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*.Since early in the 1970's, victimization surveys
have been carried out under the National Crime
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into ‘the
impact of crime on American society. As onc of the
most ambitious efforts yet undertaken for filling
some of the gaps in crime data, the surveys, carried
ous- for the Law Enforcement
mi'ﬂistrstiﬂn (LEAA) by the U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
sus, arc supplying the criminal justice compg unity
with new |nfurmauon on crime and its victim@feom-
plementing data resources already on hand.for pur-
poses of planning, evaluation, and .mhlysls Based
on Tepresentative sampling of households and com-
mercial establishments, the program has had 1o
major elements, a continuous national survey and
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Na-
tien. !

Based on a sc;lgmnn:ally designed sample of hous-
ing units within each Junsdlumn the city surveys
had a twofold purpose: the asgessment of public at-
titudes about crime and relaled matters and the
development of ‘information on the extent and
nalurei nf residem-;" exp%ie—m;es with selected forms
. The attitude questions
were ask:d uf lhE ()ELudels of a random half of the
housing units selected tor the victimization survey.
In order to avoid biasing n:spnndc:ms' answers to the

timization qug:\n
Whereas the dlllludt questions were asked of er
suns age 6 and uvc:r the victimization survey ap-
plu:d to mdlvujuals agt: 12 dnd Over. Hu, ause the at-

'VICW it was not ncu.';s.iry A0y dSS()LId(C H PJTUCUI:!I"

time frame with this portion of the survey, even
lhough sofne qu;nt‘s?dde reference to a period of

rvey. On the ntht;l' hand, the
VIcumlzauun quéstmns: rclerrgq o a hxed lime
VIE\\IEaﬂd respnndems wfr% Askcd 10 n.gnll dclalls
concerning their t:ipenenc?s as victims of one or
more of theffollowing crimes, whether completed or
altémpu:d fape. ﬁersnnal robbery, assault, pers:unsil
larceny, b,rgldny, shousehold larcgny, and motor
vehicle theft. In.addition. mformation about hurgla-

- ry and robbery of businesses and - certain other

organizations was ga(hered hy means of a
tion survey of commercial c.smhlilshmc:m .
ducled separalely from’ thc ]}uu\ehnld survl:}y

qctimiza-

Assistance Ad-.-

[
h

vious publication, Criminal Victimization Surveys in
Houston (1977), provided comprehensivé coverage
of results from both the housc:huld and commercial
victimization surveys. 'y

Attitudinal information presented in this report

. was obtained from interviews with the dccupants of

4,866 housing units Q; 3157 residents age 16 and
over), or 96.2 percent ofthe units eligible for inter-
view. Results of these interviews were inflated by
means of a multistage weighting procedure to pro-
duge estimates applicable to all residents age 16 and
over and’ to ,demographic and social subgroups of

_that pnpulauon. Because they derived from a survey.

rather than a, complete census, these estimates are

‘subject to sampling error. They also are subject to
response and processing errors. The effectgof sam-

pling érror or variability can be accurately deter-
mined in a carefully designed survey. In this report,
analytical statements involving comparisons have
met the test that the differences cited are equal to or
greater than approximately two standard errors; in
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100
that the differences did not result solely from sam-
pling variability. Estimates based gn zero or on
about 10 or fewer sample cases were considered
unreliable and were not used in lhe analysns of
survey results.

The 37 data tables in Appendix I of this report
are nrganized in a s:quencz lhal generally corre-

dppEndleS dnd a gl ry mlluw lhe ddld lahlgs
Appendix 11 consists of a facsimile of the survey
questionnaire (Form NCS 6), and Appendix 111 sup-
plies information on smmplt: design and size, the
estimation procedure, reliability of estimates, and
significance testing; it also contains standard error

tables. L .
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A lpec',ﬁc a

Crime and ;ttliﬁd’n o

During the 1960's, the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice ob-
served that "What America does about crime de-
pends ultim‘neiy upon ‘how Americans see
crime, | Thc lines along which the Nation takes
n against crime will be lhmc that the
ry ones.’ R:Lugm-

public believes to be the nece

crime prompted the Commission to. authurm:
several public opinion surveys on the matter.! Inad-
dition to measuring the degree of concern over
crime, those and subseq@@nt surveys provided for-
mation on a variety of related subjects, such as the
manner in which fear of crime atfects people’s hves,
circumstagges engendering fear for personal satety,
members of the population relatively more intirhi-

dated t‘z or fearful of crime. and the effectivencss ot

criminal justice systems. Based on a sufficiently
large gample, morcover, attitude surveys can pro-
vide a means for examining the nfluence of vic-
timization experiences upnn personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the same arca, attitude

surveys distinguish fluctuations in. the degree of

“public concern; conducted” under the same pro-
cedures in différent areas, they provide a basis for
comparing attitudes in two or more localities. With
the advent of the National Crime Survey (NCS)

program, it became possible to conduct large-scale.

attitudinal surveys addressing these and other issucs,
thereby enabling individuals to participate in ap-
_ praising the status of public s:lh':ly in thair com-
munities.

Based on data from a
report analyzes the re
to gquestions covering fnur mpical arcas:
trends, fear of crime,
lif'zslyi:s and local pulnu: pc::rlnrmanu:, Lgrum

,,,,,,,, . relating to household activities, were
asked of iny one person per household (the “house-
hold respondent’™), whercas .others were ad-
ministered to all persons age 16 and over (7in-
dividual respondents™), including the household re-
spondent. Results were obtained for the total
measured population and for several demographic
and social subgroups.

Conceptually, the survey incorporated questions

1974 attitudinal survey, this
sponses of Houston residents
crime

iPremident’s Commission on Law Entorcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice The Challenge of Crime in a Free Socien
Washington, D.C U § Government Printing Otfice. February

1967 pp. 49-51

s

pertaining to hehavior as well as opinion, Concern-
ing behavior, for example, each respondem for a
household was asked where its members shopped for
food and other merchandise, where they lived before
moving to the present nt;ghhurhm;d Jand how long
they had lived at that address. Addifional questions
clicit opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the rutionnle for selecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
tactors that influenced shopping practices. None of
the questions asked of the household respondent
raised the subject of crime. Respondents were free to
answer at will. In contrast, most of the individual at-
titude quéstions, asked of all household members
age 16 and deait specifically with matters
relating to crime. These persons were asked for
viewpoints on subjects such as crime trends in the
“local community and in the Nation, chances of being
personally attacked or robbed, neighborhood safety
during the day or at night, the impact of fear of
crime on hthavinr and the cﬁrciiveneqi nflhc:_lmj:ai
police. response
categorigs  were prcdexermmcd and lmcrviewers'
were instructed to probe for answers matching those
on the questionnaire. .

Although the attitude survey has provided a
wealth of data, the results are opinions. For exam-
ple, certain residents may have perceived crime as a
growing threat or neighborhood safety as deteriorat-
ing, when, in fact, crime had declined and neighbor-
hoods had become safer. Furthermore, individuals
from the same neighborhood or with similar per-
sonal characteristics and;jor cxperiences may have
had conflicting opinions about any given issue.
Nevertheless, people’s opinions, beliefs. and percep-
tions about ¢rime are important because they may
influence behavior, bring.-about changes in certain
routine activities, affect household security
measures, of result in pressures on local authorities
to improve police sefvices.

The relationship between victimization ex-
pc’rir:m;es 'smd aniiudu is a rccurring lh:me in ihr;

over,

cerning EULh expcncnces was gathcrcd with ﬁEpﬂl’ElE
questionnaires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in ad-
ministering the victimization component of the
survey. Victimization survey results appeared in
('rirﬂimil ls”irrimi;micin fu'r'vfwi in Hfluﬂl)ﬁ (I97'7)
surv;.yxmrsasun:d ccimes, a d!scussmn of lht; !mjmae
tions of the central city surveys, and-facsimiles of
Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of this report,

N

" asked of the household respondent were designed to ~



’ ’pmle or no effect in the formation of attitudes about

TTTEER T -

individuals who were victims of the following

orimes, whether completed or attempted, during the -
12 months prior to the month of the interview were -

considered ‘“victimized": rape, personal robbery,
sseault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of
households that experienced one or more of three
types of offenses—burglary, household larceny, and
motor vehicle theft—were categorized as victims.
These crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons
who experienced crimes other than those measured
by the program, or who were victimized by any of
the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month
reference period, were classified as "not victimized.”
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey—
that may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing
victims from nonvictims—resulted from the
problem of victim recall (the differing ability of re-
spondents to remember crimes) and from the
respondents to recount incidents occurring outside,
usually before, the appropriate time frame).
Moreover, some crimes were sustained by victims
outside of their city of residence, these may have had

local matters.

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely
between victima. and nonvictims, it was deemed im-
portant to explore the possibility that being a vicl:}
of crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or
the frequency of occurrence, has an impact on
behavior and attitudes, Adopting a simple
dichotomous victimization experience variable—
victimized and .not victimized—for purposes of
tabulation jand analysis also stemmed from the
desirability of attaining the highest possible degree
of statistical reliability, even at the cost of using
these broad categories. Ideally, the victim category
should have distinguished the type or seriousness of
of offenses sustained.? Such a procedure seemingly
would have yielded more refined measures of the
effects of crime upom attitudes. By reducing the
number of sample cases on which estimates were
based, however, such a subcategory of victims would
have weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

Murvey results presented in this report contain attitudinal
data. furnished by the victims of “series vicumizauons’ (see
glossary).
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sSummary

Because relatively few Houston residents
regarded crime as the single most important com:
munity problem, the threat of criminal vicimization
did not strongly influence personal hfestyles,
mobility, and decisions relating to the Acquinition of
s home. Some 85 pergent of the population rated the
performance of the Jocal police as no lower than
average, and about 719 in 20 persons thought that
their own neighborhoods were no worse than others,
or perhaps were better, insofar as cfime way n
volved. lssues of environmental quality, cconomig
and housing conditions, and personal convenience
far outweighed concerns about crime

When the interview focused on matters related tn
crime, however, most Houston residents shared the
opinion that crime had increased, particularly out
side the neighborhood and at the natonal fevel
Many people, especially women and persons age
15.64, believed that their chances ot hemng. crimi
nally victimized had risen, and about a third ot the
population thought that the crime problen was more
serious than portrayed in the news media

Opimons relating to cnme were not unitorm
across all sectors of the city's population. however

For example, women were more likely than men 10

believe that crime n the Nation had risen. that their
neighborhoods were unsate, that their chances of
hecoming a victim had gonejup. and that police per
formance had been poor { Consistent with these
beliefs, women were more lkely than men o andi
cate that they had changed thtir activities because of
crime. Perhaps reflecung a
level of insecurity because of crime— as evidenced

onmparatively higher

their neighborhoods and that the viamity was unsate
at might—members ot the black community were
considerably more likely than their white vounter.
parts to have modified their activities and to have
rated police performance as less than good, par-
ticularly n areas relating to the appheation ot
resources and public relations

Noiwithstanding the relatively low degree of mm
portance that Houston residents associated with the
problem of local crime, persons who had heen vic
timized during 1973 by onc or more ot the oftenses
measured by the National Crime Survey program
tended (o be more hkely than those not victimized to
think that crime was up. both nationally and in thair
neighborhood; that crime was worse than reported
in the media. that parts of the Houston metropolitan

arca were unsale, and that police performance was
helow average Commensurate with these beliefs, |
in % persons who felt unsafe about their neighbor
hood and who had been victims of crime in the pre-
ceding year indicated that they seriously considered
leaving the vicimity Although survey results
revealed quite consistently that victimized persons

timized, and that they were more inchned to report
that they behived more guardedly because of crime,
the differences between responses hy the two groups
were not large in many instances, and in some they
stunistically ansignmiticant For example,
whereas 62 percent of victimized persons believed
that their chances of heing robbed or attacked had
risen and 45 percent indicated that they had hmated
or changed their activities because of crime, the cor -

WCrce

responding  pereentages for those not vichimized
were 56 and 34 Although modest, the dilferences
between answers for the two groups were statistically
sugnificant in cach of these insances.

