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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As part of its evaluation of the Illinois Urban High Crime Reduction
program, Abt Associates has’conducted two surveys in Joliet and Peoria, two
of the cities participating in the program.* These surveys were mandated by
the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission, which funds both the program and our
evaluation, to provide measurements of crime levels that would include crimes
failing to come to the attention of law enforcement officials.** Respondents
in some 5000 households in each city were interviewed by telephone in the fall
of 1976 and again in 1978, using two ¢ross-sectional samples of randomly-
selected telephone numbers.

A report on the 19 76 survey was released in February 1977.***. This report
included descriptions of the methodology and findings of that earlier survey
and drew attention to the differences between victimization and police statis—
tics. Much of this material has béen incorporated into the present report, to
facilitate comparisons between the two years and to make this report self-
contained. The report's main purpcose is simply to describe the findings of
the two sﬁrveys and identify noteworthy changes within and between the‘two
cities. A summary of findings concludes this section of the report. Section 2
describes the survey methodology, while survey findings are presented in
Section 3. Differences between victimization and police statistics are recapitu-
lated in Section 4, and concluding remarks are given in Section 5. Three
appendices cover the more technical aspects . of the surveys and their resulting

data hases.

*Other participating cities were Champaign and East St. Louis.

**The survey data will be analyzed together with police statistics and local
evaluations of action projects funded under the program in each c1ty, in
evaluating impact on crimes targeted for raduction. - This analysxs and other
components of our evaluatlon will comprise the contents of our. final (thlrd—
year) evaluation report, forthcoming - in October 1979. No attempt is
made in this report to attribute changes observed from the surveys *o
local programs or action projects.

***Vlctlmlzatlon in Joliet and Peoria: A Baseline Survey, Abt Assoc1ates Report
777-16 (1977)
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Summary of Findings

The overall victimization rate for each crime considered failed to show
a statistically significant change from 1976 to 1978 in either city. Personal
victimizations (robbery and assault) showed slight increases in Joliet while
household burglary decreased from 55 to 48 victimizations per thousand house-
holds. ' Households headed by Blacks and those with incomes exceeding $20,000
per year benefitted most from these reductions, and changes in these subpopula-
tion rates were statistically significant at the normally accepted .05 confidence
level. - In Peoria, a slight downward (but insignificant) shift in aggravated

assault was found (from 12 to 8.5 per thousand age sixteen or over); otherwise,

- rates exhibited no change of note.

For personal victimizations, increases were observed in the percentage
of cases where the offender was not known by the victim. This went from 48
to 58 percent in Joliet, and from 31 to 52 percent in Peoria. However, .only
the Peoria change was statistically significant. Most of Peoria's shift was
accounted for in the assault categories.

The percentage of victimizations reported to the police declined overall
and by the type of offense in both cities, but not significantly so. However,
significant declines in reporting by Blacks were registered for personal victim-
izations in Peoria and for household victimizations'in Joliet. As in 1976,
reasons for not reporting that predominated were "nothing could be done; lack
of proof" and "did not think it important encugh.”

The attitudinal portion of the surveys show slight reductions in the

“fear of crime in 1978, compared to 1976. Moreover, responses to the question

~about ways in which local police could improve were indicative of a more

positive view towards the police. Specifically, significantly fewer respondents
in both cities felt that police need to "be more courteous, improve attitude and
community relations.'" No change was found in respondents' perceptions of the

severity of the criminal justice system serving either city.
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2. SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Some 5000 hcousehold members in Joliet and some 5000 in Peoria were inter-
viewed by telephone in each of the two surveys; to determine victimization
axperiences, the extent to which these came to official attention, and attitudes
toward crime and the criminal justice system. Although Joliet targeted robbery
and burglary for reduction and Peoria targeted residential burglary, data on
four major crime categories were collected in the surveys: robbery and assault
(personal victimizations) and burglary and larceny (household victimizations).
Thus robbery and burglary against commercial establishments, inciuded in the
scope of Joliet's target crimes, were not included in the scope of the survey.
The assault and larceny categories were included in the survey to provide bench-
marks "in comparisons of robbery and burglary victimization rates from éne

survey to the next.

The survey methodology is presented in three sections: the instruments,
the samples, and derivation of victimization rates. Differences between the

1976 and 1978 surveys are cited in the course of describing each of these main

elements.

2.1 The Instruments

Three instruments were used in collecting the survey data. Only minor
corrections were made in these instruments between the 1976 and 1978 surveys;
for all intents and purposes, the two sets of instruments can be regarded as
identical. A Regular Questionnaire was used to record the responses of all

eligible contacts who were willing to cooperate.* Questions about the age,

race and sex of the respondent and the household head; household income; length

of residence at that address; and type of structure were asked in the Regular
Questionnaire to permit separate estimates of victimization rates for various
demographic subgroups. = This instrument also contains questions which screen
for possible robbery, assault, burglary and larceny victimizations occurring
in the previous six months.**

Screening questions answered in the affirmative triggered one or more

Victimization Reports, depending on the number of victimizations indicated.

These instruments were designed to capture additional data on each victimization,

*See Section 2.2 for a description of eligibility criteria.

**gince the interviews spanned the months of October and November, screening
questions aimed to catch victimizations occurring from May through November
of each year. ‘
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such as whether the offender was & stranger or was in possession of ‘a weapon
(personal victimizations); the cost of repairing damage or replacing stolen
items; the location of the incident and its month of occurrence; and conse-
quences of the victimization, including whether or not it was reported to the
police. Rather than simply relying on the screening questions, the classifica-
tion of victimizations as crimes used the data recorded in Victimization
Reports. k

A one-sixth sub-sample was asked questions about perceptions of safety, fear
of crime, ways police sexvices could improve, and the severity of criminal

justice sanctions in the Attitudinal Questionnaire, the third instrument used

in the surveys.

The three instruments used in our 1976 and 1978 surveys were fashioned
after those used in the National Crime Surveys. - The wording of questions,
response categories, and the skip patterns (particularly in the Victimization
Report) are essentially identicial. Some minor revisions were made to
distinguiSh burglaries of structures attached to a residence (designated
residential burglary A in this report) and those not so attached (residential

burglary B).

2.2 The Samgles.

This section discusses the process by which original lists of telephone
numbers were converted into data bases used to derive the results presented
in Section 3 below. 1In 1976, the process began with the identification of
telephone exchanges serving Joliet and Peoria. A computer was then used to

generate a random series of four-digit numbers within each exchange and to

‘select 'a random subsample from this list for the Attitudinal Questionnaire.

Thus, we began with 11,422 telephone numbers in Joliet, of which 2337 consti-
tuted the attitudinal subsample, and with 11,185 in Peoria, of which 2000
were in the attitudinal subsample.

vThe sample for the 1978 survey took advantage of actual contacts made in
thé 1976 survey to minimize the number of contact attempts required to reach 10,000
éiigible respondents. Starting with each city's list of numbers successfully
contacted in 1976; two new lists were created by  augmenting the 1ast digit by

one or two, respectively .(e.g., the telephone number 727-1234 in the original



list of contacts would generate 727-1235 and 727-1236 in the two new lists.)
These two lists were merged, and one of each pair of duplicate numbers produced
by this procedure was discarded.* This procedure led to substantial savings

in the number of contact attempts: only 9066 such attempts were required in
Joliet, while only 8956 were needed for Peoria, to surpass the target of 5000
successful contacts in each city.

Non-working telephone numbers were identified immediately from a recorded
message. Contacts with businesses or institutions were readily identified and
politely terxrminated, as were households found to be outside city limits. Up to
four contact attempts were made for each telephone number’to reach a wvalid
respondent.** vValid respondents were household members who were 16 years
of agé or older. This age was selected because we felt that a child under the
age of sixteen would not be sufficiently knowledgeable about crimes committed
against the household. For the attitudinal subsample, a male respondent was
requested if the last digit of the telephone number was odd; a female if it was
even. However, if it was learned that no household member was of the'designated
sex or that a person of the designated sex would be difficult to reach at that
telephone, the interview was conducted with an otherwise qualifiéd person. In
general, heavy weekend and evening calls were scheduled to reach more males than
could be contacted during weekdays.

A record was made of every contact attempt. The results of an initial
contact attempt were indicated on the computer generated phone lists if contact
was made with a business, non-working, or out-of-town phone number. All other
contact attempts were recorded on the contact record grid, at the top of the
Attitudinal ‘and Regular Questionnaires. Information about contact attempts--
the day, time, interviewer, and results of the attempt--was noted in every
instance other than initial business, non-working and out-of-town phone numbers.

These records were used by interviewers in determining optimal times for sub-

sequent attempts. Altogether, 5143 Joliet households were contacted in 1976

*Duplicate pairs would arise whenever two adjacent numbers appeared in the
1976 contact list.

**1f the telephone was not answered after twelve rings or a busy 51gnal was
reached, a contact attempt was recorded.
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and 5909 were contacted in 1978. In Peoria, 5117 and 5212 households were
contacted, respectively, in these two years.

As is the case with any survey, a certain percentage of those contacted
refused to be interviewed. Also, some contacts were made with non~English-
speaking people in bothkyears. Although language problems and refusals were
consiaered as final resolutions, follow-ups in some of these cases were success-
fully undertaken in 1976. Since we were unable to detect differences between
victimization rates for these converted refusals and initial completions,
refusals were not recontacted in 1978. Overall completion rates of 89 percent
in Joliet and 90 percent in Peoria were achieved in 1976, while in 1978 they
were 83 percent in Joliet and 95 percent in Peoria.*

Bacause ours were telephone interviews, a Victimization Report was com-
pleted immediately upon receiving an affirmative response to a screening
question.** This differs from the procedure of waiting until all screening
questions have been answered before completing any Incident Reports in the
face-to-face interviewing mode of the National Crime Surveys.

A céitain percentage of all interviewer's work was validated daily by
the supervisors. In all cases, telephone lines were connected to supervisor's
telephone, which permitted & supervisor to monitor any line at any time without
the ‘interviewer's knowledge. This monitoring was intended prsmarily to provide
interviewers with immediate feedback on their performance. Monitoring was per-—

formed randomly and respondents' answers were recorded on blank questionnaires

at the time of the interview. Immediately after completion of the interview,

*While the training of interviewers and supervisors was conceived identi-
cally for the 1976 and 1978 surveys, the. interviews themselves were
conducted under separate subcontracts for the two cities in 1978; in 1976,
Abt Associates' staff leased office space and equipment in Joliet and
supervised interviewing 'in both cities from' this site. Shifts in comple-
tiog rates may in part reflect differences in the persuasiveness of the
various groups of interviewers.

**If a single screening gquestion gave rise to several incidents, a Victimiza-
tion Report was completed for each. "Series victimizations," defined in
the National Crime Surveys as three or more events. of essentially the same
nature occurring within a short time frame, are not included in national
publications, and were rarely encountered in our surveys. When they were,
judgment was exercised in each individual case to determine an appropriate
counting procedure.
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the supervisor checked the wvalidation copy against that of the interviewer for
recording errors and discussing other problems observed.

At the end of each day's work, all interviewers completed a Daily
Report Leog, which summarized daily activities and enabled us to monitor the
progress of the data collection effort. Refusal rates and completion rates
were calculated for each interviewer on a daily basis as another indicator of
problems experienced by certain interviewers.

Despite the precautions taken to ensure the accurate completion of
questionnaires, the transformation of data. from questionnaires into summary
statistics is a process fraught with the potential for error. Therefore,
detailed procedures were established to detect and correct as many of these
errors as possible. Using specially prepared manuals, editors reviewed each
interviewer's work for accuracy. These manuals specified what responses were
allowable for each guestion, how these responses should be coded and how they
would appear in the data printouts, and under what circumstances a response to
each question should be eipected. Essentially, these manuals were the instruc-
tions followed by the editors in preparing each questioﬂnaire for keypunching.

After keypunching, the data were subject to furthexr computer processing,
to resolve inconsistencies, and to merge for each year, the three separate
files coxresponding to the three questionnaires. Some records were discarded
as a result of the merging process, due to failures in matching the telephone
number on the Regular Questionnaire with those on the other two questionnairés.

Next, -responses were weighted by the reciprocal of the number of tele-
phones in the household to account for the higher probability of selection’to
the sample that existed for multiple-telephone households (i.e., distinct
telephone numbers, not extensions). All of the questionnaires were weighted
in this fashion.

Finally, the data base from which tabulations were prepared resulted from
the deletion of those cases which failed the specific critexia for inclusion
within one of the six categories of crime included in the survey. This final
sample (data base) contained 4413 Joliet cases in 1976 and 4667 in 1978.
Corresponding figures for Peoria were 4434 and 4704. Tables A and B summarize,

for each city, the sample reduction process just outlined. Table C shows

-~ statistical profiles of the weighted samples whose respeonses were used in the

tabulations in Section 3. "Age and race distributions show little change in -
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TABLE A

SUMMARY OF THE SAMPLE REDUCTION PROCESS. FOR JOLIET: 1976 AND 1978

Regular Questionnaire Attitudinal Questionnaire Victimization Report
1976 | 1978 1976 1978 1976 1978

(1) sample 11,422 9,066 2,337 1,921 i
(2) Business, Institution, 5,057 ; 2,066 - 1,091 509
: Non-Working, Out-of-City
(3) Four Unsuccessful Contacts 578 753 140 244

Attempts
(4) + One tokThree Unsuccessful 644 338 190 86

Contact Attempts
(5)  Contacts with Households 5,143 5,909 916 1,082
(6) Refuséls | 519 | 957 110 251
(7) ~ Outstanding Language 25 37 , 12 13
(8) Completions 4,599 4,915 794 . 818 926 962
(9) Merged Completions 4,599 4,915 786 800 ~‘ 7919 | 957
(10) Weighted Merged 4,413 4,667 784 . 759 872 890

Conpletions

(11) Data Base ; 4,413 4,687 e 754 = -759 757 787
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TABLE B

. SUMMARY OF THE SAMPLE REDUCTION PROCESS FOR PEORIA: 1976 AND 1978

Regular Questionnaire Attitudinal Questionnaire Victimization Report
1976 1978 1976 1278 1976 1978
(1)  sample 11,185 8,956 2,000 1,196
(2)° Business, Non-Working 4,593 2,430 891 453
Out-of City
(3)  Four Unsuccessful Contacts 429 1,031 154 533
(4) One to Three Unsuccessful 1,046 283 137 15
Contact Attempts
(5) Contacts 5,117 5,212 818 995
(6) Refusals 484 251 86 118
(7)  Outstanding Language 7 20 3 2
Problems
(8) Completions 4,626 4,941 729 » 875 844 910
(9)  Merged Completions ; 4,626 4,941 723 869 838 904
(10) Weighted Merged 4,434 4,704 691 821 798 838
Completions ‘

(11) Data Base 4,434 4,704 691 821 704 724




TABLE C

Distribution of Weighted Samples (Individuals) in
Subpopulations:  Joliet and Peoria, 1976 and 1978

Joliet Peoria
1976 19278 1976 , 1978

Race
Black 13% 13% 9% 9%
White 87 87 91 91

(4257) (4446) (4371) (4631)

Age .

T 16-25 21% 23% 21% 20%
26=59 56 56 55 53
60 and over 23 21 24 27

(4370) (4567) (4417) (4616)

Sex

" Male 323 30% 35% 31%
Female , 68 70 65 69

(4369) (4958) (4373) (4697)

Household Income
under $10,000 38% 28% 35% 30%
$10,000-$20,000 46 42 44 ’ 37
$20,;000 or more 16 30 21 33

(3311) (3125) (3274) {3260)

Length of Time at

Present Address
0-2 years 31% 33% 35% 33%
3-9 years S 28 26 29 27
10 or more years 41 41 36 40

‘ (4350) (4524) (4362) (4610)

Type of Residence
Single family 75% 76% 79% 79%
Other 25 24 21 21 .

(4356) (4548) (4368) (4627)

Source: Regular Questionnaires, 1976 and 1978

Data Base:  Weighted Regular Questionnaire respondents (N=4413 in 1976
and N=4667 in 1978 in Joliet; N=4434 in 1976 and N=4704 in 1978 in
Peoria).

10
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either city between 1976 -and 1978, while in 1978 a slightly higher percentage
of females was interviewed in both cities. Shifts in both cities can also

be observed in the household income category, with more réspondents in the
higher inéome categories in 1978 than in 1976.* Little change is evident in
the length of time respondents have lived in their present residence or in

the type of housing unit, in either city.

2.3 Derivation of Victimization Rates

After merging Regular Questionnaires with Victimization Reports to enable
us to calculate victimizatien rates for various subgroups of the population, ‘it
was still necessary to screen these files further in classifying crime types.
This section describes the specifications we used to accomplish this.

Four basic types of crimes were sought by the screening gquestions
(Q1-Q4) of the Regular Questionnaire:. xrobbery, assault, burglary and
larceny. Since only dwelling unit respondents were permitted in our final
sample, robbery, burglary and larceny incidents that prove to be against
commercial establishments or businesses were screened out before the intef—
views were conducted. Nonetheless, it was still necessary to perform further
screening of these crimes due to the possibility of interviewing people who
were present during a commercial robbery, but were not personally victimized,
or people whose businesses were victimized by burglary or larceny, but no
persconal property was stolen., These criteria for screening out business
crimes are consistent with those:used in the National Crime Panel Surveys.**

The second reason for further examination of Victimization Reports was .
to refine the categories of assault and residential burglary. Assaults in
which a weapon was used or where medical attention for an injury was necessary
were classified as aggravated assaults, and the remaigéér as. other assauits.
For residential burglary, the distinction was made between (a) the illegal

entry orx break-in of a dwelling unit or other structure attached *o it (Resi-

*This shift may simply reflect the effects of inflation during the two-year
interval. : ~ ‘

**The National Crime Panel surveys draw a separate commercial sample as well,
so that a failure to screen these would result in double counting.

11
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dential Burglary A in the tables) and (b) the case where an unattached struc-

‘ture on the property was illegally entered or broken into (Residential Buxglary

B in the tables), in order to conform with the definition of residential bur-
glary used by the Illinois Department of Law Enforcement.*

Finally, checks were made for the internal consiStency of Victimization
Reports. If, for a residential burglarv (eithér A or B), there was no evidencs
of a break-in and nothing was stolen, then the case waé discarded. ** ror
robbery and assault, a case was discarded if the respondent indicated that he
was not present.***

The conditions described above are set forth in terhs of responses to
specific guestions..  Note that since TYPE OF CRIME at the top of the Victimiza-
tion Report reflects which of the four screening questions were checked on the
Regular Questionnaire, only the Victimization Report needed to be consulted
in specifying the criteria. These conditions were tested against each Victimi-
zation Report in the ordex déscribed below, and only'those meeting one set of

conditions were tested against the next set.

