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© rape, personal robbery, assault,
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Preface

/

[/

Since early in the 1970s, victimization surveys

have been carried out -under the National Cnme K

Sutvey (NCS) program to provide insight into the =
impact of crime on American society. As one of the
mosl ambi(iud’s effons y:i und:rtakgn fa: filliﬁg
out fur lhe Law Enforccmgnt Asm(anc: Ad-

miﬁis(rminn (LEAA) by (he Ll S. Bureau uf(he C’:n=

wuh new 1nfurmaln(1n on crime and its vu:ums. com-
plementing data resources already on hand for pur-
poses of planning. evaluation. and analysis, Based

.pn répresentative sampling of households and com-

mercial establishments, the program has had two
major elements, a continuous national survey and
separate surveys in 26 central cities across !he Na-
tion.

Based on a scientifically designed sample of hous-
ing unity within each jurisdiction, the city surveys
had a tyofold purpose: the assessment of public at-
bout crime and related matters and the

on the extent and
nature of residents’ expeﬁéﬂces with selected forms
of criminal victimization, The attitude questions
were asked of the oceupantsof a randuqn half of the
housing units selected for the vncumlza!mn survey’
Inorder to avoid biasing respﬁndt‘:nts answers to the
attitude qggslmns this part, cg;fth: survey was ad-
lﬂll‘ﬁs(ﬂl’ﬁd hi:h)r!; (ht VILﬁﬁ’IIId“Uﬂ q ES;I(H’IS
\Nhtreas the - attitude quesmms wére dsk of per-
sons age [6 and over, the victimization’ snrvey ap-
plied to individuals age 12 and over. Because the at?
titude questions were designed te elicit personal opi-
nions and’perceptions &% of the date of the interview!
it \\rdh not HELESSJT\ to lliS(H:l'd(f: d pdrucular time
tmn}e yith this purtmn of the survey, even ‘hﬂugh
SO
ceding the survey. On the other hand . the victimiza-:
tion questions referred to a fixed time' frame—the 12

[,

[

jucries made reference to a pertod of time pre-®

publication, Criminal Victimization Surveys injW.
ington, D.C. (1977), provided "comprehensive
coverage of results from both the household and
commegal victimization surveys.’

' Attitedinal information presented in this report

was obtaihed from interviews with the occupants of

' 4,676 housing units (8,156 residents age 16 and

“sponds fo the analytical

.syrvey results.

over), or 90.9 percent of the units eligible for inter-
view, Results uf (h:s: mlerwews were mﬂatcd by
duc: csumates appllcablc to all r:s:dgms !ge 15 and
over and to demographic and social subgroups of
that populdtieg. Because they derived from a- sgrvey
rather than a dpmplete census, these estimat® ‘are
subject to sampling error. They also are subject to
response and processing errors. The effects of sam-
pling error or variability can be accura(ely deter-
mined in a carefully designed survey. In this report,
analytical statements involving comparisons have
met (he test (hat?he dnffen:nc:s cued are t:qua} lo or

U(ht‘:l‘ wmds_ the Lhanc:s are at least 95 Qm of !00
that the differences did not result solely from sam-
pling variability. Estimates based on zero or on -
about 10 ofr fewer sample cases were considered
unreliable and were not used in the analysns of
e, 37 data tables in APpendix I-of thli report
lized in a sequence that generally corra=
iscussion.. Two téchnical
appendixes and a glossary follow the-data tahlgs“
Appendix IL consists of a facsimile of 14
questionnaire (Form NC§6), anclvf\pp diX ML

vjlléS information on‘\sample design and size.! lEd
esumatmn procedure. reliability of" esuma(gs g&

Jmonths preceding the-month of intérviexﬁm;mﬁ re- Y

spondents were asked to recal detgils Cﬁﬁcéfﬂlng__
their snpcrltmas as vieims of pne or ‘more of” the
followin g{lme’s whéther completed or attempted:
persuﬂal larceny,
burglary. household l.;r;en_) and motor vehiclg -,
thett. IE addition, m!urmdbmn abng( Burglary ﬁna
robbefy of busindsses and certain ather organiza-
“tions was_gathered by méanllof a victimization

survey of\cvommercial establis) mems condfeted’ ¢
separately from the household $arvey. A previous:
. ) . ‘ . d

ilgmﬁcancE testing; it also contains standard Grrar
tables.
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Crime and attitudes
A N .

During the 1960's, the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice ob-
crime de-

served that “What America doeg abouts
pends ultimately upon how A,mr::hns :
The lines along which the Nation tak

the importance ¢f societal perceptions about crime
prompted the Commussion to authorize several
public opimon surveys on the matter.! In addition to
nieasunng the degree of concern over crime, those
and subsequent surveys provided information on a
variety of related subjects, such as the manner in
which fear of crime affects people’s lives, circum-
stances engendering fear for personal safety, mem-
hers of the population relatively more intimidated
by or feartul of crime, and the effectiveness of crimi-
nal justice systems  Based on a sufficiently large
sample. morcover, attitude surveys can provide a
means tor exannning the influence of victimization
experiences upon personal outlooks. Conducted
periodically in the same area, attitude surveys dis-
tinguish fluctuations in the degree of public concern;
conducted under the same procedures in different
arcas, they provide a basis for comparing auiludesm
two or more localities. With the advent of the Na-
tonal Crime Survey (NCS) program, it became
possible to conduct large-scale attitudinal surveys
addressing these and other issues, thereby enabling
mdividuals to participate in appraising the status of
public safety in their communities,

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, this

trends. fear of crime. residential problems and
htestyles. and local police pertormance  Certan
questions. relating to hauschold activities, were
hold  respondent™),
ministered to all persans age 16 and over (in-
dividugl respondents™ . including the houschold re
spondent  Results obtained for the tofal
measured population and tor several demographie
and soctal subgroups

Conceeptually, the survey mcorporated questions
pertaining to behavior as well as opmion Concern-

+

(R A
Prespdent « Coanmisven on Law |rtorcement and  Ad

monistragon of Justice  The Chglfenge F Crmne g Free Sl
Woshi®hn 120 U S Government Printing (Oftice, February

9" rp RV

whereas others were ad-

Wwere

i

‘ ~

ing behavior,f0r example, each respondent for a
household was asked where its members shopped for
food and other merchandise, where they lived before
maoving to the present neighborhood, and how long
asked of the household respondent were designed to
clicit opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the rationale for selecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and sbout
factors that influenced shopping practices. Ngne of
the qu:siii;ns 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 questions, asked of all household members
age ‘16 and over, dealt 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 behavior, and the effectiveness of the local
police] For many of these questions, response
categories were predeterfined and interviewers
were instructed to probe for answers matching those
on the questionnaire.

Although the attitude suyrvey 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/or experiences may have
had conflicting opinions about any given issue.
Nevertheless, people’s opinions, beliefs, and percep-
tions about crime are important because they may
influence behavior, bring about changes in certain
routine activities, affect houschold security
measures. or result in pressures on local authorities
to improve police services.

The relationship between victimization ex-
periences and attitudes i1s a recurring theme in the
analytical section of this report. [Information con-
cerming such experiences was gathered with separate
questionnaires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in ad-
ninistering the victimization component of the
‘survey. Victimization survey results appeared in
Crimninal Victimization Surveys in Washington (1977),

survey-measured crimes, a discussion of the limita-
tions of the central city surveys, and facsimiles of
Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of this report.
individuals who were victims of the following

)

K



crimes) whether completed or attempted, during the
12 mohths prior to the month of the interview were
considered “victimized": rape, personal robbery,
assault, 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 grimes 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 ag “not victimized."
Limitatioms inherent in the victimization survey—
that may have affected the accyracy of distinguishing
victimp from nonvictims—resulted from the
probléin of victim recall (the differing ability of re-
spondents (o remember crimes) and from the
phenbmenon of telescoping (the tendency of some
resgondents to recount incidents occurring outside,
usually before, the appropriaie time frame).
Moreover, some crimes were sustained by victims
outside of their city of residence; these may have had
little or no effect in the formation of attitudes about
local mattery.

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed im-
portant to explore the possibility that being a victim
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 expeérience variable—
victimized and not victimized—for purposes of
tabulation and analysis also stemmed from the

of satistical reliability, even at the cost of using
these broad categories. Ideally, the victim category
should have distinguished the type or seriousness of
crimes, the recency-of the €évents, and/or the number
of offenses sustained 2 Such a procedure seemingly
effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the
number - of sample cases on which estimates were
based, however, such a subcategorization of victims
would have weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

[jurvey results presented in this report contain attitudinal
data furnished by the victims of “series victimizations’ (see
sloy )

r
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Milmlfy

Even though nearly half of all District of Colum-
bia residents age 16 and over indicated they had
limited or changed their activities because of crime
in the years wéedmg 1974, most other indicators
suggested that the threat of crimingh victimization
did not strongly influence persondll lifestyles ot
mobility. For instange, motives other than minimiz-
ing the threat of crime were paramount in selecting
new neighborhoods, leaving old ones, and choosing
shopping and entertainment locations Summanily,
these other considerations ingluded matters of en-
vironmental quality, housing conditions, and con-
venience. Also, over B0 percent of the pogulation
evaluated police performance as at lcast average

Six in every 10 Washington residents thought that
crime in the Nation was on the increase When the
interview focused on local crime, however, impres.
sions were far different .Only 1 an 4 respondents
thought that crime in their neighborhoods had n
creased, most rated the neighborhpod cnime situa
tion as no worse than average compired with the rest
of the city, and tewer than half thpught their per
sonal chances of.victimization had \increased Nine
in 10 residents said they felt safe when out alone 1n
their neighborhoods during the day, and 6 1n 10 so
indicated about mightume

Opinions on crime-related issues were nol
uniform across all sectors of the city’s population.
however The differential eftects of the threat of vic
timization were particularly apparent among
women, the clderly. and recent vicums. Waomen
were much more likely than men to have expressed
tear of being out alone n thearr aeighborhoods at
might. to have indicated they had changed their ac:
their chances of robbery or attack had increased
Older persons were much more likely than vounger
ones to have said that they were afraid to go outn
their neighborhoods alone at might and that they had
changed or limited their activities hecause ot the
crime threat Dhafferences hetween young and old in
the evaluation of police performance also were quite
apéarmi Ydung pfrii;ﬁi were much more hikely
than older residents to have given the focal police an

“overall poor performance rating Although blacks

and whites tended to agree on mosl survey issues,
blacks were more likely than whites tg have said they
changed their activities because of fear of crime and
to have rated police performance as less than good.,

particularly in the areas of operational practices and
community relations

Notwithstanding the relatively low level of con.
cern aboutl the threat of crime among the general
population, recent vichimization experience was
substantially related to some response items. One in’
every five respondents for vicimized households
who had expressed dissatisfaction with therr
neighborhoods said the most important neighbor -
hood problem was crime. and victims in general
were miore hikely than any other subgroup examined
to have contemplated moving because of crime
Compared with nonvictlims, victims also were more
tikely to have expressed fear of going to parts of the
metropolitan area at night and to hawe rated their
chances of vicimization as higher than previously.
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Chart C. Summary findings about residential problems
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Chart D. Summary findings about police piﬂ&rm?ﬁeg
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Crime trends’ , )

This séctinn of t‘he repurt déals with the per’cep-

tmnal and ;Dmmumly crime Irgnds, pérsona! safetyi

and the accuracy with which newspapers and televi- .
- sion were thought tp be reporting the crime problem.

