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Preface

Since early in the 1970%, victimization surveys
have been carried out under the National Crime
Survey (INCS) program to pr vide msight iiito the
impact of crime on Amenican society. As one of the

most ambitious ettorts yet undertaken tor filling

some ot the gaps in crime data, the surveys, carried
out tor the Law Eatorcement  Assistance  Ad-
migistration (1 £4A) by the U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
Sus. are supplying the crimnal justice community
with new intormation on crime and its victims, com -
plementing data resoarces already on hand for pur-
poses of planming, evaluation, and analysis, Bawcd‘
on representative sainpling 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 the Na-
ton. » )

Based on a saientitically designed samiple ot hous-
mg units within cach urisdiction, the City SHEVEYS
had a twotold purpose the assessment of public at.
titudes about crime and related mattors and the
development, of mtormation on the extent and
nature of residents” experiences with selected torms
ot crinumal victmuzation  The atutude questions
were asked of the oceupants of a random halt of the
housing units selected tor the v ietimiz, tion survey,
In-order to avond brasing respondents” answers to the
attitude questions, this part of the Stvey was ad
munstered betore the Vicumiization questions
Whereas the attitude questions were asked of per
sons age 16 and over, the viimization surves ap
plied to mdiaduals age 12 and over Because the at.
titude guestions were designed o ehien personil

L OPtIons ud perceptions as ot the date of the inter .
‘w‘“. I Was not necessary to associate a partce lar
me trame with this portton ot the survey, oy en
though some quenies_made reterence ta g period of
time preceding the surves. On the other hand, the
victimuzation questions reterted to o tived timne
frame - the £2 months precedime the nionth of mier

view - and respondents were ashed poeorecall detals
coneerming their experences s victines of one or
more of the tolowme comes, whether completed or
attempted rape. personal robbery . assault, persanal
farceny, burebars . household Larceny. and nioten
velcle thett Inoaddition, wmternanon abo but

glaty and rebbore ot busimessas and et uther

Q . .

ERIC

organizations was gathered by means of a victimiza-
tion survey ot commercial establishments, con-
dutted separately from the houschold survey. A pre--
vious publication, Criminal Victimization Surveys in
Pittsburch (1977), provided comprehensive coverage |
ot résults from both the houschold and commercial
victimization suryeys,. .

Attitudinal information preseated in this report
was obtained trom interviews with the occupants of
4.952 housing units (9433 residents age §6 and
over), or 95.8 pereent of the units eligible for inter-
view. Results oBSthese interviews were inflater. by
means of a multistage weighting procedure to pro-
duce estimates applicable to all residents age 16 and
over and to demographic and social subgroups of
that population. Because they derived from a survey
rather than a chnplctc census, these estimates are
subject to sampling error. They also are subject to
response and processing errors, The effects of sam -

~pling error or variability can be accurately deter:
mined in a caretully designed survey. In this report,

- analytical statements inv..dving comparisons have
met the test that the difterences cited are equal to or
greater than approximately two standard ¢ rors; in
other words, the chances are at least 95 o1
that the difterences did nat result solely
pling variability, l{stnﬁ-u"g:s based on zera™orl on
about 10 or tewer sample cases were, considered
unreliable and were not used in the analysis of
survey results., ’

The 37 data tables in Appendix 1 of this report
are organized in a sequence that generally corre -
sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical
rappendixes and a glossary follow the dita tables:
Appendix 11 consists of a tacsimile of the survey
questionnaire (Form NCS 6), and Appendix 1 sup-
paes information on sample design and size, the
estimation procedure. relability of estimates. anl
sgniticance testing, it also contaons standard error

“tables, )
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Crime and a'tt.ltudop '

<

During the 1960, the President's Comnussion on
Law Entorcement and Administration of Justice of -
served that “What Amernica does about crime de-
pends ultfmately upon how Americans see
crime. ... The lines along which the Nation takes
specitic action against crime will be those that the
public believes to be the necessary ones ™ Recogmi-
tion of the importance of societal pereeptions about
crime prompted the Commission to authorize
several public opinion surveys on the matter, ! In ad-
dition to measuring the degree of congern over
crime, those and subsequent. surveys provided intor-
nagion on a variety of related subjects, such as the
manner in which fear ot crime aftects people's lives,
circumstanees engendering tear tor personal safety,
members of the population ‘relatively more intimi-

dated by or tearful of crime. and the effectiveness of

criminal justice systems, Based on a sutficiently
large sample. morcover, attitude survess can pro-
vide a means for exanimng the influence ot vie-
tmuzation expericnces  upon  personal  outlooks,
Conducted periodically in the same arca, attitude
surveys distinguish tluctuations in the degree ot

public concern; conducted umder the same pro-

cedures in different areas, they provide a basis for
comparing attitudes in two or more localities. With
the advent.ot the Natiwonal Crime Survey (NCS)
program. it became possible to conduct large-scale
attitudinal surveys addressing these and other issues,
thereby enabhing individuals to participate in ap-
praismg the status of public satety i their com
munitics ° g '

Based on data trom a 1974 atutudinal survey, this
report anatlyzes the responses of Pattsburgh residents
to questions covering  tour toprcal arcas: crime
trends, tear ot crime, residential problems and
hitestyles, and local police pertormance Certam
questions, relaung to houschold activities, were
asked ot only one person per houschold (the “house
hold respondent™), whereas otheis were  ad
mumistered to all persons age 16 and over (i
dividual respondents™, mchsding the houschold e
spondent  Results were obtamed tar the total
messured population and, tor several demograplue
and social subgroups

Fobeasvnent and v
hr N
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Prestdent s Commission con §oaw
mnsration of fustiee 1he Cinong
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Conceptuslty. the survey ancorporated questions
pertaiping to behavior as well as opinion. Coneern.
g bBhavior, tor example, each respondent for a
houschold was asked where its members shopped tor

tood and other merchandise, where they lived betore *

moving to the present naghborhood, and how long
they had hived at that address. Additional questions
ashed of the houschold respondent were designed to
cheit opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the rationale tor selecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the tormer residence, and-about
tactors that influenced shopping practices. None of
the questions asked of the houschold responedent
raised the subject of erime. Respondents were free to
answer at will. In contrast, most'ot the individual at-
titude questions, asked of all houschold 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 satety
during the day or at night, the impact of fear of
crime on behavior, and the etfectiveness of the Jocal
police. For many of these questions, response
categories were predeterminedd and interviewess
were instructed to probe for answers matching those
on the questionnaire, )

Although the attitude survey has provided a
wealth of data, the results are opinions, For exam-
ple certain residents may have perecived crime as a

g'rm\ing threat or neighborhood safety as deteriorat- .

mg, when, Tn fact, crime had declined and neighbor -
hoody had become sater Furthermore, individuals
from the same neighborhood or with similar per-
sonal characteristics and or experiences may have
had conthicting opinions about any given issue.
Nevertheless, people’s opintons, beliefs, and pereep-
hons about crime are mpogtant because they Aay
mHuence behavior, bring fibout chinges in ¢friam
routine activities, attegt houschold sefurity
measures, or result i pressteazon local autorities
to unprove pohice sery gees.

the relationship between victimization
periences aad attitudes s a recurning thente i the
anabvucal secton ot this report Intormavon con.
cermng sech experiences was gathered with separate
questionnares, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used i ad-
minstening the yvitiimzation component  of -the
survey  Vctinization surves tesults appeared in
Comnal Vactimnsation Sievess i Passbureh (1977,
which also cohtams a detarled desctiption ot the
sutves easured comes o discussion of the lumita
tens of the ventral aity sievess, and tiesanides of

—
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Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of this report,
individuals who were victims of the following
crimes, whether completed or attempted, during the
12 months prmr to the month of the interview were
consdered “victmized™ rape, personal robbery,
assault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of
houscholds that cxpcru.nu.d one or more ot three
types of oftenses—buwrglary, household larceny and
motor vehicle thett—were categorized as victims,
“These crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons
who experienced crimes other than those measured
hy the progrym, or who were victimized by any of
the relevant otfensés outside of the 12-month

reterence period, were classified a8 “not victimized:" -

Lunitations inherent in the victinization survey—
that may have attected the accuracy of distinguishing

victims from honvictims—resulted from the

problem of victim recall (the dittering ability of re-
spondents to remember crimes) zmd from the
'p‘nnumcnun ot telescoping (the tendency of some
respondents to recount incidents occurring outside,
udually betore, the appropriate time frame).
Morcover, some ¢f mes were sustained by victims
outside ot therr ity of restdence; these may have had

tittie or no etteat in the formation of attitudes about |

tocal matters

. - daty turmshed by the victims of *

.

*.. Despite the difficulties’in distinguishilig precisely
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed im-

+ purtant to explore the possibility that being a victim .
of crime, jrrespective of the leve: of seriousness or

the frequency of occurrence, ‘has an impact on
behavior and attitudes. Adopiing a s'“ple

dichotomous victimization experience_var -~
victimized and not victimized—tor pur
tabulation and analysis ‘also stemmed aC

desirability of attaining the highest possit.lc uegree
of statistical 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 events, snd/or the number
of offenses sustained.2 Such'a pmccduu scemingl:
would have yielded moré refined measures ot the
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.

2burvey results presented in this report contain atmudmul
‘series viclinizations™ (sec
glossary) ,
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Although persuaded that their own chances of
becommg a victim of crime had increased during the
past few years, the residents of Pittsburgh believed
that others ran a-greater risk than they did and that
other neaghborhoods were less safe than their own.
They were far less lnkely to think that neighborhood

crime had risen than they were to believe that crime

had increased nationally, and fewer than | in 10 was
.- of the opinion that their own neighborhood was’iess
safc than others. Roughly four of every five felt that
people jn'general had limited their activities because
of a.fear of crime, but by a margin of about 3 to 2

“'they denied that they had done so. A majority felt

very safe when out alone in their neighborhood dur-
ing the day, and most felt at least reasonablygafe
under these. circumstances at night, Although more
apprehension was shown about movement in the
metropolitan area at night than during the day, most
residents of the city had not been deterred from en-
tering those arcas to which they needed or desired to
go cither during the day or at night. Furthermore,
crime or the fear of crime was not a major factog,m
determining where the city's inhabitants chose to

live, shop, or spend their evenings out. Only abou*. | .

“

° - . - . . .

in 10 was dnssausﬂad v lth the performance of the
local police, although «.nost admitted the need tor

improvement, especiallv in the déployment of.

officers ib certain pl» s ar at certain times,
In general, crime or tle fear of crime had had a
greater effect on the opin.. ns of women than men,

the elderly than the young, and the victims of crime

than the nonvictims. Women, the elderly, and the
victimized tended to.be somewhat more apprehen-
sive about crime and more cautiousindheir reaction
to it, but the differences were not alwuys great.

Moreover, there were notable exceptions. For ¢vam -

ple, the eldérly were less apprehensive than most
yousger persons abdut moving around the
metropolitan area at ‘night, the victimized felt no
more unsafe than the nonvictimized when out alone
in their own neighborhood at mght or during the
day, and young women generally were no more fear-
ful than elderly men.

White residents of Pittsburgh were ILss likely than
thejr black counterparts to have limited their ac-
tivities because of-crime or to feel unsate when out
alone in their own neighborhood during the day or
at night. They also were more inclined to rate the
performance of the local police favorably. Paradox-

ically, however, whites were mose likely than blacks -

10 believe their chances of being victimized had gone
.
up. .. . ‘
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.This section ‘of the report deals with the percep-
- tions of Pittsburgh’residgnts with respect to national
and mmmunlty crime tren s, personal safety, and
the accuracy with which’ newspapers and television
were thought to be reporting thecrime problem. The
tindings were drawn from Datd Tables I through 6,
foupd in Appéndnx 1. The relevant questions, ap-
pearmg in the tacsimile of the survey instrunfent
‘(Appendix 1), are 9a, Yc, 10a, 12, 15a, and 15b;
cach qucstmn was asked of pcrsons age: lb and«wer

¢

U s ctima tronds \. \

Ruughly three of cvcr) hvc residents of Pitts-
burgh |rrcspcmv.:u%agcuraw $¢X, or victimization
up«.mnw Melt tty\t crime was onl the increase in thd
Nation. Oyerall.? 63° percent believed thdt the
volune of’ qlmc‘mvbhe..klmud States was greater
thadiyt ha hc.y.n“? or 2 years carlier, 22 percent

thc saime, and 9 pcru.nt held the
velict that it h&d’dculmcd The remaghing 6 “percent
hade no upmmn on the matter. W(zuen in general
Wt somewhat more Likely than med to feel that
orime was one the rise, butthe difference was not
large. Norvwas there any suggestion that those who
ade been the victinps of crime held substantially
dsfterent views on t?«uhnm tHAn those who had not

v

been vuummd .
el @ ' R

Nelghborhood cﬂme {?ends . -

Fewer th.m hait as m.m\ prrsemns \shn thoyght thaty

. *Trme hall mcreased nitonadly held the opinion that
asnmhc rise i their own ncighborhoods. In

fact, percent judged crime levels in their

- m.'lghhurhqndb to he .ah(‘»ut the samie as they had been

I Br~ vears carlier. 10 percent telt that erime had
declifted: .md §2 pereent either had not ln ed in the

- nclghhurhuml Iung enough” to torm dnopinion or

S e . ) . ~
» o \

had- no view o the sibpeet. Persons age 35 and over
wWere a4 bt more Bikely thap younger persons to see
crate as rising.-but therg was httle ditterence of
opgion on thy wnn\ hetween males .md temales or
Retween biacks and whites, Black rcsldc"'s ot the
Aty however, were somewhat more persuided than
whifes that erime 1 “their neghborhood had
dechined | The greatest disparity i attitudes toward
.‘mwghhurhmni crime trends was between those who
had been the v ictims of crine and those wha had not.
W hereas 26 peteent '.‘»I thetter telt that crime had

‘ N

increased in their own neighborhood, 38 percent of

the former subscribed-to this view, suggesting that
victimization experience %uenced opinions about
crime in the local setung. A€nojed earlier, hpwever,
such experlencc had little impact on opinions ahout
national ¢rime trends.

Although some 3 of every™10 residents of Pitts-
‘burgh felt that crime had increased in. their own
neighborhoud, fewer than 1 in 10 were of the opin-
ion that their nelghborhoud was more or much more
dangerous than others in the mctropolnan area. ln

4 assessing neighborhood safety, the vast mawru)

regarded cheir nelghborhnqd as cither average (45

or less or much'less dangerous than others .

petcen ré
(47 pertent). White residents, however, were ‘more

" likely than blacks to consider their nelghhorhoods

less or much less dangerous than others (‘5() vs, 3§
percent). A ldrge majority of both the victinized and,
the nonvictimized vncwe% their nenghborho 2d as no
worse and perhaps better than others in teams of
satety, but those who had}c’en the victims of ciime
‘were somewhat more inclined than these who had

ot to Jescribe their neighborhood as more |

dangerous. .

Who are the offenders? .

Roughly two of every, five Pittsburgh rcsndcms
believed that outsiders were responsible for most of
the crime in their neighborhowd, compared with
-gbout one in four who viewed neighborhood resi-
dents as the principal culprits. :and 8 percent who
assigned the blame equally between the two. Of the
remainder, 20 percent did not know who was chiefly
responsible, and 4 percent did not respond beeause
they denied the existence of crime in their own
neighborhood. Outsiders were blamed more “than
neighborhood residents by both victims and nonvic-
tims alke. but victims were more likely than nonvic-
titns to have mentioned ne 2hborhood residents as
the offenders and less tikel to have had no opinion
on the matter. Younger persons, i.c., those under age
28, shown by the Pittsburgh victimization survey to
have experienced violent crime at a rate higher than
their elders, also were more apt than older residents
to blame neighborhood inhabitants tor the critag in
their arcas. Thus, 37 pereent of those in e 16 24
age group. compared with 17 pereent of those age <0
and over, held the opmion that local residegts were
responsible. Blacks tended to blame butsiders less
otten than did whites; they alse were more tikely
than whites to consider both neghborhood people
and outsiders cqually responsibie .
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Changu of personal victimization

Appruxigrtely 51 perdenpof the residents of
Pittshurgh ensed that their own chances of being at-
tacked or robbed had increased during the past few

. - years, an opinion somewhat at odds with their views

on crime and safety in their own neighborhcods. By
contrast, only 9 percent believed that the probability
of their being victimized had gone down, 37 percent
concluded that it was.gbbsut the same. and 3 percent
ha® no opinion on the subject. Even though 46 per-
gent of all black residents judged their chances of

. being victimized as greater than before, blacks were
- somewhat less pessimistic than whites on this score.

Men also were less pessim.istic than women. Whereas
relatively more women than men (57 vs. 43 percent)

, blieved that they were more vulnerable to vic-
-, timization than betore, more men than women held

the opinion that their chances had remained the

%

- [ad

e o

same or declined. Persons who had been victimized,
were slightly more pessimistic about their chances.*
than those whe had not. Persons age 16— 19 were the |
most gptimistic of all age groups, even though some
39 percent of them felt that the probabitity of their
being victimized had increased.

Crime and the media

. About one of eyery eight residents of Pittsburgh
thought that the news mcdia overplayed the serious-
ness of crime, wherea§ some 37 percent felt that
crime was more serious than described by
newspapers and television. An additienal 48 percent

.believed that the media’s coverage of crime was in

proportion to its seriousness; 4 percent had no opin-
ion. By and large, response d.fferences among the
various population groups examined were insubstany
tial. g
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Fear of crime -

¢

Among other things, results covered thus fur have
shown that many residents of Pittsburgh believed
crime had increased over theyears leading up to the
survey, and, in addition. felt their own chances ot
being attacked or'vobbed had risen. Whether or not
"they feared for their personal satety is a matter
treated in this section of the report. Also examined is
‘the impact of fear of crime on activity patterns and
on considerations regarding changes of residence.
Survey questions 11a, L1b, 1lc, 13a, 13b. 16, 16b,
and 1oc—all asked of persons age 16 and over—and
Data Tables 7 through 18 are referenced here.