Exclusion of Commercial and Business Victimizations

This criterion was applied to cases where TYPE OF CRIME was checked
"Robbery," "Burglary" or "Larceny." Cases eliminated wexe those for which the
responses indicated under each of the following questions were checked:

Q8: Where did this incident take place? In or near what kind of place
did this happen?

e Inside commercial building, such as store, restaurant, bank,
gas station, on a bus or train; or in a station.

e Inside office, factory, or warehouse.

*This distinction was brought to our attention by Aubrey Moore, Executive
Director of the Peoria Crime Reduction Council.

**Sych ‘an event might occur in the case of an uninterrupted burglary, but it
could also be a larceny, where the question concerning method of entry
was made to reclassify these. In any event, it occurred infreguently.

*#%%Tn the case of robbery, the respondent might have misunderstood the screen-
ing question, in which case the incident might have been a larceny or a
burglary. Because of the ambiguity of these responses, no attempt was
made to reclassify these.
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Q9: Were you a customer, emplovee Or owner?

® Emplovee
e Owner
e Other

Ql0: Did the person(s) steal or‘try to steal anything belonging to the
(store/restaurant/office/factory/etc.)?

e Yes

11: Was something stolen that belonged to you or ¢thers in the house-
g
hold?

e No ’

Exclusion of Burglaries That are Neither Residential Burclarv A Nox

Residential Burglary B

This criterion was applied to cases where TYPE OF CRIME checked was
"Burglary." Cases eliminated were those for which the responses indicated for
Q8 occurred as follows:

Q8: Where did this incident take place? In or near what Xind of oclace

did this happen?
® At or in vacation home, hotel/motel.

e Inside commercial building, such as store, restaurant, bank,
gas station, on a bus or train, or in a station.

e Near own nome; yard, sidewalk, driveway, carport, apartment
hall  (do not include break=ins or attempted break-ins)

& On the street, in a park, field, playground, school grounds,
or parking 1lot. o

e Inside school.
® Other (Specify)
Or, where the following combination of responses for Q4:ané Q1ll was <ound

Q4: What evidence was there that there was (a brsak-in/an attempted
break-in)? Anything else? i

e No evidence.

Qll: Was something s*olen that bélonged to you or others in the housshoid?

® No

Robbery Conditions

This criterion was applied to cases where TYPE OF CRIME was checked
"Robbery." Cases included were those indicating the following answers to Q2 and
Q11. | o |

13
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Q2: Weres you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
e VYes

o NO

Qll: Was something stolen that belonged to you or others in the housenold?

o Yes

Assault Conditions

This criterion was applied to cases where TYPE OF CRIME was checked
"Assault."  An . incident was designated an other assault if the response to‘QZ
was oOne of the following;

Q2: Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?

e Yes

‘e No
The incident was designated an aggravated assault if in addition, one of the
following response lists were satisfied:

Q3: Did the person(s) nave a weapon such as a cgun or knife, or use
something as a weapon, such as a bottle or wrench?

e Yes

QlS: Were you injured in this incident to the extent that you needed
medical attention?

e Yes

Distinction Between Residential Burglary A and Residential Burglarv 3

Residential Burglaries A is that group of residential burglaries meeting

previous criteria for which the response to Q4 is as Tollows:

Q4: Where did this incident take place? In or near what kind of place
did this happen?

® At or in own dwelling unit, or at or in structure with rcof
attached to dwelling wunit. - Include garages only if they are
attached to dwelling unit.

Larceny Criterion

This criterion was applied to cases where TYPE OF CRIME was checked

"Larceny." Cases included only those having the listed answer to Qll:
Qll: Was anything stolen that belonged to you or others in the house-
hold? : :
e Yes

14
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3. FINDINGS AND TABULATIONS

Findings of the 1976 and 1978 surveys of Joliet and Peoria are
organized into four categories: overall victimization rates, rates within
subpopulations, reporting practices, and attitudes toward crime and criminal

Jjustice.

Overall Victimization Rates

Victimization rates for the six types of crime examined remained
remarkably stable in both cities. Notable exceptions (but not significant
at the five percent level*) were largely in Joliet, where rates per thousand
age sixteen or more for robbery and for other assaults increased from 3.4 to
4.3 and 17 to 21, respectively, and residential burglary A declined from 55
to 48 households per thousand. The only change of note in Peoria was a'
decrease (not statistically significant) in the rate of aggravated assaults,
from 12 per thousand to 8.5 per thousand individuals age sixteen or over.

While overall victimization rates showed little. ¢change, shifts were
observed in the victim-offender relationship. For the three types of personal
victimizations (aggravated assault, other assaults and robbery), the percentage
in which the offender was termed a stranger significantly rose by twenty-one
points in Peoria, from 31 to 52 percent. The corresponding rise in Joliet,
from 48 to 58 percent, was not statistiéally significant.  In Peoria, the
two assault categories accounted for the upward shift, while in Joliet, all
three personal categories exhibited some change.

In Peoria, use of force in the two burglary categories (differing
by whether the burglarized structure is attached to the residence) showed
declines for single-family housing uni*s, from 93 to 80 percent, and from

78 to 58 percent, respectively. Both of these declines were statistically

*A chi-square test was used to test significance, throughout. The 2 x 2
matrices from which the chi-square statistics are calculated are defined
by vear (1976, 1978) and whether or not the "attribute" is present (e.g.,
victimized or not, ‘stranger or not, reported or not), as determined from
direct counts. The test statistic was corrected for continuity in cases
where the uncorrected chi-square yielded significant differences, as a
way of ensuring conserxrvative rejections of the null hypothesis. See
Snedecor and Cochran, Statistical Methods, 6th edition, Iowa State Univer-
sity Press (1971), p. 215-219, and Montel and Greenhouse, "What is the
Continuity Correction?," The American Statistician Vol. 22, Number 5,
December 1968, pp. 27-30.

15
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significant. 'However, when & correction for contimiity is made, the

decrease in residential‘burglary B for single-family units is not signifi-

cant. The residential burglary B decline by 20 percentage points in use

of force, therefore, may have occurred by chance.. Other types of structures,
while infrequently encountered in Peoria,‘showed similar trends. By con-
trast, there was virtually no change in the use of force in Joliet burglaries

of either type of housing unit.

Victimization Rates Within Subpopulations

Robbery and other assault categories showed sighificant increases
for Blacks in Joliet, while rates for Whites in all three categories of
petSohal victimization remained relati&ely stable.* 'In Peoria, robbery and

aggravated assault rates experienced by, Blacks declined substantially, while

- the rate for other assaults increased notably for this group. These changes

in the rates for Blacks were highly significant, while again the rates for
Whites were relatively stable in Peoria.

An examination of personal victimization rates by age category shows
that while the rates themselves fluctuate somewhat,'tﬂe relative positions
of the three categories were the same in 1976 and 1978, with younger groups

exhibiting higher rates in both cities. However, significant changes were

found in the assault rates for-the younger group in both Joliet and Peoria.

Specifically, the rate of other assaults for youths in Joliet increased by
more than twenty-one points, from 34 to 55 per thousand, and the aggravated
assault rate for the younger group in Peoria declined by more than 8 per

thousand between 1976 and 1978.

Parsonal victimization rates showed significant increases for both
men and women in Joliet. ;n Peoria, robbery rates increased somewhat for
both sexes, but the observed changes were not significant. The aggravated
assault rate for women in Peoria significantly declined by 5.5 per thousand,
while the other assault rate for men in Peoria significantly rose by 5 per

thousand from 19 to 24.

*Because of the small number of perxsconal victimizations reported to inter-
viewers, rates per thousand are highly susceptible to large‘fluctuations.
Thus, caution should be exercised in the interpretation of shifts in these
rates. ' ' ‘
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In Joliet, households headed by Blacks showed substantial declines
in residential burglary A and larceny rates, while those headed by Whites,
indicated no discernable change. In Peoria, the residential gurglary B rate
for Blacks dropped by more than 10 per thousand households, while the larceny
rate for Blacks significantly increased from 72 to 83 per thousand. Stability
of these rates from 1976 to 1978 for Whites is notable.

By age of the household head, Peoria's household victimization rates
for the younger group significantly increased by 19 per thousand in the
residential burglary A category, while significantly decreasing by 24 per
thousand in the larceny category. Other age groups showed only minor (and
insignificant) fluctuations in household.victimization rates. From 1976 to
1978, sfability by.age was also evident in Joliet's household rate, with the
exception of a significant decrease inythe,residential burglary A rate for
the middle age group and a significant increase in the larceny rate for the
younger group. - Since the percentage of female household heads in the 1978
survey was double that of the 1976 survey in both cities, the interpretation
of household victimization by sex of the household head is of question-
able value.*

The decline in Joliet's residential burglary A rate appears to have
benefitted mostly those in the income category of over $20,000 annually. The
rate in this category registered a decrease from 68 to 55 burglaries A per
thousand households, while rates in the other income categories remained
essentially unchanged. 7

In Peoria, there was a significant increase in the larceny rate for the
upper income group ($20,000 or more annually), while the residential burglary
B rate for the lower income group declined significantly, from 10 per thousand
in 1976 to 1 per thousand in 1978. ‘

Some changes in burglary and larceny patterns were found in both cities,
by length of time at present address with those having the shorter terms of
residence exhibiting higher rates. Joliet residents in the 3-9 year category
experienced. significant declines in the residential burglary A raté énd larceny

rate, while newer residents (0-2 years) registered 14 per thousand more larcenies.

~*This shift may well signify a change in womens' perceptions of their role in -

the household rather than a greater occurrence of households having no male
adult members. '

17



In Peoria, both’the 0-2 year category and 10 or more year category saw
significant increases in ‘the household larceny rate.

Both single family and other types of hbusing units experienced
declines in burglary rates in Joliet. The results were split in Peoria,
with single family units showing a decrease in the burglary rate while

other types of units registered increases.

Repogtinq ﬁo the Poliée

Overall reporting rates declined in both cities, from 57 to 54 per-
cent of all incidents in Joliet and from 54 to 49 percent in Peoria. In
both cities declines in reporting occurred for aggravated assault &nd house-
hold larceny. Other assaults in Peoria showedra decline as well, while
reporting of robbery and residential burgiary B increased. None of. the
changes in percentage reporting, by offense type, was significant.

In Joliet, the percentage of personal victimizations reported by
Blacks declined from 46 to 28 percent, but this ¢hange was not statistically
significant. The corresponding decline in Peoria, from 65 to 28 percent was
significant. By contrast, no change occurred in the percentage of household
victimizations repdrted by Blacks in Peoria, while in Joliet, the decline in .

reporting from 64 to 48 percent was significant. Households headed by Whites

exhibited no significant change in either personal or household victimizations.

"Other" reasons given for not reporting in Joliet generally fell into

the categories of "nothing was stolen," "Police won't do anything," "Criminals
were young kids," and "Local Neighborhood Matter." In Peoria, respondents
who fell into the "other" category did not report to the police because

"Resolved matter privately," "Youth crime handled through-parents, not police,"

.and "merchandise recovered privately."

Attitudes Toward Crime and Criminal Justice

When asked about ways in which the local police could improve sexr-

‘vices, respondents in both cities tended to show more favorable attitudes in

1978 than in 1976. Specifically, significantly Ffewer respondents‘felt that
the police should "be more courteous, imprové attitude, community relations"

in 1978 than in 1976.. Although fewer respondents’' in both cities felt that

18
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the police should "be more prompt, responsive, alert,". the decline from 1976
to 1978 was not statistically significant. In Peoria; the percentage of
reséondents feeling that "no improvement is needed substantially increased
from 8 to 21 percent, among both Blacks and Whites; howevey this percentage
declined somewhat in Joliet from 12 to 9 percent. Examples. of "other"
reasons for police improvement in Joliet included "Patroling more (neighbor-
hood, mighttime, commercial)," "More protection for senior citizens,” and
"more improved community relations." 1In Peoria, respondents who offered
"other" reasons for police improvement indicated "Patroling more (schools,
neighborhood streets)," "Be more visible," "Improve public image (e.g.,
reinstate the Officer Friendly Program in schools)," and "more surveillance
of speeding and traffic.”

Overall, declines were generally registered with respect to fear of
crime in both cities. The only exception was a small (and insignificant)
increase from 17 to 20 percent of Peoria respondents who indicated that they
felt very unsafe alone at night in-their own neighborhood. While Blacks
indicated greater fear of crime in both cities and both years than did Whites,
the number of Black respondents who felt that "crime had increased" signifi-
cantly declined by 21 percentage points in Joliet and by 15 in Peoria, while
Whites indicated no significant change. The reduction in the fear of crime
found in both cities overall appears. to have been evenly distributed by age .
group -and sex in both cities.

In rating. the severity of criminal justice sanctions, both Joliet
and Peoria respondents indicated virtually no change from 1976 to 1978. -In
both years, police were rated as most severe (scoring a median of 5 on a ten-
peint scale), followed by courts and corrections which scored median ratings
of 3.
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Tahle 1

Estimated Sifoonth Victimization Rates and
Victimizations for Persons and Households in
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Estimated Number

Victimization Rate " of Victimizations
1976 1978 1976 | 1978
Robbery1 3.4 4.3 191 242
Aggravated Assaults1 11. 1. 618 618 -
Other Assaults 17. 21, 955 1180
Residential Burglary A~ 55. : 48. 1394 1216
N . Residential Burglary B2 18. 19. 456 481
ﬁousehola‘Larceny2 67. 67. 1698 1698

SOURCE: = 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-~November, 1976); 1970 Census
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports -{COctober-November, 1978);. 1970 Census

Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4413)
1978 ~ Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N 4667)

1

Victimization rates are calculated as the number of persons per thousand, age sixteen or more, who
were victims. For both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of. victimizations is based on the 1970
national census (N = 56,170 age 16 and under).

2Victimization rates: are calculated as the number of'households;per thousand that were victimized. For
both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1270 census (N = 25,342
households) . , R ‘ ;
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Table 2
Estimated Six-Month Victimization Rates and
Victimizations for Persons and Households in
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

R R R R e

Victimization Rate

Estimated Number
of Victimizations

1976 1978 1976 1978
Robbery1 3.2 3.4 288 305
Aggravated Assaults1 12. 8.5 1080 765
Other Assaults1 19. 19. 1709 1709
Residential Burglary A2 44. <44, 1861 1861
Residential Burglary B> 12. 12. 507 507
Household Lat‘ceny2 69. 72, 2918 3045

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization
1978 ~ Regular Questionnaires and Victimization

1. oo ;
Victimization rates are

natlonal census (N = 89,

Base: 1976 - Weighted Reqular Questionnaire response (N = 4434)
1978 ~ Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N

Il

4704)

Reports (October-November,
Reports (October~-November,

1976); 1970 Census
1978); 1970 Census

calculated as the number of persons per thousand, age sixteen or more, who
were vietims.  For both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1970

969 age 16 and under).

2 o
Victimization rates are calculated as the number of households per thousand that were victimized. For
both 1976 and 1978, the estlmated number of victimizations is based on the 1970 census (N = 42,290

households) .
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Table 3

Victim-Offender Relationship for Assault and Robbery in
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978 '

Aggravated Assault Other Assaults Robbery

1976 . 1978 1976 1978 1976 1978
Victim-—offender1
Relationship
Stranger 48% 59% 41% 50% 79% 94%
Known to Victim 52 41 59 50 21 6
Total : 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

~ (48) ; (49) (68) (94) (14) A (18)

SOURCE: 1976 = Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)
1978 -~ Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted assault and robbery victims (N = 130, missing Cases = 9)
1978 = Weighted assault and robbery victims (N 161, missing Cases 12)

l
Il

1 : . .

For one offender, the Stranger category includes the items labeled "Total Stranger" or "Person Known by
Sight Only." For more than one offender, the stranger category consists only of the item labeled "All
Strangers."™ @ See Appendix D, Vieimization Report.
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Table 4

Victim-Offender Relationship for Assault and Robbery in
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978 ‘

Aggravated Assault Other Assaults Robbery
1976 1978 1976 1978 1976 1978
Victim--Offender1
Relationship
Stranger 26% 85% ' - 31% 38% 47% 47%
Known to Victim 74 15 69 62 53 53
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(50) (40) (75) (89) (15) (13)

SOURCE: 1976 - Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)
1978 = Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

8)
5)

il

Base: 1976 - Weighted assault and robbery victims (N = 140, missing cases
1978 - Weighted assault and robbery victims (N = 142, missing cases

1., .

For one offender, the Stranger category includes the items labeled "Total Stranger" or "Person Known by
Sight Only." For more than one offender, the stranger category consists only of the item labeled "All"
Strangers." See Appendix D, Vicimization Report.
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Table 5

Residential Burglary by Method of Entry N
and Type of Residence in
JOLIET:; 1976 and 1978

1976 ' 1978

Single Family Other Single Family Other
e 1
Method of Entry
Residential Burglary A
Force ' 94% 94% 95% 90%
No Force 6 6 5 10
Total : 100% 100% o 100% 100%
(173) (65) (160) (58)
Residential Burglary B
Force 84% ' 57% ‘ 84% 71%
No Force : 16 _ 43 16 29
Total 100% 100% T 100% 100%
’ (68) (7) (72) (14)

SOURCE:. 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted residential burglary victims (N = 313, missing cases = 9)
1978 - Weighted residential burglary victims (N = 304, missing cases 6)

1 : . ’ ‘ .