The findings 'were drawn from Data Tables 1
through 6, found in Appendix . The relevant ques-
tions, appearing in the facsimile of the survey instru-
ment (Appendix 1I), are 9a, 9¢, 10a, 12, 15a, and
15b; each question was asked of persons age 16 and

. UVEr.

U.S. crime trends

Washington residents indicated a widespread but
far from unanimous belief, at the time of the survey,
that erime had inereased in the United States over
the previous year or two. Some 60 percent thought
that crime had gone up; fewer, about 22 percent,
believed that crime had remained at about the same
level, and the smallest proportion, 8 percent, indi-
cated that it had decreased. Ten percent didn't know
if there had been a trend.

Neighborhood crime trends

In contrast. the modal (most common) response
about crime trends in the neighborhood over the
past year or two was that they had remained at about
the same level (44 pegcent), although relatively
more people believed that an increase (26) rather
than a decrease (13) had occurred; 13 percent did
not have an impression of the trend in neighborhood
crime.

Most residents (94 percent) rated their neighbor-

""'huud crime problem as no worse than average in

comparison to other parts of the Washington area.

.Contrasting with the 37 percent who believed their

vicinities were less dangerous than others and the 12
percent who thought they were much less dangerous,
only 5 percent suggested that their neighborhoods
were more or much more dangerous. Although there
were some staustically significant differences be-
tween the responses of members of different groups
whu considered their ncighhnrhtmdﬁ cithcr more

nt variation wis qum: llmnnd. V.er,m

S among

_ responses to the effect that ngighborhgods were less

dangerous also were small, exéepl among members
ol the two largest racial groups. Relatively more

K

whites (72 percent) than blacks (39) believed t'hf:lir
comniuniiies were less or much less dangerqus,
whereas bldcks were much more likely (54) than
whites (24) to have felt that neighborhood crime wa$
about average. P

E

Who are the offenders?

The largest proportion of residents (44 percent)
attrib@&d most neighborhood crime to persons not
living in the vicinity, 15 percent’blamed neighboring
people, and 12 percent cited both outsiders and
nearby residents. More than 1 in 4, howeyer, said -~
they did not know where the offenders resided.

There was some disagreement among population
subgroups with regard to the place of residence of
those committing neighborhood crime. A higher
proportion of blacks than whites (18 vs. 10 percent)
suggested neighborhood people were committing
most crime, whereas whites were more likely than
blacks (55 vs. 39 percent) to think that outsiders
were the main perpetrators. Residents under age 35
were more likely than older ones (19 vs. 11 percent)
to have blamed n Bgring residents, and persons
age 65 and over least likely of any age
group to have lmpll d their neighbors (7 per-
cent). Victims of crime, who might be presumed to
have been more knowledgeable about the identity of
offenders because of their involvement with crime,
were more apt than nonvictims to have had an opin-
iop about the residence of offenders—they identified
both community people and outsiders relatively
more often than did nonvictims,

Chances of personal victimization
Respondents were also asked about their percep-

tions of any change in their chances of being at-

ar:ked or mbbed Forty two pércem h;liwuj their

A larger prnpnrtlun ut recent victims (47 erLEm)
than nonvictims (40) suggested that their chances of
assault or robbery were up, and a substantially high-
er proportion of females (47) than of males (35)
asserted; that their chances of attack were up. Rela-
tive to other age groups, persons age 16-19 were the
least apt to have thought that their chances of being
victimized had gone up, whereas those age 20-24
were most hikely to held that beliet—an
unusual contrast between the responses of the two

have

youngest groups. There was no sigmificant difference
between the overall proportion of blacks and whites

L



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

rating their chances Qf attack as having increased,
although a nominally -higher proportion of blacks
believed their chances-had gone down. '
Crime and the media

As an additional mg:aiure of perceptions about
crimé trends, respondents were asked to compare
the seriousness of crime to coverage of the problem
by newspapers and television. A higher proportion
of persons accepted than rejected the acguracy of

. media interpretations of crime. although the

difference was small (49 vs. 45 percent). Of those re-
jecting media accounts, 36 percent felt that crime
was more serious and only 9 percent thought it was
less serious than reported. In'general, there was little
meaningful opinion variation among demographic
groups, although blacks, by a fairly darge margin,
were more ltkely than whites (39 vs, 30 percent) to
have indicated that crime actually wasmore serigus
than portrayed by newspaper and television report-
ing. ' o
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Fear of crime
e -

i
i
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Among other things, résults covered thus far haﬁ :

shown that many residents of the District of Calum-
bia believed crime had increased over the years
leading up to the survey, and, in addition, felt their
own chances of being attacked or robbed had risen.
Whethér or not tzhey f’eafed fnr th:lr ﬁerscxnal saféty
exammt:d is tht: nmpact of the tear c:f crime on ac-
tivity patterns and on considerations regarding
changes of residence. Survey questions 1la, 1lb,
llc, 13a, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16¢—all asked of per-
sons age 16 and over—and Data Tables 7 through
18 are referenced here.

Crime as adeterrenttom mobility

Some five out of every six residents said they were
not afraid of going to parts of the metropolitan area
they had reason to visit during the day campared

the ddy thdﬂ at mght held for each sex, race, and age
group, as well as for victims and nonvictims.?
Some groups under study were less likely than
others_ to indicate’ fear of visiting parts of the
metropolitan area. Compared with their counter-
parts, relatively fewer males, blacks, or persons not
victimizgd expressed such fear, whether in a daytime

LU“SIStEnLy among ptrsuns dnstmgunsht‘:d hy age

Whereas relatively more persons age 16-34 than of
those 35 and over said they were not afraid of going
to parts of the metropolitan area during the day (87
vs. 81 percent), there was less difference of opinion
between the two.groups with respect to nighttime
fear: 69 percem ul‘thnsr: agf;- 34 and ynunger claimcd

cent ut persons In [hg Uldﬁf agr: mng:i a nunuml
although staustically sigmficant difference.

Neighborhood safety

-Washingtomans reported their feelings about
being out alone n their neighborhoods during the
day and night by selecting one of tour deseriptors—-
very sate, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or very
unsate Nine out of ten residents said they felt

= mee e \

; \

‘Tt should be noted that the énuruj questions for data covered
i this section (Questions | 4 abd [ vreferred 1o places in the

10

reasonably or very safe out aloge in their neighbor-
hoad during the day, and a majority respoanded m
the same manner regarding night, although the pr
portion dropped to about 6 in 10.

The proportions of respondents who said they felt
very or reasonably safe during the day were high for
all groups undexstudy, ranging from 3 out of every 4
black females age 65 and over to near unanimity
among white males age 16-19. On the matter of
daytime safety,. intergroup respansa variation}
chiefly involved the "very safe/’ and “reasonably
safe” categories. Black fémales were the
demographic group least likel{ to réport feeling safe
during the day when out alone in the neighborhood.
For matching age groups, lower proportions of black
females than of each of the other three race-sex
groups indicated they felt safe. .

The proportion of residents who said they felt
very -or reasonably safe when out alone in their:
nmghhorhuuds at nlght was, as prev;dusly mdn:ated
therg was a w1d«:r response dnversnzy amang
subgroups that Ielt very or reasonably safe when out

whc[her white or blagk felt secure at’;lght com-
pared to 'about 3 in 10 white femal?s age 65 and
OVEr.

There were two nthe:r major differences in the dis-
tribution of responses to the questions about daynje
and nighttime neighborhood safety. Concerning
mg’hmmc ‘reasonably safe” responsg€outnumbered

“very safe” responses for all groups studied. Over-
all, 43 percem said they fEi]t rgasanabl' safe, com-
afe. And, in
contrast to mformatlcm recnrded ab daytime,
there were many subgroups for which a hlgher pro-
portion suggested they felt either sume,what or very
unsafe rather than reasonably or very safe at night.

Age and sex were the demographic variables that
most clearly differentiated respondents who said
they felt secure from those who indicated they were
at risk when out alone in their neighborhoods at
night. Below age 50, far higher proportions of per-
sons said they felt safe rather than unsafe. For per-
sons age 50-64, there was no significant difference
between the proportions who felt safe or unsafe,
whereas the large majority of those age 65 and over
indicated they felt threatened. Excluding persons
nu!rupnln.m area :h—t};—ihf rexpnndcnl needed or desired to
enter Thus: Tt s reasonghle to assume that high risk places, those
niost mghly feared, were excluded from consideration by many

respondents. Had: the questions applied unconditionally to all -
sectors of the area, the patern of responses no doubt would have

been different

f
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aga’JZ‘S 34, there was a downward trend with in-
creased age in the proportion of persons who said

they felt safe. . 5 .
~ Whereas three-fourths of males %pgned they felt
safe at night, 46 percent of females considered them-
selves likewise, and the response differences between

rtions of both blacks and whm;s Expr:ss:d a feel-
' ?g of safety when out alone’in their nenghbarhaods
at_night, and there was no significant ,',ffert:m:: be-
tween the proportion of members of each race who
felt secure. However, when specified by age, it was
apparent that for both blacks and whites, the
felauvely high numbers of those who- reported feel-
ing safe applied only to persons under age 50,and a
clear majority of metbers of each race over age 64
actually said they felt insecure. Higher proportions
of both victims and nonvictims said they felt safe
rather than unsafe at gight; and. as was true for the
question concerning daytime safety, there was vir-
tually no statistical difference between the propor-
tions of noavictims and victims who e:xpréssgd a lack
of security.

L

. .Crime as a cause for moving away

£ As another) indication of the extent to which

_ neighborhood lerime caused fear,” Washington re-
spondents who had stated they felt somewhat or very

unsafe when out alone in the vicinity of their homes -

during day or night were asked whether the
' ncjghbcrhuud was danggmus enuugh fr:;r lhEiTi 10
resndents said lhey had not, WhEI‘EdS 16 peruem sug—
gested that danger ffijm crime had made them con-
sider moving. One-fourth of persuns victimized in
1973 had thought of moving “because of crime;
relatively more blacks than whites had done so.
Neither sex nor age of the residents differentiated
meaningfully between persons who had contem-
plated moving and those who had not 4

Crime as a cause
for activity modification

I'he final measure of the extent of crime-induced
fear was developed by a battery of questions about

any perceived limitations or changes in thdrespond -

*
&
1

PAs shown in Datd Table 15 males appeared 1o be shightly
mnre hikely than females 1o say they had thilught about mosvipy
The sbservation s sumewhat misleading. however, because ihe
source question was dsked only of persons who sand they feh un-
sate durimy davtime and or nightiime Totahing 42 peteent of the

RIC

‘—.E_

J

About 83 percem of al! persl;ns age .16 and over

- thought that people in general were changing their'

activities because of crime, and a smaller propor-
tion, 6l percent, suggested people in their neighbor--

" hood were doing so. A third question ih the series’

" males and females held at each age level. Large pro-

centered on the respondents personall’y, and the pro-
portion of positive answers dropped iven further—
to 47 percent. . '
More detailed gxaminatioff of papulanon
subgroups revealed significant variations in propor-
tions of those stating they personally had limited or ~
changed their activities because of fear of crime, and