Crime as a deterrent to mobility

Despite feeling that their chances of being at-

tacked or robbed had increased, the residents of

Pittsburgh had not been deterred by fear of crime
from moving about the metropolitan area as the oc-
casion warranted. When asked if they were atraid
because of crime to enter sofie partssof the area
where they needed or desired to go, relatively tew
answered affirmatively. In fact, 82 percent ex-
pressed no tear of such movement during the day
and, although more apprehension was shown about
aighttimg travel, a substaniial numbegof persons (64
percent) was not atraid to enter these areas after
dark, The corresponding affirmative answers were
17 percent and 30 peregnt. Women were somew hat
more teartul than men, and crime victums more so
than nonvictums, about entering souie parts ot the
metropolitan area night, but attitudes toward
daytime teavel did not vary much by sex or by vie-
timization experience. Whites were bit more ap
prehensive than blacks about bath davtine and
mghttime movement, although agam the datterences
it opir,on were not great The very young (16 19)
and the elderhy (68 and aver) were amang the age
groups frast hikels to have expressed tear of entering
some parts ot the nicttopolitan ared at mght.

i shouid e meted e the sesroe questiens tor data covered
i this section (Questions & 3 and Db ceterred te places w the
metropetitan area whete the tespondent needed e desired G
enter Thus, it 1s reasetiable torevume that gh nsh places. thase
most aghly teared, were exdduded trom constderation by aany
respondents Had the quostiens apphest anvondditionally to alt
aeLtors of the dred, the patters o tesponses sedoubt woaht have
wen diftecent

S
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Neighborhood safgty

The overwhelming majority of Pittsburgh’s resi-
dents (93 percent) felt very or reasunably sate when
vut alone in their neighborhoods during the day. A
much smaller majority (56 pereent) also fedt at least
reasonebly sate under these circumstances at night.
As these figures imply. roughly six times as ntany
persons were apprehensive about being oug alone at
night as during the day. Attitudes about neighbor-
hood safety also varied according to the rcsp(‘m-
dent's age, sex, or race, but they were little attected
by prior victimization experience.

In general, the older the respondents, the more
likely they were to be concerned about being out

alone in the neighborhood ecither during the day or -

at night. This held true for both men and women and

for both blacks and whites, Among the elderly. 13+
percent felt somewhat or very unsafe when out alone

during the day, and the proportion rose to 64 per-

cent at night. In contrast. only some 4 percent of

those under age 35 had qualms about their safety
during the day: about one-third were uneasy about

being out alone at night. The degree of apprehension

about being out alone in the neighborhood at night

also varied by age: a large majority of the elderly ad-

mitting to uncase reported that they felt very unsafe,

whereas most of those under age 3§ felt no more

than somewhat unsate, -

Irrespective of age. women were more apt than
men to be anxious when out alone in their neighbor-
hoods at nighy, Whereas 23 pereent of the males felt
somewhat or very unsate. the proportion tor females
was 60 prreent: ationg. wonmen age 6S and over, &
clo o magority felt very unsate. In general, women
also were more likely than men to be apprehensive
about bemg out alone duging the day. For women
under age 35, however, this tear wis no more pro-
nounced than that among men age 65 and over,

in relative terms, tewer blacks than whites telt
very or reasonably sate when out alone in their
neighborhoods at mght. There was little ditterence
between the races with respect to davtime safety,
although tewer blacks than whites fefu very sate.
Within both the black and white Communities, age
and sexn conditioned  opintons on neighborhood
satety in a4 manner sinndar to that tor the population
as o whale

fhe greater unvase telt by the elderdy than the
voung and by women than aen retlected tactors
other than the actual experience of these groups with
persomal viimes of vielence ar thett Vactimization

¢.
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rates for 1974 showed that the elderly residents of
the city were victimized at only some one-sixth the
rate for persons under age 35. Women had a rate
about half that of men for personal crimes of
violence and approximately 1S percent lower for
personal crir esof theft. Only within the black com-
munity did il.ere appear to be a correspondence be-
tween the rate of victimization and opinions about

~ personal safety when out alone in the neighborhood
¢ither during the day or at night. R

. Crime as a cause
i for moving away

Although voicing a substantial level of concern
@about personal safety when out alone in their
neighborhoods, particularly at night, most residents
of Pittsburgh were not disturbed to the point of
thinking seriously about moving. Some 44 percent of
the city's inhabitants felt somewhat or very unsafe
when out alone in their neighborhoods either during
the day or at night, but fewer than one in five of these

persons had seriousiy considered moving elsewhere.

Among all residents, including those who did not
regaed their neighborhcods as unsate, only 8 percent
had given serious thought to moving.4 Blacks who
helieved their neighborhoods to bet-unsafc were more
likely than their white counierparts to have thought
seriously about moving. Victimized residents who

4As shown in Data Table 1S, males appeared to be slightly
more likely than females to say they had thought about moving.
The ‘observation 15 somewhat misleading, however. because the
source question was asked only of persons who said they felt un-
safe during dayuime and or nightume. Tutaling 44 percent of the
relevant population. individuals who were asked the question in.
cluded 23 percent of ali males. contrasted with 60 percent ot all
females Thus. 8 pervent of the total population age 16 and
over—including S percent of males and 9 percent ot females—
said they had seriously considered moving

regarded their neighborhoods as unsafe were the
most likely of aj}, to have given serious thought to
moving, in refative terms outnumbering their non-:
victimiaed counterparts by about two to one in this’
respect. Even so, 71 percent of these victimized per-
sons did not consider their neighborhoods
dangerous enough to warrant moving.

Crime as a 'cause-
for activity modification

When asked whether people had limited or
changed their activities during the past few years
because of a fear of crime, roughly four of every five
residents of Pittsburgh believed that such had been
the case for people in general. However, fewer than
three of every five were convinced that this was true
of people in their own neighborhoods, and-fewer
than two of every five admitted that they had
modified their own activities because of -crime.
These findings paralleled those about crime trends
nationally and in the neighborhood and provided
further evidence that city residents were persuaded
that the impact of crime was more serious for others
than for themselves.

Wamen were more likely than men and blacks
more likely than whites to have reported that they
had limited or changed their activities because of a
fear of crime. In addition, relatively moure blacks
than whites were convinced that persons in their own
neighborhoods had altered their activities. Not only

~ were persons age 35 and over more likely than those

younger to have admitted a change in their activitices,
but they also were more inclined to feel that persons
in their neighborhoods and persons in general also
had done so. Young, white males were the least apt
to have indicated a change in personal activities, and
black females age 35 and over were the most likely
to have so reported.



"Residential problems and litestyles

The initial attitude survey questions were
designed to gather information about certain specific
behavioral practices of Pittsburgh houscholders and
to explore pereepgions about a wide range of com-
munity proolems, one of which wus crime. As ind1-
cated 1 the section eatiticd “Crime and Attitudes,”
certain questions were asked of only one member of

cach houschold, known as the household respon-
dent. Information gathered from such persons is
treated in this section of the report and found in
Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent data were
pased on survey questions 2a through 7b. In addi-
tion. the responses’to questions 8a through 8t relat-
ing to certamn aspects of personal lifestyle, also are
examinred in this section; the relevant questions were
ashed of all houschold members age 16 and over, in-
cluding the household respondent, and the results

are displayed in Data Tables 27 through 30. As can .

be seen trom thé questionnaire, and unlike the pro-
cedure used in developing he information discussed
in the two preceding sections of this report, the ques-
tions that sceved as a basis tor the topics covered
here did ot reveal to respondents that the develop-
nent of data on crime was the main purpose of the
survey :

Neighborhood problems
and selecting a home

Although 8 pereent of the household respondents
in Pittsburgh cited crime as the most important
problem m their neighborhood, safety from crime
had not been a major determinant in selecting that
nesghborhood as a place of residence. Nor had fear
ot crime loomed large as a reason for moving away
tromn thetr tormer neighborhood.

Abotit 44 percent of the city's householders had

moved at some time during the § years preceding the
survey. Among this group, only | percent specified
satety from crime as the major reason tor selecting
thair new plave ot residence’. In contrast. 40 percent
cited tocation, and another 12 percent mentioned
netghborhood charactenistics: 1> pereent indicated
that the neighborhood was the only place where
housing could be found  Blacks were about three

tines &s kel as whites to have speatied lack of

chosee, and they were less apt to have chosen a
netghbothood on the basis ot ats location.

Only a handful of the householders ,who had’

moved during the 5 years preceding the survey men- -

tioned crime as the most important reason for mov-
ing from their. former neighborhood. Much more
commonly cited we+e location, the need for larger or
smaller accommodations, the desire for better hous-
ing, etc.

Among all household respondents in the city,
roughly two-thirds had no complaint about.their
neighborhood, while the rest advanced one or more
reasons for dissatisfaction, Although few diffeicnces

were noted by income level, victims of crime were

more likely than nonvictims (47 vs. 32 percent) to
have expressed dislike about certain neighborhood
conditions, and relatively more blacks than whites
(45 vs. 34 percent) had reservations on this point.
The most serious problem, cited by 29 percent of the
respondents who feit their neighborhood had un-

desirat ‘e features, was environmental in nature— '

concerning trash, noise, overcrowding, etc. Crime
was the principal grievance of 22 percent; problems
with ncighbors were mentioned by 17 percent.
Among those naming crime as the most serious.
neighborhood problem. only minor response varia-
tions emerged betweer blacks and whites. Members
of families with annual incomes of less than $3,000
were, however, more¢ likely than more affluent resi-

4

dents to be troubled by crime. Victims of crime also -

were somewhat more concerned than nonvictims
about crime in their nelghborhoods.

Food and merchandise
shopping practices

The Pittsburgh survey showed that city residents
had not been deterred by crime from shopping
wherever they wished. About one-fourth of the
household respondents indicated that their major
food shopping took place away from their neighbor-
hood, compared with three-fourths who patronized
nearby markets, Fear of crimé, however, was rarzly
advanced as a reason for not shopping in neighbor-
hood food stores. Instead. the unavailability or in-
adequacy ot neighborhood stores or the high prices
charged therein were the main reasons given for
shopping outside the neighborhood. In relative
terms, blacks were more predisposed than whites to
do their marketing outside the neighborhood, but
their reasons tor so doing were largely the same as
those of the population at large and were not
basically shaped by tear of crime. Fear of crime



“played virtually no role in determining whether re-

spondents shopped for clothing and general
merchandise in downtown or suburban stores. Those

‘who chose suburban locations most often cited con-

venience as thair reason for so doing, while those
who did their shopping in the downtown district
listed better selection, more stores, greater conven-
ience, and better transportaiion as their rationale.
Blacks were more likely than whites to do their
8eneral shopping downtown, bat the reasons had lit-

tle to do with fear of crime. Although victims of

crime tended to prefer suburban over downtown
stores and nonvictims the reverse, fear of crime
again. was a negligible factor in the choice. Fewer
than 1 of every 100 victims who indicated a pref-
erence for suburban shopping cited fear of crime in
the downtown area as a motivating reason for that
preference.

Entertainment practices .

The survey showed that only some 3 of every 100
residents of Pittsburgh had limited their entertain-

" ment pursuits because of a fear of crime. About one-

third of the city's inhabitants indicated that they
were going out in the evening for entertainment,

such as to restaurants or theaters. less often than they .

had 1 or 2 years carlier, and 1 of every 10 of those
who had curtailed their activiiics attributed this cut-
back to a fear of crime. However, about halt of the

respondents indicated no change in the frequency of
their evenings out, and some 17 percent reported
they were going out more often, Even amung those
who had curtailed their activities; such factors as fi-
nances, family responsibilities, jobs, school, and
health were as important or more important than
crime in accounting for the curtailment of evenings
out on the town,

Fear of crime had more impact on the entertain-
ment pursuits of persons age SO and over than on
younger persons. But, even among those older per-
sons, a majority had not curtailed their activities; of
those who had, finances (for the S0-64 group) and
age and health (for those 65 and over® were more
intportant deterrents to going out than crime.

Crime also had little influence on where city resi-
dents customarily spent their évenings out, Roughly
three-tourths of the respondents reported that they
usually patronized restaurants and theaters in the
city, some 16 percent stated they normally went out-
side the city, and the remainder answered that they
divided their patronage between city and suburban
establishments. Fewer than | percent of those who
sought their entertainment in the city and only 3 per-
cent of those who habitually left the city on their
evenings out mentioned fear of crime in the otier
locale as a reason for so doing. Much more com-
monly cited reasons among those going outside the
City were convenience, better parking, and better

" facilities.

N



Local police perfprmance

Following the series of questions concerning
neighborhood safety aud crime as a deterrent to per-
sonal mobility, individuals age 16 and over were
asked to assess the overall performance of the local
police and to suggest ways, it any, in which police
etfectiveness might be improved. Data Tables 31
through 37, derived from survey questions 14a and
14b, contain the results on which this discussion is

" based.

Are they dolng a good,
average, or poor ]qb?

Overwhelmingly, the residents of Pittsburgh en-
dorsed the performance of their local police, 45 per-

“cent describing thit performange as “good,” and

another 39 percent rating it “average.” By contrast,
11 percent assessed the performance as “poor.” The
remaining 4 percent had no opinion on the matter.
Confidence in the performagee of the police was
shown to mcrease with cach successive age group to
the point where, relatively speaking, about twice as
many persons age 65 and over as those in the 16- 19
age group felt that the police were doing a “good™

job. Whites and persons who had not been the vic-
* tims of crime were more positive in their assessments

than blacks and crifie victims, even though a ma-
jority of blacks and of crime victims gave the police

marks of “good™ or “average.” In tact, a majority of

cach sociodemographic group under study rated
police performance as average or better. Black
temales 1n the 200 34 age groups and black males
age 25 34 were the most likely to have deséribed
that pertormance as “poor’™: whit: males and
temales age 35 and over were among the feast likely.

Despite therr endorses wat ot the pertormance of

the local police, the resudents of Pittsburgh, by a
ratio greater than 4 to L were ot the opinion that im.
provement ot that pertormance was still needed. In
general, blacks, vhe young, and the v wtimized were
somewhat more persuaded than whites, the elderly.

and the noavictimized of the necessity for unprove-
ment, although the ditferences were not great.

How can the police improve?

Regardless of sex, race, age, or victimization ex-
perience, most Pittsburgh residents who believed
that impros ement in the'local police was warranted
mentioned operational practices as the area in which
betterment was most needzd. Altogether, 7 per-

- cent of the city's residents cited this area,-27 percent
“named the ared of personnet resburces, 16 pereent ——

mentioned the arca of community relations, and the
remainder listed other, miscellaneous areas. Blacks
were more inclined than whités to give priority to
community relations over personnel resources, and '
this glso held true when the opinions of those under
age 35 were conipared with those age 35 and over.
Generally speaking, ‘attitudes about arcas ot police
improvement did not vary much by the sex or vic-
timization experience of the respondent, _

The need for assigning more personnel of a par-
ticular type to certain arcas or at certain times, §
measure within the area of operational practices,
was more commonly cited than any other specitic
measure, again irrespective of sex, race, age, or vic-
timization experience., The second most frequently
expressed specific need was for a larger police foree.
Among blacks and among persons under age 3S,
however, an expanston in the force was not con-
sideced substantially more important than the need
for greater courtesy on the part ofithe police and for
improved community relations,

.

*tor most ot this discussion, the cight speciiic response items
convered i Question T4b were combined into three categories, as
tollows commumis relaiens £1) "Be more courteous, mmprose
attitude. commumty relations”™ and (21 "Don’t dieriminate ”
Operational praciices (1) Concentrate on more important duties,
serious orime, oty L2 Be more prompt, responsive, alert”. i 3)
“Need more trattie control”, and ¢4y CNeed more pohicemen ot
Particular tVPe Hoot, Cand m ceTham areas ot at certam times N
And. ponenndd rosonrces 113 THire more policemen”™ and o2
CHmprove trand, faise gualifications o1 pas . rdcnuitment
pohicies 7



Appendix | '
Survey data tables | \

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

_ _the percent distribution of.answers to a question.

All statistical data generated by the survey are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and
are subject to variances, or errors, associated with
the fact that they were derived from a sample survey
rather than a complete enumeration. Constraints on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
guidelines for determining their reliability, are set
forth in Appendix I11. As a general rule, however,
estimates based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sam-
ple cases have been considered unreliable. Such esti-
mates, qualified by footnotes to the data tables, were
not used for analytical purposes in this report.

Each,data table parenthetically displays the size
of the group for which a distribution of responses

.
-

was calculated. As with the percentages; these base
‘figuses are estimates. On tables showing the answers
of individual respondents (Tables 1-18 and
27-137), the figures reflect an adjustment based on
an independent post-Census estimate of the city's
resident population. For data from household re-
spondents (Table 19-26), the bases were generated
solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath each data table identifie« the ques-
tion that served as source of the data. As an expe-

~ dient in preparing tables, certain response categories
were reworded and/or abbreviated. The question- . .

naire facsimile (Appendix 1) should be consulted

~ for the exact wording of both the questions and the

response categories. For questionnaire items that
carried the instruction *“Mark all that apply.”
thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a

- single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer

designated by the respondent as being the most im-
portant one rather than all answers given.