%
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This section of the report deals with the.percep-
tions of Houston residents with respect to com-
munity crime trends, personal safety, crime in the
Nation, and the accuracy with which newspapers arid

television were thought to be reporting the crime
problem. The findings were drawn from Data Tables'

| through 6, found in Appendix I. The relevant
questions, appearing in the facsimile of the survey
instrument (Appendix 11), are 9a, 9¢, 10a, 12, 151,
and I5b; each question was asked of persons age T6

and overy

U.S. crime trends

States had mcreased in the last year or two, lﬁ per-
cent bElIEVEd that it had remained about the same,
and only 4 percent stated that it had decreased; some
5.percent either did not knqw if a change had oc-
curred or did not respond. These proportions re-
mained relatively stable across age, sex, race, and
victimization experience categories. Thus, altllﬁugh
females were more likely than males to believk that
crime had increased, the difference was not substan-
tial (78 vs. 73 percent). The consensus that crime
had risen nationally was relatively uniform for all
age groups. As for the victimization experience of
respondents, some 74 percent of those who did not
come into contact with erime during 1973 thought
that crime had increased, compared with 79 percent
among those who were victimized by one or more of
the offenses measured under the National Crime
. Survey program. . y
Neighborhood crime trends

Residents of Houston also were asked if they
believed that crime had changed in their own
neighborhood during the last year or two. The
résulting‘opiniﬂns contrasted sharply with those'ex-
pressed about nali(mal crime lrend% Thm;e whu felt
ldngSl graup (47 percen!). Apprux!mdtcly 3 per;
cent, or less than balf the proportion of r&s,d‘m’é
who said that crime had increased nationally,
believed that crime had increased in their neighbor-
hood, whereas about 7 percent reported that it had

[}
L]

i&r

ion about the matter, did not record an answer, or
had not lived in the. community long enough to form’
an opimon. Although there were few substantial
differences of beliet according to sex or race, vic-
timization experience was positively related to the
feeling that neighborhood crime had increased. Ap-
proximately 37 percent of those victimized said that
crime had risen, compared with 27 percent among
the nonvictim population,

Regarding the danger of neighborhood crime
relative to aother parts of the Houston metropolitan
area, only about | in 20 city, residents considered
their neighborhoods more perilous than others, Ir-
respective or sex, age, race, or victimization ex-
perience, E()mparalively‘f&w persons thought their
vicinities were dangerous. The vast majority felt that
their neighborhoods were either average (42 per-
usnl) or IES§ dangemus (52) than others. Neverthe-

ore likely than blacks to have felt
it lhar nElghhnrhnud was IESS dangemus (57 VA

_whm:s to thL lhuughl lhdl thar m;lghhurhoud was

abput average (‘ﬂ vs. 38 percent).

Whao are the offenders?

With respect to neighborhood crime, respondents
wergasked if most of the offenses were committed by
pers%%s living in the vicinity or by outsiders. By a
margin of about 2 to |, outsiders were considered
respohsible. However, persons who did not know the
idemity of the offenders, who indicated that there
were no crimes taking place in the neighborhood, or
who simply faj rsspnnd tmaled dppmxlmdl;ly
30 percent o opul
tributed the coffmission ut crimes Eqully to
neighboring residents and outsiders. In relative

~terms, slightly more blacks (25 percent) than whites

(20) felt that peoplé living in the neighborhood were
responsible for crime, but the victimization ex-
perience variable diyl not yield as much in the way of
contrasts in responsd to the question as did the age
variable. As age indreased. respondents were less
iikely to attribute thk perpetration of crime to in-
dividuals within the heighborhood, somewhat more
inclined to say that crimes were not happening, or
more apl to express ignorance of the matter
altogether. This finding may relate to the greater
likehihood of younger persons being the victims of
personal crimes of violence, a high proportion of

1y
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16-19 expressed such a belief, the proportio

SPONAENT 5 4EC Was NUL ITIalcu 11 any uisainngiou
way to the belief that crinfes were carried out by out-
siders.

Chances of personal victimization

Some 58 percent. of Houston residents believed
that their chances of being victimized had risen in re-
cent years. Approximately one-third of the popula-
tion indicated that the probability of being vic-
responded that it had gone down. Personal assess-
ment of changes in the likelihood of being robbed or
attacked varied among Several of the population
subgroups studred. For example. men were some-
what more likely than women to believe that Huesr
chances of becoming a victim had decreased (8 vs. 5

- percent) or had remained the same (37 vs. 30 per-

cent), whereas women were more apt than men to in-
dicate their chances had risen (63 vs, 52 percent).
Whites were only slightly more inclined than blacks
to believe thaf* their chances of being robbed or
otherwise attacked had gone up (59 vs. 55 percent);

to think their chances had gone down (9 vs. 5 per-
cent). .
With respect to changes in the chance of becoming

a victim of robbery or other attack, age was a key
variable in assessing the perceived danger of such®

personal victimization. Except for persons age 65
and over, older residents tended to be more likely

than younger ones to believe that their chances of

being robbed or attacked had gone up in the past few
years. Whereas about half of the p()pulagun age

n among
those 35-64 years of age was 62 percent.

. Perceptions of a higher degree of risk from vic-
timjzation among females, whites, or older persons
did hot appear to relate strongly to recent victimiza-
tion experience. In 1973, the victimization rate for
personal crimes of violence (the aggregate of rape,

‘personal robbery, ad assault) was about twice as

high for males than for females; several points high-
er for blacks than for whites; and some 10 times

B

‘Among single-offender victimizations. some three-fifths ¢
personal robberies, as well as of ults, against persons age
12-19 were perceived to have heen committed by offenders age
12-20. See United States. National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Criminal Victimization Surveys in Heousion,
Washington, D.C.: US. Government Printing Oftfice. 1977, Data
Table 14,

L%

- more likely than nonvictims to think that their

“changes in Qe degree of risk

-

chances of being harmed had risen.

Crime and the media

Immediately after rating their chances of being
robbed or attacked, residents were asked to compare
their impressions about the sepiousness of crime with
the portrayal of the problem by newspapers and
television. Some 53 percent of tH€ population indi-
cated that crime was about as gerious as depicted by
those méd®s: and 34 percent felt that it was even
more serious than reported. One-tenth of the resi-
dents concluded that crime was less setious than

gave no answer. In general, differences that emerged
among population groups regarding the manner in
which crime was réported did not seem to be
meaningful. With 'f‘rega,rd to victimization ex-
perience, there was no significant difference between
victims and nonvictims in rating the crime problem
as less serious, and nonvictims were only slightly
more likely than victims to-have regarded crime as
about as serious.as conveyed by the media (54 vs. 50
percent). Predictably, victimized persons were more
likely than nonvictims to have.said crime was more

"serious (38 vs. 31 percent). The, pattern of response

to this question closely resembled that concerning
of being victimized.

aUnited States. National Triminal Jugliéz!lnfnrmalinﬁ and
Statistics Service, Criminal VictimiZation Surveys in 13 American
Cirie® Washington, D.C.: US. Government Printing Office, June
1975, p. 68. '

™
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Among other things, results covered thus far have
shown that many, residents of Houston believed
crime hadl increased over the years leading up to the
survey and, in addition, felt their own chances of

being attacked or robbed had risen. Whether or not
they feared for their personal safety is a ‘matter ~

treated in this section of the report. Also examined is
the impact of the fear of crime on z’n:livity panerns
and on considerations, regarding change

dence. Survey questions 1la, 11b, llc lh 13bi
16a, 16b, and 16c—all asked of persons #8¢. 16 and
Dvcr—and Data Tables 7 thmugh 18 are referenced
here.”

Crime as a deterrent to mobility

In order to assess the impact of crime on daily
life, residents were asked if there were parts of the
Houston metropolitan area that they wished or

needed to enter during thgday but avoided doing sos«

because of the fear of crime. Some 87 percent of the
relevant population expressed no reservation about
traveling to such areas because of.the threat of
crime, and about 11 percent were fearful. JPredicia-
bly, those who reported they had been Lrlmmally
victimized during 1973 were more likely ahan non-
victims t6"express reluctance to move abput (15 vs, 9

f tRose victimized were not afraid to circulate in the

prﬁién[) Nevertheless, a vast majority (83 percent)

mstmpulltan area durlng *{he ddy Althnugh
the rgslzmnses of males and tem;rlc:s, the variations
were not large, and the pattern of answers according
to race and age group was relatively stable.
Surprisingly, persons age 65 and over were slightly
more likely than younger ones (as a group) to be
unafraid of traveling about during the day.*

Asked essentially the same question concerning
their fear of moving about the metropolitan area at
night, approximately twice as many Houston resi-
dents indicated that th;fw;rt more intimidated by
crime at night than during the day (23 vs. 11 per-
cent), but a distinct majority of persons (71 percent)

1

*It should be emphasized that the source questions for data
caveredfin this section (questions 1 3a and 13b) referred 1o places
in the metropolitan area where the respondent needed or devired

“ o enter. Thus, it is reasunable to assume that high-risk places,

those most highly fedared, were excluded from consideration by
many respondents. Had the questions applied unconditionally to
all sectors of the area, the pattern of responses no doubt would
have been different '

10

were no consequential differences  between the
answers of whjtes and hlacks or between those of
males and fcmalés Huwgver victims were con-
'giderably more likely than nonvictims to have ex-
- pressed fear (29 vs. 19 percent). As with the question
about daytime mobility, an interesting pattern was
evident with respect to age of the respondent. As age -
increased, there was a tendency for persons to be less
fearful of circulating in the area at pight, even
though not all apparent differences between specific
.age groups were significant. Some seven-tenths of all’
residents age 16-19 were not afraid to do’-sa, as con-
trasted to eight-tenths of those in the 65 and over age .
group. With regard to the relatively low manifesta-
tions ek fear on the part of elderly persons to move
about either in day or night, the response pattern
may have been attributable to a lack of interest in or
need for visiting or conducting busine 5 '

away from home.
! /

/
Neighborhood safety' y

Following the’series of questions about crime
trends in the neighborhood and the Nation, Housto_
residents were asked about their feelings concerning
neighborhood safety when out alone during the day
or at night. About daytime, an overwhelming ma-
jority of persong (93 percent) felt, or would feel,,~
very safe or rEaSUnany safe, with the remainder ex-
pressing: some Oegree “of fear for personal safety.’
Males were slight y more hkefy than females to feel
secure (96 vs. 90 percent), and whites were some- ¢
what more apt than blacks to feel that way (94 vs. 90
pe:r’cent) Relative‘to theif numbe:r the elderly gage

youn,ger persans, Once agam, huwavt—:r, the
difference was not great: whereas 89 percent of the
elderly felt secure, 94 percent of persons age 16-64

f'elt that way Victimization cxpericncc d no effect

As fDr Ihe questmn anclghbnrhgud safety when a
person was out alone at night, feelings differed con-
siderably from those about daytime safety. Far more
people (39 vs. 6 gercent) expressed that they did (or ;
might) feel unsafe or very unsafe at night than felt