" one of the strongest determinants of such change was

-

I,f;‘ &~

the age of the resident. Up to age 49, a majority of all ~
respondents denied that crime was limiting- or -
changing their activities; b;ynnd that age, however;
a majority indicated that it had done so. A general
upward trend with age in crime-related changes was _E
true for Each uf the lour race- sex gmups as wall,
even tl
‘tween p\arsm dlfﬁ:rencc
age categoties, ;
More fhan half (55 per;em) of the city's fem\ales
indicated ¢hanging or limiting their .activities, ;uﬂh
pared 6 a smaller proportion’of males (37). Th_&s;
response differences between the sexes held foréach |
age category except the eldest one; for black males
and females age 65 and over'there was no significant®
difference between the pmp-u tions of those report-

| ing Lhdngﬁ For whites of tha age group, howeéver, a

somewhat * higher proportion of females than of
males said (hey had revised their activities.
Overall, blacks were more likely than whites to
have suggested tha( crime was limiting personal ac-
tivity (49 vs! 42 perteqt). Comparing pe{mm of op;
posite sex, however, th difference applied only to .,
those age 25 and over, excluding leTldlES age 65 ;md '
OVEer. i - .
With regard to victims and nonvictins, there was
no significant difference between the proportion of
¢ach group who indicated that fear of crime-had led

to activity changes.

relevant population, nnln IBITE nI\ w hn wele nk( 1| llu question m

cluded 25 percent of all inales, contiasted wih 54 percent ot all

temdes  Thus, 7 percent =l the wotal population age 16 and

vvet—inchuding 4 percent of mdles and A& percent of temales

sard they had serivusly consadered moving s
L



» crime. As indicated in !hc secfion enmled ‘Crimé

~percent yaid crime was the most nmpurmm gt..lsn): !
tor kdjnng their) forniec :Lsnig‘ﬂ,? and I()Ld“({ﬂ
‘y again was the D;zsnn most™ ~aften cited for having
 moved. Wnth respect to those who 5;&&1 they were in-
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| hgi?giﬁilalgr@blﬁi and xlj'l'astyles

Thz initial .attitude survey quesuans \were ,
ation abeut cerfain spedlfic '

d:sngneq mgsthef inforg
behavioral, —praw:uu:s of
holdets and to :xplor'
range of cémmumty

Washmgton, D.C., hduse-
gperceptions about a wide
rot l:ms Lone of whlch was

and Attitudes.” certain questions were asked of nnly
one member of tsch household, known as the house-
p-und:m lnlurmauqnjgath:red feom such
ns is treated in this sectiop of the report and
in ‘Data Tables I‘Mhmugh 26, the pertinent

addition, th: responses to questions 8a through 8i,
tmg to certain aspects of personal lifestyle, alfp
ara\cxam}ned in this secmm the relevant questions
asked ﬂf akk household. members age 16 and
luding {he household respondent, and ‘the
are digplayed in Data Tables 27 through 30!
‘As can be séen from the-quéstionnaire, and unlike
the procedure usgd in developjng t,he intormation
discussed in the nm prE:Edmg seumns of j,hls
Fépur( the questions that served as A basis for, the
topics covered here did, not reveal td ré‘:spur,;éents

that the development of data on'crime‘was the main

purpose of the survey. =

o

Nalqhbarhoéd prablams‘
and selecting a hoq's _5 - .

Dnl?ﬁgnuf/‘ p;runl bf huunhnlﬁ“ r;spnndLﬁts
.who had moved during the preceding § years to the
aldress where interviewed cited safety from crime as
the most importan < reason for 5?t:un'lg that
mslghhul‘hund The Z st ulth eited r
vanty g*tnus Inudnnn—ﬁnu 15, nearness to a job, n,l.xf
tives, friends, shopping. or schools, Similarly, unly

Mue by crime nio leaving the old residénce and

;ﬁ;km its replac ment, therd were no variations ot ’,

gu[th‘qutns;(f ;mlnﬁg the population groups! under N
Cstudy. ) , . T,

A majnrny ot Mashingtonans (65 pL‘ELU!t) were
satistied with their ¢ munity to theexterdt that- they
| were um;hlc: to slgist teatures they dnh\ud}.xhnul
i Ot.h nc whosngicated theréd we njsln.lghh& rhodid
pranfnn the largest ﬁrngurunn €17 pereent ) sind

Ln‘dlrnnmcm.ll issues - si ‘l} (m\h Vnum, .lnd
12 . .
- o S | .
I i

daty were bascd misur\zy questions' 2a through 7b. /‘

. 'dnlintp

HEON wWids Jﬁi i :

uv:rcmwdmg—f
cent, -the second, lawgest pmpnrtmn singled out

“crime gk the majar difficulty., Campared with any
_other subgroup, respondgnts representing Vlttllﬁlied
“househiolds were much ure-llkely (48 pe“;:m) to
“indicate proplems existgd, 'and these persons were
also more likely than tl ose speaking for households
not victimized (25 vs. pEfCEl‘lt) to have said crime
\!vas the most lmpnrtdnt Cnmmumty prnbl‘em So too,

31X annual'lamlly income gruupﬁ thuj
category were most likely to have ide
@9); . '

Food, and merchandise
shopping praﬂlee: Fy /ﬁf’ '

;,f ff,t,i
= Persons reprg g
“welje asked whege

geneéral merc¢tilng P
of these said they shd{ip& ]

hood. Of the. 23‘-@6?‘2& ff@f‘. 1
who indicated food sl‘iupﬁ'ﬂg was dum. in sturés out-
side of the cnmmunuy ‘nnly '3 percent, cited
neighburhood crime as/#h&€ most important reason
for doing so, :md the $¥48 most often cited reasons-for
(mvehqg iiﬂtSldE' "X Einﬂ‘éaighh(;fh(md were the lack
ur T dg_qg‘mypf ,ﬁs In fact, crime was the least
Irﬁi{uthﬂy‘ given reason for not doing !‘uud shopping
in théng)ghburhqnd and variations .in subgroup
responsés for the trime category were too small to be

"7 meangngful’ By a small margin (51 vs_ 47 percent),

househotders usually did general merchandise shop-
‘pmg in suburban oreneighborlOod areas rather than
n. Only 2 percent of the household re-
‘nts who usually shopped in suburban or

nugh-u“{)hm)d areas cited crime downtown as the
“najor r
!hUSL who shopped dnwntpwn p,é; ause of crime in

* the suburbs or the "nglghht‘)rhuud wits* oo small te

y!le id. $ml|§ll;.ﬂ’rg rLIHH’f \ll({}\u Convenience
was the ,:Ssrrnﬁ;yik nmt‘)\zg wetigd | location
A

{)rdtnﬁu_s thr general mer
\E L a

fandise/ shopping. |

i

y iﬂié‘l’_lﬁ[ﬁmam prami&s

¢ f\ll;nspmfdulh age ‘e andhover were asked
abgt dhe trequency wath which lhc‘y \unl out tor en-
Lgrl.nnmuu and ll location !h\v B nuulh Ghose,
:u![l ran o outsalle the ut’y A majofty “of pﬁlmns
(5";\rnnﬂ\lhiuhhgy were ;,umgﬁu dor entertiun
nfuﬁf ‘\\mul FiY mmh \\gn the s n! VOAT -0 EW,

L7 . X I! 'i ! i

A et L, ™ 5
E‘ ;L \ %’. 7 [_'Jg;‘.’g i%, 2%
’ é} . ¥ ,/‘ i 51‘477 ::— 3'}
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1son for notshapping thege. The number of
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whereas 31 percent‘:uggited they were g
less aﬁen and .14 percent more frequ ntly

, ,po,nmg reduced entertainment act vny oumd: th:

_home, ctime rank c}’h gpe of three most often men-
: € tioned primary reasons; in fact, there was no signifi-

nt difference "—lweaen the progortion of*persons

who select r:ri ie and those who gave persnna! ﬁ-

P,,grmnal characlerlsucs or vu:um experience ap

peared to bear little if any relanpnshtgpép the deslg-

. nation of crime.as the major reason for going out

¥ less. There was an abvious di however, be-

wm persons under 35.and a"m\mes Only about

pekcm of the younger age group cited crime as the

ch:r reason for reduced entertainnient activity,
compared with 1 in 4 persons 35 years and over.

A llrgé majority of residents, 3‘3!&4 said they

l% stayed in the city for entertaimment, and 16

eé { stated they left the city about=s often as they

rgmsmed in it ﬂr th® 8 _percent of city residents

’c:ss suburbﬂvgreas thé most readily gffered

reasons were a prefeience for facilities and conven-

0 ﬂeklng entertainment in the city by about 14
ﬂpercem‘ of this group. The apparently large propor-
tion of persons age 65 and over (24 pércem) who
said they relied on suburban entertainment facilities
b:causc of !henr f:ar uf ﬁny crime dld not dlff:r sng-

gmups

=%

‘rime was citgd as lhe iramount reason for

L

“ 4
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Local police performance

N

Following the senies of questions concerming
freighborhood satety and crime as a deterrent to per-
sonal nlllhllli)i-lﬂkll\’!LlUZ* age 16 and over were
asked to assess the overal ?érl’urnmngt of the local
police and to suggest wavs, af any, 1in which police
etfectiveness might be improved. Data Tables 31
through 37, derived trom survey questions 14a and
hib. contain the results on which this discussion s

ased

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

I'he l;nrgc{l proporton of Washington residents
(46 percent) evaluated police pertormance as
Average, the second largest thought it was good (35),
and only 12 percent said it wias poor. B percent
dechined o There
difference between ratings by males and females,

commnent was  virtually no

and vicums disagreed with nonvictims only

gested police were doing a poor job, whereas 11 per-
cent of the nonvictims thought so

The aty's two largest racial groups, however,
clearly ditfered in their evaluations. Whites were

as likely ds blacks to
pertormince as good (54 vs. 26 pereent), higher pro-
portions ot blacks having suggested the police were

about twice rate police

domg an average or pgor job This difierence in the
responses of whites and blacks extended to a,number
ol the sex-age subgroups under study. suggesting that
rice was strongly related to judgnients about police
pertormancee :
Evaluations given by residents chassitied accord -
g to oage also were well detined. Older ftj"h!d(‘nts
were relatively more hikely to give good ratmgs, and
vounger ones average or poor ratingd, Toillustrate,
whereas only about 6 pereent of respamgdents age 65
and over said the police were daing®a poor job,
aboat 20 pereent of youngsters age T 19 so stated.
Conversely . about halt ot all senor aitizens assumed
the pohice were dinng o pood joband anly 16 per
cent of the voungsteis thought soo s age of pespoid

ents incteased . there was o disunct tise e the pro

portion of “good” ratngs and o tendency toward a -

decrease 1n Cpoot 7 ratings, although the Lattey put

tern dad oo hold as undoenily as the tormes
Hlacks age 1o W whether male or female, were

the individuals ot bikely to say the police were

duing a poot job About 20 percent of these peisoins

1

“ecentered on

gave poor ratings, compared to only about 5 percent
for their white counterparts.

How can the police improve?

Residents were asked to suggest ways in which the
police could improve their performance, and about
#1 percent of the population had specific sugges-
tions. By far the lasgest proportion of suggestions for
improvement were in the area of operational prac-
tices (56 percent). The remainder of the responses
were nearly equally divided between matterd related

The specific recommendation most frequlntly given
(21 percent) was to station more police in certain
areas or at specific times; other relatively common
suggestions were for police to focus on more impor -
tant duties and for them to be more courteous or
prompt. The least frequently expressed need was for
increased traffic control (1 percent).

Keeping in mind  ditferences in the way the

various groups under study assessed police perfor-
mance, 1tis of interest to examine how opimons con-
trasted regarding ways to improve the police. Whites
suggested improving personnel resources propor-
tionally more than blacks (26 vs. 17 percent),
whereas the latter were more likely to indicate that

should be upgraded. The preterence for improved
personnel resources by whites as opposed to blacks
tended to apply irrespective ot age, although not all
of the apparent ditterences between age groups were
signiticant. However, the higher degree of interest

among blacks i improved operational practices
The

ditference between blacks and whites desiring better

persons 35 and over. relative

level, and the contrast was especially niarked among

young males: 3 pereent of black malesage 16-24 in-
dicated community relations could be amproved,
comparcd with only 13 pereent ot white males ot
thit age group. .

