the response could not be captured by pre
coded response categories, new variable categories were devel
oped during the editing stage and assigned codes. 

Open-Ended Questions 

Working with a questionnaire which, for the most part, 
consists of precoded responses was extremely advantageous 
for the research assistants assigned the task of coding. 
However, most researchers would agree that a combination of 
fixed alternative answer questions and open-ended questions 
yield more fruitful research findings (see Babbie, 1973; 
Selltiz et aI, 1976). Therefore, both types of questions 
were included in the questionnaire. 

Pre-coded responses require that the interviewer elicit 
only those responses already designated as being applicable 
to the particular question. Predetermined, fixed alternative 
answers appear foilowing each question, with eqch hayinq,a pre
viously desiynated code. Pre-coded questlonnalres a le~late 
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many problems that result from an overabundance of open-ended 
questions (e.g., increased amount of time for editing ques
tionnaires). 

Out of a total of III questions, approximately 20 open
ended questions appear. Open-ended questions tended to be 
exploratory in nature. Inclusion of the open-ended questions 
provided the respondents with the opportunity to address cer
tain questions openly and honestly without any restrictions. 
Certain issues are complex enough so that it would not only be 
impossible but pratical to attempt to restrict respondents' 
answers to fixed alternative response categories. 

The standardization of responses to open-ended questions 
proved to be one of the more complex stages of the editing 
process. This step was necessary to circumvent any problems 
which might occur during the coding process. This process 
essentially involved what is referred to as content analysis 
(see Selltiz et aI, 391, 1976). In order to carry out the 
task of standardizing open ended responses, the editors ini
tially had to compile lists of all responses elicited by the 
open-ended questions. Next, the editor cancelled out dupli
cate answers to each question. From this cancellation process, 
a composite list of all responses elicited by each open-ended 
question was developed. It was important that the editors 
recorded the responses in such a way that mutually exclusive 
categories were derived. Fortunately, most open-ended ques
tions tended to yield similar responses; therefore, the lists 
were not overly extensive. During the codebook construction 
stage (see code book construction infra) these responses were 
assigned codes. 

To illustrate some of the complexities encountered during 
this stage! a few examples from the questionnaire will be 
provided. Question #24(a) (see questionnaire, page 8) asks 
the respondent if his/her activities have changed any in 
response to fear of crime. Fixed alternative response cate
gories of "yes," "no" and "don't know/no answer" are provided 
for the respondent. However, the second part' of the question 
is an open-ended inquiry. Part (b) asks the respondent to 
give an example or two of these activity changes. If the re
spondent answered "yes" to 24(a) then he/she was expected to 
provide a list of activity changes in response to 24(b). Sev
eral varied responses were elicited from this question, such 
as burning lights more frequently, leaving family alone less' 
frequently, not allowing children to play outside, not going 
out at night alone, not walking through the alley anymore, 
carrying a pistol, takeing certain precautions like putting up 
burglar bars, and so on. To illustrate how such varied respon
ses were standardized, one is instructed to refer to the cor
responding question number appearing in the code book (see code 
codebook, pages 7 and 8, variables #45-51)a For instance, 
variable #45, question #24(b), "limit outside activity/ 
association" would correspond to those persons who stated 
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that they "didn't go out at night alone", "no longer walked 
through the alley" and other similiar responses. Variable 
#46, "travel with groups" would correspond to individual 
responses such as "no longer jog alone," "walk to the bus 
stop with others," and other similar responses. Variable #47 
"more locks and lights" would correspond to those indivi
duals who reacted to the fear of crime by installing burglar 
bars, more lights or locks. Variable #48 "watch children 
more" corresponds to responses such as "don't allow children 
to play outside" or "go outside with children." Variable 
#49 "carry weapons" refers to those individuals who, in reac
tion to the fear of crime, carry different types of weapons. 
Variable #50 "no longer carry money" corresponds to those 
individuals who responded by saying that they leave money at 
home when traveling from place to place or similar type respon
ses. Variable #51 "number of items" is present to instruct 
the coder to record the number of activity changes listed by 
each respondent. 

Another example of the complex standardization of open
ended responses was the process undertaken to standardize the 
responses to question #38 (see questionnaire, page 13). 
Question #38 asked the respondent to list his/her community 
boundaries. It was necessary for the editors to use street 
maps to determine where the respondent considered the community 
boundaries to exist in relation to the respondent's present 
address. Determinations had to be made as to whether the 
street names provided by the respondent corresponded to the 
predetermined tract boundaries, a portion of the tract, the 
respondent's street only, or outside of the tract. All respon
ses were listed and located on street maps in order to standar
dize these responses. Responses were categorized and assigned 
codes as (see page 14 of the codebook). 

The questionnaire also included open-ended questions which 
asked what high school the respondent attended and the names 
and relationship of people living within the same household 
of the respondent. Question #74 (see questionnaire, page 27) 
asked the respondent to list the other members of his/her 
immediate household, to list their ages and sex and to state 
what relationship they are to the respondent. This question, 
as you can see from the codebook (page 31), elicited various 
responses. The typical responses such as mother, father, bro
ther, sister and the not so typical responses of male friend, 
female friend and roommate were among the answers. Compilation 
of all responses to this question was also necessary. The 
same procedure for the categorization and assignment of codes 
to these responses was employed by the editors. 

with editing completed, the research staff has taken one 
major step towards providing reliable research findings. In 
the next section, a detailed discussion of codebook construc
tion will be presented to demonstrate the second step taken 
towards preparing data for computer analysis. 
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APPENDIX D 

CODEBOOK CONSTRUCTION 

The construction of a codebook is essential as it is a 
guide or manual which describes the location of variables 
and code assignments to those variables. The code book serves 
as a set of rules which define "what counts for what" in the 
context of the study. 

The codebook serves two basic functions: It locates var
iables and assists in interpretation during analysis; and it 
is a guide which is used in the coding process. The codebook 
is based on the initial ideas and design of the study. 

Construction of the code book involved developing mutually 
exclusive categories which represent one or more columns for 
a single variable. Coding categories should yield a complete 
classification of all values that appear in the study. 
Construction of the codebook also involved transforming raw 
data into some type of standardized form which can be used for 
analysis. 

Upon completion of the editing process, code sheets were 
developed to transfer data from the questionnaire to code 
sheets for keypunching. The code sheets consisted of nine 
sheets, each sheet representing a single record having eighty 
columns per sheet. The eighty columns represent a code(s) for 
any given response. These codes were then transferred from 
the questionnaire to the codesheets. Columns 1-17 of each 
codesheet represent the following data: 

Column 1-9 
Column 10 
Column 11 
Column 12-14 
Column 15 
Column 16 
Column 17 

Study Identification 
City Identification 
Tract Identificatioon 
Respondent Identification 
Crime Rate of Tract 
Income Rate of Tract 
Age Category of Respondent 

Columns 18 through 78 were reserved for response data. 
Columns 79 and 80 of each codesheet represented the record 
number of that codesheet. 

The questionnaire was precoded which allowed most respon
ses to be transferred directly to the code sheets. 

Example: Question 40 

"How often do you visit with these relatives?" 

Weekly or more • • • • • • 
Two to four times a month 
One to two times a month • 

· . . · . . · . . 
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A few times a year • 4 
Perhaps onre a year . • • . 5 
Rarely ••.•..•..•. 6 
Never . . . • • . • • • 7 
DK/NA . • • • . 9 

During the construction of the codebook, certain decisions 
were made concerning interpretation of questions. All respon
ses to open ended questions were listed and general categories 
were developed in order for coders to simply locate the re
sponse category which best represented the respondent's reply. 
The coders were not required to interpret any responses, since 
this task was completed by the staff prior to the coding 
process. 

Example: Question 27 

"What are the ways in which you think police services could be 
improved in this community?" 

Some of the responses to this question were: 

1. Quicker response time 
2. More visibility 
3. Police should interact more with the community 
4. Better pay 
5. Better services 
6. None 

These six responses were the types of replies most often 
given by the respondents. As mentioned earlier, general 
categories were developed based on the actual responses given 
by respondents. The following is an example of how these 
categories were developed and recorded in the codebook: 

Example: Question 27 

Improvement of Police Services: (Variable Name) 

More patrol visibility 
Faster response time 
No need 
Better police community relationships 
Pay increase 
Improve police services 

The code book was organized in a manner which would provide 
the reader with a visual aid in locating variables and code 
assignments. The organization of the codebook was outlined 
in the following manner. 

-366-

... 



Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V159 5l(a) Community Maintenance Program 3/66 
" " Yes 1 
" " No 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

This organization permitted easy interpretation of the 
questionnaire and also reduced errors when transferring the 
data from the questionnaire to the codesheets. 

Each variable was assigned a number and a name. A list 
was developed which identified the following (see Codebook): 

Variable Number: The number which is assigned to each 
variable in the questionnaire~ 

Question Number: Identifies the question in the question
naire. 

Variable Name: An abbreviation of a question which brief
ly describes the essence of the question. 

Code Number: Identifies the number which is assigned to 
each response category. 

Card/Column Number: Locates the record number and column 
number of a response on the codesheet. 

Another task taken on by the staff during codebook con
struction was the development of open-ended responses and the 
number of items which represented the total number of responses 
given for that question. For any response which the respon
dent answered, a "1" code was assigned. By the same token, if 
the respondent did not answer a given response for the same 
question, a "9" code was assigned [refer to editing for further 
explanation of missing values]. All open-ended responses 
required a unique variable number and card/column number. 

Example: Question 105 

Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

Activities When Skip School 

V373 105 Hang With Friends 1/9 8/21 
V374 " Neighborhood Streets or Shops 1/9 8/22 
V375 " Hang Downtown 1/9 8/23 
V376 " Hang Out Alone 1/9 8/24 
V377 " Participate in Sports 1/9 8/25 
V378 " Participate in Organized Sports 1/9 8/26 
V379 " Getting High 1/9 8/27 
V380 " Stay Home 1/9 8/28 
V381 " Number Items 8/29 

The names of high schools which respondents attended were 
taken directly from the questionnaire and a list was developed 
to which numerical codes were assigned (see Codebook pgs. 50,57). 
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Question 58(a} 

"Did you (are you) attend(ing} school here in ?" ------
Question S8(b) 

"If yes, what is the name of the school?" 

Two occupational lists were developed for the following 
questions: 

Question 77 - "Father's Occupation" 
Question 79 - "Respondent's Occupation" 
Question 99 - "Employment Projection" 

The first occupational list which appears in the body of 
the code book was taken from the 1970 Census. Codes were 
assigned to this list based on category type. Each occupa-
tion category consisted of a variety of specific occupations 
which were placed in one broad category. For example, under 
the category of "Professional, Technical and Kindred Workers," 
occupations such as accountants, actors, architects, athletes, 
dancers, dentists, reporters, entertainers, farm and horne 
management advisors, librarians, lawyers, nurses, photographers, 
radio operators, social workers and teachers were listed. 
One code was assigned to each occupational category rather 
than to a specific occupation. Consequently, one code assign
ment represented a variety of occupation titles which ranged 
from "professional" to "kindred workers." 

Since each category included such inconsistent occupation 
titles, it was necessary to develop an additional list which 
allowed for more specific occupations. This list was developed 
by taking the actual response from the questionnaire and alpa
betizing this list. Numerical codes were then assigned to 
the list (see Codebook pages 58-68). 

Example: Question 79 

"What is your main occupation?" 

Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V433 79 (Respondent) Specific Occupation 
Accountant 
Administrative Assistant 
Air Conditioner/Heating 

8/67-69 
" 
n 

" 

" 
" 
n 

" 
" 
" 

" 
II 

" 

Repairman 
•• (list continues through} ••• 

pilot/Navigator 
Professional Athlete 
Stewardess 

001 
002 

003 

203 
204 
205 

" 
" 

" 

" 
n 

fI 

Finally, these occupations were given an occupational 
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prestige score. The rating scale was developed by the National 
Opinion Research Center (NORC, 1947; Reiss, et aI, 1961). 
NORC developed a rating of ninety occupations from a national 
sample of adult and teenage Americans. In 1947, NORC conducted 
a study of public attitudes regarding the prestige of 90 selec
ted occupations. 

The alphabetized occupations were then assigned codes us-
ing the NORC prestige scores (see Codebook pages 433-4380. 

Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V434 79 NORC Scores 8/70-72 .. " Dentist 099 " 
" .. Doctor 099 " .. " Psychologist/psychiatrist 099 .. 
II " Architect 098 " 
II II Lawyer 098 " 

Once the codebook had been completed, the process of trans
ferring the data from the questionnaire to the codesheets 
began. 
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APPENDIX E 

Missing Values 

All Don't Know and No Answer = "9" 
All Not Applicable = "0" 
The exception to the above being: 
Question #31, variables 87-95. 
Question #53, variables 176-182. 
Question #54, variables 183-190. 
Question #55, variables 191-199. 
Where Don't Know = "3" 

Don't Know and No Answ~r code (9) 
will be defined as any question which 
is not addressed by the respondent 
(nothing is circled), or in a multi
variable question (i.e., more than 
one possible response), where one or 
two responses are circled. All others 
are coded as "9". 

Not Applicable code ("O") apply when 
designated by a skip pattern. Those 
questions where Interviewer/Coder is 
instructed to skip are coded "0". 
Two part questions imply a possible 
skip. 

All blank columns are shown as liB". 

Q #74-"Farnily Member Relations" 
All "99" will be defined as DK/NA. 
Any person 99 years or older will 
be coded as ,"98". 

NOTE: 

Respondent's ID # appears in columns 
12-14. Column "15" defines whether 
respondent is a high schooler or adult, 
where l=high school and 2=adult. Exact 
age of respondent is indicated in 
card/column 5/52-53. 

-370-



• 
Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

Vl Stu:1y !oD. 80NIAX003 1/1-9 

V2 City LD. 1/10 
Atlanta 1 
D.C. 2 

V3 Tcact LD. 1/11 .. low Incane-lDw Crime 1 .. IJ:::M ~ane-High Cr.ime 2 .. Middle Incane-low Crime 3 .. Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

V4 Resp:mjent I.D. 1/12-14 

V5 Cr.ime Rate of Tract 1/15 .. High 1 .. IJ:::M 2 

V6 Incaue C:ltegory of 'react 1/16 .. Middle 1 e .. low 2 

V7 Age C:ltegory of Resp:>rx'ient 1/17 .. Teencge (15-18) 1 .. Young Adult (19-25) 2 
" Adult (26-64) 3 
" Senior (65+) 4 
" DK/NA 9 

VB 1 Years in City (write out) 1/18-19 
" .. DK/NA 99 

V9 l(b) Iergth Present Address 1/20-21 
II DK/NA 99 

VI0 2 Prior Address 1/22 
Another lrldress 1 
Another Part of Tbwn 2 
Qlt of City But in Metro Area 3 
Outside Metro Area 4 
Another State 5 
Another County 6 
DK/NA 9 

Vll 2(b) Iergth Prior Address 1/23-24 

e " DK/NA 99 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V12 3 Carmuni ty Trouble Makers 1/25 .. .. NJt a Problem 1 .. .. Sane'l.bat a Problem 2 .. .. Big Problem 3 
" .. DKjm 9 

V13 4 Confusion lmorg Neighbors 1/26 .. II bbt a Problem 1 
II .. Sane\\hat a Problem 2 .. .. Big Problem 3 .. .. DK/NA 9 

V14 S Excessive Public Drinkirg 1/27 
" " NJt a Problem 1 
" .. SanevJhat a Problen 2 .. " Big Problem 3 
" " DK/NA. 9 

V1S 6 Insultirg Ranarks 1/28 
" " bbt a Problan 1 

" " Sane'that a Problan 2 
" " Big Problem 3 
" It DK/NA 9 

V16 7 Ba::'i Elements 1/29 .. " NJt a Problem 1 .. II Sane'l.bat a Problem 2 
" " Big Problem 3 
" " DK/NA. 9 

V17 8 Fear of Crime 1/30 
" .. bbt a Problem 1 .. " Sane\\hat a Problem 2 .. " Big Problem 3 
" .. DK/NA 9 

Vla 9 Trespassirg in Yards 1/31 
" " NJt a Problem 1 
II " Sane~t a Problem 2 
" " Big Problem 3 
" " DK/m 9 

V19 10 People Fightin3' 1/32 
" " NJt a Problem 1 .. II' Sane\'.hat a Problem 2 
" .. Big Problem 3 
" .. DK/NA 9 • 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V20 11 Property Damage 1/33 
" " N:>t a Problan 1 
" " Sanev.hat a Problem 2 
'oj II Big Problan 3 
" II DK/NA 9 

V21 12 Public Drug Usage 1/34 
II \I N:>t a Problan 1 
II II Sane~at a Problen 2 
II II Big Problan 3 
\I \I DK/NA 9 

V22 13(a) Future Police Watch 1/35 
II " Yes 1 
" " N:> 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V23 13(b) Future Mail Postp:nenent 1/36 .. \I Yes 1 .. .. N:> 2 
\I " DK/NA 9 

V24 13(c) Future N3ighbor Watch 1/37 
" " Yes 1 
" \I N:> 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V25 13(d) Future N3ighbor Mail Delivery 1/38 
" " Yes 1 
II II N:> 2 
II \I DK/NA 9 

V26 : 13( e) Future N3ighbor Ibuse Check 1/39 .. .. Yes 1 .. .. N:> 2 .. " DK/NA 9 

V27 13( f) Future Ibuse Light 1/40 
II II Yes 1 
II II N:> 2 
II II DK/NA 9 

V28 13(a) Past Police Watch 1/41 
II II Yes 1 
II II N:> 2 
II II DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V29 13(b) Past Mail Postp:manent 1/42 
" II Yes 1 
" II N:> 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

V30 13(c} Past ~ightor Watch 1/43 .. " Yes 1 
II " N:> 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V31 13(d) Past ~ightor Mail Delivery 1/44 
" " Yes 1 
" " N:> 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

V32 13(e} Past tEighbor Ibuse Check 1/45 
" " Yes 1 
" " J:.b 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V33 13(f) Past Ibuse Light 1/46 
" " Yes 1 
" " N:::> 2 
" II DK/NA 9 

V34 14 Frequency of Burglaries 1/47 .. Never 1 .. Very Rarely 2 
" Chce in 1I,..ihile 3 .. Fairly Often 4 
" Repeatedly 5 .. DK/m 9 

V35 15 Fre::JUency of lbbberies 1/48 .. Never 1 .. Very Rarely 2 
" Once in AWhile 3 
" Fairly Often 4 
II Reteatooly 5 .. DK/NA 9 

V36 16 Frequency of Assaults 1/49 
II tever 1 
" Very Rarely 2 .. Chce in .M1ile 3 .. Fairly Often 4 .. Repeatedly 5 
" DK/m 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

V37 17 U. S. Ccine Increase 1/50 
II II Increased 1 
II II Saroo '2 
II .. Decreased 3 .. II DK/NA. 9 

V38 18 Commnity Crime Increase 1/51 
II .. Increasal 1 
" .. Same 2 .. II Decrease:l 3 .. II DK/NA 9 

V39 19 Per~trators of Camnnity Crime 1/52 .. II ~ Crime H:iptEnirg in Canmunity 1 .. II Outsiders 2 .. .. Fqually by Both 3 .. .. People Livirg Here 4 
II II DK/NA 9 

V40 20 Carmunity Crine Rate 1/53 
II Mlch M:>re 03.rgerous 1 
II M:>re I.angerous 2 
II Aboot Average 3 
II Less Dangerous 4 
II M.lch less Iargerous 5 .. DK/m 9 

V41 21 Safe Alone Durirg 03.y 1/54 
" .. Very Safe 1 .. " Reas:mably Safe 2 .. II Sane'M1at Unsafe 3 .. .. Very lhsafe 4 .. II DK/NA 9 

V42 22 Safe Alene Durirg Night 1/55 
II .. Very Safe 1 
II .. ReaB:)nably Safe 2 
II II SaneWhat Unsafe 3 .. .. Very thsafe 4 
II II DK/NA 9 

V43 23 Canmunity Activity Charges 1/56 
II II Yes 1 
" II 

~ 2 
II " DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest #: Var Nane Code # C/C # 

V44 24(a) Resp:mdent's Activity Changes 1/57 .. " Yes 1 
" " No 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V45 24(b) Limit Outside Activity/Association 1/9 1/58 

V46 " Travel With Groups 1/9 1/59 

V47 24(b) M:>re locks and Lights 1/9 1/60 

V48 " Watch Children M:>re 1/9 1/61 

V49 " carry Weaf.Ons J../9 1/62 

V50 " N::> IoIX,jer carry M:>ney 1/9 1/63 

VSl 1\ Number Itans (Q-24 (b) ) 1/64 

V52 25(a) Police Service Call 1/65 
" " Yes 1 
" " N::> 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

Rea~m fur Police Service 

V53 25(b) Burglary/Theft/Auto 1/9 1/66 

V54 " Fobbery 1/9 1/67 

VS5 " Illness/~ath 1/9 1/68 

V56 II IXtnestic Dispute/FightiIX,j/ 1/9 1/69 
Disorderly CbIrluct 

VS7 " Murder 1/9 1/70 

V58 " Rape 1/9 1/71 

V59 25(b) Manslaughter/Accidental Killings 1/9 1/72 

V60 " Kidnaping/Missing Person 1/9 1/73 

V61 " M:>re Patrolirg/Foutine 1/9 1/74 

V62 " Ntmiber Itans (Q-25(b» 1/75 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V63 25(c) Opinion of Services 1/76 .. .. Good 1 .. .. Satisfactory 2 
1\ II Poor 3 
II .. DK/Nh 9 

Blank Colmm 1/77 

V64 26 Police cannunity Service 1/78 
Police Services Very Ibor 1 
Police Services Poor 2 
Police Services Average 3 
Police Services Good 4 
Police Services Very Goo1 5 
DK/Nh 9 

Deck Nuniber 01 1/79-80 

SttXly 1. D. 8ONIAXOO3 2/1-9 

City I. D. 2/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 

Tract I. D. 2/11 
low Incdne-Iow Crime 1 
I1:M Imane-High Cri.rre 2 
Middle Incane-low Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

Resp:m:lent I. D. 2/12-14 

CriIoo Fate of Tract 2/15 
High 1 
I.c1N 2 

Incane ca.~ory of Tract 2/16 
Middle 1 
low 2 

lv;]e ca.t930ry of Resp::>rnent 2/17 
Teenage (15-18) :L 
Y0l1n3 Adult (19-25) 2 
Adult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65) 4 
DK/NA 9 

-377-



• 
Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

Improvement of Police Services 

V65 27 More Patrol Visibility 1/9 2/18 
V66 II Faster Resp.Jnse Time 1/9 2/19 
V67 II N:> Neal 1/9 2/20 
V68 II Better Police-Cammunity Relationships 1/9 2/21 
V69 II Pay Increase 1/9 2/22 
V70 II Improve Police Services 1/9 2/23 
V71 II Number Items (Q-27) 2/24 

V72 28(a) Police Cammmity Groups 2/25 
" " Yes 1 
II " No 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

Cammmity Police Groups 

'173 28(b) B::>ys Club 1/9 2/26 
V74 II 4~s/Cammunity Clubs 1/9 2/27 
V75 " O:mrmnity Block Clubs 1/9 2/28 
V76 " Cllurch Clubs 1/9 2/29 
V77 .. Number Items (Q-28(b» 2/30 

Blank Columns 2/31-32 

V78 29(a) Police Involvement/Personal Acquaintance 2/33 
II .. Yes 1 
II .. N:> 2 .. .. DK/NA 9 

Trouble With Police 

V79 29(b) Irrmaliate Family 1/9 2/34 
V80 " Outside Family 1/9 2/35 
VBl " Friem 1/9 2/36 
V82 " Casual AcqtBintance 1/9 2/37 
VB3 II Distant Acquaintance 1/9 2/38 
V84 " Neighbor 1/9 2/39 
VB5 /I Number Items (Q-29 (b) ) 2/40 

V86 30 Resp.Jndent Trouble With Police 2/41 
II " Yes 1 
" " No 2 
II " DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V87 31(a) Police fbnesty/Cbrruption (+ ) 2/42 .. .. Very fbnest 1 .. .. Sanewnat fbnest 2 .. .. N:> Opinion 3 
" " SareWhat Cbrrupt. 4 
" " Very Corrupt 5 
II " DK/NA 3 

vee 3l(b) Police Good/Bad (-) 2/43 
" Very Bad 1 
" Sane\\hat Bad 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
" Sane\'hat Good 4 
II Very Good 5 .. DK/NA 3 

va9 31(c) Police Fairness (-) 2/44 
II Very lhfair 1 .. SaneWhat Unfair 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
" SaneWhat Fair 4 .. Very Fair 5 
" DK/NA 3 

V90 31(d) Police Iazy/Hard\aOrkin;:J (-) 2/45 
Very lilzy 1 
Scme\<hat lazy 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Sane\\hat Hard\aOrking 4 
Very Hal:d\\orking 4 
DK/NA 3 

V91 31(e) Police anartness (+ ) 2/46 
Very Smart 1 
SaneWhat anart 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Sane\\hat Dumb 4 
Very IXlmb 5 
DK/NA 3 

V92 31(f) Police Friendliness (+) 2/47 .. Very Frierrlly 1 
1\ Sanevhat Friemly 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
II Sane\'hat Unfriendly 4 
1\ Very Unfrierrlly 5 .. DK/NA 3 
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Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V93 3l(g) Police Ki.rrlness (+ ) 2/48 
" It Very Kim 1 
It II SareWhat Kind 2 
II 1\ N:> Opinion 3 
" II SoneWhat Cruel 4 
II II Very Cruel 5 
It " DK/NA. 3 

V94 3l(h) Police H:lrsh/Fasygoirg (-) 2/49 
Very Harsh 1 
Scme\'lhat H:lrsh 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Scme\tbat Easygoirg 4 
Very Fasygoin;l 5 
DK/NA 3 

V95 31(i) Police 'lbughness (-) 2/50 
Very'lbugh 1 
SoneWhat 'lbugh 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Sane\tthat Softhearterl 4 
Very Soft1'leartErl 5 
DK/NA 3 

V96 32 Canrmnity Recreational Facilities 2/51 
N:>ne 1 
Very Few 2 
A Few 3 
Qui te a Ntm1ber 4 
A Wh:>le lot 5 
DK/NA 9 

V97 33 Responsible Usage of Recreational Facilities 2/52 
" " N:> 1 
" .. Yes, Once in AWhile 2 
II .. Yes, Qli te Often 3 .. .. DK/NA 9 

V98 34 Public &:!alth Facilities 2/53 
II " Yes 1 
II .. N:> 2 
II " DK/m 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

PUblic Health Facilities Named. 

V99 34(b) Public Health Clinic 1/9 2/54 
VIOO II SCM fbuse (Washirlg'ton, D. C.) 1/9 2/55 
VIOl II OUt Reach Clinic/Mental 1/9 2/56 
VI02 II Dental Clinic 1/9 2/57 
VI03 II MErlical Clinic 1/9 2/58 
VI04 II Ibspital 1/9 2/59 
VI05 II Ibn't Know 1/9 2/60 
VI06 " Nurt'ber Itans (Q-34 (b) ) 2/61 

Blank Colunns 2/62-63 

VI07 35 ResfX)ndent Usage Public Health 2/64 
II II N:l 1 
II II Yes, Chce in Awhile 2 
II II Yes, Q.,lite Often 3 .. II DK/NA 9 

VI08 36 Opinion of Public TransfX)rtation 2/65 
II Service Very Fbor 1 
II Service Poor 2 
II Service About Average 3 
II Service Good 4 
II Service Very Good 5 
II DK/NA 9 

VI09 37 Reliance on Public TransfX)rtation 2/66 
II II Can Get By Wi tiout 1 
II II Sanewhat Dependent 2 
II II Qui te Depement 3 
II II !b NeErl 4 
" II DK/NA 9 

VIIO 38 Ccmnuni ty Boundaries 2/67-68 
II City 01 
II Wh::>:).e Tract 02 

Section of 'Ibwn 03 
ResfX)ndent's Block Only 04 
1-2 Mjoin:in:J Streets 05 
3-4 Mjoinirlg' Streets 06 
Portion of Tract arrl Outside Boundaries 07 
fbrtion of Tract 08 
Camnunity OUtside ReSfX)ment l s Residence 09 

II ResfX)ndent' s Street Only 10 
II Whole Tract am OUtside Botmdaries 11 
" Lbn't Kn<:M 99 
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Var # Quest # Var Narce Code # C/C # 

Blank Columns 2/69-70 

Vlll 39 Relatives Inside a::rmmnity 2/71 
II " Yes 1 
II II tib 2 
" It DK/NA 9 

Vl12 39(b) Nuniber of Relatives Inside O:mrmnity 2/72-73 
(write out mmi:>er) 

Vl13 40 Visitation With Relatives o..tt.side Cbmnnity 2/74 
Weekly or fure 1 
'I\o.Q to Fbur Times a Month 2 
Cbe to '&0 TiIres a funth 3 
A Few Times a Year 4 
Perhaps Q1ce a Year 5 
Farely 6 

II Never 7 
II DK/NA 9 

Vl14 41(a) Cbntact Out of 'Ibwn Relatives 2/75 
II II Weekly or M:>re 1 
II 'I'Y.o to Four TiIres a funth 2 .. Cbe to 'I\o.Q Times a M:>nth 3 
II A Few T.imes a Year 4 
II Perhaps <nce a Year 5 .. Rarely 6 
II tever 7 
II DK/t;q;" 9 

Vl15 41(b) ~casions 2/76-77 
tib Special ~casion 01 
Ibliday 02 
Re-Union 03 
Vacation 04 
Illness/Ftnerals 05 
lm.y ~casion 06 
DK/NA 99 

Vl16 42(a) Close Priems in G:mnunity 2/78 
II II Yes 1 .. .. tib 2 .. II DK/NA 9 

Deck NunIDer 02 2/79-80 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

Sttrly 1. D. BONIAX003 3/1-9 

City 1. D. 3/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 

Tract I. D. 3/11 
low Incane-low Crime 1 
low Incane-High CriIre 2 
Middle Incane-low Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

Resp::mjent I. D. 3/12-14 

Crirre Fate of Tract 3/15 
High 1 
low 2 

Incane Category of Tract 3/16 
Middle 1 
low 2 

Age Cat63Qry of Respondent 3/17 
Teencge (15-1B) 1 
YOurr:J Mult (19-25) 2 
Adult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65) 4 
DK/NA 9 

Vl17 42(b) Close Friems Outside Ccrmnni ty 3/18 
In. a Nearby Cammnity 1 
In Another Part of 'lbwn 2 
OUt of City 3 
Another City 4 

'OUt of state 5 
DK/NA 9 

Vl18 43 Work in ctmmunity 3/19 
" \'k)rkerl In This Carrnuni ty 1 
" Worked in Another Section of 'Ibwn 2 
" \'k)rkerl Outside City 3 
" Never Worked/Unenployed/Retirro 4 
" Traveled 5 
" DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Naroo Code # . C/C # 

leader in Camtuni ty 

Vl19 44 Political/Religious Official 1/9 3/20 
Vl20 " N3igh1x>r 1/9 3/21 
Vl21 " Resp:n'rlent 1/9 3/22 
V122 " Relative 1/9 3/23 
Vl23 II I:b (he 1/9 3/24 
Vl24 II Nuniber Itans (Q-44) 3/25 

Blank Colunns 3/26-29 

Vl25 45 Oontacted City Officials 3/30 
" II Yes 1 
" " I:b 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

V126 46(a) Narne/postion City Official 3/31 
" II Cbuncilman 1 
II " Mayor 2 
" " Scmeone in Mayor's Office 3 
" " Department Official (such as Ibusill3, 

Planning, etc.) 4 
II .. Police/Fire 5 
II " Scmeone Fran Judiciary (attorney, court, 

etc. ) 6 
" " Social Service/Welfare 7 
" II DK/NA. 9 

Reas:m fur Cbntact of City Official 

V127 46(b) Employment/Money 1/9 3/32 
V128 N3ighborbJod Problan 1/9 3/33 
Vl29 Maintenance/Repair 1/9 3/34 
V130 Cr:irne Problan 1/9 3/35 
V131 Sanitation 1/9 3/36 
V132 Transp:>rtation 1/9 3/37 
V133 I~alth 1/9 3/38 
V134 Nuniber Itans (Q-46b) 3/39 

Blank Columns 3/40 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

Fearon for :aJ Cbntact of City Officials 

Vl35 47 tb Need 1/9 3/41 
V136 " None of Official's Business 1/9 3/42 
V137 II M::>re Ibssel an:l Rlmaromd 1/9 3/43 
Vl38 II Didn't Krr:Jw wm to Cbntact or What to Say 1/9 3/44 
V139 II Problan tbt 'lbo Severe 1/9 3/45 
Vl40 .. Help Fram Neighbor/Relative 1/9 3/46 
V141 " Number Itans (Q-4 7) 3/47 

V142 48(a) Cbntact With Private lV:Jency 3/48 .. .. Yes 1 .. .. tb 2 
II .. DK/NA 9 

Name of Private lV:Jenc::y 

Vl43 49 Legal atsiness 1/9 3/49 
Vl44 II Em Surmer Enployment 1/9 3/50 
V145 " Iarrlloro 1/9 3/51 e V146 " Television Station 1/9 3/52 
V147 .. Bank 1/9 3/53 
Vl48 .. utility Campmy/MARTA 1/9 3/54 
V149 " City/Comty lV:Jency 1/9 3/55 
V1SO " Can't Ranember 1/9 3/56 
V151 .. Number Itans (Q-49) 3/57 

Blank Cblumns 3/58 

Rearon for :aJn-Contact of hJency 

V152 50 Didn't I<nc:M Any 1/9 3/59 
V153 .. :aJ Need 1/9 3/60 
Vl54 .. Get Rm Arourrl 1/9 3/61 
V155 .. Criminal Record 1/9 3/62 
V156 .. Didn't Realize lV:Jency Capability/Cbncern 1/9 3/63 
V157 .. Didn' t Know Who to O::mtact 1/9 3/64 
V158 .. Nurciber Itans (0-50) 3/65 

V159 51(a) Canrntnity Maintenance Pr03'rams 3/66 .. .. Yes 1 .. .. :aJ 2 .. .. DK/m 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Nama Code '# C/C #: 

Vl60 51(b) Usage of Camnmi. ty Maintenance 3/67 .. .. N:J 1 
II II Yes 2 .. II Yes, Q1.ce in Ml.ile 3 .. " Yes, Quite Often 4 
" II DK/NA 9 

V161 52 Club Affiliation 3/68 
" " Yes 1 
" II N:> 2 
" II DK/NA 9 

Kims of Organizational Affiliation 

Vl62 52(b) Sp:>rts Club 1/9 3/69 
V163 " Recreational Group/Social 1/9 3/70 
V164 II Youth Organization 1/9 3/71 
V165 II Political Group 1/9 3/72 
V166 II Trcrle Union 1/9 3/73 
V167 " Professional Association 1/9 3/74 
V168 II Cboperative 1/9 3/75 
V169 II PI'A 1/9 3/76 
V170 " Fraternity/Sorority 1/9 3/77 
V171 II Civil Rights 1/9 3/78 

Deck Number 03 3/79-80 

Sttrly I.D. 8ONIAX003 4/1-9 

City I. D. 4/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 

Tract I. D. 4/11 
lDw Incane-low Crime 1 
U::M Incane-High Cri.rre 2 
Middle Incane-low Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

ReslX'ment I. D. 4/12-14 

Cri.rre Fate of Tract 4/15 
High 1 
U::M 2 

Inc..'(]l1e Category of Tract 4/16 
Middle 1 
low 2 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

Age cate:pry of Resp:>I'rlent 4/17 
Teenager (15-18) 1 
Yourg .Adult (19-25). 2 
Mult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65+) 4 

Kirxls of Ocganizational. Affiliation (continued) 

Vl72 52(b) N3ighOOrb:.od/ Cllurch 1/9 4/18 
V173 .1 Haalth 1/9 4/19 
V174 II Sch:x>l Organizations 1/9 4/20 
V175 II Ntnnber Items (0-52 (b) ) 4/21 

CriIre Definitions 

Vl76 53(a) Argry Black Arsonists (+ ) 4/22 
II .. Quite Right 1 
II .. Sane\lchat Right 2 
II II N:> Opinion 3 
II \I Sane\'.hat Wrorg 4 
II \I Quite Wrorg 5 
\I II DK/NA 3 

V177 53(b) Unemployed IbId-Up Man (-) 4/23 
Qli te Wrorg 1 
8aneWhat WlOIl3 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Sanev.hat Right 4 
Qlite Right 5 
DK/m 3 

V178 53(c) Intimidated Black/White Killing (-) 4/24 
II II Quite Wron:J 1 
II II Scme\lchat Wron:J 2 .. II N:> Opinion 3 .. II Sane\\hat Right 4 
II II Quite Right 5 .. \I DK/NA 3 

V179 53(d) Ibt Merchandise (+) 4/25 
Qli te Right 1 
SaneWhat Right 2 
N:> ~inion 3 
SaneWhat Wro1l3 4 

e Qlite Wrorg 5 
DK/m 3 
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Var # Quest # Var Na.I'te Code # C/C # 

V100 53(e) Destitute Presti tute (+) 4/26 .. II Quite Right 1 
II .. SoreWhat Right 2· .. .. N:> Opinion 3 .. .. SaneWhat Wrorg 4 
II .. Qlite Wrorg 5 .. .. DK/NA. 3 

V18l 53(£) Pris:mer Uprisirg (+) 4/27 .. Quite Right 1 .. Scme\lhat Right 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 .. Scme\lhat Wrorg 4 .. Quite Wrorg 5 .. DK/NA 3 

Vl82 53(g) Bank Book Fixer (+) 4/28 .. .. Qlite Right 1 .. .. SaneWhat Right 2 .. .. N:> Opinion 3 e .. II SaneWhat Wrorg 4 .. .. Qlite Wrorg 5 .. .. DK/NA. 3 

Attitme Measuranent 

V183 54(a) Interpersonal Depen:'lence (+) 4/29 .. StJ:Orgly Agree 1 .. Jlgree 2 
II N:> Opinion 3 .. Disagree 4 .. StJ:Orgly Disagree 5 
II DK/NA 3 

Vl84 54(b) Success/Luck or Ability (-) 4/30 .. .. Strorgly Agree 1 .. .. Agree 2 .. .. N:> Opinion 3 .. .. Disagree 4 .. .. Strorgly Disagre 5 .. .. DK/m 3 

• 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V185 54(c) Negative FUture Perspective (- ) 4/31 .. .. Str0IlJly Agree 1 .. .. Agree 2 
II II !b q;>inion 3 
II II Disagree 4 .. II StroIlJly Disagree 5 
II .. DK/~ 3 

V186 54(d) Interpersonal Mistrust (-) 4/32 
II StIoIlJly Agree 1 
II Pgree 2 
II !b Opinion 3 
II Disagree 4 
II StIoIlJly Disagree 5 
" DK/NA 3 

V187 54(e) Di3mal OUtlook fur Black O1ildren (-) 4/33 
II Strorgly Agree 1 
II Agree 2 
II !b q;>inion 3 
II Disagree 4 
II StroIlJly Disagree 5 
II DK/NA 3 

V188 54(f) Misconception of Black Situation (-) 4/34 
II StIoIlJly Agree 1 .. Pgree 2 
II N:> Opinion 3 
II Disagree 4 
II StIoIlJly Disagree 5 
II DK/NA 3 

V189 54(g) Disinterested PUblic Officials (- ) 4/35 
II Strorg ly Agree 1 .. Agree 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
II Disagree 4 
II Str0IlJly Disagree 5 .. DK/NA 3 

V190 54 (h) RaisiIlJ Poor Standard of Li virg (-) 4/36 
StIoIlJly Agree 1 
Pgree 2 
tb Opinion 3 
Disagree 4 
StIoIlJly Disagree 5 
DK/NA 3 
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var #: Quest #: Var Nane Coc!e#: C/C #: 

Self E'valmtion 

Vl91 55(a) Feeli.n:Js of Self Worth (+ ) 4/37 .. Stron;jly kJree 1 
II .Agree 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 .. Disagree 4 .. Stron;jly Disagree 5 .. DK/NA 3 

V192 55(b) Perronal Good Qualities (+ ) 4/38 .. Stron;jly Agree 1 
" kJree 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 .. Disagree 4 .. Stron;jly Disagree 5 .. DK/~ 3 

V193 55(c) Personal Failuce (-) 4/39 .. Strorgly kJree 1 .. .Agree 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
" Disagree 4 
II Stron;jly Disagree 5 .. _DK/NA 3 

Vl94 55(d) Self Confidence (+) 4/40 
Stron;jly Agree 1 
Agree 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Disagree 4 
Stron;jly Disagree 5 
DK/~ 3 

V195 55(e) lack of Self Pride (-) 4/41 .. Stron;jly kJree 1 .. .Agree 2 .. N:> Opinion 3 
" Disagree 4 
" Strongly Disagree 5 
" DK/NA 3 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V196 55(f) Positive Attitude (+) 4/42 
Strorgly Agree 1 
Agree 2 
N:> ~inion 3 
Disagree 4 
Strorgly Disagree 5 
DK/m 3 

V197 55(g) Self satisfaction (+) 4/43 
II Strorgly Agree 1 
II Pgree 2 
II N:> Opinion 3 .. Disagree 4 .. Strorgly Disagree 5 
II DK/NA 3 

V198 55(h) Feelirgs of Uselessness (- ) 4/44 
StroIl3'ly Agree 1 
h;p:ee 2 
N:> ~inion 3 
Disagree 4 
Strorgly Disagree 5 
DK/m 3 

V199 55(i) Low Self Fstean (-) 4/45 
Strorgly Agree 1 
Pgree 2 
N:> Opinion 3 
Disagree 4 
Strorgly Disagree 5 
DK/NA 3 
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Var #; Quest #; Var Nama Code#; C/C #; 

V200 56 Am:>mt of Sclxx>ling 4/46-47 .. .. still &1rolled in High School 01 .. II Dropped Out of Grade Sclxx>l 02 .. .. Chnpleted Gra1.e School Chly 03 .. .. Dropped Out of High Sclxx>l 04 .. " Gra1.uated Fran High ScbJol B.lt Received 05 
N:> Adm tional Fd1.J2tion .. " Grcrluated Fran High School arrl Had 06 
Vocational TrainiDJ 

" " Had Vocational Trainin:J B.lt Did N:>t 07 
Graduate Fran High Sclxx>l 

Chnpleted Zero to 'J.\t.u Years Col1e:Je 08 
CanpletErl Tv.o or Three Years College 09 
Gra:'iuated Fran Colle:Je 10 
Groouate or Professional TrainiIl3 11 
Cbtained G!ID 12 
Never AtterrlErl Sclxx>l 13 
DK/NA 99 

Rea9:)n fOr High Sclxx>l Drcp Out 

V201 57 Elt1ployment/Child Supp:>rt i/9 4/48 
V202 " Teenage Pregnancy i/9 4/49 
V203 " Family Sllp1X)rt/Marriage i/9 4/50 
V204 " 'Ibo Far Away 1/9 4/51 
V205 " Poor Gra:'ies 1/9 4/52 
V206 " kcanpmy Frierrls i/9 4/53 
V207 II UncariIl3 Teachers 1/9 4/54 
V208 " !bred 1/9 4/55 
V209 II Poor Pd justment 1/9 4/56 
V210 Could N:)t AffOrd 1/9 4/57 
V211 TroUble With Police 1/9 4/58 
V212 Expelle:1 1/9 4/59 
V213 lack of Comselin:J 1/9 4/60 
V214 It!alth Reasons/IRath 1/9 4/61 
V215 NunIDer Items (Q-57) 4/62-63 

V216 58 City of Sch:x:>l 4/64 
II II Yes 1 
II II N:> 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

V217 58(b) Name of Sc1'xlol (See Apperrlix) 4/65-66 

V218 58(c) Private or Public School 4/67 
" " Public 1 
II .. Private 2 .. " DK/m 9 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Name Code#: c/C #: 

V219 59 Racial Make-Up 4/68 
II " All Black 1 
II " M:>re '!han Half Bla,ck 2 
II " .lIbcA.tt E.\ren Beb.'een Blacks an:'! Whites 3 
II " Mostly Whites 4 
II II DK/N}\ 9 

V220 60 Racial Discrimination 4/69 
" II Yes 1 
" " No 2 
" " DK/N}\ 9 

Differential Treatment of Whites 

'V221 61 r.t:>re Respact 1/9 4/70 
V222 " leniency Fran Principal 1/9 4/71 
V223 II r.t:>re Privileges 1/9 4/72 
V224 " Better Grades 1/9 4/73 
V225 " r.t:>re Teacher Attention 1/9 4/74 
V226 " r.t:>re Counselor Attention 1/9 4/75 

e V227 II r.t:>re (bach Attention 1/9 4/76 
V228 " Treata:'i Worse 1/9 4/77 
V229 " N::>t EXp:!lled as Often 1/9 4/78 

Deck Number 04 4/79-80 

Stooy I. D. OONIAXOO3 5/1-9 

City I. D. 5/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 

Tract I. D. 5/11 
lJ::M ~ane-lJ::M Crime 1 
low Incane-High Crime 2 
Middle Incane-li:::M Cr irne 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

Resp:mdent I. D. 5/12-14 

Crime Iate of Tract 5/15 
High 1 
low 2 

Incane CategJry of Trace 5/16 
Middle 1 
lJ::M 2 
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Var # Quest # Var Nama Code # c/c # 

]t,ge Cate:pry of Resp:m:ient 5/17 
Teencger (15-18) 1 
Y0Un:J Adult (19-25) 2 
Adult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65+) 4 

V230 61 Better lmlches 1/9 5/18 
V231 .. NuniJer of Itens (0-61) 5/19-20 

V232 62 Fomness of Scb:>ol 5/21 .. .. Very Much 1 
" " ScmE!'lthat 2 
" " NJt 'ltx> Much 3 
II " J:ibt At All: I Hated It 4 
" " DK/NA. 9 

V233 63(a) Awareness of Financial Assistance 5/22 
" " Yes 1 
" " J:ib 2 
" " DK/NA. 9 

Types of Financial Assistance 

V234 63(b) Cbo~tive Vocational Program 1/9 5/23 
V235 " Scholarship 1/9 5/24 
V236 " CETA 1/9 5/25 
V237 " Etlu:.::ational qpfortunity Grant 1/9 5/26 
V238 " College Work-Sttrly 1/9 5/27 
V239 " Guaranteed Sttrlent loan Progrcm 1/9 5/28 
V240 " Fooeral Goverrment loan 1/9 5/29 
V241 " Fooeral Benefits 1/9 5/30 
V242 " Source tlnkr'own 1/9 5/31 
V243 " Number Itans (Q~3(b}) 1/9 5/32 

V244 64 Discussion of Job Plans 5/33 
" ~ver 1 
" cnce 2 
" ':&u or 'Ihree Times 3 
" Four or Five Tirres 4 
" Six or M::>re Times 5 
" Our Counselors Meet With Groups 6 
" Did J:ibt Have Guidance Cbunselor 7 
" DK/NA. 9 

SKIP TO OOESTION #66 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Narre Code #: C/C#: 

V245 66 Marital Status 5/34 
SinJle (Under 18-years-old) 1 
SinJle (19 am over) 2 
Marrioo. 3 
Seprratoo. 4 
Divorcoo. 5 
Widowoo. 6 
LivinJ Together 7 
DK/NA. 9 

V246 67 Nt.lnU:>er of Children (write out) 5/35-36 

V247 68(a) Religion Rearoo. 5/37-38 .. Baptist 01 
Protestant 02 
Hbliness/Sanctifioo. 03 
Hebrew 04 
Africian Met.lDdist Epi&::qalian (AME) 05 
Muslim 06 
Metlodist 07 
Catoolic. 08 
Pentecostal 09 
Jehov.ah's Witness 10 
EPi&::c:p3.1ian 11 
Seventh Day Mventist 12 
Illtheran 13 
Christian 14 
&In-Derx:rninational 15 
N:me 16 
DK/NA 99 

V248 68(b) Present Religion 5/39 .. .. Identify With Same Religion J,.. .. .. Cbnvertoo. to Another 2 
II .. &l IonJer Identify With !my Religion 3 .. .. Atheist 4 .. .. DK/NA 9 

V249 69 Religious Service Attendance 5/40 .. Chce a Week or M::>re 1 .. TY.o or Three Times a M::>nth 2 
" Chce a r.t>nth 3 .. A Few TiIoos a Year or less 4 .. Never 5 .. DK/NA. 9 
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Var 41= Quest # Var NaIIe Code 41= C/C # 

V250 70(a) Participation in ChurCh Activities 5/41 
" " Yes, 1 
" " N:> 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

Kim of Activity 

V251 70(b) Prayer Meet.irgs 1/9 5/42 
V252 " Auxillary/Missionaries 1/9 5/43 
V253 " Trips/Garnes 1/9 5/44 
V254 .. Thacher 1/9 5/45 
V255 .. Church Officers 1/9 5/46 
V256 Ii Nunt>er Itans (Q-70(b» 5/47 

Blank. ColUllUl 5/48 

V257 71 Relatives of Sane Religion 5/49 .. All of '!hem 1 
" Nearly All of '!han 2 " .. MJre '!han Half of 'lbem 3 
II less 'Illan Hal f of Than 4 .. N:me of 'lban 5 
" D:m't Identify With Any Religion 6 
" DK/NA 9 

V258 72 Frierrls of Same Religion 5/50 .. All of 'lban 1 
Nearly All of '!han 2 
MJre 'lban Hal f of '!hem 3 
less '!ban Half of '!hen 4 
~ne of '!han 5 
Ibn't Identify With Any Religion 6 
DK/NA 9 