. that way about being alone during the day; whereas
61 péfCEn( félt réasnnably or ver’y safé at night 93

cherthelcss most pﬂrmm cnnsndercd thcchch

reasonably or very safe when out alon€ in (henr
neighborhoods a?lght ‘ g

i,
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at ﬂigh! females outnumberéd ‘males by a wide -

a pattern that tended to
hald regardlgss t)f age. In fact, whereasa majorlty of
males (80 percent)” considered themselVes safe, the
.opppsite was.true for females, 56 pércent of whom

~. beliéved that they were at risk when out alone”at

5

)

L

¥

nigﬁt. Blacks were more highly inclinéd than whites

generally applied irrespective of age.
' A distinct relationship emerged ‘between age ‘and

, opinions about nigbttim%atety when out “alone in
~ the neighborhood, with ¢

ing less secure than younger ones. Among persons
agqié -49, an average of 64 percent felt safe in such
circuatstances, CDm{parEd to 59 percent for in-
_dividuals age 50-64'and 44 percent among those 65
gnd over® As with the findings for.daytime safety,
victimization experience had little . apparent in-
fluence in molding attitudes; 62 pErLent of nonvic-
tims felt safe, compared to 59-percent among vic-
tims, -

Crime, as 'a cause for moving away

Houston-vesidents who stated that they felt some-
what or very unsafe when out alone in ‘their
neighborhoods during the day or at night were asked
if their vicinities were dangerous énuugh to cause
them to think seriously about moving elsewhere.
Despite theispbstamial proportion of residents who
vaiced concern about safety, particularly, at.pight,

B3 percent of the members of this subgroup did not .
i ‘beliave that their neighborhcods were sufficiently
" perilpus to think of moving. On the other hadd, 15

percgnt had contemplated moving; responses were
undvailable for the remaining 2 percent. As a pro-
pmtu:m of the population age 16 and over, the group
that had thought about moving away becgsg—: of
crime made up only 6 percent of the total.. Despite
lheir rglatively l(xw&r apprehensiveﬁﬁse ahuut

fgmalﬁs (18 vs. 13 pgrcem) _[n hav; LL)I’!&!(JETECJ mov-
ing 7 Yuung&r persnns (uﬁder agﬂ 35-) were some-
s0. The dlff&r&m:e between [h;: pmpnr[mns m bla;ks
(19 percent) and whites (13) who seriously regarded
moving alsoi'was statistically significant, although

hAutually the r:la(mnshlp was shghtly curvilinear, s(.nrung
al 62 percent for persons age 16-19, rising 1o 68 percent for
those age 25-34, and decreasing steadily thereafter,

er people generally feel-’

for activity modil

maEEELe mis Wasassameas zszie oz x=zgyr

Crime as a cauge _
allan -

‘The final series of questions in th! attltuC[ét suryey
elicited information as to whether [ESPQEQ)EEIS had

" limited or changed their adiivities m*f&cem yéars

».to feel linsafe (48 vs. 36 percént); again, the pattern -

" affirmatively.

because of the feaf of crime, as welf*as whether they
thought that others had done so. Therespe pise_pat-
tern generally paralleled that canc&rnmg the issue of
crime trends, with persons b&llevmg that the’ lmpact

of crime was greater upon p&rsans, other than t
.neighbors and. themselves. Abght- s€ven-tenths &f
Houston residents believed’that people in general

had modified their activities because they were
afraid of crime, When ask ngut pgrsons-in their
neighborhood, however, 0 ly 46 perceat respaﬁde

dividuals'sé\d that they personally had altered their

An even smaller percentage "of ;n--’

activities because of crime; approXinrately 41 per- -

cent mdn:ated th&x had and 59 percent sald th&y
had not.’ . -

As with previous r&spgﬂ,s&s certain marked
differences emerged depending on the individual's
sex, race, age, piﬁ‘f&c\&m viclifszation experience.
For example, 49 percent of all females said théy had -

changed their EcthltlES for fear of crimée, cnmpxrgd" .

males. A ble

with 32 percent of ajl. ompar

difference was evident id the responses of blacks and” ¢
& w}m&s 53 percent of blacks said they had {nadlﬁ:d

their personal activities, contrasted to 37 percent of :

The proportion of, persons mdlcaung B

thl‘tes
mitation or change lﬂ activities tended tu lncrésse

(¥

with age, from 34 pement among the 16-19 gge
group. to 48 percent among those: 65 a{nd over,
although not all apparent ﬂliferencgs between per-
cents for intermed ate age groups Wwere staustu:ally

?

significant. Persons who had been victims were more -

likely than those not victimized to have said they
altered’ their activities; the respectwe pmpcrnmns
were 45 ar)d 38 percent.

PR

T

ppNseEs shuwn in Dai{a
fion is suomewhat misleading because the source question was
asked only ‘of persons who said théy felt unsafe during dayum:
and/or nighttinfe. Totaling 39 percent of the relevant popula-
tion”, individuals who were asked the question included 20 per-
cent of all males, contrasted with 56 percent of all females. Thus,
& percent of the total population age 16 and over—including 4
percent of males and 7 .percent of fEfﬂ&h:!zsdlg they had
seripusly considered rnmung

Table 15, this uhszrva

*

G



i ¥ ‘. )
ThE\ initial aunude survey QUi SLioNSs were?
de:s’igned tggather lgformatmn about de lam specific
' : pracnces of Houston huﬁs:holders -and
ons about a wide range of com-
ne af which was crime. As indi-
"Crimé and Attitudes,”
pam qugsu ns wen: ;skéd of only one member of
' as ‘the household respon-
rm’tlmn galhered fré)
lreated in this section of the: rI:un and found i
D’at‘a Tables 19, through 26, the peﬂmam data wu-l
l on survey quﬁstuins 2a through Zb. In addi-
Y tbﬂ responses to questions 8a thro gh 8f, relAt-
ing {@ certain ‘asgfcts of, persnnal lleSlylE also are
exs mmed in tis'sedjion; the relevant questiqns were
asked of all household mEmbErs age 16 and over, in-
cludmg the household respundem agd the ré‘sults
sre—dliplayed in Data Tables 27'{hrqu&q}m A’ can

_-be seen from the. quegu;)nnalre andl unlike‘the pro- «

cedure used in developimg the information dlgkusged

" tions that sérvéd-as a basg lm‘ the topics L{IVEFL(J

in'the two pzegadmg sections of this report, the qugs- -

such persons is -

e, pifkéduihs
QIEEIEF ISUCS
e

". tent that they were less'likeli\ﬂ
. néighborhood on the! basis of it
location, and scRools (54 vs. 65 pe.r;enl) and me

* aptto have said lhaHhcy had no chmc:c ( 10 vs. 4 per-

L

cent).
When T!je s%me group of huusehold. r«:spundents
“di.e., those 3¢ thg same address sfur 5 years of less)

T, wis aske% E(ﬁlu[ e reasons th | prompted them to
~ move fro ir fg

© percent mcmm ed the Qﬁd&slrablhty of the previous
dwnllmg or the\need for a more cnn\f‘;mcm lpca-
Lun or thﬂ\&es e for bettér or nlgue affurdabl«:

heh;smg Once agaln, only a nomiaal propartion— .

cited crime in the nld area as tl
far moving away.

dome'2 percent
prevailing reas

With TESP‘)‘S to the “ﬂghbf:&u()d in whu:h t}iey‘i‘

-length of residence at the desig
, hold respondents were ‘asked if
the; disliked abuut }hglvvlu

lived at'the time of the sufvey ( Egduve of thi‘lr
ated g1

lﬁ T!‘ISPUHS& Emerglng

-here did not reveil to respondents that the dhevelop- . Blacks, however,
. ment of data on Lrlmc was the main purpf!c of the whites tovfind cert:
sufvEka T o , undeﬁlrahle (397
wo e . ) . a “YVislims
Naig‘hbarhanﬂ problems . o ., with tt [
'and'selecting € : : nonvictimg (2
and “I““ng b hame A x‘ tify the most s orhmd pmbl«:m thgse

The lead question in-the survey “&;gﬁlgni‘:d to

- distinguish between shm@f%m (ie., 5 years or less)
and long¥erm. residenls. $Som lhr e-fifths of
Houston resndeﬂ'ls had lived at thé samt: "address for
ch%j of 5 years or less. Subsequently, a d&ter-

smgjsanswer wetg-ds‘ked Q} ldenmy lhe z.mglc: most
dﬂ;ﬁ%fzasxjn Sixtystwe pergent rEngdi lbea-
‘tipn and characteristics of the aéa—;sc.huu!s type of
nenghﬁnrs environigent, streets,' parks, clc;-ias the
Uverrldmg cgnsndegin}ns A total’ K mughly one-
--fourth indica l‘edj.‘*h\s‘t!fl(.l‘: had been right, that
,.the dwelling®s Zharacteristjc dpPEﬂléd to (ﬁuﬂ or
!h§( the nglghﬁmhnnd wa? ;:(mly place vhere they
. found housing. In contrdst, only dbuut l‘ pqr;g{n
Tited safety from crime as the main: reagon t ey’
fovéd ‘to .
perience ghd -income level dig not ‘algl‘llflgdnlly in-
ﬂuence the pattern of responses. B’l‘u:ks howeper,

: o3
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[ s made of the reason (ur reasons) these _
,,l:cted a hnme m a partlcular nElghbnr= ,?

the neighborlfbod.- Victimjzation jex-

‘who manifesi¢d 4 hke reported
de[enoratmn—tfa#h noise, overcrowding, etc.
lhe mns( hgthers:m (43 peréenl) pmblems v i

ent; and some 12 pertenl said that
Hansporta&ﬁin and parkmg were the main
jiuﬁlesﬁaughly 17n every 10 of these house-
dents—ot about 3 percent of all such
.thé city of Houston—indicated that crime
,whs ghs;f prime corcern. Among those who selected
crime, there were no meandpigful differences accord-
ng-o race or income. Victims, however, were more
likely than honvictims to be troubled by crime

|
’ -'(mblfzms (13 vs. 7 perct:n;)_
Food and merchandise -
xlho:g.:lnﬁ\jpractlcai
. B A Vam mammy‘ﬁl hoy >é{1nld respondents (85
_.»pt:ru: 1} Sd@ hey did hL‘J mygjor food shopping in
'm:lg?hg;rhm)a stores,(with the bulk ‘of the other re-
o - / v Y e
;5_". A i) - Rk . '
o !“, . (,; = B
DA S AN ~ :

‘mer residence, sppmxlmate!y 68

nv;ronmq:;' tal ™
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wr} denced a stronger  preferedd

{

nual iiceme) or blacks were less apt than more
afflue l’EhpELllVﬁl) td shop for

els&wh\ﬁﬁ wergqueried about the regson for doing
$0. Slxlyxp'” percent cited the unavanlahmt} FUEIE

{ aldequacy of nelghhnrhuud stores, and 27 percent

tigh prices in local shopgprompted
nyihiber of re-

maintained that
them to buy elsewhere. A negligibl

. Spmndgmsspecmullv mu’mpmd th dﬂmt} of crime

‘or the fear of crime off their shnppmg practices
In adgl 1 Mo questions about foed shopping.
huusehnld respimdems were asked whether or not
the, ,tdlly purghdsgj clothing and general
merchandise from sGbufban or neighborhood cen-
ters, on the one hand, or from shops downtown, on
the other. Eighty-three percent stated that they
usually shopped in suhq_rhun'(\z:ﬁclghhnrh(md HY ST
whereas; | 5 percent repurfed they patronized down-
town stores. Although'. k‘\*rrm;mlmﬂ expericnce was
v not significantly related 65 wihe preserred location for
generél shopping. some interesting variations
Emerged amung hmusehnld§. LrlffL’fL’nlmlL‘d cither by

;IU shup d(,mn[nwn {31 \wigl
for suhurhgm and
-neighborhood stores (88 vs*08 percent). Those with

-; * annual l(;\[nmgs ot less than $10.000 tended to shop

-

downtown¥o a greater degree than tgose with higher
igmes (22%and 9 pergent, respectively ). Some two-
thirds of holseholders in the lowest income group
did their shopping in suburban or neighborhood
'shupplng centers, compared \Hl‘h nine-tenths tor

,{ those in the highest income bracket examined.