I'he rehative number ot respondents calling tor
impraved personnel resources rose with the age ot
the respondent trom 15 percent tor 16 19 year-olds

Formest ol e dise ussiane the vight spoes thie tesponse e

cosered i Questoon Tb were comibined o tiee vateginies, s
todlorvge corrtenenty relatpns 11 "He more coufteaus, impiove
atinade, conmumty relanons” and o5 Dant dsconmnnate
Chvntpnagl praciney P Caiceninaie o e inipebant duiies
SIS L el 25 He e prennpt esponsise e b

Mevd ettt conttal ™ ind b

Preavbs ilan Eypre clonsto ) s TN e o b L Litiies

WNeed e podiceiiien of

Sud oo s ol Hoe ot pesdiocen and 0 "M

privesy Ll ig insi L'!!-Ll!'lk,t\ll!ll‘- ERLAN SRR I iCe puitiient pll'!kll’\
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5 and over, although

not all dppdﬁ:nl Increuses tur intermediate age

groups were significant In contrast, the frequency of |

recommendations for improved community Nrela-
tons dimimshed trom a high ot 29 percent I‘u;ﬁhﬁ
youngest age group to 12 percent for the &ldest
although here again not all step-by -step decreases
.cre significant. With respect to those who cited the

third area—operational practices—there was no
particular correspondence with the respondents’

age ' ,
Relatively more temales than males (59 vs 53

percent) suggested improving pohice operations,

whereas a shightly higher proportion of males than

temales (23 vs. 19 pertent) believed better com-
munity relatiops were needed Concerning personngt
resources, the response rates tor men and women'gid

not differ sigmificantly .

Vicumization experience had  hittle dppy’;m
rovrg the
signihicant

cttect over opinions about ways of
pohice  For there
difference between the relative tfreguency with which

iy

example, Wds
victunms and nonvicums ated the need tor an im-
proved personnel situation And,
shghtly more inchined than nonvictims o indicate a
theserelations with

victims were only

nced for the police to muprove
the public

Appendix |

Survey data tables

The 37 stamstical data tables in this uppendix pre-
sent the results pf the Washington attitudinal survey
conducted x:arl'y in 1974, They are organized
topically, generally paralleling the report’s analyti-
cal discussion. Far each subject, the data tables con-
sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household)
characteristics and the relevant response categories.
For a given populaton group. cach table displays
the p::rg'em distribution of answers to a question.

All statistical data generated by the survey are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and
are subject to Varidnges, or errors, associated with
the tact that they were derived trom a sample survey
rather than a complete enumeration. Constraints on

interpretation and other uses of the data, as-well as
guidelines for determining their rehability, are set
forth in Appendix 111 As a general rule, however,
estimates based on zero or on about 10 or tewer sam-
placases have been considered pnreliable. Such esti-
mates, quilitied by tootnotes to the data tables, were
not used for analytical purposes in this report

Fach data table parenthetically displays the size
of the group for which a dilstrihuliuﬁ of re\‘pnnscs

wis calculated
figures are estimates On tables ahnwmg l,hL: ANsSwers
ot mdividual (Tables 1 18 and
27 A7) the figures reflect an adjustment based on
an ndependent post-Census estimate of the onty's

respondents

resident population For data trom houschold re-

spondents (Tables 19 200, the bases were generated
solely by the survey itselt

A note beneath each data table identfies the ques-
ton that served as source of the data. As an expe-
dientm preparsgg tables certinn response citegories
were reworded and or abbreviated  Phe guestian
narre tacsinte (Appendic Hy should be consulted
tor the exact wording of both the gquestions and the

tesponse vategornes bar items that

the

questionare
Mk all that apply
thetréhy erablmg a respondent to turnash more than a

catiied mstruction

stgle answer the data tables setlect only the danswes
designated by the espondent as bemg the nrost i
prortant one rather than all answers given

Phe st sin data tables were ased i preparnimg

the “Crmme Trends” secton of the report fables
TR pelate o the topie “lear of Cronme’, Tables
[ Wheonver "Resnlental Problems and 1T testy les

aitd the Lst seven tables display mtornntioen con

verinimg L ocal Polce Perbonmapee



" Table 1. Direction of €rime trends in the United States
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Table 3. Comparison of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods
5
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’ Table 7. Fear of m to parts of the metropolitan ares

dnrlnﬁ the day

(Piﬁ:lnt ﬁiitrimt’!./un of responses for the population g 16 lnd over)

] in pareantheses refer to population in tha group.
1Estimate, bassd on about 10 or fewer sample casss, is statistically unreliable.

!apgmm characteristie -\ Totsl - Tes "o Rot avatlsble
ALL persons (432,800) 100.0 134 83.9 X2
Sax B
Male (230,600) 100,0 11,5 86,8 1,6
Peasle (302,300) . loo.0 4.9 81.7 3.5
Race o ,
Black (359,100 100,0 12,1 85, '? 2,2
. Othar (7,500) = 100.0 20,1 74.8 15.2
e T
16-19 5@;4&3; 100,0 9,0 89,0 2,0
20-2t, (81,700 100.0 12,8 85.9 1,2
25-3, (120,500 100.0 © 114 87.1 1.5
3549 (113,700 100.0 13.4 8hol; 2.2
50=AL (100,200 100.0 14,7 79.:1 hed
&% and over (66 500)- 100,0 16,3 78,1 5.6
Victimisation axpsrianga t
Not vietimissd (418,500) 1000 12,5 8.9 2.7
Victimis (11;.5.1.0-:15 100,0 16,9 80.4 2.6
NOTE: Data based on question 1%. Detail may not add to total becauss of rounding. Figures

Table 8. Fear ol'golng to parts of tho metropolitan area at night

(Farcent. diat.ribut.iﬁn of responsea fﬁl‘ tha p;pﬂntiaﬂ age 16 and ove )

P;jf.ul;t.i;ﬂ éhgﬂc:tsristig Total Yeon No Nﬁt !\'ﬂlblﬁ
All _parsans . (532,800) 1000 © 23.9 68,0 8.1
Sex
Females (3&2,3@3) 100.0 25,7 63,7 10.5%
Race '
Whits lﬁé EI); 2 ulCﬂiG 25,7 63,3 11.0
Black (359,100 "100.0 22.8 70.4 6.8
Other (7,500) .0 2.4 £0.9 6.8
- : _,
16-19 5551@3 100.0 22,9 712 5¢2
20-2, (B1,700) 160,0 8.7 68.2 6al
25-3L (120,500 100.0 2.7 68.9 5e5
35-49 (113,700 100,0 23.6 70.0 A
SD=E, (100,200 100.0 2.5 63.2 12,3
Vi{stimisgti_an agpn;srian—
Not victimized (LE 20) » 100,0 22,4 70.0 7:6

NEITE Deta based on quastiﬁn 13&

Dstail may not add to total because of rounding.

in parenthsses refer to population in ths group.

g

Figurég



Tubi_o ) Nolghbomood Safoy when out alons durln'g the day

(Percant. distributiﬁn of faapznsas for the papulltian ;gs 16 & aver)

Pﬁpg,lltiﬁﬂ chaticteristic o Tnt,al Very aafe Rgaaambly m‘a Somewhat ungafe Very umm Not 'a\__i;iiiablé

ML persons {534,00) 00 Sk T il n 03
' _Sg; | | | & K_ )

Hale (QBD;@)_ 100,0 563 16 lab 1] 0.3
f-‘Femla (BD%:BGD)‘ 1000 =0 . 9, | 3 03
Race o

White (lﬁé,ém) 1000 b, 128 " b Lh 15,2

Black (159,100 100.0 10 05 B 4l 0.3

Other (7,500) 10,0 159 YN b e 19
e |

16-10 SD.ALI!; 100;0 53, 3.0 hb 1,5 03
- &4, (8,70 100,0 190 §3:0 54 2 10:5

53 (10,90 w0 B30 x 13 102

143 (113,10 10,0 1540 b T 8 10,1,

65 and over (66,500 10,0 i (09 1Ll b1 1.
Victiniiation axpuriem:é | L |

ot victiadeed | 100,0 138 Lk - 73 3.2 0,2

Victined (lu.z.cxzs 0.0 5l 388 o b 3.4 10,4

S— N S A s
NOTE: Data based on quastinn llb Ditall may not add to total because of Founding, Figuras in parentheses refer to pnpulatmn inthe group,
- 'Ea:mt:. based an sbout 10 or fewar smple cases; 19 statistieally inrelisble, | g
%
‘i ;‘:. .
LU
[KC
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Table 10. anghborhaod vty whin out :Iono during lho dny

(Pii'emt mmmm of mpznm rm- tha mpn!tiun g 1& m mr)

1&#19 2‘3.7\'-‘3 ! 1000 &s B 3&3 : 313 iﬂ 6 lD 6

02 (32,50 100,0 b ne -39 1,2 10,6
2-3 (55,20 100:0 64 n 2 10,6 1,1
349 (51,00 | 100.0 $haT 3.6, b 104 10,1
S0-b (k2,20 100,0 9.0 b bié 26 10,2
65 md over (26,000) 100,0 il W3 8,2 24 19,3
Faale _ ; ; _
16-19 (26,700 0.0 Ny Wy 91 2 0.0
02, (19,20 100,0 406 191 b9 30 0.
%3 5_5;3(13 L 100,0 19 50.3 ; 71 Ly iai:'a
b5 ud over ,(4.0 500) 100,0 e 5;3;2 12 b 105
Aace and ige : !
White ;
1619 (9,10) = 100,0 T il A 134 10,0
0.2, (36,300 R (11 8.7 5.6 L 11} 10,7
%1, 33131) 1000 Wlllb aID Lib * 19,0 10,0
3549 (27,30 100,0 bl 15 16 10,7 10,0
b oS (L) | 100.0 5. 8.2 b5 1,8 10,2
6 wd over (33,90) | 100,0 1043 46,0 %6 1] 10,
Rlack *
1619 (40,30 100.0 18 L0 78 1.4 10,3
202, (54,100 100,0 19 £1,7 b 28 10,1
53, (79,800 100:0 193 ! bul 19 10,3
18-49 (8L,20) 100:0 B 0.3 B 22 10,2
508, (68,100 100,0 3 0.3 10,1 bl 103
6 ad over (31 9@3) w00, .fsé 55,9 5 5.6 !o;_a

NTE: [ala baaad on questiﬂn 1ib. Detail m.y niot add to tutal ba:auas of rnunding Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
VEstimate; based on fero or on about 10 or fever smmple casés, is statistically unrelisble,