The first six data tables were used in preparing
the “Crime Trends" section of the report. Tables
7-18 relate to the topic “Fear of Crime"; Tables
19-30 cover “Residential Problems and Lifestyles™;
and the last seven tables display information con-

- cerning “Local Police Performance.”
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Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States

¥

®

(Percént distribution of responses for the populavicn age 16 and over)

Population characteristic ! Total Increased Same Decreased Don't imow Not available
All persaons (35£,700) 100.0 6342 21,8 8.7' . 6.0 0e3
Sex .
Male (158,600) 100,0 6040 23.% 10,7 Sebs 0.3
Female (m.lw) 100,0 65:6 2045 7.l 6.5 0.2
Bace
White .1.00) 100.0 63,0 22,0 8.8 349 0.3
Black .m) 100.,0 6306 210‘. 806 601 ‘003
O?L‘l' .m) 100,0 67.0 t1309 "508 ‘1303 ‘0.0
Age .
16-19 (38,200 100.,0 59.1 25,8 9.0 5.7 10,5
W-24 (47,100 100,0 h1,8 2643 8,0 3.6 10,2
25-34 (53,600 1000 841 21,9 8.7 49 30,3
35-49 (67,800 100,0 64eb 2240 8,6 bLe5 10,3
50=b64, (BR,A0 100,0 Sholy 19.6 10,0 5.8 10,1
. 65 and over (63,200), 100,0 62,5 19,0 Mok 10,7 2044
Victimisation experience \
Not victimised (&5‘0 900) 100, 6205 21.8 - 809 605 0¢3
Victimised (103,800 100,0 608 21,9 2,3 48 10,2

NCTE: Data tased un yuestiorn T, Detail may not.add to total because of rounding, Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

YKat, Imate. basmd on zero or vn about. 10 or fawer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
Haven't lived :
PopylatL o crarscteri stie T-tal Increaged Same- Decreased here that long Don't know N>t available
ALl poper (452,72 0) 1B TRV 2944 LR 1 164 3.8! LA 042

oPX '

Male ({l42,t ! 18 FN)! 769 4945 11,¢ Je8t 73 0.3

Female (el ) 1u,0 . Fee Le o7 Yo7 3.7 Q63 [0 79
Rac:- . "

White (.22, ) 10,0, Aol 490 20y 37 47 D%

Black fes?, i ] Limgn YA Lise3 1647 3eb [ i1

Otper (1 end ISR el btV 13,7 19,3 19,9 ", )
Age ‘

1real9 (42, 1B ENY Py 51.. 11‘07 40 Lot 30,3

PIUNPY R SAPE T3 1w 2549 Lbel 10,0 R,9 Al LISNA

oy Inggrant) HR LAY <bey 5063 Ted LYY ] Tot) 0.4

AL A B IR 3eed 475 10,5 245 Tes 10,1

ha tgy () 1.0, 2945 NI 11,2 1,5 Qs LIS

g and over (¢ (..(!‘) 11X} }().ﬁ Lb.} 1“.5 Qeb 11,2 ‘0.-‘
Victimigation experience

Not vietimbzet (L 54,000) 1x, 2545 50045 2,7 3.5 9,5 Oeé

TQT iz (3,40 100, Med 4200 9.7 43 5e5 10,2

EKC Bta baset on -question m. Deta ! may not add to total because of rounding. H.gures in

; IText Provided by ERIC

...am. basad on zero or on abtout 1! or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

parentheges refer to population in the grouj.,

G X
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'l‘abb 3. cqnparlm of nolghbomood crime with other motropolltan area mlghborhoodc

. " (Percont dtstribution of responses for the population age 16 ad over)
Much more Nore About Less Much less .
Fopulation characteristic ) Total dangerous damgerous -average dangerous dangerous Not available
© ALl persons (358,700) 100,0° 101 602 Wde? 3746 L1946 0.8

gex .

. Male (158,600) 100,0 0.8 6.3 41.3 0 : 3947 11.3 047
Female (Mg m) 1000 1.4 bos 474 36.0 8.3 0,8

Race ' .
White 288.1.00) 100,0 0.9 6.2 42,0 . 397 10.5 0.8
Bleck 100,0 2.2 6al, 56,0 29.0 5.5 049
Othor .900) «:400.0 12,3 .9 bbse8 37.1 11349 10,0

‘8:6-19 3e.zoo . : 100,0 0.8 8.8 Used 36uh 9ely 20.4
M h?nm : . 100-0 1.1 9.7 ‘05'5 %o 303 0.7
2"‘3‘ 53'“ 1wo° 1.0 7.1 i 1.0.2 39.5 11.6 0.6
35<49 (67,800 ' 100,0 1.3 5.1 by 37.5 8.7 1.0
50-44, (88,800 . 100,0 1.1 beb biye3 38,7 10,5 0.8
65 e over (63,200) ' 100.0 14 4e? 4646 . 37.6 8.6 1.0

Victinmisation experience . . -
Not victimised (254,900) 100,0 0.8 49 blody 38.7 . 10.4 0.8
Victinteed - (103,800} : 100.0 1.8 9ed PO 35.0 7.7 0.7

OTB: Deta based on question 12. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

*Retimate. based on sero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. “N\

* . Table 4. Place of residence of Jersons committing nelghborhood crimes
(Percent distribution of responses for the porulstion age 16 and over)

No neighborhood People living Equally
Population characteristic Total crime Here © Outsiders by both Don't, know Not availsble
ALl persons (358,700) ) 100,0 bels 2549 41.3 247 20,0 047
. Sex
* TMale (158,600) 10040 4ol 26,8 b1.7 8.6 17,9 0.8
Female (aoo 1oo) 100,0 P 25,1 41,0 649 2147 0.7
Race
white zas,z.oo) 100,0 5,0 25,2 4246 WA 20,1 0.8
Black (68,300) 100,0 1.9 \ 29,0 36,1 13,0 19,5 0.5
other (1,900) 100.0 17.7 7.9 37.3 1128 34.3 30.0
Age )
16-19 (38,200 100,0 2.4 38,5 4047 8.9 8.9 10,7
20-24 (47,100 100,0 3.0 3643 36,0 6,3 17.8 0.6
25-3, (53,600 100,0 244 30.8 38.1 8.1 19.5 1.1
3"‘09 w 8(!) 1(1').0 3.8 2701 N w.? 903 18.5 006
50-6l, (88,80C 100,0 . by 19,8 43.9 . 7.9 21,3 0.7
65 and over (63,200) 100.0 643 1344 XN 5.5 28,7 0.6
Victimisation experience : .
Not vietimisod (254,900) 100.0 5.5 2247 42,1 7.1 21.8 0.8
Victinised (103,800) 100.0 1.9 33.5 3944 9.0 15.7 o5

WTE: Data based on question Yc. Detall mey not add to total because of rounding. Figuves in parentheses refer to populition in the group.
}Rstimate, based on sero or on about 10 or fewsr sample cases. is statistically unrelhble.
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Table 5. Change in the chances « ° being attacked or robbed

P {Pergent mmzioa. of responses fi the population age 16 and over)
Population characteristic Total Going up Same Going down No opinion Not gvailable
ALl persons (358,700) - 100,0 508 370 9.0 3.0 - 0.2

Sex ) )

Male (158,6&)) 100,0 432 42.1 11.8 2.7 02

Female (m.lw) ° . 100,0 56.9 32.9 . 608 303 062
Rete . . ) ) :

White 288.1.(!)) * 100,0 52,0 36.7 8.1 3.0 062

Black (68,300) 100,0 Ube2 . 377 12,8 342 10,2

Other (1,900) - 100,0 35.2 493 A 19.8 15,8 ::;J/\_w‘
Age, :

16-19 (38,200 100,0 38,6 Uye3 . 15,9 1.1 .

20-24 (47.100 100.,0 49.9 38.6 9.3 1.9 10,3

25-34 (53,600 100,0 534 37.2 749 1.2 ‘ 10,2

35-49 (67,800 100,0 K 55,2 36,0 6.9 1.7 10,2

50-64, (88,800 " *00,0 . 53,6 34.8 8.7 2,7 10,1
65 i over (63,200) 100.0 K 48,0 35.3 8,2 8.4 10,2
Victimigation experience "

Not victimised (254,900) 100.0 . 48.7 38.2 9.3 3.6 062

Victinised (103,800) 100,0 55.9 3.1 8. 1.5 102
NOTE: Data based on question 15a. Detall may not add, to total because of rounding. ~Pigures in parentheses refer to tion in the group.

3gstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble. . populs

Table 6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report ‘
3 ' (Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 end over) .
Population characteristic Total Less seriocus Same Mnre serious No opiniun Net avatlab?e
ALL persons (358,700) 100,0 1.8 4746 3647 3.5 0l

Sex

Male (158,600) 100,39 1443 4642 35.8 v . 343 0.5

Female (2&,1(!)) ) 100,0 9.8 X -'.808 374 306 Goly
Race

White (288,400) 100,0 12,3 4o 3646 © 3. Ouls

Black (68,300) 100,0 . 9.6 4B.6 3745 3.F 0.6

Other 1 & n) lw.U. 16,u 5147 32.4 11G.0 . 0.0
Age

16-19 (38,200 100.0 15,3 51.4 31.4 1.7 10,2

20-24, (47,100 10C,0 12,9 5045 3467 1,2 0

4!5"3“ 53,@ I(X).O 1209 . ' 1070;: 3702 20‘0 ’O.lo

35“‘09 67.”’ ° 100.0 11.1 10603 3906 2.6 ’00[5

50-64 {88,800 100,0 11.3 4646 38,5 342 Ouls

65 end over (63,200) 100,0 9.1 4643 354 8.5 0.6
Victimization experience

Not victimised (254,900) 100,0 1149 48,6 348 bl 045

Victinised (103,800} 100,0 1.4 453 413 1.7 0.3

NOTE: Dmta bused on'quest fon 15, Detail may not add to total because of rounding. -’igures in parentheses refer to populstion in thy group.
YEst.imate. based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellable.
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 Table 7. Fear of going to parts of the metropolitan area

. : during the day
. (Percent @istribution of responses for the populaticn age 16 and over)
Population charscteristic -Total Yes Bo Not availgble
Al parsons engm)' " 100,0 17.0 81,8 i 1.2
Nale (158.6@) 100.0 15.7 . ”03 . 1.0
i Pemals . (m.m) 100,0 17.9 . 80.6 1.5
{]
Wite (288,400 100.0 17.8 80.9 1.3
Beck gu.ioo)’ 100.0 13.1 85.8 1.1
other (1,900) 1000 . 21.9 76,2 31,9
Ags .
. . 16"19 ”'m 1000 - 10.7 88.1 1.3
‘20-2l, (47,100 100.0 12.2 8649 ° 1.0
. 25534, (53,600 100.0 17.4 81,8 0.8 °
.35:29 &7,800 100,0 21,8 7.0 1.2
- (88,800 ¢ 100.0 19.5 793 1.3
65 and over (63,200) 100.0 18.2 83.0 1.8
Victimisation experience .
Not victimised (254,900) 100.0 16.3 82.7 1.2
Victimised (103,800) . 100.0 19.0 79.6 11,3

NOTBs Dats based on question 13a.. Detail may not add to total’ becaune of rounding. Pigures
in parentheses refer to population in the group. ,
/ IEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelishle.

Table 8. Fear of going to parts of the metropolitan area at night

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

* Population characteristic Total Yes Re ™ Not available
All persons (358,700) 100.0 29.9 64,3 5.9
Sex ~ *
Male (158,600) . 100,0 26,5 9.7 3.8
Female (m,m) 100.,0 32.6 60,0 75
: Race
/# White (288,400) 100,0 31, 63.1 5.9
Beck (68,300) . 100.0 zs.g\;g.z 5.6
Other lgm) 10,0 29.7 ol 27,9
Age '
16-19 (38,200) 100,0 26,9 61.9 5.1
20-24 (47,100 100.Q 31,3 63.6 . 5.1
25-34 (53,600 100.0 33.4 62,9 3.6
35-49 67,800 100,0 3.7 . 6149 Seb
50-&, (a8,800 100,0 ' 32,0 61,6 6ely
65 and over ( 3.“) 100,0 21,6 . 9.9 8.5
Victimisation experien:e
Not victimised (254,900) 100.0 27.9 65.9 6.2
Victimised (103,800 100.0 348 60,2 5.0

WOTE: Data based on question 13b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group,
VEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistica’ly unreliable.
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Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

(Percent distribution of responses for the fopulation age 16 and over)

vPm:n.’at.iou charscteristic Total Very safe Reagonably safe " Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
ALl persons (358,700) 100.C 57.1 35,8 - 49 L9 0.3
Male (158,600) ’ 100,0 6.8 26.9 2.1 . 0.9 . Oedy
Female (m 1@) 100.0 [07.0 '02.9 . : 701 . 207 003
Race
" Wndte 288,1.00) 100.0 59.4 3443 bely 1.7 0.3
Black “'W) B 100,0 47.3 ‘.2.5 7.0 R 207 0.5
Other (1,900) ‘ 100,0 : 63.8 27.7 16,0 12,5 ~ 10,0
Age : . &
16-19 (38,200 100.0 67.4 29.2 2.3 10.6 20,5
2024 (47,100 100.0 64,7 30,2 3.6 1.2 20,2
25-34, (53,600 100.,0 65.3 31.2 2.7 10,5 10,
35“9 67.&!) . m.O 5701 }701 [002 1.3 ’0.3
50-6&4 (88,800 100.0 3535 38,1 506 2.4 30,3
65 md over ( 3.31)) s 100,0 4363 b33 8.8 4 wed ’0.[‘ ,/
Victimisation experience . /
Mot victimised (254,900) 100,0 57.7 35.4 4e? 1.8 0.4
Victimised (103,800} 100.0 55.7 36,8 o 5.2 2.1 10.2

IDTB: Data based on question 11b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Pigures in parentheses refer to pipulation in the group.
SEatimate, based on sero or on aboud 10 or fewer sample cases, is auustically unreliable, i

*
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Table 10. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day y
(3 -2 '
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) ' o . «
Population characteristic Total . Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsgfe Not availsble
Sex and age T 4 -
Male e ’
16-19 (19,400 I N 100,0 7.9 20,2 " 30,8 ' 20,2 11,0 v
20-2, {21,700 100,0 80.9 18.3 20,7 10,2 + . 0.0
25-34 (244300 100,0 } 76,8 21,3 ' 3049 2045 20,5 ‘
35-49 429,600 o 100,0 68.4 28.6 . 2,3 ' 10,5 10,3
50-6u (38,600 100,0 66l 2 2,3 1.6, 10,3 ;
‘ 65 and over (25'“”) lmoo ) 5‘002 : . 3901 1006 1.8 M “ ‘003 *
Female ’ : . .
16—19 18,7(1) : 100.0 ' 5606 ™~ 3805 3.9 11,0 10,0
&-2‘0 25;5& 1(!).0 R 50090 l.oolo A 6.1 2.1 * ‘005
* 25‘3‘0 ”'}m 100,0 5508 3903 1001 1045 N ‘003
35-49 - (38,200 100.0 483 43.8 567 1.9 10.3
. 50-64 (50,200 100.0 43.6 4hye8 842 3.1 10.3
65 and over (38,200) 1000 36,1 46,0 ¢ 11.6 5.8 ¥ 20,4
Race .and age : ) *
White
16-19 (29,500 1g;10 68,7 28,1 2,2 10,5 10,5
10-21. 38'7(” 10%0 67.0 . 28.9 3.2 : ‘0.7 . ‘0.2
«5-34 (44,500 10040 68,0 29.1 . 240 o 10,6 ’ 10.3
. 35-49 (51,600 100,0 60,8 3.5 3.5, 1.0 10,2
T os0-6, (73,400) 100,0 5640 . 365 5.1 pol 10,3
65 and over (54,700) 100,0 LR ¢207 8.1 bLel 2064
ae Black o '
16-17 8.,60); ILX)oO 6300 . 32.8 ‘2.8 ‘009 ’0."‘
430-‘210 A'lu) 10).0 5209 370‘0 503 309 ‘005
25-34 (10,100 100,0 53¢k 40.5 Sels 30,0 20,7
35-49 16,000§ 100.0 4540 . 4547 6.6 2ed 2045
50-6, (15,200) .. 100,0 41.6 / 46,0 8.0 L2 T1e8
6% and over (10,400) 100,0 35.8 46,6 12,5 REXT 1044 ’

NOTE:  [mnta bhsed on {uast fon 1it, Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Pigures in parentheses refer to pof fon in the groeup.
1Egt imate, tased or zero or un atout 10 or fewer sample cases; is statistically unrelisblé. N
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. - ’ Table 11. Neighborhood, safety when out alone during the day , -
1] . - .' Y p . - N - . - .
T, v -t , (Percent distribution of respo-ses for the population age 16 aod over) S
Population cherecteristic Total %« yeby sate - Reasonably safe *  Somewhat’ unsae Nery unsafe | Not svailable
[ R - . . ~
Race, sex, and age . o M N .
. . . ] . M /
16-19 (14,900 +100,0 ¢ 18,2 22,0 ° 20,5 10.3 1.0,
20-2, (18,300 100,00, . - 82.2 L T10 e %06 N\ e L1002 100"
25’3‘ miam lm,oo ) LY 7,0, . 2202 ‘009 l006 l006
35-49 (23,700 . 100,0 * | 7.9 %67 o 1.9 . 10,2 10,3
© 8064 (31,900) 100,0 68,5 ' 28,2 1.8 1.2 . 10,4
; 621“ over (a).309) 100,0 o 5642 38,0 hel 1,3 0.4,
anale s . ) hd o\, M
46-19 su.,.soo 100,0 o1 * 36.2. o 3.9 10,8 10,0
20-2[‘ 20,1.0) 100,0 - 4 3906 ra 506 .t llol ‘O.I..
45-34 (22,200 100,0 ° é1.1 35.3 ° 3.0 g 40,7 N 20,0 /
3,' 9 sw.m lwoo 52.3 I’loo l‘oe N ':‘ 108 [ ’0.1
50" kl’m 1(!).0 [‘605.‘ 6209 707 ° 208 ¢ l003
65 and over (32,500) 100,0 7.7, 45.6 10.6 . 5,8 10,4
Black - . < Py P e
Male ’ . y
16-19 {1.-,600 . 100,0 O e 2.1 11,7 10,0 10,8
20424 (3,100 1.0 7.2 . 26.6 11,2 10,0 10,0
25.3, 53.:.00 100,0 . 82,5 16,3 11,2 10,0 10,0
35-49 (5,700 100,0 58,2 36,0 139 - o 119 0,0
50-&, (6,700 100.0 5647 3.8 4e9 13,6 0,0 °
65 and over (1,,700) 10).0 45.6 43.8 v’ 6.6 ~ 4.0 10,0
Pemale ' ' :
16-19 (4,100 . J0,.0 47.0 47.0 ! 14.0 22,0 - 10,0 -
20-2, (4,900 100,0 40.6 Juke3 8.0 8.3 10,8
*25-34 (6,700 + 100.0 38.8 52,6 745 10,0 11,1
35-49". (10,200) 100.0 37.7 51,1 °7 8.1 12,4, 10.8
5064, a,éooz 100,0 29.9 54,6 10.4 47 10,5
65 and over 5'7&) . 1000 27.7 09 . 17.3 ‘S.Io 10,8
NOTB: Date based on question 11b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population ip the group.
3gat imate, baaQS on sero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliadble. -t .
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‘ © Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night .
a .
- (Percent distribution of responsea for the population sge 16 and over) .