Coupled with the question about places where
they usually shopped for general merchandise,
household respondents were also asked about
reasons for preferring stores in one area over those
in another. Among suburban neighborhood
buyers, the proportion of persons. indicatfitg that

or

“crimeMatluenced thé€ir® practices was npminal,

moreover, the prnqufmn ot those who pshopped
duwntuwn because of a tear ot crime 1 otier loca-
tions was based un oo t:w sample cases o, vield a

n:lmblt: L‘SIImAIL‘ Fur vac grnupnt shnppu's con-

the shnppmg sites (h;y pdlrnm;ed Apprcg’mhh
numbers of downtown, ﬁhnppph indrcated that better
selection and transportation fwere the main teatures,
whereas suburban or nughﬁnrhund shoppers cited
"better parking and less tratficas relatively important
considerations,

ones or” whites,
tUU(.Lg r\[ﬂ: nglghhurhnud Thnsu who shopped -

(j pu«.gm)i \Ahllth evi-

I

and entertainment was askgd nt Each huuschﬂld
member age 16 and over, including the household
respondent. Tt was first dutrmmsd whether e fre-
‘quency with which each individual went out for
‘evening entertainment (such as to restaurants,
theaters, and the like) had changed during the recent
past.. The single largest group (43 percent of
Houston residents) replied that the frequency had
remained about the same; 37 percent said they went
out less often: and 19 percent indicated they went
out more often. In general, there were few large
ditterences between the responses of males and
females. Blacks, however, were more likely than
whites to have said they went out less often (48 vs. 34
pereent). Persons who had been victimized were
more likely than those who had not to indicate that
they went out both more often and less often—the

apparent contradicyon being ascribable to the’

difference between the proportion of persons in each —
e‘{ prop p

gmu%\“hu said they had not changed their frequency
of entertainment. As might be expected, age was
strongly related to the frequency with whikch”’
Houston residents reportedly went out for evening
entertainment. Young persi:ns {age 16—19) were far
more likely to go dut more often than those age 50
and over (50 vs. 7 percent).

Persons who indicated that they had altered the
frequency with which they went out for evening en-

. tertainment (that is, those, who said that they were

going out either more often or less often) were asked
abgut the reasons for such change. Among those who
had curthiled their entertainment activities, only 4
percent specifically méntioned crime as the major
reason for doing so. Residents who patronized enter -
tainment facilities with some regularity (i.e.; at least
-once a month) were then asked aboul the general
location of such places. Suvme 91 percent of these
persons usually frequented restaurants and theaters
within the e¢ity. Only about 5 percent said they
customarily went outside ot Houston. When asked to
explain their selection of one site over the other, a
negligible proportion of respondents alluded to the
prevalence of erime in.the other location. Reasons
and convengice

relating to personal preference
were offered far more trequently.

P
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Following the series™ of questions concerning
neighborhood safety and crime as a deterreni to per-
sonal mobility, individuals age 16 and over were
asked to assess the overall performance of the local
police and to suggest ways. if any, in which police
effeogiveness might be improved. Data Tables 3|
through 37, derived from survey questions i4a and
14b, contain the results on which this discussion 15
based.

Are they doing a good,
average, or poor job?

Approximately 41 percent of. Houston residents
stated that the police were doing 4 good job, 44 per-
cent rated the police as average, and 11 percent said
police performance was poor. The remaining 4 per-
cent was made up of persons for whom no response
was recorded or who had no basis for rating the
police. i )

Among persons who evaluated the police as,
average, there was no sigmificant response varation
between victims and nonvictims and only a minimal

ditference between males and females. Blacks or -
- younger residents were somewhat more likely than

whites gr older residents. respectively. to have rated
the police as average. In tact, there was a tendency
among older persons to rate the police as good, and
of Jounger ones to evaluate them as average or poor,
fegardless of the sex or race of the respondent. Some
of the differences between those who rated police job
effectiveness as either good or poor were quite
marked. For example, whites were about twice as
likely as blacks to have rated police work as good
(47 vs. 23 percent), whereas blacks were mare than
twice as apt as whites to have characterized it as poor
(20 vs. 8 percent). Persons not vicumized by crime

victimized to rate police performance as good and,
less likely to have thought of it as poor.

How can the police improve?

Individuals whohad an opinion about the quality
of police perfnhnamg were asked about ways n
which the department might improve. Some 7 per-
cent of these, persons ‘said that no chunges were
needed, and the remainder offered o varicty ot sug-
gestions for improving police performance. Among

14

©cavered in question 14h we

the respondents’ age or race, and there was no sig-
nificant difference between males and females, Non-
victims were only slightly more likely than victims

Among persons who felt there was a need to im-
prove the work of the local police, 51 percent iden-
titied measures relating to l",‘gq,ﬁiquacy of personnel
resources as the single most intportant area.® Some
30 percent thought that the operational practices of
alluded to a need for change in commuhity relations.

In general, recommendations Q}fmcerﬁing
measures for pohice improvement did not vary sub-
stantially amdng residents of each sex. In a seeming
paradox, nonvictims were more likéy (48 percent)
than victims (37) to have suggested hiring additional
personnel. The response patterns by persons of
differing race or age were markedly varied,
however. Whites were more likely than blacks to
have preterred improvements in the field of person-
nel resources, whereas blucks were far more inclined
to identify the functions of community relations or

_uperational practices. By margins of roughly 2to 1,

tor example, blacks indicated a need for greater
promptness by the pohice and recommended the use

of increased special patrols in certain areas or at
specific timds, F

With respect to the age of respondents, there was
a jendency for inc
rsfpansiun and E\Tdiﬁiﬂg of the police force as the
most important step needed. The proportion of per-
sons age 16— 19 who cited this measure (30 percent)
was far smaller than that of those age 65 and over
(67). In contrast, younger persons tended to empha-
size the need for upgrading police operations or
imunity relations. For instance, whereas only

‘about 5 percent of residents age 65 and over stip-

ulated the need for better police-community rela-
tions, the corresponding figure among those age
16 =19 was 22 percent.

*For most of this discussion, the eight detailed response items
comhined into three categories, as
todtows: Commuriity relations: (1) 7Be miure courtéous, improve
attitude, community relations” and (2) “Don’t discriminate”
Operational practices. (1) "Concentrate on fore impaortant duties,
2) " He more prompt, responsive, alert™; (1)
d more policemen of

serinus crime, €te.”
C“Meed maore tratfic control”, and (4) “Ne
particular type tfoot, car) in certim areas of at certain tmes.”
And, personnel resources: (1) “Hire more policemen™ and (1)
“Improbe tramning, rase gualifications or  pay, recruitment
policies
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Survey data tabies

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix pre-
sent the results of the Houston attitudinal survey
conducted early in 1974, They are organized
topically, generally paralleling the report’s analyti-
cal discussion. For each subject, the data tables con-
sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household)
characteristics and the relevant response categories.
For a given population group. each table displays
the percent distribution of answers to a question.

All statistical. data generated by the survey are
estimapes that vary in their degree of reliability and
are su!xje«;t to variances, or errors, associated with
the fact that they were derived from a sample survey
rather than a complete enumeration. Constraints on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
guidelines for determining their reliability, are set
forth in Appendix I11. As a general rule, however,
estimates based on zero of on about 10 or fewer sam-

mates, qualified by footnotes to she data tables, were
not used for analytical purposes in this-sgport.

Each data table parenthetically display,igjeﬁize
of the group for which a distribution of responses
was calculated, As with the percentages, these base
figures are estimates. On tables showing the answers
of individual respondents (Tables 118 and
37-137), the figures reflect aff adjustment based on
an independent post-Census estimate of the city's
resident population. For data from household re-
spondents (Tables 19-26). the bases were generated
solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath each data table identifies the ques-
tion that served as the data source. As an expedient
in preparing tables, certain response categories were
reworded and/or abbreviated. The questionnaire
facsimile (Appendix 1) should be consulted for the
exact wording of both the questions and the response
Qatég:jfies. For questionnaire fitems that carried the
instruction “Mark all that apply,” thereby enabling
the data tables reflect only the answer designated by
the respondent as being the most important one

~rather than all-answers given.

The first six tables were used in preparing the
relate to the topic "Fear of Crime™; Tables 19-30
cover “Residential Problems and Lifestyles™; and
the last seven tables display information concerning
“lL.ocal Police Performance.”



Tnhl; 7 Fnr nl golng Io pn el the motrapolltan area
. during th! day .