V259 73 Racial Group 5/51 
" .. Oriental 1 
" II l\merican Indian 2 .. " Spanish (Surnaned lmerican or Cllban, 3 

Mexican or Puerto Rican des=e.'1t) 
" Mexican or Puerto Rican descent 
" Black (AfDo American) 4 
" Black (West Indian or Carribean descent) 5 .. Black (African) 6 .. N:>ne of '!hese 7 .. DK/NA 9 • V260 74 Resp::>ment hje (write out) 5/52-53 .. .. DK/NA. 99 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Name Code#: C/C #= 

V261 .. ResfOndent's Sex 5/54 .. II Male 1 .. .. Fenale 2 .. " DK/NA 9 

V262 .. Family Metber h;Je - NJ • 2 (write out) 5/55-56 .. .. DK/NA 99 

V263 .. Family MaIDer Sex 5/57 .. " Male 1 .. II Fanale 2 .. .. DK/NA 9 

V264 " Family Mariber Relation - NJ. 2 5/58-59 
Father/Husband 01 
i"bther/Wife 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
uncle 05 
All1t 06 
O:>usins 07 
Niece 08 
:tephew 09 
Grandfather 10 
Gramnother 11 
Male-in-Iaw 12 
Fenale-in-Iaw 13 
Male Frierrl. 14 .. Fanale Friem 15 .. Ibarma:te 16 .. Grarrls::m 17 .. Grarrldaughter 18 

II DK/NA 99 

V265 .. Family Metber h;Je - NJ • 3 (write out) 5/60-61 
II " DK/NA 99 

V266 .. Family Metber Sex - NJ • 3 5/62 
" .. Male 1 
it .. Fanale 2 .. .. DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V267 74 Family Marber Relation - th. 3 5/63-64 
" Father/Husbarrl 01 
" r-bther/Wife 02 
" Sister/Daughter 03 
II Brother/Son 04 
II Uncle 05 

All1t 06 
(busins 07 
Niece 08 
r::ephew 09 
Gran::1father 10 
Grarrlm:>ther 11 
Male-in-law 12 
Fanale-in-law 13 
Fanale Prierrl 14 
Male Prierrl 15 
Roanrnate 16 

II Grarns:m 17 
II Grarrldaughter 18 
II DK/NA 99 

V268 II Family Mati:>e:r Age - :tb. 4 (write out) 5/65-66 .. II DK/NA 99 

V269 " Family MaIDer Sex - !b. 4 5/67 .. II Male 1 
" " Fanale 2 
II II DK/NA 9 

V270 74 Family Marber Relation - !b. 4 5/68-69 
Father/Husbarrl 01 
t>bth~r /Wi fe 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Aunt 06 
(busins 07 
Niece 08 
r::ephew 09 
Grarrlfather 10 
Grarrlrrother 11 
Male-in-law 12 
Female-in-law 13 
Female Prierrl 14 
Male Priem 15 

II Ibcmnate 16 
" Grarnoon 17 
II Grarrldaughter 18 
" DK/NA 19 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Cod~ .# C/C # 

V271 74 Family Melber Age - lb. 5 (write out) 5/70-71 .. " DK/NA 99 

V272 II Family Meri:>er Sex - lb. 5 5/72 
II .. Male 1 
II II F'emale 2 
II .. DK/NA 9 

V273 II Family Men'ber Relation 5/73-74 .. Father/Husbam. 01 .. M:rt:heJr /Wi fe 02 
II Sister/Daughter 03 .. Brother/fen 04 
II Uncle 05 .. Aunt 06 
II O:msins 07 .. Niece 08 
" N9phew 09 
II Grandfather 10 .. Grarrlm::>ther 11 

Male-in-law 12 
Female-in-law 13 
Female Frierrl 14 
Male Frierrl 15 
Ibarmate 16 
Gram.s:m 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 
DK/NA 99 

V274 .. Family ME!1i::>er Age - lb. 6 (write out) 5/75-76 .. .. DK/NA 99 

V275 II Family Marber Age - lb. 6 5/77 
" II Male 1 .. II Female 2 
" II DK/NA 9 

Blank Column ~/78 

Deck Number 05 5/79-80 

Stu:1y 1. D. 80NIAXOO3 6/1-9 

City I. D. 6/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane ,~e# C/c # 

Tract I. D. 6/11 
IDw Incane-IDw Crime 1 
I1::M Incane-High Crime 2 
Middle Incane-IDw Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

Resporrlent I. D. 6/12-14 
High 1 
IDw 2 

Incane category of Tract 6/16 
Middle 1 
I1::M 2 

Age category of Pesporrlent 6/17 
Teenager (lS-lB) 1 
Young Adult (19-25) 2 
Adult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65+) 4 

V276 74 Family MatiJer Relation - th. 6 6/18-19 
" " Father/Husbarrl 01 

MXher/Wife 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Aunt 06 
(bus ins 07 
Niece 08 
Nephew 09 
Gran::1father 10 
Gran::lrrother 11 
Male-in-law 12 
Female-in-law 13 
Female Frierrl 14 
Male Frierrl 15 
Rxmnate 16 
Gramoon 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 
DK/NA 99 

V277 " Family MaIDer Age - N::>. 7 (write out) 6/20-21 
II " DK/NA 99 

V278 " Family Marber Sex - th. 7 6/22 e II " Male 1 
II II Female 2 
II II DK/NA 9 
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• Var.1. Quest #: Var Nane Code#: C/C #: 

V279 74 Family Matber Relation - N:>. 7 6/23-24 
Father/Husban:l 01 
r-bther/Wife 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Aunt 06 
Cbusins 07 
Niece 08 
N9phew 09 
Gramfather 10 
Grarrlmother 11 

II Male-in-law 12 
II FEmale-in-law 13 
II Fanale Priem 14 
II Male Priem 15 

II II lbcmnate 16 
II " Grarrls:m 17 
II " Grarrldaughter 18 
II II DK/NA 99 

V200 .. Family Merber h;]e - N:> • 8 (write out) 6/25-26 
" II DK/NA . 99 

V281 II Family Matber Sex - N:>. 8 6/27 
" II Male 1 
" Ii Fenale 2 
" II DK/NA 9 

V282 II Family MaIDer Relation - N:>. 8 6/28-29 
Fat:her/HusbaIrl 01 
Mother/Wife 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Aunt 06 
Cbusins 07 
Niece 08 
N9phew 09 
Grarrlfather 10 
Grarrlmother 11 
Male-in-law 12 
FEmale-in-law 13 
Fenale Priem 14 
Male Priem 15 
:R::xnate 16 

e Grarrleon 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 
DK/NA 99 
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e 
Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # ----
V283 74 Family MaIDer Age - :th. 9 6/30-31 .. .. DK/NA 99 

V284 II Family Metber Sex - :th. 9 6/32 
II II Male 1 
II .. Fenale 2 .. II DK/NA 9 

V285 II Family MaIDer Relation - :th. 9 6/33-34 
" .. Father/Husband 01 

" Mother/Wife 02 
" Sister/Daughter 03 

Brcither/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Amt 06 
(bus ins 07 
Niece 08 
Nephew 09 
Grarrlfather 10 
Grarrlrrother 11 

1/ Male-in-law 12 
" Fenale- in-law 13 
1/ Fenal.e Frierrl 14 .. Male Frierrl 15 .. Foanmate 16 .. GrarDoon 17 
II Grarrldaughter 18 
" DK/NA 99 

V286 .. Family MaIDer Age - :th • 10 6/35-36 .. II DK/NA 99 

V287 II Family MaIDer Sex - :th. 10 6/37 
II II Male 1 
II " Fanale 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

• 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C #: 

V288 74 Family Member Relation - tb. 10 6/38-39 
" Fa~r/Husbarrl 01 

r-bther/Wife 02 
Sister/Daughter 03 
Brother/Son 04 
Uncle 05 
Aunt 06 

" Cbusins 07 
Niece 08 
Nephew 09 
Gram father 10 
Grarrlrrother 11 
Male-in-law 12 
Fanale-in-law 13 
Female Priem 14 
Male Priem 15 
lbanmate 16 
Grarrls::m 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 
DK/NA 99 

V289 " Family MaIDer Age - tb. 11 (write out) 6/40-41 
" " DK/NA 99 

V2~ " Family Melber Sex - N:>. 11 6/42 
" .. Male 1 .. " Female 2 
" " DK/NA 9 

V291 .. Family Melber Relation - tb • 11 6/43-44 
II .. Father/Husbarrl 01 
" MJther/Wife 02 
" Sister/Daughter 03 
" Brother/Son 04 
II Uncle 05 
" Aunt 06 
II (busins 07 
" Niece 08 
II Nephew 09 .. Gramfather 10 
" GrarrlIrother 11 

Male-i~I.aw 12 
Female-in-law 13 
Female Frierrl 14 
Male Priem 15 
ROtirmate 16 e Grarrlron 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 
DK/NA 99 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # c/c # 

V292 74 Family ME!1ber Age - N:>. 12 (write out) 6/45-46 
" " DK/NA 99 

V293 " Family MaIDer Sex - N:>. 12 6/47 
" .. Male 1 
II .. Fenale 2 
" .. DK/NA 9 

V294 .. Family Manber Relation - tb. 12 6/48-49 
" .. Father/Husbam 01 .. Mother/Wi fe 02 .. Sister/Daughter 03 .. Brother/Son 04 .. Uncle 05 .. Aunt 06 .. O:::msins 07 

Niece 08 
Nephew 09 
Grandfather 10 
Grarrlrrother 11 
Male-in-law 12 
Fenale-in-law 13 
Fenale Friend 14 
Male Frierrl 15 
lb:mna.te 16 
Grams:m 17 
Grarrldaughter 18 .. DK/NA 99 

. 
V295 74(a) 'Ibtal Nt.:mDer in Ibuseh::>ld (write out) 6/50-51 

DK/NA 99 

V296 74(b) Nurriber of Male Adults (write out) 6/52-53 
II .. DK/NA 99 

V297 74(c) Number of Female Adults (~ite out) 6/54-55 .. .. DK/NA 99 

V298 74(d) Number of Male Children (write out) 6/56-57 
II " DK/NA 99 

V299 74(e) Number of Female O1.ildren (write out) 6/58-59 .. .. DK/NA 99 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre 

V300 75 
II 

II 

.. 
" 
" 
II 

" 
" 

" " 

V301 76 
.. It 

II " 

" " 
" II 

V302 77* 
.. " 

.. 
i, 

II 

II 

" 

" 
" 

.. 
" 
" II' 

" " 
" " 

H3ad of Ibusehold 
Father/Husbarrl/Male 
Mother/Wife/Female 
Grarrlfati1er 
Sister/Daughter 
Brother/Son 
Uncle 
Gran:3m:>ther 
Aunt 
DK/NA 

Status of Hare ONnership 
Eent 
0\Nn 
Free 
DK/NA 

Father's. OCcupation 
Professional, Teclmical am Kirrlre:i 

Workers 
kcountants 
Actors/Actresses 
Airplane Pilots a.rrl Navigators 
Architects 
Artists am Art Teachers 
Atheletes 
Autmrs 
Otanists 
Chiropractors 
Clergymen 
College Presidents, Profess:>rs and 
Instructors 

Dancers am Dancirg Teachers 
Dentists 
Designers 
Dieticians and NUtritionists 
Draftsmen 
Etli tors am Rep::>rters 
lm3'ineers, Teclmical 
Ehtertainers 
Fam am Herne Managanent Mvis:>rs 
Fbresters and Oonservationists 
Funeral Directors am Embalmers 
Lawyers am Judges 

* Also see V433, Apperrlix II, for specific cx::cup:ition 
* Also see V434, Apperrlix II, for NORC scores 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

01 

c/c # 

6/60 

6/61 

6/62-63 

8/67-69 
8/70-72 



Var # Quest # Var Na.rre Code # C/C # 

V302 77 Librarians 01 6/62-63 
II II Musicians and Music Teachers 
" " Natural Scientists 
" " Nurses 

II Optaretrists and Osteop:rths 
II Personnel am labor Relations Workers 
II Pharmacists 
II Photographers 

Physicians am Surgeons 
Radio Operators 

" Recreation and Group Workers 
" Social am Welfare Workers 
II Sports Instructors am Officials 
" Surveyors 
" Teachers 
II TeChnicians, Testing 
II Therapists, H:alers 

" Veterinarians 

e II II Fanners 02 

II II Managers, Officials and Prop:-ietors 03 
(except farm) 

II Buyers and Dep:rrtment Store H:ads 
" Buyers am Ship~rs, Fann Prodmts 
" Comuctors, Railroai 
" CrErlit Men 
" Floorrnen and Floor Managers 
II Ins~ctors, Public Mministrators 

( federal, state am local) 
" " Managers am Su~rinterrlents (b.ri.lding) 
II " Officers, Pilots, Pursers am Engineers, 

Ship Officials, lodge, Society, Union 
" " Postmasters 
" " Purchasing Jlgents, Buyers 
II .. Managers, Officials and Propcietors 

(salaried construction, manufacturin:3', 
transfOrtation) 

" .. Telecammnications , utili ties and Sanitary 
Services 

II .. Wh:>lesale T.ccrle 
II II Retail T.c crle (focd I 5 & 10 stores, app:l.rel 

stores, furniture, notor vehicle, accessories, 
gas stations, eating am drinking places, 

e hardware, am building materials) 
II .. Banking am other Finance 
" " Insurance am Real Estate 
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Var # Quest # Var Nama 

V302 77 
" " 
" " 
" " 
" II 

II II 

" " 
II " 
II " 
" " 
1\ " 
" " 
" II .. 
" 
" 
" 
" .. 
" 
" 
,If 

" .. 
" .. 

" 

.. " .. .. 

.. .. 

.. " 
" " 

Business Services 
AI..rt:.arobile Repa.ir Services and Garcges 
Miscellaneous Repiir Services 
Personal Services 
All Other Services 
Self-Employed People (construction, 

manufacturiIl3, transp:>rtatian, 
telecammnications, sanitary services) 

Retail Trade 

Cl..erical am Kimre1 Workers 
Agents 
Attemants (Physician and Dental) 
Bcggaganen, Transp:>rtation 
Bank Tellers 
Cashiers 
Cbllectors, Bills am kcamts 
Dispitchers am Starters, Vehicle 
Ex:press MesseIl3ers and Raibay Mail 
Clerks 
Mail Carriers 
Messengers am Office Ibys 
Office am Machine cperators 
ShippiIl3 am ReceiviIl3 Clerks/Stock 
Stenographers, Typists and Secretaries 
Telegraph Messengers 
Telegraph cperators 
Telephone Operators 
Ticket and Station and Ex:press Agents 

Sales Workers 
lldvertisiIl3 1qents am SaleSmen 
Auctioneers 
DEm:>nstrators 
Hucksters and Pe1dlers 
Insurance l\gents and Brokers 
Newsboys 
Real Estate 1\gents and Brokers 
Stock am IbOO Salesmen 
Salesmen and Sales Clerks 

(manufacturiIl3, wtnlesale trade and 
other industries) 

Craftsmen, Fbranan and KirrlrErl Workers 
Bakers/Butchers 
Blacksmiths 
Ibilennakers 
B::>okmakers 
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05 

06 
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Var # Quest # Var Name Code # 

V302 77 

II II 

" .. 
II II 

" II 

II II 

II II 

II II 

II 

.. 
II 

II 

" 
fI 

" 
" 
II 

" 
II 

Brick Masons, Stone Masons an1 Tilesetters 06 
cabinet Makers 
Carpmters 
Cenent and Concrete Finishers 
Compositors an1 Typesetters 
Cranesmen, Derrickmen and Ibistmen 
Decorators and Window Dressers 
Electricians 
Electrotypes am Sterotypers 
Ehgravers (except !hotoengravers) 
Excavatin:J, Gradin:J and Ibm Machinery 

cperators 
Foremen (construction, manufactuciIlJ, 

railrocrl and transp:>rtation) 
Forgenen an1 Harrmennen 
FUrriers 
Glaziers 
feat 'Ireators, Annealers and 'I'anferers 
Inspectors (scalers and graders, log and 

lumber, COrL<struction, railrocrls, 
transportation and carmunication) 

Je~lers, Watch Makers, Goldsmiths and 
Silversmiths) 

Job Setters ~tal 
Linanen, Servicanen 
I.a::arot.i ve Engineers and Firemen 
loan Fixers 
Machinists 
Mechanics and Repainnen (airplane, autanotive 

office machinery, radio and 'IV) 
Millers (grain, flouc, feerl, etc.) 
Millwrights 
llilders, Metal 
Motion Picture Projectionists 
q;>ticians, lens Grinders, Polishers 
Painters, Construction and Maintenance 
Pafer Ibrgers 
Pattern and Medel Makers (except pafer) 
Photoen:Jravers and Li th:>graphers 
Pian:> and Organ Tmers and Rep:linnen 
Plasterers 
Plumbers and Steamfitters 
PreSErnen and Plate Printers (printing 
Rollers and Slaters 
Sl"¥Janakers and Rep:rirers 
Stationary Engineers 
Ston~tters and carvers 
Structural ~tal Workers 

-408-

c/c # 

6/62-63 



Var # Quest :# Var Na.rre Code :# C/C # 

V302 77 'lailors am Tailoresses 06 6/62-63 
" " Tinsmiths, Cbp~rsmiths and Sheet Metal 

Workers 
" " 'lbol.makers arrl Die Makers and Setters 
" II Uprolsterers 
" " Craftsnen 
" " Mariber of Armerl Fbrces 

" " cperatives arrl Kindrerl Workers 07 
" " Apprentices (auto mechanics, bricklayers, 

carpenters and electricians) 
Asbestos ar:rl Insulation Workers 
Atter:rlants (auto service and parking) 
Blasters and Fowdennen 
Ibatmen, Canalmen and IDckkeepers 
Brakanen (railroad) 
rus Drivers/cab Drivers/Truck Drivers 
Chainnen, FodIoon, Axmen, Surveying 
Cbm.uctors, rus and Street Railway 

e Deliverymen ar:rl lbutenen 
" Dressnakers ar:rl Seamstresses (except 

factory) 
" " Dyers 
" " Filers, Nut ar:rl Vegetable Graters and 

Packers 
" " FUrnacanen, Smel tennen and Pourers 
" " H9aters (netal) 
" " laundry and Dry Cleanin;3' Operators 
" " ~t CUtters 
" " Milliners 
" " Mine ~ratives and laborers (coal, crude 

am. oil) 
" " MJtonnen (mine, factory and legging camp) 
" " M:>tonnen (street, subway am. elevaterl 

railWiY) 
" Oilers and Greasers (except auto) 
" Painters (except construction 
" Photographic Process Workers 
" Pov.er Station C!;lerators 
" Sailors and Deck H.arrls 
" Sawyers 
" Spinners, Textile Workers 
" Manufacture Workers of Durable Gocrls am 

N::m-durable Goods 

e " " Private HOusehold Workers 08 
" " fbusekeepers, private rousehold 

(living in and out) 
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Var:/l: Quest:/l: Var Narre Code:/l: 

V302 77 

.. .. 

.. .. 

.. .. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
" .. 
.. .. 
" .. 
" .. 
" .. 

" II 

" " .. II 

.. 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

.. .. 

.. .. 
" II 

.. II 

.. II 

.. II .. .. 

II .. 

laurrlresses, private musemld 
(livllg in am rut) 

Private Ibusemld Workers 
(livirg in am rut) 

08 

Service Workers (except private musemld) 09 
Atterrlants (mspi tal am. other institutions, 

professional and per&:Jnal service, 
recreation am anusement) 

Barbers, Beauticians am Manicurists 
Bartemers 
Boardil'l3 am toogil'l3 Ibuse Keepers 
Boot1i:>lacks 
Olarwanen am Cleaners 
Cboks (except p:ivate h:mseoold) 
Counter am Fotntain Workers 
Elevator cperators 
Firaoon 
Gras~utters 

Guards, Watc'lltren am D:x:>rkeepers 
Ibusekeepers am Ste\\erds (except private 

oousemld) 
Janitors am Sextons 
Midwives 
Policemen am Detectives (governnent am 

p:ivate) 
Porters 
Practical Nurses 
Sheriffs, Bailiffs 
Ushers (recreation am anusement) 
Waiters am Waitresses 
Watchmen (crossing) am Bridge Tenders 

Farm laborers am Foremen 
Farm Foremen 
Farm laborers, Wage Workers 
Farm laborers, Unpaid Family Workers 
Farm Service Workers, Self-Elnployed 

10 

laborers (except £ann an:1 mine) 11 
Manufacturing (durable goods) 

(saw mills, \\Oed prodlX!ts, furniture am 
fixtures, stone am clay am glass prcducts, 
am p::>ttery related prodlX!ts) 

Metal Irrlustry (steel w::>rks, blast furnaces, 
p:-imary iron and steel irrlustry) 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Narre Code#: C/C #: 

V302 77 Machinery (agricultural tractors, office, 11 6/62-63 
store machinery am devices, electrical 
machinery) 

II " TransIX>rt Equipnent (rroter vehicles am 
aircraft) 

II II Professional, Photographic am Watches .. .. Manufacturing (oon-durable goods) 
(food manufacturers, tobacco, textile mill 
products, carpets, rugs, etc., apparel, 
raper am allioo. produ::ts, paperboard 
mills, containers, boxes, chanical drugs, 
etc., paints am varnishes, etc., rubber 
products, leather am leather prcrlucts, 
non-manufacturirg irrlustries, construction, 
railroads, transIX>rtation, telec:amn.nication, 
\\holesale am retail trade, business am 
reFdr service, peroonal services, public 
administration am all ather services) 

II II Student 12 6/64-65 

" .. Unanployed/Never Worked 13 

" II Retired 14 

II II Ibusewi fe 15 

" II DK/m 99 

V303 78 Education of Father 6/64-65 
II II Father Never Attemed Scbx>l 01 
II .. Grade School Etlucation Q1ly 02 
II " Dropped OUt of High Scbx>l 03 
II II Graduated Fran High Sclxx:>l 04 

But Receivoo. tb .Additional Etlucation .. II Graduated Fran High Sclxx:>l 05 
Am Had Vocational Trainirg 

II II Had Vocational Trainirg B.lt Did tbt 06 
Graduate Fran High Scbx>l 

II II Q:rnpleted (he to '!\Yo Years of College 07 
II II Canpletoo. 'I\>.o to Three Years of College 08 
Ii .. Graduated Fran College 09 
II II Graduate or Professional Trainirg 10 
" II DK/NA 99 

e 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Name Code#: C/C #: ---
V304 79* Resp:m::ient I s Main CCcuIBtion 6/66-67 

(See V302) 

V305 80 Employment status 6/68 
" No (manployed) 1 
" Yes, occasional part-time 2 
" Yes, reguar part-t:ime 3 
" Yes, full-time 4 
" Retired 5 
" Disabled 6 
" Never Worked 7 
" Student 8 
" DK/W>.. 9 

V306 81 Status of Employed 6/69 
II " Work fur Saneone Else 1 
" " Self-Employed 2 
" " DK/tiA 9 

e V307 82 Means of Cbtainirg Employment 6/70-71 
Fbrmer Elnployer/ Conpany 01 
Friem 02 
Family MetiJer (pdrnary am extemed) 03 
School Job Cbunselor/Vocational 04 
Civil Service 05 
Applied in Person/Applied 06 
Union 07 
!iet.NSIBper/Put 1ld in NewsIBper 08 

" l'Igency/Elnployment Office/Referred 09 
" Human Resources 10 

" " DK/W>.. 99 

V308 83(a) looking for Elnployment 6/72 
" " Yes 1 
" " fb 2 
" " DK/W>.. 9 

V309 83 (b) Steps Taken 'lbvaro Employment 6/73 
" " Filling out Fbnns at State 1 

Unanployrnent Office 
" II Making Cbntact with Employment l'Igencies 2 
" " Olecking NewsIBpers arrl Other Mvertisirg 3 
" 1\ Visiting Work Sites 4 
" " Word-of-MOuth fran Friems and Relatives 5 

* AlB:> see V435, Appendix II, fur specific cccup:!.tion 8/73-75 
* Also see V436, Appemix II, for IDRC score 8/76-78 
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e 
Var # Quest # Var Nrure COde # C/C # 

V309 83(b) Leavir.g 'lbwn to look for Elnployment 6 6/73 .. .. N:>thi,ng at the M::roent 7 .. .. DK/NA 9 

V310 84 LeI'¥Jth of themployment 6/74 .. Ne'Ver Workerl 1 .. 2'.ero to Six M:mths 2 
Seven to 'lWel ve M::mths 3 
(he to '!'No Years 4 
Three to Five Years 5 
Six to Ten Years 6 
r.bre 'l11an Ten Years 7 
Retirerl 8 
DK/Nt\. 9 

V311 85 Finances Wi trout Elnployment 6/75 
Social Security/Retiranent 1 
Disability/Insurance/Unanployrnent 2 
Welfare/Public Assistance/Focrl Stanps 3 
AlIO'faIlCe 4 
Family Supp:>rt 5 
Pension/Veterans 6 
Ql ONn/nlegal Activities 7 

" Old Jobs/Part-time Work 8 .. DK/Nt\. 9 

V312 86(a) Chan:Je location :fOr Elnplo:yment 6/76 
II .. Yes 1 
II " N:> 2 .. .. DK/Nt\. 9 

V313 86 (b) Reas:m :fOr location C1an:Je 6/77 
" .. t-bre l"t:.ney /Elnployment 1 .. .. Relatives MOIlED Else\\here 2 .. .. t-bre 'lb I:n In other State 3 
" .. !my Rea&:>Jl 4 .. .. DK/Nt\. 9 

Blank Colt:mn 6/78 

Deck Number 06 6/79-80 

Stu:1y I. D. 8ONJAXOO3 7/1-9 

City I. D. 7/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 
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e' 
Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

Tract I. O. 7/11 
low Incane-low Crime 1 
IDw Incane-High Crine 2 
Middle Incane-IDw Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 

Resp:m::lent I. O. 7/12-14 

Crine Rate of Tract 7/15 
High 1 
I.J:::M 2 

Incane Cat830ry of Tract 7/16 
Middle 1 
low 2 

Age Cate;pry of Resp::mdent 7/17 
Teencger (15-18) 1 
Y0tID3 Mult (19-25) 2 

e Adult (26-64) 3 
Senior (65+) 4 
DK/NA 9 

V314 86(0) Where Resp.:>ooent Would Relocate 7/18 
II Southwest 1 
II Wt:!st 2 .. Mid-;West 3 .. N:>:ct.heast 4 .. CN~~rseas 5 .. Another 'Ibwn in State Includil'J3 Marylarrl 6 

an:l Virginia .. .. Any\-Jhere 7 .. .. Southeast 8 
II .. OK/N1\. 9 

Blank Colunn 7/19 

V315 87 Financial SUPJ.X)rt 
V316 .. Family Financial Supp:>rt 1/9 7/20 
V317 .. Relative Financial SUPJ.X)rt 1/9 7/21 
V318 .. Priem Financial Supp:>rt 1/9 7/22 
V319 .. Church Financial Support/GOO 1/9 7/23 
V320 .. Crerli t Union/Bank 1/9 7/24 
V321 .. N:> (he to Call 1/9 7/25 
V322 .. Number Itan (Q-87) 7/26 
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Var # Quest. # Var Name 

V323 88 
" " 

V324 89 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
1\ 

" 
" 

V325 90 
" 
" .. 
" 
" 
" .. " 
" " 
" .. 
V326 91 
" .. 

V327 
V328 
V329 
V330 
V331 
V332 
V333 
V334 
V335 
V336 

92 
" 
" 
" .. 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

V337 93 
" " 
" " 
" " 
" " 
.. " 

NUI1'ber of Booroans (write out) 
DK/NA 

Socioeconanic Class 
Io\\er Workirg Class 
Middle Workill3 Class 
Io\\er Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Upper Middle Class 
lower Upper Class 
Upper Class 
DK/NA 

Incane Status 
N:> Incane 
$100 to $3,000 
$3,00]. to $5,000 
$5,001 to $8,000 
$8,001 to $12,000 
$12,001 to $18,000 
$18,001 tn $25,000 
$25,001 and OVer 
DK/NA 

High School Grcrle Chnp1etoo (write out) 
DK/NA 

Prob1ans in School 

MarijlE.na Use 
Hard Drugs 
"Uppers" or "IX>wners" 
Alcoooliern 
TeenC¥3e Pregnancy 
Violent Fights 
Varrlalism 
'Iheft 
Rudeness 
NUI1'ber Itens (Q-92) 

Blank Co1unn 

Could Not GradlE.te 
Very Happy: I I d Like to Quit 
I Wouldn I t Care (he Way or Another 
I Would Be &:rneY.hat Dissapp:>inted 
I Would Very DisaplX'inted 
DK/NA 
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9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

99 

1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 
1/9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

C/C # 

7/27 

7/28 

7/29 

7/30-31 

7/32 
7/33 
7/34 
7/35 
7/36 
7/37 
7/38 
7/39 
7/40 
7/41 

7/42 

7/43 

... 



Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V338 94 Access to Guidance CotmSelOl: 7/44 .. .. Yes 1 
II .. N:> 2 
II .. DK/NA 9 

V339 95 Informative Guidance Cotmselor 7/45 
II .. Yes 1 .. .. N:> 2 
II II H3.ve N:> Guidance Cotmse1or 3 
II II DK/NA 9 

V340 96 Interest of Teachers 7/46 
" II N:>, J:\bt At All 1 
II II Yes, llit Olly a Little 2 
II II Yes, Quite a Bit 3 
II " Yes, A lot 4 
" .. DK/NA 9 

Plans for Next Year 

e V341 97 Enter Military 1/9 7/47 
V342 II Vocational TrainiIlj 1/9 7/48 
V343 " Cb11ege 1/9 7/49 
V344 " Apprenticeship 1/9 7/50 
V345 " Full Tline' Job 1/9 7/51 
V346 .. CbntinlE High SchJo1 1/9 7/52 
V347 II Get Married 1/9 7/53 
V348 " Full Time lbusewife 1/9 7/54 
V349 " D::>n I t Know 1/9 7/55 
V350 .. Number Itans (0-97) 7/56 

V351 98(a) Desired Fbur Year Projection 7/57-58 
Nursirg 01 
Secretary 02 
\Alorking 03 
Military 04 
Ehtertairment 05 
MakiIlj M:mey 06 
College/Education 07 
Married 08 
lbuse, Car am Olildren 09 
Ehgineer 10 
Professional SfOrts 11 
Broadcastin:J/ Journalism 12 

" law 13 .. Musician 14 
" Accountant 15 .. Aviation 16 
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Var # Quest #: Var Narre 

V351 98(a) Canputer Technologist 
" " r-brtician 
" " Truck Driver 
" " Mechanic 
" " Carpentry 

" " Management 
" " Travel 
" " Medicine 
" " Cbsrretology 
" " DK/NA 

V352 98(b) BelievErl Fbur Year Projection 
" Nursin;J 
" Secretary 
" Worki03 
" Military 
II Ebtertainnent 
" MakinJ funey 
" College/Education 
" MarriErl 

lbuse, Car am Clrildren 
Engineer 
Professional Sports 
Broa1casting/Journalisn 
law 
Musician 
kcountant 
Aviation 

" o:rnputer Technology 
" M:lrtician .. Truck Driver 
" Mechanic 
" carpentry 
" Management 
" Travel 
" Medicine 
" Cosmetology 
iI DK/NA 

V353 99* Employment Projection (See V302) 
" ,~ DK/NA 

* Al&:> see V437, Appendix II, for sfScific occupation 
* Al&:> see V438, Appendix II, fur NORC score 
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Code # 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
99 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
99 

99 

9/18-20 
9/21-23 

C/C # 

7/57-58 

7/59-60 

7/61-62 



Var * Quest * Var Naroo Code * C/C * 
V354 100 Average Time on Hane\t,Ork 7/63 .. II N:me: f.\b lbne\\Ork Is Ever Assigned 1 .. .. f.\bne: I Have Hane\t,Ork But IX:>n' t 2 

Bother 'Ib IX:> It 
" " Sane: less '!han An fbur A Day 3 
II " Between An fbur and '!\No fburs a ray 4 
" " M::>re Than '&0 Iburs a Day 5 
" " DK/NA 9 

Inmediate After SchJol Iburs 

V355 101 After School Clnres/Work 1/9 7/64 
V356 " After SchJol Hane\t,Ork 1/9 7/65 
V357 " After School Socializing 1/9 7/66 
V358 " After Sch:x:>l SJ;Orts 1/9 7/67 
V359 II After School Organized SJ;Orts/Meeting 1/9 7/68 
V360 " After SchJol TV/Rest 1/9 7/69 
V361 " After School Phone 1/9 7/70 
V362 " Number Items (Q-l0l) 7/71 

Inmediate late Evening !burs 

V363 102 late Evening Ch::>res/Work 1/9 7/72 
V364 " late Evening fbne\\Ork 1/9 7/73 
V365 " late Evening Socializing 1/9 7/74 
V366 " late Evening sJ;Orts 1/9 7/75 
V367 " late Evening OrganizErl SJ;Orts/Meeting 1/9 7/76 
V368 " late Evening TV/Rest 1/9 7/77 
V369 " late Evening Prone 1/9 7/78 

Deck Nurriber 07 7/79-80 

Stuiy I- D. 80NIAX003 8/1-9 

City I. D. 8/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. c. 2 

Tract I- D. 8/11 
low Incane-low Crime 1 
low Incane-High Crin"e 2 
Middle Incane-low Crime 3 
Middle Incane-High Crime 4 
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Var # Ouest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

Resp:m.'ient I. D. 8/12-14 

Crime Fate of Trace 8/15 
High 1 
Low 2 

Incam cate;:pry of Tract 8/16 
Middle 1 
U::M 2 

Age catEgory of Resp::>rrlerit 8/17 
Teenager (15-18) 1 
Yomg Mult (19-25) 2 
Mul t (26-64) 3 
Senior (65+) 4 
DK/Nh 9 

V370 102 NllIlIDer Itans (0-102) 8/18 

V371 103 Skip Schx>l 8/19 
" " Yes, All of 'ilie Time 1 
II " Yes, About Chce a Week 2 
" " Aboot Chce a Month 3 
" II :N:>, Never Skip Sch:x:>l Intentionally 4 
" " DK/NA 9 

V372 104 Frierrls llccanpmy Skip 8/20 
" " Frierrls JoinErl Me 1 
" " Skip Alone 2 
II " DK/NA 9 

Activities When Skip Scb:lol 

V373 105 HaD;J With Friems 1/9 8/21 
V374 " N:!igh1:x:>rh::x.:d Streets am Slx:>ps 1/9 8/22 
V375 " HaI)3 IX>wntown 1/9 8/23 
V376 " HaI)3 Out Alone 1/9 8/24 
V377 " Partici};Bte in 8p)rts 1/9 8/25 
V378 " Particirate in OrganizErl SI;Orts 1/9 8/26 
V379 " Get High 1/9 8/27 
V300 " Stay Hane 1/9 8/28 2' 

V381 " Number Itans (0-105) 8/29 

Summer Activities 

V382 106 Full-Time SUmner Job 1/9 8/30 
V383 " Part-Tine Sumter Job 1/9 8/31 
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Var #: Ouest #: Var NanE Code#: C/C # 

V384 106 Helping. Parents/Friends 1/9 8/32 
V385 .. Personal fbbby 1/9 8/33 
V386 .. Surmer Sc'OOol 1/9 8/34 
V387 .. Sumner camp 1/9 8/35 
V388 .. Recreational Ccmp 1/9 8/36 
V389 .. Playin:J Games 1/9 8/37 
V390 .. Just Hanging Out/Looking for Job 1/9 8/38 
V391 .. Stay Ibne 1/9 8/39 
V392 II Babysittin:J 1/9 8/40 
V393 .. Volunteer Work 1/9 8/41 
V394 II T.rave1in:J 1/9 8/42 
V395 II Number Itans (0-106) 1/9 8/43 

V396 107 Drivin:J Car Without License 8/44 
II .. AlJnost Always 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
II .. Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 
II .. DK/NA 9 e 
V397 .. SkippErl Sc'OOol 8/45 .. I~ AlJnost Always 1 .. II Quite Often 2 
II .. Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 .. II DK/NA 9 

V398 CarriErl Knife/Razor 8/46 .. Alroc>st Al.ways 1 
II Quite Often 2 
II Scmetimes 3 
II Never 4 
II DK/NA 9 

V399 II Run Away Fran Hane 8/47 
II .. AlJnost Al \\aYS 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
II II Scmetimes 3 
II .. Never 4 
II II DK/NA 9 

V400 107 Recklesf,p Driving 8/48 
II II Almost Always 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
II II Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 
II II DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane qx1e# C/C # 

V400 107 Reckless Driving 8/48 .. .. . Almost AlWlYS 1 .. .. Quite Often 2 .. .. Scmetirnes 3 
II " Never 4 
1\ II DK/NA 9 

V401 " Taken OVer $1,000 8/49 
" .. A.lnost Al WlYS 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
1\ .. Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 
" II DK/NA 9 

V402 " Taken ~ey With Force 8/50 
II 1\ AlIoost Al WlYS 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
II II Scmetimes 3 
1\ II Never 4 
1\ .. DK/NA 9 e 
V403 " Fight 8/51 
" " AlIrost Al w:iYS 1 
II II Quite Often 2 .. " Scmetimes 3 
II n Never 4 
II .. DK/NA 9 

V404 II Car Theft 8/52 
" II Al.most Al WlYS 1 .. " Quite Often 2 
II II Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 .. II DK/NA 9 

V40S II Bought Alcooolic Beverages 8/53 
" II Al.Irost Al w:iYS 1 
II " Quite Often 2 .. .. Scmetimes 3 
II II Never 4 
II II DK/NA 9 

V406 II Drank Alcooolic Beverages 8/54 
II II Al.most Al w:iYS 1 
II II Quite Often 2 
II " Scmetimes 3 
" II Never 4 
II .. DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Name Code # C/C # 

V407 107 Sold Narcotics 8/55 .. " Almost AI. \\aYS 1 
" II Quite Often 2 
" " Scrnetimes 3 
" " Never 4 
" .. DK/NA 9 

V408 Used Narcotics 8/56 
" Almost AI.\\aYS 1 
" Quite Often 2 
" Scrnetimes 3 
" Never 4 
" DK/NA 9 

V409 " Sniffed Glue 8/57 
" II Al.m:>st AI. \\aYS 1 
" .. Quite Often 2 
II " Scrnetimes 3 
" " Never 4 
" II DK/NA 9 

V410 II Destroyed Pro~y OVer $10.00 8/58 
" " Al.m:>st Al. \\aYS 1 .. II Quite Often 2 
II .. Scrnetimes 3 
" .. Never 4 
" " DK/NA 9 

V411 Hard to Harrl1e 8/59 
" Al.m:>st AI. \\aYS 1 
" Quite Often 2 
II Scrnetimes 3 

" Never 4 

" DK/NA 9 

V412 Hare After Midnight 8/60 .. Al.m:>st AI. \\aYS 1 
" Quite Often 2 
" Scrnetimes 3 
" Never 4 
II DK/NA 9 

V413 108(a) Live With Both Parents 8/61 
" " Yes 1 
II .. !:ib 2 
II " DK/NA 9 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

V414 108(b) Residence With Both Parents 8/62 .. .. Yes 1 .. .. !:b 2 
II .. DK/NA 9 

V415 109 Parent I s Desire of ScrooliD3 8/63-64 .. .. 'lhey Want Me 'lb Quit High Scb:>o;t 01 
Witrout Graduatirg .. II 'lhey Want Me 'lb Graduate F.can High School 02 
am Stq:> There .. .. 'lhey Want Me 'lb Graduate F.can High School 03 
am Then Go 'lb A Vocational, Technical or 
Business School .. .. They Want Me 'lb Go 'lb a Tv.o Year or Junior 04 
College .. .. 'lhey Want Me 'lb Go 'lb A Four Year College 05 
or University .. .. 'lhey Want Me 'lb Go 'lb A Graduate or 06 
Professional School .. .. N) Idea What 'lhey Want For Me 07 .. " DK/NA 99 

V416 110 Close to M::>ther 8/65 
N:>t Close At All 1 
N)t Very Close 2 
Fairly Close 3 
Very Close 4 
M:Jt:her DeceasErl 5 
DK/NA 9 

V417 111 Close 'lb Father 8/66 
II ~t Close ~.t All 1 .. N:>t Very Close 2 
II Fairly Close 3 
II Very Close 4 
II Father DeceasErl 5 
II DK/N1-\. 9 

Blank Colums 8/67-68 

Deck Nt.miJer 08 8/18-79 

Study I. D. 8ONIAXOO3 9/1-9 

. - City Ie D • 9/10 
Atlanta 1 
D. C. 2 
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Var # Quest # Var Name 

V418 01 

V419 02 

V420 03 

V421 04 

V422 05 

V423 06 

V424 07 

V425 OS 

V426 09 

V427 10 

V428 11 

V429 12 

V430 13 

Tract I. D. 
low Im~ane-low Crime 
lJ:::M IrII'.!ane-High Crirce 
Middle Incane-low Crime 
Middle Incane-High Crime 

Resp:m:1ent I. D. 

CriIre Rate of Tract 
High 
IDN 

Incane Category of Tract 
Middle 
low 

lv;je Categ:>ry of Resp::mdent 
TeenC¥Je (15-1S) 
Youn;:J Mult (19-25) 
Adult (26-64) 
Senior (65+) 
DK/NA 

CriIre Rate Per 1,000 Population 

Incane of Tract 

Population Density 

Percent Black Population 

Percent \'Jhi te pcpulation 

Percent Thlemployment 

Ibusing Density 

h;Je Ratio 

Sex Ratio 

Birth Rate 

Ratio police/Pcpulation 

Ratio Recreation Facilities 

Ratio Health Facilities 
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Code # C/C # 

9/11 
1 
2 
3 
4 

9/12-14 

9/15 
1 
2 

9/16 
1 
2 

9/17 
1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

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



Var # Quest # Var Ncure 

V431 14 Ratio Political Repcesentation 

V432 15 Ratio Schools/School lIge Population 

Blank Column 

Deck NurtIDer 
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09 



Var # Quest # Var Na.Ite COOe# C/C # 

V217 58(b) Name of Sch:Jols (Washio:rton, D. C.) 4/65-66 .. .. Dunbar High School 01 .. .. Shaw High School 02 .. .. Roosevelt High. School 03 .. II Cardoza High Sch:x:>l 04 .. 'Jerrell Junior High School 05 
II Randall Junior High Sch:x:>l 06 .. O1amberlain High School 07 
II M::!Kinney High Sch:x:>l 08 
II Paul Junior High School 09 
II Brown Junior High Sch:x:>l 10 

Garder Patterson Elanentary 11 
St. Celila's High Sch:x:>l 12 
Phelph's High School 13 
N:>tre Dame Pcadany 14 
Eastern High School 15 
SpiIl3arn High Sch:x:>l 16 
AnnstrOIl3 High School 17 
St. Patrick's Pcadany High Sc'OOol 18 
Macklin High School 19 
Ballou High Sch:x:>l 20 
School Wi t.lDut Walls 21 
H. D. Wocx:1ron J\:nior High Sc'OOol 22 
Wcxxlrow Wilron High Scb:>ol 23 
Ancostia High Sc'OOol 24 
N:l.tional Cathedral High School 25 
"M" Street High Sc'OOol 26 
John Carroll High School 27 
Franklin Adult Etlucation 28 
Etlman Burke Elanentary 29 
Bell High Sch:x:>l 30 
Western High School 31 

II McKinley Technical High Sc'OOol 32 
II II Ibly canforter High School 33 
II II ENans Jtmior High Sc'OOol 34 
II II Sui tlarrl High School 35. 