Population charscteristic | Total Very safe Reasonsably safe Sonevﬁt unsafe Very unsafe Not availabfde

* ALl persons (358,700) 100,0 18,9 37.2 20,9 22,6 Ol

Sex . <
Male (158,600) - 10,0 31,3 45.6 * 1 8,5 0k
Pemale {zﬁo.too) 100,0 9.0 36.6 25 33.8 . 0.3

Race ) . , C
wrdve (288,4,00) 100.0 19.6 38.1 20.7 21,3 0.3
Hack (68,300) 100.0 15.6 33.3 21.9 28,7 o U.b
Other (1,900) 100.0 30.3 45.0 15.8 4.9 10,0

Age '

L4 ‘6—19 38.2(.!) I(X).O . 25.7 wcz 18.8 12.0 ‘0.‘0
20-24 (474100 108.0 23,5 40,2 21,0 15.1 10,2
25-34 (53,600 100,0 2.1 4347 * 18,8 13.0 20.4
3549 (67,800 100.0 19.4 38,8 23.0 18,5 10,3
50-64 (88,800 . 100.0 16,7 35.8 20.8 2644 10,3

. 65 and*over (63,200) 100.0 9.5 2644 21,8 41.8 0.6

Victimisation experience .

. Not victimiged (254,900) 100.0 18.4 38.4 20.3 22,5 0.y
Victimised (103 .euoS . 100,0 20,0 ETANN 22.4 23,0 10,3

‘ NOTE: Data based un questlon lla.

‘Eatimate, based On gerd or on about. 10 or fewer sample cases,

’ -

%)

Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figured
is statistically unreliable.

m&arenth;ses refer to population in the group.
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Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
Population character{stic Total Very safe Reasonsbly safe . Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
Sex and age .
Male

16=19 (19,400 100,0 37.9 51,2 7.0 - 3.1 10,8
20-24, 41,700 . 100,0 & 40,9 9.4 8.1 1.6 10,0
25-34 (244300}, 100,0 39.9 47.5 10,3 240 10.3
35".9 29.@ 1@.0 310‘0 ‘0701 uos 608 ‘003
50-&i, (38,600 100.0 26,9 45,0 : 17,3 ° 10.5 10,3
65 and over (25,000) , *100,0 16.4 35.4 23.2 2ol 10,8

Fenale \

. 16-19  (.8,790 100,0 12,9 349 30.9 21,3 %0,0
20-24 (25,500 . 100.G 8.7 32,3 34,0 1 2645 10,4
25-34 (29,300 . 100,0 11,1 0.5 2549 2241 10.4
35-49 (38,200 * 100,0 10,1 3.4 29.6 27.5 0.4
50-64 (50,200 100.0 8.8 28,6 23.6 38,7 10,3
65 and over (38,..0) « 100,0 49 20.5 o 20,8 53.4 10.4

Race and age
White .
6-19 (29,500 100,0 272 A VN 18,2 11,6 10,4
-2 (38,700 . 100.0 23.6 wleb 20,8 13.7 10,3
25234 (4,500 : 100,0 25.0 45.3 18.0 11.4 10.4
35-49 (51,600 100.0 20,8 0.1 22,7 : 1642 10,2
50-64 (73,400 100,0 17.5 37.1 20,7, 2y 10,3
65 and over (52,7(!)) 100,0 9.7 - 2649 2243 4047 10.4
Black .
16-19 és.éou; 100,0 . 20,5 45.1 0.4 13.6 . 10,4
do-az[‘ R,l(X) I(X).() - T dlel ? 3301 uo5 2203 ‘000
25-34  {10,11)) 100,0 ) 20,1 3549 2243 21,2 10.4
35-49 16.0)”; 100,0 147 < AT 23.9 2549 0.7
50-64 (15,200 100.0 . 125 29.5 2147 '35.8 0.5
65 and over (10,,00) . 10,0 8.1 el : ' 19.2 4743 1,1

NOTE: Data based on question ila. Detsil may not sdd to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refe-~ to populstion in the group.
" SEstimate, based un zern or on abuut 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreligble.
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Table 14. Nelghborhood safety when out alone at night ..

(Percent distrimum of responses for the population age 16 and over)

Population rharacteristic ) Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe R Very unsafe Not available

Rac», sex, and age .
White
‘Male 3 )
1619  (14,9M) 7 100,0 AR 484 . 6edy 2,8 10,8
2-24 (18,300 100,0 4043 * 51.4 6.8 11, 10,0
2523, {23y 300 ! 100.0 3944 1707 . 1044 2.2 10,4
35-49 (23,700 / 100,0 321 18.2 13.7 5.6 10,3
51)mbly (31,900 100,0 R I 4506 16.5 9 10,4
65 and uver (:20,300) 10,0 16.6 37.1 23.7 22,1 10,6
Frmale K
16-19 2“.'“1‘ 100,03 1205 3607 30 2 2.6 10,0
Alealy (3500 10069 3.6 3448 3344 27 10,9
293 (#2480 100,0 119 43.1 25,0 16.7 10,3
UYL 20 T 100,0 11,1 33.1 30.4 25,3 10,1
brtd, (41,500 100,40 Yoby 30.6 23,9 3640 10,2
65 and over (3. ,500) 10040 5.4 . 2045 2144 5243 104
Rlack
Male
16=19 {4y 1) 100.0 2549 60,0 942 'l.. 10,8
)Uoo’l. ;},lk‘) 10,0 wot BRUIQ l6c() t.u} '000
5234 (3,40 10040 4341 ubobs 9.3 11,2 10,0
34 -4 i VR 115 S B 274 L5 17.7 11,9 10,0
Giimty, (HyT N0 10,0 . 20,5 4209 21,5 154 10,0
ntamd wer (4,7 4) 11X).1 15.4 RS 21,5 33,0 11,6
Fomals
Taly (fol'M) - 10 YRY 1465 28,6 32,9 sl o) 10,0
wa=2ly (4 enn) UNIN "7 2947 26,7 ETARY 10,0
2.3 (g m) 10,0 2,6 3047 2849 3143 10,6
3544 51 VgetX}) 10, 743 304 Tely 33,7 11,2
CR A NS 1) . . 1m0 b3 19.1 21,9 51,2 20,9
45 and owver  (5,7) 100,40 12,2 20,6 174 59,1 10,8

WfE: lata based on pieation lia. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
Yiat imates, basad on zere or on about 10 or fewer sampls cases, is stetistlcally unrsl table.
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——— Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough

' to consider moving elsewhere
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) s °
Fopuldtion charscteristic Total Yes No Not available
. Al) persons (156,800) ' 1po.0 ' 1744 0.8 1.8 i
Sex . )
Male (36,200200 100,0 2. %0 ’ 2,6 D
Female (m’ ) . 100,0 15, 82.9 .1-5
Race . . .
White 121’@) . 100,0 15.8 82,2 . 2,0
Black 3#.“00) : 100,0 22,6 76.4 1.0
Cther (500 100,0 $33,7 357,9 18,3
Age
16-19 (11,800 100.0 15,1 82.9 31.9
20-24, (17,200 100,0 19.3 7. . 2.0 !
2"‘3‘0 17,1(X) ,1(!).0 2205 . 75.8 ‘1.7
© 36.49 (28,200 100,01 18.3 78.8 2.8
50-6 (42,200 10,0 19.0 79.3 1.7
45 and over (40,400) 100.0 12.6 86,3 1.0
Victimisation experience
Not Vith“ (109,5&) lw.O 12.9 85.3 =~ 1.8
% Victimised (10703“)) 100,0 27.7 70.5 8 .

NOTE: Data based on question llc. Detail may not add to total because of
. in ‘parenthesos refer to population in the group. "
Estimate, bssed on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically wifelisble.

‘ Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime
(Percent distrdbution: of responses for the po;;m.ation age 16 and over)

w e in general WW Personal
Population characteristic ot es o aveilable Total es ot avallable  Total Yes Vo Not avallabl

]
AlL persona (358,7x) 10000  Blas 1749 0.7 1000 57.6, 40.2 2,2 100,0  37.7 620 0.3
Sex
Male (158,600) 1.0 78,7 0.6 0.7 100.0 Sheb 4346 1.8 - 100,00 27,1 7244 Oels
Female (200,100) 1 o0 03,5 15,7 0.8 100.0 60,0 37.5 245 100,0 4601 537 0.2
Race :
‘White (282, 4x0)) 10041} A1),7 12,7 0.7 100,0 5543 4246 2.1 100,0 35.3 Ohody 0.3
Black 6'*,}(!)) 1X)41) Rl‘o‘) 1‘001 1.1 I(X).O 6708 ”07 2.5 100.0 10800 51.8 ‘0.2
Other  (1,910) 1) 58,3 39.4 11,9 1000 . 3644 63.6 20,0 100.0 34,2 67.8 10,0
) : )
16-19 53“.-'(” 11040 Thel 25¢5. 0.4 100,0 487 49.9 Loy 100,90 2[;.9 Thof 10.3
20-24 (47,100 1,0 73.7 <5491 10,4 100,0 48,7 48.4 2.9 ¢ 100,0 2940 70.8 10,2
PARETA 53.&)‘) LX)ty The9 2 o? ‘003 100,0 4940 49.0 2,0 100.0 31,2 68,0 10.2
34y (67,0 1 DIRY W, 13.3 0.6 100,0 59,7 38.6 1.7 100,0 37.9 61.5 N6
oo, (MR AN Ty, R7,2 12,0 N.8 100,0 bl 06 33.5 240 100,0 L2e7 §7.2 10,1
6% sand uver (63,.40) T, Ri b o8 1.6 1000 o9 3201 3.0 100,0 49.8 49.9 1044
Victimisation experience v .
Not victimised (54,900) 10,0 81,6 17.5 0.9 100,0 5644 413 2oy 100,0 36.5 63,2 0.2
Victimiged (103.""!’ 1000 A0 R 18,8 Ol 100,0 60.6 3706 107 100,0 4047 59.1 1062

QO = -
EMC Data bgsed on questions l6a, 16b, and 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses rufer to population in the group.
o wete, based on zero or on abovt 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrolisble.‘
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s Table 17. Personal limitation or change in activities
because of fear of crime
(Percent distribution of rsponses fof the populaticn age 16 and ober)
. Population charaeteristic : Total Yes No Not available
: Sex aﬁ e .
A - u‘lﬂ u . O )7’-&.
t16-19 (19,400 ' 100.0 16,3 83.3 30,4
20-24 (21,700 100.0 17.5 - 82,3 10,2
2534 {2,300 100.0 20,2 793 1.5
35-49 (29,600 100.0 29,0 7043 1.6
N 50‘&0 38'“) ’ . 1(X).0 31.9 6709 ‘0.2
: 65 and over (25,000) 100.0 4i.1 58.3 10.6
' Female .
1619 (18,700 100,0 33.8 66,0 10,2
20~24 (25,500 ) 100.0 38,7 61,0 10,3
25-34 {29,300 100,0 4103 , 5847 10,0
385-49 (38,200 100,0 b8 5447 10,5
50-64 (504200 100.0 51,0 489 10,1
65 and over (38,200) 100.0 5545 4he3 10.2
Race and age
White
16=19 (29,500 100.9 2ped 75.3 10.3
20-24 (38,700 100.0 2742 7245 10,3
25-34 (42,500 - 1000 2942 7C5 10.3
35-49 (51,600 100,0 32,2 67.2 0.6
50-64 (73,400 : 100,0 40,0 59.8 0.2
65 and over (52,700) 100.0 48.7 5049 3044
Black . .
16-19 a.w)g 100,0 26,6 730 10.4
20-24 (8,100 100.0 36.7 63.3 20,0
25-3 (10,100 100.0 . 4243 5747 10,0
3549 (16,0 100,0 56,6 49 10.5
50-64 (15,200 100.0 5547 b3 30.0
65 and over {10,400) 100,0 5542 Uhebs 10,3
* NOTE: Data based on question l6c. Detail may not adc to totsl because of rounding. FPFlgures

in parentheses refer to population in the group. .
LRatimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticslly unrellable.




Table 18. Personal limitation or change In activities

3

' because of fear of crime
. (Pércent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
Population charscteristic Total Yes No Kot availabie
Race, sex, and age
. White )

Nale -
16-19 (14,900 100.0 15.7 83.7 10,5
20-24, (18,300 100.0 . 15,8 84.0 10,2
25.34 (20,300 100,0 20.0 T9.5 10.6
35-49 (23,700 100.0 2.7 5 ¢ 10,8
-'50-“ 31,% lw.O 28.7 71.0 1002
65 and over (20.3“)) 100.0 39.7 59.8 10,6

Female :
16-19 (14,600 100,0 33.3 66.7 10.0
2024, éo'm 100,0 }7.[‘ - 6202 ,Oo"
25-34 (22,200 . 1000 376 6244 10,0
35-49 (27,900 100,0 38,6 61,0 1044
50-64, 41,500 100.0 4847 51,3 10,1
65 and over (32.5&) 1@.0 slo.l. "5.[‘ ,0.2

Black ' -

Male ’ )
16-19 (4 000 100,0 18,3 Rl.7 10,9
20-24 (3,100 100,0 2661 73.9 15,0
2534 3,400 100,0 2047 793 19,0
35-49 (5,700 100,0 NS 5248 10,0
50-64 (6,700 100,0 INCA 5246 10,0
65 and over (4,700) 10040 48,0 51,2 10,8

Female
16-19 {4,100 100,0 35.8 - 6343 10,9
20"2‘0 ln‘?w 1“).0 b3.5 5605 l000
"“‘3‘0 6 7w 1(!).0 530£ 10608 l0.0
35-49  (10,200) 100.0 61,9 37.3 10,8
50-64 8.6002 100,0 62,2 37.8 10,0
65 and over (5,700) - 100,0 61,1 38,9 10,0

NOTE: Data based on question léc. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures '
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
3Est imate, based on smero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Table 19. Most important reason for selecting present neighborhood | "

.- . (Percent distribution of answers by housbhold respondents)
] Alvays lived in Neighborhood ) " safe from Lack of Characteristics Other and
Mousehold characteristic Total  neighboriood characteristics GCood schools crime choice Right price location of house not available
All nouseholds (77,300) 00,0 8.1 11.5 2,0 1.1 14:6 849 39.9 86 5.3
Reco . .
Wnite (57,100 ) 100.0 745 11,3 2y 1.0 10,3 9e5 453 76 5¢1 *
Mack (19,500 100,90 10,1 11,9 10.9 11,2 2.6 T 2346 1144 5,8
JOther (700) 100,0 10,0 1.9 10,0 10,0 15,2 15,5 53,5 11,0 15,0
Anmual famlly income
Bess than ”.QX) (18.8(!)) 1(1).0 9.1 7.0 10,0 ‘100 24,0 Tels h23 6.0 3.4
o.ooo- .1.99 241 500) 100,0 8.7 : 13.8 1d 11,2 16,2 10,2 36.2 . 7.1 5.1
7,500 10040 10,1 8,0 10.8 11,2 10,3 11.4 3945 12,5 642
‘10.”““.”9 11,60)) 1m.0 666 13.3 1.8 ‘007 708 1003 ‘0207 903 ‘6.6
$15,000-824,999 (6,200) 10040 5.5 12,8 13,2 12,8 5,7 8.9 45.9 Yely <58
25,000 or more (2400) 100,0 15,9 16,5 L 18,9 11,5 10,0 16,0 493 1.8 12,9
Not available (R,20) 100.0 6.8 Wb . 5.9 10,0 U, 5.5 33.6 T 7.9
Victimisation experience ' : .
Not victimised (51,600) 100,0 8.2 1.5 2,0 1,1 13.8 8.3 4143 8.4 Say
Victinised (25,700} 1000 7.9 114 2.1 10,0 _ 162 103 .2 8.9 5.1

NOTE; Data based on question 2a, Detall may not aid to tetal because of rounding, Figures in parentheses refer to householis in the group.
b3 stmte, based on sero or on abuut 10 or fewer sample cases, 8 statistically unreliable.