2

e




Table 11, Nelghborhood salely when out aone during the dey

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) | o i
— - - e == i - S S R = i _*
Population characteriatic Total Very safe Ressonably safe Somewhat unaafe VEI"}’ u,ngnfg Not avallsble
Race, sex, ind ag? 1 : -. i
Whits .
Hale - ;
- 1619 (4;400) 10,0 i 14,6 19,0 o 10,0
04, (11,50 100,0 /7 TP ) W) 10,9 1,1 11,0
&3, (19,000) 10,0 LIV 18,1 : 1,3 & 10,0 13,0
149 (13,50 1000 7] ) Lo 10,5 "1y
50-6 (14,500 10 bl 1.7 b 1, 10,0
65 wnd over (11,900) w 5 3.0 R 12,3 10,4
Famale : : '
16 (1,800) 100 0 69,0 4,1 R 10,0 10,0
s_z. ém J00 100,40 65,1 2,8 38 1,8 10,5
35=3L 15,100 100,0 Bd 9,9 13 10,0 | g0 -
349 fi}ﬂm 1001 5.9 1. 39 10,9 19,
504, (19,000 10,0 YA VAT 2,0 120 13
65 and over  (21,900) 100, 3T 0. i1 L 10,3
Black '
Hale !
16-19 (19, n:n::; 100,0 591 b he? 10,7 10,7
0-2, (10,30 100:0 T 1.5 L0 11,3 19,0
53 (35,1m) 1000 540 1,0 28 11,0 | 10,2
354.9 (3, Bmg 1000 180 5.9 b o 10,2
& (29,40 10,0 L3¢ 158 1,6 1,1 10,2
65 a.nd over (13, 100,0 1L, b B8 - 13,5 10,0
Female ' ' .
16-19 (1,900) 0.0 1,3 1) 10,5 2,8 19,
-2 (33,80 100:0 10,2 57,8 * 8.l 16 1,2
3535 (4,70 1000 1.6 60,0 9,7 2.7 ),
3549 (47,500 1000 LS 53,8 114 i 10,1
0= (32,700, 100, 4.6 547 12,0 ! 19,3
65 and over (14,40) lo0g 1.2 5649 15,3 749 10,7
NOTE; Data based on question 11b. Detail may not add to tntal becauze of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to papulatmn in the grap
Ystimate, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewer smpla vases, 15 statistivally unrelisble,
¥
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Tabe 12, Mighborhond sty whan ot son g

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 wnd over)

- i ._.'..-__-' = ___ — - — i i ——— e p— — — —— — S
Fopulation rctrtatl A T Very safe Redsonably sale ,  Sonewhat unsafe Very whaale ot svailabls

M1 persons (534,80) 1.0 16,0 LQ{;S -22.2 _15,(3 _ __0:3#
Male (23,60 | 0.0 CF N ¥ B 9.2 0
Female (02,J00) S mg %40 7.0 g il 0.3
Race | ;
ihite §
Black
Uther (7,

B 59 g 19,
U b 0.4 0
Lk 16,3 13,8 .0

.m; BTN 1g,:
10,0 i
) = 100, a,
Age
1419

(_ 1, P L3 19,7 ik 15 |
|
(

)
(41,700} 100,0 1745 b8 i, 5 1,1
-l ) : 00,0 R L ITY | 1,9 Y 19,2
Biele (17n) o k] 439 5 17,1 103
-ty (108 .00) 1000 10,6 0,] 53 w "

1

B wd over (6,50) 10,0 1,8 B X 5.7 %ii‘ ‘%

Vietinization experience
Mot vietinized (413,50) b= 1300 154 s R

Wetlntzed (114,400 NI LN il 40 0,6 iﬂjt

NOTE:  Data baid dnquestion 113, Detall may not add o fotal beemsse of rounding, Figures in'porentheses refer to population In the group.

Testimate, bhsed on 2¢f of an shout 10 oF fewer saple cases, {5 statistiedlly wrelishle,




Table 13, Neighborhood safety when oct lone a lght

(Pnn:nnt diltrihﬂim uf mpgnm !'ar the pﬂpﬂltinn lgi 16 m:l mr)

Pn;ulman chmr.tlrmic Taul Vqry ufg Rmmhl; u_rs Smmt unsaf® Very unsafe Not wailable:
htﬂqi \
Nila _ ' s
1619 (43,0 1000 iR 52,2 9.1 1,0 - 1,2
D-4, (34,50 100.0 10:3 56,1 8.9 byt 10,4
453 (5640 00,0 19 513 119 T 19,1
349 (51,100 100,0 y. 62,3 L6 7 7.8 10,1
50-b (42,40) 1000 17:0 15:7 &1 15,1 10,2
65 and over (26,000) 100,0 10,4 149 : 263 & 10,5
Faale :
16-19 (26,70 100:0 104 ¥ o 80 1 FA 10,0
-4 (9,40 100:0 9:0 1046 a7 2.6 10,0
251, (65,)00 100 1L L9 2,4 19,2 10,2
1548 (62000 100:0 9.8 1.0 A1 4.9 15,2
0 (Bm0) 100:0 b a7 27 0.9 10,7
k5 md over (40,500) 100.0 (& 29 25,3 b 10,5
Race and agt '
Hhite ,
9 (9,10) ‘ 100,0 7 138 il 8.1 ' 10,0
Jj gg (26,100) 00,0 S i ob 0,6 13,2 10,5
5-3, (38,40) 100,0 5 b33 0,8 Teb 10,0
R B 547_30:3) 100,0 faFAN L3k 5.9 10,3 10,0
$0-4, (31,500 100.0 14 i 2.4 4l 10,4
% d over (33,900) "0, 10,5 db 2.5 Ihi 10,6
" Black | |
619 (i0,50) 10,0 1 AR Cooal N
D02, (84,10) 00,0 15,5 N 0.2 1644 10,0
&3, (79,40) 100:0 16,8 18,1 9,6 15,2 1,2
154y (ﬂgi.‘ém; 10,0 1445 W0 2.7 19,6 19,2
-4 (6,l0) 106150 10,1 {043 2sb Uk 10,5
b5 ind aver (11,500) 10,0 b.9 33-1; 2.9 363 m

WOTE: Dt based on question 113, Detail may not add Lo tﬂtal becauze of bounding. Flpres in pa)‘Eﬁthese refer to population in the group.
Rt inate, based on zero oF on about 1 or [ewer zample casés; iz statistically unrelisble, '




4
Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night ,
, ]
¥ (Percent diateibution of m‘;nnuii for the popilation age 16 wd mr)
Populatiph charieteriatic Total Very safe Hmcmnbly - Samhnt unnra Vary unsafs Not svallable
Race, sex, ind oge '
Whits ‘
Hlle
j (4)600) ° 100,0 160 bt 19,8 10,0 10,0
é 1,500 g 1.0 Yol 523 9.1 13,5 1,0, *
53&. 9,000 100,0 il k33 134 19 10,0
3549 (1, 5002 100,0 8,8 51,2 b il 10,0 .
S0-b {12,500) 10 189 1549 21, 114 19,0
6 mddver (11,50) 10,0 il 140 8.8 24 1,1
Female :
16-19 élﬂﬂ))' 100,0 19,5 L 19.0 18,1 10,0
A=ty {14,R00) 100,0 i1 18,5 84,7 0.7 10,0
-3 (19,10) 100, 15.6 b3k Bl 12,9 10,0
349 (13,90) 100, 12,2 3,0 3.8 151 19,0
-8, (19,008) 10,0 b R 8.9 Il 10,4
6 and over (21,%0) 100, 9.0 19,7 . B 10,)
Black
Mals
16-19 (1 .cxi!.‘ 100,0 18 ) 9.0 12 15
-1l % % 100,0 a7 4. 940 5,0 10,0
53, (3,10 100,0 7 * 85,2 11,5 bul 10,2
%49 (M;n 1000 1.9 . 830 14,1 &7 10,2
514, SG.ADH) 100,0 16:1 15,8 2] 15,7 19,2
5 and over (13,400) 10,0 Bib L) A 257 10,0
" Femals
16-19 fi,sﬁm; ¢ 1000 A0 bl 30 18,7 10,0
dhd, (33,80) 10,0 8,1 417 69 2,3 10,0
534 (u.;.?mg 100,0 A ¥y bl . 10,3
B49 (i0,50) 100, 2.k 0 240 8,1 10,3
0-6, (3,700 100.0 5. 3.2 T &3 Ll 10,7
éiminvar (m. ) i moo 5.7 zs,'; & bt 10,7

NOTE: Dsta baaéd on q.uhtm{] H 8,

Detall nay nat add to utal bmu;e of I‘Dundlng Flgureg in parcnthgaez rzfer ta papulatlun in the group.

IEstimate, based on zero of on dbout 10 or fewer sample cases, e statistically unrelishle,

o™
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B Y S ‘g
fy (Pﬁﬂm :uitﬁhum of rnp;mn tor. Hi pﬂmuh ue 16 é arr) | |
. "‘hpnmnn chl_r:_mrﬂ:tic fotal ! r’:*f{ L nmih;n | ‘a,
[ w pareons -( wm) R Y W
' L] : : ' ) =4
] , R 1 L :
Nade (54, lm) 100,0 7.7 78,8 b
Fomalé . (1& 3cu) 1000 0 158 8,1’ 3
h}l . Vo
\ ' lm;ﬂ 12,2 &.G 3-8
-‘ oy 100,0 17,7 7.0 3.3
lmgu IE;G ‘ 7’;13 LIB
100:0 174k - 1.6 L0
b : 0 | 100,0 7.5 W 31
il 65 ﬂﬂ m‘ll‘ (Lllﬁm) “" 100,0 11,2 . 8&-6 jlé
' Victidination experiefes . |
Not victinined (178,300) 100,0 13,7 83,0 3ak
Vietimised (49;100) 100,0 Aab ?1;7 31
NOTE: Data based on question lle. Detail may not. add o total beciuse of rnun:[in; Figures
+ in parentheses refer to populstion in the group,
‘mmta based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, ls smiatically unralisble, ;
leh 18, Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime
i 4 (Percent diatributign of r!!pana!a Iar the population age 16 and over)

o ) - ﬁﬁi_ neral ] Pacpl 18 _ ﬁr@éé, B j
Population characteristic ' Not 'mi.lghls fat.ﬂ 3} Total  Yes Mo Not svallable
AL persons (832,800) 1000 834 15,7 09 u:x;z.a 6L 61 25 00 16 506 0.5

31 o : - : _
Male (230,800) = 0.0 8L& 17,5 0.9 00,0 8.6 9.2 2,2 1000 366 629 0,5
Race ; : :
Black %359.1@; 00,0 6.3 160 o7 1000 638 b L6 10,0 49.1 50,5 0.
Dther (7,500) .0 w21 ) 00,0 507  45.8 13,5 0.0 40,6 594 10,0
Age , ,
16-19 (50,400 (AW 10,8 1000 559 42,2 1.8 1000  30.4 64.8 19,8
-2, (81,700) 89 1 10,2 100.0 558 419 2,3 00,0 392 606 102
5-3 (120,5m) LS mi,] 0.8 10,0 54l 428 340 00,0 3 62 0ul bi
3¥-l9 (113,700) B35 154 L1 1000  6LB 356 2.6 00,0 L6253 0.6 ®
508, (100,200) .5 10,7 0.8 00,0 7.0 .2 1,9 10,0 6,0 375 05
65 md over (66,500) 8,1 13,4 L5 00,0 70.5 245 1.0 00,0 Hib 349 10,5
Victimization experience _ .
Not victimized (418,500) 0,0 850 16,1 0.9 100,06l 36,4 2.2 100,0 469 5k 0.5
Victimized (Ilhigﬂﬂ) IDD D 8.9 143 0.7 lo.g  6L,2 35,2 1.6 100,0 L6.B 52,7

MOTE:  [Data haaﬂd or question 16a, 16b, and lfe.

Detsll may not add to tutgl hgcsuag of murding
WO oased on gero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, iz statistically unreliable,

Figu-res in parentheses refe- to population in the group.