Atlanta 

II Westside High School 36 .. lboker T. WashiIl3ton High Sc'OOol 37 
II D3.vid IbW3.rd High School 38 
II :NJrths ide High. Sch:x:>l 39 .. Sout~st High School 40 
II Murphy High Sch:x:>l 41 
II George High School 42 .. Ballard Hudron High Sch:x:>l 43 
II Atlanta Street Pcadany 44 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

V217 58(b) Name of Sc'OOols (continued) 4/65-66 
Ie It Bass High School 45' 

II Elberton City High SchJol 46 
II Gray Street 47 
II Price Vocational High School 48 
" J. E. Brown High School 49 
It ware Elanentary 50 
II J:ibrth :fulton High School 51 
II West Fulton High School 52 .. Snith High S0hool 53 
II Harper HighSchool 54 
II FrErl Douglas High School 55 
II Carver High Sc'OOol 56 
II E. P. Johnson Elementary 57 
II H. M. Turner High School 58 
II '!herell High School 59 
" Sp:!ncer High School 60 
II Sylvia Bryanls Institute 61 
II Sylvan High School 62 
II Price High School 63 e II Archer High School 64 
II COolidge High School (D. C.) 65 

St. John Military High School (D. C.) 66 
II St. AntlDny (D. C.) 67 
It lbosevelt High School (Atlanta) 68 
II Wocx1w:trd Academy (Atlanta) 69 
II Francis High Scb:x:>l (D. C.) 70 
II Kennerly Middle School (Atlanta) 71 
II St. Annis (D. C.) 72 

-427-



Var # Quest # Var Nane COOe # C/C # 

V433 77 Specific Occupation (Father) 8/67-69 .. kCOlmtant 001 .. Administrative Assisstant 002 .. Air Cbn:li tioner /Heating Repainuan 003 .. Airplane MeChanic 004 
" Apprentice 005 .. Architect 006 .. Assembly Worker 007 

Assistant Dean 008 
Assistant Mana:Jer 009 
Baker 010 
Bank 'fuller 011 
Barber 012 
Barterrler 013 
Bill Collector 014 
Blacksmith 015 
£bard of EdlXation 016 
Bookbirrler 017 

" Box Maker 018 
Br ick Maron 019 
l3u::lget Analyst 020 
Bus Driver 021 
Business 022 
Butcher 023 
cab Driver 024 
carpenter 025 
Cartographer 026 
Cashier 027 
Cement Mixer 028 
O1auffer 029 
Chemist 030 
Civil Servant 031 
Clerk Typist 032 
Coal Miner 033 
Collection Specialist 034 
College Sttrlent 035 
Camn.mications Specialist 036 
Chnputer Prograrnner 037 
Canputer Sales perron 038 
Construction 039 
Contractor 040 
Cook/Chef 041 
Correctional Officer 042 
Counter Clerk 043 
Comtry Club Manager 044 
Crane cperator 045 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Nane Code #: C/C #: --.-
V433 77 Specific Q::cupation (Father) 8/67-69 

II Custodian/Janitor 046 
II Dancer 047 .. Il:tta ~cialist 048 
" Dental Lab Technician 049 
II Dentist 050 
" Detective 051 
II Dishwasher 052 

{X)ctor 053 
D::mestic 054 
Dredger 055 
Dry Cleaner Worker 056 
EConomic Assistant 057 
EtllXator 058 
Electrical Su:perviror 059 
Electrician 060 
Electronics 061 
Elevator Operator 061 
EnJineer 063 
Ehvirormental Services 064 
Factory Worker 065 
Fanner 066 
Film Procesror 067 
Financial Advisor 068 
Fireman 069 
Florist 070 
Flower Mill 071 
Fbod Service Worker 072 
Fbod Factory Worker 073 
fum rbtor Q:mp::my 074 
Fbranan 075 
Fbster Parent 076 
Foun:lry 077 
Freelance - TV 078 
Fu.rrl Raiser 079 
Furniture M:Jver 000 
General t-btors Worker 081 
Goverrment Worker 082 
Grass CUtter 083 
farrlyman 084 
Hamware 085 
~avy Equipnent 086 
High SchcX>l Sttrlent 087 
Ibusewife 088 
HOspital Orderly 089 
Ibusekeepirg Supervi~r 090 
Ibrse Tt-ainer 091 
Hustler 092 
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Var #: 

V433 
" 
" 
" 
II 

" 

II 

il 

II 

" 
II 

II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

" 
" 
II 

" 

" 
" 
" 
II 

II 

Quest # 

77 

" 
" 
II 

" 
" 
II 

I 

" 
.11 

" 
" 
.11 

" 

Var Narre Ccx:1e# c/c # 

Specific CCcup:ition (Father) 8/67-69 
Infonnation Cbordinator 093 
Insect/Rodent Cbntroller 094 
Ins};ector 095 
Insucance 096 
Journalist 097 
Lab Techl.1.ician 098 
laborer 099 
laooscaper 100 
latmdry Worker 101 
lawyer 102 
Librarian 103 
Lifeguard 104 
IoI'B' Sh:>reman 105 
Machine Opera tor 106 
Maintenance Man 107 
Managanent Tramee 108 
ManaJer 109 
Manufacturer 110 
Masseur 111 
Mechanic 112 
Merchant Seanan 113 
Messenger 114 
Miller 115 
Military 116 
Minister 117 
MJrtician 118 
MJtor Transp::>rtation Specialist 119 
MJtor Vehicle Operator 120 
r-bvie Projectionist 121 
Musician 122 
N3.val Ehgineer 123 
Night Club OWner 124 
NLlrse 125 
Nurse Administrator 126 
NLlrse Assistant 127 
Nursery Aide 128 
CCean09'rapher 119 
Cdd JobS/Part-Time 130 
Oil Mill 131 
Paint Fbreman 132 
Painter 133 
Patient Representative 134 
Persormel Specialist 135 
Pattern Cdmpany Worker 136 
Peanut Procesror 137 
Phannaceutical Services 138 
photographe:t" 139 
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Var :It Quest :It Var Nane Code # C/C :It 

V433 77 Specific (kcup1tion (Father) 8/67-f)9 .. 'll1eatre Manager 187 .. Tile Setter 188 .. Train Cond~tor 189 .. Transit Worker 190 .. Truck Driver 191 
" Upmlsterer 192 

utility Canpmy 193 
Vice President/College 194 
Waiter 195 
Waitress 196 
Warelouse Clerk 197 
Waremuse Worker 198 
Unemployed/Never Worked 199 
Deceased 200 
Disabled/RetirEd 201 
Cosmetologist 202 
Pilot/Navigator 203 
Professional Athlete 204 

e Stewardess 205 
~ DK/NA 999 
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Var #: Quest #: Var Nane Code # C/C 1/: 

V434 77 NOR:: Scores 8/70-72 
It It Dentist 099 
" .. IX>ctor 099 
" .. Psychologist/Psychiatrist 099 

.. It Architect 098 
It .. lawyer 098 

.. .. Electrical Superviror 097 .. .. Electrician 097 
II " Electronics 097 

.. Assistant Dean 096 .. Assistant Manager 096 
Engineer 096 
Envirormental Services 096 

'ic Financial Mviror 096 
" Naval En3ineer 096 
~ e Patient Representative 096 
~ • Perronnel Specialist 096 , 

Researcher 096 
,j .. Statistician 096 
~ .. Teacher/Instructor 096 

It Vice President/College 096 .. Pilot/Navigator 096 

.. .. Fun::1 ~iser 095 .. .. Journalist 095 
~, .. .. Q::eanographer 095 .. .. Phannaceutical Services 095 .. .. Politician 095 , 
1 095 
:~ .. II Cheuist .. " Civil Servant 094 .. .. Governnent Worker 094 

It " Thx Examiner 094 

II II llccountant 092 

" " Business 091 

" .. ffiucator 089 

" .. Insurance 089 e .. .. M:>tor Vehicle Operator 089 .. II Realty Inspector 089 .. .. Superviror 089 
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Var # Quest # Var Nane Code # C/C # 

V434 77 NOOC Scores 8/70-72 
II II cartographer 088 
II II Manufacturer 088 

II II fardW3.re 087 

II II rata Specialist 086 
II II princiral 086 
II II Real Estate Broker 086 

II II Recreation SUpervisor 084 
II II Social Worker 084 
II II 'lheatre ManaJer 084 

II II ~rtician 083 

.. II Mninistrati ve Assistant 082 
II II Board of Education 082 
II Ii Clerk Typist 082 
II II Secretary 082 .. .. Masseur 082 e II II Postman 080 

.. II Airplane Mechanic 079 
II II Chntractor 079 

.. II Canputer SalesJ;erson 077 

II II Self-anployed 076 

.. .. Bank Teller 075 
II .. Store OWner 075 

.. II Detective 074 

Budget Analyst 073 
Dental Lab Technician 073 
Fconanic Assistant 073 
Fal:mer 073 
Fireman 073 
Fbranan 073 
lab Teclmician 073 
t-btor Transp:>rtation 073 
Movie Projectionist 073 
Photographer 073 

-- Postal Clerk 073 
Receptionist 073 
Stock Clerk 073 

-434-



r" 
~!. 
~ II: 
~. 
;Ir 

~ 
!d 
" l 

S 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ e ~ 
~ , 
~ 
r 
~ 

C/C #: ~ Var #: Quest....! Var Narre Code # 
" ~ 
t 

V434 77 NORC Scores 8/70-72 gi 
[i It It o:mm.nication Specialist 072 
~ II " Musician 072 
~ 

II It " SWi tclIDoard Operator 072 
~ 
~ 

It It 071 ~ Country Club OWner 
~ 
~ It .. Florist 071 
~ It .. Night Club OWner 071 

I 
It " Nurse 071 

t " .. Nurse Mrn:i.nistrator 071 
~J 
(;,,' 

.~t It .. Book Birxler 069 
:r It .. cashier 069 $ , 
g 
;" 

It .. J ManCKJer 068 
i .. .. Mechanic 068 
~ .. " R::>anin:J Ibuse ManCKJer 068 f , 

" .. Service Station Manager 068 

It .. Minister 067 e 
It .. Bill Collector 066 
" .. Collection Specialist 066 
It .. Sheriff 066 .. .. Bus Driver 066 
" " Film Processor 066 

" " Librarian 064 
II " P1UI'£ft:)er 064 
II " Steel/Iron Worker 064 

" " Freelance - TV 063 
/1 " Military (present) 063 

" " Han1yrnan 062 
" " Serge Operator 062 .. " TV Repainnan 062 

" Air Corrli tioner /H:!atin:J Repairman 061 
II. Assembly Worker 061 
\I Dancer 061 
" Ibusekee~ Su};:€rvisor 061 
tl Ibrse Trainer 061 .. Retail Trade 061 .. Train Corrluctor 061 

'I " Transit Worker 061 
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-----~-------------------------

Var #: Ques.t # Var Narre Ccx1e#: C/C #: 

V434 77 NORC Scores 8/70-72 .. " 'Iailor 040 
" " Truck. Driver 040 

Flo.-.er Mill 039 
Miller 039 
Oil Mill 039 
Sewing/Seamstress 039 
Steel/Iron Worker 039 
Waiter 039 
Waitress 039 

" " Cbrrecticnal Officer 038 
" " Ibspital Orderly 038 
" " LifS3uard 038 
" " Security Guard 038 
" " Pattern Canpmy Worker 038 

" Barber 037 
II cab Driver 037 
" Olauffeur 037 
" Dry Cleaner w::>rker 037 
" Iatmdry Worker 037 
" Paint Foreran 037 
" Painter 037 
" Cosmetologist 037 

" .. Mili tary (fonner) 036 

" " Carpenter 035 

" " Cenent Mixer 034 
" II lbofer 034 

" " FocXl Service Wor~r 032 
" " Focxl Factory Worker 032 
" II fi3avy Fqui.pnent 032 
" " Laborer 032 

.. " Blacksmith 031 
" " Boxmaker 031 
" " Cook/Chef 031 
" " Pailroa:1 Worker 031 

" II Elevator Operator 028 

e " " Wareh::>use Clerk 028 
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Var # Quest # Var Narre Code # C/C # 

V434 77 NaRC Scores 8/70-72 .. .. FUrniture M:wer 027 

.. II Ion:J Sooreman 025 
" II Merchant Seaman 025 

.. .. stoanaker 022 

" " Grass CUtter 019 
" " Iarnsca.t;er 019 
" " Planter 019 

II, Coal Mirier 018 
" CUstodian/Janitor 018 
" Dishwasher 018 
" Insect/Rodent Controller 018 
" Maintenance 018 
" Sanitation Department 018 

e " " Construction 016 
" " Porter /Ra'ilroad 016 

" " Textile 013 

II .. Saw cperator 010 

" .. Hustler 008 
II " Odd Jobs/Part-time 008 
" " Street Vernor 008 

" .. D:mestic 007 
II " Private Sitter 007 

.. College Stment 999 
" Deceased 999 
" Disabled (retirErl) 999 
II Fbster Parent 999 
" High Sch::>ol Student 999 
" Ibusewife 999 .. Unenployed/Never Worked 999 
II DK/NA 999 
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APPENDIX F 

COnING AND RELIABILITY 

Coding 

Completion of editing and codebook construction serves as 
a precursor to the task of coding. "Coding" refers to the 
process of transferring data from the questionnaire onto 
codesheets. Three tools are necessary to perform the task 
of coding: the questionnaire; the codebooki and the codesheet. 
The codebook served as an instruction manual to coders. 
Transferral of data onto codesheets requires the coder to 
refer to the codebook to determine the appropriate code and 
the correct record and card column number to assign respondent's 
answers. 

Prior to the actual coding, a brief orientation was nec
essary for all persons responsible for coding. Without a 
clear understanding of how to interpret the codebook, a grea
ter chance of coding error is presented. Each item appearing 
in the codebook designates a aertain action to be taken by 
the coder when transferring the information from the codebook 
to the codesheet. For instance, variable number 45 in the 
codebook refers to one of the possible responses to question 
number 24(b). If the response represented by variable number 
45 appeared in the questionnaire as an answer to question 
number 24(b), the coder would know to assign code "lri to the 
appropriate space on the codesheet. Reading straight across 
from variable number 45, the coder is directed by the codebook 
to enter code "1" on record number 1 in column number 58. 

After coder training was completed, the coding process 
officially began. Coders playa very important role in the 
research plan. Their task is one of the final steps taken in 
preparing data for computer analysis. It is the primary 
responsibility of the coder to insure accuracy in transferring 
data from the questionnaire onto the codesheet. What must be 
a recurring thought in the mind of the coder is the fact that 
the information recorded on codesheets will be sent directly 
to the keypuncher and then to the computer for further arialy
sis. Thus, the accuracy of the findings appearing in the 
final report reflect the skill and care exercised by the 
coder in transferring information from the questionnaire to 
the codesheet. 

Research assistants were responsible for coding 624 com
pleted questionnaires. To eliminate the possibility of coder 
bias with respect to the tract, randomization was employed 
when selecting cases to be coded. Selecting cases to be 
coded at random served two purposes - first the possibility 
of systematic errors appearing in one particular tract was 
reduced, and secondly randomization served to increase 
the consistency of coder reliability with respect to 
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the tract. 

The task of coding consumed three months of the research 
assistants' time. On the average, 208 questionnaires were 
coded each month and 52 were coded per week. When assessing 
the actual amount of time spent each week or each month on 
coding during this three month time span, it is important to 
consider how much time within the three month span was spent 
coding exclusively. Three vacation periods - Thanksgiving, 
Christmas and New Year's - were included within the three 
months. Also, a week was set aside to devote time exclusively 
to the preparation of the November board meeting. Taking 
into consideration unavoidable departures from the task of 
coding, sufficient time was devoted to each questionnaire to 
insure accuracy and efficiency in the completion of the coding 
task. Although such concentrated effort was put forth in 
completing the coding task, the possibility of human error 
cannot be avoided. To address the possibility of such errors, 
an inter-coder reliability check was necessary. Inter-coder 
reliability will be addressed in the next section. 

Reliability 

Inter-coder reliability checks are vital to the final 
research product. Reliability checks require the monitoring 
of coders' work to make certain that consistency in coding 
and coder decision-making is evident. To ascertain the degree 
of coding consistency, it was necessary to recode a randomly 
selected third of the total number of completed questionnaires. 

The process of inter-coder reliability checks required 
that the questionnaires first be grouped by tract. The total 
number of completed questionnaires per tract was obtained 
and a third of the tract was randomly selected to be included 
in the reliability check (see Table 3). There were a total 
of 94 completed interviews in tract number 82.02. Taking 
one-third of the total (94) dictates that 31 questionnaires 
be included in the reliability check. Therefore, 31 randomly 
selected questionnaires representing tract number 82.02 were 
recoded for reliability. The same procedure was adopted for 
all tracts. Upon recoding, coders were instructed to record 
the total number of errors per questionnaire. Recoding one
third of the total number of questionnaires yielded a relia
bility sample of 206 questionnaires (See Table 1). Inter
coder reliability checks consumed three weeks of the research 
time frame. 

The end product of the inter-coder reliability check is 
the calculation of a reliability coefficient indicating the 
amount of coder error. The initial step involved totalling 
the number of errors per tract. This was accomplished by 
first grouping the questionnaires according to whether they 
were representative of adult or high school respondents. 
Referring to the questionnaire (page 32), the reader will 

-440-



notice that after the respondent is asked question number 90, 
the interviewer is then instructed to thank the respondent 
and inform him/her that the interview has been completed. 
However, if the individual being interviewed is presently 
enrolled in high school or has just completed high school 
within the past year, the interviewer is instructed to ask 
the respondent some additional questions (numbers 91-111) 
included as a high school supplement. These individuals are 
referred to as high schoolers. Essentially, what you have is 
a bifurcated sample - those individuals responding only to 
questions number 1-90 (adults) and those individuals respond
ing to questions number 1-90 plus the supplemental questions 
(high schoolers). 

The total number of errors present among high school or 
adult questionnaires in a particular tract is placed in the 
reliability equation as the numerator, with the product of 
the total number of applicable card/columns times the total 
number of questionnaires included in the reliability check 
for the particular tract as the denominator. It is important 
to emphasize that applicable card columns would depend on 
whether one is calculating the reliability for adult or high 
school questionnaires. The number of applicable card/columns 
for high schoolers is greater than adults because high school
ers responded to the supplemental questions. Including the 
product of the total number of applicable card/columns times 
the total number of questionnaires included in the reliability 
check as the denominator provides an indication of the maximum 
number of errors possible for all respondents in that particu
lar tract. The resulting number is placed in the reliability 
equation (see Table 4). Adult and high school questionnaires 
receive the same treatment for each tract (refer to tables). 

There are two ways to ascertain the reliability coeffi
cient for the entire sample. One could either obtain a weigh
ted reliability average or an unweighted reliability average. 
The weighted reliability average equation presents the amount 
of error present in each tract as the numerator (see reliabil
ity equation infra) and the corresponding product representing 
applicable card-columns times the number of cases included in 
the reliability for the particular tract as the denominator. 
The sum of the numerator is then divided by the sum of the 
denominator and the resulting number is subtracted by 1. 
This pr0cedure will probably yield the more accurate estimate 
because each tract score has the advantage of receiving its 
exact weight. In contrast,. the unweighted reliability average 
treats all scores as if they were equally weighted. The 
unweighted average takes the sum of the reliability scores, 
divides the sum by the total number of tracts (8) and then 
subtracts by 1. Both averages tend to yield the same or very 
similar results as you can see from the table. The equations 
for calculating the weighted and unweighted reliability aver
ages are represented as: 
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Rl (weighted) = 1 -

R2 (unweighted) = 1 -

Where: 

ei 
(cols) (Ni) 

ei _ 8 
(cols) (Ni) 

i = particular tract i = 1, 2 ••• 8 
ei = amount of error for tract i 
cols = total number of applicable card/columns 
Ni = number of respondent questionnaires in tract i included 

in reliability check 
= summation of 
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City I. D. 

Tract 
Number 

Total N 

1/3 of N 

Atlanta 

No. No. No. 
22 60 79 

88 86 78 

29 28 26 

e e 
Reliability Samples 

Table 3 

Washington, D. C. 
Row Totals 

No. No. No. No. No. 
82.02 95.3 46 68.1 76.3 

94 55 78 63 82 624 

31 18 26 21 27 206 



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

e It e 
Hi~h School Questionnaires 

Table 4 

Reliability Equator 

Tract Error Applicable Reliability ei ei 
Number Number (ei) Card Columns (cols) Sample (N) (cols) (Ni) (cols ~ (Ni) 

46 14 645 26 14 = 14 = 0.00083 
645(26) 16,770 

60 26 645 28 26 = 26 = 0.0014 
645(28) 18,060 

68.l 4 645 21 4 = 4 = 0.00029 

I 
645(2l) 13,545 

~ 
~ 76.3 6 645 27 6 = 6 = 0.00034 ~ 
I 645(27) l7,4l5 

95.3 9 645 l8 9 = 9 = 0.00077 
645(18) 11,610 

79 9 645 26 9 = 9 = 0.00054 
--- 645(26) l6,770 

82.02 1 645 3l 1 = 1 = 0.000050 
645(31) 19,995 

22 17 645 29 17 = 17 = 0.00090 
206 645(29) 18,705 0.Ol798 

,.. 



I 
,f:a. 
,f:a. 
U1 
I 

e e e 
Total Bigh School Reliability Coefficient 

Table 5 

1 - ei ] 
( cols) (Ni) 

Rl (weighted) = 1 - 14 + 26 + 4 + 6 + 9 + 9 + 1 + 17 
16,770 18,060 13,545 17,415 11,610 16,770 19,995 18,705 

R 1 = 1 - _8-=6-=---==~ 
132,870 

Rl = 1 - [0.00065J 

Rl = .99935 = .99+ 

R2 = 1 - ei 
Ccols)TNIJ 

- 8 

R2 (unweighted) = 1 - (0.00083 + 0.0014 + 0.00029 + 0.00034 + 0.00077 + 0.00054 + 
0.000050 + 0.00090) - 8J 

R2 = 1 - (0.011798 - 8}J 

R2 = 1 - 0.0014725J 

R2 = .99775 = .99+ 



e e e 
Adult Questionnaires 

Table 6 

Adult Reliabilit~ Eguation 
Questionnaires Error Applicable Reliability ei ei 
Tract Number Number (ei) Card COlumns (cols) Sample (N) (cols)(Ni) (cols) (Ni) 

46 30 549 26 30 = 30 = 0.0021 
549(26) 14,274 

60 24 549 28 24 = 24 = 0.0016 
549(28) 15,372 

68.1 6 549 21 6 = 6 = 0.0005 
549(21) 11,529 

I 
76.3 19 549 27 19 ~ = 19 = 0.0013 

~ 549(27) 14,823 0\ 
I 

95.3 16 549 18 16 = 16 = 0.0016 
549 (18) 9,882 

79 19 549 26 19 = 19 = 0.0013 
549(26) 14,274 

82.02 25 549 31 25 = 25 = 0.0015 
549(31) 17,019 

22 24 549 29 24 = 24 = 0.0015 
206 549(29) 15,921 0.0114 



I' 

I 
01::> 
01::> 
-...J. 
I 

e e fa 

Total Adult Sample Reliability Coefficient 

Rl (weighted) = 1 - [ ei ] 
(cols) (Ni) 

Rl = 1 - [30 + 24 + 6 + 19 + 16 + 19 + 25 + 24 ] 
14,274 l5,372 11,529 14,823 9,882 14,274 17,019 15,921 

Rl = 1 - [163 ] 
113,094 

Rl = 1 - [0.00144] 

Rl = .99855 = .99+ 

R2 (unweighted) = 1 - ei 8 
( coT-S}{Nf) 

= 1 - [(0.0021 + 0.0016 + 0.0005 + 0.0013 + 0.0016 + 0.0013 + 0.0015 
+ 0.0015) - 8] 

R2 = 1 - [0.0114) - 8] 

R2 = 1 - [0.001425] -

R2 = 0.99857 = .99+ 



APPENDIX G 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR 

COMMUNITY LEADERS 

, 
1. How would you rate crime as a problem within your community? 

Not a problem ................................ .,. 1 
Somewhat a problem ea ••••••• " • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Big problem. til • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 

Why is that? ________________________________________________ _ 

2. a. Have you or anyone else in your neighborhood tried to 
organize any community crime prevention efforts? (e.g., 
block watches) 

Ye s. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
No ••.•••.•..•••..••••...•.• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

If yes, what kind? __________________________________________ __ 

If no, why not? ______________________________________________ __ 

b. If yes, how responsive have neighborhood residents 
been to these meetings, and in enacting the necessary 
precau tions agains t cr ime ? ____________________________ ~_ 

3. In your estimation, which of the following agencies should 
receive the most money in order to "fight crime"? 

the police ....... .,............................. 1 
the courts 0 •••• til • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
corrections (jails, youth detention facilities) 3 
Local Community Agencies....................... 4 
Probation/Parole ...•••..................•...•.. 5 
Other (Specify: ) ... 6 

Why is that? -----------------------------------------------
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4. What kind of crime is most prevalent in your community? 

violent crlmes...................................... 1 
property crimes ... II • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • .. • .. • • • • .. .. ... 2 
vandalism ............................................................ /I • .... 3 
car the f t.. .. .. ................. 0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. " .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... 4 

other (Please specify: __________________________ _ 

-------------------------------------------------) •• 5 

Don't Know......................................................................... 9 

5. What do you see as the most effective means of reducing 
crime in your community? ____________________________________ __ 

" 
6. In your neighborhood, who commits the majority of crimes? 

youth from your neighborhood .••••••...••...••... 1 
youth from outside your nieghborhood ...........• 2 
adults (over 18 years of age) from your 
neighborhood ...•..•..•...••..••..••.••.•..••... 3 

adults (Over 18 uears of age) outside your 
neighborhood.. . .. .. . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... 4 

7. How would you describe the kind of cooperation you have 
received from city administrators in your crime prevention/ 
reduction efforts? . 

excellent ............................................... , .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... 1 
good, they seem responsive ••.•••.••• o ••••••••••• 2 
fair, they listen but seem unable to help •...••. 3 
not too good, can't even get in to see them 
or talk with them .••••••......••.....•••.....•• 4 

"e~j{ I?()()~ ........................................................ $ .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .... 5 
have never tried to approa.ch the problem with 

them.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... 6 

8. For those neighborhoods in this city in which there are 
no organized crime prevention efforts, how responsive do 
you feel residents would be to such efforts? 

Uncooperative .••••.•••••...•.••.••... ~ •......••• 1 
Indifferent ...•. ~ ..•..••.•..•.•.•....••......••. 2 
Somewhat Responsive ............................. 3 
Quite Responsive ................................ 4 
Don I t Know ................................ Ii • • • • •• 5 
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9. What do you think citizens, by themselves, in your 
community could realistically do to reduce crime or the 
fear of crime? 

10. (a) As far as you know, are there any recreational 
facilities provided in your community? What would 
be your best guess as to how many there are? 

(b) 

None. . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Very few........................................ 2 
A few........................................... 3 
Qui te a number ..................... II • • • • .. • • • • • •• 4 
A whole lot..................................... 5 
Don't Know...................................... 6 

As far as you know, do the people in your community 
use these facilities" 

No .......... D •••••••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• i 
Yes, once in a while .... e •• e ••••• e ............... 2 
Yes, quite often ................................. 3 
Don I t Know •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••• ,. • • • • • • • • • • • •• 4 

11. (a) Do you think more recreational facilities should 
be provided? 

Yes •• " •••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
No. . . • . • . . . . . . . • • . • . • • • • • • • . . . • • . . • . • . . • • • • . . . .• 2 

(b) Why is that? __________________________________________ __ 

12. What is your opinion of the service your community gets 
from the police? 

Police 
Police 
Police 
Police 
Police 

services 
services 
services 
services 
services 

very poor....................... 1 
poor ........................... . 
about average ••..•...••.•..•.... 
good ... D •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

very good ....................... . 
Don't Know ................... , ................. . 

2 
3 
4 
5 
9 
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13. What are the ways in which you think police services 
could be improved in your community? 

Describe.fully, giving specific suggestions: 

14. What is your opinion of the service your community gets 
from the sanitation department? 

Service 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Service 

very poor ........... ""."" .. ""." .. " ..... " 1 
poor. " " " " " " . " .. " " . " . " " " .. " " " " " " . " " " . " . a " 

about average .... ""." .. "." ...... "."" ... " 
good. " " . " " " " " .. " . " " " . " " . " .. " .... " .... " .. 
very good" ... "."."" .... " .... " ..... " ... ". 

Don I t Kn:()w.".......,,"""" 0 " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 

2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

15. What are the ways in which you think sanitation services 
could be improved in your community? Describe fully, giving 
specific suggestions. 

16. (a) As far as you know, are there any public health facili
ties (including mental and dental) provided in your 
community? 

Yes .... " .. " .... " " " ............ iii " .. " .' .. " ........ " ...... " .......... " • .. • .. .. • 1 
No ............... " ........ " • " " ............ " ........... " ........ " .. " • . • .. 2 
Do n 't Kn ow.. • • • .. " .. • • .. .. • .. " e .. .. • .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. • • .. • • .. • • • .. " 9 

(b) As far as you know, do the people in your community 
use these facilities? 

Yes .... " ....... " .... " .. " .. " ..... " • " .... " ........ " .. . .. • . • .. .. • .. .. . 1 
Yes, once in a while ........ "" .......... " .................. ". 2 
Yes, quite often .••..••..••.••.••.• ~ •••.••.•... 3 
Don't Know ........................... " .. " ................. "........ 9 
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17. A lot has been said about the relationship between the 
changing nature of schools and increase in crime. Do you 
think there is any connection between the schools in your 
community and its rate of crime? 

l~es ....................•.........• fJ ••••••••••••••••• 1 
No ................ " •...•••••••. a • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. • • • • 2 
Don't Know ....... " ......................... · ......... It • • 9 

Why is that? ----------------------------------------------------

18. A lot has been said about the relationship between the 
changing institutional nature of the Black church and 
increase in crime. Do you think there is any connection 
between the churches in your community and its rate of 
crime? 

yes .•.....••........•.....•.........• '................ 1 
No ................................... " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. 2 
Don't Know................................... .................. ill" • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 3 

Why is that? ________________________ ~ ______________________ __ 
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PREFACE 

Volume II is a study of two distinct ethnographic areas. The first study 

is designed to show what kims of problems exist when two canmunities are side by 

side but racially are entirely different in attitudes, perceptions, socio-econamic 

background, am feeliI"Bs about criminal behavior. One canmuni ty is predaninantly 

black, the other ~';t..llTll11uni ty is integrated but becaning increasin;Jly white and 

middle-incane. 

The secom study involves one family in the ghetto, located in the same area 

where Elliot Liebow wrote Talley's Corner. The original design for that area 

called for observations of a randan sample of families, but the observer, despite 

many warnings focused uPJn the one family. While this family may not be represen-

tative of ghetto cammunities,'it does provide same insight into the problems 

of day-to-day livin;J within the ghetto. 

The intent is to show that in all phases of camnuni ty life black crime is a . 
pervasive interest am day-to-day social life cannot function until solutions are 

found to reduce the amount of violent crime. 
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AN ETHNOGRAPHIC STUDY OF THE VILLAGE-NORTHTON 

Introduction 

Few social acts are more meaningful for urban community 

organization than those that involve the loss or threatened loss of 

life or property through violence on the streets. In black commun

ities especially, such acts constitute an urgent problem (Wolfgang and 

Ferracuti 1967; Miller 1958; Drake and Cayton 1970; liebow 1967; 

Anderson 1978). Numerous commentators,. academic as well as popular, 

have noted the recent rise of violent crime in urban black communities 

(Block 1977; Silberman 1978). Around the nation, people are afraid of 

the streets, park,s, and other public places, particularly after dark 

or when too many "strangers" are present. Street criminals have 

boldly taken over these communities by intimidating the law-abiding 

residents. 

Community members know that the s~reet criminal recognizes no 

bounds. It is money, and sometimes thrills, that he is after. They 

know him as a figure lurking in the shadows of dark streets, hiding in 

a doorway or behind a clump of bushes, ready to pounce on a victim. 

Such images are in their minds and on their tongues as they attend 

neighborhood events, wondering if they or their loved ones will return 

home safely. When there is a robbery or killing nearby, the news 

reverberates throughout the community and generates unease. Each 

resident wonders if he will be next. Many middle-income black and 

1 



white people simply flee, bewailing inadequate police protection and 

high crime rates. 

2 

With their greater financial resources, higher degree of 

education, and greater neighborhood participation, middle-income 

blacks exert a certain moral authority over their communities, 

contributing an important measure of social control and integration to 

the neighborhoods they increasingly leave behind (Silberman 1978). 

The Village-Northton, a community area of Eastern City, is 

important as an ethnographic research site because it is a prototype 

of the urban problem area. Northton is predominantly black. The 

Village is at present Ilintegrated," while becoming increasingly white 

and middle-income. Race appears highly significant in community life. 

Interaction on the streets is often influenced by skin color and by 

sex. Young black males, for instance, are usually presumed to be 

involved in criminal activity until they prove otherwise. Such 

working conceptions of the community generate subtle but enduring 

racial divisions. The communal acknowledgment of these divisions 

expresses itself in sociability patterns, as blacks and whites tend to 

reside and socialize primarily within.their own subcommunities. At 

the same time, this is a community where many kinds of people live in 

relative harmony. 

To some extent the thesis advanced by Charles Silberman in 

Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice (1978) appears to be supported in 

the black community of Northton: the relatively well-to-do or middle

income blacks are fleeing, leaving the area to the poorest residents, 
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who are at the mercy of the criminal element. People tend to have 

very limited confidence in the criminal justice system. In the 

streets, the law of the jungle prevails. 

The Village comprises mainly one-family houses with large 

porches, surrounded by nicely planted yards, with old-fashioned 

wrought iron fences. During the day and after the evening rush-hour 

traffic, the streets are generally quiet, and downtown Eastern City 

seems far away. Throughout the area, young male street groups 

predomi nate.' Throughout the area, young male street gy'oups pre

dominate. Their members tend to be unemployed and to be involved in 

the "underground economy." The law~abiding members of the community 

hold such youths responsible for street crimes in the vicinity. 

Particularly aft~r dark, these young men and those who resemble them 

are held suspect by most conmunity members, black as we-ll as white. 

Some of the unemployed black youths, particularly the most desperate, 

tend to man the streets and set themselves up as community protectors 

and gatekeepers, offering to ensure safe passage for money. Residents 

thus are inclined to remain indoors after dark, to travel in small 

groups, or even to a 

with security. 

themselves. in order to navigate the streets 

As many economists and sociologists note, there exists a whole 

generation of young blacks who might live out their lives without any 

meaningful involvement with the American occupational structure 

(Anderson and Sawhill 1980). Many of them will take dead-end jobs, 

only to be repeatedly laid off, failing ever to form a productive 
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relationship with the world of work. They are likely to be scarred by 

such experiences with the labor market and to develop alternative ways 

of coping, often unconventional or illegal (Doeringer and Piore 1971; 

Anderson 1978). 

In the Village-Northton area, the results of such major social 

problems are already observable, and the situation is complicated by 

changes in racial composition. As unemployed black youths increase, 

middle-income-newcomers, mainly middle-aged and young whites, and some 

blacks, are moving into the area, displacing poorer blacks and others. 

This residential and racial change is a source of conflict, resulting 

in increased street crime and burglaries. Not only do the perpetra

tors of such crimes often view such new people as invaders of the 

community, they also see them as inexperienced in the ways of lithe 

streets. II Such people, because of their actual and supposed inexper

ience, and to some degree because of their skin color, are viewed as 

easy marks, and they easily become victims. Furthermore, as they seek 

to buy or rent homes, the increased demand pushes up rents and prices. 

What was once a marginal urban area is likely to be transformed into a 

"trendy" or at least more expensive place to live. As the middle

income blacks left the community to poorer blacks, in time the poorer 

blacks are forced to leave. In time, the area is likely to become 

middle-income and increasingly white. 

Of particular ethnographic interest are the social processes 

involved in this neighborhood transition. What is the relation between 

race and crime within the general community? What are the relation 
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among age, race, class, education, and employment? I am particularly 

concerned to understand how various kinds of people interact in public 

places, particularly the streets, what communication devices they use, 

how public order is articulated, and how all this contributes to 

emergent social organization and definition of the community. 



Chapter 1 

The Historical Setting 

The story of the Village is interrelated with the growth and 

expansion of Eastern City.l In the l600s one could stand in the 

center of the city and look west across the Tyler River toward the 

rolling hill? of what is now the Village. 2 In those days a ferry took 

passengers across the river to the western shore. Others expanded the 

ferry service, and eventually a privately owned bridge was built. The 

city eventually took over the bridge, improved it, and in time built a 

sturdier one, thus spurring the migration and sett1ement westward 

across the river. 

The first people to settle in the area now known as the Village 

were the well-to-do, those who could afford to commute to the central 

city or to maintain summer homes on the hills along the Tyler's 

western bank. The first landowners built large houses on their 

estates, but in time these holdings were cut up, and additional homes 

were built on the.properties. Family estates were thus subdivided and 

parcels of land dispensed among the heirs of the wealthy. Neighbor

hoods developed, with general stores, churches, and schools. During 

the 1850s, 1860s, and 1870s many fancy Victorian houses were built. 

Some inhabitants branched out farther west into an area that is to 

this day wealthy and suburban. 

6 
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During the late 1800s and early 1900s, the area to the north and 

west of the Village was overtaken by the Industrial Revolution. Not 

only were houses built at a rapid pace, but small factories sprang up. 

Accompanying the new industries were working-class neighborhoods, and 

one of the most prominent was Northton, just north of what was to 

become known as the Village. 

In many respects, Northton was like a company town, with its 

small buildings, soot, and close-packed dwellings. The social history 

of the area ~s evident in its architecture, the scale of the houses, 

the size of the iots, and the craftmanship of the facades: much of 

Northton was built for a class who worked for, not alongside, the 

inhabitants of the Village. Northton became an area of settlement for 

newly arrived Irish and German immigrants who worked in the light 
" 

industry uf Northton and also as servants for the rich families in the 

large homes across Bell Weather Street, which became a kind of social 

boundary separating the working class from the well-to-do. 

During the early twentieth century this boundary was often 

violated by the middle-class Irish and German proprietors of the shops 

and manufacturing concerns lining Warrington Avenue, who were eager to 

oetain Village property. The well-to-do looked on the "up and coming" 

Nortonians as invaders, and with each inroad the social definition of 

the Village as a neighborhood for the wealthy was altered. 

Enter the steam engine. The rails were laid along the bank of 

the Tyler River, not far from the Village. The trains left great 

billows of smoke and soot, and residents had difficulty keeping 
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clothes and houses clean. This invasion of technology, along with the 

invading lower classes, encouraged the rich to leave for other areas, 

many of which are still suburban. The original inhabitants of the 

once-pastoral setting sought out IIbetter ll places to live, leaving the .. 
somewhat sooty Village to the middle-class Irish and Germans and the 

remnants of their own group who would not move elsewhere. 

The Village has since undergone great changes in density and 

appearance. Financial depressions have taken their toll, houses have 
, 

been sold, often to be cut up and rented out. The village has gone 

from an upper-income neighborhood to one inhabited primarily by 

working-class and middle-class people. But, though the stone mansions 

and townhouses have gradually been turned into multiple-family 

dwellings, lot sizes have tended to remain the same. The towering 

sycamore trees still provide a lush canopy over the cobblestone walks. 

What once was grand has now become quaint, but the neighborhood is 

still distinguishable as one whose residents ' collective identity 

places them socially higher than their neighbors in Northton, where 

few trees were ever planted and private outdoor spaces were never 

large. 

Through successive invasions and settlements, some of the 

Village's past splendor has lingered and rubbed off on the working

class and middle-class residents, who can never resist making 

invidious distinctions between the Village and Northton. The status 

difference between the neighborhoods persists, even though the social 

realities have changed drastically since the first Irish and Germans 
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made their move into the Village. 

Today Northton is almost totally black and has a vast array of 

urban problems, including high rates of crime, poverty, and illiter~ 

acy. The Village is racially integrated and becoming increasingly 

middle- to upper-middle class. Dingy and dilapidated row houses, 

sometimes facing abandoned factory sites, line the narrow, treeless 

streets of Northton, while elegant Victorian homes are being beauti

fully restored on the sycamore-lined streets of the Village. 

Blacks 'from the South were attracted to Northton during and 

after the Second World War, when, in search of a "better life,1I many 

migrated North and settled in white working-class communities like 

Northton, often in spite of physical resistance. The blacks even

tually succeeded the Irish and the Germans and II cl aimed ll Northton, 
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and in time they threatened the border areas of the Village, where 

slumlords found they could make good money by renting them their 

butchered mansions. But the whites of the Village offered great 

resistance~ and only slowly gave way to pockets of black settlement 

within the Village. What survived were white working-class and middle

class areas coexisting with enclaves of blacks who had recently 

migrated from the ghetto of Northton. 

I~oreover, Be 11 Weather Street increas i ngly became a boundary 

separating races as well as classes. What had separated the lace

curtain Irish from the Irish working class now separated blacks from 

whites. In effect, the blacks displaced the Irish and German working

class people in Northton, and these in turn invaded the Village and in 
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some cases took on the status of the upper-class group. But blacks 

followed them, often settling on the least desirable blocks within the 

Village. In the social effort to coexist, skin color has become 

increasingly important for determining one's place in the specific 

status configurations that relate Northton residents to one another. 

During the 1950s, when the Korean War was raging and the civil 

rights movement was a major political issue, a group of liberal-minded 

Quakers established a cooperative in one of the grand old houses of 

the Village. They called themselves the Village Friends, and they 

passionately supported pacificism, racial integration, and economic . . 

egalitarianism. The Village Friends invited blacks and others to live 

in their communal dwellings. They condoned interracial marriages 
• 

among their members. The group even began buytng dilapidated build

ings in the Village, refurbishing them, and renting them out to the 

"right kind of people," including university students of color and 

others who had difficulty finding decent housing in the Village. It 

... /as the time of the "beat generation, II and the Village Friends' 

developed their own version of such Bohemian values, watered down to 

fit with their own commitments to liberalism on racial equality and 

other issues. In this regard they actively supported the civil rights 

movement, including "open housing," "school integration," and other 

issues they assumed to be consistent with their egalitarian ideals. 

Being especially concerned with "brotherhood and equal ity between the 

races," their most immediate mission \oJas in the Village. 

Their neighbors, the conservative middle-class Irish and German 



Villages, looked on the Friends with suspicion, if not outrage, 

calling them IIcommunists ll and IInigger 10vers.1I But in spite of such 

criticism, the Friends adhered to their stated goals: lito keep the 

Village from becoming a land speculator's paradise" and lito make the 

Village the kind of place where all different kinds of people can 

live.,,2 

Meanwhile, the Bell Weather Street boundary was showing 
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increasing signs of weakness. Numbers of poor blacks were concen

trating on the periphery of the Village. The slumlords continued to 

buy run-down buildings, making the minimum of cosmetic repairs ,and 

renting them to "the poorest class of blacks" from Northton. The 

middle-class Irish and Germans as well as the Village Friends could 

rally together against this trend, for neither wanted the IIwrong kind 

of blacks" for neighbors. As the Friends negotiated \'Jith the other 

whites for control over Village resources, the hidden restrictions in 

their qwn notions of who and what kind of blacks were to be tolerated 

became evident. They were hospitable to "educated" or "decent" blacks 

who would contribute to neighborhood stability and an ambience of 

racial .and ethnic integration and harmony. 

An association of concerned Villagers, the Village Development 

Association, sprang up. Individuals and families contributed to the 

association's fund for buying up properties, renovating them, and 

selling or renting to desirable tenants, black or white. The associa

tion held integrated picnics, parties, and parades in the neighborhood, 

celebrating their progressive social attitudes and attempting to 
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attract support from liberal whites and "decentll blacks from around 

the city. A neighborhood social movement of sorts developed as the 

Village Development Association's members attempted to IIsave ll the 

Village from the hands of the speculators and the "racists." One 

informant explained that some of the Irish "saw what kind of people we 

were bringing in, and they were tolerant, if not accepting. 1I In time 

some of the conservatives moved, of course, and others died. With 

those who rem~ined into the early sixties there was some friction, but 

this eventua~ly faded as new issues gained prominence in the 

neighborhood. 

In time the Village Friends and their predecessors formed 

coalitions based on their common interests. Through their transac

tions, often carried out quietly, the Village Development Association 

accumulated numerous properties in the area and constituted an 

ecological invasion force, helping to change the character of the 

neighborhood to what it is today, socially and culturally diverse and 

well-integrated. As one forty-year-old black artist who lived through 

the fifties and sixties in the Village said proudly, lIyou know how it 

was everywhere else during the sixties? Well, it was like that in the 

Village in the fifties." Such is the pride with which some "o1d time 

Villagers" describe lithe good old days. II 

With the advent of the Vietnam conflict and the protest against 

it, the Village became a magnet for dropouts from col19ge, the armed 

services, and society in general. The Central Committee for Conscien

tious Objectors, with headquarters in the Village, attracted young men 



in need of draft counseling--and their friends. The Village II s l ums ll 

(huge abandoned apartment buildings dating back to the turn of the 

century) were inhabited by drug dealers, deserters from the armed 

services, runaway teenagers, and students. IICrash pads ll accomodated 

groups of apparently penniless "hippies. 1I 
. Draft counseling was 

.... 
provided, and the workers from an underground print shop that 
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specialized in phony identification for deserters seeking admission to 

Canada lived and housed clients in the roomy homes and apartments of 

the Village. An ethos of political radicalism developed, and the FBI 

was reputed to be infiltrating the neighborhood. Concerned anq 

sympathetic residents were on the lookout then as now, but for a 

different kind of "enemy." 

A run-down area that became known as the East Village was 

"squatted" on by the disaffected young of this era. Residents of the 

East Village saw their mission as bringing to fruition a "true" 

countercultural lifestyle. Food co-ops were started. One still 

thrives in an old apothecary shop on the fringe of the Village and 

draws members from allover the Village, Co11egetown, and, to a lesser 

extent, Northton. The building itself is old. The copper scrollwork 

around the doors and windows is corroded green but intact. The 

symbolic staff and coiled snake adorn the archways as one passes into 

the bustling food store. The smells of nuts, grains, and fruits takes 

one back to the days of general stores, before supermarkets packaged, . 

bottled, and froze their goods. The Co-op sells no foods that contain 

chemical preservatives. Moreover, they sell only products (such as 
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yogurt) whose containers are biodegradable. Even the bulk dog food is 

"all natura1." The spirit of the Co-op is hard work, good nutrition, 

sharing, and equality. Its image in the neighborhood is of blue-jean 

clad men and women, beards, long hair, old pickup trucks, and mixed

breed dogs tied to poles out front. With its several thousand working 

and nonworking members, it is doubtful that the Co-op image reflects 

a true picture of the people who use it; its full-time work crew make 

up for what other members might lack in urban hip. 

People with little money who wanted to find others like them

selves sought out such establishments as the Co-op, gravitating to the 

vacant apartment buildings in East Village. Some of the sons and 

daughters of the ori gi na 1 Vi 11 age Fri ends chose to "drop out II and joi n 

what became known as the "hi ppi es II and "squatters II of East Vi 11 age. 

In this context the Village Fr,iends' generation appeared patently 

conservative. A battle for "squatting rights" in empty buildings of 

East Village showed up the differences between generations, differences 

of economic interests that did not separate the older Irish and German 

inhabitants from their former rivals, the Village Friends. Both 

factions of the "old guard," after an, were primarily homeowners, an 

important distinction. 

"Squatting" was how many Villagers described the living arrange

ments popular in the East Village during the turbulent sixties. The 

owners of some of the largest, most dilapidated apartment buildings 

were unable or unwilling to keep the premises empty, and the nonpaying 

tenants became known as "squatters." Though plumbing, wiring, and 



other amenities were ancient, the apartments were large and charming 

with their bay windows, fireplaces, oak floors, and sixteen-foot 

ceilings. Such old urban dwellings, and the life experiences that 

then corresponded with them, were in marked contrast to the white 

middle-class suburban homes where many of the IIsquattersll had been 

raised. Group life revolved around IIgetting highll on "dope" or 

alcohol, IIgood music," the politics of "revolution," and sex. Asked 
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about the peri-od she spent as a Itdropoutll teenager in the Village, one 

thirty-year-old white woman replied, 1I0h, yeah, that was back when I 

was fuckin' sailors.1I (The naval base at the south end of town 

attracted draft-age resisters in search of lI undesirable discharge ll 

status from the psychiatric examiners at the base. The Central 

Committee for Conscientious Objectors provided support for many of 

these young men.) 

Perhaps because so many saw it as a haven for political refu-

gees, the Village claimed strong loyalties from its inhabitants. What 

some current Villagers refer to as the "good old days in the Village ll 
, 

still come to life as one walks the streets and learns "This was the 

old 3.615 Co-op," or IIThat's the old headquarters for the CCCO. II Many 

praise the Village as the most liberal-radical part of the city and 

would never consider living in any other area. Many have moved 

numerous times to different buildings or houses within the Village. 

As one informan~ said, 

There's something about the Village and the Village 

person. This is the greatest place to live. I wouldn't 



e, 

live anywhere else; you couldn't pay me to live out 

there among the squares and burbs. 
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Many of the old "antiwar people" continue to live in the 

Village, but it seems that the more affluent or family-oriented have 

dispersed to other areas of the city where public schools are viewed 

as better, or where crime is not seen as a major part of daily life. 

But the people who remain often hark back, particularly at parties and 

other social. gatherings where there are such "antiwar people," to lithe 

way it wasil to'the Village's political past, invoking legends and 

myths about "how good things used to be. 1I 

Today the Village is again being invaded, this time by young, 

primarily white professionals in search of elegant homes near the city 

and of "hotll or promising real estate investments. Their presence and 

anticipated presence in the area has an important effect on real 

estate values and thus on the present and future social organization of 

the Village. At social gatherings the incoming professional people, 

many of whom are similar in age to the former hippies, and the 

suburbanites tend to defer to the "old time Villagers," showing like

mindedness and a desire to uphold such IIliberal-radical" values. But 

the professional people suffer a certain ambivalence about squatters 

and their friends. Similarly, the former hippies regard the newcomers 

with mixed feelings, for they "don't want to see the Village become an 

expensive suburban neighborhood in the city," affordable only to those 

wi 11 i ng to work. conventi ona 1 ei ght-hour days a 11 year round. 

The ex-hippie faction generally clings to the liberal-radical 



ideology that emerged out of the fifties in the Village and attempts 

to hold the newcomers accountable for certain political ideals in 

face-to-face interaction. But such proudly unconventional veterans 

of the late fifties and sixties are now primarily apartment dwellers 
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and even homeowners, and their presence is an important element in the 

social organization of the community. Indeed, this faction of ten

and fifteen-year veterans of the Village works to gain moral super

,iority not only over the incoming professionals, but also over the 
, 

blacks of both the Village and the Northton ghetto. 

This consideration points up the general significance of Bell 

Weather Street not only as a kind of traditional urban class-

territorial border, but also as a color line, north of which very few 

white people live. Subtle and important differences do exist between 

former hippies and the blacks of Northton--differences that are 

emphasized by the ex-hippies, who, in social competition with blacks 

and incoming professionals, often feel constrained to assume middle

class respectability. 

Northtonians in general have less private outdoor space per 

dwelling than do Villagers. The elegant facades and large, tree

scaped lots of the Village serve as props that any Villager, including 

blacks, can invoke to distinguish himself from his "slum-living" 

neighbors to the north. 

But behind the facades Villagers do not present a uniform 

picture of affluence. Roaches roam many of the converted six-unit 

apartment buildings that Village landlords rent to students and former 
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squatters and often sell to the young professionals moving in. Roofs 

leak, floors need sanding and repair. Though the furnishings may give 

an impression of genteel poverty, they are objectively no better than 

the plastic-covered chartreuse sofas one might be invited to sit on in 

Northton. 

Trish and Mike, ages thirty and thirty-three, are white former 

squatters. In conversations about the Vietnam years, Mike likes to 

present himself as on the front lines of the protest movement. He 

considers himself an urban radical. Mike was born and raised in the 
! 

Kensington area of Eastern City, but left after high school for col-

lege in the West. After his studies at Western State College of 

Colorado, he returned to Eastern City, gravitated to the Village, and 

became involved in antiwar activities. Once in the Village, he joined 

a squatter commune, where he met his first wife, with whom he had a 

son. They are now separated. It was also in the commune that he met 

Trish, who gravitated from Allentown to Eastern City and then to the 

Village and now are proud expectant parents. Mike is a bus driver and 

Trish is a secretary for a downtown firm. 

At one time Mike lived upstairs. in the six~unit apartment 

building on the main street of the Village where my wife and I lived, 

and Trish was his regular visitor. Though we seldom socialized back 

then and have since gone separate ways, having once lived in the same 

building serves as a social bond for us, as it does for so many other 

Villagers; people who share such buildings often become friends. 

Since then, three years ago, Mike and Trish have become homeowners, a 



~ajor distinction among those of the squatter group, on a small back 

street near the periphery of the Village, an area where poor blacks 

from Northton have moved here and there. 
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For Mike and Trish, former squatters, the move into the two

story row house was a big one, opening them to possible criticism from 

their former fellow-squatters who now live in apartments in the area 

and keep alive a propertyless, free-spirit ethos. The house is small 

and run-down ~nough, though, and Mike and Trish are secure enough about 

themselves, that such criticism di·dnlt deter what they saw an an 

economically advantageous move. The following field note conveys a 

glimpse of their situation: 

Mike answered the door at three in the afternoon. We 

exchanged greetings. The house is dark and cool, with 

only two front windows for light. The glass in the 

front door is cracked. An exposed brick wall runs the 

length of the living-dining area. Five or six mis

matched, ripped, stained, and destuffed armchairs are 

arranged in a semicircle around a color television, which 

is turned up loud~ tuned to a baseball game. We sit 

down and begin drinking beer from cans and eating turn 

sandwiches off paper plates. Mike and Trish moved in 

just three weeks before, and my visit is easy, with no 

explanation needed but the understood "Il ve come to see 

your new place" convention. 
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I learn from Mike that the clean-up before they took 

possession was long and laborious. All the walls had 

been coated with mildew, so Mike had to apply a special 

antimildew paint under the Chinese red latex they 

fi na lly chose for the 1 i vi ng room area: liThe former 

tenants," Trish explained, "just up and left, appar-, 

ently, without telling the landlord or clearing their 

food out of the refrigerator, or anything. You know 

Debbie from work?" She pauses. I shake my head. 

IIWel1, Debbiels pretty tough. I mean, she can stand a 

lot, but she came over to help last Saturday before we 

got rid of all the rotten stuff out back, and she almost 

had to 1 eave. I me~n, ; t was too much for Deb. 11 Tri sh 

laughs and looks to Mike for confirmation. 

liThe chickls tough," Mike says, looking over from the 

baseball game. IIS0 you know this place was in bad 

shape, II Tri sh concludes. II I mean we found a 11 ki nds of 

works in the bathroom. Needles and disposable syringes 

and stuff. Stuffed under radiators and everywhere. 

Wanna see the place?1I 

I get up from my overstuffed chair and follow Trish up 

the narrow, crooked steps to the three bedrooms and 

bath on the second floor. I try not to show 11m 

noticing that the steps are coated with dirt and hair. 
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The wall is freshly painted in red, which Trish explains 

was chosen to tie in with the brick wall. Upstairs, 

clothes are 1yi ng everywhere. IIWhat are your nei ghbors 

like?1I I ask. 