‘l'able 20. Most lmponant reason for leaving former residence

. {Percent disu'ihuuon of. answers by houschold respondents) ‘
Li.vi.ng nflux Oth: *
Characteristios Wanted better Wanter cheaper arrsngements L bad ’ Neighborhood and not
Household characteristic Total Location of house house house Forced out changed elements Crime characteristics available
ALl households  (77,300) 10060 7.8 U2 142 R %Y B 945 17.9 0.6 2,0 hel 5.0
Bace . -
Wnite 57'1“)\ ¢ 1000 31.8 13010 13,0 wed 7.6 18,7 0.8 1.6 440 Lely
Back 19,503, 10040 16,1 16,8 17.7 5.4 15.5 15,1 10,2 3.1 bLe2 6.0
Other (70) 0.0 126, 349 10,9 15,5 1545 130,9 10,0 0.0 30,0 15,2
Annual family Llneoes
Less than $3,x6 (18,400) 1000 e 8.3 8.3 6.€ 11,7 12.7 10,6 2,1 be3 48
$3,000-87,499 §.-1,5m\ 100,40 2doly e 12.7 Sels 12.6 Geoly 10,9 2,8 4.0 4eb
$7,500--$9,999  (*,AN) ’ 10,0 23,1 150 18.6 bels 6.9 22.3 10.4 11,2 13,2 bheb
$10,000-$14,999 zu,un) 10040 19,h 19,3 20,4, 12,5 Tk 21,5 20,0 13,8 3.8 35
$15,000-824 ,99% (h.-(h% Ux L0 a1 19,0 20,0 11,6 5.7 1543 11,6 12,3 1349 13.7
$4 0N or mope O, M0 TV S 3. 2ol 13.4 LY AR 11,5 18,9 11,5 10,0 15,8 19,2
Not avallsble (R.o’(“) 15 EN} S48 1247 el Lol 75 18.4 ‘ool‘ 0.4 bLeb 805"
VYictimigation exparionce
Not virtimised (41 ""') l‘l'o‘) Py un‘o 1‘005 540 8.6 1706 ‘006 240 309 502
Victimism (0"".."1“ e -, "[-_.-Q 13.9 13.6 ‘..O 1105 1805 ‘(1.8 109 Lol ‘00‘0

NUIE: Data bassd o cp1 tion an, Detall may not add Lo t.dal because of rounding. Figures in pareantheses prefsr to householdr in the group,
Tpatimate, bawst w2 v ar . nogbout Y or fewsr iample casen, fo atatistically unreliable,
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. = A Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable
‘ neighborhood characteristics
“  (Percent distributicn of answers by housenold respondents)
Household charscteristic Total Yos No Not available
ALl households (175, 300) 1000 36.0 63.7 0.3
Race . . b
White (139,700) 100.0 33.9 65.9 30,2
ﬂhck ”. m’ ° 1&00 “0 7 ’ho 7 ‘O. 6
N Othor w’ 100.0 ‘80? s 720‘. 30.0
' Anmual family income °
Less than $3,000 (33,800) 100.0 . 38.0 é1.8 30.1
$3,000-87,499 (46,900 100,0 35.2 &.2 30,5
‘7! m”.m 19.” 1@.0 3702 6206 . ‘0.2
'10.@-31‘0.”9 320” 1&00 360‘. 6303 ‘0.2
‘15.“‘”‘“9”' 15,500 '100.0 9.4 60.6 30,0
$25,000 or more 5;”’ . 100.0 30.9 68.5 30.7
Not available (22,000) 100,0 3.4 68,2 30.3
Victimizatic, experience .
Not victimised (12;.700) 100,0 - 31.7 68.0 0.3
Victimized (47,700 100.0 47.3 - $2.4 30.3
' NOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detail may not add to totsl because of rounding, Figures
. in parentheses refer to households in the group.
3Estimte, bssed on zerc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem
(Percent distribution of answers by household respordents)
- Environmental Public Inadequate Influx of Problems with Other and
Household character.;:i~ . Totasl Traffic, parking problems Crime transportation schools, shopping bad elements neighbors not avallsble
g ALl households (63, 100) 100,0 8.7 2.9 22.1 3.2 5.8 7.7 16.5 7.1
Race
White (47,300 100,0 10,3 25.8 22.9 3.5 5.3 8.0 17,6 6.6
Black ,1%,5M 100,0 3.7 38.5 19.9 2.5 7.2 5.6 13.1 8.5
Other (300) 100,09 31447 313.8 215.5 30,0 *13.2 313.3 314.7 *14.8
Antual family incoms :
Loaa than :30”” (1130 xn) 100,0 3.7 180‘7 279 0, 64[0 47 18.7 T9
$3,000-87, 41 ém.am) 10 8.7 2.1 23.1 3.5 5.5 1 LR 6,2
$7, 50689, #11 (7,200) 10,9 7.7 204 18,4 3.4 . 33,4 £e3 A0 2,9
- $10,00-814, 49 (11, 8M) 1,0 9.8 &9 18,4 3 R.6 A 177 5.8
$15,000 $, +i0 (A, 100) RN 16,0 AN 14, 3., bt 1.1 LI’ 5.1
$/ .00 op mode  (1,7M) T A LR TR . KER 1 Y.l Ya oy L3 A S A 34.8
Not aveilabla (£, ¥0) IR A vy s 21, 11,5 33,4 o 1,4 11,6
Vit imizat fon experisnce
Not vietimizet (41,5000 B YIS st i AR 3.2 S0t 2, 1,9 6.7
Vietimiznl ooy ) 113, ") K Lot ol LN i HA R.0

NUTE:  imta tawed v wieat Lo cae (eetail mg aot o atd to tutsl beeaune of roesndines Fomre: g parentheaes pefap te bopibol e in the ey,
Vst imate, taied on ateut ) o fewer aample canes, is atatistically useelial be, .
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Table 23. Whether or not major food shopping ’
. . done in the neighborhood . .
: . (Percent distribution of shawers by household respondents)
Household characteristic Total Yes No Not available .
A1l households (175, 300) 100.0 W5 25.2 0.3
Race .
. wnite (139,700) 100,0 78.6 21.2 0.2
Black (34,800) ©os 100.0 . 58,2 Ll 30,4
Other (900) : 100.0 75.9 220,7 3.4
Anmaal family income )
Leas than ”.m (33.“) 100.0 7108 7’06 20,6
$3,000-87,499 21.6.900; . " 100.0 73.0 26,7 30.3
‘7' 5@-39.999 19'” ’ 1&00 7303 26.6 M ‘002
$10,000-814,999 (32,300 100.0 75.6 2l 10,0
$15,000-824,999 (15,500 100,0 76.9 22.9 20,2
$25,000 or more (%,500) 100.0 7.8 22,2 20,0
" Not available (22,000) - 100,0 78.9 20.7 20.3
Victimization experience :
Not victimised (127,700) 100.0 75.0 2.7 0.3
Victimiged (47,700 100.0 . 73.1 2.6 20,3 . ¢

MOTE: Data based on question 6a. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. PFigures
in parentheses refer to housdéholds in the group.
MEstimate, based on zero Or on about 10 Or fewer sample cases, ig statistically unrsliable.

Table 24. Most lmportanfreagon for not doing major food shopping in the neighborhcod

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

3
Household characteristic Total No neighborhood stores . Inadeéquate stores High prices " Crime Not available
All households (L4,200) 100.0 - h244 29.4 10.8 2.0 15.4
Race ’
White 29.600; : 100.0 38.3 29.8 9.8 2.0 20.1
Black (14,400 100.0 . 51.0 28.3 ¢ 12,7 31,9 6.0
Other (3200} . 100.0 338.,9 138.9 122.2 0.0 0.0
Annual family income . - R
Leas than $3,000 (9,300) 100,0 b . - 16.8 YA .2 40.2
$3,000-87, 499 ém,éoo) 100.0 479 ° 28.4 12.0 2. 8.9
$7,500-39,999 (5,100) 100.0 . .5 35.9 . - . 135 12,0 3401
.- 8.10.@-31‘;.‘)‘7‘) §7|'m . lwoo f'.}‘)o‘) . 3708 ]307 ’s .3 60‘0
$15,000-824,'%9 (3,600 100.0 541 35,5 16,9 1,8 34,7
$25,000 op mope (1,200 100, . 51.2 3.7 ‘ 12,9 LN 18,1
Not avallsble (4,600) 100,n 33.8 29.9 12.7 3.4 22,9
Victimization experience -
Not. vietimized (31,500) - 100,0 43.0 28.4 10,9 1.4 16,4
Victimized (1,700 100.0 41.0 30.7 10,6 1, 1. ¢

e

NOTE: [Mnta based on jqueation 4a, Detall may not add to'total 1. -ause of rownding. Pigures in parenthesen refer Lo householl- i the Rrouy .
MEatimata, baaad on sero or on about 10 or fewer sample cages, in statistically unrellable.
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| Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping

(Percent distribution of angwers by hougehold respondents)

" Suburban or
Hougehold characteriatic Total neighborhood Downtosn Not avajiable
All households (175, 300) 100,0 bhe3 52.7 3.0
Race
white (139,700) 100.0 46.2 50,8 2.9
Black {34,800) 100,0 36.9 60.0 3.1
Other m) 100,0 ‘3102 60.5 ‘803
Anmual family income
less than $3,000 (33,800) 100.0 40.4 57.0 2.6
83.0))-3?.1499 §b6tm ‘ 100.0 ’0109 560’0 108
$7,500-$9,999 (19,300 100,0 50,4 48.5 3.1
$10,000-814, 999 ész.soo 100,90 51.4 455 3.0
$15,000-824,999 (15,500 100,0 45.0 50,2 4.8
$25,000 or more ($5,500) 100.0 35.4 58.8 5.7
Not available (22,000) 100,0 4.3 - 527 6.0
Victimization éxperience
Not viatimized (12’{.700) 100.0 41.8 55,2 3.0
Vietmized (47,700 100,0 51,0 4549 3.0

NOTE: Data based on question 7a. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses reier to housesholds in the group.

3Est.imate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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rable 26. Most important reason iof usually dolng"gpnerai merchandise shopping
in the suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown

. . . . B o

(Percgn@ distribution of answers by household respondents)

14

Type of ghopper and Better Better More Better selection, 'CriaeTin : Better Prefer stores. Other and
hougehold charscteristic Total parking transportation convenient more stores other location gtore hours Better prices lonation, ete. not available
-Suburban {(or nelghborhood) - j '
shoppers 7
All hougeholds (77,700) 100,0 16,3 3.3 43.0 12,6 0.8 1.3 5.1 a1 3.6
hce . ) . .' “
White ; 100.0  17.9 3.4 48.4 11.7 1.0 -~ Lk 4.8 7.9 3.3
Black 12. 100.0 8.1 .7 51.8 AT 0.0 .1 6.8 8.8 5.1
Other (300) 100,0  *24.2 30,0 351.9 12,0 0.0 10,0 30,0 1.9 20,0
" Annual family inc .
Less than 83, ooo (13,7%) 100.0 3.6 6.0 58, 9.2 30,3 . 30,5 7.8 8.6 . 5.8
$3,000-$7, 499 219 +600) . 100.0 16.3 3.2 L7.4 12.9 3.1 1.3 7.2 8.2 2.5
$7,500-$9,999 (v, 700) 100.0 22,0 2.1 38,5 16.8 30,7 12,2 3.2 . 11,5 12,9
$10,000-814, 999 éxe. +500) 100,0  21.9 2.3 45.6 12.4 10,4 31,7 3.9 8.8 2.8
$15,000-324, 999 ooo; 100,0  22.4 1.4 49.8 14.3 .4 1.0 32,0 5.0 2.4
$25,000 or more (2,000 100.0  21.6 20,0 54.5 %1,.8 0.0 1.8 0,0 35,3 32,0
Not available (9,100) 1000  13.2 Leb 53,8 10,9 3,5 M. Le2 Led 5.7
Victimization experience ) )
Not victimized (53,400) 100.0 16.6 3.7 50.4 12,3 0.8 1.3 3.9 Tk 3.5
Vietimized (24,300 3 " 1000  15.6 2.3 45.8 13.2 0.9 1.5 7.8 9.4 3.6
L) 9
Downtown -shoppers ) ) .
All householda (92,400) 100.,0 0.4 14.6 35.7 30.7 10,2 10,3 5.8 .5 2,9
Race :
white (71,000 100.0 0.5 16.8 36.4 29.4 10,2 10,3 Le$ Y1 3.0
© Black (20,900 100,0  %0.3 7.3 33.7 - 354 0.1 30,3 10,5 10.1 2.5
" Other (500) 100,0 30,0 6.1 326.6 *3q 0.0 0.0 6.8 327.4 30,0
Anmal family income ’ .
{ess than 33.000 (19.;00) 100,0 30,2 19.1 32.8 28.8 0.0 10,2 7.1 8.7 3.2
$3,000~$7,499 (26,400 . 100,0 " %0.3 15.5 38.4 7.4 0.3 20,2 7.1 8.7 2.2
$7,500-89,999 (9.400) 100.0 1.9 13.5 35.8 32,6 10,0 0.0 3.7 8.4 4l
$10,000-814,999 (14,700) 100,0 10,5 13.1 34.0 32,9 20,3 0.7 Lol 10.5 3.7
$15,000-324,999 (7, ; 100.Y 30,0 7.9 39.6 39.0 10.0 0.0 5.3 6.0 2.1
$25,000 or more (3,300 100.+ 10,0 13,3 , 33,24 40.6° 30.9 0.0 .1 14.3 26,6
Not available (11,600) 100.) 10,3 1541 34.9 28.6 0.0 10,6 6.2 12.8 .4
Victimigation experience
Mot victimised« (70,500)° 100.0 0.5 15.5 6.1 -+ 30,0 20,1 30.3 5.1 94 .3
Victimiged (21.9005 100,0 0.3 11.6 3.6 32,9 20,2 . 0.3 8.1 9.6 - 2.2
NOTE: Dsta based on question 7v. Detail may not add to total because of rou’ram. Plgures in p.re?xt.hesos refer to households in the group. *
‘3Ratimate, based on sero or on i1bout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticslly unreliable. Y —
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Table 27. Change In the frequency with which persons
went out for evening ontomlnmom

(Percent distribution of responses for{the population o5 16 and over)

Population characteristic Total More Seme Less Not avillluble
ALl poraons {358, 700) 100,0 1741 49.3 /. 334 0.2 °
me (158, 600) 100.0 17.1 50.5 32.2 0.2
Female (200,100) 100.0 17.1 A8 4 Wl 0.1
Race '
white (288,400> 100.0 177 e 50.3 31.8 0.2
Black (68,300) 100,0 € Lhl9: 36.4 10,2
Other (1,900) 100.0 312.1 52,3 35.5 10,0
Age . .
16-19 (38,200 100.0 45.8 29,2 24,7 30,3
20-2L u% y 100.0 2. 3.5 3.9 10,2
25‘3‘6 53' lmto 20-5 [53.0 36.3 ‘0‘2
“35.49 (67,800 100,92 134 5.9 31.7 10,1
50-64 {48,800 100, 0 8.5 581 ~ 33,2 10,2
65 and over (63,200) 100.0 bely 59.5 35.9 10,2
Victimization experience
Not victimized (254,900) 100,0 14.8 52,1 32,9 ' 0.1
Vietimized (103,800 100,01 ,-22.6 4245 o6 2,3

in parentheses refer to populstion in the group, .

NOTE:t Deta based on question 8b., Detail may not add to total;u)ﬂ'se of rounding., Figures
L]
3Eat imate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample case§, is statistically unreligble..
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- Table 28. Most important reason for increasing or.decreasing the lrequéhcy
with wplch persons went out fur evening entertainment

Q9
(Percent distribution of responses £or the population age 16 and over)
Type of change in frequency Places to Own Tranepor- Activities, Went to Other and not
and population characteristic Total Monoy go, etc. Convenlence heslth tation Age Family etc. Crime etc. avallsble
Persons going out more often . . . .
@ All persons (61,300) 100.0 15,0 19.3 2,6 1.5 2.9 8.2 179 9.5 0.4 18,6 4e2
Sex . . '
Male (27,100) 100,0  19.4 16.2 2.8 1.1 4e2 8.7 13.3 9.7 30.3 18.7 5.5
Pemale (34,200) 100.0 11,5 21.7 2.4 1.8 1.8 7.8 2L.5 9.3 0.4 )18.5 . 3.2
Race ¢ * * ) ‘. [} . N
white (51,100 0.0 16.7 19.7 2.7 1.5« 3¢ 7, ri17.8 9.6 0.4, 169 o 40O
Black ({10,000 100,0 6.6 16.7 32,3 1.2 1.2 . P&u 17.9 8.3 20.0 27.32 5.5
Othgr (3200) . 10,0 0.0 1338 0.0 30,0  317.5 0.0 331.9 * 30,0 30,0 16,9+ - 10,0
‘89 .l. y ' .’; ) : * . ’ ’ ‘ * N .
16-19 (14,500 1000 9.7  26.3° 1.5 30,2 6.6 221 32+ 97 0.0 16,3 | 4e?
. 20-2&., 13.1.0) ¢ Imoo 20.6 2’.06 3.‘5 ‘006 ‘2.0 703 10.6 900 ‘000 17.0 1009
25-3 + (11,000 100, ' 2.3 - 13.6 T34 31,0 30,7 30,0 2.3 6.7 30,7 204 ¢ 4.0
,35-49 (9, 100; R 0 12,9 13.1 - 32,6 31.7 31,3 30,8 b 10.9 , 30.4 17.7 4e2
5 7,600 . . 100.0 9.0 - 12.3 33,5 33,5 31.0 30.0  30.7, 9.5 1.0 25.8 33,6
65 and over (2,800) 100.0 36,9 . 0.9 341 29.7 27 M2 2346 16.7, L2 22 16.7 32,9
iy Victimiza' lon-experience . . ¥ S A '
M Not victimized (37,600) 100.0  15.7 18.6 2.7 s ek 2.6 7.8 19.2 1Dt © 30,3 16.9 43
Victimized (23,400) 100,0  13.8 20,3 ., 2,5 1.6 3.2 9.0 15.8 %8.1 20.5 1.3 41
. T : T
e’ Persons going out less often . . , Z ..
v * ALl persons (119,900) 1000  22.2 hel 0.8 10,1 021 7.4 16.9\ 13.0 1.1 8.4 4.8
Sex } ’ . . N *t
Male (51,100). P 100,0 2.8 3.8 0.9 8.7 1.7 9.3 140 17.5 6.1 8. 4.8
Femele (68,800) 100,0  20.2 4.3 0.7 11.2 2.4 6.1  19.1 9.7 +1341 8.4 L9
Race h~ 0 ! . -
'hite 91.6CX) Iwoo . 2208 3.7 008 1002 2.2 4'-5 1706 . 1306 9:7 7-1 1009
\ Bth 27.5“) 100.0 20. 5.7 ‘008 1000 1.7 703 1‘000 - 1009 M 1106 13-1 loo6
Other (700) 100,0  323: 0.0 20,0 30,0 310.4 35,2 4.6 311.2° 0.0 20,0 15,5
Age . S \
16-19 (9,400 : 100.0  17.4 9.3 0.4 .20 2 B w.s 37.7 3.6 10,6 2.3
20-2!. 17'10 Iwoo 28.0 1008 200 200 ‘008 ‘01'9 2&.8 22.9 2010 * 5.9 _# D 505
25"3‘0 1?0‘0 ' lmoo 28-3 3.5 ‘O.l. 109 2.1 ‘101 30.6 17-7 1:9 7-8 * ‘0.8
35-48 (21, 100,0 30,3 3.5 0.5 5.5 1.9 3.6 1.17.3 1.1 8.4 11,6 ° 6.2
. 50-64 (29, 100,0  21.0 3.9 30,9 ™ 13.6 2,9 . 9.9 t 11.3 L 607 15.9 3.7 5,1
R 65 and over |(22,700) 100 8.5 2.7 20.3 27.0 ¢ 2.6 -20.8 7.0 1.0 19.6 7 3.8
X \ Yictiaization pxperience . .
’ Not victimi (84,000) 0 20.7 3.8 0.9 116 2.2 7 9.3 159 11.8 10.3 . 8.6 4.9
Victimized J(36,000) 180.0  25.8 b8 o 204 48 1.9 3.1 19.3 15.9 . 9.6 7.9 4.7

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detsil may not add to totsl befause of rounding. figures in parentheses refer o population ir the grdup.
3Rgtimate, haged on sero or on sbout 10 or fepor sample cases, statistically unreliable. . ’

.
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. . Tablé 29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment
' (Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16°and over) .
" Population chapacteristic Total " Inside city Outside city - About equal " Mot available
ALl persons , (237,000) 100.0 T 736, Y 16.1 o 10.2 30,1

Sex T e . .