The Torce category includes cases where a broken lock or window, a forced door or window, a slashed
screen or other evidence of a break-in or attempted break—in was indicated on a Victimization Report.
The No. Force category consists of cases where no evidence of force was indicated.

o mf ook o e o’ ad m de
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Table 6

Residential Burglary by Method of Entry
and Type of Residence in
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Single Family Other Single Family Other
1
Method of Entry
Residential Burglary A
Force 93% 958 80 88
No Force 7 5 : 20 12
Total 100% 100%. 100% 100%
(153) (43) . (143) (61)
o Residential Burglary B
Force | 8% 100% ' 58 71%
No Force 22 0 42 , 29%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(43) (8) (48) (7)

SOURCE: - 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted residential burglary victims (N = 247, Missing cases = 4)
1978 - Weighted residential burglary victimg (N = 259, Missing cases

1 : . ‘ ) - ’

The Force category includes cases where a broken lock or window, a forced door or window, a slashed

screen or other evidence of a break-in or attempted break-in was indicated on a Victimization Report.
The No Force category consists of cases where no evidence of force was indicated.
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Table 7

Estimated Six-Month Victimization Rates for Personal Crimes
for Individuals Sixteen Years and Older by Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent,
Household Income, and Length of Time at Present Address in
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, A nd Sex of . ‘. .
¢ Age, a X Victimization Ratel

Respondent, Household

Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Total
1976 ; 4413 3.4 11 17
1978 4667 4.3 1 21
Race
1976
Black . o 567 0.0 23 19
White o 3690 3.8 9.5 17
1978 ,
Black 597 12 23 32
White 3849 3.1 9.1 20
o 3 .
1976
16=25 years 906 6.6 30 34
26=-59 vears 2449 3.3 7.8 16
60 years or older ' 1015 0.9 3.0 4.9
1978
16-25 yvears ' 1042 6.7 31 , 55
26=59 years 2550 4.3 7.8 17
60 years or older 975 2.0 0 1.0
‘Sex
1976
Male = ~ 1400 5.7 12 21
Female 2964 2.4 11 14
1978 ,
Male 1491 6.4 , 16 27
Female : 3167 3.2 9.8 , 20
26



Table 7 (Continued)

JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of
Respondent, Household
Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults

1
Victimization Rate

Household Income

1976
$0-10,000 1273 3.1 17 18-
$10,001 to 20,000 1527 3.9 12 19
$20,000 or more 511 3.9 2,0 27
Refused 1090 3.7 8.2 9.2
1978 .
$0-10, 000 887 5.6 17 25
$10,001 to 20,000 1320 3.0 11 27
$20,000 or more 918 3.3 6.5 26
Refused 1541 5.2 11 11
Length of Time at
Present Address
1976
0-2 years 1344 3.7 20 26
3-9 vyears 1221 3.3 11 25
10 or more years 1785 3.4 5.0 6.2
1978
0-=2 vears 1481 8.7 21 36
3~9 years 1176 2.6 10 20
10 or more. years 1867 241 5.4 13

SQURCE: 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1976) '
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1978)

"

Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N 4413)
1978 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N =.4667)

>

1 c s . ' , ,
The victimization rate is expressed ag the number of persons per thousand, age
sixteen years or more, who were victims. :

27,
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Table 8

Estimated Six~Month Victimization Rates for Personal Crimes
for Individuals Sixteen Years and Older by Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent,
Household Income, and Length of Time at Present Address in
PEORIA: = 1976 and 197§

Race, BAge, and Sex of

1
; Victimizati R
Respondent, Household ictimization Rate

Income, and Length of ' Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Total
1976 ‘ 4434 3.2 12 19
1978 4704 3.4 8.5 19
Race
1976 :
Black 406 7.4 - 57 20
White 3965 2,8 6.8 19
1978
Black 418 . 244 19 43
White 4213 3.6 7.1 17
Age
1976 ;
16=25 years 930 12 30 47
26-59 years 2419 1.7 9.1 16
60 years or older 1068 0.0 0.94 1.9
1978
16-25 years 924 9.7 22 43
26-59 years 2469 2.0 6.5 19
60 years or older 1223 1.6 2.4 2.4
Sex
1976 :
Male ' 1516 2.6 11 19
Female 2857 3.2 12 19
1978
Male ‘ 1450 3.4 13 24
Femdle ‘ 3247 3.4 6.5 ' 17.2
28
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Table 8

PEORIA:

(Continued)

1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of
Respondent, Household

; . 1
Victimization Rate

Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Household Income
1976
$0-10,000 1160 3.4 f22. 25
$10,001 to 20,000 1447 2.8 9.7 28
320,000 or more 667 7.5 9.0 15
Refused 1144 0.9 5.2 5.2
1978 v
$0ﬁ10,000 976 2.0 12 34
$10,001 to 20,000 1219 4.1 9.0 16
$20,000 or more - 1065 1.9 7.5 15
Refused 1444 4.8 6.2 16
Length of Time at
Present Address
1976
0~2 years 1527 4.6 15 31
3=9 years 1259 2.4 16 20
10 or more years 1576 3.2 5.7 7.6
1978
0-2 years 1527 3.9 12 33
3-9 years 1263 4.0 6.3 14 -
10 or more years 1820 3.3 5.5 12

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization
November, 1976)
1978 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports
Novemrber, 1978) i
~ Base: - 1976 -~ Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4434)
1978 = Weighted Regular Questionnaire rasponse (N = 4704)

Reports (October-

(October-

1 O . . ‘ :
The victimization rate is expressed as the number of persons per thousand,
age sixteen yeéars or more, who were victims..
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Table 9

Estimated Six-Month Victimization Rates for Household Crimes
by Race, Age, and Sex of Household Head, Household Income,
Length of Time at Present Address and Type of Residence in

. JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of
Household Head, House-
hold Income, Length of Residential Residential Household
Time at Present Address N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny
and Type of Residence

1
Victimization Rate

Total -
1976 4413 55 18 67
1978 . 4667 48 19 67
Race
1976
Black 569 128 14 65
White 3659 44 18 69
1978
Black 590 61 , 20 42
White 3843 47 19 71
Age
1976
16-25 years 482 77 12 91
26-59 years ' : 2758 64 23 79
60 years or older 117 26 9.0 30
1978 ;
16~-25 years 607 68 17 107
26-59 years 2864 52 25 75
60 years or older 1076 30 4.6 © .28
Sex
19876 A
Male 2929 55 18 : 77
Female 1438 52 15 47
1978 ;
Male 1816 48 21 77

Female : : 2810 48 18 61

30
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Table 9 (Continued)
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of
Household Head, House- ;
hold Income, Length of Residential Residential Household
Time at Present Address N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny
and Type of Residence

1
Victimization Rate

Household Income

1976
$0-10,000 1273 61 12 59
$10,001 to 20,000 - 1527 46 24 79
520,000 or more 511 68 20 106
Refused 1090 55. 17 45
1978
$0-10,000 887 63 16 53
$10,001 to 20,000 1320 48 24 70
$20,000 or more 918 55 26 97
Refused 1541 35 12 56

Length of Time at
P:esent Address

1976
0-2 years 1344 71 17 83
3=9 vears 1221 62 20 81
10 or more years 1785 39 17 48
1978
0-2 years 1481 64 14 97
3-9 years 1176 46 24 5¢9
10 or more years 1867 40 21 51
Type of Residence
1976 ——
Single Family 3263 54 22 64
Other 1093 60 6.4 78
1978
Single Family 3466 47 21 66

Other 1082 55 13 76

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1976) ‘
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1978) :

“Base: 197€ = Weighted Reqular Questionnaire response (N = 4413)
1978 -~ Weighted Reqular Questionnaire response (N'= 4667)

1'I‘he victimization rate is expressed as the number of households per thousand
that were victimized.
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Table 10

Estimated Six-Month Victimization Rates for Household Crimes

by Raée, Age, and Sex of Pousehold Head, Household Income,

Length . of Time at Present Address and Type of Residence in
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978 :

Race, Age, and S o) 1
v Sgey ex of Victimization Rate

Household Head, House-=
hold Income, Length of

and Type of Residence

Residential - Residential  Household
Time at Present Address N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny

32

Total _
1976 ' 4434 44 12 69
1978 . 4704 44 12 72
Race
1976
Black ' 403 87 20 72
White 3935 40 12 69
1978
Black 409 88 .. 9.8 83
White , 4184 ‘40 12 71
Age
1976
16-25 years 585 84 5.1 109
26=-59 years 2619 44 13 81
60 years or older 1152 28 15 27
1978
16=25 years 623 103 19 85
26-59 years 2716 .43 13 92
60 years or older 1254 20 5.6 26
Sex
1976 :
Male ‘ 3014 45 12 78
Female 1357 40 12 44
1978
‘Male . 1596 ©32 15 81
Female ' 3074 ~ 50 , 9.8 67
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Table 10 (Continued)
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978
Race, Age, and Sex of s . 1
Household Head, House- Victimization Rate
hold Income, Length of Residential  Residential Household
Time at Present Address N Burglary & Burglary B Larceny
and Type of Residence
Household Income
1976
30-10,000 1160 60 10 52
$10,001 to 20,000 1447 42 14 94
$20,000 or more 667 38 18 o3
Refused 1144 38 9.6 43
1978 ,
$0-10,000 976 67 1.0 51
$10,001 to 20,000 1219 39 18 86
$20,000 or more 1065 45 21 101
Refused i444 31 7.6 52
Length of Time at
Present Address
1976
0-2 years 1527 69 9.2 84
3=-9 years 1259 35 14 79
10 or more years 1576 30 15 46"
1978
0-2 years 1527 63 9.8 92
3-9 years 1263 38 1% 71
10 or more years 1820 33 8.8 58
Type of Residence
1976
Single Family 3432 45 13 65
Other 936 46 8.5 86
1978
Single Family 3678 39 13 71
Other 949 64 7.4 77
SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November,~1976) :
1978 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October=-
November, 1978) ‘ '
Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4434)
= -4704)

1978 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N

1 L
The victimization rate is the number of households per thousand

that were victimized.

households
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Table 11

Percent of Victims Reporting té the Police by Crime
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

. 1976 1978
Percent Number Percent: Number
Crimes of Cases of of Cases of
Reported ‘Cases Reported Cases
Robbery 70% 15 69% 20
Aggravated Assault 67 49 58 53
Other Assaults 38 75 42 100
Residential Burglary A 62 242 63 222
Residential Burglary B 64 79 66 87
Household Larceny 52 297 46 312
- Total ' 57% 757 54% 797

SOURCE: - 1976 = Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)
1978 = Victimization Reports (October=-November, 1978)

34



Table 12

Percent of Victims Reporting to the Police by Crime
‘ PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Percent Number Percent Number
Crimes ~ of Cases of of Cases of
Reported Cases Reported Cases
Robbery 61% 14 78% 16
Aggravated Assault 69 50 64 40
Other Assaults 49 82 40 91
Residential Burglary A 58 197 58 204
Residential Burglary B 50 54 60 55
Household Larceny 47 306 39 338
Total 54% 7031 49% 724

SOURCE: 1976 = Victimization Reports. (October-November, 1976)
1978 =~ Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

1 )
Does not equal 704 because of rounding error in weighting Victimization Reports.
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Table 13

Percent Reporting to the Police
' JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Sample Percent Sample Percent
Victimizations Reported Victimizations Reported

Personal .

' Black .. - 24 ; 46% 39 28%

White 111 51 : 123 58
Household

Black 117 66% 73 48%

White 477 56 528 55

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October=-
November, 1976)
1978 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October
November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted victims and victimized households
_ (N = 729, missing cases = 28)

1978 = Weighted victims and victimized households
(N = 753, missing cases = 10)

36
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Table 14

Percent Reporting to the Police
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Sample - Percent Sample: Percent
Victimizations Reported Victimizations Reported

Personal

Black 34 65% 26 38%

White 111 56 47 52
Household

Black 72 51% 74 51%

White 473 52 516 47

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October=
November, 1976}
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1978)

14)
4)

690, missing cases
663, missing cases

Base: 1976 - Weighted victims and victimized households (N
1978 - Weighted victims and victimized households (N

37
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Table 15

Reasons Incident Was Not Reported to Police by Race In
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

1976 ' 1978

Personal1 Household2 Personal1 Household2
Black “White Black  White Black White Black White
Reasons Incident Was Not
Reported to the Police
Nothing could be done; 8% 14% 28% 20% 9% 20% 36% 31%
lack of proof
Did not think it : 42 6 22 36 32 46 22 39
important enough
Police wouldn't want 0 4 8 10 4 6 13 5
to be bothered
Didn't want to take time 0 0 2 4 4 1 3 2
Private or personal matter 17 31 2 5 25 28 4 6
Did not want to get 33 8 8 4 7 5 3 1
involved
Afraid of reprisal 0 10 2 1 4 0 -0 2
Other 33 25 42 29 20 19 39 28
* * * * * * ‘ * *
(12) (51) (40) (208) (23) (75) (122)  (377)

SOURCE: - 1976 - Regular Questionndires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976)

1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

Base: = 1976 -~ Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N = 311, Missing cases

1978 ~ Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N 597, Missing cases

1 , :
Race of victim for robbery and assault. .

2Race of household head for burglary and larceny. : ‘ 3 R

*Percentéges add to more than 100 because of multiple responses.

= 60)
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Reasons Incident Was Not Reportéd to Police by Race In
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 ' 1278
1 2 - 1 ' 2
Personal Household Personal Household
Black White Black White Black White Black White
Reasons Incident Was Not
Reported to the Police
Nothing could be done; 17% 12% 26% 24% 0% 14% 12% 21%
lack of proof
Did not think it . 33 29 26 36 53 36 48 35
important enough
Police wouldn't want 0 6 15 5 0 4 4 9
to be bothered
Didn't want to take time 0 0 0 6 0 2 2 2
o Private or personal matter 0 22 18 5 16 32 ' 10 18
Did not want to get 0 4 o 1 ’ 6 2 4 2
involved '
Afraid of reprisal 25 6 ' 0 1 0 11 0 6
Other 33 18 20 27 38 22 35 30
Total , : * * Tx * Tx T * *
(12) (49) (34) (224) (19) (68) (31)  (147)

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November,: 1976)
’ 1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted victims and households that 'did not report incident to police (N = 319, missing cases = 39)
1978 - Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N 266, missing cases 75)

I
I

1
Race of victim for robbery and assault.

2 .
Race of household head for burglary and larceny.

*Percentages add to more than 100 because-of multiple responses.
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Police Improvement by Race In
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Black White Black White
Ways Local Police Could Improve
No improvement needed 8% 13% 6% 9%
Hire more policemen ] ‘ 12 12 6 1
Concentrate on more important 8 3 1 *
duties, serious crimes, etc.
Be more‘prompt, responsive, alert 22 7 11 8
Improve traiﬁing, raise qualifications: or pay 1 4 0 1
Be more courteous, improve attitude, 11 4 ' J 1 2
community relations
b Don't discriminate 4 1 1 0
Need more traffic control 3 8 5 2
Need more of a particular type of police service 25 23 24 24
Don't know o 33 36 44 44
Other 19 16 9 8
‘ Total ' * * * *
' (108) (617) (98) (619)
SOURCE: 1976 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires {October-November, 1976)

1978 = Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October=-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N = 725, missing cases = 29)
1978 - Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N = 717, missing cases 10)

li

: *Péréentages add to more than 100 because of multiple responses.



Table 18

Police Improvement by Race In
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978

Black - White Black White
‘Ways Local Police Could Improve
No improvement needed ‘ 7% 8% 18% 19%
Hire more policemen . 6 10 11 i9
Concentrate on more important 7 5 9 6
duties, serious crimes, etc.
Be more prompt, responsive, alert 19 8 12 6
Improve training, raise qualifications or pay 0 3. 1 2
Be more courteous, improve attitude, ’ 20 7 v 8 4
community relations ' ‘

,f‘ bon't discriminate 2 1] 2 1
Need more traffic control . 1 7 | 4 7
Need more of a particular type of police service 22 24 21 18
Pon't know ' © 30 37 34 37
Other ~ 10 16 . 16 14

Total ’ L * * *
(56) (625) (S1) (717)

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular‘and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October=November, 1976)
1978 - Regular -and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 = Weighted victims and households ‘that did not report incident to police (N = 681, missing cases = 10)
1978 - Weighted victims and households that did not report incident to police (N = 808, missing cases 14)

*Percentages add to more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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Table 19

Attitudes About Crime and the Police
By Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent In
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Percent of Respondents Who:

Think police  Feel crime in = Feel crime Feel very un-
Age, race protection is own neighbor- in neighbor- safe alone at
and sex of poor in own hood is a big hood has night in own
respondent neighborhood problem increased neighborhood
Total
1976 11 11 25 22
1978 11 8 20 17
Race
1976
Black 21 31 41 33
White ‘ 9 7 22 19
1978 ' 18 13 20 26
Black 10 8 19 15
White )
Age
1976
16=25 years 13 14 26 14
26-59 years 12 10 26 19
60 years or older 7 9 21 34
1978
16=25 years 11 7 17 14
26~59 years 11 S 24 13
60 years or older 11 9 13 31
Sex
1976
Male ] 12 24 10
Female - 12 © .10 25 30
1978
Male 11 8 18 7
Female: 11 , 9 , - 20 , 22

SOURCE: 1976 —'Regular‘and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976)
1978 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N = 754)
1978 - Weighted attitudinal responses (N 759)
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Table 20

Attitudes About Crime and the Police
By Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent In
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

Percent of Respondents Who:

Think police Feel crime in Feel crime Feel very un-
Age, race protection is own neighbor- in neighbor- safe alone at
and sex of ‘ poor in own hood is a big hood has night in own
respondent neighborhood problem increased neighborhood
Total
1976 9 7 18 17
1978 8 6 10 20
Race
1976
Black 17 14 30 28
White 8 6 17 16
1978
Black 12 . 12 15 26
White 8 5 10 19
Age
1976
16-25 years 8 9 19 13
26~59 years 8 8 19 11
60 years or older 12 4 17 34
1978
16=25 years 6 5 16 12
26=59 years 10 , 7 9 15
60 years or older 8 5 11 34
Sex
1976
Male 5 18 o4
Female o 11 9 18 26
1978
Male 7 6 ; 10 ~ 8
Female 9 6 ‘ 11 , 25

SQOURCE: 1976 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnairesr(October-November, 1976)
1978 = Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1278)

Base: 1976 - Weighted attitudinal responses (N
1978 - Weighted attitudinal responses (N

691)
821)
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Table 21

Attitudes by Age In
JOLIET: - 1976 and 1978

16 = 25 26 = 59 60 or older

Crime in Neighborhood'Is
Not a Problem

1976 55% 57% ' 77%

1978 63 60 75
Good Police Protection
in Neighborhood

1976 40% 49% 57%

1978 , 52 55 58

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976)
1978 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1978)

- 754)

Base: . 1976 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N
759)

1978 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N

I
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Table 22

Attitudes by Age In
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

16 = 25 26 = 59 60 or clder

Crime in Neighborhood Is
Not a Problem

1976 ' 62% 64% 70%

1978 73 : 68 76
Goed Police Protection
in Neighborhood

1976 53% ' 52% 47%

1978 ; 49 59 61

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976)
1978 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October~November, 1978)

Base: 1976 =~ Weighted attitudinal responses (N = ©691)
1978 - Weighted attitudinal responses (N 821)

i



Table 23

Attitudes About the Criminal Justice System In
JOLIET: ~ 1976 and 1978

Median Ranking Of:1

Age, race Iocal
and 'sex of : Local Local Corrections criminal
respondent. - police judges system justice system
Total
1976 s 2 | 3 4
1978 : 5 ; 3 3 4
Race
1976 :
Black , 5 3 4 4
White , 5 2 ' 3 4
1978
Black . : 5, 5 5 5
White 5 3 3 4
Age
1976 ,
16=25 years: ‘ -5 3 4 5
26-59 years 5 2 3 4
60 years or older 5 2 4 4
1978
16=-25 years 5 5 5 5
26-59 years. - 5 3 3 . 4
60 years or older 4 2 3 : 4
sSex
1976
Male 5 2 3 4
- Female , 5 : 3 3 ‘ 4
1978
Male 5 3 3 5

Female o 5 3 3 4

SOURCE:* 1976 - Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976)
1978 = Regular ‘and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1978)

‘Base: ‘1976 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N = 754)
1978 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N 759)

1A Y1t is “Much too lenient” and . a '9'.is "Much too harsh.”
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Table 24

Attitudes About the Criminal Justice System In

PEORIA: 1976 and 1978
Median Ranking Of:1
Age, race Iocal
and sex of Local Local Corrections criminal
respondent police judges system justice system
Total
1976 5 3 3 4
1978 5 3 3 5
Race
1976
Black 5 4 4 5
White 5 3 3 4
1978
Black 5 5 5 5
White 5 3 3 5
Age
1976
16-25 years 5 4 4 5
26-59 years 5 3 3 4
60 years or older 5 2 2 4
1978
16-25 years 5 5 4 5
26-59 years 5 .3 4 5
60 years or older 5 3 3 5
Sex
1976
Male 5 3 3 4
Female 5 3 3 4
1978
Male 5 3 3 5
Female 5 3 3 5

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular and Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 197€)
1978 - Regular .and Attitudinal,Questionnaires (October=-November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted attitudinal responses (N
1978 = Weighted attitudinal responses (N

1

47

691)
= 821)

A '1'" is "Much toc lenient" and a '9' is "Mich too harsh."
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4, DIFFERENCES BETWEEN VICTIMIZATION AND POLICE STATISTICS

This section summarizes the distictions between measures of crime
derived from victimization data and official crime counts made by local
police departments. It is extremely important to be familiar with differences
between these two data sets in attempting to interpret either one.