Trish slugs her beer, raising her arm and revealing the 

long hair in her armpits. They're neat,1I she answers. 

IINext door there's a sort of middle-class Quaker family 

. with kids, which is great for Bobbyt' (Mike's eight-year

old son from his previous marriage). The marriage broke 

up after a IIswitch ll among partners in the collective 

household where Mike, his former wife, and Trish and her 

former husband, Len, lived. Len and Mike's wife paired 

off and fi na 11y Tri sh "and Mi ke moved to thei r own 

apartment. Neither couple has bothered to get a formal 

divorce, though this is five years later, and Bobby 

spends equal time at each parent's house. Trish feels 

very maternal toward Bobby, perhaps because she baby-sat 

for him so much when he was an infant and the two 

couples were living together. 

IINextdoor we have the Rasta clubhouse," Trish says with 

a laugh. I laugh. The Rastas are a primarily black, 

Vi11 age-based II radi ca 1 ," IIback-to-na ture ll group whose 

members wear their hair in dreadlocks, eat raw meat and 

don't believe in killing rats or roaches. All Villagers 
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know about the Rastas, and even most radicals and "old 

time Vi 11 agers" 1 ook on them with some di strust, if not 

contempt, though most residents recognize their right to 

live in the Village. 

"Next door to them there's a couple of white guys who 

have something ~o do with the city, then a young black 

couple. On the other side is a family with kids, but 

kind of older, then three black families." 

I notice the way Trish lumps the three black families 

together as though she described them sufficiently. 

IIHave they been here a long time?" I ask. 

"Yeah, I think so. They've got kids, and I think they 

might be a little hostile about white people moving in 

and their getting reassessed and stuff." 

We turn our attention to the mess around us. Clothes 

are draped everywhere in the front bedroom. Boxes stand 

here and there, dripping with coat hangers and note

books, old ice skate~, various miscellany. 

Downstairs, Trisb shows me the kitchen, which like most 

Vi 11 age kitchens, is at the back of the house. liThe 

washing machine tumbled down a flight of stairs during 

the move," Trish explains. "It hasn't been working 

right since." She laughs and bangs the Sears machine on 
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the lid. Perhaps she is slightly embarrassed about 

owning one and takes some pleasure in laughing off the 

recent damage. I look around but cannot see much of the 

kitchen for dirty glasses, dishes, crumbs, overflowing 

trash bags, beer cans, and laundry. The ceiling has 

been lowered by the previous owner, possibly to cover 

cracked plaster. Cheap-looking gray ceiling tiles are 

- interspersed with inset fluorescent lights. Trish takes 

me out the back door to the postage-stamp backyard where 

Mike has been setting a brick patio, using no concrete. 

A recent rain has washed away some of the mud, and the 

patio threatens to slide away. It seems like a humor

ously unsuccessful, halfhearted attempt to have what many 

other new homeowners in the Village have. 

Since the mid-seventies squatters like Trish and Mike have been 

dispersing, leaving East Village for other neighborhoods or parts of 

the Village, or sometimes settling on the same block or in an apart

ment building owned by a member of the group they view as "straighL" 

Among such former squatters who now rent, there seems to be a 

mad rush to find ever-cheaper dwelling space as fewer and fewer rental 

units become available. With each move the former squatters seem less 

committed to their old attitudes toward property and "respectabil ity." 

Former squatters tend to become pol iti ca 11y and soci ally more 

conservative, and even "straight," as they age and take on family 

responsibilities. Trish and Mike continue to cling, though with some 
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~Iifficulty, to unconventional social and political values and loyal-

ties in the face of heightened street crime and economic conditions 

that make homeownership an attractive alternative to escalating rents. 

During the late seventies many of the former squatters and 

hippies formed an "incredible coalition" with more conservative people 

of the Village and the city in general by supporting, not opposing, 

the city's harsh treatment of the Rasta group alluded to in the fore

going field note. As new "deviants" in the neighborhood, the Rastas 

seemed to take the squatters' and the hippies' .place as outcasts. The 

Rastas are a self-styled "radical, back-to-nature" group, inte~racial 

but primarily black. They are disaffected people who live communally, 

openly rejecting public sanitation, education for their many children, 
• 

taxation, and the local gov~rnment's demands that they submit to city 

health inspection and relinquish semiautomatic weapons, which they 

were said to brandish on the front porch of their communal dwelling. 

In the effort to reestablish civility in the community and to 

cast out the new undesirables, many former squatters included them

se 1 ves on the side of the maj ority of res i dents of the Vi 11 age. The 

battle .against the Rastas was waged in the name of law and respec

tability, a battle reminiscent of that waged against the squatters by 

the Village Development members who sought to demonstrate to their 

conservative Irish and German "hosts" that they too were decent, 

law-abiding people . 
. 

Hence, as issues arise and economic conditions change, various 

interest groups within the Village have become moral communities for a 
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time, defining what they have seen as the proper norms and values of 

the neighborhood. The Village Fri~nds were succeeded by the squatters, 

who were in turn succeeded by the even more outrageous Rastas, and 

factions became aligned under the Village's endlessly mutable credo, 

"live and let live." Over the years, the Village's black residents 

have slowly come to take part in this collective definition of the 

situation, though they are the ones who probably know best that the 

"openness" has its restrictiol1s, the "tolerance" its limitations, and 

the espoused'egalitarianism its shortcomings. 

The Contemporary Setting 

Today, feeling safe on the streets is the central concern even 

for most devoted supporters of egalitarianism and social tolerance. 

This concern is greatly complicated by issues of race and class in the 

community. New arrivals from the suburbs, recent immigrants, and even 

long-time Village dwellers daily confront the fact that public space in 

the community must somehow be shared by all kinds of people, rich and 

poor, black and white, including the sometimes desperate. What users 

of the;Village streets usually want is safe passage--to and from work, 

school, and recreational areas where others of their own kind gather-

but to effect this they must learn who to trust, who to avoid, and what 

preventive measures can help them avoid trouble. They thus exchange 

information about local neighborhoods, read the daily papers, listen 

attentively to television and radio reports, and try to plan their 

it'ineraries to maintain personal safety. 
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By living in the neighborhood and partaking of its lore, people 

develop sterotypic attitudes and expectations about what certain kinds 

of people are likely to do on the streets. For instance, white 

strangers are usually believed to be more trustworthy than black 

strangers. A black teenager wearing sneakers and bounding a basketball 

might dictate one course of action to a watchful resident; the same 

teenager without the basketball, loitering in front of a vacant house, 

might dictate-quite another. In some areas of the Village the police 
. 

might be called, basketball or no, just to "check things out. 1I The 

time of day, the season of the year, even the past twenty year~ of the 

neighborhood's social history and involvement with the adjacent 

neighborhoods affect the meaning this black teenager has for the 

residents who watch and informally guard the streets and other public 

spaces. While the Village's neighborhoods are affected by citywide and 

even nationally held stereotypes, the area somehow imbues its residents 

with a peculiar and very local code of street etiquette, its own 

specific system of behavioral prescriptions and proscriptions for 

handling others on the streets with a minimum of trouble. 

Such specific local street codes might well be viewed as 

collective responses to the related problems a given group of people 

faces each day, How much eye contact to allow on what streets at what 

time of day, who to talk to and what to say, where not to walk the dog, 

or how to behave in a stickup have their place in the code of the 

Village. By exchanging information and opinions about why things 

happen the way they do, the residents forge a Iperspective"4 on how to 
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handle the streets they must use. Though their backgrounds, atti

tude~, and values may differ greatly, a shared problem--social and 

personal safety--leads members of this urban neighborhood to behave 

similarly when faced with similar circumstances. In effect, they 

develop a street culture and, more specifically, street etiquette. 

With regard to street etiquette, one's neighbors form a reference 

groupS by providing the perspective necessary for acting wisely in 

ambiguous or even overtly dangerous situations. 

Unl ike many of the ci ty' s nei ghborhoods, the Vill age of today 

eludes easy ethnic classification. It is not a black neighborhood, nor 

could it be described by any particular ethnic designation as it could 

have been at times during its history. Villages tend toward a certain 

cosmopolitan outlook that links them to individuals in other parts of 

the city and to a more general set of values. Whereas it might be 

argued that "ethnic" communities exist to provide their inhabitants a 

certain moral affirmation and ethnic and social identity, the Village 

seems to exist so that diverse groups of people can live practically 

from day to day with the others who share their public spaces. 

Urban residents rarely can choose the total makeup of their 

neighborhood; they must make do with "'hat they buy or rent into. In 

transitional neighborhoods like the Villag~, a seventy-year-old 

working-class Irish woman might wake up one morning and find she has a 

young black doctor for a neighbor. Though it is likely she would not 

normally socialize with blacks, or make neighborly social exchanges 

with them by choice, the first time she locks herself out or needs 
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someone to scrape ice off her step she might find herself "accepting" 

whomever happens to live next door. This does not necessarily mean she 

will refrain from whispering to white neighbors about "dirty coloreds ll 

when her own son is mugged by a black man "up on 36th ,." for nei ghborly 

relations do not necessarily foster "community" relations. 6 

In the Village there seems to be no single moral community 

uniting the various residents on issues of politics, race, class, or 

even sexual preference and life-style. Respecting such issues and 

preferences, various friendship circles emerge, compete, and cooperate, 

and by so doing they unite and define the community. One may venture 

into the unknown when trying to collude with a neighbor about certain 

"moral ll issues. For instance, a middle-class black woman and a middle

class white woman were talking on ihe black woman's front porch. The 

subject was a male neighbor who had just swished by in short shorts and 

white loafers (a gay fellow-homeowner). The black woman referred to 

him as "that weirdo,1I explaining to her neighbor that she didn't mind 

homosexuals lIas long as they don't go ~round trying to attract atten

tion to themselves. 1I Not knowing how her netghbor felt about 

homosexuality, she was indeed taking a chance. When the white woman 

failed to concur, disagree, or even discuss the "properll attire for 

gay males, the black woman, perhaps smarting a bit from the subtle 

rebuff, changed the subject. Several days later the black woman was at 

it again, but this time she was trying to collude with the gay neighbor 

about another neighbor, a "terrible old man on the block \'Iho lets his 

house go to hell," this time invoking a concern that all homeowners 



share--property values. On this occasion sexual preference did not 

matter. The irrrnediate problem of the IIno good slum lord ll took 

precedence over differences in what might be called moral persuasion. 
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Neighbors will enlist one another in such casting-out campaigns 

when a situation demands it, but they do so at some risk, for neigh

bors, unlike friends, do not necessarily share life-styles or ideals. 

To understand street etiquette in the Village, one must be familiar 

with the various local community circles that neighbors see themselves 

as belonging'to. 

Indeed, certain vague strains of unconventionality seem to be 

highly valued among the IItrue ll veterans, those who consider themselves 

"old time Villagers.1I But one must keep in mind the crucial analytical 

distinction between moral communities and geographical neighborhoods, 

for it is from the neighborhood and the historically determined givens 

of Village life that all Villagers derive a common perspective on how 

to handle trouble on their streets. The collectively defined problems 

of residents within a given location help determine street demeanor. 

More specifically, this collective definition is consummated through 

communication and face-to-face interaction among neighbors who find 

themselves banding together against the constant threat of robbery, 

burglary, murder, rape, and harassment. To be sure, when neighbors 

tell each other tales of horror from the next block over, or something 

that someone heard happened to someone else five blocks away, the shape 

. of the tale and definition of the actors will offen depend on the 

values of the teller and the values he supposes his audience to share. 

---------------



30 

It is in this sense that a very general moral community is being forged 

each time neighbors get together and talk about the perpetrators of 

crime. In the telling of tales, a "we/they" dichotomy often becomes 

explicit as a corrmunity and perspective of "decent" pe?ple is hammered 

out. 

While casually sitting in their backyard, Adam and Lisa, 

a newly arrived white "professional" couple (he is an 

architect, she is a schoolteacher), and I were discussing 

their coming vacation to California. They were concerned 

about their house and wanted me to keep an eye on things. 

They lamented having to be so worried about break-ins 

but conceded that the Village was "not the suburbs." IIIf 

they do break in, they won't know just what to steal; 

they probably wouldn't know the value of half the things 

we have. They couldn't read a book. I just worry about 

my color TV," Adam said with a laugh. From Adam's tone 

of voice, his glance and nod toward Northton, it was 

clear that he presumed the would-be intruders were poor, 

ignorant and black. 

Neighborly talk about crime becomes problematic when the age, 

race, ethnicity, or other defining attributes of the assailant and the 

victim are brought into the story. For when this occurs, neighbors, 

who seem bound to dominant, peculiarly Village, ideology of racial 

harmony and tolerance, if not full acceptance, of individual 
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differences, run the risk of offending some members of their audience. 

Hence neighbors tread lightly on these subjects, except when they 

forget themselves or presume they are in "safe" company and thus able 

to speak freely. Patterns of information exchange develop wherein 

certain sets of neighbors talk to each other with different degrees of 

frankness about the alleged or actual attributes of assailants and 

victims. For instance, a white person might tell his black neighbor a 

story in which the assailant was believed to be black, but he might 

politely omit race from the story if he judges the black neighbor 

likely to be offended by such racial references. 

As neighbors come to know one another as individuals, fewer 

offenses are likely to occur, for various neighbors' identifications 

with certain social circles become known, and information exchange can 

proceed by certain neighborhood-specific code words such as the phrase 

"a couple of kids." Here race need not be overtly stated, and yet the 

fact of race is communicated. Coded or not, though, the collective 

definitions of "safe," "harmless," "trustworthy," "bad," "dangerous," 

and "hostile" become part of the perspective the Village provides its 

residents so that safe passage an~ at least the illusion of trust 

remain possible on the streets. 

It is through neighborly talk and information exchange that 

inhabitants of the Village provide new arrivals as well as established 

residents with rules concerning the use of sidewalks at different times 

of day. With the give and take of reports of personal experiences, 

including "close calls" and horror stories," and their explanations, 



neighborhood communion can be initiated and affirmed. It is in this 

way that the neighborhood "perspective ll is subtly but surely given. 
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A young couple moving in from the suburbs learns from an upstairs 

neighbor that the reason Mrs. Legget walks with a cane is not just that 

she is eighty-five years old. Until several years ago, Mrs. Legget 

took her regular afternoon walk unaided by the thick wooden stick she 

now relies on to get up and down the stairs to her second-floor apart

ment. Then one afternoon she was knocked to the pavement by lIa couple 

of kids ll outside Mel's, the neighborhood market where black high school 

students from the Village and the adjacent neighborhood of Northton 

stop for candy and soda, and sometimes congregate, on their way home 

from school. In the scuffle, Mrs. Legget's purse was snatched. The 

police took her to the hospital, where it was discovered she had a 

broken hip. 

Since her injury, Mrs. Legget's gait is less steady. She still 

takes her walks, but she now goes out earlier and avoids Mel's at the 

time school lets out. When the new couple ask about the circumstances 

of her mugging, she is unwilling to describe the "kids ll who knocked her 

down. 'She only smiles and gestures toward the small, low-slung cloth 

bag in which she now carries her valuables. "This one is mug-proof, 

they tell me,1I she says, a playful glimmer in her eye. It is a 

poignant lesson for the young couple: purse straps should be worn 

around the neck and across the chest, bandolier style, not carelessly 

hooked over the arm. And perhaps Mel's is worth avoiding at three in 

the afternoon. 



33 

As time goes by the young couple will come to understand the 

special meaning of the phrase IIkids,1I which Villagers, particularly 

whites, often use to avoid direct reference to a young assailant1s 

blackness. The special social history of the Village helps make 

certain euphemisms or code words preferable to more open racial 

descriptions. So IIkids ll used in a story about street mugging generally 

means IIblack kids,1I and Villagers know it. 

In racially or ethnically homogeneous neighborhoods, residents 

may openly, even publicly, stereotype outsiders as the perpetrators of 

trouble. And, when exchanging information about crime, they n~ed not 

worry much about offending one another with such phrases as "colored 

kids" or IIniggers" or "blacks." But Villagers are especially sensitive 

about such words~ for one1s neighbors are as likely to be black'as 

white, and either way they are likely to consider blatant racial 

stereotyping distasteful, or even a show of ignorance. In social 

defense, a Villagerls conversation is likely to be spiced with the code 

words and euphemisms peculiar to the Village. 

It is true in the Village, as in all neighborhoods in the city, 

that young plack males are watched for false moves and often blamed for 

crimes when no contrary evidence is available. Because the Village is 

integrated, however, the all-too-easy racial dichotomization of people 

into criminal and victim categories becomes complicated by the friendly, 

even intimate, relations between blacks and whites. Such a situation 

blurs the strictly color-coded street orientation that residents of 

racially homogeneous neighborhoods tend to adopt for deciding whom to 
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trust on the streets. 

But it is important to understand that in the Village one's skin 

color continues to be of significance in public places. It is perhaps 

so significant that it constitutes a principle of community social 

organization. White people tend to group themselves with other whites, 

and blacks with other blacks. On the streets, whites are more trusting 

of white strangers than of black strangers, particularly at night. 

Strikingly, biacks seem also to be more trusting, or at least not as 

suspicious, of white strangers. This is perhaps largely due to the 

general community view that blacks, particularly young males, are 

responsible for most of the street crime in the area and are thus to be 

held suspect until they prove themselves trustworthy. In general, 

however, perhaps because of the social distance felt between the races 

and the fear of crime among whites, blacks seem to feel much more at 

ease on the public streets than do whites. 

On successive summer nights I walked and drove around the 

Village streets. At night the parking spaces are mostly 

full, in contrast to the daytime Village. Weather 

permitting, people sit on their porches in lawn cnairs 

and swings, sometimes completely hidden from passerby. 

The streets are quiet except for the faint chirps of 

crickets or the put-put of a car. Occasionally the 

silence is broken by the blare of the radio carried by a 

passing youth, but soon things are "quiet" again. One 

night I saw a black woman walking. When we met she said 
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IIHello. 1I I returned her greeting and continued. Then I 

saw an elderly black man on the other side of the street. 

He didn't acknowledge me. Next I saw a young black woman 

pushing a stroller with her three- or fQur-year-old child 

about ten feet behind her. She said IIHi ,II and I said 

IIHey," returning the greeting. Farther down the street I 

encountered four black youths .. As we approached each 

other I tensed up and said, "How ya'll feelin',11 a 

greeting common among blacks of the city. One youth 

returned, IIA 1 'ri ght. II They conti nued, and I wer.lt on my 

way. Between nine o'clock and midnight I encountered 

about fifty people, all but eight of them black. It 

seems that blacks are more inclined to use the Village 

streets at night than are whites. During the day, whites 

can be seen walking, working in their yards, painting 

their houses, or conversing with friends on street 

corners. 

This is not to say that blacks are unafraid or unconcerned about 

the streets. Clearly, as my experiences have shown, blacks can be just 

as concerned as the whites. It might be argued that, compared with 

whites, particularly those whites now moving into areas such as the 

Village, blacks se€m to have much more experience on the streets and 

know better how to manage street relations. 

At three o'clock Sunday morning I parked my car one 
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street over from my house. To get home, I now had to 

walk to the corner, turn up the street to another corner, 

turn again and walk about fifty yards. It was a misty 

morning, and the streets were exceptiona~ly quiet. 

Before I got out of my car, I found my door key and held 

it in hand. Then, sitting in the parked car with the 

lights out, I looked up and down the street. I looked 

-at the high bushes, at the shadows. After satisfying 

myself that it was safe, I got out of my car, with door 

key in hand, and proceeded to the first corner. As I 

moved down the street I heard the heavy footsteps of 

another person, a man. I looked up. A dark figure in a 

trench coat. I slowed down. He continued. As he passed 

me I said nothing, but allowed him to get in front of me. 

Now I was left with the choice of walking about five feet 

behind the stranger or of crossing the street, out of my 

way, and walking parallel with him on the other side. I 

chose to cross the street. At this time of night it is 

important to defer to strangers by giving them room. 

This is the etiquette. It was important for a number of 

reasons. First, the stranger could be a potential mugger 

looking for a victim, in which case it was important to 

put distance between him and me. Second, if he was just 

a pedestrian on his way home, the norm is to allow him 

the feeling that he has clear and safe passage, a norm 
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that would have been violated had I continued close 

behind him. The violati~n of such a norm might have made 

such a person tense up and even take precautionary 

measures, from running to a confrontation, presuming that 

I was a potential mugger. To present our relationship in 

the most realistic li~ht, I chose distance, giving the 

stranger, as well as myself, much room for operation . 

. When I reached the corner, after walking parallel with 

the person for a block, I waited until he had crossed the 

next street, moving ahead, then I crossed to his side 

behind him, but walking away from him at a forty-five 

degree angle. He looked back, keeping his eye on me. I 

looked at him, doing the same. We moved farther and 

farther apart. I continued to look back over my shoulder 

until I reached my front porch, at which point, with key 

. ready, I unlocked the door and entered. 

In this situation skin color was important. I believe the man on 

the street distrusted me in part because I was black, and I distrusted 

him in part because he was black. It appears that the "master status

determining characteristic" of skin color6 is at work in public places 

of the Village, that before strangers are considered trustworthy, skin 

color is taken seriously into account, often if not always negating the 

person's claims to full membership in the community. Blacks, law

abiding and otherwise, know this only too well, and they work to deal 



with it as a public problem of race relations, an effort that creates 

friction with many of the white members of the community, as well as 

with other blacks. 
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That skin color is so important to those making ~p the public 

community is forcefully demonstrated by the great care given to 

seemingly casual public encounters and social interactions. Responses 

and tentative resolutions to this problem however, are indeed far from 

casual in their implications for community social organization. 

A set of informal rules for navigating the streets has emerged 

among residents and other users of the public spaces of the Vi~lage. 

These rules allow members of diverse groups orderly passage with the 

promise of security, or at least the minimum of trouble and conflict . 
• 

These rules are enacted in spec~fic circumstances, particularly those 

in which people feel threatened. A public etiquette emerges and is 

initiated at just that juncture where the jurisdiction of formal agents 

of social control ends and personal responsibility is sensed to begin. 

The result amounts to at least a deceptive appearance of an effort

lessly ordered and racially integrated community. 

In fact, color prejudice is much at work in the social ordering 

of the community. But this prejudice should be distinguished from a 

traditional racial prejudice that was perhaps more total in its 

emotional content and its effects on relations between the races. 

Those of the Village who engage in the present type of color prejudice 

do so not from racial hatred, but from the need for personal defense. 

In an unexpectedly practical manner, the residents· cognitive maps of 
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the area are color-coded, contributing a situational and selective 

aspect to such prejudice. To be sure, this prejudice has as a basis an 

inordinate fear of blacks, and an association of black males and street 

crime. In an effort to avoid danger on the streets, residents of the 

Village undertake various defensive strategies. And black middle

income people appear just as eager as whites to prejudge and defer to 

black males, particularly the young, in the interest of safe passage on 
-

the streets. While all groups are inclined to engage in defensive 

behavior against the stereotypic black male, many blacks and I'street

wise" whites attempt to be selective, carefully choosing those.bla"ks 

they will distrust. But many whites, and an increasing number of 

blacks, tend to cast a broad net of defensive prejudice around them, 

thus holding suspect most black strangers they encounter. 

Class seems to be significant in determining how residents 

approach strangers and their styles of personal adjustment to the 

problematic Village streets. Middle-class people, regardless of color, 

seem much more cautious on the streets than those of the working class 

or those of the urban counterculture of the sixties. The middle-class 

people tend to be very careful with their children, even in broad 

daylight; they walk with their children on a remarkably short invisible 

tether. Working-class blacks appear much more at ease on the streets, 

and their children are allowed to roam more freely. It may be that 

this difference has less to do with relative differences in fear of 

crime than with differences in the sense of life chances in society. 

To be middle class in the Village, regardless of race, is to have some 
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sense of program or agenda. It is this sense, and the future it 

promises, that keeps the middle-class person alive to the physical, and 

social, precariousness of the public environment of the Village, high

lighting his sense of self-worth. He becomes acutely aware of things 

that might destroy his chances at the "good" life. 

As the working-class black person navigates the streets in a 

seemingly relaxed and carefree manner, it is not that he cares less for 
-

himself and his children than the middle-class person. Rather, he may 

not have the same heightened sense of expectations and returns on his 

investment of living. And to many working-class blacks the streets are 

somehow less suspect and more tolerable, though never completely 

trustworthy. This difference in class and racial outlook makes for 

important differences' in views of the precariousness of the Village 

environment. 

Another reason for this difference in orientation to the street 

culture ;s the sense of home turf that many blacks feel on the streets. 

In the Village, the numerous white homes notwithstanding, residents 

have the sense that black people dominate the public spaces. And 

blacks appear to enjoy public hegemony over the area, an appearance 

that is repeated through racial deference patterns and demeanor on the 

streets. This is illustrated in the following field notes: 

It was a warm evening in May. A middle-aged white 

Villager was gardening in his front yard, which opens on 

relatively quiet Linden Avenue. The street was calm, for 

the real traffic had not yet begun. He went to his work! 



busily digging with his hand trowel. Suddenly, out of 

nowhere, three black youths appeared. One carried a 

large radio, turned off, one carried a basketball, and 

the third simply walked. They were dressed in jeans, 

light jackets, and sneakers. One wore a dark blue cap. 

They talked among themselves and appeared to enjoy one 

another's company. As the youths approached, the white 

- man acted very much involved in his work, though he 
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could see them from the corner of his eye. They noticed 

him but continued on their way. As soon as their backs 

were to the man, he stopped his gardening and took a long 

scrutinizing look, watching them until they were out of 

sight. Then he returned to his work. 

And on another occasion: 

Near the local high school, not far from the trolley 

tracks, stood five teenage girls. The girls were light

ing up and passing around a pack of cigarettes. Each 

girl took one and passed the pack on. On the other side 

of the street walked two white girls on their way to the 

Village. One of the white girls looked intently at the 

group of black grils. Then came this from one of the 

black girls: "\~hat you looking at!!" "Yeah, bitch. 

Wha~ you lookin' at! II said another. IIYeah! II said 

another. Laught'er mixed with mean looks and scowls came 
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from the group of black girls. Something had been 

started. The white girl immediately looked away, perhaps 

wishing she had never looked over there. Visibly 

shaken, she and her friends hurriedly walked toward the 

Village. 

On a warm summer day, my two-and-a-half-year-old daughter 

and I approached the local community minipark in the 

center of the Village. The park, which is under?tood to 

be open to all residents of the community, has swings, 

old tires for climbing, and other play equipment for 

children. Sitting in the swings were a middle-aged white 

father and his three-year-old son, a white woman of about 

twenty-five with her four-year-old daughter, and a black 

woman of about thirty with her four-year-old son. My 

daughter and I acknowledged the others, and she began to 

play. Soon she was involved with the equipment and the 

little girl. This went on for about half an hour. Then 

two black boys of seven or eight wandered up. In a while 
, 

a twentY-five-year-old black man and his four- and six-

year-old daughters appeared. The group lasted for about 

five minutes after his arrival, which apparently tipped· 

the acceptable balance between the races. At this point 

the whites began trickling away, and soon the park was 
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totally occupied by blacks. My daughter and I stayed 

about thirty minutes longer and witnessed the arrival of 

two other black children, but no whites. As I spoke with 

residents about the park and observed it over time, the 

racial use of the park that my daughter and I witnessed 

seemed to be a patterned occurrence. 

While use of the park is not supposed to be restricted to anyone 

race, there are differences that seem racially determined. Often the 

people using the park are either all black or all white. It seems that 

when blacks are there whites know they are to stay away. But when 

whites are using the equipment and occupying the park, it is not a 

signal for the blacks to stay away. Usually the blacks approach the 

park regardless of who is there, do what they want for as long as they 

want, and leave when they are ready. If blacks precede whites, blacks 

tend not to leave, and whites tend not to come. But if whites precede 

blacks, whites tend to leave as blacks come at wi1l. Consequently, 

blacks are put in the role of "invader" and "successor." The dominant 

community impression may be that blacks have a free hand with the 

"public" space, using it whenever they please while whites are more 

limited in their use of the park, and.that whites readily defer to 

blacks in public space. 

The relative use of public spaces and the resulting social dis

tancing behavior of whites toward blacks must be viewed in the context' '. 

of community residents' fear of crime and their acute sense that crime 

is increasing in the Village area. At the same time, it is important 
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to remember that there is a popular, if unsupported, belief among many 

white Village residents that young blacks are primarily responsible for 

street crime in the area, and that blacks are not as likely to assault 

other blacks on the streets when whites are available .. 

In reality, though, middle-income blacks in the Village, who 

often share a victim mentality with newly arrived middle-income whites, 

are just as distrustful of black strangers as are their white neigh-

bors, if not more so, distrust expressing itself in social distancing 

toward black strangers whom they "know" only too well. At times such 

blacks, who may possess a certain wisdom of the streets, become pro- . 

tective of their white neighbors and coresidents. They find themselves 

instructing the inexperienced whites in the ways of the streets, and 

they sometimes take on a certain sense of outrage mixed with moral 

guilt for street crimes of young blacks. 

A felt deterrent to black-an-black crime is the possibility that 

the victim will recognize the assailant later on. While this may seem 

farfetched considering how large the general area is, it is plausible 
'" 

in relative terms, black-an-white crime rather that black-an-black. It 

may.be that the possibility of recognltion causes the potential mugger, 

if only for a crucial moment, to think twice about robbing a black 

person. Not only may the victim "bump into" his assailant again, but 

there may be a good chance that the victim will recognize him and, 

equally important, "take care of him." Many a mugger would not like to 

carry such a burden, especially when there are so many whites around 

who are assumed, if erroneously, to be easier to rob, unlikely to "bump 



into" and recognize them, and certainly not as likely to do anything 

about it if they do. 
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Further, there is a sense in which "membership" in the black 

community is presumed to transcend other considerations in potential 

stickup situations, a sense that may be felt by both black assailant 

and potential black victim. It may be that such feelings of racial 

group belongingness allow blacks who walk the streets the pretense that 

they are less· likely to be victims than their white counterparts. But 

such a racial interpretation of cultural responses to crime is much too 

simple. One may argue that the average mugger is much more concerned 

with the prospective trouble or ease of taking his victim's property, 

and then with the possible personal consequences of his actions. Given 

the important actual and presumed difference in the existential situa

tions of blacks and whites in the Village, as well as the potential 

mugger's interpretation of such, it may seem that whites would be 

viewed and treated as easier targets, race in itself notwithstanding. 

But many residents, black and white, succumb to the convenient 

view of street crime as primarily a racial problem though many whites 

who feel this way are inclined to keep such riskily "racist" views to 

themselves unless they are convinced they are in sympathetic company. 

The talk that associates young blacks with street crime seems in "mixed 

company" to be a liberty reserved to blacks only, for the black person 

who voices such attitudes is supposedly not capable of the prejudice so 

often attributed to whites. Such widely held opinions contribute to 

the public conception and social definition of the black male, 



particularly the youth, a source of trouble and as the primary per

petrator of street crime, especially against whites. 
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But, with a sense of subcultural immunity from the charge of 

being racist, Village blacks make some of the same, if not more 

incisive, public observations, associations, and distinctions concern

ing blacks and II cr ime in the streets.1I At times, in the mixed company 

of blacks and whites, they take the sociological liberty of IIcalling a 

spade a spade" with a sense of impunity. 

That whites and blacks commonly care at all about such issues is 

significant, suggesting a certain social commonality and presence in 

the same moral community,. Such a view allows them the sense, albeit 

limited, that, as residents of the same community, they have the same 

problems of street navigation. But this view and the corresponding 

sense ultimately breaks down, affecting neighborhood trust and the 

social integrity of the community. For, in sociological fact, the 

experiences and problems a person with dark skin faces on the streets 

are often, though not always, very different from those faced by a 

person with white skin. The idea of community gives individuals an 

interest in interpreting all such experiences similarly. Residents, 

black and white, entertain the fiction that IIwe're all in this 

together. I
' But this fiction is strained if not exposed, when they are 

required to match street etiquette roles to appropriate situations. In 

these cases different kinds of people must enact the roles differently, 

depending on what they mean or think they mean to those others who 

"bear watching" and thus deserve special treatment. 
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Thus, not only do a person's length of residence and social 

experience in the community help determine whether he will be involved 

in a trying street situation, but color, sex, age, dress, demeanor, and 

comportment are also critical. Incidents become situation-specific and 

person-specific. More salient than race for the interpretation of this 

street culture is the widely shared community sense of group position 

as decent and law-abiding citizens in contrast to criminals, color and 

class distinctions notwithstanding. 
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Footnotes to Chapter 1 

1. The information presented as IIhistory" is a composite of accounts 

collected through extensive interviews with longtime residents of 

both the Village and Northton. Though the IIfacts ll of the various 

accounts sometime differ, it is coherence with regard to ideals and 

impressions that the fieldworker in a study like this is after. By 

presenti ng a s i ngl e story of what the Vi 11 age and Northton have 

been through in the past twenty years the sociologist need not 

pretend that IIthi s was the "lay it was, II for what is important to 

current inhabitants' group perspective is what they have learned 

from veteran Villagers. In ~ sense the history presented here is a 

kind of lore that is remembered to be true, what has come down 

through the years as a guiding ethos and neighborhood identity. 

2. The Village is a fictionalized name deemed convenient for descrip

tion, since the community in question has qualities of smallness, 

quaintness, and remoteness often associated with villages. There 

is no intent to be speaking about,Greenwich Village in New York, 

though Greenwich Village may share some of the same problems and 

collective solutions worked out by the residents of the IIVillage" 

of this study . 

. 3. The Village comprises approximately 1,600 residents; 60 percent are 

black, 40 percent are white. 

4. For a discussion of the concept of "group perspectives" see 
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Becker et al. (1961), pp. 36-37, notably, "Group perspectives are 

.modes of thought and action developed by a group which faces the 

same problematic situation. They are customary ways members of the 

group think about such situations and act in them .... They 

contain definitions of the situation" and also the discussion of 

the difference between attitudes and values and perspectives, 

whe~ein perspectives are defined as situationally specific and 

inc1uding"modes of action as well as collectively arrived at out of 
. 

a group's felt need. 

5. See Shibutani (1955), p. 564: "A perspective is an ordered view of 

one's world--what is taken for granted about the attributes of 

various objects, events, and human natures. It is an order of 

things remembered and expected as well as things actually per

ceived, an organized conception of what is plausible and what is 

possible; it constitutes the matrix through which one perceives his 

environment. II 

6. See Everett C. Hughes (1945), pp. 353-359. 
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Chapter 2 

The Village and Northton: A Natural Area 

The early social scientists of the city, notably Robert Park, 

Ernest Burgess, and Louis Wirth, were as much concerned with dividing 

their vast, sprawling subject matter into manageable units as are the 

inhabitants of cities themselves. Though as social scientists 'their 

reasons perhaps developed more out of a need for a plan of study than 

cut of any practical need to navigate the streets safely, they'and 

their successors nevertheless have been as involved as city~dwellers in 

the task of creating boundaries that distinguish one neighborhood or 

community from another. To quote Gerald Suttles's The Social 

Construction of Communities: Both folk models and social science 

images of the local community have an importance which goes beyond 

their representational accuracy. These simplified images serve us well 

by reducing the complexity of the urban landscape to a range of 

discrete and contrastively defined ecological units despite the 

general continuity, gray areas, and c9nstant changes in any section of 

the city. They help us to decide where to walk at night, and when to 

start worrying about our children's absence; they help us make a welter 

of day-to-day decisions in which what we do depends heavily on where 

we think we are. Above all, these cognitive maps show our preoccupa

tion with personal safety and the need to get a quick fix on the 
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relative trustworthyness of fellow pedestrians, residents, and 

IItrespassers.1I In the absence of a very discrete and simple ecological 

pattern to urban life, the images developed by social scientists or 

other observers become especially essential to decision making of this 

type. Where these cognitive models may not be correct, they are at 

least determinate. Sometimes the actual ecological pattern of a city 

is so inchoate or gradually changing that a direct, or literal, 

description, if that were possible, could only confuse and lead to 

indecision. A cognitive map of our urban environs ;s useful for 

precisely the reason that it simplifies to the point of exaggerating 

the sharpness of the boundaries, population composition, and neighbor

hood identity (Suttles 1972, p. 4). Suttles proceeds with his analysis 

of what he calls IIcognitive models ll by defining a particular model that 

he found was used by various residential groups on Chicago's West Side 

to mark off IIdefended neighborhoods II (Suggles 1972, pp. 20-43). IISuch 

cognitive maps provide a set of social categories for differentiating 

between those people with whom one can or cannot safely associate and 

for de~ining concrete groupings within which certain levels of social 

contact and social cohesion obtainll (p. 22). As a social scientist, 

Suttles discovered this collectively defined and collectively enforced 

set of boundaries that residents of the West side use to regulate their 

behavior in public, yet he himself is most eager to point out that any 

given set of boundaries is a creation of mind, either an observer's 

detached mind or a resident or participant's own practicaliy oriented 

mental mapping-out. Boundaries of defense are just one set of many 
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possible sets of boundaries social scientists can "discover" about that 

continuous physical structure we call the city. 

In this study, the residents of Northton and the Village do 

indeed impose on "their city" a more or less identical, set of boun-

daries so they can navigate and think about their neighborhood. 

Suttles's concept of the "defended neighborhood ll can be used to explain 

much of etiquette and street behavior, particularly expressive behav

iors taking place along the boundaries between defended zones. 

However, there exists a second set of cross-cutting boundaries that 

operate in the lives of many Villagers and Nortonians, on perh~ps 

a less conscious level than boundaries of defense, but that are just as 

meaningful in determining what kinds of people deserve trust. This 
• 

second set ~f boundaries is sU9gested by Suttles's use of the term 

lIecological units" and has a theoretic;al history in the work of the 

early human ecologists such as Park, Burgess, and Wirth. 

In his essay "Human Ecology"l Robert Park used the concept of the 

"natural area" to divide "his" city into units' for study. Reacting 

against the use of arbitrarily imposed administrative units such as 

census tracts for sociological study, and borrowing from the work of 

Darwin and Thompson, Park suggested the "natural area" as a socio-

logically sensible way of imposing boundaries in studies that had an 

areal dimension. Since in strict biological ecology "natural area" 

denoted a territory within which relations of competitive cooperation 

could be said to exist, Park's metaphorical use of that same term 

brought forth for consideration the economic as well as the social and 
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cultural organization of a given ecologically defined area. Principles 

such as dominance, invasion, and succession crept into the sociological 

studies done by Park and his students, principles Park illustrated by 

using Darwin's famous example of cats and clover (Park 1967, pp. 69-

70). In this example the competition among varieties of clover for 

ground space within a physically defined territory can be said to 

depend on the population of cats that kill the mice that destroy the 

nests of the only variety of bee that can reach the nectar of the 

heartsease clover as it does on factors of climate and rainfall that 

directly affect the growth of the clover. While much of socio10gy's 

subsequent use of biological principles has been criticized (Park 1967, 

p. 70) and rightly so, nonetheless it was Darwin who borrowed a 

sociological principle to explain biological processes, not the other 

way around. As Thompson said of Darwin: "He projected on organic life 

a sociological principle, and thus vindicated the relevancy and utility 

of a sociological idea within the biological realm" (Suggles 1972, 

p.28). Mistak€m ideological offshoots such as "social Darwinism" 

notwithstanding, sociology, especially "community studies," which 

necessitate some areal organization of the subject matter, has 

proceeded directly with at least an implicit human perspective to guide 

it. Park's adoption of the specific term "natural area" was perhaps 

unfortunate, since it has led social scientists of the city to fault 

the entire perspective on the grounds that "natural" boundaries, 

boundaries commonly conceived of as rivers, mountains, oceans, or even 

more loosely as train tracks, empty lots, or blocks of industry, cannot 
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be empirically shown to divide residential groups in the city in all 

cases. Indeed, defended neighborhoods, in Suttles's view, often cross 

over man··made or "natural" boundaries or, on the other hand, exist side 

by side withiD areas wholly uninterrupted by any physi.cal barriers 

(Suttles 1972, p. 28). Through the appearance of continuity of 

physical structure in the city has tended to blur the presence of 

natural areas in Park's ecological sense, such competitive and coop

erative relations as are depicted in the example of the cats and the 

clover are discoverable within more or less physically distinct areas 

of the city, and subdivision according to sociological criteria as well 

as what Suttles would call folk models is possible. Moreover, the 

physical givens of such natural areas can themselves be examined in the 

way a biologist might examine the physical givens of a landscape, and 

these givens are partial determinants of the nature of the ongoing 

human competition therein. 

Perhaps the image of a map and a set of transparent overlays will 

help explain this. Take the most factual rendering of the area north 

of the university in Greater Eastern City, that is, a map of street 

names and parks only. If one were to lay on top of this a transparency 

with a black boundary line falling along the train tracks on the east, 

along Main Street of Greater Eastern City on the west, along campus 

boundaries on the south, and not along Bell Weather Street, but rather 

farther north along Northton Avenue until it intersects the tracks, 

this area, encompassing both Northton and the Village, might be called 

a "natural area" in Park's sense. The residents living to the north 
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and south of Bell Weather Street at times behave in ways that negate 

this "hJmping together," but, precisely because so much of their 

status-oriented behavior involves splitting the area into two neigh

borhoods--Northton and the Village--the whole can be viewed as a single 

system within which residents compete for resources and status. For 

example, "Blacks on the other side of Bell Weather don't know how to 

act" is a statement made by a black person from the Village to show 

that by compafison he does know how to act. Whereas Suttles uses the 

contrastive nature of neighborhood identities to explain their 

separateness, one can also use this contrastive quality to explain 

their relatedness, even their ecological convergence. 

What, then, might reasonably be considered "the physical givens" 

of the Northton-Village area, and how do these givens operate to 

encourage cooperation and competition within the area? For one thing, 

the size of the buildings and their suitability for conversion into 

either one- and two-bedroom apartments or large one-family homes in 

part determines residential density and the character of the popula

tion. Although it is true that the greatest concentration of grand old 

townhouses and mansions is to be found in the nine-block heart of the 

Village, this is only a general statement of the relative size of the 

dwellings in the two neighborhoods. As Suttles points out, "Affluent 

and respectable areas often achieve their singularity by being only 

slightly different from less affluent and respectabie areas. 

Residential identies are embedded in a contrastive structure in which 

each neighborhood is known primarily as a counterpart to some of the 



56 

others, and relative differences are probably more important than any 

single and widely shared social characteristic (Suggles 1972, p. 28). 

The same may be said of an area's physically distinct characteristics. 

While Northton is generally thought of as more "run-do,wn" and "crime

ridden," much of this definition derives from the fact that it is more 

uniformly inhabited by blacks. On blocks well north of Bell Weather 

Street, grand old mansions resembling those in the Village pop up here 

and there. Tne careful observer soon catches on that what was once a 

sparsely settled conglomeration of huge old homes has here and there 

been interrupted by, and in some areas has given way to, the t~o-story 

brick row houses that one generally associates with Northton. Because 

Northton has gained the stigma of being "a black area," its mansions 

have more frequently been left to rot, overlooked thus far by the 

ambitious Village landlords who can more easily see a four-story twin 

on the main street in the Village as ripe for quick conversion into a 

six-unit "income property," rentable to students or white profession

als. In fact, the same gingerbread facades and the same arrangements 

of rooms exist in vacant, decaying townhouses just six blocks north in 

Northton. There are signs that these places will be bought up and 

"developed" in the coming decade as land values rise in the "outer 

ci ty. II 

Until ten or fifteen years ago even the Village was considered by 

many to be too "slummy" for investment. ~lany of its large homes thus 

are still not converted into apartments. These places have tended to 

draw some white middle-class families, many of which include an 
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architect, some black middle-class families who could then afford such 

huge places, and, importantly, landlords and developers who might 

otherwise have taken their profits and paid to live elsewhere--in 

higher style. Instead they have remained anchored to the area. Among 

such people it is a status symbol to own and inhabit one of the big old 

townhouses alone. Even landlords with no families hang onto their 

IIprize li property as their own residence, thus keeping the Village from 

becoming a n~ighborhood of irresponsible absentee landlords. One such 

Village landlord, a woman I shall call Eudora, exemplifies the 

responsible-owner ethos that characterizes landholding on the main 

blocks in the Village. 

Eudora, a white, fifty-year-old amateur architect and profes

sional landlord in the Village, owns five or six multiple-unit 

dwellings in the residential "heart ll of the Village. She parks her 

blue Peugeot sedan in front of her own home in the Village and lends it 

out to the various IIkids ll she hires to fix this or that broken fence, 

sand a floor in some building she is currently renovating, or clean the 

yard surrounding one of her biggest properties, a twelve-unit twin 

townhouse on the main street, just across from ~1el's. The "kids ll she 

hires are usually young black men she "knows" from previous jobs or who 

come to her by recommendation from other workers. Occasionally she 

hires a bonafide carpenter or tradesmen, but usually the renovations 

she makes are simply cosmetic, involving a couple of coats of paint o~ 

a new sheet of linoleum. The workers are sometimes given projects in 

Eudora's own yard. For example, one sunny day they were visible and 
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very audible, using hand sanders to refinish lengths of old bowling 

all eys that Eudora had bought to make the IImodern II 'kitchen countertops 

and bars she likes to use to divide what she calls living and eating 

areas. Usually her renovations involve knocking out walls built by 

fonner 1 andl ords to provi de "separate kitchens II for apartment dwe 11 ers 

who wanted more than just one long room. Now the trend is toward 

larger, more open spaces, so the "fake" walls come down and bar-height 

counters are lnstalled. An "illusion" of space is thus created, and 

chrome-armed, frosted-glass globes spread light through the white

walled, "spacious" one-bedroom apartments. Also, the price go~s up. 

Eudora's own home and yard are impeccably restored to their old 

Victorian proportions. Her three-story red brick house received a 

local "renovation award,1I the proof of which it wears as a sticker 

pasted to the heavy oak front door. The yard is one of the Village's 

largest, filling a space wh~re another house might easily fit. Most of 

it is hidden from the street by a redwood fence, but from a second

floor window of the house directly behind one can glimpse the suburb

like lawn and patio the fence encloses. Especially in the summer, when 

Eudora brings her giant houseplants outdoors and arranges them around 

the patio furniture and the barbecue, one can admire private outdoor 

space at a high level. A redwood picnic table on the brick patio is 

sometimes used for repotting and at other times is a lounging platform 

for Eudora's well-fed cats.· The expanse of lawn is deep green all 

summer long. The flowerbeds are meticulously weeded and are watered 

with built-in sprinkler heads. The wood trim at the back of the house 
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is neatly painted in a rich teal blue, a Federalist color that is 

gaining popularity among the renovators of the Village. The wrought 

iron scrollwork around the windows and grates is uniformly black and 

shiny. Storm windows go up in the winter, screens in ~he summer. 

Walks are swept. In the spring, bulb plantings abound in the sloping 

front yard. Eudora's is a small patch of the suburban dream-corne-true 

in the midst of Greater Eastern City. 

Surrounded as they are by sycamore trees, hundred-year-old 

shrubs, and twenty- and thirty-foot grass borders, Village apartment 

buildings and homes require more than the average janitorial staff. 

Black corner men and young boys from the Village and Northton are drawn 

into the Village economy as they take on odd jobs for various landlords 

from time to time. Usually black and unskilled, these males constitute 

a work force and also a residential group, for they often rent from the 

same landlord they work for and are known to them from face-to-face 

interaction on the streets and in the public places of the Village. 

Occasionally Eudora even comes to trust one or two of these black men 

enough to let them drive her Peugeot, a much~valued show of prestige 

among the workers. One such trusted .employee, a black man of about 

thirty, has since become a union carpenter and now shuns "odd jobs for 

low pay" like the ones Eudora provides. He now talks about her with 

resentment. 

"You know, that woman used to live in a one-bedroom 

apartment over on Street, but she just saved and 

saved her money, ~an, and lived like a recluse for all 



those years and started buyin' up places, and she owns 

like half the Village now, man. Her and Seltzer ll 

(another Village landlord). 

When questioned about where Eudora finds men to work for her, Jim 

replied, 

IIShe hears about 'em through word of mouth, you know. 
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-She gets a lot of 'em through Seltzer, but she don't hire 

80 one she don't know personally, man. You gotta know 

someone who worked for her before, and that way she just 

keeps funnel in' 'em through, you know? II 

Indeed, Eudora (whom her men refer to as "Miz Eudora" in a show of 

deference), keeps a tight rein on her workers as much as possible. She 

can be seen and heard in the yards of her properties bossing the crew 

around, trying to shape them into a professional-looking team of 

workers, which they are not. 

"Cut this! Now that!" she shouts in the manner of a 

drill sergeant. The men comply in the way any team 

would--football, army platoon, or whatever. In her 

presence they work very hard, mowing and cutting and 

picking up trash in the yard. But the moment she leaves, 

sometimes in her Peugeot, sometimes on foot around the 

corner to see about another property, the men sit back 

down and resume their conversations, shooting the breeze 



under the cool green canopy of sycamores. It is during 

these times that they must often explain their presence 

to residents of the building and passersby. 
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Usually these men, especially, the least known and the least 

skilled of them have little commitment to the owner of the building 

they are working in. Their wages are just enough to convey a semblance 

of caring and of taking them seriously. But this stake is often too 

small, for sqme of the men have no qualms about IIripping off ll the 

buildings or telling their buddies about the building for future "rip 

off.1I Even the men who do not live in the buildings think about them 

with this in mind. Thus, when they come into a yard or a house and are 

confronted by tenants, especially white tenants, who make few distinc

tions between the local blacks, they feel the need to explain them

selves, even though many times they have already been "explained" by 

their sweeping up or painting activities, and by the loud orders given 

them by "Miz Eudora." 