&1‘ (l’.ztm) [ - “ lw'o : ’ 720[5 r d 160!‘ 1101 ‘O.l
female.. (124,400) . : 100.0 We? 15.7 .. 94 . 20,2

Race - " N . ¢
White 95.000) 100.0 70.7 . 18.1 : ‘ 1.1 0.1
Black , ) 100.0 87.4 6.5 Y 6.0 . 30,2
oum_- 300) 100.0 . MR 35,8 315.,0 . ' 30,0

ot . ‘e . .

"i&’.g 4 200 100.0 * 8203 12.% 8.7 . 20.0
20-24 §4,3,000 200,0 © 7.3 14.6 © 8.2 » - 30,0
25-34 (s 300 - 100.0 7.9 16,6 11.3 30,2
35“09 ‘07'” . . lw' ?’-'3 1606 " 4 1’.08 ‘002
50-64 (49,200 100.,0 68,3 18,8 ~. 12.8 . 3d,2
65 and over (19,000} » 00,0 7.4 16.7 ‘ 9.9 30,0

‘Victimization experience \ o . ¢ -

. Not victimised (160.300) 100.0 731 . ! 16.5 10.2 t 30,2
Victim¥sed (76,800) 100.0 : o6 | 15.1 . 1.2 . ' .0 °

NOTE:

Data based on question &d.

Detall may not. add to total because of rounding. ?igurea in parentheses rerer to population in the group.

3ggtimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. .
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" (Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)

-Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evoning antertainment lnslc!e or outaldé the élty'

* » Type of place and popu- Convenience, 'Parking, Crime in More Prefor Other grea . | Friends, Other snd
lation eharacteristic Total ete. traftic other place to do facilities  more expensive relstives not svailable
Yeracns entertained inse city . . ) )

.. ALl persons (17, 500) 100,0 63.0 0.9 04+ 7.1 17.1 .8 8.5 2.1
Sex - . . :
Male (81,600) 100.8 645 1.3 0.4 7.1 16.5 0.9 7.2 2.0
Pemales (92,900) - 100.0 61.7 0.6 0.4 7.2 17.6 0.7 9.6 2.2
Race »
, White (137,900) 100.0 623 . 0.9 0.3 7.5 18,6 N 0.6 8.0 1,
* Black (35,600) 100.0 . 65.8 ., 1.1 0.9 5.7 11.4 v 1.7 . 10.5 3.
Other (1,000) 100.0 70.3 3.5 0.0 M. !10.9 30.0 111.2 .30.0
. A . ’ )
. ‘1’6-19 28,100 100.0 67.1 30.5 30.5 10,6 7.9 30,5 10.8 1.9
w-ﬂ. 33’m lwoo 5908 ) ‘006 ‘003 1103 1801 ‘008 . 608 203
¢ 25-3% (31,900 100.0 59.0 .- 0.6 30.0 8.5 ~de? 1.0 7.4 1.9
. 35-49 (33,700 100.0 61.3 1.5 30.4 5.3 21.3 1.0 6.5 2.7
50-61. 33 6@ lwoo 6708 10[0 ‘o.lb 300 1607 ‘008 303 106 A
6% and over (14,000) 100.0 64,.0 3.1, 31.1 3.4 13.8 0.6 16.0 2.4
. Wictimigation experience . '
Not victimized (u'{ +200) 100,0 63.2" 1.0 0.4 6.4 16.9 0.7 9.2 2.1
Vlc'.huiaed 37' 100.0 6206 OQ'I ’ ‘O.I. 806 17(& 10‘0 70 2.2
*
Persons entertained outside tity . i
* All peraons (38,100) 100.,0 30.4 13.8 2.9 6.2 27.% 3.8 12.6 2.8
az .t [y
* »Male (18,50D) 100.0 30.0 17.8 2.0 5, 2.6 3.5 10.6 3.5
Pemsle (19,600) ° . 100,0 -30.8 10.0, 3.6 6.5 8.4 4.0 b 2.1
Race

wnite {35,400) 100.0 31.0 141 3.0 6.2 26.3 3.8 12,7 2.9
Black (2,600) 100.0 21.6 18.9 31,5 37.3 4406 3.1 11.6 31,6
(ther ‘10)) ‘woo ‘10707 ‘5203 ‘0.0 ‘0.0 ‘0.0 ‘0.0 ‘0.0 ‘0.0

Age '

Y16-19 (4,100 100.0 31.0 7.5 1.9 12.8 19.4 33,7 20.2 33.6
20-2, (6,300 100.0 32.5 10.3 33,1 9.7 18.9 7.9 15.8 1.9
25"% 7,[0“’ lwoo - 2’07 15 l 1005 601 3006 'los 9-5 ‘200
35"“9 7'm lwoo 28.C 16 8 308 702 33.2 ‘109 6-7 4 ‘20[‘
50-64, (9,30 100.0 28.9 14.7 32,0 32,4 33.1 32,5 13.4 32,8
65 anv* over (3,200) 100.0 azsa/ 15,6 30,0 30,0 18.1 2.4 15.& 36.3

Victimigation experience )
Not victimized (26,500) 100.0 33.0 14.3 1.8 5.8 26.7 2.7 13.5 2.2
Victimiged (11,!m$ 100.0 A5 12.6 5.2 7.2 29.5 6.2 10.4 4.3

NOTE:

Data bage:! on question Be.

Detail may not add to total because of rounding
‘Bst.lmte. based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisti

47

gures in parentheses refer 40 population in the group.
ly unrelhble.



Table 31. Opinion about local police performance

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

L 4

Populatich characteristic Total: Good Average Poor Don't Jmow, Not avaleble
ALl persons (358,700) 100.0 453 " 29,0 11,0 Lol 0.2
L m .
Male (158,600) 100,09 4547 39.2 11,5 3ely 1,2
MO (m.m) 1mo° 105‘1 38.9 1006 502 0.2
Race :
White m,w’ 100,0 10908 37:1 8:5 l.o3 Uel
Black 68.3&) 100,0 2603 10703 21.7 beS 3042
Other (1,900) 100.0 47.8 341 4e3 113,.8 20.0
Age .
16-19 (38,200 100,0 9.4 5449 13,3 2.3 10,1
20-24 (47,100 10040 31.3 4845 15.2 47 10,2
25-34 (53,600 10,0 36.9 TN U2 be2 202
35-49 (67,800 100,40 45,0 4146 10.7 2.5 10,3
M ' 88.&!) ) (¢ PP 5646 3044 8.9 4.0 30,1
65 and over (63,200) 10,0 5742 il 741 8.3 204
Victimisation experience
Not victimised (254,900) 100,0 48,5 3749 8,5 he8 0.2
Wictimised (103,800} 100.0 37.6 117 17.1 3.4 ) 20,2

NOTE: Data baged on guestior us. Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
‘Estimate, based on sero or or ebout 10 or fewer sample cases,

Pigures in parenthe\ses refer to population in the group,
is statistically unreliasdble.



Table 32; Opinion about local police performance -
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) N
Fopulation characteristic Total Good Average Poor ° Don't Not evailable
Sex and age '
Male
16-19 (19,400 100,0 9.1 $3eds 15.9 1. 0.0
0-2, (21,700 100.0 32,7 W84 1443 be 0.4
25-3l (24,300 100.0 38.2 4249 . 13.8 4o 30,3
35-‘.9 <9 ,6(X) 1000 I‘6.7 I‘i.i 1.).3 1.8 0.1
50-6 (38,601 100,0 * 5649 30.4 9.8 8 10.0
65 and over (~5,000) 1000 5844 2747 7.8 5.9 30,3
Female .
16‘19 18.70)) 100.0 2908 56.’0 10.5 3.2 ‘0.2
2024 {25,500 100,0 30,1 4B.6 16,0 5.1 30,1
25-34 {29,300 100,0 25,8 45.7 14,6 3.7 30.1
35.49 (38,200 100,0 43.6 42,0 11,0 3.0 30,4
50-&4, (50,200 100,0 5644 30.4 8,1 INY 20,1
. 65 and o.67 (38.4”) 1@.0 56.’0 26.6 6.7 9.8 ‘0.’0
Race and age -
White . :
16-19 (29,500 100,90 32,1 5441 11,2 2.5 30,1
20-2 (38,700 100.0 . 34.8 48,0 12,3 4e5 %0.3
25“3‘0 lﬂ.500 100,0 ‘02-1 103-9 9-9 I..O ‘0-2
35-49 (51,600 100,0 51,1 38.4 7.7 2.5 30.3
50-64 (73,400 100,0 61,2 27.9 7.0 3.8 . 0,1
65 and o.9r (52,700) 100,0 '60,0 #5.5 6ol 8,1 0.3
Black
16-19 (8,600 100,0 20,0 57.7 20,5 11,7 10,0
20-25, (8,100 100.0 13.9 514 29.9 4.8 10,0
25-3, (10,100 100,0 1.6 47.6 33.7 3.7 30.4
35-49 16.@ 100,0 245 52.5 2063 245 20,2
50-&4, (15,200 100,0 345 429 17.5 51 30,0
65 and over (10,400) 100,0 43.5 33.8 12,6 9.3 -0.8

NOTE: Drta based on question lia. Detail may not sdd to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to popuJ.'.tion in the group.
1Egtimate, based on serc or on about 10 or fewes sample cases, is statistically unralis.le.




&
Table 33. Opinion about local police performance ,
(Percent distribution of responses for the populaticn age 16 and over) b
Popalation cheracteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't now Not available
‘Race, sex, and age
White
Male .
16-19 (14,900 100,0 32,5 51.8 14,0 . T 31,8 30,0
20-2, (18,300 100.0 35.5 46.3 13.3 bely 30.4
25-3, (20,300 100,0 42,3 42,5 10.5 Lol 10,2
35-49 (23,700 100,0° 52,3 39.1 6.5 1.9 30,2
50-&, (31,900 100,0 61.8 27.6 7.6 3.0 30,0
65 and over (20,300) 100.0 61,6 25.5 6.2 6.5 30,2
Female
16-19 (14,600 100,0 3.8 S6oly 8.3 3.3 0,2
20-24, (20,400 100.0 T 49.6 11.4 Leb 10,2
25-3, (22,200 100.9 41,8 45.1 9.3 3.6 10,2
35"‘.9 2799@ 1(!).0 5001 3708 808 209 ‘00‘0
. 50-64 1(41,500 100.0 60.6 28.1 6.6 boby 20,2
65 and over (33,5“)) 100,0 59,0 25.6 600 9.1 ‘00‘0
Black
Male . :
16-15 (4,600} 100,0 17.6 59,2 224 10,8 30,0
20-4, (3,100 100.0 147 62.4 2.5 32,4 10,0
25-3 (3,400 100,0 10.3 48,9 34.8 4.8 31,2
50-64 6'7(1') 100,0 33.5 U3 2062 32,0 ‘0.0
65 and over (4,700) 1000 4545 36,0 VAN 33,3 0.8
Female
16-19  (4,100) , 100,0 22.8 56,0 18,5 32,7 *0.0
2024, l.,90()g 100,0 13,3 bhyeS 35.8 6. 5,0
253 (6,700 100,0 - 16.7 46,9 " 33.1 LI 0.0
3549 510,1.00) 100,0 25,7 53.5 17.0 3.5 Y.
s0-6l,  (7,60) 100,0 35,3 41,8 15,5 7ok .0
65 and over (5,700) 1000 418 3241 1.1 4.2 3,7

NOTE: Dats based on question Lia. Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures in parenthesss refer to population in the group.
dEstimate, based on zerv or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is ntatistically ‘uncelisble.

1




) ' Table M. wwm or not loral police poﬂounanco
neeods lmpmmm .

(Percent distribution of respmses for the pow.lau.ou age 16 and ov )

Populstion charasteristic Total Yes + Ko Hot availsble
ALl persons (342,100) 100,0 80,8 1744 1,8
Sex ) . f
Male (152,900) 11,0 81,0 17.0 240 . -
Female (189.20)) 100,0 80,6 ' 17,7 ) 1.6 - o
Race ) .
Wnite 2’!5.3&)) 100,90 T9e2 19,2 1.6
Other (1,600) 100,0 90,2 27.3 22,4
: 16-19 (37,200 1000 g8 €73 11,5 - le2
20-24 (44,800 100,0 87.2 10,2 2.5
2"“ 51’“ 1(!).0 8308 13‘6 2.6 ¢
3 022.. 65.900 1000 814 172 1.3
‘ 85,200 100.0 7647 244 1.9
e 65 and over (57,800) 100,0 Thols 2ol - 1.2
Victimisation expeuence ’ : .
Not victimised (242 100,0 .1 1944 1.5
Victinised (100.1005 100,0 ©  £5,0 12,5 2.5
DTB: Dats based on question Lb. Detsil may not add to total because of round Plgures
in parentheses refer to population in the group. ing:
SEstimete, besed on about 10 or fewer saupla cases, is statisticelly unrelidble: R
Table 35. Most important mcasure for lmprovlng local police pertormance
{Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
2&' Ee “ﬂ he [}
ALl 65 md &%
v persona Female Other 16-19 0= 6dy victimizea  Victimised
Most important measure (<7 440) (uu..sm) (123,0m0) (177..em) (1.8.900) (1,300) (25,400) .31, 1@) (36.500) (..7 100) € .,5%) (33,7m0) (153,%0) (73,500)
v Total 10,0 UXI40) 100,0 100,40 100.0 10,0 100,0 10040 100,0 100.0 10040 "100,0 100,0 100,0
Parsonral pescource. .

Total . ) £R0 2bl 28,8 Al 3heks 19.9 241 28,5 22,3 28,7 30,3 8,3 2.2
More pulive PRI PP} 21418 2347 1641 18,R 16.4 1549 205 21,9 25ee 28,3 <3.8 18,2
Better training by 5.9 el 5¢1 LoD 2546 3.6 6.2 8.0 by 3.5 26l b6 6,0

- . Qperational practices :
Total 67,3 5545 LE 5743 5743 5640 60.1 56,1 52e6 55es 5946 & d 57l §7.1
Focus on more important et
dutlies, etc, 64 6,7 5.4 fret) 6.0 ‘301 10.6 R4l . 7.6 bely bLels 3.1 5¢7 645. «
fireater pl'lmpuv-m:, <t 1aes 9,3 “0.6 ]Unl. 1“0”- ‘Slb 1513 16.“ 13l£ 1-3.A 9.0 Rl5 11,7 “..J
Increassd traffic cantesl B 1o} : )7 Y 1.4 L PRVA 0.4 Udedy 1,¢ 1.3 UeB 2,6 19 0.7
Mopre pelice certain
aregs, timen 2.3 n,h 3Re1 1et) 3ol INRL 33 3l.1 30.1 ) 36,9 454 4RO 39.6 35.6
Community relatiins

Total Ted Lgn .0 2,1 18,7 Y3 1608 1645 13.6 10,1 5.0 Jo0 CHA 123
Guurteay, attitudea, ate, 2.4 a2 2,00 R 4.0 23, 1e 00 .8 1144 LA bely P Tk 10.3
Don't discriminate ‘e cet) Zotd 1e3 Lo i, ) bet 1.7 ol <ol 1o N9 P 1.9

(ither LI 5ot 5.1 5.8 i, 2ho4 3.l Sed 755 6.2 5o 5t LR (3

1 “nta basad on queatice lat.  Oetall may not add to total .t-ecauae of rouriding. Flgures in parentheses refar to population in the grouf.
EK ‘ste, based on gero ur on about 17 or fewer sample cages, is statistically unreilable.

i . -
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Table 36. Most important measure for improving
- local police performance

(P.u'cent distribution of responses for t! ) populetion ege 16 and over] '

3

Pergonnel =~ Operational Community .