The essential distinction between victimization and official measures
of crime is reflected in their respective collection procedures. Statistical
estimates of victimizations and victimization rates are made from responses to
questions asked of a representative sample of the populztion of intersst.

Crimes are classified according to various combinations of responses to ques=
tions, established‘by predesignaéed rﬁles. Rates are calculated from the res-
ponsés themselves and are asscciated with statistically distributed confidence
intervals which are a function of the size of the sample, the calculated rate,
the size of the population at risk, and a designated level of confidence one A
wants in the estimate. By contrast, official déta are counts of criminal evants
which come to the attention of a law enforcement agency, either by direct obsexr-
vation or by the reporting of the events by others. As with the survey, rules
exist for counting and classifying reports of crime. However, such counts are
population counts, where in *this ihstance the population refers to ths number of
crime reports coming to official attention, énd not the population of pecple

at risk of being victimized. Rates are generally obtained by dividing thesse
counts by the total population served by the agency, and‘expressing the resul:t
as crimes per 100,000 people.*

The basic distinction described above accounts for most of the dif-
feorences between official counts and estimates of the number of victimizations.
It is probably safe to state that the victimization estimates are generally-
larger than their corresponding official counts predominantly because of the
factkthat not all crimes come to official attention. However, other factors
may create apositive bias in police statistics. One is the geographic area

over which these measures are taken. Survey. questions ask residents within

*Note that for a given time frame, this procedure yields no information
about differences in the risk of victimization for different population
groups. ‘ :
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the jurisdictional limits of the department, regardless of the residence of
the victims. PFrom this perspective, official statistics are drawn from a
larger geographical base than are victimization estimates.* Another factor
distinguishing victimization from official measures is the difference in
the age groups for the two. Personal victimizations were calculated for
people of age sixteen or above in our survey, while younger victims are
included in official statistics. A third factor affecting the difference
between victimization and official statistics relates to the limited types of
dwelling units contacted in the victimization survey. Institutional groups
(e.g., hotels, motels, hospitals, dormitories, and so forth) were not included
in our survey. Thus victimization estimates derived from our survey under-
state official statistics to the degree that people having these types of
living arrangements (on a permanent or temporary basis) Were victimized and
reported the events to the police.

Both survey and official measures of crime include attempted as well
as completed crimes. As we noted in-our 1976 report, instances where a
crime was attempted with no discernable consequence to the victim (e.qg.,
nothing stolen nor injury suffered) often were not reported to the police.
In those cases where attempts are brought to the attention of the police,
these are counted in official statistics unless a subseguent determination
is made that a case is unfounded. In sum, it would appear that the inclusion
of attempts in both survey and official measures would lead to greater
numbers of victimizations and higher Victimization rates, relative to official
statistics.

We also note that the Uniform Crime Reporting System of the FBI includes
& set of relatively intricate rules for classifying and scoring crimes. The
extent to which these are followed by local law enfoicement agencies, and their
compatibility with the classification criteria‘used in our survey is difficult
to assess. " However, this shouid serve as a further cautibn that should be
exercised in comparing victimization estimates with official crime counts.

As stated in Section 2, commercial victimizaticns are not included in

the scope of our survey. Care was taken to exclude cases where a respondent

*For example, a study performed by the Peoria Crime Reduction Program indi-
cated that over a period of ‘almost eight months, 37 of 190 victims of high-~
way robbery and purse snatch were found to have. resided outside Peoria
City limits. '
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witnessed a commercial crime or was an employee of a commercial establish-
ment when a crime was committed against the business, unless the respondent
was personally victimized.

, In sum, we would generally advise against attempts to integraté
victimization and police statistics on the grounds that more is lost to
differences in the conceptual frameworks and techniques used in deriving
these statistics than can be gained through partially successful integration

of the two.
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5. CONCLUDING REMARK

As previously mentioned, the findings of our survey were intended
as but one of several indicators in evaluating the impact of the Joliet
program on robbery and burglary, and that of the Peoria program on residen-
tial burglary. Other indicators willkbe derived from our analysis of
official statistics, local evaluations of action projects funded under each
pregram, and our own observations.

The utility of the surveys even as an indicator may be limited by
virtue of the fact that they provide victimization rate estimates only for
two six-month time frames, and consequeéntly are unable to measure continuous
change over time. However, it may be possible to interpret the survey

findings with greater insight in. the context of these other indicators.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY INSTRUMENTS AND

' WEIGHTED FREQUENCY TABULATIONS
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APPENDIX A:

SURVEY INSTRUMENTS AND
WEIGHTED FREQUENCY TABULATIONS .

This appendix contains copies of the questionnaires and the weighted
percentage of times each questionnaire box was checked in response to an
interview guestion. The weighted number of cases on which the distribution
is based is indicated underneath in parentheses. Each respondent indicating
a check in a box courits once, bdt the cases themselves are weighted by the
reciprocal of the number of distinct telephone numbers in the household, so
that cases can occur as fractional values (only £five percent of those
contacted had more than one telephohe number).

The Regular Questionnaire appears first, followed by the weighted
frequencies for Joliet, then Peoria.  Following this same sequence :are the

Attitudinal Questionnaire and the Victimization Report.
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Abt Associates Iuz. October, 1978

55 Wheeler Street ' . REGULAR
Cambridge, Massachusetts G138
T - .

PHONE NUMBER[ l J [ [ ] [ J I Location: -Peoria []

- (2-8) Joliet m

- Tt

-Day of Inter=~ RESULIS y Jo
- Weak Month Day Time viewer Complete Refusal }Business # Busy Answer Other {SPECIFY)

)

1. During the last six months, that is, since _(datgl , . did anyone rvake something directly from you by

using forceé, such as by a stick-up, ‘mugging, or threat; or did anyone try to rob you by using force or
threatening to harm you? :

o] 9-1 - K A c s s . .
: E]' 1ES [] ‘2 ééé—z—bﬁA- How.many times did this happen in the past

six months?

(10)

" FPILL OUT VICTIMIZATION REPORT FOR EACH
"RCBBERY" INCIDENT.

(adside from anything already mentioned)
2. In the last since months, did anyone beat you up, attack you, or hit you; or did anyone threaten to keat you up
or otherwise threaten you? By threat, weé mearn threats where you really believed you were going to get hurt.

NO - - ASK A s 3s :
[] 11=1 | ¥ES E] 2 —Eé———FQA- How many times did this happen in the past
' : six months?

times
(12)

FILL OUT VICTIMIZATION REPORT FOR EACH
"ASSAULT" “INCIDENT.

(Aside from anything already mentioned)
3. During the last six months, since ___(date) _ , did anyone break into or somehow. illegally get into ycur home,

garage, or another building on your §§o§€;:y, or did you find a.door jimmied, a lock forced, or any other signs
of an attempted break-in?

wo [J13-1 {ves [] -2 asxa

»3A. How many times did this happen.in the past
six months?

times
(14)

FILL OUT VICTIMIZATION REPORT FOR EACH
"BURGLARY" INCIDENT.

{Aside from anything dlready menticned) B
4. Did anyons steal anything that belonged to - you, other than a car, truck, or motor vehicle or ATTEMPT to steal
anything that belonged to vou in' the last six months? [0 not include pickpocketing or purse-snatching.

vo [J1s-1 |¢es(] -2 asx.a

44,  How many times. did this happen in the past
six momzhs?

times
(16)

FILL OUT VICTIMIZATICN REPORT FOR EACH
"LARCENY" INCIDENT.

5. 'INTERVIEWER =~ CHECK SEX OF RESPONDENT: .~ MaLe [ 17-v - smmarz [] -2
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&. How old are you? READ CATEGORIES.

16-21 [] 18-1 30-39 [] -4
22-25 [[] -2 a0-a3 [ -s
26-29 [] -3 s0-39 [| -6
7+ ‘What race are you?
alack [j 19-1 white [] -2
8. Are you the head of this household?
YES 20-1 vo [ -2
KIP TO Q. 12
9. How old is the head of this housenold? READ CATEGORIES
18-21 [} 21-1 30-39 [] -4
22-2¢ [] - -2 40-49 [ -3
26-29 [] -3 50-59 [ ] -6
10. Is the head of this household male or femaie?
Male [] 22-1 Female [ ]| =2
11. - What race {is he/she)?
Black [ ] 23-1 white [] -2
12., Which of the following categories

who lives here? 3y annual income we mean things like wages
bonuges, dividends, ‘interest, pensions, and regular governme
hold's total yearly income (READ CATEGORIES)?

50-59 0 -7
70 or older D -8
refused D -9
Other El -3 Refused D -4
80-69 0 -
70 or older [] -8
refused EI -9

Refused I:[

other [ ] -3 -4

and salaries
nt or public

(before taxes), commissions,
assistance checks.

tips,
Is your nouse-

-4

$0 -~ 3000 per year D 24-1 $10,003 - 15,000 per year $30,001 - 40,000 per vear
$3001 - 6000 per year D -2 §15,001 = 20,000 per year D -5 over $40,000 per year
$6001 - 10,000 per year [ ] =3 $20,001 - 30,000 par year ™ refused
.13. How long have you been living at your present address?
less than 6 months [ ] 25-1 " 13A.  Where did you live six months ago?
6 months - less than a year {:] -2 Joliet D 26~1
1 year - less than 3 years D -3 Peoria D -2
3 years - less than 5 years D -4 elsewhere ‘in Illinois D -3
S5 years =~ less than“lo years D -5 elsewhere in U.S. D -4
10 years or more [__] ) outside U.S. D -5
don't know D -7
refused D -9
14. Do you live in a single-family house?
YES 1 27-1
NO 0O - ‘
REFUSED [ ] -9
N
15.. Do you have another phone number, at this address, where you can receive calls?

ASK. A

" 15A.

vEs | ] 28-1

All together, how many different phone lines are
NO L_J -2 there in your home? .
REFUSED  [] -9 ghones
(29)
Thank you. very much for your cooperation. Goodbye. For office use only:

By phone number, we do not mean extension phones.

converted refusal

Spanisi
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Table A-1

Weighted Frequencies - Reqular Questionnaire
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Question 1976

1. During the last six months, that is, since (date),
did anyone take something directly from you by using
force, such as by a stick-up, mugging, or threat; or
did anyone try to rob you by using force or threat-
ening to harm you?

No ! 99%
Yes *
Refused 0
- Omitted in error *
Total 995
(4413)

1A. How many times did this happen in the past six
months?  (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 1l.)

1 ' 79%
2 ; ;

3 ‘ 0
4

Total 100%

2. In the past six months, did anyone beat vou up, attack
you, or hit vou, or did anyone threaten to beat you up
or otherwise threaten you? By threat, we mean threats’
whera you really believed you were going to get huxrt.

No 98%
Yes ‘ 2
Refused *
Omitted in error *
Total ' . - 100%
(4413)

2A. Howkmany times did this happen in the last six montns?
(Only answered by those that responded "Yes" to Ques-

tion 2.}
1 783
2 18
3 3
4 1
Total ! , i ©.100%
‘ (102)

*Less than 0.5 percent. .
56
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Nej

* *

1978

%

100%
(4667)
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Question

3. During the last six months, since (date) , did anyone
break into or somehow illegally get into your home,
garage, or another building on your property, or did
you £ind a door jimmied, a lock forced, or any other
signs of an attempted break-in?

No

Yes

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

3A. How many times did this happen in the last six
months? (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 3.)

N

More than 5
Total

4. Did anyone steal anything that belonged to you, othear
than a car, truck, or motor vehicle or ATTEMPT <o
steal anything that belonged to you in the last six
menths? Do not include pickpocketing or purse-
snatching.

No

Yes

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

4A. How many times did this happen in the last six
months?  (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 4.)

‘1
2
3
4
Total

*Less than 0.5 percent.

57

1976

86%
10

100%

(279)

19783

O
* O >
oe

*

100%
(4667)

0

* O H = Oy

o

[

©
W
do

=
=N O m
o0

fan
Q
=
[

(299)



Question
S, Sex of respondent.

Female
Male
Omitted in error

Total

6. How old are you?

16-21

22-258

26-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60=69

70 or older
Refused

Omitted in error

Total

7. "What race are you?
k Black
White
Other

Refused
Omitted in error

- Total

8. Are you the head of this household?

Yes

No

Refused.

Cmitted in error

Total

*Iess than O.S perdent.

58

1976 :° 1978
67% 68%
32 32

1 *

100% 100%

(4413) (4667)

10s% 12%

190 10
10 10
16 20
13 12
15 14
13 12
10 9
1 2
A *
998 101%

(4413) (4667)

13% 133
84 82
3 3

* 2

® x*
100%  100%

(4413) " (4667)

e

w
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I
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Question

9. How old is the head of this household? (Cnly answered ‘

by those who responded "No" to Question 8.)

l6=21
22=25
26-29
30-39
40~49
50=~59
 60-69
70 or oldexr
Refused
Omitted in error

Total

Is the head of this household male or female? . (Only
answered by those who responded "No" %o Question 8.)

[
o

Female
Male
Refused
Omitted in erxror

Total

What race is (he/she)? (Only answered by those who
responded "No" to Question 8.)

Black

White

Other

Refused

Cmitted in erxrocr

’-—l

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent. 59

1976

2%
8
g
23
22
19
11
5
1
*
100%
(1886)

100%
(1886)

12%

83

4

*-

1
100%
(18886)

1978

1%

16
30
23

’.l
vt O U U
el 4

T
» O

19%
78

101%
(740)




- Question , Q | 1976 1978
‘12. 'Which of the following categories best describes

tie total annual inccine ¢f everyone over 12 in your

household who lives here? B8y annual inccme we mean

things like wages ard salaries (before taxes), com=

missions, tips, bonuses, dividends, interest, pensions

and regular government or public assistance checks. Is

your household's total yvearly inccome

$0-3000 8% 5%
$3001-6000 ‘ , 10 . 7
$86001-10,000 ‘ 11 8
$§10,001=15,000 20 13
$15,001-20,000 14 15
$20,001-30,000 , o o 14
$30,001-40,000 " 2 4
Over $40,000 1, 2
‘Refused ' , , 25 33
Cmitted in error ’ _* _*
, 100% 101w
Total ; ‘ (4413) (4667)
13. How long have you keen living at your present
acddress?
Legs than 6 months . 9 2
6 months or more but less than' 1l yvear ~ 6 6
1 vear or more but less than 3 years . 16 18
3 years or more but less than 5 years 11 10
S years or more but less than 10 years 16 15
10 years or more ; 40 40
Don't know * *
Refused - , 1 3
Cmitted in error ’ * *
99% 100%
Total . (4413) (4667)
13A. Where did you live six months ago? (Only
answered by those who responded "Less than
6 months" to Questicn 13.)
Joliet 66% 345%
Peoria * *
Elsewhere in Illinois 24 35
Elsewhere in U.S. 8 10
‘Outside U.S. 1 *
Refused 0 *
Omitted in error 1 0
: 100% 993
(380) (374)

*Legs than 0.5 percent 60
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Question . A 1876 1978
14. Do you live in a single-family house?

Yes & . | 74% 743

No ‘ 25 23
Refused , ' , 1 2
Cmitted in error * *

100% 99%

Total . (4413) (4667)

15. Do you have another phone number, at this address,
where you can receive calls?

Yes . - 5% 5%
No ) 94 92
Refused 1 3
Cmitted in error * *

Total 00%  100%
132)

(4667)

15A. By phone number, we do not mean extension phones.
All together, how many different phone lines are
there in your home? (Only answered by those who
answered "Yes" to Question 15.)

2 : 84% 96%

3 2 3

4 or more * *

Omitted in errcr ) 15 *

101s% 99%

Total | (213)  (239)
Source: Regular Questionnaires (October-Novemeber, 1976 and 1978)

Data Base: Weighted households asked the regular questions (N=4413 in 1976;
N=4667 in 1978).

*Less than 0.5 percent

- 61



Table A-2

Weighted Frequencies'~'R5gular Questionnaire
PECRIA: 1976 and 1978

Question® - ' o o ‘ 1976 1978

1. During the last six months, that is, since (date) ,
did anyone take something directly from you by using
force, such as by a stick-up, mugging, or threat; or
did anyone try to rob you by using force or threat-
ening to harm you?