As the seasons change and tenants come and go, the amount and 

nature of the unskilled labor required to maintain the buildings 

varies. Rather than keep a full-time maintenance crew, the Village 

landlords hire and fire more or less at will, perhaps keeping one full

time man on the payroll year-round to be responsible for trash removal, 

pest exterminating, and odd jobs. Such marginal and precarious 

employment is a situation certain blacks in the ftrea have had to deal 

with. This is indicated in the following note concerning a research 

visit to the apartment of a laid-off carpenter the day he had received 



word from his landlord, this time Seltzer, that a fence-building job 

they had negotiated the day before was off. 
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"Listen to this, man." He walked over to his answering 

machine and switched on the tape. A male voice came on, 

sheepishly, "Uh, Ralph, this is ------ I was 

just callin ' to let you know that the fence we were 

talking about the other day, uh, well, 'it looks like I 

won't be needing you, since the other guy that usually 

does work for me says he can get time to do it after all. 

So guess I won't be seein ' you. Uh, thanks anyway. Keep 

in touch." 

Ralph, the carpenter, switched off the machine and took 

a swig of his gin and tonic. "That guy1s a pain in the 

ass anyway," he said. "He's, like, super rich. You 

should see his house, man. The entrance is all stained 

glass, the original stuff, and all these fancy glass 

lamps and inlaid wood-carved chests from the Ming dynasty 

and stuff. But he's a real creep. He's got this wife 

from Israel or Turkey or something, and she wanted 

closets in a room on their third floor. So I built lem 

closets. I said, 'A hundred and sixty dollars apiece,' 

which is my rate, you know. So anyway, I get all done 

with these closets and she comes up and looks at lem and 

just starts screamin ' , like I thought she was gonna go 
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nuts or something ' , you know? I asked her what was wrong 

and she just starts screamin ' that they Ire too small. I 

told her, 'Look, lady, this is an eight-foot closet, just 

like you wanted.' She wanted me to tear the whole thing 

apart and do it again, so I said, 'Sure, if you want to 

pay me again, I'll build it again. I think she's got 

somethin' against me or somethin'." Ralph takes another 

-swig from his gin and tonic and resumes work on the chair 

~e is building in his living room, a natural wood arm

chair modeled after something he saw in a woodcraft store 

downtown. For the time being he seems satisfied to 

putter around his apartment, but he comments later, "I 

just wanna work, work, work, once I get goin'. I wanna 
\ 

buy cushions for this stuff [the chair and sofa he's 

building], and I also wanna have a birthday party for 

my s elf, but I a in' t do; n' e it her un 1 e s s I get a job." 

Ralph is one of many young black men who have gravitated to the 

Village and Northton because work on the buildings and grounds is 

available there. He is fortunate,that he has now gained access to the 

carpenters I union and so has an agent who calls him to notify him of 

what companies are hiring. Though he complains that his business 

agent, a white man, is prejudiced against him and the handful of other 

black carpenters in the union, Ralph at least has some connection to 

the citywide network of job opportunities. Other less skilled young 

black men suffer more from the sporadic hiring and firing done by 
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Village landlords. One such man is Stanley, a young black friend of 

Ralph's who lives several blocks away on the main street in the 

Village. 

On a balmy spring day Ralph and I walked' the dog over 

to Stanley's at about eleven in the morning. Since 

Stanley had just been fired from his job (by his father), 

we knew we would find him home, either alone or with his 

. two-year-old son Stanley Jr. and his "lady," whom he 

calls Sugar. Ralph began telling me on the way over that 

he saw Stanley at the unemployment line on Friday trying 

to peddle a rabbit-skin coat to the fellows on line. 

Ralph, who ;s also temporarily out of a job, laughs as 

he explain7 Stanley's mistake to me. "He \vanted too much 

for it," he says. "I mean, if you want to get ri d of 

something hot like that you can't be askin' a hundred 

doll ars." 

"You think he stole it off a truck or out of a store or 

something?" 

"Either that or he just went into a place and picked it 

out and had it wrapped up and then ran with it." 

We approach Stanley's apartment building, one of the big. 

three-story fieldstone buildings that are primarily 

rented out as one- and two-bedroom apartments to stUdents 
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and others from the Village. Stanley's father manages 

a whole row of such buildings for a local landlord, and 

when he and Stanley are getting along Stanley works for 

him doing janitorial work. IITh;s;s his," Ralph says, 

pointing to two floor-to-ceiling windows on the first 

floor in front. Parched yellow shades are drawn tight 

over the windows, all the way to the floor. Ralph rings 

-the bell. Stanley appears barechested and b~refoot, his 

toes curled on the tattered turquoise indoor-outdoor 

carpeting of the vestibule. His torso glistens brown as 

the morning sun hits it. He is small but powerfully 

built. As he opens the door and shakes Ralph's hand a 

little boy scuffles up and cries with delight, "A doggie! 

Daddy, a doggie! II 

"Yeah, well leave the dog alone,1I Stanley warns. I 

suddenly feel like an intruder on an otherwise peaceful 

scene. It had been my idea for Ralph to show me where 

Stanley lives. IIThis is a big place," I say in a 

complimentary fashion to Stanley as he leads us down the 

long, dark corridor inside his apartment. It is an 

apartment similar in design to the one I lived in down 

the street three years before. What was once the formal 

receiving room to a huge, splendid townhouse on the main· 

street of the Village (the street named after the 

original ferryman who took people across the Tyler River 
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to the grassy banks of the large estates) is now cut up 

into four narrow rooms connected by a corridor that opens 

into a living room-kitchen area with sixteen-foot 

ceilings and hardwood floors. Stanley and Sugar have 

painted the walls a deep grape color, adding to the 

apartment1s cavelike atmosphere. All the shades are 

pulled tight to the sills, allowing no daylight to 

- penetrate. A black-and-white portable television 

dominates the room, blaring the canned laughter of a 

morning sit-com rerun, then a game show. A sofa bed is 

opened out in front of the television. From the looks of 

the little green area rug Stanley and Sugar do not own a 

vacuum cleaner. The place smalls stuffy. Four ripped 

vinyl chairs surround the formica-topped table set 

between the kitchen alcove and the living room area. 

IIHow many bedrooms you got? II I ask casually. 

IITwo,1I Stanley says. 

IIS0 Stanley Jr. has his own. That1s nice. 1I 

Stanley leads us to the table and beings rolling a joint. 

He pokes into the kitchen area every few minutes and 

picks at some ribs he is eating out of a foil baking 

tray. Also he slugs at some red juice. III wish I had 

some more,1I he says, draining the glass. IIStanley get 

away from that dog. Here, have the rest of this 
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Kool-Aid. 1I Stanley Jr., silent but cheerful, comes and 

takes the nearly empty glass from his father. There are 

no toys in the living room, just a pad of yellow-lined 

paper and a few broken crayons lying on ~he coffee table, 

over which a bare yellow bulb burns. Beside the coffee 

table sits an old yellow armchair, partially destuffed. 

Stanley Jr. takes his fatherls glass and sits facing the 

television. 

IIThis is a huge apartment,1I I say, perhaps feeling 

guilty for all the negative thoughts running through my 

mind about Stanley Jr. IS life in this dark place. 

• 
"Itls okay,1I Stanley says. lilt needs work.1I He .looks up 

at the peeling paint and cracked plaster of the ceiling. 

"I oughtta get to that," he says, excusing how decrepit 

everything looks. III 1m gettinl spoilt on these baby 

ribs," he says, turning his attention toward Ralph. I 

begin to think my presence is making Stanley uncom- ' 

fortable, and I warn myself to be careful about coming 

on too strong with what a nice place he has. After all, 

the place isnlt so nice. It wouldnlt be so bad, I tell 

myself, if only we cou'ld open a shade and let a little 

daylight in. Six huge windows are all covered with 

yellowing shades. As Il m thinking this, Stanley seems to 

grow nervous, scratching his arm and looking at his watch 
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as if he has someplace to go. "~~hat's it like out there, 

man'?" he asks Ralph. "Cloudy?" 

Ralph says no, it's not, it's sunny, and I think how 

strange it is to ask how the weather is"at eleven in the 

morning when all one need do is open one of the six 

window shades and look out. I note Stanley's negative 

_ assumption, that it is bad weather out there anyway. It 

. seems that the shades are drawn to block out whatever is 

out there, since it is assumed to be undesirable. I 

think about the child-abuse literature that char~cterizes 

households of child abusers as closed to the outside, 

places where all is focused inward on the television 

because one's experiences with the world "out there" are 

typically negative. (I am not suggesting Stanley Jr. is 

abused, for indeed he seems cheerful and bold, amazingly 

so for one growing up in such an oppressive apartment.) 

I tell myself as we sit around the formica table and 

watch the fuzzy, rolling picture on the television set 

that Stanley's recent experiences with the world "out 

there" have been negative. His own father has fired him. 

He is not eligible for unemployment. He has a son and 

"a lady" to provide for in some way (although Ralph has 

told me that.Sugar is still officially single and gets an 

AFDC check to help with expenses). The drawn shades are 

in some sense a denial perhaps, a means of keeping out 
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what is "out there. II 

"I 1m just on one of my temporary breaks, 1 et I s say. You 

know, we had a few words, and I need a better job 

anyway. II (Earlier, Ralph told me he had done Stanley's 

income tax for him, and Stanley was embarrassed that he 

owed the government twenty-seven cents. He had earned 

_only six thousand dollars all year at a fortY-hour-a

week job, working for his father, and since he claims 

two dependents he gets nothing taken out along the way 

as Ralph does when he's working his union construction 

job. When Ralph told me about Stanley's financial 

plight he acted a bit concerned, but he could not hide 

the fact he also felt a bit bolstered by having dis

cov~red someone else was worse off than himself.) 

Stanley did not seem willing to discuss his present 

unemployment or his feelings about his father/boss any 

further, so Ralph and I let it drop. 

Stanley provides a stark contrast to Eudora in terms of living 

conditions and opportunity for economic advancement. However, he is 

relatively unskilled, which is not true of many of the craftsmen who 

have gravitated to the Village for work. 

Returning to the idea of the Village and Northton as a IInatural 

area," one must keep in mind that the size of the buildings, their 

suitability for conversion into either apartments or showplaces for 
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wealthy landlords and architects, and the abundance of yard space are 

only a few facets of the physical habitat. The materials of which this 

habitat was originally constructed also figure into the relationship 

between landlords and womkmen, and indeed these materi~ls require some 

highly skilled craftsmen as well as the unskilled manual labor that can 

be gotten from the street corners. Century-old wrought iron fences and 

gates, brick sidewalks, stone retaining walls, stained glass doors and 

windows, and hand-turned wooden roof supports, ,railings, and banisters 

compose the bulk of the architectural detail of the Village and parts 

of Northton. A group of men skilled in these arts have gravit~ted to 

the Village, and along with them have come architects who step in and 

change a feature here or there, making the practical areas of a home or 

apartment (such as the kitchen or bathroom) more appealing to gourmet 

cooks, plant growers, and other present-day tenants. 

Though a few II rnodern ll apartment buildings have crept into the 

neighborhood, primarily on the eastern and we~tern fringes of the 

Village where the black homeowners tend to cluster, the nine-square

block residential IIheart" of the Village retains its original Victorian 

charm owing to the efforts of skilled local craftsmen and the capital 

investment of interested landlords. These two groups reside within the 

natura 1 habitat of the Vi 11 age and share (i f unequally) in the cash 

harvest of the terrain. 

Many of the craftsmen are black men who, over the years, have 

picked up skills specifically suited to the buildings of the Village. 

One such forty-year-old black man (the same person who told me that the 
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Village had going in the fifties what the rest of the country didn't 

catch onto until the sixties) is a successful local artist. He started 

out doing iron grillwork and welding in the Village back in the fif

ties. He now does large municipally funded sculptures in other areas 

of the city, but the history of his progress as an ironworkers is 

preserved in several lovely gates and grills tucked away beside or 

behind individually owned Village homes. "I taught myself everything I 

know," this s-culptor says. Other less successful but similarly craft

oriented you'ng men make up a social network within the Village, a 

network the various landlords know how to tap when they have a fence in 

need of repair or want walls replastered or scraped of many years of 

wallpaper. Of course the magnificent scale and details of the 

buildings have attracted a good number of professional architects who 

choose to renovate and live in their own creations, but members of this 

group are generally white and middle class, and they tend to move out 

of the Vi 11 age when thei r ch'i 1 dren reach school age. 

The bulk of the labor force that maintains the homes of the 

Village are self-taught craftsmen who work job-to-job and make do as 

best they can between jobs. These laborers tend to be black and male. 

Some have grown up in their parents I large homes on the fringes of the 

Village, know about Village home maintenance through firsthand exper

ience, and are retained on an informal basis by the whites who need 

them to keep their real estate holdings intact. Because these young 

men come from homes that are large and comfortable, they seem to have 

less incentive than one might expect to find apartments in some other 
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neighborhood. The Village supplies an endless supply of home craft and 

maintenance work. A sort of plantation mentality arises out of this, 

wherein the white landowners make use of the strong black men for jobs 

that might otherwise cost them more. Again, the black-white relations 

appear to be one-sided, but still somewhat beneficial. 

Because the whites tend to be the owners and the blacks to con-

stitute much of the visible labor force, especially in unskilled jobs 

that residents and passersby witness, such as lawn work, painting, and 

trash removal, the status hierarchy of the wider society that places 

blacks at the bottom is given public legitimacy on the streets and in 

the public spaces of the Village and Northton. 

Whilte it is true that Bell Weather Street exists as a color line 
• 

between what resident~ think of as Northton and the Village, it is not 

true that no blacks live south of this line, or that the blacks living 

in the Village are generally much better off economically than the 

blacks living north of Bell Weather Street. What is true ;s that all 

unknown bl~cks in the area are assumed to be from Northton unless they 

provide evidence to the contrary, and that, because Northton is 

lib 1 acker" than the Vi 11 age, it ; s cons i dered to be poorer a 1 so. Thus, 

"strange ll blacks are considered to be IIfrom the ghetto," and their very 

visible role as janitors and sweep-up crews for the white landlords of 

the Village supports an oversimplified view of status arrangements 

between blacks and whites in the area generally. 

With regard to nationally held stereotypes, the two neighborhoods 

can easily be played off against each other as poor black versus 
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middle-class white, and the visible economic relationships that arise 

from the nature of the physical habitat act to reinforce these easy 

assumptions concerning relative status. The people of Northton and the 

Village are thus competitors for status in the area, and they measure 

themselves with reference to each other. This mental measuring 

involves conceptions of both neighborhoods and thus links them into a 

single ecological unit. As Louis Wirth stated in his essay on human 

ecology, "Competition . manifests itself as a more or less regu

lated and co'ntrolled struggle for a living and for status (Wirth 1964, 

p. 181). 

• 
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Footnotes for Chapter 2 

1. Park (1967). In a discussion of human ecology as a branch of 

sociology, Park reminds the reader that the strict biological 

metaphor is limited in value for guiding research into human social 

organization because humans unlike other organisms, partake of 

cultural institutions that influence processes of competition, 

invasion, and succession. He goes on to write, however (p. 93), 

that lIecqlogy conceives society as fundamentally a territorial as 

well as cultural organization. So far as this conception is valid, 

it assumes that most if not all cultural changes in society will be 

correlated with changes in its territorial organization, and every 

change in the territorial and occupational distribution of the 

population will effect changes in the existing cultures. 1I The 

Village, as a given physical habitat, with its mansions and 

apartment buildings, has caused certain kinds of people to gravi

tate to it and remain. One axis along which these "successfullt 

inhabitants can be classified is occupation, such as landlord, 

craftsman, and unskilled "handyman." The neighborhood might be 

viewed as a "natural area ll in the human ecological sense. 



Chapter 3 

Use Versus Residence as a Basis for Hegemony 

Among residents of the Village there exists a vague, unfocused 

concern, if not outright fear, of confronting strangers during chance 

social encounters on the streets. While residents may display con

fidence, even aplomb, as they move along acting the part of the blas~ 

urban dweller, they seem always ready with a defensive posture. When 

one observes Village neighbors chatting on the streets they may seem 

engrossed in their conversations, happy, open, and warm to one another 

but they are not fully relaxed. Usually they keep one eye on their 

counterpart and one eye on the street, frequently glancing nervously 

back and forth to see who might be coming. At times Villagers can be 

seen unlocking their doors in the most careful manner, studying whoever 

might be looking at them while they get inside their houses. Any loud 

sound ;s upsetting enough to make them jump or look around. This seems 

especially true of newcomers to the neighborhood, who tend to be white, , 

for these people still compose a distinct minority within the general 

Northton-Village area. It is a place where people with dark skin 

dominate the public places, especially the streets. 

Though many homes are owned or inhabited by whites, their 

presence on the streets is observed primarily at certain times of the 

day, and usually not at night. Their relative impact is not enough to 
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make Village streets off limits to Northtonians--who are black--or to 

other strangers at any time of the day. In this way the Village could 

not be called a "well-defended neighborhood" (Suttles 1972, pp. 20-43). 

There are far more dark-skinned people from Northton ~sing Village 

streets than Village people using Northton's. The large black public 

high school that Northton teenagers attend ;s across the Village from 

Northton, so school children must use the Village's north-south streets 

on school days all through the school year. The major arteries of 

east-west public transportation, including buses, trolleys, and sub

ways, all have their stops on the southern edge of the Village, making 

it necessary for users of this transportation, who are mainly black and 

Northtonian, to cross the Village whenever they travel downtown or out 

to the suburbs or outlying areas of the city. The Village forms only 

a tiny racially mixed enclave bounded by a much larger black urban 

ghetto, and as such it serves as a corridor for motor and foot traffic 

from that ghetto. 

Because of this relationship between the Village and Northton, 

personal decisions about the degree and nature of eye contact to be 

allowed with strangers, the length and quality of interpersonal contact 

on the streets, and the "safe distance" to be maintained between 

strangers in public tend to be color-coded. Outsiders in Northton, for 

example, can be spotted simply by skin color; to be white is auto-

mat; ca 11y to be from the outside. Similarly, when a white person comes 

upon "too many" strange black people gathered in one place in the 

Village he usually knows that the particular street corner or park is 
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not a place for him right then, even though he may socialize with 

various black people and even have them for friends. 
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To many in the Village the dark skin of a stranger signifies a 

threat, a potential "desperate act." l Thus, dark-skinned people are to 

be avoided or deferred to, something blacks and whites tacitly under-

stand. Especially at night, unfamiliar dark-skinned people are a 

matter of concern, if not outright fear. 

Much like the Negro/Pygmy dynamic Colin Turnbull studied and 

wrote about in The Forest People (Turnbull 1961), the white/black 

dynamic between strangers on the streets of the Village allows.one 

group (in this case color-designated and in Turnbull's case height

designated) a greater freedom of movement within a larger domain. 

Turnbull reports that the ri cher, cu ltura lly "superi or" Negroes in the 

area he studied dare not venture into the forest where the Pygmies live 

and control rights of passage. The Pygmies maintain their hegemony ;n 

the forest partly through circulating intimidating stories of wild 

beats and vengeful spirits of the forest, and partly by virtue of their 

greater understanding of the terrain and its natural dangers. In line 

with Turnbull's findings and those of this study, the group generally 

believed to be on the bottom manages to keep control over at least 

certain territories that have come to be defined as their own. The 

Pygmies are "at home" in the forest. In the Village of Greater 

Eastern City it is their counterparts, the dark-skinned people, who 

appear to feel more at ease on the streets, even though the real 

homeowners in the neighborhood are predominantly white. 
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Many Villagers own dogs as an extra measure of protection. 

Although caring for a dog in an urban neighborhood requires much work, 

for many Village residents the rewards make the labor worthwhile. Dogs 

let their owners feel secure on the streets. With their dogs in tow 

people look smug, even relaxed, as they encounter strangers. Women 

with dogs do not hurry along when a car slows down beside them. Often 

those who walk their dogs without a leash make a show of calling them 

back when strangers approach, as if the dog might be dangerous. Dog 

walkers constitute a "use group" of residents, helping to make Village 

streets safe for all kinds of people during the early morning hours 

when they walk their dogs before leaving for work, in the evenings 

before dinner, and at eleven o'clock before they go to sleep. At these 

times people ~Yho have come to "knmv" one another through their dogs 

form an informal but effective, if unwitting, neighborhood patrol. One 

can easily chart their routes and discover what dog walkers consider to 

be the neighborhood boundaries, what streets one does not cross with or 

without a dog. 

Mr. L, for example, is a veteran white Villager who walks his 

beloved Irish setter each morning at eight olclock. He comes out his 

door with the eager dog on a leash and, immediately heads for one of 

the north-south Village streets, for these streets have fewer front 

doors facing on them and thus fewer guardians \~ho might make a scene 

about where the setter "does his business." Mr. L travels up to but 

never across or along Be 11 \~eather Street, the soci a 1 boundary 

separating Northton and the Village. Nor does he cross Warrington into 



the area here known as Northton Annex, despite the fact that across 

Warrington lies the only vacant lot of any size where a dog might be 

allowed to run. The lot is among a group of run-down buildings, and 

most Villagers, particularly the whites, consider the .whole area 

dangerous. True enough, the people who use the vacant lot are pri

marily black dog walkers from Northton or one of the black families 

from the Village. Mr. L is not the only Villager who avoids the 

vacant lot or any blocks north of Bell Weather. Indeed, the general 

dog-walking route seems to involve very limited travel, around two or 

three of the residential blocks in the heart of the Village. 

79 

By not walking their dogs across Bell Weather or Warrington, the 

Villagers themselves help create and enforce lines of division between 

their own neighborhood and Northton. While one usually thinks first of 

stone throwing or other forms of harassment as the key factor deter

mining where boundaries are drawn, it is also through everyday activ

ities like dog walking that borders are made and remade by people on 

both sides of the dividing line. 

Where one habitually goes to get the Sunday paper, the store one 

runs to for a quart of milk,. or even the streets one prefers to taka to 

visit a friend express one's sense of the boundaries. In this way 

these are negotiated, and thus creative, acts, for by choosing to use 

or to avoid a given street one either claims the street as safe for 

himself and others like him or abandons it to others. There exists a 

degree of sharing, to be sure, but this sharing is not simply random or 

spontaneous. 
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Nor are boundaries set once for all times of the day and all 

seasons of the year. In fact, actions by individuals, either unknowing 

or uncaring, that upset the tacit understanding of Northtonians and 

Villagers about how their public space is to be shared. reveal how 

intricate the patterns are, how much background knowledge and work goes 

into being "just another passerby." 

The block of Tenth Street between Main Street and Village Avenue 

is just one of many blocks whose "proper" use is at times brought into 

question through actions of unknowing pedestrians. This block is best 

described as a "no-man l s-zone." "No-man Is-zones" are time bOl~nded as 

well as geographically bounded and thus lend a flowing quality to the 

limits of what Villagers and Northtonians view as their own neighbor

hoods. When time becomes significant in determining a block's public 

use, the block retains a quality of danger, and people particularly 

whites then tend to check themselves and others they encounter, to plan 

more carefully, and to be ready to defer if they are "caught out II alone 

during the general transition from "safe ll to "dangerous" public use of 

the streets. At times a particular corridor may be used by both 

groups; that is, it becomes somewhat "neutral. 1I But only somewhat. 

The whites and middle-income blacks, most of whom are Villagers, 

usually defer to black strangers at such times in such places, with 

truncated looks, a move to the other side of the street, a perfunctory 

greeting, or a steely noncomment that nonetheless communicates. In so 

doing, the Villagers remind those who in effect create and man the 

boundaries of their successful tactics of intimidation. As a result, 
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small groups of black youths sometimes feel rewarded and inspired to 

continue. Sometimes, after they have "scared off" the hapless "honky,1I 

members of such groups laugh and congratulate one another on their 

performances at boundary maintenance. 

In an interview, one young white woman expressed hostility toward 

lithe black girls" who repeatedly approached her and demanded money on 

the north-south street that runs in front of the local high school. 

"They don't ask they come at you, and there's five of them and one of 

you, and it's not like they'll take no for an answer.1I This same 

woman uses the street in front of the high school to get to and from 

work, usually at morning and evening rush hours when the block is 

somewhat neutral, but also sometimes during lIoff hours ll when relatively 

few whites are using it. On one occasion she was rushing pell-mell, 

head bent against the wind, trying to make it the six blocks to her 

apartment before the rain began in full force. She scurried along, 

going as fast as she could "without giving up all semblance of dignity 

on this very tricky block. 1I As she passed a loaded school bus in which 

numerous black high school students sat, one black teenager put her 

head ?ut the window, laughed, and said, just loud enough for the 

obviously distraught white woman to hear, III hope it pours down on you, 

gi rl. II 

Such stories are common among Villagers, who use the street 

despite what they tend to perceive as risk, mainly because it ;s so 

convenient for those who take public transportation to work, but also 

because of a strong sense of their personal right to use the public 
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spaces. One young woman was robbed outright by a group of black girls 

on this block at 10:30 AM, but reports on these more serious incidents 

are few. The battle over rights of passage goes on by way of harass

ment and insult, sometimes through public derision of whites. Most 

white Villagers simply endure the irritation and nascent fear, for they 

have come to know and understand that the area of the high school is 

not their place. 

Not all- students who attend the high school use public trans

portation. Those who live just north of Bell Weather or west of 

Warrington have only an eight- or ten-block walk through the Village. 

In the mornings and afternoons they often constitute a loud and very 

visible use group along the north-south streets that run between the 

high school and the Vi 11 age' s northern boundary. Usually they create 

a mild disturbance as they move through the neighborhood, for some 

engage in loud talk and cursing as well as all the other behaviors 

characteristic of students who have been in school all day. One wit

nesses what appears to be a fight between two young men; but they are 

really playing and they break into grins after sparring for a few 

minutes. One young man "cusses out" a group of four young women, two 

of whom cuss back: "You black motherfuGker, you." Then they walk on. 

It is behavior some Villagers find baffling, even frightening. 

As the black students mill around the area, often stopping in 

groups of three or four to buy ice cream or potato chips at Mel 's, the 

local deli, they often meet the suspicious stares of Village whites and 

some blacks. The students meet these stares with counterstares or 
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scowls. It is often the white Villagers who feel they must negotiate 

their way past the students, who at times do accost passersby. Many 

times they simply beg for money, which is often so intimidating to the 

"mark" that he or she gives up the amount asked for, viewing such alms 

as a kind of tax one pays for the privilege of walking down the streets 

without serious challenge. The interaction during such meetings 

usually involves a minimum of eye contact, payment, and a quick 

departure, since the parties have nothing in common, they feel, and 

little basis'for building any other relationship. The students go 

their way, chuckling with their friends about IIth'e mark" they have 

found. liThe mark" goes his way, hoping he will not be bothered again. 

For most Villagers it is the wrong time of day to pass Mel IS or to be 

walking alone along one of well-traveled north-south streets. The 

following interview with a young white woman indicates how dominant the 

black students are in the area during certain times of day. 

It was three olclock on a sunny, breezy day in October. 

Two w~ite women strolled across one of the Villagels 

well-traveled north-south streets, talking about the 

piano musi~ coming from a second-story window of a brick 

house that appeared to be vacant but was obviously being 

used by someone for practice of fast, intricate scales 

and finger exercises. The two women were on their way 

back to their apartment after a quick trip to Mells for 

dog food. Their dog scampered along up ahead, in pursuit 

of one of the neighborhoodls many squirrels. The dog 
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charged ahead, then dropped back to pick up on the scent, 

then charged ahead again. 

The peaceful scene and the piano music were suddenly 

interrupted by the boopety-boop-boop of "a "suitcase 

radio" coming up swiftly from behind. The women turned. 

Two young black men were fast approaching. The large 

radio was slung over the shoulder of one of them. Its 

. sounds got louder and louder until the women could not 

hear one another above it. The young men were dressed 

in green army fatigue pants and white tank-type under

shirts, with several gold chains around the neck, and 

black-and-white high-top sneakers. One wore a baseball 

cap, puffed up on top so that it "looked more off than 

on." Their walk was a "stylized hipster gait," rhythmic, 

arms swinging to the beat of the music, which was "l ow 

down and funky." The way they moved up on the women and 

made their way through the neighborhood seemed to be a 

learned, tightly patterned form of self-presentation, 

displaying that they knew where they were headed, and had 

no doubts about being able to get there at their own 

pace. They appeared "platoonlike or squadronlike, a walk 

that was much more than casual stroll. It was a very 

se If-confi dent swagger. II 

The two women slowed down to let the two young men pass. 
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The men moved up to within a foot of the women and then 

slowed down themselves, refusing to pass. Their music 

was overpowering. The two women became tense, not daring 

to look at one another with the young men so close 

behind them and so able to see whatever eye contact 

passed between them. In street lingo, the tw~ young men 

were doing what is known as "jamming" the women's com-

- munication, a mild form of harassment. The two women 

seemed to understand this and deferred, turning down the 

very next side street without a backward glance. As the 

men continued north toward Northton, the two women 

II stole ll a look at them from behind, laughing nervously 

about what had just occurred. IIThey're almost military,1I 

one woman said to the other. 

IIHmph!1I her friend answered, scorning the idea that the 

young black men deserved a label that implied strength. 

IIRea 1 mil itant, yeah! II She seemed anxi ous to deny that 

she had been afraid at all, and yet she had quickly 

deferred to the boys, giving not even so much as a 

disapproving look for the disturbance their radio had 

caused. 

The decision to pass a stranger o~ the street or not to pass 

involves a whole set of mental calculations ·that rely heavily on the 

skin color of that person. Indeed, how two people effect a pass 
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sometimes depends on two sets of calculations, as each participant fits 

his actions to the actions and cues of the other. Guiding such 

passing-related behavior is the background knowledge that darker

skinned people represent a potential threat, while whites represent 

potential victims. Most whites and blacks tacitly understand this, and 

it informs both groups· perspectives on how to handle fast-approaching 

strangers of light or dark skin. 

In soma cases a black person may wish to capitalize on the fear 

he knows he 'is capable of evoking. Blacks sometimes IIput on a swaggerll 

and wantonly intimidate those with whom they must momentarily share a 

small space on the sidewalk. When passing such a IIswaggeringli dark

skinned person, especially a male, whites are usually easily intim

idated, anticipating danger while hoping for a peaceful encounter. 

Whites and middle-income blacks are often more than ready to cross the 

street to avoid having to pass a IIstrange ll black person at close range. 

Young blacks understand this behavior, and they sometimes choose to 

exploit the fear nn which it is founded. Or they can choose to allay 

the white person·s fear through obvious acts of self-disarmament such 

as moving to one side to allow the white person extra space to pass, 

or making friendly eye contact, or even offering a friendly greeting. 

There are circumstances in which blacks will work hard to put whites 

they encounter at ease. The following filed note illustrates how 

well-tuned blacks and whites really are to one another on the streets, 

a~d how capable members of each group are of subtle gestural communica

tion, when they wish to be. 
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It is about eleven olclock on a cold December morning 

after a snowfall. Outside, the only sound is the scrape 

of the old lady1s snow shovel on the oil-soaked ice of 

her front walk. Her house stands on a corner in the 

residential heart of the Village, at an intersection that 

stands deserted between morning and afternoon rush hours. 

The old lady spends hours each week outside her slowly 

crumbling three-story mansion. She seems to work and 

work and work at keeping the leaves raked, the snow 

shoveled, the front path swept, but still she cannot 

keep the old house from looking forlorn. The vines that 

once covered the red brick facade have dieq, leaving 

only woody stems and debris. The wooden-trim around the 

huge front windows and doors is bare of paint, forming 

gray, rotting frames around dirty windows. The sycamore 

tree in the front yard has long since died, and what 

remains is a twisted, gnarled trunk, picturesque but sad. 

All that remains of this corner twin1s other half is a 

pile of rubble and a weed-filled lot that the neighbor

hood dogs use as a toilet. Still, the old lady sweeps 

and weeds and shovels. They are perhaps the only 

maintenance chores she can do herself. Painting would 

cost money, as would removing the dead tree. The only 

signs of life coming from this house, other than the old 

lady, who sometimes works alongside a woman resembling 
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her, perhaps a daughter or sister, is the piano playing 

that comes from the second-floor rear w~ndow. The house 

is used for this alone, and yet it seems to be enough to 

keep vandals away. 

Suddenly a truck pulls up directly across from the old 

lady's house. Before long the silence is split by the 

~buzz of two tree surgeons I gasoline-powered saws. As the 

. men work the saws send up puffs of oily blue smoke. They 

hoist themselves up another dead sycamore standing by the 

intersection in the margin of grass and snow, taking 

turns sawing off limbs. Soon they are down to a stump 

in the ground, which they leave rooted. The old lady 

leans on her shovel and watches for a while, then turns 

and goes inside the house. The tree surgeons begin 

sawing up the fallen trunk, which by now is lying on the 

icy sidewalk. 

A middle-aged white man in a beige overcoat approaches 

the site. His collar is turned up against the cold, his 

chin buried within. He wears a fur-trimmed Russian-style 

hat. His hands are sunk in his coat pockets. In his 

hard-soled shoes he hurries along this east-west street 

in the Village, approaching the intersection, slipping a 

bit, having to watch each step in his haste on the icy 

sidewalk. He crosses the north-south street of the 
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intersection and continues westward. A young black male, 

dressed in a way Villagers might call "streetish" (white 

high-top sneakers with no laces; shoe tongues flopping 

out from under the creased gaberdine sla~ks, which 

themselves flop about and soak up oily water, bought no 

doubt to be worn with higher-heeled shoes or boots; navy 

blue "air-force" parka with matted fake fur on the hood-

hood up, arms dangling at the sides) is walking up ahead 

on the same side of the street. He is moving slowly 

compared with the man in the overcoat. He turns around 

briefly to check who is coming up behind him so swiftly. 

The white man keeps his eye to the treacherous sidewalk, 

brow furrowed, and displays a look of concern and deter

mination. The young black man moves with a certain 

aplomb, his walk distinctive, though comparatively slow. 

From the two men1s different paces it is obvious to both 

that either the young black man has to hurry up, the 

older white man has to slow down, or they must effect a 

pass on the otherwise deserted sidewalk. Their con

trasting dress and skin color suggests that such passing 

;s likely to entail some uncertainty on the part of the 

white man and some recognition of this on the part of the 

black man. 

The young black man slows up ever so slightly and fades 



to the left, to the outside edge of the sidewalk. The 

white man takes the cue and drifts to the right while 

continuing his forward motion, and thus in five or six 

steps (and with no obvious lateral motion that might be 

construed as avoidance) has maximized the lateral dis

tance between himself and the young black man he must 

move up on and pass. What a minute ago appeared to be 
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-a single-file formation, with the white man ten steps 

behind, has suddenly become side-by-side, and yet neither 

participant ever appeared to be moving sideways at all. 

It is an intricate "ballet" (to use Jane Jacobs's term) 

in which the movements are patterned to minimize tension 

and allay fears, and yet not openly express a breach of 

trust between the two parties. Such is the "good 

behavi or lt
' more conspi cuous on the re 1 ati ve ly we 11-

defended east-west streets of the Village, the streets 

whereon the Village's white middle-class professionals 

tend to cluster, and where blacks and whites often must 

encounter each other. 

Such smooth gestural communication is most evident between blacks 

and whites traveling alone, especially during hours when sidewalks are 

deserted. White Villagers' fears seem to run highest then, for that is 

when the opportunity for harassment or mugging is greatest. 

Though it is not true that most blacks intend most whites harm on 

the streets, this is the commonsense definition of affairs between the 



groups. Most blacks as well as whites tacitly understand and accept 

this definition. Blacks are generally believed to have informal 

hegemony over the area. On occasion young blacks may even choose to 

assert their perceived turf rights. Such assertion of rights becomes 
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a game of sorts, to be played out in the public places where formal 

agencies of social control are absent. Subways, bus stops, and public 

parks are examples of places where blacks are believed to dominate, for 

in the Northton-Village area these are used much more frequently by 

blacks than by whites and are not well-patrolled by the police. Black 

males traveling in groups or sitting on benches in parks or at,bus 

stops sometimes show off to one another by intimidating whites, who 

bear the brunt of what may be no more than jokes and games among peers 

as they stnad waiting for the bus or subway or share a bottle of wine 

or a "joint./I The following field note illustrates how tense white 

Villagers become while in the presence of such loud, joking peer groups 

in an area generally considered IIblack turf./I 

A young white woman descended the concrete stairs to the 

subway. The walls had been spray-painted with graffiti. 

Initials and other coded signatures covered the grimy 

white-tiled surfaces floor to ceiling. As the woman came 

onto the platform she made brief eye contact with one of 

a group of six black teenage boys who were standing on 

the platform, dressed in long woolen overcoats, velvet 

hats, creased pants, and polished shoes and carrying 

schoolbooks. They. glanced over at the lone white woman 
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and then started a "coded conversation" among themselves, 

each one adding bits and pieces about the woman's cloth

ing, her green paratrooper pants, her short haircut, and 

such. They bantered about her just loudly and clearly 

enough to be understood by anyone willing to strain to 

make out what was being said (anyone, that is, who did 

not know enough not to hear). The word "white" came out 

-louder than the other words, again and again. The 

woman's face tensed. She lowered her eyes, thus ruling 

out any further eye contact with the boys. It seemed she 

did not want her demeanor to be construed as a challenge. 

As long as she pretended not to hear them there was no 

opening between herself and them, no opportunity for 

exchange. She slunk to a seated position on the bottom 

step, thus appearing to give up, to defer 

The boys' talk grew louder. Their laughter was punctu

ated by jokes in which key words sounded so loudly as to 

make it obvious that the young woman was purposely 

ignoring them. "White ll came up again and again, "Chest." 

"Yeah, stick it out." "Green silk pants, man." 

Finally the train came. The boys piled into the same car 

as the young woman. Now they grew silent, but she sat 

looking reverent, her eyes lowered, her heart pounding. 

When she got off the train downtown she did not look 
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behind her to see if the boys got off too. She-ran the 

length of the platform, then took the steps two at a time 

until she was out onto the street among the bustling 

midday shopping crowd. 

Although this particular subway stop is within what is generally 

considered the Village, apart from rush hours the whites do not use it 

enough to con~titute a legitimate use group. Blacks who use the stop 

know this, and consequently some behave in ways that remind "stray" 

whites that they are indeed out of place, at least until the afternoon 

throng of white Vi llagers returni ng from work downtown makes it "safe ll 

for others like themselves. Once this rush is over and night falls: 

subways and other public transportation in the area again fall into the 

hands of those who use them, in this case, usually blacks and the few 

whites who are bold enougH. 

Owing to fear, many white Villagers simply do not go outside at 

night unless they are with others or have a specific mission such as 

buying something or going downtown or out to the suburbs for a movie. 

If they must travel, the whites generally go by car, seldom on foot. 

Usually they lock themselves in their homes, concerned about unexpected 

knocks on the door and strange noises. 

Because of this self-imposed curfew, the apartment dwellers, 

particularly in the small, six-unit buildings, tend to form social 

circles within their own buildings. These are spontaneous dinner 

parties given by one household for the tenants in the upstairs apart

ment, as well as other forms of casual visitation, contributing to some 
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Villagers' feelings that their neighborhood is an intimate place. 

Perhaps this intermittent friendly interaction obscures how unfriendly 

and hostile the neighborhood can be at times. Defined as potential 

victims on the streets at night and during many hours during the day, 

the Villagers are in a sense prisoners of their private spaces. Going 

outside involves great caution. Certain blocks must be avoided. "Be 

careful." "Take care of yourself. 11 Good-byes are important at certain 

times of the day. Sidewalks are given up completely at night. The 

middle of the street (far away from trees, doorways, and hedges) 

becomes the safe passage zone. 

From time to time Villagers voice irritation over their limited 

freedom of movement. Women especially say things like, III'm sick of 

having to run from my car to my front door at night," or "I feel like 

a prisoner in the city." And Village men try to take it all in stride. 

Summertime, when people would like to be outdoors for walks and recrea

tion, exacerbates these feelings of "pent-upness,1I and Villagers plan 

weekend escapes to the seashore or the mountains. As one white Village 

woman packed her children and a picnic basket into their Datsun station 

wagon outside their home, she looked ~p at the buds beginning to open 

on the tree and remarked, "It's the beginning of my love-hate affair 

with the city." Such is the ambivalence many Villagers, black and 

white, fee1 toward their sometimes hostile urban environs. 

Sundays are peaceful times in the Village, for automobile 

traffic dwindles to almost nothing, even along the north-south arteries 

between the city's biggest expressway and the major east-west axis for 



inner-city travel. Most movement is Northton or Village pedestrians 

going to and from corner delis and laundromats, or black churchgoers 

walking to and from their cars, which they park along the residential 

blocks while they worship at the Village's many Gothic fieldstone 
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chapels. There are at least five or six such churches in the residen-

tial heart of the Village. They are used not by Villagers but by 

non-Village blacks from Northton or other neighborhoods in Greater 

Eastern City.- On Sundays the buildings themselves and the street 

corners and ~idewalks around them become the domain of these non-

Village visitors. Churchgoers will remind their "hosts" of this if 

need be. In the following field note a black churchwoman plays the 

part of "neighborhood defender," though she does not reside there. 

On Sunday mornings black churchgoers arrive in their 

big, fancy cars and elegant dress. The men are nattily 

dressed in expensive-looking dark-colored hats, suits, 

and shiny shoes. Hats with veils, flowers, and ribbons 

adorn the ladies' heads. The smell of perfume is heavy. 

Some women carry tambourines with ribbons trailing and 

dress in "un iforms" that di sp 1 ay thei r extra measure of 

saintly involvement. Milling about on the street corners 

adjacent to their churches, the visitors attract friendly 
I 

and approving stares from many of the Village residents, 

who, dressed in casual garb, make their way up to Mel's' 

at noon for the paper or a quart of orange juice. On 

weekends Mel's get in a special order of bagels from 
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Brooklyn. The Villagers are a contrast to the church

goers who spill out of the huge old fieldstone buildings 

after worship and dot the sidewalks, in colorful hats and 

shiny shoes. The white Villagers tend to think of these 

people as "upper-class blacks," but this evaluation is 

due largely to their inexperience with class distinctions 

among black people. True enough, the black churchgoers 

do exhibit middle-class respectability; their comportment 

is very proper. They behave as if the church and the 

space around it is rightly theirs and at times i~ need of 

public recognition as such. 

One Sunday morning a few stragglers stood here and there, 

the women in nylons and woolen coats, t~e men standing 

erect in their suits and hats, milling in groups near 

their clean automobiles, parked in front of Village 

residences. A church lady came out a side door onto the 

nbrth-south street that runs beside the church. As she 

appeared, a young white Village man dressed in jeans, 

sneakers, and a nylon pa~ka passed by. A dog that 

trailed him slightly but seemed to be with him did not 

pass, but rather squatted and "took a shit" on the 

granite step of the church. The church lady (who was 

holding a foil-covered baking pan and might have been 

coming out the church's kitchen door), saw the mess the 

dog was leaving, looked up ahead at the young man, and 
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yelled, IIYoung man! II loud enough that a few Village 

pedestrians on the opposite side of the street could 

hear. The dog-walker did not turn around. "Young man! II 

the well-dressed woman yelled again. lIyou come right 

back here and clean up this mess! II The man stopped 

and sheepishly walked back and cleaned up the mess. 

The young man above no doubt learned something about church 

property on ~unday mornings in the Village. He will be more careful 

about where he takes his dog on Sundays in the future, since he will 

not want to risk such public shaming. On weekdays when the churches 

are not used the risk is slight that anyone would object so vocifer

ously to his dog's use of the church steps. In this instance and in 

the instances reported in other field notes the more general point 

emerges--that living in a neighborhood is not tantamount to controlling 

it. A residential group controls its public space only to the extent 

that it is allowed to use that space, that it constitutes a large 

enough and visible enough force on the streets, in the parks, and in 

the institutions and business establishments to offset or at least 

cont~nd with groups from other residential neighborhoods who use the 

streets for access to work, school, and other parts of the city. "Use" 

constitutes informal social control over an area. If a residential 

group lacks full and equal use rights, owing to commonly held notions 

of their relative pla~e within a color-coded set of rules about street 

use (as in the Village-Northton area), then they must rely heavily on 

formal agents of control, the police. As the "weak" ones in public 
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places, Villagers, particularly whites, often must appeal to authority 

to keep their rights of passage open. This position of relative 

weakness influences their views of and relation with the police in the 

area. Many have the sense that the police have been put on their side 

against the dark-skinned intruders from Northton. 

The Village and the Police 

The presence of the police helps make the streets of the Village 

seem more secure, at least to whites, who tend to be much more jittery 

and ill at ease out in public than do blacks. While they may not 

constitute a sufficiently large use group to contend with the blacks 

for informal hegemony in the area, they nevertheless feel that they 

should have full access to public conduits of travel. A word of 

caution is perhaps in order here. It is not my intent to argue that 

the Village is "run over" by blacks simply because dark skin color on 

a stranger tends to invoke fear among whites as well as among some 

blacks. Indeed, Suttle's discussion of the "defended neighborhood" in 

The Social Construction of Communities points out that defended 

neighborhoods are not simply manifestations of other, more fundamental 

social divisions within urban populations. "Indeed, it appears that 

the most persistent characteristic of these defended neighborhoods is 

their boundaries and the necessity of anyone who lives within these 

boundaries to assume a common residential identity" (Suttles 1972, 

p. 72). Because the street etiquette in the Village is color-coded, 

with darker-skinned people commanding greater deference, residence 



notwithstanding, it might appear that white urban dwellers in general 

cannot effectively compete for rights on their own sidewalks. 
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On the contrary, it seems that a key factor in street use is a 

resident population's work schedule, and in middle-class neighborhoods 

like the Village this schedule is apt to be similar for most residents. 

Village professionals by and large work nine-to-five. At these hours, 

therefore, they are not at home or even in the vicinity of home. In 

addition, many Village families have two working adults, both profes-
. 

sionals, both gone from the neighborhood all day, both unavailable for 

maintaining the boundaries Suttles says are necessar(" to the d~fended 

neighborhood. Driving around Northton in the middle of a weekday, one 

notices many people on the streets. At noon the sidewalks are bustling 

with pedestrian traffic, young black males, often unemployed, walking 

in pairs with a basketball between them or, at times, a bottle in a 

brown paper sack, women with children up on porches or walking to and 

from the corner grocery stores and laundromats. People are polishing 

their cars or sitting on stoops just watching the passersby. 

Though a higher rate of unemployment no doubt accounts for some 

of the·men out and around in the middle of the day, others are 

accounted for by the staggered shifts at factories and the hospital 

that employs many Northton residents. In Northton, or in any working

class neighborhood, most people go to work at seven, three, or eleven. 

The nine-to-five day has its place, but the resident population is not 

uniformly on that schedule. It;s perhaps true that Villagers rely on 

the police to do formally what they cannot do informally--maintain the 



-e 

boundaries and remind intruders that they are being watched. This 

formal boundary maintenance is illustrated clearly in the following 

field note: 
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It was eleven o'clock in the morning on a warm Wednesday 

in March. I walked through Northton near Warrington 

Avenue, looking at the boarded-up three-story row houses 

.and empty shells with windows missing, shades torn, and 

wallpaper lying smoke-stained or dirty in piles on the 

floor inside. As I passed a building that was half

empty but inhabited in back, two young black men' came 

out of a rear door. One carried a bottle in a brown 

sack. He sipped from it while his buddy locked the door 

they had just come out. The one with the keys held a 

basketball under one arm. Both young men wore white 

sneakers, baggy khaki pants, light spring jackets, and 

caps. The man with the bottle saw me coming up alongside 

him. "How ya doin'?11 he said. 

I felt a bit nervous encountering these two on an empty 

street. They seemed fri endly ~ though. "Oh, not bad, not 

bad," I said, not hesitating an instant. I kept walking, 

allowing them to be ahead of me, for that way I could 

keep my eye on them. 

The two walked down the street, one bouncing his ball, 

the other sipping his taste. As we approached Warrington 
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Avenue, the two friends started talking louder, referring 

several times to something that just "took them out." 

I realized they were referring to the cop parked on 

Warrington Avenue. 

IIHe take me out, this motherfucker,1I one of the guys 

said to his friend. IIHe always be watchin' me. vJatch 

him. He gon' try and mess with us. II 

. They crossed Warrington Avenue, sipping their taste, 

bouncing their ball, looking back over their shoulders at 

the cop, who I could see was black. The cop did follow 

the two young men, or so it seemed . 

. As we crossed Warrington Avenue and entered the quiet 

residential neighborhood of the Village, sure enough, the 

cop started his car and headed slowly in the direction we 

walked. 

"See? t~hat'd I tell ya? This guy tryin' to mess wid 

US,II the sipper said. His friend, a little less bold, 

just kept bouncing his ball, not looking back over his 

shoulder as his friend kept doing. I turned off toward 

a friend's house. The two men kept walking. I could see 

them walk through the Village, past Tiger's Lounge on 

Thirty-seventh Street, and over to another part of 

Northton. The cop turned off down Bell Weather Street as 
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the two friends left the Village. 

In the same way as civilian Northtonians remind strangers they 

are being watched for false moves, the police in the Village watch 

those they consider outsiders. An unspoken lIescort service ll is in 

effect at times for strange blacks who cross Warrington or Bell Weather 

Street to get from one part of Northton to another, or to and from 

Northton and other parts of the city. The policeman in the field note 

above did not bother escorting the two black men any farther than Bell 

Weather Street~ By turning off when he did, he helped reinforce Bell 

Weather Street as the boundary. He works for the residents of' the 

neighborhood he sees himself as protecting. 

In a government crime-prevention program funded by the Justice 

Department in 1979 in Hartford, Connecticut, the problem of pedestrian 

traffic from outside the neighborhood was tackled head-on (U.S. 