Population characteristic -Total resources practices relations Other
Sex snd age R
Male .
16-19 (13,500 100,0 19.9 58,9 18,1 3.1
20-24, (14,300 100,0 25,0 52,6 17.0. Sedy
25-34 (16,600 100,0 31,6 W87 13,8 5.9
3549 (20,600 100,0 31.2 53.6 9l 5.8
0-&i, (25,200 100,0 28,9 58.2 6.3 6.5
6’ and over (u’m) 100,0 28.’ 61.2 440 6.2
Pemale
16-19 (11,900 100,0 20,0 61,6 15.3 3.1
20-24, (16,700 100,0 19,7 59.2 16,1 5.0 "
25"3‘0 Z).al) lw.O 26.0 ’5.8 13.:. 2.8
35-49 (26,500 100,0 26,1 56,8 10,7 ol
50-64 (28,300 100,0 28,7 60,8 S Sel
65 and over (19,600) 100,0 31,7 59.4 3.6 5e2
Race and age .
W¥hite v
16-19 (19,200 100,0 21,6 60,8 Ul 3.1
20-24 (25,300 100,0 23,2 58.4 13.4 5.0
25-34 (28,300 100,0 32,0 51.7 10,5 5.8
35“‘09 “O’w 1(».0 3008 5502 7.0 7.0
50-64 (42,800) 100,0 30,2 58,8 beb 6ely
65 and over (27,40C) 100,0 i1 59,8 3,0 6.1
Black
16-19 (6,200 100,0 14.9 7.6 2oly 33,1
20-24 (5,600 100,0 17.9 449 30,9 642
25-34 (74600 100,0 15,1 56,5 25.5 32,9
35-49 (12,600 100,0 21,8 . 55.4 18,7 440
50-&4 (10,700 100,0 2.4 63,0 10,9 347
65 and over (6,300) 100,0 255 63.2 T 13,8

NOTE: Data based on question 14b, Detail may not add to total because of rounding., Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
A Estimate, based on 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 37. Most important measure for improving

. _local police performance
{Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 shd over)
Personnel Operaticnal Commnity
Population characteristic Total resources p=actices relations Other
ma.-'ﬂ?’.' ad age ‘
White
Nale :
16-19 (10,200 . 100.0 0.8 61,0 15,5 22,7 ¥
20-44 (11,900 100,0 25,3 5501 1.8 49
25-34 13,500 100,0 33.9 484 &1.0 6.?
35-49 (15,800 100.0 33.4 53.1 74 be2
50-64 (20,200 100,0 30.3 8§72 5.1 Tedy
Female .
16-19 (9,000) * 100,0 . 2244 60.7 13,1 3.7
0.2, (13,400 100,0 21,3 61.3 12,3 5.1
25-34 (14,700 100,0 30.3 8546 10,0 5,0
35-49 (18,500 100.0 8.7 571 6.6 7.6
50-&, (22,600 100,0 30,1 6043 he 5.4
65 and over (16,200) 100,0 33.8 57.6 2,9 5.8
Bk ’
Male
16~19 (3,300 100,0 17.3 52,0 2643 346
M 2'” 1«’.0 2‘..6 37.9 ”03 ‘6.2
as-3, (2,600 100,0 17.6 52,1 30,3 30,0
35-49 (4,700 100,0 2.6 Shely 16.3 3447
$0-4& (5,000 100,0 ‘223 6340 11.4 33,2
65 and over 2.”) 100,0 313 553 17.9 34
Female
16-19 (2,900 100,0 12,5 63.9 2,2 31,4
20-2l (3,00 100,0 13.3 49.8 32,0 3.8
25‘“ 5.@ m.O 13.7 5808 230 1 ‘k“‘
35-49 (7,900 100,0 2, 86,1 20,2 33,3
5,700 100,0 T 22,6 63.0 10.4 34,0
65 ad over 3.“0) 100,0 20,5 “o ’7.‘ 32,7
NOTE: Data based on questicn lib, Detail may not add t0 totgl because of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to population in the group.
Sgatimate, based on sero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Appendix U

~

Survey Instrument S

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con-
ains 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.e., 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, thete was no

-

provision for proxy responses on behalt of in-
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during
the interviewing period.

°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 atter NCS 6. Following is
a facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental
forms were available for use in houscholds where
more than three persons were interviewed, Fac-
similes of Forms NCS 3 and 4 have not been in- -

‘cluded in this report, but can be found in Criminal

Victimization Surveys in Pittsburgh, 1977.

.
gy
»



. NOTICE « Yow report: 19 the Census m is ccmumm w Il\v (Title u. 0.8.

s
IRt . Code). 11 may be 200n only by sworn Cantus empiopess and Mey be used oaly iu
\ - sianstical pwposes,
10CIaL ARD. i:.o:a'e.:::v?:vfemu}auvm & Contrel o,
BUNT AU OF TuE CENNVE )
I E ' ' ' 1
NATIONAL CRINE SURVEY . - [ .. ™V it (Poml (| Segeenl
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE ' ; 5 : :
] t i [}

ATTITYDE QUESTIONNAIRS

B. Name of houtenid head

®

€. Redson 101 noninterview

@ titveEA FIMRe . 1 ] s(T.TvPEC
3 Raco of hoad
@ R
2 " wegro
2| ) Other ¢
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Line number -
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HOUSEHOLD.AT TITUDE QUESTIONS ¢
Ask only hout ehold respondent

munummmuuuh 1 would 16k to ask
mm Mmmmmnu:“.
you e, your stiitudes sed cpinions, o

1. Mow long heve you fived 21 this abdress?

®

¢ More than 8 yesrs'™- 831 103

5 Which 12300 would you 84y xas the o3t isportant?

43, Why €16 you loave there? Any other rease? rkosh ol thet asoly)
1{ ] tocation - claser to job, famity, friends, school, shopping, stc., ere
27 nowse (spartment) or property Chasactenistics ~ s120, quahity,
mw.“o

37 wantad tetter houssng, own heme
4[] wanted cheaper housing
3] Mo choice ~ avicted, duilding Gemolished, condemned, eic.

Clm? Iving aranguments - ~ merital stats, wanted

7{"] 84 etement moving in
e {_Crime in old nelghbernood, atraid

1
o{7)Dutw't like W e::mmm - environment,

10 [ Other ~ Specity

(1f MN0 then ORS 198000)

Entor item mambor

Sa, Is there sything you doe’t like about this neighboriood?
oo~ m’tou
Yoo - Whs? Anything olsa? (atark oif tnet apply)
11 Trafisc, parking
o .. Eavironmentat problees - « trash, noise; overcrowding, etc.
3{T1Crimm o fane of clime .
o[J) Putiic wansportation problem |
87 tnadaguate schools, shopping facitites, ek,
6[7] Bad-cloment moving in
7 1 Problems with aeighbors, cmummm«mm.
v o7 10ther - Specity
mmmm
mmnmhhuﬂnm?

Enter 1Hom number

. 22, Wy did you select this perticular neighborkood? Asy othet reasen?
@ (Marn at1 that applyl

streets, parks,
. Goog schools
* Sate dom crime
Onty plate housing conld be tound, lack of chewe
Price was ngt
Lacation T close to job, tatly, friends, schosl, Shopoing, #c.

' Mouse mmmm of property charheinstis - 0ae, ality,
.« yhtd space, ete

8 Always Hived 1 this nei1ghderhood
9 Other - Sesc:ty

“ o e wh

-"m fhah 0N t@asaN}
5. Which reason would you 5oy was e @08t inpertant?

E . . Ente: Hhem number

1, Ne1ghdornood c‘n:ummm ~ type of neighbors, environment,

—— - ey b et bt ¢ S v ——

e o ——p ——— SeieAv i a8 1 8 S 0 s e = St

hhmi?muhmfmuw
o{‘]vu ~ SNIP to o
Mo - Why acl? Any other resson? (Mask ai! her apply)
t[ ] Mo stores in ASighdorkood, othets more convenient

] . botter
(mzm 1nadequste, prefers { ]
3 ' Migh prices, commissary o PX cheaper

4.7 1Crime or fear of clime
s, 'Other - Spucily
111 mom then one season) Tt
& Wick reason would you say is the most inportent?
i Enter 1tom manbdr

———

)

®

o, Vs 6 v v 410 you S ore
t Outesige US.
2 inside himity of ihis City WP 10 40
3 Somewhere @3¢ 1n U S, u"'i

— - State

o e mee e — CouRly
Mmlm mcawuuuum. town, vmaa.m?

I”S

7s. When you shop for things other then food, such a3 clohing aad gonstal
serchendiss, 6 you LLYp’QMumm

conlers or do you shop *

t ["‘Smun or neighborhood

2. ' Downtown ik ]
Y Mb“’ ARy Cher resson? rMerh ai1 that  apory! -

1 1 Better perhing, tesy trattic

2’ ) Gutter transpotistion
3 'More convemant
.
s

“ Better selection, MOre Stores, more choice
Atrard of crime
&' "' S11e hours beltes
77" Gattor prices
8 Profeis (better siores, location, service, empioynes
o Other- Specity . N

@ " voaw e DI
i 1)
2 es. Enten came of ity imn, ot g @ ¢ Which one would you say is the mest inporient reason
@ I I I I l ] - - e mame  E 1O 10M MDY
. R B e !:'..l!l!k Complele interview with househcid "”M’Mf.
> doginning with individuel Altitude Yumstions,
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS ~ Ask each household member 16 or older

REYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD

@ua-w Tla-

6. How ot 8 70 0 a1 0 8 evening o RS, 500D 6
wm%m.?

@ +{.] Once & wosn s cve
27770088 than once o woek ~

0019 than once § mONth

3 About ence & moath
Lhmprmﬂumumwhm“am
o L

o ago
@ 11| ADOUL T Seme ~ SXIP 10 Chech item A

¢ ]33 tmes o yant
S juess then 2 or 3 times o
yoa! Of never

-1 {4 § Look ot 118 end 0. Was 50 3 or 4 Mared i either tian?

ITER B Ll ves - AN 11 T N - aiP fo 12
s o nale sorious)
" sht novig seaevters car T e 1o o

@ of Mo~ 8P 1012 . .
L ' Yeu ~ Why Gon't you? Aey other 19a30n? Amk a1/ et appiy;
() 1T} Can't attors to 7 "Plan to move soon
277 'Can'ting other housing 6" “Heaith of age
3, Relstives, frends neardy  7°  Other - Soocity 5
4" "1 Convement 10 work, etc.

e T ——
= =

111 moe@ than one r0gson;

(il MOre than ono resson)
¢ Which reason would you $ay s the most iapartent?
@ Enter. (e rnumbee

. i ? ‘
. a3 }..,. Wy? Aay other ? ik o1t mat apoiys 4. Which reason would you say'is the aiost important? _
@ 3 ‘L‘u et 2 Tremly et ' £n10r 19m number

oty Stugtion " Onidven, a0 [ 12, Haw Go you Binh you neighberhood compares v other 1y OV

3 TRisces 19 go, pewie ]‘M“" ! llhwol'l:am o tarms of crime? Would you say it is -
¢ mith 8. lActivities, j0b, schoo! @ £ 1igeh ? . ?

s Convenience 9 [Crime or fear of ctime v m‘",'w ¢ Lesdumperos?
o Health owm 10| Want o, it to, enjoyment 2" Wore dangerous? S [Much loss dangercus?
s Transoutstion Ot~ Spmciy 3 " About svarage?
o Age . 130, Ase there some party of this metropelite ares m‘:um

reason 1o go or would like to go OURING TH.. DAY,
to becauss of tear of ¢time?
@ o .m ves - Which sactioniti?

@ A of 8p8¢its6 places montionss

e ainid

'
2
3 much ctime 10 other place

4 setetrdo

8" " vefen -ondern tacihities trestavtants, theaten, etc.)

6 W evre Bive 1n Other 2108

7 ' Betauss of frjends, relatives

s 'Other . Speeity —
11f more tRan one reeson: ¢

f. Which reason would you say s the modt irpartant?

@ Enter 119m numbor

. CMECK 18 00x 1, 2, or 3 maried in B *
ITEN A L Me-Sprooa  TIver - A& 0. How sbout AT NIGHT ~ are there some parts of this ares whers you have s
4. W¥hen you do g0 Out B res o Beaiirs inthe ewealng, 5 1 reason to 0 or wouid Hike to go but are sfeald to because of fear of crime?
ususily in e city or cutside of the city? @ of 1N Yes - Which soctionis)?
@ t Usuaily e the city ] ' ,
377 ysusity outside of the city : > -
3" ] About equs! ~ $2IP 10 08 @ Numbsr of 8peCiNIC PIOCes mentioned
€0 you ususlly go (outside the cily 1n the city)? Aay other 142, Would you say, in general, that yout locs! police ars s
..:,na?':nm oll'm:(tulv: Y A . job, an average job, or 3 poos job? : Golnaa oot
@ . Move conventent, famitiar, sasier 10 got there, saly piace svailsbie @ 1. 10008 ° 3 [ Pox
"I Puing prodiems, traffic 2, Average 4, Don't unow ~ SKIP to 184

s O Inwhat ways cculd they inprove? Any other ways? wers al that appty)

@ 1. VN0 improvement noeded - SNWP 0 188 - o

2" !Hue more policemen

3 . iConcentrate on more Important dutres, serious crime, otc,
" i Be mote prompt, responsive, atert .
$ " Improve training, 10198 quahificetions of Day, recrustment policies
& Be mote courteous, improve attitude, commumty relstions
7 ' Don't discriminate
[
[}

‘.

h.lwl'dlﬁnumwhmm:mhrn ,
Within the past yea! or two, do you think that crime in your

aeighdorhoed has incrensed, decressed, of remained about the same?
@ 1 incressed 4 ‘Don'tknow - $RP fo¢

2 Decressed $ _ Hoven't lived here

3 Seme P toc that long - 8X/P 10 ¢

‘e )
b, Nere you thinking about any soacific kinds of crimes when you said
you tink crime in your neighborheod kas (incieased. decressed)?

(m) ) ves - Whal hinds of crimes?

I A

¢.'How sbout any crinws which may be »-m in your avighborhood -
wauld you say they sre commitied mestly by the pecple who live
-y herein s neighborhood 07 mestly by autsiders?
()‘l) t  "Mo crimes happening s’ ' Outsiders
" in neighbor hood o ) Equally by bot
2 “Pecple living heto | s ' Don't now

"" Need mose tathic control *
" Need more policemen of partic ular type (1001, ¢art 1n
CONlain 21088 OF 4t cortan times
10 "Don't know
tt "Other . Specity
11 more than une way:
¢, Which would you say is the most importent?
@ —— —~ EntO: itom numblr -
158, Now | have some more questions about your opinicns conceraing crime,
Pleass tahe this card, /rven Artitue £ , NCS824)
Look at the FIRST set of statements, Which one 6o you agree with most?
@ © 1 "My chances of being attacked of robbed have GONE UP
o nthe past few yeers
2 My chances of being s1tacked of 1obbed hawe GONE DOWN
n the past few years

3. My chances of being attached of 10bbed haven't changed
11 the past few years

102, Within the past yesr o two do you think that crime n the United
States 904, decrassed, or remained sbou! the same?

- ] ™
<m> t  Incressed 1] e
¢ Decressed ks & Don't know

. Were you Dhinking sdout any speciiic Kinds of crimes when you 88id |
you think cﬂuhi: e U.S. has (increased decressedy?

SRIP to te

4 N0 opinion
b, Whick of the SECOND group do you agree with most?
@ [} Crime +s LESS verious than the newspspess snd Ty say
2 Crime 13 MORE senious than the newspwpers and TV say

3 Crimg s 200Ut 2% $0410us 23 the newspapers 4a0-TV say
4  No opiion

‘. PR —

@ o N ves -Whathindsoferimes? _

[ [ ] - e o

168, Do you think PECPLE IN GENERAL have limited or changed heir
aclivilies in the past few years decause they are ainsid of crime?

H1a, How safe do yeu feel or wauld you feel being out siene i your
aoighborhosd AT NIGHT?

t Yes 2 N
B. D0 you tink Wt most PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGNBORMOOD have Imited or

-

@ v "Very sate 3 Somewhat unsate . changed theiractivities 1nthe past few years because they ate afraid of crime?
2 Ro_nonnly u_lo s _v_ow_‘_u‘\’ﬂo L L (3‘9 1 Yes 2 Ne ] . o
5. How 2bout DURING THE DAY - how safe do you fesl o would €. In general, have YOU fimited of changed your aclivilies in the past fow
you fee] deing out sione 1n your seighderhood? yoars because of crime?
(”D 1 Very sate 3 Somewhst unsste Q" 1 Yes 2 No
2 Reasonably sate 4 Vaty umaste INTERVIEWER - comt QI N1Asy OW R ILA s 1espundent On NCS -0
PORMN. VA ooy Pege 2 *
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. ‘Technical information
- and reliabiiity of the estimates

. Survey results contained in this publication are
based on data gathered during carly 1974 from per-
sons residing within the city limits of Pittsburgh, in-
cluding'those living in certain types of group quar-
ters, such as "dormutories. rooming houses, and
ligious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,
mdudmg tourists and commuters, did not tall within
the xopc of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of
mcuh\nt vessels, Arnied Forees personnel living in
militarys, barracks, and institutionalized persons,
such as correctional @auhty inmates, were not under
umsndcratu\n W ith these exceptions, all persons age
16 and over liv ng in units designated thr'the sample
weré eligible to be interviewed.

Each interviewer's first’ contact with a unit
selected for the survey was in person, and, if it were
not possible to secure interviews with all eligible
members of the houscheld during the initial visit, in-
terviews by telephone were permissible thereafter,
Proxy responses were not permitted for the attitude
survey. Survey records were processed and
weighted, yiclding resylts representative both of the
*city's population as a whole and of various sectors
within the population. Because they are based on a
sample survey rather than a complete enumeratmn.
the results are estimates,

Sample design and size

E:stimates trom the survey are based on data ob-
tained from o stratified sample. The basic frame
trom which the attutude sample was drawn—the
city's complete housing inventory ., as determined by
the 1970 Census of Population and Housing—was
the same as that tor the victimization survey. A
determmation was made that a sample roughly halt
the size ot the victiimization sample would yield
enough attitudinal data on which to base reliable
©estumates. For the purpose ot selecting the victimiza.
ton sample, the ¢ty 's housing units were distributed
among 10S strata on the basis of various charac-
teristics. Oecupied units, which comprised the ma-
jority, were grouped nto 100 strata defined by a
combination ot the tollowing characteristies: type of
tenure (owned or rented), number of houschold
members (tve categories), houschold income (five
categories), and race ot head of houschold (white or
other than white) Housing units vacant at the time
of the Census were assigned to an additional tour !