. Tnbh 17. Flmmll limitation or change in activities
because of fearofcrime
(Peremnt distribution of Fiipgnlil for the pnpulgtinn oo 15 and aVif)
Pam;:t.im :Bﬂ‘l‘-tirilt.iﬂ ﬁﬁ‘ Not svailshle
341 anl age (532,800) 52,6 0s5
Hala
1619 (33,9 78,3 10,9
E-g‘i 321 ?l}ih la-lp
' 25-34 (55, 0 72:2 10,2
¥5-i9 Egglﬂﬂ 66,3 10,7
30-6, (42,200 bh o7 10,9
& snd over (26,000) 37.6 10,3
Famals
16-19 (26,700 100.0 38.9 (0.3 10,48
=il (47,200 100.0 48,5 51,5 10,0
25”3‘! 65:3511 1000 ‘15:7 53-7 igié?
15=47 63 600 100.0 57.0 k2.4 10,6
50-44 SS.QDD 100,0 7.5 312} 19,2
Raﬁi ol g
Whits
20-24 zéizm 100,0 9.9 59,6 10,5
25-34 35 20 100.0 25,7 73.5 10,8
35‘1159 - ijm 1&3;‘3 }ﬁi? ' é'il;-l 1'1 2
50=4d, 31 500 100.0 T 55,5 445 10.0
65 and ovsr (33 ‘303} 100.0 éﬂ-lt 39.0 “LS
. Hack _ o
h;léhlg 40,900 i 100.0 30,6 68,7 10,7
25-3& 79,800 100.0 42,7 57.0 19,2
15-19 (84,200 100.0 50.3 9.2 10,5
. 50-44 (48,100 100.0 65,0 4.3 0,8
ﬁ? Ilﬂ over (31 "Km) IDD.G @-D i Z‘Dlﬁ ig-.ll
i s — S ——:i- _ e ——

"QTE EEL; bassd on question l6c. Detail may ﬁﬂt add to total becauss of rﬂgﬁdiﬁg Eigur!!
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
AEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sampls cassa, is statiatieslly unreliabls.




r“’;,

Table 18. Personal limitation or change in activities
-r | , because of fear of crime : !

(Percant diut.ritutian of ﬁumnnga for the population age 16 snd avar )

Fcep;lntiﬁn characteriatic Total Yea Ko Not available
Race; »sex; &nd lgi :
Whits
Hals _
16-19 (4,600} 100.0 25.1 Ths9 10,0
20-25 (11,500 100.0 25,7 73.1 11,2
25!3& 1?3@ 1113 fj EﬂiE ?Bié 1'3;6
35-49 (13,500 . 100,0 : 71.6 '1.0
50-&4 (12,500 *’Jcn 0 48,2 51,A 15,0
65 s WE? (lllqﬂj) . Lm 0 53-& ) Ijbig ‘f_,é&
Famile i L
20-2, 14, VB0 y 10,0 51.0 49,0 10,0
25=34 (19,100 100.0 0.4 .4 11,0
35-49 (13,900 10k 0 Li.8 56,8 11,4
50«64 (19,000 10,0 - SN 9.6 15,0
45 and over (21,900) 100,0 6,3 35,1 10,6
Black
Male
16-19 {19,000 100,0 19.9 79.0 11,1
20-24 (20,300 1m0 5.0 75,0 13,0
25-34 (35,100 C 1.0 31.3 63,7 10,0
L 3549 (36,800 ‘ 100,0 35.4 LS| 10,6
§0-64  (29,400) 100.0 TP L1.B 1.3
65 ard over (13,600) o 10,0 £9.4 10,4 10,8
Femalse B
16-19 (21,900 1m0 39.9 59,8 10,4
20-2, (33,800 ' 100,0 L7, 52,4 10,0
25-34  (L4,700) 100,0 51,7 47,8 10,4
E0-&) (38,700 . 10,0 71.1 2R,5 15,3
£5 and over (18,400) . 100,0 E.S .7 10,4 10,7
NOTE; Data based on queation lée. [}Ei;il may not, gdd tﬂ total becsuse of rounding| Figures

in parenthesaa rﬁfer to population in the group.

. YEatimate, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewsr sample cases. is statistically dnrelisble.




(Percont u.mmum of nawere tq houssheld mmm-)

Charsctiristics Other snd

Lllq- lived in Hiuhhrhad Safe fre- Lxh of

Housshold characteriatic Total nelghborhood cnu-m,grhuu Good mmlu crims choles  Right prics Lloratdon of house ‘nol avallable
All houssholds  (141,200) 100,0 1.9 15,1 2.1 .8 16,5 11,1 1.0 9.0 h!l.
White sz.mg 100.0 1.6 14.6 1.1 2.4 7.5 IR 51,5 7.2 [0
Black (84,000 1000 5.3 15.% Lk FR ) FE 1R 1.3 10,1 fobs
Othar  (2,400) 100,0 %9 LR ] * b Thb LT 9 T § VAR L7.8 7.1 LIV}
Anmial fmally incoms
Less than §3,000 (19,000) 100,0 33 7.6 6.2 Yi.8 4.3 10,0 3.1 k0 7.6
£),000-¥7 499 S?é.img 100.0 5.0 <129 . 2.6 2.4 15,0 #has a3 5
¥7,500-9,999 (2],600) 100.0 5.1 14.7 10,3 £ 18,1 15,8 3140 9.0 [ ]
$10,000-414,999  (<7,000 100.0 LY 1744 1.9 3.8 13,1 B4 5.8 9.7 beh
$15,000-824,999 (19,000 0 12,6 21,1 0.9 1.2 9.0 9.8 13,4 110 7.3
25,000 or sore (10,000 . Y 19.6 12,0 3.8 4.6 Y1 L2.8 1. 7.9
ot sailsble (7,700) ik . 183 M) 10.8 17.3 7.8 4.8 V5.8 8.3 '
Vietimisation sxparisncs .
Not victimlasd (10%,100) . 100,0 3.8 15,2 1.9 .4 16.8 14,5 .4 A5 bR
Vietimised (36,100) 100,0 - ko 4.7 2,5 © 3l 5.5 7.7 ¥7.8 9.3 5.3
NOTE: Data based on question 2s, Detall niy 1ot a4d to total because of rowdding, FLgured in parentheses refer to mouseroids intne ,mpf - j
IEatimats, based on 8870 od on about 10 or fewer sample casss, is statigtically unrelishle,
Tabie 20. Most important reason for leaving former residence
(Plr(int dlnLﬂhuunn nf answers by hauuhald ﬂsparﬂmtn)
Living Influx - (;N,hﬁf'
Charscteristica Wanted better wWanted cheaper arfangemants of bad Ne ighborhoud ot
Hmiashold characteristic Total of house hayse fiae Forced out changed elementa Crime rhu‘lt‘!ariiurn wailabls
ALl households (141,200) 100.0 7 14,7 14.5 4§ 19.1 N] 2.3 3.7 7.0
Race . .
Wnite 'sz.amg 100.0 A, 9:5 2.5 15.4 0.8 1.5 1.5 A.1
Black (84,000 100.0 15.5 0,9 5.6 1,5 5.8 2.6 3.8 b3
Other  (2,400) 100.0 1.7 LR EN 17.0 4.4 0.0 17 Y69 5.1
Anmual fmsily income
Less than $3,000 (19,000) 100,0 6.1 8.5 6.2 18,1 Yo V2. 47 A,0)
£3,000-97 L% é’}ﬁ'lmg 100,80 1.0 16,1 5.9 A,1 11,0 1.9 4ol 6.7
¥7,500-9,99 (41,60 100,0 13.3 18.2 5.1 219 0.3 4.9 2:b Tk
$10,000-114,999 100,0 14,1 16,8 3.9 1.1 Vi 2.7 4.2 Sl
$15,000- 524, ,999 ; 100,0 .7 2.9 ‘1.8 17.3 10,3 50 N R.8
25,000 or more (10, Eug) 100,0 1645 19.3 1.0 12,5 10,5 o 3.9 5.0
Mot svailable (7,700) 100,0 10.9 17.3 Y58 15,4 11,5 1.8 Yo,m 7.8
Victimisation sxperience
Not victimised (105,100) 100.0 2.3 17,2 L3 0.0 0.8 1.4 t.9
Vietimiged (26,100) 100,0 1.9 14, 5.2 16.1 0.8 beT W0
NOTE: Data based m; q;;nunﬁ La. Dretall mey rot sdd to LuLLL becmis® of rounding. Flgures in pnrent,hngq refar to I'-;uaemlda in !hE EFOUp. ¥ -
‘!lthlta bassd on EsTo op on about 10 or fewer ssmple cames, iz atatistic cally unrelisble,
1 | 5.
I

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Toble 21, mmmnm
neighberhood oheraclerietics

f

(Wrvmt tirlmiion of mevery by esssald respntents) , ;
ST Y VTS S /
Muatolt saracarinble madl e b kiedel
A hattelde (B3 0) Y Mt ! O
lm _ . ;
100, Wb 4,0 i)
m 14,@) 00 (W b b
Oumr (3,90) 100,0 T 8. 9,0
mﬂ fandly Lwom ) ‘
'_ Ry i] (n Eﬂ) i § A Wil A ‘ﬂis
(e s ; 100,0 M 89 1o, "
-Hm (3,10 1000 n ﬂ it 0,2
ﬂg,@-ﬂ,ﬂ mlfﬂ 10,0 ﬂl’ 0, Yo.b ;
4,000 o wore (22,100 100.0 o 61,8 V0.3
et avallible (18,100) 00,0 2 84 Y
Bt victiased (06,20) 10,0 Il W,: 0.4
Vieviadnd (§7,1m) 10,0 Wb 54! Y. .
NOTL; Data based cn question 1. Detatl may not add bo total becmnt of rounding. Flgurts
. in parenthiats refer Lo houssholds Ln the groups
T TRatinate, baodd on 44 oF on bbout 10 of fewee ample canes, 10 sUALLIt ZALlY unrelisble,
. . * "L _' i = = P P i = i - _ i o
| \ Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem
| (ﬁﬁm{_ diﬂlf'il_i;ﬂnﬁ ar mrwrs by houashald raapndents)
m— = i i ——— i i ———— S s S—
Traffle, lnvlr\smm!ll ikl s Tnatequats Influg -1 Frtume ity ther and
Hajaebuld characteriatic Tatal parking protlams frlme trandportatlon achoois shopping bal Alasbita nelgidors il waliahie
m Fegtehrid s [91,410] g 1L k4 18,4 T 1ok \ 1 i
Raee s _—
Wite (et 1), 18,5 2,8 A8 B4 1, L 7,1
Black (57,9011} 10,0 "R b R L e ! by L
Wher (1,40 0,0 Vit TR 1 LA LN L, E v,
Arvual [amily income _
Lass thin §jpan (ilyf) L0 Ll Wi b Y oy ¥ L N )
I‘,“ﬂr-y?) (‘4-3 ilng * 1[1].” = 7il :‘3|7 lﬂi% ‘ii” é?il TR 'iﬂ T!-'
RIS I [ s oty 1,7 W e Y, L
gl oy (IHT..'Q IR fasl 7 1. B "1 bout i ko
§15,00 B w70 v, A 7 P hi 1 L. L b1
§0,000 o opere (ﬁll‘m} ]i).-‘i_ 14,1 11,1 i Lt 1,1 - s -
Nt svaliale (5i0) bl 14 b i PR 1,4 Voo by !
. Vietimimation experisnce ‘
T et victimteed (8000) L0 1 i 154 I 19 s i
mmm in. 1\5 L, o &4, ; syt 1,7 hd i, :

VT hugd on qanst {or Sa, 'LIELHI my mot add Lo tn!ll brrmr nf randlng.
Lt ar Pwr ammple cases, {3 statistieally unrsllable,