No : o 99%  100%
Yes . : * ™
Refused 0 *
Omitted in error * *
Total o ‘ . 99%  100%

(4434) (4704)

1A, How many times did this happen in the past six
months? (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 1.) '

1 L , | ' 923% 95%
2 8 0
-3 0 5
4 0 0
Total ' , 1003 100%
' ' (26) (21)
2. . In the pést six months, did anyone beat you up, attack
you, or hit you, or did anycne threaten to beat you up
or otherwise threaten you? By threat, we mean threats
where you really believed you were going to get hurt.
No ' ' 97s 98%
Yes : , , 2 2 .
Refused * *
Omitted in error ‘ * *
Total ' : ~ 993  100%
v s » (4434) (4704)
2A. How many times did this happen in the last six months?
(Only answered by those that responded "Yes" to Ques-
tion 2.)
1 S e ' 74% 88%
2 : v 18 9
3 : » ‘ ' : 5 3
4 ) : ‘ 3 0
‘rotal R - , 100%  100%
‘ ‘ (103)  (X17)
*Less‘than'O.S percent 62
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Questicn
3. During the last six months, since (date) , did anyone

break into or scmehow illegally get into your home,
garage, or another building on your property, or did
you find a door jimmied, a lock forced, . or any other
signs of an attempted break-in? ‘

No

Yes ,
Refused -
Cmitted in error

Total

. 3A. How many times did this happen in thé-last six

months?  (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 3.)

u W

More than 5
Total

Did anyone steal anything that belonged to you, other
than a car,. truck, or motor vehicle or ATTEMPT to
steal anything that belonged to you in the last six
months? Do not include pickpocketing or purse-
snatching.

No

Yes

Refused

Cmitted in errcr

Total

4a. How many times did this happen.in the last six

menths? - (Only answered by those that responded
"Yes" to Question 4.)

1
2
3
4

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent: ' 63

1976

943
6

*
%

100%
(4434

88%

1378

94% .

6
*

&«

100%
(4704)

86%
12

* O *

100%
(2686)

*<) W
30

*

100%
(4704)

o




‘Question ' 1976 1978

5. Sex of fespondenth
Female ' 64% 693
Male , ' 34 31
Omitted in error , L X
%
Ictal 99 100%

(4434)  (4704)

6. How old are you?

l6-~21 _ ' ~ 10% 3
22-25 . 11 10
26-29 ‘ ' 10 10
30-39 17 17
40-49 Co ‘ E 12 11
50-59 ~ 14 14
60-69 ‘ o 13 13
70 or older 11 13
 Refused ; 1 2
Omitted in error 9

99% 99%

Total
, (4434) (4704)

7. What race are you?

Black ‘ 9% g9y

White : ' ) 89 90
Other ‘ 1 1
Refused ' 1 1
Omitted in exrror , * *
1 ' 0% 0ls

To | 10 101

(4434) (4704)

8. Are you the head of this household?

Yes . 59% 90%

" No 40 10
Refused o : _ * *
Cmitted in error ' o

; 99%  100%
Total o © (4434) (4704)

deboevseacdosbown'sdwdei

*Less than 0.5 percent . 64



uyestion

9. How old is the head of this household? (Only answered
by those who responded "No" to Question &.)

l16-=21

22-258

26=29

30-39

40+-49

50-59

60-693

70 or older

Refused

Cmitted in errcr
Total

Is the head of this household male or femaie? (Only
answered by those who responded "No" +o Question 8.)

[
(@]

Female

Male

Refused

Omitted in error

Total

=
=

What race is (he/she)? (Only answered by those who
responded "No" to Question 8.)

Black
White
Other

Refused
Cmitted in error

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent

65

101y
(1778)

6%
93

100%
(1778)

7%
g0
1
1
1

.- '100%
(1778)

1978

1%

16
34
26
10

101%
(442)




estion

[a
[N
.

Which of the following categories best describes

_  the totzl annual inccéme of everyone over 12 in your

‘ household who lives here? By annual income we mean
things like wages and salaries (before taxes), com=-
missions, #ips, bonuses, dividends, interest, pensions
and reqular government or public assistance checks. 1Is
your household's total yearly income

$0-3000
$3001-6000
$§6001-10,000

-~ $15,001-20,000
$20,001-30,000

- $30,001-40,000
Over $40,000 -
Refused
Oomitted in error

. Total

13. How long have you been living at your present
address?

e ' =’ b = b

Less than €. months .

6 months or more but less than 1 year
1l year or more but less than 3 years

3 years or more but less than 5 years
S years or more but less than 10 years
10 yeaxrs or more

Don't know

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

13A., Where did you live six months ago? (Only

answered by those who responded "Less than
6 months" to Question 13.)
“Joliet

Peoria

Elsewhere in Illinois

Elsewhere in U.S.

Outside U.S.

"Refused

Omitted in error

- Total

m ke ets - b

*Less than 0.5 percent
: 66

1976

7%
8
10
18
14
11
3
2
26

¥

99%
(4434)

10%
7
17
12
18
36

*

1

*

99%

(4434)

ls
62
24
11

100%
(439)

1978

5%
7
9
12
14
15
5
2

30
*

101s
(4704)

10%
5
17
11
16
39

*

2
*

100%
(4704)
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Question

14. Do you live in a single=family house?

Yas

No

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

15. Do you have another phone number, at this address,
where you can receive calls?

Yes

No .

Refused

Cnitted in error

Total

15A. By phone number, we do not mean extension phones.
All tegether, how many different phone lines are
there in your hcme? ' (Only answered by thcse who
answered "Yes" to Question 15.) :

2

3

4 or more
Omitted in error

Total

Source: Regular Questionnaires (October-November, 1976 and 1978)

1276

77%

21

99%
(4434)

5%
94
1

*

100%
(4434)

86%
2

*

12

100%
(207)

Data Base: Weighted households asked the regular questions (N=d4434 in 1976;

N=4704 in 1978)

*Less than 0.5 percent

67

1978

78%
20

100%
(4704)

5%
93
1

*

100%
(4704)

o°

* F W O

99%
(225)



&bt Associates Inc.

Cetober, 1978

~35 Wheeler Street ‘ ATTITUDINAL
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
PHONE:«UMBER‘ , Location: Peoria [ |

: (2-8) Joliet [

1=2 . ' R

: RESULTS

Day of Inter- ——— : Yo Respondent | Cther
Week. Month Day | Time | viewer Complete Refusal Business # || Busy | answer Not In ( SPECIFY)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS:: IS THE LAST DIGIT OF THE PHONE NUMBER ODD OR EVEN?

on0  [J———= RESPONDENT SHOULD SE MALE ADULT
EVEN [ }———=» RESPONDENT SHOULD BE FEMALE ADULT
IF PERSON ANSWERING PHONE IS NOT OF THE APPROPRIATE SEX AND AGE, ASK:
IS THERE A (MALE/FEMALE) ADULT IN THIS HOUSEHOLD?"

. N0 [[——— PROCEED WITH INTERVIEV

YES E:F——————"SAY: "WE NEED TO GET THE OPINIONS OF EQUAL NUMBERS OF MALES AND

FEMALES. SO, I NEED TO TALK TO A (FEMALE/MALE) IN THIS HOUSEHOLD.

CAN I SPEAK WITH (HER/HIM) NOW?

vES [_—— PROCEED WITH INTERVIEW,
N0 [J————= RESCHEDULE. INTERVIEN.

RE-READ INTRODUC

I'm going to begin by asking you a few questions about your neighborhood.
GOOD FAIR

1. Do you think police protection in your neighborhood.is good, D 9=1 D -2

fair or poor?

2. What do you think about the speed with which the fire depart-
ment comes to your neighborhood when called--is that good,
fair, or poor?

P00R

[ 10-1 -2

DON'T
XNOW

-3 O

-3 ] -4

3. Compared to (Joliet/Peoria) as a whole, do you think police protection in your neighborhood is much better,

better, abour the same, worse, or much worse than in other parts of town?

much better than in other parts of town? D 11=-1
better than in other parts of town2 D -2
about the same as 'in other. parts of town? D -3
worse than in other parts of to;m? [:] -4
much worse than in other partg of town? D -5
don't know ' D -G

4.  In what ways could your local police improve? Any other ways? . CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.

No. improvement needed

Hire more policemen

Concentrata on more important duties, serious crime, etc.

Be more prompt, responsive, alert

Improve training, raise gualifications or pay. recruitmenf. policies
~ Be more courteous, improve “attirude, community relactions

tun't discriminate

Need mere traffic control

Need more of a particular type of police service (such as pacrol. cars or
foot patrols) in certain areas or at certain times

Den't Know . ‘ 68

ther
Specify

(] 121
Taz-v
[ 141
7 15-1
J 16-1
(1171
[] 18=1
(7 19-1
[} 20-1

{211

[[] 22=1

TION.
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5..I'll read vou some things that are problems for scme people in théir neignborhoods.. Please tell me i they
are a big problem, somewhdt of a problem, or mot a problem to you, in- vour neighborhood.

3ig Somewnat of Not a fon's
Problem a Problem Problem Know
Ae . Crime in the neighborhood ~ is that a big problem, :
somewhat of a problem, or not. a problem to you? D 23-1 D =2 D =3 D -4

B. - Abandoned houses or cother empty buildings

[ 241 -2 -3 O -a

somewhat of a problem, or not a problem to you in your D 25-1 D -2 o D -3 D ~4
neighborhood? .

6. Within the past year or two, do %%u think crime in your neighborhocd has increased, decreased, or remained
about the same? v

4
1 C. Litter and trash in the streets =--is that a big problem,
‘l
ﬁ

Increased , « D 26=1
Decreased - - D -2
Remained the same : D -3
I No opinion D -4
.‘ ' Haven't lived in neighborhood long encugh D -5
. 7. How safe do you fzel of would you feel about bheing out alone in your neighborhood at night?  Would you Zeel
l‘ very safg, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe?

Very safe D 27-1

R Reasonably safe ' D -2
" Somewhat unsafe D -3
s Very unsafe [:] A -4
li Don't know D -5
4

8 How about during the day--how safe do you feel or would you feel about being out alone in your neighborheod?

nduade-Ronath- Bkt 5

Would you feel very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe?
Very safe D 28-1

Reasonably: safe ' D -2

Somewhat unsafe D -3
Very unsafe E] -4
Don't know D -5

9. 1I'd like you to rate your feelings about the police, judges and other such officials. Please look at Yyour
Lz phone dial and imagine that the numbers 1 to 9 represent a range of feelings from "much too lenient'"--
\l that's number "one" to "much too harsh"--that's number "nine." ‘

A. How lenient or harsh aré the local police with somzone suspected of a crime? 'If one is "much
too lenient" and nine is "much tbo harsh," what number would best represent your feelings
about the police? -

(22) {0-= DON'T KNOW OR NO OPINION}

B. How about the local judges? How lenient or harsh are they towards offenders? .Remember, one is "much

J o too lenient" and nine is "much too harsh.”
.

(30) (0 = DON'T XNOW OR NO OPINION}

How about the Corrections System? This system includes things ‘like prisons and parole boardsc
How harsh or lenient are they?

o

(31) (0 = DON'T KNOW. OR 1O OPINION)

» ; D. What number represents your feelings about the treatment pecple receive from the entire criminal justice
system--that is, everything we just mentioned, takeén together? (One means "much too lenient;" nine
means "much teo . harsh.")

l , (32 (0 = DON'T KNOW CR NO OPINION)

1 ) ' Now I'm going to ask a few other guestions.: 69 For office use only:

{BEGIN REGULAR INTERVIEW) ; o converted refusal | | - 33-1




- L ‘ Table A-3

Weighted Frequencies - Attitudinal Questionnaire -
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

- dn

Question

1. Do you think police protection in your neighborhecod
is good, fair, or poorx?

Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know
.Omitted in error

2. What dc you think about the speed with which the fire
department comes to your nelghborhood when called——is
that good, falr, or peor?

Good

Faiz

Poor

Don't know
Omitted in erxor

3. Cecmpared to (Joliet/Peoria) as a whole, do you think
police protection in your neighborhoed is much better,
better, about the same, worse, or much worse than in
other parts of town?

Much better than in other parts of town
 Better than in other parts of town
About the same as in other parts of town
.Worse than in other parts of town
. Much worse than in other parts of town
Don't know
Cmitted in error

4. In what ways could your local police improve? Any
other ways? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.

"No improvement needed
Hire more policemen
Concentrate on more important duties, seriocus crime,
etc. , ; ‘
Be more prompt, responsive, alert
Improve training, raise.qualification or pay, recruit-
ment policies
Be more courteous, improve attitude, community
relations
Don't discriminate
Need more traffic control
- Need more of a particular type of police service
(such as patrol cars or foot oat*ol ) in certain
areas or at certain tlmes :

R

Don't know
Other
1. *Less than 0.5 percent

**pPercentage may add to more ‘than 100% because of" DOSSlble multlple

-1

1976 378
49% 513
36 31
11 10

4 7
0] *
68% 643
10 13
3 3
18 21
1 *
4% 5%
23 22
53 49
7 7
10 1
10 18
* *
Percent Checked**
12% 9%
12 10
4 1
9. 9
2 1
5 2
1 *
7 2
23 24
36 44
16 8

responses.,
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Question | o 1976 1978

5. I'll read you some things that are problems for scme
people in their neighborhoods. Please tell me if they
are a big problem, somewhat of a_problem, cr not a
problem to you in youxr neighborhood.

Crime in the neighborhocd

Big problem lls . 8%
Somewhat ¢f a problem 28 27
Not a problem 60 .62
Don't know 1 i
Cmitted in error ' 0
Abandoned houses or other empty buildings
Big problem ' 4% 6%
Somewhat of a problem ' ) ‘ 6 8
Not a problem 89 85
Don't know , ‘ 0 1
Omitted in error , 4 *
Litter and trash in the streets
Big problem : 10% 10%
Somewhat of a problem 20 19
Not a problem . 69 70
Don't know o ‘ 0 *
Omitted in error ' 0 L
6. Within the past year or two, do you think crime in
your neighborhood has increased, decreased, or rs-
mained about the same?
Increased 25% 20%
Decreased A ‘ - 6 2
Remained the same : 61 - &0
No opinion 3 4
Haven't lived in neighborhecod long enocugh 6 8
Omitted in error ‘ : 0 *
7. How safe do you feel or would you feel about being

ocut aleone in your neighborhood at night? Would you

feel very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or

very unsafe?

. Very safe ' , 14% 17%
Reasonably safe v 4?2 47
Scmewhat unsafe o 20 18
Very unsafe ‘ cL B 22 17
Don't know , 1 12

; 5 N

*Less than 0.5 percent

71
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~ Questicn ‘ . 1976 1978

8. How about during the day--now safe do you feel about
being ocut alone in your neighborhocod? Would you feel
very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafs, or very

unsafe?
Very safe _ : 60% 60%
Reascnably safe 34 34
Somewnat unsafe : 4 3

o Very unsafe ‘ : 1 2
' Don't know 1 1
Omitted in error 0 *
[l 9. I'd like you te rate your feelings about the police,

o judges, and other such officials. Please lock at your
s phone dial and imagine that the numbers 1l to 9 repre=-

' sent a range of feelings from "much too lenient"--that's
- number "cne"--to "much too harsh"--that's number "nine."

i A.How lenient or harsh are the local police with some=-

‘; one suspected of a crime? If one is "much too leni-

ent”" and nine is "much too harsh," what number would

i - best represent your feelings about the police?

: l 1. Much too lenient 11% 12%
‘ 2. ' 2 2
- 3. 8 7
1 4. 13 10
5. : 34 29
oy 6. \ 9 9
l 7. 6 5
- g, 2 2
ey 9. Much too harsh o 3 3

1 . Don't know or no opinion 11 21
vvvvvv B.How. about the local judges? How lenient or harsh
I are they towards offenders? Remember, one. is "much

too. lenient" and-nine.is "much too harsh."

? 1. Much too lenient ” 33% 23%
l}\ 5. | | 11 8
' : 3. . ‘ 14 - 12
4. , ‘ 9 3
] . 5. ' ~ 13 13

.'. . 6. ' 4 >
i 7. ; 2 4
8. ' 1 2
', ‘ 9. 'Much todé harsh 2 2

Don't krnow or no opinicn 11 24
I - *Lass than 0.5 percent

T 7
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Question

C.How about the Corrections Systems? This system in=-
cludes things like prisons and parole koards. How
harsh or lenient are they?

1. ‘Mudh too lenient

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Much too harsh .

Don't know or no opinion

D.what number represents your feelings about the

. treatment people receive from the entire crim=-
inal justice system=--that is, everything we
just mentioned, taken together? (One means
"mich too lenient;" nine means "much tcc harsh.")

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
sS.

Much too lenient

Much tco harsh

Den't know or no opinion

sSource:
Data Base:

Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976
Weighted respondents asked attitudinal questions (
'N=759 in 1978)

*Less than 0.5 percent

73

1976 .

20%
10

14%

and 1978)
N=754 in 1976;

1878

19%

ut

O bW

2

13%



Table A-4

Weighted Frequencies - Attitudinal Questionnaire

PREORIA: 1976 and 1978

Question

1. Do you think police protecticn in your neighborhood

is gocd, fair, or poor?

Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know
Cmitted in error

2. What do you think about the speed with which the fire
department. comes to your neighborhood when called--is

that good, fair, or poor?

Goed

Fair .
Poozr V

Den't know

Omitted in error

3. ‘Compared to (Joliet/Peoria) as a whole, do you think
‘police protecticn in your neighborhood is much better,
better, about the same, worse, or much worse than in

other parts of town?

Much better than in other parts of town

Better than in other parts of =own

About the same as in other parts of town

Worse than in other parts of town

Much worse than in other parts of town

Don't know
Cmitted in error

4. In what ways could your local police improve? Any

nther ways? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.

No improvement needed
Hire more policemen

Concentrate on more important duties,

etc.
Be more prompt, responsive, alert

Improve training, raise cuallflcatlon or pay, recruit-

ment policies

Be more . courteous, improve attitud
relations ‘

Don't discriminate

Need mores traffic control

e,

serious. crime,

community

Need more of a particular type of police sexvice
(such as patrol cars or fcot patrels) in certain

areas oOr at certain times
Don't know
Qther

*Less than 0.5 percent

**Pnrcentage may add to more than 100% because of pOSSlble multiple responses.

74

1976

S51%
36

61%
11

26

5%
27
51

11
115

1978

54%
31

oo

* 0N O

5%
23
46

20

Percent Checked**

8%
10

=

24
36
15

18%
10

6
6

~H

18

-~

4

13



Question

Big problem

Somewhat of a problem
Not a prcblem

bon't know

Cmitted in error

Big problem

Somewhat of a problem
Net a problem

Don't know

Omitted in error

Big problem

Not a problem

Den't know
Omitted in error

[+)]
.

mained about the same?