Department of Justice 1969). To cut down the number of burglaries and 

street robberies in a middle-class neighborhood not far from the cen

tral business district of Hartford, the social planners proposed to 

install fencing along a railroad track that bounded the target neigh

borhood on one side. When this plan failed to get through city 

council, the planners dropped back to a less drastic plan of "reducing 

non-residential traffic through the neighborhood and structuring that 

which could not be curtailed ll (p. 117). Accompanying this curtailment 

approach was an effort to stimulate residents to use their own streets 

and sidewalks more. Small shops and convenience stores were cited as 

desirable additions to the area, and, indeed, a flourishing of this 
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kind of magnet business area is no doubt a step in the right direction. 

As Jane Jacobs points out, however (1961, chaps. 7-12), an area is safe 

to the extent that it has many diverse primary uses, that streets are 

used by many types of people at many times of day for access to and 

from places they must go, places such as work, school, and shopping. 

\~hen, as is true in the Village, most people follow very similar work 

schedules that take them out of the neighborhood en masse, and when 

there are few stores, restaurants, or businesses to draw them out into 

their own neighborhood at night and at various times of the day, the 

residents themselves can claim very little in the way of use rights. 

They have in some sense abdicated such rights, and to the true users of 

public space those rights are passed along. 

From time to time the Villagers get "fed Up" with all the 

strangers in the neighborhood and with the crime attributed to them. 

They form vigilante-type block walks and patrols and committees. 

Meetings are held at night in the homes of concerned neighbors. Crime 

is always the main topic, as residents come together to trade horror 

stories and express outrage. To solve their problems they often come 

up with organizational solutions, solutions that involve committee 

work and chairpeop1e and formal mechanisms of surveillance. They know 

they are losing the battle over territorial rights in the Village, but 

they do not understand that the loss is attributable to differences 

between themselves and Northtoniansand the exigencies of their lives. 

Northtonians need and use the streets more than do Villagers. Their 

presence is a result of need, in some cases dire financial need. 
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Villagers are looked on as "marks," people "with something"--and this 

"something" can at many times of the day and night be taken by force if 

need be. The police patrol the Village streets and try to prevent this 

from happening too often. When they seem to need help, Villagers will 

rise up and try to take matters into their"own hands. 

When the issue of "strange kids" in the neighborhood came 

up at the block meeting, Mr. B, a twenty-year veteran, 

shook his head and said, "The only way to really do it is 

to have a stri ct curfew and enforce it." By thi s he 

meant that the police should help the neighbors keep 

nonneighbors off the streets altogether after and before 

certain hours. What he was calling for, in effect, was 

a formal hegemony of residents over nonresidents, 

enforced by the police. 

The Villagers who were sitting around drinking their 

coffee and tea and listening to Mr. B did not react 

openly either way to what he was suggesting. There was 

one black couple attending the meeting, and perhaps 

their pt'esence inhibited any discussion of "strange 

kids." 

"I mean, 11m just a private citizen," Mr. B continued, 

unwilling to let the subject drop. "I have to be careful 

about just going up to any strange kid and asking him 

what the hell hels doing here. The other day I saw some 
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blankety-blank kid up on Mrs. R's porch at ten-thirty in 

the morning, and I'm sayin; to myself, 'what's this kid 

doin' on that porch at ten-thirty in the morning?' So I 

watched him; he knew I was, and when he came out of 

there, boy, he gave me a good talkin' to, I tell you." 

"\~hat di d he say?" someone asked. 

-Mr. B laughed. His eyes grew wide. "\~ant me to tell 

you?" he asked in the way of threat to the "decent 

1 ad i e s" in the room. 

The neighbors all got the joke about the excessive 

profanity, and they laughed, thus releasing the tension 

that had built up in the room as the subject of skin 

color was (albeit obliquely) approached. Suddenly Mr. B 

got serious again. "But what are we supposed to do?" he 

asked, throwing up his arms in a gesture of frustration. 

"No, no, I think you did the right thing,1i another 

neighbor said. "You've got to let those people know 

you're watching them. That's the only way to let them 

know this block is being watched. If the guy's legit

imate the chances are he'" say okay and understand where 

you're coming from. If the guy's not legitimate, then 

he's gonna think something about it, and what have you. 

We've got to let them know we're watching though; 
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otherwise theyl11 just keep coming. 1I 

Mr. SIS suggestion about the curfew demonstrates his tacit under-

standing of the time-bounded nature of safe passage on the streets. 

It also suggests the Vil1agersl concern with mechanisms of formal 

control. Indeed, such formal defense of a neighborhoodls boundaries 

has been upheld by the Supreme Court of the United States in a recent 

ruling involving the shutdown of a public street that had enabled 

residents of a predominantly black area in Memphis to enter an all

white community. By a vote of six to three, the justices overturned 

a federal appeals court decision that held that the closing discrim

inated against blacks of Memphis. 2 Writing for the court in Memphis 

v. Greene, Justice John Paul Stevens maintained that in closing the 

street the officials and white residents were motivated by a 

legitimate interest in II protecting the safety and tranquility of a 

residential neighborhood. 1I3 In the absence of informal control, the 

court and the law decided to step in on behalf of residents against the 

users of the public space. 

It is doubtful that any such drastic court action would be taken 

in the Village, for Villagers, perhaps unlike certain white$ in 

Memphis, are sensitive about being seen as IIracists. 1I Their history 

of civil-rights and antiwar activity has left a residue of liberalism 

even among the Village landlords, who would have the most to lose were 

the Vi 11 age to become defi ned as lI unsafe. II Whil e Vill agers use ski n 

color as a master status-determining characteristic for dealing with 

strangers on the street, they nevertheless do not like to see 
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themselves as prejudiced against blacks. Their color-coded behavior 

might be viewed as a brand of "racism ll somewhat distinct from white 

supremacist notions about Negro inferiority, and genetic deficiency. 

This behavior may be better described as a practical ~nd adaptive sort 

of color prejudice for getting by in public places in a community area 

where skin color does matter. Blacks and whites "know" how others see 

them based on their own sense of commonly held community definitions of 

both groups, as they orient themselves in public with the others' view 

of them in mind. Though black and white Villagers resist such 

invidious distinctions, they nonetheless tend to operate in public, 

particularly on the streets, with a color-coded perspective. 

Notions about racism create a certain ambivalance toward the 

police on the part of Villagers. While they sense their dependence on 

them, many residents look on them with a certain distrust, if not some 

contempt, feeling that the police are the ones who are unfairly 

prejudiced against people, especially males, with dark skin. In the 

following field note a white woman tells the story of a recent burglary 

that she, alone with her eight-year-old daughter, witnessed from their 

bedroom window across a narrow alley. As she tells the story she 

reminds the listener that it was not her assumption that the burglar 

was black, but rather an assumption made by the police. 

"I dialed the police," she said, "but I couldn't remember 

if it was 119 or 911, so I dialed the operator and she 

connected me with the police. They were here in three 

minutes, and the funny thing is I was standing there at 
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the window the whole time while the operator connected 

me and I talked to the police, but I can't remember 

seeing him take the TV, or what he looked like, or any

thing. I just remember being so scared~ I was behind 

a bamboo roll-up shade, you know, and I remember I didn't 

want him to see me or hear me. Maybe I was too scared to 

look, I don't know, but I just couldn't remember anything 

to tell the police. I didn't know which way he'd run or 

anything. All I told them was that whoever it was was 

wearing electric blue jogging shorts and a white·T-shirt. 

The crazy thing was that in five minutes they were back 

at my house telling me they had someone out in the van 

and could I come identify the man. I went out and they 

brought the guy out of the paddy wagon .. II 

The eight-year-old daughter, who had been sitting on her 

mother's lap during the story, interrupted: 1I\~hat's a 

wagon?" 

"A paddy wagon, sweethea rt, II the mother ans\'/ered. IIHhat 

they put people in to take them to jail." 

IIAnd they just assumed the robber was black, right?" the 

daughter prompted, revealing that she had heard her 

mother tell the story before and knew the punch line. 

"Right," she said to her daughter and to me. "I didn't 
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make any racial identification to the police at all. It 

was dark, and all I knew was that he had brown hair, but 

that doesn't tell anything about skin color. I was so 

angry when they got me out there and pulled this young 

black guy out of the wagon, who wasn't even wearing the 

right clothes. I mean, they'd obviously just gone out 

and picked up the first jogger they found. 1I 

"What did you say to the police?1I I asked. 

III told them that he wasn't wearing the right clothes in 

the first place, this guy they had was wearing navy blue 

shorts and a gray sweatsbirt, and I couldn't identify him 

anyway because I hadn'~ seen him. The guy looked really 

mad. I don't blame him. I donlt know what I would have 

done had they brought out someone wearing what lId said. 

I mean, even if it was the guy, I would hate to put him 

through what city police do to blacks.1I 

Such ;s the dilemma many Villagers face when having to report a 

crime or deal in some direct way with the police in the area. Stories 

about police prejudice against blacks are often traded at Village get

togethers, especially among Villagers who see themselves as the old 

guard, or lIold-time Village people," the ones who were arollnd during 

the IIgood old daysll when antiwar activity was the Village avocation. 

Hence many Villagers view the police with suspicion. 

And many Villa'gers are reluctant to call the police over a 
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mugging or a petty theft such as a car break-in in the middle of the 

night. Cynicism about the police's effectiveness mixed with community 

suspicion of police behavior toward blacks keeps the middle-class 

Villagers from fully embracing the notion that they must rely heavily 

on the formal, legitimate means of social control in maintaining even 

the minimum of freedom of movement they enjoy on the streets in their 

own residential neighborhood. Thus, most residents are left to 

informally n~gotiate civility and safe passage on the streets with 

others they meet face to face. 



111 

Footnotes for Chapter 3 

1. It is important to point out that skin color is not used only to 

mean IIrace ll in this discussion of street etiquette, for IIrace ll 

implies a complex and interrelating set of facets of an individ

ua1's identity, facets pertaining to cultural as well as physical 

traits. On the streets, particularly between strangers, these more 

complex components of a person's identity are not always taken into 

consideration as an approaching stranger scans a fellow pedestrian 

for clues to the likely ways the stranger might behave. Skin 

color, a stark physical sign, is used as a handle of sorts', a crude 

way of summing up another on the streets. Police use it. A very 

dark Italian living in a white working-class neighborhood in the 

city reported that he was often stopped by the police at night, IIby 

mistake,1I as he put it, IIbecause they thought I was Puerto Rican or 

something from far away.1I He reported that as soon as he handed 

over his license, on which his Italian name is printed, the police 

quickly let him go, realizing their mistake, based on their auto

matic response to the presence of darker-skinned males in the 

neighborhood. 

2. Philadelphia Inguirer, June 1981. 

3. Ibid. 



Chapter 4 

How Villagers Develop Their Neighborhood 

Perspective 

At various social gatherings, cocktail parties, dinner parties, 

and the like, middle-class Villagers gather with other city dwellers of 

like circumstance and exchange stories about urban living. Conversa

tions invariably turn to life in their respective neighborhoods-

particularly its more gruesome aspects. Middle-class people commis

erate, casting themselves and others with whom they identify in the 

role of victim. Recent stickups, rapes, burglaries, and harassment are 

subjects that make them sit up and listen, taking note of wh~re certain 

kinds of trouble are likely to occur, and in what circumstances. 

By engaging in such talk they learn about the streets. They also 

affirm a personal conception that "city people" are somehow special, 

deservi ng comme.ndati on for putti ng up with the many problems of bei ng 

middle class in an environment that must be shared with the working 

class and the poor. For example: III 1m convinced, II one such middle

class woman said while out on her porch fertilizing the geraniums, 

IIthat city people are just so much more ingenious. 1I (She had been 

discussing a friend who moved out to one of the cityls posh suburbs.) 

IIWe have to be," she concluded matter-of-factly. 

City living in itself does not seem to be such a IIproblem" for 
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blacks and former hippies in the Village. Working-class blacks, who 

often view the Village as a prestige neighborhood relative to Northton, 

see their neighborhood as "nice" and IIdecent" compared with the streets 

of Northton where many grew up. The former hi ppi es ~ on the other hand, 

who view themselves as the vessels of the unique "hipll Village neigh

borhood identity, pride themselves on IIknowing the streets." They 

generally consider theft and harassment "facts of life ll in the city, 

and they disp~ay little interest in stories of who did what to whom. 

IIThose meetings are all pretty much alike--boring,1I said one thirtyish 

former draft counselor of a block meeting scheduled by concerned 

Villagers and entitled IIViolence in the Village. 1I IIA lot of 'who got 

mugged where and when,' and all that old shit,1I she said. She did not 

plan to attend the meeting. 

At times the young blacks and the young white former hippies even 

come together in apartments or spontaneous intra-building get-togethers 

and lament the recent influx of IImiddle-class suburbans ,It whom they see 

as responsible for rent increases and stricter standards of porch and 

yard maintenance. They talk about the newcomers as IIsquares ll or as 

"uptight ll and believe their fears about theft and violence are not to 

be taken too seriously. 

Many of these self-proclaimed veterans, and even the young blacks 

to a certain extent, act as models and agents of socialization for the 

newcomers who so desperately need to get a IIhandle" on the streets. 

Women, especially as they stay longer in the Village, learn to adopt a 

style of dress designed to negate stereotypical IIfemale frailtyll and to 
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symbolize aggressiveness. For many of the veterans, up to age forty, 

blue jeans are the mainstay of Village casual street garb. Denim 

jackets and unisex nylon parkas, heavy boots, sneakers, and unshaven 

legs are all part of the "urban female" costume. The old-time Village 

men, most of whom are between thirty and forty years old, also stick to 

blue jeans and take to the streets with a determined set to their jaws, 

an offensive-defensive urban scowl planted on their faces, intended to 

ward off unwanted advances by strangers. Newcomers learn to park their 

cars on the east-west streets to avoid having them broken into at 

night. For their cars, they buy "crime locks" and hood locks .. They 

have chains for their bikes, bars for their first-floor windows, and 

dead bolts for their back doors, but they continue to feel insecure. 

They constantly worry about getti ng "ri pped off. II They sometimes buil d 

high fences to supplement the quaint waist-high"wrought iron fences 

from the early 1900s when the well-to-do still claimed moral hegemony 

within the area. 

Newcomers learn the schedule of the nearby black high school, 

enabling them to avoid the well-traveled north-south streets when the 

high school students are there in force. The racial and age composi

tion of the clientele at Mel's at various time of day is something 

newly arriving Villagers slowly learn to "work around." In addition, 

they come to know by sight specific other Villagers and frequent 

visitors from Northton, even though they may not always know they know 

them. The more general color-coding, which people in racially 

homogeneous areas can more easily aprl~ in making decisions about 



~trangers, goes through a refinement process because of the hetero

geneous class and racial makeup of the Village. 

11'5 

Certain black and white others are "documented" and often held 

in a kind of social reserve as possible future allies on the street. 

In certain circumstances of need, even certain "types" of dark-skinned 

strangers become recognizable by black and white Villagers as a social 

type--harmless old "wineheads ll or "shopping-bag ladies,1I fOt' instance. 

The urban environment of potential and actual street-crime 

inspires the'social process of documentation and lays the foundation 

for s ituati ona lly nece'ss i tated trust between strangers proceedi ng by 

way of repeated face-to~face meetings, this social process m~y be 

viewed as the microsocial basis of what may be called community with 

such an urban neighborhood. 

Community Documentation 

Social documentation begins something like this: One person sees 

another walking dow~ the street alone, with another person, or with a 

few other people. The person spied might be engaged in some notable 

activity, such as getting out of an unusual car, riding a bicycle, 

walking a dog, taking the run of the .grounds of a particular dwelling 

in the neighborhood, or he might simply be crossing a street at the 

light or even leaving a store with tiags of groceries. In such circum

stances, skin color, sex, age, dress, and peculiar styles of street 

navigation can become'important as markers, At times, depending on 

the observer's presuppositions, such specific markers can become the 
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master status-determining characteristics, superseding other attributes 

of the person. The most important thing for the present is just that 

the observer notices the person, that, some significant social contact, 

not necessarily reciprocal, is made. 

Although such initial contact ;s important, it is not the most 

crucial element in IIknowingll or identifying others in the community. 

Rather, the initial contact situation helps set the background expec-
-

tancies for any meaningful subsequent interaction, unilateral or 

bilateral. It is important to understand how objectively insignificant 

the initial observation can be. The meaning and significance 9f this 

encounter is contingent upon subsequent encounters. If the person 

spotted is never seen or heard from again, then the initial spotting 

gradually loses its power. The impression of the observer weakens. 

On the other hand, if the person is spotted again, the impression has 

the chance of becoming strong. The strength of such impressions, 

nurtured through repeated encounters and observations, serves as a kind 

of social bond that slowly knits a neighborhood into a series of 

overlapping communities wherein certain people keep certain other 

people in mind as potential "friends," even, allies in time of need. 

This form of ilknowing" allows strangers of diverse life-styles to 

navigate the Village with a certain reserve of knowledge that in time 

may grow into trust. 

Much of this documentation is not dwelled upon or recalled in 

situations that do not require it. Its use is situation-specific. 

Until situations of need arise, the knowledge takes on no great 
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significance for the knower. Indeed, it is held in abeyance--a kind of 

ready reserve. A Vi 11 ager may tell others about certai n "strangers II he 

has noticed on the streets, and, while such group talk may be important 

as a means of consolidating, it pales in comparison wi~h the mental 

effect of actual repeated encounters and social experience with the 

others on the streets. Every encounter and documentation builds the 

context and public culture of community. Background expectancies are 

formed, and the Villager learns to adjust his behavior to the exigen

cies of the situation. From individual and group experiences with 

strangers and others on the streets, knowledge is generated and shared, 

forming a group perspective, a way of seeing the community. It is from 

this perspective, and the practical social problems such a perspective 

claims to resolve or illuminate, that a peculiarly Village street 

etiquette emerges. 

The stranger may be seen first in one context, then in another, 

then in a third. The observer might say, if he could stand apart and 

ask himself, "00 I know that stranger?1I liVes. II For on a certain level 

he does know that stranger--by sight. He has documented him many times 

in various contexts in the neighborhood, albeit perhaps unwittingly. 

With each successive encounter he has gotten to IIknow" him, and to some 

degree others like him, better and better. This familiarity is usually 

based primarily upon visual exchanges, not yet having reached the 

verbal level. If asked, the observer may say, "Veah, Il ve seen him 

around. II But a particular stimulus or provocation often is required to 

bring such information to the surface, and there is a distinct 
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possibility that such info~ation may never be verbalized. On a visual 

level stranger and observer may both know each other, though they may 

have never spoken a word. It may be that they have exchanged certain 

looks, looks important enough to establish the basis af some futYre 

trust between them. Verbal interaction, however, may not yet be 

justified, and it may never be. 

When visual interaction becomes rich enough, when it has happened 
-

repeatedly over time and a background has been established, then the 

stranger may be placed in a kind of social reserve until opportunity or 

need arises and all background information, gradually built up,over 

time, informed and nurtured through reciprocal observations and visual 

exchanges, becomes useful for social connection and subsequent inter

action. For example, in emergencies such as house fires, crimes on the 

street in which someone is clearly suffering, or some other focus of 

attention in which people have the opportunity to stand around together 

and compare notes on their neighbors, they may stumble a bit and seem 

embarrassed, saying, "Yeah, lIve seen you around. My name is ------
II 

This sometimes happens when two people who have been taking note of 

each other in the ne~ghborhood for some time happen to meet in a 

different part of town and, somewhat embarrassed, become constrained to 

greet each other like long-lost friends. Perhaps in the Village they 

had not even reached the point of speaking but had only warily 

acknowledged one another with knowing looks, perhaps stolen looks, or ' 

even the customary offensive-defensive urban scowl. After a meeting 

and verbal exchange, say downtown, two such previously socially distant 
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Villagers may begin to exchange verbal greetings on the streets of 

their neighborhood. In this way the microsocial basis of interpersonal 

trust can be established between Villagers who increasingly view 

certain others as worth noting. 

These person-specific microdesignations that Villagers make every 

day are not always conducive to the flourishing of ideal-typical 

gemeinschaft relations. On the contrary, documentation like that 

described above allows neighbors not to become involved in indiscrim

inate forms of social exchange. Whereas in the ideal-typical 

gemeinschaft community people presumably become quite openly involved 

~ith the personal lives of their neighbors, trading favors and various 

kinds of help without keeping score of who owes what to whom in return, 

Villagers generally avoid the responsibilities and social obligations 

that emerge from this deeper form of interpersonal involvement. They 

"know" one another well enough to use each other as buffers against 

real strangers, often strangers just passing through, but they most 

often call each other forth as real Hfriends ll only when neighborhood 

crises emerge, when they would otherwise, at least for the moment, be 

short of help. Thus this unseen network of reserve relationships works 

to bind together the residents and regular users of the public spaces 

of the Village. 

Crisis and Adaptation 

In the words of Herbert Gans, the urban villagers he studied 

were "not at home II in the city. They were, rather, IIEuropean 
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immigrants ... trying to adapt their non-urban institutions and 

cultures to the urban milieu." l In many ways the Villagers share the 

predicament of Gans's West-Enders. Although most are American whites 

and blacks, they are not "urban" in the same way as many of the 

Northton blacks, some of whom emerge as residents of the Village. Most 

newcomers to the Village come from the suburbs, and many have suburban 

backgrounds that stretch to their childhoods. They have chosen the 

Village beca~se it is close to the cosmopolitan center of the city, but 

also because of its unique offerings of large yards and homes, places 

to raise children and grow gardens and have pets, all important parts 

of suburban life. In his article "Urbanism and Suburbanism as Ways of 

Life,1I2 Gans differentiates bet\o/een urban and suburban settlement 

types, characterizing urban populations as "cosmopolite, unmarried, 

and childless," living in neighborhoods that are less homogeneous than 

suburban neighborhoods, less bound together by primary relationships of 

any kind. As a third settlement type Gans draws attention to the 

nei ghborhoods of what he ca 11 s "out lyi ng regi ons of the ci ty, II 

neighborhoods that occupy the same ecological niche as the Village. 3 

At the time Gans wrote this article, twenty years ago, such outlying 

regions of the city contained segregations of homogeneous people, 

"homogeneous with regard to place and nature of work, income, racial 

and ethnic characteristics, social status, custom, habit, taste, 

preference, and prejudice. A He also characterized these areas as 

predominantly lower middle class. A move from a lower-middle-class 

neighborhood in the suburbs did not, he maintained, involve any great 
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behavioral changes for the new urban dweller. 

Because outer city settlement types were so similar to suburban 

types, the development of a new perspective for handling the streets 

and public spaces of one's immediate environment was not necessary. 

The recent influx of middle-class professionals to areas of the outer 

city has changed this. Areas, such as the Village, that have undergone 

what some may see as "regentrification" are not homogeneous with regard 

to the criteria listed by Gans. 

Situated as it is on the edge of a large, poor black ghetto, the 

Village is not conducive to a wholesale transplanation of midd!e-class 

suburban life-styles within its closely restricted, yet poorly defended 

boundaries. 

Especially in their use of outdoor space, Villagers exhibit a 

sense of conflict, a halting acceptance of the adaptations they must 

make to survive in what is to them a very new environment. For 

instance, on a piece of ground that abuts a main intersection in the 

Village, a lesbian couple scratch out a vegetable garden behind a six

foot cyclone fence they have erected to keep out stray dogs and thieves. 

The two women may be seen on Saturdays and Sundays outside their large 

Victorian twin house weeding the lettuce and the beans, shirtsleeves 

rolled up, bending and grunting as a big city bus stops in front to 

load and discharge passengers before roaring off in a thick cloud of 

black exhaust. Except that the owners of the house and garden are open 

lesbians, they might well be living in the suburbs where the air would 

be cleaner, the yard quieter, the fence unnecessary. But their 
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sexuality might be looked at askance by neighbors in the suburbs. 

Their life-style might be questioned, even talked about unkindly. In 

the Village they do not stand out as much more unusual than the next 

pair of homeowners, or at least the urban dwellers' code of "live and 

let live" protects them from feeling out of place and offers them a 

measure of hospitality. What may seem out of place is their full-scale 

vegetable garden and six-foot cyclone fence on a plot of ground 

intended by its nineteenth-century pl anners for perhaps a man; cured 

privet hedge and a rosebush or two. The vegetable-growers' mentality 

hangs on as an artifact of suburban life. 

But the lesbians are not alone. Mr. G, a recent arrival to the 

Village, may be seen digging carrots out of the dirt of his front yard 

about dinnertime. The things a suburbanite might do, garden, raise a 

family, own a home, sit out in the yard, barbecue, are not ruled out 

by lack of space in the Village. Engaging in such activities just 

becomes somewhat more difficult, given the distinctly nonsuburban 

influences prevalent in the Northton-Village area. 

A major nonsuburban influence is crime. In the following field 

note a young couple from suburban Cali'fornia learn how they must alter 

their notions about private yard space, how careful one must be about 

protecting the boundaries commonly ascribed (at least in the suburbs) 

to one's "pri vate property. 'I 

Doris, her husband Bob, and their two toddlers are white 

newcomers to the Village. Bob;s a chemist employed by 

a local firm. ·Doris stays at home in the daytime with 

, 
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her three-year-old daughter, Celeste, and her one-year

old son, Roger. On Thursdays she goes out in the 

mornings, leaving the children with Bernadette, the 

black cleaning woman who comes once a week to IIhelp out. 1I 

Doris takes great pride in her massive ten-room, three-

story house and backyard deck. On any given day she 

might be found stripping woodwork or giving her deck a 

-fresh coat of paint. The one stumbling-block to Doris's 

"dream-house-come-true" is the yard. A tangle of weeds, 

old rosebush canes, dog dung, and rubble, it needs her 

attention as badly as any part of the house. Doris 

complains for weeks about the condition of the yard . 
• 

Fin.all'y, on the recommendation of a neighbor, she hires a 

landscape architect to help her decide what to do. 

The entire twenty-by-twenty-foot area was first leveled 

off. Doris did this with a machine she rented at a 

hardware store in the suburbs. In her tiny blue BMW, she 

carted home bags and bags of topsoil. She enlarged the 

flowerbed surrounding the now-rototilled plot of dirt. 

She spread bark chips under the natural-wood swing set 

left behind by the former owners. Finally, she planted 

grass seed. For several days the neighbors were treated 

to a chorus of half-stifled grunts and groans as Doris 

swung the pickax she had bought to break up the ground, 

then spread the lime and other chemicals spld to her by 
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IIher ll nurseryman out in the suburbs. At 1 ast the seed 

was in. By June the yard was turning green allover, and 

the ornamental plantings went in. 

The azaleas went up against the deck, t~e dogwood in the 

corner, the phlox and pyracantha against the back fence 

Doris commissioned lito keep out the odor" of the 

neighbor's neglected German shepherd watchdog. It was 

all lovely and blooming by July, and the family began 

eating dinner out on their deck at the expensive glass

topped iron patio table they had carried along with them 

from their days in California. Doris eventually hung 

four or five big bamboo roll-up shades to give herself 

some privacy from the neighbors, who also ate dinner on' 

their deck ten feet away across the common cement walk. 

Huge spider plants rained down from the ceiling of the 

deck. Roger's high chair became a permanent fixture. 

One neighbor remarked to another admiringly, though 

somewhat sardoni ca 11y, "Dori s has created southern 

California right here in the middle of dirty Eastern 

City. II 

Then the crisis: Neighbors buzzed across the fences. 

Doris and Bob had been wakened in the middle of the night 

by what turned out to be a burglar on their back deck. 

Doris phoned for the police while Bob hurried downstairs 

• 
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in his underwear. A crowbar was found on the deck. The 

glass-topped table was gone. Doris told a neighbor the 

thief had been apprehended on one of the north-south 

streets, heading for Northton. 

IIHow old a guy was it?" one white neighbor asked, perhaps 

wanting to know more than the thief's age but not wanting 

_ to ask the wrong question, the question pertaining to 

skin color. 

DOt'is understood the question. "I don't know," $he said 

fi rst about hi sage. "Maybe about my age. I don It 

know. II Then she lowered her voice and whispered, 

"Black II 

"That's a shame,1I the neighbor said. 

lilt means we have to put the table [which was retrieved 

by the police] back in the house and drag it out every 

time we use it.1I 

lIyou could chain it up to the railing of the deck," the 

neighbor offered. 

"Yeah, we thought about that. Or we cou 1 d bu il data 11 

fence across the walk and give keys to everyone who uses 

it. That way at least they couldn't take big things over 

it. It1s such a pain, though. I mean, we have this big 



126 

beautiful house and everything, and it seems like we 

can't enjoy it because you always have to be afraid that 

someone's going to break in or steal something. Some

times it makes you wonder if it would be better just to 

give up and move out to the suburbs where everything's 

safe and you don't have to lock things up. But it's so 

nice being close to everything. 

- good restaurant, or a movi e . 

If you want to go to a 

II 

Doris and Bob thus began battening down the hatches. 

Other incidents of theft involving the children's toys and a set 

of eighteen-dollar lawn chairs were reported by Doris to her symp

thetic back-fence neighbors, but the family did not move. They simply 

learned to make the appropriate adaptatio'ns to their new city life, 

complaining about how IIdangerous" the neighborhood was, learning to 

suspect blacks of everything that was wrong in the neighborhood, but 

hanging on for the sake of their sixty-thousand-dollar investment and 

the privilege of sharing all the city has to offer. Crises come and 

go, reminding former suburbanites, who sometimes forget, that life in 

the Village can be disrupted by theft and violence, finding victims 

among the careless and the unlucky. 

Fear surges and then recedes again as horrible crimes are 

reported by the media or travel the usually peaceful blocks of the 

Vi 11 age by word of mouth. In February a yo.ung woman, a new mother, was 

stabbed and left for dead in her home on one of the well-traveled 

north-south streets. Her month-old baby was unharmed, but it was weeks 
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before the mother, recuperating in the hospital, remembered she had 

recently given birth. Word of the stabbing traveled up and down the 

blocks of the Village. Neighbors said the woman often went out her 

back door to take out garbage, or call in the dog. She was known to 

leave the door unlocked, something no veteran Villager living on such 

a heavily traveled street "wou ld be foolish enough to do." But to 

uninitiated newcomers the cobblestone streets and large yards are 

deceptively peaceful. When crises come and go they gradually leave 

behind a deeper understanding of the "openness" that characterizes this 

quaint area of the city. 

Living less than half a block away, but in a building facing an 

east-west street, a friend of the young mother was temporarily overcome 

with fear. Her husband, scheduled to be out of town the week after the 

vicious attack on his wife's friend, found he had to make arrangements 

with another neighbor to "baby-sit" with his wife and children at night 

while he was away. Security allover the Village was tightened for a 

time. People who used to go in and out, feeding the birds, shoveling 

walks, or whatever, no longer came and went so carelessly. As the news 

traveled the blocks, fear reached a high point and, rather like a stone 

thrown into a pond, created a ripple effect that emanated outward from 

the young victim's immediate neighbors, eventually affecting behavior 

in other parts of the Village. One young black man reported that after 

the attack he was greeted with suspicious stares on his way to Mel IS. 

"Everyone's looking over their shoulder suddenly," he said. "All black 

people are suspects. 1I 
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In time the fear did recede. People once again started 

occasionally leaving back doors unlocked. Summer came, and first-floor 

windows stayed open at night from time to time. This until the next 

disruption of the Village's illusion of safety. Then comes more 

discussion and trading of tales, back-fence gossip to teach the new

comers what can happen when the guard goes down. "It makes you stop 

and wonder about living here," said one young mother, shortly after the 

stabbing became the main item of speculation. "I' ve never lived in 

such a dangerous neighborhood. I run upstairs and leave my back door 

open sometimes. Like today, I got both kids and took them upstairs, 

and all of a sudden I said, 'Oh, no! I left the door unlocked! I and I 

just stopped what I was doing and ran downstairs to lock it.1I Such 

extreme--compared with certain suburban areas--security measures in the 

middle of the day are not common around the Village, but such fear

induced behavior is reported by neighbors as they work out their group 

perspective on what is at least possible, if not probable. 

Through successive documentations and informal neighborhood 

gossip, Villagers build toward a sort of complacency, an acceptance of 

the risks and likely dangers of living in the city. Unknown but 

famil i ar others on the streets are "mapped II in much the way a Vi 11 ager 

maps the streets, parks, and playgrounds in his immediate environment. 

When the various mental maps remain reliable and undisturbed for months 

and months, this is experienced as a kind of "peace." More and more 

can be taken for granted. Night excursions become more likely. 

Children may be given a longer invisible tether. Villagers can gather 
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and talk about the pleasanter aspects of neighborhood life. But they 

know and are often reminded that the peace is precarious, for events 

can suddenly take a turn for the worse as some pillar or other upon 

which the calm rests is shaken. Mel's gets robbed, or the Co-op, or 

someone is mugged in broad daylight. In the following case a mugging 

takes on especially potent meaning for the neighborhood, for the victim 

is herself a pillar of stability, lIa permanent fixture ll on the streets. 

On 4 June Mrs. Legget, an eighty-five-year-old white woman, was 

mugged again. As she completed her usual afternoon walk, coming down 

one of the well-traveled north-south streets to her own east-west 

street perpendicular at the intersection near Mel 's, several black 

girls approached her and demanded her money, which Mrs. Legget handed 

over. News of this reverberated throughout the neighborhood. People 

were shocked, particularly those of the middle-income white and black 

communities, but also those of other enclaves of the Village. Who 

would do such a thing, people wondered. What sort of person would 

steal from an eighty-five-year-old lady? She was quite defenseless, 

with her frail body, failing eyesight, and disarming wit. She has been 

walking the neighborhood streets for years, a fixture of the community, 

the sort of person lIeverybody knowsll--at least by sight. 

Neighbors identify with r~rs. Legget. They form an important part 

of her 1I0wnll group. They IIknow ll her plight and empathize with her, 

even if they do not know her personally or even by name. Any Village~ 

who does any amount of walking in the neighborhood can be made to 

remember "that frail old lady with a cane,1I for she is a reference 
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group member by which many Villagers gauge their own security. That 

she can walk the streets means that others, visibly stronger (if less 

wise), can believe themselves capable of maintaining the same rights of 

passage. Mrs. Legget's freedom of movement stood as a kind of proof of 

Village street safety. 

Now the thinking goes, IIIf they'll do it to Mrs. Legget, they'll 

do it to anybody,1I and thus the mugging becomes an affront to the 

neighborhood. - It works to transform what intermittently lapses into 
. 

an amorphous group into a kind of community of lithe decent people. 1I 

The neighbors begin to talk and pond~r their group position in relation 

to others they know of, particularly others of the group from which the 

muggers are sensed to spring, the black youths of Northton and the 

Vi 11 age. 

People in the Village had to become more circumspect after the 

attack on Mrs. Legget. Her daily presence on the streets stood as a 

marker of sorts, a statement of at least partial hegemony over some of 

the streets during some of the daylight hours. After the attack, 

Villagers plans for taking public transportation become more elaborate. 

One young woman, a tenant in the apartment building Mrs. Legget has 

lived in for twenty years, changed her plans to take the city bus back 

from the Greyhound bus terminal. Instead, she drove her car and paid 

to park it by the Greyhound terminal, thus assuring herself of door-to

door transportation for her nighttime return from out of town. 

"There's a lot of crime going on right now," she said to her friend on 

the phone. She was embarrassed, for she usually ridicules the block 
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meetings and homeowners gripes about theft and vandalism. Mrs. 

Legget1s mugging shook even the firmest beliefs in street safety. 

Like the stabbing of the young mother, however, this incident 

involving a II pillar of the neighborhood ll will pass on into vague 
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memory for most Villagers. The neighborhood is resilient; it has 

experienced all this before. After a point, after the collection of 

neighbors, black and white, has reaffirmed its solidarity vis-~-vis the 

presumed dark~skinned intruders, things will gradually settle down . 
. 

This ;s a slow process requiring a certain amount of testing, of 

careful walking, of greater-than-usual scrutiny of strangers, but 

things will get back to IInorma1.11 It simply takes too much energy to 

be so careful all the time. It is easier to begin the process of 

recovery, of redocumentation, the way of morally rebuilding one1s sense 

of security through the accretion of positive experiences and memories. 
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Chapter 5 

Familiarity, Protection, Social Distance 

On a warm day in June, towards the end of the project, I 

sat on a bench in the playground. The tire swing, merry

go-round, and wide slide were empty. Two grade school-

. age black boys were huddled, talking in the cahle spools 

set up as a fortress or clubhouse over in the corner of 

the park. They ate candy, letting go of the wrappers, 

unthinkingly littering up the area. Surely they had 

noticed me, but my presence was not troublesome. Often 

on breezy, sunny days adults use the benches to sun on, 

get air. 

After a while the boys gravitated to the tire swing, a 

truck tire suspended on chains, a circular seat with the 

hole in the middle for legs to hang through, dangling. 

Three or four kids can ride it together. The teenagers 

stand on it pumping. These two boys, dusty and wearing 

old sneakers, no belts, (adjusting their shorts up and 

up on their small frames), used the swing like a guant

let, flinging it over and over again, taking turns diving 

under, rolling, crawling out on their elbows, little 
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marines. They tackled each other, too. They rolled, 

laughing, in the dust under the heavy moving swing. They 

took turns aiming it at each other's heads, standing, 

having a raucous good time. 

I wondered at first if I should warn them: Be careful. 

But I saw how tough, wiry, quick, skilled, and fearless 

they were. 

A middle-aged white man escorted two girls, perhaps eight 

and ten, into the playground. He carried a styrofoam cup 

that was steaming, a New York Times under his arm. He 

sat on a bench in his shorts, T-shirt, plastic shower 
. 

sandals. Though on the other side of the playground from 

me, he nodded, unfamiliar but showing camaraderie. The 

girls stood eyeing the swing and the boys, who took brief 

notice of the newcomers and then continued their rough 

game, perhaps glad for an audience. Two pairs of 

strangers, these boys and these girls who did not speak. 

The girls looked so "dressy." Their hair was in braids. 

They wore socks with their "clean-looking" striped 

running shoes. They stood stock still, just watching, 

estranged from each other it seemed. The boys I play 

spilled over to the merry-go-round next to the swing, 

also a cable spool, set on a turner. The girls closed in 

on the vacated swing quickly, eyeing the boys over their 



shoulders as they maneuvered up through the center hole 

and onto the rim, sitting. They worked their pale legs 

a minute or two then yelled, "Daddy! Come push us! II 

The man looked up from his paper, but he didn't get up. 

He sipped hi shot dri nk. Hi s looked puffy from 

sleep. He said, "In a minute!" 
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_ The boys now returned to the swing. I looked away, and 

when I looked back they were pushing the swing, suddenly 

silent. In pushing they made contact with the girls, but 

I did not see them make any eye contact. They swung the 

tire with what seemed like all their might, coaxing it 

into a huge swinging circle that brought the girls' 

heads, backs, and arms very close to the telephone pole 

support post. The girls were not smiling. They even 

seemed too scared to look at their father. I started 

worrying. 

Again and again, aware now of their strange power to keep 

the girls silent and nervous, the boys caught onto the 

rim of the tire at its high point, flinging it forward 

with all of the weight of their bodies falling. Small, 

involuntary squeaking (his girls!) attracted the father's 

attention. He looked up from his paper, lowered the 

paper, stood, put his hands on his hips. The boys did 

not look over at him. I expected the man to shout: Hey! 
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Be careful! Or something. He did not speak though. I 

thought: How strange! What parent would not at least 

caution the boys? 

The father walked over and stood, dumb, -then trying to 

smile, watching the girls, whose braids were lifted up 

off their backs by the force of the pushing. 

- "Daddy, stop us! II 

The man reached. a hand in and broke the swing's motion. 

The boys simply watched. At no time (that I saw0 did 

either boy make eye contact with the man, nor he with 

them. He did not say anything at all. It was eerie, 

this lack of rapport. The boys were simply foreign it 

seemed, to the man. When the girls got off they hopped 

right on. 

In the way that Suttles' "cognitive maps,lIl (maps discovered 

rather than invented by the sociologist), contain and express meaning 

for the urban dweller about the social IIneighborly" relat.ionships he 

or she understands and participates in, (indeed, creates), so does 

street etiquette, IIperspective," if you will,. contain certain such 

meanings. In the fieldnote about the father's stand-offishness 

expresses some (albeit unconscious) IIdistilnce ll he feels between him

self and "them.1I One must infer the "meaningll of his behavior in the 

situation. Were the boys one might infer that the father was fearful, 
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too fearful to reprimand their recklessness with his daughters. 

Observing the scene, however, with th~ socio1ogist's hypotheses about 

race relations in Northton/The Village, and having experience as a 

parent in playground situations, the sociologist-participant-observer 

discovered an aspect of social relatedness, or lack of relatedness 

perhaps one might say. The father's strange silence, the black woman's 

treatment while buying 1I0rgan-t-ic lemons" at the Co-op,2 the pretense 

of not knowing that results in documentation,3 the averted eyes for the 

black stranger. 4 all these can be viewed as creative acts, and what 

they create is a distance between blacks and whites. Perhaps this is 

based on mistrust, this creative distancing etiquette. Motives are 

hard to infer. The etiquette is there though, engaged in neighbors 

because that is the way one behaves in the city, at the park, in the 

streets, etc. It is doubtful that the father on the playground fears 

the waist-high boys, regardless of their skin color. Still, Villagers 

just do not feel camaraderie with kids from Northton. They are 

different. Open familiarity is just not done. 

Though we have argued that Northton/The Village is a single 

"na tura1 area," the exigencies of daily life for Villagers and their 

neighbors north of Bell Weather Street are different. To the extent 

that they differ they hold different outlooks on etiquette, different 

solutions to such problems as burglary, fear, mugging, rape, murder, 

and rough-housing on the playground. Perspectives on dealing with 

neighbors unite al'1.9. divide such integrated areas as Northton/The 

Village. Economic and cultural differences are tempered and 
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reinforced by divergent adaptations to the age-old common problem: 

Crime. 

For the black working class and poor people living north of Bell 

Weather Street the unemployed, criminal element lives ,among them, 

might be a nephew, a best friend's son. Though neighbors in Northton 

are cautious they cannot keep secret their work schedules, sleep 

habits, appliance deliveries, physical frailities, aloneness, and 

vulnerability in the same way that Villagers, by living apart, can and 

do. The fundamental sharing of space and information is different, for 

Northtonians live among the potentially violent ones~ the ones who have 

guns, lack jobs, opportunity, commitment to middle-class civility. 

Villagers share sidewalks, parks, and, to some extent, schools with 

their Northtonian neighbors, but residentially they are segregated by 

way of Bell Weather Street. They do not share back fences with 

Northtonians, (for the most part), side alleys, or apartment houses. 

An out-of-work youth living in Northton can sit on his own parents' 

front porch steps and watch old Mrs. Teller leave each day at three 

for the market, return at three-thirty. Sharing space daily, 

regularly, closely leads to a special other etiquette--different than 

Villagers' stand-offishness. 

The bulk of Northton's population, that is the law-abiding, 

frightened black people, adapt by "making friends" with their neighbors 

in an effort to "be known," to ingratiate onself with the potential 

criminal. One young man from Northton had the following to say about 

his mother, (who lives alone in a row house in Northton): 
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"She always got something to say to the young boys she 

sees on the streets. Thi ngs like 'how y' all do; n" or 

'how's yo' mama.' She visits her neighbors regular and 

gets all involved with them. She'll do that so they'll 

look out for her when she's not home. She'll even go so 

far as to bake cakes for some of the young boys for their 

birthdays. See, she's real cool about it. ... But even 

- though she goes through them changes, she's still afraid 

to leave her house at night." 

Northton thus becomes a tighter knit neighborhood through this·eti

quette of cake baking and public shows of familiarity. Just as the 

distance, however, between blacks and whites in the Village is 

patterned, perhaps lacking motive in specific instances, (such as the 

father and the boys on the playground), so does the familiarity 

characterizing neighborly relations in Northton "take on a life of its 

own. II No specific act of endearment, such as Mrs. Teller's baking a 

cake for the teenager next door, can be reduced to only an act of cold, 

self-interested calculation. Relations between neighbors, Northton/ 

The Village are just different. The sociologist observes the different 

exigencies of daily life and infers reasons for the difference. In 

this case, the nature of sharing, i.e., space and information, 

dichotomizes the Northton/Village area with regard to etiquette, 

perspective, and neighborly relations. 

There are two common conceptions of the poor black neighborhood. 

One is that neighbors lido in" their neighbors. The other is that 
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neighbors "really know each other." They are informal with each other, 

less "private,1I drop in for coffee and drinks without engraved invita-

tions. Perhaps these two views are both true. One in a sense 

lIexp1ainsil the other. In situations where neighbor fears neighbor the 

saving factor is accountability. 

A villager does tell his close neighbors of trip plans, long 

absences upcoming. This is true. Villagers take in each others ' 

mail, newspapers, hire neighborhood kids to turn on a light in the back 

before dark, etc. They make these arrangements privately, however, not 

over 1awnmowers or paint brushes out back in a holler. They do so with 

easy confidence, taking each other's whiteness and middle c1assness as 

proof of trustworthiness. By virtue of light skin color and what this 

suggests about "friends,1I the Villagers are thus in a position to band 

together against, whereas in Northton the banding together must rely on 

more knowing, more intricate judgments, more time. 

In this segregated society to be black is to have black friends. 

Black men have IIbuddies" at work, "cousins,1I an unknown, imagined 

(by others) circle of intimates with whom "confidential ll information 

might be shar~d, unwittingly even. Thus, to be black is to be suspect, 

or at least suspected of having the wrong kind of friends. This is why 

Ms. Eudora6 makes her tenants nervous when she sends 'round unknown 

blacks to empty out the trash or clean up dog doo. The Villagers have 

worked out a stance much different than that of their Northtonian 

neighbors. It is an attitude, a way of being in the presence of 

blacks. They create "social distance" through pretenses of not 
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knowing, stand-offishness, reserve, averted eyes followed by over-the

shoulder stolen glances. They do not fraternize except in extreme 

situations. (See A Place on the Corner, Anderson, Elijah, "Distancing 

Oneself from the Wineheads.") As institutionalized as the distancing 

posture is, it functions automatically except in times of crisis. It 

defines race relations in Northton/The Village. Blacks accept it, 

understand it for the most part, especially black males who grow up 

with the "distance" as part of their social identity. Think of the 

little boys in the park, the ones who were not even looked at. 
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Footnotes for Chapter 5 

1. Suttles' discussion of "cognitive maps" in The Social Construction 

of Communiti es. 

2. Organ-t-ic lemons. 

3. See notes on documentation. 

4. See fieldnotes on black males on the streets--passing. 

5. "natura 1 ness II of Northton/Vill age area. 

6. Ms. Eudora Stories. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

A perfunctory view of the streets of the Village would lead one 

to believe that this is a pleasant neighborhood, that people get along 

well with one another, and that there is genuine comity among the 

various kind~ of people making up the social area. The area has a 

perceptible museum quality: the Victorian houses are often set behind 

wrought iron fences shaded by a large canopy of sycamore trees. along 

cobblestone streets. 

As residents saunter up and down the streets, there is often a 

pleasant show of civility, if not outright intimacy, between neighbors. 

A middle-aged black woman, for instance, pushes a buggy across the 

street on a sunny weekday morning. Approaching a young white woman, 

she smiles. The smile is returned, as both continue about their 

business. Black youths dressed in jeans and sneakers emerge from around 

the corner. They speak to one another loudly enough for all to hear, 

their voices seem to rise as they approach and to fade as they move on 

down the street. An elderly man stands near his dog, waiting for the 

dog to finish "his business" by a clump of hedges. Cars pass. An 

occasional police car passes. A middle-aged white woman with seven 

children ranging ;~ age from five to seven appears at the corner. She 

stands between the children and the traffic and carefully inspects the 

143 
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street for moving cars, though she has the light. She cautiously moves 

into the streets while the children seem raring to get to the other 

side; she has her hands full. As she approaches the other side, 

passersby look on sympathetically, somehow knowing what she is going 

through--and communicating this by their looks. But others are oblivi

ous. In this area, blacks and whites, males and females, and young and 

old appear to get on well, exchanging pleasantries, and even help in 

those situatiOns requiring it. And the area does not seem at all 

foreboding. 

But, to the careful observer, this view is deceptive. People are 

quite concerned about others with whom they share the social space 

here. This concern is expressed in various situations. It is 

expressed by how people treat their children. Whites, for instance, 

seem to be v€ry protective towards their children in this environment; 

they fear something bad will happen to them if they do not take care. 

Most white children are closely supervised, and they play outside their 

own yards only when another adult is present. Such an instance belies 

the idea that this is a trusted environment. Indeed much distrust 

exists. People in this community tend to see the streets as a jungle, 

but particularly at night. While thinking the area is basically a 

hostile place, there is a generalized. need to view the area as a 

cultural island of civility and comity. 

Accounting for the competing view that this area is a jungle is 

the fact that just across the street from the area resides a large 

black ghetto area. The area is known to be economically depressed and 
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thus a source of much if not most of the crime occurring in the Village. 

The perpetrator of crimes is known to be young, black, and male. Thus, 

people of the Village have in their minds that people of the black 

ghetto are desperate and dangerous people. Hence, strange black people 

are viewed as mysterious, and are often feared outright. Because the 

people are viewed this way, it is then necessary to be on guard against 

such people. It is necessary on the streets to fend them off with 

sometimes truncated, if not hostile looks.. It is felt necessary at 

times to cross the street if one is coming your way. It is necessary 

to be short with "them" in public encounters. All of this is because 

of the great need somehow for creating social distance that is thought 

to be protective. This is not the social distance in the old way in 

which Park described it; rather it is something new and different. 