“amn;!e hassd op EePe oF O aBout |

th

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Flaures 1n parentheses r\!fur Po vpaetolds e the o



Table 23. Whether or not major food shopping
done In the neighborhood

(Percent distribution of snawers by household respondents)

|

Household characteristic Total Yoz No - Not available

ALL households (263, 30) 100,0 ne 2 01
Race _
Black (166,700 100.0 6.9 am 0.7
Other  (3,500) 1000 82,7 17,6 10,0

Annual family fncome , )
Less than $3,000 (31,100) 100,0 724 21.0 10,5
$3,000-87,499 géé.m; 100,0 751 2.2 0.8

¥7,300-%9,5999 (37,100) 100,0 7140 28,6 10,4

§10,000-$14,999 (52,700 ‘ 100,0 719 EAA 10,6

' $15,000-%2,,99%9 3?,BDD§ 100,0 67.9 312 10,8

' $25,000 or more (22,100] 100.0 7049 8.9 10,2
Vietimisation experience
Not victimied (206,200) 100,0 72,9 EL WA 0.7

Victinized (57,100) ' 100,0 66,9 12,3 10,8

NOTE: Dats based on question ha. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
Estimate, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble,

Table 24, Most important reason for not doing major food shopping
in the neighborhood

(Percent distritution of answers by household respondents)

Housetold characteristic Tutal N neighborhood stores Inadequate stores High pries: Crime Not available

ALl households {72,800) 10D na S 3741 11,5 kN 11,1

Race

White (19,900) 10,0 7.5 3
Black (52,400) 100,0 AN: 3
Other (A10) 100,03 13,1 1]

Annual family ineome

less than $3,000 (8,,0) 100,40 .6 20,1 11,5 12,0 4.7
$3,000-87,499  (14,000) 10,0 40,0 3.4 132 17,8 11,7
§7,500-89,999 (10y011) 100,0 9.8 8.0 1244 13,3 bS
$10,000-814,999  (14,2) 100.0 .9 L2.7 749 11,9 B.b
$15,000-82,999 (11,300 100,0 40,5 39,3 10,1 12,2 7.9
$25,000 or more  (6,410) 101,00 2,9 19, 17,7 12,5 119

b3

Mot available (5,10) 100,00 8, L2 1,0 143 14,3
Victinization experience
10,6 ER) 11,2
L5

Not victinized (54,4000) 1000 19,7 35,5 4,
Victimized (18,500) 100,01 LA 41,5 14,1 .

NOTE: Data based on question fa, Detail may not add o total because of reundins, Figures in parenth refer to households in the group,
YEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 ar Fewr sanple cases, is statistieally unrelisble,

ERIC -
T rmunmc . 4 j



Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping

(Fertent distritution of answers by hnua&ﬁgld reapandenta)

- : Siburban of |
Househald charscteristie Total nei,ghbarhmd Downtawm Ngt a*;ailahlé
801 households (5,00 10,0 s1,1 6.8 ol
Race | i

White (93,100) 100,0 564 AN 2,0
Rlack (166,700) 100,0 L8, L9, 2,1
Other (3, SDTJ) 100.0 £0:3 8947 10,0
Arnual family income o o

Less thas §3,000 (31,100) ¢ 1000 39,7 58,6 1,7
$3,000-7,499 56&;@@3; 100,0 2.5 555 L9
§7,500-%9,999 (37,100} 1000 50:4 §146 2.0

§15,000-§2,,999 (37,800 B 1R 63:7 a0 &3
£25,000 or more (22,100 100,0 63,2 3heT L0
mnmmgumm 1000 188 19.1 12,1
Victimigation experience | N
Not vietinized (206,200) 100,0 19,7 i8] 20
Victimized (57, 1cxj) 1;:@ 0 66,2 415 2,2

- NOTE: Dats based on quéatiun 75.. Dstail fay nut add tg tntal becayze of rounding. Flgures

in parentheses refer to householda in the group.
IEstimate, based on gero or on about 10 or fewer sample taaéa, 1s gtatiatically unreliable,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]



Table 26. Most important reason for usually doing general merchandise shopping
In the suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown

(Percent distribution of mewers by household respondents)

T}’pﬂnf shopper and ‘ Better Better More Better selection, Crime in B - Pfefg;_gggyggl Other i
househald clzu;;t@igtic Total parking trinsportation convenient more stores gther location atoré hours Better prices locatlon, ete, not ayaileble

A

Subirban (or nei;hhnrmm) '
shoppers ‘

AL boussholds (13,400) 1000 145 25 00 Dl 21 11 6.3 by 5.l
Face . ‘
White 52,_5@3; 100,07 132 2 180 5.1 2, 1,
Black fm,m 1000 15,3 2, 5? o ¥

Other (1,400) 1000 13,0 10,0 I S §T
Arryal Famdly income . .

Loss than £3,000 (12,400) 10,0 5,4 bl 19:1 174
§,000-87,4%9 ?EB,ECD; i E 152 3
£1,50-9,999 (18,700 0.0 12,5 10 LN 2.4
$00,000-34,999 (9,400) 10,0 179 2 Bk AT
$15,000-84,5%9 %2,1“1(1“1 00,0 17,8 2 L0 2,7
$25,000 oF more (14,000 00,0 2,0 1,5 L0 1,5
Not availaple (7,%00) 00,0 188 .4 Yol 18,0

Vietindaation exparisnce
Not vietimised (102,500) 1000 1.9 47 bl 19,4 1,8 13 , THE 6
G 1 s
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e
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A D= T e —ml]
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-
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ol
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o
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el
—

Victinteed (32,100) 0.0 130 4 :0) 10,5 q, i3 Iy

Hsalll i
-

. Downtosds shappars
ML hoyseholds (123,30) 100 0. 10,1 18,1 1,0 19,4 1,3

Raee
White

harn
-
L=
-
Lo
S
-
i

-
Haui™:
-
=

e

3.31?‘3?; 00,0 10,6 G 51,2 2,6 10,3 10,7
Black (82,500 100.0 0.3 1.0 16:0 21,0 L
Other (2,100) , 0.0 o0 g 73 A Y N 1Y)
Irnpal fandly incope '
Leas then £3,00 (18,300) 10,0 ‘0.3 12,8 18,6 17,7 19,7 1,6
G009 (650) 100 100 1Ll gy me 0
§7,500-89,%99 (17,10) 1000 1.0 14,0 LT RN 1.3 30
$10,000-§14, 599 i;szim; 1000 0.4 85 Bl Wl 0.0 1.5
$15,000-824,999 (12,800 00,0 0. 73 bl Ay 1,4 151
SBWormre (7,700 w0 Y00 4 163 8,1 19,0 10,7
ot evatilable (7,900) 1000 10,6 WA 10.0 .
Wetinisation exparience ‘ \
Mot victintsed (99,600) 10,0 104 10,3 e 0.2 19,5 16 I
Viﬂﬁﬂileﬂ'(gﬂ'&ﬂs S100.0 g5 9.3 ol 2.3 1(];0 10,2
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NOTE: Data based on question 7o, Detall may not add to total because of roundlng, Figures in pa_feﬁthsaes refer to hauSEhal-cla- In thé g'r"Dupi_ A_

Eatinate, based on serg or on sbout 10 or fewsr sample cases, 1s statist lcally unreliabls,
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Table 27, Change In the frequency with which persons

went out for evening entertainment
(Percent distribgtion of responses for the p:p;l:tian qa 16 md over)
-*ﬁiltlﬂﬂ characteristic Total Hore 3:1 o L;SQ Kot svadlable
W1 persons(32,00) 1000 135 Shé 32 0.5
Sax
Male (230,400) 100.0 13.8 5T 28,2 0,5
Pewile (302, 3::13) 1000 13,2 52,7 335 0.6
Bas
Whits lﬁﬁ;m; 100,0 14,7 55.7 25:3 0.3
Black {359,100 100,0 12,9 52:6 339 0.6
Other  (7,500) 100,0 13.0 52.5 321 12,5
oo |
1&—19 SD;L-@; 100,0 3.8 ARY] 2.7 10,3
. 65 ind Cﬂfﬁr (ébhelm) 1000 2-5 £.0 - 37;1 1@-4
| Viu;t_.inimi_an experience
Victiataeg (11;..41115 1000 18,9 ) 3 0.7

NOTE: Dltl based on quﬁstian Eb Detall may not &1:1 ta tnt&l bszmas of rounding. Fig;;fea

in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Estimats, based on sbout 10 or fewer sapple cases, 13 statistically ynrelisble,

¢

.
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Table 28. Most important reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency

" with which persons went out for evening entertainment

(Percent distritution of responses for the popilation age 16 and over)

ype of change in frequency
nd population charscteristic

Flaces to 0w Transpr- Activities, Went to, Other and

Total Money go, etcs Convenience health tation Age  Family ete, Crime  &te, available

eraons golng out more often
ALl persons (71,700)
Sex
Hals (31,3@;)
Female (40,000)
Race 7
White %é&,fpiﬂg
Black (46,300)
Other (1,000)

Age
16-19 (16,000
D=4 51&;5213
£5-3}- (21,500
35-49  (10,000)

SG"&.# ({,,lm)

65 and aver (1,700)
Vietimization experience
Not vietimized (5C,100)

Viettmized (21,600)

raong golng oul less often

4 oy . ] : . e L . o - ) ) . ] _ .
_flgl.,E‘%‘fma;j&“lé‘é‘ﬁffj <00 0.g, e | (! i1 ! LU 7.0 1.8 9.8 17.1 b8 9:1

6% . '

Hale (64,900)
Female (101,300)

50-8, (33,40
b5 and aver  (U4,700)
lctimization experience
Not victinfzed (125,000)
Victinized (41,300)

20
S 10,0 13,
15

00,0 149 .5 3t 0.8 BIood 133 7:6 10, 146 7.9

100,0
100,90

100,0 16,8 33 6.0 13
100,0 Ut 19.9 FA 1],
00,0 0.0 g 10,0 1
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Table 30. Most Important reason for usually seeking evening entertalnment lngldg or outside the city

(Percent distribution of responses for the ppulation age 16 and over)
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Table 32, Opinion about local palice performance
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Table 33. Opinion about local police performance

(Percent distribution of resporses for the popalation age 16 and over
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| Table 34, Whether or not local police perfomance
neads {mprovement
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3 (Percent distribution of responses for the ﬁnp:lltim age 16 and over)
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Appandix § ‘
Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con-
tains two batteries of questions. The first of these,
covering items | 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
member age 16 and over, including the household
respondent. Unlike the procedure followed in the
victimization component of the survey, there was no
provision for proxy responses on behalf of in-
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during
the interviewing period. . o
Data on the characteristics of those interviewed,
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 latter questionnaire, supplemental

forms were available for use in household: where -

more than three persons were interviewed. Fac-
similes of Forms NCS * and 4 have not beer in-
cluded in this report. but can bé found in Crim nal
Victimization Surveys :n Washingion, 1977.

o

<
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Technical information
and reliabllity of the estimates

Survey results contained in this publication are
based on data gathered during early 1974 from per-
sons residing within the city limits of Washington,
D.C., including those living in certain types of group
quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and

eligious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,
ﬁeluding tourists and commuters, did not fall within
the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of
fmerchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel living in
military barracks, and institutionalized persons,
such as correctional 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 umt
selected fm' the survey was in persnn and lf il were
members of lhe hcjusehold durmg lhe mmal Visit, in<—._
terviews by telephone were permissible thereafter.
Proxy responses were not permitted for the attitude
surveiy Survey fecords were processed and

cl(y 5 pgpula[mn as a whale and Df various sectors

within the papuiation Because they are based on a?

sample survey rather than a Lomplete enumeration,
the results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Estimates from the survey are based on data ob-
tained from a stratified sample. The basic frame
from which the attitude sample was drawn—the
city's complete hoding inventory, as determined by
the 1970 Census of Population and Housing—was
the same as that for the victimization survey. A
determirfatiqn was made that a sample roughly half
the size of 1}1& victimization sample would yield
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 various charac-
teristics. Occupied units, which comprised lhe ma-
Jority, were grouped into 100 strata define
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 m an additional four

renml gr pruperly value A amgle ;traturn lm:orpor-
ated group quarters.