. Increased
Decreased
Remained the same
No opinion

Omitted in report
Refused )

~

Crime in the neighborhoed

Litter and trash in the streets

Somewhat of a problem

5. I'll read you some things that are problems for some
people in their neighborhoods.
are a big problem, somewhat of a_problem, or not a
Problem to you in your neighbhorhood.

Please tall me if they

Abandoned houses or other empty buildings

Within the past year or two, do you think crime in
your neighborhood has incrsased, decreased, or re-

Haven't lived in neighborhood long enough '

How safe do you feel or would you feel about being

out alone in your neighborhood at night? Would you

very unsafe?

. Very safe
Reasonably safe
Somewhat unsafe
Very unsafe
Don't know
Omitted
Refused

*Less than 0.5 percent

£eel very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or

75

—

O O 0N WU W

1976

7%
28
64

3%

89

10%
21
68

00

o)

17%
48

18

17

1978

6%
22
69

4%

88

11%
i9
69

-

** O 0O, O O

oo

o)}

213
41
17
19
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Question . 1976 1978

8. How about during the day--now safe do vou feel about
being out alone in. vour neighborhocd? Would you feel .
very safe, reasonably safe, scmewtiat unsafe, or very

unsafa? )
Very safe 66% 72%
Reasonably safe : . 29 24
Scmewhat unsafe 3 2
Very unsafe 1 1
Don't know * 1
Omitted 0 0
Refused o T
2. ' I'd like you to rate your feelings about the police,
judges, and other such officials. Please look at your
phone dial and imagine that the numbers 1 to 9 repre-
‘'sent a range of feelings from "much toc lenient"--that's
number "one"-=to "much too harsh"--that's number "nine."
A.How lenient or harsh are the local police with some-
one suspected of a crime? If one is "much toc leni-
ent” and nine is "much too harsh," what number would
best represent your feelings abeut the police?
1. Much too lenient , 11ls 73
2. 3 4
3. = 8 7
4. 13 9
5. . 36 31
6. ' 9 7
7. 6 6
8. ' : ‘ 2 2
9. Much too harsh 2 3
Don't knaw or nc opinion ' 10 25
B.How about the local judges? How lenient or harsh
are they towards offenders? Remember, one is "much
too lenisnt" and-nine. is "much too harsh.”
1. Much tco lenient ©24% 17%
2. ‘ 11 10
3. ' 14 11
4. 10 7
5. 17 17
6. 4 4
7. 4 4
8. 1 1l
9. Much too harsh ; 2 2
Don't know or no opinion 12 27

‘Less than 0.5 percent

76
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Question 1976 1978
C. How about the Corrections Systems? This system in-

cludes things like prisons and parcle hoards. How

harsh or lenient are they?
1. Much too lenient ‘ 22% 16%
2. 12 9
3. 15 11
4. 10 7
5. 16 15
6. 4 3
7. 4 4
8. 2 2
9. Much too harsh 2 2
Don't know or no opinion 14 31

D.what number represents your feelings about the

treatment people receive from the entire crim=-

inal justice system=-~that is, everything we

just mentioned, taken together? (One means

"mich too lenient;" nine means "much too harsh.")
1. Much too lenient ‘ 14 9%
2. 6 6
3. 14 10
4. 17 11
S. 24 27
8s 7 7
7. 4 4
8. . 1 2
9. Much too harsh 2 2
Don't know or no cpinion 9 23

Source:

Data Base:

Attitudinal Questionnaires (October-November, 1976 and 1978)
Weighted respondents asked the attitudinal questions (N=691 in 1976;
N=821 in 1976)

*Less than 0.5 percent

77




Abt Associates Inc. : October, 1978

; 55 Wheeler Street . VICTIMIZATION REPGRT
- l Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

PHONE' NUMBER

by | T
‘W8 TYPE OF CRIME: ROBBERY [J——— 3&cIy WITH Q.1

9-1
ASSAULT > B=GIN WITH Q.1
Co-2
BURGLARY [ J————— SKIP TO Q. 4
-3 .

LARCENY ———"sxarm00. 5

(IF THERE WAS MORE THAN ONE INCIDENT OF THE SAME TYPE OF CRIME WITHIN THE PAST SIX MONTHS: ENTER & "1" IN THE
FOLLOWING BOX TO- INDICATE THE MOST RECENT INCIDENT: A "2" FOR THE NEXT MOST RECENT INCIDENT: AND SO ON.)

INCIDENT NUMBER D (10)

-
-

BEGIN BY IDENTIFYING THE INCIDENT YOU -ARE ASKING ABOUT=-~1.e., SAY: -

-r'

"I'D LIKE TO ASK A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT (THIE INCIDENT/THE MOST RECENT OF THESE INCIDENTS/THE CTHER
INCIDENT. YOU MENTIONED)." e

Y
.

Was the crime committed by only one or more than cne person?

: [ only one ;] 11-1 pon't know D-z More than one F—B

(ASK A) (SKIP TO Q.2) (ASX B)
' : = - =
1A.  Was the person someone vou knew, or a stranger? 18. - Were any of the persons Xnown or reiatced
3 wer Trar rs?
Stranger E]12‘1 to vou or were they all strangers
Well-known (friend or relative) C] -2 All scrangers Lj12-8
Casual acguaintance . O -3 All known [] =7
. . So ¥ K -
Xnown by sight only O -a me known , Ej 8
N 1 7 -
Don't Know dd -5 Don't Know E] 9
2. Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
Yes [:] 13=1 ) Respondent.was not present n[] -2 No [] -3
(SKIP TO Q.4) (ASX A)
23A. How many of these gersons, not counting

yourself, were robbed, harmed, or
threatened? Do not include persons
under 12 vears of age.

number of persons

(14=-13)

3. Did the person(s) have a weapon such as a gun or knife, or use something as a weapon, such as a bottle or

wrencﬁ? No 16~ 1 bon't Know Yes E]-B
(ASK A) .

3A.  What was the weapon? Anything slse?
/Gun
Knife
Gun(s) & Knife(s)
ther

1
”/”’/’e,/’ Gun(s) & Other

Knife(s) & Other

OOonoro

Gun(s), Knife(s) and Cther(s)

- \ OCther(s) (SPECIFY)
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4.

What evidence was thére that there was {(a break-in/an atcempted
THAT APPLY. i "

Broken lock or window
Forced windows or door

Slashed screen

Other (SPECIFY)

No Evidence

d

break=-in)? Anything élse?

(4]
T

SXIP TO Q.

¥
SXKI

P70 Q. 6

At or in own dwelling unit, or at or in structure
with roof attached to dwelling unit. Include
garages only if they are attached to dwelling unit.

At or in structure on property not attached to
dwelling unit.

At or in vacation home, hotel/motel.
Inside commercial building, such as store,

restaurant, bank, gas station, on a bus or
train; or in a station.

Inside office, factory oi warehouse.

Near ¢wn home; yard, sidewalk, driveway, carport,
apartment hall (do not include break-ins or
attempted break-ins).

On. the Street, in a park, field, playground,
school grounds, or parking lot.

Inside school

Other (Specify)

9. ‘Were you a customer, emplovee, or owner?

Customer [] 32-1 Employee

] -2

10.. Did the person(s) steal or try to steal anything belonging

Yes [:] 33-1 No [:] -2

11.

Cwner

Was something stolen that belonged to you or others in the household?

SKIP TO Q. 11
O -

SKIP TO Q. 9
O -

SKIP 7C Q. 11

Dooo

0 -s

Other (Specify)

5. Was anything that belonged to you or other members of the household damaged but neot taken in this incident?
for example, wWas clothing damaged or damage done to a car, etc.?
= == - |
I
NO 23-1 YES -2  (ASK & ) : ; . .o
[] : E] { A) 5A. How much wWould it cost to repair or replace the damaged |
. e - items? |
! S ROUND TO NEAREST 1
| (24-27) DOLLAR !
! oz )
i Y
| Don't know ﬂﬂ ] 28-1 |
I (24=27) !
[ - - _— -4
6. In whnat month did this incident occur?
april D 29-1 July D -4 October D =7
May D -2 August D =5 November D -8
June D -3 September D -8 .bon't Xnow D -2
7. In what city or town did this incident occur?
Joliet E] 30-1 Peoria [] -2 elsewhere in Illinois [] -3 elsewhere in U.S. [] -4 curside U.S. []
8. Where did this incident take place? . In or near wnat kind of place did this happen?

0 -«

-2

Don't know [] -3

‘ Yes [] 3491

-2
vo [] 4 mSKIP TO

c Refused E] -2

=

2 1 79
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‘ 12. What was taken? . Anything 2lse? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY . : ’ -
o | casa ‘O 3s-1 ——124. How much? § ROUND TO NEAREST DOLLAR
v (ASK A)
-' . . (44=~47)
g or
SR -* 'purse or wallet [ 36-1 ‘ Don't Xnow uuu [ 4s-1
. . {(44=47)
“' : Part of car {hubcap, D 371 .. or
tape deck)
i ~ refused |9 |9 [o]o] [ -5
: . Television set EER (44=47)
l Stereo egquipment D 39-1
‘ Photographic equipment D 40=1
l . Jewelry D 41=1
Household Appl'ia.nces D 42=-1
' ‘ - Other (Specify) [ 43-1
) ' 13, . Altogether, what was the valué of the property taken? Do not include stolen cash, checks or credit cards--
we are interested only in'the value of the property taken.—— :
! $ ROUND TO NEAREST DOLLAR
“ . {49-52) ; '
T or
B Does Not Apply/ 1
l Cash'only Taken 19128 D 53=6
. (49~52)
g (or) : : SKIP TO Q. 15
N Don't Xn '
i n ow v 9191917 D 53-1
(49=-52)
. 14. How did you decide the value of the property that was stolen? Aany other way? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.
I Original cost D 54-1 i
1 Replacement cost D 55~-1
o Personal estimate of ‘
» current value D 56=1
l ) Insurance report estimate [:] 537=1
‘ Police estimate [ s8-1
!\ pon't Know ] s9-1
: Other D 60~1
J SPECIFY
k 15. - Were.you injured in this incident to the extent that you needed medical attention?
l ves  [[]e1-1
" No D -2
‘ 16. ~ Did you or any household member lose any time from work because of this incidenc?
S No D 62-1 Yes D -2 15.A  How much time was lost altogether?
a ; (ASK A) :
" Less than 1 .day ]_-_] 63~1 Cver 10 days D -4
S 1=5" days D -2 Don't know D =3
: . .
‘ 6=10 days [:] «~3

80






Were the police informed of this incident in any way?

No [] s4-1

Nothing could be done; lack of proof 65-1

Did not ‘think it important enough 66~1
Police wouldn't want to be bothered
Didn't want to take time; inconvenient

Private ¢r personal matter; didn't want-
to report it

Did not want to get involved

Afraid of reprisal

Oooon oo

Othex
SPECIFY

72-1

Don't XKnow C] -2 Yes [] =3
(ASK A) (Skip to Q. 18} ) {AEK. B)
1784, What was the reason this incident was not = 173 How did thev find out dbouw =his
reéported to the police? - CHECX ALL THEAT APPLY. incident?

Respondent informed police

Other house hold member
informed police

Someone else told police

Police on scene

CONTINUE TQ Q. 18 ON SACK PAGE.

RETURN TO HEXT QUESTION ON REGULAR QUESTIONNAIRE OR
FILL OUT NEXT VICTIMIZATION REPORT.

Have the police arrested anyodne in connection with this incident?

(ASK D)

Don't know

18D, . What sentence, if any, did the

offender receive?
Suspended sentence
Fine [] -2
Imprisoned

Fined and Imprisoned
Den' t-Xnow

Other
SPECITY

Ne E] 74~1 bon't know [] -2 Yes E] -3 B
(ASK A) . . s (ASK B)
18a4.. Why not? 188 What is the status of the case?
Identity of uvffender(s) unknown; don't Charges dropged [] 76-1
know who did it E] 75-1 .
* Awaiting trial Ej =2
Can't locate offender(s) E] -2
) Tried -3
No one will press charges [j -3
Don't know "E] -4
pon't know [ -4 ASK C
other 0 - i
Y
SPECIFY 18C. What were the results of the trial?
Guilty [_] 77-1 Mot guiley [ ] -2

;
-
!

RETURN TO NEXT QUESTION ON
REGULAR QUESTICONNAIRE OR ?ILL
OUT NEXT VICTIMIZATION REPORT
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Table aA-6

Weighted Frequencies - Victimization Report
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Question

Type of crime

Robbexy
Assault
Burglary
Larceny

Total

1. Was the crime committed by only one or more than
one person? (Only answered by those who responded
"Robbery" or "Assault" to "Type of crime".)

Only one

Mere than one
Den't know
Cmitted in errcr

Total

1A. Was the person someone you knew, or a strangex?
{Only answered by those who responded "Only one"
to Question 1.)

Stranger

Well-known (£friend or relative)
Casual Acquaintance

Known by sight only

Don't.know

Cmitted in error

Total

1B. Wexre any of the persons known or related to you or
were they all strangers? (Cnly answered by those
who rasponded "Mors than one" to Question l.)

All strangers
All known

Some known

Don't know
Cmitted in error

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent g2

1976

2%
16
43
39

100%
(757)

65%
32

100%
(139)

60%

15

19
&
0

100%

(52)

1978

2%
19
38
39

99%
(795)

40%
32
15

10
4

99%
{113)

68%
16
16

*

0

100%
(56)
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Question

2. Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
(Only answered by those who responded to Question 1.)

Yes
No

Total

3. Did the person(s) have a weapon such as a qun or

knife, or use something as a weapon, such as a
bottle or wrench? (Only answered by those who.
responded "Yes" or "No" to Question 2.)

- No
Yes f
Dgn't know

Total

3A. What was the weapon? Anything else? (Only answered
by those who responded "Yes" to Question 3.)

Gun

Knife

Gun(s) & knife(s)

Qther

Gun(s) & other

Knife(s) & other

Gun(s), knife(s) & other(s)
Don't know

Cmitted in error

Total

4. What evidence was there that there was (a break-in/an
attempted break-in)? Anything else? CHECX ALL THAT
'APPLY. (Only answered by those who responded. "Burglary"

o "Type of crime?" or "Respcndent was not present” to
Questlon 2.)

Broken lock or window

- Forced windows or door
Slashed screen ‘
Other
No evidence

Total

| *Less than 0.5 percent

**Percentage may add to more than 100% because of pOSSlble multlple

83

1976

42%
58

100%
(138)

63%
25
12

100%
(138)

19%

28%
46

24

* %
(318)

items.

1978

47%
43

100%
(172)

29%
30

42
11

**x

(310)
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Questicn

5. Was anything that belonged to you or other members
of the househcld damaged but nct taken in this inci-
dent? For example, was clothing damaged or damage

(Only- answered by those who

responded "Larceny” to "Type of Crime" and "Yes" or

done to a car, etc.?

"No" to Question 2.)

No
Yes
Omitted in error

Total

S5A. How much would it cost to repair or replace the .
damaged items? (Only answered by those who responded

"Yes" to Question 5.)

$1 - 10

$1L - 25

$26 = 50

$51 - 100

$101 and cver
Don't know
Cmitted in exrror

Total

6.  In what month did this incident occur?

April

May

June

July

August

September
October

November

Don't know
Cmitted in error

Total

&
¥

7. In what ¢ity did this incident occur?

Joliet
Peoria

Elsewhere in Illinois

Cther U.S.
Don't know
- Omitted in error

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent

84

1976

19%
16
18

15
23

100%
(260)

3%

1978

83%
17

100%
(484)

17%
e
12
12
21
28

100%
(251)

3%
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uestion T | 1976 1978
8.  ~Where didrthis incident take place?

At or in ocwn dwelling unit, or at or in stxucture
with roof attached to dwelling unit. Include

garages only if they are attached to dwelling unit. 45% 42%

At or in structure on property not attached to

dwelling unit. 14 17
* *

At or in wvacation home, hotel/motel.

Inside commercial building, such as store, res-
taurant, bank, gas station, on a bus or txrain,

>
o

or in a station. *
Inside office, factory, or warehouse. 1 1
‘Near own home; vard, sidewalk, driveway, carport,
apartment hall (do not include break-ins or
attempted break-ins)., is 15
On the street, in a park, £ield, playground,
school grounds, or parking lot. 13 16
Inside school 1 1
Qther 3 4
Omitted in error Q 1
Total : 99% 101%
7 7
2. Were you a customer, employee or owner? (Only answexed (757) (795)
by those who responded "Inside commercial building..."
or "Inside office,..." to Question 8.)
Customer 60% 43%
Employee 32 42
Owner 5 8
Other 2 8
Omitted in error -9 *
Total 100% 101s
(42) (40)

- *Less than 0.5 percent
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Question 1976
10. Did the person(s) steal or txry to steal anything
belonging to the (store/restaurant/office/factory/
etc.}? (Cnly answered by those who responded to
Question 9.)
Yes 15%
No 66
Den't know 17
Refused 0
Omitted in error 5
Total 103s%
(41)
11. Was something stolen that belonged to you or others
in- the household?
Yes 68%
No 31
Refused ‘ 1
Cmitted in error 9
Total 100%
(757)
12. What was taken? Anything else? CHECKX ALL THAT APPLY.
(Only answered by those who responded "Yes" to Question
11.)
Cash 12%
Purse or wallet ; 3
Part of Car (hubcap, tape deck) 23
Television Set 9
Stereo equipment 9
Photographic equipment 3
Jewelry 8
Household appliances -2
Other 63
Total * %
(515)

*Lass than 0.5 percant

86

1978

16%
73

11

100%
(41)

65%
35

100%,
(795)

H
IS
ue

'.—l
N

B G N O

~

* %

(517)

**Percentage may add to more than 100% because of possible multiple responses.
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ggestion

12A. How much? Round to nearest dollar. {Cnly answered
by those that responded "Cash" to Question 12.)

$1 - 10

$11 - 25

$26 - 50

$51 - 100

$101 and over
Don't know
Refused

Omitted in error

Total

13. Altogether, what was the value of the property

taken? Do not include stolen cash, checks or
credit cards--we are interested only in the value
of the property taken. (Only answered by those
who responded to Question 12.) .

No value

$1 - 50

$51 -~ 100

$101 - 150

$151 - 300

$301 and over
Don't know
Refused

Omitted in error

Total

14, How did you decide the value of the property that
was stolen? ' Any other way? CHECX ALL THAT APPLY.
(Only answered by those who responded to Question 13
except for those who responded "Don't know".)