A (Percent dilti‘ibutian gf responses for the ) ﬁpulltiun lgn 16 md mg_r)

Fqn&if.im eh;ri;tgri-tic Total Yes - Mo . Bot svailable

A1 peraons (?3‘?,2&3)  100.0 1.4 86.8 . 1.7
. Sex o _ _ o =
Mals (444, 700) 100.0 10.5 88,2 1.3
Female (492,600) @ 100.0 14,2 85.6 2,2
' Race ‘ i o
mtﬁ éﬁ-écﬂ lm;g 111:5 " g!g 2-1
Other 7.;@&) _ 100.0 13.9 8\ 9 11.3
Age ,

20-2, (136,300) - - : 100.0. 11.2 85.3 2,6
35-49 (227,400 100.0 11.2 87.3 1.5
50-64 (173,000) . P 100,0 12.6 85.9 1.5
65 and over (87,900) 100.0 8.7 89.8 1.5
Victimization experience ) 8 . o :
Not victimized (579,200) 100.0 9,3 ° 89.0 1.7

Vict;mizeg (358, 000 100, ii 14, 3-: 5354 1.8 -

* ﬂ*ﬂzz Entn based on questimi 13s. - Detail may not Hd to total E;:maa af ﬁimﬁing. Flguras
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases,’ is atatisticglly unrelisble,

Table 8. Fear of galng to pam of the m;trapalltan area at night

(Fercgnt diﬂtributiﬁn of rgsPEnaea for the pﬂpulntiﬁn age 1& :nd ﬁver}

Pap;,g.at.iaﬁ cha“'actgristig Total Yes Na; . Not avallable
" ALL:persons (937,200) 100,0 - 22,9 7.4 | 5.7
Sex ~ : : = . o ..
Male (44, 700) L 100,0 22,9 73.0 4l
Female (492,600) : 100.0 22,9 + 70.0 7.1
Race . :
White éf;?,gmg 100.0 22.9 70.8 g 6.3
Hlack (232,500, 100.0 22.8 T34 3.8
Other (7,400) 100.0 30,2 61.9 17.9
Age . _ : N C ,
16-19 (101,300 100.0 23.8 69.5 6.7
20-21, (136,300 100.0 127.6 66.5 5.8
35-49 (227,400 100.0 22,7 72.1 5.2
50-64 (173,000 - 100.0 19:7 7h.6 5.7
65 and over (87,900) 100.0 - 13.8 2.1 6.2
: Victimization experisnce i
- Not victimized (579,200) : 180.0 19.4 75.1 5.5
© Victimized (358, ::::1@5 100.0 28.6 65.5 6.0

_ HDTE; Data h&EFd an quéstiun 13b. Dgtgil may ngt add to total because of fﬁunding. Figures

Es imatE bgséd on abgut 1& oF fEHET sample gaaes, is statistically unreliable,
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(Percent distribution of responaes for the population age 16 and ovar)

Tabla 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

Population charsctefistic

Total

Reasonably safe

. Somewhat unsafe

Very unsafle

Ali pér’aaﬂi '(79377;};6)77 B

- Male (Lih,700) -
Femals (492,600)

‘Race  *

_, Mmite :;697-590}

M ack (232, 500
Other (7,400)
{ ]
“15!19 100, 300
20-2j, (136,300
25-34 (211,400
3549 (227,400
50-4) (173,000 )
_ 65 and over (87,500)
Fiotisisation expérience
Rot vietimlsed (579,200)
Victimived (358,000)
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ROTE: Data based on question 1lb. Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures in parenthess
1Estimate, based on zero or on aboht 10 or fewer sample cases, is statiatically unreliable.
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Table 10. Nelghborhood safety when out alone during the day
-\ ' ) (Par:ent digtributim of responses for Lha pgpi,iltinn e 16 and E\f!r)
i i e e T S '
ﬁ&iﬁim charactariatic Ta“l_ Vary safe Rmnn;hly zafe Semewhat unsafe V!ry unu!'e ht millt
- Hale i :
© 16=19-(49,600) 100.0 T 25,8 oW 0.6 o2
202, (63,100 1000 1+ LS 5.1 35 We . 03 .
- 253, (105,500 f100.0  Pev TR 254 1.2 o8 Y’ 19,0
3549 (107,300, 100.0 6.8 28, 2.8 0.7 0.4
- 50-4, (&2,000) 100,0 - B9, 304 33 - s - o
! ésm:lmr (3,800) 100,0 545 ' 1.6 bl 2.5 0.3
 Pemile .— |
100,0 1 Lhib 8.2 2.9 10,2
100,0 L5l L5k 2 1.9 0.1
100.0 b6 1.0 5,8 . Lb 00
129,100, 1m0 13,8 16,2 7.7 L1 1.3
50-64, (91;100) Y1060 LE.8 0. 6:9 1.9 .4
65 and over (51,100) 100,0 34,0 VK 10,0 1 0.8
- Race and age )
™ "iﬁ P N
o119 67,5@3; 100,0 0.9 /7 1.8 1.8 1.3 0.0
202 (%8 0,0 . 6L [ / b 4.0 1.2 0.3
25‘3& 155 D:Q) lm.lj Ellhli ‘e‘““! 321l4 ! . gu[f D.E § ID.D
3549 (167,200 100,0 0.1 = o, b9 1.0 0.3
g 506k (136400) 1000 596 3.8 ki L Q7
6% ind mar (69,400) 10,0 R 138 b5 22 10,6
Hack . : _ :
16=19 (32,%0 100,0 5.4 $9.0 bl LT 10,6
20-2, (3,000 100,0 §5.5 s 9 &l .6 10,0
25-3, (50,700) 100.0 b K. 2 2.6 10,0
35-49 (58,600 100.0 Lk 2 _ - 6.8 2.3 s
50-b1, 351m 1000 - W7 166 6.1 2,2 g
- 65 and over (18,200) 100,0 BL i b6 1.3 b2 10,5

BE: Data bazed on qusatinn 11b; Detail may not ald to totl h:;cauaé of rounding, Figureg in pmnthegxss I‘sfé!‘ tn: papul&tian in thé gfﬂup;
. Vatimate, bgsed on gero of on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, iz statisticslly unrellable,
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 Table 11. Nelghborhood saety when out alone during the day

(Porcent, dlstribution of responses for the population age 16 wnd over) |

Very weafs Mok avdlad

B Tolal . Very zafe Reasonably safe Semenat uniaﬁe

Iy

!

Wiite
Male“\"
16=19 (33,500
20-2% (4,300

1000
100.0

3549 (80,300
50-64 (65,300)
65 and over (28,100)
Femile ¥
16-19 (3,00
25=34 (76,100
3549 (8,900
5064 (M,0)
85 and over (L1, 500)
Hlack
Male
16-19 (25,500
22, (15,800
=3 (2400
3549 (26,300
5044 (16,90)
65 and over (g,700)
Feale -
16-19 (17,400
20-2, (20,200
-1, (28,30
3549 (33,300
5064 (19,800)
b5 ard aver (Epﬁm)

_ o

100.0
100.0
100,0

100.0

. 1000

100:0

/ 100,0
100.0

100,0

1000
100,0
160,0
100,0
100.0
o pime

w100.0
100.0
100,0
100,0
400
100,0

T
7.8
il
.6
9,1
170

L83
9.6
5L.8
k7.5
50.8
40,1

69.0
8,5
60,3
5,2
b6
kbl

%0
32
b
40.7
2.2

0.9 Ny
11!? 10-6
10,7 ‘_ 9.7
L 10,6
26 S
3!6 . l1!5

- " Al -
LN T N T T, T
-

115 1,3 ¢
‘5!1 ngé
lgig 10!9
_n 10,8
5T .8
15,7 14,0

10:4 13
10,4 1,
1D-3 ! _3:
91 3
63 ;.
16:4 1h

age, aaéz wg _ i

0.0

0.
9.0
10,5
1.0
lgih

lQ:D e
Hp,2

Lot

19,0
01
0
igi-?

Jog

1.0
15,0
.0
10,0
10,0

10,
10,0
10,0
10,9
106

m Data bgaﬁ-ﬂh_qﬁestiﬁn |
Wstinate, bazed on zero or o

7

0 about 10 or fewer zanple cases, i3 statistieally unrelisble,

I Detall may not add to total because of rounding, 715151_1_1-35 in

parentheses refer to population it the groug,
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Table 12. Nelghborhood sfely when out alon af night

(Parcgnt diatributinﬁ (If nspanm l‘ur the papulatian lgtz 16 md aver)

iﬂéﬁ tﬁmﬁtﬁristié Tut.-{d Vtry safe Reaanmbly ufé Scmewhlt unanf g Very unaale © et imll
01 persens (937,200) 10,0 19,9 A o7 7.9 Y
y o
s(ug;,m)_ | 100, 0.4 195 134 ) 0
e (192,600) 100.0 0.6 Yo 3 8L Ok
h. 697,@} 00 A2 we o A0 156 )
k (232,500 10,0 Lhaly 1] - 0T .1 0§
it (7,400) 10,0 1 W5 %] 11,0 10,0
9 (101, 0 | o . I 12 L7 16,0 oy
L, (211,400 1m.0 i1 L5 18,7 13,7 10,1
9 (27,400 10,0 i 0 2.0 £ )
i, (17,000 .0 [ 1.4 13:9 4.1 L}
nd over (87,90) 110, KR .2 2.8 0.1 10,8
liatlon experience l N o o
victinized (579,200) 10,0 - 19 b.b 19:9 17_,4 0.5
Inized (3%, cm} 16,0 19,3 6 21 18,8 0.2
D!tlgiﬁ-&[—d_ﬂ; e ,ticm 1 UEtall may ol add hnh,l higgiae of mundlng, FiguPEE. in parentheses refer to popalation hl the grotp
irate, based on zero of on atmut 1) or Tewer sample cased; 19 statistieally uﬂrfliahlsi
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-
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Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
Fl — L -

!@g,lrﬁiﬁn E!l@:i-‘tiril&iﬂ Total Very ;;!a Reasonably aafe 75:!Iﬁ;ihlt, ung;fa 7 Very m,“ﬁ ﬁﬂt lv;ﬂﬁ

16-19 g.ém; 100,0 3.1 . 11.a 4.5 10.2
20-2, (63,100) 100.0 6.5 10.6 3.4 10,2
25-34 mg..m} 100,0 1.2 . 113 4,0 10,0
35-49 (107,300 100.0 7.3 14,1 5.8 10.6
50-6, (#2,000) 100,0 7.0 15.0 8.0 10,5
&5 amd over (36,800) 100,0 0.0 . 2,8 18,1 10,3

Femals
16-19 51-?“;‘3;
25-34 1@5.5@}
35=49 (120,100
50-64 (91,100)
65 and over (51,100)
Race and age
White

10,6

10,4

8888
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bk et b |
.

et ol O o o

By e B b

Hkﬂ‘mow
M

Mot Ml o I
w

32 :
3a.8 11,2

.88

16-19 675@@; 100,0 2041 44,9 2.9 4.1 10,1
2024, (98,800 100,0 21,9 45.2 19.8 13.7 10.4
25-34 (158,000 100,0 22,6 48,1 18.2 11,2 10,0
3549 51&?;@ 100.0 3.6 42,1 19.9 14.0 0.5
50-643, (13£,400) ° 100.0 21,1 40,8 18.4 19.3 10,4
&5 and over (&5,600) 100,0 4.1 32.9 25, 26,8 10,1

# Black .
16-19 {32,900 1
20-24 (36,000 100.0
25-34, (50,700 100,
3549 (58,600 - 100,0
50-44 36,100) 100,0 .
65 and over (18,200) 100.0 g,

e
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B b e e
k‘mw&m\ﬁ
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of rounding, Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

NOTE: Data based on question 1la. Detail may not add to total bse
1Estimate, based on zere or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s
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Taklo 14, Neighborhod satoty when oul alone o nl'ghl

(Psmnt diltributiun af raupnnnaa Iaf the :pulltim lga 16 In:f pui')

E-mﬂhlt unsm "hry unnfa W mill

C 1609 (39500 1000 e 9. 12,8 3.) 00
0 :.s, 100:0 115 T %k 2.8 I ¥
- 25-31. 1, %0 . 1000 35,0 0.8 10,3 58 b0
] 5:4.9 0 100,0 3.2 Wb 1) ok 07
L S (6530 S %) T 0 . L bk 0.6
g 48 b over (2,100 o0, 2 W9 06 134 0

F-!ll : :

1619 (3%, 000 lCI_lCI (1 W 5 "4 .3
e (S0 1000 00+ mo 30 ' Ok .
RS 76,1ao 100,0 9.1 ! 1 LA .0

L Bedd (86,900)- 1000 12.8 el 2.8 | 23.@ b2

bl 71,1@3 o d b A6 | o

ﬁnndﬁ (41,50 ) 100.0 a3, - 21 - A 359 h.0

El;k :