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 5,862 housing units. Dur-
ing the survey period 717 of these units were found

ual use, lemporarlLy occupled by nonresidents, or
otherwise ineligible for both the vncnmnzatmqi} and
ttitude surveys. At an additional 469 units visited
ay interviewers it was impossible to conduct inter-
views because the occupants could not be reached
after repeated calls, did not wish to participate in the
._/survey, or were unavailable for other reasons.
Therefore, interviews were taken with the occupants
nf4 676 housing uﬂits am:l the rate of panicipation

83484 persons age 16 and over, or an average of 1.8
residents of the relevant ages per unit. Interviews
were t:ondumed with 8, liﬁ afthese pErSDnS result-

l‘t‘:S!dEn[S 4

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 for 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 tabulatiﬁg‘victimizalicm data estimates and a ratio
. The following steps determined
lhe. labulauon waghl for personal victimization data
and were, thérefmre an integral paﬂ of lhE n’;stima—
dnwdgal rgspondems; (l) a basu we;ghl. réﬂﬁ-clmg
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 noninlervies
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adjustment to account for situations where at least
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 houschold 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 (6) 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 apphed m lﬁterw:w record;

gathered Fru-m rgsm:nt
mnstructed aftgr the

.resp@ndenﬁ}s) thg fmai wenghl mé:rlqua,ted all nf!he

steps d:ﬁhbed above except th%t ird ‘and -sixth.

9+ The g\sumanon facjor, seegnd el&ﬁ"lem of the

: “final weight, was? adJuslmE, gfnr,.brmgmg data
uryey’ (whlc

ME lm-lza, igm s
p’le) THissa
samphe was Yrar
-timization _s#mple, wag used for the/agé.
ifac: t‘:ha actefistics of irspnndﬂpgs? ’ 1‘( !
’ ﬁ.lllblll}y of ntim;lﬁ
T As previously noted, survey resulis cuma}ned
}hu report.afe estimates. Despite the precaut‘iu‘qs
jtaken to pinimize sampllng varnab‘xlﬁy the estimate§
‘ﬁirg subject._to.errors ansmg fesm the fact lh,at the
f!ﬂmple employed was only’one of a large number of
_ passible samples of equal snzf that totld, have bedf?
‘%ld applying the same sampie deslgn and selecfid

*

.

pfocdBires. Estlmales derwed drom diffei

& ples may vary gggsiwhat; lhgy also. -may dl
ﬁgutgsﬁyigvﬂgl ffrom the averagg of all pqssﬂjle

RN

#“

. from ghe agtityde X, as, itated . was
' basei;‘s’n a half sample) mtp ac 'ord Vfth data %nm -

redt sam- '
}fer from™

-

precision with which the estimate from a pamculg:

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 in-*
terval, that is, an intérval having a prescribed pi"ab,i;-.
bility that it ‘would include the average result of all
possible samples. The average value af all pombl:
" samples may or may not be contained in any particu-
lar computed- interval. -However, thgfchnncea arée
about 68 out of 100 that a survey-derived estimates
would differ from the average resulf of all pessible
samples by less than one standard error. Similarly,
th

ditference would be les;ghan 1.6 times the staddard
errot; about 95 out of T0O that the difference-would

chances are about 90 out of 100 that the

be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 oit of 100 '

chances that it would ‘be. léss tham 2,5 tlm'es the
standard error. "The 68. pen‘:&nt ﬂ'bnﬁd:m:: m;:rval'-
“ is defined as the range of’ va1u:s given by ‘thé esti-

.

. mAte minus the standard grrqf and the est Imate plus;

the standard error; the chances are- .68 iri 100 that
“average value’ of all pnsslble samples would
wuhm dhat range.. Slmdarlyflh%gs percent canﬂ-‘
dEm:é intetgfl ,is defined as. the :ﬂuﬂat:’ plus, or
mmus twob standard errors. « ?'
In add 5amplmg Eri‘iqu‘ thE Eshma:es prg-'
d ih thl;émh are sgbjeg‘l to ncmsamplmg ers.
befween viCtims and nonvqchms A’ majar sﬁurcg of
- nonsamplmg error- is related to the ability, of re-
spcfnde ts to recall whelher or not thgy were vic-
tlmlzed uring the 12 montigmprior ta the tirmre qf in-
:search on recall’ln ndicates that the ability
t:{ne varies ‘with lhe time ingerval

S

sen|
n;ichl:ﬂy affg;'tmg shé aéduracy qf the dlstmctlon -

- betw —’h vu: mlgangnﬁ and” interview, the type of -

ng.apd.'pethaps, the sotio- -demographic charac-
teristics of ‘the re onqlgm Taken together, recall
prnblems may suh in an undérstatem®nt. of the
“true” number
. |holds, ‘as dgﬁned ftﬂ"{sbf p;urpc»se of thls report.

4 Vlulmrzatlon Ex‘perlém:é mvﬁlves%glesccspmg or’
brmglﬁg

‘i

=

e-clbse of the period.

,”pf\nbably weakened the differentiation between vic-
" tirps and nonvictips, these would not have: affectéd
the, data on p:rsunal attitudes or, ‘behaviyr.
Nevertheless, such data may have been affected by
nonsampling errors resulting from incomplete or er-
. TONEOUS responses, syslfmam; mistakes introduced
. by interviewers, and . 1mprnp¢:r coding and prncs‘:ss—

v

vlftlmlzed persons ¢ and house- -
‘Another source of nonSBmglmg error pertgining to ’

hin the appropriate | 2-mofth reference
Period victimi izations that occurred beforespr after o

'Although the .pmhlems of recall and tg* aqcphg )



in& of data. Many of these errors also would occur in
-acomplete census. Quality control measures, such as
. “interviewer observation and a reinterview program,
as well as edit 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 interviewer
errors; they do not, however, take into account any
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.
Sur:h eslimales are idemified in ﬁmtnntes to the data

emmate m 500 was mns:dersd sldusncal!y rellablei
as was any percentage based on such a figure.

Computation and application
of the standard error

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-
rors are approximations and suggest an order of
magnitude of the standard error rather than the pre-
cise error assucnated with any glven esnmate Tahlg I

to mmrmalmn fmm mdw;dual rgspundents and Ta‘
ble Il gives errors for data derived from household
respondents. For percentages not specifically listed
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 59.8 percent of all Washington
residents age 16 and over (532,800 persons)
believed crime in the United States had increased.
Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in Table
I would yield a standard error of about 0.5 percent.
Consequently. chances are 68 out of 100 that the
estimated percentage of 59.8 would be within 0.5
percentage points of the average result from all
possible samples; .., the 68 percent confidence in-
terval associated with the estimate would be from
59.3to 60.3. 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.e.. the 95 percent confidence interval
would be about 58.8 to 60.8 percent. Standard er-
rors associated with data from household respond-

ents are calculated in the same manner, using Table
I1.

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard
error of the difference between the twd figures is ap-

prmimately equal to the squgr: roo( of the sum of

EDI‘!SIdEl‘Ed segarately, As an :xam;’alei Data T;bl:
12 shows that 25.2 percent of males and 9.0 percent
of females felt very safe when out alone in the
neighborhood at night, a difference of 16.2 percen-
tage points. The standard error for each estimate,
determined by interpolation, was about 0.9 (males)
and 0.5 (females). Using the formula described
previously, the standard error of the difference
between 252 and 9.0 percent is expressed as
V(0.9) + (0.5)2, which equals approximately 1.0.
Thus, the confidence interval at one standard error
around the difference of 16.2 would be from 15.2 to
17. 2(16 2 plus or minus 1. O)and attwo standard er-

standard error dt:fmes a va!ue 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
dlfférence (16 2) to thz staﬁdard 2rror (1 0)is equal

cunﬁdencc applled in thls rep«:rt. Thus, lt 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 procedure, using standard errors in Table
11.
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jont data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
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Glossary -
i

Age—The appropriate age é&!&ﬁxry is determined
by each respondent's age asiof the last day of the
month preceding the interview,

Annual family income—Includes the income of the
househpld head and all other related persons
residing in the same housghold unit. Covers the
12 months preceding the inter iew and includes
wages, salaries, net incoine i);"mnfi business or
farm, pensions, interest, dividends, rent, and
any other form of monetary income. The income
of persons unrelated to the head of household is
excluded. T8

Assau!t—.&\r“i unlawful physicali};uacki whether ag-
gravated or simple, upon a'person. Includes at-
tempted assaults with or without a weapon. Ex-
cludes rape and attempted 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 not necessarily, attended by theft.
Includes attempted forcible entry.

Central city—The largest city of a standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).

of improving police performance) and includes
two response categories: “Be more courteous,
improve attitude, community relations” and
“Don't discriminate."

Downtown shopping area—The central shopping
district of the city where the respondent lives.

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

is the housing unit in question, or (2) Persons
staying in the housing unit who have no usual
place of residence elsewhere.

Household sttitude questions—Items 1 through 7 of
Form NCS 6. For households that consist of
more than one member, the questions apply to

Household respondent—A knowledgeable adult
member of the houschold, most frequently the
head of household or that person’s spouse. For
each household, such a person answers the
“household attitude questions.”

Individual attitude questions—Items 8 through 16 *
of Form NCS 6, The questions apply to each
person, not the entire household.

Individual respondent—Each person age 16 and
over, including the housechold 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-
red during the 12 months prior to the month of
interview,

Motor vehicle theft—Stealing or unauthorized tak-
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 respon-
dent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor-
hood define an area with which the respondent
identifies.

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

four response categories: “Concentrate on more
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important duties, serious crime, etc.”; "'Be more
» _ prompt, responsive, alert”; “Need more traffic
control”; and “Need more policemen of particu-
lar type (foot, car) in certain arggs or st certain
times."
Permnil lirEGny—Theft or nuemptﬁl lheﬁ of prop-

af impm\rinz pnllcc perf«;rmmee) !nd includes
two response categories: “Hire more policemen”
and “Improve training, raise qualifications or
pay, recruitment policies.”

Race—Determined by the interviewer 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 heterosexual 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
force, 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 rc-
count accurately the total number of such acts.
The term is applicable to each of the crimes
measured by the vncnmlzalmh component of the
survey.

Suburban or neighborhood shnppmg 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.
Viclimizaiinﬁ=A speciﬁc criminal act as i( afﬁ:cls a

c:nmmal acts agams[ persnns. lhE numb&r Dl‘ 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 vicim,
*  the affected household.
Victimization rate—For crimes against persons, the
victimization ra[E a meaSure ul‘ occurrence

[
(9]

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 nymber 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 personaly experienced
one or more of the following criminal victimiza-
tions during the 12 months prior to the month of
interview: rape, personal robbery, assault, or
per;anal larf::ny Dr (2) they are members ot‘ a

same umc: fram;. burglaryi household la,rr:eny,
or motor vehicle theft.
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