Original

Replacement cost ,

Personal estimate of current value
Insurance report estimate

Police estimate

Don't know

Other

Total
*LeSs than 0.5 percent

87

1976

13%

o@

= =W

GV 0V OV 0.0

1978

1l4s
22
15
10
22
11

100%
(78)

= N
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Questicn 1976 1978

15. Were you injured in this incident &to the extent
that you needed medical attention?

Yes : 4% 3%
No ‘ 95 97
Refused * 0
Cmitted in error * =
Total ' 99% 100%
(757) - (795)

16. Dié you or any househcld member lose any time from
work because of this incident?

No ' 91% 913
Yes f 9
Refused 2
Cmitted in error
Total ' 100%  100%
(757) (795)
16A. How much time was lost altogether? (Only answered
by those who responded "Yes" to Question 16.)
Under 1 day ' 37% 47%
1-5 days 49 45
6-10 days . : 5. 4
Cver 10 days 3 4
Don't know 5 1
Cmitted in error 2 0
Total 101% 101%
(65) (68)
17. Were the police informed of this incidert in any way?
No 42% 443
Yes Sé 54
Don't know 1 2
Refused : * 0
Omitted in error * x
Total 993  100%

- (757)  (795)

*Iess than 0.5 percent
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Question

17A. What was the reason this incident was not reported

to the police? " CHECX

ALL THAT APPLY. (Only answered

by those who responded “No" to Question 17.)

Nothing coculd be done; lack of pzoof.
Did not think it important enocugh.
Police wouldn't want to ke bothered.

Didn't want to take

Private or personal matter; didn't want to report it.

Did not want to get
Afraid of reprzsal.
‘Other

Total

17B. How did they find out

answered by those who

17.)

Respondent informed

time; inconvenient.

invelved.

about this incident? (Oaly
responded "Yes" to Question

police

Other household member informed police
Someone else told police

Police on scene
Burglar alarm
Cmitted in error

Total

with this incident?

18. Have the police arrested -anyone in connection

(Only answered by those who

responded to "Yes" or "Don't know" to Question 17.)

No

Yes

Deon't know
Refused

Omitted in error

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent

1976

75%

99%
(436)

1978

68%
18
13

*0O 19

101s
(425)

* O ~1 @ W

100%
(444)

**pParcentages may add to moi:o than 100% because of possible multlple responses.
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Question ‘ 1976 1978

18A. Why not? (Only answered by those wno responded
"No" to Question 18.)

Identity of ocffender(s) uﬁknown; don't know who

did it. : 54% 45 %
Can't locate offender(s) 8 11
No one will press charges 4 2
Other 17 16
Don't know 14 25
Refused 0 2
Omitted in error 4

Total 101% 99%

(377) (376)

"18B. What is the status of the case? (Only'answered
by those who responded "Yes" to Questicn 18.)

Charges dropped 29% 25%

Awaiting trial 21 36
Tried 14 20
Peace bond 0 0
Don't know 36 19
Refused 0 *
Omitted in error _o *
Total ; 100% 100%
(28) (38)

18C. What were the results of the trial? (Only answered
by those who responded "Tried" to Question 18B.)

Guilty ; 75% 100%
Don't know 25 0
' Total ' 100% 100%

(4) (7)

18D. What sentence, if any, did the offender receive?
(Cnly answered by those who responded "Guilty” to
Question. 18C.)

Suspended sentence , ' 33 0

Fine , , 33 36

Other ' 0 350

Don't know , ; 0 14
Total ; 100%  '100%

‘ (3) ’ (14)

Source: Victimization Reports (October-November, 1976 and 1978) v
Data Base: - Weighted households asked the victimization questions (N=872 in 1976;

N=890 in 1978)

*Less than 0.5 percent
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Table a-7

Weighted Frequencies = Victimization Report
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

Question | | 1976 1978

Type of crime
Robbexy ' 2% 2%
Assault ‘ _ 19 18
Burglary 36 35
Larceny , 43 45
Total ' 100%  100%
(704) (744)

1. Was the crime committed by only one or more than
one person? (Only answered by those who responded
"Robbery" or "Assault" to "Type of crime”.)

Only one : 67% 74%
More than one ‘ : . 29 24
Don'w know 3 1
Cmitted in error ‘ 2 0

Total , 101 99%

: (147) (147)

'1A. Was the person someone yocu kneﬁ, Qr a strangexr?
(Only answered by those who responded “"Only one’
to Question 1.)

—

Stranger 22% 37%
Well<known (friend or relative) 50 42
Casual Acguaintance 24 16
Known by sight only 4 3
Don't know 0 2
Omitted in error 0 *
Total 100% 100%
(98) . (109)
1B. Were any of the persons known or related to you or
were théy all strangers? (Only answered by those
who responded "More than one" to Question 1.)
All strangers 37% 56%
All xnown 35 27
Some known 24 17
Don't know ; 0 0
Cmitted in error 4 _0
Total 100%  100%
(46) (36

*Less than 0.5 percent

91
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Question 1976 1978

2. Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
(Only answersd by those who responded to Question 1.)

Yes 36% 42%
No 64 _s8
Total 100% 100%

(148)  (147)

3. Did the person(s) have a weapon such as a gun or
knife, or use scmething as a weapon, such as a
bottle or wrench? (Only answered by those who
responded "Yes" or "No" to Question 2.)

No 67% . 64%
Yes 28 28
Don't know ’ 5 8
Total 100% 100%
(148) (147)

3A. What was the weapon? . Anything else? (Only answered
by those who responded "Yes” to Question 3.)

Gun 23% 22%
Knife 14 21
Gun(s) & knife(s) 5 0
Other . 40 36
Gun(s) & other 2 o]
Knife(s) & other - 5 0
Gun(s). knife(s) & other(s) 2 21
Total : 101% 100%
(43) (40)
4. What evidence was there that there was (a break-in/an
attempted break-in)?  Anything else? CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY. (Only answered by those who responded "Burglary”
to "Type of crime?" or "Respondent was not present" to
Questicn 2.).
Broken lock or window 3;%' 22%
Forced windows or door 36 34
Slashed screen '
Other 29 25
No eviderice il 26
. * % * %
Total

v (250) . (280)

*Less than 0.5 percent ;
**Percentage may add to more than 100% because of possible multple responses.
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Question 1967

5. Was anything that belonged to you or other members
of the household damaged but not taken in this inci-
dent? FPor example, was clothing damaged or damage
done to a car, etc.? (Only answered by those who
responded "Larceny”" to "Type of Crime” and "Yes" oxr
"No" to Question 2.)

No 833%
Yes ) 15
Omitted in error : 3
Total 1013%
(454)

S5A. How much would it cost to repair or replace the
damaged items? (Only answered by those who responded
"Yes" to Question 5.)

$1 - 10 22%
$ll - 25 11
$26 - 50 14
$51 - 100 ‘ 10
$101l and ovexr 12
Don't know 29
Cmitted in error 3
Total 101%
(203)

6. In what month did this incident occur?

April %
May 9
June ) 13
July . 17
August 18
Septamber : : 13
Oc¢ctober 18
November 4
Con't know 4
.+ Omitted in error *

Total . 100%
(704)

7. In what city did this incident occur?

o

Joliet

Peoria o
Elsewhere in Illinois
~ Other U.S.

Outside U.S.

Don't know

Omitted in error

(Yo}

N OO WO

Total

O O
O
0P

—
~J
~

93

*Less than 0.5 percent

(

89%
11

100%
485)

23%
13
15
13
10
25

99%

(182)

(

—

6%
10
12
19
18
19
14

‘*

1

x

99%
744)

ue

o}
N O

4+ QO %

~1

[1-SN0]

1"V
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westion

8. Where did this incident take place?

9.

Were you a customer, employee or owner?
by those who responded "Inside commercial building..."
or "Inside office,..." to Question 8.)

At or in own dwelling unit, or at or in structure
with roof attached to dwelling unit. Include
garages only if they are attached to dwelling unit.

At or in structure on property not attached to
dwelling unit.

At or in vacation home, hotel/motel.

Inside commercial building, such as store, res-
taurant, bank, gas station, on a bus or train,
or in a station. '

Inside office, factory, or warshouse.

Near own home; vard, sidewalk, driveway, caxport, -
apartment hall (do not include break-ins or
attempted break-ins).

On the street, in a park, field, playground,
school grounds, or parking lot.
Inside school

Other
Omitted in error

Total

Customer
Employee

Qwner

Other

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent

94

(Only answered

1976

>
~

a@o

16

12

>

100%
(704)

k>

W
WO Ww U o

o

O W

o

~

1978

46%

10

20

12

*

[s))

99%
(744)

35%




Cuestion ' 1976 1978

10. Did the person(s) steal or try to steal anything
‘ belonging to. the (store/restaurant/office/factory/
etc.)? (Only answered by those who responded to -
- Question 8.)

Yes 22% 16%
No 71 68
Don't know 3 10
Cmit*ted in error 3 3
Refused * 3
Total ‘ 99%  100%
‘ ) ‘ (59) (29)
1ll. Was scmething stolen that belonged to you or others
‘in the household?
Yes : 65% 69%
No . 35 31
Refused 0 *
Cmitted in erxrcr * *
Total 1003 100%
: (704)  (744)
12. What was taken? Anything else? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.
(Only answered by those who responded "Yes" to Question
11.)
Cash 14% 125
Purse or wallet 4 4
- Part of Car (hubcap, tape deck) 21 8
Television Set 3 3
Stereo equipment 6 5
Photographic equipment 2 *
Jewelry » 8 7
Household appliances 1 1
Total , ** x*
(456)  (510)

*Less than 0.5 percent
**Percentage may add to more than 100% because of possible multiple responses.
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Question

.1ZA. How much? Round to nearest dollar. (Only answerxed
by those that responded "Cash" to Questicn. 12.)

$1 - 10

§11 - 25

$26 - 50

$51 - 100

$101 and over
Don't know
Refused

Cmitted in erxor

Total

13. Altogether, what was the value of the property
taken? Do not include stolen cash, checks or
credit cards--we are interested only in the value
of the property taken. (Only answered by those
who responded to Question 12.)

No wvalue

St - 50

$§51 - 100

$101 - 150

$151 - 300

$301 and ovex
Pon't know
Refused

Omitted in exror

Total

14. How did you decide the wvalue of the property that
was stolen? Any other way? CHECX ALL THAT APPLY.
(Cnly answered by those who responded to Question 13
except for those who responded "Don't know".)

QOriginal

Replacement cost

Personal estimate of current value |
Insurance report estimate

Police estimate

Don't know

Other ‘

Total

*Less than 0.5 percent ;

1976

20%

0%
31
14
11
14
11
11

100%
(457)

53%
22

~N =%

* %

(396)

1978

12%

1ls
40
18
10
10
14

-

/

*
*

100%
(485)

502
27

L o e A

L *

(485)

*

**Percentage may add to more than 100% because of pessible multiple responses.
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Questicn

15. Were you injured in this incident to the extent
that you needed medical attention?

Yes

No

Refused

Cmitted in erxror

Total

16. Did you or any household member lose any time Irom
. work because of this incident? ~

No

Yes

Refused

Cmitted in error

Total

16A. How much time was lost altogether?  (Only answered
by those who responded "Yes" to Question 16.)

Under 1 day

1-5 days

6=10 days

Over 10 days
Don't know
Omitted in error

Total

17. Were the police informed of this incident in any way?

No

Yes

Don't know
Refased

Cmitted in exxor

Total

*T,ess than 0.5 percent

97
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100%
(704)

* OV W

100%

(704)

= W
[ )N }
of

|N (NIRRT

N
W O
Lo

463%
52

99%
(704)

1978

3%
97

100%
(744)

92%

* O 00N

100%
(704)
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Question 1976
17A. What was the reason this incident was not reported
to the police? CHECX ALL THAT APPLY. (Cnly answerad
by those who responded "No" tc Question 17.)
Nothing could be deone; lack of prootf. : 22%
Did not think it importsant enocugh. 33
Police wouldn't want to be bothered. 5
Didn't want %o take time; inconvenient. 4
Private or personal matter; didn't want to report it. 10
Did not want to get involved. 2
Afraid of reprisal. ' 3
Other 26
Toetal * %
(328)
17B. How did they £ind out about this incident? (Cnly
answered by those who responded "Yes" to Question
17.)
Respondent informed police 71%
Other household member informed police 16
Socmecne else told police 1
Police on scene 1
Burglar alarm *
Cmitted in error *
Total 99%
(369)
18. Have the police arrested anyone in connection
with this incident? (Only answered by those who
responded to "Yes” or "Don't know" to Question 17.)
No - 82%
Yes 7
Don't know 8
Refused *
Cmitted in error 2
Total 99%
(377)

*Less than 0.5 percent

**percentage may add to more than 100% because

98

1978

34%
34
12

12

27 .

* %k

(380)

* O~ Un @

100%
(364)

of possible multiple responses.
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- Question 1976~ 1978
18A. Why not? (Only answered by those who responded ‘
"No" to Question 18.)
Identity of offender(s) unknown; don't know who
did it. 50% 58%
Can't locate offender(s) 10 - 10
No one will press charges 6 6
Other 17 14
Don't know 15 12
Refused _ * 0
Omitted in erxor 2 x
Total , 100%  100%
. (309) (320)
18B. What is the status of the case? (Only answered
by those who responded "Yes" to Question 18.)
Charges dropped | 228 223
Awaiting trial ‘ 19 27
Tried ; 38 20
Peace bond ) 3 0
Don't know 16 31
Cmitted in erzor ' 3 *
Total - 101% 100% -
(32) (25)
18C. What were the results of the trial? (Cnly answered
by those who responded "Tried" to Question 18B.)
Guilty , ‘ , 75%  100%
Don't know o o 25 0
. Total ’ | 1008  100%
(12) (5)
18D. What senternce, if any, did the offender receive?
(Only answered by those who responded "Guilty" to
Question 18C.) :
Fine : 22% 0%
Imprisoned : ‘ 56 40
Other ; : 22 40
Don't kriow . , 0 _20
Total R 1005 100s
(9) (5

Source: Victimization Reports (Oétober-November, 1976 and 1978)
- Data Base: Weighted respondents asked the vitimization gquestions (N=798 in 1976;
‘ N=838 in 1978)

*Less than 0.5 percent
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, APPENDIX B
CONFIDENCE INTERVALS FOR VICTIMIZATION RATES -

Tabulations in Section 4 provide six-month victimization rates For

- selected crimes in Joliet and Peoria, in the years 1976 and 1978. These rates
.are based ¢n samples.. If we were to draw other samples, the victimization rates

. would vary accordingly. Confidence intervals can be constructed to reflect the

degree to which different samples would produce different victimization rates.

~Tables B-2 through B-7 provide limits of the 95 percent confidence intervals

for the victimization rates found in Tables 1, 2, and 7-10. The first step

in constructing an interval estimate of a population victimization rate is to

choose a'deéired level of confidence. We have selected the customary 95 percent

confidence interval.- That is to say, we would want 95 percent of the intervals

 constructed from a large number of samples to include the unknown populétion

- victimization rate.

The second step is to compute the finite population multipliers (fpm)
for individuals 16 years and older and households in Joliet and Peoria. The
fpm is computed in’order to reduce the size of the sampling error. The measure-
ment of this impro%ement in reliability is affected by incorporating the sampling
ratio, the sample size (n) divided by the size of the population (N), in the

formula fdr the standard error. The fpm is:

n
fpm:\/l._ﬁ

The term 1 - n/N‘is'the proportion of the population not in the sample. The
eight fpm's computed for our twd surveys are presented in Tabie B-1 along with
the sample and population sizes. kAs an example, the fpm of .96 for respondents
l6kyeats and older in Joliet in 1976 constitutes a 4 percent reduction of the
sampling error.

Because the formula used to compute the confidence interval in this

report is somewhat complicated, a simpler, but closely related formula shall

‘be used as a preliminary presentation of the procedure for computing a confi-

dence interval. An estimate of the standard error must first be cbtained: *

s =, [E&
§ p n

*A better estimate of the standard error of p is provided by \/EEEE
g » ’ n-
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Table B-1

Sample Size, Population Size, and Finite Population Multiplier
for Respondents and Households In
JOLIET and PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Finite Finite
Sample 1970 Population Sample 1970 Population
Size Census Multiplier Size Census Multiplier
Joliet
Age 16 years and older 4413 56,170 .96 4667 56,170 .96
N Households 4413 25,342 .91 4667 25,342 .90
Peoria
Age 16 years and older 4434 89,968 .98 4704 89,968 «97

Households 4434 42,290 .95 4704 42,290 .94
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where p is ‘the probabilityyof occurrence of the attribute in question (e.g.,
victimized by robbery), and g = l-p.

For example, the 1976 victimization rate of 3.4 for robbery in Jollet
(Table 1) is based on 15 robberies being detected in 4413 (weighted) telephone
interviews. (Working backwards from Table 1, 3.4 times 4413 divided by 1000
equals 15.*%)  Substitution of the sample values p and g to obtain an estimate

of the standard error provides therfollowing:
s = (3.4)(996.6)
o) 4413

- 3388.4
4413

By adding and subtracting this quantity to end from the sample victimization
rate, we cbtain the 68 percent confidence interval:
3.4 ¥ .88, or
- 2.5 - 4.3
The odds are two to one that the unknown victimization ratd®® lies in this
interval. If more confidence is desired in the assertion that this victimiza-
tion rate is captured by our confidence interval--say, nineteen to one (95
percent level)--we attach 1.96 standard errors
' 3.4 £(1.9€) (.88)
='3.4 £ 1.72, or
1.7 - 5.1

A final adjustment is made by the finite population multiplier for indi-

viduals 16 years and older in Joliet:

3.4& (.96)(1.96)(.88)
= 3.4 + 1.66, or
1.7 - 5.1

In this case the fpm adjustment does not change the previously calculated confi-

dence interval.

*This can be done for any of the victimization rate tables to determine the
number of v1ctlmlzatlons found in. the: survey.

**The victimization rate is still clouded by measurement problems such
as telescoping and forgetting

***Robert V. Hegg and Allen T. Craig, Introduction to wathemat.cal Statlstlcs,
3rd edltlon, New York: Macmillan, 1970, p. 197.
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For the simpler symmetrical formula, the interval is derived as:

3 =5 J =
This is not the same confidence interval found in Table 1 because Ior

low probability attributes (e.g., 15 of 4413) a more precise confidence interval
can be obtained from the formula:

v + 2+ (fom) 1.96 \/[¥(n-y)/n] + 1
n+ 4

where Y is the frequency count of the attribute in the sample, and n is the
sample size. Use of this formula for relatively rare events produces a more
‘correct asymmetric confidence interval around the calculated rate. The
formula is quite similar to the simpler one used to obtain the confidence
interval calculatéd préviously. A worked example of the confidence intexrval

for robbery in Joliet (1976) may help to see the similarity.