1419 (15500 100:0 4,0, il 10 AL N

ﬁ 2\ I 1000 28,2 5.2 Lt 37 .0

149 (2200 ‘ 10,0 4.7 AN 2. 10,8 50

(14,30 1000 16,8 S 2.0 b 10,0
lnd over (8, 700) 100, 1.7 06 2,3 N 1,0
Pmu | o _

W) we 1.2 .0 1L

25-31, 28 3(:3 ; 100,0 b9 C Bl 2l 355

40 32,3m 10,0 9,1 5. S i 1.1

5060 (19,800 1000 9.7 28 20 10

65 i over (9,6(1’1) 1000 .1 19,5 4 . il
S = - o ﬂ_ e ———————— —— i———— i

W Dltl has:! o @estinn 115 Dmil mey nnt aﬂd to total hecmse of roundlng, FPlgures In pmnthaaas refer 10 popilation in the group,
atinats, baasg on gero or on ahout 10 or fever smmple cases; fa statistieally uﬁi‘éli!ﬂﬂ-
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yPosnt tﬂltr,fhuum of ﬁlpgnm fCIE th; pﬁpull&i&l m ;6 o bnr)
1: e ———
mnm ghlrlzhrmh:f ? * Tauf; , Y:d LAY _ 1 et avallabls
S ; Sim o o S --","""“".'T - . )
. R C m parschs (3& 500) RS R [+ N+ 1@15 B U .5, .
S o Ml s?um) . 1.0 1.3 wa 20
. i 1 : v ’ i 275 1':’310 ) l}ig Qﬂ‘i j ‘Q
;". : : ) . ‘ L - ) @] o E 3 ; i}
N M 9,7::); 0o - 1281 24
i T Bk (M2 100,0 18,6 7
oo T e Other nm) 100,h ‘13]6‘ 11,8
.: i ' : X : i } ] ‘-ﬂ
Co TRt 38,600) , 100,0 wé Loy L ol
‘e pt b 20 (50,200 : ' ‘-1%@ 1.3 iyt ‘-La.l s
. e 25 i 65 ,600) 1080 18,4 79:1 .54 . ¥
[ B9 (87400 T 000, W9 83,0 21
. - oy (m, 200 : 100,0 12,3 85,2 25,
éS‘%,ﬁd over (ka 5q0) . 100,0 1 ek & B9 2,9 "
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A ST in parentheses refer to Papulation in the group, .
B LN NP ‘hthnm, bna#d on sbout 10 or fewdr sample cases, is aut:l.stlcllly unr;liible. !
Tlhlo 16, Limitation or change in activities because of foar of erlrnn L
d
; B _ {Psrcent ;ﬂELrlbuLlﬁﬂ af reapnnsea for tha papulltim e 16 lnd ﬁvar) 7
i l i — -

Fecple in ganeral
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iy S \ |
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m _ __ __

J‘El Data bugﬂ o qu!atiﬂna 16;,
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l6b, and 16c, D‘tlﬂ mly ngt iﬂd ta tatﬂ be::mse of fgurﬂmg.

sbout 10 or fever sample l:aseq is statistically unreliable,

Flgures in parentheses refar to population in the



Table 17. Personal limitation n?ﬁmgs in activities
because of fear of ame

g (rercem dtatribuain of responses for the population age 16 and over)
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65 and over (69,600) 100,0
Hack _
16-19 (32,900 100.0
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-
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~ in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Eatimate, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewsr sample cases, is statistically unrelinbls,
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leb 18. Personal llmltnllon of chingq in netlvmn

because of fear of crime
(Firtlnt diltrihutiﬁn nf Fegponsss for Lh; pﬁpullﬁ;ﬂﬁ lgn 16 iﬁd ﬁvir)
Pcpul:tim ehmmmuc Total Yoa Mo Hﬁt mn.h:u
_ﬁlﬂl: Sex, and age
" White "

m- B - % : H
16-19 (33,500 = 10,0 21,1 78.4 10,3
20-2), {46,300 100,0 4,2 754 10.4
25-%, (41,90 1000 2, 3 73.5 10,2
3549 (A0, M0 10,0 8.1 A 19,5
50-64 (65,300 10,0 1.4 48,1 16,3
65 and over (28,100) 100,0 ¥l 62,8 1,1

Femals ; '

20-24, 52;&::3 100.0 L1y . 55,7 0.4

25-3, (76,100 10,0 L1.8 50.0 - 19,1

38-49 (8,900 100,0 biyi 2 5.8 0.0

5044, (71,100 100,0 49:9 - 49.8 19,3

65 and over (L1,500) 100.0 52.1 6.9 1.0
Hlack ;

Male B . ‘ o
16=19 (15,500 ' 100.0 8.6 1.4 15,0
20-2; (15,800 ¢ 100,0 17.6  bl.8 19,6
25-34 (22,400 100.0 W3 L 55,7 10,0
35-49 (%,300) = 100, 0 W7.8 0 82,2 10,0
50-64 (16,300 _ 10,0 5.0 « ! 46,0 15,0
&5 ard over (B, 700) 100, ¢ SR 42,1 0.0

Famale : : !

20-24 (20,200 100, 0¢ 5.0 3.5 .5
25-34 (28, 300 100,0 651 %. 9 10.0
35-49 (12,300 10,0 ADLQ 9.4 0.5
5064 (19, 800 100,0 615 kg .4
65 und over (g,éaz) 10,0 60,1 33‘:.‘2& 4.0
E!ZJE Ditn b!ﬂ“d | quﬁwtiun ihc I)#tul may not ‘ald to ’fntd bacmse of rx:urﬂi.ng F‘igurﬂg

in parentheass refer to pn;ulafian ing\the group,
YEatimate, based on sery or on about 10 ur Tewer sample u;ia, is statistically unrsliable,
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§1,%0-89,999 (3,100 W00 1 Y Y . RN Y X "
110, 000-414; 99 (33,50 100,0 b 13,2 L0 e LY Wl Ak 114 b4
815, 000-424, %9 (17,200 100,0 b 141 Moo Wk A 59 Nl 124 8
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Table 20. Most important teason for leaving former residence

(Porcont, disbribubion of Whibees by househald raspmdents)
B ==
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Allrhmsehnlda (353, 800) im0 1.8 12,5 146 bl 17 B0 - Ll L7 b9 75

Race
White
Hxk
(ther |
Anrual amily incime 7
Leas than $3,000 (24, %0) 0.0 20, 0.h 74 10.) 10.2 AR VR FX i 81
0,041 %&"m] o a6 L Wl SN Tt Y S WA N
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) im0 5.8 19.8 19,7 19, 10,0 144 0.0 1o S 14,5
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E O wte; based on sero or on about 10 or fewer smple cases, 1 statistically unreliable, =
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping

(Percent distribution of answers by heusehold respondents.

f Suburban or
Household characteristic Total ried ghborhoad Dowitown  Nob available -

ALL households (424,100) . 100 81,0 15.0 1.9
Race o
White (318, jcng 100.0 a8, 2 10,0 1.9
Hlack {102,700 Co 100 67,5 30.5 2.0
Other (3,200) Coleo 68,1 123,9 17,9
- Anrual Tamily income |

Less than §3,000 (50, 700) 100,0 b, 1 30.6 11
$3,000-57,4% ??9 m}; 100:0 78.3 20.8 0.9
$7,500-89, 999 (49, %0 100.0 85,0 11.4 - L
$10,000-514, 999 879&3; 100.0 82.9 9.5 1.5
$15,000-324, 999 (68, 800 100,0 %.7 79 L
$25,000 or mare (28,100) 100.0 %0.4, 8.7 10,9
Not available (39,600) 10,0 82,5 11.4 5.8

Vittimixatian BXperience

Not vietimized (261, B00) 100,0 82,7 15,4 2.0
Victinlzed (16 3&35 * 00 g 1.5 L9

HDTE Data ba;ed o queatign 75; Détéll may nnt ald to tatal because of rounding, ﬁigure%
in parentheses refsr to househoids in the EPOUp.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer - ianpile ggaez, is stgtistically unrelisble,




Table 25, Most important reason for usually doing general merchandise shopping
Inthe suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown
| (Fe_rc;_ént distsributian_ of nguers h)_' househald re?p@r{de?ts)

" patter  Batier, Hore Better gelection; Crimé in Better Frefer s

tores, Other and

nousehold characieristic Total perking . transportation convenlent more stores ather location -store hours Better prices location, efc, not avallable

Suburban (or nelghborhood)
shoppers
ALl houssholds (352,100) 00,0 148 L b 5.5 0,1 0, L

Race

Widta (280,700 100,0
Black 56‘9.3&3) 100,0
Other  (2,200) 10,0
Al fapdly income /
Less than $3,000 (33,500) 1000 &7 51 6.9
&mM%m@ 100.0 1 L0 B0
700909 (1200 00 LA s 6.9
smmﬂmwwm@ 00,0 1.4 10,5 6.8
CO$15,000-84,%9 (A2400) 00 LT R0 719
£5,000 or nore (25,400) 100 1. 10,3 7.8
Not svallable (32,700) g 158 0 5.6

518 Bl 0.4 10,3 7ik
6. 1,0 10,0 10,0 19
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I

-

AR e
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W et
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e
- e o W
LR e o T I T e I . ]
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mm&ﬂﬂ; o 06 13 e B 10,6 10,0 80
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less than 3,00 (15,60) 100 0.6 185 B 2.1
§3,000-§7,499 (0,600 mo ok 187 1 B
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$10,000-314,999 ,(8,400) 0 Ml 13,0 510 &l 1,1 1.0 14,0

1 ZDIE‘ IDllj : 11-6
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1
1

4,7 11,6 10,0 1.0
1
]

10, 19,0 7,9

§15,000-64,99 (55000 00 'Ly M i Q.7
$25,000 o pore (2,400 1000 136 6 4l i
Not available (4,600 W00 .9 1.3 i3 4.8

Victinization experience _ ) B _
Nt victinlzed (10400) 1000 LI 1,1 AR 10,9 1,2 7,7
5 o o i) 1.7 2.6 o . 10 9.0

Victintzed (23,500 _
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Table 27. Change in the frequency with which persons
went out for evening entertainment

—

(Fﬁr:ant diatributiﬁﬁ of ra pﬁﬂFF far th? pﬁpﬂl&tinﬂ gge 16 and Dvér)

lEbl?