Law-abiding people, including many blacks, of this community place 

distance between themselves and blacks out of a felt need to protect 

themselves from strange blacks. 

Until or unless blacks, particularly black males, prove they are 

committed to civility, residents of the community assume the blacks are 

up to no good. And for most blacks, especially young males, this is 

next to impossible to prove in the face of law-abiding people who feel 

themselves under threat and pressure to discover those persons who 

might be the real perpetrators of crime. Hence, to many whites as well 

as many blacks, young black males simply mean "trouble" and are thus to 

be avoided in close encounters. 

The Village is best viewed as a kind of middle-class, integrated 
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oasis in close proximit'y to the large black ghetto of Northton. Also 

important, the blacks of Northton must pass through the Village to get 

to and from the racially segregated high school on lithe other side" of 

the Village. They also "use" the Village as a "shortcut" to the 

"downtown" trolley or the bus. Moreover, many come to the Village to 

visit their friends. This means that the Village experiences much 

street traffic by "outsiders," people who are not known and even less 
-

understood, at various times of the day and night. But although the 

metaphor of oasis seems apt for describing the Village, it does have 

certain shortcomings. 

In fact, the two communities are not all that separate. The 

blacks of Northton and the whites and blacks of the Village are part of 

the same moral community. Both groups see themselves in relation to 

one another, if not extensions of one another. Blacks very often share 

with whites their attitudes about the general community. Blacks feel 

indeed that the neighborhood is not safe, though they tend to be less 

uptight about this feeling, mainly because they feel a sense of terri

tory here. They tend to feel the environment is tougher for the whites 

than for themselves. Consequently, the blacks tend to be much more 

relaxed in the general community area; indeed, they take the Il run of 

the area," walking around at all times of day and night. And their 

children, unlike those of the whites, tend to walk around unsupervised, 

walking to and from the parks with other children, or even by them-

selves, returning home safely. 

Yet the overriding view is of the neighborhood area is that of 
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jungle. Hence, if one is to venture out, particularly at night, he 

must beware. But even more important, people must beware not of white 

people, but of blacks, especially black males. This is a part of the 

community lore, something everyone, white or black, knows and takes for 

granted, particularly when using the streets or when discussing crime 

in the streets. At the same time, the general feeling, however untrue, 

is that black persons on the streets are somehow safer than their white 

counterparts.- For instance, when a black person is seriously injured 

in a mugging, it is more difficult to understand common-sensically than 

if the person had been white. When a white is mugged on the streets, 

blacks and whites are able to "understand" it. 

Much of this attitude is gained through community perceptions of 

the black ghetto. It is supported whenever community residents take a 

drive through the ghetto and view the "proof" standing on the street 

corners of Northton. They vi ew people who are "shabbily dressed," 

youths carrying radios, black youth engaging in boisterous conversa

tion, or they may view what they take to be a fight or a holdup. It is 

from this that they then begin to generalize, as they have little or 

no worthwhile knowledge about the black area, and this picture will do. 

And this picture is about the kinds of people they would rather have not 

close to them; rather, these are the kinds of people they want 

desperately to avoid. 

To the dismay of many of the middle-income residents of the 

Village, black as well as white, the area seems to inhale and exhale 

black youth at various times of the day. This IIproblem" is especially 
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acute at the times when the elementary and high schools are "letting 

in" and "letting out." It is at these times, carefully noted by many 

residents, that many Village residents attempt to avoid the streets. 

In the morning when school begins, the streets are full of black 

students, who flock to Mel's deli/grocery store, creating a problem for 

the owner, who believes the black youth come in to shoplift. But after 

a point, the streets are quiet and peaceful again, as things return to 

IInormal. 1I 

But it is at this time that another kind of traffic begins. 

Because the ghetto area of Northton is lion the other sidell of the 

Village, Northton residents who want access to the subway and buses 

fi nd it conven i ent to pass th rough the Vill age. Much of the "tra ffi c II 
• 

;s composed of young black males and others. To many residents, black 

as well as white, the presence of young black males on the streets is 

intimidating. In their encounters with others they encounter, 

residents as well as people from Northton, they act as though they are 

intimidated, contributing to a generalized definition of affairs 

between and among those who use the streets. Hence, residents of the 

Village tend to defer to those of Northton, and since the darker 

complexioned people are known to come from Northton, by implication 

black people from Northton as well as those from the Village get 

deferred to--and then come to expect such behavior from the whites they 

encounter on the streets. It is in this way that such interactions and 

encounters on the streets contribute to the prevailing public order. 

This prevailing public order presupposes the general association 
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of blacks, particularly males, with a culture of violence and trouble. 

Whenp.ver there is an account of public incivility involving blacks and 

whites, blacks are given the benefit of the doubt for being primarily 

responsible. For is the presupposition in much casual and clever 

conversation that, for many, easily supports a general, if often 

erroneous, view that blacks, especially strange blacks, mean trouble. 

And the general rule is that public close encounters with blacks are to 

be avoided. Physical, as well as social, distancing amounts to the 

enactment of such rules. And blacks and whites in public tend to keep 

their distance in public places, thus remaining strangers who "know" 

enough about one another to remain strangers. 

Much of this is due to the social conditioning received through 

living from day to day in this community. For too many residents, the 

blacks represent the "bad guys" and the whites the "good guys"; whites 

are trusted, and blacks are not. People of the community, blacks as 

well as whites, have been socially prepared to see blacks as primarily 

responsible for the street crime occurring in the community. This 

means that the blacks and the whites, in line with their conditioning, 

tend not to give the black person the benefit of the doubt as trust

worthy in most public situations. This is especially true when blacks 

display the emblems of the so-called urban underclass. These emblems 

include black skin color itself, gender as male, youth, jeans, radio, 

chains, basketball, loud and boisterous demeanor, and simple presence. 

on the streets at all and any times of the day and night. These 

emblems go into making up the elements of the uniform of underclass 
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status. Moreover, many people are more than ready to place people who 

display such emblems in the category of criminal, for doing so can 

facilitate one1s decision makin~ on the streets, as he assumes a 

guarded public posture. All of this contributes to a psychology of 

racial fear, culminating in social distancing behavior in public 

places. It amounts to the self-expression of a class of people who 

come to see themselves as law abiding and as culturally superior to 

others they come to see as a socially bruised underclass inclined to 

crimi na 1 ity. 

Strikingly, blacks know this as well as do the whites who dis

trust them. The major difference between the whites and black middle

class people of the community is that the black person, because of 

background and affinity to blacks, is usually able to make sometimes 

subtle distinctions between and among IIkinds ll of blacks, distinctions 

which clue him in on the intentions of the next black person. Because 

of this, such a person, though he might be inclined to distance himself 

from the black underclass, is usually able to operate on the streets of 

the Village in a more relaxed manner than can a white person of 

similar position. The white is often handicapped in his ability to 

stereotype as compared to the black; white stereotypes tend toward 

broad strokes, blacks tend toward finer ones. Because of the usual 

lack of knowledge, experience, and familiarity with blacks and black 

culture, most of the whites of the area simply cast a wide net of 

prejudice around them, often holding blacks accountable and responsible 

for crime and criminality until the black proves himself to be 
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law abiding. 

Strikingly, blacks of the Village tend to be aware of this 

cultural dynamic. And they find themselves rising to the occasion of 

prejudice. Often they find themselves in the position of trying to 

prove themselves as law abiding to others, blacks as well as whites, 

they encounter. Equally important, they never seem able to prove this 

to the satisfaction of others they encounter. Consequently, blacks who 

want to be taken as law abiding find they must expend an inordinant 

amount of energy to make successful claim on such an identity. The 

identity of law abidingness must be campaigned for. It is this cam

paign, often based on unexpressed resentment, and its expectation that 

goes far towards defining the relations between blacks and whites in 

the streets of the Village. 

For those blacks, particularly males who might approach the color 

border existing in the community, it is necessary to be on "good 

behavior. II He must be extra nice. He must dress nicely. He must 

speak prop~r English. And he must display emblems of the overclass. 

But when all of this is said and done, he is not usually fully accepted, 

for he is still a representative of the urban underclass of Northton, 

and thus still to be at least somewhat distrusted. Often frustrated, 

he attempts to remind people repeatedly that "11m not a criminalll--but 

no one seems to be listening. He does this for blacks and whites he 

encounters. Somehow the campaign is part of the expectation others I 

expectation of him. It is just such expectations that lend an air of 

resentment, distrust, and unstability to public encounter~ between 
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black males and others of the Village. 

To be sure, there are numerous instances of comity and good will 

between and among black males and others in the Village. It is just 

that such relations require of their participants a good amount of work 

and energy, primarily because of the general attribution of crtminality 

to black strangers. 

In attempting to deal with the black stranger as a presumed 

perpetrator of street crime, the resident finds himself manufacturing 

and then plating distance between himself and others he encounters on 

the streets, particularly black males. It is not clear to what extent 

the person's fears include all other people he or she encounters on the 

streets, but it is clear that the person, through social conditioning, 

tends to become concerned about those things, including sounds and 

people, on the streets which do not readily fit into an accepted and 

tried cognitive picture. 

Residents develop a certain ambivalence to the area. On the one 

hand, they somehow know they should distrust it, and they do. But on 

the other hand, distrusting the area and the people who use and occupy 

it requires very much energy. In resolution of this problem, residents 

come to cautiously accept the area through trial and error and through 

a kind of successive approximation of the urban environment. When 

things go amiss, when there is a bad personal experience such as a 

mugging, attempted mugging, or even the report of such, the resident, 

at least for a while, retreats and retrenches, withdrawing any trust 

that had been building up over the long haul of noneventful experience 
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in the area. It is this generalized situation that creates and sus

tains a climate of uncertainty in the neighborhood. 

The social problem of uncertainty in public places is due largely 

to the heterogeneity of the area. As mentioned, the ~ommunity area is 

comprised of many different kinds of people who increasingly come to 

see themselves as distinct from one another. It must be faced that the 

area of the Village is at present "mixed" and self-consciously inte-

grated, while slowly becoming white and middle to upper-middle income. 

At the same time, lower-income people, including blacks as well as 

whites, are being displaced, with blacks often moving into the ghetto 

area and whites tending to move into other mixed areas. While most of 

the new residents are white, some are black. But the perception among 

those of the black community at large is that the area is being overrun 

by well-to-do whites. It is this perception among the blacks, as well 

as the perception among many whites that blacks hold such a perception, 

that contributes to a certain amount of tension in the general area. 

The general area is bordered by the large black ghetto area of 

Northton. This area has the general reputation in the Village, among 

blacks as well as whites, of being economically depressed and beset by 

the classical urban "ills"'of high unemployment, illiteracy, high crime, 

and female-headed families on welfare. In fact, the area is one where 

many of these characteristics are borne out, but there are indeed 

numerous solidly black working-class, nuclear families. Yet, in the 

Village, blacks encountered on the streets are at first supposed to be 

from Northton. And it is the presence of blacks on the streets of the 



Village that contributes to feelings of uncertainty among Village 

residents, black and white. 
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To be sure, the heterogeneity of the Village makes for a variety 

of responses to blacks on the streets. Among many of the younger 

whites who came of age during the sixties, there is an ethos of 

tolerance which includes a strong appreciation of IIblack culture. 1I 

These people tend to be streetwise and try very hard to resist IIracist 

behavior ll in their interactions with blacks on the streets and other 

public places. At the same time, there is a disparate group of ; 

Illiberal old timersll of the fifties who too are tolerant of racial 

differences, people who over time have learned to co-exist with the 

blacks of Northton. But there exists a third group of "new comers" who 

are bel i eved to have 1 ittl e lIurban experi ence, II and seem especi a 11y 

intimidated by the blacks they encounter in the public places of the 

Village. But importantly, all groups of people seem to associate young 

blacks with what they consider to be rising street crime in the 

Village. In this way, residents, come to gain a common group perspec

tive on their environment. 

Hence, in attempts to deal with the social problem of "safe 

streets ll in the Village, residents have adopted a kind of etiquette of 

the streets and public spaces designed to allow them safe and secure 

passage. In these circumstances, the social environment of the Village 

becomes increasingly color-coded, and prejudice becomes increasing 

situational. Strikingly, the centerpiece of this etiquette is the 

avoidance of strange blacks, particularly males, in public places. 
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Through their exposure to the immediate urban enviY'onment residents 

have become conditioned in the arts of racial avoidance, as they engage 

their eyes and ears and their bodies to navigate the streets safely. 

While this would seem to work for the residents--they tend to get to 

and from their destinations safely--this etiquette negates any real 

comity among the races. Rather, it tends to create social distance and 

racial stereotyping of the blacks, to which blacks of the area, 

especially those middle-income blacks of the Village, are especia~ly 

sensitive. But also, it makes whites especially vulnerable to the 

charge of uraci st. II 

One major result of the etiquette, which is primarily defensive 

in nature,is that black and white strangers who 'necessarily share 

closely the same public spaces tend to remain estranged socially. 

There is an overwhelming tendency for relations between blacks and 

whites to remain superficial and guarded. 

It is from this perspective and the necessity of dealing with 

actual encounters that a set of informal rules emerge among residents 

and users of the public streets. These rules, discussed among friends 

and refined through practice, allow members of the diverse groups of 

people orderly passage with the promise of security, or at least the 

minimum of trouble or conflict. The general result amounts to at least 

a deceptive appearance of an effortlessly ordered and racially tolerant 

public space. In fact, color and gender prejudice is much at work in 

the puolic ordering of the community. 

Generally viewed as perhaps the most racially tolerant area of 
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the city, the Village's public spaces and streets are places where 

distinctions and discrimination are very often made along the lines of 

color. There is prejudice, to be sure. But such prejudice must be 

distinguished from a traditional kind of racial preju~ice that was 

perhaps more deep-seated and profound in its total emotional content 

and effects on the general relations between the races. These 

prejudices seem to emerge not so much out of deep-seated racial hatred 

and hostility~ but rather seem to become prominent as they are felt 

useful for safe passage and security on the public streets. But this 

situation can and often does degenerate into racial hostility among 

white residents who often experience a certain humiliation when they 

are required to expend the enormous amount of psychic energy necessary 

in figuring out and abiding by the informal rules of the streets--

or suffer certain consequences. 

Hence, in an unexpectedly practical manner, the residents' 

cognitive maps of the area tend to be color-coded, contributing a 

situational and selective aspect to such prejudice. To be sure, this 

prejudice has as a basis an inordinate fear of blacks, and a very 

strong association of black males, especially youths, with street 

crime. In an effort to avoid danger on the streets, residents under

take various defensive strategies. There exists a definite fear of the 

streets, particularly after dark. And along with this fear, thefe is a 

felt need to place distance betw~en themselves and others who might 

mean them harm. Importantly, black middle-income people appear just as 

eager as whites to prejudge, avoid, and even defer to black males in 
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the interest of safe passage on the streets. 

As a general rule of the public order, blacks tend to be more 

suspect than whites. The unknown or strange black male, particularly 

the youth, is to be heavily scrutinized. Not to be tr,usted, his 

commitment to civility is easily questioned. When he approaches, 

people sometimes cross the street. Women sometimes tense up and clutch 

their purses or move them around to their other side. This is illus

trated in the-following fieldnote: 

At seven-thirty on a sunny Thursday morning, I was 

jogging through the Village neighborhood. I was 'dressed 

in a blue jogging suit and running shoes. I was running 

on the sidewalk as I occasionally do to avoid cars. I 

spied a young white man and young white woman walking 

ahead of me, their backs to me, approximately thirty-five 

yards away. The man was walking on the inside with the 

woman on his left and near the street. They look over 

their shoulder and spotted me. Our eyes m~t. As I 

approached towards the outside, still a good twenty-five 

yards away,' the man irrmediately and instinctively traded 

places with the woman, pushing her to the inside, in a 

grand protective measure. She clutched her pocketbook. 

As I passed, both looked at me intently. No words were 

spoken. When I was about twenty-five yarQs ahead of 

them, I looked back over my shoulder. They were still 

watching me. I simply proceeded. 



Still others often cut short their looks at blacks, averting their 

glance, and gazing at something apparently far away. As one young 

white female informant reported: 

-

"I must admit, I look at blacks [males] 'on the streets 

just for a few seconds. Just long enough to let him 

know I know of his presence, and then I look away." 
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While members of all groups are inclined to engage in defensive 

behavior towards the stereotypic black male, many blacks and "street

wise!! whites attempt to be selective, deliberately and carefully 

choosing those blacks, and others, they will distrust. On the public 

streets, most are on th~ lookout for those displaying the emblems and 

uniforms of the underclass, including black skin color, age, dress, and 

demeanor. To be sure, for many such symbols have a certain ambiguity-

and felt risk; people often say they dontt know what to expect from 

strange black youths on the streets. Consequently, many whites, and 

an increasing number of blacks, tend to cast a broad net of defensive 

prejudice around them, thus holding suspect many black male strangers 

they encounter. 

To be sure, black males are not equally distrusted. While 

younger males seem to warrant keen scrutiny, those black males who are 

"known" stand to be trusted. Moreover, those black males who display 

the emblems and uniforms of the "overclass," particularly suits, ties, 
. 

briefcases, books, and who conform to a certain sense of propriety and 

etiquette may be granted a measure of trust on the streets. Older 
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black men tend to earn a greater measure of trust through their appear-

ance and demeanor, suggesting maturity, and even a caretaking role 

towards others on the streets. Strikingly, they often become guardians 

of the public peace. They inform people about certain corners; they 

warn people of where not to go. But most often, the information they 

offer is on the basis of white skin color and a presumed ignorance of 

lithe ways of the streets." Primarily, though, these are civic-minded 

black males who care about public civility and express this care by 
, 

their guardian?hip of white pedestrians in dubious street circumstances. 

It is clear that the black male's presentation of self is crucial 

for gaining trust from their public counterparts on the streets. 

Importantly, an overwhelming number of younger black males are indeed 

committed to civility on the public streets, but they tend to have a 

difficult time convincing others of this because of their youth and 

their color. This urban environment is color-coded, and strange young 

black males are interpreted by many as trouble. Many black youths 

simply give in to the stereotypes, often becoming angered by the 

presumptions they know others have about them; at times, the youth 

may attempt to "get even" by scaring or ridiculing those who clearly 

operate with such prejudgments. 

Informal rules emerge during street situations. A person's 

color, sex, age, dress, demeanor, and comportment are critical. 

Incidents in public places become situatio~-specific and person

speciflc. There are great numbers of black youths on the streets who 

are committed to being civil and law-abiding, but their subcultural 



160 

displays tend to convey a different message. These emblems and dis-

plays, along with media reports of widespread black youth unemployment, 

crime and desperation, intimidate many law-abiding citizens these youth 

encounter on the streets. 

The main problem in such encounters is often one of public image 

and relations. Many black youth ~xude an offensive-defensive posture 

because they themselves regard the city streets as jungle. And their 

pose is gener~lly not intended for people who are aggressive towards 

them; it is usually intended for other youth. And yet this pose 

encourages fear, circumspection, and anxiety for law-abiding residents, 

black and white, whose primary concern ;s safe passage on the streets. 



Appendix A 

This is an interview with a black twenty-eight-year-old employed 

busboy who has resided in Northton for most of his life. His account 

supports and elaborates more general themes of the ethnography. 

A Once you cross Bell Weather Street it's the Village. 

B Yes, either way. If you cross one side its the Village; if you 

cross the other side it's Northton. Either which way you Ire 

going. But the Village consists of a lot of college kids, 

students, a lot of people that want to get away from the ghetto 

and want to find a nice people spot. The only thing about that 

that messes the Village up is that the people over in Northton, 

the young ones who have nothing to do over there so they go over 

there, rob, steal, find old ladies to mug, that's bad. Most 

people go over there to have a good time, which you can. You 

come over to the Village and have a good time, meet the right 

people. But people from the Village, they can't find too much of 

a good time over in Northton. They feel different. They act 

different really. They're from different atmospheres, different 

surroundings. They're not used to certain people. Most of the 

time this is good. People in the Village like to meet people; I 

make a lot of friends on that side. lim not really a prejudiced 
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type myself, I like anybody. That's the way I was brought up. I 

feel as though you can understand people feeling like that, most 

of the time they can't comprehend. The cops got most of the 

Village under control. So the people in NorthtQn think twice 

before they go over there mugging people. You don't know who's 

a cop no more, first of all. You can have a college student 

walking around with girls, they can be a female and a male cop. 
-You go 'round mug one of 'em, you locked up right there. I seen . 

that happen before, of course, so I know all about that. So the 

cop who's got nothing to do over there go over to Northton and 

find plenty of things to do. You got muggings, shootings, 

stabbings. 
• 

A lot of violence over there, yes. And I happen to be living in 

a violent part. There's a real difference between the violence 

level in the Village and the violence level in Northton. In the 

nighttime it's more dangerous ~ver there. But daytime too. It 

depends on what goes down. You get a lot of family fights over 

there. One family across the street fighting another family, 

people get shot. And with the bars open; especially when the 

bars close, that's when the real violence start. The cops are 

more thicker. Twelve o'clock shift, they're thick. It's so bad 

now, they got downtown cops over there now. They doin' a good 

job bring the highway patrol over there. Regular cops don't 

like that. You can tell that. They even try to emphasize to us 

the certain category. Highway patrol come up, he leave, they say 
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somethin' 'about it. We can do our job over here. They come up 

stop one time and say, "You run I'll blow your nigger brains 

out." 

We call 'em Nazis. They about 6'8",7 feet. We walkin', they 

jump out, "You run we blow your nigger brains out." I hate bein' 

called a nigger. I want to say somethin' but get myself in 

trouble. When a cop do somethin' nothing happen to 'em. They 

come from downtown. From what I heard some of 'em don't even 

wear their real badge numbers. So you had to put up with that. 

Just keep your mouth shut when they stop you, that's all. Get 

your questions n get against the wall, just obey 'em. "Put all 

that out right there"--might get rough with you now. They snatch 

you by the shirt, throw you against the wall, pat.you hard, and 

grab you by the arms say "Get outta here." They ca 11 you ni gger 

this and little black this, and things like that. I take that. 

Some of the fellas get mad. It's a whole different world. \~hen 

I see the movie Escape from New York that reminds me of my 

neighborhood. Just like bein' in a little wall, you can't get 

out. This whole university is tryin' to push the blacks out of 

Northton. That's why they're fixing up so good down there. And 

that's gonna start a big riot. Blacks are not gonna take that. 

They gonna fight for their livelihood, what they worked for. 

Some of the whites over Bell Weather Street already but they 

respect it. Some of 'em live right on Bell Weather St. but it 

• 
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got so tight with the blacks. Blacks live on Bell Weather; and 

whites. Nice white people live there and blacks understand that. 

They sit on steps, talk, get high, listen to the music. They 

nice people. You can tell they're not prejudic~d or nothin ' like 

that. But in certain parts of the Village, you can just forget 

that. That's not what happens. Someone's gonna fight. 

They kn.9w if they g.et wrong wi th one black, he gonna go back te 11 

his friend, another friend tell another friend, and first thing 

they come back and kick his ass, burn his house down, break his 

windows up, things like that. I listen to it down there: I stay 

out of trouble. I mind my business, watch my back, respect 

people. I got respect. Anybody messes with me. If I go in 

certain places, 11m in trouble; I can't go too far in the neigh

borhood. Like on Lancaster Avenue; that1s deathtrap there. I 

had a friend killed last month over there. Three guys jumped 

him, beat him up. That's in Northton. Fortieth and Lancaster. 

They stabbed him. He was minding his own business. Walking up 

there. Like I told you, he w~s from a gang. I was from a gang. 

That's the only way grow;n l upin the seventies, you had to be 

from a gang. Without a gang you was in trouble, you had to fight 

by yourself. Or you live right in the heart of a gang. Gang I 

was from, we were rough. We were called The way it's 

going now, it's a revenge thing n~w. Drugs are gettin' worse and 

worse down there, methadone, cocaine, marijuana; and you get 

little drug wars down there. Like a guy burn another guy outta 
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money, or a guy sell another guy bad drugs, he wanta' hurt him. 

Tryin' to hurt him, he gonna get his buy and hurt him. There's 

a whole little gang war. The way things gain' now, it's gonna be 

the early seventies again. Li·fe is gonna be very bad down there. 

Gang fighting. But it's not the way it was when we were younger. 

As you grow older you get more devious and more rougher. 

Use guns more and more. But the way things gain' now, they so 
, 

smart about it; they use knives and sticks. Like the guy you 

read in the paper, they said his girlfriend stabbed him in the 

heart. His girlfriend didn't do it, her son did it. But she got 

the rap for it. Son stabbed him in the heart with a screwdriver. 

So when the cops pick the body up, they found one bag of speed, 

two pockets full of money, and one pocket full of cocaine. Then 

they drop the case; they don't even investigate. They say he 

mighta sold somebody bad drugs. But he wasn't like that. They 

just wanted his drug business; and they got it now, he dead. And 

the cops not even investigating. That's the way life is. I can 

get killed; think they'll investigate it? No way. More people 

want to move over to the Village. They got nice houses over 

there; they want ta move over there. But there's not enough 

housing. Whites are gettin' it, gettin' the houses. They give 

the houses to a wh~te before they give it to a black. If I'm 

black and there's a white sittin' there, guy tell me, she's more 

presentable for it. I look around, I'm more presentable for it; 
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I got more money than she do but you don't give a damn. 
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Cause of 

my skin color. I'm a Negro, she's a caucasian; he's a caucasian 

so he gotta take care of his people. 

Blacks lived in the Village, but it's changing up. More and more 

whites are moving into the Village, fixing up houses. Blacks 

begin to move out, where they can afford it. Rents are going up. 

Rents are going up and they know they can't afford it. 

A The value of the property goes up. Blacks are moving out--where 

are they going when they leave the Village? 

B Northton; it's cheaper. It's cheaper. Northton's not a bad 

neighborhood now. You go down there; you take a walk down to the 

Village from Thirty-third to Thirty-sixth St. there be nothing 

but lots of old houses. They tore that down, made new houses for 

blacks to move into. They did, apartment complexes that look 

real nice. So they move out of the Village and find houses 

cheaper. They give 'em a certain time, they move. Why you think 

they buildin' all those apartments over in Northton now? Tearing 

down all the old houses and building new apartments so blacks can 

get out of the Village and over to Northton. 

A Are blacks taking it laying down? Whites are moving into the 

Village, slowly coming in ... things are changing in the 

Village. What do the people moving out feel? 

B Blacks in the Village feel as though what they're doin' gain' 
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through all these divisions, like ICON~ a little company like 

Milton Street (black politician), tell them about it. They go 

back and talk to the people about it. They don't give a shit, 

say what they talkin about. They gonna do what ~hey wanta do 

anyway. I don't care what you do, you can holler and scream 

a 11 you want. 

Ain't no sense in them gettin' all hyped up about it. They feel 

as though they move over there to Northton, they still got a lot 

of back-up. It's 100 percent black. Whites get along with 

blacks in the Village. They get along well now. Yeah, a nice 

community. Everybody work together over there. 'Cause I walk 

through there to go to work everyday and come from work. Hell of 

a difference between blacks and whites living in the Village. 

Many of the blacks work in factories and this kind of thing. 

Make all their money as carpenters, electricians, painters. 

They're working people over there. But the whites moving into 

the Village are from all kinds of backgrounds from workers to 

university, hospitals, and businesses. A lot of doctors move 

over there. There's two hospitals very close to the Village. 

You got that mixture. Yeah that mixture with that atmosphere. 

It's like they're a little too good. They can't live on Maxwell. 

They feel the blacks in Northton are ignorant, want to hurt 

people If any of the whites complain about black families over 

there, they gonna kick 'em out, automatically. Most of the 

college kids have houses over there. They got money. That's why 
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they gotta comprehend with them. Swagging with them. A just 

laugh at 'em. I have a friend lives over there; he couldn't 

stand it. He said that blacks are too nice to them whites over 

there. And then when the whites leave, they talk behind their 

backs like dogs. 

A He said, 'blacks are too nice to the whites over there? What did 

he mean_ by that?' 

B He said you know that the whites are prejudiced towards them, but 

yet they know they want to live over there so bad. They. (whites) 

can get lem put out. Whites can get lem put out just like that. 

They get a noti ce they gotta get out ina month. They say "~.Jhy?" 

"Complaints." "What kind of complaints?" That's right. Com

prehendin' with the whites. Playing baseball and all. A lot of 

middle-class blacks come down there from Mount Airy. There's a 

lot of middle-class blacks livin ' over there now. Livin' in the 

Village, that's right. A lot of 'em. Don't get me wrong, I see 

'em and I can tell they got money. They really don't want to be 

associated with blacks. 

\.Jeather Street --damn. " 

Lady says, "When you go across Bell 

A Who said that? 

B A black lady said 'Don't go across Bell Weather Streetl to a 

little black kid. There's a whole row of houses where three 

black families live. Beautiful houses, you can tell they got 
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money. None of their kids can go across Bell Weather Street to 

Northton. 

A They tell them that? 

B H'mm. It takes me out. I was comin ' to work one day. I heard, 

"Don I t you go across Bell Weather Street. II II I 1m not. I'm just 

gain I to the store. II Little· store on the corner. I look and 

say, IINo lI --I couldn't believe that. Here's a guy sixteen years 

old, he can't go where he wanta go. They got school buses comin ' 

to pick them up, mother drive lem to school. What school you go 

to--Upper Darby somewhere? 

A The young blacks living in the Village get well supervised, too. 

B Their kids get supervised. Old enough to go on their own. Say, 

"Mom, look. I takin ' myself." 

A Black kids that age seem to run around by themselves. 

B Yeah, they parents don't care. Yet in Northton,. mother say, 

"Don it you go across Bell Weather Street.)I They I re free to go 

over there anyway; they know noth;n ' gonna happen to them. But 

they come over there, they don't know you from over there-

"where you live at?" "0h, the Village." He beat up. Just wears 

me out. 

A Blacks living in Northton let their kids go over to the Villa,ge? 
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B Yeah, they can go anywhere they want. They can go to the movie, 

catch the trolley. That's right, it's a friendly community. 

A Northton is a defended community, It's not defended in a broad 

way. It's defended on various streets. A group' of kids on this 

street, another on that street. So if you are able to avoid one 

gang, you might get caught by the next one. 

B That's right. Every three blocks there's a gang. Thirty-second 
, 

Street gang, Thirty-fourth Street Empire gang, Thirty-sixth and 

Lancaster Street gang, Thirty-ninth Street gang, Market Street 

gang. Two--three blocks apart. Usually one street is just two 

gangs got together with each other. That's how the Hub came . 

. It was Thirty-ninth and Halford, Thirty-ninth and Union, Thirty

ninth and Brandywine. That's three gangs together all from the 

Brandywine part, that's where I 1iv~ at. Thirty-ninth and 

Brandywine and Thirty-ninth and Halford are right down the street 

from each other. So we comprehend and say "You fightin' each 

ather, we only a block away from each other." So we joined in 

and somehow it become the Hub. H-U-B. And that was it. 

A The Village isn't well-organized. Bell Weather is a boundary and 

it's primarily a boundary to people living in the Village? 

B That's right. 

A It really suggests that the whole area belongs to black people. 

Blacks can go anywhere. Whites can only travel freely in the 
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Village. But during the night the streets belong to blacks? 

B That's right. Just like a PLO guy can't go near the Israelis. 

He dead automatically. 

A Whites in the Village are cordoned off? 

B Just like a rope. Now if you come down to Northton at night. 

A 

B 

Hhites drive past in cars, we be standin ' on Thirty-ninth and 

Ha 1 ford. They say, "Ni ggers. II We say, "Hit that car with a 

brick! Get lem!11 They drive fast. They go through stop signs 

too. They can kill somebody. Goin' about fifty miles per hour 

they come through hollerin' "Niggers." And that's what sets it 

off. 

Are these people from the Village? 

I don't know. That was caucasian. That's what sets blacks off. 

White man walk through mind;n' his business he be in trouble. 

Just because some ignorant whites come past ho 11 eri n' "Ni ggers, II 

he get his brains beat out 'cause of some ignorant whites and 

he ain't even prejudiced. It would usually be the young ones. 

People our age stand on the corner, talk, drink beer. But we 

don't go over there. 

A Such actions remind you of where you are. 

B Yeah, and we remind them of where they belong. 
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A If one of lem walks into Northton, first thing you know two or 

B 

three guys go up to him 

and he beat up. You gotta be a real fast talker in the 

neighborhood. I don't mess around. I come here to have a good ' 

time. You want me to leave, 1111 leave, that's all. They offer 

me to stay, I'll still leave. I ain't no fool. 

-
A How do the blacks and whites really get along in the Village? 

B They mingle. Say whites have a party. There's a black family 

across the street. They say, "Won 't you come over to our party?" 

They have a party. You can see whites and blacks, it's a white 

person's house. I know a guy on the third floor, he's white. 

The neighborhood's so quiet. Nobody from Northton, too many cops 

over there, undercover cops. Four men walkin' down the street, 

you think eight blacks gonna mess with 'em, all four of 'em cops. 

Northton don't have that much trouble. 

A Do your buddies believe cops hang out in the Village? 

B That's right. A lot of cops live in the Village too. I know a 

couple of policemen live over there, they're caucasian. I know 

them; I even know where they live at. See they got police 

protection over there. Only protection we got over there is our 

friends. 

You stay where you live at, they stay where they live at. A 
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black move over there (the Village) in an apartment, nothin' 

happen to him. A white move into Northton like on Friday or 

Saturday, he's in trouble. Three weeks ago my friend brought a 

white girl down there. Nice lookin' girl. A little feud broke 

out. This guy took a whole can of beer and smashed the back 

window. One of my friends sittin' in the back got mad put one 

down his back. They got to fighting'. The brother who threw the 
-

can of beer, he got mad and beat him up. He said, "All this 

because of that white bitch." She got bl amed for that. But it 

was that ignorant brother. He's gotta live with it. You can't 

comprehend it, just move. Once a white guy came with two 

Dobermans. They don't give a shit about a human. He was walkin' 

'em down Bell Weather Street. Everybody say JlWhat's he tryin' to 

prove?" He stopped on the corner. Then walked up the street and 

came back down and stood on the other side of the corner. 

"What's up with him?" He must be protectin'." So my friend, he 

go home and get a pistol. He says "I'm gonna shoot him and both 

them dogs./I That was his way of sayin' that man lookin' for 

trouble. Somehow I got to find out. He'd got beat up by two 

blacks two nights ago before he came down there. He wanted to , 

see how tough they were when he had his two dogs. They go up to 

him and say "What's up?/I He said "What the fuck you mean is up. 

Two niggers beat me up two nights ago. There was a lady lookin' 

out the window, she knew there was trouble and called the cops. 

Another guy standin' with a rifle. That guy jumped when he saw 
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both them motherfuckin' dogs." "So why don't you try lettin' 
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the dogs go, so we can kill both their asses and you better know 

how to run. 1I So that white man started to back off. You could 

tell he was scared. My friends had the guy and he was scared 

when he saw that. Them dogs ain't nothing with guns. He let 

them go. He walked away. Then two police cars came up while he 

walkin'-the street. Somebody told them he come down here and try 

sick them dogs on people. So cops stopped him and said "Hold 

that fuckin' dog." That's what the cop said. He told the cops 

what happened. He said "You recognize any of the guys on the 

corner?" He said "110. 11 "Well why don't you go down and arrest 

'em?1I He was a white cop, nice cop. But he gettin' to the 

poi nt. Let's see who's wrong and ri ght. "Where happen?" 

"Thirty-fourth and Halford." He wait on Thirty-eight and Halford. 

"What the fuck you doin' on thirty-eights and Halford?" He 

didn't have nothin' to say. So the cop said, "Why don't you take 

your dog and go back where you live at." He went back to the 

Village. Cop came back and told us "Turn round." That was all 

he told us, he just drove away. He knew the guy was wrong. My 

boy thanked the officer for bein' understandable. Cop just 

waved his hand and drove away. That was it. That's the way it 

is down there. Keep the peace. You got good cops and bad cops~ 

If you show a cop that you nice and not a smart-ass they be nice 

to you. They talk to you like the man you are. You gonna get 
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ignorant like a little kid, they gonna get ignorant with you. 

It's very little police that patrol the Village now. The have no 

trouble down there for so long, they feel they're wast;n l their 

time. You can see lem sittin on corners in thei~ cars; they get 

tired of walkin' around. You see that car ridin' in Northton, now 

you know you gonna find some trouble on a Friday night, and they 

love it. That's the way that is. Wears me out, boy. I under

stand it: 

Yeah, they lookin' for trouble. They gotta look for trouble when 

you got five, eight police cars together and they laughin! and 

talkin!, start teasin' people. One night we were at a bar, they 

tore it down but they buildin ' it back up now, it be open soon. 

They sent downtown cop. We read in the paper that the downtown 

cops comin to straighten things out. Same night, three police 

cars, downtown cops with their boots on, they pull the sticks out, 

beatin' around the corner, chase into bars. My friend Todd, one 

of 'em grabbed him and knocked the shit out of him. He punched ' 

'em, little short white guy. They start a riot. Cops started 

that shit. Everybody start seein' how wrong the cops was--they 

start throwin ' bricks and bottles, cussin' lem out. They lock my 

boy up; they had to let him go. He was just standin ' on the 

corner, they snatch him like that. He knew who it was. Cop just 

snatch him, he turn around and hit him. But he got out; plus he 

never been arrested. He had no police record whatsoever and they 

couldn't do nothin' to him. Let him go. 



176 

A How do you distinguish between a downtown cop and a regular cop? 

B They're more tougher, first of all. (lIdmvntown COpll) 

A How do you know they're tough? 

B They show how touch they are. They get up. They don't say "Get 

against the wall" or nothin'. They get out of the car and they 

snatch you, with their sticks in hand, and they throw you. 

A Call you names? 

B Yes, they call you names. They don't say "Get against the wall II 

and pat you down like the regular cops. They just snatch you by 

the collar, throw you against the wall; if you don't move fast 

enough they gonna hit you with the stick on the arm or the leg. 

One of 'em took a gun and began hittin' people. He thought he 

had a gun. He took the cop's gun and bam--he had a little hickie 

for that. He didn't know who the cop was, because there was no 

such thing as a badge number. They have phony badge numbers. You 

can tell they're tougher, the way they dress, plus they're bigger. 

They have boots, trooper pants, blonde hair, blue eyes, even 

black. And they seven feet tall, and six foot 6 inches and six 

foot eight inches. Big. They the rough cops. You don't get 

smart with them or they beat the shit out of you in front of 

everybod¥, they don't care. 

A You call 'em Nazis? 
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B ~~e ca 11 'em Naz is, yeah. Even the blacks among them. They ri de 

along with 'em. They stand there and watch a white cop beat your 

brains out. Downtown police. What takes me out is the next day 

you don't see 'em. Never see 'em again, or not 'till two months 

later. Say they startin' up again, go down there, come back, and 

they ride right back downtown, come back do their little dirty 

work, go back downtwon, and put their real badges on. You see 'em 

with a 45 or 55 number, "ain't no such number here, I'm sorry, 

son." Plus they got unmarked cars. They ride in Furies, brand 

new Chevys. No sense taki n' 'em to court. But when that happened 

at that bar, another black cop from the 16th district, ridin' a 

real car, came back and said "Why don't y'all go on over to the 

16th district and file a complaint." Them musclin' cops was 

wrong. Beatin' people. So about ten people went over there, 16th 

district knew nothing about it. They come in unmarked cars, they 

must been downtown cops. Some of 'em do that just to do it. Some 

of 'em are on "off duty" on their way home. District commander 

told us they do that. They have a patrol over there, but them 

cops from dO,wntown have control of them cops. Have bigger ranks 

and bigger guns. They carry 357s 'and regular cops carry little 

38s. Downtown cops are all around. They carry magnums. Two cars 

the other night. We sittin' on the steps playing cards. Somebody 

called the cops. We turn around and see four regular police cars. 

and two highway police cars. We drinkin' beer and playin' cards. 

Police get out and say you're gamblin'. We say we got nothin' but 
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cards here, we have no money. They said all right, got back in 

their cars, and drove away. 

A Are these guys Philadelphia police or state troopers? 

B Philadelphia police. 

A But they dress like troopers? 

B They dress like troopers. That's intimidation. Damn. You do 

what they say. But most of the Village people stay on their 

porches. They have little beer parties on their porches. If they 

walk on the street they got big dogs. They don't have the little 

cha chas down there. Or else they got a gun. A little old lady 

got this little dog, 11:30 at night and she's walkin ' the streets? 

She got to have a gun. She got her pocketbook here and it look 

1; ke it was open. Somebody came, bam. Nobody go over try see if 

she had one. 11:30 on a Friday night? 

A So the buys won't even mess with her. 

B No. 

A She defied the etiquette of the streets. 

B In Northton, a lot of lem gettin ' locked up from snatching pocket

books, breakin ' peoples ' houses; they were caught just like that. 

They never even made it back to Northton. Caught just like that, 

there gotta be a GOp on the corner somewhere. 



A The guys that break into Village houses tend to be apprehended 

quickly. 
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B Cops be on 'em before they cross Bell Weather Street. So they get 

stuck in their own neighborhood, try to do their dirty work over 

there. (In Northton.) 

A So the Village is kind of off-limits for the hard core street 

criminals. 

B Right. They think twice before they go over there. I know a lot 

of people from Northton who get locked up over there. They not 

gonna do it again. The man's too thick over there. Don't know 

who a cop is anymore. They got two granny squads. An old man. 

When you're over in the Village, so many plain cops ride in plain 

cars. Try somethin ' over there and there's cops. See a black and 

white, might be cop. See two blacks, they're cops. They donna do 

their job. They get a little medal. They protectin' the whites. 

No they don't care about nothin' over in Northton. Over there 

(Village) you call a cop they get there so damn fast, man. Over 

in Northton, you get beat up, knocked down. You call a cop, they 

don't come. My boy got shot, we had to take him to the hospital 

ourselves. He's on the phone. This guy shoots him back of the 

ear, shoots him in the neck, takes a big chunk of meat out of the. 

neck, shoots him in the shoulder, he was down on the ground. 

Bullet came out the lower back, plus it hit him in the leg. By 
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the time we got in the car, took him to the hospital, cops came. 

They thought we robbed somethin'. Police wagon's ready to ram the 

car. I hollered out, "somebody got shot." So we had a little 
\, 

police escort to the ·hospital. All the cops followed us. We was 

on Bell Weather by the time they came. He was bleedin' all over-

I had blood allover a brand new pair of pants. I still got the 

pants at home. I told Steve I'm gonna keep them pants remind me 

what happened that night. I say where the cops? We get him in 

the car, get to Bell Weather. Cops come, think we robbed some-

thin'. They don't care. 

He said, "You know who did it?" We said, "No." He said, "Well, 

I hope he dies if y'all don't say nothin'." What he say that for? 

My boy says "I hope your mother die" he told the cop right to his 

face. And I was grabbin' another cop, and he made a complaint 

about that. There were a lot of witnesses. Even the nurse behind 

the counter said that cop had no business sayin' nothin' like 

that. He said it loud, "I hope he died." Nothin' like that 

should be camin' from a cop. 

People come out of the door and they're scared. So when they see 

blacks on the streets they try to get away. Even ones who live 

right next door. All of a sudden they change attitudes toward 

each other. They're very suspicious. The guy that killed that 

lady and her husband down on Thirty-fourth in the Village, he 

from Empire (gang). He tried to rape the lady right in front of 
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the husband, he stabbed the husband and killed him. He a get 

electric chair now; they gave him death penalty. They caught him 

comin' out. Wouldn't been so bad, the cops got another call to 

next door to where he did it at. She was screamin' and the cops 

heard and came around the door. 

A When that happened it reverberated through the whole community. 

B Yeah there's a feeling--you could feel the vibes from whites. 

When things like that happen, things get very tense between blacks 

and whites. And you can feel the way they look at you, 'cause 

they think you might be the one who might do the crime. I can 

take you certain places, like on a weekend night, where there's 

whites partying, and they come out the bar high; blacks in trouble. 

They in trouble. 

A They wanta fight with blacks? 

B Yeah. We were gain' over my boy's sister's house to watch the 

fights, and we were goin' down to catch the trolley on Thirty

fourth Street. Whites come out of the bar near the Holiday Inn, 

next thing you know, three bottles flyin' over there. "What you 

n;ggers doin' over there?" So \ve find three bottles and throw 'em 

right back. What the hell. We gonna back off? There's eight of 

them and only three of us. We stood there fightin' though. Here 

comes the cops. Cops knew that we didn't start it. We tell cops 

we're takin' the trolley. That's the way it is on weekends. I 
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seen notes left on napkins: "Niggers." You say, look at this, I 

been called a nigger. 

One time in the restaurant, "Hey boy, clean my table." They 

difinitely got off summer break and comin l for registration. It 

was crowded. 11m cleanin l one table off and four of lem sittin l 

there, IIHey boy, come clean the table off.1I I got hyped just like 

that. IIFirst of all, 11m not your boy. You in a hurry, go the 

fuck so.meplace else. 1I Manager came and push me out of the way 

before 1 rearrange the whole dining room. He put lem out. He 

said IIGo down the street. Get the fuck outta here. 1I And'they 

did. It werenlt for the manager I woulda beat the shit out of lem . 

• 
A Whites walkin l down the street in the Village are scared? 

B They so glad to be gettin l where they goinl. 

A \·Jhen they see you on the streets they try to be very nice? 

B Yeah. IIHov/ you doin?1I They speak to you now. 

A Tbey smile? 

B They smile. IIHi.11 And their heartls pounding. You can see it in 

their shirt. 

A They see you comin l they tend to cross the street? 

B Yeah. What they hell they runnin l for? 
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A They don't want to confront you. 

B A white lady walkin ' down the street with a pocketbook. She start 

walkin ' fast. She got so paranoid she broke into a little stride. 

Me and my friends comin ' from a party about 12:00. She stops and 

goes up on the porch of a house, but you could tell she didn't 

live there. I stop and say "Miss, you didn't have to do that. I 

thought you might think welre some wolf pack. 11m twenty-eight, 

he's twenty-six, he's twenty-nine. You ain't gotta run from us." 

She said, "Well, I'm sorry." I said "You can come Clown. I know 

you don't live there. We just comin ' from a party." We just 

walked down the street and she came back down, walked across the 

street where she really wanted to go. • 

A So she tried to act as though she lived there? 

B And she didn't. After we said "You ain't gotta run from me" she 

said, "No, I was really in a hurry." My boy said "No you wasnlt. 

You thought we was goin l snatch your pocketbook. II We pulled money 

out. "See this, we work. It We had money on us. I said ItWe work. 

We grown men now. You gotta worry about them fifteen-, sixteen-, 

seventeen-year-old boys. That's what you worry about. But welre 

grown men." I told her all this. They the ones ain't got no 

jobs; they Ire too young to really work. Theylre the ones you 

worry bout, not us. She understood that. You could tell she was 

relieved and gave a sigh. She came back down the steps even when 

we cross the street. We stop in the middle of the street. It You 
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all ri ght now? You can breathe easy now?" And she smi 1 ed. We 

just laughed and went on to a neighborhood bar. 

Now, four guys, Four black young guys. They must've done some

thin' to this white guy in his car. He hit 'em with his car. One 

of 'em banged on his car--BAM! "Watch that motherfuckin' car." 

He gets out of the car and pulls out a 32. I seen it. 

-
A The white guy? 

B Yeah. He pulled out his pistol. Those guys stopped. "We ain't 

say noth;n'~" All right then. Just like that. I shou1da jumped 

up, told him I was a cop and took his pistol. "put your hands 

aga i nst the wall. Gi ve me the gun. You got ali cense for that?" 

Yeah, man. "Well get back in the car. Get in the car. Give me 

the keys. I woulda threw the keys right back on the hood and 

drove away. Shoulda did it. He woulda shot those boys. 

Guy with the pistol was in his early twenties. Caucasian. I 

donlt blame him. Paranoid. Whites. They were scared and tense. 

They don't know what the hell to do with themselves now. Every 

time they see a black they don't trust lem. Should stay in own 

neighborhoodl You get in a fight, next ~hing you know you got a 

whole gang want ta kill you. Gang war. Most of the white women 

will wear pants. You don't see a white woman with a dress on 

unless she with her boyfriend. She by herself, she'll go right on 

a porch when she see some (black) guys comin l this way. That's 
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the Village. Paranoid. lim thinkin' about gettin' armed. You 

gotta have a lotta heart to do that. I never did it. I never 

snatched a pocketbook, or mugged a person. I can't do that. I 

ain't got the heart for that. It could be someone in my family. 

They get bold when they have dogs with 'em. They got some big 

dogs too. Yeah they get bold. They go "sit" so you know he's 

trained. I wonder what the kill word is, you know what I mean. 

Ha-ha. 

They (whites) all know most of the black guys got pistols now, the 

dog gonna get killed. "You shoulda had your husband with.you." 

Most girls walk with a pack of girls. They feel safe they got at 

least two girls with 'em. Two not feel too safe. You get a group 

of three or four they feel they have a better chance. They have a 

dog with 'em, a man, or a pack of four or five. And they dress in 

jeans. You can tell they're paranoid. They don't. know what to 

do. 

They say: are they good blacks or bad blacks? Most of 'em will 

take a chance. Chance is good; nobody do that no more, they know 

they got the cops. In the Village, cops sit on the porch, park 

between cars; they lookin' at every move you makin and you don't 

even see 'em. But they see you and waitin! . 

A Your boys don't want to mess with cops, so very little happens 

there. But the V'illage community is still wary. Still scared 

regardless of that. 
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B The women stay home. And have a car. Don't come out at certain 

times. Especially after 11:00 or 12:0Q. They don't go in bars. 