Y+ 2 % (fom) 1.96 Vﬁ&(n-Y)/n] + 1
n+4

15 + 2 % (.96) l.96\/[15(4413~15)/44l§J + 1
4413 + 4

17 £ 7.5
4417

0.00385 % 0.00170, or .0022 - .0055

Intervals constructed in this manner contain the unknown population victimiza-
tion rate 19 times out of every 20. That is toc say, we are confident at the 95
percent level that the victimization rate is not less than 2.2, nor greater than
5.5. While the difference in confidence intervals between the two methods is

not great, the estimated number of victimizations changes enough to merit notice.

56,170 - 56,170 . 5 ;
T 000 (L.7) 1,000 (5:1) , or 95=286;

while for the more precise formula, it is derived as:

56,170 _ 56,170 _
Tie (2-2) - TS (5.5, or 124-309.

Using the second technigue, we are more confident that the estimated number of
victimizations does not fall below 100, though somewhat less confident that
there will not be more than 300 robbery victimizations during the six month

period of the survey.
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Table B-2

Ninety-Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Estimated Six Month Victimization Rate
and Victimizations for Persons and Households in
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978 )
Estimated Estimated
Victimization Number Of Victimization Number of
Rate Victimizations Rate Victimizations
Robbery1 2.2 = 5,5 124 - 309 2.9 - 6.6 163 - 371
Aggravated Assaults1 9 - 14 480 - 814 9 - 15 506~-843
‘Other Assaults1 14 - 21 773 - 1186 18 -~ 26 1011 - 1460
Residential Burglary'A2 49 ~ 62 1249 - 1561 42 - 53 1064 - 1343
3 Residential Burglary B> 15 ~ 22 375 - 555 15 - 23 380 - 583

Household Larceny2 ' 61 - 74 1546 ~ 1885 61 - 74 1546 - 1885
SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (Octoher-November, 1976); 1970 Census

1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978); 1970 Census

Base: . 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N
1978 ~ Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N

4413)
4467).

1 . . : .
Victimization rates are calculated as the number of persons per thousand, age sixteen or more, who
were victims. For both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1970
: natlonal census (N = 56,170 age 16 and under).

2 . :

Victimization rates are calculated as the number of households per thousand that were victimized. . For
both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1970 census (N = 25,342
households).
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Ninety-Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Estimated Six Month Victimization Rate
and Victimizations for Persons and Households in
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

1976 1978
Estimated Estimated
Victimization Number Of Victimization Number of
Rate Victimizations Rate Victimizations
Robbery1 1.9 = 5.3 171 - 477 2.2 = 5,5 198 ~- 459
Aggravated Assaults1 9 - 15 795 -~ 1354 6 - 11 540 - 990
Other Assaults1 15 - 23 1370 - 2077 16 - 26 1439 -~ 2339
2 ;

Residential Burglary A 39 - 51 1652 - 2140 38 - 49 1607 - 2072
é Residential Burglary B2 10 - 16 403 - 664 9 - 15 381 ~ 634
Household Larceny2 62 ~ 76 ' 2634 - 3235 : 65 ~-79 ' 2749 - 3341

SOURCE: 1976 -~ Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (Octobef—November, 1976); 1970 Census
1978 =~ Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-November, 1978); 1970 Census

Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4434)
1978 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N 4704)

Il

L S . ‘
Victimization rates are calculated as the number of persons per thousand, age sixteen or more, who
were victims.  For both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1970
national census (N = 89,969 age 16 and under).

2

Victimization rates are calculated as the number of households per thousand that were victimized. For
both 1976 and 1978, the estimated number of victimizations is based on the 1970 census (N = 42,290
households) . ‘ ' o :



Table B-4

Ninety-Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Personal Crimes
for Individuals Sixteen Years and Older by Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent,
: Household Income, and Length of Time at Present Address in
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, A d ‘ ’
ace, Age, and sex of Confidence Interval1

Respondent, Household

Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Total
1976 4413 2.2=5.5 9-14 14-21
1978 4667 2.9-6.6 9-15 18=-26
Race
1976
Black 567 0.0-6.8 14-38 12-34
White ‘ 3690 2.4-6.3 7-13 13=-21
1978
Black i 597 6.2-24 15=39 21-49
White 3849. 1.9=5.4 7-13 16-24
Age
1976
16-25 years 906 3-14 25-48 21-43
26=59 years 2449 1.8-6.4 12-22 5-12
60 'years or older 1015 0.3-6.0 2-11 1.2-8,6
1978 = ,
16=-25 yedrs 1042 4-14 22-43 ' 43-70
. 26=59 years 2550 2.5-8 5=-12 12-22
60 years or older 975 0.8-7.5 0u1=4,0 0-2.2
T Sex
1976 ! :
Male ) ) 1400 3-11 8-19 15=-30
Female ‘ 2464 1.2-4.8 8-15 i1=-19
~1978 :
Male 1491 3-11 10-22 19-35
Female 3167 1.8=-6 7-14 16=25
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Table B-4 (Continued)

JOLIET: 1976 and 1978
Race, Age, and Sex of , 1
Respondent, Household Confidence Interval
Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Household Income
1976
$0-10,000 1273 1.0-6.8 12-26 12-27
$10,001 to 20,000 1527 2.,0-8.5 8-18 14-27
$20,000 or more 511 1=14 1=-11 17-45
Refused 1090 1.6-9.3 5=-16 5-17
1978
$0-10,000 887 - 3-13 11=-27 17-=37
$10,001 to 20,000 1320 1.4-8 17-18 20~37
$20,000 or more 918 1.3=-9.5 3.3-14 18-38
Refused 1541 3~10 7=-17 8~-18
Length of Time at
Present. Address
1976
0-2 years 1344 1.8-8.6 14-29 19~36
3-9 years 1221 1.5-8.3 7-19 18-35
10 or more years 1785 1.7=7.2 2.8-9.,5 4-11
1978
0-2 years 1481 5-~15 15-29 28-46
3-9 years 1176 1-7.4 6-18 13=-29
10 or more years 1867 1-5 3-10 9-19

(october-

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1976)
1978 - Regular Questionnaires dnd Victimization Reports
November, 1978)
Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4413)
1978 -~ Weighted Regqular Questionnaire response (N = 4667)

1 . . ‘ . S omas ; ‘
. Confidence intervals are derived for victimization rates per thousand, age

sixteen or more.
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4 , Ninety-Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Personal Crimes
~for Individuals Sixteen Years and Older by Race, Age, and Sex of Respondent,
' and Length of Time at Present Address in

Household Income,

Table B—S

PEORIA: 1976 and 1978
Race, Age{_a§? Se§ 9§‘ Confidence Interval1
Respondent;, Housshold
Income, and Length of Aggravated Other
Time at Present Address N Robbery Assaults Assaults
Total
- 1976 4434 1.9=5.3 9=-15 15=23
1978 4704 2.2=5.,5 6.3-12 16=-24
Race
1976
Black 406 3-22 39~83 10=-38
White 3965 1.6-4.9 5-10 15=24
1978
Black 418 «8-13 10-37 28-67
White 4213 2.2=6 5«10 14=21
Age
1976
16-25 years 930 7-21 36-69 21-43
26-59 years 2379 0.7-4.3 12=21 6-14
60 years or older 1068 0-3.6 0.6-6.8 0+s3-5.3.
1978 ; ;
16=-25 years 924 5.4-18 14-33 32-58
26-59 years 2469 1=5 4-10 15-26
60 years or older 1223 0.6-6 1=7 1=7
Sex
1976 ‘
Male 1516 “1.1-6.8 7= 14-27
“Female 2857 1.7=6.0 9- 14=24
1978
Male © . 1450 1.6-8 9~ 18-33
Female 3247 2-6 4,3-10 13-22
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Table B-5 (Continued)
PEORIA: - 1976 and 1978

1
Race, Rge, and Sex of confidence Interval

Kegporndent, Household
Income, and Length of : ‘ Aggravated -Other
Time &t Present Address N ~ Robbery Assaults Assaults

Household Income

1976
$0-10,000 1160 1.5-8.8 16-32 18=-36
$10,001 to 20,000 1447 1.2=741 6=16 21=37
$20,000 or more 667 3-17 4-20 8~27
Refused 1144 0.2-5.0 3-11 3-11
1978
$0-10,000 ’ 976 0.7-7 7.3=-21 25-47
$10,001 to 20,000 1219 2=-10 5-16 11=25
$20,000 or more 1065 0.7=7 4-15 10-24
Refused 1444 2.5=-10 3.5=-12 11-24
Lerigth of Time at
Present Address
1976 ~
0-2: years 1527 2.3=-9.4 10-22 23-41
3-9 years 1259 0.9-7.0 10-24 : 14-29
10 or more years 1576 1.4-7.4 3=-11 4-13
1978
0-2 years 1527 2=8.5 8=-19 26-43
3-9 years 1263 2=9 3-12 9-22
10 or more years 1820 1.6=7 3=-10C : 8~18

SOURCE: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-=
November, 19276)
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1978) )

4434)
4704)

Base: 1976 -~ Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N
1978 = Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N

1 . . . i . N
Confidence intervals are derived for wvictimization rates per thousand, age
16 or more.
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Table B-6

Ninety-Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Household Crimes .
by Race, Age, and Sex of Household Head, Household Income,

. Length of Time at Present Address and Type of Residence in
: JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of
Household Head, House-
hold Income, Length of Residential Residential Household
Time at Present Address N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny
and Type of Residence '

Confidence Interval1

Total
1976 4413 49-62 15-22 61-74
1978 - 4667 42=53 ‘ 15=22 61-74
Race
1976 :
Black 569 106-156 - 8-27 48-85
White 3659 38-50 14=22 63-78
1978
Black . 590 ' 46-81 13-34 31-60
White 3843 41-53 16-23 64-79
Age
1976
16=-25 years 482 58-102 7-26 67-114
26-59 years 2758 56-73 - 19-29 71-89
60 years or older 1117 19-36 . 6=16 23-41
1978
16-25 years : 607 52-88 10-29- 87-132
26~59 years 2864 46-60 21-31 67-84
60 years or older 1076 22-41 2.5-11 21-39
. Sex
1976 ‘ :
Male ; 2929 48-63 14=23. 69-86
Female ; : 1438 43~64 11=23 38-59
1978 : "
Male : 1816 40-58 15=-28 67-89

Female - l ‘ 2810 42-56 14-23 1 54-69



Table B-6 (Continued
JOLIET: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of House-
“"hold Head, Household Income
Length of Time at Present

Address and Type of Residence N

Confidence Interval1

Residential Residential Household
Burglary A Burglary B Larceny

Household Income.

1976
$0-10,000 1273 51-75 8-19 48-72
$10,00% to 20,000 1527 38=57 18=-32 68-93
$20,000 or more 511 52-92 12-35 84-133
Refused 1090 44~69 12=26 35-58
1978
$0-10,000 887 51-80 10-26 41-68 .
$10,001 to 20,000 1320 39-60 17-32 59-83
$20,000 or more 218 43-70 19-38 81-116
Refused 1541 28-45 8,5=-19 47-67
Lenath of Time at
Present Address
1976
0-2 years 1344 60-84 12=25 71=28
3-9 years 1221 51-76 15=-29 68=96
10 or more years 1785 32~-48 13=-24 40-58
1978
0=-2 years 1481 53=76 10-21 85=~112
3-9 years 1176 37-58 17-33 48-~72
10 or more years 1867 33-41 16-28 43-61
Type of Residence
1976
Single Family 3263 47-62 18=27 57=72
- Other 1093 49-74 4=13 65-94
1978
Single Family 3466 41-54 17=26 59-73
Other 1082 45-69 - 8.5=21 63-92

of on e o0 % w%en oo o b o= b W%n 0’ o of m e

SOURCE:: 1976 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports,(October-
November, 1976) ~
1978 - Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1978)

Base: 1976 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N 4413)
1978 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4667)

Confidence intervals are derived for victimization rates per thousand
households.
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Table B-7

Ninety~Five Percent Confidence Intervals for Household Crimes
- by Race, Age, and Sex of Household Head, Household Income,
Length  of Time at Present Address and Type of Residence in

PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of House=

: 1
. X C i T
hold Head, Household Income onfidence Interval

Length of Time at Present - Residential Residential Household
“~Address and Type of Residence N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny
“Total :
1976 , 4434 39=51 10-16 62-76
1978 4704 38-49 9-15 65-79
) ‘ ‘ E;'.
Race
1976
Black - © 403 . 64=-116 11-38 56-106
White 3935 34-46 9~15 62=77
1978 ' : ; ,
Black ’ 409 66-118 4.6=-24 62-112
White - ' , : 4184 35-46 9-16 64-79
Age
1976 - ,
16=25 years 586 65-108 0-11 88-136
26=-59 years 2619 38-52 10-18 71-91
60 years or older 1152 20-38 10-23 24-33
1978 o ;
16=25 years .~ e 623 ; 83-128 12-33 67~108
26-59.years ‘ ‘ 2716 36~-51 10—1? ‘ 82-102
60 years or older : 1254 14-29 3-1%. 19-36
Sex
1976 . :
Male ’ 3014 ©"39=-53 917 70-87
Female =~ 1357 31-51 8-19 34-55
© 1978 : ‘
. Male 1596 25-41 11-22 70-95
Female ‘ ' 3074 43-58 7=-14 60-76
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Table B-7 (Continued)
PEORIA: 1976 and 1978

Race, Age, and Sex of House-
hold Head, Household Income
Length of Time at Present . Residential Residential Household
Address and Type of Residence N Burglary A Burglary B Larceny

Confidence Interval

Household Income

1976
$0-10, 000 1160 48-74 6=17 41-65
$10,001 to 20,000 1447 33=52 10=-22 81-109
$20,000 or more ‘ 667 26-54 11=31 74-116
Refused : : 1144 29-50 6=17 33=56
1978
$0-10, 000 976 54=-83 0.4-6 40~-66
$10,001 to 20,000 1219 30-50 12=-27 73=-102
$20,000 or more 1065 35~59 14-31 86=~120
Refused 1444 23-41 4-13 42-64
Length of Time at
Present Address
1976 :
0-2 years 1527 58-82 6=15 .~ 72=-99
3-9 years : 1259 27-46 9-21 67-95
10 or more years 1576 24-40 10-22 38=57
1978
0-2 years : 1527 53-76 6.3-16 79-106
3~-9 years : 1263 29-49 13-28 59-86
10 or more years 1820 26-42 5.7-14 49--69
Type of Residence
1976 ‘
Single Family 3432 38-52 10-17 57=73
Other ; S 936 35-61 5-17 70-104
1978 .
Single Family 3678 33-45" 10-17 64-80

Other ‘ 949 51-81 4-15 - 63-95

SOURCE: 1976 = Regular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports (October-
November, 1976) ‘ -
1978 - Redular Questionnaires and Victimization Reports . (October-
November, 1978)

BASE: 1976 - Weighted Regular'Questionnaire response. (N =k4434)
1978 - Weighted Regular Questionnaire response (N = 4704)

1Confidence Intervals are defined in terms of the number of households per
1000 households that were victimized by burglary or larceny.
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APPENDIX C
TRAINING OF INTERVIEWERS

.Training was conducted from a Training Manual* developed

specifically for this survey. One day=-long training session was held
for each cohort of interviewers. Highlighting these sessions were

the practice interviews from prepared scripts, in which trainees took
turns playing the roles of interviewers and respondents. In this way,
sensitive or complex interview scenarios could be resolved in a practice
environment. The training agenda appears on the following page.

Daily work procudures were also explained at the training
sessions.. At the beginning of each work day, interviewers would be
assigned a predetermined list of phone numbers to contact. Initial
assignments were lists of computer generated phoné numbers. Other
numbers were assigned for recontact attempts of previously unsuccess-—
ful efforts.

Once an appargntly successful contact is made, the informed
consent of the respondent is a necessary prerequisite of interviéwing.
To elicit this informed consent by way of introduction, intervieWeré

were instructed to read the following passage to all potential respondents:

Hello. Is this (phone number)?

I'm (interviewer's name) and I'm doing some work for the Illi-
nois Law Enforcement Commission. Your phone number has been
Scientifically selected by our computer so that we could ask

a few guestions, to help us evaluate the Urban High Crime
Program. Your cooperation is essential for our evaluation and
will only take a few minutes of your time.**

Everything you tell me is strictly confidential. Nonetheless,
feel free to refuse to answer any question you don't want to
answer, All right? '
If the respondent was not believed to be at least sixteen, the inter-
viewer was instructed to ask: "Are you at least sixteen?" If answered
in the negative, the interviewer was then to ask for someone who was

at least sixteen, and if appropriate, also of a predesignated sex.

*Available at cost from Abt Associates, -

** For those responding to the Attitudinal Questionnaire, interviewers
were instructed to ask for about ten minutes.
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A place bf business waskusually recognized immediately, and after an
apology, an interviewer would disconnect. Businesses operating in
househoids (e.g., physicians) were treated as households only if the
heusehold number was on the list and contacted.

As part of their training, all interviewers were briefed about
the purposés of the study, the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission, and
the local Urban-High Crime Reduction programs. This enabled them to
aeal directly with most gquestions. Skeptical respondents were  encour-
aged to verify the study's authenticity with the respective local

police department (numbers were provided).
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II.

11T,

VI.

VII.

CRIME VICTIMIZATION STUDY
TRAINING SCHEDULE

Introduction

A. Abt Associadtes Inc.

B. Illinois Law Enforcement Commission

C. Study Goals - Urban High Crime Reduction Program

Study Methodology

A, Types of Questionnaires
B. Designated Respondents
C. Sample Selection Procedures
1. Initial Call Records
2. Questionnalre Contact Logs

Elicitation of Cooperation

a. Informed Consent - Introductory Statement
B. Refusals
C. Need for High Cooperation Rates

General Rules for Interwviewing

Ethics - Confidentiality
Professionalism - Establishing Rapport
Bias - And How to Avoid It

Neutral Probing

Terminations

moow

Question<by-Question Specifications

A. Attitudinal Questionnaire
B. Regular Questionnaire
C. Victimization Report

Practice Interviewing -~ Rocle Playing
Work Submission and Administrative Procedures

Daily Report Log
Quality Control
Scheduling hours
Preparation of Time Sheets

OO wp
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