Fﬁﬁ&lntian chaIAﬁtEriatic Tntal More Eamé Laag Not =
ALl persons (937,:.@:_1) 100, 19,3 53,1 7.4
Male  (L4,700) 00,0 195 M 358 16,2
Female {452,600) 100,0 18,8 L2,z LI 1,1
Race | | 3
White $697;z;cxj_) 10,6 40,7 §5.0 1 0.1
Black (232,500) 100,0 15, 16,8 §7.7 Ip,2
Other (7,400) 100,01 17,6 59, 21,7 1.4
g
. 16-19 (101,300) 100,0 50, 24,3 7.2 10,3
20-2;, (136,300) 100,13 7,1 28,5 byl 10,0
25-3, en,gmg N S A X 10,1
3549 g.e?,zm 10,8 14,9 5044 366 10,1
50-84, (173,000) 100.0 2 3749 1345 10.3
8 and over (77, 900) 10,0 By 4.8 .0 19,0
Victimisation elpgrience |
Not victimized (579,200) 100,0 17,0 L7 35,5 0,2
Vietinized (358 im) 100,0 4,1 36,3 406 0.1

NOTE: Data bazed on gquestion 85, Detall may not add to total becsuss of rgunding Figurea
. 1n parentheses refer to ]:s;:mlatién in the group.
IEatimate, baaeﬂ on 2éT0 oF on sbaut 10 of fewer sample cases, 1s statisticslly wnrelishle,




Table 28. Most important reason for Increasing or decreasing the Iraquancy J

with which persons went out fnr evening entertainment

(F‘Efcent distritution of responses. I‘Dr' the pﬂ;ulatiun age 16 and fwsr)

s

Activities,

it ta, Dtmgdn

“?;p uf m in ﬁ@m 7 Places to (bm Trmsp:re
mnl pamlntian chﬁmtefisticz Total Money go, ete, Cnnvéni;—*nm ht&lth tatign hge  Family ete, Crime  &te, availaklé
Flrm going aut m?;v.artan _
AL persons  (181,300) 0,0 167 15.4 4T (1.8 18 Y5 w.l 9.1 0,1 17,5 L9
Sex ,
Male (88,500) 00,0 00 1 L 10,4 500 9k 101 g6 0.0 19 5.8
' Pamale (92,800) 000 13,6 18.3 pd:0 LA B g 9.7 0,1 159 hed
Race
White (144,300) 100,0 184 15,7 45 L0 LO Tk 8,3 9.0 10,0 160 b7
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e |
16-19 (50 ; 0.0 &0 w6 4 027 #g 0 5l Wl 100 16 i
B-2 359&3 00,0 20 4§ 11,1 10,3 L6 3T 146 gL W00 176 %
253k (ks 3@3 00,0 26 9.9 hel o 09 M 5,3 105 oo 1R 33
35-49 1000 L9 B Ao 0 o Moo w3 e 03 16 540
50-64 mzm 000 7.6 %0 Tl Mg 0 Ma ks L0 R0 LS Bk
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Not vistinized (205,500) 00,0 b bl SR WA WS S\ PR WY SRS B K b1
Hetiateed (115, ) w0 A48 us oA 39 Wk A b3 08 b0
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Table 30. Most Irnpart.:nt reason for usually seek

(pereent distribution of feg\ﬁgﬁsgs
T}p; of place ani popu- ) . Convenience, Parking, Crim
lation :h!:uﬁtgristi: Total atc. traffic athe
F:rmna Enteﬁ:ingﬂ inside city . ;
A1l persons (625,800) ' 100.0 7L.2 . 0.6
Male (315,100) 100,0 73.5 _ 0.7 1
Female (310,500) * 100,00 TheB 0.4
Y Race s
Whits 543‘? -,?Cii; 100.0 73.7 (1.6 1
Hlack ~{129,600 100,0 ° 75.9 10,5 1
Other (6,200} . 10K1.0 1720 1.0 1
Age
16-19 83,100) 1063,0 Tk 13,5 1
2024 115,100) e 10,0 T a7 10y, 1
25-34 (160, ?mg 100,0 75 .6 0.7 . 1
INL9 Sui.h 300 100.0 72.1 0.6 1
50-&8 (94 ,400) 100.0 75.1 13,6 1
65 and over (27,%00) 100,00 76 E 11,1 - 1
Victimisation Eiinérisnt:ié _
Not victimized (365,200) 100,0 AN a5 1
Victimizsad (géﬂig&“}) 1rxs, 73 a7 b *
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Sex _ ) ol
Male (17,600} 100,0 EV= 2.5 1
Females .(17,500) 100,00 L7 5.1 1
Racs _
White 34‘::,5&;3_} 100,50 39.5 7.5
. Hilack 4, 4L00) 10G.0 38.5 10,5
Other (1200) L), 0 Tan, L 11,0
Age __ :
16-19 giﬂl,?ii) 0,0 324 154 1
20-44, (4,300, 100 ,0 3L .9 19.0 1
25-3L E?;‘%m) 10670 38 15,1 1
35-49 (8,700) 7 10,0 L 0 10.2 1
s@bl  (6,500) ; 1001, 0 Ll .7 14,1 1
65 and over (2,000} 106, 0 41,0 10,0 1
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Not victimized (Z3,200) F o100.0 IR &.9 1
){ktimiZiﬂ fli,c;c:xjj . 160,63 T &.7 1

NOTE: Dats bassd on quéztit:in Be, Detall may
IEstimate; bassd on zerco or on about 10 or £

not add to totAal becauss of rou
& SE casea, 1s 'statliatlc
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ing evening entertainment inside or outside the city
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Table 31, Opinon about local police performance
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Table 32. Opinion abput local police per!arrn/anca

(Farcent distribution ul responses for the population age 1t and over)
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Table 33, 6pinlon about local police performance

(Feront tiskribntiog, ¢ Fepk Dor Ui pepalabion age 1 and iver )

Pcpulltim cthLemm Tty il hrragr o et kiw et avadl.
REE, 31, il age
White

Male %

15 19 (33,500 o i (o, i, L7 19,6
02 10 s o ] i 102

;5 !L E].'()“.? L sl oy L, L E * 1_(1!5
349 $aﬂ, 0] i, i Iy | 1L
pliETA h%,i(ﬁ) Pl I - Lo | 101
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1A-19 (%, 000) 10,0
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553 (7,1 Jif) S W e Lo 0]
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Table 34. Whether or not local police periormance
nﬁd: improvement

(Fercent distribution of re;;mnats for the pﬁpg*itlur age it and over)
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Table 38. Most Important measure for Improving
. local police performance
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Table 37. Most Important measure for improving
X local police performance

. (Percent distribution of responses far the population age 16 and over)
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Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con-
llim two batteries of questions. The first .of these,

e mmn: iteminl through 7, was used to elicit data .

from a knowledgeable adult member of each house-
‘hold (i.c., the household respondent). Questions 8
_through 16 were asked directly of each household
memb:r age 16 and over, m:ludmg the hausehcld

victimizgtxan mmpanam of the survey, there was no
" provision for proxy responses on behalf of in-
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during

... the interviewing period.

Dltg on thE Ehﬂfﬂﬂtﬂl’l!t!ﬂs Df thDSE lﬂtEl’VlEWﬁd
as well as details concerning any experiences as vic-
tims of the measured crimes, were gathered with sep-
arate instruments, Forms NCS 3 and 4,.which were '
administered immediately after NCS 6. Following is
a facsimile of the lattér questionnaire; supplemental
forms were available for use in households where
more than three persons were interviewed. Fac-
similes of Forms NCS 3 and 4 have not been in-
cluded in this report but can be found in its compan-
ion volume, Criminal Fwnm:zatmn Surveysiin
Housion, 1977,

i
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Technical information
and ﬁlllbllity of the estimates

" Survey results' contained in this publication are
bnﬂ on data gathered during carly 1974 from per-
sons residing within the city limits of Houston, in-
cluding those living in certain types of group quar-
ters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and
religious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,

- including tourists and commuters, did not fall w‘thm,

the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of
merchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel living in

military barracks, and institutionalized persons, .

" “such as corfectional facility inmates, were not under

consideration. With these exceptions, all persons age
16 and over living in units designated for the sample
were eligible to be interviewed,

Each interviewer's first contact with a unit
selected for the survey was in person, and, if it were
not possible to secure interviews with all eligible
members of the household during the initial visit, in-
terviews by telephone were permissible thereafter.
Proxy responses were not permitted for the attitude

survey. Survey records were processed and.

-weighted, yielding results representative both of the
city's population as a whole and of various sectors
within the population. Because they are based on a
sample survey rather than a complete enumeration,
the results are estimates.

Sample design and size
Estimates from the survey are based on‘a‘m ob-
tained from a stratified sample. The basic frame

from which the attitude sample was drawn—the ~

city’s complete housing inventory, as determined by
the 1970 Census of Population and Housing—was
thg same as that for thc vnctnmlzauon sy vgy A

the size of the vncumlzauon samplg would yleld
enough attitudinal data on which to base reliable

estimates. For the purpose of selecting the victimiza--

tion sample, ‘the city's housing units were distributed
among 105 strata on the basis of vartous charac-
teristics. Occupied units, which comprised the ma-
jority, were grouped into 100 strata defined by a
combination of the following characteristics: type of
tenure (owned or rented); number of household
members (five categories); household income (five
categories); and race of head of household (white.or
other than white). Housing units vacant at the time
" of the Census were assigned to an additional four

strata, whér: they were distributed on the basis of

atcd group quartars

To account for units built after the 1970 Census, a
sample was drawn, by means of an independent
clerical operation, of permits issued for the con-

struction of residential housing within the city. This - ™

enabled the proper representation in the survey of
persons occupying housing built after 1970.

In order to develop the half sample required for
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly assigned
to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 panels being
designated for the attitude survey. This procedure
resulted in the selection of 6,199 housing units. Dur-
ing the survey period, 1,139 of these units were

found to be vacant, demolished, convatted to non-.. ..,

residential use, temporarily occupied by nonresi-
dents, or otherwise ineligible for both the victimiza-
tion and attitude surveys. At an additional 194 units
visited by interviewers it was impossible to conduct
interviews because the occupants could not be
reached after repcated calls, did not wish to pamcn—
pate in the survey, or were unavailable for other
reasons. Therefore, interviews were taken with the
occupants of 4,866 housing units, and the rate of
participation among units qualified for |nterv1=wm
was 96.2 percent. Participating units were occupied”
by a total of 9,748 persons age 16 afid over, or an
average of 2.0 residents of the relevant aga per unit,
Interviews were zondugted with 9,357 of these per-

. sons, resultmg in a response rate of 96.0 percent
among éligible residents.

Estimation procedure

Data records generated by the attitude survey
were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation
weights, one for the records of individual respond- _
ents and another Yor those of household respondents.
In each case, the final weight was the product of two
elements—a factor of roughly twice the weight used
in tabulatmg vn:llmlzallon dala estimates and a fatlo

. the tabulaugn wenght, for persana! v;cumnzauon data

and were, therefore, an integral part of the estima-
tion procedure for attitude data gathered from.in-
dividual fespcmdents (1) a basic weight, reflecting
the selected unit’s probability of being included in
the sample; (2) a factor to compensate for the sub- .
sampling of units, a situation that arose in instances
where the interviewer discovered many more units at
the sample address than had been listed in the decen-
nial Census; (3) a within-household noninterview
adjustment to account for situations where at least -
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one but not all eligible persons in a household were
‘interviewed; (4) a household. noninterview adjust-
ment to account for households qualified to partici-
pate in the survey but from which an interview was
not obtained; (5) a household ratio estimate factor
for bringing estimates developed from the sample of
1970 housing units into adjustment with the com-
plete Census count of such units; and (§) a popula-
tion ratio estimate factor that brought the sample
estimate into accord with post-Census estimates of
the population-age 12 and over ‘and adjusted the
data for possible biases resulting from under-
coverage or overcoverage of the population.

The household ratio estimation procedure (step
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of sam-
pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er-
ror in the tabulated survey results. It also compen-
sated for the exclusion from each stratum of any
households already included in samples for certain
other Census Bureau programs. The household ratio
estimator was not applied to interview records
gathered from residents of group quarters or of units
constructed after the Census. For household vic-
fimization data (and attitude data from household
respondents), the final weight incorporated all of the
steps described above except the third.and sixth.