They go to clubs downtown. 

A They feel isolated? 

B Yeah. But they put that on themselves. It seems older blacks 

like us, in a group of four or five don't do that. And the young 

ones they got to worry about. The young ones walk around lookin' 

mean and touch. They don't care about the white guys. No, they 

goin' to catch the trolley to the movies. You gotta go through 

the Village to catch the trolley, bus, el. 

A How do the white men behave? 

B Most of them have dogs. Every time you see a white man out, he got 

a dog with him. Or two or three. You can see the handkerchief 

and the barrel of the gun stickin' out of the pocket. So they 

don't care. I'd say out of 50 percent, thirty-five are armed. 

They don't scare. Most think twice about messin' with a white guy 

down in the Village. 

A Do the young boys know that? 

B Yeah. Young boys know that. They don't mess with 'em. 

A Is that a general rule? 

B Yeah, it's a rule. That's the way it's gonna go for a while, so 
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they don't have to worry bout bein beat up. But at night, most 

of the blacks be out partying, especially on weekends. And down

town, out of 100 percent it's 80 percent black. Go to movie it's 

80 percent black automatic. Every human being tell you that. 

Whole downtown. 

A What else do the (white) fellas do? How do they act on the 

street? 

B They look at you strange, be paranoid. Especially if you Ire 

walkin ' behind lem. They slow down and let you walk in front of 

them or walk on the other side. You know they got their eye on 

you. I walk past one one time. My mother live on Fortieth and 

Filbert and I did that. I said "You ain't gotta slow down 

brother. I ain't gonna do nothin ' to you, I ain't like that," 

He looked at me and laughed. He knew what I meant and I knew what 

he was thinkin'. He had a little smile. 

A He was walkin ' ahead of you by himself? 

B Yeah and I had hard shoes on, casual dress. 

A What time of day? 

B It was late at night, about 1:00. He let me get in front of him. 

He was comin ' from a bar, he had a six-pack. 11m a fast walke~ 

anyway; you hear my shoes clicking. I see him slowing down. I' 

said "I ain't gonna do nothin ' to you, I ain't like that." He 
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just laughed; I kept on walking and I laughed. That's the way 

that went. Nuts out there do things like that. You can get a 

real prejudiced black, walk up to a white man and just stab him 

for nothin'. Just prejudiced. Next thing you know cops down 

there pick up every black they see. Cop got knifed one time; they 

picked up every black in the neighborhood! They picked up every 

black in the neighborhood. Cop got stabbed in the shoulder; two 

black guys jumped him. He tryin' to be tough with 'em, and they 

don't give a shit about a cop. I watch two cops get shot. 

Highway patrol troopers followed a guy in the house, you hear 

three shots. One got got shot in the forehead, the other one 

in the leg. The whole group of police was around with M-16s. 

The guy got caught. His name Larry. I play basketball with his 

son. He killed a guy in jail too; stabbed him to death. He ain't 

never gettin' out of jail. He was a contractor. I seen him 

shoot a guy in cold blood. He was a hit man. He shoot you fast 

for money. Guy owed him fi fty doll ars, he shot. the guy wHh a 32. 

I was there. A state squad wagon came, they said put him in the 

wagon. But the state squad wagon had nothin' but guns in it, no 

ambulance patrol, just arsenal. No, can't do that, had to wait. 

The guy woulda died. They get on the phone and call their boys; 

and they cops. Take 'em more than half an hour for the cops to 

come. Li ke he sai d, "Guy shot on so-and-so street. Ni gger. Take 

your time. 1I 

It's a jungle. You got no more than 50-50 change of survival. 
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Only way you can survive is verbally and physically; mentally mind 

your business and the other peoples ' business alone, physically 

know how to fight. Carry a piece (gun). Get a reputation that 

you III bust somebody's ass, or stab lem. All my friends carry 

knives. It'll be like 170- 171 gang wars down there again. 

A Especially Northton, not the Village? 

B That's right. The Village got nothin' to do with it. 

They be all night. We sit on corners to 4-5:00 in the morning. 

Blacks, that's their environment. That's the chance theY'gotta 

take; it's home. A lot of lem don't have cars. But that's the 

chance they gonna take. Plus, if you Ire known. Only person that 

would rob you is somebody from out of your neighborhood. Only 

person that would rob you is somebody from out of your neighbor

hood. For instance, somebody from Fifty-fourth Street will beat 

the hell out of you. They don't know you; you Ire from way up 

the way. Other than, you live on Thirty-ninth Street, somebody 

on Thirty-fourth, they know you. Everybody know each other down 

there. 

A People walk close to home. As soon as they walk outside of their 

territory ... ? 

B You Ire in trouble. 

A Any age? 
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B Yeah, any age. Don't walk on Lancaster Avenue at night. You Ire 

dead. 

A Neutral area, but it's tough? 

B That1s right. Guy hit with a baseball bat on Lancaster Avenue. 

A No man1s land? 

B That's wnere the bars at. Guy got drunk, especially if he run out 

of money; somebody get mad if lose their money gambling. Somebody 

want money for some drugs. Or for speed; we don1t have real 

heroin goin' around down there, one good thing I like about, a lot 

of speed, cocaine, marijuana. Guy owe somebody some money, they 

get tired of waitin', pull a knife out--whoosh--you can keep it. 

They know they can get away with it. Cops won't investigate that; 

especially when they know somebody's dealin ' drugs. Like my boy 

who got killed; they knew he sold cocaine. Had a pile of money on 

him. Think they gonna investigate that? They caught one 9uy that 

did it; but he's out on the street now. He didn1t spend two days 

in jail, but he's still on drugs. 

A That just means that somebody might get him, because that was his 

friend that he killed. 

B That's right. Now he gonna have a contract on him. That my boy., 

I grew up with him since 1970. We see each other everyday. Walk 

each other home, get high, go to the movies together. But yet the 
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guys who did it, one guy's in New York. Basically it's open 

season on blacks. You get caught dealing by cops, you're in 

trouble. They wear you out. Beat the shit out you, man. Get 

locked up. So the only good thing I got gain' fo.r me is my 

complexion. (Speaker has light complexion.) Not too many light

skinned people do this; only dark-skinned people do this. A light-

skinned person do this, I'm in trouble. They gonna pick up every 

light-skinned person they see. But see so far no light-skinned 

person never done that. 

I used to run home all the time, from the football team. From Mr. 

Vernon Street I live on Brandywine. Every time the light tUrn 

green on Haverford Avenue I used to break out runnin' just for the 

exercise, I was on the football team. One day I was washin' 

dishes for my mother, I was eighteen. I seen somebody knockin' on 

the door--bam bam bam--I go to 'the door. Man standin' with a cop: 

"That's him!" I say, Ma! "He's the one who tore the muffler 

under my car." I don't know a damn thing bout no car. No 

nothin'. So we go to the police station and everything. "He's 
, 

the one." Look at my record; my record's clean, new-born baby. 

He says, "You didn't do that did you?" I said "Nope, I don't know 

nothin' about a car." Cop said any light-skinned person might 

a did it. Judge talked to me, I was in the room. He says, "I 

heard Mr. Holmes you stole the muffler underneath the car and you 

had a pair of grey khakis on." Hhich I never owned a pair of 

khakis. My mother says "My son, he doesn't own a pair of khakis." 



Judge says "All right, you can gO.1I I had no record. And I 

looked like I give you no trouble. He said 1I0kay Miss Holmes, 

you and your son can go. II 

A What's Northton like in terms of family life? Fi'nd a lot of 
, 

women running households, a lot of fathers not there? Are most 

of the families just a mother, sons, and daughters? 
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B Mostly sons are winos. They come in the house and fight. Fathers 

are not'there so much. So when a young boy's growing up, he's 

gotta look at other fellas. He takes his friends as his family. 

As I was doin'. I took my friends as my family. Teach you the 

street life. 

A The older guys? 

B Yeah, the older guys tell you what's happenin'. I would tell a 

young boy. I told him to keep out of trouble. I would tell him 

to stay away from certain people. He's doin' a good job. He's 

gain' to school now. He listens to me. I tell his grandmother, 

bqy potentially smart. 

A So the older guys become big brothers? 

B Try talk to 'em. Friends are family also. 

A Man go out and gamble. Boys have to protect the territory 'cause 

that's all they got. So they become the men. Guard the neighbor

hood, protect the mothers. Protect the mother. Father gonna beat 
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the mother up, son gonna beat the father up. Soon the father 

leaves. Shit like that. It's deep, man. Father scares the sons. 

Son from a gang; son don't give a shit 'bout him. Sometimes the 

son beat the shit outta the father. Father gets so scared. He 

get to drinkin;, come home, smack the mother, son smack the 

father, hit him with a baseball bat, shit like that. You learn 

from the gang. Family don't teach you nothin'. They together. 

Nobody ;~ your family got money to loan you, you got friends. I 

ain't g'ot no money tonight. I got plenty friends I can go ask, 

borrow ten-twenty dollars. And I'd do it for them. Just like 

that, security and money. I can go ask for any amount of money I 

want and I got it. 

A When whites of the Village look over to Northton, it's a big 

mysterious place. 

B Just like King Kong. Whites don't go over there; they don't give 

a shit what happens over there. But it's a jungle. You gotta be 

on your P's and Q's. Dog eat dog. 

You never know you gonna see your house again, see you~ family 

again. Get shot down, stabbed up, anything. 

A So how do you go down the street? How do you handle all that? 

B I go straight to my friends. I watch out for certain people I 

don't know from the neighborhood. I go straight to my friends, 

they be on the corner. I watch my back. I observe everything, 



look in the bushes. I know which way to go home. When I leave 

here, I go down Fortieth Street. 

A You walk in the middle of the street? 

B No. I never do that unless there's a dog on that side. St. 

Bernard's a right dog I got bit by. I don't trust no dogs. 

A Sometimes when you see a bunch of fellas, what do you do when 

you're confronted with another black youth? 
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B I just say "What's up?" Somebody might say "How you doin'?" They 

say "What's up?" 

A You don't expect anything? 

B No conflict. If he starts say somethin' to you, you keep walkin'. 

At times, I have an expression on my face that I'm not to be 

messed with. Which I do. 

A Grit on 'em? 

B No I don't grit on 'em. 

A I've heard that expression. 

B Yeah, stari n' at a person. Intimi date a person. Eye-to-eye. See 

who back off first, thing like that. I don't pay 'em no mind. 

Bump into you on purpose, I keep on rollin'. 

A I've noticed a fellow might say, "All right" and keep on gain'. 



One word. 

B Yeah. One word. He'll say "What' s up? II Other '11 say "You got 

it brother. II Or say "Hey" and keep on roll in'. 

A That's the way you get by; how you pass. 
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B It's certain ways you can give him body language that you're not 

to be messed with. Some people ball their fists up or just walk, 

or the~'re built a certain way. You move the hand. Walk with his 

hand like this, means he's a fighter. I been doin' that for 

years, I'm a fighter. I handle myself. I can handle three guys. 

See, if you Ire fightin' three guys, if you swing at the same they 

swing, you get tired first, you fightin' three guys. But you use 

your head. One swing, you snatch him, knock shit out of him. 

Another one comes, - bam - throw him off balance. You don't go 

swinging as much as they do. Use your head . 

. A Basically you gotta look the part. You gotta show you're not to 

be messed with? Keep a certain look on your face, look away. Do 

you cross the street when you see two or three guys comin' the 

other way? 

B No. 

A You've never done that? 

B Yeah because I feel as though they see you doin' that, they feel 

as though, what's up with him? 
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A They know what you're doin' it for? 

B That means you're scared or you can't fight. But you walk on the 

same side, first thing they think--he might got a gun, he might 

got a knife, he might be into martial arts, or he'might be a 

boxer. Shit that means you intimidatin' them. I can come right 

to 'em; I don't give a shit how many are there. I'm too dumb to 

run. 

A Have you had a situation when somebody has crossed the street and 

you understood? 

B Yeah I understood that. 

• 
A Have you seen other black males Fross the street when approaching 

you? 

B Yeah, I understood that. They scared to death. Say I don't trust 

them guys, take no chances. 

A How bout black females? 

B They crazy. 

A Crazy? 

B Yes. You got two or three of 'em in a group, black females is 

crazy. Theylll run you like a man. They will fight you. Now one 

will be paranoid, but black women will carry knives and will run 

and tryln cut your head off, if you mess with lem, and pick 
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bottles up. So they don't give shit bout nobody. I seen black 

women wear men out. I seen 'em beat the shit outta man. They 

will fight. Men '1lOn lt mess with black women. They say IIHey baby, 

how you doin'" But see black women can feel that. They know they 

fine, shit like that. All a group a guys wanta do just get nasty, 

"Hey babe what's your name" things like that. They keep on 

walkin'. liMy name's Cynthia" keep on walkin'. Things like that. 

That happens all the time. You don't see too many black guys 

messin"with black girls really. 

A Gettin' back to white females on the street of the Village. How 

do they look at you? 

B Yeah. They give the eye. You can see lem lookin ' right at you. 

They look at you and turn back this way, and keep on walkin', 

Like you don't exist, but they be paranoid as hell. Won't say 

hello. But some of 'em do. Some of lem say hi. Some of lem 

smile. But they always scared. You can feel the security. They 

feel more secure if you speak to lem first. "How you do;n'?" 

They say "Hi." Just like that. And they feel security. It's 

deep. 

Males will speak to you sometimes. "How you doin?" You speak to 

them, "How you doin'?" Break the ice. "\~hat's up man?" That's 

the main t"hing, "What's Up?" Shows you how tough it is out there. 

That's how tough it is. It's all a psychological thing. You got 

to use it mentally. You can't use it mentally, you in trouble. 
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You gotta show how strong you are mentally and physically. 

the vibes. It's a jungle. 

A People get conditioned to that? 
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Just 

B You got to. I don't smile, look serious, right? Like you're not 

to be fucked with. Say you gotta go a certain part of the coun

try, you're not used that environment over there. Yeah. They say 

"I'm ain.'t gain back to Philadelphia. I'm gettin outta here." My 

boy Roy, you couldn't get him over there to Georgia with his 

mother. Albany, Georgia. You couldn't get him stay away for a 

week. He too used to over here. He went there for a weeK, he 

came home within three days. He said llMan they got that over 

there." Nothin' to do over there, too used to this street life 

here. They can't comprehend with that live over there. My 

bother got like that one time. I got paranoid as hell. I went to 

snort some coke one night with my friend, he walks up to me "Hey 

man, what's up man?" I got paranoid. I hit him right in the 

forehead. I never see him again. That happened three months ago. 

Yeah it's a jungle out there. Like that war album. They tell in' 

the truth too. The world a ghetto, city life. That's the way it 

is man. Just like that what I told you . 



CHAPTER 1 

URBAN BLACK POVERTY: CRIME AND ONE FAMILY 

This is a case study of crime and urban black poverty as 
lived and understood by one family. Other portions of the 
research project of which this study is a product describe 
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the urban black poverty - crime relationshi~ in the broad 
strokes which survey methods make possible. This study, 
based upon about a year of participation in, and observation 
of, the lives of a family we shall call the Freemans, paints 
those same relationships in closer, shorter strokes and day
to-day detail. To use the Freemans in this way, as living 
examples of large scale social relationships and as native 
guides to the complexities of their everyday meanings, is, of 
course, not without precedent in the literature of criminology 
or urban studies. It is precisely this which Edwin Sutherland 
asked of IIChic Conwell, II which William F. Whyte asked of 
"Doc," which Elliot Liebow asked of the men of "Tally's Corner," 
and which Oscar 'Lewis asked of his five families of Sanchez. 2 
In each case, the subjects of these studies served to explain 
large scale relationships by reflecting them in what they 
said and did and underst.ood. 

The question, always, with such work is one of how gen
eralizable or representative are the experiences and under
standings of the small number of particular subjects in such 
a case study.3 Are their activities, understandings, and 
attitudes typical or unique? Are the ways they conduct them
selves and resolve the demands of their situation common 
practice or idiosyncratic behavior? By and large, in field 
work studies the answer to such questions must be framed in 
terms of an introduction which describes the ways in which 
those subjects are typical and in what ways they are unique 
and, then, by virtue of a mix of both, establish their creden
tials to speak with authority on the everyday realities of 
their situation. Such an introduction to the Freem~ns fOllows. 

An Introduction to the Freemans 

The Freemans take their name from a man who died of 
cancer some twenty years ago. The father of six of Mrs. 
Emma's seven children (Gloria, now 42; Tyrone now 29; Geneva, 
now 25; Juanita now 23; and twins Doris and Darlene, now 22), 
he met Mrs. Emma in the small southern town where she grew up 
the daughter of a farm worker. Because Mrs. Emma was only 
17 when Gloria was born and Freeman had gone off to war, Mrs. 
Emma's parents refused to let her raise her child. Instead, 
they sent Mrs. Emma north to live with her older sister while 
they assumed the responsibilities of raising Gloria for her. 
When the war ended, Freeman returned, married Mrs. Emma, and 
brought Gloria up to the northern city in which her mother 
lived and would continue to live for the next forty years. 
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Tyrone has no recollecion of his father, who died when 
he was about 7. He does, however, have memories of Mrs. 
Emma's second husband, a man named McKay, whose name Mrs. 
Emma's seventh child, Brenda, now 20, assumed. McKay is 
remembered as a mean, jealously possessive man. In 1960 he 
died of cancer, leaving Mrs. Emma with Tyrone, age 10j Geneva, 
age 4: Juanita, age 3; Doris and Darlene, 2-year-old fraternal 
twins; and Brenda, just a year. When he died in 1960, Mrs. 
Emma was just shy of 40-years-old herself. 

Over the next twenty years, Mrs. Emma raised her son and 
six daughters on income from a variety of sources. Mr. 
Freeman left a small military pension, and she collected 
child support for her dependent children. In addition, Frank, 
her common-law-husband for the past several years, contributes 
to household expenses from the seasonally variable salary he 
earns as a construction worker and the unemployment money he 
draws when he cannot find work. Frank is about 55-years-old, 
5 years younger ,than Mrs. Emma. 

During the Vietnam war, Tyrone left his mother's home 
but returned to stay on an irregular basis after the war 
ended. Two years ago he left home permanently, and became 
the father of a child who now lives with his common-law wife. 
Although Tyrone's relationship with the child's mother fell 
apart, he continues to live away from his mother's home, 
though still close enough to visit regularly. The space he 
vacated when he went to war proved hard to recover. His 
sister Juanita had ma.rried, had a child, and left home, but 
Darlene had her first daughter in 1976 and second in 1977. 
Doris had her son in 1977 and Brenda gave birth to her daugh
ter in 1979. His four sisters, their four children, and 
Frank did not leave much room in Mrs. Emma's three bedroom 
house. 

Place and Space in Mrs. Emma's House 

A good deal about the Freemans, their relationships with 
one another, and the distinctive character of modern, urban 
American poverty may be learned from claims to place and space 
within and about Mrs. Emma's house. In one of the most expen
sive cities in the country, Mrs. Emma pays about $200 per 
month for a two story row house. It has a front yard just 
slightly larger than a pool table. In it are a park-type 
bench and a flower pot as permanent fixtures, and, on a more 
or less regular basis, a motley collection of small children's 
toys. In the summer, particularly in the evenings, the bench 
and the one step stoop which leads up to the house are often 
occupied by the Freeman sisters. To the sidewalk, in no 
uncertain terms, the yard is theirs. All but absolute strang
ers are obliged to acknowledge them if they are out there 
when they pass. Others know that if they wish to speak to 
them, the sidewalk is the place to do it from. Closer friends 
know they can enter the front yard and approach the stoop 



with impunity, and a few who are very close know that they 
are almost always welcome to sit down. 

At the top of the stoop is the main door to the house. 
It admits one to a hallway. A flight of stairs directly 
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ahead leads up to the three bedrooms on the second floor. 
Beside the stairs, a hallway leads back to the kitchen. To 
the right is, to use a rather quaint and dated word, the 
parlor. It is a curtained room which contains a plastic 
covered couch, two chairs which do not match it or each other, 
a coffee table, some plants and portraits of Jesus, 'John F. 
Kennedy and Martin Luther King. What makes the room a parlor, 
as distinct from, say, a living or family room is that, except 
on special occasions, no living or family uses are made of 
it. It is a room kept clean and neat, a condition which 
requires that, except for adults, it be kept empty. What is 
remarkable about a parlor in the Freemans' house is that it 
takes up a third -of the first floor space in a territory in 
Which space is at a premium. It is a room which formally 
belongs to no one arid everyone. 

Behind the parlor is a dining room which may be entered 
either through a doorway from the parlor or an archway off 
the entrance hall. It contains an imitation wood table, five 
wooden chairs of differing origins, a small wooden serving 
table, a china cabinet of sorts and a piano in need of minor 
repairs and major tuning. No one in the Freeman household 
plays the piano. The space atop it is used to store two 
broken record players. On the dining room wall is a mirror 
with Dianna Ross' image in it. In a ten person household, 
six dining room chairs prohibit a meal in common. 

There is, however, a table in the kitchen. It is pink 
metal and could accommodate four children easily. There are, 
in fact, four chairs in the kitchen as well as a high, bar
type stool. But two of the kitchen chairs are broken and 
the stool is too high to fit underneath the table. For these 
and other reasons, the Freemans almost always eat in shifts. 

The kitchen is Mrs. Emma's domain, and she presides over 
it from the high stool which cannot fit beneath the kitchen 
table. Mrs. Emma has arthritis and two hundred plus pounds 
of body weight to limit her mobility. Hence, she must take 
up her positions wisely and lay claim to space which will be 
there when she needs it. The advantages of her stool positioned 
properly in the kitchen are almost too numerous to count. 
The most obvious advantage of the kitchen is that it places 
her close to all the food and the tools she needs to prepare 
it, as well as those she needs to clean up with afterwards. 
Preparing thirty meals plus snacks per day, more or less, 
can mean lots of walking, even if others can be counted on to 
do the shopping and to help with cleaning up. 

From her stool, it is only three or four steps to the 
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yellow refrigerator, which works, and another two steps to the 
green one, which does not, but continues to serve as a storage 
cabinet for dry goods anyway. The stool is a good height for 
work at the stove or the white sink next to it. 

In addition to such functional and operative cUlinary 
advantages, the kitchen as the preferred place to eat offers 
up quite a range of social opportunities. The children's 
welfare can be monitored in the mrJ.:r,:ning as they eat their 
bowls of cereal before s,chool. At lunch time, which ranges 
from noon to about two thirty in the Freeman kitchen, Mrs. 
Emma spends time with all four of her daughters, who invariably 
eat in the kitchen because that is where Mrs. Emma keeps the 
TV (which belongs to Doris) during the day, and all of them are 
addicted to their "soaps." Moreover, the kitchen is where 
the phone is located on the first floor. 

Mrs. Emma's-bedroom is where the extension is located on 
the second floor. It is the room she shares with Frank. 
Located at the end of the hallway which runs the length of 
the second floor, -its window faces the street. After five 
thirty or six p.m., when everyone has finished dinner, Mrs. 
Emma can be counted on to tire and retreat to her room for 
peace and quiet. Almost always, she will stay there in her 
room until the following morning. The first part of the even
ing she will sit at her window. In the summer she can be 
counted on to be by her window until dark or maybe even later 
if the neighborhood stays active in ways she can see beyond 
that time. 

Mrs. Emma is a steady fixture at that window but her 
vigil is broken routinely from inside. Frank may join her, 
and they may talk a bit, but often he will watch TV, play 
cards or have a beer or a smoke with friends or the girls 
downstairs until he is ready to corne up to bed. The children 
are brought in at various times to "say goodnight." If the 
door is closed at nine o'clock, it means Mrs. Emma may be 
sleeping, and it would not be kind to disturb her. 

Things can get noisy, though. Four children, ages 2 
through 7, must get to sleep in the three beds in the room 
next to Mrs. Emma's. Later, after they go off, their mothers 
will join them in those same three beds. Doris and her two 
daughters, Kay, age 7 and Bay, age 5, sleep in the bed on the 
left side of the 16' x 16' room, directly ahead as one enters 
through the doorway. The bed is pushed into the left rear 
corner. There is an ill-fitting window with a broken pane of 
glass on the left wall, just above Doris, Kay and Bay's full 
bed. In the summer it is propped open with a soda bottle. 
In the winter it is boarded over to keep out a draft. 

Diagonally across the room in the right front corner is 
the bunk bed where Darlene, Doris' blin sis,ter and her son 
Nick, age 7, sleep. Brenda and her 2-year-old daughter sleep 
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in the top bunk in the room. The floor plan, Figure 1, may 
prove helpful in illustrating where things are. 

All the beds have white bedspreads on them. At the foot 
of Darlene's bed in the right front corner of the room are 
four or five cardboard boxes filled with clothes and a metal 
folding chair which belongs to Doris" Almost in the center 
of the room is a small portable floor fan. In the right rear 
corner is a closet which is Darlene's and to the left of it 
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is a three drawer chest. Each of the sisters claims a drawer 
in it which they use for clothes and personal items; Doris' 
shoes and other items are stacked on the floor on her side of 
the chest. All of the Freeman sisters are attractive women, 
quite careful and concerned about their appearance, but Darlene 
who spends three hours each day getting dressed, is the most 
meticulous of all. Darlene claims the surface of the dresser, 
which contains her make-up, comns, jewelry and other dressing 
equipment. The third which is kept more or less free of such 
paraphenalia is where she and her sisters place a small TV 
belonging to Doris to watch while they are dressing. 

The Freeman sisters share their clothes with one another, 
but Doris appears to have more to share than the others. She 
hangs her clothes from nails driven into the bedroom door, 
while the few hang-up clothes of Brenda's are mixed with 
those of Darlene. 

With so much living going on in such a small space, it is 
quite remarkable how neat the small bedroom is kept. That 
neatness preserves understood boundaries and agreements which 
would lead to conflicts in the wake of disarray. Deviance 
from those rules, straying into others' space, is met with 
sharp rebuke. 

The room next to the bedroom shared by Doris, Darlene, 
Brenda and their four small children is the bathroom. It 
contains a small white sink with a mirror above it, a toilet, 
tub and almost nothing more - no toothbrushes, combs, deodor 
ants, hair dryers, medications, soaps, shampoos, creams or -
lotions. Not even any toilet paper on most occasions. -All 
of these things the Freemans carry to the bathroom from their 
rooms and return with them when they are finished using them. 
The virtually complete barrenness of the bathrOom represents 
a wholly different variety of solution to the problem of 
living tightly packed than does the seven-person bedroom next 
to it. 

Where the bedroom represents a solution of tight boundar
ies and territories, closely watched and carefully preserved 
by strict demands for neatness and strong verbal sanctions 
for transgressors, the Freemans solve the problem of living 
with a ten-person bathroom by rendering it, as nearly as 
possible, a public place. That is, no claims to the space or 
t,ime of the bathroom spring from rights to property within 



it. For a ten-person (four of whom are single women in their 
early twenties) bathroom it would be difficult to imagine a 
more satisfactory solution. Not only does it imply that no 
one need take up bathroom space or time doing anything which 
could be done elsewhere in the house, but it also guards 
against disproportionate or unauthorized consumption of 
consumables in a space where such use would be difficult to 
monitor. 
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The third bedroom is located on the other side of the 
bathroom and is the most difficult reflection of place and 
space in the Freeman house to make sense of. It is the exclu
sive domain of Geneva, at 25 the eldest child of Mrs. Emma 
still living in her house. Apparently, she lays claim to her 
own room solely on the basis of her being the oldest at-home 
daughter. Like her sisters, she has no job, no job skills 
and has rarely been employed. However, unlike them, she has 
no children and does not draw child support or food stamps 
which could contribute toward the welfare of the house. The 
only money she brings in is a dollar or two here and there, 
which is given to her by her boyfriends. 

Geneva1s occupying a whole room While her sisters triple 
up and contribute more to the household than she does creates 
a strain in place-space distribution which Mrs. Emma is aware 
of. For months, she has been threatening to charge Geneva for 
her room, but the threat has not been carried out. To do so 
would require Mrs. Emma to issue an ultimatum to the effect 
that unless Geneva got a job and brought in money, her mother 
would put her out. This Mrs. Emma will not do and apparently 
Geneva knows it. 

The Freemans and Modern Urban Poverty 

Having said this much by way of introduction to the 
Freemans we may return to the questions which prompted us to 
describe them in the way we have: Are the Freemans typical 
or unique? Are their experiences and understanding such that 
they may be considered good guides to the relationship between 
crime and modern, urban black poverty? They are a second 
generation welfare family of ten persons, only one of which is 
gainfully employed. They are a matrifocal, matrilocal and 
matriarchal family. No one in the family has more than an 
eighth grade education, none of the women has ever held a 
regular paying job outside the home. The home is located in 
a neighborhood which would be readily identified as a ghetto, 
and its furnishings strike us as aesthetically typical of the 
culture of modern, urban black poverty. Moreover, since none 
of the sisters works or draws a regular income from any source 
other than the state, their poverty is as severe as the state 
in which they live is prepared to let it be. Finally, it is 
appropriate to add that their poverty is not only modern, 
urban poverty in its aesthetics but in its absolute material 
base as well. It is modern, urban American poverty, a better 
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class of poverty than the world has ever known, a poverty 
with indoor, plumbing, portable televisions, extension phones, 
minimum heat, light, food and medical care, and lived, on 
average in the Freeman family, three and one-third persons to 
a bedroom. 

In all of the above ways, it is possible to defend the 
choice of the Freemans as a family whose situation modern 
urban black poverty described. However, in at least three 
quite important ways, the Freemans situation is distinctive 
and must qualify what they are capable of exemplifying. 
First, all four daughters l1ave a mother who is willing and 
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able to help them out by sharing her home with them. Needless 
to say, many people are not so fortunate. Hence, understanding 
the Freeman sisters' poverty as the depths to which the state 
is prepared to let one sink falls far short of the mark. 
Secondly, five of the six adults in the Freeman home are 
women and three of them support four dependent children. 
Economically, their children provide them with sources of 
support which wduld not be available to males. In this way, 
not only is their poverty softened, but what we will say 
about crime in relation to the Freemans will tend to take on a 
female cast. Third and finally, a distinctive if not unique 
feature of the Freemans situation is not only that all four of 
Mrs. Emma's at-home children are women, but quite attractive 
women, as well. This, too, as we shall shortly see, exerts 
some ,additional influences on their conduct and behavior in 
ways that bear upon both modern-urban poverty and crime. 

The Freemans and the Problems and Solutions of Crime 

At least four different varieties of crime are part of 
the Freeman family's life and affect what they do and how they 
live in substantial ways: (1) alcohol abuse and the illicit 
sale and purchase of it; (2) illicit drug use, sale and pur
chase: (3) theft and the traffic in stolen goods; and (4) 
assault. Other offenses, like littering, affect them by 
rendering the children's play areas more dangerous than they 
need be, but the four varieties of crime above affect all of 
the Freemans in broader and more far reaching ways. 

In considering how each of the above four varieties of 
crime affects the Freemans, we will describe not only their role 
as participants or perpetrators of them but also their role 
as victims, their attitudes towards them and the special ways 
those crimes resonate with their urban poverty. All of the 
crimes we will consider represent both problems and solutions 
to the Freemans. And, as we shall also see, there is substan
tial difference of opinion, even in this small sample, over 
which crimes in what ways should be understood as problems 
and which understood rightly as solutions. 



207 

Alcohol Abuse and the Illicit Sale and Purchase of It 

The consumption of alcohol in various forms and on dif
ferent occasions plays different roles for various members of 
the Freeman family. For the Freeman sisters, alcoholic bever
ages embody a fairly elaborate and shifting status hierarchy. 
There are drinks which are !lin,1I like Hennessey cognac, which 
reflect the sophistication and good taste of the drinker; 
drinks which are lIout,1I like vodka, a decidedly low-status 
preference; and drinks like rum and coke, which were once 
fashionable but whi~h recent~y have fallen to the level of 
vodka in its status implications. For all four Freeman sisters, 
such understandings are elements of style and fashion and 
they observe them on occasions where being stylish and fashion
able is important. By and large, this means on dates and at 
parties. At home and in their immediate neighborhood, their 
beverage of choice is beer. 

Usually th~y buy it by the bottle either from the store 
on the corner of the street, about 150 feet from their door, 
or from a neighborhood bootlegger, Skinney's, located just two 
doors down the street in the opposite direction. From the 
street, Skinny's looks like any other row house in the neigh
borhood, neither better nor worse. Except in the summer, 
When one can usually count on finding four or five patrons on 
the entrance stoop drinking from identical plastic cups, 
nothing about the exterior of Skinney's house signals that it 
is a bootleg bar. Inside, in the room which in the Freeman's 
house is kept as a parlor, are a couch, a couple of chairs, a 
TV and a portable, vinyl covered bar of the kind one some
times finds in recreation rooms of private homes. Liquor is 
not served at that bar but occasionally Skinney's patrons 
will bring their drinks from the back and st;,tmd at the small 
front bar to drink. 

To get served at Skinney's, one must go to the back room, 
which is slightly larger than the room one first enters. 
Skinney keeps the liquor in a closet on the left side of the 
room. A price list with everything but IIbeerll and IIsoda ll 
misspelled is taped on the door. Only Skinney is allowed 
inside the closet. The beer is kept in a refrigerator in the 
kitchen, which, like the closet, is off limits to all but 
Skinney. There is also a bathroom at Skinney's which his 
patrons are welcome to use, but for reasons obvious to anyone 
who has ever seen Skinney's bathroom, the Freeman sisters, 
when they have to go, go home. 

Skinney's clientele are mostly men, though two or three 
middle-aged women with chronic drinking habits regularly settle 
in the front room to drink and watch TV in the afternoon. The 
smaller back room, about 12' x 12', contains about a dozen 
chairs. By virtue of its size it can sustain not much more 
than three semi-private conversations. The space required 
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for a fourth makes everybody else's conversation public. The 
place is rather dark and, although there is no trash on the 
wooden floor, it has a kind of dirty ground-in grit to it, 
composed of shoe soles and spilled drinks. 

The Freeman sisters go to Skinney's to buy beer when the 
corner store is closed. Skinney sells for 60 to 70 cents the 
same bottle of beer the corner store sells for 50 cents. 
Over the long run, the Freeman sisters could undoubtedly save 
a fair amount if they bought their beer by the case or even 
in six packs. However, coming up with $8.00 to $lO~OO for a 
case is much harder for them to manage then 50 to 70 cents 
per bottle. In higher economic circles, such short term 
solutions are spoken of as "cash floW" problems. 

The Freeman sisters are also welcome at Skinney's when 
they come to drink there instead of taking their beer out. 
Often one or another of Skinney's patrons will offer to buy 
them a beer. They will generally accept such an offer, but 
they will also be careful to deport themselves in ways which 
show that accepting such an offer does not imply anything 
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else. They are not interested in or attracted to any of 
Skinney's patrons and would not want it thought that, for the 
price of a beer or two, they would lead them on. Consequently, 
they do not drink at Skinney's all that often and do not stay 
too long or expect to have their way paid for them if they 
do. In short, they treat Skinney's as a neighborhood bar, a 
slightly backstage, friendly sort of place where one can show 
up without showing off. 

Things are very different, though, when the Freeman sis
ters plan to party. Each has a steady boyfriend and expecta
tions that at least once a week he will take her out. Going 
out does not mean Skinney's. What it does mean is a concert, 
cabaret or disco, two or three clubs and a couple of private 
parties, preferably interspersed with short periods of rest 
and recovery. Often the Freeman sisters' partying will begin 
on Thursday evening and continue through until Monday morning. 
A considerable amount of drinking is appropriate on such 
occasions. The problem for the Freeman sisters' escorts is 
that if what their woman is drinking is individually mixed 
drinks, to purchase them at bars and clubs on an individual 
basis is extraordinarily expensive. Hence, it is common 
practice on such occasions to bring along a bottle or two to 
strengthen and supplement served drinks. This practice seems 
to encourage drinking to excess, drinking while traveling from 
one party site to the next and driving while intoxicated. 

It would be hard to find a sharper, more dramatic contrast 
to the Freeman sisters' drinking habits and attitudes than 
those reflected by their mother and Frank. For both of them , 
liquor consumption has no status significance whatsoever. 
Frank may have a beer or two at home after work. He does not 
party and rarely goes to Skinney's. When he drinks hard 
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liquor, it is at home and what he drinks is "low status" vodka. 
Mrs. Emma drinks when her arthritis hurts her very much or 
when she is depressed. She drinks vodka alone in her room, 
and the next day it makes her sick. 

Illicit Drug Use, Sale and Purchase 

The attitudes of the Freemans towards illicit drug use 
and their willingness to use such drugs themselves differ 
across generations with respect to the drug in qu~stion and 
its effects on the user. Marijuana ("reefer") is regularly 
and openly c.onsumed in the house and in the presence of the 
children by all four daughters and, occasionally, by Frank. 
The only critic of this practice in the Freeman household is 
Mrs. Emma, who is categorically opposed to all illicit drugs 
and sees them, undifferentiated, as responsible for the dete
rioration of her neighborhood and many of the people in it. 
Her objections a~e known by everyone, but the support for 
marijuana use in the community and in the subculture of which 
her daughters are a part is so strong and widespread that her 
objections fall upon deaf ears. She is occasionally teased 
about what her daughters regard as a ridiculously old fashioned 
opinion, offered a hit by them, and advised to try it as a 
relief from the pain of her arthritis. In fact, Mrs. Emma once 
did so. It did not help her arthritis, and she has kept her 
experiment secret from her daughters. 

As is the case with liquor, the Freeman sisters obtain 
marijuana by purchasing it locally in very small quantities 
(never more than $5.00 worth, a "nickle bag") or by having it 
given to them by friends. The potency of the marijuana they 
purchase varies considerably, and they shift their trade among 
neighborhood vendors according to who is reputed to have 
"good stuff." 

Patterns of consumption and attitudes toward those who 
consume become somewhat more complicated in the Freeman family 
when one considers other drugs. In the Freeman home, the sec
ond most frequently consumed illicit drug is phencycledene 
(PCP), which the daughters refer to as "whack." Although 
they will occasionally purchase it in very small quantities, 
one or two joints worth, they normally obtain it by receiving 
it as a gift from one or another of their current boyfriends, 
who usually will offer some to the other sisters as a gesture 
of goodwill. Only one of the sisters, Doris, refuses to 
smoke "whack," but her decision is based on the fact that she 
dislikes its effects and not on any moral or social grounds 
like those on which her mother rests her opinions. 

But while three of the Freeman sister's will use "whack" 
when they are in the mood to enjoy its effects and the forth 
sister would also do so if she found its effects enjoyable, 
their at,ti tude toward the drug is not nearly so simple as it 
is toward marijuana. One of the things which introduces a 



complexity is the effect it has on their brother, Tyrone. 
Tyrone, as we mentioned above, lives nearby and is a frequent 
visitor to the house. He is mentally unstable, partially, it 
is believed, as a consequence of the horrors and atrocities 

210 

he witnessed as a soldier in Vietnam. His condition is exacer
bated by his use of "whack," which tends to render him incoher
ent with tendencies toward violence. On one occasion, Tyrone 
was arrested for smashing a row of windows while on "whack." 
Also, all of the sisters have at one time or another had the 
experience, on the street, at a club or party, as well as 
with Tyrone, of trying to deal with someone who was' "whacked 
out." So while the sisters all maintain a consistently recrea
tional view of marijuana in its effects on themselves, others 
and their community, their attitudes toward "whack" are not 
so uniformly symmetrical. They can enjoy and handle its 
effects but understand that others cannot. Among those who 
can not is their brother, and for him and for others who can 
not handle "whack," its effects can be devastating on them 
and annoying to others. It may be pointed out that while we 
have described this configura~ion of opinion and behavior as 
"asymmetrical," it is the same configuration of behavior and 
opinion that most Americans maintain toward alcohol. 

At least two of the Freeman sisters have used cocaine 
when it was given to them at a party. They understand it is a 
purely recreational drug, both in its effects on them and on 
others. All four sisters would accept a gift of cocaine if 
it were offered, but its high cost absolutely prohibits their 
purchase of it. 

To our knowledge only one of the sisters, the oldest, 
Geneva, 25, has ever used heroin, a drug they all call "boy." 
Geneva has snorted heroin a few times "for kicks" but does 
not appear to be developing a habit. All of the sisters know 
people who are or have been heroin addicts. The youngest 
sister, Brenda, is currently dating a man with a moderately 
heavy habit. He is employed and is the father of Brenda's 
child. To these personal experiences with heroin and indivi
duals the sisters know who have become or been addicts may be 
added their exposure to the drug in the ,effects it has had on 
people who they do not know but recognize as addicts on the 
street. They generally regard such visibly addicted persons 
as nuisances insofar as they will block their way, cast a 
poor appearance or make salacious comments to them as they 
walk past them. Other addicts, more seriously in disrepair, 
strike them as human wrecks. They regard them with disgust. 

Traffic in Stolen Property 

On a regular basis, perhaps weekly, the Freemans buy 
stolen property. In general, when they do so their purchases 
are made in one of three ways. First, they may be offered an 
opportunity to purchase something through one of the male 
friends of one of the four daughters. One current friend is 
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a thief and a L_J_lar vendor of stolen goods, and other friends 
keep their eyes open for items which might interest one or 
another of the Freeman sisters. Some stolen goods are purchased 
from these men, while others, especially items of a personal 
nature, may be given to them as gifts. 

The second situation in which the Freemans confront 
opportunities to buy stolen property arises when they are 
offered it by door-to-door sellers, some of whom they know as 
local residents or neighbors and others who are strangers 
selling door-to-door. When neighbors are the vendors, the 
transactions can take on a social visit atmosphere, much like 
that which Avon ladies often attempt to create. Many of 
these door-to-door sellers are men who have boosted what they 
have to sell themselves. Others are selling what their girl 
friends have stolen. This tendency for more door-to-door 
sellers to be men than women may reflect neighborhood connec
tions and customary patterns of shoplifting. 

Transactio~s of this sort can involve the sale and pur
chase of most anything, but clothing and common household 
products appear to be the most frequently tendered merchandise 
and the type of merchandise the Freemans are most willing to 
buy. During the field work period, the Freemans were observed 
to have purchased meat, perfume, linens, children's and adults' 
clothing, a watch and a curling iron from people selling e door-to-door. 

Generally, such merchandise is offered to the Freemans 
at one-third to one-half its normal retail price. Sometimes 
the Freemans are in a position to evaluate accurately the 
bargain they are being offered. Shoplif'ted merchandise, for 
example, will sometimes be tendered with the shop's price 
tags still in place. On other occasions, such as when they 
are buying name-brand merchandise or merchandise whose value 
they believe they can evaluate from experience (e.g., meat), 
they also are confident that they are getting a good deal. 
However, the Freemans are also well aware that what they 
purchase carries no guaranties or return privileges, and that 
there are scams and hustles which work by passing off inferior, 
imitation merchandise as if it were high priced stolen goods. 
This, they know, is not a problem with local neighborhood 
vendors but with strangers selling door-to-door who they know 
will not be seen again. The merchandise such strangers have 
to offer is thus examined very closely. 

The third and final path by which stolen property some
times travels into the Freeman household is different from 
the other two in that on it the Freeman sisters tend to be 
active consumers who search out stolen property bargains 
rather than passive purchasers who wait for it to be offered 
to them. In short, they shop. The Freeman sisters occasio
nally "hang out" in certain areas of the city where addicts 
congregate and thieves sell their wares. 
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It may also be said that with respect to the purchase of 
stolen property, although the Freeman's are but a small sample, 
the patterns of purchase through which they obtain it regularly 
say something about attitudes toward this crime in the commu
nity in which they live. Door-to-door vendors must make the 
assumption that to offer stolen property will not offend the 
vast majority of people who are approached, at least not 
enough to provoke them to IIcall the COpS.1I Moreover, when one 
buys stolen property in one's neighborhood and especially 
When one buys from a neighborhood seller, one must assume 
that the purchase will carry little or no stigma, at least 
not enough to outweigh the benefits of the bargain. Door-to
door sellers in the Freemans' neighborhood make the first 
assumption safely, and the Freemans are quite willing to say 
that something they bought was II hot • II Rather than carry a 
stigma'in the Freemans' neighborhood, such a purchase is, 
especially if it is a very good deal, likely to generate a 
bit of envy on the part of the person who failed to take 
advantage of it., 

Within the Freeman family it is, of course, understood 
that buying stolen property is against the law and that the 
property offered was originally taken from someone whom it 
belonged to. The Freeman sisters dismiss concern for the 
victim of the original theft by understanding him as a company 
or other, probably white, individual or institution who can 
afford the loss. And, insofar as what they buy is almost 
always new merchandise, they are probably correct in identify
ing the victim as an institution and its ownership as likely 
white. 

Assault 

In their day-to-day dealings with each other, with friends 
and acquaintances, and with their children, the Freeman sisters 
constantly flirt with violence. Fighting words, threats to 
harm, insults and flaunting of their capacities as fighters 
are part of their presentation of themselves to others, both 
inside and outside their house. This presentation of them
selves as willing and able to fight signals others that they 
will not be pushed around, slighted or treated with disrespect, 
and that they will guard what they possess, including their 
reputations, with violent abandon. 

At home, among themselves and with their children, fight
ing words and insults invariably punctuate claims to territory 
and a whole range of domestic obligations. In the Freeman 
household, a child who interrupts his mother's conversation 
will be told, IIGet your ass 'otta here, boy! Can't you see 
I'm busy?1I Likewise, one of the sisters who finds her make-up, 
jewelry or other personal belongings have been tampered with 
is likely to offer the open-ended declaration to the unknown 
culprit, III'm gonna mess up the motherfucker whose been messin' 
with my motherfuckin' stuff." In day-to-day conflicts and 



conversations, threats to "go up side" someone's head come 
often. Such words come easily to the Freeman sisters, and 
they do not appear to know or find appropriate other more 
controlled, less violent, or less passionate ways to express 
their displeasures. 
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On the street and in their neighborhood, the same tough 
talk and fighting demeanor serves to preserve the Freeman 
sisters' "reps" among those who know them and establish those 
same "tough" reps among those who do not. The Freeman sisters 
believe that their tough reps serve them well and even the 
slightest threat to them is likely to be straightened out in 
no uncertain terms. Of all four sisters, Doris is probably 
physically, and in terms of her rep, the toughest and most 
willing to react forcefully at first provocation. For example, 
once, while walking with Doris on a street near her neighbor
hood, a woman passed by who Doris recognized and who recognized 
Doris, but who had never spoken to her before. The woman, 
who was about the same age as Doris, said hello to her as she 
passed. Doril3 spun around, grabbed the woman around the neck 
and placed her in a helpless position. As Doris held her in 
this way, she told the woman she had no cause to speak to her 
now if she had no reason to do so before. Whereupon the 
woman apologized and Doris let her go. 

The Freeman sisters' street reps save them from many 
unwanted entanglements on the street. People who know them 
only by their reps give them wide berth and their ability to 
generate a face of toughness deters others who do not. But 
such reps must be shored'up occasionally if they are to contin
ue to do the deterrent work for which they are created and 
maintained. On three occasions which we are aware of, the 
Freeman sisters have fought real fights during the period of 
our fieldwork. None resulted, in arrest: only one involved 
the police. However, about a year prior to our field work, 
Geneva got into a knife fight with another woman who miscarried 
as a consequence of it, and Geneva spent about a year in jail. 
She is currently on parole and very careful about getting 
into fights again. For reasons hard to determine, another 
woman in the neighborhood has been "bumping" Geneva as they 
pass one another on the street. Geneva has made efforts to 
avoid her; but, parole or no, she feels they may have to 
fight. 

Thinking with the Freemans 

Having said this much about the Freemans, their situation 
and their relationship to the four crimes above, we should 
like to suggest that they may be used as a model against 
which one may test some policy impacts in much the same way as 
design engineers test physical effects on small, mock-up 
models. As both engineers and policy makers know, things 
Which wor.k right in the lab and on a small scale often fail 
in the field. However, there is no reason to go into the 
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field, into production or plan to construct a full size vehicle, 
until the lab model suggests that ~ full-size, production 
vehicle has a hope of working. Our conclusions, using the 
Freeman's as our lab model, suggest that, short of a radical 
remanufacture of them and their situation, little or nothing 
can be done to change their relationship to the four crimes 
described above. The one crime about which something might 
be done is their purchase of illicitly sold alcohol. It 
probably would be possible to drive Skinney out of business, 
or at least force him to reduce his prices, by extending the 
hours which stores and shops could sell alcohol. Reducing 
licensing requirements for places which serve and sell alcohol 
and reducing license fees to a nominal level could put him 
back into business again, with the state collecting taxes on 
his trade. 

Drugs, stolen property and assault all strike us as less 
amenable to change because the Freemans regard them more as 
solutions than problems. To do something about any of them 
would mean finding acceptable and workable alternatives which, 
all things considered, do not seem possible. 

The other alternative, of course, is to radically change 
the Freemans' situation or do something which would force 
them to change it. 
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 1 

The larger project of which this research is a part was 
sponsored by Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Grant No. 80-NI-AX-0003 under the direction of Dr. Julius 
Debro, Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia. 

Edwin Sutherland, "The Professional Thief," Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1937. 

Elliot Liebow, "Tally's Corner," Boston: Little 'Brown, 
1967. 

William F. Whyte, "Street Corner Society," Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1943. 

Oscar Lewis, "Five Families," New York: Basic Books, 
1959. 

There are, of course, many other works in criminology, 
race and urban studies which employ a single case or a 
small number of cases to dramatize, cla.rify or elaborate 
at micro levels large scale social relationships. A 
fairly recent example which comes close to our aspirations 
with the Freemans is Susan Sheehan's, "A Welfare Mother," 
New York: New American Library, 1977. 

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