)

\

strata, where they were distributed on the basis of
rental or property value. A single stratum incorpor-
ated group quarters. A

To account tor 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 ¢ity. This
enabled the proper representation in the survey of

persons occupying housing built after 1970.

In order to develop the halt sample tequired for
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly assigned
to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 pancls being
designated for the attitude survey. This procedure
resulted in the selection of 6,058 housing units. Dur-
ing the survey period, 889 of these units were found
to be vacant, demolished, converted to nonresiden-
tial use, temporarily occupied by nonresidents, or,
otherwise ineligible for both the victimization and
attitude surveys. At an additional 217 units visited
by interviewers it was impossible to conduct inter-
views because the occupangs 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
of 4,952 housing units, and the rate of participation
among units qualified for interviewing was 95.8 per-
cent. Participating units were occupied by a total of
9.992 persons age 16 and over, or an average of two
residents of the relevant ages per unit. Interviews
were conducted with 9,433 of these persons, result-
ing in a response rate of 94.4 percent among cligible
residents,

Estimation procedure

Data records gencrated by ‘the attitude survey
were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation
weights, one for the records of indwvidual respond-
ents and another for those of houschold respondents.
In each case?'the final weight was the product of two
clements—a tactor of roughly twice the weight used
in tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio
estimation factor. The following steps determined
the tabulation weight for personal vicumization data
and were, therctore, an integral part of the estima-
tion ‘procedure for attitude data gathered from in-
dividual respondents: (1) a basic weight, retlecting
the selected unit's probability of being included in
the sample; (2) a tactor to compensate tor the sub-
sampling of units, a situation that arose in mstances
where the interviewer discovered many more anits at
the sample address than had been histed in the decen-
nial Census: (3) a within-houschold noninterview
adjustment to account for situations where at feast
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one but not all eligible persons in a household were
interviewed: (4) a household noninteryiew adjust-
ment to account for houstholds qualified to partici-
pate in the survey but from which an interview was
not obtained; (8) a houschold ratio estimate tactor
for bringing cstimates developed from:the sample of
1970 housing units 1nto adjustment with the com-
plete Census count of such ‘units: and (6) a popula-
tion ratio estimate faetor that brought the sample
estimate into accord with post-Census estimates of
“the population -age 12 and over and adjusted the
data tor pussiblc biases resulting trom under-
Loverage or “Overcoverage of the population.

‘The household ratio estimation procedure (step
S) achieved a stight reduction in the extent of sam-
pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er-
ror in the tabulaged survey results. It also compen-
sated for the exclusion from each stratum of any
houscholds alrcady included in samples for certain
other Census Bureau programs. The household ratio
estimator wygs _not applied tq interview records
gathered trom residents of group quarters or of units
constructed after the Census, For household vic-
timization data (and attitude data from household
respondents), the nnal weight incorporated all of the
steps described above except the third and sixth.

I he ratio estimation factor, second element of the
tinal weight, was an adjustnfent for bringing data
from the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was
based on a half sample) into ageord with data from
the victimization survey (based on the whole sam-
ple). This adjustment. required because the attitude
sample was randomly constructed from the vic-
timization sample, was used for the age, sex, and
race characteristics of respondents,

Reliability of estimates
As previously noted, survey results contained in

this report are estimates. Despite the precautions

taken to omimize sampling variability, the estimates
are subgect to errors arising from the tact that the
sample employed was only one of a large number of
possiblé samples of equal size that could have been
used applying the same sample design and selection
procedures. Fsumates derived trom difterent-sam-
ples may vary somewhat, they also may ditter from
tigures developed trom the average of all possible
samples, evenat the surveys were administered with
the-same schedules, instructions, and interviewers.
Jdhestandard error ot a4 survey estimate is a
nicdSure ot-the varaion among estimates from-all

possible samples and w, theretore. a gauge of the'

precision with which the estimate trom a patticular '

.
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sample approximates the average result of all p.ssi-
ble samples. The estimate and its associated stand-
ard erfor may be used to construct a confidence in-

-terval, that is, an interval havinga prescribed proba.;

bility that it would include the average result ot all

. pussible samples. The average value of all possible

samples may or may not be contained in any particu-
lar computed interval. However, the chances are
about 68 out of 100 that a survey-derived estimate
would ditfer from the average result of all possible

samples by less than one standard error. Similarly, -

the chances are about 90 out of 100 that the
ditference would be less than 1.6 times the standard
error; about 95 out of 100 that the difference would
be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 out of 100
chances that it ‘would be less than 2.5 times the
standard error. The 68 percent confidence interval
is defined as the range of values given by the esti-
mate minus the standard error and the estimate plus
the standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the
average value of all .possible samples would fall
within that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confi-
dence interval is defined as the estimate plus or
minus two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates pre-
sented in this report are subject to nonsampling er-
ror, chiefly affecting the dccuracy ot the distinction
between victims and nonvictims. A major source of
nonsampling error is related to the ability of re-

.

spondents to recall whether or not they were vic-

timized during the 12 months prior to the time of in-
erview. Research on recall indicates that the ability
t« remember a crime varies with the time interval
between' victimization and interview, the type of
crime, and. perhaps, the socio-demographic charac-
teristics of thgyrespondent. Tuken together, recall
problems ma@

“true” number of victimized persons and house-
holds, as defined for the purpose of this report.
Another source of norsampling error pertaining to
victimization experience involves telescoping, or
bringing within the appropriate 1 2-month reference
period victimizations that occurred before or after
the close of the period. .

result in an understatement of the

Although the problems of recall and telescoping

_ probably weakened the differentiation between vic-

tims and ionvictims, these would not have aftected

the data on personal attiudes or behavior. Neverthe-

less, such data may have been atfected by nonsam-
pling errors resulting from incompicte or erroncous
responses, systematic mistakes introduced by inter-
viewers, and improper coding and processing of
data. Many of these errors also would occur in a

-
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complete gensus. Quality control measures, such 81 .

interviewer observation and a reintérview program,

as well as edit prmedcyes Jn the field and at the

clerical and computer procesging stages, were

. utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably how

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 dny.
systematic biases in the data,

Regarding the reliability of data,, it shoul'd be
noted that estimates based on zero or on ah®t 10 or’
fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable.
Such estimates are identified in footnotes to the data
tables and were not used for purposes of analysis in
this report. For Pit{shurgh, a minimum weighted
estimate of 300 was considered statistically reliable,
as was any percentage, based on such 1 figure.

Computation and application
of the otangard error

.

For survey estimates relevant to either the in-

dividual or houschold respondents, standard errors
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix- can
be used for gauging sampling variability. These er-
rors ar¢ approximations and suggest an order of

. ‘nagnitude of the standard error rather than the pre-
cise error assoctated with any given estimate. Table |
contains standard error approximations applicable
to information from individual respondents and Ta-
ble 11 gives errors for data derived from household
respondents. For pertentages not specifically listed
in the tables, linear interpolation must be used to ap-
proxinrate the standad error,

To illustrate the application of standard errors in
measuring sampling variability, Data Table 1 in this
report shows that 63.2 percent of all-Pittsburgh resi-
dents age 16 and over (358,700 petsons) believed
crime 1n the United States had increased. Two-way
linear anterpolation of data listed in Table | woyld
yteld a standard error of about 0.5 percent. Conse-
quently, chances are 65 out of 100 that the estimated
pereentage of 63 2 would be within 0.5 percentage
points of the average result trom all possible sam-

-a level of signiticanc

'p €8, i@e the 68 percent confidence interval associ-

ated with the estimate wwld@e from 62.7 to 63.7.
Furthermore, the chances are 95 out of 100 that the
estimated percentage wuuld be roughly within one .
percentage point-of the average for all samples: i.e..
the 95 percent confidence intérval would be about

®.2 to 642 percent. Dandard efrors: associated
" with data from household respondents are calcu-

latedqn the same manner, using Table 11.

. “In comparing two sample estimates, the standard
error of the difference between the two figures is ap-
proxlmately equal to the square root of the sum of

- "the squares of the standard etrors of each estimate

considered separately. As an examg':, Data Table
12 shows that 31.3 percent of males and 9.0 percent
of females felt very safe when out alone in the
neighborhood at night, a difterence of 22.3 percen-
tage points. The standard error for cach estimate,
determined by interpolation, was about 0.8 (males)
and 0.4 (females)., Using the formula described
previously, the standard error of ‘the difference
between 31.3 1d 9.0 percent is expressed as
V(0.8)2 + (0.4)2, which equals approximately 0.9.
Thus, the confidence interval at oneg standard error
around the difterence of 22.3 would be from 21 .4 to
23.2(22.3 plus or minus 0.9) and at two standard er-
rors from 20.5 to 24.1, The ratio of a difference to its
standard error det’inﬁa value that can be equared to

For example, a ratio of about
2.0 (or. more) denotes that the difference is signifi-*
cant at the 9S percent confidence level (or higher); a
ratio ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates
that the difterence is significant at a confideénce level
between 90 and 95 percent: and-a ratio of less than
about 1.6 defines a level of confidence below 90 per-
cent. ln the above example, the ratio .of the
difterence (22.3) to the standard error (0.9)'is equal
to 24 8, a figure well above the 2.0 minimum level of
confidence applied in this report. Thus, it was con-
¢luded that the difference between the two propor-
tions was statistically significant, For data gathered
from household -respondents, the significahce of
ditferences between two sample estimates is tested by
the same procedure, using standard errors in Table
I

5
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Table L Individual respondent data: Standard erro:[ approximations for estimated percentages

\ - . .
. ‘ (68 chances out. of 100) : 1 : )
' m:%.:&.m&n.; ttivid AL pmgpordonts
h‘;e bf.ml'cel‘lt ¢ 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5. gl' 95.0 . :b:":‘ Jr 90, 25.0 or 7505 * . m .
. 1w ¢ 605 100 1 " 11&02 1905 280 1 ; 320 )
25 41 6ol 9.0 . 12,3 17.8 20.5
500 . ) 2.9 . 45 6.3 8.7 12,6 » 1.5
¢ i'w 200 * 302 * ltos 602 8-9 1003
2,500 1.3 ) 2.0 2.8 - 3.9 5.6 6.5
. 5,000 Y 0,9 1.4, 2.0 2.8 4.0 ! 4.6
0,000 ' 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.9 2.8 3.2
,000 0.4 0.6 0 ¥ 1.2 1.8 ¢ 2.
£0,000 . 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.5
100,000 . 0.2 0.3 Ok ‘ 0.6 0.9 , 1.0
250, 000 . - 0.1 : 0.2 0.3 Oy ‘ 0.6 0.6
$00,000 . 04 0.1 2, 02 . 0.3 0.4 0.4
WTE: e standard orrors in this table are applicsble to infomation in Data Tebles 1-18 and 27-37. _
\ Vf . .
* L]
. Table ll. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
* ‘ ‘
;s (68 'shances out of 100) )
Base of percent 1.0 or 97.0 2.S~or ’ \ 5.0 or 95.0 10.0 or 90.0 ~ 25,0 or"—ls.ﬁ 50,0
100 5.7 9.0 12.5 17.2 Coa.8 28.7
. 238 3.2 s.g 7.2 10,9 15.7 18,1
5 2. . b 5, . 7.7 . 11.1 2.8
1,000 1.8 2.8 4.0 ® , 5,0, 7.9 4 2.1
2,500 1.1 1.8 }.5 34 5.0 5.7
5,000 ’ 0.8 1.3 ol.8 A 3.5 4ol
10,000 . W6 0.9 1.3 \/ 1.7 25 2.
25,000 ! 0.4 0.6 1,8 , 11 1.6 1.8
50,000 0.3 Ol 0.6 . 0.8 1.1 1.3
1w.m . Qe 0-3 0.& ’ ‘)05 0.8 e )
250,000 ; 0.1 0.2 33 0.3 0.5 Db
NOTEt The .itandaji errors in thls table are applicable to informetion in Data Tables 19-26. , ¢ '
I (N .- ‘
| \a !
; . - .
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Glossary :

*

Age—The appropriate age category is deter-
mined by cach respondent's age as of the last day of
the month preceding the interview

Annual lamlly lncomo—-lncludc.s the income of
the houschold head and all other related persons

sresiding in the samc household unit. Covers the 12
months preceding ‘the interview and includes wages,
salaries, net income trom business or tarm, pensions, *
interest, dividends, rent, and any othet form of
monetary income. The intome of persons unrelated
to the head otfouschold s excluded.

Assauit-—An unlawtul physical attack, whether
aggravated dor simple, upon a person. Includes at-
‘tempted assault with or without & weapon. Excludes

* rape and attempted rape; as well as attacks involving

theft or attempted Fhett, which are classified ag rob-
bery. -

Burglary—L nlawtul or forcible entry of a resi-
dgnce. usually. .but not necessarily, attended by
theft. Includes attempted forcible entry.

Central city~—The largest city of a standard

metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).

Community relations—Rcfers to question [4b
(ways ot improving police performance) and in-
cludes two response categorices: **Be more courteous,
improve attitude, community rclatwns“ and "'Don’t
discriminate.”

Bowntown shopping. area—The .cntral shop-
L pIng district of the city where the respondent lives,

Evoulng entertainment—Refers to cntertain-
ment available in public places, such as restaurants.
theaters, bow ling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice cream
parlors. «ty dacludes club meetings, shopping, and
social visits to the homes of relatives or acquain-
tanees

General merchandise shopping—Rcfers to
shopping tor goods other than food . \u&h as slothmg
turniture, housewares, ete \

Head of household—t-or classification pubpe ws,
only one divadual per bonsehold can be the head
person In husband -wite houscholds, the husband ar-
bitrataly o considered to be the head. - In other
houscholds, the head person s the individual so
regarded by sty members, generally, that person s
the chiet breadwinner

Household—( st ot the o cupants of sepa-
rae livang quarters mecting either ot the fallowing
voiteria ch) Persons, whether present or temporarily
absent. whos usual pl.m ot residence s the housing

FNe 8Nt questien Or 21 Persony' staving in the housing

’ 'umt v.hn s ¢ nowsual place of residence eisewhere.

+

Household sttitude qmﬂono—lte s 1 through
7 of Form NCS 6. For households that consist of
more than one member, the questions ;pply to the
entire household,

Household larceny—Theft or attempied theft of

¢ property or cash ftom a residence or its immediate

vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forciblg entry, or
ynlawful entry are not involved.

Housshold re. ent—A knowledgeable adult
member of the household. most frequently the head
of household or that person’s spouse. For each
household, such a person answers the ““household at-
titude questions.”

individual attitude qwestions—Items 8 through

16 of Form NCS 6. The gyestions apply to each per-
son, not the entire household.

individual respondent—Each person age 16 and
over, including the household respondent, who par-
ucnpates in the survey. All such persons answer the

“individual attitude questions."

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

Major food shopping—Refers to shoppmg. 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 lar-
ceny. and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the
victimization component of the survey. Includes
both completed and attempted acts that occurred

‘ during the 12 months prior « the month of.inter-

view,
Motor vehicie theﬂ—Stcalmg or unauthorized
taking of a motor vehicle, mcludmg attempts at such
acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles, trucks.
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles
legally allowed on public roads and highw ays.
Neighborhood—The general vicinity of the res-
pondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor-
wldefine an arca with which the respondent iden-

tifies,

M—Sce “"Not victimized ” helow,

Not victimjzed—I-or the purpose of this report,
persons not categorized as “victimized™ (see below )
are considered “not victimized.”

Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.

Operational practices—Rcters to question | 3b
(ways ol improving police performance) and in.
cludes four response categories: “Concentrate on
more important duties, serious crimes, cie.™; “Be
more prompt. responsive, alert”™, "Need more trattic
control ™ and “Need more policemen ot particular
type (foot, card in certaim areas or at certain times.”
Q. . *"

.
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Personal larceny—Theft or attempted theft of
property or cash, either with contact (but without

force or threat of force) or without direct eontact be-

tween victim and oftender.

Personnel resources—Reters to quesuon 14b
(ways of improving pclice performance) and in-
cludes tw:. response categories.  Hire miore police-
men" and “improve training, raise quallﬁcatmns or
pay. recruitment policies.” |

Race—Determined by the interviewer upon ob-
servation, 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. Includes
both heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization—See "Victimization rate.
below. o

"

Robbery—Theft or atu,mpted thett, directly from '

a person, of praperty or cash by force or threat of
force. with or without a weapon.
Serles victimizations—Threc or more criminal

events smnlar. if not identical, in nature dnd incur-

red by a person unable to identify scparately the
details of each act. or, in some cascs, to recount ac-
curately the total number of such acts. The term is
applicable to each of the crimes measuied by the vie-
timization cqmponent of the survey.

»

S0

3uburban or neighborhood shopping areas—
Shopping centers or districts either, outside the city
limits or in outlying arcas of the city near the respon-
dent's residence. -
Vietim—See “Victimized.” hclow
Victimization—A specific criminal act as it
affects a single victim, whether a person or house-
hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number of
vuumlzauons is determined by the number ot vic-
tims of such acts. Each ¢riminal act against a houseg
hold is assumed to involve a single victim. the
affected houschold T
Victimization rate—kor crimes agiinst persons,
the victimizavion rate, a measure of occurrence
among population groups at risk. is computed on the
basis of the number of victimizations per 1,000 resi-
dent population age 12 and over. For crimes against
houscholds, victimization rates are calculated on the
basis of the number of victimizations per 1.000

"

- households.

Victimized—For the purpose of this report, per-
sons are regarded as “vicumized™ it they meet cither
of two criteria. (1) They personally expericnced one
or more of the following criminal victimizations
during the 12 months_pefor to the month of inter-
view: rape. personal robbery, assault, or personal
larceny. Or. (2) they are members ot a houschold
that experienced one or more of the following crim-
inal victimizations during the same time frame: bur-
glary. houschold larceny, or motor vehicle thett.

3
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