The ratio estimation factor, second element of the -

final weight, was an adjustment for bringing data
from the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was
based on‘a half sample) into* gceord with data”from
the victimization survey (based on, the whole sam-
ple). This adjustm:m required because the autitude

samnple “was ramdomly constructed from the vic-

tlﬁnzatlon . sample, was. hsed for the age, sex, and.

: race charactensm;:. of rzspégd nts.

g,

tagken to mmnm:ze&smplms yari
.

o ﬁgures dcv’eloﬁed ffom the/

B ’ 7,—“

ﬁulgy of estimvates |
LA pm\vnously notedh, surd‘
this.report are, estimates.

e3pite the pfecauuons
bifity, the aglimates
esub_pect to errors agisin

Erag nf all -p
samples even if the" surveys were adh

sible
lnlslﬁﬂ;‘gifl[h _
the same schedul:s mslrm:tlons, and’ interviewers. ‘
* The standard error of a: survey estimate js a)

measure of the v*arlanon among estimates . ffom all

possible- samples and s t
precmon w1th whn;h the :stlmate from a paru—

-a

KTl ) .
‘results contained in:

i the fact thaL‘the '

dlffer from _

Erefore, a'gauge of the

sample approximates the average result of all possi-
ble samples. The estimate and its associated stand-
ard error may be used to construct a confidence
interval, that is, an interval having a prescribed

prﬂbability that it Wc}uld im:lud: the nvgragc result -

possnbls samples may or mny not be cantamed I’n any'

particular computed interval. However, the chamces

are about 68 out of 100 that a'survcysderlvgd’.-‘cstia .
mate wopld differ from the average result of all
possible samples by less than one standard error.-

Slmllarly, the chances are about 90 out of IDO that

ard error; ﬂbout 95 out of IOO that th: dlfference
would be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 out Df

100 chances that it would be less than 2.8 timgs the ’

standard error. The 68 percent gonfidence interval
is defined as the range of values.given by the esti-
mate minus the standard error and the estimate plus
the standard error; the chances are 68 in J00-that the

¥

average value of all posSlblE samples would fall
within that range. Sirnllarly, the 95 percsm confi-

dence interval is defined. as the esumate plus or '

minus two standard™errors. B
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- .a complete census. Quality control measures, such as

intervipwer observation and a reinterview program,
as well as gdit procedures in the field and at the
- clerical and computer processing stages, were
“utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably low

. .level. As calculated for this survey, the standard er-

£

rors partially measure only those random nonsam-
pling errors arising from response and intepyiewgr
errors; they do not, however, take into_acghunt an}
systematic biases in the data, )
Regarding the reliability of data, it should be
noted that estimates based on zero or on about 10 or

fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable.

Such estimates are identified in footnotes to the data
tables and were not used for purposes of analysis in
this report. For Houston, a minimum weighted esti-
mate of 800 was considered statistically reliable, as
was any percentage based on such a figure.

Computation and application

For survey estimates relevant to either the in-
dividual or household ‘respondents, standard errors
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix can
be used for gauging sampling variability. These er-
rfors are approximations and suggest an order of
magnitude of the standard error rather than the pre-
cise error associated with any given estimate. Table |
contains standard error approximations applicable
to information from. individual respondents and Ta-
ble Il gives errors for data derived from household

in the tables, linear interpolation must be used to ap-

¢ proximate the standard error.

To illustrate the application of standard errors in
measuring sampling variability. Data Table 1 in this
report shows that 75.7 percent of all Houston resi-

dents age 16 and over (937,200 persons) believed

linear interpolation of data listed in Table I would
yield a standard error of about 0.5 percent. Conse-
quently, chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated
percentage of 75.7 would be within 0.5 percentage
points of the average result from all possible sam-
ples; i.e.. the 68 percent confidence interval associ-
ated with the estimate would be from 75.2 to 76.2.
Furthermore, the chances are 95 out of 100 that the
estimated percentage would be roughly within 1.0
percentage point of the average for all samples:i.c..
the 95 percent confidence interval would be about
74.7 to 76.7,percent. Standard errors associated
with data from household respondents arc calcu-
lated in the same manner, using Table 11

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard
error of the difference between the two figures is ap- -
proximately equal to the square root of the sum of
the squares of the standard errors of each estimate:
considered separately. As an cxample, Data Table
12 shows that 30.4 percent of males and 9.6 bercsm
of females felt very safe when out alone in the

" neighborhood at night, a difference of 20.8 percent-

age points. The standard error for cach estimate,
determined by interpolation, was about 0.8 (males)
and 0.5 (females). Using the formula described
previously, the standard error of the difference
hetween 30.4 and 9.6 percent is expressed as
V(0.8)7 + (0.5)2, which equals approximately 0.9.
Thus. the cenfidence interval af one standard error
around the difterence of 20.8 would be from 19.9 to
21.7(20.8 plus or minus 0.9) and at two standard er-
rors from 19.0 to 22.6. The ratio of a difference to its
standard error defines a value that can be equated to
a level of significance. For example, a ratio of about
2.0 (or more) denotes that the difference is signifi-
cant at the 95 percent confidence level (or higher); a
ratio ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates
that the difference is significant at a confidence level
between 90 and 95 percent; and a ratio of less than
about 1.6 defines a level of confidence below 90 per-
cent. In the above example, the ratio of the
difference (20.8) to the standard error (0.9) is equal
to 23.1, a figure well above the 2.0 minimum level of
confidence applied in this report. Thus, it was con-
cluded that the difference between the two propor-
tions was statistically significant. For data gathered
from household respondents, the significance of
differences between two sample estimates is tested by
the same procedures, using standard errors in Table
11
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Table Il. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
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Age—The lppmpﬂié:iljﬁ category is determined
" by each respondent’s age as of the last day of the
. month preceding the interview.
Annual fumily, iicome—Includes the income of the
household hgad and all other related persons
residing in the same household unit. Covers the
.12 months preceding the interview.and includes
¢+ wages, salatied, get income from usiness or
farm, pensipns} interest, dividends, rent, ‘and
dny other form of monetary income. The income
of persons unrai’i‘ed to the head of household is
excluded. Lo
ssault—An uniawful physical attack, whether ag-
gravated or simple, upon a person. Includes at-
tempted assaults with or without a weapon. Ex-
cludes rape and atgempted rape, as well as at-
“tacks involving theft or attempted theft, which
" are classified as robbery.
Burglary—Unlawful ‘or forcible entry of a residence,
~ usually, but notinetessarily, attended by theft.
! Includes attemptgd‘forcible entry.
Ctntral city—The gﬂarg:st city of a standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).

Community relations—Refers to question 14b (ways .

two response categories: “Be more courteous,
improve attitude, community relations” and
“Don’'t discriminate.”
Downtown shopping area—The central shopping
Evening entertainment—Refers to entertainment
+ available in public places, such as restaurants,
theaters, bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice

cream parlors, etc. Excludes club meetings.

shopping, and social visits to the homes of rela-
tives or acquaintances.

General merchandise shopping—Refers to shopping
for goods other than food, such as clothing, fur-
niture, housewares, etc.

Head of household—For classification purposes,
only one individual per household can be the
head person. In husband-wife households, the
husband arbitrarily is considered to be the head.
In other households, the head person is the in-
dividual so regarded by its members; generally,
that person is the chief breadwinner.

Household—Consists of the occupants of separate
living quarters meeting either of the following
criteria: (1) Persons, whether present or tem-
porarily absent, whose usual place of residence
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is the housing unit in question, or (2) Persons
staying in the housing unit who have no usual
place of residence elsewhere. ‘
Household attitude questions—Items | through 7 of
Form NCS 6. For households that consist of
more than one member, the Questions apply to
Household larceny—Theft or attempted theft of
property or cash from a residence or its immedi-
ate vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible
entry, or unlawful entry are not involved.
Household respondent—A knowledgeable adult -
member of the household, most frequen e
head of household or that person’s spou r
each household, such a person answers tne
“household attitude questions.” .

of Form NCS 6. The questions apply to each
person, not the entire household.

Individual respondem—Each person age 16 and
over, including the household respondent, who
participates in the survey. All such persons
answer the “individual attitude questions.”

Local police—The police force in the city where the
respondent lives at the time of the interview. .

Major food shopping—Refers to shopping for the
bulk of the household’s groceries,

Measured crimes—For the purpose of this report,
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault,
personal larceny, burglary, household larceny,
and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the
victimization component of the survey. Includes
both completed and attempted acts that occur-

ing of a motor vehicle, including attempts at
such acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles,
trucks, motorcycles, and any other motorized
vehicles legally allowed on public roads and
highways. '
Neighborhood—The general vicinity of the respond-
ent's dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor-
hood define an area with which the respondent

Nonvictim—See “Not victimized,” below.

Not victimized—For the purpose of this report, per-
sons not categorized as ‘“‘victimized" (see below)
are considered “not victimized.”

Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.

Operational practices—Refers to question 14b (ways
of improving police performance) and includes
four response categories: “Concentrate on more
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important duties, serious crime, etc.”; “Be more
prompt, responsive, alert™; “Need more traffic
cemml“- nnd “Nigd mote pulicemcn of pnrticu-

lll‘l’lﬂ

Personal larceny<—Theft or i!t:mplcd th:fLuf prop-
erty or cash, either with contact (but without
force or’threat of force) or without direct con-
tact between victim and offender.

Personnel resources—Refers to question 14b (ways
of improvjng police performance) and includes
two respdnse categories: “Hire more poticemen™
and “Improve training, raise qualifications or
pay, recruitment policies.”

Race—Delermined by the intervigwer upon obser-
vation, and asked only about persons not related
to the head of household who were not present at
the time of interview. The racial categories dis-
tinguished are white, black, and other. The

~ category “other” consists mainly of American
Indians and/or persons of Asian ancestry,

Rape—~Carnal knowledge through the use of force
or the threat of force, including attempts.
Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. In-
cludes both heterosexudl and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization—See “Victimization rate,”
below. )

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, directly from a

person, of property or cash by force or threat of

'f'nrc:e with or without a weapon.

Series victimizations—Three or more criminal
events similar, if not identical, in nature and in-
curred by a person unable to identify separately
the details of each act, or, in some cases, to re-
count accurately the total number of such acts.
The term is applicable to each of the crimes
measured by the victimization component of the
survey.

Suburban or neighborhood shopping areas—Shop-
ping centers or districts either outside the city

‘ limits or in outlying areas of the city near the

", respondent’s residence.

Victim—See "Victimized,” below.

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it affects a
single victim, whether a person or household. In
criminal acts against persons, the number of vic-
timizations is determined by the number of vic-
tims of such acts. Each criminal act against a
household is assumed to involve a single victim,
the affected househo d

Vlcumlzauon rate—F
victimization raf
among populaty

a measure Df occurrence
n groups at risk, is computed

52

on the basis of the number of victimizations per -
1,000 resident population age 12 and over. For
crimes against households, victimization rates
are calculated on the basis of the number of vic-
timizations per 1,000 households.

Victimized—For the purpose of this report, persons
are regarded as “victimized" if they meet either
of two criteria: (1) They personally experiencéd
one or more of the fn!luwing criminal victimizas
interview: rape. pcrsongl rol:tl:tei*yi assault, or
personal larcény. Or, (2) they are members of a
huusehnld lhét ex'perienced one or more of the
same ume trame burglary hOUS:hold lan::ny.
or motor vehicle theft.
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